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Roman Dmowski, the leader of an extreme right-witayement known as “National Democracih@decjafor short),
penned the following famous words in 1927: “Cattislin is not a supplement to Polishness, givingciér@ain color; rather, it
penetrates to the essence of [Polishness], anddosderable extent constitutes that essenceyTo separate Catholicism from
Polishness, to tear off the nation from religiod &om the Church, is to destroy the very essefitkeonation” (DmowskiKo cidl,
21). Since at least the interwar years, there bas b strong bond between the radical right an&ktdman Catholic Church in
Poland. Nationalist politicians from Dmowski to theesent day have often insisted upon the relighmmogeneity of their nation,
and Church leaders have tended to look to righgwiarties for protection against the dangers diilsegolitics. In 1984 Primate
Jozef Glemp even composed an introduction to aitea of the book from which the above-cited pagswas taken, thus endorsing
the writings of a man remembered by many as arSentiitic, authoritarian demagogue. “Roman Dmowsks & politician,” the
Cardinal wrote, “and political views are distingugsl by the fact that they have supporters and aggsnin the end, however, the
truth will prevail. In the writings of Dmowski theea about the link between the Church and theoRas a truth, verified many
times. With thanks for re-releasing the ambiticusughts of a talented Pole, | express the hopehbgtwill serve in the revival of
the Polish spirit and the love of Poland” (Dmow$a, ciol, 5). Similarly, in early 1999 the Polish Parliamestntrolled at the time
by the pro-Catholic “Solidarity Electoral Action®dalition, passed a resolution proclaiming thatcemjunction with the 60
anniversary of the death of Roman Dmowski, the S&jthe Republic expresses its recognition of theggles and the work of this
great statesman....Particularly worthy of note is BRordmowski’s role in underlining the importancetlod tight bond between
Catholicism and Polishness in preserving the Nadiwh reconstructing the Polish state. The Sejrh@Pwolish Republic expresses its
recognition of a great Pole, Roman DmowsKJh¢Line Transcript

It is a commonplace today to credit—or blame—Romamowski for propagating aPolak-Katolik ideal, for spreading the
message that the Polish nation is essentially Qafltmhesive, and conservative. Tied to this vgidely held impression that the
Polish Catholic Church is beholden to a legacyigtitrwing politics, anti-Semitism, and intolerantthoritarianism. Adam Michnik,
writing in 1981, beseeched his Catholic compatriotirmly repudiate the memory of Dmowski and ttek intolerance he
represents. “As long as the Church refuses to réezedhe dubiousness of its interwar alliance wilkionalist chauvinism,” Michnik
predicted, “it will continue to be susceptible ttriamphalist attitude that leads to intoleranagd aill continue to run the risk of
interpreting the Gospel in the language of politfaaaticism” Church and the Lef238). Michnik’s claim—that many Catholics in
Poland refuse to come to terms with the signifieaoictheir historical alliance with the radicalltg—is tragically accurate. For an
extreme affirmation of this point, one only neestdn to the broadcasts of “Radio Maria,” or todhé-Semitic ravings of the
infamous Gdask priest, Henryk Jankowski. But even main-streath@lic politicians regularly evoke the name of Dms&i, even as
they try to distance themselves from his more tisgtchauvinism. This is not, of course, the whivlgh about Polish Catholicism:
alongside Jankowski are many who vehemently réfecintolerance of the religious right. A full undtanding of Polish Catholicism
must break with the idea that there exists a sjrogiberent entity called “Polish Catholicism,” aactept that TheChurch” has
generated a leadership willing to embrace sombeptigliest trends in Polish politics, while simakausly appealing to millions of
Poles of all ideological persuasions. But evenéafracognize this, we still must come to terms itRolish variant of Catholicism
that is burdened with some heavy historical baggamst of which has never been unpacked, let aliswarded.



The implications of thePolak-Katolik model on Polish culture and society are profouhat | have called elsewhere “the
Catholic narrative of Polish history” has virtualyased non-Catholics out of Poland’s past anceptdsy defining them as
“minorities” and subordinating them to a unilingale of Catholic hegemony (Porter, “The Catholidibdia’). In this essay, however,
| want to focus less on the exclusions generatéhimiPolish society by Catholicism, and more ondRelusions generated within
Catholicism by the Church hierarchy’s rapprochemetti the radical right. We must never imagine t@atholicism has, everywhere
and always, ainglepolitical valiance or aingleideology or theology; instead, we should appraaehChurch as a space within
which one can find debate, plurality, fragmentatiand even misunderstanding. But this does not rifeirCatholicism is infinitely
malleable: like other religions and secular ide@ggCatholicism is best understood not by seagcfinsome coherent core of ideas
or ideals, but by determining what one has to dy, er believe in order to steutsideits borders, to be declared heretical. And in the
early years of the twentieth century these bouedasiere redrawn in Poland, as some of those whe previously excluded from
the community of the orthodox were embraced, wiiiteers were pushed into exile.

Around 1900, observers from both inside and osttliié Church believed that Catholicism stood beforhasm, and that the
survival of the faith was at stake. Recent schbiprbas effectively debunked the idea that modgmitails secularization, and that
religion is doomed in the industrialized, urbancgsawhere liberal capitalism thrives. Modernity awdver we might mean by this
ambiguous term) involves a fundamental transformmatbut by no means a decline, of religious lifenktheless, the fact remains
that fin-de-siécle observers were convinced they there witnessing a severe crisis of faith. In tfithe bastions of Catholicism—
France and Italy—the struggle against anticlersralseemed never to end. Not only had the papatgllasecular power in Italy, but
the new state suppressed some religious orderSscated some monastic property, abolished ecdéséd courts, established state
control over seminaries, and took marriage, edonatind charity out of the hands of the Church:ramce, secularization had
proceeded to the point where much of the urban latipa, including nearly the entire intelligentsigas effectively dechristianized
(or so it seemed to many Catholic observers).nsdé-siécle Paris, for example, only one out ofgweelve women (not to mention
men) attended mass weekly, and in the working ¢lagghborhood of Belleville, with a population d#,600, the local parish had
only 1,500 active members. As early as 1875, dftlyein percent of the population of the dioces®déans even attended mass at
Easter—a practice considered one of the benchnadiRatholic practice (O’'Connell, 11). The ChurchHastern Europe may have
looked strong in comparison, but it was also fadiagd times. By the turn of the century, most urBates were cut off from
traditional forms of religious practice. In the Waw diocese there was an average of 6,400 peopjeagsh (compared to 2,200 in
1850), with one church in the suburb of Praga appiith 82,000 people. The massive parish of theylbss in 6d , another
major industrial center, had 142,000 people norhinaider its charge (Olszewski, 481). In some wigssituation in Poland was
even worse than in France, because the hierarchgeepupied with fending off russification and geriation—was one of the last
to deal with the collapse of urban religiosity. late as 1937 themallesiparish in Warsaw had 23,500 notional members, whille
Saints’ Church (the largest in Poland at the tima$ supposed to supervise the spiritual lives @d@Dpeople (Bender, 527-28).

There were bright spots, leading recent schotaesriphasize that the perception of secularizatias, &t best, exaggerated.
The revival of the Marian cult in the nineteentimitey brought women into the Church as never befamd mass pilgrimages to cult
centers large and small offered a spectacle oflpo@atholicism. Lourdes and Fatima captured thagimations of West European
Catholics in the nineteenth century, but even éiss famous apparition of the Virgin in the Polidlage of Giertrzwa d, Warmia, on
16 July 1877, attracted thousands of pilgrims.gBxchowa had for centuries been one of the prirsiseg of the Marian cult in
Europe. During the last three decades of the rem¢tecentury, pilgrimages to CGtochowa steadily increased, up from fewer than
50,000 per year before 1865 to an average of 200y86ple a year by the turn of the century (Olsk&wi89). In addition to these

spectacular manifestations of popular devotiormeiasing numbers of Catholics were joining religiousers. There were, for



example, only 34,000 nuns in France in 1851, but&g6 there were almost 128,000. (O’'Connell, 9-'DRoland, too, the religious
orders grew, even though harassed and restrictsddpicious Russian and Prussian authorities (JskkeeDeptu a, “Zakony”).

One would think that statistics like these wouddvén led Catholic intellectuals and Church leademdopt a tone of
confident optimism, as they observed the many vimyghich modernity was serving their interests. Titamsportation revolution
allowed more people than ever before to travelltgrimage sites. Mass literacy facilitated the sjt®f devotional literature,
ensuring that in Poland religious publications omibered secular ones even as high-circulationitihregan to saturate the urban
markets. In hindsight, historians have cited suzdnomena as proof that secularization and de-@Ginisation were neither as
pervasive nor as significant as once assumedhhuirtisses the point. Already embedded in modeastwe are, we are prone to
equate mass participation and media penetratidnsuviccess and power, but the Popes, bishops, aalbgfians of the fin-de-siécle
took a very different view. For them, the explosadmmass pilgrimages was as much a problem as k ofiauccess, because popular
Catholicism often carried with it a loosening ofrital (and certainly episcopal) authority. Simifathe growing popularity of
women'’s religious orders only dramatized a femiticraof the Church, a matter of great concern alttie nineteenth century among
the all-male clergy. At a time when secular libendtics and Protestant opponents alike were aa8ogiCatholicism (if not religion
in general) with the feminine, it gave no comfariGatholic apologists to note that their churchesasfilled with women.

Already in the mid-nineteenth century, despair stasting to set in among Catholics. As one Pdisinbishop put it in
1857, “There have always been errors, but systeaiticommitting them and elevating them to thenitigof virtue belongs to
recent times. There have always been transgressiona/rong without compensation, discord withaganciliation, the defiance
and triumph of sin belongs to our times” (Fija kdiy22). The Church’s initial response was a stuhlyesistance to all change.
Encyclicals fromMirari Vos (1832) toQuanta Cura(1864)offered a wide-ranging condemnation of the modeoridy and the
Papacy established a reputation for unremittingseoratism. Pope Leo XlI (1878-1903) may have takéw strides towards an
accommodation with modernity (endorsing Christi@ué unions in the 1891 encyclicRerum Novarumand urging a
rapprochement between the French Republic and lilnecB), but even he helped lay the foundationdterl retrenchment with his
1879 encyclicalAeterni Patris Here the Pope called for a revival of Thomisigdophy, focusing particularly on Aquinas’ treatrhen
of the relationship between reason and faith. Thdieval theologian had argued that reason, as agived attribute, could never
lead us away from God. The results of scientifid philosophical research had to be embedded im, faitd theologians were charged
with reconciling observations of the natural waaltd the workings of our rational minds with thecteags of the Church. To argue
otherwise—to claim that God was fundamentally unkalole by reason, or that there was an unbridgegapeoetween the secular
and mundane, was heretical (Leo XllII, in Carlen1 2:29). One of the key documents of the First &éatiCouncil of 1869-1870, “De
Fide et Ecclessia” could not have been more dardhis issue: “If anyone says that the one trud,®ar Creator and Lord, cannot
be known with certainty by the natural light of sea by means of things that are made, let him bthama” (O’Connell, 343; see
also Butler; Hennesey).

This basic feature of Thomism, and Catholic thdtiglyeneral, puts the so-called “modernist” crigi® perspective. In the
1890s a number of Catholic authors, working indejeatly, began to explore contemporary biblicalicism, psychology, and
philosophy. The modernists argued for a clearmtitittn between reason and faith, with the forméndpéhe domain of science and
the latter the domain of the Church. This epistemichl foundation allowed for enormous freedomnalgizing and criticizing the
institutions and foundational texts of the Cathtadition, for they could be cast as human creatiand thus radically separated
from the divine. The Bible could be historicized,Rrotestant theologians had been doing for decaddsnterpreted as a collection
of myths aimed at the moral education of humaneeadCatholic institutions and ritual practicekelvise, could be understood as

products of specific human contexts, mutable ratten sacred. As the French theologian Alfred Laisyit in 1902,
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The historian will find that the essence of Chaistty has been more or less preserved in the diffeChristian communions;
he will not believe it to be compromised by the elepment of institutions, of creeds, and of worsBiplong as this
development has been ruled by the principles \egfiiin the first commencement. He will not exped #ssence to have
been absolutely and definitely realized at any pofrpast centuries; he will believe that it hasieealized more or less
perfectly from the beginning, and that it will conte to be realized thus more and more, so lor@ghaistianity shall endure.
(Loisy, 18-19)

George Tyrrell similarly rejected Thomist episteogy in an 1899 essay entitled “A Perverted Devotidiis English Jesuit called
on Catholics to adopt a “saner spiritual philosq@dgrn of a revolt against materialism.” Becausthefinsistence that reason and
faith be reconciled, Tyrrell argued, many peopld geown alienated from the Church. Science andoreaad chipped away at too
many of the foundations of Catholic tradition, fioig people to conclude (if they wished to avoidedgm) that the divine must exist
on a transcendent level, beyond the senses. Orgpig beyond reason could Christianity coexishwéason, Tyrrell concluded;
only by recognizing “the essential incapacity afite mind to seize the absolute end, which govamismoves everything towards
itself,” could religion survive in the modern worlBeyond the human and mutable facade of devotjmaaitice was a transcendent
divinity that was indeed immutable, but we couldycapproach it—never grasp it—through our earthistitutions and ideas (Tyrrell,
158-71).

The Vatican quickly condemned these ideas, andire behind them. Even under the relatively moeédraipe Leo XllI,
Loisy’s The Gospel and the Churebas placed on thimdex of Forbidden Book&nd things only got worse under Pius X (1903-
1914). In 1907 the encyclicBlascendi Dominici Gregidenounced modernism in sweeping terms (Pius Kairen, 3: 71-98), and
shortly following this both Tyrell and Loisy were@mmunicated. Ironically, however, the “moderristad not so much embraced
modernity as attempted to counter it—for what tbegsidered the good of the Church. Their doctiimabvations were an effort to
stem the onrushing tide of atheism and (perhaps eoese) popular apathy. They saw (or thought 8sy) a Church that was
becoming irrelevant to the wider world, and thelidaed that only by grappling with contemporarydec scholarship and culture
could they save their faith. By understanding “@¢ithmodernism” not as a specific intellectual mment, but as a range of Catholic
reactions to the perceived dangers of modernitycavedebunk the common impression that only We&erope participated in this
chapter of Church history. In the years surroundivegturn of the century, many Polish Catholicspgiabfor new, innovative ways to
reconfigure the boundaries of their conceptual erse. Nearly every Catholic intellectual and neexlgry member of the hierarchy
was convinced that some sort of tinkering withlthiéts of orthodoxy was needed if the Church wasudovive in the twentieth
century. Contrary to appearances (and in some easesto self-perception) this was just as trugHerdisciplinary bishops as it was
for the most radical of the reformist clergy. Ih@dses, the issue was how far and in what dineciee could go in accommodating
novelty. One way or another, a reconfigured mod&alish Catholicism was going to emerge.

Perhaps the most dramatic challenge to the egistiodels of Catholicism in Poland came from the fishéte” movement,
an organization of lay Catholics devoted to an éwnel, intensely personal, and non-hierarchicabwviof religious life (Blobaum,
247-49, Peterkiewicz). The movement was founded tigionary nun named Felicja Koz owska, after gueived a revelation
instructing her (as she put it) to combat “the ensal corruption of the world and the finality ohe” as well as “the laxity of morals
among the clergy and the sins committed by prieStse was to do so by creating “a congregationri@sts under the name of the
Mariavites Mariawici, from Maria vita]” whose purpose would be to spread “the veneratfdhe Most Holy Virgin Mary,...for as
endeavors against God and the Church are perpétsat@erpetual is the need of Mary’s help” (astgddan Peterkiewicz, 10). On
the surface the mystical devotions of the Maria/geem to have nothing in common with the theoldgiod philosophical musings

of writers like Loisy or Tyrrell, but in fact eaetas reacting to the same perception of religioisssr"the endeavors against God



and the Church”—and each was embedded in the auframework of modernity. Whereas the philosopléré/estern Europe
focused on the alienation of the intelligentsianrfran obscurantist, anti-modern Church, the Magmswtere concerned with the
parallel gap between an isolated clergy and a faddbelievers enduring the dislocations of a mo#ng economy. The Mariavites
got most of their support from the industrial regof Silesia and 6d, from those struggling to adjust to the economioioil of the
early twentieth century. The movement engaged énasavork, founded welfare organizations and schpahd preached a spiritual
egalitarianism that was designed to counter thewsglead sense that the Church belonged only tathery bosses and a morally
decadent, privileged clergy. The Mariavite movengetwv rapidly, soon gaining tens of thousands bbfeers and 22 of their own
parishes.

The Church’s response was harsh: in 1903 the Reped a formal repudiation of the Mariavites, anti904 he banned all
contact between priests and Sister Koz owska. Miastavite priests were transferred to isolated Iraraas, and in 1906 those who
remained recalcitrant were suspended from the glfiige Pope then issued an encyclical condemniad/ériavites, followed by the
excommunication of anyone still faithful to the neowvent. So, just as the Papacy was cracking dovaxpressions of Catholic
modernism and reformism in Western Europe, it wa@aglthe same in Poland. The boundaries were liraagn, and both modern
biblical scholarship and theology on the one hamd, new forms of popular worship on the other, wdaeed beyond the pale. The
Mariavite movement survived as a small, anathemdtsect, and grew increasingly unorthodox with fime what the Vatican
condemned in 1906 was the fact that Koz owska @dimrevealed right to develop a Catholic altewestid the twentieth century’s
sins.

Just as the Mariavite movement was shaking thedations of Polish Catholicism, a loud and insisterice from within the
Church offered another model of Catholic renewathEr Izydor Wys ouch, better known by his pseudointoni Szech, provoked
enormous controversy among priests and lay inteléds, and eventually suffered excommunicationahee he proposed a radical
restructuring of Catholic theology and practicee@ebegan with the same dark pessimism expressbis Ioyore conservative
superiors, writing in 1906, “we must recognize tatare losing—and that if we continue on in thessnvand the Grace of God does
not intervene in a peculiar manner, we will loseey” (O pracy katolickiej 7, 54). Szech perceived a paradox in the moderidw
“social injustice has grown with the developmentiwilization,” he wrote, “...but this has occurrelbagside the penetration of the
ideals of Christian love among the masses.” Inrotiwds, the crisis of modernity was not de-Chaisttation per se, but rather an
ever widening gap between the values of the comimikrand the harsh realities of the social worldople were not abandoning the
Church because they were unbelievers, but bechasadtitutions of the Church weren’t addressirghoblems of oppression,
exploitation, and violence. If the Church remaipedsive before modernity’s injustices, then goodsiians would look elsewhere.
Even socialism, Szech argued, arose from a “consni&ss based on the principles of Christ's Gosfellwagi, 5-6, 13). Given this,
the duty of a Catholic priest was clear: “we muspgorward bravely as the defenders of the peafde’braci kap andw21).

The problem with Szech, from the perspective sfduiperiors, was not that he was concerned abeyidbr, or even that he
was actively supporting a “people’s movement.” Eheere many—most famously the Archbishop of Lwédzef Bilczewski—who
did this while remaining well within the confinesarthodoxy (BilczewskiListy Pasterskiel23-24;W sprawie spo ecznejSzech’s
sin was to combine Catholic social action with agaault on the institutions of the Church itselfl am place blame on the clergy and
on Rome’s doctrinal teachings. He was strikinglyribi “It is true—Catholicism, as it is presenteddg...is unacceptable for the
people of the twentieth centuryO(pracy katolickiej58). Moreover, whereas Catholic social actiwgithin the Church cast their
actions as a way of drawing the masses towardfitiie Szech wanted to use religion as a meansofiilining people for radical
social transformation. Modernity, Szech argued, thiaded the world into “a huge prison,” in whicheeything was “divided into two
camps—the exploited and the exploiters.” In sugVodd, the task of the Church was to “not just pree and proclaim the principles

of Christ's Gospels, but to work so that those giiles will penetrate more deeply into the humaun smd permeate more deeply



through institutions—Ilaw, state administration, awadions.” Uwagi, 37, 48). This should not imply that Szech waritetiirn back

the clock and undo the social changes of moderinisgead, he wanted to move forward towards whataveas a coming terrestrial
utopia, guided by a Church that had stopped “pgshirankind] backwards” and instead transformedfitato “the guide of

humanity” © pracy katolickiej,/-8). “I do not claim that every Catholic shoulddsocialist,” he wrote elsewhere. “But everyone
should desire, with his entire heart and his erstingl...to leave this hell, and lead humanity out.ofnd if he sees no path other than
socialism, then let him be a socialist—better than a supporter of the current ‘ordePrgyjd Krélestwo Twoje49-50).

Szech fits within the framework of Catholic modsm not only because of his concern with the co$iin de siécle faith,
but because of his radical separation of the seemld the sacred. As the historian Zygmunt PoniskbWas pointed out (222), just as
Loisy and Tyrrell argued that there were distinal @autonomous realms of reason and faith, so didtSestablish a wedge between
society and religion. Like his Western counterpaBtzech asserted that “faith does not depend griy wational arguments,” but he
took the next step of applying this to the sogulese. “Catholicism,” Szech argued, “is a religitirgives us a series of fundamental
supernatural truths...but it leaves intact our cotiwits about a thousand questions clearly havingingtto do with faith. One can
find among believing Catholics all possible kinds/i@ws—and practically all of them can be recoedilvith Catholicism.” Precisely
because Catholicism was catholic—universal—it lwaldet a religion “not only for all peoples, but fdttimes. It is always the
same—but at the same time it is very diverse. Tt is the same, but its illumination in differagimhes, in different places might be
different.” (O pracy katolickiej38, 56).

Like Loisy and Tyrrell, Szech insisted that “Wead with the Church, and with the Church we wilhtioue to stand. We
are ready to die for it, and to suffer for it noypfrom within, but from without as well"W/ sprawie wiecu ksiy, 19). Unfortunately
for Szech, the condemnation he received from hpesars—and many of his fellow priests—was swiftlamambiguous. He
received letters addressed to “You servant of Satarithe Masonic master,” to “the traitor of tfetherland,” and to “the Jew-
Lover” (SzechWyja nienia, 5). The Vatican and the Polish episcopate wese elgar, but more effective: they first triedctrrect
his errors by exiling him to a monastery in Inngiuand when this failed they expelled him from phigsthood and, eventually,
from the ranks of the faithful altogether. Szecspended in kind, abandoning Catholicism for his dretigion of humanity,” and
eventually arguing that Poland’s only hope forfilteire entailed a total abandonment of the Cath@liarch Religia ludzkoci;
Dlaczegg Katolicyzm a Polsko).

Faced with challenges such as Szech’s Catholicem@in—not to mention the more explicit dangersafialism and
liberalism—the Church had to find a way to absar domesticate the forces of “modernity.” Changella@ome slowly, however,
to a clergy that was mired in traditional formgeligiosity: one historian has calculated thatuimtof-the-century Warsaw, only 10%
of the parish priests engaged in any extra-pastavei at all (Blobaum, 239). Among many clerics thitial reaction to the social,
economic, cultural, and political changes of ttie leineteenth century was to retreat behind a rtiniaed vision of pre-modernity,
to condemn the existing world in its entirety anarwof the coming apocalypse. For example, in 18pgeudonymous author in
Przegl d Katolickilinked feminism, liberalism, the masons, socialisecularization, and atheism in one sweeping intiat of
contemporary life. The author could offer no resgmto this many-headed danger, however, excepsist ion obedience to secular
and religious authorities, and to seek salvatiomanal purity rather than earthly reform. The Chureflected here had been touched
little by Rerum Novarummlet alone Catholic modernism; although that seiniext was cited, it was only to proclaim thatétbocial
guestion is above all a moral question, which, hgvis source in a rejection of Christian princglewust be above all resolved by a
renewed vitalization of those same principles” (8daerya i socyalizm,” 69)

In 1906 a Poznanian priest named Jan Rostworavffeded a book-length explanation for the Churdhiplacable
resistance to modernity. After outlining with asing lack of polemical overstatement the viewbath Catholic modernists like

Loisy and Catholic socialists like Szech, Rostwaskiarticulated the Church’s grounds for rejectimgh approaches:



The whole difficult simply flows from the fact th#te vast struggle between the Church and modeugtit is a battle
between competingpirits, not just concrete principles. The Christian $pmot always ideal, but in its essence always
embodied in the Church—is confronting the non-Glaisspirit.... That which the proponents of comingdgoms [with
modernity] will never be able to understand fulhyoegh is that the verspirit, the very direction of mind and heart that
modern education produces, is anti-Christian....Thar€h, on the other hand, if it allowed that spiriany form, in even
the most holy and lustrous garment, penetrataitks, would have to deny [the Church’s] very essatcthe Kingdom of
God on Earth. (48-50)

Rostworowski recognized that the people he calliéeéral Catholics” had “honorable” motives, butiheisted that they were
demanding nothing less than the “secularizatioreligion, the transformation of Christianity fromaraething supernatural and divine
into something more or less natural and human”§50-The problem, then, had little to do with arfiyte specific arguments of any
of the Catholic modernists, but at its most basiel resulted from modernism’s tendency to lookruff® Church as a terrestrial
institution with a history subject to exegeticatdastruction and a structure subject to socialgerit. As the Church confronted the
twentieth century, it wanted to do so not as or#igal institution among many, not as one soci@up among many, not as one
ideology among many. Instead, the Church leadsisted that they retain their sacred character panabsolved from the need of
exposing their teachings and practices to thecafiiaze of the modern European eye.

It was hard to find anyone in twentieth centuryaidd willing to accommodate the Church on thesmsebut eventually
such a partner was identified. As priests, Churé@hials, and Catholic authors sought to penetthéetwentieth century’s
reconfigured public realm, they appropriated thecept of the nation as their point of entry. Ultiadg, they redrew the boundaries
of their faith so as to include within their folddgnamic but dangerous political ally: the radigght. This was not as easy as it might
seem, because for most of the nineteenth centerZkiurch was quite distant from the national mov&m@ontrary to what many
scholars have claimed (Chrygki,in Ramet, 125; Jab gka-Deptu aCzy mo e historia pop yn , 84), the Catholic Church was not
generally supportive of the Polish national movenuzming the era of the partitions. Since Polang wecupied by Orthodox
Russians and Protestant Germans, one might asbaineligion would have been a natural locus ofiie. Indeed, the Church
remained comparatively free of russification orrngenization, and was thus an important site foreti@ctment of ethnicity. Thanks
to Bismarck’s linkage of Catholicism and Polishndssng theKulturkampf the national credentials of the Church seemedtl wel
established (Trzeciakowski). Nonetheless, ovecthese of the nineteenth century the Church disi@itself from the patriotic
cause, eventually becoming one of the few indigermastions of loyalism in partitioned Poland. Eamlyhe century the Church was
constantly in conflict with liberal elites in Wargaand the reliably conservative authorities indPgturg and Berlin often proved
more amiable. (Zi6 ek, in Piotrowski, 107-16). Oalyrandful of priests supported the uprising agdussian rule in 1830, and they
acted in defiance of the hierarchy’s strong condgtion of the rebellion. The attitude of the Vaticaas made clear in 1832, with the
publication of Pope Gregory XVI's encyclic&um PrimumAs the Pontiff put it, “we are taught most clgahat the obedience
which men are obliged to render to the authoriigtablished by God is an absolute precept whiabngocan violate.” The Tsar of
Russia, the Pope insisted, was a “legitimate prirared the Poles owed him their submission (Greg6vy, in Carlen, 1: 233-34). In
1863, when Polish nationalists once again revotteelChurch was only somewhat more supportive.darhs many as 15% of the
parish clergy acknowledged the rebels as the tegté national government, but as an institutionGharch urged the rebels to lay
down their arms and accept Russian rule (Ja@ Deptu a and Skarbek, in K oczowski and Milleapd41, 445). In 1868 an
anonymous author in the Poznanian papggodnik Katolickiarticulated a frequently encountered Catholiaziargnt when he wrote

that the partitions were sent by God “as a punistiffer our sins and as a test of our virtue.” WRexrkes strove to free themselves



from foreign occupation they merely dealt with #yenptoms of their problem, rather than looking todgats foundation (their own
sinfulness). Moreover, in the course of fighting ftdependence they all too often allied themsearggne willing to support their
cause—"be he a Muscovite, a Jew, or a Turk"—andbing so they rejected the loving support of thei€h. Poles needed to realize
that “a Christian can only establish fraternal bowdth other Christians,” and that only by suboating themselves to “the goals of
God” could they every truly free themselv&®(cié i Post powo , 69-72). The russification measures of the 181880s, and
1890s pushed some priests into the arms of thenaist opposition, but far more reacted by withdrey to a narrowly-delineated
understanding of their spiritual duties. In 1894€€teo Xlll issued an encyclical to the Polish bisé calling on them to uphold the
tradition of obedience to the legitimate authodfyKaiser or Tsar, and the local hierarchy dutifidarried out this policy (Leo XIllI,
Caritatis, in Carlen, 2: 341-46; “Encyklikawi tego Ojca Naszego;” “Z powodu Encykliki”). In 18@foint pastoral letter cited
Caritatis, as the bishops praised “the words [of Jesus] repdat all nations throughout the centuries: giveaesar that which is
Caesar’s, and unto God that which is God’s....We nenoiurselves of that which the Holy Father wroter fgears ago to the Polish
bishops:...'subjects ought to show honor and loyaltftheir] rulers...” (“Rok 1897,” 19).

The Church’s reluctance to support the patriotiivasts was reciprocated, and as late as thedfitine century most
nationalists were religiously apathetic, if not ksifly anti-clerical. Even the historian Hanna Dgbwa—who is generally quite
sympathetic to Catholicism—recognizes that thereew@t very many “fervent Christians” in the niretéh century national
movement (Dylgowa, in Piotrowski, 392). Agnosticism was, in fagide spread among the intelligentsia: as laté%dsl a survey
taken at Jagiellonian University in Krakdw revealledt 77% of the students identified themselvesiabelievers” (Grott, 22). It is
certainly no surprise that Polish socialists wegstife towards the Church, but for many years #ukcal right was no more Catholic
than the socialist left. For the early National @emats, Catholicism was an important political fgrbut nothing more. Dmowski and
his colleagues recognized he power of the parishilage life and understood that the Church waggportant Polish institution, but
at the same time they criticized what they perakieebe the venality of the clergy and attacked Bamd the bishops in Poland for
turning their backs on the national cause. FoilEthdecja, the transcendence of Christian ethicahieg directly contradicted the
national creed, which was rooted in a Spenceriagaof thebellum omnium contra omneand allowed for no universal ethical
standards.

At the same time, the leading National Democragsehl that they could obtain some political bendfitexploiting the
Church’s institutional strength. Tlgndecja’sinternal summary of their activities for 1900-19@dich was not intended for a wider
audience, exemplifies their approach. “In its warkong the people, the [National] League has als@tlits attention to the clergy,”
the report explained, “considering the need forlktest possible exploitation of the influence itsEsses.” To accomplish this, the
author continued, it was necessary to distinguetiveen the good and the bad elements within thedBhiihere existed a “patriotic
portion of the clergy” which could be cultivatedtifvas encouraged to assert its “independence fhenmigher Church hierarchy,
which carries out harmful policies” (“Sprawozdarmiézia alnoci Ligi Narodowej za rok 1900-1901,” in Pobdg-Malimski, 109).

But it turned out that this “patriotic portion dfe clergy” was hard to find. In 1896 the Nationablyue sponsored its first Catholic
organization, theCollegium Secreturhwhich consisted of only a few dozen members améghemeral publication call&tliara i
OjczyzndThe Faith and the Fatherland]. No priests acpyaihed the National League itself until 1901, wHEl clerics attended the
Endecjas grandiosely titled “Conference of the Clergylid League tried once again in 1903 to publish aaxiag for the clergy,
but after three issues it collapsed (Kozicki, 4@8-3karbek, 246). Although tHendecja’sillegal periodicals could occasionally be

obtained at some local churches, only a handfpriekts became actively involved in the movemeat(Bvski, 98).




This is hardly surprising, because even as th@hatDemocrats were trying to recruit priests, Dwvski was writing
articles insisting that the Church was a “natidnatitution” that should be under the control of ttountry’s leadership in all matters
that were not strictly religious (Dmowski, “Politgkharodowa”). The 1903 program of the Democratitiddal Party similarly
referred to the Church as a “national instituticemyl promised to “establish the principle of cohinppublic opinion over the
policies of the Church hierarchy and the behavfdhe civic clergy pbywatelskie duchowistwd.” The Endecja proposed to “allow
the Church the role of a separate political factdy in the sphere of religious matters,” and preexito defend non-Catholics from
persecution, “insofar as those denominations heReliah character’Rrogram 730-31).

Clearly, the National Democrats were committing $ame sin as other modernists: they were lookpog the Church as a
social institution, not as the sacred embodimenhefKingdom of God on earth. Not surprisingly, Dms&i and his colleagues were
subjected to harsh criticism from the Church. 182,9an anonymous book released by the Church’sghithd house in Pozna
attempted to describe “Love of the Fatherland ftbenCatholic Position.” Here the nation was definadowly as an ethno-
linguistic group with no necessary political ramétions, and all efforts at translating patriotisio conspiratorial political action
were denounced. Moreover, the book emphaticallgleomed any provocation of national chauvinism @lwestvity. It was certainly
a good thing to love the Fatherland, this autharteyrbut “love felt for one’s compatriots ought notuild anyone’s contempt
towards other nations....” The only good patriotisasvene which subordinated the nation to the highase of Christianity. “The
Holy Church guides us on the path leading to thell®od, and gives us the supernatural means tepdoon the path of goodness.
The earthly Fatherland provides us with the natomahns with which, remaining in the position in gihthe Lord God placed us, we
may follow on the path commanded us by the Holyr€hu..” Only if the love of the fatherland was “bdsen religion, and not just
feeling or reason” could it be a genuine “virtuk.ivas a grave sin, this author concluded, to ‘theeHoly Church as a means to
earthly goals,” because the nation’s “mission” wesinctly religious in nature: to “defend the fa@gainst the pagans and to carry
the true faith to the East” (X.X., 8, 16, 30, 36).4

A pair of more specific attack on the Endecja candecade later, with Father Ignacy Geppértie Democratic-National
Party in the Light of Catholic Teachirand a certain Father Hozakowskds the Catholic Foundation of National Democrgbpth
of which gained the explicit endorsement of the «€hthierarchy). There was simply nothing Cathadiceven Christian, about the
Endecja, Geppert complained; its slogans were fiad so that “without the slightest thought, aaw JProtestant, Schismatic, or
declared atheist” could accept them. The Natior&hBcrats were “anti-Christian” because they weitkngito place the national
cause above all else, including “denominationarnests.” It followed that the duty of every priests to “stifle and destroy” this
dangerous foe (19-26). Hozakowski was likewiseudiztd by the “denominational tolerance of the Efgleghich stands in sharp
contrast to its national intolerance.” The Natiobaimocratic attitude, he concluded, would leadntintolerable situation in which
“the Jewish Pole would come out better than then@erCatholic” (53-56).

It was not only the Endecja’s religious apathyt thade the movement so threatening to Fathers Geppe Hozakowski,

because on a deeper level National Democracy veas jliocal manifestation of a much greater thneaidernism.

Whoever accepts the position of Mr. Dmowski and Blicki recognizes from the start that he is wajtfor the further
development of Christian teaching, that Christitirios are not the last word of revelation, thas ihecessary to supplement
them with “national ethics” and prepare for “natdegoism”....According to these sad consideratitims progress of
science is based on “perpetual evolution,” on theeasing transformation and change of scientialte—in a word, on

modernism. (Geppert, 75)
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While Geppert attacked the Endecja for echoing mgieviews about progress, Hozakowski chargedtieen with fomenting
modern forms of political unrest. The National Demads were calling for popular empowerment, he igdrrand “power in the
hands of the people brings with it a revolutiorthia existing relationships between the social attathis was nothing short of
“socialism,” with the only difference being thatetEndecja “would like to see the power of the pealdveloped against the
background of nationality” (25)

Moving forward yet another decade, we see contirC&tholic opposition to the National Democrattaigh by the time
Father Jozef Lubelski wroféationalism in the Light of Catholic Ethias 1924, the context had changed dramatically.Hgnt
Poland was an independent state with establishechational boundaries, a parliamentary democraiogt,a reasonably liberal
constitution. In the 1920s the burning issue ferybung Polish state was the management of theirgtaidiversity (only about 2/3
of the population was ethnically Polish), and tleh®lic Church’s official stance was once againanflict with that of the National
Democrats. Lubelski's book, which received the ‘iINDbstat” and “Imprimatur” stamps, argued that@éitholics of the new state
should be treated equally. He was even willingeimognize that someday (though not yet) the Ukragand Belorussians would be
developed enough to merit their own independem¢stand that when this day came, territorial femisvould be a possibility. The
just demands of any nation for autonomy would abMag supported by the Church, Lubelski affirmed|, any movement which
preached national intolerance, chauvinism, or viodewould be correspondingly condemned. Nationg werated by God and were
thus sacred, but any national movement which plésezlvn objectives above those of the Church zere Lubelski specifically
mentioned the National Democrats) was to be shufihed5, 24, 29).

But even as these authors condemned the Endeegjidsal egoism, religious tolerance, and popupliitics, they did hint at

a point where Catholics and National Democratsctoutet. As Lubelski put it:

At a time when global, international Masonry, whieternational socialism and international sects lam@sies gather
together all their forces against Christ and Hisi€h, when therefore all Catholic forces, wherdhey are, ought to step
forth in solidarity in a great Catholic action agstithese enemies—[at such a time] chauvinismbiidds mutual

suspicions, dislike, hatred....must in many case®begnized as overt treason against Catholic ist&ré32-33)

We return, then, to the Catholic perception of bdiesieged by a hostile modern world—now seen mwein as a concatenation of
abstract social forces, but as a specific enemgrozgd within a broad Masonic conspiracy. The Ejade@s bad because it both
distracted Catholics from this apocalyptic strugglth evil, and because in many ways it represettiecenemy (insofar as Dmowski
promoted religious tolerance and popular politie®] insofar as he refused to recognize the tradsegstatus of the Catholic
Church). But a National Democracy shorn of thegeaitmnable qualities would be entirely acceptabléhe Church—particularly
since both shared, at the most basic level, a canfoe the Jews.

Anti-Semitism in its “modern” form disturbed Catlwoauthors in the late nineteenth century. Whelaidis first explicitly
anti-Semitic magazine, Jan Jed&i’'s Rola appeared in 188®rzegl d Katolickiprinted a strong critique of the new periodical.
Denouncing the whole concept of a “struggle fovaual” (the terms with which Jeleski described Polish-Jewish relations) as anti-
Christian, an anonymous editorialist tried to uRygato take a different pathRolais fulfilling its civic duty when it complains
about our lack of attention to industry and trasleen it calls for competition in these areas wiith §ews, when it criticizes Jewish
usury, etc. But it can do all of this without desdieg from the position of Christian love, withagdaking its pen in hatred. . . . The
German, and the Jew, and every human is a braihiieetPole, if the Pole recognizes God as his Fathé (“Walka o byt,” 104-
105). A few issues later the paper reiteratedithads acceptable to criticize the specific actiohany individual or group, but one

must “never forget that the Jews are our neighb@bja nienie ‘Roli,” 155). This is not to say that theté nineteenth century
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Church was a bastion of enlightened tolerafeeegl d Katolickicould be as hostile towards the Jews as anyona,iesisting that
there might indeed be some Jewish “fanatics” whwetly performed blood rituals (“W kwestji rytualpe u ywania krwi
chrzecija skiej,” 204-5). But overall the paper merely regedibng-standing prejudices, while insisting thnat tluties of “Christian
love” took precedence over the “struggle for sualiv

From about 1900, however, the anti-Semitic rhetofithe Catholic press intensified—even on theggagfPrzegl d
Katolicki. In that year an author writing under the initiBlsb. J. argued that anti-Semitism could neveeapm Poland, because it
was uniquely Protestant and German (339). Thatsteaxlard fare for the Catholic press, but P. prateeded to move closer

towards the radical right than any clerical authefore him. In a later installment in his seriesangued that

the Jews are entirely different; they are the @algiety, in their opinion, which has a right tostxbecause they possess, in
their judgement, the absolute truth. For themselvethe name of that truth, they demand power,sance they do not have
their own fatherland under their feet, they regamlwhole earth as their fatherland and want teupgeme on [the earth]
and command others....There is really only one pathd conquest of the earth for the Jews...thelgtdastruction of
Christianity in its religious and social aspecteféis, quite simply, not a single means of undeimgi Christianity that the
Jews have neglected. Be it anti-Christian publacegior newspapers, or pornography, or facilitatiagauchery and
drunkenness, or the trade in live humans, or maiiegsier for minors to cheat their parents, dsibg private and public

servants and bureaucrats—in all these fields tivs Iead all others (if they are not totally domit)aB360-62).

How this differed from “German” and “Protestant'teBemitism was unclear. Indeed, in the next igheeauthor admitted that
despite his initial criticism of the anti-Semitég, was echoing much of their rhetoric. The keyimision, J. b. P. concluded, was that
he proposed beating the Jews in their own ganieeifistruggle over life and death” (the first tim€atholic publicist had used this
dangerous Spencerian expression), without usirignge (395).

Within a few years such ranting became typicahefCatholic press, and by the interwar years tmgr€h became one of the
primary advocates of both anti-Semitism and tha idhat Catholicism was fundamentally national dredrtation fundamentally
Catholic (Modras). Meanwhile, as Catholic authatgalated an increasingly virulent anti-Semitigtgtional Democratic authors
moved away from the points of their doctrine thau€h found objectionable. Even before W.W.I the eroent had shed all talk of
liberal tolerance for religious diversity, replagithis (as | have described elsewhere) with a grgywreoccupation with social
discipline and cohesion (Porter, “Democracy anciplse;” When Nationalism Began to Hatdloreover, the longer tHendecja
deployed its tactical Catholicism, the more itadted sincerely pious Catholics. By the late 192@ss common for Catholics and

nationalists alike to distinguish between a pre-W.idtionalism that was “atheistic,” “pagan,” ardeStructive” and a postwar
nationalism that was “Christian” and “creative” (Keg, 158-59). A landmark text marking this divideas J6zef Ujejski’s
Nationalism as an Ethical Problerpublished during W.W.I. Here this Catholic literaritic offered a sympathetic reading of some
key National Democratic writings, in which he calgf pruned away that which was obviously heretioah Catholic context—such
as the claim that the good of the nation wasothlg valid ethical standard—and offered a way to acbephh Catholic universalism.
The nation, Ujejski argued, was clearly a divineation, and as such it was a proper, even a nakocak for our loyalties. To
sacrifice our personal welfare for the good ofitation was a great thing, and if we did so in thetext of the international struggle
for survival, then we were merely following a baisistinct for (collective) survival. The Church tanly did not condemn self-
defense, Ujejski argued, and likewise it could eriticize a nation’s desire for self-preservatidia¢yonalizn

This sort of argument set the stage for a reciaicih between Catholicism and the National DemiscrBhose ideas which

were unacceptable to the Church—some remnantbear@li religious tolerance and populist rhetoric—evieng since gone by the



12

end of W.W.I, and more extreme articulations oftimaal egoism” were replaced by Ujejski’s somew$aftened appeal to
“collective self preservation.” Above all, the maowent abandoned its instrumental treatment of the&@has a mere “national
institution,” and began treating it as the cor¢hef nation’s being. As late as 1922 Ewdecja’syouth auxiliary,M odzie
Wszechpolskdeclared in its program that “the nation is tighkst good that we have. All facts and probleragfthe realm of
ethics and politics must be viewed and assessddsaxely from the national point of view.” A merkree years later, however, the
group deleted this passage, proclaiming insteadfdigh and religious feelings are an importantis® for society’s moral strength,
as well as a guarantor of its high moral level. Taholic Church, as the religion of the huge nigjaf the Polish nation, ought to
occupy a leading position in its religious life”ri@t, 74-76). In 1927 Dmowski himself published geminal work;The Church, the
Nation, and the Stat& which he clearly proclaimed the fundamental Ghtiity of Polish identity, and implicitly renoundéhis
earlier instrumental approach to religion. No longeuld the National Democrats approach Catholicdsna mere social institution,
to be analyzed and utilized like all other suchiinsons. The modernists had tried to bring thaiu@h down to earth; Dmowski and
his colleagues allowed it to remain in heaven.

Catholic authors, in turn, revised their appromiards the national movement—to the point of rémgitheir own history.
Interwar books such as P. Kubick®$erical Warriors for Church and Fatherlanar hisThe Social Activism of the Church in
Poland, and the Martyrology of the Roman Catholier@y and Faithful under the Prussian and RussiantiEons painted a picture
of the rebel-priest, devoted to serving the naitioits time of need, just as the Church had alwaysas now said—defended
Polishness. The writings of Father J. WoronieckithEr Mieczys aw ywczy ski, and the translated work of the French polonist
Father Adrian Boudou, attempted to redefine (incaepositive light) the legacy of papal encyclicaieh aCum Primumwhich
had once been so reviled by Polish patriots. Evemantic poets like Adam Mickiewicz and Juliusz Samki—in their lifetimes
anathematized as heretics—were re-interpretedrora “Catholic” manner by interwar literary criti@Ghrzanowski; UjejskiDzieje
polskiego mesjanizmiuMore importantly, however, Catholics authors evercreasingly drawn to the Endecja—never entiagig
uncritically, but enough so that the two could blsh a working alliance against their mutual folstsons, Jews, and more generally
the forces of liberal modernity.

The rapprochement between the radical right ancCthech not only moderated some of the explicit eatity of Endek rhetoric, but
also facilitated the modernization of Polish Caittiem. Nationalism—now appropriately Catholicizedyave the Church a way of
talking about mass politics, about social changkwbanization, and about Poland’s place in a navojae. Above all, it gave
Catholics access to a modern, “scientific” rhetocmmplete with slogans about the “struggle fovsal.” Thus was born an entirely
new form of Catholicism, one which pushed reformlidte Szech outside the boundaries of the faithwhich had plenty of room

for Dmowski and his many heirs.
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