restriction can only Dbe the stage of direct decision-making and practical
implementation, which in most cases is implemented by authorized bodies of state
power and administration, parties, and civil society institutions.
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LEADERSHIP DEFICIT IN EU

Introduction. R. Schumann, J. Monnet, J. Besch, A. Spaak are the leaders who
were able not only to establish and develop the structure of the modern European
Union but as well to endow it with an ideological and substantive component, it is
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exactly what has made this project a success. Unfortunately, nowadays the issue of
BREXIT, the migration crisis, the issue of the place and role of individual states in
the Community, the populist sentiments of individuals and states, the priority of
national strategies over the collective interest are the manifestation of a serious
political crisis of this Organization existence over the last sixty years.

Review of recent publications. Researchers concerned this issue in 2013, when
lively discussions about the crisis of the European identity and the need to rethink not
only the content of the Community's political life but the demand to rethink the
“pillars” of the EU's functioning, began to be thoroughly observed in numerous
scientific circles [6]. M. King noted in his paper “What is Europe now?” that it is
necessary to clearly understand the difference between “common” and “unified”
policies within the Union and that “common interests” cannot have a long-term
impact on the development of the Organization [7]. Subsequently, S. Zhabo proposed
the idea of a leadership deficit in Europe as the primary cause of the current
crisis today.

Objective of the paper. Identifying the provoking factors of the integration
processes “crisis" within the European Union is the aim of the current research.

Results of the research. Traditionally, the pan-Europeanism concept was at the
origins of the European idea regarding unity and integration, which is based on the
possibility of creating pan-European intergovernmental bodies based on liberal-
democratic values. This concept meant a confederation of all European states (except
Great Britain and Russia) with common institutions in the field of trade, finance, and
external security [2]. Before the twentieth century, the ideas of common Europe had
been purely abstract, their ideologists were accustomed to the utopian ideas of
European unity, without taking into account all political, economic, and social
realities. But after the first World War, the idea of keeping the peace has become
relevant, because namely in this whole period, the European continent had lost its
dominant position in international events. That was why Western Europe needed to
re-establish its place in the system of international news, to find new leverages for
strengthening its positions [3].

As a result of the post-war destruction, a general awareness of the need for
unification reigned in the political and social circles of Western European states. In
the beginning, two concepts on how integration could be realized, emerged: there
were supranationalism and intergovernmentalism to be considered. The concept of
supranationalism involved the creation of a system in which the national sovereignty
of the member states was going to be significantly limited. At the same time, the
concept of intergovernmentalism involved the integration through cooperation
between national governments, minimizing the creation of new structures. But it
should be noted that the presence of two essentially opposite approaches to
integration has become one of the problems regarding the integration processes
nowadays.

Particularly, at the European Parliament meeting back in 2011, J. M. Barroso
noted that generally the EU and the eurozone are in the "deep™ systemic crisis. The
head of the European Commission suggested the EU member states “to limit their
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sovereignty in order to increase the influence of Europe in the world” [5]. He spoke
in favor of strengthening political integration through delegating the powers of the
national governments structuring the Union Member States, to the EU institutions,
fully complying with the principle of proportionality and subsidiarity enshrined in the
EU law.

Later the flow of migrants to Europe threatened the existence of the Schengen
area and stimulated numerous lively discussions about its abolition. As D. Tusk noted
in 2016: “The March meeting of the European Council will be the last chance to
understand whether our strategy is working ... If not, we will face dire consequences,
such as the collapse of the Schengen area. Of course, this alternative to our strategy is
bleak, so | urge the member countries to fully implement the strategy. ”

After a large-scale enlargement in 2004, the issue of reforming the governance
principles of the EU arose with a new "urgency". Along with the expansion and
deepening of the integration processes within the EU, it became a complicating factor
in the decision-making process. And it as well raised the issue of the need to develop
a document for a clear organization of the EU institutions activities and delineating
the competencies of the member states national governments and supranational
structures.

Back in the late 1990s, European parliamentarians began to raise the issue of
creating coherent legislation that is necessary and conducive to coordinating work
within the EU. The adoption of the EU Constitution was supposed to become a
qualitatively new stage of the European integration, significantly strengthen the EU
institutions, and logically continue the campaign of EU enlargement. Thereby
moving from the economic to the political integration level. Furthermore, it was
assumed that the Constitution would absorb all previously signed agreements, and
thus a single document could simplify the understanding of the EU legislative
framework [4]. However, in the reality, the opposite happened: some states rejected
the constitutional draft due to lack of information and fear of losing the sovereignty.

As can be noted, the large-scale enlargement of the EU not only complicated the
adoption process many times, the search for compromises solutions on the main
issues of the EU's activities, but also increased the qualitative heterogeneity of the
union. Thus, within the EU, there was a division of both the member states and their
interests. There was a sharp stratification of national and supranational interests and
priorities, that consequently impacted the formation of an increase in the number of
different points of view on the same issues regarding the organization agenda. The
presence of a large number of member states, which had different views of
integration processes and common policies, contributed to the emergence of several
crises in the EU. The crisis demonstrates the weakness of the mechanisms for the
states consolidation. This tendency can be illustrated by the BREXIT issue.

Indeed, the French and German politicians played one of the key roles in the
establishment, construction, and development of the European project. Nevertheless,
at the present stage, the prioritization of one's national interests and foreign policy
tasks as opposed to collective ones can be observed. Today, France views Europe as a
tool which can increase its political influence. On the other hand, Germany views the
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Union as a tool to enhance its economic potential. At the same time, the decline in the
leadership potential of both states was noticeable even during the negotiations on the
EU Constitutional Agreement, when the expectations regarding the leadership of the
Frenchmen and the Germans were not fulfilled, and it became clear how different the
vectors of actions and goals of both states were [1].

Conclusion. The events of the post-Cold War period testify to the attempts of
the EU to move towards a political union as a single institution, rather than an
aggregate of states. The main problem in this context was the process of coordinating
positions between all member states, which demonstrated their reluctance or
unwillingness to strengthen the level of integration processes within the framework of
the European project. This process has led to a certain stagnation in the development
of the EU (in the context of an integrated development model), which is due to the
lack of a clear ideological background for the development of the organization, is a
consequence of the leadership lack in Europe, which is expressed in the absence of a
person, group of persons, state or group of states who could revise the “outdated
thinking imperatives” of the EU and provide the organization with a new ideological
basis and content.
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