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Transformation of the political system, that took place in Poland at the turn of the 

1980s and 1990s, has also embraced the transformation of the apparatus of the intelligence 

services of the Polish People’s Republic. The most important goal of these changes was to 

create such a model of the system of intelligence services, in which they would become an 

important component of the country’s security apparatus, functioning in accordance with the 

rules of democracy and law.  

It seems that there would be no transformation, if it wasn’t for the communist 

intelligence services1. As it was under the aegis of gen. Kiszczak2, that the talks with the 

opposition, which later evolved into the Round Table, began in the autumn of 1988.  

How much the intelligence services were involved in projecting the transformation 

may be best expressed by the fact that in August of 1988 the so-called “three team”, a secret 

and unusual study group, comprised of Jerzy Urban (the speaker of the government), 

StanisLaw Ciosek (high functionary of the Party) and gen. WLadysław PoZoga (head of the 

intelligence and counterintelligence service of the Ministry of Internal Affairs, a person 

regarded by many a dogmatic personality, not trusting the revisionists, whom he regarded the 

other two),3 working under the auspices of the two most influential power men, i.e. generals 

                                                 
1 The intelligence services of the communist time (at the end of the epoch) were the “civilian” SB (Sluzba 
Bezpieczenstwa – Security Service) – comprising foreign intelligence and counterintelligence services and the 
military intelligence services (WSW – Wojskowa Sluzba Wewnetrzna – Internal Military Service – military 
counterintelligence and gendarmerie and 2nd Directorate of the General Staff of the Polish Armed Forces – 
military intelligence). 
2 1967-1972 – deputy chief of WSW (military counterintelligence), 1972-1979 – chief of the 2nd Directorate of 
the General Staff (military intelligence), 1979-1981 – chief of the Counterintelligence Directorate of the WSW, 
1981-1990 – minister of internal affairs (the ministry included the “civilian” intelligence and counterintelligence) 
3 See A. Garlicki – Karuzela, Czytelnik, Warszawa 2003, pp. 107-108 
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Jaruzelski and Kiszczak, suggested in its secret report, that it was no longer possible for the 

communist party to hold the power in the form it had been done so far. It basically called for a 

moderate democratization of the country’s political life.4 Later on this entire process led to the 

creation of the first semi-democratic government in August of 1989 and further structural 

transformation of Poland’s political system, including the place of the intelligence services in 

the system.  

Following those changes the newly established intelligence services (UOP and WSI)5 

were subjected to the mechanisms of democratic control, created along the lines of those 

functioning in the Western democracies. It is noteworthy that the creation of such 

mechanisms over intelligence services, as well as armed forces, became the necessary 

condition, required of Poland in its integration with Western political and economical 

structures, like NATO or EU.  

The first element of such control was to subordinate the UOP to the Minister of 

Internal Affairs and the WSI to the Minister of National Defence. Operational activities, 

conducted by the services, were subjected to approval and control of the Attorney General. 

Another element of such subordination was the statutory definition of their tasks. The act on 

UOP was adopted in 1990, and WSI’s tasks were described in 1991 in the amended Act on 

the general duty on defence of the country.  

The second element of civilian control of intelligence services was a creation of the 

Political Advisory Committee of the Minister of Internal Affairs. This body was composed of 

7-8 members, appointed by the Prime Minister upon the request of the Minister from among 

the representatives of main political forces of the country (also opposition). Taking part in its 

sessions were also representatives of the President, Chief of UOP and Commandant General 

of the Police. This body mostly dealt with giving opinions on: projected legal acts, regarding 

organisation and functioning of the Ministry, and also candidacies of future head of the 

services.6  

The third element of the system was – this time in the legislative branch – the creation 

of a select subcommittee on intelligence services of the Committee on Internal Affairs. One of 

                                                 
4 Ibidem, pp. 36-38 
5 UOP – Urzad Ochrony Panstwa – Office of State Protection – among other things civilian intelligence and 
counterintelligence service, WSI – Wojskowe Sluzby Informacyjne – Military Information Services – military 
intelligence and counterintelligence service) 
6 See S. Zalewski – Sluzby Specjalne. Programowanie, nadzor, koordynacja, Kancelaria Prezesa Rady 
Ministrow, Warszawa 2003, pp. 6-7 
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its first motions was to create a select standing committee, which would fully conduct the 

parliamentary oversight of the intelligence services’ activities. This proposal was put to life in 

1995, when the Committee on Intelligence Services was created in the Sejm, the lower 

chamber of the Polish parliament. This Committee was mostly tasked with giving non-

binding opinions on proposed legal acts, regarding the services (also budgets), their scopes of 

activities, motions to nominate and dismiss the heads of the services and their deputies, as 

well as accepting the yearly reports on the services’ activities. The chairman of the Committee 

is by custom a member of an opposition party.  

One of the most important tasks with regard to the formation of new intelligence 

services was the so-called “verification” of the intelligence apparatus’ functionaries, who 

intended to work in the UOP. In July of 1990 the process began in 49 regional verification 

committees. Out of around 24,000 officers only about 14,000 stood up for it. The remaining 

10,000 either retired or moved to the structures of the Police. Some scientists claim that this 

allowed for conservation of old cliques and has led to a suffering police work in later years. 

Out of those 14,000 officers about 10,000 became functionaries of the new service. As it 

were, mostly due to the lack of experienced personnel, the officers of the B (surveillance), T 

(operational techniques) and W (correspondence control) bureaus of the former service were 

hired without verification.7  

The verification process quickly became a source of controversy. Some claim that SB 

had as much as two years to prepare for verification (f.e. moving its cadres to other places like 

the police). Others think that those “unsuitable” officers were moved outside to the business 

sector, private security companies or sent abroad. Jerzy Jachowicz, an acclaimed Polish 

journalist dealing with the sphere of intelligence services in Poland, claims that verification 

was tainted with four mistakes:  

• inclusion in the service of those officers, who were engaged in destroying the opposition, 

by the having been pardoned by those whom they tried to destroy; 

• excessive tolerance of the central verification committee, which abolished many negative 

verification decisions of regional committees; 

• the lack of accurate vetting of the members of the committees themselves and 

                                                 
7 See P. Piotrowski – Przemiany w MSW w latach 1989–1990, Biuletyn IPN 4/2004, Warszawa 2004 
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• unnoticed transfer of some of the SB functionaries in late 1988 and early 1989 to the 

Police, thus steering them away from verification; some of them later moved to the UOP, 

without being subject to verification.8 

Another element strengthening the democratic control of the intelligence services were 

the changes undertaken in 1996, aimed at the position of the UOP in the administrative 

system of the country. It was mainly the result of an unsatisfactory level of supervision and 

control, which led to the unconstrained activities of the UOP, even encroaching to the 

political sphere of the country’s life. Since then its head became subordinated directly to the 

Prime Minister. That has given the Prime Minister direct influence on the organisation, 

personnel and programming policy of the UOP.  

The lawmakers then also decided to create the governmental Committee on 

Intelligence Services, being the main opinion-making and advisory body of the Council of 

Ministers regarding programming, supervising and coordinating the activities of Polish 

intelligence services and their interactions with other public security providing bodies, like the 

Police, Border Guard, Military Police and others. Members of the Committee were: the Prime 

Minister, as its chairman, Secretary of the Committee (who, until 2001, was the Minister-

Coordinator of Intelligence Services), ministers of: foreign affairs, internal affairs, national 

defence, head of the UOP as well as secretary of the National Defence Committee, head of the 

WSI and representative of the President. It was also customary to invite the chairman of the 

parliamentary committee.  

Regardless of his statutory tasks regarding the intelligence services, the Prime Minister 

decided in 1997 to cede most of his powers to the newly created and recurring9 post of the 

Minister-Coordinator (a customary term for the Minister without portfolio, tasked with 

coordination of intelligence services). The idea was that this Minister would take over the 

entire scope of matters on the part of the government with regard to the functioning of the 

services.  

In the years 1999-2002 there also functioned the Committee on the Protection of 

Classified Information, created by the 1999 Act on Classified Information. It was tasked with 

all manners of actions regarding the sphere of national protection of classified information, 

which was tasked to the two intelligence services in their respective fields of duty (UOP – 

                                                 
8 See J. Jachowicz – Cztery grzechy weryfikacji esbeków, Dziennik, 21 May 2008 
9 Some Prime Ministers after 1997 have decided not to introduce a Minister with such tasks in their 
governments. 
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“civilian” and WSI – military sphere). Thus it was another body helping to coordinate the 

services’ activities. It ceased to exist in 2002, when the then parliament decided to strengthen 

the role of the governmental Committee as the main centre directing the intelligence services, 

also in their capacities as the national security authorities.10  

The year 2002 brought a major upheaval in the structure of the Polish intelligence 

services. The parliament decided to dissolve the UOP and create two separate civilian 

agencies: Foreign Intelligence Agency – tasked with foreign political and economical 

intelligence and Internal Security Agency – tasked with counterintelligence and fighting 

threats to internal security in all its scopes (economic, social, etc.). The reason for this 

upheaval was an “inadequate behaviour” of the service, regarding country’s political and 

economical life. The initial idea presented before the 2001 elections by the SLD11 called for a 

creation of the unified foreign intelligence agency, with tasks regarding political and military 

intelligence. This however was not carried out, mainly due to a strong opposition to the idea 

of disbanding the WSI on part the then president Kwasniewski. 

Yet another major change in the structure happened in 2006, when a strong majority of 

the parliament decided to disband WSI and create two separate military intelligence services: 

Military Intelligence Service and Military Counterintelligence Service. The main reason for 

this change was the fact that WSI – created in 1991 – never went through verification of its 

cadres. Unfortunately the change wasn’t prepared very carefully and it actually paralysed the 

functioning of at least the counterintelligence service for some time.  

Another intelligence service created in 2006 was the Central Anticorruption Bureau, 

tasked with fighting corruption. Its creation also caused a major stir in Polish political spheres 

as many feared that the then ruling majority created itself its own political police.  

One must also not forget the role of the judiciary in executing the democratic control 

of the intelligence services. The courts are mostly tasked with giving consent to leading 

operational activities of the services with regard to using the operational techniques, like 

eavesdropping, opening the mail and others. Courts also have influence when it comes to 

judging whether certain actions are in line with existing laws and acts. Other crucial elements 

of the system would be the public roles of the National Chamber of Control as the supreme 

national body tasked with a.o. checking the legality, economics, purposefulness and reliability 

                                                 
10 See Zalewski – op. cit., pp.15-17 
11 Sojusz Lewicy Demokratycznej – Democratic Left Alliance – main ruling party after 2001 parliamentary 
elections 
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of the service’s activities. The National Ombudsman also has a controlling role, receiving and 

investigating complaints on services’ activities. The least developed element to date seems to 

be the public control of the services on the part of the media and private citizens.  

There are no further signs that there’s will to go on with reforms in the intelligence 

services’ sector, although it may be convincingly stated that there’s still much to be done, 

especially in the field of civilian oversight. This area seems to be still the one field producing 

unsatisfying results, when compared to Western standards and practice.  
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