D.E.U. I.LB.F. Dergisi _
Cilt: 11, Sayi: I, 1996, ss.61-67

DEBATE OF FUTURE IN INTERNATIONAL SECURITY
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In recent years there has been a debate sbout the future in inier-
national security. This article examines differani approachss to inter-
national security, identifying this debate. Traditiona! realists’ security
concerns are mainly based on miiitary issues. On the other hend, liber-
als believe that security should be defined more broadly as “"world se-
- curity ", including all threats to human survival, both miiitsry and non-
military. After examining both views, this article emphasizes that

traditional security issues are more important though the framework of
national security have broadened.

INTRODUCTION

 After the Cold War, in the 1990s, a new approach to international
security have challanged the traditional realist view. This causes us to rethink
the security issues in the light of changed conditions in international relations.
This essay analyzes the different approaches to international security and

emphasizes the importance of tradional realist security concerns though the
framework of international security have ‘broadened.

International

The Framework of Security

President George Bush after the Cold War told about a New World Order

--in which major powers work together to ensure peace and to settle their
disputes by peaceful means. Thus, the aim will be to deter aggression, to
achieve stability, and to achieve peace. This involves the demise of
authoritarian regimes, strengthening the world trading system, and providing
structural improvements as of NATO, EC, CSCE to continue peace and
stability. In short, with the end of the Cold War, for liberals it seemed feasib-
le to establish peace and justice in international relations based on
international laws and norms, administered by international institutions as the
United Nations, resting on the commitment of the leading states for the
maintenance of peaceful international relations. (Falk, 1993, 145)

Economic developments and advances in technology and communication
Increase interdependence today. Beyond the world interdependence, is the
changed role of the nation-state in worid affairs. Transnational non-govern-
mental forces in the world affairs such as MNCs challange the control of state
over world affairs. Also, there is the growth of democracy. As a result of
these developments, liberals believe that traditicnal security is disappearing.

(*) Aras. Gor., D.E.U. lsletme Fakiltesi, Uluslararasi lligkiler Baluma.
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Yet, despite the changing conditions, realists argue that this is
illusional. People interpreted end of one conflict in the world as end to all
- conflicts. "The older order reflecting bloc politics and ideological contestation
~has come to an end. However, the transtion... generate new conflicts and new
challanges." (Rupensighe, 1992) For realist, anarchic structure of the nation-
state system is the starting point. Furthermore, realism is based on
structural considerations and that assumes a constant struggle for power. The
anarchial international system requires that states rely on themselves for

protection. They have to be prepared for war for their security.

~ The Security Of Europe

During the Cold War, the security and stability in Europe has always
been essential part of international security. The security and stability of
Europe was provided by major powers. Each alliance was with one
superpower. Thus, thn United States provided security to Western Europe to
preserve balance of powers. Each country enjoyed the benefits of this

cooperation, because under the United States umbrella they did not fear from
each other. ‘ o

. After the Cold War, there is a debate over the security of Europe. What
made the difference was, after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, some
- observers suggested that the Unidet States should withdraw from Europe.
However, third image pessimists like Mearshiemer "who view war as a result

~of the anarchic international system” continue to believe that the risk of war
~ in Europe is Increasing. Thus, U.S. forces should still remain in Europe. Second
~image pessimists like Synder "who focus on internal character of states”
argue that new European order will substantially more dangereous than the
Cold War order, because the Post-Communist regimes will not be able to
develop democracy. Thus, the Western countries should assist and support the
new democracies in the Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. On the other
hand, optimists like Van Evera argue that the risk of war in Europe is low, but
ethnic conflicts will increase in Eastern Europe. Western Europe is secure,
danger is in the East. So the United States should try to help Europe to build
- democracy and. to decrease hyper-nationalism and militarism. Finally,

Institutional optimists argue that increase in economic Interdependence and
integration, and international institutions will force more peaceful relations in

Europe. Hence, there are different approaches, to U.S. commitment to the
~ security of Europe. ~

~ More recently, there is a debate over the expansion of NATO as to
include Central Europe. In January 1994, President Clinton proposed and NATO
approved the Partnership for Peace. So far 26 countries have joined. It is
argued that a partnership is necessary for an integrated Europe, and also for

- European security. Furthermore, it is assumed that this partnership will

- - :.
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provide the path to the NATO membership for the candidates who are able and
willing to make necessary commitments. According to recent situation, new
members will be accepted to the NATO, but the question of "when and how”
still remains.

in addition, Warren Christopher, the U.S. Secretary of Stais, notes tha:
the security of Europe is importani for the security of the United States. The
United States should act with cooperation not alone against the moasure
threats --such as proliferation, terrorism, crime and threats to the
environment. The United States supports the Fartnership for Paace for the
European security. Hence, Warien Christopher argues that evpanding the
NATO. membership will promote U.S. interesis by reducing *he chance of
conflict in Europe's Eastern half. (Christopher, 1685, 6)

Three Factors

At the end of the Cold War, realists were concerned especially about
three major factors. The first factor is the shift f7om bipolarity to multi-
polarity. According to the realists at the end of the Cold War, we are leaving
behind bipolarity which is very safe and turn o multi-polarity which is
dangerous. Kenneth Waltz and others argue that bipolar system is more stable
than multipolar system. Waltz notes that multi-polarity will bring difficulties,
but nuclear weapons will be heipful in providing deterrence. Thus, nuclear
weapons are believed to be an important factor in security (Waltz,
Mearsheimer) which reduces the risk of war by making the costs high.
Mearsheimer notes that unpredictability of relationships in multipolar world is
dangerous. In a multipolar world, states are afraid of two things: fear of
~abondenment and fear of entrapment. This is a two way dilemna.

A second factor that realists are concerned about is the offense-defense
balance of the great powers. Great powers offensive forces are still dominant

as seen in the United States-led coalition success in the Guif War. But if small

forces continue to proliferate, this situation might change. So realists are
Interested in limiting the transfer of advanced conventional weapons.

A third factor is the realists belief that the major powers must have
the economic and military strength to restore peace. They are frightened by
the declining economic power of the United States. They argue that the United
States should be afraid of the increasing power of Japan and if the free trade

Is providing oppurtunity for Japan to grow economically more than the United

States. Since they believe in the relationship between economics and secunty,
realists feel this is a central secunty ISSLB. ‘

The Decline of Power Of the United States

- With regard to the discussion about the decline of power of the United
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States, there are different approaches among the realists. Kennedy illustrates
the disagreements on the question. Some scholars like Huntington believe in
- deterrence and does not welcome the ideas that there is good to be seen in the
decline of U.S. power. The U.S. hegemony is seen as good. Huntington states
that who has power matters and the United States should try to preserve as
~much power as it.can. The United States leadership provides security and

~stability. "If the United States is unable to maintain security in the world's

trouble spots, no other single country or combination of countries is Ilkely to
provude a substitute.” (Huntmgton 1993, 82) -

On the other hand, Layne asks does the United States want unipolar
power is debateable. Being hegemon is not related to U.S. interests or what it
gets. There is a collective goods problem. In the multipolar world relations
~ will become more competitive and cooperation will become difficult. The
- Ionger the Umted States provides the leadership, it is better. Layne sees that
 multi-polarity is inevitable. The transition from unipolarity to multi- -polarity
will challange the United States. The United States should try to safeguard its
interests and adjust to inevitable emergence of new great powers. Nothing can
prevent the emergence of challangers and 'the consequent end of the
hegemon's predominance in international system.” (Layne, 1993) The United
States should rely on global and regional balances of power and follow a
strategic independence policy.

Cooperation Under Anarchy

~Although most of the realists argue on competitive interests, there is
also a belief that cooperation is possible, because the security concerns are
lower and common interests among the developed states are higher than it
was during the Cold War. "Although each state will to have a significant
bargaining resources and leverage over others in order to protect and further
Its Interests, the stakes and the intensity of the competition will be much

lower than the case when international politics was infused with deep
concerns for survival and security.” (Jervis, 1993)

In addition as noted by Jervis, there is a gap between people who
percewe the world within deterrence and spiral model or security

dilemna. Deterrence model assumes that any state can harm you, so you
have to resist the other side and be tough. This will be successful in the
“long-run. In contrast, the spiral model assumes that the other side does not
intend for aggression. If you are tough to the other side, this will be
lnterpreted as you intend for aggression. Spiral model accepts cooperation and
fear of conflicts, whereas deterrence says that the aggressors can be
deterred in a conflictual world. The approach in the deterrence model is the
‘military strength and have both offensive and defensive capabilities. |f you
believe in threats, you have to follow deterrence in foreign policy and
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cooperation is not possible. If you believe in cooperation under anarchy, you
can follow spiral policy. Hence, spiral and deterrence are two diiterent
models of national security discussed in realism.

A New Dimmsian

| The new approaches chaﬂange ﬁ‘!& r@aiw% a.mach that is given in inhe
, brief summary above based on georf olitics, real-politics. In this new approach
international sscurity is called world secumy Human rights is at the
cemerpsece of this argument

The scholars ike Brown and Nelson argue that world politics is more
 than international politics that realist consider. Brown treats the nation-state
- system as subsystem of the world po lity, which is in turn seen as subsystem
of world society. World polity is not only a system of soversign nation states,
but more than pclitics among nation states it invoives "corporatlions,
ethno-cultural groups, ideological movements, churches, religious
movements, labor organizations, professional asgmzaucns and special
interest groups 3 (Brown 1992)

World pohty IS defmed as ihe giabai pattern of structures and
processes for conducting and resolving conflicts and making and implementing
rules.” World society includes "the polity, the economy, the ecclogy and the
variety of culturai connectmns between people.” (Brown, 1982} '

. Brown feels that realism is not able to adapt to the growth of
transnational economic ecological mtardepenémw Also, realism iIs not abie 10
understand cultural and moral commitments. He places international relations
in a wider global context of economic, ecology, culture and conflicting values.

- This is 2 new way of thmkmg about the globai system and it is chaﬂengmg
reahsts ' | 1 '

Why the world is anarchjc? Hew can we explain iniernational
cooperation in pamcu!ar regions of the world? is war a normal characteristic
of world polity? How can we adapt human rights 1o the nalion-system? These
are some of the questions asked ‘against realist assumpﬁms. '

Realists focus on numn stazes SO ’mey consider the international
security as a derivative of national security interests. New apprcach Dargues
that threats are becoming increasingly transnational due to increasing
economic interdependence, ecological conditions, the wide dispersal of
nationality groups across state boundaries and so on. Thus, the world security
policy to preserve peace and stability should not only focus on geopolitics and
military balances of power, alliance relationship, but has to expand its focus
~ to economical, poiitical, cultural values and nongovammemal actors as welil

~as nation-states. (Brown, 1994) ‘ '
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- ZNilifer Karacasuiu

mistir. GUnUmiizde, 6zellikle realistlerin Amerika-Avrupa arasindaki glvenlik
“ve igbirligi, NATO'nun geniglemesi ve Amerika'nin glcli hakkindaki tartigma-
lar tim devletlerin givenlik politikalarini olustururken dikkate almas! gereken
konulardir. ' ; - '
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