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The EU in International Affairs
A Global Actor Sui Generis

Andrea BENVENUTI and Max GUDERZO

University of New South Wales and
University of Florence respectively

In 1964, British Prime Minister Harold Wilson famously quipped that
a week was “a long time in politics”. The Labour leader probably had
in mind the dramatic change in his government’s fortunes following his
victory at the October 1964 general election: the elation generated by
Labour’s return to power after twenty-three years in the political wil-
derness soon gave way to serious concerns over the state of the British
economy, and, more specifically, over the United Kingdom’s gloomy bal-
ance of payments figures and the weakness of sterling.' Born of Labour’s
troubled early days in office, Wilson’s aphorism entered British political
folklore. Its validity, however, remains universal, transcending political
cultures and historical circumstances; it applies to political leaders as
much as governments and other political institutions. The European Union
(EU), of course, is no exception. Six years ago, when turmoil engulfed the
global economy and the international financial system seemed to be on
the verge of a disastrous meltdown as a result of the American subprime
mortgage crisis, the European Monetary Union and its flagship, the euro,
appeared to provide a safe shelter for countries badly hit by the financial
storm. Central and eastern European countries were reported to be keen
on adopting the euro; Iceland announced its intention to apply for EU
membership with a view to eventually entering the eurozone; and the idea
of the UK joining the euro was even mooted in the British press although
never seriously considered by the British government. Alas, six years
down the track — and in an almost Dickensian turn of events — we are
witnessing a serious political and economic storm, which is threatening

' See, for instance, Newton, S., “The Two Sterling Crises of 1964 and the Decision not

to Devalue,” Cardiff Historical Papers, Vol. 7, No. 1, 2007, pp. 1-45, http://www.card
iff.ac.uk/share/resources/CHP%20Newton%20-%20sterling%20crises.pdf, accessed
31 May 2012.
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the very existence of the euro and casting a dark shadow on the future of
the EU itself.

How the current turbulence in Europe is going to play out and how it
will impact on the eurozone’s future as a viable fiscal and monetary union,
on its member states, as well as on the cohesion of the wider Union, is
as yet, unclear. Also uncertain are the implications of such turbulence for
the rest of the world and the latter’s political and economic relations with
the EU. As one of the contributors to this volume suggests in an essay
on Indian-EU relations, the current eurozone crisis does not seem to be
conducive to the development of a close political partnership between the
EU and India. Nor, it seems, would it augur well for the future of the EU’s
other major relationships if the economic turmoil in Europe were to spill
over into the global economy and severely affect the EU’s main partners.

Still, as policymakers and academic scholars are grappling with the
political and economic implications of the EU’s current travails, it is
important not to indulge in facile euroscepticism and lose sight of the
important accomplishments that have been achieved in Europe over the
past sixty years as a result of the Old Continent’s growing integration.
During this period, not only did the EU act as a major force for the polit-
ical and economic transformation of Europe, but it also emerged as a
powerful trade negotiator and an important player in global issues such
as the environment, development aid, social policy and human rights.
Unsurprisingly, given the EU’s rising profile and visibility at the inter-
national level, its role in world affairs has received increasing scholarly
attention and has become the focus of intense debate among academ-
ics and practitioners. This edited volume is the outcome of a conference
on the external relations of the European Union held in Melbourne in
September 2009. It was organised by the European and EU Centre at
Monash University (Melbourne) in collaboration with the University of
New South Wales (Sydney), the Machiavelli Inter-University Centre for
Cold War Studies (CIMA, Florence and Rome) and the National Centre
for Research on Europe at the University of Canterbury (Christchurch)
and it makes an important contribution to this ongoing debate by seek-
ing to address a number of important questions on the nature of the EU’s
international role. Chief among these is no doubt the question of how the
EU has been seen by non-EU countries since its inception in the 1950s.
Has, for instance, the EU’s view of itself as a growing political and stra-
tegic presence in the international system been shared by other interna-
tional actors, and, if so, to what extent? In other words, exactly how is
the EU perceived by the international community and how have these
perceptions developed over time? Has the EU been perceived to be more
of an economic actor or a political force? Is the EU seen as a regional
model that could be emulated by others? In addressing these questions,
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this volume aims to throw further light on the distinctive character of
European integration and its external dimension.

The first part of this book comprises two essays which examine the
EU’s relations with its European neighbours. Part II focuses on the EU
and the Asia-Pacific region and, in so doing, examines the EU’s links
with a number of influential regional actors, such as China, Japan, India,
Singapore, Australia and New Zealand. The third part looks at the inter-
actions and reciprocal perceptions between the EU, on one side, and
the Americas on the other, while Part IV explores EU relations with the
African, Caribbean and Pacific countries (ACP), investigating the theme
of a postcolonial heritage in EU external relations. Finally, the fifth part
deals with the EU legal system, its possible contribution to global govern-
ance and its performance in multilateral taxation contexts.

The two essays belonging to the first section of the book are quite
different in kind and perspective. Both, however, are concerned with the
same (and peculiar) dimension of the European Economic Community
(EEC)/European Union (EU)’s outward projection — namely, cold war
and post-cold war relations between an integrated Western European
bloc, the Soviet Union and the latter’s former Eastern European satellites.
Ambassador David Daly offers a lively personal view on the EU’s east-
ward enlargement during the two momentous decades that followed the
end of the Cold War. Karolina Pietras focuses on the diverging popular
perceptions and collective memories of Solidarnos¢ (the Solidarity move-
ment) (and the role played by it in the Polish crisis of the Eighties) in both
Western Europe and Poland itself and how these perceptions/memories
have changed over time.

More specifically, Ambassador Daly reflects on the challenges the
EU has faced and the successes it has achieved in its five-decade-long
expansion from the initial core of six founding partners to the current
twenty-eight member states. In taking stock of what he calls a “some-
times tumultuous” process, Ambassador Daly notes how the enlargement
of the EU has not only revolutionised (for the better) the political, eco-
nomic and social face of post-war Europe, but has also transformed the
EU itself and its member states. On this last point — which is also the focus
of his chapter — he reminds us of the tremendous effort asked of candi-
date countries and the significant demands made upon them in their quest
for EU membership. An experienced participant himself in the enlarge-
ment process, Ambassador Daly argues that, despite a certain air of near-
inevitability often surrounding enlargement negotiations, the accession of
candidate countries has never been a foregone conclusion, nor, as he puts
it, a “pre-ordained and sealed fate”. Given the complexity of the enlarge-
ment process, Daly also does well to remind us of two things: first, that it
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would be a mistake to consider EU membership a ready solution to every
national or regional problem. Accession is a long adaptive process that
continues well beyond the formal date of accession and the benefits of
which are often only measurable in the longer term. Second, it would be
wrong to fall into pessimism. As he points out, European integration has
never been short of “nay-sayers” or “prophets of doom”. Yet, it is perhaps
worth remembering, as Daly does, that “almost as satisfying as all that
has happened over the years of [his] involvement with enlargement is
what has not happened” in terms of doom and gloom scenarios.

In her chapter, Pietras makes a valuable contribution to a better under-
standing of the Solidarnos¢ legacy in contemporary European history
and culture. In so doing, she effectively shows how distant Western and
Eastern Europeans still are from sharing a genuine common European
identity after the long Cold War interlude — and notwithstanding all the
advantages brought about by enlargement, as outlined by Ambassador
Daly in his previous chapter. Noting how Polish perceptions of
Solidarnosé have moved from the wide popular support that the move-
ment enjoyed in the Eighties to quite a different, and ultimately less
positive, image subsequently, Pietras tries to explain why, and in what
way, things have evolved differently in the West (essentially France and
Germany). Although further research based on archival documents may
one day cast a different light on the period and issues examined by
Pietras, the author’s sound methodological approach to public opinion
behaviour and the wide scope of her study, in parallel perspectives, on
one of the most important inner crises of the Soviet empire, make this
chapter a precious contribution in an area of key importance for the
future of the EU. The building of a common European identity through
a shared collective memory is, indeed, seen by many as the indispensa-
ble prerequisite for the emergence of a truly effective EU role in inter-
national affairs.

Coming to the section devoted to the EU’s relations with the Asia-
Pacific region, both essays by Andrea Benvenuti, Natalia Chaban and
Sarah Christie examine Australasian attitudes towards the early process
of European integration in the 1950s. Whereas Benvenuti focuses on
the Australian government’s attitude towards the establishment of the
European Economic Community (EEC), which he describes as rather
hesitant and uncertain, Chaban and Christie cast an interesting light on
New Zealand’s governmental and media perceptions of the early integra-
tion process. In their view, while generally supportive of steps towards
closer continental collaboration, the New Zealand government was none-
theless awake to the risk that New Zealand might one day have to pay a
heavy price for this support. As in the case of Australia, policymakers in
Wellington viewed with concern the prospect of Britain’s membership
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of the EEC since British entry would have significant economic
implications for New Zealand. This attitude, Chaban and Christie show,
was also broadly shared by the New Zealand media. The question of New
Zealand’s attitudes towards European integration is further explored in
Serena Kelly’s chapter on New Zealand and Singaporean contemporary
perceptions of the EU. The focus here, of course, is on the present, rather
than the past. Kelly finds that, while in both New Zealand and Singapore
local political elites and public opinion tend to view the EU as a relatively
strong economic power, uncertainty remains over the nature of the EU’s
role beyond the economic realm. Kelly observes that if the EU is trying
to “brand” itself as a normative power, then it is clearly finding it hard to
be recognised as such.

The next chapters further explore the EU’s role and place in contempo-
rary international affairs by focusing on India-EU relations. In examining
the significance of the EU for Indian foreign policy and security strategy,
Daniel Novotny argues that in spite of Indo-European attempts to deepen
their ties through the signing of the Strategic Partnership Agreement in
2004, the bilateral relationship still lacks critical depth and sufficient close-
ness. The Indian foreign policy elite no doubt recognises the EU’s clout
in international economic affairs, yet it remains understandably sceptical
of the EU’s ability to give itself a coherent foreign and security policy. In
Indian eyes, the problem of the EU’s inability to speak with a single voice
in foreign affairs is further compounded by a “perceived lack of common
strategic interests” between India and the EU. Given these limitations, it
is no surprise if the EU remains a marginal factor in New Delhi’s foreign
and defence policy calculations. Similar concerns are raised by Rajendra
Jain in his chapter on contemporary Indian perspectives on the EU and
its international role. Here Jain notes also the inability of both India and
the EU — their strategic partnership notwithstanding — to establish a struc-
tured dialogue on security issues owing to different priorities and security
concerns (with India essentially confronting traditional security threats
in a largely hostile neighbourhood and the EU mostly preoccupied with
non-traditional security threats). That said, Jain also reminds us of the
progress that has been achieved in Indian-EU relations since the estab-
lishment of formal diplomatic ties in 1962. While such progress as has
been achieved might not be exceptional, it is nonetheless real enough.
Not only has Indo-European political dialogue “considerably widened
and deepened” over the past fifty years, but, more importantly, there is
still a growing willingness on the part of both India and the EU to engage
further. More pessimistic, however, about the current (and future) state of
India-EU relations is Emilian Kavalski. Despite the oft-heard claim that
India and the EU are natural partners, Kavalski remarks how little there is
beyond mere commercial interests that brings India and the EU together.
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He also notes how often the “frenemy” pattern characterises the interac-
tions between New Delhi and Brussels.

The peculiarities of the EU’s international role and the limitations
of its Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) are well illustrated
in a revealing chapter by Gudrun Wacker on EU’s relations with East
Asia. Like Novotny, Jain and Kavalski, this author also finds that the
EU has been punching well below its weight in Asia. She concurs with
the existing literature on EU relations towards Asia that not only has the
EU traditionally focused on trade and investment in its dealings with the
region, but that it has also been slow in recognising the current systemic
power shift from Europe to Asia. She argues that while the EU is not a
unified actor and is unlikely to become one in the foreseeable future, it
has nonetheless the potential to “raise its game” and aspire to play a more
prominent political role in East Asia. Much, of course, will depend on
the EU itself. Unless it injects more substance, coherence and clarity into
its policy towards the region, the EU is destined to become increasingly
marginalised in the region.

Relations with the other emerging Asian great power, the People’s
Republic of China (PRC), are the focus of Marie Julie Chenard’s chapter.
She examines the evolution of the European Community (EC)’s policy
towards the PRC between 1973 and 1975. She argues that the establish-
ment of diplomatic relations between Brussels and Beijing “marked a
decisive point in the Community’s opening to China”. More importantly,
it indicated a readiness, on the European Commission’s part, to play a
foreign policy role as well as its desire to show that the EC was “more
than just the sum of its member states”. As Chenard points out, the EC’s
opening to China required answers “regarding which external relations
issues the EC should tackle, how the Community as a whole should tackle
them and who should speak for the Community in international politics”.

No scholarly account of the EU’s role in, and policy towards, the Asia-
Pacific region would be complete without a proper examination of Euro-
Japanese relations. Hitoshi Suzuki provides just that by examining how
the EC dealt with Japan in the 1970s. In this historical chapter, Suzuki
focuses on how the European Commission resisted pressure from the EC
member states to impose restrictions on the importation of Japanese cars,
electronic goods and textiles in order to reduce Europe’s growing trade
imbalances with Japan. Although it found it difficult to rein in the pro-
tectionist instincts of several member states (who still went ahead and
introduced domestic safeguards against Japanese exports even at the cost
of making the European Community’s common foreign trade appear as
lacking consistency and clarity), the European Commission nonetheless
managed to impose its approach. This policy was centred on the idea that
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Euro-Japanese trade imbalances should be reduced through the expansion
of EC exports to Japan and not the imposition of restrictions on Japanese
exports. The Commission was able to persuade the Japanese government
to begin to open up its highly protected internal market and, in so doing,
to make a greater contribution to sustaining the world economy.

American attitudes towards the European Community and the EU
make up the third part of the volume. Flora Anderson has written a con-
vincing essay on US perceptions of the European integration process in
the 1940s and 1950s through the lens of two prominent social scientists.
Max Guderzo takes the story forward by studying those perceptions from
a different angle and during a different period (1962-73). For his part,
Rémy Davison proposes an innovative interpretation of the NATO con-
text and its links with the EU. Latin America also figures prominently in
this section through the contribution offered by Edward Moxon-Browne,
whose chapter more specifically examines Central and South American
perceptions and interpretations of the European integration process.

Anderson’s essay belongs to a growing body of scholarship that seeks
not only to chart the gradual emergence of a transatlantic intellectual net-
work, but also to understand its influence. The network’s effect on the
political, diplomatic and economic dimensions of the European integra-
tion process and its close links with the US government, have been crucial
also in the formulation of the latter’s policies towards Europe during and
after the Second World War. Based on primary sources available at the
Harvard University archives, this chapter focuses on Talcott Parsons and
Karl Deutsch, their scholarly work on European issues and their interac-
tions with the Department of State and other branches of the US govern-
ment on the subject of European post-war reconstruction. Where Parsons
sought to understand the roots of National Socialism in Germany with
a view to avoiding the re-emergence of totalitarianism across post-war
Europe, Deutsch devoted his attention to the twin questions of European
modernisation and integration through innovative patterns of interna-
tional organisation. Both agreed on the need to develop a new “vision” of
European integration, a vision that would help secure one of the most
pressing objectives at the time — the reconstruction of the Old Continent —
in a manner acceptable to American interests and global aspirations. In
examining Parsons and Deutsch’s intellectual contributions to the mak-
ing of post-war Europe, the author throws an interesting new light on the
conceptual framework that underpinned the well-known contribution of
the US to the birth of an integrated and stable Western Europe.

Like Anderson’s contribution, Guderzo’s essay also deals with the
political, economic and strategic rationale behind American moves in
support of European integration in the decades immediately following
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the end of the Second World War. Here, however, the focus is on the
period beginning with John Kennedy’s declaration of transatlantic inter-
dependence in July 1962 and ending with the first EC enlargement in
1973. Starting from American responses to early Western European steps
towards politico-economic co-operation in the 1950s, Guderzo identi-
fies an important common theme between Kennedy’s EC policy and that
of his predecessors, Harry Truman and Dwight Eisenhower. Guderzo
calls this theme “enlightened interest” and correctly views it as the main
explanatory key behind the great degree of continuity that characterized
American reactions to European integration between the early 1950s
and mid-1960s. That said, the last years of the Johnson Administration
and the new course set by Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger saw an
important change in American attitudes towards the EC and, accordingly,
Guderzo examines this change through the lens of realpolitik. He argues
that Nixon’s tilt away from genuine multilateralism in favour of realpo-
litik cannot simply be ascribed to US domestic considerations and wider
foreign policy calculations. It was, rather, a response to a noticeable sense
of disillusionment with America’s European partners that gripped the
Administration in the aftermath of the latter’s ill-fated attempt at transat-
lantic co-management of most world affairs.

Rémy Davison completes this framework of analysis centred on the
United States and its relations with Western Europe by proposing a well-
structured approach in eight steps to the gradual transformation of the
EU-NATO partnership since the end of the Cold War. The chapter looks
at the way in which NATO belied most predictions and academic analy-
ses in the 1990s by successfully setting in motion its own transformation
from its previous role as a deterrent force to an “out-of-area” offensive
military force. The author rightly identifies the first Gulf War as the start-
ing point of this metamorphosis and the intervention in the Bosnian war
as its full demonstration, through air strikes on Serbian forces and the
subsequent peace-keeping role played by the alliance. Emphasizing the
logical connection between those developments and the development of
the Military Concept introduced at the 2002 Prague Summit, the chapter
also explores the 9/11 terrorist attack on the United States and its impli-
cations for EU-NATO relations. Substantial sections of the essay are
devoted to the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, the Partnership Action
Plans on Terrorism and the major challenges identified (and faced) by
NATO in the period under review. The author also analyses the main ele-
ments of collaboration and competition in the EU-NATO relationship,
and interprets the roots of transatlantic divergence on specific issues. In
this context, Davison not only mentions the American tolerance towards
EU attempts to define its own security and defence policies, but also refers
to Washington’s fundamental scepticism about the EU’s real readiness to
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offer front-line contributions in an independent or joint capacity. These
remarks, which may go a long way to explaining why the US has been
building ad hoc constellations of power within and without NATO for the
last two decades, once again remind us of the complex dynamics of trans-
atlantic relations, as well as of the EU’s tardiness in taking responsible
roles in international affairs.

This “American picture” is completed by Moxon-Browne with an
essay on the multi-nuanced nature of Central and South American percep-
tions of the European integration process. In the first part of his chapter,
Moxon-Browne examines, in depth, public opinion trends for the period
1995-2000 and assesses Latin American awareness of the EU with spe-
cific attention to significant sub-regional variations, respondents’ educa-
tion levels, competition with other international organizations and the US
in terms of “image” and presence. He shows that while no single Latin
American viewpoint exists on the EU, it is nonetheless apparent that the
latter does not enjoy the same well-defined profile as the United States.
That said, regional elites and the more educated sections of Latin American
societies are cognizant “of the nuances of EU policies in Latin America
and in the world more broadly, especially in the context of upholding
peace and providing international stability”. In the chapter’s second sec-
tion, he not only investigates the suitability of Europe’s path to regional
integration as a model for Latin American regionalism, but also explores
the extent to which the European example has directly or indirectly influ-
enced the development of multilateralism in a context often dominated
by strong nationalism. In addition, the author proposes a parallel view of
MERCOSUR (Common Market of the South) and the EU. This is con-
veyed through an innovative perspective — that of the former as a “two-
way mirror” of the EU against the backdrop of rival economic interactions
due to the presence on stage of the US as a traditional strong actor.

Moving to Part IV of the book, Ferdinand Leikam and Laura Kottos
offer two stimulating interpretations of Western Europe’s relations
with the ACP countries. More specifically, Leikam examines the EEC-
Commonwealth Africa partnership from Rome to Lomé, whereas Kottos
centres her attention on French, Belgian and British imperial attitudes
on the eve of the establishment of the EEC in 1957-58. Leikam’s work
mainly relies on British and EC archival sources, but it also makes good
use of available African material, including press reports and diplomatic
accounts. The final product is an interesting essay articulated in four sec-
tions. The chapter’s first part discusses the origins of the EEC and its
association system, and focuses on the impact of these developments on
British colonies and newly independent Commonwealth states in Africa.
Here Leikam casts an interesting light on how these countries/colonies
perceived the new European institutions from outside. Having done so,
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the author then moves to examine Britain’s first bid to join the EEC in
1961-63 and analyses the reactions of the British (African) Commonwealth
to London’s plans for the extension of the EEC’s association regime to
its current and former colonies. The chapter’s third section deals with
the decision taken by some members of the African Commonwealth to
pursue association agreements with the Six, also in reaction to the first
Yaoundé agreement signed in July 1963. The author shows that relations
between Commonwealth Africa and the EEC remained uneasy for, while
the EEC insisted on reverse preferences, the African Commonwealth
remained opposed to the principle of reciprocity. In his last section,
Leikam covers Britain’s final (and successful) bid for EEC membership
in 1970-72 and explores the consequences of British EEC accession on
London’s former African colonies. Here Leikam also looks at the impact
of the Lomé Convention and the association system as a means to build a
durable structure for relations between Africa and an integrated Europe.

In her chapter, Kottos, too, aims to show the profound connections
between the process of European integration and decolonization in an
historical perspective. The author complements Leikam’s analysis by
offering a different view — in her case, from inside Europe — of the cru-
cial transition which saw the old imperial centres reassess and “restruc-
ture” the relationship with their own colonial peripheries in the second
half of the 1950s. More specifically, the essay investigates the attitudes
of France, Belgium and the United Kingdom to decolonization in a com-
parative context. It argues that the three colonial powers viewed the future
of their political and economic links with their former colonies (as well
as that of these newly independent states with the emerging European
Communities) pretty much in the same way — that is, as a continuation of
empire by other means. In this context, modernization was the key tool
(and quite an expensive tool, at that) to reach such a goal. While France
and Belgium chose to achieve this through the association system, Britain
initially preferred to wait and remain outside the EEC, fearing that inte-
gration in Europe could slow down inter alia the needed transformation
of its empire. Also relying on an analysis of public opinion trends as well
as on an examination of the role played by domestic pressure groups in
steering governmental choices towards new and stronger links between
Europe and its former colonies, this chapter offers not only a stimulating
comparative analysis of Europe’s role in the decolonisation process, but
also an original interpretation of Europe’s end of empire.

The last section of the volume includes two essays by Rostam J.
Neuwirth and George Gilligan. Neuwirth singles out the main flaws that
undermine the current structure of the international legal order and pro-
poses persuasive interpretations of the debate on the relationship between
international law and European law. Key issues such as the legal status
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of the EU, or its competences and capacities as an international actor are
examined and the discussion also touches the core of external perceptions
of Europe and the EU debated elsewhere in the book. The author gives
specific attention to a central question, namely, why international law,
based as it is on traditional relations between sovereign nation states, has
not yet discovered the secret of inner dynamism characterizing European
law, which has proven able to progress in sixty years from the founda-
tion of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) to the Treaty of
Lisbon. The chapter also studies the reform of the United Nations system,
the main trends in the related academic debate and the financial elements
involved, including the taboo of supranational taxes. It examines the main
features of the EU legal order, highlighting such key concepts as the sin-
gle institutional framework, the subsidiarity principle and the financial
aspects of the EU architecture. The concluding remarks summarise the
preconditions for a reform of the international legal order as a whole, also
building on the EU experience with its history of successes and failures.

Gilligan’s essay adopts a different perspective to investigate the
EU’s interaction with other international organizations, examining its
role as an efficient and proactive player in multilateral taxation contexts.
The chapter devotes specific attention to the EU Savings Tax Directive
(EUSTD), analysing in detail its genesis and impact, and to Organisation
for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) activities in the
area of harmful tax practices (OECDHTP), both deemed by Gilligan to
be very significant anti-tax avoidance multilateral regulatory initiatives.
Discussion of these issues involves parallel sets of intertwined reflections
on sovereignty — in particular, national fiscal sovereignty and legitimacy —
which, in turn, underpin the theoretical architecture of the essay. The
author uses a wide range of sources to show the extent to which both the
EUSTD and OECDHTP have either received significant support or gener-
ated strong opposition in a manner that demonstrates the force of globali-
zation and the growing interdependence between nation states. Gilligan’s
conclusions not only underscore the perceptions of different jurisdictions
in relation to their legitimate position on transparency in taxation and
other financial domains. They also underline the crucial significance of
normative issues in understanding compliance at all levels, whether at
local, national or international level. The durable importance of market
forces, the need for more research, empirical data collection and informed
interpretations in order to assess the efficacy of international regulatory
initiatives such as the EUSTD and the OECDHTP are also apparent. Each
of these elements is needed to produce policy-relevant prescriptions on
the benefits deriving from increased tax competition and from global,
rather than regional, approaches to international tax coordination. In order
to show that political economy contexts and their variations do matter
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in explaining the different approaches examined in this essay, Gilligan
also draws attention to the contrasting attitudes of the Bush and Obama
Administrations to the proactive anti-avoidance initiatives taken by the
EU in multilateral taxation contexts. He concludes that the EU is likely to
become an increasingly important actor in these contexts.

The concluding remarks to this volume are by Pascaline Winand,
the resourceful Director of the Monash European and EU Centre from
2007 to 2014 and expert organizer of the 2009 conference, upon which
this book is based. Her conclusions offer an interpretative golden thread
through the five different sections of this volume, skilfully drawing atten-
tion to the EU’s role in international affairs that is at once complex and in
flux. As she points out, the multifaceted nature of EU’s external relations
requires a continuing effort on the part of academic researchers and policy
analysts to grasp and explain such complexity. It is in this spirit that this
book has been written. Our hope is that it will not only make a significant
contribution to a better understanding of a complex institution such as the
European Union, but it will also provide a stimulating stepping stone to
further research into a very challenging but equally rewarding field.
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EU Enlargement

A Success but Never a Simple Question of Time

H.E. David DALy

Ambassador and Head of Delegation of the European Union
to Australia and New Zealand from 2009 to 2013

European foreign policy is an area that has seen more than its share
of transformations over the years and certainly more than I personally
expected to see when I started out in my career with the European Union.
Thus, a book which brings together so many of the threads of the evolu-
tion of institutions and individuals in response to a changing world and
context in Europe is a very useful addition to the literature in this sector.
It is a great privilege for me to be asked to contribute to this volume and
in so doing, share something of my own perception and experiences of
what have been, by any reckoning, an extraordinary twenty years. In this
chapter, I hope to offer some insights into the process of enlargement, an
area with which I have had a long and, I hope, fruitful involvement.

In any discussion of enlargement of the European Union a single
question seems to be asked more often than any other. That question is
“when?”; “When will country X join the EU?” The EU has grown in
numbers of member states many times in its history, with Ireland, the
UK and Denmark being the first new member states to join in 1973 to the
latest accessions — those of Romania and Bulgaria in 2007, and Croatia
in 2013 now bringing us to a Union of twenty-eight. So “when?” may
seem the most obvious way to ask for an accession progress report. And
yet, posing the question in this manner assumes a certain inevitability,
almost a pre-ordained and sealed fate. The only element left in doubt is
the final date of accession. Having had a direct involvement in trade lib-
eralisation discussions with the countries of central and eastern Europe,
accession negotiations with Hungary and on-going work to stabilise the
West Balkans and the accession of Croatia, I have come to the view that
the question of “when?” is unhelpful. Accession and stabilisation are
dynamic processes that cannot be accomplished by the serene contem-
plation of a ticking clock. Before setting out a new and more pertinent
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question with which to tackle the subject of enlargement I would like to
examine the recent enlargements of the EU and their effects on the EU
and the new member states.

The Most Successful Policy of the EU

At the time of the fall of the Berlin Wall the EU had 12 member states.
German unification aside, enlargement to a Europe of 25 came to occupy the
efforts of many in the EU for much of the 1990s, leading finally to the acces-
sion of ten very diverse new member states, most from central and eastern
Europe on 1 May 2004. Chris Patten, a former European Commissioner for
Competition and currently Chancellor of Oxford University, writing about
the collapse of Russia’s Communist empire in Europe, has noted: “We now
had to cope with the results of the ending of Europe’s division. We found a
policy to support the emergence of open markets and democracy in central
and eastern Europe — the enlargement of the EU. This has been the most
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successful foreign policy pursued by Europe”.

The success of the policy of enlargement is particularly evident in the
political sphere. The prospect of accession to the EU helped candidate
countries to make changes that cemented key elements of a democratic
free-market system in place and guaranteed the adoption of reforms in the
areas of human rights, freedom of media, equality, institution building,
regulatory convergence, as well as tackling organised crime and corrup-
tion. This great raft of transformations in the candidate countries was not
accomplished without difficulties, discussion and occasional stops and
starts. Many times along the way we were told it would be much easier
to garner support for reforms if there were a “target date”, an accession
deadline of sorts. Tempting though this line of thinking may be, I found
myself wondering on many occasions why it was that people were so
keen to ask the wrong question. There was a question that was rarely
asked but that could usefully have figured a lot more prominently in peo-
ple’s minds. That question was not “when?”, but rather “what?”; as in
“What do we still have to do in order to be ready to join the EU?”

Accession — Not an Inevitable Outcome

To understand the importance of this latter question, we must remem-
ber what it means to accede to the EU. With accession comes an obliga-
tion on the new member state to implement EU law. European law has
grown in breadth and in depth over the years and now is a substantial cor-
pus of texts and accumulated jurisprudence. Any country joining the EU

Patten, C., Not Quite the Diplomat: Home Truths about World Affairs, London, Allen
Lane, 2005, p. 152.
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is committing itself to adopting the entire corpus and to incorporating it,
where appropriate, into domestic law. It also implies an acceptance of the
twin obligations to muster the political will, firstly, to implement its provi-
sions and secondly, to enforce EU law. This is a heavy burden and demands
a sophisticated public administration in the new member state. The price
for a member state neglecting its obligations in this regard can be high: the
European Commission has powers to bring a case against a member state to
the European Court of Justice, where it forms the opinion that the member
state has failed to meet its obligations under European law.

It is pertinent here to remind ourselves that at the heart of the EU is the
Single Market, which can only operate on a basis of mutual confidence
in the legal structure and administrative capacities between the member
states. If consumers in one member state did not have confidence in the
authorities of another the Single Market would unravel because barriers
to the free movement of goods, workers and capital would be created.
These barriers would, no doubt, further undermine confidence among
ordinary consumers and the business community and would in the end be
the undoing of the entire project.

Given the central importance of confidence in the operation of the Single
Market, candidate countries must convince the European Commission and
the other member states that they do, in fact, possess the necessary legal
framework, administrative capacity and political will to implement and
enforce EU law. This must be proven to the satisfaction of all parties con-
cerned. But how is a candidate country to know what is expected of it? How
is it to convince the European Commission and the member states that it
has made the necessary changes to prepare for membership?

The Copenhagen Criteria

The EU adopted a set of criteria in 1993, known as the Copenhagen
Criteria, which outline the general principles to be respected. The
Communiqué of the Copenhagen Presidency Council (quoted in part
below) sets out the essential elements to be achieved:

Membership requires that the candidate country has achieved stability of
institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights, respect
for and protection of minorities, the existence of a functioning market
economy as well as the capacity to cope with competitive pressure and market
forces within the Union. Membership presupposes the candidate’s ability to
take on the obligations of membership including adherence to the aims of
political, economic and monetary union.’

Presidency Conclusions, Copenhagen European Council, 21-22 June 1993, Section
(ii), para. 2, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/enlargement/ec/pdf/cop_en.pdf, accessed
27 September 2012.
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To summarise, the criteria can be divided into four distinct groups:
political (functioning democracy, respect for human rights and for
minorities); economic (functioning market economy and the ability
to withstand the competitive pressures of the EU single market); legal
(presence of a legal system, adoption of the corpus of EU law) and
administrative (an ability to implement and enforce the law). The acces-
sion of a new member state changes life, not just for that state but also
for the rest of the EU states and in some ways for the character of the
EU as a whole. Thus, there is also a need for the EU, for its part, to be
able to absorb the new member state and for the Union to continue to
function successfully.

Viewed from the perspective of a candidate country, however, prin-
ciples are suitable as a starting point but they do not provide the sort of
detailed guidance that is needed for that country to take practical steps
towards membership. What is really needed is detailed guidance, sec-
tor by sector, that allows a candidate country to proceed in an organised
fashion with the legal, economic and administrative transformation that
membership demands of them. Candidate countries are assisted in their
preparations by the Commission in two ways: firstly, the Commission
undertakes an annual review of progress made by all candidate — and
potential candidate countries. This review contains detailed recommenda-
tions under each of the Copenhagen Criteria. Secondly, the Commission
sets a series of very detailed benchmarks at the start of the accession
negotiation process. These benchmarks relate to “chapters” or portions
of the acquis communautaire or corpus of EU law that the candidate
countries must adopt before their candidacy can be accepted for acces-
sion. When the EU and the candidate country agree that the necessary
changes have been made under a particular chapter, that chapter is said to
be closed. In the case of the membership application of Estonia, for exam-
ple, there were 30 chapters in all. Six were opened in 1998, seventeen in
1999, six in 2000 and one in 2002. All chapters were closed in December
2002 and an Accession Treaty was signed by the Estonian government
six months later and approved by referendum in September 2003. Formal
accession came on 1 May 2004.

The benchmarks are the agreed standards against which the progress of
the candidate country can be measured. Some examples of these include:
the correct application of State Aid law in industrial sectors undergoing
restructuring, e.g. ship-building or steel; the respect of basic freedoms
under law and in practice, e.g., access to courts, free media, and respect
for human rights; the incorporation of a reasonable strategy for budgeting
for the infrastructure investments needed to comply with EU environ-
mental law.
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How, then, does a candidate country show that it is really ready for
membership? How does a country prove that it has met the conditions?
The process of evaluation begins even before the candidate country
has applied for membership. Each candidate country signs a “Europe
Agreement” before their formal application for membership. The provi-
sions of this agreement set the scene for many of the changes that will be
required before the candidate country can accede to membership. In the
case of the West Balkans, association agreements were drawn up before
formal accession negotiations were entered into. Whether by Europe
Agreement or by Association Agreement, the intention was the same: to
provide something akin to a membership training ground for states that
had many changes and transformations to adopt before they could say that
they were ready to become fully fledged EU member states.

Getting to Know You

It was also an opportunity for the EU (both Commission and member
states) to get to know the candidate countries, and to become aware of
the strategies and policies that were intended to enact change and compli-
ance with the acquis. At particular stages along the way, there were also
opportunities for EU member states and the Commission to conduct “peer
reviews”, where public servants from member states worked alongside
their candidate country counterparts and reviewed progress that had been
made. Non-government organisations were also invited to take part in the
process and to contribute their comments and observations at this point.
Rather than concentrating on any one of these many steps along the way
as a single snap-shot of progress, I like to think of the whole process as
a period of engagement, shading into involvement. All of these contacts
and interchanges build into a more and more complete picture of the can-
didate country and allow everyone involved to assess progress towards
the eventual goal of incorporation of the acquis.

Of course, bumps along the road are part of the journey. Candidate
countries will always have their difficulties along the way. Past experi-
ence tells us that some industries have more work to do than others in
preparing themselves for a new competitive environment. Agriculture has
often been a cause of extensive discussion and the question of state aid
to particular industries or sectors is commonly another important area of
negotiation. Transition towards agreed procedures and standards under
the headings of Justice, Freedom and Security also commonly require
a steady hand on the tiller, if I might borrow a boating metaphor. The
free movement of workers and capital have both undergone a phasing-in
regime across Europe as both the candidate countries and the member
states assess the eventual impact of membership. None of these areas of
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discussion, negotiation and occasionally, of controversy, should obscure
the larger picture, however. The simple fact of the matter is that the can-
didate countries have many excellent political, strategic, economic and
social reasons for wishing to join the EU and existing member states have
a direct interest in the transition to membership being a success for both
the candidate country and established members. Fortified by the posi-
tive impetus that comes with membership candidacy, we have seen great
development and transformation in the Western Balkans and in many
other jurisdictions since those heady days that followed the fall of the
Eastern bloc.

Not a Miracle Cure

It would be a mistake, however, to imagine that EU membership was
a panacea or a “miracle cure” for every ill. It is not. Any country that has
taken on itself the strictures of applying for candidacy and which has
undergone the ensuing transformation that necessarily accompanies an
application for full membership of the EU will have experienced some-
thing closer to a “dawning” EU membership than to a single “light-bulb”
moment. That is to say, membership, with its ensuing advantages and
obligations, is not turned on in the casual flick of a switch, nor is it entered
into lightly. Although it is solemnised by a binding treaty and ratified
by each of the Parliaments of the EU, it is the culmination of a whole
process of transformation and development that will have lasted many
years. Concentrating on the supposed end point (EU membership) is, in
my opinion, a failure to apprehend the true nature of what is involved. In
reality, in undergoing the process of candidacy, the candidate countries
make changes that have many powerful effects, independent of any final
outcome to the process.

So it is that we saw a rise in foreign direct investment (FDI) in can-
didate countries all through the 1990s, long before accession in 2004. A
country that is actively adopting stricter and more transparent systems
across all areas of public and commercial administration is a country that
can attract investors who need to be reassured that their investment will
bear fruit and that the jurisdiction has a stable and predictable legal and
administrative platform from which to build a long-term business part-
nership. Not only did FDI grow in this period, so also did trade and that
trade became more sophisticated in nature. Foreign direct investment in
the candidate countries brought not just capital but also business and tech-
nological know-how. When companies decide to invest in an emerging
market, capital is only one of many things they bring to the table. They
transfer their knowledge of their home market and production methods,
their experience of working in the new regulatory framework and their
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business and production contacts. All of these transfers are important if a
country is to emerge truly prepared for the competitive environment that
is Europe. To have a right to compete without access to the ramping-up
process would be a right in name only. Another sign of the success of the
process is that competitiveness improved and productivity increased over
the candidateship period. This reflects the successful strategic nature of
the partnerships that were forged at this time.

These benefits of the candidature period were not lost as time went
on. Rather they continue to bear fruit, not just to the candidate countries
themselves but also to the wider European Union. The formal accession
of the ten candidate countries on 1 May 2004 came as the culmination of
a long process of engagement that has added significant momentum to the
adoption of European policies not just in the region but as a flag bearer for
policies that will be emulated across the region and in the wider world.

Looking at the case of Croatia, there is no doubt that the candidacy
period has proved important not just for Croatia itself but also for the
wider western Balkan region. Croatia has been engaged in the candidacy
and accession process since 2003 and acceded on 1 July 2013. We all
know the upheaval, not to mention the terrible destruction and loss of
life that accompanied the break-up of Yugoslavia. In taking upon itself
the challenges of candidacy, Croatia has taken a decisive step towards
a better future. Without a clear change in direction, the conflicts of the
1990s could end up casting a very dark shadow over the future peace and
prosperity of a new generation coming to the fore in the western Balkans.
Croatia’s strategic change of direction and its accession process have suc-
ceeded in mobilising a population behind something new, a project that
promises a brighter future for its people.

Wider than the immediate successes in Croatia alone, however, is
the impact of the demonstration effect of the Croatian experience. In the
same region, the EU has recognised Serbia, Macedonia and Montenegro
as official candidate countries. Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and
Kosovo have also been recognised as potential candidate countries. I feel
confident that the path taken by Croatia will be emulated by many of its
neighbours, copper-fastening stability and prosperity in the region. It is
particularly encouraging to see that Croatia has offered to cooperate with
Serbia in making translations of acquis documents available to Belgrade.
This is a very hopeful sign that Croatia is not seeking to play anything but
a positive role as a future member state.

Each Path of Engagement Unique

It is opportune to mention at this point that the path that was taken
by each country is a unique mix of local circumstances and engagement
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with the EU at a given period of time. It will not be repeated in identical
fashion by new candidate countries. The newest candidate states come to
the process of acclimatisation, adoption of the acquis and adaptation at a
moment in time when international and European Union dynamics have
evolved anew in light of developments. The priorities of the moment are
necessarily different, the challenges of the moment have changed and as
such, the process of becoming a member state of the EU will also have
evolved to some degree. The saying of Heraclitus comes to mind: one
can never step in the same river twice. It must be said that although some
things do change and even may change drastically, the aim of the process
of membership remains constant. Each new member state still needs to
prepare for the rigors of the internal market and to adapt to and adopt the
ground rules that form the basis of our agreed common market and com-
mon economic, social, political and legal space. Just as much as any pro-
spective member state, the EU has an interest in every new member being
a successful member. This is quite simply because standing together we
are always stronger than standing apart.

Tumultuous Change, Strong Benefits

To take stock of the results of the sometimes tumultuous period of
expansion, the EU is now the largest importer and exporter, particularly
of agricultural products from the developing world. The expansion of
the EU has brought with it a rise in GDP in the new member states in
the order of 1.75-1.85%, a significant boost. EU-15 has benefited to the
tune of a more modest 0.5%, but clearly from a much larger base. More
countries are covered by EU climate change policies than ever before.
This means that more countries are committed to the EU’s ambitious
greenhouse gas emission targets and other mitigating measures: a base
figure of 20% carbon emissions reduction, our emissions trading scheme,
a 20% energy efficiency target and a 20% renewable energy target for
2020. There are now more countries contributing to overseas develop-
ment aid (ODA) than before and Europe’s contributions account for 60%
of all ODA given globally. More countries contribute to the EU’s secu-
rity operations around the world. More countries are contributing to the
on-going process of developing our relationship to our new “next-door
neighbours”, those countries that, as a result of the enlargement process,
find themselves sharing a border with the EU.

The cause of a successful and strong Europe has never lacked for
nay-sayers. The prophets of doom have always had their distinctive, shrill
cry. Almost as satisfying as all that has happened over the years of my
involvement with enlargement is what has not happened. Some critics
said that Western Europe would be overrun with an exodus of millions
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from the East. There were movements of people, of course, but nothing
of that order. There were others who doubted the capacity of the new
member states to assume their responsibilities in the EU institutions, but
that has proven to be a false alarm. The Cypriot Presidency of 2012, the
Hungarian and the Polish Presidencies of the previous year are proof
positive that newer member states have taken up their duties within the
administration of the EU and served with great distinction in the range of
roles that they have been asked to play.

This volume, quite properly, seeks to evaluate enlargement from many
different angles and points of view. Some scholars may well have their
doubts about the finer points of the path that has been traversed over the
years. Speaking personally however, to cast my mind back to the early
1990s is to remember a time of excitement and possibilities but also of
real fears and dangers. Not every country made the sorts of choices that
have brought the thirteen new member states into the EU. Not every
country sought the open market, embraced open administration, adopted
the supremacy of the rule of law or applied free movement principles that
are so characteristic of Europe. Those that did prospered; many that did
not have paid a heavy price.

For all these reasons, as Europe confronts the opportunities and the
challenges of this century there is no doubt in my mind that, to use Lord
Patten’s words again, the “enlargement [...] has been the most successful
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foreign policy pursued by Europe”.

Patten, C., Not Quite the Diplomat: Home Truths about World Affairs, op. cit., p. 152.
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Differences in Collective Memory

Perception of Solidarnos¢ in Western Europe and in Poland

Dr Karolina PIETRAS

Paris 1V Sorbonne

Memory and history are closely connected to communal and individ-
ual identity. Memory and history are therefore also constructed accord-
ing to present demands, especially recent history. Yet, the past sometimes
also presses into the present.'

The fate of the Polish workers’ movement Solidarnosé¢ fits perfectly
into this framework. Solidarnosé¢, the first independent labour union in a
Soviet bloc country, was born during strikes in the summer of 1980 at the
Lenin Shipyard (now called Gdansk Shipyards). Initially, this great work-
ers’ movement — almost ten million workers — and its leader Lech Walgsa
enjoyed in Poland an enormous popularity and massive support. But after
the imposition of martial law in December 1981 and almost eight years
of conspiracy, the movement lost its popular support. After the Round
Table® negotiations between the government and the opposition, which
resulted in semi-free elections in 1989, the involvement of Solidarnosé in
politics (for which the movement was unprepared), and the problematic
presidency of Lech Walegsa (1990-1995), the image of Solidarnos¢ within
Polish society deteriorated strongly.

This is partially due to the nature of the agreement between the Polish
democratic opposition and the authorities in 1989. The former dissidents
broke the first rule of Solidarnosé: the transparency and accessibility of
negotiations. Whereas during the Gdansk strikes everybody heard and

Bergson, Henri, Matter and Memory, Trans. N. M. Paul and W. S. Palmer, New York,
Zone Books, 1991.

The Round Table Talks took place in Warsaw from 6 February to 4 April 1989. They
included Solidarnos¢ members such as Lech Walgsa, Bronistaw Geremek, Bogdan
Lis, Lech and Jarostaw Kaczynski, Tadeusz Mazowiecki, Jacek Kuron, Adam Michnik
(and others) and members of the communist government such as Czestaw Kiszczak,
Aleksander Kwasniewski, Leszek Miller, and others.
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could participate in the discussion, in Magdalenka,’ the first, and most
important part of negotiations happened behind close doors. This secre-
tive mode of negotiation, which broke the much-admired principle of
self-management, self-administration, democracy and transparency, left
a bitter taste in society. The newborn “civil society and participative
democracy” never really had the chance to mature.

Of course, the first big success of Solidarnos¢ was the non-violent
transition from a communist system to a democratic one, but according to
a study by Rzeczpospolita conducted in 2005, the Poles who disapprove
of the changes started by Solidarnos¢ outnumber those who approve of
them.* Even the perception of a positive event, such as the non-violent
revolution started by Solidarnosé, can change according to present
demands.

In light of the celebration of the 25" anniversary of Solidarnosé, it is
interesting to examine the diverging popular perceptions of this move-
ment, and how they have changed since its conception, in Western Europe
and in Poland.

The Solidarnosé¢ movement in communist Poland and developments
leading up to the imposition of martial law, attracted wide interest in
several countries, especially in France, Germany, Italy and the USA. In
this chapter, I would like to present my research on perceptions of the
Solidarnos¢ movement especially in France and West Germany, from the
beginning of the strikes in August 1980, through the declaration of mar-
tial law by General Jaruzelski on 13 December 1981, up until recently.

The topic will be analysed through two different lenses: geographical
and temporal. The two time periods in question are the 1980s and the
present time (before and after communism), and the regions of interest
are two western countries: France and Germany. This will be analysed
with a special focus on press coverage of the events. Comparable national
newspapers such as France’s Le Monde, and Germany’s Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung make up the test field, although some reactions from
Le Figaro and L’Humanité and from the German weekly magazine Die
Zeit will be also presented.

The choice of these countries and these periods for this study is not
arbitrary. On one hand, the perception of Solidarnos¢ deteriorated in
Poland, while on the other, the union and its leader Lech Walesa are still
positively perceived in Western societies. Sometimes a historical event is

Talks between the democratic opposition and the Communist regime in Magdalenka,
near Warsaw, started on 16 September 1988. These meetings paved the way for the
Round Table discussions.

Rzeczpospolita (Polish national daily newspaper), 16 August 2005.
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clearer and easier to understand when looked at from the outside, from the
perspective of a foreign country. Current politics in Poland have tended to
cloud the perception of the historical facts in its country of origin.

As for 1980s France and Germany, they constitute interesting case-
studies to observe the repercussions, in ‘“non-communist” countries of
crisis at the heart of the communist bloc.

Historical Background

Let us point out briefly the historical background. Communist Poland
of 1980 was struggling with the economic crisis and gigantic debts in
western banks. The raising of food prices in the summer of 1980 started a
wave of labour unrest through the whole country. The strikers in Gdansk,
led by an electrician Lech Walgsa, issued far-reaching demands for labour
reform and more civil rights. The workers’ priority was the establishment
of an independent trade union with the legal right to strike. After two
weeks of strikes, an agreement between the workers and the government
was signed on 31 August. It was as a social contract, authorizing citizens
to introduce democratic change, nonetheless trammelled by the limits of
the communist system.

Sixteen months later, on 13 December 1981, the government took a
hard line against the union, and martial law was introduced by General
Wojciech Jaruzelski, drastically restricting normal life. Solidarnos¢ was
declared illegal and thousands of opposition members were arrested.

In the 1980s, Solidarnos¢ was perceived differently in France and in
West Germany. While many remember the French as the biggest allies
and supporters of Solidarnos¢, Germans are remembered as having been
reserved and cold to the nascent political movement. The West German
reaction to the Polish crisis of the 1980s is often represented as contrast-
ing strongly with the reaction of the French. Does this received wisdom
correspond to the facts? Was the sympathy shown for altruistic or idealis-
tic reasons or was it based on various domestic strategies?

In Germany, the prudent reaction of the government was the result
of the prevailing policy of détente; Ostpolitik had priority. In France, the
official rhetoric of the government seemed to be more pro-Solidarnos¢
than the German one. However, was it also backed by political action?
The support of French society gave the impression of being almost unani-
mous, but was it really so?

The Hot Polish Summer of 1980

The strikes in the Baltic Sea towns in the summer of 1980 monop-
olized the headlines of the Western European media. All of the major
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newspapers sent correspondents to Poland and even local newspapers
devoted many articles to the Polish crisis. At first sight, the classical
dichotomy between France and Germany seemed visible from a com-
parison of the two countries’ newspapers. While Le Monde was optimis-
tic and described the events in Gdansk as “neither revolution nor act of
desperate protest: the movement to strike during this so-called ‘Polish
Summer’ is above all clear-headed and controlled”,’ fear of the destabili-
zation of the Communist bloc prevailed in Germany. The first page of Der
Spiegel of 15 August 1980 presented a picture of the Gdansk strikers with
the title “Upheaval in Poland — Danger to Eastern Europe” (Der Aufruf'in
Polen — Gefahr fiir Osteuropa).

The West German position was indeed more complex than the French
one. West Germany shared a 1,700-kilometre border with two Warsaw
Pact countries (Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Republic
(GDR)) and the divided status of Berlin required a more measured reac-
tion. Bonn’s long-standing social democratic government perceived the
“Polish revolt” as a danger to the good relationship it had developed with
Eastern Germany. Helmut Schmidt remained committed to détente. He
wanted to maintain a dialogue between East and West, to keep the status
quo and to avoid, at any price, a general crisis that might destabilize all
of Europe. The German policy was based on the concepts of “changes by
rapprochement” and the “policy of small steps”. The underlying idea was
that the Communist regime was modifiable, but not removable.

For these reasons, the leaders of the SPD (Sozialdemocratische
Partei Deutschlands/Social Democratic Party of Germany) (with some
rare exceptions) looked upon Solidarnos¢ with scepticism. The West
German Defence Minister Hans Appel warned against any involvement
in the Polish crisis in order to avoid a Soviet intervention. German poli-
ticians generally preferred to see gradual reforms in Poland, conducted
by “enlightened Communists”, such as Edward Gierek and Mieczystaw
Rakowski. So it was that the agreements between the Polish strikers and
the authorities on 31 August 1980 were received with relief and enthu-
siasm in West Germany. Willy Brandt, the SPD president and former
chancellor, declared himself “satisfied and relieved” after having been
“profoundly touched by the courageous and admirably sophisticated

uprising of the Polish workers”.®

The cautious position of the German federal government provoked
considerable criticism from other Western nations but the picture was
actually more mixed than is usually supposed. As a matter of fact, some
German politicians were openly positive in their statements, while some of

Le Monde, 27 August 1980.
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 31 August 1980.
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their French counterparts were not. For example, Helmut Kohl, the CDU
(Christlich Demokratische Union Deutschlands/Christian Democratic
Union of Germany) president and opposition leader (who would become
chancellor in October 1982), referred to the Polish events as a “crisis of
Communism” and “a hopeful sign for all of Europe”.” On the other hand,
Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, then President of France, was not the biggest
enthusiast of Solidarnos¢, saying on Antenne 2, on 27 January 1981, that
“Poland is inside the Soviet bloc and any communication with the Soviet
bloc goes through Poland. Anybody who ignores these geographic and
strategic facts of life has no chance of being acceptable to the Soviet

Union”.?

Frangois Mitterrand (who was elected President in May 1981), for his
part, also feared the political tension and its potential international impli-
cations and therefore spoke prudently on 19 August 1980 about “one of
the most important events of these last years.””

Neither French nor German politicians reacted clearly or in a homo-
geneous way and some Germans seemed indeed more enthusiastic than
some of their French colleagues.

Western Media Coverage of the Polish Summer

This same ambivalence applies to the German and French media. The
initial phase of the Polish crisis and the birth of Solidarnos¢ (between
August 14 and September 30) aroused more interest in the German
press than in the French print media. The daily newspaper Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung devoted 114 pages to the Polish issue, including 36
out of 39 headlines (a total of 92%). In the weekly Die Zeit, the Polish
crisis occupied 27 pages, of which 6 were headline stories, over seven
editions. Conversely, the Parisian Le Monde published 70 pages on the
Polish situation during the same period. Only 23 out of its 39 headlines
(59%) concerned Poland. Apparently, the French population was less
interested in the Polish events during the first weeks of the Polish crisis
than the Germans.

As we have seen, German politicians demonstrated more unease about
Poland (and the problems that the Polish situation could cause). However,
the German media did not share their politicians’ hesitations and did not

7 Le Monde, 27 August 1980.

8 Védrine, H., Les Mondes de Francois Mitterrand: A I’Elyssée 1981-1985, Paris,
Fayard, 1996, p. 200. “La Pologne se trouve a l’intérieur du bloc soviétique et les com-
munications du bloc soviétique passent au travers de la Pologne. Celui qui ignorerait
ces données géographiques et stratégiques n’a aucune chance d’étre acceptable pour
["Union soviétique”.

Le Monde, 20 August 1980.
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show particular caution. The Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung called the
signing of the Gdansk Agreements a proof of the “economic, political,
and moral failure” of the Communist system. '

French Press Reaction

Meanwhile, the reaction of the French press to the Polish strikes was
mixed. Perhaps the most remarkable attitude was that of L’ Humanité, the
French Communist Party’s (PCF Parti communiste frangais) national
newspaper. The French Communist Party’s attitude to the Polish crisis
was indeed perplexing. In the 1980s, the PCF was the most pro-Soviet
Communist party in Europe. It is true that after the publication of The
Gulag Archipelago (1974), the PCF had begun to follow a line closer to
that of the Italian Communist Party’s Euro-communism. However, this
was only a relative change of direction and the French Communist Party
globally remained loyal to Moscow, supporting, for instance, the Soviet
invasion in Afghanistan in 1979.

Regarding Solidarnos¢, L’Humanité displayed obvious bias, empha-
sizing the strikers’ economic claims, where all other Western newspapers
focused on the social and political dimensions. The tone of L’Humanité’s
articles was rather up-beat, especially concerning the Polish Communist
Party, portraying it as “tolerant, ready for dialogue and self-criticism” and
claiming that “the strikes were not directed against socialism”."" Its head-
lines continued to suggest the superiority of popular “democracy” over a
capitalist state: “Warsaw: Tolerance, Reform and Dialogue”, “Discussion
throughout the country”, “Listening to the workers”, and even “Discussion
in Gdansk, fights in Le Havre”.

The French press and population as a whole, even including members
of the PCF and the Conféderation Générale du Travail (CGT) (the largest
communist trade union), were quick to criticize L’Humanité’s apparently
contradictory position. A PCF member suggested in Le Monde that “the
management of the French Communist Party [had] decided to support the

Polish state, even against the workers”."

Le Monde’s reaction was not atypical: other French newspapers were
less than enthusiastic about Solidarnosé. They had particular difficulties
in explaining the role of the Catholic Church. Both Le Figaro and Le
Monde, for instance, devoted many articles to this issue. Germans had
similar difficulties in understanding this “Polish particularity”. According

' F4Z,1 September 1981.
" L’Humanité, 19 August 1981.
"> Le Monde, 17-18 August 1980.
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to Jiirgen Wahl (expert on German-Polish relations and a CDU politician)"’
the media misjudged the role of the Catholic Church and even sent open
atheists to Poland, for whom the religious component of the Solidarnos¢
struggle was too much to handle. However, it was even more difficult
for the French, who often perceived Poland through the French tradition
of laicité (the secular State) and the stereotype of Polak-katolik (Polish
Catholic), which is very strong in French culture.

The Cold Polish winter of 1981-82 and its Impact
on France

The imposition of martial law provoked a wide range of reactions in
Western Europe, chief of which was fear. The concern for détente and
world peace dominated reactions: “Doing everything possible to promote
a peaceful solution” (“Tout faire pour favoriser une solution pacifique”,
L’Humanité, 17 December, 1981), “Back to the Cold War?” (“Riickfall
in den Kalten Krieg?”, Die Zeit, 18 December, 1981) or “Peace — Just
a Fairytale?” (“Frieden — nur ein Weinachtsmdrchen?”, Die Zeit, 25
December, 1981).

France did not deviate from this line. Le Figaro understood that it could
no longer pretend that a conflict between Solidarnos¢ and the Warsaw
government was avoidable and therefore argued that, given the gravity
of his country’s situation, Jaruzelski “could not have acted differently.
[...] He represents Poland’s last hope”." The French Foreign Minister
Claude Cheysson reacted in a very moderate way immediately after the
news about martial law had reached Western Europe: “Bien entendu, nous
n’allons rien faire”. (“Of course, we are not going to do anything.”)"” This
muted reaction was promptly overridden by President Mitterrand, who
declared that “Tout ce qui permettra de sortir de Yalta sera bon” (“We
are in favour of anything that heralds the end of the Yalta agreements™)."®

The sociologist and political scientist Georges Mink explains in La
force ou la raison, the unsurprised and ambiguous reaction of the French
government by the conviction that “the events in Poland” would have no
influence on the French domestic situation. He also suggests that it was
“as if France had been informed by the United States through Colonel

Publication after the conference: From Solidarnosé to Freedom. 25 Year International
Conference Warsaw-Gdansk, 29-31 August 2005, The Solidarity Center Foundation,
Warsaw-Gdansk, Lech Walesa Institute, 2005, p. 135.

' Le Figaro, 14 December 1981.

Wyrwa, T., La Résistance polonaise et la politique en Europe, Paris, France-Empire,
1983, p. 549.

Brzezinski, Z.,“L ’avenirde Yalta,” Politique étrangeére, Vol.49,No.4,1984,pp. 789-811;
p. 802.
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Ryszard Kuklinski (a Polish officer working for the US intelligence) on
November 1981”. Moreover, he points to the fact that French leaders
feared the downgrading of good Franco-Soviet relations.'’

In any case, the French government’s weak reaction had fierce
repercussions in the French media. Le Figaro, for instance, wrote on
17 December 1981: “After three days of scandalous hiding in the under-
growth, France finally knows what to think about Poland [...] it’s about
time. Mr Mitterrand expresses — in the name of his own country — the
exact sentiments that 55 million men and women [ ...] felt before he had”.

The most forthright reaction came from Libération. Jean-Louis
Peninou expressed his indignation in an editorial entitled “Shame”: “Fear,
hypocrisy, prudence, mediocre cynicism — we made use of all of the dis-
gusting platitudes of diplomacy [...] Our government carefully abstained
from condemning the proclamation of martial law against the workers

and Polish society”."

The wider French community was not slow about making its voice
heard. In the days following the proclamation of martial law, ordinary
French men and women clearly demonstrated their sympathy for the
Polish people by turning out in their tens of thousands at protests and
organized events throughout France on 14 December. The largest demon-
stration took place in Paris, but protests were held all over the country. A
Polish historian even stated that “After 13 December, France was trans-
formed — for several weeks — into a boundless haven of support [...] News
of General Jaruzelski’s coup d’état evoked the greatest French popular

protest since the Second World War”."

However, this solidarity was not as unanimous, as one is prone to
remember. On the contrary, close examination reveals a more complex
situation and shows that French solidarity was tainted with ambiguities.
For example, neither the biggest French trade union, the Confédération
Générale du Travail (CGT), nor the Communist Party participated in
the 14 December demonstration that was called spontaneously by the
trade unions. Also, the Communist paper L’ ’Humanité was very hostile to
Solidarnosé. It accused the independent Polish trade union of being the
principal author of its country’s problems and of having provoked martial
law: “Finally and above all, responsibility certainly belongs to the heads
of the Solidarnos¢ movement, who are doing their utmost to aggravate

Mink, G., La force ou la raison, Paris, La Découverte, 1989, p. 102.
Libération, 14 December 1981.

Szarek, J., “Zachod wobec Solidarnosci,” in A. Borowski (ed.), Droga do niepodlegtosci.
Solidarnos¢ 1980-2000, Warszawa, Volumen, 2005, pp. 337-352; p. 338.
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the situation into a state of civil war”.*® “[Solidarnos¢ leaders] seek nei-

ther dialogue nor national harmony, but rather have escalated blindly [...]
into an arena where Poland risks dissolution, where peace and détente
in Europe could be damaged”.?' According to L’Humanité, martial law
had been introduced to “save Poland from anarchy, so that Solidarnos¢'s
extremist elements would be openly declared as power-hungry”.* The
daily put a special emphasis on the “excesses” of the Solidarnos¢ move-
ment, which had effectively “sown disorganisation in the economy and

created a state of shortage, disorder, and permanent strike”.”

Of course, others of a different political stripe in France did not share
this opinion and openly showed their support for Solidarnosé. The dem-
onstration on 14 December united both the Right and the ruling PS party,
not to mention hundreds of CGT militant rebels. As a result, the Polish
crisis stirred up a variety of sentiments and reactions.

However, in spite of this multi-coloured support for the Polish oppo-
sition, the French government continued its Realpolitik. This, too, puts
the so-called unanimous French support into perspective. Indeed, Paris
refused to participate in the American sanctions against Poland and
Moscow, nor did it abandon its plans to construct a Siberian gas pipe-
line. After the contract was signed on 23 January 1982, the French Prime
Minister Pierre Mauroy declared that it was inadvisable to meddle: “It
was pointless to add to the Polish czrjsis a crisis of our own: that of French

people losing their supply of gas”.

Some French journalists criticized their government’s attitude. For
instance, Jacques Ellul wrote in an article entitled Cowardice: “Anything
that might have salved our conscience has been done. Yet none of this
can be of real help to the Poles. We are steeped in self-justification.
When it is time to move from words to action, the volunteers are sud-
denly missing”.* However, the majority of the French media preferred
to remain silent about the ambivalent attitude of their own country.
Instead, they commented on the German, Italian and American reac-
tions to the Polish crisis. The German government’s position — as well
as their unenthusiastic participation in pro-Solidarnos¢ demonstrations
— was criticized by nearly all of the newspapers. Jean Wetz, a Le Monde

* L’Humanité, 15 December 1981.
> L’Humanité, 18 December 1981.
* L’Humanité, 14 December 1981.
> Ibid.

2% . o . . , .
“[...] il ne servait a rien d’ajouter au drame polonais le drame supplémentaire pour

les Frangais de ne pas étre approvisionnés en gaz”. Chambraud, A., “Le cartel des
‘non’,” Le Point, No. 489, 1 February 1982, p. 32.

»  Le Monde, 14 January 1982.
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journalist, described Willy Brandt as “the champion of caution in an
effort to preserve détente at any price”.”® Even Frangois Mitterrand
declared, with heavy overtones of irony, that the French, unlike the
Germans, “are now a nation of 55 million heroes. They are extremely
supportive of the Poles — particularly given the fact that they themselves

have nothing to lose”.*’

As a matter of fact, a kind of self-satisfied, almost smug attitude can
be found among the French press. Instead of criticizing their govern-
ment’s position, several journalists emphasized the way in which “France
[was] the only Western nation to lend its voice” to the Polish situation,
unlike the “cowardly relief” of the rest of the West who instead “pas-
sively” accepted the Polish normalization (L’Express, special issue on
Solidarnos¢ from December 1981). Le Nouvel Observateur declared that
“France, first, as a nation and secondly as a state, is far and away the most
engaged in this solidarity”.” In this way, the French media contributed
to the creation of the myth of unanimous French support for the Polish
opposition in clear contrast to other European countries.

The Repercussions of the Polish Events on West Germany

But, to what extent did the French media’s negative perception of West
Germany correspond to reality? At first sight, the French media seems
to have been right. Bonn clearly displayed the greatest caution vis-a-vis
the Polish crisis. When martial law was introduced in Poland, Chancellor
Helmut Schmidt was paying a visit to East Germany. He declared that he
supported Honecker’s isolationist approach to the Polish crisis. This was
interpreted as a carte blanche for Jaruzelski, which was later confirmed
by another statement: “We do not want to act as judges of the Polish
people”.” This opinion was shared by Willy Brandt, who said that the sit-
uation in Poland “will not last a long time” and that West Germans should
refrain from taking sides. During the following weeks, unlike the other
Western countries, West Germany did not cut off contact with the Polish
regime. As early as 30 December 1981, the Bonn government accepted
an official visit from the Polish Prime Minister Mieczystaw Rakowski. It
was not until 6 January 1982 that the federal government admitted that the
Polish soldiers acted “in the context” of the existing situation within the
Eastern bloc and that the Kremlin was behind Jaruzelski’s decision. But
the very same month, SPD President Herbert Wehner went to Poland. Still

** Le Monde, 30 December 1981.
" Szarek, J., “Zachéd wobec Solidarnoéci,” op. cit., pp. 337-352.
Le Nouvel Observateur, 19 December 1981.

Helmut Schmitt during a speech in German Bundestag (9. Periode, 74 Sitzung,
18.12.1981), p. 4293.
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in 1985, his predecessor Willy Brandt and his successor Hans-Joachim
Vogel refused to meet Lech Walgsa during their official visit to Poland.

German opposition was also marked by apathy. The Polish crisis
did not attract any attention from the peace or ecological movements,
which were very active at that time. Among the politicians only Franz
Josef Strauss noted that the Chancellor had fallen into a political trap
and should at least have shortened his stay in East Germany. Helmut
Kohl called for solidarity with the Polish people, but at the same time
stated that “the Poles are responsible for this situation, because they have
pushed the envelope too far”.** His attitude was primarily motivated by
criticism of the government, whose position, according to Kohl, had dam-
aged West German credibility abroad. Only after the CDU leader won
the Bundestag elections in the autumn of 1982 was the political direction
changed. The new Chancellor officially demanded that Jaruzelski rescind
the prevailing state of war, liberate all political prisoners, and revoke the
banning of Solidarnosé.

Martial Law’s Resonance in the Media

This German indifference at the national political level was nowhere
to be seen in the media. Between 13 December 1981 and 15 January
1982, Die Zeit published 28 pages on the Polish crisis, including seven
out of seven cover stories. The Frankfurter Aligemeine Zeitung devoted
93 pages to the Polish issue, including 27 out of 27 headlines. These num-
bers do not differ fundamentally from the French figures: Le Monde pub-
lished 139 pages about the Polish crisis, including 26 out of 29 headlines
(90%), Le Figaro 82 pages and L ’Humanité 67 pages.

However, a part of the German press sympathized with General
Jaruzelski and was pleased that he had come to grips with the Polish
problem. Der Spiegel supported his decision and Die Zeit wrote that “the
state of war [with Solidarnos¢] is a relief for the Poles, the Russians and
the Wes3t and provides one last chance to turn back from the edge of the

29 31

abyss”.

Generally speaking, West German commentators were nervous about
the movement’s impact on East-West relations and their coexistence with
the GDR. They sometimes — even Die Zeit — suggested that Polish intel-
lectuals were being irresponsible and unrealistic.

Nevertheless, not all the media sided with the German and the Polish
authorities. Several newspapers professed admiration for the courage of

30

Deklaration 20 December 1981 “den Polen selbst die Schuld an ihrer derzeitigen Lage
mit der Begriindung zuschrieben wolle, sie hdtten den Bogen iiberspannt”.

' Die Zeit, 18 December 1981.
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the Poles vis-a-vis the danger of a Soviet intervention. Numerous dailies,
such as Tageszeitung, Die Welt, and Saarbriicker Zeitung, criticized the
weak West German popular reaction to the Polish crisis, which they com-
pared not only with the more overt French solidarity, but also with an
earlier demonstration in Bonn against the euro-missiles crisis that had
mobilized 300,000 people.

Yet this does not mean that all of German society sat on their hands.
On 20 December 1981, 3,000 people demonstrated in West Berlin against
the declaration of martial law. Many other demonstrations took place
in West German cities, such as Bremen, Hamburg, Frankfurt, Munich,
Karlsruhe and Saarbrucken. The numbers were significantly lower than
in France, however. While 10-15,000 people marched in Paris, the city of
Munich could muster no more than 500 people. Frankfurt did little better,
with demonstrator turn-out falling short of even this low number.

The media in other Western countries, not just the FRG, found some
aspects of the events of August 1981 hard to interpret. The British media,
for instance, was generally enthusiastic but some doubts lurked in the
background. The right-wing papers were uncomfortable with the idea
of a political revolution brought about by a trade union — trade unions
were treated almost instinctively with the deepest suspicion by British
Conservatives who were at that time engaged in a long struggle with the
National Union of Miners and the print unions of Fleet Street. The reli-
gious affiliations of Solidarnos¢ were at least a source of some reassur-
ance. As the former British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan was heard
to quip, “How refreshing to see the working-class on its knees!”**

Solidarnos¢’s Ideology and Western Europe

While considering newspaper coverage of the events of the 1980s, one
must not forget that the Polish crisis also entailed — for some more than
for others — an ideological struggle.

In this war of ideologies, each faction aligned itself with the elements
of Solidarnos¢ that corresponded to its own pre-existing ideology. Thus,
the German and French Right adopted Solidarnosc¢’s anti-totalitarian
ideology, as well as certain elements of liberalism and religion.”

Georges Mink wrote that the intelligentsia of the Right saw in

Solidarnosé “a concentration of virtues, with useful consequences”.**

He added that Solidarnos¢ began as an anti-totalitarian movement which

Publication after the conference: From Solidarnosé to Freedom, op. cit.
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simultaneously stripped its adversaries of their gravest threat: anti-
clericalism. Catholicism was presented unanimously and unambiguously
as a positive social force.”® Moreover, by the 1980s, the Right had already
discovered, however paradoxically, a strong potential in Solidarnos¢ for
an eventual global triumph of liberalism, largely thanks to the move-
ment’s questioning of the state order. Nevertheless, generally speaking,
the Right was not uncritical of the Polish workers’ movement and tended
to support Solidarnosé less than did the Left.*

The Left, which at that time was very influential in academic and intel-
lectual circles in Western Europe, was a more enthusiastic supporter of
Solidarnosé¢ than the Right. There was admiration for its anti-bureaucracy
component, the autonomy of trade unionism, and the inherently global
reach of the movement. Other elements were considered incompatible
with a left-wing position: Solidarnos¢ was too nationalistic, too Catholic,
and too anti-Communist.”” As a consequence, some left-wing intellectu-
als, such as Jiirgen Habermas, treated Solidarnos¢ with scepticism.* The
Left marginalized the religious and nationalist elements of the movement,
deeming them a “Polish particularity” in order to fit it to their ideology.

Different Faces of Assistance to Poland

In West Germany, the reaction of the population was in clear oppo-
sition to that of the government: an enormous relief action for Poland
was initiated. For Christmas alone, the West German population sent two
million packages, in addition to a monthly average of 750,000 packages.
All in all, in two “free-postage” periods (February/June and November/
December 1982) the Poles received more than 8.6 million packets and
medicines worth 500,000 DM.** The German Caritas, a non-government
organisation, in only the first six months of the martial law period, sent
41 million DM worth of gifts. Nearly every city and every organization —
not to mention the German Catholic Church — sent gifts non-stop to
Poland. According to representatives of Solidarnos¢, West Germany was
“the country with the highest amount of donations to Poland”.*’

* Ibid.

Krasnodebski, Z., “Solidarno$¢ i jej wplyw na Europe, dawna i nowa,” op. cit., p. 248.
" Ibid.
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der Bundesrepublik Deutschland in den Jahren 1980-1982, Bonn, Friedrich Ebert
Stiftung, 2006, p. 23 and p. 33.

Bégin, N., “Kontakte zwischen Gewerkschafien in Ost und West. Die Auswirkungen von
Solidarno$¢ in Deutschland und Frankreich. Ein Vergleich,” Archiv fiir Sozialgeschichte,
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Albrecht Riechers explains this enormous material support of the
German population (estimated at a value of at least one billion DM)*
as compensation for the lack of political reaction to the Polish situation.

French charitable assistance was also enormous,* but unfortunately,
among numerous statistics of different organizations, foundations and
others it is difficult to find global statistics concerning the whole of France.

In France, the support of the trade unions for Solidarnos¢ had an
important impact. They supported the Polish workers’ movement from the
very beginning; Claude Sardais visited the Gdansk shipyard on 26 August
1980 and thus had an involvement with the campaign from the earliest
days. During the following years, the French trade unions helped and
financed Solidarnosé and its members in numerous ways. The behaviour
of French unions (except for CGT) became the symbol of West European
trade union help. After the proclamation of martial law the French trade
unions collected the largest amount in a single campaign — one million
US dollars — for Solidarnosé.*

The Confédération Frangaise Démocratique du Travail (CFDT)
played a central role in the committee of support for Solidarnosé, in par-
ticular at a material level. For months, the trade union acted jointly with
well-known figures such as philosopher Michel Foucault and humanitari-
ans like Bernard Kouchner. CFDT hosted activists from Poland, provided
the Polish trade union with educational materials and organized study
internships for Solidarnos¢ militants.

Meanwhile, in Germany the negotiations with the Deutsche
Gewerkschafts Bund (DGB) ran into difficulties,” as a Nordsee Zeitung
article from 21 April 1982 attests: “the Polish unionists must wait a long
time for official approval of German colleagues”. A Solidarnosé office
was finally opened in Bremen on 19 April 1982 and was financed by
the DGB, although this financial support was stopped after Jaruzelski’s
amnesty on July 1984.%

It should be mentioned that material help in both countries was organ-
ized in particular through local parishes, Caritas and the Red Cross. In

Vol. 45, 2005, pp. 93-324; p. 300, p. 303; See also Goddeeris, 1., “Western Trade Unions
and Solidarnosc. A Comparison from a Polish Perspective,” The Polish Review, Vol. 52,
No. 3, 2007.

Riechers, A., Hilfe fiir Solidarno$¢. Zivilgesellschafiliche und staatliche Beispiele aus
der Bundesrepublik Deutschland in den Jahren 1980-1982, Bonn, Friedrich Ebert
Stiftung, 2006, p. 67.

Testimonies of several Solidarnosé activists such as, for example, Seweryn Blumsztajn.
Goddeeris, 1., “Western Trade Unions and Solidarnosc,” op. cit., pp. 305-329.

* Riechers, A., Hilfe fiir Solidarnosé, op. cit.

# Goddeeris, 1., “Western Trade Unions and Solidarnosc,” op. cit., pp. 305-329.
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France, some newspapers also organized convoys with gifts for Poland.
For example, the readers of Quest-France, being very aware of the Polish
situation, sponsored 100 convoys with humanitarian help.*® The French
also organized actions like parrainage — a campaign in which French
and Polish families were put in direct contact with each other in order
to provide better support. A similar objective was shared by so-called
jumelages, a program through which the French trade unions concluded
cooperation agreements with individual branches of Solidarnos¢.”

Another important distinction between France and Germany relates
to the behaviour of the intellectual elites of both countries.* From the
beginning, the French media were interested in the Polish crisis, but it
was demonstrations and other actions, such as visits to Poland by celeb-
rities like Simone Signoret and Yves Montand that spurred the massive
success of the Polish campaign. For the French intelligentsia, the inter-
est in Poland and Solidarnos¢ was also stimulated by the analyses and
commentaries of personalities such as André Glucksman, Alain Touraine,
Jacques Derrida, Jacques le Goff and Michel Foucault. The weak reaction
of the French political leaders to the coup d’état in Poland mobilized the
French intelligentsia against the government. Pierre Bourdieu, the French
philosopher, was prompted to launch a petition, under the heading “Les
rendez-vous manqués: apres 1936 et 1956, 1981?7” (After the missed
calls-to-arms of 1936 and 1956, [what now of] 19817?), principally by the
apathetic statement of the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Claude Cheysson.
Bourdieu contacted Foucault and their petition appeared in Libération the
day after the Minister’s statement.

In Germany, with some rare exceptions, public support from the intel-
lectuals and VIPs was conspicuous by its absence.

How do we explain this sympathy and support for Solidarnosc¢? The
reasons might be multiple. First of all, in the French case, Solidarnos¢
was a sort of second part of the revolution for the generation of May
1968. For many participants of the student revolts of 1968, the Polish
crisis was a sort of “epilogue” to their struggle and so, many were natural
supporters of Solidarnosé. The Polish workers’ movement found a recep-
tive audience in French culture and in the tradition of “social revolution”.
French society was “prepared” for Solidarnos¢: after the Prague Spring
and Aleksandr Soljenitsyn’s book of 1974, many French intellectuals

46 Frybes, M., Merci pour votre Solidarité, Warsaw, Adam Mickiewicza Institute, 2005,

p.- 72.

Kula, M., Niespodzewani przyjaciele, czyli rzecz o zwyklej ludzkiej solidarnosci,
Warszawa, 1995; also Goddeeris, 1., “Western Trade Unions and Solidarnosc,” op. cit.
Bégin, N., “Kontakte zwischen Gewerkschaften in Ost und West. Die Auswirkungen
von Solidarno$¢ in Deutschland und Frankreich. Ein Vergleich,” op. cit., p. 323.
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had renounced Communism. Solidarnosé served as a sort of catharsis.”
This cultural history could explain why the events in Poland were more
warmly felt by the French people than by the Germans. What for the
French was a sort of construction of a new world through a “self-limited
revolution™ was, to German eyes, an unpredictable Polish revolt, which
could end catastrophically.

In the case of Germany, the enormous material support of the popula-
tion is partially to be explained by their recent history and geopolitics.
Whether we attribute the great outpouring of generosity to a lingering
sense of responsibility for the fate of Poland after the Second World War
or whether we, like Albrecht Riechers, ascribe it to a desire to counter-
balance their government’s passivity, the fact of the scale of the operation
cannot be denied.

Is there a French-German Polarity?

During this last phase of the Cold War, the Polish situation was con-
sidered very important for the political situation, détente, and the future
of the Eastern bloc.

Both France and Germany showed some similarities in the beginning
of the 1980s. They both based their policy on a triptych of détente, agree-
ment, and co-operation and both faced elections in 1981. As a result, the
reaction of Paris and Bonn did not differ fundamentally: both govern-
ments were cautious in their public statements. The Polish crisis was also
used as a pretext to regulate domestic policy. In Germany, the Polish prob-
lem was a political battlefield for Kohl, Schmidt and Franz Josef Strauss,
while in France it caused tension between the French Communist Party
and factions that were trying to end the domination of the pro-Soviet Left.

However, wider society reacted differently in both countries; while
millions of French citizens openly showed their support for Solidarnosé
in street demonstrations, the support of the German population was above
all material, rather than ideological, and was certainly less ostentatious.
However, one should not exaggerate the differences between Germany
and France. The image of a French-German contrast in the stand towards
Poland has partly been created by the French media in order to draw
attention away from their government’s passive stance.

¥ Bégin, N., “Kontakte zwischen Gewerkschaften in Ost und West. Die Auswirkungen

von Solidarno$¢ in Deutschland und Frankreich. Ein Vergleich,” op. cit.; Frybes,
M., Merci pour votre Solidarité, op. cit.; Goddeeris, 1., “Western Trade Unions and
Solidarnosc,” op. cit.

Term used by Jadwiga Staniszkis.
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France and Germany Now

Nowadays, there are perhaps more warm feelings toward Solidarnos¢
and its ex-leader, Lech Walesa, abroad than in Poland itself. In France and
Germany, there is still a lot of sympathy for Solidarnosé, and for Watesa,
who during the 2000 Polish presidential elections received only 1% of
the vote. According to a study carried out in the year 2000, some of the
most widespread (positive) images of Poland among the French were still
such socio-historical references as Solidarnos¢ and Lech Walesa (15%).

In Germany, Solidarnosc¢ has not been completely forgotten, either. In
2006, the German director Volker Schlondorff (“The Tin Drum”, Palme
d’Or at the Cannes Film Festival, 1979) made a movie about the events
of the 1980s in Poland entitled “Strike”, portraying the Polish peaceful
revolution in a positive light.”'

But, surprisingly, during the celebrations of the 25" anniversary of
So