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FOREWORD

We offer readers this post-conference publication entitled Quo Vadis? Questions about Poland in Central and Eastern Europe in the 20th century, which outlines selected issues of the history of Polish political, but also military or social thought in the 20th century, with particular emphasis on the presentation of a series of silhouettes of Polish thinkers and actors of military efforts. The study was also supplemented with a module on digitisation processes and access to archival, museum or library collections in the age of technological revolution, including in particular the challenges faced by Poland in this revolution. Processes, which are so important not only from the point of view of participation in culture, but especially in the perspective of research, the implementation of numerous scientific and educational goals, as well as the consolidation, collection and storage of source materials and national heritage.

This publication consists of a rich collection of conference proceedings, research papers and additional studies developed as part of the conference Return to sources? Questions about Poland in Central and Eastern Europe in the 20th century, (Powrót do źródeł? Pytania o Polskę w Europie Środkowo-Wschodniej w XX wieku) organised on 23–24 September 2019 in Łodź by the Natolin European Centre in cooperation with the Faculty of Philosophy and History of the University of Lodz, the Museum of Independence Traditions in Łodź and the Jan Nowak-Jeziorański College of Eastern Europe. Both the conference itself and the presented publication constitute a vital part of the research project The Electronic Platform for the Transfer of Knowledge and Source Materials: Visions of Poland’s Role in Central and Eastern Europe in Geo-Political, Economic, Civilisation and Cultural Concepts in the 20th Century, including, among others, publication of the results of research on Polish political thought concerning the regional order of Eastern and Central Europe.

The project is implemented with a view to provide researchers, students, educational centres, non-governmental institutions undertaking scientific, research and educational activities in the field, and finally representatives of public administration or opinion-forming circles, with research results published in both traditional and electronic formats.

The publication includes papers written by historians, political scientists, specialists in international relations, archivists and museologists: Prof. Przemysław Waingertner, on Poland’s role and place in Central and Eastern Europe in Polish political thought and practice in the 20th – 21st century; Dr Agnieszka Jędrzejewska, Leon Wasilewski and the idea of Prometheism in the Second Polish Republic; Prof. Marek Białokur, on The idea of Poland’s security in Central and Eastern Europe in the political concepts of Joachim Bartoszewicz; Prof. Arkadiusz Adamczyk, on The future of Poland in the political thought of Piłsudski’s followers after 1945; Prof. Rafał Habielski, on the person of Jerzy Giedroyc and Polish Eastern policy; Prof. Jacek Reginia-Zacharski, on Trimarium as the response to modern geopolitical conceptions regarding Central and Eastern Europe; Prof. Tomasz Grzegorz Grosse, entitled Between history and modern times – geopolitical choices of Poles; Dr Tadeusz Z. Bogalecki, on Soldiers of the Łódź, Prusy, Poznań and Pomorze Armies; another one by Dr Agnieszka Jędrzejewska, entitled Ukrainians, Belarusians and Jews in the 10th Infantry Division in Łódź; Grzegorz J. Wrobel, on Chaplains of Roman Catholic, Orthodox, Evangelical and Jewish denomination in the Łódź Army. Selected issues; Dr Karolina Wolska-Pabian, on Digitisation and availability of museum and library collections as well as Dr Paweł Perzyna, entitled Access to archive materials in the age of technological revolution.

The collected articles represent three thematic axes. They show ideas and concepts developed by selected Polish politicians, thinkers and political journalists, and referring to the vision of security and order in Central and Eastern Europe. Starting from the federal assumptions of Józef Piłsudski’s close associate, Leon Wasilewski (let us just point out, that this figure still requires in-depth studies in the perspective of research analyses and accessibility in the subject literature), through the socio-political concept of Joachim Bartoszewicz against the background of the political thought of the national democratic camp in the first half of the 20th century (just like in the case of Leon Wasilewski, the journalistic and ideological legacy of this personage is still not widely known, including his original approach to the nation and nation state), by the idea of the Baltic Union, the Prometheism (and later Neo-Prometheism) programme, a return to federation in format of Intermarium, the activity and thought of emigrant communities after World War II (in particular the Piłsudskite camp), the Ukraine-Lithuania-Belarus (ULB) doctrine in terms of the geopolitical thought of the editor of the Parisian Kultura Jerzy Giedroyc and Juliusz Mieroszewski, ending with building the foundations of the Visegrád cooperation, Polish Eastern policy after 1989, and the ideas associated with the Three Seas Initiative today.

The above-mentioned reflections were also enriched with a broader context, offering insight into the theory and philosophy of international relations regarding contemporary geopolitics (anchored in “classic” geopolitical concepts from the first half of the 20th century), into the clash of powers approach concerning Europe, geopolitical perspectives of Eastern and Central Europe, and finally in relation to the determinants of the balance of power, including the historical ones.

When undertaking the study in chronological order and taking care of the full historical picture of Poland, selected wartime circumstances of the collapse of the Second Polish Republic could not be omitted. According to Prof. Waingertner, the pre-war Poland proved as a state to be an important component of maintaining political stability – or dismantling it when Poland was defeated as a result of German-Soviet aggression in 1939 – as well as the sovereignty and security of the peoples living in the countries of the region. The slaughter of World War II and the subsequent loss of sovereignty, the seizure of Poland within Soviet influence reformatted the development concepts undertaken earlier in the Second Polish Republic, giving at the same time strong impulse to create active structures of political and independence circles in exile.

Reflection was also taken on the idea of multinationality and multi-denominationality expressed for example in the social structure of the Polish army during the Second Polish Republic[1], with particular emphasis on Łodź and the Łodź region (a city sometimes referred to as a phenomenon in this respect). To make the city’s cultural mosaic more explicit, let us cite statistical data showing that just before World War II, only 55% of the city’s population were of Polish origin[2].

The organised form of military pastoral work appeared in the Polish army at the end of the 17th century, however the tradition of chaplain work among soldiers is much older. It must be noted that permanent pastoral work was introduced to the Polish army already by the Warsaw Sejm in 1690. After World War I, the reborn Poland, facing the need to form an army that would be capable to successfully defend the newly regained statehood, could benefit from the legacy of traditionalist patriotism of domestic pastoral care[3].

Already on 9 November 1918, head of the Ministry of Military Affairs, Colonel Jan Wroczyński, in consultation with Aleksander Rakowski, the Archbishop of Warsaw, established the Field Consistory. In the new organisation of the Ministry of Military Affairs approved on 10 December 1918, this consistory was formally, as a section, part of the Mobilisation and Organisational Department[4]. The position of the Chief of Chaplains of the Polish Army was entrusted to priest Jan Pajkert. At the same time, the military authorities sought the establishment of a field bishopric, which was positively received by the Polish Episcopate and finally took place on 5 February 1919. The first field bishop – priest Stanisław Gall, auxiliary bishop of Warsaw – was appointed by Pope Benedict XV in consultation with the head of state Józef Piłsudski[5]. It should be emphasised that during the Second Polish Republic, the state’s attitude towards the Church and other religious denominations was governed by constitutional acts of 1921 and 1935, together with executive acts, while the state’s attitude individually towards the Catholic Church in all three rites was determined by the 1925 Concordat and other legal acts issued after its ratification.

Poland was the first of the countries reviving after World War I that introduced army pastoral service for all denominations, as well as several regulations and practices supporting the ideas of religious tolerance[6]. In the guidelines for religious policy developed at the end of 1938, the Ministry of Military Affairs expressed the belief that the methods of dealing with religious matters in the army based on the principle of respect for the personal dignity and religious beliefs of individuals, proved to be right (Articles 111 and 112 of the March Constitution)[7].

The importance and need for chaplains in the social and educational field returned with its full force during World War II, in particular among Polish soldiers in exile spread all over the fronts. Priests had a significant impact on the army’s morale. Against this background, patriotism and devotion to the Polish cause of non-Catholic priests should be emphasised. In the occupied country underground military pastoral work was carried out in extremely difficult conditions. It fulfilled a whole range of tasks not related to religious service, supporting the underground struggle, engaging in propaganda, intelligence, courier or publishing work.

It is therefore clear that the pastoral role of priests and their apostolate has accompanied Polish history for ages, but it was particularly evident in the period of critical and tragic moments of Polish history in the 20th century. In the postwar history of Poland, in turn, we can point out the crucial activity of Cardinal Stefan Wyszyński, priest Jerzy Popiełuszko – who paid the highest price for his steadfastness... the price of life – and above all Karol Wojtyła, who – first as the cardinal and then as the successor of Saint Peter – contributed to political transformation in Central and Eastern Europe, including the fall of communism.

In an effort to ensure the didactic value of the publication and with a view in particular to young students of history and related sciences, the study was expanded to include conclusions on challenges in the field of synergy of new technologies and processes of archiving source materials, including those of museum nature. As Dr Perzyna underlines, the technological revolution currently requires to determine the place of digitisation on the way to computerisation of archives. On the other hand, it also forces the adoption of the concept of creating and making available to digital users various archival resources or the choice of digitisation strategies for the construction of digital resources by cultural institutions, with particular emphasis on national and international legal regulations, good practices, respect for intellectual property rights or the principles of personal data protection (which in the digital age has turned into a complex issue). Transnational projects are also becoming an important initiative, we can follow the ongoing creation of more and more extremely extensive collections, websites and repositories, enabling access to international cultural heritage, such as www.apenet.eu or www.europeana.eu.

As Dr Wolska points out, in this atmosphere of justified enthusiasm, we cannot forget about the challenges of digitisation. One of them is the already mentioned aspect of copyright protection in the context of national and international law, or the impact of digitisation on the competences of young researchers and the young generation, in terms of, for example, the ability to conduct traditional archival and museum queries, or the researcher’s direct contact with the “original”, often being an important object of culture and art.

The publication also includes an extensive bibliography and the index of names. The originators and authors of this publication express the hope that the presented articles, and reflections contained in them, will become the starting point for further research and studies, as well as for an interesting scientific debate.

 

Konrad Dziurdzia

Natolin European Centre







 

 

 

CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPEAN ORDER IN POLITICAL AND GEOPOLITICAL THOUGHT IN THE 20TH CENTURY











Przemysław Waingertner

CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE IN POLISH POLITICAL THOUGHT AND PRACTICE IN THE 20TH-21ST CENTURY. (SEPTEMBER 1939, POLAND – THE KEY TO CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE?)


Outline of the subject-matter

Traces of Polish ambitions and attempts to play an important part in Central and Eastern Europe date back to the past that is almost as distant as the Polish statehood. The future of small states that did not try to arrange a safe order in the region for themselves was insecure in the territories located between the powerful German Reich (and, in the course of time, also the State of the Teutonic Order) and the eastern part of the Old Continent, which was initially unsettled, subject to dynamic changes and growing strong within the borders of Kievan Rus’ and then the Duchy of Moscow and tsarist Russia. The Polish state tried to do this in various ways: by building a predatory Piast power during Bolesław Chrobry’s reign in the 11th century, by forming a personal union with Hungary in the 14th century and, finally, by concluding a personal union with Lithuania in the same century and transforming it into a real union in the 16th century. The latter gave rise to the Commonwealth of the Two Nations – a noble empire stretching from the Baltic to the Black Sea. After its collapse and partitioning between Russia, Prussia and Austria in the late 18th century, the Polish statehood resurrected itself only in 1918 after World War I.

The conception that the resurrection of Poland would be combined with the reconstruction of the order in Central and Eastern Europe, particularly in the context of limiting the position of Russia in it, was present in Polish political thought during the partitioning period. It was expressed, among others, by leaders, ideologists and publicists of the Polish Socialist Party (PPS). It appeared, e.g. in the political reflection of Józef Piłsudski – the leader of the PPS at that time, the leader of Polish irredentism and the founder of the Polish Legions during the Great War, as well as his close collaborator – socialist Leon Wasilewski. Both of them believed that independent Poland could be restored through Poles’ co-operation with other nations oppressed by the tsar’s authority that would be aimed at joint liberation from Russian captivity. In the struggle conducted according to this plan, Poles were to receive support not only from Lithuanians, Latvians, Estonians, Belarusians or Ukrainians, but also from peoples of the Caucasus and Finns.

Slogans proclaimed by the circle concentrated around Józef Piłsudski from the first decade of the 20th century found its continuation in the federative conception after World War I, during the period of Poland’s resurrection and fights for its borders. Its main advocate was Piłsudski – the Chief of State and the Inspector of Armed Forces, and the main political and intellectual background consisted of publicists and political thinkers coming from the Polish Legions and the Polish Military Organisation and liberal and left-wing circles – the independence intelligentsia. They perceived the fulfilment of the idea reaching from the Baltic up to the Black Sea, with Poland to be adjoined by Lithuania, Belarus and Ukraine, as a reference to the pre-partition tradition of the great multinational and multicultural Commonwealth on the one hand. On the other hand, it was the key to ensuring the safety of Poland and the region from Soviet imperialism and Bolshevism and German revisionism, which also fulfilled the modern slogan of the right of nations to independence.

In the years 1919–1920, the Polish-Soviet war was fought in the name of fulfilment of the federative idea. The theatre of the warfare and the subject-matter of the conflict was the Vilnius Region, Belarus and Dnieper Ukraine. The Red Kremlin made attempts to take control of them, Bolshevise them and turn them into a base of the further advance of the proletariat revolution into Central and Western Europe. Warsaw perceived Lithuanians, Belarusians and Ukrainians as partners in the construction of a close political, military and economic interstate union. However, Lithuanians rejected federative proposals. The Belarusian elites were too weak to meet the ambitious challenge. Finally, the Soviet state turned out to be an excessively strong opponent for the Republic of Poland and for the Ukrainian People’s Republic as its ally.

Thanks to its victory in the Battle of Warsaw in August 1920, Poland repelled the Soviet invasion and defended its independence, but it had to abandon its ambitious plan of building an interstate federation. The territories of western Belarus and Ukraine were incorporated into the Republic of Poland, and the eastern ones became a part of the Russian-dominated Soviet federation, within which they subsequently functioned as the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic (BSSR) and the Ukrainian Soviet Socialistic Republic (UkrSSR), being actually devoid of factual political subjectivity. The Polish-Soviet war was concluded by the Treaty of Riga in 1921, its signatories being the Republic of Poland on the one hand and Soviet Russia and UkrSRR on the other hand[1].

The aftermath of the wars for borders on the east of the continent was the animosity between Poland and Lithuania. In the autumn of 1920, Polish troops invaded Vilnius and the surrounding region inhabited mostly by Poles. In these territories, “Middle Lithuania” was established; in 1922, its lands were incorporated into the Republic of Poland[2]. Warsaw established good relations with other Baltic republics. Polish troops supported the Latvian army during the independence war between Latvia and Estonia in the years 1918–1920, thereby earning the gratitude of the Latvians. Estonia tried to establish good relations with Poland, too. Both Baltic republics and the Second Polish Republic gave support to each other on the international forum, too. In 1922, together with Finland, they signed an agreement in Warsaw; in the intention of the Polish party, it was supposed to create the “Baltic Union” designed as an instrument of joint regional safety policy in the face of threat from Soviet Russia. The agreement contained a non-aggression pact and opened the possibility of mutual help in the case of an external threat.

Also, the fiasco of the federative plan did not mean the abandonment of Polish reflections concerning the organisation of the order in Eastern Europe by Poland. This time, it became the basis for the “Promethean” program based on supporting independence ambitions among non-Russian nations remaining within the borders of the Soviet Union, particularly Ukrainians, Belarusians and Caucasian nations. According to popular opinion, the leading promoters of the program were not only the aforementioned Wasilewski, but also politicians and publicists supporting Piłsudski: Tadeusz Hołówko and Henryk Józewski, and others. The fulfilment of the Promethean idea was also supposed to win loyalty for Poland on the part of Slavic minorities living within its borders by showing a common political goal shared with Warsaw to them – the establishment of their own independent states at the cost of the Soviet Union (USSR). The supporters of the Promethean program suggested that its fulfilment could also be an introduction to the formation of an Eastern European union of states with the leading role of Poland.

At the same time, Polish politician thinkers, publicists and practitioners proposed the construction of permanent political, military and economic agreements with states located south of Poland. The Polish position concerning the role of Czechoslovakia in such agreements was the most equivocal – while Piłsudski and his adherents emphasised the weakness of this multinational state, its anti-Polish policy of supporting Ukrainian irredentism in the Second Polish Republic and the excessively close (in their opinion) relations with the Soviet Union, even they (and particularly the national camp and socialists) stressed the value of Prague as an important stabiliser of the segment of the post-Versailles order in the region[3]. Essentially, the consensus existed around the idea of developing ties with Hungary. The awareness that they challenged postwar border arrangements, thus awakening the mistrust of their neighbours, became less important as a factor shaping the attitude of Poles to them than the conviction about their loyalty as Warsaw’s future close partner (resulting from the Magyars’ readiness to support Poland in the years of the Polish-Soviet war). The co-operation with Budapest was promoted mainly by Piłsudski’s followers and conservative thinkers led by Marian Zdziechowski[4]. Another pillar of Poland’s regional safety was supposed to be the political-military alliance with Romania concluded as early as 1921[5].

According to the conception of Józef Piłsudski – the Chief of State (1918–1922) and the dictator (1926–1935) – the activity of Polish diplomacy towards Baltic states and southern neighbours was to support the long-term goal of building a big federation in Central and Eastern Europe that would encompass Baltic republics on the one hand and Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania or even Bulgaria and Yugoslavia on the other hand. After the Marshal’s death, this concept – defined as Intermarium or Third Europe – was promoted by Józef Beck, the minister of foreign affairs in the Sanation government.

As a result of territorial claims put forward against Prague by the national socialist Third Reich and accepted by Great Britain, France and Italy during the Munich Conference in September 1938, Czechoslovakia lost the Sudeten region, which was incorporated into Germany. Warsaw also demanded territorial concessions from Prague (concerning Cieszyn Silesia, which was annexed by Czechs as a result of the aggression against Poland in 1919). The ultimate fall of the Czechoslovakian state in 1939 aroused anxiety among Polish political elites as another breach in the Versailles order, but it also gave some hopes for the fulfilment of the Intermarium idea as Poland gained a common border with Hungary.

The outbreak of World War II, the German-Soviet aggression against Poland, the defeat of the Polish army, the division of Polish territories between the Third Reich and their occupation by Germany and the USSR, and, finally, the domination of Central European states by Berlin and the absorption of Baltic states by the Soviet Union put an end to the practical possibility of fulfilment of ambitious interwar conceptions of Warsaw concerning the establishment of a regional federation in the east of the Old Continent. However, Polish state institutions and Polish political circles in exile still maintained relations with political emigration circles from formerly independent Eastern European states, particularly the Ukrainian emigration. Besides, they lasted from the outbreak of World War II till the changes that occurred in Central and Eastern Europe in the late 20th century in connection with the fall of communism, political emancipation and the democratisation of the Eastern Bloc countries, the collapse of the Soviet Union and the regaining of independence by Ukraine, Belarus and Baltic republics.

In the years of World War II, attempts to establish foundations for the postwar federation of Warsaw and Prague were the dominant motif in official relations between Polish and Czechoslovak governments residing in London. Works on the preparation of the future union of states became more intense towards the end of 1940. The ultimately prepared “constitutional act” of the Polish-Czechoslovak agreement presented a plan of future joint political, social and economic actions. In 1942, representatives of both governments signed a joint declaration on the creation of the Planning Board for Central and Eastern Europe. However, works on the creation of a federative or confederative union of Poland and Czechoslovakia did not arouse enthusiasm among Western allies, who were alarmed by the independence of Polish and Czechoslovak politicians, which might result in the emancipation of the region from the influence of London and Paris and, primarily, aggravate relations between Western powers and the Soviet Union, which planned its own hegemony in the east of the future postwar Europe. The Kremlin expressed these intentions in the middle of 1942 by protesting against the project of closer Polish-Czechoslovak co-operation and its institutionalisation. Because of the unwillingness of Western allies of Poland and Czechoslovakia and open objection from Moscow, plans of the postwar relationship between Warsaw and Prague collapsed.

In the years of World War II, the conception of an Eastern European federation was not abandoned also by the emigration circle of Piłsudski’s followers, which was particularly active in Great Britain and the United States. The advisability of its organisation was indicated, among others, by politicians and publicists: Ignacy Matuszewski, Juliusz Łukasiewicz, Janusz Jędrzejewicz, Władysław Wielhorski and Stefan Mękarski, as well as activists within the League for Polish Independence[6]. Federationalists returned to the conception of creating the Intermarium in the postwar future – this would be an association of sovereign states of Central and Eastern Europe between the Baltic, the Black Sea and the Adriatic, including also Hungary and Romania that remained in the camp of the Axis states at that time.

It must be stressed here that the years of World War II were a difficult test for Polish-Hungarian relations, which had been excellent both on the level of international relations and internal relations between nations concerned since 1918. Budapest (Berlin’s ally) took part in the war against the anti-Hitler coalition of which Poland was a member. However, in 1939, Hungary refused the Nazi invasion of Poland from its territory, and over 100,000 Polish refugees found safe shelter on the Danube after the loss of the September 1939 campaign[7]. Towards the end of World War II, Hungarian troops stationing on Polish lands often offered weapons to soldiers of the Home Army and food to the civil population. There were also secret negotiations between the command of the Warsaw Uprising and Hungarian officers who proposed the transition of Magyar military units to the Polish side and the military support of the Home Army conducting Operation Tempest. The Hungarians intended to use the future military operation together with Poles as an introduction to the open transition to the side of the anti-Hitler coalition.

After the end of World War II, Poland and other states of Central and Eastern Europe, including Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Romania, and the territory of East Germany, found themselves in the influence zone of the Soviet Union. These states – which were officially independent, but devoid of factual sovereignty – were ruled by local communists loyal to Moscow, who had gained and maintained power thanks to support from the Kremlin, the Soviet security system and the Red Army (having bases in the territory of western satellites of the USSR). Both the new Polish People’s Republic and Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, the German Democratic Republic (established in East Germany), Bulgaria and Albania as Eastern Bloc states became a part of the Warsaw Pact (a Soviet-controlled political and military pact established in 1955) and the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (an agreement concerning co-operation and economic integration between the USSR and pro-Soviet people’s democracies that was established under the aegis of the Kremlin in 1949).

In the period of the postwar division of the continent and the rivalry between the democratic West and the communist camp, supporters of the federation representing the camp of Piłsudski’s followers in exile presented their own ideas by including them in a geopolitical reflection that was known and legible to American and Western European political experts, specialists in international relations and, finally, politicians and publicists. They stressed the importance of the establishment of the Eastern European federation for the weakening of the Soviet Union and, consequently, the increased safety of Western Europe and the accomplishment of global goals by American politics. Views close to supporters of the Eastern European federation from political circles were expressed by Polish emigration historians representing the trend of political historicism – Oskar Halecki and his successors: Piotr Stefan Wandycz and Marian Kamil Dziewanowski.

An important emigration centre of Polish political-intellectual life and the dissemination of the idea of building a close relationship between independent Poland and states of Eastern Europe was also the Literary Institute in Paris – the publisher of the famous Kultura periodical directed by Jerzy Giedroyc, which co-operated with renowned politicians, thinkers, writers and publicists of the Polish, Ukrainian, Belarusian and Lithuanian emigration. The ULB (Ukraine-Lithuania-Belarus) doctrine was born and expressed most strongly in the circle of the Literary Institute and Kultura. It was based on two ideas. The first one stated that Poles should put up with post-Yalta borders and refrain from making any revisionist claims towards Ukraine, Lithuania and Belarus. The second one urged them to support consistently the idea of independence of these countries and to reinforce the relations of Kyiv, Vilnius and Minsk with the Western political civilisation[8].

The Polish-Ukrainian declaration signed, among others, by the President of the Republic of Poland in exile Edward Raczyński and the President of Ukrainian Democratic Republic on emigration Mykola Livytsky in London in 1979 can be regarded as the culmination of these actions of the Polish emigration in Western Europe and in the United States. The document ignored the issue of potential territorial disputes and emphasised the mutual primary goal: the liberation of Poland and Ukraine from the power of Soviet imperialism.

And in Poland itself, which was vassalised by the Soviet Union after 1945, the political circle that advocated the integration with Eastern Europe (mainly with Lithuania, Belarus and Ukraine) and Central-Eastern European states – up to the fulfilment of the federative idea – as the reasonable foundation of Poland’s safety was the illegal underground Confederation of Independent Poland established in 1979. Its leader Leszek Moczulski and other persons expanded upon federative ideas in their journalistic writings.

It is also necessary to keep in mind the special relations that connected Polish, Czechoslovak and Hungarian nations after World War II. They formed a convenient basis for the revitalisation of the idea of close co-operation – this time according to the principle of free choice – after the potential fall of Soviet domination over the region of Central and Eastern Europe. The Hungarian uprising of 1956 and the liberal reforms of the Prague Spring of 1968 in Czechoslovakia met with favourable reception from Poles. The suppression of the Hungarian independence revolt by the Red Army and the pacification of non-humble Czechs and Slovaks as a result of the armed intervention of Warsaw Pact states (in which the troops of the Polish People’s Republic also took part) caused a wave of spontaneous support and sympathy for neighbouring nations. On the other hand, Hungarians and Czechs solidarised with Polish revolts against the communist dictatorship that were ruthlessly suppressed by the authorities of the Polish People’s Republic – the Poznań uprising in June 1956, workers’ protests in Polish coastal cities (Gdańsk, Gdynia, Szczecin) in December 1970, or the Solidarity movement in the years 1980–1981[9].

In this context, the “Message to the Working People of Eastern Europe” issued by the Independent Self-Governing Trade Union Solidarity in September 1981 can be regarded as a symbolic event. The delegates present at the First Solidarity Congress in Gdańsk sent greetings to workers of Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, Albania, Bulgaria, the German Democratic Republic and the Soviet Union itself, thereby supporting their struggle for the free trade union movement.

The late 1980s and the early 1990s brought the fall of the communist system in Eastern Europe and in the Asian territory formerly annexed by the USSR, the political emancipation and democratisation of Eastern Bloc states and, finally, the collapse of the Soviet Union and the regaining of independence by Baltic states, Ukraine and Belarus and other post-Soviet republics. The erosion of the communist system and the collapse of the USSR was accelerated by the failed coup d’etat of supporters of the old order against the then President of the Soviet Union Mikhail Gorbachev in August 1991. Even before its end, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia (and subsequently also other republics) declared their independence. In December 1991, the leaders of Ukraine, Belarus and Russia signed the Belovezhna Accords that resulted in the liquidation of the USSR. Under the circumstances created by this situation in Eastern Europe, the already sovereign Republic of Poland could not only rebuild its relations with independent Baltic republics, but also establish subjective relations with Ukraine and Belarus, which also became gradually more democratic.

After 1989, the Eastern policy program of the Third Republic of Poland developed mainly on the basis of the neo-Promethean political line of Kultura. It was defined by the aforementioned conception of ULB, which had been borrowed from the circle focused around Jerzy Giedroyc. Poland recognised the independence of Lithuania already in August 1991 and established diplomatic relations with it at the beginning of September 1991. Both states signed a treaty on friendly relations and good neighbourly co-operation. In addition, Warsaw supported Lithuanian efforts to join the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation and the European Union. After the accession of Poland and Lithuania to the NATO and the EU, both states closely co-operate and support each other within both of these structures. They also speak jointly in favour of the extension of both international associations with Ukraine and other states, the military reinforcement of the eastern flank of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation and the EU’s solidary energy policy in view of Russia’s imperial ambitions. Poland has very good relations with Latvia and Estonia, too – both thanks to their membership in the NATO and the European Union and solidary support for the idea of reinforcement of the military presence of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation in the east of the continent and the consensus of Warsaw, Riga and Tallinn as to the need for solidary energy policy within the EU.

In the case of Ukraine, Poland was the first country in the world to recognise its sovereignty, which was the adequate and historically symbolic opening of relations between Warsaw and Kyiv after the fall of the USSR. In 1992, both states signed the treaty on good neighbourhood, friendship and co-operation, which guaranteed also the inviolability of the mutual border and excluded territorial claims. In 1996, Warsaw and Kyiv adopted also a declaration on strategic partnership. Both the Ukrainian Orange Revolution (2004–2005) and the Euromaidan (2014–2015) met with sympathy and support in Poland. In both of these events, treated in Poland as a manifestations of Ukrainians’ pro-Western attitude and ambition of getting out of the actual hegemony of the Kremlin, Polish politicians played an important role in political mediations. Also, Poland does not accept the annexation of the Crimea by the Russia and its attempts to detach Donbas from Ukraine, taking part in political, economic and military sanctions introduced against Moscow.

The independence of the Belarusian state was recognised by Poland as early as 1991, too. A year later, both states signed a treaty on good neighbourhood and friendly co-operation. However, Warsaw and Minsk are divided with regard to the current internal and foreign policy of Belarus. The former is characterised by the actual replacement of democracy with an authoritarian system and the restriction of rights of the Polish minority. The latter is characterised by attempts to achieve political, economic and military integration with Russia.

In the new geopolitical situation, Warsaw had to initiate and develop a model of relations with Prague (later, after the division of Czechoslovakia into Czech Republic, also Bratislava), Budapest and Bucharest in consideration of the fully restored subjectivity and sovereignty of Poland and its most important neighbours in the region. The aforementioned tasks have been carried on successfully. In 1991, a treaty on good neighbourhood and co-operation was signed with Czechoslovakia. After its division, Poland immediately acknowledged Czech Republic and Slovakia, which became successors of agreements concluded by the Czechoslovak state. In 1993, Poland concluded a treaty on friendly relations with Romania. Polish-Hungarian relations are also among the best in the region.

Already in 1991, under multilateral agreements, Poland, Hungary and Czechoslovakia undertook co-operation within the Visegrad Group in order to seek accession to political-military and economic Euro-Atlantic structures. In the years 1999–2004, the efforts of Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary and Romania to join the NATO and the European Union ended successfully. In 1999, Poland, Czech Republic, Hungary and Romania became members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. In 2004, they were joined by Romania and Slovakia. In the same year, Warsaw, Prague, Bratislava, Budapest and Bucharest finalised negotiations regarding their accession to the EU. In 2007, Romania was acceded to the EU[10].

Both within the NATO and the EU, these states form a group of closely co-operating partners whose specific characteristics and, at the same time, special mutuality of fate, are determined by their location on the eastern flank of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation in the first case and by the attempt to build a regional political-economic agreement defined historically as Intermarium. The future will show whether this alliance proves stable, which will result from benefits that it can generate for its members with regard to safety, politics and economy and from changes in the geopolitical situation.









Agnieszka Jędrzejewska

LEON WASILEWSKI AND THE IDEA OF PROMETHEISM IN THE SECOND POLISH REPUBLIC

Leon Wasilewski – a socialist activist, diplomat and one of the most trusted collaborators of Józef Piłsudski – is a lesser-known person in Polish historiography. Regarded as the founder of Polish Eastern policy in the 1920s and the most outstanding expert in nationality problems of Central and Eastern Europe, he was not covered by detailed research for many long years. There were only a few encyclopaedic notes prepared by Przemysław Hauser, Jacek Majchrowski, Grzegorz Mazur and Kamil Stepan in the 1990s[1]. Subsequently, a biographical note about Leon Wasilewski by Kamil Piskała appeared in the 2nd volume of Leksykon piłsudczykowski [Lexicon of Piłsudski’s Camp] published in 2017[2]. The text has a few pages, but it does not constitute an exhaustive biography of Wasilewski. A work with a scientific analysis of all aspects of Leon Wasilewski’s life and activity has not been prepared so far.

This gap is filled by works of Barbara Stoczewska, who made an attempt to describe Leon Wasilewski’s activity regarding nationality policy through a selection of his writings from the years 1896–1936. This collection was published in 2001[3]. A few years later, Stoczewska conducted a broad analysis of Wasilewski’s views regarding Lithuania, Belarus and Ukraine in the context of relations between those states and Poland in the years 1918–1939[4]. In addition, an extensive outline of Wasilewski’s biography by Andrzej Friszke is an introduction to memoirs devoted to Józef Piłsudski that were elaborated by the Museum of the History of Poland in the series 100-lecie niepodległości. Wspomnienia i pamiętniki [100 Years of Independence. Memoirs and Diaries] in 2013[5].

Leon Wasilewski was born in Petersburg on 24 August 1870. He was raised in Polish patriotic traditions, in a passion for reading and the dislike of Russia. At a very young age, he took interest in the history and culture of Slavic nations, easily acquiring knowledge in this field thanks to his gift for foreign languages, which he learned very quickly. Apart from Russian, English and German, he also knew Slavic languages: Czech, Belarusian, Croatian and Ukrainian. Except for a few years of attending a secondary school in Petersburg, he acquired profound education in the field of humanistic and natural subjects independently, through self-education and during numerous trips, on which he attended university classes in Lviv and Prague.

His dislike of Russia and anti-clericalism certainly stimulated his interest in the socialist movement, with which he became familiar in Lviv. It was there that he started his journalistic activity. In December 1896, he joined the Foreign Association of Polish Socialists in Zurich. In the same year, during his stay in Petersburg, he met Józef Piłsudski. Already as a member of the FAPS, he was delegated to Vienna, where he was, among others, the head editor of the Przedświt magazine[6]. After a split in the socialist movement, he joined the Polish Socialist Party (PPS) – Revolutionary Faction in 1906.

The meeting with Józef Piłsudski in 1896 was the beginning of close collaboration with Leon Wasilewski and the future Chief of State – initially in the PPS – Revolutionary Faction through the Supreme National Committee and the Provisional Council of State. In this last institution, Wasilewski carried out tasks that were always consistent with his interests. At that time, he was responsible for doing research on ethnic and political relations in the territories of Lithuania, Belarus and Ukraine and preparing the guidelines of the Polish eastern policy of the future Polish state[7].

But the most important period of co-operation was in the first years of the Second Polish Republic. After the regaining of independence by Poland, Leon Wasilewski became one of the closest collaborators of Józef Piłsudski. He was the minister of foreign affairs for one year from 1918 to 1919. After the resignation of Jędrzej Moraczewski’s government, he was still in the centre of Polish diplomacy. He became the personal envoy of Piłsudski for the peace conference in Paris, where his mission was to acquire Baltic states (Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia) for Piłsudski’s federative conception. As he wrote in his memories: ‘During my stay in Paris, I kept in close touch with the Commandant, informing him about the situation and my work, sending reports to him and receiving letters from him with instructions and news. [...] first of all, I engaged in establishing relations with delegations of nations previously subjugated by Russia and currently attempting to establish their own independent states: Estonians, Latvians, Ukrainians, Georgians, etc.’[8]

In further years, he was no longer the head of Polish diplomacy, but he fulfilled the duties of the envoy of the Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs for Baltic Matters in Vilnius and was a representative of the Polish parliament in Estonia in the years 1920–1921. His diplomatic career ended in 1923. Earlier, in 1921, he had been a member of the Polish delegation for negotiations with Riga; in successive years (1921–1922), he headed the Polish delegation in the Mixed Border Commission, whose task was to determine the shape of the Polish-Soviet border. In 1923, he was the head of the same commission, but this time it was responsible for the border with Romania.

In political circles of the Second Polish Republic, it was Wasilewski who became the mouthpiece and performer of the conception of a federation that was pursued by Piłsudski. The Treaty of Riga frustrated these plans, and further diplomatic actions in this direction did not make sense any more.

The fiasco of the idea of the federation did not change Wasilewski’s views – it only altered the direction of his activity, which was reflected by the turn towards Prometheism – supporting the nations that remained dependent on Soviet Russia and later on the USSR. At the beginning, in 1923, Leon Wasilewski published an article Drogi rozwoju polskiej polityki zagranicznej [Ways of Development of Polish Foreign Policy] in the Droga magazine. In this text, published under the pen name “Old Fellow”, he presented his own views on the international situation in Central and Eastern Europe and suggested the most favourable solutions in this respect for Polish diplomacy.

The most important and unchangeable view of Wasilewski concerned Russia, which he still regarded as a current and permanent threat to Poland, Baltic states, Romania and Turkey. According to Wasilewski, the imperial aspirations of Russia should have been the starting point for actions aimed at strengthening ties between Poland and Baltic countries, e.g., for the purpose of overcoming Lithuania’s position in disputable matters and the settlement of Polish-Lithuanian relations. He treated Czechoslovakia with mistrust, considering it to be a Russophile country with an unfriendly attitude to Poland. On the other hand, he treated the alliance with Romania as a matter of special importance that would make it possible to establish relations and co-operation with Turkey. The latter was interested in broader contacts with Muslims in Turkestan, Caucasus and the Crimea – the countries situated within the borders of the Russian state.

This last matter was important due to actions in which Wasilewski gradually engaged. He became involved in the Promethean movement because of his interest in nationality matters and analyses of these problems, which became the subject-matter of his journalistic writings. He dealt with them in the Institute for the Study of the Nationalities established in Warsaw in 1921. Among its founders, there were also Szymon Askenazy, Marceli Handelsman, Stanisław Thugutt, Stanisław Stempowski and Tadeusz Hołówko[9].

The scope of work of the Institute covered studies and analyses of the nationality affairs of the Polish state. These tasks were not easy, because the authorities were not interested in and did not elaborate any policy with regard to minorities living in the territory of Poland during the entire period of the Second Polish Republic.

Wasilewski pointed out the need to settle this matter, among others, in his article Zadania polskiej polityki narodowościowej [Tasks of the Polish Nationality Policy] that was published in the Droga magazine in 1923. On that occasion, he emphasised the need to remove everything that could favour persecutions or restrictions of rights of these minorities from the program of internal nationality policy. He actually regarded this as one of the conditions for the maintenance of the internal unity and safety of the state. As he wrote: ‘... the state should use all means not contradicting the interests of the state as a permanent whole in order to inspire trust and attachment among the minority. Only by making a specific nationality group feel that its situation in this concrete country is better than it could be anywhere else can we prevent the formation of decentralising aspirations that would be harmful to the state. Thus, the full scope of civil rights and the consideration of economic and cultural interests of minorities should be the basis of the nationality program of a state that cares about its normal internal development and its future[10].’ On the other hand, Wasilewski stressed that the respect for rights of national minorities should not take place at the cost of Poles themselves: ‘At the same time, the task of the Polish internal policy is to strengthen the Polishness of the state not through the denationalisation of minorities by means of force or violence, but by supporting the development of the Polish minority[11].’

In 1924, the activity of the Institute for the Study of the Nationalities came to a stop. It was resumed after 1926. At that time, Wasilewski’s long-year interests in the matters of nations of Eastern Europe, his observation of emancipation processes among them, his constant conviction about the threat from the USSR and its destructive impact on national minorities, and assimilation attempts turned his attention to the activity of the Prometheus Club, which had been established in Paris in 1928 and comprised non-Russian emigrants from the USSR. The primary goal of this institution was to support independence attempts of such nationalities as Ukrainians, the Azerbaijani, Georgians or Armenians.

Among the Polish honorary members of the Club there were the previously mentioned Leon Wasilewski, Marceli Handelsman, Stanisław Stempowski, Andrzej Strug, Janusz Jędrzejewicz and Stanisław Siedlecki[12]. However, the main field of activity of the Polish Promethean movement was the Institute of Eastern Studies in Warsaw, particularly the Biuletyn Polsko-Ukraiński [Polish-Ukrainian Bulletin] monthly. Inspired and supported by the 2nd Division of the General Staff of the Polish Armed Forces, the magazine was issued in the years 1932–1938[13]. The aim of Biuletyn was to popularise Ukrainian issues among Poles.

One of the authors who published his texts there was Wasilewski. His writings concerned mainly Ukraine – a country being dependent on the USSR. Ukrainian problems occupied a special place among nationality issues that he had explored for years. His command of Ukrainian was almost excellent. Moreover, he was the only member of the delegation for negotiations regarding the Treaty of Rome with the best knowledge of Ukrainian. 

Wasilewski was not only an expert, but also a supporter of the Ukrainian independence movement. He believed in the creation of the sovereign Ukrainian state whose existence was in the interest of Poland as a means of protection against Russia. He agreed with Ukrainians’ opinions on the violation of their rights in Poland[14].

He also realised that mutual relations between both nations were burdened with conflicts from the past. In 1932, he wrote in Bulletin: ‘... Let us not delude ourselves: the tradition of Polish-Ukrainian relations is not a legend of the idyllic co-existence of two “brotherly” nations, as is often said, but a memory of struggles dating back to the earliest times. Where many centuries of history have left so much dried blood and so many rubbles piling up, the task of removing them from memory and reality will not come easy or fast[15].’

Nevertheless, he was satisfied with the emergence of Biuletyn Polsko-Ukraiński as a space for the exchange of opinions on Polish-Ukrainian relations, but, above all, ‘... as a healthy indication of searching for new ways in the field of relations between Poles and Ukrainians[16].’ As an advocate of the interests and independence aspirations of Ukraine, Wasilewski wrote in one of his last texts published in Biuletyn in 1933 that the political interests of both nations could and should develop on the basis of Poland and without harm to the Polish sovereign statehood in present times.

He advised Ukrainians not to conduct anti-Polish policy in a separatist sense because only Poland provided them with adequate conditions to live and defend the ‘accumulated cultural and national resources’[17]. He thought that the abandonment of the policy of agreement and co-operation with Ukrainians by Poland was a sign of political short-sightedness and dazzlement with the currently prevailing political trends that were not favourable for the Ukrainian cause at that time. With regard to Polish policy towards Ukrainians’ independence attempts, he stressed that ‘the task of people whose thoughts go beyond the interests of the present day is to proclaim the truth that trends are a temporary and variable phenomenon and the state requires such a policy that would not expose it to any disasters regardless of trends’[18].

Leon Wasilewski died in Warsaw on 10 December 1936. Both his person and the idea of Prometheism in which he engaged in the last years of his life are relatively unknown and poorly diffused in Polish historiography. If Wasilewski himself was ever mentioned after 1945, those remarks were only negative for at least three reasons: his close relations with Józef Piłsudski, his uncompromising attitude towards the Soviet Union and, consequently, anti-communist views. His life, political activity and interest in nationality issues are still open to research. Barbara Stoczewska’s works on Wasilewski’s writings and an extensive biographical sketch by Andrzej Friszke are only a part of the currently available knowledge about this person. Today, it is still necessary to rediscover him and analyse his multi-layered biography and to evaluate his activity in a reliable and objective manner.









Marek Białokur

THE IDEA OF POLAND’S SECURITY IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE IN POLITICAL CONCEPTS OF JOACHIM BARTOSZEWICZ

The social and political activity of Joachim Bartoszewicz (1867–1938) – journalist, diplomat, ideologist and politician, who was associated for many years with the national-democratic camp – was reflected in numerous scientific and popular scientific publications[1]. In a work on the history of the nationalists in the interwar period, which was published less than a decade ago, its author, Professor Ewa Maj, described Bartoszewicz as an ideologist and politician with a “charisma of an authority[2].” Aneta Dawidowicz, her student turned an independent researcher, published a monograph devoted to the concepts of the National Party 2017, where she added that he was one of the leading activists of the party, who held international policy and security issues of the Polish state in particularly high regard[3]. One may be led to agree with these opinions, because as a comprehensively educated person, with good command of several languages, a wealth of life experience and vast knowledge of international politics, Bartoszewicz contributed significantly to the popularisation of political concepts of the nationalist camp, including the issue of Poland’s security in Central and Eastern Europe in the interwar period, which is of particular interest in the context of this article. However, before we move on to this issue, let us first get acquainted with the figure of Bartoszewicz.

Joachim Stefan Bartoszewicz was born on 3 September 1867 in Warsaw. He graduated from the Gymnasium No. 5 in Warsaw in 1884. After his graduation, he began studies at the Medical Department of the Imperial University of Warsaw, which he graduated from in 1889, fulfilling his father’s wish. However, at that time, he no longer dreamt of becoming a doctor; instead, he was interested in other activities, particularly social and political ones. Nevertheless, he worked in a university clinic in Warsaw for two years. In 1892, he went to Paris on a business trip, and while there, finally decided to leave the medical profession behind and – in a move some people who knew him considered unexpected – he enrolled at the School of Political Sciences (École Libre des Sciences Politiques), which he graduated from in 1894 with a diploma from the Faculty of Diplomacy. 

After graduating in Paris, he returned to the Kingdom of Poland, where he found out that his path to a career in politics was closed to him. Consequently, he went to Lviv, where he began studying law – his third degree. As a result, after five years, in 1899, he was awarded the degree of doctor of both laws at the University of Lviv. At that time, he was also an employee of the Galician National Office, starting his career there at the Municipal Department, followed by the Statistical Office, where he worked as a manager. In 1904, however, he decided to leave Lviv. Together with his family – his wife Maria, née Jełowicka, and his son Włodzimierz, who was several years old at the time – he moved to Volhynia, where he managed the Brykulya (Брикуля) estate for a while. In 1906, he lived in Kyiv, where he was summoned to help with the organisation of the editorial team of Dziennik Kijowski – the first Polish daily newspaper in Ruthenia since the January Uprising. At that time, he was admitted to the National League [Liga Narodowa], with which he was subsequently associated until it ceased to exist in 1927. In the first years of the Great War, he was responsible, among other things, for the organisation of the “Polish Society to Aid War Victims” units. In the aftermath of the 1917 revolution, he co-founded the “Polish Executive Committee in Ruthenia,” which comprised representatives of all political stances and positions. The Committee, which was a quasi-executive authority for Polish society settled in Ukraine, dealt with almost all aspects of public life, representing Poles in contacts with local Russian and Ukrainian authorities, as well as foreign representatives. In 1919, Bartoszewicz took part in the work of the Polish Delegation to the Paris Peace Conference, at that time, he was already a member of the Polish National Committee and one of Roman Dmowski’s trusted collaborators. In the spring of 1920, his disagreement with the Polish government’s policy towards Petliura’s Ukraine led him to give up his position of an honorary attaché of the Polish Deputy in Paris and return to Poland at the end of July that year. 

This period has brought two characterisations of Bartoszewicz, which describe him in a nearly tangible way. Stanisław Kozicki, one of the leading activists and journalists of the National League and a historian of the organisation, described Bartoszewicz as “[...] an outstanding individual, a man with a thorough education, and somebody with all the character traits that predestined him to political work[4].” In turn, Edward Paszkowski, member of the editorial team of Dziennik Kijowski, believed that “He exuded this sense of uncompromising service for Poland, and even in the most tumultuous moments of the revolution, the editorial team of the Polish newspaper never really opposed in the context of fundamental issues[5].” After his return to Poland in 1922, Bartoszewicz was elected senator of the Lublin Voivodeship, as a representative of the People’ National Union. As a senator, he was particularly active on the forum of the Committee for Foreign, Military and Maritime Affairs. In 1925–1927, he was a member of the Polish delegation tasked with working out a trade treaty with Germany. In 1928–1936, he served as Chairman of the National Party, which was established to replace the People’s National Union. Under his direction, the Party began a vigorous struggle against the Sanation and grew to become the main opposition force in the country. Throughout the interwar period, he remained a prolific writer and columnist, publishing mostly in the magazines of the National Democracy – Gazeta Warszawska, Przegląd Wszechpolski, Myśl Narodowa and Kurier Poznański. Throughout most of his adult life, he dealt with a serious eye condition. He passed away on 23 September 1938 in Warsaw, and even in his final days, he remained a very well-informed and active participant in political life.

Since the establishment of the All-Polish camp at the end of the 19th century, the issues of national education in the spirit of awareness of the place and role that Poland had for centuries in Central and Eastern Europe were a staple of the official programmes, as well as statements of the leading representatives of the national camp[6]. This was particularly crucial in the final decades of the post-partition period, due to reasons connected with raising the national morale and the preparation of the largest possible group of patriotic activists and supporters of the political camp that was being formed at that time. During the period of independence, the significance of raising awareness of the role and position of Poland in our part of Europe changed – in the eyes of ideologists and national-democratic journalists, its main task was to shape civic and patriotic attitudes corresponding to the conditions of the reborn Polish state[7]. There is little doubt that from the very moment of the establishment of the national-democratic camp, the conviction that it was necessary to replace international policy led in the spirit of Romantic patriotism with creative and modern – national – patriotism, was shared by its political elite. According to Ewa Maj and her monograph on the People’s National Union, “Nationalism was perceived as a certain kind of patriotism that stimulated the emergence of a specific attitude towards one’s own nation, as well as other nations, in the case of which it avoided behaviours commonly conflated with putting the interests of one’s own nation over others in a primitive manner[8].” This respect was apparent in almost every public statement issued by Bartoszewicz, whose political concepts are outlined in this paper.

At this point, we can move on to the analysis of Joachim Bartoszewicz’s political concepts pertaining to the idea of ensuring security in Central and Eastern Europe, as well as the role that Poland had to play in this process. Even preliminary research leads to references to the foundations of national-democratic policy – the emphasis on the fact that Germany had always remained the main enemy of Poland, since they sought a “living space” beyond its eastern borders[9]. Nationalists would be able to invoke numerous arguments justifying such a stance. The history of Polish-German relations, especially the most recent, covering the 18th and 19th centuries, was of great assistance to their cause. The representatives and supporters of the national camp followed the words of Roman Dmowski, dating from the beginning of the 20th century, stating that “The power of prussia [original spelling – M. B.] emerged from the downfall of Poland, and today’s Germany was united around it. The rebirth of Poland, its re-emergence in the role of a political factor, would curb the German conquest in the east and undermine the prevailing role that Prussia plays in the German Reich. Thus, German politicians understand that there can be no compromise between them and Poles” (R. Dmowski (1938): Pisma, vol. 2, Częstochowa, p. 151). According to Bartoszewicz, the most glaring manifestations of the anti-Polish policy of Germany became apparent in the post-partition period, when the Prussian authorities carried out systematic campaigns aimed at de-Polonising the areas they conquered in the years 1772–1795, upheld by the authorities of the united German state after 1871. At this point, let us take a closer look at Bartoszewicz’s pre-war publications in Dziennik Kijowski. There, we may find numerous references to the brutal violence that characterised Germans’ actions against Poles in the name of the “barbaric racial struggle[10].” What is particularly important in the view of the subject of this article, according to Bartoszewicz, Germany was responsible for sparking anti-Polish sentiments among other nationalities in Central and Eastern Europe. The aim of these activities was to create a situation, in which Germany would be able to “divide and conquer” this part of the Old Continent as they liked[11]. This concept was outlined, among other works, in a piece by Friedrich Naumann titled Mitteleuropa, first published in 1915, although the views presented in it were been known and consistently implemented by some German politicians earlier in time[12].

In the aftermath of the Great War, Germany and Russia lost influence on the situation in Central and Eastern Europe for a short period of time, and countries such as England, France, the United States and Italy gained it, but their key interests did not focus on this area. Unfortunately, they were also – as Bartoszewicz pointed out many times – not knowledgeable about the specificity of this part of the continent. Such situation could spell a dark fate for the countries, which emerged or, like Poland, were reborn in the aftermath of the Great War, because it provided Germany and Russia with a good opportunity to take action aimed at changing the unfavourable decisions taken at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919–1920, after healing the wounds sustained during the war and coping with their internal problems. We need to stress once again, that Bartoszewicz had no illusions that they were the main threat not only to Poland, but to the concept of a new order in Central and Eastern Europe as a whole. This is confirmed, for example, by his text published in 1922, which reads: “Both in the West and in the East, along these long, open and defenceless borders, Poland neighbours two great powers whose historical tendencies cannot inspire too much trust in Poles. At the moment, they are both defeated and destroyed, their forces are curbed. This moment, however, will end one day. In anticipation of this moment, Poland should prepare itself today to repel the attack, which is threatening its existence, and above all, develop a wise policy to prevent the two neighbouring powers from joining forces against it. Thus, we need to be able to recognise the source of significant and unavoidable danger for Poland. We need to understand that Germany, having regained all their strength, must seek to crush Poland, and that Russia can, but does not necessarily have to, go in that direction. It is in vital interest of Poland to thwart the German conspiracy against Poland, and to make Russia understand that it has no interest in joining in this anti-Polish conspiracy[13].” In this situation, as Bartoszewicz concluded, there was nothing left for Poland to do but to prepare for the next great and wise effort of will.

In the interwar period, Bartoszewicz repeatedly pointed out the exceptionally unfavourable geopolitical situation of Poland, which did not guarantee its security – a view, which was characteristic of nearly all representatives of the elite of the national camp[14]. To illustrate the stance of the author of Podręczny słownik polityczny, let us recall his statement from the session of the Senate held in July 1924, pertaining to this issue. During the debate on the budget of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Bartoszewicz pointed out that: “We have bad borders – by this, I mean that they would be difficult to defend – and unfortunately, we also have bad neighbours. Of course, when it comes to bad neighbours, I do not mean every country with which we share a border, but we have to be honest with ourselves – undeniably, our western and eastern neighbours, those large powers, they probably do not hold very sympathetic feelings towards us, and that it would be both unfavourable and unrealistic to pretend that this is not the case[15].”

Another element of the international balance of power, or rather political and economic pressure, which – according to Bartoszewicz – had an impact on the security of Poland, was the influence of the Jewish diaspora scattered all over the world. As he emphasised, this should be particularly apparent in the policies of countries that emerged victorious from the Great War, and which, like England, even subordinated their current policy towards the Polish state to “Jewish interests.” In order to counteract this, he pointed out that it was necessary to strengthen international alliances, which had solid foundations – he believed the treaty with France to be one of such alliances. At the same time, seeking an alliance with London at all costs he deemed unnecessary, since – as he pointed out – Polish diplomats did not have a chance to find understanding for its postulates[16]. In this context, however, we should quote Andrzej Chojnowski, who claimed that this stance of Bartoszewicz and other representatives of the national camp was based “[...] on the conviction that the mere presence of nationally conscious non-Polish groups is a potential threat to the security of the state[17].” Let us sum up this analysis by emphasising that Bartoszewicz remained consistent in his perception of the Jews as representatives of the so-called “anonymous,” yet very influential power, which was incessantly interested in weakening the international position of Poland and thus undermining state security, until the end of his activity as a politician and journalist[18]. 

Another factor which, in Bartoszewicz’s opinion, weakened Poland’s security, particularly in the first years after regaining independence, was the rather unstable position of the Foreign Minister. This, as he pointed out, undermined the uniformity of policies and cohesion of diplomatic activities – factors that often determined the international position of a state[19]. This in turn resulted in the often unstable position of Polish diplomacy on the international arena and inconsistency in the struggle for the Polish raison d’etat[20]. According to Bartoszewicz, in the circumstances seen in Europe in the mid-1920s, Poland could not afford reckless concessions or promises. In 1924, he said during a session of the Senate: “It is a far better, far more loyal way of dealing with foreign affairs, when a government representative in the area of diplomacy tells other countries that they will not concede to do a given thing, because they cannot do it, rather than trying to act like a polite child and promise that this will be done; and then afterwards nothing comes out if it, because the state relations do not allow it. Stating non possumus, at a certain point is a much better idea and a more loyal way than all the other ways, based on kindness and courtesy[21].” 

Bartoszewicz was a politician who, throughout the entire interwar period, consistently pointed out the outcomes of World War I and their impact on the security of the continent and its citizens, including in the context of attitudes. He once stated that “real politics has become more brutal and ruthless than ever[22].” It was, as Andrzej Chwalba aptly put it, an unwanted legacy of the Great War, during which social violence leading to the threat to property and life became commonplace. His latest book reads: “The image of a social catastrophe and human impotence and helplessness to deal with the chain of crimes was burned deep into the memory of the country’s citizens. However, violence – on a scale seen after the war – was a completely new and surprising phenomenon, and it became a part of the legacy of war, contributing to the wartime experience[23].” 

Faced with the growing threat to Poland’s security in the mid-1920s, when it was already certain that Germany had managed to convince the international community that it had been victimised by the Treaty of Versailles and all but stopped paying back their ordered war reparations, and seeing how the Soviet Union was openly using the Third International to spark social upheaval in European countries, it became increasingly clear to Bartoszewicz that Poland needed to strive to strengthen its position in international peace negotiations[24]. In this matter, he was fully aware of the limitations resulting from Poland’s political position, its economic potential and the state of the army, although it should be stressed that he definitely did not accept this state of affairs. His hawkish statements about the powerful position of the Second Republic of Poland, which was supposed to be a guarantee of peace, presented in the first days after regaining independence, quickly gave way to factual arguments and a real assessment of Poland’s position. That is why he put emphasis on different matters, claiming that building a strong Poland would be a guarantee of peace in Eastern Europe, since “[...] Poland may serve as the basis for a decent, rational and fruitful policy[25].” However, these limitations did not stop him from mentioning the role Poland played in this part of Europe for ages in the defence of Christianity, in the very same speech. According to Bartoszewicz, the role of Poland in this matter not only did it not lose its importance after the war, but even became more important than ever before. In this situation, he had little doubt that “Only a Catholic and nationalist Poland can properly fulfil its historical mission, and serve as a power attracting and spreading its civilisational influence outside its borders[26].”

Bartoszewicz was one of the most fervent critics of the League of Nations as an institution which – in his opinion – could not guarantee order and security in Europe, and particularly in its central and eastern part. He presented his attitude towards the League of Nations in the mid-1920s, when he stated that the goal pursued by the officials of this institution was unacceptable for Poland[27]. In this particular situation, he had in mind the disarmament that was demanded of states in exchange for security guarantees. Despite the idea itself seemed noble, as he pointed out, it would only be acceptable if all countries agreed to it, and this could not be enforced in any way from Geneva. Here, it should be pointed out that at the time of this statement neither Germany nor the Soviet Union belonged to the League of Nations, which meant that the influence of its officials on Berlin and Moscow was rather illusory. Thus, Bartoszewicz advocated for a more effective way of guaranteeing security, that is to say, forging alliances, which offered much more secure prospects. In this context, he also pointed out that in order to make them effective and sustainable, the parties should strive for strengthening their military capabilities to the maximum, because only then would they have a chance to be treated seriously by the international community. In its opinion, the League of Nations remained consistent, as evidenced by an article published in Kurier Poznański in 1937, which reads that the League of Nations “Cursed the war, and yet it could not prevent any of the conflicts. (...) It wanted to weaken the principle of state sovereignty and open the borders that divided nations, while more and more autarkic and nationally closed states were formed[28].” In his criticism of the League of Nations, he even went so far as to call it a “paper institution.” 

According to Bartoszewicz, the Geneva Protocol of 2 October 1924, which sparked enthusiasm across Europe, did not provide any actual security guarantees to Poland[29]. This was not because he was in favour of war as a way of solving problems between states and nations, but due to the fact that with the Geneva Protocol in place, Poland could not be internally certain that its security would be significantly improved once the document was signed[30]. Bartoszewicz’s discontent – or even indignation – towards the protocol stemmed from the fact that it undermined the principle of sovereignty of states, which he held in particularly high regard. Here, it should be noted that he never excluded the possibility of even close cooperation between its signatories; however, for this to happen, he believed that states should retain their internal individuality and the significance of their own borders[31].

Bartoszewicz was equally sceptical about the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 27 August 1928, which condemned war as a way of resolving conflicts, as the rest of Europe would find out just a few years after it was signed. “All the concepts linked to international politics established in Geneva were undermined by reality in a very glaring manner,” he wrote in 1937[32]. He held the same opinion of the Litvinov Protocol, signed by Poland, the Soviet Union, Latvia and Romania on 9 February 1929 in Moscow. He believed this document to be even more dangerous for Poland than the Briand-Kellogg pact, because – as he stated – it could have been used by the Germans to prove that it had provided sufficient peace in Central and Eastern Europe and that, therefore, Poland did not need any additional security guarantees in the event of the withdrawal of allied troops from the Rhineland[33]. 

At the end of his life, Bartoszewicz pointed out that “Poland was slowly heading for the side lines of European politics[34].” The fact that other countries of the region did not perceive Poland to be a good ally, mainly due to its exceptionally complicated geopolitical position, was of significant importance in this respect. Bartoszewicz regarded the actions of English diplomats, whose aim was to direct German expansion to the east of Europe, as a kind of compensation for curbing German colonial aspirations, as a particularly grave threat[35]. These actions, combined with the propositions of the Italian leader Benito Mussolini to establish a pact of four, did not bode well for a peaceful future for Poland[36]. That is why he stressed that Poland must do everything to be included among the ranks of the states, which made decisions on the future fate of Europe[37]. To further emphasise this message, in 1937 he pointed out that “Today, the Polish state lies here – on the Vistula River, on the border between Western and Eastern Europe – as the cornerstone of balance in Europe, with a great role to play[38].”

This led to serious concerns about the Belgian King Leopold III’s proposal, which was put forth that same year, in which he declared his country to be fully independent, devoid of any alliances, and refusing to guarantee peace to other states. For Bartoszewicz, this meant a de facto triumph of the Third Reich, which carried out the plan to destroy the order established with the Treaty of Versailles without encountering any particular opposition from France and the Great Britain[39]. Given such circumstances, it was hardly surprising that “small states,” which already had some rather traumatic experiences concerning relations with Germans, tried to stop history from repeating itself at all costs.

The marginalisation of Poland’s importance as a factor stabilising the situation in Europe was a serious issue and a challenge for Bartoszewicz. In an attempt to point out the reason for this development, he referred to Soviet actions in various parts of Europe, which he believed were misinterpreted by Western countries. For this reason, he noted with satisfaction that from 1937 onwards, Soviet attempts to bring about a general revolution had increasingly been met with strong resistance from governments of states, which had realised the true intentions of the Red Tsar in the Kremlin. The downfall of the Moscow-backed republican government of Spain during the civil war and the English-French efforts to promote safe navigation in the Mediterranean Sea served as a confirmation of this state of affairs[40]. 

In the final months of 1937 Bartoszewicz had little doubt that the Anschluss of Austria by the Third Reich was only a matter of time. In terms of the fate of the Second Republic of Poland, he believed this event to be crucial from the point of view of the direction of German expansion. This was because Austria, Czechoslovakia and Poland were the only countries that stood in the way of German expansion to the East[41]. Although he did not write expressis verbis that in the next step of their conquest of Central and Eastern Europe, Germans would march for Prague, followed by Warsaw, the way his statement was written clearly pointed out the possibility of such a solution.

When analysing the image of the security of the Second Republic of Poland in the political thought of Joachim Bartoszewicz, it should be noted that until the final days of his life, and thus until his political activity, which focused on public statements, mainly in the press, he did not foresee such a close alliance of Nazi Germany and Stalinist Russia, which was forged at the end of the summer of 1939; although he was not the only one who did not predict that development. He made a mistaken assumption that in the middle of the 1930s, the spectre of the German-Russian agreement, the first signs of which became apparent in Rapallo several years earlier, ceased to weigh on Poland[42]. Shortly before his death in 1938, did he begin to notice that their cooperation was possible, and that it was based on the desire to destroy the order brought about by the Treaty of Versailles. “In this confusing and ambiguous situation, Poland needs to have a very vigilant and forward-looking policy. We must not allow ourselves to be comfortably deluded by the fact that the times of German-Russian friendship, aimed against Poland, are gone for good. History repeats itself; traditions are sometimes stronger than the circumstances, which tend to change,” he wrote in Kurier Poznański[43].

Exactly one year earlier, in the same newspaper, he warned against attempts to weaken the Polish state and destabilise the political situation in Central and Eastern Europe. At the same time, he pointed out that Warsaw should not become an avant-garde of German policy in the East, aimed at “pressuring Stalin’s empire” in collaboration with Tokyo[44]. What he did not expect was the fact that the events in the Far East, as well as events in Europe, including the conflict in the Iberian Peninsula, would become the cause of the global conflict, which would threaten the security of the Polish state[45]. 

His belief in the importance of Poland’s security is particularly apparent in one of his last speeches in the Senate in 1935, when he said that “Europe has been trying to broker peace since the end of the war. These attempts will not be very successful. It often seems as if the universal attempts to broker peace were done in line with the perverse motto si vis bellum para pacem, yet almost all countries fall victim to this Geneva fashion for peaceful universalism; however, in succumbing to this fashion, real politics must look for essential guarantees of peace, which are not based on a multitude of pacts but on a good balance of power. This is what other countries keep in mind, taking care of their own interests. I would like Poland to keep this in mind as well, and – by reinforcing its power – I would like the country to secure itself against possible outcomes, thus upholding an independent Polish policy, with Polish interest as its main principle[46].” In March 1938, Bartoszewicz saw the guarantee of preserving peace in the rapprochement of England, France and Italy, as well as in the victory of General Franco over the “red Spain[47].” He had faith in peacekeeping in the world until the final days of his life, although he was not a person who would argue that the rulers and citizens should give up all their values to keep it at all cost[48]. The head of Polish diplomacy, Józef Beck, agreed with him in his speech of 5 May 1939; however, he failed to point out that one of the most important politicians of the national camp had written about it a year earlier. More importantly, most of the Polish society at that time held the same beliefs.

Despite the criticism of Poland’s international position, in his public statements, Bartoszewicz promoted the conviction that its fate could have been different if like-minded people would take power in the country[49]. Unfortunately, he was not the only one who was wrong in this respect, because as expert researchers of the foreign policy of the Second Republic of Poland point out, this would be a political mission impossible. These include Professor Janusz Faryś, who, in a paper published in 2019 devoted to the strategies of Polish diplomatic action in the years 1918–1939, stated that “Throughout the interwar period, none of the parties presented a concept that could have saved the country from catastrophe. This was not a result of the lacking Polish political thought – it stemmed from the attitude of Western democracies, which were ready to pay for the illusion of peace with concessions forced on their allies. The West has not been able to take the measures required of the powers. [...] Poland was not able to save the peace, but it saved its honour[50].” And the beautiful time of the Second Republic of Poland, as the quoted historian pointed out, influenced the attitudes of Poles over the next turbulent years and also affects our present lives. This exceptional period in the history of Poland still holds a multitude of unexplored topics, which we can get to know by taking a closer look at the sources, which fill the archives, as well as pages of journals, diaries and memoirs. The most abundant source of all, however, are the pages of unexplored newspapers, which constitute one of the most important historical sources for the history of the Second Republic of Poland.









Arkadiusz Adamczyk

THE FUTURE OF POLAND IN THE POLITICAL THOUGHT OF PIŁSUDSKI’S FOLLOWERS AFTER 1945

Decisions made by representatives of the Big Three during the conference in Yalta and Potsdam left the strongest imprint on the political reflection of representatives of the broadly understood camp of Piłsudski’s followers on emigration, as well as representatives of other political movements, after 1945, which does not require broader justification[1]. Along with the announcement of preliminary arrangements concerning Poland, representatives of the circle were forced to redefine their way of perceiving their assumptions. First of all, on the general level, the statement of non-fulfilment of primary goals of the war, i.e., the preservation of sovereign and unreduced Poland within the borders established by the Treaty of Riga, became manifest. With regard to the analogy concerning the place in the historical process, the prevailing opinion was that the nation had found itself again in the situation from the years 1795–1914 and, therefore, it was again necessary to initiate actions aimed at the restoration of independence. A logical consequence of this assumption was still the conclusion that the reflections on the most appropriate political and social shape of the restored Republic of Poland characterising the period 1939–1944 had become less significant. Although they did not disappear completely from the environmental debate, a large part of ideological creators of this trend believed that this issue should be left for future settlement after the regaining of independence. Issues concerning the future economic and social order were also put on the margin, and almost the entire attention was paid to drawing conclusions from the development of the situation on the international arena. In the sphere of detailed solutions, Piłsudski’s followers focused on two essential problems: 1/ possibilities of quick reconstruction of the geopolitical balance of forces, particularly in the former territories of the Second Polish Republic and its nearest surroundings, and 2/ the formation of a new global order and its consequence for the Polish cause. The thesis concerning the inevitability of the third world war was a characteristic and basically – until the end of the Korean war – constitutive element of the political thought of this trend. This view resulted primarily from the experiences of the circle based on the common status of a war veteran that, in accordance with its own tradition, sought a recipe for the troubles of the future in historical experiences. Piłsudski’s followers also tried not to lose sight of the “country”, particularly in the context of the diagnosis of the appropriation of Poland by communists, the strengthening of instruments of power by them, social-economic and cultural transformations with special regard to the role of the Polish Church and the position adopted by the church hierarchy.

The most important consequence of the World War II was the then-current political order, which largely differed from proposals put forward by Piłsudski’s followers before 1944. According to the diagnosis of representatives of the circle, the new division of Europe was the outcome of two factors. The first factor was the skilful promotion of military successes by Stalin, who – in contrast to the political elites of the West – strived for measurable political success without reckoning with losses of human resources[2]. The second factor was the objective weakness of leaders of the West, who were hostages of their own electorates and tried to finish war operations as quickly as possible. This diagnosis was partly verified on the occasion of adopting a position on the establishment of the United Nations. At the time of its formation, the UN was defined as an entity aimed at maintaining the supremacy of the Big Three also during the postwar period[3]. The opinion formed at that time that decisions regarding the postwar European and world order should be taken jointly by all members of the Great Coalition did not have a chance to reach not only decision-makers, but even the public opinion of the free world.

In the course of the development of the political situation, the diagnosis of the future of Poland was extremely pessimistic. Referring to geopolitical circumstances, Piłsudski’s followers pointed to the reinforcement of the USSR that was disproportionate to the scale of the war effort. However, they did not mean only political aspects, but mainly the population potential and the economic potential. It was stressed that the Soviet Union had gained an additional opportunity to engage the population of nearly one hundred million people having a strong industrial base that – which was absolutely certain for representatives of the trend – would be used for the fulfilment of imperialistic interests of Moscow[4] that would go far beyond the program of gaining control of the lands occupied by the Red Army. Subordinated to the power of the Kremlin, Poland obviously was still an important link of such policy[5]. However, before reaching the ability to serve the Kremlin’s program, it constituted a ‘rubble’ that was hastily exploited ‘with the intention of rebuilding it according to Soviet-communist plans’[6].

According to a view formulated in 1945, Poland as a stronghold advanced farthest to the West was supposed to be a point of departure for the USSR’s expansion towards Western Europe. However, taking into account the ambitions of the Kremlin rulers – which, according to the diagnosis of Piłsudski’s followers, would consist in ‘the creation of a strip of vassal states [encompassing] a part of Scandinavia, Central Europe, Turkey, a part of Prussia, Afghanistan, a part of China, Manchuria and Korea’[7], Poland, whether it wanted this or not, had to become one of the entities onto which the Soviet Union extended ‘broad obligations and possible missionary possibilities of Sovietisation of fifteen nations of Central Europe’[8]. A certain hope for the restriction of Russia’s appetites towards Poland and Central European countries was expressed after the demonstration of power and the dropping of an atom bomb onto Hiroshima and Nagasaki[9]. However, this state lasted for a short time and was soon replaced with a diagnosis according to which the gaining of a far-reaching military advantage by the Americans did not turn into the ability to formulate visionary political goals. Moreover, the results of this fact were to be felt more strongly in the case of Poland and Central European countries. According to Piłsudski’s followers, Russians forced by Americans to reduce their global aspirations – at least for the time being – would focus on the countries under their occupation and on finishing the Sovietisation of territories controlled by them[10]. Already in 1947, soon after the elections for the Legislative Sejm had taken place in Poland, the profound observation of this process resulted in formulating the conclusion that Moscow not only accomplished successfully this part of its plan, but also ‘acquired Balkan countries, opened a window for itself – though only partly – in Trieste, creating a convenient starting position towards Italy, from which Allied troops will soon be completely evacuated, did not allow Anglo-Saxon influences to reach Danube countries and obtained a confirmation of its partitions and influences in Finland’[11].

Conclusions drawn from the observations of the “consolidation” of Central Europe according to the Soviet model were to be treated by Piłsudski’s followers as a basis for the argument about the correctness of the diagnosis formulated during World War II. In the view of a majority of analysts within the circle, integration on the regional level was a chance for the future of Poland and liberation from Soviet dominance. Nevertheless, many analysts within the circle suggested the need for a change of priorities. While the war period was characterised by concentration on creating and convincing allies to accept a new pan-regional structure with the leading role of Poland, a reply to the consistent and planned Sovietisation of Central and Eastern Europe after 1945 was to be the return to Prometheism and – only after liberation from Moscow’s shackles – the implementation of the conception of unifying the territories of the Adriatic-Baltic-Black Sea Intermarium. Piłsudski’s followers indicated that the spectrum of recipients of Promethean ideas had become broader along with the progress of Soviet imperialism[12].

Postulating the issue of the existence of future Poland and the establishment of relations in the nearest international environment, Piłsudski’s followers laid increasingly more emphasis on the need to arrange relations with nations that co-existed with the Polish nation within the borders of the sovereign state in the period of the Second Polish Republic. The proposal of creating the Union of Nations was addressed primarily to these nations. Thus, it was not surprising that, mainly because of the size of the population, they focused primarily on Ukrainians. In spite of information received by main groups of Piłsudski’s followers on emigration about the attitude of Ukrainians to the Polish population, particularly in Volhynia and Podolia, and in view of territorial claims made by the Ukrainian elites (and widely commented upon by analysts of the trend) that jeopardised the integrity of the Polish state[13], most representatives of the circle shared the opinion about the need to acquire “Eastern brothers”. For politicians adopting the perspective of the reconstruction of the state on the basis of the border determined by the Treaty of Riga, the crowning argument was the fact that Poland could not accept both the loss of half of its territory and the handover of its population of over 3 million to a foreign jurisdiction. Piłsudski’s followers were even inclined to justify Ukrainians and show the events at Volhynia as a consequence of the actions of the Nazi and Soviet “fifth column”[14]. Also, a large majority of them promoted the argument that the time of war encouraged attempts to exploit the opportunity that both Poles and Ukrainians tried to make use of in various ways; however, the future of both nations and the need to oppose the Sovietisation process called for taking actions aimed at the fulfilment of the Promethean and federative idea[15]. The circle of former Sanation members was also characterised by the belief that the imperial appetite of the USSR actually acted to the disadvantage of that state. “Swallowing” successive nations was supposed to lead to an increase in the number of potential partners willing to join the Promethean movement[16]. A consequence of this was the proposal of addressing an offer of co-operation to other nations of Intermarium and formulating the large-scale federative program not only towards Ukrainians, but also towards Albanians, Belarusians, Bulgarians, Croats, Czechs, Estonians, Greeks, Lithuanians, Latvians, Romanians, Serbs, Slovaks, Slovenians, Hungarians and others[17]. It is also worth noting the replacement of historical arguments and references to the co-existence of nations of the middle part of the Old Continent in the formula of Jagiellonian Poland with a general program based on the readiness to recognise the right of all participants to independence along with the readiness to defend elementary human rights[18]. Although this project looked far ahead[19], its importance was confirmed by a number of studies, analyses or contributions made for the benefit of future program postulates.

Looking at the future of “PKWN Poland”, Piłsudski’s followers had no illusions about the real intentions of Moscow from the moment of its proclamation. They expressed this attitude soon after the issue of the Manifesto of the Polish Committee of National Liberation (PKWN) and the collapse of the Warsaw Uprising with an emphatic statement that ‘The Lublin region as the Polish version of Kerenshchina was intended as a transitional period for Sovietisation’[20]. This argument was repeated even more forcibly after the liberation of the rubbles of Warsaw that ‘the eviction of Germans from Poland is not tantamount to its liberation. ... It is actually a new form of occupation’[21]. They were also right in their prognoses that, after the initial “harnessing” of politicians having social authority (in Poland, this role would be played by peasant activists led by Stanisław Mikołajczyk) to the process of systemic unification of Poland (and other countries of the region) with the USSR, they would soon thereafter be replaced with a group of carefully chosen and appropriately selected communist activists[22]. Observing the scale of repressions from the new authorities, representatives of the environment had no doubts that the new elites would not hesitate to subordinate the Polish raison d’etat to the communist empire[23]. Long before the unification congress in 1948, at which the Polish United Workers’ Party was established, the most important representatives of Piłsudski’s followers had formulated an opinion about the specific character of Polish communism that, in contrast to Polish socialism, was still completely devoid of national tradition and elements[24]. This lack of foundation on the national element would remain one of a priori pillars determining the privileged position of Moscow due to the fact that ‘”Polish” communism was never Polish – it was always anti-Polish’, thus being different from Russian communism, which ‘was anti-tsarist and anti-democratic, but never anti-Russian’[25]. Thus, all positions assuming that Moscow would be concerned about peace on the part of Poles rather than on the imposition of the communist order were regarded as signs of political naivety[26]. The anti-Polish attitude of Polish communists was also supposed to gear political actions towards the permanent elimination of trends present in Polish political life in the period of the Second Polish Republic. This prognosis would refer both to circles regarded as fascist by communists[27] and to peasant activists led by Mikołajczyk and socialist groups that were actually a “splinter” of the political mainstream. It was forecast that persons supporting the introduction of “the people’s authority” would be physically eliminated upon fulfilling the role of a façade and losing their entire influence. These predictions – which, nota bene, proved exactly right – referred also to Mikołajczyk himself as the person who, according to an opinion formed already in 1946, would be forced to emigrate again, or maybe even to try to rebuild his position on the basis of British or American protection, upon fulfilling his role of a tool in Stalin’s hands[28].

Forecasts made by Piłsudski’s followers with regard to the elimination of political opponents would prove right not only for active participants of the then-current political life. According to predictions of representatives of the circle, this problem would concern also persons engaged in political and military underground activity during the war who continued it after the invasion of Polish territories by the Red Army. Piłsudski’s followers actually believed that it was necessary to cease military operations, justifying this by the disproportion of forces and the likelihood of revenge on the part of the communist system, which was much higher than during the war[29]. Nevertheless, they openly indicated the harmfulness of open unmasking and self-disclosure of underground activists as an act resulting only in registration that would open the way to delayed repressions. The dominant argument was that the essential goal of the new authorities would be to introduce mechanisms of economic dependence defined as neo-colonialism[30].

In contrast to calculations that proved correct in the course of time, the political thought of Piłsudski’s followers contained also expectations close to wishful thinking that was reflected to a minimal extent even in the then-current reality. The first one was the idea of the instability of the communist system and its organic disability to “take root” among Poles. Given that, according to presented forecasts, the fall of communism – whether caused by the general victory of the Western world over the Soviet system or because of its internal bankruptcy, the exhaustion of the form of exercising power and its demolition by Poles themselves – was to take place already in the lifetime of Piłsudski’s followers on emigration proclaiming these slogans, the discrepancy between predictions and reality burdened the ideological leaders of the circle to a large extent. The second undermined forecast was the idea of Poland’s ability to return to its territorial shape established by the Treaty of Riga and the Versailles-Vienna order in the east along with the retention of territories acquired in the west[31]. Finally, the third one concerned the ability to maintain the legal foundations of existence of the state in 1935. The provisions of the April 1935 Constitution proved sufficient to maintain the existence of the ‘state in exile’[32], but, as a result of changes in the external world and internal circumstances, this constitution was reduced to a ‘monument’ to the political and legal thought of past generations in the Polish territory.

It must be stressed that the political diagnosis of the circle of Piłsudski’s followers was characterised by the strong rooting of the presented arguments in the pre-war tradition of the camp. This situation became particularly evident when Polish politicians had to reply to fundamental questions concerning the prospects of the Polish cause. As it turned out, three primary issues highlighted by Sanation members in the years 1939–1948 and derived from the political thought of the times of Polish Legions and the independence period – i.e., 1/ the theory of two enemies; 2/ looking at the problem of global and regional formation of influence zones through the prism of civilisational struggles between the East and the West, and 3/ the need to ensure the safety of Poland through the moderation of the continental balance of forces and the development of instruments enabling Poland to have an active influence on the course of changes in the geopolitical system – were either reflected in the awareness of representatives of other environments much later or never accepted at all. For example, the opinion about the forming bipolar division of the world, which had been elaborated by Sanation members already during World War II and constituting a permanent element of their political thought since then, was recognised by other Polish environments only when the Cold War between the East and the West became an undeniable fact[33]. The same went for conceptions of organisation of Central and Eastern Europe postulated by Piłsudski’s successors[34].
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JERZY GIEDROYC AND EASTERN POLICY

In Jerzy Giedroyc’s opinion, the Eastern problem was the biggest challenge for Polish thought and political practice. Before the war, as an editor of the Bunt Młodych magazine (renamed into Polityka in 1937), he thought that the solution lay in a geopolitical assumption adopted by his team, which consisted in the abandonment of the principle of “equal distance” towards Berlin and Moscow, which had actually been the official course of Polish foreign policy since 1934, and the establishment of closer ties with Germany. In the opinion of Adolf M. Bocheński, the representative of the magazine’s program, the worsening of Soviet-German relations was in the interest of Poland and should be stimulated not only by Germany’s attitude, but also by Polish foreign policy. An important reason for the orientational choice of the group of Bunt Młodych was the nationality structure of Soviet Russia. According to the editorial team referring to the Promethean program, this constituted a weakness of Poland’s eastern neighbour that justified the adopted program[1].

In the circle’s conceptions, the Ukrainian issue combining foreign and internal policy played a crucial role. In the team’s belief, the emergence of the independent Ukrainian state was in the interest of Poland, which weakened Russia and postponed the threat on its part, although the latter was not removed completely. At the same time, Giedroyc and his collaborators were advocates of projects that, without disturbing the Polish state of possession, would lead to the resolution of the conflict with the Ukrainian minority, or at least to the reduction of tensions. These beliefs were promoted in Bunt and Polityka mainly by Adolf Maria Bocheński and Aleksander Bocheński. In opinions formulated at the end of his life (Autobiografia na cztery ręce, 1997), Giedroyc suggested that the project of autonomy of Eastern Małopolska was about to be implemented before the war[2]. From what he writes, we can conclude that he treated this solution as optimal in conditions prevailing in those times. We should keep in mind, however, that this idea was not submitted by the group of Bunt or, even more understandably, taken into account by the authorities. At the end of the 1930s, they became very distant from the idea of the Polish-Ukrainian agreement, the starting point of which was the Kiev Operation, Prometheism and the principles of nationality policy declared upon coming into power in 1926[3].

In the team’s belief, its program created an opportunity to solve the key Polish geopolitical dilemma contained in the title of the book published by Adolf Bocheński in 1937: Między Niemcami a Rosją [Between Germany and Russia]. However, it failed to resolve this dilemma definitely because, in the opinion of Bocheński and presumably Giedroyc, the international situation was fluid by definition, which made it impossible to elaborate permanent variants. What the team proposed in the middle of the 1930s, was a project resulting from the location of Poland situated between Germany and Russia, which were hostile towards each other. After the completion of the assumed scenario – the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the emergence of the independent Ukrainian state – Polish geopolitical thought and foreign policy would face new challenges.

On the margin of the program of Bunt Młodych, it is worth mentioning that, in the circle’s belief, political doctrines prevailing in Poland had been established in times of captivity and were not able to meet the challenges of modern times. The team distanced themselves from ‘political currents’ of partitioning times, encouraging the ‘revision of the ideological approach’, which meant the abandonment of political thinking ‘the cradle of which was captivity’[4]. They called for rebellion against the shackles of ‘decayed ideologies’[5]. The only starting point for orientations referring both to internal and international issues was to be the present day.

At the beginning of the 1950s, Giedroyc returned to the idea of the Polish-Ukrainian agreement and geopolitical reflections in Kultura – a magazine established in Rome in 1947 and subsequently transferred to Maisons-Laffitte in the suburbs of Paris. When asking about the reason of this recidivism, we must keep in mind pre-war beliefs whose essence can be defined as an uncompromising confrontation with issues decisive for the fate of Poland. These obligations were close to the heart of Juliusz Mieroszewski, who co-created the policy of Kultura, performing the function similar to that of Adolf M. Bocheński in Bunt and Polityka – the porte-parole of the magazine. The courage of being different, equal to the acceptance of the lack of applause[6], and the tendency to disturb the sanctified state of affairs made his attitude close to Giedroyc’s way of thinking.

The return to the Polish-Ukrainian or rather Eastern problem did not mean that Giedroyc’s postwar views were the same as before. He still treated them as a matter of utmost importance without seeking the same solutions as before the war. The reason was the situation in Europe and the evolution of the problem itself. The Ukrainian matter was no longer an internal problem for Poland, which was a nationally homogeneous state after 1945. This, however, did not reduce the significance of the problem; it remained important for the stabilisation of current and future Polish-Ukrainian relations and, on a broader scale, the entire Central and Eastern Europe. It played a crucial rule in Polish-Russian relations.

Giedroyc and Mieroszewski understood the discussion about the Eastern program as an exchange of views in the Polish and Polish-Ukrainian circle. They thought that it may bring results in the case of going beyond mutual grievances and considered its essence as useful for clearing the contact field of historical issues that make thinking about the future difficult. These actions were to culminate in working out a common position corresponding to the interests of both parties. A relevant declaration in this matter was planned, but it never materialised[7].

When reconstructing the circumstances of putting the Eastern program on the agenda, it would be reasonable to recall Giedroyc’s postwar opinions referring to the pre-war situation. Declaring the will to reach agreement with Ukrainians, the team of Bunt/Polityka regarded the shape of the Eastern border as final and indisputable[8]. In the 1950s, Giedroyc perceived this issue differently, although he was still attached to the idea of the “great act” towards Ukrainians, which left no doubts as to the intentions of the Polish party. In postwar conditions, this attitude assumed the form of acceptance of the post-Yalta territorial order, i.e. putting up with the loss of the Borderlands. Giedroyc and Mieroszewski believed that Poles should do this in the name of a permanent agreement with Ukrainians, Lithuanians and Belarusians (the ULB area) that would be useful both for Poland and its eastern neighbours. At the time when Kultura developed the Eastern project, Giedroyc did not perceive the Riga border as the outcome of any ‘political conception’, but as a consequence of ‘improvisation and randomness’[9]. Such an interpretation, along with the accompanying belief that ‘there are no irrational taboos in politics’[10], was a basis for finding a solution to the Polish-Ukrainian dispute.

In the 1950s, this idea was addressed primarily to the emigration, which treated the disagreement to territorial changes in the East as one of the most important points of its political program – a sign of identity. The price that Kultura had to pay for this consisted of accusations going beyond the claim of jeopardising the state and national interest. Giedroyc was criticised – these were not isolated cases – for the lack of contact with reality. His adversaries often called his program ‘policy from the moon’s perspective’ that would never – or at least in the foreseeable time horizon – have a chance to materialise. Among critical reviewers of Kultura there were persons from the circle of close collaborators of the magazine. Czesław Miłosz did not spare energy in encouraging Giedroyc to pay more attention to literature and culture and consistently, though unsuccessfully, suggesting withdrawal from political topics and questioning the advisability of dealing with the Eastern problem in the magazine.

Giedroyc and Mieroszewski remained resistant to such suggestions, assuming that their proposals had no alternative. The dissonance between the reality and the utopia that the Eastern project of Kultura was supposed to be was not a problem for Mieroszewski, on condition that there would be no fear of utopia understood as the future of those who were devoid of it[11]. The editors of Kultura believed that “utopian” ideas would become embedded in reality and, consequently, accepted by a majority of people. This happened, indeed, except that this did not occur fast and that Kultura failed to convince everyone. The nostalgia for the Borderlands along with anti-Ukrainian resentments accompanied emigrants until the end, i.e., till the fall of the communist system in 1989, and was also present in the country itself.

Due to the fact that plans of reconstruction of Central and Eastern Europe in the territorial sphere and internal relations undertaken in conditions of the Cold War and the superpower status of the Soviet Union were treated as fantasy, it is reasonable to ask what caused Kultura’s determination to promote the project that aroused resistance even in the circle of the magazine’s collaborators and friends. It seems that, apart from the conviction about the rightness of what was proposed, the way of perceiving the postwar world and the correctness of predicting the logic of development of the situation played an essential role here.

According to most people, the political finale of World War II consisted in the division of Europe into influence zones, which brought a result in the form of Sovietisation of Poland and other countries dependent on Moscow in the Soviet-controlled part of Europe. Giedroyc and Mieroszewski acknowledged the rightness of such viewpoint – besides, it would be strange if things were otherwise – but they tried to see more. They perceived the different character of the postwar world not only through the prism of international relations different from the pre-war ones and the location of Poland. That was obvious. The phenomena that looked similar at first glance, such as the network of conflicts and prejudices between nations inhabiting the strip between the Baltic, the Black Sea and the Adriatic, gained a new dimension.

The distinctness of the mechanisms governing postwar Europe encouraged the rejection of new policy tools that apparently maintained the validity of ideas and searches. Mieroszewski defined the first of these obligations as the abandonment of the role of the custodian of the ‘mausoleum of fossilised doctrines’[12]. The essence of going out of the “mausoleum” was the questioning of the perception of former geopolitical projects as universal solutions that could be applied in political conditions different from those in which they had been created. Mierosławski thought that attempts to use orientational schools created for the needs of regaining independence in the second half of the 20th century and in the interwar period (oriented towards Russia, towards Germany or towards Western democracies) were an anachronism. Such measures did not deserve to be called politics, as the latter should remain connected to reality. The use of worn-out ideals was a game of wearing historical costumes. Although this activity was justified by intragroup rituals, it could not bring expected results. It was necessary to abandon pre-war assumptions in all of their incarnations because they brought poor results and were not useful in postwar conditions. Poland lost the campaign in September 1939, because pacts with Germany and Russia resulted in its isolation, and the guarantee of its independent existence was reduced to the function of German-Soviet relations[13].

The redefinition of the content of concepts used for formulating the Polish political doctrine was not less necessary than the disqualification of old ideas. One of them – the most important one within the Eastern plan – was the term ‘Jagiellonism’. Mieroszewski thought that this term required a precise definition preceded by reflection on what it had formerly meant and on how it was perceived by others. He argued that if the inhabitants of ULB treated Jagiellonism not as a blessing, as Poles would commonly believe, but ‘sheer imperialism’, it had to fail due to this fact and because of the stronger position of Russian imperialism competing with it[14]. Such kind of Eastern policy and Jagiellonism had to be forgotten as soon as possible. Polish geopolitics should take inspiration from what cool reason and the requirements of the present day suggested. It would have to abandon its paternalistic attitude to the ULB area and, instead of old-school Jagiellonism, conduct a partner policy reflecting common arguments and interests. This resulted from the needs of Poland, which were not different from those of ULB countries, and from the goal declared by Kultura in the 1950s and subsequently: an uncompromising fight against ‘communist imperialism’[15].

When comparing the Eastern programs of Bunt Młodych and Kultura, we should notice the difference in treating the place of Poland in Central Europe. Before the war, Giedroyc and his collaborators did not seem to be fully convinced of the status of Poland as a power; nevertheless, they thought that its treatment of fellow nations from the position of power was natural and justified. As Bunt and Polityka emphasised, the idea of the Polish-Ukrainian agreement did not arise from the sentimental or ethical factor – in other words, Philo-Ukrainism. It resulted only from the Polish national and state interest[16]. This was not tantamount to national chauvinism and did not resemble the program of the national right wing at all. The group of Bunt derived gestures supposed to encourage Ukrainians to co-operate from the need to reinforce the state in internal aspects and to secure its external interests. This program could be identified with state thinking and the perception of politics understood as an art of achieving results that were achievable in given conditions. In the postwar period, the position of participants of the program changed. Because of the dependence of Central Europe on Moscow, the positions of Poland and Ukraine were comparable – in both cases, they were devoid of sovereignty.

In the opinion of Kultura, one of the more serious errors made in the Eastern matter was the completely unjustified conviction about the particularly great (much greater than in reality) importance of Poland in Europe and the apparently exceptional role that it would play in the region. Mieroszewski ridiculed the “miserable elephantiasis” of the regional sense of identity[17], which actually – in the absence of real strength – consisted in dreams mistaken for reality and a harmful argument in favour of the identification of Jagiellonism with the mission of forming Central Europe in accordance with Polish needs.

The postwar position of Poland and ULB countries was determined not only by their dependence on the Soviet Union. It also depended on the status of postwar Europe. In Mieroszewski’s view, it ceased to be the political scene of the world; more importantly, however, it was doomed to consolidate itself within federative blocs. Thus, questioning the Polish geopolitical tradition, which had been based primarily on the West (this solution was advocated by Kultura), did not mean anti-occidentalism at all. Poland could not do without the West, but relations with it should look different from those in the past. The aim was not to look at the West as a partner providing a guarantee of safety, but to find oneself in the geopolitical territory established on its initiative. Such a situation boiled down to the achievement of the most significant Polish geopolitical goal: the exclusion of isolation, including the possibility of a German-Russian agreement at the cost of Poland[18].

In the real situation of the future, the issue of Poland could not be treated as “separate” from the situation in Western Europe and the region[19]. Kultura perceived the result of the victory of the West over the Soviet Union as finding one’s place in the “federal system” rather than the regaining of independence within its meaning from before September 1939 (there was no return to those times)[20]. Even when the European federation was made “by Americans”, as Giedroyc thought[21]. The federative structure seemed optimal because it was provided with features releasing Poland from a majority of threats that might affect it. It seemed to be a remedy for the possessiveness of Russia and Germany (which would be united in the future), ensured protection against the German-Russian alliance and provided arguments for a partnership with Western Europe organised according to similar rules[22].

Kultura wanted to see Central Europe in the federative formula that naturally promoted resignation from thinking in terms of individual interests in favour of collective thinking. The benefit of the new order would be a guarantee of independence in a stabilised and basically peaceful world. If the future was to look like this, the only possible thing was to contribute to the creation of its foundations, which again proved the uselessness of formerly practised solutions. Ten years after the Yalta Conference, Mieroszewski believed that it was naive to think that the creation of territorial facts established by means of ‘private wars’ waged between small states and the ‘shifting of borders and occupation of cities’ would be possible in the future[23]. However, he reckoned with the worst scenario – a meeting ‘on the bridge in Przemyśl with rifles in hands’[24] – in the case of Poland’s and Ukraine’s failure to consider requirements resulting from the geopolitical location of both states.

The exclusion of such a scenario would be guaranteed by the assumption that Poland, like other European countries, would be subject to mechanisms and patterns of the world arranged according to other rules. One of them was the loss of timeliness of ‘historical and legal’ claims[25]. This referred to Eastern issues and Polish-German relations. The settlement of the latter, through Germany’s acceptance of the Oder-Neisse border and the assurance that united Germany would not pose a threat to Poland if they became an element of a broader structure was a necessary condition for achieving success on the East[26].

One of the main arguments for assigning the pre-war world to the category of the accomplished past tense was the conviction of Kultura about the change of meaning of the term ‘sovereignty’. After the end of World War II, it had to be interpreted differently, mainly in consideration of the thesis that all participants had to resign from the part of their independence in favour of the community in the world governed by the group interest, which rejects bilateral policy in favour of collective policy. Mieroszewski noticed the occurrence of this process in Western Europe, which integrated economically within the common market and politically and militarily as a part of the North-Atlantic treaty (NATO). He believed that this phenomenon would become visible also in the eastern part of the continent. He did not perceive the loss of sovereignty as a ‘discredit’, provided that it was not enforced and did not violate the natural right of each nation to arrange its life on its own[27].

The Eastern project of Kultura arose from the above convictions and predictions, which evolved according to the belief that history is a one-way thoroughfare (‘only forward’)[28], but, nevertheless, remained permanent with regard to the goal to be achieved. In the course of time, it was modified in relation to the original model defined in the early 1950s, but it remained connected with pre-war plans, constituting a modified version of the program of Bunt / Polityka. Its message was to promote the creation of such conditions in the territory of Central and Eastern Europe that would eliminate quarrels and resentments and reinforce the permanent sovereignty of the region. The Polish-Ukrainian issue played a crucial role within the scope of this matter, because of the significance of both states and the character and complexity of the dispute going on between them.

According to Kultura, the challenge for the Polish political program consisted in ensuring the modernised continuation of issues that had been confronted for decades. A useful measure was an analysis of processes that, being in their preliminary or even seed stage, could develop into phenomena leading to far-reaching transformations in international relations and the balance of forces, thus affecting the status quo. The erosion of colonial empires was such a phenomenon for Giedroyc. Apparently, it seemed to be a natural process caused by the weakening of metropolises and reinforced by separatist attempts. In this context, decolonisation was an unusual phenomenon going against the logic of the postwar world. The fighting political-military blocs seemed to be doomed to internal consolidation rather than disintegration.

Assuming that emancipation processes are irreversible and universal, i.e., they are valid not only in the Western world, the Soviet empire was also doomed to collapse. If we supplement this prognosis – which was, after all, not prophetic, but derived from the observation of current processes – with the principle based also not only on wishes that the empire erosion process starts from outskirts, the scenario formed a logical sequence. In one of his letters to Mieroszewski, reacting to his objections as to the logic of Kultura’s policy, Giedroyc assured that “all plans and projects were thought out a really long time ago”. It was only necessary to wait for favourable conditions or “opportunities to carry them out”[29].

Speaking of forecasts concerning the collapse of the Soviet Union, it is impossible to ignore the role that the policy towards Russia played in the Eastern program of Kultura. When comparing pre-war and postwar conceptions, it is usually assumed that, in contrast to Bunt / Polityka, the project of Kultura lacked the anti-Russian edge. A good proof of this is the journalistic output of Mieroszewski, who often advocated the settlement of Polish-Soviet relations and coming to an agreement; his writings lacked the aversion for Russia and the Soviet Union that was widespread outside Poland. There are grounds for believing that Giedroyc as an “Eastern” man treated Soviet Russia as the biggest threat to Poland. This was because of its possessiveness and the system imposed upon Poland that collided with its culture and identity. The difference in the approach to the Russian matter in Bunt / Polityka and Kultura consisted in methods of neutralising danger and tactics. In postwar conditions, there was no room for any projects of breaking Russia up by force that had been taken into account in the 1930s. However, it was possible, firstly, not to resign from plans of making it less dangerous by supporting emancipation attempts of Ukrainians, Lithuanians and Belarusians and, secondly, to argue that the change of Russia’s attitude to the external world would be conditional upon its democratisation. Both of these arguments were tantamount to the conviction that prognoses concerning the negotiation of independence from Soviet Russia under certain obligations or agreements were absurd and doomed to failure[30].

Realising that it would not be easy to carry out tasks leading to a historical turn in Polish-Russian relations, Giedroyc and Mieroszewski promoted both projects[31]. The prerequisite for the favourable future of Poland was that it should find the historical sense of presence in the new Europe that “would have nothing similar to the old one”[32].
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TRIMARIUM AS THE RESPONSE TO MODERN GEOPOLITICAL CONCEPTIONS CONCERNING CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE

When asked in an interview about where “big politics” is born, Kenneth N. Waltz answered slightly perversely that it happens in scientists’ heads and rooms. There is much truth in this, considering the fact that big global and regional political projects, including geopolitical projects, are underlain by “exhilarating” and “charming” visions of order backed up by more or less “scientific” arguments, but strongly aspiring for logical coherence. Particularly this second part predestines scientists/thinkers to act as guiding spirits. At the same time, the human being is constructed intellectually in such a way that he has a strong inclination to refer to certain models, constructions and concepts that existed in the past. They become a point of reference and an inspiration. This phenomenon is a part of political thought and culture; with regard to the organisational-institutional paradigm, it is defined as “institutional memory”. As Marek J. Chodakiewicz put it aptly: ‘History and collective memories influence the nation, its culture and institutions and, consequently, internal and foreign policy’.

Although the modern political world often refrains from or at least avoids direct associations, it evidently uses specific codes and inspirations from the past. This is often done unconsciously, but many of such decisions or information strategies are based on the conviction that referring to inspirations from past epochs, where power based on strength was the dominant element, may constitute a serious burden. This intellectual state is perfectly expressed by Czesław Miłosz’s prophetic words from his poem The Child of Europe[1]:

 

There can be no question of force triumphant

We live in the age of victorious justice.

Do not mention force, or you will be accused

Of upholding fallen doctrines in secret.

 

Nevertheless, the modern world is still subject to the rules of fierce rivalry for power that largely takes place on the high level of geopolitical concepts. The current geopolitical game is founded on “classic” geopolitical concepts from the first half of the 20th century. This refers also to Intermarium/Trimarium projects that should be treated like a sort of response to geopolitical projects of states from beyond the region that are, however, directly connected with it.

When seeking contemporary elements of powers’ policy that are rooted in geopolitical motifs of conceptions from the previous century, we should perhaps begin with the intellectual construction of “living space” (Raum, Lebensraum) and Friedrich Ratzel’s specific typology of borders[2]. Regarding civilisational dynamism – measured, among others, according to the potential of economic and cultural impact – as one of the main accelerators of politics, he considered it to be an objectively justified source of expansion and subordination of new areas in the concluding part of many works. This included also the shifting of political borders. It is worth noting that Ratzel’s geopolitical conception contains an explicit call for the fulfilment of goals with the use of non-military means. During the Great War, after the actual occupation of large areas with the non-German population, these conceptions were developed in the form of the Mitteleuropa in Friedrich Naumann’s view, which was thoroughly described in his book under the same title (1915). In his argumentation, Neumann referred to the German civilisational and economic advantage, but, because of the failure of the direct annexation policy and failed attempts to assimilate Slavic elements (mainly Poles) in the 19th and early 20th century, he advocated the creation of a chain of weak states dependent on Germany in virtually every aspect, though formally independent, that would create a new quasi-federative empire with German hegemony. Such a scenario would also help to avoid potential irredentist movements in the future that would be disastrous for the German potential[3]. The observation of Austrian-Hungarian problems certainly had a huge impact on Neumann’s views. The reality of the war quite quickly brought forth political steps: the Act of 5th November (1916), the peace with the Ukrainian People’s Republic and Romania (1918), a fairly specific battle for Belarus, etc. The war disaster finally put an end to such actions and postponed similar conceptions for a long time. The interwar reality and the need to arrange relations between two “non-system” powers: Germany and Soviet Russia (from December 1922 – the USSR), as well as the unquestionable growth of Japan’s power in the Far East and the clear manifestation of the USA’s policy became a basis for very influential conceptions generated by the Munich centre led by Karl Haushofer. With regard to Europe, they were based on belief in the optimality of peace co-operation between Germany and Russia (Japan in the longer term) – the final settlement was to occur in the form of a clash between „Eurasia” and the United States. World hegemony was to be at stake[4].

Interestingly, one of the geopolitical concepts of the first quarter of the 20th century having a more significant impact on modern times and serving as a point of reference for contemporaries – a set of assumptions and statements by John H. Mackinder (1904, 1919) had a rather limited direct impact on the politics of the first half of the 20th century. Actually, certain tracks of the presumably most famous quotation from the work Democratic Ideals and Reality concerning the importance of Central Europe for the architecture of the world power can be found at best in projects of a cordon sanitaire or the Eastern barrier[5]. Similarly, the disintegration of the power and the importance of the region were largely reduced after World War II. Projects emerging across the Atlantic Ocean had a more significant impact. The geopolitical call for the development of the “peninsula power” dominated the policy of the United States for a few decades. It is actually difficult to express unequivocal opinions on the USSR’s geopolitics. On the one hand, Soviet political conceptions remained “peace-oriented” and “freedom-oriented” in the verbal sphere; in fact, they were based on an extremely aggressive doctrine limited only by the real potential of the Bolshevik empire.

During that period (the first half of the 20th century), Polish geopolitics remained reactive for most of the time. Until 1923 (the borders of Poland were officially recognised in March), the possibilities of fulfilment of Polish political aspirations were perceived through the prism of the size of the geopolitical “gap” created by the rivalry between superpowers. Until 1917, Polish conceptions rather did not go beyond classic bandwagoning. Only in subsequent years did a dispute flare up that was interpreted slightly schematically as a clash between “federative” and “incorporational” conceptions. Its subjectivity was quite short-lived, because geopolitical conditions were soon (March 1921 and March 1923) determined permanently by the reality assuming a certain format. The popular BABS (Baltic – Adriatic – Black Sea) conception did not have a chance to enter even the phase of fragmentary implementation, also for political reasons. Other geopolitical concepts, e.g., the Eastern Pact, the small, Balkan or Baltic entente, or balancing between Berlin and Moscow, must be treated as tactical, provisional and largely reactive in view of the weakness of other creative tools that remained at the disposal of states of the region. The reality after the conclusion of World War II was absolutely unfavourable for the creation of local geopolitical conceptions in the region of Central and Eastern Europe. Because of the lack of sovereignty of a part of actors of international politics and the subordination of the whole territory to the logic of the Cold War, they could be conceived at best in less or more influential emigration centres. However, they were also determined by the reality of the Cold or appealed to the slightly mythologised past in a romantic manner. In the second case, it is necessary to emphasise clear detachment from the geopolitical and geostrategic reality.

Although geopolitics was practised under other names also after 1946, it actually came back to favours in the last decade of the 20th century. This has to be associated, firstly, with the end of Cold War blockades and the release of full sovereignty, including (maybe even primarily) conceptual sovereignty and, secondly, with the crystallisation of new or restituted regional powers with global aspirations and the demand for a foundation for political programs under formation. Obviously, “classic geopolitics” was not applied in a 1:1 format; moreover, the old conceptual network was avoided. However, the analysis of political programs and their stage and final results clearly suggests important inspirations.

This short overview should begin with a relatively banal statement that the USA’s global policy had been largely inspired by a geopolitical message associated with Nicholas J. Spykman and his Rimland theory since the second half of the 1940s[6]. In spite of the relatively broad criticism of this conception, it certainly led, among others, to the establishment of a “dogma” about the need for the permanent engagement of the United States in Western Europe. This presence became gradually more problematic from the late 1980 and the early 1990s. Eventually, during the six years of Barack Obama’s presidency (the first term and one half of the second one), the USA took actions to go ahead with the scenario of departing from such assumption and shifting its engagement towards Mackinder’s late conceptions with the strongly emphasised role of China. The tendency to weaken political and military engagement in Europe implied directly the attempt to bring about a reset in relations with Russia and to rearrange relations on the basis of the non-rivalry paradigm. This was coupled with anti-American inclinations, which were particularly strong in France, and Germany’s assertiveness towards the USA growing from the late 1990s.

The latter resulted directly from the return of the Federal Republic of Germany to the rivalry for power (initially on a regional scale) after the achievement of the relevant potential as a result of the unification of Germany and the fact of coping with the baggage of transformation of Eastern lands relatively quickly. The impetus of the “new” German state fulfilled itself primarily in the field of economy and culture. It is worth mentioning that Germany ceased to be the NATO’s “front state” after 1999, which undoubtedly released large resources for the fulfilment of intended political and economic goals. We can risk the hypothesis that this was the period of formation and formatting of Eastern policy of the Western state based on economic and civilisational influence and domination. Effective tools were provided mainly by the European Union, in which Germany became an unquestionable “locomotive” in the 21st century, as well as other substantially less conspicuous political initiatives. The analysis of economic indicators, mainly the balance of trade with Central and Eastern European states, allows us to recognise the growing – and, unfortunately, evidently one-sided – increase of Germany’s importance as the main trade partner that brought about the effect of economic dependence of the region’s states. The tools elaborated in the European Union – both financial (ECU, Euro) and normative ones – also had a relatively effective impact in Germany’s Eastern policy, both before and after the accession of the region’s states to the EU. Another effective “leverage” was the power industry. With all due proportions, associations with Mitteleuropa (maybe in “version 2.0”) become evident.

On the other side of the Central European zone, already in the late 1980s and the early 1990s, we could see the strengthening role of intellectual trends marked by the idea of Eurasianism, which was associated in its new version with Lev Gumilov and Alexander Dugin. Particularly the latter’s conceptions were clearly influenced by Karl Haushofer’s geopolitical system, in which the construction of the tellucratic (land) empire in the territory of Eurasia is the only means to oppose the expansion of talassocracy. Dugin’s conceptions assume the fulfilment of co-operation scenarios in the eastern (Russia-China), southern (Russia – “the world of Islam”) and western (Russia-Germany-France axis) direction. These views seem to have gained some favour in Western Europe particularly after 2001, when the conflict with the world of Islam seemed to enter a new phase. Particularly because the proclaimed opinions were based on the paradigm of the “return to values” that would guarantee the significant reinforcement of the position of “old Europe” in the confrontation with an aggressive and culturally cohesive enemy. Who knows if such argumentation would not have reached peak popularity in the context of the migration crisis? This met with an obstacle: the reverse tendency connected with moods after Russia’s annexation of the Crimea and the war in Ukraine. It is, however, necessary to notice a clear increase of popularity of pro-Russian parties in Western Europe after 2015. Specifically, states of the Central and Eastern European region are treated as an element of the “cordon sanitaire” in these conceptions, and everything located “between Russia and Germany” should be absorbed or vassalised. While it is difficult to assess clearly the scale of impact of Eurasian conceptions inspired by Haushofer’s conceptions on the policy of the Russian Federation, this impact is very probable.

It is worth noticing here that geopolitical projects are not mutually exclusive (in an intellectual and implementation sense). In certain conditions, they can be complementary or neutral. We can assume at best that both power centres treat the rivalry for the scale and range of influence in the Central European zone as a tool for the possible improvement of their own “negotiational” position in mutual relations.

Assuming such a model of reasoning with regard to contemporary tendencies in the region’s geopolitics, we must stress that states located in the zone between the Baltic, Black and Adriatic seas face two scenarios. The first one is a form of bandwagoning – fitting into the modus operandi of the Federal Republic of Germany or the Russian Federation. The second one is an attempt to find the possibility of creating an independent geopolitical quality that could serve as a response and an alternative to Mitteleuropa 2.0 or Eurasian tendencies. By the way, we must notice that balancing between powers (the possible “third way”) is not a positive and essentially realistic program, which was proved by the examples of Ukraine and, to some extent, Belarus, even if they are substantially different. Speaking of the aforementioned institutional memory, Trimarium/Intermarium seems to be the concept that meets, at least potentially, the requirements of the second scenario. It is, however, necessary to consider an important variable: the USA’s position towards the Central European region. Already the last months of the previous presidential administration and, primarily, the current administration set the course for the weakening of American presence in Europe. We can ask to what extent the “reset” (which actually proved one-sided) in American-Russian relations accelerated the aggressive policy of the Russian Federation. There is no doubt that the United States in a significantly different configuration is increasing their engagement on the Old Continent, but shifting the accent clearly to the east. Apart from the evident German and Russian context, this policy bears also noticeable elements of policy towards China. Regardless of the motivation, we can assume that the conception of Trimarium is gaining a very important promoter, although it is difficult to assess the permanence of this tendency at this stage.
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BETWEEN HISTORY AND MODERN TIMES – GEOPOLITICAL CHOICES OF POLES

The historical experiences of Poles, who had been either deprived of their homeland or controlled by other states, inspired many political thinkers to analyse the geopolitical situation for the purpose of regaining and securing national sovereignty. The basic geopolitical problem was the functioning of the nation between Russia and Germany – two more powerful neighbours who often made attempts to dominate or even absorb Poland. This basic geopolitical problem still occurs in the 21st century, in spite of the fact that Germany and Poland are member states of the EU, and Russia was seriously weakened territorially, economically and demographically after the end of the Cold War.

The dilemma of the functioning of the Polish nation between two powerful neighbours was solved in various ways in the tradition of Polish politics. For example, thinkers from the National Democracy proposed relying on Russia and focusing on the defence against a much more powerful threat from Germany. In the view of the Sanation camp, it was necessary for Poland to seek agreement with Germany and defend itself against the threat from Bolshevik Russia. This thought was continued by the circle of the Paris magazine Kultura, which proposed the weakening of Russia by detaching Slavic nations (Lithuanian, Belarusian, Ukrainian ones) from it. Another example was the foreign policy vision of Radek Sikorski, who proposed, under the slogan of the return to the tradition of Piast Poland, concluding an alliance with Germany and, at the same time, conducting an active Eastern policy aimed at building a cordon of stable states independent of Russia, mainly Ukraine.

The choice of the lesser evil – the settlement of relations either with Germany or with Russia against the other neighbour – was often encountered in Polish political thought. It resulted from the belief that a country having such powerful neighbours cannot compete on two fronts at the same time and the anti-Polish alliance of Berlin and Moscow would be the biggest threat.

Apart from the “lesser evil” strategy, we can see ideas of looking for support in the form of a multinational empire. It was supposed, on the one hand, to defend the country against an external threat and, on the other hand, to reduce the impact of the biggest nations being a member of such a community. An example of such co-operation was the Austrian-Hungarian empire, which had a leading component in the form of political influences of Austrians and Hungarians, but this kind of dominance did not destroy the Polish nation; conversely, it provided a certain possibility of political autonomy and even created the prospect of a gradual increase of the Polish role within this empire. Therefore, already after the outbreak of World War I, Kraków and Lviv conservatives supported the idea of transforming Austria-Hungary into a trialistic monarchy whose third political entity would be comprised of Poles (after the annexation of the former Kingdom of Poland into the Habsburg monarchy and its merger with Galicia)[1].

A similar political structure is the modern European Union, sometimes called a multinational empire[2], although it is dominated by Germany and France. The framework of the European integration leaves some freedom for the functioning of the Polish state. In some dimensions, integration is a pro-development process, mainly in the economic sphere – for example, thanks to the symbiosis of Polish and German economy. Moreover, it opens the way to the implementation of some geopolitical ideas of Poles – for example, within the scope of the EU’s Eastern policy.

Another idea for solving the geopolitical specificity of Poland located between Germany and Russia was the attempt to seek support from other European powers and later also world powers. Its traditional allies were the United Kingdom and France and then the United States of America.

Finally, the attempts to build co-operation in Central and Eastern Europe were an important element of the strategy of Polish politicians and thinkers. This concerned also the eastern direction in relation to the territory of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, which was supposed to weaken Russia. Co-operation was also proposed on the southern direction with regard to Hungary, Czech Republic and Slovakia (or Czechoslovakia), Romania and sometimes also other states of Central Europe. This disturbed the German influence zone and, therefore, could raise concerns in that state.

The aforementioned strategic ideas intertwined or supplemented one another. Nevertheless, four basic ways of thinking were visible in the historical dimension.

(1) the choice of the lesser evil between Berlin and Moscow – i.e., co-operation with one of the powerful neighbours aimed at weakening the other one more effectively;

(2) seeking co-operation within multinational empires – i.e., building international structures that guaranteed the highest possible safety level on the one hand and the broadest possible range of political autonomy on the other hand to Poles;

(3) seeking support among external powers that could balance the advantages of Russia and Germany.

(4) seeking co-operation within Central and Eastern Europe, building strategic alliances or an attempt to institutionalise the co-operation referring to the tradition of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, including Jagiellonian influences in Central Europe.

As I have mentioned, in spite of the lapse of centuries and the change of strategic circumstances, the geographical location between Germany and Russia is still the fundamental geopolitical problem of Poles. The Russian Federation is weakened after the end of the Cold War, but it shows strong revisionist and neo-imperial tendencies, including those leading to the launch of military operations against neighbours. Although Germany functions within the framework of integrating Europe, it became a continental power after the unification and proved to be the biggest economic and political power within the EU during the crisis of the eurozone. It continues to treat Central Europe, including Poland, as its own zone of economic and political influences.

Another geopolitical tendency is the weakening of European integration, which almost assumes a form of disintegration, as in the case of Brexit (the withdrawal of the United Kingdom from the EU). The European Union experienced a number of crises that were not effectively solved and revealed strong disintegration tendencies. This refers mainly to the eurozone crisis and the migration crisis. Attempts to overcome disintegration consist in reinforcing the centralisation of management in the EU, including an increase of the scope of majority voting in intergovernmental structures, and enforcing the implementation of the EU law in member states. Other phenomena affecting integration processes and resulting from crises include the growing political role of Berlin and Paris, as well as the systematic weakening of democratic structures in smaller member states and their decreasing scope of political autonomy[3].

Until now, the United States of America has provided important support for European integration (and, more broadly, the EU’s safety). Nevertheless, another geopolitical tendency is a clear attempt to increase Western Europe’s strategic autonomy towards the USA, which is done not only at the cost of weakening trans-Atlantic ties in the political and economic dimension, but mainly at the cost of the EU’s safety. Thus, looking for autonomy from Washington, Western Europe is forced to strengthen strategic ties with Russia. Another phenomenon is the geopolitical weakening of the USA, which means that it may become less interested in European matters in the strategic time horizon. The gradually diminishing role of American influences in Central and Eastern Europe is also very likely. On the other hand, we can see an increase in the geopolitical role of the People’s Republic of China both on a global and European scale. A particular area of China’s interest is Central and Eastern Europe.

After the political and social transformation of 1989, the foreign policy of successive Polish governments focused on a few clear goals.

Firstly, on integration with Western structures, particularly the EU and the NATO, including also the support of trans-Atlantic relations and the maintenance of the alliance with the United States of America.

Secondly, foreign policy was aimed at the consistent deepening of co-operation with Central European states (particularly within the scope of the Visegrád Group), as well as the development of good neighbourly relations in the east, particularly with Ukraine and Belarus. At the same time, after Poland became an EU member state, the Polish diplomacy engaged EU instruments to strengthen co-operation with eastern neighbours of Poland.

Thirdly, actions aimed at reinforcing Poland’s eastern neighbours, including their autonomy towards Russia, resulted in the deterioration of relations with the Russian Federation, which have not improved fundamentally since then in spite of many attempts. The position of Polish authorities on the growing international role of China was passive.

Although primary vectors of Polish politics remained similar, some accents changed depending on the form of government. The sharpest distinction is the division into Piast and Jagiellonian policy introduced by the then-current Minister of Foreign Affairs Radek Sikorski in 2009[4]. In Sikorski’s opinion, the Polish authorities should focus on co-operation with Germany within the EU and resign from excessive political ambitions in Central and Eastern Europe. In this way, he reacted against the opposition’s ideas concerning the policy that he called “Jagiellonian”, which actively created possibilities of co-operation in Central and Eastern Europe. A matter of fundamental importance for Sikorski was the co-operation with Germany and the improvement of relations with Russia; at the same time, he attached less importance to the maintenance of trans-Atlantic relations. In addition, he realised that the initiation of co-operation in Central and Eastern Europe not only brought moderate political results, but, even more importantly, may antagonise both Germany and Russia. The vision of Piast Poland presented by Sikorski met with broad criticism[5]. It was defined, among others, as the ‘trap of minimalism’[6].

Taking into account the experiences and tendencies of Polish political thought in the historical perspective on the one hand and contemporary geopolitical changes on the other hand, we can propose a few courses of action for Polish foreign policy.

Firstly, it is necessary to continue activities aimed at developing co-operation in Central and Eastern Europe. In the case of the EU’s states, this refers to the strengthening of co-operation within the Visegrád Group and the Trimarium Initiative. In the case of Eastern Europe, the only current instrument is the EU’s Eastern Partnership and, more broadly, the EU’s Neighbourhood Policy. Apart from that, it is possible to develop bilateral co-operation with Polish neighbours in the east, including Ukraine and Belarus. Moreover, it was necessary to increase actions for the institutionalisation of co-operation in this field, for example, by changing the formula of Trimarium towards the historical conception of Intermarium (which encompassed countries of Central and Eastern Europe at the same time), which refers to the geopolitical conception of Leszek Moczulski[7].

It must be added that the experience of conducting policy in Central and Eastern Europe shows that this is not easy because of various obstacles existing in and outside the region. One of them is the fear of Warsaw’s political dominance in smaller states. Therefore, Poland should elaborate a regional leadership model that will not arouse the feeling of threat or geopolitical insecurity among the closest partners. Moreover, various geopolitical projects in Central Europe raised objections in Berlin, and those in Eastern Europe raised concerns in Moscow. This means the need to elaborate such form of regional co-operation that would be acceptable by both neighbouring powers. Various problems concerning the development of co-operation in Central and Eastern Europe can be solved by focusing on specific forms of co-operation – for example, the development of the transmission or communication infrastructure. Another form of overcoming difficulties can be the placement of co-operation within the EU or using some of its instruments (e.g., financial or diplomatic instruments).

Secondly, the European Union still plays an important role as the stabiliser of the regional situation. Therefore, it is necessary to support actions aimed at stopping disintegration processes. At the same time, we must counteract other negative tendencies, mainly those resulting from the excessive centralisation of management, the growing political dominance of Paris and Berlin, and the further erosion of the political autonomy of Poland, including the loss of power by its democratic institutions.

Thirdly, it is necessary to maintain, as far as possible, the trans-Atlantic alliance as a guarantee of safety of the Old Continent. A challenge for such course of action would be the withdrawal of interest in European matters, particularly Central Europe, by the USA. Another problem for the political trend in question may be a change of the dominant power on a global scale. Poland should also be prepared for the possibility of closer strategic relations between Western Europe and the USA on the one side and Russia on the other side.
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Agnieszka Jędrzejewska

UKRAINIANS, BELARUSIANS AND JEWS IN THE 10TH INFANTRY DIVISION IN ŁÓDŹ

From the moment of its foundation, Łódź was a multinational and multi-denominational city. It retained this character for the entire period of the Second Polish Republic. It was a centre of big industry and large social contrasts. From 1918, the garrison of the Polish Army was seated here. The 10th Infantry Division [further: ID] stationed in Łódź, too. It was comprised of three infantry divisions: 28th, 30th and 31st Regiment of Kaniv Riflemen [further: RKR] and the 10th field artillery regiment. Not all units were deployed in Łódź – the 30th RKR stationed extraterritorially in Warsaw, and two battalions of the 31st RKR were located in Sieradz.

The units forming the 10th ID also had a multinational and multi-denominational character. The Poles prevailed, but there were also soldiers of Jewish, Ukrainian and German descent in the ranks of the division. The latter – the descendants of the Germans who had once arrived in Łódź – were Polish citizens, just like Jews, and were subject to Polish law, e.g., in respect of compulsory military service.

Because of gaps in the source material, it is not possible to present the full nationality structure of the 10th ID in the years 1918–1939. The only documents concerning this problem that have survived were prepared in 1925. On their basis, we can say that the two infantry regiments (excluding the “Warsaw” 30th RKR) and the 10th field artillery regiment had 1,622 soldiers at that time. This number comprised 1,091 Poles, 344 Ruthenians (Ukrainians coming from Galicia), 148 Jews and 39 Germans, most of whom (22) served in the 28th RKK. The above data do not include Belarusians, so we cannot say with full certainty that they served in the 10th ID[1].

A consequence of the multinational character of the division was also its multi-denominational character. A majority of soldiers were Catholics, but there were also representatives of Greek-Catholic, Orthodox, Evangelical and Jewish denominations. The number of denominations was comparable, but it not necessarily corresponded to the national descent of soldiers. Part of Greek-Catholics and Evangelicals and a small per cent of Orthodox people declared their affiliation with Polish nationality. According to data from 1926, Catholics were the prevailing denomination; they were followed by Orthodox people and Judaists, and Evangelicals formed the smallest group.

Such a national and, primary, denominational constitution of the division forced the military authorities to assume commitments that were supposed to ensure the freedom of religious practices. This matter was regulated by orders of the Headquarters of the Garrison on the basis of guidelines from the Ministry of Military Affairs. Every soldier had the right to attend Sunday masses, and commanders were obliged to provide them with such a possibility. Therefore, it was necessary to prepare such a service schedule on holidays that this would be possible to carry out. Commanders followed, or were obliged to follow the principle specified in Podręcznik Podoficera [A NCO’s Guide], which had been issued in 1930, but its guidelines had already been followed. This referred to the indication that... ‘A true soldier respects his own religion and will never offend religious feelings of comrades of different denominations’[2]. This meant that a recommendation was given on church holidays that, according to the principle of reciprocity, service on that day should be taken over by soldiers of other denominations for whom it was an ordinary time.

On holidays, service could not be assigned to soldiers of the denomination concerned. In the case of non-compliance with this order, commanders of subdivisions were punished by the divisional commander in the same way as in the case of Captain Józef Jakubowski, the commander of the 1st Company of the 31st RKR. This officer was punished with a three-day home arrest for having assigned an Evangelical senior rifleman to service, thus depriving him of the possibility of attending the mass[3].

The participation of soldiers in Sunday and holiday masses was a practiced and observed custom in the 10th ID. On such days, soldiers entered temples along with a commissioned or non-commissioned officer designated for that purpose. Such was, for example, the case of Greek-Catholic believers. On 27 September 1933, Colonel Jan Bratro, the commander of the 28th RKR, ordered that all privates of Greek-Catholic denomination under the command of warrant officer Hugon Rezler be sent to participate in the mass at 8:15 a.m. in the garrison church[4].

Slightly different decisions and orders had to be given for holidays celebrated by Judaists – their specific elements and customs required separate regulations on the part of military authorities. Believers in Judaism celebrated the biggest number of holidays during the year – New Year, the Day of Atonement (Yom Kippur), Sukkot or Easter (Pesach) were only the most important of them. In addition to prayers in the synagogues, soldiers were granted passes on holidays so that they could arrive home before sunset. Moreover, those remaining on the spot were allowed to go out to the city and participate in ritual feasts in designated restaurants in Łódź. In April 1920, Jewish soldiers received permission to leave the barracks and visit the Bet-Ham restaurant located at the junction of Wólczańska and 1 Maja streets[5]. In October 1933, the commander of the 28th RKR announced in his order of the day that ‘... as long as service permits, privates of that denomination are released from service for the period from 12:00 p.m. till 2:00 p.m. so that they could consume ritual dinners in the Gedula restaurant at ul. Piotrkowska 35[6]’.

The privilege of obtaining a pass that would be a permission to arrive home for a holiday did not apply to all soldiers. Many of them spent such days performing service in the barracks. Visits and wishes were a friendly gesture from the divisional commander and a great honour for soldiers. But the most important day for recruits beside the regiment holiday was the swearing-in ceremony. This was not only a military, but also religious ceremony, which had a special character due to the multinationality and multi-denominationality of the division. All recruits first participated in masses in temples of their respective denominations and then gathered in one place to take a flag oath in the presence of “their” chaplains.

Along with the restoration of the Polish Army, works were started to organise Catholic field chaplaincy. Rev. Jan Pajkert nominated Head Chaplain took efforts to conscript priests for military service. At the same time, military authorities also requested the Polish Episcopate to create the post of field bishop, which took place on 5th February 1919. The first field bishop became Rev. Stanisław Gall, PhD.

Apart from that, Poland was the first country among other states reviving after World War I that introduced chaplaincy service into the army for non-Catholic denominations. The first legal regulation in this respect was issued on 28 June 1919. At that time, the Religious and Denominational Section was created within the 1st Mobilisation and Organisation Department of the Ministry of Military Affairs. This Section comprised five denomination departments for Orthodox, Jewish (Mosaic), Evangelical, Mariavite and Muhammadan religions. In successive years, these departments were transformed into offices for the above respective denominations[7].

Chaplains delegated to provide spiritual care to soldiers were subject to army rigours and regulations. Their spiritual care service was evaluated, and they received an opinion like other officers did. This was particularly important because, apart from spiritual care, chaplains had to fulfil a mission consisting of co-responsibility (together with military authorities) for keeping up morale among soldiers and bringing them up as loyal citizens of the Polish state fulfilling reliably their duties towards their Homeland.

This special responsibility for bringing up soldiers in the Polish spirit was also assumed by chaplains of non-Catholic denominations. For example, Rev. Nicholas Ilkov, a Greek-Catholic chaplain, received a very favourable opinion from Brigadier General Józef Olszyna-Wilczyński, the commander of the 10th ID, in 1931. The opinion stressed such qualities of Ilkov as his very good and peaceful co-operation with the garrison commander, but primarily his commitment to the upbringing of Ukrainian soldiers. As the commander of the 10th ID emphasised: ‘... the outcome of his educational work is significant, as he has not only improved the moral condition of soldiers from Eastern Małopolska, but he sends this young generation of Ruthenian reservists home with a completely different attitude to the Polish statehood from the one they had at the beginning[8]’.

Not all chaplains were evaluated so favourably. Some of them, such as Rev. Michał Tyszka were punished pursuant to applicable regulations or even transferred to other units for having disobeyed the orders of the commander of the 10th ID and trying to put Catholic recruits above soldiers of other denominations[9].

Chaplains accompanied their soldiers from the first moments when troops of the Polish Army were formed in 1918. During the wars for the borders of the Second Polish Republic, they did not only bring spiritual help, but they also fought along with soldiers. Such was the case of Rev. Walerian Olesiński, the chaplain of the 28th RKR. Unfortunately, much information about him is missing – for example, it is unknown how long he lived, where he came from, which schools he attended, when he was consecrated as a priest, etc. On the basis of the few documents and accounts that have survived, we only know that he joined the Polish Army on 11 November 1918 and was assigned to the Łódź regiment. One year later, he was nominated chaplain of the 28th RKR and served along with his unit in Volhynia. He completed this campaign not only as a chaplain, but also as a soldier. For his courage shown in front line combat, he was decorated with the Silver Cross of the Virtuti Militari War Order[10].

In the 10th ID, there were no conflicts for national or religious reasons. This resulted from the principles of tolerance and respect for all denominations, to which all commanders and their subordinates were obliged by military authorities. The freedom of religious practices of all nationalities represented in the 10th ID was respected, except for behaviours and actions violating the Polish law, which applied to everyone irrespective of his national descent. Apart from provisions regulating nationality and denomination affairs, educational work in divisions played an important role. Chaplains of all denominations had one common goal: to bring up soldiers in the spirit of attachment to the Polish state and a sense of obligation for the good of the Homeland, but also in the spirit of tolerance for other denominations. If conflicts occurred, they arose mainly out of the weakness of human characters, such as the more or less strongly manifested dislike of a different nationality, disobedience, ignorance of superiors’ orders, etc. Such behaviours were not tolerated by commanders and military authorities. Perpetrators of offences were punished in accordance with the orders of the Ministry of Military Affairs regarding respect for nationalities and denominations. The results of religious and educational work among soldiers of Polish, Ukrainian, Belarusian, Jewish or Evangelical denomination proved genuine in September 1939. All of them fought in the defence of Poland in the ranks of the Polish Army, regarding themselves as citizens of this country irrespective of their descent.








Tadeusz Z. Bogalecki

SOLDIERS OF THE ŁÓDŹ, PRUSY, POZNAŃ AND POMORZE ARMIES – HEROES OF FIGHTS WITH GERMANS IN THE ŁÓDŹ REGION IN SEPTEMBER 1939

On 15 March 1939, German mechanised columns entered Prague and Czechoslovakia disappeared from the political map of Europe. Six days later, the authorities of the Third Reich again demanded the annexation of Gdańsk and the “Corridor” to Germany. On 23 March 1939, the German troops invaded Klaipėda. In this situation, the General Staff of the Polish Army started to make amendments to the operational assumptions of the plan of the war with Germany. The introduced changes took account of the new situation and the resulting threats to Poland.

Considering the variants of the enemy’s strikes on the whole front, the military authorities of the Second Polish Republic predicted correctly the concentration of the enemy’s main group in the region of Lower Silesia and the direction of its assault through Piotrków Trybunalski and Łódź towards Warsaw.

The first step of field defence preparations was the transformation of staffs of army inspectors of the Main Training Inspectorate into staff of future military operational formations, which started on 23 March 1939. At that time, six armies were created. The three of them – the Łódź Army, the Poznań Army and the Pomorze Army and two infantry divisions of the main reserve, which was transformed into the Prusy Reserve Army in June 1939, fought in the Łódź region in September 1939.

Each of the Polish field armies operating in the Łódź region at that time consisted of four infantry divisions and two cavalry brigades. Their enemies were: the German 8th Army comprising four infantry divisions and the northern group of the 10th Army consisting of two armoured divisions, one light division and one motorised division, called German quick forces, and two infantry divisions.

Out of the aforementioned Polish and German tactical formations, only infantry divisions had similar potential, consisting of around 17,000 professional soldiers (commissioned and non-commissioned officers and privates) in each case. However, German divisions were more mobile, because they had around 600 trucks, whereas Polish ones had only around 80 cars and trucks[1].

Polish quick forces were actually cavalry brigades comprising 6,000–7,000 soldiers, a similar number of horses, 13 tankettes armed with one machine gun or a 20 mm cannon, 8 armoured cars and 66 cars. The German armoured division had around 250 tanks and the light division had more than 70. It comprised mainly the following vehicles: Panzerkampfwagen I (Panzer I) – armed with two machine guns, Panzer II – having a 20 mm cannon and one machine gun, and Panzer III – a 37 mm cannon and 2 machine guns. They constituted the main strike force of German military operations, which was capable of breaking Polish defence positions and striking at the rear forces of the enemy. In the Łódź region, it was effectively supported by German aircraft, which caused heavy losses to Polish fighter and bomb division until 6th September.

The troops of the Łódź Army were the first to join the fight in the Łódź region. From 1 till 3 September, they conducted delaying operations in the border strip: the 10th Infantry Division on the right/northern flank of the army, the 28th Infantry Division in the area of Wieluń, and the 30th Infantry Division near Działoszyn. In the first phase of defence fights, the Volhynia Cavalry Brigade distinguished itself by fighting effectively against the German 4th Armoured Division at Mokra near Kłobuck. It eliminated over 50 tanks and armoured cars from the fight. The hero of the day was Colonel Julian Filipowicz, who was masterfully commanding the brigade, particularly its reserves, which was always an art of commanding, particularly against armoured weapons in 1939[2].

From 4 September 1939, the Łódź Army defended its main position on the Warta, Widawka, Rakówka and Prudka rivers with a width of 104 km. During the two-day struggle, the unit that particularly distinguished itself was the Separated Division of Colonel Ludwik Czyżewski, which defended the southern flank of the army from the Borowskie Mountains to Rozprza. Its basic military unit was the 2nd Legions Infantry Regiment from the 4th Infantry Division[3]. It was the only division of the Łódź Army distinguished with the silver Virtuti Militari Cross in September 1939.

On 5 September before noon, German armoured divisions broke the defence in the area of Rozprza and threatened the rear troops. On the afternoon of the same day, the German infantry broke Polish positions in the area of Warta and at Beleń near Zduńska Wola. In this situation (an encirclement threat), the commander of the Łódź Army, Divisional General Juliusz Rómmel, ordered a retreat. In the morning of the following day, his command post in the Julianowski Park in Łódź, located 60 km away from the main defence position of the army, was bombed down by German aircraft. During that raid, a few Poles died and several were wounded, including General Rómmel. The same happened at the reserve command post in Mszczonów. In this situation, having lost his means of communication, the commander of the army and his staff went to Warsaw, where the Commander in Chief nominated him the commander of the Warszawa Army. The decision of General Rómmel was criticised by a few historians. Some publicists have done that until today[4]. In fact, the command of the retreating divisions of the Łódź Army was taken over by Brigadier General Wiktor Thomée, who led the remains of the 2nd, 28th and 30th Infantry Division consisting of around 2,000 soldiers to the Modlin Fortress manned by the 8th Infantry Division and defended it until 28 September 1939.

The disaster of the Łódź Army resulted not only from the huge advantage of German armoured, artillery and air forces, but primarily from the following strategic and operational mistakes of the Supreme Command of the Polish Army: ‘neighbouring armies were not manoeuvred for the decisive direction into the battle. The Poznań Army did not take part in this battle at all, and the Prusy Army sent only the incomplete 19th Infantry Division.’ The first of them operated 20 km away towards the north from the right flank of General Rómmel’s divisions, and the second one operated 10 km away towards the south from the left-flank divisions of the Łódź Army[5].

The 5th day of September 1939 proved tragic also for the 86th Infantry Regiment of the 19th Infantry Division from the Prusy Reserve Army taking positions in the foreground of Piotrków Trybunalski. It only managed to fight off the first attack of divisions of the German 1st Armoured Division, which started at 10:00 a.m. Four hours later it was forced to retreat.

Other regiments of this division had withdrawn earlier. It is worth mentioning the legendary heroism of Platoon Leader Stefan Karaszewski from the 2nd Battalion of the 85th Infantry Regiment, who guarded the retreat of his company in Kosów near Moszczenica. Moving skilfully near the railway embankment, he destroyed 6 armoured vehicles, probably using a UR anti-tank rifle and bottles filled with petrol. During this solitary fight, he was fatally wounded.

During their withdrawal to the other bank of the Pilica river, the divisions of the 19th Infantry Division dispersed, and the divisional commander, Brigadier General Kwaciszewski, was taken captive.

The second anti-tank obstacle of the Prusy Reserve Army consisted of positions of the 13th Infantry Division deployed near Tomaszów Mazowiecki, in the north-east of Piotrków Trybunalski. On the evening of 5 September, its troops fought off German motorised reconnaissance groups. On the following day, they fought the 4th and 1st Armoured Division from the morning. Only in the evening did the Germans break or go around Polish positions and invaded Tomaszów Mazowiecki. The 13th Infantry Division retreated, suffering heavy losses[6]. Both Colonel Władysław Kaliński, the divisional commander, and General Stefan Dąb Biernacki, who commanded the army and interfered in the command of regiments, did not have the skills and war luck of Colonel Julian Filipowicz from the Volhynia Cavalry Battalion. In fact, however, the 13th Infantry Division was the only infantry division in the military history of the 20th century that fought an armoured corps on its own in the years 1939–1941. During these fights, it damaged or destroyed 64 tanks out of around 400 armoured vehicles assaulting its positions. But the most important result of this battle at Tomaszów Mazowiecki was the postponement of the entrance of divisions of the German 16th Armoured Corps into operational space. The 13th Infantry Division stopped the assault of the 4th Infantry Division for 34 hours and the 1st Infantry Division for 40 hours[7]. In this situation, the first of those divisions attacked Polish positions at Ochota in Warsaw only at dawn on 9 September 1939, and the second one reached the damaged bridge at Świdry Małe near Warsaw before noon on that day. Therefore, the independent assault of the weakened 4th Infantry Division on the Polish capital collapsed.

Further operations of the 16th Armoured Corps on the outskirts of Warsaw lost sense after the divisions of the Poznań Army struck at the divisions of the German 8th Army chasing tactical formations of the shattered Łódź Army. The Polish assault began on 9 September 1939 at 8:00 a.m. At that moment, German divisions situated in the foreground of Warsaw outdistanced the divisions of Divisional General Tadeusz Kutrzeba by one day of march and the Pomorze Army supposed to co-operate with them by two-three days. The main task of both Polish operational formations was to break through German positions on the Vistula. Therefore, General Kutrzeba did not plan an offensive on Łódź or a Polish counter-offensive. He only intended to perform a manoeuvring turn in order to shatter the enemy’s guard in the area of Łęczyca and Piątek, which would make it easier for his army to march towards Warsaw. By shattering the aforementioned German side guard, it had a bigger change to pave the way to the capital for itself and the Pomorze Army.

The first strike of the three divisions of the Poznań Army caused the defeat of the German 30th Infantry Division on 9 and 10 September 1939. More than 1,600 Germans were killed or wounded at that time, including the commander of the tactical formation. Around 3,000 soldiers were taken captive. In this situation, the commander of the 8th Army ordered that reinforcements from his remaining three divisions be brought by cars. Therefore, the Poles managed to gain control of three larger places: Łęczyca, Piątek and Góra Świętej Małgorzaty.

Only in the morning of 14 September 1939 did three divisions of the Pomorze Army start an assault towards Łowicz and Skierniewice. It was developing successfully until noon. In subsequent hours, however, Divisional General Władysław Borowski, the commander of the army, ordered the suspension of attacks and transition to defence. His decision was caused by the report of a pilot who noticed 3 armoured columns moving from Błonie towards Sochaczew[8]. The aforementioned order of General Bortnowski was accepted by General Kutrzeba.

On 16 September 1939, the Germans introduced the 16th Armoured Corps, two light divisions and one armoured division, which decisively contributed to the full encirclement of the two Polish armies. On the following day, they began to retreat towards the Kampinoska Forest with the intention of reaching Warsaw. Most of their divisions dispersed at that time. On 21 September 1939, General Bortnowski was taken captive. On the other hand, the commander of the Poznań Army managed to get through to Warsaw, where he was nominated deputy of General Rómmel; one week later, he signed the capitulation of Warsaw on his behalf.

It is estimated that around 15,000 Poles were killed in the Battle of Bzura, including generals: Mikołaj Bołtuć, Stanisław Grzmot-Skotnicki and Franciszek Wład. Only several thousand soldiers, including around 12,000 from the Poznań Army, got through to Warsaw’[9].

Started with a manoeuvring turn usually called a ‘counterattack’ prolonged the defence of Warsaw by 19 days and aroused hopes for stopping the German blitzkrieg and waiting until the Western allies launched an offensive. It began with a short-term success and ended in the biggest disaster in the Polish War of 1939, sometimes called also the September campaign or the defence war of 1939.

The above disasters of divisions of four armies of the Polish Army fighting in the Łódź region cannot cross out or overshadow the amount of soldiers’ effort as well as the commanding abilities of the NCO and officer staff of Polish squads, platoons, companies, battalions, regiments and divisions. However, the skills and decisions of commanders of the army and the Commander in Chief of the Polish Army require further research or more profound reflections. They certainly did not have the combat experience, means of combat and communication system that the German generals had. They also made more operational and strategic mistakes that decreased the effectiveness of Polish defence operations from 1 till 16 September 1939. After the invasion of the eastern territories of the Second Polish Republic by the Red Army, there were no chances for long-term defence any more.

Leaving aside the decision of supreme military and state authorities of France and Great Britain on the suspension of preparations for an offensive on the Western front, which was made in Abbeville on 12 September 1939, it must be stressed after the deputy commander of the German 10th Army that ‘The decisive role in the speed of the success was played by a new type of use of big, independently operating armoured formations and support from Luftwaffe, which had a considerable advantage in the air’[10].

The determination and heroism of Polish soldiers fighting in the Łódź region is proved by the fact that they did not only resist the attack of prevailing armoured and air forces, but they often slowed it down by eliminating mainly Panzer I and Panzer II tanks and armoured cars from the fight. Out of around 1,000 these vehicles destroyed and damaged by Poles in 1939, probably more than 250 were eliminated from the fight in the Łódź region. Most of them, however, were repaired in regimental and divisional repair shops.

Polish fighters and anti-aircraft cannons shot down around 550 German aircraft. The same number was deleted from the record because of damages and wear.

Altogether, around 17,000 German soldiers were killed or lost and more than 30,000 were wounded in the territory of Poland in 1939.

Polish personal losses are estimated at 70,000 killed soldiers and 130,000 wounded soldiers. Only during the Battle of Bzura were around 50,000 Polish soldiers killed or wounded, including over 28,000 from the Poznań Army[11]. Such was the price of honour, determination and heroism in the defence of the Homeland in September 1939.








Grzegorz J. Wróbel

CHAPLAINS OF ROMAN CATHOLIC, ORTHODOX, EVANGELICAL AND MOSAIC DENOMINATION IN THE ŁÓDŹ ARMY.
SELECTED ISSUES


Introduction: Traditions of military chaplaincy in Poland

In early Poland, religious service was usually performed by monks/confessors at the side of the ruler or hetman. Primary spiritual services for the army included Masses, confession and blessing for a battle. In war camp conditions, they took place according to a simplified ceremony or rite.

The confession was held on the basis of a collective act of contrition, and a field mass was celebrated. Before the battle, soldiers were blessed with a cross or a reliquary. According to Gall’s account, the collective receipt of Communion took place, for example, during Bolesław III Wrymouth’s attack on Kołobrzeg in 1103. As Jan Długosz writes, almost all soldiers received Communion before the Battle of Grunwald. King Władysław Jagiełło with his attendants participated in a few masses before and after the battle[1]. Permanent chaplaincy service was introduced by the Warsaw Sejm on the initiative of King John III Sobieski in 1690. 38 chaplains’ posts were established, one for each of 22 infantry regiments and 16  ragoon regiments. Chaplains participated, for example, in the military campaign at Khotyn in 1694 and in the Battle of Podhajce in 1698[2].

After the period of lethargy in the times of Saxony rulers, the Great Sejm introduced 43 chaplains into the troops of Lithuania and the Crown and then increased the number of military priests to 62.

After the loss of Polish independence, chaplaincy service was restored within the structures of the army of the Kingdom of Warsaw. In 1810, 36 priests were assigned to the army of 60,000 soldiers. According to the adopted rules, prayers on weekdays should not last longer than half an hour, and the Sunday Mass should be maximum one hour long[3].

Chaplains functioned in times of Congress Poland, called also the Kingdom of Poland. They were directed by the Head Chaplain, to whom divisional and regiment commanders were subject. In a relevant instruction issued in 1816, procedures concerning the functioning of priests in the army have been specified. The Commission for Religious Denominations and Public Enlightenment requested relevant religious authorities to designate an appropriate priest[4].

In the November Uprising of 1830/1831, 22 professional priests and a few dozen volunteers participated.

In the January Uprising of 1863, around 120 priests took care of insurgent divisions. A symbol of such a chaplain-patriot became Rev. Stanisław Brzóska (1834–1865) – the head chaplain executed in Sokołów Podlaski, posthumously promoted to the rank of brigadier general by President Lech Kaczyński. For the region in which I grew up, a symbol of commitment was Rev. Maksymilian Tarejwo (1834–1864). After the outbreak of the uprising, he joined the troops of Kazimierz Mielęcki and then General Edmund Taczanowski. He was executed in Konin on 19th July 1864. (The memory of the fights of General Taczanowski and the figure of the heroic Capuchin monk is still very alive in Konin and the surrounding region[5].)

Chaplains provided their service in Józef Piłsudski’s Legions, corps in Russia and in General Józef Haller’s Blue Army, but there were few of them (several).


Military chaplaincy in the Second Polish Republic

On 9 November 1918, the Regency Council established a Field Consistory. In December 1918, Jędrzej Moraczewski’s government incorporated the Consistory section into the Mobilisation and Organisation Department. In consultation with the then apostolic visitor Achilles Ratti, the position of Head Chaplain of the Polish Army was entrusted to Rev. Jan Pajkert (November 1918). By the decision of the Holy See on 5 February 1919, a Field Bishopric was established. The first bishop became Rev. Stanisław Gall, PhD, the auxiliary bishop of Warsaw[6].

Apart from the Field Bishopric, Poland was the first among the countries established after 1918 to introduce the chaplaincy service of many denominations into the army. On 28 June 1919, the Religious and Denominational Section was created within the 1st Mobilisation and Organisation Department of the Ministry of Military Affairs. The section consisted of five offices for non-Catholic denominations: Orthodox, Mosaic (Jewish), Evangelical and Muhammadan. This unit was directly subordinated to the Ministry of Military Affairs[7].

In 1927, the Department was renamed into the Bureau of Non-Catholic Denominations, adding chaplains of Evangelical-Uniate denomination. Heads of individual offices were: the protopriest (Orthodox), the senior (Evangelical) and the head rabbi (Mosaic). They were subject to the jurisdiction of relevant religious authorities: Orthodox, etc.

In Corps Districts, excluding the 4th District (Łódź) and the 10th District (Przemyśl), commands of Orthodox chaplaincy were created. Regular service was performed by eight priests, and the other eight were auxiliary/reserve chaplains. They had four Orthodox churches and 4 chapels.

Mosaic religious service was provided by 8 permanent rabbis and 9/8 auxiliary rabbis. In addition, prayers were said by at least 12 cantors. The Ministry of Military Affairs covered the costs of lending 20 synagogues (and also 12 prayer houses in hospitals and prisons) for the needs of army prayers.

Evangelicals had seven permanent chaplains and one prayer building; for Muslims, a mullah was engaged[8].

Separate texts of the military oath were elaborated. The essential text listing the obligations of a soldier was unchanged; only the first and last words of the oath were different. Chaplains were included in the officer corps of the army and the navy. Out of 128 available positions in 1928, 95 Catholic priests were engaged; in August 1939, 101 professional chaplains performed service, and around 200 remained in reserve[9].


Chaplains of the Łódź Army – selected profiles

Organised combat operations of the Łódź Army was signalled in available literature, e.g., J. Wróblewski, T. Jurga, W. Jarno, etc. In order annexes published by Jan Wróblewski, only two chaplains are mentioned: Rev. Stanisław Hładuniak and Rev. Stanisław Wróbel. Rev. Stanisław Hładuniak (born on 1 November 1906) is remembered as a scoutmaster, a school prefect and a parish priest in Dęblin. He became the chaplain of the 15th “Wilki” Infantry Regiment. He died during a heavy battle on 3 December; he was posthumously decorated with the Polish Cross of Valour. In 2006, the 100th anniversary of the birth of the heroic priest was commemorated in Dęblin[10]. All we know about Rev. Stanisław Wróbel is that he was the chaplain of the 72nd Infantry Regiment and was similarly decorated with the Polish Cross of Valour. Today the Military Ordinariate of Poland lists the priest among 190 chaplains whose biograms should be prepared[11]. The literature of the subject mentions:

In the 10th Infantry Division: Reserve Captain Rev. Michał Marian Stańczyk, from the 28th Regiment of Kaniv Riflemen – [G. W.’s query in: The list of Poles murdered in the KL Dachau concentration camp, elaborated by: Chart E., Munich 1946, item 5776: KL Dachau’s prisoner no. 2878, murdered on 30 July 1942], Reserve Captain Rev. Piotr Pieniążek, 30th Regiment of Kaniv Riflemen. Priests serving in the Kresowa Cavalry Brigade: Senior Captain Władysław Urban, the chaplain of the Brigade [murdered in Katyn in 1941]; Captain Ernest Chowaniec, the chaplain of the 22nd Regiment of Mounted Rifles, then the Chełm Cavalry Group (G. W.’s query: KL Dachau’s prisoner no. 31196; after liberation, he provided religious service in emigration; he died in London in 1984]. Priests serving in the Volhynia Cavalry Brigade: Senior Captain Longin Wiśniewski, Staff of the VCB; Captain Brabowski-Merkuł, 12th Regiment of Podolia Uhlans, Captain Leonard Samosenko, 21st Regiment of Vistula Uhlans; Captain Józef Śliwam, 2nd Regiment of Mounted Rifles [G. W.’s query: KL Dachau’s prisoner no. 5619, murdered on 2nd October 1942.]

Once, when I was collecting materials for a museum exhibition presented subsequently in the Museum of Independence Traditions, Division of Martyrdom, Radogoszcz, under the title: A Fate of Life Ended with a Shot, I came across the name of Rev. Chaplain Józef Kacprzak. Then, at the request of the Katyn Family Association in Łódź, I participated in searching for data about other priests – chaplains of the Polish Army. As a result of the search conducted in materials kept in the Archdiocesan Archives in Łódź (I would like to thank Rev. K. Dąbrowski, PhD, and Sister L. Witczak, M. A., for having made documents available), materials being at the disposal of the Katyn Family in Łódź, information from members of Rev. K. Suchcicki, I managed to prepare a sketch outline of fates of the following priests: Józef Kacprzak, Władysław Plewik and Kazimierz Suchcicki.

Józef Kacprzak was born on 2 July 1886 in Nakwasin near Płock. He was the son of Tomasz and Maria, née: Golatowska. In the years 1898–1903, he learned in an elementary school in Warsaw, then he completed three classes in the M. Konarski School and attended a private study centre. In the years 1907–1913, he studied theology in the Świętokrzyskie Seminary in Warsaw. He was consecrated in Warsaw on 10 July 1913. On 27 July 1913, by the decree of Archbishop Aleksander Kakowski, he was nominated priest of the parish in Cyców near Radzymin and then he moved to the Dobre parish in August of the same year. From 17 April till the end of August 1914, he stayed in Sochaczew. From August 1914 till 10 July 1915, he served as chaplain in the Russian army in units stationing on the Młodzieszyn – Sochaczew – Bolimów. From September 1915 till May 1918, he served in parishes in Łowicz and Powsin. He was a chaplain of the Polish Army during the Polish-Bolshevik War; unfortunately, I did not manage to identify the military formations that he joined. After the demobilisation, he was transferred to the reserve in the rank of captain. From 18 May 1918 till 4 June 1923, he provided chaplaincy service in Tomaszów Mazowiecki.

As a result of territorial changes in the Warsaw Diocese, he was incardinated into the Łódź Diocese. From 1 September 1923 till 25 June 1927, he was a prefect in schools in Zgierz and Łęczyca. On 2 July 1927, by the decision of Bishop Wincenty Tymieniecki, he became a parish priest in Tum near Łęczyca. He was subsequently transferred to Gałków. Presumably in consideration of the experience of Rev. Kacprzak, Bishop Tymieniecki transferred him to the function of chaplain of the Municipal Hospital of St. Mary Magdalene at ul. Tramwajowa 17 and the Juvenat Hospital in Łagiewniki in 1931. Thanks to the state examination passed in 1925, he could teach religion in schools. From November 1937, heworked in a common school, then in the School of Trade at ul. Księży Młyn, and in the Emilia Sczaniecka secondary school at ul. Pomorska 16. Because of having too much work, he reduced his service to the primary school at ul. Suwalska. During an inspection of the priest’s lesson, his teaching work was evaluated quite favourably by the diocesan inspector Rev. Franciszek Jeliński, and an interesting opinion was expressed by one of the priest’s pupils – Zofia Wilczek, nee Kulińska: ‘...young people liked him [Rev. Kacprzak] very much, because he taught religion in a very captivating way, making them more attractive through his own drawings. His pupils recall these unforgettable religion lessons with gratitude[12].’ 

At the beginning of June 1939, he asked the Łódź bishop ordinary for holiday leave, stating that he would return to Łódź in the middle of July; however, he did not appear in the school in September 1939. In her letter from Kraków in March 1940, S. Haubenstock asks on behalf of the priest’s sister Katarzyna Ziębowa, residing in Lubocza near Mogiła, for information about the priest’s fate, because the family ‘has not received any information since the beginning of the war[13].’ 

The circumstances under which Rev. Józef Kacprzak found himself in the Soviet captivity are unknown. It is, however, worth quoting a fragment of the account of Stefan Nastarowicz, who was sent along with this father – a policeman from Łódź – to the Ostashkov camp in 1939: ...” On 1 September 1939, when the war broke out, I was 15 years’ old. My father Michał, an officer of the State Police, served in the Infantry Reserve Command in Łódź at ul. Dowborczyków. Serving in constant readiness, he was at home for the last time on 3 September... On 6 September, as a result of the general evacuation of inhabitants of our city, I left the house and, in search of my father, went to the Command where he served. I left Łódź, heading for Warsaw along with the father’s colleagues whom I met, and, thanks to God’s providence, I came across my father in Mszczonów. From that town, we started wandering together. Through Lublin, Kovel, Lutsk, and then in the reverse direction, we reached Brest on the Bug. Here, on 23 September 1939, we were arrested by a Ukrainian armed group and put in a local prison.

On 28 September 1939, in a transport group consisting of Polish soldiers, policemen and civilians, we were carried from Brest towards the east to Russian territories. On 3 October, our group arrived in Babymin, from where we were brought to a POW camp in Pavlishchev Bor [an interim camp – GW]. On 26 October 1939, we were transported to Ostashkov, where we arrived on 30 October. From Ostashkov, we were brought by ship to the Seliger Island [buildings of the former monastery, where POWs were detained – GW].

On 1 November 1939, I met Rev. Józef Kacprzak for the first time on that island. [Bold font: GW] He must have been transported there earlier. When he learned that I am from Łódź and how I had gotten to that camp, he asked me to participate in a silent mass for those who died or were lost during the war. The Mass was celebrated in the afternoon in the Nilova Pustyn monastery located on the aforementioned island in a gloomy atmosphere of prayer. In spite of this, the mood was serious and solemn. The altar was replaced with a box covered with a blanket. A similar and solemn ceremony took place on the occasion of Independence Day [11 November – GW]. I met Priest Józef Kacprzak from time to time, I talked much to him about our POW fates... On 21 November 1939, after many checks of personal information, I left Ostashkov. [ The agreement for the transfer of minor POWs and privates between the Third Reich and the USSR – GW]... In the group being transported from Ostashkov, there was also Rev. Kacprzak. At the time of boarding the ship, however, he was recognised by Soviet officers, probably because of his characteristic black coat with a velvet collar and a wide-brimmed hat that made him stand out among the leaving group, and they turned him back to Ostashkov...”[14].

Like over 6,000 fellow prisoners, Priest Józef Kacprzak was killed with a shot at the back of the head in the cellars of the NKVD in Tver in 1940. ... The course of the execution of Polish POWs in the internal prison of the NKVD Administration in Kalinin (now Tver) and the burial of their bodies in Mednoye was described by Dmitriy Tokarev, the former head of the NKVD Administration in Kalinin, interrogated as a witness in the course of the Russian investigation no. 159 on 14 and 20 March 1991. According to his statement, POWs of the Ostashkov camp brought into prison on the given day were murdered on the following night. The head of the team of around 30 executioners from the NKVD was Vasily Blokhin. In one of the prison rooms (called the “Red Room”), the convict’s personal details were checked, then he was shackled and led to the death room with walls lined with sound-absorbing material, where he was shot at the back of the head. Shots were usually taken from German Walther guns delivered from Moscow. During the night, around 250 persons were murdered. The corpses were laid on 5–6 trucks that rode to Mednoye at dawn. There the bodies were thrown into a deep pit dug by an excavator, and a new pit was prepared for the following day[15]’.

Rev. Kacprzak is buried at the Polish War Cemetery in Mednoye. Thanks to the efforts of the Solidarity Electoral Action, the Independent Self-Governing Trade Union Solidarity of the Łęczyca Region and the Katyn Family Association in Łódź, a plaque commemorating the heroic priest was unveiled in the Collegiate Church of the Blessed Virgin Mary in Tum in 1999[16].

Rev. Władysław Plewik. Born on 7 April 1905 in Bełżyce, Lublin Province; the son of Paweł and Franciszka, née Wójtowicz. He completed primary school in Bełżyce, then he continued education in the Secondary School of Salesian Priests in Ląd near Konin. In 1925, he moved to the Archdiocesan Secondary School in Vilnius, where he passed the graduation examination in 1929. In the same year, he joined the Theological Seminary in Łódź; after graduation, he was consecrated as a priest by Bishop Włodzimierz Jasiński on 2 September 1934. Initially, Władysław Plewik served as a priest in the Krzeptów parish in the Piotrków Trybunalski county. From September 1936 till August 1939, he worked in the parish of St. Anthony in Tomaszów Mazowiecki. In addition, he taught religion in a public school and took care of the Polish Scouting and Guiding Association. The priest’s personal file contains documents, favourable opinions about him already as a seminary student: ‘... he has always been an example of a good seminarist. Always modest and tactful. The parishioners are happy that he will become a priest.’ materials confirming the number of teaching hours, and the favourable evaluation of lessons. The last document is a request for holiday leave for the purpose of visiting the family in Bełżyce, dated 24 June 1939. In 2005, the Archdiocesan Archives in Łódź received valuable information from the priest’s cousin Grzegorz Widelski. He informed them about a letter sent by the priest to his family from Shepetivka [an interim camp – GW]. Priest Władysław wrote, among others: ‘I am healthy. I thank Almighty God that I am alive. Now I am under Soviet supervision in Shepetivka... I have met many fellow priests here, including my superior from Łódż. I will not give you my address... we often move from one place to another...’ Grzegorz Widelski also informed that the priest’s mother received also a card sent by him from Starobelsk on 29 November 1939[17]. Presumably the superior from Łódź that he met there was Rev. Kazimierz Suchcicki, who was the dean of the Command of the Corps District in Łódź at that time [cf. further]. Priest Władysław Plewik was imprisoned in Starobelsk and murdered in the NKVD’s building in Kharkiv in 1940.

The significant proofs that help us reconstruct the mechanism and course of the execution are statements of the former NKVD officers interrogated as witnesses in the course of the investigation no. 159 in the 1990s. In this context, it is particularly worth quoting the content of statements made several times by Mitrofan Syromyatnikov, a former officer of the NKVD Administration of the Kharkiv Oblast, in 1990, 1991 and 1992. Interrogated as a witness, he revealed that the corpses of murdered POWs of the Starobelsk camp were buried in the 6th quarter of the park and forest zone surrounding Kharkiv. According to his statements, he was present at the night burials of corpses of Polish officers executed in the building of the local NKVD Administration in the spring of 1940. Syromyatnikov’s statements helped to gain more information about the circumstances and course of the execution of Polish POWs confined in the Starobelsk camp. They were transported by rail to the Southern Railway Station in Kharkiv. From the railway station, Poles were carried by cars (called ‘czornyje worony’) to the internal prison of the NKVD Administration in Kharkiv, which was a place of torture. Upon arrival, their suitcases were taken away, their coats and belts were removed, and their hands were tied before the execution. The executions took place in the prison cellars in the presence of Timothey Kupriy – the prosecutor and the head of the prison. They were commanded by employees of the Military Headquarters Department from Moscow, Kupriy, the head of the NKVD Administration of the Kharkiv Oblast Piotr Safonov and his deputy P. Tikhonov. The prisoners were executed individually in the cell without windows, and shots were taken from Soviet weapons – Nagant pistols. The executions usually started in the evening. The victims were shot in the neck; in Syromyatnikov’s opinion, this made cleaning work easier, because bleeding was not very profuse. The victims’ corpses were loaded onto trucks that carried them into the forest after midnight – one truck could transport around 25 corpses at one time. The bodies were buried in the pits that had already been dug by employees of the military headquarters. The burial took place in the 6th quarter of the forest and park zone surrounding Kharkiv on the premises of the sanatorium of the Ministry of the Interior, around 1.5 km away from the Pyatikhatki village[18].

Rev. Władysław Plewik is buried at the Polish War Cemetery in Kharkiv – Pyatikhatki.

Rev. Kazimierz Suchcicki. Born on 8 November 1882 in Piotrowo, in the Ostrołęka county. He was the son of Mikołaj and Maria, née: Wierzbowska. Having graduated from the secondary school in Pułtusk in 1889, he joined the Theological Seminary in Płock and, after graduation, was consecrated as a priest in 1905. He started his pastoral work in Mława, continued it in Lekowo until 1910 and in Kadzidło in the years 1910–1915. As a result of the retreat of Russian troops from East Prussia in 1915 and the forced emigration of the civil population to Russia, Suchcicki left Poland along with his parishioners to serve them till 1918. Having returned to the country, he became a vicar in Nasielsk. With the consent of his bishop ordinary, he joined the army as a professional chaplain in 1919. He served during the Polish-Bolshevik War in 1920. From 1924, he was the deputy dean in Lviv and then in Grodno[19]. In 1934, he was transferred to the post of dean in Łódź. Rev. M. M. Grzybowski writes about an interesting incident in the chaplain’s biography. In 1934, Suchcicki was summoned to Marshal Józef Piłsudski, from whom he received an order: ‘You will become the head chaplain in the army, with the right of nominating and dismissing chaplains...’ The priest did not accept this nomination and informed the Nunciature and Bishop Gall about the incident[20].

The circumstances of taking Rev. Suchcicki into captivity are not known. He sent three letters to his family from Starobelsk in December 1939 and in January and February 1940[21].

Upon his imprisonment in Starobelsk, he was transferred to the Butyrka prison in Moscow on 24 December 1939 and then carried to Kozelsk. He was murdered in Katyn in April 1940[22], where he is buried at the Polish War Cemetery. As a result of the author’s efforts and support from the Military Ordinariate of Poland (the persistent correspondence with the Office for War Veterans and Victims of Oppression, the Council for the Protection of Struggle and Martyrdom Sites, the Chancellery of the President of Poland), the President of Poland Bronisław Komorowski posthumously nominated Rev. Cnl Kazimierz Suchcicki to the rank of brigadier general on 29 June 2012[23].

It is worth mentioning Rev. Cpt Michał Ziemiański, born on 26 September 1896, a chaplain from 1934, the administrator of the Military Parish of St. George in Łódź [query by G. W.: KL Dachau’s prisoner no. 31242, murdered on 15 November 1942.]

A praiseworthy example was certainly set by another priest who did not serve in the Łódź Army, but was a graduate of the Theological Seminary in Łódź – Rev. Tadeusz Burzyński, a chaplain of the Home Army in Warsaw, who died in the first hours of the Warsaw Uprising on 1 August 1944 and whose beautification process is under way[24].

The Greek-Catholic Church: Rev. Major Nicholas Ilkov, born on 10 December 1890, the administrator of the Greek-Catholic parish of the Annunciation of the Blessed Virgin Mary in Łódź from March 1939, subsequently imprisoned in Kozelsk and murdered in Katyn in 1940.

The Evangelical-Augsburg Church: Rev. Leon Maj, born on 1 May 1902, a vicar in Łódź, a senior of the Piotrków Diocese from 1937, arrested several times after 1939, imprisoned in the KL Dachau camp, murdered on 19 December 1940; Rev. Aleksander Falzmann, born on 24 August 1887, a parish priest in Zgierz from 1920, the counsel of the Consistory. He was imprisoned in the KL Dachau concentration camp from 1940 and murdered on 4 May 1942.

The quoted examples of the martyrdom of chaplains are only a sign of the scale of martyrdom of the Polish clergy during World War II. In spite of the lapse of time, this research must be continued in order to determine and provide as much information as possible about this part of the Polish intelligentsia to which both the German and Soviet occupant had a clearly repressive attitude.
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DIGITISATION AND AVAILABILITY OF MUSEUM AND LIBRARY COLLECTIONS

The common access to the Internet and technological possibilities that increase almost every year pose many challenges for employees of cultural institutions. Requirements are set also by visitors themselves, who come across advanced digitisation and omnipresent multimedia on almost every occasion in everyday life. In the 21st century, the world has irreversibly shrunk to the Internet or sometimes even a telephone with Internet access that allows us to do the shopping, pay with a payment card or even have an electronic version of our identity documents (an e-ID card). This poses also many new challenges for authors of exhibitions, including those displayed in museums.

The last two decades were a period of important changes in the field of museology. Undoubtedly, modern museums have to keep up with modern technologies in order to reach the broadest possible circle of recipients. Thanks to all kinds of multimedia and the significant growth of technology in the last decades, many contents could be presented in a modern way. Modern museum narrations concentrate on presenting the history in the most interesting manner that captures the spectator’s attention as much as possible. Authors of exhibitions try to engage all senses of visitors. Descriptions of some exhibits force the spectator to make his own reflection or sometimes even to create his own interpretation[1]. The aim of many modern cultural institutions, archives or libraries is to go beyond their walls into the Internet.

According to the common definition, digitisation is based on transforming the analogue content into a digital content, mainly for the purpose of securing valuable archive collections in a digital form and then making documents available online. Digitisation also allows us to analyse original archive materials on the basis of high-quality digital copies that make it possible to reach information unavailable to human senses during the analysis of the original[2]. Digitisation is a part of museums’ tasks listed in the Museum Act: The museum fulfils the goals specified in Article 1 according to its statutory definition, particularly through:

1) accumulation of historic objects within the statutory scope;

2) cataloguing and scientific elaboration of existing collections;

3) keeping of accumulated historic objects in conditions ensuring their adequate protection and safety and their storage in a manner available for research purposes;

4) protection and maintenance of collections and, to the maximum possible extent, the securing of immovable archaeological objects and other immovable objects of material culture and nature;

5) organisation of permanent and temporary exhibitions;

6) organisation of research and scientific expeditions, including archaeological ones;

7) conducting of educational activity;

7a) supporting and conducting of artistic activity and the promotion of culture;

8) making collections available for educational and research purposes;

9) ensuring of proper sightseeing conditions and the use of collections and gathered information;

10) conducting of publishing activity[3].

On the basis of the above items, we can see clearly that the primary aim of archives, libraries and museums is to protect and provide access to cultural heritage resources. The digitised data offer a wide range of methods of their use and slowly become everyday practice in the world of archival, library and art collections. However, because of the exceptional diversity of archival, library and museum collections, the degree of their digitisation is still varied. It is not easy to elaborate procedures and standards adjusted to the specifics of all research and cultural institutions for digitisation projects. The Ministry of Culture and National Heritage also engaged in these activities by organising many projects that support the digitisation of museum collections, also financially. The Ministry ordered the preparation of a report entitled The diagnosis of the state of digitisation and the collection, storage and availability of digital objects in the years 1989–2008, which contains an analysis of the subject and reveals many shortcomings; it states, among others, that the digitisation of Polish cultural resources carried out by libraries, museums and audiovisual centres is characterised by the dispersion of initiatives and the lack of co-ordination of actions. The report lists the following reasons of this situation:

• The lack of a sufficient system of financing of digitisation works on the central level, resulting largely from the lack of the synergy between organisers.

• The low level of knowledge regarding the importance of the digitisation of Polish cultural assets among persons managing institutions of remembrance.

• The lack of awareness of the importance of accumulation and storage of natural digital documents for Polish national heritage.

• A majority of cultural institutions is unable to finance the equipment of digitisation studios and the digitisation process from its own budget, so these works must be financed provisionally from structural funds, designated subsidies or international projects, which does not guarantee the continuity and constancy of digitisation works[4].

It is worth devoting some space to the beginnings of digitisation in Poland. The first works on the creation of electronic inventories in museums in Poland began in the 1980s. In 1989, the National Museum in Warsaw and the National Museum in Poznań already had database systems (based on the DOS system) at their disposal. From 1990, systems were developed in more than 80 museums. In 1995, the first study on the advancement of computerisation of Polish museums was performed. This study was repeated in 2001; after a questionnaire was sent to 683 museums and their independent divisions (according to the list in the Department of National Heritage of the Ministry of Culture and National Heritage), there were 256 replies. The most important aim of the survey was to answer the question whether museums in Poland created an electronic inventory of collections and whether it was possible to make such information available via the Internet for museum purposes and open for the needs of society. In the group covered by the study, 68% of respondents declared the commencement of the computerisation process; at that time, 82 institutions kept an electronic inventory of its collections, and the total number of records had reached almost 2 million.

In comparison to the results of the survey in 1995, when the number of records in inventory databases amounted to approx. 400,000, this means that 1,600,000 records were entered during a period of 5 years, which accounts for 320,000 per annum.

An important conclusion from the study in 2001 was the statement that there was no such thing as the standardisation of the software of museum collections. As a result of the absence of the forum enabling the transfer of information between museums about applications and their costs and as a result of the absence of a clear common museum computerisation policy in Poland, museum stocktaking programs were treated as individual IT projects on the market. In such conditions, it was not easy to create a nationwide database of museum collections and, consequently, to make available cultural assets and knowledge deposited in museums to the society. As a result of the lack of investments in their progressive computerisation, museums gradually lost touch with their recipients and became increasingly less adjusted to the present times, which also affected their financial condition.

In 2002, the position of the Representative of the Minister for the Computerisation of Cultural institutions was liquidated in the Ministry of Culture. Two years later, the Ministry of Culture implemented operational programs under which museums could apply for the co-funding of IT projects; they were used in particular for the collection digitisation process. There is, however, no report presenting the impact of this financial aid on the museum computerisation process, because this topic was not analysed.

In the years 2005–2006, the survey was repeated – this time mainly for the purpose of recognising the collection digitisation process. The survey showed a strong increase of actions aimed at the digitisation of museum objects; however, in spite of the considerable progress, no decisions were made on the central level about the co-ordination of access to databases in museum in the years 1995–2008.

Works on the digitisation of museum objects are very urgent. The importance of works is measured both by immaterial (education) and financial (region promotion, tourism, etc.) benefits. In the years 2006–2008, the main issue raised in the aspect of the computerisation of museums was not the creation of databases, but the digitisation and the creation of top-quality 3D visualisation photographs of collections. It is also important to determine standards of data safety and transfer and the method and place of data storage.

As practical experts, museum employees realise that it is not easy to elaborate digital technology standards for the preparation and protection of resources that would be adapted to the specific character of all research and cultural institutions.

An attempt to propose recommendations supporting the development of digitisation processes was made by the Digitisation Team at the Ministry of Culture and National Heritage, which elaborated the ‘Program of digitisation of cultural assets and collection, storage and making available of digital objects in Poland 2009–2020’. The report contains a detailed analysis of the issue of digitisation in various institutions, including museums, archives and libraries. The report refers also to legal regulations in Poland and the European Union. In accordance with the program of the Ministry of Culture and National Heritage, four Competence Centres for Digitisation were established in 2009: the National Digital Archives, the National Audiovisual Institute, the National Library and the National Centre for the Study and Documentation of Historical Monuments. The most important tasks planned for Competence Centres include the implementation of technological changes concerning the digitisation and storage of digital data, co-ordination of the collection and storage of digital resources, education of the personnel of cultural institutions carrying out digitisation tasks, making digitised materials available and the promotion of digital resources.

During the creation of the strategy of digitisation and building of digital resources in Poland, a few key principles were formulated, such as: conducting of permanent and systematically expanded digitisation activity in Polish cultural institutions, the application of international standards, constant technological progress, the creation and making available of digital resources in accordance with domestic and international legal regulations, with special regard to intellectual property rights and the rules of personal data protection, the implementation of Polish digitisation projects in co-operation with the European Union’s projects and uploading on websites providing access to international cultural heritage, such as www.apenet.eu or www.europeana.eu.

The first digitisation actions in libraries were started in 1995. Today a majority of scientific libraries digitise their collections on a regular basis. In 2002, the first Polish digital library – the Polish Internet Library – was started. In 2004, the Wielkopolska Digital Library was created; it was the first library that made use of the dLibra software for the creation and management of digital libraries[5].

Among 30 Polish digital libraries, it is worth looking at how some of them function. The National Digital Library Polona under creation in the National Library provides access to its resources through collections and catalogue search. It is based on the catalogue of the National Library and the national bibliography and contains various types of library documents: books, magazines, graphic works, photographs and drawings, documents of social life, e.g., posters, old prints, manuscripts and musical prints. Since January 2007, the National Library has been a partner of the European Library and makes its catalogue and digital resources available via the EL’s website. Since November 2008, CBN Polona has made its digital resources available from the public domain on the Europeana website[6].

In July 2008, the National Library took over the supervision of the Polish Internet Library (PBI), the goal of which was to provide equal chances for access to knowledge to persons living in small cities and villages located far from academic and cultural centre, for which a computer with Internet access is often the only chance for contact with achievements of science and culture. The library offers mainly books from the school list and works of Polish classical literature. Digital documents stored in the PBI do not meet international quality norms and standards for digital objects for such reasons as the low quality and resolution of digital files, the absence or incompleteness of metadata, or the frequent lack of linking the digital reproduction to the scanned original. The National Library works on the adjustment of the PBI’s resources to European standards.

A number of significant projects created in the last few years allowed cultural institutions to acquire funds for frequently expensive digitisation works. In addition, huge databases have been built for easier search. Apart from search engines on websites of museums that show their collections, websites with a very broad reach have been created. Here we cannot avoid mentioning the National Digital Archives (NAC) established on the basis of the Archive of Mechanical Documentation (ADM) created in 1955. The ADM was transformed into the NAC on 8 March 2008 on the basis of the Ordinance of the Minister of Culture and National Heritage issued at the request of the Director General of State Archives[7]. The NAC is the first Polish digital archive – an institution established for the purpose of collecting, storing and making archival materials available only in digital form. The NAC is also the administrator and originator of the Szukaj w Archiwach website created in 2009 for the purpose of providing access to archival materials from many state archives and other institutions. Most of them are presented together with scans. This allows us to view the existing collections without leaving the house. Access is fully open and free, and no logging is required.

In 2009, the Minister of Culture and National Heritage transformed the Polish Audiovisual Publishing House into the National Audiovisual Institute (NInA). Consequently, the statutory goals of the institution were considerably enlarged. Apart from publishing activity conducted so far, the registration of the most valuable phenomena of Polish culture and the active co-creation of the cultural discourse, the mission of the National Audiovisual Institute was the systematic digitisation and dissemination of access to reconstructed and digitally recorded materials. On 1 June 2017, the National Film Archive – Audiovisual Institute (FINA) was opened as a new cultural institution created as a result of the merger of the National Film Archive and the National Audiovisual Institute. Its tasks include, among others, the accumulation, cataloguing and restoration of audiovisual heritage, as well as the production, restoration and popularisation of Polish audiovisual culture. The results of these activities are available on the Ninateka multimedia website containing archival materials and new broadcasts produced in the last few years. Ninateka provides access to over 6,000 audio and video materials on culture. Apart from that, all resources archived by the FINA – over 15,000 materials – can be watched also in the stationary archives in the office of the Institute[8].

The scope of the FINA’s activity includes not only the aforementioned accumulation and cataloguing, but also the restoration and making available of collections concerning the national and international audiovisual heritage, including films, and – which is tremendously important – also the co-creation, production, registration and promotion of cultural assets on a high artistic level for the purpose of broadcasting them in public and private media. The FINA conducts also educational, cultural and publishing activity and uses new technologies for the broadly understood dissemination of audiovisual culture[9].

Here, it is necessary to mention websites run by museums on which they make their collections available. Digital collections with the frequently enchanting quality of photographs or 3D models slowly replace “virtual sightseeing”, which was fairly popular until quite recently, but often abounded in shortcomings resulting mainly from the quality of the picture or the speed of functioning of the website. In this field, the definitely leading institutions are: the aforementioned National Museum in Warsaw[10] with its website http://cyfrowe.mnw.art.pl/, where we can search artists by name, types of collections or proposed topics, and the National Museum in Kraków[11] http://www.kultura.malopolska.pl/ – a joint project of the presentation of the digital collection by the region’s biggest institutions: the Regional Museum in Tarnów, the Professor Stanisław Fischer Museum in Bochnia, the Juliusz Słowacki Theatre in Kraków, the Vistula Ethnographic Park in Wygiełzów and the Lipowiec Castle, the Seweryn Udziela Ethnographic Museum in Kraków, and the Orawa Ethnographic Park in Zubrzyca Górna.

An interesting and constantly expanded project of the Museum of the History of Poland is the database at http://bazhum.muzhp.pl/ – a program of elaboration, digitisation and making available of full texts from Polish scientific magazines in the field of humanities and other social sciences.

Other museums make their collections available according to the specific character of their activity. Such examples are phototheques – databases of photographs, e.g., a phototheque kept by the Museum of the Warsaw Uprising at https://www.1944.pl/fototeka.html, where it is possible to search photographs from the interwar period, the times of World War II and the first postwar years. Searching can be done according to the topic, the author’s name or address suggested by the website.

Digitisation activities in Poland are characterised by the fact that foundations, associations, organisations and cultural institutions with a local range undertake many projects concerning the creation and presentation of digital resources on the Internet. This proves the high popularity of the idea of digitisation in Poland and the grassroots need to create databases of digital objects. These projects are often an initiative of individual persons or small groups; thanks to the enthusiasm of their originators, they acquire financing from public funds and are very popular among users. Apart from justified enthusiasm, it is also necessary to consider the shortcomings and threats connected with digitisation. One of them is the aspect of copyright protection and the adjustment of activities to the applicable law within that scope not only in Poland, but also in the European Union[12]. Another threat noticed by researchers-historians is the replacement of the use of scientific reading-rooms, which may lead to the loss of the skill of conducting archival and museum queries among the young generation. Certainly even the best photograph and 3D model cannot replace contact with a genuine work of art, which often releases strong emotions. For the time being, we can feel safe, because digitisation is not advancing at a pace that might foreshadow the closing of stationary archives in the nearest future, and a reliable scientist still has to visit reading-rooms.
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ACCESS TO ARCHIVE MATERIALS IN THE AGE OF TECHNOLOGICAL REVOLUTION

The functioning of archives in the last decade has been impacted mainly by two very expansive tendencies. The first one involves the discovery of new search tools enabling effective insight into information repositories (databases). The second one refers to the prioritisation of the accelerated digitisation of at least a part of archive materials[1].

What certainly has not changed for years, is the viewpoint of the resource user, for whom the most important tasks of archives are: to ensure the possibility of finding information contained in files (the search process) and then delivering it quickly (the access provision process). These tasks can be performed effectively only when resources gathered by archives are elaborated carefully and individual descriptions contain very profound information[2].

The technological revolution that today’s generation can observe enforces the need to determine the place of digitisation in the archive computerisation process. And, contrary to what may seem, it is not a place at the beginning, but at the end of this process, when the correct information system of archives functioning in digital space is completed; this system is understood as the arrangement of recording, information and archive aids in such a manner that the user could ‘gradually overcome barriers dividing him from sought archives by means of them’[3]. Only archive resources with a recognised structure, described in a standardised way from the archive level through the archive group level and the series level to the unit level allowing the identification and ordering or each archive object (in the form of a record, a film or an audio recording) can be presented in the form of digital copies. It can, but does it have to? Digitisation certainly should not cover 100% of resources – for two reasons. Firstly, because of the cost of maintenance of huge centralised server rooms (digital repositories) with a relatively low level of interest among users, who utilise only a few per cent of collected archive materials per annum. Secondly, because of the legal protection of the sensitivity of various fragments of archive resources[4]. In this situation, we can wonder how many materials from the state archive resources should have their digital version? 8–10% of most valuable files, which are the most important for national remembrance and are most often made available to researchers. This accounts for around 7 million archive units with regard to state archives and separated archives. And how many archive units can archives digitise per annum – 100,000–150,000? This means that the resource copying process will continue for many years[5].

Around the world, there are two conceptions of creating digital copies of archive materials and making them available to users. The first one (used, e.g., by the National Archives of Australia) is the strategy of provisional digitisation – the preparation of copies on request, which is promoted in Poland by such persons as Waldemar Chorążyczewski; the second one (conducted, e.g., in the National Archives of Canada) is the strategy of selective digitisation where, as a result of consultations with specialists, the most valuable analogue materials are selected for transformation into a digital version. Three, four decades ago, taking such actions involved an analysis of users’ needs and concerned the determination of the order of file groups to be elaborated. Currently, in view of the existence of the society that often uses mental shortcuts and pictograms and acquires knowledge from electronic media, lists of most desirable online file images are kept for various groups of users: historians, genealogists, surveyors, museum employees, lawyers, journalists, etc., and they set priorities for the preparation of digital copies of files[6].

It is worth remembering that digitisation does not mean only the uploading of an image (a scan of files) in extensive networks. Such an approach results in the “free drifting” of hundreds of thousands of unidentified archive copies on the Internet. The first tool allowing the use of a digital image is not the Google search engine, but an archive inventory. Therefore, even the very distinction between technical actions (digitisation) and the elaboration and creation of a description of files as a kind of substantive activity naturally imposes the order of tasks performed in archives. First, a description of resources is created on various levels to allow users to find necessary source information and then the planned digitisation of elaborated archive materials takes place[7].

Archive aids, such as the aforementioned inventories, indexes, catalogues and archive guides, always make it easier to navigate resources, to obtain knowledge about the scope of activity of the author of files and to reach information contained in archive materials. IT systems implemented in archives did not revolutionise the essence of their preparation, but certainly accelerated the performance of activities related to the creation or transcription of aids, as in the case of retroconversion (the transfer of data from the analogue version to the digital version) carried out in state archives. In view of the above, becoming familiar with the structure of resources or the arrangement of units within archive groups in electronic archive aids will still require advanced historical knowledge, and finding source data by entering a term into simple text search engines will prove relatively ineffective[8].

In archive information systems, the question of determining the standard of an archive description becomes particularly important. This is because arbitrariness in the creation of a description is highly undesirable in the age of information technology. As Waldemar Chorążyczewski aptly noticed: ‘The limited association intelligence of computer with their relatively autistic efficiency and speed requires resignation from diversity and calls for maximally advanced standardisation as a condition for the global exchange of information’[9]. The elaborated standard, understood as a systematised juxtaposition of description levels and fields, should certainly take account of the historically formed structure of accumulated archive resources[10].

Advocates of shortcut methods of submitting digital images or resource data say that, with regard to archive materials, it is sufficient to apply a library description that proved effective and reliable towards magazines and non-periodical publications. Unfortunately, this description is simply inadequate for archive purposes because it is based mainly on classification terms and contains superficial information about the content of the publication. It does not take the hierarchical structure of archive resources into consideration – after all, library resources form basically a single-level collection[11].

After discussing the issues of elaboration and description of archive resources, it is worth referring to the question of searching for desired information, which has become dependent on internal statistics and external marketing in all archives. In the modern world, each archive information system is designed to provide assistance in finding sources both to users who are substantively prepared for the performance of such activity, usually scientists, and to users having very limited or no orientation around the resource who only want to obtain quickly what they are looking for. In spite of shortcomings, this second type of user is becoming more important for archives. Because of his preference of intuitive actions, multifunctional “search everywhere” user-friendly search engines are created to enable queries concerning subjects, persons, issues and problems that are listed in archive materials. It is worth remembering that ‘such a solution lays emphasis mainly on the fast and simple finding of source information, not on effective – that is, accurate and complete – effective searching without noises and losses in accordance with the findings of informatology’[12].

We forget about the essential matter. Before conducting a source query in information systems of archives, in order to improve its effectiveness, each archive user should first acquire general knowledge about the structure of the system and the rules of its operation, or at least study instructions prepared for him with a step-by-step description of the search process. Conducting queries only on the basis of simple full-text search engines filtering databases on all possible description levels and fields is the choice of the user who is not knowledgeable about resources. The user who has knowledge about competences of the authors of files will seek information by choosing specific groups, series and sub-series of archive materials. Therefore, we should focus more strongly on ensuring that archives contain expanded search engines that would allow users not only to narrow, but also to enlarge the search area and would make it possible to select and sort the results in accordance with the resource structure determined precisely for the given archive [13].

The existing problem with searching for information is illustrated best by the organisation of the first archive hackathon in Poland on 20–21 September 2019 by the National Digital Archives (NAC) and the National Film Archive – Audiovisual Institute (FINA) in Warsaw. During the hackathon, programmers, engineers dealing with artificial intelligence, graphic designers and data analysts working on digital resources of the aforementioned institutions tried to create solutions supporting the identification and reuse of archive materials ‘in the everyday work of the creative industry, artistic projects, in schools, and for the creation of applications, games and multimedia’. The aims of the hackathon included, e.g., the use of artificial intelligence for the classification and tagging of collections, supporting the users of szukajwarchiwach.gov.pl in the “exploration” of NAC’s and FINA’s materials and the friendly and lucid explanation of methods of using digital archives by means of tutorials and user instructions[14]. Thus, the organisers of the hackathon set an essential question about the archives of the future for users. How to encourage users to make use of IT systems of archives independently and help them find information in which they are interested at the given moment rather than any kind of information? For the time being, the answer is certainly the improvement of search tools and the quality of data entered into systems and the consistent use of selected information and search language. Finally, it is worth mentioning the process of making data available. Thanks to the development of technology, a broad group of users have easier access to archive materials, including not only professional researchers, but also amateurs with various kinds of motivation. This openness in searching for desired information contained both in files and in archive aids collided with the fears and the creation of mechanisms protecting users from behaviours violating the personal rights and privacy of persons mentioned in documents[15]. As Andrzej Biernat aptly noticed, Internet access highlighted legal problems related to making source information available in archives. This is – and will be – the main barrier to the full digital openness of archives. We have to realise that not all digital copies of files can be presented on the Internet. The restrictions in this respect result from copyright and related rights, the protection of personal data or personal rights and are not very transparent[16]. Also, nobody – the legislator, lawyers or organisations for the collective management of copyright and related rights – is concerned about regulating the issue of applying the aforementioned legal provisions to historical archives. In this context, it is worth quoting only two examples:

On 25 February 2016, the Sejm adopted a resolution on the reuse of public sector information that amended the archival law introduced in 1983[17]. The provisions introduced at that very moment gave everyone the right to access files stored in state archives, although certain limitations were retained. Art. 16b par. 2 pt 4 states, e.g., that documents of legal and investigative cases kept in state archives may be made available upon the lapse of 70 years from the date when the decision became valid or when proceedings were closed. The exclusion for making such files available before the lapse of the indicated grace period was made only for those who ‘have special rights or pursue goals subject to special legal protection, and these rights or goals prevail over these limitations’[18]. Fortunately, state archives decided that such premises exist in the case of persons conducting research, and they are allowed to access materials from the previous period upon submission of an additional application with a justification. It is also worth noting that the grace period lasted 30 years in 1983 (the times of the Polish People’s Republic) and the Polish Sejm prolonged the protection period for access to the same files to 70 years in free Poland.

The second example refers to the Act on the Institute of National Remembrance – the Commission for the Persecution of Crimes against the Polish Nation. According to its provisions, each person who obtained access to his/her documents and is not an officer or a secret officer of security authorities may stipulate in accordance with Art. 37 that personal data concerning him/her (up to 50 years) and sensitive data (without a time limit) contained in operational materials of state security authorities shall not be made available for research or press purposes. Obviously, a protective mechanism was used for preventing the total exclusion of reserved files from scientific and official circulation. The reserving person may generously agree to his/her personal data being made available to indicated public authorities and other institutions, organisations and persons. Documents with reserved data may also be submitted for review to researchers and journalists upon their anonymisation, i.e., in the form of a copy with obliterated or cut-out fragments of the text[19]. In the situation concerned, we deal not with the original document, but a completely new document that should not be published online in such form.

As we can see from this short presentation of problems related to the availability of archive materials in times of technological revolution, the vision of full home service of the user having access (upon registration and logging in to the IT system of the archives) to descriptions and images of most precious files that are ordered most frequently by users on a personal computer, smartphone or any other device of the future is gradually implemented, but still remote due to the quantity of work to be done and legal circumstances.
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This post-conference publication is primarily intended to outline selected issues
of the history of Polish political, but also military thought in the 20" century
(giving some reference to modern times and geopolitical thought as well),
and with particular emphasis on  the presentation of a series of silhouettes

of Polish thinkers and actors of military actions.

The book includes papers written by polish historians, political scientists,
specialists in international relafions, archivists and experienced museologists.
The collected articles represent three thematic pillars. They show ideas
and concepts developed by selected Polish politicians, thinkers and political
journalists, and referring to the vision of safety and order in Central and Eastern
Europe. This part is also enriched with a broader context, offering insight into
the theory and philosophy of international relations regarding contemporary

geopolitics. Then, undertaking the study in chronological order and taking care

of the full historical picture of Poland and its role in the region, the reader may
explore the dramatic, wartime circumstances of the collapse of the Second Polish
Republic, including the reflection taken on the idea of multinationality and multi-
denominationality expressed in the social structure of the Polish army.

Finally, having in mind the didactic value of the book and with a view
in particular to young students of history and related sciences, the study
is expanded to include conclusions on challenges in the field of synergy

of new technologies and processes of archiving source materials, including

those of museum nature. Processes, which are so important, inter alia,
in the perspective of research, the implementation of numerous scientific
and educational goals, as well as the consolidation, collection and storage
of source materials and national heritage.
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