
Defining the Path to a
Peaceful, Undivided, and
D e m o c ratic Euro p e
B r i e f l y …
• A peaceful and und i v ided Europe must inc l ude both the United States and Russia if it

is to be stable and successful over time.

• T he United States wants a Europe that is a re l iable stra t e g ic partner in tra de and secu-
rity issues, both in the re g ion and potent ially elsewhe re.

• T he re can be cons ide rable flexibility of form in the way this “single security commu-
nity” of Europe arra nges itself.

• A new and affirmative trilateral U.S.-Russia n - E u ropean age nda is re q u i red that
a ddresses important issues and pro motes coopera t io n .

• To ge t her the United States and European count r ies must cont i nue the process of NATO
e n l a rge me nt, re c o g n i z i ng that this pre s e nts a potent ial political problem that ne e d s
to be worked with Russia .

• A trilateral age nda targeted at building a stable and und i v ided Europe that inc l ude s
R u s s ia should not be pursued at the ex p e nse of separate bilateral re l a t io ns h i p s.

I n t ro d u c t i o n

In late Ja nuary 2000, the Future of Europe Wo r k i ng Group met in Berlin as part of the
United States Institute of Peace’s Future of Europe Project. The project is exa m i n i ng the
f u t u re dire c t ion of Euro p e, the future of the tra ns a t l a nt ic re l a t io nship, and prospects fo r
R u s s ia’s int e g ra t ion into greater Euro p e.

D i s c u s s ion in Berlin took as its starting point the re c e nt work of Ambassador Ja me s
Goodby who adopted Pre s ide nt Clinton's terminology in ana l y z i ng prospects for a peace-
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ful, und i v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic Euro p e. The task of partic i p a nts was thre e - fold: to assess
w he t her a peaceful, und i v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic Europe is feasible, de s i ra b l e, and in the
i nt e rest of both Europe and the United States; to ide ntify the likely scena r ios for a sta-
ble peace in Europe as well as the eleme nts necessary for achie v i ng it; and to artic u l a t e
p o l icy optio ns for its attainme nt .

T he de s i rability of a peaceful, und i v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic Europe seemed clear to all
p a r t ic i p a nt s. The difficulty lies in de f i n i ng its eleme nts and the shape of its final state.
All partic i p a nts agreed that both the United States and the European Un ion need to ke e p
t he goal of a peaceful, und i v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic Europe as the ultimate aim of our com-
mon effo r t s. The vision of a Europe whole and free must be kept befo re the publics of
both the United States and European states. Most important, this goal must not be lost
as polic y ma kers struggle to address mo re imme d ia t e, short-term issues.

Defining a Europe ‘Whole and Fre e ’

How does one de f i ne a peaceful, und i v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic Europe? Discussio ns in Berlin
began with the vision of a single security community or ge o p o l i t ical system in whic h
resort to military fo rce is no longer an option for re s o l v i ng disputes amo ng states. The
term “security community” is somewhat of a misno me r, ho w e v e r, for it refers to an envi-
ro n me nt in which issues of security have moved into the backg ro u nd in favor of
i nc reased emphasis on political and econo m ic re l a t io ns.

T he discussio ns supported the ge ne ral conc l u s ion that a peaceful, und i v ide d, and
de mo c ra t ic Europe must inc l ude both the United States and Russia if it is to be stable
a nd successful over time. This vision of Europe will not evolve in an int e r na t io nal vacu-
um, but it is pre ma t u re to argue that such a security community alre a dy do e s, or sho u l d,
ex t e nd to all members of OECD (Org a n i z a t ion for Econo m ic Coopera t ion and Develop-
me nt) or to Japan and other states in As ia .

This de f i n i t ion of Europe does not equate an “und i v ided” Europe with a “unifie d
E u rope”; nor does it re q u i re that Russia be a member of the European Un ion. But the
United States and Western Europe must tell Russia ex p l icitly that their vision for a future
E u rope is of a single security community of which Russia is a part. It is partic u l a r l y
i m p o r t a nt to ma ke that vision of a peaceful, und i v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic Europe clear to
R u s s ia now du r i ng its difficult tra ns i t ion perio d. All recognize that the re is a long way
to go befo re this vision becomes re a l i t y, and that the United States and the Euro p e a n
Un ion must develop a common strategy to impleme nt this visio n .

Attaining a Peaceful, Undivided, and Democratic Euro p e

This vision of Europe does not mean that every European state needs to be a member of
every European ins t i t u t ion. The re can be cons ide rable flexibility of form in the way this
“ s i ngle security community” arra nges itself. The European Un ion, for exa m p l e, is talking
about differe nt iated struc t u res and “variable speeds” of int e g ra t ion within itself. The
v i s ion for all of Europe would be no differe nt. A peaceful, und i v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic
E u rope need not be a ”unitary ins t i t u t ion”; it can—and arg uably should—be a loosely
de f i ned commu n i t y.

A l t hough nu me rous impedime nts to this vision of Europe are clear, discussion at the
Berlin me e t i ng pro v ided a re a s o nable basis for cautious optimism about its pro s p e c t s.
This optimism rests largely on no n - go v e r n me ntal fa c t o r s — e c o no m ic tre nd s, the attra c-
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t ion of free ma r ke t s, inc reased cultural diffusion, the still-vaguely-de f i ne d - p rocess of
“ g l o b a l i z a t ion”—all eng i nes of an int e g ra t ion process that is inc re a s i ng the pro s p e c t s
for a peaceful, und i v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic Europe far mo re than fo r mal go v e r n me nt a l
p o l ic ies ever could. Governme nts can best further this process by not ge t t i ng in the way.

The Role of Russia

T he tria ngle of re l a t io nships between Western Euro p e, Russia, and the United States is
ex t ra o rd i narily complex. Each leg of the tria ngle has a unique perspective. While no
state would disagree with the de s i rability of a stable peace in Euro p e, its exact de f i n i-
t ion varies with na t io nal perspective.

T he U.S. perspective is de c idedly global. It has an ex t e nsive age nda with both func-
t io nal and re g io nal compone nt s. The United States wants a Europe that is a re l ia b l e
s t ra t e g ic partner in tra de and security issues, both in the re g ion and potent ially else-
w he re.

T he perspectives of European na t io ns are almost exclusively re g io nal. They seek con-
t i nued success in pro mo t ion of re g io nal ins t i t u t io ns and need conc rete re w a rds for dif-
f icult do me s t ic de c i s io ns along the way. The primary int e rest of Europe lies in building
a re g io nal system conducive to econo m ic and political int e g ra t ion without compro m i s-
i ng na t io nal sovere ig nt y.

R u s s ia is stuck in a 19th century realist calculus without the ability to influence out-
c o me s. It feels thre a t e ned by Ame r ican activity in Europe and its leaders can for the
mo me nt employ only rhe t o r ic to ma ke their de s i res known. It is fra c t u red int e r nally and
c u r re ntly lacks the ability to cont rol events even within its own borde r s. Some Russia ns
may long for the days of superpower autho r i t y, but in its curre nt state Russia lacks the
re s o u rces to wield much real power.

T he re was a ge ne ral re l uc t a nce by the European partic i p a nts at the me e t i ng to
a s s u me a leadership role in de a l i ng with Russia on the issues associated with a peace-
ful, und i v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic Euro p e. Ne v e r t he l e s s, some suggested that Europe ought
to take the lead in working with Russia in coord i na t ion with the United States. What
does this mean in pra c t ice? If it me a ns that the United States must bear the burde n
a s s o c iated with de a l i ng with Russia on difficult issues such as nuclear weapons, Ira n ,
a nd Iraq, while Europe deals with the affirmative aspects of the Russian age nda, this
would be an une q ual division of labor, to say the least.

L e a dership issues aside, discussants in Berlin agreed that any coord i nated approach to
R u s s ia must inc l ude the fo l l o w i ng eleme nt s :
• A vision of a peaceful, und i v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic Europe of which Russia is a part;

• E x p a nded cons u l t a t ion with Russia on its new na t io nal security stra t e g y, in order to
seek to keep the eme rg i ng ant i - Western character of this strategy from becoming the
reality of Russian polic y ;

• An age nda for active eng a ge me nt amo ng the United States, the European Un ion, and
R u s s ia ;

• “Rules of the road” for orde r i ng re l a t io ns with Russia in the post-Kosovo world.

This targeted trilateral age nda should not exc l ude the separate bilateral re l a t io ns h i p s
between members of the tria ngular re l a t io nship. It simply recognizes that the Un i t e d
S t a t e s, the European Un ion, and Russia can be mo re effective on certain issues by work-
i ng toge t he r. Such int e ra c t ion could take place at ma ny levels and in a variety of fo ra ,
but emphasis should be on patterns of int e ra c t ion that ma ke pra c t ical sens e — b r i ng i ng
t he rig ht people toge t her to address an issue with approval from senior political levels.

While no state would disagre e

with the desirability of a sta b l e

peace in Euro p e, its exact defi-

nition varies with national per-

s p e c t i ve.
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The Path Ahead: Po l i cy Recommendations

D i s c u s s ion in Berlin ide nt i f ied a number of polic ies that the United States and the Euro-
pean states should pursue in order to enc o u ra ge a peaceful, und i v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic
E u ro p e.

E u rope should pursue the European Security and Defense Po l icy (ESDP), but focus on
de v e l o p i ng real military capability, while avoid i ng an abstract fig ht with the Un i t e d
States over the U.S. role in Europe and the ESDP’s re l a t io nship to NATO. Such a fig ht
would only alie nate the United States from Europe and ultimately re duce European secu-
r i t y, especially if Europe does not enhance its real military capability as part of the ESDP.

T he United States should support Europe in its effort to develop real military capa-
bility and give the Euro p e a ns some bre a t h i ng space to do what is necessary to build
p o l i t ical support for this effort in Euro p e. The United States should recognize that Euro p e
is trying to do what the United States has asked Europe to do for de c a de s — na me l y, to
accept mo re of the common de f e nse burden. Our European allies have given us gro u nd s
for confide nce that they will develop the ESDP in a way that balances the re l a t io ns h i p
to NATO and a cont i nu i ng U.S. role in Euro p e.

E u rope must also cont i nue its effort to ex p a nd the European Un ion to embrace ne w
me m b e r s. The pro b l e ms are hard and the pace may be slow. But the prospect of me m-
bership in the European Un ion is a key inc e ntive to the econo m ic and political evolu-
t ion of the rest of Europe and could ultimately pro v ide a critical eleme nt of a peaceful,
u nd i v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic Euro p e. Simply ima g i ne the impact if the European Un io n
w e re to anno u nce tomo r row that it would re main at its curre nt size inde f i n i t e l y.

T he United States for its part must be less overbearing in its approach to Euro p e —
with less lecturing, less unilateralism, and mo re cons u l t a t ion, coupled with a real will-
i ng ness to change the U.S. view as a result of cons u l t a t io ns.

To ge t her the United States and European states must cont i nue the process of NATO
e n l a rge me nt, re c o g n i z i ng that this pre s e nts a potent ial political problem that needs to
be worked with Russia. A parallel process of tra ns fo r m i ng NATO and re de f i n i ng its role to
fit the new security enviro n me nt must accompany this process of enlarge me nt .

All the fo re go i ng must be part of a bro a der effort by the United States, the Euro p e a n
Un ion, and Russia to develop trilateral coopera t ion on issues of common concern. A ne w
a nd affirmative trilateral age nda is re q u i red that addresses issues such as nuclear safe-
t y, the enviro n me nt, public health, and rule of law. Dialogue between Euro p e, Russia ,
a nd the United States must begin in earnest. The rules of the road must be de v e l o p e d.
T he Euro p e - R u s s ia-U.S. age nda should not displace curre nt discussio ns, but should seek
to pro mote coopera t ion whe re coopera t ion is now lacking .

C o n c l u s i o n s

It is important that Ame r ican and EU leadership not take for gra nted the commitme nt
of their publics to de mo c ra c y — much less a commitme nt to a vision of a peaceful, und i-
v ide d, and de mo c ra t ic Euro p e. A new ge ne ra t ion of voters is coming of age in Euro p e
w hose political outlook is fo r med by the post–Cold War world. This new ge ne ra t ion ne e d s
to be convinced of the virtues of de mo c racy and the prospects for and advant a ges of a
E u rope whole and fre e.

Po l i t ical leaders must turn their attent ion to de v e l o p i ng polic ies that enc o u ra ge a
c i v ic culture supporting de mo c racy and a Europe whole and fre e. New policy appro a c he s
must inc l ude tools for coping with ethnic and other conflicts within socie t ie s — t o o l s
o t her than military fo rc e. This is the focus of much of the work of the United States Ins t i-
tute of Pe a c e.
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a p p roach to Europe—with less
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change the U.S. view as a re s u l t

of consulta t i o n s.
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coming of age in Europe whose

political outlook is formed by

the post–Cold War world. 


