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THE PATH TO SECURITY: MODELSAND MECHANISMS FOR
MAINTAINING EUROPEAN AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY

Security is a central theme in international relasi and modern political science, particularly
given the evolving security landscape in Europe ghobally. Traditional mechanisms for
maintaining stability, such as the balance of powlefense alliances, and collective security, have
demonstrated limitations. European integration reffea potential alternative, capable of
transforming international interactions and mitiggtthe risk of conflict. This study aims to
identify the characteristics of different secuntydels and assess their effectiveness within the
current international system. It focuses on theetation between traditional security approaches
(balance of power, defensive alliances) and newedels based on integration and international
institutionalization.

The research employs a comparative analysis ofnat@nal security concepts, a historical
method to evaluate the effectiveness of differeppreaches retrospectively, and a structural
analysis of international security systems. Anifagbnal approach is also utilized to assess the r
of international organizations in shaping secypityicy.

The study reveals that traditional security mecdrasi such as defense alliances and the
balance of power, remain relevant but pose sigmiticrisks, including conflict escalation and
heightened security dilemma. While joining forcashances participants' defense capabilities,
forming a basis for deterrence — a key conditianafeniding aggression — these alliances can also
create rivalries and instability. Collective setyridespite its international legitimacy, often
struggles with implementation due to a lack of tifmember-state positions. The difficulty of
establishing a truly universal collective secusistem, coupled with the prominent role of great
powers in world politics, suggests a simpler systeofiective action by great powers interested in
maintaining the status quo, even without formaligdilons to counter aggression as seen in
collective defense systems. The modern interndtieaaurity system, anchored by the United
Nations (UN), blends elements of collective seguaitd a concert of nations (requiring unanimity
among the Security Council's permanent members)yporating functional cooperation to address
conflict sources. A more effective approach to s&gceombines traditional models with deepened
interdependence. This mitigates the structural esusf conflict and fosters a new kind of
international interaction. The European Union pteg a successful example of this synergistic
approach to security.

Keywords: foreign policy, political transformation, balancef power, security, hegemony,
alliances, collective security system, defensegiattion, cooperation, policy theories, defense
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For a time, Europe's relative peace seemed toSeeUr ity logic of international cooperation

relegate security concems to a secondary, DESPite the ‘success of the European
position. Peripheral conflicts did not challenge Ntegration project, integration is conceded as a
the perceived strength of the European security¢ounterintuitive approach to achieving security
architecture. However, the events in Ukraine (ZWOISki 2024) and, in the case of the EU,

have forced a reassessment of regional security/€duires additional conditions, including the

(Borzel 2023), casting a far more pessimistic rz%rgcz)val of the «security dilemma» (Gnatiuk

light. The ongoing war demonstrates that the 'I2h i f q int tional

European security system retains many of the . € ”?].“Le . Ob mg ermn r']n ernationa

very characteristics Europeans had hoped tof€'ations, which is based on the sovereign

overcome in their efforts to transcend a history equality of states and the primacy of national
of conflict (Claude 1988; Fiott 2023). interest, prevents the formation of sustainable

European integration has a Significamcommunities of states. States can cooperate, but

security dimension and represents an attempt §f'Cl?_Intéraction is short- lived and aimed at
transcend traditional power politics. A keyachlevmg national interests. Craig Snyder, for

achievement of this process is the establishmegjgrggéi’ \?vr#;r?s thtgat Sségf(estoforrginterrg?:tz\%y
of peace among European states. Europedf]®l™ y it Ig A
integration has proven an effective means (32" vanitages — economic, poiiical, or military

transforming the European regional securitionyder 1997). From this point of view, the
complex and altering the foreign policies ofParticipation of states in an integration project i

states that traditionally relied on military only appropriate if it allows them to achieve a

instruments for security. EU membership offerscertqlln go?l (,1"0|St'h.1953: 341). i bet
a compelling alternative: the creation of a wo Tactors hinder cooperation between

community of peace and prosperty founded o 2165 1S, Isue of relaive advantages anc
compromise, tolerance, and respect for partner%988). The focus of states on gaining relative

interests. This post-World War Il paradigm shift dvanta 20V defined in terms of the rati
in how security is pursued is what has allowed?V ges, usually detined in terms ot (he ratio

Europe to experience a period of relative peace.qf military and economic potential, is & motiva-

While the EU's success as a «peace projecff!d factor that determines the feasibility or
is  significant, ~ addressing cpntemporary'naeppggtﬁ’tr'at%nggfw%f 23%?:“23 'grﬁgnmt%%rg’r
European security challenges requires a broad Yings myéan ot otafes T %0 ok s%re that
approach, potentially including an evolution of ther members do not use )t/heir articipation in
the EU's own securify model. This article aims tqp /= 220008 (0 advantage f(?r exaFr)ane b
summarize various approaches to resolvin creasing asymmetric interaependence ’ Ir>1/
security issues, outlining their core principles, liances formed in response to a threat, states
key differences, and the characteristics of thé‘I K P h heir level  of
modern collective security model exemplified by2!S0 _S€€K o ensure that their level o
the United Nations. commitment is commensurate with the threat
: thThS key ,? ata fgr tt?]is Sesear'\(/:lh wa? 8?]tainea1ey'lpr?e§cee>?£ﬁple of European integration shows
in the Project run by the Jean Monne air o . LA )
the National University of Kyiv-Mohyla Acade- fﬂgt g‘g mfgpair::asens] t?G?l\’a?{SErg%Ztg')s (Ijt”?/vrggnatlhlg
my with the support of the European Union 9 '

(Jean Monnet actions, Erasmus+ program) and %ei-curité/ tguar?nte&s fkrom_ the su;]zetrrﬁ)ower thtat
available in the project's results repositbry. allowed to solve the key ISsues of the security
dilemma and move towards the creation of a

«stronger union» of European countries and

1
See: htips://ec.europa.eu/programmes/erasmus-  ransform the traditional confrontation of
plus/project-result-content European states, which resulted in two world
.."'.. Co-funded by wars
the European Union N

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions At th.e same time, despite the ObSta.Cles to
expressed are however those of the author(s) odlylan coope_ratlo_n between states, the same logic of the
not necessarily reflect those of the European Uniothe security dilemma pushes states to form and
European Education and Culture Executive Agency aintain other mechanisms for achieving security,
(EACEA). Neither the European Union nor EACEA can  in particular through such forms as ing stability
be held responsible for them in the international system or even forming
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alliances to counter a common enemy or joininghift in its priorities (e.g., a change in domestic
existing ones. political regime) (Walt 1987). If the
In the modern system of international threatening state cannot be deterred by a single
relations with its horizontal distribution of state's power, it often triggers a balancing of
power (Waltz 1979), the preservation of influence and the formation of a counter-
peaceful relations between states in the alliance.
regional or global system is achieved through A successful defense alliance can,
mechanisms of balance of power or hegemony. however, outlive the initial threat and evolve
Balancing the power of another state is into a political alliance, as demonstrated by
possible through alliances and coalitions. The NATO's trajectory after the Cold War. Unlike
formation of alliances makes it possible to defense alliances, political alliances often rely
distribute forces in the international system on hegemonic power to maintain stability.
more evenly to deter other states (alliances) NATO stands as a prime example of a modern
from changing the status quo. In the regional alliance with both defense and political
or international system, a state or alliance candimensions. U.S. nuclear guarantees to
emerge as a hegemon and act as an organizingeuropean allies were central to deterring the
factor, structuring the international or regional USSR and its allies. Even after the primary
order. threat dissipated, NATO continued to function,
M echanisms of the balance of power maintaining nuclear deterrence against Russia
Historically, European states viewed each and broadening its definition of security threats
other as potential security threats, seeking beyond armed attack.
protection through alliances. The most In general, however, European states'
common security strategy was forming historical experience with defense alliances as
collective defense agreements or alliances.a means of achieving security is largely
Stephen Walt defines a defense alliance as adisappointing. The two World Wars illustrate
formal agreement that commits states to how forming a defense alliance can escalate
combine their military forces against a the security dilemma, prompting the creation
particular state or states (Walt 1987: 2). From of a counter-alliance. The increased security of
a threatened state's perspective, aligning with one side inevitably leads to a heightened sense
another similarly threatened state is the most of insecurity for the other.
effective way to bolster defense capabilities Collective security systems
and, ultimately, enhance deterrence. In terms of threat identification and
Membership in a collective defense response, a collective security system stands in
system entails a commitment to use military contrast to a defense alliance. Members of the
force under specific circumstances, typically collective security system pledge not to use
an act of aggression against a member stateforce to resolve disputes and commit to
Because the primary security threat is external, collective action should this pledge be
these alliances generally lack mechanisms for violated. Unlike collective defense systems,
resolving internal disputes among members. which respond to external threats from
However, the shared perception of an external potential adversaries, collective security
threat often overshadows internal disagree- systems are designed to address internal
ments, minimizing the perceived need for such challenges.
mechanisms. This security mechanism rests on the
Military-political alliances are formed to principle that peaceful relations are in every
counter a perceived military threat. Their participant's interest, and that aggression
primary purpose is to deter and prevent attacks against one is considered aggression against
from states seeking to unilaterally alter the all. This shared interest in peace motivates
existing status quo. Combining the military states to maintain peaceful relations.
resources of alliance members is crucial for Furthermore, collective security systems
effective deterrence. While a shared perception emphasize the central role of international
of a common threat provides a basis for institutions, which develop and implement
converging security policies, member states mechanisms for preserving peace.
retain their independence and autonomy. International institutions contribute to
Defensive alliances are often temporary, transforming states' perceptions of national
contingent on the perceived threat. This threat interest by promoting peaceful interaction.
typically arises from either the growing International institutionalization helps mitigate
strength of a particular international actor (e.g., the negative effects of international anarchy by
increased military capabilities) or a radical shaping behavior, transforming expectations,
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and making interstate relations more with its members primarily concerned with
predictable. This fosters increased trust amongresolving their own differences and
participants, which directly correlates with a collaborating to maintain peace within Europe.
greater sense of security and, consequently, The Concert was based on the recognition
system stability. of the territorial status quo among its members
Unlike collective defense, which relies on and allowed changes only if a compromise was
balancing a specific threat, collective security reached among the members. Collective action
aims to create maximum deterrence by to maintain security is the result of informal
mobilizing the combined potential of all negotiations, not a pre-determined mechanism
participants against aggression. Furthermore, like the League of Nations charter. The
by transforming interstate interactions and mechanisms for collective action also remain
fostering trust, collective security systems can subject to agreement betweenthe great powers.
lessen the impact of the security dilemma and The nature of the concert requires consensus in
encourage peaceful dispute resolution. decision-making, as the system is based on the
In a collective security system, security is primacy of joint action and the impossibility of
treated as a collective good, requiring the imposing will on the great powers.
participation of all members in countering The concert system is effective in
aggression. In practice, however, this can be maintaining peace, provided that there is no
challenging, as assessments of conflict clear hegemon among the great powers. No
situations often vary significantly. The League state can be so large that other participants, by
of Nations' experience illustrates the practical joining forces, cannot surpass its power
difficulty of member states defining security as potential (Claude 1988). In addition to the
a common good and, consequently, acting composition of the concert, the priorities of the
consistently to achieve it. participants are also important, including the
In their article «Concerts, Collective lack of intentions to change the status quo and
Security, and the Future of Europe», Charles the interest in preserving the existing
and Clifford Kupchan argue that while international order.
collective security is theoretically the most In post-Napoleonic Europe, the Concert
reliable approach compared to capacity was formed on the basis of a strong anti-
building and balance-of-power strategies (like revolutionary consensus, so the political
defense alliances), achieving unanimous consequences of the 1848 revolutions made it
agreement, particularly  with  universal less effective. Crises that had previously been
membership, is challenging. A large number of resolved at the negotiating table escalated into
participants can hinder effective collective military confrontation, such as the Crimean
responses, even when states agree on aWNar, which broke out in 1853 between Russia
definition of aggression. They suggest that a on the one hand and Great Britain, France, and
concert-based system offers a more practical the Ottoman Empire on the other.

approach to maintaining international peace The formation of a concert of great powers,
(Kupchan 1991: 119-20, 138). of course, does not mean that they have similar
Concert of nations interests or do not compete for power. On the

Like collective security, a concert of contrary, their relations can be extremely
nations relies on collective action. However, conflictual. However, the task of the concert is
unlike collective security, it involves only a to maintain stability, not to eliminate conflicts.
select group of powerful states acting together The stability of international order is one of the
to counter aggression. In this system, greatkey interests of the great powers, so any
powers play a leading role, often exerting changes to the status quo require the consent of
influence over smaller states. While the all participants in the system.
concert system requires unanimity among The UN and the modern peacekeeping system
these great powers, their interactions focus on The modern system of international
problem-solving and don't necessarily involve security maintenance based on the United
formal obligations to counter aggression, as Nations (UN) combines elements of collective
seen in collective defense or security systems. security and the concert of nations. Established

The Concert of Europe, established in after World War I, the UN is a global security
1815 by Great Britain, Prussia, Russia, and system both in terms of its reach and activities.
Austria (later joined by France in 1818), serves The UN Charter enshrines the principle of
as a prototype for this system. Unlike the refraining from the threat or use of force
League of Nations and the United Nations, the (Article 2.4) and a collective response to a
Concert of Europe was regionally focused,
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threat to the peace (Article 2.5) (Charter of the the classic problems of balance of power and
United Nations). alliances have disappeared from the agenda.
Unlike the League of Nations Covenant, Integration as an approach to security is a
the UN Charter doesn't mandate automatic long-term strategy that is difficult to replace,
economic and diplomatic sanctions in response but as the example of the UK, namely,
to aggression. However, it does establish a withdrawal from the EU shows, it is also
mechanism for collective response in the event possible.
of a breach of peace. Article 42 empowers the The experience of the European Union,
Security Council to take necessary measures towhich emerges as a result of the integration
maintain or restore international peace and process at its early stage and remains in the
security. Article 43 obligates member states to realm of international politics, is extremely
provide the Security Council, upon request and relevant for considering practices of solving
in accordance with special agreements, with security problems. The EU member states, as
armed forces, assistance, and related facilitieswell as those seeking to join, such as Ukraine,
necessary for maintaining international peace remain sovereign, but form a special security
and security (Charter of the United Nations).  dynamic among themselves, not considering
The UN's founders recognized the need each other as possible enemies. However,
for great power leadership (a concert of integration alone cannot fully resolve the
nations) to ensure the system's effectivenesssecurity dilemma; other mechanisms are also
(Woolner 2009). Consequently, the UN necessary.

Charter stipulates that any collective action to

maintain peace requires the consent of the five

permanent members of the Security Council:
the Republic of China, France, the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, and the United States of America
(Charter of the United Nations).

Integration as security

These strategies for maintaining peaceful
relations rely on the threat of punishing
aggressors to ensure international stability.
Since World War Il, Europe has demonstrated

Conclusion
The analysis reveals two primary
paradigms for achieving security in the

anarchic international system, where states
ultimately rely on self-help. The most

innovative and, in the long run, most effective
approach is integration as a security
mechanism. This approach posits that econo-
mic, political, and legal interconnectedness
among states eliminates the root causes of
conflict and fosters a stable international
environment. The European Union, where
former rivals have achieved peaceful

a more successful approach (at least thus far)coexistence through integration, serves as a
to preventing war and achieving peace. The prime example.

European Union exemplifies the creation of a
community of sovereign states that resolve
disputes peacefully. In stark contrast to the
previous century, when intra-European
conflicts triggered two world wars, war among
EU members is now considered highly
improbable.

From an institutional perspective, forming
cooperative structures like the EU helps
mitigate the negative effects of international

However, the success of this model
depends on external conditions, particularly
mitigating or overcoming the security
dilemma. European integration demonstrates
that U.S. security guarantees played a crucial
role in this process. These guarantees from a
superpower enabled the resolution of key
security dilemma issues, paving the way for a
«stronger union» of European countries and
transforming traditional European state

anarchy and influences how states define their rivalries.

interests, thereby altering their security
behavior (Keohane 2011). Full integration
eliminates the possibility of war among
participating states, but it also fundamentally
changes the political landscape of their
interaction (Ramirez  2020), effectively
dissolving international politics in that specific
context, whether regional or global.

Although other regions have turned to

The balance of power (or hegemony) and
collective action remain Kkey security
mechanisms. Forming collective defense
agreements or alliances allows states to
enhance their defense capabilities through
combined strength, which serves as the
foundation for deterrence. Deterrence is
essential for preventing aggression. While
defensive military-political alliances help

integration, the example of Europe is the most maintain a desired status quo, they are often
successful. Integration has transformed the temporary. NATO is a prominent example of a
most conflict-prone region in the world, and modern defense and political alliance.
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Collective security systems offer greater
potential for guaranteeing security for all
participants, as they are based on a
commitment to non-use of force in dispute
resolution and collective action in response to
violations. The institutional aspect of such
interactions is also important, helping to
reduce the negative impacts of anarchy by
shaping behavior and transforming
expectations.

The difficulty of implementing a truly
universal collective security system, coupled
with the prominence of great powers in world

politics, suggests a more pragmatic approach:

collective action by great powers interested in
maintaining the status quo, even without
formal obligations to counter aggression (as in
collective defense systems). The current
international security system, anchored by the
United Nations, combines elements of
collective security and a concert of nations,
while also promoting functional cooperation
and joint problem-solving.

In conclusion, global security can be
pursued through various mechanisms, from
military and political alliances to diplomacy
and economic integration. However, history
demonstrates that long-term stability is
achieved not only through military deterrence,
but also through shared institutions,
interdependence, and political cooperation.
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IJISIX 10 BE3IEKW: MOJEJII TA MEXAHI3MHY HNIITPUMAHHS
€BPOIIEMCBKOI TA MIDKHAPO/IHOI BE3IIEKH

IIpoGnemarnka O€3MEKW B MIKHApPOJHUX BIJHOCMHAX € OJHIEI0 3 KIIOUOBUX Yy Cy4aCHOMY
MOJITOJIOTIYHOMY TMUCKYPCi, 0COOIMBO 3 OTJISLY Ha 3MiHY O€3MEKOBOTO CEpelOBHUINA B €BpOIi Ta CBITi.
TpamumiitHi MeXaHI3MH MATPUMAHHSA CTaOUTBHOCTI, 30KpeMa OamaHc Ccwi, OOOpPOHHI COIO3M Ta
KOJIEKTHBHA Oe3IeKa, He 3aBK/Ii BUIIPABAOBYIOTh OUiKyBaHHs. AJBTEPHATHBOIO MOXKE CIYTYBaTH AOCBIJ
iHTerpaniiinux mnpoueciB B €Bpomi, SKHH T03BOJNSAE TPaHCPOPMYBATH MIKHAPOAHY B3aEMOJIIO Ta
3HIDKYBATH PU3UKU KOH(IIIKTIB.

Merta q0CIiKEHHS TOJIATAaE B BU3HAYCHI XapaKTePUCTHK Pi3HUX MOAeNIeH 3a0e3nedeH s 0e3neKy Ta
iXHBOI €(heKTUBHOCTI B yMOBax CydacHOi MiXHapoaHOI cucteMu. Oco0IMBY yBary MpHIIJICHO MTHTAHHIO
CIIBBiTHONICHHS MiX TPaaWIiHHUMK MigX0JaMU IO Oe3MeKd, TaKuMH SK OamaHc CWiI i OOOpOHHI
aJBSHCH, Ta HOBITHIMH MOJEJSIMH, 3aCHOBAHMMHM Ha 1HTETpallii Ta MiXHAPOIHINA IHCTUTYIIIOHAJI3aIi].
Metomu  AOCHIIKCHHS BKJIIOYAlOTh KOMITAPATUBHUHN aHAi3 KOHICMINH MiXHApoaHOI Oe3rekH,
ICTOpUYHHMN METOJ [ OLIHKM €(DEKTUBHOCTI Pi3HHUX MiAXOIIB Y PETPOCHEKTHBI, & TAKOXK CTPYKTYPHHUI
aHaji3 MDKHApPOIHUX CHUCTeM Oe3leKd. 3aCTOCOBYETHCS TAKOXK IHCTUTYIIMHWM MiAXin, SKAH T03BOJISIE
OIIIHUTH POJIb MIKHAPOJHUX OpraHizamiii y ¢gopmyBaHHi Oe3rekoBoi moiiTHKH. OCHOBHI pe3yJbTaTH
JIOCITIPKEHHS ICMOHCTPYIOTh, 1[0 TPAIUIliHI MeXaHi3MU Oe3IeKH, TakKi SK 00OOPOHHI anbsHCH Ta OanaHc
CWJI, 3QJIMINAIOTHCS aKTyaIbHUMU, OJTHAK MAIOTh 3HAYHI PU3MKH, 30KpeMa 3arpo3y eckanaiii KOH(IIKTIB
Ta TIOCHJICHHS mwieMu Oesreku. OO0 eMHAHHS 3YCHIUIA 30UTBIITye 0OOOPOHHY CIIPOMOXKHICTh yYaCHUKIB,
IO CIYTY€E OCHOBOIO CcTpuMaHHsS. CaMe 31aTHICTh CTPUMYBATH € OCHOBHOIO YMOBOIO HE CTaTH KEPTBOIO
arpecii. KonektuBHa Oe3neka, X04 i Mae mepeBary y BHUIVIALI MiDKXHApOAHOI JETITUMHOCTI, 4YacTo
CTHUKAETHCS 3 TPYTHOIIAMH peajlizamii uepe3 BiACYTHICTh €IMHOI TO3UIIIl IepikaB-ydacHUIs. CKIagHICTh
13 peaiizami€ro Takoi CHCTEMH Oe3MeKH IS BCiX 1 MPOBIHA POJb y CBITOBIM MOMITHIN BEIMKUX JEPKaB
MPOMOHYIOTh OWUTBII CIPOIICHY CHCTEMY — KOJEKTHUBHY JI0 BEIMKUX JepXaB, SKi 3allikaBlicHI Yy
HasBHOMY CTaTyCi-KBO, IIPOTE HE HECyTh (HhOPMAIBHHUX 3000B’s3aHb MPOTHUIIl arpecii sK B CHUCTeMax
KOJIEKTHBHOI 000poHn. CydacHa cucTeMa MATpUMaHHS MiXHapoxaHOoi Oe3meku Ha ocHOBiI Opramizarrii
OO0’ ennanux Haniit (OOH) moenHye eneMeHTH KOJSKTUBHOI OC3MEKH Ta KOHLEPTY Halil, 1o noTpedye
OJTHOCTAWHOCTI TOCTiHHUX wieHiB Pagu besneku, a Takok BKIIOYAE €IEMEHTH (DYHKIIIOHATBHOT
CIIBITpaIll U1 YCYHEHHS JKEePEN KOH(ITIKTIB.

Binbmr mieBUM MigXomoM 10 JOCATHEHHS O€3MEKH € TOE€MHAHHS TPaIuIifHUX MOJeleH i3
301IBLICHHSIM B3a€EMO3aJIC)KHOCTI, AKa yCyBa€ CTPYKTYPHI epegyMoBH KOH(DIIKTIB Ta popMye HOBUH THUI
MDKHApOIHOT B3aeMoii. €Bpomneiichkuii Coro3 JEMOHCTPYE YCHIITHUMN TOCBI TaKOi CHHEPTIi 0€3MEKOBUX
MM IXOMdIB.

Kurouoei cnosa: 306uiwms  nomimuxa, noximuunHa mpancgopmayis, oOanawc cun, Oesnexda,
2e2eMOHIS, ANbAHCU, CUCMeMA KOJeKMUsHOi bOe3neku, 060poHa, €8ponelicbka inmezpayis, cnienpayi,
meopii noaimuxu, 000poHa.

CraTTs HamidnUIa 10 PeaaKiiii 03.09.2024
Crarts pekoMeHnoBana 1o apyky 11.10.2024



