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A New Polish Ambassador To America 

 

 

Polish Foreign Minister Witold Waszczykowski hands the Ambasadorial nomination  to Professor Piotr Wilczek  of 
the University of Warsaw (October 2016). The new Polish Ambassador to the United States was a Kosciuszko 
Foundation Teaching Fellow at Rice University in 1998–1999. He lectured on Polish Renaissance and Baroque 

literature. Photo by Karolina Siemion Bielska of the Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs.  
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Sarmatian Review Data 

 
Countries most supportive of freedom of speech 
United States, Canada, Poland, Spain, United Kingdom, France, Italy, Germany (in that order). 

Source: Pew Research Center Report on Freedom of Speech, <http://www.pewglobal.org/files/2015/11/Pew-
Research-Center-Democracy-Report-FINAL-November-18-2015.pdf>, p. 26, accessed 17 October 2016. 

Size of the Polish elites in the 1930s 
Size of the population of Poland in the mid-1930s: 35 million people. 
Number of  people born in Poland  in each consecutive year from the 1920s to the 1930s: about 600,000. 
Number of university graduates in each consecutive year: 6,000. 
Estimated number of people who had secondary education and/or incomplete college education at that 
time: 300,000-500,000 persons, or 2 percent of the total population of Poland. 

Source: Michał Płociński, “Marek Jerzy Minakowski o elitach w Polsce,” Rzeczpospolita, 7 August 2016  
<http://www.rp.pl/Plus-Minus/308049949-Marek-Jerzy-Minakowski-o-elitach-w-Polsce.html?template=restricted>, 

accessed on the same day. 
Russian finances AD 2016 
Estimated amount of money in the “rainy day” fund in September 2016: 32.2 billion dollars. 
Estimated amount two years ago, in September 2014: 91.7 billion dollars. 
Current (2016) percentage of government revenues coming from the sale of oil: 37 percent (50 percent 
two years ago). 
Source of cash if the “rainy day”  fund is depleted: the welfare fund containing 70 billion dollars intended 
to finance future pensions.  
Amount of money the Central Bank has in international reserves: 395 billion dollars. 
Source: Russian Finance Ministry, as reported in Ivana Kottasova’s “Russia is seriously running out of cash,”  CNN 

Money, 16 September 2016 <http://money.cnn.com/2016/09/16/news/economy/russia-cash-reserves-
depleted/index.html>, accessed on the same day. 

Spending on state aid to domestic industries by EU member states, 2010–2014,  in euros 
Germany: 97,208 million euros, or 25.39 percent of the total EU spending to help domestic enterprises 
flourish or survive by reducing taxes, providing cash subsidies, or extending other forms of privileged 
treatment. 
France: 74,8121 million euros,  or 19.54 percent of the total. 
Poland: 17,349 million euros, or 4.53 percent of the total. 
Note: In 2009 Neelie Kroes, the EU Commissioner who decided that it would be illegal for Poland to bail 
out the shipyards in Szczecin and Gdańsk, effectively closed them down. They remain closed to this day. 
Subsequently, Neelie Kroes was found to have broken EU law by participating in a firm registered in one 
of the  tax havens overseas. 

Source: European Court of Auditors Report (2016), 
<http://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR16_24/SR_STATE_AIDS_EN.pdf>, accessed 11 October 

2016; Zbigniew Kuźmiuk, “Niestety potwierdza się, że w Unii są równi i równiejsi,” 
http://wpolityce.pl/swiat/311486-niestety-potwierdza-sie-ze-w-unii-sa-rowni-i-rowniejsi, accessed 11 October 2016. 
Continuing crisis in Ukraine 
Price increase for basic goods and services between 2013–2016: 80 percent. 
Price increase  for gas since 2013: 1,000 percent (ten times more expensive).  
Average salary in Ukraine in 2013 and 2016, respectively: 400 dollars and 200 dollars per month. 
Average retirement pension in Ukraine in 2016: 70 dollars per month. 
Value of remittances sent to Ukraine by Ukrainians working in Poland and other countries of the EU, 
between January 2016 and August 2016: 6 billion dollars. 
Number of murders in Ukraine in 2015: over 8,000.  
Number of murders in Poland in 2015: 502. 

Source: Rusłan Szoszyn, “Sondaż: Zdesperowani Ukraińcy już nikomu nie ufają,”  Rzeczpospolita, 5 October 2016 
<http://www.rp.pl/Swiat/310059873-Sondaz-Zdesperowani-Ukraincy-juz-nikomu-nie-ufaja.html#ap-1>,  

accessed on the same day. 
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Reports in Western media vs. reality concerning proabortion demonstrations in Poland in October 
2016 
In a Polsat poll, percentage of persons who disapproved of these protests and of opinions expressed 
during the protests: 71.6 percent. 
Percentage of those approving: 28.4 percent. 

Source:  Polsat News, 24 October 2016,  <http://www.polsatnews.pl/wiadomosc/2016-10-24/czy-popierasz-
ogolnopolski-protest-kobiet-sonda-programu-tak-czy-nie/>, accessed 24 October 2016. 

Polish demographics in 2016 
According to the Central Statistical Office (GUS), number of Polish citizens at the end of June 2016: 
38,427,000. 
Of these, number of city dwellers: 23,149,000, or 60 percent. 
Population decrease in the first half of 2016: ca. 10,000 persons, or –0.03 percent. 
Percentage of females among the population: 52 percent. 
Increase in the number of marriages during the first half of 2016: 4,000 more than in the previous half 
year, up to 73,000. 
Percentage of church (denominational) marriages among all marriages: 58 percent. 
Number of divorces in the same period: 32,000. 
Number of live births in the first half of 2016: 186,000, or 4,000 more than a year earlier.  
Number of deaths per 1,000 children born: 3.9. 
Number of people moving to Poland in the first half of 2016: 6,600 persons. 
Number of people emigrating from Poland in the same period: 5,500 persons. 

Source: Polish Press Agency (PAP), as reported by  portal <wgospodarce.pl> on  3 November 2016 
<http://wgospodarce.pl/informacje/30449-polakow-jest-coraz-mniej>, accessed on the same day. 

The flip side of foreign investment in Poland  
Percentage of manufacturing factories in Poland owned by foreign entities in 2016: over 50 percent. 
Ownership of banks active in Poland: virtually all are in foreign hands. 
Estimated amount of money transferred from Poland each year because of this structure of ownership: 90 
billion zloties, or 25 billion dollars. 
Estimated amount of time necessary to buy out foreign owners: from 20 to 59 years. 

Source: Deputy Prime Minister Mateusz Morawiecki, in a speech given at the Leon Koźminski Academy  
in October 2016, as reported by <wpolityce.pl>, <http://wpolityce.pl/gospodarka/313492-minister-rozwoju-blisko-

90-mld-zl-rocznie-wyplywa-za-granice-jeszcze-dlugo-bedziemy-odkrecac-ten-trend>, accessed 28 October 2016. 

HIV in Russia in 2016 
According to mayor of Ekaterinburg, the percentage of inhabitants of this city infected by HIV virus: 2 
percent.  
Place of the Russian Federation on the list of countries where HIV increases most rapidly: second after 
Nigeria), surpassing South Africa and other African countries. 
According to Health Minister Veronika Skvortsova, the probable increase in HIV in Russia in 2020: 250 
percent. 

Source: “Dognali i peregnali Afriku,” portal <gazeta.ru>, 
<https://www.gazeta.ru/comments/2016/11/02_e_10300997.shtml>, 2 November 2016, accessed 3 November 2016. 

NGOs in Poland in 2016 
Number of nongovernmental organizations, foundations, and societies in Poland in 2016: over 80,000. 
Percentage of NGOs whose goal is the promotion of sports, tourism, and hobbies: 26 percent; those 
dedicated to culture and art, 35 percent; education, 53 percent; humanitarian help, 21 percent (some of 
these goals overlap). 
Number of volunteers working in these organizations: about 3 million. 
Translation of these efforts into GNP: volunteers produce 2.8 percent of GNP. 
Percentage of NGOs whose yearly budget exceeds one million zloties, or 250,000 dollars:  6 percent. 

Source: Portal <wpolityce.pl>, <http://wpolityce.pl/polityka/314267-tylko-u-nas-glinski-i-kaczmarczyk-o-nowym-
programie-dla-ngo-rzad-chce-zapewnic-sprawiedliwy-przejrzysty-system-finansowania?strona=2>,  

4 November 2016, accessed on the same day. 
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The Polish Poets  
 
Baron Wormser 
Wormser is a contemporary American poet who 
moved to the wilderness of New England (apparently 
there still are such places) and lived with his wife and 
children off the land (more or less) for several years. 
His power of gentle observation suffices to place him 
among the fine poets of our time, but the reason he is 
singled out in Sarmatian Review is his essay on the 
Polish poets Zbigniew Herbert, Czesław Miłosz, and 
Wisława Szymborska. This is the best essay on these 
poets we have read lately: sensitive, delicate, creative 
in bringing forth what makes Herbert in particular 
worth reading.[1]  

he cooking, woodcutting, and reading 
were equal elements of an integral life. 
We wanted books to have the passion and 

texture of clear-eyed originality. The notion of a 
book as a holiday from reality or touted “good 
read” didn’t do much for us.   We wanted to 
encounter something that would move and 
surprise us. When I started to read the Polish 
poets––especially Czesław Miłosz, Zbigniew 
Herbert and Wisława Szymborska––in 
translation, I felt, “Ah, this is what I have been 
waiting for. This is it.” “It” meant the depth of 
history grounded in individual art so scrupulous 
it could take the measure of the monstrosities of 
the twentieth century. 

As an American, I hadn’t thought much about 
Poland. For someone who grew up in the 1950s, 
it was one of those countries behind the Iron 
Curtain; one of history’s unfortunates that 
moldered in the desiccating dust of communism 
while the West went its electric way. It lacked 
the élan of revolutionary Latin America; the 
United States wasn’t embroiled in a war there. 
“What else,” my ignorance said, “was there ?” I  
thought occasionally of the hopeless mammoth 
that was post-Stalinism, of a repression that 
blew on the dead embers of ideology and 
proclaimed the genius of its wrongheaded ways. 
I recalled pictures of the Polish cavalry opposing 
the Nazi tanks and took this gesture to be 
quintessential. How could courage survive in a 
society where inertia seemed the motive force ? 

What I came to experience through the poets 
was that Poland was not on the periphery. On 

the contrary, it was at the center of the century. 
Precisely because it had been waylaid, 
abandoned, lied to, tyraduced, and then pocketed 
like some weighty if not particularly valuable 
old coin, it had a front-row seat on several 
strains of political  derangement that passed for 
dynamism in modern times. Geography is fate, 
and though it wasn’t a seat many people would 
have chosen, it was a remarkable one if a person 
wished to be disabused––admittedly an 
uncommon predilection. Opinion and dogma, to 
say nothing of fear and loathing, are much more 
vivifying and distracting.  To the participant 
shouting at a Nazi rally or the timeserver who 
has made his or her peace with the gray grief of 
communism, the attentiveness, honesty, and 
various splinters of renunciation that are bound 
to lodge in a lucid soul seem matters of an 
arcane and hopeless conscience. The beauty of 
the poets was that a conscience can be both 
compelling and piquant as it testifies to how 
imagination can set up shop in the dreariest and 
most indifferent of circumstances and create 
quietly remarkable wares. Any place––Maine or 
Kraków––where an unmitigated conscience is at 
work is the crux of everything. 

The word “conscience” was not one that I 
encountered in my reading of contemporary 
American poetry. It clearly was not an academic 
or stylistic word. It had nothing to do with the 
literary paraphernalia of personality. On the 
surface it seemed a bone in the craw of art, a 
protest on behalf of something most people 
agreed with already. I knew. For instance, that 
war, according to conscience, was wrong. It was 
easy to view “conscience” as a word that 
savored of the self-righteous, the ponderous, and 
the humorless. It invited the stifling embraces of 
sanctimony. 

One of the startling traits of the Polish poets was 
how un-sanctimonious they were. The invited no 
awed hushes as they entered the precincts of art. 
They did not preen themselves or proffer a false, 
winning heartiness. They rejected cleverness out 
of hand. Rather, they evinced various degrees of 
the confusion and bemusement that are natural 
to human beings but that poems, in reaching for 
some imagist aperçu, frequently swept aside. 
They were reserved but trenchant, ironic but 
engaged, droll but sober, historical but sensuous, 

T 
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focused but oddly discursive––as if, even as they 
spoke, they were hearing voices in other rooms. 
How could they summon up such equilibrium ? 
And how could they avoid what seemed the 
natural disposition of so much American poetry–
–to put the narrator’s self-involvement at the 
center of the poem ? 

What I started to realize from my American 
vantage point, be it on a dirt road or urban 
boulevard, was that, in a closed, officious 
society from which the poet was undestandably 
estranged, the annunciatory inclinations of the 
self were both ridiculous and pathetic. The self 
is a kettle of identity; it spouts and rattles its lid 
as it feels, howedver blindly, its raw, willful 
energy. In a society such as the United States 
where the individual is empowered (however 
tenuously)  to pursue his or her own happiness, 
the self is a natural correlative. The poet’s 
personal life owns a bottomless appetite as it 
broadcasts anecdotes, memories, frustrations, 
longings, and intuitions. There is no such thing 
as irrelevance. Hollywood is hardly an American 
accident, for each American can star in his or 
her own movie. Since happiness (as opposed to 
contentment) is founded on possibility, fantasy 
is our natural reality. 

What was at work in the Polish poets was starkly 
different. War, ideology, and the lethal blend of 
bureaucracy, brutality, censorship, and paranoia 
that was state communism had humbled the 
authorial self and made it suspect––not on 
account of the “bourgeois” element that 
communists loved to fulminate about but on 
account of its being overmatched.  To take some 
measurd of what had happened to human beings 
in the twenieth century, more was needed than 
the anodynes of conventional selfhood, of the 
poet mounting his or her ego and telling how life 
seems to him or her. Immersed as they were in 
the unhappy river of history, the Poles learned 
about (in a phrase that is the title of one of 
Stanisław Barańczak’s books) “breathing under 
water.” Whereas we, in the West, were able to 
paddle along on the surface assuming that each 
of us was at the center of some relatively secure 
sense of personal importance, the Poles were 
staring at the systematic mockery of the 
individual and the social impulses that bring 
individuals together. 

Polish poetry as embodied by the likes of 
Miłosz, Herbert, and Szymborska did not have 
to happen. History deals all sorts of cards, 
whether those cards have a hand in producing 
genuine poets is very chancy. That such poetry 
had occurred seemed a miracle for which 
gratitude was appropriate. What I found in the 
books I brought into our house in the distant 
Maine woods was a poetry rooted in a 
passionate wariness, a poetry that approached 
huge dilemmas at oblique angles, a poetry that 
refused to make a fuss about poetry’s powers 
and yet trusted those powers implicitly. The 
personae that the poets deployed––the world-
weary yet passionate, skeptical yet religious 
voice of Miłosz; Herbert’s Mr. Cogito who 
managed to be Don Quixote and Sancho Panza 
in the same character; Szymborska’s wonderful 
aliveness to absurdity and her passion for 
mundane sanity––were in a different league 
from the testifying self with which I was 
familiar in the United States. In their various 
ways, each poet was unmasking history––not in 
any declamatory fashion but by means of 
meditation, wit, and a profound refusal to join 
the general, contemporary din. They gave 
recusancy a good name. They exemplified the 
antidote that poetry could be. 

This was not to discredit the poetry being 
written in my native land, a reasonable amount 
of which will stand the indifference of time. I 
had framed my own life on a degree of rejection 
of what was going on in society at large. Poets in 
America had become professors. In a society 
devoted to specialization and knowledge that 
was understandable. Spirit has to make all sorts 
of allowances, covert and otherwise. My feeling 
of irony, however, was alive to the constant 
bulletins of importance and stature. You could 
spend a long time before you found a stranger on 
the street who could name three contemporary 
American poets. Americans certainly didn’t 
need poetry the way the Poles had needed 
poetry. We had more cocktails of emotional 
sustenance than we ever could count. How 
diluted, distracted, or self-serving they were was 
another story. 

To me the Polish poets were heroes––not 
because of their jumping onto barricades à la 
1968––but as people who dared the challenge 
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the great god of history. They had, after all, 
choices. They could have chosen the hermetic, 
the arcane, the willfully difficult, the bromides 
of an avant-garde that is always on the side of 
the transgressing angels. They could have 
drowned themselves in booze and sex. They 
could have killed themselves as the 
tremendously talented Tadeusz Borowski had. 
They could have simply given up. But they 
didn’t. 

They had taken history on––not so much its 
massive, Soviet body but more its wily, invasive 
shadows. A single event may cast an aftermath 
that lasts for decades if not centuries. It is a 
truism that wars don’t end when a peace treaty is 
signed. What happens to those shadows––how 
they deepen and feint––and how people adapt to 
them seem virtually inexhaustible subjects as the 
poems variously etched and mulled those human 
accommodations. No judgments were made,  for 
the genius of each poet was to bring to queasy 
life the manner in which the shiftings  and 
scrapings played out. To be at once lost and 
assertive was to be human. Even the modulated 
Miłosz shared a fondness for the direct yet 
unassuming tone––“I sleep a lot and read St. 
Thomas Aquinas/ or The Death of God (that’s a 
Protestant book).”  Those lines seem symbolic 
yet very real. Great gulfs of spiritual history  are 
presented offhandedly. One wonders 
immediately who this “I” is just as one wonders 
about Mr. Cogito’s perceptive blunders or the 
capacious yet personal (yet anonymous) “I” of 
Szymborska. 

The points of view that the Polish poets 
embodied were subversively eternal. History had 
gone up in the smoke of Warsaw and the 
crematoria, but the aromas lingered and 
permeated every human shirt.  The bland 
authority of the assertive, individual self was 
almost a joke in such circumstances. Indeed, in 
the hands of Herbert and Szymborska it was a 
joke. For Miłosz, who was older, there were the 
unwieldy wounds of the humanistic tragedy and 
the modern savaging of spirit, of more 
propagandistic wrong turns than anyone could 
count. Yet the sun rose, people fell in love, and 
lemons remained yellow and sour. The perennial 
qualities demanded their due. Praise, however 

slight, remained a vital part of the poets’ 
currency. 

--- 

What I came to experience through the poets 
was that Poland was not on the periphery. On 
the contrary, it was at the center of the 
century. 

--- 

For an American such as myself who was 
involved in a very American project of making 
my life over, the mere acknowledgment of 
history was problematic. I knew the drill well: 
history was the servant of progress. It testified to 
where we came from much as a footnote testifies 
to a source. It was a tableau––mute, movable, 
and impotent. Even its screams and agonies 
confirmed maxims of improvement that could be 
waved like brisk flags. In the present moment,  
there was no residual pain. If we doted on 
history, it was because of its inherently puny 
stature. We patted its simple head because we 
must move on. When we visited the past, it was 
more often than not as a theme park, a place 
where entertainment condescended to reality. 
We refused to be haunted (which meant, in a 
sense, we refused to be human). The whole point 
of leaving another land behind was to abandon 
history, to exchange the collective lethargy of 
dynasties for the individual dynamic of the 
personal. Like a dog, America wanted to follow 
its unwary, vigorous nose. Groups like the 
American Indians and African Americans,  
whose lives had been scarred for generations by 
outright violence and hatred, were advised to 
look at the sunny side. 

I, who came from nowhere (neither side of my 
family remembered much about Europe or 
wanted to remember much of anything) and 
lived in the seasonal present with the pine trees 
and purple finches, had such a nose. Perhaps it 
was little wonder that I could not get enough of 
the deliberate, nervy joy that vibrated through 
Miłosz, Herbert, and Szymborska. They knew 
how appalling human behawior could be. They 
did not wince, but they did not become 
unfeeling. On the contrary, as artists, they 
thrived. They had been pushed, but they pushed 
back––adroitly.                  ∆  
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[1] Baron Wormser, The Road Washes Out in Spring: 
A Poet’s Memoir of Living off the Grid. Hanover and 
London: Univ. Press of New England 
(www.upne.com) 2008. 200 pages. ISBN 13:978-1-
58465-704-0. Paper. $18.25 at Amazon.com. Pages 
106–111. Reprinted by permission of University 
Press of New England. 
 

Letters on Polish Affairs  
 
Charles Sarolea 
 
Editor’s Note: Belgian-born Charles Sarolea  (1870–
1953) was a professor of French at the University of 
Edinburgh. He is most remembered for his political 
writings. He wrote on various nations in Europe 
including Germany (whom he viewed unfavorably), 
Russia (ambivalently viewed), France, England, and 
the relations between these nations. The Letters on 
Polish Affairs, with an Introduction by G. K. 
Chesterton, were originally published in Edinburgh in 
1922. They are public domain and have been digitized 
by various entities, including the Internet Archive in 
2007 with funding from Microsoft Corporation. They 
were also reprinted in 2012.  

Professor Sarolea’s preface is dramatic: “The 
following pages are not primarily a plea for Poland, 
they are a plea for Europe. There is one Leitmotiv 
which underlies them, namely, that the Polish 
Problem is not a national problem but an international 
problem To speak of Polish nationalism is a confusion 
of terms. For a Pole cannot be a nationalist. He never 
was a nationalist in the German sense of the word, 
and he has been the first to apply the federal principle 
in his relations with other nationalities living under the 
authority of the Polish State. Poland has suffered too 
much from the aggressive nationalism of Germany, 
Russia, and Austria, to be misled by the nationalist 
heresy” (2). What Sarolea has in mind is that  “without 
the bulwark of a consolidated Poland, the old menace 
of a Russo-Prussian Alliance would once more 
become a formidable reality” (4). One wonders 
whence this Belgian professor of French in Edinburgh 
acquired his keen understanding of the problems 
smaller nations have with adversary propaganda. The 
answer suggests itself in the very question. Sarolea 
was Belgian, and Belgium experienced its share of 
malevolent injustice from its stronger and more-
successful neighbors. As to Scotland, the repeated 
attempts to separate from the United Kingdom 
suggest that the eighteenth-century injustice and the 
defeat at Culloden in 1745 were remembered not only 
by the Scots but also by a sympathetic newcomer 
from Belgium.   

The Second Letter in particular seems to make eerie 
references to the 2016 Polish public relations. In that 
country a small minority has fanned the flames of 
arrogance and asked for help from abroad (which in 
Poland brings back memories of eighteenth-century 
treasons) over a relatively minor issue: the number of 
judges appointed by one of the two largest parties. 
This has been blown into a crisis that threatens to 
disturb Poland’s sovereign status. A lie that is 
repeated a thousand times becomes a fake truth; the 
monotonous drumming into people’s ears of fantasies 
about breaking the rule of law in Poland is such a lie.   

Portions of the Second and Fifth Letters are hereby 
reprinted. Orthography has been updated. 

 

SECOND LETTER  
THE ORGANIZED CONSPIRACY AGAINST 
POLAND 

ne does not require to be particularly 
observant or well informed to realize 
that the Polish government and the 

Polish people have not too many friends in this 
country or in any other country, except perhaps 
the Latin countries. Poland has today what may 
be called a very bad press. The fact is all the 
more remarkable because we might have 
expected a young state which is struggling into 
existence to be able to rely, if not on the support, 
at least on the sympathies and moral 
encouragement of its neighbors. Of such moral 
encouragement there seems to be very little 
trace. I do not refer here to frank and outspoken 
individual criticisms of the Polish people, nor do 
I suggest that all the accusations against the 
Polish government are unfounded. Indeed I am 
willing to admit that the Polish government have 
made some serious mistakes––such as the Kiev 
adventure in the summer of 1920. It would have 
been a miracle if that government had not made 
any serious mistakes. In a country which had 
been devastated by seven years of civil and 
foreign war, where everything had been levelled 
to the ground and had to be built up again, where 
the old rulers had been dismissed and where no 
new government had taken their places, the 
years of transition from the old to the new were 
bound to be much more difficult than in 
countries in possession of a settled government. 

The attacks against Poland to which I am here 
alluding do not refer to the occasional and 

O 
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inevitable blunders of a new government; the 
attacks are general, they are systematic, they are 
deliberate, and they are organized. We have to 
deal with a conspiracy of denunciation, and the 
misrepresentations are leveled not only against 
the Polish Government but against the Polish 
people. 

--- 

In the eighteenth century England had 
subsidized Prussia in order that she should 
wage a crusade against French Terrorism, 
but it was against Poland that Prussia spent 
the English millions.  

--- 

The student of history never ceases to wonder 
when he sees how the same phenomena will 
reappear again and again in almost exactly the 
same form, without the present generation 
learning the lessons of the past. The present 
conspiracy against Poland has its parallel in 
counterpart in the anti-Polish propaganda which 
was raging during the whole of the eighteenth 
century, and a careful study of the methods 
which were then employed is of the utmost 
interest today. Just as today Russia and Prussia 
are mobilizing the public opinion of the world, 
so in the eighteenth century they tried to 
discredit the nation which they were about to 
destroy. And the success of that propaganda was 
amazing, if we judge it by what it accomplished. 
Today we are all agreed that the partition of 
Poland was a foul crime, and the fruitful parent 
of other political crimes. But the contemporaries 
thought very differently from ourselves. Indeed 
they are generally to be found on the side of the 
murderers. Frederick, yclept the Great, and 
Catherine, who is also yclept the Great, in 
carrying out their Polish policy were described 
as magnanimous and liberal minded sovereigns 
who were intervening only with a view to 
maintaining law and order, and to securing the 
rights of the “dissidents” or nonconformists. 
D’Alembert, Diderot, Grimm, Voltaire, all the 
French encyclopedists vied with each other in 
trumpeting abroad the achievements of those 
enlightened despots who were inspired with the 
loftiest motives in “partaking of the Eucharistic 
body of Poland.” 

The anti-Polish propaganda of the eighteenth 
century was marvelously successful. But I am 
not sure whether the present propaganda has not 
even been more successful. The enemies of 
Poland possess in the International Press an even 
more efficient instrument at their disposal, and 
present conditions are even  more favorable than 
they were in the days of Voltaire. It is even 
easier today to prejudice public opinion against 
Poland. For, as the result of her seven years of 
foreign war, Poland finds herself, without any 
fault of her own, in an appalling situation. Her 
industries are stagnant. Even as in Belgium, the 
German invader has removed every engine from 
the factories. The whole land has been 
systematically looted. The very trunks of the 
trees on the public roads have been felled and 
leveled to the ground. The country is flooded 
with worthless paper money and has the worst 
exchange in the world. You are able to get six 
hundred Polish marks for one English shilling, 
twelve thousand Polish marks for one English 
sovereign. Trade is paralyzed because it can 
neither buy raw material to manufacture goods 
nor export those goods in order to improve its 
currency. The government and administration is 
disorganized. And that new Government, 
animated with the best intentions, including men 
of the highest native ability, is without 
experience, without financial resources, and 
without adequate authority. It is called upon to 
make bricks without straw. And it is confronted 
with difficulties which even the strongest 
Government might be unable to overcome. 

In the presence of such awful conditions, 
nothing is obviously easier than to discredit bot 
the Polish Government and the Polish people. 
To any fair-minded and impartial student, they 
are, of course, absolutely innocent. The Polish 
people have, as I said, no responsibility 
whatsoever for the present situation. That 
situation is partly the result of the Russian 
maladministration before the war. It is also the 
result of the devastating German invasion, and 
of a really devastating occupation. It is the 
result, finally, of the Bolshevist invasion. But 
the enemies of Poland have only to describe the 
terrible conditions as they are, and then, by 
practising an easy trick, to shift the 
responsibility for the chaos and paralysis and 
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bankruptcy, and they at once achieve their 
malevolent purpose. The discredit the new State. 
They undermine its moral, as well as its 
financial, foundations, and they create the 
impression that Poland is not destined to live. As 
the Polish workers who had to emigrate 
temporarily into German industrial districts were 
described as seasonal workers, the new Polish 
State is described as a Seasonal State. Polen is 
ein “Saisonsstaat,” Es ist “lebensunfähig.”  

--- 

If any reader thinks that I am exaggerating 
or misreading the meaning of European 
history, let him study the Memoirs of 
Bismarck, which for fifty years have been the 
Law and the Gospels to every German 
student of Realpolitik. 

--- 

If such an impression were allowed to take 
possession of the public opinion of the world, if 
the present conspiracy were allowed to spread, it 
might inflict incalculable and perhaps 
irretrievable damage to the Polish 
Commonwealth. We have the evidence of recent 
German history, and of such pro-German 
authorities as Professor Hans Delbruck and Dr. 
Bernhard, in his standard prewar book, Die 
Polenfrage, that the Polish people in Poznań 
have been able to hold their own even against 
the might and majesty of the Prussian state, and 
that in tenacity, in discipline, and even in 
organizing power the Polish peasant is at least a 
match for the German peasant. Recent history 
has established beyond contestation that 
Bolshevism can strike no root in the Polish 
peasant communities, that the Pole has a sense 
of law and order, that he is a hard worker, so 
excellent a worker that he was everywhere in 
request in the German empire, that Westphalia 
alone absorbed hundreds of thousands of 
seasonal Polish immigrants. Recent history has 
also proven that he is thrifty, and that by his 
thrift he was adding to his acres even more 
rapidly than the Junkers. In other words, recent 
history has abundantly shown that the Pole need 
not be afraid of the German whenever the odds 
are even, when the competition is conducted 
fairly. But today the odds are not even, and 
obviously the Poles must be helpless against a 

conspiracy of lies and misrepresentations, they 
are helpless against the antipathy and hostility of 
a prejudiced world. 

In the face of such a conspiracy the Government 
of Poland must awaken to a sense of its 
responsibility. It can no longer look on with 
indifference. It cannot content itself with 
replying to a conspiracy of lies by maintaining a 
conspiracy of silence. Hitherto the Polish 
Government may have thought it beneath its 
dignity to answer those misrepresentations. They 
may have relied on the intrinsic justice of the 
Polish cause. They may have pinned their faith 
to the Treaty of Versailles. They may have 
believed that Europe in her own interest is 
bound to support them. They may have been too 
absorbed by their internal troubles to find the 
nbece3ssary time and energy to fight an invisible 
foe. But the anti-Polish conspiracy has now 
assumed proportions when it has become 
dangerous to the very existence of the Polish 
state. It is therefore urgent that to a propaganda 
of lies the Polish government shall oppose a 
propaganda of truth. If the systematic education 
of public opinion can be so powerful where its 
object is the diffusion of lies, what ought not to 
be its power if its object is the diffusion of the 
truth? A signal recent instance, the publication 
of Mr. Keynes’s book has shown what one 
single work can do to lead or to mislead public 
opinion all over the world. Let the Polish 
government state the Polish case with candor 
and courage, let them state their difficulites with 
frankness, and I believe that the truth will 
prevail and that the Polish people will once more 
win that goodwill and those sympathies which 
they so urgently need and which they so fully 
deserve. 

FIFTH LETTER 
THE POLISH QUESTION IN THE LIGHT OF 
EUROPEAN HISTORY 

e have seen how in the discussion on the 
recent Silesian incidents, the British Press 

with striking unanimity appealed to the Treaty of 
Versailles. It warned the Polish people that 
whatever happened the Treaty must be 
respected. The Polish Government have no 
reason whatsoever to dread or to shirk such an 
appeal. Poland will be safe as long as the Allied 

W 
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Powers remember what they have been 
forgetting ever since 1919, namely, the spirit and 
the purpose of the Treaty. Poland will be safe as 
long as the Allies remember that the Polish 
question is not a national question burt a 
European question. 

For, indeed, it has been one of the main purposes 
of the Treaty of Versailles to make the Polish 
problem an international issue. Unless we accept 
that proposition, many of the essential 
propositions of the Treaty simply become 
meaningless. Already in 1917, President Wilson 
put the restoration of Poland in the forefront of 
his Fourteen Points. But the Treaty of Versailles 
went much further. It made the restoration of 
Poland an integral part of constructive European 
policy. The Polish Problem henceforth became 
something more than a question of sentiment or 
of ideal justice, its solution implied much more 
than a mere adjustment of frontiers. In the 
conception of the political architects, Poland was 
to be the cornerstone of the new international 
fabric; remove that cornerstone and the whole 
fabric must inevitably collapse.  

--- 

So intimately were the policies of Russia and 
Prussia bound up that Bismarck could 
seriously think of entering the Russian 
diplomatic service even as Baron von 
Steinand Nesselrode had done before him. . . 
What insured the solidarity of Russia and 
Prussia and Austria was the division of the 
Polish spoils that necessarily kept the robbers 
united. The three empires could not afford to 
quarrel seriously with each other because 
they were committed to a common policy of 
oppression in Poland. 

--- 

There is no reason for supposing that any one of 
the peacemakers of Versailles had made any 
very profound study of European history. And 
yet they acted as if they did understand and as if 
they implicitly accept what is perhaps the most 
impressive lesson which the history of modern 
Europe can teach us. That lesson is what may be 
called the Polish lesson. For one hundred and 
fifty years Poland had been wiped out from the 
map of Europe and had become only the shadow 

of a name. Yet the Polish ghost continued to 
haunt every European Chancellery. The Polish 
enigma continued to be the riddle of the 
European sphinx. Those who failed to solve that 
Polish riddle, failed to grasp the deeper meaning 
of the groupings of the powers, the deeper 
motives of statesmen. To use the language of 
scholasticism, Poland is one of the “universals” 
of political science. It must be conceived sub 
specie aeternitatis. 

The clear realization on the part of political 
thinkers of the vital importance which the Polish 
question has played in modern diplomacy, may 
be said to date from the appearan ce of two 
epoch-making historical works which were 
published in the early seventies. I refer to La 
Question d’Orient au XVIIIe siècle, le partage 
de la Pologne et le traité de Kainardj  by Albert 
Sorel, and to Le Secret du Roi: correspondence 
secrète de Louis IV avec ses agents 
diplomatiques, 1752–1774 by the Duc de 
Broglie. Both works abundantly prove that 
already, in the middle of the eighteenth century, 
Poland had become the center of gravity of 
European politics, and that already in the days of 
Voltaire and of Mme. De Pompadour there was 
the closest interdependence between Polish 
history and universal history. That 
interdependence has continued uninterrupted for 
two hundred years. We can trace it in the French 
Revolution. We can trace it in the wars of 
Napoleon. We can trace it in the diplomacy of 
the Holy Alliance, at the beginning of the 
nineteenth century, and in the diplomacy of the 
Triple Alliance at the end.  

Let us consider first one extraordinary anomaly 
of the Wars of the Revolution which hitherto has 
been strangely concealed from English readers, 
and which Lord Eversley, in his excellent book 
on the Partitions of Poland, has perhaps been 
the first English publicist to emphasize.  In 1793 
England embarked on that war of the giants 
which was to rage over two continents for a 
quarter of a century. That war began with the 
disaster of Valmy of which Goethe, an 
eyewitness, justly said that it opened a new era 
in the history of mankind. The allies of England 
seemed to hold every trump card. Yet they were 
ignominiously beaten. France seemed on the 
verge of the abyss. Yet she was victorious. 
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Historians explain the unexpected victory as one 
of the miracles of the revolutionary faith. The 
true explanation is to be sought not in the forest 
of Argonne, but in the plains of Eastern Europe. 
The explanation is that the Allies of England 
were not interested in the subjugation of 
revolutionary France. They were only interested 
in suppressing Poland. England had subsidized 
Prussia in order that she should wage a crusade 
against French Terrorism, but it was against 
Poland that Prussia spent the English millions. It 
was for that reason and for no other that the 
Allies were beaten. England had been bleeding 
pour le Roi de Prusse. The French REvlution 
was saved not mainly because of the heroism of 
the Sans Culottes, but because at a critical 
moment Poland diverted the main forces of the 
enemies of liberty. Not for the first time nor for 
the last was Poland sacrificed to the cause of 
liberty. 

The interdependence between Polish history and 
European history continues all through the wares 
of the Napoleonic empire. Two distinguished 
writers, Albert Vandal in France and Szymon 
Askenazy in Poland, have studies the diplomatic 
and political aspects of those wars. Their two 
works are complementary because Askenazy 
leaves off at the precise point where Vandal 
begins. Both works reveal the philosophy and 
deeper meaning of the gigantic struggle. There is 
the duel by sea between France and Great 
Britain, and there is  the duel by land between 
France and the three central empires of Europe. 
But whilst the issue of the maritime war is the 
naval supremacy of England, the issue of the 
continental war is the supremacy of Russia and 
Prussia. And the stake in the continental struggle 
is the independence of Poland. On vain does 
Napoleon establish the Grand Duchy of Warsaw. 
The Corsican failed to make of an independent 
Poland the condition sine qua non of peace. On 
this single occasion in his career, the Man of 
Destiny followed divided counsels, he hesitated 
between two conflicting policies. And we know 
from the Memorial of Saint Helena how bitterly 
he regretted this great blunder of his career. That 
blunder was the exact counterpart of that which 
the Allies are in danger of committing today. 
The establishment of a Grand Duchy of Warsaw 
was indeed sufficient to alienate Russia and 

Prussia, but the Duchy was not strong enough to 
be a bulwark against Russian aggression. How 
different would have been the history of Europe 
if Napoleon, remembering the heroism of the 
legionnaires of Dąbrowski and Poniatowski, had 
thrown in his lot with Poland and had followed a 
consistent Polish policy. 

--- 

“After the Polish Republic surrendered the 
shores of the Black Sea to Russia, all her 
rivers and all her highways henceforth ran 
though Prussia. . .The Vistula was the last 
artery of the Republic and Prussia was in the 
possession of the mouth of that river. In fact, 
one does not see how Poland could live as an 
independent state apart from Prussia. . .  Woe 
to the nation whose life depends on a piece of 
paper in which it does not find a safeguard in 
its own strength!” 

German Field Marshal von Moltke in 1832 

--- 

The interdependence between Polish and 
European history which si thus strikingly 
revealed both in the wars of the Revolution and 
in the wars of the Empire, is maintained all 
through the nineteenth century. If you take a 
broad view of that history, it appears as one 
prolonged struggle between the two opposite 
principles of liberty and despotism. France and 
Great Britain (to which at a later period Italy 
was added) stand for liberty. Austria, Russia, 
and Prussia represent reaction. In the first half of 
the nineteenth century the liberal principle on 
the whole prevails and European peace is 
insured. With 1848, the annus mirabilis of social 
upheavals, comes the crisis of liberty, and from 
that year despotism is on the ascendant in 
Europe. And the reason for the defeat of liberty 
and for the triumph of despotism is an obvious 
one: in the second half of the nineteenth century 
the forces of liberty are hopelessly divided. On 
the one had liberal Italy joins and supports 
reactionary Prussia, thus betraying the cause of 
France which has so generously helped to 
liberate her. On the other and liberal England 
supports both Prussia and Austria. A brilliant 
English thinker, Mr. Gilbert K. Chesterton, 
during the war wrote an illuminative book on 
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what he calls the Crimes of England. The main 
thesis of Chesterton is something more than a 
paradox. As Mr. Chesterton says, the main crime 
or, as we would rather say the main blunder, of 
England was that in almost every crisis of 
modern history until 1914 she was the staunch 
ally of Prussian militarism. 

The crime and the blunder were all the more 
fateful because, whilst the forces of liberty were 
divided, the forces of despotism, on the contrary, 
were indissolubly united. The Drei Kaiserbund 
was one solid block. The three reactionary 
powers might occasionally appear to quarrel, but 
at the decisive moment the quarrel was always 
made up. So intimately were the policies of 
Russia and Prussia bound up that Bismarck 
could seriously think of entering the Russian 
diplomatic service even as Baron von Steinand 
Nesselrode had done before him. He knew that 
even though he might serve the Tsar of all the 
Russians, the Tsar himself was in the service of 
the King of Prussia––I have developed this 
argument in my book, German Problems and 
Personalities.  

--- 

A brilliant English thinker, Mr. Gilbert K. 
Chesterton, wrote an illuminative book on 
what he calls the Crimes of England. . . the 
main crime or, as we would rather say the 
main blunder, of England was that in almost 
every crisis of modern history until 1914 she 
was the staunch ally of Prussian militarism. 

--- 

And what insured the solidarity of Russia and 
Prussia and Austria, was mainly the Polish 
question. It was the division of the Polish spoils 
that necessarily kept the robbers united. The 
three empires could not afford to quarrel 
seriously with each other because they were 
committed to a common policy of oppression in 
Poland. And they could not afford to give liberty 
ot Poland as they were pledged under the Treaty 
of Vienna, because liberty for Poland would 
have meant liberty for their subjects. 

If any reader thinks that I am exaggerating or 
misreading the meaning of European history, let 
him study the Memoirs of Bismarck, which for 
fifty years have been the Law and the Gospels to 

every German student of Realpolitik. From the 
beginning to the end of his career, the Polish-
Russian policy of Bismarck stands in the 
forefront of his preoccupation, and it is his 
Russian policy which was one of the causes of 
his dismissal. 

And just as Poland kept Russia and Prussia 
united before the war, so she will keep them 
united in the future, for neither Russia nor 
Prussia can accept the establishment of an 
independent and strong Poland. The causes 
which have been operative all through the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in Central 
Europe constitute to be operative today. 

In one of the most illuminative passages of the 
book to which we refer in a later letter, the 
Prussian Field Marshal Moltke admits with 
cynical frankness that the independence of 
Poland is incompatible with the power of 
Prussia. “After the Polish Republic surrendered 
the shores of the Black Sea to Russia, all her 
rivers and all her highways henceforth ran 
though Prussia. Prussia cut it off from the sea 
and from the world. The Vistula was the last 
artery of the Republic and Prussia was in the 
possession f the mouth of that river. In fact, one 
does not see how Poland could live as an 
independent state apart from Prussia. No one 
would maintain that this independence could be 
secured by the mere possession of Danzig, or by 
the freedom of the Vistula. Woe to the nation 
whose life depends on a piece of paper in which 
it does not find a safeguard in its old strength! In 
one word, sooner or later, either Prussia had to 
become Polish or Poland had to become 
Prussian, The Republic had to cease to exist” 
(Moltke, vol. 2, p. 135). 

These prophetic lines were written in 1832 by 
the future Prussian Field Marshal. No doubt they 
would still be endorsed by the successors of 
Moltke. They still ought to warn us as to what 
would be the fate of Poland if Germany once 
more had the power to determine that fate. 

When we think of the future of the Treaty of 
Versailles, our thoughts involuntarily hark back 
to that other great European Treaty which 
concluded the Napoleonic wars. At the Congress 
of Vienna, just as at the Congress of Versailles, 
the Polish issue was the dominating issue. We 
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may add that the statesmen of Vienna, just like 
the politicians of Versailles, solved the problem 
in the sense of Polish liberty and autonomy. 
Poland became a constitutional kingdom under 
Russia. Unfortunately, the autonomy of Poland 
proclaimed by the Treaty of Vienna and 
solemnly guaranteed by all the signatory powers, 
remained a dead letter. And this violation of the 
Treaty was a foregone conclusion. One could 
not, with impunity, entrust the liberties of 
Poland to the despot of all the Russias. One 
might apply to Russia what Lincoln said of the 
United States before the war of secession: 
Russia could not be made half slave and half 
free. It was impossible to grant freedom to 
Poland whilst freedom was withheld from all the 
rest of the Russian The compromise of Vienna, 
from the nature of things, was therefore doomed 
to fail, as compromises are apt to fail when they 
embody two contradictory principles. In vain did 
the Powers remind the Russian tsar again and 
again of the provisions of the Treaty of Vienna. 
In vain did the Polish people rise again and 
again to defend their rights, which were 
guaranteed by Europe. No doubt if the Powers 
which had signed the Treaty of Vienna had acted 
together, Polish freedom might have survived 
and the cause of liberty would have triumphed, 
not only in Poland but in Europe. But here once 
more the forces of progress were divided. France 
followed once policy and Great Britain followed 
another. In 1863, when a ruthless Russian 
soldiery was shooting down the Polish 
insurrectionists in Warsaw, France made a 
solemn protest even at the risk of embroiling 
herself with a powerful potential ally, and called 
on Great Britain to intervene. But England 
refused to discharge her international 
obligations. But whilst England refused to 
support France on behalf of Poland, Prussia did 
intervene to support Russia against Poland. Once 
more the liberties of Poland were suppressed and 
drenched in the blood of her children. 

Die Weltgeschichte is das Weltgericht (the 
history of the world is the Supreme Court of 
humanity), a court from which there can be no 
appeal. The broad facts which we have given are 
an elquent commentary on the philosophy of 
contemporary European politics, and on the 
supremacy of moral law in the governance of the 

world. They are a challenge to the apostles of 
the Realpolitik. They are a convincing 
demonstration of the significance of Polish 
liberty in the international order. 

Again and again crimes and blunders have been 
committed. Again and again inexorable 
retribution has followed every blunder and every 
crime. And the longer the punishment was 
delayed, the heavier the penalties. Again and 
again, the Liberal Powers of Europe have failed 
to be true to themselves and to fulfill their 
international obligations. Again and again, Great 
Britain, following a policy of splendid isolation 
or of mistaken self-interest, has betrayed the 
cause of freedom. 

Will the same blunders be repeated? Will 
England in 1921, as she did in 1863, go once 
more her own way, leaving France to follow the 
opposite policy? Will Poland once more be 
surrendered to the tender mercies of her 
enemies? 

Every Liberal who knows the issues which are 
involved must devoutly hope and trust that at the 
eleventh hour the present dissension between 
Great Britain and France will make place to 
unity, and to a rational and a consistent and a 
European policy; that they may revert to the 
constructive aims of the Treaty of Versailles; 
and that they will jointly pledge themselves to 
defend the cause of Poland  which always was, 
and which remains, the cause of freedom and 
civilization.                   ∆ 
 

Revolution and 
Counterrevolution in 
Poland, 1980–1989 
Solidarity, Martial Law, and the End of 
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ndrzej Paczkowski’s monograph on 
Poland’s crisis in the early 1980s, Wojna 

polsko-jaruzelska: Stan wojenny w Polsce, 13 
XII 1981-22 VII 1983 (Warsaw: Prószyński i 
ska, 2006) has now been translated into English 
as Revolution and Counterrevolution in Poland, 
1980-1989: Solidarity, Martial Law, and the 
End of Communism in Europe. Whereas the 
original was a serious contribution to our 
understanding of the communist state of 
emergency, the section added to the English 
version does not improve on the original 
research conducted by Professor Paczkowski. 
On the contrary, it descends into platitudes about 
a “dialogue” between the moderates of the 
government on the one hand, and Solidarity on 
the other, resulting in a victory of “democracy” 
in 1989. 

The author tackles the subject matter in a 
straightforward chronological manner. First, he 
describes Poland on the eve of Solidarity as “the 
weakest link” of the Soviet bloc that therefore 
was able to generate anticommunism’s greatest 
national liberation movement, the nearly nine-
million-people-strong Solidarity, including 
perhaps a million party members. Next, he 
retraces preparations for the crushing of the 
Polish freedom movement both in Moscow and 
Warsaw, as well as the antecedent maneuvers in 
other “fraternal” countries of the Soviet Bloc 
and in the West. Paczkowski then focuses on 
failed communist attempts to co-opt and 
emasculate Solidarity (“Operation Renaissance”) 
by enlisting the assistance of the union’s leader 
Lech Wałęsa. Martial law and government-
coordinated violence spawned an anticommunist 
underground and civil resistance. Mass 
movement transformed itself into a series of 
decentralized and clandestine organizations. It 
was nonviolent for the most part, although a few 
hardcore patriots resorted to active and even 
armed opposition. However, though some self-
defense groups were active during street 
demonstrations, the bulk of underground activity 
consisted of self-help operations, including a 
massive clandestine press endeavor.  

A stalemate resulted.  The communists were 
incapable of killing Solidarity, while Solidarity 
failed to articulate and execute any program that 
would bring victory either before or during 

martial law. For instance, the idea of a “self-
governing republic” was “a utopia of sorts” (20). 
This was mainly because of the communist 
regime’s monopoly of force, but also because 
after martial law most Poles, frightened by the 
display of communist power, withdrew their 
active support from Solidarity while refusing to 
submit to the puppet government. Most sought 
accommodation in either a realistic or a cynical 
manner. Only stalwarts remained in the active 
opposition. Even though they numbered in the 
tens of thousands they failed to overcome the 
totalitarian state (which, curiously, Paczkowski 
calls “authoritarian” or “ideocratic 
authoritarianism,” pp. 17, 20, 320). In 1986 
Soviet Secretary General Mikhail Gorbachev 
intervened and encouraged Wojciech Jaruzelski 
to negotiate a “national concord” with the leftist 
advisors to Solidarity. At a series of confidential 
Round Table talks, self-anointed progressive 
elite mouthed a national liberation movement 
and struck a deal with the communists. Thus a 
parliamentary democracy came about in Poland 
and the Soviet bloc fell apart. 

In the core of his monograph the historian is 
incisive, engaging, and realistic. He should 
particularly be praised for underscoring the 
capital significance of the Catholic Church as 
both a primary base of anticommunist resistance 
and the chief representative of Solidarity, or the 
Polish nation, before the puppet regime in 
Warsaw (80, 223–36). His unequivocal 
assessment of Pope John Paul II as a cardinal 
catalyst for freedom must be greatly appreciated 
(248–49). However, there are some serious 
bones to pick with Paczkowski’s narrative.  

First, the author fails to define crucial terms he 
apparently takes for granted. What is revolution? 
What is counterrevolution? (148). This should 
have been explained in the introduction. 
Paczkowski writes about “the revolutionary 
spirit” in the communist party, reignited because 
of the crushing of Solidarity (144). So were the 
communists revolutionaries? Yet elsewhere it is 
plain that the author considers Solidarity to be a 
“revolution” (11, 283). However, he never really 
defines it precisely. Was it a “revolution”? The 
author calls “Jaruzelski’s martial law . . . a self-
limiting counter-revolution,” as a pun on 
Jadwiga Staniszki’s famous depiction of 
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Solidarity as “self-limiting revolution” (148). 
The historian sometimes confuses the issue by 
freely quoting communist sources that label the 
Polish liberation movement as 
“counterrevolutionary” (55, 131), yet the reader 
is not informed that it is merely a quotation. 
Anyone who opposes communism is 
counterrevolutionary, and the word should be 
viewed as a compliment. Solidarity did not just 
aim to overthrow the existing order. It wanted to 
restore “normalcy” (niech będzie normalnie, as 
in “truthful history teaching” 19), that means the 
status quo ante, i.e., before the Soviet 
occupation and its imported revolution. Hence 
Solidarity was counterrevolutionary par 
excellence. Perhaps this is why, after initial 
praise, the left-leaning Western historians 
distanced themselves from that movement and 
consigned to oblivion such excellent books on 
Solidarity as Lawrence Goodwyn’s Breaking the 
Barrier. 

Second, the chasm between the core part of the 
monograph and its peripheral addendum is 
stunningly jarring. Whereas the core is 
impressively researched, even if one does not 
agree with some of the interpretation provided, 
the addendum lacks depth. There are lacunae in 
its methodology. For example, Paczkowski 
virtually ignores the secret police and its 
agentura before the imposition of martial law in 
December 1981 (56, 141). When he does note its 
presence, he appears tacitly dismissive of its 
importance: “secret informers. . . were actually 
only of little operational value, if any” (93).  
Surely at least a few of the multitude recruited 
proved to be valuable. It is also condescending 
to the reader when Paczkowski dismisses the 
opinion of the head of the KGB mission in 
Warsaw, General Vitalii Pavlov, who claimed 
that “there were secret SB [Służba 
Bezpieczeństwa, or secret police] informers ‘at 
all levels of Solidarity,’” as “exaggerating 
greatly” (140). It was no exaggeration; there 
certainly were. It is little wonder that 
Paczkowski’s treatment of Lech Wałęsa’s as 
TW Bolek (tajny współpracownik) is inadequate 
(149–50).  

This cavalier attitude toward the agentura is like 
ignoring the importance of spies and intelligence 
gathering when narrating the history of the 

Second World War. While discussing technical 
details of clandestine printing, Paczkowski is 
forced to admit that secret police informers were 
“numerous” but also claims that “the SB 
consciously did not make uses of all the 
information it had at its disposal, nor its 
destructive powers” (245). Then, after the well-
scrutinized year 1983, Professor Paczkowski’s 
work becomes a flaccid chronology rather than a 
trenchant analysis. 

Third, the author occasionally promotes the 
myth that “Solidarity started the process of 
dismantling communism and saw it through to 
the end” (viii). This gives the movement too 
much credit. It was a major irritant but it lacked 
the capacity to destroy the Soviet system by 
itself. Later Paczkowski admits that Solidarity 
was incapable of winning in Poland. His most 
realistic appraisal is that Solidarity was a 
“contributing factor” to the end of the cold war 
and that “without the events that occurred in the 
Soviet Union as a result of Gorbachev era 
reforms . . .  the communist system in Poland 
probably would not have fallen when it did, nor 
in the way it did” (xii-xiii). However, he still 
insists, sans proof, that without Solidarity 
Gorbachev would not have been forced to 
“change” the system. The sources of glastnost’ 
and perestroika were internal Soviet, and not 
external Polish. Poland’s widespread pathologies 
were not crucial for the USSR in the calculus of 
the 1980s, just like North Korean issues are not 
of prime importance to China today.  

Paczkowski’s leftist bias surfaces when 
discussing the 1970s. The historian’s depiction 
of Poland’s “democratic opposition” as a moral 
force of up to 3,000 is quite accurate, yet to dub 
the post-Stalinist and neo-Trotskiite communist 
and leftist dissidents as “anti-totalitarian, anti-
communist” is at best inaccurate. At that time 
they were still busy fantasizing about reforming 
“real socialism,” and not about democracy and 
independence. They evolved to liberalism only 
in the late 1980s. Next, forgetting Kazimierz 
Świtoń, who created Poland’s first free trade 
union under communism, is inexcusable.  

On the other hand, Paczkowski’s landscape of 
the underground is very helpful, in particular its 
different hues. His thesis about discontinuity 
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between legal and illegal Solidarity and other 
clandestine groups is debatable (165). That new 
groups arose in secret is true enough but there 
was always a core of activists, usually in the 
leadership, who had had prior anticommunist 
experience. However, the author imparts the 
spirit of the secret world very well; one can only 
wish he was less dismissive of those of us who 
wanted to fight against the communists with 
arms in our hands. It is true that we were young 
and silly and potentially destructive. 
“Undoubtedly many members of the numerous 
youth groups dreamt of launching urban 
guerrilla warfare” (181). The author is quite 
clear about this, even jeering as when he refers 
to “a bombastic name. . . the Armed Forces of 
the Polish Underground” (166). What else would 
young people call themselves? Invoking the 
anti-Nazi and anti-Soviet war and postwar 
underground was natural for us. One wishes 
there was equal clarity in Paczkowski’s referring 
to the communists as communists instead of as 
“Polish forces” (38). They were ethnic Poles, but 
at the same time they were anti-Polish forces 
like all colonial troops pitted against their own 
countrymen.  

Paczkowski also argues that communist dictator 
Wojciech Jaruzelski (whose own early 
connections to the Soviet military intelligence 
and its Warsaw counterpart are once again 
curiously omitted, 74) introduced martial law 
under Soviet pressure, but that this was his 
decision and design. The idea that the Soviets, 
who initially wanted to invade, dismissed the 
idea of direct intervention totally and instead 
counted only on their Polish comrades requires 
further examination. In times of crisis politics is 
always dynamic. There is never a done deal. The 
Red Army withdrew from Budapest in 1956 
only to return a few days later. It was not a ruse; 
it was a change of mind. Likewise, in 1979 
Leonid Brezhnev and his cronies vowed to not 
inject Soviet troops into Afghanistan and 
stressed that the Afghan communists would have 
to solve their crisis themselves. Yet a few 
months later, Moscow intervened in force. Had 
Jaruzelski failed to execute his orders, Brezhnev 
would most likely have stepped in. In this 
context Paczkowski’s opinion that “after 
December 13, Moscow was more dependent on 

the martial law team than the Polish generals 
(and secretaries) were on Moscow” (263) seems 
puzzling. 

As mentioned before, the bulk of such 
contestable problems appears in the addendum, 
especially during the discussion of the Round 
Table and its aftermath. Paczkowski’s analysis 
of the Soviet Union and Gorbachev is rather 
weak, and so is that of the United States and the 
“transformations” in the Warsaw Pact countries. 
Ditto the tail end of “People’s” Poland. I cringed 
when Paczkowski suggested a parity between 
party hardliners and Solidarity opponents of the 
Round Table (292). Mocking the notion that 
there were “secret agreements” at Magdalenka 
prison (where deals were cut that were later 
fleshed out at the Round Table) because “a 
representative of the Episcopate always attended 
the meetings,” is silly (294). There are ways to 
arrive at confidential arrangements under any 
circumstances. One marvels at the historian’s 
slick contortions as when he admits that “the 
opposition’s negotiators did not even try to 
propose holding a completely democratic 
elections [emphasis MJC]” (294). Has anyone 
ever heard of an incompletely democratic 
elections or a partial pregnancy? Why not say 
that at the Round Table the leftist part of 
Solidarity leadership agreed to a falsified 
election? In this context, why does the author 
say that “some of the radical opposition groups 
had called for a boycott” of the rigged elections 
(297)?  

It is telling that in June 1989 pro-democracy 
groups in Poland were stigmatized as “radical.” 
In fact, a friend at the University of Poznań who 
publicly called for a free election was called a 
fascist. To argue that because Solidarity was 
born in 1980, freedom issued from the Round 
Table agreements in 1989 is simply incoherent, 
a non-sequitur. I unveiled the secret of the 
transformation in my Intermarium (2012). 
Suffice it to say that, like Jaruzelski, Gorbachev 
wanted to save communism and not destroy it.  
However, the genie was out of the bottle, the 
Kremlin lost control, and the Soviet bloc 
imploded. Without this implosion the Round 
Table deal was eminently reversible, as were all 
other attempts at “socialist renewal.” One wishes 
Professor Paczkowski realized that.   
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A word on the translation. It is readable, 
although one wishes that Christina Manetti 
(“who coped admirably with my style, even 
though it can sometimes be rather Baroque,” 
xiii) eschewed copying the author’s ways too 
closely for the sake of clarity. For example, 
Paczkowski sometimes uses communist 
vocabulary, as when he writes that the riot police 
“unblocked” an enterprise. This communist 
euphemism means that the police broke a strike 
by using violence during one of the 
“pacification” operations (88).  There are a few 
poor choices in the vocabulary the book uses. 
Should it be “officers” or “officials of the MKS” 
(14)? To refer to Politburo members as 
“colleagues” and not “comrades” rings false 
(25). The proper name of a certain institution 
mentioned was “The Main Political Directorate 
of the Polish People’s Army,” denoting that it 
was not the Polish military but a communist one. 
There are also a few infelicitous translations of 
words or phrases. “Reasons for the judgment” at 
a court in English is a sentence or a sentencing 
brief (p. 107). To “verify (screen)” or “verified” 
should technically be to “vet” or “vetted” (112, 
114); bezpieczniki can be better translated as 
“fuses” and not “safety catches” (272). To 
translate niedochodowa as “unremunerative” 
sounds unwieldy; “unprofitable” is better (291). 
In the military a general does not have “a 
personal secretary,” and thus General Viktor I. 
Anoshkin was an aide-de-camp to Marshal 
Viktor G. Kulikov (328 n. 2). There are also a 
few typos, e.g., “wrecklessness,” instead of 
“recklessness” (67); and it should be 
“Darłówek” and not “Darłowko” (99), “Polmos” 
and not “Polmo” (110).  

All in all, we should appreciate the core part of 
Professor Paczkowski’s work even as we note 
his left-wing point of view, while encouraging 
him to bring the addendum up to a higher 
standard befitting a scholar of his stature.   ∆ 
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“THIS CONSTRUCTION CALLED POLISHNESS” 
(13) 

alina Filipowicz, professor of Polish 
Literature and Gender & Women’s Studies 

at the University of Wisconsin, has produced a 
remarkable revisionist literary history that will 
surely disrupt canonic understandings of what 
constitutes Polish patriotic writing, especially of 
the performative genres. Per the author’s 
contention, it will help carry it out of the cellar 
of wounded national exceptionalism, itself the 
aftereffect of the reign of a martyrological, 
thanatophiliac subjectivity first articulated amid 
the agonies of Poland’s national struggle for 
political existence in the long nineteenth 
century.   

The study, fastidiously researched and indeed 
provocative on the face of it, has much to 
recommend it to readerships both general and 
scholarly, particularly as an exercise in cultural 
counterdiscourse in postmodern Polonistics. 
Filipowicz begins with a general definition of 
what constitutes patriotism––in particular, how 
the concept can or should be differentiated from 
mere “nationalism” or worse, embittered and 
“crusading chauvinism” (5)––and how the 
meanings of the term have been positioned and 
repositioned in the Polish case to create a 
division between true and false sentiments pro 
patria as a kind of “cultural liturgy” (12) 
crystallized around “a cluster of just a few 
associations” (13). In a move that surely forms 
the most significant of the book’s interpolations, 
patriotism––Polish as well as others––is found 
to have been structurally enjoined to a 
particularly gendered discourse of proper 
heroism that in turn leads the author to consider 
the range of women’s roles in the maintenance 
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and formation of the modern nation concept. In 
the introduction and the six chapters that follow, 
Filipowicz examines a cluster of plays and other 
performative artifacts––all important lieux de 
mémoire or memory sites for the community of 
Poles––and scrutinizes approximately a dozen 
vital if neglected theatrical works in which 
female characters step out from behind 
normative heroic men and performe 
transgressive, even unprecedented roles as 
heroes, martyrs, or (paradoxically emasculatory) 
leaders of men. In chapter 2 Filipowicz 
examines partitions-era theatrical pieces on the 
subject of the “patriot-heroine” (38) of 
seventeenth-century wars against the Ottomans, 
Zofia Chrzanowska; in chapter 3 she analyzes 
treatments in Polish neoclassical plays of the 
foundational early Slavic myth of Wanda; 
chapter 4 attends closely to selected theatrical 
works that address or work from the 
inspirational “patriotic toil” (167) of Emilia 
Plater, hero-soldier in the 1830–31 national 
rising against Russia. These sections as well as 
chapter 5 on Tadeusz Kościuszko, archetypal 
Polish patriot and subject of a monomyth of 
“correct” Polish heroism, are framed by two 
sections in which the author elaborates a 
distinction between true and false patriotism 
(46–116; 227–72), and traces how the binary 
operated in crucial moments of transformation in 
modern Polish history: the era immediately 
preceding the final partition of Poland, and the 
concerted multigenerational struggle against 
Nazism and communism of the years 1941–
1989. 

Of particular value to the general reader are 
Filipowicz’s refreshing readings of dramas on 
the theme of the hero of Two Revolutions 
Kościuszko (up to and including the strategic 
reworking of the “man-myth” Kościuszko (197, 
230, 267, and passim) by Solidarity leader Lech 
Wałęsa at a massive public rally held on the eve 
of Poland’s semi-free elections of 1989), and the 
valuations through the Wanda legend of 
“correct” Polish womanhood in late 
Enlightenment culture. Both, Filipowicz 
credibly argues, have been overlooked by 
cultural historians yet deserve closer scrutiny 
precisely because of the remarkable dynamics of 
gender roles, including the topos of patriotic 

sacrifice, between and across protagonists 
encoded therein. To my mind these sections 
constitute the meat of the argument and are well 
deserving of further dialogic engagement by 
scholars of the Enlightenment, feminist critics, 
Romanticists, and theorists of postcommunist 
transition in particular.  

Yet, while Taking Liberties appears to be 
meticulously researched and its thesis is indeed 
provocative as an instance of Polish cultural 
counterdiscourse, the work is difficult to 
recommend unreservedly. Despite its fairly 
modest founding proposal – to investigate the 
“cultural puzzle” of the “interplay between, on 
the one hand, unswerving commitment and 
tireless devotion to a patriotic cause and, on the 
other, transgressive nonconformity … of [some 
of] the patriots” (15)––it is the book’s discursive 
excesses that call attention to themselves first. I 
wish to concentrate on two such figurations. The 
first is rhetorical: each chapter mobilizes a 
complex conceptual machinery to work through 
a crucial idea about gender relations and 
patriotism through close readings of a certain 
work or works. Certain complications regarding 
the understanding of the works or their context, 
or other puzzling details, are then belatedly 
adduced, pulling the argument to one side. In 
each instance the conclusion tendered is that the 
complications of identity and the pragmatics of 
performativity of the “public self” foreclose real 
change, and that transgressive patriotism at 
home is particularly perilous (including the 
agonists themselves) when it seeks to overturn 
or even suspend prescriptive gender roles (165) 
and expose the many “fictions of patriarchy” 
(281). The conclusions spell out the implications 
that attend radicalized performance of gender 
and patriotism, but then seem to recoil before 
the returned repression of normativity governing 
both––men fight, women work behind the 
scenes to assist or liaise––so that no new path 
forward can be charted.  

Indeed, in Filipowicz’s reading it is not only 
women that “correct” patriotism needs to put in 
their place (home). In the case of Poland’s 
archetypal freedom fighter, for instance, the turn 
“inward” during the man’s autumn years may 
well (though belatedly) echo the Voltarean 
dictum to cultivate one’s garden and exist as a 
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good citizen on a local scale in an “alternative 
space” (258), but Filipowicz focuses on the one 
departure from the classic Enlightenment script. 
The retreat is inspired by a challenging female 
interlocutor (258–62), according to principles of 
the reciprocity and dialogicity of noblesse 
oblige. This unnecessarily timid conclusion is 
tantamount to an admission that the world 
cannot be changed through radical action, except 
for the worse, absent full consensus and a radical 
reorientation of the People toward true political 
agency––both of which were impossible for 
Kościuszko to achieve anyway, due to systemic 
and contingent factors, as Filipowicz shows in 
detail. This conclusion may demonstrate the 
price to be paid for transgression. However, 
while putatively timid, the turn is 
simultaneously redeemed by the hero’s elevation 
of a female interlocutor to the level of an equal: 
a space of hope in a sense, but effectively a 
private matter, or a domestic matter, but in the 
end a space of hope. The reader is taken along 
on this journey of rhetorical tumescence and 
eventual repose, but the payoff is never quite 
what one expected. The author admits as much 
of the history she has been telling. Erotically 
charged “fantasies for patriotic gain” seem to 
dominate Polish drama of this period (143). 
When the dust settles, with the exception of the 
final Wałęsa theme elucidated in the final 
chapter, we see always the return of the social 
order, only slightly perturbed by the challenge of 
the narratives themselves if at all (165). In the 
end it is all words and futile actions, and further 
words to avert tragedy: a kind of ethereal 
Romantic dénouement, when the reader hoped 
for something more substantive, indeed radical. 

“POTENT SYMBOL OF INTEGRATIVE CROSS-
CLASS PATRIOTISM” (218) 

The second excess has to do with the 
positionality of the idea of Polish victimhood 
and its various discontents in the historical eras 
under scrutiny. The assumption of the fiascoes 
of Polish history of the nineteenth century and 
indeed of modern Polish history––dismissed, 
rather summarily, as a “series of losses” (196)––
seems to me to rest on a misunderstanding of 
both the historical record and, more 
foundationally, of what actually constitutes 
civilizational failure. This is especially so since, 

as is elucidated later, even the grandest 
calamities that can befall a community or a 
nation (here the Poles) may contain within 
themselves a germ of spectacular triumphs later, 
to say nothing of the idea of the vindicative 
moral victory, the victory in defeat, fetishized in 
official Polish culture throughout the nineteenth 
century and indeed up until the present day in 
some quarters.  

Now that I have employed the demonym Pole in 
an unproblematic and facile fashion, let me note 
that this type of undisciplined naming of groups 
and positions remains, alas, the pattern of the 
book. This raises an additional challenge for 
critical readers: who or what, if anything, is a 
Pole anyway? The challenge has to do with 
concretizing a nation or indeed a national will 
beyond the overworked explications of Benedict 
Anderson who recites an “imaginary consensus” 
akin to a spiritualized unity, but who was far 
from a devoted Europeanist and never studied its 
east-central swaths in depth. One might do well 
here to follow the negative dialectic recently 
articulated by Adam Michnik, who apropos the 
Jedwabne massacre noted in a leading U. S. 
opinion maker that it was not “Poles” as such 
who committed the atrocity, but rather people: 
any further specification through onomastics 
would be intellectually dishonest because 
essentializing. The use of the term 
“Pole/Polish,” especially when referring to 
ethnically Polish subjects living under various 
partitioning regimes during the long nineteenth 
century and their disparate agendas, can be 
equally reductive and misleading when it is not 
facilely synecdochal and deceitfully comforting 
qua (false) organic imagined unity. Specifically, 
it smooths over the contours of dissensus and 
fractional (bio-)politics that made effective 
opposition to the outside threat so difficult. 
However, this rhetorical maneuver can also be 
inverted. Who were these freedom-loving Poles, 
these true patriots? Can we generalize the way 
these figures and events were “troped” as 
performers of “immaculate Polishness” (195) 
across partitions, regions, historical movements? 
While class may well be a marker to be elided––
a central conceit of nation making in later 
modernity anyway, after Fourier and Marx––the 
notion that national identity can somehow be 
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stretched to transcend the specificities of locale, 
periodization, and ideology all for a political 
cause remains somewhat dubious. Did freedom 
as a concept hold the same weight and 
associations for the indentured serf as it did for 
the Sarmatian noble on whose estates he 
labored? Can we even think of a conceptual 
continuum across these two positions, especially 
as the former was not even a full citizen? As a 
further complicating factor in this matrix of 
identity figurations, the author is keen to work in 
the Warsaw-provinces dichotomy of the 
eighteenth century, a problematic move in itself 
since it is in the provinces that the magnatial 
class lived, gathered, and created cultural doxa. 
Yet she seems to forget about Kraków, Wilno, 
Łódź, Poznań and other localities––centers of 
Polish culture under occupation by different 
foreign regimes with wildly varying socio-
political programs for its “colonials”––during 
the nineteenth. To translate these conundrums of 
belonging to a more-local set of symptoms, as of 
this writing most supporters of Mr. Trump or 
Mr. Sanders today, whether in New England or 
New Mexico, whether employed at Walmart of 
owning a share in it, would see themselves as 
true and correct patriots, their respective heroes 
performing what they would readily agree 
constitutes an “immaculate Americanness.” Yet 
under the weight of the narcissism of the major 
differences that disunite them, the very term 
itself becomes meaningless and withers. The 
author paints with similar generalities even 
while cautioning readers to be on the lookout for 
reductive usages precisely in the language of 
nationalism, ethnicity, class, gender, and even 
identity. 

A further factor, as far as generating readerly 
incertitude is concerned, is a lack of sustained 
theoretical mortarwork. Conceptualizations of 
the nation and of modes of political participation 
that could have disciplined this text are floated 
in the prefatory sections, but then rarely 
summoned with any consequence in the chapters 
that follow. In the absence of such stabilizing 
scaffolding, the reader seemingly must 
seemingly apply her own word image of what 
patriotism, feminism, class struggle, or 
nationalism actually represent or how they may 
have functioned in a given time and place. As an 

example, can patriotism as love of the 
“fatherland” be said to function in the same way 
in a multicultural inland empire of the 
Commonwealth, a defective republic of the 
gentry that was about to be devoured by 
autocratic neighbors, as it does in a hermetic 
socialist state––one deeply scarred by the 
legacies of genocidal war of which it was a main 
victim, its intellectual and entrepreneurial 
classes depleted, its physical environment 
eviscerated, its very borders radically 
transformed by a tyrant’s geopolitical whim? 
Given that, as the author correctly declares, 
gender is not a static product of a (false) 
biological binary but rather a multiplex 
construction that reifies and in so doing 
occasionally theorizes the dynamics among men, 
women, and others. How can it be otherwise 
with the (or The) People or the (or The) Nation? 

A final example to illustrate the conundrum and 
point to the lacuna of denotation: how should we 
conceive of the body of the nation in 1793, 
1863, 1946, or 1989, to offer just four of 
Poland’s politically freighted cum traumatic 
moments on which the text lingers. Would those 
who attended patriotic gatherings during any of 
these moments have anything to say to those 
who attended the others? What would such a 
conversation be like? Apart from the scandalous 
(or not so scandalous, if contemporaneous 
European or early U. S. history is taken into 
account) sustained excision of women from the 
emergent polity, can we consider prepartitions 
Poles to be the same species of national bodies 
as the soon-to-be postcommunist Poles? The text 
makes occasional gestures in the direction of 
disentangling the many strains and textures that 
constitute a national entity simply by 
historicizing the concept, but it also asks the 
reader to suspend their critical faculties and 
simply imagine “Poles” (not people) fighting for 
freedom from and toward various things and, 
often enough, failing to achieve their goals.   

Is the text’s condition of habitual complication 
and deferred revelation––that aggressively 
breaks up the surfaces of the narrative and 
thereby the potential enjoyment of the self-
sufficiency (and even elegance) of many of the 
close readings tendered––intended as reading’s 
own innate transgressive reward, or the author’s 
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private belletristic pleasure? It is difficult to say 
with certainty. Be that as it may,  I found myself 
engaged with the study and its provocative 
central argument of political transgression 
attending on––nearly a handmaiden of––gender 
transgression, almost in spite of its esoteric, 
nearly mystical mode of presentation.       ∆ 

 

Amerykański konserwatyzm na 
progu XXI wieku 
(American Conservatism at the beginning of the 
twenty-first century)  

By Jacek Koronacki. Radzymin: von 
borowiecky (księgarnia@vb.com.pl), 2015. 517 
pages. Index of persons.  ISBN 978-83-
60748=80-0. Hardcover. In Polish. 

Sally Boss 
he word “conservatism” has many 
meanings. Jacek Koronacki takes it for 

granted that in the political arena they include 
support for limited government and the idea of 
subsidiarity, whereas in the social and moral 
arena conservatism flows from a recognition that 
man is a created being. It is hard though not 
impossible to be a conservative and an atheist. 
Conservatism rejects George Orwell’s and 
Aldous Huxley’s dystopias, or the taking away 
by the omnipotent state of human dignity and of 
the right to decide while dangling before citizens 
the utopia of a cradle-to-grave security. In 
Koronacki’s book these essential aspects of 
conservatism are viewed in the context of 
American history and society.  

Koronacki’s treatment of the Civil War shows 
the depth of his conservative convictions. He 
takes the view that when individual states 
ratified the American Constitution, they 
implicitly or explicitly reserved the right to 
withdraw the ratification if federal authorities 
claimed undue power. In other words, the right 
to secession was implied from the very 
beginning. The Civil War marked a decisive 
change in this regard. From that moment on, 
federal power continued to grow and state power 
continued to decline. In Koronacki’s view, 
Joseph Sobran was a conservative writer who 

argued most loudly for this interpretation of 
American history; he lost. Koronacki considers 
the Fourteenth Amendment to be another major 
step in the weakening of the rights of individual 
states. In the spirit of this amendment, Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt’s New Deal sealed the 
political (and therefore social and moral) profile 
of American society and politics. An important 
element of these changes was the growth of the 
importance of the judiciary at the expense of 
executive and legislative power. The seemingly 
appropriate and just amendments to the 
Constitution have been used to dramatically 
increase the power of the courts, to the point 
where issues that should have been voted on 
were decided by a fiat of a group of judges from 
whose errors there was no recourse. 

In Koronacki’s view America today is partly 
shaped by the disappearance of the Soviet 
Union. As virtually every conservative Pole 
knows, this superficial disappearance has not 
eliminated Russian expansionism and 
aggressiveness; it merely changed their 
rhetorical tools. Many Europeans, primarily 
Germans, do not wish to see it. If Americans 
decide to leave Europe to its own devices, the 
likely scenario is that Russia will attack the 
Baltic states, then Poland (annexing Ukraine and 
Belarus in the meantime), and then, hypnotized 
by these conquests, would put enough pressure 
on Western Europe (weakened in the meantime 
by Muslim immigration) to make it side up with 
Russia rather than the United States in the global 
game. There is no doubt that powerful 
propaganda has been launched to convince 
ordinary Americans that Russia is no longer a 
threat; however, American common sense works 
against this propaganda. Still, there are areas of 
American conservatism in which this 
propaganda has taken root. The dream of 
America withdrawing from its engagement with 
the world is shared by such American 
conservatives as Patrick Buchanan and the 
Chronicles Magazine team. Koronacki’s book 
should help disabuse them of their illusions. He 
dedicates an entire chapter to the discussion of 
American isolationism, with Patrick Buchanan 
as the central character. Buchanan’s facile 
slogans about the return to being a republic 
rather than an empire are rightly dismissed as 

T 
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nostalgia rather than a realistic political 
program. However, Koronacki worries about the 
tone in which the critique of Buchanan’s other 
postulates is being delivered. In his view, the 
narrowing of the American debate is  clearly 
visible in this case (78–79). In some areas of 
conservatism there is more room for debate in 
Poland than in America, a paradox that 
Koronacki does not explore but merely points 
out. 

A good part of Koronacki’s book is dedicated to 
the conservative media in the United States, 
especially Chronicles, Modern Age, and 
publications of the Intercollegiate Studies 
Institute. There also are references to The 
National Interest and The Weekly Standard. 
Among the thinkers whose works Koronacki 
invokes most often are Russell Kirk, Thomas 
Molnar, Peter Lawler, Claes Ryn, Wilhelm 
Röpke (while lamenting the scarcity of 
conservative writings on economics), Orestes 
Brownson, and the neoconservative Francis 
Fukuyama. Rodney Stark’s argument about the 
role of Christianity in economic and scientific 
progress is described in detail. Edmund Burke 
also appears as the fountainhead of many 
conservative ideas in the English-speaking 
world. These thinkers are not presented 
chronologically, but rather invoked in 
connection with the topics discussed. From the 
Southern Agrarians to the war in Iraq, issues 
agitating the minds of American conservatives 
are presented clearly, accompanied by copious 
citations. It is a platitude to say “This book 
deserves a translation into English,” but in this 
case it has to be said most forcefully. 

It is ironic that the best book on American 
conservatism has been written by a Polish 
mathematician who spent several years teaching 
at American universities and returned to Poland 
to head one of the Institutes of the Polish 
Academy of Sciences.  For nearly two decades 
Koronacki’s writings have appeared in the 
Polish conservative bimonthly Arcana, and a 
great deal of the book consists of essays 
appropriately reworked that he wrote for that 
periodical. Its format accounts for its strengths: 
instead of repeating slogans or presenting one 
more time the well-known theories, Koronacki 
sketches out the flow in real time of 

conservative ideas, personalities, and policies 
expressed in specific articles, journals, social 
trends, debates, and legislature. The result is a 
vivid picture of postwar American conservatism 
from the 1950s (the launching of National 
Review was a milestone) to the present day. As 
is well known, American conservatism soon 
split into paleoconservatism and 
neoconservatism, owing partly to the editorial 
policies of the same National Review. Koronacki 
rightly points out that the firing of Joseph 
Sobran and Samuel Francis from National 
Review did unspeakable harm to the 
conservative movement, making it a slave of 
political correctness just as has been the case 
with mainstream periodicals.                 ∆ 

 

East West Street 
 
By Philippe Sands. New York: Knopf, 2016. 
425 pages. ISBN 978-0-385-35071-6.  
Hardcover. 
 
James E. Reid 
 

“Where are you now, park benches of Lwów, 
blackened with age and rain, coarse and cracked 

like the bark of mediaeval trees?” 
                      Mój Lwów, Joseph Wittlin, (1946) 

 
n an odd coincidence, on the morning I 
finished reading Philippe Sands’s East West 

Street, I walked out to my mailbox and 
discovered his article “A Grand and Disastrous 
Deceit” in the July 2016 issue of the London 
Review of Books. Sands’s survey in the LRB of 
John Chilcot’s “Report of the Iraq Inquiry” is 
marked by a damning examination of Tony 
Blair’s reprehensible maneuvering to twist the 
intelligence that Saddam Hussein did not present 
a threat to anyone other than his own citizens. 
Blair twisted the facts until he had an empty 
casus belli for a pointless war in Iraq, which has 
brought us ISIL, ISIS, Daesh, new wars and 
deaths, hundreds of thousands of refugees, and 
unprecedented acts of terrorism. 

However, in East West Street Sands’s tone is 
that of a thoughtful man searching for the 

I 
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history of ancestors and their colleagues and 
friends who disappeared during the German 
Nazi occupation of Poland. The histories in East 
West Street extend in many directions, all of 
which are linked to Sands’s central concerns that 
lie in the areas of Poland devastated by war and 
the Holocaust. Here he searches for any records 
of his ancestors and for any ancestors of Hersch 
Lauterpacht and Rafael Lemkin. Lauterpacht 
worked tirelessly to ensure that the phrase 
“crimes against humanity” became enshrined in 
international law during the Nuremberg trials. 
Lemkin also tried diligently, but failed to ensure 
that the term “genocide” was also enshrined at 
Nuremberg. Since then, however, “genocide” 
has come to describe the horror of the 
indescribable in places such as Rwanda, 
Cambodia, and Gulag archipelago of the 
Soviets. 

In a generous gesture toward his readers, Sands 
has incorporated something not seen often 
enough in the writing of history—good maps. 
These are not one or two contemporary maps, 
which are often of limited use for a country such 
as Poland where borders shifted repeatedly 
during the period covered by East West Street. 
Instead, Sands has provided accurate and often 
detailed historical maps of LWÓW 1911, 
LWÓW & ŻÓŁKIEW 1930, ŻÓŁKIEW East-
West Street 1854, GENERAL GOVERNMENT-
NAZI-OCCUPIED POLAND 1943, LVIV 
2016, and CENTRAL EUROPE 1920. Much of 
the sweep of history in this book is clarified with 
reference to these maps. Some of them also 
provide the locations of the former residences of 
a number of the central figures in East West 
Street. 

Sands has also provided photographs of a 
number of Polish Christian figures, German 
Nazi Gauleiters, the residences of relatives, and 
other figures in East West Street. He has 
reproduced photographs of sessions of the 
Nuremberg trial, some of which do not appear in 
the official collections of Nuremberg 
photographs and were previously unpublished. 
Most moving are the photographs of relatives 
who disappeared during the war, and of the 
German Nazi crimes against humanity and 
genocide. Most damning are the photographs of 
the major participants in the Nazi enterprise, 

those vile and amoral figures who always seem 
to be among us. Such a major participant is Hans 
Frank, the governor general of that part of 
occupied Poland that was not directly annexed to 
the Reich. Frank warmly befriended high-
ranking Nazi officers, and in a photograph on 
page 219 he is pictured hosting a luxurious 
banquet for laughing Nazis while Polish 
Christians are executed in the streets, and Jews 
are transported to Nazi death camps. East West 
Street is occasionally a difficult book to read but 
it is a necessary book, with a deeply thoughtful 
and often tender heart. 

East West Street is deeply committed to 
recovering more of Poland’s lost history of 
betrayal by Western powers, as well as genocide 
and crimes against humanity committed by her 
occupiers. This is a book that clarifies the nature 
and devastation of Nazism in ways that are 
seldom encountered.             ∆ 

My deep thanks to my colleague Kasia Seydegart, 
who read an early version of this essay  

while I recovered  from a concussion. 
 

November 11, 2016 
Polish Independence Day  
in Washington’s Polish Embassy 
 
On November 16, 2016, Polish Ambassador to the 
United States Piotr Wilczek held a reception at the 
Embassy on the occasion of the 98th anniversary of 
regaining sovereignty by Poland after World War 1.  
Below is his speech to the assembled guests. Printed 
by permission.  

 
President Andrzej Duda and Ambassador Piotr Wilczek. 
Photo: Krzysztof Sikorski/KPRP 
 

adies and Gentlemen, Welcome! Thank you 
for being here, and thank you for joining 

me as we celebrate Poland’s Independence Day. 
L 
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Having recently arrived in Washington, I want 
to take this opportunity to introduce myself to all 
of you as Poland’s New Ambassador and 
express how much I look forward to working 
with all of you during my tenure to strengthen 
U.S.-Polish relations.  I am excited about this 
new adventure and hope the next few years will 
further enhance our strong collaboration.  I 
would also like to acknowledge the presence of 
so many friends of Poland, but especially 
Members of the United States Congress, 
including the Co-Chairs of the House Poland 
Caucus (Congressman Tim Murphy and 
Congresswoman Marcy Kaptur. Congratulations 
on your reelection and thank you for all of you 
do for Poland on Capitol Hill. I also want to 
welcome all of the high ranking officials from 
the Administration and Government Agencies in 
addition to members of the Diplomatic Corps.  
Most of all, I want to welcome members of the 
Polish American community.  It is your sacrifice 
and commitment over the past decades that 
allowed Poland to be free. On this important 
day, I want to say thank you and assure you are 
always welcomed in this home.  
It must be a testament to the optimism of us 
Poles that we call this the 98th Anniversary of 
Independence, even though fully 50 of those 98 
years were spent under partial or total Soviet 
occupation and six under German... Well, in the 
end, the optimists among us were proven right to 
keep open for us a symbolic bridge of memory 
connecting the past with the present, creating a 
sense of continuity with Poland whose freedom 
was won by our forefathers in 1918. Ironically, 
the occupiers did their best to keep the memory 
of our nation’s freedom alive by celebrating not 
November 11th, 1918, which marked the birth of 
free Poland after 123 years of captivity, but 
November 7th, 1917, the anniversary of the 
Bolshevik Revolution, which was being imposed 
on us from abroad. And so every year, we were 
inadvertently forced to remember the symbolic 
difference those four days made––keeping the 
anniversary of independence alive became an act 
of defiance. 
This is probably why it is difficult for us to 
celebrate our Independence without also 
celebrating our freedom. But while we can 
number the years of Independent Poland and 
calculate the anniversaries, quantifying or even 

defining the principle of freedom is much more 
difficult. It is not, however, impossible – and 
there is even a number for it.  
About a year ago, Pew Research Center set out 
to find a global yardstick with which to measure 
not exactly freedom itself, but an idea closely 
related to it: support for the principle of free 
expression around the world – and tolerance for 
seeing it suppressed. To explore how countries 
compare on attitudes about freedom of speech, 
Pew turned to statistics and developed a free 
expression index. The idea of reducing a 
philosophical principle to a mathematical 
formula may sound unconvincing, even 
preposterous, but it does offer an objective 
measure of something that is inherently 
nebulous. The free expression index combines 
responses to questions about whether certain 
types of speech and press should be allowed, or 
whether they should be censored. To the extent 
that numbers can capture convictions and 
approximate preferences of entire societies, the 
survey does what it promises: It tells the story of 
global attitudes towards freedom on all 
continents with mathematical precision.  
Two countries in particular emerge at the top of 
the list as home to the most unequivocal 
supporters of free expression, no matter how 
imprudent or offensive that expression may 
seem. They are – and I promise I did not doctor 
the data just for this occasion -- the United 
States of America and Poland. The rest of the 
world follows in more or less predictable 
succession.  
The numbers actually show that Americans and 
Poles have at least this one thing in common: 
they cherish freedom of expression, the right to 
tell their governments – and each other – exactly 
what they think. 
Somehow, this finding does not seem surprising. 
And it is not new. After all, we know that the 
cause of freedom is what brought two Polish 
patriots, Kościuszko and Pułaski, to America to 
fight in the New World for the country they lost 
on the Old Continent––even then, the just war 
for the independence of the United States 
promised to keep alive the idea of a nation of 
free men, claiming their right to dignity and self-
determination. The cause of freedom is what 
inspired young American fighters more than a 
century later to form the Kościuszko Squadron 
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in order to “repay the debt” of gratitude to the 
eponymous general by defending his country’s 
newly-regained independence in the Polish-
Bolshevik war of 1920. Finally, it is the cause of 
freedom and the desire for independence that 
drove three generations of Poles to oppose two 
of the twentieth century most brutal totalitarian 
regimes, no matter the cost, until they had their 
country back––a nation of free men, claiming 
their right to dignity and self-determination.   
Incidentally, Pew Research Center published its 
free expression index shortly after Poland’s last 
presidential and parliamentary elections. For the 
first time since the fall of communism in Poland, 
one party won the presidency and scored an 
unprecedented landslide victory that gave it a 
parliamentary majority along with the mandate 
to form the government alone. Those elections 
mark a shift: the coming to power of the political 
class with roots in anti-Nazi and anti-communist 
underground, Solidarity movement, and student 
organizations committed, above all, to ending 
the occupation of Poland by the Soviet army and 
winning back Poland’s independence.  
Few outside of Poland realize that it is this 
commitment to the country’s independence, 
rather than the notions of political left and right, 
that is the true demarcation line in Polish 
politics.  
Independent Poland is a steadfast ally of the 
United States, unequivocally committed to the 
Trans-Atlantic Alliance and cooperation 
between our two countries. Acutely aware of 
national security and energy security demands in 
Europe and around the world, Poland is not only 
a proud NATO ally, ready to do its part, but also 
a loyal EU member, a true partner committed to 
Europe’s security, energy independence, and 
compassionate treatment of those who come to 
our borders in need of help––more than one 
million Ukrainians fleeing Russian aggression 
found refuge in Poland.   
Our strength and security are in our 
independence. Our generosity comes from our 
freedom. 
Europe’s forgotten refugees––our next-door 
neighbors whose plight no longer makes the 
news––remind us how fortunate we are to have 
our freedoms and opportunities. As we celebrate 
our independence, let us never take them for 
granted. 

I would now like to introduce Dr. Marek Jan 
Chodakiewicz, whom I asked to say a few words 
about Poland’s independence in the broader 
historical context. Dr. Chodakiewicz is a 
historian who authored numerous articles and 
monographs published in English and Polish, 
most recently the magisterial Intermarium: The 
Lands Between the Black and the Baltic Seas. 
He is Professor of History at the Institute of 
World Politics in Washington, D.C., a graduate 
school of statecraft, where he holds the 
Kościuszko Chair in Polish Studies. His 
unmatched expertise in modern European 
history earned him a presidential appointment to 
the U. S. Holocaust Memorial Museum Council. 
Dr. Chodakiewicz will share with us his 
encyclopedic knowledge of history and an 
unmatched command of facts born of a lifetime 
spent in archives and in the field. He never lets 
his audiences forget that the past is not a lofty 
idea or a theory frozen in a book, but that it was 
once lived, imbued with all the imperfections 
and surprises of human nature. Filled with joys, 
grudges, fears, toothaches, and random acts of 
cruelty or kindness, the only way the past differs 
from the present is that it had already happened.  
Ladies and Gentlemen, please welcome 
Professor Marek Jan Chodakiewicz.  Happy 
Independence Day! 
 
MORE BOOKS   
Andrzej Maksymilian Fredro, Kwestia 
wojskowa, czyli o prawidłach wojny i pokoju 
dwie księgi (wraz z pewnymi pomniejszymi 
pismami tegoż autora) [Militaria,  or the rules of 
war and peace in two books, with the addition of 
shorter works by the same author]. Translated 
from Latin into Polish  by Jagoda Chmielewska 
and Bartłomiej Bednarek. Introduction by Marek 
Tracz-Tryniecki. Polish Political Thought - 
Military Library Series, vol. 2. Warsaw: 
Narodowe Centrum Kultury (http://nck.pl), 
2016. 839 pages. Notes, index. ISBN 978-83-
7982-160-0. Hardcover. Illustrations. In Polish 
and Latin. 

his handsomely produced and carefully 
edited bilingual edition of Fredro’s writings 

on military issues is long overdue. Fredro’s 
works were virtually forgotten as the Polish 

T 
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nation struggled for survival ever since the 
eighteenth century. Suffice it to say that 
Militaria was not translated into Polish until 
2016. In the seventeenth century it was available 
to the Polish elites who spoke Latin; when Latin 
ceased to be a language commonly taught in 
schools, Fredro’s books were pushed aside and 
even maligned as backward products of the 
Catholic Counter-Reformation.  
As is the case with his other works, in Militaria 
Fredro navigates comfortably in the world of 
ancient authors, with Tacitus being his favorite 
historian. As the introduction states, Tacitus was 
perhaps the most read ancient author among the 
Polish elites in the seventeenth century (63). It 
was Tacitus who noted the incompatibility of the 
idea of empire and liberty, and Fredro shared his 
view in this regard. Among other historians who 
influenced Fredro are Livy, with whom Fredro 
shared a deep respect for the nation’s ancestors 
and Polybius. Among other influences on Fredro 
one should mention Julius Caesar,  Curtius 
Rufus’s History of Alexander the Great, Francis 
Bacon, and of course the Bible.  
Fredro is an Aristotelian, yet he seldom quoted 
Aristotle directly. The logic of Aristotle was so 
deeply grounded in the Polish psyche that there 
was no need to invoke the philosopher by name. 
Fredro is also a strong believer in natural law, 
and his observations and advice on war and 
peace are grounded in this premise. Fredro 
understands the fact that human beings are 
flawed creatures and therefore unlikely to 
construct a utopian society in which wars would 
become a thing of the past. Fear, selfishness, and 
anger will always be among human motivators, 
although they can be countered by nobility of 
spirit, generosity, and love of one’s country. 
Fredro values knowledge and study but warns 
that they should not overshadow common sense. 
The most important task of the education is to 
instill virtue in citizens since virtue in conditions 
of liberty brings magnificent results. 
Fredro is a great believer in liberty. In a 
typically Polish Sarmatian fashion, he argues 
that liberty is necessary to work efficiently and 
to develop one’s full potential. Much of the 
volume is dedicated to the problem of how to 
reconcile liberty and the republican principles 
with the idea of monarchy. Fredro is opposed to 
absolute monarchy, which never developed in 

free Poland and he criticizes Poland’s neighbors 
for implementing it. He maintains that these 
countries’ failures are due precisely to imposing 
limits on the citizens’ freedoms. At the same 
time, he is not unaware of the dangers that 
liberty can bring, especially in the conditions of 
electability of kings (Poland elected its kings 
rather than relying on dynastic arrangements).  
He points out that in order to rule efficiently the 
king must have a range of advisors who know 
how to distinguish between personal and 
community interests. He believes in a 
communitarian (wspólnotowy) model of a 
nation:  those who live together in a nation state 
should be aware that communal interests have to 
trump personal interests in matters of 
importance.   
Fredro believes that a monarchy can exist 
alongside democratic principles, as was the case 
in Poland.  He is also scrupulously concerned 
with justice for the lower classes of society, and 
approves the custom of peasants suing their 
masters if these masters act unjustly. 
Interestingly, although he saw signs of decline in 
the Polish democracy, he did not blame the 
nobility but rather the “Frenchified” court. 
The book also contains technical chapters 
concerning the army and how to run it. 
Altogether, it is an immense cultural loss for 
Poland that Fredro’s writings were so 
thoroughly forgotten during the partitions 
period. He spoke to the entire Polish nation and 
expressed its foundational beliefs and 
aspirations. His writings should become part of 
the school curriculum in sovereign Poland. 

Continuity: Eleven Sketches from the Past of 
Mathematics, by Jerzy Mioduszewski.  
Translated by Abe Shenitzer. Katowice: 
University of Silesia Press 
(zamowienia.wydawnictwo@us.edu.pl), 2016. 
107 pages. Graphs, illustrations. ISBN 978-83-
8012-873-6. Paper. Zl 20 plus postage from the 
publisher. 

  series of essays on the great 
mathematicians whom the author either 

knew personally or who otherwise were 
important to him.  
 
Prawo naturalne a ład polityczny (Natural law 
and political order), by Zbigniew Stawrowski. 

A 
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Kraków: Instytut Studiów  Politycznych PAN–
Instytut Tischnera, 2006). 467 pages. 
Bibliography, index of names. ISBN 83-922957-
5-7. Paper. In Polish. 

ike C. S. Lewis, Stawrowski starts with 
simple and universal things, such as the 

apparently innate recognition of injustice. 
Unlike Lewis, however, he moves onto 
academic philosophy and seeks to explain the 
connection between natural law and the political 
systems the Western world has produced. 

Niemoralna demokracja (Immoral 
democracy), by Zbigniew Stawrowski.  
Kraków: Ośrodek Myśli Politycznej 
(www.omp.org.pl), 2008.  207 pages. 
Bibliography, index.  ISBN 978-83-60125-34-3. 
Budowanie na piasku: Szkice o III 
Rzeczpospolitej (Building on sand: comments 
about the Third Republic), by Zbigniew 
Stawrowski. Kraków: Ośrodek Myśli 
Politycznej (www.omp.org.pl), 2014. 210 pages. 
Index. ISBN 978-83-62628-89-6. Paper. In 
Polish. 

nlike the book on natural law, these two 
essays are directed at a common educated 

reader rather than at a specialist.  The first 
contains a historical summary of how 
democracy was regarded in history and today. 
Issues such as abortion, euthanasia, morality, 
andChristianity are discussed in the context of 
democracy. The book ends with a provocative 
thesis about evil and its place in democracy. 
The second book is specifically directed at 
postcommunist or postcolonial Poland. It sums 
up the achievements and failures of what in 
Polish has been called “the third republic,” the 
original Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth being 
the first republic, the Polish republic between 
the two world wars being the second, and 
postcommunist arrangements being called the 
third. In a clear and persuasive way Stawrowski 
points out that the Polish judicial system has 
never been revamped and it continues to consist 
of judges appointed and educated by the 
communists.  A special problem is the fact that 
the Polish political scene begins to be peopled 
by professional politicians who tend to treat the 
state as their private sinecure rather than feeling 
a responsibility to the electorate. Stawrowski 

concludes that the Polish constitution, another 
remnant of communist times, needs fundamental 
changes.  

Debaty Artes Liberales: Syberia––tradycja i 
modernizacja, edited by Kamil Maria 
Wielecki. Warsaw: Artes Liberales Department 
of Warsaw University (www.al.uw.edu.pl), 
2015. Vol. IX. 167 pages. ISSN 2299-8799. 
Paper. In Polish, English, and Russian. 

tenograms of the round table debates that 
Artes Liberales initiated at Warsaw 

University several years ago. In this volume 
participants from Siberian universities and the 
University of Warsaw debate the past and future 
of Siberia. Truly a humanistic volume. 

 
 
THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-
MILWAUKEE ANNOUNCES SUMMER 
STUDY IN POLAND 
 
at the School of Polish Language and 
Culture at John Paul II Catholic University of 
Lublin. 
The five-week Polish language course (July 
3-August 5) includes 100 hours of 
instruction at the beginning, intermediate, or 
advanced levels, plus lectures on Polish 
culture and sightseeing in Warsaw, 
Sandomierz, and elsewhere. Cost estimate: 
$2,975 including tuition, room and board, 
and 5 UWM credits; plus round air trip 
transportation Chicago-Warsaw-Chicago. 
Also being offered are two, three, four, five, 
six, seven, and eight-week courses as well 
as two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight-
week intensive and highly intensive courses 
of Polish language in July and August. 
For information contact Professor Michael J. 
Mikoś, Department of Foreign Languages 
and Literatures, University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee, Milwaukee, WI 53201,  (414) 
229-4151, e-mail: mikos@uwm.edu   
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