
Polish Political science Yearbook, vol. 50 (2021), pp. 33–59
DOI: https://doi.org/10.15804/ppsy202149 PL ISSN 0208-7375

www.czasopisma.marszalek.com.pl/10-15804/ppsy

Teresa Usewicz 
Polish Naval Academy (Poland)
ORCID: 0000-0001-6234-224X
e-mail: t.usewicz@gmail.com

Kinga Torbicka 
University of Warsaw (Poland)
ORCID: 0000-0002-6625-5060
e-mail: kinga.torbicka@uw.edu.pl

Magdalena El Ghamari 
Collegium Civitas (Poland)
ORCID: 0000-0001-5798-7545
e-mail: magdalena.elghamari@civitas.edu.pl

Common Security and Defense Policy of the European 
Union Through the Prism of Polish Experiences  
and Security Interests

Abstract: In this paper, the authors attempt to prove that the Polish position on developing the 
EU’s Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP) was skeptical, despite entries in political 
and strategic documents which emphasized its great significance for Polish security policy. It 
is evidenced by Poland’s low level of involvement in EU missions and operations and other un-
dertakings in the CSDP area. The central hypothesis adopted at the beginning of the research 
is that Poland has always treated security and defense within the European Union as a kind of 
complement to the potential and capabilities developed within the framework of the North At-
lantic Alliance, and the Polish involvement in CSDP has never been adequate to the provisions 
contained in political and strategic documents. Poland’s stance resulted, on the one hand, from 
the weakness of the CSDP’s political framework, which was shaped by numerous compromises 
among its member states, and on the other hand, from the political elite’s conviction that only 
NATO’s, and de facto the United States’, security guarantees are credible. In this paper, the au-
thors analyze Poland’s previous experience resulting from polish participation in the policy in 
question and the evolution of Poland’s position toward its development in the context of the 
Republic of Poland’s security interests formulated in political and strategic documents. 
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The Common Security and Defense Policy of the European Union is reflected in both Pol-
ish and international scientific sources. The Polish prism of these experiences and security 
interests is described mainly by authors coming from various research centers, both those 
related to the sciences of security and defense and political sciences, including Aleksandro-
wicz (2011), Zięba (2012), Żurawski vel Grajewski (2012), Ciupiński (2014), Koziej (2011), 
and the subchapter Kuźniar entitled Politics and Strength. Introduction to the 2006 
Strategic Studies, which is devoted to the European Security Strategy. Jacek Czaputowicz, 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Poland, also writes about the subject matter (Czaputow-
icz, 2012). Interesting analyses, complementing scientific exploration, can also be found in 
numerous scientific articles, including Kuźniar, Gotkowska (2017), Madej and Terlikowski 
(2013), Terlikowski (2017), and Usewicz (2017).

International scientific sources indicate numerous analyses in monographs, articles, and 
messages, e.g., the works by Britz (2016) and Heisbourg (2000).

Several intriguing scientific inquiries can be found in the articles by the Ministers of 
Foreign Affairs and Defense: Wallström and Hultqvist (2017), Juncker and Sobotka (2017), 
Chappell (2020), Biscop (2017), Tard (2017), or Posen (2010). 

Another, equally important from the research perspective, materials related to CSDP are 
statements of the Policy Department, which is part of the Directorate-General for External 
Policies of the EU, on missions and operations and the EU’s Battle Groups, the European 
Parliament’s communications from the European Commission, the Council of the European 
Union, or strategic documents for this. Based on the verification of existing sources, the main 
goal of the presented scientific article is to identify Poland’s experience to date resulting from 
participation in the Common Security and Defense Policy and to evolve Poland’s position 
toward its development in the context of the security interests of the Republic of Poland 
formulated in political and strategic documents. The research problem, motivated authors 
to research in the area of the Common Security and Defense Policy of the European Union, 
boils down to an attempt to answer questions about the overall approach of Poland to the 
policy in question and to verify the actual involvement of Poland in the light of the provisions 
contained in political and strategic documents in the area of safety.

The research questions identified at the initial stage of the research procedure come 
down to the following questions:

• How has Poland’s approach to CSDP development evolved after 1989? 
• Can Poland’s to-date involvement in CSDP activities be assessed as sufficient in the 

context of security interests formulated in political and strategic documents? 
The research questions were divided by the authors of the work into exploratory-

descriptive research and research explaining what, in their opinion, exhausts the needs of 
the research procedure used, consisting of the formulation of the problem situation in the 
introduction to the article, the definition and recognition of research problems, collecting 
source materials, developing a research procedure, and selecting research methods. Tech-
niques and tools, formulation of hypotheses are presented in this section. Chapter 1 of the 
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article conceptualized the research, and a precise conceptual apparatus was created, used 
in the following chapters. Chapter 2 provides the analytical framework as well as discusses 
the methodological aspects of the article. Do the following subsections concern Polish 
perception of security and defense policy in the EU in political and strategic documents, 
Poland’s approach to building EU military capabilities, and the attempt to answer whether 
Poland is only a consumer or a producer of security within the EU? The article ends with 
a summary of the obtained research results.

As a result of the methods used, a comprehensive picture of the examined issues was ob-
tained. Theoretical research was organized and conducted, and the hypotheses were verified. 
In the last stage of the research, the results were verified and developed in a synthetic form 
in the phase of materials development. This procedure made it possible to summarize the 
fundamental research and the final editing of this scientific article. The use of the presented 
methods: analysis, exemplification, synthesis, induction and deduction, verification, and 
conceptualization is justified due to the interdisciplinary nature of the research. In research 
methods, research tools and techniques were used, respectively, according to the course of 
study and the assumed goal, including qualitative, critical and elementary analysis, causal 
association, and formulation of axioms.

The authors consider the level of implementation of the objectives adopted in the subject 
matter area in the Treaty on European Union, in Art. 42, according to which the common 
security and defense policy is an integral part of the common foreign and security policy. 
It provides the Union with an operational capacity drawing on civil and military assets. The 
Union may use them for peacekeeping, conflict prevention, and strengthening international 
security missions outside the Union, in line with the principles of the United Nations Charter. 
These tasks are performed based on the capabilities provided by the Member States.

The analysis of the problematic situation forced the authors to generate hypotheses, 
which were verified in the substantive part of the presented scientific article.

In the opinion of the authors of the study, the recent activities of the European Union 
under the CSDP aim to increase the EU’s. The EU’s reactivity to international crises and 
fighting other identified threats to EU countries often generated far beyond the borders of 
the Union, including the fight against terrorism on an international scale. Although the Treaty 
allows for establishing a common defense, no such decisions have been taken so far.

It should be emphasized that the Common Security and Defense Policy is voluntary 
cooperation, not only of countries belonging to the European Union but also of entities 
related to it through institutional ties of an intergovernmental nature. It is not a community 
policy but rather a combined approach based on agreements between individual govern-
ments. The Common Security and Defense Policy focuses on activities for security beyond 
the EU’s external borders, and the defense of the Member States is a fundamental duty of 
each state and an allied commitment within the North Atlantic Alliance. 

In the case of Poland, membership in the European Union is, along with membership 
in the North Atlantic Alliance, a key determinant of Polish security policy, or at least such 
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statements can be found in subsequent documents on Polish priorities in this area. The 
central hypothesis adopted at the beginning of the research is the assumption that Poland 
has always treated security and defense within the European Union as a kind of complement 
to the potential and capabilities developed under the North Atlantic Alliance and that Polish 
involvement in the CSDP has never been adequate to the provisions contained in Polish 
political and strategic documents. Even a cursory analysis of Poland’s activity under the 
CSDP confirms that it remained in the shadow of the North Atlantic Alliance almost from 
the beginning of Poland’s strategic independence. Poland has never advocated full building 
autonomy in terms of security and defense within the EU. Relations with the United States 
and membership in NATO are the basic foundations of Polish security policy.

In this article, the authors will analyze Poland’s experience resulting from our participation 
in the policy in question and the evolution of Poland’s position toward its development in the 
context of Poland’s security interests formulated in political and strategic documents.

Poland’s Strategic Independence after 1989

Poland was in a difficult situation after 1989. On the one hand, it became a free and sovereign 
State. On the other hand, the Polish State had to quickly define itself in terms of foreign 
and security policy priorities and make up for the backwardness of independent thinking 
in these areas. 

At the beginning of the 1990s, a procedure for national strategic defense planning and 
programming was initiated. Following it, the Political-Strategic Directive of the Republic 
of Poland and the resulting Plan of Defense of the Republic of Poland and Programme of 
Non-Military Defense Preparations of the Republic of Poland (Koziej, 2012, p. 20) were 
adopted, corresponding to the conditions of strategic independence.

The first document which defined general directions of defense policy, in which the 
internal and external conditions of Poland were discussed openly and generally for the first 
time, was the ‘Defense Doctrine of the Republic of Poland’ adopted by a Resolution of the 
Defense Committee of the Republic of Poland of February 21, 1990, on the Defense doctrine 
of the Republic of Poland (Monitor Polski, 1990; Marszałek-Kawa & Plecka, 2015).

In the document, already in its initial part, provisions mention a close relationship 
between Poland’s fate and the situation in Europe. Furthermore, it mentions that Poland 
recognizes the close link between national security and international security. It is, therefore, 
necessary to participate in and influence transnational processes, particularly those taking 
place in Europe or affecting it. The Doctrine states that Poland’s security is based on alliances 
(bilateral and multilateral) and membership in the Warsaw Pact (which was disbanded on 
July 1, 1991), but at the same time, there is an announcement of change as the pan-European 
security system develops. It is worth noting that the Doctrine does not include the European 
Community, the Western European Union, or the North Atlantic Alliance as security and 
Defense policy objectives. Moreover, it is not in Poland’s interest to maintain armed forces 
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outside Poland. However, at the same time, it is announced that the Polish Army will continue 
to participate in international peacekeeping missions, especially under the aegis of the United 
Nations (UN) (Polacy w misjach pokojowych ONZ). This document is still in the shadow 
of the collapse of the Warsaw Pact. It can therefore be concluded that, in a sense, this was 
an announcement of upcoming changes. Still, it was also an expression of uncertainty and 
some confusion in the security environment at the time. Another stage in thinking about 
security and defense in Poland was adoption at the Defense Committee meeting on November 
2, 1992, of the Assumptions of the Polish Security Policy and Security Policy and Defense 
Strategy of the Republic of Poland. The document was created due to more than a year’s 
work by a dedicated team appointed for this purpose and was signed by the then President 
of the Republic of Poland, Lech Wałęsa. It laid down the basic principles of Poland’s internal 
and external security and consisted of two parts, i.e., the Assumptions of the Polish Security 
Policy and the part devoted to the Republic of Poland’s defense policy and defense strategy. 
In the introduction, the document’s authors use the concept of defense strategy and doctrine 
interchangeably, making it possible to note that security was primarily equated with defense. 
The part devoted to the Polish security policy’s principles already includes a provision on 
Poland’s future membership in the European Communities and then in the EU.

Nevertheless, relations with the communities were de facto intended to facilitate Poland’s 
accession to the North Atlantic Alliance. It is confirmed by Poland’s position at the beginning 
of the 1990s, according to which ‘The North Atlantic Alliance remains a key factor in political 
stability and peace in Europe; Poland particularly appreciates the Euro-Atlantic nature of 
this alliance and advocates the presence of US troops on our continent. Poland’s strategic 
objective in the 1990s is membership in NATO and the Western European Union (WEU) 
as a European pillar of NATO and an important factor in the European collective security 
system’ (Assumptions of the Polish security policy and Security Policy and Defense 
Strategy of the Republic of Poland, 1992, p. 5). 

Therefore, it can be concluded that the Western European Union has not been treated 
as an alternative to NATO from the outset. 

According to Zięba, the ‘experience of the interwar period shows that alliance links with 
France and the United Kingdom did not constitute effective guarantees of Poland’s security’ 
(Zięba, 2005, p. 103). Membership in the Communities and then in the EU was supposed 
to ensure Poland’s political stability and economic development. The ‘Security Policy and 
Defense Strategy of the Republic of Poland’ states that ‘striving to connect with the European 
Communities creates the greatest hope for Poland to consolidate its independent state, 
democracy, and successful economic development. It is a geostrategic direction of political 
and economic rapprochement and Poland’s participation in an effective Western collective 
security system’ (Assumptions of the Polish security policy and Security Policy and 
Defense Strategy of the Republic of Poland, 1992, p. 8). It means that Poland’s participa-
tion in the European Communities was treated primarily as an opportunity for economic 
development and consolidation of democratic solutions and adopted standards. It should be 
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noted that, in the context of economic growth outside the European Communities, there was 
no alternative to Polish foreign policy; as regards ensuring Poland’s security, other concepts 
were also formulated aimed at not deteriorating relations with Russia. An example of such 
a concept was the position of left-wing circles in the early 1990s, according to which the 
time of military alliances has irreversibly passed. Although the Alliance of the Democratic 
Left (SLD) ‘did not deny the need for rapprochement with the West, it criticized the intention 
to join NATO (…). It was in favor of maintaining security as an objective of Polish policy 
and building a collective security system, preferring NATO’s subordinate role toward CSCE’ 
(Grodzki, 2009, p. 181). As the then SLD expert on international affairs pointed out, ‘our 
country should be in favor of developing a new collective security system in Europe, and 
NATO could become a CSCE body’ (Grodzki, 2009, p. 181).

Another idea put forward at the beginning of the 1990s by President Lech Wałęsa was 
creating an international military agreement in Central and Eastern Europe – the ‘NATO-bis’ 
and an economic organization – the ‘EEC-bis’. Lech Wałęsa’s concept was formulated without 
consulting the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Nevertheless, it is difficult to conclude that the 
concepts had real chances of being implemented. Perhaps that is why Zięba said that ‘due to 
the geopolitical situation between a united Germany and Russia, which is returning to the 
international arena, many often complained about the emerging “grey area” or “security void”. 
However, no ideas were formulated about how to fill this void other than joining Western 
and Euro-Atlantic institutions’ (Zięba, 2010, p. 81). 

In the Treaty on the European Union establishing a de facto European Union (signed on 
February 7, 1992, thus a few months before the signature by the President of the Republic 
of Poland of the Assumptions of the Polish Security Policy and Defense Strategy of the 
Republic of Poland) in part devoted to the objectives of the EU, Article B provides that the 
European Union sets itself the objective to ‘assert its identity on the international scene, in 
particular through the implementation of a common foreign and security policy, including 
the eventual framing of a common defense policy, which might in time lead to a common 
defense’ (Treaty on European Union, Article B).

The section on the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) of the Treaty clarifies 
how and under what conditions it should be implemented. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that the ‘EU Member States unanimously agreed that such 
a (political) union could not be based solely on an integrated economic and monetary area 
and an internal market’ (Federal Foreign Office, n.d.). At that stage, however, Poland did not 
recognize the opportunity associated with the development of the (CFSP); it was instead 
in favor of ‘building a system of collective security that would include Europe and North 
America’ (Assumptions of the Polish security policy and Security Policy and Defense 
Strategy of the Republic of Poland, 1992, p. 10).

In this context, the EU is regarded as an element facilitating the achievement of a critical 
objective from Poland’s point of view, namely Poland’s membership in the North Atlantic 
Alliance. 
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The Polish security policy’s strategic objective was achieved in 1999 when Poland became 
a North Atlantic Alliance member. From the point of view of Polish security interests, this 
objective’s achievement was fundamental and fulfilled both the authorities’ and the public’s 
expectations regarding moving closer to a united Western Europe. This time, membership 
in the political and military alliance was Poland’s conscious choice, and obtaining security 
guarantees from the allies became the basis of the Polish security policy. 

At the time of accession to NATO, Poland had already been in the integration process 
with the EU for five years, which began on April 8, 1994, when Prime Minister Waldemar 
Pawlak applied to have the Republic of Poland joining the EU. In 1989, the Agreement on 
Trade and Commercial and Economic Cooperation between Poland and EEC was signed. 
The Agreement’s main objective was to create favorable conditions for the harmonious 
development and diversification of trade flows and promote trade and economic coop-
eration (Agreement between the Polish People’s Republic and the European Economic 
Community on Trade and Commercial and Economic Cooperation, 1989). Then, at the 
beginning of the 1990s, further steps were taken to integrate with the European Community 
due to political changes in Europe and Poland. An official request was made for the opening 
of accession negotiations (May 25, 1990). In late 1991, the Association Agreement with the 
European Community and its Member States was signed. The Agreement concerned mainly 
issues related to the approximation and adaptation of the Polish economy to European 
Community requirements. 

It was a milestone in the process of Poland’s integration into the EU. Economic and social 
issues were the primary motivator of the actions taken toward integrating Poland into the 
European Community. However, already at that stage, some politicians saw the importance 
of the future EU and its political potential, including Poland and the region’s security. At the 
time, Skubiszewski, Minister of Foreign Affairs, pointed out that ‘when discussing relations 
with the EU, we are primarily talking about – and rightly so – economic matters. However, 
let us remember that the matter’s essence lies in the political sphere because it concerns 
our broadly understood security. (…) It entails providing our country with a permanent 
and definitive place in Europe. (…) participation in the European Union will provide the 
other Member States and us with a guarantee not only of social and economic development 
but also the preservation and radiance of our existence’ (Kuźniar, 2011, p. 509). However, 
the political elite’s prevailing view was that the North Atlantic Organization should be the 
guarantor of Poland’s security, first and foremost because the United States participates in 
it and that security issues in the context of the EU (or the WEU) should be considered only 
insofar as they would serve the purpose of Poland’s quicker accession to NATO. The Western 
European Union (WEU) was seen primarily as a European pillar of NATO. However, at the 
beginning of the 1990s, there was no clear answer to whether Poland’s accession to the North 
Atlantic Alliance would be possible. Also, NATO itself has held discussions on the legitimacy 
of the Alliance’s survival given the cessation of the main prerequisite for its existence, i.e., 
the Warsaw Pact collapse. The Warsaw Pact was formally disbanded on July 1, 1991. Some 
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experts predicted the imminent collapse of NATO due to the absence of a dominant external 
threat, but ‘these expectations turned out to be at least premature. Instead of receding into 
the background, NATO flourished in the 1990s, at least in some respects’ (Duffield, 2012, p. 
298). Nevertheless, the prospect of Poland joining the Alliance was quite vague; therefore, the 
government of T. Mazowiecki sought other possibilities of obtaining security guarantees. In 
March 1990, Poland established cooperation with the Western European Union by posting 
Minister of Foreign Affairs K. Skubiszewski to participate in the extraordinary session of the 
WEU Assembly in Luxembourg. Poland subsequently became part of the WEU Consultative 
Forum in June 1992. Since its accession to NATO in 1999, Poland, together with Hungary 
and the Czech Republic, acquired the status of an associated member of the WEU. From 
the outset, the prospect of membership in the WEU was seen as easier to achieve, but it was 
not an end in itself, instead merely a means to achieve another objective, namely accession 
to NATO. As Węglarczyk said, ‘since the beginning of the 1990s, our diplomats recognized 
that the WEU could be used as a side door to NATO membership. Everything at that time 
indicated that the efforts to join the Alliance would be very long and complicated (and 
were), and due to its minor importance, the WEU was therefore recognized by our Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs as easier to gain’ (Węglarczyk, 2010). According to Zięba (2010, p. 82), 
‘Warsaw skeptically referred to the possibility of finding support in the Western European 
security structure, which would be deprived of the political and military presence of the US’. 
It resulted from historical experience, especially in the interwar period, and doubts about 
France and the United Kingdom’s security guarantees. It is worth noting, however, that it was 
initially in the Brussels Treaty and then in the 1954 Paris Agreements (de facto this is the date 
of establishment of the WEU) that a provision was made imposing on the Member States an 
‘obligation to provide unconditional assistance by any means at their disposal – military and 
other’ in the event of an armed attack on any one of them. The scope of the aid is thus much 
more significant than in the North Atlantic Alliance’s case (Karpiński & Mikliszański, 2006, p. 
7). When analyzing the Polish security policy over the years after the break-up of the Warsaw 
Pact, it can be concluded that the lack of provisions concerning the obligatory use of the 
armed forces in the event of the need to provide allied support within NATO is in a certain 
sense omitted. From Poland’s entry into the Alliance, it is assumed that the Member States’ 
assistance will send allied reinforcement forces in the case of external armed aggression. 
In Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, the lack of provisions on the mandatory use of the 
armed forces in case of the need to assist an ally is one of NATO’s most significant weak-
nesses. Suppose the North Atlantic Council decides to activate Article 5 of the Washington 
Treaty. In that case, each Member State would need to make an individual decision on how 
to implement its alliance obligations under this Article. It is worth mentioning here that, 
in the case of the European Union, there is also a commitment to mutual assistance, the 
so-called ‘mutual defense clause’, according to which, where any Member State becomes the 
victim of armed aggression in its territory, the other Member States are obliged to provide 
assistance and support by any means available to them, per Article 51 of the Charter of the 
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United Nations. It does not affect the specific nature of the security and defense policies of 
certain Member States (Treaty on the European Union, art. 42). 

Since, as with the Washington Treaty, the Article does not impose an obligation to 
provide military assistance, no formal procedure has been established, and the EU is merely 
a coordinator. However, this provision is important in the EU Member States’ security policy 
and non-members of the North Atlantic Alliance, such as Sweden or Finland. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that the inclusion of a mutual defense clause in the 
Treaty of Lisbon is a crucial element in building the EU’s strategic identity. It proves that 
EU leaders see that ‘stronger and more efficient European defense is essential to consolidate 
the transatlantic relationship in the face of structural geostrategic changes accelerated by 
the global economic crisis, especially when the US’s strategic position toward the Asian and 
Pacific region is changing’ (European Parliament resolution, 22.11.2012).

As a member of the EU, Poland may also use the mutual defense clause, if necessary. 
It is undoubtedly part of Poland’s security policy, which is often overlooked in the broad 
debate on Poland’s security. Perhaps this is due to the traditionally skeptical approach to 
EU issues and perhaps often to the lack of knowledge and complexity of the EU reality. 

Security and Defense in the EU as Part of Poland’s National  
Security Strategies

Admittedly, in the Republic of Poland’s first National Security Strategy adopted in 2000, 
the European Union is mentioned next to the North Atlantic Alliance. However, as Koziej 
pointed out in the document, ‘NATO is the main factor in political and military stability on 
the European continent and Poland’s factual basis for security and defense. Poland’s second 
international security pillar was recognized as integration into the European Union’, but 
above all in the context of participation in the Union’s system of cooperation with NATO. It 
is evidenced by the statement made by Minister of Foreign Affairs W. Bartoszewski, who 
stated in 2001 in the Committee on Foreign Affairs that ‘as regards our main tasks related to 
ensuring the security of our country, they are related to further strengthening our position 
in NATO structures while participating in the construction of the European Security and 
Defense Policy. We should naturally impact the development of ESDP political and military 
structures on the EU’s links with NATO, but cooperation with NATO must be a strategic 
priority. It is due to NATO’s role as a guarantor of stability and security in Europe and the 
Euro-Atlantic region. It is worth remembering that the Pact has adequate, tried structures 
and adequate military means, while ESDP is only in the process of shaping and discussing 
what forces it can put at its disposal. It is worth adding, perhaps perversely, that one should 
also take into account that Poland is already a member of NATO but not yet a member of 
the EU. In the first case, then, we have something to say, and we can decide on the future of 
the Pact and, in the second case, it will only prove what our participation in decision-making 
will be’ (Foreign Affairs Committee, 2001). 
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The statement perfectly reflects the Polish perception of EU security and defense issues 
at the beginning of the first decade of the 21st century. Poland, not yet a member of the EU, 
has realized that integration with this organization and a multifaceted link between Poland 
and other European countries is necessary; it can be then concluded that this was a priority 
of the then Polish foreign policy, but was integration with the EU also a priority in the area 
of security policy? It would undoubtedly be a considerable burden to engage equally in the 
North Atlantic Alliance and the EU in security and defense. In 1999, Poland became a full 
NATO member; interestingly, the EU proclaimed the European Security and Defense Policy 
in the same year. In the following year, already under NATO membership conditions, the 
national security strategy was adopted, with another one coming three years later. 

The 2003 National Security Strategy devotes a great deal of attention to the EU while 
drawing attention to the need for good cooperation with NATO. The transatlantic and 
European dimensions of the strategy are complemented by the intention to strengthen the 
UN and develop activities on non-European issues and bilateral cooperation in the region’ 
(Koziej & Brzozowski, 2015, p. 32).

Another document adopted in 2003 was correlated with the European Security Strategy 
adopted in the same year and the NATO Strategic Concept. It states that ‘Membership in 
the European Union determines Poland’s security basis to a significant extent. It radically 
increased possibilities for implementing Polish security policy and international impact 
capacity (…). The Polish authorities should advocate deepening integration processes 
in the European Union while preserving its members’ unity and solidarity (…). It makes 
a significant contribution to the development of the EU’s military and civilian crisis response 
capabilities. There will be a gradual increase in the commitment to creating a European rapid 
response force, including participation in the formation of battle groups. It will strive to meet 
the other objectives set forth by the European Operational Objective 2010. Poland will also 
make significant personnel and material contribution to stabilization, peace, humanitarian, 
rescue, and training missions organized by the European Union’ (Szwed, 2007).

Does the question arise about what the document’s authors understood as a ‘significant 
personnel and material contribution?’ Notwithstanding, it is worth noting that the excerpts 
mentioned above from the document are a relatively specific obligation on Poland. In the Se-
curity Strategy of 2014, the level of generality of the CSDP provisions is far more significant. 
It is difficult to find precise formulations regarding Poland’s involvement in this policy. An 
example of this is the words: ‘The European Union and the Common Security and Defense 
Policy (CSDP) developed within it will be an important security factor for Poland (…). The 
actions of the Polish State will be aimed at deepening the EU’s integration processes in the 
field of security so that it has adequate security, including Defense capabilities’ (Strategia 
bezpieczeństwa narodowego Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej, 2014). 

To sum up, it should be noted that the practical dimension of polish involvement in the 
CSDP did not reflect the provisions contained in the political and strategic documents. At 
the declarative level, Poland supported and continues to strengthen the EU’s security and 
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defense policy. Still, the separated forces and resources for its needs are the minimum level 
necessary to maintain partner status, though with minimal influence. 

Building EU Military Capabilities and Poland’s Approach

The Helsinki European Council decided that by 2003 the EU would be able to deploy within 
60 days and sustain for at least a year a force of up to 50,000-60,000 personnel, capable 
of performing the full spectrum of Petersberg Tasks. Also, decisions have been taken to 
establish new political and military bodies and structures, establish a non-military crisis 
management mechanism, and establish the principles under which non-EU countries will 
engage in the EU’s European Security Defense Policy (Presidency conclusions, 1999).

Poland sought opportunities to engage in current initiatives. ‘In 2000, the Minister of 
National Defense declared the Polish contribution to peacekeeping missions, thus confirming 
the Polish commitment to implementing the European Headline Goal. Poland certainly 
could not demand a larger share in developing the Common European Security and Defense 
policy without putting forward some concrete obligations in capabilities. In November 2001, 
Deputy Minister Janusz Zemke renewed the pledge of Polish contribution, this time better 
adjusting it to the EU’s expectations. The minister also expressed Poland’s willingness to 
support the European Capabilities Action Plan framework’s efforts. However, the EU showed 
a lack of will to cooperate with third states, despite the original concept envisaging such 
a possibility’ (Poland Country Study Guide Volume 1, p. 106). 

Moreover, the 2002 NATO Summit in Prague announced the initiative to create NATO 
Response Forces, approved in Brussels in 2003. In the words of General James Jones, the 
then NATO Supreme Allied Commander Europe, ‘… NATO will no longer have the large, 
massed units that were necessary for the Cold War, but will have agile and capable forces at 
Graduated Readiness levels that will better prepare the Alliance to meet any threat that it 
is likely to face in this 21st century’ (NATO Response Force, 2020). 

These decisions had an impact on Poland’s involvement in ESDP. ‘Poland’s attitude 
about creating EU military capability was very reserved given its Atlanticist policy, which 
Warsaw manifested in its concern for NATO and zealous care for the US’s interests. The 
Polish government was also engaged in creating the NATO Response Force. In a situation 
where NATO and the EU had decided to create similarly, and thus rather competing, armed 
forces for the same type of crisis reaction operations, Poland decidedly favored the NATO 
Concept, which it had even co-initiated’ (Zięba, 2020, p. 147).

At the following planning conferences, the EU States declared their capacities for the 
European Headline Goal’s needs. The Polish side expressed its contribution in the form of 
a framework brigade (two battalions) of 1,500 soldiers to carry out the Petersberg Tasks, as 
well as an aviation search and rescue group, an air-transport unit (three planes, of which 
one is a transport aircraft), a mine-sweeper, a rescue vessel, and a military gendarmerie 
unit (Zięba, 2020, p. 147).
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Nevertheless, the Polish side stipulated that the same forces had been reserved for NATO 
operations. Therefore, a decision on possible involvement will be taken whenever an EU 
operation is initiated. Despite the declarations made by the many Member States, the EU 
military capability-building programme called the European Operational/Fundamental 
Objective… de facto has not been completed. While excess declarations (e.g., over 100,000 
soldiers, over 400 combat aircraft, 100 ships) have emerged in certain areas, there have 
been significant shortages in others (e.g., strategic and tactical air transport). In 2001, the 
planning conference identified 42 capacity gaps, of which 24 were identified as significant 
and assumed to be addressed by 2003. As early as 2002, it became clear that the pace of 
work has decreased significantly, mainly due to the negotiations on the Berlin-Plus Agree-
ment (Cooperation Agreement between the EU and NATO, 2003) and the preparations for 
the European Union military operation in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
(The European Security and Defense Policy: from the Helsinki Headline Goal to the EU 
Battlegroups, Directorate-General for the Union’s external policies, Directorate B). The EU 
military operation in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (CONCORDIA) was the 
first EU military mission – taken over from NATO and carried out by the EU Member 
States themselves. CONCORDIA was established on March 31, 2003, at the request of 
Macedonian President Boris Trajkovski. It took over the tasks of Allied Harmony NATO 
forces (Musioł, 2007).

It is worth noting that the Berlin Plus agreement mentioned above, in fact, enabled 
the EU to conduct its first operations. Access to NATO’s resources and capabilities was 
a milestone in developing the EU’s capabilities and succeeding in the CONCORDIA or 
ALTHEA operations. However, it is worth mentioning that although this agreement is still 
in force, as S. Johnston notes, ‘Indeed those who have heard of them tend to regard the 
idea as defunct because of the political impasse that has prevented it working’ (Johnston, 
2016). He also notes that the main problem relates to political issues and points at, among 
others, France, which has always opted for CSDP autonomy, the United Kingdom, which 
has sought to weaken the CSDP and at the same time strengthen transatlantic ties, or the 
political impasse between Turkey and Cyprus.

 In 2003, the European Union adopted for the first time a security strategy called 
‘A Secure Europe in a Better World’, and, in 2004, a military operation called Artemis was 
carried out in the province of Ituri in the Democratic Republic of Congo. The operation was 
successful and inspired the further development of EU military capabilities. The model of 
the solutions adopted for the Artemis operation was used to initiate the subsequent unveil-
ing of the European Headline Goal 2010. The fundamental assumption was the creation 
of EU Combat Groups (EU CG). This rapid response force could be used in a crisis of EU 
operational interest and capable of carrying out a full range of crisis management tasks. 
It was assumed that by setting up the EU CGs by 2010, the EU would respond quickly and 
decisively to emerging crises. The EU’s ambition is to decide to launch the operation within 
five days of the crisis response concept’s approval and then initiate action in the operation 
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area within ten days of the decision (Headline Goal 2010 approved by the General Affairs 
and External Relations Council on May 17, 2004, endorsed by the European Council of 
June 17-18, 2004).

The complex concept of the EU Combat Groups was presented in February 2004, and 
Poland became an EU Member State in May of the same year. Since the beginning, Poland 
has been an active participant in the idea of creating EU Combat Groups, which was based 
on the following premises:

1. A willingness to demonstrate in practice that participation in the Common Security 
and Defense Policy has become the third key pillar of Poland’s security and contribu-
tion to the development of the CSDP after NATO membership and special relations 
with the US.

2. Treating the EU Combat Groups as the second, after NATO response forces, level of 
transformation of the Republic of Poland’s armed forces, building their capacity to 
act in a global framework and developing their interoperability with the Member 
States’ EU forces NATO.

3. Willingness to demonstrate the real possibilities for harmonizing the requirements 
and preparation process of the EU Combat Groups and NATO rapid response 
forces (first NATO Response Forces and after 2014 – NATO High Readiness Forces) 
(Experience and lessons learned from the preparation of the European Union 
Operations Command for the Visegrad Battle Group, p. 11). 

So far, the Polish Army has several times separated forces and funds for the needs of 
the EU CG, i.e.:

• Multinational Combat Group in 2010 
• Weimar Combat Group in 2013
• Visegrad Combat Group in 2016
• Visegrad Combat Group (+Croatia) in 2019

Besides, an OHQ (Operational Headquarters) was established for the EU CG in 2015 
based on the Centre for Land Operations – Command of the Load Component in Cracow. 
‘Poland, therefore, joins the elite group of five countries which have command at such a level’ 
(Nowe dowództwo UE jest w Krakowie, 2015). 

It is a practical expression of Poland’s implementation of the provisions of the Treaty 
on European Union, namely Article 42 (3), according to which the ‘Member States shall, for 
the implementation of the common security and defense policy, make their civilian and 
military capabilities available to the European Union to contribute to the achievement of the 
objectives set by the Council. The Member States jointly establishing multinational forces 
may also make them available for the needs of the common security and defense policy’ 
(Treaty on European Union, art. 42). 

Polish involvement in the initiative of the EU Combat Groups can be assessed as sig-
nificant. Still, it can also be concluded that the Polish authorities, like the British authorities, 
are convinced that the EU CG will not be used. In the UK case, this conviction was so firm 
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that the ‘UK Ministry of Defense acknowledged that no appropriations for the use of the 
Combat Groups had been budgeted since 2010’ (Santo, 2016, p. 8). 

Another element of Poland’s CSDP activities is participation in military missions and 
operations under the EU’s auspices. According to the information available on the website 
of the Ministry of National Defense, Poland is currently involved in 3 military operations, 
namely:

• EUFOR ALTHEA (Bosnia and Herzegovina),
• EUTM RCA, (Central African Republic),
• EUNAVFOR MED IRINI (EU Naval Force Mediterranean). 

The first mission under the auspices of the EU involving the Polish military contingent 
was the CONCORDIA operation in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, and then, 
among others: 

• EU Monitoring Mission (EUMM) in Georgia,
• EUTM Mali (Training Mission, Mali),
• EUFOR RD Congo (Congo RDC), 
• EUFOR TCHAD/RCA (Chad-Central African Republic), 
• EUFOR RCA (Central African Republic),
• EUTM RCA (Central African Republic, Africa),
• EUNAVFOR Atlanta (only liaison officers).

Is Poland’s commitment to EU missions and operations sufficient? In light of the available 
data, it is certainly not evenly distributed, as ‘between 1989 and 2009, Poland has assigned 
67,000 soldiers and military personnel to participate in 64 missions and operations, includ-
ing 30 UN missions, 13 alliance missions, 9 OSCE observation missions, six international 
coalition missions, and 6 EU missions and operations’ (MoND, Missions). 

Poland’s engagement in missions and operations under the auspices of the EU can be 
assessed as high. As Terlikowski notes, “Given Poland’s limited military capacity (at least com-
pared to the top European military powers) and involvement in numerous NATO operations, 
the Polish contribution to CSDP has to be assessed as relatively high” (Terlikowski, 2018). 
Similar observations can be found on the website of the Polish Ministry of Defense.

However, they can also be seen as minor. According to Przybylska-Maszner, “due to 
Poland’s potential, the military operational engagement in Africa to date is limited. Except for 
the operations in the Democratic Republic of the Congo - EUFOR RD Congo (130 soldiers) 
and the operations in Chad and the Central African Republic – EUFOR Tchad/RCA (400 
soldiers), Poland’s participation in the operations as mentioned was symbolic”.

According to the authors, Polish engagement in EU missions and operations should be 
assessed concerning countries with comparable potential. For this article, a comparison 
of Poland and Spain in the aspect in question was made (Przybylska-Maszner, 2016).

It can be said that Poland has been, and is, quite an active player in international military 
actions. Nonetheless, indeed, when considering engagement with the EU, there are things to 
be desired. By comparison, Spain, a member of both NATO and the EU, is a leading player in 
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activities under the EU’s auspices. Until 2008 Spain has participated in all 11 EU Operations 
(Sabiote, 2008). Seven hundred and sixty-seven (767) Spanish soldiers were involved in 
CSDP operations in 2017 (Mejía, 2017). As a maritime nation, Spain plays a crucial role in 
two CSDP military missions at sea: EUNAVFOR Atlanta and EUNAVFORMED Sophia. Spain 
also participates in four other military operations: EUTM Mali, EUTM RCA, EUTM Somalia, 
and EUFOR Althea and civilian operations: EUPOL COPPS, EUAM Ukraine, EUBAM Libya, 
EUCAP Sahel Niger, and EUCAP Sahel Mali (Mejía, 2017).

Table 1: Basic data on the defense of Poland and Spain

Poland Spain
Population 37.7 million 46.4 million
Place in ranking
Global Firepower

21 
(6th in the EU)

20 
(5th in the EU)

Index value
Global Firepower (2020)

0.3388 0.3397

Defense expenditure
(% GDP; CIA World Factbook 2019)

2 0.92

GDP per capita (thousands of euros) 12 950 25 150
Defense budget (in billions of dollars) 12 15.1
Number of armed personnel (in thousands; Global Fire-
power 2020)

118 124

Source: Own study.

Spain is undoubtedly a country that strongly supports the CSDP, both politically and 
in practice. Quoting the provisions of the Spanish National Security Strategy’ A shared 
project, by all and for all’ from 2017, ‘in addition to defending its national interests, Spain 
wants to play a greater leadership role in building an effective, more integrated, and more 
democratically justified EU – an EU with the possibility of responding to the situations 
set out in the European Union’s Global Strategy for Foreign Affairs and Security’ (National 
Security Strategy, 2017, p. 41).

As the only country, it has been involved in all EU military operations and has declared 
its strong support from the outset for CSDP strengthening activities, including Permanent 
Structural Cooperation. 

Therefore, both Poland and Spain support the development of CSDP at the declarative 
level, declare their willingness to participate in this process. Still, in practical terms, it is not 
easy to assess polish contribution as significant, especially compared to Spain.

The Polish involvement in the maritime dimension is abysmal. Since 2008, the European 
Union has conducted the first naval military operation off the Somali coast. Britz (2016, p. 
189) stated that most of the EU’s large states have engaged in Atlanta – Sweden, the United 
Kingdom, Germany, Greece, Italy, Spain, France, and Norway (non-EU) have allocated vessels. 
Moreover, even Romania, the poorest country in the EU, has made an effort to commission 



Teresa Usewicz, Kinga Torbicka, Magdalena El Ghamari48

a Type 22 F221 Regele Ferdinand missile frigate. We, on the other hand, deployed only a small 
number of liaison officers. The justification of non-participation of the Polish navy in the EU 
NAVFOR ATALANTA operation was related to the lack of its connection with the Defense 
of the country’s territory, as well as the limited resources of the Polish Armed Forces, which, 
as it was stated, should be used for other purposes (i.e., the defense of Polish territory).

Another EU military naval operation is the EU NAVFOR Med. IRINI. So far, 24 countries 
have committed to the operation, with ships and helicopters assigned to the operation. 
Poland is engaged in these operations based on the decision on the ‘decision on the participa-
tion of the Polish Military Contingent in the new EUNAVFOR MED IRINI operation, in 
which up to 120 soldiers and employees will take part, as well as the M28B 1R BRYZA patrol 
and reconnaissance aircraft from BLMW’ (Polski Kontyngent Wojskowy IRINI w ramach 
EUNAVFOR MED IRINI). 

It should be stressed that the decision to engage in the operation is the first significant 
contribution of the Polish Navy to EU military activities, albeit without the participation 
of vessels. 

Producer or Consumer of Security as Part of the CSDP? –  
The Evolution of Poland’s Approach in Recent Years

Poland’s approach to security and defense matters in the EU is a consequence of broader 
processes related to the perception of its membership in the EU and of the European Union 
itself. Poland’s perception of these issues is subject to some fluctuations, depending on the 
international environment’s situation, within the EU, and depending on the country’s social 
mood. Indeed, the efficiency and effectiveness of the EU in dealing with crucial security 
issues is an essential factor in shaping its image as a security producer and consumer. 

Since the launch of the ESDP, Poland has expressed concerns about the duplication of 
capabilities and possibilities of the North Atlantic Alliance. The breakthrough came in 2007 
when the ‘new PO-PSL government decided to get involved in all European Union Matters’ 
(Zięba, 2018, p. 457). In 2009, the Lisbon Treaty was adopted, which introduced changes in 
the ESDP, among others, by renaming to the Common Security and Defense Policy. In the 
same year, Poland launched an initiative to strengthen the EU’s Defense. A specific package of 
proposals was presented to the head of France’s diplomacy and contained several initiatives, 
from creating new units to infrastructure projects (Wojciechowski, 2009).

The result was the signing of a joint Polish-French declaration and a letter from the 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Weimar Triangle to the High Representative for Foreign 
Affairs and Security Policy on strengthening the security and defense of the EU. ‘They wrote 
about the need to take steps to increase the European Union’s potential. As stated in the 
letter, the Common Defense and Security Policy must become more cost-effective and, at the 
same time, more efficient. It is to be done in full complementarity with NATO; in particular, 
we should build on the partnership between the European Defense Agency and the NATO 
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Allied Command Transformation. As Minister Sikorski pointed out at that time, it was not 
about creating bureaucratic structures but about increasing capacity, using battle groups, 
and materially increasing European security. The Treaty of Lisbon created the mechanism 
of such enhanced structured cooperation’ (Łada, 2011). 

It was particularly important given the Polish Presidency of the EU Council in 2011. In 
the presidency’s programme, strengthening the CSDP has been identified as a priority. ‘The 
aim of Polish actions was, at that time, to revitalize the discussion on ways of increasing 
the effectiveness of the CSDP. The specific areas of our interest were: (1) increasing the 
usefulness of the Combat Groups; (2) strengthening the EU’s capacity to plan and conduct 
military operations; (3) development of the Pooling and Sharing initiative, in coordination 
with NATO’s Smart Defense initiative; and (4) deepening cooperation with partners, in 
particular, the EU’s eastern neighbors and NATO’ (MoND, European Union).

As a result, there has been a slight recovery in the CSDP area. The European External 
Action Service has been obliged to develop proposals to strengthen the Combat Groups’ 
use. The Council Declaration on Joint Financing of Strategic Transport of Combat Groups 
2012-2013 was adopted. The Council of the European Union also adopted a list of 11 Pooling 
and Sharing projects and decided to activate the Operations Centre for CSDP operations 
in the Horn of Africa (Polish Presidency of the Council of the European Union, Final 
Report, 2012, p. 169). 

When analyzing the changes in Poland’s approach to CSDP, it should be noted that the 
years 2007-2011, and in fact until 2015, were when Poland’s support for this policy was 
evident. As L. Chappell points out, ‘Poland’s Presidency allowed it to become a fully-fledged 
leader’ (Chappell, 2020, p. 217). In its deliberations, the author questions whether Poland can 
be a potential leader in the CSDP area and notes that the Polish State had transformed from 
a skeptical participant to a potential leader in 2013. She analyses Poland’s strategic culture 
and points out that Atlanticism is one of its key elements. CSDP is essential, but instead in 
the context of regional security and its perception of security. As Sikorski highlights, ‘the 
experiences of the Polish Presidency show us that the EU Common Security and Defense 
Policy is possible to implement in a group of 27 countries and that we must initiate tighter 
cooperation between willing countries, in line with the provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon’ 
(Chappell, 2020, p. 218). 

The decisive change in Poland’s perception of the EU was brought about in 2015 when 
the EU faced the immigration crisis. It was undoubtedly a test that, at least in terms of 
solidarity, resulting from the system of values on which the EU is founded, but also per 
Article 80 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU – the European Union failed. In the 
same year, elections took place in Poland, in which the right-wing party Law and Justice 
(PiS) won. Although it supports Poland’s membership in the EU and its programme, it also 
believes that the European Union needs a thorough reform. The PiS programme in 2014 
very strongly emphasized the importance of national interests over community interests, 
as well as opposition to the federal direction of integration: ‘The EU is – and must remain 
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– an international organization; only and as much as – an international organization and 
therefore an association of sovereign, i.e., independent, states’ (Programme of the Law and 
Justice Party, 2014, p. 151). 

In the remainder of the programme, there are statements that ‘Poland must be able to 
afford its own bilateral and multilateral foreign and security policy and set its objectives. 
Membership in international organizations, such as the European Union or the North 
Atlantic Alliance, should be treated as a tool for pursuing Polish national interests and for 
creating an international environment favorable to us in cooperation with other countries, 
rather than as an objective in itself and ending Polish self-determination’ (Programme of 
the Law and Justice Party, 2014, p. 151). 

In recent years, there has been a significant revival of the EU’s security and Defense 
policy. According to J. Gotkowska, this was influenced by three key elements, i.e.:

• Brexit;
• Donald Trump’s policy and requirements for European allies;
• Adoption by the European Council in June 2016 of the European Union’s Global 

Strategy for Foreign and Security Policy (Gotkowska, 2017).
The undisputed leader in this area is France, which, especially in connection with Brexit, 

very quickly noticed and seized the opportunity to strengthen CSDP and, in the long term, 
to build an autonomous defense capability of EU countries (Gotkowska, 2019). Nevertheless, 
Paris’ ambitious plans have been modified and, as a result, ‘France has recognized that its 
ambitious proposals on the exclusivity and operational use of PESCO have been watered 
down. The EU focuses on creating new institutions and structures and not on the actual 
construction and operational use of military capabilities’ (Gotkowska, 2019). In response, 
France has taken the initiative to create a European Intervention Initiative, a format for 
cooperation outside the EU and NATO. ‘Poland has not yet been invited to do so. It is the 
result of Paris’ observation that Warsaw puts strengthening NATO and participation in US-
led foreign operations above European cooperation, and would act as a brake on the whole 
process’ (Gotkowska, 2019). Indeed, the French vision of Defense in Europe is controversial 
in many countries, especially those that the North Atlantic Alliance recognizes as the basis 
for its security policy. From the perspective of Polish interests, the French initiative may 
pose a threat, especially in further deepening the French–Russian rapprochement while 
reducing the United States’ role. 

Interestingly, the Brexit decision also influenced an intensification of efforts on the part 
of Spain, resulting in the relocation of the Operation Atlanta Command to Rota, Spain, except 
for the Maritime Security Centre for the Horn of Africa (MSCHOA), which is located in Brest, 
France, by Council Decision (CFSP) 2018/1083 of July 30, 2018. ‘With Britain’s naval power 
at the EU’s exit door, Spain has gone on the offensive to be the next major player defending 
European shores’ (EURACTIV.com and AFP, 2018). 

Other European States’ position on strengthening CSDP varies and depends on geopolitical 
conditions, threat perception, historical experience, and, more broadly, strategic culture. 
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Since PiS took over power in Poland, there has been an evident change in policy direction 
toward the EU. It can be described as a shift from Euro-enthusiasm and a state aspiring to 
a leading position in Central and Eastern Europe to a Euro-sceptic state with a conservative 
and nationalist orientation. According to experts, the results of the 2019 European Parlia-
ment elections in Poland have shown that ‘one can especially expect the continuation of the 
course, leading to a divergence (confrontation) toward the EU position on the response to 
the fundamental challenges, concerning:

• climate change (and its impact on energy policy),
• demographic change (and its impact on social and migration policies),
• building a common defense policy based on strengthening cooperation between 

arms industries,
• plans to prevent fragmentation of the EU by including all Member States with 

a temporary derogation in the euro zone’ (Barcz et al., 2019).
Nevertheless, assurance can be found on the official website of the Ministry of National 

Defense in Poland that ‘Poland is actively involved in military CSDP activities. We are 
participating in defense capacity development projects; we are releasing forces to the Combat 
Groups and participating in EU operations. We take part in projects in the area of Defense 
capabilities development, we assign forces to the Battle Groups and participate in EU opera-
tions. We also participate in works aimed at developing CSDP, including through optimal 
use of the instruments of the Lisbon Treaty’ (MoND, European Union).

Key projects and initiatives under the CSDP in which Poland participates include:
• EU military and civilian missions and operations;
• EU Combat Groups;
• Permanent Structural Cooperation;
• Pooling and Sharing;
• Coordinated annual review of CARD defense;
• EDF’s European Defense Fund.

It is worth noting that Poland actively participates in PESCO (Permanent Structured 
Cooperation) initiatives, i.e., projects aimed at deepening military cooperation of the EU 
Member States. Currently, there are 25 countries involved in PESCO. “An initial list of 17 
projects to be developed under PESCO was adopted by the Council on 6 March 2018. The 
second batch of 17 projects to be developed under PESCO was adopted by the Council on 
19 November 2018. Finally, the third batch of 13 additional projects to be developed under 
PESCO was adopted by the Council on 12 November 2019. One PESCO project from the first 
batch has been officially closed by its project members” (pesco.europa.eu). 

‘Poland is a participant in 12 PESCO projects and an observer in 12 more. Among the 12 
projects in which Poland participates is also the Medical Training Centre for Special Forces 
(SMTC) project, initiated by the EU Council decision of November 2019, of which Poland is the 
coordinator. In addition to Poland, Hungary participates in the project, while the Czech Republic, 
France, Spain, Ireland, and Slovakia have an observer status’ (MoND, European Union). 



Teresa Usewicz, Kinga Torbicka, Magdalena El Ghamari52

Poland participates in the following projects:
• Military Mobility (Coordinator: Netherlands);
• European Secure Software-defined Radio – ESSOR (Coordinator: France);
• Network of Logistic Hubs in Europe and Support to Operations (Coordinator: 

Germany);
• Maritime Semi-Autonomous Mine Counter Measures – MAS MCM (Coordinator: 

Belgium);
• Harbor and Maritime Surveillance and Protection – HARMSPRO (Coordinator: 

Italy);
• Rapid Response Teams and Mutual Assistance in Cyber Security (Coordinator: 

Lithuania);
• EU Radionavigation Solution – EURAS (Coordinator: France);
• Integrated Unmanned Ground Systems – IUGS (Coordinator: Estonia);
• Integrated European Joint Training and Simulation Centre – EUROSIM (Coordina-

tor: Hungary);
• European Medical Command (Coordinator: Germany);
• French EU Collaborative Warfare Capabilities – ECoWAR (Coordinator: France) 

(PESCO-Consilium, 2020). 
Poland’s position is open but at the same time conservative. As pointed out by 

M. Kaźmierski, the Polish side is making efforts ‘to ensure that the priorities related to the 
development of defense and military capabilities within the EU countries, which in most 
cases belong to NATO, are not changed through the new mechanisms, but at the same time to 
seize the opportunities offered by these programmes for the development of those capabili-
ties that can be used for collective defense and, as in the case of EDF, for the development, 
participation, and involvement of our defense industry’ (Kaźmierski, 2018).

Poland, like the Baltic States, traditionally seeks hard guarantees of security. From this 
perspective, membership in the North Atlantic Alliance and the strategic partnership with 
the United States will be of key importance. 

Therefore, from the point of view of Poland, priority is given to projects and initiatives 
which:

• could also be used for NATO collective defense purposes;
• take into account the Polish specificity of perceptions of threats;
• take into account the needs of the region of Central and Eastern Europe;
• will focus not only on southern Europe but also on the east;
• provide Poland and other countries in the region with equal access to financial 

resources earmarked for strengthening defense, including the development of the 
defense industry;

• will be aimed at developing capabilities needed to defend the territory, combat 
capabilities, and crisis response capabilities.
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In a way, this conflicts with France’s interests, whose priority is to create a rather exclusive 
group of European States ready to engage more in defense and support the strengthening of 
crisis response and French intervention policy in Africa and the Middle East. The solutions 
adopted so far by the EU can be described as a compromise between France, Germany, and 
countries such as Poland.

It is worth mentioning that France, as a country that historically seeks allies on the 
European continent, after a series of terrorist attacks, activated the “mutual defense clause” 
resulting from Article 42 paragraph 7 of the Treaty on European Union. All EU states have 
expressed support for the French request for assistance. The position of the Polish govern-
ment on this issue was voiced by the then Minister of National Defense A. Macierewicz, 
who stated that ‘Poland fully respects and approves this position of France’ (Polish Press 
Agency (PAP), 2015).

Assistance from the Polish side was declared, which was an important signal given the 
newly formed government and the uncertainty of its perception of its obligations under 
the EU treaties. 

However, it should be mentioned that after Great Britain exited from the EU, Poland 
lost a rather significant ally. The positions of the United Kingdom and Poland in terms of 
CSDP converge on critical issues, as stated by A. Siemaszko: ‘The United Kingdom remains 
one of the States that best understands the security dilemmas of its eastern allies, and is 
also involved in the Alliance’s planned rotational military presence in the Baltic States (…)’ 
(Siemaszko, n.d.). Like Poland, the United Kingdom is taking a firm stand against the sanc-
tions imposed on the Russian Federation in connection with the annexation of Crimea.

Conclusions

The analyses carried out make it possible to ascertain that Poland’s approach to developing 
CSDP evolved and was a derivative of many internal and external conditions. 

Initially, in the 1990s, the involvement in the security and defense policy of the WEU/EU 
was treated primarily as a factor intended to speed up Poland’s membership in NATO. Later, 
support was declared for the development of the ESDP, but at the same time, the priority 
of the North Atlantic Alliance and transatlantic relations was strongly emphasized. The 
period of the PO-PSL administration can be indicated as the time of Poland’s increased 
involvement at this level; according to some experts, it was even a moment when Poland 
had the chance of becoming a leader. 

The period of the Polish Presidency of the EU Council should be perceived as a time of 
initiating a discussion on the strengthening of the CSDP. From the perspective of several 
meetings and seminars that were organized, it can be concluded that it was a time when 
Poland, in a sense, took the initiative. At the same time, as it turned out, the skeptical attitude 
to these issues on the part of the representatives of many member states, and especially of 
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UK Defense Secretary L. Fox, effectively prevented Poland from taking the initiative. Fox 
effectively stopped real progress in this matter. 

The next few years are, above all, the time of the immigration crisis in Europe and, in 
Poland, the take-over of power by the right-wing and conservative party PiS. It is reflected 
in Poland’s commitment to the CSDP, which is quite cautious and identifiable as Poland’s 
‘auxiliary external pillar’ (Zięba, 2018) of security. As Zięba points out, Warsaw’s interest in 
strengthening the CSDP has fallen. The following elements demonstrate this:

• withdrawal from the commitment to be a framework state and a full member in 
Eurocorps;

• lack of commitment to the process of revitalizing the stagnant CSDP;
• difficulties and crises in cooperation with France and Germany (Zięba, 2018, pp. 

460-461).
It should be mentioned that Poland’s skeptical approach to CSDP has its source also in the 

weakness of the political framework and the lack of political consensus on the development 
of this policy among the member states. It is difficult and sometimes impossible to reach 
an agreement with twenty-seven different governments and autonomous decision-making 
centers. Differences in the perception of the role of the CSDP, the approach to challenges 
and threats to EU security, or NATO’s role in the European security architecture are just 
some of the issues to which there is no consensus among EU leaders. Such conditions lead 
to a critical assessment of the possibility of achieving strategic autonomy within the EU. 

In response to another research problem concerning the assessment of Poland’s involve-
ment in the CSDP in light of political and strategic documents, it is essential to point out 
a certain dissonance at this level. On the declarative level, in successive documents since the 
beginning of the 1990s, the EU has been mentioned as the second pillar of Polish security 
policy. 

However, when analyzing Poland’s practical actions in this respect, especially its involve-
ment in EU missions and operations and other initiatives as part of this policy, it should 
be noted that it has been somewhat symbolic in many situations. It is particularly visible 
when compared with Spain, which has similar military potential and is also a member of 
the North Atlantic Alliance. 

However, Poland’s active attitude toward the CSDP during its presidency in the EU 
Council and its involvement in the EU Battle Groups initiative is worth highlighting. Polish 
experience from participation in these formations is of great importance. It was yet another 
opportunity (after the NATO Response Force) to transform the Polish Armed Forces and 
strengthen their interoperability and ability to operate within multinational structures. 
Combat tours in the years 2010, 2013, 2016, and 2019 and the creation of Operations 
Headquarters Command (OHQ) in Cracow confirm Polish involvement in the process of 
EU Battle Groups creation.

Another element that deserves attention is Poland’s involvement in PESCO projects. 
It is an opportunity that Poland seizes to bridge existing gaps and shortfalls in its defense 
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capabilities while pushing for broad access to the European Defense Fund (EDF) or the 
Defense Technological and Industrial Base (DTIB). 

However, in the view of some commentators’ political and personal considerations largely 
drive Polish leaders’ skepticism of EU attempts to develop genuine defense cooperation. 
After months of criticizing the launch of PESCO and dithering, Warsaw became one of the 
last member states to signal its intention to join the initiative’ (Zaborowski, 2018).

According to the authors, Poland should look for ways of diversifying security guarantees, 
especially when returning to nationalist narratives in many European countries. 

It should be noted that Poland’s perception of CSDP is not only an effect of the current 
situation, but has its source in Poland’s historical experience, and above all, in the fears 
related to the proximity of the Russian Federation, as well as the ‘labile’ guarantees of the 
allied European States. In this context, it makes sense to look for hard security guarantees 
and initiatives that will support international cooperation on the one hand and strengthen 
Poland’s defense capabilities on the other. Nevertheless, Poland must balance its commitment 
to the US’s strategic partnership and efforts to remain integrated into the CSDP. The area that 
leaves much to be desired is the Polish commitment to creating maritime safety. Admittedly, 
it should be emphasized that the Polish Navy has currently allocated forces and resources for 
the EUNAVFOR Med. SOPHIA, except that they are still not ships. At this point, it is worth 
noting that Poland, like other EU countries, adopted the EU Maritime Safety Strategy in 
2014 and is obliged to implement its provisions. The document states that maritime security 
is mainstreamed into the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). 

It is reasonable to doubt whether Poland in this context will limit itself only to the role 
of participant and discussant at the common table or whether it will have the strength and 
resources to become an active and fully-fledged producer and creator of maritime safety 
in the EU dimension?
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