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Executive summary 

In the first 10 years of membership in the European 

Union (EU), in 2004-2014, Poland identified and pursued 

three top priorities with regards to the single market. These 

were:  

 Securing high inflows of EU funds; 

 Developing the EU-level natural gas supply policy; 

 Deepening of liberalization, in particular in the 

services sector. 

The EU funds were considered crucial for 

modernization and all governments that ruled the country 

in that period sought to secure the highest inflows of money 

from the EU budget. The EU-level natural gas supply policy 

was seen as a way of strengthening Poland’s position vis-à-

vis Russia, Poland’s biggest but also problematic supplier of 

gas. And finally, the liberalization of services was perceived 

as an opportunity for the expansion of Polish firms.  

Apart from these priorities, Poland’s attention was also 

focused on other issues such as reform of the Common 

Agriculture Policy (CAP), EU climate policy and e-commerce. 

Poland’s top priorities remained the same in the 

analyzed period mainly due to the fact that the country was 

ruled by the same coalition for seven years. What changed 

was the way in which they were realized.  

Warsaw was quite effective in the realization of its top 

priorities. The biggest success was the funds that the 

country managed to secure from two EU long-term budgets. 

With regards to the common gas policy and the 

liberalization of services, the outcomes were slightly 

different from expectations. Poland managed to upload the 

issue of gas supply security into the EU agenda, but without 

final results for the EU natural gas policy thereby 

maintaining the Polish economy’s dependence on Russian 

gas. In terms of the liberalization of services sector, Poland 

did not accomplish the removal of national barriers as it 

                                                      

1 Vachudova, M. (2006) Europe Undivided, Oxford University Press, 
p. 63. 

wished. It did, however, managed to contain the counter-

movement towards protectionism.  

In pursuing its goals Poland did not act alone but 

looked for allies both among the member states and EU 

institutions. These allies were different for different 

priorities and included likeminded governments, sub-

regional organizations such as the Visegrad Group (V4) or 

the EU Commission.  

Poland’s objectives for the future are not much 

different. EU-level natural gas supply policy remains in the 

forefront of the Polish EU agenda.  Defending EU 

achievements in the free movement of goods and pursuing, 

where possible, deepening of free movement of services 

reflects Poland’s commitment to the key pillars of the single 

market. Finally, Poland seeks to shape EU industrial policy 

in a way that will help its own economy to transform into a 

technologically driven one. 

 

 

Three top policy priorities  

By the end of 1990, Poland set accession to the EU as 

its most important foreign policy goal. For the next fourteen 

years EU membership was considered a national interest 

because it offered tremendous political and socio-economic 

benefits.1 The accession process was extremely demanding, 

especially in the realm of the single market, since Poland 

had to adopt hundreds of EU rules that regulate economic 

activity. The process was not free from fears of whether 

domestic economic actors would be able to cope with 

competitive forces of a common market. Yet, already in the 

first year of membership it became clear that Polish citizens 

and companies found their way in the common market.2 

Once membership was achieved, the country had to find its 

place in the EU and learn how to shape common policies to 

meet its goals. Although means and tools of how to 

accomplish them were to be learnt, Polish ruling elites knew 

2 Interview with the former Polish official of the Ministry of Economy 
& Pierwszy rok członkostwa, UKIE, 2005, p. 34. 
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from the very first day of the membership that to benefit 

from accession Poland needed to: 1) secure high inflows of 

EU funds; 2) develop EU-level gas supply policy; and 3) 

deepen single market for services.  

 

1. Securing high inflows of EU funds 
In the first decade of EU membership Poland, with the 

level of socio-economic development much below the “old 

EU countries”, was primarily focused on securing access to 

EU funds seeing them as life-time opportunity to modernize 

and to build up competitiveness. 

These funds come from the EU long term budgets, 

which are set by member states every few years. Their size 

and distribution is a focus for protracted and tough 

negotiations among the member states. Poland’s aim was 

to become the biggest net beneficiary of EU budget or the 

country which receives the largest portion of available 

resources. The last 10 years saw two budgetary battles: for 

the 2007-2013 and 2014-2020 financial perspectives. Each 

of them posed a challenge for Poland, albeit of a different 

kind. The former was the first budgetary battle for Poland 

and the laboratory for its negotiation skills. The later took 

place during a deep economic downturn when budgetary 

austerity became a catchword in all budgetary debates 

across Europe. 

Each government that ruled the country in the 

analyzed period saw the maximization of EU transfers as 

one of its key EU policy goals and considered participation 

in the budgetary negotiations as an important activity in the 

EU arena. This goal was openly expressed in the exposes of 

subsequent prime and foreign ministers. In 2005, the 

foreign minister of the Poland’s center-right government 

said in his annual address to the Parliament that: “We will 

be striving for the 2007-2013 EU budget that is favorable 

                                                      

3 Expose of Minister Adam Rotfeld, available at www.msz.gov.pl.  
4  Expose of Prime Minister Donald Tusk, 2007, available at 
www.premier.gov.pl. 
5 Chaffin, J. and Buckley, N. (2012) EU States fight UK spending 
campaign, Financial Times, November 13. 
6  Polish Foreign Policy Priorities 2012-2016, March 2012, p.12, 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs available at: 

for Poland. It is our aim to secure that new member states 

will be allocated maximum amounts on cohesion and 

agricultural policy”.3 In a similar vein, Prime Minister Donald 

Tusk, who took power in 2007, said in his address that the 

EU funds are “undeniably great historical opportunity for 

Poland,”4 while his foreign minister called them Poland’s 

“Marshall plan” drawing parallels to the vast sums the 

United States transferred to Western Europe to rebuild it 

after World War Two.5 

The preservation of the EU ambitious budget for 2014-

2020 was identified as a key priority in Poland’s long-term 

foreign policy strategy prepared by the Tusk government. 

As in 2005, also the 2012 document perceived Cohesion and 

the Common Agricultural policies as the crucial areas of 

spending from the Polish perspective.6  

 

2. Developing the EU-level natural gas 

supply policy  
Energy security can be defined as adequate access to 

energy at reasonable prices. 7  Building the common gas 

supply policy at the EU level has been Poland’s priority since 

the accession. 8 Such policy implies diversification of the 

sources and routes of imported gas on one hand, and 

speaking with one voice vis-à-vis Russia, the main gas 

supplier to the EU.  

In the EU, each country is responsible for its own gas 

policy. Poland cannot satisfy its internal demand for gas 

from its own sources. These cover around one-third of 

domestic consumption and the country imports around 66 

per cent of natural gas. Russia is Poland’s main supplier of 

gas. This has been seen as a huge threat to Poland’s energy 

security, due to the fact that Russia uses gas as a tool of 

political pressure. Since 2004 each foreign minister but two 

referred to the security of gas supplies as Poland’s key 

www.msz.gov.pl/en/foreign_policy/goals_of_foreign_policy/. 
7 Buchan, D. (2010) Energy policy. Sharp challenges and rising 
ambitions, in Policy-Making in the European Union (6th Edition) 
Wallace, H., Pollack, M. And Young, A. Oxford University Press, p. 
358. 
8 Pięć lat Polski w Unii Europejskiej, UKIE, Warszawa, 2009, p. 384. 

http://www.msz.gov.pl/en/foreign_policy/goals_of_foreign_policy/
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priority in the EU. 9  Poland’s objective was most clearly 

explained by Minister Stefan Meller in his 2006 exposé: “It is 

our aim to convince our partners in the EU … to re-evaluate 

their thinking about energy supplies in order to create 

comprehensive strategy of energy security and to include 

Poland in its implementation”.10 

Shaping the EU energy security policy was set as one 

of the key tasks in European policy in Poland’s long-term 

foreign policy strategy from 2012. The country sought to 

engage in EU initiatives leading to the improvement of 

security of supplies through, among others, the 

implementation of gas supply security legislation. Warsaw 

also supported the exploration of natural gas and crude oil 

from unconventional deposits.11  

 

3. Service market liberalization 
Improving access of Polish goods, entrepreneurs and 

workers to the EU market was Poland’s national interest 

since the accession. Provided that the four freedoms had 

been unrestrained, Poland would have competitive 

advantage due to lower costs of labor, well-educated 

workers and geographical proximity to the EU market. The 

aim of securing unfettered access to the single market 

translated into the support for liberalization initiatives at the 

EU level.12 Although Poland was a strong proponent of the 

liberalization of the single market as a whole, in practice this 

support narrowed down to the liberalization of the services 

sector. 

Until early 2000s, this sector was solely governed by 

the right of establishment and the freedom to supply cross-

border services enshrined in the Treaty of Rome. The cross-

border market for services was practically non-existent. 

Even though services account for 70 per cent of the EU GDP, 

                                                      

9 Ministers Włodzimierz Cimoszewicz and Adam Rotfeld did not use 
the term energy security in their expose in 2004 and 2005 
respectively, but they did refer to the energy policy in the context 
of Poland-Russian relations. 
10  Expose of Minister Stefan Meller, 2006, available at 
www.msz.gov.pl. 
11 Polish Foreign Policy Priorities, p. 10. 
12 Pięć lat Polski w Unii Europejskiej, p. 385. 

their share in the intra-EU trade was only 5 per cent of GDP 

in 2007.13 This was mainly caused by the fact that provision 

of services was particularly prone to national barriers. Given 

the importance of services in the EU economy and the 

shortcomings in internal market the EU adopted the Lisbon 

Strategy, which identified the removal of barriers to services 

provision as a key component to boost the EU’s 

competitiveness.14 It was not surprising to see the support 

for the Lisbon Strategy as a strategic objective of Polish 

policy in the EU since 2004. 15  In 2006, Minister Stefan 

Meller made it very clear in his address that the removal of 

existing barriers to the free movement of services is 

Poland’s priority and that Poland would back solutions 

aimed at boosting competition.16 

 

 

Other important priorities and 

challenges  

Apart from the aforementioned top priorities, Poland 

also focused on other issues. These included: (1) the reform 

of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), (2) the EU climate 

policy, and (3) e-commerce. 

 

1. Reform of Common Agriculture Policy 

(CAP) 
Regarding CAP, Warsaw strived for the convergence 

of direct payments for farmers.17 Polish politicians argued 

the existing system was too complicated and discriminated 

countries that joined the EU in 2004. Whereas in the new 

members states payments were strongly linked to farm size, 

13 Internal market scoreboard (2009) The European Commission, 
p. 8. 
14 Young, A, (2010), The Single Market, in Policy-Making in the 
European Union (6th Edition) Wallace, H., Pollack, M. And Young, 
A. Oxford University Press, p. 123. 
15  Expose of Włodzimierz Cimoszewicz, 2004, available at 
www.msz.gov.pl. 
16 Expose of Stefan Meller 2006, available at www.msz.gov.pl. 
17 Polish Foreign Policy Priorities 2012-2016, p. 9. 

http://www.msz.gov.pl/
http://www.msz.gov.pl/
http://www.msz.gov.pl/
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in the EU15 countries they were allocated according to 

historic production levels. As a result per-hectare payments 

for Polish farmers stood at roughly €150, compared to €300 

for French farmers. Therefore, it was Poland’s priority for 

over more than three years to alter the system of payment 

and make it fairer. 

 

2. EU Climate Policy 
With regards to the EU climate policy it was and still is 

Poland’s objective to temper the EU’s radical steps in 

addressing climate change. Since 2003, the EU has been 

particularly ambitious in its attempt to reduce CO2 

emissions and increase the share of renewables. The 

predominant position of coal in Poland’s energy mix led the 

country to strive for an EU-wide climate policy that gives 

member states the right to decide on the structure of their 

energy mix. It had become Poland’s priority to persuade the 

EU not to relinquish its fossil fuels for the sake of reducing 

emissions. Warsaw's stance on the climate debate was that 

economic competitiveness should have not been sacrificed 

for ecology.18  

 

3. E-commerce 
As it was mentioned earlier, Poland belonged to the 

group of the so called “liberal” countries, which initiate and 

support actions aimed at the elimination of barriers to the 

free movement of goods, services, capital and people. 

Warsaw focused its attention on e-commerce seeking to 

dismantle the barriers to cross-border online trade. Since 

the EU Commission identified differences in national 

consumers laws as the key obstacle to cross-border trade 

on the Internet, Poland pushed to establish an optional EU-

wide contract law system. This became one of Poland’s 

priorities during its presidency in the EU Council in 2011.19 

The country, which had one of the fastest growing domestic 

e-commerce markets in the EU, was interested in granting 

its citizens access to online providers of goods and services 

                                                      

18 Ibidem, p. 11. 
19 Program Polskiej Prezydencji w Radzie Unii Europejskiej, p.6-7; 
and A Plan for Growth in Europe, a joint letter to President Van 

from other member states, who often declined services to 

Polish customers. 

 

 

Consensus 

Poland’s membership in the EU coupled with the 

stability of a ruling elite translated into the stability of 

priorities. Between 2004 and 2014, Poland was ruled by 

three coalitions and had four cabinets. Yet, for most of the 

membership period the same Prime Minister – Donald Tusk, 

governed the country. Even during the first three years of 

membership, when Poland had three cabinets, the priorities 

did not differ, but the way they were realized diverged. This 

variation in enforcement could be attributed to three 

factors: ruling elite’s effectiveness, ruling elite’s ideological 

bent and the EU context. 

First, the initial period of membership involved 

learning how to effectively frame priorities and channel 

them through the EU decision-making process to achieve 

preferred outcomes. This required informal knowledge of 

the functioning of EU institutions and certain expertise in 

maneuvering among the EU bodies and member states. 

Initially, these skills were low. Minister Anna Fotyga was 

quite frank when saying in her 2007 expose that: “During 

negotiations of climate package … we discovered how 

important the role of the Commission was”.20 Yet, Poles 

soon learnt how to achieve their goals. To secure high 

inflows of funds from the EU budget Poland allied with other 

countries that had similar objectives and became a member 

of the Friends of Cohesion group. Whereas in negotiations 

for the 2007-2013 budget Poland was learning negotiation 

skills, during the 2014-2020 budgetary debate it took a lead 

in the Friends of Cohesion group. It managed to pacify 

internal disagreements and helped the group to speak with 

one voice. Moreover, Poland prepared the ground for 

negotiations in advance by securing the nomination of 

Rompuy and President Barrroso signed inter alia by Prime Minister 
Donald Tusk 20 February 2012. 
20 Expose of Anna Fotyga 2007 available at: www.msz.gov.pl. 

http://www.msz.gov.pl/
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Janusz Lewandowski for the EU Commissioner for Financial 

Planning and Budgeting in 2010. It was Lewandowski who 

came up with balanced budget proposal that took into 

account Poland’s interest, which at the same time was 

acceptable for net payers. Furthermore, Poland managed to 

use its rotating presidency in the EU Council in 2011 to steer 

the budgetary debate and to ensure that the Commission 

proposal was the one that was the starting point of 

negotiations.  

The process of learning can be also observed in the 

case of EU climate policy. Polish ministers had to learn how 

to monitor EU decision-making process and at what stage 

to voice their objections or support. The initial lack of these 

skills resulted in some problems. For instance, Poland did 

not voice its objection to the EU ambitious plans of CO2 

reduction by 20 per cent, underestimating the 

consequences of this policy on the Polish economy and 

energy security.21 Since then, the country tried to protect 

its national interest in the framework of EU climate policy 

by demonstrating the differences in member states’ natural 

endowments and voicing its support for alternative sources 

of energy.22 

Second, the way in which priorities were approached 

also depended on the ruling elite’s ideological bent. For 

some governments certain issues were of primary 

importance due to their weight in domestic debates and 

appeal to domestic constituency. This contributed to specific 

framing of these issues in the European arena. The EU-level 

natural gas supply policy can serve as an example of how 

the same priority is approached differently because of 

domestic politics. The conservative Law and Justice that 

ruled the country between 2005 and 2007 believed that to 

achieve the security of gas supplies, Poland needed to 

convince Europe to adopt a tough stance towards Russia. 

This stance echoed anti-Russian sentiment shared by the 

party’s constituency and its leaders who portrayed Poland’s 

energy dependency on Russia as an existential threat. 

Therefore, any initiatives taken by the Law and Justice 

                                                      

21 Polskie 10 lat w Unii Europejskiej, MSZ, 2014, p. 51. 
22 Polish Foreign Policy Priorities 2012-2016, p. 3. 

government had a confrontational character. This changed 

after the 2007 election, when Poland adopted a more 

consensual approach in EU policymaking and pursued a 

normalization of its relations with Russia.  

Finally, subsequent governments’ ability to pursue 

Poland’s interest was also shaped by the EU context. Thus, 

it was hard for Poland to push for high EU budget for 2014-

2020 when the continent was in recession and national 

budgets were driven by austerity policies. What the country 

could do and did, was secure a bigger share of a smaller 

budget for itself. In a similar vein, Poland needed to scale 

down its expectations toward further liberalization of the 

services sector. Poland’s accession to the EU paired with the 

launch of works on Services Directive in the Commission. 

This helped Poland to identify that area as its priority and 

the first three cabinets were staunch supporters of 

liberalization aimed at lifting national barriers to the free 

provision of services across the EU. Yet, the fate of Services 

Directive23 showed Poland how strong Western fears were 

over how the flow of cheaper services from the East would 

cripple Western employees. These fears were further 

escalated by the crisis. During the works on Posted Workers 

Directive, Poland realized that the climate for liberalization 

in Europe ended and that it had to protect the status quo 

while avoiding liberalization rhetoric.24 

 

 

Impact at the EU level  

Policy outcomes are mixed. Warsaw was quite 

successful when it comes to securing the high inflow of 

funds from the EU budget. Yet, with other top preferences 

the outcomes are far from expectations. Poland did not 

manage to create a common gas supply policy, but it 

managed to upload the issue of gas supplies security to the 

EU agenda. Similarly, in the realm of the liberalization of 

services sector Poland did not accomplish the removal of 

23  The Services Directive introduced only slightly more liberal 
changes to the sector. 
24 Interview with top Polish official. 
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national barriers. It did, however, managed to contain the 

counter-movement toward protectionism.  

 

1. EU funds 
When entering the EU Poland knew that the fight for 

EU money would not be easy.25 Poland’s position before the 

negotiations of the 2007-2013 perspective was quite 

difficult as the talks effectively began in 2003, (before 

Poland’s accession) with net contributors demanding that 

the future budget should not exceed one per cent of the 

Gross National Income (GNI). The Commission proposed 

the budget at the 1.14 per cent of GNI, ignoring net payers 

demand and arguing that this level of spending was 

required to realize the policies, which the member states 

themselves supported.26 The Commission’s proposal was 

very generous for Poland but unacceptable for net 

contributors. After difficult talks, London put forward a new 

proposal for just 1.03 per cent of GNI, which was refused 

by Poland and other new member states as it would have 

meant a large cut in their financial support. The negotiations 

continued and the countries agreed on 1.045 per cent of 

GNI. Poland managed to secure 101.5 billion euros.27 Even 

though the final agreement regarding both the overall 

budget level and the amount allocated to Poland was worse 

than the one envisaged in the initial Commissions’ proposal, 

it was higher than what was proposed by the British. This 

means that Poland did not receive the amount it hoped for, 

but it managed to minimize the cuts. 

From the Polish perspective, the climate for the 

negotiations of the 2014-2020 financial framework was 

even worse as grappling with recession meant net payers’ 

reluctance to spending grew stronger. Yet, Poland was 

better prepared for the budgetary debate having a 

budgetary commissioner and steering the debate while 

holding presidency. The process started in 2011 with the 

                                                      

25 Informacja Prezesa Rady Ministrów dotycząca porozumienia w 
sprawie Nowej Perspektywy Finansowej zawartego na posiedzeniu 
Rady Europejskiej w dniach 15-17 grudnia 2005, UKIE, p. 9. 
26 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the 
European Parliament, Building our common future. Policy 
challenges and budgetary means of the enlarged European Union 
2007–2013; COM(2004)0101. 

publication of the Commission’s proposal, which envisaged 

the 972 billion euros budget. Even though the headline 

figure was smaller than in the previous perspective, net 

payers were not satisfied with the level of proposed cuts. 

Poland re-activated the Friends of Cohesion group to defend 

the Commission’s proposal and to preserve the resources 

for the Cohesion Policy and the Common Agricultural Policy. 

The group presented several statements showing the 

importance of the Cohesion Policy for growth and 

employment. The battle ended in 2013 with the compromise 

according to which the budget was reduced to 960 billion 

euros. However, the cuts spared the cohesion funds, which 

agreed on 351.8 billion euros, more than 347 billion euro in 

the previous perspective. Despite a smaller budget, Poland 

managed to secure more money than it did in the previous 

perspective. It was allocated 106 billion euros, 72.9 million 

of which for Cohesion Policy funds.28 In this way the country 

became the biggest beneficiary and a winner of funds 

struggles. 

 

2. Developing the EU-level natural gas 

supply policy  
Regarding gas supplies Poland was very active in 

pushing for the development of EU-wide energy policy and 

managed to place the issue of “energy solidarity” onto the 

European energy policy agenda. 29  Before the 2004 

enlargement, the EU took only limited efforts to diversify 

sources of supply and transit routes away from Russia. 

Responsibility for energy security laid in the hands of 

individual member states that dealt with Russia on bilateral 

terms. Moreover, the biggest EU countries regarded Russia 

as a reliable supplier and considered EU-Russia energy 

relations as a strategic partnership characterized by mutual 

interdependence. The 2006 Russia-Ukraine gas dispute, 

which led to the fall in gas volumes supplied to EU states, 

27 Poland to get more funds in 2014-2020, Cohesion Policy, Despite 
EU tightening belt, PAP, March 12,2013. 
28 Ibidem. 
29 Roth, M. (2011) Poland as a Policy Entrepreneur in European 
External Energy Policy: Towards Greater Energy Solidarity vis-àvis 
Russia?, Geopolitcs 16(3), p. 600-625.  
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created a momentum for change. EU countries realized that 

dependence on a single source of supply posed a risk and 

called for actions to increase gas security of the whole 

continent. The Polish government was very active in the 

works of the Council pressing for EU–wide energy strategy 

with the aim of reducing import dependence on Russia, 

increased supply diversification, a common position towards 

Moscow, and the strengthening of common crisis reaction 

mechanisms. In 2006 Poland proposed European Energy 

Security Treaty, known also as “Energy NATO” which 

envisaged the creation of mutual assistance guarantees in 

the case of crisis – “one for all and all for one”. The Polish 

Prime Minister presented the details of the initiative at a 

panel of energy security at Davos World Economic Forum 

and in an article written for Financial Times. 30  The 

government took considerable effort to convince EU leaders 

of the idea and even managed to place the European Energy 

Security Treaty at the agenda of the Energy Council in 

March 2006. However, the initiative was a failure. The Polish 

proposal was not met with support and there was no 

discussion about the initiative during the Energy Council. 

Neither the EU leaders considered Energy NATO as a viable 

solution for energy security problem, nor did they accept 

Poland’s strategy for promoting the initiative. After this 

failure, Poland did not stop its efforts to promote “energy 

security” but it changed its tactics.31 It found allies with the 

German presidency and countries for whom gas security 

was also an important domestic issue such as Estonia, 

Latvia, Hungary and Austria. Due to consistent Polish 

advocacy, the Lisbon Treaty in section devoted to energy 

supplies refers to a “spirit of solidarity” (Article 194 section 

1). The treaty influenced the works of the Commission, 

which presented more extensive proposals to strengthen EU 

solidarity mechanisms in 2008.32 The gas crisis of 2008-

2009 lifted the issue of supply security to the top of the EU 

                                                      

30 Marcinkiewicz, K. (2006) Europe’s energy musketeers must stand 
together, Financial Times, February 6. 
31 Stanowisko Rządu do Zielonej Księgi: Europejska strategia na 
rzecz zrównoważonej, konkurencyjnej i bezpiecznej energii (2006) 
Ministerstwo Gospodarki. 
32  Energy Security and Solidarity Action Plan, (2008) European 
Commission.  

agenda and Poland continued to nurture it during its 

presidency in the Council in 2011.  

Even though Poland contributed to the change of the 

EU’s stance toward gas supply security, it is still dependent 

on Russian gas. Poland had to renew its contract with 

Russian Gazprom up to 2037. The deal provides for an 

increase in trade quantities and it was deemed necessary in 

the absence of alternative sources. Only in 2015 after the 

LNG terminal in Świnoujście is finished, Poland will be able 

to partially diversify its sources of gas supplies. 

 

3. Service market liberalization  
Warsaw's ambitions to remove existing barriers to the 

free movement of services did not materialize due to the 

strong resistance of “old” member states. However, Poland 

managed to restrain the first attempts to introduce new 

protection measures prompted by the crisis.  

Poland was among the key supporters of the Services 

Directive proposed by the Commission in 2004. The 

proposal sought to liberalize the market by introducing the 

“the country of origin” principle under which a service 

provider could operate in the EU in accordance with 

regulatory requirements of its country of origin. However, 

several countries lambasted the proposal for provoking 

social dumping and the European Parliament introduced a 

number of amendments that watered the directive down.33 

Despite Poland’s effort to defend the initial and more 

“liberal” version, the less ambitious one was adopted. 34 

“The country of origin” principle, crucial for Poland, was not 

included in the text of the adopted directive and a number 

of sectors were exempted.35  

The services were back on the agenda in 2012, when 

the Commission proposed implementing a directive 

33 In France, opposition was particularly consequential, because the 
debate over the directive galvanized public opinion and contributed 
to the rejection of the Constitutional Treaty in the referendum of 
29 May 2005. 
34 Niklewicz, K. (2006) Wolne usługi nie dla nas, Gazeta Wyborcza, 
February 11, p. 30. 
35 Niklewicz, K. (2005) Usługi mniej wolne, Gazeta Wyborcza, March 
26, p. 30. 
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on posted workers. Posted workers are workers who are 

employed in one EU member state but sent by their 

employer on a temporary basis to carry out their work in 

another member state. This procedure allows European 

companies to move cheaper, foreign workers from one EU 

country to another. Posting was regulated by the Directive 

96/71/EC, but due to its frequent infringement and abuses 

of workers’ rights, the Commission decided to improve the 

law. Poland, which is the biggest exporter of this kind of 

workers in Europe, sending abroad around 200.000 

employees a year, criticized the Commission’s proposal 

arguing that proposed changes would make posting more 

difficult and expensive, but would not eliminate abuses of 

workers’ rights. 36  Yet, several countries, led by France 

demanded even tougher protection measures claiming that 

posting leads to social dumping. EU employment ministers 

could not reach agreement on what is the appropriate level 

of worker’s protection for months. Poland feared that 

prolonged debates would hinder the chances of finalizing 

the directive before election to the European Parliament in 

May 2014 and leave the decision to a new Parliament. The 

prospect of a strong representation of far-right parties 

would make posting even more difficult. To break through 

the impasse, Polish and French head of states struck a deal 

that made posting of workers secure albeit on slightly more 

demanding conditions. This paved the way for the 

continuation of works on a directive in the European 

Parliament where Polish MEP Danuta Jazłowiecka 

coordinated the works and contributed to the adoption of 

the directive in April 2014. Whereas the battle for Services 

Directive shows that Poland was not able to push for 

liberalization of services, the struggle over Posted Workers 

Directive illustrates that it managed to defend the status 

quo.  

 

 

                                                      

36 Stanowisko Rządu RP dotyczące projektu dyrektywy Parlamentu 
Europejskiego i Rady w sprawie egzekwowania dyrektywy 
96/71/WE dotyczącej delegowania pracowników w ramach 
świadczenia usług. 

Coalitions 

To achieve its preferred outcomes on the EU level, 

Poland looked for allies both among member states and EU 

institutions. They were different for different priorities. 

Initially, Poland joined those advocacy groups with whom it 

had common interests, but later as it became more 

experienced in EU policy-making, it started to play a leading 

role. 

In order to secure high inflows of EU funds Poland 

allied with countries that had similar aims, so called Friends 

of Cohesion Group. Whereas during the negotiations of the 

2007-2013 budgetary perspective Poland was a rather 

passive member of the group, it became its leader in 

negotiations of the 2014-2020 perspectives.37 Within the 

Friends of Cohesion group Poland cooperated with the 

Visegrad countries. Apart from funds-hungry member states 

in both negotiation rounds, Poland could count on the 

Commission, which traditionally supported high budgets. 

The Commission was Poland’s particularly good ally in the 

negotiations of current budgetary perspective as Pole 

Janusz Lewandowski was the head of DG responsible for 

budgetary matters. The European Parliament, which gained 

more power after the Lisbon Treaty and which was a 

staunch advocate of an ambitious budget, also helped 

Poland. 

With regards to its second priority - developing the EU-

level natural gas supply policy - Poland initially acted alone 

unable to build any common front. Yet, after the failure of 

the Energy NATO initiative, Warsaw became more open to 

cooperation. In exchange for its support for a new treaty, 

Poland could count on Germany and France to back a 

“solidarity” clause in the part of the treaty pertaining to gas 

policy. Moreover, Warsaw found allies in countries, which 

suffered from the disruption of Russian gas supplies in 2009 

such as Austria. To have more impact on the EU gas policy, 

Poland has been mobilizing the V4 to develop common 

37 In the negotiations of 2014-2020 perspective Friends of Cohesion 
consisted of 16 countries: Poland, Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, 
Slovakia, Czech Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Slovenia, 
Cyprus, Malta, Greece, Portugal, Croatia, and Spain. 



December 2015 
 

1

0 

positions. These countries struck an internal deal that 

helped them to speak with one voice. Shale gas can serve 

as an example of such cooperation. Poland, which did not 

have nuclear power plants, supported its V4 partners when 

the nuclear issues were at stake, while they supported 

Poland, a pro shale-gas country, in its fight with 

environmentalists in the Commission and Parliament.  

To pursue the liberalization of services Poland joined 

forces with liberal states. Since 2004 it acted together with 

the UK in support of the Services Directive, which was 

adopted in 2006. During the works on Posted Workers 

Directive, Poland formed a common front with the UK and 

V4 countries to resist French attempts to restrict the posting 

of workers. Yet, it also relied on the Weimar Triangle 

(Poland, France and Germany) to reach an agreement with 

France and to facilitate adoption of the new law.  

 

 

Interim Conclusions 

In the last ten years Poland’s approach to the single 

market underwent a transformation from reactive to 

proactive. Reactive approach implies that a country is a 

policy taker while proactive one denotes policy driver or 

policy killer. When Poland entered the EU in 2004 it did not 

have a clear vision of how it wanted to use and shape the 

market. It lacked a coherent long-term strategy and did not 

voice its priorities. For instance, the country’s development 

strategy adopted by the government in 2009 was silent 

about the Single Market, and referred to the EU only as a 

source of funds. The first official document that set forward-

looking priorities in the realm of the Single Market was 

announced only eight years after accession. Even without 

clearly expressed objectives Poland took part in the 

decision-making process at the EU level, and thus made 

choices, took sides and chose allies. Yet, all of these were 

EU-driven actions and Poland was reacting rather than 

initiating or setting the tone of the EU market debates. That 

had been changing over the course of membership. The 

rotating presidency in the European Council that Poland 

held in 2011 together with the stability of the ruling elite 

helped Poland to become a proactive participant of the 

Single Market. Preparation for the presidency and the six 

months during which Polish officials were in charge of 

steering the Council forced Poles to become more active. 

Poland learned how to act European and take care of its 

national interests.  

The evolution from policy taker to policy driver is most 

clearly visible in the two budgetary battles. Whereas during 

the first one Poland was following the others, it set the tone 

of the second one by reviving the Friends of Cohesion 

group, securing the post of budgetary commissioner and 

navigating the budgetary debate during the presidency. The 

same pattern, albeit less spectacular can be observed in the 

struggle for the liberalization of services. Here, Poland 

started as a rather passive supporter of the Services 

Directive, and evolved into a country able to shape the 

Posted Workers Directive.  

Yet, there is an exception to the pattern. With regards 

to the common gas supply policy Poland was the policy 

driver from the beginning. It was Poland’s hope and 

ambition to develop an EU-level gas policy and the country 

succeeded in uploading gas issues into the EU agenda. 

 

 

Preferences and priorities for the next 

decade  

The 10th anniversary of the EU membership is an 

excellent occasion to look back at the accomplishments and 

to think about the future, but in the case of the single 

market a decade is more of a symbolic rather than real time-

span for analyzing policy preferences. There are two 

reasons for that. First, Poland’s goals in the realm of single 

market are largely shaped by long-term EU strategies such 

as “Europe 2020” from 2010 or “2030 framework for climate 

and energy polices” and these documents frame Poland’s 

thinking about future. Second, as it was already 

demonstrated above Warsaw’s policy goals in the EU have 

not been fully accomplished so far.  As a result, Poland plans 

to pursue the same goals in the future although it might 
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frame them differently. The EU-level natural gas supply 

policy remains on the top of Warsaw’s priorities. Similarly, 

the liberalization of services is still crucial for Poland, but 

due to the anti-liberalization mood in Europe, Poland 

changed its rhetoric and now talks about strengthening the 

single market. Warsaw seeks to prevent the revival of 

protectionism and is committed to ensuring that 

achievements of the single market will not be squandered. 

Whereas a decade ago Warsaw was not sure whether its 

economy would be able to reap the benefits of a single 

market, the last ten years removed these doubts. The value 

of Polish exports has tripled, foreign investment flourished 

and the country received funds that allowed it to start the 

modernization of its infrastructure. All of these make 

Warsaw eager to maximize the benefits of a single market. 

Securing the position of commissioner responsible for 

Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs for 

Elżbieta Bieńkowska is a clear sign that Poland is 

determined to defend the four freedoms and where 

possible, push for liberalization. Finally, Poland seems to be 

particularly interested in determining EU industrial policy 

and ensuring that EU climate goals would not harm 

traditional and hence “less clean” industrial branches. 

 

1. EU-level natural gas supply policy – 

Energy Union 
Although Poland has done a lot to improve its gas 

supply security, this task is far from being accomplished. 

The country is still dependent on Russian gas, although 

thanks to new interconnectors it can buy it from suppliers 

other than Gazprom. To improve its security Poland is 

pursuing a single market in energy as its European policy 

goal. The latest moves suggest that Warsaw learnt a lesson 

and maneuvers more skillfully in EU energy policy field. The 

country seized its chance to become a driver of single 

market in energy and put forward its own Energy Union 

concept when the European Council asked the Commission 

to develop a plan of reducing the continent’s energy 

                                                      

38  Roadmap towards an Energy Union for Europe. Non-paper 
addressing the EU’s energy dependency challenges, Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs 2014. 

dependence on Russia amid the Russia-Ukraine crisis. 

Poland’s Energy Union rests on the following key pillars: (i) 

infrastructure upgrades to support diversification of 

suppliers; (ii) enhancement of EU security-of-supply 

mechanisms; (iii) hardening EU and member state 

bargaining power vis-à-vis external suppliers; (iv) focusing 

on autonomous European energy production and improving 

neighborhood energy security.38 The proposal builds on the 

existing EU policies and approaches to energy security, but 

it also brings again the idea to coordinate the EU’s gas trade 

with Russia. These ideas has been taken up by the 

European Commission and the Commission’s new president, 

Jean-Claude Juncker made the Energy Union one of its 

strategic goals. Yet, Poland’s calls for coordinated gas 

purchases and end of secrecy over gas supply contracts 

with Russia met with cold welcome in Western European 

nations who enjoy better relations with Gazprom and have 

negotiated lower prices than their Eastern peers. Moreover, 

for Western countries the Energy Union also implies low 

carbon technologies, departure from fossil fuels and 

regulatory harmonization, all of which are treated with 

reservation in the East.  Due to the East-West fault line 

Poland’s key postulate has been watered down in the 

Commission’s proposal of Energy Union. More precisely, 

common gas purchases are voluntary, while transparency 

applies only to intergovernmental deals.39In its quest for 

increasing gas supply security Poland can find allies among 

V4 countries, although Hungary’s latest deal with Russia put 

a question mark on the blocks’ coherence.  

 

2. Strengthening the free movements of 

services and goods 
Economic crisis prompted the revival of economic 

nationalism and halted the process of market integration in 

Europe. This manifests itself in member states’ attempts to 

circumvent the rules granting free movement of goods and 

in their resistance to erasing barriers in free movement of 

services. Poland’s new foreign affairs minister made it clear 

39  A framework strategy for a resilient Energy Union with a 
forward-looking climate change policy, European Commission. 
February 2015  
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in his address to the Parliament that: “It is in Poland’s 

interest that another fundamental freedom of the EU – the 

free movement of goods and services – be fully 

implemented. We will be lobbying in the EU against any 

barriers that restrict economic freedom, and hurt the labor 

market and competitiveness of enterprises, especially 

SMEs”.40 

More specifically, in the realm of services in the near 

future Poland will support liberalization of postal services, 

further elimination of roaming and implementation of 

measures that will stimulate e-commerce and digital single 

market. As far as the free movement of goods is concerned, 

Warsaw sees its role in detecting member states’ attempts 

to breach or circumvent free movement of goods.  In both 

cases Poland can find allies in V4, or more broadly in 

countries that joined the EU recently. Dependent on the 

issue it can benefit from coalitions with traditional “liberal” 

countries like the UK or the Netherlands. 

 

3. Shaping Industrial Policy  
Poland’s ambition for the next decade is to shape EU 

plans aimed at boosting the competitiveness of the 

continent’s industry.  This includes reaching for and using 

of EU resources to stimulate growth on one hand and 

ensuring the balance between growth and climate 

objectives on the other hand.  

The EU is recovering from the economic downturn 

rather slowly compared to the US. To stimulate growth, 

Brussels wants to increase industry's share in the EU's GDP 

back to 20 per cent by 2020, from less than 16 per cent of 

nowadays. 41  This is to be achieved by stimulating 

investment in new technologies, improving the business 

environment and easing access to markets and to finance. 

Even though Poland did not experience recession, its model 

                                                      

40  Expose of Minister Grzegorz Schetyna, available at 
www.msz.gov.pl. 
41 A stronger European industry for growth and economic recovery. 
Industrial policy communication update, European Commission, 
October 2012 
42  Polska 2030. Wyzwania rozwojowe, KPRM 2009, p.20-44 & 
Strategia Rozwoju Kraju 2020, Ministerstwo Rozwoju 
Regionalnego. 

of development based on cheap labor is coming to an end. 

This poses a risk that the country is heading towards 

“middle-income trap” - a situation in which Poland would 

not be able to keep up economically with the core EU 

countries. The Polish government is aware that it needs a 

new growth model based on innovations rather than on 

cheap labor. 42  It sees the opportunity for economic 

upgrading through various EU funds and programs and is 

determined to use available resources to improve its 

competiveness. Together with its V4 partners Poland is now 

lobbying for funds from recently announced EU investment 

fund (euro 315 billion) that CEE countries want to spend on 

joining and the modernization of their energy networks.43  

Poland also seeks to shape the EU industrial policy by 

softening Europe’s climate objectives. That is by showing 

tension between reindustrialization and cutting greenhouse 

emissions. By 2030 EU wants to reduce ghg emissions to 40 

per cent below 1990 levels, and by 80-95 per cent by 2050. 

Yet, Poland together with V4 partners argues that such 

ambitious goals would lead to the increase in energy prices 

and undermine competiveness of their industries. By acting 

together44 and presenting evidence on the harmful effects 

of ecological targets on industry’s competiveness45 Poland 

hopes to change EU plans or at least obtain compensations 

that will allow it to switch to technologically driven low-

emission economy.   

 

4. Other priorities  

Transatlantic Trade and Investment 

Partnership (TTIP)  

Poland sees the free trade agreement between the EU 

and the US as an opportunity rather than threat. Warsaw 

hopes that TTIP will serve as additional stimulus for bilateral 

trade and that it will boost US investment in Poland. Yet, it 

43 Foy, H. EU’s eastern members plot joint raid on €315bn Juncker 
fund, Financial Times, December 8th 2014. 
44  Joint statement of the 21st Meeting of the Ministers of 
Environment of the Visegrad Group Countries, the Republic of 
Bulgaria and Romania, 30 September 2014, Bratislava, Slovakia. 
45 Economic effects of the proposed 2030 climate and energy policy 
framework on Poland and other EU regions, Center for Climate 
Policy Analysis, Warsaw, 2014. 

http://www.msz.gov.pl/
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is a key importance for Poland that TTIP facilitates the 

import of US gas to Europe and that interests of domestic 

industry would not be harmed.46 

Free movement of workers 

Strengthening of the free movement of workers is 

another element of Poland’s campaign against maintaining 

barriers in a single market. Warsaw, which is deregulating 

professions at home, also wants other member states to 

cast-off their market access rules. 47  Yet, due to the 

growing anti-migration sentiment, defending the freedom 

of movement became Poland’s priority. Warsaw reacted 

strongly to the recent UK plans for a cap on the number of 

European migrants joining Britain’s workforce by showing 

that the measures proposed by Britons violate EU treaty.48 

It is highly probable that other governments in 

Northwestern Europe would try to mimic UK plans and in 

order to block them Poland would need partners. 

The Commission with is focus on fair labor mobility is 

Poland’s natural ally as well as other countries which joined 

the EU in and after 2004.  

 

                                                      

46  Silna Polska w Bezpiecznej Europie, Europejski Manifest 
Platformy Europejskiej. Sierpień 2014. 
47 Ibidem 

48 Rafał Trzaskowski, Poland is open to dialogue but EU benefits 
restrictions are illegal and unfair, Independent, December 2014. 


