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I think that the core strategic quesJon is whether the EU will 
conJnue treaJng eastern regions as cohesion territory or 
rather a strategic fronJer regions requiring a permanent 
resilience investment.  
The cohesion policy which is an investment policy combining 
European and naJonal financing should work  in these Jmes 
between peace and war hand in hand with security  policy in 
the European eastern regions. These regions face a broad mix 
of military, economic, infrastructure related, demographic and 
poliJcal security challenges. There are certainly differences 
among them. It is also true that the return of large scale 
territorial insecurity came overnight with Russian invasion on 
Ukraine aSer decades of peace dividend on the European 
territory.  
  
There are very different threats in those regions. Military assets 
and missile systems of Russia are around the corner, there are 
parJcularly strong cyber aUacks and far reaching events of 
brutal cogniJve war, growing number of cases of espionage and 
sabotage, foreign intervenJon with cyber cogniJve war is in 
parJcular strong there. DisinformaJon is more frequently a 
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problem there when compared with the rest of Europe full of 
anJ EU and NATO narraJve, exploiJng historical vulnerabiliJes. 
There is also vulnerability of basic infrastructure including rail, 
energy, logisJcs, telecom networks there are also eastern 
regions that suffer from migraJon related coercion. OSen, 
there are Russian minoriJes there. In Poland, the combinaJon 
of those threats and risk has brought poliJcal tensions and 
polarisaJon, pressure on local administraJon, costs of border 
infrastructure, humanitarian dilemmas.  
 
At the same Jme, those regions are oSen economically weaker, 
with lower income, investment levels, weaker transport 
connecJvity, tradiJonal industry, declining interest of tourists, 
depopulaJon, especially regarding young people, and resulJng 
in higher than on average share of aging populaJon.  
They are increasingly suffering from labour shortages, weaker 
health care faciliJes, brain drain, shrinking municipaliJes. 
Investors might avoid them. The same is true for tourists. There 
is oSen criJcal infrastructure there which can make them 
strategic targets potenJally. This is true for the BalJc Sea 
invaded by the shadow fleet tankers,  cable and pipe line 
sabotage. Offshore infrastructure , incl. offshore wind energy, is 
exposed to destrucJon risks. In case of energy, these regions 
were historically exposed  to higher dependency on Russian 
fossil fuels.  
 
Depending of the awareness of the need to address some of 
those challenges, in some member states  specific policies have 
been in place for someJme now, in others it is a relaJvely new 
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phenomenon. Also, most of these regions qualify for more 
generous European funding. OSen they meet criteria of the 
poorest regions due to relaJvely low GDP per capita, higher 
unemployment and  demographic challenges. At the naJonal 
level there is a recogniJon of  a long term resilience problem in 
these regions  which oSen leads to public policies focused on 
addressing some of the challenges through specific 
instruments, mostly financed by public budget and specific 
welfare funds.  Also, there is a  
stronger dimension of security in cohesion spending, 
contribuJons to  defence related industrial clusters and EU 
funds support for dual use infrastructure. PopulaJon in these 
regions is more sensiJve  to local resilience planning and civil 
defence preparedness.   
 
 These regions are not discovering from scratch their security 
vulnerabiliJes. But the awareness has grown regarding seeing 
the security as a challenge of long lasJng.  Investment requires 
a long term approach, in parJcular decisions regarding 
rearming, avoiding depopulaJon and economic stagnaJon, 
strengthening deterrence and resilience, maintaining economic 
convergence and democraJc stability. TradiJonally, European 
cohesion policy invested in economic drivers, making the 
regions aUracJve to private investment, supporJng projects 
strengthening link between the region and local entrepreneurs, 
strengthening local infrastructure. The current MFF was 
decided before Russian invasion, SJll it was used in a way 
taking into account the implicaJons of it.  Cohesion policy was  
used for border management, energy, roads and rails, 
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innovaJon, labor markets, municipaliJes infrastructure. When 
we look at investment paUern of the current MFF and RRF, we 
can appreciate the use of CEF,  investment in military mobility, 
transport corridors, dual use infrastructure, upgrading of 
civilian infrastructure for rapid troop movement,  LNG 
terminals, electricity interconnecJons, reducJon of Russian 
energy dependence, grid synchronisaJon projects.  
And there is no doubt that eastern flank regions must be taken 
explicitly into account in the next MFF with a view to 
strengthen their resilience and investment in security 
dimension. In the MFF negoJaJons,  Eastern governments 
argue that eastern flank regions bear disproporJonate security 
burdens. There is a pressure toward ensuring that Cohesion 
policy should reflect security exposure and security resilience 
investment should be mainstreamed.   
 
But then two approaches to the place of those regions in 
European funding are possible. I would call one opJon as a 
Cohesion plus approach.  
The negoJaJng box of the Council has not yet been officially 
publicised but it seems that MFF 2028-34 should formally 
integrate territorial security and resilience, support industrial 
capacity building and civil preparedness.  The cohesion policy 
should be reshaped in this direcJon and security exposure 
should be added into regional funding to benefit border 
regions, BalJc regions and Eastern Poland.   
European defence prioriJes should horizontally influence all 
our spending and investment, in parJcular regarding various 
border pressure, infrastructure vulnerability, military mobility 
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needs, depopulaJon linked to security concentraJon, dual use 
infrastructure, investment, serving both civilian and military 
purposes,  bridges to carry heavy armoured equipment, rail 
interoperability, protecJon of ports, resilient electricity grids. 
I can imagine there will be tensions between cohesion and 
defence related cohesion, there will be trade offs between 
tradiJonal and defence or increased defence spending. There 
will be worries about trade offs, worries that defence will 
crowd out social and regional investment but we all know that 
without security cohesion is impossible. These tensions and 
pressures can be already heard in the EP where there are also 
diverging views on this issue.   
 
There is also a second opJon - to consider Eastern regions as 
strategic assets for Europe. They should not be seen anymore 
as less developed. They could be seen as a new category of 
regions because we all know that Russia is here to stay. At least 
some of them could be seen as defence industrial levers, as 
strategic logisJc hubs,  energy security zones, geopoliJcal 
buffers, NATO mobility corridors. In short, as strategically 
important.  
 
Cohesion policy has always culJvated a strategic approach and 
openness to broad parJcipaJon of stakeholders uniJng them 
around European public goods like security. It is up tp member 
states to decide but I would encourage Eastern regions to 
reflect in advance on their choice.  
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Next MFF, and in parJcular next generaJon of cohesion policy, 
should have the capability to respond to crises, to resilience 
challenges, be flexible and develop a strong and effecJve  
powerful lever  capable to crowd in private investment.  I 
understand that the negoJaJng box proposed by the 
Presidency will propose a budget too big for some and too 
small for others, cuts of cohesion fund are too big for some, too 
small or not in the right flows for others, that friends of 
cohesion are realisJc, and that the real challenge ahead is the 
performance issue. In the meanJme, member states write their 
Plans so they can see how incredibly complicated is the system 
they have to cope with. The parJcipaJon of local and regional 
authoriJes in the decision process depends on poliJcal will of 
member states. The  own resources issue is not yet close to any 
soluJon.   
 
The core strategic quesJon is whether now, when Europe is 
between the peace and the war, we should conJnue treaJng 
Eastern regions as cohesion territories  with specific needs and 
challenges or rather as strategic fronJer regions requiring a 
permanent resilience investment.   
 
In the context of Cohesion policy there is a discussion within 
the Commission about its reorganisaJon and further 
centralisaJon of the management of EU funds. It is hard to see 
the target of the change as these are sJll only gossips and 
hearsay about the Commission role in the new MFF. There 
seem to be some plans to restructure, adapt, dismantle some 
structures. There are substanJve arguments and poliJcal 



 7 

signals, noises about the Commission reform preempJng 
decision on final policy shape. So far, the  Cohesion policy  was 
managed through regional policy mechanism, mulJlevel 
governance, value added of process as such.  
There have always been different types of state structures, in 
PL there are three levels of elected self governments.   What 
seems to be on the reform agenda is centralisaJon and 
simplificaJon and not a EuropeanisaJon of the policy, except 
imposing European prioriJes which is nothing new.  Hard to say 
whether this will be  
a more effecJve model, whether direcJons will be  working 
more efficiently when centralised.  It seems also that in 
principle, the level below naJonal one will be deprived of 
connecJon with the Commission, which has been an important 
part of added value of the process so far. There will be some 
loss of the experJse coming from the Commission and an 
important poliJcal disconnect.   
 
What has always been highly appreciated in the case of 
cohesion policy was the value of the policy delivery system. The 
way of delivery has made this policy a European public good, 
consolidaJng hyphenated idenJty of European ciJzens, offering 
direct links with European Commission and its experJse, the 
essence was not making poor regions catch up, but engaging 
people in building and cemenJng Europe. This link might be 
dismantled. Reaching out to RRF methodology we should bear 
in mind that under  RRF there has not been a single transborder 
program.  
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Can we mobilise full local/regional potenJal just by imposing 
prioriJes, this has always been the case but now ecosystem will 
go away. Can we avoid the risk that lack of link with 
Commission might convert diversiJes into fragmentaJon, 
instead of converJng them into synergies of compeJJve 
advantages.  So far regional policy was efficiently expanding the 
territorial base for innovaJon and compeJJveness building 
acJvaJng local incenJves and aUracJng private capital. Is it 
correct to dismantle direct presence and engagement of the 
Commission experJse in the Jme when we are moving away 
from linear catching up logic to invesJng in compeJJve 
advantages to expand security, fundamental  European public 
good  
 
Cufng off the umbilical cord with European poliJcal and policy 
wise environment is not a good idea. The Commission will lose 
important partners, Europe will become even more remote, 
especially in weaker, border regions. Europe will be only 
associated with law and imposed prioriJes. Commission will 
start losing its knowledge and comprehension of European 
reality, becoming indeed a remote bureaucracy.  
 
As we are starJng to move on enlargement, the big quesJon is 
Ukraine, but also 8 other candidates. Ukraine needs a strong 
link between what chapter 22 says and the reconstrucJon 
process. It has been building and will conJnue its 
decentralizaJon and ciJzens involvement in shaping their local 
and regional development. Chapter 22 is a core chapter, can 
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you imagine that reconstrucJon will go a separate way forward 
than regional policy.  
 
I think that MFF is a good plan for Europe, I was surprised to 
see the rebalancing of funds within the Plan,  we need reducing 
the bureaucracy and complexiJes. But centralisaJon of the 
funcJoning within the Commission undermines the value 
added of regional policy, while at the same Jme opening the 
naJonal management to huge complexiJes, poliJcally 
challenging. The biggest damage can come, in my view, from 
the fact that more centralised and strategic role of the 
Commission unnecessarily comes with the imperaJve of 
marginalising or sidelining the role of regions and ciJes in the 
policy management. Maybe reconciling  strategic prioriJsaJon 
and centralisaJon within the Commission  with benefits coming 
from engaging regions could be feasible.  
 
ASer endorsing by the Commission the enJre plan, most likely 
negoJated at the member state level by a naJonal coordinator, 
it seems clear that the coordinator should sit at the table. The 
quesJon is who then will represent the Commission.  
 
I would say that we all know that there is European reality 
beyond member states and it is at local and regional level 
where investment takes place, businesses grow and people give 
legiJmacy to integraJng Europe. This Europe of regions, ciJes, 
local communiJes need a strong and recognisable partner in 
the Commission to ensure that territorial cohesion remains at 
the heart of the EU decision making.  
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In the current unpredictability of the world, mulJlateral 
governance is a core element of answers to many quesJons.   
I don’t think you can separate Eastern regions from the rest of 
Europe when it comes to long term resilience and security.  
Winds of change undermining Europe’s security and its long 
term resilience have affected every piece of our territory, but it 
is clear that the most eminent risk today is Russia, which is here 
to stay, and this puts the Eastern regions on the frontline.  
 
Europe has to do its security and defence  related homework. 
We  have a good plan regarding building defence potenJal and 
compeJJveness. It is a long term plan with a variety of models 
and sources of financing. On rearmament a lot of commitments 
have been made, mulJple financing tools are at work, all must 
be delivered at high speed. We all hear everyday about the 
humongous financing needs of Europe. Europe needs clearly 
both finalising capital market, and make the MFF funding,  
including cohesion, a powerful lever, a catalyst, crowding in 
massive private investment. For this we need unity.  And 
strategic leadership, looking beyond horizon. And Jmely 
delivery on all commitments.  
 
Europe has also its global homework to deliver, we should care 
about Europe’s global authority, rooted in its economic 
strength and accountability. In my view it should engage,  
maybe as a leader, in the renewal of global order. And 
certainly, it  should engage in and spare no effort to bringing to 
the end the Russian aggression and integrate and reconstruct 
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Ukraine. This is the first enlargement which is not only about 
democracy on European conJnent but also about peace.  
 
The Eastern  regions’ security and resilience and the  EU’s 
security and resilience should be seen as mutually supporJve 
and interdependent. This would add an addiJonal layer of trust 
to the relaJons between populaJon in the Eastern regions, 
member states and the EU. Of course, investment in security 
and resilience must be combined with the logic of parallel 
investment in economic and social resilience.  
 
I also believe that building resilience in those regions and 
expand their security requires the perspecJve of cooperaJon 
among all regions bordering with Russia and Belarus, also 
beyond the EU.  You might remember that since 2009 we have 
a macro regional EU BalJc Sea Strategy with trust based 
networks of stakeholders, governments, regions, universiJes, 
NGOs, businesses, internaJonal organizaJons, all contribuJng 
with their comparaJve advantages. A big amount of 
groundwork was already laid for cooperaJon in this part of EU.  
I also understand from the Commission’s February 2026 
CommunicaJon on eastern border regions, that EIB, EBRD and 
Nordic Investment Fund pooled 28 bn euro for 2026-27 for 
loans, guarantees, advisory services for these regions. I also 
understand that MFF 2028-34 will allocate a porJon for these 
regions.  
 
Of course we need to, fully and Jmely, implement all 
rearmament related investment, in parJcular on the EU’s 
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eastern frontline. All rearmament related commitments maUer, 
including military mobility, border infrastructure, energy 
networks, digital infrastructure and strengthening the European 
capabiliJes to manage the European response to intensifying 
cogniJve war. We have made it a European public good 
through the Democracy Shield and Resilience Center, now 
member states and regions should move to expanding hubs at 
their level. This can incenJvise civil preparedness.   
We have already enough experience with aUacks on cables, 
pipelines, energy systems to be able to improve the resilience 
of infrastructure. A top priority is definitely understanding the 
urgency and sparing no effort to bring to the end the Russian 
aggression and integrate and reconstruct Ukraine. It is already 
working on implemenJng Chapter 22 of the 5th cluster and it 
would be legiJmate to cooperate with Ukraine on security and 
resilience of our Eastern regions. There are lessons to learn.  
 
We need to implement all the commitments related to security, 
defence and compeJJveness, spare no effort to make Ukraine 
prevail in this criminal war of Russia, conclude Jmely the MFF 
negoJaJons and empower it to become a powerful lever to 
crowd in massive private investment. I already talked about 
cohesion policy and whatever its final shape it should definitely 
have the security exposure added to it to benefit EU’s eastern 
regions.  
 
 


