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The Conference of Ambassadors of the Republic of Poland was established by former representatives
of Poland. Its purpose is to analyse foreign policy, point out emerging threats to Poland, and make
recommendations. We aim to bring these issues to the attention of the general public. We share
common professional experience in shaping Poland's position as a modern European State and a
significant member of the Transatlantic community. We firmly believe that foreign policy is an
expression of the interests of the State and not of the interests of the ruling party.
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T

he invasion of Ukraine by Putin's Russia has forced NATO to return to the strategic thinking of the Cold War period. The aggressive actions of a nuclear superpower restoring the model of politics by force and the threats of military aggression and use of nuclear weapons expressed by Russia have created a situation as
dangerous (and at times more acute) as in that era. During the Cold War, the North
Atlantic Alliance adopted four strategic concepts reflecting the hostile nature of EastWest relations. After 1989, the allies recognised that the time of systemic confrontation and dominance of military power in politics had passed, and thus, the content and
nature of the Alliance's strategy needed to change. As a result, the 1991, 1999, and
2010 strategic concepts became public documents. While they maintained collective
defence as NATO's main priority, in operational practice, these guiding documents
were more heavily focused on non-treaty areas: crisis management and building a
partnership system of collective security. The fight against terrorism also became a significant challenge.
All NATO strategic concepts to date - both those of the Cold War and those adopted
after 1989 – have been characterised by interpretative openness and flexibility, which
has enabled the guidelines to be adapted to the changing security environment. The
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assumptions of these documents resulted from the experience of past conflicts but
were ill-equipped to sufficiently diagnose new threats. For example, the 1991 concept
envisaged Central and Eastern Europe as the primary source of instability (disregarding the eﬀects of the break-up of Yugoslavia), while the 1999 concept gave superficial
treatment to asymmetrical threats, particularly terrorism. None of the previous strategic concepts anticipated the range of threats that emerged during their application,
requiring the Alliance to improvise hastily. In recent history, it has also become evident
that defending the treaty area also involves actions outside it.
Today, it is necessary to return to a strategy based primarily on military strength, much
like in the strategic documents that precede 1989. At the same time, the ideals of a civilisation of freedom remain in force. The foundation of NATO's political culture and
the keystone of its cohesion remains the protection of democracy. This idea has increasingly guided the Alliance in its missions over the past 30 years, and in accordance
with it, NATO has accepted new members to strengthen the democratic community.
Consensus on objectives and methods must continue to be achieved based on the liberal tradition of the West.

3

AMBASADOROWIE.ORG

Orban's illiberal Hungary remains dissonant in the face of the West's clash with Putin's
authoritarian regime. Hungary's stance on Russia's war against Ukraine at the NATO forum (banning the transfer of forces and support measures for Ukraine via Hungarian
territory) and within the European Union (blocking economic sanctions against Moscow) is calling into question the eﬀectiveness of the Alliance’s decision-making process. In NATO’s history there were cases of member states self-excluding or limiting
their participation in the decision-making process. France withdrew from NATO's military structures and ceased to participate in the work of the Defence Planning Committee from 1966 till 2009. As a result, the other allies increased the importance of the
decisions of this committee in military matters and made them equal to that of the
North Atlantic Council. Similarly, Greece withdrew for a time from NATO's military
command structures in 1974 against the background of Turkey's annexation of part of
Cyprus. Discussions centered on changing NATO's decision-making formula and departing from the consensus principle have accompanied emerging challenges to the
Alliance's eﬀectiveness. This problem also arose after the end of the Cold War, when it
was uncertain whether all members would accept NATO's enlargement to include former Soviet bloc countries. Today, the unity of the West is particularly desirable. But effectiveness is also a necessity, one which cannot be held hostage to the "liberum veto"
of one state. Therefore, in view of the destructive attitude of some member states against the West's eﬀorts to end Russia's barbaric aggression against Ukraine and the
unprecedented threat to the security of member states, it is advisable to streamline
NATO's decision-making process, increase the decision-making prerogatives of NATO's
strategic commanders, and maybe even depart from the principle of consensus on
certain issues.

THE SECURITY ENVIRONMENT AND NATO
The current NATO Strategic Concept dates from 2010. Adopted in Lisbon, it reflected
the international situation at the time. It references Russia as a 'strategic partner' despite the fact that this document’s release followed the Russian Federation’s attack on
Georgia and annexation of Abkhazia and South Ossetia in August 2008. It is worth recalling that this Russian aggression was preceded by the NATO summit in Bucharest,
which opened the prospect of membership of the Alliance (MAP) to Ukraine and Georgia. The extreme inconsistency and failure to fulfil this pledge undoubtedly contributed to the annexation of Crimea in 2014. At that point, the Strategic Concept lost its
strength and largely became, in Moscow's view, a 'dead document'. This important
experience of the Alliance points to the difficulty of assessing the security environment and making informed agreements. It also points to the need for reviews of future
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strategic concepts over shorter periods (e.g., after five years in force, or the ‘midterm’,
with a mechanism for joint assessment of the validity of its provisions at annual or
biennial intervals).
Today in Europe, Russia is waging a possessive, conventional war on a much larger
scale and seeking to radically alter the international order. The invasion of Ukraine involved Moscow's violation of a long list of international agreements, the most notable
being the NATO-Russia Founding Act that frames the partnership. Russia, by its own
choice, is no longer a NATO 'partner'. The Russian Federation is openly seeking to weaken NATO or even break it up; thus, compromises or agreements will only serve as a
tactical pause for Moscow. Its policy represents an attack on the laboriously constructed post-war structure of security and cooperation, particularly in Europe, and confirms its dissatisfaction with the European breakthrough of 1989/1990. Through its aggression, the Russian Federation has created a situation of self-exclusion, which obliges the states of the democratic West to increase their eﬀorts to eliminate the threat.
The aggression against Ukraine, which began in 2014, is linked to Russia’s de facto suspension of the fulfilment of its international legal obligations. Russia uses international law selectively and only when it suits its revisionist goals, exhibiting no regard for
the destructive eﬀects on peaceful cooperation. The Russian Federation amended its
constitution in 2020, and according to Article 79, "Decisions of international bodies
adopted on the basis of international agreements to which the Russian Federation is a
party, with content contrary to the Constitution of the Russian Federation, shall not be
implemented in the Russian Federation". Furthermore, based on Article 125, the Russian Constitutional Court, which is subordinate to the Kremlin, maintains the authority
to determine which treaties or decisions of international bodies are compatible with
the constitution. In essence, these articles allow for unilateral suspension of any of the
country's international legal obligations.
The central issue of the new NATO strategy is the systemic threat posed by the Russian
Federation as an aggressor state that violates the sovereignty and territorial integrity
of independent states through armed aggression. The military operations being conducted, in which military and civilian objectives have become indistinguishable, amount to war crimes, with an aim of destroying the population and devastating material
potential and infrastructure. Combating this threat requires the application of comprehensive measures, not only for the military, but also in financial, economic, and
technological areas that aﬀect the potential of the state.
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Regardless of the outcome of the war in Ukraine, its eﬀects have already meant the definitive end of the era of the peace dividend and the return of the arms race, as well as
the exacerbation of the systemic clash between democracy and authoritarianism. We
have witnessed the reactivation and mobilisation of the West as a community, and within it, the return of the leadership role of the United States, the end of Ostpolitik in
Germany, and a kind of Brexit compensation in Britain's European policy. In the cases
of the U.S. and Germany, there is no certainty that these changes will be permanent.
Hence, rather than pretense, genuine strengthening of the European pillar of NATO is
now of fundamental importance. Russia's involvement in the war in Ukraine, followed
by its need to rebuild its post-conflict arms losses, marks the time for major NATO decisions to strengthen the defence of threatened members, particularly in the Baltic
States and with its closest partners (Finland, Sweden, Moldova, and Georgia).
The expansion of the Alliance to include Finland and Sweden will change the security
architecture of Europe in the Baltic Sea region. Swedish fighter jets (Grippen) in combination with F-35 multi-role fighters, which are being delivered to Norway (and in the
future to Denmark and Finland), will create a modern and integrated air force of more
than 250 aircraft, capable of operating throughout the region and defending the airspace of the Baltic States. The island of Gotland will also strategically strengthen
NATO control over the Baltic Sea.
The war in Ukraine led Poland to take a strong proxy role in the conflict. It exposed the
decline of the security dimension within the Visegrad Group and pointed to the urgent
need for an increase in the significance of the Weimar Triangle. The conflict redefined
the parameters of energy security and demonstrated (painfully for Poland) the importance of monetary (euro) security. The reaction of Polish society to the war means that
the anti-Western policy of the current ruling party must be radically rejected. The internal cohesion of the EU and NATO is a sine qua non for the eﬀectiveness of both organisations, which is why populist parties and movements in Poland and other member states are a critical threat to the security of Europe and the entire Western world.
Poland’s dispute with EU partners strikes at the foundations of the country's development and future. It is imperative for Poland to return to a policy based on the democratic foundations of Euro-Atlantic integration, which served it well until the middle of
the past decade.
In purely military terms, the war in Ukraine implies the need for a clear shift in policy
towards the strategic hinterland, which is primarily Germany. Strongly developing military cooperation with Berlin is an obvious complement to close relations with the U.S.
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Should Russia attack Poland, American support for the Polish Armed Forces would arrive mainly through German ports. Poland and Germany's joint participation in gaining
dominance in the Baltic as the extended strategic hinterland of the Baltic States (support not only through the Suwalki isthmus, but also by sea) becomes crucial. The
option of an integrated defence of the Central European airspace, developed jointly
with Germany, acquires new strategic significance. This should be done through
stronger cooperation within the framework of EU initiatives (including Permanent
Structured Cooperation (PESCO) and its specific defence projects). Poland also needs
to reform its preparations for territorial defence, considering the experiences of the
Nordic countries and Ukraine.
Analysts of the international security environment, including the authors of the NATO2030 report prepared for the Secretary General, indicated prior to the onset of the
Russian invasion of Ukraine that the main mission of the Alliance should consist of collective defense. As a result of the invasion, international security, especially on the Alliance's eastern flank, has been further degraded. This means that the qualitative dimension of capabilities emphasised in the NATO2030 strategy must be accompanied
by quantitative changes. From the point of view of Polish defence, both are desirable,
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as they strengthen the Alliance's key capabilities: the number and combat power of
troops on the eastern flank, the potential for joint air operations and air and missile defence, the readiness of response forces, troop mobility, and the ability to counter hybrid threats.
Agreeing on these ambitious assumptions and subsequently implementing them should go hand in hand with Poland's active cooperation in the defence industry, with a
particular focus on the European dimension. This may rebuild the strategic character
of European relations, including within the Weimar Triangle. Such activity will help Poland to not only participate in the modernisation of its own basic equipment and armaments, but also to join more boldly the allied strategy of operations in space and
deal with the problem of allies nationalising their cyberspaces.

OBJECTIVES OF NATO'S NEW STRATEGIC CONCEPT
For a long period following the end of the Cold War, NATO's attention was primarily focused on non-treaty area (including almost two decades of military presence in Afghanistan). Now, the Alliance must focus on rebuilding a coordinated and credible
combat capability to defend the sovereignty of its members. The stabilisation of European security will have to be based on the convincing superiority of NATO's conventional forces and assets as well as a credible nuclear deterrent.
The strategy must provide a basis for realistic and eﬀective defence planning aimed at
reducing the likelihood of aggression against NATO and partner countries. It should
emphatically demand that all Member States increase defence funding to 2% of their
GDP. This will create real opportunities for the establishment and deployment of significant battle groups in threatened areas of NATO countries. The development of military infrastructure and the permanent deployment of troops on the eastern flank should
be treated as an instrument of both deterrence and potential defence. The new strategic concept should clearly define an adequate response to a potential 'de-escalatory'
nuclear attack by Russia. The Alliance's nuclear policy should be reviewed and amended in response to Russia's actions and declarations concerning its potential to use
weapons of mass destruction. The concept should emphasise the importance of 'strategic communication', clearly and unambiguously clarifying to Moscow and the wider
world what NATO is doing, why it is doing so, and what it is prepared to do in the event
of increasing confrontation. The concept should invalidate the NATO-Russia Founding
Act given that Russia, ruled by Putin, is ready and willing to launch and conduct large-
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scale armed aggressive actions, including covert operations, incursions, and hostile
actions on a local scale.
The concept of defence for the advanced frontiers should be revisited. Combat-ready
land, sea, and air forces should be maintained and stationed in forward positions as
close to the NATO-Russia interface as is needed and possible. This means a complete
shift from tripwire defence assumptions (i.e., a very limited presence) to a hard defence of NATO territory. Regarding the Baltic States and the Suwalki isthmus, the eastern
flank should be reinforced with significant forces stationed on a permanent basis. Particular consideration must be given to the threat posed by Kaliningrad, with its nuclear
weapons and their means of delivery. The new strategy should commit each state to
developing its military capabilities to the maximum extent possible in parallel with the
Alliance's overall plans. Adequate correlation and reference in the security strategy
documents of each NATO state should be ensured.
The NATO2030 report, which ambitiously outlines the direction of strategic and conceptual work, remains relevant. In its political plan, it envisages intensification of the
consultation and coordination process at all levels (more ministerial and expert me-
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etings), while in the defence-military plan, it primarily refers to strengthening deterrence and defence. However, it also emphasizes the need for:

• maintaining a technological edge, particularly in disruptive technologies (artificial
intelligence, data processing, autonomous systems, quantum technologies, biotechnology, hypersonic systems, and space technologies).

• improving resilience, including civilian and infrastructure resilience, as first lines of
defence.

• strengthening and increasing assistance to partners, both politically and in terms of
exercises and capacity building in the field of security (Moldova and Georgia), as
well as the rapid accession of Finland and Sweden to NATO.

In view of the current involvement of many Alliance countries in Ukraine, the work of
the NATO-Ukraine Commission should be strengthened, including a return to cooperation to prepare Ukraine for NATO membership.
The war will conclude (by peace or truce) through Moscow's withdrawal from further
partitionist actions and Kiev's sovereign decision (without pressure from Western states). This will open the way to developing a modus vivendi between the West and Moscow. Agreement on the gradual lifting of sanctions imposed on Russia should be linked to the reconstruction of confidence-building measures and arms control instruments. Renegotiation of START will be particularly important. As part of its normalisation eﬀorts, NATO should demand an end to the confrontational behaviour of the Russian armed forces, ranging from low-level overflights of Alliance ships to unannounced, sudden large-scale manoeuvres. Proposals submitted by NATO countries to modernise the Vienna Document on confidence-building and security measures within
the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe should increase the transparency and predictability of military action. New confidence-building measures could
also be based on the results of the expert dialogue on avoiding dangerous military incidents over the Baltic Sea, reached within the International Civil Aviation Organisation
(ICAO). Under the right conditions, this dialogue with Russia could continue and
extend to other regions of the Euro-Atlantic area.
After the war, the reconstruction of Ukraine will take place with the help of the EU,
which will involve intensive 'learning' and accelerated 'training' of Kiev for future
membership in the union. The strategic concept should reaffirm the principle that ac-
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cession to NATO is determined by the sovereign will of the candidate state and the
member states. When Finland and Sweden become members of NATO, this will be an
example of Kiev's possibilities, even if Ukraine renounces membership of defence alliances under Russian military pressure. NATO's strategy should include continued
support for the modernisation of the Ukrainian armed forces after the end of the war.
NATO is a regional defence organisation, but the challenges for the Alliance's treaty
area concern not only the East (Russia) or the South (Middle East and North Africa),
but also the Far East (primarily China). The new strategic concept must give absolute
priority to collective defence, making crisis management and collective security its servants. At the same time, NATO cannot remain inactive in the face of China's global
ambitions and the resulting threats to alliance cohesion and security (including in the
treaty area- e.g., Beijing taking control of the critical infrastructure of some sovereign
states in Europe). European allies should coordinate more strongly with the U.S. on policy towards the PRC. In the context of China, the strategic concept should serve to
strengthen NATO's links and cooperation with institutional partners in Southeast Asia
(Japan and South Korea) along with Australia and New Zealand, and through the EUU.S. Transatlantic Dialogue. It is necessary to intensify consultations, exchanges of information, and analyses on the Middle Kingdom, and to put general issues of security
policy, military application of new technologies, and arms control related to China
more broadly on the agenda. In its approach to China, Poland should pursue a clear
policy that is harmonised with that of the NATO states and responds to the economic
and technological expansion of the Middle Kingdom.

EUROPE IN NATO
The new NATO strategic concept should reflect the clear political and military level of
ambition agreed with the EU for the European pillar of the Alliance. This pillar should
be radically strengthened without duplicating defence structures and capabilities and
be based on commitments to increase the share of defence spending to 2% of GDP,
including an allocation of 20% for technical modernisation. The concept should initiate a review and necessary changes to the Berlin plus package, aiming to make the initiative a permanent NATO-EU partnership going beyond ad hoc measures (including
intelligence cooperation, air-to-air refueling, and AWACS).
The European Union's holistic approach to international security adopted in the March
2022 Strategic Compass needs to be adapted throughout the implementation phase
to meet new needs. The war in Ukraine has become a strong impetus for change. It
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should prompt the Union to genuinely develop collective defence capabilities while
preserving the allied (NATO) imponderables: a) developing capabilities in coordination
with NATO; b) leaving forces and means under development also at NATO's disposal;
c) involving non-NATO members in EU activities to the maximum extent possible. The
“glass ceiling" of NATO-EU cooperation will remain if the main obstacles limiting cooperation are not removed. To date, operational cooperation has consisted more often
of problem mitigation than joint planning or joint action. There are still no direct channels for the exchange of sensitive, classified information between NATO and the EU
(due to the Cyprus-Turkey impasse).
Europe needs heavier land forces with greater capabilities that are more ready for use
in the short term. For independent large-scale warfare/operations, the European Union
lacks adequate manoeuvre forces, air transport, naval forces, missile defence, and
support forces. Furthermore, the NATO Response Force Spearhead (VJTF) can only
conduct intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (JISR), airlift (strategic and tactical), command and control (C2), special forces, and precision munitions strikes with
U.S. support. War games indicate needs/deficiencies in short-range air defence and
long-range artillery, as well as naval capabilities. The evacuation of forces and resour-
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ces from Afghanistan further revealed the EU's shortcomings in the execution of even
logistically simple operations.
The implementation of the capability targets adopted by member states in their National Defence Plans is lagging. While admittedly an ambitious undertaking, the goal
should be to increase the share of European countries in the total NATO military potential in the European theatre of operations to 50% by 2030. NATO should modernise
its Defence Planning Process so that eﬀects are measured not by contributions to defence budgets, but by the ability of members to repel aggression.
The defence sector in European NATO states is unable to deal with complex conflicts,
not least because it is fragmented and does not maximize arms expenditures. The U.S.
has 30 major weapons systems, while EU has as many as 138. The lack of cooperation
between NATO members represents losses estimated at EUR 25 up to EUR 100 billion
per year. NATO's strategic concept should, after an analysis of the lack of investment
in defence, set out directions for maximising the potential of the arms industry and the
appropriate complement of financial instruments and initiatives. Within the European
dimension, these directions should be reflected in improvements to the European Defence Fund (EDF), Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO), the Capability Development Plan (CDP) and the Coordinated Annual Defence Review (CARD). In particular,
CARD should be more closely correlated with NATO's defence planning. Work under
PESCO on common weapons systems including combat vehicles, precision artillery,
and unmanned platforms should be accelerated. The programme should significantly
increase the number and quality of such projects. Successful projects carried out jointly by the EU and NATO, such as air-to-air refueling, should serve as a model.
It is essential for NATO to find a balance between strength and innovation. The new
concept should advocate for the reduction of diﬀerences in the development potential
of breakthrough technologies of the United States and European NATO members.
These stand in the way of strengthening the interoperability of allied militaries.

CONCLUSIONS
1. Russia has launched an unprovoked war against Ukraine, which it is conducting in a barbaric manner. The heroic and eﬀective resistance of the Ukrainian
Armed Forces has been hugely supported by the West, united under the leadership of the United States. The war has dramatically changed the security
situation in Europe and highlighted significant threats to freedom and demo-
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cracy, on which the civilisation and development of the Western world are based. An adequate and long-term response to this situation must be programmed in NATO's new strategic concept. This document should contain provisions pointing to the Russian Federation as a threat to the aforementioned values.
2. The Russian Federation wants to subjugate the sovereign states of the region
to its interests by force. The war in Ukraine is dramatic proof of this aspiration
and represents a clash between authoritarian imperialism and liberal democracy. NATO, as an alliance of democratic states, defends an international order based on the universally accepted (including by the Russian Federation)
norms of international law. NATO is exclusively a defence alliance, and membership of the Alliance must result from the unfettered will of the sovereign
Member States.
3. The sheer volume of war crimes committed by Russian soldiers on Ukrainian
territory highlights the need for significant strengthening of the defence capabilities of countries neighbouring the Russian Federation. Article 5 of the
North Atlantic Treaty protects not only the sovereignty and territorial integrity
of Member States but also the freedom and lives of their citizens. The strategic concept should include a commitment by Member States to significantly
strengthen their own armed forces, to adequately develop common military
capabilities, to maintain a permanent presence of allied troops in states directly threatened by Russian aggression, and to intensively adapt their defence
planning to the new situation. NATO must be adequately prepared for the
immediate defence of every territory of a Member State in the event of an attack by the armed forces of the Russian Federation.
4. Russia is the largest nuclear power in terms of the quantity of warheads it possesses, the variety of their force, and the diversity of their means of delivery.
The Russian doctrine of 'de-escalation by escalation', that is, a limited nuclear
strike to force acceptance of its demands, is a harbinger of nuclear terrorism.
It must not be succumbed to. It must be made clear that Russia's first use of
nuclear weapons will trigger a corresponding response from NATO. NATO's
nuclear arsenal cannot have less deterrent power.
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5. Russia is also a major source of hybrid threats, including disinformation and
cyber threats. The strategic concept must point to the need to strengthen the
resilience of NATO and partner countries’ societies to combat these threats.
6. The strategic concept should include a provision that NATO members will provide military, humanitarian, and economic support to partner countries attacked by Russia, just as they are currently providing it to Ukraine.
7. Under pressure from Russia and China, revisionist authoritarian states, the international order is shifting. The rapidly growing economic and military potential of China will increasingly involve the United States. Europe should therefore significantly increase its contribution to NATO's defence capabilities, relieving the burden on the U.S. Armed Forces to do more to support its commitments in the Pacific. The strategic concept should announce the continuation
and development of cooperation with the European Union in this regard.
8. The war in Ukraine has strongly united the wider West, including not only the
transatlantic axis countries but also the democracies of the Pacific basin: Japan, Australia, South Korea, and New Zealand. The West should maintain this
unity in confronting authoritarian revisionism while significantly diversifying its
policy towards Russia and China. NATO, as a regional defence alliance, should
focus on providing military power that is adequate to stop Russian aggression.
Confrontation with China, on the other hand, has primarily evolved in the economic and civilisational dimensions; moves that would foster its closer relations with Russia should not be made. NATO, as one of the most important organisations in the community of democracies, should develop partnerships
with the democracies of the Pacific to strengthen that unity.
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