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“Quo Vadis” or “Where are You Going European Security” is the question because the real 

threat to European security is the lack of solidarity among Europeans. Europeans are the 

biggest threat to European Security. This is not a new observation. Europe has a history as a 

continent at war. When there hasn’t been war there have been periods, even long periods, of 

non-war but in these there has been little mood that there is true long lasting peace. During 

these there have stability that has enabled economic development. But the trends and 

historical cycles of integration and fragmentation are becoming shorter endangering the 

current state of non war.2 

 

The European Union (EU) has aimed for enlargement and deepening especially since the end 

of the Cold War. This integration that could ensure a longer period of stability and non-war is 

being threatened by a process of fragmentation exampled by the domestic threats of terrorism 

and cyber attacks, the BREXIT (British withdrawal from the European Union),3 and the 

recent events in Catalonia.4 This heralds a wake-up call for Europeans to reappraise 

European security measures to prevent the European integration process decomposing and 

Europe returning to being a continent at war. 
 

Cold War sentiments 
 

Few if any of the current generation of European leaders have experience or even knowledge 

of peace making and peace keeping with their immediate neighbours. There is a sentiment to 

continue to rely on existing security mechanisms and institutions, maybe because it is more 
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cost effective to do so. The most formidable of these existing security mechanisms and 

institutions were created during the Cold War. Then the main threats were from other states. 

Then European security had the options of alliances (eg. NATO). being non-aligned, or being 

neutral. 
 

Today the main threats that Europe faces are no longer from other states. But for the main 

part the most formidable security mechanisms and institutions are still to protect against other 

states with the option of alliances dominating (eg. NATO). Today the tactics and strategy are 

not compatible with the mainly non state threats that are posed against EU states and citizens. 
 

Today the size and structure of the armed forces of European states for these, that is to say 

commitment to NATO, are not compatible with the open internal borders of the EU and with 

the EU policy of the free movement of people, goods and services. Weapons to counter other 

armies have aged and haven’t been replaced as do soldiers since conscription has been 

abolished. For example the average age of Belgian military personnel is currently 41.2 (41.4 

among men versus 39 among women). The goal of reforms is to reduce this to 34.5 
 

There is no doubt that the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) as part of the 

Common Security and Foreign Policy (CSFP) has indeed resulted in successful missions 

deployed outside of the European Union. But the size and structure of forces for these persist 

in the philosophy in Cold War sentiments and a reliance on the United States for airlift 

capability for example with little practical utility to counter the daily threats that European 

citizens face.6 

 

To a lesser extent there are some security mechanisms and institutions established by the EU 

that sought an independent identity in relation to NATO and within NATO in the days after 

the Cold War. Some of these are designed to ensure that EU states can play a role within the 

NATO alliance, or to replicate its functions but are mainly used to project EU foreign policy 

far beyond its borders. The chronology posts goals, treaties, strategies and arrangements that 

include: Petersberg Tasks, Amsterdam Treaty, St. Malo Declaration, Laken Declaration, 

Berlin Plus Agreement, European Security Strategy, Defence Agency, Lisbon Treaty, EU 

Defence Package, Ghent Initiative, Mutual Assistance, EU Global Strategy, Permanent 

Structured Cooperation (PeSCo). 7   

 

Some of these have achieved positive results but even the European Commission is sceptical 

as to the true value and this adds to a lack of European solidarity. Solidarity comes from unity 

but the European Commission in late 2017 said “A European intelligence agency would take 

too long to set up and distract from the urgent work currently needed to tackle terrorism”. 8 
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This was in response to the EU commissioner for migration, Dimitris Avramopoulos, who 

said it would have helped prevent the recent spate of terrorist attacks in Belgium, France, 

Finland, Spain and the UK. EU states see such an agency as far-fetched given the secretive 

nature of national intelligence agencies and their reluctance to share information over broader 

fears it may get leaked, or disclose the sources. In many instances hundreds of successes are 

overshadowed by a few failures that damage progress and solidarity. Last year, a former agent 

at the EU's police agency, Europol, leaked some 700 pages of data on 54 different police 

investigations.9 
 

Goals to counter the daily threats that European citizens face 
 

The lack of solidarity and progress is bleak. It was in December 2003, that the European 

Union adopted the European Union security strategy, which looked at the external aspect of 

Europe’s security but it was only in February 2010 that the Council complemented this by 

adopting the European Union internal security strategy.10 
 

The European Union internal security strategy demonstrates a firm commitment to making 

progress in the area of justice, freedom and security through a European security model 

which faces the following challenges: protecting rights and freedoms; improving cooperation 

and solidarity between member states; addressing the causes of insecurity and not just the 

effects; prioritising prevention and anticipation; involving all sectors with a role to play in 

public protection (political, economic, social, etc.); communicating security policies to the 

citizens; and recognising the interdependence between internal and external security in 

establishing a “global security” approach with third countries.11 
 

This is an ambitious and essential strategy with an objective to counter internal threats facing 

Europe, such as terrorism, serious and organised crime, drug trafficking, cyber-crime, 

trafficking in human beings, sexual exploitation of minors and child pornography, economic 

crime and corruption, trafficking in arms and cross-border crime. To be successful it will need 

to adapt extremely quickly to changes in science and technology, and in attempts to exploit 

and undermine the values and prosperity of societies.12 
 

In other words the strategy requires the constant cooperation of all national and local law-

enforcement and border authorities, judicial authorities and other services in, for example, the 

health, social and civil protection sectors, to exploit the potential synergies that exist in the 

areas of law-enforcement cooperation, integrated border management and criminal-justice 

systems.13 
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Some of the European decentralised agencies that play an important role to this strategy are 

the European Border and Coast Guard Agency (Frontex), European Agency for the 

operational management of large-scale IT systems in the area of freedom, security and justice 

(eu-LISA), European Asylum Support Office (EASO), European Monitoring Centre for 

Drugs and Drug Addiction (EMCDDA), European Union Agency for Law Enforcement 

Training (CEPOL), European Police Office (Europol), and the European Union's Judicial 

Cooperation Unit (Eurojust). 
 

But these for the main part function as decentralised agencies to support coordination and 

cooperation between and within the EU and national governments and with third parties such 

as the United States and NATO. This is because they are reliant on member states willingness 

and contributions, which are not always forthcoming. Some are in their early stages as 

aspirations of work in progress and in some cases there is a lack of solidarity or willingness 

to relinquish national mechanisms for those of European Union. This is evident in the 

exchange of information and intelligence or the lack therefore.14 
 

Trust as a security commodity is in short supply to make national assets available even for 

EU border protection so that role specializations can become possible. For example it was 

only in December 2016 that the the European Border and Coast Guard Agency launched 

a rapid reaction pool. It is made up of 1500 officers committed by EU member states and 

Schengen associated countries. But will take five working days to deploy, in a crisis 

situation.15 

 

Such lack of willingness and /or lack of capability shows that for the main part then European 

states take for granted and treat security instruments and institutions carelessly together with 

a lack of public resilience giving rise to the undermining of European solidarity.16 The real 

threat to European security is the lack of solidarity among Europeans. Europeans are the 

biggest threat to European Security. 
 

Who to the rescue? 
 

Should European solidarity emerge in EU security instruments and institutions, which is not 

impossible, with a strengthening of European Union mechanisms then the Cold War 

syndrome may be phased out. The real undeniable truth is that maybe because of NATO 

European states still live in the Cold War mode that Europeans rely on Americans for their 

security. 
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The Cold War sentiments see the United States dashing to Europe’s rescue, especially since 

NATO is the main alliance and not the European Union. With these Cold War sentiments 

there is also a residual Cold War apprehension of de-linkage across the Atlantic. Such 

apprehension illustrates that perhaps European leaders see their greatest security threat as the 

United States ditching Europe. That is to say that the main alliance NATO now dominated by 

America but without it would only have ephemeral European capability. This is a possibility 

should the United States evaluate the cost benefit ratio of defending through NATO a 

continent that doesn’t need defending. 
 

Such an apprehension has been heightened in the BREXIT moves of the United Kingdom to 

leave the European Union. The United Kingdom ardently devotes efforts to the trans-Atlantic 

alliance more than to the European Union. Although it may still contribute to European 

efforts to suit its own national interests after BREXIT it is showing a lesser interest even in 

debating and participating in common and single European interests, values, and principles. 
 

This is not new historically and it is not solely related to conventional defence. It is also 

related to Cold War sentiments of deterrence. Even though the United Kingdom and France 

have nuclear weapons there has been no move for these to unite in a European security 

initiative to replace the American nuclear umbrella of Europe through NATO even as a 

deterrence to nuclear blackmail.17   
 

BREXIT is portraying European fragmentation rather than integration, and a trivial rather 

than deepening of the European Union where national interests dominate.18 The United 

Kingdom and BEXIT is not the sole example leading to apprehension and highlighting the 

low level of European Union solidarity. Other European state leaders continue to make their 

own decisions often without talking to each other and without prior consultation among EU 

and NATO members on the reform of national militaries, cuts and restructuring.19 
 

European nations continue to protect their local jobs in the armaments industries and to guard 

their own military assets at the expense of tax payers’ money and defence efficiency. 

Rationalisation, standardisation and interoperability in NATO and the pooling and sharing 

efforts within the EU have failed to gain grip.20 
 

In practise there have been national cuts that have impeded continental wide efforts. Any 

further reductions in security efforts may only further increase the dependency on American 
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services in Europe. They might contribute even less as partners for American led NATO “Out 

of Area Operations.”21 
 

In doing so they make it harder for themselves to ensure that their own states are defended or 

capable of being a viable partner for other European states or America. This underlines the 

real threat to European security as the lack of solidarity among Europeans. The biggest threat 

to European Security is Europeans who flout measures to attain solidarity. 
 

Confidence, self-reliance, assurance and commitment 
 

This is echoed by the President of the European Council Donald Tusk who sees security 

threats partly through an economic lens from an assertive China, an aggressive Russia and 

war, terror and anarchy in the Middle East and Africa. He has a solution: The EU needs to 

stick together.22 
 

Solidarity in security terminology has historically been phrased as alliances and treaties. It 

has seen expression with the procurement of costly weapons to defend and the commitment 

of forces. Such all for one and one for all sounds chivalrous like an Alexandre Dumas 

novel23 so long as there is something to defend, someone to defend against and something to 

defend with. 
 

European solidarity of all for one and one for all requires resource commitment to EU wide 

security instruments, institutions, and mechanisms and not just increased expenditures on 

national and local police forces, surveillance, internal intelligence, and counter-terrorism 

though in its own right this is a positive step.24 

 

European solidarity of all for one and one for all requires trust and confidence. It is not that 

European states don’t have the confidence to achieve a viable European security identity and 

capability independent of the United States and NATO. But there are some factors that are 

inhibiting, hampering and slowing it down. 

 

One is to thrash the lack of public resilience that has been created because European political 

leaders have promoted Europe as a peaceful continent that lacks popular ambition for military 

adventures or a misguided, jingoistic competitiveness.25 The European public has been bred 

to be anti-belligerent. To suit this for decades there has been a general rejection of increased 

spending on military security as a relevant factor of life in turn suiting a reliance on NATO 

and America. 
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But now no one could doubt that the European public, and leaders, are not concerned in daily 

life about illegal migration, terrorism, cyber attacks, and human and drug trafficking that can 

only be resolved through European solidarity.26 
 

Any threat must be taken as real. No matter how small threats they can work as force 

multipliers becoming substantive threats. European leaders need to make a much better case 

to the public for funding and resources for security strength also showing why European 

solidarity is required to achieve it. They need to overcome the fatigue or the defeatist feeling 

that nothing more can be gained by being more vigilant, prepared, and determined or in 

working together as a continent.27 

 

Conclusions 
 

Today the apparent threats to European in part are from illegal immigration, terrorists, drug 

and human trafficking and cyber. It would seem to be a rational and prudent time to enhance 

efforts for an effective and efficient division of labour and collaboration. There are EU efforts 

for security instruments, institutions, and mechanisms. But these are alarmingly aspirations 

and still work in progress.28 

 

Many efforts have been made on paper to create European wide ability and capability but 

have not seen realisation and don’t function in practise. Nationalism and individual states’ 

recalcitrant views have seen European Union efforts continuing to only have a coordinating 

role. No EU state is capable of defending itself. yet progress towards solidarity is slow and 

lacks aptness. At risk is the security of each EU state due to this short sightedness. 

 

Overcoming this trend is to surmount a profound sense of insecurity of a world full of nukes 

and drones and terrorists and amorphous threats from cyberspace that tends towards a 

strategy of reaction only on a tactical level and on an ad hoc basis. Being proactive in 

developing and implementing comprehensive policies, doctrines and strategies and in the 

process establishing European solidarity will see realisation in enhanced security for each 

state as well as for the Union as a whole. As the lack of solidarity among Europeans is the 

biggest threat to European Security only Europeans can solve it and they need to sooner 

rather than later. This is Quo Vadis European Security! 
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