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Colleagues, 

The new Commission, Parliament and the Council  will operate in a changed political 

environment: globally as well as within the EU: an increased competition for power in 

the world, assertiveness of new, politically unpredictable actors, like China, rising tide 

of authoritarianism, without and within. And there will be, of course, some aftershocks 

of Brexit – especially if it ends with a no-deal. 

With a nearly alarm level unpredictability of the political situation in the UK,  leaving 

may soon be seen as boring compared to the process of establishing workable new 

relations. Nevertheless, It will be important to keep Britain – while out of the EU 

institutional structures, still within the "value structure", especially in the context of 

common posture on human rights standards and foreign policy objectives that are 

morally grounded, strategically conscious  and politically effective. Britain in areas of 

foreign policy and security should remain our indispensable ally. We cannot afford the 

strategic de-coupling with the UK, and London should also be aware that it cannot put 

all the eggs in its basket in relations with the US and in mirages of "global Britain" at 

the cost of weakening its ties with the EU. That is why it is actually shocking to hear 

from the current UK government, that they are in favor of a deeper separation from EU 

which regard to the common foreign and security policy, as well as internal security. 

We are also facing global economic risks. Global economy is slowing down. A likely 

recession would be a tough test for resilience of the European Institutions created in 

the aftermath of multiple crises. In this perspective we cannot allow Europe become  



victim of emerging bipolarization between the United States and China. President 

Macron rightly warns against Europe becoming "vassals" of the two competing powers. 

The long term task is to find a forceful response to the shifting global order. It should 

be quite clear that this cannot be done individually or just on a bilateral basis alone. A 

multilateral cooperation is needed. 

In this respect we need to move away as much as possible from traditional reactive 

and slow response approach to a proactive one. 

In a fast-changing environment It will be more and more important who will be the first 

to act, to respond to crisis, to correctly assess and confront the risks, and, finally, 

to  impose narrative before authoritarian populists will occupy a bigger public space, 

We see how significant this "being first" is in the issue of 5G technology, for example. 

The EU still have to learn this skill of being first on the scene, with realistic and visionary 

proposals to world's challenges. 

Looking at these issues it is clear that from the global perspective, a drive for unity 

within the union, though fundamental, will not be sufficient. 

The question before us is capacity to invest further in the political cohesion: whether 

Europe as a whole can become a leader in global influence and a condenser of liberal 

order in the world. 

This will not come unless Europe makes itself globally competitive. That means that 

we have to build a viable infrastructure that would give Europe a necessary lift in the 

global political and economic game. 

 

There are many building blocks needed to make Europe relevant and competitive. 

They have to fit each other like a hand and a glove. 

All recent communications and declarations mention a long list of things to do to make 

Europe protective, competitive, fair, sustainable and influential. 

So I would say there is an already well established list of truly big items on the EU 

agenda to cope with in the coming years, among them: digitalization, job-creation, new 

pan-European industrial policy, climate crisis, inequalities, new migration policy or 

open trade while keeping European standards. 

Not one of them can be solved or achieved by individual efforts of countries going 

alone. 

Not one of them can be solved by sectorial policies and fragmentary approaches. 

Not one of them can be left to the whims of eurosceptic national leaders. 



There is a comprehensive agenda to implement and there are strategic choices to be 

made to make this agenda doable. 

The question is whether the Union is fit for the delivery on all these issues. The 

precondition is political unity. 

Political unity is a must, not an option. 

In particular, Europe cannot allow itself to be divided in the face of the authoritarian 

challenge. We must not go soft on that danger. For example, the rule of law cannot be 

something optional and contestable. There is perhaps a hint of that temptation to look 

the other way for the infringements by some Member States in that area in the interest 

of avoiding further conflict. But that would be a very bad choice. For unity we should 

seek to start with unity of principles and purposes. We cannot ignore real differences 

when they concern the foundations of the Union. Can we achieve sufficient level of 

unity when the name of the game is intergovernmentalism. It is a trap. It considerably 

constraints the space for getting the best choices for Europe. 

The EU cannot indefinitely remain hostage to political aspirations or prejudices of 

national leaders who block solutions in Brussels, go home and lie to citizens about how 

incapable Brussels bureaucracy is to cope with what is important for European citizens. 

In the view of challenges we face, increased role of the national strand within the 

institutional mechanism can only be negative for the quality of the European project. 

There are well known cases of catastrophic consequences of political irresponsibility 

in one member state for the whole EU. 

We have to operationalize the motto of "ever closer Union". We need effective and 

efficient institutions. That will demand a higher degree of inter-institutional cooperation. 

. 

Every five years we offer ourselves as the Union a possibility of a political transition to 

new leadership in European institutions. 

It starts with the European elections and new European Parliament. 

Elections of 2019 have brought some novelties. More clearly then so far these elections 

were not just 28 national narratives. There were common issues cutting through all 

member states and political parties. 

But there are changes in the internal political pattern of the new European Parliament. 

We see political fragmentarization stronger than ever which might bring some risks to 

the effectiveness of policy and decision making. So, if looking at the institutional 

efficiency of the Union, one should certainly look at the new European Parliament. 



The EP is the first institutional challenge. 

Secondly, the process of selecting and electing the President of the Commission. 

The new President was proposed as a compromise candidate in the context of a lack 

of agreement between EP and EUCO on the result of Spitzen Kandidaten process and 

the process itself. 

One has to admit that the President in spe is a different choice. For the first time there 

is a woman, a person who had never held a Prime Minister office, chosen from outside 

the Spitzen process, with a background in an area of crucial importance in years to 

come, which is defense and security. And she is a German proposed by the French 

president. 

But it cannot go unmentioned that making this choice European Council disregarded 

the will of the EP, and the approval got a paper thin majority. 

Of course one can discuss whether the Spitzen system, created for a situation with 

clear majority situation in the election, can work in a fragmented EP. That is  another 

story. We will be reflecting on it. 

But the problem stays with us for years to come because due to the EP's 

political  fragmentation. Mrs. Van der Leyen tried to please most political groups in the 

Parliament, making concessions which might be for her impossible to deliver. This 

might be the case of minimum wage or the European Parliament legislative initiative. 

She did not manage to convince the Greens who did not support her. 

The danger is that in the time of strong  intergovernmentalism nurtured for the last five 

years, she might not be able to navigate effectively between the Parliament  and the 

Council. In, particular with this type of agenda. 

The EP of 2019 as compared with 2014 is a different body also in terms of 

competences. It is not only about the formal increase of the role of the Parliament, 

including delegated and implementing acts system replacing comitology. It also 

concerns detailed changes in many regulations where EP's surveillance, monitoring, 

political accountability has grown enormously. So definitely the Parliament is much 

more important and ambitious in its role as influencer and legislator. 

One may wonder whether accepting the Parliament's bigger authority and political 

relevance would mean a loss in effectiveness of European decision making. 

There is not a clear answer here. It is worth noting, however, that it is usually the 

Council that  delays or even blocks legislation. 



For the EP the challenge is to take its leadership seriously. We have to remember 

always that the Parliament is a repository of citizens expectations in the most basic 

sense. 

A special partnership between commission and EP, if I can use Jean Claude Juncker 

words, is a legacy element, providing a sustainability dimension to the institutional 

cooperation. 

Regarding the European Council, I hope that with Charles Michel European Council 

will not be a Jurassic Park of national, narrow interests. 

At this stage, the European Commission is a big unknown, Its composition is still a 

challenge. This long list of promises made without awareness of the consequences 

increases the challenge. There is a question mark as to whether the new Commission 

President will be able to find a consensus between Parliament and the Council, as well 

as within the Commission itself. 

The challenge for the new Commission will be not to lose a substantial capital of 

political influence it has acquired. Maybe even a more difficult challenge will be 

regaining its role as agenda setter. That has been  progressively lost to the Council. 

 

The strength of the new Commission will be tested in the fight for budget in the Council 

that is still ahead of us. And, of course, even before, in the process of hearings and 

final vote in the European Parliament. 

   

To sum it up, the strategic agenda for next five years will have to have a real horizon 

of 15-20 years and reflect our geopolitical  interests and risks seen from that long-term 

perspective. "Here and now shorttermism" would be a false path. 

The political agenda will have to reflect expectations of various stakeholders, citizens, 

businesses not only of today but of future generations. 

In a way, the Earth is also our stakeholder. 

I fully agree with those who say we need a sort of cathedral thinking now. 

We are in a precarious position of laying foundations not yet knowing how the ceiling 

will finally look like. But, as previous cathedral builders, we need the vision and the 

courage to undertake this task. The future generations will take us to account on 

whether we used the time given to us here for the betterment of the world. 

That is why we need not only institutions and politicians but business leaders, artists, 

scientists, academics, creators of culture to construct this European canopy together. 



Let us be cathedral builders for the modern world. 

 

 


