Chapter |

Poland’s road to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

1. Towards democracy.

The division of Europe after the Second World Watednined the position and
power of the countries on the continent. Those h&nt, which were perceived to be
relatively strong, could keep independence andrawmy with their economic potential,
whereas the relatively weak ones could survive UmEathe more powerful countries
considered it to be correct. However, altogethehwhe change of power on the European
continent, the essential element of the Europearttsre — a system of truly independent
countries — disappeared, leaving Europe with afoew of a relationship.

The appearance of a bloc of communist countries tha effect of the Soviet
Union’s hegemony in Middle-East Europe on the oaedy and the acceptance of such
status quo by Western Superpowers on the othefhand

This new form of a relationship between some coesitin Europe after the Second
World War was not accepted easily by all of therine Tmposed system encountered much
more resistance in Poland than in other countmeleuthe Soviet Union’s domination. Such
attitudes were formed as a result of a big numbewents in Poland’s history from different

periods of time.

1.1. Shaping Polish-Russian relationships.

The whole XVII century was remembered as the peoiodolish-Russian rivalry for
the domination of East Europe, which ended withuwiogory of Russia’s taking control of
Poland’s independence for the next century. ThesRaktempts for opposing Russian power
in the form of uprisings of 1794, 1830 and 1863n&H as the revolution in 1905 caused
stronger Russian repressive measures towards Rebstance. The beginning of the XX

century brought the next war between Poland andsiRu§l919-1920), which only
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reinforced anti-Russian attitudes in Polish ndtioAlthough Poland took the role of
supporting Ukraine in its fight against Russia, thest dramatic summer 1920 with a direct
menace of Poland’s autonomy by Red Army could eotdmoved from the nation’s history.
Moreover, the events from the beginning of the \Waiar Il influenced shaping Polish-
Russian relationships. Reaching the agreement abeurtext Poland’s partition between the
Soviet Union and Germany on 23 August 1939, stgikire backs of Poland in the fight with
Germany on 17 September 1939, as well as takingesspe measures on the areas
incorporated to the Soviet Union finally determimadtual attitudes.

However, the discovery of a mass crime in Katyrl®43, committed three years
earlier, helped Poles realize that the choice mtwRussians and Germans seemed to be
hopeless, although at that time Germans appearedcasse and Russians as a rerfledy
Such a comfortable position for the Soviet Unionthie Polish society was reinforced by
German policy of mass, cruel and gory repressivasones, which contributed to the lack of
an important pro-German orientation in Poland. Arenfavourable attitude to an eastern
neighbour was used by the supporters of friendbtiolms with the Soviet Union — not only
the communist left, but also a part of people imr@xtion with Polish government in
Londor?. When in the middle of 1941 the Soviet Union dffity became an ally, as a
member of anti-German coalition, with the declanagi of rebuilding an independent and
strong country, the communists as well as the geopUifferent political options began to
accept such a form of cooperation with the Supegvows it occurred later, it was the
greatest mistake to start trusting the uncompramiSioviet Union’s hegemony.

Except internal favourable conditions for a clogation with the USSR at that time,
a political and psychological situation in Polandsixcomplicated by the attitude of Western
Superpowers, especially the USA and Great Britain.

Since the beginning of the World War I, in the maentres of closer and further
neighbours of Poland — Paris, London, Washingta]iB or Moscow — the lots of Poles
and their nation were regarded and formulated fiereint ways. Despite the fact that world
opinions about Poland itself were not numerouswaestarted with that nation, and for this
reason the country was engaged in the developni@ussian-German relationships.

The opinions of Poland’s western allies — mainlg&mBritain and the USA — neither
expressed direct judgments nor specified the potspéor Poland or Europ® The

parliamentary and newspaper disputes from the €839 presented different views on the
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role of the United Kingdom in the war as well as dpproach to both sides — the Soviet
Union and GermanyThe Timesfrom 4 November 1939 published the statement aof lo
Baldwin of Bewdley, who appealed to British sociéty supportingBritish Association for
International Understandinglt was supposed to be an institution which cedddistorical
materials and evidence of nations whose issueseplan essential role in Eurdpe
Moreover, in the letter presentedNiews Chronicldrom the same period of time, sir Volter
Leyton propagated the idea of a liberated Polanith ¥Ws participation in creating the
guarantee of a future European sectfit@ther political activists, such as a leader diduar
Party, Arthur Greenwood, were convinced about &sellt of the war, and truly believed in
fighting for the freedom of Austria, Czechoslovalkad Poland, altogether with German
nation conquered by Hitl&t

However, the unanimity in British opinions aboutliBto future and the causes of
such a tragedy was not reached. The article of d.I®eorge published iThe Sunday
Expresson 27 September 1939 was definitely in favour hed Soviet Union and in the
contempt of Polish government as well as the winoleerialist country. This speech met
with the Polish ambassador in London, E. Réskys disapproval, sending an open letter to
its author. In reply to Racagki’'s letter, Lloyd George distributed it to bothotkes, all
embassies in London and to more important politalwell as journalist celebrities in
London, beginning a poleniit Nevertheless, taking the period of 1939-1943 into
consideration, a British concept of creating a €afeope with a strong Poland as a guarantee
of permanent peace predominated in a great nunflbiioaghts. Although the British did
not specify this opinion as a task, the ambassBd®&aczyiski took the solution of building
a possible regional federation of Eastern Europechkiding Poland, Czechoslovakia and
Hungary — as a serious concept to be put into €ffec

The United States of America, however, was a Wiictant in being involved in
European matters at once, following the appeasemelnty. It did react, forming the
Advisory Committee on Post-War Foreign Policy iMd@9but only a year later the country
decided to undergo more decisive actions in ordepdrticipate effectively in solving
international problems of great importatft®espite a big distance, patience and diplomacy,

the Americans followed the events in a remote Eerepth a special engagement of Jewish
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centres. Some important Jewish journals, suddessTagshared Polish aspirations for being
rebuilt in its ethnographic borders as a free, paahelent country. On the other hand, there
were also more sceptical predictions which intretlicmore rationality in Polish
expectations for restoring their country in forrberders, claiming that such a vision seemed
to be a real illusioH.

However, these numerous manifestations of idemgfyvith Poland’s lot in the first
period of the war did not survive in confrontatienth political interests. Taking into
consideration the raison d’etats of their countaed heading for an alliance with the USSR,
the leaders of two Western Superpowers — the mesigranklin Delano Roosevelt and the
prime minister Winston Churchill — accepted notyoRussian demands concerning the
border, but also the Soviet Union’s hegemony int&tasEurope. The conference in Yalta on
4-11 February 1945 with the leaders of three Supeeps was perceived by Poland as a
betrayal of the allies, who legitimized includingstern Ukraine and western Belarus in the
USSR and creating a new communist government iarféplthe only recognized by Western
Superpowers. In the face of an accomplished fadgrél would feel nothing than bitterness
and loneliness.

Despite the fact that Poland had a weaker pro-Budsadition than other countries
incorporated into a communist bloc, there were soomeumstances conducive to
introducing a communist system, which resulted ffofand’s histor}?. The first important
reason concerned a pre-war social and economictsteuof a Polish society with few
privileged social strata. As a matter of fact, éheras one of such groups — the egoistic
nobility, incapable of reconciling their freedomtiwia strong state authority. It led to
creating a solid tradition of an individual libergs a basis of a country. The rest of the
society, however, suffered in poverty, which formgeunds for the birth of a social
radicalism.

The next argument favourable to a communist systeRoland was associated with
a deepening weakness of the privileged strata, saghlandowners, bourgeoisie or
intelligentsia, by a policy of German authoriti@dter the partitions, the independent Poland
based on a democratic Polish and European traditievertheless, the democracy
functioned poorly, which ended in a coup d’etatlB26 introducing a military regime. In
spite of following an extermination policy, the mdg did not succeed in destroying the

liberation tradition and ideals.
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Moreover, beside the liberation tradition, Polisitisty was distinguished by strong
Catholicism, which in connection with patriotism flienced great aspirations for
independence. Although such a religious nation negarded as left behind well-developed
European countries, but on the other hand thetimadiism toughened the society, making it
more resistant to changes.

One more argument perceived as a communism-favieufabbtor concerned the
disappointment towards pre-war political elitesnadl as the Western Superpowers, whose
attitudes and approaches led to leaving Polanteatiercy of the Soviet Union.

Despite the hatred to German occupiers and theedekithe retaliation, in spite of
treating the army as more Polish than communist and indispensable for the revenge, a
communist system was not accepted in the histody teadition of Poland, which had

become saturated with strong anti-Russian mantfestathroughout a few centuries.

1.2. The profile of a communist system.

The introduction of a new communist system in Pdl&yok place mainly with the
machinery of the army and police forces. It wasessary, as Poland defended its territory
from an unwanted system with a well-developed tasce of Polish Underground Country.
Unfortunately the resistance became weaker afeerWWarsaw Uprising and the ranks of
Home Army numbered fewer and fewer members. HowekierRussians managed to break
the Polish resistance using a trick — the repraseet of the conspiracy authorities were
lured under the guise of political disputes to ®mviet Union. After being exposed to
repressive measures, they were judged in a displiayn Moscow.

The process of taking office by communists was aqaanied by the modest forces
of the Peasant Army supported by the units of tinst Polish Army, which was yet not
sufficient to subordinate the nation and introdtiee Soviet rule. For this reason, it occurred
to be necessary to begin forming an army for a system.

Although the Soviet Union stayed in opposition e people from London camp, it
was willing to cooperate with the eager ones diedent political views, and to incorporate
them into the structures of the state administnatibe army, the police or secret police
forces.

Nevertheless, the new authorities needed the esgden their acceptance in the
Polish society, and the only way to prove it wawitaating the public support in two general
elections of 1946 and 1947. The desirable manifest of reinforcing their position in

Poland resulted from the necessity of staying iodgelations with foreign countries rather
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than keeping proper relationships with their owtizens. The citizens, though, were
convinced to the authorities in different w&ys

Firstly, it was easier to convince the Poles to cbexmunist system by virtue of a
stabilized international situation on the continefhe nation “abandoned” by Western
countries needed any form of a state, regardletseafegime. Moreover, an essential role at
that time was played by the Church, which did nqiress its approval of the system on the
one hand, but realized the necessity of the Paoligion, on the other hand. Such a balanced
policy led to signing an agreement between the €hand the state authorities in 1950.

Secondly, the matter of borders affected the aeocept of the new system to a
considerable extent. Whereas the eastern borderbbed lost irreversibly, the Polish-
German frontier posed a great unknown, the guagaontewhich, for the lack of clear
standpoints of the western countries, was the $augon. Furthermore, as the process of
introducing Polish language to post-German arequined significant expenditure, the state
help was irreplaceable.

Thirdly, the restoration of the country would haeen impossible in the situation of
the opposition against the authorities.

The last argument that convinced the citizens ® ¢bmmunism was a social
promotion of the poorer strata. As a result of thgricultural reform, educational
transformations, a better access to culture ortiageahe possibilities of promotion for
workers, the communists won the acceptance amomgvilaged strata.

Nevertheless, the existence of some circumstamcésvour of the new system did
not mean uncritical and endless approval for sutdrra of the rule. However, determined
opponents were in a minority of no significanced ah was a big advantage of the
communists. Moreover, the system was easier tatepted by young people, beginning the
adulthood, as they were not aware of any otheiityeand the system transformations
contributed to their better life start.

The profile of the communist system in Poland cardlvided into four distinctive
periods: from 1944 until 1988 The first period, 1944-1948, based on building tgime.
Some totalitarian inclinations of the authoritiesrev moderated by the acceptance of legal
opposition, towards which the communists undertagkessive measures and persecutions,
but still the opposition was allowed to the puldivity. Moreover, the relations between
the Church and the state were considered as prapédrthe science, education as well as

culture did not encounter any communist resistaibe.economy, though, was divided into
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three sectors: state, cooperative and private, lwipiovided the society with a poor
substitute of democracy, named “peasant democradifiough the level of the repressive
measures was considerably high, it did not havesityes of totalitarianisft as they were
used against anti-communists, the undergroundisigior the politicians of the opposition.

The whole policy in Eastern Europe was dependerd general strategy appointed
by Joseph Stalin in Moscow, who was governed byéhationships with western countries.
The transformation took place at the end of 1947iciwwas influenced by several events,
such as: establishing the Information Agency of Kéos and Communist Party, issuing the
doctrine about the world division into two opposingmps, eliminating non-communist
governments in Hungary and Czechoslovakia, annagritie collectiveness of agriculture,
removing the legal opposition and joining obligdtothe communist and socialist parties.
These events initiated the transition to a totaditaperiod, called Stalinism.

The totalitarian phase began at the turn of 1948 1&nhd lasted until 1956. During
this period took place a personal change of thencaily structure into the Soviet
representatives. Furthermore, all forms of politarad social pluralism disappeared with the
emergence of a mono-party system (Polish Unitedkéfts Party) in 1948. The economy
rejected a three-sector system in favour of theneey under the state control. Moreover,
Stalinism removed the pluralism in culture and isceeand accepted “Marxism-Leninism”
trend as a basis of social, humanistic and evereswtural sciences, whereas the literature
and art based on “socialist realism”.

This period was also abounding in the attemptafarming the Church to the state
authorities, with numerous repressive measures rtdsvpriests and bishops. The police
repressive measures presented a mass terror ag@iosént people, such as the officers of
Polish Army, the soldiers of Home Army, the membef<olish United Worker's Party
accused of the relations with western countries.

The greatest change came after Stalin’s death58,1ith the signs of liberation in
the form of lighter terror and liberated prisonekfter 1956 there was a first manifestation
of freedom in Pozrg where the workers’ strike ended up suppressedriny forces. The
year 1956 started the transformations in Polishtédniworker's Party, which initiated
democratic tendencies and loosening the Soviet'ti€his period caused the changes in the
party’s leadership — in the front of which stoodad§ystaw Gomutka, the former prisoner of

Stalinism. The liberalization from the pressuretioé Soviet Union affected the party’s

2L A regime which maintains itself in political powley means of secret police, propaganda disseminated
through the state-controlled mass media, persgralits, regulation and restriction of free dis¢éossand
criticism, single-party states, the use of masseillance, and widespread use of terror tactics.
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decisions, which were governed by the raison d'etatl were more independent, although
still within the confines of the Warsaw Treaty.

The third period in the communist system startethwhe Seym Election on
20.01.1957, a non-democratic election, but not i¢abed. The period — called an
authoritarian party-bureaucratic dictatorship —degvith the leadership of Gomutka and
lasted until 1980. During this phase there wasangh of the Polish United Worker’s Party
policy, which encountered regression, the studesiiskes for liberties and anti-Semitic
campaign in 1968. Moreover, the Polish United WogkBarty became the main force of the
state, accepting the limited forms of pluralismdarormalized constitutionally in 1976.
Besides, the cruel forms of terror ceased, givirgy o moderate repressive measures
against illegal activists. Furthermore, the patiypped interfering in culture and science,
limiting its participation to maintaining politicatorrectness, which resulted in lively
commentaries and the revival of natural sciencé® party put an end to the fight with
religion, which influenced better relations betwdabe Church and the state. The change
took place in the economic policy as well, elimingtthe collectiveness of agriculture and
introducing the comeback of a private sector. Tdemiogy in the party was replaced with a
state work, and the break in the dictatorial strrext of the state was the establishment of the
Committee of Worker's Defence. It appeared to beeal precedent, as it created a
communist country with a functioning legally-perstsd, but not destroyed-democratic
opposition. Moreover, the authoritarian system his fperiod was based on an unwritten
contract with a society, according to which the seasrefrained from anti-governmental
speeches, and the authorities carried out a mildypdulfilling the promises of a better
financial situation.

The crisis of that phase took place in 1980-198inawith the first strikes in the
northern part of Poland — the Polish Baltic Coasand the appearance of Solidarity
movemerft. The Polish economy was in the state of recessiamsponsibility for which
was taken by the government, giving the strikeolgigal nature. The conflicts could not
have been solved in the way of collective negatietias the workers were not entitled to
them, and the government did not have the riglchtmose, because it would mean betraying
the system. However, in consultation with Moscowlish government decided to reach the
agreement with the striking workers in order to idva clash with the whole society. The
acceptance of the leading role of the communidiyptire existing socialist system as well as
Poland’s membership in the Soviet Bloc allowedwloekers — with Lech Waka as a leader

— achieving such successes as: the right to sthkajght to create trade unions, a possibility

% Ibidem, p. 328-329.
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of influencing the economic policy to some extditeralization of censorship, a rule of
being promoted regardless of a party membershigsea of payments and pensions, a
promise of better work and social conditions, addal free days of work and regular
transmissions of Sunday masses.

The opposition, not existing officially, took adwage of achieved rights and led to
meeting the demands and restoring the politicalodiee eventually. The creation and
activity of Solidarity movement proved the necessf fighting not only for the sole

material sphere but the need of freedom and a huligaity.

1.3.The crisis of a communist system and the beginningf a political

transformation.

The last, fourth period of the communist systemeaded a different face of the
authoritie$*. The party still presented the basis, but in fantauthoritarian rule of the army,
with a respect of the national interest and theomid’etat, predominated in the state.
However, such a form of the system met strong tasie of the society, especially in the
first years of the period, hence the introductiérthe martial law gained the understanding
or passive acceptance among the citizens.

The Solidarity movement, although banned, stilchesl the support of hundreds of
thousand of people, who expressed their attitudethe form of street demonstrations.
Moreover, the underground activity also worked. ISpablic conditions led to increasing
the repressiveness, which reached the highest $&ve$ Stalinism. The martial law meant
interning Solidarity and democratic activists. At lof people lost their lives in street
demonstrations, and a big number of them were dabduand murdered. Nevertheless, the
repressiveness decreased gradually, and aftenthesdy for political prisoners in 1986, the
authorities resigned from undertaking repressivasuees against the opposition activists.

The feature of this period was the fact that theypanderwent reformist initiatives
of two directions. The first was connected with ezonomic reform, which included a
greater role of the market on the one hand, butgnotg beyond the restrictions resulting
from the domination of the state property and tta¢escontrol over the prices of goods as
well as services, on the other hand. Thereforerdfgm did not bring the expected results.
Furthermore, the economy was in a bad condition thedparty was reluctant to radical

transformations, yet there was an expansion ofpeifirms on the market.
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The second initiative concerned establishing tiséitirtions for creating the basis of
the lawful state and was associated with sevegalifstant steps. In 1982 there were some
shifts introduced to the Constitution, such as ki@ station of State Tribunal and the
establishment of Constitutional Tribunal, a new afitout higher education and the
establishment of Civil Law Spokesman in 1987.

However, the reforms were introduced without theeament with the opposition, as
the party intended to reform the state from abawd ©987. The year 1987 turned out to be
a determinant of lost hopes. In the referendum@XR1987 the government did not gain
necessary majority to rule on its own, besidesgaither with the surge of next strikes and
unfavourable referendum to national councils in8,38e government was forced to resign.
The military phase of the communist system, theegftbecame a transitional period to
democracy.

February 1989 was perceived as a determinant adva ahapter in the history of
Poland with historical proceedings of Round Tablethe negotiations of system
transformations between the communists and the sWppo. In the same year the
government of Wojciech Jaruzelski succeeded inisglthe dispute of military forces and
communists, and legalized “Solidarify” The beginnings of changes into a democratic state
meant the agreement for a multi-party system, thaiteon of censorship as well as the
Seym and Senate elections. The parliamentary etextn June 1989 occurred to be a total
victory of “Solidarity”. Nevertheless, General Jaeiski, after his resignation from the party
leader, was elected for the president of the &atsoth houses of the parliament.

However, such transformations were not accompahiethe improvement of the
economy; on the contrary, the economic conditioguired the intervention of western
countries. The European Community, the United StafeAmerica and Japan decided to
support Poland in the form of three-year subsidies.

The presidency of General Jaruzelski did not lasg] as in 1990 he resigned from
being the head of the state and the helm was takdrech Wadsa. Since the beginning of
the tenure of the first democratic leader deriviragn the people, there were some signs of
economic revival, such as: the economic growth gieBcent annually, the decrease of
unemployment, a significant influx of foreign intess or the reduction of hyperinflation.
Nevertheless, it did not contribute to the positidriech Watsa, who stayed in fight with
the parliament as to the sources and methods aitéte repair as well as the authority of the
state departments. Despite his success at defdaagngommunism, Wesa still had some

problems with adapting to liberal democracy.
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The new stage of building the Republic of Polands wdaracterized by the
establishment of lots of parties: 27 out of 67 ipgrating in the 1991 election found place in
the parliament. Democratic Union (UD) under thedlrahip of Tadeusz Mazowiecki and
Democratic Left Alliance (SLD), the ex-communistriya took the first and second seat.
Lech Watsa, who also aspired for the position of the primiaister, did not succeed.
Moreover, a new Poland began with the first victofythe democratic opposition since the
end of the Second World War, the system determirangnew direction of a state
development.

Shaping a democratic parliamentary scene encouhtelet of problems resulting
from the complexity of the party system as well thg difficulties in adjusting to
parliamentary democrat®y In 1993 election, SLD altogether with the Peaszaty (PSL)
took the victory, appointing the leader of PSL, Wéhar Pawlak, to the post of prime
minister. However, Waka’'s tenacity and his excessive desire to ruletée@ political
destabilization, which ended up with Pawlak’s raeatgpn, giving up his post to ex-
communist Jézef Oleksy. Lech Wsa, though, did not prolong his tenure of the plesty,
as he was defeated in 1995 by a young and intetliggx-communist, Aleksander
Kwasniewski, who stayed on the president post for ros.

The shifts of the nation leadership were accomphhiethe parliamentary changes.
In 1997 the SLD-PSL coalition’s seats in the pankamt were replaced by Solidarity
Electoral Action (AWS), which consisted of two mdranches of the former “Solidarity”
movement as well as about thirty smaller groupiNgkereas SLD maintained its electorate,
PSL lost the support of a great number of ruralesst In this situation, therefore, the
political scene became a two-bloc system.

Western countries treated all transformations ist&a Europe, including Poland,
with an affinity, although they did not expect stapgial changes to hapg@nThey were
fascinated by big resistance against the commusystem, long existence of the
underground structures, the underground publicatiohindependent press, and a great
desire to be liberated of the unwanted and unaedegintrol of the Soviet Union. France,
which did not participate in determining the lottbis part of Europe during the conference
in Yalta, assured the delegation of “Solidarity’aaflling an international conference, during
which the decisions made by the Superpowers woelohalidated, as long as “Solidarity”

survived the following six months. Unfortunateljet discussions took place in October
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1981 and two months later the government introdubedmartial lak?. Sweden tried to
comfort Poland and warn at the same time, as tealyzed the power and influence of the
Soviet Union. So, on the one hand the western cegnfielt integrated with Polish society,
wearing the badges of “Solidarity” in Germany, Fraror Belgium, but on the other hand,
there was some anxiety among political elites coning the maintenance of peaceful
relations with the USSR. The Americans, howeverrewrot afraid of the problems
associated with supporting the solidarity movem@&ath president Reagan and the trade
unions, integrated with the opposition activistsl @pproved of taking the anti-communist
actions.

The first significant step towards a common Eureges made in 1989 with the
integration of Germany, which determined a newrageanent after the period of Cold War.
Such actions encouraged Western Europe (excludiegt@®ritain) to accelerate the process
of not only an economic and political, but alsoitaily integration on the continefit At that
time Germany took the leadership of creating thmmanity, with strong support of France.

The beginning of 1990s abounded in various westentepts on visions of future
security of Europe. France offered the citizenEwfope a community of national states and
their inhabitants, with common goals for developmBuropean identity. Such a vision was
based on a political and economic unison and aleate organic entity, was to stay in
cooperation with the USA. On the other hand, GEilain was in favour of building a
Europe of national states, willing to open for postnmunist countries of Eastern Europe,
which entered a road to democracy. The prime n@niddargaret Thatcher warned of
creating a European Superpower, as it would leath¢oattitudes in contradiction with
American interests, and moreover, would contritiatehe rise of a dangerous world of
competing bloc¥.

Despite the offers and declarations of shaping itedirEurope, European political
elites were not ready for taking decisive actiofteral989. The European and world public
opinion expressed their understanding and suppaite\the surge of transformations began
in communist countries, but they appeared to befagurable and more sceptical when the
change became a fact. The political elites, on dbwtrary, were more unwilling at the
beginning of fighting the communist system, but rscafter 1989 Western European
countries, especially France and Germany, staotedpport the attempts of post-communist

nations, mostly Poland, for entering a Europeatythi
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2. Poland’s Foreign Policy after 1990.

After the downfall of the communist system in EastBurope, the Soviet Union as
well as the post-communist countries began toeselbhwn in a new political reality. The
Soviet Union was not able to cooperate with the W® longer, as after mutual liquidation
of colonial superpowers, both nations tended toucedeach other’'s possibilities in
subordinated to them influence zotfesThe only point, though, that seemed to join both
countries, was the ending process of decolonizatfotihe world. Nevertheless, the USSR
did not notice it, which might have contributedit® downfall. Moreover, the relationships
between two superpowers, at the period of the $gwesperity, was based on the
acceptance, which was especially desirable forAtmericans in order to maintain proper
political balance in the world. However, the USSBtook such an attitude for the sign of
affinity, therefore, the Soviet leaders considdted friendship to be superior to the rules of
an international arena. Obviously, they were wrong.

Nevertheless, the internal personal and politigaputes carried out among high-
ranking officers of the Communist Party of the Sbdviunion, affected substantially the
condition of the party. Moreover, a malfunctioniagpnomy at the final phase deteriorated
the state of the Superpower, leading to its disafgree in the international arena.

2.1.The problems of international policy in post-commuist Poland.

Such a different arrangement of powers put postrsonist countries, especially
Poland, in the situation of uncertainty and a pi&threat, which resulted from the creation
of a new Russian policy aimed at retrieving theaaref its former influences. On the other
hand, Poland realized that Russia’s recovery weakeé some time, and that the division
from a direct confrontation with a regenerating powught to create a chance. Hence,
Poland searched for a favourable solution in otdeleave the area of a possible future
confrontation, directing its actions in two parbieays. The first direction was the West,
which meant the eagerness of joining the integratadttures — the European Community.
The second challenge was the East, but perceived @dicy of destroying the Russian
integrating aspirations, and directed the intetesiards, first and foremost, Ukraine, then
Belarus and Lithuania. Poland decided to turn toale’s cooperation not accidentally. The
country, similar in size to Polish nation, at thement of regaining independence in 1991

was located at a crossroads: on the one hand wsthtas of autonomy, but on the other

32 7ibtkowski A., NATO w XX wieku. Transatlantyckie zalesci, Warszawa 2002, p. 188-189.
% Ibidem, p. 190-191.

24



hand, doomed to and aware of an eternal coopenaitbrRussia, as 22 percent of the whole
population consisted of the Russians, and the Uiaailanguage was barely used.

Poland, therefore, ventured to establish diplomai&tions with Ukraine, noticing its
strategic position in this regidh Unfortunately, Polish attempts for reinforcing fiosition
in this part of Europe ended up with being engaigedifferent disputes and not paying
attention to its own benefits. It disrupted Polandtedibility of a partnership for Western
Europe in terms of eastern relations, and gave wagermany, capable of pressing its
economic and political interests.

The Soviet aspirations for regaining the positibma @owerful country in the region,
however, seemed to be not the only concern of Era&erope countries, but its source was
also the weaknesses of the former Superpower. fEHue trelations were limited, which
contributed to deteriorating the economy of postwwnist states. Moreover, the collapse
of the Soviet Union was also regarded as a posgllson for mass migrations to the West,
which would have become an excessive burden for sthectures of Eastern Europe
nations®.

The international problems of post-communist Polaesulted from its strategic
position in Europe. The attachment of the Germastega lands to the German Federal
Republic put Poland in a direct confrontation betwéhe East and the West. Hence, the
country made efforts to establish all possibleatmtic relations with both sides in order to

ensure its security.

2.2.Shaping security in Europe.

The break-up of the Soviet empire inspired the eamof both sides — the liberated
countries as well as the defeated system — in degarthe security on the continent.
However, this problem appeared to be of internali@mgnificance, as in the beginning the
USA with a solid military basis of the North Atlan{Treaty Organization, was perceived as
a main guarantee of European security. Such ai@ojuhough, met with the Soviet anxiety,
caused by the possibility of moving the bordersvettern security zone to the East. For this
reason, it was necessary to consider a new strategyher implementing post-communist
states into NATO structure or the security struesunf Western countries, or searching for a

brand-new solution, which would satisfy both sides.

% Ibidem, p. 192.
% Brzezirski Z.,0 Polsce...op. cit., p. 106.

25



Zbigniew Brzezhski, one of the most outstanding celebrities oérinational affairs,

a scientist of national and international secusgues, but first and foremost, an expert as
well as a long-term participant of the USA politige 1994 debated the care about the
security of Europe, presenting, in his opinion,rfindispensable goals to achiéueFirstly,

he claimed that the establishment of any systerseotirity in Europe, respecting the new

geopolitical realities, needed to aim at maintagniBuropean-Atlantic relations, as the

American presence in Europe was the key in thid.fie

Moreover, Brzeziski emphasized the necessity of consolidating a Eemopean
space, the new one as it was broadened with thetroesi originated in Europe, but treated
as the other, worse, part of the continent. Heih@egas impossible to consider this part to be
beyond the security system, even if it was safepuld destroy the political and military
balance.

Furthermore, keeping proper relations with Russias vperceived as essential.
Although the state was situated in Europe and béyeurope at the same time, despite the
fact that it lost a lot, any country could not fetghat it was still a powerful nation, in terms
of size as well as military potential.

Therefore, the last purpose seemed to be logicateZBhiski warned of any
irresponsible actions that would lead to the revifathe Russian empire. He was of the
opinion that the cooperation between the new postreunist countries was possible, and
even advisable, the economic integration of thestesto some extent was desirable as well,
but on no account could the system of central ipalitcontrol be brought into life.
Tightening the political bounds would, undoubtedhgan a threat for future democracy in
Russia.

These proposals, however, were presented from &84 point of view, hence, they
emphasized a significant role of NATO in formindearopean security system. Europe, on
the other hand, did not need to rely only on Aian¢lations, as the continent had already
possessed its own security system. The questionwieher the states of the former
communist bloc would find their places without thecessity of transforming it into a new
formation?

Shaping a new European system of security origihatethe end of the Second
World War. The conference in Potsdam, establiskinmpst-war arrangement of powers in
Europe, did not satisfy, however, any side. The pewiod in the history, called “the Cold

War”, led to emerging two opposing camps — NATO #ralWarsaw Treaty — as a balance

% Ibidem, p. 206-207.
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of powers on the continefit Both organizations were political and militaryliaices,
creating the security systems of Western EuropeT®)and Eastern Europe (the Warsaw
Treaty, with its main power — the Russian Army)thlugh the sides stayed in the state of
war, “Cold War”, they were cautious and afraid teeuweapons of mass destructions,
including nuclear weapons, therefore they did eadlto the warfare. It resulted from the
fact that the possibility of winning such a war wétle, and the countries realized it,
preparing and arming continuously their units imlesrto maintain the arms race. The
Eastern Europe, however, was not able to followMitestern development, which, to some
extent, contributed to the downfall of the Warsansatly.

Simultaneously, there were some actions undertakender to keep peace, restrict
armaments, and lead to an international agreermépteffect of these international ventures
was the establishment of the Conference of Secanty Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) in
1975, which became renamed for the OrganizatioSemfurity and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE) in 199%.

The Organization of Security and Cooperation indperwas intended to harmonize
the international life in different dimensions, the decisions included in the Final Act of
CSCE referred to politics, military issues, econpirngde, science, technology, humanitarian
cooperation, human relations, information as wslkalture and educatidh Bringing this
organization into being, however, was regarded asrategic solution to some historical
events. The first one was associated with the isipisy of signing the treaty of peace with
Germany, as the existing two German states weremiitted to sign such a document on
behalf of Germany conducting the World War II. lertmore, it was essential at that time to
establish an institution, which would incorporatgraater number of members, and would
be able to ensure the continuity of its existence.

The member states of OSCE declared working forebeélationships among each
other as well as for real and lasting peace, emguhe security of the countries and their
citizens. Moreover, the members agreed to adapdriheiples of UN to the European needs,
and to base their actions on such rules as:

—  observance of sovereign equality and of insepasdlereignty;

refrain from the threat of using force or usingc

sanctity of borders;

territorial integrity of states;

37 Kaczmarek JINATO-Europa-Polska 2000yroctaw 2000, p. 139.
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— apeaceful solution of disputes;

— non-interference in internal affairs;

—  observance of human rights and basic libertiedudieg freedom of thought,

consciousness, religion or beliefs;

— equality of rights and the states’ right to selfedteination;

-  cooperation among countries;

—  execution in good faith of obligations resultingrfr international law.

A new system of shaping security in Europe, origgdan Helsinki in 1975, based its
final recommendations on the principles that atest participating in the Conference were
sovereign and independent, and therefore, treajedllg. Besides, their resolutions would
be made by consensus, which meant that possibidisd would be accepted by all
members.

The most significant issue, however, concernecatheaments and military forces in
each member state. The realization of decisiorthigifield contributed to a considerable
reduction of the armaments and military forces a$f as ensured a balance of them among
countries in order to guarantee peace on the amttirOn 19 November 1990, 22 states
signed the Parisian Charter of New Europe and dgteestop treating each other as
opponents, and expressed a will to overcome Eurpgiéizrences and divisioffs

Each conference on behalf of OSCE was a reflectibriransformations in the
international arena. They might strengthen somengds or correct them affecting the
course of events at the same time. Such transfansaas in Middle and Eastern Europe,
changes in the former Soviet Union, the integratbiGermany or the breakdown of Yalta
arrangement were and always would be in the pubjie of OSCE, as they influenced
directly the guarantee of the international stapilHence, the organization ought to still be
regarded as one of the elements of European actiiéeof securit$.

The next pillar of the European security space wraated by Western-European
Union. On 17 March 1948, five states of Europe etgrhe Brussels Treaties, which
established the Western Union in order to builddeience system against aggression, and 6
years later, the Western-European Union (WEU) becisncontinuatd?. The main aim of
WEU at that time was only some aspects of the palicsecurity, as NATO had already
played a predominant role. In the beginning, thest&®-European Union was not treated

seriously, which changed in the middle of 1980s mwiiee idea of European unity became

% |bidem, p. 145.
4! Kaczmarek JNATO-Polska 2000/ /roctaw 1999, p. 96.
42 Kaczmarek JNATO-Europa...pp. cit., p. 163.

28



more real. This concept, though, was governed byn@ey and France, presenting new
initiatives of creating a common European futurenf economy, agriculture, culture, social
issues, ecology to foreign and security pdficy

The Maastricht Treaty in 1992, establishing the dpean Union, attributed the
foreign policy and the policy of security to the BW a pillar, in the front of which there was
WEU. However, its role was restricted to makingitpzdl and military evaluations until the
Summit in Amsterdam. In 1997, the Amsterdam Comfeeebroadened the authority of this
organization, leading to its full integration withe European Union, with the following
decisions:

-  EU would still develop the European Political aret& ity Cooperation;

- EU would insert the defence policy into the Eurapdareign and security

policy;

—  EU would create the possibility of common defence;

- EU would commission WEU to make and realize thasi@es in terms of the
defence policy, which suggested that WEU shouldobmec the part of the
development process of the European Union.

Therefore, the Maastricht treaty developed the mfeereating European identity in
the field of security, raising the importance o Western-European Union. With reference
to the security, the EU appointed WEU to conduathsactions, which would be either
impossible or undesirable by NATO, becoming theficoration of Western Europe’s voice
as a pillar of the Atlantic Alliance.

Despite theoretical assumptions, though, there wesie operational capabilities of
WEU, and they were still limited. By virtue of cotagity of some actions, the Western-
European Union ought to focus on humanitarian uaéergs as well as those aiming at
maintaining peace. However, the operations, whetfuired peaceful actions could refer to
using Combined Joint Task Force, as according tar@Aummit in 1994, they should
consist of forces used by either NATO or WEU.

Taking into consideration the operation of the Westuropean Union, it is
probable that the organization would act effectivfel ensuring the security of the European
states, contributing to building the stabilizateomd peace on the continent.

The organization and shape of the European situatas an interest of the Council
of Europe, the institution of cooperation amongdpaan states. It was created in 1949 to

guarantee the basic human rights, the pluralistodeacy and the state of law as well as to

3 |bidem, p. 164.
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raise the life standards of the European citifenss an organization ensuring the
stabilization in Europe, the Council of Europe amsidered to be a significant element of the
security architecture in this part of the world.

A desire for a democratic security is based ondixmumstances:

—  to demand strongly a pluralist and parliamentamnaeracy, the indivisibility
and universality of human rights, the rule of lasvweell as a common cultural
legacy enriched by its diversity;

— to underline decisively the European cooperatiagetian the acceptance of the
foregoing values as a method of creating a contaheconfidence, which
should contribute to preventing conflicts and tadfng solutions for common
problems.

The concept of propagating such form of securityrel@sed the risk of returning the
totalitarian rule, and moreover, became a replghallenges resulting from the violation of
fundamental liberties and human rights, includihg tiscrimination of minorities, the
aggressive nationalism, racism, intolerance, ethomnflicts, terrorism, or social
disintegration.

At present the Council of Europe numbers 46 membansl such a significant
increase of the member states since the end of Waldshows the necessity of creating the
structures of cooperation in order to avoid nevpudliss on the European continent as well as
of building the civilization of democratic nationsurthermore, the institution tends to
incorporate the operation plan in collaborationhwather European organizations, such as
the European Union or the Organization of Secusityl Cooperation in Euroffe The
principles of such an arrangement ought to aspiréurther widening the Council with next
states, first and foremost, from Middle and EastEurope, but should also adjust the
organization to a new international surroundindgreéh members. Moreover, the Council of
Europe intends to introduce a new control systenthefEuropean Convention of Human
Rights, and also considers the possibilities afrrehg to the original goals connected with
creating a pan European urfity

An essential role in terms of the European secspgce is played by Rus&aAfter
the downfall of the Soviet empire, Russia encowttexr new situation. The country ceased to
be an economic power, but it still remains a nmjitaower.

4 Kaczmarek JNATO-Polska.,.op. cit., p. 98.
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At the beginning of 1990s, Russia struggled witlke tilemmas of democracy:
whether it should break the principles of democraieg disarm the totalitarian parties, weak
but remnant after the old system? Whether it otghtespect democratic norms and clear
them the way to the rule? Such search was not mglass for the security in Europe.
Therefore, it was, and still remains significant t@intain proper international relations
between Russia and NATO, between Russia and Gerroabgtween Russia and Poland, as
appealing to traditional, conservative Russian eslmay affect the peace in the heart of
Europe.

It is the interest of the whole world, and firsdaioremost, the European stability to
keep a peaceful development of Russia itself, dlsamats relationships with the neighbours.
It is not advisable, though, to make attempts toiish the role of Russia in this space, as it
possesses the potential for counteracting undésiratbuences, which are able to threaten
democracy, e.g. fundamentalism. Various negativeenpimena might have bad
consequences for Russia, but also for the surraogrstates.

Hence, watching over a proper development of Rosdemocracy is a way of

protecting the European security space, and remarkénd of a protective umbrella.

2.3. Building Poland’s defence system.

The greatest dilemma after the collapse of comnnurnis Poland, in terms of the
international policy, was whether Poland shouldvéethe Warsaw Treaty. It was a real
concern, though, as there were still Soviet armresome Polish regions, hence, the
realization of that task was removed in tfthéNevertheless, the case of joining the North
Atlantic Pact remained a matter of discussion. Nohghe political options in Poland
presented the proposal of a political neutralitytlod state, whereas the main issue was
joining NATO.

At the beginning of the political transformation Roland, post-communists were
cautious towards NATO membership, which resultedhfa long attachment to the old bloc.
However, in the face of the Soviet downfall and therld structures of international
cooperation, they perceived a chance in demoaqpaticiples, therefore, decided to distance
the state from Russia and win the favour of thetWes

On 2 November 1992, the president of Poland, Le@k¥H, signed the document
“The security policy and the defence strategy @& Republic of Poland”, prepared by the

9 Geremek B.Szansa...p. cit., p. 83-84.
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Committee of State Defence, which changed Polasetsirity policy radical}f. As a main
cause of the indispensable changes, the Polishrgomest announced the revolutionary
transformations in the Soviet Union and other coast which belonged to the communist
bloc.

All countries liberated from the Soviet dominatiturned to democracy. The basic
purpose remained ensuring peace among nationstitgaoic borders, independence and
sovereignty. By virtue of such great experienclks, golicy of security posed a priority for
all states of Middle and Eastern Europe. In orderathieve the priorities, the state
governments considered aspiring for the integrastonctures with European orientations to
be of highest significance.

Moreover, the countries were eager to make atteofpts-building a new European
arrangement by their active participation in theeiinational organizations, such as UN or
OSCE. It was regarded as essential to deepen rmighf relations as well as to establish
regional cooperation, e.g. between Poland, the ICR=public, Hungary, Slovakia, ett.
However, the road to the development and econotalmlization was intended to include
bilateral and multilateral cooperation with all obties, and especially with well-developed
western states as well as the United States of ikmer

The political, economic and social consultationpesgped to be indispensable, as the
post-communist countries developed the mechanicewiocracy, free market and the civic
society gradually. The obstacles in the completdriransformations remained different
kinds of nationalisms and unfulfilled demands diar@al minorities.

Poland counted on the realization of the concepghefEuropean unity in a special
way, as it was afraid of the dilemmas and distomstion the European continent. In such
circumstances, the continent would have been dodmeeérpetual conflicts, and incapable
of solving problems, it would have become the asgthout a future. Therefore, Poland
aspired for a fast political and economic integnatiwithin the confines of European
Community, being aware that a dialogue and mudtildt cooperation would lead to
establishing the Euro-Atlantic system of security.

The weakness of Poland’s strategic position incirgtre of Europe, with no natural
borders in the east or west was evident. The padyliof such a location was also
distinguished by the U.S. Defence Secretary WillRenry, who, paying his visit to Warsaw

0 Kaczmarek JNATO-Europa...op. cit., p. 203-204.
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in 1995, called Poland “the key to European seglifit For Poland the key to European
security was a membership in NATO.

Poland realized that only the cooperation policypailitics and economy with the
neighbouring states, world powers and organizatiamswell as the reorganization and
modernization of armed forces in consultation WRATO was able to ensure the state
security and the international stabilization. There, such an attitude ought to be
recognized as a Polish raison d’etat in the fiélgexurity.

3.Poland’s road to NATO membership.

The final circumstances of the Second World Wathsas the capitulation of fascist

Germany and throwing the first atom bomb on Hiroshi led 50 states to signing on 26
June 1945 in San Francisco the Charter of UnitetloNs&>. The establishment of the
Organization of United Nations was supposed to geaaantee of the world security, which
was so drastically violated in the past centuries.

However, despite the faith in the world peace, @@ed of United Nations did not
turn out to be such a guarantee, and some newtsHseaame the cause of next actions' 51
article of the Card, which entitled UN members ndividual or collective fighting off a
military aggression, induced 10 states to turrheoWSA and Canada with an offer of mutual
assistance. The effect of it was signing on 4 Ap8#9 in Washington the North Atlantic
Pact by the states’ representatives.

Analyzing a political-military situation, howevert can be perceived that such
events, as the downfall of two trade and militanperpowers — Germany and Japan —
contributed to making this alliance. Nevertheldhs, first omen of the threat of the world
peace was the Conference in Yalta, with an unfaiision of Europe into two opposing
blocs as well as the expansion of the USSR teyritor

%2 Castle M., Taras RDemocracy in PolandDxford 2002, p. 226.
%3 Kaczmarek JNATO-Europa...op. cit., p. 15-21.
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3.1.The origins of NATO.

Poland was not invited to signing the UN Chartel @45, as the Soviet Union and

the western superpowers were not able to estathlessimembers of the government, which
would represent the state.

The consecutive conferences and meetings of theRUEtH European countries — in
1945 and 1947 — proved that the Soviet desire faking peace agreements appeared to
become promises, which meant not coming to conseriSnally, the lack of the Soviet
cooperation with the West was showed by the faibfréhe Moscow Conference in 1947.
Although the Card gave hope for the peaceful capmer, the Soviet Union began to
torpedo peaceful solutions, which contributed tarsleing for other ways of the defence of
liberty and security by Western Europe.

The intervention of the USA, asked by the Westnedrout to be a necessity for
bringing to a stop the USSR, whose attitude to Winged States of America and other
democratic countries was hostile. In spite of logkior the assistance beyond the European
continent, the Soviet Union aspired for impositgywill upon not only Europe, but also
other parts of the world. The turning point, thougppeared to be the Soviet assault on
Greece and Turkey in 1947, which was unbearabletHferBritish army and had to be
reinforced with American support.

The president of the USA, H. Truman, offered thppsut for free nations, which
were eager to oppose Stalin. “Truman Doctrine” frbdd7 brought American assistance for
Greece and Turkey as well as the improvement oéreeil situation in Western Europe.
Despite this aid, European economy got out of taedestructions too slowly, which caused
the immediate reaction of the USA. The Americanistér of foreign affairs, general G.C.
Marshall created a plan of Europe’s reconstructeatied “Marshall Plan”. It was directed
against hunger, poverty and chaos of post-warsstatg the countries from behind the Iron
Curtain were not admitted to it, although Polandl &wzechoslovakia were willing to
participate.

In the face of next Stalin’s moves for the divisioihEurope, such statesmen as the
prime minister of Great Britain W. Churchill and ri@alian minister of foreign affairs, L. St.
Laurent, in 1946 made an offer of creating a defennion within the confines of UN.
Unfortunately, the proposal was rejected. In Janud®48 appeared another initiative of
Great Britain for a mutual assistance in case ofmeated German aggression. This idea
gathered some supporters, however, a better exatopkellow turned out to be the
agreement from Rio de Janeiro, signed on 1 Septefr?e’, a collective pact against any

aggression by UN and 20 South American states.
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The next encouragement for specific actions was cmnounist coup in
Czechoslovakia in 1948. The coup resulted in thes8gls Treaties on 17 March 1948, when
Belgium, France, Luxembourg, Holland and Greatdmitestablished a common system of
defence and reinforcing economic and cultural retships. In September 1948, according
to the Brussels Treaties, the Defence Committee apg®inted, which evoked a sudden
reaction of the USA, leading to discussions ablatNorth Atlantic territory of security.

After numerous American-Canadian meetings andatns, on 4 April 1949 the
North Atlantic Treaty was signed.

It was claimed that the North Atlantic Treaty Orgation was established in order to
reinforce the security potential of several Europeauntries, and presented a kind of a
forced solution’. The difficulty resulted from political conflicts1 the relations of some
European states, such as Romania and Bulgariagvéets in Norway, Greece, Turkey,
Czechoslovakia, and finally the Soviet blockad®\estern Berlin.

For the reason of some ambiguities of the inteonali relationships, the North
Atlantic Pact was considered to be overwhelmedabyeast, three evident contradictiohs
The first one resulted from a comparison of a dafennature of the Pact with the statement
of the president H. Truman, quoted earlier, abaytpsrt of the states with endangered
freedom. On the one hand, there was an allian@yirand on the other hand, Truman
underlined independent decisions made by the US# aghich countries were threatened
and needed the American support, declaring a wtr asicommunist system at the same
time.

Therefore, the member states of NATO had to acttepfTruman Doctrine, that is,
accept as an enemy of the opposing system. Suclaratosk an expectant-defensive
character, as territorially, it took place beyor tarea of NATO countries. Thus, this
approach differed from a classic doctrine of militalliances, giving the actions a global
nature.

Moreover, it is essential to remember that the nanstates were characterized by
discrepancies in relations with an enemy. GreataBrj France or Germany treated the
Soviet Union in a different way than the USA, whigdgarded the USSR as an obvious
enemy. Such discrepancies were caused by thedaaaticountries in the world as well as
their international positions.

The second contradiction, though, was a resulthef NATO members, which

presented a total denial of the Pact ideology. Tdeslogy, integrating the allies, assumed

> Zi6tkowski A., NATO...,op. cit., p. 94.
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the rejection of totalitarianism, including any ritg of fascism: German, Italian, Japanese,
Hungarian, or even French one.

In the meantime, NATO offered European countriefiictv waged such total
destructions not long ago, a membership in a com@mwangement of armed forces.
Nevertheless, such a front was justified by thdohisal necessity, and the tenacity of
American attitude forced to accept a new architectd international security in a way.

The third thing, which was perceived to be a cahttzon, remained associated with
a theoretical context, with a necessity of changing definition of a military alliance
concept. The conception of such an alliance regtitten a direct or potential exterior threat,
whereas this alliance did not assume the existehaealirect danger, focusing on reinforcing
the defence of its signatories.

Despite some mutually exclusive circumstances efRhact, the allies were able to
fight against an aggressive communist system withastraining NATO from its
development. However, it should not be regardedrasual to maintain some dependence
in the relations in an international arena. Sudtind of subordination, or interdependence,
results naturally from international economic, dlitary alliances; it is a form of flexibility,
as a reaction to a common decision making, ondhe to a consenstis

According to different sources, the developmentN&TO was conditioned by a
great number of significant events, thus couldibildd into several periods

The initial phase of building the structures of &ikance took place from 1941 until
1955. It was a period of developing credibility thie arising Pact: the strategic credibility,
which was supposed to base upon a conception efralgf an enemy as well as gathering
the states of military and qualitative credibilityhe credibility of the strategy relied on the
American nuclear weapon and the possibilitiesofransport to the territory of the enemy.

Taking this context into consideration, it is ess#nto notice that the strategic
credibility was obtained not only by the USA attthiane, but also by the Soviet Union
(since 1949). With reference to the credibility sthtes, however, the United States of
America aspired for including in the area of coapen such countries, which would
provide the Pact with a good strategic positioranfria geopolitical point of view, Turkey
and Greece presented such a chance, as they edjuippedJSA with one of the most
important sea area — the Mediterranean — for thwy @& be stationed in this part of the
globe.

%% |bidem, p. 100.
> Fritzler M., Stichwort NATOMunchen 1995, p. 8-53, [in:] Zi6tkowski ANATO... op. cit., p. 105-117.

36



The second phase of the Pact, from 1956 until 1%G&rted the period of
consolidating the Alliance. Actually, it began ag# of a hard confrontation between the
supporters of more European policy of the Pact whtdir opponents, opting for more
American programme. It was not, however, the plodsedirect confrontation as such, but a
consolidation of the USA position as a predominpatver as well as their undisputed
leadership in NATO.

The hot spot between the two camps of NATO remathedorinciples of managing
the nuclear weapon, as to which, soon after theorf®8cWorld War, the right of
administering was ascribed to the United StatesAwferica®. For the reason of huge
significance of such weapon, the states of theoximiis coalition, Great Britain and France,
in 1947 made attempts at handing over the manageofienuclear energy (in the form of
nuclear power and atomic weapon) to the United dvati Unfortunately, their mission
turned out to be a failure. Therefore, the esthbisnt of NATO appeared to be a return to
the matter of mutual managing the nuclear weapothfallies of the USA.

Nevertheless, the illusions were dispelled againabtgnacious American attitude,
and moreover, the USA began to demand their ppaticin in the nuclear programmes of
the allies. Such an approach forced Great Britaisign in 1958 an unilateral agreement,
according to which the British Royal Air Force walsliged to transfer all information of
nuclear research to the American Strategic Air Camdi?. Furthermore, the agreement
imposed on Great Britain the necessity of obtairfirogn the USA acceptance in case of
undertaking any actions with the use of nuclearpeea

Such moves encouraged the signatories of the Ablida take up a discussion with
the United States of America, concerning this semsissue. The year of 1962 began a big
debate on a mutual control over the nuclear weaftiar several years of efforts made by
the allies, the USA succeeded in keeping the cbiver the weapon, and surprisingly,
Great Britain turned out to be helpful at overcognthe European resistance, changing its
attitude in favour of the USA.

France, however, persevered in a lonely battlejngathe military structures of the
Pact in 1967, but maintaining its membership in ¢hel structures, which meant being
ready for warfare in case of a communist attack.

The other contentious issue between the camp ofEthepean policy and pro-

American one concerned the realization of the task®sected with foreign policy of the

%8 Ziotkowski A., Die NATO. Instrument der US-Politik In Europdunster 1999, p. 19, [in:] Zidtkowski A.,
NATO...,0p. cit. p. 107.

¥ Buchan A., Winsor PArms and Stability in Europ&ondon 1993, p. 190, [in:] Ziétkowski ANATO...,op.
cit., p. 109.
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member states. The Europeans felt injustice allmuptoportions of the American tasks in
comparison to their own ones. Despite dissatisfactiowever, the European side turned out
to be too weak to be able to oppose its Atlantitnaat in the international arena.

The phase of consolidating the Alliance, thoughpesped to be the attempts of
European partners for making the USA interestatieir own policy matters. Unfortunately,
the United States of America followed a differetrategy, which led to reinforcing their
uncompromising position. When they reached theal,gbat is when the European partners
resigned from the claims for the autonomous forgigiicy, the Alliance came to the détente
stage.

The sign of a political détente, between 1966 af@l01 was the Harmel report,
concerning the future tasks of the Alliance, predaby NATO in 1966-1967. After a
number of battles between two camps of the Pacthamce of cooperation, and even a
chance of following one road of development appkalde effect of the dialogue was a
final document of the Helsinki Conference from 1gist 1975, which initiated a succession
of mutual initiatives, the most essential of whiokmained the establishment of the
Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe.

The détente was perceived to be a sign of buildimglationship between the USA
and the Soviet Union, but with NATO on guard ofstpplitical game. The improvement of
the partners’ relationships within the Alliancewever, remained an illusion, as the policy
to the European allies’ disadvantage was still ioomd.

The years: 1981-1995 initiated the “star wars” @ariwith a new programme of
waging the war from space by the president of tls\UWRonald Reagan. The end of this
phase, on the other hand, was determined by thisicle®f broadening the Alliance with
three post-communist states: Poland, the Czechbie@nd Hungary.

The contemporary stage, including the opennese¥o members, has taken place

since 1995.
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3.2.The structure of NATO.

The structure of the North Atlantic Treaty Orgamtiza encompasses the civilian and

military part§°. The civilian part is divided into some institutg such as the Division of
Defence Planning, the North Atlantic Council, theo® of Nuclear Planning and other
committees, responsible for the political cooperatof member states, managing the
administration, drawing up and implementing the hasics as well as programmes of
cooperation in a political, economic, training,esttific and cultural sphere. Moreover, the
General Secretary, with the International Secré&tadffice, constitutes an executive organ
of NATO. The military section, on the other handihathe Military Committee and the
International Military Staff, as well as the Highkleadquarters of NATO, manages an
efficient and democratically integrated defencadtrre.

The highest organ of decision of civilian structusethe North Atlantic Council,
whose task remains reaching international peacesawdrity of the member statésit
possesses a complex machinery of assistance orgémsh support the Council’s
operations, or take responsibility for some deparnis, such as defensive and nuclear
planning as well as other military issues. The @dums supplied with permanent
representatives of all member countries, who ga#iteleast once a week. Besides, the
Council may debate at higher minister levels. Toariil discusses and makes decisions on
all aspects of the Alliance’s operations, takingamts and suggestions of the subordinated
committees into consideration.

The permanent representatives of member statescaording to their countries’
instructions, informing and clarifying the politicaopinions or decisions of their
governments to other Council members. Then, theesanocedure of the events is
maintained by the state authorities.

All decisions in the Council are made unanimoudyweell as on the principle of a
common agreement. As there is not a procedure rohjarity of votes, each state keeps
absolute sovereignty and a responsibility for thecpss of decision making.

The Division of Defence Planning supervises the omiigj of issues concerned
defence and a common defence planffinfhe permanent representatives of all member
states, excluding France, and, at least twice & ybHence ministers debate the affairs,

which have been prepared by subordinated commitibdgferent responsibilities. One of

%0 Kaczmarek JNATO-Europa...op. cit., p. 102.
% Ibidem, p. 102-106.
%2 |bidem, p. 106.
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the most significant committees is the DivisiorDefence Assessment, which has the Force
Planning Process and the Integrated Military Stmest under surveillance.

The Group of Nuclear Planning, however, comprises defence ministers of the
member countries, who gather regularly to discuss policy of nuclear power, its
placement, protection and secufity Moreover, the participants debate the affairs of
communication systems and data transfers or thieataf the nuclear armaments.

The nuclear policy remains a top level one, thussitsubjected to a constant
assessment, and the decisions of its adaptatisrelass modification are made on the basis
of current events.

The ranges of responsibility of other lower levehunittees or divisions have been

presented in diagram 1.

Diagram 1. Political and military structures of NATO.
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Source: NATO-VademecunwWarszawa 1995.

The essential place in the civilian structure of ™A is taken by the General
Secretary, being the highest official and an exieeutrgan of the Allianc¥. The Secretary

%3 |bidem, p. 107.
® Ibidem, p. 112-115.
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chairs the North Atlantic Council, the Division Befence Planning, the Group of Nuclear
Planning, the Division of Environment Protection wasll as it fulfils the function of a
nominal chairman of other main divisions. Moreovite General Secretary is a person in
chair of the North Atlantic Council of Partnershgmd the Mediterranean Cooperation
Group, as well as it co-chairs the Permanent ComhmO-Russia Council, and plays a
similar role in the NATO-Ukraine Committee.

The highest official of the Alliance is obliged ppomote and manage the processes
of consultations and decision making within thetPBesides, the Secretary can propose the
agenda and a course of decision as well as posségseonciliatory initiative in case of a
difference of opinions on the Alliance forum.

The General Secretary takes responsibility for Ititernational Secretary’s Office.
Moreover, it is a representative of NATO outside,the relations between the member
states, and in contacts with mass-media. The GleSeraetary manages, among the others,
the International Secretary’'s Office, which suppaditte operations of the North Atlantic
Council and subordinated committees.

The International Secretariat plays a supportole for the processes of consensus
reaching between the member states and the padoetries of NATO. Furthermore, it is
responsible for arranging meetings and the re@zadf decisions of different Alliance’s
divisions as well as the institutions established ldi- and multilateral relations with the
states beyond the Pact, or the relations aftefcibid war” period.

As it takes responsibility for the communicationimformation systems and a logistic
support, the Secretariat stays in contact with @ mimber of branches and civilian
organizations in various member states. A detaibedanizational structures of the

International Secretary’s Office has been presemté¢iae following diagram 2.
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Diagram 2. International Secretary of NATO.
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SourceNATO-VademecumVarszawa 1999.

The beginnings of the North Atlantic Treaty Orgatian were characterized by
limited military possibilities, thus, since 194%tlliance has focused on the development
of its armed forces, a brisk adjustment of membages to modern technological solutions as
well as a constant development of command strugture

Therefore, NATO achieved its great success creatimgefficient and integrated
defence structure, whose most important organ apg@da be the Military Committee. It is a
supportive body of the North Atlantic Council, tBevision of Defence Planning and the
Group of Nuclear Planning in military affairs, aitgl main task remains presenting political
structures of the Alliance the sources indisperesédnl the common defence of the NATO
territory.

The military representatives, acting on behalfhait defence ministers, are engaged
in regular operations of the Military Committeedastespite their care of own interests, they
are open to negotiations and compromises.

The Committee creates also strategic conceptiaepapng long-term assessments
of the forces and the possibilities of states a6 agareas, which are the threat for NATO.
At the time of a military crisis, though, the Conttee provides the North Atlantic Council
and the Division of Defence Planning with infornoatiabout the situation, recommends the
ways of using the armed forces, introducing emezggiians and indicates the principles of

engagement.

% Ibidem, p. 119-123.
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Extra-NATO initiatives of the Alliance, however, ratern the cooperation with the
Euro Atlantic Partnership Council and the Partniprdbor Peace, designed for maintaining
the military cooperation.

The Chairman of the Military Committee is appoinfed three years, during which
manages current affairs, issues significant divestiand guidelines for the directors of the
International Military Staff. Moreover, the Chairmeepresents the Committees at the higher
level sessions, providing some assistance if nacgsBurthermore, he takes responsibility
for the mass-media contacts, pays official visiegeives delegations as well as represents
the Military Committee in contacts with member etaéind the countries in cooperation with
NATO.

The International Military Staff constitutes a cdep structure, being an essential
component part of the military organization of NAT® is entitled to plan, assess and
present the Military Committee recommendations iititamy matters, as well as takes
responsibility for implementing the Committee’s ipgland decisions. Hence, its structure is
supported by a lot of departments, which are pitesein the following diagram in detail.

Diagram 3. Military committee and its units.
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43



3.3Poland’s aspirations for NATO membership.

Poland’s attempts at becoming a NATO member, faviding its country with
stabilization and security resulted from the la€lsuch a feeling for almost three centuries.
Unfortunately, the road to achieve the goal wasmeanied by a lot of struggles with
interior as well as exterior opponents.

One of the greatest exterior opponents turnedmbet not surprisingly, Russia. Any
trial of its former alliances to approach the Wests perceived to be a violation of the
existing balance, and treated as a menace to istrg®”. Hence, Russia, in official
statements of its then president Boris Yeltsin, dmt express its objection to NATO
enlargement, but on the other hand, Russia maempais$ to gain the West’s favour in order
to offer the Eastern European countries the guaeaot security together with NATO. The
fact that Russia regarded itself as an insepafdBI€O’s partner resulted from its fear of
changing the potentials between Russia and theetl§itates as well as between Russia and
NATO.

A clear example of Russia’s concerns about incatfpay post-communist states into
the Alliance’s structures appeared to be a summNATO in Madrid in July 1997. The
Pact’s decisions about the future admission ofithlehe Czech Republic and Hungary into
the Alliance met with maintaining Russia’s opposstandpoint on NATO enlargement.

Nevertheless, the USA decision on NATO expansid@a @entral Europe caused a
diplomatic dispute between two “cold war” superpesve the United States and RuSSia
When in April 1995 the U.S. House of Representatipassed a resolution on NATO
enlargement, Russia reacted with a threat to bhS{TART-2 (Strategic Arms Reduction
Talks) and the Conventional Forces in Europe teeafRussia suggested, at the same time,
that Poland should return to its policy of maintagnequidistance between Russia and the
West from the war time, instead of being admittethe Western military alliance. President
Yeltsin’s determination resulted in threateningd®al to re-evaluate the bilateral treaty both
countries had signed in 1992, and its agreemerdnoel each state’s reciprocal debt.

The Russian attitude to NATO expansion, howevessal to be understandable,
whereas the objections from the Alliance’s membeishough supported with some
arguments, did not sound convincifig

One of many people who opposed NATO enlargement avasece of the first

commanding officer of the Pact and the later pedicbf the USA, Susan Eisenhower.

% Kaczmarek JNATO-Polska...op. cit., p. 103-104.
67 Castle M, Taras RDemocracy...op. cit., p. 227.
% Kaczmarek JNATO-Polska...op. cit., p. 104-106.
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Taking advantage of her popular surname in thetipaliworld, she published a letter
against the enlargement process, which was sigyed gQreat number of distinguished
political celebrities. Moreover, S. Eisenhower fartvard proposals of admitting the Eastern
European countries to the EU structures, developiagnership for Peace, and, first and
foremost, focusing on shaping NATO-Russia relatidhis indestructible argument in that
matter was the fear of inhibiting Russian reformieosn democratic transformations, as a
result of NATO enlargement. Such an opinion wasalmslty false.

Susan Eisenhower, however, did not stay as the paigon to fight against the
biggest NATO mistake. The other woman, a senatoB KHutchinson from Texas, could
also be proud of her opposing activity. The senattiogether with her colleagues from
Senate, presented president Bill Clinton with adisquestions about the possible results of
NATO enlargement. They were curious to learn whethe potential members could afford
the obligatory payments, whether they were readyttie partnership or whether Europe
would not be endangered with a new division lin@ assult of the process.

Except for these anxieties, though, the opponehthe enlargement put forward
other arguments, which aimed at convincing the stpps of NATO expansion of their
rights™®,

They claimed that there was not a real menacewodsenocracies in the world, thus
it did not seem necessary to start the processmigh. Besides, NATO would not be able to
afford to spread the security guarantee at the tohereducing the Alliance’s own
armaments. Moreover, the opponents consideredniaegement to be the end of NATO, as
the loss of unity, the clarity of goals, the incaiity of reaching a consensus would become
a result of such a broadened international bodsthEtmore, there appeared some concerns
about the eventual membership of Russia with a vigfat, or other Commonwealth of
Independent States’ country, which would act onalfebf Russia. Finally, NATO would
cease to arouse the USA’s interest, which mightdvéaw their forces from Europe.

However, such fatal visions were accompanied by gbpporters of a general
elimination of NATO. They did not notice the nedgs®f such a military alliance, as the
revolutionary transformations in the 1980s, esplgcihe elimination of the Warsaw Treaty,
provided Russia and other post-communist statds avitlemocratic development, without
any threat of war.

Nevertheless, except a great number of anxietiesven contraindications, there

were some lively actions in favour of enlarging therth Atlantic Treaty Organizatidh A

% Ibidem, p. 194.
0 Ibidem, p. 106-108.
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lot of diplomats and politicians acted for NATO exygion into Eastern Europe, and lots of
them contributed much to Poland’s admission tontidgary alliance. Tireless attitudes were
presented by Madeleine Albright, the American dacyeof state, and Javier Solana, the
then general secretary of NATO.

Apart from diplomatic endeavours, however, a gdeatl of efforts came from Poles,

who lived in the West, especially Jan Nowak-JeZiskaand Polish Americans. Jeziasi,
a former director of Free Europe Radio, made arapio Polish Americans, by the agency
of his article published in Polish press. In ortlerreach all Poles in the United States,
Jezioraski used his diplomatic skills to publish his tektsl80 most significant magazines
from the Atlantic to the Paciff¢.

Undoubtedly, the whole process of Poland’'s admms$eo NATO would not have
succeeded if not the endeavours of both presiddgri®oland: Lech Wabka and Aleksander
Kwasniewski, as well as all then prime ministers, deéeand foreign affairs ministers, and
Polish ambassadors in NATO countries, especialthenUnited States.

The first clash between L. Wla and B. Clinton took place in 1993, during the
opening of Holocaust Museum in WashindfoWaksa expressed his frustration with long-
term efforts and demanded the USA’s assistance.pfé&dent of Poland assured Clinton
that Polish aspirations for the Alliance were nonmected with the fear of Russia; yet there
was an attempt at providing Poland with security stabilization in Europe.

In January 1994 the summit of NATO members offdPethnd, the Czech Republic
and Hungary admission into a newly created Pattiiefsr Peace prografh At first Poland
did not approve of the creation of the Partnerstegarding it as a delay of extending the
Alliance over the region. In the middle of 1994 fRolish defence minister attacked NATO
officials for a vagueness of moving from partnepsto the Pact membership. President
Walgsa presented a totally different conception of ithiegration at that time: he first
considered joining the EU structures, then integga¢conomically with the West, after that
accepting the Partnership for Peace, as the lasbmel element on the road to Western
security guarantees. Polish officials thought thateconomic and military integration ought
to be simultaneous.

During his visit to Poland in July 1994, presidgdlinton encouraged partner
countries form Central and Eastern Europe, annagn$100 million fund for carrying out

joint military programme®%. Soon after this event, Poland hosted small-sdaie,highly

" Lis T., Wielki Finat, Krakéw 1999, p. 143, [in:] Kaczmarek BLATO-Polska...op. cit., p. 108.
2 Kaczmarek JNATO-Polska...op. cit., p. 109.
3 Castle M., Taras RDemocracy...op. cit., p. 226.
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publicized exercises on its territory. The conseeutsymbols of approaching the
membership led to the American offer of preferdrntéams for purchasing U.S. arms for
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic.

Poland’s preparations for NATO partnership resulitedhe increase of the state
representation in Brussels, creating the functibP@manent Representative and Military
RepresentatiVé Within 1998, however, Poland proved to be totatBady for its
participation in the process of allied defensivanpiing. According to earlier declarations,
the country participated actively in common undartgs with other partner states, such as
international exercises CMX-98 for crisis situasoar during the process of testing the
procedures and mechanics of coordination and @ecreaking in crisis situations in NATO
structures.

After several months of negotiations, on 11 Jun@8lthe North Atlantic Council
accepted the “Target Force Goals” document, whetlerdhined the tasks for Polish armed
forces and their schedule, taking the needs ofrdutaooperation in NATO into
consideration. At the end of July, Poland presemtibedAlliance with the questionnaire of
defensive planning for the second time. The docuptemed in annually by all member
states, finished the first stage of Poland’s pgditon in the process of force planning,
which aimed at implementing the procedures andaimyg the planning process in future
member states on the one hand, and a smooth admu#fshew partners to the Alliance, on
the other.

However, it is essential to remember that the gnoisl of security had been present in
Polish foreign policy since the transformation pdri and then, consequently, until the
membership. The guidelines of Polish security golfoom 1992, the creation of the
conception of the admission in 1992-1993, the Rastrip for Peace in 1994, reaching the
leading position of a partner country in 1995-1987obtaining the invitation for the access
talks in 1997 proved making gradual steps for apginong the goal.

The participation in Partnership for Peace, thoughgvided Poland with the
possibilities of being engaged in a number of vesguThe country concentrated on the
cooperation with the neighbouring states, and shdtse experience with, for instance,
Lithuania or Ukraine, fulfilling an effective bilatal partnership, at the same time.

On 16 December 1997 the ministerial session of NAp@ned Poland a road to the
Alliance by signing Accession Protocols. The Poldiplomacy made any efforts for a

favourable course of ratification processes, piegaand carrying out actions, which

" Ibidem, p. 227.
> Swietlicki B., Stosunki Polska-NATO w przededniu uzyskania cz&wkon Sojuszu,
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promoted Poland and informed official as well asialoopinion about the integration and
transformation achievements, the development ofoantty’s defence system and the
restructuring of armed forces. Despite the fact tha task appeared to be superficially
simple, the diversity of procedures and responsdsl of legislative as well as executive
organs in member states obliged Poland to adjesptbmotion campaign individually for

each country.

The ratification process proceeded smoothly; ore@riary 1998 Canada signed the
accession protocols as a first country. Within tiext several months all states fulfilled
official requirements to invite Poland, Hungary d@hd Czech Republic to the Alliance. The
general secretary of NATO, Javier Solana, endeddimealities on 29 January 1999. The
Polish government began a quick and effectiveicatibn soon after the invitation by the
Pact. A thorough analysis of legislative internasibdocuments for NATO membership was
made in order to incorporate them into Polish lagige system and to make an
indispensable correction of some internal regutetiorhe Cabinet accepted and sent the
project of the ratification bill to the Seym on ZXxtober 1998. The first reading and the
debate began on 20 November, and on 2 Decembéorisign affairs, defence and finance
committees accepted the bill and passed to the Seym

The Polish government finished the ratificationqass in February 1999, and on 12
March, after turning in the Act of Ratification tiee government of the United States, Poland
officially became the nineteenth NATO memf§eiThe admission ceremony took place in
Independence in Missouri, in Harry Truman’s libraig order to celebrate president
Truman, who announced the establishment of NAT@ez0s before.

The admission of three new members met with kititlieles of the “old state5" B.
Clinton expressed a conviction that the membersiifoland, the Czech Republic and
Hungary helped carry a vision of an undivided, deratic and secure Europe into effect, as
well as made America more secure and the Alliati@nger, at the same time. A similar
approach to the enlargement was presented by titishBministers of foreign affairs and
defence, Robin Cook and George Robertson, whoigtgled a historical step on the road to
an integrated Europe, devoid of conflicts. Moreoveey both agreed for the enlargement of
NATO in the future.

4. Poland as a NATO member.

® Kaczmarek JNATO-Polska...op. cit., p. 111.
" Ibidem, p. 112.
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The fact of Poland’s admission to the North Atlanfreaty Organization in 1999
became a breakthrough in the reorientation of ipaliigoals and tasks of Polish diplomacy
in the international arena. Since the beginnindl@0s, Poland resigned from, so called
“eastern orientation” aimed at undisputed suppaortifiternational initiatives of the Soviet
Union, in favour of a western option, which wasldaled by the attempts at gaining a
membership of, at least one of significant worldjamizations, the European Union or
NATO"®,

Poland as a NATO member was obliged to acceptrtegnal arrangements of the
organization, without the possibility of negotiatso In exchange, however, the country was
reassured with the military assistance of all mesloé the Alliance in case of an armed
aggression on its territory. At the moment of sngna multilateral pact for the partnership,
Poland included it in an everyday diplomatic preetiTherefore, Polish foreign and defence
policy ought to not only fulfil the tasks posed time NATO leadership, but also realize own
goals and strategic actions. The participationha Pact, though, did not change a priority
aim for Poland, which remained ensuring its citezevith security, but only facilitated its

realization.

4.1.Poland’s political and military goals after the adnission.

Poland needs to participate actively in a changoig of NATO as a guarantee of
European security in order to realize its own gdakrefore, a harmonious cooperation with
allied countries contributes to ensuring the stapoper position within the Alliance. The
position, which cannot be regarded as marginal,lipuvirtue of a geographic location and a
population potential, allows being engaged in NAih@atives similarly to other partners.

Besides, Poland proved its readiness to ensuree st stabilization on the globe
soon after its inclusidl. Twelve days after Poland’s official admission, W& undertook a
bombing campaign against Serbia following Yugogtaesident Milosevic’s intransigence
on guaranteeing minority rights for Kosovo AlbarsaRoland, of three new members, gave
the strongest support to the air attacks, withr@ngt conviction to do whatever necessary to
stop genocide.

However, the participation in the Alliance brouglketurning concerns for a state
sovereignty. It is essential to underline that ¢hare not any circumstances for a lack of

autonomy, and in reverse, smaller countries gaggdi influence on shaping international

8 Zibtkowski A., NATO...,op. cit., p. 217.
" Castle M., Taras TDemocracy...pp. cit., p. 227.
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affairs. The membership in a democratic communityaamilitary nature, which makes
decisions collectively, enables each state to ptege opinion. Poland, by virtue of its
Central European location, might affect strateghicT® decisions to a greater extent.

The presence in a new force arrangement, howevdiged Poland to pay a
particular attention to relations with the Unitedatés and Canada, the states with a
stabilizing role on the continéfit The USA have always been, for historical fondnessl
still are, for the reason of a big number of PolAsmericans as well as a promotion of
enlarging NATO for the East, close to Polish dipéay

Similar circumstances have remained in the relat@inPoland with Canada, which
was one of the initiators of the Alliance, and bk played an important role. Canada made
a meaningful gesture towards Eastern Europe statifying the NATO enlargement treaty
as first.

However, it is essential to bear in mind historibahds with Italy and France, or
Great Britaifi*. Yet, not only sentimental considerations reconmeenthe care of Western
European diplomacy soon after the admission, astioets for the European Union. The
presence in a military integrated structure waslouibtedly, Poland’s advantage at that time
and reinforced its position.

As a NATO member, Poland has to take care of itghturs. The situation of
northern and eastern partners seem to be divesggeiamany, Denmark and Poland created
corps with the headquarters in Szczecin, and SwedenFinland remain neutral states.
Estonia, however, for its cultural aspects, is@tds Finland, and Lithuania to Poland. The
relationships with southern neighbours, though,Ghech Republic and Slovakia, have been
proper for many years, and the establishment oégfmd Group with Hungary, cemented
the relations.

A separate issue, which has always aroused a c¢yrisea partnership with Russia,
and the whole eastern border. Except for Lithuaaping for its own development, and
recently a democratic Ukraine, Russia and Belaaye become a mystery, which should be
perceived as a good neighbourhood, rather thanamediation. Russia is still a state with a
great potential of not only nuclear weapon, bub diarritory, population, resources, or

economy.

8 Kaczmarek JNATO-Europa...op. cit., p. 207.
8 Ibidem, p. 207-208.
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Taking into consideration a peaceful developmerRagsia, NATO has undertaken
any endeavours, such as the establishment of NAUS3R Council, which should engage
Russia into creating a European secfifity

Paradoxically, however, Poland’s admission to NAW&s regarded as a chance for
friendly relations with Russia, as all discussiomscontacts with a former superpower lost
the traits of threat. The strategic problems weaseutssed on NATO-Russia forum, whereas
Poland was enabled to speak in the Atlantic Couneithout a necessity of a direct
confrontation.

Obviously, it should not mean an absolute cessatiohilateral relations, as they
have still existed, so direct meetings might laseching military affairs.

Nevertheless, Poland’s objectives as a NATO merhbge not undergone radical
changes; they have still concentrated on the oglatvith close and distant neighbours and
partners, but in the situation of a greater segeonimfort.

As for the role of Poland’s in NATO, it was desetbby B. Balcerowicz as a role of
“an active shareholder”, rather than “a consuméanterested in a development of the
organization according to its interéstsMoreover, the American-German-Polish team, in its
report, presented the possibilities of Poland asAiance member in a following way:

— Poland can treat the membership as a defence atetfon of a life space for its

political and economic development;

— Poland can perceive its contribution in a secuwitfEurope as a participation in

undertakings for maintaining peace;

— Poland can aspire for the role of the main stadtilin force in the Baltic area,

and for Central Eastern Europe;

— Poland can try, as a country on the eastern otdskirNATO, to become a link

between NATO and Eastern Europe;

— Poland can treat the Alliance as frames for bugdpecial relations with main

allies;

— Poland can regard the membership in this militarganization as a way to

achieve complete acceptance in a western famihatbns;

— Poland can make attempts at appointing itself feigaificant position in NATO,

or at enlarging its influences in other territories even becoming so powerful

8 Ibidem, p. 210.
8 B. Balcerowicz Sojusz a obrona narodowd/arszawa 1999, [in:] Kaczmarek BLATO-Europa...op. Cit.,
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that might decrease Russia’s position in the Peemia@ouncil of Russia-NATO
Cooperatioff".

Regardless of the role it accepts, however, Potamdeémbership in NATO is
supposed to contribute to developing a partnerrggatooperation with Russia in order to
eliminate tensions. Moreover, it ought to enlatge $pace of mutual security and become a
continuator of the Pact openness to new memberthdfmore, or first and foremost, Poland
focuses on arranging strategic conceptions of astfrotecting from destabilization in its
surrounding.

Soon after Poland’s inclusion in NATO, the stateufed also on continuing to
achieve interoperation of Polish armed forces. Tdmk of reaching interoperation and
compatibility in terms of security with other NAT@embers, Poland had realized since the
Partnership for Peace program, which began in 934e effect of such endeavours was
the establishment of Polish-German-Danish corp$ whe headquarters in Szczecin, or
taking command by general M. Bieniek of Nordic Buwlg, a part of SFOR forces.

Moreover, Poland was obliged to adapt a nationalerd® planning and
programming system to NATO principles in order ts@re the Alliance the possibility of
coordination as well as harmonization of a defesféart.

K. Piatkowski, since the beginning of Poland-NATO parsigp, noticed a necessity
for Poland to adapt a series of national defenaamhg, which should enable Polish armed
forces to a wide-ranging development, and alsdifaig arranging the next military strategy
for the Paéf. Furthermore, Rtkowski claimed that the acceptance of an apprtpria
methodology of defence programming and the stamd#rdn of the military budgets’
structure ought to ensure an undisturbed partiopaif the state in the integrated military
structure.

The achievement of interoperation from a commanellep to the level of ground
armies’ brigade, would require, however, adaptimgydommunication and command system,
integrating the air space and air defence managesystems. Moreover, Poland should
focus on conforming a national procedure to recg\WNATO forces on its territory.

Interoperation, according to K.gekowski, ought to be the first step on a long rtad
achieving compatibility with NATO armed forces ameimand expenditures for modernizing
the military equipment of Poland’s army. Howeverteahnical modernization should not

only focus on the equipment, but also on the ragegdion of the ranks, such as introducing

8 Ibidem, p. 128.

8 Kaczmarek JNATO-Europa...op. cit., p. 214-215.

8 pigtkowski K, Polska w przededniu rozszerzeraro Prasyi Informacji MON, Warszawa 1998, [in:]
Kaczmarek JNATO-Europa...op. cit., p. 214.
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a new model of military service, which would leaw reaching European standards in a

number of fields.

4.2.Extra-political circumstances of the membership.
The fifth article of the Constitution of the Repugbbf Poland from 2 April 1997

defines the role of a state as a structure, whidrds the independence and sanctity of its

territory; the freedom and the rights of a humad arcitizen; national heritage as well as
environmental protectidA@ While admitting to the North Atlantic Treaty Orgaation,
however, Poland reinforced considerably its rolecitizens in the field of defence, but not
without a connection with other aspects of itsoraility.

NATO remains a political-military organization, yitis not possible to consider it
without its relation to science, economy, humanvdmis, and many more, which are
inevitably the parts of defence and security. TRpees, therefore, tend to describe the
Alliance as *“a third dimension of European integmait, which contributed to the
establishment of numerous committees taking cataefthird dimension” interests The
other fields of NATO responsibility have been presd on graph 1.

An economic dimension of NATO, however, is conndatéth a war industry, which
takes advantage of the latest solutions contrigutinthe improvement of compatibility of
Polish army. On the other hand, though, moderniregproduction with new technologies
not only shows a lack of delays, but also reinferaed develops Polish economy.

The next field of cooperation refers to the elintioia of, so called, non-military
threats; the threats for natural environment as agethe ones resulted from natural disasters
for people and properties, during a peace or wae.tiUndoubtedly, such a state activity
realizes the idea of citizens’ security and theedar natural environment. A good example
of a non-military action is the efforts undertakken the elimination of flood in 1997 on the
territory of Poland, which engaged civilian anditarly units from Poland, Germany and the
Czech Republic, with the assistance of other nation

The present information era requires a widespreaehtfic-research cooperation,
with the use of recent solutions of information aetecommunication technologies. The

significance of such a cooperation has been raiatbby the problem of interoperation and

87 Artykut 5 Konstytucji Rzeczpospolitej Polskiejketnial997, Dz. U. no. 78, poz 483, [in:] Kaczmarek J.,
NATO-Europa...op. cit., p. 222.
8 Kaczmarek JNATO-Europa...op. cit., p. 219.
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compatibility of Polish army, which involves mutufshancing of research programmes,
foreign assistance of scientists as well as rekeastitutes for building security.
The literature presents the following cooperationgpammes realized in diverse

fields®:

multinational study, research-development and m®@actprogrammes for
armaments, military equipment and defence;

— information exchange and consultations;

— mutual norms and operation principles in the fefilé&conomic security;

— taking responsibility by professional civilian irtgtions for managing national

rescue systems, human and property protection;

— implementing compatible systems of monitoring comtetion, transport of

dangerous cargoes;

— compatibility of commercial communications elemeunsed by state institutions

and public services, or armed forces.

The last, not least, essential area of the Alliaactévity has been a social dimension.
Poland’s membership in NATO applied to, and will citizens, in terms of social as well as
individual consciousness.

A social dimension, however, is associated withititeease of soldiers’ awareness
about the security of a state, continent and gldlms aspect concerns the whole society,
whose opinion about Poland’s presence in the Nattdmtic Treaty Organization shows the
next subchapter in detail.

4.3. Poland’s public opinion about NATO membership.

Poland’s admission to the North Atlantic Treaty @rgation met with a
considerable response of the whole society. Thertsff which Polish government made
since the beginning of the transformation periaa, groviding the state with the sense of
security were followed by the majority of Poles ayained their favour.

The results of the public opinion poll, carried au the eve of Poland’s admission,
proved the support of not only main political pestibut also a great majority of citiz&hst
appeared, however, that more than 50% of respos@epressed a personal attitude towards
this event, whereas only 6% perceived it as badsnéimost two years earlier, though, 73%

8 Ibidem, p. 220.
' CBOS,W przededniu wtzenia do NATOresearch report, February1999, Warszawa 1999nktte
http//www.cbos.pl/SPISKOM.POL/1999/KOM028/KOM02&1ht
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of Poles considered aspirations for the membeitshige the most favourable policy in terms
of the state security, with 80% declaring the apploof the inclusion in the future
referenduri'. Obviously, presumptions in a confrontation witfaet turned out to fail.

Nevertheless, a positive attitude to the membersbign before the admission to
NATO differed among various social groups. The espntatives of people with higher
education (70%), students (69%), skilled worke®4p and respondents with own business
(64%) assessed positively the fact of Poland’s ssoa to the Alliance. More sceptical,
though, turned out to be farmers, who expressectgative approach to any forms of
integration with the West.

Moreover, the emotional stance appeared to be umddéight influence of political
views. The then electorates of the Right-orientadigs claimed that a final admission to the
Pact would satisfy them, whereas the supportetiseokeft or Centre parties were a bit more
reserved. It should be underlined, however, thatethvere no differences between declared
unwilling attitudes among these groups.

In comparison to 1998, the results of 1999 opirpoli showed the decrease of the
significance of NATO inclusion in the sociétyA year earlier, 44% of the respondents were
convinced of a critical historical meaning of teisent, a year after, however, people tended
to perceive the admission as an essential, butcnatial Polish political achievement.
Generally, Poles seemed to get accustomed to &te stembership, hence attributed less
significance to it than a year before, although 45% regarded the event as meaningful.

The next social aspect, observed by all Polishzamiis, was security and
independence about NATO membership. Within the {esding to the accession, the issues
of peace and stabilization in Europe, as well & dbuntry’s security faced some critical
opinions®. Despite the fact that respondents had been ceceninf a stabilizing role of the
Pact in Europe for several years before, the y88e brought pessimism. Such a doubting
attitude resulted from greater knowledge about NAdJpg2rations. The Poles began to be
more aware that their country would face the padlgsibof being engaged in military
conflicts. This anxiety was caused by a probablef®Aarmed intervention in Kosovo.

Furthermore, the society started to believe thatNbrth Atlantic Pact might become
a kind of threat of being subordinated to a supegroAs Poland and its citizens had not

managed to forget the period of the bloc countsesh a concern resulted in the increase of

%1 CBOS,Polacy wobec NATQluly 1997 [in:] CBOSW przededniu..gp. cit.
%2 CBOS,W przededniu..gp. cit.
% |bidem.
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a more reserved approach: from 30% at the beginointP98 to 42% on the eve of the
inclusion.

Moreover, the next fear, influencing the chang¢hefsurvey, concerned the equality
of rights for Poland as a NATO member. Surprisin@®% of the respondents were of the
opinion that the country would be treated equaillyald” members of the Alliance, whereas
only 22% feared being regarded as “a second categmmber.

The public opinion in Poland on the eve of beconaMgATO member did not sound
too optimistic. Actually, there were critical vievabout the consequences of this event,
which, to some extent, could be justified with ggngicant decision of the military
intervention in Kosovo at that time. Nevertheleb® society became anxious facing the
political-military integration, a first stage ofé@hunity process with the West. As there had
been some signs of “Euro-scepticism” observed leetonong, for instance, farmers, this
tendency turned into “NATO-scepticism”. Howeverditd not change the fact that almost
every second Pole expressed personal satisfactonMATO admission.

According to the results of the public opinion pall year after the admission,
however, Poland’s approach to the participationthae Alliance did not undergo any
remarkable chang®s Similarly to 1999 survey, 63% of Poles approvadirt country’s
membership in the Alliance, which showed slightréase in the number of supporters, in
favour of the decrease of the respondents declardifference in this field.

The matter of subordination, however, underwenigaificant change. The former
year survey presented Poles’ opinion divided imto equal camps: the same number of
people claimed that NATO membership was a guaraoteéedependence as those who
regarded it as a new type of subordination. Aftgrear experience, though, the first view
won in the eyes of 56%.

The author of the report perceived such a shiitegult from Russia’s policy. The
majority of Poles were convinced that Russia waitd at rebuilding its influences in this
part of Europe, which contributed to a greaterhfait NATO as a guarantee of peace and
security.

Within a long accession road to the Alliance, therere some anxieties about
equality of rights after the admission. It appeatledt a year experience reinforced that
conviction twice; 40%, instead of 22% in the formgear, considered the Pact to treat Poland

according to different principles.

% CBOS,Polacy, Czesi i \4grzy wobec NATQresearch report, Warszawa, February 2000, Internet
http://www.cbos.pl/SPISKOM.POL/2000/KOM045/KOMO4 &1
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In spite of some fears, however, Poland turnedtoute the biggest supporter of
NATO enlargement. This aspect did not meet withhsac enthusiastic approach in other
member states, which might result from Polish asjins for shaping the architecture of
peace and stabilization on the globe.

Nevertheless, the fact of reinforcing a positiveétade of Poles towards various
aspects of the state membership in the North Adafreaty Organization proved a gradual
overcoming Polish prejudices to the integrationhvilie West, at least of political-military

nature, and building a sense of identity with Ee@psecurity space.
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