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The 100™ anniversary of the Warmia, Masuria and Powisle plebiscite encour-
ages interest in its developmental history and pattern of voting results'. Could Po-
land have taken action that would have contributed to a better outcome of the vote
in these circumstances? Historiography mentions many reasons for the results of
the plebiscite, so unfavourable for Poland, and one of the important ones is the lack
of interest on the part of the Polish government®. When searching for an answer to
this question, we should take into account the multiple and complicated internal
and external conditions of the emerging Polish state, but also the actions of the
Polish authorities towards the Masurians and the Warmians. It is worth noting the
position of Poland in Europe, a country that regained its independence after 123
years, and the realistic possibilities of achieving the goals and territorial aspirations
of the Polish nation. In the early period of shaping the state policy, the Legislative
Sejm played a significant role; it was composed of representatives of Polish society

' The results of the Warmia and Masuria plebiscite were published in ,Rocznik Mazurski” (further: RM):
Z. Kudrzycki, Polska wobec plebiscytu na Warmii, Mazurach i Powislu w 1920 roku, RM, 2011, vol. 15, p. 6-37; ibid.
Wyniki plebiscytu na Warmii, Mazurach i Powislu 11 lipca 1920 roku w powiatach gizyckim, mrggowskim, olsztyriskim
i w Olsztynie, RM, 2014, vol. 18, p. 3-28; ibid. Wyniki plebiscytu na Warmii, Mazurach i Powislu 11 lipca 1920 roku
w powiatach ostrodzkim i reszelskim, RM, 2012, vol. 16, p. 3-25; ibid. Wyniki plebiscytu na Warmii, Mazurach i Powislu
11 lipca 1920 roku w powiatach piskim, etckim i oleckim, RM, 2011, vol. 15, p. 117-139; ibid. Wyniki plebiscytu na Warmii,
Mazurach i Powislu 11 lipca 1920 roku w powiatach szczycienskim i nidzickim, RM, 2010, vol. 14, p. 64-83.

2 P. Stawecki, Stanowisko polskich wladz wojskowych wobec plebiscytu na Warmii i Mazurach (w Swietle ma-
teriatow Centralnego Archiwum Wojskowego) in Komunikaty Mazursko-Warminskie (further: KMW), 1968, 3, p. 451;
W. Wrzesinski, Prusy Wschodnie w polskiej mysli politycznej 1864-1945, Olsztyn 1994, p. 207.
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and addressed important problems of the Polish state, therefore it is worth explain-
ing its interest in the plebiscites in Warmia and Masuria and Powisle. The issues
of the plebiscite at the Legislative Sejm forum were presented half a century ago
in one article, however, they are well worth recalling and presenting from another
perspective’.

The decision to conduct the plebiscite was made at the Paris Peace Confer-
ence and was included in the treaty ending the World War with Germany, signed
in Versailles on 28" June 1919. It was agreed to carry out a plebiscite on the disput-
ed Polish-German territories with the exception of Dzialdowszczyzna, which was
granted directly to Poland under Article 28 of the treaty. Rules concerning the pleb-
iscite in Masuria, Warmia and Powi$le are contained in Articles 94-97 of the Trea-
ty of Versailles. In Warmia and Masuria, the plebiscite area included the Olsztyn
regency and the Olecko district from the Gabin regency, the voting districts were
the municipalities, i.e. villages and towns, as units of local government administra-
tion, since the voting results were to be counted in individual municipalities. Every
inhabitant who met the conditions could take part in the vote regardless of gender:
a)  was at least 20 years old on the day the Treaty of Versailles came into effect,
b)  was born in a plebiscite area or had a permanent residence there or in the

municipality where they were born, unless they weren’t permanently residing

anywhere else*.

The Conference of Ambassadors approved the plebiscite regulations on
14™ April 1920 and set the deadline for voting on Sunday, no later than 3 months
from 15" April 1920, thus the voting was to take place on 11'" July 1920 at the latest.’

The permanence and sovereignty of the Second Polish Republic depended
on Polish policy towards Russia and Germany and the West’s favourable attitude
towards its actions, because only the victorious powers could force the Germans
to recognise Poland’s western borders. During the final stages of World War I, the
Polish political elites undertook a two-way effort to pursue the Polish raison detat
- in the country through the camp associated with Jézef Pitsudski, and in West-
ern Europe through the activities of Roman Dmowski and politicians associated
with him. In Lausanne on 15" August 1917 the Polish National Committee was
established with Roman Dmowski, count Maurycy Zamoyski, Ignacy Paderewski
and Erazm Piltz, which after a few months was recognised as the official Polish
representation to the Allies®. After being supplemented with representatives of na-
3—P.Stav\fecki, Stanowisko Sejmu Ustawodawczego wobec plebiscytu na Warmii, Mazurach i Powislu w roku
1920, KMW, 1971, 4, p. 451-465.

*  Dziennik Ustaw, 1920, 35, 200.

> W. Wrzesinski, Plebiscyty na Warmii i Mazurach oraz na Powislu w roku 1920, Olsztyn 1974, p. 211; Idem,

Polska - Prusy Wschodnie. Plebiscyty na Warmii i Mazurach oraz na Powislu w 1920 roku, Olsztyn 2010, p. 319.
¢ R. Dmowski, Polityka polska i odbudowanie patistwa, Warszawa 1989, vol. 2, p. 30-32.
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tional state authorities at the beginning of 1919, it was transformed into a Polish
delegation for the peace conference in Paris. In Poland on 11" November 1918,
Jozet Pitsudski, was given military power and the supreme command of the Polish
army by the Regency Council’. Three days later, 14™ November 1918, The Regency
Council, guided by the good of the Fatherland, dissolved and placed its full power
in Poland in the hands of the Commander-in-Chief of the Polish Armed Forces,
J. Pilsudski® who, on the same day, issued a decree appointing Ignacy Daszynski as
the Prime Minister®. Finally on 18" November 1918, after political consultations
the first Polish government was formed by Jedrzej Moraczewski, a politician from
the PPS, but accepted by the right-wing parties.

The territorial program of the Polish government was included in the elector-
al law for the Legislative Sejm, in which elections were also planned in the southern
part of East Prussia (sic!), a territory inhabited by the Masurians and the Warmians.
Polish demands were based on the conviction that the southern part of East Prussia
was inhabited by people from Masovia, speaking Polish, in whom Polish national
consciousness was awakening. The author of the ordinance, a national democrat
Stanistaw Glabinski, exaggerated the territory of the Polish state, without taking
into account the real possibilities of holding elections, so on the same day, 28" No-
vember 1918 the Provisional Chief of State J. Pitsudski issued the second decree on
the elections to the Legislative Sejm, which set the elections for 26" January 1919,
with their limitation to 33 districts of the former Russian partition, 11 districts of
Western Galicia and 1 district in Cieszyn Silesia. In District 61 with the counties
of Ostrdda, Niborsk, Olsztyn, Reszel, Etk, Lecko, Olecko, Pisz, Szczytno, Mragowo,
Lubawa and Susz, 12 seats were assigned to the Polish Parliament, and at the same
time it was stated that the order of the elections would be made after an agreement
with the representatives of Polish society in the lands of the Prussian partition was
reached'. The German government lodged an official protest in this matter, accus-
ing the Polish side of holding elections to the Sejm illegally because they covered
the territory of the German Reich, to which Poland had no rights'’.

The election, in accordance with the decree of the Provisional Chief of State,
took place on 26™ January 1919 and was peaceful, with a ceremonial atmosphere
and, despite the severe weather conditions, the turnout was high, ranging from 70%
to 90%'*. On the day of the beginning of the session, the Legislative Sejm had 340

7 Dziennik Praw Panistwa Polskiego (further: DzPPP), 1918, 17, 38.

8 Ibidem, 39.

°  Ibidem, 40.

' DzPPP, 1918, 17, 46; DzPPP, 1918, 18, 47.

P. Stawecki, Stanowisko Sejmu Ustawodawczego..., p. 452.

A. Ajnenkiel, II Rzeczypospolita, in Historia Sejmu Polskiego, vol. II, no. 2, Warszawa 1989, p. 16; Idem, Sejm
jako czynnik integracji narodu i panistwa, in: Sejmy Drugiej Rzeczypospolitej, red. A. Zakrzewski, Warszawa 1990, p. 23.
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members. That number changed with the holding of elections in districts where
they were not held on 26" January 1919 for various reasons, e.g. in the Suwatki
district the elections were held on 16th February 1919 and in Biala on 9" March
1919.” Immediately after the elections, 10 parliamentary clubs were formed in the
Sejm. They represented the parties, but also their political staffs and determined the
directions of their activities. Later on, their number changed, and as a result there
were 17 parliamentary factions during the final phase of the Constituent assembly
work. Initially, the most numerous was Klub Sejmowy Ludowo-Narodowy, which
represented the parties forming the National Electoral Committee of Democratic
Parties. Wojciech Korfanty became the president of the faction, while Stanistaw
Glabinski and the hitherto unknown activist Leopold Skulski, the mayor of Lodz,
an engineer and owner of a pharmacy, became its vice-presidents. The group acted
against J. Pilsudski, also fought against the left, and consistently held a conservative
position on social issues.'* The elections to the Sejm brought success to the Nation-
al Democracy and the groups of right-wing parties in the National Electoral Com-
mittee of Democratic Parties, which won 34% of the seats, whereas the centrists
and left-wing parties won over 30% of the seats in parliament. This situation proved
to be unsustainable, and as the by-elections were held, and as a result of the numer-
ous secessions, divisions and changes in club membership by MPs, the political face
of the Constituent assembly evolved. Proportional elections revealed the political
fragmentation of society, which originated during the period of national servitude,
the complex configuration of political and social relations. MPs lacked experience
in state work, accustomed to seeing the state as a hostile force from which they
need to gain as much as possible, instead of working constructively for its benefit.
Most of the parliamentary parties had factions and wings, there was practically
no organisational discipline, there was a lack of attachment to the tradition of the
political party, so there were so many fractures and secessions in parliament, espe-
cially in the first parliamentary term. Those factors played an important role during
the execution of the objectives set for the Legislative Sejm>.

On 20™ February 1919, in an exposé at the 3 session of the Legislative Sejm,
the Prime Minister Ignacy Paderewski did not address the issue of Masuria, Warm-
ia and Powisle’s membership in Poland when discussing foreign policy.'* MP Blazej
Stolarski, a self-taught peasant from Opoczno region, representing the left-wing

" DzPPP,6, 1919, 101-102.

4 A. Ajnenkiel, IT Rzeczypospolita..., p. 21; T. Rzepecki, Sejm Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej 1919 roku, Poznan 1920,
p- 283; K. Tomkowiak, Stosunki Polski z Wielkg Brytanig na forum Sejmu i Senatu 1919-1927, Torun 2003, p. 15; A.
Zakrzewski, Sejmy - kluby - postowie, in: Sejmy Drugiej Rzeczpospolitej, red. A. Zakrzewski, Warszawa 1990, p. 168-169.

!5 M. Pietrzak, Parlament w systemie organow paristwowych, in: Sejmy Drugiej Rzeczypospolitej, red. A. Za-
krzewski, Warszawa 1990, p. 61; W. Pobog-Malinowski, Najnowsza historia polityczna Polski 1864-1945, Gdansk 1990,

p. 187-188.
16 Sprawozdanie Stenograficzne Sejmu Ustawodawczego (further: SSSU), 4, 22.02.1919.
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PSL-Wyzwolenie, said on 22" February 1919: All the lands on which the Polish people
have settled for centuries and have been working on so far must be united. Poznan, Up-
per Silesia, West Prussia and Masurians of Prussia will not be left outside the borders
of our Republic”. Indirectly in his speech on 22 February 1919, S. Grabski from
the National People’s Union (ZN-L) referred to the inclusion of the southern part
of East Prussia, stating: ... The Sejm’s National People’s Union considers it necessary
for the representatives of Greater Poland, Cieszyn Silesia, Upper Silesia and Polish dis-
tricts of Middle Silesia, West Prussia and the Polish part of East Prussia (voice on the
left: But only on the basis of elections), the Belarusian land and all those borderlands
which should be a part of the Republic of Poland. As long as there are no deputies from
these lands between us, our Sejm will not be complete'®. These speeches were the first
voices in the Sejm to raise the demand for the inclusion of Masuria and Warmia into
the Polish state. During the debate on the eastern policy of the Polish state held on
3" and 4™ April 1919, in which the report of the Foreign Affairs Committee on the
Eastern Borderlands and the correspondence of the Republic with the Russian Soviet
authorities was discussed, unexpectedly Jan Dabski from PSL-Piast, the later chief
negotiator of the Treaty of Riga, submitted a resolution adopted by the Parliament:
The Sejm demands that Warmia and Masurian Prussia, which until now belonged to
East Prussia, as countries inhabited by a dense Polish population, be annexed to the
Republic of Poland without the application of the plebiscite.

Relatively much time was devoted by the MPs to the plebiscite in Warmia,
Masuria and Powisle during the debate on the prepared peace treaty with Germany.
On 22" May 1919, Prime Minister Ignacy Paderewski, in his report on the work
at the Paris Conference, discussing the provisions of the prepared treaty with Ger-
many, informed the Parliament: However, let me note briefly that under this treaty
we are to receive 53 thousand square kilometres of our Polish land with more than
5 million people (applause). This area can be enlarged even more if the plebiscite in
other, once Polish districts will be in our favour. These lands are subject to the pleb-
iscite: Warmia, Prussian Masovia, part of Malbork County, and counties of Sztum,
Kwidzyn, and Susz, through which the iron railroad line, unfortunately not yet grant-
ed to us, passes: Gdansk - Miawa - Warsaw®. The MPs’ speeches showed their
conviction that Polish activists conducting propaganda activities in the plebiscite
areas were discriminated against and expressed concerns about the outcome of the
plebiscite. Stanistaw Glabinski MP of ZL-N, said: We lament the fact that the fate of
our Masurians has to be decided by a plebiscite. Masurians, which for centuries have

17 8SSU, 4, 22.02.1919; the article quotes to a large extent the statements made by MPs due to their emotional

nature and the atmosphere of time they represent.

18 SSSU, 4, 22.02.1919.
19 SSSU, 25, 4.04.1919.

2 SSSU, 40, 22.05.1919.
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been bemoaned and driven against Poland in order to arouse hatred and distrust to-
wards it. But we hope that we will get enough time — we would ask our delegation to
make the appropriate presentations at the conference - so that we can make these peo-
ple fully understand and that the outcome of the plebiscite is what we rightly deserve.
We draw this hope from the conviction that the Masurian land has so far remained
truly Polish. For one should not look only at Prussian censuses, one should rather look
at the great difference between the Polish population shown in Prussian statistics and
school statistics, which shows that in each district there are 20% or 30% more Polish
children in schools than the population statistics showed. There is no doubt that the
statistics were one-sided and biased, because the aim was to show the entire world
that it was not Polish land, but German land®'. Maciej Rataj of PSL-Wyzwolenie
on 23" May 1919, questioned the principle of the plebiscite as a way to resolve
the territorial dispute in East Prussia. And this is how things are presented, among
others, with the plebiscite in East Prussia. The will of the people in these lands is to
be revealed, where during the decades, the Prussians of the Masuria region and the
inhabitants of Warmia were deliberately and with the use of all state means tried to
be transformed into Prussians. The will of the people in East Prussia is to be revealed,
which today are still under the terror of the Prussian gendarme and the related to him
character and mentality of the Prussian teacher. It is enough to read a few issues of
“Gazeta Olsztyriska” about these things that are happening there today to get an idea
of the conditions under which this plebiscite would take place and if the whole result
of this plebiscite could be fair and just. The only thing we have to demand, if the plebi-
scite were to be held there, is that it would take place some time after the Prussian gen-
darme has resigned, after the Prussian fist has been removed. The local people must be
given the opportunity to breathe freely, to recover in a way, to get acquainted with Po-
land, from which they were separated for decades by a wall*>. Jan Dabski of PSL-Piast
on 23 May 1919 presented extensively the conditions related to the plebiscite in
Warmia, Masuria and Powisle. Then we are saddened by the fact that the issue of the
Prussian Masurians, our poorest people, has been settled. Because while all districts
of the Polish nation have their caretakers, which are exposed to foreign blows, the
Prussian Masurians have somehow been forgotten by Polish society. Those Prussian
Masurians have the least friends. And if today we consider how to prepare a plebiscite
in Masuria, we simply need to search for people who have had any contact with these
Masurians so far. (...) We want the coalition committee, which will watch over the
plebiscite there, not to stay only in Olsztyn in Warmia. Warmia is Catholic, and far
more informed than the Prussian Masuria. The point is that this coalition committee
should take care of the Masuria region in the first place, and therefore, in my opinion,

21 SSSU, 40, 22.05.1919.
2 SSSU, 41, 23.05.1919.
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it should be a burning desire of the Poles that in Szczytno, the capital of the Masuria
region, and then Elk, subcommittees should be established to watch over the issue so
that there is no terror from the Prussian side. (...) We demand the removal not only of
the army, but also of the civil administration, county governors, district governors and
other lower officials. The aim is for the Poles to have complete freedom to do the same
thing in this country as the Germans do and will continue to do. And when the Polish
awareness-raising campaign in Masuria comes to the fore, when it gets there above
all the word that Poland is a religiously tolerant country, that Poland will give all its
inhabitants equal religious rights, and this is what the Masurians are most afraid of
due to the German agitation picturing us as a Catholic and intolerant country; if there
is an opportunity for at least a few, at least 6 years of free awareness-raising of the
Masuria region, they will declare themselves in favour of belonging to Poland.

And Masuria is an extremely important country, maybe more important than
other parts of the country we are so focused on. As long as there will be a Prussian
enclave in the form of Teutonic Knights of East Prussia, Poland will not be calm and
its access to the sea will be endangered forever. If we narrow the East Prussian shoal
by a successful plebiscite, we will at the same time weaken the Prussian pressure from
the west side on the narrow neck of our access to the sea. (...)

That is why I think that our diplomacy, and above all the Prime Minister, will
make every effort, realising the incredible importance of the plebiscite in Masuria, to
postpone this plebiscite for as long as possible, so that Poland has the opportunity to
fulfil its duty towards this people, forgotten and neglected by her®.

The MPs had knowledge about the situation of the Masurians and Warmians
as well as the inhabitants of Powisle in East Prussia, they were aware of the possi-
bility of an unfavourable outcome of the plebiscite, which they expressed in their
speeches. The proposals to postpone the date of the plebiscite as late as possible
from the date of ratification of the Treaty of Versailles made by the Members of
Parliament during this debate were ultimately not considered by the Entente.

The Ratification Committee was established on the ratification of the peace
treaty between the Allied and associated powers and Germany signed in Versailles
on 28" June 1919, on the grounds of the reports of the appointed referees (a Sile-
sian MP, father Pawel Po$piech was appointed in the matter of plebiscites) and after
hearing Prime Minister I. Paderewski and deputy Wtadystaw Grabski it ordered
in its report the organisation of the plebiscite in Upper Silesia and Masuria, where
the Polish population, separated from Poland for so many decades, has lost much of
its national awareness*. In the debate on the Commission’s report, MPs expressed
their opinion about the plebiscite in Warmia, Masuria and Powisle. Prime Minister

#SSSU, 41, 23.05.1919.
2 Sejm Ustawodawczy (further: SU), no. 933.
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I. Paderewski, informing about the signing of the peace treaty recognising the in-
dependence of Poland, stated: If the plebiscite in Warmia, Ducal Prussia and Upper
Silesia is to our advantage, we will regain a considerable piece of our homeland and
even that old, precious part which was not in our hands already in the most glorious
Jagiellonian times®. S. Glabinski of ZL-N expressed his concern about the rapid
ratification of this treaty and postulated: Unless we pass the ratification as soon as
possible, it will not be possible to think about developing any kind of peaceful action
to make the population more aware, as for example in Masuria, it doesn’t even real-
ise it is Polish. Well, we cannot and should not take such a risk on ourselves®. An-
drzej Wierzbicki, MP from ZL-N, who on behalf of the Polish National Committee,
chaired the Polish Economic Delegation to the 1918-1919 Paris Peace Conference
in the ratification debate, said: In the face of the upcoming plebiscites in Upper Silesia,
Cieszyn Silesia and East Prussia, Poland must prove to be an efficient, well organised
country, so that the inhabitants of the plebiscite areas want to stand for Poland®. Fr.
P. Po$piech submitted a resolution to the Sejm, stating that the plebiscite is an in-
justice and humiliation of the inhabitants of the plebiscite areas and of the Polish
nation, and expressed his conviction that the results of the plebiscite voting would
be favourable. Due to the Polishness of the vast majority of the population of the
plebiscite lands, citing the 13" point of the US President Woodrow Wilson’s pro-
gram, he stated they should be incorporated into Poland without a plebiscite vote?.
On the second day of the debate on 31* July 1919 W. Witos presented the posi-
tion of the PSL-Piast faction, expressing regret for the decision to order a plebiscite
in the areas that should be granted to Poland without a plebiscite vote*. Ludwik
Waszkiewicz of the National Workers’ Union (NZR) stated: The Treaty of Versailles
left thousands of our brothers in Germany without having the national rights that it
gave Germans in Poland. By administering the plebiscite in East Prussia and Upper
Silesia, i.e. in the ancient Piast land, which even according to German testimonies still
has the vast majority of the Polish population, the treaty left millions of Polish peas-
ants and workers in further tiring uncertainty about their future fate®®. The speeches
of the MPs and the Prime Minister are characterised by a certain optimism about
the outcome of the plebiscite, but the actual situation in the plebiscite areas, which
they mentioned in the May debate, did not justify such optimism.

In December 1919, MP Wtadystaw Herz of the NPR appealed to the Polish
government to increase interest in the fate of the Polish population in the plebiscite

3 $SSU, 81, 30.07.1919.

* Ibidem.

77 Ibidem.

* Ibidem.

2 SSSU, 82, 31.07.1919.
O Ibidem.
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areas, stating that so far the government has done nothing to help the Poles living
there: As far as foreign policy is concerned, I would also like to express the wish that the
Prime Minister [Leopold Skulski] devotes some attention to the matters of the plebi-
scite lands, because the committee that was sent to Berlin, which signed various agree-
ments, did not quite, according to a common opinion, successfully accomplish its task,
since other plebiscite lands, apart from Upper Silesia, were treated neglectfully. I shall
only mention Masuria and Warmia, where to this day our Masurian brothers and sis-
ters, waiting for the moment when they will be able to connect with Poland, are always
treated in the same way as it happened in Upper Silesia. Daily imprisonment is not
uncommon and this should be given close attention. We were sending a telegram after
telegram to the Prime Minister’s Office, and to the commission in Berlin, but those of
our Masurian brothers are still imprisoned to this day and nothing has changed for the
better. Therefore, even today, on this occasion, we demand that the Minister of Foreign
Affairs pays as much attention to these plebiscite areas as Masuria and Warmia and
others, that these German abuses, which are happening to this day, be abolished by the
intercession of our Government with the Coalition. It is impossible to look at this with
any more impunity, people who want to stand for Poland, and as a result of the German
governments cannot do so, are punished for it and considered traitors®. In his speech,
the deputy referred to the departure of Bogumit Linka from Wawroch together with
Jozef Zapatka, Adam Zapatka and Zenon E. Lewandowski to Paris in order to ask for
Masuria to join Poland. After the return of the delegates, they were arrested and a
treason trial was initiated against them (the military court sentenced them to one and
a half years in prison). They were released at the request of Marshal Ferdinand Foch*.

The subject of the plebiscite in the Legislative Sejm returned again at the initi-
ative of Father Wladystaw Makowski on 9™ March 1920. Acting on behalf of NZ-L
MPs in the Sejm, he made an emergency motion to call on the government to
take action to dissolve all German military and police organisations in the Olsztyn
plebiscite circuit. In his explanation, he presented the situation of the population
opting for Poland and stated: A plebiscite in these conditions, in which the people
there are now, would not give the desired result for Poland, it would simply be a com-
edy, if these conditions were to continue. The motion was passed unanimously and
sent to the Committee of Foreign Affairs®. In his speech he talked about the tragic
events in Szczytno on 21* January 1920, when the Germans broke up the assembly
of the Masurian People’s Council and the Masurian People’s Association; a partic-
ipant, B. Linka, was beaten to death®. MP W. Herz was very active in the Sejm; on

3 SSSU, 106, 19.12.1919.

32 . Jasiniski, Uporczywa droga do Polski Bogumila Linki i jego rodziny, RM, 2011, vol. 15, p. 38-79.
¥ SSSU, 128, 9.03.1920; [the text of MP W. Makowski’s speech included in the appendix].

3. Jasiniski, op. cit., p. 38-79.
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10™ March 1920, he and his companions from the National Club of the Workers’
Party submitted another emergency motion to remove the German security guard
(Sicherheitswehr) and to guarantee full equality and freedom of meetings, rallies
and agitation work in the Olsztyn plebiscite area. It was referred to the Committee
of Foreign Affairs at the session of the Sejm on 16" March 1920*. On 18" March
1919, the Sejm considered the urgency of Fr. Antoni Ludwiczak’s request and his
companions from the NZL and other factions concerning German provocations
in Warmia, Masuria and the Vistula districts, calling on the government to take
immediate action to counteract such proceedings. The motion was passed by a ma-
jority of votes and sent back to the Committee of Foreign Affairs®. On 29" March
1920, the Prime Minister’s Office issued a letter to the ministers and heads of min-
istries concerning the issue of detailed orders by them, in an effort to strengthen the
cooperation of all the administrative units in the preparation of the plebiscite”. In
the spring of 1920, the Polish government conducted intensive diplomatic and mil-
itary preparations for the war with Bolshevik Russia, so apart from formal interest,
it was not able to take effective action in the plebiscite areas.

Concerns about the outcome of the plebiscite resulted in the emergency mo-
tion of Ludwik Gdyk, MP of the National Christian Worker’s Club, and his com-
panions on 6™ July 1920, five days before the plebiscite vote, for the Legislative Sejm
to call on the parliaments of the Allied Powers to postpone the plebiscite. In the ex-
planatory memorandum to the motion, he urged: ...that the High Parliament, as a
representative of the Polish nation, should ask the parliaments of friendly countries to
influence their governments, so that this quick plebiscite in Warmia, Masuria and on
the right bank of the Vistula river could be postponed, because it is unthinkable that
in this rape, in this general persecution, the plebiscite could be carried out according
to the wishes of the inhabitants of these lands®. After presenting the validity of the
motion, Speaker Wojciech Trampczynski, in the absence of objections, considered
the urgency of the motion as accepted, but the applicant requested that the motion
be handled in merito. Jedrzej Moraczewski, the first prime minister of independent
Poland, opposed this proposal and requested that L. GdyK’s proposal be sent back
to the Foreign Affairs Committee, but in a majority vote, MPs rejected J. Moracze-
wski’s motion. No Member of Parliament took the floor in the plenary discussion,
L. GdyK’s emergency motion passed by a majority and the Speaker informed the
House that the letter would be sent to the parliaments of all allied countries®. After

¥ SSSU, 130, 16.03.1920; SU, no. 1604.

% SSSU, 132, 19.03.1919, [the text of fr. A. Ludwiczak’s speech attached in the appendix].
7 W. Wrzesinski, Polska - Prusy Wschodnie..., p. 258.

3 SSSU, 159, 6 VII 19205 SU, no. 1974.

¥ SSSU, 159, 6 VII 1920.
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the plebiscite on 24" July 1920, during the last session of the Sejm before the break
related to the decisive battle with Soviet Russia, during the Red Army’s approach
to Warsaw, W. Hertz and a member of the NPR faction filed an emergency motion
concerning new violations of the Polish population in Masuria and Warmia, which
was sent to the relevant parliamentary committees®. The motions presented by the
Members of Parliament in the given circumstances were impossible to implement.

After the interruption caused by the Polish-Soviet war, the Legislative Sejm
met on 24™ September 1920 and W.W. Herz MP and colleagues from the NPR
submitted an emergency motion concerning the plebiscite in Masuria and Warmia
and the decision issued by the Council of Ambassadors in Paris. In the motion
they proposed that the Sejm should call on the government to protest in the Coun-
cil of Ambassadors in Paris, against the validity of the decision on the division of
Masuria, Warmia and Powisle, taken on 27" August 1920, not to acknowledge the
results of the plebiscite and its revision, and to present the plebiscite problem in the
forum of the League of Nations. In his statement in support of the motion, W. Herz
spoke of the reasons for the unsuccessful outcome of the plebiscite, pointing out
the manipulations and abuses of the election in the plebiscite areas committed by
the Germans. He argued that the Allied Committee was unable to introduce equal
rights for Germans and Poles, accepting the actions of the German side. He pre-
sented examples of electoral fraud, intimidation of Masurians opting for Poland,
but also stated that the date of the plebiscite was set too quickly, because the Polish
side did not have the opportunity to prepare for it. He described the activities of
the Polish government: ...so far the position of our Government has not been as it
should have been in the context of the plebiscite in Warmia and Masuria. The Sejm
passed the urgency of the motion and sent it back to the Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee*!. During the debate on the exposé of Prime Minister W. Witos on 8" October
1920, NPR representative Adam Chadzynski drew attention to an important issue:
What happens to Poles in Warmia and Masuria after the plebiscite, what happens to
Polish immigrants, simply cannot be understood in modern cultural times. And what
do our foreign missions do, how does our diplomacy react to the fact that defenceless
people who are voting for Poland are beaten, murdered and expelled from their native
land?*. Tt was the last speech concerning the Masuria, Warmia and Powisle pleb-
iscite in the parliament, the question posed by the MP was not answered, and the
reality for these people was often tragic.

The Polish government did not take action in the voting areas, it was due to
international conditions - in order not to be accused of acting within the jurisdic-

©$SSU, 166, 24 VII 1920.

41 SSSU, 168, 28 IX 1920; SU, no. 2086 [the text of the motion is included in the appendix].
2 8SSU, 171, 8 X 1920.
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tion of Germany and of violating the terms of the Treaty of Versailles, as well as
to internal conditions, unfavourable attitude towards the organisations operating
there related to the Poznan establishment, therefore, not enough help was offered.
The government circles saw no need to actively influence the attitude of the Polish
population from the plebiscite areas by economic methods. The matter of the pleb-
iscite was treated as an autonomous Eastern Prussian problem without taking into
account its international conditions and Polish-German relations®. In the plebi-
scite area, the local socially active pro-Polish inhabitants of Masuria and Warmia
constituted only a small percentage of the population of the area.

The result of the plebiscite was definitely in favour of Prussia, i.e. Germany,
which meant a devastating defeat for Poland. In 1923, the Polish Central Statistical
Office published the official results of the plebiscite at the county level, which also
included the persons eligible to participate in the plebiscite, the number of the pop-
ulation in 1910 and 1919, with a breakdown of the language spoken by the inhabit-
ants of the plebiscite area. In the Olsztyn region 363 159 people voted for Germany,
7924 for Poland, in Kwidzyn district 96 895 for Germany, 7947 for Poland. In both
districts only 3.4% of those entitled to vote voted for Poland. The highest number
of votes for Poland was cast in counties of Sztum (19.07%) and Olsztyn (13.47%),
while the lowest number of votes was cast in Masurian counties, e.g. in Olecko
county, only 2 out of 28 627 participating in the poll*. In total, the German option
won in 1694 municipalities, and the Polish in 9*.

Members of the Legislative Sejm raised issues related to the organisation of
the plebiscite in Masuria, Warmia and Powisle, accurately pointing to conditions
that may significantly affect its outcome. The most active and committed Member
of Parliament for Warmia and Masuria was W. Herz from Greater Poland, co-own-
er of the Polish House (Hotel Reichshof) in Olsztyn. After the plebiscite, he was
organising help for Poles coming to the country from the polling territories*. It
seems interesting that there was little activity on the part of government represent-
atives who did not present plebiscite issues at the plenary sessions of the Sejm. At
this point it should be noted that the minutes of the sessions of the Sejm’s Foreign
Affairs Committee have not been preserved, having been destroyed during World
War II. All emergency motions were addressed to it, and they were certainly dis-
cussed at committee meetings, unfortunately this was not later reflected in the ple-
nary work of the parliament, which to some extent depletes the perception of the
views of the political parties and the government.

# W. Wrzesiniski, Polska - Prusy Wschodnie..., p. 129.

# Rocznik statystyki Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej, 1920/1922, Warszawa 1923, no. I1, p. 358.

* W. Wrzesiniski, Polska - Prusy Wschodnie..., s. 408-409; idem, Plebiscyty..., s. 270.

*T. Oracki, Stownik biograficzny Warmii, Mazur i Powisla XIX i XX wieku (do 1945 roku), Warszawa 1983, p. 131.
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Polish political elites faced too many internal and international problems for
them to be able to effectively take action to strengthen Polish national aspirations
of Masurians and Warmians. After World War I, the Polish state fought with the
Czechs for Zaolzie, with the Ukrainians for Eastern Galicia, and in the Eastern bor-
derlands it waged war with Soviet Russia; the Greater Poland Uprising and the Sile-
sian Uprisings also absorbed the government’s attention, all the more so because
in European relations, Poland was actively engaged in diplomatic activities aimed
at obtaining the best possible territorial and economic outcomes from the war that
was nearing its end. The actions on the favourable outcome of the plebiscite re-
quired an enormous organisational and economical effort that the emerging Polish
state could not afford. Internally it had to deal with integrating the lands of three
former partitions - legally, transportation and communication wise and econom-
ically; it had to prepare for the looming economic crisis to be able to field an army
defending its newly gained independence and territory. In those circumstances the
issue of the plebiscite was not on the Legislative Sejm’s priority list.
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Appendix 1. Speech by MP W. Mgkowski of ZL-N from 9" March 1920 justifying the emer-
gency motion to call on the Polish Government to take action to disband German military and
police organisations in the Olsztyn region®.

P. ks. Magkowski: Wysoki Sejmie! W 4 po-
wiatach na prawym brzepu Wisly mianowi-
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128 posiedzenie z dnia 9 marca 1920 r.

cie: malborskim, kwidzyiiskim, sztumskim
i suskim w dwéch powiatach na Warmiji:
olsztyfiskim i brzeskim oraz w 8 powiatach
na Mazowszu Pruskiem, plebiscyt ma roz-

strzygna¢ o losach ludnosci tychziem. Ple- |

biscyt w tych warunkach, w jakich obecnie
ludno$¢ tamtejsza sie¢ znajduje, nie dalby
pozadanego dla Polski wyniku, bylby on
poprostu komedja, gdyby te warunki trwa¢
mialy nadal.

Jak bowiem Niemcy zachowali sig¢ przed
ratyfikacja pokoju? N_lajqc_ za sobg tylo-
wiekowg pracg germanizacyjna, majac uru- '
chomiony doskonaly aparat urzedniczy,
ktéry zmierzal wylacznie do tego, azeby tg
ludno$¢ stabg trzymaé w karbach, majac
do pomocy niemieckich ksigzy, nauczycieli
i wojskowych, kolejarzy i wogéle inteli-
gencje niemieck3, dazyli oni wqucznie do
zupelnego zniemczenia tego kraju. .

Organizacja polska, wszelka praca u$wia-
damiajaca ze strony Polski byla zupelnie
niemozliwa, gdyz dzialaczy polskich albo
odrazu wydalano, albo skazywano ich na
wigzienie, zebrania rozbijano przemocs, ga-
gazety polskie, jesli si¢ $mielej odezwaly,
konfiskowano, a redaktoréw skazywano na
wysokie kary pienigzne. Wogdle, w okre-
sie przedratyfikacyjnym, dzialy sig rzeczy
niemozliwe. Niemcy powiadajg obecnie, ze
sa zorganizowani i przygotowani, ludnos¢
za§ polska nie jest zorganizowana. Ale
czy2 ludno$¢ polska mogla si¢ zorganizo-
waé? Nawet po ogloszeniu plebiscytu? Nie,
bowiem, Niemcy majac caly aparat urzg-
dniczy w swoim reku, zorganizowac sig jej
rie dali.

,Kazdego Mazura, tak pisze gazeta ,Ma-
zur”, ktéry za nasza sprawg stal, pakowa-
no do wiezienia, ,Mazura” przez cztery ty-
godnie zawieszono, redaktora wpakowano
na 4 tygodnie do wigzienia, zebraf nie do-
zwalano, zwolennikéw naszych i czytelni-
k6w Mazura szykanowano i dreczono. ,Pol-
nische Nachrichten”, zduszono, kazdego czto-
wicka, ktéry $mial przeméwi¢ slowo za
Polska, szpiegowano i palcami na wsiach
i w pismach jako zdrajcéw wytykano”.

Swoje stanowisko rzadowe wyzyskiwano
na oglupianie i teroryzowanie ludnosci ma-
zurskiej w sposob poprostu uragajacy go-
dnoéci cztowieka. Niemcy, jako wtlasci-
ciele ziemscy, jako dzierzawcy jezior tam-
tejszych, jako ksigza, jako nauczyciele, jako
urzgdnicy wszystko uczynili, azeby tej Ilu-
dnosci nie pozwoli¢ w jakikolwiek sposéb
sig u§wiadomi¢. Od czasu ogloszenia ple-
biscytu, w ciagu catego roku, Niemcy du-
sili za pomocg teroru i bezwzglgdnej pro-
pagandy wszelkie przejawy poczucia pol-
skosci u mieszkaficow Mazowsza Pruskiego,
a najjaskrawszym tego dowodem jest po-

7 §8SU, 128, 9.03.1920;
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grom Mazur6w na ulicach Szczytna dn. 21
stycznia, pogrom. ktéry trwal od 10 rano
do 5 p. pol. Obecnie za$§ dzieja si¢ tam
réwniez rzeczy straszne, pomimo obecno-
$ci_migdzynarodowej komisji plebiscytowej.

Podlug art. 95-go traktatu pokojowego
Niemcy mieli usungé swoje wojska i swo-
je wladze z okregéw plebiscytowych. Tym-
czasem nie uczynili tego, tylko zdjeli swym
wojskom mundury, zaopatrzyli je w brofi,
wyplacili zgéry 2old na dtuzszy przeciag
czasu i pod nazwg: ,Einwohnerwehréw”,
»Sicherheitspolizei”, ,Grenzschutzéw”, ,Hei-
matschutzéw*, , Heimatsverein6w*“ pozosta-
wili rozmaite niemieckie organizacje woj-
skowe i niemieckie bojéwki na miejscu.
Komisja miedzynarodowa nie ma dosta-
tecznej ilosci wojska, a wojsko, ktére tam
jest, znajduje si¢ w miastach i siedzi w ko-
szarach, a tymczasem i w miastach i na
prowincji gospodaruja podawnemu Niem-
cy. Przed przybyciem komisji miedzyna-
rodowej, dzialacze polsko - mazurscy mé-
wili: Poczekajcie tylko Mazurzy, kiedy
przyjdzie komisja koalicyjna, to stosunki
zmienig si¢ zupelnie. Ale nic si¢ nie zmie-
nito, zniknigcie powagi wladz niemieckich
nie nastapilo. Pozostaly znane nam pru-
skie pikelhauby, Niemcy majg przy sobie,
albo tez w ukryciu poddostatkiem broni,
walgsaja si¢ ciagle po wsiach i miastach,
teroryzujgc na kazdym kroku ludnosé. Jesli
kto rozmawia po polsku, lub czyta polska
gazete, to zbliza si¢ do niego policjant,
czy zandarm, czy jaki§ bojowiec niemiecki
w ubraniu cywilnem, wyjmuje z kieszeni
ksigzeczke i zapisuje nazwisko tego Ma-
zura, nastgpnie podburza tlum, azeby mu
dokuczal. Otaczaja takiego cztowieka szpie-
gami i agentami. W ten spos6b ludnos¢
jest zupelnie zahukana i wystraszona, czg-
sto 2ycia i wolno$ci nie pewna.

My, prosze Wysokiego Sejmu, ktérzy-
$my si¢ przez kilka lat znajdowali pod ba-
tem pruskim, doskonale te stosunki rozu-
miemy. My pamigtamy te czasy w 14 i 15
roku, kiedy to tego wywieziono do Toru-
nia, tamtego do Grudziadza, tego areszto-
wano, tamtego wezwano do policji, tego
znowu szpiegowali 2ydzi, na tamtego rzu-
cano takie, lub inne podejrzenia. Ludzie
bali si¢ poprostu swego wlasnego cienia,
bali si¢ odezwaé. Nie nalezy sie dziwié,
2e pomiedzy ludnoscig mazurskg dzieje sig
to samo. Przez cale wieki tam postra-
chem jg karmiono, zahukano, na niskim
stopniu kultury ja pozostawiono, wpajano
w nig podziw i poszanowanie dla wszyst-
kiego co pruskie. Dzi§ w takich warun-
kach, w jakich si¢ Mazurzy znajduja, pol-
ska praca uswiadamiajgca jest trudna, cze-
sto niemozliwa, a nieraz nawet niebez-
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pieczna. Oto pomigdzy innemi np. w Osi-
niaku :

» ludzi, ktérzy sie¢ podpisali przeciwko
Polsce i zapisali si¢ do Heimatsvereinu do-
stalo karabiny i amunicjg, aby straszyé
tych, co do organizacji takich nie nalezg.
Strasza ciagle, ze jezeli kto si¢ nie zapi-
sze, do stowarzyszefl niemieckich, to go
zabija, albo w razie korzystnego dla Niem-
céw plebiscytu pozbawia go wlasnosci
i wtragca do wiezienia, ,Heimastvereiny“
$miercig groza ludziom, ktérzy za Polskg
stoja. To samo czyniag rektorzy szkolni
i beamterzy, czyli urzednicy. W Farynie
16-letniego chlopca, ktéry nie chcial nale-
ze¢ do ,Heimatsvereinu®, zbito kilku dra-
béw, wolajac: Dawaj pienigdze, ktére do-
state§ na agitacj¢ za Polske“. Niedziw
przeto, ze nawet ludzie, ktérzy pracg swoja
poswigcali dla u$wiadomienia Mazuréw,
boja si¢ obecnie rozmaityeh szykan i prze-
$ladowania ze strony Niemcow i cofajg sig,
albo siedza spokojnie. A najlepszym do-
wodem, ze tam rzadza po dawnemu zan-
darmi niemieccy, i motfoch podjudzony,
a nie wojska koalicyjne, jest ostatni wy-
padek, kiedy to pospdlstwo podburzone
pomimo obecnos$ci Misji koalicyjnej, znie-
wazylo godto narodu polskiego w Olsztynie,

Méj wniosek zmierza do tego, aby Rzad
poczynil energiczne starania, izby wszelkie
organizacje wojskowo-policyjne niemieckie,
czy to jawne, czy zamaskowane, byly na-
prawde usunigte, izby ludno$¢ mazurska
przekonala si¢ wreszcie o sile i bezstron-
no$ci komisji migdzynarodowej, izby kazdy
mégl z cala $wiadomoscia i wolnoscig,
swobodnie i bezpiecznie wypowiedzie¢ swo-
ja wolg, czy chce, jak méwia tam, ,welo-
waé“ za Polska, czy tez pozostaé przy
Niemczech.

Nam chodzi o to, zeby réwnouprawnie-
nie, ogloszone urzgdownie przez Komisjg
sojusznicza, pozostalo ‘nietylko na papierze,
ale bylo w rzeczywisto$ci, zeby urzednicy
jednakowo i lojalnie traktowali tak ludno$é
polska jak i niemiecks, zeby ludno$é pol-
ska miala naprawd¢ swobode zebran, wie-
céw, agitacji, na rzecz polaczenia si¢ z Pol-
ska, a nastepnie, zeby miata utatwiong moz-
no$¢ dochodzenia krzywd swoich i upo-
minania si¢ o swoje prawa. Sprawa to,
prosz¢ Wysokiego Sejmu, bardzo wazna,
inaczej bowiem my t¢ walke, ktéra toczy-
my na Mazurach pruskich przegramy,
a przegraé jej bezwarunkowo nie mozemy.
Ziemia ta jest krajem bezwzglednie pol-
skim, mieszka tam przeszto 350000 ludno-

sci polskiej, znajduje si¢ tam 18 wielkich
miast, 1800 wsi, ktére w wigkszosci swo-
jej sa polskie; jest tam 3300 wielkich ryb-
nych jezior, ta dzielnica Polski jest droga
szerokg do naszego morza. My wszystko
uczyni¢ powinni$émy, azeby nasz dostgp do
morza byl jak najdogodniejszy i jak naj-
szerszy.

Przy tej sposobno$ci zwracam si¢ do
Rzadu, izby w tych okolicach, ktére doty-
kajg okregéw plebiscytowych, wszystko
uczynil, by ludno$¢ z obszaréw plebiscy-
towych zachegci¢ do welowania za Polska.
A przedewszystkiem, aby dla zniszczonych
powiatéw : przasnyskiego, ziemi Lomzyn-
skiej i dalszych, aby Rzad wyasygnowat
nareszcie odpowiedni fundusz na odbudo-
we tamtejszych okolic. Niech Niemcy nie
méwig: patrzcie, jest juz Rzad polski, ale
nic nie czyni dla ludno$ci polskiej dla po-
prawy jej bytu. Wszystko zrobi¢ nalezy,
by tej ludnosci nietylko nie odstrgczyé od
Polski, ale owszem wszelkimi sposobami
zachecié j3 do glosowania za Polska.

Prosze Wysoki Sejm o przyjecie naglo-
§ci wniosku, wzywajacego Rzad do posta-
rania si¢ o usunigcie organizacji niemie-
ckich wojskowo-policyjnych teroryzujacych
ludno$¢ polska na Mazurach (brawo).
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Appendix 2. Speech by MP fr. Antoni Ludwiczak from 19" March 1920, justifying the urgency
of the motion on German provocations in Warmia, Masuria and the Vistula districts*.

P ks. Ludwiczak: Wyscka Izbo! Wezo-
raj dcpiero przedstawiono groine polozeni
na Slasku Cieszynskim : Wyscka Izba od-
powiednie wniosk: z tego wyciagneta, Dzi§
przedkladamy tu ragly wniosek w sprawic
Warmji. Pod wrazeniem rczbijan wiecow
w IHawie . Malborgu przybywam tutaj,
2eby zadaé w imeniu ludnosci Warmiji po-
mocy od calego spoteczenistwa polskiego
i Rzadu pelskiego,

Wysoka Izbo! Warmja, ktéra 150 lat
byta pod panowaniem niemieckiem, w naj-
okropniejszych znajduje sie stcsunkach.
Niema prawie zadnej inteligencji, ani adwo-
kata, ani kupca, ani nawet ksiedza, I otéz
w tym czasie lud pozostaje zupelnie pod te-
rorem. Wobec zapowiedzianege plebiscytu,
wobec zapowiedzianej okupacji przez en-
tente lud ten odetchnal i s2dzil, ze masta-
piag czasy réwnouprawnienia, Jednakze za-
wod wielki spotkat lud warminski. Juz od
wladzy duchownej nie doznat tego réwmo-
uprawnienia, jakiegoby sie spodziewal.
Kilku ksiezom Polakom, kiérzy sie zajmuja
ochrenkami polskiemi, zagrozil prywatnym
listem ksiadz biskup warmiski, ze ich prze-
siedli, (Glos: Stuchajciel A co Rzym na
ta?). Tymczasem faktem jest, ze ksigza nie-
meccy publicznie biora udzial w walkach
politycznych i nic im si¢ nie dzieje.

Tutaj apeluje do Rzadu pelskiego, zeby
przy$pieszyl interwencje nuncjusza Rattie-
go, azeby pod tym wzgledem ludnoéé pol-
ska na Warmii traktowana byla objekty-
wnie, Wediug traktatu wersalskiego mieli
by¢ usunieci wszyscy urzednicy wyzsi; ale

# 888U, 132, 19.03.1919.

usunigbo tylko prezydenta rejencyjnego,
poza tem wszyscy urzednicy pozostali, Nie
usunigto an' jednego landrata, wszystkie
urzedy sa w rekach niemieckich. Wobec te-
go na kazdym kroku sa szykany. Listy Po-
lakéw sie ctwiera, na kolejach szykanuje
si¢ Pclakéw, rozmawiajacych po pelsku
publicznie, tercr na kazdym kroku. T.
samo pod wzgledem szkolnictwa, Ententa
wydata rozporzadzenie o réwnouprawnie-
niu, jednakze w rzeczywistose roéwnoupra-
wnienie pozostalo na papierze. Jeden
przyklad taki przytocze. W pewnej wsi na
Warmji dzeci zglosily si¢ na lekejg pol-
skiego. Nauczyciel miejscowy Niemiec nie
umie po polsku, a wige przychodzit nauczy-
ciel ze wsi sasiedniej po polsku méwigcy,
jednakze nie czujacy po polsku, Nauczyciel
niemiecki zaprasza dzieci polskie ma kawe
i przekonywa je, ze nauezyciel Polak juz
nie wréci, Na' drugj dzien przychodzi nau-
czyciel Polak z sasiedniej wsi, ale dziect
pod wplywem namowy nauczyciela Niemca
nie przyszty na mnauke polskiego. Wobec
tego spisuje sig pretokdt, ze dzec polskie
na nauke polskiego nie przychedza, nauka
polskiego jest niepotrzebns,

Miano usunaé wojsko miemieckie i for-
malnie wojsko niemieckie usunieto, jednak-
ie faktycznie wojsko niemieckie na tere-
nach plebiscytowych pozostalo, a miano-
wicie pod forma ,.Sicherheitspolzei”
dosé liczne wojsko, bo po kilkudziesigc:
w miaslach, po kilkunastu, a moze nawet
20—30 po wsiach wiekszych. Polcja ta,
ktéra sie skfada z dawniejszych zolnerzy,
jest kierowana przez dawniejszych oficeréw
néemieckich, Zmieniano tylka mundur, obec-
nie maja mundur zielony, Kiedy przedsta-
wialem komisji, ze nalezy t¢ t. zw. Sicher-
heitspolizej usunaé, ze to jest wojsko nie-
mieckie ped inna forma, ofwiadczyl: Niem-
cy, ze keinieczng jest rzecza utrrymag Si-
cherheitspolize!, baé¢ przeciei grozi na tere-
nach plebiscytowych belszewizm, (Glos:
Lepiejby w Berlinie trzymali!), Wobec tego
mnoza €g rozmaite represje.

Poza tg Sicherheitspolizei jeszcze orga-
nizuje si¢ bojéwki. Jest najetych kilkudzie-
sigeiu ludzi, ktorzy sie na katdy wiec sta-
wiaja, uzbrojeni w moie i rewolwery, Kie-
dy zebran'e ma si¢ rozpoczaé, wszczynaja
zgietk, gwizdanie | rozpedzanie gwaltem
publicznogei polskiej,

Nie wystarcza rezbijanie wiecéw, jesz-
cze poza tem na ulicy Polakow sie atakuje
i maltretuje. W miejscowosci Artenborgu 7
np. zalozono Towarzystwo ludowe i miato
sig od mesi branie. Bojéwl
wtargneta do lokalu, powybijala szyby i ze-
branie rozpedzila. Wobec tego nie dziw,
ze ludnoé¢ ta zamiast mie¢ otuche, jest

zrozpaczona i nie wie, co poczaé. Zrozpa-
czona jest i nieufra webec Pelski, bo po-
wiada; ,Jezel: Polska nie ma tyle sity, aze-
by u Ententy wyméc rzeczywste réwno-
uprawnienie, to jakie mozemy sig spodzie-
waé opiek: od tej Polski?” Komisja enten-
ty bardzo dwuznacznie webec tych wszyst
liich okolicznosci sig zachowuje, Kiedyémy
skarzyl: si¢ po rozbiciu wiecu w Itawie, to
oéwiadczoro nam, Ze na publicany wiec
wolno przeciez kazdemu przychodzic, Przy-
znaliSmy racje, wolne kazdemu przyche-
dzi¢, ale ne wolno rozbijaé, nie welne no-
zami, rewclwerami maltretowac ludnosci.
Wienczas reprezeniant komisji ciwiadezyl,
2e nie widzi sposobu, jak te rzecz zalatwié.
Proponowalismy aresztowanie 3, 4 gléwnych
przywédcow i wytoczenie im precesu o za-
klécenie spokoju publicznego. Oswiadczyl,
2e tego uczymi¢ nie moze. Zaznaczam, Ze
w tych bojéwkach sa ludzie z pod ciemnej
gwiazdy, z innych powlatéw umyslnie do
tego najeci, a obok tega rowniez oscby z lu-
dnoéci niemieck'e] miejscowej. Np. w Ilo-
wie jeden z przywoddcoéw, wyzszy nauczy-
ciel gimnazjalny, doktér, radca miejski,
burmistrz razem z Sicherheitspolizei weszll
réwniez na sale i $miali sie, niejako zache-
cali bojowke,

Wobec tego pytam sie: Czy wojsko n'e-
mieckie jest usunigte z terenéw plebiscyto-
wych? Ono istnieje, ono jest tam w calej
pelni, pod ‘nna nazwa, Otéz Wysoka lzbo,
wobec tych przesladowan wszelka agitacja
jest zupelnie uniemozliwiona, Waszelka
praca w niwecz sie obraca, Niemozliwa
jest dzisiaj rzecza odbyé publiczny wiec na
Mazurach, w Warmji i w powiatach suskim
i malborskim, Wszedzie sq one rozbijane.
Komisja koalicyjna jest za staba i nieudol-
na, zeby temu zapobiec,

Wobec tego w im'eniu ludnogei Warmj:
i pcwiatéw nadwislaniskich presze Wysoka
Izbe, azeby rechciata uchwali¢c wniosek na-
gly, kiory zada od Rzadu pelskiego ‘nter-
wencji energicznej, aieby istoinie ludnosé
tamtejsza znalazla prawdziwe réwnoupra-
wnienie. Wniosek ten brzmi w nastgpujacy
sposéb fezyta):

nSejm wzywa Rzad,

1, By podjat energiczne kroki w Radzie
Najwyiszej w Paryiu, celem przeprowa-
dzenia réwnouprawnienia;

a) aby usunmiglo matychmiast ,Sicher-
heitspolize!" z ziem plebscytowych;

b} aby usunigto wszystkich urzednikéw
wyzszych;

c) aby w peszczegélnych wydziatach
przydano urzedn‘kom niemieckim polskich
deradcéw z glosem decydujacym,

2. By w Radzie Najwyisze] o¢wizdezyl,
iz wobec popelnianych gwaltow nie uwaza

za mczliwe w tych warunkach przeprowa- |
dzié plebiscytu. i

3. By Rzad byl gotéw do czynnego inter-
wenjowania na kcrzy$¢ Pclakéw na u-
rach, w Warmji i Powislu, gdyby komisje |
plebiscytowe ckazywaly nadal niezdolnosé i
obrcny ludnosc: polskiej”,

Drugi wniosek cddzielny brzmi (czyta): !

»Sejm wzywa Rzad, azeby ze wzgledu |
na te, ze ostatnie wypadki w Niemczech !
wykazaly cgromny wzrost agresywnego |
szowinizmu, ze wytworzona skutkiem tego |
sytuacja, a szczegblnie powtarzajace sig
ataki niemieckie ma ziemiach plebiscytc- |
wych groza przesadzeniem plebiscytu, po-
dwoil swa czujncéé ¢ w tej chwili krytycz-
nej zabezpieczy! obrong intereséw polskich
przez silne pogotowie wojskowe wobec |
Niemcow", |
Jest bowiem faktem, ze Niemcy, w Pru-
sach Wschodnich orgamizuja sig, zbieraja
amunicje i dzisiaj jest to prawie publiczna
tajemnica, méwi si¢ o pcgremie Polakéw na
terenach plebiscytowych. (Brawa).
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Appendix 3. MP W. Herz’s emergency motion on the plebiscite in Masuria and Warmia from
24" September 1920.%°

WNIOSEK NAGLY

posta HERZA i kol z klubu N. P, R. w sprawie wydanej decyzji przez Radg
Ambasadoréw w Paryiu w kwestji plebiscytowej na Mazurach i Warmji.

Plebiscyt na terenie Olsztynskim (Mazur i Warmji) odbywal sie dla Polski
w sposib niesprawiedliwy, bezprawuy. Plebiscytowa Komisja Aljancka, jako najwyisza
wladza wykonaweza i administracyjna na tetenie plebiscytowym, nie zapewnila Pola-
kom w praktyce zasady wolnosci i réwnouprawnienia, ktéra to zasada jest glowna
podstawg plebiscytu.

Na liczne zadania ze strony polskiej zaprowadzenia parytetycznege ustroju
w administracji, policji i Zyciu spotecznem, Komisja Aljancka nie reagowata, Wszelka
wladza pozostala w reku niemieckiem, ziad terror i martyrologja poiskiej ludnosci ma-
zurskiej, tak przez wiadze, jak i ludnos¢ niemiecks, byla na porzadku dziennym.

Z tych wzglgddw ludnoS¢ potska z obawy ufraty Zycia i mienia nie mogla
jawnie i swobodnie wypowiedzieé swych przekonan narodowych i politycznych. Polska
praca plebiscytowa, skutkiem stronniczej postawy Komisji Aljanckiej oraz terroru nie-
mieckiegn, ograniczona byla do minimum. Niemcy sprowadzili do glosowania ludzl
z poza terenu plebiscytowedo, ktérzy nie mieli zadnego prawa do glosowania, na pod-
stawic falszywych papierdw.

Naduzycia przy wyborach ze stromy niemieckiej, jak i naruszanie tajnodci
glosowania, jawna aditacja w lokalach wyborczych za Niemcami, falszowanie wyniku
glosowania na szkode polskg, jawne {eroryzowanie polakéw przez Komitety wyborcze
przy glosowaniu, pozbawily caly akt glosowania podstawy prawnej, a zamienily go
w komedjg, Setki protestow zebranych przez Komitet Mazurski i Warmidiski sg nie-
zbitym dowodem, iz gdlosowania podobnego uznac nie mozna, jako prawdziwego wyrazu
ludno$ci, zamieszkatej na terenie plebiscytowym.

N, .

Rada Ambasadoréw w Paryzu, nie odczekawszy nadesiania od Rzadu Pol-
skiego caledo materjatu dowodowego, uznala plebiscyt za wazny i wydala decyzje
z wielka szkodg dla Polski, Przeciwko tej decyzji nalezy zalozy¢ protest i zazadac
rewlzji.

Wobec tego nizej podpisani wnosza:

Wysoki Sejm uchwali¢ raczy:

Sejm wzywa Rzad

1) do zalozenia na drodze dyplomatycznej protestu w Radzie Ambasadorow
w Paryzu, przeciwko waznosci powzigtej przez nig decyzji, jako aktu krzywdy i gwallu
wobec Polski,

2) do nieuznawania plebiscytu i domaganie sie rewizii,

3) do wyltoczenia calej sprawy przed forum Ligi Narodow.

Warszawa, dnia 24 wrzesnia 1920 r.

Wriloskodawca
W. Herz.
Dr Brefski, Chqdzprski, Feslerkiewicz, Fichna, Galinski, Hellich, Lisiecki, Mi-
chalak, Nader, Niewinowski, Nowicki, Nurek, Piasecka, Piekarski, Pletrzpk, Postol-
ski, Rajea, Reder, Rymer, Strzebalski, Swintarski, Tomczak, Dr FPachowiak, Wasz-
kiewicz, Wilczkowiakowa, Zagorski, Lewandowski, Michalak, Weber,

» SU, no. 2086.
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Chart. Results of the 11" July 1920 plebiscite in Warmia, Masuria and Powisle according to
the Central Statistical Office of Poland.

358 XX. Plebiscyty.
Wyniki plebiscytéw. — Résultats des pléhiscites. )
R T uprewnic- =S

Po- y pariant Ludnose | "¥E _° Qloso- |Mombre des vaix
Powiaty [rioresh | Ludnas | v | g | S |

Bm? P pol ‘ n;e- inne- Eie:: 1919 r. Perso Person us:o!- Niem- 1+

i - = - erson- -

ﬁggggg- Super- Taiton skim | Tm | ™ I'"I‘Emi 53%".'.7[ yant n;‘;:l qt et

entme | POl | alte Pane® mand | 8% 1918 | Saie | vote |Potal | B

mand ‘gues inuﬁes de vote gne | magne
Okrag mazursko-warmifskl. Piebiscyt z dn. 11 lipsa 1920 r.
District d’Allenstein. Plébiscite du 11 juillet 1920.
Ogéltem--Total . 245031288 790 1 17720 1
Elk. . . .. 257! 138/
Jahsbork . . 33344 16379
Lee . . .. 13007 26352
Nibork . . . 20075 10779
Olecko . . . 12308, 24 562
Olsztyn (m. v.) 2348 20344
Ofsztyn . . . 33286, 22825,
Ostréda . . . 28 825! -43 508/
Rescel . 6560 43189
Szezytno | . . 43!!)35.202] o
Zadzbork . . +22530] 24 496! T . T89  Bf
Okrag kwidzydski. Plebisoyt z dn. 11 lippa 1020 r. - ..
District de Marienverder. Plébiscite du 11 julllet 19200~ - .

Opblem—Totar .| 2455,0] 161234] 230411136294 117 1 1641 1211 S 7947l 96 8
Kwidayt . . .| 353,8] 41153 33711 37 209 15 40 730f 3191 1779 25 60
Malborg . .| 216 20 004 693 27968] 23 32 27 858{ 20342 191 17 80!
susz . . . .| 10416 54550 amtsmsu 46 881 56057 39630 1073 33 49
sastum . . .| 641.6] 36527 15548 20923 33 - 30538 20201 4904| 19 98

Source: Rocznik statystyki Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej, 1920/1922, Warszawa 1923, no. IL, p. 358.
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Zbigniew Kudrzycki, Plebiscyt na Warmii, Mazurach i Powislu na forum Sejmu Ustawodawczego
1919-1920

Streszczenie

100. rocznica plebiscytu na Warmii, Mazurach i Powi$lu sktania do zainteresowania sie jego antecedenc-
jami i wynikami glosowania. Powstaje pytanie, czy Polska w dwczesnej sytuacji mogla podja¢ dziatania, ktére
przyczynityby sie do uzyskania lepszego wyniku gtosowania? Szukajac odpowiedzi na postawione pytanie, nalezy
uwzglednia¢ wielorakie i skomplikowane uwarunkowania wewnetrzne i zewnetrzne powstajacego panstwa polsk-
iego, ale tez dzialania wtadz polskich wobec Mazuréw i Warmiakow. Warto uwzgledniaé pozycje Polski w Europie,
panstwa odzyskujacego po 123 latach niepodleglos¢ i realnych mozliwosci realizacji celéw i aspiracji terytori-
alnych narodu polskiego. W poczatkowym okresie ksztaltowania polityki panstwa niebagatelna role odgrywat
Sejm Ustawodawczy, w ktorym zasiedli przedstawiciele polskiego spoleczenistwa i przedstawiali na jego forum
istotne problemy panstwa polskiego, dlatego warto wyja$ni¢ zainteresowanie tej instytucji pafistwa plebiscytami
na Warmii i Mazurach oraz Powislu. Problematyka plebiscytu w Sejmie Ustawodawczym zostata przedstawiona
przed pot wiekem w jednym artykule, lecz warta jest przypomnienia i przedstawienia z innej perspektywy.

Zbigniew Kudrzycki, Volksabstimmung in Ermland, Masuren und im Weichselland bei der Versammlu-
ng des gesetzgebenden Sejms 1919-1920

Zusammenfassung

Der 100. Jahrestag der Volksabstimmung in Ermland, Masuren und im Weichselland gibt uns Anlass, uns
fiir seine Vorgeschichte und die Ergebnisse der Abstimmung zu interessieren. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob Polen in
der damaligen Situation Mafinahmen hitte ergreifen konnen, die zu einem besseren Ausgang der Abstimmung
beigetragen hitten. Bei der Suche nach einer Antwort auf diese Frage sollte man die vielfiltigen und komplexen
inneren und dufleren Bedingungen des entstehenden polnischen Staates sowie das Vorgehen der polnischen Be-
horden gegeniiber Masuren und Ermlédndern beriicksichtigen. Es lohnt sich, die Position Polens in Europa zu
beriicksichtigen, eines Landes, das nach 123 Jahren seine Unabhangigkeit wiedererlangt hat, und die realen Még-
lichkeiten, die Ziele und territorialen Bestrebungen der polnischen Nation zu erreichen. In der Anfangszeit der
Gestaltung der Staatspolitik spielte der gesetzgebende Sejm, in dem Vertreter der polnischen Gesellschaft saflen
und in seinem Forum wichtige Probleme des polnischen Staates vortrugen, eine bedeutende Rolle. Die Frage der
Volksabstimmung im Sejm wurde bereits vor einem halben Jahrhundert in einem Artikel dargestellt, aber es lohnt
sich, daran zu erinnern und sie aus einer anderen Perspektive darzustellen.

Zbigniew Kudrzycki
Towarzystwo Naukowe im. Wojciecha Ketrzynskiego w Olsztynie
kudrzycki@wp.pl
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