Chapter IV

The political attitude of Great Britain towards Polish accession
to NATO and the EU.

1. British political arena towards Poland’s membership.
Great Britain’s activity on the field of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and
the European Union has not restricted to the very process of enlargement. On the one hand,
its involvement and acceptance of the expansions proved to result from British interests for
widening rather than deepening the structures, especially as far as the EU was concerned, but
on the other hand, the UK tended to enhance bilateral relations with the aspiring countries,
one of which was undoubtedly Poland. However, the development of the British-Polish
relations seemed to emerge more from the principles of Britain’s foreign policy, as Poland
was never a crucial political, economic or military partner in its European policy in the past.
It did not mean, though, that Poland was not of any diplomatic interest for Great Britain, as it
was, which was mostly determined by its location in a geopolitical arrangement in this part
of Europe.
Nevertheless, it is important to emphasize that Great Britain’s attitude to Poland’s
presence in the European as well as Atlantic structures after 1989 became favourable, with
the approval of Polish aspirations. Such a political change, with reference to its approach
after both World Wars, showed how much the state transformed its policy towards Central
Europe, and discerned that leaving this part of the continent without any assistance might
result in a European instability451. Thus, both Britain and Poland could achieve their goals:
Warsaw intentionally aspired for the guarantee of the future economic and military security
and London could make attempts to retrieve the position of a superstate after the collapse of
the Soviet Union. Moreover, the British also pressed for the membership of Poland in
especially military structures for fear that either Germany or Russia could fill the role of a
hegemonic protector in this part of the world.
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1.1.The Tories about Poland’s accession.
Along with the system transformation in Poland, the collapse of the Soviet Union and
the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, Great Britain’s stance on the Polish membership in
NATO began to be more crystallized. In November 1992 Polish Minister of Defence, Janusz
Onyszkiewicz, visited the British Minister Malcolm Rifkind, with the purpose of reviewing
the range of the development of the military cooperation452. The Polish side explicitly
expressed its strategic objective of entering the Atlantic Alliance, which met a positive
reception of the British diplomats, leading to the increase of contacts at different military
levels of the countries as well as the cooperation of army education and training
programmes.
Moreover, the beginning of the 1990s abounded with the British-Polish encounters.
On 25-26 May 1992 the then Prime Minister John Major paid an official visit to Poland,
preparing for the British presidency of the EC in the second half of the year453. The head of
the British Government put forward a proposal of the summit meeting between the
Community and the Central European aspiring countries, which met for the first time after
signing the European Pact in 1991. The meeting became an opportunity for the Polish Prime
Minister, Hanna Suchocka, to discuss on 28 October 1992 the issues of Poland’s
membership in the Community with the assistance of the UK454. The process of enlarging
the EC with, first of all, three EFTA states – Austria, Finland and Sweden, and accelerating
the dialogue with the countries of Central and Eastern Europe in preparation for their
admission, became one of the main objectives for the period of British presidency, therefore
the UK’s attitude to Polish presence in the European organization relied on perceiving
interdependence between the state’s reforms and the policy of the EC455. The United
Kingdom was of the opinion that the Community should ensure the leaders in the
transformation period a clear perspective for the EC membership, open its markets for
Eastern European goods, especially those of high level of competitiveness with Western
Europeans products, get involved in creating modern, socio-economic institutions as well as
market economy infrastructure, engage capital and technology in the economic development
of the post-communistic countries456.
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The British approval for Poland’s efforts of NATO admission, however, was
expressed by Mr. Rifkind, who on 12-14 February 1994 visited Warsaw bringing the
assurance of supporting Polish aspirations in the Alliance457. Furthermore, he gave Poland a
promise that only NATO and the aspiring states could decide about the entry, which was
crucial for regard of a possible Russia’s involvement. The speech of British Foreign Minister
dispelled the Polish fears in this aspect and helped focus on the military preparations for the
admission. One of the essential moves which was suggested by the British was a necessity of
changing Polish system of the armed forces in the political dimension. The shift meant
implementing a civil control over the army, the mechanism which Poland had not been
familiar with under the Soviet Union’s guidance.
However, all transformations, concerning a new democratic supervision over the
army, or a new system of managing the forces in the face of democracy, were accepted by
the Poles, as each time both partners met, the British reminded of the changes being made in
order to adjust to the Alliance, and offered substantial help. Not only was the assistance
proposed by the military experts, but also the political side got engaged, with a special
concern of the former Conservative Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher458. The Iron Lady
expressed publicly her favour for Polish membership in NATO, and when on 10 March 1996
she made a speech in Westminster College in Fulton, the USA, confirming the necessity of
the enlargement of the Alliance, her statement was regarded as a symbolic moment, being
made after 50 years of Winston Churchill’s abolishing of the “iron curtain” in Europe.
The address of Mrs. Thatcher in the USA did not seem to be accidental, as the British
governments in the 1990s pursued the policy correlated to much extent with the US
European policy and both American presidents, Bush and Clinton, were eager to see the
doors open for the Eastern and Central European countries459. The keenness to follow the
American strategy towards the European continent in terms of enlarging the community
suited Britain’s European interests, keeping it in a distance from two significant problems
concerning the process, i.e. the issues of Common Agricultural Policy and the Structural
Funds. As the reform of CAP was considered by the UK to be inevitable, and as long as the
state benefited from the Funds, they did not object to the shifts in these matters being carried
out for the sake of the enlargement. Just the opposite, London wished that the entry of poorer
states would force the reform of CAP for the simple reason of going bankrupt460.
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However, the matter of the farm policy occurred as an anti-enlargement problem
during the Berlin Summit at the end of March 1999461. The Tory MEPs were furious with
handling the case of farm reforms by the EU partners, with the little concern being attached
to the situations of newcomers, namely Poland. The Conservative MEPs’ spokesman, Robert
Sturdy, complained about the way the EU intended to solve the problems of the CAP reform,
which could result in delaying the enlargement. In the face of Poland’s problems with farm
products, Tory MEPs tried to fight for the fair conditions for current as well as new members
as far as CAP reforms were concerned.
Although the row over the agricultural issues presented the Tories involvement in the
shape of the EU the newcomers should face, the British seemed not to be worried as much
about migration issues or exports from the Visegrad countries as other EU states, mostly due
to the fact of a great distance to Poland. Furthermore, the Conservative government
perceived the EC expansion, with the countries economically favourable from the industrial
point of view, to be a perfect point for questioning the European Social Model462. These
quite mechanical moves, however, turned out to have their consequences in a further
development of the expansion process, when the debates focused on the very functioning of
the European Union of 25 or even 27 members, which will be analyzed in the following
subchapters.
Nevertheless, Great Britain’s efforts for widening the EU should not be assessed as
only its policy of profits. Since its early presence in the Community, Britain was a member
with its own aspirations, objectives and policies fairly different from those of the
organization. Although the British approved of the membership, they tended to loosen the
bonds with the integrative structure as much as possible in order to save its sovereignty,
which not necessarily collided with Poland’s goals. The history of Poland proved how the
Poles were attached to their nationality and any sign of losing independence might result in
their objection. Thus, Warsaw appreciated the possibility of entering a stable and
economically secure organization on the one hand, but it was also concerned about the
necessity of a kind of subordination to the principles of the Union, on the other. Therefore,
both sides made efforts to avoid incurring either financial or social costs: London persuaded
the Poles to conduct necessary political and social reforms to reduce the costs of admitting
new members and restrict the internal EU transformations.
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However, with the signing the Association Treaty, Poland entered the road of a
feasible beginning of negotiation procedures, the period which abounded with numerous
difficulties. First of all, Poland was not aware how much institutional changes the EU needed
to be capable of including ten more partners, the fact which was presented by Christopher
Hum, British Ambassador in Warsaw, during his speech at Warsaw University463. Yet, as
much as Poland relied on the British involvement in its assistance to be admitted to the
integrative structures, the time showed that the actions did not support the words, which was
proven in the speech made by the British Prime Minister John Major to commemorate 50th
anniversary of the Warsaw Uprising on 6 July 1994: “…democratic and sovereign Poland
made a decision to aspire for the EU membership. I greet this with satisfaction. Europe will
not be a unity without Poland as a full member of the EU. The values represented by the EU
are the values your and our citizens fought and died for 50 years ago.”464. His address,
restricted to the statement that Europe could not be complete without Poland, convinced
Warsaw that the enormous work to be done as a future EU member belonged only to Poland,
with only an encouraging pat being made by the allies. The Polish could also feel “Britain’s
whole-heart support” while the UK Foreign Secretary, Robin Cook, was visiting Eastern
Europe on the eve of British presidency in the European Council465.
Nonetheless, the very idea of enlarging the European Community had already
appeared in the Tories under the leadership of Margaret Thatcher, and since then the party
continued the strategy of avoiding the development of the EU institutions into a federal
Europe in favour of widening its members, thus moving away the vision of federalism. The
successor of the Iron Lady, John Major, appeared in the political arena as an enigmatic
leader, whose intentions were not easily revealed, but with the tendency to have much of a
chameleon466. Though, the Prime Minister did follow the plan of his party colleagues,
insisting on the expansion of the EC with the former communist countries leading to a free
market difficult for Brussels’ bureaucracy to be managed. However uncertain the Prime
Minister’s vision for Europe for some EU partners might seem, his party policy on
enlargement and encouraging Eastern Europeans was clear: the majority were in favour of
the process and eager to help and welcome the newcomers for at least three reasons,
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according to Roger Helmer, Tory Member of the European Parliament467. The first one
resulted from a moral debt of Britain to the countries taken under control of the Soviet Union
after the World War II. The second reason was connected with Great Britain’s care for
democracy and the rule of law in order to ensure security and stability, whereas the third one
was the result of the UK’s attitude to the European Single Market, which would be provided
with development and prosperity owing to an extra hundred million people.
Although the intensions of the Conservatives in terms of the eastern enlargement
were obvious, they still opposed the bureaucratic mechanism with the tendency to centralize
its power, which was criticized by the Tory leader in 2000, William Hague, during his visit
to Poland468. Mr. Hague called for a more flexible Europe, with looser EU rules, especially
in the face of new partners. His speech also referred to the state independence, and the words
of “ It [the EU] must allow Britain to be Britain. It must allow Poland to be Poland” touched
the issues of sovereignty, the issues both nations were sensitive to. Although the Tory leader
arrived in the country desperately waiting for the accession and expected at least
encouragement, the conference focused on the criticism of the EU organization and future
vision as a structure of 25 or 27, thus, to some extent, discouraging the Poles to enter the EU
of that shape: “great majority of the people of Europe and the mainstream majority of the
British people do not want to be a part of a European state”, the statement whose overtone
seemed to be extremely anti-European469.
The address of the Conservative leader proved the Tories to be divided over Europe
and, surprisingly, the changes of the leadership were not a remedy for the internal
disagreements. The European policy of John Major was in general regarded as a policy of
compromise, especially as far as the integration was concerned. There were two periods of
his attempts to unite the party: between November 1990 and April 1992, and from
September 1993 up to 1997470. For this reason, the Prime Minister did his best to be
perceived as a Euro-enthusiast, in terms of his support for the European Monetary Union, the
passage through the House of Commons of the Maastricht Treaty during the early 1990s, and
his emphasis on Europe as a main function of a party management during late 1990s.
However, as much as the issues of European integration played havoc among the Tories, the
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process of enlarging the organization with the Eastern neighbours did not meet the
opposition.
The Europe-favourable attitude of John Major was replaced in 1997 with quite a
sceptical policy in this aspect of William Hague, who propagated the idea of limitation of
European political integration471. In May 1998 in the Insead Business School at
Fontainebleau, he called for the necessity of creating a free and flexible Europe, instead of
interventionism and regulation. Moreover, he maintained a positive approach towards
opening the EU to post-communist countries, claiming that: “The fall of the Berlin Wall has
completely changed the challenge facing European states. Bringing prosperity and stability
to newly freed states is now the most urgent of Europe’s tasks. (…) Push political integration
too far and accountability and democracy become impossible to sustain.”

472

. Yet, the

pronouncement included much of the everlasting, in the British European policy, aspiration
for replacing the idea of a deeper integration with the thought of enlarging the club.
Mr. Hague’s opposition to Europe, however, met the majority of his party’s
colleagues, including Chris Patten, the former Tory chairman, and appointed EU
commissioner in Brussels in 1999473. He was against Hague’s European policy of the Tories,
being aware that such a critical attitude would result in the party being unelectable in the
next elections. Moreover, Patten could not comprehend how the Conservative leader was
heading for blocking the treaty necessary for the enlargement, insisting on the veto. The EU
commissioner realized that the British politicians accepted the eastern enlargement to be
their “strategic and moral duty to bring in Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic and others”,
therefore questioning Hague’s resistance.
Nonetheless, the majority of the Conservative politicians expressed their support for
the enlargement of the EU with the eastern countries, even with reference to the fact that the
process should have taken place a long time ago when Margaret Thatcher called for it in
1988474. John Redwood, the Conservative politician, could notice the need for the emerging
democracies of Eastern Europe as soon as the Berlin Wall came down, which would have
helped them to adjust to the requirements of market economy and rules of law earlier.
However, speaking as a voice of the Tories in 2001, he was able to offer the entrants some
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tips about what to avoid as a future EU member475. Mr. Redwood was of the opinion that
the states should definitely keep away from the euro zone, as their fragile economies would
not bear the costs of the financial transformation, the issue which was always a tinderbox for
the British. Furthermore, the Tory MP underlined the proper direction of the party policy, i.e.
towards the enlargement, hoping that the membership would ensure the eastern states with
better trade in particular, thus contributing to their prosperity. On the other hand, though, he
could not resist mentioning the wrong way the EU was heading for in the face of 10 or 12
new members: too much centralization to cope with the new vision.
Nevertheless, the Conservative camp did not prevent themselves from the differences
of opinions on the European issue. Lord Tebbit, a Conservative minister in Margaret
Thatcher’s Cabinet, was a leading Euro-sceptic in 1999, acting against the loss of national
powers and supporting his views with the case of Poland and rest of the eastern countries
which were beyond the EU at that time476. He multiplied the examples of the EU leading to
the “Euro republic”, with its own central institutions, symbols and policies, which forced the
limits and compelled the nations, the British, to import the products. Mr. Tebbit gave the
instance of the former Warsaw Pact countries, e.g. Poland, which were not the part of the
EU, and still managed to survive. However, the statement only proved that some of the
Conservative politicians were not completely aware how hard the aspiring states fought in
order to become associated, then admitted to the integrative structures, and what were the
reasons for their decisions. It was not, though, the case of a fancy, but the decision which
was supposed to change the quality of living, the condition of the country, its economy and
political system. Obviously, there were some people in the ranks of the Tories, as in each
party, who did not realize the benefits that the membership in the Union could bring.
Except for the extreme anti-European slogans among the Tories, some party
colleagues could also dispute each other’s attitudes towards the European policy. Jonathan
Collett questioned his party partner, Douglas Hurd, on his support of the enlargement in
2001477. He doubted whether Mr. Hurd’s favour for the process resulted from the conviction
of real benefits for the applicant countries once they were the EU members or the care
seemed to be a cover for pushing away the deepening of the Union. Nevertheless, Mr. Collett
concerned about true profits for the Eastern Europeans from their membership, being able to
notice only the advantage of the access to West European markets, but with the
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disadvantage of being engaged in high labour costs or bureaucratic regulation, on the other
hand.
No matter what made the Conservatives look for the origin of their views and beliefs
on the EU, though, the polemics proved their interests in the membership of Eastern
European countries, including Poland, to concern mostly their vision of Europe and the place
Britain could take as an EU power. The visits paid by the UK’s Conservative officials to
Poland were intended to enhance British image in Europe than express a real care for the
applicant country. Moreover, the statements and speeches made by the Tories showed the
genuine aspiration for enlarging the organization with the post-communist states, and even if
the concern referred to the states themselves, their development, prosperity and security, the
real reason which predominated still was to block a deeper integration within the European
Union.

1.2. The Labour Party’s attitude to Polish membership.
The attitude of the Labour Party towards Poland’s admission to the Atlantic Alliance
and the European Union was also favourable and even more open to the Polish side,
especially during the rule of the Labourers. Since the beginning of Tony Blair in power, his
politicians made attempts to sustain the status quo in British European policy, although a
new Prime Minister strove for rebuilding Britain’s foreign affairs, which were neglected by
his predecessor, John Major478. The European issues, however, were not pushed into the
background, as the government did its best to reposition the UK in Europe, with the
completion of the single market and the enlargement of the EU to the east as the priorities479.
Moreover, the Labour also intended to accelerate some processes, i.e. the expansion of the
EU, during the British presidency in the first half of 1998.
No wonder, though, that soon after the Labour Party took over, the new foreign
secretary, Robin Cook, paid a one-day visit to Warsaw in October 1997 with a speech at the
conference titled “Great Britain and Poland in the European Union”480. The British
statesman confirmed the UK’s eagerness to support Polish aspirations for the EU
membership, expressing his state’s belief in the admission as soon as possible to make
Europe complete, although without stating the exact date, the Polish officials were waiting
for. However, Mr. Cook clearly admitted that Great Britain was ready to begin the accession
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negotiations with the aspiring countries, including Poland, on 31 March 1998, during its
presidency, with the hope to welcome the Poles at the very beginning of the new century.
Furthermore, the new secretary was also the advocate of the expansion of NATO on
democratic grounds, giving Poland encouragement on their plans to be the part of the
Alliance.
In his address in the House of Commons in July 1998, Robin Cook appealed to the
artificial division of Europe made among the people who shared the same culture and
heritage481. Moreover, the statesman supported the NATO extension with the right of the
post-communist countries to be in the community of democracy and freedom of speech, as
well as be able to share the EU prosperity. He could convince the politicians of the rightness
of his statement proving the move of the enlargement to be beneficial for the Alliance’s
current members as well. Once Poland and other former Soviet countries entered NATO,
according to Mr. Cook, all military partners could gain from increased security and mutual
defence. Besides, the foreign minister did not hesitate to remind his colleagues of a new role
of the Alliance, since the end of the Cold War, to bring peace and stability, therefore to
admit the Eastern European countries, which deserved the sense of safety.
The British foreign secretary’ pronouncement on the expansion of NATO in the
House of Commons turned out not to be groundless; it was a response to the letter sent to the
Prime Minister by British military and defence experts in May 1998 with the opposition to
the process482. The opponents perceived the expansion to have “disturbing implications” on
the Alliance, especially being concerned about Russia’s reaction to the move. Nevertheless,
the British politicians could accept the sensible arguments of Robin Cook in favour of the
accession, rejecting the doubts of the experts and eventually signing the treaty.
The action for the membership on the Polish-British axis did not slow down; on the
contrary, as both countries wished to take advantage of the period of the British presidency
in the EU, although for different reasons. The clear objectives of the UK’s European policy
for the period of January-June 1998 were presented during the Warsaw speech of
Christopher Hum, British Ambassador in Poland, at the Warsaw University in May 1998483.
The ambassador clarified the government’s vision of Europe, with the commitment of
enlarging the community and accelerating the process of obtaining the membership for
Poland. He could express his satisfaction for the possibility of introducing the Poles, and the
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rest of eastern partners, to the European family, thus completing the challenge which
appeared after the fall of the Iron Curtain. Mr. Hum did not hesitate to admit that the
expansion could not only result from the British moral obligation, but it would also
contribute to its own interest, i.e. a bigger and more prosperous single market, the respect for
human rights and ethnic minorities, and the openness of Europe to the world.
In his address, the ambassador referred to the accession negotiations, which were
supposed to officially start on 30 March 1998 in Brussels, and the day after Poland would
begin its individual discussions484. Presenting the details of the negotiations, Christopher
Hum indicated the areas Poland should particularly pay attention to, such as the restructuring
of industry, Polish agriculture sector, the development of administrative structures or
informing the society. However, the speaker also mentioned the EU assistance being given
to Poland through PHARE programme, as a means of obtaining financial resources
altogether with the access to professional knowledge and consultancy.
Nonetheless, the issues which appeared during Hum’s speech concerned the
necessary shifts in the EU structures in the face of the enlargement as well. The
transformations in the functioning of the community became the core of the Amsterdam
summit held in June 1997, the encounter which was supposed to bring the union closer to
expanding to Eastern Europe485. Tony Blair, a brand-new Prime Minister, came out as a
confident statesman, capable of fulfilling his national interests and obtaining a positive
reception from his new approach to Europe. In the aspect of the eastern enlargement,
however, all the crucial changes in the EU institutions brought more confusion than real
solutions, leaving the summiteers with the idea of attempting to implement shifts as soon as
the aspiring countries approached the entry486.
At the end of 1998, the EU leaders met the ten applicant countries, including Poland,
in Vienna, and although the negotiations had already begun, the future members could not
hear a firm date for the enlargement487. However, the aspiring states expressed their concern
about the finances of the EU being reformed, but the UK Foreign Secretary, Robin Cook,
dispelled the misgivings with the reassurance of the resources being allocated to the entrants,
no matter what budget limits could affect the EU. Mr. Cook’s mission as the enlargement’s
advocate continued through the following years, declaring Britain to be the
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“champion” of the expansion to the ex-communist countries in July 2000488. Visiting
Hungary, the aspiring country, the British minister convinced its citizens that Britain urged
the final date of the Eastern Europeans joining the club.
Despite the assurances of helping the post-communist nations to enter the EU,
though, the Labour politicians preferred the assistance of warm support than incurring any
financial charges as a result of extending the organization. A good example of such an
attitude towards the process was Tony Blair’s address on 6 October 2000 in Warsaw, which
was heralded as a speech criticising the vision of Europe as a union of 27 members489. In his
address, the Labour leader appealed to Poland’s substantial role in breaking the domination
of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War490. He underlined the relationship between
both nations in critical moments in Europe’s history. With reference to the enlargement,
however, the Prime Minister multiplied the benefits for the eastern states, for instance open
markets bringing prosperity, yet he did not hesitate to mention the concerns of the EU as
well as the future members, namely the Common Agricultural Policy. Nevertheless, the
Premier focused on the advantages resulting from the membership, indicating that it would
not be possible for Poland and other eastern states to achieve prosperity, security and
strength in another way. Therefore, as an exponent of Great Britain’s beliefs, Mr. Blair
promised to push his European partners to end the negotiation road as soon as possible.
The rest of his speech turned to the place and role of Britain in Europe and the
prospects of building a stronger and democratic Europe through the necessary changes being
made to the functioning of the EU. The comments to the Warsaw address, though, could not
resist mentioning his aspiration for creating the “collective power” of the EU members,
economically and politically strong, but not a superstate – as the “hard core” states were
heading for – but a superpower with free, independent nations whose own interests could
only contribute to the common good491. Moreover, Francis Maude, Tory politician,
questioned whether Blair really believed the Union could be a superpower without being a
superstate, and his tendency to rival America’s economic and political power would,
according to Maude, damage good relations with NATO and the US492.
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The reception of other participants of British political arena was not favourable as
well. Andrew Duff, Liberal Democrat MEP, criticized the Premier’s idea concerning the
reforms of the EU institutions, indicating a certain crisis with the French and German
partners, whereas Christopher Beazley, the Conservative MEP, summarised Mr. Blair’s
address as “another missed opportunity in Britain’s relationship with the EU”493. The
European Report, however, claimed that Blair’s reference to the vision of a superpower was
the response to Mr. Fischer’s debate over a fully federal Europe and Mr. Chirac’s desire to
shape a two-speed Europe, both images the Prime Minister was not in favour of494.
Nonetheless, whatever motives of the declarations and visions presented in his address, Tony
Blair expressed his concern for the eastern enlargement, demanding for the process to be
completed before 2004.
The following years, leading to the admission of Poland to the integrative structures,
abounded with the meetings and discussions between British and Polish officials, with the
involvement of the UK’s Prime Minister Tony Blair. One of them was the interview of the
British Premier and the Polish Prime Minister, Leszek Miller, soon after the suicide attacks
by al-Qaeda on the United States, on September 11, 2001. Both leaders encountered on
November 2 to commemorate the tragic events and took steps to give assistance, but the
meeting of the heads of governments could not take place without reference to the
approaching Polish accession in the EU495. Mr. Blair underlined the strong relationship
between two nations, whose great contributor was common history of the countries.
However the origin of the bond was, though, the Prime Minister referred to the position of
Poland in Europe and the future of Europe as well.
Mr. Miller was reassured of Britain’s strong support of Poland’s membership in the
EU, the event being part of the first wave of the admission, with a special appreciation of the
progress Warsaw had made496. The UK’s leader enumerated once again the profits Poland as
a member state could gain, i.e. economic growth of the state, prosperity and increased living
standards for people, which would definitely overshadow the difficulties related to the
process. Moreover, Mr. Blair appreciated a common attitude to the future of Europe, both of
the leaders shared. Receiving Mr. Miller’s approval, the British statesman called for more
functionality of an enlarged Europe, with gaining public acceptance of European
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institutions497. Furthermore, the politicians opted for the engagement of the citizens of
Europe, the current and future members, in the discussions on institutional changes, with the
law, the EU was based on, to be more comprehensible and accessible for people. The speech
was the exclamation of a vision the United Kingdom had already forced among the EU
partners, and having gained the advocate of its images in the form of Poland, it could
become more confident and powerful in attempting to build a modern XXI century model of
the EU.
The efforts of both Prime Ministers to aspire to, in the case of Poland, and to build, in
the case of the UK, a new shape of Europe contributed to a common article titled “Poland
and Great Britain together towards a future Europe”498. The article became a Polish-British
contribution to the debate on the future of the EU, with a special reference to the actions for
economic transformations agreed on in Lisbon in March 2000. However, not only the leaders
focused on the necessary shifts to be implemented in the functioning of the EU to create a
superpower, but also underlined the necessity of enlarging the structure with the eastern
countries to be a great challenge499. The authors referred to the summit of the European
Council in Laeken in December 2001, which confirmed the irreversibility of the expansion,
considering the year 2002 to bring the end of the negotiations, and allowing the states,
including Poland, to become the EU members in 2004. Therefore, Great Britain and Poland
decided to join forces in order to achieve the target, according to the British Prime Minister.
A full commitment to Poland’s membership in the EU was given again by Mr. Blair
in the press conference on 18 November 2002, during Mr. Miller’s visit to the UK500. With
the appreciation of Polish partnership within NATO, Mr. Miller was one more time
encouraged to cooperate with Great Britain on the plan of changing Europe and creating a
new European Union. With the time leading to the crucial moment for Poland, however, the
frequency of encounters between the politicians as the greatest allies increased.
At the end of May 2003 Poland was visited by the British head of the government
and the American president, George Bush501. The visits would not have surprised anyone,
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though, if it had not been for a kind of business, too. The United Kingdom had realized for
some time the power Poland as the biggest new country would have in the EU, and
moreover, with blessing of the USA, its position for the new members could become even
more attractive and help the UK gain more allies to force its stance in the Union.
Furthermore, the two states did not need to make efforts to gain Poland’s favour, as the
enthusiasm for the American leaders was obvious for, among the others, the sake of NATO
admission, whereas recent endeavours of the British also brought them remarkable
popularity among the Poles. On the other hand, though, such a distinction, Poland as the
Eastern European country could be given, flattered the ex-communist country’s clout and
confirmed it in the conviction of the ability to introduce the balance on the European
continent. All in all, the interests were supposed to be satisfied on both sides.
Nonetheless, the visit the British Prime Minister paid in May 2003 to Poland was not
groundless, as apart from well-known reasons, he could also make sure the Poles would
approve of the membership in the looming referendum502. In his speech on Europe he could
not resist mentioning the similarities both nations shared when facing the entry to the
European community503. Mr. Blair propagated his vision of Europe referring to the goal of
the Lisbon strategy: building a powerful Europe, capable of competing with other powers in
the world for the sake of an economic balance and prosperity. What is more, he engaged
Poland in his image of Europe and NATO, invoking to the Poles’ partnership in the Atlantic
Alliance, thus supporting the plans of reforming the organization, and convincing of the
necessity of participating in the debate over Europe already in order to gain the most of it
once they were a legitimate member. In the press conference part during the visit, however,
the British leader met the Polish PM’s support on the vision of his nation state, except for
creating a federal Europe504.
For the period of six months the bilateral meetings between the UK and Poland
increased to three, with the participation of the Prime Ministers. However, on the eve of the
accession, on 28 April 2004, it was also Tony Blair who appeared as the host of an exquisite
party at the Foreign Office to celebrate the historical and memorable event and to welcome
ten new partners505. With the company of the celebrities, the entrants began the series of
events around the official ceremony of inviting the new countries in Dublin on May 1, 2004.
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After the glamorous party with sports, arts, media and business figures was held at
the Prime Minister’s office, though, Mr. Blair could receive the official visit paid by the
Polish President, Aleksander Kwaśniewski, on 6 May, 2004. The significance of Great
Britain for Poland was highlighted by the fact of the first visit after the admission to the EU
to that country506. The President expressed his gratitude for Britain’s support on the Polish
road to the EU, looking forward to a close and effective cooperation as partners in the EU for
challenging goals of a new enlarged Europe. Acting as the EU equal members, however, was
to prove the partnership, struggling for the most convenient position, protecting the interest
of the Union as a community of nations, but gaining the individual benefits as well.

2. British press towards Polish membership in NATO and the EU.
The processes of Polish admission to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the
European Union did not take an extensive interest of British journalists, politicians and
experts to debate over and discuss the intricacies of the events in the newspapers, magazines
or periodicals, yet the articles which appeared in them tended to present Poland more in the
context of the European or international political arena, with the events significant for Great
Britain, its government and the citizens for some reasons.
The British press market consists of serious broadsheets, with well-edited articles, in
conformity with a code of journalistic ethics, and tabloids, engaged in scandals and affairs,
the former ones being the basis of research analysis in the thesis. The research focused on
the articles printed in such newspapers as The Daily Telegraph, The Times, The Guardian, as
well as such magazines as The Observer and The Economist. The Guardian and The
Observer belong to the press of liberal and socio-democratic nature, with a pro-European,
independent and objective attitude, whereas The Daily Telegraph is a very conservative
paper, with some tendencies against a closer integration with the EU. The Times, on the other
hand, is one of the oldest newspapers on the press market, which used to influence the policy
of the government and public opinion in terms of international issues, with a slight change
into a conservative way507. Finally, The Economist is known as a politically independent,
economic-financial magazine, one of the most influential weeklies in the world, with
responsible and sensible views of all world politics and global economy issues.
Nevertheless, the British most popular press was enhanced by the articles published in less
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widely-read newspapers, such as New Statesman, periodicals, such as The World Today,
American magazines, such as Foreign Policy, and a great news source of BBC.
Although the examined issues of Great Britain’s attitude to Poland’s membership in
NATO and the EU proved to be average-significant events for the British, the enlargement
of the organizations with eastern countries in general, however, found its essential place in
the newspapers, especially with reference to the disputable matters of the processes. The
expansion of the Atlantic Alliance was not so debatable in terms of necessary changes,
concerns or fears for the functioning of the structure, but the circumstances of enlarging the
EU turned out to be more favourable to inflammable points. The adjustment of common
policies, with a special regard for the Common Agricultural Policy, the labour movement
within the Union, the substantial transformations in the EU institutions or the intentions to
create a European constitution brought the new members, including Poland, to the front
pages. The so far encouraging and friendly attitude of Britain towards Poland’s partnership
in the integrative structures also had the moments of rejection, as when the sheer interests of
national policy matter, even the closest allies are able to make an about-turn.

2.1. Polish admission to NATO.
With the beginning of a democratic era in post-communist countries, the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization started to prepare for expanding within the eastern part of
Europe. In the second half of 1993, the debates over the future of NATO, with opening the
door to the eastern partners, hosted in the British press. The Economist raised the issues of
discussing the Alliance’s future moves, with the focus on the former Warsaw Pact countries’
position508. The new situation of the ex-Soviet states was well-known for the Alliance’s
members: Eastern Europeans were stuck between secure Western Europe and unpredictable
Russia, therefore it was the role of the military organization to include also those less
fortunate countries, yet being left alone. Moreover, the goal of embracing them within the
structure was perceived to be favourable for Western Europeans as well, since the EC
members would like to provide the nations with their membership, they wished to see them
economically and democratically stable, which was possible in the situation of military
security.
However, the problem of transforming NATO into the organization serving the needs
of a new order after the Cold War was over, took the interest of other magazines as well.
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Foreign Affairs, the American periodical, could suggest the changes in the organization
indispensable in the face of American and European new strategies509. It was observed that
NATO needed to be transformed into an alliance aiming at projecting democracy, stability,
and ability to manage crises in a broader strategic sense. The authors referred to the countries
aspiring to the Alliance’s and EC partners, i.e. Poland and other Visegrad states, regarding
them as future members, but after fulfilling the accepted criteria. Poland was friendly
approached as a country with greater possibilities to become a NATO member sooner than to
join the EC.
The following year, though, the journalists of The Economist took a closer look at
Poland as a candidate for the Alliance510. The country’s determination to enter a secure and
stable world was perceived to result from its historic experiences, the hegemony of the
Soviet Union and still no guarantee for safety from either the European Community or
NATO. However, Polish attitude to press for the military integration as the state of
“aggrieved by history” could have been regarded as not enough to fulfil the Alliance’s
criteria. The magazine noticed the weaknesses Poland had, which made it not ready for the
admission, i.e. falling defence spending and the struggle of the generals for taking control of
the armed forces. Moreover, the stance of the then president, Lech Wałęsa, did not also
convince the Alliance of accelerating the process, being of the opinion that: “all links in the
chain don’t have to be of equal strength because the confrontational structure is gone”511 .
When in 1995 the answer to the question of NATO expansion became a closer reality
for Poland and other eastern countries, The Economist discussed the dilemma President
Clinton faced, as welcoming new partners might have resulted in a row with Russia512.
However, the US president realized that postponing the decision about the process was a
wrong move, delaying the ex-communist countries on their road to the economic security.
The caution of Mr. Clinton was then a justified action, yet he decided to press ahead the
plans for extending eastwards, leaving the details of the accession unrevealed513. Although
the document draft which was created by the Alliance included the information about the
reasons for the process, the influence on decision-making and the financial obligations,
according to the European Voice, the names of the future allies were kept secret, although
Poland was regarded as the most likely member to join514.
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From the American point of view, however, the Western partners in the structure
began to see either enlarging NATO or finishing its military activity as the only solution
when the issue of admitting the Eastern Europeans became a predominant one within the
EU515. Moreover, the US observers brought the fears of the possible entrants, including
Poland, concerning a fast enlargement, which, according to critics of the process, could
diverge from the objective. The invitation of the ex-communist states to the Partnership for
Peace in 1994 was considered to be a step of postponing the final decision, although the
intention for that was to enable the countries to prepare in terms of NATO requirements.
Nonetheless, Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic did not give up pressing with their
membership, the acting which was understandable for the experts, and resulting from the
aspiration to complete a political independence from Russia on the one hand, and to retrieve
the sense of security, as living between Germany and Russia did not allow trusting the
safety, on the other.
The readiness and attitude of the Poles towards joining the Alliance was subjected to
scrutiny when the date of announcing the countries approached. In June 1996, The
Economist presented the advantages of eastern candidates as well as their disadvantages
concerning the chances to become future NATO partners516. Poland was given the hallmarks
of a reliable state, mainly due to its assistance in Bosnia, but the country’s democratic
credentials, especially in a military dimension, were not highly assessed. However, the
situation with bringing the army under firm civilian control and subordinating generals to the
defence ministers rather than the president changed as soon as the state rule was taken over
by Aleksander Kwaśniewski. Not only did the Polish army become more civilian, though,
but also the EU members regained the belief in clearly constitutional and democratic
actions517. Furthermore, Poland’s keenness to join the military organization was again
regarded as the move to keep away from Russia.
However cautious about Russia the Poles were described to be in the British press,
though, the approach seemed to be a bit oversensitive, which was proven by the Polish
president, Aleksander Kwaśniewski, in his speech at Chatham House in October 1996518.
Mr. Kwaśniewski emphasized proper relations between his country and Russia, with a
special regard being paid to rapidly growing economic exchange. Nevertheless, the goal the
Polish state of head wished to achieve with his talk was to convince NATO partners about a
lack of threat from Russia’s side once the organization enlarged. Moreover, he seemed to
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have solutions to possible emergencies, namely the development of the relations between the
Alliance and Moscow, thus not frustrating the state with the expansion. But since NATO
authorities did assume a military Russia’s reaction to be feasible, so the Polish president’s
convincing point of view must have been a cover for his real plans: he made the greatest
efforts to push the accession to the organization forward.
On the eve of the NATO summit in Madrid in July 1997, the newspapers presented
the views and stances of politicians and journalists specialised in the key issue. The
Economist invited the American secretary of state, Madeleine Albright, to debate over the
expansion from the US point of view519. Mrs. Albright approved of the enlargement with
only three European countries: Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic, being aware of the
advantages such move could bring, namely the second wave of inviting next group of
partners soon. In the discussion with the NATO partners from Europe, however, Britain
agreed with the final decision, although still opted for Slovenia to be among the certain
candidates. Taking the circumstances of individuals into consideration, though, Poland was
regarded as the country with strong military potential. Nonetheless, the press tended to
discuss whether the candidates really could take advantage of the possibility NATO
offered?520.
Despite big hopes connected with the Madrid summit during which the invitations to
the Alliance were given, the results occurred to be not as satisfying as some participants
predicted521. The meeting carried out by the American President, Bill Clinton, eventually
fulfilled the expectations of some EU members, Great Britain among the others, which
accepted Mr. Clinton’s confidence that such an enlargement meant less money, easier to pass
through the Senate and greater possibilities to look forward to the next one. The US
president supported the intention of expanding the structure with Eastern Europeans with the
argument of their struggle for liberty, bearing in mind heroic moments in the history of the
nations.
The whole series of The Economist’s articles soon after the event focused on the
repercussions the decision would bring to the Alliance. However, there was not a slight
regret with reference to inviting the three ex-communist states at all, although what gave
some politicians sleepless nights was the fact of the costs to bear in relation to the process. It
turned out, though, that so well promising relations between Europe and the USA could
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have been squandered for the reason of some financial misunderstandings. In November
1997, the situation seemed to be serious as the row over the costs could have blocked the
ratification of the enlargement treaty by the American Senate522. Out of the sudden, both
sides, American and European, found it difficult to agree on the amount each of them was
supposed to pay. The core states of the EU, including Great Britain, were surprised to see the
costs presented by the Pentagon, suspecting the US of taking advantage of the situation and
decreasing its financial burden of the expansion under the pretext of improving own forces.
The UK, altogether with France and Germany, opposed the argument, stating that it was first
of all the newcomers which would have to bear the greatest expenditures.
The issue, however, which raised BBC journalists’ curiosity in 1997 concerned the
fact of a smooth and almost undisputable event of admitting eastern partners once the
invitations were given523. Jonathan Marcus, the BBC’s Defence Correspondent, considered
the discussions taking place on the process of extending the Alliance, either in the US Senate
or the EU members, coming to the sharing of responsibility of the partners and the future
shape of the organization rather than the suitability and advantages of the entrants.
Nevertheless, assuming that NATO accepted the potential members of only certain merits,
what role would it play, if not as the structure providing the military security of all
democratic and independent countries which headed for the stability of the world?
The experts’ predictions over the debates to come did not turn out be groundless, as
the period of sheer celebration of the invitation of the Eastern Europeans overshadowed a bit
the troubles that were to appear in parliamentary discussions or reactions of particular
countries, namely Russia. BBC News published in July 1998 Russia’s president Boris
Yeltsin’s warning of a “cold peace” once the expansion proceeded524. It proved the fact,
though, that the previous single voices of critics of the process or the threats were not
imaginary, as Russia did insist on being treated seriously. Even when the Polish president
sounded quite confident of his proper relations with Moscow, he could not predict that the
ex-superpower would wish to remind the world about its existence and clout. Moreover, the
concerns about the expansion began to appear in European states as well in the form of
British military and defence experts’ letter sent to the Prime Minister at the beginning of the
year525. The authors of the letter, including Lord Healey, the former Defence Secretary, were
afraid of threatening repercussions if the expansion continued in the form of Russia’s anger.
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Moreover, the message expressed the opposition to give security of the Eastern Europeans
through widening the structures of the Alliance as it would reduce the security of the current
NATO states.
However, the letter was not the voice of the majority of the British, but only those
ones who could not discern the real role of the military organization and did not wish it to
antagonize Moscow with acting against its will. While some of the UK’s experts’ idea was to
withdraw its approval for the enlargement, the Alliance in general had been convincing
Russia for a long time that the process was not aimed at any country, but it was a right
sequence of events after the arrangement of power had transformed on the continent. The
intentions of the organization, though, headed for “drawing and redrawing the line” in
Europe, not dividing it, and to make Russia comfortable about the extension, the USA
confirmed its openness to all democracies, with the possibility of Moscow joining it one
day526.
The concerns for the expansion appeared not to be the only ones, as The World Today
published in November 1997 the article about Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic to
be persuaded by potential suppliers to buy a fighter aircraft527. On the one hand, the situation
of military demands provoked the companies to compete among the potential customers with
the most favourable offers, but in the case of the Eastern Europeans on the verge of the
membership, it was proved that they were given the informal message about making the
right choice for their defence procurement source in order to be admitted.
Despite the appearance of the fears, possible contravention of law, and the criticism
of Moscow, the three Eastern European countries officially became NATO members on
March 16, 1999. BBC News, in the interview of the World Affairs correspondent, Nick
Childs, commented the event to be crucial for the existence of the Alliance from a historic
point of view528. The journalist paid much attention to the fact of a gentle enterprise by the
organization and, what was more, exposed to countering the accusations of Moscow.
Nonetheless, NATO’s willingness to welcome Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic
among the existing members was regarded as resulting from the role of sustaining stability
throughout Europe. The interviewee’s opinion about the choice of Poland and two other
neighbours as first entrants was that the USA eventually decided about such a small
expansion, and besides, these were the states which best fulfilled the criteria of the process.
The issue, however, which allowed the countries to enter as the first group, was the
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capability of having a dialogue with the representatives of NATO and the ability to join the
Partnership for Peace. Such eagerness proved the states to be committed future partners, the
feature which Russia seemed to be devoid of.
The admission of Poland and two other Eastern European countries to the Atlantic
Alliance gave rise to discussions on the vision of the new NATO of 19 members, with a
special speech of Javier Solana, secretary-general of the Alliance, in The Economist529. His
article appreciated the membership of “sovereign and self-confident nations”, which marked
the Alliance’s close relations with the states around Europe. Poland, as its new military
partner, was presented as the country aware of what the admission would mean in terms of
benefits as well as accountability. Moreover, Mr. Solana emphasized the Eastern Europeans’
active role in the North Atlantic Council, with a special regard for their reliability each time
NATO asked for the assistance either in Bosnia or Kosovo. The fact that Poland, Hungary
and the Czech Republic made huge efforts to restructure their armed forces and bring them
under civilian control convinced the secretary-general, along with other Alliance authorities,
that the states deserved their place among the current partners, and what was more, the
organization would not become less effective or incapable of some actions due to enlarging
with such big nations.
The favourable words towards the Eastern Europeans were also to prove the sceptics
of the expansion that they were not the reason for the division of Europe, but on the contrary,
their entry meant creating more connections between the regions situated further on the East,
with reference to Russia530. The opponents of the process were again reassured that Moscow
should not be feared of, as NATO had taken steps to engage it in building security in Europe
as early as the three new members were to be invited to the structures.
All in all, Poland’s on the road to the Alliance appeared as a trustworthy, selfconfident and reliable partner, whose aspirations for the membership resulted from the
necessity to provide its nation with political and military safety, and prevented itself from the
potential threat of Russia. The British newspapers and magazines emphasized the fact of
Polish inconvenient location, which might contribute to the state’s possible problems,
therefore fully supported its admission to NATO. Despite some sceptical voices which
occurred on the way, Poland and the other countries, were not given a negative reception,
and their determination to be always on the alert could dispel the doubts and show the
candidates in a favourable light. Nevertheless, the issue of admitting Poland, among other
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eastern states, did not win much renown in the British press, the main concern of which
occurred to be the debates on the relations with Russia in the context of the enlargement.

2.2. Poland’s road to the EU in the light of the most disputable issues.
The enlargement of the European Union with the Eastern European countries found a
lot more place in British newspapers and magazines, as the process abounded with a greater
number of substantial transformations of the functioning of the integrative organization.
Poland, as the biggest state aspiring for the membership turned out to be more debatable in
the context of its adjustment to the EU, the necessary changes being implemented in the EU
institutions as well as the fears or concerns connected with Polish accession.
With the beginning of Poland’s official announcement about applying for the
membership in March 1994, The Guardian presented the demands of Eastern Europeans as
“the pressure to begin eastern expansion”531. The move, however, was understandable on the
one hand as the result of Russia’s closeness, but the Community standing in the face of being
widened with Austria, Finland and Sweden, was not too eager to even consider the issue, on
the other. Nonetheless, some of the European members, including Great Britain, put forward
an initiative of bringing the eastern states closer to the concept of integration by involving
them in the EU foreign and defence policy, which meant a plan to connect them with the
Western European Union. That was the intention which was supposed to omit Russia’s
dissatisfaction with Poland’s and other countries’ partnership with NATO, whereas the EU
or WEU did not raise so many doubts. Moreover, such a well-thought-out strategy proved
Britain and other EU states to be friendly towards providing ex-communist countries with
security and welcoming them within their structures one day.
The Economist, however, analyzed the prospects of Polish membership in the EU on
the grounds of its economic condition, aiming at pointing out the country’s weaknesses and
overrating aspirations with being unfounded in reality532. Poland’s possible admission was
compared to Spain’s entry, in terms of economic criteria as well as the standards of living,
unfortunately in favour of Spain, although the membership was not stated as impossible,
according to the journalist. What did raise a kind of concern, though, was Warsaw’s belief in
early accession, with the full awareness of the majority of legislative work to be done in
order to adjust to the EU standards.
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The issue of Poland and other Eastern Europeans as future EU partners came back to
press discussion forums with the summit in Amsterdam in 1997, which was to make some
changes necessary for the Union to function in a larger group of states. Before the summit,
however, The World Today made attempts to figure out why for the last previous years the
Western Europeans had done so little to create a vision of a future enlarged Europe533. The
lack of reaching the compromise among the EU states about the looming process might have
proven, according to the author, the difficulties not only on the entrants’ side, but also inside
the Union. William Wallace was concerned about the little crisis especially with reference to
the eastern countries, which had already begun an informal integration, such as Poland, the
Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovenia534. He was of the opinion that mainly Poland was the
country significant for both, NATO and the EU, in terms of having the biggest economy and
population, as well as possessing half of the other EU candidates’ agriculture population,
therefore the essential transformations within the organization had to take place to make the
admission less troublesome.
Thus, the Amsterdam summit was to prepare the EU to begin enlarging to eastern
Europe, nevertheless reaching an agreement on that issue occurred to be more timeconsuming. The Guardian described the results of the meeting as the failure as far as
reforming the decision-making institutions for the expansion was concerned535. The shifts in
the Council of Ministers, the extension of majority voting or the improvement of the
Commission were avoided, hence the predictions of five or more new members in the EU
would have been condemned to decision-making paralysis, let alone ten or twelve entrants.
What could have been surprising, though, was the attitude of the British Prime Minister,
who, in order to defend the UK’s national interests, called for no further institutional changes
as the EU would manage with the enlargement in the form as it was.
The Economist, however, also commented on the Amsterdam as the summit
“unwilling to make the changes necessary to cope with a Union of 20 or 25 members”,
although it was inclined to shift the unsatisfactory result on to the difficult economic
times536. The magazine claimed the current EU states objected to the changes in CAP or
structural funds as part of the enlargement plan for fear of the fewer benefits they might
obtain, convincing the eastern partners of developing their market economies in order to
survive in a competitive world once they joined the common market.
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When the emotions after the summit calmed down, The Economist published an
article about Poland as the future EU partner, but with a kind of educational message for the
Poles in the context of Polish governmental elections and the expectations after the entry537.
The article was probably to present the British with the country which was aspiring with
such determination to share the privileges of the EU with them, but which missed so much to
become an equal partner. Poland was described as the state with numerous drawbacks of the
whole economic, social and political aspects of life, yet there were some statements of the
authors which could imply that the nation eventually chose a proper way on their struggle for
a well-developed country with high standards of living. Nonetheless, unscrambling the
message the magazine tried to convey both for the Poles and Britons, turned out to be a hard
task. Even if the intentions were to discourage the Polish side with the presentation of all
“missing points” with the EU, the determination of Poland did not surrender, and if the plan
was to threaten Britain with the state full of troubles when in the EU, thus depriving them of
the profits, the target was not, fortunately, achieved.
As it soon appeared, however, the goal was closer to the first assumption. When the
accession negotiations with Poland were due to begin, the debates around the biggest country
to join the EU increased, with a little fear of Great Britain. At the beginning of 1998, The
Economist started to worry about the situation inside the Union, namely about the attitudes
of core states, once Poland entered the structure538. Why? Suddenly, the British press tended
to perceive the Poles to be unaware of a big quantity of work on the way to the organization,
therefore the articles were more of a warning nature. Nevertheless, the presentations of
Polish economic and political conditions turned out to be a basis for pointing out Poland’s
self-confidence in political strength as well as its faith in taking a leadership of Central
Europe, the conviction, according to the magazine, unfairly kept. Moreover, the message
which was clearly conveyed through the press concerned the British fear of the Poles’
behaviour as the EU members, resulting from their overconfidence and eagerness to fight,
kept mostly by France and Germany, which could see the advantages of such an attitude.
The Franco-German axis made efforts to sympathize with Poland for the sheer reason of
creating a lobby forcing the issues favourable for all, e.g. farms. Therefore, the British began
to spot a threat for their position in the EU, namely changing the balance of power among
the current members539.
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Nonetheless, Poland occurred to be a country with the ability to take advantage of the
situation it was in, as The Guardian noticed, or maybe it was just a compensation for the
losses and crimes the country was exposed to?540. The journalist described Poland as a
demanding state, quite “aggressive”, which used the anniversary of Germany’s invasion 60
years before to obtain its goal, i.e. a fast and early admission to the European structures. The
event, however, was presented as the Polish president’s, Aleksander Kwaśniewski, hysteric
impatience about the slow pace of the process, which resulted in the German feeling of the
duty, thus making the Polish nation be accepted as the EU member as soon as possible. The
occasion of meeting to commemorate the anniversary produced, indeed, the possibility to
close all historic legacy, and moreover, to encounter one of the leading states of the EU, did
create favourable conditions to raise the issue of enlargement, whereas the political
experience of the Polish president would never allow him to make any demands.
However, a tenacious attitude in politics did not turn out to be a domain of Poland
only, as Great Britain soon proved its intransigence on tax reforms before the EU summit in
Helsinki at the end of 1999541. The British Prime Minister found it difficult to reach
compromise with his EU partners on the issues related to the European institutions, whereas
other countries felt disappointment when it came to more essential matters for the EU, which
undoubtedly resulted from a lack of understanding, unwillingness to prefer Europe’s interest
to own business or eagerness to prove its position in the organization.
The closer Poland approached the historic date, the more favourable coverage
happened to appear in the British press. In the Central Europe Review the beginning of 2000
was presented as the period with a more friendly attitude to Polish membership in the EU542.
The visit the Polish Prime Minister, Jerzy Buzek, paid to Brussels on 6 April 2000 improved
the relations between the EU and Poland in terms of necessary negotiation areas to be
accelerated, and with more faith put in Polish efforts. Moreover, the Prime Minister kept
Poland’s confident approach as far as the completion of the requirements was concerned,
expressing his belief in the commitment on the EU side, the words which revealed a more
gentle tone of the British press.
Nevertheless, The Economist could raise the issue of Poland not being prepared in
order to complete the Union quick and secure admission’s plan, which would either lead to
letting the state in, without fulfilling the criteria, or delaying the accession until Warsaw met
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the demands543. Despite the advantages of postponing the process, though, the authors did
not see the option to take place, as neither the European Commission nor the most likely
states, Poland and Hungary, supported the offer. Moreover, another issue which would seem
to be a re-appeared problem for the new EU was called: deepening or widening? The more
members within the organization, the more difficult to decide which way to follow.
However, the question of either deepening of widening did not seem to be an issue
for the observer of the European arena from the Central Europe Review, Andrew Cave, who
demonstrated the point to be a goal for the EU itself; it was the organization which should
take care of supporting the states and encouraging them to develop their national identities
while in the Union544. Yet again, the author analyzed the role each state would find and play
in the EU, referring to Poland as the country with the sense of leadership, although a
dangerous place to take, in the aspect of France or Great Britain, before its position was
consolidated as equal partners. Moreover, then, Cave observed another drawback of the
Polish state, i.e. an inability to develop an identity, and the whole country’s confidence in the
EU membership, which might have contributed to an unsuccessful EU admission once its
leading role was questioned. Nonetheless, the expert seemed a bit controversial to put
forward such a daring assumption, difficult to agree with, especially as far as “the inability
for an identity” was concerned, the feature which had always been cherished, maintained and
distinguished in the Polish nation. It was another clue, though, that the British press was
desperately striving for avoiding Poland to be a significant player in the EU, let alone
depriving Britain of its place in the hard core.
The end of 2000, however, marked another turn in the European policy, with gaining
a more friendly approach by Poland in terms of the improvements the state had made545.
Nevertheless, not all newspapers noticed only positive points on the Polish side, as The
Daily Telegraph presented the country to be a problem in an enlarged EU due to the majority
of farmers among the Poles, which obviously posed a threat on the EU agricultural policy546.
Furthermore, Evans-Pritchard from The Telegraph observed a favourable, for Poland, turn of
British policy towards the enlargement, being actually a step back from the core states’
attitude to the process. The British Prime Minister decided to build alliances with smaller EU
states in order to oppose the policy of France and Germany, which pressed for a two-speed
Europe,

the

shape

Mr.

Blair

would

never

accept.

Therefore,

the

PM’s

543

Ibidem.
Cave A., Finding a Role in an Enlarged EU, Central Europe Review, 22 May 2000, Internet: http://www.cereview.org/00/20/cave20.html.
545
Craske O., A means As Well As an End. EC 2000 Progress Reports, Central Europe Review, 15 November
2000, Internet: http://www.ce-review.org/00/39/ukpress39.html.
546
Ibidem.
544

194

address in Warsaw occurred not to be accidental, as the UK’s government leader turned to
Poland again to look for a proponent to propagate a vision of his Europe, a European
superpower. The uncomfortable situation Blair was found in was noticed in September by
The Economist, when either French nation-state or German federal Europe did not take to the
Premier, thus searching for the allies547.
The year 2002 brought the Copenhagen summit in December and revived discussions
on the future of the new EU. The Times, with the looming date of the entry, noted the
Commission report on the fulfilment of the EU criteria by the aspiring countries548. The
requirements included numerous areas to adjust to the Union’s demands, with Poland lying
behind “a political, administrative and business culture” which had to resist corruption.
Moreover, on the eve of the summit, Poland was again depicted as a demanding state,
struggling for bigger funds for farmers, and proving itself to be a significant member among
the ten as well as the one fighting fiercely to show its Euro-sceptics how much the state
could obtain549. However much trouble the Polish entry caused to the EU, though, the
enlargement had to change the shape of Europe, and bury the vision of creating a superstate
with ten more members to join550.
The following year was dominated by the press comments on Poland’s EU
referendum, but before June 2003 The Guardian published the article on the influence of the
US on the attitude of some Europeans, the issue which was also directed to Poland551.
Poland’s Foreign Minister, Włodzimierz Cimoszewicz, replied categorically to the alleged
accusation of being forced to act or demand some actions, thus proving the state’s
independence of attitude and confidence in its activities. The Economist, on the other hand,
focused on the commentaries of the EU referendum in Poland, hence emphasizing the
significance of the country due to its power in population in the EU as well as its close ties
with the Atlantic policy, in favour of the UK552. The coverage in the magazine was able to
prove the British experts’ fear of Poland’s making allies on different European issues553. The
concern, however, about the Polish possible compromises being made could mark the
meaning the state would have and the partners and relations it would choose. As for the
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political strength, though, the image of Poland as the meaningful member did not seem to be
so obvious, as the journalists were inclined to believe that Warsaw would become a strong
partner provided its power was proven at home, which did not occur to be plausible at the
times of Leszek Miller’s in rule.
The Times, however, brought the image of Poland as the country celebrating and
cheering the victory of the EU referendum, with a deserved triumph of an open and
ambitious mentality, yet with some restrictions on the sense of sovereignty554. The
favourable tone of the article was diminished by the comments of Polish unwillingness to
surrender a part of independence to Brussels, and the fact of perceiving Warsaw as “un
uncomfortable partner”, for the reason of being a medium-size power among Britain,
Germany, France, Spain and Italy, and the power introducing the voice of the Eastern
Europe.
In two months after the referendum, though, Poland was still under the discussion,
being called “a category of its own”555. Although the country was regarded as the one to be
worked on the most, due to its size, among the others, it was still looked closer at. The
dissatisfaction from home policy was seen as a potential reason for the Poles to perceive the
EU as a possibility of short-term gains when already a member. Moreover, Warsaw’s picture
was completed by the eternal fear of appropriating the EU money through farm subsidies and
structural funds allocated to poorer countries and regions. As for the Atlantic dimension of
Poland and Europe’s policy, however, the future EU member was regarded as the one
eagerly waiting for developing foreign relations rather than defence policy through the
organization. The most surprising argument which revealed from the discussions in the
British press on Poland’s entry to the EU seemed to be a sheer calculation the state would
rely on, the profits it would gain, instead real hopes for a secure and prosperous life, with an
economic and political balance in favour of its citizens, altogether with the care for its own
interests not to be omitted in a large group of 25 members.
However, it was eventually comforting and giving faith to read The Economist’s
article on May 1, 2004, the historic and memorable date for the EU itself but first of all for
the citizens of the new members, that the event occurred to be a victory considered in several
aspects556. The most significant of them seemed to be a fact of implementing some former
communist countries to complete the secure Europe, and the ones being much more
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poorer than current members, which marked the moment of joining the continent after 45
years divided by the Iron Curtain. Although there was a day to remember, the gloom seemed
to dominate the mood of the EU, which was the result of the biggest concern ever, i.e. the
diversity of the new states in terms of an economic development557. According to the
forecast presented by the magazine, though, Poland was supposed to reach the EU average
GDP in 59 years’ time, which was the depressing information as for the first day in the EU.
Moreover, what made the Union lack the sense of enthusiasm was also the fact of a
slow economic growth in the “old” member states in connection with the organisation losing
popularity with the European society, The Economist forebode. The author raised even more
concern about the entry of the easterners when he predicted the increase of dissatisfaction
once the 15 states’ population realized what ten new members could actually mean, i.e. less
money and bigger migration.
One could think, however, that the aim of the article was to threaten the old as well as
the new European states with the reality of their cooperation, but fortunately, a depressing
tone was tempered in the end with a smart remark about bringing some positive aspects to
the EU by the newcomers. The author was able to see ten members giving encouragement to
accelerate the economic growth since they were developing fast, or creating a new model of
the organization, a competitive one to the USA. Although comforting as the final comments
were to sound, the atmosphere of celebrating the May Day in the British press did not appear
to be enthusiastic, but rather convincing the public of the right decision.

2.2.1. Common Agricultural Policy.
The issue of agriculture and the subsidies for farmers had always aroused concern
among the EU states for the reason of a different size of rural areas, thus unequal division of
subventions allocated to the members. No wonder, then, that when Poland, a country with
the biggest population among the candidates and a great number of farmers, aspired for the
membership, the doubts about the reform over CAP increased, with the peak of the farm
debates falling on the period after the accession negotiations began.
However, Poland, altogether with Hungary and Czechoslovakia, became a part of the
EU discussions, observed by The Economist, in terms of their membership as early as in
1991, when the paper issued by the European Commission considered the countries to have
such areas as agriculture, which were a contradiction to their EU aspirations558. Polish
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condition of this branch of economy, though, was compared to the third-world economies,
with a surprising and unthinkable phenomenon that the state almost did not subsidize its
farms at all in 1991, although a 36% fall in farm incomes had been already noted between
second half of 1990 and the first half of 1991. Despite the fact that the image of the countries
in the British press was not favourable, and even ironic, the magazine did believe that some
EU members would support their membership, even for the price of increased costs, to delay
the process of deepening in favour of widening. Paradoxically, the move concerned the
British as well.
Nonetheless, the eagerness and confidence of the ex-communist states met the
response of some EU members, namely Germany. The Economist published the reaction of
Franz Fischler, the European Union’s commissioner for agriculture, to the attitude of
Germany’s Chancellor Kohl, when he commenced supporting Poland’s admission by
2000559. The German leader perceived agriculture to be a key element strategy of bringing
Polish nation to the EU, the belief which raised the commissioner’s opposition with the fear
of “killing of the common agricultural policy” once such countries joined the organization.
Moreover, what caused a real concern in the vision of “Poland and other easterners in the
EU” was the fact that agriculture accounted for almost 27% of employment in those states,
whereas there was only less than 6% in the EU. The threat, however, resulted from a huge
amount of produce in the Eastern European countries, which would encourage them to a
bigger production when the high prices of CAP were extended to them.
Therefore, the reality of having such partners in the Union did not sound
encouraging, yet placing the EU authorities in the face of the question: was it better to
reform the policy, scrap it or postpone the enlargement? It soon appeared, though, that
reforming CAP was to solve the problem. When a few days after the negotiations began, The
Economist was committed to a real struggle between Mr. Fischler’s “totally unacceptable
reforms” and the EU members560. Both events, the official opening of talks with five states
from Central and Eastern Europe and Cyprus by Robin Cook, and the transformation of the
agricultural policy marked a symbolic date, yet painful for the candidates, as the overhaul
was connected with drastic cuts, which could symbolise an unfriendly approach. However,
an uncompromising move of the European commissioner proved the area of agriculture to be
the most significant field in the EU and the most difficult one in the negotiations with the
new members.
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As soon as the negotiation process was in progress, the issue of farming could not
have been omitted. The Guardian presented the looming vision of creating a more integrated
union of states with the hard core to lead and guide the other countries, which also
influenced the aspiring ones in terms of their future in such a structure561. The fear of
building a divided organization did not convince either the current partners or the waiting
ones, although Poland and its neighbours were nervous when a disagreement over the
extension to which the EU would subsidize inefficient agricultural sectors occurred.
Moreover, not only the concern about supporting small farms which resisted the era of
communist collectivisation gave especially Poland sleepless nights, but also the fact of
entering the organization with a division again; both scenarios appearing as a threat.
Nevertheless, it did not take a long time since a reaction to Germany and France’s
plan of the new EU began to tell on the Polish society. The visit of Romano Prodi, the Head
of the European Commission in Poland in 2001 was related by The Economist as an open
clash with the opponents of the membership, with the majority of farmers562. One of the
reasons of such an unwelcoming reception was the fact that the Poles were more and more
convinced of being treated not as equals when they became the members. Furthermore,
although they used to perceive the EU to be a source of financial aid, with the greater
awareness of the Union’s actions, the Polish citizens were more inclined to believe in
bearing more costs than gaining benefits. Finally, the magazine also focused on Poland’s
weakest point, i.e. agriculture, with two hottest negotiating problems: quotas and subsidies,
in a range of which the country fought fiercely to persuade the authorities that Warsaw
deserved being treated on equal rights, not only had equal obligations.
The reactions to the issue of agriculture took even a more serious form and the
concern of the Polish negotiators at the beginning of 2002, when the EU began to prepare for
the eastern admission. The Daily Telegraph presented deep dissatisfaction of Poland in
return of Günter Verheugen’s statement that the big group of 10 states would “receive only a
quarter of the vast subsidies given to existing members”563. The indignation over Brussels’
restrictions on farm aid again raised Warsaw’s worry about the vision of unequal treatment
after the accession. Moreover, according to the Polish Prime Minister, Leszek Miller, there
was a threat of the objection to the EU membership which might result in saying “no” in the
referendum. But a worse thing that revealed from Poland was the anti-EU campaign
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promoted by the leader of the Polish Self-Defence Party, Andrzej Lepper, who could
threaten the efforts of Polish government with a “propaganda war” over the membership.
Although Brussels’ decision met the frustration of all aspiring countries, the response of the
Polish side seemed to be the boldest, which did not go unnoticed by the journalists. What
was more, though, the fiery attitude, according to the Daily Telegraph, was the consequence
of Poland’s confidence in its strong position in the EU, whereas the European Commission
acted so bravely to calm down some of the current member states, whose opposition to
allocating an increased number of subsidies might have contributed to delaying the
enlargement.
However, the picture of Polish farmers in the light of the CAP reform was presented
by Charles Clover in the Daily Telegraph almost as relics of the past, which could have
contributed to the false image of Polish farming if it had not been for balancing it with the
picture of a modern, prosperous and well-off farmer, on the other hand564. The author’s aim
was probably to contrast Polish farms, which, although differed, still were afraid that their
conditions might have deteriorated due to unfair EU subsidies. However surprising it could
sound, though, the British seemed to understand the Poles’ fears, as their farmers felt much
pressure of the cuts put on especially cereal farmers565.
The other light was cast on the alarming protest of Poland by The Economist, whose
presentation of the Polish harsh reaction referred to the country’s dramatic history of the land
exploited by powerful neighbours566. The magazine did not tend to blame Warsaw for the
anger at the issue of direct payments, but rather expressed its disappointment for the EU to
ruin such a historic event – the reunification of Europe – with the clash over milk quotas and
subsidies. However, frustration and strong emotions on both sides proved the issue of
agriculture to be of the highest priority due to the facts of involving about half of the EU
spending and being the main source of the income for the majority of people in the candidate
states. Moreover, the situation did not seem to be easy to solve. Although the future
members did hope for common persuasion to do miracles in the EU, the present EU states
would push Brussels to be even less generous. Nevertheless, The Economist discouraged to
investigate whether the EU states’ meanness or the Poles’ nationalism should be found
guilty, as it was the very Common Agriculture Policy, with its cost and complexity
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as well as sometimes stupidity of its functioning, which should be blamed for the
incapability of creating a satisfying plan for the enlargement.
In July 2002, The Economist was still busy with agricultural matters, although in the
context of the European and the world affairs567. The magazine focused on the farm
problems as having the impact on the following year Doha round of trade talks and the EU
enlargement. The concern which was revealing from the issue, however, was supposed to
show a different tendency towards agriculture in the EU; while the USA increased farm
subsidies connecting them with production, the Europeans cut them off, for the sake of
widening the organization and protecting their interests. Although the efforts seemed to be
logical, The Economist could spot a hidden danger: with entering the countries as Poland, so
strongly supporting farm subsidies, the created farm lobby would enhance the actions on
CAP.
With the time leading to the EU summit in Brussels opening on 24 October 2002 on
financing the entry of ten new members, The Times published a series of articles on the farm
battle between France, the biggest beneficiary of CAP, and Great Britain with the
agricultural rebate. Few days before the crucial meeting the newspaper mentioned the
fighting spirit which would accompany France’s resistance to conduct the reform of CAP,
referring to the 1999 Berlin summit which fixed the policy budget until 2006568. On the eve
of the summit, however, the French began their struggle for postponing the cuts by
threatening the British to change their “discount”, the rebate which was the victory of
Margaret Thatcher in 1984 to compensate Britain for its huge contributions to overall
spending569. Nevertheless, Paris decided to defend its source of CAP subsidies, even for the
price of challenging London, as the reform was indispensable in the face of entering Poland
and other poorer new states, whose demand for financing farming would kill the annual EU
budget.
The Brussels summit, though, appeared to be the arena of pushing Britain to resign
from the rebate in favour of financing the expansion, The Times stated570. The British,
however, could resist the French “suggestion”, supporting their stance with the fact that Mr.
Chirac personally approved of the “cheque” at the Berlin summit on March 25, 1999. The
stalking of Paris did eventually succeed, as the Franco-German deal over financing the
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enlargement occurred in the night of the meeting, driving Britain out of the hard core,
though571. As a full supporter of the ongoing process, France and Germany presented a joint
solution of the CAP reform, with the subsidies rising gradually in the first three years of the
new countries’ membership up to 2006. From 2007, however, the CAP spending would be
limited to the previous year’s level and would increase only with inflation.
Despite the compromise, the French president still delved into the issue of British
rebate, since the EU had to manage its expenditure carefully, thus investigating the areas
some states benefited from572. The conflict over the agricultural policy, with reference to the
eastern enlargement, became the basis for losing Britain’s authority and its position in the
hard core. However, London’ frustration contributed to taking a revenge over the French
gambit in the form of threatening the enlargement as the squaring with France’s victory573.
The conclusion which revealed from the events predominant in 2002, though, was that the
Common Agricultural Policy became the battlefield for the EU members, overshadowing the
anger, fury and disappointment that Poland expressed once the farm reform became the key
element of the accession.
At the end of the year, however, Poland let the European Union know about its
looming membership and its entitled rights. Warsaw’s insistence and fight for more
improvements on the EU policies in favour of its nation during the Copenhagen summit did
not meet with much understanding, according to Rory Watson from The Times574. The Poles
again raised claims to direct payments to farmers as well as lower VAT rates on new
building and new farm equipment, which was commented by the Danish Prime Minister and
summit host, Fogh Rasmussen, as an inappropriate attitude to the efforts that had been made
to assist the eastern countries since 1989 in order to bring Europe together. In the
newspaper’s assumptions, even if Poland was to refer to Britain’s annual budget rebate
towards its pay as a significantly poorer state, a determined approach of the host would not
disturb the proceedings of the enlargement negotiations at the summit.
Nonetheless, the results of the Copenhagen summit on 13 December 2002, the
meeting concluding the accession negotiations, for Poland occurred to be partly successful,
especially in the area of agriculture. On the British website forum of EU policies, actions and
actors, Euractiv.com, Poland’s road to the EU and the outcome of the negotiations at the
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time of the summit were evaluated as an overall success575. The discussions with the biggest
of the candidate countries abounded with tough stances, demands, failures and compromises,
the largest of which turned out to be the transfer of money allocated for rural development
on direct payments, giving big amounts of the funds to farmers. Moreover, the Polish
negotiators succeeded in persuading tenacious representatives of the Danish presidency to
make smaller concessions altogether with gaining some non-financial benefits in terms of
agriculture576. The first of them was the increased amount of milk quota, especially
significant for Poland as the majority of farmers relied on a few cows, whereas the second
one – safeguard clause for agriculture markets. It meant for Poland having the Commission’s
declaration that the EU could monitor the inflow of food into the markets and in case they
were disrupted the institution took immediate action, which provided Polish markets with
economic safety.
Although Poland attracted the British press attention during the hottest period of the
negotiations, the general reception of the stubborn, determined and sometimes
uncompromising attitudes of Polish politicians in the fight for farm benefits, eventually
successful, met general favour of the coverage. The Polish aspirations and ambitions to
satisfy the needs of its citizens, mainly farmers could be perceived as a positive feature of
the state, though some tended to call Poland an uncomfortable partner. Heather Grabbe, the
deputy director of the Centre for European Reform, was able to find similarities between the
Poles and the British in terms of being mistrustful of the intentions of other member states,
yet for the different reasons577. The author discerned the main difference in Poland’s
obsessive belief of disregarding their interests in the EU, which would definitely result in
becoming awkward each time the budget debates took place, with Grabbe’s prediction of
Warsaw tough fight during the 2007-2013 budget plan, as the Polish farmers would struggle
for compensating smaller amounts of subsidies in comparison with France and Germany.
Moreover, a positive aspect resulting from Poland’s fiery attitude to oppose the
unfair farm policy and a federalist foreign policy run by Brussels, was appreciated by the
British as Poland did approve of joining “anti-Common Agricultural Policy” club led by
Britain, Germany, Holland and Sweden578.
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2.2.2. From Nice to Copenhagen summit.
Apart from the concerns around the Common Agricultural Policy, though, Poland
became present in the issues of institutional changes and overall transformations connected
with the enlargement ranging from the Nice summit to the official completion of the
accession negotiations and the invitation given at the Copenhagen meeting. The significance
of the Nice summit was crucial for the reason of being the moment to end with the Treaty
compared with Maastricht, and the one included necessary shifts to function as the Union of
27 members.
Few months before the essential event for the EU, The Guardian was still worried
about the agreement among the current members, therefore the summit in Feira, Portugal, in
June 2000, was supposed to motivate the states in order to accelerate the pace of consensusbuilding and decision-making processes579. Although the newspaper realized that the slow
progress was not the cause of the EU reluctance to welcome the new countries, it
emphasized the required changes to be made in the areas of qualified majority voting
(QMV), the weighting of votes in the Council of Ministers, the composition of the
Commission and Parliament, otherwise, though, the road for the candidates might have
lengthened to 2005.
On the eve of the summit, The Daily Telegraph published the clash between the
Tories and the Labourers on the Prime Minister’s decision to give up some amount of
sovereignty in favour of making the way of expansion easier and improving the decisionmaking process580. The readiness to contribute to the enlargement, however, met the
Conservatives’ opposition, the attitude which was commented by the Government leader’s
spokesman as “betraying countries such as Poland and Hungary” in their dogged
determination to reject the extension of qualified majority voting.
During the first day of the summit, however, the aspiring countries were invited to
participate, therefore Poland and other candidates took advantage of the opportunity and
requested the EU for enabling the historic reunification of Europe to eventually happen,
which was observed by The Guardian581. The Polish minister for European affairs, Jacek
Saryusz-Wolski, encouraged the European leaders to take faster steps as Poland was
determined to enter the integrated Europe, no matter how long the Union decided to
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complete the process. The address proved Poland to realize the destination it headed for, thus
putting impact on the proceedings of the meeting. The speech of the Polish representative,
however, turned out to be going as the UK intended, which helped Mr. Blair to refer to
Poland, “a proud, independent country” in trying to convince his partners of putting aside the
extension of QMV.
The Economist’s review of the summit brought more enthusiasm about the success of
the event, though582. The magazine focused on determination of both sides, the EU and
candidate states, to agree on the transformations that needed to be carried out in a mutual
interest. Nevertheless, there were some questions raised by the author, which could bring
some concerns, but the replies were expected to provide satisfying solutions. To make the
vision less euphoric, the article wondered whether Poles, Czechs and other nations would
move freely across Europe to find work once they were members. A positive coverage of the
Nice, however, could give more confidence in the EU’s successful cooperation in order to
satisfy the newcomers’ expectations, one of them being Poland.
The optimism before the summit could be referred to by The Economist soon after
the memorable event came to an end583. One may wonder, however, whether the success of
the negotiations, according to the summiteers, resulted from sharing equal opinions and
reaching a consensus, or going through an exhausting marathon of five-day disputes?
Whatever the reasons, though, the big states in the club could express their satisfaction with
the agreements on the number of votes in the Council of Ministers, unfortunately at the
expense of small countries. Moreover, the summit was signed off with extending the areas of
QMV, although the Germans could complain about not a satisfying result, as there were still
about 20% decisions subject to national vetoes, therefore not making the summit integrative
enough.
What was the reaction of the candidate countries to the changes, then? On the day of
the summit, the German Chancellor Schroeder, visiting Warsaw before his flight to Nice,
reassured Polish leaders that the idea of reuniting the continent and restructuring a new
Europe would motivate the meeting, with the European interests taking priority to the
national ones584. The words of the German leader were of great importance to all aspiring
states, which felt tiredness with the date of the admission being postponed for a long time, as
if any of the EU member had not been keen to take the responsibility. However, a wait-andsee attitude did not bring an expecting result, as Poland, altogether with Slovenia, two most
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advanced in accession negotiations countries, could not see the end of the process585. The
statement of the Polish Prime Minister, Jerzy Buzek, after the Conference, referred to
defining the final date, but the Nice Conclusions’ draft could only mention the candidates to
enter the EU in time for the 2004 European elections. Moreover, the Polish leader opposed
openly the idea of a “Big Bang” joining the Union in favour of the fast track single
candidates, Poland, Hungary, Slovenia, Cyprus, the Czech Republic and Estonia being the
most possible ones.
Obviously the summit was of greater significance for the member states, which
reorganized the structures to build a well-functioning union of 27 members, thus the
calculations on the number of votes in the Council of Ministers aroused the biggest
concerns586. The weighting of votes in the institution was related to the fear the big four, i.e.
Germany, Britain, France and Italy faced in the light of entering up to 12 newcomers and the
possibility of being outvoted by a coalition of smaller nations. Therefore, the states had to
work on such a system that could require the participation of at least three of them in the
decision-making. On the other hand, though, the smaller members could see the threat of
eliminating them from the process and creating a “directory” of voting power. Eventually,
the compromise contributed to allocating the same number of votes, i.e. 29, to the biggest
ones, with a powerful number to be given to Poland, 27, as a country with a leading quantity
of people as well.
After the Nice struggle, however, the EU as well as the aspiring countries looked
forward to Copenhagen, which was supposed to officially mark the completion of the
accession negotiations. Two months before the summit, though, the European Commission
issued a declaration of the ultimate date of ten easterners to be admitted, although, as The
Daily Telegraph observed, with some worries587. The Copenhagen summit was regarded as
the final stage of the decision, nonetheless, the Commission had some doubts concerning the
state of the adjustments. The article gave an impression that although the EU could truly
fight for the longed-for final, the decision could more result from the historic duty, with the
statement of “none wants to be seen to be failing in their moral duty to embrace the oncecaptive nations of the Soviet Union”, than with the sheer need to reunify Europe588. In the
Commission’s report, Poland was again subject to criticism for corruption, and perceived as
585

Euro-East: European Conference: Forced smiles hide could-be members’ frustration, Euro-East, Brussels,
December 19, 2000, Internet:
http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?did=65456472&sid=3&Fmt=3&clientId=56968&RQT=309&VName=PQD.
586
Black I., Europe’s big four pull rank on minnows, The Guardian, December 11, 2000, Internet:
http://www.guardian.co.uk/print/0,,4103471-106710,00.html.
587
Evans-Pritchard A., Euro chiefs press on with Big Bang entry of 10 states, The Daily Telegraph, October 10,
2002, Internet: http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/main.jhtml.
588
Ibidem.
206

the state which desperately strove for aid on the one hand, and missed the mechanisms to
manage it, on the other.
Nevertheless, The Guardian’s Observer issue’s accuracy of information allowed
aiming the criticism at, not only the would-be members, but also the EU itself589. It seemed
that the newspaper could notice how much the Eastern Europeans managed to achieve in
terms of their industries, economies open to trade and investment and the adoption of the EU
legislation. Heather Grabbe also enumerated the areas which still lacked some work,
although could see the role of the EU in providing the future members with the resources to
develop high-tech goods, knowledge-based services or investment in technology and
education. To present an honest picture, however, the EU’s state of preparations was also
taken under scrutiny. The critical comment was put on the budget and institutions as well as
on the European public opinion, little prepared to accept the enlargement.
The period leading to the official membership designation abounded with analyzing
the possibilities of the entrants. The Economist took a closer look at the newcomers’
capabilities of entering the euro-zone once they were formal members, publishing the
Commission and the European Central Bank’s warning of too fast euro inclusion as the
disturbance of monetary flexibility and an economic growth590. One may wonder why such
deliberations appeared so soon, but the euro discussions on the eve of the Copenhagen
summit were provoked by the new members themselves, namely Poland, whose finance
minister, Grzegorz Kołodko, presented his EU partners with the fiscal strategies to bring the
country closer to euro. Therefore, the EU, anxious about the economic stability, warned the
easterners of any bold moves, and focused on the economic development instead.
The real battle, however, took place two days before the summit, and as The Daily
Telegraph presented, the massive attack directed at Poland was the result of acting at its own
request591. The Polish dogged determination of demanding bigger subsidies frustrated the
host of the meeting, Denmark, whose foreign minister, Per Stig Moeller, attempted to make
Poland aware of the limits of its exaggeration. Moreover, he tried to make Poland also
realize that such a tenacity of its claims may have resulted in leaving the club before it
joined. Although other candidates initially objected to the EU unsatisfactory proposal in
different areas, all of them surrendered, or reached some kind of compromise, whereas
Polish attitude was, according to the newspaper, unacceptable.
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The Times could not also omit the opening of the summit with a tough Polish stance
on demanding more money, although less accusing tone of the article allowed realizing that
the other aspiring states were holding out for better terms as well592. The host of the meeting,
Danish Prime Minister, advised Warsaw either to give up or to adulate to mainly Germany to
obtain some more funds, which showed a human nature of the politician known for a firm
chairmanship during his six months as the EU president.
The so far comments on Poland’s haggling in Copenhagen had not been so harsh, as
The Daily Telegraph’s overview of the summit, which tore the Polish behaviour to pieces593.
Evans-Pritchard gave a picture of the Poles as the nation using their sense of national tragedy
to achieve their goals and abusing a well-off club of Europeans, leaving the impression of
money-grubbing Eastern European countries. To complete a bitter profile of a new greedy
member, the author cited the words of one Polish official who claimed that the EU would
lose a lot more if the enlargement did not take place. However, unbelievable as it seemed to
be for Mrs. Evans-Pritchard, such a reprehensible acting found the support of some EU
states, namely Germany, whose chancellor persuaded the EU heads to agree to speed up the
payments to the Poles instead of spreading them over three years, which satisfied the Polish
Prime Minister, Leszek Miller594.
The reception of the Copenhagen summit by The Economist was far more favourable,
with the encouraging prospects for a new EU of 27595. The magazine brought readers the
picture of easterners, eager to join the organization, yet with referendums still to come, the
most expecting one to be in Poland. Although the next step was the official membership on 1
May, 2004, the concerns that seemed not to leave the EU referred to the cooperation after the
admission, especially in terms of an economic development and its influence on the Union
itself. The predictions for the growth of the Eastern Europe’ economies appeared to be quite
positive, though, with the exception of Poland, whose economic indicators approached the
unsatisfactory line for the EU experts.
Nevertheless, it looked a bit gloomy that Poland, with its determination to fight for
more, and aspirations for aiming higher, could have appeared as a big disappointment for the
EU leaders who supported its membership and believed, or it was convenient for them to
believe in the Poles’ capabilities and the country’s economic abilities. The concerns were
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not groundless, however, as The Economist noticed at the beginning of 2003, when Poland
was subject to a crisis596. The magazine observed the cabinet of Leszek Miller involved in
the corruption and scandals, which contributed to losing the society’s trust, an economic
slowdown or the stagnation of the legal system, taking years of minor cases to be heard.
Although the picture of a strong “Polish tiger” resembled more a domestic cat, which was
perceived to be losing the world political arena’s confidence as well, there was still faith in
rebirth of an energetic, muscular state, which held promise for a big success.

2.2.3. EU constitution.
With the idea of creating the EU constitution and appointing the EU Convention
under the leadership of Valery Giscard d’Estaing, there was no end of the discussions and
debates on the contents of the document as well as the transformation of the EU it would
cause. The current states altogether with the still aspiring countries disputed about the
consequences of the constitution for Europe, presenting their stances and demanding the
changes to make the draft acceptable for all, two of them being of a special interest: Great
Britain, whose sceptical attitude to a legislative restriction resulted from the lack of such a
document and Poland, whose belligerence and drive for power had attracted publicity of the
British press.
Before the Convention officially completed the draft on 10 July 2003, The Guardian
presented the difference of opinions between Prime Minister Tony Blair and the president of
the European Commission Romano Prodi597. Although both politicians put criticism on the
document, the origin of it was quite different, and gave rise to the debate on Europe in
Britain, with the ultimate settlement whether to be out or in Europe as well as whether to be
more integrated with the EU. Blair’s reassurance of benefits from the place in Europe, in
terms of peace and prosperity, led to avoiding the constitutional referendum, the idea of
which appeared during the discussions, and which was the last thing Blair wished to have in
the light of the euro struggle. The debate on Europe, however, showed two polar opposites:
Blair perceived the retention of the national vetoes on such areas as taxation and defence and
foreign policy to be the key element of the EU, whereas Prodi regarded them as a “step
backwards”. Nevertheless, the Prime Minister in his efforts to convince the EU partners
again supported his goals with such a “proud nation” as Poland, which would never agree to
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surrender its sovereignty after tyranny it had come through. Obviously, it was convenient for
the British leader to refer to Poland in such sensitive issues in order to protect his policy
against British Euro-sceptics and oppose the EU’s visions.
Before the areas of decision-making process in the draft of the EU constitution came
under scrutiny, The Daily Telegraph focused on Poland’s claims to Christian reference the
preamble to the EU constitution598. Although the Polish president admitted being an atheist,
Evans-Pritchard wrote, he accused the draft of not including the Christian values, which
were so significant to the development of Europe. However, the title of the article suggested
that an atheist fighting for Christianity did indicate an attempt for sustaining the clout Poland
as the biggest candidate country had, thus putting impact on the project. Moreover, the call
was supposed to convince the Poles of not playing the second role as the EU members, the
faith which was so crucial in the pre-referendum period. Again, the journalist emphasized
the anxiety Polish political scene felt just before the final Polish decision, paying attention to
disappointed Catholics on the one hand, and the upset farmers, on the other, which
completed the picture of Euro-sceptical and nationalistic Poles.
The determination of Poland to prove its rights in the EU was signalised again in The
Daily Telegraph, when the Polish president made alliance with the Czech head of state to
demand for revising the constitutional draft599. As the document implemented changes in the
number of states’ representatives in the EU institutions, to the newcomers’ disadvantage,
therefore Prague and Warsaw combined their forces in order to protect the nations from the
potential threats, i.e. the new rearrangement in the bodies, the creation of the EU president
and foreign minister, which brought the Union closer to the vision of a federal state
unacceptable by the states.
The Economist, however, made efforts to avoid political judgements, yet presenting
clear stances on the actions towards the EU constitution. At the beginning of November
2003, the magazine published the warning Poland received from the European Commission
about improving the adjustments otherwise it may have lost the resources600. In the context
of the slowdown, Poland was shown as the candidate causing the greatest number of
concerns, with the oversights on some professions, agricultural areas or the legal and
computer requirements necessary to obtain the EU money. Moreover, the Poles seemed to
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be taken to task by the magazine, when the comparison between the neglected areas and the
claims of the constitutional draft’s revision was made, to Poland’s disadvantage.
Nonetheless, the picture of Poland which The Economist placed at the end of the
month turned out to be an overview of the Poles after a long time of battles in the European
arena601. The distinctiveness of the article may have been found quite shocking, although the
presentation was based on the accuracy of the account, from different points of view. Taking
the reception of the Polish nation by the EU states into consideration, though, one could
learn that a “selfish, greedy, nationalistic, unEuropean” nation was the Polish nation, with
the lack of political culture, common sense and the ability to make compromises. The claims
in terms of the EU constitution that Warsaw made, however, were regarded as wellgrounded, although the would-be member was considered to be lacking a wider vision of
Europe, but cherished its national interest only. In the light of self-centeredness, The
Economist contrasted Polish attitude with the approach of the EU states, and proved
Germany, France or Britain to act as egoistic as Poland.
With a critical outlook on Poland in its aspirations for the EU membership, one
should agree that The Economist’s remarks were much of the favourable advice given to the
state with a short period of democratic experience, to the country with little time of being
respected and acknowledged in the international scene, therefore taking the comments at
face value. On the other hand, however, the picture of a poor, clumsy and politically
awkward newcomer was overshadowed with a sarcastic image of the nation being patronized
by the members, with the inclination to consider Poland’s manner liberated from the yoke of
the history, thus always excused. With frustration, though, the magazine pointed out the
country’s daring as the virtue sometimes undesirable when the core states made a decision.
With the time leading to the crucial summit in Brussels on 12-13 December 2003,
during which the fate of the constitutional draft was supposed to be decided, The Daily
Telegraph took under scrutiny the attitudes and reactions of all states to proposed regulations
of the project. Few days before the event, however, the coverage was full of dissatisfaction
the EU and aspiring countries expressed with the proposal, for the main reason of France and
Germany’s leadership of the others602. The newspaper’s tone accused the two core states of
manipulating the other partners into rising the interest of Europe above the national ones,
which stood in contradiction to the goal both states attempted to achieve,
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i.e. to rearrange the institutions in such a way to accumulate the power among the biggest
members.
The hard and memorable day of the Brussels summit was commented in the series of
coverage in The Daily Telegraph, which showed the determined attitudes of the EU and
candidate states to the constitutional project’s changes. On the day of the meeting, Poland
was presented in the context of having an argument with Germany about the division of
votes in the institutions, the row which resulted from the change against the Nice system603.
Three of the EC founders, Germany, France and Italy, warned the opposing countries, with
Poland and Spain taking the lead, of sustaining their alliance as long as the opponents
stopped pushing for the Nice restoration. Moreover, Poland and Spain’s initiative was in
favour of Britain, whose Prime Minister wished to take advantage of their demand as it
would mean for the UK not being in isolation with its counter-arguments. Mr. Blair strongly
objected to creating a federal super-state, and the fear of leading to a two-speed Europe and
leaving Britain behind gave him a boost to reaching a consensus eventually.
During the second day of the summit, however, the British leader changed the
attitude, which clearly showed how the “culture of compromise” worked604. Soon after his
claims on tax, foreign policy and budget rebate were to be accepted, the UK’s premier took a
role of a mediator between Germany and Poland. With the final revised draft to appear at the
end of the Brussels’ talks, though, the haggling began. According to the commentary of
Evans-Pritchard, the rebellious approach of Poland and Spain put Germany and France
against their determination, although Spain, a more experienced international player, could
show a sense of diplomatic tactics and was willing to reach a “reasonable” consensus,
whereas the emotional attitude of the Poles as well as a lack of political manners, left the
nation in its own battle. Although Britain was perceived as the state to help mediate the
compromise with Spain and Poland in gratitude for the acceptance of its “red lines”, Mr.
Blair did not make an effort.
Paradoxically, in the interview for the BBC News, the UK Foreign Secretary Jack
Straw expressed his regrets over the unsuccessful summit on the EU constitutional draft605.
He referred to main disputable issues, such as Polish and Spanish insistence on voting
arrangements or the threat of creating a two-speed Europe with the rule of France and
Germany, although “life would go on” despite a lack of agreement.
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However, Mr. Straw’s attempts for diminishing the failure of the Brussels meeting
was criticized by The Daily Telegraph, which brought into public the leaders’
recriminations606. The Irish Prime Minister, who would take over the EU presidency, tried to
cool the atmosphere after the summit, thus suggesting taking time to consider the issues,
whereas the Czech Republic’s president, in a more distinct statement, accused the most
powerful states of persuading serious changes without a common accord, but for the sake of
“personal prestige”. Furthermore, the person who met more personal accusations was the
chairman of the summit, Silvio Berlusconi, whose attitude of little involvement frustrated the
participants and was also believed to bring fiasco of the meeting. Finally, the approach of the
UK’s playing a double game became a point of criticism for the French president, whose
expectations towards Mr. Blair concerned the support of building a strong core of states
cooperating on economics, defence and crime-fighting.
In a tone of smaller accusations the failure of the Brussels summit was commented
by The Guardian, which could consider the conflict of interests between the states’
aspirations and the EU’s integrative model to be the biggest reason607. However, the
coverage of the event in terms of the German and Polish clash looked much less accusing for
Poland, as the newspaper emphasised Germany’s cupidity for power and a lack of
integrationist attitude to accept a “poor, undeveloped nation of around 40 million people” to
share equal rights. Moreover, the British premier’s approach, criticized by The Daily
Telegraph, was excused in The Guardian as a manner of a sophisticated political player,
controlled and steady, who “aware of the difficulties, recognised the realities, protected his
own interests but cooperated in search of the solution”, making a perfect picture of an ideal
statesman.
The Times, on the other hand, published Tony Blair’s account of the Brussels’ fiasco
to the British parliament, giving the House of Commons a picture of his successful
participation, bravely opposing the idea of a two-speed Europe608. The Prime Minister
agreed to allow the most sensitive issues of the constitutional project some time and fiercely
criticised the vision of Europe the core states proposed, meeting his colleagues’ approval in
this area, yet being laughed when praising Berlusconi’s chairmanship. Moreover, the House
of Commons could appreciate Poland’s insistence to block the agreement since it prevented
the draft from gathering all states’ acceptance, the result which satisfied the British.
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Although Poland’s clinging to its fight for votes’ justice in the EU found the
understanding and acceptance among the British Conservatives, cited by The Observer, there
were worries about much greater number of difficulties to appear on the way to the
enlargement609. The British political arena went into a discussion once the summit finished,
which brought the participants to the conclusion that the rearrangement of Europe was
indispensable in the face of 25 or 27 members, provided that the changes were carefully
contemplated.
However, the comment of Will Hutton, pro-European representative of the British
politics, in The Observer, did not present such a peaceful reception of the Brussels610. The
politician expressed his disappointment with the attitude the European nations had towards
the EU: instead of the eagerness for sustaining the organization, improving its structure,
developing a sense of pride, the members as well as would-be states tended to criticize in the
atmosphere of nationalism and Euro-scepticism. To emphasize the inglorious manner the
participants of the summit presented, though, Hutton referred to Poland’s unacceptable way
of claiming its voting power and the rapacity of Germany or Britain for forcing their
interests. He also disapproved of the members’ drive for power, domination and gaining
control, while treating the rules, requirements and decisions to govern and manage the Union
as an enemy.
Furthermore, The Observer’s journalists summarised the failure of the meeting to
result mainly from Poland’s fierceness and not praiseworthy haggling611. The Polish
approach was shown in such an impermissible light that one might consider the state to be of
the highest clout as to obtain tolerance with such a manner of political debates; the
conviction which undoubtedly turned out to be wrong. However, in the newspaper’s eyes,
the crisis between Poland and Germany proved the two nations to stick firmly to their
opinions: Poland, to the agreement on the votes reached in Nice, Germany, to the belief in
being harmed as the most populated state, hence demanding their rights. Moreover, the
German sense of injustice on decision-making system was supposed to stem from Poland
and Spain’s broken promise for supporting the enlargement, for this reason, though, Berlin
called for reweighing the votes. Whatever the cause, Poland, not even being the official
member, was presented as the source of all evil in the EU and mainly responsible for the
fiasco of the constitutional summit. Obviously, then, there must have been always a
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scapegoat, and since Poland fought uncompromisingly, it was a perfect country to be blamed
for.
Germany’s eagerness to find a perpetrator of the failure found its place in the articles
on EurActiv website which referred to the most disputable issue, i.e. Poland and Spain’s
persistence to rearrange the votes in the Council of Ministers612. According to the
commentary of John Palmer, although the summiteers made efforts not to blame for the
disastrous meeting, though, Germany’s disappointment led to a bullet aiming at the two
countries: “Poland and Spain have shown that they are not at the level of European history”.
Such a harsh judgement did not give them a good sign for cooperation, moreover it heralded
their big trouble in the negotiations on the following seven-year budgetary period, according
to chancellor Schroeder613.
Surprisingly, the UK joined the issue of the Polish and Spanish demands’ cuts as
soon as the British leader spotted the interest in the French-German axis, The Guardian
observed614. The British change of the attitude to Poland proved the mastery of the “culture
of diplomacy”, or rather a sense of craftiness, although Tony Blair claimed the decisions of
cutting the budget expenditures of the four biggest contributors to the EU budget, i.e. France,
Germany, Britain, with the support of Austria, Sweden and Holland, was made before the
collapse of the Brussels summit. Nonetheless, the two events coincided at the same time,
which could not allow limiting the EU spending to fund aid to poorer regions to be regarded
differently than Warsaw and Madrid’s punishment for blocking the agreement on the draft
constitution. Despite the fact that the decision had been prepared before, though, the
situation perfectly suited Germany, which did not even attempt to avoid this kind of
impression, as one British senior diplomat stated.
A few days after revealing the unexpected news, Ian Black returned to the alleged
plan of the greatest contributors before the meeting, in his vision over a new Europe615. He
could see the uncomfortable situation which was created after Brussels, and regardless of the
blame, the connection between the budgetary cuts and the fiasco summit was too clear to
deny, with the biggest losers, Poland and Spain. The case of how much the Poles lost,
however, was analyzed by Kirsty Hughes, senior fellow of the Centre for European Policy
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Studies, who believed Poland’s intransigence and a lack of compromising policy resulted in
undermining its political credibility as well as political capital in the EU, so thoroughly
being built by the European minister, Danuta Hubner up to the convention616.
The sounds of the unsuccessful summit appeared on the eve of the admission, when
The Times summarised Blair’s achievements in terms of the European policy617. In the light
of his failures, however, the revival of the constitutional debate marked the approach of the
turn of events, with the willingness of the Spanish to compromise with France and Germany,
and the signs of reconciliation coming from the Polish government.
It would be impossible to deny, however, that the presence of Poland in the British
press during the EU constitutional project was scanty. Just the opposite, as the Poles stood
out with their attitude of a proud and rebellious nation, whose objection to being
subordinated or manipulated made the EU members’ life a misery. On the one hand,
determination to act against all odds was perceived to be the state’s virtue, but sometimes the
frustration of the observers contributed to Poland’s picture of an inexperienced, politically
unprepared to face compromises, nationalistic and with a lack of political culture country,
which so willingly referred to history, each time its European fate was endangered.

3. British public opinion towards Polish accession.
The image of Poland and the Polish nation for the British population had been a
mystery, as while the British political scene could learn a lot from the direct relations with
the Poles as well as their presence and participation in numerous European events, the
Britons, as a society, were deprived of such knowledge. Moreover, the British Prime
Minister, altogether with the representatives of his cabinet, and the distinguished politicians
of Labour and Conservative Party paid visits to Poland, or received Polish diplomats in their
country, hence having opportunities to meet and recognize the picture of the future EU
partner from a political perspective.
Furthermore, the coverage of the British press, especially around the most significant
events for the EU, presented Poland in a wider European context. The image of the Polish
nation coming from this source, however, could not necessarily reveal the real view, as the
commentaries were more than once marked emotionally, or with political sympathies.
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Therefore, the reception of the Poles for the average British person might have been quite
vague and, without a proper information policy on the future EU member, with a tendency to
be misleading.
The British newspapers were not unambiguous about the profile of the Poles, though,
as in the context of analyzed issues of the labour market, or the political arena, or the picture
of Polish village, the nation’s portrayals varied from these of a positive, favourable approach
to those of a negative, full of fears and threats attitude. Nevertheless, such a publicity
resulted from the events which Poland participated in, and its manner of approaching them.
The friendly coverage accompanied the situations with Polish engagement, aspirations to
prove its commitment, whereas the more anxious commentaries were connected with
Poland’s uncompromising moves, which raised frustration, or the moments which made the
British realize the Polish potential as the would-be member.
However, despite the emotions Poland’s membership caused among the British, the
fact was that the picture of Polish nation was influenced by both, real virtues that the Poles
could reveal to the Britons as well as the stereotypes which still persisted for the majority of
British society.

3.1. The Poles in the eyes of the British.
At the beginning of 2001, ICM Research Institute conducted a survey on the picture
of Poland and the Poles in Great Britain, whose results were determined by such factors as:
the frequency of information about the Polish nation in Britain, the presence of Polish goods
on the British market or a lack of Poland’s participation in the world arena for almost two
centuries618. Although these issues could be perceived as trivial, though, they did contribute
to quite a fragmentary picture of the Poles in the eyes of the British.
Taking the above deliberations into consideration, however, one may state that the
knowledge of the UK’s citizens about Poland was scanty: every fourth Briton regarded the
area of the future EU member to have a bigger population than their country, and almost
every fifth was of the opinion that the area was of the same size, which stretched the truth619.
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Moreover, the portrayal of the internal situation of Poland, in the chosen aspects, was not
satisfactory either, as the majority of respondents marked the political elite and the Polish
administration with a bad quality, considering the bureaucracy and corruption to be on too
high a level. Furthermore, the British people’s knowledge of economic and political
condition of the future EU partner was also little in the light of the research, though, as only
one fifth of the asked Britons realized that Poland was a market economy with a
parliamentary system.
The fact that the inhabitants of the United Kingdom knew so little was the reason of
sparse contacts between them and the Polish nation as well as a limited access to available
sources of such information. The survey revealed that every twenty-fifth person had visited
Poland, every seventh knew a Pole, and every ninth could admit having any relations with
the Polish citizens. Since, then, direct contacts were not the source of learning about the
representatives of this aspiring country, was it the British mass media or literature, though?
As the results showed, the answer, in the years up to 2001, was negative: four times fewer
Britons than Poles were inclined to watch a Polish film or read a Polish book. Moreover, a
smaller number of the nation in question could perceive television to be the source of
information about Poland than in the opposite instance.
Nonetheless, despite being “cautious” to refer to the sources of knowledge, the Poles
were likeable among the British society, with the majority of 38% for and only 12%
expressing aversion620.
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Moreover, while being asked about the similarities of Poland’s inhabitants to the
Western Europe’s nations, 36% respondents stated they resembled western Europeans, with
23% being of a different opinion. What could be surprising, and a bit alarming, though, was
the fact that as many as 27% were not able to define whether the Poles were or not similar.
Although the amount of knowledge, altogether with the range of sympathy towards
Polish nation, could indicate the British public opinion’s attitude to Poland and its citizens at
the beginning of the accession negotiations, as the approach as well as stance of the political
elite influence the society, but the public opinion has an impact on the political arena either.
Before the results of the British’ attitude could be contrasted with the outcomes of the
society’s survey on the verge of the admission and their reference to Britain’s political
views, the examined group of Britons portrayed the Polish nation according to their
distinctive features, which built a stereotype of a Pole in Great Britain621.
In the eyes of the British, though, the Polish citizens were regarded as religious and
hard-working, with 40% of those being convinced of their self-discipline, responsibility and
friendliness. As for the negative feature, 32% enumerated backwardness and a lack of
modernity. However, in the light of the survey the biggest group of respondents presented
indirect attitudes, which contributed to an indistinctive picture of a Pole in Britain in 2001,
for instance the views on whether the nation was successful or unsuccessful were divided,
whereas the opinion that a Pole was efficient predominated over inefficiency. Almost every
third perceived them to be tidy, with one out of ten to admit their untidiness. Adding honesty
and tolerance as the features mentioned by the asked, completed eventually quite a positive
profile of an average Pole.
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The next important issue in the Polish-British relations put into examination was
Poland’s membership in the EU and the British attitude to the enlargement. In the research
included the period from 1993 to 1996, however, 40-42% were convinced that the European
Community should be expanded with Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary, while 2831% opposed622. The 2001 research results showed that 40% of the British agreed for the
new members which fulfilled the EU requirements, with as many as 27% undecided, making
the results comparable623.
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Moreover, the interviewees, in 27%, considered Poland to become the EU state
within 5 years, with a majority of opinions supporting the accession for economic reasons
(35%), international security in the world (25%) as well as enhancing the EU with new
traditions and cultural values. On the other hand, however, 39% of the British expressed
concern and fear of the flow of cheap labour force from Poland, whereas 20% worried about
the functioning of the organization with 25 members and the increase of costs for the current
states. The areas of anxieties will be thoroughly discussed in the following subchapter.
The issue of building the British’ awareness, however, was taken into consideration
as well, and unsurprisingly, it turned out that the interviewees mentioned the media as the
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first source of the information about the EU, including the candidate states624. As a possible
way of accessing knowledge the respondents indicated the Internet used by a substantial
minority. When asked, though, people also displayed interest in participating in local, open
debates if such meetings took place, but when national political figures were suggested to
them as possible “mediators” for the EU information, the idea was often automatically
discredited, to a benefit of a European Commissioner, though.
Surprisingly, however, the results of “trust” levels in the UK revealed that the British
citizens’ belief in the press was at the end of 2003 at startlingly low level of 17%, which was
less than half the EU average of 44%, and less than a third of that in Spain reaching the
highest 61%625. The outcome of little trust to the press resulted in the number of people who
had a feeling of having any information about the process of enlarging the EU with the
Eastern Europeans, as only 58% of the Britons could confirm such knowledge626.
On the one hand, such a result with reference to the coverage in the British press
should not be astonishing, as the information about Poland seemed to be incoherent as well
as incomplete. On the other hand, though, despite a lack of a complex and consistent picture
of Poland in this source of information, it was impossible to acquire at least some pieces of
knowledge about the aspiring country, and with eagerness to widen or confirm such an
image in other sources, the overall perception could be quite satisfying. Nevertheless,
without making an attempt to excuse the commentaries in the press, an average Briton was
able to learn about Polish politicians that they were determined and intransigent to achieve
their national goals, as well as with prospects to be a strong, stable and influential partner in
the European and world arena. As for the profile of an average farmer or an entrepreneur,
however, the British were able to find out that they could either be technologically backward
and poor landowners, or modern, prosperous and aspiring for the EU funds businessmen.
Finally, the way Poland was portrayed did not also clarify the British nation a real
picture of the country, as once it was perceived as an economically and politically unstable
state, while the other day the view changed to being a predictable ally and a responsible
partner. No wonder, then, that the citizens of the UK did have problems with comprehending
the information in order to get familiar with a new EU member. What were the reasons for
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concerns which was interspersed between the symptoms of admiration for the aspiring
country, then?

3.2. British fears of Poland’s membership.
The period around Poland’s accession to the European Union in the British press was
portrayed with the debates about opening the labour market for the newcomers. According to
the research conducted by MORI institute in 2001, 40% of Poles declared living and
working in another European country within the following five years627. Although the
member states had assumed the free movement of workers once the easterners became part
of the EU, the estimations stated that if there were no restrictions within this negotiation
area, between 1.6 to 2.4 million people would attempt to move from Poland, the Czech
Republic and Hungary to the EU by 2006. However, the vision presented with the outcomes
of the survey did not seem to threaten the EU states, including Britain, because, as Mark
Ambler, the leader of the research team noticed, the flow of skilled workers would contribute
to decreasing emerging skill shortages in the member countries, which would be beneficial
to them628. On the other hand, the phenomenon which posed a threat in terms of
employment, was the influx of unskilled or unemployed people who would damage the EU
states’ markets’ conditions.
Nevertheless, the researchers could also discern a disadvantage of labour market’s
flexibility for Poland’s economy provided that the estimated number of skilled Polish
workers did decide to work abroad. Interestingly, 58% of Poles, Swedes and 52% of Czechs
were in favour of easier possibilities of working and living in other EU countries, whereas
only 25% of Britons and 20% of Germans could agree with that notion, which explicitly
indicated little enthusiasm to the new nations visiting and occupying their markets. The least
unfavourable attitude of Germany to that issue was reflected in imposing transitional periods
in the area of labour movement between Poland and Germany, the British government,
however, did not take the suggested approach of the public opinion into account, and opened
its borders to the newcomers as soon as the states became the EU members.
When asked about the motives of leaving their country, though, the Poles tended to
refer to the increased payment more than the residents of any other candidate countries, and
moreover, as the biggest obstacles, they enumerated a lack of information about work
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possibilities, poor command of language and the difficulties in obtaining work permits629.
Therefore, the citizens of Poland longed for the moment of admission to begin to experience
the new working and living opportunities, but did the EU members and their residents look
forward to it with the same enthusiasm?
The right-wing newspapers as well as the British tabloids criticised Tony Blair for
the policy of “open door” with reference to the potential immigrants, whereas the
commentaries in more opinion-forming press focused on the disputes over how the presence
and flow of ten new members could affect the situation of the UK630. The Times emphasized
the significance of the enlargement not only for the reason of its size, but also its diversity of
living standards and economies between the current states and the joining ones631. Although
the article indicated the advantages of Britain for the new citizens in terms of migrations,
such as immediate employment and residential rights, or the right to full access to the
welfare system, the tone gave the impression of a bit of concern: “Britain’s welfare system
will prove a powerful attraction for new EU members”, especially connected with the
unskilled and unemployed workers, though. Moreover, the author slipped a dose of fear
when mentioning still small incomes in Poland, Slovakia or Estonia in comparison to the
UK’s salaries, which made the country even more attractive for their nations.
Furthermore, the fact that the very Poland was the biggest and highly populated state
out of the ten newcomers attracted the press, which usually presented Polish workers as
reliable, diligent and cheap unlike idle and spoilt by the public sector Britons632. Polish
employees had a distinguishing feature of being experts in their trades, therefore the British
homeowners needed a Polish worker to do a good job for a reasonable price, the newspaper
claimed. What is more, however, the Poles were considered to be well motivated labour,
which was ready to take long journeys and would not complain about hard work. All these
positive pictures of Polish immigrants were encouraging and motivating on the one hand, but
they also pointed out the condition of the Polish economy and high level of unemployment,
on the other.
The Times’ discussion on the labour opportunity led to the conclusion that one of the
eastern Europeans’ incentives to work in the UK was high wage level, citing the EU analysis
which suggested the purchasing power of Polish wages was equivalent to about 40% of the
629
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current EU members633. Moreover, the journalist referred also to the fact of undeveloped
benefit systems in whole eastern Europe, making reference to Poland and its 19% of
unemployment, whereas the rate in the Czech Republic amounted to 7.6% and 5.9% in
Hungary. No wonder, then, that the British Prime Minister’s speech at the House of
Commons just before the entry called for the possibility of changing the welfare benefit rules
in Britain in order to discourage “benefit tourists”634.
The inconsistency of Poland’s portrayal in the British press was proven by presenting
Poles as highly skilled people who, although more than once worked as labourers, trades
people or service sector workers, could apply their skills more rationally in the EU market
due to the membership, and contrasting such an image with a traditional, a bit backward
society635. Following this way of perception, though, the Poles were a nation still dominated
by the Catholic church and Poland was a country afraid of discussing such issues as
prostitution or paedophilia. The observation that Poland was a catholic state, where families
took care of the elders, and the care for others constituted a national feature, completed the
view from a different perspective, leaving a reader with a question: how wrong such a
picture should be according to the “European standards”?
The issue of no labour barriers in the UK took the greatest coverage at the time of the
accession, when the press referred to Poland in the context of the other entrants, just as The
Times, or dedicated more commentaries to Poland only, like The Daily Telegraph. The
debate on the range of Great Britain’s diversity and its “capacity” to include more nations
appeared in The Times three weeks before the big day636. The question of multiculturalism in
Britain contributed to the area of fears as the observer claimed not to oppose the migrations
or undermine the government’s ability to manage the issue, nevertheless, the concern was
more of functioning of the state. The Poles were placed in the context of the greatest flow of
foreigners to Britain, which allowed defining the problems in question: the impact of ethnic
and cultural differences on the state, and moreover, country’s physical capacity to
accommodate the strangers. Thus, even if Britain’s government considered the open door
policy not to be a threat for its residents, there were and would appear the issues which
influenced the immigration indirectly.
The day of the accession, however, became the moment to celebrate with the series
of articles about Poland in The Daily Telegraph. On the eve of the membership, the
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newspaper showed Poland’s strong reaction to the EU’s ban on workers in the form of
“revenge” over some EU states, hence implementing similar limitations to those willing to
work in Poland637. Although Hungary had declared imposing the restrictions either, it was
the biggest joining country which attracted Telegraph’s attention, with the possibility to
present the state’s dogged determination and emotional response.
On 1 May 2004 The Daily Telegraph made attempts to dispel possible British
concerns about Poles’ flooding its labour market, citing the statement of Jan Mokrzycki, the
president of the Federation of Poles, who believed Britain could experience only a short-term
arrival of his countrymen638. To convince themselves, however, the journalists referred to
economists and statisticians, according to whom the movement of workers to the UK would
be attractive for only first years, then the admiration would slow down639. The assumptions
were based on the data from 1980s, when the Europeans feared the admission of Greek,
Spanish and Portuguese craving for better working and living conditions. Moreover, the
experts of migrations reassured that those of the fresh members who wished to emigrate had
already been in the EU, therefore it was groundless to worry about “eastern invasion”.
The press coverage became the source of information about Poland’s lack of
opportunity for young people to earn decent money in order to lead a comfortable life640. The
young Polish generation complained about low salaries despite the fact that they had
degrees, but also mentioned willingness to learn a foreign language as a reason for leaving
the country. They seemed to be so desperate as to take up any work for some time in order to
satisfy their needs, i.e. to buy a flat, car or to start a family. Furthermore, the British
newspaper did not hesitate to present Poland as a potential threat for other EU newcomers,
namely Hungary641. Hungary appeared as a wealthier country, which worried about its
labour market and considered imposing curbs: “…consider the fact that more and more old
EU members are limiting access of the new workforce from new member states to their
labour markets, then the next consequence is that Poland, with 18% of unemployment (…) –
where could they go? (…) – for example Hungary”642.
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Another issue, which took the British publicity, and could be perceived as a possible
concern was a Polish political arena, with every symptoms of the government’s instability
taken into consideration. The Times noted down the problems with the public support of the
Polish Prime Minister, Leszek Miller, regarded by the majority of British newspapers as one
of the most essential EU leaders643. Under the headline: “Unstable newcomers pose threat”
the author presented his analysis of political scene among the entrants, including Poland,
with the concern about having unpredictable new partners for the Western Europe if their
governments were to change so often. Unstable cabinets, the newspaper claimed, might
contribute to reaching compromises in the European arena as well, as with each shift of the
government its policy transformed.
The fact which resulted from Poland’s political instability and was against its strong
position as the EU member was the tendency to corruption scandals, the defect noticed by all
newspapers. The Guardian interspersed this with all unfavourable features of Poland, such as
less than 20% of Miller’s popularity, 20% of unemployment, problems with farmers meeting
the EU hygiene standards, maliciously calling the state “full of attraction”644. Moreover, the
British newspaper could sow the seeds of doubts in the EU 15 states with presenting the
“worst” features Polish politicians possessed, being a tough, self-centred, uncompromising
partner, with a nationalistic, sometimes un-European approach some of the EU members did
not hesitate to state, yet the partner for the European Union impossible to resist645. Although
Poland was perceived as “behaving like the principal power in the region”, described as
having “acquired a reputation for combining the worst characteristic of the member of
existing awkward squad (…) the arrogance of the French, the Euro-scepticism of the British
and the stubborn selfishness of the Spanish”, one could not deny it had excellent examples to
follow.
All in all, the British attitude towards Poland, in terms of possible fears, began to
change the closer the enlargement date approached. Although at the beginning of the
accession negotiations, as well as during the demanding process, the Poles were perceived as
a nation with both strengths and weaknesses, but to the strengths’ advantage, the peak of the
event brought more and more concerns. The features which used to be called advantages of
the Poles, such as the eagerness to fight for better living conditions, tended to be described
by the British public opinion as potential threats. Out of the sudden, the UK’s citizens were
643

Browne A., EU fears stormy front arriving from the East, The Times, February 6, 2004, Internet:
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/article1056446.ece.
644
Tempest M., Poles of attraction, The Guardian, May 16, 2003, Internet:
http://www.guardian.co.uk/print/0,,4670864-106710,00.html.
645
Black I., Poles apart, The Guardian, October 31, 2003, Internet:
http://www.guardian.co.uk/print/0,,4787311-105806,00.html.
226

in fear of the Polish nation’s invasion, especially attracted by the welfare benefits. Moreover,
the government almost joined the panic acceding to the society’s call for paying attention to
the “open door” policy. Such an approach was the example of mutual dependence between
public opinion and the politics, which influenced each other, though.
However, despite the fact that the hysterical reaction of the British to the admission
of Poland did cause a great concern among the political elites, the press made attempts to
prove the membership not to make a revolution, thus easing the alarming voices. If the
public opinion was to decide about Poland’s membership in the EU and the conditions of its
accession, the outcome of the negotiations would definitely be of a different turn of events.
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