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LA ANOTACIÓN: En el artículo se trata del tema sobre ocurrencia de conflictos históricos en las relaciones bilaterales polacos- alemanes. Además, está  notado que  la estrategia elegido a principios de los años noventa antes de  la realización de las relaciones bilaterales llevó a la eliminación de la agenda  de los asuntos históricos, los quales ya al final de los años noventa se hicieron la fuente de conflicto político en relaciónes mutuales. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Establishing bilateral relations between states is a complex process, which has many sides and nuances. and multifaceted process. There are many factors that influence qualitative and sometimes quantitative characteristics of the relationships in question. The factors may include, for example: economic expediency (state of bilateral trade, economic interest in partners, level of investment stability), political expediency (the position of the partner country as a strategic partner from the point of view of political elites or the public), image of the country as the society sees it, level of cultural cooperation. It is also worth to add historical memory to the list above, which is by no means exhaustive. The historical memory means your country’s historical memory or the one of your partner's country, as well as the way this term is understood and interpreted by the society.
Historical policy is especially relevant in the relations between the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, that is, on the territory which was under significant influence of the former Soviet Union. It is also equally important in the German-French relations, as there have been a lot of historical issues actively cropping up in the light of these two countries relations.

Basically, this definition was used by researchers working on the problems of the twentieth century and it quickly received its negative connotation. It should also be mentioned that this term was used in the debate of German historians on the assessment of National Socialism; these debates came out on the public level in the eighties of the twentieth century in Germany.
Quickly enough this term started to be used in connotation of the bilateral relations between Poland and Germany.

For the last few years, Poland has been the center of the struggle of memories. The narrative created by the Polish ruling party, which was headed by L. Kaczynski, led to political conflicts with Germany (since 2018), with Israel (since 2018), with Ukraine (since 2016) and with Russia (since 2019). In one case it was not Poland which provoked the conflict, but a different country, as in the case of Russia, where it was Moscow’s fault, in particular it happened because of Putin's statements. However, in the rest of cases, it was the narrative of Poland's historical politics which resulted in conflicts with Ukraine, Germany, and Israel.

DEVELOPMENT

Research methodology 

Professor of Poznan University A. Wolf-Powęnska defines historical politics as «conscious activity of the political elite which aims at the formation of the framework and character of the historical memory of society». Taking into account the large number of actors involved in the process of formation of the historical memory, historical politics often becomes a field of conflict for many actors, like elite classes of society, public institutions, and professional historians, except for political elites. Historical policy pays attention to regional traditions, family, school and the surrounding environment. However, the introduction of a historical narrative requires the consent of the public» (Wolff-Powęska 2007:10).
Historical politics has been actively used in debate, both public and scientific ones, for several years already. According to what K. Wózcicki (Wóycicki 2004:12) and J. Andrychowicz-Skrzeba (Andrychowicz-Skrzeba 2014:17) state, it is difficult to pinpoint the exact date on which this term appeared in Polish science. L. Nahorna (Nahorna 2012:114), R. Traba (Traba 2004:871–72)  and A. Miller (Miller 2007: 43) consider 2004 the correct year. Still, at the moment, this term is an integral part of terminology in the study of both the state of bilateral relations with neighboring countries and the attitude of society to the past of their country.

The term «historical politics» has caused many problems for researchers in its interpretation. Although the phenomenon itself is well-known and widely-recognized, yet there is still no general definition on it in the scientific discourse. Scientific discourse has at least several concepts closely related to it, but two of them are the most often to appear, they are politics of memory (Zaborski 2011:14) and politics of the past (Meier 1997:204–14). Sometimes the term «culture of memory» (Wawrzyniak 2013:233–34) is also used.
They all function simultaneously and are often regarded to be synonymous. Each science provides its own interpretations and differences. Analyzing some works of Polish authors, we can point out some common features. For example, sociologists are more likely to use the term «memory politics», while political scientists are inclined to use the term «historical politics». In the Polish language both terms are calques from other languages (Miller 2007:7; Nahorna 2012:114).
E. Wolfrum sees historical politics as a field of activity and politics; in the framework of this field various political actors combine the past with their different political interests, and struggle to make the society accept them in their public opinion (Wolfrum 1999:58).
One should also consider the opinion of A. Wolf-Powęnska, she interprets this notion through the prism of formation of public historical memory. According to her, historical politics is the conscious activity of a political class, and its main purpose is to create a pattern of historical social memory (as cited Wolf-Powięska 2011:10). As we can see, both authors who are working on the problem of development of historical politics in Germany clearly define that it as a conscious activity of different actors. Both of them point out that they are representatives of elites who are the objects of historical politics, namely politicians, journalists, intellectuals, and scholars.

In his research K. Zimmer interprets the culture of memory as a combination or union of various cultures of different social memories, and a large number of people easily perceives them (Ziemer 2011:35).
German historian K. Schönhoven points out that history is a weapon in a political war for electorate and making their authority legitimate. Historical politics is used not only by authoritarian regimes but also by the democratic ones. Memories about the past often contradict each other and they are widely criticized when one generation changes another, both by the old and the young. The main thing is that the memories of young people, the new generation, are no longer overwhelmed by the past or connected to it, but on the contrary these people have their own point of view on the events (Nijakowski 2008:35).
We believe that the problems of the Polish-German relations in the context of historical politics should be considered through the prism of two different approaches to this term, i.e. German and Polish.

We can state that there are two approaches to interpretation of historical politics and the role of actors in it that should be taken into account before presenting the definition of the term. They are an instrumental approach and a value one. While instrumental approach is inherent to historical politics, the value approach differs in the way it outlines «policies of the past». If we rely on the instrumental approach, we state that formation of historical politics is going from the top to the bottom, that is, from the state and its institutions to social units. The value approach is characterized by an initiative role the society takes in this process, which means that visions of the past and initiatives are spreading from the bottom up.
One should take into account that the value approach is characteristic of German historical policy, while the instrumental one is more applicable to the countries of the former post-Soviet space, including Poland.
We consider it necessary to point out the features of memory conflict in the interstate relations. Exploring the role of memory and memory in ethnic conflicts, P. Devin-Wright singles out the following features: «victimisation» (Wright 2003:15) and «the morality of remembering» (Wright 2003:17). Thus, in the event of a conflict, whether a military or political one, between ethnic groups, society uses one of these two basic principles. 

According to the author, «victimization» means that the social group is trying to exaggerate the losses they have got because of the other side, and that in its turn leads to «the morality of remembering». As the author puts it «the morality of remembering» aims at building hostile relationships and in this way it shows the higher and more righteous position comparing to the enemy (Wright 2003:16–19). It is worth mentioning that both these features are present in Polish-German relations as well as Polish-Ukrainian ones.

Results of the study. 

In the situation with Germany in the early 1990s, Polish diplomacy pursued two goals: «the first and foremost is to develop a strategy for dealing with ambiguous or difficult issues of the mutual history, and the second is to strive for integration with the structures of the European Community in the light of normalization of the bilateral Polish-German relations» (Kranz 1998:96). By normalization one means normalization and combination of various approaches to the historical views on the past, in addition to the legal level of bilateral relations, of course.

At that moment Germany acted as a lawyer and a spokesman of the Poland’s interests in the «new world, a new system of international relations that both Europe and Poland have faced»  (Bielawska 2011; Kranz 1998:96). 
A characteristic feature of Polish-German relations in the early 1990s was the so-called concept of the «Polish-German Community of Interests» (Polish: Polsko-niemiecka wspólnota interesów, German: eine Polnisch-Deutsche Interessengemeinschaft). This formula appeared in political thought in Poland in 1990. It was first used by Polish Minister K. Subiszewski in his February 7, 1990 speech which was delivered at the German Foreign Policy Society centered in Bonn (Zięba 2013:25–27). Later, this concept was stated once again on February 22, 1990 at the VI Forum of Poland and Germany in Poznan. At that moment the Minister stated the following: « (we – ed .) must build a Polish-German community of interests […] which is and will be an important component of the international order» (Zięba 2013:27). According to M. Stolarczyk, it was more of a strategy for the future than the statement concerning the current relations (Stolarczyk 2010:68). After that event, this slogan was used more and more frequently in the official speeches of the heads of state, but mostly they were the Polish political parties, which used it (Stolarczyk 2010:70). This was due to the fact that they put bigger stakes on the Polish-German strategic partnership in Poland than it was done in Germany. The newly elected government of G. Kohl was mainly focused on the problems of integration of their country (Jacobsen 1996:17). In the German political discourse it was a rare case that the above-mentioned concept was used to characterize Polish-German relations. In his research H.-A. Jacobsen stated that «it was the first time in the period of two hundred and fifty years that there emerged a possibility to normalise the Polish-German relations» (Jacobsen 1996:18). While studying the Polish-German relations and making a reference to the presented concept, D. Bingen pointed out that it had been too early to start using this idea in the Polish-German relations of the beginning of 90s (Jacobsen 1996:18). It should be noted that in both Polish and German scientific researches there exist different definitions for this phenomenon; they are the idea, concept, or strategic program.
There are three following elements, which have played their role in formation of the concept in Polish-German relations (Tomala 1997:159): 

· dehistorisation, which had in it the relativism of the negative historical experience both before and after World War II; 
· depoliticizing, which had no political connotation, while the concept itself had a general approach; 
· Europeanization. It was obvious that after the critical period of 1989/90 Poland chose a pro-European direction, therefore integration into Euro-Atlantic structures also became the basis of the conception presented. 
One can consider the following quotation of Minister K. Skubiszewski to be exemplary of this concept: «The point is that we have had an extraordinarily big number of connections with Germans in all the different spheres like cultural, social, political and economic. It’s about collaboration and fulfillment of the common goals  (that should be the aim of these aspirations – ed .)» (Tomala 2004:42).
It was the dehistorization, which led to the appearance of the soon-emerging and still-existing problems in the Polish-German relations, especially in the field of historical politics. Still, at that time dehistorisation seemed to be a rather logical and rational step to be taken in order to build bilateral relations. The problems of history started to be noticed in the period of A. Kwasniewski, though they had an older origin. During the above-mentioned period, the following problems were characteristic of the Polish-German relations: 

· the problem of personal compensations and retributions the displaced Germans had to receive from Poland (Stolarczyk 2010:10). It was a matter of personal compensation for the loss of their property as a result of the events at the end of World War II and in the first postwar years, when there went on the process of eviction of the German population from the territory of the modern western Poland; 
· overcoming the stereotype of hostility between the two peoples, which became a comeback to rethinking of the processes in the historical politics of Poland during the ideological struggle (Mazurkiewicz 2015:13). It was necessary to «increase the level of trust» (Stolarczyk 2010:11) between the two nations, which was at a very low level because of the Soviet propaganda;
· different vision of the consequences of World War II in the historical consciousness of both peoples (Traba and Żurek 2011:125). When it comes to German society, we can state that there was almost a fully formed but still incomplete process of formation of historical consciousness. In fact, Germany, and here we are talking about Federal Republic of Germany, has tried to deal with the past and the consequences of the World War II since the 60s. This process was a democratic one and it happened with the considerable public involvement. On the other hand, Poland formed its anti-German policy after World War II ended; and this anti-German policy was hardly influenced by the Soviet propaganda, as it has been mentioned earlier; 
· problem of memorials and place of honour for soldiers or other prominent figures, from both Poland and Germany. We are talking about military coffins, the problem of concentration camps, the usage of this concept in the press and literature  (as Poles point out it is a «false code of memory»), opening of museums on the territories of former concentration camps.
Discussion 
Polish-German cooperation reached its peak by the mid-1999 in the first three years of activity of A. Kwasniewski, concerning the Polish-German mutual interests. Despite the fact that as the result of the elections to Sejm in Poland, which took place in September of 1997, the coalition of Solidarity Electoral Action (hereinafter referred to as AWS) and the Freedom Union came to parliament, the Buzek government was given a vote of confidence. The main peculiarity of the coalition was the divergence of views of its members towards Germany. Thus, the liberals led by E. Buzek supported making cooperation more consistent, while there were lots of politicians, who wanted to give their relations with Germany a second thinking (Kurczewska 2002:167). 
A. Kwasniewski himself was a supporter of the broader cooperation with the western neighbor, and he stated about it after the meeting of the Sejm in March 1998. The quote goes: «despite mutual problems, we  (the Polish and German peoples – ed .) have shown that history can unite us» (Andrychowicz-Skrzeba 2014:394). Before that, on December 12-13, 1997 , after a meeting of the heads of government of the Member States in Luxembourg, it was decided to integrate different countries of the post-Soviet space at different speeds. Therefore, on March 31, 1998 there was given an official start to negotiations on Poland's accession to the European structures. These are the reason one can claim that politics and history have fulfilled their purpose. The main idea here is the lack of compatibility of the two parameters in bilateral relations. 
The first three years of the presidency of A. Kwasniewski can be defines as transitional ones. It should be noted that the transition  (or adaptation) period began in April 1995 , when L. Walęsa was still at the office. It was then, when Foreign Minister V. Bartoszewski delivered a speech at a special joint session of both chambers of the German Parliament  (Bundestag and Bundesrat). In his speech, the Minister sought to reach a consensus on post-war deportations, trying to pinpoint similarities in the fates of Polish and German deportees. The quote goes as: «The Polish population was no stranger to the massive displacement of people as a result of World War II. After the war, several million of Poles were forced to leave their homes on the territories beyond the Bug river and settled on the territory that Poland received after the World War II. […] Poland is also morally responsible for the resettlement of Germans, those one displaced from the territories to the East of Odra and Lusatian Neisse. […]. These lands were returned to Poland by the allied powers as a compensation for the loss of the Kresy
 (Eastern Borderlands) as well as for the Hitler's terror actions» (Bartoszewski 1995:15). In fact, the Foreign Minister's speech was an answer to the R. Herzog's speech in 1994. W. Bartoszewski tried to solve and leave behind the issue of deported Germans by equating them to the deported Polish population. At the same time, he confirmed that the Polish population also had some responsibility, though mainly moral one. It is worth mentioning that there was no direct use of the «forgive and apologize» formula. The minister also did not use the term «expellees» (Polish wypędzenie, German. Vertreibene ). 
The speech was received positively in Germany. As we can see, in Poland there was started a discussion on the topic of post-war deportations of both German and Polish people. As L. Nijakowski puts it, it became one of the reasons for the revision of historical politics during the Stalinist period. At the same time, according to U. Palash, this did not provoke a full-scale discussion, as it happened in the case in Poland after the publication of the book «Neighbors» (as cited Stolarczyk 2010:113). 

Political changes in Germany of that time also had a significant impact on Polish-German relations. In 1998, the Bundestag elections were won by the Social-Democratic Party of Germany (SDP), and the Union 90 (or the Greens), which formed the majority in parliament. A new government, headed by G. Schroeder, was formed in the spring. This new coalition of Germany was received with no enthusiasm. According to E. Czziomer, the center-right coalition led by E. Buzek gave a cold shoulder to the newly elected government (Cziomer 2005:219). 
M. Mildenberger tries to explain the neutral attitude of the E. Buzek government to the G. Schröder government by the way the SDP representatives perceived their Solidarity counterparts in the 1980s (Mildenberger 2005:174). As J. Kurczewska points out, the party of AWS consisted mainly of representatives of «Solidarity»(Kurczewska 2002:151). Negative statements from the party representatives regarding Poland's European integration also had a considerable influence on its non-enthusiastic reception. Thus, during the election campaign, political agitation did not refer to the issue of the final date of Poland's accession to the EU (Stolarczyk 2011:11). Still, it is worth mentioning, that the SDP is the first party to recognize the border along the lines of Oder and Lusatian Neisse. This fact did not have much effect on the neutral attitude to the new government.

On the other hand, the formula of unification, which was proposed on the edge of 80s – 90s, exhausted itself. Those who criticized the positivist approach to the implementation of bilateral relations, in other words, those who denied the possibility of cooperation according to the formula «community of interests», outlined this process as «kitsch of combination» (Polish Kicz pojednania ), «business combinations» or «sweeping problems under the carpet». Avoiding problems that had been created by history become a bad game, therefore these problems would still crop up later (Mildenberger 2005:172). In fact, the past became an integral part of the modern bilateral relations, and not solving the historical problem from the very beginning had bad consequences.

It was noted that the dialogue that took place between Germany and Poland at the beginning of the 1990s was rather superficial, and the pragmatic cooperation was hidden by «public gestures» (various kinds of apologies and kneeling at the graves – OB) (Mildenberger 2005:170).
At the beginning of 1998, significant changes took place in the political environments of both Germany and Poland. Ultimately, this led to the return of historical issues to the agenda of Polish-German relations. The policy changes concerning their past made a rather large impact in Germany. As we have already noted, the quickly spreading issue of Jews living in German society gave rise to concerns among the deported Germans. In May of 1998 Bundestag passed a resolution on «Expellees, migrants and the German minority are a bridge between Germany and its Eastern neighbor » in which they expressed hope that the integration of Poland and the Czech Republic into the European institutions should be combined with solutions of ongoing issues of the Polish-German relations. These issues included the problem of the free movement and settlement of people. «Expulsion cannot be a policy tool. Besides the Bundestag fully agrees with the statement of the federal government, that expulsion of Germans from their homeland because of the consequences of World War II should be seen as an illegal act, which is contradicting the international law. Bundestag appeals to the federal government so that it (the government – ed.) would raise the question of the expellees in the further political dialogues with the Eastern partners about the interests of the expellees, that should be maintained» (Dobrosz 2001:118). Those political parties that supported passing of the resolution were the Christian Democratic Union (CDU) /Christian Social Union (CSU) as well as the Free Democratic Party (FDP). As J.K. Dorosh believes, the decision made was closely connected to the election campaign (Dobrosz 2001:119). However, this led to the greatest cooling down in the bilateral relations of the countries since 1989. The Polish debate suggested that the German Bundestag had united the Polish aspirations into European structures with the issue of the unimpeded settlement of the deported Germans and their heirs in Poland without any restrictions (Dobrosz 2001:121). However, M. Stolarczyk also adds that populist politician E. Steinbach as the newly elected head of the Federation of Expellees played an important role in making this decision (Stolarczyk 2010:198).
The resolution stated that the post-war expulsions of Germans from the Eastern territories were of a criminal character. In Poland, this statement caused a wave of concerns over the restitution. The fact that the resolution did not emphasize Germany's responsibility for the consequences of World War II was greatly exacerbated in the light of people’s concerns.

The Bundestag resolution became one of the first elements that evoked interest to the subject of expulsions from the former German territory. The director of the Federation of Expellees stood on a confrontational position. This could be proved by a contradictory the interview in the newspaper «Süddeutsche Zeitung» of August 199. The aggressive nature of the interview was even deepened by the fact that it appeared on the eve of the 50th anniversary of the outbreak of World War II. E. Steinbach blamed Poland and the Czech Republic in being totally responsible for the post-war expulsions of the majority of the German population. She also suggested that the two countries should be held responsible for post-war expulsions while they were on the path to European integration. Among the other things the director also wrote that «human rights issues are a top priority for both European countries and those seeking place within the European structures. If human rights are not respected (she meant the post-war expulsions and deporations – OB) European countries should use the veto right»  (Traba and Żurek 2011:427). 

The Polish Foreign Ministry's reaction was restrained. P. Dobrowolski, a ministry spokesman at the time, noted that the Polish position remained unchanged: no automatic returns of estates. The message said that Poland acknowledged all the provisions of the Potsdam Conference on recognizing territorial, demographic and property changes. The Polish side would refrain from taking any action as the Foreign Ministry had the Federal Government as a partner, and the latter did not raise any questions in the matter. The interview was published in the newspaper «Electoral» (Mazurkiewicz 2015:199). 
There were dramatic changes in the community of the deported and expelled Germans. In the spring of 1998, a new director of the Center of Expellees was elected. The CDU Bundestag deputy E. Steinbach became the new chair. She replaced the former chair, who conservative and, as Simon Lang puts it, «inactive and unpopular, who did not take an interest in protecting the interests of the expelled Germans» (Lange 2013:77). The newly-elected young director was very popular with the public and the media. E. Steinbach did not eyewitness to the expulsion process herself, as she was only several years old when the final stage of the event took place. Still, the media wrote excitedly about a young conservative who had come to power and the newspaper «Berliner Tageszeitung» nicknamed her «the Tigress of the Expellees» (Lange 2013:78). 
However, the situation was different on the level of the Sejm. On 2 July, initiated by the Polish Agricultural Party there was drafted a certain resolution. On July 3, 1998, the Polish Sejm passed a Statement in which they declared that «the resolution of the Bundestag from May 29, 1998 is contradicting the agreed-upon friendly cooperation between Germany and Poland. It is also too ambiguous for understanding of the representatives of the Polish people (Sejm deputies – ed. OB). Our participation in the Union must also mean the territorial inviolability of the Polish borders, which has been confirmed by all our partners. Bundestag resolution reveals dangerous trends that are of concern not only to Poland»( Oświadczenie Sejmu Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej z dnia 3 lipca 1998). 

Analyzing the Statement of the Polish Sejms, it should be noted that, unlike the Bundestag Resolution, it contained a reference to the Polish-German border. From the German side, this document was representative of the ongoing political struggle. In fact that meant that the question of the Polish-German border came back to the agenda in Poland. It also showed that the de-historization of the Polish-German relations did not result in the complete exclusion of history from their relations. Polish negative attitude towards Germany increased. According to the poll conducted in October 1998, answering the question «How would you rate Germans on a scale from +3.0 to -3.0», Poles ultimately determined a score of -0.17, which is below zero, however, on should take into account that polls also showed dramatic changes compared to 1988(Wójcik 1998:2). 
At the same time, the political elites of both countries continued to work on development of bilateral relations. During the mentioned above visit of G. Schroeder to Warsaw in November 1998, the Chancellor assured his Polish partners that he did not support any postulates of the Federation of Expellees. He also informed them about the ongoing search for ways of solving the problem of compensation for Polish forced workers(Tomala 2004:43–50). 

The idea of compensation to be paid is closely linked to the issue of the German minority in Poland. There were various stages of the eviction of the German population as well as confiscation of the German property in the postwar period. Therefore the problem was closely related to the present place of memory in the Polish-German relations, this being outlined by E. Kochanowski and S. Zwicker as Volksdeutsch. According to the definition of the National Socialists, Volksdeutsch is a German who lives outside the German country and uses German (Kochanowski and Zwicker 2017:260). The problem was that they were the Volksdeutsch that were largely associated with the notion of «an expellee» in the post-war period in the Federal Republic of Germany.

In the first half of 1999 , the second intergovernmental consultation took place between Poland and Germany on the problem of implementation of the roadmap for the integration process. In the same year in Berlin they commemorated the 60th anniversary of the outbreak of World War II. A. Kwasniewski arrived in Germany. These were the first joint activities dedicated to be beginning of World War II. On September 3-4 of the same year, Schröder paid a visit to Poland in answer(Czech 2000:118). He also participated in the activities dedicated to commemoration of the beginning of the World War II, but in Warsaw.

Returning to populism, it should be mentioned that at the beginning of 1998 the Federation of Expellees adopted the Berlin Declaration, which demanded compensation from the Czech Republic and Poland for the deportation of the German population. This declaration was signed by E. Steinbach. In her article in the newspaper «Wyborcza» («Electoral»), A. Wolff-Powęska called the Declaration non-precedential, rude and irresponsible (Wyborcza. Niemieccy wypędzeni apelują do Polski i Czech o «rozrachunek z przeszłością». 19.09.1998). The leader of the Federation of Expellees declared that Poland and the Czech Republic were responsible for the eviction of 15 million people.

The problem of compensation arose again during the ratification of the treaty on the border normalization in 1991. In 1992, the deportees appealed to the Constitutional Court of Germany. They demanded to clarify whether the ratification of the Polish-German treaties would result in the cancellation of claims for private compensation. The court ruled in favor of deported German organizations, stating that ratification of the treaties did not entail a waiver of compensation(Lange 2013:65).
The case was aggravated by German politicians themselves. In 1996 , the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germany stated that «Potsdam's decisions regarding the deportation of the German population are contradicting the international law». He confirmed this after meeting his British and US counterparts, noting that «American and British colleagues agreed with this decision»(Borodziej 2012:364–65).
In the late 1990s, the question of «recovered lands» in the historical consciousness of the population also changed in Poland. This was due to both economic initiatives (we are talking the Euro regions) and the increasing debate about restitution demands. Also there was the result of the communist ideology, which had established the myth about «the originally Polish lands» and which was quite widespread during the period of the Polish People’s Republic, and it started to lose its significance(Traba and Żurek 2011:427). In addition, Traba adds that the Polish Catholic Church played a great part in spreading the narrative about the originally Polish lands(Traba and Żurek 2011:428). This is a kind of confirmation of the thesis that the Catholic Church was and still is the main source of conservative approaches in Polish historical politics.

According to R. Traba and R. Żurek, in Polish society there finally appeared an understanding of the fact that Germans had their past of the western territories of Poland, so they also received the sense of responsibility for the inheritance of German culture on these territories(Traba and Żurek 2011:428). 
Studying the relations of the Poles with the German population regarding their common heritage in the western lands and public opinion among Polish society, Z. Mazur made a conclusion that the notion of common history of the region was not strongly supported in Polish society, but it was not silenced as well(Mazur 2000:144). 
In Germany the government changed its strategy towards the past. It is also worth mentioning that Germany had already gone all the way of unification of the Federative Republic of Germany and the German Democratic Republic. As A.Wolff-Powęska points out, it was the time to build a common and new strategy towards its eastern neighbors. The essence of the strategy was to work out common approaches with its eastern neighbors – Poland and the Czech Republic but at the same time to distance from contradictory issues. Starting from 1996 the country was intensively working on the creation of the Silesian Museum in Gorlice and the Pomeranian Museum in Greifswald(Mazur 2000:148). It was during this period, however, that the process of political openness was coming to an end and there started to emerge some conflicts in Polish-German relations in the context of historical politics.

After 1999, the issue of personal compensation was a rather recurring one on the agenda of Polish-German relations. In 2000 the Prussian Union was established, and the aim of the organization was to organize and unify of the deported Germans in order for them to receive compensations. According to the official documents of the Union, it was not related to the Federation of Expellees. However, according to M. Mazurkiewicz, there were the same representatives in the leadership structure of both organizations. For example, G. Gunter Parplis is the Deputy Chairman of the Prussian Union and at the same time he is a member of the Presidium of the Federation of Expellees(Mazurkiewicz 2015:162). 
The return of the victim-offender dichotomy to the Polish-German discourse led to the appearance in its political-public discourse a new threat from Germany. In fact, in these bilateral relations liberalism was heavily criticized, namely the idea of ​​the Polish-German common interests, which had emerged in the early 1990s, therefore there grew and grew conservatism. The main political parties that insisted on a conservative approach to the Polish-German relations were the opposition fractions – «Law and Justice» and «League of Polish Families» (Traba and Żurek 2011:429). 
The organization started its activity in 2003 and it is coordinating more than 30,000 claims against the Polish side. According to M. Stoliarczyk, 20 thousand lawsuits had already existed before the organization was created(Stolarczyk 2010:397). 
In 2005 there appeared the Polish Union and the Union of the Expellees «Nest» (Polish: Powiernictwo Polskie and Związek Wysiedlonych «Gniazdo») in Poznan, Poland. The organization dealt and still deals with the Germans' demands and appeals to the Polish authorities. The difference between the first and the second organization is that the Prussian Union deals with compensations for the Czech side, and the second organization deals only with the issues of Poland. The creation of both organizations led to the Polish Sejm Statement. Thus, on March 12, 2004, the Sejm approved a decision on claims for damages compensation unanimously. We quote: «The Sejm considers that all issues related to the transfer of property to Poland resulting from the territorial changes of 1945 are closed. No lawsuits by German representatives or their organizations have legal grounds, therefore Poland will not recognize the decision of the Constitutional Court of the European Community in Luxembourg as well as the European Court of Human Rights.»(Anon n.d.). 
In addition, the aggravation of this case led to another Statement of the Sejm, adopted on 10 September 2004, concerning the payment of military reparations. While the former statement was an obvious reaction to the German public's reproaching, the latter one was populist in its nature. Moreover, it was for the first time since the stabilisation of Polish-German relations that the issue of military reparations was put on the agenda. The quote goes «The Polish Sejm is aware of the need to determine the historical truth and basic justice in Polish-German relations: […] Poland has not yet been paid adequate compensation for the material and non-material damage received in the course of World War II and as its result»( Uchwala Sejmu Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej z dnia 12 marca 2004). 
Despite G. Schröder's assurances during his visit on the 60th anniversary of the Warsaw Uprising in 2004 that the federal government did not support compensation initiatives, Polish Foreign Minister of that time V. Cimoszewić called these assurances populist. 
In addition, the resolution introduced the issue of military reparations to the agenda of bilateral relations. The resolution stated, inter alia, that:

· Poland has not yet received adequate financial compensation and military reparations for the horrific destruction and material and non-material losses caused by the German aggression against Poland; 
· Poland cannot have any financial responsibilities to German citizens if these responsibilities are the result of World War II and post-war settlement; 
· Sejm calls on the Government to take decisive steps on the issue of recognizing Germany's responsibility and, consequently, on the problem of compensation for the losses of German citizens, which were the result of World War II and the result of the post-war international legal system implementation. 
In fact, the Polish Sejm made an attempt to shift responsibility they had to the communities of the expelled and deported. The statement raised many controversial issues and had a negative impact on bilateral relations. As W. Góralski notes, «The statement, which was populist in nature, introduced controversial issues into the Polish-German discourse concerning the past and the consequences of bilateral relations» (Góralski n.d.:532). These issues were:
· issues of military reparations, which were not paid by Germany in accordance with the decision of the Sejm; 
· compensation for material losses received because of World War II; 
· Germany's recognition of its responsibility for its citizens following the post-war relocation, which took place because of World War II. 
The populism of the Statement hid in the fact that the Polish side was actually trying to refuse to act according to the international legal norms that Poland of the 1945-1946 had agreed to follow. As the «Rzeczpospolita» put it, having annexed territories in the West, Poland received compensation in the form of property of the expelled Germans. W. Góralski emphasizes that the case of reparations has long been closed(Góralski n.d.:533).
In addition, the effect of the Sejm resolution had a negative impact on G. Schröder's speech in Warsaw(Góralski n.d.:535), and the populist nature of the Statement was also confirmed by the results of the survey of the Centre of Law Enforcement Activities.

The study shows that despite the almost complete integration into the EU and the considerable support of Germany, polish people still have lots of firmly established stereotypes about Germany and former Polish-German relations.

According to the presented report of the Centre of Law Enforcement Activities, respondents who supported the decision of the Sejm on reparation claims were the supporters of the Polish national conservative party (Polish – Liga Polskich Rodzin) and «Law and Justice»(Roguska 2004:7). The authors of the survey also draw attention to the correlation between the respondents’ answers and their level of education. Thus, 42% of those, who claimed Germany should pay full compensation, had only secondary education. The percentage of people who supported this idea among the respondents with higher education amounted to 20%(Roguska 2004:8).
The Polish National Conservative Party was well-known for its negative attitude towards Germany. In 2003, it started a heated political debate in Polish society over J. Fischer's idea of ​​forming a federalized Europe. The main argument of party’s position was the assertion that Germany wanted to turn Poland into an appendix that would be controlled only by Germany(Wolff-Powęska 2004:59). 

In 2004, Poland commemorated the 60th anniversary of the Warsaw Uprising. The Polish media paid a lot of attention to this event. The occasion was marked by the opening of the Warsaw Uprising Museum, which was actively curated by the then mayor of Warsaw, Lech Kaczynski. He didn’t serve on this position till the end his term, because he was elected the President of Poland in 2005. The media coverage of the event was huge. It is worth mentioning, that, while the idea of establishing a museum originated back in 1983, it became a reality only on July 31, 2004 . 
In the framework of the activities dedicated the 60th anniversary of the Warsaw Uprising, German Chancellor G. Schröder paid a visit to the country. The importance of the visit was that G. Schröder became the first chancellor (DW. Kanclerz Niemiec Gerhard Schroeder uczestniczył w obchodach 60-tej), who participated in the commemoration of this event. Once again, in his speech G. Schroeder apologised to the Poles for the crimes committed by the Nazis. It seemed that asking for forgiveness had become the norm for the speeches of senior officials, especially in the context of their official visits dedicated to commemoration of events important for Poland. These apologies were unchanging and present almost in all the speeches. 
There could be seen considerable excitement in the media regarding this event, especially taking into account the fact that a lot of German expellees strived to receive compensation. The number of publications increased dramatically. If one analysed the popular newspaper «Die Spiegel» of that period, they could see that there were more than twenty publications dedicated to G. Schröder's visit in the issues from June 2004 to September the same year (Die Speigel. Suche Begriff «Warschauer Aufstand»..). Sometimes there appeared 3-4 publications a day. The media outcry was rather impressive. The situation on the informational portal «DW» was the same (DW. Suche Begriff «Warschauer Aufstand»). 

In his speech, G. Schroeder stated, «Now we feel ashamed […] They (the Nazis – ed.) attacked Poland in 1939. Having suppressed the uprising, they destroyed Warsaw to the ground and ashes. Thousands of Polish women, men and their children were sent to concentration camps and were used as forced labour. In this place, the place of Polish pride and German shame, we hope for peace and unification» (DW. Kanclerz Niemiec Gerhard Schroeder uczestniczył… 02.08.2004). Taking into account the demands for compensation, the chancellor stated: «We, Germans, know very well who was responsible for starting the war and who the first victims were. Therefore, there is no room for compensation claims from Germany today. […] Property issues related to World War II are not a topic of communication between the official governments of the two countries and they are not a topical issue of Polish-German relations. Neither the federal government, nor any influential political power in Germany supports individual claims. The federal government will have the same position in international courts» (DW. Kanclerz Niemiec Gerhard Schroeder uczestniczył… 02.08.2004). Despite the political events in Germany, G. Schröder took a clear stance on individual claims for property damage. 
Following G. Schröder's speech in Warsaw, the debate about the property claims of the displaced Germans moved from an international political debate arena, that had a powerful impact on Polish bilateral relations, to Germany's domestic political life.
After G. Schröder had delivered his remarkable speech, the informational platform «Die Spiegel» published a detailed article written by K.K. Malzan, a correspondent for the Warsaw edition from 2000 to 2002. It was titled «Schröder's Great Gesture»(Malzahn, 2004.) (German – Schröders große Geste). In the introduction of the article its author stated: «Our Chancellor has made the first step in a difficult issue solving. Now it is the turn of the Poles to do the same»(Malzahn 2004.). The author outlined the gesture of the politician rather positively, but his attitude to Poland was somewhat negative. First and foremost, the event had a significant impact on the bilateral relations of the countries. He noted that «[...]bowing to the victims of the Warsaw ghetto was necessary not only to satisfy the Poles ambitions in this respect, as the problem remained historical and existential in both the political and historical consciousness, but it also was a matter of importance for German society. Finally, the German population who was interested in the European history would learn more about this event, but they still give so little weight to the event.» (Malzahn 2004.). 
«Still, the question remains open. Will the Polish officials be able to receive apologies once again from an official speaker from Berlin?»(Malzahn 2004.) – stated the author. In this way he emphasized that this was by no means the first gesture of apology from top German officials, and that the Polish-German relations would remain unstable from the perspective of historical politics. «The experience of recent years shows that, despite the steps of good-will on the part of Germany, Polish-German relations are not immune to political surprises from Warsaw (especially in the issue of the historical past – ed. O.B.)». 
The author was definitely negative in his description of the G. Schröder's statement regarding positions in international courts. He was stressing that, after all, every citizen has the right to defend their position in court and the official government is not entitled to decide on the correctness of a particular event in the legal dimension. We disagree with the author's point of view. Doing what he had done, the chancellor tried to emphasize the importance of bilateral relations and increase the level of trust between the two countries. It has also to be taken into account that this issue was a part of the social and political debate in Poland. In addition, some western Poles started to get fear that they might lose some of their possessions (especially their real estate). 
Political forces in Germany showed the whole range on reaction concerning the Chancellor's speech. The CDU-CSU fraction spokesman and Foreign Affairs Committee Chairman Friedbert Pflueger supported G. Schroeder's position, saying that this position had become a compromise of all the political parties. It is worth mentioning, that as a rule, the CDU-CSU union maintained a position of understanding between the two countries. Still, there were concerns voiced within the party and some people did not support G. Schroeder's point of view on restitution.
Thus, the Vice-leader of the CDU, W. Bosbach stated that «the Head of the Government is not allowed to interfere with the right of citizens to have an independent trial. Therefore, after Schröder has made an attempt to end discussions on property issues, they have become only more exacerbated» (DW. Rozbieżne opinie w szeregach niemieckiej chadecji… 04.-8.2004).
It was E. Steinbach, who had also joined the political debate in Germany. «The Chancellor delivered a very good speech and picked up the right words of apology» (DW. Wprowadźmy pokój prawny. 06.08.2004) – stated E. Steinbach in her press conference regarding the Chancellor's speech.
The director of the Federation of Expellees, however, criticized the chancellor's words concerning the refusal to pursue the restitution appeals to the European courts from the victims of the expulsion and their descendants. Giving commentary in her interview, the Director emphasized that «All governments have so far recognized the restitution demands of the expellees as an open issue in Polish-German relations. Therefore, members of the expellees community are outraged that they are being accused of trying to profit from bilateral Polish-German relations in the context of restitution demands» (DW. Wprowadźmy pokój prawny. 06.08.2004). 
E. Steinbach pointed out that generally the community of expellees did not intend to get any material gain or property from the Polish side. «We are trying to find the justice and compassion we deserve,» said the director of the Union(DW. Wprowadźmy pokój prawny. 06.08.2004). 
At the same time, during her press conference E. Steinbach denied being directly connected to the «Prussian Union» or supporting their position, thereby she gave up any property claims. Still, the director could not give a clear answer to the questions of journalists concerning the future of this problem in the official doctrine of the German government (Die Spiegel. Deutsch-Polnische Beziehungen: Schröder erteilt Entschädigungsforderungen klare Abfuhr. ). 
This period marked the beginning of the war of expertise in the Polish-German relations began. In order to maintain good relations between the two countries, it was decided to set up a Joint Polish-German Expert Group which dealt with legal issues regarding reparations and personal damages. Its leaders were J. Barch and J. A. Frowein.
The results of the Commission work were published in early November of 2004. The final Report stated that «the results of this study should put a full-stop to the key issue on the Polish-German relations». The report states, inter alia, that «individual claims by German citizens do not have any grounds in accordance with international, Polish and German standards». The report also noted that it had a paramount importance for political relations between the countries: «the results of the commission's work are really important in the political field, since according to these results the main contradictions between the German and Polish approaches to the issue of reparations and individual claims could be solved» (Góralski 2005:272–73).
According to V. Guralsky, the Barcha-Frowein Commission positively influenced the public sentiment in Poland, because it reduced the negative expectations of the German lawsuits among the Polish population(Góralski 2005:279). 
The situation with the lawsuits disappeared from the agenda of Polish-German relations before 2005. This was facilitated by changes in political life in both Poland and Germany. In 2005 there appeared the «Anti-expertise» of E. Kline, which was created at the request of the Bundestag(Góralski 2005:276). In fact in this work the author questioned practically all the postulates of Barch-Frowein's «Expertise». For instance, the author wrote that «Expulsion violated international law, which was mandatory at the time, and therefore it should be qualified as a crime»(Góralski 2005:276). In addition, the text of E. Kline's expertise stated that «the expulsion of the German people is defined as an unlawful act and it should be classified as a crime against humanity» (Grzeszczak 2010:138). 
As a result of the publication of the Kline report, the communities of the «expellees» intensified their demands addressed to the Polish state.

CONCLUSION 

During the period when Kwasniewski took the office, there began a transitional stage in the bilateral relations of two counties. It was at this time when the issue of Polish integration reached its peak. There was announced the deadline for the start of negotiations. Speeches of politicians were full of calls for mutual reconciliation. During his visit to Warsaw in 1994, R.Herzog apologized to Poles for the crimes of Nazism. In 1995, in his speech to the members of the Bundestag, K. Skubishevsky drew attention to the problem of deportation and expulsion of the German people, thereby pointing out the criminal nature of this deed. The period of 1989-1996 was the time for numerous organizations to emerge, and their aim was to develop bilateral relations. 
The issue of compensation continued to affect bilateral relations of Poland and Germany after Poland's accession to the EU. However, in their speeches, both chancellors of their periods, i.e. G. Schröder and A. Merkel, stated that they did not support these requirements in any way.
However, as early as 1998 there emerged an unsolved problem of mutual demands caused by the consequences of World War II. Thus, the deported and expelled Germans started to demand Poland should give them their compensation for the damage caused during the deportation process. There was created the Prussian Union in order to unite all claims for deportation damage. 
More than that, in September 2004, there was passed the Statement of the Polish Sejm telling that Germany had not compensated Poland for the loss the former had caused by attacking the latter. The amount of compensation was exorbitant – over 300 billion marks. 
Another important issue that had to be continued in order to be solved was the problem of compensation for the forced labour of Polish workers. In this case, there was a more serious level of cooperation on the level of organizations. 
The problem of reparation claims remained unsolved during this period, but the sides managed to reduce political tension in their mutual dialogue.
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� It`s very complicated definition. Polish academically society has many interpretations about it. Mainly, Kresy are some far eastern Borderlands, which obtain former territory of Ukraine. In another case, this term can use to characterize are of population of Polish people, which obtain also territory of Siberia





