CAUSES OF WAR AND THE FUTURE OF PEACE IN THE NEW EUROPE
Beverly Crawford
in
The Future of European Security, Beverly Crawford, editor, (Berkeley: U.C. Berkeley
International and Area Studies, 1992),

pp. 1-38

In 1989 Europe's post-war security system was history. Even before the revolutionsin
Eastern Europe, the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, and the unification of Germany, the waning
of the Cold War in the last half of the 1980s had |eft Europe with the task of constructing a new
security order. By the close of 1991, the civil war in Y ugoslavia and the dramatic death of the
Soviet Union transformed Europe from the center of a seemingly stable bi-polar world of
cohesive sovereign states under two "superpowers’ to aregion where territorial boundaries and
political and ideological identities were dissolving. And the very existence of the nation-state as
the provider of security in many places was in question.

This volume examines the sources of security and insecurity in the new Europein the
wake of these world historical events. It isafirst cut at exploring how boundary and identity
changes on the European continent affect the odds of war and peace there. Contested and
disappearing boundaries are a potent source of insecurity in international relations and the single
most important threat to peace in Europe today. The essays assembled here explore the
responses to boundary transformation and disappearance and suggest a set of institutional

responses to preserve the peace.



The transformation of Europe offers new fuel for the enduring scholarly debate on the
causes of war and the prospects for peace in international relations. Our beliefs about the causes
of war and peace and our uncertainty about those causes shape the kinds of security arrangements
we prefer. Differing perceptions of the security threat in the new Europe are at the root of socia
and political debates over desired security arrangements and defense expenditures. Indeed, the
policy relevance of these issues cannot be overstated: faulty security arrangements that giverise
to fal se expectations can exacerbate old conflicts triggering more terrible disputes than would
otherwise have arisen.

Recognizing the importance of the links between beliefs about security and institutions
needed to provide it, this chapter does three things. It begins by defining the scope of our concern
with European security issues. It then turns to an assessment of the conditions in Europe that
increase or decrease the odds of peace from each of three theoretical perspectives on the causes
of war. Two of the theories focus on international conditions: the structural realist view sees
internal economic competition, international economic crisis (such as aworldwide depression)
and unstable power balances among states as causes of insecurity; liberal theories predict that
international processes like economic interdependence can mitigate interstate violence. thethird
perspective focuses on domestic conditions and predicts that the rise of liberal political identities
in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union will create afoundation for peaceful state behavior. The
concluding section looks at the role of existing and emerging multilateral European security
institutions and how they are linked to these alternative arguments about the future of European
security. It further lays out some criteria by which progress in securing the peace in Europe can

be recogni zed.



Defining the scope of European Security issues

Because security is an essentially contested concept,” the scope of this project requires
definition. The essays here are concerned primarily with the phenomenon of war and with the
threat, use, and control of military force, both within the expanded area that we call "Europe,”--
including the nations of Central East Europe, East Europe, and the states that were formerly part
of the Soviet Union.? European security means a set of both global and regional conditions that
reduce the odds of a European war or European involvement in international war.

There will, of course, be objections to this narrow definition of security. Military power is
not the only means by which security can be assured. Security is threatened in ways that are more
indirect and not easily countered by military force® Indeed, military force itself can be the most
potent threat to security.* Uncertainty over boundaries and borders leads analysts and policy
makers alike to view many cross-border challenges and risks as security threats. Peter Schulze's
essay, here, for example, argues that the European security agenda should be opened to include
ecological and social issues aswell as economic, and human rights problems.

Most of these essays, however, base their analysis on more traditional security definitions.
As Robert Art has persuasively argued, although military power guarantees neither survival nor
prosperity, it is almost always the essential ingredient for both.> And although non-traditional
security threats may indeed arise, the threat and use of force provide the heart of the security
issue in international relations. Although the threat of environmental degradation and challenges
posed by trans-boundary social problems, e.b. migration and drug traffic do indeed impinge upon

our "security," they are unlikely to lead to interstate violence in Europe.® The papers here focus



on those issues likely to lead to war.

Vulnerabilities and Threats

Following this admittedly narrow definition of security, then, this essay defines the scope
of issues which might lead to interstate violence in Europe by making a distinction between
vulnerabilities and threats.” The source of vulnerability can be found in one's capabilitiesin
relation to the capabilities of others; the source of threats can be found in one's intentions toward
others. In order to reduce threats, states attempt to affect the intentions of others; traditional
means include the negotiation of treaties, like arms control or trade agreements. In order to
reduce relative vulnerabilities, states must implement policies that expand their own military and
industrial power, reduce the military and industrial power of others, and reduce their dependence
on others.

Thisdistinction is crucial for our efforts to forge alink between theories about the causes
of war and policy prescriptions for peace. Those who focus on international causes disagree
about the relative weight of threats and vulnerabilities. Aswe shall seein a moment, structural
realists tend to focus on vulnerability and vulnerability reduction as the central security concern
in Europe; they believe that states will enhance their capabilities to reduce vulnerabilities, and
that they are constantly in the process of measuring the capabilities of others; indeed, war boils
down to a dispute about that measurement. They further argue that states care more about
relative than absolute gains of interaction, because the state who gains more will be the more
powerful. Peaceisthus best preserved by balancing power among states or clarifying unequal

power relationships.



Liberalslook to a set of processes and institutions that shape intentions to reduce the

threat of war, despite a potential lack of clarity abut power positions or vast differencesin power.
For example, the United Statesis a much more powerful state than Mexico or Canada, but the

processes and institutions structuring their relationship reduce the threat of war between them.

Finally, those who examine the domestic causes of war and peace also |ook to the sources
of threat rather than vulnerability. They argue that the nature of states and societies will
determine the intensity of military threat. Peace can be preserved by international measures to
shape societies in ways that foster and preserve peaceful intentions, no matter what the power
balance among states might be. The European region in the post Cold War, post-Communist
world offers the student of international relations a new set of conditions for determining the
roles of vulnerability and threat, capabilities and intentions in setting the odds of international

war and peace.

Dissolving and Contested Boundaries

Despite the traditional framework within which we analyze security in this volume, the
European region as a"laboratory"” for the study of the causes of war and peace suggests a shift in
conditions underpinning traditional security studies. the territorial, ideological, and issue
boundaries which both guarded and threatened national security are changing.® This has
important consequences for the security function of the state. The responsibility to society for
countering military threats to national security has been lodged in the state; Most studies of
"security” take the "state" and its ability to protect itsterritorial borders as the central focus of

anaysis.



The triumph of the sovereignty norm among European states in the late nineteenth
century led to an important condition for the protection of security. Asthe rules of diplomacy
shifted from great power primacy to the juridical equality of al states, great and small, European
states came to accept some limits on "maximizing" their power, particularly through the
instrument of force. Respect for territorial boundaries provided a means by which threats of
interstate violence could be minimized, even between those states whose ultimate goals conflict,
or whose power capabilities were vastly unequal.

The Cold War overlaid these territorial boundaries with stiff ideological boundaries
dividing Europe into two ideological camps ruled by two superpowers. These ideological
boundaries shaped political identities within the two camps and defined each camp's perception
of threat. Ironically, these boundaries protected security in Europe: they provided certainty about
the sources of threat and permitted states to take clear measures to prevent vulnerability. They
were inherently unstable and bound to disintegrate, but they provided akind of certainty that no
longer existsin Europe.

Now these ideological boundaries have disappeared. And in Europe's post-Communist
region, territorial boundaries are contested. Furthermore, as the EC moves toward economic and
political union, territorial boundaries in the West have become increasingly permeable. The
consequence is the most important challenge to state sovereignty since it was secured in Europe
in the 19th century. A challenge to state sovereignty is a challenge state's ability to provide
national security. Several essaysin this volume examine two kinds of boundary changes posing
that challenge: international economic interdependence and internal political challenges to the

state's legitimacy.
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Forces of international economic interdependence challenge state sovereignty by virtue of
the fact that transnational actors ignore boundaries, international institutions usurp traditional
economic functions of the state, and the globalization of production and exchange provides an
environment in which other states control resources required for one state's security. Barry
Eichengreen's essay here looks carefully at some of these effects on state sovereignty provided by
European economic integration. He argues that each of the attributes of sovereignty--the right to
determine economic policies, the right to regulate what crosses borders, and the right to issue and
regulate the supply of money--have al been or will be renounced to some extent in Western
Europe. Thetransfer of these rights to the EC reduces the sovereignty of member states, thus
reducing their ability to provide security to their societies. Therefore Western European states
will also seek security arrangements at the Community level. |If the forces of international
economic interdependence tend to reduce the capabilities of the state to provide security, then we
may see the emergence of multilateral institutions as the chief guardians of the state's "national”
security, and the disappearance of the institution of "neutrality” in Europe. Peter Schulze's essay
looks at thisissue of a"European defense identity" in depth.

The second challenge to sovereignty isillustrated by the Yugoslav civil war. Rigid Cold
War ideological boundaries provided the illusion of state sovereignty over divided nations, and
those states were able to keep domestic peace. The Yugodav civil war shows that with the
removal of those ideological boundaries, states under former Soviet domination may now be
challenged by internal forces seeking "national”" self-defense for separate ethnic groups within
multi-ethnic states It goes without saying that this challenge undermines the state's ability to

define national security and protect society from war.
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The fate of the former Soviet republics may point to asimilar weakening of sovereignty.
Except for Armenia, Georgia, and the Baltic states, divided nations lived within territory
administered by "states' that were actually created by the Soviet communist party to keep alid on
both nationalist upheaval and on Islamic fundamentalism. With the removal of Communist party

domination, the region may be beset with domestic struggles over the control of sovereign
rights. The odds that these struggles will spill over into the international arena are highest when
persecuted minorities have strong bonds to other nation-states. Bulgaria, Albania, and Hungary
al have populations within Y ugoslav territory. Similarly, the former Soviet Union leaves
substantial national minorities outside their homelands. Strife-torn states are vulnerable to
foreign intervention, thus increasing the odds that civil warswill lead to international violence.

In sum, economic forces appear to be challenging the sovereign state's ability to provide
security in Western Europe, leading many political elitesto seek a"European defense identity"
and multilateral meansto protect "national security." And the political challengesto sovereignty
from below in the East increase the odds of war in Europe, calling for a multilateral solution to
security problems. Aswe shall see below, however, this may not be possible without common
liberal definitions of political identity throughout Europe. Although both international economic
and domestic political forces challenge our concept of 'national security,” their impact on
European seucirty will be asessed differently, depending on the theoretical perspective of the

analyst.

Threetheories of war and peace in Europe

Three broad schools of thought dominate the debate about the odds of interstate violence
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in Europe and the institutions necessary to prevent it. Thefirst is the structural realist view which
takes the most radical stance by ignoring the weakening of soveriegnty. Thisview seesthe
causes of war and peace arising from the distribution of state power in an anarchic international
system. An alternative "liberal" perspective focuses less on anarchy and power and more on
"processes’ and institutions emerging at the international level to attenuate power relationships,
promote common interests, and lead to peace. A third perspective sees both the causes of war
and peace arising from forces within domestic society which nurture peaceful international

behavior or push toward violent interstate conflict.

Structural realism and the Threat of War

The essence of the structural realist perspective is that the international systemisan
anarchic one in which states--the unit and focus of analysis-- must amass power in order to
protect their societies and to survive. International anarchy produces a"self-help" systemin
which there is no central authority over states to ensure peace among them and collective security
isdifficult if not impossible to achieve. Wars occur because there is nothing to prevent them.? It
isthe distribution of power among states in an anarchic system which is the best predictor of the
odds of violent conflict.

Although there has been a debate among students of international relations over the
stability of bipolar vs. multipolar international systems, prominent scholars point to the
international system which emerged after World War |1 as evidence that a bipolar distribution of
power among states is more peaceful than a multipolar distribution of power.*® John

Mearsheimer used this argument to predict that with the retreat of the U.S. from Europe and the
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decline of Soviet power, Europe would again become part of a multipolar system in which the
odds of war would increase.™*

The argument can be stated in the following way: If war is adispute over the
measurement of power among states, power positions are most clear in the immediate aftermath
of war; thusit iswhen the gunsfall silent that there is the most certainty about power positions.
And that certainty brings peace to the environment.™ In a multipolar system, however, this clarity
disappears over time, as power positions shift among many states. Under the Concert of Europe
after 1815, for example, clarity was assured for a period after the Napoleonic Wars, but
disintegrated after 1870 as Prussiaincreased its power position at the expense of Britain and
France.

Under a bipolar distribution of international power like the one Europe experienced after
World War [, the relative disparity in power between the two great powers and othersin the
system and the relative equality of power between them meant that they had only to look to one
another as a source of threat to their security. Clarity wasthusrelatively easy to achieve. Bipolar
stability was bolstered by nuclear deterrence, and the clarity that bipolarity and mutual deterrence
offered made arms control agreements easier to reach.”® Smaller states, anchored in alliances
with the two superpowers, were protected from conflicts with each other and protected from the
rival alliance. In multipolar systems, power positions are less clear and uncertainty is high about
the source of the next conflict.

Furthermore, a multipolar distribution of power has many more potential conflict
situations than a bipolar one. For example, small states are not protected from one another; nor

are they protected from larger ones. Therefore, arms racing increases and aliances shift and
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overlap asrelative power calculations change, further increasing uncertainty.

Interwar Europe provides agood illustration. Some small states joined together in the
Little Entente and overlapped in the Balkan Pact. Germany and the Soviet Union signed the
Treaty of Rapallo and the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, and smaller states tried to sign pacts with
both Eastern and Western great powersin order to prevent conflict between them from spilling
over onto thelr territories. The Locarno Treaties represented an attempt to recreate the Concert of
Europe and the League of Nations attempted to institute a collective security system in Europe;
these overlapping arrangements, however, though they did not cause World War |1 did nothing to
prevent it.*

These kind of shifting, ad hoc aliances may discourage any one state from seeking
hegemony in Europe, but they breed instability, because they foster suspicion, encourage double-
crossing, prevent the building of regional consensus. Structural realists argue that these

consequences mean we can expect more conflict in amultipolar Europe than in a bipolar Europe.

Central East Europe's Response to the new Multipolarity

The end of the Cold War ended the age of bipolarity in Europe. Jane Sharp's contribution
to this volume describes the effects of bipolarity's end on military relationships in Central East
Europe. Her evidence suggests that the onset of multipolarity will have destabilizing
consequences. Structural realist theory predicts that bipolarity's end would trigger a scramble for
various overlapping alliances and bilateral treaties to counter uncertainties and risks and to
provide protection and assurances against domination by stronger powers. Sharp arguesthat in

the aftermath of the Cold War, Central European states immediately feared German economic
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and cultural absorption; these fears were exacerbated when Germany broke from a common EC
policy and unilaterally moved to recognize Slovenia and Croatia as Y ugoslavia broke into civil
war in the summer of 1991. These smaller countries also feared uncertainties about their fate in
the shadow of a dying Soviet Union.

What was the response? By the end of 1991, cooperation among Central East European
states to counter these risks was minimal--although evident in their intention to hold jointly to the
Conventional Forcesin Europe (CFE) treaty. Many political elitesin Central East Europe had
hoped that the CSCE would become a pan-european security institution that would bring East
Europeans into "Europe.” But theinitial lack of a CSCE response to Soviet military action in the
Baltics and the Yugoslav crisis did not inspire confidence in that emerging institution.

Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia also requested membership in NATO. Ivan
Tyulin's essay in this volume, written from a former "Soviet" perspective, views this prospect as

adouble-edged sword. On the one hand, he argues that

should offer security guarantees to the "emerging democracies,” but on the other he warns that
NATO must unambiguously renounce the extension of its military activities to the East, so as not
to provide fuel for conservative forcesin Russia and in the former Soviet military who might use
the renewed Western threat to increase their domestic political power.

Could NATO be the institution to secure the peace in Europe? Could it accept new
members from the East and counteract the emergence of the overlapping and unstable

arrangements that Sharp describes? As 1992 opened, however, NATO was in the midst of an
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identity crisis and its members were initially reluctant to extend territorial guarantees further
eastward at the same time that they were thinning out their forces on the former front line and
beginning to create a multinational rapid reaction corps to deal with new uncertainties and risks
that might arise outside the defense area. At its summit meeting in Romein late 1991, the most
its leaders could do was to urge the creation of a new council enabling former Warsaw Pact
countries and the Baltic states to consult with NATO.™

Central Europeans also approached the West European Union, hoping that association
would bring them closer to EC membership. But those hopes, too, were dimmed. Poland joined
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Italy, Austria, and Yugoslavia "Hexagonale," to balance German
economic power in central Europe.’® Sharp's essay describes how these countries have began to
conclude overlapping bilateral agreements with individual former Soviet republics, with one
another, and with France, Britain, and Germany. Her findings are remarkable consistent with the

structural realist prediction and do not auger well for peace in Europe.

Economic sources of instability in a multipolar Europe

Above | argued that international economic interdependence undermines state sovereignty
and thereby challenges the concept of national security. Structural realists elaborate on this
argument, pointing to the problem of relative gains and new vulnerabilities under multipolarity.
The relative gains problem and new vulnerabilities emerge when others control one's vital
markets and when shaky states |ose the ability to establish and enforce stable property rights.
Realists argue that states react to economic interdependence and the challenge to sovereignty in

ways that deplete security.
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Under the bipolar distribution of power, economic interdependence between the two
military blocs was low, while economic interdependence between western allies grew. As Barry
Eichengreen's chapter reminds us, this was a direct result of America's containment policy.
"Economic containment,” a national security approach to U.S. foreign economic policy, became a
central component of this strategy.’’ There was an implicit assumption behind this policy that
international economic interdependence between rivals would undermine state sovereignty and
national security.

The approach was two-pronged: First, relations with other industrial democracies were
guided by liberal economic ideology, policies of economic "openness,” and American leadership.
A leader was needed to manage the interdependent system and bear a disproportionate share of
the costs to maintain openness, whether to provide markets to stimulate exports or be alender of
last resort.’® Open marketsin democratic societies would nurture economic growth, vitiate
internal communist movements, and build a bulwark against Soviet expansion. Economic
interdependence among industrial democracies, under the hegemonic leadership of the U.S.
"pole" in the bipolar system would lead to absolute gains for all allies--arequirement for unified
strength to counter the Soviet threat.

Secondly, there would be an explicit denial of trade with the Soviet Union. Because the
Soviet economy was geared to drive the Russian military machine and because Western exports
to the Soviets would simply satisfy their thirst for power, East-West trade was thought to lead to
the West's vulnerability. Economic interdependence with the adversary would lead to hisgain
and increase the vulnerability of the West. American leaders, then, formulated policiesto

increase the benefits of absolute gains from trade resulting from high interdependence among
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Western democracies and reduce the costs of any relative gains the Soviets might achievein
economic interaction with the West.

The end of bipolarity and the decline of U.S. hegemony has changed those calculations as
relative gains come to matter in economic relationships among Western states and between states
in the western and eastern parts of Europe. Two central foreign economic policy questions have
emerged in the aftermath of the Cold War: how will the fruits of economic interaction be
divided, and who will gain more from the relationship? Answers to these questions are not
immediately apparent; the relative and slow decline of U.S. economic power, the rapid rise of
Japan, the sprint toward an integrated West European economy, and the development of markets
in the former Soviet republics make cal culations about changing economic power positions
increasingly difficult, breeding mistrust and suspicion.™

Relative gains from interdependent economic relationships matter for national security
for two reasons. Thefirst isthe increasing importance of industrial strength to military power. In
the long run, the strength of a nation's military isadistillate of itsindustrial power. A superior
economy can be rapidly converted into a stronger war machine. No modern state has been able
to maintain afirst-rate military capability with a declining industrial base.

Economic power, in turn, depends on technological excellence. And technological
strength developed in commercial competition can quickly be adapted to bolster military
capabilities to counter potential new threats. Therefore, those states who are more innovative are
both more competitive in the international economy and can more readily achieve military
superiority.

Secondly, just as states have come to rely increasingly on industrial strength and



16
commercial technology for military power, the factors of production have become increasingly
mobile: corporations can easily move their bases of operation to lower-cost production areas,
technology and information diffuse amost instantly across national boundaries; raw materias are
rapidly transported from their source to production sites thousands of miles away.

What this meansis that military power has increasingly come to rely on goods and
services allocated by global commercial markets. Not only will the market increasingly allocate
goods necessary for national security but those goods cannot necessarily be confined to home
markets which states can control. Market forces create a specialization of production meaning
that different firms around the globe occupy nichesin the markets which supply the defense
industrial base of any particular nation. Vernon and Kapstein argue that market forces will push
most countries to rely on foreign technologies in order to maintain their own defense
capabilities.”

Aninability to control those global markets supplying goods to the defense industrial
base can make the "home" state vulnerable in two ways. Thefirst isthe vulnerability of
dependence. Theodore Moran argues that if the sources of supply to a state's defense industrial
base are concentrated in too few hands, one state's national security becomes increasingly
dependent on others. Asthe state becomesincreasingly dependent upon resources outside its
borders, its ability to act autonomously is threatened and its capacity to channel resourcesto its
military through authoritative allocation is diminished.*

Michael Borrus and John Zysman make a second argument about the effects of
globalization, beginning with the claim that it does not necessarily lead to the specialization of

production based on efficiency criteria® If disparities of wealth and/or technological prowess
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pose new threats, states are likely to use their national capacitiesto exercise power in their
economic relationships with other states. States in intense competition with one another will
seek to manipulate markets to control the resources of others, increasing the odds that they will
clash directly with one another in economic competition. Conflicts over economic issues can
thus break out among interdependent states in a multipolar world. If national strength in the
global economy isthe basis of political power, trade frictions can be interpreted as security

threats.

In this context, Barry Eichengreen's essay discusses some of the security motivations for
European integration and the potential security threats that may result from European economic
unity. In order to free themselves from dependence on the U.S,, and revitalize their economic
power, European nations saw the need to shed "excessive regulation™ which created barriers to
innovation. Economic integration was a means by which this deregulation could occur and an
independent technological base could be created, in order to assure regional autonomy and
independent action in an anarchic world. The threat, of course, is that with increasing economic
and political integration, Europe may be emerging as a power 'bloc’ in a multipolar world. And
jointly exercised economic power and influence may be increasingly used to counter threats
arising in Europe's global economic relationships. Because trade and security issues are tightly
linked, especidly in relations with the United States, trade conflicts will reduce incentives to

cooperate on security issues.

Ironically, in addition to increased incentives for all actors to control markets to their own
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advantage, another source of insecurity under conditions of economic interdependencein a
multipolar world is the loss of market control by some states. Janice Thomson and Stephen
Krasner have argued that the very basis for growing international interdependence has been the
consolidation of state sovereignty in the international system.?® Thisis because states with
interdependent economies have been able to establish stable property rights; in fact, states have
been the only actors capable of doing so. Stable property rights are essential for the growth of
international interdependence because "without secure property rights, market activities would be
constrained because of uncertainty about the possessor's right to sell the commodity and the
threat to achieve transfers through force and coercion rather than voluntary exchange." Those
states whose economies have become competitive, interdependent, and strong have established
stable property rights on the basis of market rational economic behavior.

The rapid changes in state power and legitimacy in the former Soviet Union and in
Eastern Europe at the end of the Cold War, however, have triggered massive insecurity over the
regulation and control of property rights, leading to increased vulnerability for trading partners.
For example, the "threat" of a powerful Soviet Union cutting off energy suppliesto the West in
order to harm Western economies or manipulate Western politics under the bipolar system has
now virtually disappeared. But the disintegration of the Soviet state and the inability of new
authorities to establish stable property rights made the West and Eastern Europe vulnerable to
energy supply cutoffs, no matter what the intention. 90 per cent of al "Soviet" oil isproduced in
Russia, and the former Soviet Union was the biggest world oil producer. In late 1991, Russia
announced aban on oil exports. The reasons for the cutoff were clearly not tied to the "threats"

the West perceived throughout the Cold War period. The ban simply reflected declining



19
production capability and was part of an internal struggle within Russia between the state and
private actors over the control of exports.?* The ban illustrates the West's new potential
vulnerability to a supply cutoff despite the disappearance of the Cold War threat.

Further economic signs of multipolar instability also appeared in economic relations.
Those states who were heavy arms exporters found it difficult to convert their industries to
civilian production with the threat of high unemployment looming over their heads. They thus
continued to export weapons to dangerous Third World states. Hungary sold weapons to Croatia,
fueling the Yugoslav civil war. In addition, uncertainty over control of economic forces and the
disintegration of the Soviet state began to force thousands of Soviet scientiststrained in building

nuclear and chemical weaponsto sell their expertise to states like North Korea or Irag.®

Stephen Krasner's essay here assesses some of these issues affecting Europe's economic
security in this new global environment. He argues that in a multipolar system, economic security
will be afunction of the size of a state's economy, the degree to which its markets are devel oped,
and the stability of its political institutions. Even large West European states with highly
developed markets, and the smaller states with robust political institutions will be vulnerable to
economic collapse in an international economy devoid of hegemonic leadership. Nonetheless,
since the onset of American hegemonic decline, they have generally been able to absorb external
shocks to their economies and "their economic security has not yet been jeopardized by the loss
of American power and leadership.” Furthermore, because their economies are too locked
together, they are unlikely to be targets of economic pressure or market control from each other.

Again, it isthe Central European states who will be most vulnerable to both economic
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shocks and external pressure. They are more dependent on their trading partners than their
partners are on them, and in particular, Germany will bein a position to exercise considerable
economic leverage over them. Nonetheless, even if Germany were to try to exercise malevolent
economic leverage, it islikely to be countered by the United States and Russia or other large

former Soviet republics.

Realism and the role of international institutions in creating peace

Krasner thus recognizes new vulnerabilities which face European states with the demise
of bipolarity and he takes a stark realist position when he recommends balance of power
solutions to Central Europe's potential security problems; nonetheless, like othersin this volume,
he believes that there isarational basis for states as self-interested actors to create institutions
that can foster cooperation and keep the peace in a multipolar Europe.

Hard core redlists like Mearscheimer have argued that under international anarchy and a
multipolar distribution of power, where relative gains matter more than absolute gains, states
have little incentive to trust others in cooperative regimes when it comes to their own survival;
they would rather go it alone.”® More to the realist point, they will join alliances to balance the
power of their adversaries or potential adversaries, but they will not institutionalize security
arrangements with those potential opponents. From the "hard" realist perspective,® if institutions
joining opponents are built, they will be weak and ineffective. Witness the record of the League
of Nations and even the United Nations. We can therefore expect institutions that join, for
example, Hungary and Romania, Bulgaria and Turkey, Ukraine and Moldavia, Moldaviaand

Romania, or Armenia and Azerbaijan to be weak indeed.
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K rasner's article represents a " softer" realist perspective’® that recognizes arole for
security institutions (as opposed to alliances) under anarchy. These institutions do not have to
transform states' interests to make them peace-loving rather than security-seeking; they simply
have to establish the incentive for self-interested states to cooperate in the pursuit of peace by
assuring them that others will do the same. Indeed, the institution of the international treaty has
served this function for centuries.®® Institutions can provide the necessary transparency and
information to reduce the suspicions associated with multipolarity; they can raise the costs of
defection, and they can link issues in ways that lead to agreement.® It is from this perspective
that Krasner suggests, for example, that if Germany is the potential economic security threat to
Eastern Europe, then Germany's membership in the EC and in liberal multilateral trade regimes
will mitigate that threat. Indeed, for krasner, institutions are more important in security Europe's

economic security than power balances.

Liberal views of the Prospectsfor European Peace: | nternational Processes and Institutions

Liberal theories ook to processes among states and international institutions which shape
the definition of states self-interest in ways that can reduce threats and thus lead to peace, despite
the distribution of power in an anarchic international system. Some of these processes that have
been discussed extensively in this literature are complex learning, "cognitive evolution,” elite
socialization, or movement toward restraint, obligation, and empathy in states behavior as they
recognize their interdependencies.®

Institutions can be created which codify this redefinition of interestsin ways that reduce
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threats and reinforce the processes that can attenuate the effects of anarchy, mute a concern with
relative gains and power positions and can lead to peace. Within this approach, the system has
an effect on states' interests--a deeper effect than on behavior. If the approach is correct, it's
powerful, because international processes can transform bad states into good ones--that is,
overcome second image causes of war.

One way to understand how processes might overwhelm power as an explanatory factor
in the debate over the sources of war and peace in Europe isto look at the changing definition of
security in European societies and among political elites during the last stage of the Cold War.
With the placement of Pershing missilesin Europe, fierce debates over new definitions of
"security” began to cast doubt on NATO's original organization and purpose and the role that
nuclear weapons played in Europe. Many argued that traditional concepts of security were too
narrow, lending themselves to an overly military interpretation of the requirements for peace.
The Cold War concept of security meant "containing” an inherently aggressive Soviet Union and
deterring any incentive it might have to invade Western Europe. It was a unilateral notion of
security which prescribed one-sided efforts to maintain or restore superiority in the balance of
forces.

In the early 1980s, a movement had began to replace this military notions of security with
the idea of common security . In 1982, the Independent Commission on Disarmament and

Security Issues (the Palme Commission) published areport entitled Common Security which

argued that in anuclear age, the old notion of security was no longer possible or feasible. It
suggested that with the survival of all countries at stake, areduction of tensions and mutual

efforts toward security were essential in Europe. Security could not be achieved through national
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defense efforts; nor could it be achieved through opposing alliances. The idea of common
security implied the reduction of military forces throughout Europe. The idea was a powerful one
which influenced both mass publics and political elites alike.** It was mirrored in and given
more power by Gorbachev's "New Thinking," which let go of the idea that there was an inherent
conflict between socialism and capitalism and argued that cooperation between the Soviet Union
and the West was the surest way to security.®

How were these new definitions of security emerging in the Soviet Union and among
significant West European elitesin the 1980s diffused and reinforced? | mention only afew of
the ways here: the Helsinki process which codified sovereignty, non-intervention, and human
rights norms, the Stockholm Agreement of 1986 in which measures to reduce surprise attack in
Europe were codified, confidence-building measures embedded in arms-control agreements like
the INF and the CFE treaties, NATO's move toward less aggressive force postures, the decision
to delay modernization of the Lance missile, and unprecedented Soviet troop withdrawals from
Europe.

Through this process of redefining security, European states with ideologically opposed
regimes began to change the frame of reference by which they planned for their own security;
increasingly, intentions began to matter and affect how states managed their capabilities; absolute
gains through arms control agreements became important; the reduction of threats had an

important impact on perceptions of vulnerability.

The process singled out for discussion in this volumeis that of international economic

interdependence. From the liberal perspective, economic interdependence does not only create
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vulnerabilities by changing the economic capabilities of states, as structural realists have argued;
it affects intentions by reducing threats among interdependent states. The more that threats are
reduced, the more absolute, rather than relative gains matter. The more that absolute gains
matter, the more peace is produced.

There are three ways in which interdependence can reduce military threats. First, in

Power and Interdependence, Keohane and Nye argued that economic interdependence among

advanced industrial states can enhance security directly by reducing their incentives to use of
force against one another in settling their disputes.® Richard Rosecrance elaborates on this
argument in his essay here and argues that because all advanced industrial nations have "stakes"
in each others economies, none can afford to threaten the others militarily. This means that the
likelihood of a"Fortress Europe” and trade wars among industrial powersis low.

Secondly, because the terms of interdependence may favor one nation over another,
interdependence can spark new conflicts, not possible anong states who remain aloof from one
another. But to reduce those conflicts, states have institutionalized their interdependencies in
international regimes. The rules and procedures of those regimes enforce the norm of reciprocity
and ensure a convergence of expectations which can lead to compromise. Mediated through
international regimes, interdependence reduces threats to national security from economic
partners by reducing their incentives to translate power into military threats. This was the
argument for increasing economic interdependence with the Soviet Union in the early days of
detente. It isan argument supported by the Western Europe's evolution from bloody balance of
power politics to the halting but relatively peaceful regional integration of the European

Community.
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A third argument focuses on the trend toward the globalization of production and
exchange. Asstructural realists argue, "globalization™ increases competition among states for
wealth and power. But at the same time it shifts economic priorities in ways that can reduce
traditional threats to national security.

How isthis possible? Heightened economic competition among states emerges under
conditions of globalization as they search for ways to ensure that innovative activity takes place
on their territory and not on someone elses. Because an open international economy and the
institutions that bolster it foster global production and exchange, if national firms are not
competitive internationally, the societies in which they are based will grow poorer because
capital moves elsewhere in search of efficient production. To enhance their own power, states
seek to ensure that wealth-generating production stays within their territory.

Thereis a growing debate about the sources of national competitivenessin the
international economy, but most analysts agree that those nations which have a skilled
workforce, and are capable of rapid technological innovation to adapt to new market
opportunities and make production more efficient, will be the most competitive internationally.
Technological advanceis crucial to a state's successful participation in an interdependent
international economy.

As a consequence, there has been an important shift in economic priorities among
industrialized nations. The foundation of a state's economic strength and ability to compete
internationally is no longer sought in the promotion of heavy industries which depend on
relatively ssimple technology and alarge unskilled labor force. It issought instead in knowledge-

based production which relies on a cadre of highly trained engineers and a smaller,
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technologically sophisticated production workforce in al sectors of the economy. A country's
ability to compete internationally liesin its capacity to absorb new technologies into the
production processin all sectors and apply them efficiently. Other factor endowments like raw
materials and cheap labor are less important in creating competitive advantage and determining
the total cost of production.®

This shift in economic priorities can enhance national security by reducing threatsin a
way not previously discussed in the interdependence literature. In the past, incentives to engage
in military aggression often derived from opportunities to extract wealth from othersin the form
of land, raw materials, or industrial capability. Nowadays, more territory may not add to
economic power, but innovative technology certainly does.*® High technology industries would
be of little use to a conqueror without the expertise to exploit them, or without the cooperation of
the local population. With some important and notable exceptions, territorial aggression for
economic gain isincreasingly less frequent.®

Alexie Arbatov's essay here argues that this process will be the determining onein
explaining the future relationships among the states of the former Soviet Union. These economic
relationships will be the basis for cooperation in defense, political, and social issues; indeed,
based on economic interdependence among these countries, Arbatov sees arelatively peaceful
transition in the wake of the demise of the central Soviet state.

Economic interdependence is not the only process which acts on intentions to reduce
threats. Adler's essay here, for example, discusses how processes of negotiation, bargaining, and
institution building among political elites can socialize political actors and create bonds which

reduce incentives to engage in violent conflict. Nonetheless, for Adler--and for other
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contributors discussed in the following section--the original causes of international security and
insecurity lie within domestic politics and society. It isthusto this domestic level of analysis that

the discussion now turns.

Domestic Sour ces of War and Peace

International relations theorists generally agree that there is insufficient evidence to
determine whether the particular distribution of power in the state system is a decisive force for
war or peace. And the process of interdependence can lead to war if state actors believe that it
increases their vulnerabilities more than it reduces their threats. Furthermore, many claim that
whether a particular distribution of power or a particular set of international processes will lead
to peace or war is highly dependent on the individual characteristics of the states and societiesin
the system, on their policies and preferences; it isthese individual characteristics which
determine whether their relations with one another will be peaceful or violent.

From this perspective it is how societies define their political identity that provides the
central explanation for war and peace. How political identity isworked out in the domestic arena
will determine how political elites view their role in the international order. Some states can
define their identities in ways that lead political elites to overturn the international order by
secession, irredentism or aggression; others can define their identities in ways that lead elitesto
cooperate with others to maintain international order. Those states whose political identity is
contested invite intervention from opposing forces who want to shape that identity.

Cold War boundaries clearly defined political identity in each camp on the basis of

opposing political ideologies and in ways that closed off al interaction with the adversary,
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thereby contributing to a peaceful if not cooperative environment. Neither camp was particularly
tolerant of the other'sideological identity; nonetheless both respected the boundaries that kept
them from conflict.

Now the definition of political identity, particularly in former Communist countries, isup
for grabs: And some argue that Germany's new sovereignty will permit anew definition of
political identity that may be more aggressive. In some aresas like Y ugoslavia and the former
Soviet Union, political identity is contested by violent means; in other areasit is not clear
whether political identity will be formed along ethnic, territorial, or ideological lines.® The
essays in this volume that pitch their analysis at the domestic level implicitly argue that both
whether a political identity emergesin the wake of disappearing ideologica boundaries and the
content of that identity will determine the odds of war and peace in Europe. As 1992
opened, the contest for political identity could best be characterized as a struggle for "ethnic"
dominance or "liberal ideological" dominance over populations within (often disputed) territorial
boundaries.®* The assumption that undergirds the bulk of the essays hereis that liberal ideology
must be victorious in that contest for peace to be assured. Liberal ideology will be the basis for
the creation of political institutions that create channels of legitimate action in which the losers of
political battles accept the political authority of the winners.

Libera ideology creates a commitment to means rather than ends of political debate and
thus creates a commitment to a legitimate political process rather than to specific individual
leaders. Liberalism rationalizes society by introducing contractual relations, procedural rules,
individual rights, civil liberties, pluralism, secular society, socia, political, and religious

tolerance, and the fragmentation of political power. Liberalswant social and ethnic integration in
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single civil societies.

"Ethnics,” on the other hand, espouse values of collective exclusivity; they oppose
diversity, and political identity is based not on a commitment to impersonal processes but on
separate and bounded cultural characteristics defined in opposition to the "other.” Ethnic identity
coalesces around race, religion, language, or a combination of these factorsin opposition to other
races, religions, or languages. "Ethnic" definitions of political identity do not accept minority
rights within the political arenathey wish to define and do not accept the legitimacy of opposing
groups in power. They will therefore engage in violent conflict to achieve their own ends of
political power or engage in territorial aggression to reclaim land populated by their ethnic
kinsmen.

Liberas, on the other hand, will be more likely to insist on adherence to procedural rules
for settlements of conflicts between divided nationalities and among themselves. Liberalsin
different states can, as Adler suggests, form a"we" feeling that can provide the basis for an
international community and a sense of moral solidarity. The very basis of ethnic identity,
however, precludes the creation of this"we feeling" or amoral community, and when irredentist
claims are at stake, it will be difficult for states with rival ethnic identities to agree on what
constitutes an acceptabl e international order.

According to thislogic, the odds of war increase when different ethnic groups compete
for political dominance over territory, when ethnics compete with liberals for political power,
and when liberalism as the ideological definer of political identity is defeated. The odds of peace
increase when liberalism triumphs because liberals can more easily agree on a common set of

procedures to resolve disputes, a set of common values, and compatible policy preferences. The
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discussion now turns to an assessment of these arguments and their power to explain recent

eventsin the European political arena.

Contested Identities

Before the revolutions of 1989, Communist ideology defined the identities of
Y ugoslavia and the Soviet Union. Its death in these multi-ethnic states has meant the emergence
of astruggle over the content of political identity within a given territorial space. In Yugoslavia,
in the period since Tito's death in 1980, the power of the central government eroded; Communist
political elitesin the republics seized as much political control as they could, using ideological
definitions of political identity to repress "other" ethnic groupsin their regions. The demise of
communist ideology meant that ethnic identities would compete, and that it would be difficult for
liberal ideology to define the region's political identity.

Slovenia and Croatia were historically the wealthiest republics, earning most of
Yugoslavias hard currency. A common "western” tradition meant that there was little animosity
between these two regions. But Serbia, a poorer southern region, with aless educated population
and atradition of ethnic solidarity, sought more federal control in order to transfer wealth from
the northern region to the south, leading to increasing tension between the Serbia and the other
two regions.*® Serbian nationalist ideology called for both a"greater Serbia’ and a Serb-
dominated Y ugoslavia.

Serbiainitially opposed liberal reforms at the federal level in the wake of the 1989
revolutions throughout Eastern Europe, leading Slovenia and Croatia to seek independence, both

to escape the financia burden of membership in the federation and to pursue democratic and
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market-oriented reforms. While Slovenia, which lacked a significant Serbian minority, quickly
obtained de facto independence, Croatia, with awell-armed Serbian minority struggled with
Serbiafor both independence and territory. Serbian officials claimed that they would not fight
Croatian independence as long as Croatiawould redraw its boundaries to bring al Serbs under
one government. Thiswould reduce Croatiato 60 percent of its size, aproposa Croatian
officials would not consider.* And the dominant Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ) espoused
increasingly nationalist sentiments with clear statements of anti-Serbian racism.

Political identity in Yugoslaviais violently contested, and the battle for identity has been
transformed into a battle over rival ethnic definitions of identity within contested territory. In
addition, all conflicting political elites push toward increasingly virulent ethnic identities which
conveniently distract populations from economic crisis. What is clear isthat the central state can
no longer protect the security of society. And the fear is that contested identities within territories
invite international intervention, increasing the odds of widening the war. Clearly the Y ugoslav
case supports the hypothesis that contested identities increase the odds of violent conflict.

The Yugoslav crisis, however,does not support the case that these kinds of conflicts are
likely to spread as aresult of wider territorial claims or foreign intervention. As 1992 opened it
became certain that no other East European countries would use their national militaries to
intervenein the crisis. As Jane Sharp's essay suggests, the armies of Eastern Europe are not
equipped to engage in external conflict; with the exception of Bulgaria and Romaniathey have
all taken steps to reduce their ground forces, and even these two countries are prepared only to
mount a conventional defense, and growing equipment and maintenance problems are likely to

make any defense ineffective.
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And unlike the pre 1914 situation in Europe, no animosities in West European states can
be inflamed by a breakup in the Balkans. In 1914 Croatia and Sloveniawere drawing away from
Austriaand the West, not toward it like they arein 1992. Nonetheless, as Van Evera's essay
points out, West European countries have proven that they are sensitive to pressures from ethnic
groups from particular regions in forming their policies. 700,000 ethnic Croats live in Germany,
and 200,000 of these are voting citizens. They were highly active in lobbying the Bonn
government to recognize Croatia, and were decisive in shaping the German government's tilt
toward recognizing Croatia, even when other EC members pushed for continued support of the
central Yugoslav state.*?

What we can expect, as a more immediate source of conflict, however is a"demonstration
effect” in which ethnic groups throughout Europe and the former Soviet Union are encouraged in
their separatist tendencies. And ethnic separatism can become a potent force to unite populations
against governments who fail to provide for economic welfare.

Of course the next arenain which the drama of contested identities will be played out is
the former Soviet Union. Steve Van Evera argues that "the newly-freed states now find
themselves thrown together with no pre-existing agreements on their rights and responsibilities
toward each other, or on the rule of the game that should govern their interactions." Assuming
that if ethnic rather than liberal principles come to dominate political identity, and recognizing
that many bordersin the region lack legitimacy, he argues that bitter national conflicts can break
out, made more dangerous by the intermingled distribution of the peoples of the region.

It is not clear, however, the extent to which the identity battle in the former Soviet Union

will be between divergent ethnic identities. In Ukraine, regions heavily populated by Russian
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minorities voted for Ukrainian independence along with the Ukrainian popul ation indicating
more liberal tendencies uniting different ethnic groups and a preference among those groups for
national independence over ethnic dominance. And ethnic Polesin Lithuania supported
Lithuanian independence along with ethnic Lithuanians because they felt that they shared a set of
religious and anti-communist values. On the other hand, Russians and Ukrainians in Moldavia
protested independence for that republic, fearing that an independent Moldavia would not respect
minority rights. And the Turkic-speaking Gagauz minority declared its ethnic independence

within the Moldavian state.”®

The defeat of liberalism and the rise of aggressive states

Contested identities can raise the odds of violence within states; the emergence of
decisively non-liberal identities can lead to states aggressive behavior, particularly if the content
of that identity justifies expansionism and militarism. Below | discuss the prospects for
liberalism's triumph in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union; here |l briefly look at the
possibility of the emergence of aggressive states. In this volume, this question focuses on
Germany.

Looking at the history of European war in the 20th century, three essaysin this volume
examine the potential for Germany to emerge again as an aggressor. Steve Van Evera argues that
the dramatic transformation of German society since 1945 has removed that possibility. Social
leveling and the firm establishment of democratic institutions have dissipated the
hypernationalism and militarism that led to previous German aggression, and the nuclear

revolution has made available to Germany weapons of absolute security if Germany faces a
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serious threat.

Dieter Dettke's essay adds to this list by underscoring the importance of Germany's
membership in Western multilateral institutions; firmly tied to the EC, Germany signalsits
commitment to international cooperation based on liberal principles. By tracing the historical
evolution of German foreign policy, Crawford and Halfmann show how this commitment --
though imposed by Germany's security dependence on the United States--took root among the
political elite across the political spectrum and continued after that dependence waned. The
historical evidence also suggests that Germany's commitment to Western institutions and its
historic interest in drawing closer to the East will shape Germany's diplomatic position in ways
that will lead Germany to support multilateral security institutions that include both East and
West Europe and Russiaas well. Furthermore, they argue that contrary to becoming an aggressor
state, the fragmentation of the German party system, the lack of a sense of "mission” in the world
combined with the entrenched commitment to multilateralism will lead Germany to refrain from
acquiring the capabilities that would enable it to become a global military power. Others dispute
this argument by suggesting that Germany is simply using multilateral means and the appearance
of striving for consensus within the Western community to pursue a purposive strategy of
domination.*

Although each of these essays seemsto lay to rest the problem of aggressive statesin
Western Europe, they al overlook the issue discussed at the outset of this essay: the
disappearance of firm boundaries has created a source of insecurity within Western Europe
which has been expressed in rising xenophobia, violence against immigrants, and the growing

strength of right-wing nationalist parties.
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For example, the EC Commission calculates that by the year 2000 Arab countries will
have a hundred million people more than they may be able to accommodate in Arab countries,
and that the answer will be migration to the Ec. There are now over four million Muslimsin
France and sixty million directly across the Mediterranean in North Africa. Fear of immigrants
has led to a defection of working class voters from the French Socialist and Communist parties to
the far-right national Front. These workers complain of job and wage competition from North
African immigrants, who account for 20-30 percent of the population in urban industrial areas.
Indeed, conservative parties in France have aso lost supporters to the National Front. Andin

Germany, the beating and killing of refugees has raised international concern.*

Liberal identity as a condition for peaceful behavior

Essays by Van Everaand Adler in this volume make prescriptive arguments about the
importance of liberal definitions of political identity within states as a condition for European
peace. Although they disagree on the proper institutional embodiment of security cooperation in
Europe, they agree that cooperation will be more robust among like-minded liberal states. Van
Evera emphasi zes that the adoption of market economic policiesin the East will prevent beggar-
thy-neighbor practices that lead to trade wars. He further makes a persuasive argument about the
transparency of liberal institutions: open political discourse can provide an important critical and
evaluative function for public policy. Liberal institutions and the autonomy of civil society from
the state help avoid debased public discourse, political demagoguery, and the domination of
propaganda purveyed by the government or private special interests.

Using the example of Western Europe, Adler argues that a community of like-minded
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democracies can develop a "security community” because each can demonstrate its respect for
the rule of law and human rights in its relations with others, and democratic mechanisms of
peaceful conflict resolution can be used in relations with others. Political identity shaped by
liberal ideology will create values which are shared and trusted by other liberal states, and
common identities can emerge which form the basis for community.

Thisisless possible when democracies face other states whose political identities are not
liberal. Inthat case, democracies may be compelled to resort to force, because the states with
whom they interact will not respect more peaceful liberal principles. And a security community
is probably not possible among states whose basis for political identity is ethnic-territorial;
because there is no common ideology to unite them. Because each bases its identity on
separateness, there will be little basis for mutual trust, and common values.

Valerie Bunce's essay here also points out that Communist ideology was also unable to
create a solid basis for cooperation among states; CMEA and Warsaw Pact cooperation proved to
be hollow, and as the Soviet Union withdrew, these institutions disintegrated, leaving isolated
East European states in competition. Unlike the West, the Soviet bloc was fragmented, not
integrated.

If Adler iscorrect, liberal democratic states have "solved" the security problem for
Western Europe because they have created a security community. And common values unite
Europe and the United Statesin this broader security framework. Not to worry, then, about the
Atlantic partnership. If acommunity of like-minded liberal states can lead to peace, then the real
focus of our concern for European security should be former Communist states "transition to

democracy."
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Ken Jowitt provides two caveats to this scenario. First, he cautions that the "Leninist
legacy" will continue to shape political identity in Eastern Europe, and that the transition to
democracy is far from certain.*®* He argues that 40 years of Leninism created a " ghetto” political
culture in which society is deeply suspicious of government, and people are distrustful of one
another. Because rumor isthe chief mode of discourse, Van Everas requirement of evaluative
political discourseis difficult, if not impossible. And the socio-economic division of labor in
which the workplace doubled as the marketplace, often growing its own food and as the focus of
social life enforced social isolation and prevented the creation of civil society.

Secondly, even if the Leninist legacy isovercome, liberalism may not take hold in the
East (no matter how much the west pushes in this direction) and may be even be weakened in the
west in the new post-Cold war, post-Communist, and post-Soviet environment. Jowitt argues
that because it isincomplete and always contested, liberalism will generate challengers;*’ its
focus on individualism, materialism, achievement, rationality, and impersonalism, leave out
community, security, and heroism, all essential ingredients of political identity. And history has
demonstrated that it has not been easy to sustain aliberal capitalist democratic constitution.

Valerie Bunce, however, presents convincing evidence that the Leninist legacy aswell as
ethnic definitions of political identity have been attenuated if not eliminated in many areas, and
that liberal values are coming to dominate political life in much of Eastern Europe. She argues
that the revolutions of 1989 were the culmination of aredistribution of power from state to
society which began in the 1950s and that governments established in Hungary, Czechoslovakia,
and Poland according to liberal principles are both stable and peace-loving. Indeed, domestic

institutions show signs of being able to manage both economic difficulties and ethnic disputes.
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Furthermore, she argues, among East European States there are increased political ties and signs

of successful adjudication of cross-border ethnic disputes.

Policiesand Institutions to Secur e the Peace

Structural realists would disagree with the wider implications of Bunce's analysis for
European security. They would argue that bipolarity repressed rather than erased underlying
historical disputes, which will now re-emerge. They further argue that the rising importance of
both global industrial production and relative over absolute gains from trade mean that trade
frictions will increasingly be interpreted as security threats; Soviet collapse further means aloss
of market control in the East that threatens economic crisis.

The overwhelming majority of the authorsin this volume, however, argue that much
progress has occurred in Europe in the years since 1945, and policy makers can now build on
growing interdependence and the triumph of liberalism to secure the peace. Even realists admit
that although vulnerabilities persist, states will make commitments to multilateral security
institutions to reduce threats.

Indeed, it isimportant to note here that the bipolar balance of power in Europe did not
create a stable peace. Both NATO and the Warsaw Pact, as military alliances were institutional
responses to afailed collective security experiment in the U.N. created in the aftermath of the
Second World War. NATO had its originsin the failed aspirations of "internationalist” architects
of the post-World War Il global order. These post-war planners--whose beliefs in the causes of
war arose from the painful experience of two wars that caught fire in Europe and spread

throughout the world--had hoped to create a global collective security system in the new United
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Nations organization. Collective security, they believed, with its slogan "one for all and all for
one" would deter aggression wherever it occurred if all states promised to unite against the
aggressor. Grounded in the belief that alliances contributed to war because they aroused
suspicion and pulled many states into disputes among afew, collective security meant that all
nations would automatically become allies in the case of an act of aggression.

This hope for aglobal collective security system was dashed, however, with the onset of
the Cold War. Superpower conflict and veto power in the UN security council created gridlock
on security matters; hopes for global collective security and a cooperative system among
neighbors were dissolved into two rigid aliances in Europe, NATO and the Warsaw Pact, each
of which tried to protect itself by maximizing its own power and military might. For forty years,
the nuclear stalemate in Europe both prevented war and stopped either side from imposing its
will on the other.

But this nuclear standoff came at great cost and had no guarantee of success. U.S.
extended nuclear deterrence and NATO's nuclear doctrine raised the real threat of nuclear war.
The threat that war could be caused by miscalculation was higher than the threat of Soviet
aggression. The 1980s in Europe looked more like 1914 than 1939. If deterrence had broken
down, Europe would have been destroyed.

Indeed, the Cold War persisted for 45 years because of the inability of World War |1's
winners to agree upon a security structure for Europe. The substitute for agreement was political
and military stalemate that was stable as long as power positions remained fixed, but was never a
satisfactory way to preserve the peace.

Under the peculiar logic of the Cold War the prospect of disintegration and chaosin the
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Soviet Union represented awelcome scenario to many. Itisanironic twist of history that asthe
region is being integrated into Europe, turmoil and chaos in the former Soviet region can no
longer be cheered but is now seen as a security threat.

Taken together, the essays in this volume argue that with the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact,
the dramatic reduction of armaments (especially nuclear weapons) throughout Europe, and the
dissolution of the Soviet empire, the world is faced with two central challenges: first, a Europe

in which new sources of conflict are emerging that result from uncertainty over boundaries, and

second, the readlity that an agreement on an all-European security structure is both possible and
necessary for thefirst timein 45 years. Our essays suggest that agreement must establish new
boundaries, not necessarily based on the requirement of preserving the traditional territorial
functions and sovereignty boundaries of the nation state. That agreement must be based on a
redefined notion of security which evolved during the Cold War as aresult of nuclear technology
and a changing meaning of sovereignty. They must take into account new vulnerabilities and
threats. Finally, those arrangements must institutionalize security commitments with potential
opponents, not in conflict with them.

What are the most appropriate institutional arrangements to secure peace in Europe?
Here the authors disagree. All of the essays in this volume suggest that the central factor
affecting the stability of new European security arrangements will be the course of reform in
former Communist regimes and that stability will vary with the robustness of liberalism in the
East. They disagree, however, on which institutions would be the most appropriate to nurture
liberal tendencies, especially in the East. While many argue that NATO should be scrapped,

others suggest that it is the most appropriate institution upon which to build Europe's security
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future. while some argue that the CSCE is the most appropriate European security institution,
others suggest that it istoo large to be an effective instrument of peace. While some claim that
Europe should develop its won security identity; others claim that peace will not be stable

without U.S. participation. It isto these debates that the discussion now turns.

The case for preserving NATO

Under United States |eadership, NATO members were protected both from the Soviet
threat and from one another. Defense budgets could beinitially low and West European states
were free to pursue economic and socia goals. There are three arguments for the preservation of
NATO: First, Russiaislikely to come back as agreat power. If it revitalizesits economy, it
will not only continue as a nuclear power but will have built the economic basis for renewed
global influence. And the project of institutionalizing aliberal political identity may fail. If
structural realists are correct, a weakly defended Europe would be open to future Russian
domination.

Second, NATO must be preserved because "out of area’ threats are likely to increase.
Potential instabilitiesin the Persian Gulf, for example, can become a military threat to Europe.
Even if such conflicts are contained, European energy resources become vulnerable, and conflict
the Middle East can quickly become an economic threat to Europe. NATO isthe most
appropriate institution to reduce vulnerabilities.

Finally, it can be argued that United States nuclear guarantees within arevived NATO
must continue because without them, a non-nuclear Germany would face a nuclear Russia. If the

project of liberalization is successful, thisis not a cause for alarm. But if it isnot, such an



42
imbal ance would push Germany to acquire nuclear weapons, greatly increasing the security threat
within Europe. Indeed, it iswidely argued that NATO must be preserved in order to harness
German power and prevent Germany from acquiring weapons of mass destruction.

Peter Schulze suggests that while NATO might be an interim solution to Europe's
security problems, the European continent's peaceful evolution depends on transcending the Cold
War requirement for military alliancesin Europe. If NATO persists asamilitary aliance,
including the U.S. and excluding the East European states, it is likely to face problems of internal
friction among its members and new kinds of instabilities in Eastern Europe.

First, there will be renewed disputes between the U.S. and Europe as the European alies
gain an increasingly prominent voice in West European defense matters and as U.S. willingness
and ability to pay for Europe's defense continues to decline. Such frictions were evident before
the Cold War order crumbled. Differing European and American interestsin NATO were
patched over in the past because of U.S. dominance in the alliance. But asthe U.S. retrenches,
these differences may become irreconcilable, and Western Europe may establish a defense
"fortress."*® AsBarry Eichengreen suggests, U.S.-Europe disputes on trade issues may
exacerbate these conflicts.

Steve Weber, however, argues here that the solution to these problemsisto revamp
NATO in such away that it is both an alliance and a security community. By security
community, he means that states recognize that to enhance their interdependence, they must
settle disputes peacefully and promise not to use force against one another. To do thisthey create
institutions which embody liberal principles of transparency, information-sharing, and

confidence-building. And they establish a set of liberal dispute settlement procedures. \Weber
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argues that because we do not know whether the structural realists or the liberals are correct in
their predictions about the causes of war and peace in the new Europe, NATO must become an
institution that can counter different kinds of threats. Furthermore, he does not believe that
liberal stateswill "naturally” cooperate. Therefore, security institutions need to be need to be
created which can meet both external threats and counter internal threats "from a member of the
group itself which chooses to betray its friends and use force against them." NATO, he argues, is
suited to both purposes.

Weber also believes that NATO iswell suited to steer the East European liberalization
effort. Although individual states can influence change in the East by persuasion, the West needs
to enforce a more rigorous strategy of conditionality and linkage. Only NATO can coordinate
linkage among Western states offering certain types of aid to Eastern Europe. Only NATO's
supra-sovereign aliance structure can coordinate Western conditionality on economic aid for
reduced East European military expenditures or weapons exports and avoid bargaining for better
terms by East European actors.

Weber's essay raises the issue of Western intervention in the East to steer the course of
change. Intervention normally violates the principles of self-determination and national
soveriegnty. And it is self-determination and sovereignty that Central and Eastern European
countries have finally gained. Conditionality and issue linkage are common and accepted forms
of intervention. But Weber's NATO as an aliance may be called on to intervene with military
forcein civil wars or other disputesin the struggling East. Under what conditions could such
intervention be considered legitimate? Under what conditions would West Europeans be willing

to sacrifice the lives of their young men in a conflict in Eastern Europe or the former Soviet
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Union?

The case for Collective Security

The alternative argument is that an alliance is arelic of the balance of power system of
the past and is not suitable as the basis for a new European security community. For a new
security system to be stable, that is, conducive to adjusting conflicting interests through
diplomacy--it must be accepted as legitimate by all the major players. History suggests that
peace settlements based on compromise are far more durable than those imposed on the losing
side by the victors preserving. It follows then that the creation of a new, truly European
architecture is the central pillar of any strategy that seeks to integrate the East into Europe .

Following thislogic, Europe's peace depends on the transition from alliances to collective
security arrangements built on new concepts of common security, which link human rights with
territorial guarantees, and provide a forum for further arms reductionsin Europe.”® Adler's
"pluralistic security community"” in Western Europe might provide amodel. Security problems
are minimal in Western Europe, even without U.S. protection. Among West European nations,
common democratic values inhibit the use of force in their relations; the ideologies of democratic
nations do not conflict, and it would be difficult for a European democracy to legitimate an act of
war against another democracy. Entrenched democracies help protect minorities against human
rights abuses. Although many abuses still persist, they are unlikely to lead to wider conflict in a
stable democratic international order. In apluralistic security community, defense expenditures
can be low. Western Europe has a highly developed human rights regime. Economic growth,

stability, and integration managed by the EC help prevent economic competition from spilling
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over into military conflict. The CSCE isthe most likely forum for the creation of apluralistic
security community for all of Europe. Promoting human rights, it played avital rolein
encouraging the emergence of civil society in Eastern Europe, particularly in Czechoslovakia.
And it has provided a framework for negotiations on conventional arms reductions in Europe.

Nonetheless, a pan-European collective security arrangement will have to deal with the
following questions. To what extent should the right of self-determination for minorities be
recognized? Should international institutions intervene in domestic conflicts to protect minority
rights? Intervention--even to protect human rights-- generally violates the principles of self-
determination and sovereignty, and it is self-determination and sovereignty that Central and
Eastern European countries are attempting to regain. Under what conditions could such
intervention be considered legitimate? How will the military forces of both East and West

Europe be dealt with in a collective security system?

Overlapping institutions

An alternative to one or the other type of institution would be the creation of overlapping
security institutions which nurture those forces discussed throughout this volume that "produce”
security and mitigate the forces that "deplete” it. Steve Weber'svision of NATO, for example,
could provide for the external and internal defense of a group of European states to guard against
the multiple source of threat found in a multipolar world. Together with arevived West
European Union, it could guard against arms buildups which are likely to occur under
multipolarity by continuing to provide aforum for arms control negotiations. And NATO could

deter potential agressor states and prevent the spread of conflict caused by contested identitiesin
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multiethnic states.

The CSCE could serve as a dispute settlement mechanism in those contests, and it could
establish and institutionalize liberal democratic norms protecting human rights and liberal
principles of conflict resolution. To mitigate economic crisis as a source of conflict, aid to
Eastern Europe could be carried out by NATO or the European Community, Political
conditionality attached to that aid could serve as aforce for further liberalization in the East.
Commitment to all of these institutions and the division of labor among them will bolster
cooperation in Europe and between the "new" Europe and the United States, mitigating trade
conflicts as a security threat. This cooperation will permit diversity in European political culture
but nurture economic interdependence among liberal and liberalizing states, further reducing
incentives for violent conflict.

There are two objections to this suggestion for adivision of labor in providing for an
institutional solution to Europe's security requirements. First, the structural realist can argue that
itisasigna of multipolarity's instability. Recall that in the interwar period, states entered into
overlapping and sometimes clashing security arrangementsin order to guard against multiple and
uncertain threats. Those arrangements did nothing to prevent the outbreak of World War 1.
Because structural realists see multipolarity as a cause of war, overlapping institutions are viewed
as amanifestation of that cause rather than asolution to it. Although the arrangements
suggested here are different in thelr institutional structures and processes, they may still dissipate
one another's energies.

Secondly, alliances, collective Security organizations, and institutions which promote

"Common Security" may all embody mutually exclusive notions of "security. Can an alliance,
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like NATO, which is organized to maintain a balance of power, organized to confront an enemy
militarily, perform alternative functions and peacefully coexist with a collective security system
in which all European states act together to renounce the use of force in their dealings with each
other, creating dispute settlement mechanisms, with acommon military force that would
intervene to oppose an aggressor or still aconflict? An alliance anong some members of a
collective security system would only rouse suspicion among the others. We saw this throughout
the cold war that institutions created to balance power separated blocs in such away that stifled
the development of institutions to protect "common security.”

Nonetheless, given the shifting, contested, and disappearing boundariesin Europe, a set
of overlapping arrangements to create atemporary set of issue and ideologica boundariesisthe
best interim alternative. Security institutions are hypotheses about the causes of war; Multiple
arrangements can be tested and repaired to bring about the most robust security environment. For
example, if the European Community's effortsin Y ugoslavia were unsuccessful, it was not
because the EC isincapable of providing for conflict resolution; it simply may mean that the EC
needs to devise a new set of instrumentsto perform thistask. Or the task might be better handled
by another organization.

According to the logic of overlapping institutions, those that mitigate the most potent
causes of war in Europe will survive and those based on misplaced beliefs about war's causes
will disappear. Security arrangements that leave out key players and key issues will have little
enforcement capability, and those that include too many players will suffer from high
information costs, problems of reaching agreement, and lack of control, rendering these

arrangements ineffective. Those which constrain too much will disintegrate, and those that do
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not constrain enough will be irrelevant. Presumably these institutions would fall by the wayside,
while more effective institutions gain credibility.

What is essential to recognizeisthat afirm foundation for progress in European security
has been achieved in the years since the end of World War I1: thereislittle evidence that al of
Europe has returned to 1914 or 1939 or that conditions in Europe are pushing in either of those
directions. Now isthe time to build institutions on the progress that has been achieved. Actions
taken in the next few years will do much to determine the shape of the European security order

for the next several decades.
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