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Abstract
This PhD examines the Europeanisation of Polish-German relations regarding Eastern policy. It
contributes to existing studies of Polish and German Eastern policies by explaining whether, how and
why the EU has shaped their bilateral impacts. The thesis re-examines the well-known Europeanisation
models of up- and downloading and develops the under-researched model of crossloading by putting
forward a rational institutionalist explanation. Applying a process tracing method, the thesis argues
that Polish and German foreign policy makers sought to maximise the strategic and legitimising usage
of the EU to attain their own strategic Eastern policy interests. The thesis identifies strategic
socialisation and experiential learning within the cooperative CFSP framework as two key causal
mechanisms explaining bilateral compromises between these two countries, resulting in bilateral
policy transfers on their Eastern policies. It also shows that Germany and Poland sought to achieve a
politics of scale through recognising each other’s influence within the EU. The thesis explains that their
interests in common EU Eastern policies enabled Germany to influence Poland towards a more
cooperative Russia policy. Meanwhile, Poland convinced Germany of the Eastern Partnership in return
for Polish concessions relating to an EU enlargement policy towards Eastern Europe. The thesis also
discusses the mutual Polish-German influences in the contexts of the Association Agreement with
Ukraine, as well as Poland’s role in Germany’s recent criticism of Russian aggressive foreign policy.
Finally, the thesis explains their inability to overcome bilateral Eastern policy divergences in the preand post-enlargement periods, as well as Poland’s constrained influence over Germany in the recent
negotiations on the Ukraine-Russia crisis. The thesis concludes that while the Europeanisation
processes have led to Polish-German bilateral impacts, their lacking uploading interests and their
weaker orientation towards compromise on EU policies have limited their potential for such impacts.
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION

This PhD thesis studies the role of the European Union in bilateral relations between Poland and
Germany. It discusses whether, how and why bilateral interactions within the EU context have led to
changes in Polish and German Eastern policies, specifically regarding traditional divergences between
Poland’s geopolitical interests in its Eastern neighbours,1 mainly Ukraine, and Germany’s economic and
geopolitical interests, mainly in Russia. The research thus adds to the existing literature on PolishGerman Eastern policy relations, which is under-developed regarding the countries’ mutual influences.
Moreover, it offers a better understanding of how far the EU has shaped member states’ bilateral
cooperation on their Eastern policies, given that their interests in these issues remain, to some extent,
divergent.
To address these issues, the research draws on the concept of Europeanisation with a focus on the
under-researched model of crossloading. It re-examines two well-known Europeanisation models,
uploading and downloading, including the Europeanisation mechanisms of socialisation and learning,
to support the study of crossloading itself. Traditionally, uploading and downloading allow the
conceptualisation of individual Polish or German impacts on, as well as their adaptations to, EU-level
dynamics. This research specifically studies whether Poland and Germany have ‘cross-loaded’ (or
transferred) between each other’s agendas and practices. It argues that crossloading in this case has
taken place as a result of the countries’ joint uploading interests and their incorporation of
compromise-oriented EU policy-making practices into their bilateral relations.
Further, the research adopts the theoretical perspective of rational institutionalism to explain
Europeanisation, focusing on Polish and German material interests and capacities within the EU. It
draws on the models of ‘strategic’ and ‘legitimising usage’ of the EU as an opportunity structure. It also
borrows from the idea of ‘differential empowerment’ (which explains that national actors might
enhance or constrain each other’s capabilities to exploit this opportunity) to develop the ‘politics of
scale’ concept (which explains member states’ individual inputs into their common policy-making at
the EU level). Hence, this research explains bilateral Polish-German crossloading (policy transfers) as a

1

The term ‘Eastern neighbours’ specifies only those Eastern European countries that are now targeted by the
Eastern Dimension of European Neighbourhood Policy; this allows one to distinguish them from Russia, which is
also an EU Eastern neighbour but involved in a separate framework of EU Eastern policy and which presents
different geopolitical challenges than the Eastern neighbours.
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result of their tactical coalition-building in their pursuit of national interests and through recognising
each other’s power capabilities within the EU.
The research agenda involves Polish-German relations with regard to Eastern policy issues concerning
Russia, Ukraine and the EU’s Eastern neighbourhood policy. These issues are at the core of Poland’s
and Germany’s strategic foreign policy interests, which they seek to pursue also within the EU
framework. Moreover, to examine these Polish-German relations in the EU context, the thesis touches
upon EU-level configurations of interests towards Eastern Europe, whereby it considers the role of
other EU member states and of broader international platforms (involved in EU Eastern policies). This
concerns the Weimar Triangle, the Visegrad Group, the Kaliningrad Triangle, the Normandy Format,
Polish-Swedish and Polish-French cooperation, and informal like-minded groupings at the EU level. The
research focuses on a time period, which begins shortly before the Polish accession to the EU in 2004
(approximately in 2003, when the first proposals regarding an Eastern policy of the enlarged Union
emerged) and ends in early 2018.

1.1. The empirical ‘puzzle’
This research discusses the relevance of the EU in shaping relations between countries with divergent
national interests, specifically focusing on the case of Polish-German Eastern policy relations. In
particular, it draws on the observation that Poland and Germany have mainly developed cooperative
foreign policy strategies towards each other within the EU framework; however, they have maintained
divergent Eastern policy interests. First, Poland and Germany attain their foreign policy interests
through engaging with multilateral integration processes and through developing cooperative bilateral
relations in this context. Because of its endeavours to gain independence from the Soviet bloc, then to
access the EC/EU and, since 2004, to approach the EU decision-making centre, Poland expected
German support due to Germany’s relevant geopolitical position on Poland’s approach to Western
Europe (Kerski, 2004, p.57; Kuźniar, 2012, p.32; Kornat, 2009, pp.229-231) and then due to the
country’s influence within the EU (Malinowski, 2015, pp.21-30; Bingen, 2016, pp.7-9). Meanwhile,
post-war (West) Germany proposed a conciliatory foreign policy to regain its independence and rebuild
its economy (Kronenberg, 2009, pp.16-20; Schmalz, 2004, p.33; Lemke, 2011, pp.110-114). Since the
1990s, it also advocated for the EU Eastern enlargement to encourage Central-Eastern European
countries to cooperate (Lämmer, 2002, pp.49-50; Kempe, 2006, p.6; Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007,
pp.27-31; Malinowski, 2015, p.45, 76), thus also counteracting the regional fears of German
dominance (Koszel, 2008, pp.10-11; Malinowski, 2015, p.45, 76). Hence, European integration has
20

provided a common reference point for both states’ strategic foreign policy interests in relation to
each other.
Second, however, Poland and Germany differ from each other in their specific interests towards
Eastern Europe. Traditionally, Poland’s Polityka Wschodnia prioritises cooperation with its Eastern
neighbours, mainly Ukraine (Bischof, 2006, p.6; Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.22-24; Kałużyńska
et al., 2009, p.381; Cichocki, 2013, p.87), which ensues from Polish geopolitical security considerations
oriented on pushing back Russian influences (Kerski, 2004, p.58; Kornat, 2008, pp.78-84 and 2009,
pp.226-235; Dębski, 2006, p.5; Cichocki, 2013, p.87). In turn, Germany’s Ostpolitik proposes more
intense relations with Russia (Kempe, 2006, p.5-6; Ochmann, 2010a, p.2 and 2012; Forsberg, 2016,
p.22) and, is even called the ‘Russia first’ approach (Kempe, 2006, p.12), which results from Germany’s
stronger economic interests and from its security perception assuming Russia’s rapprochement with
Western Europe (Brandt, 1968; Ochmann, 2010a, p.4 and 2012). Considering Polish-German
cooperative foreign policy approaches within the EU and, simultaneously, their divergent Eastern
policy interests, whether and to what extent the two countries have been able to overcome these
divergences through exerting mutual influences or making concessions within the EU framework
remains of interest (for more details, see Chapter 3).

More broadly, the thesis uses the case of the Polish-German Eastern policy relations to discuss features
of interstate cooperation within international institutions. It helps us understand the EU as an
organisation that allows its members to overcome interest divergences through recognising
(overriding) interests, or objectives, of the broader foreign policy framework within which they are
integrated. This would mean that member states could make certain concessions towards each other’s
foreign policy positions while cooperating on EU policies if EU integration itself was in line with their
national interests. In this respect, the thesis studies whether Germany has avoided the individual
imposition of its own proposals for cooperation with Russia, and whether it has thus shown readiness
for concessions to Poland in the EU framework; Germany may therefore have sought to better
promote its own interests within the EU in the long term. The same may concern Poland’s interests in
the Eastern neighbourhood policy, for example, the country’s resignation from promoting the EU
enlargement into Eastern Europe. In addition, the study of bilateral interactions may offer a better
picture of EU policies themselves. Here, considering strong engagements of both Poland and Germany
in shaping EU Eastern policies, these EU policies may have resulted not just from the countries’
individual contributions (where one state prepared a successful initiative at the EU level) but also from
their bilateral consensus-building.
21

Furthermore, this research uses the case of the Polish-German Eastern policy relations to study the
role of the EU in addressing the topical, geopolitical challenges of managing instability in its
neighbourhood area, Eastern Europe. These challenges include the authoritarian regimes (such as
Yanukovych’s Ukraine), recurring internal revolutions (the Orange Revolution, the Euromaidan), and
the current international conflict between Ukraine and Russia. Their geopolitical aspect refers mainly
to a historical competition between the EuroAtlantic community and the Soviet/Russian space over
the Eastern neighbourhood (with Ukraine being a ‘geopolitical pivot’ determining Russia’s imperial
ambitions; see, for example, Brzezinski, 1997). In particular, from 2004, after the Polish EU accession,
the EU has developed a European Neighbourhood Policy towards the Eastern neighbours (Böttger,
2010, p.71). This clashed against Russian aspirations in this region (Kaminska, 2014, p.145), which in
turn led, for example, to the pro-European ‘coloured revolutions’ in Ukraine and Georgia (Kempe,
2006, p.15). Hence, the ENP targets not just a new EU neighbourhood (Kempe, 2008, pp.1-2) but a
‘shared neighbourhood’ (Gower and Timmins, 2009; Averre, 2011), in other words, a ‘new strategic
landscape’ consisting of ‘overlapping integration spaces’ between the EU and Russia (Kempe, 2006,
p.15).2 Considering Poland’s and Germany’s strong interests towards Ukraine and Russia, respectively,
as well as their strong commitment to attaining these interests through the EU, it is interesting to study
whether the EU has allowed them cooperative responses to these external challenges, or whether the
countries have ‘returned’ to their individual foreign policy-making, thus relying on their traditional,
national diplomatic capabilities.

1.2. Research objectives and questions
This research analyses whether EU integration has led Poland and Germany to bilaterally shaping each
other’s Eastern policies. First, the research explores Polish and German strategic involvement in EU
foreign policy-making as a causal factor behind their bilateral relations on Eastern policy (Question 1
below). It addresses whether Polish and German foreign policy makers have sought to attain their
Eastern policy interests through attempting to influence common EU Eastern policies, and whether
they have bilaterally cooperated on their initiatives to shape these EU policies (Alternatively, their
involvement in other international institutions, such as the Council of Europe or the United Nations,
or other international developments, such as globalisation, could have accounted for their cooperation
on Eastern policy).

2

Therefore, the term ‘Eastern neighbourhood’ (as used in this thesis) reflects only the perspective of the analysed
Polish, German and EU policies towards this region.
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Second, this thesis examines whether Polish and German foreign policy makers have integrated EU
foreign policy processes into their bilateral Eastern policy relations (Question 2). It studies whether
these actors have adopted a consensual, pragmatic and liberal policy-making, commonly expected
within CFSP institutions, at their bilateral level. In particular, Poland and Germany may have sought
bilateral compromises on their Eastern policies, thus recognising each other’s engagements in certain
EU Eastern policies and their ability to convince others to accept their own initiatives at the EU level.
Third, the research analyses whether their cooperation within the EU framework has resulted in Poland
and Germany shaping (influencing or making concessions) each other’s Eastern policies (Question 3).
This means, the research not only studies whether the two states have adopted the above consensual,
pragmatic or liberal EU policy-making into their bilateral level but also whether one country has
adopted policy initiatives, concepts or practices from the other (for example, Poland might have
emulated an Eastern policy agenda or practice from Germany who had previously adopted it from the
EU).

Based on the above objectives, the following research questions were formulated.

The main question is as follows:
➢ Have Polish-German relations on Eastern policy been Europeanised through cross-loading?

The sub-questions are the following:
1. Have Polish and German diplomacies recognised the EU as a common opportunity structure
through which they can jointly pursue their Eastern policy interests?
2. Have Polish and German diplomacies integrated EU-level foreign policy processes in their bilateral
interactions on Eastern policy?
3. Have Polish and German diplomacies shaped each other’s Eastern policies within the EU
framework?
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1.3. Research contribution: literature review
While seeking to answer the above questions, this research addresses deficits in existing empirical
literature concerning Polish-German relations (this is discussed in Section 1.3.1 below). In turn, in
designing research to respond to these deficits, the thesis also seeks contributions to the conceptual,
theoretical and methodological debate regarding Europeanisation (Section 1.3.2).

1.3.1. The empirical literature
Existing literature on Polish-German Eastern policy relations allows us to identify deficits and new
academic perspectives with regard to the above research questions. On the one hand, although there
are rich studies of Poland’s and Germany’s Eastern policies, they mostly discuss their individual policymaking rather than their bilateral interactions on this issue within the EU. On the other hand, some
studies present ideas regarding the countries’ cooperation potential, by indicating their parallel
interests and complementary foreign policy capacities within CFSP. These interests and power
differentials may have led to, and they can thus explain, bilateral Polish-German influences or
concessions.

Broadly speaking, the existing literature involves relatively few long, systematised studies specifically
dealing with the Polish-German Eastern policy relations within the EU (for example, Buras, 2007 and
2013; Koszel, 2008; Lang, 2008; Czachur and Wóycicki, 2009; Łada, 2014; Cziomer, 2013; Malinowski,
2015). Similarly, there are fewer shorter academic contributions to this field of study (for example,
Ochmann, 2007, 2010b and 2012; Lang, 2008 and 2015; Cziomer, 2009; Buras, 2014a and 2015c;
Meister, 2014b; Patecka-Frauenfelder, 2016). On the contrary, a large number of academic works
concern the individual Polish and German Eastern policies within the EU. However, only limited lessons
about bilateral Polish-German Eastern policy relations can be drawn from these sources. Although
some of them discuss Polish-German interactions, they only demonstrate bilateral rapprochement on
their Eastern policies within the EU (for example, Cziomer, 2008 and 2013; Dębski, 2008; Lang, 2008;
Czachur and Wóycicki, 2009; Ochmann, 2010a; Łada, 2011). They only say what the Polish and German
Eastern policies have in common and where they differ, without paying much attention to analysing
whether such bilateral rapprochement have resulted from the countries’ mutual influences. Even if a
few scholars have briefly indicated German support for the Polish claims towards the EU-Russia PCA
24

negotiations (Gutschker, 2006, pp.11-12; Lang, 2012; Kaminska, 2014, p.122) and for the PolishSwedish Eastern Partnership initiative (Ochmann, 2010a; Lang, 2016), they do not focus on a
systematic explanation of the EU-related motivations and factors behind these bilateral decisions.
Nevertheless, the existing literature presents some potential for the above-suggested explanations.
First, it presents the EU as an opportunity for Poland and Germany to pursue their Eastern policy
interests in bilateral cooperation, however, without offering detailed studies whether the two
countries have in fact acknowledged such cooperation potential. For example, Meister (2011) reports
that the EU provides a common ‘reference point’ for Poland and Germany in formulating their Eastern
policies. Buras (2013, p.3, 23-24) writes about a ‘political and geographical determinism’, explaining
that the two countries have a responsibility to cooperate on Eastern policy because they act within the
common EU framework and thus jointly face EU’s geopolitical challenges. The literature reiterates the
idea of a Polish-German ‘community of interests’ within the EU (Bingen, 2005, p.14), with their
common interest in cooperating on an EU Eastern policy that would see stable, peaceful, law-oriented
and democratic developments in Eastern Europe (Ochmann, 2007, p.6; Buras, 2013, p.3, 23) as well as
include Eastern Europe in European and global processes of conflict management (Lang, 2008, pp.129130). In broader foreign policy terms, some articles assess the perspectives for a Polish-German
partnership in Europe (Ochmann, 2010a; Łada, 2012), suggest their tandem (Turkowski, 2011) or their
common driving force of EU Eastern relations (Lang, 2008, p.123). Here, a Polish-German community
of interests should follow the German-French pattern of cooperation to foster the development of the
EU (Bingen, 2016, p.10). Poland and Germany could also create a ‘community for the future’, whereby
the EU is the best instrument for ensuring both countries’ influence over international politics
(Chromiec, 2018).
Another strand of the literature presents a general outline of an assumption that such EU-provoked
Polish-German cooperation implies the need to seek bilateral compromise. For example, it says that
the EU is of great foreign policy value because it offers Poland and Germany an opportunity to jointly
integrate their interests into EU Eastern policy, thus requiring bilateral reconciliation (Bingen, 2016,
p.2, 7) and recognition of each other’s interests (Lämmer, 2002, p.51). Due to the common objectives
within the EU, political elites in both countries became more aware of the need to find a common
language in Eastern issues (Buras, 2013, p.3, 23). The two countries also needed coalition partners or
allies to shape the EU to their interests (Kempe, 2006, pp.15-16; Kaminska, 2014, p.138).
The literature also suggests questions whether Poland and Germany made use of each other’s
capacities within EU Eastern policies (which may potentially explain their bilateral compromisebuilding and even crossloading on these issues). However, the literature mainly argues in favour of
25

Poland’s and Germany’s individual engagements and influences in Eastern policy (compared to other
EU states) as their individual assets in their pursuit of interests at the EU level. It namely presents
Poland’s well-developed networks (Kempe, 2006, pp.15-16), its shared cultural heritage (Meister,
2011) and historical experience with the Eastern neighbours (Dębski, 2008), as well as its strong
internal consensus on its Eastern policy (Ochmann, 2010a, p.6). The studies also present Poland’s
traditional influence among some other Central-Eastern and, to a lesser degree, Northern European
states. Poland is seen as the only Central-Eastern European country to join the EU with an active policy
towards most Eastern European states (Kaczyński, 2008, p.56); many other Central-Eastern European
countries brought to the EU their similar (to Polish) perceptions of the Russian threat (Kaminska, 2014,
p.106; Kempe, 2006, pp.12-13); Poland’s veto against the PCA negotiations with Russia enjoyed
understanding among Czechia, Slovakia, the Baltic States and, to a lesser degree, the UK (Kaminska,
2014, pp.126-131); Poland’s support for the Eastern neighbourhood policy reform was shared within
its region and with Scandinavia (Cianciara, 2008, pp.10-11; Pomorska, 2008, pp.159-160; Kałużyńska
et al., 2009, pp.383-384; Priesmeyer Tkocz, 2010, pp.227-229). For Germany, the literature presents
the country as the EU’s leader (Ischinger and Bunde, 2015, pp.314-318; Kwiatkowska-Drożdż and
Frymark, 2015, p.4) and as a ‘centre of gravity’ in EU Eastern policy because it borders on both CentralEastern and Western European countries and thus can promote strategic alliances with different
member states (Kempe, 2006, pp.5-7, 14-16). In particular, Germany is broadly recognised as Russia’s
strategic partner or even Russia’s advocate within Europe, with the German-Russian relationship being
considered fundamentally important to European security (Forsberg, 2016, pp.21-22). Germany was
one among the Western European countries that expected a more conditional Eastern neighbourhood
policy respecting their own strong interests in Russia (Kaminska, 2014, p.87, 108, 146, 152-153;
Kowalczyk, 2015, pp.7-8).
The literature is less developed in analysing whether Poland and Germany in fact made use of each
other’s engagements and influences within EU Eastern policy-making. It only mentions that, in
strategic terms, Germany’s foreign policy saw Poland as its strategic EU partner, which co-creates the
European core of stability (Bingen, 2016, pp.7-9) and which could give credibility to German politics
within the EU (Buras, 2013, p.3), whereby German diplomats even informally encouraged Poland to
play a more active role in lobbying for EU involvement in the East (Pomorska, 2008, p.160). Similarly,
sources mention Germany as the only Western European member state interested in the Polishsponsored EaP (Buras, 2013, p.23), thus suggesting Poland might have sought to make Germany its ally
in Western Europe. In addition, the literature merely mentions that the above Polish and German
Eastern policy strengths may be seen as complementary in the EU framework. Lämmer (2002, p.51)
notes that Warsaw and Berlin could take over the role of representing broad European interests on
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Eastern policy. Kempe (2006, p.15) writes that they both bear the greatest potential to develop EU
Eastern policy, because they comprise inputs from both Central-Eastern European and Western
European states. Similarly, Ochmann (2010a, p.3) writes about their bilateral ‘distribution of tasks’ in
EU Eastern policy-making. Nevertheless, although the above findings do not fully address these issues,
they suggest questions whether Germany expected Polish support in convincing the other CEECs to
accept Germany’s own initiatives for Russia at the EU level, as well as whether Poland expected
German help in promoting the initiatives for the Eastern neighbours among Western European
countries. It is also worth studying whether Poland and Germany have sought bilateral compromises
as to allow broader acceptance (among the different member states) for common EU Eastern policies.

Finally, the above literature deficits can be observed in the specific empirical examples that are studied
in this thesis. Again, studies lay stronger emphasis on analysing the Polish or German individual
engagements with EU Eastern policy-making, rather than explaining their bilateral interactions. For
example, Poland’s conciliatory policy towards Russia (in 2007 through 2014) is explained by the Polish
intentions to influence the EU and by the country’s consensus with the dominant pro-Russian interests
at the EU level (Kaczmarski, 2009, p.25; Pomorska, 2008, p.157; Kaminska, 2014). However,
considering the above German strengths in EU-Russia policies, the Polish-Russia policy may have also
resulted from Polish-German cooperation on Russia within the EU; this is explained only in a few
sources and without detail (Buras, 2013, pp.27-29, 41; Pełczyńska-Nałęcz, 2016, pp.9-12). Similarly,
there is insufficient explanation of the Polish-German interactions behind the Polish veto, and its
subsequent lifting, on the negotiations to renew the EU’s Partnership and Cooperation Agreement
with Russia.
Similar deficits concern the Polish retreat from its advocacy for EU enlargement into Eastern Europe.
Again, this move is richly explained by Poland’s adaptation to the dominant sceptical voices on this
issue within the EU (Cianciara, 2008, p.3; Pomorska, 2008, pp.166-167, 174-178; Kałużyńska et al.,
2009, pp.383-384; Lankosz, 2009, p.18; Kaminska, 2014, p.88, 156). Again, by considering the above
German strengths within the EU, this Polish action could be also investigated in terms of the potential
German impact on Poland through the EU institutions. Similar literature deficits are also identified
behind Polish-German interactions in the context of the association policy with Ukraine.
Furthermore, studies concerning the German ENP Plus initiative (Buras, 2007, pp.27-28; Emerson et
al., 2007; Kempe, 2007, pp.2-4; Schäffer and Tolksdorf, 2009; Böttger, 2010, pp.27-28; PriesmeyerTkocz, 2010, p.223; Kirch and Schwarzer, 2015; Lang, 2016) are not only brief (compared with those
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dealing with the parallel German initiatives for Russia); they also do not explain why Poland refused
the ENP Plus, although the initiative addressed the (promoted by Poland) Eastern neighbourhood
policy [as noted in Buras (2007, p.35), Cianciara (2008, p.9), Kempe (2008, pp.5-6), or in Lang (2008,
p.133)]. Such explanation is merely mentioned in Kaminska (2014, p.170) and Cianciara (2008, p.9),
who explain why the Polish government criticised the overall German Eastern policy during that time.
The literature very briefly mentions that Germany was initially reluctant and then decided to support
the Polish-Swedish Eastern Partnership initiative (Ochmann, 2010a, pp.2-3; Lang, 2016), or notes that
Germany was more eager to accept the EaP already after the Russian-Georgian war (Ochmann, 2010b,
p.5; Böttger, 2016, p.407). This literature does not offer a detailed explanation of the reasons for
Germany’s distanced position and whether the country has finally decided to back the EaP due to its
recognition for Polish engagement or influence in this issue. Overall, there is still insufficient
explanation of Germany’s role, and its potential contribution, to the EaP.
The existing literature also studies the German engagement in EU-Russian relations (primarily until
2014) mainly as a result of Germany’s own intentions to attain its cooperative interests in Russia
through the EU (Gutschker, 2006; Kempe, 2007; Lang, 2008; Böttger, 2010 and 2016; Ochmann, 2010a
and 2012; Kirch and Schwarzer, 2015; Forsberg, 2016). A Polish role in these German initiatives is only
mentioned, for example in Kempe (2006, p.13) and in Ochmann (2007, p.4), who write that Germany
initially neglected the Polish Eastern policy interests. Nevertheless, we still do not know to what extent
the first German initiatives for Russia were unsuccessful because of the German non-recognition of
the Polish influence in broader EU Eastern policies. In turn, Germany’s increasing criticism of Russia
(under Chancellor Merkel since 2005, particularly since 2014) is explained by Germany’s own
normative discontent with Russian democracy deficits and, later, with Russian violations of the
international law (Gutschker, 2006, p.11; Kempe, 2007, p.3; Ochmann, 2010a, pp.2-3, 2010b, p.5 and
2012; Buras, 2013, pp.32-33; Kornelius, 2014, p.185; Bußmann, 2015, pp.63-64; Kirch and Schwarzer,
2015; Forsberg, 2016). However, we do not yet know whether this German criticism has also resulted
from Poland’s traditional critique of Russia and, if so, whether this can be explained by the Polish
influence on the EU’s Eastern relations.
Finally, the scholarly positions present Poland’s vocal and Germany’s more distanced positions towards
the sanctions (Kowalczyk, 2015, p.16; Kwiatkowska-Drożdż and Frymark, 2015, p.4; Buras, 2015c, p.5;
Bußmann, 2015, pp.71-72; Böttger, 2016, p.407; Forsberg, 2016, p.29). Some sources mention
Poland’s (Gotev and Kokoszczyński, 2014; Kowalczyk, 2015, p.6) and Germany’s influence over the EU’s
sanction policy (Gromadzki, 2015, p.26). However, they do not investigate whether Poland convinced
Germany of sharper sanctions or whether Germany had an impact on Poland in accepting a milder
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policy. Similarly, the existing literature does not explain why Poland was not involved in the GermanFrench Normandy Format to negotiate on the recent crisis with Russia and Ukraine. It only suggests
potential reasons for this exclusion, mentioning that the format did not include the EU institutions, nor
any other EU states beyond Germany and France (Buras, 2015c), and that Russia might have vetoed
Polish participation in the format (Kowalczyk, 2015, p.17). However, the literature lacks explanations
of the German position towards the exclusion of Poland, and whether their weak bilateral cooperation
can be explained by Poland’s limited influence in (constrained) EU Eastern policy-making in this issue.

1.3.2. Europeanisation studies
This research draws on the concept of Europeanisation. It also draws on the theoretical framework of
rational institutionalism to explain Europeanisation. They both respond to the expectations set out by
this research that asks about the EU’s relevance for Polish-German relations. However, these
conceptual and theoretical perspectives are under-developed with regard to both the Europeanisation
debate on the model of crossloading as well as the theoretical considerations how rational
institutionalism might explain crossloading. The deficits also concern the issue of designing studies of
crossloading.

First, Europeanisation studies emerged in the late 1990s to address the inability of traditional theories
of EU integration in explaining the diffusion of EU policies and practices from the EU to the national
level (Vink and Graziano, 2007, pp.3-4). Hence, the Europeanisation studies frame the relationships
linking the EU developments with political dynamics in national systems (Börzel and Risse, 2000, pp.34; Ladrech, 2001, pp.1-4; Risse et al, 2001, pp.2-3). It is this Europeanisation approach that will be used
in this thesis to explain Polish-German foreign policy interactions within the EU framework (for more
details see Section 2.1.1 in Chapter 2). This approach forms part of an evolution of broader European
studies towards a stronger focus on analysing the EU’s role in national developments. The
aforementioned EU integration theories had been developed in European studies since the 1950s,
including the neofunctionalist explanations of the role of non-state actors and supranational dynamics
in regional/European integration (Jensen, 2013), followed by the (liberal) intergovernmentalist statecentric perspective on the European integration (Moravcsik, 1993). However, since this thesis focuses
on the EU’s impact on Polish-German relations rather than explaining integration at the EU level or the
EU system per se, it therefore rejects traditional integration theories. Moreover, Europeanisation may
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be also defined in other ways, for example, as the process of EU enlargement, an export of European
norms to the wider international system, or building a distinct European political identity (Ladrech,
2010, p.13). However, these approaches also do not underpin this research.
More specifically, Europeanisation studies rely mainly on two traditional models of downloading and
uploading which describe EU’s impact on national systems and vice versa (for more on these two
models see Section 2.1.2). This dual distinction is very common, even with some authors referring to
the evolution of Europeanisation studies from a top-down perspective as a classic strand (Vink and
Graziano, 2007, pp.4-5, 9), describing Europeanisation as mainly a two-way causal process (Radaelli
and Pasquier, 2007, p.40-41; Radaelli, 2004; Howell, 2002, pp.5-13; Vale, 2011; Bache, 2002, pp.4-5),
or even suggesting ‘bottom-up-down’ designs (Vink and Graziano, 2007, pp.9-10). However, the two
popular models depict Europeanisation as a vertical process in which national systems seek compliance
with EU directives (see e.g. the overviews of empirical studies in Vale, 2011; Vink and Graziano, 2007,
p.4). This research employs the concept of Europeanisation, however, it specifically adopts the third,
less popular model of crossloading, which focuses more strongly on the national level through outlining
the EU’s (only indirect) relevance in stimulating horizontal relations between member states.
Crossloading itself remains under-developed. Only a few authors provide its conceptual definitions
(Major and Pomorska, 2005; Major, 2008). Some mention the Europeanisation perspective on
interstate relations through other terms, such as ‘horizontal dimension’ (Bache, 2002, p.6), ‘horizontal
mechanisms’ (Bulmer, 2007), ‘horizontal effects’ (Vink and Graziano, 2007, p.8, 10) or ‘horizontal
transfer’ (Howell, 2002, p.12 and 2004, pp.5-6). These definitions admittedly allow us to understand
crossloading as a model which depicts the idea of EU indirect impact on member states and which
focuses on the horizontal mechanism of learning occurring between states. Nevertheless, crossloading
has generated less conceptual debate regarding its factors, mechanisms and relationships with the two
traditional models.
This research develops the understanding of crossloading in Section 2.1.3. It argues that the concept
of horizontal Europeanisation, as well as the ideas of the Open Method of Coordination, support the
idea of EU indirect impact. These concepts also help us justify that the uploading and downloading
mechanisms of socialisation (of member states’ policy-making in the EU context) support studies of
learning (at the bilateral level). The research further develops the conceptualisation of the EU-induced
mechanisms of international learning themselves. It again borrows from the concept of horizontal
Europeanisation and from the ideas regarding the OMC, to better explain the mechanisms of
‘experiential learning’ and ‘organisational learning’ (where one member state adopts its EU-level
experience into its bilateral relations with the other state). The research then presents the idea of
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learning through ‘policy transfer’ (where one member state gains this experience from the other state)
as an expected outcome of crossloading.

Second, this research builds on the theoretical perspective of rational institutionalism to explain the
motivations (logics of actions) and factors behind the above Europeanisation mechanisms. Rational
institutionalism supports the research that asks about the Polish-German pursuits of their Eastern
policy interests within the EU. It namely explains that the EU provides opportunities for national
interests and thus enhances actors’ capacities. However, it mainly theorises the explanations of
uploading and downloading, that is again, the causal relationships between the EU and a single
member state. It explains that a member state attains its interests through making ‘strategic use’ of
the EU, whereby the state seek to upload its interests onto the EU level (Jacquot and Woll, 2003, pp.47; De Flers and Müller, 2012, pp.22-23) or adapts itself to the EU policies and structures (Tonra, 2013,
p.5). There is, however, less theoretical debate regarding how rational institutionalism can explain
crossloading/EU-induced learning between states. Here, the literature presents only general
assumptions that states’ interest attainment within the common institutions requires collective
decision-making (Hall and Taylor, 1996, p.945; March and Olsen, 1998, pp.949-951), including tactical
coalition-building (Börzel, 2002, p.194, 206-208) and coordination of national policies (Tonra, 2013,
p.5) (for more details see Section 2.2.2).
Therefore, Section 2.2.2 particularly draws on the rational institutionalist concept of ‘differential
empowerment’. The concept explains that to better exploit the EU opportunities, national actors
redistribute their political resources, that means, they enhance or constrain each other’s capabilities
(Börzel and Risse, 2000, pp.6-7; Radaelli, 2004, p.7; Bulmer, 2007, p.50). The research complements
this concept with the ‘politics of scale’ model, which in turn explains the pooling of resources through
enhancing actors’ influence at higher policy levels (Cidell, 2006, pp.196-197). Here, member states can
also coordinate their individual inputs to jointly shape EU foreign policies (Ginsberg, 1989). Drawing
on both concepts, this thesis theorises the pooling of states’ capacities, particularly their recognitions
of each other’s influence with the EU, to more efficiently pursue their own interests within the EU.

Third, empirical testing of crossloading has been limited so far. For example, the phenomenon of EUinduced impact between member states is merely touched upon in Wong (2006), who notes that
France’s re-orientation on pragmatic economic relations with China has resulted from Paris’ intentions
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to promote dialogue with Beijing in the ‘European interest’ (pp.37-38). Here, French initiatives in China
‘tend to shadow policies spearheaded by Germany, (…) Britain and the European Commission’, and
they particularly tried ‘copying’ the successful ‘German model’ of de-politicised economic relations
with this Asian country (pp.69-70). In another rare example, Vink (2002, p.11, 13) mentions that
Denmark has adopted European regulations on immigration policy in reaction to similar changes in
Germany; Denmark thus focused on Germany as an opportunity for ‘burden-sharing’. Nevertheless,
both Wong and Vink’s studies of Europeanisation do not build on the concept of crossloading itself,
and they focus on French and Dutch developments, respectively, rather than investigating EU-related
factors or mechanisms of French-German and Dutch-German relations themselves. In addition,
Europeanisation studies of Polish-German relations have focused on processes directly informed by
downloading and uploading, without proposing a systematised analysis of crossloading. Zaborowski
(2005) draws upon a top-down ‘EU-isation’ (p.7), thus analysing Europeanisation as the adaptation of
European norms into Polish-German cooperation. Kaczmarek (2014), in turn, studies ‘bilateral
Europeanisation’ by applying an uploading-based ‘transformation model’ (pp.15-18). She proves a shift
from bilateral Polish-German competition towards cooperation, again neglecting impacts between
these states.
Given the limited empirical testing, research designs of crossloading have not been sufficiently
discussed. This thesis designs the study of crossloading, by departing from the popular Europeanisation
designs which determine EU integration as the independent variable (for example, Hix and Goetz,
2000, p.2; Ladrech 2001, p.7 and 2010, p.42; Jacquot and Woll, 2003, p.2). Rather, since the model of
crossloading does not set the EU as the cause but as the context of bilateral developments (as shown
below), the research draws on a rationalist perspective on the independent variable, which is
presented outside of these popular Europeanisation studies; this variable is determined by the actors’
material, geopolitical or economic, interests (Moravcsik, 1998, p.24). We can thus speak of strategic
interests which are formulated not at the EU level but by member states, as a response to their EU
opportunities. Similarly, the research does not specify the mediating causal mechanisms as EU
integration processes themselves but as strategic calculation which is undertaken by national actors,
again, as a response to their EU opportunities (see Section 2.3.2).

Given the above conceptual and theoretical deficits, Chapter 2 presents a theoretical framework of
‘Europeanisation through Crossloading’. The chapter systematises the conceptual conditions of
Europeanisation and provides a stronger theoretical explanation of rational institutionalism (along the
concept of the ‘politics of scale’), with the aim of designing a research based on the model of
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crossloading, focusing specifically on the foreign policy realm. Thus, although this research only applies
the existing theoretical frameworks rather developing a new theory, it can potentially be applied in
future studies relying on the same (or similar) theoretical foundations, but involving other empirical
cases. Nevertheless, as for this thesis, its contribution is mainly empirical, meaning that Chapters 3
through 6 focus on the empirical discussions of the Polish-German Eastern policy relations to test a
rational institutionalist approach to crossloading.

1.4. The thesis’ structure
The thesis is divided into six chapters. Chapters 1 through 3 provide a theoretical and analytical
background for the Polish-German Europeanisation processes. This chapter formulates the objectives
of this research. It also identifies the empirical deficits and, simultaneously, new academic perspectives
in existing literature on the Polish-German Eastern policy relations. It also presents the conceptual and
theoretical deficits in designing this research. Next, drawing on these deficits, Chapter 2 develops the
conceptual, theoretical and methodological foundations of this research, including a design of
empirical studies of Europeanisation of the Polish-German Eastern policy relations. This chapter also
justifies the research’s case selection, and discusses its data collection including ethical issues. Chapter
3 provides an empirical background for further empirical studies. It discusses the conceptual and
historical material on how and why Polish and German foreign policy strategies towards European
integration have informed the countries’ cooperative foreign policy strategies in relation to each other.
This chapter thus presents the potential for studies on the countries’ Eastern policy cooperation within
the EU.
Chapters 4 through 6 offer empirical studies. Chapter 4 discusses the Europeanisation of PolishGerman relations on Russia and investigates whether, due to the EU, Berlin mitigated the traditional
Polish Russo-scepticism and whether Warsaw played a role in Berlin’s foreign policy critique of
Moscow. Chapter 5 studies Polish-German relations within the European Neighbourhood Policy,
including the countries’ first initiatives and the reform attempts that culminated with the Eastern
Partnership. This chapter studies whether Poland has convinced Germany to its own initiatives for the
ENP, and whether the country has made concessions in these issues to its Western neighbour. Further,
Chapter 6 analyses the EU’s contribution to Polish-German mutual influences or concessions regarding
the countries’ reactions to external challenges arising from Ukraine, such as the Orange Revolution,
the Ukrainian reform deficits, the Euromaidan and the recent crisis between Ukraine and Russia.
Chapter 7 offers a conclusion of this research. It summarises research findings on EU-induced Polish33

German Eastern policy influences. It also discusses the research’s contribution to the empirical
literature and the extent to which the research has solved the empirical ‘puzzle’ identified above. The
chapter also suggests its application to future research.
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CHAPTER 2:
THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

Chapter 2 presents the conceptual, theoretical and methodological foundations for this research.
Section 2.1 discusses the literature on the concept of Europeanisation. It explains how the models of
uploading and downloading can support studies of crossloading, and develops the model of
crossloading itself. Section 2.2 discusses the theoretical perspective of rational institutionalism to
explain crossloading. It additionally develops the broader political science model of the ‘politics of
scale’, as well as it integrates some elements from sociological institutionalism into the rationalist
explanations. Section 2.3 explains the relevance of the method of process tracing for this research. It
consequently presents an analytical template for studies of how and why the Polish-German Eastern
policy relations may have been Europeanised. The section also explains the analytical leverage of this
particular case selection. Section 2.4 contains information about data collection and related ethical
issues.

2.1. Conceptual framework: Europeanisation through crossloading
Section 2.1 discusses the literature on Europeanisation to present the conceptual framework for this
research. Section 2.1.1 introduces the broad concept of Europeanisation, and identifies its conceptual
focus on studies of (EU-induced) national developments. Section 2.1.2 presents the traditional
Europeanisation models of uploading and downloading, with a focus on the mechanism of
socialisation. This section discusses how these popular models can support studies of crossloading.
Section 2.1.3 extends the understanding of crossloading. First, it develops the idea of EU ‘indirect
impact’, and supports this idea by drawing on similar concepts such as horizontal Europeanisation and
‘framing integration’, as well as with evidence from the Open Method of Coordination. Second, the
section develops the crossloading mechanism of learning through re-discussing the concepts of
‘organisational learning’ and learning through ‘policy transfer’. Overall, this conceptual framework
highlights how the EU may affect relations between member states.
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2.1.1. The concept of Europeanisation
As introduced in Chapter 1, Europeanisation frames studies of the relationships linking the EU
developments with national dynamics. For example, Ladrech (2001, p.1) writes that ‘a common
denominator in most uses of the term [of Europeanisation] is the identification of a nationalsupranational nexus regarding authoritative policy decisions’. Similarly, Risse et al. (2001, p.2) argue
that ‘The weight of evidence strongly points in the direction of continuous interaction and linkages
between national and European levels’. Europeanisation can be seen as a different concept from that
of

European integration. Namely, European integration refers to the delegation of political

competences and the establishment of new institutions at EU (supranational) level to produce policy
outcomes (Hix and Goetz, 2000, pp.3-9); European integration is thus distinct from the effects of these
outcomes observed in national institutions, policies, or actors’ behavior (pp.10-14). Europeanisation is
‘a consequence of European integration’ (Ladrech, 2001, p.4). Therefore, EU integration is thought to
be the cause, or in this thesis, the political context, for changes occurring within national systems. In
other words, EU integration thus provides the context for Europeanisation.
The Europeanisation literature offers various research perspectives (see also section 2.1.2). First, some
scholars have focused on the EU-level developments as the main factors that condition changes at
national level. For instance, Risse et al. (2001, p.3) conceptualise Europeanisation as a supranational
causal factor for a domestic change. Such Europeanisation means ‘the emergence and development
at the European level of distinct structures of governance (…) that formalize interactions among the
actors, and of policy networks specializing in the creation of authoritative European rules’. Similarly,
to Börzel and Risse (2000, pp.3-4), Europeanisation is a process of EU-level institution-building,
including EU decisions and interest representation structures, which impacts member states. However,
these approaches do not strongly underpin this research, since the research asks about (EU-induced)
processes between Polish and German Eastern policies.
Second, Europeanisation scholars may put greater focus on the conceptualisation of national factors.
For example, Knill and Lehmkuhl (1999) recognise national policies, preferences and power structures
as the factors explaining how the EU influences specific national changes. Jacquot and Woll (2003, p.2)
define Europeanisation as ‘the transformation of a variable at the national level which adapts to a
European model, logic or constraint’. Ladrech (1994, p.69) defines Europeanisation as ‘incremental
process re-orienting the direction and shape of politics to the degree that EC (…) dynamics become
part of the organizational logic of national politics and policy-making’. Ladrech’s (2001) case study of
Europeanisation of political parties exemplifies the empirical usage of this concept. This study
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emphasises the national logics of behaviour that condition EU domestic impact (Ladrech, 2001, pp.45). It seeks evidence for national policy or organisational change, e.g. among political parties, which is
adaptive to its EU environment, e.g. to EU-related policy issues or to new opportunities for
governments to ally with other member states on Council meeting issues (pp.5-12). This strand of
research, strongly oriented on studying national developments, lays the conceptual foundations for
this research. Namely, this Europeanisation allows us to study whether and how national states, here
Poland and Germany, have shaped their policy-making as a response to EU-level developments.
However, the Europeanisation of relations between states is conceptualised in more detail in Section
2.1.2 below.

2.1.2. The models of uploading and downloading and their relations to
crossloading
Europeanisation can be distinguished into three dimensions,3 which designate the direction of impact
within the EU. These dimensions include the well-known models of uploading and downloading, as
well as the less popular model of crossloading. This research directs attention towards crossloading,
thus conceptualising bilateral influences between EU member states. Nevertheless, considering that
Europeanisation is the consequence of/response to EU integration (as shown above), the models of
uploading and downloading still support this research. They describe the ways in which the bilateral
interactions may respond to EU-level developments.
The model of uploading (also called the ‘bottom-up’ approach) conceptualises an impact from nation
states to the EU level (Wong and Hill, 2011, p.2). The uploading’s expected outcome is the ‘projection’
of national preferences onto the European scene (De Flers and Müller, 2012, p.22; Tonra, 2013, p.5).
National preferences may be injected into EU-level negotiations (De Flers and Müller, 2012, p.22), or
they may influence the emergence of new EU structures of government (Major and Pomorska, 2005,
p.1). In turn, downloading (the ‘top-down’ approach) results in ‘national adaptation’ of policies or
practices to EU pressures or stimuli (De Flers and Müller, 2012, p.23; Wong and Hill, 2011, p.2).
Institutionalised EU rules, procedures, policy paradigms, styles, ‘ways of doing things’, shared beliefs
and norms are incorporated into the national discourse, structures and policies (Radaelli, 2004, p.3).
Similarly, ‘Type 2 Europeanization’ points to the impact of EU level actors and institutions on domestic

3

They are also called ‘categories’ (Howell, 2002, p.10), ‘types’ (Bache, 2002, p.7) or ‘situations’ (Howell, 2004,
p.5) of Europeanisation.
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politics and policies (Bache, 2002, p.7).4 Further, the indicators of downloading might be: an increasing
importance of EU agenda, a relaxation of national priorities at the cost of achieving common EU
standpoints, or the emergence of shared definitions of national and European preferences (De Flers
and Müller, 2010, p.12). Downloading may also mean ‘the reception of EU-generated incentives and
their integration into the national level’ (Major and Pomorska, 2005, p.1).
Admittedly, in the foreign policy realm, downloading, understood as CFSP impact on national foreign
policies, remains limited due to the ‘unique nature’ of foreign policy as the domaine réservé of national
states. This means that CFSP decision-making has an intergovernmental and voluntary character, and
it is not the subject to EU legally binding regulations (Moumoutzis, 2011, pp.613-615). Thus, the foreign
policy Europeanisation is less likely to occur and its effects are supposed to be much weaker and more
difficult to trace than in Community policies (De Flers and Müller, 2012, pp.20-21). Nevertheless,
downloading can be still conceptualised as an impact of CFSP norms and procedures on national
foreign policy-making; as a result, national foreign policies may more strongly consider peace,
democracy, the rule of law etc., as well as they may be more strongly oriented to international
cooperation (Moumoutzis, 2011, pp.618-619). In this research, downloading refers to member states’
socialisation with CFSP cooperative norms and liberal values (for socialisation see below).
For this reason, this research does not adopt the prominent Europeanisation concept of ‘goodness of
fit’. The concept works better in explaining vertical Europeanisation which involves EU legal pressures
on member states (Radaelli, 2003, p.44-46). It assumes that the EU produces ‘adaptational pressure’
towards reducing incompatibility or differences (‘misfit’) between the EU and the national policies or
structures (Risse et al., 2001, p.7-9; Ladrech, 2010, p.33). On the contrary, ‘misfit’ does not condition
national change within the CFSP since, as said, the CFSP does not exert legally binding impacts on
member states but allows them to voluntarily cooperate and shape decisions (Bulmer and Radaelli,
2004, pp.7-9). More broadly, ‘misfit’ does not explain horizontal Europeanisation, neither the OMC
(see below), because in these instances states’ cooperation does not seek domestic conformity with
supranational policy templates (Bulmer, 2007, pp.51-53). Admittedly, unlike ‘policy misfit’,
‘institutional misfit’ may result in EU procedures challenging national decision-making (Börzel and
Risse, 2000, pp.5-6), which suggests it could be relevant to study socialisation with the CFSP ‘code of
conduct’. Nevertheless, ‘misfit’ still emphasises EU pressures, rather than explaining the
Europeanisation mechanisms that only alter national perceptions, such as socialisation (Bulmer and
Radaelli, 2004, pp.7-9) and ‘policy framing’ (Bulmer, 2007, p.53). Hence, this research does not study

4

However, Bache (2002, p.7) characterises ‘Type 1 Europeanization’ not just as uploading but as the growing
competences of EU level actors and institutions; this is similar to the conceptions of European integration.
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any EU instruments which would enforce formal compliance between the EU and member states’
foreign policy relations.

This research conceptualises socialisation as the main mechanism of downloading, however, also of
uploading. Overall, socialisation is a process in which actors are inducted into the norms and rules of a
given community (Dawson and Prewitt; Alderson; Hooghe in Checkel, 2005, p.804). Socialisation is
likely during actors’ reiterated contacts within the same group, such as in EU level negotiations (Juncos
and Pomorska, 2006, p.4), where social interactions are frequent, intense and long (De Flers and
Müller, 2012, p.26). Socialisation is a relevant mechanism of foreign policy Europeanisation. Namely,
CFSP comprises not only intergovernmental bargaining, but also policy coordination based on an
arguing mode of interest mediation (Tonra, 2003, p.731-733; De Flers and Müller, 2012, p.27). It thus
develops mutual understanding and commitment in joint policy-making among national
representatives (Juncos and Pomorska, 2006, pp.5-6). Socialisation within the CFSP assumes that
national representatives adopt CFSP procedural norms, so-called informal ‘code of conduct’, which
involve the practices of information-sharing/consultations and consensus-building. First, informationsharing (also called ‘coordination reflex’) points to the frequent informal consultations within the EU
Council working groups, also those occurring bilaterally or in small ‘like-minded’ groups (within which
similar interests are shared). Here, national representatives inform their counterparts about their
positions, exchange information relevant to decision-making, and pre-coordinate their stances to
achieve a compromise before the official meetings (Juncos and Pomorska, 2006, pp.6-7). Second,
consensus-building refers to a general practice to ‘keep everyone on-board’ (Pomorska, 2015, p.66).
Here, national representatives usually seek a broad agreement from which no member state is
excluded; the majority tries to integrate the minority, whereas the potentially isolated states seek for
supporters (Juncos and Pomorska, 2006, p.8).
Socialisation processes might also facilitate linkages between downloading and uploading. This means
that the EU creates normative stimuli for member states’ adaptation to common policy-making
(downloading), and it thus affects national strategies to upload their positions (De Flers and Müller,
2012, p.27). This can be explained with regard to sociological and rational perspectives on socialisation.
From a sociological (institutionalist) perspective, actors internalise norms and rules of appropriateness,
thus redefining their identities and even interests (Börzel and Risse, 2000, p.8). Similarly, from social
constructivism, CFSP norms may create an identity for collective action among member states (Tonra,
2003, p.741), thus leading states to develop their interests ‘in a common European position on critical
foreign policy issues’ (Tonra, 2013, p.5). Further, national actors may not only non-reflectively accept
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‘appropriate’ roles, e.g. when they simply identify themselves with a greater sense of ‘we-ness’ in EU
institutions (‘role playing’/Type 1 internalisation). They can also intentionally adopt the ‘appropriate’
behaviour in order to persuade the others (‘normative suasion’/Type 2 internalisation) (Checkel, 2005,
pp.810-812). The actors can thus promote European objectives, norms or values in the interest of a
common European good (De Flers and Müller, 2012, pp.25-26).
This research specifically builds on ‘strategic socialisation’ (‘norm-based arguing’). Here, actors adapt
their behaviour to norms and rules favoured by an international community, however, they do so in
order to benefit from social (such as status) and material (e.g. trade opportunities) incentives and
rewards which are offered by this community (Checkel, 2005, pp.808-810). In other words, actors
strategically calculate the adoption of procedural norms of a group in order to maintain or enhance
their own reputation and legitimacy (also credibility) with this group, and thus to increase chances of
implementing their own interests in the group’s policy outcome (Juncos and Pomorska, 2006, p.4). In
particular, actors adopt consensual, pragmatic and constructive behaviour, because such behaviour is
usually expected during in-group consultations and thus allows their participants to enjoy higher
reputation. In turn, breaching such procedural norms is perceived by others as ‘inappropriate’ and
leads to a decrease in the actors’ credibility within the group (Juncos and Pomorska, 2006, pp.6-10).
Within the CFSP, national representatives adopt the above ‘code of conduct’ in order to increase the
efficiency of their participation in this policy framework (Pomorska, 2015, p.61), e.g. to enhance the
legitimacy of their claims or to avoid their marginalisation or isolation (De Flers and Müller, 2010, p.10,
17). In addition, strategic socialisation explains that member states strategically appeal to common
values, meaning they adapt themselves to broader social expectations, show willingness for
cooperation, and thus seek to advance their interests (De Flers and Müller, 2012, p.27). Hence, for this
thesis, strategic socialisation is conceptualised as a mechanism of both uploading and downloading.
For uploading, national foreign policy actors seek to project their interests at the CFSP level, whereby
they build their cooperative reputation among other CFSP actors and thus try to convince them to their
own positions (they may thus support each other’s or issue joint initiatives for the EU). In relation to
downloading, actors adopt the CFSP procedural norms, meaning that they consult and seek consensus
with other member states. They also appeal to the liberal EU foreign policy values, such as support for
democracy, the international law, or territorial integrity of third states.
Strategic socialisation is also relevant for studies of crossloading, that means, for processes in which
member states learn from each other (learning is conceptualised in the next section). Overall, the
literature notes that the tendency of information-sharing and consensus-building provide good
opportunities to learn from others (Pomorska, 2015, p.57). Actors can take into account others’ views,
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or even make concessions or give up, thus investing in their own chances in negotiations in the long
term or in more important issues (Juncos and Pomorska, 2006, pp.7-8, 10). They can ‘trade the losses
of one round of negotiations against the higher benefits of a subsequent round, gained by
accomplishing a cooperative reputation’ (De Flers and Müller, 2010, p.17). This means that member
states may relax their stances not only at the cost of shared or common EU positions (as is
conceptualised above). Strategic socialisation within the CFSP means that states adopt the cooperative
uploading strategy, and thus engage in bilateral consultations and consensus-building, resulting in
mutual concessions.

In sum, this research argues that member states may intend to inject their positions into the CFSP
(uploading). In turn, to increase their influence at the CFSP level, they cooperate with other states on
EU policies. Therefore, national actors may specifically adopt the CFSP practices of information-sharing
and consensus-building; they might also refer to the liberal CFSP values (downloading), which means
they are strategically socialised with the CFSP policy-making (see also Table 2). Hence, strategic
socialisation explains the (vertical) adoption of the CFSP norms or values, which may potentially
encourage national actors to accept mutual concessions. However, the mechanism of learning, which
is conceptualised by crossloading below, allow us to better understand the resulting horizontal
(transnational) processes that might lead towards the bilateral concessions.

2.1.3. The model of crossloading
Crossloading is the central model for this thesis since it allows us to conceptualise relations between
EU member states. Overall, crossloading is defined as ‘the exchange of ideas, norms and “ways of
doing” things between countries or other entities for which the EU sets the scene’ (Major and
Pomorska, 2005, p.1). The perspective on Europeanisation of interstate relations is also presented in
the literature, although not always labelled as ‘crossloading; instead many (overlapping) definitions
are used. For example, the so-called ‘third situation’ of Europeanisation identifies a horizontal policy
transfer that takes place between member states and without (direct) EU involvement (Howell, 2004,
p.5). Similarly, the ‘Type 3 Europeanization’ ‘focuses on interconnections and transfer mechanisms
between European states’ (Bache, 2002, p.7). ‘Second Generation’ studies of Europeanisation are said
to complement the first generation in that they describe not only vertical but also horizontal
dimensions, that means again, ‘voluntary adaptation through policy transfer and learning’ (Bache,
41

2002, p.6). These definitions allow for the identification of two central assumptions of crossloading:
(1) the EU provides a scene or context for (2) horizontal/interstate learning and policy transfer. These
assumptions are discussed in more detail as follows.
First, crossloading interprets the role of EU differently from the models of uploading and downloading.
It namely presents the EU not as a cause but only as a context for such national developments, meaning
the EU exerts indirect impact on them. Here, national changes occur not ‘due’ to but ‘within’ the EU
(Major and Pomorska, 2005, pp.1-2; Major, 2008, p.30) and thus in a greater separation from the EU
(Bache, 2002, p.7). Therefore, national foreign policy changes come not from CFSP itself but from other
countries, where the CFSP constitutes only their frame rather than their origin (Major and Pomorska,
2005, p.3). This conceptualisation may be supported by the concepts of horizontal Europeanisation
and ‘framing integration’, according to which the EU produces indirect effects on member states,
through offering opportunities or incentives to national actors. These concepts also help us understand
the above socialisation as a mechanism that encourages cooperation between member states.
Regarding horizontal Europeanisation, it presents a form of adjustment to Europe based on
socialisation, which is triggered by diffusion of best practices and policy ideas (Radaelli, 2003, p.41). In
such diffusion, the role of EU institutions is limited and there is no need for formal national compliance
with EU directives and regulations (Ladrech, 2010, p.14). In other words, such EU indirect effects differ
from direct EU pressures/vertical Europeanisation, because the latter means the imposing of policy
regulations on member states (Vink and Graziano, 2007, pp.8-10). Similarly, ‘framing integration’ is
understood in contrast to the ‘positive’ or ‘negative’ integration designed for EU regulatory policies
(Knill and Lehmkuhl, 1999, pp.2-5; Ladrech, 2010, p.30). The EU leaves room for member states to
control decision and implementation (which is also called ‘facilitated coordination’; see Ladrech, 2010,
pp.30-31; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004, p.7). ‘Framing integration’ assumes that the EU prepares the
ground for (rather than imposes) national change through strengthening the overall support for
broader European reform objectives (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 1999, p.4). It only offers solutions and
changes legitimacy expectations (Radaelli, 2003, p.41), thus allowing for (direct) adoption of only
vague or symbolic policies (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 1999, p.4). The mechanisms of ‘framing integration’
may mean that the EU legitimises reforms, offers reform concepts (problem-solving), or alters
expectations of reform opponents (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 1999, pp.11-14). Therefore, ‘framing
integration’ also applies to the CFSP realm in which member states voluntarily integrate. Again, this
concept allows us to better understand the role of socialisation, whereby actors adopt only the CFSP
procedural norms (so, as said above, concepts of problem-solving) and its liberal values (vague
policies).
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The EU’s Open Method of Coordination provides some evidence regarding EU indirect effects on
member states. The OMC has been designed for consolidation and institutionalisation of EU
instruments, with the aim of intensifying member states’ coordination in the community policies in
which EU’s (regulatory) problem-solving capacity is limited (Kröger, 2009, pp.2-3). Again, the OMC
involves voluntary coordination (Pfister, 2009, pp.3-4); it facilitates this coordination through e.g.
socialisation rather than legislation (Radaelli and Pasquier, 2007, p.38). This means that the OMC
merely assists member states in developing their own policies through spreading best practices to
achieve states’ convergence on EU goals (Radaelli, 2003, p.43). More specifically, the OMC encourages
actors to take greater responsibility for EU issues in that it favours their information exchange and thus
expects their better accommodation to a changed (EU) environment (Kröger, 2009, p.4). Here,
countries may alter their preferences or undertake joint decisions on EU policies, in reaction to their
new possibilities or instruments for problem-solving within the EU. They thus learn/share experiences
between each other e.g. about the problems or the effects of policy decisions (Hartlaap, 2009, pp.23). Hence, as is the case in socialisation, the OMC assumes that actors consult on their policy pursuits
within the EU. This may lead to their mutual learning/information exchange.

In sum, the EU matters in member states’ foreign policy relations in the sense of presenting an
institutional framework (as conceptualised by crossloading). This means, the EU encourages states’
socialisation within the EU (horizontal Europeanisation), whereby states may adopt, only voluntarily
and only vague, EU practices and values, with the aim of implementing their own policies within the
EU (‘framing integration’). Specifically, states may adopt EU practices of problem-solving to better
coordinate policies (as conceptualised in ‘framing integration’ and OMC studies), which, for this
research, would mean the adoption of the CFSP practices of consultations and consensus-building (see
also Table 1 which depicts how the concepts of horizontal Europeanisation, ‘framing integration’, and
the OMC support the conceptualisation of crossloading). As a result, states may share each other’s
experiences on problem-solving within the EU. This insight also directs us towards the second central
assumption of crossloading, which is learning between states.
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Table 1: Horizontal Europeanisation, framing integration and the OMC in support of crossloading

(own elaboration)

CONCEPTUAL
ASSUMPTION
S

HORIZONTAL
EUROPEANISATION

FRAMING
INTEGRATION

THE OPEN METHOD
OF COORDINATION

SUPPORT FOR
CROSSLOADING
(TABLE 2)

MECHANISMS

- the EU diffuses best
practices and policy
ideas

- the EU fosters
problem-solving

- the EU spreads best
practice (information
exchange) to achieve
convergence on its
goals

horizontal
Europeanisation and
the OMC supports
assumptions regarding
learning mechanism

- the EU
legitimacy
expectations

alters

- framing integration
supports socialisation
mechanism
OUTCOMES

increased
cooperation
and
information exchange

- states adopt only
vague or symbolic EU
policies

- states learn from and
take on each other’s
policies

- states consult on
their policy-making
- states learn/share
experiences
in
problem-solving

- framing integration
supports learning

- states share each
other’s good practice

EU
IMPACT
ON MEMBER
STATES

- no EU regulations or
directives imposed on
states; no need for
formal compliance
- voluntary adjustment
to the EU based on
socialisation

horizontal
Europeanisation and
the OMC support
learning and policy
transfer

- the EU strengthens
the overall support for
its objectives
- the EU allows states
to control decision and
implementation
process (‘facilitated
coordination’)
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- the OMC has a nonbinding
character/involves
voluntary
coordination
the EU offers
instruments
to
intensify coordination

A strong overlap with
crossloading’s
‘EU
indirect impact’:
- national changes
occur not ‘due’ to, but
‘within’ the EU,
- CFSP is not the origin
but a frame for
national changes

Second, crossloading focuses on changes which take place between member states, through the
mechanism of learning including policy transfer. This understanding may be again supported by the
concept of horizontal Europeanisation, according to which the above EU indirect impact stimulates
international learning. To Bulmer (2007, p.51), horizontal Europeanisation allows for an
‘understanding of the EU in terms of domestic actors sharing good practice’. Vink and Graziano (2007,
p.10) apply ‘horizontal effects’ which ‘may be understood as the result of both increased competition
and cooperation between countries and also of increased exchange of information and mutual learning
simply by being part of an integrated Europe.’ Horizontal Europeanisation presents a differing
perspective to the vertical one. While ‘vertical policy transfer comes through EU policy or European
integration processes’, ‘horizontal policy transfer incorporates learning from and taking on other
member state policies without EU involvement’ (Howell, 2002, p.12).
As regards the concept of learning itself, learning is broadly defined as ‘a change of beliefs (or the
degree of confidence in one’s beliefs) or the development of new beliefs, skills, or procedures as a
result of the observations and interpretation of experience’ (Levy, 1994, p.283). Levy refers to this form
of learning as ‘experiential learning’. From a Europeanisation perspective, the EU provides a context
for learning. This means, learning does not simply result from own successful or unsuccessful
behaviour (‘learning-by-doing’ or ‘learning-on-own-mistakes’) (Levy, 1994, p.300). It may also be
facilitated by external stimuli (‘learning from others’) within the CFSP cooperative framework (De Flers
and Müller, 2012, pp.28-30), and it may thus result from interstate interactions, leading states towards
adopting certain policy innovations (Dolowitz and Marsh, 1996, pp.347-349). Learning is a particularly
relevant mechanism of foreign policy Europeanisation because, as mentioned in the literature, it is
likely to occur in ‘soft’ EU areas (Pomorska, 2015, p.56), where there is, as said, less adaptational
pressure and more incentive for information-sharing. Moreover, similarly to socialisation, learning is
more likely during frequent, long and intense interactions.
As mentioned above, this research draws on experiential learning, occurring from EU-level experiences
within bilateral relations. This learning takes place at the individual and cognitive level, e.g. political
leaders, who interpret a new situation, and thus search for new information, to provide efficient
responses to this situation. More specifically, according to ‘causal learning’, actors may change their
beliefs about the consequences of actions and their optimal strategies under various (new) conditions,
while ‘diagnostic learning’ refers to learning about the situation, context and preferences of others
(Levy, 1994, pp.283-284). Through learning actors acquire new knowledge of how to adapt their
strategies towards maximising their legitimacy and towards efficiently promoting their positions
(Trein, 2015, pp.12-15). In foreign policy Europeanisation, actors wanting to upload their agenda
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acquire new negotiation strategies which are compatible with the CFSP ‘code of conduct’ (they gain
EU-level experiences). In result, they modify their beliefs how to effectively pursue their policies within
the CFSP, and they thus change their behaviour (De Flers and Müller, 2012, pp.28-29). Hence, national
representatives to the CFSP may realise that their individual influence within the EU Council is
insufficient to implement hard bargaining. Instead, they may need to participate in numerous informal
meetings, show flexibility/room for manoeuvre, or acknowledge the need for a fallback position in
negotiations; they may also need to avoid non-consensual or non-pragmatic ideas (Pomorska, 2015,
p.59, 62-63).
Admittedly, this understanding can be developed, by drawing on another concept, that of
‘organisational learning’ (also called ‘organisational inquiry’ or ‘institutional learning’). Organisational
learning refers to the codification of individual learning (Levy, 1994, 288). This assumes that learning
may also occur at the collective level of organisations or governments. Here, individuals, who serve in
these organisations, encode their individual inferences from experience into organisational routines
such as rules, procedures, strategies, organisational culture etc. This can further lead to ‘governmental
learning’, where the individual and collective learned inferences get encoded into governmental
institutions and decision-making procedures (Levy, 1994, pp.287-289). In other words, organisational
learning means the institutionalisation of individually learned lessons (De Flers and Müller, 2012, p.28).
It may first involve individuals (national foreign policy actors) gaining experience within the Council
structures; then a transfer of this knowledge to the ‘Brusselised’ Permanent Representations to the
EU; and eventually, to the national foreign ministries. Such learning may result e.g. in intensified interdepartmental coordination on EU issues within the national foreign ministry (Pomorska, 2015, pp.5761).
This research will focus in particular on learning processes, where Polish and German foreign policy
actors incorporate their CFSP-level experiences into their bilateral consultations, common actions or
joint declarations. These actions and decisions might have taken place between their Permanent
Representations to the EU, and particularly between their foreign ministries, or between the Prime
Minister’s and the Chancellor’s Office (without having implied their own structural adjustment to the
CFSP). Furthermore, this learning may lead to ‘policy transfers’ between Polish and German foreign
policy institutions (see below). Accordingly, actors will seek to promote their own interpretation of
experience (through statements and actions), thus attempting to influence others’ interpretations (the
others’ views on a certain situation) (Levy, 1994, p.285).
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‘Policy transfer’ itself draws on the concept of ‘diffusion’. The concept assumes that actors’
engagement within their common organisation creates mutual interdependence and thus shapes their
diffusion of ideas. Here, individuals seeking to maximise their attainment look for analogies between
their problems and the successful problem-solving undertaken by other entities within the same
organisation (Walker, 1969, p.889). Similarly, ‘lesson-drawing’ means that within intergovernmental
institutions and under the conditions of interdependence, national states search for new knowledge
among the other states in order to improve their own situation (Rose, 1991, pp.5-6). Regarding
Europeanisation, policy transfer occurs through EU institutions ‘even if this only incorporates coordination’ (Howell, 2004, p.5). Here, actors who change their beliefs in policy-making effectiveness
within the CFSP (who undergo organisational learning above), can also gain from each other’s
experiences in this issue and thus transnationally emulate their practices or policies (De Flers and
Müller, 2012, pp.29-30). Similarly, within the OMC, actors can collect from each other information
about policy implementation at the EU level, e.g. how to push through their standpoints in negotiations
or how to avoid criticism (Pfister, 2009, pp.3-4). In other words, actors share information between
each other (Tonra, 2013, p.6), and they thus might modify their positions as a result of another state’s
model (De Flers and Müller, 2010, p.14).
However, this research does not expect deep ‘policy learning’ to occur. This form of policy learning
assumes that the above EU-level experiences lead actors not only to change their beliefs in policy
effectiveness, but also to evaluate their interests (De Flers and Müller, 2012, pp.28). Similarly, ‘complex
learning’ means that actors acquiring new information modify both their means and goals (Levy, 1994,
p.286). On the contrary, the thesis assumes that actors, which act strategically within the CFSP context,
modify their strategies or practices (‘simple learning’), however, only to better pursue their stable
interests, rather than modifying them.

In sum, this research understands learning as a process of gaining new knowledge from the CFSP level,
as well as sharing this experience (trans)nationally. First, experiential learning helps us understand why
foreign policy actors adopted a cooperative, consensual or pragmatic approaches, such as more
readiness for compromise, specifically in their relations with other EU states. This learning may have
resulted from their experiences within the CFSP context. Second, this may also facilitate learning from
other states’, presumably more successful, policy-making within the CFSP. Therefore, a focus on policy
transfer might show whether and how policy actors emulated other state’s cooperative, consensual or
pragmatic foreign policy practices or agendas. These policy transfers might be identified behind
acceptance for the other state’s foreign policy initiatives within the EU (see also Table 2).
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Table 2: Uploading and downloading and how they might facilitate crossloading

(own elaboration)

THE DIMENSION OF
EUROPEANISATION

UPLOADING

DOWNLOADING

DIRECTION OF
IMPACT

MECHANISM

OUTCOME

RELATION TO THE
OTHER DIMENSIONS

From member state
(here: from bilateral
level) to EU level

Strategic
socialisation:

(Joint) Projection:

Relation to
downloading:

From EU to member
state level (here: to
bilateral level)

- States build their
cooperative
reputation
to
enhance
their
influence at EU level

Strategic
socialisation:
- States adopt the
CFSP
procedural
norms: informationsharing
and
consensus-building

- States intend to
(jointly) upload their
positions to
EU
policy-making,
- States intend to
(jointly) strengthen
EU policy-making
(Joint) Adaptation:
- States modify their
practices or agendas
(thus
facilitating
common EU policies)

States’ intended
joint projection can
motivate bilateral
cooperation on EU
initiatives

Relation to
crossloading:
States modify their
practices or agendas
(thus facilitating
shared/common
bilateral positions)

- States refer to
(liberal) EU values:
democracy,
the
international
law,
territorial integrity of
third states
CROSSLOADING

From member state
to member state

Experiential learning:

Policy transfer:

- States incorporate
the
CFSP-level
(cooperative,
consensual
or
pragmatic)
policymaking practices into
their
bilateral
relations: they show
readiness
for
concessions/compro
mise

- States emulate each
other’s practices or
agendas

Relations to
uploading and
downloading:
The EU offers a
context for policy
transfer:
- it encourages
states’ compromisebuilding on EU
initiatives (an
incentive for
uploading)
- it diffuses
cooperative
practices
(downloading)
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2.2. Theoretical approach: rational institutionalism
Section 2.2 discusses the literature on rational institutionalism to present the theoretical framework
for this research. Section 2.2.1 highlights the overall relevance of new institutionalism in Political
Science and Europeanisation studies. Section 2.2.2 re-discusses the specific assumptions of rational
institutionalism, which are mainly designed for the models of uploading and downloading, to explain
the above conceptualisation of crossloading. The section draws on the concepts of ‘strategic usage’ of
the EU to better explain the above mechanisms of strategic socialisation. It then borrows from the
concept of ‘differential empowerment’ to develop the model of the ‘politics of scale’, thus paving the
way to explaining the process of learning. In addition, Section 2.2.3 discusses the concepts of
‘legitimising usage’ of the EU to better explain the rational institutionalist perspective on norms and
practices. Hence, while the above conceptual framework discusses how the EU may be relevant for
interstate relations, the following theoretical framework addresses the why.

2.2.1. New institutionalism in Europeanisation studies
Overall, new institutionalism derives from behavioralism and develops a complex understanding of the
role of institutions in shaping the behaviour of actors and, as a result, the production of political change
(Hall and Taylor, 1996, pp.936-937; March and Olsen, 2005, pp.4-10). Institutions are broadly
understood as ‘a relatively enduring collection of rules and organised practices’ (March and Olsen,
2005, p.4); they can also mean organisations (Tömmel, 2014, p.18). These institutions matter in terms
of explaining political behaviour and change in the sense that they influence actors’ actions and
decisions. As Immergut (1998, p.26) argues, institutions ‘provide a context for action that helps us to
understand why actors make the choices that they do’. Hall and Taylor (1996, p.939) write: ‘Central to
any institutional analysis is the question: how do institutions affect the behaviour of individuals? After
all, it is through the actions of individuals that institutions have an effect on political outcomes’. To
March and Olsen (2005, p.9), institutions provide the specific codes of behaviour and thus affect the
constitution, exercise, legitimation, control and redistribution of political authority.
New institutionalism also theorises the EU as the potential shaper of national actions. It is applied in
Europeanisation debate particularly to explain the logic (motivations) stimulating the behaviour of
national actors within the EU (Hix and Goetz, 2000, pp.18-20; Tömmel, 2014, p.19, 23). However, EU
institutions do not directly imply domestic adaptation but only shape actors’ own motivations, which
determines their transformation of EU resources into national action (Jacquot and Woll, 2003, pp.549

9). This focus on national actors is particularly important in Europeanisation of foreign policy, which is,
as said, not the subject of EU regulations but remains the domaine réservé of nation states. Hence,
new institutionalism is used by this research. Overall, it namely provides insights into the EU as an
institutional set of foreign policy rules and practices, which offers Polish and German foreign policy
actors specific conditions and parameters for their bilateral actions. This theorisation is further
specified in Section 2.2.2 below, by discussing how the rational strand of new institutionalism can
explain crossloading.

2.2.2. Rational institutionalism and crossloading
New institutionalism can be divided into rational, sociological and historical strands (as identified by
Hall and Taylor, 1996).5 In particular, it comprises a two-fold dichotomy between the rational and
sociological strands.6 These strands connote two different logics of action. Overall, from the rational
institutionalist perspective, institutions provide the structures of resources and their allocation, which
create capabilities for interest-oriented actors; from sociological institutionalism, institutions provide
the structures of meaning and interpretation among rule-oriented actors (March and Olsen, 1989,
p.948 and 2005, pp.4-5).
More specifically, rational institutionalism7 assumes that actors have a fix set of preferences and
behave instrumentally to maximise their attainment and minimise their costs (Hall and Taylor, 1996,
pp.944-946, 951). The actors thus rely on strategic calculation, that is, cost-benefit weighing (Börzel
and Risse, 2000, p.6). Institutions themselves are designed to secure actors’ preferences (Hall and
Taylor, 1996, p.952; Bulmer 2007, p.50). They create the conditions of interdependence between their
actors (Immergut, 1998, p.12). They facilitate information-sharing and reduce uncertainties resulting
from the multiplicity of individual interests; as a result, they structure political action (Schmidt, 2010,

5

The three-fold distinction of new institutionalism is only an arbitrary categorisation. The literature identifies
other strands, such as discursive institutionalism (Schmidt, 2010), and even more complex categorisations (for
example, Peters, 2012).
6
Moreover, the two strands can even underlie the third popular, historical institutionalism. Namely, historical
institutionalism also relies on ‘calculus’ and ‘cultural approaches’ (Hall and Taylor, 1996, pp.939-940), and it
differs from the two popular theorisations only in its diachronic optic and not in its presuppositions (Jacquot and
Woll, 2003, p.5).
7
Rational institutionalism is also called ‘rational actor perspective’ (March and Olsen, 2005, p.5), ‘rational choice
perspective’ (Immergut, 1998, p.12), ‘consequentialist perspective’ (March and Olsen, 1998, p.950),
‘consequential logic’ (p.953), and it is thought to embody a ‘logic of consequentiality’ (Hix and Goetz, 2000, p.18),
a ‘logic of instrumentality’ (Campbell in Hall and Taylor, 1996, p.949) or a ‘logic of calculation’ (Schmidt, 2010,
p.2).
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p.6, 14). From this perspective, the EU is understood as an opportunity structure which offers or
constrains actors’ resources to pursue their goals (Börzel and Risse, 2000, p.6). According to the
concept of ‘strategic usage’ of the EU, national actors seize the EU, that is, transform EU resources
with an intention to pursue their goals (Jacquot and Woll, 2003, p.4, 6). In other words, actors respond
to EU integration as a new opportunity (Bulmer, 2007, p.50), and they thus undertake utilitymaximising actions (Hix and Goetz, 2000, pp.19-20). More specifically, the strategic usage allows us to
explain mainly the processes of uploading and downloading. For uploading, actors may seek to
increase their access to a political process and influence a policy decision to better pursue their goals
(Jacquot and Woll, 2003, p.6-7; Moumoutzis, 2011, p.617). Actors can also seek to externalise their
problems and use the ‘shield effect’ of foreign policy cooperation, among other things, to support
interventions in third countries or to reduce the costs and risks of their controversial policies, such as
sanctions (De Flers and Müller, 2012, pp.22-23). Member states might also seek to project their
preferences via the EU, where they cannot attain them unilaterally (De Flers and Müller, 2012, pp.2223). Finally, we can differentiate between ‘pace-setting’ and ‘foot-dragging’. The former means that
member states seek to push through their preferences at EU level. In the latter, they block or delay
costly policies to prevent them, or at least to achieve temporary exemptions, compensation for their
implementation costs, or concessions in other issues (Börzel, 2002, p.194, 197-206).
Regarding downloading, national actors may adapt themselves to policies and structures which lie in
their strategic interest (Tonra, 2013, p.5). The EU can here also facilitate interest-driven international
cooperation; this may in turn explain why member states engage with tactical coalition building and,
in result, with crossloading. Overall, actors who maximise their interest attainment through
institutions, engage with ‘collective action dilemmas’ and thus produce ‘collectively sub-optimal’
outcomes, meaning an individual achieves ‘gains from exchange’ but does not fully maximise their
attainment (Hall and Taylor, 1996, p.945). Thus, EU member states increase their efficiency through
collective decision-making, whereby their individual preferences aggregate into collective actions
through bargaining, negotiation, coalition formation and exchange (March and Olsen, 1998, pp.949951). States can thus also work towards achieving common policies (Tonra, 2013, p.5). This means that
they act as ‘fence-sitters’, that means, they build tactical coalitions to push through their preferences,
or to block costly policies, rather than undertake the individual (less efficient) pace-setting or footdragging (Börzel, 2002, p.194, 206-208). The concept of strategic usage of the EU also allows us to
explain strategic socialisation with regard to both downloading and uploading. Accordingly, foreign
policy-makers adopt cooperative CFSP practices in order to collectively, and thus more efficiently,
upload their interests. However, this strategic usage prompts only vague ideas concerning
crossloading. It only explains that the collective actions may result in ‘sub-optimal’ outcomes or in
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common policies, which suggests that these actions may lead e.g. to mutual concessions. However,
this concept does not sufficiently theorise why particular states, such as Poland and Germany, may
build coalitions.
Another rational institutionalist concept, the one of ‘differential empowerment’, explains how
institutions might empower/disempower actors by enabling/constraining actors’ capabilities. Overall,
institutions structure strategic interactions between actors, by providing ‘information and
enforcement mechanisms that reduce uncertainty about the corresponding behaviour of others’ (Hall
and Taylor, 1996, p.945). Regarding Europeanisation, ‘formal institutions’ may imply differential
empowerment, which means that the EU opportunities may provide national actors with material or
ideational resources, thus allowing them to better exploit these opportunities (Börzel and Risse, 2000,
p.7). This situation may lead actors to redistribute their resources between each other (Radaelli, 2004,
p.7), and thus to change their domestic opportunity structures (Hix and Goetz, 2000, pp.19-20) and
their power relationships (Bulmer, 2007, p.50). For example, the EU opportunities can strengthen
actors’ capabilities through enhancing autonomy of national executives vis-à-vis other domestic actors,
enabling the non-governmental actors to circumvent the national executives, or through increasing
mutual interdependence of national actors. Such new capabilities may in turn promote national
change including increased cooperation (Börzel and Risse, 2000, pp.6-7). Hence, the concept of
differential empowerment focuses on explaining intra-state power relationships. Below, this concept
is supported by the model of the ‘politics of scale’ in order to theorise inter-state power relationships
(so why states may engage with tactical coalition building within the EU).
The ‘politics of scale’ model helps us better understand why the differential empowerment may occur
not just within a state but also transnationally within the EU. Overall, ‘politics of scale’ explains, again,
the processes of uploading rather than crossloading. This politics is defined as ‘the ability of individuals
(…) to make their concerns known at higher levels’ (Cidell, 2006, p.196). Individuals may want to pursue
their goals e.g. within institutions at the global level because, within a political ‘scale’ reaching from
municipal through national to global levels, certain political power is located in the global institutions
(pp.196-197). Thus, the ‘scale’ may relate to the stronger political capacities of international
organisations than those of their individual member states. Hence, in Europeanisation studies, national
policy makers may pursue their objectives through the higher ‘scale’ of the EU since the EU offers them
more efficient foreign policy tools than their national diplomacies do. However, the ‘politics of scale’
can also support the explanation of member states’ tactical coalition-building. To Ginsberg (1989, p.3),
‘Politics of scale refers to the benefits of collective over unilateral action in the conduct of civilian
foreign policy’. In particular, Ginsberg (1989) argues that member states benefited from the ‘politics
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of scale’ in the sense that their combined interests in different foreign policy areas allowed them to
jointly expand the EC global influence. Here, states offered their particular national inputs into EC
foreign policies, for example, the British engagement in the EC trade and arms embargo against
Argentina’s Falklands War (p.80). Therefore, the ‘scale’ may refer not only, as is proposed by Cidell, to
EU foreign policy capacities (in global politics), but also to member states’ own inputs/action
capabilities within the EU foreign policy. In other words, member states themselves can be positioned
‘higher’ than the other states on their common ‘scale’ of EU foreign policy-making. Finally, these
assumptions extend the understanding of the differential empowerment. We can namely theorise that
to attain their own interests through the EU (to exploit the opportunities provided by the EU), member
states mutually ‘use’ their capabilities within the EU ‘scale’. This means, one state may recognise the
other state’s (stronger that its own) capabilities in a certain EU foreign policy area, thus expecting this
state’s support for its own uploading positions at the CFSP level. Such understood ‘politics of scale’
model can potentially explain tactical coalition-building between particular EU states, particularly why
they engage in learning at their bilateral level. In other words, this model can explain why states
present consensual approaches to each other in certain foreign policies, even despite their interest
divergences in these policies.
States’ capabilities refer to member states’ ability to influence others within CFSP policy-making.
Admittedly, these capabilities depend less on states’ voting powers in the EU Council since voting is
uncommon at the EU level (Börzel, 2002, p.199; Panke, 2011, pp.125-128). They also depend less on
economic development since this is relevant particularly in regulatory policies (Börzel, 2002, p.194);
moreover, national GDPs and ministerial budgets may directly determine states’ higher engagements
but not necessarily their influence (Panke, 2012, pp.131-134). These capabilities may depend, although
only to some extent, on a country’s size. Namely, this size has a robust impact on national influence
over EU negotiations only in case of very big, such as Germany, or very small countries, but not
necessarily in case of medium-size states, such as Poland (Panke, 2011, pp.131-132). The power
capabilities may depend on the length of EU membership, again ‘favouring Germany’. Namely,
according to the ‘learning hypothesis, ‘older’ EU members are usually more active in EU negotiations
because they have learned efficient EU-level negotiation strategies (Panke, 2011, p.132).
Above all, national capabilities to influence negotiations within the CFSP – in COREPER and the Council
working parties – are determined not only by states’ ‘capabilities’ but also by their ‘willingness’ to
actively participate in these negotiations. Hence, states who have less resources (e.g. financial
capacities) can be still influential in negotiations through engaging with argumentation, networking
etc. (Panke, 2011, pp.128-129). States can be also influential when they present internally-coordinated
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positions and strong interests in a certain EU issue, also when they employ not just many but highly
motivated experts in their national ministries and Permanent Representations (Panke, 2011, pp.130135). In particular, they can be more influential thanks to their coalition-building and interest
accommodation skills, such as their reputation in working out compromises (Börzel, 2002, pp.199200). They can be also more influential due to their skills to build informal coalitions (Juncos and
Pomorska, 2006, p.6). Therefore, in this thesis, member state capabilities (and thus their positioning
within the CFSP ‘scale’) refer mainly to member states’ traditional, also informal, coalition-building
skills in relation to third EU states. These coalition-building skills result from states’ cooperative
reputation at the CFSP level. In particular, they ensue from states’ strong interests and engagements
in certain areas of EU Eastern policies, which these states share with their traditional EU allies or
partners (their ‘like-minders’).
The above factors suggest Germany as Poland’s preferred EU partner in the Polish pursuits of its
Eastern policy interests within the EU. Namely, Germany is more influential than Poland (it is
positioned ‘higher’ on the CFSP ‘scale’). The country has the biggest size and longer EU membership,
and it generally enjoys higher cooperative reputation at the CFSP level. In particular, Germany is more
influential within the examined EU policy-making towards Russia, since it has traditionally presented
stronger interests and engagements in this issue, and thus enjoys here support from many Western
European member states. For its part, Poland may be Germany’s preferred EU partner in the German
pursuit of its Eastern policy within the EU. Poland presents strong internal consensus on its Eastern
policy interests. In particular, it has been strongly interested and engaged in the EU Eastern
neighbourhood policy, thus enjoying traditional support from many Central-Eastern European member
states. Hence, these Polish and German capabilities suggest the states may have sought to achieve
‘politics of scale effect’ within the EU Eastern policies, even though they had presented here discrepant
interests (for the countries’ Eastern policy interests see Chapter 3). This means, since Poland and
Germany might have expected each other’s support in convincing their traditional ‘like-minders’ to
broader compromises on their own initiatives for EU Eastern policies, they may have presented
cooperative and consensual approaches to these policies at their bilateral level (providing evidence of
experiential learning), and they may have even engaged here with single concessions (policy transfer).

In sum, this theoretical framework has developed the assumptions of rational institutionalism, thus
paving the way to examine the interest-driven Europeanisation through crossloading. First, the
concept of strategic usage of the EU explains uploading. Accordingly, member states seek to attain
their interests through the EU as their opportunity structure: they intend to push through their
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initiatives (pace-setting), block or delay costly policies (uploading through foot-dragging), or
externalise their problems (they use the EU as a shield effect). The ‘strategic usage’ also explains
downloading, meaning states adapt themselves to EU policies or structures which lie in their interest.
In particular, this concept helps us explain why states strategically adopt cooperative CFSP practices.
Here, states cooperate and engage with tactical coalition-building (fence-sitting) to jointly, and thus
more efficiently, pursue their interests. However, the concept offers only a vague theorisation of
crossloading. It only says that strategic cooperation produces ‘gains from exchange’.
Second, the concept of differential empowerment is used in this thesis to support the broader model
of politics of scale; they both pave the way to explain the above tactical coalition-building with a focus
on states’ capabilities within the EU. Here, the differential empowerment explains how institutions
might increase actors’ capabilities vis-à-vis other national actors (within a state) allowing them to
better exploit the EU opportunities. Meanwhile, the politics of scale explains that members states
pursue their interests through the EU because the EU, as a more powerful international actor, is higher
on the political ‘scale’ (which supports the explanation of uploading). More importantly, this model
also explains that member states combine their different inputs, such as their engagements and
interests, to jointly impact EU foreign policy. This thesis integrates these concepts to assume that one
state is positioned ‘higher’ than the other in the sense that it has stronger power capabilities to
influence its ‘like-minders’ within the CFSP. This can explain learning and policy transfers: foreign policy
actors which pursue their interests through the CFSP may, paradoxically, engage with consensual
policy-making and even with concessions at the bilateral level; they namely recognise the other states’
influence within the CFSP as the relevant factor helping them upload their own interests (see also Table
3 below).

2.2.3. A rational institutionalist perspective on norms and practices
Since this research conceptualises actors’ strategic socialisation with the CFSP norms and values, as
well as their learning of bilateral consensus-building, the research integrates normative elements of
behaviour which are traditionally theorised by sociological institutionalism. However, sociological
institutionalism8 itself does not underpin this research. Overall, sociological institutionalism argues
that actors define their goals based less on interests and more on ‘socially constructed, publicly known,
8

Sociological institutionalism is also called a ‘cultural community’ perspective (March and Olsen, 2005, p.5), a
‘logic of appropriateness’ (March and Olsen, 1998, p.951) or an ‘organization theory’ (Immergut, 1998, pp.1416), or it is referred to as a subfield of the organisation theory (Hall and Taylor, 1996, p.946).
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anticipated and accepted’ rules (March and Olsen, 1998, pp.951-952). Here, political actions rely on
culturally-specific practices to enhance actors’ social legitimacy rather than their political efficiency
(Hall and Taylor, 1996, pp.946-949, 951). Institutions themselves provide rules, procedures, norms,
collective moral templates, symbol systems and cognitive scripts that guide human action (Hall and
Taylor, 1996, p.947). When applied to Europeanisation studies, this perspective assumes that national
actors incorporate EU ideas, perceptions (Bulmer, 2007, pp.50-51), norms or practices (Börzel and
Risse, 2000, p.8). As a result, actors change their identities (Radaelli, 2004, p.7), role perceptions
(Tonra, 2013, p.5) or even interests (Hall and Taylor, 1996, p.948), rather than their strategic
calculations (Hall and Taylor, 1996, p.948) or resources (Börzel and Risse, 2000, p.8). Traditionally, this
sociological strand has explained actors’ socialisation within the CFSP. It argues that ‘informal
institutions’, such as the political culture of consensus, entail collective understandings of ‘appropriate’
behaviour. These allow actors for sharing decision-making within the EU, thus compensating the losses
with the wins of a change; they also prevent actors from ‘inappropriate’ vetoing EU policies (Börzel
and Risse, 2000, p.9).
Nevertheless, the above normative behaviour can also be explained from a rationalist perspective.
Namely, research on foreign policy Europeanisation indicates little empirical evidence of constructivist
socialisation as its exhaustive explanation (see a review of case studies e.g. in Moumoutzis, 2011,
p.616). Therefore, problem-driven Europeanisation studies (such as this research) should consider
different theoretical mechanisms (De Flers and Müller, 2010, p.5), and should not perceive rational
and sociological institutionalist logics as mutually exclusive (March and Olsen, 1998, pp.952-953). In
particular, institutionalist scholars should be open to a possibility that ‘a good deal of behaviour is goaloriented or strategic but that the range of options canvassed by a strategic actor is likely to be
circumscribed by a culturally-specific sense of appropriate action’ (Hall and Taylor, 1996, p.956).
Europeanisation studies should examine e.g. whether one logic can be a special case of the other one,
that means, whether rules resulted from prior ‘consequential negotiation’ and allowed to minimise
transaction costs in the implementation of interests (March and Olsen, 1998, pp.952-953). Similarly,
the two logics can also occur in different Europeanisation phases, e.g. socialisation may appear
necessary to develop rules of fairness, thus allowing actors to redistribute their costs (Börzel and Risse,
2000, p.13).
More specifically, to explain how norms are used strategically, this research draws on the concept of
‘legitimising usage’ of the EU. This concept combines goal-seeking with ideational interpretation and
persuasion: actors refer to the European rhetoric, such as the terms ‘European interest’ or ‘European
family’, in order to legitimise or justify, and thus to increase public acceptance for their actions or
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decisions (Jacquot and Woll, 2003, p.7). The actors can thus follow an ‘influence logic’, meaning that
by referring to the cognitive means, they can gain political influence in order to pursue their goals
(Jacquot and Woll, 2003, p.9). These understandings can be further supported with an ‘instrumental
logic’ which explains that the actors’ norm conformance is instrumental if it is driven by their selfinterest and by their intended greater impact on the CFSP (Moumoutzis, 2011, p.616).
Hence, this research studies ‘informal institutions’/CFSP consensual practices, but it explains them
from a rationalist perspective. First, the research explains actors’ socialisation, or rather strategic
socialisation within the CFSP, by referring not only to the strategic usage but also to the legitimising
usage of the EU. Namely, the legitimising usage allows us to better understand that actors exploit the
EU opportunities specifically by adopting the cooperative practices because these practices are
commonly expected at the CFSP level and thus allow the actors to enhance their reliability as the EU
influencers and even to legitimise their interests (the actors build a reputational argument behind their
interests). In particular, the legitimising usage is used in this thesis to explain actors’ references to the
liberal CFSP values (as said, to support democracy, promote ‘European values’, respect the
international law or territorial integrity of third states). This legitimising usage is confirmed when the
actors refer to these values while promoting their own, strategic interests at the CFSP level. For
example, the Polish argument that the Council should acknowledge Ukraine’s ‘European aspirations’,
can be explained with the Polish strategic interest in EU enlargement into this country.
Second, the influence and instrumental logic help us better theorise how the politics of scale model
can explain experiential learning and policy transfers. We can therefore better understand why
interest-oriented member states may bilaterally engage with consensual policy-making or even make
concessions to each other. Namely, states may demonstrate their reputational argument specifically
in relation to each other, as part of their tactical coalition-building in which they recognise each other’s
influences within the CFSP. They thus seek to convince each other to their reliability as EU partners, or
to the legitimacy of their claims, or because they expect further support in convincing others (as a way
to upload their interests). Hence, we can theorise that within the CFSP, norms are strategically used
by interest-oriented member states (see Table 3).

In sum, the concepts of legitimising usage and influence logic offer insights on how to explain actors’
normative and cognitive behaviour with a rationalist logic. First, the legitimising usage supports the
strategic usage of the EU because it explains states’ consensual and liberal practices as their
‘appropriate’ behaviour. States may thus act as ‘strategic’ norm entrepreneurs to enhance reliability
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and legitimacy of their interests. In particular, they may refer to the liberal CFSP values to justify their
geopolitical or economic interests within the CFSP. Second, the influence logic may help us explain
learning and policy transfers. Accordingly, states may diffuse norms bilaterally to demonstrate their
reliability and legitimacy in relation to each other.
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Table 3: Rational institutionalism to explain crossloading
(own elaboration)

THE DIMENSION
OF
EUROPEANISATIO
N
UPLOADING
(IN SUPPORT OF
DOWNLOADING)

EUROPEANISATION
MECHANISMS AND
OUTCOMES
(TABLE 1)
Projection:
- States seek to
upload their positions
onto EU

RATIONAL
INSTITUTIONALISM
TO EXPLAIN
EUROPEANISATION

‘POLITICS OF SCALE’
IN SUPPORT OF
RATIONAL
INSTITUTIONALISM

RATIONAL
INSTITUTIONALIST
PERSPECTIVE ON
NORM-COMPLIANT
BEHAVIOUR

Strategic usage of the
EU
(to explain
projection):

The EU as the ‘scale’
(to explain the
strategic usage):

Legitimising usage of
the EU
(to explain
strategic usage):

- Actors push through
their interests (the EU
is the opportunity;
actors are pacesetters)

- Actors pursue their
goals at higher policy
levels (here: at EU
level)

- Actors export own
problems to block or
delay inconvenient
EU policies (the EU
has a shield effect;
actors
are
footdraggers)

Strategic
socialisation:
- States build their
cooperative
reputation as an
effective uploading
strategy

DOWNLOADING
(IN SUPPORT OF
CROSSLOADING)

Adaptation:
- States modify their
practices or positions
(thus
facilitating
common EU policies)
Strategic
socialisation:

Strategic usage of the
EU
(to explain strategic
socialisation):

Actors’
norm
conformance
legitimises and thus
wins support for
interest attainment
within the EU
Influence logic
(to explain strategic
usage):
Actors’ norm
conformance
increases
their
influence at EU level

States’ positioning on
the EU ‘scale’
(to explain strategic
socialisation):

Legitimising usage of
the EU
(to explain strategic
socialisation):

- Actors seek a joint, - Actors expect each

Actors present
themselves
as
cooperative
and
liberal players to
increase
their
reliability
and
legitimacy as EU
partners
(a
reputational
argument)

more efficient than
the
individual,
interest projection

other’s
(stronger)
power capabilities to
influence EU policies

Strategic usage of the
EU
(to explain
adaptation):

States’ positioning on
the EU ‘scale’
(to explain
differential
empowerment):

Actors
themselves
policies
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adapt
to EU
and

Actors
(domestically)
recognise
each
other’s
(stronger)

Legitimising usage of
the EU
(to strategic
socialisation):
- Actors adopt the
CFSP
cooperative
norms and liberal

- States adopt the
CFSP
cooperative
practices
- States refer
liberal EU values

to

structures which lie in
their interests

power capabilities to
influence EU policies
(to better exploit the
EU opportunities)

values to their foreign
policy-making

Interstate differential
empowerment
(to explain learning
and policy transfer):

States’ positioning on
the EU ‘scale’
(to explain learning
and policy transfer):

Influence logic
(to explain learning
and policy transfer):

Actors
bilaterally
recognise
each
other’s
(stronger)
power capabilities,
e.g. coalition-building
skills, to influence
different EU states (to
better exploit the EU
opportunities)

- Actors expect help in
convincing
each
other’s EU allies to
own initiatives

Strategic usage of the
EU
(to explain strategic
socialisation):
- Actors engage with
tactical
coalitionbuilding (to better
exploit
the
EU
opportunities; actors
are fence-sitters)
Differential
empowerment
(to explain
adaptation):
- Actors redistribute
their
action
capabilities/change
their power relations
within a state (to
better exploit the EU
opportunities)

CROSSLOADING

Experiential learning:
- States seek bilateral
consensus
Policy transfer:
- States emulate each
other’s policy-making
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- Actors bilaterally
diffuse norms (their
consensual
and
liberal policies) to use
their
reputational
argument
in
convincing
each
other’s allies to own
initiatives

2.3. Methodology
This research can be classified as a single case study based on qualitative data and qualitative methods.
Section 2.3.1 explains the method of process tracing as a qualitative, flexible method to test the causal
importance of the EU. Based on process tracing, Section 2.3.2 presents the research design. It
establishes a hypothetical causal process which draws on the above conceptual and theoretical
foundations and which offers an analytical template to study Europeanisation of the Polish-German
Eastern policy relations. Section 2.3.3 contains information about the research case selection, and
explains that this research adopts a ‘most likely’ case to prove or disprove the above theory.

2.3.1. The method of process tracing
The method of process tracing offers us a flexible technique to test a single theory in one case study
based on qualitative data. Since this method focuses on the testing of causal mechanisms, it
corresponds with the main methodological challenge of Europeanisation studies, which is the
demonstration of the causal importance of the EU. First, process tracing tests one theory which seems
important (George and Benett, 2004, p.211). It thus avoids studies of covariations between more
independent variables (Schimmelfennig, 2015, pp.99-100). This means that this research does not
compare the EU factor with the other international factors potentially explaining the analysed PolishGerman relations. In addition, process tracing examines the theory’s most distinctive explanations or
its most contested explanations against alternative theories (Schimmelfennig, 2015, pp.106-107).
Hence, this research not only builds on rational institutionalist perspective on Europeanisation, but
also tests rationalist explanations of norm-compliant behaviour. Furthermore, process tracing relies
on a priori established theoretical framework and ideas about its operationalisation (‘diagnostic
evidence’), which involve predictions about empirical findings and guidelines for their examination
(Collier, 2011, pp.823-825; Bennett, 2010, p.2). The method thus follows a theory-derived analytical
template (Schimmelfennig, 2015, pp.105-106) to test whether the a priori theorised explanations fit
the empirical developments under examination (George and Bennett, 2004, p.208, 217; Bennett, 2010,
p.2). Here, it allows for descriptive and interpretative reports about a case, unlike quantitative
indicators such as statistics (Eckstein, 2000, p.121; Bryman, 2005, pp.146-147). Hence, the empirical
chapters of this thesis ‘trace’ a causal process (see the next section) which transforms the above
conceptual and theoretical framework into a hypothesised explanation of Europeanisation of PolishGerman Eastern policy relations.
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Second, process tracing tests the intervening causal processes – causal chains and mechanisms –
between the independent variable and the outcome of the dependent variable (George and Bennett,
2004, pp.206-208). It therefore focuses on one independent variable (as said above) and on more
intervening causal factors (Collier et al., 2004, p.72). Here, the main challenge is to determine whether
X cause Y and whether there is a causal chain of steps connecting X and Y (Bennett, 2010, pp.2-3). In
other words, whether there is a temporal and analytical sequence in which later stages in the process
are dependent on earlier stages (Schimmelfennig, 2015, p.107). Such causal process may not have the
form of linear causality, that is, a straightforward and direct chain of events. It can also take a more
complex form to involve convergence of several intervening variables (George and Bennett, 2004,
p.212). Hence, in this research, all intermediating steps are admittedly supposed to have been caused
by X and to have caused Y. However, each of the single steps is not necessarily a direct result of the
previous one, neither a direct cause of the following step. Some of these steps can occur
simultaneously (see for example steps 3a and 3b in a research design below).
The causal chain involves the sequence of who knew what and what they did in response (Bennett,
2010, pp.2-3). Here, process tracing is consistent with rational institutionalism. It namely uncovers the
stimuli of actors’ decision-making (George and Bennett, 2004, p.208; Falleti, 2016, p.2), including the
impact of institutional arrangements on them (Trampusch and Palier, 2016, p.438). Process tracing
also faces the main methodological challenge of Europeanisation studies, which is the demonstration
of the causal importance of the EU (Haverland, 2007, pp.62-63; Moumoutzis, 2011, pp.621-623). It
explains the issues of motivation and process behind actors’ actions within the EU. It examines the
independent variable, that is, who the relevant actors are (e.g. governments) and how they form their
preferences. It further examines how these actors choose their actions and how these actions
aggregate to produce the outcome (Coleman in Schimmelfennig, 2015, pp.105-106).
In brief, this research determines whether the relevant actors (here, Polish and German foreign policy
actors) intend to upload their Eastern policy interests (so whether they form their preferences in
response to the EU opportunities). The research further determines whether the actors recognise each
other’s influence capabilities within the CFSP and, therefore, adopt the cooperative CFSP uploading
strategies into their consensual relations at the bilateral level (how the actors choose their actions).
Finally, the research studies whether the actors thus engage with bilateral policy transfers (how the
actions aggregate to the outcome) (for more details see a research design below).
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Third, process tracing has also a capacity to establish negative findings, meaning it can prove or
disprove the effect of a certain variable on an outcome. It specifically allows to assess the causal power
of the independent variable, by exploring the conditions under which its similarity or variance leads to
different outcomes (George and Benett, 2004, pp.218-220). Process tracing can therefore challenge
the potential spuriousness, e.g. whether there is a third variable that caused the independent variable
(Bennett, 2010, p.2-3). Hence, this research tests whether the variance in the independent variable
(briefly, Poland’s and Germany’s strong or weak intentions to pursue their interests through the EU)
has had an impact on the variance in the dependent variable (the Polish-German policy transfers or
their lack thereof). The research studies internal political factors which may have been relevant in
explaining why the indicators of the independent variable cannot be strongly confirmed in some
instances. This may concern the weak interests of Poland’s EU-sceptical governments to upload their
Eastern policies, or Germany’s weak interests (to some degree) to upload the management of the
Ukraine-Russia crisis. Therefore, the thesis may prove the EU’s relevance for the Polish-German
relations also through confirming that the weak evidence of the Polish or German intentions to pursue
their interests within the EU can explain why their bilateral policy transfers cannot be observed in
certain instances.

2.3.2. Research design
Drawing on the methodological expectations of process tracing, this research designs a hypothetical
causal process that can potentially explain Europeanisation of the Polish-German Eastern policy
relations (see Table 4). This process leads from the causes (the independent variable) through the
intermediating causal steps (causal mechanisms) to the expected effects of this Europeanisation (the
dependent variable). As said in Chapter 1, the research departs from the popular Europeanisation
designs which conceive EU integration processes as the independent variable. This ensues from the
conceptualisation of crossloading, according to which the EU does not present a cause but only a
context of bilateral developments. Therefore, the research’s independent variable, however, also the
causal mechanisms, are determined by national/bilateral behaviour in this EU context.

The independent variable presents the cause of Polish-German Europeanisation. It establishes
whether Polish and German foreign policy actors present intentions to upload their strategic,
geopolitical or economic interests towards Eastern Europe. They might want to promote/upload their
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proposals (pace-setting) or reservations about certain Eastern policy developments (foot-dragging)
into EU Eastern policy-making. The actors thus intend to strategically use EU Eastern policies as the
opportunity to attain their strategic interests towards Russia and Ukraine. Empirically, these uploading
intentions may be confirmed by actors’ (formal and informal) pursuance of their interests within EU
Eastern policy-making: actors may have presented certain ideas, issue non-papers, submit official
policy proposals, as well as criticise or even block certain EU Eastern policy developments.
This research studies whether the above national interests were pursued within the CFSP institutions
that are responsible for EU Eastern policy-making, that is, in COEST, PSC, COREPER II, the FAC, the
European Council, as well as in their informal, ‘like-minded’ groups of interests. Moreover, the CFSP
plays an inherent role in this research because, as said, even actors’ bilateral actions are supposed to
have been determined by their socialisation within the CFSP framework and their adoption of CFSP
procedural norms and values (see the next causal steps below). In turn, the abovementioned EU
Eastern policy-making refers to strategic EU Eastern policy frameworks and developments. These
include the objectives and reforms of the ENP and the EaP, such as the debate on the ENP Plus
initiative, the establishment of the EaP, the EU association policy, or the potential declaration of EU
membership perspective for Ukraine; they also include the re-negotiation of the PCA with Russia, or
the establishment of the Kaliningrad Triangle that dealt the EU Local Border Traffic.
Here, the Polish and German foreign policy actors of relevance are the national foreign ministries and
the Prime Minister’s and the Chancellor’s Office, in particular, high-level politicians representing them
(mainly foreign ministers, prime ministers and chancellors). They officially pursue the countries’
foreign policies and represent them abroad, e.g. during the examined bilateral consultations, joint
actions, or in the context of joint policy statements. Moreover, these actors are the diplomats
representing their foreign ministries in embassies in both countries (mainly ambassadors), as well as
the officials and diplomats acting within their Permanent Representations to the above CFSP
institutions. Noteworthy, the thesis occasionally uses the term of Polish/German ‘diplomatic service’
to indicate the countries’ official positions that are generally represented by the above national foreign
policy actors as well as their representations abroad. Although the term is vague, it cannot be fully
avoided in the thesis, because the data collection (below) does not always allow us to clearly
differentiate between the positions of the national ministry and those of its embassy or its Permanent
Representation.
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Further, the causal mechanisms present the causal chain of steps. Each single step presents an
interplay between an action and its motivation; the motivation in turn indicates the previous step as
the reason of the particular action. Here, Step 1 says that the Polish and German actors consult on
their Eastern policies with other EU states, both multilaterally and within the CFSP institutions. The
actors may promote their own initiatives within the EU, coordinate certain positions on the upcoming
EU summits, or present intentions to jointly support certain agendas or reforms within the CFSP
institutions. The actors may also refer to the liberal EU foreign policy values in the context of their
Eastern policies, for example, to solidarity with, or democracy in Eastern European states; they can
also call for respecting the international law within Eastern Europe. In both scenarios, actors
strategically follow the CFSP ‘code of conduct’ (they are strategically socialised within the CFSP).
Step 1 may present a causal linkage with the above independent variable. This means, the Polish and
German actors articulate intentions (are motivated) to jointly, and thus presumably more efficiently,
promote their positions within the CFSP institutions. They can also directly present intentions to build
their reputation as cooperative EU players among other member states or CFSP-level officials. They
would thus seek to enhance their reliability among these actors as efficient EU influencers. Thus, the
actors may act again in accordance with the CFSP ‘code of conduct’ (above) as a result of their strategic
socialisation and in order to upload their interests/strategies. They may also make legitimising usage
of the EU, particularly by appealing to the liberal values, thus seeking to better promote their interests
at the CFSP level.

Step 2: The Polish and German actors recognise each other’s positions in EU Eastern policies (Poland’s
interests in the ENP’s Eastern Dimension and in the EU Ukraine policies as well as Germany’s interests
in EU-Russia relations). Actors may specifically recognise each other’s influence (capabilities) within
the broader configurations of the Eastern policy interests at the CFSP level, that is, in relation to the
Eastern policies of the other member states (Poland shares its interests towards the ENP/Ukraine with
many Central-Eastern European countries; Germany’s interests in Russia enjoy more support among
the Western European states) (differential empowerment). Such recognitions may be empirically
indicated by actors’ expectations that the other state’s influence might help them convince other
states to support their own initiatives within the CFSP (the politics of scale).
Step 2 is again motivated by actors’ cooperative behaviour oriented to attaining their own interests.
Here, the actors acknowledge a CFSP-level configuration of interests in a certain Eastern policy issue,
within which one state may present a stronger influence that another. Thus, actors may engage in
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tactical coalition-building in order to win (more) influential partners in their own pursuits of interest
within the CFSP institutions (they may act as fence-sitters).

Step 3: The Polish and German actors present consensual and pragmatic approaches to certain Eastern
policies specifically at their bilateral level. Here, they can argue that without their bilateral
compromises, their intended interest uploading would be impossible or more difficult. Actors can also
support each other’s, or present joint, appeals to respect the CFSP liberal values. They might want to
present themselves as the cooperative, and thus reliable/efficient, EU players at the bilateral level, and
thus encourage each other to support their own uploading positions (in both scenarios, they seek
legitimising usage of the EU through adopting the normative, commonly expected CFSP-level
behaviour to their bilateral, interest-driven cooperation). Hence, the Polish and German actors may
present similar or even joint consensual, pragmatic or liberal Eastern policy agendas and practices
(organisational learning).
The motivation behind Step 3 should be provided by Step 2 above. This means, their bilateral
compromise-building may have resulted from actors’ expectations regarding each other’s capabilities
and divergent national Eastern policy interests at the CFSP level. In particular, actors may expect that,
due to their complementary influences in these issues, their bilateral compromise-building will help
them promote their strategic initiatives through jointly building broader EU compromises on these
initiatives (again, these motivations are supported by differential empowerment oriented to reaching
the politics of scale effect).

Finally, the causal mechanisms may aggregate to produce the dependent variable, that is, the expected
outcome of crossloading (Therefore, we would not have to speak only of the countries’ rapprochement
but their bilateral policy transfer). Step 3 above can be seen as its direct cause. This means, while
building their bilateral compromises, Polish and German actors might have bilaterally
shared/emulated their CFSP-level experiences of consensual, pragmatic and liberal Eastern policymaking (the above organisational learning leads to policy transfer). As for policy transfers themselves,
one state may decide to support a certain idea, present a new argument, abandon its previous
postulate or its previous reservation, or consult on a certain policy with a third EU state. One state may
thus depart from its own traditional position (although, as said, without modification of its long-term
interests), and adopt the other state’s stance. For example, Poland might have supported the
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proposals for EU-Russian cooperation that had traditionally been presented by Germany. Here,
Poland/German may have also adopted the other state’s traditional stance in a certain issue, in return
for the other state’s support for its own position in another instance, particularly in the context of the
broader Polish-German interest discrepancies regarding Ukraine and Russia.
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Table 4: The causal process of rational institutionalist Europeanisation of the Polish-German Eastern policy
relations
(own elaboration)

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE

CAUSAL
MECHANISMS

DEFINITION

THEORETICAL
UNDERPINNINGS

EMPIRICAL INDICATORS

Eastern policy interests of
Polish and German foreign
policy actors within the EU

uploading
through
strategic usage of the EU,

- the actors seek to promote
their
Eastern
policy
interests onto EU Eastern
policy-making

Processes that facilitate the
integration
of
CFSP
dynamics
on
bilateral
relations on Eastern policy
between Polish and German
foreign policy actors

- strategic socialisation into
efficient
uploading
strategies within the CFSP

- strategic usage through
pace-setting
or
footdragging

uploading
through
legitimising usage

STEP 1 - MOTIVATION
- actors intend to jointly,
and thus more efficiently,
promote their positions at
the CFSP level
actors
build
their
cooperative reputation to
present themselves as
efficient EU influencers

- downloading through
strategic socialisation in
accordance to the CFSP
code of conduct

STEP 1A - ACTION
- actors consult on their
Eastern policies with the
other EU states and within
the CFSP institutions
STEP 1B - ACTION
- actors refer to the liberal
EU values in their Eastern
policies

- strategic socialisation
through fence-sitting

STEP 2 - MOTIVATION
- actors seek consensus
within
the
CFSP-level
configurations of interests
in the Eastern policies
- they build tactical
coalitions to win influential
partners in promoting own
interests

- differential empowerment
to reach the politics of scale
effect
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STEP 2 – ACTION
- actors seek bilateral
engagement (based on a
country’s capabilities within
the CFSP) to help canvass

support for own interests
among other EU allies
- legitimising usage of the
EU leading to experiential or
organisational learning

STEP 3A - ACTION
- actors seek bilateral
compromises/common
positions
on
their
consensual and pragmatic
Eastern policies within the
EU
STEP 3B – ACTION
- actors support each
other’s appeals to the
liberal values

experiential
or
organisational
learning
leading to policy transfer

STEPS 3A AND 3B
AS THE CAUSES OF
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE
actors’
bilateral
compromise-seeking
involves their bilateral
experience-sharing on the
(consensual, pragmatic) EU
Eastern policy-making, and
potentially implies joint
positions

DEPENDENT
VARIABLE

Policy transfers between
Polish and German foreign
policy
actors,
which
facilitate changes in their
Eastern policies

- crossloading
policy transfer

through

- actors present new
agendas, or follow new
practices, which correspond
less with their own, and
more with the other state’s
traditional positions as a
result of bilateral relations
within the EU context

This research ‘traces’ the causal process designed in Table 4, thus examining whether the EU has led
to the Polish-German Eastern policy transfers. Since process tracing can prove as well as disprove the
effects of a certain variable (as explained in the previous section), the research examines whether
there is sufficient empirical evidence to confirm the indicators of the independent variable as well as
their effects on the causal mechanisms and further on the dependent variable. Alternatively, the
weakness of the independent variable may explain the deficits in the next steps. Empirical chapters
below re-construct this causal process with regard to detailed arguments concerning specific instances
of the Polish-German Eastern policy relations (these re-constructions derive from data collection; see
Section 2.4).
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2.3.3. The hypothesis
Polish-German relations on Eastern policy have been ‘Europeanised through crossloading’, which
means that the integration of Polish and German foreign policy actors within the EU has led to
influences or concessions between their Eastern foreign policies.

In more detail, this hypothesis systematises the above causal mechanisms as follows:
This Europeanisation can be explained as a result of actors’ attempts to pursue their national Eastern
policy interests through uploading their strategic Eastern policy positions onto the EU level. For this
reason, the actors may have consulted on their Eastern policies with other member states, both
between their capitals and within the CFSP institutions. Specifically, at the bilateral level, Polish and
German actors may have expected to draw on each other’s influence among their traditional EU allies
on certain Eastern policies to help convince these third EU states to join their initiatives. Therefore,
they may have bilaterally built tactical coalitions, thus canvassing each other’s support by presenting
consensual, pragmatic, and even liberal visions of their Eastern policies in relation to each other.
Finally, they may have even emulated these visions from each other, which means that one state might
have adopted the other state’s agenda or practice in a certain Eastern policy issue.

2.3.4. Case selection
This research employs the case of the Europeanisation of the Polish-German Eastern policy relations.
It thus responds to the methodological expectations of qualitative case studies, by aiming at capturing
specific knowledge about one case (Eckstein, 2000, pp.120-121). In particular, the research involves
one case because the examined Polish and German Eastern policies do not constitute separate foreign
policy areas. First, although these policies present discrepant interests (see below), they have been
developed within a broader, common EU Eastern policy framework. Second, the discrepant Polish and
German Eastern policy interests, as well as their single Eastern policy developments, remained strongly
conditional on each other. This means that the Polish interests in developing cooperation with Ukraine
aimed at deterring Russian influence in Eastern Europe. Meanwhile, Germany supported strong
conditionality behind its relations with Ukraine, with the aim to avoid a chill in its cooperation with
Russia.
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More specifically, this research conducts a within-a-case comparison. This means, it draws on a number
of within-a-case observations to provide evidence on multiple implications of a theory within a single
case and thus to increase validation of the causal mechanisms (Bennett and Elman, 2006, pp.459-460).
This allows us to examine whether or not the Polish-German Europeanisation, including the potential
effects of crossloading, have been equal and symmetric under the influence of various factors (so that
we can examine who has influenced whom within the EU, to which degree, and under which
circumstances). Namely, their differentiated Europeanisation may have resulted from internal factors,
that means, mainly from Poland’s and Germany’s different interests in the Eastern policy, as well as
from their weaker or stronger engagements with the pursuits of their interests at the EU level. This
differentiated Europeanisation may have also been determined by external factors, such as certain
developments within the EU or in Eastern Europe.
Therefore, this research case involves three examples constituting three distinct, strategic foreign
policy interests shaping Poland’s and Germany’s Eastern policies, also in the EU context: the German
interests in Russia and the Polish interests in the Eastern neighbours, particularly in Ukraine (for these
interests see Chapter 3). According to this distinction, the thesis is structured into three empirical
chapters to study the Polish-German Europeanisation on their foreign policies towards Russia, within
the EU Eastern Dimension and on the foreign policies Ukraine. As regards the Eastern Dimension, the
thesis admittedly studies Polish-German relations in the context of its main strategic developments,
such as its creation, reforms, and strategic objectives. However, it does not investigate the specific ENP
policies towards its all Eastern neighbours: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, and
Ukraine. An exception are the ENP policies (e.g. the association policy) towards Ukraine, which again
corresponds with Poland’s strongest interest in this country.
In addition, the single empirical chapters are divided with respect to other internal and external factors
that may have influences the Polish-German Europeanisation. The empirical studies thus compare the
Polish-German Europeanisation shortly before and after Poland’s EU accession with the one occurring
in subsequent years, when the countries were more experienced with their common CFSP integration.
They also compare this Europeanisation in the context of the Polish EU-sceptical and EU-oriented
governments (in both situations, the governments may have presented, as mentioned, weaker or
stronger uploading interests). These studies finally differentiate between the external factors, such as
the developments in Russia and Ukraine before and after 2014, thus examining whether their recent
crisis have had an impact on the Polish-German Europeanisation.
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Moreover, the research case selection has a wider analytical importance. On the one hand, the
research presents a deductive strategy, by following the ‘logic of confirmation’ of its theory (Bennett,
2002, p.29). On the other hand, even though this one case and one theory study cannot be inductive
in the sense of offering a heuristic approach or inventing a new theory (Eckstein, 2000, pp.137-140), it
still presents the potential for an inductive approach. Namely, considering that a ‘case’ is an instance
of a broader class of events (Bennett, 2002, pp.28-29), the Europeanisation of the Polish-German
Eastern policy relations is a case of the broader phenomenon of Europeanisation of interstate
relations. Here, this Polish-German Europeanisation can be seen as a ‘most likely’ case, that means, a
case that is ‘almost certain to fit a theory if the theory is true’ (Eckstein in Bennett, 2002, p.37). It
namely provides a strong analytical leverage on proving the ‘Europeanisation through crossloading’ at
all. Since Poland and Germany have overall been strongly interested in bilaterally cooperating on their
foreign policies within the EU and in pursuing their Eastern policy interests through the EU (see again
Chapter 3), one can assume that if the EU has stimulated crossloading at all, this should have taken
place between the two particular countries and in this particular policy area.
Furthermore, this research can be potentially inductive in the sense of offering a ‘building block’ study.
This means that its empirically confirmed theorisation could be tested on other cases and thus allow
to extend the theory (George and Bennett, 2004, pp.74-79). This supposition draws on an observation
that some aspects of this case may be sufficiently representative that it may be also relevant to other
cases of member states’ Eastern policy relations. Namely, as mentioned, Poland’s and Germany’s
influences among the other member states’ Eastern policy interests may be relevant in explaining
Polish-German cooperation itself. Considering that this thesis needs to reflect on these broader
international politics, it has an analytical implication of offering us general insights into the potential
Europeanisation processes between more states (e.g., within the Weimar Triangle). As a result, further
studies of these processes can extend theorisation of the ‘Europeanisation through crossloading’.
The research’s inductive potential could be also relevant if the research produced negative findings (as
is possible thanks to process tracing). The above ‘most likely’ case could be then seen as ‘critical’ to
undermining the relevance of the theory, which refers to a generalisation that ‘if it is not valid for this
case, then it is not valid for any (or only few) cases’ (Flyvbjerg, 2006, p.14). Hence, the research
disproving the Polish-German Europeanisation in the Eastern policy would allow the supposition that
the confirmation of the ‘Europeanisation through crossloading’ in other policy areas or between other
countries, in which the bilateral EU-related interests may be weaker, is even less likely.

72

2.4. Data collection and ethical issues
This research triangulates secondary and primary data that offer us different insights, stretched mainly
in space and time, into the above-designed Polish-German Europeanisation process. Overall,
triangulation is a strategy of involving multiple data sources, methods, researchers, or theories, with
the aim of increasing the validity of research findings (Mathison, 1988, pp.13-14). This research
triangulates data; such triangulation can include time, space and person, thus examining a social
phenomenon under a variety of conditions (Mathison, 1988, pp.13-14). Here, the research triangulates
‘spaces’, meaning it synthetises the secondary data that focus mainly on the Europeanisation of the
individual Polish or German Eastern policies (as is explained in the literature review in Chapter 1). This
triangulation examines whether this Europeanisation have also occurred bilaterally. The research
triangulates ‘spaces’ also through synthesising the secondary and primary data on single instances of
the examined broad Eastern policies. This triangulation allows to confirm broader bilateral
developments, such as the Polish and German recognitions of each other’s influences within the CFSP.
Furthermore, the research triangulates ‘time’. It integrates the secondary data that mainly inform
about early stages of the above-designed Europeanisation process (such as the Polish and German
uploading interests), with primary data that offer more insights into the later stages of this process
(such as their bilateral compromise-building and concessions). This research also triangulates
‘persons’. Namely, since triangulation aims at eliminating bias and dismissing plausible rival
explanations (Mathison, 1988, p.13), the research confronts data on the same bilateral developments,
which were obtained from the interviews with the Polish and German political elites who occupied
respective or very similar posts in their national or CFSP institutions (an example below explains how
these triangulations work in the empirical chapters). Noteworthy, however, the thesis does not use
methodological triangulation; such approach could be applied e.g. to combine (within-a-case) process
tracing with a comparative analysis of more cases (Dür, 2008, pp.569-570). Similarly, this (one theory)
study does not apply theory triangulation.

More specifically, this research relies to a considerable extent on secondary sources. These sources
involve scientific positions and analytical reports about Polish and German Eastern policies; they are
also supported by media publications, but only to confirm political events such as meetings or
statements. However, due to the deficits in the secondary literature, the research draws on the above
triangulation to synthesise the existing secondary data, mainly, as said, between their different
‘spaces’ and ‘time’. To give an example, the research synthesises the existing studies explaining the
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individual Polish and German uploading interests, their individual socialisation with the consensual
CFSP policy-making, and their individual influence capabilities. It re-examines these previous findings
with a new focus on identifying the above indicators of the causal mechanisms and the dependent
variable of the Polish-German Europeanisation process, for example, the countries’ bilateral
recognitions of influences within the CFSP and their bilateral consensus-building. This secondary
research can be highlighted on the particular example of the EU membership perspective for Ukraine.
Here, the research re-discusses existing evidence showing that Poland has become less engaged in
promoting this policy as a result of Poland’s adaptation to the dominant EU scepticism in this issue. To
examine whether this Polish change has been also influenced by Germany, the research presents other
evidence showing the German opposition to this policy as well as the German traditional influence
among these EU states which were also sceptical towards this policy. Based on this data, the research
looks for evidence whether Poland expected German help in convincing these third EU states to its
(broader) initiatives for Ukraine, and whether Poland thus showed readiness for concessions towards
Germany in this particular policy issue.
However, this secondary research cannot gather exhaustive data to strongly confirm the causal
mechanisms within the bilateral processes (following the above example: whether Poland has in fact
recognised the German influence within the CFSP and therefore made bilateral concessions).
Therefore, the thesis builds also on primary research. Primary research involves documentary analyses
of official policy statements as well as elite interviews (noteworthy, this research thus corresponds
with the expectations of process tracing, according to which studies of causal processes may require
the examination of documents and interview transcripts; George and Benett, 2004, p.6). Here,
documentary analyses study documents from the Polish and German foreign ministries, the Prime
Minister’s and the Chancellor’s Office and the EU institutions. However, these documents provide very
general information, for example, whether certain Polish-German consultations concerned EU policies
(which merely allows to confirm Step 1 in the above-designed causal mechanisms). These documents
do not necessarily inform about the subsequent causal steps of the causal mechanisms and the
dependent variable, so again, about the countries’ bilateral recognitions of influences within the CFSP
and whether these recognitions have motivated their bilateral compromise-building and their
concessions. For this reason, the thesis does not rely on the official documents to a large extent, and
needs to involve interviews.
As regards interviews, the thesis builds on primary data gathered among 41 interviewees. These
interviewees comprised high-level foreign policy actors who were able to provide in-depth data, as
well as the lower-level officials who were sometimes more willing to inform about back-door
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negotiation processes (Harvey, 2011, pp.432-433). The interviewees were the present and former
politicians and officials representing the Polish and German foreign ministries, the Prime Minister’s
and the Chancellor’s Office (who were engaged with the examined Polish-German relations), the
former Polish and German ambassadors in both countries, the present and former diplomats and
officials acting within the CFSP institutions (the FAC, COREPER II, PSC and COEST), also a few officials
of the EEAS and, finally, two members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the European Parliament.
These EU-level interviewees represented different EU states or the supranational institutions, but
again, they were engaged with the examined Polish-German relations (see also Annex I). The
interviews were qualitative and semi-structured (which is again the implication of qualitative case
studies; Bryman, 2005, pp.155-156). They included mainly half-open-ended questions, which allowed
to request specific information while remaining open to the broad range and flexibility of possible
responses (Harvey, 2011, pp.434-435; Irwin and Winterton, 2012). As mentioned, these interviews
targeted the information which could not be identified in the secondary research, neither in the
documentary analyses. Again, generally speaking, they sought to gather information about the PolishGerman bilateral recognitions of influences, their compromise-building and concessions. In addition,
the research involved consultations with other researchers and think tankers who shared their
personal observations of certain political developments or reflections on their own previous studies.
Finally, the primary data collection faced the ethical challenge of securing confidentiality and
anonymity in terms of the conducted interviews. This was particularly relevant because many
interview questions concerned informal negotiations. Therefore, the following measures were taken:
All interviews were written down or, if permitted by interviewees, recorded. Then, the notes were
digitalised, their paper forms destroyed, and all digital records protected with password. In this thesis,
some of the interviews are anonymised. They provide only very general information about the
interviewees’ affiliation (relevant to the research) and the interviews’ places and dates. Interviewees
identities are only disclosed when the interviewees gave consent to publish their names, affiliations,
the interviews’ places and dates, and their specific contents (for similar advice see Berg, 2001, pp.5759). Moreover, the preparation and conduct of the interviews was kept to certain standards. Prior to
the meetings, interviewees were provided with information about the researcher’s affiliation, the
purpose of the interview (my research project) and the proposed questions. During the meetings, I
strove to portray myself as well oriented in the subject matter (for similar advice see Harvey, 2011,
pp.433-434). The latter means that I referred to previous sources (also the statements of the
interviewees themselves) and explained the relevance of the interviews in terms of addressing certain
information deficits.
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2.5. Summary
Chapter 2 presented a conceptual, theoretical and methodological framework for this research. First,
it discussed the Europeanisation literature to argue that the concept of Europeanisation is an
appropriate model to study the research questions (about the relevance of the EU in Polish-German
relations). Namely, Europeanisation conceptualises the relationships between EU integration and
national developments, also with a focus on the role of national factors, mechanisms and changes. The
Europeanisation model of crossloading is here of particular importance, because it presents the
conceptual foundations for studies regarding how the EU can stimulate relations between member
states. In this context, the chapter argued that in the foreign policy realm, the mechanisms of the
Europeanisation models of uploading and downloading may determine those of crossloading. It
namely conceptualised that since member states seek to upload their positions through adopting
cooperative CFSP practices (they get socialised within the CFSP), they may as a result engage in bilateral
cooperation and even concessions.
Further, the chapter developed the existing understanding of crossloading itself. First, it re-discussed
the crossloading’s views on the idea of the EU indirect impact, by drawing on the similar concepts of
horizontal Europeanisation and framing integration, as well as on the ideas of the OMC. Here, the
chapter argued that the EU may only legitimise member states’ cooperation through offering them
‘best practices’ of problem-solving. It thus confirmed the above socialisation mechanisms (with the
CFSP ‘code of conduct’) as the relevant determinants of crossloading. Second, the chapter developed
crossloading’s mechanism of learning. It again drew on the general conceptualisations of horizontal
Europeanisation and the ideas of the OMC (regarding learning), and specifically borrowed from the
broader concept of learning. Here, the chapter conceptualised that member states may undergo
experiential learning (at the individual level) and organisational learning (at the collective level) in that
they adopt the cooperative, consensual and liberal policy-making from the CFSP level into their
bilateral level. In result, states may engage with learning through policy transfer, meaning they
emulate or share this policy-making between each other. Overall, this conceptual discussion allows us
to determine the phenomenon of Europeanisation for this research: this Europeanisation can be
understood as a process of change, in which the EU facilitates cooperation between member states
through offering them consensual practices, and in which these states engage with their bilateral
consensus-building and even direct concessions to each other’s negotiation positions.
Second, Chapter 2 discussed the theoretical literature on Europeanisation to argue that rational
institutionalism offers us an appropriate theoretical framework for this research. This framework
namely explains the above Europeanisation with its focus on rational logics of behaviour. The chapter
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argued that the concept of strategic usage of the EU explains mainly uploading and downloading, and
offers very general ideas regarding crossloading. The concept namely explains that national actors may
respond to the EU opportunities by uploading their strategic initiatives (pace-setting) or problems onto
EU level (foot-dragging), also by strategically adapting themselves to EU policies or structures and even
through cooperating within the EU (downloading). However, this concept only mentions states’ tactical
coalition-building (fence-sitting) as the result of this strategic adaptation. Therefore, the chapter
proposed to explain the reasons why particular states may engage with such tactical coalitions. Here,
it borrowed from the rational institutionalist concept of differential empowerment and thus developed
the model of the politics of scale. The differential empowerment assumes that institutions might
empower/disempower national actors to exploit EU opportunities and, as a result, change domestic
power relationships. Meanwhile, in the politics of scale, member states combine their different
interests and engagements within EU foreign policies to jointly extent EU’s global influence. This
chapter synthesised both. It suggested the politics of scale as the process in which member states
recognise each other’s influence and capabilities within the CFSP framework, thus expecting each
other’s support in attaining their own interests at the CFSP level. In terms of explaining crossloading,
these power capabilities can be analysed as the national assets motivating states to bilateral
compromise-building and even to mutual concessions. Finally, this theoretical discussion recalled the
concepts of legitimising usage of the EU and the influence logic to better explain socialisation and
learning from a rationalist perspective. Here, the diffusion of norms can be specifically analysed as the
‘appropriate’ behaviour that aims at enhancing actors’ reliability and legitimacy and thus canvassing
broader support for their interest attainment. In particular, the chapter re-discussed the influence logic
to offer additional insights into tactical coalition-building. It namely theorised that member states can
diffuse norms bilaterally even to convince each other’s EU allies to their, presumably more reliable or
legitimate, initiatives.
Third, Chapter 2 discussed the methodological characteristics of this research. It argued that the
method of process tracing allows us to confirm or disconfirm the causal importance of the EU. The
chapter drew on the above conceptual and theoretical framework and hypothesised the causal process
of the Europeanisation of the Polish-German Eastern policy relation. This process offers us an analytical
template to study the causal mechanisms linking the independent variable (the Polish and German
interests within the EU) with the outcome of crossloading (their bilateral political concessions). Finally,
Chapter 2 explained the research data collection. It argued in favour of data triangulation, mainly in
‘space’ and ‘time’, as an appropriate strategy to synthesise the limited secondary data concerning the
individual Polish and German Europeanisation. The research also triangulates between this secondary
data and the primary documentary analyses and, in particular, the elite interviews. Chapter 2 also
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argued that this research employs one case of the Europeanisation of the Polish-German Eastern policy
relations. However, the research conducts a ‘within-a-case’ comparison to measure effects of different
factors on this Europeanisation. Here, the internal factors concern the countries’ different Eastern
policy interests and their different experiences with their common integration, as well as Poland’s EUsceptical governments. Meanwhile, the external factors refer to the political developments in the
target countries of the examined Eastern policies. The chapter also explained that although the
research presents mainly a deductive approach to confirm the theory, it also bears an inductive
potential. This means, the research employs a ‘most likely’ case to increase the chances of confirming
the ‘Europeanisation through crossloading’. Hence, along other, similar empirical studies, it may
potentially offer a ‘building block’ to develop this theory.
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CHAPTER 3:
EMPIRICAL BACKGROUND:
THE EU AND POLISH-GERMAN FOREIGN POLICY RELATIONS

Chapter 3 presents an empirical background for studies of Polish-German Eastern relations within the
EU. First, Section 3.1 illustrates the fundamental premises of contemporary Polish foreign policy
thinking, while Section 3.2 introduces the main German premises. Both sections also present Polish
and (West) German strategic foreign policy approaches towards European integration, as well as their
Eastern policy interests in this European context. Furthermore, Section 3.3 discusses that the individual
Polish and German foreign policy concepts and interests in European integration have generally
determined their cooperative foreign policy thinking and strategies in relation to each other. Hence,
Chapter 3 identifies the potential to study the Polish-German Europeanisation processes that were
defined in Chapter 2.

3.1. Poland’s contemporary foreign policy
Section 3.1 presents the development of contemporary Polish foreign policy thinking to explain Polish
strategic interests regarding both the EU and Eastern Europe. Section 3.1.1 reminds about the
historical roots of Poland’s geopolitically motivated fundamental foreign policy concepts. Based on
these concepts, Section 3.1.2 presents Poland’s strategic foreign policy orientation in joining Western
European structures after 1989. Section 3.1.3 highlights Polish Eastern policy concepts and interests,
as well as Poland’s ambition to engage the EU in pursuing these interests.

3.1.1. Polish foreign policy concepts
Contemporary Polish foreign policy thinking stems from Poles’ negative historical experiences with
their unique geopolitical position. In broad terms, Poles evolved their strong national identity due to
their unique location between the two cultural and religious civilisations of East and West (Klatt, 2011,
p.4). Their political culture drew on experiences with aggression from neighbours, and it therefore
focussed on how to identify and counteract external threats (Malinowski, 2006, p.42). Thus, Polish
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foreign policy thinking – shaped by a historical process of creating, losing and then regaining
independence – connotes a ‘security dilemma’ due to Poland’s position between more the powerful
Germany and Russia (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.5-6).
More specifically, present Polish foreign policy thinking dates back to the 19th century Polish
independence movements. Then, Polish thinkers believed that only a conflict between the occupying
powers (Russia, Prussia/Germany, Austria/Austria-Hungary) would allow for the re-emergence of the
Polish state, and they therefore conceptualised different Polish alliances pitting one power against the
others (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.8-9). Consequently, during the Polish inter-war
independence period (1918-1939), the Polish statemen Józef Piłsudski and Roman Dmowski developed
two rival foreign policy concepts. Piłsudski proposed a proactive and interventionist foreign policy,
oriented mainly against Russia as the main threat to Poland’s security. He expected to re-establish the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth (in existence until the late 18th century), a Poland-led multi-ethnic
confederation, with far-reaching autonomy for Eastern European nations (Longhurst and Zaborowski,
2007, pp.7-10). Piłsudski thus developed the Intermarium (Międzymorze in Polish) project, according
to which these nations would create Poland’s security buffer against the Russian or communist threat
(Kornat, 2009, pp.226-227). In turn, Dmowski proposed a homogenous Polish nation-state with a
rather inactive and isolationist foreign policy, aiming at providing solely Polish, rather than broader
regional, security conditions (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.9-10). Dmowski expected to
incorporate Western Ukraine and Western Belarus to expand Poland’s political authority so that the
state could face both the German and Russian empires. The aim was for Poland to mainly act as Russia’s
strong and equal partner to counteract the potential German threat (Zblewski, 2006, p.12). Dmowski’s
visions were largely implemented as a result of the Polish-Soviet War of 1920 and, to some degree, in
the communist, homogenous and anti-German Poland (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.8-13).
Piłsudski’s ideas were cultivated from the 1950s through 1970s among exiled Polish intellectuals
gathered around the Kultura Institute in Paris; they were then followed by Poland’s anti-communist
opposition in the 1970s and 1980s, and they gave birth to the independent Poland’s foreign policy
thinking after 1989 (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, p.9, 14-15, 24).
Finally, the above security dilemma has also underpinned a Polish foreign policy principle of ‘nothing
about us without us’ (Nic o nas bez nas). This principle assumes that Poland should not recognise any
decisions concerning Poland and made without Polish participation (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2018).
The principle specifically proposes the contestation of the Yalta-style diplomacy symbolising the
decision-making process in which the then-victorious powers divided Central-Eastern Europe into their
spheres of influence. From 1989, Poland used this argument when lobbying for its inclusion in the ‘2 +
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4 negotiations’ on German unification (see below) or during the negotiations on the Conventional
Forces in Europe agreement (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, p.16, 25). The above concepts are
further unpacked later in this chapter to demonstrate their relevance for the present Polish proWestern foreign policy orientation and Poland’s present Eastern policy strategy. ‘Nothing about us
without us’ can also be observed in Polish attempts to Europeanise its Russia policy, as discussed in
Chapter 4.

3.1.2. Poland’s pro-Western foreign policy strategy after 1989
After 1989, Poland developed three main foreign policy objectives: integration with Western
structures, development of an Eastern policy (oriented towards its Eastern neighbours) and
rapprochement with Germany (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, p.22, 58). As regards Poland’s proWestern orientation, it has reflected the Polish foreign policy ambition to overcome the above security
dilemma, according to which Poland has sought allies, previously to regain its independence and now
to strengthen its international position. In particular, Poland insisted that the principle of ‘nothing
about us without us’ should underlie the creation of a unified Europe, one including rather than
excluding Poland (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.22-27). Poland’s pro-Western orientation has
also reflected the Polish domestic identity of a ‘return to Europe’ (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007,
p.22-27). Namely, Poles have developed their self-perception of representing an ‘Eastern flank of
Western Europe’, rooted in anti-Russian uprisings in the 19th century and their idealised image of
Western Europe, crystallised behind the Iron Curtain (Klatt, 2011, p.4). Moreover, Poland expected its
integration with the EC/EU to enhance its economic prospects (Eisl, 2006, p.95; Longhurst and
Zaborowski, 2007, p.27) and its Eastern policy pursuits (see below).
All Polish governments from 1989 pursued the objective of accession to the EC/EU and, from 1992, to
NATO (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.22-23, 27). The Polish pro-Western foreign policy
developments from 1989 through 2014 can be differentiated into three main periods. The first period,
from 1989 through 1992, is called the ‘power vacuum’ (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.23-29) or
period of ‘uncertainty’ (Kowal and Ukielski, 2014, pp.35-38): Poland was still the Soviet Union’s ally
and a Warsaw Pact member, and it faced unclear prospects regarding European security cooperation.
The second period, from 1992 through 1997, is called the ‘transition’ (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007,
pp.29-33) or period of ‘aspirations’ (in 1992/1993-1999; Kowal and Ukielski, 2014, pp.39-41): Poland
confirmed its aspirations regarding the EU and NATO. The third period, from 1998 through 2004, is
called ‘consolidation’ (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.33-38) or ‘maturation’ (in 1999-2004;
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Kowal and Ukielski, 2014, pp.41-43): Poland joined NATO and the EU. Notably, these Polish proWestern foreign policies (and Poland’s Eastern policies; see below) enjoyed broad internal consensus
(Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, p.33), even between the post-Solidarity and post-communist
political elites (Kowal and Ukielski, 2014, p.39). Finally, this pro-Western orientation underpinned
Polish foreign policy thinking towards Germany, as discussed in Section 3.3.

3.1.3. Polish Polityka Wschodnia and its EU context
Poland’s Eastern policy (Polityka Wschodnia in Polish) has evolved from the above foreign policy
(security-oriented) concepts. This policy has therefore developed strong, definite interests, and it has
adapted these interests to new opportunities resulting from Poland’s EU accession. First, Polish Eastern
policy thinking reaches back to the centuries-long Polish-Russian competition over territories located
between Warsaw and Moscow. Since medieval times, both states have aimed at achieving geopolitical
security against each other (Zernack in Bischof, 2006, p.104). Furthermore, the 19th century ideas of
liberating the Polish nation from tsarist Russia’s occupation underpinned Piłsudski’s inter-war concept
of Intermarium. This concept drew on the assumption that the resurgent Russian/Bolshevist empire
would again threaten the new Polish sovereignty (Kornat, 2008, p.78, 82). Intermarium postulated a
Polish federation of independent nations of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, which were
then parts of tsarist and then Bolshevist Russia and which were envisioned as creating Poland’s security
buffer against the Russian/communist threat (Kornat, 2009, pp.226-227). The Intermarium ideas were
followed by the less ambitious project of Prometheism, which was oriented towards the development
of complex studies of the Eastern European nations and long-term support for their emancipation from
the Soviet empire (Kornat, 2008, pp.81-84). After 1945, the exiled Kultura intellectuals, mainly Jerzy
Giedroyc and Juliusz Mieroszewski, replaced Prometheism with the ULB (Ukraine + Lithuania + Belarus)
programme, which conceptualised the regaining of Polish independence from the Soviet bloc through
supporting the three nations’ emancipation from the Soviet Union (Kornat, 2009, pp.233-235).
Second, the above concepts have strongly underpinned Poland’s contemporary Eastern policy
interests. Piłsudski’s ideas and later Kultura thoughts gave birth to Poland’s friendly relations with the
its Eastern neighbours after 1989 (Dębski, 2006, p.5; Kowal and Ukielski, 2014, p.36; Cichocki, 2013,
p.87). In particular, based on the ULB programme (Kerski, 2004, pp.57-58), Poland quickly recognised
the independence of the Eastern neighbours and abandoned claims towards its former Eastern
territories, lost during World War II (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, p.23, 32; Cichocki, 2013, p.87).
Poland was oriented towards supporting the Eastern neighbours’ state- and nation-building processes
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(Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, p.24); their democratisation (Kałużyńska et al., 2009, p.381); and
their rule of law, separation of powers and market economy (Bischof, 2006, p.106). This Polish Eastern
policy gave priority to relations with Ukraine (Kałużyńska et al., 2009, p.381; Kerski, 2004, p.58),
assuming the two states’ closer political, economic and energy cooperation, as well as a visa-free
regime (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.32-33). Finally, the Polish Eastern policy still has a strong
Russian context. Based on Piłsudski and Kultura, Poland’s security strategy aims at counteracting
potential Russian threats (Dębski, 2008; Kałużyńska et al., 2009, p.381) because Russia is still perceived
as a great power seeking to expand its influence (Buras, 2013, pp.24-25; Cichocki, 2013, p.86).
Therefore, Poland’s Russia policy itself has traditionally referred to a defensive strategy of ‘holding
back’ Russian neo-imperial tendencies (Buras, 2013, pp.24-25; Lang, 2008, p.128) through ‘elevating
the rank of Ukraine’ (Lang, 2005, p.1). In other words, it has assumed no special treatment of Russia
(Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.32-33) and has placed strong conditionality on their bilateral
cooperation (Lang, 2008, p.128).
Third, Poland is strongly interested in upgrading its Eastern policy interests at the EU level. Again,
Piłsudski and Kultura have underpinned the present Polish interest in promoting the integration of its
Eastern neighbours into the West (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.58-59), whereby Kultura in
particular has correlated with Poland’s Eastern policy conducted within the EU (Dębski, 2006, p.5).
Poland generally became more interested in pursuing its interests towards Ukraine through shaping
EU Eastern policy, rather than at the bilateral level or trilaterally with the USA (Lang, 2004, p.54).
Poland believes that its Eastern policy interests can be more efficiently pursued through raising them
to the EU level (Cianciara, 2008, p.10), thus ‘using’ EU instruments and even becoming a new EU
foreign policy instrument itself (Kałużyńska et al., 2009, p.375). It particularly believes in the EU’s
‘transformative powers’, mainly regarding the impact of EU conditionality on (expected) domestic
reforms among the Eastern neighbours (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, p.59). Hence, we can speak
of a Polish strategic interest in supporting the Eastern neighbours, mainly Ukraine, regarding political
and economic integration with Western Europe and security integration with the EuroAtlantic
community (Ziółkowski, 2002, p.309), and so their rapprochement with the EU and NATO (Longhurst
and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.32-33). In other words, Poland has an interest in their Europeanisation. Such
Europeanisation is understood as the countries’ rapprochement with European structures with the aim
of achieving their stabilisation and modernisation (Dębski, 2008) and thus of preventing them from
falling back into the Russian orbit of influence (Lang, 2004, p.53). Notably, this thesis avoids using the
term ‘Europeanisation’ with regard to the Eastern neighbours. As said in Chapter 2, the thesis
conceptualises Europeanisation as EU-induced Polish-German cooperation. Finally, drawing on Polish
interests in common EU Eastern policies, Chapters 5 and 6 investigate whether Poland cooperated on
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these issues with Germany and whether it subsequently made any concessions, or rather adapted to
the discrepant German interests (presented below).

In sum, Section 3.1 has explained the particular Polish foreign policy concepts that have determined
Poland’s contemporary interest in pursuing its Eastern policy through the EU. Poles’ foreign policy
thinking has evolved from their 19th and 20th century experiences of belonging to a weaker country or
a stateless nation, sandwiched between powerful and aggressive neighbours. Poles thus faced a
geopolitical security dilemma, which led them to conceptualise alliance-building with one neighbour
against the other and, in particular, to support the emancipation of the Eastern European nations from
Moscow’s oppression. In turn, Poles’ national identity of a ‘return to Europe’ has determined the
definite pro-European course of the post-1989 Poland, while Poles’ particular Eastern policy interests
have been included in Polish policy-making within the EU.

3.2. Germany’s contemporary foreign policy
Section 3.2 presents Germany’s contemporary foreign policy thinking, explaining its strategic interests
towards the EU and Eastern Europe. Section 3.2.1 focuses on the (West) German conceptual reorientation towards European integration and its crucial foreign policy decisions in this context.
Section 3.2.2 presents German Eastern policy interests, also in the EU context. The section also
compares these interests with the above-mentioned Polish Eastern policy preferences.

3.2.1. (West) Germany’s pro-European foreign policy orientation after 1945
(West) Germany’s contemporary foreign policy thinking has been significantly re-defined from
hegemonial towards multilateral and value-oriented concepts, and it has thus underpinned the
country’s integration with Western political structures. The new German thinking reaches back to
Konrad Adenauer’s (West Germany’s first chancellor from 1949 through 1963) concept of ‘Connection
to the West’ (Westbindung in German). Adenauer conceptualised the way towards Germany’s ‘power
politics’ (Politik der Stärke) by avoiding the German principles of an ‘individual action’ (Alleingang), a
new ‘special path’ (Sonderweg), or German neutrality (Kronenberg, 2009, p.16). He thus pursued a
foreign policy logic of ‘gaining sovereignty through giving up sovereignty’ (Souveränitätsgewinn durch
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Souveränitätsverzicht), assuming that post-war West Germany should renounce its sovereignty
through concessions towards its Western partners (Kronenberg, 2009, p.16). Adenauer assumed West
Germany’s alliance with European democracies would counteract both Soviet and US political
influences, enhance security against the former (Kronenberg, 2009, p.16) and achieve economic
development (Kronenberg, 2009, p.20). In the longer term, this German foreign policy logic (also called
‘gaining power through giving up power’/durch Machtverzicht zu Machtgewinn zu gelangen)
prevented the country from a return to a more nationally oriented foreign policy and its possible
international isolation (Lämmer, 2002, p.50). Germany could thus win more influence over other
countries through building institutional connections with them, rather than using force against them
(Lemke, 2011, pp.110-114).
Consequently, the country departed from a historically failed superpower’s policy (Lemke, 2011,
p.111). It ‘civilised’ its foreign relations (Hacke, 2006) and adopted a new understanding of security
policy that excluded imposing military threats on its neighbours (Malinowski, 2006, pp.42-43). (West)
Germany thus developed its self-conception as a ‘civilian power’ (Zivilmacht). This conception relied
on securing peace and building international connections (Lemke, 2011, p.111), and particularly on
pursuing such fundamental objectives as reconciliating with neighbours, gaining international
recognition and rebuilding the economy (Schmalz, 2004, p.33). Hence, the foreign policy of a re-unified
Germany (since 1990) has relied on three core priorities: ‘never again’ (which assumes a norm-based
foreign policy), ‘never alone’ (multilateralism) and ‘politics before force’ (scepticism towards military
means) (Bußmann, 2015, pp.22-23). Finally, regarding political developments, West Germany was
consequently the co-founder of the first European integration structures, such the European Coal and
Steel Community, the European Political Community, the European Economic Community, and even
the (failed) European Defence Community (Kronenberg, 2009, pp.17-20). The German pro-European
orientation was pursued over the next decades regardless of federal governments or international
developments (Bußmann, 2015, p.24). This cooperative approach has also been reflected in Germany’s
Eastern policy (see below).

3.2.2. (West) German Ostpolitik and its EU context
Germany’s contemporary Eastern policy (Ostpolitik in German) reaches back to Chancellor Adenauer’s
diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union, initialised in 1955, and his trade agreements with
communist Poland, Hungary and Romania, signed from 1963 onwards (Kronenberg, 2009, pp.19-22).
In particular, Chancellor Willy Brandt, in office from 1966 through 1974, marked a turning point in that
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he intensified cooperation with the Soviet Union and the other Soviet bloc members to support their
economies and people-to-people contact (Kempe, 2006, p.5) and to regulate relations between West
and East Germany (Kronenberg, 2009, pp.23-25). Ostpolitik relied upon the concept of ‘change through
rapprochement’ (Wandel durch Annäherung), which mainly assumed West Germany’s cooperative
approach towards the Soviet Union (see Brandt, 1968 for more about his Ostpolitik). Notably, the
Ostpolitik of the time also involved the bilateral Treaty of Warsaw, signed on 7 December 1970, in
which West Germany acknowledged Poland’s Western border and normalised their bilateral
relationship (see also below) (Kronenberg, 2009, pp.23-24); Ostpolitik towards Poland also led to
Brandt’s symbolic kneel at the Warsaw Ghetto monument (Kempe, 2006, p.5).
The Russian-oriented West German and then German Ostpolitik was continued by all subsequent
federal chancellors: Helmut Schmidt, Helmut Kohl and Gerhard Schröder (Forsberg, 2016, pp.21-22).
From the 1990s, Germany was admittedly interested in the Eastern neighbours, including their
stabilisation, modernisation (Lang, 2008, p.123), democratisation, rule of law and rapprochement with
Europe (Meister, 2011). However, Germany referred mainly to Brandt’s original Ostpolitik by giving
priority to relations with Russia (Kempe, 2006, pp.5-6; Ochmann, 2010a, p.2; Forsberg, 2016, p.22).
These relations also developed at the personal level between the countries’ political leaders: between
Kohl and Yeltsin and between Schröder and Putin (Kempe, 2006, pp.5-6; Ochmann, 2012). The German
Eastern policy was seen as the ‘Russia first’ approach (Kempe, 2006, p.12). Germany–Russia bilateral
relations were officially called a ‘strategic partnership’ (Buras, 2013, p.31); Russia was regarded as
Germany’s ‘strategic foreign policy partner’ (Buras, 2013, pp.24-25). Therefore, Germany did not share
the Polish geopolitical orientation towards Eastern Europe (Lang, 2008, p.128). Instead, it presented a
pragmatic policy (Lang, 2008, p.128), or Realpolitik, towards Russia; Germany favoured relations with
Russia over relations with Ukraine (Dębski, 2008), seeing Ukraine only as a ‘problem’ or ‘challenge’ but
not as a ‘mission’ (Wolczuk in Lang, 2008, p.130).
This Ostpolitik can be explained by Germany’s substantial economic interests and its unique
understanding of geopolitical security, distinct from that of Poland. First, economic interests strongly
informed Germany’s foreign and Eastern policy, whereby Russia was one of the main German
economic outlets (Ochmann, 2010a, p.4). The economic approach even provided the main basis of the
German perception of security vis-à-vis Eastern Europe and assumed a response to new economic
opportunities in Russia, thus replacing the pre-1989 security approach informed by a military threat
from the Soviet Union (Ochmann, 2012). Compared with Poland, Germany strongly supporting other
Eastern European states could face the possible irritation of Moscow and thus suffer greater economic
losses (Dębski, 2008). Second, the German Ostpolitik can be seen as a geopolitical security concern.
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However, unlike the Polish perception of counteracting Russian threats, Ostpolitik faced the challenge
of prioritising and deepening relations with Russia to enable its stronger integration with Europe and
thus its stabilisation (Lang, 2008, p.128).
Poland criticised Ostpolitik for prioritising relations with Russia over those with the Eastern neighbours
(Ochmann, 2012). Particularly, Poland saw Chancellor Schröder’s intensified cooperation with Russia
as a betrayal of Warsaw (Lang, 2008, p.131; Kempe, 2006, pp.12-13). Minister Sikorski even compared
the German-Russian Nord Stream project with the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact of August 1939, which led
to both the German and Soviet invasions of Poland in September (Lang, 2008, p.131). Poland
considered Ostpolitik to be ‘non-European’, to have been developed over Polish heads and to threaten
Polish Eastern policy interests (Lang, 2008, p.131). This Polish critique suggests that a ‘Europeanised’
German Eastern policy, through which Germany could have sought to pursue its policy through the EU
and thus to cooperate with Poland on this issue, could have been more strongly integrated with Polish
interests. In particular, Chapter 4 studies their bilateral influences and concessions regarding their
discrepant interests in the context of EU-Russia relations.

To summarise, Section 3.2 has explained that European integration constituted a new German way to
pursue its national interests. Namely, post-war (West) Germany re-defined its foreign policy strategy,
thus departing from its historical ‘individual action’ to create its self-perception of being a civilian
power promoting multilateral frameworks. This approach was Germany’s new tactic to improve its
foreign policy position in Europe through engaging in cooperation and showing readiness for
concessions (‘gaining power through giving up power’). Germany also expressed its interest in
strategic, mainly economically motivated, cooperation with Russia, in contrast to the Polish
geopolitically motivated deterrence of Russian hegemonic ambitions.
Both sections 3.1 and 3.2 have shown that despite the different historical causes, Poland and Germany
have developed strong pro-European foreign policy concepts and thus adopted EU-oriented foreign
policy strategies. In this context, Section 3.3 discusses whether this common European context has
also determined their bilateral foreign policy cooperation, thus also creating the potential for
crossloading between their discrepant Eastern policies.
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3.3. Polish-German relations in the EU context: concepts and strategic
developments
Section 3.3 explains that European integration has driven both Polish and German cooperative foreign
policy approaches in relation to each other. Section 3.3.1 argues that Poland has developed its
cooperative concepts regarding Germany due to its strategic interest in joining the EU and, later, its
ambition to improve its political position within the EU. Furthermore, Section 3.3.2 explains that
Germany decided on a cooperative approach towards Poland due its own interest in promoting
European integration across its Eastern borders. This section also briefly outlines their strategic
rapprochement on this issue from 1989 onwards.

3.3.1. Polish foreign policy approaches to Germany
Poland’s pro-European orientation can be strongly connected to its cooperation with Germany, as
confirmed by the Polish pro-European conceptual developments regarding cooperation with Germany.
This interpretation is additionally confirmed by a comparison between the pre-1989 and post-1989
Polish states, whose different geopolitical strategies towards Germany were developed in different
integration spaces. Finally, Polish perceptions of Germany have varied between Poland’s post-2004
EU-oriented and EU-sceptical strategies.
First, Polish foreign policy thinking assigned a growing strategic importance to relations with Germany,
assuming that these relations should allow a Polish pro-Western re-orientation and a ‘return to
Europe’ (Malinowski, 2015, pp.21–22, 26) and create the conditions necessary for closer Polish links
with the West (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, p.24). From the 1950s, the exiled Kultura intellectuals
expected Germany’s re-unification and integration with Western European structures to allow for
Polish independence from the Soviet Union and its rapprochement with the West. These expectations
ensued from the geopolitical positions of the two countries: without overcoming Germany’s division
between the Western and Eastern blocs, Poland could not belong to the former (Kerski, 2004, p.57;
Kornat, 2009, pp.229-231). The Kultura ideas influenced the democratic opposition in pre-1989 Poland
and determined the pro-German focus of Poland’s foreign policy after 1989 (Longhurst and
Zaborowski, 2007, p.9, 14-15, 24), including the Polish consent for German re-unification (Kowal and
Ukielski, 2014, p.36). In the 1990s, the notion of a ‘Polish-German community of interests’ (also called
the ‘community of strategic foreign policy objectives’; Zaborowski, 1999, p.9) emerged in both Polish
and German foreign policy thinking, outlining their common interest in integrating the countries within
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the EU and NATO. According to this notion, post-1989 Polish governments expected German advocacy
on Poland’s EU path (Malinowski, 2015, pp.28-30), while Germany supported Poland in this issue
(Bingen, 2016, pp.3-4; for more on this German support, see below).
Paradoxically, Poland was also interested in integrating with Germany within European structures due
to its perception of Germany as a potential security threat. This perspective relied on a Polish
assumption of ‘control through cooperation’, according to which common NATO membership would
give Poland military security against Germany. Similarly, Polish-German cooperation within the EU was
thought to permit Polish political influence and, to some degree, prevent potential German ambitions
regarding hegemony (Lämmer, 2002, p.50). Poland thus believed that EU (and NATO) membership
would prevent Germany’s position as a hegemon or Russia’s ally which would pose threat to Poland
(Malinowski, 2015, p.27). In this context, it is noteworthy that Józef Piłsudski defined the Polish security
interest in an alliance with Germany against the (greater) Russian threat; he thus also had an impact
on the evolution of Poland’s unideological and interest-based relations with Germany after 1989
(Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, p.20). After 1989, Poland expected such an alliance, not just against
Russian threats, but due to the definition of a German threat itself and thanks to the idea that this
threat could be neutralised within common integration frameworks.
The role of European integration in determining Poland’s cooperative foreign policy approaches to
Germany seems even stronger if one compares Poland’s crucially different geopolitical strategies
towards Germany and Russia before and after 1989. Although both neighbours had historically
threatened Polish independence, the Polish desire to integrate with Western Europe, requiring a
common integration space with Germany, has allowed for the cooperative approaches towards the
Western neighbour. At the same time, the Polish strategy of ‘holding back’ Russia – which is not
involved in such a common integration space with Poland – refers to a broader geopolitical rivalry
between the EuroAtlantic community and Russia, or rather between the different political integration
spaces. On the contrary, before 1989, the Soviet bloc was an example of another integration space
that had determined crucially different (pro-Soviet, not German-oriented) foreign policy
conceptualisations of the Polish state. Then, the Polish People’s Republic acted as the Soviet Union’s
ally and relied on Soviet security guarantees vis-à-vis the potential West German threat. These
observations strengthen the supposition that without the common European integration, Poland may
have been less interested in strategically cooperating with Germany.
Second, it is interesting that after 2004, Polish EU-friendly and EU-sceptical approaches determined
the country’s cooperative and critical approaches, respectively, towards Germany itself. First, the Civic
Platform governments (2007–2015) presented a reconciliatory style oriented towards supporting EU
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integration and building understanding with other EU actors (Świeboda, 2007; Cianciara, 2008, p.10;
Kaminska, 2014, p.175; Tusk in Bankier.pl, 2016). For example, Foreign Minister Sikorski declared
Polish support for Germany’s leadership regarding actions aimed at strengthening the EU (Sikorski,
2011; Cichocki, 2013, p.92). Sikorski thus expected a strong Polish presence in EU decision-making
(Bingen, 2016, p.8) as Germany’s strategic ally on EU issues and thus as the EU’s co-leader (Wiśniewski,
interview 6). To give another example, a joint Polish-German statement from 2011 defined Germany
as Poland’s crucial partner on EU issues (German Government, 2011). Again, Poland expected close
cooperation between the two countries to fundamentally strengthen its own position within the EU
(Bingen, 2016, pp.7-9). Second, the Law and Justice government (2005-2007) adopted a
confrontational approach towards the EU (Smolar, 2006, p.57; Buras, 2007, p.5; Kaczyński, 2008,
pp.12-13) and blamed the CFSP for the loss of national sovereignty (Kaminska, 2014, p.139). It saw EU
integration as simultaneously supporting German hegemony in Europe and threatening Polish
interests (Smolar, 2006, pp.59-60; Cianciara, 2008, p.8; Kaminska, 2014, pp.165-166, 173; Buras, 2007,
pp.40-41). That government therefore disregarded Germany as a reliable EU partner (Cianciara, 2008,
p.8) and departed from the strategic partnership (Buras, 2007, p.5). The above shows that internal
(Polish) factors can also determine Polish-German cooperation within the EU. In this respect, the
following empirical chapters (Chapters 4-6) will study in more detail whether the Polish EU-oriented
and EU-sceptical approaches determined cooperation, and particularly influences or concessions, in
terms of Polish and German Eastern policies. In addition, Chapter 6 considers the potential impact of
the post-2015 Polish EU-scepticism on the development of cooperation with Germany in the context
of the recent UkraineRussia crisis.

In summary, the Polish pro-European foreign policy thinking created the perception of Germany as a
strategic foreign policy partner. Namely, Poland was interested in reconciling and closely cooperating
with Germany not only because the Polish intellectuals (in exile) desired integration with Western
Europe, but also because Poland needed support on its EC/EU path after 1989 and sought to
strengthen its foreign policy position within the EU after 2004. This approach crucially differed from
the pre-1989 Polish state, which defined the Soviet Union as its strategic ally within the Soviet
integration space. However, the present perception of Germany is also determined by the internal
Polish factor, meaning Polish foreign policy criticisms of Germany may result from an EU-sceptical
strategy.
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3.3.2. German foreign policy approaches to Poland
The German pro-European foreign policy strategy has also implied particular assumptions regarding
cooperative relations with Poland, both conceptually and politically. First, Germany developed the
concept of a ‘central power’ in Europe (Zentralmacht Europas) (Schwarz, 1994; Hellmann, 2002) or
‘leading from the centre’ (Malinowski, 2015, p.76). Accordingly, Germany was strategically interested
in also extending European integration across its Eastern borders. It hoped that doing so would
guarantee its cooperative relations not only with the West but also with Central-Eastern Europe.
Germany thus supported Polish EU accession with the aim of avoiding its ‘individual action’ and its
domination over Central-Eastern Europe; moreover, Polish EU accession supported Germany’s own
security interest of stabilising its direct Eastern neighbourhood (Lämmer, 2002, pp.49-50; Koszel, 2008,
pp.10-11; Malinowski, 2015, p.45, 76). Interestingly, Germany’s re-orientation from individual action
towards promoting multilateral connections within the EU has mitigated its traditional foreign policy
strength in relation to Poland (Malinowski, 2015, p.76), which this thesis also examines with reference
to their potential bilateral concessions between their single Eastern policies.

Second, regarding political developments, the Soviet Union’s collapse offered Germany an opportunity
to extend its pro-European foreign policy interests towards the East (Schmalz, 2004, p.33; Malinowski
2015, p.45). From the 1990s, the German ideas of resigning from individual policy-making and
extending Western European structures to the East strongly underpinned German relations with
Poland (Zaborowski, 1999, p.9). Hence, Germany not only backed Poland’s pro-Western aspirations
but also acted as an engine (Lang, 2016) or a driving force encouraging EU Eastern enlargement
(Kempe, 2006, p.6). In the Treaty on Good Neighbourly Relations and Friendly Cooperation of 1991,
Germany had already obliged itself to support Polish European aspirations both technically and
politically (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, p.27). Later, leading German politicians, for example,
Chancellor Gerhard Schröder and Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer, gave the country the role of
Poland’s advocate during EU accession negotiations (Lämmer, 2002, pp.50-51). Germany thus became
the only strong EU member state to consistently stress the primacy of Polish EU membership; it
differed from the UK, which only generally proposed EU Eastern enlargement, or from France, which
was a major sceptic on this issue (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.27-31, 36). Germany finally had
a decisive impact on, for example, the Copenhagen European Council in 1993, which decided to offer
the associated CEECs the prospect of EU membership (Kempe, 2006, p.6). This German support also
strengthened the pro-German orientation of Polish foreign policy: from the early 1990s, Germany was
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singled out as a ‘special friend’ (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, p.31). In this respect, whether and
under which conditions Germany continued to treat Poland as its strategic ally within the EU are of
interest.

Finally, from the 1990s, the unprecedented Polish-German strategic cooperation has been clearly
motivated by the countries’ (expected) integration within common European structures. Overall, for
most of the modern age, both nations believed their national interests were mutually exclusive, and
they thus competed with each other in asserting their geopolitical positions. As early as the second
half of the 20th century, however, Poland and Germany agreed that their security could be better
achieved if they both belonged to the same political structures (Zaborowski, 1999, p.4, 7). As
mentioned, (West) German-Polish relations improved already from 1970. As part of their bilateral
normalisation, West Germany temporarily recognised the East German-Polish border on the Oder and
Neisse rivers. Thanks to their closer cooperation, both countries’ elites gradually realised that their
interests were in agreement with regard to decreasing their dependence on their respective patrons
and strengthening peace and stabilisation in Central Europe (Zaborowski, 1999, pp.78). In the 1990s,
their bilateral relations were almost completely focused on their common strategic objective of EU
and NATO enlargement as a way to complete the process of unifying Europe, and they generally
managed to reconcile their strategic differences (Zaborowski, 1999, pp.34, 9-22). For example, already
in 1989, West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl signed a declaration with the first Polish noncommunist government, which paved the way for extensive cooperation modelled on the post-war
Franco-German rapprochement (Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, p.24). Bonn, Berlin and Warsaw also
quickly overcame a border dispute in the context of Germany’s reunification (the 1970 border treaty
would not be binding for unified Germany). Interestingly, almost immediately after the declaration of
both German parliaments to confirm the Oder-Neisse border, Poland officially declared its intention
to dissolve the Warsaw Pact. Meanwhile, after confirming the Treaty on Good Neighbourly Relations
and Friendly Cooperation, Poland commenced negotiations on the withdrawal of Soviet troops
(Longhurst and Zaborowski, 2007, pp.25-27). These developments even show that after 1989, Poland
faced its historical security dilemma through engaging with strategic cooperation with Germany rather
than with (or maybe against) Russia. Again, this is of particular importance considering that after 2004,
Poland wanted to ‘use’ EU Eastern policies in its strategic interest to deter Russian influences in the
Eastern neighbourhood. However, this situation did not serve the strategic interest of Poland’s
(presumably crucial) EU Eastern policy ally, Germany.
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In sum, Section 3.3.2 has illustrated that Germany’s foreign policy strategy towards European
integration has strongly informed the country’s bilateral approach towards Poland. In particular, a link
between the above-mentioned concept of ‘gaining power through giving up power’ (within the EU)
and that of ‘leading from the centre’ (with Poland within the EU) suggests that Germany ceased
individual action or domination attempts and strongly supported Polish EU accession to efficiently
pursue its foreign policy interests vis-à-vis Poland through their common multilateral structures.
Moreover, as we know from Section 3.2.1, (West) Germany tactically showed its readiness for
concessions in the context of its integration with the West, due to which it is interesting whether after
2004, Berlin made concessions to the Eastern policy interests of its weaker EU partner in the East,
Poland. These observations provoke questions regarding their strategic cooperation on EU policies
themselves, particularly with regard to their discrepant Eastern policy interests within the EU.

3.4. Summary
Chapter 3 has explained that the Polish and German perspectives on European integration had an
impact on their cooperative foreign policy approaches towards each other regarding both their foreign
policy concepts and their strategies. On the one hand, the two countries’ approaches to European
integration reflect their different historical experiences. Poland sought to solve its geopolitical security
dilemma due to both German and Russian threats. In turn, (West) Germany decided to pursue its
power politics, not through (hegemonic) individual action, but through support for multilateral
connections. On the other hand, these conceptualisations have led both countries to define each other
as partners. Poland saw German reunification and integration with the West as a necessary step
towards its own ‘return to Europe’; Poland specifically saw political integration with Germany as a way
to neutralise German threats. At the same time, Germany acting as a civilian power promoted
European integration across its Eastern borders. As a result, both countries developed their
cooperative foreign policy strategies in relation to each other. Based on their new ‘community of
interests’, Germany strongly supported Polish EU accession, while Poland consented to Germany’s
reunification and even defined its neighbour as its crucial EU ally.
However, compared with their overall cooperative foreign policy strategies, Poland and Germany did
not develop strategies specifically concerning their relations on their Eastern policies (within the EU).
On the contrary, while their different historical experiences have underpinned their similar foreign
policy approaches towards the EU, these experiences have simultaneously informed their divergent
strategic interests towards Eastern Europe. Poland’s security dilemma led to support for the
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emancipation of Eastern European nations to mitigate Russian influences. Poland consequently
expressed its interest in developing an EU Eastern policy mainly reliant on promoting cooperation with
its new Eastern neighbours, rather than with Russia. In turn, Germany, as both a civilian power and a
strong export economy, conceptualised cooperation mainly with Russia as a way towards stabilising
the region and securing trade. Germany also expressed its interest in strengthening EU-Russian
cooperation, while its cooperative interests regarding the Eastern neighbours did not take priority.
Finally, Chapter 3 has identified the importance of analysing the Europeanisation of Polish-German
Eastern policy relations. Since the two countries developed their bilateral cooperative foreign policy
strategies in the EU context, whether they also managed to reconcile their divergent interests in their
Eastern policies in this context is of interest. Their tactical coalition-building on this issue seems likely,
considering that the existing literature on Polish and German Eastern policies (reviewed in Chapter 1)
presents the countries’ complementary engagement in and influence on EU Eastern policies, and thus
suggests that they may have recognised each other as allies within these policies, rather than as
historical competitors over their discrepant security interests regarding Eastern Europe. Hence, the
method of process tracing (presented in Chapter 2) is used in the following empirical chapters
(Chapters 4-6) to analyse the process of policy-making and change in Polish-German Eastern policy
relations. Process tracing allows us to examine whether the discrepant Polish and German Eastern
policy interests within the EU (the independent variable), once pursued through the adoption of
cooperative EU-level foreign policy-making specifically into their bilateral Eastern policy relations (the
causal mechanisms), led to mutual concessions regarding or influences on their national Eastern
policies (the dependent variable).
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CHAPTER 4:
THE EUROPEANISATION OF POLISH-GERMAN RELATIONS ON RUSSIA
(UNTIL 2014)

Chapter 4 studies Polish-German relations with regard to policies towards Russia. It covers the time
period from the EU enlargement in 2004 until approximately 2013/2014, before the outbreak of the
recent crisis between Ukraine and Russia. This chapter identifies processes of Europeanisation behind
these Polish-German relations and discusses whether these processes allow us to confirm their
bilateral influences or concessions (crossloading), or their lack, on specific policy issues. Here, Section
4.1 analyses deep discrepancies between the Polish and German Russia policies during the first years
of their common integration within the EU. These concern Germany’s first, unsuccessful initiatives for
EU-Russia relations as well as the Polish veto over the re-negotiations of the EU’s new Partnership and
Cooperation Agreement with Russia. Section 4.2 studies German influences behind Poland’s friendlier
Russia policies from 2008. These include the lifting of the veto over the PCA, Poland’s bilateral
approach to Russia, as well as its cooperation with Germany and Russia within the co-called Kaliningrad
Triangle. Finally, Section 4.3 discusses the potential Polish role in the German criticism of Russia that
appeared already before 2014.

4.1. Limited cooperation in the early post-enlargement period
Section 4.1 discusses why Polish-German cooperation on Russia was limited in the early postenlargement period (shortly after 2004). It explains this limitation with weak Europeanisation
processes behind the countries’ Russia policies, also at the bilateral level. In particular, Section 4.1.1
explains that first German initiatives to reinforce EU-Russian cooperation were unsuccessful because
Berlin insufficiently recognised the new Russo-sceptical interests of the enlarged Union. Section 4.1.2
focuses on a Polish EU-sceptical foreign policy from 2005 through 2007, which escalated to the veto
on negotiations over the new Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with Russia. Both situations
explain the constrained potential of Poland and Germany to engage with bilateral policy
transfers/crossloading between their Russia policies.
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4.1.1. German initiatives for EU-Russia relations
Existing literature conceptualises first German initiatives for closer cooperation between the enlarged
EU and Russia mainly as Europeanisation of Germany’s individual Russia policy, in terms of the
country’s unsuccessful uploading attempts. However, weak Europeanisation of the then GermanPolish relations on Russia allows us to better understand why the German uploading attempts failed,
and particularly why Poland did not accept these initiatives. This section argues that although Germany
had been strategically interested in the EU Eastern enlargement in 2004 (as shown in Chapter 3), it
appeared weakly oriented on seeking consensus to these initiatives within the enlarged Union,
including the traditional Polish Russo-scepticism.

Soon after the EU Eastern enlargement, the German Foreign Office presented a set of initiatives to
reform broad EU Eastern policy. It proposed the so-called ‘New Eastern Policy’ (Neue Ostpolitik) in
three areas: a strategic partnership with Russia, the ENP Plus initiative for the Eastern neighbourhood
(this is studied Chapter 5), and a strategy for Central Asia (for more details see Gutschker, 2006, pp.911; Kempe, 2007, pp.2-3; Lang, 2008, pp.132-133; Böttger, 2010, p.106 and 2016, p.411; Ochmann,
2012). In August 2006, Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier announced that during the upcoming
Germany EU Presidency (in the first half of 2007), he would be involved with the development of the
‘New Eastern Policy’ at EU level. One month later, he presented a strategy paper on this issue to the
Foreign Affairs Council in Lappeenranta (Gutschker, 2006, pp.9-11). Interestingly, the ‘New Eastern
Policy’ paid more attention to EU relations with Russia than other Eastern European states (Ochmann,
2007, p.4; Gutschker, 2006, pp.9-11). Germany also proposed other initiatives designed specifically to
strengthen EU-Russia relations, such as the Meseberg initiative (Merkel’s and Medvedev’s ideas from
2010 concerning Russia’s closer integration into European structures; Forsberg, 2016, p.25) and the
Partnership for Modernisation (this was launched in 2010 and included commercial, educational, legal
and civil society cooperation; Forsberg, 2016, p.22, 25; Buras, 2013, p.31); the other initiative was the
Black Sea Synergy (Schäffer and Tolksdorf, 2009, pp.1-3; Emerson, 2008, pp.4-9).
With these initiatives, Germany intended to make a strategic use of the EU. They can be namely
understood as in line with Germany’s traditional interest at the cooperative, Russian-oriented
Ostpolitik (Chapter 3). Minister Steinmeier referred even directly to Chancellor Willy Brandt’s Ostpolitik
(German Foreign Office, 2008). He proposed transforming Brandt’s ‘change through rapprochement’
(Wandel durch Annäherung) into the modern formula of ‘rapprochement through interlinkage’
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(Annäherung durch Verflechtung) (Ochmann, 2010a, p.5; Forsberg, 2016, pp.21-22).9 He was also
supported by Egon Bahr, an architect of the original Ostpolitik (German Foreign Office, 2008; Ochmann,
2010a, p.4 and 2012). In particular, Germany sought here Russia’s involvement with European
structures, thus expecting better cooperation with a transformed Russia (Böttger, 2016, p.407) and, as
a result, a more stable Eastern Europe (Kirch and Schwarzer, 2015). Here, Steinmeier himself expressed
his expectations of the Russian modernisation and its renewed partnership with the West (German
Foreign Office, 2008). German elites broadly expected President Putin’s (Steinmeier, 2007, p.8;
Ochmann, 2012) and, from 2008, President Medvedev’s closer integration with Europe (Ochmann,
2012; Meister, 2012, pp.3-4). Steinmeier argued in favour of shared economic, political, energy and
security interests between the EU and Russia, which bore the strategic cooperation potential (German
Foreign Office, 2008; Steinmeier, 2005, p.11). Interestingly, Steinmeier’s initiatives even openly deemphasised the significance of normative elements, meaning Germany expected the cooperation
potential with Russia in spite of Russian democracy deficits (German Foreign Office, 2008).
The German uploading ambitions were largely unsuccessful because the country appeared weakly
socialised with the cooperative uploading strategies within the (recently enlarged) EU. This means that
Germany was insufficiently engaged with building consensus on its ‘New Eastern Policy’ with the new,
Central-Eastern European member states that represented discrepant interests towards Russia.
Germany thus did not pursue the politics of scale in its ‘New Eastern Policy’, meaning it was
insufficiently interested in combining the pro-Russian and the new Russo-sceptical interests at the
CFSP level. Namely, in 2004, the new CEE member states brought to the EU their perceptions of the
Russian threat and thus made EU-Russia relations more difficult and tenser (Kaminska, 2014, p.106),
also complicated German-Russian relations themselves (Kempe, 2006, pp.12-13). These states used to
criticise Western European countries for not understanding Russia’s imperial motivations, their
passivity towards Russia’s assertiveness and their orientation on Russia in their policies towards the
Eastern neighbours (Kaminska, 2014, p.109).10
Apparently, the office was not oriented on bilateral consensus with (Russo-sceptical) Poland on a new
EU Russia policy (we cannot confirm bilateral learning). Previous studies note that Germany did not
closely consult on these initiatives with other EU partners (Meister, 2012, p.7). Here, it did not consider
the Polish Eastern policy interests (Ochmann, 2007, p.4), and it neglected the challenges and risks of
violating these Polish interests in terms of building common EU Eastern policies (Kempe, 2006, p.13).
9

This policy is also called as ‘change through trade’ (Forsberg, 2006, p.25), as ‘change by linkage building’
(Münchau in Kempe, 2007, p.3), or as ‘rapprochement through interweavement’ with Russia (Meister, 2012, p.4).
10
Before 2004, warnings came also from Moscow, according to which Poland would export bilateral problems
with Russia, thus weakening EU-Russian cooperation (Lang, 2008, p.135).
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German MFA officials (interviews 14 and 15) admit that the Foreign Office expected its initiatives to
strongly correspond with the expectation of other EU states towards regulating relations of the
enlarged EU with Russia; the office thus expected much broader support at the CFSP level. This
suggests the Foreign Office believed that the dominant pro-Russian interests at the CFSP level (which
appeared less dominant after 2004) would easily allow the uploading of Berlin’s cooperative strategies
towards Russia.
The strong German focus on Russia provoked reluctant reaction from Poland. As said in Chapter 3,
Poland was not traditionally interested in ‘strategically using’ the EU to intensify relations with Russia.
While the German ideas of ‘rapprochement through interlinkage’ assumed support for a weak Russia,
Poland perceived Russia as a rising power and a threat (Buras, 2013, pp.24-25). In particular, Germany’s
un-consensual behaviour was perceived by Poland as a way to undermine its own Eastern policy
interests within the EU. For example, Steinmeier’s strategy paper presented to the Lappeenranta FAC
(above), although not openly objected to by other EU diplomacies, annoyed Polish diplomats. They
were concerned that as an EU policy, this strategy would not leave space for reservations from the
East European countries other than Russia (Gutschker, 2006, p.11). According to Polish diplomats and
MFA officials (interviews 3, 9 and 10), the Foreign Ministry was afraid that the strong and unhesitating
German support for EU-Russian cooperation could distract EU attention from the parallel Polish
interests. Here, the German initiatives for Russia, once implemented as an EU policy, could be
politically and financially competitive to the disadvantage of the EU Eastern neighbourhood policy.
Clearly, due to Germany’s un-consensual approach to Poland, it could not convince its neighbour to its
own ideas for Russia (there was no potential for policy transfers).

In summary, the German ‘New Eastern Policy’ sought strategic usage of the EU by uploading its
(updated) cooperative and Russian-oriented Ostpolitik. The Foreign Office was here largely
unsuccessful because it was weakly socialised with the cooperative CFSP uploading strategies and thus
failed to achieve the politics of scale effect (win broader support) within the recently enlarged EU. The
office responded here to the expectations of the other (older) Western European member states to
strengthen EU-Russian cooperation. However, it did not yet learn a more consensual approach to
Poland, the representative of the new Russo-sceptical member states. As a response, the Polish
Foreign Ministry was afraid that the German initiatives were too strongly Russian-oriented and
neglected its own interests towards the Eastern neighbours (which means that there was no policy
transfer from Germany to Poland on this issue). To complement this discussion, Section 4.1.2 below
focuses on weak Europeanisation processes behind the then Polish relations with Germany on Russia;
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these processes show us that not only Germany was responsible for their limited crossloading
potential.

4.1.2. Polish veto on the PCA-2
Section 4.1.2 discusses the Polish veto over the negotiation mandate of the Partnership and
Cooperation Agreement between the EU and Russia. Again, existing studies explain this veto with
limited Europeanisation of the Polish Eastern policy, mainly in terms of the weak socialisation of the
then Polish EU-sceptical government. However, this veto can be also explained by weak
Europeanisation processes behind Polish relations with Germany on this issue.

Overall, the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement provides the legal basis for EU relations with
Russia. This agreement came into force in 1997 for an initial duration of 10 years and has been renewed
annually since 2007 (Delegation of the European Union to Russia, 2016). Poland imposed a veto on
negotiations over the new PCA in October 2006, in response to Russia’s embargo on importing Polish
meat products adopted in October 2005 (Kaminska, 2014, p.114). More broadly, the veto symbolised
a state of crisis in Polish-Russian relations (Cichocki, 2013, p.88), as well as Poland’s growing
assertiveness towards Russia within the CFSP (Kaminska, 2014, pp.138-139). It highlighted Polish
intentions to strategically use the EU-Russia PCA negotiations through uploading there its own security
concerns regarding economic and energy cooperation with Russia. Polish government postulated (in
COREPER) a PCA’s antidiscrimination mechanism protecting against meat embargo, as well as covering
energy issues. It mainly wanted other EU states to realise that the Russian meat embargo was a
political, rather than an economic, decision (Gazeta Wyborcza, 2006). It also expected such mechanism
to allow Poland avoid economic losses or energy problems with Russia in situations where the stronger
EU states could try realise its own interests in these issues at the cost of Poland (Polish MFA official,
interview 9). Poland thus aimed to strengthen its position vis-à-vis Russia and to limit Russia’s ability
to put political pressure on Poland via economic instruments (Kaminska, 2014, pp.116-117); it also
wanted to be treated as an equal EU member state, both within the EU (Copsey and Pomorska, 2010,
p.313) as well as by third countries (Prime Minister Jarosław Kaczyński in Rzeczpospolita, 2006).
However, with this veto, Poland acted as a foot-dragger which undermined the PCA. This foot-dragging
was successful in the sense that the EU-Russia negotiations were dominated by mediation between
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the EU and Poland, including the arbitrary efforts undertaken by the Finnish Presidency and the
European Commission’s President (Kaminska, 2014, p.121). Hence, the veto was ‘probably the most
visible aspect of Polish influence on the EU’s policy towards Russia’ (Pomorska, 2011, p.180).
Nevertheless, Polish (constructive) uploading capabilities remained weak. The government refused
two proposals of the Finnish Presidency presented in the COREPER in November 2006, arguing that
they would not guarantee protection of Poland against Russian discriminatory behaviour (Gazeta
Wyborcza, 2006). Meanwhile, the Polish proposals addressing economic and energy concerns towards
Russia were rejected at the EU level (Rettman, 2006).
This veto was a sign of the government’s weak socialisation within the CFSP. Overall, the frequent use
of veto in Council negotiations is thought to originate from little national compliance with the CFSP
consensus-building practices (Juncos and Pomorska, 2006, p.8; Kaminska, 2014, p.110). The Polish
government did not apply to informal EU mechanisms, meaning it only negotiated at the higher
political level, the GAERC, excluding the working level diplomatic services. Moreover, it did not preconsult on the veto with EU institutions, other EU diplomacies, or even with Polish permanent
representatives to the EU (Kaminska, 2014, pp.116-118, 171-172; Copsey and Pomorska, 2010, pp.317318). In particular, this veto can be explained with the government’s EU-sceptical approach. Overall,
the Law and Justice government pursued a strategy of vetoing rather than compromising, avoided
active participating in EU-level consultations, and used to question decisions that had been already
agreed on at the EU level (Kaminska, 2014, p. 172). It also assigned a central role to bilateral relations
and ad-hoc, task-oriented coalitions rather than to EU-level processes (Kaczyński, 2008, pp.35-37).
Therefore, Poland was unable to upload its interests because it gained a negative reputation among
other EU actors as an isolated country unaware of the EU decision-making process and unable to
compromise (Kaminska, 2014, pp.116-118, 127-128, 171-172; Cianciara, 2008, p.8). Due to its EU- and
Russo-sceptical rhetoric, Poland was seen as unready also to construct EU-Russia relations, while its
own Eastern policy actions were criticised as anti-Russian (Kaminska, 2018, pp.119-120). Hence, the
government’s weak socialisation within the CFSP limited Polish uploading capabilities.
Moreover, due to its weak socialisation, the Polish government did not recognise a broader CFSP-level
configuration of interests (this had an impact on its relations with Germany; see below). Namely, the
Polish veto received official support only from Lithuania, and enjoyed some understanding only among
those countries that also had bilateral disputes with Russia at the time, such as the other Baltic States,
Czechia and Slovakia, later also the UK (Kaminska, 2014, p.113, 126-131). Meanwhile, this veto
garnered strong criticism from most West European member states including the strongest EU states,
such as Germany, France, Italy and Spain (EU diplomats, interviews 34 and 36). In this context, rather
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than seeking compromise-building on Russia with the dominant EU interests towards Russia, the Polish
government criticised them for threatening the Polish Eastern policy interests. It specifically regarded
EU-Russia relations as a ‘German-French European project’ constraining Polish Eastern policy (Cichocki,
2013, p.88; Polish MFA officials, interviews 9 and 10). This means the government did not recognise
Germany as its coalition partner in the broader CFSP context (it did not pursue the politics of scale).
As a result, not only the German Foreign Office had an un-consensual approach to Poland on its
initiatives for Russia (see the previous section). Also, the Polish Foreign Ministry adopted an unconsensual approach to Germany on the PCA. Overall, the literature discusses a reduced space for
common Polish-German interests within the EU at that time (Buras, 2007, p.41), including their
bilateral distrust and limited bilateral cooperation (Lang, 2008, p.132). More specifically, both Polish
and German MFA officials (interviews 9, 18 and 19) admit their ministries did consult on the initiatives
for Russia and on the PCA, however, without overcoming their crucial discrepancies regarding Russia.
German representatives (Erler in Deutsche Welle, 2006; interviews 18 and 19) criticised Poland for not
understanding the EU’s orientation on consensus building and thus isolating itself within the EU.
Meanwhile, their Polish counterparts (interview 9) criticised Germany for its reluctance to recognise
Polish concerns about Russia. Clearly, their weak organisational learning limited the space for bilateral
policy transfers.

In summary, the Polish veto proved the weak Europeanisation behind the then Polish Russia policy,
which limited the potential for crossloading with Germany. Poland acted as the foot-dragger, meaning
it injected its bilateral economic and energy concerns with Russia into the EU-Russia PCA negotiations,
and consequently vetoed them. Here, the Polish EU-sceptical government had limited uploading
capabilities (to act as a pace-setter) due to its weak socialisation within the cooperative CFSP. This had
the consequence for the government’s weak interest in building consensus with the dominant CFSPlevel interests towards the PCA. Quite the contrary, it saw them a threat for its own interests, and it
therefore did not engage with tactical coalition-building with Germany. Hence, even in spite of their
information exchange regarding the EU-Russia relations, the Polish and German MFA officials accused
each other of non-recognising their discrepant interests in these issues (so that their bilateral learning,
not to mention their policy transfers, cannot be confirmed).
More broadly, Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 explained that shortly after 2004, Germany and Poland had
limited potential to cross-load on Russia. They namely presented discrepant uploading interests on
Russia (Germany was the pace-setter while Poland acted as the foot-dragger). Their governments were
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also un-socialised with the cooperative CFSP policy-making, consequently failing to recognise each
other’s Eastern policy interests within the recently enlarged EU. Therefore, they failed to reach
bilateral compromises and thus to engage with any concessions. On the contrary, Section 4.2 (below)
will argue that such Europeanisation processes, once stronger, led Poland and Germany to cross-load
on their Russia policies, even despite their divergent strategic interests in Russia.

4.2. Liberalisation of Poland’s Russia policy
Section 4.2 studies whether Germany played a role in the liberalisation of Polish Russia policy (from
2008). It analyses this liberalisation with regard to three examples. Accordingly, Section 4.2.1 studies
the Polish decision to unblock the PCA negotiations. Section 4.2.2 explains Poland’s conciliatory
bilateral approach towards Moscow. Section 4.2.3 discusses the German-Polish-Russian cooperation
within the Kaliningrad Triangle. Overall, Section 4.2 identifies Polish-German Europeanisation
processes behind these Polish decisions and actions. It thus argues that since the two countries
became interested in cooperating on EU Russia policies, they engaged with bilateral compromisebuilding, and even made mutual concessions regarding single policy issues.

4.2.1. Polish support for the PCA-2: towards the lifting of the veto
Existing literature focuses on an explanation that Poland lifted the veto because its new, EU-oriented
government was better socialised within the CFSP. However, this section explains that already the
previous EU-sceptical government (which had imposed the veto) initialised a more conciliatory
approach towards the PCA, specifically after it had received support on this issue from Germany.
Therefore, this section argues in favour of Europeanisation of German relations with Poland on the
PCA. It then discusses whether Europeanisation processes of Polish relations with Germany on this
issue confirm that Poland made here a concession to Germany.

First, compared to the German Foreign Office’s unsuccessful initiatives for Russia, the federal
government, and particularly Chancellor Merkel, showed its stronger interest in facilitating the PCA
negotiations through cooperating closely with other member states. This means, the government
became strategically socialised in relation to its cooperative uploading practices. Germany namely
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realised that if it wanted to create a common EU Russia policy, it had to find a balance between its
good bilateral relations with Russia and its serious consideration of the Russo-sceptical interests of
Central-Eastern European states (Kempe, 2006, pp.13-15; Gutschker, 2006, p.12). German
representatives (interviews 18, 19 and 20) confirm that due to their interest in engaging the whole EU
in Russian issues, the Chancellor’s Office and then the Foreign Office decided to seek compromise with
the critical approaches towards Russia that were presented by Poland and its allies in Central-Eastern
Europe (see also the Kaliningrad Triangle below).
In line with the politics of scale concept, Germany specifically recognised that cooperation with Poland
should allow a broader EU compromise on Russia, because Poland appeared to be the strongest
opponent to (so it was strongly engaged in) EU-Russian cooperation. The literature generally argues
that Germany respected the Polish relatively strong position within the CFSP (Meister, 2011), and that
Poland was (later) able to persuade Lithuania to give up its veto over the PCA (Ochmann, 2010a, p.3).
German representatives (Schweppe, interview 13; Schwan, interview 17; interviews 19 and 20) confirm
that the government realised that Poland was the strongest Russo-sceptical member state and that it
was mostly engaged in EU-Russia relations; therefore, common EU Russia policies could not be
implemented without Polish support, neither without considering Polish-Russian relations. Germany
particularly recognised the Polish critique that the EU-Russian cooperation would serve mainly the
German interest. Namely, Berlin sought to refute Polish charges of the predominance of GermanRussian relations (Ochmann, 2012). Similarly, German representatives (Schweppe, interview 13; Erler,
interview 16; Schwan, interview 17; interviews 19 and 20) confirm that Merkel’s government wanted
to avoid Polish accusations according to which the German Eastern policy was excessively pro-Russian
and threatened Polish interests in the Eastern neighbours. Finally, Poland’s veto over the PCA
demonstrated a relevant input into the EU-Russian cooperation in the sense that it helped Germany
realise that Warsaw may block Berlin’s interests in this cooperation.11
Further, to avoid the Polish accusations of the predominance of German-Russian relations, Germany
presented a stronger consensual approach to the PCA, specifically in its bilateral relations with Poland.
The literature says that Chancellor Merkel prioritised the integration of Polish foreign policy (Böttger,
2016, p.409), including the incorporation of the Polish Russia policy into the CFSP (Ochmann, 2012).
Merkel even declared she would stop in Warsaw on her way to Moscow, which can be seen as a gesture

11

However, this veto policy could probably not work in the long term because Germany (and the European
Commission) recognised the Polish position during the EU-Russia summit in Samara, thus expecting Poland to
abandon its veto. We can thus suspect that the potential repeated usage of vetoes by Poland could be easily
dismissed by the other EU actors as the way of exerting pressure on other EU countries (blackmail) instead of
pursuing (broadly expected within the CFSP) consensus-oriented policy-making.

103

to upgrade the Polish role in the German Eastern policy (Ochmann, 2012). In particular, she presented
a consensual approach to Poland in the context of the Polish veto over the PCA, during the EU-Russia
Summit in Samara on 17 and 18 May 2007. Then, Chancellor Merkel (as well as European Commission
president José Manuel Barroso) expressed solidarity with Poland over the Russian ban on Polish meat
import (which, as said, was seen as a direct reason of the Polish veto) (Barysch, 2007; Rettman, 2007a
and 2007b). German representatives (Schweppe, interview 13; interviews 19 and 20) confirm Merkel’s
declaration of solidarity was designed to prove to Poland that the EU-Russian cooperation would not
be dominated by a Berlin-Moscow axis, but would also include Polish concerns; Merkel thus aimed at
convincing Poland to unblock the PCA negotiations. These observations confirm that the desire to
achieve the politics of scale drove German experiential learning. (Particularly) Chancellor Merkel
demonstrated her consensual approach to Poland because she learned that the Polish feeling of
exclusion from EU-Russian relations may hamper Germany’s own cooperative interests in these issues.
Finally, Germany made concessions to Poland in the PCA context. The first signs of such concessions
can be observed during Prime Minister Kaczyński’s first visit to Berlin on 30 October 2006. Chancellor
Merkel then ‘noted’ Polish concerns about the energy policy towards Russia, and promised support for
Polish access to the European energy market to strengthen the country’s independence from Russian
energy blackmail (Gutschker, 2006, pp.11-12). In particular, Merkel’s declaration of solidarity with
Poland in Samara (above) can be analysed in terms of a policy transfer from Poland, meaning the
Chancellor clearly represented the Polish position vis-à-vis Russia. Interestingly, many German voices
criticised not only the Polish veto but also the Chancellor’s behaviour in Samara (Kaminska, 2014,
p.122). German MFA officials (interviews 19 and 20) confirm that Merkel was then accused, even
within her government, of not representing German interests in Moscow and for legitimising the Polish
veto. Polish representatives (interviews 3 and 9) also admit that, surprisingly, Merkel spoke out in
defence of the Polish, rather than German, traditional interests towards Russia. Finally, Germany
helped upload the Polish claims into the PCA. Chancellor Merkel, who held then EU Presidency,
declared in Samara the EU (not only the German) solidarity with Poland (Kaminska, 2014, p.128;
Rettman, 2007a). She proposed to include the Polish requests (regarding energy cooperation with
Russia) into the PCA (Lang, 2012). Consequently, the EU announced, although in a non-binding way,
that these requests will be included not into a separate Energy Charter but into the final PCA
agreement (Kaminska, 2014, p.131-132). However, this policy transfer did not mean that Germany
adopted the Polish concerns about the PCA into its own Russia policy. Merkel only ‘tactically’ agreed
to accept some of the Polish postulates within the PCA, so only at the EU level, thus expecting Poland,
in the German self-interest, to unblock the PCA negotiations.
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Second, whether Poland liberalised its approach to the PCA in response to the German support in
Samara (and whether a stronger policy transfer thus occurred from Germany to Poland) is of interest.
This liberalisation was gradual and occurred in two main steps. Already during the last months of the
EU-sceptical Law and Justice rule (in 2007), Poland slightly changed its rhetoric towards the PCA.
Subsequently, the EU-oriented Civic Platform government declared to lift the veto in January 2008
(Cianciara, 2008, p.11; Kaminska, 2014, p.123, 129), whereby the PCA negotiation mandate was
adopted by the Council of Ministers on 26 May 2008 (Council of the European Union, 2008a), and the
negotiations started at the EU-Russia Summit in Khanty Mansiysk on 26 June 2008 (European
Parliament, 2008; Kaminska, 2014, p.129).
The PiS government arguably liberalised its approach towards the PCA in reaction to the German
support for Poland. It is rather difficult to confirm that Poland alone managed to upload its concerns
into the PCA negotiations (which may have potentially encouraged the government to liberalise its
approach without the German support). As explained above, the Law and Justice’s uploading
capabilities were constrained at that time; meanwhile, Chancellor Merkel successfully supported the
Polish claims for the PCA. Moreover, the literature notes that the Polish claims were uploaded to the
PCA agreement not due to Polish lobbying but as a result of the EU’s own willingness to compromise
with Poland (Kaminska, 2014, p.123). Hence, Germany must have had a stronger impact on this
uploading than Poland.
Notably, the PiS government underwent stronger socialisation within the CFSP after it had received
the German support in Samara, in the last months of its tenure. The government then ‘tactically’
intensified consultations with EU partners, showed stronger flexibility and adherence to the
Commission, and adopted a more conciliatory rhetoric towards the PCA itself, because it noticed
stronger compliance with the EU (which was possible thanks to the German support) meant it could
better contribute to the CFSP (Kaminska, 2014, pp.132-139). The literature even notes that the Polish
more conciliatory rhetoric was in response to the above EU solidarity with Poland, whereby Polish
leaders (for example, Fotyga, Kowal and Kuchciński) mainly assessed Merkel’s support for Poland as a
great Polish success (Kaminska, 2014, p.117, 123). Hence, the PiS government must have recognised
that the German influence within the CFSP did not necessarily threaten the Polish interests but might
help Poland raise its own concerns about the EU-Russian cooperation.
This in turn suggests that even this Polish EU-sceptical government might have engaged with closer
cooperation with Germany and made reciprocal concessions to Germany’s cooperative Russia policy.
However, the government did not lift the veto over the PCA, even in return for the German support
for Poland in the PCA context. Quite to the contrary, according to Polish MFA officials (interviews 9
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and 10), the Chancellery of the Prime Minister had consequently little interest in winning Berlin as its
crucial ally within the CFSP. Meanwhile, in the Foreign Ministry, there were still many critical voices
that Merkel only tactically supported the particular Polish claims for the PCA, and that her government
and broader German political elites would have still not been willing to cooperate with Poland on a
more sceptical EU approach to Russia (i.e. we cannot confirm Polish learning). Hence, the PiS
government welcomed Merkel’s concessions in Samara as Germany’s single and one-directional
support for Poland rather than as a way towards building broader compromises. It is noteworthy that
the government had little time for such reactions because it lost the parliamentary elections in October
2007. However, also after 2015, the next PiS government consequently avoided strong
Europeanisation processes with Germany (see Chapter 6).
In addition, we cannot easily determine whether the German support in Samara impacted the decision
of the next Polish government to lift the veto (as said, in January 2008). Admittedly, existing sources
mention that Germany ‘welcomed’ first Polish signs of lifting the veto (EUbusiness, 2007), and even
that Germany had an impact on the Polish decision on this issue (Cianciara, 2008, p.11). However, we
can explain that the Civic Platform government lifted the veto mainly because it was overall socialised
within the CFSP, rather than because it engaged with Europeanisation processes with Germany on the
PCA. In other words, the EU, and not necessarily Germany through the EU, played a role in the Polish
move. Here, this PO government acted less as a foot-dragger who stubbornly raises concerns and even
blocks the PCA, but more as a pace-setter who unblocks the PCA to more efficiently influence it
(although Poland did not become a strong pace-setter who fully abandoned its concerns or issued
strong initiatives for EU-Russian cooperation; see also the next section). The literature argues that
Poland became more strongly interested in the EU returning to the PCA negotiations because it was
concerned that an alternative to the PCA would be enhanced bilateral cooperation between key EU
states (without Poland) and Russia (Kaminska, 2014, p.115, 127).
Further, to enhance its uploading capabilities, the PO government became strategically socialised into
CFSP practices. It adapted its behaviour to the EU’s expectations of how Poland should act to achieve
its goals; It learned to lobby in the lower-level working groups, redistributed powers between the
Foreign Ministry and the Permanent Representation to the EU, and strived for an active Commission’s
engagement in the Polish-Russian dispute (Kaminska, 2014, pp.123-124, 136). More specifically, the
government had a stronger interest in tactical coalition-building at the CFSP level, by recognising the
dominant Western European interests in pushing through the new PCA (so it pursued the politics of
scale). EU diplomats (interviews 32, 33 and 34) explain that the government quickly instructed its
representatives to the CFSP institutions on supporting the PCA renegotiations, and argued here that
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the EU should be seen as the only appropriate framework allowing Poland to balance its concerns
about the PCA against the pro-Russian positions presented by West European countries; On the
contrary, Poland still blocking the PCA would run the risk that the EU Russia policy would be developed
by isolating the Polish voice. The above observations show us that Poland sought to build its
reputational argument: it decided on the policy that did not lie in the country’s strategic interest,
however, by doing so, it demonstrated its consensual approach to increase its presence within the
(unblocked) EU-Russian cooperation.
There is, however, less evidence of strong Europeanisation processes behind the Civic Platform’s
relations with Germany on the PCA. Above all, the new government decided to lift the veto just two
months after it had come to power. In such a short time, it was able to demonstrate its general focus
on cooperating with other EU actors (as argued above), but it could not conduct detailed consultations
with Germany on the unblocking of the PCA. A Polish diplomat (interview 3) notes that before the
decision to unblock the PCA was taken, the PO government was only starting to engage with
consultations within the CFSP. It was then aware of the need to cooperate with Germany, but it did
not yet bilaterally demonstrate any particular concessions or expectations regarding the PCA. Hence,
we cannot confirm a strong German influence on the lifted veto because the Polish relations with
Germany on this issue did not yet result from Polish experiential learning. Nevertheless, Germany’s
indirect impact cannot be fully neglected. Namely, a Polish diplomat (interview 3) admits that the PO
government also learned from the previous, Law and Justice’s experiences with the dispute over the
PCA, thus strengthening its perception that cooperative approaches within the EU should help
implement national interests. Therefore, considering Germany had played a role in the Law and
Justice’s liberalised approach to the PCA, this German role was not irrelevant for the next Polish
government who finally lifted the veto.

In summary, from 2007, the German relations with Poland on the PCA underwent stronger
Europeanisation; meanwhile, Poland was only beginning to socialise itself within the CFSP. First, since
Germany was interested in unblocking the PCA, particularly Chancellor Merkel sought to involve
Poland into the EU-Russian cooperation through counteracting the Polish accusations against the
German Russia policy (she pursued the politics of scale). Hence, Merkel declared solidarity with Poland
in its embargo dispute with Russia (German experiential learning), and she even helped include into
the PCA some Polish claims regarding the energy cooperation with Russia (policy transfer). Second,
Germany had still a minor influence on Poland’s liberalised approach to the PCA. Admittedly, as a result
of the German (and Commission’s) support for Poland, the PiS government realised it may effectively
107

co-shape the PCA through engaging with closer consultations and through presenting a more
conciliatory rhetoric at the EU level. However, it remained weakly interested in bilaterally
compromising with Germany on the PCA (weak Polish experiential learning) and did not respond to
the German expectation towards lifting of the veto (no policy transfers). In turn, Poland’s next
government lifted the veto soon after it has come to power. Apparently, it was strongly socialised
within the cooperative CFSP, but it did not yet specifically negotiate with Germany on the unblocking
of the PCA (again, there was no noticeable learning, neither policy transfer on this issue). Nevertheless,
next sections (4.2.2 and 4.2.3) will argue that from 2008, not only Germany, but also the new Polish
government, engaged with their strong bilateral Europeanisation processes on Russia.

4.2.2. Polish-Russian bilateral liberalisation
Section 4.2.2 explains liberalisation of Poland’s bilateral foreign policy towards Russia (observed from
2008). Existing studies explain this change with Polish Europeanisation processes. They argue that the
Civic Platform government sought to strengthen its uploading capabilities through mitigating Poland’s
negative Russo-phobic image and thus increasing its reputation at the CFSP level. In this context, this
section studies Europeanisation processes behind Polish relations with Germany to explain that
Poland’s friendlier Russia policy resulted also from its tactical cooperation (on EU Eastern relations)
with the German Ostpolitik.

Overall, Poland pursued a friendlier bilateral course towards Russia under the government led by the
Civic Platform (in power since November 2007). The government attended the high-level foreign visits
of Foreign Minister Radosław Sikorski and Prime Minister Donald Tusk to Moscow in 2008, of Foreign
Minister Sergey Lavrov to Warsaw (Kaczmarski, 2009, pp.24-25) and of Prime Minister Vladimir Putin
to Westerplatte in 2009 (Ochmann, 2010a, p.5); it also attended other bilateral inter-ministerial
meetings (Cichocki, 2013, p.90). Moreover, Poland undertook a series of conciliatory steps towards
Russia. For example, it lifted the veto on the PCA (above) and on negotiations about Russia’s OECD
accession (Świeboda, 2007, p.4), resumed the Polish-Russian Strategic Committee and the Group on
Difficult Matters and agreed to establish the Intergovernmental Committee for Economic Cooperation
(Cichocki, 2013, pp.90-92).
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This conciliatory Russia policy can be explained by Polish uploading intentions, which were twofold.
On the one hand, the PO government decided on this policy because, paradoxically, it was interested
in pushing through the reform of the EU Eastern neighbourhood policy (this will be discussed in
Chapter 5). On the other hand, the government was interested in ‘strategically using’ EU-Russian
relations themselves, however again, in foot-dragging rather than pace-setting. We can argue that
Poland sought to upload its foreign policy concept of ‘Nothing about us without us’ (Chapter 3),
meaning it wanted to emphasise its presence in EU-Russian relations to prevent a situation in which
reinforced cooperation between Western Europe and Russia ‘over Polish heads’ would threaten Polish
security or even independence. Poland generally wanted to institutionalise European-Russian relations
within the EU due to its concerns that otherwise these relations would be dominated by GermanRussian or French-Russian cooperation (Kempe, 2006, pp.12-13; Gutschker, 2006, pp.11-12). Poland
also sought to counteract Russian attempts to play European countries against each other (Kaminska,
2014, p.108). As explained by Polish MFA officials (interviews 10 and 12), the PO government strongly
expected to include possibly many issues regarding European relations with Russia into the CFSP where
everyone has a voice, rather than accept decision-making narrowed down to the largest EU states;
Such decision-making could exclude the CEE interests in enhancing their economic and energy security
vis-à-vis Russia and in cooperating with the Eastern neighbours.
Hence, the PO government adopted cooperative CFSP practices, as a result of strategic socialisation.
In particular, it recognised a broader CFSP-level configuration of interests towards Eastern Europe.
Overall, the literature notes many EU states traditionally had friendly relations with Russia and
favoured EU cooperation with Russia more than for example with Ukraine (Kaminska, 2014, pp.87-88,
146; Pomorska, 2008, p.157). The literature also argues that to influence EU foreign policies, Poland
had to closely cooperate with the largest EU member states (Cichocki, 2013, pp.89-90) whose relations
with Russia were stronger (Kaminska, 2014, p.108) (Chapter 5 will present in more detail the CFSP
interest discrepancies between Russia and the Eastern neighbours). Polish politicians admitted PolishRussian conflicts provided grounds to perceive Poland as a Russo-phobic state, which in turn limited
its influence on EU Eastern policies (e.g. Kwaśniewski in Nocuń and Burnetko, 2011, pp.83-94). Polish
high-level diplomats (Reiter, interview 1; Prawda, interview 2; Bratkiewicz, interview 5) confirm that
the Polish openness towards Russia from 2007 was a response to the dominant expectations raised
within the CFSP, according to which Poland should propose, or at least accept, constructive and
cooperative solutions for EU relations with Russia rather than bringing incomprehensible historical
prejudices against this country.
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Therefore, from late 2007, the PO government sought to change its Russo-phobic image by proving its
capability for a dialogue with Moscow (Kaczmarski, 2009, p.25; Kaminska, 2014, pp.123-124). The then
Polish diplomats spoke even directly of their uploading motivation. For example, Radosław Sikorski,
Poland’s Foreign Minister in 2007 through 2014, declared a Polish pragmatic approach as bringing ‘a
voice of realism’ into EU Russia policy (Kaminska, 2014, p.129). Similarly, Katarzyna Pełczyńska-Nałęcz,
Poland’s ambassador to Russia in 2014 through 2016, said that the dialogue with Moscow, even as a
difficult partner, aimed to illustrate Polish responsibility and credibility within EU-Russia relations
(Pełczyńska-Nałęcz, 2016, pp.11-12). A number of Polish diplomats and MFA officials (Reiter, interview
1; Prawda, interview, 2; Bratkiewicz, interview 5; Wiśniewski, interview 6; interviews 3, 9 and 10)
strongly emphasise that the issue of creating the Polish image as a constructive player within EURussia relations appeared necessary if Poland wanted to take active part in these relations. The above
observations show, paradoxically, the PO government became strategically socialised within the
consensual CFSP policy-making towards Russia in that it wanted to mitigate its Russo-phobic image to
strategically use the EU in the Polish traditional Russo-sceptical interest.
Further, this strategic socialisation determined the Polish interest in tactical coalition-building (fencesitting) with Germany on Russia. This interest can be clearly explained with an intended politics of scale
effect in the context of the above CFSP interest configuration: Poland recognised strong German
influence among the dominant ‘pro-Russian’ EU states as to help increase its own uploading
capabilities within the EU-Russia relations. The literature already notes that Poland then recognised
Germany as the key cooperation partner rather than a competitor or adversary within these EU
relations (Buras, 2013, pp.27-29). Ambassador Pełczyńska-Nałęcz (2016, pp.9-12) explains that while
the co-shaping of the EU Russia policy required a ‘team game’, reaching a common understanding with
Germany was crucial for Poland because Germany was the EU Russia policy leader. To Polish diplomats
and officials (interviews 3, 11 and 12), both the Chancellery of the Prime Minister and the Foreign
Ministry presented strong orientations on Germany as Poland’s most relevant partner on Russia due
to Germany’s particularly strong interests as well as engagements in facilitating EU-Russian
cooperation; the government was aware that no other EU state could offer Poland similar help in its
own engagement within these relations. In addition, EU diplomats (interviews 31 and 32) note that
mainly from 2008, Polish representatives to the CFSP institutions raised strong expectations that their
cooperation with their German counterparts should increase their own contribution to CFSP-level
consultations on Russia; These representatives were aware of the German bargaining power in COEST
and the PSC and the support the Germans traditionally enjoyed (in their engagement with Russia) from
most Western European representatives including France, Italy, the Benelux countries and, to a lesser
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degree, the Scandinavian countries and the UK. These arguments confirm the Polish government and
its CFSP-level representatives recognised the strong German influence within the EU-Russia relations.
Therefore, to facilitate German cooperation, Poland demonstrated cooperative and consensual
stances on Russia in its bilateral relations with the Western neighbour (Poland underwent experiential
learning from the CFSP at the bilateral level). Polish MFA officials (Bratkiewicz, interview 5; Wiśniewski,
interview 6; interviews 9 and 10) sought to tighten cooperation with Germany by bilaterally
demonstrating more flexible and consensual visions of EU relations with Russia, thus relying on
German help in improving the Polish image as the constructive influencer at the CFSP level. Wiśniewski
(interview 6) also explains that Foreign Minister Sikorski understood that he could persuade Germany
to accept Polish voices about Eastern Europe, particularly Russia, if he promoted dialogue and sought
a compromise; such dialogue itself, even if fruitless, was thought to be an argument in the PolishGerman talks and thus to enhance the Polish position within the EU-Russia relations. Also, EU
diplomats (interviews 32 and 33) note that from 2008, Polish representatives to the CFSP institutions
were much more willing to support German proposals for cooperative EU approaches to Russia.
Meanwhile, Poland’s ambassador to the EU Marek Prawda (interview 2) confirms that the then Polish
conciliatory behaviour towards Russia helped him to develop close cooperation with German
diplomats within COREPER II. The above observations indicate that Poland sought Germany’s
cooperation on Russia by mitigating its Russo-phobic image not just at the CFSP level but specifically
in their bilateral relations. Since this behavior was driven by the politics of scale, we can confirm here
the influence logic: Poland built its cooperative reputation in relation to the more powerful member
state to increase its own influence within the EU-Russia relations.
Finally, there is evidence of policy transfer in that Poland largely adopted the cooperative, Russianoriented Ostpolitik. Poland namely departed from its previous, confrontational approach, and showed
its stronger attention to EU-Russian cooperation. In particular, since Poland became interested to
compromise on EU-Russian issues mainly with Germany, it might have primarily adopted Germany’s,
rather than the other member states’, cooperative Russia policy. Moreover, Wiśniewski (interview 6)
explains that Sikorski’s orientation on bilateral dialogue and compromise on Russia (above) meant
Sikorski used German methods to promote Polish positions on Russia. As Wiśniewski further explains,
‘The Polish Foreign Ministry was faced with a dilemma as to whether it should continue a
confrontational approach towards Moscow or pull back under the influence of Germany and other
West European states but finally increase its political position within the EU’. Wiśniewski (interview 6)
also says the following: ‘I do not think that we specifically adopted German points of view but
undoubtedly we inclined towards such an approach towards Russia, which had already been pursued
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in Berlin’. Hence, Poland’s conciliatory Russia policy was, to a great extent, a response to the German
expectations on this issue raised within the CFSP context, and it was designed to reinforce Polish
uploading capabilities regarding Russia.
Nevertheless, this policy transfer concerned the emulation of the German foreign policy processes
rather than the adoption of the German agenda or interests. As shown above, the government merely
proposed a few friendly bilateral gestures towards Russia, such as the engagements with the bilateral
high-level meetings and committees. Wiśniewski (interview 6) and Polish diplomats (interviews 3 and
4) emphasise that similarly to the previous Russo-critical PiS, even the liberal PO government did not
eliminate the main Polish-Russian divergences, such as those concerning energy and security policies.
EU diplomats (interviews 32, 33 and 36) confirm that Polish CFSP-level representatives consequently
avoided strategic initiatives to reinforce EU-Russia relations themselves, and they even sought to
prevent EU actions that would prioritise Russia over the Eastern neighbours. In particular, Chapter 5
will argue that thanks to its cooperative approach to Russia, the PO government won broader EU
support for its own, stable interest in reforming the EU Eastern neighbourhood policy.

In summary, the liberalisation of Poland’s bilateral Russia policy can be explained with Polish
Europeanisation processes, particularly in relation to Germany. This liberalisation resulted from the
Polish intentions to strategically use the EU-Russian cooperation in the Polish interest to prevent
German- or French-Russian talks ‘over Polish heads’. To increase its presence in this cooperation, the
PO government strategically adopted the cooperative CFSP practices, and it particularly engaged with
compromise-building on Russia with Germany, the leader among the dominant Russian-oriented
member states (the politics of scale). Both at the CFSP level and bilaterally with Germany, the
government tried to mitigate its Russo-phobic image and demonstrated its consensual approach
towards EU-Russia relations (this proves mainly experiential learning among the then Polish foreign
policy makers). We can therefore speak of a policy transfer from Germany, meaning Poland adopted
the principles of the Ostpolitik, however, only in the sense of exhibiting readiness to create a dialogue
with Russia rather than adopting the German agenda. In turn, to confirm whether Poland managed to
increase its presence in the EU-Russian cooperation, the next section (4.2.3) discusses a more specific
example of the Kaliningrad Triangle.
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4.2.3. The Kaliningrad Triangle
German-Polish-Russian cooperation within so-called Kaliningrad Triangle allows us to confirm the
Europeanisation processes behind both German relations with Poland as well as Polish relations with
Germany on Russia (which were studied in the above sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2, respectively). In
particular, the triangle confirms that Poland adopted the principles of the Ostpolitik. However, it also
shows us that Poland thus enhanced its own uploading capabilities within the EU-Russia relations, and
even involved Germany with its own initiative regarding the EU’s Local Border Traffic with Russia.

Overall, the Kaliningrad Triangle involved mainly four trilateral meetings at the level of foreign
ministers. The first (unprecedented) meeting was held in Kaliningrad on 21 May 2011 (Bosacki, 2011).
The second meeting took place in Berlin on 21 March 2012 (Bosacki, 2012), the third in Warsaw on 10
May 2013 (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2013b) and the last in St Petersburg on 10 June 2014
(Wojciechowski, 2014). These meetings discussed bi- and trilateral issues with Russia as well as broader
EU-Russia relations. Interestingly, before it came to the foreign ministers’ meetings, Kaliningrad hosted
also the meeting of the foreign committees of the three countries’ parliaments, during which the
intensification of EU-Russian cooperation was also consulted (Polenz, interview 23). The Kaliningrad
Triangle also included pre-consultations of deputy foreign ministers, for example, the meeting held in
Warsaw on 16 January 2012, which again discussed the EU-Russia and broader international politics
(Polish Foreign Ministry, 2012). The official meetings were always preceded by bilateral consultations
between the Polish and German policy planning staffs, which set a number of policy objectives,
including visa free travel, transport, energy, civil societies or university partnerships (Polish and
German MFA officials, interviews 10, 19 and 20). In addition, the German-Polish-Russian relationship
involved biannual trilateral consultations on the working level held between deputy foreign ministers
and think tankers (Zaborowski, interview 27). The Kaliningrad Triangle proved ineffective in the recent
crisis between Ukraine and Russia (Patecka-Frauenfelder, 2016, p.134). The triangle’s last meeting in
St Petersburg highlighted deep misunderstandings on this issue between Germany and Poland, on the
one hand, and Russia, on the other (Bratkiewicz, interviews 5; German high-level diplomat, interview
15).

First, the Kaliningrad Triangle indicated the same German interest (in developing EU-Russia relations
through cooperating with Poland) that is observed behind Chancellor Merkel’s support for the Polish
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claims for the PCA (see Section 4.2.1). The specific German decision to invite Poland into the triangle
can be again explained with Germany’s intended politics of scale effect between their divergent inputs
into EU-Russia relations: Germany drew on the previous experiences from the PCA negotiations, thus
recognising that the Polish concerns about German dominance over EU-Russia relations may hamper
these relations. As a German high-level diplomat (interview 15) says, ‘The German government was
aware that if Warsaw was strongly engaged into the German-Russian foreign policy relations, it would
have an opportunity to co-shape their agenda, and therefore, it would be more eager to accept the
German intentions to facilitate the EU cooperation with Russia’. The German Foreign Office, which
worked on the Kaliningrad Triangle (below), recognised also that the Polish decisions of vetoing and
then unblocking the PCA negotiations were, to some degree, influential among the other Russosceptical EU states. Foreign Office representatives (interviews 15, 18 and 19) were aware that this
Polish veto was supported by some other CEECs, and that later Poland convinced Lithuania of
abolishing its own veto against the PCA. Therefore, they strongly expected Polish participation within
the Kaliningrad Triangle could convince the Polish allies that the cooperation with Russia would be kept
under their ‘control’, and that thus it would not be directed against their interests. Hence, the Foreign
Office clearly wanted to involve Poland into the cooperation with Russia in order to minimise the risk
of Poland successfully opposing the German interest in this cooperation.
Further, the Kaliningrad Triangle shows us a strong example of organisational learning, meaning the
German Foreign Office adopted its compromise-oriented policy-making practices, which it traditionally
pursued within the EU, specifically into its trilateral relations with Poland and Russia. Namely, Germany
used to facilitate compromise-building on EU policies in that it first coordinated national positions
within bi-, tri- or quadrilateral groups of states and then sought an agreement between these groups
to reach a final compromise among all EU member state (Nietan, interview 25; German diplomats,
interviews 15 and 19; EU diplomat, interview 36). In this context, the triangle was designed in the
Foreign Office’s Policy Planning Staff, under Markus Ederer’s coordination, as the proposition for
Poland to create a common trilateral platform, including Russia, to coordinate the EU Russia policy
(interviews 15 and 19). A German high-level diplomat (interview 15) adds that while designing the
Kaliningrad cooperation, the Foreign Office undertook strong efforts to gather the two difficult
partners, Poland and Russia, around one table. The office mediated between them and made a gradual
approach from arranging the meetings of directors of the three MFA Policy Planning Staffs until it
invited the Polish and Russian foreign ministers to their trilateral talks. This shows that Germany
followed its successful pattern of policy coordination at the EU level while proposing the particular
cooperation platform with Russia to Poland.
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Second, the Kaliningrad Triangle was also possible thanks to Europeanisation processes behind the
Polish relations with Germany on Russia (studied in the previous section). Above all, the Polish
participation in this triangle confirms the interest of the then PO governments (in power until 2015) to
co-shape EU-Russian cooperation through coalition-building with Germany, however, also to stimulate
the German Russia policy in this context. Here, Ambassador Reiter (interview 1) explains that already
from the 1990s, Polish diplomacies generally used to expect Germany’s Russia policy to be pursued
from within the EU framework, hoping that this will help ensure that Germany would not only focus
on its own cooperative interests with Russia, potentially even at Polish cost, but also recognise Polish
concerns as part of common European-Russian relations. Similarly, according to Polish MFA officials
(Bratkiewicz, interview 5; Wiśniewski, interview 6; interviews 9 and 10), the PO governments decided
to support the reinforcement of EU-Russian cooperation to allow its own active part, and thus
potentially some influence, over the strong German-Russian relationship (see below on Poland’s
influence).
Moreover, the Polish decision to join the Kaliningrad Triangle can be again explained by the Polish
intention to reach a politics of scale effect through using the traditional German influence in EU-Russia
relations. Polish MFA officials (interviews 9 and 10) admit that the PO government was strongly willing
to join the triangle with Germany because it could not expect any other EU partners to offer Poland a
similarly strong interest and engagement in European-Russian relations. Hence, Poland joined the
Kaliningrad Triangle to engage with coalition-building on Russia with its strongest possible EU partner.
Further, the Polish consensual approach to Germany (the experiential learning discussed in the
previous section) also helped Germany to invite Poland to the triangle. Here, German MFA officials
(interviews 19 and 20) strongly emphasise that their office designed the triangle also because it was
motivated by Poland showing its readiness for cooperating with Germany on Russia. One of the officials
(interview 20) even indicates their ‘enthusiasm’ resulting from their ‘unusual’ chance of reaching a
broad and far-reaching agreement on strengthening the EU-Russia relations, exactly due to Poland’s
consensual approach to this issue. Hence, the Polish consensual approach could be an additional
motivation for Germany, along the German recognition for the Polish engagements with the EU-Russia
relations.

Finally, this German-Polish cooperation led to a policy transfer, again, mainly in the sense that the
Polish Foreign Ministry ‘joined’ the Foreign Office’s cooperative practices towards Russia. Here, the
literature argues only that the friendlier Polish-Russian relations put Germany in an easier position to
facilitate their cooperation (Poland and Russia were not in conflict anymore) (Buras, 2013, p.29).
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Arguably, the aforementioned trilateral meetings and consultations show that the Polish Foreign
Ministry took (unprecedented) active part in the (German-led) cooperation between the EU and
Russia. However, the triangle also confirms Poland increased its uploading capabilities regarding Russia
through the coalition with Germany. Namely, during their unofficial pre-consultations preceding the
triangle meetings, both the German and Polish Foreign Ministries agreed on the need to build joint
negotiating positions vis-à-vis Russia, and thus on their joint responsibility for the EU cooperation with
this country (Bratkiewicz, interview 5; Wiśniewski, interview 6; German high-level diplomat, interview
15). Moreover, the triangle even led to an exceptional situation in which Russian diplomats wanting to
consult on EU-Russian foreign policy relations with Germany, their traditionally strongest partner in
the EU, also had to talk with Poland (interviews 3 and 15).
Moreover, the above German Europeanisation processes led Germany to adopt a Polish idea within
this triangle (so we can also speak of a policy transfer from Poland to Germany). Namely, the Foreign
Office strongly engaged itself with the Polish-Russian initiative to extend the EU’s Local Border Traffic
between northern Poland and Russia’s Kaliningrad Exclave. First of all, the idea can be seen as being
of a Polish origin because it was suggested by Foreign Minister Radosław Sikorski (Turkowski, 2011)
and presented by him to his Russian counterpart Sergey Lavrov (Bratkiewicz, interview 5). Both foreign
ministers requested then the European Commission to adapt EU Regulation 1931/2006 (which permits
visa-free agreements between the EU and neighbouring states within a 30-km- or 50-km-wide zone)
to cover the entire Kaliningrad Exclave; as a result, in December 2011, Sikorski and Lavrov signed an
agreement excluding the Kaliningrad Exclave and neighbouring Polish regions from the visa regime
(Cichocki, 2013, p.94). Second, Germany played an important role in advancing this Polish-Russian
initiative. Namely, Minister Lavrov was persuaded to cooperate with Sikorski on this initiative during
the Weimar Triangle meeting in Paris in 2009, where he had an opportunity to consult on the issue
with his German and French counterparts (Polish high-level diplomat, interview 3). Moreover,
Germany’s Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle supported the initiative at the EU level (Gazeta
Wyborcza, 2011; Nietan, interview 25; German high-level diplomat, interview 15), as requested by the
Polish and Russian foreign ministers (Bratkiewicz, interview 5). This German support was also strongly
expected by Polish representatives to the CFSP who thus acknowledged Westerwelle’s engagement in
relations with Russia within the EU institutions (Prawda, interview 2). This shows us that while
Chancellor Merkel ‘tactically’ supported Polish claims for the PCA mainly at the EU level (Section 4.2.1),
Minister Westerwelle strongly engaged his office to help proceeding the Polish (and Russian) initiative
regarding the LBT’s extension.
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In summary, the Kaliningrad Triangle confirmed the arguments from the previous sections that both
Germany and Poland sought to stimulate the EU cooperation with Russia through bilaterally
cooperating on this issue. In particular, the German Foreign Office invited Poland to the triangle to
reach a politics of scale effect. It acknowledged the previous experience when Poland, who felt itself
isolated, vetoed the PCA negotiations and even influenced some other CEECs in this issue. Therefore,
the Foreign Office underwent organisational learning: it adopted its tradition of policy coordination
from the EU level to its trilateral cooperation with Poland and Russia. Meanwhile, the Polish consensual
approach to Germany (on Russia), as discussed in the previous section, additionally helped Germany
to arrange the Polish-Russian inter-ministerial talks; it also allowed Poland to enhance its uploading
capabilities regarding Russia because, through the triangle, the Polish Foreign Ministry participated in
German-Russian talks on EU-Russia relations at an unpreceded scale. Finally, in terms of the policy
transfers, the triangle confirmed that Poland largely adopted the principles of the cooperative
Ostpolitik. However, also Poland had an impact on Germany because the Polish Foreign Ministry
engaged the then German Foreign Minister to help convince their Russian counterpart to the initiative
for the LBT’s extension, as well as to help proceed with the initiative at the EU level.

4.3. German criticism of Russia
Finally, the existing literature also argues that Germany increased its foreign policy criticism of Russia,
already before the outbreak of the Ukraine-Russia crisis in 2014 (for the post-2014 developments, see
Chapter 6). It is therefore interesting whether, as a result of the above Polish-German Europeanisation
processes on Russia, this German criticism of Russia was also influenced by Poland.

Admittedly, the German foreign policy critique of Russia did not necessarily result from its
Europeanisation processes with Poland. Rather, the literature points to its bilateral and normative
dimension. It argues that since 2005, Chancellor Merkel had departed from the traditional ‘Russia first’
approach (Kempe, 2007, p.3), and that she gradually assigned less importance to Russia (Meister,
2011). With this change, the German Russia policy focused more on values than on (its traditional)
interests (Forsberg, 2016, p.23, 37), or it laid stronger emphasis on political rather than pure economic
interests (Meister, 2014a, pp.4-5). This change is mainly explained as a result of a German normative
reaction to external factors. In particular, the Russia-Georgia war in August 2008 undermined German
expectations that Putin would incorporate Russia into Europe (Kałużyńska et al., 2009, p.383;
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Ochmann, 2010a, pp.2-3). Later, Putin’s return to the Kremlin in 2012 undermined German hopes in
President Medvedev’s modernisation strategy (Ochmann, 2012; Kornelius, 2014, p.185). Angela
Merkel often criticised the Russian leadership for democracy deficits, restrictions in freedom and
human rights and frozen conflicts with its neighbours (for more details see Gutschker, 2006, p.11;
Ochmann, 2010b, p.5; Forsberg, 2016, pp.24-27; Böttger, 2016, p.410; Buras, 2013, pp.32-33).
Ruprecht Polenz, the then Head of the Bundestag’s Foreign Commission, said that not the German
attitude towards Russia, but Russia itself changed (Buras, 2012, pp.32-33). As regards internal factors,
Merkel’s sceptical approach is also explained by her East-German background informing her personal
sensitivity to the issues of democracy and human rights (Turkowski, 2011; Forsberg 2016, p.22).
The above critique cannot be seen as a main driving force behind the German Russia policy until 2014.
As noted, this critique was represented mainly by Chancellor Merkel. Moreover, it proposed mainly a
change in style. First, Merkel’s more balanced approach between Russia and the Eastern neighbours
was in contrast to Chancellor Schröder’s (her predecessor’s) more Russian-oriented Eastern policy
(Kempe, 2007, p.3). Merkel also differed from Schröder by defining German-Russian relationship as a
‘strategic partnership’ and not as a ‘friendship’, and by criticising that this partnership did not share
enough values (Gutschker, 2006, p.11). Merkel also finished ‘male bonding’, understood as close
personal relations between Schröder and Putin (Buras, 2013). Second, Merkel’s agenda was
confronted with a stronger focus on Russia presented by her Foreign Ministers, Frank-Walter
Steinmeier (Kempe, 2006, p.14; Forsberg, 2016, p.25) and Guido Westerwelle (Forsberg, 2016, pp.2627). For example, Merkel distanced herself from Steinmeier’s initiatives for EU-Russia relations
(Gutschker, 2006, p.11; Ochmann, 2012). The literature also argues that Steinmeier, as the chief of
staff in the previous Schröder’ Chancellery, continued to pursue Schröder’s approach towards Russia
(Kempe, 2007, p.4). Also the previous sections discussed Steinmeier’s initiative for the (Russianoriented) ‘New Eastern Policy’ as well as Westerwelle’s strong engagement within the Kaliningrad
Triangle. Meanwhile, as will be studied in Chapters 5 and 6, Merkel was more strongly engaged with
the EaP and the Ukraine’s Euromaidan. Third, even Merkel’s critique of Russia (prior to 2014) can be
understood as a change in style rather than substance. The previous sections showed that not only the
Foreign Office but also the Chancellor Office’s presented their ongoing interests in EU-Russian
cooperation, such as in the PCA. Chapter 5 will also argue that Merkel’s support for the EU Eastern
neighbourhood policy largely resulted from the Polish conciliatory policy towards Russia (so not from
Germany’s own substantial change in this issue). Finally, this German change seems small when
compared with a more substantial modification of the German Russia policy from 2014, where both
Merkel and Steinmeier decided for sanctions against this country (Chapter 6).

118

Nevertheless, the Polish-German Europeanisation processes help us determine whether or not Poland
played a role in the German critique of Russia. Overall, due to its socialisation within the CFSP, the
Polish Civic Platform governments achieved their objectives of building Poland’s higher reputation in
Russian issues, and of cooperating closely with Germany on these issues (studied in the last sections
4.2.2 and 4.2.3). Existing studies note also that Poland’s liberalised Russia policy was a ‘trump card’ in
building a Polish-German partnership because, even though it did not strongly contribute to EU-Russia
relations themselves, it constituted great progress in their bilateral cooperation on Russia (Buras, 2013,
p.29, 41). For their part, the German-Polish Europeanisation processes led Chancellor Merkel to show,
even if only ‘tactically’, some recognition of the Polish concerns about the EU-Russian cooperation (see
Sections 4.2.1). All these processes may have led to German transfers from the Polish Russoscepticism.
Here, Polish representatives (interviews 3, 10 and 12) believe that intensive Polish-German talks
conducted on many levels and between various actors contributed to a stronger German
understanding for the Polish rationale at least at an expert level, even if they did not directly stimulate
governmental policies. EU diplomats (interview 33, 34 and 36) emphasise that German representatives
to COEST and COREPER II were more eager to listen to Polish voices, even Polish arguments about
Russian threats for the European peace architecture, if these voices were open for cooperation
opportunities with Russia and distanced from their national prejudices against this country. This is
confirmed by Marek Prawda, Poland’s ambassador to Germany in the years 2006-2012 and to the EU
in 2012-2016 (interview 2). Prawda explains that both in his bilateral talks with the Chancellor’s and
the Foreign Office, as well as with German diplomats within the COREPER II, the Polish conciliatory
approach towards Russia helped him enjoy more understanding among his German interlocutors, even
for the Polish scepticism towards developments in Russia. Also a German high-level diplomat
(interview 14) explains he realised that to convince Poland of Germany’s vision on Russia, it was not
sufficient to just argue in favour of the cooperative approach but also to demonstrate an
understanding of the Polish fears of such cooperation. Marcin Zaborowski, the director of PISM in 2010
through 2015 (interview 27), refers to his participation in bilateral consultations between the Foreign
Ministries and think tanks, noting German representatives began to avoid a narration that prioritised
relations with Russia over those with the Eastern neighbours and, instead, emphasised European
solidarity and European security in these broad Eastern relations (this also provides evidence of
strategic socialisation). Nevertheless, this experiential learning was hardly visible, and it cannot be
confirmed in German Eastern policy documents (it did not lead to organisational learning).
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Therefore, we cannot identify strong examples of policy transfers from Poland’s to Germany’s Russia
policy before 2014. The literature mentions single instances of such transfers, for example, that from
2012 Germany began to share the Polish view that Medvedev’s modernisation strategy was a mockery
(Buras, 2013, p.32). According to some Polish experts (Kopka, interview 29; a Polish think tanker,
interview 28), German experts and politicians frequently expressed statements that they had
previously heard from their Polish counterparts during their joint Eastern policy debates. Nevertheless,
as argued above, Germany criticised Russia in response to the Russian developments themselves.
Moreover, since Merkel’s critique concerned a style rather than a policy substance, Germany may have
only agreed with Poland on some rhetorical arguments rather than adopted the Polish concerns about
cooperation with Russia. Finally, as argued, due to their Europeanisation processes, Poland adopted
the German cooperative approach to Russia, rather than inversely.

In sum, although Chancellor Merkel showed a more critical view on Russia already before 2014, this
change did not necessarily result from its relations with Poland. Admittedly, German foreign policy
makers and their CFSP-level representatives paid more attention to the traditional Polish concerns
about EU-Russian cooperation. Assuming Germany was interested in cooperating with Poland on this
issue, they thus engaged in (limited) experiential learning. Nevertheless, we cannot confirm policy
transfers in the terms of Germany adopting the Polish Russo-sceptical agenda. Merkel did not
substantially modify the then German Russia policy, whereas their altered style resulted mainly from
developments in Russia itself.

4.4. Summary
Chapter 4 has confirmed that EU integration led Poland and Germany to exert bilateral impacts in their
Russia policies. However, these bilateral impacts were only possible after their policy-makers had
learned their bilateral compromise-building from the CFSP. Namely, shortly after the Polish EU
accession in 2004, Poland and Germany had not yet achieved consensus between their different
interests in EU-Russia relations. In 2006 and 2007, the German Foreign Office’s ‘New Eastern Policy’
focused on initiatives to strengthen EU cooperation with Russia, in alignment with Germany’s own
economy-oriented foreign policy interest in this country. At the same time, the Polish government
expected stronger conditionally behind the new PCA with Russia. It expected the PCA to include the
Energy Charter and the so-called ‘antidiscrimination mechanism’ to guarantee stronger EU cohesion
120

in the context of Russian political pressure on Poland, such as the meat embargo at the time. Once this
uploading appeared unsuccessful, the government vetoed the PCA negotiation mandate.
In particular, both states presented a limited potential to cross-load on their Russia policies.
Apparently, the Foreign Office expected a rather easy upload of its Russia policy because it was
accustomed to enjoying support on this issue from the other ‘old’ EU states. However, the office
insufficiently recognised the Russo-sceptical positions of the new Central-Eastern European member
states. For its part, Poland refused the German initiatives and vetoed the PCA negotiation mandate
because it was the new EU member, still unaware of the EU compromise-oriented policy-making. It
was additionally concerned that the Western European states showed little understanding of its own
fears of strengthened EU-Russian cooperation. Above all, the EU-sceptical Polish government of the
time perceived the German interest in Russia as a threat for Polish Eastern policy interests. Even
though Chancellor Merkel later recognised some of the Polish requests for the PCA, this government
remained unwilling to engage in compromise-building with Germany.

Later, EU integration allowed both Germany and Poland to perceive their uploading interests regarding
Russia through the lens of their bilateral consensus-building, in turn leading them to crossloading. First,
Germany realised that it could likely strengthen EU-Russian cooperation if it closely cooperated with
Poland on this issue. In mid-2007, Chancellor Merkel supported the Polish request to include a part of
the Energy Charter in the PCA; she also expressed solidarity with Poland in the context of the PolishRussian embargo dispute. From 2011 through 2014, the Foreign Office managed to gather the Polish
and Russian foreign ministers within the so-called Kaliningrad Triangle to trilaterally discuss, among
other topics, EU-Russia issues. The Foreign Office proposed its own foreign policy practice, pursued at
the CFSP level, for this trilateral cooperation format; this practice assumed support for policy
coordination within smaller groups of member states, aimed at creating broader compromises on EU
policies. The above actions were motivated by the German intention to win Polish support for
strengthened EU-Russian cooperation, thus recognising the Polish engagement on this issue. Germany
tried to temper the traditional Polish concerns regarding the predominance of German-Russian
relations in Europe. It particularly learned from the vetoed PCA that Poland might hamper this
cooperation if it felt excluded from it. Germany also expected Poland to convince its Russo-sceptical
like-minded allies in Central-Eastern Europe, mainly the Baltic states, to accept the cooperation with
Russia, thus, for example, recognising the Polish influence on Lithuania’s abolishment of its own veto
of the PCA.
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Second, the Polish Foreign Ministry joined the above Kaliningrad Triangle and even proposed, together
with Russia, the initiative to extend the EU’s Local Border Traffic with Russia’s Kaliningrad Exclave.
Similarly to Germany, Poland realised that its cooperation with its Western neighbour should help
increase its own presence within EU-Russia relations. Poland was interested in preventing the GermanRussian relationship from dominating Europe, potentially to the disadvantage of the Polish Eastern
policy interests that focussed on the Eastern neighbours. Poland particularly expected a stronger
uploading position within EU Eastern neighbourhood policies (as argued in Chapter 5 below). Hence,
to increase its uploading capabilities, the Polish government (from late 2007) proposed a more flexible
approach to Russia by adopting the CFSP compromise-oriented policy-making and seeking an image as
a pragmatic, non-anti-Russian EU actor and, thus, as a reliable EU influencer. The government became
oriented towards building a compromise with the dominant Russian-oriented interests represented by
most (and the largest) member states. It was particularly oriented towards consensus with Germany
because it recognised its Western neighbour as the most active and most influential representative of
these states. Germany indeed had the capabilities to influence its ‘like-minders’ in Western Europe
and to thus achieve broader EU support for Russia policies. This was confirmed by Merkel’s efficient
help in integrating part of the Polish requests into the PCA negotiation mandate and her engagement
with EU solidarity with Poland in the context of the Polish-Russian embargo dispute (where she acted
jointly with European Commission’s President Barroso). The German influence was also confirmed by
the Foreign Office, which contributed to the Polish-Russian inter-ministerial talks, and by Minister
Westerwelle, who successfully supported the extension of the LBT with the Kaliningrad Exclave. In
addition, Chapter 5 below confirms that in reaction to Poland’s friendlier Russia policy, Germany also
supported some Polish interests in the EU Eastern neighbourhood policy.
Finally, this bilateral consensus-building helps explain Poland’s conciliatory Russia policy (from 2008
through 2014) as a concession to Germany in the CFSP context. As the chapter has explained, this
policy reflected, to a great extent, adoption of the cooperative practices of Ostpolitik. Particularly
within the Kaliningrad Triangle, Germany elevated Poland’s position to the role of its closest ally on
EU-Russian cooperation. Then, their foreign ministers, for example, pre-consulted on the triangle’s
agenda prior to the trilateral meetings with their Russian counterpart. The Foreign Office also
convinced both the Polish and Russian foreign ministries to engage in regular high-level cooperation.
Minister Westerwelle even supported a joint Polish-Russian initiative to extend the LBT. In other
words, Germany had an impact on Poland’s closer cooperation with Russia at that time, while Poland,
at least partly, realised its objective of increasing its presence within EU-Russia and Germany-Russia
foreign policy relations. Nevertheless, Poland did not adopt the German interest in reinforcing EURussian cooperation per se. From 2008, the government merely liberalised its rhetoric, made a few
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friendly gestures towards Russia and participated in some high-level foreign policy meetings with
Russia (including Putin’s visit to Westerplatte in September 2009, as of now his most recent visit to
Poland). Poland did not propose any substantial change to its Russia policy. On the contrary, it
remained focused on its own initiatives for the EU Eastern neighbourhood policy (again, see Chapter 5
below). Notably, Poland’s only remarkable initiative for the EU-Russia policy, that of extending the LBT,
mainly served the local interest in facilitating people-to-people contacts and had rather weak
geopolitical prospects.
In turn, Poland did not manage to convince Germany to adopt a more sceptical foreign policy towards
Russia. Admittedly, compared to her predecessor, Chancellor Merkel and some other politicians have
expressed slightly stronger criticisms of Russia’s liberal deficits. Considering that they were also
interested in speaking with Poland with one voice about EU-Russia relations, their rhetoric could have
also resulted, in a limited scope, from their frequent discussions with Poland on this issue.
Nevertheless, these German politicians did not substantially modify their cooperative Ostpolitik but
merely proposed a more sceptical rhetoric. Even Merkel’s support for Poland in the PCA context was
a ‘tactical’ move, aimed at convincing Poland (and Lithuania) to unblock the PCA. Moreover, these
German positions resulted mainly from Germany’s own experiences with Russia, rather than from the
traditional Polish Russo-scepticism.

Overall, Chapter 4 has explained that Poland and Germany reached consensus within the CFSP
framework while pursuing their stable and quite discrepant strategic interests towards Russia.
Germany succeeded in encouraging Poland to accept closer EU-Russia cooperation, while Poland
engaged in this cooperation to counteract the German dominance on this issue. Given that this
bilateral consensus mainly led to German influence over Poland’s Russia policy, whether Poland in turn
convinced Germany to accept its own interests in intensified EU cooperation with the Eastern
neighbour is of interest. This question is studied in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5:
THE EUROPEANISATION OF POLISH-GERMAN RELATIONS WITHIN THE ENP

Chapter 5 studies Polish-German relations within the Eastern Dimension of the European
Neighbourhood Policy. Similarly to previous chapter, it discusses whether their Europeanisation
processes explain not only discrepancies or rapprochements between single Polish and German
positions, but specifically their mutual influences or concessions (crossloading) in these issues. Here,
Section 5.1 studies first Polish and German initiatives towards the introduction and the reform of the
EU Eastern neighbourhood policy. Section 5.2 offers a longer study of Polish-German relations in the
context of the Eastern Partnership. It discusses the German role in Poland’s diplomatic offensive to
promote the EaP initiative and behind the Polish decision to abandon its strategic postulate for EU
enlargement into Eastern Europe. Section 5.2 also explains how the Polish-Swedish inauguration of the
EaP, as well as the Polish-French cooperation within the broader ENP, facilitated Polish-German
cooperation itself.

5.1. Limited cooperation in the pre- and early post-enlargement period
Shortly before and after Poland’s EU accession in 2004, Poland and Germany did not manage to
overcome crucial divergences between their positions towards the Eastern neighbours (also in the
Russian context which was discussed in Chapter 4). This can be explained with their weak
Europeanisation processes on these issues, which resulted in their limited potential for crossloading.
Here, Section 5.1.1 explains the lacking Polish-German consensus on first Polish non-papers on an EU
Eastern Dimension and even on their joint document concerning broader EU Eastern policies. In turn,
Section 5.1.2 argues why the two countries did not cooperate on the German ENP Plus initiative, even
though Germany thus approached the Polish interests in the Eastern neighbours.

5.1.1. First Polish and Polish-German documents
The existing literature explains that the first Polish proposals for the Eastern Dimension were
unsuccessful because Poland was then weakly socialised within the CFSP. This section adds to this
debate, by discussing Poland’s weak Europeanisation in its relations with Germany on these proposals.
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Interestingly, this limited Europeanisation helps us also understand why even their joint proposals for
the future EU Eastern policy did not overcome their crucial Eastern policy discrepancies (Section 5.1.2
will in turn focus on weak German Europeanisation processes with Poland).

Poland recognised already its upcoming EU accession as an opportunity to strategically use the EU in
its own Eastern policy interests. The country was motivated by the potential to fill the vacuum in the
EU’s relations with its new Eastern neighbours, when the EU was only starting to establish the ENP
(Kaminska, 2014, p.141). Along with Lithuania, Poland quickly became the key player in keeping
particularly Ukraine high on the EU agenda (Pomorska, 2008, p.159). Hence, in December 2002,
Foreign Minister Włodzimierz Cimoszewicz put forward the non-paper on the ‘Eastern Dimension’,
reflecting a Polish priority to launch an Eastern neighbourhood policy of the enlarged EU (Batory
Foundation, 2003). In September 2006, the Law and Justice government prepared another non-paper
on the Eastern Dimension and Ukraine (Kaminska, 2014, p.171; Pomorska, 2015, p.62).
The upcoming EU enlargement in 2004 also raised German interest in the Eastern neighbourhood (in
addition to its strategic interests towards Russia). Admittedly, Germany did not assign a prominent
role to Ukraine in the 1990s (Lang, 2016), and it was initially distanced from the establishment of the
EU Eastern neighbourhood policy after 2004 because this was difficult to reconcile with a dialogue with
Russia (Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2006, p.272). However, Germany noticed the need to establish cooperative
frameworks also towards the EU’s new neighbourhood to respond to the risk of its instability after
2004 (Lang, 2016). It therefore re-defined its relationship with its Eastern neighbours, along its strong
relations with Russia (Ochmann, 2010a, p.5). Gernot Erler (interview 16) confirms the Foreign Office
acknowledged that since the Eastern neighbours directly bordered with the EU, they constituted new
political challenges. Other German MFA officials (interviews 20, 21 and 22) point here to the need for
avoiding a security ‘grey zone’ between the enlarged EU and Russia. Clearly, the EU enlargement in
2004 (but not necessarily Poland) motivated Germany to present its uploading intentions concerning
the Eastern neighbourhood policy.
While Germany presented its own initiative in this issue in 2007 (see the next section), Germany
cooperated earlier with Poland on ideas regarding new EU foreign policies including the Eastern policy.
Their Policy Planning Staffs issued in 2003 a joint document on ‘The Role of the European Union with
25 and More Members in the 21st Century’ (Kempe, 2006, pp.6-7; Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2006, p.272). They
also cooperated on elements (Böttger, 2016, p.410; Timmermann, 2003a, p.8 and 2003b, p.1606) of
the European Commission’s communication on the ‘Wider Europe’ (European Commission, 2003) and
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the Commission’s strategy paper on the ENP (European Commission, 2004), as well as on a GermanPolish-Lithuanian non-paper proposing a more flexible EU’s visa regime (Böttger, 2016, p.411) (see also
Chapter 6 for joint initiatives concerning EU-Ukraine relations). Polish and German MFA officials
(interviews 10, 11, 12, 24 and 27) confirm that their foreign policy planners began to intensively discuss
the prospects of the future EU Eastern policy particularly after the Treaty of Accession, signed on 16
April 2003, finally confirmed the EU enlargement (including the Polish accession); These policy
planners were aware that due to their strong interests in Eastern Europe, their bilateral cooperation
bore the potential to jointly stimulate the future EU Eastern policies. The above shows that the Polish
and German foreign ministries quickly recognised that they both had strong interests in EU Eastern
policies.

Nevertheless, Poland and Germany did not yet reach consensus regarding their single interest
discrepancies. First, the first Polish uploading attempts (both in 2003 and 2006) were unsuccessful
because the Polish foreign ministries were not yet strategically socialised within the CFSP: in 2003,
Poland was not yet an EU member, while after its accession, Poland faced internal uploading
constraints. Here, the Polish non-paper of 2003 received little attention from EU partners because
Poland had modest cooperation channels with the EU (Kaminska, 2014, pp.143-144, 151) and because
it was then unaware of EU procedures, meaning it lacked consultations and had badly prepared the
non-paper (Kaminska, 2014, p.154, 183). In turn, shortly after 2004, Poland had no coherent strategy
of behaviour within the EU (Olechowski in Kosiewski, 2007, pp.20-21; Saryusz-Wolski in Kosiewski,
2007, p.78). The development of a new strategy was constrained by presidential (in 2005) and
parliamentary elections (in 2005 and 2007), as well as by unstable coalitions (until late 2007)
(Kaminska, 2014, p.154). In particular, the Polish non-paper of 2006 could not be uploaded because
the then Law and Justice government had the image of an EU-sceptical force (Kaminska, 2014, p.171).
Its foreign ministry had not yet learned the CFSP policy-making, whereby it still presented very vague
and non-pragmatic ideas for the Eastern Dimension at the CFSP level (Pomorska, 2015, p.62). These
observations complement the arguments from Chapter 4 according to which the weak socialisation of
the PiS government constrained its uploading capabilities regarding the PCA with Russia.
In addition, Poland’s weak socialisation within the CFSP meant that its non-papers (both in 2003 and
2006) did not yet recognise the CFSP-level configuration of interests. As explained by a Polish MFA
officials (interview 9), both non-papers proposed to separate the Eastern Dimension from the parallel
Southern Dimension of the ENP and to offer the EU membership perspective within the former;
meanwhile, the non-papers did not assume the strong involvement of Russia within the EU Eastern
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policy. Arguably, most West European member states and EU institutions expressed quite contrary
expectations towards all three policy issues, which is why Poland relativised these specific propositions
from 2008 (see Section 5.2). In this context, it is also difficult to prove Polish intentions to reach a
politics of scale effect with Germany: Poland did not recognise Germany as the relevant partner that
could help find agreement with those reluctant West European states on these non-papers.
The weak Polish socialisation within the CFSP constrained its consensual approach to Germany (limited
learning at the bilateral level). Here, the literature merely mentions that both non-papers of 2003
(Kaminska, 204, p.154, 183) and 2006 lacked consultations with the main partners such as Germany
(Pomorska, 2015, p.62). German diplomats (interviews 9 and 11) inform that the Foreign Office was
not consulted on both non-papers by the Polish Foreign Ministry, so the office was not familiar with
the Polish contents before they were submitted to the European Commission. The diplomats also
explain that since the documents presented only the Polish views on Eastern policy, the Foreign Office
could regard them only as the foundations for a further reform debate, but it could not accept them
as a ready initiative for an EU policy. These diplomats also confirm their strong objections to all three
proposals presented above: the structural differentiation into the Eastern and Southern Dimensions,
the EU membership perspective and the weak consideration of Russia. In addition, this limited learning
can be confirmed with the example of the PiS government, which lacked trust in their bilateral
cooperation even in the context of the German initiative for the EU Eastern neighbourhood policy in
2007 (see the next section).
Even the joint Polish-German document of 2003 shows that although the foreign ministries were able
to cooperate with each other, they did not achieve a compromise in the context of their crucial interest
discrepancies (this points to limited organisational learning from the CFSP on both sides). According to
Polish and German MFA officials (interviews 24, 26, 28 and 29), the then foreign policy planners
generally agreed that the EU enlargement of 2004 was an unprecedented opportunity to convey their
joint interest in the establishment of EU Eastern policies rather than an opportunity to renew their
disputes over single issues. Other MFA officials (interviews 10, 11, 12, 24 and 27) admit that within all
joint documents before 2008, the foreign ministries agreed only on very general ideas on the ENP.
They did not find joint solutions in the single disputable issues, such as the above ENP’s structural
differentiation or the involvement of Russia.
Finally, we cannot confirm Polish-German policy transfers in the context of the above initiatives. As
said, the Polish non-papers of 2003 and 2006 presented the pure Polish ideas, without offering a scope
for adopting the others’ points of view. Even the joint Polish-German documents raised only some
general ideas regarding the ENP, without demonstrating mutual concessions on disputable issues. If
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their joint documents included common ideas regarding e.g. the issue of the ENP’s structural division,
we could suspect that their bilateral concessions or influences might have then occurred on this issue.

In sum, shortly before and after 2004, the Polish foreign ministries presented non-papers on the
Eastern Dimension (thus seeking strategic usage of the enlarged UE). Both Polish and German MFAs
issued even joint proposals for the future EU Eastern policies (meaning also Germany recognised the
new EU’s challenges towards the Eastern European states other than Russia). However, the Polish
ministries were not only weakly socialised within the CFSP (Poland lacked communication channels
and later it was unaware of EU policy-making and had EU-sceptical governments). Moreover, they did
not recognise the discrepant interests within the CFSP (no politics of scale), which constrained their
potential for tactical compromises with Germany (limited learning). Even the joint Polish-German
proposals did not overcome their discrepant interests in the ENP, which means that also Germany was
weakly oriented on compromise with Poland (these processes limited the potential for policy
transfers). However, to complement this study, the next section 5.1.2 discusses the German initiative
of the ENP Plus, thus additionally arguing in favour of Germany’s limited Europeanisation processes
with Poland.

5.1.2. The German ENP Plus
In 2007, Germany presented the so-called ENP Plus initiative. The literature argues that Germany thus
approached the traditional Polish interests in the Eastern neighbourhood. This in turn creates a
potential to understand this initiative as a result of Polish impact. Nevertheless, this section argues in
favour of limited German-Polish as well as Polish-German Europeanisation processes in the context of
the ENP Plus. Hence, we cannot confirm bilateral influences behind this initiative.

Overall, the initiative for the ENP Plus was part of Germany’s broader ‘New Eastern Policy’, which was
presented by the Foreign Office in the context of the German EU Council Presidency in 2007 (see
Chapter 4). The ENP Plus itself was intended as a reinforced program of EU cooperation with the
Eastern neighbourhood (Lang, 2016; Kempe, 2007, p.2), both bilaterally and multilaterally (Böttger,
2010, p.106), including strengthened political, legal and financial cooperation frameworks (Buras,

129

2007, pp.27-28). The literature emphasises that the ENP Plus strongly overlapped with the Polish
interest in strengthening the Eastern Dimension (Cianciara, 2008, p.9; Lang, 2008, p.133), except for
the postulate of EU membership perspective (Buras, 2007, p.35). This initiative was also ‘strategically
similar’ to the previous Polish non-paper on the ‘Eastern Dimension’ because they both called to
reinforce the ENP (Kempe, 2008, pp.5-6) and because Berlin, similarly to Warsaw, perceived Ukraine
as the frontrunner of change in the region (Lang, 2016).
Nevertheless, we cannot confirm strong Europeanisation processes on this issue at the bilateral level.
First of all, the then German government had a minimal uploading interest within the EU Eastern
neighbourhood policy because it appeared insufficiently motivated to push through the ENP Plus onto
the CFSP level. The literature mentions that it did not present the initiative in enough operational detail
(Emerson et al., 2007, p.1), nor did it officially include the initiative into the programme of its EU
Presidency (Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010, p.223). This minimal uploading interest can be further confirmed
with the government’s weak socialisation within the CFSP. Here, Germany did not intensely promote
the initiative (Kempe, 2007, p.4; Kirch and Schwarzer, 2015), it also faced negative positions of other
EU member states such as France (Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010, p.223) and Poland (see below). Considering
that France and Poland were, alongside Germany, the strongest EU states interested in the ENP (see
also Section 5.2.5), their lacking support for the ENP Plus may additionally explain why Germany
decided not to include the initiative into the programme of its Presidency. Admittedly, the Foreign
Office expected other EU states to help promote the ENP Plus as a broader European project rather
than an exclusively German initiative (Schweppe, interview 13; interviews 21 and 22), which was
apparently unsuccessful. Nevertheless, this also suggests that the German government alone might
have been too weakly engaged to take responsibility for the ENP Plus. Interestingly, most interviewed
EU diplomats do not even remember the ENP Plus, contrary to the German, even unsuccessful,
initiatives for Russia; this suggests that also German CFSP-level representatives were weakly engaged
with this initiative, particularly compared with their parallel initiatives for Russia. Moreover, some EU
diplomats (interviews 30 and 31) argue that Germany would have successfully uploaded the ENP Plus,
or at least invoked a broad EU debate on this proposal, if it truly wanted one, considering that due to
its EU Presidency, Germany coordinated all working groups within the EU Council.
Furthermore, Germany was rather weakly engaged with promoting the ENP Plus to Poland. While
German MFA officials (interviews 21 and 22) claim that the Foreign Office consulted on this initiative
with the Polish Foreign Ministry, representatives of the latter (interviews 10 and 12) say that the ENP
Plus was not on a high bilateral agenda between their policy planning staffs and that it was never
submitted to Warsaw as an official proposal. Additionally, a Polish high-level diplomat (interview 3)
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says the following: ‘Considering the fact that Polish-German consultations regarding Eastern policy
were always intensive, the lack of sufficient talks on the ENP Plus led the Foreign Ministry to suspect
that the initiative did not bear the potential for a large-scale strategic reform of the EU Eastern policy’.
Again, many interviewed Polish diplomats and MFA officials do not remember bilateral talks on this
initiative, for example, whether they bilaterally agreed on its contents. The above observations suggest
that the Foreign Office did not sufficiently communicate the initiative and, as a result, the initiative
was never prominent in the political mind-maps of the then Polish foreign policy makers.
In particular, the Foreign Office was weakly oriented on reaching consensus with Poland (weak
organisational learning) in the broader context of this initiative. Admittedly, Germany might have
expected that Poland would easily accept the ENP Plus because this proposal strongly overlapped with
the Polish interests. However, as said, the ENP Plus was part of the broader German ‘New Eastern
Policy’, which favoured parallel initiatives for Russia. Therefore, Poland was concerned that the ENP
Plus was not a step towards a compromise between their discrepant interests towards Eastern Europe.
As the Polish diplomat (interview 3) explains, ‘The Polish Foreign Ministry had probably no particular
reason to reject Germany’s proposals to strengthen the ENP itself, but it was concerned that the
German whole reform “package” for EU Eastern relations would lead towards subordinating Polish
interests vis-à-vis the Eastern neighbours to German interests towards Russia’. This also suggests that
Germany, once weakly socialised within the CFSP (above), did not recognise Poland as its crucial
partner in the broader EU Eastern relations, i.e. it did not seek their joint politics of scale effect within
these relations.
Nevertheless, the arguments in favour of Germany’s un-consensual (and exclusively Russian-oriented)
approach to Poland are not exhaustive. We should not forget that in the meantime, Chancellor Merkel
supported the then Polish government in its own dispute with Russia (Chapter 4). Merkel’s support
could be indeed seen as a step towards a broader compromise in which Germany would push forward
the ENP reform, and Poland would lift the veto over the PCA with Russia. Therefore, their lacking
bilateral consensus can be also explained by the then Law and Justice’s ‘un-Europeanised’ Eastern
policy. As argued, this Polish government was weakly socialised into CFSP norms and thus unwilling to
find a compromise with Germany on the PCA (Chapter 4) and on its non-paper for the Eastern
Dimension (the previous section). This concerned also the ENP Plus. This government had limited
negotiation capabilities on this initiative (Kaminska, 2014, p.170). In particular, ‘Due to its hostile
attitude towards cooperation with Germany, the PiS government easily dismissed the German
Presidency as not attaching enough importance to the Eastern Dimension of the ENP’ (Cianciara, 2008,
p.9). Apparently, this government did not recognise Germany as its relevant partner on this EU policy
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(it did not pursue the politics of scale; see also Chapter 4). German representatives (Schweppe,
interview 13; interview 22) note that the Polish government appeared to be mostly concerned with
the German authorship of the ENP Plus rather than its specific contents. Moreover, due to its limited
negotiation capabilities, Poland could not go beyond exclusive German authorship of this initiative.
Finally, since both Polish and German governments did not bilaterally present stronger consensual
approaches towards the ENP’s reform, we cannot confirm that the ENP Plus was a German concession
to Poland (a policy transfer). First, as argued in the previous section, Germany raised a stronger interest
in the Eastern neighbours because it recognised that the enlarged EU (and not Poland) needed a new
Eastern policy. Second, the German the ENP Plus itself remained in the shadow of the parallel
proposals for EU-Russian cooperation, and it did not pay much attention to consultations with Poland.
Third, also Poland remained unwilling to engage with a bilateral compromise in the broader context of
the ENP Plus, which could potentially suggest that the ENP Plus was part of such compromise.

To summarise, the German Foreign Office was weakly engaged in uploading its ENP Plus initiative; it
even did not officially submit the initiative to the CFSP institutions. It was also weakly engaged in
consulting on the initiative with other EU states, neither it was oriented on building compromise with
Poland, particularly in the broader Russian context. For its part, the Polish government was also weakly
socialised within the CFSP and unwilling to recognise Germany as its close EU Eastern policy partner. It
was consequently reluctant towards the German ENP Plus, and afraid that this initiative would be
subordinated to the German interests towards EU-Russian cooperation (we can therefore confirm
weak socialisation within the CFSP and weak learning at the bilateral level on both sides). As a result,
although the ENP Plus strongly overlapped with Polish interests, it did not clearly result from a Polish
impact.
More broadly, Sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 proved the limited Polish-German crossloading potential on the
EU Eastern neighbourhood policy in the pre- and early post-enlargement periods. Admittedly, Poland
and, to a lesser degree, Germany presented their uploading interests on this issue. However, they did
not recognise each other as crucial EU partners on this EU policy, and they therefore remained
insufficiently oriented to reaching bilateral consensus between their discrepant interests in broader
EU Eastern relations. On the contrary, Section 5.2 below will argue in favour of strong bilateral
Europeanisation processes taking place from 2008.
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5.2. The Eastern Partnership
Strong Polish-German Europeanisation processes can be observed when governments on both sides
became strongly socialised within the consensual CFSP and thus recognised each other as the relevant
partners within broad EU Eastern relations. As a result, the governments engaged with bilateral
concessions in the context of the Eastern Partnership, the Polish initiative that became an EU Eastern
neighbourhood policy. Here, Section 5.2.1 identifies Polish concessions to Germany in the context of
Poland’s diplomatic offensive for the EaP initiative. Section 5.2.2 focuses on Germany’s relatively late
decision to support this initiative and discusses whether Germany was encouraged to this decision by
Poland. Section 5.2.3 studies their bilateral compromise-building concerning the issue of the potential
EU enlargement into Eastern Europe. The last two, shorter sections discuss the relevance of broader
international factors (within the EU) for these Polish-German relations. Here, Section 5.2.4 studies
whether Europeanisation of Polish-Swedish relations was motivated with Polish-German cooperation
on the inauguration of the EaP. Section 5.2.5 discusses whether Polish-French Europeanisation can
explain Polish-German relations within the ENP.

5.2.1. Poland’s diplomatic offensive for the EaP
The existing literature explains Poland’s diplomatic offensive to promote the Eastern Partnership with
its intentions to upload its own strategic interests. The literature also explains that this offensive was
successful because Poland was then strongly socialised within the CFSP policy. This section adds to this
debate, by focusing on Polish Europeanisation processes in relation to Germany. It explains that Poland
recognised Germany as its crucial partner on the EaP. As a result, Poland even invited its Western
neighbour to the regional, Central-Eastern European cooperation on the EaP. It also demonstrated the
EaP initiative, bilaterally to Germany, as a non-anti-Russian and non-geopolitical proposal.

Overall, the Eastern Partnership has become an official EU policy towards the Eastern neighbours. Its
proposal was first introduced on GAERC on 26 May 2008 by Polish and Swedish delegations (Council
of the European Union, 2008b). Based on this proposal, the European Council on 19 and 20 June 2008
invited the European Commission to work forward on the EaP (Council of the European Union 2008c,
p.19). On 3 December, the European Commission (2008) communicated on the EaP to the European
Parliament and the Council. Consequently, the EaP was launched as an EU policy during its
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inauguration summit in Prague on 7 May 2009 (Council of the European Union, 2009a), and it was
welcomed by the European Council on 18 and 19 June 2009 (Council of the European Union, 2009b).
The EaP initiative clearly resulted from Poland’s strategic interest in developing cooperation with its
Eastern neighbours, not only bilaterally but also from within the EU (Chapter 3). Poland thus made a
strategic use of the EU Eastern neighbourhood policy in that it managed to initialise its reinforcement.
The motivation for this uploading was observed since the EU-oriented Civic Platform government came
to power (from November 2007), when both Prime Minister Donald Tusk (Polish Prime Minister, 2008;
Bankier.pl, 2016) and Foreign Minister Radosław Sikorski (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2008; European
Policy Centre, 2008) declared a Polish foreign policy priority to stimulate the EU Eastern
neighbourhood policy. Poland thus expected even a moderate European Eastern neighbourhood policy
to be stronger than even the most ambitious national politics (Cichocki, 2013, p.89).
As explained in Chapter 4, the PO government demonstrated itself to be strongly socialised within the
CFSP because it lifted the veto over the PCA negotiations with Russia. Regarding the EaP initiative, from
February 2008, the Polish government as well as the ambassador to the EU Jan Tombiński, Polish MEPs,
and even Polish NGOs and think tanks, completed a series of consultations promoting this initiative to
other EU states and EU institutions (Kaminska, 2014, pp. 177-181). The Polish Foreign Ministry,
including Minister Sikorski, as well as the Polish Permanent Representation to the CFSP, were mostly
engaged with preparing and conducting this promotional activity (Pomorska, 2015, p.63). In particular,
Poland recognised the broader, CFSP-level configuration of Eastern policy interests (which is also why
Poland recognised Germany as its crucial partner on the EaP; see below). Here, the Polish orientation
on the reform of the Eastern Dimension was shared by the Baltic states, the other Visegrad states, the
Scandinavian countries with mainly Sweden, and less frequently with remaining CEECs, the UK, Ireland
and Portugal (Pomorska, 2008, pp.159-160). The other group of states presented a more conditional
approach and expected preceding reforms in the target countries; their support for this reform was
also dependent on how EU-Russian cooperation would develop. Here, many Western European
countries, such as Germany, Italy, Spain, Belgium, Austria, Greece and Finland, and even some CEECs,
like Romania, Bulgaria and Slovenia, consequently expected the EaP’s complementarity with the Black
Sea Synergy; many EU states were also dissatisfied that the EaP initiative excluded Russia (Kaminska,
2014, p.87, 146-147, 152-153). EU foreign policy actors (interviews 34, 36, 39 and 40) confirm that the
EaP could not be implemented if it conflicted with EU Russia policies because only Poland, the Baltic
States and, to a lesser degree, Czechia, Slovakia and Sweden were ready to advocate the former at the
cost of the latter. In addition, the Russian-oriented, or at least more balanced positions towards the
broader EU Eastern relations were presented by EU institutions. For example, the European
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Commission (2008) stressed that ‘The Eastern Partnership will be pursued in parallel with the EU’s
strategic partnership with Russia’. The GAERC, which adopted the Polish-Swedish EaP proposal,
simultaneously approved negotiating directives for a new agreement with Russia (Council of the
European Union, 2008b). This GAERC thus indicated the EaP was accepted as one among the two pillars
of a new (broader) EU Eastern policy (Ochmann, 2010a, pp.2-3). The above CFSP interest configuration
explains Poland’s diplomatic offensive for the EaP. For example, Polish diplomats who lobbied for the
EaP in the European Commission ‘framed in carefully chosen words, emphasising that the initiative
was not “anti-Russian”’ (Pomorska, 2015, p.63). Clearly, Poland had to accept the pro-Russian interests
within the CFSP to win support of the most EU states and the EU institutions for the EaP.
In this context, the Polish government also recognised Germany’s potential to convince the other
Western European states to the EaP. Namely, Poland then noticed that compared to only cursory
engagements of other Western European states, Germany was seriously interested and long-term
engaged in the Eastern neighbourhood (Buras, 2013, p.23). The then Polish MFA representatives
(Bratkiewicz, interview 5; Wiśniewski, interview 6; interview 3 and 11) believed that considering
Western Europe’s quite different Eastern policy interests (from the Polish ones), only Germany, with
the possible exception of the UK, was the strong EU state which could significantly help Poland bring
the EaP initiative into the agenda of the FAC and the European Council. Similarly, Ambassador Prawda
(interview 2) who promoted the EaP to the Chancellor’s Office and the Foreign Office (also in a tandem
with Sweden), saw the potential German support for this initiative as crucial to convince a number of
large Western European member states and thus to achieve the EaP’s inauguration as an EU policy. EU
diplomats (interviews 30, 31 and 35) say that Polish representatives to COEST sometimes even directly
asked their German counterparts to help convince Western European states to accept this initiative.
According to EU diplomats (interviews 35 and 36), German representatives played here a crucial role:
Although many Western European representatives usually raised reservations against the EaP, they
decided against opposing German positions on this issue if final decisions were to be made at the CFSP
level. They namely broadly recognised strong German interests, engagements, and staff-power within
the CFSP institutions, and they thus often expected German reciprocal support in their own interests
(the next section explains why Germany supported this EaP). Hence, Poland achieved a politics of scale
effect with Germany while promoting the EaP: it recognised that the German position on the EaP
(unlike the Polish one) enjoyed stronger support from the other large member states, and thus even
proceeded with the EaP’ uploading.
Therefore, Poland presented a strong cooperative and consensual approach to Germany (on the EaP),
meaning it engaged with experiential and even organisational learning at their bilateral level. The PO
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government intensely consulted with Germany on the Polish non-paper on the EaP (EU official in
Kaminska, 2014, p.178; Polish high-level diplomat, interview 3), as well as on the official EaP proposal,
even before the Polish and Swedish delegations submitted it to GAERC (interview 3). Admittedly, the
government closely coordinated on the EaP initiative with the other CEECs (among its ‘like-minders’),
however, it also invited Germany into this regional cooperation. First, Poland deepened this
cooperation with the Baltic States and within the Visegrad group (Cianciara, 2008, pp.10-11; Kaminska,
2014, p.148, 178), also with the Scandinavian countries (Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010, p.228). For example,
already during the European Council in December 2007, Poland and Lithuania presented a joint
proposal to strengthen the ENP’s multilateral framework (Cianciara, 2008, p.10). During a regional
Warsaw Summit in November 2008, foreign ministers of the Baltic States, the Visegrad Group, Bulgaria,
Romania, Slovenia and Sweden declared cooperation on the future EaP programme (Visegrad Group,
2008). Poland specifically perceived the Visegrad Group as a joint front to promote the Eastern
Dimension (Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010, pp.227-228). After the EaP’s inauguration, V4 meetings even
invited diplomatic services of the Eastern neighbours, for example, in Kraków on 17 April 2013 or in
Budapest on 28 and 29 April 2014 and on 31 August 2017 (Visegad Group, 2006-2018). Second, as
mentioned, Poland also involved Germany into this cooperation, thus seeking to use the German
influence to enhance own Eastern policy position within the region. For example, Poland invited
Germany (and France) to partake in the Visegrad Prime Ministers’ meeting in Warsaw on 6 March 2013
(Polish Foreign Ministry, 2012/2013). Minister Sikorski called this meeting a ‘Visegrad-Weimar summit’
and even directly expressed his expectation that such close ties with Germany (and France) would
strengthen Polish position within the region (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2013a).12 The PO governments
strongly expected German participation in such extended V4 meetings may strengthen the Weimar
countries’ position within the EU Eastern policy (Wiśniewski, interview 6; interviews 3 and 11).
Moreover, the cooperation with Germany was also designed to enhance Polish regional leadership
within the CFSP institutions. EU diplomats (interviews 34 and 36) explain that CFSP-level
representatives of the Baltic states and, to a lesser degree, the other V4 countries were ready to accept
Poland as an informal regional leader in the EU Eastern policy-making, on the condition of close PolishGerman relations on this issue. Namely, they had often closer historical relations and shared more
strategic interests with Poland than with Germany; meanwhile, they expected Poland, as Germany’s
stronger partner, to represent their own interests to the most powerful member state.
Interestingly, in the terms of organisational learning, the Polish decision to invite Germany into its
regional fora can be studied as the adoption of a specific CFSP practice into their inter-ministerial
12

The other Visegrad countries also occasionally tried involve Germany in the V4 agenda on the EaP, indicating
Germany may offer here an added value (Handl, 2014).
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relations. Namely, EU diplomats (interviews 32, 33 and 36) explain that national representatives,
particularly those representing smaller member states and in the CFSP working groups, like to refer to
similar interests or engagements of stronger EU countries. They thus portray their own policies as the
ones enjoying stronger, more promising support. A Polish high-level diplomat (interviews 3) confirms
that the Polish government used to communicate with other diplomacies, both between foreign
ministries and within the CFSP institutions, that Germany shared the Polish interest in the EaP. The
government thus expected the German influence would help convince the others of the EaP, also win
stronger acceptance from within the region for the Polish leadership on this policy. This Polish
behaviour can be again explained with the politics of scale. Here, Poland did not only use the German
influence to convince the German allies (who had discrepant interests) to the EaP, but also to
additionally increase the regional support (from its ‘like-minders’) for the Polish leadership aspirations
within the EaP.13
Moreover, in the terms of experiential learning, Poland partly adapted the EaP initiative, or at least
how it was presented in Berlin, to the German reservations that the EaP should not be seen as antiRussian. As explained by the then Polish ambassador to Germany Marek Prawda (interview 2), bearing
in mind that Germany wanted to avoid chilling relations with Russia, the Polish diplomatic service
presented the initiative as a civilizational project designed to overcome social, economic and cultural
divisions between Western and Eastern Europe. It thus argued that the EaP had no geopolitical
prospects and should not create any political divisions. Apparently, as mentioned in Chapter 4, the
Polish conciliatory approach towards Russia from 2008 was designed to increase Polish uploading
capabilities mainly in the EaP context. Polish diplomats and MFA officials (Prawda, interview 2;
interviews 3, 9 and 10) even confirm that it was their strong intention behind supporting the
(promoted by Germany) EU-Russian cooperation to improve their image as the country that is not antiRussian and thus to receive Germany’s reciprocal support for the EaP. Finally, since the EaP initiative
avoided declarations of its geopolitical objectives due to the Polish cooperation with Germany, we can
understand this move as a Polish concession to Germany (a policy transfer). Additionally, Chapter 6
will confirm a stronger Polish policy transfer from Germany on the example of the Polish decision to
abandon the EU membership perspective for Ukraine (also in the EaP context).
Interestingly, the experiential learning meant also that Poland recognised the previous German ENP
Plus initiative as a relevant input into the reform of the Eastern Dimension (as argued in Section 5.1.2,

13

Interestingly, the politics of scale could be also identified behind the Polish cooperation with the Baltic States.
Namely, according to Żurawski vel Grajewski (2010), such cooperation could help Poland gain Danish support for
the EaP due to Denmark’s geopolitical interest in the Baltic states.
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Poland’s previous government, which had an un-consensual approach towards Germany, refused this
initiative). Here, Polish diplomats (Bratkiewicz, interview 5; interview 3) informed other EU partners
that the ENP Plus offered a creative impulse for their own works on the EaP, thus expecting Germany’s
advocacy for the EaP initiative as well as broader CFSP support for it. Clearly, these diplomats again
pursued the above CFSP-level practice, meaning they referred to the ENP Plus to argue that Germany,
the most influential player, shared the Polish interest in the Eastern Dimension’s reform. Nevertheless,
the ENP Plus did not have an impact on the EaP initiative (we cannot speak of a policy transfer). As
stated above, the latter resulted from the strong Polish Eastern policy interests. Here, a Polish highlevel politician (interview 7) emphasises that the EaP initiative would have occurred regardless of
whether Germany had presented similar ambitions, because Poland consequently presented strong
internal consensus on this issue. Moreover, the Polish and Swedish foreign ministries prepared and
submitted the EaP project independently of influences of other countries (Polish high-level diplomat,
interview 3). The EaP was even perceived at the EU level as the Polish project that was pushed on to
the EU agenda due to the strong determination of Donald Tusk and Radosław Sikorski (Kaminska, 2014,
p.175).

In summary, the EaP initiative clearly confirmed the Polish interest in strategically using the EU in
stimulating cooperation with its Eastern neighbours. From 2008, the Polish diplomatic service, who
was strategically socialised within the CFSP, held intense consultations on the EaP, and recognised that
the dominant, Western European interests towards Eastern Europe were more Russian-oriented. It
also recognised the strong German influence among the Western European states and even the
German reputation among the other CEECs (the politics of scale). Hence, the Polish government
promoted the EaP as a non-anti-Russian initiative (as was expected by Germany), and it even showed
a recognition for the previous German ENP Plus proposal (experiential learning). Moreover, although
the government closely cooperated on the EaP with its CEE ‘like-minders’, it even invited Germany to
this regional cooperation (which indicates organisational learning). Finally, Poland made a concession
to Germany (a policy transfer) in that it avoided geopolitical prospects within the EaP.

5.2.2. German support for the EaP’s inauguration
The existing literature often neglects the fact that German position on the EaP underwent a change
from reluctance and reservations to open support for its EU-level inauguration. In this context, this
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section studies Europeanisation processes behind German relations with Poland on the EaP (so in the
inverse direction than those studied in the previous section). Thus, the section discusses whether the
final German support for this policy can be understood as a concession to Poland, specifically whether
the above Polish concession on the EaP (regarding the Russian context) played here a role.

First of all, German government was not eager to openly support Poland’s early diplomatic offensive
for the EaP. The literature mentions that Foreign Minister Steinmeier was first confronted with the EaP
idea during his private visit to Minister Sikorski in early April 2008, when he was not ready to take part
in the Polish proposal (Ochmann, 2010a, pp.2-3). The literature also mentions that Germany was
initially reluctant towards the EaP initiative (Lang, 2016), and that it decided against co-inaugurating
the EaP (Ochmann, 2010a, p.3; Böttger, 2016, p.407; Lang, 2016). Polish representatives who
canvassed German support for the EaP in 2008 and 2009 (Cichocki, interview 8; interview 3) confirm
they were not certain, even on the eve of the EaP inauguration summit in Prague, whether Berlin would
be in favour of the initiative and whether Chancellor Merkel would go to Prague. This confirms the
arguments from Section 5.1.2 (about the ENP Plus) that Germany had rather weak interest in the
Eastern Dimension’s reform. More precisely, Germany expected its stronger conditionality, thus raising
concerns that the inauguration of the EaP, without parallel developments in the EU Russia policy,
would have a negative impact on cooperation with Russia. Again, the literature merely mentions that
in April 2008, Minister Steinmeier perceived the EaP initiative as a counterproposal to the German
initiatives for Russia (Ochmann, 2010a, pp.2-3), and that Berlin paid then stronger attention to
promoting the BSS (Kaminska, 2014, p.148, 178). The Polish representatives who promoted the EaP
initiative to Berlin (Prawda, interview 2; Cichocki, interview 8; interview 3), as well as many German
representatives (Schweppe, interview 13; Erler, interview 16; Polenz, interview 23; interviews 15, 21
and 22) agree that the German government was concerned that while the EaP might create few gains
from the strengthened relations with the Eastern neighbours, it could remarkably deteriorate
cooperation with Russia and give Russia a pretext for accusing the EU of hemming in the country. Some
of these interviewees (interviews 8, 15 and 16) add that the government was also concerned that the
EaP may force the Eastern neighbours to face a geopolitical choice between Moscow and Brussels,
which could lead to destabilising the region. Nevertheless, German government (2009), as well as the
Bundestag (Ochmann, 2010b, p.3), accepted the EaP’s inauguration at the CFSP level. Germany was
also represented on the highest political level, by Chancellor Merkel, on the inauguration summit
(German Government, 2009). This differed remarkably from the lower-level representations of many
other Western European EU states (Council of the European Union, 2009a; Ochmann, 2010a, p.3).
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German politics of scale with Poland helps us explain why Germany finally supported the EaP. Chapter
4 argued that since approximately 2007, Germany more strongly recognised the Polish engagements
and influence in the EU Eastern relations (mainly that Poland may block the PCA with Russia if it
perceives the PCA as a ‘German’ and ‘too pro-Russian’ policy). Similarly in the EaP context, German
representatives (Erler, interview 16; Polenz, interview 23; interviews 15, 21 and 22) explain that they
wanted to avoid accusations coming from Poland (and the Baltic States) according to which they would
prioritise EU relations with Russia over the EaP. Moreover, the Polish influence among its CEE ‘likeminders’ mattered. Germany’s former ambassador to Poland, Reinhard Schweppe (interview 13),
explains Germany generally expected Poland, as the CEE country that was mostly engaged within the
broad EU Eastern relations, to help convince the other CEECs of broader compromises on these
relations. For this reason, Germany also accepted the above Polish invitations to its regional
cooperation on the EaP. For example, according to another German high-level diplomat (interview 15),
Chancellor Merkel was eager to take part in the above Visegrad-Weimar meeting on 6 March 2013,
thus wanting to cooperate with Poland to better promote its own agenda among the Polish allies on
the EaP, who were also traditionally concerned about the German Eastern policy.
Moreover, the fact that Poland promoted the EaP to Germany as the non-anti-Russian initiative (the
previous section) helped convince Germany to back this initiative (so we can identify also German
experiential learning). Here, the literature says broadly that the German support for the EaP’s
inauguration was in return for Polish support for the German proposals for Russia (Ochmann, 2009,
pp.4-5). More specifically, German diplomats (interviews 18 and 19) explain that from 2009 onwards,
they often responded to similar or even stronger concerns of other Western European states that the
EaP would undermine the parallel EU-Russian cooperation. However, they argued in favour of the EaP
as a relevant contribution to the broad EU Eastern relations, by explaining that the Russia policy of
Poland, the EaP’s main author, was now more conciliatory. EU diplomats (interviews 30, 31, 35 and 36)
add that German CFSP-level representatives presented then the EaP as part of the broader
compromise allowing both the EaP and the EU-Russian cooperation to proceed, and they emphasise
that such German arguments would be unreliable if Poland still presented a confrontational approach
towards Russia.
Finally, considering the above Europeanisation processes, the EaP should not only be perceived as an
example of the Polish-Swedish uploading (as is often presented in existing literature, see for example
Kaminska, 2014, p.184) but also as an element of Polish-German crossloading/policy transfers. First,
Poland played a relevant role in convincing Germany to support the EaP’s inauguration. Consequently,
Germany, as the CFSP member, became involved in the EaP policy-making. Moreover, as noted by
140

Ochmann (2009, pp.4-5), many German politicians began then to perceive EU Eastern policy as one
which targeted not only Russia but also the Eastern neighbours. Second, Poland impacted Germany in
the sense that the Polish-Swedish submission of the EaP proposal to GAERC encouraged the official
German support for this EaP (for the role of the Polish-Swedish tandem, see Section 5.2.4). German
representatives (Schweppe, interview 13; Erler, interview 16; interviews 21 and 22) namely admit that
the Foreign Office decided to openly support the initiative once it was submitted to GAERC because
the office perceived it then as the only serious opportunity, after their failed ENP Plus, to reinforce the
Eastern Dimension (as argued above, in parallel to the EU-Russia relations). Polish representatives
(Cichocki, interview 8; interview 3) confirm that Germany became actively interested in supporting and
cooperating with Poland on the EaP as soon as it recognised that the EaP had a chance of launching at
the EU level.
However, Germany decided to support the EaP not exclusively due to the Europeanisation processes
with Poland. To a slight degree, the Russian war in Georgia in August 2008 impacted this German
support (Böttger, 2016, p.407). Chancellor Merkel and Minister Steinmeier were able to adopt the EaP
proposal in its Polish-Swedish design because they wanted then to send a clear signal to Eastern Europe
(Ochmann, 2010b, p.5). Also in broader terms, this war put strong pressure on the EU to make a quicker
and more tangible offer to its Eastern neighbours, even pushing some member states to accept the
EaP (Kaminska, 2014, p.176). In particular, the extraordinary European Council on 1 September 2008
stated the EaP was ‘more necessary than ever’ due to the crisis in Georgia (Council of the European
Union, 2008d, p.3). Nevertheless, the EU would have likely accepted the EaP otherwise, particularly
considering that the previous EU Council (on 19 and 20 June 2008; Council of the European Union
2008c), including its German representation, had approved works on the EaP initiative before the war
began. It is also explained by EU diplomats (interviews 34 and 36) that the Georgia war did not
decisively change the political perceptions on the EaP but (only) drew a bit stronger attention of EU
institutions and member states to the initiative. Hence, this external factor strengthened the German
support for the EaP, but it was less relevant than the Polish-German Europeanisation processes.

In summary, Germany was initially reluctant about the EaP, and raised reservations that this policy
could marginalise its own interests in EU-Russian cooperation. Nevertheless, since Germany
recognised Poland’s conciliatory approach to Russia in the context of its EaP proposal, the German
Chancellor cooperated with Poland on the EaP and thus even hoped to use the Polish influence to
convince also the other CEECs of its own, more Russian-oriented Eastern policy agenda. Meanwhile,
the Foreign Office supported this (non-anti-Russian) EaP in its relations with the other Western
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European member states (so that the politics of scale motivated the German experiential learning). As
a result, the German government strongly supported the EaP’s inauguration, whereas many German
politicians acknowledged the Eastern neighbourhood policy as a relevant part of the broader EU
Eastern relations (a policy transfer). Below, Section 5.2.3 will further identify Polish-German
concessions in the context of another, strategic issue related to the EaP.

5.2.3. ‘EU membership perspective’ and ‘European aspirations’
Section 5.2.3 studies the debate on the potential EU enlargement into Eastern Europe. The existing
literature argues that although Poland was strategically interested in this EU enlargement, it tactically
avoided an EU membership perspective within the EaP, and it merely acknowledged the ‘European
aspirations’ of the Eastern neighbours. This was because Poland became socialised into the consensual
CFSP policy-making. This section specifically identifies Polish-German Europeanisation processes
behind these decisions. First, it explains Warsaw’s decision to abandon the membership perspective
mainly as a bilateral concession to Berlin. Second, it discusses Warsaw’s influence over Berlin in the
context of the EaP summits that acknowledged the ‘European aspirations’ of the Eastern neighbours.

First, Poland was interested in the strategic use of the EU Eastern neighbourhood policy, also by
supporting further EU Eastern enlargement. Namely, the EU’s enlargement to Eastern Europe, mainly
that of Ukraine, is Poland’s strategic foreign policy goal (Ziółkowski, 2002, p.314; Lang, 2004, p.53;
Kałużyńska et al., 2009, p.376). For Poland, the EU’s membership offer would be the Union’s most
effective foreign policy instrument providing reform incentives for its neighbours (Buras, 2007, p.28;
Pomorska, 2008, pp.165-166), also in terms of an EU’s ‘soft power’ (Włudyka, 2009, p.13); Poland also
referred here to the post-1989 transition of the CEECs that had been facilitated by the perspective to
join the EU (Pomorska, 2008, p.158, 166; Cianciara, 2008, p.3). Such membership perspective would
clearly serve the Polish geopolitical interest by supporting democratisation of the Eastern neighbours
(Kaminska, 2014, pp.155-156) and their integration into the EU (Ziółkowski, 2002, p.314; Pomorska,
2008, p.158). Therefore, Poland wanted to see the ENP as an enlargement policy, and it was dissatisfied
that the ENP pushed back EU membership prospects (Kałużyńska et al., 2009, pp.376-378). Since Article
49 TEU says that ‘any European state may apply to become a member of the European Union’
(European Commission, 2003, p.5), Poland wanted the ENP to differentiate between the ‘European
neighbours’ (the Eastern neighbours targeted by the Eastern Dimension) and the ‘neighbours of
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Europe’ (North African and Middle East countries targeted by the Southern Dimension) (Sikorski in
Bildt, 2013; Kempe, 2008, pp.5-6).
We cannot identify one particular turning point when Poland changed its position on the membership
perspective. Admittedly, Polish foreign ministers regardless of government reiterated their ambitions
to act within the EU as an advocate of (mainly) Ukraine’s EU membership. However, they did that
mainly in their foreign policy exposé or in other domestic statements (for example, Cimoszewicz in
Batory Foundation, 2003; Rotfeld in Polish Foreign Ministry, 2005, pp.5-6; Fotyga in Polish Foreign
Ministry, 2007; Sikorski in Polish Foreign Ministry, 2014f). Poland continuously supported the
membership postulate only in bilateral relations with Ukraine, but it ‘quickly’ accepted not to formally
raise the postulate at Council meetings (Pomorska, 2008, pp.166-167; Kałużyńska et al., 2009, p.376).
As for the EaP initiative, there are admittedly some comments that it initially considered an EU path
(Kempe, 2008, p.8; Schäffer and Tolksdorf, 2009, p.2). Nevertheless, the EaP avoided the term ‘EU
membership’ in its final conclusion of March 2009 (Schäffer and Tolksdorf, 2009, p.2). Polish diplomats
who were working on the initial EaP proposal (Prawda, interview 2; interviews 3) confirm that Poland
and Sweden were discussing ideas how to integrate the Eastern neighbours with the EU without
offering them membership.
Europeanisation processes explain why Poland abandoned the membership postulate, mainly in the
context of its above offensive for the EaP. Above all, Poland was interested in strengthening the
Eastern Dimension through uploading the EaP even in its ‘limited’ form, without the membership
postulate. It namely noticed that while resigning from this postulate, it was able to slowly push through
this reform (Pomorska, 2008, p.174-176) and still draw the EU’s attention to the Eastern neighbours
(Cianciara, 2008, p.3). A Polish high-level diplomat (interview 3) says as follows: ‘Poland faced two
choices: it could insist on the membership postulate and run the risk of the failure of the whole EU
Eastern policy, or abandon the postulate but win broad EU acceptance for the strengthening of this
policy which, even without the membership postulate, was still in Polish strong interest.’
Poland’s ‘limited’ uploading interest can be explained as a result of strategic socialisation. Polish
diplomats, who promoted the EaP, adopted the CFSP behavioural norms to modify their strategy
(Pomorska, 2008, pp.166-167), and thus agreed on the EaP as a small step approach (Pomorska, 2015,
p.63). Poland again recognised here the dominant EU-level interests. Its membership postulate was
namely confronted with a majority of EU states (Gromadzki et al., 2005, p.13; Kaminska, 2014, p.152156), including the largest countries such as Germany, France, Spain and Italy, as well as EU institutions,
particularly the European Commission (Kałużyńska et al., 2009, p.375, 384), the EEAS (interviews 34
and 36) and single EU presidencies (Pomorska, 2008, pp.177-178). On the contrary, Poland had here
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clear support from Lithuania (Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010, p.229) and the other Baltic states, whereas the
positions of other CEECs, other Scandinavian countries, the UK, Ireland and Portugal fluctuated
(interviews 34, 36 and 39). In addition, already from 2003, the European Commission’s ‘Wider Europe’
excluded the membership perspective from the newly designed EU neighbourhood policy (European
Commission, 2003, pp.4-5). Further, the Commission’s ‘Strategy Paper’ defined the ENP as distinct
from the above Article 49 TEU (European Commission, 2004, p.3), while the launched EaP confirmed
this position (European Commission, 2008). The ENP excluded the membership perspective due to
weak EU integration capacities which resulted from EU budgetary and constitutional crises and which
led to an ‘enlargement fatigue’ at the EU level (Lankosz, 2009, p.18; Pomorska, 2008, p.160).
This EU majority pushed Poland to accept the ENP as an alternative to the enlargement policy
(Pomorska, 2008, pp.166-167, 173; Kałużyńska et al., 2009, pp.383-384; Kaminska, 2014, p.88, 156).
For example, the then Polish MFA officials in charge of Eastern policy, Jarosław Bratkiewicz and Andrzej
Cieszkowski, reported to the Polish Senate that the EaP initiative should avoid the membership
postulate by recognising that, due to the ‘enlargement fatigue’, the EU will not accept it (Polish Senate,
2008, p.5). Ambassador Prawda (interview 2) confirms that any Polish voices reminding of the
membership postulate at the CFSP level, even after the EaP’s launch, were always heavily criticised by
most EU states and institutions as unrealistic or too maximalist. Therefore, the Polish retreat from the
postulate was the necessary compromise, allowing to keep the chance to implement the EaP at all. As
explained by other EU diplomats (interviews 30 and 31), Polish representatives were aware that if they
insisted on the membership postulate, the FAC would not reach unanimity in this issue and it would
have to vote, most likely against the whole EaP initiative. Hence, Poland presented a consensual
approach, thus avoiding the risk of diminishing its bargaining power on the EaP within the Council.
Poland thus approached the German position on the membership perspective (where it also made a
bilateral concession; see below). German politicians namely considered Ukraine’s EU accession as
unrealistic (Lang, 2016) or avoided concrete commitments on this issue (Kempe, 2006, pp.9-11). They
referred to the EU’s little efficiency and consolidation on such enlargement (Buras, 2007, p.28), to the
EU constitutional and budgetary crises, and to former difficulties in promoting Turkey’s EU candidacy
(Kempe, 2006, pp.11-12). Germany calculated that neither the EU nor the Eastern neighbours were
ready for the enlargement and that no measurable and predictable profits could be expected from it;
on the contrary, the membership perspective could deteriorate relations with Russia and thus impact
concrete economic losses (Dębski, 2008). Consequently, Germany supported the ENP as an alternative
towards EU enlargement (Buras, 2007, p.28), and excluded the EU membership perspective from its
ENP Plus initiative (Kempe, 2008, p.6).
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This bilateral rapprochement can be also studied as a Polish concession to Germany. Drawing on the
politics of scale model, Poland recognised Germany as an informal leader among the EU states which
opposed to the membership postulate. Polish diplomats and MFA officials (interviews 3, 10 and 11)
realised that their abandonment of the membership postulate was the only way to canvass broader
support for the EaP, mainly because Germany would never accept this postulate. In turn, considering
Germany had a stronger interest in the EaP than the other Western European states, without German
acceptance, the other states’ support in this issue would be even less likely. We can therefore identify
experiential learning in Polish relations with Germany on the potential membership postulate. While
German representatives (Schweppe, interview 13; Erler, interview 16; Polenz, interview 23; interviews
18 and 19) were concerned that the EaP could constitute a veiled enlargement policy, Polish
representatives (Prawda, interview 2, interviews 3, 10 and 11) canvassed broader support for the EaP,
by seeking bilateral understanding with Germany also in the context of the membership perspective.
This suggests Poland retreated from this postulate to win reciprocal German, and thus broader CFSPlevel support for the EaP.
We can thus argue that Poland adopted mainly the German (and not just a broader EU) stance on the
membership postulate (resulting in a limited policy transfer). On the one hand, in result of its
recognition for mainly the German influence over the EaP, and their bilateral compromise-building,
Poland clearly accepted that the EaP will not include an EU enlargement programme. On the other
hand, as shown above, the new Polish position was presented mainly at the CFSP level, and not
necessarily at the domestic level or bilaterally with the Eastern neighbours. Moreover, as explained by
Polish diplomats (interview 2 and 3), Poland did not acknowledge the German position on this issue as
a more accurate approach; it merely decided not to demand its own postulate in EU documents at that
particular moment. This means that Poland did not change its long-term, strategic interest to spread
EU integration to Eastern Europe.

In addition, this Polish concession can be studied as part of a bilateral compromise, in which Germany
accepted the other Polish idea for the EU to officially acknowledge the ‘European aspirations’ and the
‘European choice’ of the Eastern neighbours. Polish foreign policy-makers regardless of government
expected this acknowledgement (for example, Fotyga in Polish Foreign Ministry, 2007; Sikorski in
Wprost, 2011 and in Polish Foreign Ministry, 2014a; Tusk in Bankier.pl, 2016; Waszczykowski in Polish
Foreign Ministry, 2017a; Czaputowicz in Polish Foreign Ministry, 2018). They sought a legitimising use
of the EU, meaning they referred to promoting European values to the Eastern neighbours, however,
in its long-term interest of supporting (mainly) Ukraine’s EU accession. Poland namely decided here on
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a small-step and medium-term strategy, thus waiting for the right moment to bring the membership
postulate back to the table (Pomorska, 2008, p.174), under more favourable conditions (Cianciara,
2008, p.3). Ambassador Prawda (interview 2) used to argue within the CFSP institutions in favour of
acknowledging of Ukraine’s European aspirations, by appealing ‘not to censure Ukrainian dreams for
European values.’ Prawda confirms Poland wanted to arrange small steps leading the EU towards
stronger declarations of its connections with the Eastern neighbours, thus hoping to create a potential
for the EU to accept the membership perspective in the long term. Similarly, as a Polish high-level
diplomat (interview 3) explains, ‘Even though the EU’s recognition of the ‘European aspirations’ of the
Eastern neighbours did not lead towards formulating an enlargement policy, it indicated a gradually
changing perspective of West European states, which may allow to create further-reaching objectives,
even the enlargement perspective, in the future.’ EU diplomats (interviews 30 and 31) explain that
Polish representatives to COEST and PSC expected such EU recognitions also to provide the Eastern
neighbours with new reform incentives potentially preparing them for applying for EU accession in the
long term (for similar reasons Poland supported the association policy with Ukraine in spite of
Ukraine’s democracy deficits; see Chapter 6). This confirms that Poland accepted the ‘limited’ EaP
(which offered no EU perspective but promoted European values) in order to keep the chance to
pursue its geopolitical interest in the membership postulate in the future.
Poland achieved the politics of scale effect on this policy, mainly by cooperating with Germany. These
Polish expectations again faced the above CFSP-level clashes of interests. Reservations were expressed
by France, Spain and Portugal (Pomorska, 2008, p.174), and by most other Western European states;
their disputes over this postulate with many CEECs preceded Council conclusions from all EaP summits
(EU diplomats, interviews 30 and 31). However, Germany (and France; for its role see also Section
5.2.5) played crucial roles in gathering their ‘like-minders’ around coherent Council’s positions on this
issue. Their CFSP-level representatives were namely actively engaged in convincing the other Western
European states to accept the compromise on the EaP, in which they agreed to acknowledge the
‘European aspirations’ in return for the CEECs’ decision to abandon the membership postulate (EU
diplomats, interviews 31 and 35). These German and French inputs appeared successful, considering
that the EU Council acknowledged the ‘European aspirations’ of the Eastern neighbour. Admittedly,
the conclusions from the EaP inauguration summit did not yet present this position (Council of the
European Union, 2009a). However, the Council took this position in the subsequent EaP summits in
Warsaw on 29 and 20 September 2011 (Council of the European Union, 2011), in Vilnius on 28 and 29
November 2013 (Council of the European Union, 2013, p.3), in Riga on 21 and 22 May 2015 (European
Council, 2015, p.3) and in Brussels on 24 November 2017 (Council of the European Union, 2017a, p.4).
Here, as explained by EU foreign policy actors (interviews 31, 36, 39 and 40), under the German-French
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pressure, many Western European representatives appeared more willing to sign further-reaching EU
declarations concerning the Eastern neighbours. They, however, liked adding phrases, such as ‘in due
time’ or ‘in a timely manner’, arguing that they would thus avoid direct obligations vis-à-vis the Eastern
neighbours.
Europeanisation of German relations with Poland helps us explains why Germany supported the Polish
proposal to acknowledge the ‘European aspirations’. Admittedly, Germany was initially sceptical of this
Polish proposal because, again, it was concerned that this might be a way towards the EU enlargement
into Eastern Europe (Schweppe, interview 13; Erler, interview 16; interviews 21 and 22). German
representatives were generally careful in favouring any ideas which could approach the EaP to offer
the EU perspective, and they rather preferred to draw on previous agreements during the EaP summits
(EU foreign policy actors, interviews 31 and 39). However, since Germany engaged in compromisebuilding with Poland on the EaP (the previous section), it also supported the Polish expectations in
return for the Polish support for the ‘limited’ EaP (without the membership perspective). Regarding
the politics of scale, Germany again recognised Polish inputs into the ‘limited’ EaP. Its CFSP-level
representatives strongly expected their Polish counterparts to convince the other CEECs, mainly the
Baltic states who insisted on the membership postulate, to abandon this postulate (EU diplomats,
interviews 31 and 35). This even led to experiential learning. German diplomats and MFA officials
(Schweppe, interview 13; Erler, interview 16; interviews 21 and 22) make clear that their governments
decided to support the declarations acknowledging the ‘European aspirations’ during the above EaP
summits, on the condition that the EaP will be an alternative to EU membership. Other Western
European representatives were also more eager to acknowledge the ‘European aspirations’ within the
Council when their Central-Eastern European counterparts assured them they would not offer the
Eastern neighbours EU membership (EU foreign policy actors, interviews 30, 39 and 40). This confirms
that Germany (and its ‘like-minders’) must have primarily recognised the Polish decision to abandon
the membership postulate, meaning both countries bilaterally demonstrated their consensual
approaches to the EaP. However, we cannot strongly confirm a policy transfer, compared with the
above German involvement with the EaP. Here, Germany rather tactically agreed with Poland, thus
aiming at convincing Poland, and its ‘like-minders’, to accept the EaP without the membership
perspective.
Moreover, the Polish abandonment of the membership postulate did not only result from the
Europeanisation processes with Germany, but also from bilateral relations with the Eastern
neighbours. Similarly to Germany, Poland had a growing conviction that all Eastern neighbours except
Moldova had not taken a clear pro-European course and lost its chances for EU accession in the
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foreseeable future (Buras, 2013, p.30, 43). Particularly due to the Ukraine-Russia crisis from 2014,
Poland had to accept political unfeasibility of Ukraine’s EU accession, even in the long term (Prawda,
interview 2; interviews 3, 10 and 11).

In summary, Polish positions towards EU enlargement to Eastern Europe can be explained not only
with the Polish (individual) strategic socialisation within the CFSP. Here, to upload the EaP, Poland
compromised with the dominant EU-level positions and thus abandoned the EU membership
postulate; it only proposed to acknowledge the ‘European aspirations’ and the ‘European choice’ of
the Eastern neighbours. However, the Polish government, and its CFSP-level representatives, accepted
such ‘limited EaP’ particularly due to their compromise-building with Germany. In return, the German
diplomatic services supported the Polish promotion of values (they both underwent experiential
learning). This was because Poland recognised that Germany’s relatively strong interest in such ‘limited
EaP’ may help convince other, more reluctant Western European states to this EaP. Meanwhile,
Germany expected Poland to convince the other CEECs to abandon the membership postulate (they
both pursued the politics of scale). These processes led to (limited) policy transfers: Poland abandoned
the postulate but remained strategically interested in an EU enlargement policy for the East; In turn,
Germany acknowledged the ‘European aspirations’ to avoid such policy.

5.2.4. The Polish-Swedish inauguration tandem
It should not be forgotten that Poland co-prepared and co-submitted the EaP initiative in a tandem
with Sweden. This section identifies Europeanisation processes behind the Polish-Swedish tandem
(mainly the logics of the politics of scale) to explain how they increased Polish uploading position on
the EaP. Interestingly, these Europeanisation processes also help us identify the role of the PolishSwedish cooperation for Polish-German relations themselves.

Above all, Polish and Swedish Foreign Ministers, Radosław Sikorski and Carl Bildt, engaged with their
personal cooperation on the EaP proposal (Kaminska, 2014, p.178; Pomorska, 2015, p.63), and they
jointly promoted it during GAERC meetings (Prawda, interview 2; Bratkiewicz, interview 5; interview
3, 30, 34 and 35). This can be explained by the politics of scale. First, Sweden shared the Polish views
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on the role of the EU’s ‘soft power’ in facilitating reforms in neighbouring countries, and even accepted
the ENP as a stage towards further EU enlargement (Wojna and Gniazdowski, 2009, p.52). Marek
Prawda (interview 2), Poland’s ambassador to Sweden in 2001 through 2005, says Polish diplomatic
services generally expected their joint Eastern policy proposals, without German involvement, to
better correspond with the particular Polish interests to deeply integrate the Eastern neighbours with
the EU, even at the cost of EU-Russian cooperation. As another Polish high-level diplomat (interview
3) explains, ‘If Germany was drawn into the initiative of the Eastern Partnership, it would raise
reservations against some of the contents of the Polish-Swedish document, which was so far much
satisfactory for Warsaw’. This indicates that within the EaP, Poland favoured Sweden’s (more similar
than Germany’s) Eastern policy interests.
Second, Sweden presented strong uploading capabilities on the EaP due to its high reputation. It
generally belonged to activity leaders in EU policy-making (Panke, 2012, p.126); it enjoyed there higher
credibility and efficiency than CEECs (Kałużyńska et al., 2009, p.383). In particular, Swedish EU-level
expertise helped Poland draft, negotiate and submit the EaP proposal to GAERC; Sweden also helped
gain support for the EaP from the other Scandinavian countries and the Baltic states (Kaminska, 2014,
p.148, 178). Moreover, the Polish-Swedish tandem had the potential to reconcile broader EU
discrepancies. The two states overcame EU division into new and old member states (Ochmann, 2010a,
p.3) and combined a new driving force of the EU Eastern policy with a (so far) more neutral country
(Kempe, 2008. p.9). Polish diplomats (Bratkiewicz, interview 5; interview 3) state that compared with
the Polish-German relationship, the Polish-Swedish one bore even stronger potential to overcome
crucial EU foreign policy divisions. While the former connected Eastern and Western, younger and
older, poorer and richer EU states, the latter additionally combined Eastern and Northern parts of the
EU as well as NATO and non-NATO EU members; Poland and Sweden also presented complementary
influences at the CFSP level with regard to Poland’s stronger voting position and Sweden’s higher
reputation. In addition, Poland believed that the coalition with Sweden may offer an alternative foreign
policy direction to promote its interests within the EU. Ambassador Prawda (interview 2) explains this
belief as follows: ‘Our diplomacy was reaching then beyond the traditional East-West axis of Polish
foreign policy, which had determined thoughts regarding Polish emancipation from larger neighbours.
We thus sought to “discover” the Northern direction, potentially enabling more creative thinking about
enhancing Polish position in Europe’. Hence, Poland relied on the Swedish expertise and influence
within the CFSP to enhance its cooperative reputation and thus its uploading position on the EaP.
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However, although the Polish-Sweden tandem successfully uploaded the EaP, Germany, as the
strongest CFSP member, remained Poland’s crucial EaP partner (as explained in the previous sections).
We can therefore argue that the Polish politics of scale with Sweden was motivated with an intention
to demonstrate the Polish cooperative reputation and its uploading capabilities, also in relation to
Germany. Marek Prawda (interview 2; after his mission to Sweden, Prawda became a Polish
ambassador to Germany), explains this as follows: ‘The Polish diplomacy believed that the successful
Polish-Swedish contribution to the EU would prove Polish ability to actively create EU policies.
Subsequently, the diplomacy used this successful contribution as an asset allowing to enhance its
foreign policy position vis-à-vis Germany and thus to diminish a paternalistic-clientelist relationship
between Berlin and Warsaw’. This indicates the influential logic behind the Polish cooperation with
Sweden: Poland ‘used’ the Swedish reputation to put itself in a stronger position for cooperation
(potentially even for crossloading) with Germany, its more powerful EaP partner.
Moreover, the Polish-Swedish tandem appeared relevant for the Polish-German politics of scale effect
in the context of the EaP’s inauguration. Paradoxically, thanks to its non-involvement in the EaP’s
inauguration (Section 5.2.2), Germany could better promote the EaP among the more reluctant
Western European member states. German representatives (Erler, interview 16; interviews 15, 20 and
21) confirm that the federal government kept a distance from the front line of the EaP to present
simultaneous attention to EU relations with Russia and to the ENP’s Southern Dimension. It thus sought
a compromise between these conflicting CFSP interests, which was necessary for reaching the final
approval of the EaP by the EU Council. Similarly, according to EU diplomats (interviews 35 and 36),
Germany’s active part in the EaP’s launch would have alarmed many member states about an EU bias
in favour of Ukraine and against Russia or EU’s Southern neighbours, while the German distance helped
to allay these states’ fears and gather their support for the EaP. Indeed, Germany’s distanced approach
to the EaP may have appeared helpful, considering the German traditional influence among the most
member states that were sceptical towards the Eastern Dimensions’ reform (Germany played a similar
role in the recent EU sanction policy; see Chapter 6).

In sum, drawing on the politics of scale model, Sweden was Poland’s more attractive partner (than
Germany) for co-inaugurating the EaP, because it shared the Polish Eastern policy interests, offered its
influence among the other Scandinavian countries, and helped Poland promote the EaP within the
Council; The Polish-Swedish tandem even identified a potential to reconcile broader EU foreign policy
discrepancies. Nevertheless, the Polish-Swedish inauguration tandem allowed for a Polish-German
politics of scale effect. Poland namely cooperated with the ‘reputable’ Sweden to increase its own
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cooperative reputation, and thus its uploading capabilities, in its relations with the more powerful
Germany (Poland thus followed the influence logic). In particular, Germany’s non-involvement in the
EaP’s inauguration (Poland had here the Swedish support) paradoxically contributed to its broader
CFSP support, because the German distanced approach helped convince the more EaP-sceptical
member states to accept this policy. Similarly, the next section studies the German context behind the
Polish-French politics of scale.

5.2.5. Polish-French cooperation within the ENP
Section 5.2.5 analyses the Polish decision to support the reform of the ENP’s Southern Dimension, the
initiative for the Union for the Mediterranean. This decision can be explained by the politics of scale
within the broad ENP, mainly behind Polish cooperation with France, the UfM’s main author. However,
these Europeanisation processes had also an impact on Polish-German cooperation within the ENP.
Here, Poland not only approached Germany’s traditional stance on the ENP, but it also enabled their
trilateral cooperation on EU Eastern policies.

Overall, Poland initially opposed a single ENP framework for both Eastern and Southern Dimensions.
Rather, it favoured an institutional division between the ‘European neighbours’ and the ‘neighbours
of Europe’, thus expecting the EU to offer the former a membership perspective (as argued in Section
5.2.3). Unlike Poland, Germany accepted the ENP’s structural unity (Böttger, 2016, p.411), and
expected parallel development of both agendas (Lang, 2008, p.130; Łada, 2011, p.33). Interestingly,
Germany’s support for the UfM initiative did not result from its traditional interest in this policy (Łada,
2011, p.28) but from its intention to prevent separating the UfM from the EU framework (PriesmeyerTkocz, 2010, pp.223-224). Germany wanted to build broader EU support for the whole ENP because it
was aware that Southern EU member states would support EU Eastern policies only if the Southern
Dimension received reciprocal support from the other side (Łada, 2011, p.33). Hence, the German
approach to the ENP clearly indicated its adoption of the consensual CFSP practice.
The Polish approach to the ENP underwent such strategic socialisation during the Polish offensive for
the EaP. Poland’s position thus approached Germany’s; nevertheless, this change can be explained as
a result of Europeanisation of Polish-French relations. Poland namely decided for a policy balance
between its own initiative for the EaP and the parallel French initiative for the UfM (they sought to
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reinforce the ENP’s Eastern and Southern Dimensions, respectively). Instead of confronting the two
dimensions, the Civic Platform government decided to support the UfM, expecting reciprocal support
for the EaP from Southern EU member states (Kałużyńska et al., 2009, p.383; Kaca, 2011, pp.20-21).
For example, during the European Council on 13 and 14 March 2008 (Council of the European Union,
2008e), Prime Minister Tusk agreed to establish the UfM on the condition that a similar proposal for
the East would be considered (Cianciara, 2008, p.11). EU diplomats (interviews 30 and 35) confirm that
during meetings preceding this Council, strong expectations were expressed by representatives of
many CEE member states towards advocates of the UfM to accept the EaP initiative. Moreover, Poland
remained interested in the broad ENP coalition after the EaP and UfM had been launched (Kaca, 2011,
pp.20-21). For example, the Polish Foreign Ministry (2011) hosted the UfM meeting in Kraków during
its EU Presidency (on 20 October 2011), when it declared that its support for the UfM related to its
parallel interest in development of the EaP. This means that the government tactically used its support
for the UfM as an argument to promote the EaP. It was concerned that otherwise, the Eastern policy
reform would lack broad EU support and could be slowed down (Kałużyńska et al., 2009, p.383). Polish
representatives (Prawda, interview 2; Bratkiewicz, interview 5; interviews 3, 10 and 11) confirm that
paradoxically, the UfM offered them an opportunity to better promote the EaP; they could namely
argue that the ENP requires also the Eastern policy reform to provide a counterbalance to the wellestablished Southern Dimension.
Poland’s balanced approach within the ENP can be specifically understood in the terms of the politics
of scale, aiming at winning French, Italian and Spanish support for the EaP. These states had namely
no particular interests in the Eastern neighbours but preferred relations with Russia, whereby they
supported the EaP due to the Polish support for the UfM (this suggests that they also engaged with
their politics of scale towards Poland) (Wojna and Gniazdowski, 2009, p.26, 30-31, 53-54; Żurawski vel
Grajewski, 2010). In particular, France was most crucial in this ENP context due to its influence over
the positions of the other Mediterranean EU states; it also favoured the East-South ENP balance in its
own interest to promote the Southern Dimension (Kaminska, 2014, p.88). Hence, the Polish-French
cooperation was decisive for a broad ENP compromise because unlike any other EU states, they both
combined the two large groups of member states interested in the Eastern and Southern policy
reforms (EU diplomats, interviews 30, 35 and 36). The Polish diplomatic service therefore expected
France to encourage the other Southern member states to support the EaP (Prawda, interview 2). The
literature also confirms the Polish-French politics of scale effect itself. It says that the EaP received a
help from the UfM in the sense that it became a condition for the CEEC’s support for the UfM
(Kaminska, 2014, p.176). In other words, the EaP was accepted as a counterbalance to the UfM
(Ochmann, 2009, pp.4-5).
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In addition, studies of the so-called Weimar Triangle suggest that these Polish-French relations
facilitated also Polish-German cooperation within the ENP. Overall, the Weimar Triangle (created in
1991) was initially designed to foster Polish-German-French policy coordination on promoting
democracy, cultural and civil-societal issues etc, also to facilitate Polish integration with the EU (for
more details see, for example, Kühnhardt et al., 2000, p.4, 9; Lang and Schwarzer, 2011, p.2; Eib, 2011).
After Poland’s EU accession, the triangle re-defined its goals to coordinate the three states’ positions
towards key European issues, also to jointly strengthen EU foreign and defence policies (Polish Foreign
Ministry, n.d.; French European and Foreign Ministry, n.d.; Kühnhardt et al., 2000, p.4). It therefore
involved regular trilateral meetings of heads of states and governments and foreign and defence
ministers (Lang and Schwarzer, 2011, p.2), and it identified the CFSP as their relevant agenda (Bendiek,
2015, p.3; Ochmann, 2010, p.4). Regarding the politics of scale, the triangle combined the three states’
inputs into the CFSP. They had namely different but complementary political capabilities in driving EU
decision making, which ensued from their size, different geographical locations, experiences and
interests (Lang and Schwarzer, 2011, p.4, 23). Within EU Eastern relations, the triangle even combined
France’s strategic partnership with Russia, Poland’s interests in the Eastern neighbours and Germany’s
more balanced approach between both (Lesser et al, 2011, p.12). The three countries’ interests and
influences reached almost all other CFSP member states. Here, France was traditionally supported by
the Mediterranean EU states, Germany was supported by the Northern and, in addition to France,
some Western European states, while Poland was supported by the Baltic states and some other CEECs
(EU diplomats, interviews 31 and 32).
Considering the above interests and influences, the Polish-French cooperation might have been
designed to increase Polish uploading capabilities in its relations with Germany (and thus more broadly
within the CFSP). First, since Germany and France presented partly overlapping influence capabilities
among the other Western European member states, the French support for the EaP could help
Germany promote the EaP among their joint ‘like-minders’. A Polish high-level diplomat (interview 3)
confirms that in its offensive for the EaP (in 2008 and 2009), the government was interested in
compromising with Germany as well as France, thus expecting that unlike Germany alone, the two
states could secure a broader support the EaP. In particular, as argued in Section 5.2.3, not only
Germany but also France became engaged in convincing the other Western European states to
acknowledge the ‘European aspirations’ of the Eastern neighbours. Poland thus ‘intensified’ its politics
of scale. This means that due to Poland’s support for the UfM, it won France, along with Germany, as
another strong ally in the EaP.
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Second, thanks to the Polish rapprochement with both French and German positions on the ENP,
Poland became Germany’s closer partner in its own relations with France on EU Eastern policies. This
can be confirmed by the observation that Foreign Ministers Sikorski and Westerwelle initialised the socalled ‘Weimar Triangle Plus’, thus jointly engaging their French counterpart in their trilateral
cooperation with Eastern European states. As examples, the three foreign ministries met their
Ukrainian counterpart Kostiantin Hryshchenko in Bonn on 27 April 2010 (Ochmann, 2010, p.4), the
Moldavian chief of diplomacy Iurie Leanc in Bydgoszcz on 20 May 2011 (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2011),
and the Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov in Paris on 23 June 2010 (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2010),
each time to discuss EU relations with the concerned countries. Hence, similarly to the Polish-Swedish
inauguration of the EaP, the Polish-French cooperation on the ENP put Poland in a stronger position
for cooperation with Germany. Finally, this cooperation might have been even designed to reach the
trilateral, Polish-French-German politics of scale effect within the CFSP (this effect was achieved in the
context of the Euromaidan; see Chapter 6).

In summary, the Polish support for the Southern Dimension (from 2008) can be admittedly explained
with the Europeanisation processes (the politics of scale) between the Polish and French initiatives for
the broader ENP reform. However, the Polish-French cooperation was also motivated by Poland’s
stronger uploading capabilities in relation to Germany, and thus by an intended trilateral politics of
scale effect. First, Poland encouraged closer Franco-German cooperation on the EaP. In particular,
Poland thus ‘used’ both French and German influence capabilities in the context of its own proposal
for the Council to acknowledge the ‘European aspirations’ of the EaP’s target countries. Second, the
Polish and German foreign ministers invited the French diplomacy to the ‘Weimar Triangle Plus’
cooperation on the broader EU Eastern relations, thus again enhancing their uploading capabilities in
these contexts.

5.3. Summary
Chapter 5 has proven that EU integration led the Polish and German Eastern neighbourhood policies
to exert bilateral influences. Again, this was possible when they both learned their bilateral, consensusoriented policy-making from the CFSP. Shortly before and after the Polish EU accession, the two
countries were still unable to reconcile their interest divergences. They both admittedly recognised
the EU Eastern enlargement (in 2004) as an opportunity to stimulate the establishment of a new EU
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Eastern policy. However, neither the non-papers on the ‘Eastern Dimension’, presented by the Polish
Foreign Ministry in 2003 and 2006, nor the joint proposals for a new EU Eastern policy, prepared by
Polish and German foreign policy planners in 2003, overcame their strategic divergences regarding the
ENP’s structure, the EU membership perspective and the role of Russia. Even the German initiative of
the ENP Plus (2007), which aligned with Polish Eastern policy interests, only confirmed that both
ministries were then unable to achieve bilateral consensus in the broader Russian context.
These deficits have been explained by the observations that Poland was then unaware of the CFSP
policy-making and thus failed to consult on its non-papers with other EU actors, including Germany. In
addition, its EU-sceptical government in power from 2005 to 2007 was reluctant to cooperate with
Germany on EU Eastern policies and was unsatisfied with the German authorship of the ENP Plus,
confirming similar arguments about this government from Chapter 4. For its part, the German Foreign
Office presented the ENP Plus as an element of the broader ‘New Eastern policy’ which favoured the
reinforcement of EU-Russia relations. Consequently, the office remained weakly oriented towards
consulting on the initiative with the member states with the strongest interest in the ENP. This
behaviour only strengthened Polish concerns that the ENP Plus would be subordinated to Germany’s
Russian-oriented Ostpolitik.

From 2008, Poland and Germany were more strongly engaged with bilateral compromise-building
regarding EU Eastern neighbourhood policies, which led to their mutual concessions. Above all, the
Polish government, as well as its diplomats and officials abroad, conducted an intense offensive to
promote the initiative of the Eastern Partnership. They then expected the strong German influence
within the CFSP to help convince the other more reluctant Western European member states to accept
the EaP initiative, and to improve Polish leadership position among like-minded allies in CEE. Therefore,
Poland sought German support for the EaP in that it closely consulted on this policy at both the interministerial and CFSP level; the Polish Foreign Ministry even invited German foreign policy-makers to
the Visegrad Group’s consultations on the EaP.
The EaP strongly indicated the Polish-German crossloading: Poland influenced the German acceptance
of the EaP, however, in return for its concessions regarding German reservations towards this policy.
First, the German government decided to support the EaP initiative at the inauguration summit in
Prague, and it consequently participated in the EaP policy-making. This was a remarkable political
change, considering that the Foreign Office in particular had been insufficiently motivated to upload
its previous ENP Plus initiative and that the Foreign Office and the Chancellor’s Office were initially
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reluctant regarding the EaP initiative itself. After all, Germany supported the EaP, which corresponded
more closely with Polish – rather than German – interests towards Eastern Europe. Second, however,
the German government accepted the EaP after Poland presented it as a policy that did not oppose
EU-Russia relations and that did not have geopolitical prospects. This chapter has confirmed the
arguments from Chapter 4, according to which Poland presented a friendlier Russia policy mainly due
to its interest towards the EU Eastern neighbourhood policy. Polish diplomats used this new Russia
policy as an argument to promote the EaP as a non-anti-Russian initiative, thus responding to the
particular German reservations about the EaP overshadowing the parallel EU-Russian cooperation. As
a result, Germany not only accepted the EaP because of this Polish concession, but also promoted the
initiative to its Western European allies within the CFSP institutions, thus arguing that the EaP’s main
author, Poland, was no longer anti-Russian.
In addition, Poland also accepted the German, and broader CFSP-level, expectations that the EaP
would not be an EU enlargement policy. Overall, Polish diplomats promoting the EaP in Berlin
emphasised the social, cultural and economic dimensions of the EaP, and they avoided declarations
concerning the EaP’s geopolitical prospects. In particular, Poland stopped advocating EU membership
for the EaP target countries. However, the EaP indicated a broader compromise in this context.
Namely, Germany accepted, and successfully promoted among its ‘like-minders’, the Polish proposals
for the Council to acknowledge the ‘European aspirations’ and ‘European choice’ of the Eastern
neighbours. While this agenda was designed to replace the membership postulate, Poland expected it
to function as a mean of potentially facilitating better conditions for such an EU perspective in the long
term.
Moreover, even the Polish-Swedish inauguration tandem for the EaP and the Polish-French
cooperation on the broader ENP reform can be explained by Polish intentions to cooperate with
Germany on the EaP. First, Sweden was Poland’s attractive partner, mainly because it shared more
Eastern policy interests with Poland than did Germany. It also offered the potential to achieve a
broader EU compromise by including Northern European interests in the traditional West-East
consensus-building within the EU. Moreover, Poland and France accepted each other’s initiatives of
the UfM and the EaP. They thus offered their reciprocal support and achieved a broader compromise
between the member states that were most strongly interested in, but that had different orientations
regarding, the ENP reform. Second, however, Poland’s cooperation with both Sweden and France was
also motivated by its intention to demonstrate its cooperative reputation regarding the EaP in relation
to Germany. Thanks to Sweden, Poland bilaterally demonstrated that the EaP was a serious initiative
with a strong chance for uploading, regardless of Germany’s distanced approach to this issue. This
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behaviour may have convinced Germany to accept the EaP. In particular, it enabled the parallel
German engagement in building a broader EU compromise on this initiative. Namely, Germany’s
distanced approach to the EaP inauguration paradoxically helped convince the more reluctant Western
European states to accept this policy by portraying the EaP as relatively unbiased in terms of
reconciling different CFSP interests. In turn, thanks to France, Poland not only approached the German
views on the ENP’s structural differentiation into the eastern and southern dimensions but also
expected France’s interest in and engagement within the CFSP to add value to the Polish-German
cooperation on EU Eastern policies. In particular, with France, the Polish and German Foreign Ministers
initialised the ‘Weimar Triangle Plus’ to cooperate on the EaP and even in the context of EU-Russia
relations. Moreover, France assisted Germany in promoting among like-minded states the above Polish
proposals to acknowledge the Eastern neighbours’ ‘European aspirations’. All these developments
show that the Polish-German cooperation on the EaP could have been weaker without Poland’s
parallel cooperation with Sweden and France.

Overall, Chapter 5 has extended the discussion offered in Chapter 4. Chapter 4 explained that Poland
joined the German-Russian cooperation in the EU context, not only to increase its own presence within
this cooperation, but also to promote its interests within the parallel EU Eastern neighbourhood policy.
Chapter 5 has confirmed the latter: Poland convinced Germany to endorse the EaP, mainly as a result
of its own friendlier Russia policy and its abandonment of the EU membership perspective. Chapter 5
has also confirmed the argument from Chapter 4 that although Poland and Germany presented their
stable strategic interests towards Eastern Europe, they were able to reach consensus regarding these
interests within the CFSP framework. Next, Chapter 6 emphasises discussing the external factors –
developments in Ukraine and between Ukraine and Russia – behind the Polish-German Eastern policy
cooperation. Considering that both states had from the beginning presented similar positions towards
these external developments, whether they still shaped each other’s positions as a result of their
bilateral Europeanisation is of interest.
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CHAPTER 6:
THE EUROPEANISATION OF POLISH-GERMAN RELATIONS ON UKRAINE

Chapter 6 studies Polish-German relations with regard to challenges resulting from the countries’
bilateral relations with Ukraine. This chapter argues in favour of Europeanisation processes behind
these relations. These processes help explain that although Poland and Germany approached each
other’s positions towards Ukraine mainly as a result of their similar assessments of developments in
Ukraine, they could shape each other’s positions (engage with crossloading) as a result of their interest
in producing common EU responses to these external developments. Section 6.1 discusses PolishGerman reactions to Ukraine’s Orange Revolution. Section 6.2 studies Polish-German relations
regarding the EU association policy with Ukraine, mainly in the context of their debate concerning an
EU response to Ukraine’s reform deficits during Viktor Yanukovych’s presidency. Section 6.3 studies
Polish-German cooperation in the context of the Euromaidan protests in Ukraine, while Section 6.4,
the longer one, discusses whether Poland and Germany influenced each other’s reactions to the recent
crisis between Ukraine and Russia. In addition, Section 6.5 analyses the impact of Poland’s EU-sceptical
government on Polish-German bilateral relations during this crisis.

6.1. The Orange Revolution
Section 6.1 examines Polish-German relations in the context of the 2004 Orange Revolution. The
existing literature focuses on Polish engagement in pressing the EU to support this revolution. It also
presents the Polish-German cooperation on Ukraine that developed during and shortly after the
revolution. This section additionally discusses the weak Europeanisation processes behind this bilateral
cooperation, thus demonstrating why this cooperation did not significantly reach beyond the context
of the Orange Revolution itself.

Overall, Polish politicians were strongly engaged in solving the Ukrainian crisis in 2004. The then-Polish
President Aleksander Kwaśniewski was asked by President Leonid Kuchma and Victor Yushchenko to
mediate between both sides on 23 November 2004. Many other Polish politicians, such as former
president Lech Wałęsa, were more strongly engaged in supporting the pro-European candidate
Yushchenko (Wilson, 2005, p.138; Pomorska, 2008, pp.169-170; Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010, pp.233-236).
159

Poland also uploaded the management of the crisis to the EU level. It generally brought EU attention
to the need for democratic standards in Ukraine’s presidential elections as the relevant issue
determining Ukraine’s international credibility and relations with the EU (Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010,
p.233). President Kwaśniewski consulted on broader European engagement with the Orange
Revolution with, for example, Jacques Chirac, Gerhard Schröder and Tony Blair (Pomorska, 2008,
pp.170-171). He initialised an international round table with the EU and the USA, and he managed to
visit Kiev with, among others, the then-EU High Representative Javier Solana (Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010,
pp.234-235). Polish MEPs, such as Marek Siwiec and Jacek Saryusz-Wolski, led the EP missions to
observe the Ukrainian elections (Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010, pp.237-239). Poland also influenced the
European Council’s declaration in December 2004 on Ukraine’s strategic relevance for the EU
(Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010, p.241). Poland therefore made legitimising usage of the EU, meaning it
engaged the EU on solving the democratic problems in Ukraine – however, regarding its own
geopolitical interest in a democratic and EU-oriented Eastern neighbour. Nevertheless, as already
argued in the previous chapters, Poland remained weakly socialised within the cooperative CFSP
shortly after its EU accession in 2004. For example, the Polish MEPs formed an engaged and cohesive
group to lobby on Ukraine only until the second presidential elections in this country; they also did not
manage to propose common initiatives for Ukraine within single EP factions (Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010,
p.242). Moreover, Poland did not act as a leader among the member states interested in Ukraine; for
example, Poland’s ‘like-minders’ in the Visegrad Group criticised President Kwaśniewski for not
consulting them regarding his activities in Ukraine (Pomorska, 2008, p.172).
We cannot confirm learning from the CFSP in the context of Polish-German relations regarding Ukraine
at that time. Above all, Poland and Germany conducted complementary consultations on the Orange
Revolution, mainly with Eastern European states rather than at the CFSP level. President Kwaśniewski
used his excellent contacts with many Ukrainian politicians (Wilson, 2005, p.139), particularly with
President Kuchma, while Germany conducted telephone diplomacy with Moscow (Lang, 2008, p.130).
Kwaśniewski even asked Chancellor Schröder to convince President Putin of a more flexible position
towards the Ukrainian crisis (Ostrowski and Krzemiński, 2004). However, this cooperation cannot be
explained by the politics of scale, according to which Poland and Germany would have recognised each
other’s influence among third EU states. Admittedly, they also cooperated on Ukraine within the EU,
however, mainly as an ad hoc response to the Orange Revolution rather than through building a
bilateral compromise between their divergent positions. Shortly after the revolution, in October 2004
Foreign Ministers Włodzimierz Cimoszewisz and Joschka Fischer submitted to GAERC their joint
proposal to replace the existing EU Action Plan for Ukraine with a privileged partnership with this
neighbour (Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010, pp.222-223). This proposal was even partly included in Javier
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Solana and Benita Ferrero-Waldner’s 10-point plan (Pomorska, 2008, p.152, 159-160) as an annex to
the EU Action Plan for Ukraine (Lang, 2008, p.131). In March and May 2005, the foreign ministers also
consulted on the implementation of this Action Plan trilaterally with their Ukrainian counterpart
(Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010, pp.226). Nevertheless, as mentioned, their cooperation was driven by the
Orange Revolution rather than their long-term interest in cooperating on EU Eastern policies. Poland
and Germany did not overcome their bilateral discrepancies regarding Russia and thus did not develop
strategic cooperation to drive EU Eastern relations (Lang, 2008, p.131). As a result, we cannot confirm
policy transfers from the Polish to the German Ukraine policy at that time. Although Germany
approached the Polish – traditionally more cooperative – position on Ukraine, this rapprochement was
not necessarily influenced by Poland itself but by the external developments concerning Ukraine. The
literature argues that the EU enlargement in 2004 led Germany to develop its dialogue with Ukraine,
with less conditionality on its parallel relations with Russia (Priesmeyer-Tkocz, 2010, p.223). Moreover,
the Orange Revolution shaped the German view of Ukraine as an important Eastern European country
(Ochmann, 2012), and it drew more German attention to the Eastern neighbourhood overall (Lang,
2016). Interestingly, considering that Schröder’s distanced position towards the Orange Revolution
had been criticised even within Germany (Jaskułowski, 2005, p.1354), the chancellor’s stronger
engagement with Ukraine did not have to result from the Polish stance.

In sum, the Polish-German cooperation in the context of Ukraine’s Orange Revolution was driven by
this external factor, and it did not strongly involve their bilateral Europeanisation processes.
Admittedly, the Polish president, the foreign minister and MEPs were engaged in arranging EU support
for Ukraine during the Orange Revolution (Poland thus made legitimising usage of this EU support due
to its own interest in a democratic and pro-European Ukraine). However, since Poland was weakly
socialised within the EU, it failed to create a strong EP lobby for Ukraine or to build a coalition on
Ukraine within the CFSP, even among like-minded allies. Consequently, although the Polish foreign
minister cooperated with his German counterpart on the EU’s Action Plan for Ukraine, they reacted to
the Orange Revolution, rather than engaged in compromise-building on long-term EU policy-making
(limited learning). Hence, the two states only presented their similar assessments of the Orange
Revolution, and they did not shape each other’s positions on Ukraine (no policy transfers).
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6.2. The association policy
Section 6.2 analyses Polish-German relations on the EU association policy with Ukraine, with a focus
on their debate concerning the ratification of the Association Agreement with this country in the years
2012 and 2013. Again, previous studies argue in favour of a strong Polish uploading interest on the AA,
and discuss German rapprochement to the Polish stance. This section examines German
Europeanisation processes with Poland to explain this rapprochement specifically as a German
concession to Poland.

Overall, following the previous EU-Ukraine Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (signed in 1994,
in force since 1998; see European Commission, 1998), a new EU-Ukraine Association Agreement,
including a Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area, was negotiated between 2007 and 2011
(European Commission, 2017). The FAC on 10 December 2012 made the AA’s signature conditional (as
part of the broad EU conditionality principle of ‘more for more, less for less’) on Ukraine’s democratic
reforms (Council of the European Union, 2012). Therefore, the AA’s ratification was delayed, mainly
due to Yulia Tymoshenko’s imprisonment, which placed the burden on EU-Ukraine political
cooperation (Gotev and Kokoszczyński, 2014). The AA was ready to be signed during the EaP summit
in Vilnius on 28-29 November 2013 (when President Yanukovych declined to sign it, which led to the
Euromaidan protests). Finally, the AA with Ukraine (also with Georgia and Moldova) was signed by the
European Council on 27 June 2014 (European Council, 2014d). The AA fully entered into force on 1
September 2017 (European Commission, 2017).
Traditionally, Poland was strongly interested in the EU association policy with its Eastern neighbours,
mainly Ukraine. As early as 2006, Polish representatives to COEST advocated an association agreement
with Ukraine (Pomorska, 2008, p.176). Consequently, this policy was postulated by Polish politicians
on many occasions (see, for example, Polish Foreign Ministry, 2014e; Szeptycki, 2016, p.63, 74). From
a Polish perspective, this policy should stimulate the pro-European courses among its Eastern
neighbours by opening EU borders, developing economic contacts and even building a dialogue with
oligarchs; this policy should thus be unconditional of their domestic reforms (Buras, 2013, pp.42-45)
and possibly offer far-reaching EU cooperation with them (Kaminska, 2014, p.84). In particular, the
Polish government supported the AA with President Yanukovych, regardless of the assessment of his
presidency. The government argued that such an open EU policy, even if neglecting Ukraine’s reform
deficits in the short term, could facilitate broad cultural, societal, educational and other contacts
between the EU and Ukraine and thus encourage Ukraine’s EU-oriented course in the long term
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(Wiśniewski, interview 6; interviews 11 and 12). Polish politicians even argued in favour of a strategic
EU interest to sign this AA with Ukraine (Buras, 2013, pp.44-45), meaning the EU would thus support
its stable and democratic neighbourhood (EU diplomats, interviews 30, 31 and 35). Hence, Poland
sought a legitimising use of the AA, by referring to the promotion of democratic values and using
rhetorical figure of speech, such as an ‘EU interest’ in its own geopolitical interest in a democratic and
EU-oriented Ukraine.
In turn, Germany favoured more conditional EU approaches to the Eastern neighbours (see also
Chapter 5). Germany argued that the above AA could be signed after Ukraine had conducted
democratic parliamentary elections in 2012, dealt with judicial reform and released political prisoners
(Buras, 2013, pp.42-44; Lang, 2016). Even just before the EaP summit in Vilnius in 2013, Germany
insisted that the AA’s signing should be conditional on the release of Yulia Tymoshenko from prison
(Gotev and Kokoszczyński, 2014). The German Foreign Office put emphasis on discussing conditions
under which the AA could be signed. It argued that any EU support for Ukraine should be nothing but
a response to the country’s EU-oriented reforms, and that EU offers were not well-deserved by
Yanukovych’s Ukraine, which had reform deficits and had imprisoned political adversaries (Erler,
interview 16; interviews 21 and 22). More broadly, this German conditional approach was exemplified
by President Joachim Gauck’s decision to cancel his visit to the Yalta Summit in June 2012 in protest
against Yanukovych’s policy (Buras, 2013, pp.34-35, 38). Interestingly, Germany (unofficially)
considered boycotting Ukraine during the European Football Championship in 2012, thus seeking to
‘punish’ President Yanukovych for the unfulfilled reform promises (Buras, 2013, pp.37-38, 42).
However, this boycott never became the government’s official proposal (German MFA officials,
interviews 21 and 22).

German Europeanisation processes with Poland help us explain why Germany modified its approach
towards the AA with Ukraine. First of all, as argued in Chapters 4 and 5, from approximately 2007,
Germany exhibited an increasing ambition towards supporting broad EU Eastern relations through
cooperating with Poland (Germany was socialised within the CFSP), because it recognised the Polish
engagements and influence in these issues. Regarding EU Ukraine policies, German representatives
(Erler, interview 16; Polenz, interview 23; interviews 21 and 22) confirm that their foreign policy
became more strongly motivated to work out joint German-Polish positions towards these policies due
to their awareness of their shared interests within EU Eastern relations. Here, we can argue that
Germany pursued a politics of scale with Poland, not only in the context of the AA but also in the
context of parallel EU-Russia relations. Admittedly, Germany may have recognised the strong Polish
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engagement towards the AA itself because, as demonstrated above, Poland insistently argued in
favour of signing the AA with President Yanukovych. However, Polish influence capabilities here were
weak. Poland was under broad European pressure to accept a more conditional EU Eastern
neighbourhood policy (Kaminska, 2014, p.156). Its expectations regarding the AA with Yanukovych’s
Ukraine met with strong reluctance from France, Italy and Spain, and Poland enjoyed little
understanding, however without clear support, among only a few Western European states, such as
Sweden, the UK and Portugal (EU diplomats, interviews 30 and 31).
In turn, Polish inputs into EU-Russia relations can better explain the German politics of scale. Namely,
since Germany supported the EaP’s inauguration to counteract Polish fears regarding a German ‘too
pro-Russian’ Eastern policy within the EU (Chapter 5), it may have similarly decided on supporting the
AA with Ukraine. This can be confirmed by strong Polish concerns raised in the AA context, according
to which Germany would have lost its interest in the EaP and returned to its ‘Russia first’ approach.
Poland namely criticised Germany for wanting to isolate Kiev from the association policy, but kept close
relations with Moscow although Russia also had democracy deficits; Polish politicians also criticised
Berlin for not consulting with Warsaw on the above idea of boycotting Ukraine (Buras, 2013, pp.3536). They were also furious at ‘Berlin’s short-sightedness’ behind its conditional approach towards
signing the AA before the Vilnius summit (Gotev and Kokoszczyński, 2014). Polish MFA officials
(Wiśniewski, interview 6; interviews 10 and 11) confirm that their Ministry sought to convince the
German Foreign Office to adopt a more unconditional association policy, which would offer Ukraine
‘more’ although Yanukovych was giving ‘less’ at that moment. Meanwhile, German MFA officials
(interviews 21 and 22) were aware that due to their refusal to ratify the AA with Ukraine, Poland could
return to its fears of a pro-Russian Germany and retreat from their bilateral cooperation on Russia, for
example within the Kaliningrad Triangle. Here, Germany might also have recognised again the Polish
influence among the other CEECs to help convince the region to accept the EU-Russia relations (as in
the contexts of the PCA and the Kaliningrad Triangle). This finally confirms that Poland’s friendlier
Russia policy (Chapter 4) was recognised in Germany as a Polish readiness for compromise, not just
within the EaP (as argued in Chapter 5) but also on the (rather unconditional) AA with Ukraine.
Therefore, Germany underwent experiential learning from the CFSP when it cooperated with Poland
on the AA. In the years 2012 and 2013, the Foreign Office and the Chancellor’s Office intensified
consultations on the AA with Poland; Germany then began to present a similar (to the Polish)
assessment of the situation in Ukraine, thus trying to reduce the losses after they were criticised for
the idea of boycotting Ukraine (Buras, 2013, pp.38-45). German representatives (Erler, interview 16;
Polenz, interview 23; interviews 21 and 22) confirm that from 2012 onwards, German foreign policy
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moved slightly, from a more ambivalent attitude based on a negative assessment of Ukraine’s internal
developments towards a more willing approach to support the association policy regardless of these
negative developments. EU diplomats (interviews 30 and 31) add that since 2012, Ministers Sikorski
and Steinmeier often spoke with one voice about Ukraine during the FAC meetings. Interestingly,
Germany also recognised the Polish Ukraine policy as complementary to its own. For example,
President Gauck could afford his absence from the Yalta Summit because he knew that President
Komorowski would be there (Buras, 2013, pp.37-38). These arguments confirm that Germany
presented a consensual approach towards Poland on the AA in order to win Poland as its Eastern policy
partner. Finally, Germany supported the AA as another part of the Polish-German compromisebuilding discussed in Chapter 5. Namely, a vast majority of German politicians regarded the association
policy as the way to deepen EU relations with the Eastern neighbours without an enlargement policy
(Lang, 2016). Germany thus accepted the (less conditional) AA with Ukraine as an appropriate
instrument, allowing the prompting of EU-Ukraine cooperation without offering Kiev an EU perspective
(Polenz, interview 23; interviews 21 and 22). Again, Germany exhibited its conciliatory stance on the
AA in reaction to the Polish consensual approach towards the membership postulate.
We can finally confirm a policy transfer in terms of a German concession made to Poland in the AA
context. The German government became supportive of the AA with Ukraine after this AA became an
official EU policy (so after Poland had backed its uploading); meanwhile, many German politicians,
diplomats and experts began to share the Polish arguments that the EU should integrate rather than
isolate Ukraine even in spite of Ukraine’s democratic deficits (Buras, 2013, pp.38-45). As many officials
on both sides (interviews 5, 6, 7, 15, 16, 18, 20, 21 and 24) confirm, the Foreign Office understood that
Poland’s less conditional position on the AA was more accurate to intensify EU-Ukraine cooperation.
After all, considering that Germany recognised Poland as its relevant EU partner on Ukraine (and, in
this context, on Russia), the fact that Germany approached the Polish stance on the AA can be
interpreted as a German concession to Poland.

This section summarised the strong Polish intensions for legitimising usage of the AA with Ukraine:
Poland pursued its geopolitical interests by facilitating Ukraine’s democratic and pro-European course.
The section further explained the growing German recognition of this AA in the years 2012 and 2013
as a German concession to Poland. Namely, since Germany was interested in cooperating with Poland
on EU Eastern relations (Germany underwent strategic socialisation in this context), it recognised the
strong Polish engagement in promoting the strongly unconditional AA at the CFSP level, as well as the
Polish bilateral critique of its own ‘too conditional’ approach to this policy (the politics of scale).
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Therefore, to prevent returning Polish fears of Germany’s ‘too pro-Russian’ Eastern policy, the
Chancellor’s Office and the Foreign Office intensified bilateral consultations on the AA and presented
a more flexible position towards the EU’s conditionality principle. The government thus even expected
a broader compromise in which Poland would still avoid advocating the EU enlargement into Ukraine
(experiential learning). This allows us to confirm that the final German support for the AA’s ratification
was not just its rapprochement to the Polish stance, but its intended concession to Poland (a policy
transfer).

6.3. The Euromaidan
Section 6.3 examines Europeanisation processes behind Polish-German relations in the context of the
initial stage of the recent crisis in Eastern Europe, which was the Euromaidan protests in Ukraine.
Section 6.3.1 focuses on the first Polish-German reactions to the outbreak of the protests, while
section 6.3.2 discusses their cooperation in the context of the Weimar Triangle mission to de-escalate
the crisis in Kiev.

6.3.1. Polish-German positions towards the Euromaidan
Poland and Germany undertook joint actions to facilitate a common EU response to the Euromaidan
protests, which pushed them to bilaterally coordinate their positions on this issue. Here, existing
sources generally present Polish and German interests in solving the crisis. This section focuses on their
bilateral reactions to the Euromaidan, and discusses whether these were Europeanised.

Overall, the protests in Ukraine began as a response to President Yanukovych’s decision not to sign the
Association Agreement with the EU. They began on 21 November 2013 on Kiev’s Maidan
Nezalezhnosti, the Independence Square that came to be referred to as ‘Euromaidan’ due to the
protesters’ EU-friendly political sympathies. Then the protests spread to large parts of Ukraine, with
the epicentre remaining the Euromaidan (for more details see Diuk, 2014; Kubicek, 2015, p.1; Bilash,
2016). The Polish diplomatic service presented an ‘above-average’ engagement in the context of the
Euromaidan (Kowalczyk, 2015, p.3); Polish politicians of various parties, as well as the Polish media and
civil society representatives were also strongly engaged (Wenerski, 2014, p.26). Uploading intentions
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were evident through the many political appeals for a stronger EU response to the Euromaidan (and
they again served the Polish geopolitical interests to make a legitimising use of the EU in supporting
the Ukraine’s pro-European movement). For example, on 22 January 2014, President Bronisław
Komorowski convened the National Security Council (an advisory body to the Polish President) to
declare that the EU should continue to offer Ukraine the AA, despite the dramatic developments in
this country (Polish President, 2014). Foreign Minister Radosław Sikorski addressed the need for a
stronger EU response to the escalating conflict and announced both bilateral and EU support for
Ukraine (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2014a). Prime Minister Ewa Kopacz (in office since September 2014)
was even more interested in harmonising the Polish approach with EU involvement in the crisis
(Wprost, 2014; Kowalczyk, 2015, pp.11-12; Buras, 2015c). Even in Polish relations with Ukraine,
Minister Sikorski informed his counterpart Leonid Kozhara that the EU was concerned about the
conflict (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2014c), while Prime Minister Tusk spoke to Ukrainian opposition
leaders about Polish EU-level talks on Ukraine (Polish Prime Minister, 2014a).
Poland also engaged in intense consultations on the Euromaidan with other EU member states (it
strategically adopted cooperative EU policy-making). To give examples, from 29 January 2014, Prime
Minister Tusk conducted a ‘European tour’ on Ukraine with the aim of establishing a common EU
response. He met heads of 12 European countries and the leaders of the main EU institutions within
just five days (Polish Prime Minister, 2014b). Minister Sikorski visited his British counterpart, William
Hague, on 10 March 2014, also to coordinate positions on the Euromaidan within the EU (British
Foreign Office, 2014; Kowalczyk, 2015, pp.5-6). During the Extraordinary European Council on Ukraine
on 6 March 2014 (European Council, 2014b), Poland, the Baltic States, as well as Sweden demanded
that the EU take much stronger action towards Ukraine (Wientzek, 2014). Poland’s uploading attempts
were partly successful. For example, the FAC declaration on 10 February 2014 that the Association
Agreement ‘does not constitute the final goal in EU-Ukraine cooperation’ (Council of the European
Union, 2014a) was influenced by Polish diplomacy; The diplomacy expected here to strengthen the
EU’s attraction power by offering Ukraine further integration (Polish Prime Minister, 2014b; Kowalczyk,
2015, p.3). This step confirms the Polish approach discussed in Chapter 5, according to which Poland
abandoned the membership postulate for its Eastern neighbours but expected the Council to
acknowledge their ‘European aspirations’ and ‘European choice’, thus hoping for their possibly close
integration with the EU in the long term.
The German position towards the Euromaidan was similar to the Polish one. Chancellor Merkel blamed
President Yanukovych for his failure to sign the AA; many German politicians also supported the
Euromaidan (Pop, 2014; Forsberg, 2016, pp.28-29). Foreign Minister Westerwelle even participated in
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an opposition march (Forsberg, 2016, p.28) and an OSCE meeting in Kiev in December 2013 (Rettman,
2013; Warren, 2013). In its reaction to the Euromaidan, the German Eastern policy assigned more
political importance to the Eastern neighbourhood than previously (Bußmann, 2015, p.58), and
intensified bilateral relations with Ukraine on diplomatic and societal levels (Federal Agency for Civic
Education, 2015). Germany was also interested in stronger EU involvement in the crisis. For example,
Chancellor Merkel attempted to negotiate Russian acceptance of Ukraine’s AA in the summer of 2014
(Forsberg, 2016, p.29). In his inaugural speech on 17 December 2013, Foreign Minister Steinmeier not
only criticised Russia for exerting pressure on Ukraine, but also questioned the EU policy towards
Russia for ignoring Ukraine’s strong dependence on this country (German Foreign Office, 2013;
Patecka-Frauenfelder, 2016, p.134).
Since Poland and Germany had similar uploading interests, they bilaterally cooperated in the context
of the Euromaidan. Their cooperation can be well justified by their politics of scale. Unlike other
bilateral configurations within the EU, they both clearly presented complementary influences in
facilitating an EU response to the Euromaidan (see also Section 6.3.2 below for the broader Weimar
Triangle configuration). Here, Poland was seen as more insightful on the Ukraine issues, and therefore
gained more attention in these issues from other EU actors (Gotev and Kokoszczyński, 2014). Poland
also played an influential role in the EU’s activity towards the Euromaidan (as illustrated above), and
presented a strong voice among the new member states (Gotev and Kokoszczyński, 2014). Polish CFSPlevel representatives quickly formed an informal coalition on Ukraine among most CEECs, and these
countries advocated strong EU support for Ukraine among Western European state diplomats (EU
diplomats, interviews 34, 35, 37 and 38). Poland was also trusted more by Ukraine than Western
European states (McMahon, 2014). In turn, German inputs were more relevant, due to the Russian
context of the crisis (see also Sections 6.3.2, 6.4.1 and 6.4.2). Hence, the German engagement was a
sign of significant European involvement in the crisis, because Germany had strong capabilities to
influence EU-Russia relations; Germany was also seen as a friendly state within Russia and by the
representatives of Russian interests within the EU (Bußmann, 2015, p.58). Therefore, German
approaches to the crisis were crucial for the broader EU policy on this issue (Patecka-Frauenfelder,
2016, p.134) and even for the whole European security order (Forsberg, 2016, p.21). German CFSPlevel representatives in particular were engaged in canvassing broader support for the Ukrainian crisis
among other Western European states (interviews 34, 37 and 38).
Despite the politics of scale, Polish-German relations on the Euromaidan indicated rather weak
experiential learning. They admittedly cooperated due to their joint uploading intention, and they
were thus driven by their politics of scale. However, they did not present consensual approaches in
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relation to each other, simply because they had already presented their similar assessments of the
Euromaidan. Here, particularly their governments’ chiefs, Donald Tusk and Angela Merkel, were
engaged in frequent consultations to produce an EU response to the crisis (German Government, 2014;
Pop, 2014; Patecka-Frauenfelder, 2016, p.134). Their meetings announced bilateral cooperation even
in the context of the particular European Councils. For example, Tusk and Merkel met on 12 March
2014 in Warsaw to jointly speak in favour of signing the EU-Ukraine AA (its political part) during the
upcoming European Council (2014b) on 20 and 21 March (Polish Prime Minister, 2014c; Deutsche
Welle, 2014). They also met in Berlin three days before the informal European Council (2014c), on 27
April, to declare EU solidarity with the Ukrainian people fighting for freedom (Polish Prime Minister,
2014d). Finally, this cooperation did not lead to policy transfers. A Polish diplomat (interviews 3)
explains that Tusk and Merkel were aware of their joint responsibility to mobilise other member states
in a common and strong reaction to the crisis, with Tusk mainly expecting Merkel’s engagement in
convincing Western European states to adopt this reaction; nevertheless, Tusk and Merkel generally
agreed on their agendas, and they met together mainly to work out joint proposals for the Councils.
Hence, their Europeanisation clearly mattered in the sense that Poland and Germany bilaterally
consulted on a common EU response to the Euromaidan, rather than only individually engaging with
Ukraine.

The above discussion presented the Euromaidan as the external factor that facilitated the PolishGerman Europeanisation processes. However, since the two states had presented their similar
assessments of this factor, their Europeanisation involved their bilateral cooperation on similar
uploading interests, but it offered weak potential for their compromise-building or concessions. Here,
the Polish and German heads of government recognised each other’s influence capabilities among
other member states in prompting a common EU response to the Euromaidan (the politics of scale).
They thus intensely consulted with each other on their joint proposals for the EU Councils (limited
experiential learning). The following section (6.3.2) will confirm that the external factor facilitated the
Polish-German Europeanisation in the context of the broader Polish-German-French mission to deescalate the Euromaidan.
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6.3.2. The Weimar Triangle mission to Kiev
Section 6.3.2 discusses a trilateral mission to de-escalate the Euromaidan, which was undertaken by
Polish, German and French foreign ministers on behalf of the EU. Although this mission was
Europeanised only to a limited extent, it offers us additional insights into the Polish-German influence
capabilities in the EU context, and even into the French role in the Polish-German cooperation. This
mission can also be analysed as a Polish impact on the German engagement in Ukraine.

Overall, the Weimar Triangle mission was a direct reaction to the massive protests that escalated to
bloodshed with more than a hundred fatalities (the ‘Heavenly Hundred’) on the Euromaidan on
20 February 2014 (Kubicek, 2015; Bilash, 2016). The Polish, German and French Foreign Ministers,
Radosław Sikorski, Frank-Walter Steinmeier and Laurent Fabius (who left Kiev earlier, see below), met
on 21 and 22 February 2014 in Kiev and achieved an agreement to solve the dispute between the
Ukrainian President, Viktor Yanukovych, and opposition leaders (Łada, 2014, p. 12; Traynor, 2014;
Bußmann, 2015, p.55). The ministers first met the opposition leaders in the German embassy; one day
later, they met with President Yanukovych in the Presidential Palace, and then they negotiated with
the opposition in the EU Delegation in Kiev; as a result, they achieved a compromise and thus
prevented further revolutionary developments (Wieliński, 2014). Polish and German diplomats
(Bratkiewicz, interviews 5; interview 15) assess the mission as a huge success, since the foreign
ministers managed to stop the bloodshed in a situation in which the Ukrainian opposition leaders were
visibly enraged after many deaths on the Euromaidan, and they initially wanted to storm the
Presidential Palace rather than seek a compromise with President Yanukovych.
The bloodshed in Kiev raised Polish, German, as well as French uploading interests. This crisis generally
gave the countries the impetus to engage in trilateral cooperation on an EU response (Romaniec,
2014). Polish uploading interest in this issue appeared to be the strongest. Namely, Minister Sikorski
developed an overall idea of the mission (Kowalczyk, 2015, p.4); he informed the EU High
Representative Catherine Ashton of the need to react to the escalating situation in Kiev (Odone, 2014)
and finally proposed a mission to represent the EU and to be conducted by the Weimar Triangle
diplomatic services (Wieliński, 2014) (see also below for Sikorski’s impact on his German and French
counterparts). Moreover, Minister Sikorski was strongly engaged and played a key role during the
negotiations in Kiev (McMahon, 2014; Oliphant and Strange, 2014). The Polish diplomatic service even
acted ‘above’ its traditional foreign policy capacities, considering Poland’s political and economic
resources (Kowalczyk, 2015, p.4). The uploading was successful in the sense that the High
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Representative fully supported the three foreign ministers in their mission to Kiev (Odone, 2014;
Reiter, 2014), where they signed the agreement with Ukrainian politicians on behalf of the EU
(Kowalczyk, 2015, pp.4-5; Ukrainian Foreign Ministry, 2014). The mission is even assessed as one of
the highlights of EU diplomacy (Buras, 2015a). Here, the Polish and German diplomatic services agreed
they would be more successful if they acted on behalf of the EU, because the EU played a much greater
role in managing the crisis and thus should allow them to react as efficiently as possible (Bratkiewicz,
interview 5; Wiśniewski, interview 6; interviews 14 and 15). Hence, the diplomatic services sought
strategic usage of the EU to increase the efficiency of their own engagement to solve the Euromaidan
crisis. They even sought legitimising usage, considering that they reacted to de-escalate the
humanitarian crisis, which was the bloodshed in Kiev.
It is rather difficult to confirm strong socialisation mechanisms behind the countries’ trilateral
cooperation on the mission. Admittedly, the Polish foreign minister was strongly socialised in the
context of EU policy-making, meaning he quickly decided on cooperating with the other two member
states and the High Representative to better pursue the Polish interests towards Ukraine. However,
CFSP-level negotiations, and thus potentially broader compromise-building, did not precede the
mission. Quite the contrary, EU diplomats (interviews 34 and 38) explain that the mission was
organised extremely quickly and unexpectedly, in reaction to the bloodshed in Kiev; therefore, there
was no time to employ the Council, because this would require a long process of pre-consulting the
mission and seeking approval among all 28 EU diplomacies. Since the mission omitted CFSP policymaking, we cannot identify bi- or trilateral recognitions of influence within the CFSP (their politics of
scale) in explaining why the three states cooperated together in Kiev. Nevertheless, Poland, Germany
and France (rather than the other EU states) may have been perceived to increase the efficiency of this
EU mission. Chapter 5 already explained that the three countries combined their interests and
influence capabilities within the CFSP and thus cooperated on EU Eastern policies within the ‘Weimar
Triangle Plus’. Moreover, Reiter (2014) and Bußmann (2015, p.52) argue that the Weimar Triangle
played a crucial role in understanding the potential for conflict in Eastern Europe and thus offered
strong expertise to formulate a common EU response to the challenges in Ukraine. More broadly,
Priesmeyer-Tkocz and Rydliński (2016, p.12) note that Polish-German cooperation in the context of the
Ukraine-Russia crisis (which followed the Euromaidan) could not count on the full acceptance of all EU
states, mainly because of France’s opposition to the EU sanction regime. This suggests that already
their trilateral involvement could guarantee a stronger politics of scale effect within this EU policy, also
because France was a natural leader among other Mediterranean member states (however, Germany
itself was strongly engaged in convincing those member states to support the sanctions; see Section
6.4.2). In addition, the three diplomacies were perceived to offer a stronger potential to represent the
171

EU in Kiev, compared with supranational EU institutions. According to Wieliński (2014), the High
Representative Catherine Ashton first proposed Commissioner Stefan Fülle to accompany Minister
Sikorski in Kiev. However, the Polish diplomatic service was against this idea, arguing that the mission
needed stronger actors, such as the Weimar Triangle diplomacies, whom Russia would particularly
respect. Similarly, a German high-level diplomat (interview 15) points out that the mission was not
conducted by the supranational officials because of the heavier foreign policy weights of Poland,
Germany and France towards Eastern Europe.
Interestingly, the above Europeanisation processes indicate that France played an additional role in
the Polish cooperation with Germany on the EU mission in Kiev, because France offered its own
interests and engagements on the EU management of the crisis. The French inputs were not only
expected by the Polish foreign minister (who proposed the trilateral engagement), but were
apparently also expected by the EU High Representative, who accepted this trilateral engagement on
behalf of the EU. However, the Polish diplomatic service may have perceived their French counterparts
only as an additional support in this mission; meanwhile, Germany remained Poland’s closest partner.
As will be demonstrated below, Steinmeier, rather than Sikorski, convinced Fabius to travel to Kiev
(meaning Poland ‘used’ the German influence in its relation to France, rather than inversely).
Moreover, Fabius left Kiev earlier, allowing the Sikorski-Steinmeier duet to play the main role (so
Poland again ‘used’ mainly the German engagements in Ukraine).

The Polish and German foreign ministers closely cooperated with each other during the negotiations
in Kiev (the French minister had left Kiev before the mission was completed and was replaced by the
MFA’s political director Eric Fournier; Wieliński, 2014). Sikorski and Steinmeier were travelling jointly
within Kiev and talking with Ukrainian politicians (Bratkiewicz, interview 5; German high-level
diplomat, interview 15). They also coordinated their joint contribution to the negotiations. Namely,
the two ministers gave speeches in their national styles: the Polish one was more emotional, the
German more practical, and they jointly formed a convincing appeal for compromise (Bratkiewicz,
interview 5); Steinmeier also showcased his text-drafting quality (German high-level diplomat,
interview 14). The two ministers also argued by referring to the previous transition experiences of their
own countries, including the Polish Round Table of 1989; they thus sought to convince the conflicting
parties of peaceful solutions and explain the risks of their confrontational attitude (Wiśniewski,
interview 6). Their close cooperation resulted from the fact that Steinmeier strongly valued Sikorski’s
traditional engagement in Ukraine (Erler, interview 16). Admittedly, we cannot interpret their
cooperation as strong experiential learning/bilateral, CFSP-induced consensus-building, because both
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ministers were not engaged with CFSP policy-making, and from the beginning they had presented
similar agendas. Nevertheless, their cooperation was still Europeanised, since it resulted from their
interests in engaging the EU in the mission, and from the strong potential of their diplomatic services
to represent the EU in Kiev.
Finally, we cannot confirm a policy transfer in the sense that Sikorski and Steinmeier shaped each
other’s agenda. Nevertheless, the Polish foreign minister, with support from the EU High
Representative, convinced his German counterpart to the mission (and the German minister then had
a stronger impact on the French minister). Wieliński (2014) generally reports that Sikorski immediately
convinced Steinmeier; in turn, Fabius was initially reluctant due to his other foreign visits but was
finally persuaded by Steinmeier in person and by Sikorski via phone. The then Polish ambassador to
the EU, Marek Prawda, (interview 2) explains that on Minister Sikorski’s request, he consulted the High
Representative Ashton on an international action in Kiev, which would be conducted on behalf of the
EU, and engaged Sikorski and his German and French counterparts. Prawda says that as soon as Sikorski
received support from the High Representative, he immediately talked Steinmeier into the joint action
and further, with Steinmeier’s personal support during the concurrent French-German consultations
in Paris, they were able to win over Laurent Fabius.

In summary, the Weimar Triangle mission of 2014 was driven by their similar national assessments of
the situation in Kiev; however, it also indicated trilateral Europeanisation processes. The Weimar
Triangle foreign ministers namely sought legitimising usage of the EU in stopping the bloodshed in
Kiev. They admittedly presented an ad hoc reaction, and they therefore did not engage with CFSP
policy-making. However, the Polish-German-French participation in the mission can be still explained
with their politics of scale, because their diplomatic services generally presented the strongest
potential to efficiently represent the EU in the mediations in Kiev. Here, Poland even ‘used’ the German
influence in convincing France, the other strong EU state, to support the Polish-German cooperation
in Ukraine. Finally, since the mission was driven by their common external factor, the policy transfer
can be identified only in terms of the engagement of the Polish foreign minister to convince his German
counterpart to quickly travel to Kiev.
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6.4. The Ukraine-Russia crisis (since 2014)
Section 6.4 studies Europeanisation processes behind Polish-German relations in the context of the
recent crisis between Ukraine and Russia. Here, Section 6.4.1 discusses a Polish role in the growing
German criticism of Russian aggression against Ukraine. Section 6.4.2 examines their mutual influences
in the context of the EU sanction policy. In turn, Section 6.4.3 explains their limited cooperation as a
result of the exclusion of Poland from the (de-Europeanised) Normandy Format.

6.4.1. Germany’s criticism of Russia
The existing literature argues in favour of a German bilateral foreign policy critique of Russian
behaviour towards Ukraine. This allows an assumption that, from 2014, the German Russia policy has
become more similar to the traditional Polish criticism of Moscow. This section studies
Europeanisation processes behind German relations with Poland on Russia at that time, to determine
whether Poland indeed played a role in the modified German Russia policy (apart from the simple fact
of their similar assessments of the situation in Eastern Europe).

Germany had slightly criticised Russia before 2014 (Chapter 4), but the recent crisis led to a crucial
change in this issue, with readiness for sanctioning Russia and supporting Ukraine. The existing
literature explains this change mainly in terms of Germany’s bilateral relations with Russia and their
normative dimension. It argues that the German government assessed Russia’s actions in Crimea as
illegal, accusing Russia of breaking international law and values and of undermining the European
security order (see e.g. Forsberg, 2016, pp.22-26, 29-32; Bußmann, 2015, pp.63-64). Interestingly, the
Foreign Office then approached the (slightly) stronger criticism of Russia that had been represented
by the Chancellor Office (see Chapter 4). Namely, from 2014, the re-appointed (in 2013) Minister
Steinmeier supported the sanction policy and strongly criticised Russian behaviour in Ukraine,
although he was initially reluctant to take that action and although he remained more conciliatory than
Merkel. Similarly, the next Foreign Minister, Sigmar Gabriel, criticised Russian breaches of common
values in Eastern Ukraine (Forsberg, 2016, pp.28-32).
Nevertheless, despite this criticism, the German Russia policy remained oriented on diplomatic
negotiations, engaging Russian leadership in solving the crisis and definitely refusing military solutions.
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Merkel remained Putin’s most important interlocutor in Europe (Rinke, 2015; Kwiatkowska-Drożdż and
Frymak, 2015, p.1; Forsberg, 2016, pp.29-30), where the German-Russian relations were an important
element in attempts to settle the conflict in Ukraine (Bußmann, 2015, p.59, 63). Germany did not fully
abandon its traditional, cooperative Ostpolitik (Forsberg, 2016, p.29), but took a ‘technical pause’
(Kwiatkowska-Drożdż, 2014, p.5). Merkel even said explicitly that the fundamentals of the Ostpolitik
should not be re-defined much (Frankfurter Allgemeine, 2014). More specifically, the German critique
of Russia was reflected in its support for the EU sanction policy (this will be discussed in Section 6.4.2).
In turn, the German diplomatic measures can be observed in the Normandy Format of negotiations
with Russia and Ukraine (Section 6.4.3).

However, it is still possible to identify Europeanisation processes behind this German change, as well
as to explain them with interest-driven behaviour. First of all, Germany was interested in uploading its
criticism of Russia. Here, the literature mentions that Germany strove for EU unity on Russia to increase
efficiency of long-term diplomatic efforts to solve the crisis (Forsberg, 2016, p.29). Germany also
recognised that Russia, by breaking the rule-based security architecture in Eastern Europe, did not
serve the German trade interests that were oriented at a stable neighbourhood (Kirch and Schwarzer,
2015). Above all, it should be remembered that the country’s post-war strategy was to act as a ‘civilian
power’ which promotes European integration based on liberal values, thus pursuing its own economyoriented foreign policy interests (Chapter 3). Therefore, we can argue that Germany sought legitimising
usage of the EU: it advocated a common EU response to Russia violating the collective liberal values,
thus pursuing its self-interest to promote the EU’s ‘soft power’ in restoring a peaceful Eastern Europe
(this logic also explains the German support for the EU sanction policy; see the next section).
Moreover, Russia’s aggressive behaviour towards Ukraine led to changes in the CFSP-level
configuration of interests towards Eastern Europe, thus allowing the Russo-sceptical positions to be
seriously confronted by the pro-Russian interests (this can explain Germany’s growing recognition of
the Polish traditional Russo-scepticism; see below). EU foreign policy actors (interviews 34, 38, 39 and
40) explain that due to the crisis, many national representatives began to raise their voices against
giving further support to regular cooperation with Moscow. These representatives argued that such
support would indicate acceptance of undermining the European peace architecture, as well as
undermining liberal values as the foundations of European integration. Here, the Central-Eastern and
Northern European states that traditionally favoured a more balanced approach between Russia and
Ukraine, such as Romania, Bulgaria, Czechia, Slovakia, the Scandinavian countries, the UK and Ireland,
approached the traditional Russo-sceptical positions of Poland and the Baltic States. In turn, Western
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European states, such as France, Italy, Spain, other Mediterranean EU members and Austria, now had
weaker arguments in favour of their traditional pro-Russian orientations, but they remained rather less
eager to openly criticise Russia. These new circumstances illustrate that once Germany wanted EU
unity in responding to Russia, it had to consider this growing CFSP-level critique (in addition to
Germany itself criticising Russia).
Within this modified interest configuration, Germany had reason to pursue the politics of scale with
Poland. Poland namely held an influential position among the (now stronger) Russo-sceptical member
states. First, Poland was very vocal here. The traditional Polish Eastern policy interests (which focus on
Ukraine’s emancipation from Russian influences) leave no doubts that Warsaw perceived the crisis as
a huge geopolitical security challenge. Poland saw the crisis, not as a regional accident, but as a
fundamental attack on the international order (Buras, 2014a); it considered Russia’s annexation of
Crimea as ultimately proving the revival of the Russian imperial idea (Godzimirski et al., 2015, p.24).
Poland consequently held Russia responsible for the destabilisation of Ukraine (Kowalczyk, 2015, p.7).
To give examples, Foreign Minister Sikorski warned Russia against, and then criticised it for, its
aggression against Crimea and Donbass (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2014a and 2014b; Goettig, 2014).
Prime Minister Tusk warned that the crisis may escalate to a situation in which Polish children would
not go to school on 1 September, as was the case on 1 September 1939 (Salon24, 2014; Gotev and
Kokoszczyński, 2014). Second, these Polish voices were now ‘stronger’ at EU level. Poland easily
criticised the ‘Russophile’ positions of other member states (Rettman, 2015; Prague Post, 2015). The
Polish arguments against Russia could not easily be rejected, nor could Poland easily be accused of
Russo-phobic behaviour, because, due to the crisis, many CFSP-level representatives recognised that
Poland might have been right when warning against Russian imperialism (EU foreign policy actors,
interviews 35, 38, 39 and 40). Even German representatives (Polenz, interview 23; interviews 15 and
20) confirm that although Germany primarily followed its own negative assessment of Russia’s foreign
policy towards Ukraine, it also recognised the growing criticism of Russia at the EU level. The above
CFSP-level configuration of interests is also important because of the contrary situation before 2014,
when Poland had to recognise the dominant pro-Russian interests to take a more active part in EURussia relations (Chapter 4) and even to upload the EaP (Chapter 5).
We can therefore identify (limited) experiential learning (from the CFSP) behind German relations with
Poland on Russia. Admittedly, these relations were mainly determined by the Ukraine-Russia crisis
itself, rather than by CFSP policy-making. The literature mentions that, as part of its new foreign policy
strategy towards Russia (its own reaction to the crisis), Germany engaged in closer consultations with
Poland (Bußmann, 2015, p.64). Similarly, it says that the Russian actions towards Ukraine allowed a
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remarkable rapprochement between Polish and German assessments and action proposals towards
these external challenges (Bingen, 2016, p.9). However, since Germany inclined towards supporting
more Russo-critical EU positions on Russia, and since Poland became its relevant CFSP partner on this
issue, Germany may also have been more willing to seek understanding with Poland on these new EU
positions. As a German high-level diplomat (interview 14) admits, ‘the German government realised
that its understanding of the specific Polish concerns of Russia would not only improve the bilateral
German-Polish cooperation, but it was also necessary for the formulation of a common EU Russia
policy [from 2014]’. According to EU diplomats (interviews 31 and 38), German CFSP-level
representatives acknowledged that although their Polish counterparts had no traditional expertise on
cooperation with Russia, they could better predict threats coming from Eastern Europe; they also had
stronger connections to other CEECs, particularly the Baltic States, which were also carefully analysing
the crisis. These observations indicate that Germany was open towards building consensus with Poland
on an effective EU response to Russia.
Therefore, the German critique of Russia can be seen, to a limited extent, as a policy transfer from
Poland. Again, Germany approached the Polish Russo-scepticism as a result of the Ukraine-Russia crisis
rather than due to the above Europeanisation processes. German representatives (Erler, interview 16;
Schwan, interview 17; Nietan, interview 25; interviews 15 and 20) say that because of the Russian
aggression, the German government better understood that Russia may constitute a threat to the
European security architecture; however, the government did not adopt the Polish traditional strategy
of ‘deterrence’ against Russia, and remained much more interested in seeking cooperation with this
country. Nevertheless, since Germany listened to Polish voices when working on an EU response to
Russia (above), its critique of Russia may have adopted Polish positions on this issue, at least in the
short term. Some German policymakers (Polenz, interview 23; interviews 15 and 20) confirm that
Germany began to accept the Russo-critical stances of Poland and the other CEECs. To a German highlevel diplomat (interview 14), from 2014, the federal government largely internalised Polish knowledge
about the difficult nature of the Russia-Ukraine relationship, mainly its historical, social and religious
aspects; the government thus expected Polish help in formulating an EU response to the crisis, which
could more strongly influence Russian and Ukrainian policymakers. Moreover, the bilateral ‘policy
transfers’ were likely because Polish voices could be heard within the internal German debate between
the supporters of the ‘Russia first’ approach, the so-called Russlandversteher (‘Russia understander’),
and the critics of Russia. Wiśniewski (interview 6) confirms that Poland was interested in supporting
the latter positions and, as such, Poland became one among other factors stimulating the internal
German Russo-scepticism; Wiśniewski himself also suspects that, for EU unity, Berlin must have at least
considered the Polish Russia agenda.
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In summary, Germany’s recent critique of Russia resulted mainly from its own normative assessment
of the situation in Ukraine. However, to a limited extent, it also ensued from Germany’s stronger
recognition of the Polish Russo-scepticism within the CFSP. Namely, Germany sought to legitimise
usage of the EU to produce, in its economy-oriented foreign policy interest, a strong response to
Russian behaviour undermining the European security order. For this reason, Germany must have
recognised growing European scepticism towards Russia, and thus also the growing position of the
Russo-sceptical Poland at the CFSP level (the politics of scale). Germany consulted on Poland, by
recognising Polish expertise to help produce a stronger EU response to the Eastern European crisis
(which proves some experiential learning). Hence, the government adopted Polish knowledge of the
difficult Russia-Ukraine relationship, whereas the German political debate may have more strongly
considered the Polish Russo-sceptical arguments (some policy transfers from Poland were possible).
The next section (6.4.2) discusses the potential Polish-German influences on a more specific example,
the sanction policy.

6.4.2. The EU’s sanction regime
Section 6.4.2 examines Polish-German Europeanisation processes in the context of the EU’s policy of
sanctions against Russia. The section first analyses Polish and German interests, as well as influence
capabilities within this policy. Furthermore, it takes into consideration their bilateral consultations, and
discusses whether the two states impacted each other’s positions on these sanctions. The section
focuses on the years 2014 through 2016. In turn, Section 6.5 below analyses the Europeanisation of
Polish-German responses to the crisis, with a focus on relevant Polish governmental change from late
2015 through early 2018.

Overall, the EU sanction procedure was initiated during the Extraordinary Foreign Affairs Council on
3 March 2014 (Foreign Affairs Council, 2014a) and the Extraordinary European Council held three days
later (European Council, 2014a). The first restrictive measures were introduced during the Foreign
Affairs Council (2014b) on 17 March 2014. Consequently, from March 2015 until August 2017, at least
28 meetings of the Foreign Affairs Council and the European Council decided to introduce or extend
economic sanctions, as well as restrictions on economic relations and on individual assets and travel.
Officially, they were all responses to Russia’s annexation of Crimea or the destabilisation of Ukraine;
moreover, the European Council (2015, p.4), on 19-20 March 2015, made the economic sanctions
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dependent on the implementation of the Minsk agreements. These measures were successively
prolonged for six months on 21 December 2015, 1 July and 19 December 2016, 28 June and
21 December 2017 (currently in force until 31 July 2018; for more details see Delegation of the
European Union to Russia, 2017; European Council, 2017).
Poland undertook intense diplomatic endeavours to upload the sanction policy. Many sources (for
example, Gotev and Kokoszczyński, 2014; Polish Foreign Ministry, 2014d; EUobserver, 2015;
Kowalczyk, 2015, p.6; Sobczak, 2014 and 2015) state that Polish political leaders of both the Civic
Platform (until 2015) and Law Justice governments (from 2015; see also Section 6.5) spoke in favour
of adopting and later prolonging and strengthening EU sanctions, thus arguing for a firm EU response
to Russia. For example, as soon as the sanctions were pre-discussed during the Extraordinary FAC on
3 March 2014, Minister Sikorski stated that the EU was considering a revision of its relations with
Russia if the crisis did not de-escalate (Pawlak and Baker, 2014). During the FAC in July 2014, he
anticipated that the EU might soon decide on new financial sanctions (Euractiv, 2015). Sikorski’s
successor, Grzegorz Schetyna, said in Brussels on 19 January 2015 that the EU’s sanctions should stay
in place (EUobserver, 2015) as the EU’s only weapon in the crisis (Buras, 2015c). Poland thus clearly
sought legitimising usage of these EU sanctions. It argued that the sanctions would express solidarity
and support sovereignty in EU relations with Ukraine, as well as prove the EU’s internal solidarity in its
relations with Russia (Meister, 2014b; Bußmann, 2015, pp.71-72); these arguments still served the
Polish geopolitical interest towards Eastern Europe (Chapter 3). Poland’s former ambassador to Russia,
Katarzyna Pełczyńska-Nałęcz (2016, p.10), even writes directly that the support for the sanctions (along
with the advocacy for strengthening NATO’s Eastern flank) represented the Polish logic of deterring
and holding back Russia’s aggressive policy.
Poland was thus strategically socialised within the cooperative, but not necessarily with regard to
compromise-oriented, CFSP policy-making. For example, in 2014, Prime Minister Tusk and Foreign
Minister Sikorski held a number of bilateral talks to persuade other EU leaders to support the sanctions
(Kowalczyk, 2015, p.6). The Polish position was, however, strongly biased and oriented on pushing
through tough sanctions at the FAC meetings (Gotev and Kokoszczyński, 2014); it was also much
harsher than the German one (The Economist, 2014). Polish representatives consequently presented
a firm position, also during the COEST and COREPER II consultations preceding the Council’s decisions
on the sanctions (EU diplomats, interviews 34, 35, 37 and 38). Hence, although the Polish efforts largely
contributed to the introduction and development of the sanctions (Emerson in Gotev and
Kokoszczyński, 2014), Polish influence over broader EU Eastern relations was then generally impeded
by its readiness to confront Russia (Kowalczyk, 2015, pp.7-8).
179

Therefore, the Polish uploading success resulted mainly from the CFSP interest configuration that
generally favoured a tougher EU approach to Russia from 2014 onwards (see the previous section). In
other words, the sanctions have remained in power since the majority of EU states still support it (EU
foreign policy actors, interviews 34, 38, 39 and 40). However, Poland’s relatively uncompromised
approach (unlike the German one; see below) constrained its influence at the CFSP level. Although all
member states formally agreed at the Council on the sanctions (which should be true, given that the
Council requires unanimity on this issue), they took different positions during their lower-level CFSP
consultations. Sources talk about supporters of the sanctions as being represented by Poland, the
Baltic States, Great Britain, Ireland, Denmark, Sweden and Romania (EUobserver, 2015; Kowalczyk,
2015, p.16). More doubts were presented by Italy, Spain, Austria, Luxembourg, Cyprus, the other
Visegrad states and, to a degree, France (Pawlak and Baker, 2014; EUobserver, 2015; Kowalczyk, 2015,
p.16). Moreover, over time, more voices were calling for the abolishment or leniency of the sanctions,
thus arguing that these affect economy and trade (Priesmeyer-Tkocz and Rydliński, 2016, p.6). EU
diplomats (interviews 34 and 38) indicate that an increasing number of mainly Southern European
member states began to raise concerns that the sanctions were politically insufficient and only
threatened economic interests with Russia; some of these states also became afraid of a too radical
and ineffective Polish position on the sanctions. These observations indicate that in terms of politics
of scale, the Polish CFSP-level influence on the sanction policy was limited (see below for how this
situation determined German relations with Poland on this policy).
Germany’s interest in the EU sanctions increased as a result of the crisis. Germany was not the first to
demand the sanctions (Buras, 2015b, p.64). It was initially reluctant to impose tough sanctions (The
Economist, 2014), arguing that they would be ineffective and only worsen the crisis (Frymark and
Kwiatkowska-Drożdż, 2014). Germany also lacked internal consensus on this policy (Meister, 2014b;
Frymark and Kwiatkowska-Drożdż, 2014). Nevertheless, the majority of the German political scene
decided to support the sanctions as the conflict escalated (Meister, 2014b; Böttger, 2016, p.407;
Popławski and Kwiatkowska-Drożdż, 2014). Chancellor Merkel advocated sanctions as soon as she
failed to persuade President Putin to cancel the referendum on the status of Crimea (held on 16 March
2014) (Forsberg, 2016, p.29). The federal government later linked the sanctions policy with breaches
of the Minsk agreements (Forsberg, 2016, p.29; Euractiv, 2017). Interestingly, the German support for
the sanctions had a strong normative dimension, because it was apparently not in line with Germany’s
economy-oriented foreign policy interests towards Russia. Even the German business lobby, including
the Federation of German Industries and the German Committee on Eastern European Economic
Relations, declared support for the sanctions policy as a response to the Russian violations of
international law. As a result of the sanctions, German exports to Russia decreased by 20% over 2014
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(Forsberg, 2016, p.34). The German sanctions policy is thus explained as a ‘humanitarian mission’
(Kwiatkowska-Drożdż and Frymark, 2015, p.4) and a ‘normative uploading’, in which the German
civilian power employed the EU to manage crises multilaterally and by diplomatic means (Daehnhardt
in Bußmann, 2015, p.35).
Nevertheless, it is still possible to identify interest-driven behaviour here. First, as explained in the
previous section 6.4.1, Germany, as a ‘civilian power’, supported EU criticism of the Russian breaches
of international law, also in its own economy-oriented foreign policy interests. It thus expected the
EU’s ‘soft power’ to promote a peaceful and stable Eastern Europe. Second, since 2009, Germany could
more easily criticise Russia, and thus approach Poland, because Germany’s economic exchange with
Poland exceeded its exchange with Russia. Therefore, the internal economic pressure on Berlin’s
strong foreign policy relations with Moscow lessened (Ochmann, 2010a, p.4). Foreign Office officials
(interviews 12 and 13) confirm that Germany’s greater economic exchange with Poland became a
strong argument for policymakers to justify their closer bilateral cooperation, sometimes even at the
expense of weaker cooperation with Moscow. Hence, the German support for the EU sanctions can be
explained by the German economic interests.
The German engagement in the EU sanctions policy indicated its stronger (than the Polish) strategic
socialisation within the consensual CFSP policy-making. Notably, most of the above sources (which
inform about the configuration of interests regarding the sanctions) do not indicate Germany as a
natural supporter nor as an adversary of the sanctions. Here, Pawlak and Baker (2014) report only that
at the beginning, Germany ‘did not rule out economic restrictions’ if Russia did not cooperate.
Meanwhile, Emerson (in Gotev and Kokoszczyński, 2014) states that Germany saw itself as a mediator
in this issue. Indeed, Germany was strongly oriented to creating a broader EU compromise. It took the
responsibility primarily to convince adversaries of this policy (Kwiatkowska-Drożdż and Frymark, 2015,
p.4). German representatives to the COEST and COREPER II therefore usually hesitated to express their
strong open support for the extension of the sanctions, but argued in favour of a moderate and
pragmatic approach to these sanctions (EU diplomats, interviews 34, 37 and 38). More specifically,
German MFA representatives (interviews 15 and 20) explain that the Foreign Office argued mainly to
the sceptical Mediterranean EU partners that the sanctions would not constitute a strategic change in
EU-Russia relations and thus should not deteriorate their long-term economic interests, but they
would offer a transient response to the Russian violations of international law because this involved
Europe’s security interests (again, Germany sought legitimising usage of the EU sanctions, meaning it
referred to a ‘European interest’ while promoting its own interests).
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Finally, this consensual approach explains Germany’s decisive influence over the EU sanctions policy.
The government in Berlin acknowledged its role as the EU’s leader (Ischinger and Bunde, 2015, pp.314315) and the creator of the EU policy towards the crisis (Kwiatkowska-Drożdż and Frymark, 2015, p.4),
meaning Angela Merkel acted almost as a ‘European chancellor’ seeking to create a common EU
position (Ischinger and Bunde, 2015, p.318). A document of the European Parliament even directly
indicates Germany’s decisive influence over the EU sanctions (Gromadzki, 2015, p.26). The above EU
diplomats (interviews 34, 37 and 38) argue that without the German moderate support for the
sanctions, Mediterranean member states, including Italy and Spain, would probably have opposed
these sanctions; namely, they became less interested in the sanctions, but never undermined
Germany’s leading position in EU Russia policies, mainly expecting German reciprocal support for their
own interests in the Southern Dimension. As ambassador Prawda (interview 2) confirms, ‘Some
Southern EU states usually decided to accept subsequent prolongations of the sanction policy already
when Germany expressed its own support for these developments.’ Hence, Germany played a crucial
role in convincing those EU states that remained more Russia-oriented even after 2014. Moreover, this
German consensual approach strengthens the argument from Chapter 4, namely that the Polish Russia
policy became more conciliatory after 2007, to win broad EU support for its own Eastern policy
interests. If the strongest EU state (Germany) partly ‘hid’ its Russo-sceptical agenda to influence EURussia relations, this must have been even more relevant for a medium-sized EU diplomacy such as
Poland. Finally, in the terms of the politics of scale, the German influence capabilities over the EU
sanctions policy indicate that the country may also have acted as Poland’s crucial partner in this issue.

Furthermore, Poland and Germany engaged with experiential learning, meaning they bilaterally
consulted and presented consensual approaches towards the EU sanctions. For example, Donald Tusk
and Angela Merkel met on 12 March 2014 in Warsaw to discuss the possibility of extending the
sanctions during the upcoming European Council (they both argued that Russia did not respond to
previous EU proposals towards solving the conflict) (Polish Prime Minister, 2014c; Deutsche Welle,
2014). Frequent inter-ministerial consultations on the EU sanctions were conducted formally and
informally, and in various bi- and multilateral formats (Polish and German MFA officials, interviews 5,
6, 12, 20 and 21). In particular, Poland and Germany pursued their politics of scale towards each other
and thus indicated readiness for bilateral consensus. Here, the Polish officials (Bratkiewicz, interview
5; Wiśniewski, interview 6; interview 12) expected Germany to convince the Southern EU states to
support the sanctions, because they were eager to admit that the sanctions policy could not be too
maximalist. In turn, the German officials (interviews 20 and 21) were aware that they had to build
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common positions with Poland, since the Polish arguments in favour of the sanctions were now more
broadly respected within the CFSP, among the other CEECs, and even among some Northern European
member states. Hence, although Poland and Germany generally presented similar stances on the
sanctions as a result of their similar assessments of Russia (so apart from their Europeanisation
processes), they acknowledged each other’s inputs on the common EU sanctions policy, and thus they
were ready for further compromises on each other’s (slightly different) approaches towards this policy.
Regarding policy transfers, at first glance, the German sanctions policy corresponded with the
traditional Polish Eastern policy interests. The literature says that ‘The general consensus to maintain
sanctions against the Kremlin’s violation of international law and territorial integrity clearly indicates
that Berlin’s policy is closer to Giedroyc’s view [the Polish ‘Kultura’ thoughts] than to Bahr’s [the
German original Ostpolitik; see Chapter 3]’ (Priesmeyer-Tkocz and Rydliński, 2016, p.5). The
Europeanisation processes studied above do not confirm a German adaptation to the Polish interests;
however, they prove the bilateral consensus-building of the EU sanctions policy. As a result, although
both states (independently) defined their own interests to support this policy, they may have
somewhat shaped each other’s individual positions towards this issue.
First, considering Germany’s more decisive impact on the EU sanctions policy, Poland generally
accepted the German views on this policy, rather than the inverse. Some EU diplomats (interviews 34
and 38) speak of far-reaching Polish proposals, raised mainly unofficially in the COEST, concerning the
significant extensions of the EU sanctions to cover, for example, Russian political leadership or a much
larger group of Russian business entities. The diplomats explain that a few of the least radical proposals
were later discussed in the COREPER II or even adopted by the FAC (see below), but most of them were
quickly abandoned by Polish officials themselves. Arguably, given that such positions were not openly
postulated by Polish foreign policymakers, Poland must have agreed with Germany, its main partner
on this policy (above), that if the sanctions policy was to be accepted by all member states, they should
not be as harsh as Poland unofficially wished. Second, under Polish pressure, Germany admittedly
supported a slightly tougher sanctions policy within the EU than it would have potentially done in its
bilateral relations towards Russia. This concerns, however, only single (and rather rare) instances.
German MFA officials (interviews 20 and 21) admit that at some points they would have proposed less
radical positions on Russia, had they not been confronted with Russo-sceptical voices coming
particularly from their intense consultations with Poland. Here, a Polish high-level diplomat
(interview 4) speaks of Polish ideas to extend the list of Russians whose EU entry was forbidden; these
ideas were presented to FAC meetings by Minister Sikorski and agreed on by Minister Steinmeier,
among only a few other EU foreign ministers, but finally uploaded to an EU policy.
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In summary, although the Polish and German sanctions policies ensued from their individual interests
in responding to the external (Russian) challenges, the two states also engaged with Europeanisation
processes and thus somewhat shaped each other’s positions on these issues. Poland and Germany
sought legitimising usage of EU sanctions to promote values (a peaceful Eastern Europe, an
international order) in their respective geopolitical and economy-oriented interests (although
Germany indicated relevant economic losses, at least in the short term). The two states consequently
recognised each other’s inputs on the common sanctions policy: the strong Polish engagement and
relative influence over this policy, and particularly the strong German influence capabilities among the
reluctant Mediterranean member states (the politics of scale). Hence, their foreign policy-makers
engaged with intense bilateral consultations, even directly prior to the European Councils; they also
indicated readiness for consensus between Poland’s harsher and Germany’s more balanced
approaches to the EU sanctions (experiential learning). Consequently, regarding their (limited) policy
transfers, Poland abandoned its radical proposals for the sanctions, while Germany adopted a few
Polish proposals for their extensions. On this occasion, however, we can assume that since Germany
sought consensus on the EU sanctions policy with the Mediterranean EU states, it may have engaged
with stronger concessions to those states than to Poland.

6.4.3. The Normandy Format
Section 6.4.3 deals with the Europeanisation, or rather de-Europeanisation, of the crisis negotiations
within the Normandy Format (Germany, France, Russia and Ukraine). This section explains that the
German unwillingness to Europeanise the negotiations constrained a German potential to recognise
Polish stances on these issues. However, interestingly, Poland accepted the German-French leadership
as the only alternative for a ‘European’ character of these negotiations. This section again offers
additional insights into the French role in Eastern policies, this time only in the context of FrenchGerman cooperation.

The Normandy Format was established as the leaders of Germany, France, Russia and Ukraine met
together during the 70th anniversary of the World War II Normandy landings operation on 6 June 2014
(German Government, 2015b). The format was designed as an interim solution among member states’
leaders (Patecka-Frauenfelder, 2016, p.134) to regulate the crisis in Ukraine (Bingen, 2016, p.9; De
Galbert, 2015). Subsequent meetings at the levels of foreign ministers or heads of state or government
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occurred in Berlin on 17 August 2014 (Euractiv, 2014), in Milan on 17 October 2014 (Newsweek, 2018),
in Paris on 2 October 2015 (Der Spiegel, 2015) and 3 March 2016 (French European and Foreign
Ministry, 2016a), in Berlin on 11 May (French European and Foreign Ministry, 2016b) and 19 October
2016 (French Embassy in Germany, 2016), and during the Munich Security Conference on 18 February
2017 (French Embassy in Germany, 2017). The leaders also met in Minsk on 11 and 12 February 2015
to negotiate and sign the Minsk II agreement14 on a ceasefire (German Government, 2015a;
Sϋddeutsche Zeitung, 2016).15
The Normandy Format was a weakly Europeanised institution in the sense that its EU participants,
Germany and France, were not interested in uploading the crisis negotiations and thus engaging with
CFSP-level policy-making. German representatives (Erler, interview 16; interview 15) explain that
Berlin and Paris supported an ad hoc, narrow coalition, since the crisis management required urgent
actions to stop the military competition in Ukraine and therefore it offered no time for difficult
compromise-building within a larger group of countries. According to EU foreign policy actors
(interviews 38, 39 and 40), Germany and France thus sought to exclude EU members of the
traditionally strongest pro-Ukrainian (such as Poland) and pro-Russian (such as Italy) interests, thus
aiming to convince both sides of the conflict, Russia and Ukraine, so that the negotiations would not
favour either one of them. Gernot Erler (interview 16) also explains that the Foreign Office preferred
a tandem with France, because it wanted to avoid individual participation in negotiations with Russia
and Ukraine, and because it saw France as its main partner in this issue, due to the country’s similarly
strong diplomacy.
In particular, we can argue that the format included the German and French diplomacies due to their
strongest influence capabilities towards Russia. EU diplomats (interviews 34, 36 and 37) state that all
member states accepted, or at least did not openly oppose, Germany and France taking the lead in the
negotiations, hoping the two countries could better convince the Russian leadership to stop the
conflict in Ukraine. Although some COEST representatives proposed engaging the High Representative
or the European Council, most officials were doubtful whether these institutions would facilitate the
negotiations with Russia (see also below for Polish uploading intentions). As a result, the EU’s role in
the negotiations was significantly limited. Neither the EU nor any EU states beyond Germany and
France were involved in the format (Buras, 2015c). Admittedly, the two states used to present the
format agenda to CFSP institutions (Erler, interview 16; German high-level diplomat, interview 15; EU

14

For the full text of the Minsk II agreement, see The Telegraph, 2015.
The Minsk I agreement, the so-called Minsk Protocol, regulating ceasefire in Donbass, was signed on
5 September 2014 by representatives of Ukraine, Russia and the separatists (this is reported by BBC, 2015).
15
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diplomats, interviews 36 and 37). However, this meant an information exchange within the European
Council, rather than common, compromise-oriented policy-making (EU diplomats, interviews 36 and
37). The above demonstrates that Germany and France, with a broader support from other member
states, avoided CFSP policy-making to accelerate their negotiation procedure, whereby they were
broadly expected to influence Moscow.
Also, the Polish exclusion from the Normandy Format can be explained by Poland’s weak relations with
Russia. This problem can be compared with the weaker Russian context of the previous Weimar
Triangle mission to Kiev. Here, Buras (2013, p.25) argues that Poland could then closely cooperate with
Germany because that German action was not yet dependent on relations with Russia. Polish and
German diplomats (Erler, interview 16; interviews 3 and 15) confirm that although Poland was broadly
seen within Europe as the relevant contributor to the negotiations with Ukraine, it could hamper the
negotiations with Russia, specifically because the latter were much more difficult and urgent than the
previous friendly EU-Russia cooperation. This suggests that although Poland’s conciliatory Russia policy
from 2008 through 2014 helped elevate Polish influence, for example, within the Kaliningrad Triangle,
this appeared insufficient at the time when the EU faced military competition in its neighbourhood.
Finally, Russia itself preferred a format which excluded Poland. Here, Poland’s former Foreign Minister
Andrzej Olechowski argues that Moscow would only agree on the present quadrilateral configuration
(TVN24, 2015). Whether Moscow would have vetoed Polish participation has also been publicly
debated (Kowalczyk, 2015, p.17). Moreover, Russia would not accept more than two EU diplomacies
within the Normandy Format (Erler, interview 16; interview 15). For her part, Chancellor Merkel did
not question the Russian reluctance regarding Polish participation in the format, thus hoping to
maximise the chance of solving the military conflict (German high-level diplomats, interviews 15 and
16).16 Hence, Russia largely determined the de-Europeanisation of the negotiation format in which it
participated. The format consequently limited the role of the EU institutions and excluded 26 member
states, also Poland, from the negotiations.

The de-Europeanised Normandy Format had the consequence of limited Europeanisation processes
behind German relations with Poland in the context of the crisis negotiations. Existing sources note
that Poland lost the ability of exerting influence over the crisis management (Buras, 2015c; Lang, 2015,
p.49; TVN24 Biznes i Świat, 2014; Kowalczyk, 2015, p.17). Therefore, drawing on the politics of scale
16

Also Ukraine accepted this format configuration, which encountered strong criticism from Polish foreign policymakers and experts (Saryusz-Wolski, 2014; Kowalczyk, 2015, p.17; TVN24, 2014a).
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model, Poland could not offer inputs on the negotiations and thus could not act here as Germany’s
relevant partner. As a result, we cannot prove their bilateral learning. Germany bilaterally talked with
Poland about the agenda of the Normandy Format, but it did not present a consensual approach (in
an EU context). The literature admittedly discusses a continuous information exchange on this agenda
between the German and Polish foreign ministries (Bußmann, 2015, p.84; Kowalczyk, 2015, p.17). It
also notes that Germany regularly consulted and informed both Polish Civic Platform governments
(that of Donald Tusk and that of Ewa Kopacz) about the negotiation progress (Buras, 2014b, pp.43-44
and 2015a). Their inter-ministerial consultations are also confirmed by officials on both sides (Erler,
interview 16; interviews 12, 20 and 21). However, the literature also says that the Normandy Format
led to the worsening of Polish-German relations (Buras, 2014d). In particular, Germany (and France)
consequently refused Polish proposals for other configurations of the negotiations with Russia (these
proposals are discussed below) (Kowalczyk, 2015, p.17), so that the Polish diplomatic service felt it was
purposefully omitted from a negotiation process that was crucial to Polish interests (Buras, 2015b and
2015c). Poland also criticised Germany for failing to confront Russia with a quicker and bolder
response, and it doubted whether Germany supported Ukraine’s security concerns vis-à-vis Russia (a
Polish diplomat in Buras, 2014c). A Polish MFA official (interview 41) report that the German Foreign
Office only ‘notified’ the Polish Foreign Ministry, or responded to Polish questions about the agenda
of the Normandy Format, rather than demonstrating readiness to recognise any Polish voices. We
cannot therefore confirm any process of their bilateral compromise-building on the negotiations with
Russia, not to mention their policy transfers.

Nevertheless, Poland attempted to re-Europeanise the negotiations with Russia and Ukraine.
Interestingly, these expectations, though unsuccessful, led Poland to accept the German-French
tandem in the negotiations (see below). First, Poland sought to secure its own involvement in the
negotiations by upgrading the efficiency of the Weimar Triangle in dealing with EU Eastern policy
(Onet.pl, 2014; TVN24, 2014b). On 2 October 2014, Foreign Minister Grzegorz Schetyna travelled to
both Berlin and Paris on his first official foreign visits to express his interest, among other things, in
reinforcing the Weimar Triangle cooperation on the Ukraine-Russia crisis (Polish Foreign Ministry,
2014h; TVN24, 2014b). A few days later, Schetyna said that the Normandy Format had been exhausted,
that the crisis negotiations should enter a new phase that would include Poland, and that the Weimar
Triangle had capabilities to engage with the EU’s policy on the crisis (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2014g).
Schetyna wanted to ‘use’ the triangle to include Poland in the negotiations, also during the triangle’s
meeting in Paris on 25 October 2014, but with no effect (Kowalczyk, 2015, p.12).
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Moreover, Poland proposed replacing the Normandy Format by employing the Geneva Format to
engage the whole EU and the USA as mediators. For example, Minister Sikorski said, in 2014, that,
unlike the Normandy Format, the Geneva Format would allow negotiation agreements to be respected
(Onet.pl, 2015; TVN24 Biznes i Świat, 2015). Similarly, the then director of PISM, Marcin Zaborowski,
criticised the Normandy Format for allowing Russia’s dominant position over the crisis negotiations,
and argued that the Geneva Format would lead Russia to respect the EU and the USA (Polish Institute
of International Affairs, 2015a). Later on, Minister Schetyna opted for the Geneva Format during the
EU Council on 16 March 2015 (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2015). Poland also expressed interest in
engaging the CFSP directly in the crisis negotiations. For example, President Komorowski and Minister
Schetyna announced their readiness to take more active roles in these negotiations during their
meeting with the new EU High Representative, Federica Mogherini, in Warsaw in early November 2014
(TVP Parlament, 2014). Ambassador Reiter (interview 1) confirms that the Polish diplomatic service
expected to involve the CFSP institutions, or at least the three Weimar countries on behalf of the EU,
because without the EU’s involvement, this service lacked institutions through which it could partake
in the negotiation process with Russia. Thus, Poland clearly sought strategic usage of the EU in
increasing its national influence over the crisis negotiations.
We can therefore argue in favour of very limited Europeanisation behind Polish relations with Germany
in the Normandy context. Poland accepted the German leadership in the negotiations, thus expecting
that Germany would contribute to a common ‘European’ stance towards Russia (even if, considering
the unsuccessful Polish uploading attempts, such a ‘European’ stance would not be officially
represented by EU institutions; nevertheless, as said above, the German-French leadership was still
broadly accepted by other CFSP members). For example, Foreign Minister Sikorski said that ‘Poland
demands from those who took responsibility for the negotiations with Russia, mainly from Germany,
to propose solutions towards the conflict’ (Gazeta Prawna, 2014). More specifically, Poland thus
accepted the German position and the risk that not all Polish postulates might be considered during
the negotiations, since it realised that the negotiations could be fruitful only if they received
acceptance from other EU states (Buras, 2014b, pp.43-44). Interestingly, Bußmann (2015, p.84) even
uses the term ‘crossloading’, explaining that Poland supported the positions of Germany and France
during the negotiations and that it pushed aside its own priorities, while it also remained oriented on
the EU’s directions on this issue. However, we cannot confirm learning from the CFSP, due to which
Poland and Germany would have sought bilateral compromise on an EU policy concerning the crisis
negotiations, nor a policy transfer through which Poland would have adopted a specific German
agenda. Poland rather accepted the participation of only Germany and France in the crisis negotiations
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as the only way to support the negotiations in a form which was broadly accepted among most EU
states.

In summary, the de-Europeanisation of the Normandy Format constrained the Polish-German
potential to cooperate and shape each other’s positions on the crisis negotiations. This deEuropeanisation took place under external (Russian) pressure: Germany and France avoided CFSP-level
compromise-building to accelerate the negotiations; they were also broadly recognised within the
CFSP for their influence capabilities towards Russia. Moreover, Russia itself would probably not have
accepted another configuration. This de-Europeanisation prevented Germany from recognising Poland
as its relevant CFSP partner (from engaging with the politics of scale). Consequently, in its relations
with Poland, the federal government lacked a consensual approach, and it refused Polish requests to
join the negotiations (no remarkable learning can be identified). For its part, Poland sought strategic
usage of the EU in that it wanted to return to the negotiations by restoring the CFSP institutions, the
Geneva Format (including the EU), or at least the Weimar Triangle (on behalf of the EU). Although
these uploading attempts appeared unsuccessful, Poland accepted the German(-French) leadership as
the only way to support a ‘European’ character of the negotiations with Russia. Interestingly, this
section also illustrated that EU-centred reactions to military competition in the EU’s direct
neighbourhood were broadly recognised as less effective than a (more realist) engagement of key
national diplomacies. This means that the military challenge quickly excluded the European culture of
compromise. Finally, the next section (6.5) discusses the relevance of the internal Polish factor for this
Polish-German cooperation.

6.5. Polish EU-sceptical approach (since 2015)
Section 6.5 analyses Poland’s EU-sceptical approach, which has been pursued by the Law and Justice
government from late 2015. The section thus takes into consideration limited Europeanisation
processes behind Polish relations with Germany in the context of the Ukraine-Russia crisis. It discusses
whether this Polish factor additionally explains the above limited potential for Polish-German
crossloading in this context.
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The Law and Justice party returned to power in Poland in November 2015. From then, admittedly, the
Polish strategic Eastern policy interests concerning its relations with Russia and its support for
Ukraine’s EuroAtlantic aspirations have not changed (Balcer et al, 2016, pp.1-2; as said in Chapter 3,
the Polish political scene enjoys broad consensus on its Eastern policy). Poland’s new leaders also
continued to express intentions to upload (re-Europeanise) the crisis negotiations. For example, the
new Foreign Minister Witold Waszczykowski declared his interest in the Weimar Triangle to better
address EU’s and NATO’s challenges (Polish Embassy in Nicosia, 2016; Kokot and Kondzinska, 2016),
also during the triangle meeting in Weimar on 28 August 2016 (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2016). He also
expressed the opinion that the Weimar Triangle could complement the Normandy Format in the crisis
negotiations (TVP INFO, 2016). Waszczykowski even proposed including the EU High Representative,
along with Germany and France, into the negotiation process (TVN24, 2015), as well as he suggested
the Geneva Format of the negotiations (Koziński, 2017). Poland’s new President Andrzej Duda (who
run from the Law and Justice’s election committee in 2015) postulated the Geneva Format involved,
among others, ‘strong European states’ and ‘Ukraine’s neighbours’, during his visit to Berlin on 24
August 2015 (Wieliński, 2015; Materniak, 2015).
However, despite these uploading interests, the PiS government presents a mainly negative
assessment of the European integration. This builds on both internal and external factors. First, the
government presents ‘Europessimism’ based on the ideological understanding of national sovereignty
(Balcer et al, 2016, pp.2-3). Its approach towards the EU draws on an assumption that Poland’s EU
membership should serve the (rather uncompromised) pursuit of Polish national interests.
Rhetorically, the PiS even confronted ‘Polishness’ with ‘Europeanness’, with the latter meaning the
Polish elites’ loss of loyalty to the Polish state (Balfour et al, 2016, pp.64-65). In addition, the
government treats its foreign policy as secondary to a domestic policy which is based on a fundamental
change of institutions. It is therefore less eager to take into account previously-accepted legalinstitutional commitments, or to accept foreign partners’ opinions or expectations (Balcer et al, 2016,
pp.2-3). Second, regarding the external factors, this Polish ‘Europessimism’ builds on the recognition
of EU’s inabilities to manage successive crises and the rise of Eurosceptic and nationalistic sentiments
in Europe. It therefore assumes that ‘old’ Europe is drawing to an end in terms of both institutions and
values. The Polish government also questions the dominant Western European model based on liberal
democracy and socio-cultural values, which is thought to threaten traditional Polish values, including
the defence of the crucial social role of the Roman Catholic Church in Poland. Moreover, the PiS’s vision
of international relations, even within the EU, is strongly determined by thinking in geopolitical
categories of the balance of powers played mainly by Germany and Russia over Polish heads (Balcer et
al, 2016, pp.2-5, 8-10).
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Regarding the political developments, the Law and Justice government proved itself unsocialised
within the cooperative and compromise-oriented EU policy-making. First of all, the government has
fallen into open conflicts with EU institutions. It has particularly disputed with the European
Commission over whether the Polish judicial reform was a violation of EU rules, whereby in 2017 the
Commission launched an unprecedented sanctions procedure against Poland based on Art. 7 EU Treaty
(Rettman, 2017; Polish Press Agency, 2018). Furthermore, the government expects a growing number
of member states to side with its own position, sharing its view of the usurpation of power in EU
policies through the imposition of specific policies (see also below for the critique of Germany) and
even a socio-cultural model (which results from the above critique of the Western European models)
(Balcer et al, 2016, p.8). For example, Poland’s Prime Minister Beata Szydło (in office from 2015 until
December 2017) criticised ‘old’ EU member states for protecting their interests by undermining EU
unity (Dziennik, 2017; Forsal.pl, 2017).17 In its foreign and security policies, Poland has become more
strongly oriented on strengthening cooperation within NATO and with the USA (Balfour et al, 2016,
pp.64-65), whereas it opposes to the deepening of the EU integration; Minister Waszczykowski even
spoke in favour of a return to the European Economic Community (Balcer et al, 2016, pp.8-9). The
Visegrad Group has been bound by a common opposition to EU refugee and migration policies (Balcer
et al, 2016, pp.3-4). In turn, Poland’s Eastern neighbourhood policy focused on bilateral developments.
For example, Waszczykowski introduced the Polish-Ukrainian Partnership Forum to facilitate dialogue;
there were also other gestures at the highest political levels, seeking to reconcile historical disputes
(Żurawski vel Grajewski, 2017).

The Polish criticism of the EU is strongly related to the negative assessment of German behaviour
within the EU (similarly to the situation in the years 2005 through 2007). As such, the PiS government
is not only unsocialised within the broad EU context but also, in this context, unwilling to learn the
cooperative and consensual policy-making at the bilateral level with Germany. This behaviour has
again resulted from the internal and external factors. First, the PiS’s ideology has been rooted in the
late 19th and 20th century ideology of ‘National Democracy’ (related to Dmowski; see Chapter 3),
according to which Germany constitutes the greatest threat to Poland (Balcer et al, 2016, p.7). Second,
PiS rejects German political and economic leadership within the EU. It namely criticises the present EU
community model as being dominated by the European Commission, which implements mainly
German interests that areincompatible with Polish ones, as well as by Germany itself; it also perceives
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The new Polish EU-scepticism was symbolised by Szydło’s decision to remove EU flags from the government’s
press conferences (Polish Press Agency, 2015).
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the European Council as dominated by Germany (Balcer et al, 2016, pp.8-10). Jarosław Kaczyński (the
Law and Justice’s leader) defined Germany as part of the ‘European establishment’, which opposes the
strengthening of Polish sovereignty in international relations. Kaczyński even defined the domestic
opposition as Germany’s ‘fifth column’, meaning Germany uses Polish pro-German forces to defend
its own influence and interests in Poland (Balcer et al, 2016, p.4).
Moreover, by assuming that the PiS government is not interested in strengthening the EU (at least the
above community model), it has reversed Poland’s pro-European policy that had been set up for
cooperation with Germany and France as its closest partners (Balcer et al, 2016, p.5, 9). Minister
Waszczykowski used to criticise Germany for insufficiently consulting on its European polices with
other member states (Cӧllen, 2016; Balcer et al, 2016, p.3; Buras, 2017). Waszczykowski criticised,
among other things, Germany’s refugee policy within the EU, its reluctance about the energy union,
its opposition to Polish proposals to strengthen NATO’s Eastern flank, and argued that German
relations with Russia were pursued at the cost of relations with Poland (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2016).
The PiS government has also engaged with building Intermarium, a Central-Eastern European alliance
to balance out both German and Russian influences (Balcer et al, 2016, pp.2-3; see Chapter 3 for
Piłsudski’s original ideas of Intermarium).
Finally, regarding the recent crisis negotiations, we can observe Polish policy-makers declaring their
uploading intentions (above) but simultaneously criticising Germany (this explains the limited potential
for crossloading). In particular, Polish cooperation within the Weimar Triangle decreased from 2015
(Buras, 2015c; Bußmann, 2015, p.75). The above-mentioned meeting on 28 August 2016 was so far the
last trilateral meeting (Scarsi, 2018; meanwhile, Poland’s next Foreign Minister, Jacek Czaputowicz,
proposed to re-activate the Triangle during his visit to Berlin on 17 January 2018; Bodalska, 2018). On
other occasions, Waszczykowski criticised his German and French counterparts for their lack of interest
and ideas on this issue (Polish Embassy in Nicosia, 2016; Kokot and Kondzinska, 2016). The stagnation
of the triangle could be also explained by the deterioration of French-Polish diplomatic relations (which
confirms Poland’s limited coalition-building with the largest EU states). For example, France’s
President, Emmanuel Macron, heavily criticised Poland for undermining EU rules due to the
controversial judiciary reform and the retreat from EU refugee policy, and he avoided a visit to Poland
during his diplomatic tour in Central-Eastern Europe in August 2017 (for more details see Rose, 2017;
Tsolova and Sobczak, 2017; Baczynska, 2017; Cienski, 2017). Similarly, EU diplomats (interviews 35 and
38) indicate the suspension of the trilateral consultations between Polish, French and German
ambassadors to the EU. Although these problems require a separate study of Polish-French
Europeanisation, they caused tension in the trilateral French-Polish-German cooperation regarding the
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crisis in Ukraine. This may have been particularly relevant for Poland’s relations with Germany
themselves, considering that the Polish-French cooperation on the ENP reform helped Poland to
initialise the ‘Weimar Triangle Plus’ as well as encourage both France and Germany to jointly promote
the Polish proposals to acknowledge the ‘European aspirations’ of the Eastern neighbours (Chapter 5).
Regarding the Polish-German relations, we cannot confirm that their consultations on the crisis have
been less frequent from 2015. However, Poland was less ready to bilaterally present consensual
approaches (compared with the years 2008 through 2015). Polish MFA representatives (interviews 3
and 41) says the Polish Foreign Ministry has now become more careful while talking with the German
Foreign Office about the Eastern policy. The ministry fears that in the German negotiations on the
present crisis, Germany is ready for far-reaching concessions to Russia, which can in turn threaten
Polish interests in supporting an independent and pro-European Ukraine. This shows us that Poland
again perceives German interests and influence as a threat, rather than as a complementary asset (to
the Polish ones) in common EU Eastern policy-making. This harsh approach had also an impact on
Polish influence capabilities within the CFSP, also over Germany. EU diplomats (interviews 31 and 32)
speak about Polish ‘lost reputation’ and its ‘self-isolation’ within the EU. The diplomats explain that
since Poland showed strong reluctance to cooperate on EU policies, and even to comply with EU law
(in the context of its judiciary reform), it has self-constrained its capabilities of canvassing broader CFSP
support for its own ideas. These EU diplomats explain that while Polish CFSP-level representatives were
still generally supported by some CEECs and mainly the Baltic States, they met with stronger reluctance
from Western European states.
Finally, Poland’s limited uploading capabilities and influence over Germany can be confirmed by the
observations that Poland did not manage to upload any relevant proposals regarding the EU Eastern
policy. Interestingly, the Law and Justice party which initially criticised the EaP project as a Polish
concession to Brussels or to Germany, expressed more support for this policy after it returned to power
(rather than trying to change the policy in line with its own expectations). For example, Witold
Waszczykowski said in 2012 that he would support the EaP only if it included the enlargement policy
(Cichocki, 2013, p.88). However, Waszczykowski as Poland’s Foreign Minister declared in 2017 he
‘valued’ and ‘wanted to strengthen’ the EaP as the EU’s ‘only instrument’ of the Eastern
neighbourhood policy at that time (Polish Foreign Ministry, 2017b). Waszczykowski even called the
EaP a ‘priority’ for the region and for the EU (European Commission Polish Office, 2017). Hence, Poland
merely accepted the policy that had been uploaded by the previous governments. This shows us that
not only Germany marginalised the Polish position on the recent EU Eastern policy (due to its support
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for the Normandy Format) but also Poland self-constrained its influence capabilities through its
reluctance to cooperate with Berlin.

In sum, from 2015, the new Polish government generally continued to express the Polish uploading
interests regarding the Ukraine-Russia crisis, again, through employing the Geneva Format or the EU
High Representative (it thus still sought strategic usage of the EU in that it would involve Poland into
the negotiations). Nevertheless, the government appeared weakly socialised within the cooperative
and consensual EU policy-making. It generally showed a weaker interest in cooperating with other
states on common EU policies. Moreover, having been accused of contesting EU rules, the government
fell into conflict with the European Commission and met with negative French reactions. The Polish
foreign minister criticised Germany for insufficient recognition of other states’ interests within the EU,
and Poland did not present its own initiatives for EU Eastern policies (except the repeated ideas to reEuropeanise the crisis negotiations). Overall, the Polish EU-sceptical politics do not explain why Poland
was excluded from the recent crisis negotiations. As argued in the previous section, this exclusion
resulted from the German and French decisions to omit the CFSP-level policy-making, and from the
broader international expectations towards the negotiations with Russia (while Poland was ruled by
an EU-friendly government). Nevertheless, the new Polish government additionally constrained its
own capabilities to exert an influence over this problem, whereby it even accepted, rather than tried
to change, the EaP despite its earlier criticism of this policy. It is also interesting that although Poland
presents its stable Eastern policy interests connected to Ukraine, as well as its stable security policy
interests based on its EuroAtlantic relations, Poland’s foreign policy orientation towards the EU seems
to be less stable.

6.6. Summary
Chapter 6 has confirmed that Polish and German Ukraine policies emerged in reaction to external
developments: the Orange Revolution, the Euromaidan, the Russian aggression against Ukraine and,
to a lesser extent, the Ukrainian democracy deficits prior 2014. Therefore, the similarities between
Polish and German positions/their bilateral rapprochement on these issues resulted mainly from
similar assessments of the situation in Ukraine, rather than from their cooperation within the EU.
Nevertheless, this chapter focused on the explanations that, to a certain extent, Poland and Germany
also shaped each other’s policies towards these crises because they wanted to jointly integrate them
within the EU framework.
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Most importantly, Chapter 6 has reassessed the existing scholarly debate according to which
Germany’s growing foreign policy criticism of Russia (so its rapprochement with the traditional Polish
Russo-scepticism) resulted from Germany’s own disappointment with the Russian aggressive
behaviour towards Ukraine. While this argument is not inaccurate, Chapter 6 has explained that the
new German Russia policy was also slightly influenced by Poland. Germany was interested in
establishing a common EU response to Russia, aiming at preventing Russia’s breach of the international
law and security order in Eastern Europe. Both the Chancellor’s Office and the Foreign Office
(Steinmeier then approached Merkel’s stance on Russia) acted as a ‘civilian power’ to promote a
peaceful Eastern Europe, thus even undermining their economic interests towards Russia. However,
they also expected EU pressure on Russia to return to a more liberal foreign-policy making, which was
the foundation of the German long-term, economy-oriented foreign policy. In turn, Germany wanted
the common EU response to Russia to recognise that the Polish Russo-sceptical voices became now
more successful, both in general terms of advocating a harsher EU position and specifically within the
EU sanction policy. Germany also recognised the need for consensus with Poland, thus expecting
Poland to convince other (even more Russo-sceptical) CEECs to attenuate their positions for the aim
of achieving a broader EU compromise on these policies. Therefore, Germany and Poland frequently
consulted on Russia at the inter-ministerial level and within the CFSP institutions, whereby Angela
Merkel and Donald Tusk even personally pre-coordinated their positions prior to European Councils.
As a result, Germany (unofficially) accepted within the CFSP institutions some specific Polish proposals
regarding the extensions of the sanctions.
For its part, Poland also made concessions to Germany in the context of the EU sanction policy. Poland
sought a harsh EU (and even broader international) response to the Ukraine-Russia crisis, thus arguing
in favour of the crisis as the ultimate proof of Russian neo-imperialist tendencies that must be faced.
Poland, however, needed Germany as its relevant partner in the EU sanction policy. It recognised that
due to its stronger attention to compromise-building with more reluctant, Mediterranean EU states,
Germany played a major role in keeping the sanction policy on the CFSP agenda. Finally, since they
consulted closely on the EU sanctions (above), Poland accepted the German position that these
sanctions (which required agreement of all member states) cannot be maximalist.

Poland managed to influence Germany also in the sense that it stimulated, through the EU, Germany’s
stronger reactions to the internal Ukrainian problems (although they, again, had expressed here quite
similar interests). First, this concerned the issue of the ratification of the EU’s Association Agreement
with Ukraine in the years 2012 and 2013, when Ukraine suffered from its democratic deficits. This issue
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confirms the arguments from Chapter 5: Germany was interested in compromising with Poland to
secure CEECs’ support for the broader EU Eastern relations; Germany thus also responded to the Polish
acceptance of EU-Russian cooperation and of the EaP as a non-enlargement policy. As a result, the
federal government accepted, on the EaP summit in Vilnius, the Polish vision of a more unconditional
EU association policy, according to which this policy should be an incentive for Ukrainian reforms
rather than a reward for (already) fulfilled reforms. Second, the Weimar Triangle mission to de-escalate
the Euromaidan protests in 2014 also showed that Poland influenced Germany through the EU. Here,
although the Polish and German (and, to a lesser degree, French) foreign ministers expressed their
strongest interests in personally mediating in Kiev, they also requested EU approval for their mission,
with the aim of increasing the mission’s efficiency. In this context, the Polish foreign minister, with
support from the EU High Representative, managed to convince his German counterpart to take part
in their joint mission. They closely coordinated their actions within Kiev.

Chapter 6 has also confirmed the arguments from Chapters 4 and 5, according to which EU integration
had a bearing on Polish-German crossloading in certain policies only if both countries were
simultaneously interested in engaging the Union in these policies. Conversely, Poland’s or Germany’s
weaker interests in uploading their reactions to the crises determined their weaker cooperation and
constrained their potential for bilateral influences. First, this concerns Polish-German relations in the
context of Ukraine’s Orange Revolution in 2004. Then, both states cooperated mainly because they
had similar interests in deescalating the crisis, but they did not yet learn their bilateral compromisebuilding from the CFSP. Their cooperation was therefore constrained to the Polish and German
individual consultations with Ukrainian and Russian leaderships, respectively, and to some joint
proposal for the EU’s Ukraine policy, which did not overcome their broader interest discrepancies at
the time. Second, a ‘de-Europeanisation’ of the Normandy Format explains why Poland has been
excluded from partaking, together with Germany, in the recent crisis negotiations (from 2014). Here,
the German Foreign Office sought to accelerate the negotiations by omitting the CFSP processes of
compromise-building; German and French diplomacies were also perceived to have the strongest
chance of convincing Russia to stop the war. As a result, Poland could not act as Germany’s partner in
building an EU compromise, whereby their inter-ministerial consultations on the format’s agenda have
been constrained. Poland has only accepted (or rather not openly opposed) German leadership in the
negotiations with Russia and Ukraine, without any influence capabilities in these issues. Third, the
Polish EU-sceptical government (in power from late 2015) also had an impact of this limited
crossloading potential. From then, Poland has been generally less interested in supporting the
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deepening of European integration. It has been consequently less interested in building compromises
on EU policies with Germany, and it has criticised Germany for lacking engagement with the crisis. As
a result, Poland constrained its own influence capabilities regarding the crisis negotiations.

Overall, Chapter 6 has demonstrated an interplay between the external and internal factors that
determined the Polish-German relations on the crises in Ukraine. The countries’ similar assessments
of the developments in Ukraine, facilitated (only) the countries’ bilateral rapprochement and their
weak or short-term cooperation. Here, Poland or Germany were less interested in establishing
common EU responses to the crises (such as in the context of the Normandy Format), and/or they
were less engaged in building bilateral consensus on broader EU Eastern policies (e.g. in response to
the Orange Revolution). As a result, particularly Poland was unable to influence the German positions
It was the countries’ interests in jointly establishing the EU responses to the crises that determined
their crossloading. Here, Poland and Germany recognised each other’s engagements and influences in
the CFSP context. They consequently sought a bilateral consensus, and even made mutual concessions,
e.g. regarding the sanctions against Russia. Hence, even if Poland and Germany had from the beginning
presented similar agendas on the external developments, they managed to engage with long-term
bilateral cooperation, and even reconcile their single divergences, already when they sought common
EU policies towards these external developments.
Finally, the empirical findings from this thesis have offered us a comprehensive picture of the PolishGerman Eastern policy interactions within the EU, both with regard to the strategic German (Chapter
4) and Polish Eastern policy interests in the EU context (Chapter 5), as well as regarding their reactions
to the urgent political challenges coming from within Eastern Europe (Chapter 6). Therefore, these
empirical findings allow us to answer the research questions and confirm the hypothesis (see Chapter
7 below).
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CHAPTER 7:
CONCLUSION

Chapter 7 presents the conclusion of this research study on the Europeanisation of Polish-German
Eastern policy relations. Section 7.1 answers the research questions and confirms the hypothesis
concerning the relevance of the EU for these Polish-German relations. Section 7.2 explains that the
negative findings from this research also confirm the EU’s relevance, by showing that the weak
indicators of the independent variable were highly correlated with the weak outcome. Section 7.3
summarises the extent to which the thesis has addressed the deficits in the previous empirical
literature on the Polish-German Eastern policy relations, as well as solved the empirical puzzle
concerning the role of the EU in member states’ foreign policy relations (as identified in Chapter 1).
Finally, Section 7.4 presents an agenda for future research. It suggests further case studies of
‘Europeanisation through crossloading’ (as theorised in Chapter 2), to develop the understanding of
this empirical puzzle.

7.1. Summary of key findings
The thesis has allowed us to answer the research questions regarding the EU’s role in the PolishGerman Eastern policy relations. In particular, drawing on process tracing, the thesis has allowed us to
confirm the research hypothesis, that means, the causal mechanisms that explained how the countries’
interests in the EU context may have determined their mutual policy transfers.

Main research question: Have Polish-German relations on Eastern policy been Europeanised
through cross-loading?
The thesis has demonstrated that Polish-German Eastern policy relations have been Europeanised
through crossloading, which means that the integration of Polish and German foreign policy actors
within the EU has led to influences or concessions between their single Eastern policies. Here, once
Polish and German foreign policy actors expressed their interests in pursuing Eastern policies through
the EU, they engaged with bilateral compromise-building and exhibited consensual approaches to their
individual policies. They thus sought each other’s support for their uploading positions, by drawing on
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each other’s capabilities regarding these policies within the EU, particularly among their traditional
CFSP allies. As a result, they made concessions to each other, thus adapting each other’s agendas or
practices to their own Eastern policy-making within the EU. These Europeanisation processes can be
further confirmed by responding to the single sub-questions 1 through 3 (below).

1.

Have Polish and German diplomacies recognised the EU as a common opportunity
structure through which they can jointly pursue their Eastern policy interests?

Both Poland and Germany expressed their interests in jointly pursuing their Eastern policies through
the EU. Admittedly, this did not mean that the countries developed any common Eastern policy
interests within the EU. Considering that Poland’s and Germany’s strategic interests towards Eastern
Europe were divergent, such common interests would require them to modify their own traditional
preferences. Quite to the contrary, Poland was consequently interested in establishing and then
reinforcing the EU Eastern neighbourhood policy. The Foreign Ministry proposed its non-papers on the
‘Eastern Dimension’ and then on the EaP. Polish governments, diplomats and officials also conducted
an intense diplomatic offensive to promote the EaP, whereby the Polish and Swedish foreign ministers
submitted it to GAERC. Poland also expected an EU policy on enlargement to Eastern Europe and
proposed an unconditional association policy with Ukraine. For its part, Germany remained primarily
interested in developing EU-Russian cooperation. The German Foreign Office presented its initiatives
for the ‘New Eastern Policy’ which favoured such cooperation over the one with the Eastern
neighbours; The office later arranged the Kaliningrad Triangle.
Nevertheless, Poland and Germany supported each other’s interests, thus expecting reciprocal support
for their own interests within the broad EU Eastern policy framework. Poland unblocked the PCA
negotiation mandate with Russia, and it even joined the Kaliningrad Triangle (through which the EU’s
LBT policy was extended). However, Poland still avoided its own initiatives for EU-Russian cooperation
(except the initiative for the LBT; this however served the societal and trade interests of the Polish and
Russian neighbouring regions). It only supported the PCA and the Kaliningrad Triangle to prevent the
development of German-Russian relations ‘over Polish heads’, and particularly to win German and
broader CFSP support for the EaP. Poland even abandoned the membership postulate within the EaP
to enable the EaP’s uploading at all.
For its part, Germany admittedly recognised that the enlarged EU (from 2004) needed its Eastern
neighbourhood policy, whereby the Foreign Office influenced the Commission’s ‘Wider Europe’
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(together with Poland), and it even proposed the ENP Plus initiative. However, Germany remained
more strongly engaged with promoting the initiatives for Russia. Even Chancellor Merkel, who adopted
a more critical style towards Russia, supported the Polish requests for the PCA mainly to unblock the
PCA negotiations themselves. Germany also accepted the EaP on the condition that this will not
hamper the parallel EU cooperation with Russia, and that it will not constitute an EU enlargement
policy (which could also weaken the EU-Russian cooperation). Even the German interest in an EU
response to the Russian aggression against Ukraine (mainly the EU sanction policy), as well as its
interest in EU support for Ukraine in this context, resulted from Germany’s long-term, economyoriented foreign policy interest. Germany thus wanted to promote, through the EU, a peaceful Eastern
Europe. In other words, it was not oriented against the cooperation with Russia per se, but it wanted
to influence Russia’s return to a more liberal foreign policy. Meanwhile, Poland supported the EU
responses to the Ukraine-Russia crisis to counteract potential Russian expansionism.
Overall, due to their common EU integration, Poland and Germany did not alter their strategic interests
towards Eastern Europe. However, they recognised the EU as their common opportunity, meaning that
they did not treat each other’s discrepant interests as competing but as complementary ones. They
thus formulated their common interests only in the sense that they wanted to jointly stimulate the
broad EU Eastern policy framework, within which they supported each other’s interests in the (parallel)
developments of the EU Russia and Eastern neighbourhood policies. This in turn determined their
ongoing Europeanisation processes until policy transfers (below).

2.

Have Polish and German diplomacies integrated EU-level policy-making in their bilateral
interactions on Eastern policy?

Poland and Germany adopted the CFSP policy-making, oriented on consultations and compromisebuilding, into their bilateral relations on Eastern policy. This occurred in the instances when they
bilaterally cooperated to support each other’s uploading interests within the CFSP (above), and not
when they individually pursued their policies towards Eastern European states (see the next section).
First, Polish cooperation with Germany on Russia resulted from the Polish orientation on building
compromise with the dominant EU states that were traditionally oriented on promoting EU-Russia
relations. Poland therefore demonstrated at the CFSP level its cooperative reputation regarding its
Russia policies and its consensual/non-anti-Russian image (Poland thus pursued its own Eastern policy
interests). Here, Poland specifically sought closer cooperation and consensus with Germany, because
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it recognised Germany as the leader (the most engaged and the mostly influential actor) among those
Russian-oriented member states. For its part, Germany’s cooperation with Poland on Russia (within
the Kaliningrad Triangle) was motivated by the intention to win over Poland for intensified EU-Russian
cooperation. This cooperation specifically resulted from the German adoption of its CFSP-level
practices, according to which the Foreign Office sought broader EU compromises through facilitating
policy coordination within smaller groups of member states. The office thus undertook efforts to
gather the German, Polish and Russian foreign ministers around one table, thus seeking to facilitate
compromise-building on EU-Russian issues. Germany specifically sought to alleviate Polish concerns
that the EU-Russia policy could prioritise German-Russian relations at the cost of Polish Eastern policy
interests. It acknowledged that Poland might potentially slow down the EU-Russia cooperation when
it feels excluded from compromise-building on this issue (as Poland did while vetoing the PCA
negotiation mandate); it also expected the Polish influence at the CFSP level to help convince the other
Russo-sceptical CEECs of this cooperation.
Second, the adoption of the CFSP-level policy-making facilitated also Polish-German cooperation on
the EaP. Poland closely consulted with Germany on the EaP initiative and particularly sought their
bilateral understanding on the issues concerning the geopolitical prospects of the EaP and the potential
EU enlargement policy into Eastern Europe. Considering that all these issues were seen by Germany
and its CFSP allies as potentially weakening the parallel cooperation with Russia, Poland expected the
German influence among the other, more Russian-oriented and less EaP-oriented Western European
member states, to secure broader EU support for the EaP. Poland even invited Germany to participate
within the regional cooperation platforms on the EaP (with Poland’s CEE ‘like-minders’). Here, it sought
to portray itself as Germany’s close partner to strengthen its regional leadership, because Poland’s
‘like-minders’ also recognised the German influence within the CFSP.
Moreover, due to its orientation towards consensus within the CFSP, Poland (together with France)
adopted a policy of balance between their parallel initiatives for the ENP, the EaP and the UfM. As a
result, Poland approached the similar German support for the ENP’s structural differentiation. This
(EU-induced) Polish-French cooperation also enabled their trilateral cooperation on EU Eastern policies
within the ‘Weimar Triangle Plus’. Poland moreover received Franco-German support while promoting
its own proposal for the Council to acknowledge the Eastern neighbours’ ‘European aspirations’. In
addition, Poland co-inaugurated the EaP with Sweden because it recognised Sweden’s similar interests
towards the EaP and its reputation and expertise at the CFSP level. Meanwhile, this tandem allowed
Poland to avoid the potential co-inauguration with Germany, whereby, due to its distanced approach,
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Germany could more successfully canvass support for the EaP’s inauguration among its Western
European ‘like-minders’.
Third, the CFSP policy-making facilitated the Polish-German cooperation also in the context of the
crises in Ukraine and between Ukraine and Russia. Since Germany sought common EU reactions to the
Russian aggressive policy (since 2014), it also recognised the increasing CFSP-level criticism of Russia.
Germany therefore cooperated closely with the Russo-sceptical Poland on these EU reactions. They
even bilaterally coordinated their positions prior to European Councils deciding on the EU sanction
policy. For its part, Poland cooperated here with Germany because it recognised Germany’s stronger
abilities to convince the more reluctant Mediterranean member states to accept the EU sanctions (this
ability resulted from Germany’s strong orientation on the CFSP-level compromise concerning these
sanctions). Moreover, even the Polish-German cooperation during the Weimar Triangle mission (to
deescalate the Euromaidan in 2014), as well as the earlier one regarding the Association Agreement
with Yanukovych’s Ukraine (which had reform deficits prior to 2014), resulted from the countries’
intentions to engage the EU with efficient responses to these problems. Particularly Germany
recognised that Poland’s proposals, both for the EU-supported mission to Kiev and for the relatively
unconditional AA, were relevant in terms of building more efficient EU policies or actions towards
Ukraine (although the mission to Kiev did not engage the regular processes of CFSP-level policymaking).
Overall, once Poland and Germany presented similar interests in the establishment or the reforms of
EU Eastern policies, or in supporting the EU reaction to the crises in Eastern Europe, they adopted the
CFSP practices of consultations and compromise-building into their bilateral level. This was because
they recognised each other’s engagements and influences in the contexts of these EU policies as
relevant to create broader EU compromises on these policies and thus allow them to proceed at the
CFSP level.

3.

Have Polish and German diplomacies shaped each other’s Eastern policies within the EU
framework?

This thesis has analysed changes in Polish and German Eastern policies, by explaining them as the
results of each other’s influences or concessions. These influences have been confirmed by the studies
of the Polish-German Europeanisation processes. Accordingly, Poland and Germany seeking bilateral
consensus on their own uploading interests (above) also adopted each other’s (more consensual,
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pragmatic or liberal) agendas or practices. First, the thesis has demonstrated that before 2014, Poland
largely adopted the cooperative principles of the German Ostpolitik. In particular, the Polish Foreign
Ministry joined the Kaliningrad Triangle with Germany and Russia, which had been proposed by the
German Foreign Office. The Polish and German foreign ministries then coordinated closely the
(cooperative) triangle’s agenda and engaged with high-level meetings with their Russian counterparts.
Within the triangle, the Polish Foreign Minister even proposed an initiative to extend the EU’s LBT
policy towards the Kaliningrad Exclave, whereby the German Foreign Minister helped Poland convince
their Russian counterpart to this initiative. More broadly, Poland’s friendlier bilateral approach
towards Russia (in 2008-2014) was also a result of the German impact. The then Polish governments
namely adopted their Russia policy to the broader CFSP-level expectations towards facilitating
cooperation with Russia, and specifically to Germany who was mostly engaged and influential in this
issue. Hence, although Poland generally achieved its objective of taking more active part in the EURussia foreign policy relations, it primarily contributed to their intensified, German-sponsored
cooperation. However, the other Polish ‘pro-Russian’ move, the lifting of the veto against the PCA, was
influenced by Germany only to a very limited extent. This decision resulted mainly from Poland’s
overall consensual approach at the CFSP level, rather than specifically from its cooperation with
Germany. Finally, the Polish influence over the German Ostpolitik (so in the inverse direction), was
hardly visible. German chancellor admittedly declared solidarity with Poland in its trade dispute with
Russia, and she even supported some Polish requests for the PCA. However, these postulates were not
internalised by Germany but uploaded onto the PCA negotiations. This German behaviour was
moreover a tactical move, designed to encourage Poland to accept the German-sponsored PCA.
Second, the thesis has demonstrated Polish-German influences (in both directions) behind the EaP.
Poland convinced Germany to accept the EaP, even though Germany was initially reluctant towards
this initiative and had previously been poorly motivated to push through its own ENP Plus initiative.
Germany was however represented during the EaP inauguration summit by its chancellor, and it later
took part in EaP policies. Germany even accepted the Polish proposals for the (strongly unconditional)
association policy with Ukraine, as well as for the acknowledgement of the Eastern neighbours’
‘European aspirations’, again, although the country had initially presented more conditional or
sceptical positions towards these EaP policies. For its part, Germany also exerted an influence over
Polish positions. Namely, under the broader CFSP and particularly the German pressure, Poland
withdrew from defining the EaP’s geopolitical prospects, it moreover presented the EaP as a non-antiRussian initiative, and it finally avoided there the EU membership perspective for the Eastern
neighbours.
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Third, the thesis has shown that after 2014, bilateral Polish-German influences were more difficult to
detect. Then, the two countries did not specifically compromise between their discrepant strategic
Eastern policy interests. Rather, they cooperated together because they had from the beginning
presented similar interests in solving the crisis in Ukraine and then between Ukraine and Russia. Hence,
although Germany generally approached the traditional Polish Russo-scepticism, this German change
was impacted mainly by the crisis rather than by Poland itself. Nevertheless, the huge Polish
engagement towards establishing strong EU responses to the crisis played here a role. As a result, the
Polish foreign minister convinced his German counterpart to the idea of the Weimar Triangle mission
to Kiev (on behalf of the EU). Germany also accepted some of Polish proposals concerning the
extension of EU sanctions against Russian individuals. For its part, however, Poland accepted the
broader German view that the EU sanction policy cannot be too maximalist if it is to be extended to
EU level.
Overall, the above findings confirm bi-directional policy transfers between the Polish and German
Eastern policies. Poland accepted the German interest in the strengthening of EU-Russian cooperation,
while Germany made remarkable concessions to Poland regarding its visions of the EU Eastern
neighbourhood policy. However, these policy transfers were not symmetric, meaning that Germany
appeared to be slightly more influential over Poland than the inverse. Namely, Germany convinced
Poland of the relevant concessions within the Eastern neighbourhood policy (mainly the strategic issue
concerning the EU membership perspective). In turn, Poland largely accepted the cooperation with
Russia, without remarkable German concessions in this issue.

7.2. The research negative findings: their analytical relevance
This thesis has additionally confirmed the EU’s relevance for the Polish-German Eastern policy relations
also in the sense that the identification of their weaker Europeanisation processes has helped us
explain why their cooperation decreased, or was unsuccessful, in some instances (in particular, why
their crossloading potential was limited). These weak Europeanisation processes relate to the Polish
or German insufficient political will to pursue their specific Eastern policies through the EU, or their
insufficient engagement with building bilateral consensus on their uploading positions.

First, the Polish and German Eastern policies presented their weak crossloading potential shortly
before and after 2004 (when Poland accessed the EU). In that time, the Polish and German foreign
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ministries admittedly presented their uploading intentions. However, their proposals remained
focused on individually promoting their own interests, and they did not overcome their fundamental
interest discrepancies. Here, the Polish non-papers on the ‘Eastern Dimension’ reflected pure Polish
interests and thus, for example, neglected the role of Russia in new EU Eastern policies. Poland was
here unaware of CFSP policy-making and thus insufficiently coordinated its positions with other EU
states (and, before 2004, Poland was not yet an EU member and thus lacked communication channels).
In particular, Poland did not yet recognise the still dominant pro-Russian interests within the EU (as
Poland did from 2008). Meanwhile, the German ‘New Eastern Policy’ focused on ideas to reinforce EU
cooperation with Russia, whereby it was less engaged in promoting its ENP Plus initiative. Germany
then failed to recognise that the enlarged EU (since 2004) had incorporated the Russo-sceptical
positions of CEECs. Germany therefore could not reach a broader EU agreement for its initiatives. Both
states also failed to recognise each other’s influence within the CFSP as complementary assets which
could lead them to seek bilateral consensus between their discrepant interests. Quite to the contrary,
Poland perceived Germany as the strongest representative of EU interests towards Russia, which could
hamper, not support, the Polish uploading interests in the Eastern neighbourhood. Similarly, Germany
was weakly motivated to convince Poland to accept the ENP Plus because it expected here an easy
Polish support, and it neglected the Polish fears of the German parallel initiatives for Russia. Germany
also raised initial reservations that the EaP initiative may hamper cooperation with Russia.
Second, the Polish EU-sceptical governments (in 2005-2007 and from 2015) additionally explain the
Polish reluctance to cooperate with Germany on uploading. The Law and Justice governments did not
recognise EU integration as a common opportunity for both Polish and German Eastern policy
interests. Quite to the contrary, Poland perceived the EU through the lens of German-French
domination, whereby it saw their Russia-oriented Eastern policies as a threat to its own interests.
Therefore, Poland did not only criticise the German initiatives on Russia, but was also dissatisfied with
the German authorship of the ENP Plus initiative. After 2015, the Law and Justice government declared
an interest in uploading the management of the Ukraine-Russia crisis. Nevertheless, Poland’s approach
towards the EU was sceptical. Since its judiciary reform was accused of undermining EU law and values,
Poland fell into an open conflict with the European Commission. Poland also again accused Germany
of hegemonic ambitions within the EU, it criticised Germany for lacking engagement in the
management of the Eastern European crisis, and it overall presented weak orientation on building their
bilateral compromise.
Third, Germany showed lesser interest in uploading the recent crisis negotiations with Russia and
Ukraine. These negotiations were institutionalised within a ‘de-Europeanised’ Normandy Format, so
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that they involved Germany and France as the only EU actors. Germany (and France) wanted to
accelerate the negotiations by omitting the long-lasting compromise-building processes at the CFSP
level and by eliminating the most biased EU states, such as the traditionally Russo-sceptical Poland.
Moreover, unlike the EU institutions (the European Council or the EU High Representative), Germany
and France were generally perceived at the CFSP level as more influential in their relations with Russia.
As a result, Poland could not act as Germany’s EU partner, whereby their bilateral relations (regarding
the crisis negotiations) were limited to consultations rather than allowed for policy transfers. In this
context, it is worth noting that although the Weimar Triangle mission to deescalate the Euromaidan
also omitted the CFSP policy-making, it was (to some extent) Europeanised in the sense that it had the
EU High Representative’s approval. Their national participants also presented motivations to act on
behalf of the EU to increase their mission’s efficiency. Hence, the thesis has confirmed limited
crossloading behind this mission (the Polish influence over Germany; see the previous section).
Overall, the limited Europeanisation processes were also relevant in terms of confirming that the EU
mattered for Polish-German Eastern policy relations. Here, the weak indicators of the independent
variable were highly correlated with the outcome of the dependent variable. This means, the Polish or
German limited uploading interests explained their limited bilateral policy transfers. Therefore, the
thesis has also confirmed that the EU was only a context, and not a cause, of the Polish-German
Europeanisation through crossloading. Bilateral policy transfers were only possible when both
countries were interested in pursuing their interests through the EU, and when they bilaterally
compromised on these issues. These transfers did not result just from their integration within the EU:
from the simple fact that they met together within CFSP institutions.

7.3. The thesis’ contribution: the empirical literature and the empirical ‘puzzle’
This thesis has largely filled in the gaps identified in previous studies on Polish-German Eastern policy
relations. The thesis has also offered new insights into the role of the EU in member states’ foreign
policy relations (both identified in Chapter 1). First, as shown above, the thesis has explained whether
Poland and Germany jointly pursued their Eastern policy interests within the EU (this was not
sufficiently discussed in the previous studies). It has argued that although Poland and Germany still
followed their discrepant strategic interests in these issues, they sought to maximise their attainment
through supporting each other’s uploading positions. The thesis has also explained the Polish and
German Eastern policy capacities within the EU as the factors determining their cooperation. While
the previous literature already explained the individual Polish and German Eastern policy engagements
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within EU Eastern policies, the thesis has focused on investigations into how far the two countries have
recognised them bilaterally. Poland and Germany namely recognised each other’s influence among
different member states, with a clear motivation to build broader EU acceptance for their own Eastern
policies among the other state’s natural supporters. These recognitions have been observed in all
analysed instances where their bilateral relations underwent Europeanisation (where they engaged
with bilateral compromise-building with the aim to upload their interests). Poland recognised the
German leadership in the recent crisis negotiations (with Ukraine and Russia) even if it only attempted,
however unsuccessfully, to re-Europeanise these negotiations.
Moreover, the studies of the Polish-German Europeanisation processes have allowed us to explore the
bilateral impacts behind their single national Eastern policy agendas and practices. Meanwhile,
previous studies often indicated only their bilateral (parallel) rapprochement. Therefore, the thesis has
confirmed these impacts behind the Polish liberalised foreign policy style towards Russia (within the
EU), as well as behind the German support for the EaP and some of its single policies. The thesis has
even identified the slight, EU-induced influences between their national positions towards the recent
Ukraine-Russia crisis, in particular, the extent to which Germany’s recent foreign policy criticism of
Russia has resulted from the traditional Polish Russo-scepticism (despite the fact that these positions
had been similar and resulted mainly from the external developments). The thesis has also explained
the EU-related conditions within their national policy-making, under which these bilateral influences
did not occur (such as their lacking uploading interests). Finally, thanks to the studies of the PolishGerman Europeanisation processes, we now better understand policy-making processes behind
certain EU policies towards Eastern Europe. Namely, the Polish-German compromise-building, and
their mutual concessions, determined e.g. the extension of the LBT with the Kaliningrad Exclave, the
inauguration of the EaP, the ratification of the Association Agreement with Ukraine, and the recent EU
sanction policy.

Second, the thesis has also been able to solve the broader empirical puzzle regarding the role of
multilateral integration processes, such as the EU, in stimulating interstate foreign policy relations. It
has demonstrated that EU integration may push its member states to cooperate on their foreign
policies even in cases where they express disparate strategic interests in these issues. However, this
cooperation is conditioned by two main factors. It ensues not just from the simple fact of the states’
common presence within EU institutions. It is also determined by EU-oriented foreign policy strategies
of the member states’ governments, meaning the governments need to (1) pursue their foreign
policies through the EU and (2) cooperate with other member states on this pursuit. Here, although
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member states have often discrepant foreign policy interests, their cooperation may be still relevant
in terms of recognising each other’s policy capacities (engagements, expertise, reputation, influence
etc.). These capacities may work as the states’ complementary assets, potentially helping them attain
their own positions within the common international structure. One state can perceive the other state
as an ally who can help encourage its own ‘like-minders’, whose interests are even more disparate, to
accept the state’s own positions. As a result, the member states representing divergent foreign policy
interests can still engage with compromise-building and mutual concessions within their common
international structure.
Turning back to the above empirical findings, the thesis has shown that only at first glance, Poland
supporting EU-Russian cooperation, as well as Germany supporting the EaP, abandoned their own
Eastern policy interests. They only made here mutual concessions, aiming at attaining their own
interests in the long term. The thesis has even looked at the broader compromise-building within the
CFSP, generally explaining that some Western European member states supported the EaP in reaction
to Poland’s friendlier Russia policy, or in reaction to Poland’s support for France’s UfM initiative.
Similarly, they decided to prolong or extend the EU sanction policy in response to Germany’s strongly
compromise-oriented approach to this policy. In both situations, these states supported these policies,
despite they themselves did not define stronger (strategic) interests in these issues. They rather
expected reciprocal supports for their own interests.

Moreover, the thesis has also addressed the empirical puzzle with regard to the external conditions
under which the EU may not stimulate the interstate foreign policy cooperation and crossloading.
Assuming that member states’ uploading interests push them towards building international
compromises and then towards mutual concessions, such decisions and actions may be less likely in
instances where the states respond to urgent external crises (and maybe not only external ones).
Hence, the EU’s ‘strength’ in encouraging compromise-oriented interstate relations appears to be the
Union’s ‘weakness’ in urgent foreign policy challenges. The member states may namely decide to
avoid building common EU policies and omit the CFSP compromise-building processes because they
recognise this policy-making as ineffective when Europe faces extremely urgent and dangerous
problems. As a result, the exclusion of the CFSP policy-making may lead states to impose certain
solutions over the other states, rather than engage with their mutual concessions.
Again, turning back to the above empirical findings, this thesis has proven that although the Weimar
Triangle mission to Kiev represented the EU, it was not pre-coordinated among all member states due
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to great time pressure. In turn, although the recent Normandy Format was broadly accepted at the
CFSP level, it excluded the EU institutions as well as all EU states beyond Germany and France, in order
to facilitate the crisis negotiations and exert a stronger impact on Russia. These observations raise new
questions about whether, and how, compromise-building amongst member states could be facilitated
for such urgent reactions as those with regard to the recent geopolitical challenges in Eastern Europe.

7.4. Europeanisation of interstate relations: A future research agenda
Finally, as suggested in Chapter 2, this research could potentially have lessons for other work on
‘Europeanisation through crossloading’. First, the design of this research could be applied to study
other instances of Polish-German Eastern policy relations. An interesting example would be the Polish
and German engagements with respect to Belarus. The literature discussed in this thesis often
suggested that Germany expressed stronger interest in Belarus than Poland, even though Belarus is
addressed in the EU Eastern neighbourhood policy (promoted more strongly by Poland). Germany
often expected more unconditional approaches towards the Belarusian President Alexander
Lukashenko, while Poland demanded more restrictive measures on this issue. Interestingly, this seems
to be contrary to the above Polish interests in offering Ukraine’s President Viktor Yanukovych the
(more unconditional) association policy, where in turn Germany presented a more distanced approach.
Therefore, further research could study whether German interest in Belarus has been subject to
Europeanisation processes (as defined in this research) and whether Germany and Poland have
influenced each other on this issue. Also worth analysing would be the (potentially EU-induced) PolishGerman interactions on defence policy, considering that Germany acts as a ‘civilian power’ within the
EU and that Poland’s foreign policy traditionally puts more attention on security in purely military
terms. Further studies on their mutual influences on this issue could specifically address the countries’
reactions to the recent Ukraine-Russia crisis, given that Poland, contrary to Germany, even called for
military engagement in support of Ukraine.
Second, further studies of ‘Europeanisation through crossloading’ would be expected with regard to
the reactions of other EU member states to the Ukraine-Russia crisis. Considering that Germany’s
growing critique of Russia (from 2014) did not only result from the country’s bilateral approach to
Moscow but also from the German Europeanisation processes with Poland, it would be worth
discussing to what extent not just the assessment of the crisis itself, but the Europeanisation processes
between various EU countries have potentially compelled EU countries to react to the crisis not
necessarily in line with their own geopolitical interests. The thesis has already noted that the support
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from Mediterranean EU states for the recent EU sanction policy resulted from their Europeanisation
processes with Germany, rather than their own interests in Russia; these observations deserve closer
analytical attention.
Third, other prospective works could try to test ‘Europeanisation through crossloading’ with regard to
other interstate relations within the EU and their strategic areas. For example, such research studies
could investigate Franco-German relations. Given that European integration is explained as the factor
determining their reconciliation and strategic rapprochement since the 1960s (for example, Bingen,
2016, p. 10), it would be interesting to study the potential influences between France’s and Germany’s
divergences on EU fiscal policy and eurozone governance (these divergences are presented, for
example, in Mourlon-Druol, 2017; Vinocur, 2017; Möller, 2018). Another case study could involve the
Europeanisation of British-French defence cooperation. Existing research puts little emphasis on the
countries’ EU-induced bilateral impacts in this area (for example, Cholewa, 2011; Gomis, 2011;
O’Donnell, 2011). Thus, a new interesting question to emerge is whether Britain’s decision to leave the
EU will have changed not just UK-EU relations but also British-French cooperation on defence (this
question is already posed, for example, in Keohane, 2017; Pannier, 2018; Tombs, 2018). More broadly,
prospective studies (to be conducted a few years after Brexit) could compare the new factors and
mechanisms stimulating Britain’s relations with other European states with the EU factors and
mechanisms observed today. Overall, if prospective studies prove the above ‘Europeanisation through
crossloading’, they can potentially strengthen the understanding of the EU as a facilitator of
compromise-oriented interstate relations, of mutual impacts between the member states, and
perhaps even of certain bilateral concessions regarding the states’ fundamental interests.
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Annex I: List of interviews

NAME

AFFILIATION (relevant to the interview)

PLACE AND DATE

Interview 1

Janusz Reiter

Polish ambassador to Germany 1990-1995

Warsaw, Feb. 2017

Interview 2

Dr Marek Prawda

Warsaw, Dec. 2016

Interview 3

anonymized

Polish ambassador to Sweden 2001-2005, to
Germany 2006-2012 and to the EU 2012-2016
a Polish high-level diplomat

Interview 4

anonymized

a Polish high-level diplomat

Warsaw, Mar. 2017

Interview 5

Jarosław Bratkiewicz

Warsaw, Apr. 2017

Interview 6

Jakub Wiśniewski

Interview 7

anonymized

Deputy Head of Strategy Department 20052006, Head of Eastern Department 2007-2010
and the Political Director in Polish Foreign
Ministry 2010-2014
Head of Policy Planning in Polish Foreign
Ministry 2010-2014
a Polish high-level foreign policy maker

Interview 8

Dr Marek Cichocki

Warsaw, Mar. 2017

Interview 9

anonymized

Advisor to President L. Kaczyński on the
Constitution Treaty and the future of the EU
2007-2010
an official in Polish Foreign Ministry

Interview 10

anonymized

an official in Polish Foreign Ministry

Warsaw, Oct. 2016

Interview 11

anonymized

an official in Polish Foreign Ministry

Warsaw, Oct. 2016

Interview 12

anonymized

an official in Polish Foreign Ministry

Warsaw, Oct. 2016

Interview 13

Dr Reinhard Schweppe

German ambassador to Poland 2003-2007

Berlin, Nov. 2017

Interview 14

anonymized

a German high-level diplomat

Berlin, May 2017

Interview 15

anonymized

a German high-level diplomat

Berlin, June 2017

Interview 16

Dr Gernot Erler

Berlin, July 2017

Interview 17

Professor
Schwan

Interview 18

anonymized

Coordinator for German-Russian Intersocietal
Cooperation, German Federal Foreign Office,
2002-2006, Coordinator for Intersocietal
Cooperation with Russia, Central Asia and
Eastern Partnership Countries, German Federal
Foreign Office, 2013-2017
Coordinator of German‑Polish Intersocietal and
Cross‑Border Cooperation, German Federal
Foreign Office, 2004-2009
an official in German Foreign Office

Interview 19

anonymized

an official in German Foreign Office

Berlin, May 2017

Interview 20

anonymized

an official in German Foreign Office

Berlin, June 2017

Interview 21

anonymized

an official in German Foreign Office

Berlin, June 2017

Gesine
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Warsaw, Oct. 2016

Bratislava,
Mar.
2017
Warsaw, Apr. 2017

Warsaw, Oct. 2016

Berlin, Aug. 2017

Berlin, May 2017

Interview 22

anonymized

an official in German Foreign Office

Berlin, July 2017

Interview 23

Ruprecht Polenz

Berlin, July 2017

Interview 24

Georg Schirmbeck

Interview 25

Dietmar Nietan, MdB

Interview 26

Rita Süssmuth

Interview 27

Dr Marcin Zaborowski

Interview 28

anonymized

Head of the Bundestag’s Committee on Foreign
Affairs 2005-2013
Chairman of the German-Polish Parliamentary
Group, the Bundestag, 2009-2013
Chairman of the German-Polish Association Federal Union since 2010
Chairman of the German-Polish Association Federal Union 2000-2010
Director of the Polish Institute of International
Affairs 2010-2015
a Polish think-tanker

Interview 29

Małgorzata Kopka

Warsaw, Feb. 2017

Interview 30

anonymized

Programme Coordinator International Politics,
Heinrich Böll Foundation Warsaw Office
an EU diplomat

Interview 31

anonymized

an EU diplomat

Interview 32

anonymized

an EU diplomat

Interview 33

anonymized

an EU diplomat

Brussels,
Sept.
2017
Brussels,
Sept.
2017
Brussels,
Sept.
2017
Brussels, Oct. 2017

Interview 34

anonymized

an EU diplomat

Brussels, Oct. 2017

Interview 35

anonymized

an EU diplomat

Sept.

Interview 36

anonymized

an EU diplomat

Interview 37

anonymized

an EU diplomat

Interview 38

anonymized

an EU diplomat

Interview 39

anonymized

a Polish member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs of the European Parliament

Brussels,
2017
Brussels,
2017
Brussels,
2017
Brussels,
2017
Brussels,
2017

Interview 40

anonymized

a German member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs of the European Parliament

Brussels,
2017

Sept.

Interview 41

anonymized

an official in Polish Foreign Ministry

Warsaw, Sept. 2017
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Berlin, Aug. 2017
Berlin, Sept. 2017
Berlin, Nov. 2017
Warsaw, Mar. 2017
Warsaw, Jan. 2017

Sept.
Sept.
Sept.
Sept.

