
71

Olga Barburska*34

More Effi cient or More Uncertain? The Main 
Dilemmas of the EU’s Foreign and Security Policy 

Abstract

The purpose of this article is to analyse the main characteristics of the 
EU’s foreign and security policy that can affect its functioning at present 
and in the future. Being part of the broader category which is the EU’s ex-
ternal policy, the EU’s foreign and security policy is plagued with numer-
ous fl aws. Reducing their impact would greatly strengthen this policy, but 
at the same time this depends on the resolution of the main axiological di-
lemma. It concerns the future shape of the whole European Union, which 
means that the EU needs to clearly formulate its fi nalité politique. The 
resolution of this dilemma will determine not only the future of the EU, 
but also the present and future shape of its foreign and security policy. 
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What Is the EU’s Foreign Policy?

One of the main factors infl uencing the European Union’s position as 
a global player is the functioning of the system of regulating and manag-
ing the broad sphere of the EU’s relations with the external world. To 
better present it, it is fi rst necessary to briefl y analyse the principles, goals 
and mechanisms governing this sphere. 

In most general terms, it includes the European Union’s relations with 
third countries, their groupings, international organisations, etc. The 
scope of this sphere has been undergoing constant changes over the years, 
which involved a gradual increase in the number of issues, as well as their 
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growing complexity and interdependence. The system of links between 
the EU and other participants in international relations is becoming 
increasingly complex and covers a multitude of diverse spheres of life: 
politics, economy, defence, social and cultural issues, etc. Faced with the 
need to regulate this broad sphere of relations with the external world, the 
European Union (and earlier the European Communities) created a series 
of rules and principles, established specifi c institutions and introduced 
procedures, which all make up a complex category that can be referred to 
as the EU’s external policy. It resembles the classical foreign policy con-
ducted by states in terms of its objectives and functions, but at the same 
time it exhibits its own special characteristics, as one would expect of an 
entity as unique as the Union.1 

These special characteristics involve the existence of certain mecha-
nisms that can either improve the functioning of the EU’s external policy 
or in fact weaken it. The weakening might result from the complex and 
unclear internal structure of the policy. In practice, this means that the 
sphere of the Union’s relations with the external world has not been pre-
cisely defi ned; it is composed of various components and lacks clearly 
delineated mechanisms. This vagueness is further increased by the chaos 
surrounding the terminology and the use of various names: EU foreign 
policy, EU external relations, European foreign policy, etc.

Despite the aforementioned problems, we can still say that the EU’s 
external policy has two main components: an economic one and a political/
military one. The fi rst one concerns the economic relations with foreign 
countries in the form of the Common Commercial Policy, along with 
development assistance and humanitarian aid, and the second one concerns 
foreign and security policy in the form of the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy (CFSP) and the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). The 
factors that hinder the implementation of the EU’s external policy include 
the fact that its two components do not share the same philosophy: economic 
issues fall mainly within the competences of EU institutions (accordingly 
to the community method), while in foreign and security policy it is the 
Member States that have the fi nal say (intergovernmental cooperation). 
Consequently, the external policy is a conglomeration including elements 
of policies conducted on the EU level and of national foreign policies. 

1  For more see: O. Barburska, Polityka zagraniczna Unii Europejskiej: aspekty teo-
retyczne i metodologiczne (Foreign Policy of the European Union: Theoretical and Method-
ological Aspects), „Studia Europejskie”, no. 3/2016; The SAGE Handbook of European 
Foreign Policy, ed. K.E. Jørgensen et al., London 2015; J. Starzyk, Wspólna Polityka 
Zagraniczna i Bezpieczeństwa Unii Europejskiej (Common Foreign and Security Policy of 
the European Union), Warszawa 2001.
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Main Defi ciencies of the EU’s Foreign Policy

It is only natural that this state of affairs gives rise to tensions and con-
fl icts in various spheres and dimensions.2 Examples of this are manifold, 
such as the ongoing strong controversies related to the migration crisis. 
These controversies have both a political and an ideological dimension, 
which only raises the gravity of the crisis because it affects “many areas of 
key signifi cance for the existence of the common integration space: from 
axiology and the understanding of human rights to the functioning of the 
Schengen rules”.3 Just as it is the case with the internal functioning of the 
European Union, also in the sphere of the EU’s external policy disputes 
may arise between EU bodies and the Member States, between different 
EU institutions, as well as between individual Member States, leading to 
more or less serious tensions or even crises. 

One of the main reasons behind this is that the EU’s external policy 
has not supplanted the foreign policies of the individual Member States. 
Moreover, while agreeing to the emergence of this policy, the Member 
States largely seek to take advantage of it to consolidate their own political 
and economic positions in relations with third countries. The situation 
is made even worse by the crisis the EU has been going through and the 
striving of the individual Member States to protect their own interests.

All this results in general ineffectiveness of the EU’s external policy. 
In functional terms, its main fl aw seems to be the lack of consistency 
in political as well as institutional and legal terms. The Treaty of Lis-
bon represented an attempt to provide solutions to this defi ciency. It 
introduced “Part Five: The Union’s External Action” to the Treaty on 
the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), which consolidates the 
previous resolutions regulating the EU’s relations with foreign countries 
in terms of external economic relations. At the same time, the Treaty on 
European Union (TEU) confi rmed the signifi cance of the rules of consist-
ency, complementarity and coordination in external policy; of particular 
importance in this context is Article 21(3), according to which “[t]he Un-
ion shall ensure consistency between the different areas of its external 
action and between these and its other policies”.4 Unfortunately, the sig-

2  K. Zajączkowski, O brakach i niedostatkach w polityce zagranicznej UE (On 
the Shortcomings and Defi ciencies of the EU Foreign Policy), „Studia Europejskie”, 
no. 3/2014. 

3  S. Płóciennik, Zróżnicowana integracja – remedium na kryzysy w UE? (Differenti-
ated Integration: A Remedy for the EU Crisis?), „Sprawy Międzynarodowe”, no. 2/2016, 
p. 13.

4  Consolidated versions of the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty on the Func-
tioning of the European Union, O.J., C 326, 26.10.2012.
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nifi cance of these provisions is diminished by the fact that the political 
and defence component of the external policy, meaning the CFSP and 
the CSDP, is still treated as a separate issue: the relevant provisions were 
placed in Title V TEU (Articles 23–46) and not in TFEU, where the other 
external policies of the EU are addressed. 

All this means that the provisions addressing consistency of the EU’s 
external policy are largely declarative. There is clear inconsistency be-
tween the striving to conduct this policy in the comprehensive way that 
the Union has been preaching and its actual implementation. Further-
more, despite the existence of relevant Treaty provisions, the Member 
States still show considerable scepticism towards closer coordination 
of their own foreign policies within the framework of the EU. It should 
therefore come as no surprise that the European Union has not developed 
a truly common and consistent institutional system that could success-
fully represent it and its members in relations with the rest of the world.

This is especially true of the political and defence component of the 
EU’s external policy, that is the foreign and security policy. In this case 
we are often dealing with, as Nicole Gnesotto put it, examples of an ac-
tual “national obsession”: whenever the European Union “touches upon 
[...] diplomacy and the use of military force, states immediately start to 
cling to their national prerogatives”.5 While the very fact that the CFSP 
and the CSDP were established can already be considered a success, these 
policies obviously suffer from many fl aws. What seems to be the biggest 
problem is the lack of an effi cient decision-making centre at the Union 
level, one that would initiate, execute, coordinate and supervise undertak-
ings in all areas covered by this policy. 

The Treaty of Lisbon failed to solve this problem, but it introduced 
a new, justifi ed and long-awaited solution by establishing the post of High 
Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and the 
European External Action Service (EEAS). At the same time, however, the 
Treaty retained the special nature of the EU’s foreign and security policy, 
basing it on the principles of intergovernmental cooperation, unanimous 
decision-making and not adopting legislative acts. The Treaty of Lisbon 
also introduced minor changes to the distribution of competences, to legal 
instruments and to the decision-making process within the CFSP and the 
CSDP. It did not introduce, however, any mechanisms that would facilitate 
or enforce greater consistency of the Member States’ actions. 

The results of the establishment of the said new positions and insti-
tutions turned out to be far from clearly positive as well. The new offi ce 

5  N. Gnesotto, Przyszłość Europy strategicznej (The Future of Strategic Europe), War-
szawa 2012, p. 80.
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of High Representative was created as a result of merging the positions of 
High Representative for CFSP and European Commissioner for External 
Relations, which could theoretically increase the institutional effectiveness 
of the EU in the sphere of external policy. This merger of the two functions 
is, however, only a personal union and does not change the existing legal 
order. In addition, the “double-hatted” nature of the new offi ce undermines 
its effectiveness: one the one hand, the High Representative presides over 
the Foreign Affairs Council confi guration of the Council of the EU, and on 
the other hand, is a Vice-President of the European Commission. The High 
Representative’s activity is therefore based on two different systems: the 
one founded on the principles of intergovernmental cooperation and, at the 
same time, the one that works in accordance with the community model. 

It is therefore likely that a confl ict of interests or rivalry between these 
two institutions will emerge. In practice, much depends on the quality 
of the personal cooperation between the High Representative and the 
President of the European Council. Certain tensions that might emerge 
between these politicians only prove the fact that, from the systemic point 
of view, the rivalry between them is an intrinsic part of the logic of func-
tioning of the two offi ces. Besides, without questioning the qualities of 
Catherine Ashton and Federica Mogherini, who have held the High Rep-
resentative post so far, they do not seem to be fi rst-line EU politicians. It 
appears that the EU Member States, especially the most powerful ones, set 
things up in a way that gives them, rather than the EU institutions, the 
fi nal word on the sensitive issues of foreign policy. Consequently, so far 
neither the formal prerogatives nor the actual signifi cance of the offi ce of 
High Representatives have introduced any new quality to the functioning 
of the EU’s foreign and security policy. 

Another example of adopting institutional solutions that are not very 
effective is the establishment of the European External Action Service, 
which is the long-advocated EU diplomatic service. It is composed of both 
EU offi cials and diplomats from the Member States, and it is headed by 
the High Representative. The functioning of the Service suffers, however, 
from competition-related problems, as it has not been given competences 
in the fi eld of external trade, development and enlargement policy, which 
remain with the European Commission. Those who criticise the adopted 
solutions stress that there is no clear division of tasks between these in-
stitutions, which could lead to considerable divergences and thus prevent 
the EU from being successful in the international arena.6 

6  K. Zajączkowski, European Union’s Development Assistance – Framework, Priori-
ties and Directions, in: Introduction to European Studies: A New Approach to Uniting Eu-
rope, eds. D. Milczarek, A. Adamczyk, K. Zajączkowski, Warsaw 2013, pp. 653–654.
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Due to all the structural, legal and institutional defi ciencies, other 
fl aws in the EU’s foreign and security policy emerge. These include, 
among others, the vague and inconsistent formulation of the main goals 
and tasks. Even the adoption of the programme document titled “Europe-
an Security Strategy” (ESS) in 2003 failed to remedy this. While the ESS 
indeed contained a number of justifi ed theses and requests, overall it was 
considered incomplete, lacking a broader vision and failing to address 
the fundamental question: “How could military measures help Europe in 
achieving political goals?”.7 

Yet another problem is the highly insuffi cient funding the EU’s for-
eign and security policy receives. Although the funds allocated to this aim 
have been systematically growing, they still constitute around a mere 4% 
of what is spent on the entire external policy of the EU (which, in turn, 
has been receiving in consecutive multiannual fi nancial frameworks the 
lowest funding among all the main budget items). This is further linked 
to an even more serious problem, namely the lack of suffi cient expendi-
ture on military goals and improper use of the available funds by a vast 
majority of the Member States. They spend only some 1.5% of GDP (com-
pared to the United States’ 4.5%) for this purpose, and only a few among 
them (e.g., the United Kingdom and Poland) try to reach the 2% GDP 
mark recommended by NATO. Further, “the funds are spent irrationally, 
often anachronistically, on the national level and without any preliminary 
consultation among the Member States”.8 

Consequently, the European Union does not have a well-developed au-
tonomous military potential at its disposal, although it should be a key 
element of its foreign and security policy. We shall not delve into histori-
cal deliberations on the attempts to build such a potential;9 it is suffi cient 
to note that the implementation of the ambitious initiative of establishing 
a rapid reaction force, initiated in 1999, has not yielded any greater suc-
cess. The only relative success has been the achievement of readiness in 
2003 to launch civilian and military missions abroad. In total, the EU has 
so far executed 17 such missions, mainly civilian ones, in Europe, Africa 
and Asia, and there is a similar number of ongoing missions. All these are, 
however, only ad-hoc solutions and in most cases only complementary 
to the operations conducted by the UN and NATO or regional organisa-
tions, such as the African Union. Thus, it is still long before EU inter-

7  J. Lindley-French, W cieniu Locarno? Dlaczego europejska polityka obronna nie 
zdaje egzaminu (In the Shadow of Locarno? Why Is It That the European Defence Policy 
Does Not Work?), „Nowa Europa”, no. 2/2005, p. 51.

8  N. Gnesotto, op. cit., p. 76.
9  For more see: D. Milczarek, Foreign and Security Policy – A Challenge for the 

European Union, in: Introduction to European…, op. cit.
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vention forces will be able to independently conduct major operations 
abroad. Beyond this, there is also the risk that, as Julian Lindley-French 
rather sarcastically put it, such operations will become “an end in them-
selves, a means of proving that the Union is capable of mustering a mili-
tary force, regardless of whether it will actually prove globally useful”.10 

Generally speaking, the weaknesses of the EU’s foreign and security 
policy seem to have one thing in common: the lack of political will of Euro-
pean decision-makers to introduce the necessary changes. This is especially 
true of the governments of the Member States, which evidently do not want 
to give up their traditional, sovereign rights in the sphere of foreign policy. 
On the Union level, in turn, there is obviously not enough determination 
to change this state of affairs. Thus the following question arises: How can 
the European Union change this highly unsatisfactory situation? 

How to Improve the EU’s Foreign Policy?

The simplest solution would be to ameliorate the defi ciencies described 
above, since the EU foreign and security policy requires reducing or re-
moving the main political, institutional and legal barriers that hamper its 
development. Although the list of barriers is long, remedial actions are 
indeed undertaken with regard to some of them. For example, we should 
note that despite the quite reasonable criticism of their activity, the estab-
lishment of the offi ce of High Representative of the Union for Foreign 
Affairs and Security Policy and the EU’s diplomatic service was undeni-
ably a step forward compared with the previous state of affairs. We should 
also remember that the Treaty of Lisbon introduced important new solu-
tions, formally giving the EU legal personality under international law 
or even introducing certain elements of military alliance in the form of 
a clause obligating the Member States to provide assistance in the event of 
an armed aggression against one of them (under Article 42(7) TEU). 

EU decision-makers are also becoming increasingly aware of the need 
to develop a more consistent strategy for the Union in the area of its re-
lations with the rest of the world, as evidenced by “European Security 
Strategy”, among others. While the Strategy certainly deserves criticism, 
it also contains the following statement: “Greater coherence is needed not 
only among EU instruments but also embracing the external activities of 
the individual Member States”.11 Furthermore, it seems that the provi-

10  J. Lindley-French, op. cit., p. 57.
11  A secure Europe in a better world – European security strategy, p. 13, European Coun-

cil, Brussels 12.12.2003, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf 
(11.11.2016). 
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sions of the new “Global Strategy for the EU’s Foreign and Security Policy” 
adopted in 2017, are heading in the right direction. Already the very title of 
this document: Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe indicates 
that emphasis has been placed on increasing the consistency of the foreign 
and security policy activities. Moreover, while the Strategy confi rms the 
peaceful and conciliatory nature of this policy (“The European Union has 
always prided itself on its soft power”), it also underlines that having only 
soft power as the foundation “does not do justice to an evolving reality”. As 
a result, “for Europe, soft and hard power go hand in hand”, which indeed 
seems to signify better understanding of the challenges of modern times.12

This does not necessarily mean, however, a breakthrough regarding 
another important fl aw of the EU’s foreign and security policy, namely the 
insuffi cient spending on military issues. The situation in this area is not 
showing any signifi cant improvement, but one has to admit that even here 
there are some actions towards at least optimising the efforts that are already 
being made. One of them was the establishment in 2004 of the European 
Defence Agency, whose tasks include supporting the development of the 
Union’s military potential. This is supposed to take place through, for example, 
better coordination and harmonisation of the production of the EU Member 
States’ armaments industries. Among the various undertakings in this regard, 
one noteworthy examples is the initiative of the European Commission to 
establish a special European Defence Research Fund by 2020.

As regards autonomous armed forces, in turn, the EU has at least initi-
ated the process of forming some of its elements. Starting from 2004, the so 
called Battle Groups were being formed, which were supposed to be able to 
rapidly react to crisis situations. Combined with various earlier undertak-
ings (such as the Eurocorps and other joint European units) this already 
forms a certain military infrastructure. This is even more the case of the 
deployment of military mission outside the European Union: in order to 
streamline this type of activity, a special mechanism of joint funding under 
the name Athena has been introduced. At the same time, it is necessary to 
bear in mind that foreign EU missions are large undertakings, involving of 
as many as several dozen thousand military and civilian personnel, as well 
as large quantities of equipment and considerable funds. 

All these more or less signifi cant remedial activities cannot, however, 
remove the most serious fl aw of the EU’s foreign policy, namely the lack of 
political will to implement a deep policy reform. This, in turn, is a direct 
consequence of the general principle that governs this sphere of the Union’s 

12  Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe. A Global Strategy for the Eu-
ropean Union’s Foreign And Security Policy, p. 4, European Council, Brussels 2016, 
https://eeas.europa.eu/top_stories/pdf/eugs_review_web.pdf (7.11.2016). 
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international activity, namely the domination of the model based on inter-
governmental cooperation. It is understandable why the Member States are 
so fi ercely clinging to this model: one of the main reasons is that they have 
anxiety about transferring competences to supranational bodies in such 
sensitive areas as determining their own diplomacy and having their own 
armed forces, which are traditionally considered crucial for a state to retain 
sovereignty. This does not change the fact that in the contemporary world, 
globalised and full of interdependences, the notion of sovereignty is shift-
ing from its classical meaning, as no international actors, not even the most 
powerful global players, remain fully independent.13

What Future for the EU’s Foreign and Security Policy?

All this means that the domination of the Member States in the EU’s 
foreign and security policy in the form of intergovernmental cooperation 
does not suit the challenges the European Union is facing in the early 21st 
century. Although this domination enjoys continuous strong political and 
ideological support, the main argument against it is very simple: it is inef-
fective. Not only scientifi c analyses but also political practice show that 
the present model of EU’s foreign policy simply does not fulfi l the tasks 
and goals it should.14 

Shortcomings of this model have shown the scale of the problems that 
affect the very foundations of the European Union. These problems have 
various sources, but one of the most important and fundamental ones is 
the lack of a long-term strategic vision for the further development of the 
European Union as a whole – in other words, the lack of its clearly formu-
lated fi nalité politique. Today, the EU is standing at a historical crossroads 
because it has apparently exhausted the capabilities of the current model, 
and a new model of European integration must be chosen for the future. 
This essentially means that the European Union needs to choose to ei-
ther further develop its transnational structures and strengthen the Com-
munity competences in all areas (which implies a more rigorous intro-

13  See: O. Barburska, Jaka UE w jakim świecie? Wpływ czynników międzynarodo-
wych na obecny i przyszły stan Unii Europejskiej (What EU in What World? Impact of 
International Factors on Present and Future Shape of the European Union), „Studia Eu-
ropejskie”, no. 4/2017. 

14  For more see: A. Adamczyk, Perspektywy rozszerzania UE (Perspectives of the 
EU’s Enlargement), in: Geopolityczne powiązania Europy a system polityczny Unii Eu-
ropejskiej i możliwe kierunki jego ewolucji (Geopolitical Connections of Europe and Political 
System of the European Union and Possibilities of Its Evolution), ed. J. Niżnik, Warszawa 
2016; G. Majone, Rethinking the Union of Europe Post-Crisis: Has Integration Gone Too 
Far?, Cambridge 2014.
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duction of the federal/community model) or improve the current mixed 
model (largely based on intergovernmental cooperation with elements of 
federalism and neo-functionalism) or develop new forms of activity, based 
on the differentiated or fl exible integration model, in practice using the 
mechanisms of the other models. The resolution of this dilemma will de-
termine the future of the EU and thus also the future shape of its foreign 
and security policy. 

The use of the federal/community model would involve granting 
greater competences to supranational institutions, extending the scope 
of application of EU law, expanding common procedures and regulation 
mechanisms, etc. In other words, it is simply about greater communitisa-
tion, which is not a new concept in the history of the European Union. We 
can clearly see that despite controversies and open opposition the EU’s 
foreign and security policy has indeed been evolving in this particular 
direction, albeit very slowly and one small step at a time. One of the many 
signs of this process was the establishment of the said offi ces of High 
Representative for CFSP and then High Representative of the Union for 
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy together with the EU’s diplomatic 
service. Regardless of all their political and competence-related limita-
tions, these High Representatives were tasked with looking after the in-
terest of the Union as a whole. 

At the same time there are strong tendencies negating the need for com-
munitisation of the EU’s foreign and security policy. Many politicians, com-
mentators and researchers advocate the development of the model based on 
intergovernmental cooperation and negate the utility of community solu-
tions. The same is true of Polish researchers, some of whom, such as Roman 
Kuźniar, have for years expressed the view that “the most desirable model 
is the intergovernmental one with strong leadership” because the commu-
nity model would not have suffi cient political and social legitimacy for the 
EU to play a signifi cant international role.15 On the other hand, numerous 
voices support the further federalisation of foreign and security policy. One 
of the researchers supporting this view is Dariusz Milczarek. According to 
him, the federalist model “seems to be more useful”, while continuing with 
the intergovernmental model “would only consolidate the present, unsatis-
factory state of affairs”.16 

15  R. Kuźniar, Międzynarodowa tożsamość Europy (UE) (Europe’s International 
Identity [UE]), in: Unia Europejska. Nowy typ wspólnoty międzynarodowej (The Euro-
pean Union as a New Type of International Community), eds. E. Haliżak, S. Parzymies, 
Warszawa 2002, p. 29.

16  D. Milczarek, Unia Europejska we współczesnym świecie (The European Union in 
the Contemporary World), Warszawa 2005, p. 151.
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The visions that represent these two options: more communitisation 
or more intergovernmentality still keep clashing, and prominent EU poli-
ticians become involved in the dispute. For example, Guy Verhofstadt 
believes that too many decisions are made on the intergovernmental level 
and that the Member States use their veto right too often. He further 
believes that a new European Union is needed because the one we have 
now has an institutional problem: “it is not a union but a confederation 
of nation states”.17 On the other hand, President of the European Council 
Donald Tusk stated that “Europe without nation states” is merely a uto-
pia and pointed out that decision-makers got obsessed with “the idea of 
instant and total integration”, failing to notice that ordinary EU citizens 
did not share this enthusiasm.18 

The third model of the future European Union is based on the concept of 
differentiated/fl exible integration. In most general terms, it is about letting 
those Member States that want to cooperate to take steps to strengthen the 
capabilities and the effectiveness of their undertakings while not minding 
their other partners and not being held back by them. In legal terms, 
this is made possible by the principles of so-called enhanced cooperation, 
enshrined in Article 20 TEU, which allows for a diversifi cation of the 
pace of deepening integration within the EU between smaller groups of 
Member States (at least nine states per group), and may create new forms 
of cooperation between them. 

The concept of differentiated/fl exible integration advocates (as its 
name suggests) greater differentiation and dispersion of integration activ-
ity so as to better adapt them to specifi c conditions. Jan Techau described 
this as follows: “Some needs point toward more integration, but others 
perhaps point toward less”.19 Other researchers who support similar solu-
tions include Simon Hix, who believes that the Union should be trans-
formed into a “decentralised federation”, where groups of Member States 
with similar interests would conclude agreements between themselves 
and create their own structures.20 

Considering all these determinants, we now need to ask the key ques-
tion: What future awaits the EU’s foreign and security policy? Of course, 

17  Przyszłość UE: konieczne reformy (Future of the EU: Necessary Reforms), EurActiv, 
14.10.2016, http://www.euractiv.pl/instytucje/artykul/przyszo-ue-konieczne-reformy-
009094 (22.10.2016).

18  Speech by President Donald Tusk at the event marking the 40th anniversary of Euro-
pean People Party (EPP), 30.05.2016, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-
releases/2016/05/30-pec-speech-epp/ (9.11.2016). 

19  J. Techau, Four Predictions on the Future of Europe, 12.01.2016, http://carnegieeu-
rope.eu (22.01.2016).

20  Przyszłość UE: konieczne reformy…, op. cit.
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in matters such as this is it hard to provide any clear predictions, even 
more so because the forecasts vary considerably in this regard: from dis-
aster scenarios that predict a more or less imminent collapse of the entire 
Union to the optimistic forecasts that assume the EU could be playing an 
important or even leading role in the future world order.21 What seems to 
be the decisive issue here is the fundamental problem of how the relations 
between the EU institutions and the Member States are to be structured 
as regards their competences in the fi eld of foreign and security policy. It 
is necessary to adopt clearly defi ned, legally binding solutions at the EU 
level, which must be accepted and loyally implemented by all the Mem-
ber States. As shown by political practice, it is diffi cult to imagine such 
a solution with the current political structure of the Union.

So which model of European integration would be best suited for 
this purpose? From the theoretical point of view, the federal model with 
strong supranational institutions would be the best one, because it would 
be most effective in pushing through the adoption of common solutions 
for the entire European Union. The promotion of federal solutions, how-
ever, raises political and ideological opposition, so it is also possible to 
use the mechanisms of the other models. They may include closer inter-
governmental cooperation and/or more individualized solutions adopted 
by groups of individual EU countries. Such measures are actually already 
taking place in the context of the EU’s foreign and security policy and will 
most likely be increasingly used in the future.

It seems that what is the most important is not to adopt necessarily 
a single option but much rather to adopt a consistent approach that would 
result from the resolution of the historical dilemma concerning the fu-
ture of the EU as a whole. The European Union simply needs to know in 
which direction it is going; it must know whether it will be more federal, 
intergovernmental or fl exible. Adopting a clearly defi ned ideological and 
political course will help it to solve various problems, including different 
shortcomings of its foreign and security policy. 

Despite all the efforts made in this regard, the European Union still has 
no strategic vision of what Europe is to become in the future. EU foreign 
and security policy is lacking clearly defi ned goals and well considered 

21  For more see two articles of O. Barburska: New Challenges vs. Old Formulas: 
What Would Make the European Union a Greater Global Player?, „Journal of Liberty 
and International Affairs” 2017, Special Issue: Towards an Avant-Garde Europe: The 
Meaning Behind the Words, ed. G. Ilik and Przyszłość polityki zagranicznej i bezpieczeń-
stwa Unii Europejskiej a pozycja UE w świecie – nieuchronny regres czy możliwy renesans? 
(Future of the Foreign and Security Policy of the European Union: Inevitable Decline or 
Possible Renaissance?), „Przyszłość. Świat – Europa – Polska”, no. 4/2016.
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actions to achieve them. Given all this, our concerns about the future 
of this policy are well-founded. The multifaceted crisis the EU is going 
through facilitates the emergence of anti-democratic, populist and anti-
EU sentiments as well as national egoisms, which are highly dangerous, 
especially in the sphere of foreign policy. Today, however, we still do not 
know whether the European Union will be able to make the much-needed 
effort to redefi ne itself. All this means that the EU’s foreign and security 
policy will, in general, greatly depend on the future shape of the whole 
European Union. 
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