
/Uld 
fs~~ 

C O N F L I C T  R E S O L U T I O N  
IN T H E  N E W  E U R O P E  

Joseph M. DeThomas 
Committee 8 
February 22, 1990 



Report Documentation Page Form Approved
OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it
does not display a currently valid OMB control number. 

1. REPORT DATE 
22 FEB 1990 2. REPORT TYPE 

3. DATES COVERED 
  -   

4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 
Conflict Resolution in the New Europe 

5a. CONTRACT NUMBER 

5b. GRANT NUMBER 

5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER 

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER 

5e. TASK NUMBER 

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER 

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 
National War College,300 5th Avenue,Fort Lesley J. 
McNair,Washington,DC,20319-6000 

8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
REPORT NUMBER 

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR’S ACRONYM(S) 

11. SPONSOR/MONITOR’S REPORT 
NUMBER(S) 

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT 
Approved for public release; distribution unlimited 

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES 

14. ABSTRACT 
see report 

15. SUBJECT TERMS 

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF 
ABSTRACT 

18. NUMBER
OF PAGES 

11 

19a. NAME OF
RESPONSIBLE PERSON 

a. REPORT 
unclassified 

b. ABSTRACT 
unclassified 

c. THIS PAGE 
unclassified 

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98) 
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18 



"The partlclpating States will settle disputes among themselves by 
peaceful means in such a manner as not to endanger international peace 
and security and justice. ~ -- The Helsinki Final Act 1975 -- 

"The great questions of the aay will not be decided by speeches ana 
the resolutions of majorities -- that was the great mistake from 1848 to 
1849 -- but oy iron and blmo~." -- Otto yon Bismarck 1862 -- 

ISSUE DEFINITION 

~hat diplomatic mechanlsms for conflict resolution s h o u l d  

be adopted in Europe, and what role should the U.S. play in 

light of the revolutionary changes occurring there? 

BACKGROUND 

Confl Ict Resolution during the Cold War 

With the exception of the Cyprus crisis in the mid-t970"s 

and the internecine conflicts within Soviet bloc in the 1950"s 

and 1960"s, Europe has Deen at peace since 1945. Thls 

unprecedented period of European peace occured for the 

following reasons: 

o Potential conflicts in Eastern Europe were suppressed by the 
Soviets; 

o Longstanding animosities ,n the West were resolved through 
Western integration, ann Western attention focused on the 
threat of Soviet expans~onism; 

o Soviet expansionism ~as referred by NAT0 strategy; 

o Tensions were re,urea through East-West negotiat,ng 
mechanisms, inclua;zg the Four Power Agreement on Berlin, 
MBFR, U.S-USSR negctLat~ons, ana German 0stpolitik. 
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The Revolution of 1989 

Eu:ope is again facing Bismarck's "great questions." 

strategic retreat of the Soviet Union from Eastern Europe, 

comDined with the ideological shift there, has reopened a 

number of possible causes of conflict in Europe, not the least 

of which will be a reunified Germany. It is now possible that 

the mo~t likely causes of cQn~]l~ in Europe into the next 

cen tu ry  w i l l  not be a SQvi~t a t ~ g k  on th~ W ~ t ,  ~ut c a t h e r ,  

1ooq suppressed regional disputes, f~lu~es of the b~laqc~ O~ 

power, or ethnic rival~es. 

The issue before European ]eaders is whether Europe can 

resolve such questions without resort to "iron and blood." 

Within the last few months, for examp|e, we have seen the 

French offer to introduce "vo]unteevs" into Rumania; the U.S. 

Secretary of State a~vocate the use of Sov~e~ troops in that 

same conflict; an~, according to press reports, I Greece an~ 

Bulgaria -- members of opposing alliances -- ace discussing 

military cooperation aga,nst Greece's putative al]y, Turkey. 

U.S. Interests 

The U.S. is a European power with a vital interest in the 

European balance of pouec. This has been amp|y ~emonstrated 

Dy virtue of its ~ec~slve participation in last two European 

wa~s, its successful forty year effort to prevent Soviet 

aomination of Western Europe, its economic interdependence 

with the European economy, an~ its shared comm,tment to 

The 
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democratic values and national self-determination. U.S. 

interests and objectives in Europe are as follows: 

I) prevention of another failure of the European balance of 
power leading to a third European conflict this century; 

2) continuation of the process of democratiztion and 
self-determination in Eastern and Central Europe; 

3) a continued role for the U.S. in the political and economic 
councils of Europe after economic integration in 1992. 

Three broad approaches to the problem of conflict 

resolution suggest themselves: I) preservation of existing 

East-West mechanisms; 2) a unilateralist approach; and 3) 

creatlon of new bodies to resolve conflicts. 

Blocs and Superpowers 

Under the first option, the U.S. would support the 

retention of NATO as the principal mechanism for negotiation 

and conf]ict resolution. A reunified Germany would maintain 

Its NATO membership, although some means would have to be 

found to reassure Germany's eastern neighbors and the USSR 

that NATO would not convert the new German state into a 

strategic threat. The principal objective of NATO would be to 

neqotiate a controlled di~nqaQ~m~nt from the cold war thcQ~qh 

the CFE p¢ocess. The Soviet retreat from Eastern Europe would 

continue but in a controlled manner. Proponents of this view 2 

consider a violent Soviet reaction to recent events in Central 

Europe, or a sudden reversal of internal political conditions 

in Moscow to be the most likely cause of conflict. The 

announced meetings of the four World War [I allies plus the 
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Germanles to outline a peace treaty to end that conflict would 

fit into this approach. 

Other potential sources of conflict would be reduced 

since the reu~ified Germany would remain constrained by i~g 

integration with the West and the continued extension Qf U.S. 

nuclear deterrence to the continent. This would obviate the 

need for Germany to pursue destabilizing rearmament efforts in 

the future. This view seems to presume the alliances and the 

great powers can suppress or control regional/ethnic 

conflicts. The Bush aGninistration wou|d strongly advocate 

3 this option. 

Critics of this option 4 note that it is rapidly being 

swamped by the revolutionary tide in Europe. President Bush 

barely managed to update his U.S. troop reduction proposal for 

the CFE talks before it was completely overtaken by events. 

Eastern European natlons ccitcized the U.S. for crafting a 

negotiating position that leq|timized the presence of Soviet 

~COOP$ Qn their soil which w~V~ gQ IQnQer welcome. Further, 

it is nQ~ Glear whether HATO GaB g~¢vive the ~em|s~ of the 

threa~ Of a Soviet L~'.'asLon for which th~ allianc~ has 

prePace~ for so lonq. In ~he aDsence of a clear threat or 

military mission, domestic political pressures are Dui]ding 

throughout the a]llance foc slgnificant, immediate reductions 

of troops. Moreover, ~he proposal does little to dea] with 

non-East/West conflicts. 
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U n l l a t e r a l l s m  

Proponents of this option 5 argue that events in Europe 

are moving rapidly in a dlcection favorable to the West. In 

particular, left to itself, the Soviet withdrawal from Central 

and Eastern Europe is irreversiDle and irresistible. They 

maintain the U.S. should permit a reunified Germany, which 

could De nominally neutral, and the new Eastern democracies to 

press for a complete and rapi~ unilateral withdcawa] of all 

Soviet military ~orces loGated West o~ the U$S~'s Dordevs. 

The Soviet military threat to the West would De reduced beyond 

recognition, while the U.S. may De able to maintain its 

military presence in Europe at some reduced ]eve]. Since the 

only sustainable numDer of Sovlet troops in Europe will De 

zero, proponents argue, ]inklng troop wlthdrawals to 

negotiations will result only in the U.S. Deing forced to 

negotiate its own exit -- at ]east from Central Europe -- 

against the desires of its allies in order to remove the 

Soviets. 

Advocates of this approach view continued emphasis on 

NATQ to be American nostalgia" foc its ¢old w~r leadership 

¢oI@. Arms control, they argue, is actually retarding the 

Soviet retreat, inherent in this view is the assumption that 

the Europeans can manage their own disputes more-or-less on an 

ad hog Dasis. They note that, once the potential for 

East-West conflict is reduce~ Dy Soviet wlthdrawal, other 

national or ethnic conflicts i n  Europe ace of little national 
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security concern to the U.S. The EC would serve as the 

political core of Europe. 6 The EC political consultation 

process, along with bilatera] contacts, would suffice to deal 

with other conflicts. A neutral Germany would still be 

integrated into the West through the EC. Most proponents 

would argue, however, that the inspection and verification 

provisions of CFE do have value. 

The negative aspects of this approach could include the 

followlng: Unilateral actions can De unverified and easily 

reversible, if conait,ons in Europe change. Unilateralism 

will cut both w~ys. U.S. and other all~ed governments may 

match Soviet withdrawals in an uncoordinated manner without 

any particular strategic rationale. This is already occuring 

with allied troops in Germany. Unilateralism may also 

substitute a chaotic ~uvope for a Dipolar one. While the 

U.S., the Soviets, anG the Western Europeans may selze the 

moment to reduce thelc forces, less restra,ned elements in the 

East and South may declde to take the opportunity of super 

power withdrawal to cut the throats of their ethnic or 

national rivals folicu~ng AzecDaijan's example. 

Modified Helslnki 

The Conference ~oc Security and Cooperatlon in Europe 

(CSCE) is the ~ole ~o~,,, consciously crafted ~o operate 

throughout ~be European cont[n~qt an~ to include the U.$, an~ 

Canada.' CSCE coutd function as the nucleus of a new Concert 

of Europe. like the European-wide alliance that kept the peace 
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after 1815. Mechanisms could De crafted to provlOe for 

peacekeepzng and foc a permanent Dody to administer the CSCE 

process. 8 B|ocs such as NATO, the EC, neutral and regional 

groupings could operate as informal caucuses within the CSCE 

process as they have in the past. 

Everyone in Euuope appears tO be supportinq some vec~ion 

of this option. The Soviets cite the requirements of the 

Helsinki fina| act to justify a cautious policy on German 

reunification; the French consider CSCE the only concrete 

proof of European unity and are pressing for an early second 

Helsinki summit of 35 CSCE nations to discuss changes in the 

European situation. 9 It appears CSCE will De utilized to 

approve a treaty to end World War II. 

The CSCE process offers great advantages for conflict 

resolution in the new Europe. The neqotiators of the Final 

Act qQnsciousIv add<.e~ the major issues nQw at the top of 

the inteTn~tion~l aqenda including: a breakdown in the 

division of Europe, a formal end to World War II, German 

reunification, East-West economic cooperation, human rights 

and self-determinat~on. I0 The Final Act provides for peaceful 

changes of Dorde~s <German reunification), national and ethnic 

rights, and places restrictions on outsLde interference in 

domestic political changes. A CSCE summit provides an 

excellent forum for ~eveloping consensus on major European 

security issues, since it includes Doth Dlocs and European 

neutrals. The conference could function as a conflict 
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discussion body much as ASEAN has i n  order to defuse some 

Southeast Asian border disputes. The CSCE process 

successfully negotiated military confidence and security 

building measures in 1986. Expert groups on third party 

arbitration of interstate conflicts have also met. Given its 

comm, tment to peaceful change, self-determination, and 

minority rights, the body wQulO De well placed POlitically to 

step between feudinq nationatities and ethnic ~rQ~ps. 

On the other side of the ,ssue, the U.S. has never D@en 

particularly enamoce~ of the ¢SCE pro~ess, except as a 

Dully-pulpit to press the East on human rights. The U.S. has 

opposed pas~ efforts to place East-West a~ms control directly 

in the CSCE envlronment. Efforts to strengthen the CSCE with 

a permanent body have been viewed by the U.S. as cover% 

efforts t9 ernm~cu]ate NATO. Further, the CSCE operates on 

the basi~ Q~ cQnsensu$, which cannot De expected on future 

disputes. Thus, the body -- despite its moral force -- lacks 

at thls point any means to bring power to bear on conflicts. 

CONCLUSION 

No single model u~ll meet the needs for conflict 

resolution in Europe. [[ However, it would De unrealistic for 

the U.S. to cling to a security structure crafted for a 

divided and mllitac~zea Europe In a much alterred environment. 

A meGhaDism to deal uLtb new sQurces of conflic~ not linked ~Q 

~s~-West issues is v~al i~ the democratiz~nq trenq in 

Eastern Europe i~ to D~ preserved, A revised CSCE with a 
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permanent body to manage negotiations and peaceKeep~ng appears 

to be a good candidate for this role. On the other hand, 

exist,ng security structures should not be dlscarded without 

consideration of the long-term impact of such a step. The 

risk of uni]ateralism at this time could be future European 

chaos. Policymakers will, no ~oubt, soon conclude that NATO's 

exist:ng structure and strategy will not serve the diplomatic 

needs of the new Europe. but they should also consider 

carefully whether it cannot still serve as a mechanism bring 

coordinated Western power and influence to Dear on European 

conf|~cts while it yields a number of political functions to 

the CSCE and EC. 

As the famed diplomatic historian A.J.P. Taylor noted 

years ago, it is a sad fact of European h~story that Blsmarck 

has been right: the great questions of Europe -- from the 

question German power to Soviet expansion -- have been 

vesolved through iron and blood. 12 It would, therefore, 

behoove us to provlae the new Europe wlth structures that both 

accept the sad real :tLes of the European past and provide it 

with more humane mec~nlsms for the future. 

FOOTNOTES 
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states plus its largest non-nuclear weapon state, could serve somewhat 
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to a 1990 two or three day "preparatory" meeting at the head of state 
level as long as it is not a substitute for the 1992 summit, a CFE 
meeting is ready for signing, and the full range of CSCE issues is 
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Department of State desk officer for CSCE issues.) 
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