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European integration is a complex and multifaceted process that has been shaped throughout
history by a variety of factors, with security have been playing a key role. Despite the successes
of the European integration project, security challenges remain relevant, especially in
the context of current geopolitical changes. The article examines the stages of formation
of the security dimension of European integration, identifying key motives and mechanisms
that contributed to the unification of European states and its institutionalization. The study is
based on a historical analysis that allows us to trace the evolution of European integration
through the prism of security motives. The author uses a wide range of sources, including
the works of famous European thinkers, politicians and historians. The main findings
of the study show that at least four main stages can be identified with deferent security
properties: (1) early projects of European unity based on the ideas of political unification
to avoid conflicts; (2)the era of nation-states, when the balance of power became the main
mechanism for maintaining peace; (3) the period after the First World Wars, when the idea
of European federalization gained new meaning; (4) and the stage of economic and political
institutionalization as a security tool. After World War Il, European integration gained a new
impetus as European countries realized the need to create supranational institutions to
prevent new conflicts. The creation of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) was
the first step in this direction, and the further expansion of integration structures consolidated
the political and security character of the European project. The conclusions of the article
emphasize that the security motives of European integration have always been of fundamental
importance. The European Union, as a special mechanism for addressing security issues,
continues to play a key role in maintaining peace and stability on the continent. Current
geopolitical challenges demonstrate that security issues remain relevant and require further
development of the EU'’s institutional mechanisms to effectively counter new threats.
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Introduction. Attempts to achieve peace in Europe
and to create an effective system of security are
the key motive for launching the integration process
in Europe. The idea of a European community whose
members would not consider the possibility of war
among themselves has always been the driving force
behind European unification [10]. For a long time,
when the echoes of large-scale interstate wars in
Europe seemed to have been forgotten, the security
motives of European integration seemed to have lost
their significance and the EU became a victim of its
own success in building the project of peace [5; 7].

With the accession of less developed countries
to the EU, which primarily seek to modernize their
own economies, security lost its meaning, initially
also for Ukraine [1], and international politics in
Europe was seen as «post-Westphalian». Europe
became accustomed to peace, while the threat of war
stimulates counteraction. If war becomes impossible,
it may return [3; 14].

Objective. The aggression against Ukraine
has once again made security the number one
issue in Europe and demonstrated that the rules
of interstate cooperation in Europe remain relevant,
and so do the strategies for achieving security. This
article is an attempt to examine security as a factor
and motive that prompted European states to unite
and establish supranational structures to support
cooperation.

Methods. The research methodology is based on
historical analysis, which allows to trace the evolution
of European integration through the prism of security
motives. The author uses a wide range of sources,
including earlier project of European integration
and the works of well-known European thinkers,
politicians and historians, such as Lipgens W. [8; 9],
Spinelli A. [13], Milward A. [11] among others. The
research also incorporates an institutional approach to
analyze the role of supranational structures in shaping
the security order in Europe. The key data for this
research was obtained in the Project run by the Jean
Monnet Chair of the National University of Kyiv-
Mohyla Academy with the support of the European
Union (Jean Monnet actions, Erasmus+ program)
and is available in the project’s results repository.*

Results. European integration projects dating
back to the 14th century demonstrate the dominance
of the security component, although it may not always
be immediately apparent, particularly at the current
stage of the European project’s development. Several
stages can be identified in the evolution of the security

1 See: https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/erasmus-plus/project-
result-content
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dimension of European integration, each emerging
as a response to contemporary challenges
and significantly contributing to joint efforts to address
the security concerns facing European countries.

Different stages of Europe’s historical development
are characterized by different driving forces
and motives for unification, as well as its political
nature and scope.

(1) early projects of European unity: security
and political unity:

The idea of «Europe» as a historical and cultural
community, as well as a geographical construct that
the EU claims to represent today, is a highly debated
concept [14]. The understanding of this concept has
been shaped by historical events and the competition
of views among statesmen and thinkers. The projects
of uniting Europe into a single political system,
which have their roots in the formation of European
civilization, reproduce these contradictions.

The first stage concerns the projects of European
unity, which were driven by security considerations
and concerned mainly the unification of European
states within a single political system. Integration
was seen as a useful tool to overcome internal
contradictions of European countries and to satisfy
their selfish interests by creating a political union or
confederative association.

During the Middle Ages, Europe’s feudal system
shaped the distribution of political power, which
was largely non-territorial. Political obligations were
hierarchically structured, culminating in the authority
of the Pope, and conflicts bore little resemblance to
modern territorial wars. Within this system, faith was
integral to the concept of European unity, and during
the High Middle Ages, Europeans were further united
by the idea of Crusades, which were perceived as
more likely to succeed with a unified European effort.

(2) the era of the nation-state: security and balance
of power:

The further strengthening of the nation-states
and the spread of the ideas of individualism
and republicanism in general contributed to pushing
the idea of regional unity in Europe to the periphery
of political thought. In the seventeenth century, when
the European dynastic states were locked in perennial
rounds of diplomatic crises and military conflicts, Duke
Sully in his «Grand Design» for Europe recommended
changing the territorial boundaries of states to equalize
their power and thus create conditions for maintaining
peaceful relations between them [12]. Similar projects
to counteract territorial disputes and form institutions
to maintain continental peace shaped the discussion
of European political unification in the following
centuries.

The flourishing of the balance of power system that
emerged in Europe hardly contributed to the realization
of such plans. The triumph of populism as the basis
of politics, which emerged after the French Revolution
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of 1789, only encouraged the strengthening
of territorial nationalism in Europe. The nation-state
and the principle of national self-determination
finally took hold and shaped the political process for
centuries to come. The nation-state seemed to be
an effective solution to the urgent tasks of political
modernization and economic development, but as
the events of the twentieth century showed, security
implications could overshadow such progress.

(3) security and the «European question» in world
politics:

Even the aftermath of the First World War, which
was the result of the pursuit of national greatness,
could not change the interstate principles of organizing
political life. The efforts the Pan-European movement
succeeded in actualizing the «federalist solution»
to the dangerous division of Europe into autarkic
and belligerent nation-states. Its founder Richard von
Coudenhove-Kalergi pointed out that the preservation
of such a division would inevitably lead to another
war in Europe and proposed a solution in the form
of the United States of Europe [2].

The development of Europe in the postwar period
demonstrated that neither the elites nor the public were
ready to accept the idea of political reorganization in
Europe to achieve peace. Despite the fact that the pan-
European movement influenced political initiatives to
conclude an agreement on the renunciation of war
(1928, the Kellogg-Briand Pact) and the development
of the project of the European Federal Union (1930),
a wave of nationalism swept across Europe and once
again led to war.

The Second World War had an extraordinary
impact on rethinking the ways of achieving security
in Europe. Its aftermath questioned the acceptance
of anarchy as a natural state of international relations,
which stimulated the search for other solutions to
security problems. According to W. Lipgens, the actual
self- destruction of European states in 1939-1945 was
a turning point in modern European history [8]. The
issue of Europeanintegration ceasedto be asecondary
issue and became an integrating theme for solving
political and security problems, and it remains so to
this day.

The prestige of the Resistance movements, which,
among other things, advocated the idea of forming
a new European society and not returning to pre-
war conditions [9, p. 5], raised federalist ideas on
the European political agenda. The political platform
of the resistance movements, as noted by A. Spinelli,
clearly demonstrated an awareness of the danger
of nationalist victories and national fragmentation in
Europe [13].

The idea of a European federation was clearly
prominent in the political manifestos of this period, but
this does not mean that a consensus was reached on
a common project of peace building. In postwar Europe,
two supranational approaches to the prospects for
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further integration were clearly outlined, both of which
viewed the European nation-state as the key problemin
achieving peace. The alternative functional approach
viewed the idea of a European federation as a transfer
of the nation-state problem to a higher level. According
to the representatives of this direction, fundamental
changes in international politics and the elimination
of the link between power and territory, which is
formed by a national sovereign state, are needed.
Only strengthening mutually beneficial international
cooperation with the participation of international
agencies can form the basis for a «positive peace.»

(4) security through integration and the first
integration structures:

The radical change in international politics in
Europe proposed by the federalists and functionalists
looked more like an idea for discussion than a plan
for political change. However, it is difficult to deny
the thesis that such a discussion laid the foundation
for a change in the course of European politics
and the guidelines for the development of the modern
European integration project. National states
remained the dominant political actors, so the idea
of integration was seen as improving their interaction,
forming a complex network of agreements,
institutions, and norms that impose restrictions
and transform their behavior. Alan Millward points
out that this is the trajectory of European states in
the process of economic recovery that eventually led
to the formation of the European Communities [11].

The changing geopolitical landscape in Europe
significantly influenced the initiation of the integration
process. The dominance of external powers,
the United States and the USSR, and the new postwar
order they established, considerably narrowed
Europe’s options for the future. This new international
context transformed traditional relations between
major European powers, leading to the consolidation
of Western Europe within the American sphere
of influence. This, in turn, fostered increased political
support for closer regional cooperation, although, as
David Ellwood argues, without a clear consensus on
its ultimate form. [4].

The creation of the first integrative entity,
the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), while
significant, did not represent a radical transformation
of the European political system in the way that earlier
proposals for reducing or eliminating nation-states in
Europe had envisioned. This initial project of regional
integration focused on the specific issue of Franco-
German reconciliation, aiming to prevent a recurrence
of the security dilemma between the two countries.
However, the concept of sectoral integration was
revolutionary in the context of traditional interstate
relations, as it involved establishing a supranational
body to control a strategic resource.

With the establishment of two additional
communities, the European Economic Community

(EEC) and Euratom, and the political failure
of the third, the European Defence Community,
the trajectory of European integration became clearly
defined in the 1950s. The existing institutions held
powers only in areas of limited political scope, leaving
broader political issues to sovereign states. However,
this regional formation also possessed a political
and security dimension, and was not exclusively
economic. Its political character was reinforced
by continuous efforts to deepen and broaden
the integration process, including the eventual
incorporation of foreign and security policy issues.

Integration initiatives, both those that have been
implemented and those that have been rejected,
help to define more clearly the nature of the European
integration project. For example, the failure to
create a European army within the European
Defense Community and the assignment of defense
functions to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
and the receipt of US security guarantees have
determined the trajectory of the EU’s development as
a special non-military force and today define its model
for achieving security [6].

The emergence of an intergovernmental
cooperation mechanism alongside the existing
integration communities transformed the European
Union into a political union. Beginning in the 1970s,
EEC member states established a mechanism for
coordinating their foreign policy, the European Political
Cooperation, which later evolved into the Common
Foreign and Security Policy. This was further
augmented by the Common Security and Defence
Policy under the Lisbon Treaty of 2007. The political
and security motivations for integration, the historical
context, the unavoidable acquisition of a foreign
policy role, and its unique internal political structure
make the European Union a distinctive mechanism
for addressing security issues.

Conclusions. The stages of European
integration outlined above reveal a specific vision
of security challenges and the mechanisms
developed to address them. Despite the distinct
characteristics of each stage, political and security
motives have consistently been paramount. The
European communities that emerged after the war
were never solely focused on trade or economic
growth. Security motives have always been
fundamental to European integration and continue
to shape European policy, whether in the context
of creating an effective European security order
or establishing a unified «European voice» on
the international stage.
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€sponelicbka iHmezpayisi € cknadHUM ma 6azamozpaHHUM NPOYECcoM, sIKUl Mpomsi2oM icmo-
pii ghopmyBsascst nid 8n/UBOM pi3HOMaHIMHUX ¢hakmopis, cepeo sikux be3srneka sidicpasana
00Hy i3 KHoHoBUX posell. Hesgaxarouu Ha ycrixu espornelicbko2o iHmezpayiliHo2o npoexkmy,
6e3reKosi BUK/IUKU 3a/1ULIAaMbCS akmyasbHUMU, 0COB/IUBO B yMOBaxX Cy4YyacHUX 2e0rofi-
MUYHUX 3MiH. ¥ cmammi po32/1IsiHymo emanu ¢hopmysaHHs1 6e3nekosozo sumipy esponel-
CbKOI' iHmezpayjii, BUSHA4YEHO K/I04YOBI MOMUBU ma MexaHi3Mu, siKi cripusiiu 06’eOHaHHI
esponelicbkux depxas, a makox iHcmumyuyioHasnizayito. Joc/ioxeHHs: 6asyemscsi Ha icmo-
PUYHOMY aHa/li3i, siIKuli 003B0/1SIE MPOCMEXUMU eBo/IIYiH0 eBpoNelicbKoi iHmezpauii 4epes
npusmy 6e3rnexosux Momusis. ABMop BUKOPUCMOBYE WUPOKUU Criekmp Axeper, BK/oHardu
npayi s8idomux esponelicbKux MUc/iumesis, noimu4HUX Oisidig ma icmopukis.

OCHOBHI pe3y/nibmamu 00C/IIOXEeHHS NoKa3yrmb, Wo 6e3rnekosi Mmomusu 6y/iu 00HUMU i3
K/II040BUX y npoyeci esponelicbkol iHmezpayji, Xxo4ya ix 3Ha4yeHHs1 3MIHIBa/I0CS B 3a/1EXHOCMI
Bi0 icMoOpUYHO20 KOHMeKcmy. ABmop BUOI/IIE HOMUPU OCHOBHI emaru po3suMmKy 6e3neko-
8020 BUMIpY eBpornelicbKoi iHmezpauii: (1) paHHi npoekmu espornelicbkoi €OHOCMI, 3aCHOBaHI
Ha idesix Mo/limu4Ho20 06’'€OHaHHsI 07151 YHUKHEHHST KOHQh/IkmIB; (2) enoxa HayioHa/IbHUX
depxxas, Kosiu basiaHe cus1 cmas OCHOBHUM MEXaHIi3MOoM nidmpumMaHHs Mupy; (3) nepiod nicssi
IMepwoi csimosoi BiliHU, Ko/u i0esi hedepariizayii €8pornu Habyia HOBO20 3Ha4eHHs ma (4)
emar eKOHOMIYHOI ma MoAIMUYHOI iIHeCmumyyioHasnisayii sIKk IHCmpyMeHm 3abe3nedeHHst
6esneku. icns [pyaoi ceimosoi siliHu esponelickka iHmeapayisi Habyna HOB020 iMIY/IbCY,
OCKifIbKU KpaiHu €8pornu ycsiooMusiu HE0OXiOHICMb CMBOPEHHST HAOHAYIOHa/IbHUX IHCmumy-
yiti dns 3anobizaHHsi HOBUM KoHGb/likmam. CmBOpeHHs1 €8ponelicbKoi Cri/ibHomu 8Yyeinns
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ma cmani (ECBC) cmasio nepuwumM KpOKOM Y YbOMY HanpsiMKy, & nooasiblie po3WUpPEeHHs
IHMezpayitiHux cmpykmyp 3akpinusio nonimuyHull ma 6esnekosull xapakmep espornel-
CbK020 npoekmy. BucHosku cmammi niokpec/rorms, wjo 6esnekosi Momusu esponelicbKol
IHMezpavyii 3aBxou Masau (hyHoameHmasibHe 3HaqYeHHs. €sponelicbkull Coros, sik ocobnusuli
MexaHi3M BUPIWEHHST 6e3neKosux numaHb, MPoOOBXYE Bidizpasamu K/KH08Y po/ib Y Mio-
mpumaHHi Mupy ma cmabinibHocmi Ha KOHmMuUHeHmi. OOHaK Cy4YacHi BUK/IUKU, 30Kpema 3a20-
CMPEHHS1 2e0M0/IMUYHO20 MPOMUCMOSIHHS, AeMOHCMPYIOMBb, WO 6E3MeK0Bi NUMaHHS 3a/u-
waromsCsi akmyasibHUMU | BUMa2arome No0as/IbWo20 PO3BUMKY IHCMUMYYIUHUX MEXaHi3mis
€C 07151 echekmuBHO20 NPOMUAIsIHHS HOBUM 3a2P03aM.

Knrodosi cnosa: 6e3neka, esponelicbka iHmezpayis, €sponelicbkull Coto3, nosimuka iHme-
epauii, crisnpays, cysepeHimem, meopii noAimuYHoOl HayKu, Ko/lekmusHa besrneka, nosimo-
J102i4HULl aHasi3.
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