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One of new ambassadors to Brussels said a few months ago
that Europe has so far benefited from American defence, the
Chinese consumer market and cheap Russian energy,
concluding that all of that is gone and Europe should take care
of itself. But Europe has been already for a while getting ready
to invest in reinventing itself. Today, Europe is finalising its plan
while being aware that current risks, threats and challenges will
not disappear, neither will the migration crisis, Russian
imperialism or Chinese overproduction. The world might move
towards a geopolitical logic based on spheres of influence,
already familiar from the Cold War history.

The assumption that cosmetic changes are enough for the EU is
unrealistic. Some elements of our political structure have
passed their expiration date. A leap forward and sort of new
version of the EU is needed.

Values are still the foundation; they sometimes prevent us from
reacting to what the world generates. Europe has clearly
problems with becoming transactional and it sticks to what
defines its identity. Also, it rather lacks the political ability to
convince national politicians to leave their interests and
egoisms at the city gates when coming to Brussels and avoid



political reflexes of national interest. Facing domestic elections,
European political leaders have rarely been ready to bear
political costs of European policies.

Lack of political courage is a norm in times when bold and
decisive political leadership, not cozying up to the far right is
needed.

When America is ready to leave Europe to its own devices,
Europe must start acting in accordance with the well known
and proven approach of "whatever it takes" so that Europe not
only survives but also strengthens its global position. What
seems essential is moving towards cross border European
public goods that aim at deepening single market and provide
new mechanisms and models for investment financing.

A different approach to enlargement, not in terms of costs and
risks, but in terms of its impact on the multidimensional
competitiveness of Europe, its global strength, and its security
architecture is becoming a reality.

In policy towards the global South, a shift away from donor-
recipient thinking towards strategic investment is needed as
well as rooting these relations in an individual approach. It
seems that it also goes without saying that we need to look
deeply into the future appreciating the value of a strategic
approach to the European transformation. | remember how
many years ago a colleague from Sweden told me that Swedish
government devoted the first half hour of their weekly
meetings to discussing the future. Not out of curiosity about
what will happen, but out of concern about what needs to be



done. Actually, that was what | was doing as member of Polish
government during the process of preparing for accession.

Changes take place in thousands of places and the best way
forward is through connecting all the points. To avoid giving
populists too much room to maneuver, politicians committed
to democracy should engage in public debates. Europe has
never been effective in generating constructive narrative. We
should talk about European demography, European values,
democracy, but also about expansion and consolidation of
autocratic and authoritarian regimes.

The West we knew does not exist anymore, it is deeply divided,
and it is not even clear, if we look at new America, whether the
West has the will to survive in an ideological and geopolitical
sense. The tariff war has reversed the trend of international
trade liberalization that has been ongoing since WWII
undermining the main driver of globalization.

China has greatly strengthened its industry, benefited from the
WTO, and sees itself as the new leader of globalization. Many
countries want to industrialize and need international
cooperation. The growing problem is uncertainty, which
according to the ECB is eight times greater than the historical
average.

What kind of world will emerge? Such fluctuations cannot be
modelled. Globalization has not disappeared, but it has created
space for national interests, protectionism, populism, and
isolationism. Trade based on power will not create a win-win
situation. Years of discussion and action on WTO reform are



rather dormant. The big question is how the world will look like
without a global institutional order in times of selfishness and
nationalism.

Globalization continues, dependencies do not disappear, only
national interests, protectionism, and isolationism came into
play. For Europe rule based global order is not only about
policies, it is one of the fundamentals. Sooner or later Europe
will engage in the renewal of the global institutional order and
bringing back free trade. Europe has in its DNA what the world
needs today—capabilities to unite diversity, a preference for
stability, and the ability to reach compromise and consensus. |
am surprised that Europe does not recognize existing
opportunities to strengthen the international role of euro,
building confidence in the euro and accelerating digital form.

Europe has engaged in building new relationships, FTAs,
unfortunately there are no visible efforts to accelerate the
ratification of existing trade agreements, but there seems to be
some moves toward deepening relations with the UK beyond
defense.

Avoiding vetoes and blockages by using a scheme of coalitions
of the willing is not yet a reality, but a total lack of will to
reform treaties in the enlargement context opens avenues
toward strengthening European unity through various forms of
coalitions of the willing, including in the areas of the economy
and economic policy, as well as purely political decisions. This
might lead to a new understanding of European unity. Unlike
America that is using its foreign policy for domestic policy



purposes, Europe considers transforming external shocks into
intelligent internal policy.

As we live in this geopolitical instability, the sense of security
associated with stable relations disappears.

The great risk lies in the fact that companies, governments,
investors, everyone is fundamentally changing their practices to
find their place in the new reality. Over time, reorientation will
take place, the time for new relations might add to rebalancing
globally, by the end of this decade, the new order may have got
stabilized somewhat. This is the time that the EU has to make
fundamental changes, to put all the important building blocks
in place that will become the new foundation of Europe.

We have made competitiveness Europe's top horizontal priority
in the context of its internal market and a key element of its
geopolitical role in the world. For the EU, competitiveness
means reducing strategic dependencies (energy, critical raw
materials, semiconductors), boosting productivity based on
transformative technologies industrial development, and
defence potential.

Cross-cutting challenges include threats to democracy,
including cybersecurity and disinformation. The DSA, DMA, and
Al were largely seen as tools to protect democracy and
individuals. The war has made the security challenge
overwhelming and has led to defence becoming the top
priority. Dependencies, particularly in the areas of energy,
critical raw materials, semiconductor supplies, and solar panels,



have been reconsidered in the context of competition,
economic security, and risk reduction.

In normal times we would have turned to the transatlantic
partnership to build a common approach to the rise of China,
the climate crisis, supply chain dependencies, critical raw
materials, transformative technologies including artificial
intelligence, and the task of rebuilding Ukraine require
cooperation between the two largest trading and investment
partners. Trade and Technology Council was about it. During
the Biden administration, it became a solid foundation for our
cooperation, enabling to achieve an unprecedented level of
cooperation on common goals. Transatlantic relations have
always benefited from some sort of institutional platform
becoming a meaningful framework for cooperation. There is
still significant for both partners untapped potential in the
areas of trade, mutual recognition agreements, and tariff
liberalization.

The European legislative tradition has always assumed that our
legislation allows us to achieve several objectives, such as
resilience and efficiency, security and competitiveness. Now,
the challenge for the next Commission, as never before, is to
ensure that our legislation is multi-tasking.

My lengthy engagement with Europe has taught me that its
most appreciated feature is its capacity to change. That has also
been the source of my optimism about the future of Europe in
spite of the moments of frustration seeing that compared to



the challenges we face we do too little and too late. Maybe |
share with you at the beginning more of my frustrations, so
that | can be optimistic for the rest of my story.

Another source of frustration is our approach to the way we
fund European change. Traditionally we have measured
Europe’s ambitions and visions against our financial possibilities
and restraints, which means European budget of 1% of the
European gdp, and against the political will to shift our policies
from national to European level. Europe was supposed to
finance necessary investment from the public pocket and state
aid. Over decades we have failed to reduce the reluctance to
European public goods in terms of joint cross border projects,
joint financing, joint indebtedness, we didn’t agree on safe
European assets without which European capital market would
not grow, we didn’t manage to communitize state aid.

In the meantime, Europe has been losing on competitiveness
and we failed to successfully exploit Europe’s development
potential.

| think this time around the budget covering the period till 2034
offers an avenue toward strategic priorities in the context of
stormy global environment. European budgets have never been
sufficiently big and this one will not be either but it can launch a
new function of European budget as a permanent lever
crowding in and de-risking private investment. EU’s future
depends on private capital, on new sources and new models of
funding. Of course there are overwhelming geopolitical and
home grown risks that can take us back to nationalism. But



surrendering to them would be a strategic disaster. Europe’s
only option is to invest in its strength to triumph over the nasty
geopolitical global environment during the next decades. We
can be a strong integrated Europe or 27-34 individual states in
a hostile environment. We see already that many governments,
institutions, businesses, people across the world are changing
their practices, looking for their place in new emerging reality.
All that will be testing European capacity to build alliances and
establish new relations. Financing capabilities will play a
fundamental role.

My optimism allows me to say that Europe has a plan, and
there is political will, sometimes within coalitions of the willing,
to build defence capabilities and global competitiveness of
Europe. | see the MFF and its spillovers as the path in this
direction.

Investment needs are enormous, since Covid we have been in
agreement that we cannot wait for next MFF, so already for a
while Europe has been building a whole toolbox with a variety
of financing capabilities for tomorrow and also those that have
strategic sense.

| hope you would agree with me that in a healthy developed
economy the ratio of public to private investment should be
around 1 to 4. Of course, as we face rather high cost of private
capital in Europe, due to lack of capital market, we can in the
short term see more realistic balanced proportions. As we are
changing sources of economic advancement we need a variety
of financial sources, we need new financing models and, in



general, when it comes to financing, more institutional
innovations. The most important innovation to direct the
biggest savings in the world that we have in Europe to where
investment is needed, should be brought by the end of
fragmentation of European capital markets, Letta proposed
Savings and Investment Union which requires both changes at
national and European levels. In December 2025 we will see a
big package from the Commission on the Market Integration,
the first Master Directive has been already leaked. | trust we
will not need omnibuses for the fresh legislation.

Another novelty is Letta’s idea of the 28th regime. It comes
early next year. It can be both for innovative companies that
want to innovate and act cross border, could be as well useful
for the whole sectors. | hope the Commission will also take
from Letta his idea of how to communitize state aid. You might
remember when IRA flourished with tax credits we did not have
the state aid option at EU level. And state aid annually reaches
1,4% of EU GDP. More than European budget. MFF comes also
with the idea of new own resources that can be an enabler for
increased financing. We need it to start paying back in 2028 the
COVID debt.

Eurobonds issuance continues to be controversial, would be
good for safe assets. We have been already using the option of
European guarantees for member states’ loans. There is a new
path for the SAFE defence program. Some member states might
have more limited fiscal space than others. Another financial



facilitator comes from the changes to the EIB competences
toward offering higher risk investment financing.

| am mentioning all these new options enlarging investment
funding beyond the MFF because between the new design of
MFF and efforts for financing beyond MFF synergies must be
ensured. And it offers as well more options depending on type
of investment. This MFF is not a sheer list of funding options or
a weighty financial lever.

It is a powerful platform to translate the redefined strategic
agenda into investment priorities. They are also influenced by
external geopolitical urgencies, global competition, trade
tensions, geosecurity concerns and more frequent economic
shocks.

Impulses of change are very diversified, which means that we
need to have incentives for competitiveness and security within
the system. We need well functioning mechanism linking funds,
public and private, with investment driving competitiveness,
which fuels growth and expands our capacity to meet
challenges. The ecosystems in which the MFF is embedded
must be based on European preferences. But then for some
sectors the ecosystems must be more specific. | think here of
defence, digital sovereignty or sustainability rooted
competitiveness.

Regarding security and defence, the sector could benefit from

combining traditional companies, dominating in this sector with
innovative firms, cross border sand boxes, testing on the battle
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field. For digital sector we need to promote both innovation
and regulation, as handling data is crucial for people,
safeguarding democracy as well. In Europe digital sovereignty
resonates strongly with the people.

Europe needs to solidify its place in the global world, looking
beyond China and America towards other actors that matter
geopolitically. We need to identify where Europe is needed and
where it can be a successful complementary player.

If to achieve competitiveness Europe needs incentives within
the system, then legislation matters. We have used generously
the Omnibus technique but there is a risk that not all absurds
have been cleaned out, there can be still elements undermining
competitiveness. And bad regulation matters, but so do bad
policies.

You probably know that, as everywhere, also in Europe there
are bad habits in regulatory process. Those who have
experience with trilogues probably have noticed the logic of
bottom lines, the focus on worse case scenario, national
interest related details that can massively invade the
regulation, focus on all potential risks, on what might go wrong,
situations where 95% of rules is risk proof and goes well still the
focus is on remaining 5%. Let us leave this culture behind.

Identifying sustainability as source of competitiveness has
never made it through to the system, it continues to be seen as
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a cost. As a result, Europe continues not to benefit from
competitiveness rooted in sustainability.

| mentioned already the importance of new financial models.
Scale up European Fund could be here as a role model in the
area of public-private funding, as it is market based and
privately managed. It addresses the lack of venture scale up
capital.

Other MFF instruments like Connecting Europe Facility (CEF)
and European Competitiveness Fund (ECF) are actually tailored
made to promote new funding models, enabling crowding in
and derisking for private investment, pooling competences of
private companies and research across the border. The good
news about this MFF is that it provides space for joint financing
of European public good, like investment in R&D, but also for
small firms willing to cooperate cross border, including with
Ukrainian firms.

We face times when tech development will be fundamental for
competitiveness and security. It will be at heart of geopolitical
competition. Europe will need funding and good policy. The big
issue is to find the right balance between the ideas of ,buy
European” or ,,exclude non European companies” and potential
consequences of such policies including technical isolation, loss
of edge technology spillover, undermining of our technical
base, weakening competition in top value supply chains.

This MFF creates also a space for testing the best proportions
for public spending at national and EU level, for example in
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R&D, where we see now 90% of public spending concentrated
at national level and 10% at European level. Changing these
proportions could improve the efficiency of investment.

Also, with regard to the cohesion policy it is not yet clear
whether the negotiations will focus on ensuring effectiveness of
providing competitiveness investment or the political
dimension and local identity interest will prevail.

Within the MFF most investment funds focused on
competitiveness are not pre-allocated through national
envelopes. They might be treated by beneficiaries as unreliable,
especially if needed for long term priorities. Unfortunately,
even within the RRF system national envelopes channel have
led to total absence of cross border projects.

IMF has also warned that by 2030 the average public debt
among the EU member states will reach the level of 130% of
the GDP. That implies higher cost of capital and might require
for the states boosting of tax revenues and curbing of social
spending.

The CEE representatives raise in the MFF debates the issue of
lower chances of firms coming from this part of Europe to win
in competitive procedures where criteria might be biased
toward more advanced environment decisive for the project.
Those member states have never succeeded in financing
through competitive calls and still have a clear preference for
national envelopes-based allocations. | personally believe that
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this has to change, maybe through technical support for those
not yet fit for this type of funding.

Next big issue on European agenda is enlargement. It was not
mentioned in Draghi report while Letta proposed a fund to
support member states that might be in the short term
negatively affected by the enlargement. This idea has not been
picked up so far. Another issue worth mentioning is that a clear
enlargement imperative is not matched with a reform
imperative. Some member states link both. So far the
Commission has not presented the review of European policies,
promised more than a year ago.

It is not at all clear, in the context of Hungarian veto blocking
the opening of negotiations with Ukraine and Moldova, what is
the path forward. It seems that a speedy big bang enlargement
would be a political bravery for which there is no appetite. |
would rather see a process which comparing to 2004 could be
called a strategic regata of 9, with waves of several
enlargement moments, with those ready to join first, like
Montenegro.

The Commission has just published the 2025 report on
enlargement. It was supposed to be accompanied by a report
reviewing EU policies. Also, the President of the Commission
put aside any mentioning of the change of Treaty.

Instead we hear about a new generation of accession treaty.
That implies that there will be no reform of institutions and
policies, and, instead of reforming the EU to generate
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enlargement absorption capacity, the plan is to reform what
membership means.

New members will join when they are ready but will not get
from the day one all membership rights. There will be some
safeguards, no veto right. It would imply a version of
progressive integration, maybe with a verification mechanism,
similar to what Bulgaria and Romania were subject to, which
was deeply criticised.

Eastern enlargements (11 member states so far) has always
been about democratic consolidating, now the upcoming one
has a strong security and peace dimension. But we don’t see
much of this dimension in the questionnaire, screening,
negotiations.

Hungarian veto has been further reducing the credibility of
enlargement policy. Accession is about trust building both
ways. It seems that the only candidate to join during the next
two years is Montenegro, maybe followed by Albania. Ukraine
and Moldova are advancing through the front loading
procedure. North Macedonia is supposed to change
constitution because of Bulgarian veto, and it is worth to
remember that they faced already twice Greek veto (2008-
2018). Serbia raises concerns about links with Russia and rule of
law. In 2027 there will be elections

in Poland and France. Then it might be more difficult for
enlargement. Let us hope that in the MFF there will be the
clause to revise it if enlargements come into being.
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The EU-US economic relationship has long been broadly
balanced, reflecting deep mutual interdependence. However, in
the domains of security and technology, the EU has remained
significantly more dependent on the US. As US strategic
priorities shift, this asymmetry is becoming more visible and
may increasingly shape economic and geopolitical outcomes in
the EU.

The EU-US economic ties are among the world’s strongest.
There is a deep interdependence between the two economies.
It extends far beyond trade flows. Cross-investment, integrated
supply chains, shared research ecosystems, and dense financial
interconnections support employment, technological
innovation, and growth on both sides of the Atlantic.

US productivity continues to outpace that of the EU, and the
gap is likely to widen, driven in large part by concentrated
investment in artificial intelligence. These gains are clustered in
a few, very large and highly capitalised firms and have not
consistently translated into broad wage or price benefits. By
contrast, EU productivity growth has been slower but more
evenly distributed across sectors and regions. These trends
correlate with deteriorating US social indicators.

We see as well diverging policy orientation across the pond.
The US policy mix increasingly blends protectionism, sector-
specific deregulation, and state intervention. The EU, by
contrast, continues to prioritise an open, rules-
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based system grounded in regulatory stability, multilateralism,
and competition. Furthermore, the US's growing resort to
geopolitical power poses strategic dilemmas for the EU in an
uncertain global landscape.

These macroeconomic, structural and policy divergences raise
guestions about the long-term sustainability of the transatlantic
balance. They also increase EU concerns over asymmetric
dependencies, reinforcing calls for greater strategic autonomy.

Looking deeply into the future, it is hard to assume that
interdependence will disappear. It is of structural nature. One
can also assume that there will be efforts on EU side to manage
the divergence. But a negative scenario, where distance will
skyrocket cannot be excluded either. There are many risks. The
EU has an expiration date for its geopolitical patience but in the
meantime it is rational to upgrade its preparedness to shape a
more balanced relationship. It goes without saying that it would
require unity when it comes to efforts needed to reduce
strategic dependencies.

There is an obvious need to finalize and sign the trade
agreement, exploit the potential of already identified common
cause, find solution to remaining irritants some of which are of
strategic nature. Political will to introduce early warning
mechanisms could benefit the bonds, there is a need to see
good relationship between law makers on both sides, and
constructive engagement of the transatlantic business
community.
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Since World War Il, EU-US relations have extended far beyond
simple economic exchanges. Trade and capital flows have been
accompanied by deeply intertwined payment systems, cross-
border provision of financial services, and strong investment
linkages that laid the groundwork for technological
cooperation. These ties were embedded in the post-war order,
in which Europe effectively outsourced its defence to NATO—
with the United States at its core—allowing European countries
to focus on reconstruction and economic integration under the
umbrella of US security guarantees.

From a strictly economic perspective (trade and capital flows),
the EU-US relationship has historically been broadly balanced.
In the domain of technology, US global dominance remained
largely uncontested until a decade ago. The rise of China has
fundamentally altered the equilibrium.

US has been increasingly inward looking in its economic
priorities, exploiting its external policies to heal the domestic
challenges. The erosion of European trust in America as a
reliable partner came after Russian shock.

To prepare itself for what comes next Europe accepted forced
increase in military spending. But tensions have surfaced across
multiple fronts, from trade, industrial policies, diverging
approach to China. Still this relationship built over decades
runs deep, including integrated value chains, transatlantic
business partnerships. With greater distance, also growing
policy divergence Europe is to pursue its own economic and
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political priorities out of fears that dependence might become
dangerously asymmetric.

World is on moving sands and aiming at uncertain future.
Europe might not have great influence over what is going on in
the world, and it needs to build the capacity to shape its own
preparedness. We continue to believe that across the Atlantic
there is a space for common cause. Future of Ukraine used to
be a common cause but not anymore. Not letting Russia divide
the West should be our common cause. The future of NATO is.
It is far from clear where is America on fixing, reforming,
building global institutional order which is one of European
fundamentals. The brand of transatlantic relationship used to
be a common brand, appreciated for 80 years. Then, of course,
our common cause should be avoiding irritants, in particular
irritants of strategic relevance, and new disputes. | would add
that not letting Russia divide the west should be our common
cause. And the future of NATO. What worries me is that even if
there is no expiration date on European patience toward the
current American attitude, the still existing ties are put under
strain.

Of course, the EU is aware of its position amid the intensifying
rivalry between China and America. China has weaponized its
dominance on the rare earth supply chain, introduced embargo
on their supply impacting many modern technologies. The West
did not learn from the situation of Japan back in 2010 when
China suspended their export of rare earth to Japan which
brought the car production in Japan to a standstill. Today China
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has a virtual monopoly on their mining (70%) and processing
(93%). Recently China escalated the restriction limiting licensing
to non-defence related production. The West will need many
years to free themselves from the dependency on China.
Recently there are countries making effort to move away from
dollar. In particular, the BRICS group. There are aiming at
creating a multipolar global currency system. Renminbi
replaced dollar in Chinese trade with Russia in 2023. Renminbi
and gold dominate in Russia’ s reserves. Russia has also
renminbi swap lines with high daily cap. In mid 2025 renminbi
was used in 50% within the Brics countries trade. It is also
worth mentioning that China is establishing its alternative
payment system, which over some time might reduce the role
of American dollar.
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