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			Editor’s Preface

			In 2022, the Baltic Defence College published a translation of the first volume of the seminal exploration of the Lithuanian Wars of Independence, originally published in Chicago between 1972 and 1983. This first volume, written by Lieutenant Colonel (ret.) Kazys Ališauskas, covered the fights against two of the three adversaries the newly established Lithuanian state faced in these wars – the Bolsheviks and Bermondtians. The second and third volumes of the work addressed the fight against the Polish state, and it was therefore deemed important to present this conflict as well, considering that without it the picture of the Lithuanian predicament in 1918–1920 and its overall military performance would be incomplete.

			It was, however, decided not to complete the translation of these latter two volumes in their entirety. This decision was taken first and foremost because, while there are very few works in English discussing the military history of the region – and this scarcity was the main reason for choosing these volumes to popularise this history – the present volumes also contain large sections discussing the deeper background of the conflict from the point of view of Lithuanian historiography rooted in the interwar period. This view appears rather outdated from a contemporary perspective and is already considered part of national mythology rather than an objective discussion of events. There are, indeed, works that provide more nuanced and multi-sided interpretations of these conflicts, including in the English language. Among the most prominent, Timothy Snyder’s Reconstruction of Nations. Poland, Ukraine, Lithuania, Belarus, 1569–19991 as well as Tomas Balkelis The Making of Modern Lithuania2 can be mentioned. In Lithuanian, a volume on history of the country by the Lithuanian Institute of History (Lietuvos istorijos institutas)3 was widely used for the background.

			

			The decision was thus made to concentrate on the military-historical aspects of the work, omitting the more interpretative sections, particularly in the second volume and at the end of the third. We decided to cut a part of volume II dealing with the build-up of the conflict and provide just a synopsis of that part with the references to the current historiography of the issues discussed. In addition, we decided to skip some additional explanations provided in the endnotes by the author in cases where those mainly repeated information provided in the text, just adding additional details. However, in order not to take away the voice of the author, his preface was preserved, in which he outlines the main lines of his argument concerning the roots of the conflict. An additional chapter that succinctly compresses the essence of the discussion presented in volume II of the book series using also the insights from current historiography precedes the translation of military-historical parts of the book.

			Because of the size of the text, the book follows two volume edition of Rukša’s work, cutting the text a little differently: this volume covers mainly the battles with the regular Polish army and the final volume covers fights with Lucjan Żeligowski’s forces.

			The book is framed by the two articles of contributing scholars. Dr. Kęstutis Kilinskas provides an overview of the author’s life and work and in the end an article by Dr. Jacek Jędrysiak presents a contemporary view of the conflict and the reconciliation process that took place at the end of the Cold War between the two countries at the end of the next volume.

			As with all translations, some choices needed to be made regarding place names. We followed the convention established in the translation of the first volume and used the contemporary location names, supplementing them, where necessary, with the names as they were used at the time. Thus, the names of the locations in Poland are spelled the way they are in Polish while those on the Lithuanian side in Lithuanian. 

			The most difficult it was to choose a proper name for the region where large part of fighting took place: Suvalkija in Lithuanian, Suwalszczyzna in Polish. In Lithuanian the name infers one of the ethnographic regions straddling Lithuania and Poland; and in Polish the region around the city of Suwałki. At the period in question, the region was seen through the administrative lens of Suwałki Governorate, encompassing four counties that are currently in Lithuania and three that are currently in Poland. As the book, while striving for objectivity, still presents the wars from the Lithuanian point of view, the term Suvalkija was retained throughout.

			In this volume, it was also more difficult in some instances to determine the proper family names of the persons involved. This is because for many actors involved both a Polish and a Lithuanian version of the name exists in the literature. As much as possible, these names were used as the persons themselves intended, i.e., for those fighting on the Polish side, the Polish version and for those fighting on Lithuanian side, the Lithuanian version. Overall, in order to ascertain the names of Lithuanian officers, detailed regimental histories by Dr. Gintautas Surgailis4 and the biographical dictionaries of Lithuanian officers have been consulted. Polish officers were located mainly through the texts that Rukša himself uses in his study, in particular those of Łossowski and Smoleński.5

			As with all major endeavours of this kind, the work required consultation with many colleagues to achieve a translation that is both clear and readable. I would like to express my sincere gratitude to Prof. Nijolė Maskaliūnienė for her careful translation of the text; Dr. George Spencer Terry for stimulating discussions on the subtleties of English expression; Mr. Vilmas Narečionis for refining the schematic maps; Ms. Jaana Reinek for meticulously organising the footnotes and bibliography; Ms. Grete Põder for compiling the index and assisting with the final edits; Dr. Zdzisław Śliwa for verifying several Polish names; Captain (N) Rosław Jeżewski for confirming Polish spellings on the maps and helping identify Polish officers; and to my father, Rimvydas Maskaliūnas, for tracing the movements of units to ensure their accurate placement. Any remaining imperfections are entirely my own.

			Dr. Asta Maskaliūnaitė

			
				
						1	Snyder, Timothy. 2003. The Reconstruction of Nations. Poland, Ukraine, Lithuania, Belarus, 1569-1999. New Haven and London: Yale University Press. 


						2	Balkelis, Tomas. 2009. The making of modern Lithuania. London: Routledge.


						3	Blažytė-Baužienė, Danutė, Edmundas Gimžauskas, Česlovas Laurinavičius, Dangiras Mačiulis, Ge­diminas Rudis, Artūras Svarauskas, Jonas Vaičenonis. 2013. Lietuvos Istorija [History of Lithuania], vol. X, part I. Vilnius: Baltos Lankos.


						4	Antrasis Lietuvos Didžiojo kunigaikščio Algirdo pėstininkų pulkas [Second Infantry Grand Duke of Lithuania Algirdas Regiment] (2014); Penktasis pėstininkų Didžiojo Lietuvos kunigaikščio Kęstučio pulkas [Fifth Infantry Grand Duke of Lithuania Kęstutis Regiment] (2017); Šeštasis pėstininkų Pilėnų kunigaikščio Margio pulkas [Sixth Infantry Pilėnai Duke Margis Regiment] (2019); Septintasis pėstininkų žemaičių kunigaikščio Butegeidžio pulkas [Seventh Infantry Samogitian Duke Butegeidis Regiment] (2021); Aštuntasis pėstininkų Kauno kunigaikščio Vaidoto pulkas [Eighth Infantry Kaunas Duke Vaidotas Regiment] (2022); Dešimtas Pėstininkų Marijampolės Pulkas [Tenth Infantry Marijampolė Regiment] (2024); Lietuvos kariuomenės karininkai 1918–1953 [Officers of the Lithuanian Armed Forces 1918–1953], vol. I–IX. Vilnius: Lietuvos nacionalinis muziejus.  


						5	Łossowski, Piotr. 1966. Stosunki Polsko-Litewskie w Latach 1918–1920 [Polish–Lithuanian Relations in the Years 1918–1920]. Warsaw: Książka i Wiedza ; Smoleński, Józef. 1938. Walki polsko-litewskie na Suwalszczyźnie we wrześniu 1920 r. [Polish-Lithuanian Battles in the Suwałki Region in September 1920]. Warsaw: Wojskowe Biuro Historyczne. 


				

			
		

	
		
			Dr. Antanas Rukša – First Lieutenant, Classical Philologist, Émigré, and Historian

			An Officer, Teacher, and Man of Learning in Interwar Lithuania

			Dr. Kęstutis Kilinskas

			Although the author of this monograph is a well-known scholar of interwar Lithuania and the émigré community, his biography6 has been compiled primarily on the basis of letters written by Antanas Rukša to Professor Jonas Dumčius of Vilnius University’s Department of Classical Philology.7 While these letters are an important biographical source, documents preserved in the Lithuanian Central State Archives provide opportunities to examine and clarify the most significant facts of Rukša’s life in greater detail, as well as to shed more light on the circumstances behind conception, writing, and publication of this monograph.

			Antanas Rukša was born on 15 June 1900 in the village of Žvygonys, Pa­­bais­kas district, Ukmergė county, into a large family of six children. In 1911 he entered the Ukmergė Gymnasium,8 where he completed four classes in 1915. As the ravages of the First World War encroached on Lithuania, he, together with nearly 200,000 Lithuanians, retreated into the interior of Russia. After three years of study, in 1918, he completed seven classes at the Rzhev Gymnasium (Tver Governorate). Toward the end of the First World War, in the summer of 1918, Rukša returned to Lithuania and enrolled in the ‘Rytas’ Society Gymnasium in Vilnius.9 When the German army began its withdrawal from Lithuania, he returned to his native home and for several months taught at the Pabaiskas ‘People’s School’.10

			On 23 November 1918 the Lithuanian Army began its nascent formation, and the fighting against the Bolsheviks commenced, as the Red Army advanced westward and invaded Lithuania. Upon ‘hearing the news about the forming of the Lithuanian Army’11, Rukša crossed the front line, which at that time had stabilized in central Lithuania, and on 25 March 1919 volunteered for the Lithuanian Army, beginning his service in the Company of Kėdainiai Kommandantur. On 21 July 1919 Rukša was sent to the War School, which he completed on 16 December 1919, receiving the rank of infantry lieutenant. Lieutenant Rukša continued his service in the 8th Infantry Regiment, where he served first as a junior officer of the machine-gun company, and later as company commander and senior officer.12

			In 1920, he took part in the Lithuanian Army’s battles against the Polish Army,13 and on 23 September, while guarding a strategically important bridge over the Nemunas near Druskininkai, he was captured.14 Rukša remained in Polish captivity for only one day, as he was able to escape and returned to his unit.15 The circumstances of Lieutenant Rukša’s escape from Polish captivity are unknown, but he concluded his military service in the Lithuanian Army on 27 September 1923, holding the rank of First Lieutenant and having served four and a half years.16 In 1929, for his participation in the Wars of Independence, First Lieutenant Rukša was awarded the Volunteer Medal17 and was also a member of the Panevėžys branch of the Lithuanian Volunteer Union.18

			While serving in the army, First Lieutenant Antanas Rukša had already turned toward a life of learning: on 6 May 1923 he passed the matriculation examinations at Panevėžys Boys’ Gymnasium.19 Rukša’s gymnasium certificate shows that his academic results were by no means outstanding; on the five-point-grading scale his marks ranged from 3 to 5. His best subjects were religion and physics, which were both evaluated at five points; Lithuanian, German, world literature, logic, and psychology received four points; while natural sciences and mathematics were graded at three.20 One might say that the humanities suited Rukša far better than the exact sciences, which perhaps determined his later choice to study and work in the field of the humanities.

			In the autumn of 1923, he enrolled in the Faculty of Humanities at the University of Lithuania,21 but after the first semester, due to various circumstances, he was forced to discontinue his studies.22 On 6 September 1924 Rukša began his service in the Political Police of the Ministry of the Interior, where he held the position of senior official. He served there only a few months, and on 1 January 1924 he ‘requested to be released from service’.23 The head of the Political Police, Antanas Račys, spoke very favorably of Rukša’s work in the security institution, writing that ‘Rukša is a loyal man; his family and he himself use only the Lithuanian language’,24 and that during his service in the Political Police he distinguished himself by ‘diligence, sobriety, and obedience’.25

			In the autumn of 1924 Rukša resumed his studies, enrolling in the Faculty of Law; in the second semester, he returned to the Faculty of Humanities but once again was forced to interrupt his studies and ‘take up service in order to make a living’.26 We may surmise that the principal reason for halting his studies was his financial situation. Only after beginning work as a teacher at the Panevėžys Gymnasium on 15 October 1926 did he manage to combine employment with university studies in classical philology. At the Panevėžys Gymnasium, Rukša taught Latin and world history, working there until 10 October 1933, while continuing his studies at the university. During his years in Panevėžys he met and married Zofija Vadopolaitė (1906–1986),27 with whom he lived until the end of his life.

			In 1933, Rukša completed the Philology Section of Vytautas Magnus University (VDU), defending his bachelor’s thesis What Do We Find in Common between Virgil and Donelaitis?28 In the autumn of the same year he began studies at the Faculty of Philosophy of the University of Vienna, where on 20 March 1936 he defended his doctoral dissertation on elements of vernacular Latin in the Epistles of the Apostles (De vocibus vulgaribus, quae inveniuntur in apostolorum epistulis, quae quidem sunt litterarum sacrarum editionis vulgatae) and earned the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.29 Rukša prepared his dissertation under the supervision of representatives of Vienna University’s school of classical philology and philosophy, Professor Karl Mras and Professor Ludwig Radermacher.30

			After returning from his studies in Austria, Dr. Rukša served as director of Kaunas Third Gymnasium from 1 August 1936 until 1 August 1940.31 Agents of the State Security Department described him as ‘a truly slow tempered man’.32 At the same time he sought employment at Vytautas Magnus University. On 17 September 1938 Dr. Rukša submitted a petition to the Dean of the Faculty of Humanities at VDU for the nostrification of his dissertation, requesting ‘to be considered a candidate for teaching classical philosophy subjects’.33 A few months later, on 17 December 1938, the Faculty Council elected Dr. Rukša to the position of lecturer in classical philology, and he began teaching at the university on 1 January 1939.34

			From 1936–1937 Dr. Rukša translated Sophocles’ trilogy of tragedies—Oedipus Rex, Oedipus at Colonus, and Antigone. In 1938 he began to study the works of one of the most eminent poets of the Baroque era, Matthias Casimirus Sarbievius, and, in his own words, had collected considerable material and intended to submit this topic for habilitation.35 During his years of study Dr. Rukša’s linguistic competence grew markedly: in 1925, his service record noted that he knew Lithuanian, Russian, Polish, and German,36 while by 1940, he had additionally mastered French, Latin, and Greek.37

			The productive life of the scholar was somewhat disrupted by the outbreak of war between Germany and Poland on 1 September 1939, when Dr. Antanas Rukša, as a reserve First Lieutenant, was mobilized into the 10th Infantry Regiment, where he spent two weeks.38

			In the biographical accounts known until now, it is stated that in 1940 the Soviet authorities removed him from his position as gymnasium director, after which he transferred to Vilnius University, where from 1 September 1940 to 1 March 1942 he held positions in the Faculty of Humanities as assistant, senior lecturer, and docent.39 However, archival sources from that period present a somewhat different version of events than the one related in Dr. Rukša’s letters sent thirty years later to Professor Jonas Dumčius. By order of the Ministry of Education on 29 January 1940, Dr. Rukša, together with nearly fifty lecturers from the Faculties of Humanities and Law at Vytautas Magnus University, was transferred to Vilnius University.40 Thus, Dr. Rukša began his work at Vilnius University (VU) still in independent Lithuania, at a time when Lithuania had regained Vilnius and the Vilnius region and had relocated the Faculties of Humanities and Law to Vilnius city.41

			Historiography also notes that during the period of Nazi occupation, in 1941–1942, he served as Deputy General Advisor for Educational Affairs.42 This is confirmed by archival data, that indicate that from 1940 to 1942 Rukša held the position of deputy to General Advisor Pranas Meškauskas Germantas in the Education Board.43 Moreover, on 23 March 1942, by order of the General Advisor for Education, Dr. Rukša was appointed docent in the Department of Classical Philology at the Faculty of Humanities of VU.44 Vilnius University itself had been closed on 17 March 1940, and its students and lecturers were either arrested or went into hiding and dispersed into the countryside.45

			During the years of German occupation, the General Advisors implemented the laws of the German authorities; therefore, as the Second World War drew to a close and the Red Army approached Lithuania, Docent Dr. Antanas Rukša had no choice but to leave the country. In 1944 he departed for Germany, where he taught and worked in Lithuanian and German gymnasiums. From 1949 to 1954 he was a teacher at the February 16th Gymnasium in Germany, founded by the Lithuanian diaspora, which is still active today, and he served as its director from 1954 to 1957. In addition, while continuing his academic work, he actively collaborated with the Baltic University, which had brought together former lecturers from Lithuanian, Latvian, and Estonian universities.

			While living in Germany, Docent Dr. Rukša remained active in the scholarly field. His most important work in emigration was the translation of the heroic epic Aeneid by the greatest Roman poet, Publius Vergilius Maro into Lithuanian. Since the sixteenth century Virgil, like Cicero, had been among the most widely read and studied Roman authors, and their works were frequently published by the Vilnius Academy and other presses.46 The book, which appeared in 1966, was the first translation of the Roman national epic into Lithuanian. Dr. Rukša had begun translating Virgil’s work in 1945, but the book was published only twenty years later.47

			During his emigration, besides his translation of the Aeneid, Dr. Rukša also published two articles in the Lithuanian émigré journal Tautos praeitis (The Nation’s Past) and in the publicistic magazine Aidai (‘Echoes’),48 and he was one of the co-authors of the historical work Lietuvos universitetas (The University of Lithuania), edited by the émigré Lithuanian historian Pranas Čepėnas.

			A History of the Lithuanian–Polish Conflicts Inspired  by Leopold von Ranke and Thucydides

			Docent Dr. Antanas Rukša became the author of the two-volume Struggles for Lithuanian Independence rather unexpectedly—that is to say, it was not directly related to his academic qualifications. In 1958 the central board of the Lithuanian Veterans’ Union Ramovė, active in the United States, established a war history commission tasked with preparing and publishing books on the wars of independence. Through the efforts of this board, the first volume of The Lithuanian Wars of Independence, prepared by Colonel Kazys Ališauskas, appeared in print in 1972, describing the Lithuanian Army’s battles against the Bolsheviks and the Bermondtians.49

			As Dr. Rukša himself noted, the Lithuanian Veterans’ Union Ramovė invited him to write the second volume of Lithuanian Wars of Independence in 1967, which was to record the Lithuanian battles against the Poles. Dr. Rukša agreed, motivating his decision with the idea that ‘there was no longer any hope that anyone among the émigrés would undertake it’, in other words, he fully understood that, given the political situation in Soviet occupied Lithuania, a book of this kind could not possibly be published there.50 Thus, had he refused, a more comprehensive account of the Lithuanian–Polish conflicts would likely never have been written. Moreover, the proposed topic was not entirely foreign to him, as he himself had been a volunteer during the Wars of Independence.51

			According to Dr. Rukša, the commissioners of the book wished for it to describe the battles and to produce it as quickly as possible, ‘since the old generation is already dying out, and soon there will be no one left not only to read it but also to provide funds for its publication’. Yet the author, unlike his sponsors, did not hurry. Instead, he undertook a detailed analysis of Lithuanian–Polish relations, for he was concerned to clarify the causes that had led to the conflicts, the history of relations with the Poles, and the circumstances of the conflict.52 Thus, there emerged a text of nearly 1,000 pages, published in two volumes, whose scope significantly exceeded the Wars of Independence and captured the prevailing attitudes toward Poland and the Poles in interwar Lithuania’s political, cultural, and military discourse.

			The book you hold in your hands was written by Dr. Rukša over the period of more than a decade, with interruptions, as evidenced by several of his letters. In January 1972, for example, he wrote to Prof. Jonas Dumčius: ‘I have undertaken to write about the 1918–1923 struggles with the Poles. For this purpose I have accumulated material, but I still cannot manage to begin’.53 In 1974, Dr. Rukša wrote, ‘I am now interested in what is being written on this subject in Lithuania’, and asked Prof. Dumčius to send him any material he possessed on the matter or to specify exactly who had written on it and when.54

			In 1976, Dr. Rukša informed Prof. Dumčius that he would once again have to resume the interrupted work of writing about the struggles with the Poles. He confessed: ‘For many years I have been writing, but I still have not overcome the “hardest” part’. The hardest part for him was undoubtedly the battles with the Poles in September 1920, ‘when we had lost almost the entire army’, and when he himself was taken prisoner by the Polish Army. According to Dr. Rukša, this would be the most difficult period to describe, since few liked to write about unsuccessful battles, and Lithuanian literature on the subject would be insufficient. At this point, he sought to rely on the work of Polish Army Colonel Józef Smoleński on Lithuanian–Polish wars in Suvalkija region.55

			In 1977, Dr. Rukša was still writing on the subject of the conflicts of 1920 with the Poles, and he proposed publishing the monograph in two volumes: while the first was being issued, he would finish writing the second, thereby accelerating the work.56

			The monograph was written under difficult conditions, without access to documents or archival sources attesting to the activities of the armies and political institutions of interwar Lithuania and Poland. Once the author had agreed to write the book, he received material collected by the Lithuanian Veterans’ Union Ramovė. In addition, Colonel Kazys Ališauskas sincerely assisted Docent Dr. Rukša in gathering historical data and consulting with a number of interwar Lithuanian figures in emigration who had written or intended to write memoirs—among them the historian Pra­nas Čepėnas, author of Modern History of Lithuania;57 Colonel Juozas Viršila; Major Pet­ras Gudelis, who wrote memoirs about the partisan struggles in northern Lithuania against the Bolsheviks and Bermondtians; and Colonel Ignas Černius, former Chief of Staff of the Lithuanian Army.58 Colonel Ališauskas also appealed in Lithuanian émigré newspapers in the United States for support in the form of literature, documents, and memoirs about the struggles with the Poles, stating that many letters and whatever else was found were sent to Rukša.59 It should be noted that Ali­šauskas himself had written and published an article on Lithuanian–Polish relations.60

			The publication of the monograph was financed by the central board of the Lithuanian Veterans’ Union Ramovė, which appealed to the Lithuanian émigré community for financial support.61 Thus, in 1978, an announcement appeared in the U.S. published journal Karys (The Soldier), urging contributions toward the publication of historian Dr. Rukša’s The Lithuanian Wars of Independence, Volume II, which was to present a broad historical overview of Lithuanian–Polish relations from their beginnings up to the armed conflict of 1920–1921.62

			Finally, in 1979, Docent Dr. Rukša sent the text of the monograph to the central board of Ramovė. Because of its great length—1,000 pages—the work had to be divided into two volumes: the first (619 pages) described Lithuanian–Polish relations and the beginnings of the conflicts, while the second dealt with the struggles for Vilnius and the Vilnius region.63 Dr. Rukša himself carried out part of the proofreading and preparation of the publication for printing, but on 20 February 1980 the author of the monograph died, never seeing the book in print.64

			In his obituary, Dr. Rukša was described as ‘a classical philologist and pedagogue’.65 The ‘methodological note’ taken from classical philology and his education are clearly evident in this work, for in conducting his research the author relied on the fundamental principle formulated by the German historian Franz Leopold von Ranke, defining the meaning of the historian’s profession: ‘to represent the historical process as it actually was’, a maxim he attributed to the works of Caesar and Thucydides.66 It should be noted here that Thucydides’ Peloponnesian War is considered the first work of military history in Western civilization, and, moreover, it is a classical literary text that was well known to Dr. Rukša.

			The publication of the book received a positive response from its contemporaries. For example, Stasys Kvietys Kviecinskas, a Lithuanian émigré living in Canada, wrote in thanks that ‘the book is very interesting and rich in content. For the future restoration of Lithuania, it is very useful and necessary’. The letter’s author also expressed delight at the photographs, while also noting some errors in the ranks of officers and in photo captions.67 As emphasized in the Lithuanian Veterans’ Union’s Memorandum no. 136, the second book is especially interesting, as it contains 32 battle diagrams and maps from ‘an unaltered past known to us’. The initiators and distributors of the publication spoke of the monograph in the highest terms, declaring that ‘the book is a great and significant contribution to illuminating the history of the Wars of Independence’.68

			Although the monograph belongs to the historical studies written in emigration, it continues to be widely used and cited in research on Lithuania’s political and military history. Its translation into English will undoubtedly broaden its readership and enrich future studies. Yet in reading or studying it one must bear in mind that the author was himself a volunteer in the Wars of Independence, who matured and was educated in interwar Lithuania, where Poland was regarded as the greatest adversary in the military field and as an opponent in foreign policy. A hundred years later, however, the geopolitical situation has changed considerably, and Lithuania and Poland are NATO allies. We expect that this book will contribute to an adequate understanding of the history of both countries.

			
				
						6	Kučinskiené, Audroné. 2015. Pratarmé [Foreword] in Antanas Rukša [trans.]. Vergilijus: Bukolikos, Geor­gikos, Enéjidé. Vilnius: Vilniaus universiteto Filologijos fakulteto tarybos posédyje, p. 7.


						7	Dumčius, Jonas. 2014. Iš rankraščių palikimo: atsiminimai, laiškai [From the Legacy of Manuscripts: Memoirs, Letters]. Vilnius: Klasikų asociacija.


						8	Rukša, Antanas. Curriculum Vitae. 1924.07.25, Archive reference: LCVA f. 378, ap. R-58, b. 312, l. 18.


						9	Ibid.


						10	Antano Rukšos tarnybos lapas [Employment Leaflet of Antanas Rukša], 1925.04.20, Archive reference: LCVA f. 378, ap. R-58, b. 312, l. 2.


						11	Rukša, Antanas. Curriculum Vitae. 1938.09.17, Archive reference: LCVA f. R- 856, ap. 2, b. 743, l. 15.


						12	Asevičius, Vytautas et al. [ed.] 2006. Lietuvos kariuomenės karininkai 1918–1953 [Officers of the Lithuanian Armed Forces 1918–1953], vol. VI. Vilnius: Lietuvos nacionalinis muziejus.  


						13	Ibid.


						14	Kučinskiené, 2015, p. 7.


						15	Antanas Rukša Curriculum Vitae, 1924.


						16	Surgailis, Gintautas. 2022. Aštuntasis pėstininkų Kauno kunigaikščio Vaidoto pulkas [Kaunas Duke Vaidotas 8th Infantry Regiment]. Vilnius: Generolo Jono Žemaičio Lietuvos karo akademija, p. 105.


						17	Asevičius et al., 2006, p. 284. 


						18	Savanorių sąjungos Panevėžio skyriaus narių sąrašas [List of Members of the Panevežys Branch of the Volunteer Union], Archive reference: LCVA f. 1391, ap. 1, b.8, l. 2.


						19	Kučinskienė, 2015, p. 7.


						20	Švietimo ministerijos atestatas [Directive of the Ministry of Education], 1923.06.28, Archival reference: LCVA f. 930, ap. 8, b. 230, l. 96.


						21	Kučinskienė, 2015, p. 7.


						22	Rukša, Curriculum Vitae, 1924.


						23	A. Rukšos tarnybos lapas [A. Rukša’s Service Record], 1925.04.20, Archive reference: LCVA f. 378, ap. R-58, b. 312, l. 2.


						24	Politinės policijos raštas Šaulių sąjungos veikiamosios dalies viršininkui [Letter from the Political Police to the Head of the Active Division of the Riflemen’s Union], 1925.05.07. Archive reference: LCVA f. 378, ap. R-58, b. 312, l. 5. Reference to language use was meant to demonstrate patriotism and Lithuanian origin, as many public servants spoke Russian at a time. Note, K.K.


						25	Raštas piliečių apsaugos departamento pilietybės referentui [Letter of the Citizenship Officer of the Citizens’ Protection Department]. 1925.12.01, Archive reference: LCVA f. 378, ap. R-58, b. 312, l. 9.


						26	Rukša, Antanas, Curriculum Vitae, 1938.09.15, Archival reference: LCVA f. R- 856, ap. 2, b. 743, l. 15.


						27	Rukša, Antanas. 2015. Lietuvos savanoris ir vertéjas [Lithuanian volunteer and translator] in An­tanas Rukša [trans.]. Vergilijus: Bukolikos, Georgikos, Enéjidé. Vilnius: Vilniaus universiteto Fi­lo­logijos fakulteto tarybos posėdyje, p. 12.


						28	Rukša, 2015, Vilnius, 2015, p. 13.


						29	Ibid.


						30	Rukša, Curriculum Vitae, 1938.


						31	Asevičius et al., 2006, p. 284.


						32	Agentūrinis pranešimas [Confidential Agent Report], 1937.08.24, Archive reference: LCVA f. 378, ap. 2, 246, l. 12.


						33	Prašymas VDU humanitarinių mokslų dekanui [Application to the Dean of Humanities at Vytautas Magnus University], n.d. Archival reference: LCVA R-856, ap. 2, b. 743, l. 14.


						34	Humanitarinių mokslų fakulteto dekano raštas [Letter from the Dean of the Faculty of Humanities], 1938.12.17, Archive reference: LCVA R-856, ap. 2, b. 743, l. 6.


						35	Prašymas VDU humanitarinių mokslų dekanui [Application to the Dean of Humanities at Vytautas Magnus University], n.d.


						36	A. Rukšos tarnybos lapas [A. Rukša’s Service Record], 1925.


						37	Anketa darbo pažymėjimo išdavimui [Application Form for Issuing a Work Identification Certificate], 1942.05.27, Archive reference: LCVA f. R-856, ap. 2, b. 743, l. 1.


						38	Rukša, 2015, p. 13.


						39	Asevičius et al., 2006, p. 284.


						40	Švietimo ministerijos įsakymas [Directive of the Ministry of Education], 1940.


						41	Bumblauskas, Alfredas, et al. [ed.]. 2009. Alma Mater Vilnensis: Vilniaus universiteto istorijos bruožai [Alma Mater Vilnensis: Outline of the History of Vilnius University]. Vilnius: Vilniaus universiteto leidykla, p. 758.


						42	Karys. 1980. Mirė A. A. Dr. Antanas Rukša [Death Announcement of Dr. Antanas Rukša], Karys, no. 3, p. 102.


						43	Anketa darbo pažymėjimo išdavimui [Application Form for Issuing a Work Identification Certificate], 1942.


						44	Vilniaus universiteto rektoriaus raštas [Letter from the Rector of Vilnius University], 1942.03.23, Archive reference: LCVA f. R-856, ap. 2, b. 743, l. 7.


						45	Bumblauskas, et al., 2009, p. 790.


						46	Rukša, 2015, p. 15.


						47	Rukša, 2015, p. 7.


						48	Rukša, 2015, p. 14.


						49	Karalius, Pranas. 1982. Kovos dėl Lietuvos nepriklausomybės II tomas [Struggles for Lithuanian Independence], Karys, no. 3, p. 11.


						50	Rukša, Antanas. 1981. Kovos dėl Lietuvos nepriklausomybės, 1918–1920 m, lietuvių–lenkų san­ty­kiai ir kovų pradžia, II t. [The Lithuanian Wars of Independence. Lithuanian–Polish Relations and the Beginning of the Conflict, vol. 2]. Cleveland: Tėvų Pranciškonų Spaustuvė,  p. IX.


						51	Ibid.


						52	Dumčius, 2014, p. 276–277.


						53	Rukša, 2015, p. 14.


						54	Dumčius, 2014, p. 255.


						55	Dumčius, 2014, p. 276; Smolénski, 1938. 


						56	Dumčius, 2014, p. 279.


						57	Čepėnas, Pranas, 1977. Naujųjų laikų Lietuvos istorija, t. 2 [Modern History of Lithuania, vol. 2.], Chicago: M. Morkūno spaustuvė. 


						58	Rukša, 1981, p. X.


						59	Ališauskas, Kazys. 1973. Pranešimas [Report]. Dirva, no. 59.


						60	Ališauskas, Kazys. 1970. Žvilgsnis į lietuvių-lenkų karą 1920 metais [A look at the Lithuanian–Polish War in 1920]. Karys, no. 10, p. 29–297; Ališauskas, Kazys. 1971a. Želigovskiada [The Żeligowski affair]. Karys, no. 2, p. 39–49; Ališauskas, Kazys. 1972. Kautynės prie Valkininkų ir Rūdiškių [The Battles near Valkininkai and Rūdiškės], Karys, no. 9–10, p. 296–299, p. 325–327.


						61	Karys, 1980, p. 102.


						62	Central board of Ramovė. 1978. Kovos dėl Nepriklausomybės II tomas [Struggles for Lithuanian Independence, vol. 2] [An announcement of future publication and call for subscription and patronage of the book]. Karys, no. 3 (1978), p. 112.


						63	Central board of Ramovė. 1981. Lietuvių karių veteranų sąjungos “Ramovė” centro valdybos bendraraštis nr. 136 [The General Circular Letter of the Central Board of the Lithuanian Veteran’s Association, Ramovė]. Karys, no. 10, p. 476.


						64	Ibid.


						65	Karys, 1980, p. 102.


						66	Rukša, 1981 p. X.


						67	Karalius, 1982, p. 115.


						68	Central board of Ramovė, 1981, p. 476.


				

			
		

	
		
			Author’s Foreword

			While Colonel Ališauskas was still finishing the first volume of Lithuanian Wars of Independence, the chairman of the commission for the publication of this work, established by the Lithuanian Veterans Union of the USA Ramovė, General Mikas Rėklaitis, addressed me with a letter dated 27 September 1967, in which he asked me to write a second volume of this publication, covering the battles against the Poles. 

			I agreed to write this proposed work for the following reasons. Firstly, there was no longer any hope that anyone from amongst the émigré community would undertake the task. Secondly, a work on the struggles for Lithuanian independence produced currently in Lithuania would not be able to see the light of day due to the presently known political situation.69 So, with my refusal, a more detailed essay on the Lithuanian struggle would probably not have been written at all. 

			Although I have not been a military historian up to now, I did not refuse this work, especially since I, as a volunteer of the Lithuanian army, a graduate of the Lithuanian Military School in 1919, and a veteran of the fights against Poles, was no stranger to this subject.

			General Rėklaitis also agreed to my condition that I would not be able to devote myself to this work until a year and a half later, and he soon sent me the material that had been gathered by the Commission. Both General Rėklaitis, and the member of the commission, Colonel Ališauskas, continued to diligently assist me in gathering the necessary material and cooperated very sincerely with me in all other matters connected with the writing of this work. Thanks to these two tireless collaborators, probably more than half of all the material that I have acquired on the struggle with the Poles was gathered.

			I was lucky enough to obtain a significant part of the literature, especially from the Lithuanian and German libraries, through the State Library of Augsburg. It is regrettable that not all the printed material in the Soviet Union, in whatever form (i.e., originals, xerox copies, or microfilms) that is still preserved in the libraries in Soviet Russia, is allowed to be used in foreign libraries. Still, it was possible to obtain a considerable number of prints or copies of prints from Lithuania through the State Library of Augsburg, the pleasant support of which in finding prints and acquiring them deserves my utmost appreciation.

			Many participants in the struggle for Lithuanian independence provided additional information on the battles against the Poles – mostly through Colonel Ališauskas, sometimes through General Rėklaitis, or sometimes directly to me. I am sincerely grateful to all these individuals, as well as to the historian Pranas Čepėnas, Colonel [Ignas] Viršila, Major [Petras] Gudelis, Major [Juozas] Černius, and all others who complemented the materials that I gathered and supported my work in other way.

			It is very regrettable that the struggle for Lithuanian independence was not already described in independent Lithuania. At least then the archival material had not yet been destroyed and was readily available, and certain facts could be verified by interviewing the participants of the struggle, whose memories of a few or even dozen years ago had not yet had time to fade away.

			Some material collected by military historians, or even manuscripts of studies and memoirs that had already been prepared, also perished. Lost is, for example, General Staff Colonel Antanas Breimelis’ manuscript, which described the battles against General Lucjan Żeligowski’s army and the actions of the 9th Infantry Regiment in particular, in which the author himself participated during the fights. This loss is all the greater because the author had not published his work anywhere.

			In addition to the undoubtedly rather large damage due to the delayed description of this fight against the Poles, there are also some benefits. Here, in particular, we should mention two major works by Polish historians, which are of use to any historian of the Lithuanian–Polish fight. In 1938, Polish diplomat Colonel Józef Smoleński,70 on the basis of material that had been gathered mainly in Polish archives and partly in Lithuanian ones, published a comprehensive work on September 1920 Polish–Lithuanian fights in Suwałki. September was the month in which the Sejny–Druskininkai operation, which was the most damaging for us, took place. In post-war Poland, a valuable, rather objective work by Piotr Łossowski,71 dealing with the Polish–Lithuanian relations in 1918–1920 and also addressing the armed struggle, was published.

			In this work, I have tried to portray historical events ‘as they really happened’. This requirement formulated in the 19th century by German historian Ranke is neither new nor outdated. The same demand was made by the Greek historian Thucydides nearly two and half millennia ago and by the Roman historian Tacitus nearly two millennia ago. This law should not be rendered obsolete, as every historian should strive to trace and convey to the reader the historical truth that is as correctly as possible and without distortion.

			In addition to some of the material already collected, General Rėklaitis had sent me a copy of a kind of preliminary plan of the work presumably prepared by the historian Čepėnas on the wars with the Poles, in which, among other things, was envisioned a chapter entitled ‘Lithuanian separatism’. From this heading, one might be tempted to conclude that not only Polish historians (e.g., Smoleński, Łossowski, and others) but also some Lithuanians would be inclined to consider so-called Lithuanian ‘separatism’ as the sole cause of the Lithuanian–Polish conflict. In fact, the armed Lithuanian–Polish conflict of 1919–1923 is a consequence of the centuries-long Lithuanian–Polish Union, and this so-called ‘separatism’ is only the most recent fracture in the long relationship within this union.

			The most important consequences of the centuries-old Lithuanian–Polish Union, which gave birth to the Lithuanian–Polish armed conflict and determined its nature, and to some extent even its outcome, were as follows:

			

			
					The Lithuanian–Polish Union acted as a psychological cause of the Lithuanian–Polish wars. By increasingly overshadowing the Lithuanians both politically and culturally, the Poles had begun to see Lithuania as an integral part of Poland itself.

					Because of the impact of the Union, as part of Lithuania became Polonised, the balance of power between the two sides changed in favour of Poland, which tempted Poland to subjugate its weaker neighbour. 

					The traditions of the Union led to the determination of the gifted Lithuanian nobleman Józef Piłsudski to devote all of his energy not to the restoration of a Lithuanian, but to a Polish state.

					Piłsudski’s greatest ambition was the restoration of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, which was to be subordinated to Poland.

					From the former lands of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, from a population Polonised due to relations during the Lithuanian–Polish Union (especially nobility and townspeople), and as early as the beginning of 1919, Piłsudski organised the so-called Lithuanian–Belarusian divisions to carry out special tasks in the fight against independent Lithuania. 

					The damaging consequences of the Union played a particularly important role during the final Lithuanian–Polish struggle, which also determined the fate of the Lithuanian capital, Vilnius, namely:
a)	Żeligowski’s ‘rebellion’ that was the personal invention of Poland’s head of state himself, the Lithuanian nobleman Marshal Piłsudski. He ordered the ‘revolt’ to be carried out by another Lithuanian nobleman, General Lucjan Żeligowski. 
b)	The ‘revolt’ was led by the Lithuanian nobleman General Żeligowski, and the most influential officer in Żeligowski’s army was a Lithuanian nobleman, Colonel Butkevičius.72 
c)	The most powerful part of Żeligowski’s cavalry, the 13th Uhlan Regiment, consisted mainly of Lithuanian nobles. This regiment was commanded by Colonel [Mścisław] Butkiewicz. 
d)	The core of the army that carried out Żeligowski’s ‘rebellion’ consisted of the so-called Lithuanian–Belarusian division, the most militant part of which was made up of the Polonised Lithuanians, especially those from the nobility. 
e)	The Polonised population of Vilnius and its surroundings supported Żeligowski’s actions. 

			

			The harmful effects of the Lithuanian–Polish Union did not only affect the 1918–1923 Lithuanian–Polish struggles, they also determined the nature and outcome of those struggles.

			A.R.

			Augsburg

			27 January 1979

			
				
						69	Reference to the Soviet occupation of Lithuania. Note, A.M.


						70	Smoleński, 1938. 


						71	Łossowski, 1966. 


						72	Rukša uses Lithuanian version of the name to indicate his Lithuanian origins. However, the name he used himself is Mścisław Butkiewicz. From this point on, unless required by the text and thus noted accordingly, the Lithuanianised names will be converted back to their Polish versions that have been used by persons themselves. Note, A.M.


				

			
		

	
		
			PART I. 
LITHUANIAN–POLISH RELATIONS AND THE FIRST MILITARY CLASHES

			I. The Prelude to the Conflict: Lithuanian–Polish Relations until July 192073

			Dr. Asta Maskaliūnaitė

			Polish–Lithuanian Relations: From the Union of Lublin to the 1863 Uprising

			The Union of Lublin, concluded in 1569, created the Polish–Lithuanian Common­wealth, a unique political structure that defined early modern relations between the two states. This union transferred Lithuania’s East Slavic lands to Poland, establishing a new border between what would become Ukraine and Belarus, and forged a ‘republic of the gentry’ in which Polish and Lithuanian nobles shared common political and civil rights. The Grand Duchy of Lithuania retained its own administration, treasury, code of law, and army, while Lithuanian nobles gained equal representation in the common parliament and participated in the joint election of monarchs.

			Even before the union, in the period beginning in 1386 when Lithuanian Grand Duke Jogaila married the Polish Queen Jadwiga, and extending to 1569, Polish cultural influence gradually permeated Lithuanian society. The nobles intermixed, replacing an eclectic mixture of Lithuanian and Slavonic dialects for the Polish, while Chancellery Slavonic was similarly displaced by Polish in correspondence and official documents. The last Grand Duke to speak Lithuanian died in 1492. The Union of Lublin, the acts of which were recorded exclusively in Polish, accelerated the process of acculturation, with the Lithuanian nobility maintaining a separate political identity while using the same language and cultural code as their Polish counterparts. Gente Lituanus Natione Poloniae became the descriptive slogan of the nobility at a time.

			Lithuanian interwar historiography, which Rukša follows in this book, interprets this period as that of a withering Lithuanian identity and consciousness under the influence of Polish nobility and the clergy. Indeed, among the nobility, Lithuanian as a language of everyday use was being abandoned in favour of Polish, and among other strata of society the pressure to use Polish as a more cultured tongue came through both in imitation of noble practices and through the requirements of participation in the Catholic Mass.

			In this early modern period, language was a question of convenience and communication, not of identity. Thus, throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the political nation of the nobility, maintained a shared identity regardless of ethnic origin or religion. The state encompassed nobles of Catholic, Orthodox, and Protestant faiths, of Lithuanian, Polish, Ruthenian and other ethnic origins, while their peasants were similarly and invariably mixed.

			The partitions of the late eighteenth century coincided with the birth of modern nationalisms in Europe, yet their effects took time to reverberate across the lands. In 1834, Adam Mickiewicz wrote his famous lines ‘Lithuania! My Fatherland!’, in Polish, exemplifying the traditional political identity of the region. Yet in some thirty years such words became increasingly hollow unless spoken in the Lithuanian language.74 

			The Experience of 1863 and the Development of Lithuanian Nationalism up to First World War

			The 1863 Uprising marked a pivotal rupture in Lithuanian history, fundamentally altering the trajectory of national consciousness. Unlike earlier aristocratic-led rebellions, the 1863 insurrection in Lithuania had a strong social undertone, reflecting peasant grievances against Polish and Russian landlords who continued to dominate the countryside even after the 1861 emancipation reform. The uprising’s failure triggered systematic Russian repression that targeted the Polish-speaking nobility through land confiscations (over 20 per cent of estates in Kaunas province, for example, were seized75) and accelerated the decline of the traditional Polish–Lithuanian political elite. This defeat also created a rupture in the national understanding of elites, with the Lithuanian elite gravitating towards Poland and thereby opening a window of opportunity for a secular intelligentsia of peasant origin to assert itself. This latter group would go on to define the modern Lithuanian movement. 

			Post-1863 Russification policies, intended to integrate the north-western provinces into the Russian Empire, further catalysed the emergence of Lithuanian nationalism. Governor General Mikhail Nikolajevich Muraviev’s regime implemented harsh measures to crush the revolt and prevent renewed unrest. A number of policies implemented in this period that were highly visible and widely resented already at the time, such as the ban on publications in Latin script between 1864 and 1904, closing of parish schools that had largely offered education in Polish in favour of the Russian-language state schools, and the suppression of Catholic Church. Some lesser known policies, however, transformed the socially amorphous population into concrete categories, creating proto-national groupings of Lithuanians, Belarusians, and the Poles. In a classic divide-and-conquer strategy, the Russian state turned ‘local populations against local elites’ and began treating ‘nationality as a tool of the state.’76 

			This was achieved, for example, by categorising local peasants as Russians if they were Orthodox, thus separating them from the ‘Polish’ elite, or by encouraging the revival of the idea of separate Grand Duchy of Lithuania and ‘treating it as a fledgling Russian state,’77 while developing a schooling system that would limit the appeal of Polishness in favour of alternative identifications.78

			During this period, a secular intelligentsia emerged from the peasantry through educational tours to imperial universities in Moscow, St. Petersburg, and Warsaw, where exposure to nationalism, liberalism, and socialism transformed them into political activists. This generation, institutionalised through the periodical Aušra (The Dawn, 1883–1886) and its successor Varpas (The Bell, 1889–1906), expanded progressively from 74 contributors for Aušra to some 150 for Varpas and creating the infrastructure for mass mobilisation.79 The ‘book smuggler’ network, distributing up to 187,000 copies of Lithuanian titles annually from East Prussia, developed a clandestine reading public that bypassed Russian censorship. 80 This cultural agitation phase, dominated by figures like Jonas Basanavičius and Vincas Kudirka,81 consciously distinguished itself from earlier gentry romanticism by addressing the peasantry in Lithuanian rather than Polish, thereby forging ethnic solidarity where previously only religious identity had existed.

			The 1905 Revolution accelerated the shift from nationalism as intellectual pastime to a broader social movement.82 The All-Lithuanian Assembly of 21–22 November 1905, convened by the intelligentsia, marked the first expression of this popular enthusiasm with the peasants participating in their thousands. By this stage, the movement was divided into four currents, each advancing diverse balances between political or nationalist aims and social objectives.83

			The pre-war years (1906–1914) witnessed intensified cultural institution-building that prepared the ground for demands of autonomy and, eventually, independence. By 1914, the various nationalist organisation had consolidated, while mass emigration (25 per cent of Lithuanians left for America and Russian cities between the 1860s and 191484) created diaspora communities that would later fund nationalist activities. This cultural consolidation ensured that when wartime displacement and the collapse of Russian authority created the political opportunity in 1917–1918, the Lithuanian movement possessed both the institutional framework and the mass supporter base required to seize independence. 

			

			Polish Interpretations of Lithuania: Federalism, Nationalism, and the Vilnius Question

			Polish political thought regarding Lithuania during the late imperial and First World War periods crystallised into three distinct interpretations, each representing different class interests, historical visions, and conceptions of modern nationality. These frameworks, embodied by Józef Piłsudski’s federalism, Roman Dmowski’s National Democracy (Endecja), and the krajowcy regionalists, competed to define the relationship between the emerging Polish state and the former territories of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania.

			Piłsudski’s Federalist Vision: The Grand Duchy Revived

			Józef Piłsudski, heir to distinguished Lithuanian noble families, represented the most sophisticated articulation of traditional Polish–Lithuanian patriotism adapted to modern politics. His vision was rooted in the early modern concept of political nationality, where Lithuanian identity signified participation in a shared civilisation rather than ethnic or linguistic homogeneity. Piłsudski, who called himself a Lithuanian, spoke literary Polish, folk Belarusian, and Russian,85 embodied the multilingual reality of the Grand Duchy’s elite.

			Piłsudski’s federalism envisioned a revived Commonwealth structured as a cantonal federation. His 1919 plan would have created three cantons: an ethnic Lithuania with Kaunas as capital, a Belarusian Lithuania with Minsk as capital, and ‘Central Lithuania’ with Vilnius as its centre, all joined to Poland in a federal union. This federation would be led and dominated by Poland, assuming cultural and political supremacy. The federalist programme, however, required consent from all parties and foundered on Lithuanian resistance to any association with Poland and Polish National Democrat opposition to sharing power with non-Polish populations. 

			National Democracy (Endecja): Ethnic Annexationism

			Roman Dmowski’s National Democratic movement represented the antithesis of Piłsudski’s federalism, championing modern ethnic nationalism based on linguistic and religious criteria rather than historical tradition. The Endecja, dominant in interwar Poland’s parliament, viewed Lithuania as demographically and culturally too weak for independent statehood and treated Vilnius as an ethnically Polish city rightfully belonging within a homogeneous Polish nation-state.86

			The National Democrats’ rejected the Grand Duchy’s legacy entirely. Stanisław Grabski, leading the Polish delegation at the 1921 Riga negotiations, declined the Bolshevik offer of Minsk and other eastern territories, deliberately creating a Poland ‘too westerly to be a federation, but not westerly enough to remain a national state’. This territorial renunciation, abandoning hundreds of thousands of Poles to Soviet rule, was a calculated electoral strategy: the party would never have won elections had Poland’s borders stretched further east. The Riga settlement thus marked ‘a defeat of Mickiewicz’s idea of the Grand Duchy in Polish political life’,87 with Piłsudski’s federalist tradition ultimately overcome by Dmowski’s integral nationalism.

			The Krajowcy and the Polish–Lithuanian Regionalist Tradition

			Between federalism and annexationism stood the regionalists (krajowcy) Polish-Lithuanian gentry who maintained early modern traditions of the Grand Duchy while adapting to modern politics. These ‘children of the Grand Duchy’ regarded their Polishness as superior by virtue of local tradition and believed that Polish culture in Lithuania was ‘of a higher quality than that available in the Lithuanian or Belarusian languages’.88 Unlike Warsaw Poles, they saw Vilnius not as a Polish city but as ‘the capital of historic Lithuania whose association with the Polish crownlands was a central question of politics’.89

			The krajowcy were ‘more faithful students of Mickiewicz than either modern Polish or Lithuanian nationalists’, seeking to preserve the multinational legacy of the Commonwealth. Figures like Michał Römer (who Lithuanised his name to Mykolas Römeris after choosing Lithuania in 1919) proposed creating a multinational Lithuanian state where Lithuanians would play the leading role and Poles would mediate among cultures, a solution ‘faithful to the traditions of the Grand Duchy and alert to the new Lithuanian movement’.90 However, this imaginative compromise was unacceptable to modern Lithuanian activists who were determined to replace Polish culture with Lithuanian within an ethnically defined state.

			The krajowcy’s dilemma illustrates the impossibility of sustaining early modern nationality in the age of mass politics. As Lithuanian activists emerged from the peasantry and elite families defected to nationalist movements, ‘Polishness slowly became a choice which had to be defended’.91 The krajowcy’s vision required a federal structure that the Polish National Democrats rejected and Lithuanian nationalists feared, leaving them politically homeless.

			Polish–Lithuanian Relations during First World War

			During the First World War, the collapse of imperial Russian authority in the Lithuanian lands created a contested political vacuum that both Lithuanian patriots and Polish nationalists sought to fill, with Vilnius emerging as the symbolic and strategic prize. As German forces occupied Lithuania beginning in 1915, both nations recognised that the postwar settlement would determine whether Vilnius would anchor a restored Lithuanian state or become an outpost of a reconstituted Polish-dominated Commonwealth. The German occupation initially suppressed Lithuanian political expression, shutting down patriotic newspapers and restricting nationalist activities. However, by 1916–1917, as their military fortunes deteriorated, the German authorities began viewing Lithuanians as potential allies. This shift culminated in the Lithuanian Conference in Vilnius (September 1917), which elected the Taryba and ultimately declared Lithuanian independence on 16 February 1918.

			The most significant diplomatic engagement occurred in Berlin in June 1918, when Lithuanian representatives Professor Augustinas Voldemaras and Father Konstantinas Olšauskis met with Polish envoy Count Adam Ronikier to discuss German colonisation plans and territorial arrangements. On 30 June, they signed a secret agreement whereby Poland recognised the Lithuanian state in exchange for extensive cultural, political, and linguistic rights for Poles within Lithuania. This apparent breakthrough proved illusory, as Polish authorities immediately violated the agreement by reopening negotiations with Germany, offering concessions in return for Vilnius. The pact’s collapse revealed the fundamental incompatibility between Lithuanian aspirations for an ethnographically defined nation-state with its historic capital and Polish visions that incorporated Vilnius into a larger Polish-led entity.92 This agreement and its subsequent violation are emphasised by Rukša, as they fit neatly within his view of Poland and the bilateral relationship. However, it should be noted that there was in the Lithuanian vision a rather fundamental tension as well – an ethnographically defined nation-state had to contend with the fact that its historic capital was anything but ethnically Lithuanian at a time, with the city itself and the surrounding area dominated by Poles, and a sizable Jewish population.93

			The religious establishment also became contested terrain during the final years of German occupation. The appointment of the Catholic bishop of Vilnius assumed major political significance, as control of this position could facilitate either Polonisation or Lithuanisation of the territories. The Lithuanian political establishment viewed the appointment of Jurgis Matulaitis to this post as a significant victory, even though he would operate within a clerical hierarchy dominated by Polish-speaking priests. These struggles over cultural and ecclesiastical authority reflected deeper anxieties about which nation would inherit Vilnius and the legacy of the Grand Duchy once German rule ended and independence became possible.

			Polish Units in the Russian Imperial Army

			At the same time, during the last days of the empire, the national armed forces began to take shape. Lithuanian developments are described in some detail in the previous volume of this book;94 before discussing the clashes between the two parties, it is therefore worth addressing the Polish side. Polish military reconstruction during the First World War rested on several distinct pillars that had been prepared long before 1914. After the defeat of the 1863 uprising, the Russian authorities systematically dismantled Polish military traditions in the western provinces, but from the revolution of 1905 onwards a new generation revived paramilitary forms under legal or semi-legal guises, particularly in Austrian Galicia. These cadres later fed Józef Piłsudski’s formations that entered the war on the side of the Central Powers, as well as Polish units raised in Russia and in the West, so that by 1917–1918 several embryonic Polish national armies already existed, each attached to a different great power.

			

			On the eastern front, the most important force for Lithuanian territories was the Polish Corps in Russia under General Józef Dowbor-Muśnicki, formed from Polish officers and soldiers of the former imperial army. Although its primary theatre of operations lay to the south and east, its very existence signalled that the Poles intended to appear at any eventual peace negotiations not only as a martyred nation but as a belligerent with organised armed forces. In the West, the so-called ‘Blue Army’ in France added further military weight to Polish claims. By contrast, the Lithuanian movement entered the war with almost no military infrastructure of its own; its elites devoted themselves to cultural work and, from 1915, to organising refugee relief in Russia, and only very late in 1918 did the first Lithuanian national units begin to form. This asymmetry meant that, when imperial structures collapsed, Polish politicians could rely on a large number of battle-hardened veterans, whereas Lithuanians were still in the process of improvising an army.

			The impact of these Polish forces on Lithuania became visible in 1918, as the Russian front disintegrated and German authority (Ober Ost) weakened. After the Dowbor-Muśnicki corps capitulated to the Germans on 21 May 1918, large numbers of demobilised Polish officers and soldiers gravitated toward Vilnius. There, on 10 September 1918, they created the Vilnius city Polish Soldiers’ Union (Związek Wojskowych Polaków Miasta Wilna), which by the end of October already counted about 130 officers and 500 soldiers, even if it still lacked weapons. This concentration of trained men in the Lithuanian capital, just as German troops prepared to withdraw and Bolshevik forces advanced, ensured that any struggle over the political future of Vilnius would have a pronounced military dimension and that the Polish side would enter it with a significant organisational advantage.

			Parallel to this, Polish activists began organising local self-defence units (samoobrona) in Vilnius, Minsk, and other centres of the former Northwestern Provinces, presenting themselves as the only force capable of maintaining order against Bolshevik incursions. In addition, a Lithuanian–Belarusian division was formed. For Lithuanian politicians, who were attempting to secure international recognition for an independent state with Vilnius as its capital but had scarcely begun building their own armed forces, this Polish military presence in the city and surrounding region was an ominous sign. It foreshadowed that the ‘Vilnius question’ would be decided not only in chancelleries and conferences, but also by those who could most quickly put disciplined troops on the streets of the former Grand Duchy’s capital. 

			

			The collapse of German Ober Ost authority in late 1918 and the simultaneous Bolshevik advance from the east forced the Lithuanian administration to make fateful decisions about Vilnius. As the Red Army approached, Lithuanian forces, still in their infancy, lacked the strength to defend the historic capital. In January 1919, the Bolsheviks seized Vilnius, forcing the Lithuanian government to retreat to Kaunas.

			Polish military action in 1919 unfolded in two distinct phases. The first occurred in April, when Polish troops occupied Vilnius during the Easter period. 95 The second phase involved systematic Polish advances into territories that the Lithuanian state claimed as its own. Clashes began on 26 April 1919, near Vievis, though initially without major combat. On 7 May, Lithuanian forces took Širvintos, but Polish troops responded by demanding Lithuanian withdrawal from Vievis and its railway station on 4 May, leading to fighting on 8 May. Polish forces pushed forward along a broad front, attacking Lithuanian barrier posts across a 100-kilometre line and penetrating 20–30 kilometres deep into Lithuanian-claimed territory.

			The Foch Demarcation Line

			As these skirmishes along the front line continued, the demarcation line issue became a diplomatic battlefield. The 18 June demarcation line, though commonly attributed to Marshal Foch, was actually drawn by French Colonel Constantin Reboul without Lithuanian participation. The line generally favoured Lithuania by leaving most of Suvalkija under its control and even partitioning Vilnius itself, cutting through the city’s suburbs. While Lithuanians accepted it as the best achievable outcome, Polish forces were compelled to retreat 30–35 kilometres in several sectors and viewed the arrangement as unfavourable. Consequently, the line was never fully observed in the northern sectors, as Polish units remained determined to assert control over those territories that they considered historically Polish.

			As German forces withdrew in July 1919, Polish troops immediately tested the line’s viability. On July 4, they demanded Lithuanian evacuation of Vievis and its railway station, then launched coordinated attacks along a 100 kilometre front, penetrating 20–30 kilometres deep into Lithuanian-claimed territory. These assaults targeted Lithuanian barriers and guard posts, capturing Merkinė on 24–25 July and Seirijai on 25 July, though Lithuanian counterattacks temporarily pushed them back to Merkinė on 26 July. Lithuanian leaders, convinced that the French had sanctioned these advances, launched a diplomatic campaign in Paris, prompting Marshal Foch to telegram his representative in Poland on 11 July, ordering Polish withdrawal to the 18 June line. The Polish command ignored this directive, continuing its operations while simultaneously lobbying French officials to revise the established boundary.

			Polish diplomatic pressure in Paris proved effective. General Tadeusz Rozwadowski, head of the Polish Military Mission, persuaded Marshal Foch that the Polish army’s rear required protection during its ongoing conflict with the Bolsheviks. This resulted in a new demarcation line on 18 July, followed by another on 26 July, each progressively shifting the boundary in Poland’s favour. Neither adjustment included Lithuanian representatives, underscoring Lithuania’s diplomatic weakness. On 3 August, Colonel Reboul informed the Lithuanian government that the line would follow the Czarna Hańcza River, leaving the predominantly Lithuanian towns of Sejny and Puńsk within Lithuania. However, on 16 August, French officials clarified that these towns must be abandoned to Polish control, prompting Lithuanian outrage and a refusal to accept what they termed the ‘third demarcation line’.

			The escalating tensions along the Foch line ultimately required external mediation. British Commissioner Richard Ward intervened personally, persuading Lithuanian and Polish commanders to agree to a truce along the disputed boundary. Despite this temporary ceasefire, the repeated unilateral modifications of the demarcation line, combined with Polish military advances and Lithuanian diplomatic protests, demonstrated that the line served more as a political instrument for the Entente, establishing at least some sort of clarity where the states began and ended, rather than a stable military frontier. The controversy over Sejny and Puńsk, whose inhabitants were overwhelmingly Lithuanian, became a lasting grievance that fuelled Lithuanian perceptions of Polish expansionism and Entente bias in favour of Poland. This grievance was particularly inflamed by the events in August 1919.

			The POW Coup Attempt96

			At the end of August 1919, the unresolved conflict over Vilnius and the Polish advance into southern Lithuania encouraged Polish political and military circles to attempt a decisive solution by overthrowing the Lithuanian government in Kaunas. The idea of replacing the Taryba’s cabinet with one ‘favourable to us’ had surfaced already in the spring of 1919, when Polish envoy Aleksander Skrzyński telegraphed Prime Minister Ignancy Paderewski that such a government would be useful at the Peace Conference to counter the existing Lithuanian delegation and its claims. By mid-summer, the international and military situation seemed propitious. With the Versailles Treaty signed on 28 June, Poland no longer feared German aggression, fighting with Ukrainians was subsiding, and the Polish army was pushing deep into Belarus, capturing Minsk on 8 August. Lithuania, by contrast, was in crisis: Saxon volunteer units were departing, Bermondt’s forces were emerging, state finances were in disarray, and a governmental crisis loomed. A memorandum of the Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 18 August described the Šleževičius government’s position as ‘desperate’, noting lack of cash, partial occupation by Germans and Russians, military uncertainty, a loss of respect even among Lithuanians, thus predicting its imminent downfall. 

			The operational instrument for the coup was the Polish Military Organisation (Polska Organizacja Wojskowa – POW) in Kaunas. Founded at the end of 1918, it gained real momentum only with the arrival of Lieutenant Rajmund Kawalec (‘Adam Juwik’) in April 1919, who transformed the Kaunas sub-district of the organisation into a separate district answerable directly to the Suwałki command. The POW built cells in the Lithuanian army, among scouts, and within the city’s intelligence networks, while spreading propaganda about the benefits of renewing a union with Poland. A crucial task was to identify Lithuanian politicians willing to form a new, pro-Polish government. Agents approached figures such as Juozas Gabrys, though he pursued his own schemes, and nurtured the impression in Warsaw that Lithuanian opposition groups, especially left-leaning politicians, favoured some form of federation, while portraying the sitting government as oriented toward a federation with Russia.

			POW infiltration was particularly effective in the Lithuanian armed forces. Officers such as Jurgis Aukštuolaitis were closely involved in the plot, along with others in key positions, including the adjutant of the commander-in-chief, General Silvestras Žu­kauskas, Captain Witold Otocki. According to Polish sources cited by Rukša, Žu­kauskas himself allegedly told Major Kasprzycki that he ‘felt like a Pole’97 and commanded the Lithuanian army only to secure peace with Poland, encouraging hopes in Warsaw that he could be enticed into a pro-Polish coup. The conspirators also tried to enlist Colonel Vincas Grigaliūnas-Glovackis, who had earlier engaged in anti-government activities alongside Aukštuolaitis, although in the end neither Gri­galiūnas-Glovackis nor Žukauskas provided effective support when the time came.

			The coup was scheduled for the night of 28–29 August 1919. Once the existing cabinet was overthrown, the plan envisaged installing General Žukauskas as dictator, with Aukštuolaitis as his deputy and February 16 Independence Declaration Signatory [Stanislovas] Narutavičius as Prime Minister. However, the preparations were poorly coordinated. The promised internal support was nebulous, and the financial backing from Warsaw arrived in the wrong currency: instead of the German marks in circulation in Lithuania, the conspirators received Russian roubles. This logistical failure led to the decision to postpone the coup until the appropriate funds could be delivered, but the delay order did not reach all conspirators. On the night of 27–28 August, some cells moved ahead regardless, cutting telephone lines in Kaunas and thus prematurely revealing that something was afoot.

			Lithuanian authorities, already alarmed by Polish attempts to seize Sejny and by Žukauskas’s earlier willingness to concede key positions, such as Merkinė and Vievis in talks with Polish commanders, reacted swiftly. On 24 August, after an ultimatum from the cabinet, the prime minister extracted a commitment from Žukauskas to follow government directives and act against Polish encroachments, effectively isolating him from the conspirators. When the telephone wire cuts were traced to POW activity on 28–29 August, Lithuanian officers and riflemen, led by intelligence chief Liudas Gira and acting defence minister Povilas Žadeikis, moved to arrest suspected POW members en masse. The arrests were initially broad and often arbitrary, and many conspirators had time to destroy incriminating documents. Nevertheless, the core of the organisation was broken. A month later, a cache of POW documents, including a membership list of 369 persons, allowed the authorities to identify and prosecute the leadership; the resulting trials, which concluded in December 1920, marked the effective end of POW’s capacity to stage similar operations in Lithuania. Rukša ranks this failed coup alongside the 1918–1919 Soviet offensive and the 1920 Panemunė uprising as one of the three gravest dangers that threatened Lithuania’s independence in its formative years.

			The Panemunė Mutiny and its Suppression98

			In February 1920, Lithuania faced a serious internal crisis when elements within the armed forces staged the Panemunė uprising. While the reasons for the uprising were mainly economic and the soldiers’ complaints focused on shortages of food and other necessities, since the inception of the mutiny also had a political and international dimensions. The mutineers were inspired by Bolshevik propaganda and it was also widely considered that Warsaw observed the situation closely, calculating that a Lithuanian collapse might present Poland with an opportunity – if a Bolshevik government were to seize power in Lithuania, Poland would acquire a pretext to intervene militarily and forcibly incorporate Lithuania into a Polish-dominated federation. 

			The revolt itself was rooted in conditions of severe deprivation rather than coherent political vision. Soldiers and non-commissioned officers suffered from shortages of adequate food, clothing, and pay. Bolshevik propaganda found some traction among these demoralised troops. Notably, however, frontline units or those recently returned from combat largely remained loyal, which limited the scale of the revolt and its organisational coherence. The rebels’ demands were predominantly social in character, that is, better provisions and treatment, though some political demands reflected exposure to Russian revolutionary rhetoric. Nevertheless, it posed a serious threat at a moment when external enemies pressed on all sides.

			
				
					[image: Black-and-white photo of about three dozen soldiers standing outside a long, multi-story building. The building extends into the distance along the left side. The solemn soldiers, who are mainly wearing trench coats, are standing in front of the entrance of the building, some holding unclear objects. The street is unpaved and otherwise empty]
				

			

			
				
					

					Soldiers at the Panemunė Barracks

				

			

			Lithuanian authorities acted decisively to suppress the mutiny and succeeded in doing so. Yet, although the uprising was successfully put down and the rebels were brought to trial, the severity of the crisis was evident in the governmental changes that followed. Commander-in-chief General Pranas Liatukas, who bore responsibility for the army during the crisis, resigned from his position. He was replaced by General Silvestras Žukauskas, a figure who, as noted earlier, had been compromised by Polish infiltration and the failed August 1919 coup attempt. The 8th Battery, the unit most active in the uprising, was disbanded as punishment. Seven rebels were sentenced to death, though three of these sentences were later commuted to life imprisonment. The trials concluded with the suppression of what Rukša identifies as one of the three most existentially dangerous moments in Lithuanian independence’s early history, situated alongside the Soviet Russian military advance of 1918–1919 and the failed POW coup attempt.

			The First Phase of Lithuanian–Polish Military Clashes99

			The military phase of the conflict between Lithuania and Poland started with numerous small scale clashes between April 1919 to mid-1920. Most incidents took the form of raids on outposts, border skirmishes, and attacks on guard posts, with larger engagements concentrated in southern Suvalkija. This was the stage when both states were still primarily focused on fighting Soviet Russia, yet their forces repeatedly collided in zones that both sides claimed. For Lithuania, these encounters demonstrated both the vulnerability of its still-forming army and the determination of Poland to consolidate control over disputed territories by ‘facts on the ground’.

			

			Within this framework, Rukša singles out the southern Suvalkija region (Suwałki–Sejny–Augustów) as particularly important. After the 18 June 1919 demarcation line proposed by French Colonel Reboul, almost the whole of Suvalkija—except the southern part of Augustów county—fell on the Lithuanian side, allowing Lithuania to establish administration and station troops there. Politically and militarily, this created a favourable situation for Lithuania: it could point to Entente-sanctioned lines while actually exercising authority on the ground. However, this arrangement was short-lived. Influenced by Polish lobbying, Marshal Foch approved a new demarcation in July 1919 that awarded Poland even predominantly Lithuanian areas such as Sejny, effectively reversing much of the earlier advantage.

			Rukša emphasizes that the fate of southern Suvalkija was determined less by local ethnic or legal arguments and more by ‘extraneous factors’. What was in essence a political border issue was handled by Entente military staff rather than by diplomats, making it easier for Polish officers to frame requests as operational necessities. General Rozwadowski, head of the Polish Military Mission in Paris, successfully exploited this channel, appealing directly to Foch and presenting Polish demands as essential to securing the rear of Polish forces fighting the Bolsheviks. French pre-existing sympathy for Poland meant that such arguments met little resistance. Finally, Lithuanians were structurally disadvantaged: the crucial decisions on the Foch line were taken in their absence, leaving them to protest after the fact rather than shape the outcome.

			These developments had concrete military consequences. Once the new demarcation favoured Poland, Polish troops pushed beyond even that line, advancing into Lithuanian-claimed territory by, as it was already mentioned, attacking Alytus, Merkinė and Seirijai. These actions, combined with the diplomatic redefinition of the demarcation line, illustrated a pattern: Polish authorities used Entente military decisions as a baseline, then treated them flexibly on the ground, while Lithuania, diplomatically weaker and militarily overstretched, struggled to defend both its claimed borders and its international position.

			The further text is a faithful translation of Rukša’s work, describing in detail the conflict in the Autumn of 1919.

			II. Initial Clashes August 1919 – July 1920

			The Fight for Sejny

			At the beginning of August 1919, the Germans were preparing to withdraw from Sejny, and on 10 August they evacuated the town. They were also preparing shortly thereafter to pull out of Suwałki. In connection with this, and with the new demarcation line established by Marshal Foch, the Lithuanian army and militia withdrew from Suwałki on 7 August. A company under Officer [Viktoras] Giedrys of the Suwałki Kommandantur then occupied a sector running roughly along the line Kaletnik–Lake Szelment–German border. Officer [Stasys] Asevičius, the commandant of Sejny and a company led by officer [Edmundas] Bardauskas from the Suwałki Kommandantur, no longer held the continuation of the Augustów Canal but instead took up positions along the River Czarna Hańcza from Tartak to Frącki. Further to the east along the Czarna Hańcza and the Augustów Canal as far as Nemunas, the section was occupied by a company of Sejny Kommandantur and from there, down the Nemunas up to Druskininkai, the section was guarded by half a squadron of the Belarusian cavalry. 100 Thus, the Lithuanians withdrew from the Suwałki district, but were evidently reluctant to withdraw from the town and district of Sejny – even from its southern, more Polish.

			From 10 August, the two aforementioned infantry companies (numbering up to 260 men) of the Sejny commandant, Asevičius, occupied a very long line – over 50 kilometres – from Tartak to the Nemunas. The course of the Nemunas was guarded by half a squadron of 70 cavalrymen. There were only 30 people in the Sejny Kommandantur itself until the events of 22 August, and only ten were on garrison duty. The rest of them were clerks and logisticians.101

			Eventually, even the government itself grew concerned about the situation in Sejny. In August, Prime Minister Mykolas Sleževičius arrived there. He gave a long, rich, and impassioned patriotic speech to the ‘crowd of dzūkai,102 urging everyone to defend their homesteads to the utmost of their ability, to rise up with axes, pitchforks, and scythes and to not cede a single foot of the land that their fathers had lived on for centuries to anyone’.103 The visit of this distinguished visitor was timely, as a few days later, strong Polish partisan forces began to attack the Sejny region.

			The Polish Plan to Revolt

			On 16 August, following the declaration of the Congress of Suwałki Landlords of 12 August,104 the leadership of the Suwałki POW decided to stage a ‘revolt’ and prepared plans for that ‘revolt’. The uprising was to begin on the night of 22–23 August, a few hours after the Germans abandon Suwałki. The aim of this action was not only to drive the Lithuanians behind the demarcation line but also to occupy the area as far as Simnas.105

			According to the POW command’s plan, the Polish army was to occupy the areas that had been cleared of Lithuanians by the ‘insurgents’ up to the demarcation line. This would enable the ‘liberation movement’ to spread northwards. The army was also instructed to help the rebels with arms and ammunition.

			

			During the first night, the following corner of the territory was to be occupied: the northern line of Seirijai, Lazdijai, and Dziedziule and the southern line of the lakes between Giby and Zelwa, Kapčiamiestis, and from there to the north to Šadžiūnai and Seirijai.

			[Adam] Rudnicki writes of his troops as follows: ‘The mobilised of the Suwałki I and II districts numbered 300–400 men. The Sejny III district – 500 men. If the rebellion spreads to the north, it can be hoped for up to 300 men in IV Kalvarija district’ (this hope seems to be very unrealistic, A.R.).

			Probably not so much due to ignorance (as he could have had more accurate information through his spies) but in order to boost his own and his organisation’s reputation, Rudnicki repeatedly exaggerated the size of Lithuanian military forces stationed in this aforementioned quadrangle of territory. According to him, these were the Lithuanian forces in the quadrangle: ‘1,200 infantrymen armed with 18 heavy machine-guns and 120 cavalrymen. Of these, there were 600 on the Czarna Hańcza line while the remainder in Sejny (400), Krasnopol, Giby, Lazdijai, Seirijai, and Kapčiamiestis’.106

			According to the ‘organisational’ plan of the uprising, the partisan company ‘Tajno’ [Secret] was supposed to pin down the Lithuanian company that was stationed at the Czarna Hańcza. The main force (of about 500 men) was to be grouped in the village of Sumowo, four kilometres southwest of Sejny, and be ready to take Sejny. POW districts I and II in their entirety were to be secretly transferred there. In the same manner, Sejny, as well as other smaller and larger areas, such as Krasnopol, Giby, and Kapčiamiestis were to be occupied. This was the first planned phase of the ‘uprising’.

			The next phase of action was envisaged only in general terms. POW units of about 700–800 men grouped in Sejny were to start marching north only when the Polish army approached Sejny. This was to happen at dawn the next day, on 24 August.

			Lieutenant [Wacław] Zawadzki was appointed the commander of the rebel Sumowo Contingent. The two designated companies were subordinated as follows: the Krasnopol Company was led by the Second Lieutenant [Piotr] Łankiewicz and the Giby Company by the Second Lieutenant [Józef] Rosiński. The detachments for Lazdijai, Seirijai, Veisiejai, and Kapčiamiestis were formed.

			The staff headed by Rudnicki included Lieutenant [Adam] Lipski and Second Lieutenant [Ignacy] Dobrzyński.107

			The Uprising

			The beginning of the uprising on 18 August was finally scheduled for 3:00 on 23 August.108

			Let us follow Rudnicki’s own account of the seizure of Sejny.109 In Sumowo, there were slightly fewer members of POW assembled than had been initially planned. It was difficult to move the Suwałki units through the cordon into foreign territory. Only half of the men grouped in Sumowo had rifles. The soldiers of the POW were convinced that they could arm themselves with the weapons they acquire in Sejny, and their assumptions were correct. 

			On 23 August, before dawn, Second Lieutenant Zawadzki’s battalion marched out from the village of Sumowo in battle order toward Sejny. The vanguard consisted of the 1st Assault Company under Corporal [Lech Juszczyk], with the 1st Platoon led by platoon commander [Wacław] Krynicki advancing at its head. Patrols moved even farther ahead. Behind the vanguard came Second Lieutenant [Janusz] Ostrowski’s 2nd Company, followed by Second Lieutenant [Adam] Alek­sandrowicz’s 3rd Company as the final reserve, since it had no rifles. The march was conducted in complete silence, and the mists of the autumn morning had not yet been pierced by the first rays of the sun.

			When the forward patrols, having descended from Height 150, had approached to within some 70 metres of the town, while the vanguard had not yet reached the crest, the Lithuanians, concealed in the potato and oat fields, opened a sudden and intense fire. Several insurgents fell, and among the wounded was Sergeant [Feliks] Kalwejt, the commander of one of the patrols, who was seriously injured.

			The 1st Company, having deployed into a battle line, passed the height and began its assault on the town along the Sumowo–Sejny road. The Lithuanians pulled back their defences, but from the outskirts of the town a heavy fire poured in, and machine-guns rattled from somewhere on the rooftops.

			

			After half an hour of fighting, the Poles realised that, with the Lithuanians holding fire superiority, they would achieve nothing without manoeuvre. The commander of the 1st Company, Lieutenant Juszczyk, therefore sent his 1st Platoon, led by Krynicki, to envelop Sejny from the west.

			When the Lithuanians, seeing that their right flank was threatened, turned their full attention there, the 2nd Polish Company, moving down the valley of the Marycha River, enveloped Sejny from the east.

			At 5:30, the Poles launched an attack on Sejny from two sides. Only the unarmed 3rd Company was left in reserve at Height 150.

			The 1st Company’s 1st Platoon was advancing from the west (erroneously ‘from the east’ in the original, A.R.), and they were going to the back of the city, even as far as Kalvarija Street, through the monastery cemetery. At the same time, the main forces of the 1st Company had reached the first houses in Sejny from the side of Sumowo and the 2nd Company had arrived by following the Berżniki–Sejny Highway. Sejny was captured by a converging attack at 6:00.

			The Poles took about 100 prisoners, two machine-guns, as well as weapons, ammunition, horses, telephones, and other military materiel. A lot of valuable material was found at the Lithuanian Kommandantur. The Lithuanians retreated towards Kalvarija. A few Lithuanians were killed and a dozen were wounded, although most of them were taken to Kalvarija. Two Poles died and 14 were wounded.

			Following the retreating Lithuanians, Polish patrols posted guards on the Babańce–Gryszkańce line.

			At 8:00, the city had already been ‘cleared’ of those Lithuanians still hiding there, and all offices had been occupied. Corporal Lech Juszczyk was appointed commandant of the town. Political prisoners were released and replaced with Lithuanian prisoners of war.

			Lieutenant Zawadzki reorganised his battalion, as the weapons taken were enough to equip it in its entirety. The situation with ammunition improved considerably, and there were enough telephones for communication. By about 10:00, the guards were already in place, and many of the fighters were able to take their ‘well-deserved rest’.

			I have reproduced this account of the capture of Sejny as Rudnicki recounted it, leaving almost nothing out, even though I know that not everything is being portrayed as it truly was. However, it must be borne in mind that the descriptions of the fighting do not in general entirely correspond to reality. Deviations from reality, whether major or minor, almost always occur. On the other hand, a more detailed Lithuanian account of these battles is missing. Here, I will focus only on those facts which were covered differently by Lithuanian sources.

			Let us first try to clarify the forces involved on both sides during these battles. Rudnicki does not furnish an exact number of Poles. He only states that there were fewer than the 500 men that he had originally envisioned that had arrived in Sumowo. Colonel [Stasys] Zaskevičius states, ‘From the copy of a Polish partisan order in my possession, signed by Lieutenant Żubr, it appears that Sejny alone was attacked from the Sumowo direction by about 270 men’.110 This size of the Polish partisan battalion that attacked Sejny, based on a historical source, must therefore be regarded as approximately correct.

			Since the main, and very limited, forces of the Sejny Kommandantur were positioned along the Czarna Hańcza, the Canal, and the Nemunas line, the town of Sejny itself was certainly not defended by the fantastical figure of 400 men given by Rudnicki, but, judging from the data cited by Lithuanian authors, by a garrison of no more than about fifty men, even counting the policemen. Thus, the number of Polish insurgents attacking the town was many times greater than the number of Lithuanians defending Sejny.111

			In Sejny itself, the Poles could not have taken a hundred prisoners, as there were not even that many Lithuanian soldiers in the town at the time. It is possible that around a hundred people were indeed locked up in the prison, but among them were not only soldiers; arrested Lithuanian students and officials were also held there. 112 Thus, the majority of those imprisoned were not soldiers but political detainees.

			Lithuanian losses were probably exaggerated; the Lithuanian Kommandantur mentions only one injured.113

			The ambitious ‘uprising’ of the POW partisans was carefully prepared. On the same night of 22–23 August, the POW succeeded in capturing the entire ‘quadrangle’ of the first planned action.

			

			The Poles were helped immensely by the betrayal of officer [Edmundas] Bardauskas, the commander of the company that was occupying the sector from Frącki to Tartak. Bardauskas himself was at the outpost in Tartak, where the headquarters of the Polish partisan organisation were located. Through Bardauskas, the Polish partisans received all the information regarding the positions of the Lithuanian army. The soldiers of Bardauskas’s company had an inkling of the activities of the Polish partisans. Just before being disarmed, the sergeant of the company spoke openly with the company commander about a need to do something. Bardauskas reassured him, telling to mind his own business, as the company commander himself was in charge.

			The Polish uprising began when Bardauskas disarmed a part of the company that was with him on 22 August. He handed the Polish partisans a note to deliver to the company sergeant, who was standing at a barrier in Frącki:

			‘Sergeant! Sejny and all the guard posts around it have been taken. I am beaten, and we are captured. Do not fire. Pull back without shooting, do not spill blood. An entire company is around you.

			Bardauskas’114

			Bardauskas then began to personally lead the Polish partisans.

			The soldiers at the barrier at Frącki resisted, but surrounded on all sides by superior partisan forces, were forced to surrender. Thus, Bardauskas’ entire company was captured by the Poles.115

			The units of another company that were stationed at Czarna Hańcza retreated in an orderly manner and joined the remnants of the Kommandantur’s forces that had retreated from Sejny. Later, they took part in the attack on Sejny.116

			Retreating to the north, the Sejny Kommandantur learned already in Dusznica that Lazdijai had already been occupied by the POW. It turned out that some Second Lieutenant Vaičiulionis [Jerzy Wojczulanis] had formed a detachment of about 50 armed men there and met the Lithuanian unit coming from Sejny with fire. This skirmish took place at 12:00. Wojczulanis’ POW partisans were dispersed; several were killed, and a dozen were wounded.117

			Rudnicki describes the situation at 20:00 on 23 August as follows:

			‘The entire area from the Czarna Hańcza River as far as Veisiejai and Kapčiamiestis was disarmed. ...More than 400 prisoners fell into our hands, including eight officers, two machine-guns, a large number of horses, a supply train, storehouses, and abundant war materiel. Our losses amounted to nine killed and twenty eight wounded; the enemy’s were considerably higher. Our forces were organised as follows: five companies and the cavalry in Sejny, which together with the auxiliary services formed a force of up to 800 men (about 600 fighting men). Detached units were deployed as follows: Krasnopol–Tartak – 60 men; Giby – 40 men; Kapčiamiestis – 80 men; Veisiejai – 30 men. In total, the force exceeded 1,000 men.’118

			The most striking aspect of this description of the situation is the excessive number of Lithuanian prisoners. How could the Poles have taken 400 or more Lithuanian soldiers as prisoners if there were only 300 in that area at most? However, Rudnicki goes on to write that on 24 August as many as 300 prisoners were sent to Suwałki. So, the figures themselves seem no longer so far-fetched yet even more puzzling. Colonel Zaskevičius believes that:

			‘They were probably unfortunate local peasants who, according to Rudnicki, “were cleansed by our counter-intelligence”.119 Who the numerous prisoners really were is shown by the account of a student by the name of [Vladas] Gražulevičius and by Rudnicki’s confession that “using the documents found there (in the Sejny Kommandantur, A.R.), our counter-intelligence cleared the city of the majority of the unreliable elements”.’120

			Therefore, over two-thirds of the ‘prisoners’ were these ‘unpatriotic elements’, i.e., Lithuanian activists, students, and officials – in short, Lithuanian national activists. The lists found in the Lithuanian Kommandantur made it easier for Polish intelligence to carry out this task.

			Rudnicki’s first concern was to establish and maintain contacts with the scattered units. This had been satisfactorily accomplished by the evening of 23 August. Even with 1,000-odd POW troops at his disposal, Rudnicki did not feel safe enough to venture further north. Therefore, his next most important ambition was to establish contact with the regular army and receive troops and weapons from it. Only after great and prolonged effort was it possible, at 10:00 on 24 August, to establish telephone contact with the 41st Infantry Regiment, which had arrived in Suwałki at 09:00 that same day. Throughout the entire day the regiment was pressed to send at least one battalion to Sejny. Finally, at 22:00, a telephone message reported that one battalion of the regiment had been dispatched from Suwałki via Tartak to Sejny. After this, the POW men went to rest, intending to begin their operation northwards the following day.121

			The Lithuanians Temporarily Retake Sejny

			After it removed the POW from Lazdijai on 23 August, the Sejny Kommandantur remained in that city for the night. On 24 August, the weak forces of the Kommandantur were supplemented by 80 bayonets from the Marijampolė Battalion and 30 from the Alytus Kommandantur. Thus, one infantry company (150 bayonets) was formed.

			According to the information of officer Asevičius, the Commandant of Sejny, the POW were to have a celebration together with the Polish inhabitants of Sejny during the evening of 24 August. The Kommandantur decided to use this opportunity to expel the intoxicated POW soldiers from Sejny. The company left Lazdijai at about 1:00 and reached the village of Ogrodniki unopposed. There, its three platoons were divided according to the three chosen directions of attack: 1. Officer [Petras] Kalikauskas’s unit was to attack on the Poćkuny–Sejny Highway; 2. Commandant Asevičius’s unit was to go along the Maciejowizna Highway towards the Catholic cemetery; 3. Officer [Antanas] Kemėžis’ unit was to march in between the attacking troops – through Zaleskie. The western edge of the cemetery ditch was the line of departure for the attack.122

			Officer Asevičius and officer Kemėžis’ units reached the line of departure half an hour before officer Kalikauskas’. Kalikauskas was late, apparently because his route was longer, but this delay was advantageous. Thinking that they were only dealing with the Lithuanians in the graveyard, the Poles rushed towards them all at once. Meanwhile, Kalikauskas, unhindered in his approach, moved into the town on the highway, released the company of the traitor Bardauskas, which was held in prison – 127–128 men and an officer, [Juozas] Galvydis, – and attacked the Poles from behind.

			This unexpected attack caused such a panic among the Poles that they started to run along all front towards Sumowo and Krasnapol, shouting, ‘Run! A swarm of Lithuanians!’ At around 7:30, Sejny fell back into Lithuanian hands.123

			This description of Zaskevičius’ capture of Sejny is vividly complemented by the description of the Žiburys Gymnasium student, [Karolis] Mikalonis, a participant in these events who later took part as a partisan in other fights of 1919 and later:124

			‘Once order had been restored in Lazdijai, preparations began for the liberation of Sejny. [My friend] Alksninis and I went to the villages to organise partisan volunteers and to search for weapons. In one village, we found two German military uniforms, which we bought and put on, sewing white stamped ribbons on civilians hats, making for a very peculiar uniform. 

			A company of soldiers under the command of an officer named Kemėžis arrived in Lazdijai from Marijampolė to supplement the Sejny forces... The size of our expedition was small compared to that of the Poles, but we were determined.

			As a local, I knew the fields and routes of our approach very well, so I was appointed leader. I had to go with the first scouts at all times and remain in touch with Officer Kemėžis, our commander. We travelled at night. The scouts, who had not followed my instructions, fell into the swamps, for which I was severely reprimanded by our commander Kemėžis.

			As I mentioned, there were many Polish partisans in Sejny, so we had to catch them unaware in order to come out of the situation victoriously. We had to silently take out the Polish guards. We had information that their first guards were in Poćkuny, near Sejny. Soldiers were assigned for this action and I was assigned to lead them. We left. Taking advantage of the darkness of night, we crept up to the guard posts and liquidated the guards there. We were now free to steal towards Sejny, undisturbed by the guards.

			Dawn was breaking. We had to hurry. It was already dawn when we reached the city of Sejny. The Poles spotted us too late. Fire came from both sides. We moved forward. Our commander Kemėžis was the first go, running forward without even crouching. Only a miracle saved our commander from death. All the time he was the first to go before the fire, without seeking cover, and he continued to urge us forward. Not a single enemy bullet hit him...

			At my feet was a fallen Polish partisan with a brand-new German military rifle and a lot of ammunition lying next to him. Here, I changed rifles and took all the cartridges. Now it was different, as I could shoot without sparing the cartridges, and I no longer had to use a wire to get the cartridge tubes out.

			On the other side came our second group, led by officer Petras Kalikauskas. Panic-stricken by the unexpected attack, the partisans fled wherever they could while the others tried to defend themselves, but they failed as we pressed fiercely onward. By the time the rays of the sun enveloped the city, it was back in the hands of its true masters. Some Poles escaped, others fell in battle.

			After capturing the town and checking the houses, we found half-finished vodka and wine bottles in some places and tea steaming on the table in others. In the room of the Polish commandant, I found our flag, which had been presented by the Lithuanian society to the commandant, Officer Asevičius, pinned down next to the bed on the floor. When I saw it, a bitter tear ran down my face. Only an uneducated savage, not an intelligent soldier, could do such a thing.

			... Only later did it become apparent that our forces had decided to withdraw from Sejny, as word had been received that strong reinforcements were coming to the Poles from Suwałki.”

			The objective of our attack had been partially achieved: the prisoners and looted property were returned.’

			The reason for the success of the Lithuanians was a bold, unexpected night attack by a composite company and a banquet of the Polish partisans. Not wanting to take the blame for his carelessness, Rudnicki blames the failure of the Polish partisans on other factors. Therefore, he depicts the battle of that night differently than Lithuanian writers do and deviates greatly from the reality. Tormented by an extraordinary restlessness, he set out at 2:30 in the night with Lieutenant Lipski and the latter’s twenty-horse cavalry detachment, riding toward Krasnopol to establish contact with the Polish army. Fully convinced by an inner voice that something was indeed about to happen, he had ridden nearly five kilometres when, from the village of Skusteliai, he suddenly wheeled his men around and galloped back toward Sejny. 125

			It turned out he had not been mistaken: as he approached the town, he heard shots in Sejny. On returning, he listened to Zawadzki’s optimistic report, yet nevertheless sent a telephone message demanding another company from Krasnopol. He himself, together with Lieutenant Lipski and his horsemen, rode to Poćkuny in order to attack the Lithuanians from the rear via Gryszkańce. In Poćkuny he seized a dozen Lithuanian prisoners in a sudden assault, and in another attack near the village of Zalesie he routed a larger Lithuanian detachment...

			Meanwhile, in Sejny, Second Lieutenant Zawadzki committed three companies to the fight. A shortage of ammunition forced the 1st Company to fall back in disorder. Pressing this company, the Lithuanians threw the neighbouring companies into confusion. The 3rd Company, surrounded from both sides, began to withdraw slowly. After taking over command of the 1st Company, Corporal Łankiewicz, ‘despite all his courage and energy, was unable to withstand the Lithuanian superiority, and the 2nd Company was in danger of being cut off.’

			Zawadzki, gathering a group of the best soldiers of the 1st Company, charged through the gap of attacking Lithuanians on horseback to slow down their advance. The Polish retreat was relatively orderly, but Lieutenant Zawadzki was killed by a few grenades thrown at close range. At 6:30, the Lithuanians took Sejny.126

			According to Rudnicki,127 ‘the attack involved four regular companies of the Lithuanian army, a German unit, and several riflemen128 units, all supported by ten heavy machine-guns’. Polish writers are fond of repeating a myth about the large number of Germans in the Lithuanian army. That there were Germans in the Lithuanian army is undeniable, but they were few in number. For example, in 1920, there were only four German soldiers enlisted in the Lithuanian army.129 The rumours about Germans serving in the Lithuanian army were apparently fuelled not only by a tendency to belittle the Lithuanians but also by the fact that some of our soldiers were dressed in German uniforms. Indeed, if officer Asevičius had really had four companies at his disposal, he would not have had to hastily move the assets of the Kommandantur out of Sejny and surrender the town to the Poles without a fight.

			According to Rudnicki, Łankiewicz’s company and 15 gendarmes with a Lieutenant Gołowski130 arrived from Krasnopol to help the partisans at 8:00 on 25 August. At 9:00, the Poles began to attack Sejny. The Lithuanians put up a weak resistance and abandoned the town at 11:00. It was easy for the Poles to take Sejny because, according to the testimony of the locals and the prisoners, there was a panic among the Lithuanians when they learned that regular Polish cavalry was appearing at the rear. In fact, it was Lipski’s partisan unit.131

			However, according to Lithuanian authors, the real reason for the Lithuanian withdrawal from Sejny was quite different. Immediately after taking Sejny, Commandant Asevičius went to the Kommandantur headquarters and found the telephone still ringing. On the line was the commander of the Suwałki garrison, calling for the commandant of the Polish insurgents. Asevičius replied in Polish that the commandant himself was speaking. When asked what the situation was, Asevičius answered that everything in the town was quiet and that nothing had been heard of the Lithuanians. The Suwałki garrison commander then reported that he knew a Lithuanian regiment was on its way to retake Sejny, and that preparations should be made. If the Lithuanians did in fact attack, Asevičius was to inform him at once, and he would send reinforcements.

			Lithuanian intelligence reported that there were 700 Polish partisans and troops in Sumowo and Konstantynówka. From this conversation and the intelligence report, Officer Asevičius concluded that he could not repel an enemy several times larger with one company and a small amount of ammunition. Therefore, he quickly organised removal of government property and loot.

			At 13:00, reinforced with soldiers and machine-guns, the insurgents again began to push into the town from all sides. Our troops retreated to Lazdijai.132

			Although the Lithuanian army had to retreat quickly from Sejny, even this temporary occupation of Sejny was beneficial: Officer Bardauskas company and other prisoners were released, and a lot of other assets were removed. The Poles suffered significant losses when the Lithuanians attacked Sejny. According to Lithuanian military literature, the Poles lost three officers and 45 soldiers, and several dozen Polish soldiers injured.133

			Rudnicki writes that only one officer was killed, Lieutenant Zawadzki, the commander of the partisan battalion and the ‘soul of the Sejny Uprising’. Second Lieutenant Ostrowski was wounded twice, and Lieutenant Żubr was ‘no longer fit for purpose’. What happened to him – whether his nerves were completely shattered, he was seriously wounded, or he had maybe even been killed, Rudnicki never says. According to Rudnicki, the Poles lost 16 soldiers and had over 30 wounded.134

			The Second Lithuanian Attempt to Retake Sejny

			On 26 August, a rally was organised in Lazdijai against the Poles and the Entente, which was viewed as favouring the Poles. The rally was attended by a crowd of 4,000 people. After the rally, Father [Juozapas] Juozaitis organised a meeting of about 200 riflemen who promised to take up arms against the Poles. On that day, a French Colonel [Constantin] Reboul arrived in Lazdijai. The Lithuanian partisans, agitated, were preparing to hang Reboul as a Polish ‘spy’. Colonel Žukas, who had also arrived in Lazdijai that same day, was also convinced that Reboul was playing such a role. Sensing that the Lithuanians were up to something, the Poles probably informed him in Kaunas, and he ‘took our Officer [Raimundas] Liormanas with him, “deciding” to go from Kaunas to Suwałki, not on the good and straight highway through Kalvarija–Szypliszki, but on the side roads through Lazdijai. His aim was clear’. Fully aware of the diplomatic consequences if the head of the Allied military mission was slain, Colonel Žukas personally escorted Colonel Reboul and thus protected him from the revenge of an angry crowd.135

			On 27 August, another company of soldiers and two artillery guns were sent from Marijampolė to Lazdijai. Father Juozaitis’ riflemen were issued weapons. Officer Asevičius received an order to occupy Sejny with the garrison in Lazdijai and Father Juozaitis’ riflemen.

			The Lithuanian contingent consisted of the company of Officer Kalikauskas (according to [Vladas] Tarasovas, led by Commandant Asevičius himself, numbering 180 soldiers), that of Officer Kemėžis, 120 soldiers, the 127 soldiers of Officer Galvydis, Father Juozaitis’ 200 riflemen, and two artillery guns.136

			The Polish forces, according to Rudnicki, consisted of the 4th and 5th Companies of the 41st Infantry Regiment, six heavy machine-guns, and Rudnicki’s battalion – about 500 bayonets and two heavy machine-guns.137

			On 28 August at around 6:00, the Lithuanians began shelling Sejny with artillery and started attacking at 7:00. Officer Kalikauskas (according to Tarasovas, Officer Asevičius) attacked along the highway from the Berżniki (so from the eastern side, the Poćkuny Highway–Olszanka, to the southern edge of the city). Officer Kemėžis and his company operated to the north of Kalikauskas. Taking the roads from the north, he had to attack through the Catholic cemetery. Officer Galvydis’s company was used for artillery and flank protection. Father Juozaitis’ riflemen were to attack by road from Krasnopol. There was a violent battle. The Lithuanian soldiers, fighting fiercely, had by about noon taken the entire eastern part of the town (up to the Marycha River). However, the Poles began to encircle both attacking companies: Kemėžis’s company was enveloped on the right by companies of the 41st Infantry Regiment, while Kalinauskas’s company was pressed from the direction of Giby by Polish partisans. According to Tarasovas, Father Juozaitis’s riflemen did not take part in the assault and were of no use, as they kept firing from behind our troops the whole time. They had apparently been organised in haste, were completely untrained, and lacked an experienced commander.

			

			Under mainly machine-gun fire from the houses and windows, our soldiers withdrew from the city at 13:00. Only on the outskirts of the city did the fighting continue into the evening and only ended after dark.

			At night, as ordered by the front commander, Officer Asevičius took the Żegary–Ogrodniki line. Our losses were two killed and 23 wounded.138 The Polish losses, according to Rudnicki,139 were two killed and several wounded.

			Throughout the entire operation to suppress the uprising, our side suffered one officer wounded, seven soldiers killed, and thirty-one wounded; twelve soldiers went missing or fell into enemy hands.140

			Officer Kemėžis of the First Reserve Battalion took a Polish flag with the inscription ‘Bože zbaw Polskę’ (‘God Save Poland’) from Sejny.141 Commandant Asevičius sent Colonel Žukas a large wall map, published in London, which had been taken in Sejny and depicted Poland ‘from sea to sea.’ On that map, Poland encompassed all of Lithuania and Latvia up to the Daugava River. 142 Later, the map was displayed in the Kaunas War Museum, where the captured flag was also kept.

			Taking the Demarcation Line

			On 27 August, while on the telephone with the front commander Colonel Žukas who was then in Szypliszki, the commander of the Polish brigade in Suwałki, General [Wojciech] Falewicz, stated that the Polish army would not advance until the question of the border between Poland and Lithuania was finally settled. On the same day at 22:00, a verbal dispatch received from the brigade’s headquarters in Suwałki asked the front commander to arrive in Szypliszki at 11:00 on 28 August to talk with a representative of the Polish government who had arrived from Warsaw.

			On 28 August, the Polish government representative, Major [Stanisław Lau­dański]143, met with Colonel Žukas and handed him a letter from the Polish authorities, bearing Piłsudski’s signature, in which the Lithuanian Government was urged, so as to avoid unnecessary bloodshed, to withdraw our forces without resistance to the demarcation line established by General Foch. As Major Laudański had no authority to negotiate, no discussions were held with him, and he returned to Suwałki at once. On 30 August, our military command informed the Polish Government that the Lithuanian Government was firmly opposed to the Polish proposal and would not abandon the occupied line without resistance.

			On 31 August, English Colonel [Richard Barrington] Ward and a representative of the Ministry of Defence of our country arrived from Suwałki to Szypliszki, announcing that they had agreed with the Polish army command in Suwałki to suspend hostilities in the sector from the German frontier to the Nemunas River until 22:00 on 2 September. The troops on both sides were to remain in the same locations that they had occupied on 30 August.

			On 1 September, Lithuanian forces were stationed on the Kramnik–Kłajpeda–Sidorówka–Szury–Kaletnik–Ogrodniki–Veisiejai–Seirijai line.

			The Polish military command had announced that the suspension of hostilities had been extended until 4 September. Although hostilities had been halted under the agreement, the Poles, advancing from the direction of Druskininkai, occupied Veisiejai on 2 September. On 3 September, a company of the Alytus Kommandantur drove the Polish unit out of Veisiejai.

			Having translated it into Polish, the front headquarters immediately forwarded to the Polish army command the following letter received from the General Staff on 4 September:

			‘The Lithuanian Government lodges the strongest protest against the incursion of the Polish army into Lithuanian territory. Nevertheless, taking into account the advice of the representatives of the Entente and wishing to avoid bloodshed, the Lithuanian Government declares that in Suvalkija, it will withdraw its forces to the demarcation line established by the Entente.144

			On the advice of the countries of the Entente, the two sides agreed to direct negotiations regarding a demarcation line between the two armies. Both sides were advised to pull back six kilometres from that line to avoid constant misunderstandings. On 5 September, the commander of the front in Suvalkija, Officer Žukas, received a mandate from the General Staff to conduct those negotiations.

			On the same day at 14:00, Officer Žukas agreed by telephone with the Polish brigade headquarters in Suwałki to meet at 17:00 in Czerwonka, 12 kilometres from Suwałki, on the highway to Kalvarija. The delegation led by Officer Žukas included officers [Zenonas] Gerulaitis, [Kazys] Skučas, and [Cezaris] Modestavičius. The Polish delegation consisted of the commander of the 41st Infantry Regiment, Major [Mieczysław] Mackiewicz, his adjutant, and several other officers. It was agreed that the new demarcation line would be occupied by 7 September at 6:00.145

			On 6 September, our troops retreated and took the Foch demarcation line. That line was occupied from the Lithuanian side by the 1st Reserve Battalion, which later became the 10th Infantry Regiment. The companies of the Sejny and Vilkaviškis Kommandanturs were also included in this regiment. On the Polish side, the demarcation line was occupied by the 41st Infantry Suwałki Regiment.146

			Even though both sides occupied the demarcation line, the Poles kept attacking the Lithuanian guards. The Lithuanians only rarely retaliated. The only one of note is the Battle of Kadysh, the southernmost point of the front.

			After driving the Lithuanian forward defence out of Kadysh, the Poles concentrated additional forces there147 and were preparing to drive the Lithuanians out of Kapčiamiestis as well. The company stationed in Kapčiamiestis was ordered to drive the Poles out of Kadysh, as it belonged to the Lithuanians. To avoid any surprises, two more companies were brought up.

			Officer Kemėžis, who led his company to Kadysh on the night of 11–12 October, personally conducted reconnaissance. While conducting reconnaissance, he saw that some Poles had drunkenly fallen asleep and others were still drinking. With a sudden attack, he knocked the Poles out of Kadysh. Many enemies were killed and wounded.148 Spoils of war and all the property of the battalion headquarters were captured. The most valuable plunder was a regimental order for that battalion to carry out the same type of massacre the next night for Kemėžis’ company in Kapčiamiestis.

			Although the Poles made a big fuss about the incident and complained about the Lithuanians to the Entente Control Commission, they did not garner any support because the fighting took place on our territory. The chairman of the Control Commission, Colonel Reboul, had no arguments to support his Polish friends because of the aforementioned Polish regimental order.149

			On 8 December, a decision of the Supreme Council of the Entente was received, establishing the so-called Curzon demarcation line.150 This line was more applicable to the Vilnius section. In Suvalkija, it did not differ much from the Foch demarcation line. Moreover, there this line was not occupied because the Polish army should have retreated about six kilometres in the entire sector, but it did not do so.151

			On 22 April 1920, the 5th Infantry Regiment arrived in Vilkaviškis, thus reinforcing our forces in Suvalkija. On 16 May, the command of the Suvalkija Front was taken over by the commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment, Captain [Kazys] Škirpa. The units of our army operating in Suvalkija were named the Marijampolė Group. To secure the demarcation line, Captain Škirpa issued the following order:

			

			Order to the Marijampolė Group

			
					I am in command of the 5th Infantry Regiment, I Reserve Battalion, and the 7th Battery.

					We are ordered to defend the sector of Polish Front starting from the German border in the east, along the Foch demarcation line, up to Druskininkai.

			

			To execute this task, I order:

			Defend the Polish sector from the German border to Lake Gaładuś.

			Defend the Polish sector from Lake Gaładuś to Druskininkai.152

			Captain [Vytautas] Bagdanavičius

			5th Infantry Regiment – III Battalion, four companies in total

			Major [Jonas] Motiejūnas-Valevičius 

			I Reserve Battalion, three companies in total 

			My headquarters shall be in Vilkaviškis

			The Consequences of the Sejny Events

			The loss of Sejny – the most famous centre of Lithuanian national culture in Suvalkija, rivalled only by Marijampolė – caused great disappointment and provoked a strong reaction across the Lithuanian nation. Following the Polish occupation of Sejny and the Lithuanian army’s retreat to the Foch demarcation line, there was an immediate and heated reaction at the meeting of the Sejny County Representatives, held in Lazdijai on 7 September 1919. The resolutions adopted at this meeting reflect the situation in the Polish-occupied part of the Sejny County and the determination of the Lithuanians at the time to fight for the lost territory. Extracts from the minutes of the meeting are therefore included below:

			1. The Seimelis,153 having considered the consequences of the painful new line of demarcation, resolved unanimously to send to Kaunas a delegation to the Government, consisting of Stasys Tijūnaitis, Markeliūnas, Virbickas, and Gerasimavičius (from Sejny) at once, and authorising them to deliver an oral report to the Government on the matter in question, and to submit to the following resolution:

			

			The Seimelis of Sejny District, consisting of seventeen members, having assembled on 7 September of this year in the town of Lazdijai – from across district, both its occupied and unoccupied parts – and having considered the demarcation line drawn on the 6th of this month on Lithuania’s southern front, by which the territory of Suvalkija, inhabited exclusively by Lithuanians, was once again torn away from Lithuania and occupied at six o’clock this morning by the Polish army, after our forces withdrew without a fight on the order of the Commander-in-Chief of this front, resolved to declare to the Government:

			
					Sejny is the cultural and economic centre of Suvalkija–Dzūkija, the focal point of the region’s recovery, without which it cannot survive.

					The Sejny district – excluding the volosts of Giby, Krasnopol, and Berżniki, which are largely inhabited by Poles and Belarusians, as well as a few fully Jewish villages such as Rygol and Kalety – is purely Lithuanian. Only a small minority speaks Polish, and the inhabitants of that region are firmly opposed to Polish rule, and will never accept it, except under conditions of severe repressions, murders, deportations, and persecution.

					Leaving aside the future fate of the town of Sejny and its surroundings, we can already see the following consequences: once the Poles entered, the two Lithuanian boys’ and girls’ gymnasiums, attended by 223 pupils, the children of local farmers and workers, were immediately closed. Educational work has thus come to a halt, as the poor families of our district will be unable to send their children elsewhere for schooling. The Poles dispersed the Lithuanian orphanage, confiscated and destroyed its property; around fifty children, orphans of the war, the children of fallen soldiers, the destitute, who had found shelter and schooling there, have been scattered among the populace, abandoned to fate and to moral ruin. The Seminary, which had always had only a very small number of Poles (in recent years only one), will likewise have to close. The Lithuanian elementary schools [...] will cease to operate. [...]

			

			In the light of the above,

			
					We hereby express to our Government our strongest protest that half of the present Sejny District, including Sejny, Puńsk, and other towns, has been handed over to the Poles without a fight. In our view, as the Government itself has stated, every village should have been yielded only after resistance.

					We demand that, until the Poles have been expelled from Lithuania, no advance be made into Russian territory; that a treaty be concluded with the Bolsheviks; and that all forces be transferred to the Polish front to liberate the seized lands.

					That a general mobilisation for the defence of the country be proclaimed at once.

			

			

			Should the authorities fail to take decisive action against the occupation, we shall consider that they disregard the demands of their own people of our own country and act contrary to their wishes.

			IV. Among the reports, particular attention must be paid to those of the representatives of Veisiejai and Puńsk. The citizens of Veisejai reported that on the night of 3 September, bands of Poles led by [Vaclovas] Šumkauskas [Wacław Szumkowski], owner of Jurgeliškės Manor, extensively plundered the town. The chairman of the Puńsk volost, [Petras] Pacenka, gave a moving account of the distress felt by the people of Puńsk at the new seizures of their purely Lithuanian volost and of their firm resolve to fight for their freedom, while at the same time expressing deep regret that our authorities had looked almost indifferently upon the defence of Puńsk. [Stasys] Tijūnaitis reported from the Polish-occupied town of Sejny, where life for non-Poles had become unbearable. Having heard these reports, the Seimelis resolved to address the Government through its delegates with the following demand:

			
					That in the parts of Lithuania occupied by the Poles, legionaries and partisans are engaged solely in looting the population, destroying their property, and subjecting them to severe harassment through arrests, beatings, and brutal threats life – not sparing even women – and that patriotic Lithuanians are being persecuted so harshly that they cannot remain in their places of residence, which they are thus forced to abandon.

					That in areas under Polish occupation, the remaining officials and their families have been rounded up and, in several cases, had their houses ransacked, their property appropriated and destroyed – down to the last morsel of bread or article clothing – leaving them in a state of utter destitution. 

					That Lithuanians who fled from their homes in fear of Polish persecution, leaving their families and possession behind, are now unable to return. 

					That through their harsh measures the Poles have forced Lithuanian children to stop attending Lithuanian schools, have destroyed their property, have threatened former teachers with death, and have subjected Lithuanian priests to harassment.

			

			In view of this situation, the District Seimelis, in its resolution of 7 September of this year, calls upon our government to ensure (1) that in the occupied areas the Poles be prevented from plundering and mistreating the local Lithuanian population; (2) that the Polish authorities place no obstacles in the way of the remaining Lithuanian officials and their families who wish to depart with all their belongings, and that those who remain be free to live without their property being destroyed, and that what has already been taken or damaged be restored to its rightful owners; 3) that Lithuanians who fled be allowed to return to their homes without hindrance, and that those who have contributed to public life not be persecuted upon their return; 4) that the suspended Lithuanian educational institutions be allowed to resume their work, that the plundered property be returned, and that the personal inviolability of teachers, pupils, and priests be guaranteed...154

			The affairs of the occupied Sejny District remained one of the chief concerns of the subsequent sessions of the Sejny District Seimelis. This is shown, for example, by the following extract from the minutes of the meeting of its delegates held on 14 November 1919:

			2. Report of the delegates sent by the Seimelis.

			Seimelis delegates Juozas Vailionis and Jonas Tadaravičius reported on their efforts in Kaunas regarding the situation of the county. They identified as their most significant achievement a visit to [Colonel Richard Barrington] Ward, head of the British Mission, who promised to dispatch a joint commission composed of two representatives each from the French, English, Lithuanian, and Poles sides. The purpose of the commission would be to address the Sejny question and investigate the conduct of the Polish forces. The matter is still in progress, with obstruction on the Polish side.

			After hearing the report of the delegates and considering the current circumstances, the Seimelis resolved that it was necessary to send another delegation to Kaunas – to the Government and to the British and French missions – and, should the need arise, to the Paris Peace Conference, to demand the release of those parts of Sejny District under Polish occupation. Delegates were elected by semi-secret ballot: [Stasys] Tijūnaitis, [Petras] Pacenka, [Leonas?] Leipūneris and [Juozas] Vailionis. The expenses of the delegation will be by the County Committee.155

			The following extract from the minutes of the meeting of the Seimelis delegates of 1 December 1919 is worth noting:

			2. Report of the delegation sent to Kaunas by the Seimelis.

			A member of the delegation, Tijūnaitis, reported on the actions taken in Kaunas: after delivering a letter to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, accompanied by a collection of statistical information on the ethnic composition of the occupied part of the Sejny District, the delegation visited the English and French Missions. There, they laid out the full gravity of the occupation and the hardships caused by the ongoing war, handing over memos about it alongside documentary evidence.  [Colonel Henry Rowan-] Robinson, Deputy Commander of the British Mission, stated that the British Government had decided in favour of the Lithuanians regarding both Vilnius and Sejny. The French Mission Commander, [Colonel] Reboul, after a difficult exchange, ultimately agreed and promised to inform his government immediately that, at Lithuania’s request, the present line of demarcation should be moved back to the Augustów Canal in order to put an end to the Polish terror. The Seimas, having heard the report, instructed the District Committee to continue gathering material on Polish activities in the occupied areas, and to lobby within the appropriate institutions for the liberation of the occupied lands.156

			The Lithuanians of the occupied Sejny region held firm. At every opportunity, they made their hatred of the Poles unmistakably clear, treating them as occupiers. Some even continued to pay taxes to the Lithuanian authorities – despite being compelled to pay a second time to the Poles. Thousands of signatures were collected in the occupied area and secretly sent to Lazdijai. From there, these signatures and petitions were forwarded to our Government in Kaunas and to the British and French missions, which had promised to press the Poles to withdraw from the occupied territories, even as far as Augustów. Yet those promises remained nothing more than promises.157

			Unable to suppress the Lithuanian spirit in the occupied land, the Poles turned to repression. They threatened Lithuanian activists with various forms of punishment. In August 1919, threatened with execution by Polish partisans, nearly all Lithuanian intellectuals fled the occupied area. Only the Lithuanian clergy remained in Sejny. Seeking to rid themselves of them as well, the Polish authorities decided to expel all Lithuanian priests across the administrative line. To justify this measure, the Poles collected petitions and signatures from the ‘local population’ demanding the deportation of the Lithuanian clergy. The Lithuanians, however, gathered several times more signatures and submitted them to the Polish station headquarters158 commandant, but the Polish military and civil authorities paid no heed to their appeal.159

			On 24 December 1919, the Commander of Sejny County sent the following telegram to the Ministry of Internal Affairs:

			Today, a delegation from across the demarcation line reported that a crowd of roughly one hundred people had demanded the Polish military authorities to immediately remove all Lithuanian priests – [Aleksandras?] Grigaitis, [Antanas] Sivickas, [Mo­tie­jus] Gustaitis, and [Petras] Dvaranauskas – from Sejny. A petition bearing 250 signatures was handed to the commandant, insisting that the aforementioned priests be expelled before Christmas. The Lithuanians intend to submit a counter-request to Polish Kommandantur commander. The delegation appeals to our Government to intercede – through missions or by other means – to ensure that their spiritual guardians are allowed to remain.160

			The Foch demarcation line and the events in Sejny provoked a strong reaction not only among the Lithuanians of Sejny District, but also, as noted above, among the crowds demonstrating in Kaunas and in the Lithuanian press. Deeply concerned by the situation in Sejny, on 27 August the Lithuanian Government sent a telegram to its delegation in Paris, reporting the Polish invasion of Suvalkija and the bloody fighting that had broken out there. The closing lines of the telegram, written in impassioned terms, declared that if the Polish advance into Lithuania were not halted, the Lithuanian Government would be forced to resort to measures dictated by desperation. On the basis of this message, the Lithuanian representative at the Paris Peace Conference addressed Marshal Foch on 3 September 1919. Foch declined to discuss the demarcation line itself, but promised that the French mission in Poland would ensure that the line was respected.161

			The Seimas Interpellation on the Sejny Affair 

			The loss of Sejny so deeply unsettled Lithuanian society that nearly a year later, representatives [Stasys] Tijūnaitis, [Jonas] Giniūnas, and [Juozas] Volodkevičius submitted a parliamentary interpellation to the Constituent Seimas concerning the fall of Sejny and the conduct of Officer Asevičius:

			‘To the Ministry of National Defence:

			On 23 August of last year, the Dzūkija region of Suvalkija lost its spiritual and cultural centre – Sejny – tragically and farcically seized by the local Polish insurgents. The people of Sejny District hold the Sejny commandant, the shadowy figure Asevičius, responsible for this humiliating blow. The dishonourable fall of Sejny deeply shook the Dzūkai, especially since it occurred in direct contradiction to the Government’s earlier assurance that Sejny would be surrendered to the Poles only ‘over our dead bodies.’ On 7 September, the District Seimelis convened in the town of Lazdijai, now serving as the temporary district centre, where it reorganised the District Committee and elected a delegation to travel to Kaunas to present the true course of events to the authorities. The delegation met with the Minister of Defence and the Prime Minister, to whom it submitted a written petition containing specific requests and demands. Among these was the immediate removal of Commandant Asevičius and his prosecution for handing Sejny over to the Poles. This demand was based on the following facts concerning the Sejny disaster: a) The preparations for the Polish uprising were no secret to the non-Polish inhabitants of Sejny or to the Lithuanian intelligentsia working there, who repeatedly urged Commandant Asevičius to take the necessary measures to forestall the danger. He, however, ignored them, answering meaninglessly: ‘I will answer for it.’ b) The Sejny militia had discovered a site in the Giby forest where Polish youths were training in military skills and had arrested several of them, but Commandant Asevičius took no notice and did nothing; c) Commandant Asevičius allowed the Polish insurgents to disarm two companies of our army stationed along the demarcation line near the Augustów Canal and the Czarna Hańcza, because he failed to warn them, including Bardauskas, of the danger; d) when the shooting began at dusk, Asevičius was sitting in the cinema, and by dawn, when the machine-guns (kept in the Kommandantur) were finally brought into action, one of them was found to be rusted and unusable; e) Asevičius did not inform the civil authorities of the impending threat, leaving them in place with all their belongings. As a result, large stores of ammunition and supplies were abandoned, including several wagonloads of salt, matches, and American relief goods for the poor. The Government promised to meet the delegation’s demands. It is true that Asevičius was removed from the Sejny Kommandantur, but, much to the shock, and indeed the indignation, of the local population, he was then promoted, reportedly even to the position of division chief of staff. We therefore ask the Cabinet: a) has it reached a determination regarding Asevičius’s misconduct; b) and what final action has the Government taken with respect to this commandant?’162

			The Minister of Defence [Antanas] Merkys replied to this interpellation as follows:

			‘In July and at the beginning of August (this is likely an error in the original and should read ‘at the beginning of August’ A.R.), our entire army was deployed against the Bolsheviks. The Poles took advantage of this and pushed forward. By late July, it was already known that they intended to enter Sejny. This was understood, but we had no forces to send. The Polish army had concentrated large numbers of troops, many of whom were dressed in civilian clothes to pass as partisans. This has been documented. A delegation from Sejny came requesting protection, but protection required force, and we did not have it. With great difficulty, two companies were assembled and sent to Sejny. One of their commanders, Bardauskas, surrendered and fled to the Polish side. The commander of the entire front, however, was Officer Asevičius. He had about 200 men along the whole front, and only 25 volunteer soldiers in the town itself. It was clear that Sejny could not be held. What pains us most is that the authorities had declared that Sejny would not be surrendered. It is true that the population had been reassured, this was done by the former Prime Minister, [Mykolas] Sleževičius. Some people had already begun preparing to remove their belongings from the town, but after Sleževičius’s reassurance, in which he stated that under no circumstances would Sejny be handed over to the enemy, people stopped evacuating their property. It is said that large stores of ammunition were left in Sejny. True, some remained, but not nearly as much as claimed; most of it had been removed. The commandant evacuated his own stores, leaving behind only two horses, two saddles, and one field kitchen – items that were supposed to remain with the army. It has also been claimed that both companies were disarmed. This is untrue: only one company was disarmed. Another allegation holds that Asevičius was friendly with the Poles. This is false. An inquiry was conducted, and it showed the opposite. It has further been said that Asevičius was promoted to chief of staff. This too is untrue. Asevičius still serves as an officer in the 7th Regiment. As for the great loss of property, the blame lies not with Asevičius but with Sleževičius, whose reassurances misled the population and created a false sense of security. Neither the Commander-in-Chief nor I would have dared to reassure the public in such a way. I must emphasise that the former Prime Minister, Sleževičius, had a strong tendency to interfere in military affairs; he conducted everything through Chief of Staff [Mykolas] Velykis. He sent his complaints not to the Minister, not to the executive authorities, but directly to Officer Velykis.163

			Perhaps another officer in Commandant Asevičius’s place might have acted with greater foresight or skill. Yet, judging from the information available, the defeat, apart from Bardauskas’s betrayal, was not the result of any failure of military leadership, but simply of the fact that our forces were too few in number.

			

			Final Points 

			The fate of Sejny was determined not by Lithuanian–Polish clashes of arms, but by the demarcation line established by Marshal Foch. Stronger than we were, and backed by France, the most influential power of the time, the Poles could, even without any ‘uprising,’ have taken and held this line, secured through the efforts of their General [Tadeusz] Rozwadowski. The principal aim of the uprising itself – to seize a portion of Lithuanian territory beyond the demarcation line and to secure it for Poland as a fait accompli – was, in the end, not achieved.

			The Sejny ‘uprising,’ supported, directed, and instructed in every respect by Warsaw, brought nothing but harm to Piłsudski’s political aims. Through the uprising itself, and through their cruel and indiscriminate treatment of the Lithuanians of Sejny, the Poles only stirred up even deeper hatred among Lithuanians, who were already disinclined to view them favourably. If before the events in Sejny some Lithuanians still entertained certain illusions about the possibility of cooperation with Poland, then after the Sejny events (and after the POW rising being prepared in Kaunas at the same time) it became absolutely clear to all Lithuanians that Poland was Lithuania’s enemy number one. For Piłsudski himself, and for the executor of his policy, [Leon] Wasilewski, the prospect of finding Lithuanian “quislings” willing to work for Polish interests had dwindled to virtually nothing.164

			Even at the time, some of the more perceptive Polish politicians recognised that the Sejny ‘uprising’ was a symptom of Poland’s contradictory policy—an action that brought no benefit and only obstructed the very goals sought by Piłsudski’s Poland. In a letter of 29 August 1919 to [Marian Zyndram-] Kościałkowski, the Polish military attaché in Kaunas, Lieutenant [Wiktor] Dunin-Wąsowicz, for example, commented bitterly on the consequences of this ‘uprising’: ‘...a medal for wisdom to the fool who saddled us with Sejny. The lack of unity in this operation is astonishing, and one must truly believe in miracles that we have not yet broken our necks.’165 

			For decades now, the demarcation line drawn by Marshal Foch, a ‘temporary’ demarcation line – supposedly for military purposes and only later an administrative line – has separated Sejny and southern Sūduva from Lithuania. This situation was not fundamentally altered by the bitter struggle over Sejny in the second half of 1920.

			

			The most devastating blow to Lithuanians, however, was the loss of the famous Dzūkija cultural centre of Sejny and its purely Lithuanian surroundings. Neither the oppression of the Russian tsars nor even German military occupation inflicted as much harm on the Lithuanians of Sejny as did the harsh Polish rule. The Lithuanians of Sejny were persecuted by the Poles even more severely than those of Vilnius. Not only were they prevented from further developing their national culture, but the Poles brutally destroyed everything that the people of Sejny had managed to build and organise up to that point, despite earlier foreign oppression. Lithuanian schools, the press, associations, in short, every form in which Lithuanian national and cultural life could express itself, was ruthlessly suppressed and extinguished.

			The Lithuanian–Polish Front on the Right Bank of the Nemunas 

			During 1919 and the first half of 1920, there were no battles east of the Nemunas that were as fierce as the battle of Sejny. As they pushed deeper and deeper into Lithuanian territory, the Poles still did not want to be viewed as invaders. The Polish Head of State and Commander-in-Chief Piłsudski himself outlined the plan to simultaneously carry out these two mutually opposing goals of occupying foreign territory and not being regarded as an occupier in his letters to the commander of the Lithuanian–Belarusian front, General [Stanisław] Szeptycki.

			In a letter of 22 July 1919 to Szeptycki, General, Piłsudski writes, among other things:166

			‘Regarding the Lithuanian–Polish demarcation line... my directive is that, apart from the lands west of the Nemunas, we are to hold to the demarcation line I have proposed (Alytus–Stakliškės, etc.), avoiding any engagement with Lithuanian units. By this I understand the following: in those areas where we have not yet reached the line, our smaller detachments are to move toward it, occupying those localities that are free of Lithuanian forces. Such an advance could take place in the vicinity of Varėna, Alytus, Merkinė, and Druskininkai; it could not take place in the area beyond Kaišiadorys, Strėvininkai, and Vievis, where the positions are held by stronger Lithuanian units.’

			With the Bermondtian and Bolshevik fronts then resolved, Lithuania’s military situation considerably improved at the beginning of 1920, but politically, Lithuania was in a rather difficult position at that time. In the north, it was bordered by a pro-Polish Latvia, and on all other sides it was surrounded by Poland, with which relations had continued to deteriorate after the POW uprising.167 When the Lithuanians began demanding that the Poles withdraw behind the established demarcation line, the pessimistically inclined General Szeptycki felt unsafe in Vilnius168 and, in alarmed telegrams, asked Piłsudski to assign him at least two additional divisions. In a letter of 18 January 1920, Piłsudski reassured the general and explained in detail what tactics were now to be followed on the Lithuanian front: 169

			‘Dear Mr. General!

			I have received your distressed telegrams. I regard the Lithuanian demands, together with the English position related to them,170 as, for the most part, simple blackmail, which is not something that we should be greatly worried about. I believe that, if the matter is handled firmly and coolly, a great deal can be achieved. However, under no circumstances may we allow – even for an hour – either the Lithuanians or the English, or, and I emphasise this repeatedly, the local population, to harbour the slightest doubt or suspicion that we feel ourselves in any way incapable of repelling Lithuanian provocations. Knowing how widespread idle talk has become (not only, regrettably, among the Polish public, but also within larger and smaller headquarters) I strongly request that the General impress upon his staff the proper spirit, and I hold your Chief of Staff personally responsible if I detect any sign of panic in Wilno [Vilnius].

			As for the dispatch of two divisions to the Lithuanian–Belarusian front, that is entirely out of the question...

			Now, regarding the Lithuanian question itself. Knowing Lithuanian psychology, I am not entirely convinced that no rain will fall from this cloud of blackmail. On the contrary, I believe that, logically, some sort of excesses must occur. After their route across the Dźwina [Daugava] was closed, after the enormous smuggling to the Bolsheviks was cut off, and, conversely, after they were pushed aside at the Baltic Convention; after Denikin171 was finally defeated and all the anti-Bolshevik forces of Europe found themselves compelled to seek support in Poland – the position of the clique that has ruled until now has become untenable, not to mention the undeniable German agitation. This development is entirely understandable to me, and I expected that such an escalation would sooner or later take place. Politically and morally, it is desirable for us not to appear as the aggressor, but rather as the side that is provoked (my emphasis, A.R.). More than that, even the loss of territory would not greatly harm our cause, especially since a violation of the Grodno–Wilno [Vilnius]–Dyneburg [Daugavpils] line would be a clear breach of the existing arrangements. This will allow me to use the moment as a clear necessity for a strong and energetic response, pushing far deeper than the paltry line on which we now stand.

			So, first of all: keep your nerves, as one must when such a game is being played. There are, however, certain points that cannot be left unprotected and must be held coûte que coûte (at all costs, A.R.). Beginning from the west, such a point is Sejny; the next is Grodno. The Grodno– Landwarów [Lentvaris] railway line may be lightly held, deliberately exposing that weak spot as bait for Lithuanian offensive action. Military transports will be diverted to the reserve line we possess through Lida.

			The next point is Wilno [Vilnius], which I understand not merely as the city itself, but in the broader sense of the term: that is, under no circumstances may it be threatened by the enemy’s approach. Finally, the Wilno [Vilnius]–Dyneburg [Daugavpils] railway line, as the only artery of communication, must be held firmly, and the same principles applied to it as to Wilno [Vilnius]: no panic, no enemy approach.

			For this purpose, I believe that the entire Orany [Varėna] garrison is unnecessary and could reinforce Sejny, which is too weakly held and urgently needs artillery. Along the Wilno [Vilnius]–Dyneburg [Daugavpils] line, in all those places closer to Wilno [Vilnius] where the Lithuanians stand far from the railway and where their movements can be checked by the Wilno [Vilnius] garrison, even with weak units, I consider the situation sufficiently secure. But in the sector beyond Święciany [Švenčionys] toward Dyneburg [Daugavpils], where the Lithuanians are close to the railway, our presence must be stronger.

			

			Fortunately for us, the enemy’s main concentration is at Olita [Alytus], which means it is directed toward the most dangerous railway sector, Grodno– Landwarów [Lentvaris], which, I repeat, poses no danger to us. However, I fear that their action will be directed against our Suwalszczyzna [Suvalkija].

			Now, a few words about the Vilnius–Jewie [Vievis] sector. This sector must be held strongly, and armoured trains must be stationed on it. For from this sector must come, if necessary, our strike in the direction of Kowno [Kaunas] – a strike that will immediately render useless any Lithuanian offensive attempts in other directions. However, even a successful blow on our part may not affect the distant railway section near Dyneburg [Daugavpils], which could still be endangered even if we ourselves were standing in Kowno [Kaunas].’

			Piłsudski assessed the Lithuanian military forces on the Polish front as follows: 

			‘...from the reports received so far from the front on the state of the Lithuanian forces, I have always been able to conclude that only relatively small forces could be assembled against us.’

			He noted that he could reinforce the Lithuanian front with infantry only after 23 January, once the Allies had occupied Upper Silesia. What concerned the author of the letter most, however, was the cavalry: 

			‘What troubles me most is that there is not a single cavalry squadron along the entire present Lithuanian front. In my view, such a squadron would be of the greatest use. In my opinion, one (and all the more so two) determined regiments would be entirely sufficient to thwart even the most threatening Lithuanian designs in any direction.’

			In this letter to General Szeptycki, General Piłsudski outlined the entire strategic plan. His aim was probably to strike an incredibly strong blow to the Lithuanian army, thereby forcing Lithuania to enter into a so-called union with Poland. In order to put military pressure on the Lithuanians and, if successful, to take Kaunas as well, Piłsudski did not want to play the role of aggressor and tried to create circumstances to provoke a Lithuanian attack. Since the Lithuanians were not duped by such provocations, the whole plan was not implemented. Piłsudski’s ambition only shows that, in pursuing his imperialist policy towards Lithuania, the Polish head of state was tirelessly looking for new means, both political and military, to put pressure on Lithuania.

			The tactical instructions to the Polish army on the Lithuanian Front on 22 July were, to the contrary, more realistic. The aims and tactics of the letter had been followed before, but now the Commander-in-Chief would make them even more detailed. On the right side of the Nemunas, the Poles did not only intend to keep to the demarcation line, but in the year after the publication of the letter, they had succeeded, step by step, in advancing to the line drawn by Piłsudski.

			Lithuanian military literature records many small skirmishes against the Poles that occurred on both banks of the Nemunas – especially on the right side. It would not make sense to describe all of them here, as it is difficult to verify how many of them actually took place. Nevertheless, I will discuss here in somewhat greater detail a few of the more significant and more fully documented examples of Polish incursions into Lithuanian territory, in order to make the character of these struggles more apparent.

			One of the cases, characteristic of the tactics used by the Poles, are those ‘advances’ of the Polish army in July 1919 in the very direction mentioned in Piłsudski’s letter – towards Merkinė, Alytus, and even Seirijai – which have been fully documented by a participant in the battles and the commander of the unit himself. The events discussed here were described by the Commandant of Merkinė at that time, Auxiliary Officer Bronius Balčiūnas in ‘Karo Archyvas’.172 He provides following documents:

			‘Report of the General Staff. 26.VII.1919 

			Polish Front

			During the night of 23–24 July, 300 Polish cavalry and infantry unexpectedly attacked our units stationed in the town of Merkinė and its surroundings. A fierce but unequal battle ensued. Our forward units, pressed by the much stronger legionnaires, were forced to withdraw from Merkinė.

			In these engagements we took 25 horses and the same number of rifles as spoils. We suffered no losses.

			According to local inhabitants, the Poles are concentrating their forces in Daugai and Merkinė and are preparing for a serious advance on Alytus. Earlier, Polish cavalry had been conducting intensified reconnaissance in the Alytus area, which our guards successfully dispersed.

			In the evening, a legionary detachment of more than 600 soldiers moved in the Mer­kinė–Seirijai direction and this morning captured the town of Seirijai. Meanwhile, another Polish unit, carrying out reconnaissance, is advancing along the Daugai–Alytus route.’173
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			‘Report of the General Staff. 26.VII.1919

			Polish Front

			Our units captured the town of Seirijai and are pushing the Poles towards Merkinė.

			The Poles suffered both dead and wounded. On our side, one soldier was wounded. We captured some spoils of war: arms and ammunition.

			Scouts are currently at work on the left side of the Polish forces.’174
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			‘Report of the General Staff. 27–28.VII.1919

			Polish Front

			The front remains quiet. In the fighting in the Merkinė area on 24–25 July, we captured the following war spoils: 27 horses with saddles, 30 rifles, 30 sabres, 2,500 rounds of ammunition, and other military equipment...

			The Polish government in Vilnius, under pressure from the Entente military mission, has pledged to remain in the positions it currently occupies; if ordered by the supreme authority, Polish units will withdraw behind the demarcation line.’175

			[image: ]

			‘Report of the General Staff. 29.VII.1919.

			Fighting with the Poles has ceased completely. Once ordered by the Entente, the Poles have promised to withdraw promptly behind the demarcation line.’176
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			‘A summary of the activities of our army (22–30 July 1919).

			On 23–24 July, the fighting with the Poles reached a high intensity. The legionnaires began pushing toward Alytus along a broad front.

			

			Their main forces first appeared in the vicinity of Merkinė and drove back our guard posts. Meanwhile, our scouting party, led by the brave auxiliary officer [Teodoras] Balnas, surprised and overwhelmed a much larger detachment of Polish cavalry in the village of Gudakiemis.

			The startled legionnaires offered no resistance. Then, the commander of the detachment, Balnas, disarmed the cavalrymen – seizing all of the spoils of war: 30 rifles, 27 horses, 2,500 rounds of ammunition, and 30 saddles – successfully retreated to Seirijai. 

			During the night of 24–25 July, more than 600 legionnaires advanced in the Merkinė–Seirijai direction, and their vanguard units, after stubborn fighting, captured the town of Seirijai. In these battles, one of our soldiers was wounded and three were taken prisoner, though the latter later escaped. In Kalnai, Daugai, and Merkinė, the Poles concentrated their forces and were seriously preparing to advance on Alytus. Before this, the Poles had been conducting intensified reconnaissance along the Daugai–Alytus axis, which was successfully repelled by the efforts of our guards. In time, with the support of our reserve detachments, the enemy was driven out of Seirijai and pushed back toward Merkinė.’177

			‘Notable events of 10 years ago. July 1919

			24 July 1919. On the Polish front, 30 Polish cavalrymen arrived in Merkinė. We disarmed them and took their horses. Later, the Poles attacked us with 600 men and, after a period of fighting, they took the town of Merkinė and, after having crossed the Nemunas, began to march towards Sejny–Suwałki and arrived in Seirijai.

			Another contingent of Poles concentrated in Daugai with the aim of attacking Alytus. Our troops attacked the Poles in Gudakiemis, located five kilometres to the northeast of Merkinė. Here, the Poles were disarmed, and we took 25 horses and saddles, 30 rifles, 2,500 rounds of ammunition, 30 swords, and a lot of other property. Later, the Poles pursued us with a larger force through Leipalingis to Seirijai. Even fiercer fighting took place in Seirijai. One of our men was wounded and two of them were taken prisoner. Later, the Poles released them, but they had been brutally beaten.

			On 25 July on the Polish front, the Poles occupied the town of Seirijai in the morning.

			Another Polish contingent approached the Alytus railway bridge, but was driven away.’178

			

			Two Polish letters, produced below, also detail these struggles.

			‘Major [Mariusz] Zaruski’s Contingent 

			Op. L: 92

			To the former Military Lithuanian Commandant of Merkinė 

			Postmarked 24.VII.1919

			On 24/7 of this year, our guard at Gudakiemis was treacherously attacked and captured by Lithuanian forces.

			The conduct of the Polish armed forces up to this point in no way justifies today’s attack; on the contrary, the desire to maintain good relations and to live in peace has been demonstrated at every point on the Polish side. The leadership of Major Zaruski’s contingent appeals to the leadership of the Lithuanian front, demanding that the entirety of the Gudakiemis guard, that is, all of the men and horses, together with their arms, ammunition, and supplies for the soldiers and horses, be handed over at once.

			Not wanting to jeopardise mutual relations between Poland and Lithuania, the leadership of the contingent demands that this order be carried out, as peaceful coexistence is in the interest of both the Polish and the Lithuanian nations.

			If the captured cavalry detachment is not handed over, the contingent command will draw the appropriate conclusions from this action.

			Commander of the Contingent and Regiment

			(signature)

			Adjutant

			(signature)’179
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			‘Major Zaruski’s Contingent Command,

			To the Military Command of the City of Alytus 

			Postmarked 11.VIII.1919

			I received a reply from Colonel [Bolius] Naujanis Šalkauskas, Military Commander of Alytus, to the letter of the Contingent Command, L op. 109/19, dated 25 July 1919, stating that regarding horses taken by the Lithuanian army from the guards at Gudakiemis, he would personally deliver the response of the higher authorities from Kaunas to Babriškės on 30 July 1919.

			Following Colonel Naujanis-Šalkauskas’s letter, the Contingent Command has been waiting for the return of the treacherously seized horses and for a formal answer. As no response has been received to this day from the Lithuanian authorities, I reiterate my demand, that being the return of the seized horses, supplies, and the weapons within 24 hours of the delivery of this letter.

			Failing this, the whole matter will be referred to the higher bodies of the Polish Government, which will issue the appropriate directives.

			The horses are to be returned in Dicilionys.180

			Contingent Commander

			(signature)’181

			As auxiliary officer Balčiūnas, who served as commandant of the Merkinė at the time, writes, these official documents do not accurately reflect the real situation. Therefore, to better understand the general nature of the fighting with the Poles during this period, it will be helpful to consider – at least briefly – his account concerning the Lithuanian–Polish rivalry for Merkinė in July 1919.

			The contest over Merkinė had already begun before the German withdrawal. In late May 1919, the commandant of Alytus, Naujanis–Šalkauskas, dispatched officer [Juozas] Grabliauskas with a small detachment to establish a Lithuanian Kommandantur in Merkinė. However, due to German objections, Commandant Grabliauskas withdrew from the town.

			On 2 June 1919, before the Germans evacuated, four Polish legionnaires rode to Merkinė and informed the Germans that, should they not leave the town, they would fire on the town. The Germans responded by disarming the legionnaires and expelling them.182

			Although the Poles repeatedly demanded the Germans withdrawal from Merkinė, they refrained from committing substantial forces. Instead, they relied on harassment tactics, pressuring the German garrison with small scale engagements and skirmishes.

			

			After the German withdrawal, Merkinė should legally have passed to Lithuanian control, as it lay on the Lithuanian side of the demarcation line. However, the Poles were also attempting to seize the town, encouraged in part by invitations from local landlords.

			In early July 1919, the Germans informed the Alytus Commandant that they would vacate Merkinė at 5:00 on 7 July, and suggested that the Lithuanians take over. The Alytus Kommandantur, short of officers, could not send Officer Grabliauskas, who had been wounded in one of the skirmishes with the Poles. Instead, Auxiliary Officer Balčiūnas, a former partisan, was appointed as the new commandant of Merkinė.

			At 4:00 on 7 July, Balčiūnas arrived in Merkinė with twenty ununiformed and untrained recruits. There he found only five German soldiers, as the unit commander and thirty men had left the previous morning, 6 July, heading toward Varėna to ‘teach the Poles a lesson’ for their incursions. The situation of the Germans remaining in Merkinė was precarious: telephone lines in all directions had been cut, and their commander had not returned during the night as planned.

			Around 7:00, gunfire broke out. The five Germans dashed toward the sound. A Polish squadron was pressing the Germans back toward the Nemunas, threatening to encircle them on three sides. From Merkinė, the five Germans opened fire on the Poles’ right flank and rear. The Poles began to retreat and hurried to their horses. The Germans did not pursue them but kept firing as long as the enemy remained in sight. Upon returning, the Germans reported that they had given the Poles a good thrashing, though they themselves had lost one wounded soldier and one machine-gun.

			About an hour later, the Poles, divided into three formations, began advancing through the fields toward Merkinė. The Germans decided not to resist and prepared to withdraw to Leipalingis, first intending to blow up or burn the bridge so that Polish cavalry could not pursue them. Balčiūnas succeeded in persuading them not to destroy the bridge, arguing that, under Entente orders, the Poles had no right to enter Merkinė and that he would be able to defend the bridge himself. The Germans withdrew to Leipalingis and asked that they be informed by telephone of any Polish movements.

			Commander Balčiūnas, lacking sufficient forces, attempted to defend Merkinė through diplomacy. Speaking with the commander of the Polish Tatarska Yazda detachment183 that had arrived, he protested the Polish incursion across the demarcation line, and stated that Lithuanian troops were present in Merkinė, and that an Entente mission had also arrived from Kaunas. Balčiūnas further emphasized that the Lithuanians had guaranteed the German army a free and unhindered withdrawal from Lithuania.

			Unaware that only a small Lithuanian detachment was actually present in Merkinė, the Polish officer began to justify his unit’s intrusion into the town. He explained that the Germans had attacked Polish troops near Varėna, on the far side of the demarcation line, killing one soldier and wounding several others. While pursuing the retreating Germans, the Poles had been drawn into fighting and had not even noticed when they found themselves in Merkinė. They had assumed that no Lithuanian forces were there at all.

			It was agreed with the Polish officer that he would withdraw from Merkinė and hand over the wounded German. After the Poles had ridden off, Balčiūnas sent the wounded German soldier back to his comrades, informed the Germans, using the telephone they had left behind for that purpose, about the events, and asked them to extend the telephone line to Leipalingis.

			At around 11:00, the dispatched soldier returned and informed Balčiūnas that he had reported the incident to the Alytus commandant. Shortly thereafter, the commandant telephoned to say that the following day, 8 July, a joint Lithuanian–French commission would arrive from Kaunas to Merkinė to investigate the violation of the demarcation line.

			At around 13:00, about fifty Polish troops rode into Merkinė, this time under the command of a different officer. The officer asked the Lithuanian commandant to present him to the Entente mission. The commandant replied that the mission had just departed by car via Leipalingis on its way to Alytus.

			

			Apparently having learned from the local Poles that there had been no such mission in Merkinė at all, the Polish officer announced that he would remain in Merkinė to await the arrival of the French. The Lithuanian commandant protested, saying that he had no right to allow the Poles to remain in the town.

			The Polish officer became noticeably more cooperative only after learning that the bridge at Merkinė was guarded by Lithuanian soldiers and that the Lithuanian garrison was still using the telephone, despite the Poles having cut all other lines of communication. He declared that he had not come to Merkinė with hostile intentions toward the Lithuanians. His sole purpose, he claimed, was to meet the Entente mission and inform them that, should the Germans attack Polish forces, the Poles would pursue them, even as far as Kaunas. The Polish officer suggested to Balčiūnas that they should try to maintain good relations and proposed dividing the town in half for twenty-four hours. After some mutual concessions, both sides agreed to divide Merkinė, not for a single day, but until the representatives of the Entente mission arrived.

			The next day at 10:00, the mission’s representatives arrived: three French officers and one Lithuanian. The French officers firmly demanded that the Poles vacate Merkinė immediately and drafted a letter for the Polish officer to deliver to his commander. The Polish officer explained that he needed orders from his superior and appeared reluctant to comply with the French.

			Balčiūnas and the French officers left for Alytus in the mission’s car. After lunch, they returned to Merkinė in the late afternoon, only to find the Poles still there. The French were furious. Without speaking to the Poles, they instructed Balčiūnas to demand that they withdraw from Merkinė at once. The Polish officer replied that he was obliged to obey only the orders of his own commander. The French then departed for Varėna to deal with the Polish command directly.

			In the evening, a Lithuanian resident of Merkinė reported overhearing how the Poles, acting on orders from Varėna, were planning on arresting all Lithuanian soldiers in town and marching them to Varėna. They intended to carry out the operation at night, once the Lithuanians had fallen asleep. After receiving this information, the Lithuanian commandant and his men spent the night in the forest, three kilometres from Merkinė.

			Around 1:00, the Poles attacked the Lithuanian barracks. Finding them empty, they searched the adjacent barns and arrested two Lithuanian priests, [Juozas] Bak­šys and [Kazimieras] Ribikauskas, taking them to Varėna. In retaliation, Bal­čiūnas immediately ordered the arrest of 12 prominent Poles. In a letter, he informed the Poles that he had 12 hostages and demanded the immediate release of the Lithuanian priests. The next day the Poles released the priests, and the commandant promptly released the hostages.

			On 19 July, a Polish unit entered Merkinė once again. Commandant Balčiūnas resorted to diplomacy once again, threatening to open fire with his machine-guns if the Poles did not withdraw. Although the Polish officer claimed he had come to investigate the disorder in Merkinė and intended to remain, the threat of supposed machine-gun fire proved effective, and he ordered his men to leave. It was clear, however, that the Poles would soon discover that the Lithuanians had no machine-guns in Merkinė and would attempt to seize the town again.

			In the meantime, the Poles – about one hundred and fifty in number – encamped in the surrounding villages. A farmer in Gudakiemis, five kilometres away, reported that a Polish officer had taken up quarters in his house. Through the wall, the farmer overheard the officer’s conversations with Varėna. The Poles reported that the Lithuanians in Merkinė had machine-guns and would not surrender the town without a fight. The officer said he needed two days to assess the situation. The farmer continued to relay what he overheard of the Poles’ communications.

			The Poles, too, were gathering intelligence and soon discovered that the Lithuanians did not have a single machine-gun. Balčiūnas stood ready to retreat across the Nemunas at any moment and appealed to the commandant of Alytus for reinforcements – but he received no reply.

			On the evening of 23 July, a Lithuanian from Gudakiemis arrived on a lathered horse and reported that the Poles had received orders from Varėna to seize Merkinė, arrest all Lithuanian soldiers, and bring them to Varėna. They were not to touch the priests, but were instructed to make sure that the Merkinė commandant did not escape.

			Knowing that there were three hundred Polish cavalrymen in Gudakiemis and wishing to forestall their move, the Lithuanian commandant resolved to strike first: that very night he would attack the cavalrymen, disarm them, and then withdraw from Merkinė himself.

			That night, the commandant hurried to Gudakiemis with fifteen well-armed soldiers. A kilometre from the village they were met by three Lithuanians, the aforementioned farmer among them, as well as the head of the Merkinė militia. With their help, they managed to seize the two Polish sentries posted at opposite ends of the village without raising any alarm. Guided by the farmers, they rounded up the Poles sleeping in the barns. The officer, snoring in the main room, did not even wake when two men entered. All Polish weapons and horses were collected. The Poles themselves were not taken prisoner, as doing so would have slowed their retreat.

			The commandant, with his five best soldiers, chose the best horses, filled their bags with ammunition, and rode off in the direction of the Poles. His aim was to draw the Poles toward Seirijai, delay them with his small group, and to inform the commandant of Alytus to send more soldiers to prepare a trap. The rest of the unit was ordered to proceed quickly along the forest roads to Seirijai.

			The ‘reinforcements’ sent by the commandant of Alytus consisted of Officer [Leo­nidas] Jankovičius, to whom Balčiūnas was to hand over the Kommandantur. Balčiūnas departed for Alytus with 15 men, while the officer and five soldiers remained in Seirijai – which was soon taken by the Poles.

			From Balčiūnas’s account, it is clear that the official reports bore little resemblance to the real situation. Balčiūnas speaks of 150 Polish horsemen, not 600. Nor was there ever a serious expectation of sustained fighting – twenty untrained soldiers without a machine-gun could not seriously oppose a larger, better-armed force. On the other hand, Balčiūnas vividly depicted how the Polish army followed Piłsudski’s tactics of penetrating Lithuania through points of least resistance. 

			Even the Endecja [Narodowa Demokracja – National Democracy, see the chapter on build-up of the conflict] periodical Gazeta Warszawska commented on the events in Merkinė. Lithuanian government paper Lietuva, in the article ‘What happened in Merkinė’, wrote as follows:184

			‘Gazeta Warszawska wrote on 19 July: “Lithuanian Repressions in Merkinė (K.B.P.)”. Straż Kresowa has received terrible news from Merkinė. The town of Merkinė, on the Nemunas in the district of Trakai, was taken by the Polish army on the evening of 7 July. The troops remained there throughout 8 July and left Merkinė during the night of the 8th to the 9th. Afterward, a group of forty Lithuanian soldiers stationed in Merkinė began taking revenge on the Poles for having welcomed the Polish army. They arrested forty inhabitants of Merkinė, beat them with rifle butts and whips, and drove them through the town, cursing and shouting in Russian: “We’ll show you, Polish snouts!” and similar insults. Women who tried to defend their husbands or brothers were beaten with rifles and whips as well. The prisoners were forced to sweep the streets; after many had their brooms and shovels taken away, they were ordered, under blows, to clean the filthiest refuse with their bare hands. The prisoners were lined up and ordered to sing “Boże, coś Polskę.” The Polish population is deeply distressed; even the Lithuanians, it is said, are astonished and curse the Bolsheviks for sowing the seeds of internal conflict. The Lithuanian commandant is threatening to confiscate Polish property and expel the Polish inhabitants. Polish units, already behind the demarcation line in Marcinkonys and Varėna, are unable to intervene and can only listen to the cries and complaints of the refugees fleeing Merkinė.

			The commandant of Merkinė, citizen Balčiūnas informs us about this matter. Gazeta Warszawska composed a report from Merkinė on the 19 July, which was based on the purest falsehoods. The facts are as follows. After the Germans left Merkinė, I took possession of the town at 4:00 on July 7 with 20 soldiers. At noon, 160 Polish cavalrymen entered Merkinė at noon. I immediately demanded their withdrawal and reported this to Kaunas. On 8 July, representatives of the French Mission arrived in Merkinė and forbade the Poles from advancing further. That same day, I went with the mission to Alytus and, upon returning in the evening, again ordered the Poles to leave. They withdrew at 1:00 that night, but not before arresting the two Lithuanian priests of Merkinė. In response to the unprovoked arrest, I was forced to detain 12 individuals I knew to be “Polish agitators” – not 40, as falsely claimed by Gazeta Warszawska.

			Also, the Poles stole my saddle when I left. I told the arrested Poles that if the priests were not released, I would deport them to Kaunas. I also sent a protest to the Poles in Varėna, demanded the priests’ immediate release, and informed them that I had 12 hostages. The priests were not released until the following day, and once they returned on 10 July, I released the Poles at once. None of them were beaten, and had I ordered they be treated as politely as possible. It is true that the detainees had to clean up the prison yard, but this was done for their own health and was common practice. They were issued proper cleaning tools and were not made to do it by hand. Nor were they forced to sing “Bože cóś Polskę!” Yet when the Poles arrested the parish priest, they beat him because he refused to give them 25 gold Roubles. In addition, both priests were insulted with “psiakrew” and “swołocz” – as recorded in the protocol of Ministry of Defence.

			Next, the Poles claim that they are behind the demarcation line. The best proof that this is false is that on 24 July I attacked them in Gudakiemis (Ruskie sielo) with my 20 soldiers, disarmed them, and took 27 horses with saddles, 30 rifles, and sabres. The demarcation line runs through Varėna and Marcinkonys – Gudakiemis lies five versts185 from Merkinė...

			Merkinė Commandant, Auxiliary Officer [Bronius] Balčiūnas’

			It should be noted that the propagandistic distortions published in the Warsaw Endecja press probably served a twofold purpose: (1) to justify the Polish incursion into Lithuania beyond the line of demarcation on the pretext of alleged acts of Lithuanian violence; and (2) to reinforce the broader campaign of the Polish press of the time against Lithuania and its government, particularly in light of the impending Kaunas POW uprising.

			The Lithuanian–Polish Frontlines

			In the second half of 1919, the Poles advanced steadily into Lithuanian territory, pushing forward across various fronts with little interruption. By late September, for example, the Poles had launched an incursion into the Utena district – their scouts were even spotted in the town of Utena itself.186 They captured the town of Skiemonys, just two kilometres southeast of the Zarasai-Kaunas Highway. On 30 September, our contingent drove the Poles out of Skiemonys and Antakščiai.187

			Numerous clashes with the Poles occurred in early October, according to our General Staff reports.188 Around mid-October, the Poles began to partially honour their pledge not to attack the Lithuanians during our campaign against the Bermondtians. Nevertheless, according to General Staff reports, Polish forces continued raiding the outposts and looting the civilian population up to the end of 1919.

			By early 1920, the Poles had penetrated Lithuanian territory along the following line:189 from the Prussian border at Vištytis through Barkai (on the Kalvarija–Suwałki Highway), to Wołyńce, two kilometres east of Berżniki, and from Zelwa along the rivers Marycha and Czarna Hańcza to the Nemunas, then along the Nemunas to Merkinė, through Pikelionys (west of Stakliškės), via Kietaviškės (west of Vievis), via Ausieniškės, to the Neris River at Miežonys, along the Neris as far as Gegužinė, via Upninkai, Plaštaka (near Žemaitkiemis), and Pakalniai (near Utena), then via Lake Luodis, Smalvos, Turmantas to Kalkūni.

			Until the end of 1919, these incursions were contained almost exclusively by companies of county military Kommandanturs. On the right side of the Nemunas, this task fell to the companies of the military Kommandanturs stationed in Alytus, Trakai, Širvintos, Ukmergė, Utena, and Zarasai.

			The Lithuanian–Polish Front in the First Half of 1920

			After we had finished fighting the Bolsheviks and the Bermondtians in the juncture of 1919–1920, the Poles began concentrating their troops along the demarcation line. In some sectors of the front, even tanks and armoured trains were observed.190

			Lithuanian authors usually link these Polish troop concentrations along the Lithuanian–Polish demarcation line with Poland’s intention to seize Kaunas by taking advantage of the planned mutiny within the Lithuanian army. According to Ło­ssowski, the Lithuanian army leadership had also anticipated that the Poles might attempt an attack on Kaunas. The commander of the Lithuanian army, General [Pranas] Liatukas, had even issued a special order to the brigade commanders, instructing them on how the defence of Kaunas was to be organised.

			After the loyal Lithuanian army defeated the Bolshevik-incited Panemunė rebels, thereby removing the Polish propagandistic argument that the Lithuanian government and the Taryba were pro-Bolshevik, the real or supposed Polish intention to march on Kaunas should, it seems, have become irrelevant. Moreover, the Poles had already begun preparing for their campaign in Ukraine, so the main focus of their leadership had shifted not toward Kaunas but eastward. Nevertheless, even at that time there were supporters of a march on Kaunas within the Polish General Staff, and the sharp armed clashes that due to unclear reasons broke out in mid-March 1920 on the northern sector of the demarcation line could have served as a pretext for the Poles to strike at the Lithuanians and thus secure their rear before advancing into Ukraine.

			According to Polish sources, the Lithuanians sent a patrol to the village of Antakalnis in no-man’s land on 10 March. The Poles did the same. On 12 March, the Lithuanians attacked this Polish patrol and repulsed it from the village.191 On 14 March, the Poles attacked our forces along the entire several kilometres front from Kalkūni to Turmantas and captured some villages. On 15 March, the Lithuanian army counterattacked, reached the railway line, severed telegraph wires, and launched grenades at a passing train.192 The next day, the Poles again pushed the Lithuanian troops away from the railway line, captured several villages, and eventually took control of a stretch that was four kilometres wider than the previous one.193 The Lithuanians insisted that their first advance had been a legitimate act of defence and that the Polish response was not revenge but a deliberate attack to shift the demarcation to the west.194

			Thanks to Lithuanian efforts, a commission composed of representatives of the British and French missions, together with one Lithuanian officer, arrived in Kalkūni on 17 or 18 March and firmly demanded that the Poles halt their offensive.195 The commission proposed that the demarcation line be restored to the position it had held at the beginning of March. The Poles refused. Since the behaviour of the Polish units had become extremely threatening,196 the Lithuanian government once again appealed to the British mission for mediation. The representative of the British Mission in Kaunas, Colonel Robinson, together with General [Ad­rian] Carton de Wiart in Warsaw, approached Piłsudski urging him to abandon any revanchist plans against Lithuania. Piłsudski relented only after the British assured him that the Lithuanians would refrain from any act of aggression, and that, should they initiate hostilities, Great Britain would consider any Polish retaliatory action justified.197 From that moment, Lithuanian policy became markedly cautious. This is evident in the order of the operational group ‘Daugpilis’ [Daugavpils] dated 16 April 1920, which instructed troops to exercise ‘a high degree of tact in the protection of the demarcation line in order to avoid a new provocation of the Poles’.198

			The matter was also discussed in Paris. Lord Derby,199 the British Ambassador in Paris, acting on behalf of the Foreign Office, proposed that the Conference of Ambassadors issue a warning to the Polish government against further incursions into Lithuania. On 1 April, the decision was taken to inform the Poles, through the French mission in Warsaw, that the Entente would not tolerate any violation of the demarcation line. This resolution was formally conveyed to the Polish government on 3 April.200

			After receiving intelligence reports that the Lithuanians were again concentrating troops along the demarcation line, the Polish military command appealed to the Entente representatives at the end of April to clarify the situation. The heads of the British and French missions in Kaunas consulted President [Antanas] Smetona and Minister of National Defence [Antanas] Merkys, who assured them that Lithuania had no intention of attacking the Poles and that the movements of Lithuanian troops were related to routine unit rotation rather than to any concentration of forces.201

			In the following months, tensions along the demarcation line subsided, and no situation arose that might have led to a serious clash. As a result of their offensive in Belarus and Ukraine, the Poles began reducing the number of troops stationed on the demarcation line. In June, the entire Polish VII Army was even disbanded. Only the 2nd Lithuanian–Belarusian Division, reinforced by the Panemunė Riflemen units, remained along the line.202

			However, the demarcation line was not entirely calm during these months. Agitation was strong on both sides, Polish patrols repeatedly crossed the demarcation line, and there were frequent skirmishes.

			Throughout the first half of 1920, the actual line of demarcation changed very little. According to our General Staff report dated 1 July,1920, by that time Polish forces had penetrated the territory of Lithuania, occupying the following line: Turmantas–Smalvos–Pakalniai–Lyduokiai–Pabaiskas–Šližiai–Gudonys–Gegužinė–Neris up to Gusčionys–Gernėnai–Kalesninkai–Alovė–Ilgininkai–Merkinė–Nemunas–Au­gustów Canal–Marycha River–Budvieċ–Balandis Lake–Gaładuś Lake– Bereż­niki–Wojciuliszki–Ejszeryszki–Vištytis.203

			This reveals that on the right bank of the Nemunas, the Poles not only failed to withdraw to the demarcation line established by the Entente, but in fact pushed further – by 1 July 1920, they had already occupied a swath of Lithuania’s territory approximately 180 kilometres long and about 30 kilometres wide in some places, sometimes even more. In effect, the Lithuanian–Polish frontline had shifted so far from the one fixed by the Entente that it begun to coincide with the demarcation line unilaterally proposed by Piłsudski.

			The Reorganisation of the Army

			On 18 July 1919, by Order No. 3 of the Commander-in-Chief of the Army, the active army was divided into two brigades: 

			1st Brigade: 1st Infantry Regiment, Kaunas Battalion, Ukmergė Battalion, Vilnius Battalion, and 3rd Infantry Regiment;

			2nd Brigade: 2nd Infantry Regiment, Panevėžys Battalion, Marijampolė Battalion, Šiauliai Battalion, Joniškėlis Battalion.

			Thus, in July, our active army consisted of three infantry regiments and seven separate battalions. In the months that followed, the separate battalions were expanded into full regiments. By January 1920, there were already three brigades, composed of the following infantry units:

			1st Brigade: 1st Infantry Grand Duke of Lithuania Gediminas Regiment, 4th Infantry King of Lithuania Mindaugas Regiment, 7th Infantry Duke of Samo­gitia Butegeidis Regiment.

			2nd Brigade: 2nd Infantry Grand Duke of Lithuania Algirdas Regiment, 5th Infantry Grand Duke of Lithuania Kęstutis Regiment, 8th Infantry Duke of Kaunas Vai­dotas Regiment.

			3rd Brigade: 3rd Infantry Grand Duke of Lithuania Vytautas Regiment, 6th Infantry Duke of Pilėnai Margis Regiment, 9th Infantry Duke of Lithuania Vytenis Regiment , Belarusian Battalion.204

			In February 1920, these brigades were reclassified as divisions.205

			By the time of the Sejny operations, in the second half of 1920, the 2nd Division had been reinforced with the 10th Infantry Regiment. At that point, the three active infantry divisions of our army comprised of 608 officers and auxiliary officers, 16,588 soldiers, 274 machine-guns, and 17,503 rifles.206

			This transformation of brigades into divisions was largely nominal. It entailed no real increase in manpower. On the contrary, in an effort to avoid burdening the state’s finances, a large number of troops were placed in reserve in early 1920, and the government decided not to increase the size of the army. This policy overlooked the unresolved tensions with our neighbours, especially Poland. After all, the Poles had not only occupied a significant part of Lithuania, including the capital, Vilnius, but were still waiting for an opportunity to push further into the country. Nevertheless, the government had naively relied on Entente assurances that Poland would no longer attack Lithuania. In practice, the Poles paid almost no attention to the demarcation lines set by the Entente.

			Even explicit warnings were not heeded when the urgent need to expand the army arose. In June, a senior officer returned from Moscow and reported that within a month massive Russian forces would strike at Poland and drive the Poles westward. Lithuania, he insisted, had to focus all its efforts on the army and increase it to at least 40,000 bayonets. With the Russians engaged against the Poles, the Lithuanians would have an excellent opportunity to reclaim what belonged to them. Without such an expansion, even what we already held could be lost.207

			According to Major [Petras] Ruseckas,

			‘At the “top,” there were many individuals who had not lived in Lithuania before independence and had never concerned themselves with Lithuanian affairs, as well as others who cared little about Lithuania and did not love it. They had flocked back to Lithuania only after losing (or failing to find) a warm place abroad, and thus, in their hearts, they did not identify with Lithuania’s concerns, did not grasp the country’s inner life, and did not understand it properly (emphasis throughout is the author’s). They did not understand, and did not trouble themselves to understand, the moment they were living in, nor did they comprehend the prophetic words of that officer.’208

			According to Ruseckas, there was no need to fear ‘monetary difficulties’. In 1919 officers, civil servants, and others went for several months without salary, but they endured those hardships without calamity. We would have borne through such sacrifices again, animated by the deep resolve in our hearts to cast off the foreign yoke and forge our own sovereign state. Estonia, Finland, and Latvia each fielded armies of 70,000–73,000 soldiers. In his view, we could have sustained a similar force.209

			The historian Senn dismisses Ruseckas’s claims outright:

			‘But such a view must be considered unwarranted by the facts and even ridiculous. The financial crisis had been by no means solved. The economies in administration, the German evacuation, and the British loan all helped to ease the pressure, but the situation was still delicate. Ruseckas claimed that in their nationalistic ardour the army volunteers would have served for nothing, but pay to the soldiers is not the only expense in maintaining the army. Furthermore, the troubles in February 1920 ...indicate that even a reduced army was a tremendous burden on the treasury, and they also raise some doubts about the morale of the troops in case they had been requested to serve for nothing.’210
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			Senn raised substantial objections to increasing the army at the time—financial instability and the potential unrest of a poorly supplied army. Nonetheless, Major Ruseckas, as a participant in the events, a soldier, a public figure, and a journalist, may well have had a clearer sense of what was actually possible. Drawing on the testimony of a contemporary minister (name withheld) and additional sources, Ruseckas writes:

			‘The weakness of the army was a cause for concern among the officers, as common sense dictated that the army needed only to be strengthened and reinforced, given that settlements with our neighbours had not yet been concluded (author’s emphasis). But this concern was not shared at the top. In the end, the leaders achieved their aim: money was saved, but – as we shall later see – Vilnius, Eglaine, Braslav, Lida, Grodno, Sejny, and other territories were lost.’211

			From these words of Ruseckas, it must be concluded that the leadership at the time failed to grasp the necessity of focusing their full attention and efforts on the defence of the country. The need to expand the army was only acknowledged after the crushing defeats of the end of the 1920. Only then were the funds mobilised, and efforts to reinforce the army began in earnest. It was at this point that the ‘elites’ finally launched a massive propaganda campaign for the defence of the country.

			However, the modest reduction in the army was more than compensated by its qualitative improvement. The relative calm during the second half of 1920 was used to train soldiers more effectively in battlefield formation and other duties, to provide basic literacy instruction, and to improve their general education. The army was better equipped and trained. Still, serious financial constraints – stemming in part from neglect on the part of the decision-makers for the most pressing affairs of the state – continued to hamper those efforts to expand the army to the strength it required.

			The American Lithuanian Brigade

			The newly-emerging, independent Lithuania received considerable material and moral support from its compatriots in the American Diaspora. There were even serious attempts to create a dedicated Lithuanian–American Legion to aid in the struggle for national independence.

			Between 30 May and 7 December 1919, Colonel [Mikas] Gedgaudas was stationed in France to oversee the receipt of arms purchased from the U.S. Army and to recruit Lithuanian-American veterans to serve as instructors for the fledgling Lithuanian army.212 While in Paris, he tasked American Colonel [William] Swarthout with organising what came to be known as the ‘American Brigade’.213

			In November 1919, Swarthout arrived in the United States to carry out this mission. The plan called for a brigade of 10,000 men. However, the American government, which still endorsed a policy of a ‘one and indivisible Russia’ and refused to recognise the independent state of Lithuania, deemed the unconditional support of the Lithuanian brigade as interference in Russia’s internal affairs and prohibited the deployment of the brigade abroad. In order to circumvent this restriction, it was proposed that certain members of the brigade travel as labourers to Canada and proceed from there to Lithuania.214

			In early 1920, Dr. Jonas Julius Bielskis and a group of officers arrived in Kaunas from the United States. In discussions with Lithuanian government officials, Bielskis demanded that the American Brigade be retained as a separate unit, as it differed in its training and equipment. Army commanders such as General Liatukas and General Žukauskas supported the idea. Foreign Minister [Augustinas] Voldemaras, however, remained firmly opposed and insisted on dispersing the recruits across various units in Lithuanian army. Both Dr. Bielskis and Colonel Swarthout later claimed that Voldemaras’s intransigence was the decisive factor in the failure of brigade project.215 In reality, its collapse was due to multiple factors, ranging from the American government’s refusal to endorse it to disorganisation among the Lithuanian–American community itself.216 In the end, the fruits of all this effort amounted to just 20 volunteers, who were absorbed into the existing regiments.217

			Afterword

			Independent Lithuania never succeeded in assembling a meaningful armed force beyond the confines of its own territory. The Russian Bolsheviks blocked the organised return of Lithuanian units from Russia, including the Siberian Lithuanian Battalion, which was destroyed by Bolshevik Lithuanians from Scotland. Nor was it possible to obtain any significant number of soldiers from Lithuania Minor, from America, or from other countries. In this respect, the Poles were in a vastly better position. They not only succeeded in organising substantial military forces in all three former partition zones, but also received [Józef] Haller’s well-equipped and French trained army, and even secured some additional units from Russia. Even the officer cadre of General [Józef] Dowbor-Muśnicki disarmed corps in Minsk was permitted to enter German-occupied Vilnius, enabling the Poles to form their ‘self-defence’ there.

			Lithuania, by contrast, faced its decisive historical moment with only the army it had managed to raise within the borders of its nascent state. By the first half of 1920, the Lithuanian army had indeed improved in armament, clothing, and training in regulations and drill, but it remained insufficiently prepared for actual warfare. Worse still, the army had not been expanded, on the contrary, it had even been reduced. There can scarcely be any doubt that Lithuania’s prospects would have been far brighter had it been able, on the eve of the great contest between Soviet Russia and Poland, to place not sixteen but at least forty thousand bayonets on the scales that were to decide Lithuania’s fate.

			III. International Environment 1919–1920218

			Dr. Asta Maskaliūnaitė

			By late 1919, the Soviet–Polish War entered a new phase as both sides prepared for decisive offensives. After the Red Army’s retreat from Vilnius and the Polish occupation of the city, Soviet Russia offered Poland a peace treaty. Piłsudski rejected it, fearing that the Bolsheviks would not honour the agreement once the White threat was eliminated, and still dreaming about gathering all the lands of former Lithuanian Grand Duchy into a new state. Throughout the autumn of 1919, both armies built up their strength. Polish forces captured Minsk on 8 August 1919 and pushed deeper into Belarusian territory, while Soviet forces regrouped and reorganised for a major counteroffensive.

			The movement of the front in early 1920 followed a Polish advance, with the Soviet forces remaining largely on the defensive. Polish operations extended further into Belarusian lands, as Piłsudski’s forces pursued retreating Bolshevik units and attempted to deliver a decisive blow. There was even a strategic disagreement within the Polish high command. Chief of Staff, general Tadeusz Rozwadowski proposed driving the Red Army through Lithuanian territory in such a way that both armies would be forced to flee ‘into the marshes of Venspils and even the Baltic sea.’219 Piłsudski rejected the plan, primarily for political reasons, as he still hoped for a voluntary federation with Lithuania rather than its forced submission. By the spring of 1920, the Polish army had advanced deep into the territories of the former Russian Empire, creating an overextended front that would soon prove vulnerable to counterattack.

			The strategic situation shifted dramatically in June 1920, when the Red Army launched its major counteroffensive. Soviet forces broke through Polish lines, forcing a rapid Polish retreat westward. This crisis had direct diplomatic consequences. Previously hostile press rhetoric softened, and on 4 July, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Eustachy Sapieha, offered Lithuania de facto recognition, though without conceding Vilnius. The Polish military situation deteriorated to such an extent that Polish diplomats at the Spa conference were willing to accept any conditions for a ceasefire with Soviet Russia, including an arrangement under which the Red Army would halt fifty kilometres east of Vilnius while Poland withdrew west of a new demarcation line, leaving the city for Lithuania.

			The climax came in August 1920, when the Soviet offensive culminated in the Battle of Warsaw. As Soviet forces approached the Polish capital, the Entente powers intervened diplomatically, proposing the Curzon Line as a basis for settlement. The line would have placed Vilnius on the Lithuanian side, and the Soviet government initially accepted this arrangement. However, Piłsudski’s forces achieved their ‘miracle on the Vistula,’ repulsing the Soviet offensive and reversing the military situation. The Polish victory not only saved the Polish state but also dramatically altered the geopolitical calculus, enabling Poland to resume its expansionist policies toward Lithuania and Belarus as the defeated Soviets withdrew.

			The shifting front lines throughout this period demonstrated the interconnectedness of the Soviet–Polish War and the Lithuanian–Polish conflict. When Soviet forces advanced, Polish pressure on Lithuania temporarily eased as Polish armies fought for survival. When Polish forces stabilised and counterattacked, attention again turned to securing Lithuania’s rear areas and asserting claims to Vilnius. The fluid military situation meant that demarcation lines agreed upon in Paris and Spa were repeatedly rendered obsolete by battlefield realities, with Polish commanders often advancing beyond agreed boundaries, particularly in the contested southern Suvalkija region. This dynamic ensured that Lithuania’s territorial integrity remained hostage to the outcome of the larger Soviet–Polish struggle, with each shift in the front directly impacting Lithuanian sovereignty and security.

			Polish de facto recognition of Lithuania, offered by Sapieha to Juozas Purickis on 4 July 1920, marked a significant diplomatic shift from years of hostility. Its practical significance, however, was minimal. As Rukša emphasises, the underlying political disposition of both sides remained unchanged: Poland refused to cede Vilnius, while Lithuania would not renounce its historic capital. The recognition was tactical rather than principled, a temporary accommodation forced by military necessity rather than a genuine acceptance of Lithuanian independence. Its effectiveness was further undermined by leaving the border question entirely open, offering no concrete settlement of disputes that had poisoned relations since 1919. The Polish offer of de facto recognition ultimately proved ephemeral once the military situation reversed in Poland’s favour. Following the August 1920 Battle of Warsaw and Poland’s successful counteroffensive against the Bolsheviks, Polish strategic calculations shifted again. The expedient to leave Vilnius for Lithuania during Spa negotiations was temporary and once Poland had stabilised its military position and pushed back the Soviets, it would resume its expansionist posture toward Lithuania.

			Diplomatic Efforts to Solve the Polish–Lithuanian Disputes

			From the Versailles treaty negotiations onward, the Entente treated the Polish-Lithuanian conflict primarily as a secondary problem subordinated to its larger strategic aims: containing Germany and, later, Bolshevik Russia, and building a strong Poland as a regional pillar. At the Paris Peace Conference, Poland was represented by a large, well-connected delegation led by Ignacy Paderewski and supported especially by France, while Lithuania had only a small mission220 with limited access and no clear great-power patron. Russian émigrés in Paris lobbied against Baltic independence altogether, reinforcing Allied reluctance to see the dismantling of ‘Russia’ in its pre-1914 borders. Under these conditions, the Entente instinctively leaned toward Polish proposals for some form of Polish-Lithuanian union, seeing it as a way both to ‘solve’ the Lithuanian question and to strengthen Poland as a bulwark against Bolshevism.

			Vilnius posed a particular difficulty for the Allies. Diplomatically, it was clear that the city had never been part of a modern Polish state; historically it was the capital of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, and, in Entente eyes, belonged to a common Polish–Lithuanian past rather than to ethnic Poland as such. Yet France in particular was sympathetic to Polish claims and tended to endorse Polish military control on the ground, whereas Britain grew increasingly uneasy with Polish expansionism and more favourable toward the emerging Baltic states.221 This divergence produced a characteristic pattern: politically, the Supreme Council in Paris did not endorse the outright annexation of Vilnius by Poland, but militarily it tolerated, or even facilitated, Polish advances by drawing demarcation lines that often went in line with Polish operational needs.

			As mentioned before, the 18 June 1919 demarcation line, worked out by French Colonel Reboul and often (mis)attributed to Marshal Foch, exemplified this approach. Decided without Lithuanian participation, it left most of Suvalkija and even parts of Vilnius’s suburbs on the Lithuanian side, forcing Polish troops to pull back 30–35 kilometres in some sectors. Both sides disliked it, but for opposite reasons: Poles saw it as an unjust constraint, Lithuanians as only a minimally acceptable shield. As German forces withdrew, Polish commanders, encouraged by the French military mission, pressed beyond the line, arguing that their rear had to be secured against the Bolsheviks. The Supreme Council allowed the issue to be handled largely by Entente military officials rather than by political bodies, effectively turning a political border question into a technical ‘front-line’ matter and opening the way for constant pro-Polish readjustments, which happened with the two more demarcation lines established on 18 and then 26 July. Lithuanians never accepted these adjustments. British observers, such as Commissioner Richard Ward, at times tried to restrain Polish advances and brokered local truces along the Foch line, but their presence and influence was limited compared to the weight of the French backing for Warsaw.

			

			The Red Army’s offensive toward Warsaw compelled the Supreme Council of Entente to convene at Spa and force Poland to accept harsh ceasefire terms with Soviet Russia, including acceptance in principle of the Curzon Line in the east and thus leaving Vilnius to Lithuanians. Thus, the Allies thus temporarily aligned their position with Lithuanian claims, but not out of a principled rethinking of the Vilnius issue as weakening Polish claims there was the price for securing Soviet agreement to a ceasefire.

			Once Poland recovered its momentum, this Spa-era Entente posture would rapidly lose its practical significance, but between Versailles and Spa the pattern remained constant: Lithuania was formally acknowledged, yet its interests – or, perhaps more accurately, its wishes – were repeatedly subordinated to the perceived strategic needs of a strong, front-line Poland. Yet in these moments of Poland’s weakness during its fight against the Soviets, Vilnius was periodically assigned to the Lithuanian state and Lithuanians claims to some parts of Suvalkija were periodically acknowledged, creating a diplomatic and potentially legal precedent.

			With this, Rukša’s account of the military situation continues.

			IV. The March of the Lithuanian Army into the Territory Recognised by the Treaty of Moscow

			The 12 July 1920 Peace Treaty with Soviet Russia 

			Two days after the signing of the Treaty of Spa on 12 July, the Lithuanian delegation in Moscow concluded a peace treaty with the representatives of Soviet Russia. Although both treaties are almost completely contemporaneous and share some territorial provisions, their origins are fundamentally different. The Spa Treaty was drafted without Lithuania’s participation,222 while the 12 July Treaty emerged from direct Lithuanian–Soviet Russian relations.

			Having failed to secure sufficient support and unable to subjugate the three Baltic states by force, Soviet Russia began offering peace agreements from 11 August 1919. The Estonians were the first to respond, concluding a peace treaty with Soviet Russia in Tartu on 2 February 1920. The Lithuanians delayed peace negotiations with Bolshevik Russia until May 1920, ultimately signing a peace treaty with the Soviet Union in Moscow on 12 July 1920. The Lithuanian delegation – primarily through the efforts of Petras Klimas and Simanas Rozenbaum – secured borders that were consistent with the then-prevailing Lithuanian vision of an ethnographic Lithuania.223 Under the terms of the Treaty of Moscow, Soviet Russia renounced all sovereign rights over Lithuania and recognised Vilnius, the Vilnius Governorate, excluding the districts of Dzisna and Vileyka, and the city of Grodno as Lithuania. This treaty formed the basis of the subsequent Lithuanian–Soviet relations. It was repeatedly reaffirmed as valid by Soviet Russia until 1940.224

			The treaty contained numerous provisions advantageous to Lithuania, though not all of them were honoured by Soviet Russia. Among those implemented, the most important – besides the recognition of Lithuania’s independence and the delimitation of its borders – was the payment of three million gold roubles. However, the archives, books, and documents recognised by the treaty were never returned, and 100,000 decimals of forest were not allowed to be cleared.225

			Although the White Russians intended to grant the Baltic peoples only limited autonomy, Soviet Russia, despite inheriting the imperialist traditions of Tsarist Russia, recognized their full independence when concluding peace treaties with the Baltic states and offered only minimal resistance to their territorial claims. In Lithuania’s case, this Soviet Russian ‘goodwill’ appears even more puzzling at first glance, especially since the Treaty of Moscow was signed precisely at a time when the Red Army was advancing victoriously into Poland. After all, in 1939–1940 Soviet Russia not only ‘trimmed’ Lithuania’s territory but went on to annex the entire country.

			Lenin himself explained this apparent contradiction in Bolshevik policy by emphatically stressing that such pronunciations were provisional. The aim of all such treaties was ‘to lead the peoples towards the future united international Soviet republic’.226 On 24 January 1920, shortly before the signing of the treaty with the Estonians, Lenin told a press correspondent about the terms of that peace: ‘...we have made many concessions, the most important of which is the transfer to the Estonians of the disputed territory whose population, Russians and Estonians, is mixed. But we do not wish to shed the blood of workers and Red Army soldiers over a scrap of land, all the more so as this transfer of land is not being made for all time...’227

			In addition to this common rationale for concluding treaties, Soviet Russia was forced to negotiate with Lithuania due to its war with Poland. Although the Bolsheviks were then in pursuit of the fleeing Polish army, a decisive victory did not yet seem certain. The Bolsheviks were concerned about protecting their right flank and were trying to force the Lithuanians to fight against the Poles as well. Moscow thought that Lithuania had but two options: either to become allied to Soviet Russia or to submit to Polish imperialism. The Lithuanians, instead, settled on neutrality.228

			However, at least formally, Lithuania’s neutrality was somewhat constrained by the secret clause appended to Article 2 of the treaty. It stated that, for as long as the Polish–Soviet War made it necessary, the Lithuanian government would not object to the temporary presence of Red Army units within the Lithuanian territory delineated by the treaty of 12 July.229

			Both the Spa Treaty and the Treaty of Moscow ended the year-long situation in which Lithuania’s territory had been under external control. The Spa Treaty was a compromise: it confirmed the line of 8 December 1919, leaving the Vilnius region and Grodno, admittedly, on the Lithuanian side, but assigning the Suwałki triangle to Poland. Although Note 1 to Article 2 of the treaty of 12 July stated that Lithuania’s border with Poland would be determined by agreement between the two states, the border drawn in southern Suvalkija under that treaty occupied nearly two-thirds of the distance from the Nemunas to Germany, so that the earlier line of 8 December 1919 (after the Spa Treaty called the Curzon Line) which ran much farther north in Suvalkija, lost its validity there, or at least became highly problematic. The Treaty of Moscow, reinforced in respect of the territory on the right bank of the Nemunas by the Spa Treaty, strengthened Lithuania’s international position and encouraged Lithuanians to take possession of the Lithuanian territory abandoned by the Poles under Bolshevik pressure, not only up to the demarcation lines previously established by the Entente, but beyond them.

			

			Lithuania Occupies the Territory Abandoned by the Poles 

			After launching the offensive on 3 July, [General Michail] Tukhachevsky’s army in the north rapidly drove the Polish 1st Army back from the Avuta River. The III Cavalry Corps, commanded by Gaj-Khan230 and consisting of the 10th and 15th Cavalry Divisions and the 164th Rifle Brigade of the 55th Division, was concentrated in the northwestern part of Tukhachevsky’s front. Gaj’s task was to carry out a deep flanking manoeuvre on the left flank of the Polish army in the direction of Vilnius. His cavalry quickly defeated Lieutenant Colonel [Jerzy Sawa-] Sawicki’s group, freeing up the road to Vilnius. During the first four days of the offensive, the cavalry corps covered 170 kilometres. To avoid encirclement, the Polish divisions retreated in haste.

			To the west of the 1st Army, along the Lithuanian–Polish demarcation line, about 450 kilometres long and extending as far as Prussia, stood the 2nd Lithuanian–Belarusian Division commanded by General [Aleksander] Boruszczak. On 5 July, following orders from the High Command, units of this division began to be withdrawn from the demarcation line and concentrated in Švenčionys to form a reserve for the defence of Vilnius. In the first stage, they were pulled back to the Foch Line, 12 kilometres from the railway.

			Polish defeats along the front gave the Lithuanians hope of regaining their old capital Vilnius and its surrounding region, especially since it was known in Kaunas that the negotiations were approaching a successful conclusion. On 12 July, Lithuanian Commander-in-Chief of the Lithuanian army, Lieutenant General [Stasys] Nastopka issued a special order stating that the time had come to restore Vilnius to Lithuania. The order directed that the territory up to the Foch Line be occupied first and instructed the commander of the Vilnius Group to enter Vilnius before the Russian units. It stated that the Polish forces would not resist the Lithuanian army. Only the Marijampolė Group was to remain in place and closely monitor Polish behaviour in Suvalkija. The order also provided that on 13 July the Vilnius Kommandantur would travel by train from Kaunas to Vilnius, with the train’s movement coordinated with the army’s rate of advance.231

			Under pressure from the Bolsheviks, in the first half of July the Poles began shortening their front, and the demarcation line soon shifted from Daugavpils to Vievis. At 4:00 on 6 July, the Poles withdrew from the town and fortress of Daugavpils and began retreating before the Bolsheviks also within Lithuanian territory. On 7 July, our army was ordered, upon encountering the Bolsheviks, to assign truce envoys in order to avoid bloody clashes, and to occupy the positions abandoned by the Poles only up to the line Laucesa–Demene–Toržek232–Drūkšiai.

			The units of the 9th Infantry Regiment, positioned on the left flank of the Lithuanian Army. were the first to cross the line of demarcation. Already on 7 July they had taken control of the railway line from Kalkūni to Lake Smalvas. The station at Kalkūni was occupied by the Latvians.

			On 9 July, our army occupied Dūkštas, Tauragnai, Kuktiškės, Skudutiškis and Alanta. In the Žagarinė–Dūkštas area, our troops captured seven Poles with a machine-gun. Dūkštas station was captured by the Bolsheviks. A delegation was sent to Daugavpils to negotiate a neutral zone between the Lithuanian and Latvian armies. 

			On 10 July, our army captured Šašuoliai Manor, Širvintos, Musninkai and Kazliškės.

			On 11 July, the Poles were ordered to withdraw from Vievis up to the demarcation line established by Foch. Our army occupied Kernavė, Molėtai, Inturkė, Dubingiai, Giedraičiai, and Paberžė. In the northern sector, our army advanced to the town of Laucesa.

			On 13 July, the Lithuanian army occupied the next stretch of the railway, including the Ignalina station, as well as Kaltinėnai, Maišiagala, and Pabradė. At 16:30 the first train was dispatched from Vievis toward Lentvaris, and at 17:00 a second followed, but on the way it was attacked by Polish forces and forced to engage them. In the Maišiagala area, Lithuanian troops disarmed a lagging Polish brigade.

			On 15 July, our troops captured Rykantai and Lentvaris. The Bolshevik cavalry also entered Lentvaris. Our troops entered Vilnius. On 16 July, Lithuanian troops captured Merkinė, Varėna and Marcinkonys station.233

			

			The Battle of Kazimieriškės

			On 13 July, to ensure that the Lithuanian army would enter Vilnius before the Bolsheviks, the army command ordered two troop echelons to be sent by train toward Vilnius in the evening. The first echelon was to carry the newly formed Vilnius Kommandantur and the armoured cars; the second was to transport units of the 5th Infantry Regiment. Captain [Vladas] Kurkauskas was appointed the military commandant of Vilnius, with lawyer [Vladas] Petronaitis as his assistant, and [Eduardas] Berentas as company commander. The nature of the formation of the Kommandantur as well as the timing of its departure are described in the following account of Captain Kurkauskas:

			Military Commandant of Vilnius City and District 13 July 1920

			No. 2793

			(in Kaunas) Vilnius stamp	                             To Lieutenant [Petras] Jurgelevičius 

			I hereby order you to immediately take the from Kaunas city and district Komman­danturs:

			
					A Training Team

					Team of military police and

					A team of logisticians, all newly uniformed and armed.

			

			Food and the remaining uniform kits will be taken by Captain [Jonas] Raščius.

			On this day at 19:00, be at the station for the departure by train.

			When you arrive, line up in front of the station for an inspection.

			Basis: Order to Lithuanian Army No 381.234

			On the same day, 13 July, the armoured car platoon also received an order from the Chief of the General Staff to send 3 armoured cars to Vilnius. In the evening of that day Lieutenant [Vincas] Asevičius with the armoured car ‘Šarūnas’, Lieutenant [Julius] Jakulis with ‘Aras’ and Lieutenant [Leonas] Tuskenis with ‘Perkūnas’ left by rail to Vievis. The team was led by Captain [Kazys] Musteikis.235

			On 14 July, in the late afternoon, the echelon carrying the armoured cars and the Vilnius Kommandantur arrived at the Vievis Station. There, on the Polish side of the line, the train’s formation was rearranged: the armoured car wagons were placed at the front. The train departed the station at 16:30 (half an hour later, another echelon, the 5th Infantry Regiment, left Vievis in the same direction).236 Every precaution was taken.

			Gunfire was soon heard. From the northeast, between the village of Kazimieriškės and the Joteliūnai Manor, a Polish formation was spotted emerging from the woods and moving towards the train. When the distance between the armoured cars and the formation was about 900 metres, the machine-guns opened heavy fire. The Poles dropped to the ground, but suddenly sprung up and ran back into the forest. From there, individual riflemen began slipping into the nearby trenches, thickly overgrown with the dense bushes. When the Poles encountered our infantry in this area, it became very difficult for the armoured cars to fire, as there was a danger of hitting our own men. The armoured cars therefore directed their fire only at the Polish groups moving up to support the first line. The fighting became so intermingled that it was no longer possible to distinguish where the Poles were and where our troops were. There were no roads for the armoured cars to manoeuvre on, so unloading them from the flatcars made no sense. Concealing themselves in the crops close to the train and using the spruce thickets growing along the railway line, the Poles made several attempts to approach the armoured cars, but each time they were driven back by machine-gun fire.

			The fighting lasted about four hours and all Polish efforts to surround the echelon were forcefully denied. This was the first battle in which our armoured cars were used against Polish troops. According to the Lithuanian data, ‘the Poles suffered over 100 killed and about 200 wounded, including six officers’.237 According to the Poles, the Poles lost ‘a part of the supply train, one officer and 13 privates killed, 27 wounded and 11 privates taken prisoner by the Lithuanians’.238

			A Polish battalion hiding between Kazimieriškės and Joteliūnai attacked not only the troops travelling by train but also those marching on foot. First Lieutenant [Juozas] Namikas, adjutant of the 8th Infantry Regiment of Kaunas, Duke Vaidotas, describes how the regiment advanced toward Vilnius and how its 4th Company was forced to engage in battle:239

			‘I watched the battles at Rykantai (the battles at Kazimieriškės are often referred to by the names of the nearby stations, such as Vievis, Lazdėnai, Rykantai, A.R.), and I saw the victims of those battles later... In July 1920 (I do not remember which day), the 8th Duke Vaidotas Regiment was ordered to move to Vilnius and from Vilnius to Ashmyany, to reach, occupy, and protect the border established in the treaty with the Soviet Union. The given order did not specify the neighbours, i.e. who would be on our right and left.

			Then the 8th Regiment was stationed in the following manner: the regimental headquarters and the III Battalion in Kaišiadorys and the nearby villages; the II Battalion in Žiežmariai, and I Battalion in Žasliai.

			In accordance with the order, the regimental commander, Major [Julius] Čaplikas ordered the II Battalion to move in the Vievis–Lentvaris–Vilnius direction, the I Battalion to move in the Žasliai–Rykantai–Novosiolkai240–Vilnius direction, and the III Battalion to remain reserve and follow behind. The headquarters took the road Kaišiadorys–Žiežmariai–Vievis–Lentvaris–Vilnius.

			A Hussar squadron was attached to the regiment, accompanied by the commander of the Hussar regiment, Colonel [Juozas] Litvinas. The commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment and Colonel Litvinas were in a car, and in front of them rode a detachment of Hussars and myself, as the regimental adjutant. After passing through the town of Vievis and entering the valley through the plateau, the horse of one of the Hussars fell. The Hussar managed to jump off. We all instantly became alert. It turned out that the horse had been shot. Amazing! We did not hear any shots or the whizzing of bullets. Apparently, a stray bullet struck the horse.

			The regimental commander, Colonel Litvinas and I immediately climbed up to the plateau and whence we heard the firing and saw the fighting itself. As we stood there watching the fighting, a car drove up to our own and stopped. One of the car passengers informed us that the representatives of England and France were on their way from Vilnius to Kaunas. He asked to know who was fighting there and with whom.

			As it was not yet clear to us ourselves who we were fighting, the regimental commander called Lieutenant [Viktoras] Burokevičius and ordered him to go to the company commander to find out who was fighting with whom and to report to us immediately. Lieutenant Burokevičius immediately went to investigate, clarified the situation, and reported that while the 4th Company was marching, it was suddenly fired upon. The company deployed, and a fight broke out. During the engagement it became clear that the Poles, retreating from the Bolsheviks, had attacked our marching company. All this was relayed to the British representative.

			The representatives departed, and we continued our inquiry. After walking a little north of the highway, we reached the railway line. There stood an echelon, apparently transporting an armoured car unit. This was near Height 151. To the northeast of the height we could see forests. In those woods a Polish battalion had taken cover, and it was this battalion that attacked our units on their way to Vilnius.

			Near the spot where the echelon had halted stood a small house for railway workers, marked on the map with a small circle. In front of the house lay nine bodies, stripped naked and arranged in a row. They were the victims of the fighting: seven Lithuanians and two Poles. The battle had evidently been brutal, as the opponents had closed to bayonet range: one Pole and one Lithuanian had run each other through the chest.

			There were more Lithuanian casualties here because they had been taken by surprise in an ambush. In addition, some were killed as they jumped down from the railway carriage. I cannot say whether all the dead Lithuanians belonged to the armoured car unit or whether some were from the Kommandantur company. When we arrived at the site, the soldiers present, unknown to me personally, said that some of the fallen were men from the Vilnius Kommandantur.

			When a company of the 8th Regiment got involved in a fight (as I have already mentioned, the Poles were the ones who provoked it), the Poles started to retreat quickly. In the fighting, the 4th Company took the Polish field kitchen. Later we found the same Poles resting in a forest near Lentvaris. There were only some privates there, and they said that the Bolshevik cavalry attacked them, arrested all the officers and other soldiers with ranks and shot them on the spot’.

			Lithuanian military literature usually misses no opportunity to mention the battle of Kazimieriškės, accusing the Poles of having surrendered Vilnius to the Lithuanians in words and ambushed them in deeds, thus preventing them from entering Vilnius before the Bolsheviks. Polish literature, on the other hand, avoids mentioning these battles. A rare exception is Piotr Łossowski, who mentions them even if imprecisely.241 Colonel Józef Smoleński, referring to military history of the 76th Polish Infantry Regiment, gave so distorted a picture of the fighting that it is difficult to even recognise it.242 According to him, ‘on 12 July at about 22:30, the Lithuanian 1st Division units attacked the I Battalion of the Lida Regiment near Vievis (northwest of Vilnius). On 13 July that battalion was supposed to break through in the Joteliūnai area, abandoning part of its supply train (the previously mentioned Polish losses are itemised here).’ This engagement is even presented here as an example purportedly proving that the Lithuanians failed to observe neutrality.

			How far either side is right will become clearer in the next section.

			The Late entry of Lithuanians into Vilnius

			With the 3rd Bolshevik Corps under Gaj-Khan beginning to advance at lightning speed, already by 6 July the Polish military leadership was concerned about the fate of Vilnius. At 19:00 on that day, Captain [Marian] Kościałkowski, Chief of the Second Division of the High Command in Vilnius, telegraphed to Lieutenant [Jerzy] Śmigielski of the Second Division of the High Command, asking whether the High Command ‘has a determination to defend Vilnius’ and ‘whether, in the event of the surrender of Vilnius, we will cede it to the Lithuanians...’243

			To this query, the High Command replied: ‘The Commander-in-Chief instructs: in Vilnius, defend as long as possible. Afterwards, it will be given over to Lithuanians...’244 The Polish Northwest Front Commander General [Stanisław] Szeptycki could not understand the real meaning of this contradictory order, later repeated several times by the High Command. Finally, Commander was completely disoriented by an instruction received on 11 July at 18:00 from the Acting Chief of the General Staff general [Józef] Haller.245 That instruction states that:

			

			‘In the Vilnius area, the army must be deployed in such a way that, should the Lithuanians attempt to seize Vilnius – at a time when the Bolsheviks do not pose a serious threat – and should it prove impossible to withstand their attack, it would be possible to withdraw our forces from this district to a common line running from the junction of the 4th and 1st Armies to Varėna. In that event, an official and solemn protest must be lodged against the unlawful occupation of Vilnius by the Lithuanians, stressing that by confronting us in our rear, the Lithuanians are assisting the Bolsheviks in their operations.’

			Just two hours upon receipt of this instruction, General Szeptycki sent General Haller a Report No. 510/III, in which he stated that: 

			‘If we are defending Vilnius to the last, we cannot voluntarily abandon it nor inform the Lithuanians on time that we are ready to surrender it to them, as required by the instruction of the 7th of this month... Because of the enormous military, and especially political, responsibility which Order No. 7369/III imposes on the Front Command, I ask for a precise order, which would remove all doubts, signed by the Commander-in-Chief and the Head of State. If the decision is made to hand over Vilnius to the Lithuanians, I sincerely ask that this act, as an extremely political one, be carried out by the government.’246

			On 12 July Piłsudski sent General Szeptycki this order:247

			‘To Front Command Report No. 510/III: I repeat my order to defend Vilnius against the Bolsheviks and Lithuanians (my emphasis, A.R.). If the Lithuanians attack our flank, it will always be possible to withdraw the army towards Lida. Then we must protest. A pledge to the Lithuanians to tell them about the eventual planned abandonment of Vilnius is intended only to reassure them... (my emphasis, A.R.). Piłsudski, Commander-in-Chief.’

			On 13 July, at a meeting of the Council for the Defence of the State chaired by Piłsudski in Belvedere, [Władysław] Grabski made a report on the Spa Conference and the military and political situation of Vilnius was discussed. At that meeting, the Chief of Staff, General Haller stated: ‘The situation in the North is critical... The 1st Army will not be able to hold Vilnius, because it is difficult strategically. We hold on to Vilnius as a political point.’248 Thus, the military leadership was already quite aware that the Poles would no longer be able to hold Vilnius. The only thing left to consider was to whom it was better to deliver the city – to the Lithuanians or the Bolsheviks. Piłsudski, assessing the situation, said: ‘The worst is Vilnius. If we give it to the Lithuanians, it will be very difficult. If I were Vilnius, I would choose the Lithuanians...’249

			As can be seen, Piłsudski, even though he admitted that the inhabitants of Vilnius themselves would choose Lithuania, considered giving Vilnius to the Lithuanians as the most undesirable political option. Nevertheless, the Council of the Defence of the State, not finding a better option, decided to give Vilnius to the Lithuanians. Having signed the obligations of the Treaty of Spa, a different decision could hardly have been expected, especially since the situation on the front had become extremely critical and the support of the Entente was urgently needed.

			On 14 July at 6:00 a telegram was sent from Belvedere with the following content:

			‘The Northeastern Front Command. To be given immediately to General Szeptycki. On the basis of the resolution of the Council of the Defence of the State, I order: Vi­lnius must be handed over to the Lithuanians ... Piłsudski, Commander-in-Chief’.250 The telegraphist attached to it a tape with an inscription: ‘This order was given by phone to the command of the Lida Infantry Regiment in Vilnius (Colonel [Witold] Hupert).’251

			As Chief of Staff of General Boruszczak’s Contingent, General Staff Captain [Alfred] Mitschke claims in his testimony, this order reached Vilnius at dawn on 14 July. General Boruszczak at that time was in Vilnius train station and on receiving the order, sent a military-political representative, General Staff Colonel [Kazi­mierz] Rylski by car to Kaunas to agree on this issue with Lithuanians.252

			On 14 July at about 11:00, Colonel Rylski arrived in Kaunas and informed the Minister of National Defence and the commander of the army, Colonel Žukas that ‘the Mister Marshal is giving Vilnius to the Lithuanian brothers’. Colonel Žukas knew that Vilnius had already been taken by the Bolsheviks, so he only asked ironically whether Vilnius was in Polish hands again.253

			Around 11:00, the commander of the Lida Regiment, Colonel Hupert, informed the chief of staff of the 1st Army by telephone that there were no Lithuanians in Vilnius with whom negotiations could be conducted.254 However, as Mykolas Biržiška writes,255 the Polish commander in Vilnius, Colonel Hupert, sent a female legionnaire to the Lithuanian Committee with a request that two members of the committee come to see him. Accompanied by the legionnaire, Ignas Jonynas, secretary of the Provisional Lithuanian Committee, went to Colonel Hupert and heard the same unexpected statement that Colonel Žukas had heard: ‘I have received an order from Warsaw to hand Vilnius over to the Lithuanians.’ Yet Colonel Hupert no longer had time to confirm this directive in writing, nor to provide Jonynas with the promised automobile so that he could contact Kaunas or the nearest Lithuanian military units, because the legionnaire rushed into the Kommandantur with the news that Red Army troops were already in Vilnius.

			Lithuanian diplomacy, too, made efforts to recover Vilnius from the Poles. On 8 July, the Lithuanian Minister of Foreign Affairs, [Juozas] Purickis, appealed to the British Commissioner for the Baltic states, Stephen Tallents, asking him to help the Lithuanians take control of Vilnius. The following day, Tallents, while in Vilnius, spoke with the representative of the Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, [Witold] Kamieniecki, who had only recently tried, unsuccessfully, in Kaunas to persuade the Lithuanians to assist the Poles, and also with Piłsudski’s special representative, Colonel Rylski. Rylski immediately declared that, from the Polish point of view, it would be far better to have the Bolsheviks in Vilnius than the Lithuanians, since it would then be much easier for the Poles to launch a counter-attack.256

			As can be seen from the overview of the issue of the cession of Vilnius to the Lithuanians presented here, Poland’s Commander-in-Chief and head of state, First Marshal of Poland Józef Piłsudski was of the opinion that Polish interests demanded that Vilnius be ceded not to the Lithuanians but to the Bolsheviks. This is clearly shown by Piłsudski’s order to Gen. Szeptycki of 12 July where the promise to warn the Lithuanians of the planned abandonment of Vilnius was intended merely to reassure the Lithuanians. Piłsudski made a similar statement, albeit somewhat vaguely, on 13 July at a meeting of the Council for the Defence of the State. The views of the Polish military high command on the issue of the cessation of Vilnius to the Lithuanians were expressed most clearly by Rylski in his conversation with Tallents on 10 July. However, two reasons made Piłsudski appear to be willing to give Vilnius to the Lithuanians. One was that to ‘reassure the Lithuanians’, to please them, he had to pretend to be willing to give Vilnius to them rather than to the Bolsheviks. The second reason was to avoid appearing to be breaking the Treaty of Spa in the eyes of Entente. To cover up the deception, such ambiguous orders were given by the high command – to fight to defend Vilnius to the last and to cede it to the Lithuanians.

			This dual approach of giving Vilnius to the Lithuanians was followed consistently to the very end, even when the Bolsheviks had already entered the city. On the one hand, the Council for the Defence of the State decided to transfer Vilnius to the Lithuanians, and, although belatedly, the Lithuanians were indeed informed of this decision. On the other hand, even after the Bolsheviks had taken Vilnius, the Poles did not withdraw from the Lithuanian front a single battalion occupying the key strategic point where the railway and the highway (the main arteries of communication between Kaunas and Vilnius) intersected. And this was a battalion of the Lida Regiment, the same regiment whose commander received the order at 6:00 a.m. on 14 July to cede Vilnius to the Lithuanians, and to whom it would have been easiest to issue an immediate order to withdraw that battalion from the Lithuanian front. Instead, that battalion, concealed in the forest between Kazimieriškės and Joteliūnai, ambushed the Lithuanian forces marching toward the capital of Lithuania on the afternoon of 14 July – forces that should already have had a clear road to Vilnius – thereby preventing them from advancing to the city on the very day when the Bolsheviks entered it without opposition.257

			The first Lithuanian troops entered Vilnius only on 15 July, a full day after the Bolsheviks. The first infantry unit to march into Vilnius was the 7th Company of 7th Infantry Samogitian Duke Butigeidis regiment, led by Lieutenant [Juozas] Černius.258

			Already on 10 July, the 7th Infantry Regiment received the Division Commander’s order to prepare to occupy the areas left vacant by the retreating Poles and began to advance slowly at about 13:00 on the same day.259

			The route ordered was in the direction of Svir and Narach, with Molėtai and Lake Lakajai on the left and Musninkai, Maišiagala, Nemenčinė and Bystrytsa on the right. The II Battalion, led by Captain [Andrius] Kerbelis, as the vanguard, was heading in the direction of Musninkai–Širvintos–Giedraičiai. The regiment moved in the same direction. As the regimental sector became very wide during this movement, the II Battalion was augmented by the 7th Company. On 13 July at 11:00 the regimental commander Lieutenant Colonel [Edvardas] Adomkavičius ordered the commander of 7th Company to go to Paberžė and relieve 4th Company. The five Hussars that had been attached to 4th Company were ordered to remain with that company.

			In the evening the regiment was deployed as follows: the regimental headquarters in Giedraičiai, the I Battalion as well; the 8th, 9th, and a training company, and one artillery battery at Martyniškiai Manor, and the 4th, 5th, 6th, and 7th companies in the sector.

			At 14:00 on 14 July, the regiment started to move again. That day, at about 12–13:00, the commander of the 7th Company received the following order from the regimental commander:

			‘According to the information received, the Poles are retreating along the entire front. You and your company are to proceed immediately in the direction of Nemenszyn [Nemenčinė]... After taking the final point, secure the bridge over the Vilija [River Neris]. If you encounter Polish forces, demand that they withdraw, as the Bolsheviks are already behind them in the Vilnius area. Send back, with the same rider, any information you have about the Poles. The regimental headquarters will move to Dubink [Dubingiai] tonight. Submit reports more frequently. March with full protection and reconnaissance. If you meet Bolshevik units, avoid misunderstandings and maintain communication. 

			Lieutenant Colonel Adomkavičius.’

			Although the regimental commander’s order indicated Nemenčinė as the direction for the 7th Company, the company actually advanced – as is clear from the company commander’s own account – along the route Pikeliškės–Raudondvaris–Riešė–Verkiai–Vilnius. Around 22:00 the company reached Raudondvaris. At around midnight, the rider sent to Giedraičiai to maintain communications returned. He no longer found the regimental headquarters there and could not learn where it had moved. The rider dispatched to Dubingiai likewise failed to locate the headquarters. Thus, contact with the regiment was lost.

			The company spent the night in Raudondvaris. On 15 July, the mounted messengers sent out again were also unable to find the regiment. From the Bolsheviks they learned that the Poles were retreating everywhere. The Lithuanians had been in Dubingiai but had now moved on toward Vilnius. After consulting with Lieutenant [Aleksas] Šidlauskas and Lieutenant [Simas] Babarskis, and with the four hussars attached to the 7th Company, Lieutenant Černius decided to march on Vilnius, especially since it had already been known that the regiment was to take the city.

			On 15 July, at around 14:00, the company entered Vilnius.260 The company commander was obliged to approach the Bolshevik commandant of the Vilnius garrison and request permission to remain in the city until he could re-establish contact with his unit and receive further orders. The commandant assigned the company to barracks on the bank of the Neris, at the foot of Gediminas Hill, and even attempted to force the company to take up guard duties. The company commander refused, explaining that he had no orders from his superiors.

			While in the street, Lieutenant Černius encountered the division commander, Colonel [Kazys] Ladiga, with his escort and approached him to report. The divisional commander replied: “Very good, just in time.”

			A few minutes later, Colonel Ladiga returned with the same escort and with a considerable group of Bolshevik commanders. Lieutenant Černius formed up the company and came forward with a report. Colonel Ladiga greeted the company, delivered a short address, after which shouts of Valio! [Hooray!] were heard and the Lithuanian national anthem was sung.

			A Bolshevik commissar (perhaps Gaj-Khan himself (A.R.)) also spoke. In his speech he referred to Vilnius, which the Bolsheviks had cleared of the Poles and which, he said, they would hand over to the Lithuanians as soon as it was no longer needed for their operational purposes. After his address, the Bolsheviks sang ‘The Internationale.’ Then our division commander spoke again, followed once more by the Lithuanian anthem, then another speech by the commissar, and again ‘The Internationale.’

			Continuing to lead his company, Lieutenant Černius met First Lieutenant [Kazys] Labutis’ squadron of our Hussars. They greeted each other with joy.261

			Thus, Lieutenant Černius, instead of following the regimental commander’s order to march south-eastwards to Nemenčinė, probably turned southwards through Riešė and Verkiai directly to Vilnius and thereby fulfilled an important task – to secure the entry of the Lithuanian army into Vilnius.

			On the same day, and probably at almost the same time, Lithuanian cavalry units entered Vilnius.

			Our cavalry’s entry to Vilnius is described by Captain [Izidorius] Kraunaitis.

			‘At dawn (this was on 15 July in Rykantai, A.R.), the squadrons set off again toward Lentvaris, where they soon encountered the Bolsheviks, who had taken Vilnius the previous day. Not far from Lentvaris, the regiment met a Polish brigade (in fact, a battalion of the Lida Regiment, A.R.) that had most unfortunately become embroiled in a clash with our units near Rykantai. Several Polish companies were disarmed. Passing through Lentvaris, the regiment marched toward Vilnius, which it entered almost an entire day later than planned.

			When the regiment halted on St. George’s Avenue,262 a large crowd gathered around it, handing out cigarettes to the soldiers and decorating the horses with flowers. Major [Henrikas] Goštautas was presented with a wreath on a plate and a 300th-anniversary “Doma Romanovych” rouble.

			The regiment was quartered in the Dominican barracks. The city was full of Bol­sheviks. The night passed quietly, but the next day rumours spread that the Bol­sheviks intended to disarm the hussars... The following day Colonel Litvinas ordered the squadrons to leave Vilnius...’263

			On the same 15 July, together with the commander of the 1st Division, Colonel Ladiga, the Vilnius Kommandantur also arrived in Vilnius.264 Probably already on 16 July in the late afternoon, the 8th Infantry Regiment also entered Vilnius. The adjutant of the 8th Infantry Regiment First Lieutenant Namikas writes the following about the Regiment’s short stay in Vilnius:

			‘After we marched into Vilnius, we formed up in Cathedral Square. The regimental commander ordered me to go to the commander of the garrison, the commander of the 7th regiment, Colonel Adomkavičius, and inform him that the regiment had arrived and was lined up in the Cathedral Square. Before I could report back, Adomkavičius issued an order: ‘Assign one company at once and surround Cherezvychaika.265 The objective is to force the Bolsheviks to release all the arrested civilians and the town mayor who have been taken hostage by the Bolsheviks.

			When the Cherezvychaika was surrounded, the garrison commander demanded the release of the prisoners and the Bolsheviks themselves to leave Vilnius within 24 hours. Within 24 hours the prisoners were released, but the Bolsheviks continued to be present in Vilnius, and Rasikas266 organised rallies, trying to lure our soldiers to attend them.’267

			The units that marched into Vilnius soon withdrew one after the other, because they wanted to avoid any confrontation with the Bolsheviks due to the propaganda they were spreading among our troops. Only our Vilnius Kommandantur remained in Vilnius, with a very tactful commandant who had done much good for the people of Vilnius, Captain Kurkauskas.268

			On 16 July, the day after the first troops moved into the capital, a huge demonstration of joy at the recapture of Vilnius was organised in Kaunas, the provisional capital of Lithuania.269 In reality, however, the fate of Vilnius and of independent Lithuania in general was still very uncertain.

			In our historical literature, there is an unfounded opinion that the battle of Kazimieriškės prevented the Lithuanians from entering Vilnius earlier than the Bolsheviks. In fact, although the battle of Kazimieriškės did hold back the advance of our army, it was not possible for it to enter Vilnius before the Bolsheviks, even if it had not been delayed, because at the time of the battle Gaj-Khan had already occupied Vilnius. This is clear from the description of the Polish withdrawal from Vilnius given by [Wacław] Jędrzejewicz, the head of the Second Division of the Polish Army, based on source material:270

			‘Meanwhile, in Vilnius, the situation was changing by the hour. At 6:00, Rotmeister [Jerzy] Grobicki serving at Rotmeister [Jerzy] Dąbrowski unit reported to General Boruszczak at the railway station that Bolshevik cavalry patrols were in Antakalnis, on the outskirts of the city, and that our units were abandoning their positions. As a result of this report (although it was inaccurate) General Boruszczak abandoned Vilnius at 8:00, without informing either the commander of the 1st army or the units under his command, and moved to Lentvaris. His chief of staff, Captain Mitschke, returned to Vilnius at 12:00, encountering scattered groups of soldiers from Lieutenant Colonel Hupert’s Lida Regiment and Colonel [Leon Łada-] Zawistowski’s Kaunas Regiment. After remaining in Vilnius for an hour, Captain Mitschke returned to Lentvaris, and at 20:00 General Boruszczak and his immediate staff departed by train for Varėna.

			On the road from Paneriai to Lentvaris moved the supply trains, various detachments of the Lida and Kaunas Regiments, units of the 13th Uhlan Regiment, field artillery batteries, the Scouts’ Battalion, the Vilnius Self-Defence, the Women’s Legion, and the reserve battalions of the Kaunas and Vilnius Regiments. Minor skirmishes were still taking place in Vilnius, but after midday the city, essentially undefended, was already in Bolshevik hands (emphasis mine, A.R.).’

			From this account it becomes clear that the Bolsheviks had already taken control of Vilnius shortly after noon on 14 July, while the Battle of Kazimieriškės did not begin until 17:00 that same day. Thus, even without further obstruction, the Lithuanian units would only have marched into our capital already occupied by the Bolsheviks.

			It is reasonable to argue that if the Battle of Kazimieriškės was politically damaging to anyone, it was not to the Lithuanians but to the Poles themselves, above all to Piłsudski’s federalist policies. His verbal promise to hand Vilnius over to the Lithuanians, followed immediately by the thwarting of that handover through military action, was in fact only one vivid link in a long chain of earlier and later dual-track actions that characterised Piłsudski’s Lithuanian policy. This episode merely reinforced the Lithuanian conviction that Polish policy could not be trusted and made it even more difficult for Piłsudski to pursue his lifelong, and nearly unattainable, dream of creating a Greater Lithuania under Polish tutelage and serving Polish interests.

			The Internment of the Polish Brigade

			In the mid-July, the Lithuanian army disarmed and interned the IV Polish Brigade commanded by Colonel [Stefan] Pasławski. In Lithuanian military literature, the numerous references to this event create an impression of mutually contradictory statements. In some accounts it is claimed that the brigade was disarmed in the Maišiagala district,271 elsewhere the location is given as the vicinity of Kaišiadorys or Kruonis.272 The matter becomes even more confusing when some writers suggest that the brigade was disarmed both in one place and in another.273 This confusion is not resolved (nor even addressed) by Colonel Jonas Petruitis in the lengthy chapter of his memoirs describing how his battalion disarmed a Polish brigade.274

			To form a fuller, though still approximate, picture of the Brigade’s disarmament, the repeatedly cited account by Captain Jędrzejewicz, Chief of the Polish Army Section II, has been particularly helpful. His account is based chiefly on the reports of the brigade’s own command.275

			On 14 July, Colonel Pasławski’s IV Brigade was only a few kilometres north of Vilnius. Although the brigade command asserted in its report that on 13 July the route of retreat toward Vilnius was considered unsafe – because it might have been cut off by Bolshevik cavalry moving from Punžonys and Bystritsa toward Bezdo­niai and Vilnius,276 Colonel Hupert’s account appears more credible: namely, that Pasławski had received an order on 13 July to fall back to Vilnius but did not carry it out, reporting instead that he was ‘in a strong position not far from Vilnius.’277

			At 13:00 on 14 July, after receiving a telephone message that Vilnius had already been taken by the Bolsheviks, Pasławski realised that it was no longer possible to withdraw to the south or southeast. He therefore ordered the brigade to concentrate along the Vilnius–Maišiagala road in the Bendoriai area. There Pasławski faced a choice between two options: to march toward Rykantai, hoping that the Lithuanians would allow him to link up with Polish units while still armed, or, anticipating that the Lithuanians would disarm the brigade, to approach the Lithuanian command directly. He chose the latter. Leaving Lieutenant Colonel [Izydor] Modelski as his deputy, he went himself to Maišiagala and Vievis to confer with representatives of the Lithuanian authorities.278

			Finally, on 15 July, a capitulation agreement was signed in Vievis, and Lieutenant Colonel Modelski was ordered to carry it out. Under the agreement, the soldiers were to lay down their arms and march to the Lithuanian [POW] camps.

			The main column led by Colonel Modelski, marching toward the Lithuanian POW camps, was attacked by the Bolsheviks near the small town of Geisiškės (5 kilometres southwest of Kernavė, near the River Neris). The Lithuanian escort fled, and the brigade’s units, still possessing their weapons and artillery, engaged the Bolsheviks and repelled their attacks.

			According to the brigade’s information report, the brigade’s situation had fundamentally changed: its agreements with the Lithuanians were no longer considered legally valid. Lieutenant Colonel Modelski was allegedly

			‘free to choose: either to cross the Neris and, still armed, attempt to link up with our army, or, despite the Bolshevik incursion into neutral territory, to abide by the agreement signed by Colonel Pasławski. He chose the latter, believing that once an agreement has been signed, it must be carried out regardless of circumstances.’

			Thus, still fully armed, Colonel Modelski’s units spent two days marching through Lithuania, searching in vain for Lithuanian units to which they could surrender and lay down their weapons. Finally, at 16:00 on 18 July, they encountered the I Battalion of the Lithuanian 2nd Infantry Regiment (in fact the III Battalion, A.R.) in the vicinity of Žiežmariai, where they surrendered their arms. The brigade’s units were taken to nearby Kaišiadorys; afterwards, the officers were transported to the officers’ camp at Panemunė near Kaunas, while the soldiers were sent to Kazlų Rūda and Vilkaviškis, where there were about 2,000 men in total.279

			The accounts given by Colonel Petruitis and Captain Jędrzejewicz regarding the disarmament of the brigade broadly agree. Petruitis begins by describing the unsuccessful search for the “missing” brigade. As for the brigade’s earlier movements, he mentions only that it “broke through the Bolsheviks in the Vievis area and marched through Kaišiadorys and Kruonis toward Kaunas” (the breakthrough most likely occurred near Geisiškės, somewhat farther from Vievis, A.R.). According to Petruitis, the brigade was disarmed on 18 July, taken to Kaišiadorys, then to Kaunas, and from Kaunas to Vilkaviškis. The essential difference between these two accounts lies in their interpretation of the brigade’s surrender. According to Capt. Jędrzejewi’s account, the brigade itself sought an opportunity to surrender and laid down its arms in good faith, whereas according to Col. Petruitis, the Brigade was forced to surrender by cunning.

			At that time the headquarters of the 2nd Infantry Division and the 2nd Infantry Regiment, held in army reserve were stationed in Kaišiadorys. As other parts of our army advanced towards Vilnius, the Polish brigade was deep in the rear of our army.

			The command of division and regiment knew that the Polish brigade was in the rear of our army, and the 2nd Infantry Regiment’s reconnaissance team was ordered to follow the brigade’s movements. The scouts searched for the brigade to the east of Kaišiadorys and Žiežmariai, while the brigade passed Kaišiadorys from the west. The brigade was only spotted when it crossed the Kaišiadorys–Kaunas railway and turned south towards Kruonis. Early in the morning of 18 July, the commander of the III Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, Captain Petruitis received an order to catch up with the brigade disarm it and deliver it to Kaišiadorys.280

			On receiving the order, the battalion commander immediately summoned the ‘fiery’ Captain [Eduardas] Noreika and instructed him to seize all the carts in the village of Gudiena, where the battalion was stationed, empty the entire battalion supply train, load it with the battalion’s lightly armed soldiers, take all the machine guns, and pursue the Polish brigade. Driving off ‘like firemen rushing to a blaze,’ they also picked up the training company in Žiežmariai and halted at the village of Vekonys (3 kilometres from Kruonis), where they found the brigade resting in a large meadow among the hills.

			Petruitis then recounts in full detail how his battalion occupied the surrounding hills and removed the Polish guards, and how, pointing to the Lithuanian machine guns emplaced on the hilltops, he ‘convinced’ the brigade commander, a Polish colonel, to surrender to the Lithuanians.

			The brigade was brought to Kaišiadorys at around 2:00. On that day, 19 July, two trains came from Kaunas, which took the brigade to Kaunas and from Kaunas to Vilkaviškis.

			When writing the book, Petruitis could no longer remember how many officers and soldiers were interned. There were eight guns, 300 horses, a large number of machine-guns, especially light machine-guns, as well as weapons, cartridges, shells, and other property.

			A few days after this event, French officers came to Kaišiadorys, accompanied by Major [Antanas] Merkys, to interrogate the battalion commander on how the Polish brigade had been disarmed.

			Let us try to clarify some of the more important contradictions between the two versions of the disarmament of the brigade. First of all, it should be noted that both memoirs of the former commander of the III Battalion of 2nd Infantry Regiment, Captain Petruitis, and the report of the Polish brigade command had primarily the same purpose – to portray the process of disarming the brigade in a light favourable to themselves.

			Viewed critically, Lieutenant Colonel Modelski’s report – claiming that the main column of the brigade under his command was attacked by the Bolsheviks near Geisiškės – is not convincing. At that time, Geisiškės was already in the rear of the Lithuanian army, and the Bolsheviks had no reason to move northward into the interior of Lithuania, let alone to attack an entire brigade. It is even possible to assume that, realising they were being escorted only by a very small Lithuanian guard, the Poles decided to break free from this ‘protection’ and attempt, relying on their own strength, to break through toward their own forces. This is also suggested by the fact that the main part of the brigade, after crossing the Kaišiadorys–Kaunas railway line, turned south toward the Polish front and avoided passing through larger towns such as Kaišiadorys, bypassing them so as not to encounter stronger Lithuanian forces. Thus, the column was not ‘searching’ for Lithuanian units in order to surrender to them; rather, it was avoiding contact in order to prevent clashes. For this reason, Petruitis’s version – that his battalion compelled the brigade to surrender – appears more credible.281

			The contradictory information regarding the composition and strength of the brigade still needs to be clarified. Petruitis maintains that the brigade ‘stretched for three kilometres ... several thousand armed infantrymen, cavalrymen, and several artillery batteries.’ Elsewhere, he says that the formation may have contained between 3,000 and 3,500 men.282 According to a participant in the disarmament of the brigade, Colonel [Kazys] Ališauskas, ‘there was one infantry battalion and a battery of four guns in this brigade. It was commanded by a Polish colonel. There were about 60 officers and 800–900 soldiers in total. I don’t remember in which Polish magazine I found that the brigade had 2,000 soldiers. [Povilas] Žilys mentions 3,500 soldiers. This is incorrect.’283

			More precise data are to be expected from Polish literature. [Piotr] Łossowski writes that ‘the unit had over 3,500 soldiers and 16 artillery guns, but this estimate is likely to have been influenced by Petruitis’s work.284

			From the available Polish military literature, it is not possible to determine the number of IV Brigade battalions that were interned at Vekonys. On the basis of a large body of documentary material, Captain Jędrzejewicz writes: ‘On 5 July, the 2nd Lithuanian–Belarusian Division consisted of: ...IV Lithuanian–Belarusian Brigade (Colonel Stefan Pasławski), headquarters in Švenčionėliai, composed of the Białystok Riflemen Regiment (2 battalions), Lieutenant Colonel Izydor Modelski on the line of demarcation from the Neris River to Tauragnai. The Slutsk Riflemen Regiment (2 battalions), under the command of Lieutenant Colonel Karol Hausser on the demarcation line as far as Daugavpils. Command post in Širvintos.’285

			A literal reading of this text suggests that the two regiments of the IV Brigade then had only two battalions each, but elsewhere286 the III Battalion of the Białystok Regiment is also mentioned. It follows that IV Brigade had more than four battalions at that time, but these other battalions were apparently in reserve and therefore not counted. Moreover, from 8 July onwards, some units of that brigade were cut off by the Bolsheviks, lost contact with the brigade commander, and were later reunited.

			The brigade could not possibly have had four batteries of artillery, because along the whole administrative line there were four batteries, taken from various regiments.287 Thus, as Colonel Ališauskas claims, only two or one battery was probably taken by the Lithuanians along with the brigade.

			The number of interned soldiers given by Ališauskas (800–900) is open to doubt. Colonel Modelski’s figure of about 2,000 internees appears closer to reality. If we accept Ališauskas’s claim that there were about 900 soldiers and around 60 officers, this would mean roughly 15 soldiers for every officer. Such a ratio would imply an unusually high number of officers in proportion to the rank-and-file, especially in wartime, when companies were large and it was difficult to train or acquire enough officers quickly.

			Not all of the IV Brigade was interned at the village of Vekonys. As Jędrzejewicz writes:

			‘A different fate befell the officers and soldiers of II Battalion of the Białystok Regiment. Disarmed in Maišiagala and separated from the other battalions, on 15 July they were directed, escorted by Lithuanian cavalry, through Airėnai (two villages bearing this name lie south of Geisiškės, A.R.) toward Vievis. There they were attacked by three squadrons of Bolshevik troops. The Lithuanian escort fled, and the battalion, already disarmed, scattered. However, the Bolsheviks rounded them up (15 officers and 860 soldiers in total) and marched them to Vilnius. I encountered these soldiers in Lukiškės prison and later, on 22 July, when the Bolsheviks handed over all their prisoners to the Lithuanians, we marched together from Vilnius to Lentvaris. According to the previously mentioned report of the IV Brigade, the Lithuanians brought to Kaunas only 5 officers and 640 soldiers; the rest probably escaped, and a few officers disappeared.’288

			Chief of the Polish 1st Army Section II, Captain Jędrzejewicz was sent by plane from Lida to Vilnius on 14 July, at about 17:00, carrying a written order from the army command instructing General Boruszczak to hand Vilnius over to the Lithuanians. Unaware that Vilnius had already been taken by the Bolsheviks, Jędrzejewicz landed on an empty airfield and, together with the pilot, was suddenly attacked and captured by Cossacks who had been hiding in a hangar. Taken to Lukiškės prison, he learned from fellow prisoners about the fate of the battalion in question.289

			This account of the disarming of the III Battalion of the Białystok Regiment of the IV Brigade helps clarify the loose and seemingly contradictory references in our military literature that the same brigade was disarmed both in Maišiagala and in the Kaišiadorys or Kruonis area. Even so, it remains somewhat puzzling that the subsequent fate of this disarmed battalion is nowhere mentioned in our military literature.

			As the Poles retreated from the Bolsheviks, the Lithuanians also interned, or rather captured, other small Polish units. After the Suwałki agreement, there was plenty of prisoners of war to exchange. 

			The Ratification of the Treaty of Moscow

			After the Treaties of Spa and Moscow, following the Polish withdrawal from Vilnius and further Bolshevik advances on the Polish front, Soviet Russia replaced Poland as Lithuania’s southeastern neighbour. From this point on, the fate of both the territories occupied by Lithuania’s neighbours and the very independence of the Lithuanian state no longer depended on the further development of Lithuanian–Polish diplomatic and military relations, but on whether Soviet Russia would honour the treaty signed in Moscow.

			The most significant events of August relating to this treaty were the ratification of the Treaty of Moscow, the agreement on the transfer of the occupied territory to Lithuania, Soviet Russia’s attempt to undermine and internally destroy independent Lithuania with the aim of occupying it, and the return of Vilnius.

			The Treaty of Moscow of 12 July was ratified at the 36th sitting of the First Constituent Assembly’s first session on 6 August. 290 Representatives of the Christian Democrats and of the Valstiečiai Liaudininkai291 supported ratification of the treaty, while the Social Democratic faction was divided, with some in favour and others opposed. The speakers of the parliamentary factions spoke critically about the unsatisfactory situation in the Lithuanian lands still under occupation. The Christian Democrat representative, Mr. Voldemaras Čarneckis, for example, stated:

			‘We are only a few weeks past the signing of the treaty, and a number of deeply offensive incidents have already taken place in Vilnius and other places in Lithuania captured by the Russian army. Our civil magistrates are not being allowed to perform their duties, instead various revolutionary committees are being created, violent slanderous agitation is being introduced against the Constituent Seimas, the government, and our army; Lithuanian newspapers in Vilnius are being closed, our citizens are being arrested, and people’s possessions are being looted...’ 

			Social Democrat [Steponas] Kairys also admitted that ‘the Russian army and the civil authorities created by the Russians are behaving in the territory recognised as Lithuania as if it were enemy territory: they are destroying the municipal institutions that existed, making requisitions, taking away the people’s property, and not at all recognising the independence proclaimed in the peace treaty...’

			Those in favour of ratifying the treaty generally gave two main reasons: first that the treaty is an act of recognition of Lithuania’s independence and second, that it provides a legal basis for its relations with Soviet Russia, giving the government the right to demand that the treaty be implemented.

			Politicians who spoke at the Seimas were more or less sceptical about Russian adherence to the treaty. Foreign Minister [Juozas] Purickis, for example, stressed that ‘the imperialist spirit that existed during the Tsar’s time could not have been extinguished so quickly. We still have to fight against it today, because it manifests itself even in governments of a different stripe, i.e. the Bolshevik ones’. Only ‘the international situation forces the Russians to abide by the treaty’. In his speech, Social Democrat [Jeronimas] Plečkaitis showed the most confidence in Russian policy.

			While conceding that Lithuania could indeed be seized by the Russians, although after the conclusion of the treaty it would no longer be as easy for them to occupy it, the representative went on to say: ‘Since our independence is not threatened by Soviet Russia, either now or in the future, we therefore propose that the peace treaty be ratified at once.’

			Subsequent events, however, showed that Soviet Russia already posed a very serious danger, particularly if it had succeeded in completely crushing Poland. The treaty was adopted unanimously, with three abstentions.

			The Soviet Russia–Lithuania Convention on the Withdrawal of Red Army Units from the Territory of Lithuania

			For several weeks, the military and political leadership of Lithuania negotiated with the command of the Red Army to accelerate the evacuation of that army from the territories recognised as Lithuanian by the Treaty of Moscow. The Bolshevik army, citing military considerations, was in no hurry to withdraw from the Lithuanian areas it occupied—especially since this attitude suited the wishes of the Revolutionary War Committee and both local and non-local communists, who sought to prolong their activities against the Lithuanians and to transport seized property to Russia or to plunder it on the spot.292

			Finally, on 6 August, the same day that the treaty with Russia of 12 July was ratified in Kaunas, the following convention between Lithuania and Russia was concluded:293

			6 August 1920

			Convention between the Russian Military Command and the Lithuanian Command, concluded on 6 August 1920 by the Commissioner of Kaunas on behalf of Russia by member of the RMC (Revolutionary Military Council, A.R.) [Ivan] Mezhlauk, and on behalf of Lithuania, by the Minister of National Defence, [Konstantinas] Žukas, concerning the evacuation of the territory of Lithuania occupied by the Russian army in accordance with the agreement of 12 July 1920.

			
					The evacuation of the territory occupied by Russian troops shall begin immediately upon the signing of this Convention and shall proceed in the following manner.

					For the purposes of evacuation, the entire area shall be divided into three zones:
a) Northern, including the town of Švenčionys;
b) Central, including the city of Vilnius;
c) Southern, including the cities of Lida and Grodno.

			

			The Northern zone includes the following stations: Pastoviai, Švenčionėliai, Pabradė.

			The Central zone includes the stations: Vilnius–Varėna, Vilnius–Inturkė, and Vil­nius–Jašiūnai.

			The Southern zone comprises all remaining territory.

			Note: The exact boundaries shall be determined no later than three days after the signing of the Convention.

			
					In the northern and central zones, evacuation shall begin immediately upon the signing of the Convention and shall be completed in the northern zone within three days, and in the central zone no later than 1 September of this year. The beginning and completion of evacuation in the southern zone shall be determined by a separate agreement between the Russian and Lithuanian military commands.

					Immediately after the signing of the Convention, a Joint Commission shall be established to receive and transfer the territory being evacuated.

					part from military establishments, only property belonging to the Russian state shall be evacuated. Any misunderstandings arising in connection with evacuation under this article shall be resolved by Joint Commissions.

					To accelerate the evacuation, the Lithuanian Government shall provide one locomotive and 60 freight wagons in exchange for the narrow-gauge railway assets to be received in the northern zone.

					Regardless of the date of ratification of the peace treaty between Lithuania and Russia, the Russian military command undertakes to apply it in the territory temporarily occupied.

			

			Member of Revkartararm-4294 [Ivan] Mezhlauk

			Minister of National Defence Lieutenant Colonel [Konstantinas] Žukas’

			The Lithuanian–Russian Evacuation Commission was set up immediately and operated in Vilnius from 8 to 27 August.295 Russia was represented on the Commission by [Moisei] Rafes, [Pranas] Mickevičius-Paprūsis, and Lagofet (the latter often substituted by others), while Lithuania was represented by the commandant, Captain Kurkauskas (occasionally replaced by his deputy, Petronaitis), Ignas Jonynas and Zigmas Žemaitis. In addition, serving in a legal capacity was [Tadeusz] Wróblewski, whose expertise in the affairs of the city and its inhabitants proved especially valuable. During the negotiations, the Lithuanian side had to resist persistent attempts by the communists, and in particular their leader Rafes, who regarded almost all property in Vilnius as war booty, to remove or appropriate assets from the city. 296

			Soviet Russia’s Ambition to Destroy and Occupy Lithuania from Within

			Soviet Russia pursued a duplicitous policy towards Lithuania in the summer of 1920. On the same day, 12 July, when Soviet Russia recognised Lithuania’s complete independence by the Treaty of Moscow and undertook, in Article IV of that treaty, ‘not to allow the formation and existence of governments, organisations or groups which set themselves the goal of fighting by force of arms against the other party to the agreements’,297 the Lithuanian Communist Party (subordinated to the Russian Communist Party, A.R.) raised the slogan of armed insurrection. In a proclamation issued on 12 July, the Party called on Lithuanian workers, the rural poor, and ordinary soldiers to rise up against the bourgeois government and to restore Soviet order in Lithuania’.298

			[Liudas] Truska299 further writes that, under Moscow’s direction, the Lithuanian Communist Party was preparing an uprising against the legitimate government of Lithuania, with which the Russian government had concluded an agreement:

			‘The Central Committee of the Lithuanian Communist Party, headed by [Vincas] Mickevičius-Kapsukas and [Zigmas] Aleksa-Angarietis moved to the liberated capital Vilnius and began direct preparations for an uprising. Party organisations established revolutionary committees and organised armed combat squads whose task was to liquidate the local organs of bourgeois power and the police. In August, the Party’s Central Committee issued instructions to the local organisations on revolutionary actions for organising the overthrow of the bourgeois government and the restoration of Soviet power.

			The same historian of Soviet Lithuania writes the following about the end of the preparations for the uprising:

			‘...The Soviet army did not capture Warsaw and was forced to withdraw. Faced with a very unfavourable international situation, and with the realisation that the Lithuanian working class was not yet sufficiently prepared for the struggle to overthrow the bourgeois government, the Central Committee of the Lithuanian Communist Party suspended preparations for the armed uprising at the end of August.’300

			However, it was not only the Lithuanian Communist Party that was preparing a communist coup in Lithuania at Moscow’s behest. Soviet Russia also dispatched militarily trained communist instructors to Lithuania to organise and lead the uprising. This is no longer a matter of conjecture, particularly since the Lithuanian Chekist [Stanislavas] Vaupšas, who later Russified his name to Vaupšasov, published memoirs describing his activities. The Chekist writes about the beginning of his activities in Lithuania as follows:

			‘The Party leadership attached great importance to the military preparation for the uprising, which was scheduled for August 1920. Communists with language skills and military training were sent to the territory of Lithuania to assist the local Party organisations. Among others, it was decided to include me. I was put in charge of an illegal group tasked with transporting weapons and ammunition from Vilnius to Kaunas for the Lithuanian rebel forces. The group consisted of trustworthy comrades, experienced partisans, and skilled underground workers: Jurgenson, a Latvian, Metlicki, a Pole and my comrade-in-arms Kolia Riabov. I was the only Lithuanian’.301

			These men, like other underground operatives who had arrived in Lithuania, were dispatched to various parts of Lithuania ‘to set up fighting groups, to train them in the use of arms, and to identify the targets to be attacked and captured during the days of the uprising.’ Vaupšasov was assigned to prepare and lead the uprising in the Šiauliai and Telšiai districts.

			‘Dozens and hundreds of underground workers were engaged in preparing the uprising ... We were given only ten days for the final, decisive preparations... The couriers arrived at the appointed time, but with bad news. The courier added bleakly: “The Central Committee has instructed me to announce that the uprising has been called off.”’302

			This author, like the historian mentioned above, describes the aborted rebellion in broadly similar terms, though with a slightly stronger emphasis on the role of the Red Army:

			‘...The Central Committee of the Communist Party of Lithuania and Belarus decided to cancel the uprising because the Red Army, on whose support the underground had relied, had retreated from Warsaw, fundamentally altering the situation. An armed popular action, however well prepared, had no chance of success under these conditions, because without the direct support of the Soviet army it was doomed in advance to enormous sacrifices and failure.’303

			That Soviet Russia, advancing with its army towards Warsaw, seriously intended to transform not only Poland but also Lithuania into a Soviet republic and annex it to Russia, is evident even from the fact that, after capturing Vilnius, it immediately sent there the Lithuanian Bolshevik leaders – Mickevičius-Kapsukas, Aleksa-Angarietis, [Rapolas] Rasikas and others. Both Lithuanian communists and the numerous agitators accompanying the Russian army vigorously conducted a broad Bolshevik propaganda campaign against Lithuania, not only among the civilians of Vilnius but also within the Lithuanian armed forces. However, neither the Bolshevik propaganda materials nor the speeches of agitators had any discernible effect on our soldiers. On the contrary, the Lithuanian soldiers could directly observe the contrast between the ‘paradise’ proclaimed by the Bolsheviks and the miserable Soviet reality, which only strengthened their resistance to communist influence.304 Yet, ultimately, Soviet Russia’s ambition to destroy the independent state of Lithuania was not deterred by the mass disapproval within Lithuania nor by the resistance of our army to Bolshevism, but by the devastating defeat inflicted on the Red Army near Warsaw.

			

			Polish Efforts to Involve Lithuania in the War with Russia

			The radical softening of the Polish Lithuanian policy, due to the successful offensive of the Bolshevik army, did not change in the following weeks. The Lithuanian reply of 24 July to the de facto recognition of Lithuania was welcomed by the political circles in Warsaw, although the note, apart from its polite expressions of goodwill, did not offer anything substantive to the Polish side. It did not even propose the establishment of diplomatic relations with Poland.

			In view of the increasingly precarious situation in Poland, France also sought to promote the formation of a common Polish–Lithuanian front against Soviet Russia. This was a particular concern of the head of the French military mission in Lithuania, Colonel [Constantin] Reboul, who regularly informed the Chief of the French Mission in Warsaw, General [Paul Prosper] Henrys, that, despite the Treaty of Moscow of 12 July, the anti-Soviet the mood in Lithuania was increasing.305

			The strengthening of anti-Soviet attitudes in Lithuanian society was also reflected in the Lithuanian sources accessible to the Poles. The operational order of the Lithuanian Army’s Vilnius Contingent of 21 July 1920 referred to uncertain relations with Soviet Russia and the possibility of war, calling for mobilisation, caution and enhanced reconnaissance.306 On 23 July, martial law was declared throughout Lithuania. The operational-political review of the Lithuanian General Staff for the period 29 July–19 August 1920 likewise claimed that Lithuania’s relations with Russia were not good, noting particular concerns regarding the activities of the Lithuanian communists in the Vilnius region.307

			The fact that the leading Lithuanian political and military circles understood the danger that Russia posed to Lithuania is also confirmed by direct Lithuanian sources not mediated through Polish accounts. In his speech to the Constituent Assembly on 23 July, the Minister of National Defence, Colonel Žukas, justified the introduction of martial law in Lithuania, citing, to be sure, many different reasons.

			‘On 14 and 15 July, and afterwards,” said Colonel Žukas, “after the Bolsheviks broke through the front, many Poles fled into Lithuania. About 3,000 have already been interned, but many more are hiding in the forests. So too are the Bolsheviks. The latter have appeared even in Marijampolė, and many of them are hiding in the forests and plundering... From Kaunas and elsewhere in recent days, large quantities of goods have begun to flow to Vilnius and other places seized by the Bolsheviks. In Kaunas, there is almost no bread left, and butter, meat, sugar, everything, is going to Vilnius and other towns, and we cannot stop it, because we have free trade...”308

			Nevertheless, the first and therefore the most important reason for imposing martial law, the Minister of National Defence identified as the need to prevent Bolshevik agitation:

			‘The political and military situation in Lithuania is going through a difficult period. Many agitators have come and are coming from Vilnius; they carry lots of literature and money, and it is difficult to track them because they arrive together with refugees.’309

			French advice to negotiate with Lithuania was welcomed by the Polish General Staff, which was keen to gain allies in the war against the Bolsheviks at any cost. The Section II of the General Staff proposed sending to Kaunas a special mission headed by General [Eugeniusz] de Henning-Michaelis, accompanied by Lieutenant [Wiktor] Dunin-Wąsowic, a former liaison officer to the Lithuanian army command. On 30 July, the Polish High Command approached General Henrys, asking whether he could obtain assurances from the Lithuanian government that it would agree to negotiate with the Polish delegation and grant it full extraterritorial rights.310

			In preparation for sending a delegation to Lithuania, the Poles also made attempts to influence the Lithuanians at the regular Baltic states Conference in Riga. There, on 12 August, the political committee of the conference decided by one voice to appeal to the representatives of the Lithuanians and the Poles to propose to their respective governments that they enter into negotiations on all the disputed questions. The Conference discussed the same question again on 23 August, when the situation on the Bolshevik–Polish front completely changed. At the Conference, the Polish representative stated that Poland wished to establish friendly relations with Lithuania, but only on the condition that Lithuania would not conclude any treaty directed against Poland. He also announced that a Polish mission would be sent to Kaunas and declared that Poland would seek to resolve the conflict with Lithuania by peaceful means. The Lithuanian representative, [Jurgis] Šaulys (the Polish representative being [Witold] Kamieniecki), replied that Lithuania was willing to enter into a military defence alliance with the Baltic states, but with Poland only after the latter had signed a treaty with Soviet Russia. In this way, Poland’s attempt to draw Lithuania into the war with Russia was avoided by the Lithuanian representative.

			Although the Poles had sent a delegation to Kaunas in the second half of August, at that time they considered negotiations with the Lithuanians to be less important as they were doing well at the front. That is why the head of the Delegation was no longer General Michaels, but Colonel [Mieczysław] Mackiewicz. He was given an assistant, Lieutenant [Adam] Romer. Before leaving for Kaunas, Mackiewicz on 20 August went to Piłsudski and received from him the necessary orders.311

			On 26 August, the Polish delegation arrived in Kaunas and demanded the release of Pasławski’s Brigade, which had been interned. The Poles also demanded that diplomatic relations be established between the two countries, but the Lithuanians said they would only agree if the Poles recognised Vilnius as Lithuania. The Poles refused to meet that condition and in turn offered to conclude with the Lithuanians a military convention.312

			This convention provided for two possibilities – one if the Lithuanians retained the territory allocated to them by the Treaty of 12 July. Then they would have to put three divisions against the Bolshevik army to support the Polish left flank on the Grodno–Ashmyany–Lake Narach line. Under the second option, the Poles would take the Grodno–Vilnius railway line. Then the Lithuanians would have to defend only north of Pabradė.

			The chairman of the Polish delegation, Colonel Mackiewicz during the first meeting with the Lithuanian army leadership – Minister of National Defence Colonel Žukas, Chief of the General Staff Colonel [Konstantas] Kleščinskis and the Commander of the Army, Colonel Ladiga proposed concluding a military convention, at least for defence, to protect the left flank of the Polish army and to use the territory of Lithuania during the offensive. On 29 August Colonel Žukas gave the final answer to the Poles. The passage of Polish troops through Lithuanian territory was out of the question. Returning the Polish brigade to the Poles would contradict the 12 July agreement with Moscow.

			In negotiating with the Lithuanians, Colonel Mackiewicz was wrong in thinking that the Lithuanians, influenced by the Polish successes on the front and by the ongoing misunderstandings with Soviet Russia, would be more lenient. The Lithuanians had by that time regained their old capital, and their main concern was to keep it.

			Lithuanian Neutrality

			Both the Poles and the Bolsheviks, while fighting each other, sought to draw Lithuania into the war on their own side. Lithuanian politicians understood that Lithuania would gain nothing by fighting alongside the Poles, since the Poles did not even wish to discuss recognising Vilnius as the capital of Lithuania. The greater temptation was to become an ally of the Russians, but if Russia were to lose the war, Lithuania risked losing its independence. Lithuanian political leaders therefore decided to remain neutral.

			The Lithuanian army faced a difficult task: on the one hand, it wished to take over, as quickly as possible, the territory of occupied Lithuania, together with its capital, Vilnius, as it was being abandoned by the Poles; on the other hand, it sought to avoid clashes with either of the warring sides. Despite the efforts made to maintain neutrality, Lithuania nevertheless faced many accusations of violating it, especially from the Polish side. Józef Piłsudski, the Polish Head of State himself, commented on Lithuania’s alleged failure to maintain neutrality as follows:

			‘...after the battle for Vilnius on 14 July 1920, Lithuania departed from its previous neutrality and sided with the Soviets. On the scales of subsequent military events, even until the end of the military clash, this fact was an additional weight, at times a heavy one, pressing our Polish plate down on the scales of history.’313

			A whole series of real or alleged instances of breaking neutrality on the Lithuanian side were given by Colonel Smoleński in his monograph.314 These claims were also made in Polish historical literature later, including after the Second World War. The Polish politician [Tadeusz] Katelbach, for example, claims: ‘...The consequence of this treaty (Moscow, A.R.) was the joint action of the Soviet and Lithuanian armies against the Polish army’.315

			Lithuanian authors, on the contrary, claim that Lithuania maintained strict neutrality during the Polish–Russian War. A typical example of the neutral attitude of the Lithuanians can be seen in an episode involving the Minister of National Defence, Colonel Žukas, who had an extremely acrimonious clash with a senior Bolshevik official, Mezhlauk, over the permission of the Bolsheviks to move against the Poles through the territory of independent Lithuania.

			The Polish foreign policy, especially that of Piłsudski, Poland’s head of state, was based on the method of fait accompli. They did not respect the demarcation lines laid down by the Entente and kept pushing further into Lithuania wherever they could. Later, on 22 September, the Poles openly attacked the Lithuanians, inflicting significant losses, and then broke the treaty signed at Suwałki on 7 October. From this alone one can understand why the Poles tried so hard to convince the world, and especially the Entente, that the reproaches they faced were not alien to their adversary, Lithuania. We have already seen that even the ambush of the Lithuanians at Kazimieriškės was interpreted by the military leadership as a reproach against the Lithuanians for having violated neutrality there.

			Some Polish writers cite Soviet memoirs to argue that the Lithuanians have been breaching neutrality. The historian Senn, who has thoroughly familiarised himself with the claims of the memoirs in question, has this to say about them:

			‘In his important study of Polish–Lithuanian relations, Juljan Makowski quoted several Soviet memoirs as offering proof of Lithuania’s violation of its neutrality. These quotations – from [Michail] Tukhachevsky, [Evgeni] Sergeev, Gaj-Khan, [Nikolai] Kakurin and [Vladimir] Melnikov – all, however, dealt with the events surrounding the evacuation of Vilnius... Makowski indicated no knowledge of the diplomatic negotiations concerning that evacuation, especially the fact that French and British officials were accompanying the Lithuanians, which should radically alter his blanket acceptance of the Soviet statements.’316

			The Poles had another opportunity to accuse Lithuania of breaching neutrality. A mass of Red Army troops, about ten divisions, were forced by the Poles to the border with East Prussia, crossed the border and were interned. Smoleński describes this accusation against Lithuania as follows:

			‘One of the further reproaches made against Lithuania in this respect (the violation of neutrality, A.R.) is the claim that it allowed masses of Soviet soldiers to pass through its territory. These soldiers came from units that had crossed into East Prussia while retreating from Warsaw. German Spartacist fighters crossed together with the Russians. There are no precise data on the number of Russians and Germans whom the Lithuanians let through, but the very fact of this passage raises no doubts...’317

			Smoleński, in a footnote, describes the content of the complaint of the Polish High Command to the Entente Commission.318

			First of all, a distinction has to be made between two types of Red Army fugitives from Polish–Russian war. Some of them, fleeing from Warsaw, tried to cross the Lithuanian border from the south, others from East Prussia. More specifically referring to the first type of fugitive, the then Minister of National Defence, Colonel Žukas writes as follows:

			‘When the Bolshevik army was hit at the Vistula River, it fled back en masse, overwhelmed by panic. The most convenient escape route and refuge for all its right flank was Lithuania: there was no danger of annihilation and they would be better fed than in their own army, let alone in Russia. So, the closest to Lithuania units took that direction.

			The commanders of our units asked for instructions and received the following: when Bolshevik units, groups, or individual soldiers approached our frontier, they should lay down their arms and then be given a direction along our front, towards Grodno. Disarming them was necessary because unarmed bandits were less dangerous than armed ones, even if they broke through into our country. And so it was carried out.

			

			Russian soldiers would run up asking, “A gdie tut plien?” (“Where is the captivity?”). Many of them were interned, yet there remained enormous masses who also wished to surrender. We managed to fend them off without allowing them into Lithuania at all. Had stricter measures not been taken, a crowd of at least one hundred thousand would have ended up with us.

			Thank you for such a “pleasure”! Where and how were we supposed to place them – filthy, lice-infested, debauched – and how were we to deal with them? The most important question was what to feed them with, when we ourselves had so little food.

			Despite all our self-defence measures, several thousand Bolshevik soldiers still managed to slip through, and they caused us a great deal of trouble and concern. Later on, they were not particularly eager to return to their “homeland”.’319

			Concerning the escape of fugitives from East Prussia into Lithuania, this account was given by Colonel Ališauskas, who at the end of August had been transferred with the 2nd Infantry Regiment to the Sejny area:

			‘...The Russian soldiers interned in East Prussia were poorly guarded, and they fled in small groups of five to seven men, most of them Communists. They would seize the carts of East Prussian farmers and force them to drive eastwards. Some carried light weapons – pistols. Lithuania’s border with East Prussia was only lightly guarded, and no unexpected developments were anticipated, so the fugitives crossed it without difficulty. Along the way they were caught by the police and the army and sent to Kaunas, where a camp for Russian soldiers was located. Among them there were occasionally a few Lithuanians or Latvians; these were released to their homes.

			This movement of Russian troops through Lithuania was not large in scale. It began at the end of August and ended in early September. In East Prussia, security around the interned Russian soldiers was tightened, while the Lithuanians reinforced their border and intensified their efforts to apprehend escapees. There is no exact information on how many were detained, but the number did not exceed two hundred.

			The Polish government lodged a complaint with the Western Allies and, it seems, also with the League of Nations about these fugitives. It was not difficult for the Lithuanian Government to refute this reproach, for fugitives to neutral countries are an ordinary occurrence. By the time this complaint was being discussed, the escapes had already ceased. The Poles calmed down and did not raise the matter again.’320

			

			The concluding remark of the historian Senn on the issue of Lithuania’s neutrality is worth noting:

			‘Thus there was no Bolshevik–Lithuanian alliance, but the Lithuanians cannot claim to have been “strictly neutral”. Lithuanian forces crossed the 8 December line in the Suwałki area late in July, after Polish forces had evacuated that region. Although after the fighting along the railroad to the west of [Vilnius], although there were no clashes of note between Polish and Lithuanian forces, the Lithuanians should not have been surprised when at the end of August, Warsaw refused to recognise Kaunas’s neutrality.’321

			In fact, Lithuanians were more courageous in moving eastwards than to the south in Suvalkija, because the area of Polish-occupied Lithuania east of the Nemunas was allocated to Lithuania both by the Treaty of Moscow and by the Curzon Line established by the Entente, while southern Suvalkija was only recognised as Lithuanian by the Treaty of Moscow.

			The Recovery of Occupied Territories, Late July and August

			On 17 July, the Russian army began to advance westwards from the Augustów Canal. Fearing to be encircled and cut off, the Polish army began to retreat from the southern part of Suvalkija. Thus, as the Russians pushed the Poles further and further away, our front with the Poles. Which lay only between Vištytis and the Nemunas at the Augustów Canal began to shorten still further. Major [Jonas] Motiejūnas-Valevičius’ Marijampolė Group was concentrated to move into the places abandoned by the Poles.

			On 17 July, near Merkinė, our troops disarmed two Polish companies.322 On the same day, our troops captured the towns of Druskininkai and Ratnyčia.323

			In the occupied part of Lithuania, the Bolsheviks were looting and sometimes even crossing into the territory controlled by our troops for that purpose. To eliminate these and other misunderstandings with the Bolsheviks and to negotiate the transfer of the occupied areas of Lithuania to Lithuanian control, on 19 July the Lithuanians set up a commission consisting of Lieutenant General [Maksimas] Katche, Major [Jurgis] Byla, Captain [Antanas] Zubrys and Captain [Petras] Ru­seckas. This commission established the line of demarcation between our army and the Russian army.324

			On 19 July, the Russians captured Grodno and moved towards Białystok. Also on 19 July, the Marijampolė Group was ordered to occupy the line: the German border at Lake Wiżajny–the road–Wiżajny–Szypliszki–Lazdijai–Sejwy Lake– Ro­ma­nowce–Morgi–Kukle–Zelwa–Budvieċ–Marycha River–Augustów Canal–Ne­munas. Units of the group began to move forward in full front, and by evening they had already taken Vištytis, Wiżajny, Liubavas, Puńsk, Sejny and Giby. At Sejny, they had to clash with Polish partisans. The Polish partisans, not expecting any help from the fleeing Polish army, did not put up much resistance to our troops.325

			To avoid arousing suspicion that our army was fighting together with the Bolsheviks, the Marijampolė Group was ordered to avoid skirmishes with the Poles and to refrain from moving forward. On 25 July, the 2nd Squadron was attached to Marijampolė Group.326

			On 29 July, the Marijampolė Group was ordered to advance to the Augustów Canal line. At around 14:00, the 2nd Squadron occupied Suwałki, which had been abandoned by the Poles. The inhabitants greeted our troops with joy, as the town had been left without any authority and had fallen into disorder.327

			On 1 August a military Kommandantur was established in Suwałki. On the same day, the 1st Reserve Battalion was reorganised into a regiment and named the 10th Infantry Regiment.328

			On the 1 August our infantry captured the line Raczki–Płociczno–Wigry Lake–Czarna Hańcza River, to Wysoki Most–Giby–Budvieċ.329

			On 3 August, parts of the Marijampolė Group reached Augustów Canal and the German border. Thus, it lost contact with the Poles. On 8 August, after learning that there was no Bolshevik army in Augustów and that only the local ‘revkom’330 was active, a detachment of the group occupied the town. On 16 August the Poles launched counteroffensive and forced the Bolsheviks to retreat from Poland. Thereafter our government began to demand that the Bolsheviks abandon our territory in Suvalkija and allow us to defend it ourselves against the Poles.

			On 17 August, the Marijampolė Group was ordered to reach the state border in Suvalkija. On 20 August, units of the group reached Grabowo–Augustów–Krasnybór–Lipsk– Grodno line. The Bolsheviks were in Grodno.

			On 25 August, the Polish army, driving the Bolsheviks away, approached about 30 kilometres to the line occupied by our army.331 In the second half of July, our army took a number of locations in the northeastern Lithuania: on 21 May Braslau and Opsa, on 22 May – Lyntupy, Kliushchany, Svirany, on 23 – Tverečius, on 28 – Kazyany.332

			On the basis of Lithuanian–Soviet Russia Convention of 6 August, on 8 August, our army occupied Švenčionys, Švenčionėliai and Adutiškis.333

			On 25 August, the Lithuanian army seized the Varėna–Marcinkonys–Valkininkai railway line, Senieji Trakai, and Lentvaris, and advanced to the very outskirts of Vilnius.334

			Affected by defeats at the front, the Bolsheviks became more conciliatory, while the Lithuanians grew bolder in demanding that the Red Army withdraw more rapidly from the territory recognised as Lithuanian. Under the convention, the Bolsheviks’ deadline to leave Vilnius was 1 September, but the Lithuanian government demanded that their army and its institutions withdraw earlier. A three-day deadline was given for their evacuation from the city.335

			The 4th, 7th and 8th Infantry Regiments, the 1st and 6th Batteries, the armoured cars ‘Aras’ and ‘Šarūnas’ were ordered to take Vilnius.336

			When ordered to move to Vilnius, the 4th Infantry Regiment, accompanied by armoured car, on 26 August went from Vievis through Rykantai to Vilnius. The 7th Infantry Regiment arrived in Vilnius from Pabradė. on 24 August, then moved to Lentvaris and reached Vilnius on 26 August.

			1st battery left Arnionys Manor (north of Pabradė) on 25 August moving towards Vilnius together with the 7th Infantry Regiment and by 17:00 on 26 August was already at Gediminas Castle. On the same day, the 6th Battery also arrived in Vilnius.

			On 25 August, the armoured cars ‘Aras’ and ‘Šarūnas’ left Vievis for Lentvaris by rail, disembarked and, together with other units, headed towards Vilnius by road. They arrived in Vilnius on 26 August at around 17:00. The armoured car ‘Perkūnas’ had been at the disposal of the Commandant of Vilnius since the beginning of August.

			On the afternoon of 26 August, the military units listed here (with the exception of the 8th Infantry Regiment, which arrived by train) marched through Naujoji Vilnia and Antakalnis into the centre of Vilnius. Although the day was rainy, the inhabitants greeted our marching, with an orchestra, troops with great enthusiasm, even greater than the joy shown on 15 July when our first units arrived. The 43 days of Bolshevik rule in Vilnius had thoroughly exhausted the local population. At 18:15 our tricolour337 was once again raised on the tower of Gediminas Castle, accompanied by a 21-gun salute from the 1st Battery. Lieutenant Colonel Adomkavičius, commander of the 7th Infantry Regiment, was appointed commander of the Vilnius garrison.

			On that same day, 26 August, the Lithuanian army (under Commandant [Henrikas] Kozmianas) seized 62 prisoners, mostly Poles, from the Red Army, who had been transporting them out of Vilnius. The following day our commandant released 43 prisoners from the city prison; on his instructions, they were taken over from the Bolsheviks by Tadeusz Wróblewski.

			Vilnius has always been a city of many nationalities. In 1920, Jews and Poles, as well as Polonised Lithuanians, made up a very significant part of the population. The Lithuanian government, in order to retain its old capital for Lithuania, pursued a very tolerant policy towards them after taking Vilnius. In doing so, it gained a favourable opinion even among the partially Polish or Polish-speaking segments of the population.338

			Operation Grodno

			By the end of August, as the Poles were driving the Bolsheviks back and the front was approaching the borders of Lithuania, our military leadership became increasingly concerned not with the removal of the Russians from Lithuanian territory, but with the new tasks arising from the changed situation. It was necessary to prepare for these tasks and, above all, to reorganise the command structure of the army.

			The Minister of National Defence and the Acting Commander of the Armed Forces, Colonel Žukas proposed two candidates – Colonel [Kazys] Ladiga and Major [Ignas] Musteikis to lead the armed forces. Colonel Ladiga was chosen and appointed commander in chief and Colonel [Konstantas] Kleščinskis was appointed Chief of the General Staff, and Major [Aleksandras] Šumskis became Chief of the Operations or Combat Department. Of these officers, only the Russian Colonel Kleščinskis could be considered fully qualified for the post. He was a graduate of the military academy and had already served at least as divisional chief of staff during the First World War. Lieutenant Colonel Ladiga had been at the front during the First World War and had attained the rank of Captain, he had already distinguished himself in the Lithuanian army in the battles against the Bolsheviks and the Bermondtians, and could have been an exemplary battalion, and perhaps regimental commander. However, at that time we did not have experienced officers to command larger units, except for Gen. Žukauskas, who at that time could not be appointed commander of the army because of his unfortunate article in the Polish press on the Lithuanian–Polish union.339

			Colonel [Vincas] Grigaliūnas-Glovackis was appointed commander of the Marijampolė Group. His chief of staff was Major [Balys] Giedraitis, and First Lieutenant [Vladas] Žutautas – adjutant. The sector for the Marijampolė Group streched from the German border to Grodno and another 20 kilometres to the southeast, where the Lithuanian–Russian border, established by the Treaty of Moscow, began. Colonel Grigaliūnas Glovackis assumed command of Marijampolė Group on 25 August. Initially, his group consisted of the 10th and 2nd Infantry Regiments, one battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment, the 5th and 9th Batteries and the 2nd Squadron of the Hussars. Later, it was supplemented by the entire 2nd Division – the 5th and 8th Infantry Regiments. The headquarters of the Group were in Sejny.340 

			To the left of the Marijampolė Group, in a sector against the Bolsheviks east of the Vilnius–Grodno railway, stood General [Stasys] Nastopka’s 1st Division. To the left of the 1st Division, up to the Latvian border, the border was guarded by the 3rd Division under Major [Ignas] Musteikis.

			

			The Marijampolė Group was augmented with the intention of taking Grodno as soon as the Bolsheviks had vacated it. How the occupation of Grodno was planned is evident from this order of the commander of the Marijampolė Group:

			‘Operational, Covert

			Order for the Marijampolė Group 

			No. 13

			25 August 1920, Sejny

			The information about the enemy given in Order No 11 has not changed. Our Vilnius Group has reached the Landvarov [Lentvaris] – N.Vileika [Naujoji Vilnia] line. Today they will definitely take Vilnius and advance to our border with the Russians, which has been established by the peace treaty. The dividing line between us and the Vilnius Group runs as follows: Rotnica [Ratnyčia], Porietsche [Parečča], Jeziory [Ozery], Skidel [Skidzyel’], Rusinowice [Rusinovtsy], Kniazwice [Knyazhevodtsy], all points for us inclusive.

			Our group was ordered to reach and secure the Grabowo–Augustów–Lipsk–Grodno–Skidel [Skydzyel’] line, all these points inclusive.

			Our relations with the retreating Bolsheviks and the Poles are neutral, i.e., we must keep them off our territory. We must disarm all those crossing the line, avoiding an armed confrontation, but we must protect the sector in our charge, from which there can be no retreat.

			Until my arrival, I am dividing the sector of the 2nd Regiment from Grabowo via Augustów, Krasnybór, Lipsk inclusive, and from Grodno exclusively to Skydzyel’ inclusive to the 10th Regiment, and from Lipsk exclusive to Grodno inclusive, to the I Battalion of the 6th Regiment.

			The 2nd Squadron is to remain in Sejny and to be at my disposal for the fight against the local partisans.

			The 5th Battery is transferred to the commander of the 10th Regiment and ordered to move to the Giby area.

			All changes must be implemented by no later than 12:00 noon on the 26th of this month. All commanders are to contact me by phone. The front hospital is to be transferred to Sejny.

			Quartermasters are to set up forward food depots in Augustów and Sapotskin, central depots in Suwałki and Sejny, and the main base in Marijampolė. I instruct the Commandant of Marijampolė to deliver foodstuffs from the base to Suwałki, the Commandant of Suwałki from Suwałki to Augustów and Sejny, and the Commandant of Sejny from Sejny to Sapotskin. Upon the arrival of the Divisional quartermaster, all warehouses are to be organised and the contingent supplied with food, ensuring that all units hold provisions for six days. Units are to ensure that they carry provisions for a minimum of three days.

			Units are to ensure that they have the required amount of cartridges.

			The 2nd Regiment and the 9th Battery are designated as group reserve and tomorrow, i.e., 26 August, must be stationed in the Kapčiamiestis area with the regimental headquarters in Kapčiamiestis. On arrival, contact me immediately by telephone.

			The divisional headquarters, the liaison team, the commandant, the divisional hospital, to be stationed in Sejny. The Divisional Veterinary Hospital is to be stationed in Sejny until further instruction of the Commandant.

			My deputies are Major [Aleksandras] Jakaitis and Captain [Zenonas] Gerulaitis.

			Marijampolė Group Commander

			Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis.’341

			The forces available were far too small for such an ambitious operation. After all, a single 10th Regiment together with one battalion of the 6th Regiment could not possibly have held a sector 120 kilometres long. When forces are insufficient, limited troops must be concentrated even more tightly. Reconnaissance should have been organised in the sectors left unoccupied.

			The objective was to seize and hold the Grabowo–Augustów–Krasnybór–Lipsk–Grodno–Skydzyel’ line. From the assigned sector boundary between the 10th Regiment and the I Battalion of the 6th Regiment, as well as the location designated for the reserve, it is clear that the command was primarily concerned with capturing Grodno.

			It is unclear why the sector of the 6th Infantry Regiment was inserted into that of the 2nd Infantry Regiment. Dividing a single unit among several sectors complicates command.

			The general requirement imposed on the whole front – ‘necessary protection of the assigned sector, from which there can be no thought of withdrawal’ – was quite misguided. It had been taken over from Russian First World War tactics and was suited only to positional warfare, not to manoeuvre warfare, which at that time had to be conducted over large areas with small forces.342

			Lithuania’s declaration that it would maintain strict neutrality made the order to avoid clashes understandable. But it could also have placed our troops in a very difficult situation, because when “disarming defectors” it is not easy to avoid an armed confrontation.

			Assigned to the Marijampolė Group, the 2nd Infantry Regiment left Kaišiadorys for the Polish front on 24 August and on the 26 August, marched into Sejny. Only the III Battalion under Captain Petruitis was sent to Kaunas for garrison duty. Lieutenant [Juozas] Andriūnas’s 9th Company from Mažeikiai also arrived in Kaunas343. The 7th Company was assigned to Vilkaviškis to guard prisoners.

			On 26 August, Captain Petruitis was summoned to the General Staff by the Commander-in-Chief, Colonel Ladiga. There Colonel Ladiga ordered Captain Petruitis to proceed with the battalion from Kaunas via Vilnius to Grodno, warning him to be cautious, as the railway line between Vilnius and Grodno might be damaged.Upon arrival, Petruitis was to form the Grodno garrison and take up a position more than 30 kilometres long, from the Lososna River near the town of Kuźnica, then along the Indurka stream to the point where the Svislach flows into the Nemunas, and further along the right bank of the Nemunas to Rusinovtsy. This sector ran to the south and southeast of Grodno, exactly along the border between Lithuania and Russia as defined by the Treaty of Moscow.

			Captain Petruitis’s protests – that with a single battalion it was impossible both to form the Grodno garrison and at the same time to hold a front over 30 kilometres in length – were of no avail. He left headquarters feeling ‘as if being led to the gallows.’

			On the same day, Petruitis and his battalion were unable to depart, because the train was brought in only after nightfall, and by the time the loading and sorting were completed, it was already dawn. Nor could the battalion leave early on 27 August, as a special train to Vilnius, carrying high-ranking officers, several ministers, and journalists, had to depart before them. Near the Marcinkonys station the train had to stop, because during the night a Bolshevik train, having run short of rails, had gone off the tracks, and a second train, carrying commissars, had run into the first. The Bolsheviks scattered through the Marcinkonys forests wherever they could.

			Since they could no longer continue by rail, the battalion marched on foot to Parečča. After resting and having lunch there, the battalion was preparing to resume its march when the following order arrived from the Group Headquarters, delivered by a rider:

			‘Operational Secret

			To the Marijampolė Group

			Sejny	26-VIII-1920 20:00

			Map 1:100.000

			No. 14

			1. The latest reports indicate that the Polish regular army is approximately 25 kilometres southwest of Grodno, where fighting is taking place. Some of their cavalry have appeared near Raigardas. In Grodno and to its east, specifically in Adomaviče [Adomovichi], there still remain substantial Bolshevik forces – the 4th Army and demoralised elements of the 15th Army. In the forests of the Augustów region, scattered bands of demoralised troops of the 15th Army are roaming; local partisans are actively operating against them.

			A significant portion of the local population (Masurians) appears to be sympathetic to the Poles. As they approach, these people may rise against us if we deal with them carelessly or tactlessly.

			2. On our left, the Vilnius Group has taken Vilnius and is advancing to the second demarcation line established by the Treaty of 6 August.

			The sector boundary between us and the Vilnius Contingent runs: Rotnica [Rat­ny­­čia]–Porjetsche [Parečča]–Jeziory [Ozery]–Sidel [Skidzyel’]–Rusinowice [Ru­si­novtsy]–Kniazewce [Knyazhevodtsy].

			On our right lies the German border at Grabowo.

			The group assigned to me has been ordered to take the line: Grabowo–Augustów– Szta­bin–Krasnybór–Lipsk–Grodno–Skidzyel’.

			For the execution of this order, I assign:

			

			3. Major [Aleksandras] Jakaitis, two battalions of 10th Infantry Regiment, and the 5th Battery.

			Occupy the sector from Grabowo–Augustów–Sztabin and Lipsk inclusive. From Szta­bin and Lipsk attempt to reach our state frontier with Russia as established by the peace treaty, which runs: Stabin–Czasny Las–Gorodnienka [Horodnianka]–Liewski [Lew­ki]– Weselowo [Wesołowo]–Nerastna [Nierośno]–Szesztaki [Szostaki]–Sidra. Pay particular attention to Dombrowo [Dąbrowa] as a road junction.

			4. Captain [Kazys] Mackevičius. I Battalion of 6th Infantry Regiment.

			Occupy the sector from Lipsk exclusive to Grodno inclusive.

			Advance from Golynka [Halynka] towards Rygałówka–Jaczno–Sidra, and from Skryniki along the highway to Labna Manor, on through Trichi–Karolin to Kuźnica, reaching, as far as possible, the state border at Czuprynowo. Once the 10th Regiment company has taken over this sector from you, it is to be sent to Suwałki, ensuring that it arrives no later than 30 August of this year.

			5. Major [Jonas] Laurinaitis. I Battalion of 2nd Regiment. 

			On 27 August halt at Kapčiamiestis, and on 28 August at Sapotskin, sending a guard detachment to the bridge over the Nemunas at Gozha, maintaining contact with the I Battalion of the 6th Regiment. Follow in its rear and, at the first opportunity, seize Grodno and form its garrison.

			6. Captain [Jonas] Petruitis. I Battalion of 2nd Regiment. 

			After disembarking at Porjetcze [Parečča], advance between the Grodno–Vilnius railway and the line Porjetzce [Parečča]–Jeziory [Ozery]–Skidel [Skidzyel’]– Rusinowcy [Rusinovtsy]. After taking Jeziory [Ozery], attempt to reach the line Grod­no exclusive–Skidzyel’ inclusive, and from there post guards along our state border between Czuprynowo exclusive, Lushki, Indura, along the left bank of the Swislocz [Svislach] and the right bank of the Niemen as far as Rusinovtsy. 

			Do not move forward from the Grodno–Skidzyel’ line until Grodno has been occupied by our forces.

			6. Major [Kazys] Ramanauskas. 1st Battalion of 2nd Regiment, Scout team.

			To remain as the group reserve in the Sejny district no later than 27 August, 20:00.

			7. Lieutenant [Kazys] Labutis. 1st Squadron. 

			To remain in Frącki–Tatarczysko and undertake the pursuit and capture of Bolshevik detachments scattered in the forests between Augustów and Grodno...’344

			

			In this order, the operational objective is much more precise. It shows that it is important to capture Grodno as soon as possible and to reach the border with the Russians as laid down in the peace treaty. According to Petruitis, ‘although we then had enough armed forces to be able to say that we were neutral or that we were ready to fight, as can be seen from our operational orders, our own forces were so scattered, so dispersed, that they completely ceased to be of any military value...’

			After receiving this order, Petruitis was released from the task assigned to him in Kaunas. However, he was now tasked with taking a line of more than 30 kilometres with the same one, understrength battalion. While still in Parečča, it was learned that Bolshevik troops were still stationed in Osjerki345 and Grodno. Battalion commander Petruitis decided to stay in Parečča, as the order was not possible to fulfil.346

			The Polish military command was not accurately informed about the Lithuanian forces in southern Suvalkija and the Grodno area. According to the information of the Section II of the Polish Army, there were supposed to be three-four infantry regiments north of Grodno and in Suvalkija, most of them to the north and northwest of Grodno, and in Suvalkija there were only about 50 soldiers in Suwałki and 100 in Augustów.347 Polish intelligence was not far from reality, especially as both the 2nd and 8th Infantry Regiments began to advance to the front.

			In order to occupy southern Suvalkija, the Polish Command of the 2nd Army issued Operational Order No 45 on 27 August:348

			‘III. The aim of the command of the 2nd Army is to liberate Suvalkija from the Bolshevik attack and to prepare for further offensive action by pushing its left flank in a north-easterly direction with a view to the early seizure of the crossings of the Nemunas north of Grodno.

			IV. Execution:

			(b) 4th Cavalry Brigade will concentrate all its units (apart from the Divizion of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment mentioned in (a) above349) in the Białystok area on 27 August and on 28 August at dawn will begin to advance along the axis Białystok–Korycin– Augustów, with the task of occupying the area Augustów–Suwałki–Sejny and regrouping so as to be able to occupy the bridges over the Nemunas at Merkinė and Druskininkai in 24 hours, when ordered. In addition, it is necessary to reconnoitre towards Grodno and to clear the area of the remnants of the enemy army.

			During the action, the following will be transferred to the command of the 4th Cavalry Brigade: the 41st Infantry Suwałki Regiment and two batteries of the 9th Field Artillery Regiment, which will arrive in Białystok on 27 August. The 41st Infantry Regiment is to be diverted to Suwałki.

			c) The 1st Legions Division will, in accordance with verbal instructions, attack Augustów on 27 August with one infantry regiment, with the task of pursuing the retreating remnants of the Bolshevik forces and facilitating the withdrawal of the 4th Cavalry Brigade. The regiment remains under the command of the 1st Legions Division.

			V Communication:

			The 4th Cavalry Brigade maintains contact with the army command by radio and through the 1st Legions Division. (Osowiec–Białystok).’

			This order shows that the Polish forces assigned to occupy Suvalkija were not large either. The commander of the 2nd Army could not concentrate more troops there, as he had to employ all his infantry divisions against the Bolsheviks, who had received reinforcements and in some places were attempting to counterattack. At that time the Poles were convinced that the Lithuanians would withdraw peacefully from southern Suvalkija to the line fixed by the Entente on 8 December. In the event that the Lithuanians offered resistance, the army command, acting on the instructions of the Supreme Command, issued the following directive to supplement Order No. 45:350

			Annex to Operational Order No 45.

			VI. Relations with the Lithuanians

			The army command proceeds from the assumption that those territories which were under Polish control before the Bolshevik offensive continue to belong to Poland.

			If the Bolsheviks have transferred authority to the Lithuanians, they must be compelled, through negotiation. to withdraw, by issuing them a brief ultimatum and threatening disarmament.

			

			If necessary, with no other means remaining, those Lithuanian units that refuse to leave Polish-held areas voluntarily must be disarmed with full severity.

			Complaints and proposals from the Lithuanian government are to be referred to the army command through emissaries.

			Coalition officers operating on the Lithuanian side and seeking to mediate should be sent to the army command with the greatest courtesy, but firmly and insistently.

			Received solely for personal information:

			1st Legionary Division, Mountain Division, and the 4th Cavalry Brigade.

			Confirmed

			(-) [Tadeusz] Kutrzeba

			Gen staff LTC and Chief of Staff

			(-) [Edward] Śmigły-Rydz

			Lieutenant General and Army Commander’

			On 26 August, a Polish delegation had already arrived in Kaunas to negotiate with the Lithuanians, and on 27 August, the very day the command of the 2nd Army issued Order No. 45, those negotiations were already underway. Moreover, the Poles had assured the Entente that they would not attack the Lithuanians; thus, formally, in order to attack the Lithuanians, they needed to maintain the appearance of neutrality. Our military command, trusting the Entente’s assurances that the Poles would not attack, directed all its attention to Grodno, leaving only very minor forces in the southern part of Suvalkija. These circumstances encouraged the Poles, taking advantage of the weak Lithuanian defence, to drive the Lithuanians out of southern Suvalkija while pretending that they were advancing not against the Lithuanians but against the Bolsheviks. Hence Order No. 45 speaks only of action against the Bolsheviks, whereas the secret annex to the order discloses the operation’s true objective – to compel the Lithuanians to withdraw from Augustów, Suwałki, Sejny, and Druskininkai.

			That same day, 27 August, the Polish Council of the Defence of the State also discussed Poland’s relations with Lithuania in connection with the Polish counteroffensive. A majority of the Council favoured a peaceful settlement of those relations. Nevertheless, the proposal adopted by the Council gave the Supreme Command a free hand to remove the Lithuanians from the ‘Polish’ part of Suvalkija. At that meeting, Piłsudski linked the question of relations with Lithuania to the security of the left flank of the attacking Polish army.351

			

			The Polish Army Units Assigned to Take Suvalkija

			The Polish army units assigned to occupy Suvalkija consisted of the following: the 4a Cavalry Brigade, commanded by Major [Cyprjan] Bystram and 4b Cavalry Brigade, commanded by Major [Zygmunt] Piasecki. The entire Operational Group was commanded by Lieutenant Colonel [Adam] Nieniewski. The 4a Cavalry Brigade consisted of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment, the 16th Uhlan Regiment, the Combined Regiment and the 7th Horse Artillery Divizion.

			4b Cavalry Brigade consisted of: the 7th Uhlan Regiment, Major [Feliks] Jaworski’s cavalry and the 2nd Horse Artillery Divizion.352

			In addition, the 41st Suwałki Infantry Regiment and the 2nd Divizion of the 9th Artillery Regiment was assigned to the Operational Group.

			Not all units of the Operational Group were at full strength. The total the force consisted of: 85 officers, 900 bayonets, 1500 swords, 81 machine-guns, 19 artillery pieces, 1 armoured car, and 274 wagons.353 

			As can be seen from the order of the Marijampolė Group No.14 of 26 August, our army concentrated in the sector from the German border to Grodno consisted of 2 battalions of the 10th Infantry Regiment (740 bayonets354), the I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment, two battalions of the 2nd Infantry Regiment (including Major Laurinaitis’ battalion that was supposed to be stationed in Kapčiamiestis on 27 August, as its task was to defend the Gozha Bridge over the Nemunas, and Major Ramanauskas’ battalion, in the area of Sejny in reserve), the 5th battery and 1st squadron (72 swords355).

			As is clear from the data given here, our concentrated forces in Suvalkija outnumbered the Polish forces only in infantry (about twice), but the Poles had a large number of cavalry, with which our one small squadron was not even remotely comparable.

			The 4th Cavalry Brigade was only temporarily divided into two parts (a and b) for tactical reasons. The purpose of this division was to protect the group’s advance from the east, so that it would not be threatened by Bolshevik units from the Grodno area. However, the danger from the Russian side did not appear to be great at this point, since the Russians, having lost Białystok and withdrawn to Grodno, were waiting for reinforcements and showed no intention of attacking. 

			The Poles partly hoped that the Lithuanians would abandon southern Suvalkija without resistance, though they were not entirely certain of this. Lithuanian resistance was expected at the natural barrier of the Biebrza River, which separates Suvalkija from the south. Anticipating this obstacle, the command of the Polish 2nd Army ordered the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment (minus one battalion, which had been sent to Szczuczyn as the 1st Brigade’s reserve), together with the 2nd Battery of the 1st Field Artillery Regiment, to attack Augustów in order to facilitate the advance of the 4th Cavalry Brigade into Suvalkija.

			This regiment (I and III Battalions), with the 4th Machine-gun Company, a technical company, a mounted reconnaissance detachment, and an attached artillery, at 3:00 on 28 August, from Bogusze (about 5 kilometres north of Grajewo) moved to Grajewo, from there by highway to Augustów, where they arrived at 21:00, having marched 44 kilometres during the day.356

			According to Lithuanian materials,357 this Polish regiment dispersed our guards and fortifications near Augustów and interned the entire garrison – a company of the 10th Infantry Regiment (3 officers and 90 soldiers). According to Smoleński, the commander of the Polish regiment, Captain [Zygmund] Wenda demanded that the soldiers leave the town within one day. The commander of the Lithuanian company protested against the entry of the Polish army into the town, demanding the necessary explanations on the matter, and did not want to leave the town. Because of the attitude of the Lithuanians and the alleged looting and violence of our soldiers against the civilian population, the commander of the Polish regiment ordered the company to be disarmed, and this was done.358

			The Lithuanian leadership did not expect any Polish military action against Lithuania at all, since on 28 August negotiations with the Poles were still taking place in Kaunas. Moreover, on the same day, the Entente representatives assured our General Staff that the Poles would not attack: they had received a strict note from the Entente instructing them not to approach the areas where our troops were stationed.359

			On the evening of 28 August, our units were on the line Grabowo–Necko and Białe Lake isthmus–Studzieniczne–Lososna.360

			The Polish Operational Group’s Advance on Suvalkija

			On 27 August, the Operational Group received an order from its commander, Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski, to leave Białystok in two formations. One formation, commanded by Major Piasecki, was ordered to move via Korycin–Suchowo­la–Augustów to Suwałki. The other formation, commanded by Major Bystram, was ordered to advance to the right of Piasecki’s formation and in parallel with it, on the route Janów–Zwierzyniec–Komaszówka–Studzieniczna.

			In compliance with the order, Major Piasecki’s brigade set out at 05:30 on 28 August, and Major Bystram’s brigade at 05:00 the same day. On 29 August in the morning, the technical squadron of the 7th Uhlan Regiment began repairing the bridges over the dam at Sztabin. The bridges were badly damaged and difficult to repair.

			The Lithuanian guard prevented the Poles from crossing the river. Meanwhile, the commander of the Polish reconnaissance squadron, having no instructions on how to deal with the Lithuanians, awaited further orders. Likewise, the commander of the reconnaissance squadron of the other column, lacking instructions on how to act towards the Lithuanians, did not initially cross the Biebrza. At around 10:00, after receiving instructions from the Operational Group Headquarters, he brought his squadron to the village of Nowa Kamienna, seized the bridges, and sent one troop with a machine gun to the opposite bank. The squadron commander immediately ordered the Lithuanian unit commander at Jastrzębna Manor to withdraw within two hours. The Lithuanian commander was nervous, as he had received no instructions from his superiors for such a situation.

			On the evening of 28 August, a detachment of the same squadron arrived in Dąbrowa and spent the night there. At dawn on 29 August, a Lithuanian captain and an infantry unit arrived at Dąbrowa to occupy the area after the Russian withdrawal. The Polish Uhlans retreated. The Lithuanians captured Dąbrowa and sent part of their forces to Olsza. After receiving instructions from his Operational Group leader, the squadron commander, Major [Marian] Słoniński gave a two-hour ultimatum to the Lithuanian commanders to withdraw from both Jastrzębna and Dąbrowa. The ultimatum was delivered by an envoy assigned that task. During the negotiations, a Lithuanian officer rushed in with a report that Russian forces had entered the town.361

			Meanwhile, Piasecki’s main brigade forces approached the Biebrza River. The Operational Group commander summoned a Lithuanian officer from Sztabin, who agreed to let the Polish army cross the Biebrza River. This officer led the company stationed along the Sztabin–Kolnica–Ponizie–Białobrzegi line.362 

			On the march toward Augustów, Major Piasecki’s brigade encountered small Lithuanian detachments at Kolnica and Białobrzegi. Only at Ponizie did they meet a larger unit – about thirty men under an officer. When presented with an ultimatum, the unit agreed to withdraw. Just as it began to fall back, however, a messenger arrived from Sajenek with an order from the command not to retreat under any circumstances. The Poles then disarmed the unit and marched it along with the brigade, while the weapons were carried along.363

			On the same day, 30 August, when the Polish Operational Group, having crossed the Biebrza at 08:00, was advancing toward Augustów, a French officer [Raoul] Pujol364 from the Entente mission drove there from Kaunas by car together with Major Jakaitis, commander of the Lithuanian 10th Infantry Regiment. Pujol had come to Augustów to investigate the reasons for the Polish attack and occupation of the town and to demand the release of the interned Lithuanian company. At Szczebra they encountered a Polish cavalry regiment moving toward Suwałki, which, in the isthmus between the Necko and Białe lakes, had captured the 10th Infantry Regiment’s outpost troops. Asked by Pijaul why he was advancing into Lithuanian territory, the Polish cavalry regimental commander replied that he had orders from his superiors to take Suwałki.

			In Augustów, Officer Pijaul and Major Jakaitis met with Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski, commander of the Polish Operational Cavalry Group. Acting on the orders of his superiors, Nieniewski referred Pijaul to the command of the Polish 2nd Army. The talks produced no positive result: the Poles did not change their intention to march on Suwałki and Sejny. Only the interned company of the 10th Infantry Regiment was released. Officer Pijaul proceeded to the headquarters of the Polish 2nd Army, while Major Jakaitis returned to Suwałki.365

			The Lithuanians left Suwałki at 05:30 on 31 August. The Polish officer in charge of the guard demanded that the Lithuanians vacate the town. Three Lithuanian officers asked the Poles not to enter until the commander of the 10th Infantry Regiment had returned to Suwałki. When the commander arrived, the Lithuanians decided to withdraw from the town. The Poles entered Suwałki immediately thereafter.

			Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski was informed that the Poles had occupied Suwałki by a member of French mission in Poland attached to 2nd Army, General Manneville.366

			On the morning of 31 August, under Major Skrzyński’s command, the 16th Uhlan Regiment (two squadrons and four machine guns) proceeded along the highway from Serski Las toward Sejny. At Giby the regiment was halted by a training company of the 2nd Infantry Regiment equipped with three machine guns. This company had occupied the isthmus between Lakes Gieret and Pomorze. The commander of the Polish regiment demanded that the Lithuanians vacate their position, but the Lithuanian company commander declared that he would withdraw only upon receiving an order from his own command.367

			Wishing to avoid an armed clash, Major Skrzyński went to Sejny to negotiate with the higher Lithuanian command about ceding Sejny to the Poles. In Sejny he found only the Lithuanian local commandant and General Manneville with a few French officers, who had come from Suwałki, already occupied by the Poles. Major Skrzyński then spoke by telephone with Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis, commander of the Lithuanian 2nd Division. The colonel told the Polish regimental commander that he had ordered his units to withdraw only under pressure from the Polish army.368

			Upon returning to his unit, Major Skrzyński no longer found the Lithuanian company at Giby: its commander had received an order to fall back to Berżninki. The same day, the Polish regiment entered Sejny, where a single Lithuanian officer with a few soldiers was still guarding a supply train transporting Lithuanian military stores that had not yet departed. The Lithuanian supply wagons were permitted to leave the town.369

			The scattered units of our army retreated to the Wiżajny–Szypliszki–Żegary–Berżninki–Rudawka–Halynka line. The headquarters of the Marijampolė Group remained in Seirijai.

			The Grodno Operation failed to achieve its objective. For the Marijampolė Group, which was relatively small, defending Suvalkija and at the same time seizing Grodno proved too difficult a task. The movements carried out by the Group’s units during the operation exhausted the troops and adversely affected subsequent operations. Our army also suffered losses: five killed, twelve wounded, and forty-eight taken prisoner. Some materiel was lost as well.370

			Notes on Lithuanian Battles, July–August 1920

			From the beginning of July 1920 a new phase began in Lithuania’s struggle for independence, one whose character was decisively shaped by the Polish–Russian war and the fluctuations in its fortunes. As the Russians advanced and approached Lithuania’s borders, Poland recognised Lithuania de facto as early as 4 July, the day the Russians defeated the Poles at the Avuta River. This recognition had no practical significance, but it did signal a softening of Polish policy towards Lithuania as a result of their setbacks at the front.

			This apparent diplomatic success was soon followed by two further and very significant Lithuanian political achievements, occurring almost one after the other on 10 July: Poland’s commitments regarding Vilnius at the Spa Conference and, on 12 July, the conclusion of the Lithuanian–Soviet Russia peace treaty. Under the Treaty of Spa, Poland undertook to hand over Vilnius and the Vilnius region to Lithuania immediately and consented to having the Lithuanian–Polish border definitively determined by the Supreme Council of the Entente. This was a major defeat for Poland, for the agreement constrained Piłsudski’s freedom of action regarding Lithuania and hindered his by-then traditional policy of fait accompli.

			But by far the greatest political achievement was the Treaty of Moscow. Under this treaty, Russia – the former sovereign over Lithuania – renounced all former sovereign rights to Lithuania and recognised it as a fully independent, sovereign state. Equally important was the treaty’s definition of Lithuania’s borders. The Treaty of Moscow automatically annulled not only all demarcation lines on the right bank of the Nemunas, but also those in Suvalkija. After all, the demarcation line in Suvalkija of 8 December 1919 had been established by the Entente’s military leadership solely to prevent hostilities between Lithuania and Poland. The Treaty of Moscow was of a different nature: here, the former sovereign legally and completely, without any reservations, ceded almost all of Suvalkija to Lithuania, placing it under Lithuania’s full sovereignty.

			Both belligerents tried to make Lithuania their ally. Aligning with Poland made no sense for Lithuania, because even in the event of a Polish victory the outlook for Lithuania was poor. Aligning with Soviet Russia would have been disastrous. Had the Russians won the war, they would in any case have marched into Lithuania to occupy it. Indeed, they were preparing an uprising in Lithuania for that very purpose, scheduled already for August. Lithuania was spared this calamity only by the Russian army’s defeat beginning on 16 August. Conversely, in the event of a Russian defeat, the Poles would undoubtedly have marched into Lithuania to punish the ally of their enemy.

			

			Lithuania allowed itself to be seduced by neither side and declared that it would maintain strict neutrality. That decision was entirely correct. The problem, however, was that even as a neutral state Lithuania needed a strong army, especially when two rivals for its territory were at war with each other. Remaining neutral meant preventing the forces of either belligerent from entering or crossing Lithuanian territory, and that required an army capable of enforcing neutrality. It must be emphasized once again that this requirement was not sufficiently appreciated by Lithuania’s governing circles, neither in 1919 nor now. In 1920, even when it was already clear that war would break out between Russia and Poland, our army was not expanded—indeed, it was even reduced. New conscripts were called up only at the beginning of September, when it had become obvious to everyone that Lithuania faced new dangers. The army’s greatest deficiency was the lack of cavalry. Only a single cavalry regiment had been organized, and its small detachments were dispersed among infantry regiments for reconnaissance and communications. Even a unit the size of a squadron could seldom be employed independently for any tactical task. The use of cavalry for any significant engagement, let alone for operations on a larger scale, was therefore out of the question.

			Nor were the available forces usually employed effectively, most often due to insufficient training, and at times due to inadequate care. This is clearly evident from our troop dispositions in the last days of August 1920, when, with the Polish–Russian front once again approaching Lithuania, our military leadership faced new tasks.

			After the Red Army entered Lithuanian territory, the principal aim of Lithuania’s political and military leadership was to recover, as quickly and as extensively as possible, Lithuania’s former territories occupied by Poland. This objective continued to be pursued even into late August. However, by the end of August, when the Polish army reached southern Suvalkija, a new task arose for the Lithuanian army: to defend, against the Poles, the borders in southern Suvalkija that had been recognised for Lithuania in the Treaty of Moscow.

			To judge whether our troops were properly deployed at that time, we must first consider which sector of our front was then of greatest importance. As the Poles approached Lithuania’s borders, it should have been self-evident that the danger from the Polish side was increasing and that the Poles were becoming more aggressive. The Russians, by contrast, grew more accommodating as they retreated. That is one point. Second, and most important, the Poles had never renounced their claims to southern Suvalkija or to Sejny, where they had already organized the POW in 1920 and even staged the so-called ‘Sejny Uprising.’ At a time when Piłsudski’s policy of fomenting POW activity on the territory of independent Lithuania was still being pursued, that ‘uprising’ was particularly harmful. From this follows the obvious conclusion that, for the Lithuanian army’s rearguard action against the approaching Poles, the right flank required the greatest concentration of forces, the center somewhat fewer, and the left flank could have the weakest.

			The political circumstances discussed here were not in the least considered by the command of our army, and towards the end of August 1920, it deployed our troops in a manner quite contrary to this principle The strongest forces were concentrated on the left flank, sending as many as three infantry regiments with substantial supporting units to Vilnius; the center facing Grodno was held more weakly; while on the right flank, facing the approaching Poles, the command contented itself with guards and thinly scattered outposts. The consequence of this ill-judged deployment was that within three days the Poles occupied all of southern Suvalkija, including Sejny, the center of Lithuanian identity so dear to us, without encountering even remotely significant resistance.

			By inertia, and despite the renewed threat from the Poles, the Lithuanian command continued into late August to pursue the same task: to recover as much territory as possible from the Bolsheviks. In massing forces for the march on Vilnius, our army drove the Bolsheviks out of the capital five days earlier than the treaty’s final deadline required. Those five days mattered: otherwise the Bolsheviks would have carried off many more prisoners and much more property to Russia, and further acts of vandalism and looting would have occurred. Even so, this success by no means compensated for the setback – ceding all of southern Suvalkija and Sejny to the Poles, and forfeiting a favorable position for the defense of Sejny and southern Suvalkija. By the end of August our army had almost completely occupied the Treaty of Moscow border line in southern Suvalkija, which was especially defensible thanks to the marshes of the Biebrza River. A command that prided itself on holding firm to defensive lines should have been most concerned not to abandon a relatively short defensive line protected by considerable natural obstacles. This mistake arose either from a failure to appreciate the line’s strategic and political importance, or from an ingrained habit, since 1918, of overreliance on diplomacy.

			Our military writers are unanimous that the Lithuanian command focused on capturing Grodno, not on defending Augustów, because negotiations with Poland were under way in Kaunas and because the Entente had assured the Lithuanians that Poland would not attack. If so, this would show that our military and political leadership had not yet fully grasped (or properly evaluated) the actual aims and methods of Piłsudski’s policy and strategy. The Polish–Lithuanian talks in Kaunas and the Polish promise to the Entente not to attack Lithuania were likely intended to lull Lithuanian vigilance and make it easier to seize southern Suvalkija without bloodshed.

			The forces available in southern Suvalkija were also spread too thinly across the entire front, with no significant reserves concentrated, and they were insufficient to withstand Polish pressure. Yet without incurring any serious disadvantage, it would have been possible to shift two or three additional regiments to that front, which would have sufficed to stop a Polish advance into Suvalkija. The Poles, for their part, were also unable to mass substantial forces on that front at the time. This error by our command worsened the army’s position in the subsequent fighting in southern Suvalkija.
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			PART II. 
THE BATTLES WITH THE POLES IN SUVALKIJA. SEPTEMBER 1920

			I. The Augustów Operation

			The battles with the Poles in southern Suvalkija in September 1920 were the largest, most damaging and unsuccessful of all the fights for the independence of Lithuania. It is an easily observable rule that every side usually likes to write more about the successes than about the failures of its own army. This is also true in this case. Using the printed and manuscript records of Polish regimental histories and other Polish, Lithuanian, and Russian military literature, especially the rich archival material, the Polish Colonel (later retired general) Józef Smoleński published his comprehensive 500-page monograph on the battles in question in 1938, with 40 diagrams and 15 maps, which has already been cited several times in this work. The author of this monograph evaluates political phenomena, naturally, from a Polish point of view, with which we might not always agree. However, in describing the armed battles, although he sought to highlight examples of initiative and courage shown by small Polish units and their significance for the achievements of larger units for the purpose of training young officers, he nevertheless genuinely tried, as far as possible, to be objective and relied only on the indisputable documents of the time and on the testimonies of the participants in the battles that corresponded with them. Therefore, we will have to make use here as well, more than once, of the fruits of Colonel Smoleński’s meticulous research and his highly valuable work.

			In our military literature, the September fighting with the Poles was scantily covered. However, two of the highest officials of the military command at the time of those battles – the Minister of National Defence and the Acting Commander-in-Chief, Colonel Konstantinas Žukas, and the commander of the army, Colonel, later General, Kazys Ladiga, had commented on these events in the press. The former blamed the failure of Augustów operation on Colonel Ladiga,371 and the latter placed the blame for the failures in the September battles on others.372 Even though written for similarly polemical purposes, perhaps the most serious publication on the subject in Lithuanian was General Staff Colonel Kazys Škirpa’s work, which was based on the original source material, regarding the battles of the 5th Infantry Regiment in Sejny.373 It is regrettable that this highly qualified author limited himself to a description solely of the battles of the regiment under his own command without committing himself to a larger work. Much of the valuable material on the September fighting against the Poles was provided by Jonas Petruitis in his memoirs.374

			The Lithuanian Decision to Retake the Suwałki Triangle

			The Poles pushed Lithuanians out of southern Suvalkija with their vastly superior forces without facing any significant resistance, but clearly against their wishes. By so doing, they first carried out a fait accompli, and only later did the letter of the Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs reach Lithuania demanding that the Lithuanians withdraw behind the Foch line. Such tactics from the Polish side gave the Lithuanians an opportunity to once again complain about the Polish deceitfulness and ill will. In a note to the Entente countries dated 1 September 1920, the Lithuanians, among other things, protested that ‘the Poles, without replying to the note of 27 August and without waiting for the conclusions of the Kaunas negotiations, secretly concentrated their troops in the vicinity of Augustów, and on 30 August, they suddenly attacked a weak Lithuanian unit with significantly larger forces.’375

			

			By forcing the Lithuanians out of southern Suvalkija, the Poles broke the previous promises of neutrality. This gave the Lithuanians the right to ignore neutrality as well and move into Sejny and into the Suwałki Triangle. Thus, at the beginning of September, the Lithuanian army launched the so-called Augustów operation. The highest officials of our army at that time, namely the Minister of National Defence and the Commander-in-Chief, Colonel Žukas, as well as the commander of the army, Colonel Ladiga, should know best whether it was worth launching this operation and be able to articulate the reasons why it failed. However, these persons, including the Chief of Staff of the army, who was the most responsible individual for the misfortunes at the front, only blamed others for the failures in their own respective writings. Therefore, they did not clarify anything either regarding the general circumstances that led to the initiation of the Augustów operation nor in particular those fundamental reasons why the operation failed.

			According to Colonel Žukas, Father Krupavičius convened a ‘Mažasis Seimas’376 during which Colonel Žukas and Colonel Ladiga were to report on the military situation and to present their ideas for approval by the Seimas.377 Colonel Žukas at that session ‘stated that it was necessary to entrench on the Foch line and not retreat from it.’ Colonel Ladiga, conversely, spoke under the slogan of ‘now or never’. Now, he said, would be the best time to settle the score with our historical enemy, and we must occupy all of our ethnographic areas and go even beyond, as the Poles had done to us in the past. To the question of whether we would withstand the Polish attack in the future, Ladiga responded, ‘When we fire a few shots, the Polish chickens will scatter.’

			Ladiga’s passionate, patriotic, and persuasive speech was endorsed by the Seimas. 

			Colonel Kazys Ališauskas assessed this “Little Seimas” meeting very accurately when he wrote:

			‘...Both went into the session completely unprepared, without having examined or evaluated the circumstances of the time. They went as if to an ordinary rally or gathering. One expressed his opinion, the other his. Why did they fail to agree? Because the headquarters had not collected information, and even if it had, it did not consider or evaluate it at all. The result was unfortunate. The more correct view was presented by the author, Colonel Žukas, but it was rejected – apparently because he lacked the arguments to support it. It was necessary to inform the Seimas, but only after preparing and reaching agreement within the headquarters. Under no circumstances should it have been done ‘to obtain approval.’ Such things are not done even in the most democratic countries of the world. This only restricts one’s freedom of action...’378

			In his article, Colonel Ladiga took a very different view of the military situation. In his perspective, the Lithuanian General Staff had definite knowledge that the Poles would go to the Russians’ rear through Augustów and Sejny. Our High Command was considering what to do in this case, but it had not yet come to a conclusion when the Poles had already begun to attack us. 

			‘On 28 August’, wrote Ladiga, ‘the Poles sent a reconnaissance mission of two cavalry squadrons, one towards Augustów, the other towards Lipsk ... The Lithuanians were asked to leave. The Lithuanian infantrymen who were there, as well the Lithuanian soldiers and cavalrymen, withdrew without a single shot from the two Polish cavalry squadrons. They retreated to the north of Suwałki–Sejny, even though the Lithuanian troops stationed there were significantly larger in number than the Polish units. 

			It was only after this event that our High Command concluded that the Poles would move to the Russian rear through Suwałki and Sejny and that this could have unfortunate consequences for the Lithuanian contingent. The High Command decided to defeat and repulse the Polish cavalry and infantry that had broken through (the Polish force consisted of two squadrons of cavalry in the Lipsk–Sejny district and one infantry regiment in the Suwałki district) and to force them behind the Grodno–Lipsk–Augustów line. It was decided to take fortified positions along these points (i.e., those positions on the Grodno–Lipsk–Augustów line that are the best suited for defence). It was decided to carry this out immediately...’379

			In this statement by our erstwhile army commander, the most striking component is the completely unrealistic numbers of soldiers in the Polish army operating in Suwałki. Colonel Ladiga quite rightly claims that the Poles had sent forward two squadrons of scouts, but he is quite wrong when he writes that there were only two squadrons in total in the Lipsk–Sejny area. After all, the Polish [Lieutenant] Colonel [Adam] Nieniewski’s group, which was named after his surname, was formed on the basis of cavalry and consisted of one and a half thousand swords. Therefore here, as we can see, Colonel Ladiga either did not truly know the size of the Polish cavalry concentrated in southern Suwałki, or he deliberately concealed the real cavalry numbers in order to convince the reader of the correctness of his thesis. Nevertheless, we must agree with Colonel Ladiga’s opinion that the positions along the Grodno–Lipsk–Augustów line were best suited for defence. There were many swampy rivers, few roads and bridges, and there was no shortage of lakes between which entrenchment was convenient. Large swamps and rivers separated Suvalkija in the south from Poland.

			A somewhat mistaken assessment of the military situation may also have encouraged the decision to undertake a counter-offensive in southern Suvalkija. On 6 September 1920, it was written in the operational-political report of the Lithuanian General Staff that, for example, the Polish offensive was stuck along the Suwałki–Lipsk–Sokółka–Narew–Kobryn line and that a Russian counter-attack was expected. This is shown by the transports of the new Red Army units towards Grodno and Brest.380 Also, according to the intelligence of the Lithuanian army provided on 6–12 September, the Soviet Russia was concentrating many new forces on the front. The newly-formed 5th Army, consisting of 50,000 bayonets and 20,000 swords, was expected to arrive from Siberia. Finally, on 10 September, a Lithuanian intelligence report claimed that the general Red Army offensive across the entire front was to be expected on 20 or 21 September.381

			As is evident, the political objective of the Augustów operation was to regain southern Suvalkija for Lithuania. The means of achieving this objective was a manoeuvre devised by Colonel Ladiga to outflank, from the left, the Polish forces that had penetrated into Suvalkija and, after destroying them, to occupy the Grodno–Lipsk–Augustów line, which was easy to defend due to its natural features. This undertaking was probably encouraged by an overly optimistic assessment of the military situation and insufficient knowledge of the enemy’s military capabilities.

			

			The Features of the Terrain

			The Sejny, Suwałki, and Augustów districts are covered by large, dense, thorny, and in some places swampy and wet forests. In these forests, the army can operate only by road. The side roads are small and muddy. They are only suitable for infantry to move across. The fields provide a little more freedom for warfare. However, even the fields are covered by many lakes, bogs, and marshes. If one could get a foothold in the passes of the lakes, one could defend oneself well. The lakes located on the flanks would not allow the enemy to attempt any flanking manoeuvres, meaning that it could only attack from the front. The ability to operate only on highways severely restricts the army’s freedom of action.

			The State of Our Armed Forces

			At the start of the Augustów operation, the condition of our troops in southern Suvalkija was deplorable. The 10th Infantry Regiment had to retreat through forests from the Sztabin–Lipsk–Grodno line to Wiżajny–Szypliszki–Berżniki line. The regiment had suffered losses and was exhausted and demoralised. It was unable to withdraw in an orderly manner as the companies were scattered and stretched wide along the 15–20 kilometre sectors of the front. The depressed mood and the broken discipline made the regiment unsuitable for any upcoming fight. The 2nd Infantry Regiment, which had been marching for several days from the Vilnius region to Grodno, was moved from there to Berżniki, and even though it was in a good mood, the regiment was exhausted and could not act with any vigour. 

			The other two units of the Second Division – i.e., the 5th Infantry Regiment and the 8th Infantry Regiment – were also deployed for the Augustów operation. The 5th Infantry Regiment consisted of a large number of untrained recruits who were not accustomed to major campaigns. On the move from Alytus to Seirijai, this regiment conducted field training and upon arriving in Berżniki, it had many exhausted soldiers with chafed feet. The 8th Infantry Regiment, though in good spirits, had exhausted its energy and was not fit for battle. The I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment, which was frequently reorganised and had marched 30 kilometres every day, was also tired. In conclusion, our army in Suvalkija needed to rest and reorganise.

			The Marijampolė Group consisted of 11 battalions of approximately 7,000 soldiers, 100 machine-guns, as well as three batteries of 12 guns and one cavalry squadron of approximately 100 swords.382

			Operational Orders for the Marijampolė Group

			On the evening of 31 August, Army Commander Lieutenant Colonel [Kazys] Ladiga ordered the Marijampolė Group commander, Colonel [Vincas] Grigaliūnas-Glovackis, to push the Polish army as far as the Grabowo–Augustów–Lipsk–Grodno line without any delay. Although the group commander informed the army commander that the Group’s units needed rest, the Army Commander did not take this into consideration and repeated his order on 1 September. 

			On 1 September, at about 14:00, the following order was given:

			Order no. 15 to the Marijampolė Group: 383

			‘On 29 August, without any warning, the Poles began to attack our advance guards and to push into our country, using their superior numbers and, in spite of the armed resistance of our guards, drove them to the now-occupied line. 

			They made that attack in a prepared, organised manner. Bearing in mind our neutrality, we were totally unprepared to repel such an attack. Due to this, the Poles easily succeeded in capturing Suwałki and Sejny, putting us in grave danger and forcing a hasty and disorderly evacuation of our headquarters and government offices, even without having time to carry away some of our property.

			The Bolsheviks, after capturing Grodno, withdrew their forces onto the line of forts and handed over our state border from the Kuźnica–Dombrowo [Dąbrowa]–Lipsk line onward to the Poles. The Grodno–Lida railway has been blown up, whereupon a large Bolshevik supply train is hastily retreating along the Grodno–Lida Highway. Negotiations are under way to give us Grodno from the line of Nemunas. 

			On our right is the German border, on our left the Vilnius Group. 

			

			We are ordered to force the Polish troops that traitorously invaded with the help of the French military mission out of Lithuanian territory.

			For this reason, I order: 

			To Major [Aleksandras] Jakaitis: 

			Two battalions of the 10th Regiment, 

			Four guns of 5th battery,

			One squadron of the 1st Cavalry Regiment.

			Hold the Poles in the positions they currently occupy. Upon noticing their withdrawal, pursue them vigorously in the direction of Suwałki and attempt to seize the Suwałki–Raczki sector, where you are to link up with the 8th Regiment. 

			To Major [Kazys] Ramanauskas: 

			One battalion of the 2nd Regiment. 

			Fortify the places to be occupied by forming a strong road defence along the Sejny–Łoździeje [Lazdijai], Sejny–Sereje [Seirijai]–Kopciowo [Kapčiamiestis] line.

			On 2 September at 1:00, go on the offensive, capture Sejny and Giby, and push the enemy further towards Suwałki, where you must come into contact with the 10th Regiment. 

			To Major [Julius] Čaplikas: 

			Three battalions of the 8th Regiment, 

			One battalion of 2nd Regiment,

			One battalion of 6th Regiment,

			Four guns of 9th Battery, 

			Four guns of the 1st Howitzer Battery, 

			A reconnaissance team of 2 Regiment. 

			Concentrate at Sapockine [Sapotskin] at 20:00 on 1 September and, after withdrawing one battalion of 2nd regiment from Gosha [Gozha], post guards on the Grodno–Augustów Highway at Kurjanki [Kurianka]–Szkjebljowo [Skieblewo], and to begin your move towards Augustów aiming at reaching Sajenek and between Lakes Sajno on 2 September at 19:00. Take these passes and continue advancing towards Raczki. After that, reach the German frontier with the aim of cutting off all the Polish troops currently present in the Suwałki, Sejny, and Augustów areas and capture them when they are surrounded. Then, take the line of Augustów inclusive, Lake Białe, Studzieniczna, Czarny Bród, Gorczyca, and then Razondowy,384 fortifying in all the passes.

			

			When on the move and in time of operation keep in mind the protection of the flanks, since the enemy is on both sides. 

			It is important to take first Sopotzkin [Sapotskin], Lipsk, Krasnybór, and Stabin [Sztabin] and to clear the area of Poles up to the line of the Bobr [Biebrza] River, fortifying the passes with fieldworks. In the Augustów area, pay attention to the hostility of the local population and the active presence of the POW.385

			To Captain [Jonas] Petruitis

			One battalion of the 2nd Regiment. 

			Occupy Gozha and secure the bridge over the Nemunas River, forming a bridgehead  line across the Nemunas from Gozha to Grandzicze [Grandichi] inclusive. 

			To Captain [Kazys] Škirpa 

			Three battalions of the 5th Regiment, 

			Four guns of 7th Battery. 

			Concentrate in the Sereje [Seirijai] area by 21:00 on 1 September and be in the Group’s reserve. Be prepared to move.

			My deputies shall be Major Jakaitis and Major [Jonas] Laurinaitis. The latter shall be located with Major Čaplikas. The success of the whole operation depends on its urgent and precise execution. 

			Division Commander Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis 
Chief of Staff Major [Balys] Giedraitis’386

			The group commander’s conclusion after having conversed with the unit commanders was that although they understood the necessity of the war against the Poles, they did not trust in their own strength to fight in the forests of Augustów. They were convinced that the forces of the Marijampolė Group were too small for a vigorous counter-attack and that they would be sufficient only to protect the rear of our army from those partisans still rampaging in the forests. 

			Forced to carry out the order that he had received while nonetheless aware of both the situation of the units and the attitude of the commanders, the group commander told the unit commanders that although the group would be ordered to launch an attack, the order would be demonstrative in nature. Their instruction was that the parts of the group should regroup when appropriate, continue their advance on receipt of the order until they encountered the enemy and then await further instructions.387

			Colonel Ladiga’s broad ambition was not at all within our means. The left formation, led by Major Čaplikas, was ordered to concentrate at Sapotskin at 20:00, and the next day, at the same time, it should have enveloped Augustów, reaching Raczki on the German frontier. Thus, the day’s march would be perhaps some 60 kilometres or more. Apparently, they hoped that the Poles would not offer any resistance whatsoever to the formation. At Raczki, Major Čaplikas was to meet with Major Jakaitis’ two battalions, which were moving from Wiżajny through Suwałki in the direction of Raczki. In addition, Major Ramanauskas with one battalion was to push the Poles from Giby via Sejny in the direction of Suwałki. Apparently, it was assumed that the Polish army, having been forced into such a triangle, would have to surrender. After having dealt with the enemy there, Major Čaplikas was to return to the lake passes and the Augustów Canal, and to entrench himself there while occupying the Lipsk–Sztabin–Biebrza River line.

			This order did not have to be carried out. Around 17:00, the army commander, Lieutenant Colonel Ladiga, arrived at the group headquarters to inform himself about the progress of the operation. After familiarising himself with the order issued to the group, Lieutenant Colonel Ladiga found it not entirely suitable and ordered it to be replaced with another. In the evening, the following order, approved by the army commander, was issued.

			Order no 16 to the Marijampolė Group: 

			‘The Poles, acting brazenly and without regard for our troops, pushed our forward units back toward Augustów and broke through, capturing Suwałki and Sejny.

			At the present time, the advance units of the Poles, starting from the right, are five kilometres from Wiżajny, Szypliszki, Puńsk, and Sejny. We have no knowledge of the enemy in the Sejny–Augustów Canal sector. On the right sector, the Poles are in Lipsk, Nowy Dwór, and Kuźnica. In the woods on the Sejny–Lipsk line, no Poles were encountered. The Russians are holding out against the Poles with the line of forts and along the Nemunas. The Polish forces in the Suwałki–Sejny area consist of two regiments of infantry, three squadrons and three batteries.

			

			With a view to taking Grodno into our own hands and securing the state border, we must drive the Poles back beyond the Lipsk–Augustów–Grabowo line and take up a strong position on this line.

			To carry out this order, I command:

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							(a)	Left formation 
To: Major Čaplikas

							Three battalions of the 8th Infantry Regiment
One Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment
One Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment
two batteries – 8 guns

						
							
							From Szapotzkin [Sapotskin], on 2 September, 5:00, firmly press the Poles towards Augustów protecting the left flank and taking position along the Lososna, Popilia [Pripiliya], Nurka, Tatarka, and Bobr [Biebrza] Rivers. From on the right, protect the sector up to and including the Augustów Canal.

						
					

					
							
							(b)	Middle formation

							To Major Ramanauskas:

							One battalion of 2nd Infantry Regiment
One battalion of 5th Infantry 
Regiment

						
							
							From Berżniki, on 2 September 11:00 move towards Augustów. While on the move, protect the sector: from the left Augustów Canal (exclusive) on the right the line of points: Krasnopol, Buda, Czerwony Krzyż, Danowskie and Lake Kalejty (all these points inclusive).

						
					

					
							
							c)	To Major Jakaitis:

							Two battalions of the 10th Infantry Regiment

							5 batteries, four guns

							One Squadron

						
							
							Concentrate in Szypliszki, from where to start the movement to Suwałki and Augustów at 5:00 on 2 September. While on the move, protect sector: the German border on the right, on the left points indicated for the group “b” exclusive.

						
					

				
			

			To Captain Petruitis: 

			One battalion of the 2nd Regiment. 

			Be prepared in the village of Grandzicze [Grandichi] and remain in contact with the Russians at all times. If the Russians abandon Grodno, occupy those positions along the Nemunas on the right from the confluence of the Lososna to Kochanowo, strongly fortifying the city bridge.

			To Captain Škirpa: 

			Two battalions of the 5th Regiment, 

			Four guns of 7th Battery, 

			While in the Augustów area, be aware of local hostility and the active presence of the POW organisation.

			

			During the operation, aircraft will be flying overhead and dropping bombs. Shoot rockets to communicate with your aircraft. 

			The fate of the whole operation depends on your prompt and accurate execution of this order. 

			My deputies are listed in Order No. 15.’388

			This new order was more clearly worded but, in part, even less realistic than the first. The left formation was now to move no longer in the direction of Lipsk but directly through Augustów to Raczki, but, after marching from Sapotskin, they were to turn much more to the left, following the Nemunas past the Grodno forts and onwards, with the left flank touching Lososna and other rivers and turn right at right angle and thence along the Grodno–Augustów Highway march through Lipsk and Augustów to Raczki. Now, this formation would have to cover to Raczki no longer approximately 70 but instead 100 kilometres. After such an operation, there would be no enemy forces left between Grodno and Augustów. Then, it would have been easy to take the border, Grodno, and maintain strict ‘neutrality’.

			However, in planning this way, our command did not pay any attention to the fact that our army in Suvalkija was exhausted and had to rest. Moreover, in some of the areas of operation, especially around Augustów, there was still the need to expend some forces also to fight against the partisans.

			When the order to launch the offensive was confirmed by the army commander, the commanders of units of the group began to prepare to carry it out, even though they felt that this operation would fail to achieve its objective. Major Čaplikas, the commander of the main formation, had even thought of not carrying out the order, as he considered it as a betrayal to his soldiers to attack the stronger Polish forces with his scant and exhausted forces.389

			When the order was given, the battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment assigned to the middle formation was still in Seirijai and, to arrive in time for the operation, had to march all night.

			In addition to the 11 battalions that took part in the Augustów operation, the III Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, commanded by Captain Petruitis and then stationed in Parečča, was also assigned to the Marijampolė Group. This battalion was ordered ‘to be prepared in the village of Grandichi’, i.e, near the VI Fortress in Grodno. The battalion was given the task, after the Russians left Grodno, to occupy the sector in question, but the Bolsheviks made no effort to leave Grodno to us. Remaining in the village of Grandichi, Captain Petruitis would not have been able to help the army acting on the other side of the Nemunas in the least. So, he, after consulting with the officers of his battalion, decided to go to Gozha because there was a bridge over the Nemunas there, so that his battalion could, if necessary, help Major Čaplikas. At about 1:00 in the morning, after leaving Parečča, Captain Petruitis’ battalion crossed a large, uninhabited forest and reached Gozha at dawn.390

			The Actions of the Marijampolė Group on 2 September 

			On 2 September, early in the morning, the Group’s troops began to conduct reconnaissance. The right formation (that of Major Jakaitis), divided into three groups,391 started moving at 5:00 on 2 September. The middle formation (the main one), consisting of one infantry battalion and one half battery, marched along the Kalvarija–Suwałki Highway. The western group, formed from two infantry companies, moved along the Liubavas–Rutka–Gulbieniszki–Bakałarzewo axis. The eastern group – one infantry company and half a battery – moved on the Szypliszki–Kaletnik axis.

			The middle formation (that of Major Ramanauskas) started to move from Berżniki at 11:00 in two groups. Captain [Vytautas] Bagdanavičius’ II Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment was to take Sejny, and the II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment was to take Giby. After that, the two axes were to be used for the advance toward Augustów: the II Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment on the Skustele–Czerwony Krzyż–Szczerba axis and the II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment with the artillery platoon on the Giby–Augustów Highway. 

			The left formation (Major Čaplikas) marched from Sapotskin at 5:00. The action in the direction of Augustów was to be carried out by the 8th Infantry Regiment in two groups. The main group – two battalions of the 8th Infantry Regiment with an artillery platoon – was to march along the Grodno–Augustów Highway, while the secondary group – one battalion of the 8th Infantry Regiment – was to follow the Lipsk–Jastrzębna–Kolnica–Białobrzegi axis. The task of this group was to bypass Augustów from the south and west. 

			The 8th Infantry Regiment was supported by I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment, whose task was to move together with the 8th Infantry Regiment, taking the crossings over the Biebrza River at Jastrzębna and Sztabin.

			[image: A military offensive in the Suvalkija Region in South-Lithuania. 

Troops movements in the Suwałki region in early September 1920. 
There are several towns, lakes, and roads, with major settlements, such as Suwałki, Sejny, Augustów, Grodno, Lazdijai, and Seirijai. Military movements are shown with arrows in three styles: solid black arrows for Lithuanian forces, outlined arrows for Polish forces, shaded arrows for Russian (Bolshevik) forces. The arrows indicate advances, retreats, and strategic manoeuvres over the four-day period. 
There are various regiments and battalions labelled across the map, including Lithuanian infantry units under officers such as Captain Škirpa, Major Jakaitis, Major Ramanauskas, and Major Čaplikas, as well as Polish units, such as 41st Suwałki Regiment. 

A scale bar at the bottom shows distances in kilometres (0–15 km).
]

			

			The Lipsk–Dąbrowa direction was guarded by the I Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, also occupying the Lithuanian–Russian demarcation line.

			The Lithuanian army first clashed with the Polish army at Lipowo on the Kalvarija–Suwałki road. Around 9:30, north of Lipowo, the Lithuanian formation encountered a Polish outpost . A Lithuanian officer appealed to the chief of the Polish outpost, asking him to move aside as he had received orders to march to Suwałki. He stated that he did not expect Polish resistance. As there had been a shootout, he suggested a truce until instructions were received. 

			At 14:00, a Lithuanian parliamentarian arrived and issued an ultimatum that the Poles must free the road to Suwałki, otherwise the Lithuanians would ‘force their way through.’ Soon after this, the Lithuanians started to advance. The Polish outpost of the 7th Uhlan Regiment retreated to Żubryn. 

			After receiving a report from the chief of the barrier about the clash with the Lithuanians, Major [Zygmunt] Piasecki sent the 2nd squadron of the 7th Uhlan Regiment commanded by Lieutenant [Józef] Smoleński and armed with two machine-guns, from Okuniowiec, near Suwałki.

			After marching out of Okuniowiec at about 14:00 and encountering the retreating Polish outpost at about 15:00, the squadron was subjected to heavy fire from a Lithuanian formation at Żubryn. The squadron dismounted and took up a position on the high ground west of the highway, south of Żubryn. During the night, the Polish squadron remained in its position while the Lithuanians bivouacked in the former German trenches north of Żubryn.392

			At around midday, the Lithuanians advanced to Kaletnik as well, where the outpost of the Polish 3rd Squadron of the 7th Uhlan Regiment was located. As the Lithuanians approached and communication with the Polish outpost at Lipowo was cut, the commander of the Polish outpost, fearing encirclement, demanded reinforcements.

			The Polish commander of the 3rd Squadron reinforced the outpost with a detachment of 35 uhlans under an officer. This detachment arrived in Kaletnik in the evening. Although the Lithuanians remained calm, the commander of the Polish detachment, fearing that the Lithuanians would attack, withdrew his detachment to Lipniak during the night.393 

			Thus, on 2 September, the success of the right formation was such that the middle group captured Czerwonka at about 14:00 and the eastern group captured Jegliniec. The Poles were entrenched on the Żubryn–Jeleniewo line and withdrew from Kaletnik at night.394 

			As the Poles were finishing their occupation of southern Suwałki, they sent a half-squadron patrol of the 7th Uhlan Regiment to Wiżajny, the last point of their offensive. Sent from Przerośl during night of 1 to 2 September, the patrol arrived in Wiżajny at dawn and found a Lithuanian company asleep, together with its two machine-guns. The patrol commander, negotiating with the commander of the Lithuanian company, said that he had arrived with the whole squadron and demanded that the Lithuanians withdraw behind the Foch line. The Lithuanian company abandoned Wiżajny, and the Polish patrol returned to its squadron a few hours later.395

			When it was discovered that there were Polish riders in Wiżajny, the right group was sent towards Wiżajny to guard the right flank of the formation. Another group was sent from the reserves to replace this group, which arrived at Rutka at 11:00.396 That same day, towards the evening, Lithuanians had retaken Wiżajny.397

			The Capture of Giby and Sejny

			At about 15:00, the left group of the middle formation (the II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment) captured Giby after encountering minor resistance from the troops at Polish outpost, but in the meantime refrained from marching further because the right group of the formation had not yet captured Sejny. 

			At about 18:00, after two hours of heavy fighting, a group of the right formation (the II Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment) pushed two squadrons of the Polish 16th Uhlan Regiment out of Sejny and captured the town.398

			According to Polish sources,399 the Lithuanians attacked Sejny from the south, the east, and from the north. In the north, the 4th squadron of the 16th Uhlan Regiment stationed at the manor was in the most difficult position. The squadron, which was then saddling its horses, encountered heavy fire from three Lithuanian machine-guns from the undergrowth to the east of the manor house. The squadron succeeded in saddling the horses and, under the cover of a machine-gun on a hill south of the manor, managed to withdraw west of Sejny. In the town itself, the two squadrons repulsed the Lithuanian attacks, but as the Lithuanians had taken the dominant heights to the east and south of the town and were more numerous, the commander of the Polish 16th Uhlan, Major [Ludwik] Kmicic-Skrzyński, agreed with the Lithuanians to make a truce so that the Poles would be able to withdraw freely from the city. At nightfall, the 16th Uhlan Regiment withdrew from the town, taking with them three killed uhlans and 21 healthy prisoners. The transport wagons had been sent ahead earlier.

			In this account of the abandonment of Sejny to the Lithuanians, one very strange, simply unbelievable fact is given: the Lithuanians let the besieged Poles out of Sejny without having taken the 21 prisoners from them. Therefore, this version that the Lithuanians let the Polish 16th Uhlan Regiment leave Sejny in good faith, although based on a report written by the commander of the regiment himself 15 years after the event, is very doubtful.400

			According to Polish sources, in the defence of Sejny, the Poles lost 4 killed and a few wounded men of the 16th Uhlan Regiment and a few wounded horses. The Lithuanians captured 2 officers, 6 uhlans and several horses. The Lithuanians lost, in addition to 21 healthy prisoners, a dozen killed and wounded.401

			For the night, the Polish 16th Uhlan Regiment was positioned as follows: the 3rd and 4th Squadrons, armed with two machine-guns, were camped at Krasnopol to defend the area, while the 2nd Squadron was assigned to Krasne. The 1st Squadron and the rest of the machine-gun squadron, including the regiment’s leadership, went to Aleksandrowsk.402

			

			The Movements of the Left Formation

			The two groups of the left formation marched in the direction that they had been ordered to throughout the whole of 2 September, meeting no resistance along the way. The I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment, which was assigned to cover the advance, assembled its companies in the evening of 1 September in Kurianka and, after posting its guards there, spent the night in the village. On 2 September at 5:00, the battalion moved out of the village. The battalion commander ordered a company to attack and take Lipsk. The company attacked, sending two platoons along the Kurianka–Lipsk Road and one platoon along the Augustów–Grodno Highway, bypassing Lipsk from the north. After some resistance, the troops at the Polish outpost in Lipsk retreated across the bridge over the Biebrza River towards Dąbrowa [Białostocka]. The whole battalion entered Lipsk and prepared an attack on the village of Jastrzębna Druga. Soon, a unit of the II Battalion of 2nd Infantry Regiment, which had been order to stay in Lipsk and guard the flank of formation from the direction of the Dąbrowa, arrived. Other units of the same battalion took up their positions and guarded the formation from the Nowy Dwór and Karolin sides.

			At the same time, the forward defence of the 8th Infantry Regiment group, which was marching along the Augustów–Grodno Highway in the direction of Augustów, approached. The I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment captured Jastrzębna Pierwsza and Jastrzębna Druga without encountering any resistance. The 2nd Company of the Battalion was left behind in the village of Jastrzębna Pierwsza to guard the crossing over the railway bridge. The 2nd and 3rd Companies marched in the direction of Krasnybór. 

			As they advanced further in the direction of Sztabin, the two companies clashed with the Polish cavalry in front of the village of Wolne. The fighting started after nightfall, and, using the cover of darkness, the Polish cavalry retreated. The 3rd Company took the village, after which the whole battalion stopped for the night. A communication patrol sent by the battalion found the 8th Infantry Regiment at the village of Hruskie, where the regiment had halted for the night.403

			On 2 September, the most difficult task was carried out by the II Battalion of the 3rd Infantry Regiment. After marching all night, the newbies of this battalion, who have not even been properly trained in shooting, fought bravely and pushed the enemy out of Sejny.404

			The Actions on 3 September

			The right-flank (Major Jakaitis’) formation failed to break through to Suwałki. Major Piasecki’s cavalry brigade was repelling the Lithuanian units one-by-one. The situation was quite different in the south. There, the left-flank (Major Čaplikas’) formation succeeded in pushing the Polish units back to the line of the Augustów lakes and in establishing themselves on the Sztabin–Kolnica line on 3 and 4 September, seriously threatening to cut Augustów off from the south. The capture of Sejny, the approach to Augustów, and the confusion of the Poles in several locations lifted the morale of our army. Even the group’s commanders began to believe in the success of the operation. The Poles had begun to take the notion that they might have to cede to the Lithuanians all the Suvalkija seriously.

			However, the leadership of the Marijampolė Group did not notice the negative aspects of this operation, and even if it did, it was unable to eliminate them. Moving south to Augustów, in order to protect the rear, it was necessary to leave behind guards and reserves in many places. There were only three battalions left to occupy the passes of the Augustów lakes. With the rapidity of the advance and the lack of means of communication, it was not possible to communicate either with each other or with the group leadership. Therefore, even the parts of the group that were close to one another had to act independently. The lack of common command and control of the troops was very detrimental to the further developments in the operation.

			The Right Formation

			As we have seen, the right formation was concerned about its right flank and had sent a detachment of two companies and one artillery platoon towards Wiżajny where the Polish cavalry had appeared. The middle group of the formation was fighting at Żubryn while the left group was engaged with the enemy at Kaletnik. 

			

			Meanwhile, the commander of the Polish group at 24:00 on 2 September was already aware that the Polish 16th Uhlan Regiment had been driven out of Sejny and that the marching Lithuanians had been intercepted at Żubryn, but he did not yet have any knowledge about the movement of the Lithuanian left flank from Sapotskin. With the capture of Sejny, the Lithuanians took the initiative, but in which direction – that of Suwałki or Augustów – they were going to strike the hardest had not yet been clarified.

			The Polish commander had to decide urgently how to react to the Lithuanian advance and the loss of Sejny: to go on the defensive and hold back the Lithuanian advance, leaving them with the initiative, or to immediately go on the offensive and push the Lithuanians back to behind the Foch line. 

			Both the main task assigned to the group by the commander of the Polish 2nd Army: to keep the Suwałki–Augustów–Sejny area under Polish control, and to uphold the ‘honour of the Polish Army’, in the view of the operational group commander, required an immediate attack on the Lithuanians and the capture of Sejny. Lieutenant Colonel405 Nieniewski’s operational cavalry group, if not superior in numbers, then at least in manoeuvring capability, appeared stronger than the Marijampolė Group. Intending to attack Sejny, Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski ordered Major Piasecki to keep the bulk of his forces ‘as a reserve for the time being in the Suwałki area.’ He also ordered the volunteer cavalry, together with one battery, to be held in readiness ‘for a possible push towards Sejny.’ 406

			Meanwhile, Nieniewski nevertheless hesitated to order a counter-attack towards Sejny mainly because of concerns about the fate of Augustów. He feared that the Suwałki–Augustów–Grajewo line of communications might be cut. If a significant part of his forces were used to attack Sejny, Augustów would be left unprotected from the directions of Giby, Sapotskin, and Grodno. Although the Poles did not yet know that the Lithuanians were also advancing from the east, this had to be expected, and it was even possible to assume that the Russians might advance together with the Lithuanians. Nieniewski also took seriously the supposed danger posed by the Bolsheviks interned in East Prussia, and for that reason he maintained a security detachment between Raczki and Reszki. 

			

			Anxieties caused by the Augustów situation forced the Polish commander to hold back on sending the entire brigade of Major [Cyprian] Bystram’s too far towards Sejny, so only Major Piasecki’s group in Suwałki and the 16th Uhlan Regiment were left for that purpose.

			The idea of moving as swiftly as possible towards Sejny found an ardent supporter in the person of Piasecki because he, as the one responsible for both the Suwałki and the Sejny sectors, considered it his duty to take Sejny. Piasecki was planning to move in this direction as soon as the 7th Uhlan Regiment had pushed the Lithuanians north. To this end, he ordered the commander of the 7th Uhlan Regiment to hurry in completing his orders, even informing the commander of the 16th Uhlan Regiment of this plan and considering its execution as dependent on the approval of the commander of the operational group.407 

			However, no action was taken in that direction for the time being. Nieniewski feared that, compared with the Lithuanians, the Poles were too few in number for such a task; Piasecki necessarily had to leave strong forces in the Suwałki area, as the situation near Żubryn had not yet become clear. In addition, the terrain appeared unfavourable to Nieniewski for cavalry operations because of the many lakes and marshes.

			The commander of the Polish group was hesitant to undertake these actions, waiting for more precise information regarding the Lithuanian forces and their direction of movement. By midday on 3 September, however, the news was scant. By that time, Nieniewski had only learned about the situation to the north and east of Suwałki. He knew that the 7th Uhlan Regiment had already begun to operate, but he did not know the consequences of that activity. There were reports that the Lithuanians were using relay stations and were moving rapidly from Sejny in the direction of Augustów, but this information had yet to be confirmed.408

			On the basis of this information, the commander of the Polish Operational Group issued the following operational order on 3 September:

			‘1) The Lithuanians captured Sejny using two battalions of the 2nd and 5th Infantry Regiment armed with artillery. The 16th Uhlan Regiment withdrew after the battle to the Krasnopol–Krasne–Aleksandrowsk area, covering Suwałki from the east.

			2) Major Piasecki’s brigade (the 7th Uhlan Regiment, two horse-artillery guns, the 41st Infantry Regiment, which during the night was placed under the brigade commander’s authority, and the 16th Uhlan Regiment, which was likewise placed under his command) is tasked with repulsing the enemy attacking Suwałki and holding this sector. If the 16th Uhlan Regiment is unable to hold, it is to withdraw to Suwałki. The volunteer cavalry and the 1st Battery of the 7th Horse-Artillery Divizion409 are to be kept concentrated in such a way that they are at all times at the disposal of the Group Command.

			3) Major Bystram’s Brigade:

			(a) The 3rd Uhlan Regiment and the I Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment remain in their previous areas.

			The 1st Squadron of the Composite Cavalry Regiment, directed toward Frącki to block the road to Sejny, is to conduct reconnaissance in the direction of Giby–Sejny. Two squadrons of the 2nd Composite Regiment are to move to Augustów. The crossing at Płaska is to be closed by one troop, which is to carry out reconnaissance toward Rudawka.

			Major Bystram will order additional reconnaissance towards Tobołowo, Wysoki Most, and Maćkowa Ruda. This latter patrol shall establish contact with the 16th Uhlan Regiment. 

			Command of the Operational Cavalry Group

			General Staff Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski 

			No. 48/III.IX.3 at 13:00.

			4) A report was just received from an officer captured by the Lithuanians that the Lithuanian units are moving from Sejny towards Augustów. Major [Feliks] Jaworski’s cavalry and one battery are to be sent to Augustów without delay. (-) Nieniewski.’410

			Right after this order had been issued, news was received that a Polish reconnaissance squadron had been attacked by the Lithuanians six kilometres outside of Lipsk and had to withdraw in the direction of Gruszki. According to Polish intelligence, about one battalion of infantry with a cavalry was operating in this direction. At the same time, a Lithuanian plane had dropped bombs in Augustów. 

			More precise information that the Lithuanians were in fact advancing toward Augustów both from the direction of Sejny and from Lipsk confirmed the fears of the commander of the Polish cavalry group regarding the fate of a point so important to him. Without delay, he sent the volunteer cavalry with a battery to Augustów, reinforced the squadron that had gone to Frącki, and dispatched the entire Composite Cavalry Regiment to Macharce to repel the enemy. 411 Wishing to paralyse Lithuanian action from the Lipsk side, Nieniewski turned to the commander of the 1st Legions Infantry Division, some of whose units had pushed forward into the Dąbrowa area.

			The Order of the Polish Second Army Command

			In the morning of 3 September, upon learning that the Lithuanians had driven the Poles out of Sejny, the commander of the Polish 2nd Army immediately decided to push the Lithuanians back to the Foch Line and issued the following order:

			‘Operational Order No. 48412

			2) The command of the 4th Cavalry Brigade will immediately prepare an attack on Sejny and will urge the Lithuanian command in Sejny to abandon the city within four hours. 

			3) In the event of an evasive reply or a failure to evacuate the city within that time limit, the 4th Cavalry Brigade will attack Sejny and firmly secure it.

			4) The same must be done wherever Lithuanian units are responding with arms against Polish troops.

			5) The Foch line must not be crossed. 

			6) The 211th Uhlan Regiment is entrusted to the command of the 4th Cavalry Brigade.

			[Tadeusz] Kutrzeba, General Staff Lieutenant Colonel and Chief of Staff

			[Edward] Rydz-Śmigły, Lieutenant Colonel and Army Commander’

			At the same time, the Polish High Command intervened and demanded a more cautious treatment of the Lithuanians for political reasons, issuing the following order on 3 September (No 9609/III): 

			‘In view of the absence of the Head of State in Warsaw, the question of our treatment of the Lithuanians with regard to their forcible expulsion of the 16th Uhlan Regiment from Sejny cannot be definitively settled...

			If the command of the Second Army could surround those two Lithuanian battalions and force them to lay down their arms without a struggle, then it would be necessary to take such an immediate action. Otherwise, until the decision is announced, it is necessary to confine ourselves to observing the Lithuanian forces in Sejny and, in the event of their further advance into the territory of Suwałki, to repel them resolutely.’413 

			When this order was received by the command of the 2nd Army, news had already been received that the Lithuanians were rapidly advancing towards Augustów. The change in the situation meant that the High Command’s order no longer had to be obeyed, and the 2nd Army Command recognised its order No. 48 as valid. 

			Battle at Żubryn

			Major [Jan] Lewandowski had received from the group commander, Major Piasecki, a written order to use his 7th Uhlan Regiment together with the 5th and 6th Companies of the 41st Infantry Regiment to drive back the central element of the right-hand Lithuanian formation (Major Jakaitis’s group), which was advancing north from Kalvarija toward Suwałki. In addition, Major Piasecki had verbally informed Major Lewandowski that an attack on Sejny was to follow and that it was therefore very important to act as quickly and vigorously as possible in order to destroy the enemy in the north as soon as possible, thus removing the obstacles to open action in the intended direction.

			Major Lewandowski and his regiment moved to Jasionowo at 14:00 on 3 September. Here, he learned that the Lithuanians had retreated during the night to the former First World War trenches north of Żubryn and had taken up a front of a length of about two kilometres on both sides of the road. The Lithuanian artillery was located in Zaleszczewo, which was four kilometres to the northeast of Czerwonka. The commander of the Polish regiment also knew that the Lithuanians had captured Kaletnik and that the troops of the Polish 3rd Squadron’s outpost had retreated to Lipniak.

			From the reports that Lewandowski had received, he concluded that the Lithuanian west flank was open and that the terrain on this side was very rugged, making it very convenient to sneak under cover and get around the Lithuanian flank and rear. West of the highway, the terrain was also more open, allowing enemy movements to be observed from the heights around Czerwonka. There were Lithuanian units in the Kaletnik–Bilwinowo area covering this flank against the enemy. Conditions for a frontal attack were unfavourable, as the Lithuanians had occupied the high ground between Żubryn and Czerwonka, from which they could easily fire on the enemy attacking from the front. All this indicated that the easiest way to gain success was to envelop the Lithuanians from the flank and strike into their rear.

			[image: Troop movements during the Battle at Żubryn on 3 September 1920. 



Troop movements in northeastern Poland. It shows roads, forests, open terrain and villages, such as Żubryn, Leszczewo, Kozia Szyja, Czerwonka, Olszanka and Kalonorejście. Lithuanian positions and manoeuvres are shown in relation to these Polish advances.

Two armies are represented using different arrow styles: solid black arrows indicate the movements of Polish forces, outlined arrows indicate the movements of Lithuanian forces. The arrows illustrate the directions of attacks, counter-movements, and concentrations of forces around Żubryn and the surrounding villages. 

There are several military units, including Polish cavalry detachments, such as 4/7 Uhlan Regiment, and infantry units. 

A scale bar at the bottom indicates distances from 0 to 4 kilometres.  

]

			It was only after the arrival of the cavalry at Jasionowo that the infantry also marched into relieve the 2nd Squadron, which had taken up its position, so that now the regimental commander had the whole of the cavalry regiment at his disposal, except for the technical squadron. In accordance with the considerations set out above, the regimental commander ordered:414

			
					The 1/2 Infantry Battalion is to remain in the occupied positions to repel any possible Lithuanian frontal attack and to observe the enemy. The infantry is to begin its attack only when the manoeuvre group has entered the enemy’s rear.

					Squadrons 1 and 4, along with four machine-guns, under the command of Major [Romuald] Niementowski and to outflank the Lithuanian right flank by the road through Białorogi, Suchodoły, and Leszczewo in order to defeat it. 

					The 3rd Squadron (without one and a half of its troops, left in Lipniak as an outpost) will move along the road through Bilwinowo in the direction of Kaletnik, demonstrating that it is outflanking the enemy’s flank and conducting reconnaissance in the area around Kaletnik. 

					The 2nd Squadron will remain in reserve in the area of Jasionowo Nowe. 

					The command post shall be located on highway near Żubryn.

			

			In the actions of the 3rd Squadron, Second Lieutenant [Ludwig Stanisław] Bernstein’s detachment, moving from Lipniak to Kaletnik, was to participate as well.

			Major Niementowski’s manoeuvre group left from Jasionowo at about 4:00. The 1st Squadron, which was armed with two machine-guns, was to attack the Lithuanian right flank, and the 4th squadron, which was also armed with two machine-guns, was to attack the rear. The direction of attack was towards Białorogi–Rychtyn–Czerwonka for the 1st Squadron and towards Suchodoły–Wołownia–Leszczewo–Zaleszczewo for the 4th Squadron.415 

			Meanwhile, already during the night, the 5th and 6th companies of the 41st Infantry Regiment had replaced the 2nd squadron of the 7th Uhlan Regiment and positioned themselves on both sides of highway, the heights north of Jasionowo, and in the First World War trenches of Żubryn. The Lithuanians greeted the companies with fire from the heights near Czerwonka. 

			At dawn, the Lithuanians tried to attack the Poles in several locations, albeit without any success. The attention of the Lithuanians turned increasingly to their left flank in the direction Bilwinowo–Klonorejśč. This attention was drawn by the movement of 3rd Squadron, which at 6:00 left Jasionowo in the direction of Węgielnia, Bilwinowo, and Klonorejśč. The commander of this squadron, Rotmeister [Bronisław] Rakowski, led his unit in such a way as to draw attention to himself and to divert the attention of the soldiers away from Major Niementowski. He achieved his goal. The squadron moving from Węgielnia to Bilwinowo was heavily shelled by the Lithuanians, and it continued through Bilwinowo towards Klonorejśč. Near Dębowo, the squadron was held back by the fire of the reserve Lithuanian infantry units that had taken the high ground in the vicinity of Głęboki Rów and Klonorejśč. The squadron’s cavalry was also subjected to accurate artillery fire. Two uhlans were wounded, three horses were killed, and several were wounded. Rotmeister Rakowski was forced to withdraw his squadron to Bilwinowo. After occupying the surrounding hills, he fired on the Lithuanian infantry units that were moving in the direction of Klonorejśč. 

			Both because of the repulsion of the 3rd Squadron and the earlier attempts of the Lithuanians to attack the right flank of the 41st Infantry Regiment, the commander of the 7th Uhlan Regiment was concerned about the safety of that flank. He believed that in case of success in this sector, a Lithuanian attack would threaten the safety of the rear of Major Lewandowski’s group, as only the 2nd Squadron and two machine-guns remained in reserve. To eliminate this danger, Major Lewandowski sent half of the 2nd Squadron’s reserve, armed with two machine-guns, to support the 3rd Squadron and asked the commander of the 4th Brigade to send the remaining companies of the II Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment and the artillery to his aid. The brigade commander sent the requested assistance, which left Suwałki at about 8:00. 

			Half of the 2nd Squadron of the 7th Uhlan Regiment joined Rotmeister Rakowski and occupied the heights to the north of Bilwinowo. The Lithuanian advance in this direction was halted, but the Lithuanian artillery continued to fire.

			At about 8:00, a Lithuanian plane bombed and machine-gunned Jasionowo, where the reserve squadron and the supply train were concentrated, but this attack did not lead to any casualties. At the same time, news came from Major Lewandowski’s Divizion that the 4th squadron had captured Leszczewo and the 1st – Rychtyn.416

			Meanwhile, Second Lieutenant Bernstein’s detachment, which had left Lipniak at 6:00 for Kaletnik, was cut off by the Lithuanians at the edge of the forest south of Lake Kaletnik and lost contact with its own troops. 

			The commander of the Polish 4th Squadron, moving out onto the hills south of Zaleszczewo, saw two Lithuanian guns firing from a position west of the highway. A column of about half a company of Lithuanian infantry was advancing along the highway towards Czerwonka. The squadron commander ordered a dismount and, supported by two machine-guns, attacked the Lithuanian artillery. The Lithuanian artillery was quick to spot the attacking dismounted cavalrymen and, after turning its guns almost 180 degrees, met them with a canister fire. At the same time, a Lithuanian infantry unit deployed along the highway and opened heavy rifle and machine-gun fire on the cavalrymen.

			The canister fire held back the attacking squadron. Taking advantage of this, the Lithuanian artillery quickly packed their guns and managed to jump over the highway and retreat eastwards. Despite the fire of the Lithuanian infantry, the Polish uhlans ran forward to catch up with the fleeing Lithuanian artillery guns. They did not catch up with them, instead attacking the Lithuanian infantry, who surrendered. The Poles took 35 prisoners, two machine-guns, and an artillery wagon that did not manage to escape.

			The attack of the 4th squadron of the Polish 7th Uhlan Regiment forced the Lithuanians to retreat from the forward positions of the 41st Infantry Regiment’s companies. The 1st Polish squadron also moved from Rychtyn but was not successful in catching up to the retreating Lithuanian infantry flank. The Poles captured only an artillery observer. 

			The fighting in the Żubryn area started at 9:00 and ended at 10:00. The Lithuanians hastily retreated in a northeasterly direction, taking the Kaletnik garrison with them.417 

			While marching towards Suwałki, one Lithuanian company reached the village of Wiatrołuża. A woman from that village reported the arrival of the company, which was armed with two machine-guns, to the commander of the Polish detachment south of Lake Kaletnik, Second Lieutenant Bernstein. As the road leading to the village of Lipniak had been cut, the detachment commander decided to retreat in a roundabout route through Piotrowa Dąbrowa but soon learned from the locals that the Lithuanian company had left from Wiatrołuża in the direction of Lipniak. The Polish cavalry platoon attacked the company when its advance party approached a bridge on the eastern edge of Lipniak. 

			The Lithuanians scattered to the left and right of the road. At the same time, Lithuanian troops in the village opened heavy machine-gun and rifle fire, but the fire soon died down, as the Lithuanians were also attacked by a ten-horse Polish patrol from Nowa Wieś, which had been sent by Second Lieutenant Bernstein to establish contact with the squadron. As that patrol was returning, it heard the fighting and charged Lipniak in mounted formation from the southeast. Attacked from two sides, the Lithuanians scattered into the woods east of Lipniak and withdrew to Piotrowa Dąbrowa. After the engagement, Bernstein’s detachment returned to Kaletnik, which the Lithuanians had already abandoned. 

			According to the Polish data,418 the Poles took three machine-guns, about 40 prisoners, including two officers, two field kitchens, six wagons, a dozen horses, and a large quantity of artillery and rifle ammunition in the battle of Żubryn. The Polish suffered the following losses: 16 soldiers wounded, seven horses killed, and several wounded. The Lithuanians suffered heavy losses. 

			The middle group, which was badly beaten, withdrew. In the evening, the central and eastern groups of the right flank took the Białobłota–Szypliszki–Szlinokiemie line.419

			The Middle Formation...

			...attacked Krasnopol at 11:00 and pushed the 4th Squadron of Uhlan Regiment out from that location. The II Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment (that of Captain Bagdanavičius), leaving one company to cover the flank at Krasnopol, moved through Czerwony Krzyż and Tabołowo in the direction of Szczebra. On the way, it ran into the Polish 16th Uhlan Regiment, which was engaged in a delaying manoeuvre. The 1st and 3rd Squadrons of that Regiment, armed with three machine-guns and having taken the heights at Aleksandrowsk, repulsed the attempted attacks at first but soon had to retreat to Height 143, which was located to the west of Źubrówka. Here, too, the Poles did not hold out for long. The Lithuanian attack, especially the appearance of Lithuanian units in the Jegliniec–Piotrowa Dąbrowa area, forced these squadrons to withdraw. The commander of the 16th Uhlan Regiment, organizing his regiment to defend the sector assigned to him, placed only half of his forces (the 1st and 4th Squadrons and three machine-guns) in the first line. The other half (2nd and 3rd Squadrons and three machine-guns) he kept in reserve. Such a distribution enabled him to employ comparatively strong forces in any part of the sector where danger might arise.

			The left group of the middle formation (i.e., the II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment) marched on through Frącki and Serski Las towards Augustów. At Serski Las, our battalion fought with the Polish cavalry for about two hours.

			The Battle at Serski Las

			At about 10:00, the commander of the Polish Composite Cavalry Regiment sent a squadron to face the II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, which was moving from Sejny towards Augustów. This squadron was to stop the advance of our battalion to the Czarna Hańcza River near Frącki. Shortly afterwards, the remainder of the Cavalry Regiment (the 1st and 2nd Squadrons), with one machine gun mounted on a tachanka, 420 received orders to proceed to Augustów. However, when it became clear that the Lithuanians were advancing with stronger forces, the entire regiment was sent to hold them back.

			This regiment left from Szczebra at about noon. Before reaching Serski Las, the commander of the regiment received a report that the 3rd Squadron, which had been sent towards Frącki, had been held up by the Lithuanians by Serski Las. At the same time, the French officers driving past asked the Polish regimental commander to take Serski Las by mutual agreement with the Lithuanians, but such a proposal was unrealistic, as neither side was prepared to yield.

			Around 16:00, the Polish regiment reached the undergrowth to the west of the Serski Las. There it found the 3rd Squadron, which had already been pushed out of the Serski Las area by the Lithuanians, fighting back. The Lithuanians had also already occupied the high ground to the west of this village.

			The commander of the Polish Composite Cavalry Regiment immediately ordered an attack on Serski Las in order to drive the Lithuanians out of the area. To this end, the 3rd Squadron was to frontally attack along the highway to Serski Las, the 2nd Squadron was sent to flank the village on the right, and one troop of 1st Squadron was ordered to come up from the left to the rear of the village in order to cover the left flank and to scout the enemy’s positions. The remainder of the 1st Squadron was left in reserve in the woods by the highway.

			The orders were still being given when, from the high ground to the west of Serski Las, the Lithuanian unit attempted to reach the edge of the forest some 250 metres away in a single run. This assault was checked by fire from the 3rd Squadron. The Lithuanians attacked most strongly along the highway, here they had already closed up to the forest. The regimental commander sent forward the only machine-gun mounted on a tachanka from the reserves. The tachanka turned about and opened fire, but the non-commissioned officer commanding it was killed and the machine-gun itself was shot through. Even so, the attack was repulsed. By a similar manoeuvre, the Polish regiment attacked the column of the advancing battalion, but was unable to halt its movement. In the fighting, the commander of the 3rd Squadron and several uhlans were wounded. At about 18:00, the Polish regiment began to withdraw to take up defensive positions between the lakes near Studzieniczna.421

			The Left Formation (that of Major Čaplikas) ...

			...on 3 September continued its attack. Covering the movements of both sides of the formation, the I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment was still moving towards Sztabin. Near the village of Krasnoborki, the forward defence platoon of the 1st Company was fired upon by rifles and had to stop to regroup. As the other platoons approached and machine-gun fire was loosed into the village, the Polish return fire became less frequent. The company attacked the village, and the Poles hurriedly left the village towards Sztabin. The 1st Company took the village. The battalion commander ordered the companies to continue. The 3rd Company was ordered to attack and take the village of Sztabin and the bridge over the Biebrza River, to strongly entrench there, and to prevent the enemy from crossing the river from the direction of Dąbrowa. The company was to remain in Sztabin until further notice. The 1st Company was ordered to wait in Krasnoborki until the 3rd Company had taken Sztabin and the bridge over the Biebrza. Later, the 1st Company would march through the village of Kamień to the village of Kryłatka, located outside the forest on the Krasnybór–Augustów Road, and remain there guarding the 8th Infantry Regiment formation’s left flank. In Kamień, the Company would set up a field guard and link up with the 3rd Company on the left and the 8th Infantry Regiment on the right. The battalion headquarters would be located in Jastrzębna Manor near the railway.

			The 3rd Company soon approached Sztabin, which was only two kilometres from Krasnoborki, and on Height 137, north of the road, they noticed Polish trenches and soldiers’ heads sticking out of them. The company commander decided to attack Sztabin with all three platoons. He assigned two platoons to attack on the south side of the Krasnoborki–Sztabin Road, and one platoon was to attack directly on the road. He ordered two heavy machine-guns to take up a position on the north side of the road and, once the platoons had taken the line of departure, to open fire on the Polish trenches at Height 137 and on the village.

			The Krasnoborki–Sztabin Road passed through a hollow and was therefore raised about a metre above the surface, giving excellent cover to those walking alongside it, they could not be seen from the high ground. As the platoons moved forward, the heavy machine-guns opened fire and forced the Poles to hide their heads in the trenches. The Poles were not only unable to shoot well but also found it difficult to follow what was going on, as they could not see the troops who were moving slowly along the road. Their fire was sparse and very inaccurate, and they could not hold back the platoon that was attacking along the road. The Poles only realised that they were surrounded from the south when the platoon was very close to the village, having approached along the south side of the road. When the Poles saw the Lithuanian detachment closing in, they jumped out of their trenches and ran scattered into a wood about 300 metres from Height 137. The 3rd Company chased them with additional shots. Soon, the whole village had been taken by the 3rd Company. In the village, the company captured three Polish soldiers and two carts and horses. The Polish soldiers ran towards the village of Kunicha without stopping until they were able to hide among the bushes and huts in the village.

			At the bridge over the Biebrza River, the 3rd Company set up a reinforced guard that dug a ditch across the road and a trench as well. A guard was also posted to the west and north of the village and a message was sent to the battalion commander that the village was occupied and that the guards had been posted. The battalion commander was still in the village of Krasnoborki with the 1st Company and, after receiving a report from the 3rd Company, he ordered the 1st Company to march to Kryłatka and returned to the location of his platoon in the manor (folwark) at Jastrzębna.422

			The village of Sztabin is located near the Biebrza River. The marshes of that river surround the village on three sides. An important road passes through Sztabin, linking Augustów with the strategic Grodno–Osowiec Highway. Due to the wide strip of impassable marshland along the Biebrza River, the only way to communicate is by a road that cuts through the marshes and a bridge over the Biebrza River at Sztabin. It is very easy to defend such an area, but if the enemy were to attack from the north, where the terrain is dry and wooded, it would be very difficult to retreat.

			The negative aspect of the 3rd Company’s position was that the company was deeply embedded in the enemy’s area of operation and the communications with its neighbours – i.e., the 2nd Company in Jastrzębna Pierwsza, the 1st Company in Kryłatka, and the battalion commander in the Jastrzębna Manor – were insufficient, only maintained by runners. The company had to act on its own, without an expectation of instructions from the battalion commander or aid from its neighbours. The most difficult position was the north, as there was a forest on that side, and the terrain was very rugged, marred with many valleys, ditches, and bushes that could hide the enemy’s movements. 

			The 1st Company went from Krasnoborki to Kryłatka by road through the village of Kamień. Upon reaching Kamień, the company left a guard of 11 men to secure the company’s left flank and to liaise with the 3rd Company in Sztabin. After crossing the forest, the company posted a second guard at the crossroads of Podcisówek–Krasnybór and Augustów–Sztabin. The rest of the company camped in Kryłatka and immediately sent a patrol to link up with the 8th Infantry Regiment’s main formation on the Augustów–Grodno Road. The patrol returned to the company during the night and reported that the 8th Infantry Regiment had captured the Sajno–Sajenek lake passes and the 2nd Infantry Regiment (i.e., the middle formation) on the other side of the town of Augustów had captured the Necko–Białe–Studzieniczna lake passes. It was reasonable, therefore, to expect that Augustów would be taken the next day.423

			This is the detailed account given by Major [Henrikas] Songinas in his work about the actions of the I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment in the Sztabin district on 3 September. This part of the battalion’s actions is described somewhat differently by Colonel Smoleński:424

			‘The Battle of the 10th Company of the 41st infantry Regiment at Sztabin. The commander of the 10th Company of the 41st Infantry Regiment, while occupying Szta­bin, was, in accordance with the order of the commander of the cavalry operational group, to march to Jastrzębna in order to establish contact with the 1st Legions Infantry Division. However, already on the evening of 3 September, reports reached the company commander of Lithuanian advance toward Jastrzębna–Krasnybór. A patrol sent late in the evening to verify this information at Krasnybór came under fire already near Krasnoborki (3 kilometres northeast of Sztabin).

			During the night, further reports arrived from the civilian population that about 200 Lithuanians had reached Krasnoborki.

			The company commander decided on 4 September to drive the Lithuanians out of Krasnoborki and therefore ordered a frontal attack along the Sztabin–Krasnoborki axis, combined with an outflanking movement from the west by half a platoon with one machine gun. The frontal attack was to begin once this half-platoon with the machine gun attacked from the west. At about 08:00 the company was ready to attack, and the flanking half-platoon set out over Hill 137 (167 A.R.?). At the same time, a Lithuanian detachment launched an attack on Sztabin. The enemy’s forward platoon pushed out from Krasnoborki and soon became engaged in a firefight with the forward platoon of the 10th Company.

			After a while, the flanking half-platoon attacked the village of Krasnoborki from the west. The attack, supported by machine-gun fire, forced the Lithuanian platoon, which had broken through in the direction of Sztabin, to hastily retreat and a part of Lithuanian forces to be diverted to the west.

			

			A shootout ensued. However, the 10th Company did not continue its attack, as the company commander, having managed to reach the commander of the operational group by telephone, received an order to withdraw to Augustów because of the threat to the town from Lithuanian forces advancing toward Kolnica from the south. The company commander was therefore ordered to withdraw via Jaminy.

			As a result of this order, the company commander broke off the attack and, after assembling his company in Sztabin, abandoned the area at about noon, taking the Jaminy–Kopec–Sosnowo route. The company arrived in Augustów late in the evening and spent the night there. On 5 September at 5:00, the company was redirected to Studzieniczna to the reserve of the commander of the III Battalion.

			Sztabin was occupied by a Lithuanian company (the 2nd Company of the Lithuanian 6th Infantry Regiment).’

			In another place again, Smoleński, referring to the actions of the Lithuanians on 4 September, writes: ‘The Lithuanian I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment took the line of the Biebrza River and the crossing at Nowa Kamienna (the 1st Company), the 2nd Company of the same battalion attacked the 10th Company of the 41st Infantry Regiment from the locality Krasnoborki, and, after the retreat of the Polish company, captured Sztabin.’425

			As we can see, the descriptions of the actions of the battalion in question by both authors are probably more in conflict with each other than in agreement. The question, therefore, is which writer is more trustworthy, and secondly, whether it is possible to have a completely correct account of the battle.

			At first glance, Smoleński seems to be more trustworthy, as he not only uses many sources in his extensive work, but also, in his extensive footnotes, indicates which sources he specifically relied on in his various descriptions and claims. Songinas’ manuscript is another matter. Like most Lithuanian military writers, he does not like to indicate in his notes what he specifically references to support his story. It is at least good that at the end of the article he gives a list of the sources that he used426 and the initials of a participant in the battle whose memoirs were referenced as well (A.M.). It would have been even better if the author of the article had also written the name, rank, and position of this combatant. 

			

			However, the description of the events in Smoleński’s work also cannot be fully relied on for the following reasons. If we look at the previous description of the actions in the Merkinė area, they were not only much more detailed but also more accurately depicted in the participant’s memoirs than in some of the sources of the time, such as the reports of our General Staff. No additional faith can be placed on works based on Polish sources, such as the histories of Polish regiments. Our most famous military bibliographer, Major [Aleksandras] Ružancovas, is well acquainted with the Polish regimental histories described them thus:

			‘It should be noted that the historians of the Polish regiments did not spare Lithuanian prisoners of war, giving them to almost all their regiments: “cały pułk” [entire regiment], “pułk piechoty” [infantry regiment], “bateria” [battery], “batalion” [battalion], or at least “kompania” [company[. Seven Polish regiments claimed our battery and guns. With the amount of loot taken by these regiments, it would seem that we had lost 11 batteries, or 44 guns. According to our Artillery Major [Juozas] Šipelis, we had a total of nine batteries on the Polish front. Of these, two-and-a-half batteries, in other words ten guns, were lost to the Poles (“The First Ten Years of the Life of Artillery” – “Mūsų Žinynas”, 1928, Vol. XV). The same must be said of the number of prisoners of war and captured machine-guns. The figures are simply astonishing. One wonders whether the historians of the Polish regiments are not following the advice of the old Russian commander, Field Marshal Prince Suvorov, who, when his chief of staff asked how many Turks to report as killed in battle, replied: “Write more — why pity them?”427

			However, Major Ružancovas’428 reproach to the histories of the Polish regiments does not apply as much to Colonel Smoleński’s work. The author of the work himself, in his preface, says the following about his own work: ‘I have tried to be as objective as possible here, relying only on the undisputed documents of the time and on the reports of the battles that corresponded to those times’429. Also, it must be admitted that the author, insofar as the sources at his disposal did not mislead him, was conscientious in this respect. The author himself admits that, despite the many and varied sources that he consulted, ‘the historical account of these battles undoubtedly contains some inaccuracies and disagreements with the actual course of the battles. In any case, the eventual differences are very slight, and may only concern trifles and minor episodes.’430

			Drawing on both Lithuanian and Polish sources, Smoleński, as he himself stated, was able to reconstruct the general course of the Lithuanian army’s operations with reasonably good accuracy, and only minor details may differ from reality. However, since the author had a Polish readership primarily in mind, it is natural that he did not set out the actions of the Lithuanian army with the same degree of detail. In addition, Smoleński also had the didactic purpose of his work in mind. He paid particular attention to the bold actions of small detachments which, by striking into the enemy’s rear, could determine the outcome of large-scale undertakings. The study of such actions was considered especially suitable for the training of young officers in peacetime. From this it follows that minor Polish, and especially Lithuanian, actions not connected with this didactic purpose were of somewhat less concern to the author. It is therefore not surprising that he mentions the actions of the I Battalion of the Lithuanian 6th Infantry Regiment only briefly and in passing, and that in some instances he may have been misled by his sources.

			Major Songinas’ take is different. The author relied on the recollections of a participant in the fighting, who experienced the actions of the mentioned battalion himself, and who, even after a somewhat longer period of time, remembered some of the more significant moments of those actions. Moreover, the manuscript is written with great care and makes a serious, credible impression. Only the timing of some of the actions should be adjusted according to Smoleński and moved to the next day.

			I should also note here that my descriptions of battles may not always correspond to reality. There are errors, both in the sources and in the literature, which may not always be noted and corrected. Moreover, the descriptions of the battles, however well written, cannot be completely and comprehensively complete. However, this does not mean that it is impossible to write a history of battles. There may be mistakes in the details, but in general terms the historical depiction will correspond to reality. 

			

			The Actions on 4 September

			The two parts of the left formation spent the night of 3 to 4 September on the line Hruskie–Jastrzębna Manor, where on 3 September they had engaged the 4th Squadron of the Polish Composite Cavalry Regiment. On 4 September, from early morning, both groups continued their march: the II Battalion of the 8th Infantry Regiment advanced along the Grodno–Augustów road toward Sajenek, while the I Battalion moved in the direction of Balinka–Kolnica. The III Battalion, meanwhile, remained in Hruskie as the reserve. 

			The II Battalion reached the passes near Sajenek, where the railway was located, around noon. Upon reaching Sajenek, the advance units, meanwhile, occupied only the shore and began to fire heavily on the Polish positions. The Lithuanians began to attack at about 16:00.431 The main attack was directed towards Sajenek. Three lines of formations attacked, supported by heavy artillery and machine-gun fire. The first attack failed. In the following attacks, the Lithuanians successfully reached Polish positions. However, the Poles had an excellent position, and their artillery guns fired directly from the forward line, forcing the Lithuanians to break off the attack and partially withdraw. The Lithuanians suffered heavy losses; the Poles suffered none. This was because the Lithuanians’ fire was passing high.432

			The Lithuanian attack along the Grodno Highway was less persistent and relatively easy to repel. Although the passes in the Sajenek area were easy to defend and difficult to attack, the commander of the operational group arranged for the several dozens of uhlans who were defending the passes in that section to be replaced by the III Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment, which was stationed in reserve in Augustów. By the evening, the passes were occupied by three companies of that battalion under the command of the battalion commander himself. The units of the II Battalion of the 8th Infantry Regiment no longer attacked this section during the evening and night, limiting themselves to light fire from the infantry and shelling the enemy’s positions with artillery.433

			The left formation flank group (the I Battalion of the 8th Infantry Regiment), which was supposed to surround Augustów from the south and west, reached Kolnica, a locality not far from Augustów, and halted there. It is possible that this battalion had already been informed that Poles had begun to appear in the Dąbrowa area. It was probably for the same reason that the III Battalion was left in Hruskie. 

			The left group of the middle formation (the II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment) and the other two companies, with one company left under the command of the formation commander, Major Ramanauskas, in the reserve at Serski Las, pushed the two squadrons of the Polish Composite Regiment away from the unnamed rivulet and reached Studzieniczna.

			At about 16:30, the formation of these companies that was moving towards the bridge was scattered by fire from a Polish artillery platoon. At the same time, Lithuanian patrols began to move slowly towards the fortifications of the bridgehead with increasing boldness, but the Poles fended them off with fire from their positions. 

			The Lithuanians did not start attacking at this location until after dark, that is, at about 19:30.434 Backed by heavy artillery and machine-gun fire, several waves of Lithuanian infantry formations started to attack. Here, the fire of the Lithuanian attackers, much more accurate than that at Sajenek, forced a platoon of the Polish artillery of the 7th Divizion to retreat from the front lines back to the rear. Taking advantage of a break in the Polish artillery fire for a change of location, the Lithuanians moved closer to the Polish positions – up to an attacking distance. The designated groups attempted an attack. The closest Lithuanian troops were those stationed along Studzieniczne Lake. Using the folds in the terrain and bushes that facilitated their approach, the Lithuanians attacked the right flank of the 3rd Squadron and forced its retreat. The Polish squad leader immediately threw his 4th Squadron into a counterattack from a position near the bridge. The squadron crossed the bridge and soon drove the Lithuanians out of the positions that they had taken. Hand grenades were exchanged between the two sides. North of the highway, the Lithuanian attack was repulsed by crossfire from 3rd Squadron’s frontal attack and from that of the 2nd Squadron’s half-squadron to north of Lake Białe. 

			At about 20:30, the Lithuanians again attempted to seize the bridgehead. The attack was repulsed by the two squadrons defending it. Shortly before 23:00, the Lithuanians attacked once more, though this time with less energy. By then, the Poles already had four machine guns in place to defend the bridgehead.435

			The Battle at Gulbieniszki

			Right after the western group of the right formation, which consisted of the 1st and 4th companies of the 10th Infantry Regiment, had marched out of Liubavas, news was received that Wiżajny had been taken by Polish cavalry. Two companies were immediately ordered to advance to Wiżajny. They arrived there on the evening of 2 September. A detachment from the regimental reserve was sent in their place to Rutka–Tartak. 

			When on 3 September it became clear that there were no Polish troops in Wiżajny and its surroundings and that there was no danger from that direction regarding any southward movement, the two companies were redirected to their previous itinerary. On 3 September, the group arrived at Rutka–Tartak, spent the night there, and on the morning of 4 September, it continued its advance to Gulbieniszki.436 

			Meanwhile, the Polish commander, Major Lewandowski was ordered to defeat the strong Lithuanian units that had allegedly arrived in the Jegliniszki–Kadaryszki area. Waiting for reports from their scouts, the Polish 7th Uhlan Regiment arrived at Gulbieniszki at 24:00 on 3 September and camped there. The reports that the Lithuanians had concentrated strong units in that area were not confirmed. Then, Major Lewandowski decided to march to Rutka–Tartak at 8:00 and to attack the Lithuanian forces massed there. However, as early as 6:30, the Lithuanians attacked the Polish guard north of Gulbieniszki, and Lithuanian troops appeared on the nearby hills and opened heavy fire on the village of Gulbieniszki, where squadrons of the 7th Uhlan Regiment were stationed. The 2nd Squadron, which was camped on the northern edge of the village, armed with two machine-guns, immediately took up a position to the west of the road. The dismounted uhlans of 1st Squadron, armed with two machine-guns, arrived immediately and took up a position to the east of the road. The 3rd Squadron assembled in reserve to the south of Gulbieniszki. 

			[image: Troops movements during the Battle at Gulbieniszki
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			The Polish 1st and 2nd Squadrons, armed with four machine-guns, stopped the Lithuanian attack but were themselves heavily shelled by the Lithuanians and suffered casualties. The 2nd Squadron was especially affected, as an officer was killed and several officers and uhlans were wounded. Soon, the Lithuanians began to surround the Poles from the north on both sides. The 1st and 2nd Polish Squadrons moved several hundred metres towards Height 258.

			To stop the advancing Lithuanians, the regimental commander sent the reserve 3rd Squadron over the Ścibowo–Podsumowo–Jałowo line to flank the Lithuanian left flank on the right and attack the Lithuanian unit from behind. At the same time, he sent a messenger to convey an order to the two advancing Companies of the 41st Infantry Regiment that was moving from Jeleniewo to hurry and attack between the road and Lake Sumowo in the direction of Sidory.

			Taking advantage of the initial breakthrough, the Lithuanians marched forth, threatening to outflank the right flank of the Polish Squadron. Meanwhile, one troop of the 1st Squadron, fortified by a machine-gun platoon, snuck along the banks of Lake Sumowo, concealed by ground cover, went around the flank of the Lithuanian unit, and, supported by machine-gun fire, attacked the Lithuanians from the rear. Unexpectedly attacked from behind and exposed to heavy machine-gun fire, the Lithuanians withdrew. Several dozen soldiers were captured by the Poles. 

			Around the same time, that is, at about 10:30, two Polish companies arrived and immediately began to attack. However, the Lithuanians, already attacked by a troop of the 1st Squadron, and noticing the 3rd Squadron beginning to flank them, hastily withdrew. During the fighting, which lasted about five hours, the Polish 7th Uhlan regiment suffered the following casualties: one officer, two uhlans, and two horses killed and three officers, 14 uhlans, and four horses injured. The two companies of the Lithuanian detachment that lost the battle of Gulbieniszki suffered about ten dead and about 50 taken prisoner by the Poles.437

			The Situation on 4 September

			The objective of the Order No. 16 of 1 September to the Marijampolė Group to push the Poles behind the Lipsk–Augustów–Grabowo line had already been fulfilled to a considerable extent on 4 September. The left (i.e., Major Čaplikas) formation had already occupied the line from the Grodno area to Augustów. Augustów itself was almost completely encircled on three sides. The II Battalion of the 8th Infantry Regiment was already fighting the Poles for the passes across the lakes to Augustów from the east while the I Battalion of the same regiment was approaching the lakes from the south. Two companies of the II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment had begun to attack the northeastern passes of the Augustów Lakes, and the II Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment was completing its approach to Szczebra in order to attack Augustów from the north. 

			The complete encirclement of the Polish Operational Cavalry Group in Suvalkija was prevented mainly by the inability of our right formation (i.e., that of Major Jakaitis) to take Suwałki and to outflank the Polish group from the west. The middle group of the right formation, which was marching along the Kalvarija–Suwałki Highway, was beaten by the Poles on 3 September at Żubryn, while the western group of the right formation, which was moving along the Liubavas–Rutka–Tartak–Gulbieniszki–Bakałarzewo axis, was defeated by the Poles on 4 September at Gulbieniszki.

			On 4 September, the Marijampolė Operational Group was very close to achieving a complete victory. Even the pessimistic leadership of the contingent was beginning to believe that the operation might succeed. Although the movement of the right flank had halted, the other two flanks were carrying out their operational plan so successfully that the Polish staffs were even beginning to wonder if they should surrender Suwałki to the Lithuanians without a fight in order to hold Augustów; they were even beginning to seriously consider the possibility of surrendering the entirety of Suvalkija.

			However, in addition to the precarious situation in the northwestern section created by the defeats of the right formation, a new threat to the Lithuanian contingent from the south emerged. Not expecting to win with the current forces operating against the Lithuanians, on 5 September the Poles also brought units of the 1st Legions Infantry Division into the fighting.

			Polish Strategic Decisions

			The strategic plans of both the Polish units and the high command to carry out strategic operations in Suvalkija were varied. This diversity was mainly due to the different assessments of the military situation by various Polish staffs and partly due to the need to take into account the general military and political situation. The operational plans fluctuated between a determination to seize even Sejny immediately – to achieve the final objective of the operation – and the need to withdraw from Suwałki or even from the entirety of Suvalkija. 

			On 4 September at 14:00, after receiving a report of the Polish victory at Gulbieniszki, the brigade commander, Major Piasecki, was convinced that Suwałki was no longer in danger and that he was now free to act in the direction of Sejny. When Piasecki learned that the Lithuanians were moving quickly to Augustów, he realised that he had to carry out his plan immediately. He committed most of the forces at his disposal to the Sejny operation: the 7th and 16th Uhlan Regiments and the I Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment. At 16:00, he ordered his forces to regroup, and at the end of his order, he emphasised that he intended to ‘regroup them anew and, using the reserves of the 41st Infantry Regiment, to strike at Sejny.’438

			The commander of the Operational Cavalry Group himself, Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski, assessed the situation quite differently. He understood that a successful Lithuanian advance toward Augustów posed a double threat to his group: it could cut one of his brigades off from the other, and sever the group’s lines of communication with its rear to the south. In Nieniewski’s view, this was not the moment to think about taking Sejny. The first priority was to defeat the Lithuanian force marching on Augustów. The best way to accomplish this was to strike the Lithuanian flanks from Suwałki and from Dąbrowa. However, the latter course of action did not lie within his authority. It was necessary to appeal to the commander of the 2nd Army to assign this task to the 1st Legions Infantry Division. Thus, on 4 September at 14:38, Nieniewski addressed the commander of the 2nd Army with the following operational message:

			‘The balance of forces, owing to the very weak composition of our units and the broad sector we are holding, does not correspond at all to the strength of the Lithuanians, which makes it impossible to implement the suggestion mentioned in the previous Operational Order No. 48. In addition, the terrain is very difficult; dense forests and swamps do not permit the cavalry to manoeuvre freely, which reduces their military value. Since the Lithuanians, having engaged us, are drawing closer and concentrating ever larger forces, I consider it necessary for elements of the 1st Legions Infantry Division to occupy the Jastrzębna–Krasnybór area and to strike toward the Augustów Highway in order to protect our left flank and, at the same time, relieve us to some extent and enable us to hold the town of Suwałki, thereby safeguarding the prestige of our army.’439

			At the same time, the situation on the front was becoming increasingly critical. The reconnaissance reported that the Lithuanians had already taken Kolnica. A squadron of volunteers arrived at about 13:00 and was immediately sent, armed with two machine-guns, to Białobrzegi to take the crossing of the Netta River and the Augustów Canal. During the afternoon hours, the group commander had only two companies of the 41st Infantry Regiment free in reserve. All his other units were engaged at the front. Considering the dispersion of his forces in the south, the concentrated Lithuanian action on Augustów, which threatened that town especially from the south, and the failure of the first attempts to establish contact with the 1st Legions Infantry Division, Nieniewski was becoming increasingly pessimistic about his prospects and was beginning to think that it might necessary to retreat from Suwałki. He informed the commander of 4th Brigade, Major Bystram, of his intentions.440

			During the afternoon hours, especially towards the evening, the Polish situation at Augustów became increasingly critical. Although the Poles managed to repulse a strong Lithuanian attack at Sajenek, the commander of that section, Rotmeister [Władysław] Broniewski, simply begged for backup because he could not defend the passes due to overwhelming enemy superiority. From the thundering of the artillery guns, Nieniewski himself judged that there were intense battles going on. He also received information that the Lithuanians were preparing an attack from the direction of the Sejny Highway. 

			In order to hold the crossings at all costs, Nieniewski assigned Rotmeister Broniewski the two companies of the 41st Infantry Regiment, his last remaining reserve forces. At 16:30, due to the uncertain situation on the Białobrzegi to the south of Augustów, he brought the entire 3rd Uhlan Regiment as reserve to Augustów. There was now no longer any obstacle that might break off the communications between the two brigades. 

			Seeing no other way out, the commander of the Operational Cavalry Group Nieniewski, decided to order an abandonment of Suwałki in order to send the units of the 4th Brigade to Augustów. By giving such a difficult order, Nieniewski wanted to personally acquaint the commander of the 4th Brigade, Major Piasecki, with the situation, and for that purpose called him to the telephone at dusk on 4 September. 

			Piasecki describes the conversation as follows:441

			‘The conversation took place at dusk... Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski asked, “What is new in your parts?” My answer: “Everything is in order” ... To this, Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski responded, “Because things are bad here, Bystram’s units have retreated from River Hańcza to Augustów, and the Lithuanians are pressing hard and to the south of Augustów, they are pressing us as well. Because of this situation, we must abandon Suwałki and retreat back to my position.”442 To this, I said, “How so? Why is it we who must give up Suwałki, where we were so enthusiastically welcomed, to Lithuanian hands?” “It must be this way, because we cannot cope [with their assault].” “Then I will come to help you, because I concentrate north of Suwałki to move towards Sejny, and, after Sejny has been taken, I will march to Augustów in the Lithuanian rear, and I will paralyze any Lithuanian action.” To this, Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski responded, “And when is the earliest you can be in Augustów?” “The earliest is the next day, or 6 September.” “That may be too late, as we won’t be there that long.” Then, I said, “Then I will do the same thing in a shorter time and go through Płociczno, Bryzgiel, and Serski Las.” Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski replied that Bryzgiel was also occupied, because there was a Lithuanian battalion there. 

			At that moment the conversation was interrupted by a break in the line. It was not possible to resume the conversation.’ 

			After that discussion, Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski got a much more optimistic picture of the situation of his operational group. Major Piasecki’s decision to strike at the Lithuanian rear in that direction was exactly in line with the group commander’s original intention and in line with the expected activity of the 1st Legions Infantry Division from the south side. 

			Both the 2nd Army and the Polish High Command were concerned about the military situation in Suvalkija. The commander of the Operational Cavalry Group reported that the Lithuanians were advancing in superior numbers. As the Russians were also massing forces in the Grodno area at that time, the Polish staffs concluded that the Lithuanians were acting in concert with the Bolsheviks.443 Prisoners and defectors also reported that the Lithuanians would soon attack the Poles together with the Russians, who had promised to help the Lithuanians with four infantry divisions.444 In addition, there was a fear of Bolshevik prisoners of war interned in East Prussia allegedly being allowed to pass through Lithuanian territory. 

			As the Polish 2nd Army, which was operating north of Suvalkija at the time, had no free divisions at all, it would not have been able to defend its northern flank in the event of an attack by the Lithuanians together with the Russians from the north. Only the closest reserves of the high command could ease the situation.

			The closest part of the army that could be used for this purpose was the 17th Infantry Division of the 4th Army, which was stationed in the Łomża district and was being moved to the Brest-Litovsk district. As the Commander-in-Chief was at that time away on the southern front and could not be consulted, Lieutenant General [Tadeusz] Rozwadowski decided on his own initiative to hold back the 17th Infantry Division and put it temporarily under the command of the commander of the 2nd Army. To this end, at 21:30 on 3 September, Rozwadowski issued an order to the 2nd Army Command on behalf of the High Command, temporarily assigning the 17th Division to the 2nd Army, and defining the army’s principal task as follows: 

			‘...The 2nd Army is to refrain from engaging prematurely and must take particular care to ensure that the Bolsheviks, together with the Lithuanians, cannot break through from Augustów against its northern flank. The Białystok–Knyszyn–Osowiec front must be held above all, with the intention to strike the enemy with the strong northern flank from the vicinity of Osowiec. The cavalry should be concealed there as well.’445

			As can be seen from this order, the Polish High Command was seriously considering the possibility of losing Suvalkija even up to the Osowiec line. The High Command’s attititude and the prohibition of offensive actions and the order to retreat, if necessary, to the Osowiec–Knyszyn line prevented the commander of the 2nd Army from carrying out offensive actions that could have deterred a Lithuanian offensive. Convinced that, with more forces, it would be possible to repel a Lithuanian attack and drive them out of Suvalkija, the commander of the 2nd Army appealed to the High Command for a decision in the following report, written at 13:45 on 4 September: 

			‘...From the operational reports of the 4th Cavalry Brigade, it appears that the Lithuanians are committing serious forces to dislodge us from Suvalkija. Our own forces in the Augustów–Suwałki area were calculated only to have a presence in the liberated areas and will not be able to defend Suwałki against the Lithuanian army. Our use of secondary forces will only result in unnecessary losses without guaranteeing that we hold on to Augustów. It is necessary either to settle the dispute with Lithuanians by compromise or to declare martial law, using these forces in order to restrain the actions of the Lithuanian army and to ensure the retention of Suwałszczyzna [Suvalkija]. The command of the 2nd Army, meanwhile, is not reinforcing the units operating in Suwałszczyzna [Suvalkija] but is reckoning with the fact that, unless a swift decision is taken on how to deal with the Lithuanians, the 4th Cavalry Brigade and the 41st Infantry Regiment will not be able to hold on to it...’

			Commander of the 2nd Army, Lieutenant General Śmigły-Rydz, added a note in his own handwriting to this: ‘I emphasise once again that an urgent decision on principle is absolutely necessary.’446 

			Meanwhile, General Rozwadowski, having received reports about the Lithuanian advances near Augustów, gave the following order to the commander of the 2nd Army at 14:00 on 4 September:

			‘...In connection with the concentrated offensive of the Lithuanian army, the High Command orders:

			1) To concentrate the 4th Cavalry Brigade at Augustów.

			2) If it is necessary to facilitate the withdrawal of the 4th Cavalry Brigade from Augustów to Rajgród, to support it with an auxiliary action to Komaszówka, avoiding unnecessary engagements.

			3) The final decision on how to deal with the Lithuanians will be given.’447

			

			General Rozwadowski’s order also forbade the 2nd Army to over-engage with the enemy. However, in the evening of 4 September, the 2nd Army commander ordered his units to give the commander of the Operational Cavalry Group the assistance he had requested. Order No 49 (No 8/tjn.(III)) reads:

			‘1) The question of whether the Polish–Lithuanian dispute will be settled peacefully or by force of arms has not yet been settled. Until then, it is not possible to reinforce 4th Cavalry Brigade. The 4th Cavalry Brigade is now defending Suwałszczyzna with the forces at its disposal by striking at and beating the strongest attacking formations.

			2) The 4th Cavalry Brigade is in constant contact with the 1st Legions Division. Unable to hold out in Suwałki, it is necessary to withdraw to Augustów and cover that area on the Janów–Studzieniczna–Komaszówka–Dąbrowa line.

			3) The 1st Legions Division operates in the Dąbrowa–Lipsk area. On 5 September, it will hit the rear of the Lithuanian formations that are going to Augustów and prevent a Lithuanian advance from Grodno to Augustów.

			4) A regiment of the 17th Division will arrive in the Osowiec–Grajewo–Rajgród district, and the units of the 1st Legions Division there will return to their own area...’448

			Shortly after this order was given, the Chief of Staff of the 2nd Army, General Staff Lieutenant Colonel Kutrzeba, explained the general situation in a telephone conversation to the Chief of Staff of the Legions Infantry Division, Captain [Karol Franciszek] Piórecki, and discussed how the counter-offensive was to be conducted in more detail.

			‘...Captain Piórecki: “...The task of the 1st Division is somewhat generic. We spontaneously sent two battalions of the 6th Infantry Regiment to Dąbrowa ... The Bolshevik and Lithuanian movements are very bold and determined, but I do not have the impression that they constitute a large enough force that the 4th Cavalry Brigade, strengthened with an additional infantry regiment, would not be able to cope with. The forces are only too scattered and anxious.”

			Lieutenant Colonel Kutrzeba: “We aren’t at war with the Lithuanians. The forces that we had in Suwałszczizna were only for the peacetime occupation of the land, not for war. So far, there is no decision from the High Command as to how the matter is to be decided, and, therefore, our conduct is not sufficiently determined – this has an effect on the morale of the army. As you can see from the operational report, our company was forced out of Sztabin in the direction of Augustów; this indicates that some Lithuanian forces are moving from Grodno towards Augustów. These forces could be unpleasant for Nieniewski because of his troops are fighting the Lithuanians at Suwałki. We are, therefore, ordering the 1st Division to go to the rear of those units that are en route from Grodno to Augustów. From Dąbrowa and Lipsk449 you will make contact with Augustów, as it seems that, in the meantime, the connection has been broken. We are waiting for the High Command to decide tomorrow how to proceed, as the withdrawal to Augustów will not solve the situation as such...”

			Captain Piórecki: “...I intend to take Dąbrowa and Lipsk with the whole of the 6th Regiment, and to close the Grodno–Augustów Highway from Lipsk...”

			Lieutenant Colonel Kutrzeba: “Your task – Dąbrowa–Lipsk – is twofold: first, to get behind the Lithuanians who are en route to Augustów and thus free Augustów from the southeast, and, second, to prevent the Lithuanians from moving from Grodno to Augustów ... I also emphasise that your advance to Augustów must occur tomorrow so that our cavalry does not have to retreat from Augustów. I have an impression that the forces moving in the direction of Lipsk–Augustów are not that numerous...”

			Captain Piórecki: “...the Bolsheviks, rather than the Lithuanians, are currently moving from Grodno. The main Lithuanian forces are advancing from the northeast ... The 6th Regiment will start out from Dąbrowa in two battalions from the early morning, and I will send a third battalion from the Divisional Reserve in that direction at 5:00.”

			Lieutenant Colonel Kutrzeba: “Right. Send the order to Nieniewski and explain him that our orders are not fully articulated because so far there has been a lack of a political solution...”’450

			What that ‘political decision’, which had not been announced until then, was supposed to be, is evident from General Rozwadowski’s opinion, expressed on 4 September at 23:00 in a conversation with Lieutenant Colonel Kutrzeba. Rozwadowski, incidentally, stated:

			‘We will be at war with all those who help the Bolsheviks, and it is with great regret that we will have to defeat the Lithuanians. In the meantime, however, our political position will be all the stronger if we are not too aggressive in our actions. Therefore, Augustów should be defended only to the extent possible without major reinforcement, but in a couple of days we shall be able to speak to them in a different tone. A note has been sent to the League of Nations stating that the Lithuanians have attacked us on territory already recognised as ours, and that we therefore reserve for ourselves a free hand to act toward them as our interests require. We are thus advised to maintain the appearance of being on the defensive and not to advance beyond Augustów... Once the concentration of our forces is complete, we shall move at once with stronger forces and settle the matter by defeating the Bolsheviks—and, if the Lithuanians are with them, then of course them as well. If we are calm and restrained, it will be to our advantage, and it will be possible to go after the defeated Bolsheviks to Vilnius and Kaunas (my emphasis, A.R.)...’451

			From General Rozwadowski’s conversation with Lieutenant Colonel Kutrzeba, it finally became clear why the Polish General Staff was so reluctant to aid the Operational Cavalry Group that was operating in Suvalkija. For, in fact, General Rozwadowski was not at all willing to be satisfied with taking solely southern Suvalkija and Vilnius: he desired to occupy all of Lithuania. This is not the first time that he expressed this opinion. We have already seen previously that Rozwadowski proposed ‘moving through Slonim, Lida, and Vilnius to push the entire Bolshevik ... and Lithuanian army through Kaunas and Šiauliai into the Ventspils marshes.’452 Rozwadowski expressed the same idea even on 4 September in a meeting of State Security Council. ‘Meanwhile, Grodno will not be hit. It is better to wait and have the strength to strike the Soviets, not the Lithuanians, and then it will be possible to advance further by following the Bolsheviks.’453

			The Polish political concept of not being content with the partition of southern Suvalkija and Vilnius alone, but to occupy all of Lithuania, was closer to the position of Endecja454 than to that of Piłsudski. Rozwadowski, as we can see, held on to this concept quite firmly. Not only did he resign when Piłsudski did not approve of his strategic plan to march through the entire territory of Lithuania, but he did not abandon the ambition of occupying all of Lithuania in the event of a war with the Bolsheviks.

			From the vast archival material used in Colonel Smoleński’s publication, it is clear how the operational ideas of the Polish staffs varied, from the ambition to march immediately to Sejny to the intention to withdraw from Suvalkija altogether. The result of all these sometimes contradictory operational plans was that some parts of the Polish army, albeit not very significant, were nevertheless assigned to support the actions of Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski’s group in attacking Lithuanian units from the southern flank. Due to the wide dispersion of our Marijampolė Contingent over a wide area of hostilities, the appearance of new Polish units in the most sensitive part of the front was very threatening and would even partly determine the fate of the Augustów operation.

			The Actions on 5 September

			The attack of the Polish 4b Cavalry Brigade (Commander Major Zygmunt Pia­sec­ki) from the northwest and the breakthrough of a Battalion of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment from the south wrested the initiative from the Lithuanian contingent and finally determined the course of the Augustów operation.

			The coordinated Polish attack on the two flanks of the Marijampolė Group was not carried out on 4 September, as most of our writers claim,455 but on 5 September.

			On 4 September at 21:30, the commander of the Polish 4b Operational Cavalry Brigade, Major Piasecki, gave the following operational order:

			‘...1) In the sector of the 4b Brigade commanded by Major Piasecki, the enemy was defeated by the 7th Uhlan Regiment, with the cooperation of four companies of the 41st Infantry Regiment, and retreated northward. East of Suwałki, the enemy was repelled by the 16th Uhlan Regiment and remains passive. On the sector of the 4a Brigade commanded by Major Bystram, enemy units pushed back a squadron of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment and Composite Cavalry Regiment from the Bryzgiel–Serski Las line [and threatens the Suwałki–Augustów Highway]. Further south, the Lithuanians have taken Kolnica, directly aiming to seize Augustów.

			2) Due to the unfavourable situation on the sector of Major Bystram’s brigade, the command of the 4b Brigade is forced to temporarily abandon the attack on Sejny in order to assist Major Bystram’s brigade. It is thus ordered that:

			a) The 4b Cavalry Brigade, consisting of the 7th Uhlan Regiment, the 16th Uhlan Regiment, and two field artillery platoons (of the 41st Infantry Regiment), arrive at Płociczno (to the northeast of Suwałki) for a rollcall on 5 September 1920 at 9:30 precisely. The order of the movement: the 16th Uhlan Regiment armed with one gun in its vanguard, followed by 7th Uhlan Regiment with the rest of the artillery (three guns).

			b) In connection with the orders in question, the commander of the 41st Infantry Regiment, Major Jeszczycki, replacing Major Piasecki, will take command of the units remaining in Suwałki during the action, i.e., the 41st Infantry Regiment and the remaining unit of the Volunteer Cavalry Regiment...’456

			The 16th Uhlan Regiment was east of Suwałki, not far from Płociczno, but the 7th Uhlan Regiment, far north of Suwałki near Rutka–Tartak, had to ride some 35 kilometres. In addition, a few hours of rest were needed after a long trip. For this reason, the hour for rollcall was so late.

			After three hours of rest, the brigade left Płociczno at 10:30 in the following formation: the forward defence consisting of a squadron of the 16th Uhlan Regiment and main formation made up of the 16th Uhlan Regiment, the artillery, and the 7th Uhlan Regiment.

			In Bryzgiel, the brigade was reorganised as follows: the main force, under Major Piasecki’s command, consisting of the 16th Uhlan Regiment, the artillery, and the 7th Uhlan Regiment (without two of its squadrons), moved along the road toward Tobołowo. Major Lewandowski’s side formation, 2nd and 3rd Squadrons of the 7th Uhlan Regiment, marched in the Walne–Kopanica direction. The two formations were to join at Serski Las.

			

			Only after skirmishing with small Lithuanian units and capturing some Lithuanian liaison officers, the formation reached Tobołowo at about 14:00. After having lunch and watering the horses, the formation moved forward.

			The commander of the 16th Uhlan Regiment sent the 2nd Squadron, armed with two machine-guns, to take Serski Las and the 4th Squadron to Macharce to cut off the road to Giby in order to support the actions of the 2nd Squadron with other troops.

			The 4th Squadron captured Macharce and sent one troop along the highway to the Serski Las. Having received a report from a patrol that Serski Las had been occupied by the Lithuanians, the commander of 2nd Squadron, upon reaching the woodland edge between Tobołowo and Serski Las, decided to approach as close as possible under cover and unnoticed in order to surprise the Lithuanians. The fog enabled the squadron to slip up to the village undetected. The squadron commander ordered a heavy burst of machine-gun and rifle fire, then launched an attack on the Lithuanian detachment. Some of the Lithuanians attempted to resist, but without success. Some were taken prisoner, while others withdrew to the southeast. The Poles captured two machine guns, twenty ammunition wagons, several field kitchens, a field hospital, forty horses, three officers, and seventy prisoners. The Polish squadron suffered no casualties.457

			Colonel Smoleński writes that the commander of the Lithuanian group, Major Ramanauskas, was also killed and that his body was taken to Augustów and buried there with military honours.458 However, all Lithuanian writers unanimously claim that Major Ramanauskas was captured and then killed by the Poles.459

			The Poles took Serski Las between 17:00 and 18:00. Their entire brigade concentrated there.

			A company of the II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment of the middle formation, which was the reserve of the army, was scattered around Serski Las. The destruction of the reserve and the death of the reserve commander himself, Major Ramanauskas, not only had a demoralising effect on the middle Lithuanian formation but also opened the way for the Poles to enter our rear.

			Until the Serski Las catastrophe on 5 September, the middle formation had not only held firm at the northern passes to Augustów but had also made some progress. The II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, although unsuccessful, had still attempted to attack the isthmus at Lake Studzieniczne. By 14:00, the II Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment, moving on the right of the II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, had reached the isthmus of Lake Rospuda and Lake Białe at Klonownica, through which the Suwałki–Augustów–Grodno Railway and Highway ran. By the afternoon, a unit of the 5th Infantry Regiment had even managed to take the bridge over the closest pass to Augustów from the north, but later, due to heavy fire, the unit was forced to retreat.460

			After destroying the reserve of the middle formation (i.e., that of Major Ramanauskas) in Serski Las, the Polish cavalry brigade marched at about 19:00 to the rear of our troops who had taken positions at the passes of the Augustów Lakes from the north. The brigade was divided into three formations. The middle, main formation consisted of the 16th Uhlan Regiment, a platoon of artillery, and the 1st Squadron of the 7th Uhlan Regiment. This formation, under the command of the brigade commander himself, moved along the Serski Las–Studzieniczna Highway. At the beginning, the righthand formation, the 2nd and 3rd Squadrons of the 7th Uhlan Regiment, went on a road parallel to highway and continued through Strękowizna. The left formation, consisting of the 4th and Technical Squadrons of the 7th Uhlan Regiment, followed the Serwy–Sucha Rzeczka–Studzieniczna Road. The brigade was divided into three formations and moved on a broad front, as no more serious resistance was expected from the Lithuanian middle formation once the Lithuanian reserve had been defeated and the whole brigade was free to march to the rear of our units. At 22:30, the two armies were reunited at Studzieniczna. The right formation, although it got lost and did not move through Strękowizna, met the retreating company of the II Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment guarding the supply train, and, after a short skirmish, it captured about 40 soldiers, one light machine-gun, four field kitchens, and several loaded wagons.461

			When formations reached the crossing between Białe and Studzieniczne lakes, heavy fire was heard from the direction of the crossing. The commander of the 16th Uhlan Regiment assumed that it was Lithuanians firing. Preparations were made to attack, but after a while, it was possible to hear a patrol shouting that it was a Polish unit.462

			Both groups of the middle Lithuanian formation were forced to retreat from Augustów. The II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment retreated from Studzieniczne Lake along the lake to Sucha Rzeczka, Płaska, and Mikaszówka. The commander of the II Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment, Captain Bagdanavičius, on learning that the adjacent formation had been dispersed, took the responsibility of ordering a retreat along the road between the Białe and Kalejty Lakes towards Tobołowo. This battalion and its supply train, which was moving north of Lake Studzieniczne, was attacked at night by a Polish formation. The battalion suffered losses. On the morning of 6 September, the battalion reached Frącki.463

			To attack the left of the Lithuanian formation by pushing to its rear, the command of the Polish 3rd Legions Infantry Brigade assigned the I Battalion of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment to be supported by the 211th Uhlan Regiment. The Polish 2nd Army leadership had planned to launch this attack through Lipsk, but the army leadership did not know at the time that Lipsk was heavily defended by the Lithuanians. The I Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment was stationed there. Therefore, in order to strike the Lithuanian rear, it would have been necessary to fight a difficult battle in Lipsk with that battalion. Moreover, Lipsk was far from Augustów, and this blow would have landed in the deep Lithuanian rear, which could delay the effect of the action. The most important condition for success was speed, and this could best be achieved by advancing along the shortest route leading to Augustów. This was the direction Dąbrowa–Nowa Kamienna–Komaszówka–Sajenek (or alternatively Komaszówka–Kolnica). This route was also more advantageous because, according to scouts’ reports, the pass near Nowa Kamienna was guarded by weaker Lithuanian forces. Additionally, near the bridge, there was also a railroad bridge over the Biebrza River, which would be difficult to destroy and made it easier to cross. Another nearby road to Augustów ran through Sztabin, where the 211th Uhlan Regiment was operating. This direction was considered as a backup in case the crossing of the Biebrza River at Nowa Kamienna was not successful.

			The commander of the Polish 3rd Brigade, in agreement with the commander of the 1st Legions Infantry Division, issued the following Operational Order No. 17 at 10:00 hours on 5 September:

			‘...II. In order to establish communication with the 4th Cavalry Brigade that is currently in peril, the command of the 1st Legions Infantry Division orders the 211th Uhlan Regiment and one battalion of the 3rd Legions Infantry Brigade to act in the rear of the enemy troops operating at Augustów. The 211th Uhlan Regiment is to move to Sztabin at dawn on the 5th of this month in order to strike at the rear of the enemy.

			III. The Command of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment will immediately send I/6 of Legions Infantry Regiment from the Dąbrowa district in the Kamienna–Komaszówka direction. This battalion is to cross the Biebrza River at Kamienna at dawn, quickly reach the Komaszówka–Jastrzębna heights, and, from there depending on reconnaissance, strike towards Kolnica or Czarny Bród to establish contact with the units of the 4th Cavalry Brigade in Augustów. If crossing at Kamienna proves impossible, the march is to be directed toward Sztabin.

			Two detachments of the technical company of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment are to go immediately to Kamienna to repair the bridge at Kamienna as soon as possible and in such a way that the infantry can cross it.

			One company of the II/6 Legions Infantry Regiment is to be directed at once to Kamienna, to occupy and protect the crossing of the Biebrza.

			The II/6 Legions Infantry Regiment shall remain ready to move until further orders...’464

			There are two versions of the Polish execution of this Operational Order, which are similar in general terms but different in detail. The Polish version is represented here by Colonel Smoleński;465 the Lithuanian version is represented by Major Songinas.466

			

			According to Songinas, the Poles easily succeeded in taking the crossing at Kamienna and in defeating the 2nd Company of the 6th Infantry Regiment, which was positioned at Jastrzębna and had to defend the bridge over the Biebrza River due to an error of the company commander. The company commander felt safe in Jastrzębna and was sure that no surprises would occur in his company’s sector, as the sector was protected on three sides by the impenetrable swamps of the Biebrza River. Only a single railway bridge connected the sector to the other side of the swampy river. Since such a bridge was easy to defend, he only put up guards to protect the bridge, stationing the whole company in the village and letting it rest, as it had not yet fully recovered from the Sejny–Sapotskin–Jastrzębna march. The company commander had not even bothered to send out reconnaissance towards Dąbrowa and had no idea where the enemy was.

			On 5 September467 before dawn, the I Battalion of the Polish 6th Legions Infantry Regiment, composed of four infantry companies, approached the railroad bridge over the Biebrza River from the direction of Dąbrowa. Its scouts, having slipped quietly across the bridge and reached the Lithuanian outpost unnoticed, attacked the drowsy sentries of the 2nd Company and dispersed them. Taking advantage of the confusion, stronger Polish forces crossed the bridge and attacked Jastrzębna Pierwsza and the village of Ostrowie. Caught by surprise and unable to get their bearings, the 2nd Company fled from Jastrzębna Pierwsza toward the Augustów–Grodno Highway. Some of the 2nd Company’s soldiers who had been in Jastrzębna Pierwsza, as well as most of the platoon stationed in Ostrowie, fell into Polish captivity.468

			This initial Polish achievement, which, to a large extent, determined the subsequent successes of the operation, is described somewhat differently by Colonel Smoleński. Following Order No. 17 of the commander of the 3rd Legions Infantry Brigade, the I Battalion of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment moved at 5:00 to Nowa Kamienna. During the night, two platoons of the Technical (sappers) Company that were sent to capture and repair the bridge at Nowa Kamienna were met by fire from the Lithuanian guards across the river and were unable to carry out their task.

			The 2nd Company, which had formed the forward defence, approached the bridges at Nowa Kamienna at 7:30. The vanguard was heavily shelled by the Lithuanian guard that was guarding the bridges across the river. The commander of the guard, Second Lieutenant Szewczenko, despite enemy fire, led his men toward the road bridge, but it had been so badly destroyed that crossing it was impossible. The detachment then rushed across the railway bridge, quickly crossed it, and captured the sentries together with the commanding officer and one machine-gunner. The whole company followed the vanguard over the bridge.

			After securing the bridge, the company commander launched an attack on the village of Jastrzębna Pierwsza. The company deployed and struck the village with a strong right-flank attack, supported by four heavy machine guns. The Lithuanians withdrew westward. The 2nd Polish Company captured Jastrzębna Pierwsza and took several prisoners. The remaining companies of the battalion crossed the bridge after the 2nd Company.469

			It is truly astonishing that the I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment yielded the crossing at Nowa Kamienna, a strategic point of exceptional importance, easy to defend and difficult to assault, without a fight. The I Battalion of the Polish 6th Infantry Regiment not only had no need to call for artillery support to destroy the machine-guns and dislodge the defenders from their positions, but the battalion’s vanguard succeeded in crossing the bridge in a single rush, opening the way for the rest of the battalion. Once across the river, the Polish battalion was left with only a secondary task: to defeat each company of the Lithuanian battalion separately.

			After securing the crossing, the Polish battalion left two platoons in Nowa Kamie­nna to guard the bridge from the southern side, along with the battalion’s supply train. The 2nd Company was sent to the Jastrzębna Manor and took control of the road junction there.

			According to Smoleński, one Polish company, heading for Ostrowie (northeast), engaged with the 3rd company of the Lithuanian 6th Infantry Regiment and defeated it completely, capturing two officers and 71 non-commissioned officers and privates.470

			According to Songinas, the 3rd Company was destroyed not by Polish infantry, but instead by cavalry, and in a completely different place: not to the northeast, but to the northwest of Kamienna. On the night of 4 September to the early morning of 5 September,471 the Company was moving from Sztabin towards Cisów and Lebiedzin. After reaching the Cisów–Lebiedzin Road and starting eastward march along that road, the company fell into an ambush by the Polish cavalrymen: having taken up positions on foot on both sides of the road and having set up their heavy machine-guns, the Polish cavalry let the forward defence pass and waited for the company to arrive. Apparently, the Poles had been informed of the direction of the Lithuanian company’s advance by the locals and were prepared to engage the company in combat. Because the ground was marshy and the company could not deploy, an attack in a dense formation against prepared machine-gun positions would only have led to heavy and needless casualties. The company, together with its commander, surrendered and was disarmed.472

			Even after these successes, the Polish battalion of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment did not dare to move towards Augustów; it was feared that the Lithuanians might still capture the Nowa Kamienna pass and cut the battalion off from the other forces. The regimental commander agreed to send the II Battalion, which had just arrived from Korycin, to aid the battalion. The first half-battalion left Dąbrowa at 14:30 and arrived at the crossing at 17:00, with one company occupying the crossing and with the other taking Ostrowie. The next half-battalion arrived at 19:00 and was left in Stara Kamienna as a reserve for the whole section.473

			With no contact with his neighbours and no knowledge of the general situation, and having been informed of the Polish strikes on his left flank, the commander of the left formation, Major Čaplikas, ordered his troops to retreat from Augustów area. In the afternoon hours, first the I Battalion of the 8th Infantry Regiment retreated from Kolnica, followed by the II Battalion from Sajenek.

			
				
					[image: Black-and-white photo of about a dozen solemn soldiers positioned in a trench line in a forested area. Some of the men are crouched or seated along the trench, some hold rifles aimed to outwards to the left, while others are observing the surrounding, one of them holds binoculars. The men are wearing military uniforms and caps. ]
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			Major Čaplikas ordered the III Battalion, which was in reserve in Gruszki, to take Jastrzębna and to move to Sztabin.474 On the way, the battalion encountered two formations of the 8th Infantry Regiment marching to the rear. From this it became clear that the real task of the III Battalion was to cover the withdrawal of the regiment’s other two battalions. At that time, the III Battalion consisted of the 7th and 8th Recruit Companies and the newly forming 3rd Machine-gun Company, which had only two heavy machine-guns.

			At around 16:00–17:00, the battalion approached the edge of the forest, which opened into a meadow and beyond which Jastrzębna was visible far in the distance.475 An officer encountered on the road reported that he had been in the village about two hours before and that there were no Poles there. However, as soon as the battalion commander, First Lieutenant [Artūras] Janavičius and the company commanders rode into the field, they were met by dense machine-gun fire from the village. The commanders of the infantry companies immediately deployed both companies and attacked the village. The commander of the Machine-gun Company ordered the machine-guns to be taken off the wagons and sent the wagons into the cover of the forest. The commander of the Machine-gun Company, Lieutenant [Antanas] Rukša, ordered by the battalion commander, had to stay at the battalion commander’s headquarters.

			The new recruits had no training whatsoever and had never fired a gun before. Others had even fired straight into the air. Both machine-guns soon ‘jammed’.476 However, both infantry companies were advancing relentlessly towards Jastrzębna. There were no casualties, as the Poles were firing too high and their rounds snapped overhead, striking and ricocheting off the fir branches.

			The battalion commander went to the rear some time later to establish communications with the artillery. He instructed the commander of the Machine-gun Company to direct the incoming troops of other units to the right flank. Indeed, a detachment of soldiers (probably from the 6th Infantry Regiment) arrived and had to be directed where indicated by the battalion commander.

			About two hours after the fighting started, the battalion headquarters received an order to retreat quickly to Lipsk. Meanwhile, the two companies had already occupied the outskirts of the village. The companies returned to the undergrowth already after dark, and only the commander of the 7th Company, First Lieutenant [Juozas] Grigaliūnas, as well as some twenty other soldiers, were missing. The order to retreat had not reached Lieutenant Grigaliūnas, so he was waiting for further instructions. The III Battalion spent the night in Lipsk, but early the next morning, it received orders to retreat quickly to Sapotskin. 

			The closest the Marijampolė Operational Group came to victory was on 5 September. Both the left and the middle formations were already at the gates of Augustów, fighting for control over the passes to that city. However, on the same day, Major Piasecki’s cavalry brigade had struck a decisive blow to the rear of the Lithuanian middle formation. The second blow was struck at the rear of the left formation at Jastrzębna. These two blows rendered all the previous gains of the Marijampolė Group useless and forced the Lithuanian units to retreat quickly. On the evening of 5 September,477 the commander of the army, Colonel Ladiga, gave the following order to the Marijampolė Group:

			‘In the given situation, you should refrain from advancing and defend along the line: Ro­gożynek–Lipsk–Bakałarzewo–Rudawka–Czarna Hańcza River–Lake Wigry–Lake Pierty–Kaletnik–Grauże Nowe–Lipniak–Fornetka–Lake Wiżajny–Lake Višty­tis, move to the defence of this line immediately.’

			This order to assume the defensive was likely dictated less by military considerations than by political ones, under pressure from the Entente powers, who had been persuaded by the Poles that the Lithuanians were aligning themselves with the Bolsheviks.478

			According to Lithuanian sources, Lithuanians lost two officers and 21 soldiers; two officers and 37 soldiers were wounded. Two officers and 163 soldiers were taken prisoner during the Augustów operation as well. Polish casualties are not known, but the number of killed and wounded was much lower than ours. In the engagement at Augustów, the Poles suffered seven killed and 15 wounded soldiers.479

			According to Polish data, the Polish Operational Cavalry Group480 took the following prisoners and loot: four officers and approximately 200 non-commissioned officers and privates, five machine-guns, eight field kitchens, and 60 wagons. The I Battalion of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment took481 five officers and about 200 non-commissioned officers and privates, five machine-guns, and two wagons.

			The Lithuanians suffered many casualties. The Polish losses were negligible. The entire Group, together with the I Battalion of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment, had lost only two soldiers and suffered several wounded, with several horses killed and wounded.482

			The Reasons for the Failure of the Augustów Operation

			The failure of the Augustów operation was due both to the general shortcomings of our army at that time and, in particular, to the improper conduct of the operation.

			The previously mentioned intention of our government in the first half of 1920 – to reduce the army instead of expanding it – had a detrimental effect on all our subsequent struggles against the Poles. For some time before the convening of the Constituent Assembly, the government, to be frank, regarded itself as merely acting in a provisional capacity, and it was difficult to expect much from it. When the Seimas finally met on 15 May, another full month passed before a new government was formed. Yet events did not wait, and the storm of war was drawing ever closer to Lithuania.

			Two other general shortcomings of our army were the lack of experienced officers for senior command positions and the shortage of cavalry. The absence of seasoned officers was the consequence of our nation’s historical fate and could not be remedied. However, it would still have been possible, though admittedly difficult, to increase the army somewhat and to devote greater attention to the cavalry, had the state’s finances been managed more rationally.

			The failure of the Augustów operation was due to the following circumstances related to its execution:

			
					The High Command was reorganised on the eve of major events.483 Although our General Staff knew that the Poles intended to strike the Russians through Augustów and Sejny, the Poles outpaced the Lithuanians while our leadership was still debating how to respond, and by 31 August they had occupied the entire southern part of Suvalkija. Had the Grodno–Augustów line been secured in time, there would have been no need to carry out the Augustów operation.484

					Our leadership made the grave mistake of launching the operation without sufficient preparation. Our army in southern Suvalkija was tired and partially demoralised after several days on the move. It should have been given time to rest. Colonel Ladiga explains the need for haste as follows: ‘The Army Commander, fearing that the Poles in the Suwałki–Sejny district would increase their forces, launched the 2 September operations with the troops there. Our forces were much more numerous than those of the Poles.’485 It should be noted here that ‘our forces’ were in fact ‘not much more numerous than those of the Poles’ and that more serious preparations for the operation were needed.

					Colonel Ladiga misjudged the military strength of the Poles. His famous saying ‘When we fire a few shots, the Polish chickens (or geese) will scatter’486 was completely out of line. As Colonel Ališauskas rightly observes:487 ‘...if the Poles were so easy to beat, we would have beaten them out of Vilnius, and also expelled them from Grodno–Białystok. However, this was not the case. The Poles were a tough nut to crack in battle, the toughest of the three enemies of Lithuania’s independence. Their commanders were able to manoeuvre, and they had to be countered only by well-thought-out manoeuvres in response. They immediately grasped the essence of our moves...’

					The biggest mistake that predetermined the failure of the whole operation was the movement of the Marijampolė Operational Group in an unconcentrated manner, in several small groups. This dispersion of forces gave the enemy an excellent opportunity to defeat these isolated groups separately, one by one. The agile Major Piasecki did not miss the opportunity to take advantage of this mistake: he defeated one group at Żubryn, another at Gulbieniszki, and a third at Serski Las. The left (Major Čaplikas’) formation was lucky to get to Augustów undefeated, probably because the tactics of the Augustów’s defender, commander of the Polish Group, Colonel Nieniewski, were not offensive but defensive. This tactic was largely justified by the local conditions – the ease of defending the passes of the Augustów lakes and the difficulty of attacking them. With all his forces on the defensive line, Colonel Nieniewski no longer had any reserves for manoeuvre.

					The fact that the movement of the Lithuanian formations was not synchronised also made it easier for the Poles to defeat the individual Lithuanian detachments. Moreover, being already exhausted before the start of the advance, the Lithuanian groups moved too slowly and gave the Poles additional time to organise their assaults. 

					The Lithuanians did not use artillery in time, especially in taking the lake passes.

					The difficulty of maintaining communication not only with the leadership of the Operational Group but also between the different groups, as well as the hostile population of southern Suvalkija, made it difficult to conduct the operation.

			

			Among the general weaknesses of our army, the lack of experienced officers in senior command and the division of authority among four mutually disagreeing individuals contributed significantly to the failure of the operation. After all, it is far better to have one responsible commander, even a poor one, than several good ones. The shortage of cavalry had an even more painful impact on the course of the operation. As we have seen, the conditions in the Augustów forests repeatedly allowed small Polish cavalry detachments to manoeuvre freely, encircling and defeating our infantry.

			II. The Battles for Sejny and the Negotiations at Kalvarija 

			After the Augustów operation, hostilities with the Poles continued unabated until the major Polish offensive of 22–23 September. Although engagements took place on various fronts, the principal objective for both the Lithuanians and the Poles remained the same: to seize and hold Sejny.

			Acting on the Army Commander’s order to assume a defensive posture, the commander of the Marijampolė Group issued the following Order No. 17 during the night of 5–6 September:488

			‘Having concentrated their forces, the Poles launched a counteroffensive and compelled our group to shift from attack to defence. Consequently, the Augustów–Suwałki axis, the Augustów–Sejny–Alytus, Suwałki–Sejny–Lazdijai–Alytus, and Su­wałki–Sejny–Kapčiamiestis–Leipalingis–Merkinė roads, as well as the Augustów–Su­wałki–Aly­tus–Varėna Railway, are essential to the Poles as a bridgehead for the subjugation of Lithuania and its final conquest. Having secured a temporary success in their fighting with the Belarusians, the Poles are now presenting us with demands that our government cannot accept without abandoning its independence; namely, they seek to advance to the third Foch demarcation line, which encompasses a large part of Suvalkija and the Vilnius district, including Vilnius itself. Yet this is only the first stage in achieving their imperialist objective, namely, the incorporation of Lithuania as a whole. (The commander’s extensive political conclusions in an operational order are, in fact, unnecessary, A.R.)

			

			On our right is the German border, on our left are the units of Vilnius Group and the Bolsheviks. We are ordered, in going to the defensive, to hold back the Polish thrust into Lithuania by all means, so that not a single inch of Lithuanian land may be ceded in vain.

			I therefore command:

			To Major [Aleksandras] Jakaitis:

			Maintain the same composition as before.

			Fortify the line running from the German border across Lake Wystiter [Vištytis] –Wiżajny–Fornetka–Grauże Nowe–Kaletnik exclusively. The sector boundary...

			To Captain [Kazys] Škirpa:

			Three battalions of the 5th Regiment.

			Four guns of the 7th battery.

			Two armoured cars. 

			Fortify the Kaletnik sector, including Pierty Lake, Wigry Lake, Czarna Hańcza, and that river up to and including Frącki.

			(The sector boundary is indicated below).

			To Major Čaplikas:

			Three battalions of the 8th Regiment.

			Four guns of the 1st Howitzer Battery.

			Fortify the line from Augustów Canal and the Czarna Hańcza river to Rudawka, from Rudawka to Lipsk exclusively. (sector boundary).

			To Major Laurinaitis:

			Three battalions of 2nd Regiment 

			Four guns of 9th Battery.

			Fortify the Lipsk–Rygałowka line, both of these points inclusive...’

			This order meant, first, switching to defence and surrendering the initiative to the enemy. The distribution of the sectors was made without considering neither the local conditions nor the quantity of forces available. The greatest drawback of the order was that the reserves were not assigned, and strongpoints were not established. It was thus easy to break through the thinly fortified front and to defeat or capture any of our units when surrounded. Thus, the words of the order ‘not to surrender a single inch of Lithuanian soil’ were just fine words, but they were not implementable in practice.

			Captain [Jonas] Petruitis’s III Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment was left in Gozha. From this, it must be concluded that our army was ordered not only to defend but also to take Grodno if the Bolsheviks were to withdraw.489

			The Polish Advance on Sejny 

			As soon as Major [Zygmunt] Piasecki’s brigade arrived at Studzieniczna and the Poles noticed that the Lithuanians had begun a rapid retreat, Major [Cyprian] Bystram immediately ordered the 3rd Uhlan Regiment to pursue the Lithuanians. The Poles were anxious to take as many Lithuanian prisoners as possible, especially from the units retreating between Białe and Kalejty Lakes. The 3rd Uhlan Regiment was ordered to only leave a guard armed with a machine-gun at the Klonownica bridge and to ‘go on a vigorous offensive’ with all its might.

			Meanwhile, the commander of the Polish Cavalry Group refrained from throwing his entire force into the pursuit of the retreating Lithuanians and for the capture of Sejny. There were two reasons for the attitude of this commander. First, it was necessary to follow the instructions of the High Command to avoid over-engagement in the fight against the Lithuanians so that it would appear to the governments of the Entente that the Poles were not attacking the Lithuanians but only defending themselves. Second, in addition to this political consideration, there was also an operational factor which required the strong control over the Augustów area to protect the northern flank of the Polish 2nd Army. Although the Lithuanians had withdrawn, there was still the fear that the Lithuanians, together with the Russians, might attack the Poles from the Grodno side. In addition, on the night of 5 September, [Adam] Nieniewski was not yet in contact with the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment and did not know about the situation at Jastrzębna.

			With all this in mind, Nieniewski decided to pursue the Lithuanians in the direction of Sejny with only a part of his forces to take that city only insofar as the circumstances permitted. In the meantime, he left the bulk of his forces in Augustów and Suwałki. Only the forward elements were assigned the task of occupying the areas abandoned by the Lithuanians and preventing them from being retaken.

			For these reasons, the commander of the Polish Group, Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski, issued Operational Order No. 14 L. 68/III at 5:00 on 6 September:

			‘1) ...........................................

			2) The further operation is ordered as follows:

			a) Under the command of Major Piasecki:

			The 7th Uhlan Regiment, 1st Volunteer Cavalry Squadron, I and II Battalions of the 41st Infantry Regiment, and the 5th and 6th Batteries of the 9th Field Artillery Regiment are tasked with holding Suwałki by defeating enemy units. Area of operations: from the Prussian border to the line Rudniki–Puńsk–Kaletnik–Lake Pierty–Lake Wigry (all these locations inclusive)–Bryzgiel (exclusive)–Ateny (inclusive)–Blizna River–Lake Kalejty.

			The 7th Uhlan Regiment will march at 10:00 on 6 September via the highway to Suwałki.

			b) 16th Uhlan Regiment: 

			– Main area: Aleksandrowsk–Krasnopol, to the east of Major Piasecki’s brigade’s area, up to the line Maćkowa Ruda–Widugiery–Klejwy (inclusive)–Stabieńszczyzna (exclusive)–Tobołowo (inclusive). The 16th Uhlan Regiment will move from Augustów on 6 September at 11:00. Route: Studzieniczna–Serski Las–Tobołowo–Maćkowa Ruda–Aleksandrowsk.

			c) 3rd Uhlan Regiment with the 3rd Battery of the 7th Heavy Artillery Division

			Area of operations: eastern boundary of the 16th Uhlan Regiment’s zone up to the Foch line. They will move on 6 September as early as possible, sending a reconnaissance squadron at dawn via the highway to Sejny through Serski Las–Giby.

			3) All these units are tasked with preventing enemy advance and pursuing any advancing enemy. They must maintain communication with each other.

			In case of strong enemy pressure, they are to retreat via the highway to Augustów.

			It is necessary to take as many prisoners as possible, in order to have hostages for exchange.

			

			4) Operational group reserve, under the command of Major Bystram:

			III Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment, a composite regiment, a volunteer cavalry squadron, and 2 batteries of heavy artillery, which on 6 September will be withdrawn from their current positions by special order. The 211th Regiment also remains in Augustów.

			Major Bystram will organize reconnaissance:

			– To the east, along both banks of the Augustów Canal up to the Rudawka area, and along the Grodno Highway up to the Lipsk area, establishing contact with the 1st Legions Division along the railway line through Kolnica–Sztabin. If enemy units are still present in these directions, detachments should be sent to disperse them.

			[– To the west, reconnaissance should be conducted along the Rospuda River, including Raczki, Żarnowo, and Jeziorki.]

			5) Crossing the Foch Line, which has been established, is strictly prohibited. For now, our actions must not appear aggressive. It is important that it be clear that we are not the attacking side, but rather that the Lithuanians are, and that we are only defending the areas assigned to us.’490

			Meanwhile, the main objective of the Polish Operational Cavalry Brigade on 6 September was still the pursuit the retreating Lithuanians and taking as many Lithuanian prisoners as possible. Later, as the orders of the Polish headquarters and the main directions of movement of the Polish army demonstrate, the main objective of the Polish group became the capture of Sejny.

			On the morning of 6 September, the Polish 3rd Uhlan Regiment sent one Squadron to the isthmus between Białe and Kalejty Lakes and scouts to Strękowizna and Szczebra. At about 14:00, the regimental commander himself and three squadrons moved to Strękowizna, but he did not find the enemy anywhere. Captain [Vytautas] Bagdanavičius with his II Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment managed to retreat from Szczebra in time to escape the Polish pursuit.

			Major Bystram, having received an order from the commander of the Operational Cavalry Group, immediately dispatched the 3rd Squadron of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment to reconnoitre in the direction of the Serski Las–Sejny. The aim of the mission was to intercept the enemy, trace the direction of their retreat and, if possible, take Sejny. In the evening, the 3rd Uhlan Regiment reached Serski Las, where the 3rd Squadron had already arrived. As it was already dark, the commander of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment decided to spend the night in the Serski Las and postpone the advance on Czarna Hańcza until dawn next day. The regimental commander justified this decision to Major Bystram in his report as follows:

			‘I will attack the Frącki Pass at dawn tomorrow, and this is because, after taking the village of Frącki, I will march directly to Giby. To take only the bridgehead and not move further is to allow the Lithuanians to gain a foothold in Giby, and today it is difficult to take [both] Frącki and Giby because of the terrain and the darkness of the night.’491

			In the same report, the regimental commander expressed anxieties regarding the defence of his rear and asked the brigade command to send new units for its protection. On 7 September, this request of the commander of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment could be granted, as the situation in Grodno direction became clearer. On the evening of 6 September, the Lithuanians withdrew from Lipsk towards Sapotskin. Lipsk was occupied by the I Battalion of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment, which was responsible for securing the Grodno direction. With Augustów no longer threatened from the Grodno side, the Group Commander no longer needed to keep such a large reserve at hand. He therefore agreed to detach the III Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment, together with a platoon from the 2nd Horse Artillery Divizion, to the 3rd Uhlan Regiment, not so much to protect its rear as to support its pursuit of the Lithuanian units.

			The Polish Crossing of the Czarna Hańcza at Frącki

			The commander of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment planned to take the crossing at Frącki on 7 September at dawn. The regiment was due to assemble at 4:30 am in Macharce.

			By the evening of 6 September, Polish scouts had established that the eastern bank of the Czarna Hańcza near Frącki was strongly held by the Lithuanians. Since forcing the river at that point was difficult, the regimental commander decided to conduct only a demonstrative attack along the highway to pin down the enemy, while moving the bulk of his forces across the river farther south, in the Dworczysko area, and from there to attack Frącki from the rear.

			

			The 2nd Squadron and four machine-guns were to attack along the road. The 3rd and 4th Squadrons were to bypass Frącki via Dworczysko while the 1st Squadron remained in Macharce to guard the rear, artillery, and supply train.

			At about 6:00 a.m., the 2nd Squadron reached Głęboki Bród, dismounted, and with its first platoon and machine-guns occupied the west bank of the river on both sides of the highway. The 8th Company of the Lithuanian 5th Infantry Regiment had taken up positions in the First World War era trenches on the eastern bank of the river. Meanwhile, most of the squadron had been left in reserve. The squadron had been instructed to begin its attack only once the Divizion advancing through Dworczysko (the 3rd and 4th Squadrons) had drawn near. It was expected that this Divizion, which had to cover over 20 kilometres, would arrive at about 11:00. After waiting until 15:00 for the Divizion to arrive, the commander of 2nd Squadron decided to attack by himself. He ordered two of his platoons to move south of the bridge opposite the village of Frącki, approach the river under cover of the dense bushes, wade across, and attack the bridge from the rear. The uhlans’ assault was supported by heavy fire from four machine-guns positioned on both sides of the highway. The 8th Company could not withstand the attack and withdrew. The Poles captured ten prisoners and suffered only one wounded.492

			The Poles seized the crossing at 16:00. Only half an hour later the Divizion from the right flank marched in. The Divizion was delayed because the bridge over the Czarna Hańcza was damaged in Dworczysko. Wading over the river was not possible due to sloughy banks. The bridge had to be repaired for several hours, and there were some skirmishes while crossing over.493 

			After receiving the order of 6 September from the commander of the Operational Cavalry Group, the 16th Uhlan Regiment started advancing to the left of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment along the Studzieniczna–Serski Las–Tobołowo–Czerwony Krzyż–Maćkowa Ruda–Aleksandrowsk axis that same day. On 7 September, the commander of this regiment got a report that the first squadron’s supply train (a field kitchen and two wagons) was captured by the Lithuanians.494

			The action of the 16th Uhlan Regiment was mainly directed against the III Battalion and partly the I Battalion of Lithuanian 5th Infantry Regiment. Although the III Battalion was holding on bravely and its commander, Captain [Povilas] Plechavičius, knew how to maintain the discipline of battle, the Poles succeeded in pushing the companies of that battalion away from the positions on the Czarna Hańcza. The 2nd Squadron, armed with one heavy machine-gun, crossed the river at Wysoki Most, the 4th Squadron, armed with two heavy machine-guns, crossed the river at Tartaczysko, and the 1st Squadron captured Maćkowa Ruda. The III Battalion retreated to the Pomorze Lake–Gieret Lake–Wierśnie–Pogorzelec–Jeziorki Małe line.

			From the sequence of Polish offensive actions on 7 September, it is clear that the Poles concentrated their strongest efforts against the left flank of the 5th Infantry Regiment and that their main objective was to break through toward Sejny via Giby. The setback of the 8th Company at Frącki was due in part to the fact that the 8th Infantry Regiment had not yet occupied its assigned position southeast of the village. As a result, the left flank of the 5th Infantry Regiment at Frącki remained exposed, making it easy for Polish squadrons to manoeuvre in that sector.495

			The Actions on 8 September

			On 8 September, the 2nd Division Commander, Colonel [Vincas] Grigaliūnas- Glovackis, ordered the commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment, Captain [Kazys] Škirpa, to ‘restore the previous conditions’ and to retake the Frącki–Czarna Hańcza line.496

			The regimental headquarters received the order only at 3:00 during the early morning of 8 September, so there were only a few hours left before dawn. The order was given without any consideration of whether it could be fulfilled. After all, the Poles had already concentrated two cavalry regiments (the 3rd and 16th Uhlan) against the III Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment, the Polish III Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment was already moving towards Frącki, these units were supported by artillery, and there were two more cavalry regiments in the immediate rear (Major [Jan] Reliszko’s497 Composite Cavalry and the 211th Uhlan Regiments). Even in the event of success, the problem of defending the Czarna Hańcza would not have been resolved. With a strong cavalry reserve close at hand, the Poles could have committed it immediately, sending it, for example, through the gap between the 5th and 8th Infantry Regiments to envelop the 5th Infantry Regiment from the left, east of the Giby–Frącki Highway. Thus Glovackis’ order did not solve the issue of defending the Czarna Hańcza.

			Following the order of the division commander, Captain Škirpa reinforced the III Battalion with the 2nd Company, which was in reserve, and assigned to it an armoured car ‘Šarūnas’ for offensive operations on the highway from Giby to Frącki. In addition, to protect the right flank of the III Battalion against possible enemy surprises, he also ordered the commander of the I Battalion, Major [Petras] Gabrėnas, to attack the Buda Ruska sector with the 1st Company at 5:00 on 8 September to seize the chokepoint behind Lake Gremzdy.

			The counterattack by the III Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment began at 6:00 and was organised as follows498:

			‘a) 2nd Company and “Šarūnas” (commanded by Lieutenant [Vincas] Asevičius) was instructed to attack along the Giby–Frącki Highway in the direction of Frącki, in contact with 8th Infantry Regiment on the left and with the 8th Company on the right. The aim was to drive the enemy out of Frącki and establish a position around that village on both sides of the highway.

			b) The 7th Company was instructed to attack through Krasne to take Tartaczysko, where it would fortify, liaising with the 2nd Company on the left and the 9th Company on the right.

			

			c) The 9th Company was ordered to attack through the village of Pogorzelec, whence, with reinforced reconnaissance groups, it was to take Wysoki Most and Studziany Las, maintaining contact with the 7th Company on the left and the 1st Company of I battalion on the right.

			(d) The 8th Company was left in the III Battalion reserve and was to move forward to Krasne after the 7th Company.’

			Captain [Jonas] Budzilas describes the actions of the armoured car ‘Šarūnas’ and the 2nd company of the 5th Infantry Regiment at Frącki, as follows:

			‘8 September. “Šarūnas” received an order to attack the Poles together with one company of 50 men of the 5th Infantry Regiment and to drive them out of their positions near the Czarna Hańcza River at Frącki. The Poles there were the 1st Infantry Battalion with cavalry and artillery. This small detachment of ours came close to the enemy position. Here, the armoured car met a barrier of trees that had been thrown on the highway.

			The enemy fire was suppressed by the machine-gun fire of the armoured car, and the enemy, withdrawing into the woods, began to work around the flanks. There was a danger that they would create further obstacles for the armoured car from the rear. The enemy artillery then opened fire on the vehicle. A way out had to be found. Covering the company with its fire, the armoured car managed to make its way back to Giby.’499

			Since the 2nd Company and the armoured car were forced to withdraw at Frącki, the 7th Company operating to its right, together with the reserve 8th Company following behind it, was likewise compelled to fall back. These companies withdrew to their former positions along the Giby–Pagorzelec line. Meanwhile, the 1st Company of the I Battalion, operating on the right flank, failed to carry out its order to seize Buda Ruska. This created an undefended gap between the III and I Battalions, through which the enemy could advance freely.

			As a result of these setbacks on both flanks of the III Battalion, the enemy launched an attack along the entire battalion front and drove the 9th Company from its positions on the Jeziorki Małe–Pogorzelec line. To stabilise the critical situation, the regimental commander sent the 4th Company (which was half-size of the regular company) from Sejny to the front. However, even with the reinforcement of two additional half-companies, the III Battalion was no longer able to hold and withdrew to the northeast.500

			Around 17:00, the Poles fiercely attacked the 5th Company that was in I Battalion’s sector and defended a position north of Lake Długie at Żubronajcie. After an hour and a half of fighting, the 5th Company was forced to retreat. The attack was carried out by ‘one Polish infantry battalion, whose presence in the Tartak area had already become apparent on 5 September, during our attempt to break through Tartak to Suwałki.’501

			Colonel Smoleński does not mention the battle at Żubronajcie, but he describes the battle of the 17th Uhlan Regiment with a company of the I Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment, a little to the south of Żubronajcie, defending the isthmus between the lakes Gremzdy and Długie in some detail. This is likely to be the place that Colonel Škirpa describes, as the author himself refers to a diagram annex of Smoleński, which shows the action between those lakes but does not cover the area of Żubronajcie a little further north.

			On 8 September, from early morning, the Polish 3rd Uhlan Regiment, along with the III Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment and the 16th Uhlan Regiment, carried out an offensive in the direction of Sejny. A counterattack by the ‘Šarūnas’ and one company from Giby to Frącki slowed down the Poles’ planned attack on the highway to Giby. This delay of the attack by the III Battalion of the Polish 41st Infantry Regiment indirectly deferred the advance of the 3rd and 16th Uhlan Regiments to the north. As the Lithuanian counterattack made the situation of the Polish right flank uncertain, the 3rd Uhlan Regiment began to attack the III Battalion of the Lithuanian 5th Infantry Regiment in the Pokrowsk–Karolin district later. This delay prevented the 16th Uhlan Regiment, which had been moving on the left, from acting more forcefully. The regimental commander was unsure of the situation on his right flank, especially as the Lithuanians were attacking the Jeziorki Małe. However, the regimental commander began to prepare to push the Lithuanian I Battalion out of the pass between the Gremzdy and Długie Lakes. To this end, he attacked in two squadrons, one from the west of Aleksandrowsk and the other from the south, and took the Gremzdy Polskie on the northwestern shore of Lake Gremzdy at 16:30.

			Kopiec and Krasne, both occupied by the Lithuanians in the isthmus between Gremzdy and Długie Lakes, stood on high ground overlooking a valley that was marshy in places. Because these conditions strongly favoured the defence, the commander of the 16th Regiment decided to resume the attack only after nightfall. To this end, he sent 3rd Squadron from Aleksandrowsk to Krasne and 2nd Squadron from Gremzdy to Kopiec.

			Both squadrons attacked their assigned areas after dark. The 3rd Squadron easily captured Krasne, pushing back a small Lithuanian guard. The 2nd Squadron had a serious engagement with a company of the 5th Infantry Regiment’s I Battalion, which was entrenched on the high ground northwest of Gremzdy with two machine-guns. The squadron attacked in two groups: the smaller group, equipped with two machine-guns, fixed the Lithuanian company by attacking from the front, while the larger group, led personally by the squadron commander, outflanked the Lithuanian position from the southwest. Taking advantage of the darkness, the two groups came as close as possible to the Lithuanian company. The first group opened the attack. When the Lithuanian company directed its fire at this detachment, the second group, moving rapidly onto its right flank, rushed the position with hand grenades and, after a short burst of concentrated machine-gun and rifle fire, captured it. The Poles took three prisoners, one machine-gun, and two machine-gun mounts. The Lithuanians withdrew eastwards.502

			Thus, the order of Glovackis to ‘restore the conditions’ did not achieve its purpose. Because of the strong Polish reserves, the ordered attack had little chance of success, as the frontal assault could not hope to defeat the stronger Polish forces, and there was no time to plan any serious manoeuvres. The only benefit of the counterattacks made by the 5th Infantry Regiment on 8 September was that on that day our units at least temporarily slowed down by the Poles’ offensive towards Sejny.

			

			The Repeated Polish Incursion into Sejny 

			The Polish 3rd and 16th Uhlan Regiments continued their offensive on 9 September. Its purpose was stated in Nieniewski’s order No. 14 (6 September). According to that order, the 3rd Uhlan Regiment was to occupy the Giby–Sejny area, the 16th Uhlan Regiment – the Krasnopol–Klejwy area. Having taken the Kopiec–Gremzdy and isthmus of Długie Lake during the night, the 16th Uhlan Regiment had the road to Krasnopol already open. To reach the rear of Giby and push on toward Sejny, the 3rd Uhlan Regiment still had to force its way through the Daniłowce–Białe Lake–Dmitrowo Lake pass. The commander of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment selected this axis of advance, coordinating it with the attack of the III Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment toward the Giby isthmus.

			Both regiments were to begin operations on the morning of 9 September. However, at first light the patrols sent out reported that the Lithuanians had withdrawn along the entire line.503 The patrols of the 16th Uhlan Regiment captured Krasnopol without a fight while the 3rd Uhlan Regiment captured Białogóry, located on the northwestern shore of Lake Białe. The III Battalion of 41st Infantry Regiment started to attack Giby at dawn but found only the rear guard in the trenches. The Lithuanians had already retreated from Giby to Posejnele and then to Poćkuny.504

			When they found out that the Lithuanians had retreated, the commanders of the Polish regiments pushed their squadrons forward; the 3rd Uhlan Regiment moved in the direction of Sejny and Posejnele, the 16th Uhlan Regiment in the direction of Krasnopol–Sejny. At 14:30, the 2nd and 3rd Squadrons of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment entered Sejny.505

			Former commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment, Colonel Škirpa, explains the circumstances of the regiment’s retreat as follows:

			‘The failure of the III Battalion to retake the Hańcza position, and the fact that it was forced by stronger Polish forces to withdraw along its entire front, made the situation of the I Battalion on the Jegliniec–Gremzdy Lakes line untenable. (In fact, the greatest danger to the I Battalion may have arisen earlier, when it yielded the Gremzdy–Długie Lake pass to the Poles during the night, A.R.) The battalion was therefore ordered to conduct a fighting withdrawal to the Marynowo–Height 149–Klejwy line, in order to cover the right flank of the III Battalion and block the Polish approach to Sejny. It was hoped that the III Battalion, although heavily pressed by the Poles, would manage to hold on to the Giby–Białe Lake–Daniłowce line and thus prevent the regiment from being forced into a further retreat.

			Unfortunately, this plan was not to be realised. As the III Battalion withdrew, an undefended gap opened between the two battalions, and through it, on the morning of 9 September, a large Polish cavalry force—about a regiment in strength (the 3rd Uhlan Regiment)—poured forward. I was able to observe this breakthrough of the Polish cavalry myself from Sumowo, where the command post of the 5th Regiment was then located.’506

			Around the same time, the Poles captured Kaletnik on the right flank and Krasnopol on the left. A Polish cavalry advance in the direction of Klejwy threatened to encircle the I Battalion from the right. Under pressure from both sides, the commander of the I Battalion no longer obeyed the regimental commander’s order to occupy the line that he had been ordered to occupy and retreated with his companies through Sejny eastwards. As the regimental reserve was already exhausted, the regimental commander could not immediately remedy the deteriorating situation, and the Polish cavalry entered Sejny at about 14:30.507

			On 9 September, the main reason for the withdrawal of the 5th Infantry Regiment was a fear of encirclement. The I Battalion was indeed surrounded on both sides. Its withdrawal put the III Battalion in danger of encirclement on its right, exposed flank. Since the ground to the left of the III Battalion was wooded and the 8th Infantry Regiment had not occupied that part of the sector, there was also concern that the Poles might envelop the III Battalion from the left. Thus, confronted with these multiple threats of encirclement, the 5th Infantry Regiment withdrew, yielding Krasnopol and Sejny without a fight.
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					Armoured car ‘Aras’ at Krasnopol

				

			

			In an effort to pull the regiment out of the danger of encirclement, the regimental commander made the following decision:508

			‘The I Battalion – as it retreated east of Sejny – was ordered, with two companies, to immediately occupy and defend the position of Półkoty, Poćkuny and Dworczysko, returning the 5th company to the II Battalion.

			The II Battalion was to occupy and defend the positions of Dubowo, Berżniki, and Półkoty (exclusive).

			The III Battalion – on completion of its withdrawal – was to return the 2nd Company and the 4th Company to Battalions I and II, respectively, and to move to the regimental reserve in Pazapsiai district.

			The 7th Artillery Battery was to take up a position in the area southwest of Klepočiai.

			Regarding the armoured cars: the “Aras” to remain with the I Battalion, the “Ša­rūnas” – with the II Battalion.’

			The regiment retreated to its new position almost unmolested. Only as the III Battalion retreated, it had to repeatedly drive back Polish cavalry that was attacking the flanks. It was not until the evening of 9 September that one Polish infantry unit had taken Poćkuny, where there was an outpost to cover the retreat. When the reserve arrived, that Polish unit was pushed out of Poćkuny. 

			The reserve turned out to be the I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment, which had arrived on 9 September to replace the I Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment in the sector from Lake Gaładuś to Poćkuny (inclusive). After the fighting in the area of the Biebrza River, this battalion was depleted to half its strength. Major [Henrikas] Songinas describes the skilful actions of the 1st Company of the 6th Infantry Regiment in driving the Polish out of Poćkuny:509

			‘In the afternoon ... in the sector of the left flank of the I Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment ... rifle shots rang out, followed by the firing of machine-guns and artillery ... The battalion commander ... received an order to go on the offensive at the village of Poćkuny because the right flank of the I Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment could not withstand the Polish pressure and had retreated ... A little to the north of the village of Poćkuny, near the road, lay a position held by the 7th Battery attached to the 5th Infantry Regiment. The battery was already engaged, and its shells were howling over the heads of the soldiers of 1st Company.

			As the company approached the trenches of the 5th Infantry Regiment and climbed a small hill, it saw that the battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment had abandoned its trenches and that all its troops were rapidly withdrawing in the direction of Poćkuny–Sztabinki. About half a kilometre away, on both sides of the road, a dense wave of Polish troops was advancing. The battalion commander ordered 1st Company to take up a position on those hills, conceal itself, and prepare its heavy machine-guns for action, but not to open fire until the Poles came closer. The troops of the 5th Infantry Regiment passed through the position occupied by 1st Company of the 6th Infantry Regiment and continued their retreat.

			The position of the 1st Company of the 6th Infantry Regiment was on a hill and the terrain in front was lower, covered with sparse bushes, which did not provide good cover and the Poles moving rapidly in the direction of the village of Poćkuny were clearly visible. When they were about 300 metres from the positions of 1st Company, the machine-guns opened fire on the battalion commander’s order. The riflemen joined in, and the sudden burst of fire so surprised the Poles that they dropped to the ground and then, leaping up, broke and ran. 1st Company rose and, firing as it advanced, began to pursue them. The Poles reached the trenches of the 5th Infantry Regiment, which they had already passed, and jumped into them, but when they saw the men of 1st Company closing in, they scrambled out again and ran on toward their own trenches. The shells of 7th Battery were already falling on the Polish trenches, and the pursuers were also rapidly closing the distance.

			Reaching their own trenches, the Poles tried to hold on, but as artillery shells burst around them and the Lithuanians drew nearer, their nerve gave way. At first a few soldiers bolted from the trenches, but soon the whole line rose and fled in the direction of Sejny. For a time 1st Company continued the pursuit, but as darkness began to fall, the chase was broken off and the men returned to the abandoned Polish trenches.’

			

			The Battle of Poćkuny, on 10 September

			With the aim of capturing the areas of Suvalkija west of the Foch demarcation line, the commander of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment resolved to first take only a reinforced Lithuanian position near the village of Poćkuny, four kilometres east of Sejny. The regimental commander assigned the III Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment, minus its 10th Company and reinforced by the 3rd Battery of the 2nd Divizion of the Horse Artillery, to take back that area. From the south, the attack was to be covered by one company in Giby. The 3rd Squadron of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment in Posejnele was to reconnoitre in the Berżniki–Zelwa–Wiłkokuk direction.

			The III Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment (minus the 10th Company left in Giby), together with the artillery, set out in battle order at 8:00 on 10 September toward Olszanka. To avoid being caught by Lithuanian armoured cars, the battalion did not march along the highway but instead took the side road through Degucie and Świackie toward Zaruby.

			The Lithuanian trenches were located along the Poćkuny – Berżniki Road from the village of Poćkuny through Hill 168.3. The Polish battalion commander decided to use artillery to take these positions. The 9th Company was ordered to attack with a heavy machine-gun platoon along the highway and to the left of the highway, straight to Poćkuny. The 12th Company was also to attack east of the highway through Krejwińce with a heavy machine-gun platoon. The 11th Company, which was in reserve, as well as a heavy machine-gun platoon from Zaruby, was to follow the 9th Company. Both companies were to be supported by the 2nd Divizion’s battery from the village of Świackie to the left of the highway.

			The attack started at 11:00. The 9th Company attacked in two groups. The frontal group of two platoons with two heavy machine-guns slowly advanced along the highway directly towards Poćkuny. The other group of one platoon armed with two heavy machine-guns was to move to the left of the first hill towards Hill 149, thence along the Sejny–Poćkuny Highway to attack Poćkuny from the west.

			At the outset, both attacking companies were met by very heavy infantry and artillery fire. They began to dig in. The right flank of 12th Company also came under fire from a Lithuanian armoured car south of the village of Krejwińce. At that moment, a battery of the 2nd Horse Artillery Divizion opened accurate fire on the Lithuanian trenches, throwing them into confusion. Taking advantage of this, the two Polish companies attacked and drove the outpost of the I Battalion of the Lithuanian 5th Infantry Regiment out of Poćkuny. Lithuanian artillery attempted to halt the Polish assault, firing even on the Polish battery, but without success.510

			The II Battalion (led by Captain Bagdanavičius) repulsed the Polish attack at Berżniki.511

			Lithuanian and Polish sources depict the involvement of Lithuanian armoured cars in the battle of Poćkuny in slightly different ways. According to the Polish accounts,512 after the capture of Poćkuny and the highway to Berżniki, the Polish companies immediately began preparing barricades against the Lithuanian armoured cars. As they were cutting down the telegraph poles, the two armoured cars launched an attack. The assault caused no casualties among the Polish soldiers, who, taking advantage of the hilly terrain on both sides of the road, not only managed to conceal themselves from the armoured cars’ heavy machine-gun fire but also engaged them with hand grenades. One group of soldiers even succeeded in getting behind a car, where its guns could not reach them. Their grenades damaged one of the machines, which, covered by the other, was forced to withdraw toward Berżniki.

			Lithuanian military literature mentions only one armoured car fighting at Poćkuny, whose operation is described in this way513:

			‘10 September. The “Šarūnas”, without infantry support, moved towards the Polish side... At Poćkuny, just before the crossroads, it found the highway covered with stones. Polish riflemen were hiding in the ditches of the highway. The armoured car fired at the edges of the ditches, while one of the garrison soldiers (Private Rybelis) rolled the stones off the road and the armoured car was able to move forward again. “Ša­rūnas” drove to Poćkuny, where it came upon a Polish company eating lunch; a burst of machine-gun fire scattered them. After sweeping through the enemy’s position and inflicting considerable losses, the vehicle returned to Berżniki.’

			By 13:00 on 10 September, the Poles had secured all their assault objectives. The Lithuanians withdrew to the northeast, toward Lazdijai and Berżniki. Polish losses amounted to one killed and four riflemen wounded. They captured a dozen prisoners, as well as the commander of the 5th Company of the 5th Infantry Regiment, who had been concussed by artillery fire.514

			Colonel Žukas and Representatives of the Seimas Visit the Front 

			Colonel Žukas, the Minister of National Defence and thus the highest figure in the military leadership, was receiving heavy criticism for the setbacks at the front. Seeking to justify himself and shift the blame onto others, he decided to travel to the front accompanied by several members of the Seimas. The Christian Democratic faction delegated Dr. Eliziejus Draugelis, the Social Democrats sent Stasys Digrys, and the Valstiečiai Liaudininkai515 appointed Petras Ruseckas. On the evening of 10 September, the Minister of National Defence and the Seimas representatives arrived at the headquarters of the 2nd Division in Seirijai. 516

			That same day, in the late afternoon, the commander of the 2nd Division, Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis issued an order to pull the 5th Infantry Regiment back to the Kavalkiai–Klepočiai–Pudziškiai line, and the 8th Infantry Regiment to the Stalai–Ivaškiai sector and the pass between Lakes Veisiejai and Paveisininkai. To avoid enemy pursuit, the withdrawal was to be carried out during the night of 10–11 September. It may be assumed that the divisional commander issued this order at the urging of Major [Julius] Čaplikas, who had complained that the long forested stretch was extremely difficult to defend against numerous cavalry.517

			Colonel Žukas wrote that Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis, at that very moment and ‘because of the heavy Polish attack’, ordered the regiments to retreat to the Šeštokai–Simnas–Alytus line,518 but Colonel Škirpa strongly denied this claim.519

			On the night of 10–11 September, when the units of the 5th Infantry Regiment were already halfway to the new Kalveliai–Klepočiai–Puodžiškė line, and when they had reached the line in some places, Colonel Glovackis sent an order to take up another position, about four kilometres back to the west. The order was a strain on soldiers who were already tired from fighting and marching. However, the Minister of National Defence himself was giving these orders, and the commander of the division was only carrying them out.

			The new line for the 5th Infantry Regiment was along the Briniai–Pazapsiai–Kalėdiškiai–Kučiūnai axis. The regimental commander assigned the I Battalion to the right and the II Battalion to the left to defend the first line, leaving the III (Captain Plechavičius’) Battalion in regimental reserve in Klepočiai district, as that battalion was the most tired from the fighting. The 7th Battery was given a position in the bushy area southwest of Klepočiai.

			The regimental commander explained to the distinguished guests how he had positioned the regiment, and when asked by Colonel Žukas, he showed the operational order. After pointing out that the operational order was proper, Colonel Žukas gave it to the members of Seimas to read. Representative Digrys remarked that it was a purely military matter and that, in his opinion, the members of the Seimas should not interfere in such issues. 

			After questioning the regimental commander, the members of the Seimas went to a separate room to confer with Colonel Žukas. After the meeting, Colonel Žukas asked Captain Škirpa if he would like to take some time off to rest. Having understood what such a suggestion implied, the regimental commander, Captain Škirpa, said in reply to the Minister of National Defence:

			‘As long as the regiment I command remains engaged in combat, I cannot take leave, for that would amount to deserting the battlefield. If you consider me no longer fit to serve as regimental commander, you have the right to remove me from that post. But I ask you, Mr. Minister, to specify in writing the crime or unforgivable error for which I am being dismissed from command of the regiment!...’520

			Colonel Žukas writes521 that he immediately removed all three – Colonel G(riga­liūnas) G(lovackis), Major Š(kirpa) and Captain P(lechavičius) – and appointed Maksimas Katche as the commander of the 2nd Division and Major [Antanas] Zub­rys as commander of 5th Regiment in their place. To this, Colonel Škirpa retorts that he ‘neither on that day nor afterwards received any order’ about his ‘removal’ as commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment.522

			However, at the time, the senior command had been somewhat reorganised. The post of army commander was abolished. Lieutenant Colonel Ladiga, who occupied this post, was blamed for the failure of the Augustów operation.523 The Marijampolė Group was renamed the Suvalkija Front, and Lieutenant General Katche, who was very experienced militarily although unfortunately enslaved by alcohol, was appointed its commander.524

			The descriptions of these military actions, particularly on 9–10 September, give the impression that the 5th Infantry Regiment too easily ceded the Sejny area to the Poles. Regimental commander Škirpa is inclined to lay most of the blame for the failure on the divisional commander’s order to counterattack and on the appearance of undefended gap between the two frontline battalions, through which the masses of Polish cavalry rushed. Colonel Grigaliūnas Glovackis’ order, it is true, was flawed. It was reckless, hastily prepared, and no time was given for its executors to prepare themselves properly. However, it is not clear why the order would precipitate a Polish offensive or encourage their aggression. On the contrary, the counterattack of the armoured car ‘Šarūnas’ alongside the 2nd Company of 5th Infantry Regiment slowed down the Polish army’s movement towards Sejny.

			Following the order of the Polish Group Commander, the Polish troops attacking the 5th Infantry Regiment did not want to appear too aggressive and were not too forceful. After all, the Polish cavalry only started to attack more fiercely when, on the morning of the 8 September, Polish scouts reported that the Lithuanians had withdrawn along the whole front. A withdrawal is justified when, to relieve oneself from being overwhelmed by enemy forces, one retreats to better defensive positions, but the 5th Infantry Regiment withdrew in such a fashion that there appeared an undefended gap between the two battalions. This is what prompted the Polish cavalry to push through that undefended gap. This retreat of the regiment to a new position was apparently not executed in an orderly manner, and it may even have induced some panic.

			Nor had the 5th Infantry Regiment shown the sufficient resilience to defend the two important bottlenecks located to the southwest of Sejny and Krasnopol. Major [Petras] Gabrėnas and his I Battalion had not even taken the defensive position indicated to him by the regimental commander and retreated without a fight.

			However, it would not be justified to blame the commander of any unit of the 5th Infantry Regiment unless one knows exactly all the relevant circumstances. After all, the Polish forces that had attacked the 5th Infantry Regiment were far superior. Two Polish cavalry regiments and one infantry battalion attacked one Lithuanian infantry regiment. The superiority of the Polish artillery was countered by the Lithuanian armoured car. Yet, with this force ratio, sooner or later the Poles would have been able to take Sejny.

			The Recovery of Sejny

			After taking part of Suvalkija up to the so-called Foch Line, the Poles halted. This gave the Lithuanians the opportunity to take back the initiative. It was decided to retake Sejny first. To carry out these actions, the 3rd Division, i.e., the 3rd and 6th Infantry Regiments, was brought to the Suvalkija Front. At the beginning of
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			September, the 3rd Infantry Regiment was brought from the Lithuanian–Russian border around Narach Lake and the Myadelka River to Alytus, and from there it arrived in the area of Szypliszki–Smolany via Krosna and Lazdijai on 10 and 11 September. The 3rd Infantry Regiment initially took over the entire 10th Infantry Regiment’s sector, but later, on 12 September, the part of the sector from Smolany to Gaładuś Lake was taken over by the 6th Infantry Regiment.

			On the same day, command of the sector was assumed by Major [Ignas] Musteikis, newly appointed commander of the 3rd Division, whose headquarters were located in Šeštokai. He was also given responsibility for the 10th Infantry Regiment, which until then had belonged to the 2nd Division. After transferring the sector to the 3rd Infantry Regiment, the 10th Infantry Regiment moved to Kalvarija to serve as the divisional reserve .

			The II and III Battalions of the 6th Infantry Regiment were moved by railway from the Lithuanian–Russian border at Daugava. On 10 September, the regiment arrived northeast of Sejny, north of Żegary. After that, it occupied the sector of Smolany up to Gaładuś Lake.525 After taking over the command of the group, Lieutenant General Katche gave the following order on 12 September:

			‘The Poles are concentrating their forces in the Suwałki and Lipsk area and are ready to move forward. Our army must make every effort to hold back our fiercest enemy, the Poles. Therefore:

			3rd Infantry Division

			Major Musteikis 

			3rd and 6th Infantry Regiments

			2nd and 3rd Batteries 

			Two Squadrons of Cavalry

			

			To hold the sector against the Poles in the area: German border–Vištytis Lake–Wiżajny–Lipniak–Smolany–Żegary.

			2nd Infantry Division

			Colonel Grig[aliūnas]-Glovackis

			2nd, 5th, and 8th Infantry Regiments

			7th and 9th Batteries

			Howitzer battery

			To hold the sector against the Poles at Żegary–Zelwa–Marycha River–Augustów Canal to the Nemunas.

			Contingent Reserve

			Two battalions of the 10th Infantry Regiment

			To concentrate in Kalvarija.

			One Battalion of 2nd Infantry Regiment

			One Battalion of 6th Infantry Regiment

			5th Battery

			2 armoured cars

			To concentrate in Seirijai.

			Contingent headquarters in Simnas.’526

			On the morning of 11 September, the II Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment sent a reconnaissance patrol to Berżniki, while the I Battalion dispatched one to Poćkuny. It emerged that Berżniki was not occupied by the Poles. In Poćkuny as well, the Poles had left only a small outpost, having concentrated their main forces in Sejny.

			In view of the negotiations with the Poles to be held in Kalvarija, both sides had agreed to suspend hostilities until noon on 13 September. Before the negotiations began, the Lithuanians wanted to improve their frontline positions and take Sejny. As there was very little time left to take back Sejny, on the morning of 12 September, the commander of the 2nd Division had instructed the 5th Infantry Regiment to reconnoitre and close in on the enemy in order to take the Berżniki–Sztabinki line, from which, on Colonel Glovackis’ orders, the 5th Infantry Regiment had been withdrawn further to the east on the night of 10–11 September.

			Carrying out the divisional commander’s order, the 5th Infantry Regiment began advancing toward the enemy at about 15:00 with two widely deployed battalions—the II on the left and the I on the right. By around 18:00, the Żelwa–Sztabinki line had been reached, and the Krejwińce pass between the lakes was secured. These positions served as the line of departure for further attacks. 

			On 12 September, 2nd Division Commander Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis gave the following order:527

			‘Captain Škirpa

			Three battalions of the 5th Infantry Regiment

			3rd Battery

			2 armoured cars

			By 12 noon, take Sejny and establish a foothold in the Szejpiszki–Białe–Dmitrowo Lakes passes up to the Białorzeczka, inclusive.

			Major Čaplikas

			Three battalions of 8th Infantry Regiment

			5th Battery

			By 12 noon, take Giby and fortify sector Białorzeczka–Wierśnie Lake–Giby–Marycha River–Augustów Canal to the Nemunas.’

			The commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment was also informed by divisional headquarters that, if needed, he could make use of an additional battalion from the 2nd Infantry Regiment, and that the regiment was being assigned a further battery of nine guns and one howitzer. With this, the 5th Infantry Regiment now had a full artillery group at its disposal.

			The commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment, Captain Škirpa, decided on the following tactics528:

			‘a) By launching attacks with stronger reconnaissance infantry detachments, first force the enemy to reveal the positions of his machine-gun nests and strongpoints;

			b) once these positions have been identified, destroy the enemy’s fire and resistance points with concentrated artillery fire or with the support of heavy machine guns;

			c) immediately thereafter, attack with two battalions: I and II in the first line, with a section of armoured cars (two vehicles) between them, while III Battalion advances in support behind the first two, so as to break through into Sejny as soon as the moment is favourable.’

			At dawn on 13 September, infantry reconnaissance was sent out, and the Poles met them with rifle and machine-gun fire from various points. Our artillery and heavy machine-gun fire was directed at those very locations. Already at about 6:00, the 3rd Company managed to break through to Zaleskie and capture it, thus bypassing the Polish outpost in Poćkuny from the north. The breakthrough of the 3rd Company was a good signal to order the entire regiment to launch a general attack, which was organised as follows529:

			‘The I Battalion (Major Gabrėnas) was ordered to continue its vigorous attack, enveloping Sejny from the northeast and then seizing the line of the lake passes between Szejpiszki–Białe–Dmitrowo Lakes.

			The II Battalion (Captain Bagdanavičius) was to envelop Sejny from the southeast in order to occupy the pass between the Dmitrowo and Białe Lakes up to Białorzeczka (inclusive).

			The armoured car platoon was to maintain the combat link between the I and II Battalions and, once a breakthrough into Sejny had been achieved, to sow panic within the Polish garrison.

			The III Battalion (Captain Plechavičius) was to advance in combat formation on both sides of the Sejny Highway, ready to force its way into Sejny itself. The battalion was to take the town when the armoured cars had already thrown the Poles into panic.

			The artillery was to remain in positions in the area east of Półkoty.

			Reserve: the II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment was to remain in the area of Berżniki awaiting further instructions.’

			Already at 7:00 the enemy outpost at Poćkuny had been defeated and the remnants had fled to Sejny. The removal of this outpost enabled the I Battalion to encircle Sejny smoothly from the north. However, the right company of the II Battalion met strong Polish resistance in the village of Posejnele, southeast of Sejny. After concentrating artillery fire on the enemy position, that village was also quickly captured. After the last obstacle before Sejny had been removed, the armoured cars and the III Battalion were sent to take the town.

			Lieutenant Jakulis and the armoured car ‘Aras’ thus accomplished their task:

			‘On 13 September, the “Aras” was ordered to go to Sejny and disperse the Polish troops defending the town. On reaching Sejny, the “Aras” found trees piled on a bridge over the Marycha River. These obstacles were removed by the crew under the cover of machine-gun fire. The armoured car broke through into the town. The Polish cavalry, the artillery battery, and the infantry panicked and abandoned the town. On the same day, our infantry took Sejny almost unopposed.’530

			The 5th Infantry Regiment captured Sejny at about 10:00. The defeated Polish units (two squadrons) quickly withdrew in the direction of Krasnopol, Daniłowce, and Giby. Together with the squadrons of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment withdrawing from Sejny, the regiment’s 1st Squadron, which had been stationed at Radziuszki Manor, also pulled back. The 5th Infantry Regiment succeeded in capturing Sejny a full two hours earlier than ordered. All that remained was to push a little farther west to occupy the Sejny covering positions in the lake passes to the west and southwest of the town. However, on 13 September, the II Battalion already did not manage to take the Daniłowce positions between Dmitrowo and Białe lakes. The squadrons of the Polish 3rd Uhlan Regiment that escaped from Sejny had already taken that position and were entrenched. They also had artillery. However, the most important reason for this failure was that the 8th Infantry Regiment had not reached the Giby–Białe Lake sector that had been assigned to it in time to cover the left flank of the II Battalion of 5th Infantry Regiment from the south. 

			Senior Lieutenant Tarasovas describes this failure thus531:

			‘Major Čaplikas’ formation received the order to take Giby by 12:00 only at 9:00 and only at about 12:00 did it launch an attack. It was forced to hold back at Kukle and Berżniki by the enemy. A strong enemy outpost was also encountered at Giby. Thus, as Captain Škirpa’s formation had taken Sejny, but Major Čaplikas’ formation had not yet taken Giby, the enemy took advantage of the situation. The enemy units which had withdrawn from Sejny quickly concentrated at Giby near Pomorze.

			At that time, Captain Škirpa’s troops, in pursuit of the enemy, reached Konstantynówka and the Białe–Dmitrowo Lakes pass, where the enemy was strongly entrenched. Our attack on the entrenched enemy at Daniłowce and Konstantynówka was repulsed by its fire. At about 12:00, the attack was repeated, but it did not succeed in pushing out the enemy.’

			As the 8th Infantry Regiment started its attack 5–6 hours later than the 5th Infantry Regiment, when the latter had already taken Sejny and was approaching the sector assigned to it, a wide empty gap formed between the left flank of the 5th Infantry Regiment and the right flank of the 8th Infantry Regiment at Giby. The Poles used this gap not only for further resistance but also to attempt counterattacks.532

			The Giby isthmus was not easy to defend, so the Polish Commander of the III battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment took up a position on the heights north of the village, from which the shelled areas to the east and north were clearly visible. These positions were occupied by 10th, 11th, and 12th Companies, while the 9th Company moved to Giby to the reserve. The 3rd Squadron of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment was used to cover the rear and the southern flank in the direction of Wiłkokuk and Zelwa and to defend the battery.

			The units of the 8th Infantry Regiment advanced on Giby only slowly. They limited themselves to rifle and machine-gun fire. This fire affected mainly the eastern sector of the defenders positioned on the northern shore of Pomorze Lake where the forest allowed our men to approach the enemy at close range. Deployed north of the village of Pomorze Wielkie, our battery delivered fairly accurate fire on the forward Polish infantry lines and on the village of Giby, forcing the Polish artillery observers to shift their positions.533 

			According to Polish sources,534 on 13 September, two Lithuanian armoured cars, supported by the 8th Infantry Regiment, attacked Giby twice, but both attempts were unsuccessful. In the afternoon, the attacking armoured cars managed to get quite close to the enemy’s first lines. At the same time, Lithuanian troops began to move out of the forest on the northern bank of the Pomorze Lake, attacking the 10th Company positioned on the right flank of the Polish battalion. The heavy and dense fire from the battery of the 2nd Horse Artillery Divizion forced the retreat of the Lithuanian armoured cars and stopped the infantry. The Polish battery efficiently shifted its fire from the highway on which the Lithuanian armoured cars were travelling to the infantry attacking the Poles, forcing the Lithuanian battery to cease its barrages.

			The Lithuanians attacked for the second time in the late afternoon. The assault was carried out by two Lithuanian armoured cars, supported by infantry advancing behind them. Clearing the road obstacles by hand, the armoured cars managed to reach the forward line of the 11th and 12th Companies and opened fire on the entrenched Polish infantry. The Poles were in danger of losing their positions, but one of the armoured cars was damaged by Polish artillery fire and was forced to withdraw with difficulty. The other armoured car continued to fire on the Polish infantry and on the village of Giby, pulling back only when darkness fell.535 The infantry was halted by Polish fire.

			Due to the difficult situation at Giby, on 13 September at about 23:00, the commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment, Lieutenant General Katche, having arrived at the regimental headquarters, authorized Captain Škirpa to commit the reserve battalion and ordered Captain Škirpa and Major Čaplikas to seize Giby at all costs. To this end, Captain Škirpa ordered the II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment to attack the Polish position at Giby from the northeast: from Berżniki through Posejnele. The 8th Infantry Regiment was at the same time tasked to envelop the line of the lakes of Gieret and Pomorze, creeping from behind the forests to the south of the Lake Pomorze. Captain Škirpa had instructed the armoured cars to operate on the highway to Giby and the artillery platoon to pound enemy positions with concentrated artillery strikes from the early morning of 14 September and to destroy targets beyond that line.536

			Although the Lithuanian attack was repulsed on 13 September at about 20:00, the commander of the III Battalion of the Polish 41st Infantry Regiment received an order from the commander of the section to retreat to the Czarna Hańcza line at about the same time. Meanwhile, the situation of the Polish battalion did not in itself warrant a withdrawal: the Lithuanian attacks had been repulsed, and from the direction of Zelwa, on the southeastern side, the Lithuanians did not attempt, as had been feared, to move around Lake Pomorze. Nevertheless, the commander of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment, having received some troubling reports, became concerned for his flank and ordered a retreat to the line of the Czarna Hańcza.537

			The real reason for the Polish retreat was probably that the reconnaissance detachment sent out by the 8th Infantry Regiment got lost and came out on the Frącki–Giby Highway. Believing that the Lithuanians had gotten into their rear, the Polish units in Giby pulled back.538

			Early in the morning of 14 September, the artillery assigned to the 5th Infantry Regiment began to fire heavily on Giby. After about an hour, people running from Giby reported that the Poles had left the village already the previous evening. At the same time, our troops attacked Daniłowce and, after fierce fighting, captured them.539

			With the retreat from the Giby position, it was pointless for the Poles to keep the Białe–Dmitrowo–Szejpiszki Lakes line. So, on the night of 13–14 September, they retreated further to the Czarna Hańcza line. This line was wooded and was therefore very suitable to cover the concentration of their superior forces in the Augustów forest and to conceal this manoeuvre from the Lithuanian military command.

			On 14th September, at around 11:00, the commander of the Suvalkija Front gave the following order to his group:

			‘I congratulate the units under my command on the successes of yesterday and last night, thanks to the gallantry and rigour shown by our units.

			The Poles in the Group’s sector were pushed out and are now located, in the sector of the 3rd Division on the German border–Lake Wiżajny–Rutka–Białobłota–Lipniak–Grauže Stare–Smolany–Lake Szejpiszki line and in the sector of 2nd Division on the Szejpiszki–Dmitrowo–Białe–Gieret–Pomorze and Zelwa Lakes–Marycha River–Augustów Canal–Nemunas line.

			I order the units entrusted to me to consolidate the gains they have made and to persistently defend the line they occupy.

			Negotiations between our and Polish governments start today in Kalvarija.

			Combat actions on our side are to be ceased other than observing the enemy. At the same time, all Polish excesses against us are to be liquidated by force of arms.’540

			On the basis of this Lieutenant General Katche’s order, the commander of the 2nd Division, Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis, gave this order to the 2nd Division:

			‘The Commander of the Front congratulates the units of the Division on the successes of yesterday and last night, thanks to the gallantry and determination of most of our units.

			On the occasion, the front commander also pointed out the unacceptable slowness and rigidity of the actions of some the units in achieving the stated objectives. All those who had distinguished themselves in a special way were ordered to be immediately presented for an award, and those who had been too rigid, too slow, or too cowardly were ordered to be interrogated with the intention of bringing them to justice.

			The Poles in the sector of the Division were repulsed and find themselves on the line Krasnopol, Wigry Lake, Frącki, and Gruszki.

			The Russian army occupies Nowy Dwór and Kuźnica and also advances towards Białystok. On the sector in front of our division, they are on the line of Halynka, Grandichi, and Karpanovtsy.

			

			The Polish forces have not yet been reconnoitred, but the Russians’ more significant forces are in the Grodno area. 

			Our reconnaissance spotted Polish cavalry outposts at Czarna Hańcza, at Rudawka, Rygol, Dworczysko, Okółek, Frącki, and further on Wigry Lake.

			To the left of us, there is the Vilnius Group (following the sector boundary)... 

			On the right, there is the 3rd Division (following the sector boundary)...

			Negotiations between ours and the Polish commands begin today in Kalvarija.

			You are to stop all action on our side other than the observation the enemy.

			Strictly eliminate any armed Polish excesses by force of arms.

			I most strictly forbid any dealings or contacts with Poles or Russians, whether by army units or individual soldiers, without my specific authorization for this matter.

			The individual commanders must immediately send the reports and proposals received from the Russians or Poles to me for my decision.

			I have under my command 2nd, 5th, 8th Regiments, the 1st Howitzer, and the 5th, 6th, and 9th Batteries, and the 3rd Squadron (which has not yet arrived), as well as two armoured cars. The 10th Regiment is in the army reserve, at the disposal of the front commander, and the 3rd and 6th Regiments along with assigned batteries and the 2nd Squadron have gone to the Commander of the 3rd Division.

			The units entrusted to me to consolidate the successes achieved were ordered to strengthen and persistently defend the line from the Lake Dmitrowo (excluded), Lake Białe, Lake Gieret, Lake Pomorze, Lake Zelwa, Marycha River, the Augustów Canal to the Nemunas, the Nemunas to Grandichi, and further in a straight line to Karpanovtsy, inclusive.

			For the implementation of this Order:

			Major Čaplikas

			3 Battalions of 8th Infantry Regiment 

			2 guns of 5th battery 

			4 guns of 7th Battery 

			4 guns of Howitzer Battery 

			2 armoured cars.

			Be vigilant in consolidating your positions and resolutely defend the line running from Lake Dmitrowo (exclusive), through Lakes Białe, Gieret, and Pomorze, the Marycha River, and the Augustów Canal, up to the Nemunas. Establish brief liaison with neighbouring units. The batteries are to remain in their current positions under the authority of the Divizion commander, Major [Petras] Bytautas, who has been tasked with coordinating their fire with the actions of the infantry. The armoured cars are to be kept with one on the Sejny–Suwałki Highway and the other on the Sejny–Augustów Highway. Reconnaissance is to be conducted up to the line of the Czarna Hańcza and along the Augustów Canal to the Nemunas.

			Captain Škirpa

			3 battalions of 5th Infantry Regiment 

			3 guns of 5th battery

			Swap places with units of the 3rd Division and the 8th Regiment to camp around Klepočiai, Kuciuny [Kučiūnai], Kudziški [Kaženiai?541] and Hołny Wolmera in the reserve of the Division.

			Major Laurinaitis 

			3 battalions of 2nd Regiment

			4 guns of 9th battery

			After swapping places with units of the 3rd Division, concentrate in the area of Berżniki, Poćkuny, and Sztabinki, and, with a separate order to that effect, with two battalions and a battery, move through Kopciowo [Kapčiamiestis], Druskieniki [Druskininkai], and Porzecze [Parečča] to take the sector from Gradiche in a direct line up to and including Karpunowce [Karpanovtsy] as a protection against Russian invasion through the mentioned line.

			The artillery stores are to be Alytus. The field hospital is to be Alytus. The medical detachment is to be in Alytus. The base of the 5th and 8th Regiments is to be Alytus. The base of the 2nd Regiment is to be Porzecze [Parečča], etc. My deputies are Major Laurinaitis and Major Čaplikas. The Divisional Headquarters will be in Seirijai.’542

			In these two orders, two new features stand out. One is that Lieutenant General Katche’s order and that of Grigaliūnas-Glovackis reiterates the gratitude to his units for military achievements. This probably follows the custom established in the Russian army.543

			The other novelty is the threat to interrogate and even prosecute the guilty for their slowness, lack of rigour, and cowardice, even though the higher commander had merely praised them.544

			The reinforcement of the Suvalkija Front with the 3rd Division, as well as the retaking of Sejny, were, indeed, positive events, but the commanders of the units were not as impressed by these achievements as the front and the division commanders The army was dispersed along the entire front, without any notable strongpoints or reserves. In addition, the II Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment and its battery were scheduled to be withdrawn from the Suwałki Front and moved across the Nemunas. The order to observe the enemy was likewise difficult to carry out, as it was forbidden to reconnoitre the territory occupied by the enemy, and the regiments were not given the means to send secret agents or to organise a network of spies in the enemy rear. Similarly, the threat to prosecute the commanders of units was, at best, empty rhetoric, given that the units carried out the tasks given to them, sometimes going above and beyond the text of the order (e.g. the 5th Infantry Regiment captured Sejny two hours before it was ordered to do so). The delay in the 8th Infantry Regiment actions was not the regiment’s fault but that of the higher command, which had postponed issuing the necessary order. Therefore, if anyone was to be held responsible, it should not have been unit commanders, but the higher command that issued orders to them.545 

			The Negotiations in Kalvarija 

			Both Lithuanians and Poles, fighting each other over their political ambitions, had been using two tools for years: diplomacy and arms. The politicians in charge of Lithuania, especially at the beginning in 1918, tended to rely on diplomacy alone, hoping to use it to win Lithuania’s independence within the borders desired by the Lithuanian people. It was only after the catastrophe at the turn of 1918–1919 that Lithuanian political figures began to appreciate the arms more earnestly.

			Polish statesmen, especially [Józef] Piłsudski, were convinced from the very beginning of the struggle for the restoration of the Polish state that Poland would have the territory it could win by force of arms. In addition, if Piłsudski was sometimes even slightly inclined to negotiate with the Lithuanians, it was only ‘with a revolver in his pocket’.

			Mainly because the two countries assessed the value of weapons so differently, their efforts to develop their armed forces also diverged. Poland’s economic strength was much greater than Lithuania’s, and the Polish army outnumbered the Lithuanian army in proportion to the country’s population and resources. In September 1920, the main branch of our army, the infantry, had grown from 16,000 to 25,000 bayonets. At that time, the Lithuanian army as a whole numbered only a few tens of thousands of soldiers. Meanwhile, the Polish army had already expanded to one million. The Poles had thirty regiments of cavalry, by far the most suitable branch for manoeuvre warfare then being fought between Lithuania and Poland, while the Lithuanians were only just completing the organisation of a single cavalry regiment. Even that regiment could scarcely be used for manoeuvre operations, since its squadrons were needed primarily for communications and reconnaissance. The mounted reconnaissance detachments being formed within the infantry regiments were still far from capable of carrying out these tasks. The Polish army was also better equipped technically. Moreover, because of the unfortunate course of historical circumstances, the Lithuanians lacked a qualified and experienced military leadership. Thus, with an army weaker than that of the Poles, Lithuanians tended to be more inclined toward conciliation and preferred to entrust disputed questions to diplomats rather than to armed force.

			The Poles took a different tack. Feeling militarily stronger, they were more inclined to dictate their will to Lithuania than to negotiate with it as equals. If it became necessary to resort to diplomacy, the Poles were much more likely to agree to negotiate directly with the Lithuanians than to use the mediation of international institutions. Only a major setback in the war against Soviet Russia forced the Poles to turn to the Entente powers at the Spa Conference. For the second time, the Polish Council for the Defence of the State decided to appeal to another international body, the League of Nations, to complain about alleged Lithuanian aggression after it became clear during the Council’s session that, given Poland’s inability at that moment to carry out military action against Lithuania, other means had to be sought to deal with the Lithuanians. This was on 4 September, when the Lithuanians were approaching Augustów and the Poles did not have the forces available to effectively repulse that offensive. The decision to appeal to the League of Nations against the Lithuanians was so wittily described by a member of that Council546: ‘But we have to accept the fact that we cannot carry out an offensive earlier than in 10 days. So, we are making a virtue out of necessity, and the diplomatic note has this aim’.

			The resolution of the Polish Council for the Defence of the State of 4 September was telegraphed by [Eustachy] Sapieha on 6 September to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, Sir Eric Drummond. The telegram accused Lithuania of collaborating with the Bolsheviks and complained that Poland was being ‘directly attacked by the Lithuanians’. Sapieha’s telegram requested that the League of Nations use its influence to stop ‘this new bloodshed’, including an ultimatum: ‘but it (the Polish government, A.R.) will be forced to consider itself at war with Lithuania if, within a few days, the Lithuanian army has not completely evacuated the Polish territory and ceased to collaborate with the Bolshevik troops’.547

			In September, the diplomatic struggle that accompanied Lithuanian–Polish fight for southern Suvalkija, in addition to the appeal to the League of Nations, was conducted through another channel: the two warring parties exchanged diplomatic notes and tried to negotiate. A note from 31 August from Polish Foreign Minister Sapieha demanded that the Lithuanian army in Suvalkija withdraw behind the Foch line and proposed to enter into direct negotiations. The Lithuanian Foreign Minister, Dr. [Juozas] Purickis, sent a letter to the Polish Minister of Foreign Affairs on 6 September, answering that Lithuania cannot remove its army behind the Foch line for two reasons: 1) it would cede in good faith the territory already under the control of the Lithuanian State to the Poles, breaking the promise neutrality of the Lithuanian State towards Russia, and 2) the Government of Lithuania does not find it possible to cede to foreign occupation the territory which it considers to belong to Lithuania without any reservation.

			In his note, Dr. Purickis stressed that on 8 December 1919, the line was established without the participation or knowledge of the Lithuanian government. The note further states:

			‘Driven by the spirit of peace and the desire to avoid conflicts between the Lithuanian and Polish armies, the Lithuanian government, in its note of 27 August, had proposed the establishment of a line of demarcation, but the Poles, having neither replied to that note nor completed the negotiations begun in Kaunas, attacked the Lithuanian army at Augustów, forced it back, and invaded deep into Lithuanian territory. The Lithuanian leadership was forced to react by repelling the incursion. To stop the bloodshed and to demonstrate its peaceful and friendly policy towards Poland, the Lithuanian Government, proposes an immediate suspension of hostilities and entrusts the delegates authorised by both sides to establish the demarcation line. The delegates could meet in Marijampolė. Once the line of demarcation has been established, the Lithuanian Government is prepared to enter negotiations with a view of settling all disputed questions. For these negotiations, the Government of Lithuania accepts as a basis the points recently agreed upon by the Lithuanian and Polish delegates at the Riga Conference.’548

			The Polish Council for the Defence of the State again considered both the response to this Lithuanian note and the broader question of Lithuanian–Polish relations on 8 September.549 Sapieha stated that there were three possible responses to the Lithuanian note: to declare war, to push the Lithuanians out of Suvalkija without war, or to accept the offer of negotiations. Opinions were divided. Piłsudski’s opinion prevailed. He was in favour of negotiations with the Lithuanian government, although he proposed condemning it for allegedly breaking its neutrality towards Poland. He pointed to Kalvarija as the ideal location for negotiations. Sapieha, on that occasion, pointed out that the question of the demarcation line in Suvalkija could not be the subject of negotiations. It was decided to draft a note to the Lithuanian government in this spirit.550

			At the Council meeting, Foreign Minister Sapieha explained that future military operations would necessarily have to use purely Lithuanian territory, i.e., beyond the Foch Line. He therefore suggested that firm conditions should be maintained during the negotiations, as otherwise ‘the advantages that could be gained from Lithuanian mistakes could be lost’. Sapieha also pointed out that it was necessary to leave the high command free to act and that diplomatic action was needed to this end. General [Kazimierz] Sosnkowski likewise reminded the meeting that it would be difficult to access the German trenches without crossing Lithuanian territory. For after the Battle of Warsaw, the Polish military leadership had for some time set itself the objective of reaching, before winter, the German trenches of 1915–1917, which formed a line of fortifications facing east. Although a contrary view was expressed, i.e. that violating Lithuanian territory would lead to diplomatic complications, only two votes were cast in favour of not crossing the Foch Line.551

			In reply to the Purickis’ note of 6 September, on 9 September, Sapieha reiterated his old reproaches about the alleged breach of neutrality towards Poland, basing it on a rumoured Lithuanian permission for the Bolshevik army to pass towards Prussia and regarding the Lithuanian cooperation with the Bolshevik army. It states: ‘The Polish Government, thus placed in a bad position in relation to its adversary, is compelled to fight him without the slightest regard for the territory in which he is situated’. 

			The note accepted the proposal to negotiate, but with two provisos: 1) there would be no negotiation on the demarcation line, since that line was already established on 8 December 1919; 2) Lithuania must observe total neutrality in the war with Soviet Russia. Sapieha suggested Kalvarija as a place for the negotiations, to be closer to the demarcation line. At the end of the meeting, Sapieha repeated the protests of the Polish government against the alleged Lithuanian incursion into Polish territory.552

			On 12 September, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Lithuania sent a reply to Sapieha’s note. Purickis rejected all the Polish accusations and said that he agreed to refer the whole case to the to the League of Nations. He also agreed that the negotiations would be held in Kalvarija and informed that Lithuanian representatives would arrive there at midday on 12 September and that the Lithuanian military command had ordered the military action to be called off at noon on 13 September.553 In fact, the Lithuanians ceased hostilities on 14 September at 6:00.

			During the Lithuanian struggle with the Poles over southern Suvalkija, some other states made efforts to defuse the Lithuanian–Polish dispute. In particular, the French wanted the Lithuanians to fight together with the Poles against Soviet Russia. Although generally more inclined to support Poland, the French government was nevertheless concerned by these developments and did not conceal its apprehension about the Polish intention to march on Vilnius.554

			The British Foreign Office also attempted to convene a Lithuanian–Polish conference in London. The initiative for such a conference came from the Lithuanian government, which proposed that representatives of the United Kingdom should take part as well.555

			On 10 September, the Latvian Minister for Foreign Affairs, [Zigfrīds Anna] Meie­rovics, likewise offered to mediate in the Lithuanian–Polish dispute and invited the parties to negotiate in Riga. Sapieha, after thanking him for the invitation, replied that direct negotiations on the matter would be held in Kalvarija.556 Although none of these efforts produced positive results, they nevertheless exerted some influence on both the Polish and Lithuanian governments.

			On 16 September, the first meeting was held in Kalvarija. On the Polish side, there was Colonel [Mieczysław] Mackiewicz, who had already participated twice in the Kaunas negotiations,557 an official of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Juliusz Łukasiewicz, who later participated in the Suwałki negotiations, Rotmeister Adam Romer, who also took part in the Kaunas negotiations, Mirosław Arciszewski, later Minister Plenipotentiary in Riga, and Lieutenant Leon Bulowski. On the Lithuanian side, there was the commander of the Suvalkija Front, Lieutenant General Katche, Major [Aleksandras] Jakaitis, Captain [Antanas] Zubrys, and two representatives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs – Voldemaras Vytautas Čarneckis and Bronius Kazys Balutis.558

			The Polish government, in agreement with the resolution of the Council of the Defence of the State and especially considering the Entente position, agreed to negotiate with the Lithuanians, but in principle had no interest in the success of the negotiations. The main aim of the Polish diplomats was to be able to deal freely with the Lithuanians and to prepare better the conditions for the Polish army to march through the territory of Lithuania (Sejny–Druskininkai) to the rear of the Bolshevik army. Therefore, the Polish representatives at the Kalvarija negotiations were likewise given secret instructions outlining exceptionally onerous terms of agreement that the Lithuanians could under no circumstances accept. The preamble to these instructions stated that the Lithuanians were violating neutrality.559 In carrying out these instructions, the Polish delegation was to demand that the Lithuanian army retreat and concentrate along the Alytus–Marijampolė line. The supervision of Lithuania’s neutrality was to be entrusted to Polish officers who, under the command of Colonel Mackiewicz, would serve as truce emissaries in Kaunas, Kalvarija, Marijampolė, Kapčiamiestis, Kaišiadorys, and Alytus, with full freedom to maintain contact with the Polish high command. Such demands were incompatible with the very notion of state sovereignty, and their assertion would inevitably lead to the breakdown of the negotiations. Yet, the Polish delegation did not have a chance to voice these demands, as the consultations broke down over other Polish demands. News that the Lithuanians had occupied Sejny reached Warsaw just as the Polish delegation was preparing to depart. As a result, the delegation received an additional instruction to demand, as a preliminary condition for negotiations, that Lithuanian units withdraw from the newly occupied territory.560

			The meeting was opened by Lieutenant General Katche. It was decided that the minutes would be drawn up in Lithuanian and Polish, while Russian would be used as the language of the negotiations. It was further agreed that written questions would be submitted in Lithuanian by one side and in Polish by the other, with certified Russian translations attached to each.

			After these formalities had been completed, Łukasiewicz read out a statement by the Polish delegation, which began by stressing that the Polish Government had sought and still seeks to settle all disputes with Lithuania by mutual agreement between the two governments. Further recalling Sapieha’s note of 9 September, Łukasiewicz expressed satisfaction on behalf of the Polish delegation that the Lithuanian Government, in its reply to the note, had accepted its principles as a basis for negotiations.

			The Lithuanians, he argued, had shown bad faith by halting hostilities much later than Purickis had promised. Łukasiewicz saw even greater bad faith in Lithuania’s alleged failure to observe neutrality. He again claimed that Bolshevik units were being allowed to pass through Lithuanian territory, reproached Lithuania for having occupied Polish territory with its army, questioned Lithuania’s willingness to settle relations between the two armies amicably, asserted that the Lithuanians had taken Sejny, and suggested that Lithuania’s neutrality served as a cover for the concentration of Bolshevik forces. On the basis of these accusations, the Polish delegation finally declared that it must demand from Lithuania adequate guarantees regarding the future conduct of the Lithuanian army and, before the negotiations could continue, require Lithuania to withdraw its troops at once behind Marshal Foch’s demarcation line, ‘thus evacuating the areas belonging to Poland in accordance with the decision of the Supreme Council of 8 December 1919.’ When the Polish representative finished speaking, the chairman of the Lithuanian delegation, Lieutenant General Katche, asked that the meeting be adjourned and promised to respond to the Polish delegation’s statement the following day.561

			The meeting of 17 September was chaired by Colonel Mackiewicz. Balutis read the Lithuanian delegation’s reply to the Polish statement of the day before. The text of the reply was as follows:562

			‘1) The Lithuanian Delegation accepts with satisfaction the statement of the Polish Delegation, according to which the Polish Government is determined to resolve the Polish–Lithuanian dispute by agreement and establish good neighbourly relations.

			2) At the same time, the Lithuanian Delegation must regret to note that the view of the Polish Government, insofar as it is reflected in the aforementioned statement of the Polish Delegation, is based on evidence that is contrary to reality.

			The Polish delegation finds it convenient to accuse the Lithuanian government of a whole series of offences, such as allowing Soviet troops to pass freely from East Prussia into new concentration areas, directly cooperating with the Soviet army, providing that army with assistance, and doing all this under the cover of Lithuania’s neutrality, and so forth. Since these accusations are not supported by evidence, the Lithuanian delegation is compelled to regard them as unfounded and to protest in the strongest possible terms against the efforts of the Polish delegation to impute to its opponent a crime without supplying the necessary proof.

			3) The Lithuanian delegation considers it its duty to draw the attention of Polish delegation to the fact that the negotiations which had taken place some time ago in Kaunas had been broken off not because of the supposed obstinacy on the part of the Lithuanian Government but because, while the negotiations were still in progress, the Polish army, without a proclamation of war, had suddenly begun to attack the Lithuanian troops at the Augustów Canal.

			4) The fact that the Polish delegation recalls the events of 13 September gives the impression that it wants to impute aggressive aims to the Lithuanian army. We are convinced and, on the basis of indisputable facts, we declare that in all the incidents that have taken place between the Lithuanian and Polish armies, the initiative has always been on the side of the latter. This was the case in the recent past; it is still the case today. All those unfortunate incidents of the month of September are nothing but the simple and unavoidable consequence of the attack of 30 August, by which the Polish army responded to the peaceful note of the Lithuanian Government of 27 August.

			On 11 September, at 13:00 near Smalėnai [Smolany], a Polish contingent attacked our outpost; one soldier was mortally wounded on our side. On the morning of 12 September, the Polish army, accompanied by artillery, attacked our outpost for 3 hours in vicinity of the same Smalėnai [Smolany]. It was only by chance that our troops were not harmed, but civilians were. How could the Lithuanian Government have responded to all those attacks? Was it expected to content itself with purely passive defence and patiently wait for its outposts to be struck again? We were, without any doubt, obliged to answer the Polish army’s repeated assaults with counter-attacks.

			Our offensive, launched on 13 September, was nothing else than an inevitable counter-offensive. It goes without saying that this attack was made in the direction most suitable and convenient for us. As regards the proposal of our Government to suspend hostilities at midday on 13 September, its fulfilment depended on the necessary condition that the Polish army also suspend hostilities at the same time. A suspension of hostilities on one side only, without the certainty that the other side would also suspend them at the same time, would be tantamount to a laying down of arms and surrender. But throughout the whole of 13 September, and the following night, the Lithuanian leadership, in spite of sincerely looking for any signs of good will, could not detect the slightest indication that operations on the Polish side had been halted. Only because of that, we could not stop ours either until we had reached the minimum objective of our attack, which was the nearest and most convenient line to hold. And only on 14 September at 3:30 a Polish officer arrived in Kalvarija to announce the delayed statement of the Polish leadership that they agreed to suspend military operations. But for some time before that, the front had quietened down of its own accord. From all that has been said, one should be firmly convinced that in this instance, as on every other, the Lithuanian army honourably kept its promises.

			As regards the demand of the Polish delegation that the Lithuanians withdraw their troops behind the line established by Marshal Foch on 18 June 1919, the Lithuanian delegation considers it necessary to state the following: 

			a) The demarcation line established by Marshal Foch on 18 June 1919 was drawn only as a temporary measure and regarded as a military necessity directly connected with the Polish–Soviet operations on the front east and north of Vilnius. That front no longer exists, and the present situation is entirely different from what it was when that temporary line was fixed. Along its whole length from the Daugava to the German frontier, it was abandoned by the Polish army without any pressure from the Lithuanian forces; indeed, most of the line from the Daugava to the Nemunas south of Merkinė has ceased to exist altogether, and yet the Polish delegation does not demand its enforcement. The Lithuanian delegation is therefore entitled to expect that the Polish delegation will agree, in good faith, to revise this line within the boundaries of the former Suwałki Governorate and to adapt it to the new circumstances. The Lithuanian delegation further argues that the Polish delegation has even less right to regard that line as inviolable from the Lithuanian side, since the Poles themselves have violated it far too often.

			b) As for the line which, according to the Polish Delegation, was fixed by the [Entente] Supreme Council on 8 December 1919 and to which the Polish Delegation refers in its statement, the Lithuanian Delegation affirms that neither that decision nor the delimitation of the frontiers of Polish territory was ever communicated to the Lithuanian Government by the Entente or by the Government of Poland, and that both remain unknown to it. The Lithuanian Delegation therefore does not consider itself in a position to express an opinion on the said decision until it has been officially communicated to the Lithuanian Government. It is, of course, understood that the Lithuanian Government is determined now, as it has always been in the past, to abide by the decisions of the Supreme Council. On the other hand, the Lithuanian Delegation has the honour to draw the attention of the Polish Delegation to the very form in which the question has been presented. The Polish Delegation demands, as a condition for the continuation of the negotiations, the withdrawal of the Lithuanian army behind a line which we do not know and which we have never had the opportunity to examine or study. It is therefore understandable that we cannot consider this Polish proposal until we have been made acquainted with the frontier in question.

			Since the Polish delegation’s demands for guarantees to be given have been prompted by unsubstantiated accusations, and since those accusations, being contrary to the truth must be considered null and void, the demand of special guarantees based on false data must likewise be considered unjustifiable.

			The Lithuanian Delegation therefore has the honour to request: 1) that it be given the opportunity to examine the authentic text of the Supreme Council’s decision of 8 December 1919, so that it may communicate that decision to its Government; 2) that steps be taken to draw a demarcation line which would meet the interests of both parties and could help to resolve the question amicably.’

			After Balutis had read this statement by the Lithuanian delegation, the Polish delegation proposed to adjourn the meeting to consider its reply.

			In their reply, the Poles first stressed that the desire of the Lithuanian delegation to establish a new demarcation line was contrary to the Minister Purickis’ note of 12 September 1920, by which he, by agreeing to negotiate in Kalvarija, accepted Sapieha’s note as the basis for negotiations, and Sapieha’s note said precisely that there would be no negotiations on a new demarcation line. The Poles further declared that the decision of the Supreme Council had been communicated together with Sapieha’s note of 31 August 1920, that the Lithuanian attack on Sejny had no justification stemming from the conduct of the Polish army, that the Poles fully upheld their statements regarding the alleged Lithuanian breach of neutrality, and that they had even already reported the matter to the League of Nations. Having set all this out, the Polish delegation reaffirmed every point of its statement and declared that it was awaiting a final reply from the Lithuanians. Nevertheless, it agreed to append to the minutes of the negotiations a copy of the Supreme Council’s decision, certified by both delegations.563

			After the recess of the meeting, Lithuanians responded to the Polish answer by saying:

			‘In reply to the Polish statement of 17 September, the Lithuanian Delegation has the honour to state that, for the moment, it has nothing further to add to what it has already set out. Bearing in mind, however, that the Polish Delegation is for the first time producing a document in support of its claims – namely, the decision of the Supreme Council of 8 December 1919, a text for which no proof of authenticity has been provided – the Lithuanian Delegation considers it necessary to transmit this text to its Government, from which it will await instructions.’564

			After a new adjournment of the meeting, the Poles declared that they saw no reason for a further delay in the Lithuanian reply and that they would wait for it in Kalvarija until 14:00 on 18 September. The Poles therefore resorted to another ultimatum.

			The last meeting of the delegations took place on 18 September, where Balutis, on behalf of the Lithuanian delegation, declared with finality that the line established by the Supreme Council was not, in the Lithuanian opinion, a definitive frontier, but only a temporary separation of the territory entrusted to the Polish administration, and that, with regard to that line, the Lithuanians reserved the right to appeal wherever necessary for Lithuania’s rights to be respected; but that Lithuania, wishing to settle its disputes with Poland amicably and peacefully, and, on the other hand, faced with Polish threats of war, agreed to withdraw its troops behind the line of 8 December, on the condition that the Poles simultaneously withdraw to their own side to the same extent as the Lithuanians would withdraw to theirs..565 

			

			The Polish delegation declared that it could not ‘consider sufficient’ the reply it had received from the Lithuanians, and it did not consider it possible to continue the negotiations in Kalvarija. Having been informed that the truce on the Polish side would not be broken before 6:00 on 19 September, the Polish delegation left Kalvarija.

			So, the Kalvarija negotiations ended without any results.

			The Mediation of the League of Nations

			On 16 September, the very day on which the Lithuanian and Polish delegations met in Kalvarija, the Council of the League of Nations convened in Paris to consider the Lithuanian–Polish dispute over Suvalkija. The basis for opening this case was provided by the already-mentioned note of 4 September from the Polish Minister for Foreign Affairs, Sapieha.

			However, after 4 September the military situation in Suvalkija changed markedly. There was no longer any need, as one member of the Council of the Defence of the State had remarked at the meeting of 4 September, to make a virtue out of necessity. The Poles now felt themselves strong enough to drive the Lithuanians back behind the Foch Line. In connection with its offensive plans, the Polish military command was even inclined to cross that line. Under these conditions, the intervention of the League of Nations in the Lithuanian–Polish dispute was undesirable for the Polish leadership; by scrutinising the Lithuanian–Polish case in detail, the League of Nations could probably still have made decisions that would have placed constraints on the Poles. However, it was no longer possible to withdraw the case that they themselves had opened. At the very least, efforts had to be made, as had been done to some extent in the past, to ensure that the League of Nations intervened as little as possible in the matter. Therefore, Sapieha, in his telegram of 15 September to the Polish attaché to the League of Nations, [Ignacy Jan] Paderewski, instructed him to bear in mind that too much interference by the League of Nations in the Lithuanian–Polish dispute would be undesirable for the Polish government.566

			Anticipating that the Lithuanians could win more in an international forum than they could lose, the Lithuanian government agreed to have the Polish complaint examined by the League of Nations and entrusted [Augustinas] Voldemaras567 with the task of representing Lithuanian interests.

			On 17 September, the Lithuanian–Polish dispute over Suvalkija was reported by the Belgian representative [Paul] Hymans, who presented the views of both sides. Paderewski then briefly noted that Poland was concerned solely with the League of Nations’ influence in securing the withdrawal of the Lithuanian army behind the line fixed by the Entente Supreme Council on 8 December 1919. Voldemaras adopted a very different tactic. In a carefully prepared address, he sought to dismantle the Polish accusations point by point, giving particular attention to the position taken by Lithuania with regard to the Polish–Russian war.568

			On 18 September, Hymans, in consultation with Voldemaras and Paderewski, prepared the first draft of the resolution. Voldemaras informed Hymans that the Soviet Russian Government had informed the Lithuanian Government that it agreed to evacuate its troops from the so-called third zone, marked by the treaty of 6 August, and therefore from the whole territory recognised by the Treaty of Moscowy for Lithuania, but only on condition that Poland also respected Lithuania’s neutrality. Secondly, [Léon] Bourgeois, President of the Council of the League of Nations, suggested that the opening clause of the agreement should be a commitment by both parties to refrain from hostilities. This proposal restricted the freedom of action of the Poles, and Paderewski opposed it, saying that the Polish government could not give any guarantees if the Lithuanian and Bolshevik armies were so intermingled amongst themselves. Hymans replied by suggesting that all these difficulties would be overcome if the Council of the League of Nations appealed to the Entente to appoint representatives to supervise the peace on the ground. Dissatisfied with this project as well, Paderewski reiterated his original suggestion that the Lithuanians should withdraw their troops behind the Foch line, as only then could peace be restored. In the ensuing discussions, particularly in the speeches by the British representative [Herbert Albert Laurens] Fisher, the dominant idea was that Lithuania should be neutral in the territory recognised by the Treaty of 12 July 1920. Excited about this prospect, Voldemaras even stated that if the Soviet Russian army did not agree to leave the territory recognised as Lithuania in good faith, the Lithuanian army would force it to do so at gunpoint. The representatives of the League of Nations were quick to seize on this promise, but Voldemaras immediately realised his mistake and expressed himself more cautiously, saying that ‘Lithuania would be ready to defend its neutrality by force of arms’.569

			On 19 September, Hymans read out a draft agreement under which Lithuania would recognise the provisional demarcation line of 8 December 1919 approved by the Supreme Council and would withdraw its troops behind this line. In return, Poland would commit to respect the neutrality of Lithuanian territory east of that line. Both governments would pledge to ‘prevent any acts of hostility between the respective units,’ and the League of Nations would appoint its representatives to supervise the maintenance of peace on the spot.

			Although the commitment to respect Lithuania’s neutrality ran counter to the intentions of the Polish leadership at the time, Paderewski (apparently only dimly aware of the plans then being cultivated in Poland) declared that such a resolution was entirely satisfactory to him, since it allowed negotiations to proceed with greater freedom.

			Voldemaras argued his case more cunningly. He refused to sign the resolution until the Poles made a firm commitment to renounce military action. However, the members of the League of Nations persisted in forcing Voldemaras to accept the resolution and finally even threatened him that his attitude would be regarded as a refusal of the services of the League of Nations. Thus overwhelmed and not wishing to lose what the Lithuanian delegation had already achieved, Voldemaras declared that he would be satisfied if the resolution would include a request to the governments concerned to restrain military actions. Bourgeois readily agreed to comply with this request.570

			The Hymans Report and Resolution, adopted by the Council of the League of Nations and both interested parties, was read out to the plenary of the League of Nations on 20 September. The main points of the report and resolution read as follows:571

			

			‘In the course of the discussions in the Council, the Polish representative was obliged to clarify that, in his government’s view, the danger of war arose from the presence of Lithuanian troops to the west of the provisional boundary fixed for Poland by the Supreme Council on 8 December 1919.

			The Lithuanian representative observed to the Council that the declaration of the Supreme Council of 8 December 1919, even if it were accorded the significance attributed to it by the Polish Government, had no binding force upon the Lithuanian Government; that, moreover, under the peace treaty concluded by his Government with the Soviet Government on 12 July 1920, the frontier of Lithuania had been partially delimited, and that this delimitation, under the terms of the treaty, was to be completed by an agreement between Poland and Lithuania.

			The Council is not being asked to settle that dispute, nor any of the other questions that have arisen between Poland and Lithuania, definitively. A conference between the two states has begun in Kalvarija. It is to be hoped that direct negotiations will lead to the conclusion of a peace based on firm foundations. However, the Council’s immediate intervention appears necessary in order that the states concerned, Lithuania and Poland, may accept a temporary demarcation line between the zones they occupy, one that reserves all their rights...

			I therefore ask the Council to adopt the following resolutions:

			Resolutions

			The Council of the League of Nations, welcoming the report by the representative of Belgium:

			a) Considering the immediate cessation of hostilities to be a prerequisite for any useful intervention by the Council of the League of Nations, calls upon the Governments of Lithuania and Poland to take the necessary measures to prevent any act of hostilities between their armies at once;

			b) Proposes that the governments of Lithuania and Poland take on such mutual responsibilities:

			1. The Government of Lithuania, reserving all its territorial rights and awaiting the results of direct negotiations with Poland, accepts as the provisional line of demarcation the line laid down by the declaration of the Entente Supreme Council of 8 December 1919, and undertakes to withdraw its troops from the territory lying to the west of that line;

			2. The Polish Government, reserving all its territorial rights, undertakes, in the course of the war now raging between Poland and the Soviet Government, to respect the neutrality of the territory occupied by Lithuania to the east of the line in question, on the condition, however, that Lithuania should obtain respect for that neutrality from the Soviet Government;

			c) Proposes to the Governments of Lithuania and Poland, should they accept this provisional arrangement, its own Commission, which would ensure on the spot that the parties concerned diligently fulfil the obligations arising from this agreement;

			d) Instructs its President to appoint representatives to receive the replies of the Governments of Lithuania and Poland, to continue to afford them the assistance of the Council, to appoint, in necessary, the Commission provided for in these resolutions, and to report to the Council at its forthcoming session.’

			This resolution of the League of Nations may have created the false impression that the Lithuanian–Polish dispute had eased. In reality, however, the dispute was growing ever sharper. It was more acute during the Kalvarija negotiations than during those in Kaunas, and it intensified still further at the time of the League of Nations resolutions. This became evident from the note sent by Sapieha to the Council of the League of Nations on 21 September, in which Poland stated that it accepted, in principle, the Council’s resolution, but, citing an alleged breach of neutrality by Lithuania and alleged cooperation between the Lithuanian army and the Bolshevik forces, declared that it could not respect the demarcation line laid down by the Council. The note stated:572

			‘The Polish Government is compelled to reserve itself the right to take whatever military measures it may deem necessary for its own security until the Commission for the Control of Neutrality provided for by the League of Nations has begun its work.’

			On 22 September, the Polish army attacked our army on all fronts.

			III. The Sejny Disaster 

			The Orders of the Suvalkija Front Command

			A few days after issuing the order for the Suvalkija Front on 14 September, Lieutenant General [Maksimas] Katche convened a commanders’ conference in Sejny, where he explained how the Front command intended to organize the defense. Because each regiment was to be assigned a very long sector, leaving no substantial reserves for active counterattacks, the assembled commanders voiced serious doubts about the resistance tactics planned by the Front commander. Lieutenant General Katche’s plan was criticized by Lieutenant Colonel [Ignas] Musteikis; Major [Jonas] Laurinaitis, commander of the 2nd Infantry Regiment; Major [Julius] Čaplikas, commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment; Major [Aleksandras] Jakaitis, commander of the 10th Infantry Regiment; and others. They all argued that stretching our meagre forces along such a wide front would make it easier for the Poles to break through wherever they wished and defeat our regiments in isolation.573

			Even more unanimously, the regimental commanders opposed the Front commander’s decision to withdraw the artillery batteries from the regiments and subordinate them to a special chief of artillery who would allocate support wherever needed. This method of employing artillery had been used by the French in positional warfare, but it did not suit Lithuania’s manoeuvre warfare at the time: effective artillery employment depended on reliable communications between the batteries and the infantry, and between the batteries and the overall chief of artillery. If the infantry’s communications with the batteries were disrupted, there was a danger of receiving not only no concentrated artillery fire, but in fact no artillery support at all.

			Katche disregarded the objections raised at the conference, assuming full responsibility for the consequences. On 19 September he issued the following operational order:574

			‘There is hope for a peaceful resolution of the disputed issues, but we must nonetheless be fully prepared to repel any enemy offensive with firmness. At the same time, we must take every care on our side to avoid providing any cause for conflict.

			In view of the above, I have decided to adopt a defensive posture, and for this purpose I establish the following two defensive lines:

			First defensive line: Leszkiemie–Bondziszki–Przejma Mała–Grauże Stare–the pass between the Boksze and Sejwy Lakes–the line of lakes south of Szejpiszki–the line of the Białe–Gieret–Pomorze–Zelwa Lakes–the Marycha River–the Augustów Canal– and the Nemunas River.

			Second defensive line: the southern shore of Wystiter [Vištytis] Lake–Wiżajny– Olszanka–Wingrany–Kamionka–Podwojponie–Buraki–Kibarty [Kybartai]–Lake Ga­ła­duś–Żegary–Berżniki–Zelwa–and then onwards to the first line of defence, from which only to retreat to Kreczany, Kowole,575 Kapciowo [Kapčiamiestis], Bie­­laja Hancza [Baltoji Anča] and the Nemunas line if under pressure from much larger enemy forces.

			These two defensive lines enclose the entire defensive area, which constitutes the field of battle.

			On the first line, receive whichever enemy attack may come, with the aim of forcing the enemy to deploy, to reveal his strength, his objectives, and the principal direction of his attack. If unable to hold the first defensive line, the army is to withdraw to the second—but only upon receipt of an order from the divisional commander.’

			In carrying out this order of the Front Commander, the commander of the Second Division, Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis, gave the following order to his division on 20 September:576

			‘Having made the unacceptable demand for the withdrawal of our troops to the Foch demarcation line, the Polish delegation left Lithuania on the 18th of this month. From 6:00 onwards on the 19th of this month, the previous armistice has ceased to be in effect. There is still a hope for the peaceful settlement of the disputed questions. However, we must be fully prepared to repel any attempts of the enemy. At the same time, we must do everything to avoid giving them cause for conflict.

			As a result of these considerations, the commander of the Polish Front (as the commander of our group was then called) has decided to switch to a defensive posture. For this purpose, he orders us to take the following two lines of defence: ...’ (all the points of the lines of defence, which were specified in the front commander’s order, are repeated here).

			The Order goes on to say:

			‘On the first line, you are to receive the enemy’s attack in order to force it to reveal its positions and show its strength, its objectives and, above all, its direction of attack. If it is impossible to hold the first line of defence, retreat to the second line, but only by order from me.

			When our army takes the second line, the front and divisional headquarters are to remain in their previous locations.

			Do not use reserves to plug holes in the line in any way; they should be used: a) either to occupy the sector of the second line in advance, b) or to strike at the enemy’s flank with a strong counter-attack if it has broken through the line of defence. Both methods of using reserves can alleviate the situation on the first line, but the second method can be used to beat the enemy and remediate the situation through bold action.

			Batteries shall not be removed from their positions except by order of the infantry commander to whom they belong. Batteries to be withdrawn when practicable, but not all at once. Upon occupying a new position, open fire at the earliest opportunity to halt the enemy and support our infantry. A battery that supports its infantry to the last minute and falls with them deserves not a reprimand but the highest praise.

			The Commander of the Polish Front draws attention to the sound and effective security of his Sapockin [Sapotsckin]–Kapciowo [Kapčiamiestis] direction, as well as to the observation of the demarcation line from Grandzicze [Grandichi] to Karpanowce [Karpanovtsy].577

			The Polish Front Commander ordered that reconnaissance is to be conducted by patrols, each under an officer, up to the point of enemy contact; avoid any firefights or engagements.

			Pay special attention to the organisation of secret reconnaissance groups.

			

			I hereby order:

			To Major Čaplikas:

			Three battalions of 8th Infantry Regiment

			5th Battery

			Occupy and defend the Białorzeczka (excluded), Lake Gieret, Lake Pomorze, Lake Zelwa, Budwiczew [Budwieć], Marycha River, Augustów Canal, and Nemunas sector.

			The second line will be drawn from Kiecie onwards to the Nemunas. 

			To Captain [Jonas] Petruitis:

			The III Battalion of 2nd Infantry Regiment.

			Occupy the sector and defend from the Nemunas to Grandzicze [Grandichi] inclusive. After changing places with units of the 1st Division, pass through Druskininkai to your regiment, where you will be transferred to the authority of your regimental commander.

			To Major [Jonas] Laurinaitis:

			Two battalions of 2nd Infantry Regiment

			Four guns of 7th battery 

			Four guns of 9th battery

			Four guns of Howitzer battalion 

			Two armoured cars.

			Take the sector and tenaciously defend along the line from Lake Klejwy (inclusive) to Białorzeczka (inclusive). Second line shall be drawn from Żegary (inclusive) to Kiecie (exclusive).

			As per the batteries, select a position on the second line and draw up firing plans. The commander of the artillery must determine the order of arrival to these positions, and the routes for the batteries to their place must also be indicated.

			To Captain [Kazys] Škirpa:

			Three battalions of the 5th Infantry Regiment

			Occupy the Berżniki–Poćkuny district and serve as a divisional reserve.

			Prepare a position for the second defence line from Żegary to Kiecie (exclusive).

			It is imperative for the section commanders to have strong links with me, among themselves, with their neighbours, and with the artillery.

			The commander of artillery shall send me diagrams of battery sites indicating firing sectors, both for first and second lines, observation points, and retreat routes.

			The regimental headquarters on the first line must be no further than the Berżniki–Sejny line and on the second Lejpuny Wejsee [Leipalingis Lake]–Klepacze [Kle­po­čiai] line.

			

			The headquarters of the Front shall be in Simnas, of the 1st Division, in Vilnius, of the 2nd Division, in Seirijai, and of the 3rd Division, in Kalvarija.

			My deputies are Major Laurinaitis and Major Čaplikas.

			The divisional commander Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis.

			Chief of Staff Captain [Balys] Giedraitis.’

			Both orders were characterised by scrupulous adherence to the outdated linear tactics used during the World War.

			Glovackis’ reiteration of Katche’s demand to retreat to the second line only ‘on receipt of an appropriate order from the divisional commander’ or Glovackis’ order to ‘take the batteries off their positions only after having received an order from the infantry commander to whom they belong’ constrained the units’ freedom of manoeuvre even more than the earlier orders had. In particular, the dispersal of our regiments over long front lines and the failure to form larger reserves in the case of a serious encounter with the enemy were to lead to the certain destruction of our army. These outdated, disastrous tactics had aroused quite justified criticism from the regimental commanders and frontline officers. Captain Petruitis (later Colonel), the former commander of the III Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, wrote:578

			‘The morale of our rank and file was unbearably low, but when we read this last defence order, we finally put our hands down. Had our commanders, so we thought, still learned nothing, and did they not realise that we would not be able to defend ourselves against even one regiment with such a positioning of forces? Empty phrases like ‘under no circumstances shall reserves be used to plug holes’... The use of reserves is determined by the need, and therefore it is not always possible to predict this in advance...

			It was a pity about the 8th Regiment. It would not even feel the enemy coming around its rear. I will meet the same fate here with my battalion in Gozha. If only some benefit could be drawn from our present situation. Major Čaplikas with the 8th Regiment should hold the Marycha River and the Augustów Canal up to the Nemunas. A few cavalry squadrons would be quite sufficient there. The 8th Regiment ought to be positioned somewhere in front of Sejny, or even farther to the right. If there were a more substantial force there, the Poles would never push in here. Moreover, breaking through in the Lazdijai–Sejny–Giby direction would be much more difficult. Then the Polish commanders would have to think of something else—and perhaps speak to us differently.

			It would have been better still if a regiment from the 1st Division had been posted here. As it is, there are only one and a half battalions of the 2nd Regiment and the 5th Regiment, both digging the second-line trenches. True, the artillery is almost entirely concentrated here and has been ordered to ‘die with the infantry’. We need not tell them that—the artillerymen know how to die with honour – but what good would their honourable death do us?’

			After receiving this order, Major Čaplikas talked to the divisional headquarters, but the situation looked quite different to the headquarters, as they were thinking how to take Grodno. Major Laurinaitis had even received a letter signed by the commander of the group himself, General Katche, saying that all the negative consequences were stemming from the fact the orders of the superiors were being criticised and that they were not being carried out properly. If this were to continue, the disobedient officers would be brought to justice. Captain Petruitis even rode to the divisional headquarters. Glovackis himself would probably have agreed with Petruitis’s conclusions, but he also admitted that he could not do anything, as according to him, ‘the commander of the army is not interested in our opinion. It is his order – and must therefore be obeyed.’579

			Polish Preparations for the Offensive 

			Both at the Kalvarija negotiations and at the League of Nations forum, Polish diplomatic activity was intended to conceal military operations that had been decided upon much earlier. Already on 10 September, in Brest-Litovsk, Piłsudski presented his new offensive plans to the senior army commanders. There they discussed their concepts for continuing the war against Soviet Russia. Piłsudski issued instructions to the commanders of the 2nd and 4th Armies for the operation later referred to as the Battle of the Niemen River.580 The Polish army was to resume offensive action and break through the Bolshevik defences anchored on the Grodno fortress system and the Svislach River.

			

			The main task of this plan was assigned to a strong left flank of the 2nd Army, which was to be concentrated in southern Suvalkija. After crossing the Nemunas north of Grodno, this group was to carry out a flanking manoeuvre toward Lida; to do so, it would have to cross the Foch line in Suvalkija and pass through Lithuanian-held territory along the Sejny–Druskininkai axis (i.e., Sejny–Marcinkonys). In conjunction with this main thrust, the 4th Army and the remnants of the 2nd Army were to deliver a frontal attack. Piłsudski instructed the army commanders involved to carry out their regroupings with the utmost secrecy so that neither the plan nor the timing of its execution would become known.

			The verbal and subsequent instructions given on 10 September in Brest-Litovsk were further supplemented by Piłsudski, First Marshal and Commander-in-Chief of Poland, in his Order No. 1/III, issued on 19 September. This written order was likewise secret and intended only for the army commanders and chiefs of staff. Some excerpts from this order follow:581

			‘I. The enemy is concentrating all forces available on the Polish front, with ten divisions thrown across the Nemunas and the Szczara, covering the reorganization of defeated divisions and the mobilization of new forces. All reports indicate that the enemy harbors offensive intentions.

			II. To pre-empt the enemy offensive and disrupt his plans, our northern 2nd and 4th Armies, under my immediate command, will launch an attack. The aim of this strike is to defeat the enemy as quickly and as decisively as possible, and, if feasible, to sever his principal lines of communication both to the north and to the south.

			III. In execution of the above, the following grouping is to be completed by 21 September:

			2nd Army: To be strongly massed on the left flank to the northeast of Grodno, using the forests south of Sejny as cover for the concentration.

			To cover the left flank and rear against the Lithuanians, a Group under General [Aleksander] Osiński (the 17th Infantry Division and the Siberian Infantry Brigade) is established, to be stationed in the Suwałki–Augustów area and thereafter in Sejny once it has been liberated by the 2nd Army.

			The Volunteer Division is to be drawn northwards, ultimately to the Lipsk area, to support the attacking left flank of the 2nd Army.

			

			The remaining divisions (21st and 3rd Legionary Divisions) will remain in their previous positions.

			IV. Tasks and execution:

			1) The 2nd Army’s objective is to thrust a strong left flank to the northeast as rapidly as possible, envelop Grodno from the north, and within two days reach the Grodno–Marcinkonys railway line, with a view to occupying a flanking position against the entire Bolshevik force situated southeast of that line.

			In initiating movement with the left flank, the 2nd Army command must take the Lithuanian position into account; accordingly, General Osiński’s group is also tasked with protecting the rallying points and the rear of the 2nd Army during the operation.

			In any case, on Day 1 of the operation, by a rapid and resolute cavalry movement via Kapčiamiestis and Leipalingis, seize and secure the river crossing at Druskininkai, and, if feasible, at Merkinė as well.

			Thereafter, I intend to employ the left flank to strike the Grodno–Lida and Masty–Lida Highway and railway from the north. However, any crossing of the Grodno–Marcinkonys railway line will be regulated by a special order to the 2nd Army issued during the operation, and will depend on the results achieved by the center and right flank of the 2nd Army.

			5) The date for the commencement of the operation will be communicated by telegraph...

			V. Method of operation:

			Since the success of the operation will depend on the rapid movement of individual formations and on the maneuverability of the divisions, which may, in the course of action, be compelled to change their direction of advance, the instructions to the divisions must emphasize the necessity that both commanders and troops be prepared for swift, long, and determined marches, and for the persistent maintenance of communications and the handling of numerous messages...’

			Following Piłsudski’s instructions, General [Edward] Śmigły-Rydz, commanding the Polish 2nd Army, immediately set about forming a so-called flank group for the main blow, with orders to concentrate in the Augustów forests by 19 September. The principal requirement throughout the regrouping was absolute secrecy, made easier by the Lithuanian offensive in Suwałki that began at that moment. In Order No. 50 of 11 September, the 2nd Army announced that ‘recent events in Suvalkija require regrouping to protect the northern flank of the front from any surprises.’582 This message conditioned the army and its commanders to expect operations only against Lithuania. It almost certain that this rumour, set in motion by the Commander-in-Chief himself, also reached Soviet intelligence. Thus, the true purpose of the flank group remained concealed until the final execution orders went out.583

			On 17 September, when the main units of the army that were intended to operate in the Bolshevik army’s rear and form part of the flank group had reached their areas of concentration, the commander of the 2nd Army issued Order No. 53, the purpose of which was to establish the initial positions for their intended action. However, this order does not mention the true purpose of this flank group. 584

			The actual operational order was given on 18 September, a day before the written order issued by Commander-in-Chief Piłsudski. This Order No. 55 of the commander of the 2nd Army was based on the verbal instructions of the Commander-in-Chief and covered the totality of the actions of the 2nd Army against the Bolshevik army. Here are the passages of that order relating to actions against the Lithuanians:585

			‘This operational order guides commanders regarding the intentions in the coming days. Preparations for the execution of this order must be completed immediately. It is noted for guidance that ‘X’ will be most likely 21 September. If this date is changed, a separate notice will be issued. If no replacement order is issued, ‘X’ should be recognised as 21 September and this order should be executed as such.

			The execution of the operational plan given in this order depends in part on the details of the ongoing Polish–Lithuanian negotiations. Partial amendments to the order are possible.

			

			I. The position of the enemy

			The Lithuanians, despite the armistice, have grouped the entire army of ten infantry regiments from the Prussian frontier to Sapotskin and are rapidly forming two new divisions in the rear.586

			IV. The organisation of offensive of the 2nd Army and its general execution

			The army will be grouped for the attack in this way:

			(b) The flank group shall be comprised of the 1st Legions Division, the 1st Lithuanian-Belarusian Division, the 4th Cavalry Brigade, and the 2nd Cavalry Brigade with the task of operating along the Sejny–Druskininkai–Lida axis.

			e) The defence of Suwalszczyzna will be the task of the 17th Division.

			(d) The reserve of the High Command will consist of the Siberian Brigade587 and the 2nd Legions Division in Białystok.

			V.	Organisation of the frontal group and execution of first phase of the operation

			The (Volunteer) Division is being grouped in such a way, that, under the cover of the Augustów Canal in the direction of Kapčiamiestis, it will move out on the Day X+1 to attack from along the Lipsk–Lipszczany–Bala Solnaja axis and would take over the crossing at Bala Solnaja and the bridges at Grodno.

			V. Forming of flank group and execution of operation

			a) Cavalry: 4th cavalry brigade shall leave at noon on Day X along the Mikaszówka–Kalejty–Kapčiamiestis–Druskininkai axis to occupy the Druskininkai Bridge at noon on Day X+1.

			The 2nd Cavalry Brigade shall leave the Dvarčiškiai district at noon on Day X and move along the Helenowo–Kapčiamiestis axis, following the 4th Cavalry Brigade to Druskininkai.

			All units of the cavalry shall leave Kapčiamiestis before 9:00 on Day X+1.

			

			The 2nd Cavalry Brigade shall protect the Druskininkai Bridge from the west and from the east until the arrival of the infantry, and the 4th Cavalry Brigade shall conduct raid through Marcinkonys (destroying the railway track) and Radun to Bastuny (destroying the railway track) ... The 4th Cavalry Brigade has to leave the Druskininkai Bridge by 16:00 on Day X+1.

			When the 1st Legions Division arrives at the Druskininkai Bridge, the 2nd Cavalry Brigade shall immediately raid the Parečča station, cutting off the road and taking the station...

			b) The 1st Legions Division and the Lithuanian–Belarusian Division: the 1st Legions Division is to be grouped on the evening of 20 September in such a way that on the afternoon of Day X it would strike with a strong right flank along the Augustów–Sejny axis at Sejny so that it repulses the enemy there to the north and opens the way for itself into Druskininkai.

			The area of action of the 1st Legions Division is bound on the north by the Murowany Most–Wiłkopedzie line and on the south by the Strzelcowizna–Okółek line.

			On the evening of Day X, the 1st Legions Division is to reach the Berżniki–Krejwińce area, defending itself independently from the direction of Alytus and Kapčiamiestis.

			At dawn on Day X+1, the 1st Legions Division shall move along the Berżniki–Kapčiamiestis–Neliubonys–Vilkanastrai–Druskininkai–Ratnyčia–Randamonys–Marcinkonys–Lynežeris–Radun axis to the Zhirmuny area in such a way that on Day X+1 it will stop to the east of Druskininkai...

			The final order to commence the operation toward Sejny and to move the division to the Marcinkonys area will be delivered verbally and in person by the Army Commander on the eve of the attack...

			As the division will be advancing over impassable roads and must cross Bolshevik-held territory rapidly, it will leave all heavy supply trains in the Macharce–Serski Las area. From there, together with the heavy supply trains of the 1st Lithuanian-Belarusian Division and the 2nd and 4th Cavalry Brigades, they will be directed by Army Command via Grodno to the division’s future area of operations.

			The 1st Lithuanian-Belarusian Division: 

			Will be prepared at 12:00 on Day X to follow the Legions Division along the Augustów–Sejny Highway, with the head of the formation positioned south of Serski Las. 

			On Day X, the division will follow the 1st Legions Division and by evening will reach the Konstantynówka–Marycha–Giby–Wierśnie area, maintaining its own security.

			

			At dawn on Day X+1, the Lithuanian-Belarusian Division will depart along the Ber­żni­ki–Veisiejai–Leipalingis–Druskininkai–Parečča axis, so as to halt at Lei­pa­lingis–Druskininkai on Day X+1, and to reach Parečča on Day X+2.

			While moving through Lithuanian territory, the division will have to take care of its own cover and that of the Legions Division from the direction of Lazdijai and Seirijai. The final order to start the march to the Parečča area will be given verbally and personally by the commander of the army on the eve of the attack...

			VII. Organisation of defence in Suwalszczyzna

			The 33rd Brigade will defend Suwałki in accordance with Operational Order No. 53.588

			The 34th Brigade shall be concentrated in the Krasne–Aleksandrowsk area by 20 September. On Day X+1, once Sejny has been taken by the 1st Legionary Division, the brigade is to proceed by highway via Krasnopol to the Sejny area, in order to assume protection of that junction from the east and the north already on Day X+1. While in Sejny, the brigade will cover the flank and rear of the group advancing from the Lazdijai direction. After the flank group has crossed to the southern bank of the Nemunas, the 17th Division is to defend Suwalczszyzna along the lines reached on Day X+1. The division’s area of operations is bounded by the Prussian border to the west and the Augustów Canal to the south. The Foch line may not be crossed.

			If the Lithuanians attack with superior forces, fight for time so that reserves can be shifted to Augustów. As a last resort, the 17th Division is to defend the left flank of the 2nd Army along the Augustów Canal–Białe Lake–Necko Lake–Rudka line, in the sector between the Nemunas and the Prussian border.

			IX. Organisation of the crossing of the Nemunas

			The line separating the areas of operation of the Soviet and Lithuanian armies likely runs from Protejki (southwest of Sapotskin) to Osjerki589 (west of Parečča station).

			It may be assumed that, within the Lithuanian army’s area of operations, the Nemunas will not be occupied. However, the Bolsheviks have organised a defence along the Nemunas line, with their right flank anchored on the Grodno fortress. The northern forts of Grodno may possibly be held by the Lithuanians...

			

			The Army Command insists that the crossings across the Nemunas must be seized intact...

			XIV. Positions of billeting

			On Day X:

			17th Division – Suwałki

			1st Legionary Division – Frącki

			1st Lithuanian-Belarusian Division – Serski Las

			4th Cavalry Brigade – Mikaszówka

			2nd Cavalry Brigade – Sucha Rzeczka

			Army Headquarters – Augustów.

			From Day X+1 onwards, the headquarters will proceed along the marked axes of attack or advance. Upon the capture of Grodno, the 2nd Army headquarters will transfer there.

			(-) Śmigły-Rydz

			Lieutenant General and Army Commander’

			On 20 September, the commander of the 2nd Army issued two additional orders. The text of one of them, Order No. 56 (L. 3825/III), reads:

			‘I. To defend Suwalszczyzna, a Northern Group is formed under the command of General Osiński. Chief of Staff Colonel [Józef] Zając.

			II. Composition of the Northern Group: the 17th Infantry Division and the Siberian Brigade, which is now headed for Augustów.

			III. Purpose: Northern Group has a task, described in the Operational Order No. 55 for the 17th Infantry Division. Headquarters of the Northern Group shall be in Au­gustów...’590

			The second order of the same date, No 57 (L. 57/tjn.) III, makes the following, more significant clarification to the Flank Group:

			‘To the 4th Cavalry Brigade: if the Druskininkai bridge is destroyed, the Merkinė Bridge must be taken by a swift decisive movement, immediately informing the infantry units that it is not possible to cross in Druskininkai.’591
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The map shows military unit movements in northeastern Poland. The events are centred around Sejny, with surrounding towards mentioned, such as Suwałki, Augustów, Lipsk, Grodno and others. River and lakes are located on the map, including Nemunas, Augustów Canal, Wigry Lake, and Gaładuś Lake. Forested or marshy areas are indicated with dotted shading, while lakes and rivers are rendered in solid grey.



Different arrows indicate military movements, illustrating coordinated advances converging on Sejny and pushing eastward and south-eastward toward the Nemunas River and Grodno. Solid arrows represent Polish forces, dashed arrows Lithuanian forces, patterned curved arrows Russian (Bolshevik) forces. Numerous Polish units are labelled, including infantry divisions, brigades, and cavalry formations. Lithuanian units are marked near Sejny and to the northeast, while Russian forces are shown concentrated near Grodno and along the Nemunas River. 



A scale bar at the bottom left indicates distances from 0 to 15 kilometres. 
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			The Attack Plan for Sejny

			The task of the first phase of actions of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Division was to capture Sejny and open the way for the Polish army to march across the Nemunas. The other main unit of the Polish army, the Operational Cavalry Group, had a different task. The first task of this group was to capture the Druskininkai Bridge.

			

			When moving into a new area of concentration, the commander of the 1st Legions Infantry Division already knew that his division would have to operate in the direction of Sejny. He only assumed that the aim of his action would be the result of a general attack directed solely at the Lithuanians. He did not know the real objective of the attack even on 17 September when he proposed his operational plan to the 2nd Army Command. According to his plan, only two battalions would march from the front: one on the Frącki–Giby–Sejny Highway and the other on the Krasnopol–Sejny Highway. The main force of the division would be divided into two enveloping groups; one group would surround Sejny from the south while the other would do the same from the north. This action would probably defeat the main body of Lithuanian forces and prevent them from retreating and defending their country. Since the Lithuanians had no reserves, the Poles would be able to launch further offensives against them without facing any additional resistance.

			In order to be able to carry out the proposed action successfully, the divisional commander asked the army commander to allow the division in question to extend its area of operations and to assign to it one regiment of battle-experienced cavalrymen (that is, the 7th Uhlan) for the duration of the Sejny offensive. The division commander justified his request to extend the division’s area of operations on the grounds that he did not have a good enough point of departure from which to launch an offensive without wasting time.

			The Army Commander accepted the request to widen the division’s area of operations but refused to transfer the 7th Uhlan Regiment because he did not want to weaken the Operational Cavalry Group, which would be given the very important task of capturing the crossings over the Nemunas.

			The commander of the 2nd Army agreed with the plan that had been prepared by the division commander. In order to defeat the presumed ‘concentration nucleus’ of the enemy in the Sejny area and to capture as many prisoners and as much military materiel as possible, the divisional commander aimed to organise the attack in such a way as to meet two main requirements: to catch the enemy unaware and to encircle him. He sought to meet the first requirement by establishing covert lines of departure for the attack, and the second by massing his main forces for flanking manoeuvres.

			The area of operations was well suited to this task. Lithuanian defensive positions ran along the chain of lakes from Wiłkopedzie to Zelwa, using the isthmuses and the narrower passages between the lakes. According to Polish reconnaissance, the Lithuanians had hastily but rather strongly fortified the positions they occupied. In a short lake sector only 25 kilometres long, the Lithuanians had reportedly concentrated as many as four infantry regiments (the 2nd, 7th, 8th, and 9th).592 A frontal attack against such a position would always be difficult and held little promise of success; at best, one could only push the enemy farther back.

			Conditions for an attack were favourable on both sides of the chain of lakes. In the case of an attack by larger formations, it was convenient to spread out in the north between the Boksze and Sejwy lakes because there was a strip there about six kilometres wide that had no natural obstacles. On the southeastern edge of the strip, east of Lake Zelwa, the terrain for attacking was, however, not as convenient as in the north. Here, the Marycha River, the Stulpień and Łempis Lakes, and the forest areas hindered a spread of larger force for an attack. The conditions for an attack became more favourable only when the Duby–Berżałowce line would be reached to the north. The Marycha River was easy to cross, and it did not pose a major obstacle.

			These two flanks were well placed to hide their preparations and to reach the points of departure for the attack: in the north, in the Rutka Pachuckich–Teklinowo area (west of Szejpiszki and Płaskie Lakes) and in the south, in the forests of Augustów, which allowed an inconspicuous approach to Zelwa and the crossing of the Marycha River, which would catch the enemy unaware.

			Although the terrain conditions were incredibly favourable for an attack on the flanks, they had one disadvantage: the forces on the attacking the flanks were separated by 25 kilometres. The divisional commander was unable to lead the attacking formations and assist them with reserves as necessary. Although it was risky to refuse reserves, the commander of the 1st Legions Infantry Division decided not to use them because he was convinced that the units under his command were superior fighters compared to the Lithuanians.593

			

			The plan of the attack drawn up by the 1st Polish Legions Infantry Division was also favoured by the rear area of the Lithuanian occupied positions, which was bound on the eastern side by the long Gaładuś Lake and a series of smaller lakes towards the south, ending with Stulpień Lake. This chain of lakes was, indeed, convenient for the Lithuanians as a line of defence, but it could become extremely dangerous for them if an enemy attacking from the south succeeded in quickly seizing the isthmus and cutting off the Lithuanians’ retreat eastwards. In that case, the Lithuanians would have only one direction of retreat – to the north.

			The Polish division commander used these circumstances for his attack plan. He ordered the southern formation, after breaking through the first enemy line of defence in the Zelwa area, to attack Sejny from the flank and thus cut off the enemy’s avenues of retreat to the east by taking the passes in the area of Berżniki and Sztabinki.

			The northern group was ordered to attack from the north because, as the Polish divisional commander believed, the Lithuanians would definitely retreat in that direction. The group was given the task of attacking from the north on a broad front to cut off the four possible directions of enemy retreat: 1. Klejwy–Wiłkopedzie, 2. Marcinkańce–Widugiery, 3. Gryszkańce–Bubele–Jodeliszki and 4. Żegary.

			Unable to maintain contact with both formations, the divisional commander set the precise timing of the operation in advance to ensure their coordinated action. Since the southern formation had to cover a longer distance, it was to begin its movement two hours earlier, at 10:00, while the northern group was to start at 12:00. Both groups were to begin their attack on Sejny at approximately 16:00, and the entire operation was to be completed by 20:00. In addition, the divisional commander ordered the use of auditory cues594 to determine the location of the other formation’s actions.

			The final arrangements for the attack on Sejny were given in the following order:595

			

			‘1. Leg. Infantry Division Command Op. Inf. Section

			L. 1843/Op. 

			Serski Las, 1920.IX.20 10:00

			General Operating Order No. 60

			I. The position of the enemy.

			The attitude of the Lithuanian army, the very intensive reconnaissance it is conducting, and the firing on our patrols give reason to suppose that it will soon undertake offensive action, possibly in conjunction with an operation by the Soviet army. 

			There is a lack of detailed information about its grouping. All that is known is that in the Sejny district, opposite our sector, it possesses substantial infantry and artillery forces, supported by armoured cars...

			III. Divisional task.

			Since the concentration of the Lithuanian army in the Sejny district ties down our forces, occupies our own territory, and prevents us from operating freely against the Bolsheviks, the Division has been assigned the task of clearing Polish territory of the Lithuanian army and driving it out of the Sejny district behind the line set by Marshal Foch. My intention is to secure more lasting protection against further Lithuanian attacks and to render their forces ineffective for an extended period. This can be achieved only by completely defeating the enemy concentration at Sejny.

			IV. Execution.

			I hereby divide the division into two groups:

			(1) Southern Group – Colonel [Edmund] Knoll-Kownacki’s group, composed of the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment, the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment, the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 5th and 6/1st Field Artillery Regiments, and a squadron of mounted riflemen.

			(2) Northern Group – Lieutenant Colonel [Bolesław] Popowicz’s group, composed of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment, the 41st Infantry Regiment, the 7th, 8th and 9/1st Regiments of Field Artillery, and the 1st/1st Regiment of Field Artillery (Austrian howitzers).

			Both groups shall envelop Sejny in the following manner:

			a) Southern Group will leave one battalion on the Czarna Hańcza line in the Frącki–Tartaczysko area. This battalion is to feign a movement towards Giby, tying up the enemy forces at that front. At the appropriate moment, it shall take part in a joint concentrated attack on Sejny. The main forces are to be concentrated in the Strzelcowizna–Okołek area; from there, having arranged in advance to cross the Czarna Hańcza, they will move at 10:00 on a covered and protected advance to Wiłkokuk, take the road junction at Zelwa, and then split into two formations.

			One formation of two battalions will move through Berżełowce–Bose–Świackie and, attacking any enemy forces encountered on the way, will push them towards Sejny from the southeast.

			The second formation, consisting of three infantry battalions and a squadron of mounted riflemen, reinforced by regimental cavalry, will proceed further along the western shores of the lakes: Stulpień, Łempis, Iłgiel, through Suworowo to Berżniki, and then through Poćkuny to Sejny from the east.

			The mounted riflemen, together with regimental cavalry under the command of Rotmeister [Gustaw Konrad] Grzybowski, will separate from the column beyond Berżniki, near Olkieńszczyzna, and moving rapidly toward Półkoty–Dworczysko, will seize the highway exit between Lake Berżnik and Lake Sztabinki, near Sztabinki, destroying the bridge on the road there.

			Explosives for this purpose are to be taken from the technical company of the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment.

			b) Northern Group. 

			Concentrate in the forests in the Jegleniszki area and attack Sejny in the following manner:

			Two half-battalions, on the road near Krasnopol and in the forest near Rutka Pachuckich, will carry out a frontal attack with appropriate delay: one will advance through Rutka (Pachuckich), Romanowce, northern Klejwy, and then toward Sejny. The second will move directly from Krasnopol along the road to Skustele and then to Sejny.

			The main force will proceed via Murowany Most–Teklinowo–Wiłkopedzie. Here, one battalion will separate and march toward northern Klejwy, where it will join the second battalion attacking from Rutka (Pachuckich). Together, they will continue along the route to southern Klejwy and then toward Sejny, joining en route with the fourth battalion attacking from Krasnopol.

			The rest of the formation will continue to Ochotniki, where it will split into two further groups, each consisting of two battalions. Of these: one will attack Sejny along the axis Nowosady–Łumbie–Marcinkańce; the other will proceed further east from Janiszki via Bubele–Gryszkańce.

			From this second formation, a small machine-gun unit should be dispatched from Bubele to close the chokepoint near Żegary, between Gaładuś Lake and Sztabinki Lake.

			

			V. Artillery.

			Communicate with individual formations. The number of batteries to be attached to the formations is determined by the group commanders themselves according to their intentions.

			The French heavy battery will receive a special order.

			VI. The start date of the offensive will be communicated by special couriers. I have given the approximate hours, although I do not consider this to be an unconditional commitment.

			The reconnaissance of our patrols may give information about a stronger concentration of the enemy in the axes of attack at the last moment, which will force an acceleration of our overall movement. Thus, there still remains the freedom to determine the exact hours of the start of the offensive. I note, however, that, for a combined action to be a complete success, the movements of the formations must be very well coordinated. Particular attention must be paid to auditory cues.

			A concerted attack on Sejny is to take place around 16:00 and the whole action to be completed by 20:00.

			It must be assumed that the enemy, having understood his predicament, will want to save himself with a strong blow to Lieutenant Colonel Popowicz’s group in order to break through and break free to the north. I stress here that Colonel Knoll’s group must move very fast and attack the enemy they meet along the way with great vigour and, after the capture of Sejny, not to rest, but to throw itself quickly to the rear of the enemy formations fighting our northern group. 

			The outcome of the offensive and possibly a rescue of the Northern Group from potential difficult situations that could be easily entered into depends – to a large extent – on the speed of the Southern Group. 

			VII. Armoured cars.

			The enemy is known to have a significant number of armoured cars, which he will certainly use to exert pressure on us, and will launch vigorous counterattacks with their help after the initial action.

			To defend against these vehicles on highways and paved roads, dispatch single guns to the foremost elements of the formations; after the action, block the road with appropriate obstacles, and, if necessary, partially demolish bridges.

			VIII. Concentration after the action

			The action to Sejny is only an intermediate and preparatory action for a further major offensive, for which I will later give special orders.

			

			After taking Sejny and establishing control over the situation, the groups will give their units a short rest and will immediately go to the division’s area of concentration to spend the night.

			For the southern group, I assign Berżniki.

			For the northern group, it shall be the Krejwińce–Półkoty area...

			IX. Supply Train.

			As the success of the subsequent operation will depend largely on the lightness and mobility of the formations, all baggage and office wagons are to be detached for this day, and only the field kitchens and the food and ammunition wagons carrying a seven-day supply are to remain with the troops.

			Concentrate these combat wagons in the brigades’ previous billeting areas, and after the Sejny action send them to their newly designated concentration points.

			X. Communications.

			Communications between individual units will be severely impeded. Nevertheless, every effort must be made to ensure that Divisional Headquarters receives all essential messages in time, making full use of mounted messengers.

			XI. I am moving with my immediate staff along the highway through Macharce to Frącki, where I will halt at 13:00, and then, following the development of the action, I will continue along the highway towards Giby and then Sejny...’

			At 22:00 on the same day, the following addendum to Operational Order No. 60 was issued:

			‘Addition to point IV(b) – Northern Lieutenant Colonel Popowicz’s Group is to set out at 12:00. It is also announced that Day X means 22 September.’

			The attack of the northern group was hindered by an exposed left flank. The Lithuanians could attack from the Smolany–Rejsztokiemie area, which lay within the sector of the 17th Infantry Division. The commander of the 1st Legions Infantry Division appealed to the 2nd Army commander to order the 17th Infantry Division to cover the northern group’s flank, and, at 03:00 on 22 September, the 2nd Army commander issued an additional order: ‘II. The 17th Infantry Division protects the left flank of the 1st Legions Division during the action to Sejny’.596

			In addition to the tactical orders, the commander of 1st Infantry Division issued an additional politically-charged order to acquaint the soldiers with the aims for which they are fighting.597 Written in a unionist spirit, it asserted that there was no hatred between the Lithuanian and Polish peoples, and that only the Lithuanian government, consisting of fanatics, hated Poland and constantly worked against it.598

			The Plan for Capturing Druskininkai Bridge 

			The main task of the first phase of operation for the Polish Operational Cavalry Group was to capture Druskininkai Bridge. Only after that was the second phase of the group’s action to begin – the move east towards Lida. In order to capture the Druskininkai Bridge, the group had to first break the front held by the Lithuanian 8th Infantry Regiment along the Marycha River and then to overcome any other obstacles created by the Lithuanian army. Already, the commander of the 2nd Army had indicated the general direction of the move for the group: Mikaszówka–Kalety–Kapčiamiestis–Druskininkai.

			In order to capture the Druskininkai Bridge, the commander of the group had to do the following: a) break through the Lithuanian front along the Marycha River and the Augustów Canal, b) repel the enemy forces that would interfere with the advance to Druskininkai, c) secure the movement to Druskininkai, and d) capture the bridge as quickly as possible.

			The Poles knew that the sector of Marycha River and the Augustów Canal in the stretch from Zelwa to the Nemunas, which was about 35 kilometres long, was occupied by the Lithuanian 8th Infantry Regiment (this information was correct) and a part of the same regiment had also occupied Giby. It goes without saying that the front line of the Marycha was thinly held and that it would not be a great problem to break through, especially since the Marycha was a narrow, shallow, and mostly hard-banked river, which was easy to cross.

			The group could only expect more serious resistance further down the road, on its march to Druskininkai. The biggest obstacle would have been the Lithuanian reserves, which were to be expected in the Kapčiamiestis area, as Kapčiamiestis itself was an important crossroad junction. Finally, there could have been reserve units somewhere, e.g., around Leipalingis or Veisiejai, and from there, they could have posed a threat to the advancing Polish army.

			The group could, of course, have moved along a more convenient, forested road through Pertakas–Macevičiai–Norkūnai, but then the movement of the group would have had to be covered from the enemy grouped in the Kapčiamiestis area. The group leadership recognised that the most trustworthy guarantee of security would be achieved by attacking Kapčiamiestis with a part of its forces to push any potential enemy there to the north. In addition, the axis of movement given by the commander of the 2nd Army also passed through Kapčiamiestis. With all this in mind, the commander of the group divided his group into two formations of one brigade each. The southern brigade of Major [Cyprian] Bystram was to move along the Kudrynki–Kalety–Studzianka–Pertakas–Menciškė–Norkūnai axis. The axis of the northern brigade of Major [Zygmund] Piasecki was along Kuodžiai–Kapčiamiestis–Norkūnai. Both brigades were to unite there.

			Moving side by side, the two brigades had to cover each other – the northern brigade from the Lithuanians and the southern brigade from the Bolsheviks, in case the latter arrived unexpectedly. In addition, there was a volunteer division on the stretch south of the Augustów Canal.

			The advance of the whole group was guarded from the rear and from the north by the 2nd Cavalry Brigade, which was to reach the area to the north of Kapčiamiestis in the course of Day X and to move northwards from the group towards Druski­ninkai on Day X+1, continuing to cover that force from the north and northwest.

			The division of the entire operational cavalry group into two formations, marching at a short distance from each other, allowed for easier crossing of the Marycha River. The crossing, carried out simultaneously in two places and with fairly substantial forces (two cavalry regiments in each), confused the enemy regarding the direction in which to deploy its reserves, and facilitated the success of the river crossing, at least along the axis of advance of one of the brigades.599

			Great emphasis was placed on the speed of movement and, accordingly, on the deadline for seizing the Druskininkai Bridge. Under the Army Commander’s order, the group was to set out at 12:00 on Day X and take the bridge at 12:00 on Day X+1. Thus, the march, together with any possible clashes with the Lithuanians, was to be completed within 24 hours. The distance from the concentration area to Druskininkai was 40 kilometres, which could be covered without unduly exhausting the horses.

			At a commanders’ conference in Augustów, while coordinating the actions of the flank groups, the 2nd Army commander tied the Operational Cavalry Group’s rate of advance to the progress of the 1st Legions Infantry Division, which on Day X was to reach the Berżniki–Krejwińce–Półkoty area. Accordingly, the group was ordered to reach the Kapčiamiestis–Menciškė area the same day. Because the Army Commander did not wish the flank group’s true direction of movement to be revealed by any premature cavalry movements, he ordered the operational group to depart from the area reached on Day X only at 06:00 on the following day. Therefore, after occupying the Kapčiamiestis–Menciškė area, the group commander was able to let his troops rest overnight. In this way, on Day X the group completed the first part of the first phase of its task, opening the way for an unhindered move to seize the Druskininkai bridges on Day X+1.

			The Operational Cavalry Group also needed rest because a further major effort was scheduled: after crossing the Nemunas, the group was to reach the Randamonys area already on Day X+1. Fearing a possible delay in reaching Druskininkai, the group commander decided to dispatch the 211th Uhlan Regiment ahead of the main body so that, catching the enemy unaware, it could seize the bridge as quickly as possible.

			Initially, the commander of the group, Lieutenant Colonel [Adam] Nieniewski intended to send the 211th Uhlan Regiment from its bivouac at Macevičiai at 5:00 on 23 September, and he announced this intention in Order No.17, but, fearing that the regiment might be late in taking the bridge intact, he appealed to the army commander, who agreed that the regiment should move quickly, without even staying for the night, and take the bridge as quickly as possible.600

			The assault through the territory of independent Lithuania to Lida was prepared in advance and with great dedication. Although during the course of two weeks a whole series of commander’s meetings were held and a number of operational orders were issued, the preparatory operational plans had not stopped being perfected not only in the last few days before the attack, but even in the final few hours, as shown in by Order No. 18 of Polish Cavalry Group commander, Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski, 601 which supplemented and somewhat specified the last order, No. 17, which had been issued on 20 September.602 The most important changes in this order must be regarded as those relating to the seizure of the Druskininkai Bridge, the most important objective of the whole operation in Lithuania.

			Order No. 17 says: ‘2) IX/22 a) The 211th Uhlan Regiment will march out at 5:00 from Macevičiai and take possession of the bridge at Druskininkai as soon as possible, securing it until the arrival of the Cavalry Group’.

			Order No. 18: ‘1) The 211th Uhlan Regiment shall not bivouac at Macevičiai but shall move with the 1st Artillery Platoon along the axis of movement as ordered and shall occupy the bridge at Druskininkai as soon as possible.’

			Order No. 17: ‘...If the Druskininkai bridge is destroyed by the enemy, we shall be forced to wade through the Nemunas (one ford is known to be at Mizarai) and cross by such means as can be found. The troops will take with them as many ropes as possible.’

			Order No. 18: ‘...If the Druskininkai Bridge is destroyed by the enemy in such a way that it cannot be repaired in a short time, the crossing of the Nemunas will have to be made at Merkinė. Therefore, the task of the Operational Group shall be to occupy that area.’

			

			The Final Orders of the 1st Brigade of the 1st Legions Infantry Division

			On the basis of the orders of the commander of the 1st Legions Division, the commanders of the brigades of that division (the 1st and 3rd) issued orders to their units, detailing the conduct of the attack. Knoll-Kownacki gave the following Order L. 504/II at 8:00 on 21 September:603

			‘V. I shall:

			In Phase I

			On 22nd of this month at 9:00 move:

			5th Legions Infantry Regiment.

			In two battalions from Frącki along a forest road up to Height 143, where they will separate one company. Then to the diagonal forest road from Dworczysko to Zelwa (three kilometres east of Height 143) and then along the forest road at Height 135 towards Zelwa. At Height 143, the detached company will move in the direction of the isthmus between the lakes Pomorze and Zelwa.604

			In one battalion on the highway towards Giby.

			1st Legions Infantry Regiment.

			All units from Dworczysko on the forest road near Height 125 even up to the intersection with the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment’s path, and then move behind the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment’s units.

			At about 11:45 hours, the units of the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment will attack the following areas: Zelwa – the straits between the Pomorze, Zelwa, and Giby Lakes. At that time, the patrols are to be kept to a minimum, avoiding small skirmishes and aiming to overwhelm the enemy by a large force at once.

			A squadron of mounted riflemen shall move to Zelwa between the units of the 5th and 1st Legions Infantry Regiments.

			Phase II.

			After crossing the line of Heret, Pomorze, Zelwa Lakes and occupying Giby and Zelwa, the units shall grouped into three formations:

			

			1) Under the command of the commander of the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment. Composition: the 1st, 2nd, 1/3rd Legions Infantry Regiments and one artillery divizion. After capturing Zelwa, this formation shall immediately march to Suworowo, Duby, Berżniki, Olkieńszczyzna, Poćkuny to Sejny.

			2) Under the command of the commander of the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment. Composition: two battalions of the 5th Infantry Regiment and two batteries of the 1st Field Artillery Regiment. The group shall concentrate in the Zelwa area and strike across Height 140 through the Berżałowce–Bose–Posejny line of settlements towards Sejny.

			3) Under the command of the battalion commander of the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment. Composition: the I Battalion and the 1st Battery of the 1st Legions Field Artillery Regiment. The battalion shall advance along the highway, then continue via Posejanka to Sejny. A squadron of mounted riflemen, reinforced by 40 cavalrymen from the reconnaissance unit of the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment under the command of Rotmeister Grzybowski, will detach from the 1st Group before reaching the Suworowo area and, enveloping Lake Iłgiel, will strike from the east toward Berżniki as soon as the 1st Group attacks that area. The approach must be conducted stealthily, seizing trigonometric point 152 and the highway crossroads on the eastern edge of the village of Berżniki. After Berżniki has been taken by our units, the squadron shall march to Dworczysko with the task of destroying the bridge over the river flowing from Lake Sztabinki to Lake Berżnik (i.e., the highway bridge). After destroying the bridge, the squadron shall rejoin its parent group. 

			VI. The commander of artillery will issue orders to the units assigned to him in accordance with point V of this order, and, because of the possible activity of armoured cars, single guns are to be assigned to both the forward and rear guards to protect them against surprise attack. One gun is to be left in Berżniki for the company that will be sent there to close the highway to Seirijai and Kapčiamiestis. With regard to the fortifications that ... the enemy has constructed in the Sejny area, special attention is to be paid to close liaison with the infantry units during the fighting and when approaching the new enemy line.’

			The final order to attack on 22 September (X=IX.22) was given by the commander of the 1st Legions Infantry Division to both brigades (i.e., the 1st and 3rd) on the night of 21–22 September. The units were to concentrate during the night and occupy the points of departure in the morning.

			On 22 September at 8:00, the 1st Brigade of the 1st Legions Infantry Division was concentrated in the following manner: 

			

			The entirety of the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment and the 5th and 6th Battery of the 1st Field Artillery Legion Regiment were assembled at Dworczysko, ready for action.

			The 5th Legions Infantry Regiment, together with the 1st Divizion of the 1st Legions Field Artillery Regiment, was concentrated in Frącki. The regimental concentration was guarded from the north and east by the III Battalion of the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment, which was assigned to the actions in the Giby direction.

			The commander of the 1st Legions Infantry Brigade was together with the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment.605

			The Polish Breakthrough in Zelwa

			Following an order from the commander of the Southern Group (1st Brigade) of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Division, elements of the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment were to attack Zelwa on 22 September at approximately 11:45. That sector was held by the II Battalion of the 8th Infantry Regiment. In execution of the 20 September order of the 2nd Division commander, Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis, Major Čaplikas, with his 8th Infantry Regiment, had occupied a long sector from Białorzeczka (west of Giby), along the line of Lake Giby, and then southeast along the Marycha River and the Augustów Canal to the Nemunas. All companies were on the line of positions except the 6th Company, commanded by First Lieutenant [Mykolas] Kalmantas. Of that company, two platoons were in the Kapčiamiestis area as regimental reserve with the regimental commander, while one platoon, together with one heavy machine gun from the 2nd Machine-gun Company, was guarding the Druskininkai bridge.

			The regimental headquarters was located in Kapčiamiestis. The deputy commander of the regiment was Major [Petras] Jurgaitis, the commander of the I battalion was Captain [Silvestras] Leonas, of the II Battalion – Captain [Bronius] Pulkau­ninkas, of the III – First Lieutenant [Artūras] Janavičius.

			The I Battalion was on the right flank of the regiment. It had taken up a position on both sides of the village of Giby, between the lakes there. The battalion commander only had two companies at his disposal; one company (2nd) was attached to the II Battalion. At that time, the battalion commander, Captain Leonas, was sick and was replaced by officer [Jonas] Bytautas.

			The II Battalion had at its disposal the 4th, 5th, and 2nd Companies, which had been assigned from the I Battalion. Their defensive positions were as follows: the 4th Company – the village of Zelwa and the heights near the village; the 5th Company – near the village of Budwiec, on the left bank of the Marycha; the 2nd Company – in the reserve in the forest near the lake, at the Berżniki–Kapčiamiestis Highway.606

			The 5th Legions Infantry Regiment (other than the III Battalion) and two attached batteries started from Frącki at 8:30 in the following manner:

			The advance guard – 8th Company of the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment (II Battalion) with one gun.

			The main formation: the II Battalion of 5th Legions Regiment, one battery of 1st Divizion, and the 1st Legions Field Artillery Regiment.

			Technical Company.

			The I Battalion of the 5th Legionary Regiment, one Battery of 1st Divizion of the Legions Field Artillery Regiment.

			4th Machine-gun Company of the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment.

			At the crossroads at Height 143, the first company of the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment detached with one gun to take the isthmus between Marycha River and the Zelwa Lakes and then to help the main force attack Zelwa. Later, the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment, an artillery divizion, and a squadron of riflemen joined the advance.

			The II Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment approached the edge of the forest to the south of Zelwa without being seen. The battalion commander, Major [Stefan] Kowalski,607 decided to strike at once and exploit the advantage of having taken the enemy completely by surprise.

			The commander of the Polish battalion observed the Lithuanian positions from Height 137 and gave orders from there. The Lithuanians were seen to have occupied Zelwa and the heights immediately to the south of the bridge on the road between Zelwa and the village of Kiecie. The river valley and the bridge were not visible, but the trenches on the north bank of the Marycha were clearly visible, occupied by a larger unit armed with machine-guns.608

			The surface of the ground towards Zelwa was smooth and swampy while towards the bridge and Kiecie, it was sandy and slightly undulating, covered with forest to the east and allowing for shielded manoeuvring towards the bridge. The northern bank of the Marycha was open and rising. To the north of Zelwa, the Marycha valley was quite wide, narrowing to a few tens of metres at Kiecie. The northern bank of the valley was quite high, gently sloping. The river was not very deep, with marshy banks but easy enough to wade through.

			The sector occupied by the 4th Company of the 8th Infantry Regiment (that of Lieutenant [Juozas] Kairionis) was attacked by a Polish battalion of four companies and the battalion’s mounted reconnaissance detachment. This attack was supported by one field battery.

			The three companies attacked side by side: on the left, the 5th Company was to take Zelwa, cross the river, and strike at Kiecie from the southwest; in the centre, the 7th Company was tasked with a frontal attack; and on the right flank, the 8th Company was to take the bridge at Kiecie, while the 6th Company was left in reserve in the forest. The battalion’s mounted reconnaissance platoon was directed to the left flank behind the 5th Company to cut off the Lithuanian retreat to Sejny. The artillery was tasked with supporting the infantry attack at Zelwa and shelling the trenches on the northern bank of the Marycha in front of Kiecie.

			The Poles started attacking at around noon. First, the Polish 5th Company was lucky enough to take Zelwa and close in on the river. As the river valley was marshy, the company could not go forward. It stopped and opened flanking fire on Kiecie.

			The 7th and 8th Companies quickly reached the river. The 8th Company seized the bridge in a single rush and immediately pressed the attack against the Lithuanian trenches. The Lithuanians opened heavy fire, but the Polish 8th Company, supported by effective artillery fire, advanced rapidly; the Lithuanians began to fall back toward Berżniki and Sejny, leaving behind several prisoners and a machine gun.

			

			A Polish mounted reconnaissance detachment then dashed across the bridge and struck at the Lithuanian rearguard withdrawing toward Sejny, but heavy Lithuanian infantry fire forced the attackers to break off, leaving one scout dead. The Lithuanian rearguard was only pushed back when the reserve 6th Company came up. 

			At 12:30, the Poles crossed the Marycha River, ending the first phase of the attack. The 3rd Legions Infantry Brigade was now free to begin the second phase of the action. 

			The company sent to the crossroads between the Marycha and the Zelwa lakes reached the crossroads at about 12:00. The company was deployed to attack the front line, but the Lithuanians, influenced by the fighting at Zelwa, withdrew across the river. The Poles took three prisoners.

			After capturing the isthmus, the company was shelled by Lithuanian artillery, went to Zelwa, and was reunited with the regiment there after Zelwa was occupied by the Poles.609

			This Polish account is similar to the recollections of the commander of the Lithuanian battalion, Captain (later Colonel) Pulkauninkas:610 

			‘One or two days before the Polish attack, on 22 September, two Polish soldiers were taken prisoner. They said that two Polish divisions were prepared in the forests for an attack. They were sent to the regimental headquarters and later to the divisional headquarters for questioning, but the command did not take any notice of them. On 22 September at about 9:00 (actually later, as the formations left their lines of departure at about 9:00, A.R.), the Poles suddenly and forcefully attacked the 4th Company’s positions near the village of Zelwa with a large force. The abrupt Polish attack was aided by a good access to our positions from the Augustów forest.

			The 4th Company was immediately dispersed. Lieutenant [Viktoras] Burokevičius (killed in Klaipėda on 15 January 1923) was cut off from his own men and remained in the forest, in the rear of the Poles. A few days later, this brave and skilful officer returned and joined his own troops, together with 12–15 soldiers.

			At that time, telephone communication with the regimental commander and the companies was lost. The battalion commander, Captain Pulkauninkas, was with the 4th Company and had personal knowledge of the Polish attack. He rode quickly to Berżniki. There, he telephoned the 5th Infantry Regiment and the commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment to inform them that the Poles had fiercely attacked Zelwa and that the 4th Company had been dispersed. The commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment, Major Čaplikas, did not believe the news and reprimanded the commander of the II Battalion for the loss of the 4th Company’s position. Then, the commander of the II Battalion, Captain Pulkauninkas, went to the reserve company. He made a reinforced reconnaissance towards Zelwa and other directions. When it became clear that the Poles were continuing their attack and that their forces were large, the battalion commander ordered the 5th Company to withdraw in order to have this company closer to him so that he could “lead and defend”. The Poles pressed onward.

			The commander gathered the remnants of the battalion at the village of Purviniai near Kapčiamiestis. In the evening, at around 17:00, he managed to get on the phone the regimental commander, Major Čaplikas. Now, the regimental commander was no longer scolding the battalion commander. After the latter told him where he was and what he was doing, Major Čaplikas said: “We are surrounded, save what else you can save, decide on your course of action, and act at your own discretion”. Communications immediately broke down...’

			This sudden Polish breakthrough at Zelwa confirms once again that positional defence tactics were outdated. Small forces scattered over a long front line cannot defend. Smaller forces can only successfully defend by manoeuvre. For this purpose, it was necessary to have strong reserves and keep as little of the forces at the frontline as possible.

			The Battle at Berżniki

			After crossing the Marycha and following the orders of the command, the southern group of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Division was divided into two formations of one regiment each. Of these, the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment crossed the Marycha at 13:00 and marched towards Berżniki while the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment left at 14:00 in the Berżałowce–Sejny direction .

			At that time, the Berżniki–Poćkuny area was occupied by the Lithuanian 5th Infantry Regiment that was assigned to the reserve, according to the division commander’s order. The regimental headquarters was in Berżniki, and the regimental supply train was located in the Klepočiai district. On 22 September, as on the previous days, the units of the regiment were digging trenches in the areas assigned to them: the I and III Battalions in the Żegary, Poćkuny, Olszanka, and Półkoty districts and the II Battalion at Berżniki.

			[image: Troop movements in the Berżniki area in fall 1920 



The map shows military unit movements in Berżniki, with Lake Berżnik in the centre. There are nearby lakes and settlements in the area, such as Lake Pire, Lake Samanis, and Bose, Olszanka and Sztabinki. Roads, rail lines, and small clusters of buildings represent villages and infrastructure. 

Different arrows show military troop movements converging around the lakes and Berżniki village. The arrow styles correspond to phases of the battle: solid black lines represent the situation at 14:30 and black-and-white lines at 16:30. The white outlined arrow indicates the Lithuanian retreat toward the north and northeast. 

Military units are labelled with abbreviations, which are positioned around the southern and western approaches towards Berżniki, meaning advances towards the central lake area and the village. 

A scale bar at the bottom marks distances from 0 to 2 kilometres.

]

			

			At the same time, as new assistant commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment, Captain [Pranas] Kaunas, who had just arrived to the regimental headquarters, was studying the possible actions of the regiment in case of a Polish attack on the map, muffled artillery shots could be heard from the direction of Zelwa. The regimental commander immediately ordered the battalion commanders to stop digging trenches and prepare the battalions for combat. The battalions were concentrated as follows: the I – in the Olszanka area, the III – in Dworczysko, and the II – in Berżniki. The commander of the II Battalion was to send one company at once to the village of Duby to cover the regiment from the side of Zelwa and to set up an outpost on Height 152 in order to cover Berżniki.

			Having issued these orders, Captain Škirpa called the commander of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, Major Laurinaitis in Sejny, and the commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment in Kapčiamiestis, inquiring as to whether anything important had happened in the sectors of those regiments. Major Laurinaitis replied that he also thought that the Poles had started their offensive and that something had already happened at Giby. Major Čaplikas replied that he had not yet been informed of anything from Zelwa, but that he had sent an officer patrol to investigate the situation. He promised to inform Captain Škirpa of the results.

			After these telephone conversations with the commanders of the neighbouring regiments, the Polish artillery shells began to almost reach Berżniki itself. From this development, Captain Škirpa made a conclusion that the 8th Infantry Regiment’s unit near Zelwa must have suffered a major setback, and that this was the reason why the Polish artillery had begun shelling the targets in the rear of the 8th Infantry Regiment. The commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment reported his experience and his conclusion by telephone to the headquarters of the II Division and asked if there was any more precise information as to what had occurred. Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis told Captain Škirpa that the commander of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, Major Laurinaitis, had confirmed that the Poles already started to attack, but the commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment, Major Čaplikas, had still not received any report about what had happened at Zelwa.

			Right after this conversation, Captain Škirpa came out and met a rider galloping into inform the battalion commander that the Poles had occupied Zelwa. He again telephoned Colonel Glovackis and informed the latter of the message and from the commander of the 2nd Division, an order to ‘liquidate the setback at Zelwa’. The divisional commander gave no more specific information regarding the situation of the enemy, the neighbouring regiments (2nd and 8th), or instructions on how to act.611

			The commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment, Captain Škirpa, had no knowledge of the situation at Zelwa or of the enemy’s actions in general. There was not even any time for reconnaissance. The orientation had to be based solely on the sound of artillery shots. Following the division commander’s order, the regimental commander decided to attack Zelwa with two battalions in the first combat line and with one battalion in the regimental reserve. To achieve this aim, he issued the following orders:612

			Captain [Leonardas] Garbaliauskas –

			to move from the Olszanka area with the I Battalion in the direction of Bose and Berżałowce, prepared for a counterattack with two companies in the first line and one in reserve, deployed diagonally behind the right-hand company. The objective is to drive the enemy back into the woods beyond Zelwa, enveloping the village from the northwest.

			Captain [Vytautas] Bagdanavičius –

			one company of the II Battalion is to attack from Berżniki, to the right of the Berżniki–Kapčiamiestis Highway, enveloping Zelwa from the northeast; the 6th Company is to move from Duby through the isthmus between the Kunis and Łempis lakes.

			Captain [Povilas] Plechavičius –

			to remain with the III Battalion in the Regimental Reserve in the Dworczysko area, ready to occupy and defend the heights of Półkoty with two companies if ordered.

			Regimental command post: initially in Berżniki.

			At that time the Regiment had no auxiliary units. The regiment’s mounted reconnaissance detachment, about 30 cavalrymen, had to be divided almost entirely among the battalions and companies to maintain communications.

			Captain Škirpa informed Major Laurinaitis, commander of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, of his order. Laurinaitis questioned whether the situation could still be remedied: the Poles had likely already occupied Giby and begun attacking the 2nd Infantry Regiment’s outposts at several points along the chain of lakes to the west and southwest of Sejny. He said he feared it might no longer be possible to hold out at all.

			Captain Škirpa was unable to inform the commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment of these developments because the telephone line had been cut. Only the 2nd Division chief of staff, Captain [Balys] Giedraitis, was notified, with a request that he inform Major Čaplikas. In that exchange, Captain Giedraitis also reported on the situation of the 8th Infantry Regiment: Major Čaplikas had just informed divisional headquarters that the Poles attacked Zelwa at about 10:00, dispersed the outposts there, and were assaulting the entire sector of the 8th Infantry Regiment with strong cavalry forces. Due to breakdown in communications, Major Čaplikas did not yet have a clear picture of the situation at Giby, which was being defended by his regiment’s I Battalion.613

			Meanwhile, the commander of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Regiment, Lieutenant Colonel [Jan] Kruszewski, having learning that the Lithuanian units had taken the isthmuses between the Kelig–Iłgiel–Łempis Lakes, decided to destroy the enemy in there and then to strike at Berżniki on both sides of the chain of lakes.614 For this purpose, the regimental commander divided the regiment into two formations:

			The main force, consisting of a mounted reconnaissance platoon, the II and III Battalions, 4th Machine-gun Company, a technical company, and five artillery guns, was tasked to march on the west side of the lakes through Duby and to strike at Berżniki from the south. This formation was under the immediate command of Lieutenant Colonel Kruszewski himself.

			The side, eastern, formation consisted of the I Battalion, three artillery guns, two mounted reconnaissance platoons, and a squadron of the 1st Mounted Rifles Regiment. This formation was tasked to march along the eastern side of the lakes, along the road through Height 143, up to the highway, and then along the highway to Berżniki, where the cavalry was to split off and ride to Sztabinki in order to cut off the retreating Lithuanian troops from Sejny.

			Both formations set off from Kiecie at 13:00. When the forward detachment of the main formation reached Suworowo, which was unoccupied by the Lithuanians, a mounted reconnaissance detachment attacked the outpost of the 6th Company of our 5th Infantry Regiment in Duby. The charging cavalry ran into accurate Lithuanian rifle and machine-gun fire, broke up, suffered losses, and was forced to fall back to Suworowo.615

			At the same time, the entire advance guard, the 7th Company of the II Battalion, reached Suworowo and immediately began to attack Duby, which was captured at 13:45 after a short fight. The Poles took seven prisoners. After an unsuccessful counterattack on the left flank of the Polish 7th Company, the Lithuanian 6th Company retreated north. ‘The Lithuanian withdrawal was executed very neatly and deliberately. The 7th Company was forced to fight step-by-step, took Height 145 and then, on the western side of the Kelig and Gajlik lakes, pushed its way towards Height 149 in order to prevent the enemy from organising a defence.’616 In Duby, ‘an officer fell heroically, namely Lieutenant Petras Saldukas, a student of the Lithuanian Military School’.617

			No artillery pieces were initially assigned to the 5th Infantry Regiment, but it was destined that this regiment should receive the entire 7th Battery, commanded by Captain [Alfonsas] Šklėrius. This battery was located in Konstantynówka area, north of Giby. When the Poles broke through the Giby isthmus that was defended by the I Battalion of the 8th Infantry Regiment and pushed northwards, the commander of the 7th battery attached to the 2nd Infantry Regiment, not heeding the divisional commander’s demand to ‘die with the infantry’, did not wait for the order to retreat, but, of his own initiative, made an effort to rescue his own battery from perdition. By a rapid march via Krejwińce he reached Berżniki, which was still under defense, and reported to the commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment. The regimental commander immediately ordered Captain Šklėrius to take position on the eastern slope of Height 149, east of Półkoty. A few minutes later, the guns were already firing across Berżniki or just to its west at the enemy emerging from the woods.

			Soon after, Lieutenant [Julius] Jakulis with armoured car ‘Aras’ appeared. This armoured car, manoeuvring back and forth along the Giby Highway, had covered the retreat of Captain Šklėrius battery from the Konstantynówka area, and at the same time, it had helped the infantrymen of the 8th Infantry Regiment, who had been knocked out of Giby, to break free from the enemy and to retreat through Poćkuny behind the line of the Gaładuś lakes to the II Division’s rear-guard area in order of it to reconstitute itself. The appearance of this armoured car, which had already distinguished itself in combat in Berżniki, was as much a support to the regiment as the 7th Battery was. The armoured car arrived just as the Poles were preparing to surround the left flank of the 5th Infantry Regiment at the wooded approaches to the east of Berżniki, so it was immediately tasked with manoeuvring along the Kapčiamiestis Highway and firing its machine-guns at the enemy that would be coming out of the forest.618

			Regarding the first clashes with the Poles the Commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment, Captain Škirpa was initially orientating by auditory cues. After a brief burst of machine-gun fire was heard near Duby, a second outburst followed several minutes later and continued for longer; Captain Škirpa concluded that something more serious was occurring there. This marked the engagement of the 6th Company with the attacking Poles.

			Before the machine-guns at Duby had fully fallen silent, another exchange of fire with the Poles was heard just outside Berżniki, where the I Battalion of the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment, supported by cavalry, had begun its attack. At the same time, Captain Garbaliauskas, commander of the I Battalion, reported that near the village of Bose his battalion had run into the advance battalion of a larger Polish force and had been compelled to fight a delaying action to hold them up. 

			Around the same time, Captain Giedraitis from II Division headquarters telephoned to inquire about the 5th Infantry Regiment’s situation and the regimental commander’s further intentions. Captain Škirpa replied that the situation at Zelwa could no longer be restored and that a withdrawal from Berżniki would probably be necessary as well. He stated that, if forced to fall back further, he intended to concentrate all regimental forces in the Olszanka–Poćkuny–Półkoty area. His purpose would be to hold the heights of that area until evening, thereby covering the 2nd Infantry Regiment in Sejny against a Polish envelopment from the southeast.

			

			Captain Giedraitis replied that he and Colonel Glovackis completely agreed with Captain Škirpa’s plan and that the situation of the 2nd Infantry Regiment had to be regarded as hopeless. They also complained that the contact with the 8th Infantry Regiment was very poor. Captain Škirpa also learned from Captain Giedraitis that it had been planned to move the divisional headquarters from Seirijai to somewhere else, most probably to Lazdijai.

			As both battalions of the first line of the 5th Infantry Regiment encountered strong enemy forces, the regiment had to carry out a very different task from the one it had originally envisioned:

			a)	 to try to preserve the regiment so that it is not individually defeated by the much stronger forces of the attacking enemy;

			b) 	to help the frontline regiments, especially the 2nd Infantry Regiment, which was being enveloped on both sides.

			The 5th Infantry Regiment was now required to: shift from attack to defense while the enemy pressed forward with numerically superior forces; maneuver onto the Olszanka–Półkoty position; entrench and consolidate; defend tenaciously; and give no ground. Even if these actions succeeded, the danger of encirclement would remain.

			In order to insure himself from any other possible unexpected events, Captain Škirpa ordered Captain Plechavičius to take up a position on Height 145 and Height 149 near Półkoty with two companies and to leave the third company in reserve in the Dworczysko–Sztabinki area. In addition, Captain Škirpa instructed Captain Plechavičius to place one heavy machine-gun platoon and an infantry outpost on the slope to the southeast of the village of Półkoty. This detachment was to support the I and II Battalions with concentrated, long-range machine-gun fire when they had to retreat to the Olszanka–Półkoty line.

			The regimental commander instructed his assistant, Captain Kaunas, to go to the Półkoty district and to command the actions of battalions there. He remained in Berżniki with the II Battalion. His task was to impede the enemy’s advance as much as possible and to retreat only when there was the danger of being surrounded by the enemy.619

			After these orders were issued, at around 14:00, Captain Škirpa telephoned the commander of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, Major Laurinaitis, who explained the dire situation of the 2nd Infantry Regiment. The Poles had pushed his regiment’s outposts away from the isthmuses between the lakes and were rapidly advancing towards Sejny from all sides. The units defending the outposts had either been scattered by the enemy or were retreating, firing back as they could. Communication with the 6th Infantry Regiment had been broken, and the Poles were probably also attacking at the sector of the 6th Infantry Regiment. As it was no longer possible to defend Sejny. He instructed his 2nd Infantry Regiment units to retreat northeast behind the line of Gaładuś Lake. He had already ordered the telephone at regimental headquarters to be taken down, and he himself was preparing to withdraw in the direction of Żegary. After learning of the desperate situation of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, Captain Škirpa assured Major Laurinaitis that he would hold the Olszanka–Półkoty line at all costs until evening in order to cover the withdrawal of the 2nd Infantry Regiment.620

			Captain Škirpa attempted at once to report the dire situation of the 2nd Regiment to II Division headquarters, but telephone communications were already out of order. Contact with the II Division staff was not re-established until late in the day. Captain Škirpa now had to operate under extremely difficult conditions, receiving no instructions from higher headquarters and having no information about the course of the fighting in the neighbouring sectors.

			As Captain Škirpa was dealing with this difficult situation, the Poles were pushing further and further into Lithuanian territory. After capturing Duby, the Poles attacked the I Battalion in Bose. Surrounded by the enemy on both sides, after a bout of fierce fighting, the battalion retreated to Olszanka and took the previously prepared trenches there. The companies of the battalion withdrew in an orderly manner and thus caused the regimental commander no concern.

			The left flank of the regiment was, however, still an issue. When the Poles broke through at Zelwa, a wide undefended gap emerged between the 5th and 8th Infantry Regiments. The regiment’s left flank in Klepočiai was guarded by only one platoon of the 5th Company that was armed with a heavy machine-gun. It used to guard the regimental supply train there. After the regimental supply train had withdrawn further to the northeast for its security, the platoon was sent to Height 151, south of Lake Zapsys. The task of the unit was to guard the Seirijai Highway and to guard the sector between that highway and the Pazapsiai–Aradninkai line with heavy machine-gun fire. In addition, a heavy machine-gun platoon had taken up a position on Height 152 near Berżniki, with the task of maintaining fire contact with the field guard stationed at the junction of the Seirijai Highway and the road to Berżniki. If necessary, the platoon was to fire on the sector between the roads to Seirijai and Kapčiamiestis, and was also to be ready to prevent the Poles from emerging from the forest and launching an attack on Berżniki.621

			When it became clear that the Poles were attacking with superior forces and that Berżniki could not be held by Lithuanian forces for long without the risk of them being encircled and defeated, Captain Škirpa had given the commander of II Battalion, Captain Bagdanavičius the following instructions in advance to disengage from the enemy and retreat to another position:622

			
					urgently establish battalion withdrawal covering positions along the line of the southern slope of Height 149 (east of Półkoty) through Podlesie to the Zapsys Lake; for this purpose, employ the 5th Company, which is still in reserve;

					The remaining half of the 6th Company (after the fighting at Duby), which is already retreating, should be immediately directed behind the aforementioned line to reorganise there for its next task;

					The 4th Company is to be gradually withdrawn only later and in accordance with the orders of the battalion commander himself, Captain Bagdanavičius, and in view of the progress of the Polish attack on Berżniki itself, it is to cover its withdrawal with weaker elements on the outskirts of the town, delaying the enemy long enough for the company to disengage and withdraw rapidly;

					The machine-gun platoon on Height 152 is to fire at the enemy lines until the last possible moment in order to paralyse their rapid advance on Berżniki. The platoon will withdraw only on the order of the battalion commander;

					The armoured car ‘Aras’ will continue manoeuvring on the Kapčiamiestis Highway as long as possible. Then, it will retreat, covering the withdrawal of the aforementioned machine-gun platoon and the 4th Company from Berżniki and their retreat to the Półkoty heights behind the line as indicated in (a);

					The Šklėrius Battery is to fire most intensively, without sparing any shells, on the enemy infantry formations as they emerge from the woods and rush to attack the II Battalion’s positions. Then, it will cover the withdrawal of the Battalion’s companies out of Berżniki and into a new position behind the line indicated in (a) above with artillery fire.

					The outpost on Height 151 is to stay in place in order to observe the enemy’s movements but should avoid fighting. It should then retreat, returning any firing on the way through Klepočiai to the village of Gudeliai, further covering the regiment’s supply train, which will be withdrawn to the area of Laibagaliai–Stankūnai.

			

			Having given these instructions, Captain Škirpa considered his role as regimental commander in Berżniki completed. He entrusted the further decisions and execution of orders to the commander of the II Battalion, Captain Bagdanavičius, who had been hardened in combat and was an excellent battalion commander. The regimental commander had every reason to trust this battalion commander. On 3 September, Captain Bagdanavičius had expelled the Polish 16th Uhlan Regiment from Sejny, after which he reached Augustów within Major [Kazys] Ramanauskas’ group. When Major Ramanauskas’ group was defeated, Captain Bagdanavičius  managed to escape an encirclement by a numerous Polish cavalry, successfully led his battalion through the forests back to the Giby district, and continued to take part in all the other battles of the 5th Infantry Regiment, which culminated in the retaking of Sejny on 13 September.

			Meanwhile, the I Battalion of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Regiment, together with the cavalry, marched through the forest, reached Kapčiamiestis–Berżniki Highway, and turned onto it toward Berżniki. A historian of the Polish regiment that attacked Berżniki described the assault as follows:623

			‘The right-flank regimental formation was marching north along the eastern side of the line of lakes to attack Berżniki from the east. At a forest guardhouse, the forward defence came under heavy machine-gun fire from the Lithuanian trenches near Berżniki. The 2nd Company of Second Lieutenant [Andrzej] Wasiutyński and the 3rd Company of Lieutenant [Jerzy] Cymer immediately deployed on both sides the highway. At the same time, a Lithuanian armoured car appeared on the highway that was trying to prevent the advance of our formation. Captain [Stanisław] Hochfeld ordered the nearest artillery gun to fire, which forced the armoured car to retreat. The formations continued to slowly move forward, exchanging shots with the retreating Lithuanian rearguard.’

			Captain Škirpa describes the battle at Berżniki624 as follows:

			‘...the Polish infantry began to attack in thick waves from the forests on both sides of the Kapčiamiestis Highway ... The armoured car “Aras” manoeuvred along the highway as best as it could in order to leverage its machine-gun fire to effectively slow down the Polish advance while a machine-gun platoon was picking off the attacking enemy infantry from Height 152 as they began to pour out of the woods en masse and rush in the direction of Berżniki. The Šklėrius battery also did not miss the opportunity to enter the fray: using all its guns, it pounded the enemy with well-aimed shells, as its observation posts were well positioned on the outskirts of Berżniki.’

			When, in addition to the thunder of the Captain Šklėrius’ shells and the rattle of the machine-guns, the dense firing of the rifles of the 4th Company could be heard from the outskirts of Berżniki, the regimental commander realised that the time had come to relieve battalion from its engagement with the enemy and to allow them to withdraw from Berżniki. Captain Škirpa advised Captain Bagdanavičius to retreat as planned and left for a new command post behind Height 149 (east of Półkoty).

			The historian Smoleński625 also testifies that the II Battalion in Berżniki fiercely resisted:

			‘The retreating Lithuanian troops stubbornly resisted on the outskirts of the village and in the village itself; after a fierce struggle, however, they were forced to abandon Berżniki, which the I Battalion captured at approximately 14:30, taking 75 soldiers and an officer prisoner. The prisoners came from the 4th and 5th Companies of the 5th Infantry Regiment, commanded by Major Plechavičius that defended Berżniki...’

			Here, Smoleński, following Bortkiewicz,626 writes that Plechavičius defended Berżniki, but, in fact, as Škirpa claims, the II Battalion that defended Berżniki was commanded by Captain Bagdanavičius.627 Colonel Škirpa admits that the II Battalion in Berżniki had suffered heavy losses in casualties and prisoners that had been taken into Polish captivity.628

			The Battle of Półkoty 

			After the capture of Berżniki, the two formations of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Regiment rejoined. The regimental commander decided to move on without any delay to take the highway junction in the village of Poćkuny and to strike from the east towards Sejny. He left one battalion (the III) in Berżniki for protection from the side of Kapčiamiestis, where, according to the prisoners’ testimonies, there were still Lithuanian units located. This battalion had to be left in Berżniki also because it had been intended for use as 1st Legions Infantry Regiment’s forward defence when it would march to Druskininkai the following day.629 The Polish regimental commander with the I and the II Battalions marched towards Poćkuny. Rotmeister Grzybowski’s detachment of cavalry went separately through Półkoty to carry out the task assigned to it.

			The two battalions left at the same time and moved side by side: the I Battalion in column on the highway to Krejwińce and the II Battalion in deployed in extended line on the western side of the Gajlik–Ryngis Lakes towards the Heights 149 and 168.

			Meanwhile on Lithuanian side, on arriving at the new command post in the sector of the reserve III Battalion the, regimental commander, Captain Škirpa, received information from his assistant, Captain Kaunas, that the reserve battalion had already managed to prepare its defence and that the I Battalion, after a skirmish with a formation of the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment (the I and the II Battalions of that regiment), had retreated in an orderly manner to the trenches in the Olszanka area. This meant that a solid foundation had been laid for the regiment’s main phase of resistance.

			The heavy machine-gun platoon of the III Battalion, positioned on the slopes south of Półkoty, supported with concentrated fire both the withdrawal of the 6th Company after its fight at Duby and the withdrawal of the 4th Company, which had been ordered by the battalion commander to leave Berżniki. The retreat of this company was effectively covered on the left by the machine-gun fire of the ‘Aras’.

			The ‘Aras’ withdrew from Berżniki last, then manoeuvred along the dirt road between Berżniki and the southeastern slope of Height 149. From that elevation, the regimental commander himself observed how the II Battalion pulled free of the enemy’s grip at Berżniki. The battalion withdrew calmly and in good order.

			The 6th and 4th Company and the heavy machine-gun platoon had successfully withdrawn behind the cover line provided by the 5th Company. The II Battalion took up the position indicated by the regimental commander to the left of the III Battalion at Zapsys Lake.

			On the left flank of the 5th Infantry Regiment, the situation had calmed down. The cavalry detachment of Rotmeister Grzybowski had to quickly reach Sztabinki to close the Lithuanians’ path of retreat through there. However, the commander of the detachment did not dare to carry out this ambition because the slope of Height 149 was occupied by Lithuanian infantry armed with machine-guns and the ‘Aras’ armoured car was manoeuvring in that area.

			The situation was worse on the right flank of the 5th Infantry Regiment. When the I Battalion was still retreating to the Olszanka trenches after a skirmish with the Polish 5th Legions Infantry Regiment’s formation at Bose, the battalion’s left company was attacked by the II Battalion of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Regiment.630 This battle is described by the former commander of the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment in its regimental history thus:631

			‘It was a tough fight. The Lithuanian soldiers stayed in the trenches until the last moment, shooting accurately at a range of 200–300 paces, and the Lithuanian units retreated neatly and calmly to the next hill, where trenches were prepared everywhere. The Lithuanians were pushed the hardest by Second Lieutenant [Józef] Sochański’s 7th Company on the left flank with the 8th and 6th Companies and one artillery platoon behind them at a distance of 800 steps.’

			‘In the heat of battle, the platoons of 7th Company, led by Second Lieutenant [Jan] Żabski and Sergeant [Piotr] Noworyta, determinedly and relentlessly jumped from one hill to the other, pushing back the stubbornly defending enemy, even though it was inflicting heavy losses on them. Among the others, Platoon Sergeant [Józef] Zwoliński, one of the most determined non-commissioned officers of the 7th Company, was killed. When, after taking Height 149 (not the one where the regimental command post was located but another to the west of the lake Gajlik, A.R.), the riflemen of that company came between Olszanka and Krejwińce, and a Lithuanian armoured car was spotted on the Augustów Highway heading in the direction the Dworczysko isthmus. The first line company on the slope by the highway came under deadly machine-gun fire from the armoured car. The car was pushed back by our grenades.

			At 16:00, the Lithuanian resistance was broken... Second Lieutenant Józef Sochański, a great commander of the 7th Company, fell towards the end of the battle. He was cut down by a bullet on Height 168, from which he was leading an attack with a reserve platoon.’

			Although the I Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment was fiercely attacked, it did not scatter in the heat of battle and was able to carry out some advancement stopping actions. The battalion commander, Captain Garbaliauskas, was well aware of the situation and was even able to lead in the most difficult combat environments.

			‘This is particularly noteworthy because he had taken over the battalion just a few days earlier from his predecessor, Major [Petras] Gabrėnas, who had been transferred to the Defence Ministry. Captain Garbaliauskas had previously been the commander of a heavy machine-gun company and had been well trained in combat. He was also a Samogitian, did nothing without thinking it through, and had a firm enough hand to maintain order and combat discipline in the battalion.’632

			In this case, Captain Garbaliauskas was also helped by the ‘gods of war’, as the Polish 5th Legions Infantry Regiment did not attack battalion’s right, open, flank more vigorously and did not try to envelop it from the west. The 5th Legions Infantry Regiment only attacked the Lithuanians at Bose, as this village was on the route assigned for that regiment.

			Together with the II Battalion of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Regiment, the I Battalion also deployedfor the attack along the highway towards Krejwińce. Both battalions attacked and captured Heights 149 and 168, as well as Krejwińce.

			The commander of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Regiment, Lieutenant Colonel Kruszewski, soon understood that the reason for the Lithuanians’ stubborn resistance was to cover the retreating troops from the Sejny via the lake isthmus located near Dworczysko. In order to cut off the retreating Lithuanian troops, the regimental commander changed his original attack route. The historian of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Regiment633 writes about this plan and its execution:

			‘The regimental commander, seeing that the regiment’s units were engaged in an attack on fortified positions and might therefore be unable to prevent the Lithuanian retreat, directed the 2nd Company along the eastern bank of Lake Berżnik to occupy the Dworczysko isthmus from the southeast. It was followed by the 5th Company and one gun. At the village of Półkoty, Second Lieutenant Wasiutyński’s 2nd Company met strong enemy resistance. The company’s attack met with vigorous and unyielding resistance from two Lithuanian companies. Second Lieutenant Andrzej Wasiutyński led his company boldly into the village, while Second Lieutenant Zygmund Czarnecki’s platoon was ordered to outflank the Lithuanians from the east. A fierce close-quarters firefight immediately erupted. The Lithuanian officers themselves were firing the machine guns. The determined assault by the 2nd Company was paid for in blood. Under the deadly fire, young soldiers fell. Second Lieutenant Wasiutyński, mortally wounded in the head while leading his company forward – having leapt ahead to inspire his men by example – collapsed on the spot. Almost at the same moment, Second Lieutenant Zygmund Czarnecki was wounded. Several privates were killed and a dozen wounded.

			However, the company was already fully engaged. Infuriated by their losses, the Polish soldiers stormed into the Lithuanian trenches like a whirlwind. The extraordinary efforts of the Lithuanian commanders came to nothing: anyone who did not surrender instantly was struck down with the bayonet.

			When the Lithuanian company commander – who had gathered a dozen soldiers and intended to keep fighting while covering the withdrawal of his men – was killed, the Lithuanian unit fell into disorder. The Lithuanian right flank, pressed against the lake, was encircled. Several dozen soldiers were taken prisoner, and three machine guns fell into the hands of the 2nd Company.’

			The Poles took Półkoty at 16:30. At the same hour, the Polish I Battalion took Poćkuny. The II Battalion moved towards Sejny, but Sejny itself had already been captured by the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment.

			This fighting was already taking place in the sector of the III Battalion, whose position was extended by the II Battalion, which had withdrawn from Berżniki. The Polish attempt to envelop the Lithuanian unit634 from behind Berżnik Lake had failed. In these battles, the heaviest burden was borne by the commander of the III Battalion, Captain Plechavičius, who ‘had a strong hand to maintain order and combat discipline in the battalion’.635 The officers themselves fired machine-guns, and they had been instructed to do so by the regimental commander himself, as the regiment had a difficult task to perform.

			Smoleński writes about the consequences of the Battle of Półkoty in the following fashion636:

			‘The attack by the 2nd and 5th Companies on Półkoty, however, came too late, as the Lithuanians had already managed to withdraw from Sejny. Rotmeister Grzybowski’s detachment was therefore unable to complete its task. Although they did capture Sztabinki and blew up the bridge, the action was already belated (17:30): the enemy, almost entirely shielded by an armoured car, had already withdrawn from Sztabinki and Dworczysko through Ogrodniki toward Lazdijai. Only a few prisoners from the defeated Lithuanian companies fell into the hands of Rotmeister Grzybowski’s detachment.’

			The companies of the Lithuanian 5th Infantry Regiment held back the advance of both Grzybowski’s cavalry and the Polish infantry into the isthmus of Berżnik and Sztabinki Lakes for long enough, so that the units of the 2nd Infantry Regiment that had been defending Sejny could certainly have withdrawn through that isthmus. Only a number of wagons from the 2nd Infantry Regiment’s supply trains had not retreated through Żegary (between Lakes Sztabinki and Gaładuś) and Szta­binki, but the fighting units had. That the regiment would retreat through these isthmuses had been agreed upon during Captain Škirpa’s telephone conversation with the commander of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, Major Laurinaitis, while he was still in Sejny.

			At the very height of the battle, the headquarters of the II Division, which had already moved to Lazdijai, asked Captain Škirpa to come to report on the situation of the regiment and to discuss situation. When Škirpa refused to leave the battlefield, the divisional chief of staff, Captain Giedraitis, inquired from the adjutant of the 5th Infantry Regiment Lieutenant [Vincas] Jonuška regarding the position of the 2nd Infantry Regiment. The very fact that the Divisional Headquarters had lost contact with the 2nd Infantry Regiment was cause for concern, and anxieties on whether the regiment had met with misfortune abounded. These concerns were further strengthened by the fact that at about 17:00, several Polish mounted scouts had come from the direction of Żegary in the rear of the 5th Infantry Regiment. Soon afterwards, the 5th Regiment was joined by the armoured car ‘Šarūnas’, commanded by Lieutenant [Vincas] Asevičius. That armoured car was at the disposal of the 2nd Regiment and was manoeuvring on the highway from Sejny to Krasnopol. It escaped from the Poles through Sejny itself when the city had been already occupied by the Poles.

			The ‘Šarūnas’ arrived at the 5th Infantry Regiment just at the time when I Battalion of that regiment was forced to retreat from the Olszanka heights by the stronger enemy forces and was in a difficult situation. The armoured car was assigned to that battalion and had to manoeuvre along the Sejny, Giby, and Berżniki Highways, slowing down a further Polish advance and covering the right flank of the battalion, as it was threatened with an encirclement by the main formation of the Polish 5th Legions Infantry Regiment, which was advancing from the southwest through Zaruby towards Sejny.

			When the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment’s formation, overtaking the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment, was approaching Sejny, the 5th Infantry Regiment continued to be vigorously attacked by the enemy on the whole front. After it had been driven back to the Poćkuny area, the I Battalion took up the front not only to the south but also to the west, protecting itself from the Sejny direction where suspicious enemy concentrations had been noticed. Captain Škirpa ordered Plechavičius to position one platoon armed with a couple of heavy machine-guns in Sztabinki. This platoon was to guard the isthmus and prevent the Poles from breaking through to reach the rear of the 5th Infantry Regiment. As the enemy was not pressing particularly hard on the left flank of the regiment, the regimental commander ordered some units of the II Battalion to be withdrawn to the regimental reserve in the Ogrodniki area, only leaving outposts on the frontline to prevent Grzybowski’s cavalry from breaking through.

			Sent towards Żegary with a regimental reconnaissance team of ten mounted cavalry, Captain [Julijonas] Reikala returned from his scouting at about 18:00 and reported that only the 2nd Infantry Regiment’s supply train had passed through the Żegary isthmus. From that report, it appeared that the 2nd Infantry Regiment had not retreated through Żegary and that Major Laurinaitis had chosen some other direction of retreat. However, as no artillery shots had been heard from the sector of the 2nd Infantry Regiment for several hours, Captain Škirpa concluded that the 2nd Infantry Regiment had either already retreated to the north, where it was covered by our 6th Infantry Regiment, or it had met with some irreparable misfortune, as it had already abandoned Sejny some four hours earlier.

			As it was impossible to help the 2nd Infantry Regiment, it became unnecessary for the 5th Infantry Regiment to remain on the heights of Półkoty. To defend the regiment from a possible encirclement, the regimental commander decided to break away from the enemy in the afternoon and withdraw the regiment to another position that would be covered by both armoured cars and artillery fire. The I Battalion was ordered to retreat to the Dworczysko area behind the III Battalion, covered by the ‘Šarūnas’ on the west side and by the infantry outposts from the Poćkuny and Sztabinki isthmuses. After the I Battalion withdrew behind the line of these outposts, all three battalions were withdrawn in order of battle to defence position on the Dusznica–Kalwiszki–Kučiūnai–Zapsys Lake line. That was the end of the 5th Infantry Regiment’s actions that day. The Poles did not attack further north beyond the Półkoty Heights . They concentrated their forces for the next day’s planned advance towards Druskininkai.637

			Smoleński describes the fighting on 22 September of the 5th Infantry Regiment as follows638:

			‘The Lithuanian 5th Infantry Regiment tenaciously resisted against the vigorous attacks of the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment. It succeeded in repulsing the attacks of the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment for as long as it took to cover a withdrawal of a part of Lithuanian forces from Sejny to Żegary and Sztabinki ... The regiment withdrew, able to continue fighting...’

			The Polish 1st Legions Infantry Regiment and the Lithuanian 5th Infantry Regiment, as the Polish historian writes, suffered the following losses:639

			‘The losses of the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment were considerable. Two officers – company commanders – were killed (Second Lieutenant Józef Sochański, Second Lieutenant Andrzej Wasiutyński), one officer (Lieutenant Zygmund Czarnecki) was wounded, two non-commissioned officers (Platoon Sergeant Zwoliński and Platoon Sergeant [Kazimierz] Bednarek), five legionnaires were killed, and 21 privates were wounded. Enemy casualties: two officers killed, over 20 soldiers killed, and several dozen wounded.  The regiment’s spoils of war were three machine-guns, 130 prisoners, among them three officers, and 170 German rifles.’

			Only one Lithuanian officer was actually killed. The losses of the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment could be significantly underestimated. The actual number of combatants of that regiment in the evening, after 22 September fighting with our 5th Infantry Regiment, is reported to be 124 men less than the regiment’s strength in the report just a few days before. The difference is probably due to those lightly wounded who were not included in the statistics of the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment given there.640 A large number of 5th Infantry Regiment soldiers were captured due to the fact that, during the delaying battles, some groups of soldiers were only allowed to break away from the attacking enemy when it was already close by. This carried the risk of either being captured or being killed by the enemy.

			
				
					[image: Black-and-white photo of two soldiers standing beside a machine-gun in a trench. One soldier stands facing the camera with his right arm holding the machine-gun. Behind him, another soldier is slightly visible as he is near the machine-gun with a rifle resting nearby. Both soldiers are wearing trench coats, military caps and ammunition belts. The machine-gun is mounted on a wheeled support, facing the battlefield. The trench is dug in an open field. ]
				

			

			
				
					Our machine-gunners on the Polish front in 1920.

				

			

			Of all our units that took part in the fighting on 22–23 September, the 5th Infantry Regiment of the Grand Duke Kęstutis of Lithuania defended itself the most valiantly and was never surrounded or destroyed by the enemy. In the most difficult circumstances, having no communication with the neighbours of both flanks, the regiment had to carry out difficult delaying manoeuvres. 

			The regimental and battalion commanders, as well as the other officers, showed great determination and skill and a great deal of fighting spirit. The regiment’s success in accomplishing its combat task was partly due to fate itself. Being in the reserve, the regiment was not caught unaware by the enemy. In addition, the regiment was helped by Captain Šklėrius’ battery and two armoured cars. 

			However, it was ironic that the commander of that regiment, which had performed its combat task excellently, was blamed by the divisional command and even the high command for the unfortunate Sejny catastrophe.641 On the other hand, it was precisely these accusations that prompted Colonel Kazys Škirpa to take the pen in order to defend himself against these unfounded accusations. This ambition also helped me to view the 22 September battles more deeply, basing my analysis not only on Polish sources but also on the detailed description of the battles by the commander of our regiment himself.

			The Battle of Giby

			The I and II Battalions of the Polish 5th Legions Infantry Regiment set off from Kiecie via Berżałowce and Bose towards Sejny only at 15:00. The move was deliberately delayed in order not to alert the Lithuanian units in Sejny and thus to allow the 1st Legions Infantry Regiment to bypass Sejny. However, as the 2nd Infantry Regiment units had already withdrawn from Sejny because of the Polish pressure from the Giby side, the delay of the Polish 5th Legions Infantry Regiment did not achieve its goal. Both battalions arrived in Sejny at 18:00, that is, two hours after the Poles had occupied the town. The battalions had only slightly skirmished on the way with the right flank of the I Battalion of the Lithuanian 5th Infantry Regiment at Bose. 

			The III Battalion of the same regiment had a diversionary task. Its aim was to enable the southern group to outflank the Lithuanian forces concentrated in the Sejny area and cut them off from the east. By attacking the lake isthmuses in the Giby district, this battalion was to tie up more Lithuanian forces in the inter-lake area so that more gains could be made as the southern group bypassed and attacked the enemy from behind. Therefore, the Polish divisional commander did not care about breaking through the Lithuanian front in the Giby inter-lake region and neither did he expect the Polish III Battalion of the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment to succeed in breaking through the front of the Lithuanians who had taken up comfortable defensive positions between the lake isthmuses .

			In reality, however, things turned out differently than the Polish leadership had initially planned. The Polish III Battalion managed to quickly capture the Giby isthmus and defeat the units in that area. The result of this success was that by 16:00, the battalion had already taken Sejny, just as the Lithuanian 5th Infantry Regiment was fighting the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment at Półkoty for a way to secure its retreat.

			The Polish III Battalion moved from the Frącki area together with one field artillery battery at 10:00. The forward defence was the 2nd Company, led by Lieutenant [Marian] Jaźwiecki, and armed with one gun. At the very front was one platoon led by Second Lieutenant [Józef] Roczniak and armed with two machine-guns. The battalion commander had decided to attack both lake isthmuses simultaneously. The main object of the attack was the Pomorze and Gieret Lakes isthmus and the second was the Gieret and Wierśnie Lakes isthmus. These isthmuses were occupied by the I Battalion of the Lithuanian 8th Infantry Regiment, consisting of the 1st and 3rd Companies.

			The attack on the isthmus between Gieret and Wierśnie Lakes was assigned to the 9th Company that was advancing at the rear of the battalion. This attack was intended both as a diversion and to enable the main attack to break through the Giby isthmus. The 9th Company broke away [from the main formation] on the high ground on the southern edge of Wierśnie Lake.

			[image: Troop movements in northeastern Poland near Giby village in fall 1920. 



The map centres on military unit movements near Giby. Nearby, south of Giby, there is Lake Gieret, and Lake Białe to the west. Smaller lakes and marshy areas are indicated by dotted shading. 
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			A Polish source642 describes in detail how the Giby isthmus was captured:

			‘he main body of the battalion, encountering no resistance and using the forest cover east of the highway, advanced as far as Giby by around 12:00. The commander of the forward platoon, Second Lieutenant Roczniak, observed the enemy trenches near the cemetery, fenced with a single strand of barbed wire. The Lithuanians suspected nothing; the mood in the trenches was carefree – harmonica music could be heard and the soldiers were enjoying themselves. In the valley by the river south of the trenches, a ten-man Lithuanian guard was visible, facing the trenches and watching their light-hearted comrades. In the hamlet to the left of the highway, a villager was calmly digging potatoes.

			Taking advantage of the situation in the enemy trenches, the commander of the advance party decided to attack at once. To avoid colliding with the enemy guard to the right of the highway (including those posted on the road to Kalety), the platoon sprinted straight along the highway and reached the stream level with the guard’s position. Here it received its first shots from the Lithuanian trenches. The enemy guard retreated, running northeast. Second Lieutenant Roczniak’s platoon kept running forward, crossed the stream right at the wire of the Lithuanian trenches, but could advance no further because it was halted by extremely heavy enemy machine-gun and rifle fire. The platoon avoided serious losses only because it took cover behind the high bank of the stream, soldiers were standing with their feet in the water. Only one of the machine-guns engaged, its crew attempting to take up a higher position on the bank in order to overcome the enemy fire.

			Finding the vanguard platoon in this position, Lieutenant Jaźwiecki, commander of the 11th Company, intervened. He sent the next platoon through the woods to attack on the right of the vanguard platoon and also ordered the battery crew to fire on the enemy trenches. The artillerymen, ignoring the heavy Lithuanian fire, drew their gun right up to the trenches and from an open position began firing directly at the enemy machine-guns.

			At the same moment, the entire 2nd Battery opened fire, as ordered by the battalion commander.

			Enemy fire was extremely intense. Several machine-guns and artillery pieces were firing continuously. Enemy artillery shells fell on the position of the forward-placed gun and on the Polish battery, inflicting casualties on the gun crew.

			Despite such heavy fire, the 11th Company prepared to attack. Second Lieutenant Roczniak’s platoon, lying closest to the enemy trenches, watched closely for the fall of shot from the 2nd Battery. The moment a line of shells burst on the enemy position, Second Lieutenant Roczniak hurled himself and his platoon into the attack. The assault was supported by machine-gun fire. The platoon rushed toward the enemy trenches in a single bound, tearing through and leaping over the wire. The entire company followed.

			In a fierce fight with bayonets and grenades, the enemy’s resistance was broken. The Lithuanian officers and non-commissioned officers fought with determination, but most of the rank-and-file surrendered at once, waving white handkerchiefs.’

			After capturing the Lithuanian trenches, the Poles took 180 prisoners and three machine-guns. The remnants of the Lithuanian units defending the Giby Isthmus retreated northwards.

			The commander of the 11th Company, Lieutenant Jaźwiecki, fell during the attack. In addition, several non-commissioned officers and company riflemen were killed, and a dozen were wounded.

			At the same time as the 11th Company, the Polish 9th Company was also on the offensive. Following the battalion commander’s order, this company, detached from the battalion, attacked in the open. It was to attack the strait southwest of Giby. When the Lithuanians spotted this company, they unleashed heavy artillery and infantry fire on it. Due to this fire and the marshy, open terrain, the company was only able to approach the strait to a distance of some 300 metres. There, it dug in and pinned the enemy down with heavy fire.

			When our units withdrew from the Giby Isthmus, the defenders of the Gieret–Wierśnie isthmus had to retreat as well. When the Polish 9th Company noticed this, they opened fire on the retreating Lithuanian unit. Three prisoners were taken.

			The Tragedy of the 2nd Infantry Regiment

			On 20 September following the orders of the commander of the 2nd Division, Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis, the 2nd Infantry Regiment occupied the sector from the lake Klejwy in the north up to and including Białorzeczka in the south. The I Battalion occupied the section to the right of the I Battalion of the 8th Infantry Regiment from Białorzeczka towards the north, with the II Battalion to the right of the I Battalion.643

			[image: Troops movements during the battle at Sejny in northeastern Poland in fall 1920. 
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]

			On 20 September, the three batteries attached to the 2nd Infantry Regiment were positioned as follows: the 7th Battery was positioned at Konstantynówka–Pomorze, the 1st Howitzer Battery was stationed in the Konstantynówka–Posejanka area, and the 9th Battery in the Sejny–Łumbie area.644

			The two armoured cars assigned to the 2nd Infantry Regiment were positioned as such: the armoured car ‘Šarūnas’ in Sejny and the ‘Aras’ in front of Giby .645

			The regiment’s headquarters were located in Sejny. There was also one company that remained in reserve there.

			After the capture of Giby, the 11th company of the Polish battalion regrouped and began to pursue the units of the I Battalion of the 8th Infantry Regiment that had retreated from Giby. The retreat of the Lithuanian infantry was covered by the armoured car ‘Aras’, whose fighting is described in the following way by a Polish source646:

			‘A Lithuanian armoured car, bravely pushing forward, drove through the vanguard platoon and attacked the main force of the company. It was forced to retreat by a gun that had been brought to the front. As a result of this gun fire and the action of the vanguard platoon in barricading the highway, the armoured car quickly withdrew towards Poćkuny.’

			From the Pomorze village line, the commander of the Polish III Battalion led his 10th Company, together with the armoured car assigned to it, forward. The 9th Company joined the battalion. Pursuing the Lithuanians towards Sejny, the Polish III Battalion clashed several times with the retreating Lithuanian rearguard.

			The strongest resistance, comparatively speaking, was offered by a unit of the I Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment that was retreating from Białorzeczka. That unit had taken up a position in the Nikolsk area and was met by the heavy fire the Polish 10th Company, which was advancing on the highway towards Sejny. The commander of the Polish company had sent a part of his company to face that unit, which forced Lithuanians to retreat to the north. The Poles took two machine-guns and over 30 prisoners.

			

			The last clash took place in the suburbs of Sejny, but the Lithuanian resistance there was soon broken. A machine-gun and some prisoners were taken by the Poles (the 10th Company). Sejny was captured by the Polish 10th Company at 16:00. The entire III Battalion followed the forward defence to town.

			At around 18:00, the two other battalions of the 3rd Legions Infantry Regiment also arrived in Sejny, as did the commander of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Brigade.647 At 18:15, the units of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment of the northern group also entered the Sejny market square.648 This is the account of the capture of Sejny according to the Polish sources.

			The testimonies of the Lithuanian participants are generally consistent with the Polish sources. The main difference is in the hour at which the Polish offensive began. The Lithuanians usually place the beginning of the offensive at 10:00, sometimes even at 9:00,649 and only some place it at 12:00. The Polish version is much more credible; the offensive started at 11:45 or around 12:00. This is confirmed by Polish operational orders and reports on the execution of those orders.650

			According to the Commander of the 4th Company of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, Lieutenant Mikaila,651 the Poles only attacked the 8th Infantry Regiment’s sector at Giby and the 2nd Infantry Regiment’s I Battalion’s sector on 22 September at about 10:00; they did not attack the sector of the II Battalion. Communication with the regimental headquarters was maintained until about 13:00; later, it was cut off.

			At about 11:00, the regimental commander’s order was received: ‘If necessary, retreat towards Lazdijai.’

			

			At about 14:00, the company saw the I Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment hastily retreating on its left. At that time, the order to retreat was received. The order was brought by a mounted scout. The retreating company was surrounded by the Poles. There was a great commotion, and the company was captured.

			In fact, the 2nd Infantry Regiment was the least pressed by the Poles. The regiment was attacked on the Krasnopol–Sejny axis by only half of the II Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment and on the Romanowce–Klejwy axis by only another half-battalion of the same regiment (i.e., two companies).652 Here, we must also add the Polish III Battalion of the 5th Infantry Regiment, which had just attacked two companies of the I Battalion of the 8th Infantry Regiment’s in Giby area. Only after the Lithuanian companies between the lakes could no longer withstand the pressure was the Polish III Battalion directed towards Sejny.

			According to Colonel [Kazys] Ališauskas’ testimony, a retreat was ordered at about 13:00, and communications were broken. The regimental commander decided: ‘Assemble in place and push through to the north.’

			On his way to the concentration point, the regimental commander, together with his adjutant Lieutenant [Juozas] Gražulis, was taken prisoner.

			The companies left their sectors behind at around 14:00–15:00. Some received the order to retreat, others did not. They were attacked from behind by the Poles (the I Battalion). As they were retreating, they encountered the Poles, who were numerous, and they surrendered after a short exchange of fire.

			By 17:00–18:00, both battalions had already been captured. They were gathered in Sejny and were transferred towards Augustów at night. The horrible misfortune that befell the 2nd Infantry Regiment is described by Colonel Petruitis as follows:653

			‘At approximately 17:00 Major Laurinaitis informed Captain Škirpa that he was already abandoning his positions.

			At that time, the first Polish wave was attacking the right flank of the 2nd Regiment through Smolany towards Żegary. At around 10:00, at Smolany, the Poles defeated units of the 6th Regiment, and the Polish cavalry was already in Żegary at about 12:00. The battalions of the 2nd and 6th Regiments therefore were encircled by the Poles on both flanks...

			Surrounded, the 2nd Regiment and all its artillery held the Klejwy–Giby line until 15:00 when they understood their miserable situation, but, not yet knowing that Żegary was already occupied by Polish cavalry, they began to retreat in the direction of Żegary. When it approached Żegary, the regiment found out that it had already been taken. The regiment then turned along Gaładuś Lake to reach the Lazdijai Highway. However, even here, they encountered the marching units of the 1st Polish Legions Division. After a short battle, the regiment was forced to surrender together with its regimental commander, Major Laurinaitis, and the entire artillery group of the 2nd Division.’

			Colonel Petruitis’ account of the tragedy that befell the 2nd Infantry Regiment is very superficial, unsupported by sources, and contradicts the facts already known to us in many aspects. At around 17:00, Major Laurinaitis would not have been able to report from Sejny to Captain Škirpa that he was abandoning his position, as he had already left Sejny a few hours earlier and communications with Captain Škirpa had been severed. The Poles could not have beaten the 8th Infantry Regiment at around 10:00, let alone have reached Żegary by 12:00, because they had barely begun their attack at 12:00. It is completely untrue that Major Laurinaitis had been taken prisoner with the whole artillery group of the 2nd Division. We have already seen that the 7th Field Battery of that artillery group, led by Captain Šklėrius, was not surrounded and later joined the 5th Infantry Regiment. Later, we will see that one platoon of the 9th Field Battery was also lucky enough to escape capture by the Poles. Therefore, the Poles did not get the whole group of three batteries (12 artillery guns) but only half of it, i.e., one and a half batteries (six guns).

			As Colonel Petruitis not only does not cite the sources he used, but sometimes contradicts them, we have to doubt his claim that Major Laurinaitis retreated in the direction of Żegary and continued with his regiment along Gaładuś Lake to reach the Lazdijai Highway.

			Smoleński’s version of the tragedy of our 2nd Infantry Regiment, based on Polish sources, seems much closer to the truth.654 According to Smoleński, the commander of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, feeling insecure due to developments in the south and west, decided to retreat to the north without attempting to resist. The regiment retreated in two formations; the first formation was that of the regimental commander and the artillery, which retreated from Sejny to Marcinkańce–Nowosady, where it fell entirely into the hands of the Polish II Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment. The other formation gathered at Klejwy Manor, and, after an unsuccessful attempt to retreat to Łumbie and Smolany, it surrendered to the III Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment.

			Drawing on archival material and Polish regimental histories, Smoleński details the major failure of the 2nd Infantry Regiment as follows:655 

			Surrounding the 2nd Infantry Regiment from the north, the three groups of the Polish northern group moved east from Wiłkopedzie and then turned southwards.

			The first to march was Major [Stanisław] Świtalski’s group. It consisted of the III Battalion of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment and the I Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment, two batteries of the 1st Legions Field Artillery Regiment, and one heavy battery. This group crossed the bridge over the river at Wiłkopedzie at about 14:30 and marched by way of Ochotniki to Bubele. The group reached Bubele at about 16:00.

			Following the brigade commander’s order, the commander of the group first sent out a mounted unit with a machine-gun followed by two companies (the 9th and 12th Companies of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment) and a platoon of artillery to Żegary to prevent the Lithuanians from retreating from Sejny to Żegary.

			The detachment arrived in Żegary at around 18:00 (not at 12:00, as Petruitis writes).656 This half-battalion occupied the Żegary village, closing the isthmus between Gaładuś and Sztabinki Lakes. Here, the Poles met the retreating Lithuanians and took some horses and carts.

			The main part of Świtalski’s group moved from Bubele through Bierżynie to Gryszkańce–Sejny.

			In Gryszkańce, the advance companies of the III Battalion (the 10th and 11th) encountered the retreating Lithuanian artillery, attacked it, and took the whole artillery group prisoner: four field guns, two heavy guns, as well as a machine-gun, a field kitchen, a wagon, and 40 prisoners, including two officers. The group then marched forward to Sejny, which had already been taken by the 5th Legions Infantry Regiment.

			Major [Stanisław] Kozicki, the commander of the other group, having left his I Battalion in Wiłkopedzie, marched with the II Battalion of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment through Ochotniki, Nowosady, and Marcinkańce to Sejny.

			One and a half kilometres south of Nowosady, the battalion encountered a marching Lithuanian formation. Without hesitation, the company commander attacked. At the same time, the battalion commander and a detachment of mounted scouts attacked the Lithuanians, and the gun attached to the vanguard unit opened fire directly on the Lithuanian formation.

			Caught and demoralised by the unexpected heavy blow, part of the Lithuanian formation surrendered while the other part, firing indiscriminately, began to run behind the main Polish formation. The two Polish companies that had been sent in attacked the retreating main Lithuanian formation near the village of Łumbie. After a few shots, the unit surrendered without any further fighting.

			The Polish spoils of war were as follows: six artillery guns, seven machine-guns, 19 officers with the regimental commander and the commander of the artillery divizion and an additional 400 or so non-commissioned officers and privates taken prisoner, and in addition five field kitchens, 61 horses, and a large amount of ammunition and military materiel.

			The group moved on to Sejny without further contact with the enemy.

			Another group – one battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment, led by Major [Kazimierz] Hozer, went through Wiłkopedzie after Świtalski’s group had already passed by, proceeding along Lake Szejpiszki in the direction of Klejwy. Here, after defeating a Lithuanian unit that had taken the isthmus between Lake Szejpiszki and Klejwy, the battalion advanced to Klejwy and joined up with a half-battalion of the same regiment that had moved from Krasnopol and attacked a Lithuanian unit near the village of Romanowce. A dozen prisoners and several machine-guns were captured. In Klejwy, that half-battalion of the II Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment linked up with the III Battalion of the same regiment.

			Major Hozer’s group, now consisting of one and a half battalions, moved to Klej­wy Manor, where a significant part of the Lithuanian group was concentrated. These were units of the Lithuanian 2nd Infantry Regiment that had held the isthmuses of the lakes and were retreating from the south. This Lithuanian unit, gathered at Klejwy, unsuccessfully tried to retreat on the highway to Smolany through the isthmus between Płaskie and Białe lakes and surrendered to the vanguard company (the 12th) of the 41st Infantry Regiment, which had started to attack Klejwy Manor. The company captured six machine-guns, eight officers, and 813 non-commissioned officers and privates. The company lost one soldier.

			After this encounter, Major Hozer’s group advanced to Sejny and arrived there at about 19:00.

			The other half-battalion of the II Battalion of the 41st Infantry Regiment was already in Sejny. It was demonstrating its presence to a Lithuanian unit that had taken the Stabieńszczyzna–Skustele line, while operating on the Krasnopol–Sejny Road.

			The fighting of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Division lasted six hours, from 12:00, when Zelwa was first attacked, to 18:00, when the northern and southern groups arrived in Sejny.

			The Lithuanian troops defending Sejny were beaten. Both battalions of the 2nd Infantry Regiment were taken prisoner. Part of the II and I battalions of the 8th Infantry Regiment were also taken prisoner, another part managed to escape with an armoured car.

			According to Smoleński,657 the spoils of war taken by the Poles consisted of: twelve artillery guns, including three heavy guns; 26 machine-guns; about 35 officers, including one regimental commander (of the 2nd Infantry Regiment) and one artillery group commander; over 1700 prisoners; several kitchens, dozens of horses, ammunition, rifles, carts, and war materiel.

			Also, the Lithuanians had significant losses in killed and wounded.

			The losses of the Polish 1st Legions Infantry Division were insignificant: 20 killed, including four officers and six non-commissioned officers, and about 70 wounded.

			Smoleński described the tragedy of Lithuanian 2nd Infantry Regiment much more realistically and in much more detail than Petruitis had. This is not surprising; he relied on a wealth of Polish archival material, commander’s reports, and Polish regimental histories. However, one cannot, of course, expect the Smoleński account to be absolutely accurate either. After all, the leaders of both sides usually prefer to write about their own successes rather than their failures, exaggerating the former and diminishing or ignoring the latter. It has already been mentioned that Colonel [Aleksandras] Ružancovas reached a conclusion that the historians of the Polish regiments had greatly exaggerated the spoils of war taken from the Lithuanians by those regiments. They had considerably multiplied the number of prisoners of war, artillery guns, and machine-guns. In this case, it can only be established with certainty that of the three batteries assigned to the Lithuanian 2nd Infantry Regiment, only six guns – but not all 12 – were lost to the Poles: as we have seen, Captain Šklėrius moved his entire battery of four guns to the sector of the 5th Infantry Regiment and one platoon of the 9th Field Battery (two guns) was saved by Captain [Oskaras] Gružauskas658 who hid in the forests behind the Poles for about two weeks and was able to successfully reach our lines.659

			The numbers of prisoners of war and machine-guns, and perhaps other Polish spoils of war, are also likely to be more or less exaggerated. However, in any case, the 2nd Infantry Regiment suffered a major disaster: two battalions of the regiment, which had been under the command of the regiment’s commander at the time, Major Laurinaitis, was taken captive by the Poles. The regiment’s misfortune was due in no small part to the fact that, according to the 20 September Order of Commander of the 2nd Division, Colonel Glovackis, the III Battalion was not subordinated to Major Laurinaitis and was given a sector on the other side of the Nemunas. Although Major Laurinaitis had quite a large quantity of artillery (three batteries) and two armoured cars under his command, he only had one company in Sejny in reserve and could not manoeuvre.

			The Battles of 6th Infantry Regiment660

			On 20 September, the 6th Infantry Regiment received an order from its divisional (III) commander stating that the group was moving into defensive positions and that troops were therefore regrouping. The 6th Infantry Regiment was assigned a defensive sector on the following line of the isthmus of Boksze–Sejwy lakes, Rejsztokiemie, Żwikiele, and the isthmus of Szejpiszki–Klejwy lakes. The second line of defence was to be located in Buraki (six kilometres southwest of Būdvietis), Kybartai (one and a half kilometres from Stumbragalvė), and the northern end of Lake Gaładuś. All points were to be inclusive for the 6th Infantry Regiment. The regiment was assigned the 3rd Battery. The neighbour on the right was 3rd Infantry Regiment, while the neighbouring unit on the left was the 2nd Infantry Regiment of 2nd Division.

			Following this order of the divisional commander, the regimental commander arranged his units as follows:

			The II Battalion was ordered to occupy and defend the sector from the Šeštokai–Suwałki railroad, the Boksze–Sejwy lakes isthmus (inclusive), Height 159 (one kilometre south of Sejwy Manor), Rejsztokiemie, and Height 159. The 1st Company of the I Battalion was to occupy the sector comprising the southern outskirts of Żwikiele and Szejpiszki Manor. Between the Szejpiszki and Klejwy lakes, the 1st Company was to post a guard to secure this isthmus. The 2nd and 3rd Companies of the I Battalion were ordered to move to Pełele. The III Battalion remained in reserve in the Dziedziule area. The regimental headquarters, the communications company, and the mounted reconnaissance team halted at the northern corner of Widugiery, on the Wojtokiemie–Lazdijai road.

			Thus, in allocating his units, the regimental commander intended to employ the III Battalion to prepare the second defensive line as directed by the divisional commander, and later to keep it in his own reserve, since the 2nd and 3rd Companies of the I Battalion, composed largely of new recruits, had received too little training and their commitment to combat would not have been advisable.

			On the evening of 20 September, the II Battalion took the sector assigned to it as follows: the 6th Company from the railway Šeštokai–Suwałki, the isthmus between the Boksze–Sejwy lakes, the Height 159 by the Bulewizna–Smolany–Wojtokiemie crossroads, Height 159 (a half kilometre north of Stare Boksze), Height 170 (southeast of Sejwy Manor). The 5th Company was assigned Rejsztokiemie, Height 159, and Height 163 (north of Rejsztokiemie). One platoon of 4th Company went to the outpost at the height west of Żwikiele 47, and two platoons remained in the battalion reserve near Wojtokiemie.

			

			On the same day, the 1st Company of the I Battalion occupied the southern Żwikiele–Sejwy Manor area and set up a field guard on the isthmus between the Szejpiszki–Klejwy lakes.

			It was not possible to maintain permanent communication with the field guard on the isthmus, so the company commander arranged to communicate with them by signal rockets, using pre-agreed colours. After occupying the sector, the company fortified and camouflaged its trenches and observation posts. It carried out this work very effectively, as later events confirmed. The 2nd and 3rd Companies, which had departed together with the 1st Company, proceeded to Poluńce, located one kilometre northwest of Widugiery.

			The III Battalion, which had been in reserve in Sejny, arrived before noon on 22 September in Dziedziule, where the battalion headquarters and the 8th and 9th Companies were stationed. The 7th Company was stationed in the village of Ogórki, northwest of Dziedziule.661

			In front of the sector occupied by the 6th Infantry Regiment there was a separate Polish tactical group, northern group, under Lieutenant Colonel Popowicz, consisting of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment, the 41st Infantry Regiment, the 5th Field Artillery Battery, and one field howitzer battery. The task of that group was to break through the Lithuanian front at Murowany Most in the direction of Wiłkopedzie and surround Sejny from the north. We have already seen how this group, divided into three, accomplished its task by catching the Lithuanian 2nd Infantry Regiment unaware.

			On 22 September, 13:00–14:00, the Poles also attacked the 6th Infantry Regiment’s sector. The attack was carried out by the Polish 6th Legions Infantry Regiment and aided by its artillery, marching in one formation in the Murowany Most–Teklinowo direction. Behind them, the 68th and 70th Regiments of the 17th Division were moving along a wide front to occupy the areas that the Lithuanians would be forced to abandon when pushed by the vanguard units.

			The Polish forward defence consisted of the I Battalion of the 6th Legions Infantry Regiment, of which the 1st Company was a guide company.662 The commander of the I Battalion, Major [Marian] Raczyński, ordered the 1st Company to strike through Teklinowo to Wiłkopedzie. That company’s actions would be covered by the 2nd Company, which, passing through Smolany, was to take Rejsztokiemie, and, after having taken Height 163, await further orders. The 3rd and 4th Companies were ordered to follow the 1st Company.

			The battalion began its march at about 13:00. At that time, the guide company crossed the bridge at Murowany Most. After crossing the bridge, it immediately turned right to advance along the forest edge. The entire battalion followed in the same manner, using the forest for cover. Approaching Baraniszki, the guide company came under rifle fire from the field guard of the Lithuanian 5th Company, positioned on a hill to the north. The guard, returning fire, withdrew toward Rejsztokiemie. The advance guard of the 1st Company pursued the retreating Lithuanians, and the whole company followed, thereby losing the prescribed direction toward Teklinowo.

			Soon afterwards, the Polish 1st Company was fired upon with machine-guns and rifles by the Lithuanian 5th Company from Height 159. The guide company deployed: one platoon along the road to Rejsztokiemie, the other in the direction of Height 159. Supported by heavy machine-gun and artillery fire, the Polish platoons of the 1st Company vigorously attacked and forced Lithuanian platoon of the 5th Company to retreat from Height 159. The Polish company, excited, pursued the retreating troops as far as Rejsztokiemie, but the battalion commander intercepted it and directed it back to the battalion’s intended axis of movement. The company turned to Żwikiele. Its place as a guide company was taken by the 3rd Company. 

			As soon as the Polish formation attacking in the Teklinowo–Wiłkopedzie direction came out of the forest in front of the southern part of Żwikiele, it was heavily fired upon by the 1st Company of the Lithuanian 6th Infantry Regiment from the heights of Żwikiele and on the flank from the side of Szejpiszki. The Polish guide, 3rd, Company tried to attack, but was immediately halted and pinned down by heavy machine-gun fire. The battalion commander sent his last company, the 4th Company, to help the 3rd, but even this action did not succeed in driving the defenders from their emplacements, although the Poles had concentrated the fire of two of their artillery batteries on the trenches. Observing the attack of the I Battalion and seeing its difficulties, the group commander brought the 10th Company of the III Battalion into the fight. It was ordered to attack Szejpiszki Manor from south, but the Lithuanian 1st Company, seeing that it was being attacked by three Polish companies, retreated along the edge of the lake in the direction of Widugiery. Its field guard between Szejpiszki and Klejwy Lakes remained in place because it was impossible to communicate with it. The Polish 4th Company crossed the stream between Żwikiele and Wiłkopedzie and halted on the eastern side of the village.663

			It was at about 14:30 when the Wiłkopedzie area was taken, and the Polish I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment had accomplished its first task: it had made a breach in the Lithuanian front for the whole brigade to march through. The battalion now had to carry out the second task: to cover the brigade’s advance from the north.

			For this purpose, the battalion commander decided to occupy the following line of heights: Height 175 (south of Dziedziule) – Widugiery – Skarkiszki, to secure the battalion against attack from the north and east. To carry out this task, he ordered the 1st and 3rd Companies to occupy and hold that belt of heights, and left the 4th Company in Wiłkopedzie in order to repel any possible Lithuanian attack. The companies accordingly occupied the assigned sector:

			The 1st Company: one platoon – the height on the southern edge of Dziedziu­le village, the other platoon – the height to the right, third platoon – in reserve.

			The 3rd Company occupied Height 175 to the right of 1st Company with one platoon, and the southern Widugiery–Skarkiszki area with the other part of the company. After the brigade had moved through, the battalion was to join Major Kozicki’s group, advancing through Nowosady to Sejny.

			At about 16:00, the last unit of the III Brigade had marched through Wiłkopedzie. At around 17:00, the battalion commander, considering his task completed, decided to retreat, although his 2nd Company had not yet arrived. The 4th Company was given the task of covering the retreat of the 1st and 3rd companies. To this end, it took up a position on the height north of the Wiłkopedzie–Ochotniki Road. The companies were to withdraw in the direction of Ochotniki and form up for the march there.

			Although the 3rd Company withdrew without difficulty, the movement of its left-flank platoon showed signs of slackening. The Lithuanians then increased pressure on the 1st Company, positioned to the left of the 3rd, and forced its platoons to split up: one platoon fell back to the south, while the other two withdrew toward the southeast.

			The Lithuanians pursued the 1st Company, but the 4th Company held them off with heavy machine-gun fire, enabling the 1st Company to break contact and withdraw.

			In the end, the 4th Company itself fell back from one position to another by platoons. Although Lithuanian units pressed the pursuit boldly, their chase gradually weakened under the resistance of the 4th Company’s platoons and the onset of dusk. The 4th Company then formed up for the march and rejoined the battalion.664

			The Polish 2nd Company, to which three machine guns had been assigned, advanced north toward Rejsztokiemie with the objective of taking Height 163. When the company reached the Rejsztokiemie–Sejny road, it had to halt its attack because its left flank came under machine-gun fire from the west, delivered from a Lithuanian 6th Company strongpoint on Height 170.

			To neutralise this fire on his left flank, the company commander sent one of his platoons toward Height 170, but as soon as it moved it came under heavy machine-gun fire and, pinned to the ground, was unable to advance.

			The commander therefore sent another platoon to seize Height 159 and from there outflank Height 170 from the southwest. The Polish platoon succeeded in driving the reinforced field guard of the Lithuanian 6th Company from Height 159, since the Poles had directed the fire of two heavy machine guns at it, and the Lithuanian guard’s machine-gun jammed and fell silent. The field guard withdrew to its blocking position behind the crossroads on Height 159.

			Taking advantage of the broken terrain, a Polish platoon crept forward from Height 159 toward Height 170, while the other two platoons, supported by heavy machine-gun fire, attacked from the front, forcing the blocking detachment of the Lithuanian 6th Company to abandon Height 170. The blocking force took up a new position in front of Sejwy Manor, from where it opened fire with machine guns and rifles at the Polish 2nd Company holding Height 170.

			Seeing that he would not be able to break contact with the enemy completely, the commander of the Polish company decided to withdraw to Rejsztokiemie. A platoon of the 5th Company positioned near Rejsztokiemie, noticing that the Poles were moving toward Height 163, abandoned its position and withdrew toward Nowiniki, without stopping at Height 163. The same was done by another platoon of the company that had been on Height 159 (two kilometres east of Smolany). Under Polish attack, it bypassed Height 163 from the east and, in disorder, turned toward Nowiniki. Only one platoon of the 5th Company remained on Height 163, and it could not resist the advance of the Polish 2nd Company for long; it retreated north. The Poles then took Height 163. A platoon of the 6th Company, which had withdrawn from Height 170 to Sejwy Manor, did not notice that the Poles had abandoned Height 170. Only when fighting broke out at Height 163 did the platoon realise that there were no Poles on Height 170, and it hurried back there – but by then it could no longer assist the 5th Company.665

			Lithuanian Defences

			When the Poles began to attack the sector of the 5th Company of the II Battalion and pushed the units of the 3rd Company out of the positions they had taken, the commander of the battalion, Captain [Jonas] lgnatavičius, unable to find the company commander, sent two platoons of the reserve 4th Company and the assembled remnants of the retreating 5th Company alongside Lieutenant [Jonas] Andriūnaitis in direction of Rejsztokiemie–Height 163 in order to push the Poles out of there. The attack failed when the commander of the machine-gun company, Lieutenant [Jonas] Kuklierius, and one of the best non-commissioned officers of the machine-gun company were killed. The attackers retreated towards the village of Nowiniki.

			The III Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment, under the command of Lieutenant [Alfonsas Dzidorius] Sinkevičius, reached Dziedziule on 22 September at about noon. While the soldiers were still having lunch, firing was heard in front of the II Battalion. At around 14:00, the soldiers of the 5th Company, who were retreating towards Nowiniki, appeared. The battalion commander immediately telephoned the regimental commander and learnt from him that there was a Polish attack along the entire front and that the 5th Company had abandoned its positions in some places and had withdrawn. The Regimental Commander ordered the III Battalion to observe the sector of the 5th Company and, if an opening appeared in the front, to occupy it to prevent the Poles from advancing. At that very moment, the telephone communication link was broken and could not be restored. The telephone wires had probably been cut by outsiders, as the communication link had been broken with the II Battalion at the same time. Without communication with his command, the commander of the III Battalion had to act on his own judgement and initiative.

			The battalion commander did not know which areas of the sector the troops had abandoned, nor the direction of the Polish attack, and therefore had to base his judgement only on his own observations, and even these were limited due to bad weather. He ordered the 7th Company, which was armed with three heavy machine-guns, to move immediately from Ogórki village through Wojtokiemie in the direction of Rejsztokiemie to intercept the Polish advance there. He ordered the commander of the 9th Company to take Height 172 and prepare an attack in the direction of the Dziedziule–Wiłkopedzie Road to reach the northern corner of Lake Szejpiszki. The 8th Company was left in reserve on the southern edge of Dziedziule. The battalion commander did not assign heavy machine-guns to this company, but the commander of the 3rd Machine-gun Company was obligated to support the actions of the 8th Company with machine-gun fire.

			The 7th Company moved from Ogórki towards Wojtokiemie, but on the way, the commander of the II Battalion explained that the 4th Company and part of 5th Company were already stationed there. Then, the commander of the 7th Company decided to change the direction of the approach and attack Rejsztokiemie from the east through Nowiniki. While advancing towards Height 172 on the Lazdijai–Wojtokiemie Road, the 9th Company encountered the 3rd Battery, attached to the regiment, heading for its position north of Wojtokiemie. As soon as the company had occupied Height 172, Polish troops appeared nearby. Faced with machine-gun and rifle fire, they quickly began to retreat southwards. The company pursued the retreating Poles in a successful manoeuvre, bypassing their left flank and preventing them from finding any respite.

			At that very moment, the battalion commander’s observation post reported that a Polish force of company strength was advancing from Wiłkopedzie toward Widugiery – Height 175. This height had been occupied by the 1st Company, which had withdrawn without losses from the Żwikiele–Szejpiszki sector and was still in good condition for combat. Its only loss had been the field guard left behind in the Szejpiszki–Klejwy isthmus. The 1st Company met the Poles with fire and checked them at the edge of the swamp in front of it. 
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			On the battalion commander’s orders, the 8th Company, using the scrub on the dry part of the swamp for cover, crept up on the Poles and attacked them by surprise. The Poles broke, began to fall back, and attempted to make a stand north of the Wiłkopedzie–Skarkiszki road, but they were quickly dislodged from there as well and retreated south without further resistance. On the Wiłkopedzie–Skarkiszki road, the battalion commander halted the 8th Company and ordered it to proceed to Wiłkopedzie, where the 9th Company and the battalion headquarters were also to arrive.

			The commander of 8th Company advanced with the company in marching order and without any covering elements towards Wiłkopedzie. The weather was cloudy; visibility was low. It was around 17:00, but it seemed like the middle of the night. The company commander was convinced that this was the Lithuanian 9th Company, which he believed had already arrived, so he advanced boldly. When one of the soldiers on the hill fired a shot, the commander of the 8th Company shouted, ‘Don’t shoot – we are Lithuanians!’ Immediately, scattered shots rang out. The 8th Company then launched a bayonet attack, but the assault was repulsed, and the company quickly withdrew in the direction of Skarkiszki. Only the poor visibility prevented the company from suffering heavier casualties. Wiłkopedzie was captured by the 4th Company and the 1st Company of the Polish 6th Legions Infantry Regiment, which had been withdrawing from Dziedziule.

			Successfully pursuing the enemy as far as Żwikiele, the Lithuanian 9th Company spotted the 7th Company on a hill southwest of Żwikiele, defending itself against the attacking Poles. The commander of the 9th Company assigned one platoon to outflank the Poles’ right flank, but when the Polish unit detected the manoeuvre, it broke and ran, and the 7th Company resumed its advance. The 9th Company, with the platoon that had joined it, pursued the Poles further towards Wiłkopedzie. To the southeast of Żwikiele, the company observed a Polish battery which, when engaged by the company’s fire, withdrew in haste and disappeared among the houses of Wiłkopedzie. Upon reaching Wiłkopedzie, the company halted, as there was no point in pursuing the enemy in the dark.

			Following the battalion commander’s instructions, the 7th Company attacked toward Rejsztokiemie from the east, but after crossing the Żwikiele–Wojtokiemie road, a Polish unit appeared to its front and stopped it with machine-gun and rifle fire. When a platoon of the 9th Company also came up in support, the Poles quickly fell back to Height 163. The commander of the 7th Company, believing the Poles had fled completely, advanced with the company without covering elements toward Rejsztokiemie, but on approaching the village they were met with such heavy machine-gun fire that the company broke and fell back in disorder. Only the poor machine-gun marksmanship kept the company’s losses light.

			After the company had been reorganized in Żwikiele, the company commander sent reconnaissance in the direction of Rejsztokiemie, where it spotted several Polish military wagons on their way and tried to seize them, but these wagons fled into the village.

			The commander of the 7th Company, along with his company, tried to attack Rejsztokiemie again, but was unsuccessful as machine-gun fire forced them to retreat. Soon afterwards, a platoon of the 6th Company attacked the Poles from Height 170, but the Poles repulsed that attack as well. When things calmed down, the Polish 2nd Company calmly retreated and withdrew through Romanowce to Sejny.666

			The Polish Cavalry Breaks through the Sector  of the 8th Infantry Regiment

			The Polish group, consisting of the 4a and 4b Cavalry Brigades, already known to us from the Augustów operation, was primarily tasked to force a crossing of the Marycha River, which was being defended by the Lithuanians. The group knew that the river was held by relatively small units in the key directions, so forcing the crossing was not expected to be difficult. The commanders of the 4a and 4b Brigades issued only general instructions on how the crossing was to be carried out, as they did not wish to reveal where the main blow would fall.

			Of the two brigades, only Major Piasecki’s 4b Cavalry Brigade had to engage in more serious fighting. This brigade set out from its bivouac exactly at 12:00. The 7th Uhlan Regiment marched in the lead, with its 3rd Squadron acting as the forward defence. Already at 10:00, the 2nd Squadron of the Polish 7th Uhlan Regiment had been dispatched from Rygol toward Kaliety. Reaching Kaliety at 13:00, the squadron advanced toward Kuodžiai. At the river, the squadron came under rifle and machine-gun fire, and at the edge of the woods it deployed, opening fire on the Lithuanian unit holding Kuodžiai.

			At around 14:00, the forward defence of the 7th Uhlan Regiment approached the Marycha and noticed trenches on the other side of the river that were occupied by Lithuanian soldiers. The commander of the 3rd Squadron’s forward defence, unwilling to raise the enemy’s alert, order the squadron to quietly dismount from its horses. The brigade commander joined the forward defence along with the regimental commander. Having gotten their bearings, he decided that they should attack immediately. The 3rd and 4th Squadrons, supported by four machine-guns, were to cross the river and immediately attack Kuodžiai from the rear. The Technical Squadron and the 1st Squadron were tasked to march silently to the Kuodžiai Bridge to attack it when the enveloping squadrons came up the rear.

			The area chosen for the main strike was convenient to approach as the forest stretched almost to the river. On the other side of the Marycha there was a narrow opening of the forest with trenches on the high ground, which were occupied by a Lithuanian unit of unknown size. At that place, the Marycha ran through a deep valley lined with steep, bush-covered slopes. The banks of the river, marshy in some places, were also covered with bushes. The width of the river was about 10 metres, and its depth was between one to three metres.

			Using the sheltered avenue of approach and dismounted from their horses, the two squadrons, side by side, quietly and silently moved close to the river while the four machine-guns took up positions on the rising bank of the river.

			The plan of attack called for the squadrons covered by machine-gun fire to approach the river in a single bound, cross it, and attack the enemy trenches. After capturing these trenches and defeating the enemy there, they were to move immediately to Kuodžiai.

			Polish Rotmeister [Bronisław] Rakowski describes their fording of the river as follows:667

			‘Thanks to the covered terrain, about two-thirds of the dismounted 3rd and 4th Squadrons managed to reach the forest edge opposite the trenches without being detected by the enemy. Only the emplacement of the four machine guns aroused suspicion, as the enemy fired a few shots in our direction, which were immediately suppressed by the heavy fire of our automatic weapons.

			After our machine-guns had fired off one belt of ammunition each (250 rounds per gun), the dismounted squadrons broke into a run, rushed down to the river, and crossed it, spurred on by the officers’ example. In places, the water was as deep as three metres, forcing the men to swim.

			Once again, the favourable effect of the terrain in enabling machine-gun support for the assault became evident: as the Uhlans descended the steep banks, the machine-guns opened covering fire, drawing all the enemy’s attention and preventing it, at the critical moment of the river crossing, from launching a counter-attack, for which, moreover, it apparently lacked the will.

			As soon as the dismounted squadrons reached the northern bank, our machine-guns fell silent and began to move up to catch the attackers, who by then had already reached the enemy’s abandoned trenches. Unable to withstand our heavy assault, the enemy broke – some fleeing directly north, others falling back toward the village...’

			After crossing the river and resting for 15 minutes, the squadrons moved rapidly towards Kuodžiai. The 3rd Squadron advanced first, followed by the 4th Squadron. When the squadrons came within 250–300 metres of the village at the edge of the forest, they deployed and started to attack: the 3rd Squadron directly at the village and the bridge, the 4th Squadron at the road from Kuodžiai to Gryckavas to the left of 3rd Squadron.

			The deployed 3rd Squadron was greeted by rifle and machine-gun fire from the village. The Uhlans immediately rushed to the attack, firing as they crossed the potato patches, jumped over the wattle fences, and ran into the village and capturing an officer and 10 non-commissioned officers and other enlisted men on the high ground near the bridge. In addition, a machine-gun, a cart with ammunition, and two horses were captured. During the retreat, the Lithuanians fired heavily on the attacking 4th Squadron, which was to the left of the 3rd Squadron, and which, in spite of the firing, had moved rapidly and attacked along the Kuodžiai–Gryckavas Road. However, the Lithuanians had already withdrawn in haste.

			While 3rd and 4th Squadrons were occupying the village from the north, the Technical Squadron attacked the retreating Lithuanian unit from the west in the direction of the bridge while the 2nd Squadron attacked from the south, crossing the bridge on the eastern edge of the village. The 2nd Squadron joined up with the 3rd and 4th Squadrons and marched further north. Kuodžiai was captured at 14:30.668

			The Poles broke through the Marycha River in the sector of the III Battalion of the Lithuanian 8th Infantry Regiment. The 9th Company of this battalion had taken a section on the right, the 8th Company was covering the middle section, and the 7th Company was guarding the right sector as far as the Nemunas.

			The following statement about the Polish breakthrough was made by the chief of the outpost defending the Kuodžiai Bridge, Lieutenant Jonas Jankus:669

			‘The Polish cavalry attacked along the road that ran from Kuodžiai village to Kapčiamiestis, but my outpost repulsed their attacks (we were partly helped by obstacles that had been made in the forest from trees that had been felled in front of our trenches).

			The company commander informed me that one company of the II Battalion would come to support me, but this company did not arrive, and the Poles broke through the opening between the 9th Company and my outpost and came up from the rear. Here, I was taken prisoner together with 16 soldiers and transported to Druskininkai on 23 September in the evening.’

			Lieutenant Jankus’ outpost was apparently attacked from the front by the aforementioned Polish 2nd Squadron, which had approached Kuodžiai from the direction of the Kaliety.

			The Battle of Kapčiamiestis

			After the Poles broke through Kuodžiai, the road to Kapčiamiestis opened up. Major Piasecki’s brigade started to advance at about 17:00. The 16th Uhlan Regiment was in forward defence.

			When the advance party reached the village of Žmirklės, the brigade commander learnt from the scouts that Kapčiamiestis was occupied by a large Lithuanian unit that was supported by artillery. Although it was already dark, Major Piasecki decided to attack Kapčiamiestis. In order to defeat the enemy and take as many prisoners as possible, Major Piasecki decided to attack in such a way that Kapčiamiestis would be surrounded and the road to Leipalingis to the northeast would be cut off. The three squadrons (the 1st, 2nd, and 4th) of the 7th Uhlan Regiment, armed with four machine-guns and commanded by the regiment’s commander, Major Lewandowski, himself were ordered to move through Menciškė, turn north, and take the village of Jančiuliai, from whence they would attack Kapčiamiestis from the east.

			

			The 16th Uhlan Regiment was to attack from the south and west. It was ordered to leave Žmirkļės one hour later than the 7th Regiment. The 3rd and Technical Squadrons of the 7th Uhlan Regiment were left in the brigade reserve. These squadrons were to guard the artillery (the Technical Squadron) and the brigade’s horse-handlers (the 3rd Squadron).

			The three squadrons of the 7th Uhlan Regiment started out on foot in the indicated direction at 19:00. The night was dark and a light rain was falling. The 2nd Squadron marched as forward defence and crossed the Baltoji Anča at Menciškė and reached Jančiuļiai at 21:30. There, it detected a Lithuanian ammunition convoy coming from the direction of Leipalingis. The leading squadrons deployed into a dense skirmish line and opened heavy fire on the Lithuanian artillery ammunition train. Great confusion broke out on the road. The ammunition wagons fell into Polish hands. The 2nd Squadron immediately occupied Jančiuļiai, capturing the Lithuanian supply train. Under cover of darkness, a substantial portion of the Lithuanian wagoners managed to escape.670

			A more or less complete picture of the battles at Kapčiamiestis and the village of Jančiuliai can be obtained not only from the Poles but also from Lithuanian military literature and the information provided by the participants of the battles.671

			On 22 September, the 8th Infantry Regiment’s reserve, consisting only of two platoons of the 6th Company led by First Lieutenant Kalmantas, was stationed in Kapčiamiestis. One of the platoons of that company had been sent to guard the Druskininkai Bridge. When the Poles attacked Kapčiamiestis, there were also two more companies of the III Battalion, or at least their remnants, which had retreated after clashes with the Poles. Only the 7th Company, guarding the left flank of the battalion’s sector, did not take part in these battles. Since military historiography has erroneously stated that this company of the left flank of the battalion was not the 7th but the 9th, it is necessary to clarify here once again how the individual companies of the III Battalion’s defence sector were deployed.

			The 9th Company (commanded by Captain [Antanas] Petrauskas) had taken the sector on the right, the 8th Company (that of Lieutenant [Petras] Grabauskas) was guarding the middle of the sector, and the 7th Company (that of Lieutenant [Juozas] Grigaliūnas) was located on the left. The headquarters of the III Battalion were located in the village of Pertakas, and the headquarters of the 8th Infantry Regiment were located in Kapčiamiestis.

			The commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment also had the 5th Battery at his disposal. The first platoon of this battery had been stationed in Kapčiamiestis since 17 September, while the second platoon, by order of the commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment, had taken up a position in the area of the Juodas Kauknoris Lake in the sector of the II Battalion and was placed under the authority of this battalion. On 22 September, the commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment ordered this platoon to go to Kapčiamiestis.672 It arrived there at 17:00 and was ordered by the regimental commander to take up its position in that area.

			The regimental commander gave the platoon commander no information either about the enemy or about our own units, since the situation was unclear even to him. The platoon took up its position after nightfall. Shortly afterwards, the commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment, Major Čaplikas, together with his staff, left Kapčiamiestis and established himself on the highway close to the platoon’s position.

			Since the platoon had taken up its position only after dark, it had not had time to familiarise itself with the terrain and was not prepared to fire effectively at night. Moreover, remaining in such a position during the night, under uncertain circumstances and without effective infantry support, seemed dangerous. Therefore, the platoon commander, Lieutenant [Jonas] Stapulionis, asked the regimental commander to allow him to withdraw with his platoon some five to six kilometres along the highway toward Leipalingis. The regimental commander refused permission to withdraw, but ordered the platoon to shell the village of Žmirklės, located two kilometres southeast of Kapčiamiestis and occupied by Polish troops. Thirteen grenades were fired. After some time, a fire was observed in the direction of the village. When the firing was finished, the guns were hitched to their limbers and moved back to the highway.

			At that time, the first platoon of the battery was stationed one kilometre northeast of the second platoon near the village of Jančiuliai, which was also next to the Kapčiamiestis–Leipalingis Highway.673

			After retreating, the 8th and 9th Companies took up their position at Kapčiamiestis along the Baltoji Anča. In the afternoon, together with the regimental headquarters and the 2nd Artillery Platoon, the Reserve (6th) Company (i.e., two platoons) had arrived to the III Battalion. The regimental commander no longer had any contact with the I and II battalions.

			The regimental commander had sent the regimental adjutant, Lieutenant [Juozas] Namikas, on horseback to the village of Jančiuliai, east of Kapčiamiestis, in the rear of the III Battalion, beyond the forest, where the regimental supply train was located. Someone fired rifle shots at the adjutant. The regimental commander was convinced that the shooters were local partisans, of whom there were many in the area. However, he ordered Lieutenant674 Kalmantas and the 6th Company (actually two platoons) to sneak through the forest and check on the situation in Jančiuliai. As the company was moving along both sides of the highway, heavy rifle and machine-gun fire was heard from the direction of Jančiuliai some 15 to 20 minutes later. Then, the regimental commander became convinced that it was not the partisans who were firing in the rear, but the Polish army, which had already surrounded Kapčiamiestis. He ordered the commander of the second platoon of the 5th battery to open fire on the village of Jančiuliai. After the platoon had fired a few shots,675 strong light and heavy artillery fire came from behind. Here, all hell broke loose. The guns were immediately smashed, the platoon commander, Lieutenant Stapulionis, was killed,676 and many soldiers and horses were killed. The III Battalion tried to break through again towards Kapčiamiestis, but it was also met by very strong Polish heavy machine-gun fire from that side. There was true chaos.

			The regimental headquarters, the commander of the III Battalion, First Lieutenant [Artūras] Janavičius, and officer [Albertas] Liutermoza gathered in the undergrowth by the highway.677 The regimental commander, Major Čaplikas, stated his view that the Poles had enveloped the III Battalion from the right, since communication with the I and II Battalions, positioned on that flank, had already been lost earlier in the afternoon. Officer Liutermoza, however, maintained that the Poles had enveloped them from the left, from the direction of Baltoji Anča. As the III Battalion could no longer be reassembled, the regimental commander suggested that the officers disperse and make their way wherever they deemed best.

			The regimental commander himself, Major Čaplikas, with the assistant regimental commander, Major [Petras] Jurgaitis, and the commander of the III Battalion, First Lieutenant Janavičius, took off to the left in the direction of Baltoji Anča. Officer Liutermoza and the adjutant of the regiment, Lieutenant Namikas, got some horses, and set off across countryside through the torrential rain. Only the next day in the morning did they reach the Seirijai Highway, which they both followed to Seirijai. Meanwhile, they found only one wagon of the entire regimental supply train. The divisional staff messenger handed Liutermoza a written order from the divisional commander that said that as the regimental commander, Major Čaplikas, was missing in action, Liutermoza (now a Major, since the Russian rank had been replaced by this rank) had been appointed to the post of regimental commander. The order was given to assemble the remnants of the regiment and to take position in the Seirijai area.

			Soon after, Captain [Bronius] Pulkauninkas and the entire II Battalion arrived and took up their indicated position. In the afternoon, it also became possible to establish contact with the I Battalion.678

			The commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment, Major Čaplikas, the assistant regimental commander, Major Jurgaitis, and the III Battalion Commander, First Lieutenant Janavičius, were captured by the Poles while retreating to the east. A Polish source writes about the events thus:679

			‘A part of Lithuanians with the commander of the 8th Infantry Regiment and the officers of the regimental and artillery command managed to penetrate already as far as the village of Valentai – but, here, all of them fell into the hands of the 4th Squadron. This detachment, together with a dozen or so Uhlans from the 1st Squadron, came to the village of Valentai by chance, having been separated from the squadron during the Lithuanian attack on the village of Jančiuliai. The detachment then lost its bearings and waited until morning at the village of Valentai. Here, with the help of the circumstances that were in their favour, they captured the commander of the Lithuanian 8th Infantry Regiment and the entire staff of the Lithuanian 8th Infantry Regiment, who were such valuable prey.’

			According to Polish sources, 680 near Jančiuļiai and Kapčiamiestis the Poles captured 7 infantry and artillery officers, about 300 soldiers, 4 guns with teams and limbers, a dozen wagons, several field kitchens, ammunition, and rifles.

			The Battle of Druskininkai Bridge

			On 23 September, the Polish Operational Cavalry Group carried out its most important task not only of that day but also of the whole operation in Lithuania – to take the bridge near Druskininkai intact so that infantry and artillery could move as quickly as possible to the eastern side of Nemunas. The bridge was to be taken by the 211th Uhlan Regiment, which was ordered to ride all night in order to achieve this objective. The operational group’s axes of advance had already been established by Orders No. 17 and No. 18.

			Major Bystram’s Brigade left Menciškė at 7:00. There was only the 3rd Uhlan Regiment supported by artillery in this formation because the regiment of Major [Jan] Reliszko that belonged to this brigade and bivouacked in Kadysh that night had received an order to move separately along the Nemunas via Bugieda, Guronys, and Mizarai to Druskininkai.

			

			Major Piasecki’s brigade left Kapčiamiestis at about 8:00. The 16th Uhlan Regiment marched in front. The 2nd Squadron of the 7th Uhlan Regiment was sent to Leipalingis to reconnoitre and protect the movement of the formation from the north. The two brigades were to merge in the village of Norkūnai.

			The two brigades initially advanced without engaging with the Lithuanians. It was not until around 9:00 that the 16th Uhlan Regiment clashed with the 7th Company of the 8th Infantry Regiment in the village of Paliepis.681

			At about 9:30, the two brigades joined in Norkūnai and moved forward in a single formation to Mizarai to cross the bridge there. Concerned that it had not yet received word from the 211th Regiment, the brigade commander sent one patrol unit from the village of Norkūnai to investigate the bridge over the Nemunas and establish contact with the 211th Regiment.682

			The 211th Uhlan Regiment did not carry out the task assigned to it in Operational Order No. 18. Instead of moving with its full strength to seize the bridge, it sent only a strong patrol composed of two squadrons. This patrol, moreover, lost its way in the woods and reached the bridge only together with a patrol of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment, which had been sent from Norkūnai the following day. 

			The main body of the 211th Uhlan Regiment, together with an artillery platoon, advanced without haste and reached the Baltoji Anča only at about 19:00. There they spent around two hours crossing the river. Afterwards, they waited another two hours in Lipliūnai, a few kilometres away, not knowing what was happening in Mizarai, where the 3rd Uhlan Regiment had already arrived. While ‘urgently’ executing the mission to seize the Druskininkai Bridge as quickly as possible, the patrol covered the 20-kilometre stretch between Macevičiai and Mizarai in 11 hours, whereas the main body of the regiment took 12 hours to cover the same distance.683

			At around 11:00, a platoon of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment and a technical squadron of the 211th Uhlan Regiment dismounted and, after occupying the uphill bank of the Nemunas valley, opened fire on a Lithuanian unit that was defending the bridge on the right side of the Nemunas.

			

			All the actions of the Polish flank formation related to the battles at the Druskininkai Bridge are abundantly reported in Polish sources and described in detail in Smoleński’s major work. Smoleński’s description of the battle is generally correct, with only a few errors in the details. As to the Lithuanian defence of Druskininkai Bridge, there are several versions of the events in the historiography, but all of them are erroneous.

			According to Petruitis, the 7th Company of the 8th Infantry Regiment defended the Druskininkai Bridge.684 According to [Piotr] Łossowski, the bridge was defended by the III Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment.685 Smoleński makes a similar claim.686 Tarasov claims that the Poles captured the Druskininkai Bridge on 23 September at about 9:00.687 In reality, the Druskininkai Bridge was defended by one platoon of the 6th Company of the 8th Infantry Regiment, and the Poles captured the bridge at about 16:00.

			Since the battle of Druskininkai Bridge was the culmination of the operation carried out by the Polish flank group in Lithuania, it is useful to know a little more about the defence of that bridge.

			Although neither the 7th Company of the 8th Infantry Regiment nor the III Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment – nor any company of that battalion – actually defended Druskininkai Bridge, they had to defend it, and it was only because of the accidental circumstances and partly because of inadequate leadership that those units did not carry out this task.

			The 7th Company of the 8th Infantry Regiment had occupied the sector on the left flank of the regiment. The company was commanded by First Lieutenant Grigaliūnas. There was one other officer in the platoon, Lieutenant [Petras] Kmieliauskas. The company was assigned Lieutenant [Antanas] Rukša from the 3rd Machine-gun Company along with two heavy German ‘Maxim’ machine-guns.

			On 22 September at 16:00, the company commander received an order of battalion commander Lieutenant Janavičius to retreat from their position and take up a new position in the village of Paliepis, about ten kilometres southeast of Druskininkai Bridge. At night, the company reached Paliepis by the small roads through the forests. From there, the company commander was sending Lieutenant Kmieliauskas with a small unit of soldiers for reconnaissance, but he encountered Poles everywhere.

			In Paliepis, troubling reports were circulating. It was said that Poles had already appeared here and there in the surrounding area, even in the rear. The Lithuanian police had already left Leipalingis, far to the rear, early that morning. Such news, or rumours, undermined the soldiers’ morale and demoralised them, all the more so because the company commander, Lieutenant Grigaliūnas, did not possess the qualities that would inspire unquestioning confidence in his soldiers or even in his fellow officers.688

			As communication with the command had been broken since 16:00 the previous day (22 September), it was an inexcusable mistake for a single company to stand without any communication with other units in a place where the Polish cavalry had been approaching them from all sides. By moving across the Nemunas some 10–12 kilometres away, the company would have been able to carry out an important task. However, the company commander kept waiting, sending Lieutenant Kmieliauskas to conduct reconnaissance and establish lines of communication with the commanders and a part of III Battalion in Kapčiamiestis that had long since been liquidated.

			On 23 September at about 9:30, Rukša (i.e., me; I will continue in the first person) looked through a pair of binoculars and saw a Polish cavalry formation marching on the other side of the lake by the forest at some five kilometres distance. The company commander immediately ordered the company to deploy in front of the lake valley and load the machine-guns into the wagon. I did not obey the company commander’s order: with one machine-gun, I took up a position on the left flank of the company myself and ordered the Platoon First Sergeant to take another machine-gun to the right flank of the company.689 As visibility was obstructed by the bushes on the slope, I ordered one of the machine-gunners to follow the enemy’s movements from a tree.

			The company commander ordered not to fire without his orders. I also knew that I had to let enemy get as close as possible and then open fire. However, my observer misled me: he said that the enemy was retreating. Here was a situation that no field manual had ever predicted before: what to do when the enemy, instead of approaching, starts to flee? I did not hesitate for long and ordered my machine-gunner to open fire so that we would at least greet the enemy from afar. Immediately my second machine-gun responded, and the infantry started firing too. However, the encounter was very short. A soldier came from the right flank telling me that the company commander had ordered us to retreat and to load the machine-guns into the wagon, and that the Poles had already surrounded us. I looked to the right and saw that there was not a single soldier left.

			I quickly retreated to the village with the machine-gun and its crew. It was completely silent; nobody was shooting. Only when we were already climbing over the village fences with the machine-gun did some shots ring out. As we walked through the meadow behind the village, bullets began to scratch the ground. We met the company commander on horseback with a dozen of his soldiers and a non-commissioned officer. I asked him where the company was. ‘I know as much as you do where the company is’, replied the company commander. As I continued walking, I saw my Platoon First Sergeant running, without a rifle or a belt. I scolded him as to why he had lost his rifle, but he replied that he had already been captured by the Poles and had escaped from them and that the Poles had captured a wagon that was carrying a machine-gun and that had been crossing the bridge over the stream at the end of the village.690

			As the infantry, as usual, did not help the machine-gunners carry the machine-gun, and the machine-gun did not have any straps for carrying it, so carrying the gun by holding the ends of the mounts by hand was difficult. After a few kilometres, we lost our strength and left the machine-gun in the forest.691

			Soon we came to a village. The locals confirmed that our police had already withdrawn from Leipalingis in the morning and that the Poles were even in our rear. The local patriots immediately provided us with relay stations, and we set off to Mizarai as fast as horses allowed. In Mizarai, the locals also warned us that the Poles were already there and that we should go across the bridge to the other side of Nemunas as soon as possible.

			I was surprised that the bridge was not burnt or destroyed. It was only covered by barbed wire.692 Our unit on the other side of the bridge immediately opened the way for us, and we immediately found ourselves on the other side of Nemunas.

			A small Lithuanian detachment, perhaps an infantry platoon, or perhaps only a squad, had taken up position near the bridge. They had one heavy German Maxim machine-gun.693 It belonged to the 2nd Machine-Gun Company of the 8th Infantry Regiment. The gun was extremely well maintained, even polished. Only the sight had been incorrectly set to six (i.e., for a range of 600 metres). I instructed them to set it to the standard battle sight, i.e., to four (400 metres), since the trenches on the opposite bank of the Nemunas were not even 400 metres away.694

			At the bridge, we met Lieutenant [Balys] Svilas.695 All together, we went to the town of Druskininkai. There, we found one officer we did not know, who also had no knowledge of the situation on the front because communications were disrupted everywhere. All we got from that officer was that the III Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment was soon to arrive in Druskininkai to replace the detachment of the 8th Infantry Regiment that was temporarily guarding the bridge. 

			Soon after, at about 11:00, we heard the guns firing. We went into the street. There was panic among the population (probably because Druskininkai had been badly damaged by artillery fire during the World War). We turned to the bridge together with First Lieutenant Grigaliūnas, commander of 7th Company, and others. Just as we were leaving the town onto the plain, dense Polish machine-gun fire from many guns broke out.696 We lay down. Soon, our machine-gun answered. The Polish machine-guns immediately fell silent. Our machine-gun also fell silent, having fired a small burst of rounds. Soon, the Poles put their machine-guns to work again, and ours again returned their fire. This machine-gun shooting ‘match’ lasted for five hours, from 11:00 to 16:00.

			We could distinguish very well when the Lithuanians were shooting and when the Poles were. Their machine-guns were probably Russian or French. They were firing very densely. Our machine-gun fired very rarely, giving the impression that every bullet hit the target, the echo reverberated through the forests beyond the Nemunas.

			After the Polish machine-guns fell silent, we turned left, toward the sand dunes covered with sparse pine trees. The Polish guns were no longer firing shells into that area – only grapeshot, which sent up clouds of sandy dust. An hour or two later, a short machine-gun officer, probably Lieutenant [Antanas] Šova, thundered past with a Russian machine-gun on wheels.697

			At about 16:00, from the edge of the pine forest, we noticed that the defenders of the bridge had withdrawn from their trenches. We realised they would no longer defend the bridge. Soon we heard a shout of ‘hurrah!’ It was the Polish cavalry throwing themselves across the bridge. Their shout was no longer answered by fire.

			Lithuanians retreated through Druskininkai, then along the highway towards Ratnyčia. The highway was full of our soldiers and supply trains.698 I was captured by the Poles here. Grigaliūnas was also taken prisoner. He and I were placed together in a room in Druskininkai. Later on, two more officers were taken there: Lieutenant Jonas Jankus of the 8th Infantry Regiment and an artilleryman, Juozas Toliušis. Several dozen other soldiers were also taken prisoner, and the Poles captured the entire supply train.

			In Druskininkai, I saw the Polish cavalry pass by – squad after squad, squadron after squadron, regiment after regiment. It was simply astonishing that our one platoon at the bridge, armed with one machine-gun and without an officer, had held back such masses of Polish troops for five hours.699

			Based on Polish sources, Smoleński describes the fighting at the Druskininkai Bridge as follows. A detachment of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment and a technical squadron of the 211th Uhlan Regiment, having taken up their positions, dismounted on the higher bank of the Nemunas and opened fire on the Lithuanian unit holding the opposite bank. The Lithuanians replied with fire from two machine-guns, which had been emplaced in First World War trenches.

			Around 12:00 noon, the advance elements of the Operational Cavalry Group arrived. The group commander immediately realised that the 211th Uhlan Regiment had not succeeded in its mission: the bridge was strongly held by the Lithuanians. From the high ground in front of Mizarai, two enemy machine-guns could be seen firing across the river. It was fortunate that the Lithuanians had not burned the bridge – it could still be taken intact.

			This was supposed to be done at all costs, and in the shortest possible time, as the entire flank group was marching behind, which, according to the order of the commander of the 2nd Army, had to cross the Nemunas that day.

			Although it would have been easier to achieve victory by crossing the river and attacking the defenders of the bridge from the rear, Lieutenant Colonel Nieniewski decided to attack the bridge from the front, as the nearest ford, according to the information he received, was five kilometres south of Mizarai. Since this would take more time, the Group commander ordered Major Bystram to attack the bridge from the front. Bystram assigned the 1st and 4th Squadrons of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment under the command of Major [Marian] Słoniński and supported by the regiment’s 6th Machine-gun and Artillery Platoon for that task.

			The terrain was favourable for an attack. The Nemunas was only about 200 metres wide and the bridge was about 250 metres long.

			The river valley here was very narrow and ravine-like, with a very high and steep western bank that was distinctly higher than its eastern bank. The eastern bank gently transitioned into an open plain that reached as far as Druskininkai. The western shore was covered by forests, reaching as far as the shore itself.

			Such banks meant that the enemy positions on the lower left bank could be heavily fired upon over the heads of the attackers in order to silence any enemy fire.

			Major Słoniński decided to take advantage of these favourable conditions. He took over the First World War trenches on the banks of the Nemunas in the undergrowth with two squadrons on foot. He placed six machine-guns there as well.

			At noon, the bulk of the 211th Uhlan Regiment arrived with a platoon of the 7th Artillery Divizion, which started shelling the enemy trenches. The dismounted part of the 211th Uhlan Regiment extended the southern flank of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment. The rest were ordered to find a ford. The same task was given to the Composite Cavalry Regiment, which had joined the brigade at that time.

			Before the regiments left to carry out their new task, the 3rd Uhlan Regiment hit the bridge. The course of this strike was as follows:

			

			‘The fire of the six machine-guns enabled access to the bridge. Under the cover of this fire, the dismounted squadrons of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment descended into the valley by the river and occupied the trenches on the bank of the Nemunas, close to the exit of the bridge. Enemy fire, however, was still quite strong and made the attack difficult. The Lithuanians tried to burn the bridge at all costs, but they were pushed away by machine-gun fire.

			After a dozen or so artillery shots and further machine-gun fire from the 3rd Uhlan Regiment, the Lithuanians’ fire weakened. This was exploited by the platoons of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment that were closest to the bridge and by so doing drew into the attack the rest of the squadrons. The Uhlans tackled the barbed wire chevaux-de-frise on the bridge, quickly threw them aside, and ran to the other side to attack the Lithuanian trenches, capturing prisoners and taking two machine-guns along the way.

			A part of the 211th Uhlan Regiment’s dismounted squadrons took part in this attack together with the squadrons of the 3rd Uhlan Regiment. 

			When the bridge had been taken, a squadron of the 211th Uhlan Regiment under the command of Rotmeister [Jerzy] Dąbrowski galloped across it and pursued the fleeing Lithuanians even beyond Druskininkai, capturing prisoners and taking three machine-guns and a supply train.

			After the fighting at the Druskininkai Bridge, five machine-guns, approximately eighty prisoners, and several dozen supply train wagons were taken. The prisoners were from the III Battalion of the 2nd Lithuanian Infantry Regiment, which had been transferred from the Lithuanian–Soviet demarcation line near Grodno and employed to defend the Nemunas crossing at Druskininkai.

			The bridge at Mizarai was defended by one Lithuanian company (? A.R.). The bridge over the Nemunas was captured at about 15:50. Immediately thereafter, the Operational Cavalry Group crossed the bridge...’700

			This description of Smoleński contains the following inaccuracies:

			
					The defenders of the bridge had only one machine-gun, not two.

					The Poles attacked the bridge not when the Lithuanian fire stopped but when the defenders of the bridge, who had run out of ammunition, abandoned the area. We saw this ourselves when we observed the trenches with our binoculars. The machine-gunners defending the bridge performed their task perfectly. They fired very short bursts, which saved ammunition. No wonder there was enough ammunition for five hours of firing, as the machine-gun was not being supplied with ammunition from anywhere.

					In the battle of Druskininkai Bridge, the Poles did not take three or five machine-guns – they took only one, namely the one that was defending the bridge. As can be seen from the testimony of the commander of the III Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment at that time, Major Petruitis, and the machine-gunner, Lieutenant Šova, the III Battalion had not lost a single machine-gun.701

			

			Smoleński does not exaggerate when he says that approximately 80 prisoners were taken. The prisoners were perhaps not so much from the III Battalion of the 2nd Infantry Regiment as from the 6th Company of the 8th Infantry Regiment, which had been defending the bridge.

			The next day, on 24 September at 9:00, all of the Lithuanian prisoners of war in Druskininkai were transferred to Wadowice (Galicia) through Leipalingis, Kapčiamiestis, Sejny, and Suwałki. There were nearly a hundred soldiers and four officers: First Lieutenant Grigaliūnas, Lieutenant Jonas Jankus, the artilleryman Lieutenant Juozas Toliušis, and Lieutenant Antanas Rukša. Four Polish cavalrymen accompanied the group. Polish partisans rode behind them with machine-guns. They were more diligent than the soldiers were in making sure that no one escaped.702

			We reached Kapčiamiestis in the evening. There, we learned from the locals that the Poles had already occupied Alytus and Marijampolė... Apparently, the Polish military propaganda was spreading such news. We spent the night in the first village located next to the highway after Kapčiamiestis. From there, we were able to escape – all four officers and one policeman.703

			Military operations in Suvalkija ended with the Battle of Druskininkai. After that, there were only minor clashes with the Poles on the left side of the Nemunas. Both parties held to the line proposed by the Entente on 8 December.

			During the Sejny–Druskininkai operation, the Lithuanian 2nd Infantry Division suffered the heaviest losses, and within it the 2nd Infantry Regiment was the most severely affected. Its two battalions, together with the artillery attached to them, were almost entirely captured by the Poles. The 8th Infantry Regiment also sustained considerable losses, although contemporary estimates differ somewhat. According to the information provided by Captain Pulkauninkas, who at that time commanded the II Battalion:

			‘The following were taken prisoner: the regimental commander, Major Čaplikas; the deputy regimental commander, Major Jurgaitis; the commander of the I Battalion, Officer Bytautas; the commander of the III Battalion, Officer Jankovičius; and most of the officers and soldiers. Only about 400 soldiers and eight to ten officers remained in the regiment.’704

			A similar account was given by Lieutenant Namikas, then the regimental adjutant. According to him, too, the regiment had been reduced to around 400 men and 8–10 officers. The battalions had been reduced to about a company and a half each. Almost the entire 6th Company and the Training Company had been killed. Three under-strength battalions were subsequently formed from the survivors. Drawing on the testimony of both Pulkauninkas and Namikas, Ališauskas also concludes that the regiment was left with approximately 400 combatants.705

			A completely contrary view of the losses suffered by the 8th Infantry Regiment was expressed by Captain Osvaldas Žadvydas in his previously mentioned letter to General Rėklaitis. 706 According to him, ‘...the composition of the personnel in the regiment changed little – almost all the fighters could be assembled, and only three officers of the 8th Infantry Regiment were taken prisoner by the Poles: Major J. Čaplikas, the regimental commander; Major P. Jurgaitis, the deputy regimental commander; and First Lieutenant Janavičius, commander of the III Battalion.’

			Here, the assertions of both sides are exaggerated. It is possible that on 23 September only about 400 soldiers had gathered in Seirijai and the wider area of the 8th Infantry Regiment, but they were still arriving throughout the week, one by one, from the forests where they had been scattered. As an example, Lieutenant Burokevičius of the 4th Company returned to the regiment with 12–15 soldiers only after several days spent in the Polish rear. Lieutenant Kmieliauskas of the 7th Company also returned from the Polish rear about a week later, but without a dozen of his soldiers. Given the available evidence, the number of soldiers, and even officers, left in the 8th Infantry Regiment cannot be determined with any precision.707

			According to our military literature, two officers and 32 soldiers were killed, five officers and 98 soldiers were wounded, and 38 officers and 1,996 soldiers were taken prisoner during the operations in Suvalkija.708

			Among the captured officers were two regimental commanders (Major Čaplikas and Major Laurinaitis) and the chief of the Sejny Artillery sector.709 The artillery also suffered. Two and half-batteries were captured by the Poles: one howitzer, the 5th battery, and one platoon of the 9th Battery, altogether 10 guns.710

			Comments on the Failure of the Sejny–Druskininkai Operation

			During the Sejny and Augustów operations, a whole series of the same causes of our army’s defeat were repeated: lack of experience among the command, dispersal of forces, breakdowns in communications, and the absence of cavalry. In addition, several other factors contributed to our army’s defeat:

			

			
					Our troops were ordered to defend. This weakened our operational situation, for it is always more advantageous to attack than to defend.

					Almost all forces were concentrated in the first, extended defensive line, leaving only very small reserves. It is extremely easy for an enemy to break through the long front of such a small army, to envelop its units, and to defeat or capture them.

					The army leadership followed a flawed, passive defensive doctrine. Withdrawal was permitted only upon receiving an order from the divisional commander. In defence, especially when fighting with a small army, victory is possible only through active measures, that is, through effective manoeuvre.

					Intelligence and communications were poor. Although many indicators suggested that the Poles would attack soon, they nevertheless caught our army by surprise. Communications were disorganised during both the Augustów and Sejny operations, and the excessive dispersion of the army into small detachments further hindered communications.

					Although our infantry was, comparatively speaking, well-trained and even shot more accurately than the Poles, it still lacked real combat experience. General Kazys Ladiga maintained that the Poles were vulnerable to flanking manoeuvres. However, the accounts of numerous engagements show that the Poles most often won precisely by outflanking our own flanks and reaching the rear of our units. This demonstrates that the Polish army was more experienced and more adept at manoeuvre.

					During the Augustów operation, Lithuanian and Polish forces were roughly equal in strength. The defeat occurred not because the Poles had numerical superiority, but because of failures in our own leadership. Our army did not strike with a concentrated fist, but with fingers spread wide. The Poles were therefore able to defeat one isolated unit after another. The isthmuses between the Augustów lakes were not captured because our artillery failed to fulfil its task of driving the defenders out of their positions. The carelessness and inexperience of the commander of the company guarding the bridge in the Jastrzębna district allowed the Poles to seize a bridge over the Biebrza River with ease – a bridge that would have been difficult to take under normal circumstances and that posed a major obstacle to a successful Polish offensive. By the time of the Sejny operation, however, the Poles already outnumbered the Lithuanians several times over and also possessed far more machine-guns and artillery.

					During the Sejny operation, the Lithuanians faced the most battle-hardened Polish units. Because the Polish command sought to prepare, in secrecy, a penetration through territory held by the Lithuanian army and to seize the Druskininkai Bridge as quickly as possible – thus overcoming the greatest natural obstacle in their path – they ensured that the force assigned to this mission was not large, but highly combat-ready. For this reason, the very best formations were selected from the entire million-strong Polish army – those with the most experience, thoroughly tested in numerous battles. Naturally, the Lithuanian army, with its limited combat experience, could not match the fighting ability of such carefully chosen troops. Only the 211th Uhlan Regiment did not possess the qualities of an elite formation.

					The Polish military leadership spent several weeks preparing for the Sejny–Druskininkai operation, drawing up a carefully designed offensive plan. The Polish command was well aware that the faulty deployment of the Lithuanian army had deprived three Lithuanian divisions of their striking power, and that their well-prepared offensive was therefore unlikely to encounter serious obstruction. In fact, the Polish offensive was carried out almost entirely according to a predetermined plan, functioning with near clockwork precision.

					Polish artillery was superior to Lithuanian artillery. The Poles frequently brought their guns close to Lithuanian positions and supported their attacking infantry or dismounted cavalry with great effectiveness. The capture of the Giby Pass is one such example. Lithuanian artillery did not always carry out its tasks properly. After all, the Lithuanians failed to take Augustów for the same reason: the artillery did not support the infantry in seizing the lake isthmuses.

					The Lithuanian armoured cars performed admirably, even though their crews had completed only a short one- or two-month training course. Nevertheless, their ability to operate was limited. When they approached Polish guns, there was a risk that accurate enemy fire would disable the vehicles or cut off their line of retreat.

					Of all the regiments operating in Suvalkija, the 5th Infantry Regiment defended itself the most stubbornly and skilfully. Even so, this regiment could not withstand Polish pressure, for Polish units, making full use of the broken terrain, repeatedly managed to outflank the Lithuanian positions.

					The tragedy of the 2nd Infantry Regiment was due chiefly to the fact that it was deprived of the III Battalion and lacked the necessary reserves to defend against attacks from the rear. Another major cause of the regiment’s failure was that the regimental commander did not trust in the staying power of the 5th Infantry Regiment and withdrew not eastward toward that regiment’s sector, but northward, where the Poles had already penetrated into the Lithuanian rear.

					Elements of the 8th Infantry Regiment attempted a stubborn defence, but were encircled by the Poles and could not withstand the heavy pressure. In the night fighting near Kapčiamiestis, the 6th Company (two platoons) fought with the greatest determination, but was unable to break through. Unaccustomed to night operations, the 8th Regiment’s units near Kapčiamiestis were taken from the rear by surprise and, unable to orient themselves in the dark, dispersed.

					The Druskininkai Bridge was well defended by one platoon of the 6th Company, 8th Infantry Regiment, together with one machine-gun from the 2nd Machine-gun Company. They held out for five hours against massed Polish attacks. Given that the most important strategic point of the entire Sejny operation – the Druskininkai crossing – was being held by only a single platoon, responsibility should fall not on the command of the 8th Infantry Regiment, but on the command of the units on the right bank of the Nemunas. Only the commander of the 7th Company, 8th Infantry Regiment, can be faulted for failing, on his own initiative, to lead his company to Druskininkai.

			

			
				
					[image: Black-and-white photo of two solemn soldiers standing beside a damaged railway line in an open rural landscape. The metal rails are bent and displaced. One soldier stands on the railway embankment while the other stand below near the damaged section with half of his body covered. Both are wearing military uniforms and caps. The field stretches into the distance and telegraph poles follow the railway line towards the horizon. ]
				

			

			
				
					In 1920, the railway was blown up in the Vievis–Lentvaris section during the battle with the Poles at Rykantai

				

			

			The Search for Those Responsible

			After the Sejny–Druskininkai disaster, the commanders began quietly arguing among themselves and looking for someone to blame. The Minister of National Defence, Lieutenant Colonel [Konstantinas] Žukas, fell into conflict with the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Dr. [Juozas] Purickis, over the failure of the Kalvarija negotiations. Purickis reproached Žukas for attacking Sejny even though negotiations with the Poles had already been agreed upon and an armistice concluded.

			The Commander-in-Chief, Lieutenant Colonel Žukas, accused the Army Commander, Lieutenant Colonel Ladiga, of being unable to lead the army and defeat the Poles. Ladiga, in turn, accused Žukas of preventing him from employing all the forces at his disposal as he deemed necessary; he therefore submitted a report and resigned.

			The commander of the 2nd Division, Colonel [Vincas] Grigaliūnas-Glovackis, was summoned to the General Headquarters in Vilnius immediately after the Sejny events. The division was taken over by General [Maksimas] Katche. At General Headquarters, Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis accused the commanders of the 5th Infantry Regiment, Captain [Kazys] Škirpa, and the 6th Infantry Regiment, Lieutenant Colonel [Jurgis] Butkus, of being responsible for the failures. It is highly probable that the commanders of the 2nd Infantry Regiment, Major [Jonas] Lau­rinaitis, and the 8th Infantry Regiment, Major [Julius] Čaplikas, would also have been accused had they not been captured on 22 September. Nonetheless, neither Captain Škirpa nor Lieutenant Colonel Butkus was summoned to give an explanation.

			

			In the end, all the former senior commanders: the Commander-in-Chief, Lieutenant Colonel Žukas; the Army Commander, Lieutenant Colonel Ladiga; and the 2nd Division Commander, Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis – placed the blame on the regimental and junior commanders for allegedly failing to carry out their orders.

			The arguments among the higher commanders were conducted in private. There were plans to take the commander of the 6th Infantry Regiment, Lieutenant Colonel Butkus, to court, but no grounds were established to do so and the situation later calmed down. None of the leading persons, either at that point or later, had given any specific evidence that the orders had not been carried out. Only brief, general comments were made.711

			The senior commanders stopped arguing about finding a scapegoat as soon as the Poles began to threaten Vilnius. The dispute resumed in 1937 when Petruitis published Volume II of his memoirs under the title Mūsų Žygiai [Our Campaigns]. Now, the debate was made public. Based on some documentary material, Petruitis blamed all of the senior commanders for the failure of both the Augustów and the Sejny operations. He also blamed General [Silvestras] Žukauskas for the loss of Vilnius on 9 October 1920. The latter justified and defended himself through Colonel [Aleksandras] Šimkus. Similarly, General Ladiga tried to justify his own actions. Only Colonel Žukas and Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis remained silent. It was only in 1959 in the United States that Colonel Žukas published a book entitled Žvilgsnis į Praeitį [A Look into the Past] placing the blame for the defeats of both operations completely on Ladiga. The controversy gave birth, eventually, to Colonel Škirpa’s 1971 book, often cited in this work.

			The Constituent Assembly was also concerned with identifying those responsible for our army’s defeat in September. Although the General Staff’s press releases were extremely restrained, the public quickly sensed that a setback had occurred and became deeply alarmed about Lithuania’s situation. The Constituent Assembly reacted strongly to the events on the Suvalkija Front and, already at its meeting on 24 September, resolved to convene an extraordinary session of the Seimas on 25 September to discuss these developments.712

			

			At that meeting, after the representatives of the Government and the Seimas had discussed Lithuania’s political and military situation and delivered impassioned speeches affirming their determination to continue resisting the Polish invasion, the following interim formulation was adopted:

			‘The Constituent Seimas, having heard the extraordinary report of the Government on the violation of the neutrality of the Lithuanian State by the Poles, fully approves of the actions taken and to be taken by the Government to preserve this neutrality and to defend the country; placing its trust in the Government, it proposes that the Government take all lawful measures to defend the freedom, independence, and honour of the Republic, and resolves to address the citizens of Lithuania with a proclamation of appropriate contentt’.713

			In December 1920, a project to set up an interrogation commission to investigate the events of the Suvalkija Front in August–September 1920 was proposed in the Mažasis Seimas. A law was to be issued by Seimas to set up this commission. The draft of this law was discussed by the Seimas Rights Commission for two and a half months. During the discussion of the draft law, it became clear that the events of the Suvalkija Front were not an isolated event or the failure of a single moment, but were connected with erroneous assumptions in the organisation of the army in the ‘broader terms’. Therefore, in proposing to interrogate the events of the Suvalkija front, it was likely that the question of the other areas of the national defence would have to be addressed as well.714 

			Based on the proposal of the Minister of National Defence, Professor [Jonas] Šimkus, the Seimas decided to discuss this law behind closed doors.715 The law was finally adopted by the Seimas. Here is the text of the law as it was published in Government News, No. 68, 20 July 1921:

			

			‘- 611-

			The Acting President, Speaker of the Constituent Seimas of the Republic hereby proclaims the following law, adopted by the Constituent Seimas on 22 June 1921:

			A LAW TO SET UP A COMMISSION OF INQUIRY INTO  THE INCIDENTS ON THE SUVALKIJA FRONT

			§1. For the investigation of the events of the Suvalkija Front of September 1920, a commission of three members appointed by the Constituent Seimas shall be established. If the commission deems it necessary, it may extend the inquiry into the army command, the equipping of the army, the medical condition of the army, and to other institutions of national defence.

			§2. The Commission shall be allowed to invite to collaborate subject matter experts, as well as other officials of the executive and of the court.

			§3. The Commission may require all necessary information, statements, explanations, written documents, not excluding secret ones, from the government, judicial authorities, representatives of those authorities, as well as the power to interrogate witnesses and conduct searches.

			§4. In cases where the Commission finds it necessary to bring the guilty parties to justice, it shall communicate directly with the appropriate judicial authorities.

			§5. The Commission may instruct individual members or invited collaborators to carry out the interrogation (§2).

			§6. The Commission shall report the outcomes of these interrogations to the Constituent Assembly.

			[Aleksandras] Stulginskis

			Acting President of the Republic, Speaker of the Constituent Seimas

			Dr. [Kazys] Grinius

			Prime Minister 

			Kaunas, 16 July 1921.’

			We lack precise information on the activities and results of the interrogation commission. Nor is there record of anyone held accountable by the commission for September 1920 defeats of our army.

			How the senior commanders explained the failures of the Suvalkija Front – shifting all the blame onto the unfavourable circumstances and the subordinate commanders – emerges clearly from the statements of Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis, who was commander of the 2nd Division at that time:716

			‘The condition of the units in action was deplorable; one company of the 10th Regiment, not yet joined to the regiment, had to march many miles through dense woods without roads. The 3rd and 5th companies, along with others, were demoralised in the Studzieniczna–Białe area. The 2nd Regiment was in good spirits but was exhausted after covering long distances between 23 August and 2 September. The 8th Regiment, too, was exhausted after two days on the road. There is nothing to speak of regarding the 5th Regiment, which, having covered 53 versts717 in a day and a half, arrived utterly spent. Both the 2nd and 8th Regiments included new recruits. The criticism aimed at the unit commanders, their unwillingness to fight, the lack of patriotism, the unwillingness to go to the forests of Augustów, their complete misunderstanding of political demands...’

			In fact, the commanders of the units voiced their discontent and criticised their leadership not out of ignorance of the political demands, but because these obvious demands lacked real military backing.

			‘Our leadership sought to occupy and hold all fronts demanded politically with equal military force, spreading our army thin against Bolsheviks, Poles, and even against the Latvians – in battalions, platoons, companies, almost down to individual soldiers. Worse still, through unnecessary actions, baffling manoeuvres, and constant movements, they drained the troops to the point of near collapse.’718

			[Henrikas] Songinas also offers similar criticism of command orders:

			‘...Before the attack on Augustów, the troops had to cover 40–50 kilometres daily to reach their lines of departure. These gruelling marches exhausted the troops and reduced their combat effectiveness...

			The campaign of the I Battalion of 6th Infantry Regiment, in Suvalkija exposed significant dysfunction within the headquarters of our army, which severely disrupted unit cohesion and effectiveness. A major issue was the presence of unqualified staff officers, unable to accurately express commanders’ intent and translate it into clear orders that the staffs could send to the units. Ill-considered orders were issued which, once carried out, had to be changed or revoked, and the manoeuvre or action that had been already carried out by the unit turned out to be unnecessary.

			

			This was evident in the advance of the I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment toward Suwałki on 31 July and again on 24 August. The order issued on 24 August was particularly damaging, as it forced the battalion into a needless 40-kilometre march, wasting an entire day. The next day, the battalion had to march another 50 kilometres from Krasnopol to Sapotskin, which left it entirely exhausted and unfit for combat operations for several days...

			At headquarters, distances were not calculated properly, and orders often specified destinations that units were expected to reach within a single day, requiring marches of 60–70 kilometres... It seems that the staffs forgot that these marches had to be carried out by living soldiers, not machines...

			For example, the Marijampolė Group’s Order No. 13 of 25 August directed the 2nd Infantry Regiment to bivouac to the Kapčiamiestis area on 26 August. The regiment, having left Kaišiadorys on the 24th, could only reach Seirijai by the 26th, i.e., 32 kilometres short of the designated bivouac. The order was not carried out.

			...by order of the Marijampolė Group No 14 of 26 August, the I Battalion of the 6th Infantry Regiment was assigned to the sector Lipsk (excluded) – Grodno (included), despite the fact that Grodno was occupied by the Bolshevik 4th Army. The battalion could not seize Grodno nor incorporate it into its sector. By the same order, one battalion of the 2nd Infantry (Regiment, A.R.) was ordered to march to Skidel [Skidzyel’], deep within Bolshevik-occupied territory, to hold the sector of Skidel [Skidzyel’] (included) – Grodno (excluded). This order was impossible to execute and was therefore ignored.

			If the command wished to emphasise Grodno’s strategic importance, it should have issued orders that were phrased to leave no room for refusal. Training units to reject orders by giving them impossible tasks to fulfil is very harmful to military discipline.’719

			Colonel Grigaliūnas-Glovackis’, as well as other commanding officers’, criticisms of the unit commanders was baseless. After all, the situation depicted by Grigaliunas-Glovackis himself was not hopeless because the commanders challenged their superior’s orders, but because the superiors needlessly burdened the army with inept orders. It was exactly the patriotic officers who criticised these wasteful orders – not those indifferent to the fate of the homeland.

			The primary cause for the defeats of our army in Suvalkija, however, was not malice or criminal negligence by the leadership of our army, but their lack of military training, inexperience, and ultimate incapacity. After all, even Colonel Žukas himself – not only the Minister of National Defence at that time but also the Commander-in-Chief of the army – had only served as signals officer first as a signals squad leader then as a divisional signals chief before joining the Lithuanian army. We simply lacked officers with staff experience. Thus, I must concur with Colonel Petruitis’s pointed conclusion regarding the culpability of the military leadership:720

			‘...we cannot overly blame either our leadership or the government. Can you really blame a person for not having that gift from God which others have, for lacking brains? You cannot blame a person for not having the experience that others have – and at that time, we simply did not have experienced people. We all wanted things to be better. We had no ill will; we did not want to harm our Homeland. We even hired instructors, for whom we paid very dearly. Even conceding to Latvia the Ilūkste region.’

			The lack of qualified and experienced military leadership was largely the result of our historical heritage – the consequence of the centuries-long union with Poland. Many Lithuanian nobles and, in general, people from the Polonized segment of Lithuania served not in the Lithuanian army, but in the Polish army, and fought against the land of their origin.

			We did have one genuinely high-calibre and capable Lithuanian general: Silvestras Žukauskas. The only difficulty was that even this most talented commander of our army was not yet a fully nationally minded Lithuanian and still felt a certain sympathy for the Lithuanian–Polish union. Because of this, he sometimes had to step down from army command. Yet he was repeatedly called back to lead the army whenever Lithuania’s military situation deteriorated. Had he been in command of our forces in August–September 1920, the Sejny catastrophe would likely not have occurred. And even if we had suffered defeats, they would probably have been far less painful and far less costly.
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