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Introduction

This introduction was supposed to have been written by Bishop Pieronek. 
In the autumn of last year, he opened the eighteenth international con-
ference in our series, reflecting that the event was “coming of age,” that 
we had reached a new stage and a new opening for the Krakow meetings 
held under the title “The Role of the Catholic Church in the Process of Eu-
ropean Integration.” We did not know it at that point, but the October 
conference was also the end of an era. Bishop Tadeusz died – for us unex-
pectedly and too soon – on the morning of December 27, 2018.

He was a creator of an important event in the European calendar of an-
nual debates on the relationship between the Church and the Union, be-
tween the world of faith and values and the sphere of politics. He was the 
Chairman of the Organizing Committee, and we were fortunate to work 
with him. The author of accurate diagnoses on the situation in Poland and 
Europe. Brave in his opinions. Clear in convictions. Cordial in conversa-
tion. Although he sometimes rebuked, he could also accept criticism, even 
advice, even from us who were much younger. He was our mentor. This 
is who he was for us.

In the present volume, we provide readers with a record of the speeches 
and debates from the last conference which we prepared under the lead-
ership of Bishop Tadeusz Pieronek. However, as the virtue of hope tells 
us, it is not the last one in this history, nor the last one to take place under 
his gaze. Between October and December, as was the custom, we began 
preparations for the next conference – in this case the nineteenth. Bishop 
Tadeusz planned to refresh the way of debating somewhat. In this respect, 
he always tried to be up to date. He watched other public debates closely. 
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Together with him, we strove to make sure that our guests would not feel 
bored, that they would deal with interesting opinions, extraordinary lead-
ers and dynamic messages. We made sure and we will continue to make 
sure. Anyway, in recent weeks we have often said “Oh, Pieronek would 
not forgive us,” if someone thought of quitting this project during such 
a tumultuous time. Some of the key speakers have already confirmed 
their participation. The subject has been approved by all co-organizers 
and conference partners. “Challenges for a New Europe” – we chose this 
title for 2019, because it is the year of election fever, which will change 
the political face of European institutions. It is also a year of numerous 
anniversaries, especially that of thirty years since freedom was regained 
by many countries in Central Europe!

Thus, we welcome a new person to the Organizing Committee: Car-
dinal Stanisław Dziwisz. We thank his Eminence for agreeing to be the 
Honorary Chairman. We are all the more pleased as the inspiration for the 
first conference was Pope John Paul II, and at that time Cardinal Dziwisz 
was a secretary of the Holy Father. Since then, the event has expanded into 
this long-running and unique series.

And let Bishop Tadeusz Pieronek continue to be the mentor of our 
activities. Now from the other side.

Rafał Budnik
Małgorzata Chudzio

Michał Góra



Welcome and Opening
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Dr. Janusz Lewandowski
Member of the European Parliament, 

Co-chair of the Polish Delegation of the PO-PSL Delegation in the European Parliament, 
former Commissioner for Budget and Financial Programming

Your Eminences, Ladies and Gentlemen,
For many years, at this time of the year, we set off towards Krakow from 

the European Parliament, from Brussels or Strasbourg. This is already 
a tradition. However, the circumstances of our discussion on the perspec-
tives of the European Union and the role of the Catholic Church in creat-
ing European integration are variable. The anxieties and sources of hope 
are variable too. Today, we direct our gaze at Italy with unease. And due 
to the development of the situation in Italy, I must excuse the absence 
of the President of the European Parliament, Antonio Tajani, despite the 
fact that he announced and confirmed his visit to Krakow. He had to stay 
in Rome. It is exactly this concern about Italy that prevails today, although 
I must admit that equally important in the agenda of various European 
Union institutions are the problems of the rule of law in several countries.

What is this Union actually like, what are its prospects, what should it 
be like? We will find out in 2019. We will be told by the voters at the ballot 
boxes in the European elections, by their participation or refusal to par-
ticipate, providing either a vote of confidence or a vote of no confidence. 
Less than nine months remain until the hour of truth. There is still more 
to be done to create more trust and less distrust. We know what Europeans 
do not like: intrusive regulations that teach them how to live, interfering in 
their daily lives. The battle for European funds will take place in the arena 
of what is broadly understood as security. Today, this is the biggest deficit 
of the Union: from cultural, perhaps more than social, to cybersecurity. 
This is the biggest deficit of today’s European Union – the defense of the 
European way of life.

I will share with you a memory of the times when I was a commission-
er. At that time the so-called Arab Spring broke out. It started in 2011. 
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At the beginning it was Tunisia, then it spread to other countries. These 
young people on the other side of the Mediterranean were gathering on 
social media, which is why we could actually witness their way of con-
versing, their conception of what was a good life. And it turned out in 
Brussels that this good life is obviously not in their own country, nor is it 
in Saudi Arabia, nor is it the American way of life – it is European. A good 
life is European; but the problem is that they want to take this good life 
without respecting those principles and values that have made this good 
life possible. Unfortunately, I must say that some young EU Member States 
are also accused of this.

Europe is a continent larger than its mere geography. This is a conti-
nent with a soul. I do not know what can cement, for example, residents 
of Japan or Iran, countries on the same Asian continent, but I know for 
certain that in Portugal, Lithuania, Ireland or Malta, everyone can claim 
the common heritage of the Greeks, Romans, and above all Christianity, 
the Renaissance, the Enlightenment and the lessons of the wars and total-
itarian regimes of the 20th century. This is the bond that made a Europe 
without borders possible. And we will defend it, we will discuss it.

Once again, I would like to excuse the President of the European Par-
liament, Antonio Tajani for his absence, but he has sent us a video mes-
sage, and I hope he will appear next year when we will no longer feel so 
concerned about the situation in his native country. Meanwhile, I would 
like to welcome you all to this year’s conference debates.



11

Andrzej Grzyb
Member of the European Parliament, 

Co-chairman of the Polish PO-PSL Delegation in the European Parliament

Your Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen,
I always come to Krakow with a genuine feeling of pleasure that I can 

once again participate not only in the opening, but also the whole confer-
ence, on this occasion for the 16th time. As Bishop Tadeusz Pieronek said, 
it is a “mature” conference that is simultaneously full of vigour. Eighteen 
years is just enough to reach a certain level of adulthood, with the hope 
that it will be possible to continue this conversation.

When last year we were talking in the same room about the problems 
that we were experiencing then, it seemed that some of them were insur-
mountable. Today, with some optimism, we can say that we have overcome 
some problems, although not completely.

Such an example is even provided by the recent referendum in Mace-
donia, which although not conclusive, still indicates that we can also find 
a reasonable solution to very difficult cases. Will it be accepted? That is 
the question, but as the European Union, as its Member States, we still 
look with hope on the possibility of stabilization and membership of the 
countries of the Western Balkans.

On the other hand, after the turbulence that took place in the euro-
zone, we can see that even in very difficult situations some Member States 
managed to deal with problems in 2008 in an excellent way. Others, even 
with such big problems as Greece, as we have heard recently during the 
current prime minister of Greece’s speech in the Parliament, indicate that 
despite huge difficulties, despite the costs, Greek society is also somehow 
coping with it and trying to solve these difficult problems.

The third piece of good news is that it is possible to extend the Schen-
gen Area to Romania and Bulgaria, regardless of all the assessments 
accompanying it. After all, it was one of the greatest aspirations that 
the borders would disappear. Perhaps after many years of membership, 
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we take it for granted, we consider it a constant thing and circumstance. 
Many young people have become convinced that this is a constant real-
ity, but in fact we still have to care for what was achieved thanks to the 
idea initiated by Schuman and the other Founding Fathers of Europe, 
so that it can function. We must constantly recall that this project of the 
post-war division of Europe, this overcoming which occurred as a result 
of World War II, is thanks to the very idea of the Founding Fathers who 
based the future of Europe on Christian attitudes and Christian roots. 
Hence the title of this conference and the durability of the debate that 
we started here in Krakow 18 years ago and are continuing today. On 
behalf of our delegation, I would like to express my hope to all the par-
ticipants, that these will be fruitful, constructive deliberations. Thank 
you very much.
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Professor Dr. Thomas Sternberg
Member of the Board of the Konrad Adenauer Foundation, 

President of the Central Committee of German Catholics

Your Excellencies, Eminences, Father Rector, Representatives,
It is an honour and pleasure for me to welcome you on behalf of the 

Konrad Adenauer Foundation, whose participation in and cooperation 
with this conference is now happening for the eighth time. I would like 
to thank all the organizers of the conference for giving it the right di-
rection.

The process of European integration and the role of the Catholic 
Church are ongoing topics. On October 3rd, we celebrated our national 
holiday in Germany – Germany’s Day of Unity. 28 years ago, 5 new federal 
states joined the union formed up until then by 11 federal states. It was 
the only peaceful revolution of this kind in German history. We will never 
forget the participation of the Polish nation in this great work: the struggle 
of the Solidarity movement in the ’80s, although difficult, and finally the 
contribution of the great Saint of the Catholic Church – John Paul II, who 
in 1979 exhorted: “Do not be afraid! Trust the Holy Spirit.“

Love of the homeland in Germany has united us. Love of the homeland 
has provided you all with a free Poland. But unfortunately, in European 
countries more and more often the love of the country and its nation 
is mixed with nationalism. Therefore, the poison of nationalism, which 
arose in the 19th century, increasingly also penetrates parliaments in our 
countries and threatens us. Democracy is a systemic form that can destroy 
itself. However, it is a system in which citizens can and should protest. 
Building Europe is not something that stands separate from the love of the 
homeland. It is a consistent extension of patriotism, love for one’s own 
nation and a united Europe.

We trust that Europe has a future in spite of all its problems. Last year 
I had the privilege to participate in this conference and at that time much 
darker clouds were gathering over us than now. The role of the Catholic 



14

Church is very important here. Probably Catholics in Europe are the larg-
est social group that is sociologically possible to define, but do we really 
know each other well enough? How much interaction is there among us? 
Here lies one of the great opportunities, but also one of the issues of Eu-
ropean integration, that the Catholic communities should co-create this 
Europe through cooperation and coherent action.

Sixty years ago, the Treaties of Rome came into force. On January 
1, 1958, three Catholics extensively participated in these works: Robert 
Schuman, Konrad Adenauer and Alcide de Gasperi. However, this Eu-
rope was not just a Western European project, but a project in which the 
countries of Central and Eastern Europe were always involved. Cardinal 
Bolesław Kominek, only a few years after the Treaty of Rome, wrote a fa-
mous letter to German bishops, “We forgive and ask for forgiveness.” It 
was a work of Polish-German reconciliation. Cardinal Kominek is also 
one of the Founding Fathers of Europe. Therefore, I am glad that we can 
exchange views and opinions here about Europe, which remains a source 
of hope and should be a stabilizer. Meetings, the exchange of opinions, 
dialogue – these are the foundations for everything to go forwards in 
a positive direction. Dialogue has been a feature of this conference for 
a long time. I wish you all interesting discussions.
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Jacek Krupa
Marshal of the Małopolska Province

Ladies and Gentlemen, Distinguished guests,
participants of this very important conference,

As the Marshal of Małopolska Province, I cordially welcome you 
to Krakow, in Małopolska, on behalf of all the inhabitants of our region – 
and there are many of them, almost 3.4 million people. This conference is 
an extremely important event, because it is a part of an essential dialogue 
not only about the future but also about the present Europe, an open dia-
logue, as was previously stressed here. Opinions expressed here have and 
will have a transparent and true character.

We have many problems in Europe. We are dealing with nationalism, 
with xenophobia, with Brexit, with security, but we are beginning to have 
a new phenomenon, at least in Poland – this phenomenon is called “in-
tellectual terrorism.” We are told that white is black and black is white. 
We are told that Europe is an imaginary community. Of course, everyone 
in this room knows how far such opinions are from the truth. As a local 
government official I can provide many examples. Due to my function, 
I usually participate in discussions about the future of Europe in the re-
gional dimension, regarding the policy of commonality. I am quoting 
this example of the existence of important values that bind us in the area 
of Europe’s regions. Well, these are discussions on cohesion policy, look-
ing for answers to the question whether there should be centralization 
or decentralization of the European Union budget. With great satisfac-
tion, I and my colleagues from Poland had the opportunity to experience 
the excellent attitude of our colleagues from all over Europe, and from 
those regions that are much more developed in terms of infrastructure, 
sometimes also civilization, than us – these richest regions. They were 
and are the ones who participated from the beginning with the most 
powerful voice in this debate about the future of cohesion policy. They 
are the strongest supporters of continuing the policy of cohesion. This is 
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proof that we share many values, that we are a family, which cares about 
common prosperity, as well as common values.

The most famous person from Małopolska, Saint John Paul II, re-
peatedly emphasized that Poland needs Europe as much as Europe needs 
Poland. These words are still valid and have been a canvas as well as a basis 
for this conference for many years. I am glad that we can give a common, 
clear, transparent message – from here in Krakow, from Małopolska – 
that Europe is a community, that Europe is a family. I hope that this 18th 
International Conference, with the participation of so many distinguished 
guests, proves to be a critical element that enriches this relevant dialogue 
on the future of Europe. I also wish you the intellectual joy of debate. I in-
vite you to talk about Poland and Europe, and I invite you to visit Kraków 
and Małopolska. Thank you.
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Bishop Rimantas Norvila
President of the COMECE Commission on EU International Cooperation, 

Bishop of the Vilkaviškis diocese

Dear hosts and participants of the conference,
I would like to extend my warm greetings from Archbishop Jean-

Claude Hollerich, who is the chairman of the Commission of the Epis-
copates of the European Community (COMECE), as well as from other 
bishops, representatives of their episcopates in this Commission. I would 
especially like to thank His Excellency Bishop Tadeusz Pieronek for con-
stant and fruitful cooperation.

On behalf of COMECE, we would like to point out that we are commit-
ted and will continue to develop the European peace project. We will en-
gage in an open, meaningful dialogue with European institutions. Exactly 
a year ago, COMECE, in cooperation with the Holy See, organized a siza-
ble meeting in the Vatican. The main topic of this dialogue was “Thinking 
Europe.” 350 participants represented various sectors, from academic 
ones, to broadly-understood society, likewise the Church. Together, they 
were thinking about what can be done now, how to further develop the 
European project. A year later, little has changed, because Europe is still 
facing great challenges. We are dealing with a certain separation process 
– namely Great Britain’s attempt to separate. The whole process is more 
difficult than one could have expected. Moreover, many European citizens, 
especially young people, have the feeling that they are experiencing social 
and economic exclusion, that they are being left behind. We are also deal-
ing with changes in lifestyle that can be attributed to what is happening 
to the natural environment. Our society is more and more pluralistic and 
also travels more and more. As a result, fears and uncertainty arise, but 
at the same time hopes and expectations grow. You have to react accord-
ingly to these challenges. Since there was no appropriate reaction, there 
was a sense of distrust towards institutions and politicians, while populist 
politicians and Eurosceptics grew in strength, which of course worries us.
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When it comes to the Catholic Church, our message is hope. Certainly, 
we look to the future with confidence. Of course, we face some challeng-
es that can be turned into opportunities. The current situation is a kind 
of invitation to think about the European project, in order to continue 
promoting certain European values and principles, but also to make bold 
decisions about future development.

Pope Francis at the last meeting a year ago emphasized the following: 
in order to identify and unleash these phenomena, let’s remember that 
Europe is not just a statistical data group, it’s not just institutions. Europe 
consists of people. Currently, we will debate on the perspectives of the 
development of the European project and we must consider how Europe 
can focus on the human being and the community again. How can some 
economic and financial policies be shaped so that they can serve citizens, 
families, and especially those who are marginalized and poor? How can 
we live together while respecting the interests of these smaller and larger 
members of the European Union? How can we be sure that we will be safe, 
how can we defend ourselves, while not undermining the principles of the 
rule of law and the fundamental freedoms we enjoy? We are talking here 
about questions that require answers both complex and comprehensive. 
We hope that the discussion panels will give us the opportunity to think 
about and discuss some of these issues.
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Antonio Tajani
President of the European Parliament

(video message)

Your Excellencies, dear friends, dear audience,
Today’s conference already has a long tradition. Since 2001, you have 

been meeting in Krakow and discussing the prospects for European inte-
gration. I would have felt honoured to be with you here today, in the heart 
of Polish history and culture, in the hometown of John Paul II.

We Europeans can look with pride today at what we have achieved over 
the last 70 years, as well as at what you have achieved over the last 28 years 
of Polish history and during the 14 years of Poland’s membership in the 
European Union. The history of the European Union is a history of toler-
ance, democracy, and the rule of law, as well as of the freedom of expres-
sion. We have overcome many European divisions and have achieved so 
much. We can indeed be proud that we have managed to create a good 
deal, thanks to the friendship and mutual trust of great Christian leaders 
such as De Gasperi, Schuman, Adenauer, Spaak, and Monnet.

Unfortunately, the last 10 years, which saw financial and economic 
crises, have led to some problems. We have a crisis of mutual trust, which 
we must overcome, because it is a fact that we unfortunately have less and 
less confidence in the European idea. Let us remember that we are more 
than just a common market or a single currency zone. We should be able 
to open ourselves to others and to the need to cooperate with others.

The next elections to the European Parliament are ahead of us. Europe-
an leaders must show their approach – a wise, long-term approach to the 
future of the European Union.

I am glad that at the moment this important political debate is contin-
uing in Europe, here, in Krakow. I think that we need to better respond 
to the needs and expectations of our European citizens. We must jointly 
build our European project, and the European Union needs Poland more 
than ever, it needs Poland to be an active participant in the discussion 
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and to shape the future with us. Therefore, it is important that we work 
closely together so that we can talk to each other. The European economy 
is growing, and the Polish economy is growing even faster than the average 
European economy.

In the country of the Solidarity movement and Lech Wałęsa, who still 
remains an authority in Europe, the words of John Paul II are very im-
portant to us: “Freedom is not about doing what we like, but rather about 
the right to do what we should.” I will also repeat what I said last year – if 
we want to protect our democracy, we must be responsible for our daily 
actions, for our words. The European Union is a community based on 
values, including Christian values.

I wish you interesting and fruitful discussions. I hope that Poland will 
be the centre of European integration again and will continue to shape our 
common future. Good luck!



I Panel Session

EURO  
– SOCIAL, POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC  

CONNECTORS OF THE EU

Introduction

Dr. Janusz Lewandowski, Member of the European Parliament, Co-chair of the Polish 
Delegation of the PO-PSL in the European Parliament, former Commissioner for Budget and 
Financial Programming

Discussions

Kai Wynands, Head of the Commissioner Valdis Dombrovskis’ Cabinet for the Euro and 
Social Dialogue
Dr. Ivan Stefanec, Member of the European Parliament, plenipotentiary of the Slovak 
Government for the introduction of the euro
Janusz Jankowiak, Chief Economist of the Polish Business Council

Moderation

Andrzej Godlewski, journalist, lecturer at the SWPS University of Social Sciences and 
Humanities in Warsaw
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Dr. Janusz Lewandowski

I will try to avoid using technocratic language, so we can talk about 
the euro as an integrating community project, its pros and cons in this 
very role.

The euro is the common currency of 340 million Europeans. This 
means, as we know in Poland, that not all European Union residents use 
the euro. But at the same time, the euro transcends the borders of the 
European Union. The euro is not unfamiliar in the overseas territories 
of France. Under bilateral agreements, the euro is in circulation – which 
I am placing in the foreground – in the Vatican, San Marino, and Monaco. 
We are also dealing with, I would call it, “pirate” implementations of the 
euro in some countries, such as Andorra, Montenegro, Kosovo – which 
is non-contractual use of the euro based on decisions of those countries. 
A curiosity is the euro in British military bases in Cyprus, given the inher-
ent reluctance of the English to adopt the single currency.

For 340 million Europeans, the euro is the result of a huge logistical op-
eration that took place in early 2002. 14.5 billion banknotes were printed, 
almost 50 billion coins were minted. At the same time, the national cur-
rency was switched to a common currency in 12 countries, which means 
a change in contracts, invoices, orders, tax returns, and accounting. It was 
a huge logistical operation. And as early as mid-2002, national currencies 
were withdrawn from circulation in these 12 countries. There are currently 
19 such countries. The euro remains a bold experiment in the history and 
economy of the world, because it is a stateless currency. This is not even 
a currency based on a federal system, such as the United States’ uniform 
currency, or Switzerland, or, to some extent, federal Germany. This was 
done in reverse order to what was the norm in the history of the world, 
where usually statehood emerged first, and then the common currency. 
That’s how Bismarck’s Germany, Italy, or Switzerland were merged first. 
In Germany, when the Second Reich was born – in the year 1871 – it was 
only five years later that the Central Bank was established, and it was only 
in 1909, thus after 38 years, when the Reichsmark, the common currency 
for Germany, was born.
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The accomplishment of this experiment, which is a great integrative 
venture in the history of Europe, has been described in various ways with 
regards to the very motives that propelled this great switch in 12 European 
countries in 2002. Sometimes it is perceived as a simple act of bargaining 
between President of France François Mitterand and German Chancellor 
Helmut Kohl, namely the consent to the unification of Europe, which was 
at the same time under the condition of the withdrawal of Germany from 
a very strong Mark. But this is an extremely simplistic view on the genesis 
of the single currency and monetary union. Indeed, it was treated as a sort 
of higher-level integrative venture that makes European integration irre-
versible. Therefore, the common currency is sometimes compared to the 
decision of Cortez, who ordered that ships be burnt, to prove to his army 
that there is no turning back, that it is something irreversible. Econom-
ic pragmatism was a significant factor in this decision on the adoption 
of the common currency on such a large scale: it was really expected, and 
we can indeed talk about this, that if there is a common market, then there 
should also be a single currency, and it will speed up the development 
of all participants of this enterprise. There will also be a faster conver-
gence, i.e. the assimilation of economic potentials in this area. It was also 
an attempt to find “healthy money,” and I would like to emphasize this 
very strongly, because one of the conditions of German adoption of the 
common currency was the creation of a central bank, which has greater 
independence from politics than the federal reserve of the United States. 
It has very narrowly-defined goals. It is more independent of politicians in 
various countries, hence the expectation that this will reduce the tempta-
tion to spoil money, so-called devaluation, to improve the competitiveness 
of these economies. This was often a topic studied by Robert A. Mundell, 
the Nobel Prize winner, who was referred to in debates on the single 
currency as a man who described the optimal, unadulterated, monetary 
union, which is far from today’s European Union and the eurozone. He 
was a total (although little-known) believer in the idea of healthy money, 
independent of politics. He thought that the euro, for which he had mixed 
feelings, is a sort of transfer of “reaganomics” – that is, a certain economic 
policy, which we associate with President Reagan – to European territory. 
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However, on the other side of the Atlantic Ocean, this European exper-
iment was viewed with great suspicion, and other Nobel Prize winners, 
great names – Milton Friedman, Paul Krugman – predicted that the euro 
would probably collapse during the first crisis.

This test, or the great economic crisis, took place six years after the 
introduction of the euro. We can say today that the euro has survived 
despite predictions from the other side of the Atlantic, and it is not true 
that this great crisis had its source in the eurozone. It came from across 
the Atlantic, including this memorable great date of September 15, 2008 
– the collapse of Lehman Brothers. But the first bank nationalized in the 
European Union was the Northern Rock loan bank from Great Britain. 
Iceland’s situation was disastrous. These two countries were not partic-
ipants in the eurozone, so certainly the big crisis was not caused by the 
introduction of the monetary union. But the truth is that this crisis has 
spread beyond this monetary union, to other countries and continents. 
And for a long time the European Union was considered to be a sick 
member of the global economy. We were rebuked, we were instructed on 
how it is supposed to be. The so-called soft power, or the implementation 
of a model or ideological impact of the European Union, treated as a sick 
member of the global economy, collapsed.

Economists explain in different ways the causes of this “spill,” bigger 
in the eurozone than anywhere else, but one way to explain this is that 
the European Union’s real economy is funded differently, namely from 
a bank loan, while in the United States it is funded from the capital mar-
kets. This is basic funding. Since the banks were collapsing, the countries 
rushed to help at the taxpayers’ expense, at the expense of debt. In turn, 
the rising debt sucked in money that could feed the real economy, and in 
this way it deepened the crisis in the eurozone. But we must admit that at 
the same time, the crisis that the euro survived exposed the flaws of this 
system, which is based on one central bank, yet it has 19 different econom-
ic policies and different financial policies, in which German invention is 
not respected, i.e. the stabilization and growth pact, which was supposed 
to discipline these 19 financial and economic policies. It turned out that 
the single currency does not discipline; on the contrary, it enables some-
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thing that I would call a “stowaway,” which means cheap loans that do not 
credit investment and progress, occurring in the south of Europe primarily 
– credits consumption and sometimes speculative bubbles, like in the real 
estate market in Spain. So those countries that consider themselves eco-
nomical, especially the North, pumped their savings towards those whom 
they treat as prodigal. It was easy money. First and foremost, that money 
did not create a competitive economy, but the markets allowed it. This was 
happening with the approval of financial markets, which did not evaluate 
this risk, but they allowed all of this. And indeed, it resulted in powerful 
political wounds on the European continent. The division, the abyss, and 
the tension were very much renewed between the South, which benefited 
from various assistance programs, but they were dictated from abroad, 
which was treated politically with a certain sense of humiliation, and re-
luctant sponsors of this aid from the North. It also facilitated something 
that created a certain phenomenon for European populist movements, 
that is what we call “blame Brussels” – blaming Brussels for everything, 
because Brussels was blamed for financial restrictions imposed on the 
Greeks, the Spaniards, and the Irish, which conditioned the acquisition 
of aid. But when it comes to the basic question that we have to ask our-
selves on this occasion, whether the euro has survived the test of the crisis 
against negative predictions, the answer is positive. The euro has survived. 
The economy of the eurozone is growing.

The second question is: does the situation of the euro and the fate of the 
euro confirm the so-called optimistic, crisis theory of the European Union 
– that, if societies face great challenges, then unlike totalitarian ones, which 
themselves multiply problems and fall under their burden, a free society 
matures to the challenge and finds a solution? And here the answer is not 
so simple because, of course, the Union has begun to react. The first phase 
was a firefighting phase. I will not list all of the related issues, but I was on 
the committee in those years and my friend Michel Barnier, currently chief 
Brexit negotiator, tossed us some new elements practically every week, 
mainly hastily conceived intergovernmental solutions to save countries 
that first fell out of the financial market, which means Greece, Portugal, 
Ireland. Eastern countries were also affected, especially Latvia, but also 
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Hungary and Romania. Certainly Poland was the least affected country 
at that time. Later, at the time when this crisis was looming over Spain or 
Italy, there were persistent, systemic solutions, no longer ad hoc, which 
I will not list here, but the decisive element, all economists know about 
this, was the famous announcement of the head of the European Central 
Bank Mario Draghi in which he proclaimed that he would use all means 
possible to avoid a crisis in the eurozone. And he announced something 
that is called in economic slang OMT – that is, he announced, but did not 
implement, the bond redemption action, which calmed the markets.

We will not be talking too much about all those six-pack, fiscal pacts, 
two-pack, the European semester, the European stability mechanism, the 
two pillars of the banking union, and finally Juncker’s investment plan. 
This is a work in progress, which is also a test of the European Union’s ma-
turity, in order for it to face challenges and rise to the scale of the challenge. 
Personally, I was most worried about the fact that in line with this treat-
ment of the European Union there will be a separate EU budget on a large 
scale, because if it were to fulfill its role, it would have to be much larger 
than the budget that so strongly feeds Polish regions, which has a scale 
of 1% national wealth of member countries. But these suspicions and this 
concern, which was the plan of the victorious president of France Macron, 
did not come true. That is, we have a “batch” of the euro for the Commu-
nity budget. It is not great, there is a mechanism that is supposed to help 
non-euro countries mature to the euro, but this is 25 billion euro, which is 
not a large amount within the scale of the European budget. There is also 
a mechanism to mitigate shocks within the eurozone, but these are mainly 
loans of 30 billion euros. This is not a shocking scale which eliminates the 
budget possibilities of the entire community. In general, in this dispute on 
how to treat the European Union and ensure the durability of the single 
currency, the German option is winning at the moment – caution. It is 
based, for example, on whether the permanent loan mechanism or the 
European stability mechanism should be transformed into the European 
Monetary Fund. We are far from a European guarantee of bank deposits, 
which would safeguard those countries that have to guarantee the solvency 
of deposits individually. It is far from a communitarisation of debts.
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We are assuming a European perspective today, so I will not talk about 
the Polish perspective, but it is clear to each of us that Poland’s relationship 
to the euro is not a matter of economic criteria, it is a matter of policy 
and the possible amendment of art. 227 of our constitution, for which 
the chance is nominal in the current situation. Just like the chances are 
nominal for such a large country, that we would adopt a piratical meth-
odology, worthy of Kosovo, Montenegro or Andorra, when adopting the 
euro. This is a matter for discussion, but today the European perspective 
applies to us. Today we have a real trend in Europe, and I would like 
to note this clearly in my conclusion. It is along these lines: “In order 
to save the European Union, let us break up the eurozone, the monetary 
union, in a controlled manner, because it generates more tension than 
benefits.” For example, my friend from the onset of Polish reforms, Stefan 
Kawalec, who made a manifesto that spread throughout Europe, thinks 
this way. Save the European Union through a controlled dismantlement 
of the eurozone, which generates tensions mainly between the North and 
South. But it is also a fact that nobody is willing to leave the eurozone. The 
problem is whether to propose a solution that enables euroexit. This was 
discussed in an era when Greece was exposed the most, but today there 
are no volunteers to leave the eurozone. Richer countries, poorer ones, 
countries such as Latvia, Lithuania – nobody wants to leave the eurozone. 
This is also a hint for us, which is an assessment of the balance of benefits 
and disadvantages of participating in this common currency.

Today, the European Union will develop along two tracks. There is 
no longer any talk about the so-called finalité – what is it to be like in 20 
years, what is its destination, is it already out of fashion. Today, the discus-
sion centres around to what extent this union should exist, for a healthy 
monetary union to exist. How much more of a political, institutional Eu-
ropean Union is needed for the euro? A different dimension has surfaced 
in regards to what the European Union still needs to do to ensure that 
Europeans have existential security at the time of a refugee crisis. These 
are two dimensions for the upper level of the EU, but both, whatever they 
mean, can be expensive for a country outside the eurozone, because the 
absentees have no say.
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Kai Wynands
I am glad that Janusz Lewandowski presented this great plan regarding 

the euro. The euro is the second most important currency in the world. It 
is a so-called reserve currency. As Dr. Janusz Lewandowski said, we have 
the leverage in this existential crisis. This does not mean that there were 
no crises before. Let’s look at the 1990s – there was speculation, a lot 
of pressure to intervene in the Bundesbank, and all this had a huge impact 
on trade, so that the union would remain one mechanism. Some say there 
is no alternative, although in my opinion the alternative is much worse. 
We have survived this crisis and somehow managed to get through it 
quite smoothly, but Greece had more serious problems. Ireland managed 
to achieve some stabilization; what’s more, Ireland began to develop, re-
ducing unemployment. Progress was significant. We managed to achieve 
a lot. Of course, we had such spontaneous stability mechanisms, and now 
we have the European stability mechanism. We also have a situation in 
which Members of the European Parliament have been involved, affecting 
a certain legal framework. We are now talking about the Italian budget; 
anyway, it will be presented to the European Commission and we do not 
want to wait until it is too late. We want to stay in dialogue with the Mem-
ber States to see what they are planning, especially in the context of spend-
ing. We can say that the progress has really been considerable, a lot has 
been done, and indeed, we have witnessed crises and we do not want them 
to be repeated in this form. We are to combat populism, but people will 
not forgive a situation for which we are simply unprepared.

Let’s look at what is happening, at migration, and the euro. The com-
mission is determined to say this: we must go forward. As I said, we have 
already gone a long way, but we have not arrived yet. It was suggested 
how a European monetary fund could be created so that we could stand 
on our own feet if it was needed. Of course, we lack certain institutions 
similar to the International Monetary Fund. Otherwise, we could use 
them, but we cannot count on them. It is good that we as Europeans, in 
fact, can stand up straight on our own. This is no longer simply preferred, 
it is necessary.
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Another thing – the integration of Community law. The ESM mecha-
nism itself will also be subject to further integration. We presented certain 
proposals in May, and I am glad that one of the MPs does not see these 
proposals as serious expenses. 40 billion – this is the extent of the loans 
we are talking about. The point is not to repeat the situation in which 
a crisis reaches us when are unprepared. If we have a country where some 
general rules apply and unemployment increases too drastically, then this 
country could count on the support that assures business would still go on. 
Otherwise, the situation may develop and we do not want it to. We would 
like to have a preventive tool, directed to those members who exist and 
operate in a replaceable mechanism. Ironically, Denmark is interested. 
Bulgaria is on the road to the euro. The first step is joining the ERM II 
exchange rate mechanism (Exchange Rate Mechanism II).

Another instrument that we have proposed is the Refund Support 
Programme. The Commission, with the support of the Member States, 
proposes a certain range of technical support. It’s about how you can 
modify certain systems, why and how. First you need to be able to act, 
you need to manage liquidity. Let’s see – when Greece had liquidity prob-
lems, the best systems would not have been able to help if these grounds 
were not resolved. Therefore, in some countries, these basic skills that 
the state should have, have failed. And now this is a solution that will 
be voluntary. Parliament and the council agreed that we will double the 
value of this, over time it will be a permanent, absolutely voluntary in-
strument. At this point, it is already used and reaches different fields, e.g. 
in Poland, the social aspect is used. It is such a support that strengthens 
assistance for people with disabilities. It is about reintegration into the 
labour market.

Another thing is Refund Delivery II – a tool enabling the introduction 
of reforms. We want to see what are the most important areas in which 
growth and employment could be enhanced. Of course, the question is 
how everything will be implemented. This is a very interesting thing, but 
the question is what to do with reforms? We should find a moment when 
we can sit down and talk in detail about certain solutions to make sure 
that the homework has been done. And then we could provide support. 
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On the one hand, we should help, but on the other hand, everyone should 
solve their own problems in their own home.

Another important instrument, especially from the perspective of Bul-
garia, but not only, is the so-called convergence instrument. This is an in-
strument that will be directed to countries that really want to join the euro 
and take appropriate steps in this direction, and these countries would be 
supported so that they could actually join the eurozone. As President Jean-
Claude Juncker said, everyone is expected to join it, this is what we expect, 
we invite all of them, but everyone has to meet all the conditions, and 
appropriate support mechanisms are to serve this purpose.

There is a myth that we are dealing with the dichotomy of East vs. West. 
I studied in Poland, my wife is Hungarian, my boss is Latvian. My expe-
rience tells me that the theory I just mentioned is nonsense. Let’s look 
at the euro. We already have five Member States that have joined it and 
these are examples of success. Besides, the person who is responsible for 
one such success is at this table. We also have cases that initially bode 
well, but they have still not joined at the moment. Of course, we cannot 
force anyone, some debate is needed and certain criteria have to be met. 
We have presented our convergence report. Let’s look at Poland, there are 
two criteria here that Poland does not meet. One is related to the inde-
pendence of the Central Bank, and there are two other economic criteria, 
namely the conversion of long-term interest rates and membership in the 
ERM mechanism.

And there is Latvia. If Latvia had waited for a full conversion with other 
countries, it would not be a part of the eurozone. Bulgaria is not waiting 
for it either. I think that there is great potential here, which can be used es-
pecially in the perspective of the upcoming Brexit. This is very important 
for the common market. Part of this is the euro and some irreversibility. 
Let’s see what it looks like from an Asian or an American perspective. So 
far, everything has been very inclusive, but let’s not risk disconnecting, that 
is, creating a Europe of two different speeds or two classes, because from 
the American or Asian perspective this unity is important.
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Andrzej Godlewski
I would like you to refer to the idea that Mr. Janusz Lewandowski 

included in his introduction. This was in regards to how the eurozone is 
changing, because lessons learned from these problems that emerged dur-
ing the crisis and the common currency were supposed to discipline the 
Member States for actions in the German style in economic and financial 
policy. Is that really so? From what you have already said, from what Mr. 
Janusz Lewandowski said before, many actions have been taken, but, for 
example, the Italians are now proposing a budget that is not in line with 
what the other eurozone countries expect, which you and the European 
Commission probably also expect. If it were otherwise, then Mr. Tajani 
would not have to go to Italy and negotiate with his partners, rather he 
would be present here with us on the panel.

Kai Vynands
Yes, we should blame the imperfections of the system. That’s why Pres-

ident Antonio Tajani is not here today. But otherwise, this role was very 
constructive, and some local populists and populist suggestions do not 
intimidate him. Of course, Europe is politics, let us not forget that there 
is this political dimension, within Brussels, between Brussels and the 
Member States. We have strengthened certain rules to the extent that the 
Treaty itself allows. The question is, how can some tools be implemented? 
Of course, in some situations we could have been even tougher, but let’s 
remember that the situation has already stabilized. If we get out of this 
turbulent crisis, we have to be careful. We probably have gotten out. So 
far, we have only some information about the budget, we do not have key 
information yet, but the most important decisions will be made here in 
the coming weeks.

Dr. Ivan Stefanec
Thank you for inviting me to this very important conference in the 

beautiful city of Krakow. I shall start by presenting my experience of co-
operation with Poland. Six weeks ago I was cycling with my family in the 
Polish and Slovak Tatras, I spent three days in Zakopane and I did not 



33

exchange euro for PLN at all. I paid everywhere in euros, in Zakopane and 
in the vicinity, so I assure you that Zakopane is already in the eurozone. 
This is my experience from a few weeks ago.

The euro is a great success. I will show how it looks from our Slovak 
perspective. So, first of all, the euro is a great success, because in a rel-
atively short time the euro has become the second largest currency in 
the world. Not only 20% of the world’s foreign exchange reserves, but 
1/3 of payments all over the world are payments in euros. The eurozone 
is also the second largest economic zone after the United States. We are 
now ahead of China when it comes to the economic zone. 15% of the 
global GDP is in the eurozone. I would like to emphasize that this is 
a great success despite many problems and the difficulties that we have 
been talking about. Despite these problems, we are a zone that can talk 
about the great success of its currency. We can discuss further examples. 
I mentioned earlier that the Polish Tatra Mountains are already in the 
eurozone, but the euro can also be used for payments in Africa and Asia, 
I have often had such experiences where I could also pay in the single 
currency there. This is a great advantage that all of our citizens can feel. 
The euro represents big savings when it comes to currency conversion, 
for example from the point of view of our European citizens. They do not 
have to exchange currencies all the time, this is the first advantage, there 
are no costs that once were significant when it comes to currency ex-
change, there is no need to incur the costs that were once necessary, 
and now they are not. This is important not only for citizens, but also 
for companies. I am emphasizing that economic life, yet also the travels 
of Europe’s inhabitants, are possible without currency exchange in the 
eurozone.

Some time ago, some people said very often that adopting the euro 
causes prices to increase in different countries. In 2009, we adopted the 
euro, i.e. we have almost 10 years of Slovak experience with this, and 
we can say that over these 10 years in Slovakia we had less inflation than 
our neighbouring countries: Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary. 
Slovakia has the lowest inflation and the smallest price increases in com-
parison to these countries. Thus, the euro does not increase prices at all, 
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but we have, as I mentioned, low inflation, stability, and predictability for 
the economy. These are important benefits of the euro.

Naturally, this is not only a political decision, although of course very 
important from a political point of view. Just like our colleague Janusz 
Lewandowski perfectly said in his introduction, as far as the current 
situation in the world is concerned, there is also a need for constitutional 
changes in Poland. This is a difficult political decision, but in my opinion 
the euro is an important tool for European integration due to the continu-
ity of this process. And from the point of view of our citizens, Europeans, 
the euro is a symbol of their participation in the process of European 
integration. At least, this is how we perceive this currency in Slovakia.

From Slovakia’s point of view, our reactions are even more emotional, 
because we remember that for political reasons some time ago it was said 
that Slovakia would not join the European Union together with neigh-
bouring countries, and then we developed. Fortunately, we managed 
to join the European Union with other neighbouring countries, and now 
we are one of the leading countries in the region, thanks to the fact that 
we managed to adopt the euro. The decision-making process in financial 
matters is also important. As you know, key decisions most often are not 
made at meetings of EU finance ministers, but at the eurozone meetings. 
So not all EU finance ministers, but those who are in the eurozone make 
key decisions. It is really worth being a part of this euro club, because 
those who are not in it do not take part in making the most important 
economic and financial decisions for the European Union. This is another 
important argument for being part of the eurozone.

Likewise, from the point of view of Slovakia, I can add that we actu-
ally had a lot of problems before adopting the euro. In 2006, I was the 
plenipotentiary responsible for the introduction of the euro. Back then, 
over 10 years ago, only 25% of people were in favour of adopting the euro 
in Slovakia. After a year, support increased from 25 to 75%. It was not 
just about any propaganda or campaign. It was about open discussions 
with residents, including representatives of churches, universities, local 
governments, as well as entrepreneurs. We talked about the pros and 
cons of the single currency. And that’s what led to such a big increase 
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in support for the euro. Please draw from this the conclusion that it is 
important to create a certain consensus, a social agreement that there 
is a need to adopt the single currency. Naturally, initially some political 
leadership and political decisions must be realized to start such a process.

The second important thing is substantial social support and social 
consensus for the adoption of the single currency. It seems to me that the 
situation is similar in other countries. I am watching what the discussion 
is like in Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Poland. In Poland, as far as 
I know, according to the data, there is about 30% support for adopting 
the euro, in other words, it is as it was in Slovakia before the adoption 
of the euro. For this reason, I think that such conferences as this one are 
important events, in order to openly talk about the future, about what is 
important, what are the main advantages and disadvantages of the single 
currency. These are important tools that should be applied. The euro – 
I am emphasizing this once again – is such a tool for improvement of the 
everyday life of the inhabitants of our countries. Thank you.

Andrzej Godlewski
I have one more question for you. You mentioned the euro’s monetary 

stability in Slovakia, more prevalent than in other countries of the Viseg-
rad Group. I would like you to refer to data on economic development, 
because we in Poland are already conscious of the fact that everyone in 
the world knows that the Polish economy is developing very quickly and 
in comparison, e.g with the year 2000, the level of GDP in Poland is al-
ready 190% of what it was then; however, my research indicates that the 
Slovak economy at the same time expanded by several percentage points 
faster. I wanted to ask, speaking in the language of mainstream media 
in Poland, who falsifies this data in Slovakia, where does the fake news 
about Slovakia and the Slovak economy come from, how has it developed 
so rapidly?

Dr Ivan Stefanec
It is true that our economy is growing at a fast rate, but I admit that 

indeed, the Polish economy is also developing very quickly. I’m impressed. 
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As you know, Poland was the only economy that was continuously grow-
ing, even in spite of the economic crisis 10 years ago.

I think this economic development in Poland may have had a big im-
pact on the perception that the Poles considered the euro as unnecessary, 
because the zloty was doing quite well. Perhaps this is also the reason for 
the current position of many people in Poland, but let us remember about 
the long-term perspective. It’s not about just a few years; we have decades 
ahead of us. We must be aware of this long-term perspective. And now, 
let me speak very honestly, if the euro quickly brought a very positive 
effect for Slovakia, perhaps it was due to the fact that we are a smaller 
country than Poland – over 80% of the GDP is in exports, mainly within 
the eurozone or other European Union countries. It’s a different situa-
tion in Poland, Poland is a larger country, from what I know more or 
less 50% is export to the eurozone, 50% outside. So perhaps the impact 
of the euro will not be as fast and direct as it was in Slovakia, if Poland 
adopts the euro, but if we look at economic data, Polish foreign bonds 
now have a 3 times higher interest rate than our Slovak ones. Poland 
pays more than 3 times more for servicing its debt. If Poland would issue 
its bonds only in euros, it would have to pay significantly less for these 
bonds to investors and allocate these funds to, for example, healthcare 
or other priority areas.

Other advantages: take, for example, the issue of mortgage loans in 
Slovakia. Again, at the moment, the interest rate is 3 times lower in Slova-
kia than in Poland, it provides more benefits to our citizens, let’s be aware 
of that. In Poland, as we know, mortgage loans are very expensive, as well 
as the fact that many of these loans are not only in zlotys, but also in Swiss 
francs, and in euros. This creates a large currency risk that would not exist 
if Poland was part of the eurozone, and if mortgage loans were denom-
inated not in zlotys, but precisely in those currencies. So again: savings, 
less risk for Polish citizens, if Poland was already part of the euro. A big 
advantage naturally for the entire housing market. These are also some 
economic consequences that we must be aware of. I think that adopting 
the euro would quickly demonstrate many advantages.
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Janusz Jankowiak
Why Poland? I was warned publicly here by my colleague Janusz Le-

wandowski, not to talk too much about “technicalities,” but I have to start 
from this because the most serious argument used by opponents of the 
euro is that we lose the freedom to manage the exchange rate. All econo-
mists know this. However, the exchange rate can sometimes be an instru-
ment for absorbing some external shocks. It helps in the short run. But the 
exchange rate will never restore the competitiveness of the economy in the 
long run! “Never” might be too a strong word. It can restore this compet-
itiveness only if the country that devalues its currency is able to control 
the increase in wages. This is the only element in which competitiveness 
can be restored.

It is, and always has been, very difficult to control increase in wages 
after devaluation, and today, with the current situation of the labour mar-
ket, it seems almost impossible. Therefore, if someone perceives some 
compelling advantages for the economy in the possibility of controlling 
the exchange rate, they would be disillusioned. The technical complement 
to what I am talking about is that a country as big as Poland, which would 
have the freedom to shape the exchange rate, can also be exposed to the 
risk of a crisis. If the blow comes from the molecular economy, that is, 
not from the economic situation but from the financial markets, then 
of course your own exchange rate would not help. We are in the same 
trouble that we would be in if we could not shape this course freely. The 
basic argument used by the opponents of the euro is also that they show 
that the euro was supposed to lead to convergence, that is to even out the 
levels of economic development, meanwhile, facts and statistics, and this 
cannot be denied, show that instead of convergence of economies, there 
was deconvergence during the existence of the euro. However, those who 
point out this fact and say that it is because of the euro are certainly wrong, 
because out of the 19 years of the euro, 10 years were crisis-ridden. And 
in this crisis, all of the weaknesses of irresponsible autonomous economic 
policies were revealed. Those countries that were most affected by the 
crisis in the eurozone were most affected not because they used the euro, 
but because they were running their own irresponsible economic policies.
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The third thing I wanted to say is that the euro is, of course, an unfin-
ished project. The crisis has significantly accelerated the replenishment 
of the architecture of this project with some institutional solutions that 
our colleagues have spoken about here. But there is also something else 
worth mentioning. Well, this project is unfinished mainly because there 
is no common, uniform fiscal policy of all the countries that are in the 
eurozone. And there will be no such policy for a long time, because cer-
tainly the main concern for wealthy countries is to not have to contribute 
too much to the maintenance of countries that are wasteful. Resistance 
against excessive fiscal transfers from wealthy countries to poor countries 
is a very serious instrument that speaks against common fiscal policy, but 
economists in the years after the crisis have already developed a whole 
range of different proposals, the common factor of which is that they 
try to combine fiscal responsibility with market mechanism. The mech-
anism is that the countries that are relatively taking advantage of the 
crisis (because there are always such countries), somehow shared their 
benefits with the countries that are losing out in the crisis, which is an 
idea that appeals to the essence of the European Union, that is, to a sense 
of solidarity. At the same time, it is a fully responsible mechanism when it 
comes to fiscal policy. There are many such proposals. For now, they are 
at the stage of theoretical discussions, none of them has entered the level 
of the European Commission yet. But I can assure you one thing: I am 
absolutely sure that in a few years’ time this mechanism of communita-
risation of fiscal policies combined with the mechanism of shocks that 
will offset the effects of shocks – but at the same time based on a market 
mechanism – will be implemented in the eurozone. If this happens, and 
I am absolutely sure it will, then those countries that remain outside 
the eurozone, in the event of crisis, will be worse off, because they will 
not have been able to use this assistance mechanism that will have been 
developed, and they will have to deal with the crisis themselves. And in 
my opinion it is a very serious argument to present, so that the discus-
sion about the euro in Poland will take place in a less emotional, more 
rational way, referring to what in the long run is simply in the national 
interest of the country.
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Andrzej Godlewski
I have another question for you. Ten years ago, the then-prime minister 

Donald Tusk said that Poland would join the eurozone in 2011. Is it good 
that Donald Tusk did not keep this promise? Would we have developed 
as quickly as Slovakia if we were in the eurozone?

Janusz Jankowiak
First, a personal confession. I was on Prime Minister Tusk’s team 

of strategic advisers. I drove to the economic forum in Krynica and learned 
about it from my car radio, so I decided that if the prime minister says so 
(he had not consulted with the advisory body), it means he knows what 
he is talking about. Since I did not agree with the fact that in 2011 Poland 
could deal with joining the eurozone, I resigned as soon as I arrived in 
Krynica, reflecting that perhaps I was wrong, but at that time there was 
nothing rational to convince me to change my mind.

A lot of discussions in Poland regarding membership in the European 
Union focus on money, that money raised from EU funds is an impor-
tant element of the country’s development, that it accelerates economic 
growth, etc. Well, without denying its value and importance, as the Mar-
shal also said, the greatest value Poland has received from membership 
in the European Union is not EU funds, but access to a common, unified 
market. This is because it gave us a very powerful developmental impulse. 
And that is why discussions that focus solely or mainly on the value of the 
funds being awarded are simply poorly-constructed. They distort the es-
sence of these benefits that we enjoy from membership, and at the same 
time expose us to some risks associated with the fact that we all know 
that there will be less of these funds in the future; there must be less, and 
therefore some opponents or moderate supporters of membership of the 
European Union may refer to this as an argument that indicates that it is 
less profitable for us. And this is not true, because for as long as we are in 
a common market mechanism with access to the common market, with 
a free flow of goods, services, people, there will be benefits from this for 
Poland.
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Andrzej Godlewski
…So: is it good that Poland did not adopt the euro?

Janusz Jankowiak
No, sir. Something else is the problem. The problem is, as Janusz Le-

wandowski also mentioned, that even if Poland met all the criteria of nom-
inal convergence, that is, if like Bulgaria, it would suddenly want to enter 
the ERM II (by the way: the European Commission adopted Bulgaria’s 
declaration on joining ERM II without much enthusiasm, giving a whole 
series of arguments that would cool the expectations of the Bulgarians, 
for example, that you must first join the banking union, we have to look 
carefully at how you will cope there, this is some kind of signal that is also 
being sent to these countries in our region that it used to be easy, but now 
it does not have to be so easy any more), well, if Poland met all the crite-
ria of nominal convergence, ultimately there is also a legislative criterion 
connected with the necessity to change the constitution.

I think it does not make any sense to join the ERM II, because this is 
the most harmful criterion for nominal convergence. It is expensive, it may 
require large currency interventions, one can incur large economic costs 
associated with ERM membership, get out of it, and what? And we will 
not have entered the eurozone, because we will not have met the legisla-
tive criterion. This is some kind of drama in the case of Poland, because 
anyone who actually thinks about the possibility of changing the consti-
tution by a 2/3 Sejm majority must be aware that there are not too many 
possibilities for this in Poland in the foreseeable future. And this puts us 
very far from such formal membership in the eurozone. But that does not 
mean that we cannot use, and we even should use, those options and in-
struments that are open to countries that remain outside of the eurozone.

So the then-prime minister was not right at that time, and if today 
someone said that Poland must enter the eurozone in the next 5 years, 
they would also be wrong, because there is this obstacle that takes the 
form of a legislative criterion.

I can say that there are many ways to do it. You can try to avoid these 
obstacles in a way that obviously requires some political negotiation skills. 
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We even had such an idea a few years ago. It was about trying to convince 
the current rulers, and at that time it was the party in opposition, that they 
would agree to change the constitution in Poland, in order to combine this 
with the commitment to enter the eurozone, request a derogation – with 
another referendum in Poland. I know it was a mechanism that was dis-
cussed for some time and did not find support, but it seemed to be the only 
mechanism that would have the potential to overcome these obstacles.

Andrzej Godlewski
Thank you very much. You can see that we are diagnosing what is 

happening in the eurozone. Polish themes are already appearing, and 
I wanted to read you two quotes from Helmut Kohl’s lecture from 1992, 
in order to show how Helmut Kohl was mistaken, because it was shortly 
after George Soros forced the Bank of England to capitulate, meaning he 
simply destabilized the pound sterling and then he released this snake 
of currency. Kohl then said, “It cannot be like this, and there will be no 
tempering of the binding criteria of the Maastricht Treaty. Only those who 
meet these criteria, and thus have proof of a sound economic and financial 
policy, can enter the last stage of this economic and monetary union.” 
The second quote, from the same address at Oxford: “We are convinced 
that we can only secure long-term economic and monetary stability and 
maintain our prosperity if we cooperate more closely in Europe to achieve 
a common economic and monetary policy. The turmoil in the internation-
al currency markets in recent weeks has made it even more obvious.“ This 
was in regards to this pound sterling crisis.

Helmut Kohl was, of course, one of the fathers of the euro, but in our 
room we also have the father of the common European currency. I am 
referring to, of course, the former head of the European Commission, 
Mr. Jacques Santer. The euro went into circulation in 2002, but in 1999 it 
already appeared in interbank settlements. At that time he was the head 
of the European Commission. I would like to ask Mr. Jacques Santer how, 
from this perspective of almost twenty years, you perceive what is hap-
pening in the eurozone. Are you satisfied with the European currency at 
present?
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Jacques Santer
I agree with the fact that the euro, as a principle, is a relative success 

for the participants. Of course, we are talking about the common market. 
If participants have a share in it, then they benefit. But you cannot men-
tion just one single reason here. You have to consider all of them in their 
entirety. Now I can take the liberty of reflecting on this topic.

Our intention, as you quoted, was to create a certain economic and 
monetary union. The monetary union was created, but not the economic 
one. And that is exactly why we see some problems, because we have a sort 
of discrepancy here. I think we kind of do not appreciate, or did not ap-
preciate, the reason why that occurred 20 years ago. Namely, we expected 
that for political reasons, the euro would enforce political convergence in 
the whole community. That simply did not happen and I am very happy 
that the Commission has now presented other proposals. It is about cre-
ating a system. However, some issues have been sort of neglected, we have 
not appreciated certain problems. Helmut Kohl and others also under-
estimated the importance of the political situation. We deeply believed 
that thanks to the euro, a new impulse would emerge which would force 
a closer economic and political union.

Dr. Janusz Lewandowski
We are inevitably moving from the European arena to the Polish arena, 

because we are in Poland, so it’s good that we will be back in the European 
arena for a while. As we have all said here: the euro has defended itself, the 
euro is trusted. The quoted statistics show that it has the lowest confidence 
in Lithuania, but in other countries it is definitely above what could be 
expected after the crisis, at a time when many economists, and especially 
politicians, blamed the euro for the problem that the countries that used 
it during the crisis were unable carry through what is called a magical 
devaluation; in other words, a deliberate devastation of money to improve 
competitiveness. Rather, they were forced to carry out a so-called internal 
devaluation, perhaps most devastatingly in Latvia, i.e. reducing wages and 
social benefits. In spite of this painful procedure carried out by Valdis 
Dombrovskis, (among others, probably with some help from the European 
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Union), none of the countries that went through this type of experience 
wishes to leave the European Union.

Let’s remain on the European stage for a moment, before we switch 
to Poland. It is indeed also a challenge for the commissioner Dr. Vald-
is Dombrovskis. At the moment, the European Union is repairing and 
building the eurozone due to stormy weather (because this is a conclusion 
drawn from the crisis, how to build the eurozone for a downturn, not 
for the upturn), and it has to manage without amending treaties. This is 
a change in the development axiom of the European Union, because all 
great changes were associated with treaties, great treaties, which were 
milestones in the development of European integration. Nice, Maastricht, 
Lisbon, etc., all of this happened through groundbreaking treaty changes. 
At the moment, hardly anyone in Europe, even for the health of the eu-
rozone, will want to risk jeopardizing the treaties that, in some countries, 
force them to hold a referendum. They had their fingers burnt so many 
times in referendums that it is deemed too great a risk for the European 
sovereign in various countries to react in rather complicated matters.

This is the first matter that is new in the European Union’s situation, and 
in learning from the European Union’s mistakes. It is more of a non-treaty 
repair, under the existing treaties. Something new. But the second matter 
is how to solve this continuing dilemma. I said that the currency did not 
discipline, and these previous stability pacts did not discipline, my panel 
colleagues also spoke about it. It was something like “stowaways” with 
cheap money, which produced a pitiful result during the crisis. And here 
is another dilemma faced by Commissioner Dombrovskis and the future 
European Commission: how to develop elements that engender solidar-
ity? Janusz Jankowiak was talking about certain inventions and they are 
actually multiplying, but they are disciplining at the same time, that is, 
they do not create a situation of “moral hazard.” So we receive money 
for reforms that we really should carry out ourselves. A large part of the 
formerly-designed eurozone budget was supposed to be like this. To pay 
the reformers (although it should be their duty to carry out those struc-
tural reforms that build the power of the economy for future generations), 
because everything that the European Union will create is a kind of pros-
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thesis, a fuse for the main responsibility for sound finances and for healthy 
economic policy which in every country, including Poland, is borne 
by those who rule. We can enclose it with some internal fuses. Poland has 
its statutory and constitutional fuses, but it cannot prevent populism in 
government, if that is the electoral will of the sovereign country. This is 
also one of the problems of today’s European Union and today’s Poland.

Dr. Ivan Stefanec
I will refer to what Dr. Janusz Lewandowski said. Of course, we should 

not pay for the reforms which were or should be carried out, and we try 
to take this into account in our proposal. We are to build on what has 
been agreed in the European semester. And we can provide support only 
after they succeed in implementing this. If the reforms are withdrawn, so 
should the money be withdrawn.

And now another thing. The bishop spoke about the social dimension 
of Europe. Commissioner Tyson and his colleague certainly have their 
own experiences. We have talked about this process of difficult reforms 
in Latvia and we have created a social element that we will be guided by. 
It’s a kind of compass. We also have a rating board. We take all of this into 
account, we always look at the quality and availability of certain health 
and social systems.

We always ask if it will continue. Is this a balanced solution in the long 
run? So when it comes to Bulgaria, the Commission will not decide who 
will join REM II. We are an honest broker, but not necessarily neutral. 
What’s more, we have the Member States’ trust.

Now, a few final words about the banking union. This union does not 
end. We have to finish this project. Someone talked about bank deposit 
insurance. Thank you for this. We have one Member State that is talking 
to another Member State and one says: “I do not want this, you do not 
want that, so we will not do either.” This is a classic situation in which 
everyone loses. If we act like this, we will suffer as the situation worsens, 
and we will be unprepared. We need to reduce the level of risk, and share 
this risk. Only then will we all use and increase the level of stability. I hope 
that Member States will not show excessive levels of cynicism and will not 
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be afraid of populist politicians who could use their attempts to introduce 
reforms.

The bishop mentioned the social dimension. There are two important 
elements here. We’re talking about inflation. One real, the other imagined. 
The imagined inflation is perceived as five times higher than the real 
one, especially when switching to the new currency. Let’s look at Slova-
kia: we switched to the euro. The exchange rate was 1:30 and it was diffi-
cult to calculate it anyway. It was difficult to switch, but you have to talk 
to various social groups, including people who are retired. I had hundreds 
of such meetings. I explained to them that they had to adapt to something 
like that. Nominally you will receive less money, but you will also spend 
less. Every cent will count. The point is that every cent will be worth 30 
times more than what you had before.

Now we have the euro in Slovakia and as a result, people pay more 
often with bank cards, credit cards, less often with cash. How to avoid 
price increases? In a market economy, this cannot simply be ordered, but 
you can cooperate with sellers. We have created a code of ethics that has 
been signed by them voluntarily. It was such a declaration: they declared 
that they would not use the change of currency in order to push through 
the price increase. In addition, there was a black list of those who violated 
the principles contained in this code of ethics and it was widely available; 
also, trade unions had been very helpful at the time. During 6 months, the 
so-called dual pricing was in force, i.e. it was necessary to simultaneously 
display prices for half a year in two currencies, both in korunas and in eu-
ros. In some stores, such “pricing” remained for even a year or two after the 
introduction of the euro. The price increases after the introduction of the 
euro were lower for a year after the introduction than in the year preceding 
it; in other words, inflation actually decreased. So here are some available 
tools, and I agree that you especially need to consider retired people. But 
there are some mechanisms that can be helpful here.

Another comment: it is about changing the value of the currency. If 
a country introduces the euro, it gives away a part of its sovereignty, and 
indeed this depreciation is a tool that was once used by national banks. 
But very often this argument is used by irresponsible politicians, “popu-
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lititians,” who do not want to introduce fiscal and structural reforms, be-
cause of course such reforms are more difficult, they cause more pressure. 
We must remember that if we have the euro, this pressure to conduct fiscal 
policy is even stronger.

Dr. Janusz Lewandowski
We, the economists, like to talk about the euro, the eurozone, we want 

to look more at the arguments and less at the emotional aspect, but 
we must be aware that it is sometimes difficult for us to only count on 
substantive issues. Because in a country like ours, in Poland, about 80% 
of the information about the euro which is transmitted by public media is 
negative information, so the substantive discussion really is very difficult. 
Last week, Jan Olbrycht and I participated in a conference in Sopot. At 
the conference, we heard a joke about Poland. Journalists of the Polityka 
weekly talked about it. An MP asked his colleague from Poland who 
would be Poland’s greatest friend in the EU after Brexit? And this col-
league thought for a long time, and said: America! This is just a joke from 
the conference, but we must be aware that after Great Britain leaves the 
European Union, Poland will be the only big Member State that will be 
outside the eurozone. This will mean an even more complicated situation 
for us, because at the moment we have Great Britain, which we consider 
a friendly, close country, and after Great Britain leaves we will find our-
selves as the only big country outside the eurozone. It will be a difficult 
situation for us. Thank you.

Andrzej Godlewski
There is a thread that is included in our topic of debate: a socio-eco-

nomic bond, because I have a feeling that the answer that the euro has 
obvious economic benefits emerges. Does it have social benefits? The 
bishop said that at least at the time of introduction, it is associated with 
rather negative consequences. I also wanted to ask about politics and 
I will now turn to Mr. Vynands: what is the European Commission doing 
to prevent the euro from being treated as a tool by strong countries, strong 
economies, against weaker countries? For example, for a long time, the 
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dominant view in Poland was that European institutions, the Parliament, 
the Commission, are allies of small and medium-sized European Union 
countries. During the crisis in the eurozone, such a thesis emerged that 
the Commission serves the interests of Paris and Berlin, to discipline the 
countries of southern Europe, e.g. the Greeks. What do you do, working in 
the European Commission, to stop the euro being used as an instrument 
of German politics?

Kai Wynands
Thank you, a very nice question, I admit. Well, someone even sug-

gested to me that I should answer in German, but I will refrain from 
answering in German. President Jacques Santer also mentioned this. The 
political question is asked here to a non-politician, so the answer may be 
simpler for me, because, I emphasize, I am not a politician.

Of course, Helmut Kohl, despite his physical size, never tried to in-
timidate smaller countries. He always talked about it. Now, sometimes it 
is lacking, but Chancellor Kohl always clearly stated that it is important 
to talk to the smallest countries, to take their views into account. This is 
necessary from this point of view.

The Franco-German partnership – well, it is really important, but it 
is not the only dimension of cooperation. Let’s look at the past, the one 
before the introduction of the euro. Why were there often problems? 
Because the Bundesbank and its policy influenced decisions that later 
influenced the situation in other countries. This was not a good solution 
in my opinion. Often the Bundesbank also had to help others, and this 
was an internal German bank, not a European bank. Therefore, I think 
that today the situation is completely different. We have the European 
Central Bank. Key decisions are no longer made by the Bundesbank, but 
by the European Central Bank. I do not know, I do not think we can say 
that we treated Portugal differently – a small country – to Spain – a large 
country. Mr. Lewandowski spoke about Latvia, as well as other countries. 
In my opinion, there is no difference here in terms of instruments. They 
are all open to all countries and we treat larger and smaller ones the same. 
So I see no reason to say that the Commission or Parliament, or the entire 
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Union, or the very way the euro was created, represents the interests of the 
larger ones at the expense of the smaller ones. We are also talking about 
Poland here. After all, Poland is a large country, the largest in Central and 
Eastern Europe, which is why Poland is so important. Certainly, Poland 
has also its own large internal market, so I think that Poland should be 
much less uneasy about being part of the European Union than smaller 
countries.

We are talking about identity, we are talking about culture here. If 
we look at Poland and Hungary, for example, where it seems that most 
citizens have such an impression that their identity is getting diluted, 
I do not see it at all. Why? After all, you have such great traditions, culture, 
and language. Both Poland and Hungary – theatre, music, great traditions, 
whereas we could have bigger doubts about other countries, the smaller 
ones, that they will melt in the European melting pot.

Andrzej Godlewski
You mentioned Poland. What will change for Poland when in March 

of next year there will be no Great Britain in the European Union, when 
Poland will be the largest country that will not have the euro? From what 
you said at the beginning, the eurozone is integrating more and more. 
These numbers which both Dr. Janusz Lewandowski and you talked about, 
pertaining to the possible budget of the eurozone, are not great, but this is 
the beginning. Will it be risky for Poland to remain outside the eurozone 
without Great Britain?

Kai Vynands
When I first spoke, I tried to emphasize that the European Commis-

sion, as well as the Council, promote an inclusive approach for all instru-
ments. We want them to be open to all interested countries who want 
to join this system. Bulgaria, as we now know, is interested in adopting the 
euro. We naturally want this to be an open project, I stress this once again. 
However, the situation will be different, new, I admit, after the departure 
of the United Kingdom. Some may try to implement such an approach in 
which we would not wait for marauders, we would move forward, quickly 
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and efficiently. Well, naturally there is a certain stage of reflection. I think 
that the Commission, for its part, will not support any unilateral actions 
nor close itself to cooperation with others. I know this is the situation at 
the Commission now, but I do not know what it will look like in the future. 
For now, we have time for Poland to join this group, and later – I do not 
know, it’s hard to say. At the moment, at least the discussion about joining 
the eurozone should be started, because you may not make it to the train 
if you are not on the platform, and the train will leave and you may find it 
difficult to board it in the future. I think that we must start discussions in 
those countries that are not in the eurozone about what needs to be done 
to join the eurozone later.

Dr. Ivan Stefanec
I would like to emphasize once again that Poland must make the sov-

ereign decision regarding when and whether or not to join the eurozone 
at all. We should remember that Poland and all countries that joined the 
European Union in 2004 had already decided that they would join the eu-
rozone sooner or later. I would like to emphasize, however, that at least six 
years are needed from the moment of the political decision to implement 
the entire program. It is a matter of preparing the appropriate regulations. 
There are certain rules that we must stick to, and this is a several-year 
process. Six years, in my opinion, is the average. This is how long it took 
in the case of Slovakia.

If I may refer once again to what was said earlier in relation to the 
previous question, as to Germany’s approach to large countries compared 
to small ones: today it looks completely different. Quite the opposite, be-
cause we have a strong relationship with the German economy in Central 
and Eastern Europe. That’s a fact, we are aware of this. When it comes 
to making decisions in the European Commission, each country has only 
one equal vote. In the ECOFIN Economic and Financial Affairs Council 
there is also one vote, an equal vote, despite differences in the size of our 
countries. I pay attention to those instruments that are available and how 
the voice of small countries is heard in relation to large countries. You 
simply have to use these opportunities.
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Dr. Janusz Lewandowski
Until now I have discussed Europe, so now I will take the opportunity 

to discuss Poland again, starting with Brexit. It is not just about the lone-
liness of being outside the eurozone, we already have simulations of Brex-
it effects for individual countries. And please remember that a section 
of Polish public opinion and some of our politicians were very pleased 
with this sovereign decision of our English partner. Well, it turns out that 
of course the most affected will probably be – and these are costs count-
ed in millions, in spite of the propaganda before the referendum – the 
economy of Great Britain, with Ireland as the second – no surprise there, 
likewise there is the unresolved border problem, but the third country 
most affected by Brexit in economic terms, for various reasons, is Poland. 
So the costs for us will be higher than for other countries, and at the same 
time I would like to remind you that in Poland, part of the political class 
was very satisfied with the outcome of this referendum.

However, as far as the euro is concerned, it is primarily a political 
problem, because Poland is a country where, despite the successes of Slo-
vakia, they were threatened by Slovakia. In Polish campaigns, Slovakia was 
presented as a black character and a country that represents the wrong 
path. This is obviously a typical political farce, but it was used in Poland. 
In Poland, in order to scare Poles (each country has its own characteristic 
fears), firstly the argument is used that we will enter when we are at or 
near the level of German economic development. Of course, it is nonsense, 
because the very reason to enter, is to jump to this level of economic de-
velopment, that is, a completely inverse relationship. Countries join in 
order to speed up.

The second argument, which is what Janusz Jankowiak talked about 
for a long time, is, of course, the illusory freedom of using a currency 
exchange rate, because we have it floating as a symbol of the country’s sov-
ereignty. In our political debate, the zloty became a symbol of sovereignty, 
as if France or the Netherlands lost their sovereignty through participation 
in the single currency zone. Well, there is a case history when devaluation 
simply discouraged internal reforms. That was what Italians used. They 
made devaluations very often, and thus replaced any structural reforms. 
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And real interventions are rarely successful. Many times, the Swiss wanted 
to weaken their currency and the result was mediocre. The Japanese tried. 
This brought very poor results, and what happened in England with the 
pound’s adventure with Soros should be a great lesson for everyone when it 
comes to interventions in the currency markets. This is another argument 
used against the facts, which Dr. Ivan Stefanec spoke about, that prices will 
increase. They once increased, there was the so-called cappuccino effect, 
but the example of Slovakia, Latvia, and other countries shows that the 
know-how to switch has been mastered. Lessons were learned from these 
Italian or Belgian experiences and in 12 countries out of 19 participating in 
the monetary union, inflation fell after switching to the euro, i.e. the actual 
effect of the switch was lower inflation, not increased prices. And finally, 
the most demagogic argument that you can hear: imagine a pensioner 
who takes a pension of 1000 zlotys – how much will it be in euros? It will 
be 200 euros, that’s 4 times less. This is the most demagogic of all these 
arguments, but it is circulating in Poland. Regardless of whether you go 
a distance in miles or kilometres, it is still the same distance. It’s still the 
same pension. But this element is also in circulation, which is why Poland 
at the moment is frightened, contrary to facts and reason, and therefore 
the political path to the euro grows immeasurably longer.

Andrzej Godlewski
Thank you very much. I would like to ask you one more thing, because 

you presented very bold theses here, but if, for example, in the spring, 
before the elections to the European Parliament, you have a meeting with 
voters in Pomerania, would you say that the euro has only advantages? 
What’s more, in this Eurobarometer, which we have already talked about, 
not only in Poland but, for example, in Sweden, the Czech Republic, Cro-
atia and Bulgaria, about 60% of citizens think that the national currency 
is part of their identity.

Dr. Janusz Lewandowski
Because that has been hammered into their heads. If you practise this 

type of propaganda, it ferments in your mind. And if I face such a prob-
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lem, I will first of all try to expose such nonsense that is circulating in the 
Polish public sphere concerning this matter, before resorting to rational 
arguments. Rational arguments are difficult in today’s debate in Poland. 
Janusz Jankowiak – who is here – was a signatory of a letter to the prime 
minister of the Polish government to talk seriously and substantively about 
the euro, but it remained unnoticed, because these stereotypes are circu-
lating, these fears are circulating, as they did before the accession referen-
dum. Poland was afraid that they would buy us out, that Poland would be 
flooded with western food. We have a gigantic surplus in food turnover, 
the fruits of Polish soil. But again another dose of fear, this time connected 
with the single currency, is put in their heads, so of course it is our duty 
to expose everything that is a lie and nonsense.

Janusz Jankowiak
We have one more obligation. We should try to remove the biggest 

obstacle before Poland joins the eurozone, which is the unfulfilled leg-
islative criterion today. And that means that we should try to get 67% 
of the majority in order to be able to change the Polish constitution. And 
that does not mean that we will immediately enter the eurozone. This will 
only remove a serious obstacle and open the way for more substantive 
discussion. Let’s try. Two thirds is simultaneously a lot and not so much.

Rev. Kazimierz Sowa
Of course, I do not want to go into the complexities of economic issues, 

but one aspect of the euro is certainly the social aspect. It is significantly 
attached to politics and hence Janusz Jankowiak’s appeal to try to get the 
two thirds. I would like to point out this kind of thing. Well, for years un-
der President Skrypek’s administration of the National Bank of Poland, as 
well as under Belka’s, there was a special department that dealt with, let’s 
call it, promoting the euro as the single European currency. It was a de-
partment that also had very big financial resources and they were spent, 
among others, on various types of contests, promotions, or persuasion, 
familiarization, financial education. This included elementary schools and 
junior high schools, where various types of actions were organized, and 
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there were also activities related to influencing journalistic spheres. In oth-
er words, it was about convincing those who later shape different opinions 
about what the euro is and what is its meaning, not only in the economic 
sense but also socially. The fact that there is no such thing now at the NBP 
is already a signal as to which direction this persuasion is going, and here, 
Janusz, it seems to me that your optimism should be slightly tamed, that it 
will be a very big problem regarding the question of persuasion.

We joked with Bishop Piotr Jarecki that the Church could do a bit 
to promote the euro. How? Not only through the fact that the euro coins in 
the Vatican are somewhat normal and do not indicate a loss of sovereignty 
for the Vatican (of course, please treat this as a joke), but also if a believer 
goes to Sunday mass and drops the proverbial 2 zlotys into the collection 
basket, it seems that it would be very embarrassing to give less than 1 euro 
– that is a 100% profit in this case. I’m still joking. But because, as you well 
know, the Church is able to use certain social, political, and even economic 
phenomena to interpret them a little bit in its own way, then who knows, 
maybe there is some way to boost these two thirds, under the condition 
that they will, however, have a positive “impact” from the media, from 
public discussion. Here is, of course, the problem and let us be honest, 
this problem will probably exacerbate, not mitigate.

Bishop Dr. Piotr Jarecki
Ladies and gentlemen, as to the collection tray, we dissented, because 

Father Kazimierz said, well, it will not be proper to give 1 euro, and I say 
that if someone earns 200 euros a month, he will not give 1 euro, maybe 
only 50 cents. So there is a problem with this tray. I do not know if the 
Church would benefit financially or not. That’s my digression.

I would like to refer to what we heard, if I understood correctly, espe-
cially after Mr. Janusz Lewandowski’s presentation. Do we have, at least 
after this discussion, a clear opinion, are we convinced about the intro-
duction of the euro, then under what conditions and possibly when will it 
serve, globally speaking, our society? On the one hand, Mr. Lewandowski 
said: this is an attempt to find healthy money independent of politics, and 
the problem of the dependence of money on politics, including the euro, 



54

is constantly coming up. Therefore, the introduction of the euro did not 
lead to healthy money, independent from politics. Then: the common 
currency in many cases does not discipline, although you said that new 
mechanisms have been introduced which begin to discipline this com-
mon currency. And the third thing: the political framework caused by the 
single currency. It’s about making people aware and convincing society. 
I remember, it was after my studies in Rome, how people said that one and 
a half times everything is more expensive. What was the division, Father 
Bishop, I do not remember. 1 euro was 10,000 liras?

Bishop Rimantas Norvila
Before the introduction of the euro, 1 kg of fruit cost 1,000 liras in 

Rome. On the second day, 1 euro was already 2000. If you want to intro-
duce the euro, you have to spread out the mechanisms long-term like in 
Lithuania, which will somehow protect people from such poverty for the 
first years, not only for half a year, but for a longer period, so that people 
have the comfort that the euro has not changed their social status.

I want to say one more thing, although I think that we must promulgate 
what Mr. Lewandowski said: that in the beginning there was such a reality, 
but later mechanisms were introduced. I think that in Poland not enough 
is said about it and many people are simply afraid. However, I do not 
know what the financial conditions of the deficit are, etc., so that Poland 
can enter the eurozone. I am talking about clarity, convincing society. It 
must also involve the media, schools, etc., and the conviction of people, 
because everything starts with the head, and this has just been eliminated.

Dr. Jan Olbrycht
In addition to the Polish issue, I would like to ask everyone a question. 

But first I will quote Wolfgang Schauble, who has already been cited. 
Minister Wolfgang Scheuble at some point began to use language to the 
effect that membership in the European Union can be either full or partial. 
Full – this is being in the eurozone. On the other hand, partial – this is 
not being in the eurozone. This shows a certain way of thinking. In other 
words, what is nicely named here is that politics is now inclusive. From 
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the perspective of a Member of the European Parliament, I will say that it 
is not inclusive, but after the exit of Great Britain there is simply no way 
out. We are in the situation now in which the game is over, that is, a certain 
stage is over and either you want to be together, or you want to be apart.

My question is: we are all saying that there may be a two-speed Europe, 
after the British exit, so will all eurozone countries including Slovakia 
and Lithuania be on this first track, or will there be only strong eurozone 
countries, or others left in the eurozone on a second track – and then will 
there be a third track, meaning us?

Andrzej Godlewski
I would like to protest against the debate that is taking place here, 

because it is unilateral, disproportionate in terms of gender and age, so 
I would like to ask for voices from the floor – ladies and young people.

Julia Pitera
I am bothered by one question. Because we talk most about the Euro-

pean Union as an association of countries for the development of Europe. 
We talk the most about economic issues, about perspectives that are open 
for young people, etc. I have for a long time been convinced that we are not 
talking too much about the European Union as a community of states for 
security. For me, the value of Poland’s participation in the European Union 
is, above all, guaranteeing regular, physical security and the possibility 
of cutting away from the haunting fear of Russia’s influence. For me, the 
euro is also a basic element of the final departure from Russian influence. 
My question is, could I ask you to address the following issue: the impact 
of the euro currency and the single currency on the European Union as 
a greater guarantee of political security in our countries.

Janusz Jankowiak
Dear Father Bishop, I would like to say that it will be difficult without 

the Church’s support to gain public favour for the euro in Poland; so if the 
priests propagate these kinds of doubts, that something cost 1000 liras, 
and then it cost 2,000 liras, then this narrative is in line with what we were 
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talking about. Namely, with emotions. And we would like the discussion 
to be substantive, not emotional. Therefore, I am asking you that if there 
are specific questions about criteria, about profitability, then this is the 
kind of conversation I would like very much, and we should discuss such 
topics. Technically, there are some nominal convergence criteria that must 
be met to enter. But this is just a formality. There is also the question 
of a real convergence. We have also talked about this here.

The more advanced the real convergence process is, which indicates 
the higher the level of the country, the less tendency there is to enter the 
eurozone, because what would be the reason? But in the case of a country 
like Poland, where this real convergence is still in its infancy, entering the 
eurozone is an instrument accelerating economic growth, accelerating 
convergence. And you have to talk about it in terms of the cost-benefits 
analysis.

Kazimierz Sowa said here: there was the NBP department, there was 
also the position of a government plenipotentiary in Poland for integration 
into the eurozone, and both were liquidated. These governmental institu-
tions dealt not so much with propaganda, not so much with propagation 
of membership in the eurozone, but more with research and analysis. 
And these analyses, which at the moment are not at the government lev-
el, which ended with the liquidation of these institutions, clearly showed 
that in terms of substance, the advantage over costs was unambiguous in 
Poland. There was no doubt about it from the economic point of view. 
Instead of signing this letter to Prime Minister Morawiecki regarding 
the euro, I suggested that at first the two institutions that were liquidated 
should be restored in Poland. It costs nothing in a budgetary sense, and it 
would bring us back to the substantive level of discussions about the euro 
in Poland. But unfortunately, for now it is as it is.

At the European Forum of New Ideas in Sopot last week, we had the 
opportunity to talk with Jyrka Katainen, the Finnish member of the Eu-
ropean Commission, the Commissioner for labour, competitiveness, 
growth, and investment. Katainen said very clearly – and this should get 
to the Poles – that this stage in which countries from the Central and 
Eastern Europe region were treated differently in Europe – is over. It’s over. 
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Now we are treated on a normal basis, like all other countries. It means 
that our taxpayers have the right to ask why we should give money from 
EU funds to a country that does not respect basic European values. Why 
should they? And this question is simply hanging over us all the time. 
And nothing will change this. We cannot decree it. We must respect basic 
European values. This must be a country with a rule of law in which there 
are independent institutions, because Kaitanen’s taxpayers and those of 
many other EU countries have the right to demand that their money be 
directed to a country that respects basic European values.

Dr. Ivan Stefanec
Let me emphasize two facts here, which have already been emphasized, 

but these are important things: leadership and a certain social consensus. 
This is important for this process. I understand that in Poland it is not 
easy to achieve, but it should start with educating people, asking the right 
questions, e.g. why do Polish citizens pay higher interest rates? This is 
wrong. What’s more, they pay for the currency exchange. And this is un-
productive. There are many positions that are simply pointless and these 
efforts could be redirected elsewhere. People need to be educated, taught 
on different levels. The euro is the most powerful currency, it gives stabil-
ity and protects citizens more effectively. You have to tell people that the 
euro protects their income, their savings, better than any other currency 
in the European Union. It’s about making people feel safe when the crisis 
comes. This is a very important thing. They must know that they will not 
lose their savings in banks.

The role of the Central Bank – this is a very important issue, I agree 
on this. The Central Bank must be involved, but it must drive the whole 
process itself, because the central bank will also be persuading commercial 
banks. These commercial banks, at least in Slovakia, before we introduced 
the euro, had 30% of revenues from currency exchange; so these commer-
cial banks did not rush at all to change currency because they were the 
ones who made money from these efforts. 30% of their income – it was 
difficult to convince them, but we eventually succeeded. We explained 
to them that this is important from a long-term perspective. And it was 
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convincing commercial banks that was the most difficult, and this task 
was the task of the central bank. In any case, they had to be convinced 
that looking at it from a longer perspective, they would pay it, because 
from the short-term perspective they naturally lost, but from a long-term 
perspective they naturally earn.

Another thing that the central bank did very well with us. It is a matter 
of some perception. The idea was to show people that the euro is the local 
currency. You have a currency, every coin has its own national symbol. 
That is different: we have obverse and reverse, on the one hand we have 
a common sign, the same in all countries, on the other side you can put 
something characteristic for a given country. And you have to choose 
something suitable. We conducted the most successful contest that has 
ever been held in Slovakia. People then said, “No, maybe we will do it 
differently. Here you need to change something.” And it really generated 
a lot of enthusiasm in society. We are talking here about the situation in 
which this coin has become the symbol of our country and these coins, 
of course, are circulating all over Europe. But this is our currency. The role 
of the central bank is therefore very important.

Andrzej Godlewski
I have a question for the member of parliament. You already answered 

it partially. If it happened that the Polish government asked you to become 
the Polish plenipotentiary for the introduction of the euro, then what 
would you do so that, besides Zakopane, the rest of the country joined 
the eurozone?

Dr. Ivan Stefanec
I would quit the European Parliament and come to Poland immediately 

because I like challenges and the euro is a real incentive for me. So I would 
gladly cooperate.

Kai Wynands
Thank you for this question regarding sovereignty. Why are we talking 

about the international role of the euro? Because we are touching on the 
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question of sovereignty. Let’s look at the sanctions imposed by the United 
States unilaterally on Iran. What happened? We must act together. Of 
course, it is also important that we do not put ourselves in a difficult sit-
uation, but we must also say that Member States must contribute in their 
payments, in their business structure. Let’s look at energy companies. 
Why are our energy companies paying Russia for gas in dollars? Now it 
is the dollar, but it could be another currency in the future. So it is about 
sovereignty.

Another issue. The issue of emotions. Why is the euro something nec-
essary? Why is it an anchor that stabilizes us? We are to have one currency, 
one central bank. A banking union, to be honest, as there cannot be two 
classes here. Before the introduction of the euro there was also a debate 
in Britain, whether to enter or not. I have a British friend in Brussels, who 
invited friends from school, brought them to Brussels, and so we’re drink-
ing beer and I’m talking with a friend of a friend, who’s British, and he 
says “No, no, no, the pound! It doesn’t make any sense,” and we explained 
everything, and finally we said, “Maybe we will call it a pound? And the 
pound will be everywhere?” And he really liked the idea. And that’s what 
we talk about when we talk about identity and how to approach it. He was 
a man who strongly supported a party that wanted to keep Great Britain 
in the European Union.

Dr. Janusz Lewandowski
There is no money that is perfectly independent of politics. Euro 

money is the most independent of all issued around the globe. Because 
the central bank’s mandate, other than the federal reserve, is so narrow. 
The Federal Reserve of the United States also has this goal: full employ-
ment, which of course allows politicians to intervene in the monetary 
policy of the United States. And this does not happen in Frankfurt, al-
though an Italian is the president, and I apologize for the colloquialism, 
but the European Central Bank during the 2015 crisis went “fast and 
loose.” There is a discussion as to whether it falls within the mandate, 
and Mario Draghi, as the president, has people on his board who say 
that it goes beyond the mandate of the European Central Bank. This is 
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when it comes to the money most independent of politicians, because 
there is no perfect one.

The second problem is whether this currency provides discipline. It 
did not, and this is what I was talking about. It turned out that “stowa-
ways” are possible, because suddenly the Mediterranean countries gained 
the same credibility as Germany. So these savings were pumped, but it 
ended. The EU can learn lessons from this crisis and learn from its own 
mistakes, however no EU regulation can replace responsible governance. 
Responsibility for future generations rests primarily with the rulers in 
each Member State.

I am convinced that for Poland, for the affluence of Polish families, 
switching to the euro would be beneficial – let’s look at the example of the 
unfortunate franc loans. The euro gives far lower interest rates or mortgage 
costs, which is confirmed by Ivan Stefanec. But the benefits of various 
calibres for Polish families would be many, and for business such a ben-
efit would be to avoid currency risk. And of course, it should be done in 
order to avoid the errors of Italy or Belgium, or a few other countries, and 
this is the story, the memory of all mistakes made when switching from 
one currency to another. We have the know-how, Lithuania and Slovakia 
demonstrated this, that you can also learn from mistakes.

Now I will answer Jan Olbrycht. Europe is built on several circles. There 
is euro, non-euro, there is Schengen, non-Schengen, several countries par-
ticipate in various strengthened types of “enhanced cooperation”, meaning 
in some schemes of enhanced cooperation that are not universal. How-
ever, it could have been much worse if the Europe that uses the euro had 
pulled away, according to Macron’s vision, which was announced as his 
programme manifesto in 2017, because we would not only have a serious 
euro budget at the expense of the Community budget, we would also have 
had a euro minister, and maybe what was in the programme, we would 
also have had a separate euro parliament, or the second parliamenta-
ry chamber or the second euro parliament. It will not happen. We have 
gained a lot of time for possible thinking about the euro in Poland, because 
this momentum that we are losing, which I personally feared, will not be 
due to differences of opinion within the zone itself.
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And, luckily, Julia Pitera finally introduced geopolitics to the debate 
about the euro, and it is time to introduce it, i.e. the security dimension. 
In the age of Donald Trump, Europe must take greater responsibility for 
its own security. This may affect the defense union, but it also shows the 
collective strength of the community. I will quote a parable from the time 
of my “commissioning,” because it is accurate here. At the time when there 
were some illusions regarding Putin, the charter plane took 27 commissars 
from Brussels to the Kremlin. In every situation in the Kremlin, peo-
ple tried to talk with us separately, because they would speak differently 
with a German, a Lithuanian, and a Pole. We never broke the solidarity 
of everyone who was aboard this plane, although there were various at-
tempts to separate us. For me it will be an eternal lesson that one must also 
use the security dimension of the collective force of the entire community. 
And with this summary I thank you for the opportunity to participate in 
this debate.
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given to him in advance about the absence of the Holy See’s 
representative, the minister would not take part in the con-
ference:

In view of the Secretary for Relations with States Bish-
op Paul Gallagher’s cancellation of attendance, Minister 
Szymański cannot participate in the conference. He sends 
his apologies and requests that you convey this explanation 
to the audience.

With Regards
Joanna Guzy-Szatan

Minister Szymański’s Office
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Jacques Santer
Ladies and gentlemen, I am glad that I will be able to talk about Schen-

gen, the stability zone and about the European Union’s external border. 
What is the European Union and what is Schengen? Five Member States 
(the Benelux states, the Federal Republic of Germany and France) signed 
the first agreement on June 14, 1985. Why in Schengen? After all, this is 
a small town, known primarily for its vineyards. This place was chosen be-
cause the borders of 5 countries come together there, in the middle of the 
Moselle River: France, Germany and the three Benelux states that were 
already united as one territory. As for the Schengen Agreement, France 
and Germany were pioneers. On June 17, 1984, an initiative was adopted 
for the purpose of enabling the free migration of people. The Schengen 
Agreement only came into force five years later, on June 19, 1990, which 
indicates how long these arrangements lasted. The goal was to establish 
procedures for a common visa, the liquidation of borders and the creation 
of an SIS 1 system related to the exchange of information. The scope of co-
operation of the Migration Office was also established. Now, 26 countries 
belong to Schengen. All European Union countries except Great Britain, 
Cyprus, Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia, while Norway, Switzerland and 
Iceland also belong to the Schengen area as non-EU countries. It is im-
portant that it was only in 1990, as a result of the Treaty of Amsterdam, 
that the Schengen Agreement was accepted as part of European Union 
documents. Previously, it was an intergovernmental, interstate document.

As to European values, the internal market is undoubtedly the core 
value of the European Union and is part of the customs union that guar-
antees the free movement of capital and goods. Thanks to this, there are 
no customs duties on the borders of the Member States of the European 
Union. On these grounds, import duties were also introduced in the Eu-
ropean Union. It is a unified trade area, where all goods can flow freely, 
regardless of whether they were produced within the European Union or 
outside of its territory. For example, a Finnish telephone can be sent to Po-
land or Bulgaria without any customs duties or customs controls. This 
customs union protects against money laundering, against tax evasion, 
and also is used to prevent human trafficking, as well as arms and drug 
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trafficking. It is also used to fight fraud. In total, 16% of global imports, 
and therefore more than 270 quadrillion customs declarations, are served 
by the customs union.

I mentioned the customs union because it seems to me that it is un-
derestimated, and that the European Union, the union of values, is closely 
related to Churchill’s vision of the United States of Europe. Churchill was, 
after all, the first European statesman who mentioned it, in his speech in 
Zurich in 1946, and therefore just a year after the end of World War II. This 
was, of course, conceived as a lesson from World War II. No more war, no 
more murderous conflicts. The necessity to create a catalogue of common 
values was defined in this way from the very beginning. Churchill recalled 
what President Roosevelt discussed in 1941: freedom of expression, free-
dom of religion and freedom from living in poverty and fear. The Euro-
peans were the ones who developed these values, creating 4 fundamental 
freedoms of the internal market and then extending them in the form 
of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union.

We have the freedom of capital, goods and services movement, which 
is also associated with the freedom of employees movement. This in turn 
creates the whole, it binds together and allows for the implementation 
of the idea that lay at the foundation of the creation of the European 
Union. With the elimination of obstacles to trade, the recognition of the 
mutual flow of goods is crucial. In its judgment, the European Court 
of Justice stressed the principle of direct application of the principle of free 
movement in national law. Therefore, within the European Union, the 
residents of Europe, European citizens, are the ones who have the freedom 
of settling in the European Union. As a result of the Schengen Agreement, 
a common zone was created, allowing for the crossing of borders unhin-
dered, with the exception of, of course, those countries that I mentioned. 
For now, Bulgaria, Romania, Cyprus and Croatia are excluded. Besides, 
citizens of the European Union also have the opportunity to exercise their 
fundamental rights in all Member States. On this foundation, a common 
system of justice is created. In 1992, the concept of European citizenship 
was created, and in 1990, under the direction of Roman Herzog, former 
president of the Federal Republic of Germany, the Charter of Fundamen-
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tal Rights was developed, which, along with the adoption of the Lisbon 
Treaty, received the full scope of application and was fully incorporated 
into European legislation.

And thus, thanks to the voluntary commitment of all Member States, 
a transnational law was created, a law that, thanks to the European Court 
of Justice’s jurisdiction, has full binding force in all Member States of the 
European Union. Such a position of European law has led and contributed 
to the integration of the European Union.

The Charter of Fundamental Rights includes all personal, civil, politi-
cal, economic and social rights. These also result from European citizen-
ship. If you travel around the European Union, then you have unlimited 
access to legal systems, to justice systems. This means that criminals can-
not escape the justice system by crossing the border. Cooperation in this 
area is important. It also means that court rulings and judgments must be 
recognized throughout the European Union. This is of paramount impor-
tance for civil matters such as divorce, where it is ruled on parental rights, 
division of property, etc. In order to combat crimes such as corruption, 
drug trafficking and terrorism, the European Union has set up the Euro-
pean Judicial Network. Now let me turn to the third point – the policy 
on asylum and migration. Thanks to common minimum standards and 
procedures for asylum seekers, it is guaranteed that national systems in 
this area will be used in a similar way. For example, it has been regulated 
where and how applications for asylum are processed. What regulations 
apply, what status the persons applying for the refugee status have, and 
what competences individual countries have. The goal is to create a com-
mon migration policy to utilize opportunities that allow legal migration. 
And, on the other hand, they are supposed to help combat the problems 
that arise from illegal migration. The interests of all countries should be 
taken into account here. This law should also contribute to the integration 
of people from other countries than the Member States of the European 
Union. When it comes to border control when entering the European Un-
ion, it is the starting point for the free flow of people within the European 
Union. The European Union countries are working together to increase 
security by raising control standards at external borders. At the same time, 
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legal entry into the European Union is to be facilitated. In this respect, 
the Frontex Agency is responsible for the implementation of these tasks, 
and as far as Frontex personnel are concerned, the number of employ-
ees recently increased significantly. I would like to quote two politicians 
whom you certainly know. These politicians comment on Schengen from 
the political side. I would like to present to you the basic principles in an 
objective manner alongside changes that have taken place over the last 
decades, from the first agreement, from the customs union, to the im-
plementation of the principle of free movement of capital, services, work 
and residents. The greatest achievement is 60-70 years of peace on the 
European continent. Jean-Claude Juncker, who is also one of my succes-
sors when it comes to the position of prime minister of the Luxembourg 
Government, said: “The will to compromise and leadership in migration 
issues are absolutely necessary. We have managed to move forward many 
proposals that in the field of migration policy have been submitted by the 
European Commission. In recent times, the influx of refugees has also 
been reduced, both in the eastern and in the central part of the Mediterra-
nean. In 2015, we managed to save over 690 thousand people on the high 
seas.” Nevertheless, the Member States did not balance the responsibility 
for their territory and mutual solidarity. And this mutual solidarity should 
be taken into account if we want to maintain the Schengen area without 
internal borders. Jean-Claude Juncker said: “I have always been, I am, 
and will be against internal borders. Wherever internal borders have been 
recreated, they should be abolished. If they were maintained, it would 
be an unacceptable step backwards when it comes to the existence and 
development of the European Union.”

We also need more solidarity, because we have to operate more effec-
tively. And this also applies to this situation, where we must create protec-
tion against various types of natural disasters. If there is a fire in any part 
of Europe, it is a fire across the entire European Union.

Let’s go back to Juncker’s words regarding the migration issue. The 
Commission presents proposals to improve the European Union’s exter-
nal borders, including those at sea. Why do we propose to increase the 
number of border guards financed from European funds? By 2020, this 
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number is expected to increase to 10,000 officers. In addition, we propose 
the expansion of the migration agency. Member States need more support 
from Europe when developing applications for refugee status. This must 
be in line with the Geneva Convention. That is why we are submitting 
a proposal to enable, facilitate and accelerate sending back people who 
illegally arrived in the European Union. Addressing these words to the Eu-
ropean Parliament, Jean-Claude Juncker called for the possibility of legal 
migration of people to the European Union, because we need a qualified 
workforce and that is why the European Commission is submitting this 
proposal.

In conclusion, let me quote a statement by Donald Tusk, who is a well-
known politician in Poland. Here is what he said in June this year: “I have 
no doubt that people in Europe expect us to show clearly through our 
actions that we should give them a sense of security and order. Citizens 
of the European Union have such needs not because they fall into isolation 
within Europe, but because they need a political leadership that is able 
to push through the law and, at the same time, protect the territory of the 
European Union. And actually, this is the most important need and this is 
the responsibility of individual Member States. The European Union and 
our traditional democratic systems are not able to effectively defend the 
external borders yet. And this is the argument used by the leaders of many 
political movements, who make radical theses and try to respond in this 
way to the needs. They want to increase their support in this way, often 
descending into populism and authoritarianism. We must oppose this, 
we have a political commitment to our citizens.”

Dr. hab. Katarzyna Pisarska
Ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much for being with us. When 

we talked with the organizers about this panel, there was a fear that our 
discussion today might be too technical. I’d say that this is not really a tech-
nical matter. The Schengen area is not an abstract, technical matter. It is 
a very political matter right now. This is a topic that is also at the heart 
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of European integration. It’s not just about the freedom of movement 
of people. Without Schengen, this freedom would probably survive, but 
it is really more about the very concept of Europe as an open space, and 
also as a policy of success for all of us.

I would like to start with an open question for all panellists, let me start 
with the ladies, as Mr. Chairman already had the opportunity to speak. 
Where are we today, dear ladies? What do you think about Schengen and 
the current situation?

We have, or recently had, a very large migration crisis that has under-
mined confidence in the system and led to a wave of populism spreading 
across some of our countries. Where are we at the moment and are you 
worried about the current situation? Is it bad from your point of view or 
will we cope with it? Will we need more openness or a bigger closure in the 
future? Perhaps we should hear the voice from the European Parliament 
and Croatia first.

Zeljana Zovko
I work, among others, in the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Europe-

an Parliament and I will speak more from this point of view, as well as from 
the point of view of my country, Croatia. One of our main goals, besides 
joining the eurozone, is joining the Schengen area as quickly as possible, 
together with Romania and Bulgaria. Of course, we are trying to meet 
all of the criteria necessary to join the Schengen area. We count on the 
fact that in 2019, before the adoption of the Council Presidency in 2020, 
Croatia will enter the Schengen area. For us, this is primarily a question 
of security for our country.

In 2015, in the context of the migration crisis, many migrants entered 
Croatia crossing our eastern border with Serbia. Most people came to us 
from Turkey, as well as partly through Hungary. We realized then that the 
issue of security is probably the most important thing. But we know that 
this was also an important topic from the point of view of the European 
Parliament, because it was probably then that everyone realized for the 
first time that individual countries are not able to solve this problem. There 
is a problem, for example, of adequate exchange of information regarding 



71

migrants. We had terrorist attacks, many terrorists were travelling from 
country to country. It was difficult to keep track of what was going on with 
them, so I think that we realized that the system needs to be improved. 
I know that the system has been improved, and the European Parliament 
has also played an important role in it. It is about changes in the Schengen 
system, about information exchange tools and all the actions that should 
have been taken earlier, but they were not, for many of them were only 
successfully completed after that crisis. Nobody had expected such a crisis 
earlier than the one that occurred in 2015.

The Schengen system, besides the security issue, is the system that 
constitutes the most important content, the very heart of European inte-
gration. After all, the Holy Father John Paul II said that the young gen-
eration no longer understands what the achievement of this free flow 
of people and other freedoms are, because for them this is an obvious part 
of their world. It is difficult for them to imagine what borders are. I think 
we should do everything in our power to prevent these borders from being 
re-established. Our situation, and this free movement, applies not only 
to goods, but also to ideas, thoughts, and art. We must remember this 
now, in the face of Brexit and discussions about what the border between 
Great Britain, Northern Ireland and the rest of the European Union should 
look like. This is a difficult discussion, as we know, and the reconstruction 
of borders is a big problem, and for many today it is obvious that there are 
no internal borders. For my part, I emphasize that Schengen is a matter 
of security, but not only that. It is also about all of these matters that lie at 
the heart of the very idea of European integration. From my perspective, 
I can add as a conclusion that we should protect our external borders 
together. No one can do it alone. It is impossible to be cut off from the 
outside world.

Dr. hab. Katarzyna Pisarska
We must act together. We have common values and we must naturally 

defend those most important values that unite us. Let’s also remember 
about solidarity. While travelling in Africa, I saw many problems and 
we must also prepare to help these countries. Later I will ask how this 
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could be done. How to do it in practice, how to defend ourselves, how 
to protect our common values? But first I would like ask our guest from 
Ukraine, Ms. Ionova, from the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine/Ukrainian 
Parliament/to speak. Our neighbours often perceive Schengen as a dream 
that has come true. We know that it is now easier for Ukrainians to trav-
el, it has been easier with visas since July 1 of last year. More and more 
Ukrainians are entering the territory of the European Union. How does 
it look from the perspective of Kiev? Is it worth fighting for Schengen? 
How does it look from the outside? Is it worth joining Schengen? What 
do you think?

Mariia Mykolaivna Ionova
Yes, indeed, you are right. I think that it is not only about security 

issues, but from our point of view it is a real inspiration, something that 
encourages us to make changes in the future. Of course, it is not just about 
tourism. Earlier, in the previous panel, speakers spoke about certain foun-
dations of the European Union, of certain values, and now the visa-free 
regime for Ukraine is something very important from our perspective, 
something that underlines our shared values and of course I see that, 
from our inhabitants’ practical point of view, the Ukrainian passport’s 
value has increased. Thanks to this passport, mobility in Europe has be-
come even easier and all of those who took the opportunity to enter the 
territory of the European Union with a Ukrainian passport see the great 
value of Schengen. It is not just about a changing mentality, which is also 
very important, because there is a change in the mentality of Ukrainians 
from the Soviet mentality. We want to be as European as possible and this 
possibility of free movement naturally helps us a lot. From my own, and 
not only, experience I can say that travelling, visiting European countries 
likewise in the context of the conflict in eastern Ukraine with Russia, is 
very important. We see significant changes taking place in Ukraine and 
at the moment people have many new opportunities. There are exchange 
programmes, used by middling enterprises. Therefore, people think dif-
ferently, they are not afraid anymore. It is about freedom in a different 
sense of the word.
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When it comes to security, threats and challenges that we face, we would 
like Ukraine to be a trustworthy partner that you can rely on. We have such 
a list of commitments, there are probably 144 of them, most of them have 
already been fulfilled. It lasted 2 years, so it is about some possibilities, 
about creating efficient institutions. This is how it looks from the politicians’ 
perspective. Of course, it is difficult to explain to the Ukrainians themselves, 
because they would like to see it with their own eyes, they want it to be 
tangible. This is not just a matter of inspiration. As for the security issue, at 
the moment it is a very big challenge, because we have a very long section 
of the Ukrainian-Russian border, which is an open border, so we are facing 
some risks. We remember that the Commission and the Parliament talked 
about it, about some kind of threat that we could pose, but here we have 
not been particularly guilty of posing such a threat. We thank our European 
partners for trusting us, and we want to help our citizens, at the same time 
benefiting from the support of the international community. Now a few 
numbers, if I may. It is about the European Union, about some kind of in-
spiration. There have been some changes here, because now I am talking 
about integration support. 80% of Ukrainians expect that membership 
will give them certain freedoms and rights. But it is not just about direct 
financial benefits, it is much more complex. This is quite an exceptional sit-
uation, especially as radical and nationalist tendencies are growing within 
the European Union itself. But where does it come from? We know who 
wants to divide the European Union and who the global players who stand 
behind it are. 70% of Ukrainians believe that they will be able to overcome 
some difficulties and threats. 62% are able to fight for some basic issues. 
I guess only Finland is better here. From the perspective of Ukrainians, 
language does not matter. Let’s look at our armed forces. The vast majority 
of soldiers speak Russian, and this is not a problem. We are not opponents 
of Russia. We are supporters of Ukraine, and we want to show our friends 
that we are not a buffer zone. We are an Eastern European country. We fight 
for our prosperity, and for European prosperity too. And of course, we walk 
with small steps, but all the time we are moving forward, we do not stop.

As to the visa-free regime, it is a great privilege that we are able to travel 
this way, and we feel that you have put a kind of trust in us at the moment.
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Dr. hab. Katarzyna Pisarska
Thank you for reminding us of two things. First of all, Schengen is 

a kind of effort because there are countries that would like to join the 
Schengen area. Another issue: a year after the abolition of the visa re-
quirement, and let us remember all of these fears, Donbas, etc., it turned 
out that after all the whole project was successful. For sure, Schengen is 
something that exports stability to Ukraine.

Now let’s move on to the more difficult questions. We know the facts, 
but let’s have a bit of self-reflection. Let’s come back for a moment to 2015. 
The crisis after the crisis, the eurozone crisis is just about to end, political 
discussions are starting, and suddenly a migration crisis happens. Most 
did not foresee it, it was unexpected; maybe some experts expected it, 
but only a few of them. Question: what did we do wrong then? Why is 
it one of the most important issues discussed in the European Union 
today, and is this a problem that has actually contributed to Brexit? Mr. 
President, what went wrong, in other words: what should we have done 
differently then?

Jacques Santer
As to migration and the migration crisis, it has been going on for some 

time. Around 2015, the Commission presented various proposals in this 
respect, but they were not translated into legal language. However, let 
us remember at the same time: we have different kinds of problems and 
challenges that Europe is facing, so this migration crisis will last. We have 
tens of millions of potential migrants. These people come to us not only 
from the Middle East, but also from Africa. This morning someone said: 
these people would like to become members of the European Union, 
because for them the European Union is a kind of paradise. These people 
want to participate in all this. And on the other hand, what does it look 
like? Let’s take a look: we have migrants who could stay in their own 
countries to build their own homeland. Let’s look at Africa: many states 
are doing very well economically over there. Of course, the question is 
whether they receive sufficient support. So we have migrants and let’s not 
be surprised that they are coming here to Europe. Of course, we could 
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theoretically accept everyone, but it is impossible. Remember that we also 
have internal migration.

Several days ago, there was a talk about Nigeria. There, in fact, they 
have a serious crisis because all of the doctors left. Only a few remained. 
Although Nigeria is an African country, it is really doing very well eco-
nomically. We must be open and pay attention to various fronts. We can-
not focus only on our backyard. Anyway, as Juncker said, it is about inter-
nal solidarity in relation to other Member States.

At some point, the migration crisis appeared. It was 2015. It was a real 
revolution, two million people. They were visible on the roads, there was 
televised material on the subject. Then the European Commission itself 
proposed some agreement. It was about agreement with the Member 
States. However, not all Member States were delighted, and they did not 
follow the path suggested by the Commission. Anyway, I understand it 
in some sense because these countries had their reasons to behave like 
this. After all, states must protect their citizens and this is the first goal 
of the common market, the Schengen area – the protection of our citi-
zens. It is also about judicial reforms that are important in this regard. 
But we must also manifest a kind of solidarity with migrants. These 
people are seeking asylum, applying for asylum in various countries. 
Back to solidarity: sometimes we simply lack this solidarity. The rea-
sons are quite obvious, both emotional and practical. We must accept 
migrants. If we do, then some infrastructure will be needed for that. 
This will simplify our task, but then we must work to integrate these 
people into our society. This is a much more difficult task. Our societies 
must have different opportunities so that these migrants can integrate, 
so that children can go to school. All of this is not so easy. Indeed, the 
Commission made some proposals, in this respect it was also a financial 
proposal, but this is not the most important problem. Remember: the 
migration crisis will last for a very long time. We are talking here about 
generations. My children, my grandchildren will still suffer as a result 
of this crisis. It is our duty to do what is possible so that these people can 
be integrated into our society. First, however, we must accept them in 
the legal sense. We have to organize ourselves. Here is also the question 
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of illegal immigration. It is all a very complex issue, but we have to deal 
with it and actually do it.

We, the Christian politicians, have a kind of responsibility before us. 
We have some responsibility for these people. The Charter of Fundamental 
Rights was mentioned here. We must implement it. So it cannot be just 
a dead document, it must be alive. Let us remember that history shows us 
how long the implementation of the Schengen Agreement lasted. It was, 
if I’m not mistaken, 15 years to Lisbon. And let’s look at all of the other 
countries that aspire to join the Schengen Agreement and want to take on 
some obligations. These countries must remember that these are some-
times difficult things. We are dealing with a kind of corruption that must 
be combated. We’re talking about criminals, about terrorists, so in other 
words, there is still a long way to go.

Dr. hab. Katarzyna Pisarska
Mr. President, thank you very much. And now the second question, 

referring to your statement, a very short one: if you could go back in time, 
to 2015, if you were in Angela Merkel’s situation at that time, would you 
make the same decision to open the borders?

Jacques Santer
I think she had her reasons to act like she did. At that time I support-

ed her in this decision. Perhaps I supported her more on the emotional 
level, as a Christian politician. Let’s remember that we must also help 
the Germans. It was Germany that took on the heaviest burden. They 
accepted the majority of migrants. Of course, Sweden also took in quite 
a few. My homeland, a small country, also proportionally accepted many 
of them, but I support this decision. We are talking about a kind of duty 
that we have, these people must be supported, so then they must be in-
tegrated into society. It is a difficult situation when someone different, 
a stranger, comes to us. Let’s even look at how it looks on television, every 
day. All of these characters appear, we have TV material that shows people 
on rafts, at sea, people starving, so it is certainly very difficult to deal with 
all this.
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Dr. hab. Katarzyna Pisarska
Thank you very much for stressing the importance of solidarity. This is 

crucial when it comes to Schengen. Let’s return to our guest from Croatia. 
Croatia was in the middle of it all. This Balkan route was the main route. 
The Schengen decision had a big impact on you. President Santer said that 
we waited too long to acknowledge that this problem existed. It all began 
in 2011. The Syrian conflict broke out, Lesbos and other Greek and Italian 
islands welcomed a lot of migrants, and then in 2015, 2016 – then it was 
too late to stop the whole crisis. How does it look from a Croatian perspec-
tive? Please tell us what we have learned, or rather what you have learned.

Żeljana Zovko
How does it look from a Croatian perspective? It is very difficult to tell 

what conclusions we have drawn, because you have to look at it from 
a wider perspective, a pan-European perspective. A debate is still going on 
now, whether there should be a “hard” border in some countries. Croatia 
is still in a kind of struggle. We are trying. The Ministry of the Interior and 
the prime minister are doing their best to make Croatia a member of the 
Schengen area, to fulfill all of the criteria, because of course, at this point, 
there is a question as to what we can do. How will these external borders 
be protected? We have a very long Balkan border, 1000 km with Bosnia 
and Herzegovina and Montenegro. That is the length of the border. There 
will be elections in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The situation is difficult all 
the time, it is not known what will happen after the election. There, third 
countries have a lot to say, they have their influence. What is the answer? 
If you want to protect borders, you can protect them from the outside. 
We are also talking here about Bulgaria and Romania, these borders also 
need to be protected, i.e. the borders of the European Union. It must be 
done together because this European agency works better, helping immi-
grants when they are still in the Mediterranean. Therefore we must fight 
together, we must fight illegal immigration together. Only then will we be 
able to achieve something.

However, I agree with what Mr. President mentioned here. We are 
talking about Christian solidarity and we must understand this: what 
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were the circumstances in 2015? It was difficult to distinguish real refu-
gees, e.g. Syrians, from those who just wanted to improve their life eco-
nomically and financially. There was also a situation in which the media 
exerted very great pressure, claiming that we are doing nothing. We have 
adopted in Parliament the so-called Global compact, a global agreement 
on migration. At this point, it is a document discussed at the UN forum. 
There will be more and more migration. Look: in Africa, the average age is 
going down and these people just have to look for some other place. They 
are trying to find a place to live. Therefore, we must think together about 
what we can do. For example, a development fund for African countries 
should be used to the greatest degree possible, especially in those coun-
tries where most migrants come to Europe. If we cannot do it well in the 
future, we will have another wave of millions of migrants ahead of us. It 
is not only a question of solidarity, but rather in the future it will be about 
adapting to the circumstances and perhaps we will have no choice but 
to accept a new way of life.

I recently participated in the migration summit in Abidjan, Côte 
d’Ivoire. There was an interesting discussion about what to do to fight 
those who are involved in the smuggling of migrants to Europe. There 
were many discussions about countries that cannot cope with the inter-
nal situation in Africa. The political situation is very unstable and very 
many people from these countries come to Europe. We need to respond, 
we must open up to better cooperation with third countries, but also at 
the European level. The point is not only to defend your national inter-
ests, but also the European ones – we also have to remember about this 
aspect.

Dr. hab. Katarzyna Pisarska
This leads us to the next topic, because we often talk about migration 

mainly as a problem. It is also a big opportunity. New talents, well-edu-
cated people who come to Europe. Europe is getting old, as you know. 
We need young Europeans. Some countries even compete with each other 
to get the most talented employees. Australia and the United States are 
trying to attract the best.
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Perhaps in this context I will address the question to Ukraine, because 
not everyone knows that over the past few years, over 800,000 Ukrainians 
came to Poland and they have the right to permanent residence and work 
in Poland. They are here because we need well-educated employees, also 
less educated, maybe from Ukraine too, but we need everyone, right here 
in Poland. How does it look from the perspective of Ukraine? Do you feel 
that the best-educated Ukrainians are going abroad? How does it look 
from your perspective? Do you feel the phenomenon of talent drainage? 
We are happy that we have Ukrainians here, but we realize that they are 
also needed in their homeland.

Mariia Mykolaivna Ionova
I admit that this is a very painful question for me. Maybe a few more 

comments. As to the previous topic, it seems to me that solidarity and 
a joint search for solutions and strategic decisions are needed in the 
context of migration. In 2015, many countries were not ready for this 
crisis. At the moment, as we can see, a similar discussion is also taking 
place here.

When it comes to the future of the continent, to Schengen as well, I can 
say for myself that it is very difficult for responsible politicians to find 
solutions, because for populists it is easy to criticize, but responsible poli-
ticians must seek responsible solutions. We are aware of this in our coun-
try too, and I also know that we must be part of a wider solution. In our 
Committee on European Integration we recently adopted a decision on 
cross-border cooperation in the Verkhovna Rada (Parliament), on creat-
ing special offices along our borders that would allow us to deal with the 
problem of migration, close cooperation with the Schengen States and, 
certainly, combating the very causes of migration. This is an important 
topic that is in our hearts.

From my perspective, I understand that it is necessary to look into the 
future, to speculate what impact migration will have on our countries, but 
on the other hand, when it comes to Ukrainians in Poland, jobseekers in 
Poland, this is a very difficult question for us Ukrainians. Drainage of tal-
ent, yes, indeed, we are aware of this problem, in particular at this time, 
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within our agreements with the European Union, we are trying to rebuild 
our national institutions. Certainly, we need the most talented, the best 
people, to remain in the country. Unfortunately, many of them leave. Of-
ten, we also try to react when sometimes people talk about Ukrainians in 
Poland as refugees. They are not refugees, at least not most of them. They 
are, rather, migrants looking for a job. Looking at statistical data regarding, 
for example, refugee status in 2017, we had 225 applications for refugee 
status, and in fact only 15 people obtained this status. So we cannot talk 
about millions of Ukrainian refugees in Europe. At this moment, about 
770 thousand Ukrainians work in Poland, and these are migrants looking 
for a job, certainly they are not refugees. Of course, their work hastens 
the development of the Polish economy. From our point of view, this is 
a difficult issue because we need them too. We need them for the devel-
opment of our economy. This is a difficult experience, probably for all 
countries that once took part in the European integration and had signed 
association agreements. We talked to the Croats and I know that they had 
similar experiences, as was the case in Bulgaria and other countries in this 
part of Europe. Naturally, some of these migrants return years later, but 
I think that it is important for us as politicians to meet the expectations 
of our citizens, that we create a lawful country that people will not want 
to leave, that we create stable institutions that will attract migrants back 
to our country.

Another issue is certainly students leaving and looking to study abroad. 
More and more Ukrainian students study at universities and colleges. In 
Poland, according to recent statistics, there are probably 30,000 of them. 
I know that Polish universities attract them because they have a shortage 
of Polish students. At the moment, the demographic crisis means that 
there are free places at universities, and Polish universities are trying to fill 
these with students from Ukraine. I think it is important that Polish and 
Ukrainian universities cooperate and consider how this problem can be 
solved. We certainly hope that many of these people will return to Ukraine, 
because in our country, we need, I suppose it is obvious, educated people, 
as employees in our institutions, we need people who do not have a So-
viet mentality, who have a Western mentality. I also think that we will be 
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able to benefit from the experience of those people who will return to our 
country.

It is also important that Ukrainians working abroad should have prop-
er employment contracts, be legally employed, and not be working on the 
black market. Probably most work legally, so I think this is an advantage.

Youth exchange programs, like ERASMUS, are another very important 
topic from our point of view. I am glad that there are such opportunities 
for us. As mentioned earlier by Mr. President Santer, the role of civil so-
ciety is great here. At the moment we have a very active civil society in 
Ukraine, effectively monitoring various government agencies, as well as 
the work of individual ministries, but it is important that at least some 
of those people who actively monitor and supervise the work of our var-
ious institutions, enter governmental and state institutions and that they 
would be able to help us develop these institutions.

At the moment, in cooperation with Western countries, we are trying 
to say that maybe enough has already been done in terms of supporting 
various types of non-governmental institutions that monitor our govern-
ment, and let us now focus more on these people entering government 
institutions and really conducting the everyday work of these institutions, 
namely helping us in solving problems and creating the rule of law in our 
country. Different types of legislative initiatives lead to changing these 
issues.

When it comes to migration issues, asylum issues, cybersecurity issues, 
fighting against information campaigns of the hybrid war, we need such 
activities to strengthen our capabilities and we need specialists in these 
areas. This is a big challenge for all of us; that is, these hybrid methods 
of conducting offensive actions are all actions that we must undertake 
in a proper manner to oppose and react to such activities. To sum up, 
the question about Ukrainians abroad is really a difficult question, very 
painful for many people in Ukraine. Let me emphasize once again: it is 
important, within an Association Agreement, to think as soon as possible 
what to do together to encourage Ukrainians to return to our country.

We are probably the only country that has an Association Agreement 
with the European Union that is nevertheless actively engaged in a war 
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with its neighbour. Our situation is quite unique and it is certainly im-
portant that we continue to be supported by EU institutions. We, for our 
part, will do our best to implement this cooperation well, while also en-
couraging Ukrainians to return and contribute to the development of our 
country.

Dr. Jan Olbrycht
Dear friends, I have two remarks to make from the outset. First of all, 

if someone in Poland wants to attack the European Union, of course, they 
attack the Germans first, because it seems that it is easier to attack the Ger-
mans. It is part of this stereotype that Germany is in control of the whole 
world, so they often do not attack the European Union directly, but they 
attack Germany first. This is a fairly popular approach today.

My second observation. If someone is looking for an explanation as 
to why we do not want to open ourselves to migrants, then most often 
we talk about the fact that we already have a lot of Ukrainians, so we can-
not open ourselves to other migrants. We are saying that Ukrainians are 
refugees. But as we have just heard, it is a lie. They are not refugees at 
all. To tell the truth, if we think about it, everyone realizes it. But in con-
versations with our colleagues from Western Europe we often say that 
we already have refugees from the East, we cannot open ourselves to ref-
ugees from the south. We often say so, but we know that this is not true. 
We know perfectly how it looks in our daily debate.

I have a simple question for the panellists: the inhabitants of Poland 
actually have little knowledge about the situation in Germany, about what 
happened, what Angela Merkel’s decision was based on. It seems to the 
Poles that she simply invited the refugees and that’s it. The Poles are not 
aware of the broader context of the international situation, the situation in 
the Balkans at that time. How does it look from your point of view, because 
some people say, and it is mainly about the internal labour market in Ger-
many, that they want to have cheap employees in Germany, and in Poland 
they say “No, no, she just wanted to open the border in Germany. She 
wanted to invite them to live in Germany.” Others said that these refugees 
were stuck somewhere in the Balkans and she had to open their borders, 
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because if they stayed in the Balkans, the situation would be even more 
dangerous. How does it look now from the Schengen perspective? What 
was the relationship between the German decision of Chancellor Merkel at 
the time and the situation of the Schengen and non-Schengen countries? 
Because this is very important. Here we should carry out an analysis. Why 
does Croatia want to be in Schengen? Because it is aware that it may be 
more dangerous to be outside of Schengen. Certainly, Poland is already in 
Schengen now, but it is important to better understand the perspectives 
of non-Schengen countries in this context. Thank you.

Dr. hab. Katarzyna Pisarska
Let me refer here to the fact that we must clearly distinguish between 

migrants and refugees, that is, on the one hand, those who flee from per-
secution, and on the other hand, those who, for example, are looking for 
a better life. For my part, I also work as an academic, certainly we talk 
clearly about these differences, but often the residents of our countries 
do not realize what the difference is, what it pertains to. So, we are in-
deed benefiting from economic migration from Ukraine, because we need 
workers from Ukraine in Poland, but it is completely different from help-
ing refugees from countries where they are persecuted. I think that for 
everyone in this room, the difference is clear.

Voice from the audience
I am from the University of Economics in Wrocław, where I have been 

involved in European integration for some time. I would like to make 
a short comment and of course put a question to the panellists, mainly Mr. 
Jacques Santer, who drew attention to certain tasks the European Union 
is facing in connection with the conditions resulting primarily from the 
situation developing in Africa. Certainly, I agree that we must focus on 
matters related to the Schengen zone, on improving the mechanisms of its 
functioning in increasing security, but in my opinion, the perception and 
approach to migration should change due to the inevitable demographic 
challenges. If I can use such a word, the Union should change its current 
approach from reactive to anticipatory, that is, the unavoidable increase in 
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the population we are already dealing with should be taken into account. 
If I may, I can illustrate my point by noting that in 1950, Africa – mainly 
sub-Saharan Africa – had a population of 229 million, in Europe we had 
549 million, and in 2016 we had 740 million in Europe and 1.2 billion in 
Africa, which is around 40% more. According to the average forecast of the 
World Bank for 2050, Europe will have 716 million, and Africa at the same 
time will have 2.5 billion, that is, the Africans will account for over 25% 
of the world’s population, so every fourth inhabitant of the Earth will come 
from Africa, mainly sub-Saharan. According to this forecast, Nigeria will 
become the third most populous country after India and China, because 
India will then outpace China with a population of 410 million. And be-
sides Nigeria, there will be several other countries above 100 million in 
Africa. Are these facts taken into account in creating policies? We know 
that the Union is committed to the goals of sustainable development, that 
it is actually the largest donor, but can we discount the effects of this ac-
tivity within the framework of the goals of sustainable development by the 
millennium development goals to solve this problem, which is migration?

Dr. hab. Katarzyna Pisarska
A very important question. Let me add something. Let’s look at the 

latest indicators, especially the UN’s. They will be combined with climate 
change. As a result of these shifts, we will have an additional 200 million 
immigrants who will arrive in connection with climate change, and these 
people will come from the hottest places, namely Africa, and the Middle 
East. This is another issue. These two issues will really be a very big chal-
lenge. But let’s start with the first question. What happened? Can we go 
back to 2015? Where did all this come from, why were so many immi-
grants/refugees allowed in, because let’s remember that some of them 
were just migrants and, actually, was there no other way out? Was this the 
only solution?

Jacques Santer
I do not know if there was any other choice. At the time, I did not hold 

a position of power, but we know what the reaction of the authorities was 
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at this particular moment. How do I feel about it? How I felt about it, 
watching TV, following the media – I just perceived it as a real catastro-
phe, a tragedy. Besides, I also reacted on the emotional level. I saw people 
who were dying. These were often small children. And I imagine that the 
reaction was caused by human emotions. It was not a purely technocratic 
reaction. Then came further reflections, thinking about border control 
and so on, but then, in my opinion, it was a matter of emotional reaction. 
I was just a citizen then like you. And it would be difficult for me to have 
made a different decision, of course, at that time. Since that time we have 
learned a lot and we have also thought about how to have better control 
over this. We look at the issue of refugees differently, and to what extent 
they were refugees and to what extent they were immigrants, because it is 
said that 87% were refugees.

Returning to another question, or maybe rather a statement that the 
member of parliament made. He said something like this: there was a dis-
cussion in Poland whether the Ukrainians were refugees or not. And how 
does it look in my homeland? We have a large Portuguese community 
there, as well as many Italians. These are immigrants, not refugees. And 
this migration in Europe has always been a normal phenomenon, from 
the Middle Ages to today, to present times, and now we are dealing with 
something similar in Africa. They are not refugees. Refugees are those who 
appear by invoking the Geneva Convention.

These are refugees. They are people who escape from their own country 
because they are fleeing from criminals. There could be more reasons for 
this. This is a definition taken into account in the Geneva Convention 
which describes when we are dealing with a refugee. And here we are deal-
ing with immigrants. They are not refugees. We cannot equate these things. 
I agree with these data. Yes, it is really something that raises concerns. This 
crisis will last for generations. Besides, I have said before: we will have 
to accept immigrants because of their qualifications. For we will need 
them. And I do not see a big problem here. The problem lies somewhere 
else. The point is that others will come through different channels. We will 
have to reform our asylum system, the Dublin system, etc. Of course, the 
authorities themselves must understand this situation well, although even 
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then they will not be able to influence some demographic trends in one 
generation, at least not immediately. I completely agree with the data you 
have provided, they are well known to us. So we are simply dealing with 
a real problem. And Europe must stick together. We must show solidarity. 
We are a big market. Half a billion people. It is the largest single market 
in the world. Let’s look at the opportunities this market gives us. We must 
take advantage of them when we try to cope with existing problems. Of 
course, the problems themselves will still last, it will take a long time before 
we can put them behind us. And it has been clear for some time that the 
migration crisis is a problem. We must think how we will be able to control 
the influx of this mass of people coming from abroad.

Dr. hab. Katarzyna Pisarska
Ms. Zovko, you worked in Africa, you travelled there, it was a very im-

portant part of your job. Now the question is very clear: will we consider 
these figures? We as the European Parliament, for example. This could be 
a “yes” or “no” answer. If so – then how? Leaving aside the fact that the 
population is growing, the climate is changing, in other words: is there 
some strategy within the European structures, is the European Parliament 
aware of this – because we are trying to create a new migration policy and 
simultaneously we are trying to protect our borders.

Żeljana Zovko
Maybe I did not fully grasp it in the previous responses, although 

I have already partially answered these questions. But first, if you will, 
I will react to what the Honourable MEP, my esteemed colleague, said. 
Why does Croatia want to join the Schengen area? And another ques-
tion: what did Germany’s decisions and the decisions made by Chancellor 
Merkel change? I will combine this with another question. I am a member 
of the Development Commission. I travel quite a lot in Africa, I was in 
Lebanon, I saw refugee camps, but I was also in Peshawar, Pakistan, where 
there is a border with Afghanistan, there are refugees coming from there, 
and Niger was also mentioned in this context. But let’s get back to the be-
ginning of the Yugoslav crisis. At that time, Germany received a million 
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refugees. I do not know what opinions there are here on this subject, but 
we Croats and Germans are close friends because we are grateful for the 
recognition of Germany, especially when the war itself began. They helped 
us a lot, and this help was turned towards various refugees, regardless 
of which Yugoslav republic these people came from. Either way, all these 
issues are known to me. Because we have refugees here, and we also have 
immigrants.

I was an ambassador in Brussels when Poland tried to join the EU. 
I remember this hysteria related to the so-called Polish plumber and I re-
member how old Europe reacted to potential Polish membership. Today, 
somehow, everything has been forgotten. What are we fighting for in the 
European Parliament now? To be honest, it is something that is not re-
flected in the local media. People just do not know about it. They do not 
know what we are dealing with every day in our work. Here, simply no-
body talks about it. Nobody is interested in this. This is a MMF multi-year 
agreement on how funding can be provided. One of the European policies 
is to provide funding that will affect stability in countries along the Eu-
ropean Union’s borders. The point is to really invest this money. Anyway, 
President Santer spoke about the admission of qualified employees. But 
these countries also need qualified people so that they can build their 
institutions. We are talking here about building institutions, fighting cor-
ruption, because corruption is the most important factor here. In such 
failed states, corruption is the main cause of migration. People are really 
not stupid. I remember when I was in Zimbabwe. These are very intelligent 
people, and they are fleeing from there. These people have access to the 
media, the Internet, and television. They do not want to wait for a better 
future there, they do not want to wait for someone to change the system. 
They want to emigrate somewhere where there will be some order. But 
they do not flee to Poland or Hungary, but to Germany, because they see 
it as a place where there is order. This is just how it works.

Economic migrants are very often well educated people who want 
to live their lives in order. And it depends on us, politicians. We are the 
ones to build the state and to fight corruption. In any case, we are still 
doing it in Croatia. We have a prime minister who continues to fight 
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corruption. It is corruption that makes intelligent people leave a given 
country, just as people flee from fallen countries. So of course, let’s keep 
in mind demography, but first we have to send a message: that you cannot 
allow corruption, that you cannot even bribe those people in those coun-
tries. This is unacceptable. This would be a good example of how you can 
fight populism: zero tolerance. You must fight corruption at every level, 
in every dimension.

We have the next European elections coming. We will have to fight 
populism and fight these lies that are spreading in Europe. This is also 
a reason for some discussion. Let us remember that Jesus himself was 
a migrant or even a refugee, so all of this is within a broader narrative, 
including the Christian narrative.

Mariia Mykolaivna Ionova
Referring to the issue that Jan Olbrycht spoke about, you are absolute-

ly right. We must use the proper terminology. We also expect this from 
politicians. They must express themselves properly.

We carried out an analysis to see which media were spreading certain 
messages. Even before the introduction of sanctions against the Russian 
Federation, we wanted to look at how they influenced it, that is, it was said 
that we are some source of danger. Now let’s look at the most important 
politicians: they are supposed to tell the truth. Let’s call it that. Of course, 
this is about solidarity, unity, it is true. Enough of these manipulations. 
We have some interparliamentary connections, i.e. Polish and Ukrainian 
parliamentarians cooperate with each other and we have raised two issues: 
first, we do not want to look back. We want to look into the future, not 
into the past. Of course, we will never agree on some issues, when it comes 
to history. Let’s just leave it to the experts and historians. Let’s look to the 
future and let’s do it together. There are certain challenges and threats 
ahead of us, and Poland, Ukraine and the European Union are facing 
the same. We see these challenges, it is about corruption, international 
law, the fight for human rights, cybersecurity, and we must perceive all 
of these problems from a security point of view. The Germans were also 
mentioned. Germany is a very important, big partner. At the same time, 
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we hear that Nord Stream is an economic issue. But this is not an economic 
matter, it is a matter of security. Let’s call these things what they really 
are. Let’s talk about it openly. That’s how it was when Russian aggression 
began. What did we read in the newspapers then? They wrote: “Conflict 
in Ukraine, internal conflict, civil war.” I was not in Brussels at the time, 
although I participated in the work of the Commission and talked with 
politicians, I encouraged European politicians to go to Donbas to see what 
was happening – Russian weapons and people killing our people. And 
only then did they begin to say that this is not an internal conflict, but 
they started to say that after four years! Four years of Russian aggression!

We talk with migrants. There are further chemical attacks in Syria. 
Are we forgetting about it? This country influences elections abroad, uses 
chemical weapons, and let’s remember that the Russians will also influ-
ence the internal European elections, the electoral process. Hard, difficult 
decisions are needed at the national level, unpopular decisions, but also 
decisions at the European level. We must act more effectively. Dialogue, 
discussion – of course, but with whom? Without decisions? We are ready 
for dialogue, but only with those people who make decisions. We do not 
have time, ladies and gentlemen. We are simply out of time. That is why 
we must act and we must be as creative as possible in our efforts.

Paweł Stępniewski, The Montesquieu Institute in Krakow
Today, Schengen and the euro are indeed the most advanced examples 

of European cooperation. But we can say that Europe continues to be 
a collection of national egoisms in terms of political preferences. We have 
a European Commission where there are representatives of individual 
countries who are also certainly responsible for European policy, but on 
the other hand we have individual governments, national governments 
that play the most important role within the Council, which make the 
most important decisions regarding European policy.

Of course, there are also those elected in national elections, who are 
then members of the European Commission or the Council. We can see 
in Poland, in Italy or in other countries, that for many people European 
and foreign policy is just a way to win local elections, national elections, 
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and there is less interest in European policy. European policy is only the 
means for their actions and the goal is to win national elections.

Therefore I have the following question: should we think about what 
to do in the future, so that every politician can feel this European dimen-
sion more strongly, so that we in Poland can feel these Italian and Greek 
problems more strongly in terms of migration, so that Germany can better 
understand the problem of the Nord Stream pipeline 2, so that we can 
better understand our own problems? Are there no ways for us to better 
feel the problems of other countries? It is about solidarity, and this is how 
we can sum this up. How can we make solidarity better felt across Europe?

Voice from the audience
I have a very short question. Will Schengen survive?

Thomas Kocher from Austria
I am a student at the International Theological Institute. I have two 

questions. The first question: in the opening presentation there was a lot 
of talk about removing obstacles to the freedom of trade and economic 
turnover. A question arose in my mind: why do we need all of this, what 
is the purpose of this continuous growth, more and more money, more 
efficiency, more and more, but why? And this removal of trade barriers. 
What is the purpose of the borders, I wonder: what is the purpose of the 
restrictions?

Say I’m opening a business. I am reporting it somewhere on the market. 
This is supposed to protect me, just like the border has a certain protective 
function. I am within some borders, in some territory. I do not perceive 
this as something limiting, but as something protective. The question 
is: what is the purpose and meaning of this continuous, never-ending 
growth?

We have heard that we need a migration, and I wonder: why? We hear 
that we have too few children, too few young people in Austria and in 
other countries – and we do indeed, but again we are asking ourselves: 
why? Why should we change it? Also why do some families decide that 
they cannot afford another child? Why aren’t we able to support families? 
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If we had more children, we would not need immigrants in our countries. 
Why can’t we do this?

Let’s look far into the future. What are the consequences of us saying 
that only qualified people will be accepted as migrants? They will be lack-
ing in the countries they leave, in African countries. They should work 
there. If all well-qualified people from Africa come to us, to Europe, who 
will build the future of Africa, who will help African countries overcome 
poverty?

Dr. hab. Katarzyna Pisarska
The first question actually concerns the most important issues in our 

discussion. This is the question of solidarity and the survival of Schen-
gen. The questions you asked at the end are important: do we really need 
migrants at all, or are we able to find some other solutions to encourage 
families to have more children? It is not only about the number of chil-
dren, but also about whether we want our children to perform tasks such 
as working in supermarkets or sweeping the streets. These are the jobs that 
migrants perform most often, because it is often the case that no one else 
is interested in these professions.

Mr. President, I would like to ask you for your final remarks.

Jacques Santer
As to the shortest question: will Schengen survive – of course it will – 

this is my answer. I would even say it must survive. My opinion is quite 
clear. As for the next generations, well, it is certainly another matter, what 
will Europe look like then?

Solidarity – I am throwing in another topic. What must be done 
to make countries better understand each other’s points of view to improve 
consistency of activities? This is in relation to the way of introducing better 
governance to the European Union. Anyway, this is my answer: when it 
comes to the activities of individual European institutions, it is not that 
Brussels deals only with technical issues, that it is a body of politicians who 
make detailed decisions. Let’s remember that they were all elected in their 
own countries at some point, they are not outsiders.
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As to the Council, the chairman of the council is elected, and individu-
al states cooperate in the council and they are representatives of individual 
governments. Again, these are people elected in general elections in their 
countries. When we talk about the fact that Brussels decides about this or 
that, let us remember that decisions made in Brussels are made by people 
elected in their countries. Who makes up Brussels? These are the people 
that we have elected ourselves, let’s keep it in mind. They make key deci-
sions. I’d like to emphasize that otherwise, we would not be able to func-
tion without this system. Both in the Parliament, in the Council or in the 
Commission, these are democratically elected people. Let us remember 
that the European Parliament is directly elected and its competences are 
constantly growing.

When it comes to solidarity, it really has to play an increasingly im-
portant role. I think it is visible in the Council, in the Commission and in 
other institutions. We see this solidarity and the improving understanding 
of each other. Today we can talk about a truly democratic institutional 
system.

Indeed, we have to have a deep knowledge of what is happening in 
different countries and how to improve the effectiveness of individual in-
stitutions, also in the context of even greater solidarity between countries. 
This is a big challenge for all of us for the future.

Therefore, I am in favour of such proposals as Schäuble’s plan, regard-
ing, for example, creating a union for those countries that will strengthen 
cooperation. It covers only those countries that will want to do it, but 
of course let us remember that the condition is that everyone can join 
such enhanced cooperation. I agree with this approach that it should be 
possible to strengthen cooperation by those countries that would want it.

Żeljana Zovko
I think that Schengen will survive, it must survive. It is a matter of se-

curity to a large extent for all of us, security of the European Union, if 
we want the European Union to be a secure area.

As to further questions, more philosophical ones, perhaps supporting 
education in Africa could help. Perhaps more women would then work 
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and give birth to fewer children, which would mean fewer inhabitants 
of Africa. Well, unfortunately, it happened here, in Europe, that women are 
getting better education and many of them decide not to have children or 
have fewer children than previously. Unfortunately, this is the connection 
I see. Maybe it will happen in Africa sometime, but of course we cannot 
impose such solutions in other countries. It is difficult for me to answer 
such questions.

I do not agree with what President Santer said about Europe of two 
or more speeds. In my opinion, there should be one speed for everyone, 
otherwise we would be unable to survive. This cannot be a club for vol-
unteers who strengthen cooperation in selected areas. It was unsuccessful 
for Jacques Chirac, who also wanted to introduce such activities. I remem-
ber I was in France at that time, and I remember 2005, the constitution-
al referendum, the Treaty of Lisbon, and discussions on this subject. In 
my opinion, we should not talk about several different speeds. It is impor-
tant that we cooperate with each other in all areas. We must always take 
into account the interests of all citizens, all countries, because populism 
will grow and Europe will head in an unknown direction, completely dif-
ferent from the one that the Founding Fathers wanted. Solidarity is very 
important in my opinion.

Mariia Mykolaivna Ionova
The Schengen area will, of course, survive. This is also my opinion. 

This is one of the symbols of European unity. An ambitious task, an in-
ternational cooperation system is quite bureaucratic, but necessary. At 
the same time, the future of Schengen can be treated as a certain test 
of solidarity between the Member States and cooperating states such as 
Moldova, Georgia, and Ukraine. For my part, I am sure that you know 
the words of the Holy Father John Paul II. From our point of view, they 
are very relevant now. I think that for the entire European Union, for the 
Schengen area, these words are also valid. Those were very simple words. 
In 1997, the Holy Father was in Poland, in Krakow, and he said “Do not 
be afraid.” Everyone remembers these words, I think that for all of us these 
words are extremely current. His words are well-remembered. The entire 
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weighty role that the Catholic Church played in the history of Poland 
must, of course, also be emphasized. From our point of view in Ukraine, 
the Holy Father John Paul II is still a source of inspiration. His words are 
very important to us. I think that they should also be important to all 
of our European partners. We are not afraid, and we will continue to fight.

Jacques Santer
In short, maybe in one sentence: when it comes to trade issues and eco-

nomic growth, you asked why we want to get rich, why we want to grow. 
Well, a simple answer – we need to strengthen our competitiveness in the 
European Union in comparison with other countries, with other parts 
of the world. We cannot stay behind, we must develop like others, other-
wise we will go backwards, we will lose our competitiveness, if we do not 
grow and develop. As we can see, the situation in the United States and 
in other parts of the world constantly fluctuates. They strengthen their 
competitiveness, their economy. We must do the same, we are part of the 
world, global markets, we must also move forward. Otherwise, we will 
be left behind. It is quite simple. And if we talk about this constant accu-
mulation of wealth, it’s not just that we get richer, but that we invest, that 
we develop various sectors, new technologies, urban revitalization, etc., 
etc. I think that the younger generation will also benefit from this type 
of development. New investments for future generations are very impor-
tant. We cannot afford not to act to improve our competitiveness.

Dr. hab. Katarzyna Pisarska
For my part, I will try to sum up this sometimes passionate debate. 

Returning to the recent questions of the young participant in the confer-
ence, it is very important that we do not make any obvious assumptions, 
because sometimes in our group it seems that we all know well that the 
process of further European integration is obvious. It seems to us that this 
is something positive and we all agree on that, but I myself can see, talking 
with young people, that this is not so obvious to the young generation. 
Some ask, why is it needed? Why should we continue European integra-
tion? Is development needed? This is not so obvious to everyone. It may 
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seem obvious to us, but it is not so for everyone. Therefore, we need to talk 
to people, try to explain why certain actions are needed. I also think that 
this series of conferences is part of a particular strategy to seek answers 
to such questions and explain things to those for whom these issues are 
not at all clear-cut.

To sum up, the European Union is probably the biggest success of in-
ternational politics in terms of creating an area of peace, an area that is 
developing economically. Remember that 50, 60, or 70 years ago, our con-
tinent was the place of the worst international conflicts, wars, and now it is 
a place where many people from around the world would like to come and 
live. So we must explain the decisions we make, not only abroad, but also 
here, amongst ourselves, to the young generation. This is very important. 
In schools, universities and elsewhere, we need to talk with Europeans 
and show what the benefits of further European integration are, answer 
difficult questions about migration, the Schengen area, asylum policy, etc.

I would like to thank our panellists for a very interesting discussion, 
and thank you for the questions that have been asked.
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Dr. hab. Hanna Suchocka

Bishops, all distinguished guests,
We are moving into the last session, which is actually a general discus-

sion. This is not a discussion only about Poland, but rather a discussion 
about the rule of law in the European Union, including Poland. There-
fore, I will try to outline in general terms or present some questions, also 
to a large extent from the point of view of the function that I currently 
hold – that is, as the honorary chairman of the Venice Commission, for 
to a large extent I have been invited here in this role.

I recently read this sentence: “Democratic rule of law is well known 
to us, but it is not obvious.” And this is a quote from the speech of the 
President of the Federal Constitutional Court of Germany, in the text 
published in Die Zeit. Such a quote is significant, because we may wonder 
whether a few years ago the president of the German court would have 
used such words. Isn’t this a sign of the times in which suddenly there are 
so many discussions around this concept? During the opening, the Chair-
woman said that concepts that were fundamental for us and which make 
up the European triad, meaning human rights, democracy, and the rule 
of law, remained obvious on the one hand and not completely definable on 
the other. At this point, we have just found ourselves facing this need for 
matters to be defined. Taking this into account, I wanted to make a clear 
distinction at the very beginning that makes sense for further discussion, 
especially the one that is conducted in Polish. Our session was given the 
title “The Rule of Law.” In Polish, the term “rule of law” does not fully 
reflect what we understand in English as the rule of law. The rule of law 
constitutes one of the elements, treated more formally than the wider 
concept of rule of law. I have the impression and there is also a conviction 
that what is at stake at the moment in Europe and what we are discussing 
in different countries in the light of European standards is the discussion 
and the problem of definition and specification of the rule of law.

Of course, in Polish I will use these notions interchangeably, but 
I would like us to be fully aware that many misunderstandings arise from 
this. When we look at our Polish constitution, Art. 7 of the Constitution 
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is about the concept of the rule of law, a kind of legalism, when it is said 
that public authorities operate on the basis and within the limits of the 
law. But Art. 2 speaks of a democratic rule of law, and this is something 
more, because a democratic rule of law also includes other elements that 
strictly do not fit into the very concept of the rule of law. They include, 
for example, the principle of proper legislation, the principle of trans-
parency, the principle of clarity of the formulation of legal provisions, 
which I will discuss further. Therefore, having paid attention to these 
nuances, I shall go on to point out further complications. It seems that 
for us, I am talking about the countries of Central Europe, which after 
1989 began to change their systems, in the sense that one of the elements 
or one of the goals was to depart from a purely formally understood 
concept of law and order, from a clean concept of the rule of law that was 
in force in the communist system. For such a concept assumed that the 
law established by the state authorities always has the content granted 
by these authorities.

The concept of the rule of law must be embedded in a deeper dimen-
sion, one can say, taking into account certain elements of law that some 
call natural law, others as “established-from-above” laws that refer to and 
reach deeper into human dignity. Thus, articulating the idea of the rule 
of law in various constitutions yields different results, it was also an explicit 
support for a system of values different from the one that was in force in 
the previous system. Very helpful in referring to this other concept of the 
rule of law were papal documents, mainly the encyclical Centesimus an-
nus issued in 1991, where John Paul II – already referring to Leo XIII’s 
Rerum novarum – writes clearly about the concept based on three author-
ities: legislative, executive and judicial. This is an important sentence that 
emphasizes that it is advisable that each authority be balanced by other 
authorities and other areas of competence that would maintain it within 
appropriate limits. This is the principle of the state of law (we use this term, 
because we speak in Polish), in which the law is the highest authority, and 
not the people’s whim. This is the guideline that was important to us in 
modelling and making an attempt to change our thinking about the place 
of law and the law in relation to individual authorities. These are signif-
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icant words, they simply diverge from this formal and purely dogmatic 
concept of the rule of law.

Many of us probably remember the significant speech of Benedict XVI, 
a pope who was not a lawyer, but a theologian. His speech in the Bunde-
stag in September 2011 was entitled “Reflections on the Basics of the Law.” 
And it is indeed quite extraordinary that someone who is not a lawyer, 
who does not represent judicial institutions, who does not represent state 
authorities, but leads an institution, namely the Church, which is the Holy 
See, speaks in a political institution, namely the Bundestag, on the founda-
tions of a democratic state of law. Of course, he refers to his memories, as 
he bears the burden of the rule of law being broken precisely through the 
people’s whim. Nazism, fascism, communism. And this all deeply affected 
him. That is why he speaks clearly, he refers to this triad, well known to us, 
that the contact between Roman law and Greek philosophy led to the 
legal development of the Enlightenment period and further to the Decla-
ration of Human and Citizens’ Rights. That is, it refers to contemporary 
documents. And from this contract, as he writes, a Western legal culture 
was born, which had and still has decisive meaning for the legal culture 
of humanity. The Pope, of course, speaks of Western legal culture, or what 
we call the “European legal culture.” That is why this question arises, and 
it becomes obvious why we say that the solutions applied in individual 
countries, especially in those countries that first applied to the European 
institutions, and now are its members, must be included in this heritage, 
by their own will and from the tradition of European heritage. After all, 
the law, besides such notions as European identity, common European 
heritage, Christian European roots, European community, belongs to what 
we collectively call “a broad European tradition.”

The countries that underwent the transformation process introduced 
the rule of law into their constitution. This introduction of the constitu-
tional principle, certainly in the first period of transformation, was a kind 
of programme norm. This was not an automatic implementation of this 
state of law, it simply had to become institutionalized, implemented by in-
troducing appropriate institutions and guarantees ensuring their imple-
mentation. Professor Wyrzykowski, a former judge of the Constitutional 
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Tribunal, once wrote that adopting the concept of democratic rule of law 
does not immediately mean introducing a state that would meet all Euro-
pean standards. It was primarily a declaration of creating such legal and 
political regulations that would meet these requirements. And, of course, 
this declaration was all the more important because we, i.e. the countries 
of Central and Eastern Europe, had the goal to enter European institu-
tions, first the Council of Europe and then, in the long run, the European 
Union. This was the goal that guided all of these countries, or at least most 
of them.

Therefore, for countries first joining the Council, then the Union, as 
a result of their own sovereign decision, it was obvious that compliance 
with the rule of law is part of the package, an obligation and not an option 
that can be disregarded. We can say: we are joining, but for example it is 
optional for us, we opt out. At that time there was neither such a possibil-
ity, nor such a will. But at the same time, we can say that there were fears 
on the part of Western states that were already in these structures, that 
something could go wrong. For this reason, I will just remind you that 
some institutions were established – in 1990 even a kind of parliamentary 
foundation was established, based on various important international, 
American and Western foundations, whose goal was to help states that 
were already advanced in creating these rules, i.e. Poland, Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia, in the creation and implementation of the rule of law. 
There were fears that these new countries could occasionally cut corners, 
that it would be easier to suspend certain rules related to the rule of law, 
for example, to carry out the transformation faster. We have always ob-
served this, but then there were a few buffers that prevented the system 
from being torn. At the same time, a committee of the Council of Europe 
was established, now called the Venice Commission, with the formal name 
“Commission for Democracy through Law.” The name of this commission 
clearly shows that there were fears again that this democracy could be 
created in a more populist manner, and therefore the framework was laid 
down that law was necessary to create a stable democracy. A law that will 
define unambiguous rules. The task of the Commission, which continues 
to this day, is to provide specific legal assistance to states in the implemen-
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tation of three key principles: democracy, human rights and freedoms, and 
the precise rule of law.

Recently, we have heard many critical, unfair opinions about the Venice 
Commission. If the Venice Commission were such a body that merited 
such opinions, as opinions about it were voiced in some Polish political 
circles, then certainly more countries would not become members of the 
Commission, including the United States, even African states. Korea, Japan 
– these are the countries that want to join exactly because they are looking 
for common values and standards in the area of law. But also the task of the 
Venice Commission is to search for and discover these European stand-
ards, but also to maintain freedom in countries wherever possible and 
wherever necessary, because of the culture and tradition of a given coun-
try, and its own parliamentary democratic tradition. Therefore, we can 
say that in every opinion of the Venice Commission there are always two 
elements. Namely, acknowledging the foundation and what belongs to the 
freedom of regulations of individual states. Discussing what belongs to the 
freedom of regulations always triggers debates, but the Commission is 
very flexible here and allows for broad interpretation. However, there is no 
doubt that despite allowing this wider interpretation, despite the existence 
of this institution characteristic of the European Court of Human Rights, 
when it comes to the rule of law, the rule of law undoubtedly is one of those 
values that are not subject to any interpretation. This is the pillar, I stress, 
I speak about this construction ad nauseam. If we cut down these pillars, 
we do not even have space for ourselves to be able to furnish our rooms. So 
that’s why there must be pillars first, so that we can put together in various 
ways these differences that belong to our tradition.

The Commission developed two reports after recognizing the problems 
with knowing, understanding and interpreting the rule of law in various 
countries. One report, from 2011, was named the Rule of Law Report, and 
its purpose was to search for some common elements that states must fol-
low if they want to participate in the community that we call the Council 
of Europe. Then, this report was also adopted by the European Union, by the 
Commission, and the report is referenced by the Commission at the mo-
ment when it examines the state of the rule of law of individual states. What 
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was the report for? Among other things, so that the Commission is not ac-
cused of adopting different criteria depending on the country it deals with. 
The report is used as a rating in all countries. It was taken into account, for 
example, in the French opinion, when it was assessed whether France justi-
fiably wanted to introduce a state of emergency on its territory, or whether 
these rules were in line. It was taken into account, of course, when assessing 
the state of Turkey, but also in Hungary, and more recently in Poland.

Another one, which was in a sense a clarification of the previous one, 
was the report from 2016, and there were already specific questions that 
pointed to the exact criteria that must be taken into account in order 
to properly assess the state of the rule of law in a given country. That’s why 
this report was called The Rule of Law Checklist, in other words “a test.” 
It concerned various spheres of the broad concept of the rule of law, not 
just law and order. There is a large area of law making, the role of the con-
stitution, the place of the constitution in the system of sources of law, all 
the issues that we are dealing with at the moment, which we are coping 
with every day. An important element of the Checklist report “... is the 
obligation to follow procedures during law-making and the related legal 
certainty.” It is known that if the procedures break down, then everything 
becomes unstable and then it is difficult to make an assessment. For the 
first time, such a clear remark regarding procedures was reported in the 
opinions of the Venice Commission in relation to Hungary in 2011 and 
2012 (in both cases opinions were prepared), as well as in relation to Ro-
mania, and recently very strongly in relation to Poland. In the light of these 
remarks, it can be said that there is no doubt that the procedure of obeying 
the control of the rule of law in countries that are also members of the 
Council of Europe is not a procedure directed against the country. This is 
a procedure aimed at creating foundations for the functioning of the entire 
community, including those that are elements of this community. This is 
not an external audit. We sometimes assume that this Union externally im-
poses these controls from outside. This thinking is as if we were annexed, 
taken over by force by these organizations. We entered them by a sovereign 
decision. And here, let me again refer to the words of the chairman of the 
Constitutional Court of Germany, because, sadly, wherever I have been 
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so far over several decades, it has always been shown as a model of the 
proto-tribunal. The German tribunal represented this stable tribunal in 
the Western State, and the Polish tribunal as the model for the countries 
of Central and Eastern Europe, and countries of that region imitated or 
created their own tribunals. Unfortunately, only one model remained, 
namely the German tribunal.

Therefore, I will quote what the Chairman recently said, as to why 
this issue is so important. Namely, these are the key principles in force 
in European countries, which make the rule of law so important for the 
entire Union. First of all: in many areas, the European legal system is based 
on the principle of mutual trust, which is on the recognition of legal acts 
of other Member States without in-depth self-testing. The lack of such 
trust leads to significant deficits in the practical functioning of the rule 
of law. Secondly, mentioning what I discussed at the beginning, with-
out a substantive community of values, formal integration is impossible. 
Structural interference with the independence of the judicial system in 
one of the Member States is unacceptable within the whole community, 
because it concerns the foundation of the rule of law for a whole group 
of countries. On the other hand, arguments which we often encounter in 
various countries, accusing the justice system of pursuing one’s own in-
terests and ignoring the will of the majority, that is, stressing this majority 
element in thinking about law and the state, is disastrous because it leads 
to discrediting the law. However, at the same time, it also discredits state 
institutions responsible for implementing the law. Arguments of this kind 
are heard, especially where there is, of course, the radicalization of a po-
litical dispute.

Therefore, we can say that in these three areas one can see the dangers 
that are associated with deviating from the standards of law. Above all, 
a loss of trust. We are now dealing with, namely, the courts of one country 
ceasing to trust the courts of another country, due to the violation of cer-
tain principles. We have, therefore, the decision of a court in Dublin, ques-
tioning extradition to Poland, we have a Spanish court, at the end of Sep-
tember, also regarding the question of the independence of Polish judges. 
These are questions that are (in some sense) difficult and painful for us.
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However, it should be said that this is not just Poland’s problem, it 
is not about targeting Poland. I would like to remind you, because this 
ruling went completely unnoticed, that the European Court of Justice in 
the judgment of February 27 of this year regarding the reduction of the 
remuneration of judges in Portugal, also spoke up and said that in fact the 
court has the right to examine certain situations in a given country not 
from the point of view of the organizational structure of the courts, but 
from the point of view that the principle of the independence of courts 
and judges is actually respected.

The problem with the rule of law is not about subordinating or con-
trolling Poland. It is about respect for common principles and rules that 
Poland has agreed to sovereignly recognize when joining the European 
Union. It was assumed that if a country accedes to the European Union, its 
legal system is safe and stable and that it can cope with potential threats. 
However, this assumption has been wrong in some situations. If there is 
a destruction of the rule of law in one country, it is followed by the de-
struction of the law in others. In this situation, the constitution, which is 
a certain system that constitutes clear guarantees, and safeguards the rule 
of law, must however be treated as a basic legal act. It cannot be interpreted 
in accordance with the thesis of Carl Schmitt, who states that the rhetoric 
of political struggle means that a party participating in an open political 
struggle only considers the constitution that corresponds to its political 
demands as real. If fundamental political differences are very strong, a par-
ty can easily refuse any constitution to be called a constitution if it does 
not meet its demands. This is very dangerous.

Once, I expressed the opinion that I hope that there is no threat of this 
approach. Currently, I do not have this certainty, and my fears grew when 
I heard the speech of senior Speaker Kornel Morawiecki in November 
2015, who said that the law is an important thing, but the law is not sacro-
sanct, that the welfare of the nation is above it, and if this law is disturbing 
this welfare, it must not be considered something that we cannot violate, 
which we cannot change, because the law is to serve us, and further, that 
the law that does not serve the nation is lawlessness.

However, the question arises: who is to be an interpreter of such a thesis?
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Urszula Gacek
I do not recall the topic of the rule of law in Europe ever meriting 

a panel discussion at previous conferences “at Bishop Pieronek’s,” which, 
by the way, I have had the pleasure to listen to several times. Today, per-
haps for the first time, we are devoting time to this issue. Why? There is 
a lot happening around us.

A heated discussion about the form of one of the pillars, the founda-
tions, of a democratic state and the judiciary system has been discussed 
in Poland since the end of 2016. I have the impression that society, at 
least Polish society, only began to understand the role that independent 
courts play in a modern state at the time when certain threats appeared, 
to a greater or lesser extent. Although it is sometimes very easy to look at 
these problems from the Polish perspective, I would like to remind you 
that our meeting is of a European nature today.

We have excellent experts from Spain, Hungary and Poland. We will 
have the opportunity to look at the problem from a somewhat broader 
European perspective, which I will also encourage in our discussions. Let’s 
go a little beyond these emotions and animosities that appear on a regular 
basis, and let us look at this problem a little wider and a little deeper.

Prime Minister Suchocka talked about certain mechanisms. You men-
tioned that both the Council of Europe and the European Commission, as 
well as the whole European Union, expected that in some countries there 
might be some U-turn in terms of the rule of law. It was expected that this 
could be a phenomenon that would appear at the next stage of the trans-
formation process. Some mechanisms are provided here. I have a question: 
are these mechanisms adequate, can they still be used or will they bring 
the desired effect?

I am asking just for your thoughts on issues that undermine the current 
system of rule of law in Europe, not only from the perspective of a judicial 
system, but a wider perspective if you could accept it. What are the main 
dangers that undermine the current system? Are the current mechanisms 
that exist in Europe still sufficient?
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Dr. hab. Włodzimierz Wróbel
I am in a rather unusual role, as a judge, to be participating in this type 

of panel. Judges used to stand in the shadow of public debates. The times 
are unusual, so judges have to reveal themselves. So they have revealed 
themselves. Of course, the perspective of the judge answering the question 
will be quite particular. The judge appears a bit like the custodian of such 
a value like the rule of law. This is the judge’s everyday bread. The crisis 
we are facing does not only refer to Poland. The manifestations of this 
crisis can be seen in other European countries, and not only in Europe, 
because we have to have in the back of our heads what is happening on 
the other side of the Atlantic in the same area. This crisis really makes 
us ask ourselves how did it happen, how was it possible? It was so nice, 
so peaceful, what happened? This diagnosis will probably last for a long 
time. It is very important, if only to try to answer the question: what will 
be next? Because we know and see how it is, but to answer the question, 
what will be next, what should change? From these various diagnoses, 
I would choose a few points that seem to me the most important, and 
which should be the subject of debate and work for the future.

The rule of law is an element of social consensus. When during the 
first lecture on criminal law I tell my students that the task of a lawyer or 
a judge is to introduce social order, it is often incomprehensible. In the 
eyes of first-year students, the lawyer’s job is justice. In criminal law, this 
is particularly clear. When it is said that the task of law, the rule of law, or 
of a lawyer is social order/life in a consensus, and to find ways for people 
with very different views to be able to grow together, it is very difficult 
to convince them that this value, this task is, if you put it in youth lan-
guage, “sexy.” Much more “sexy,” much more attractive, is conflict, scandal, 
aggression, rather than peace and sometimes a boring, ugly compromise.

In this crisis, I see a crisis of communication and a crisis of ability 
to talk about compromise as a value. About institutions as a value. About 
procedures as a value. About the ability to resolve disputes through com-
promise instead of violence. We have not talked about it as values, I myself 
stand corrected and examine my conscience. Ultimately, the conference 
we are taking part in is: “The role of the Catholic Church in the process 
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of European integration.” Therefore, we lack the deepened ethical reflec-
tion, also in the field of moral theology, over the value which is not a na-
tion, we do not lack national theology, but we lack social theology. Moral 
theology about the state as a value, reflection on what sin is in relation 
to the common good. What is a sin towards institutions, towards proce-
dures. This crisis we are experiencing must be described in the language 
of values and not in the current language of technical law. We need a new 
form of communication.

Another diagnosis: once we taught children, at least in Poland, to ride 
bicycles, and even to be able to ride these you had to have a bike permit. 
To drive a car, you must have a driving license. How much more danger-
ous and complicated is social life today. What does civic education look 
like in schools? When does it start and when does it end? How can one 
talk about the tripartite separation of powers, about the fact that violating 
the independence of the judicial system is something that concerns an 
ordinary citizen, when the relevant education takes two years? It is not 
much better in other European countries. Real education showing how 
the society works as a very dangerous space, space handed to predators, 
often populists, creating fake news, very professional conquerors of social 
life. If we cannot introduce certain “vaccines” in this way, immunize young 
people against these activities, then what procedures can we tell them are 
important? That when the judges of the Supreme Court are thrown out, 
something very bad occurs in their lives. Nobody will understand this, it 
does not make sense.

The third element: we cannot influence it, we just have to think how 
to do it differently. In essence, this is also a communication problem, in 
my opinion. The courts were in the shadows, the courts did not take part in 
the social debate, but they expressed themselves through case-law. Prime 
Minister Suchocka was kind enough to praise the Constitutional Tribunal. 
Before I became a judge in the Supreme Court, I spent my entire life in the 
Constitutional Tribunal (the Professor remembers) as an assistant judge. 
I am guilty myself because I prepared draft rulings of the Constitutional 
Tribunal in a language that I thought was unbelievably wise, sublime, 
which no one except a handful of lawyers would understand. This lan-
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guage is not “sexy.” This is not the way to talk about basic social conflicts. 
Dozens of pages of the Constitutional Tribunal’s justification, which even 
journalists who are ordinary translators of this language cannot under-
stand. A communication problem, again – a communication problem. 
I repeat it all the time: even in the case of the most difficult legal issue, if 
we as lawyers, as those who are supposed to care for the rule of law, can-
not present them in a language from which one could write a script of the 
next episode of a TV series, if we cannot find such a language, we are not 
professionals either, or it is not a legal problem. It must be presented in 
such language. We must find this language. Otherwise, we are handed 
over to populists.

Now the final thing that we have no idea how to get out of. What is 
happening is a crisis of growing populism. Where does populism come 
from? Sometimes out of boredom, let’s be honest. Populism must have 
an enemy. Nobody is better suited to being the enemy than judges or 
courts. Therefore, one must also be aware that the functioning of the ju-
dicial system can be greatly improved. You can change communication, 
educate people, go to the media, but you must be aware that the courts 
will not defend themselves, the judges will not defend themselves. In the 
language of populism, it will always be an elite, which is the easiest to be 
put in the firing line, the easiest to be attacked, because it does not have 
its own defense instruments. Mechanisms must be created, often external 
ones, which will guarantee such a defense. Hence the great hope for what 
the European Court of Justice will do, hence the very positive assessment 
of what the European Judicial Council Network has done with its clear 
signal to qualify some violations of the rule of law as violations of the rule 
of law without unnecessary diplomatic storytelling. This is not the time 
for the language of diplomacy. It is the time for a clear message, clear sen-
tences and clear evaluations.

Urszula Gacek
Thank you very much. Sometimes I have the impression that the public 

understands the concept of democracy quite well. Once every four years, 
sometimes more often, it goes to the polls, gives its voice. Sometimes it 
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seems to them that democracy is only a matter of the electoral act, but 
there is something tangible in terms of human rights, because they can 
identify them with certain problems, such as the right to assembly, free-
dom of expression, whereas the rule of law is such an elusive, abstract 
concept.

Communication, education. What is called civic education in the Unit-
ed States is extremely important. These are not just institutional mecha-
nisms, it is a matter of changing the mentality and social sensitivity from 
an early age. And here we must all beat our breasts. We have neglected 
this over the last years, probably not only in Poland. Professor, how do you 
perceive certain dangers and threats in this area? Is this about safety mech-
anisms? Are we dealing here with the issue of communication, or is it 
maybe about strengthening safety of an institutional nature?

Prof. Zoltan Fleck
Thank you very much for the invitation. I am also happy with what 

Prime Minister Suchocka and the judge said. As for the judge, we hear that 
the rule of law is not only institutions, rather it is also about values, about 
a certain culture. And that is what I myself wanted to say here. I remember 
the time when Poland, Hungary and other communist countries tried 
to enter the European Union, when the accession process was ongoing. 
We were optimistic about the Western style of the rule of law. In the early 
1990s, I read an article in which it was written that this type of optimism 
is very dangerous. Why? Because we do not have the right language, cul-
ture or history, and I myself feel co-responsible at the moment. After all, 
I also teach law-related issues, that is, the theory of law and sociology for 
lawyers.

What are we dealing with in Hungary now? We lack a culture of the 
rule of law, also among lawyers themselves. We are dealing with a tragic 
situation when it comes to the rule of law in Hungary. This is not only 
about institutions, but also about issues related to a certain culture. What 
is the problem? We have the following situation: we inherited a culture 
that was dominant in some organizations. Since the early 1990s, I have 
been carrying out research on lawyers. As for the judges, I noticed that 
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they are guided by this old logic. The point is how they think the rule 
of law works. In other words, it was difficult for judges to accept that this 
law is not a technique, but that it has a moral aspect and that it concerns 
something that affects social co-responsibility.

Under communism, the judges were a symbol of communist rule. 
Every authoritarian system has a certain sphere of autonomy that it leaves 
to judges. But let us remember that the judges must have a certain social 
courage, civil courage. They must be guided by the value system. And that 
was lacking in them.

When we get to the rule of law, we face a serious threat because we may 
have missed the moment when we should have accepted the rule of law 
as a culture, while we did not teach these issues, we did not teach people 
about it, and because of this they did not accept certain values. Let’s look 
at England, let’s look at the United States or Germany after World War II. 
We were faced with pressure to teach people certain things. The point is 
that they should accept the principles of the rule of law, and this is what 
this logic is all about. Let’s look at Hungary or other post-communist 
countries. At this moment they are retreating from the democratic path. 
In fact, democracy is, in some sense, being dismantled. And this is not 
a coup in the traditional sense of the word. This process is gradual. It is 
a gradual dismantling of a democratic and law-abiding system. I do not 
know if you know the adage about how to cook a frog. At some point, 
the frog knows that it is too late. But it cannot jump out anymore. We are 
experiencing something like that. There was an academic discussion that 
began immediately after the system change in Hungary. The truth is that 
we did not see certain things. We did not notice these changes. To be 
honest, this is happening now. In some way there is some coordination 
of changes.

I talk to the judges in Hungary and I must say the following: there are 
some judges who are simply afraid, and this is dangerous. Fear cannot 
exist for judges, because a lawful, democratic system cannot be based on 
judges who are afraid. And this is a sign that the democratic system is 
being dismantled. When you talk to judges in Hungary, they are afraid 
of some retaliation from the government.
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Urszula Gacek
Thank you very much, Professor. You presented another thread for our 

discussion. You mentioned the problem that you have with your students. 
It is about education that involves social issues. But we are talking here 
about certain values, about understanding ethical foundations. And this 
leads me quite neatly to the next person.

Judge Nuria Diaz Abad was the president of the European Judicial 
Network, and your duties included supporting judges, training them, 
sharing knowledge with them, and promoting good practices. Regarding 
the judges, are they lacking certain skills or sensitivity to certain aspects 
of the rule of law? What have you done in this area? Are there things that 
we should focus on and do more? So what is your point of view? What 
are your experiences?

Nuria Diaz Abad
Participating in this conference in Krakow is a great honour for me. 

Poland is a country close to my heart for many different reasons. Over 
the last months, I have already been to Krakow five times, and I have also 
contacted judges in Poland. I think I know a lot about the problem with 
the rule of law in Poland.

When I received an invitation to participate in the conference “The role 
of the Catholic Church in the Process of European Integration,” John Paul 
II came to my mind. When visiting Spain, he travelled through almost 
the whole country. He was also in Santiago de Compostela, which, as you 
know, is the heart of Europe, of European tradition, and from there he 
sent such a message to all of Europe. He said: “Europe, be yourself, do not 
forget your roots which made you grow for centuries.” Referring to them, 
I would like to emphasize – we must remember this – that his words also 
refer to our European legal heritage.

I would like to point out several areas in which the Church’s doctrine 
was developed and became part of EU law. First, the principle of subsidi-
arity in the doctrine and social doctrine of the Church was developed in 
the Treaty of Lisbon. If the problem can be solved at a lower level, it should 
be solved there. There is no need to solve it at a higher level. So national 
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parliaments should deal with their national problems. Where problems 
can be better addressed at the national level, not at the community level, 
they should be solved at the national level. Another area I want to pay at-
tention to is an event that took place about 50 years ago. Recently, a special 
conference was organized in Luxembourg, and Italian lawyer Frederico 
Mingozzi took the floor and explained that he was aware that at the very 
beginning the Tribunal was thinking about a different deal, but an Italian 
judge inspired by the teaching of the Church convinced his colleagues 
that the Treaty of Rome is not only a treaty concluded between countries, 
rather it can also be something directly applied when it comes to the life 
of every citizen. Looking at Luxembourg cases now, it would seem that 
this is like David against Goliath, because a single European citizen asks 
a question to the national court. In the end, the case goes to Luxembourg 
and a solution is defined there, and then applied throughout the European 
Union.

One more thing is the values of the European Union. As it was said 
before, the values on which we must build Europe are also the rule of law. 
Looking at the principle of the rule of law from a practical point of view, 
we see the importance of the judges’ independence. The Court of Justice 
recently issued two judgments, in February of this year, on the situation 
in Portugal and the remuneration of judges. The ruling referred to the 
Charter of Fundamental Rights, which says that a fundamental law, a ba-
sic human right, is an independent judiciary. Recently, this issue was also 
raised in the case of the Irish case, which concerns, among others, the 
situation of judicial independence in Poland. Art. 47 of the Charter and 
Art. 19 of the Treaty on the Establishment of the European Union refer 
to the role of national judges and their independence. This is important 
from the citizen’s point of view – it is a human right.

During my last stay in Poland, I was really surprised that many people 
went out on the streets demonstrating their support for the independent 
judiciary in Poland. We see that for many Poles, the topic of independent 
courts is important, because in their absence we will not have a country 
where there is a rule of law, there will be no access to independent courts 
that will be able to issue judgments on behalf of the state for citizens.
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What do we do within our organization? We always emphasize the role 
of the independence of the judiciary and discuss the role of judges. The 
conclusions that we reach during our discussions are as follows: if we want 
an independent judicial system to exist, then assessing whether it exists, 
we must look not only at formal issues, but also at the practical side of how 
this system works. The European Commission has also repeatedly talked 
about this in the so-called Justice Score Book.

I often ask the Member States how the law works in practice, i.e. the 
principle of irremovability of judges, but how does it work in practice? 
How many of them have been removed or transferred to another court 
over the years? These are also practical issues that need attention and, 
for the whole judiciary, whether it is independent. For it to be fully inde-
pendent, every single judge must be independent. And the independence 
of judges can naturally be defended in many different ways. On the one 
hand, we have, for example, judicial councils from the 28 Member States 
in which such institutions exist.

By the way, I must add, that even in some “old” Member States such 
as Italy or Spain, perhaps not such a big role is attributed to this con-
cept, despite the fact that there are such councils, and a greater role is 
attributed to such countries like Germany or Sweden, where there is no 
judicial council. Thus, differences can also be in the Member States. The 
issue of the role of various types of associations of judges is important. In 
Poland, this is, for example, “Iustitia,” which acts very actively, defending 
the independence of judges.

There is also a third area – the judges themselves, certainly, and their 
role. The judges themselves must behave in an ethical manner, and here 
our council implements a UN office project which at the beginning of this 
year created the so-called ethical network for judges around the world. 
The point is to emphasize this ethical dimension of the judge’s work. This 
is the only way to fight corruption in different countries. In countries 
where corruption exists, we must support those who try to behave in an 
ethical way, show that such behaviour is possible, because some say in 
these countries that it is easier to behave this way, to turn a blind eye on 
this or that and not pay attention. In the international arena, I try to sup-
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port those who really want to act ethically in their daily work. It is very 
important.

At the national level, we are implementing a project within the Euro-
pean Judicial Training Network. The meeting will take place at the end 
of October in a school for judges in Barcelona, Spain. We will talk about 
the rule of law from the courts’ point of view. The judges themselves have 
an important task to carry out activities to defend self-governance.

Urszula Gacek
Thank you very much. Listening to these words about the excellent 

projects that you are implementing, in which you support the judges in 
their daily work, train them, and you also increase their knowledge about 
ethical standards, ethical behavior, well, I regret that the Polish organiza-
tion has suspended its participation in this organization. I am sorry for 
this and I hope that this is not a permanent suspension, but at some point 
Poland will return to cooperation within this institution too.

It is clear what Prime Minister Suchocka said at the beginning, that 
these are not institutions that were created against us, against our inter-
ests, but these types of peer reviews can sometimes be uncomfortable. It is 
always good to have a great report on our work, a report of colleagues in 
similar positions, but after all, it is a system that controls what is happen-
ing. Sometimes such pressure from colleagues may be helpful. We should 
behave like mature people and not feel offended, rather accept construc-
tive criticism and try to change.

Of course, I am wondering if we are brave enough, whether the ap-
propriate mechanisms that are to protect us are sufficient, whether they 
fulfill this role; whether tightening certain standards will not bring any 
reverse effects. Is it then easy to beat the populists’ drum and emphasize 
that the evil Union imposes some external standards on us, that they 
are actually alien to us, that the Union is not able to understand what is 
happening in Poland? How do we find this golden mean to ensure that 
these mechanisms are effective, and on the other hand how do we make 
them understood by people, who are a little lost in the complicated legal 
jargon, sometimes reminiscent of some game, that here the Court will 
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do one thing, and the Supreme Court will take some retaliation, and here 
the Union will show you? People are already bored and a little tired. How 
do we find this mean? Where should we seek help? Will the EU really help 
us, or do we ourselves have to get out of these problems in some way? How 
do we find a measure where these standards are demanding, and do not al-
low populists to use them for anti-EU rhetoric, the concept of “strangers?”

What’s next? We have diagnosed the situation well, we are all con-
cerned, so what do we have to do with this at the moment, Prime Minister?

Dr. hab. Hanna Suchocka
Judge Wróbel admitted that he also does not have a recipe for the long-

term perspective. I think that if some rules are broken and denounced, 
we are actually quite helpless, because we ask ourselves how we can restore 
the rules of the game. Judge Wróbel talked about this, noting some ele-
ments lost in our contemporary debate, when he emphasized this search 
for a consensus.

At some point, in recent years, the essential principle of a democratic 
state was interrupted, namely, the principle that not only the will of the 
majority counts, but also the minority voice, including the opposition. 
Democracy means not only the mechanical quantitative and mathematical 
will that we are more numerous, so we can do everything. It also means 
adherence to certain rules of seeking consensus and compromise. On the 
other hand, for us certain words received a negative opinion and the word 
“compromise” received a mainly pejorative colouring. We will not create 
a properly functioning democratic society if we are not looking for a path 
where we can meet, and not only the one where we can destroy and defeat 
the other side.

In the case of recent changes that were made in the entire rule of law 
area, but especially in the area of the judiciary, especially important for 
the concept of the rule of law, this majority mechanism has worked – if 
we have a majority, we can do everything, we can provide concepts that 
suit us for our political struggle. If we deepen this phenomenon, we will 
not heal the situation. Judge Małgorzata Gersdorf said that creating mech-
anisms like we are doing now in the courts is convenient for every author-
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ity. And that is why it is so dangerous. Another government may want 
to use them, because they give a clear field for political manoeuvring. That 
is why we have striven so hard to maintain as long as possible the possi-
bility of separating the entire judicial power, even if it had its drawbacks. 
We do not claim that it functioned and functions perfectly, without reser-
vations, but it was important to clearly draw the line, where the executive 
power cannot exceed in relation to the judiciary. Exceeding this limit will 
cause that sometimes some mechanisms introduced by one authority are 
very useful with the change of power. And this is a dangerous situation.

In our case there is also a problem related to the National Council 
of the Judiciary. It was one of the most controversial problems, when in 
1989 we were transforming the judiciary. At that time, there was a strong 
emphasis on the creation of the National Council of the Judiciary. At the 
same time, there were strong opposing voices – that countries like Germa-
ny, which do not have this council, function perfectly well. However, those 
countries, such as Germany, had what Judge Włodzimierz Wróbel and 
Professor Zoltan Fleck mentioned – they had already developed a certain 
legal culture. And we did not have that. Do we have it today?

We were partitioned [Poland was divided between Austria, Prussia and 
Russia from 1795-1918]. When a contemporary legal culture was being 
created, we were subject to various legal cultures as a nation. We had 
to merge all of this into one in a short twenty-year period [1918-1939]. 
And again, we were cut off for over 40 years from the emerging Western 
legal culture. We were reborn in 1989, but did not have habits that had 
already been shaped in Western countries. We had this way of thinking: 
“there is a court judgment, but justice must be on our side,” so we must 
have these instruments that we will use here. That is why creating healthy 
mechanisms was extremely difficult.

As a result, we introduced the National Council of the Judiciary, 
because we believed that it would be an institution in which there are 
representatives of political power and executive power, parliament, and 
representatives of an important judicial institution, but the majority are 
judges. It would be a body that would teach cooperation and thinking 
about how the real independence of courts should function, but at the 
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same time the Minister, who is responsible for administrative activities 
in relation to courts, was not completely excluded from this body. It was 
taking shape with great difficulty, because tensions were always heavy. For 
three years I was the Minister of Justice, so I know what the disputes within 
the National Council of the Judiciary were. But that was the period when 
the institution was adjusting and shaping. Therefore, in our constitution 
in 1997, the composition of the Judiciary Council was clearly written. It 
can be clearly interpreted that the choice of judges is to be made by the 
judiciary, and not by the parliament, precisely because it does not provide 
the possibility of excessive interference of political power. As a result, it 
was wasted at this point. Again, one hard-working mechanism was cut 
and it will not be easy to return to it. Meanwhile, people are lost in this, 
because there is a specific collision of seeking for this judicial independ-
ence, which is an important pillar, crucial for the whole of Europe. The 
European standards that must be followed have been clearly decoded. The 
key standard is judicial independence. The road to it may be different in 
different countries.

It is known that the path where the executive power has the possibility 
of directly influencing the staffing of judges’ posts and dismissing people 
from certain judges’ functions, that by combining functions has the pos-
sibility of interfering in the ruling, this process does not lead to securing 
the independence of judges. Therefore, I think that this picture and these 
points are clear, but they are presented in a different way in political debate, 
in political attack. That is how I would call it, because it is not a debate. In 
the debate, we argue about problems, determine discrepancies, find out, 
seek a solution. However, here is a quite sharp, sometimes vulgar, attack on 
the judges’ group as such, which does not lead to finding a solution. That 
is why I think that this extremely harsh reaction of the Polish authorities 
to the opinions of the Venice Commission was a rejection of a certain 
offer to resolve the dispute. There was no imposition on the part of the 
Commission, only an indication: note that these pillars were violated.

What can we do? The discussion with Hungary was the same, because 
I was the rapporteur regarding Hungary. I remember our very difficult 
discussions in Hungary. On the other hand, the Hungarians were very 
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harsh in their opinion about the Commission, but they did not exceed the 
threshold of completely disavowing the role of the Commission, or the 
total denial, negation of its competence and professionalism. In Hungary, 
there was a greater dispute over certain mechanisms. In some places, it was 
resolved, in others it was not. On the other hand, in Poland the principle 
of attack was adopted, which is used in internal debate and directed to the 
external institution. Therefore, the mechanism was rejected.

I have already spoken about the report, because the report points 
to elements that we have to take into account. This report is not just 
about a purely formal approach, but some values are also taken into ac-
count. Are they followed in the process of law-making, in the process 
of thinking about the judiciary, in the process of seeking guarantees for 
the judiciary? However, if we reject it, then it is difficult to find a solution 
to this dispute. If the Association of Judicial Councils decides to suspend 
Poland exactly because of the danger of political entanglement – because 
this is the main problem: the political entanglement in the judiciary, and 
in this case we hear the voice that we would leave altogether – that is not 
a solution. The solution is that then you have to think about what you can 
do, for example, not to strike out everything we want to do, but to take 
a step forward that will allow us to maintain our position in the judicial 
community, because it is an important institution anyway. Leaving it 
immediately puts us in a situation that we still have politicized courts, 
and this entails all of the consequences in the form of loss of trust in our 
home judiciary.

John Schulam
I am a journalist, a writer from Los Angeles, I study theology in Aus-

tria. I am now at the Institute of Human Sciences. I have a rather broad 
question. It concerns the role of the Catholic Church in the process of Eu-
ropean integration. Schuman, Gasperi, Adenauer, the founders of the 
community, had a very Catholic vision of a united Europe. That’s how 
they saw Europe, like Charlemagne, their hero. Starting from the 1970s, 
the Union, despite Solidarity and other events, is seen as a force of sec-
ularization. Secular power opposes such values as e.g. the family and 
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religion. Currently, at this moment, some politicians are trying to oppose 
this process. My question has two facets. Will there ever be an attempt 
to return to the original vision of the Founding Fathers? This is the first 
facet and the second one: if this does not happen, should Catholics sup-
port the European Union if it continues along the path it has taken for 
some time?

Rachel Johnson
I am from the same institute in Austria. I am an American. Please for-

give me for not knowing much about European affairs. From what I have 
heard today, it is more about order and not about the rule of law per se. 
Some panellists have mentioned the natural law. The current order in the 
EU may not defend the dignity and rights of the human person, and this 
means certain disorder. Could someone give me the opposite example, 
that is, if you do not have examples, is there any theoretical scenario in 
the EU, which in your opinion should happen?

Dr. hab. Hanna Suchocka
The question from the gentleman from California is an extremely im-

portant question, because it undoubtedly fits into what I was saying, or 
tried to signal, in a very general way, namely the distinction between the 
standard that must be in force and the solution, which can differentiate 
by country.

There is no doubt that in this respect we mainly refer, because it is actu-
ally the most important, to the case law of the European Court of Human 
Rights, because the European Convention on Human Rights is also a clear 
guide for the European Union. It is even said that the European Union 
is to become a member of the European Convention on Human Rights. 
That is why the decisions of the European Court are important and taken 
into account both by the European Union and by the Venice Commission. 
For example, the principle of margin for negotiation, which can be applied 
by individual states, is most often used in matters related to family and 
marriage. In this respect, we do not have an obligatory standard. Even the 
judgments of the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg clearly 
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went in this direction. When cases concerning homosexual unions and 
orders of consent were directed there, the Tribunal expressed its opinion 
that there is no European standard in this area. The European standard 
deals with certain procedural rules, it concerns the judge’s independence. 
If we know that we have an independent judge and an independent court, 
then we do not have to be afraid to adhere to these other rules, because an 
independent court will decide.

To show the complexity of the problem, I want to refer here to the Laut-
si case against the Republic of Italy, the famous case of the cross in public 
space, which was twice decided by the European Court of Human Rights. 
In the first decision the Tribunal decided that Ms. Lautsi was right and the 
cross should be removed, and in the second one the grand chamber ruled 
that it should not, that we are referring to the cross as a European cultural 
element that must exist and it does exist in space – and a completely dif-
ferent ruling was adopted.

As we can see, here we have an example that issues related to religion 
and morality are treated differently than those related to the institutional 
structure. Because this institutional structure must be independent, so that 
it can freely decide on such things. In this sense, this is the answer to the 
question about the dignity of the human person, and I also want to em-
phasize very strongly that one of the first elements or the first principles 
that we introduced to the Polish constitution from 1997, now postponed 
this way, was to introduce the principle of human dignity. This rule was 
not included in previous legal acts. However, it was introduced to show 
precisely that the law that is in force must be also an anchored law, that it 
has its sources in natural law, in the “over-determined” law (in what sense 
– it will be interpreted in a different way).

If Poland argued about some substantive solutions with Europe, there 
would be no such tension when it argues about institutional solutions that 
involve undermining confidence in the courts. The independence of the 
judiciary and the separation of the judiciary from the executive authority 
comes from the British Magna Carta from the 13th century. It was there 
that the milestone of European law was embedded and one of the founda-
tions of the legal culture of Western civilization. This idea was developed 
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by all European countries. So, if we undermine it, we return in a dangerous 
way to the principles that were in force in our system for several decades 
of the system, which had nothing to do with Western civilization, and 
fought against it.

Nuria Diaz Abad
Let me start with the last question. The selection of judges is made 

in accordance with certain standards. They were worked out by working 
groups and it was about good practices. Should politicians intervene and 
have something to say when it comes to the jury? There are many aspects 
that do not meet these standards. We did not suspend them all. Otherwise, 
we would not have any members of our organization at all.

Let’s look at Spain. We have the same problem. The Constitution of the 
’70s says that the council on the one hand consists of members elected 
by the senate, and there are also members elected by other judges. Then, 
in socialist times, this system was changed. What was the justification? It 
was similar to what is happening in Poland right now. At that time, Spain 
was not a member of the European Community. The government decided 
that all members would be elected by the parliament and the age of the 
retirement of the judges was changed in order to get rid of the previous 
ones. And how did it develop? Then the rules were changed again. Our 
system is not perfect. There is no ideal system anywhere. However, some 
specific steps have been taken in Poland, and one must look at the whole, 
have a wider picture. It really was a difficult decision, when in September 
we proposed the suspension of Poland from the judiciary Council.

Now a few words about the process of secularization of Europe and 
the dignity of the individual. I’d rather be at home with four children, but 
someone in the office said, “We are looking for someone for this position, 
what do you think?” I was sure there was a political aspect here. In fact, 
the conservative party sent me, so there is a political aspect here. When 
it comes to believers who hold public offices and are active in social life, 
my colleague reminded me that John Paul II said that Catholics must 
speak out publicly and participate in public life in order to defend our 
views and to make the world a bit better in reality. This friend convinced 
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me. I agreed to run and that is how I got here. This is a personal decision, 
but I do not regret it. This experience was positive. I am very happy today 
that I made such a decision to become a member of our council.

As to the principle of individual dignity while working in the Europe-
an Parliament, I have recently taken part in a debate on this subject. The 
basic values, the rule of law, etc. were assessed. The conclusion was that 
they do not want to deal with Poland or Hungary, but a wider problem. 
A table was created to assess how the Charter of Fundamental Rights 
is implemented. This is, honestly, a very sensitive issue. I remember 
when a German representative spoke and said, “We have to check what 
we want to really determine here.” And, for example, for us, abortion 
should not feel like part of a woman’s rights. For someone else it will be. 
We must fight for our values and ideas, but there must be some platform 
for this.

Prof. Zoltan Fleck
Maybe a few words on my part, a few remarks about the dignity of the 

human being and the European identity. Authoritarian regimes are against 
the idea of dignity and are against human happiness. Hardly anyone is 
happy living under such a regime. Naturally, happiness is important and 
dignity is important. Europe is an entity that seeks to create a democratic 
order based on the rule of law. I think that the Catholic Church should 
support it due to the dignity of the human being, creating a lawful state. It 
may be difficult, but I will say clearly: Hungary is a country where we are 
dealing with the modernization process, and it is perhaps for the first 
time when we can say that Hungary is part of a wider order, where forces 
outside Hungary are stronger than forces inside Hungary.

Certainly, without the concept of dignity, we are not able to be happy. 
This is probably clear to everyone. When it comes to institutional solu-
tions, in Hungary at the moment we have quite a unique system for the 
selection of judges. It is important there how the head or president of the 
court is elected, because in this way politicians try to influence the courts. 
In the current system, the majority of two thirds in the Parliament are 
elected by the head of court – the president. Of course, it must be a judge. 
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But this judge, president of the court, has quite a lot of competence, has 
a big impact on what is happening in a given court. There are also judicial 
councils, but their influence is relatively small. Our judiciary does not even 
have a room where they can meet, and there are frequent debates between 
the council and those who have an influence on how the organization 
of the meetings looks like. I think that this has a very negative impact 
on the situation in our justice system. There are also frequent attacks in 
the press, and in other media, in relation to the subject of judges and the 
court. The voice of the council itself is rarely heard. In the council there 
are, for example, no employees who could support the judges in dealing 
with the media. The judges who act in this council are left to themselves. 
Parliament decides to fill the most important positions. The council is 
supposed to control the activities of the judiciary, but in reality this system 
does not work well in our country. Its role is very limited, various pres-
sures from different sides are felt and politicians influence the nomination 
of heads of courts. The positions of judges at various levels are filled with 
the participation of those who are elected by politicians. Various pressures 
are also possible. There is no clear prescription for solving this problem. 
Independence, autonomy of the courts, are concepts that are, however, an 
important and natural part of our culture.

We are aware of the importance of this problem and we know that 
we can transfer different types of solutions to our legal system, including 
examples from other countries where this system works well. At the same 
time, some in our country are trying to create different models, to solve 
these problems in a different way. We have a system that is unlikely to be 
an “alternative regime” in the future, but there are no easy solutions here.

The judicial council itself can present its voice, but as I said before, 
its role is quite limited. Previously we had other solutions in Hungary, 
but they did not really work well. We had a situation in which there were 
organs that did not guarantee a balance between various elements of the 
entire structure of power. The central element of our democracy should 
be the classical division of power. This is not fully implemented in our 
country. We hear criticism from the current government, among others, 
regarding this traditional division.
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As we know, the current Hungarian government is part of the family 
of Christian-Democratic parties, but it seems to me that its perspective is 
not Christian Democratic at all. Many of the activities undertaken by this 
government largely negate the issue of human dignity and human rights, 
which should be at the heart of the ruling party’s actions. The Church it-
self also has an important role to fulfill in defending human identity and 
fighting various types of authoritarian acts.

Urszula Gacek
Despite the fact that we were talking about various issues that relate 

to the concept of the rule of law, the judicial system was certainly at the 
centre of the discussion. Its independence is of key importance here. 
Certainly, we can talk about various mechanisms of how the judges are 
appointed, how they are subjected to control. We can add something here. 
Then, when the judges feel some pressure, they lose their independence.

I think that judges’ own self-assessments are of key importance here. 
We can present such arguments that in Germany they solve something 
in this way, and in Italy in a different way. Just ask the judges whether 
you feel fully independent, whether you feel any pressure, whether you 
are able to pass judgments based on regulations, not because of political 
pressure, sexual preferences, financial status etc. Such questions just need 
to be asked of judges. If they answer that they do not feel that they are fully 
independent, then there is a problem.

We have looked at many different activities that require a long-term 
approach. We talked about the importance of not forgetting what is most 
crucial in times of crisis, when perhaps we need to focus more on im-
mediate threats than on long-term ones. We talked about civil society 
education, working with students, training judges and other lawyers, as 
well as about the work done by judges for other judges when it comes 
to exchanging good practice rules, training, etc. We talked about various 
mechanisms that exist at the national and European level to protect us – 
they are not against us, they are there to protect our rights, our freedom. 
The system of values is somewhat deeper.
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During the discussion, we also talked about the Catholic Church and 
the values that come from Christianity.

Finally, thank you very much to all participants. I think that the topics 
we are talking about today are important to all of you, to all participants. 
I am glad that this can be a source of optimism.
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I am a little bit anxious because our host, Bishop Tadeusz Pieronek, 
set the bar very high when it comes to the discipline of presentation. 
I probably will not be able to be so concise, so my speech will be a bit 
longer. And I will apologize in advance for not being a dispassionate 
expert who can coldly look at Europe, its structure, or the place of Po-
land in Europe. And let me say immodestly: it is not because I feel 
incompetent. After four years in Brussels and after seven years of being 
a prime minister, I know something about the functioning of Europe 
and the functioning of Poland in Europe. But I cannot be objective here, 
because I have very deep convictions about Europe and about Poland 
in Europe. I would even say that I have deep faith, because this is not 
only due to rational assessments, but also due to deep, very positive 
emotions. That there is no better alternative for us Poles – if there is 
any alternative at all – than our presence in Europe, understood as 
a political community. And it is not about benefits, the material ones 
that can be calculated in euros or zlotys. This is of course an important 
matter. I look at Janusz Lewandowski, once the commissar responsible 
for European funds, for the European fund, and therefore also the man 
responsible for the fact that an unprecedented, gigantic amount went 
to a Member State, to Poland. Incomparable to any other event of this 
kind. I also remember from my Warsaw experience what European 
money means for Poland, the Poles, Polish cities, Polish villages. No, 
this cannot be underestimated. But I want to emphasize very clearly, 
because I have it fresh in my mind – I am sure our host also perfectly re-
members our conversations – that at that time, when we were dreaming 
about Poland breaking free from this Eastern political reality and the 
idea of taking root again, and permanently, in the political community 
of the West, at that time we did not actually talk to anyone about mon-
ey. We talked about matters that are incomparably more important. For 
Polish people. For every individual, and for Poles as a nation. Especially 
in regards to geopolitical security, the highest possible standards, what 
guaranteed the most precious values through the system and tradition, 
with freedom and solidarity in first place. Yes, to this day I also remem-
ber the encouragement and words of John Paul II, who, at the time in 
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which the fate of Poland’s place in Europe was settled, when Poles were 
to decide whether they wanted to become part of the European Union, 
or want to stay in this space in between, spoke loudly and clearly, and 
even at times, shouting, explaining to Poles what a great chance for all 
of us it would be to participate in perhaps the most beautiful political 
venture in Europe’s history – the European Union.

I remember it also because sometimes – especially nowadays – such 
a resounding voice is missing. And I’m thinking – remembering the 
Pope – not only about the Church right now. But the lack of such a re-
sounding voice, silence in some matters or, at most, a shy whisper, where 
there is a need for a scream, is something that probably bothers us all 
today. But I am also saying this so that we remember that our place in 
Europe and the question as to whether Europe will survive should not 
be just a matter of our prediction or intuition. We should evaluate this 
and think about it in terms of a task, not a prediction. Because it is also 
ours, the Poles’, task for the European Union to survive. And it should 
be in the form that is known to us, how we joined it, without a great 
question mark or a sense of uncertainty.

Obviously, this is a multidimensional task because Europe or the Eu-
ropean Union have several dimensions. I want to say a few words about 
some of them. And about the tasks of Polish and European politics in 
connection with our place in Europe. I want to emphasize here that I am 
a moderate optimist, at least when it comes to our impact on what is 
happening in Europe and in Poland. I strongly disagree with those who 
believe that there is a fate that cannot be reversed over a united Europe 
– in this sense also regarding the fate of Poland. A fate, which can only 
bring negative scenarios. Just as I do not believe in these overly optimis-
tic stories about the end of history and about establishing once and for 
all a democratic, liberal order in Europe and the world. No, nothing like 
that. There is no fate that dooms us to a negative scenario, just as there 
is no guarantee that what we – not everyone, but the majority – like so 
much in today’s Europe, will survive without our efforts. In this sense, 
Europe is certainly, above all, a task for us.
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Europe is a political community. This is the first dimension I would 
like to say a few words about. Or actually about the threats to this 
unique political community, the European Union. We hear about this 
threat, and in some sense the threat can be seen and felt almost every 
day, including the most blunt forecast announcing the disintegration 
of the European Union.

I know some intellectually-mature people who argue in a completely 
unbiased way that the collapse of the European Union is inevitable, that 
there is some almost Hegelian force that must lead us into disintegra-
tion. Unfortunately, they have quite a lot of arguments for this thesis. 
I do not need to provide you with facts that could confirm this pessi-
mistic scenario. We are in the middle of a process that is called Brexit 
and it is the first case of a departure from the European Union, so for 
pessimists it may be a symptom of this process of entropy, the process 
of disintegration. We have conflicts rooted in history or in the most 
current interests between the Member States. A classic example could 
be a border dispute between Slovenia and Croatia, two Member States. 
We are tempted to create different formats or different circles within 
the European Union. Some people talk about the “small Schengen” in 
connection with the unrest caused mainly by migration, thus closing 
themselves again into this group of traditional, oldest, in terms sen-
iority in the European Union, Member States. Some design ambitious 
projects such as the “Three Seas”, which may seem attractive as long 
as – in my opinion – they are not such an unspoken alternative to the 
European Union as a whole. Some look with fascination – for a moment 
I was one of them as a prime minister – to China as a partner with 
whom you could sign many exclusive, non-European, but national or 
regional agreements. Interesting and economically inspiring, but now, 
with my experience as the head of the European Council, a man who 
very often has the opportunity to meet and also speak with Chinese 
leaders, I have no doubt that it is not only about the economy in this 
case. And that in Beijing, the development of the Central and Eastern 
European region is not the highest political priority, whereas the weak-
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ening of the political bond in the European Union probably is. More 
about that in a moment.

I want to say something evident (anyway I think – life has taught 
me – that truth is usually evident, but it does not absolve us from the 
obligation to keep repeating it): without political unity, at some point 
in the future there will be no Europe at all. This is not a matter of some 
idea or ideological project. It is the classic, Shakespearean “to be or not 
to be” for the whole continent. And for our country as well. And that is 
why I suggest thinking about the European Union as a community and 
political organization and also as a task. Poland, like other countries 
– and I say this with a sense of satisfaction that it has some influence, 
that it is an important player in this case – should take on some of the 
responsibility for the stability of this community – for what Europe is 
as a whole, and not what Europe is as a way of pursuing our own indi-
vidual national interests.

Is it possible to prevent negative scenarios, including those that may 
be the symptom of disintegration? Is it in the hands of politicians? 
Brexit is the best proof for me that it is, although it is difficult to expect 
politicians to be one hundred percent efficient when it comes to the 
positive development of events. But unfortunately, it turns out that it is 
easy for politicians to be efficient when it comes to the implementation 
of a negative scenario. Did Brexit have to happen? No. From the very 
beginning I have been a witness and participant in the negotiations 
with the British, with different British governments, and I know this 
story down to the last detail. There would be no Brexit if there had not 
been a referendum. The fact that the British always had more scepti-
cism about the European Union was obvious, from the first day of the 
British presence in the European Union. This liking and dislike of the 
European Union was the same at the beginning, on the day of the Brex-
it referendum and today. It was always about fifty-fifty. The question 
is: how are politicians, having some kind of key in their hands, able 
to control the fact that there is a balance of emotions, interests, views? 
In this case, the temptation to play a small political game inside the 
Conservative Party prompted the then-Prime Minister David Cameron 
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to take this risky decision about the referendum. I will not reveal any 
secrets, although no one has spoken about it so far, but in fact – I heard 
it from Prime Minister Cameron himself – he was absolutely convinced 
that the referendum he announced would never happen. Moreover, he 
would never had made such a decision if he had thought for a moment 
that a referendum would happen. He was a victim of his own success. 
He assumed that he would only win the election by a degree that would 
be insufficient to rule independently. That he would have to continue 
to rule in a coalition with the Liberal Democrats, who said firmly in 
public: there would never be consent to a referendum. He was sure that 
a coalition would be formed that would prevent him from carrying out 
this project which he himself did not want. He – and all of us – had ter-
rible luck. He won the election by a great deal. He did not have to have 
a coalition partner. And he had to fulfill the election promise.

This cycle of paradoxes – one could say that this is a comedy of er-
rors, although no one is laughing, certainly not Prime Minister Cam-
eron today – also shows clearly that even if we cannot always build 
something sensible, it is sometimes easy to destroy something sensible. 
Today, no one on either side of the Channel has any doubts that Brexit 
will only bring losses. Especially to the British, but also to Europe. It is 
worth remembering this lesson when we look at other threats or other 
symptoms of disintegration. This recollection brings me to one conclu-
sion. And this is also my personal advice, likewise to Polish politicians 
and Polish authorities. Wherever you see the threat of Europe’s disin-
tegration, do everything to prevent it. And do not rub your hands – as 
I have witnessed many times – with satisfaction and a bitter smile that 
Europe has failed on something. It is also, in a sense our, the Poles’, 
responsibility. And that of every other nation in the European Un-
ion. Responsibility for preventing black scenarios and not experiencing 
those bitter satisfactions that someone is not succeeding in something. 
I am convinced that it is possible and necessary at the same time. The 
prevention of these black scenarios.

Europe is not only a political organization, it is also – and this is 
certainly a more difficult dimension – a common territory and a com-
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mon (question mark) identity. These questions, especially about iden-
tity, emerged with full strength during the migration crisis. Here too, 
I have no doubt, there is no room for fatalistic thinking, there is no need 
to acknowledge that this great migration of people must have negative 
consequences for the European Union and that we, as Europe, must 
look helplessly at what is happening on our borders.

During the migration crisis, during the debate that developed at that 
time about identity, the duty to defend the territory, the external bor-
der, these two attitudes emerged: one, most associated with Chancellor 
Merkel – not entirely fairly, although she gave a few reasons to associate 
this attitude mainly with her – it meant more or less that we would 
sweeten this bitter tea or sour lemon with certain assurances: a) that 
we want everyone who wants to, to come to Europe, b) that we have no 
way to block it anyway. It came down to these two slogans, which were 
clearly heard in Berlin – they were actually uttered directly by Angela 
Merkel. First: we can do it. It was this appeal to the Germans: stay 
calm, regardless of how many migrants will come to Germany, we will 
somehow manage this problem. And the second one, said in one of the 
interviews: this wave is too big to be stopped. This is the first attitude. 
The second attitude, which is associated more with the Prime Minister 
of Hungary, Viktor Orbán, is an attitude that in my opinion comes 
down not to the will to solve the problem of illegal migration, but rather 
to skillfully take advantage of it. And I must say that I feel some kind 
of political admiration for this pragmatic effectiveness in this ethically 
questionable project. How to use migration in internal politics.

From the very beginning, in my opinion, it was about finding a com-
pletely different way out of this dilemma. That this dilemma is not about 
whether we let everyone in, or transform Europe into a fortress where 
only white people and Christians can stay – to vulgarize certain theses 
that appeared during this debate. Well, the real problem from the very 
beginning was to regain and re-establish full control of the external 
border. And not in order to meet the expectations of such nascent na-
tionalism and even chauvinism in some cases. Not to believe that Eu-
rope must be one hundred percent white and Christian. Just because 
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it is an obligation, it is the first task of any political authority, also for 
its own citizens, to effectively protect its territory and its borders. Only 
then can real migration policy be pursued. Therefore, my first reaction 
to the statement: “this wave is too big to be stopped” was also my public 
statement: “this wave is too big not to be stopped”. And we took action 
together in Europe – they were not spectacular examples perhaps, they 
did not spark emotional responses, it was difficult to use them in in-
ternal political games – but they brought results. I am talking about 
such activities as the establishment of a backup border in Macedonia. 
We were travelling to Skopje, Macedonia, almost weekly – including 
Minister Paweł Gras, who is present here – in order to establish the 
so-called spare border when Greece was flooded with migrants from 
Turkey and was unable to stop this wave because of the nature of the 
border with Turkey.

It was a so-called Turkish deal – an agreement with Turkey. There 
were actions that were taken a year ago in Libya, I am talking about the 
Italian government, which over a year ago made very intense efforts 
to restore rudimentary order in Libya and along its coast. There are 
also Spanish experiences, both with Morocco and with other African 
countries, during the first migration crisis.

I am talking about it because so many politicians, observers, but 
also – I suppose – a lot of citizens in Poland and Europe, consider ille-
gal migration as something that somehow ruins the sense of order and 
security, something that might be inevitable, something that requires 
a change in the political model in Europe, including some longings for 
a new authoritarianism. Because, allegedly, only a strong commander 
in a centralized state can stop this wave...

It was so important to show that it is not only necessary, but also 
possible, to solve or at least control the problem with civilized methods. 
I would like this to be very clear, because numbers are more important 
than declarations: we will have fewer crossings in terms of migrants in 
2018 than in the years before the migration crisis. The number of mi-
grants crossing all European borders – now I am skipping a problem, 
because the inflow of Ukrainians to Poland is often mistaken with the 
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problem of migration, but if we leave this inadequate example aside, 
the number of illegal crossings compared to 2017 will fall by 90% in 
2018. Not by 9%, but by 90%. It means that we can deal with it without 
nationalistic slogans on the lips, without brandishing a sword, without 
rhetoric about parasites etc., which would make you sick at times. It 
means that you can deal with this problem without all of these things. 
Not in conflict with neighbours, but in cooperation, including with 
North Africa.

The Europe we joined, in a political sense, because we were always in 
it, but in a political sense, our return only after the fall of communism 
was, is and will be to a pluralistic Europe in every dimension. It can be 
a difficult task, it can be a challenge, it is not always comfortable, but 
we will not change it.

I will speak for myself: I would not like to change it at all. This is also 
a great asset for Europe, that we are pluralistic in every respect. We have 
to keep common sense and take care of such safe proportions, we have 
to be able to preserve the essence of the European order. But without 
obsessions, in which too often an old-fashioned version of nationalism 
comes to the fore, not to mention the often racist elements of this new 
narrative. I remember Lech Wałęsa, as he was learning before our eyes, 
I am talking about 1980, fascinated by this Polish opportunity, he was 
learning the word pluralism. Well, it is not easy. And to be honest, 
I remember our generational experience and the conviction that there 
is nothing more attractive in Europe than the fact that in conditions 
of freedom, everyone can express themselves regardless of their religion, 
skin colour, or the language they speak. And I would really like to be-
lieve that in Poland this view has not gone for good.

I am absolutely convinced that a pluralistic Europe can be an orderly 
and secure continent with well-controlled borders, with public order 
that gives people a sense of security. This is possible and also necessary.

Europe is a norm, and this is the most difficult thing for Poles today. 
We have joined the European Union with the conviction that this is 
also the world of political standards, certain principles without which 
there is no Europe in a political sense. Perhaps I will offend someone’s 
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ears using the term liberal democracy, but in essence, that’s what we’re 
talking about. But because the term itself is not overly attractive today 
in Poland, let’s translate it to the definition that you can find in Wikipe-
dia – what would it be? How do we deal with Europe as a norm or this 
liberal democracy? Truth is evident and also old, maybe not as old as 
the world, but, well, maybe as old as Europe. This is the rule of law, this 
is respect for the rights of the weaker by the stronger. This is freedom 
of speech. This is a precise and categorical division of the judiciary and 
executive power. This is not a text prepared for the description of the 
Polish political conflict. This is really the simplest definition you can 
find in an encyclopedia or on Wikipedia. I am talking about it because 
I realize that this set of values and principles is certainly not given once 
and for all. In fact, it is something extremely fragile and unique. I have 
in mind, I will not quote it from the top of my head, but I remember 
a passage that really moved me years ago, from The Revolt of the Masses 
by Ortega y Gasset, about democracy and in some sense about Europe, 
which in his opinion was heading into oblivion then. He was convinced 
– and there is something in it – that democracy, in this libertarian, 
liberal, European shape – is something so unique, so fragile, requiring 
such acrobatic skills from each of us. Because in a sense it is against na-
ture, for the stronger in a political game, a game of interests, to give up 
his advantage in favour of the weaker. And to make it a kind of consti-
tution of his own behaviour. In fact, it is in the Christian spirit, if Father 
Bishop Pieronek will allow this remark. And it is not accidental that 
today everyone, inside or outside of Europe, who wishes the European 
Union the worst – decay or disintegration – so furiously (and, I would 
say so jointly and severally), attacks this core of the European political 
system. And whether these are eurosceptics so active today in European 
capitals, or our most aggressive and active neighbours – active in the 
negative sense – everywhere we see this common thing: do you want 
to successfully attack Europe, to attack its basic values, especially the 
rule of law, freedom and human rights?

This is how it was 40 years ago, and this is how it is today. And this is 
also our task. That everyone who for some reason – it is not my role here 
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to analyze these reasons – everyone who for some reason believes that 
the model of liberal democracy has expired, that – just like my Hungar-
ian friend recently announced during his famous speech in Romania 
to Hungarians, to the Hungarian minority in Romania – a new era is 
ahead of us. An era in which there will be no liberal democracy and 
it will be replaced by Christian democracy. As if Christian democracy 
was the antinomy of the rule of law, human and civil rights, freedom 
of speech and individual freedom. I dedicate this reflection to all those 
who, with such fascination – also here in Poland – look at the Turk-
ish, Russian models, or the one that is emerging, for now in the heads 
of some of our European partners. I am convinced that Europe built 
itself into becoming such an international place of conflict, where the 
most aggressive are those who understand political power as a tool 
to implement such “violent” projects by their nature, those for whom 
the law or constitution are unbearable restrictions, corsets and fetters 
that prevent the full political power of the government over the citizen. 
I am convinced that it is in the interests of Poles and Poland to protect 
Europe from such scenarios. Because sooner or later they must turn into 
conflict also within Europe.

And you do not have to be a historian to know that Poland will al-
ways be in the first group of the most affected if such a conflict appears 
again in Europe. These are, in my opinion, very real and very serious 
matters. And that in this case there is no place for any kind of compro-
mise on this particular issue.

And the last issue: the influence of the environment on what is 
happening in the European Union. If in this certainly too-long, and 
at the same time too-brief, speech I wanted to convince you that the 
European Union is a task, a necessary and possible one for all of us 
to carry out, with this description of the political essence of Europe, 
then certainly one problem is not necessarily in our hands. This is the 
behaviour of the largest partners or opponents of the European Union 
in the world. Because here the situation has changed radically since the 
last time I had the opportunity to be Bishop Pieronek’s guest at this 
conference. We have a power outside Europe which undoubtedly will 
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be the dominant power in every respect, not over a period of decades, 
but in a few years’ time. This is China. Not very active in Europe yet, 
but everyone who knows the realities of Asia, Africa, South America, 
but also increasingly Europe, knows that China is not just a billion 
well-organized people, it’s not just a place with carefully thought-out 
and very prospective global ambitions, it is also – which is scary – the 
place with the highest technologies today. In some respects, Americans 
and Europeans can only dream about what the Chinese have already 
achieved.

There is obviously China’s neighbour India, which seems like a coun-
try very exotic and distant from our problems, but these are not only 
two billion people, they too are more and more organized. There is 
of course Africa – an element that demographically will also become 
a challenge for the whole world, in the first place for Europe. Not neces-
sarily a friendly element, I am talking here of course about these polit-
ical twists of many African countries with radical Islam as a model for 
many in today’s Africa. This is already a problem. It will be a growing 
problem. There, fortunately, I do not find an anti-European element 
formulated as a political doctrine.

We obviously have Turkey – a difficult, essential partner, but there 
are some risks related to the new policy of my very good friend, also 
from years ago, President Erdoğan, these risks are becoming more and 
more visible and this is not a comfortable situation for us. We have 
serious reasons to keep our eye on this.

We have the United States – never a problem for Europe during 
my life so far – on the contrary. I am obsessively attached to the trans-
atlantic idea. I believe that in this future world, in these great civiliza-
tional confrontations, only the transatlantic community, even more 
widely understood: Europe, the United States, Canada, Australia, Japan, 
that without maintaining this community in the global dimension, 
we will have very serious problems in any case. But what is happening 
today – I am talking about the administration of my namesake, Don-
ald Trump – is a new phenomenon. I mean, America is drifting away 
from Europe today and it is intentional. We are still in a very friendly 
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relationship, but let us not fool ourselves, even the nicest-looking vis-
its of European leaders in Washington (they do not always look good 
in the picture, but this is another issue) will not change the fact that 
Donald Trump in a thought-out way – sometimes it looks like chaos, 
but this is a thought-out strategy – wants to change the relationship 
between America and Europe. And he actually wants to establish them 
on the rather archaic principle that America has partners all over the 
world – everyone has more or less the same status. That America has no 
friends, it has only interests. My first conversation with Donald Trump 
was extremely characteristic in this matter, because his first question 
was: “I heard that you have a problem with Brexit there, tell me who 
will be next, because I am so curious, how will it go in Europe?” It was 
a question with unequivocal emotion. And he did not hide his con-
cern, even slight irritation, when I told him that I personally did not 
anticipate more events of this type, that the British rather regret this 
decision now. But the real problem, of course, is not America, which is 
drifting away. It still looks like we will maintain this agreement, which 
for so many years gave some sense of security to the whole world. The 
problem is the one who comes closer and closer. And undermines what 
can be undermined in Europe. This is, of course, Russia. I do not have 
an anti-Russian obsession. There are politicians in Poland who even be-
lieve that I am a pro-Russian politician, in Brussels there is the opinion 
that I am maniacally anti-Russian at times. It also shows how different 
points of view are. But I have no doubt about one thing: that Russia has 
the most specific interests related to the European Union, and these 
are largely negative interests. If anyone considers the weakening of Eu-
ropean integration, the disintegration of Europe, as their main or one 
of their main political priorities, then it is definitely Russia. This is not 
my guess, it is the official doctrine of Putin’s administration. Practically 
from the very beginning. I could spend an hour discussing events that 
unequivocally prove that the Russians will not refrain from any method 
to weaken the European community. Whether it is the alleged support 
of the coup d’état in Montenegro, or the extremely active policy of Rus-
sia in Macedonia, to prevent Macedonia from joining NATO and the 
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European Union, whether it is Sergiy Skripal’s assassination, whether 
it is a cybernetic, digital attack, revealed four days ago, against insti-
tutions that control chemical weapons in the world. There are tracks, 
very clear ones, of Russia’s involvement in the referendum campaign for 
Brexit, there are the traces of Russian involvement in the conflict be-
tween the Catalans and the rest of Spain. I could go on here, listing more 
or less explicit symptoms of this Russian intervention. There are also 
interferences in the political life of Russia’s closest neighbours. I have 
no reason to believe that the events in Poland were very much tainted 
by this excessive Russian activity, but I have reasons for concern when, 
for example, I watch today and tomorrow’s elections in Latvia. This is 
practically our neighbour – we will see what the results will be, but I am 
afraid that this may be one of the turning points for that region, and 
such turning points that were planned in the Kremlin, not in Europe.

There is one more issue that I would like to share with you – not 
in connection with today’s conference, but in connection with the 
forthcoming 100th Anniversary of [Polish] Independence. For us it 
marks a century of independence, for Western Europe it marks the end 
of World War I. The beginning of that war, its consequences, and what 
happened to us are an unusual historical lesson. And we have reasons 
to be happy, others had reasons to be sad. This lesson, like the lesson 
of World War II, shows one thing: there is no integrated Europe, no safe 
Europe, no Poland in a safe Europe without elementary, fundamental 
reconciliation. There would be no European Union if the French and 
the Germans had not started talking to each other after the experiences 
of two wars. Reconciliation – this is not about kitsch, I would be the last 
one to persuade anyone that reconciliation is kitsch. Reconciliation is 
the condition sine qua non to keep Europe in the form as we know it. 
Reconciliation in the European and international dimension is a guar-
antee of our security, perhaps more important than the American bases 
that are to be established in Poland. But I am talking about reconcilia-
tion in our national dimension as well. I have no illusions, I’m not naive, 
I have been involved in Polish politics for too many years to believe in 
the transformation of Polish politicians into angels, and I am talking 
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about the whole political scene. But I cannot accept it, I cannot under-
stand why the divisions, the sharpness of divisions in Poland go far 
beyond what I see in Europe. Why with us, a sharp political dispute in 
a European country must mean hatred, contempt, and not only in the 
area of political games, but also between people. This is unacceptable, it 
is devastating. I cannot imagine – and this is an appeal not only to the 
Polish authorities, but to everyone – how November 11th, the 100th 
Anniversary of Independence, can be appropriately celebrated in the at-
mosphere of such painful, brutal division that we have today in Poland.

I know that the differences are irreconcilable today in Polish poli-
tics, I am aware of this. But we, as a generation, are also responsible so 
that future generations – I think very practically: about my children 
and about my grandchildren – will not spend their lives in a country 
more divided than the most conflicted Balkan countries. This is actually 
amazing: I am in Kosovo and I see how they are shaking hands and talk-
ing with the President of Serbia and the President of Kosovo. They talk 
about issues that are usually the causes of wars in this region: border 
correction. And you know what: none of them had to explain for two 
weeks why they sat next to each other. If only we could obtain at least 
such a minimum level of civility. I’m not talking about mutual trust, 
about liking. I would like to, but maybe for some this is a too difficult 
task. But if we achieve such a minimum level, at least we would have 
a chance for reconciliation for future generations. Without this, no se-
rious projects will work for us. Poland will not be safe in a safe Europe 
if we ourselves are creating for ourselves a continuous, permanent hell. 
Perhaps it is possible, I do not know, you know better than me – but if 
on November 11th the leaders of the Polish political parties could, with-
out exception, manifest not a pretended friendship together, but their 
ability to think about a hundred years perspective for our homeland, 
this could be a much more valuable picture for all Poles than the most 
spectacular festivals, fireworks and other forms of celebration of this 
holiday. In regards to the prospect of reconciliation, the possibility 
of talking with each other would be quintessentially European in the 
best sense of the word. If you treat these last sentences as a proof of the 
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land, then I am asking for understanding – but it seems to me that 
sometimes (because I had the opportunity to experience such moments 
with many Poles) such positive naivety happens to be the best remedy 
for aggression and bad emotions. And I have this wish for all of you, 
that before the year is out, we see signs that Poles can talk to each other 
as they once did.

[This translation is based on a transcription of an audio recording 
made at the conference. The text is unauthorized]

You can listen to Donald Tusk’s whole presentation 
on the Facebook profile of the Conference:
https://www.facebook.com/KosciolEuropa
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Dr. Jan Olbrycht

PREAMBLE
If someone in Poland today offers a debate about the nation and na-
tionality in the European context, for many it means that there is 
a need to defend the national against potential threats from the “Eu-
ropean”.

I realize that the fact that another Krakow Conference will address 
issues related to nationality and identity in Europe may in some cases 
evoke similar associations and unconcealed fears. Our Conference has 
always bravely addressed very current topics present in public European 
debate, causing various opinions and sometimes extreme emotions.

Presenting national against what is European as contradictory has 
become an increasingly frequent procedure, a slogan encouraging 
disputes or even a political programme. This phenomenon is present 
in almost all European countries, including our country on a large 
scale. The prevailing element of today’s political scene has taken on 
the role of the defender of the national against the external, the Eu-
ropean. Very often these elements use, consciously or not, the lack 
of knowledge of the citizens of our country about terms functioning 
in other languages and their conceptual ranges. For example: when 
the European institutions are talking about governance at the supra-
national level, it does not mean acting above nations, but above the 
Member States. For simplicity’s sake, we can say that the functioning 
of supranational organizations does not mean creating beings over 
nations, but is the result of individual states’ decisions.

If we listen to the tone of the Polish public debate, we will find many 
such examples, where a lack of understanding makes a tool of political 
struggle, causing often unjustified fears. An example of propaganda 
conducted before the British referendum showed how effective “play-
ing” on emotions can be in political struggles, using half-truths or even 
lies and taking advantage of the lack of knowledge and functioning 
stereotypes. The issue of nationality is particularly sensitive in this 
context, because it refers not only to facts, but to attitudes or even so-
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cial emotions. For the purposes of our debate, let me therefore propose 
a certain terminological plane that would allow us to agree on a com-
mon conceptual area necessary for mutual understanding.

NATIONALITY
The first problems arise when we want to establish a unified way of un-

derstanding this notion, because the very rich literature on this subject 
gives an image of the complexity of approaches to define what the nation 
is and many typologies refer to either objective factors or the description 
of the population inhabiting the territory and functioning in its adopted 
organizational and legal order, thus a community open to accepting oth-
ers, or referring to ethnic and cultural characteristics and the significance 
of language, culture, place of birth, shared values, religion.

Nationality is a derivative of how the term “nation” is understood. In 
the French tradition, the nationality given in documents is related to cit-
izenship and place of residence. Many times I have had the opportunity 
to talk with French citizens who have come from other countries and who 
answered the question of nationality: “French”, emphasizing their place 
of residence, but also in terms of having all rights enjoyed by a citizen 
of that country. For them, the question of nationality is of an adminis-
trative nature and does not exclude the fact that in everyday life they will 
avoid social assimilation and adoption of cultural norms functioning 
in French society. The term nationality is used differently, for example, 
when census offices carry out censuses and one of the questions concerns 
nationality, and thus requires the declaration of belonging to a particular 
nation. In this case, we are talking about feeling – we ask “Who are you?”, 
that is, who do you think you are, who do you identify with, with what 
kind of community and with what values. What language do you use, 
what history of a particular community is your history, which symbols 
are also your symbols, and you respond to them with due respect. As 
a consequence, many other questions come up that are no longer asked 
by statisticians: so who are the Others, what makes them different from 
us, what is our attitude towards them, can any of them become one of us 
and under what conditions?
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The term “nationality” in the second model describes individual atti-
tudes conditioned by social, cultural, legal or even economic factors.

IDENTITIES
National identity is, referring to the topic of our debate, one of the 

identities functioning in Europe. The term identity, widely discussed 
in many academic papers, refers to a large extent to the phenomenon 
of collective consciousness and I will further refer to this dimension. 
Some authors describe it as a collective identification, i.e. a phenom-
enon of a social nature, tested out of necessity through individual at-
titudes.

Analyzing the collective identity, we look for the answer to the ques-
tion: “Does the community describe and/or define itself in relation 
to a wider community?” National identity occurs when a group and its 
members identify themselves with a wider community – a nation. The 
local identity defined by us as the functioning of small homelands, occurs 
when members of the local community identify with it, with its history, 
achievements, customs, legends and symbols.

During the administrative reform in Poland, it was considered wheth-
er to build new units based on regional identities, that is historical, func-
tioning examples of collective identification, or create new administra-
tive entities, hoping that they would not undermine existing regional 
identities, but would eventually create another level of regional identities 
based on mutual interests, agreed directions of development, and joint 
economic activities. These predictions have been largely successful, al-
though in places where this new identity was not skillfully developed, 
there were accusations that it wants to dominate the already-existing 
elements of regional culture.

Since we are talking about identity in Europe, it is worth noting that 
there is no major controversy in relation to the European identity regard-
ing Europe understood geographically and culturally. Its Greco-Roman, 
Judeo-Christian, and Enlightenment roots, with particular reference 
to Christian sources, are not undermined in public debate. The aware-
ness of being part of a larger European community, different to the Asian, 
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African or American ones, is part of our culture and, although rarely 
analyzed on a daily basis, is taken for granted.

It is more difficult to clearly identify “regional” identities in Europe, 
because it is not easy, for example, to clearly identify which communities 
define themselves as “Balkan,” how often other regions are defined as 
“southern” and “northern”. In this case, we are dealing rather with residents 
searching for common features than an actual macro-regional identity. It 
happens that, for political purposes, attempts are being made to build 
collective identification on a shared past and common experiences, be it 
negative ones: “we, citizens from behind the Berlin Wall,” or the idealized 
past of Central Europe with the leading role of Vienna.

Many people are interested in the Three Seas initiative because it is ac-
companied by contradictory messages indicating either its future political 
role in Europe or only the community of economic interests or even infra-
structure investments. The question that politicians ask in other countries 
concerns how this community is built – who are the participants of this 
initiative, how do they define themselves and Others towards their own 
community? However, another matter is the issue of European identity 
in terms of the creation of collective identification in relation to a wider 
community – citizens of the Member States, i.e. EU citizens.

The creation of the European Communities and later the European 
Union is constantly accompanied by the question about the attitude of this 
international organization to the Member States, and it is only a partial-
ly-recognized fact that the Fathers of Europe were consciously building 
a system based on states and their national identities, a system not in-
tended to limit them, but building through the process of integration 
such a model of cooperation, which will first and foremost prevent the 
emergence of conflicts and wars, and at the same time allow for the joint 
achievement of such goals, that would be impossible to achieve by each 
of the Member States on their own. The construction of such a system 
requires the partial transfer of the Member States sovereignty to joint 
management (shared sovereignty) – sovereignty understood as a set 
of competences supported by law, or how some define it as “the ability 
to manage independently.” The awareness of sovereignty is probably one 
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of the essential elements of national identity and the fact of transmitting 
its part without proper explanation can be perceived as a threat to identity.

Today, politicians like President of France Emmanuel Macron and, 
more recently, President of the European Commission Jean-Claude Junck-
er, do not make the situation any easier by proclaiming the need to build 
European sovereignty which, in their opinion, is aimed at building also 
at a different, non-national level, the Union’s ability of self-governance. 
This is the result of a legitimate conviction that the European Union must 
make a joint effort towards deeper integration and must have the ability 
to manage and react quickly to new economic and political conditions in 
relation to other states or blocks, but unintentionally may raise fears for 
the future of national sovereignties.

Is the functioning of the EU accompanied by the creation of a new 
identity – a new collective identity? I think so, although it is a slow process 
and occurs unevenly across the EU. First of all, it is a qualitatively different 
identity than national identities, but not contradictory to them, related 
to the functioning of this international organization, with its competences 
and directions of activities. For many communities, it is mainly associated 
with the single currency, for others with the possibility of social mobility, 
including professional mobility. For others, with politics such as regional 
or agricultural policy. For others still, with the possibility of making con-
tacts – being with others in the same European family.

The greatest emotions are sparked by the interrelatedness of European 
identity – EU identity, with a defined system of values and the consequenc-
es of these in legal systems. For some, the condition of collective identity 
is that it is built on a system of Christian values, and for others, every 
such attempt negates the possibility of creating a new, common collective 
identity. Both sides de facto are fighting to base their European identity 
on different systems of values. The only solution is to support the creation 
of an EU identity based on the richness of European cultural identity.

The European Union is an international organization, not a state. And 
it is especially not a national state. The document constituting it has the 
character of an international agreement, and although it is written in the 
spirit and historical tradition of Europe, it does not contain explicitly 
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cultural elements. Therefore, the common European, the EU identity that 
is being created, should be connected with common goals and meth-
ods of achieving them, with a common legal framework defining the 
democratic traditions of Western civilization, it should be built on the 
basis of respect for national, cultural, and religious diversity. Collective 
identification is based on fundamental questions: who we are, what is 
our common history, how our organization was formed, what connects 
us, what is our common understanding of democratic principles, what 
we want to achieve together, what we have in relation to each other and 
to others, what symbols we use in our organization, whether we accept 
each other’s differences, our traditions and customs, and the religions 
by which we live. In short: do we think of ourselves as “we, the people 
of the European Union”.

European identity researchers often recall the results of the Euroba-
rometer survey on European identity. In the Eurobarometer from 2010, 
we can find the information (I follow Maciej Bachryj-Krzywaźnia) that 
the most important collective identification is national identity – 46%, 
and 41% declare it to be European identity. It is interesting that in 2010, 
the British, Lithuanians, Czechs, Irish, Slovenes, Latvians, Bulgarians, 
and Romanians defined themselves only through national identity, and 
the Luxembourgers declared only European identity. After a few years, 
we can say that in some countries this trend has continued and led to the 
decision to leave the EU.

Let’s also reach for the results of the Eurobarometer of the European 
Parliament from 2015. To the question whether respondents believe that 
what unites EU citizens is more important than what divides them, 72% 
say yes, including mainly Swedes, Lithuanians, Maltese, Finns, Germans, 
and Poles. When asked about what creates European identity, most an-
swers point to democratic values and freedom, then history and culture, 
successes of the European economy, geography, and symbols (flag and 
anthem), whereby the citizens of Benelux countries mainly point to dem-
ocratic values, and the Poles are almost at the end of the scale.

It is characteristic that for Poles, history and culture are as important as 
democratic values, which may sort of explain the fears that European iden-
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tity may dominate national identity. Social psychology and sociology em-
phasize that common values and views must be shared, and this requires 
revealing mutual attitudes in the process of interaction. In other words, 
common attitudes, collective identification, is created through contacts, 
meetings in person or through dialogue, shared experiences, common 
literature. Language skills and readiness to open up to contacts with others 
play a significant role here. Therefore, it is not a coincidence that many 
observers describe European identity as a product of the elite, which has 
not yet become a common social consciousness and may therefore become 
the object of manipulation by populist and anti-civilian movements that 
present it as a threat to national identity.

If we believe that an integration process based on mutual respect is 
a value, then everything must be done to develop the European, the EU 
identity, and at the same time to explain that part of it is respect for na-
tional, regional, and local identities functioning in EU countries.

Dr. hab. Sławomir Sowiński
Dear Bishops, President of the European Council,
Ladies and Gentlemen,

Before we get into our discussion, let me just introduce it in one sen-
tence. Well, the longer we build the European community, the clearer 
we can see that we will never become a European nation. Building this Eu-
ropean, gradually more comfortable, and modern house, we will continue 
to be German, Polish, Dutch, Croatian, but also Flemish and Bavarian, 
Lusatian, Silesian or Kashubian, or residents of beautiful Mazovia, from 
where I came to you today. So we are, we Europeans, doomed to have our 
hearts and our minds torn.

Until recently, we perceived this situation of such a “multilevel” identity 
as a font of wealth, as an opportunity to shape our own separate path. To-
day, when dark clouds are visible over our European home, when we not 
only expand it, but also say goodbye to one of its important residents, this 
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situation, this multiculturalism seems to be a challenge, it seems to be 
a task, it seems to be a problem. And that is what we want to talk about – 
how to live in this common European home, speaking different languages, 
still brewing the morning coffee in a different way, but also reading history 
and common challenges in a different way.

Inviting you to this shared conversation, I would like to direct the first 
question to Father Bishop Hoogenboom, who came to us from Utrecht. 
You have special pastoral experience in Dutch society, with pastoral care 
among Dutch youth and the building of a Christian identity there, a na-
tional identity, a Dutch European identity. I wanted to ask about these ex-
periences to the very pastor, who is trying to shape this Christian identity 
in the young generation. What are these experiences like?

Bishop Theodorus Cornelis Maria Hoogenboom
Thank you very much for the invitation to Krakow. It is an honour for 

me to be able to participate in the conference. Preparing for a presentation 
to appear on this panel, I was wondering what to focus on. I can say a lot 
about the European identity and national identity, but I thought that it 
should also be important to focus on the young. We know what happened 
in Krakow two years ago. It was a unique meeting – World Youth Day. 
In Krakow, naturally, the heritage of the Holy Father John Paul II is still 
clearly felt, we remember his experiences, as well as his work with young 
people. We also had a special synod for young people there.

I would like to say a few words about our perspective. Two months ago 
in my city, in Utrecht, I organized a meeting for over 40 young people, 
for students, during which we wanted to talk about the role of the Church 
in society. I must say that it was a unique experience for me. There were 
dozens of young people talking at the bishop’s headquarters in Utrecht, 
mostly well-educated, speaking two or three languages. Most of them have 
some personal experience related to Europe, they have participated in 
Erasmus programmes or gone trekking in Europe, or they have practical 
experience involving this shared Europe. Most of them are baptized, but 
only a few participants of this discussion actually practise their faith every 
day. Others have slowly moved away from that faith.
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We talked about social and economic issues, migration issues, climate 
change, and terrorism. Also, importantly, we talked about the use of social 
media. There are basically no limits for young people, especially when it 
comes to social media. One of them said: “I have 600 friends all over the 
world.” Well, that’s how today’s youth perceives it. Then I realized that 
many of these people unfortunately do not know much about history. For 
many of them, Europe as a region of the world, as a zone of peace, is some-
thing completely obvious. But this is not obvious to us all. The European 
project is naturally a project that is aimed at ensuring peace, and for young 
people it is something completely obvious. Many of them unfortunately 
do not know what the past of Europe looked like, what conflicts have 
occurred on our continent. Therefore, we see considerable gaps in knowl-
edge about history, as well as knowledge about Europe’s Judeo-Christian 
roots. Also in this discussion I have often seen that many young people 
are asking themselves about their identity: who am I? Where am I from? 
In which direction am I going?

During these conversations in Utrecht, I realized that the Church’s 
social doctrine could considerably help these young people find answers 
to questions about their identity. Most of them pay great attention to their 
own autonomy. Individualism is important to them, but at the same time 
there is also a deep need to belong to a larger community. We talked about 
it for a long time. We also discussed the fact that the human being goes 
somewhat further, we talked about the transcendental character of the 
human being, as well as about faith. I realized the following: all these 
young people want to take responsibility for certain issues in social or 
personal life. Then we came to the concept of fundamental subsidiarity, 
also in the context of the social teaching of the Church. Young people 
long for freedom of expression, they want to be free from various things. 
It is important to talk to them about another kind of freedom that gives 
you the right to something. I talked about solidarity, things related to it, 
and now these young people feel insecure, afraid of the future, and worry 
about the issue of climate change. There was also a fruitful discussion 
under the title of “Laudato si’’ – that is, the recent papal encyclical was 
discussed.



158

For many of these young people, the Gospel is something from the 
past. Anyway, during the discussion I noticed – which really was a won-
derful experience for me – that the Gospel should be combined with the 
question of culture. Culture and the Gospel cannot be separated, they 
should be combined into one. This should be approached synthetically. 
Here in Poland, a very important thing is that the Charlemagne Prize was 
awarded to young people. It was a project about a concentration camp, 
so it is important that young people here, in Poland, were awarded the 
Charlemagne Prize.

Deputy Jan Olbrycht spoke about Eurobarometer surveys. Naturally, 
there is indeed scepticism in Europe, but at the same time young people 
are very enthusiastic about Europe. A question arises: what is the mean-
ing of talking about European identity at all? Do people on the street 
think about it at all? What are the consequences of having or not having 
such a European identity? However, let us remember that the discussion 
must be combined with the issue of the European Union and focused 
on it. Dozens of people who are Europeans met in the bishop’s house, 
although they were not particularly interested in European identity. All 
these people have friends all over Europe, after all, they go on holiday 
abroad to European countries, so this discussion about European iden-
tity, to be honest, changes into a somewhat theoretical discussion. But 
how does it look in practice? Let’s look at young people in the Nether-
lands, and in my opinion, in other countries as well. These young people 
really experience Europe authentically. And what happened when this 
meeting was over? These people were full of enthusiasm because they 
learned something new about the Church, about the Gospel, about Jesus 
Christ. They already knew a little bit about what the Church is doing 
for Europe; in addition to that, I quoted Pope Francis several times and 
for them it was mostly a new experience. They learned something new 
about what Pope Francis says about Europe. Anyway, Francis spoke 
extensively about Europe five times and, in fact, if we combine these 
speeches, we will create an encyclical about Europe. Remember, this 
pope comes from Argentina, and he can tell us something new about 
our identity.
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When the meeting ended, I brought the participants’ attention to the 
big painting hanging in the lobby. I asked these young people: what do you 
think this picture is about? What is it about? No one knew, and then 
I spoke about the Pharisees, who asked Christ if taxes should be paid to the 
emperor. Then Jesus replied, “ [give] the emperor what belongs to the em-
peror, [give] God what belongs to God.” One of the students then asked: 
“Well, then Jesus was the first liberal?” That was not what I was asking 
when I asked the question, but then I said: “Remember, there are things 
in your life that do not belong to a state, and these are divine. Some of the 
basic values that you enjoy here in the Netherlands are not given by the 
European Commission nor the Dutch government. These fundamental 
rights and values are rooted in human dignity. In your dignity, because 
you have been created by God”. And let me add that I do not know if I was 
able to convert anyone. I am sure, however, that this meeting opened 
a certain discussion and this dialogue was very fruitful. We have to talk 
about the Gospel, but at the same time we must express our hope for the 
future of Europe.

Dr. hab. Sławomir Sowiński
Thank you very much for your wonderful contribution and interesting 

view from the Dutch perspective. I should now like to address a ques-
tion to the His Grace Bishop Piotr Jarecki. Last year, the Polish bishops 
published a very important, very seminal document about the Christian 
form of patriotism. I would like to ask Your Grace how the Church in 
Poland views Polish patriotism today. What does it see as its merits and 
what does it see as its dangers? However, since we are in Krakow, the city 
of Saint Jadwiga, John Paul II and the Reverend Professor Józef Tischner, 
one cannot fail to ask whether or not our patriotism is Jagiellonian in 
spirit? Indeed, this was how John Paul II represented it, and how it was 
characterized by that list of the bishops which I spoke about earlier. Are 
we able to find in our patriotism elements of the Jagiellonian one, in keep-
ing with which, Polishness is not a question of geography or ethnicity, but 
a matter of choice, in accordance with which, Traugutt, Mickiewicz, Saint 
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Jadwiga and others could be great Poles? Your Grace, what is this current 
patriotism like?

Bishop Doctor Piotr Jarecki
Ladies and gentlemen, in my opinion this is a rather complicated issue, 

which is called “the Jagiellonian identity” in literature. And of course, 
historians judge it differently. We think about this ideal dimension of the 
Jagiellonian identity in the 16th century, but later Piłsudski also referred 
to it, and recently even the late President Lech Kaczyński. I would like 
to draw your attention to two issues related to what Professor Sowiński 
called the Jagiellonian tradition, or the Jagiellonian identity. The last king 
of the Jagiellonian family said such significant words: “I do not want 
to be the king of your conscience, but the guardian of your rights”. Here 
we come to what Ambassador Hanna Suchocka said yesterday, i.e. to the 
issue of the rule of law. When we consider the issue of the Jagiellonian 
identity, we must admit that we have a problem with that. How is it in Po-
land? We have a problem with the rule of law. And I can only beat my chest 
that the Church, which has a very strong, precise, clear doctrine on this 
subject, does not speak about it loudly.

Ambassador Suchocka quoted John Paul II from the Encyclical Cen-
tesimum Annum yesterday, talking about the trias politica principle, that 
we are not angels, because the angels would not need a trias politica 
principle. But because we are only human, we have to limit one another, 
so that one contingent, one power, does not dominate the other power. 
This is the teaching of the Church. But even before Pope John Paul II, 
even Pope John XXIII spoke more precisely in the memorable encyclical 
Pacem in Terris.

I must admit that recently I tried to make the bishops aware of the fact 
that what today has unfortunately become the “most guarded secret” in 
the Church, or the Church’s social doctrine, is an integral part of the work 
of evangelization. And if we do not include the Church’s social doctrine 
into the work of evangelization, it means that we are not faithful to Christ. 
Our evangelization is not a full evangelization. And here we must say very 
clearly that we have a problem with this, we need such internal hierarchi-
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cal conversion. This is our eternal problem – the social teaching of the 
Church. Where are the faculties of social sciences, where is the social 
teaching of the Church? Most of the priests, people in clerical collars, have 
transformed into political scientists, and we have treasure – and unfortu-
nately we hide this treasure. As a “tiny” bishop who is 188 cm tall, I do what 
I can, but I am not breaking through, to be honest. I would say, comment-
ing on the words of the last of the Jagiellonians: “I am not the king of your 
consciences, but I am the guardian of your rights”. The rule of law.

This Jagiellonian heritage, above all, was the coexistence and comple-
mentation of many nations, many cultures, and many religions. Being 
together. We also have a problem with this. Personally, I think that we have 
a problem with the “herd approach” to the reality that we value our group 
membership more and repeat what serves the group rather than seek 
objective truth. And this is our big problem. I think that the big problem, 
not only in Poland, is that we cannot enrich ourselves with our Otherness, 
our diversity. This was also said by the prime minister and the president 
of the European Council. The biggest problem in the European Union is 
no longer a political or economic problem, but a mentality and a cultural 
one. And the mentality of man changes the slowest. Generational changes 
are needed for this change. However, the path leading to the change in this 
situation is dialogue.

I have a motto in a coat of arms: Testimonium per hibere veritat. Now 
I would not give myself such a motto in a coat of arms, because it is very 
demanding, “to give testimony to the truth.” Our conference also proves 
that we cannot have a dialogue. Nearly 99% of people participating in the 
conference share the same point of view. We do not argue, we do not fight. 
There is the term “noble struggle” in the social teaching of the Church. 
We clash. We do not clash in our views to create something closer to the 
objective truth, but we actually agree on almost everything. And here’s 
the problem. Several people did not come because they did not share our 
views – and here is our big problem. The Holy Father Francis has very 
accurate expressions. “Dialogue is the way of truth, transforming com-
petition or even fighting into cooperation.” If we do not have dialogue, 
there is no chance.
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Coming by train to this conference, I looked through The Atlas of Eu-
ropean Values, published in 2012, developed mainly by your Jagiellonian 
University. Its authors quoted Professor Bronisław Geremek, who said: 
“We have created Europe, we must now shape Europeans.” There are no 
Europeans – there is Europe.

Dr. hab. Sławomir Sowiński
As a much smaller political scientist, who is familiar with Catholic 

social teaching, I share this main part of the thesis about the quality of the 
Church in Poland, but I also think that it is not so bad. We had a strong 
position on migrants, there was also a discussion about the state of law. 
I think we’re on the right track.

Now I would like to ask Dr. Thomas Schrapel a question. Director, 
since we are talking about European identity and modern Europe, I would 
like to ask you how you see contemporary European identity, modern 
Europe, from this kind of remote perspective of Central Asia. Whether 
for people who live in Kazakhstan or in the Southern Crimea, Mongolia, 
our Europe, this modern Europe is still a dream, a paradise, an example 
to follow, something that is viewed with admiration, or do these people, 
from the perspective of their cultures, experiences, say about Europe what 
Pope Francis said in a quite dramatic confession some time ago, that Eu-
rope is increasingly reminiscent of an old grandma who has no children? 
How are we seen from the outside, Doctor?

Dr. Thomas Schrapel
First of all, thank you very much for inviting me to this conference, 

especially if we consider the topic “Prospects for the Development of the 
European Union.” It also includes those countries that are not European 
Union members yet, but in some form remain in relations with the Euro-
pean Union. Perhaps they are heading there, aspire to, or remain in some 
kind of relationship. You have mentioned the countries of my earlier stay 
– Mongolia, Albania. Now I am in fact a representative of the Adenauer 
Foundation in the South Caucasus. Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan 
are the countries for which I am responsible. I will focus on Armenia and 
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Georgia, which is due to the fact that we practically have not been present 
in Azerbaijan for 4 years. We do not operate there for various reasons.

The region institutionally includes these three countries. This is also 
defined by the European Union as a sub-region, while the activities of the 
Adenauer Foundation are limited to Georgia and Armenia. If you put 
these countries in Central Asia, it already sounds very problematic. You 
would be strongly attacked if you wanted to place them there. Imagine 
a representative of an international organization, such as the Konrad 
Adenauer Foundation, who meets an Armenian and a Georgian in some 
elegant restaurant in Yerevan or Tbilisi, in a restaurant that looks so beau-
tiful and European that it might as well be in Paris, Berlin, or Krakow. An 
absolutely European place. And you ask them a question: what exactly 
connects your country to Europe? The Armenian will immediately rise 
and say: “We Armenians were the first to introduce Christianity as a state 
religion.” Grinding his teeth, the Georgian will be able to deny it and 
say: “But 30 years later, we, Georgians, recognized Christianity as a state 
religion and,” now his eyes will light up again, “it was before the Roman 
Empire.”

Armenians and Georgians represent countries in which Christianity 
was considered a state religion very early on. And this is their link, this 
connection with the rest of Europe, it is something absolutely obvious 
to them. Therefore, both of these countries belong to Europe in one form 
or another. The European Union – well, they aspire to it. We will still talk 
about this. This is a very important matter and it is about identity under-
stood in a very traditional, historical way. It would probably develop into 
such a rhetorical debate, because Armenians and Georgians argue about 
which alphabet is older, Georgian or Armenian, but as a neutral observ-
er I can treat it with more detachment. It will probably still be an open 
wound. Anyway, in 2018, this topic probably would not be a source of any 
serious conflict, only a small dispute or controversy, and the matter would 
be closed. Interestingly, if we were continuing talking with such interlocu-
tors, asking what apart from introducing Christianity to the rank of state 
religion (and this is already something), links them with Europe, what else, 
now in 2018, would make these countries able to join the European Union 
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from the Armenian and Georgian perspective? And here you have to make 
a distinction: two very different attitudes, two very different points of view, 
and from the political point of view it is visible here too. Georgia has 
been moving towards the European Union in a committed way for many 
years. Many Georgians cannot understand why they have not already been 
admitted a long time ago, or at least why accession negotiations are not 
taking place. In Armenia, it looks – to put it mildly – a little bit different. 
Since 2013, Armenia has been a member of the Eurasian Union for prag-
matic reasons, although, of course, relations with the European Union are 
taken very seriously by Armenia. However, there are no membership aspi-
rations. This is already quite a key difference between these two countries 
and these are the two vectors that differentiate both countries.

Incidentally, such a strong difference does not simplify the develop-
ment of regional activity programmes not only of the Konrad Adenauer 
Foundation, but also of other organizations operating in this region. For 
example, supporting democracy is not easy, as there are very different 
orientations. It is also interesting that if we were to ask further what argu-
ments would support the European character of these countries, we would 
not hear too much from the Armenian side, while from the Georgian side 
we would probably hear that if we treat the European Union membership 
very technically, if we look at whether the reforms have been successfully 
carried out, it can actually be said that the Georgians can look towards 
Europe with a raised head. Comparing Georgia with countries that are 
already members of the European Union, it must be said that Georgians 
have nothing to be ashamed of in many areas; for example, combating 
corruption. Yesterday, we had a Member of the Croatian Parliament as 
a guest, who said how important it is to fight corruption. In Georgia, quite 
a lot has been achieved in the public sphere. This cannot be underestimat-
ed, bearing in mind that it is a cultural and civilizational progress if in 
Georgia you do not have to treat a policeman or an officer as an enemy and 
an opponent, and vice versa, but rather the policeman is a citizen’s helper. 
Looking back to the 1990s and comparing it to the present state, it must be 
said that a civilizational leap really did take place, and this deserves to be 
appreciated. Georgians have succeeded.
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Dr. hab. Sławomir Sowiński
An interesting voice, an interesting view from the perspective of Geor-

gia or Azerbaijan, but also important for us, telling us a lot about our 
identity. I would like to direct a question to Mr. Olbrycht. You are a Euro-
pean politician. One of the fundamental dilemmas related to the identity 
faced by European politicians is the problem that liberal democracy in 
fact draws its strongest mandate from the national state. One could say 
that democracy is a twin sister of a nation, a nationality. Transnational 
democracy has this much of a weaker mandate, which we can see, for 
example, in that the turnout in the European Parliament elections is 
much lower than in the national elections. On the other hand, the Eu-
ropean Union has an ever-stronger, and ever-greater sovereignty. How 
do we solve the dilemma of political sovereignty, which has no strong 
support in such a strong mandate as the national state offers? How do you 
try to deal with it?

Dr. Jan Olbrycht
If we carefully analyze what President Donald Tusk said and what 

I was trying to add, then if the President allows, I think that there is no 
contradiction here. This is an absolutely natural situation. A completely 
new quality appears. This new quality is completely different from national 
identity. This is a completely different quality, which operates on different 
principles, just like what I was trying to say about sovereignty. European 
sovereignty is something different from national or state sovereignty, even 
if we treat it in administrative and legal terms. But to answer your ques-
tion, I will refer to a different comparison. Slightly anticipating, I suspect, 
Bishop Jarecki’s voice, whom I have known for many years from European 
affairs: namely issues related to values, because this is very characteristic. 
If someone reaches for information on European values, then he will 
certainly not find Christian values there. And he will say: what about this 
Europe? We have to remember that we have two types of thinking: one 
thing is the genesis of values which for us Catholics is a genesis of a tran-
scendental nature, and therefore certain elements are not in official doc-
uments, because they are non-negotiable.
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Another thing is the values, we would call them principles, that Mem-
ber States agreed among themselves based on a particular system of values. 
If we talked to Members of the European Parliament, some of them would 
not agree on the genesis, but they would agree to establish some common 
values. And then we know that these commonly agreed-upon values refer 
to the social doctrine of the Church. We know it. Therefore, if there is 
a set regarding peace, solidarity, etc., it is something that operates at the 
European level. Does this negate the Christian values in any way? No, this 
is a completely different level.

I would like to add one more issue. Bishop Eustachy Zoria from 
Ukraine is in this room. We are in close contact with the Ukrainian Or-
thodox Church. I would like to give you one example. Please forgive me 
that, like the Bible method, I do not answer directly, rather with parables, 
but I wanted to illustrate it a little bit. Namely, the council of various 
Ukrainian churches came to us, to the European Parliament: the Ukrain-
ian Orthodox Church, a representative of the Moscow church, Muslims, 
Protestants, etc. They came to us to say: “We want to get into the European 
Union”. We say: “OK.” We repeated this in Kiev: “You know, with these 
Christian values, with us in Europe, you never know.” The representa-
tives of the churches answered: “We know that. It is not about that at all. 
We want to get into the European Union, because it guarantees democ-
racy, a certain normal life, independence from Russia. We want to live 
normally, like Europeans. We are ready to take up the challenge of debate 
on Christian values.” This shows that we are dealing with such European 
and national problems, and these are completely different issues. It is the 
same as with Europe and Christian values. Is Ukraine coming to Europe 
because the Union is Christian? After all, Ukraine is Christian, it does 
not have to go into the European Union to be Christian. It wants to get 
into the European Union, because it is free there, you can live normally 
in Europe, in accordance with the rule of law, democracy, human rights, 
which they do not have. And that is what I wanted to say – we do not have 
a problem with that.
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Bishop Theodorus Cornelis Maria Hoogenboom
Last year, almost exactly this month, COMECE organized an inter-

esting conference in the Vatican about dialogue. The Holy Father Francis 
also spoke at this conference and presented his views on the subject of dia-
logue. I also want to refer to what Bishop Jarecki said about the importance 
of dialogue. The Holy Father spoke about the necessity of engaging in 
dialogue and rebuilding the social fabric. He also said that it is very impor-
tant to get to know oneself during dialogue. Then I thought about ancient 
philosophers who were talking in such a way: it is difficult to engage in 
dialogue with others if we do not know ourselves, if we do not know our 
own tradition. It’s a similar spirit. I think that in today’s secularized society 
that is a big problem for some people.

As I have already mentioned, I work in Utrecht. We have over 300 
parishes. Some say that in 15-20 years, even 200-250 churches will have 
to close due to the fact that few believers come to them. We also have 
a problem with financial resources, with the maintenance of these church-
es. So this is a huge problem for the Catholic church in the Netherlands. 
For this reason, I think it is extremely important that we speak very clearly 
about the doctrine of the Church, our sources, roots, the Holy Scriptures 
and our Tradition. It is also very important that we invest in the youth so 
that young people know what the Church is talking about, what are its 
main values and what are the values of shared life in the Church. The Holy 
Father also spoke about it many times. We must ask ourselves together 
who we are as Christians, as Roman Catholics. First, let’s get to know each 
other and then we will be able to conduct a good dialogue. Zero plus zero 
is zero. We must be one. One plus one is two. It’s not zero anymore.

Bishop Dr. Piotr Jarecki
Let me refer to what Bishop Teodor [Hoogenboom] just said, but with 

reference to the Prime Minister and Mr. Olbrycht. The Prime Minister 
said: “tasks, not forecasts.” This is one of the principles and a great novelty 
in the social teaching of Pope Francis’ Church, also passed over; the pro-
fessor may not agree with me, but maybe it’s too quietly spoken: reality 
is more important than the idea. Very often, also in the European Union, 
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we work in the dimension of ideas, we are up in the clouds, and we simply 
do not take reality into account. However, the logic of incarnation belongs 
to the nature of Christianity. God has become a man, God is not an idea, 
but a reality. He became a reality in Christ. And what we say is shocking. 
We can easily say about the Christian heritage that there is a majority 
of Christians or Catholics in the European Union. What’s happening in 
the Netherlands? They have 300 churches and in a few years there will be 
20. They recently had 300 parishes, now they have 50 large ones, and in 
one there are over a dozen churches. And do we not have a problem in 
Poland? Let’s not bury our heads in the sand. We have a problem. We have 
a problem with the young generation, etc. And this is the task, which is 
different from the dimension of the idea. In the dimension of the idea, 
everything is going well.

30 or more years ago I wrote an article about liberalism. The Prime 
Minister said that some want to change liberal democracy into Christian 
democracy. This is absolutely incompatible with the Church’s teaching. 
Of course, this liberalism is a problem, because it is ethical liberalism, 
with which we cannot agree too much, and economic liberalism – some 
agree, others do not agree, they say “no, a social market economy.” There 
is cultural liberalism, and political liberalism as well. Political liberalism 
is undoubtedly acceptable, while Christian liberalism or Christian de-
mocracy is off topic, because politics belongs to secular realities and can 
only be inspired by Christianity, but it cannot be Christian or Islamic 
or some other type, because it is secular reality, inspired from within, 
or the style of practising democracy can be Christian or pagan or some 
other type, while it belongs to secular reality. There is a lot of space 
to explain here.

A fundamental thing is what the Prime Minister said at the end. Prime 
Minister, we are in a terrible situation today in Poland, when differences 
of opinion make us enemies. This is absolutely in the first line against the 
culture inspired by the Christian faith. And here is the role of the Church 
– what is it? The Council teaches: the Church is like a sacrament, that is, 
a sign and instrument of the unity of man with God and through this 
unity – unity between people. If someone does not believe, then we can 
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understand God as transcendence, entering into this dimension beyond 
temporality. However, there is no authentic church that does not unite. It 
is a scandal if the Church divides people, fuels those dislikes and hatreds. 
We have to eliminate it completely. This is paganism! Besides, today Mr. 
Olbrycht correctly said what I have been talking about for years and, 
moreover, the Church’s social doctrine too: it is not about flags – it is about 
the essence. You spoke simply about values and inspiration, what are the 
sources of this value. The Church is extremely open in its teaching. For 
example, John XXIII distinguished between erroneous ideologies and 
social movements inspired by these erroneous ideologies. And he says: 
“I do not rule out that Catholics rejecting erroneous ideologies cooper-
ate with people who are active in given social movements even inspired 
by wrong ideologies, but who pursue good, objective good.” It is simply 
our openness. And we are encouraged to do so. I do not know if we often 
hear about it in our forecasts.

Dr. Thomas Schrapel
When it comes to national independence, secured in the form of state-

hood, I do not have to explain its importance to an audience consisting 
mainly of Poles. But I will say these words consciously, because if you went 
to Germany, this discussion would be a bit different, because if we had rep-
resentatives of different political groups, this discussion would be differ-
ent. I would like to direct a certain appeal to Europe – I am thinking about 
France, about Germany, that is, the countries that formed the European 
Union at the very beginning – that these countries sharpen their eyes and 
senses and understand what sovereignty is in the countries of Central and 
Eastern Europe. I am thinking here above all of those nations that were in 
the past under Moscow rule. We often look at reality through glasses that 
are imposed on us by Moscow. If we look at media in Germany, there are 
no correspondents in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe – the 
correspondents are in Moscow, in many cases without even bothering 
to travel to these countries, and they write their articles on Armenia, about 
Georgia from the perspective of Moscow.
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We should not think that the nation is synonymous with nationalism. 
It is not. From the Central and Eastern European perspective, it is some-
thing else. Reclaiming sovereignty was a condition to be able to talk about 
democracy today. And that is why we should sharpen our senses here in 
Brussels as well.

Dr. Jan Olbrycht
My first comment is to Bishop Jarecki. From our experience as Mem-

bers of the European Parliament, unfortunately, it looks like in some parts 
of the world politics is not separated from religion. And this is extremely 
important. I’m not talking about Poland at this moment, I mean a different 
type of culture, where it all works in one realm. From our conversations, 
for example with representatives of Islamic states, this looks very serious. 
Ladies and Gentlemen, let’s keep our fingers crossed for the Ukrainian 
Church! In a moment, there will be a decision on the independence of the 
Ukrainian Church and this will be pure politics towards them. Remember 
this, this could be a very serious problem for all of Europe, what will hap-
pen, how Moscow will react to the decision of Constantinople. We follow 
it very carefully all the time.

The second issue. We would very much wish (now it will be critical 
for the European Union) that European officials who are from different 
countries, different cultures, etc., abide by the principles of subsidiarity. If 
it is said in Europe that some matters belong to the Member States and not 
to the Union, e.g. family, marriages, etc. – then we must do the same for 
third countries: African countries, Arab countries. What are they reacting 
to the most? Not to the economy. They are reacting to these moral issues, 
they are the most afraid of it. In all conversations they say that they will 
never accept it. We must watch it, not only in Europe.

And the third, closing point. I was in the room when Pope Francis 
came and delivered his wonderful speech. Only one deputy left the room, 
stating that she would not tolerate someone in a cassock entering the 
plenary room. We breathed a sigh of relief because we know her well and 
we knew that it could have ended up with some provocation. The Pope 
gave a speech ending with an ovation that had to be interrupted. From 



171

left to right. First of all, he spoke like a priest, not like a politician, be-
cause it is the worst if a politician speaks like a priest and a priest speaks 
like a politician. He spoke like a priest. And as far as I know the Italian 
language, the expression and tone of the voice was: “People, get to work! 
Why are you here? You represent so much value, get to work! Do not act 
like a nonna”- it was quite nice to describe a grandma, who is a bit tired. It 
was not an old woman who does nothing and is childless, but a grandma 
in a pleasant and nice sense. Can you imagine Francis saying something 
bad about women?
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Fr. Prof. Wojciech ZYZAK
Rector of the Pontifical University of John Paul II in Krakow

My generation grew up in the climate of a particular culture. As one 
of the best-known musical pieces of the 20th century, we were impressed 
by John Lennon’s rock ballad from 1971 called “Imagine”. What did Len-
non dream about two years before Britain joined the today’s European 
Union? “Imagine” – he wrote – “there’s no countries.. nothing to kill or 
die for”. A millionaire from the Beatles also dreamed that he did not have 
private property, everyone shares everything among themselves and there 
is no reason to be jealous. However, he wished the most that there would 
be no religion. “Imagine there’s no heaven, no hell below us… imagine all 
the people living for today.” After almost half a century, we see that the 
utopia of the famous British man, especially in the context of Brexit, is 
even more distanced from reality.

During the conference on the role of the Catholic Church in the pro-
cess of European integration, this year we discussed the importance of na-
tional communities and countries, within societies respecting the rule 
of law, enjoying freedom of movement within the Schengen area, having 
a common currency. All these dimensions are important for the develop-
ment of our continent, but we must not forget about the Europe of spirit.

St. John Paul II and Pope Benedict XVI recalled this. Four years ago 
in the European Parliament, Pope Francis spoke very vividly about it. 
He then referred to a Vatican fresco, Raphael’s The School of Athens. He 
compared two great philosophers of Antiquity, Plato and Aristotle, de-
picted in the famous image. The Pope explained that Plato “points up-
wards towards the world of ideas, one can say: towards heaven,” Aristotle, 
“towards the earth, towards a concrete reality”. What did Pope Francis 
mean? “A continuous encounter between heaven and earth, where the 
sky indicates openness to transcendence, to God, which has always made 
Europeans different, while the earth represents the practical and concrete 
ability to deal with situations and problems.” According to the Holy Father, 
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the future of Europe depends on the connection of these two elements: 
“Europe, which is no longer able to open itself to the transcendental di-
mension of life, is a Europe that is slowly threatened with losing the soul 
and the humanistic spirit that it loves and defends so much.” This year’s 
speeches and discussions during the conference once again showed that 
detailed and practical solutions to issues related to the European Union, 
such as the single currency, border protection, admission of migrants and 
refugees or the operation of justice, must be made in the context of val-
ues and meaning that reach deeply to the roots of Christian cultures. As 
St. John Paul II said, “there will be no unity in Europe as long as it is not 
a communion of the spirit.” At the same time, we realize that in the future 
only a united Europe has a chance to be something more than the “pen-
insula of Asia” for the world.

We would like to conclude the summary of this year’s meeting with 
thanks. I address the greatest words of appreciation to His Excellency 
Bishop Professor Tadeusz Pieronek – who with unwavering strength and 
enthusiasm has been presiding over the organizing committee of the con-
ference for many years. I would also like to thank the Bishop’s colleagues – 
Mr. Rafał Budnik and Mr. Michał Góra, as well as Ms. Hania Dmochowska 
and Mr. Falk Altenberg from the Konrad Adenauer Foundation who have 
been accompanying His Excellency the Bishop at each stage of preparing 
consecutive editions of the conference from the very beginning. Thank 
you very much to our other partners: the Robert Schuman Foundation in 
Luxembourg, the Group of the European People’s Party in the European 
Parliament, the Polish Delegation in the Group of the European People’s 
Party in the European Parliament, the Publishing House “Wokół nas” in 
Gliwice and the Commission of Episcopates of the European Commu-
nity COMECE. Without your substantive, financial and organizational 
support, the implementation of our conferences would be very difficult.

Special thanks go to Mr. Jacek Krupa, Marshal of the Małopolska Prov-
ince, for his honorary patronage of the conference once again and for 
hosting a gala dinner for the participants. I would also like to thank Ms. 
Agata Wąsowska-Pawlik – the new director of the International Cultural 
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Centre, for accepting our conference at the headquarters of the ICC – the 
beautiful and historic tenement house “Pod kruki.”

I thank our dear speakers very much for the very factual and substan-
tive discussion, for the high culture of this discussion. You leave us with 
many thoughts and reflections.

I would like to express my heartfelt thanks to His Excellency Bishop 
Jan Kopiec – the Ordinary of Gliwice for leading yesterday’s Mass in the 
church of St. Barbara in Krakow. To Father Adam Boniecki for the homily 
addressed to us and Father Tadeusz Kukułka – the Pastor of St. Barbara, 
for accepting us and praying together. Liturgical assistance from the Met-
ropolitan Higher Seminary of the Archdiocese of Krakow, to Psalmodia 
– the choir of our university and the organist, for the beautiful liturgical 
setting of yesterday’s Mass.

Media patronage over the conference was taken up by: Tygodnik 
Powszechny, Katolicka Agencja Informacyjna, Więź, Opoka, Deon, Gość 
Niedzielny, Przewodnik Katolicki – these and all other media outlets that 
have made their efforts to help the information about our conference reach 
a wide audience – thank you with all my heart.

I also thank Mr. Ahmed Majid from the Ziyada Restaurant for the 
meals for participants during these two conference days, and thank you 
to the translation office.

Thank you very much to the students and doctoral students of the 
Pontifical University of John Paul II in Krakow for the work put into the 
preparation of this year’s meeting and for help during these two confer-
ence days. I would also like to thank all those people whose names I have 
not mentioned, who, thanks to their work and commitment, made this 
year’s XVIII conference so successful. I am extremely grateful to all those 
who have been with us since yesterday for coming here and providing such 
interesting discussions.
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and during the same period she was a non-resident ambassador to Algeria, Tunisia, 
Monaco and Andorra and the permanent representative of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
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This introduction was supposed to have been written by Bishop Pieronek. In the 
autumn of last year, he opened the eighteenth international conference in our 
series, reflecting that the event was “coming of age,” that we had reached a new 
stage and a new opening for the Krakow meetings held under the title “The Role of 
the Catholic Church in the Process of European Integration.” We did not know it at 
that point, but the October conference was also the end of an era. Bishop Tadeusz 
died — for us unexpectedly and too soon — on the morning of December 27, 2018.

He was a creator of an important event in the European calendar of annual 
debates on the relationship between the Church and the Union, between the 
world of faith and values and the sphere of politics. He was the Chairman of the 
Organizing Committee, and we were fortunate to work with him. The author of 
accurate diagnoses on the situation in Poland and Europe. Brave in his opinions. 
Clear in convictions. Cordial in conversation. Although he sometimes rebuked, he 
could also accept criticism, even advice, even from us who were much younger. 
He was our mentor. This is who he was for us.

Current information regarding the conference 
“The Role of the Catholic Church in the Process of European Integration” 

can be found on the website 
www.kosciol-europa.org.pl

This compilation was published using funds 
from the Group of the European People’s Party 

in the European Parliament

Commission  
of the Bishops’ Conferences  

of the European Union


