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US–EU–Russia: a Triangle of Tensions1

Andrea Riemer2

The new US President Barack Obama has fi nished his fi rst year of his term. He 
started off  with an agenda providing a job for more than a “two termer”. He 
still has to manage two wars and, in addition, a deep-going structurally caused 

economic crisis.
Geopolitics and geostrategy have seemingly gone into the backdrop. There is too 

much on his daily plate he has to handle – at least many media people think so. From my 
point of view, this is only partially true. Obama gave a number of speeches of highest 
geopolitical and geostrategic fl avour, such as his speech in Prague in early April 20093 
or his speech in Cairo to the Muslim world in early June 2009.4 Despite much tactical 
and operative daily issuing Obama has managed to keep on a strategic path. For sure, 
US–Russian and US–EU relations have received some new fl avour, yet the expected 
turn – right or wrong – is still on a hold.

His Guiding Principles5 for US foreign policy read as follows:

President Obama has committ ed himself and his Administration from the 
beginning of his presidency to a foreign policy that ensures the safety of the 
American people. But he also refuses the false division between our values and 
our security; the United States can be true to our values and ideals while also 
protecting the American people. We will use all elements of American power to 
achieve objectives, and consult closely with the Congress so that our policies may 
have the broad and bipartisan support that makes them most eff ective. Finally, 
while there are instances and individuals who can be met only by force, the Uni-
ted States will be prepared to listen to and talk with our adversaries in order to 
advance our interests.

This article will discuss the following questions:

1. What is the framework of US foreign policy all about?
2. What is President Obama’s foreign policy all about in the light of the overarching 
foreign political framework?
3. How is the relation to the Russian Federation designed (basics, stumbling blocs, 
go-aheads)?
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4. How is the relation to Europe designed (basics, stumbling blocs, go-aheads)?
5. What may be the key-takeaways?

The key targets of the article are to

1. fi t Obama’s foreign policy within the overarching framework;
2. discuss US–Russia relations from the US point of view and to clarify the areas of 
tensions;
3. discuss US–EU relations from the US point of view and to clarify the areas of 
tensions; and,
4. fi gure out key-takeaways in terms of present and future US foreign policy within 
the triangle of tensions.

US Foreign Policy – Enduring and Variable Parameters6

Understanding the US from an outside point of view has always been a challenging 
undertaking. Thinking to know the US oft en turns out to be a road of surprises. Many 
issues in the way the US thinks seem exaggerated and distorted – particularly from 
the European point of view (if there is any coherent position on the old continent on 
the US).

Graph 1: Enduring Parameters in US Foreign Policy
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Enduring Parameters7

The Founding History8

The founding history as the key emotional part in societal thought is the beginning of 
the US. The Declaration of Independence can be seen as a point of reference, as an act 
of deliberate distance to Europe. The US with its wide territory off ered new options, 
being diff erent from Europe. An ideal construct, a city upon the hill, a new Israel could 
be set up. The purity of ideals was enormously important for the founding phase. The 
founding principles are the key benchmark for societal and political actions. They 
have an overarching validity for the individual and the community. Contradictions in 
perceptions are mainly caused by eff orts to comply to those promises and – at the same 
time – to go beyond them and optimize the ideal. There is hardly a state which depends 
that much on perceptions and refl ections by the others as the US is. Those ideals rooted 
in its own history have been indicating a global trend how the world should be. On the 
other hand, idealization off ers a huge space for att ack. The founding history forms an 
important ideational framework for strategic visions and thought.

Religion as Indispensable Part of US Politics

Religion has been a key part in US politics since the founding period. It is part of the 
American identity and culture. It moulded the character of the nation, supported 
ideas and ideals on the world and infl uenced the way how the US reacted to problems 
beyond its borders.9 Religion has a patriotic touch and is a means of politics.10 Trust in 
God by political leaders leads to trust by the people in its leaders (see e.g. Washington’s 
program God’s Providence11). Patriotism and religion are closely interlinked. American 
Nationalism and politico-theological ambitions have oft en been deeply ingrained in US 
strategic thought and been lift ed to the global level.12

Additionally, religion serves a basis for moral. Providence, the fi ght for progress etc. 
have been put into a moral-religion based framework. Moralism has been a key part in 
US foreign and security policy. At the same time, religion served as an argument for 
war and against war. The Manichaean way of thought overlays religion and moral and 
leads to the oft en criticised “black and white” American way of thinking and acting.

One reason why religion is so important to life in the United States refers to the 
fact that it dissipates the mix of political opinions.13 Partisans on all sides of important 
questions regularly appeal to religious principles to support their stand points. The 
country is so religiously diverse that one can fi nd almost any conceivable foreign policy 
support in the realm of religion.
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The balance of infl uence among the diff erent religious streams has considerably 
shift ed over time. Particularly in the past 30 years this balance has shift ed signifi cantly, 
and with dramatic consequences. Liberal strands have receded, while more conservative 
groups have gained ground and importance. This shift  has already changed US foreign 
policy in profound ways.

Recent years have witnessed considerably changes in the balance of religious power 
in the United States. The membership of the liberal, historically dominant mainline 
Protestant churches mostly peaked in the 1960s. Since then, while the number of 
American Christians has grown, membership in the mainline denominations has 
remarkably gone down.

Universal Values

Universal values and the right of the individual to have those rights integrated into one’s 
life has been an enduring parameter in US foreign security policy. Universal values 
are embedded in the key thoughts of enlightenment. Property and freedom became a 
synonym. Elites pressed for a civil government, for New Freedom and a liberal republic. 
Thomas Jeff erson made the law of nature an inseparable part of the Declaration of 
Independence. Universal values are part of the American Credo (Samuel Huntington). 
They are not negotiable.14 Exceptionalism, universalism15 and the self-perception of 
being superior led to a particular understanding of duty and responsibility.16

Providence - Manifest Destiny – Exceptionalism – Mission – Crusade – Messianic Imperialism

Mission, Crusade and the Frontier have been parameters which moulded perceptions, 
concepts and visions of the founding fathers and liberals. Missionising and messianic 
att itudes have always been a more or less strong factor in US foreign and security 
policy. Messianism has even become part of a ‘state’s doctrine’.17 The United States 
were perceived as the perfect model for mankind. Messianic Imperialism was a logic 
result. It is remarkable since US history has been a history of strong anti-colonial and 
anti-imperialist traditions. On the other hand, the US always has been and expanding 
society. For reason, the self-centric position can easily be explained: “… being the 
exclusive holder of the only civilized values and standards that matt er, and having 
nothing to learn from the rest of the world. … American statecraft  is not, in the fi rst 
instance, about ‘them’; it is about ‘us’, …”18

American Exceptionalism refers to the apparent departure of the United States from 
certain assumed historical norms or laws of development. The notion is an old one with 
many meanings. For one reason or another, the United States has failed to produce ever 
sharper antagonisms between capital and labour. Hence, it appears that America is an 
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exceptional historical case, quite diff erent from other capitalist nations. The US has a 
particular place among the others, which can be explained by its domestic structure. 
Moral superiority is considered a “logic consequence”.

Providence is an inseparable part of Calvin’s program. God is the comprehensively 
acting power and sovereignty. God has a plan for the world and for men. Providence 
is closely connected to Manifest Destiny. Manifest Destiny is a kind of enigma. It is 
a capstone that built American history and a way to explain how America actually 
became America.

Although the movement was named in 1845, the philosophy behind Manifest 
Destiny always existed throughout American History. John O’Sullivan19 coined the 
notion Manifest Destiny (i.e. the divine right to occupy Northern America). He described 
a vision of an America reaching from the Atlantic to the Pacifi c. America had to be 
unifi ed and to become an organic body. Manifest Destiny stood in close relationship 
with the Frontier and the conquest of Texas, Mexico and other Latin American territories. 
Moral, cultural, social, ideological and economic diff erences between people, states and 
countries were “natural consequences”. Today, Manifest Destiny is still alive. It has 
become an ideational framework to expand values and att itudes around the world.

Unilateralism and Multilateralism

American isolationism can be traced back to the founding fathers. The ideational 
point of departure can be found in the Federalist Papers,20 and in George Washington’s 
Farewell Address. Washington’s famous saying on ‘avoiding foreign entanglement’ defi ned 
US foreign and security policy for centuries. Until 1949, the founding year of NATO, 
the US stayed away from any peacetime alliance. In parallel, the US promoted a vivid 
Open Door Policy and the Freedom of the Seas. Cooperations were established only in 
case of self-interest. For reason, the US always performed a selective strategy. The 
current “coalitions of the willing” are not something new. They are an expression of a 
“multilateralism of necessity”.

Geography

The insular position of the US always infl uenced strategic thought. Two relatively 
weak neighbours in the North and the South, two oceans in the East and West led to 
a particular self-perception.21 Opposing coasts have been the driving moments since 
Mission, Crusade,22 Frontier. Alfred Thayer Mahan’s (1840–1914) Maritime Strategy23 
and Nicholas Spykman’s (1893–1943) idea of opposing coasts still mould US strategic 
thought.24
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The US Version of Liberalism

The US is undoubtedly the most liberal of the Western states. In another sense, more 
closely att ached to its economic liberalism, the US is the most conservative of the 
Western states.25 The absence of socialism in the US means that issues are diff erently 
tackled in American domestic politics than they are elsewhere. There is no general 
support for welfare rights or state intervention, and a general background of economic 
libertarianism and anti-statism. In some respect the US espouses a distinctive form of 
liberalism that diff erentiates it from others and makes cooperation diffi  cult. It believes 
that liberal values are universal, and that the moral.

Aft er World Wars I and II US presidents issued papers or statements which were 
considered a strategy. Roosevelt’s Four Freedoms may serve as an example. The Four 
Freedoms are goals famously articulated in the State of the Union Address Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt delivered to the 77th United States Congress on 6 January 1941. In an 
address also known as the Four Freedoms speech, Roosevelt enumerated four points 
as fundamental freedoms humans “everywhere in the world” ought to enjoy. Some of 
those papers and speeches later on were called a ‘doctrine’, simply because they were 
that much infl uential (e.g. the Truman Doctrine26 which founded the containment policy 
and fi xed the US position during the Cold War).

Basic Political Documents for US Foreign Policy

Strategy has a decades lasting tradition in the US, though not all papers and studies 
being labelled a strategy are of strategic nature in terms of contents.

In strategic discourse Washington’s Farewell Address (1796)27 is considered a strategic 
paper. The Monroe Declaration (1823)28 and later Doctrine have been the key basis for 
the USA regarding strategic action for the US. Aft er World Wars I and II US presidents 
issued statements which were considered strategies. Some of them were called a 
“doctrine”, simply because they were that much infl uential. For current National 
Security Strategies the Goldwater–Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 
1986 (PL 99-433, abbrev. GNA) is the still valid legal underpinning.29

National Interest

US foreign policy is usually based on the so-called “national interest”. Until recently, 
the interest was defi ned by a small group of advisers. Since 1996, the national interest 
has been based on the fi ndings of The Commission on America’s National Interests.30 The 
Commission regularly publishes reports on the US National Interest. The most current 
one dates back to the year 2000.31 National Interest is a very special US concept, which 
is typical for a superpower.
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The following list covers the current US National Interest.

− Vital: Vital national interests are conditions that are strictly necessary to safeguard 
and enhance Americans’ survival and well-being in a free and secure nation.
− Extremely Important: Extremely important national interests are conditions that, if 
compromised, would severely prejudice but not strictly imperil the ability of the US 
government to safeguard and enhance the well-being of Americans in a free and 
secure nation.
− Important: Important national interests are conditions that, if compromised, would 
have major negative consequences for the ability of the US government to safeguard 
and enhance the well-being of Americans in a free and secure nation.
− Less Important or Secondary: Less important or secondary national interests are not 
unimportant. They are important and desirable conditions, but ones that have litt le 
direct impact on the ability of the US government to safeguard and enhance the 
well-being of Americans in a free and secure nation.

Russia has its interests, too, but calls them diff erently in its latest military doctrine.32 
This is due to the self-perception of Russia, which has not yet adopted the comprehensive 
understanding of security. Russia mainly views itself as the go-alone warrior in a 
global world, which brought much tougher competition with other major nations. 
Russia obviously has to protect its national interests. This includes the protection of its 
own territory and the projection of stability and security across its borders. The 2009 
National Security Strategy manifested a return to a more or less traditional security 
perception in Russia.

There has not been something like an “EU-interest” as a contrast for decades. Since 
some 5 years, EU-interest has been articulated more and more. Due to the nature of the 
EU, the emergence of EU-interest – of course – is rather diff erent as compared to the US 
interest. It is still an under-defi ned category, yet it is growing slowly.

Constitutional Provisions for Foreign Policy

The great successes in US foreign policy tend to come in those areas in which there is a 
consensus and thus continuity in policy. Failures tend to come in those areas in which 
there is not a consensus and thus confusion and inconsistency prevail in policy.

US foreign policy has been embedded in a grid of parameters. Additionally, the 
personality of the president and his advisers shove and shape foreign policy. No 
president has a totally consistent foreign policy. Many concepts show a number of 
internal inconsistencies. Each of the presidents usually tried to chart his own course 
and to put his personal touch on his policy. Additionally, the swing of control of foreign 
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policy from the White House to Congress added some inconsistencies. The structural 
cause of these inconsistencies and swings seems to be constitutional. Both the president 
and the Congress are entitled by Constitution to play a role in shaping foreign policy.

Section 2, Article II: The President shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and 
Navy of the United States, and of the Militia of the several States, when called into 
the actual Service of the United States; …
Section 8, Article I: The Congress shall have Power To declare War, …. To raise and 
support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to that Use shall be for a longer Term 
than two Years; To provide and maintain a Navy; To make Rules for the Government 
and Regulation of the land and naval Forces; To provide for calling forth the Militia 
to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress Insurrections and repel Invasions; To 
provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the Militia, and for governing such 
Part of them as may be employed in the Service of the United States, reserving to the 
States respectively, the Appointment of the Offi  cers, and the Authority of training 
the Militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress; ….

At the same time, Section 9, Article I says: No Money shall be drawn from the 
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropriations made by Law; and a regular Statement 
and Account of the Receipts and Expenditures of all public Money shall be published 
from time to time.

Section 2, Article II gives the President the right to make Treaties, provided two thirds 
of the Senators present concur.

Those simply reading declarations invite a constant struggle between the diff erent 
executive and legislative branches (as could clearly be seen in late 2006 and early 2007 
regarding the engagement in Iraq and in 2009 regarding the strategic reviews for 
Afghanistan).

The Institutional Framework for Foreign Policy Decision-Making

The most infl uential players in the development of US foreign policy are

− the President and the Secretary of State (both have to take a very comprehensive 
approach on foreign policy issues, since they share the highest responsibility in 
foreign policymaking),
– the National Security Advisor to the President (she or he has a coordinative and 
integrative function),
– the Secretary of Defense (she or he oft en brings an additional dimension to the review 
of national security questions),
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– the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff  (he represents the military dimension in 
debates and in foreign policymaking) and,
– the Director of Central Intelligence (she or he provides the other key members 
[“Principals”] of the foreign policy team with the latest information on world events).
These players form the core of the National Security Council, which is the highest 
level foreign policy-making body. From the constitutional point of view the allocation 
of foreign policy powers is only vaguely sketched.
− The Senate has the power to approve all treaties negotiated by the President, and 
must confi rm ambassadors and other senior foreign policy offi  cials.
− Congress holds control over foreign policy funding, and the power to raise and 
equip the military, and the power to declare war. This formal empowerment serves 
as a starting point for Congress’s participation in foreign policymaking.

Over the recent years Congress has carved out a more informal ‘oversight’ role, 
part of the “checks and balances” that are key to the “shared power” among the three 
branches in US constitutional system.

Intensity of congressional involvement varies and depends on the issue under debate. 
At times of relative peace Congress’s involvement usually is low. At other times, such 
as in the course of the latest wars against Iraq and Afghanistan, Congress gets more 
actively involved, especially if there is signifi cant disagreement with the President over 
policy.

Congress’s ‘power of the purse’ is a more reliable means of exercising foreign policy 
power. By using its authorities over the federal budget, Congress can, and oft en does, 
check and balance presidential initiatives.

These overlapping powers make it important for the President to respect the views of 
Congress and to engage oft en varied views on foreign policy that exist in the Senate and 
the House of Representatives. Eff ective foreign policy requires a continuous bipartisan 
engagement between the President and Congress. Otherwise the President gets stuck 
in the middle; he would be blocked and urgent action can only be exercised under 
pressure.

Variable Parameters

The Personality of the President and His Administration

The personality of the President plays a vital role in how he designs his foreign policy, 
particularly towards the two partners. In fact, a clear-minded and strong President can 
shape US foreign policy sustainably. The same can be said for the foreign secretary and 
national security adviser.
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It is indispensable for the President to make clear who has to say what in foreign 
policy questions. Defi nitely, Obama is much clearer on this issue than his predecessor. 
Usual trench wars between the White House, the Department of the State and the 
Pentagon have more or less vanished. There is simply too much to be done and less 
time for personal vanities.

Psychology and Vulnerability

Psychology and vulnerability have not played an important role for years since the 
self-perception of superiority dominated. The insular position did not require high 
expenditure for self-defence. The end of the Cold War led to a minimised perception 
of vulnerability. Since 1812 (att ack by the British) and 1941 (Pearl Harbor) the US was 
never att acked on its homeland. ‘9/11’ led to a fundamental change in many was. Being 
att acked on US territory switched from theory to reality. Threat assessments and threat 
perception, levels of tolerance altered dramatically, thereby impacting self-perception 
and the perception of what is security all about.33

Securitisation and Hyper-Securitisation34

Due to experiences security has always played a crucial role in the US For reason, the 
process of securitisation plays a diff erent role in the US as compared to Europe for 
instance. Securitisation is an extreme version of politics and politicisation. It refers to 
activities, which go beyond classical politics.

Theoretically, issues may assume three forms: They are non-politicised and therefore 
not part of the societal debate and not dealt with by the state; they are politicised and 
therefore part of the societal discussion agenda and require action from the government, 
and/or neargovernment institutions; fi nally, they are securitised. Weapons of mass 
destruction are an excellent example. They served as meta narrative to argue for the 
undeniable necessity of the war against Iraq as part of the Global War on Terrorism. Two 
examples suggest that hyper-securitisation has become a feature of US behaviour. The 
fi rst is the observed militarisation of US foreign policy with the military increasingly 
being the preferred instrument despite America’s abundance of soft  power. The 
example is founded in the very high levels of relative military expenditure, and the 
concern, marked in the National Security Strategy that requires US forces will be strong 
enough to dissuade potential adversaries from pursuing a military build-up in hopes 
of surpassing, or equalling, the power of the United States. For reason, the US has 
maintained an unprecedented high level of military expenditure relative to the other 
major military powers.
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Obama’s Foreign Policy within the Overarching Foreign Policy 
Framework

Obama has raised huge expectations when he entered offi  ce more than one year ago. He 
made himself the personal and also the moral contrast to the previous president. Could 
he keep his promises? The answer must be a diff erentiated one and can be viewed best 
by looking at two main issues, namely Iran and missile defense–arms reduction topic.

Iran: A Fissus Fungus?35

The Islamic Republic of Iran poses serious challenges to U.S. interests in the 
Middle East, and its nuclear program continues to worry, and bring condemnation 
and sanction from, the international community. Yet the U.S. ability to ‘read’ the 
regime in Tehran and formulate appropriate policies has been handicapped by the 
lack of access to Iran experienced by U.S. diplomats and other citizens and by what 
many observers lament as the opacity of Iranian decisionmaking processes.36

In March 2009 President Barack Obama made an unprecedented video appeal to 
the Iranian people, off ering a “new beginning” of engagement to end almost 30 years 
of dispute between the US and Iran. Barack Obama’s Nowruz 2009 (the Iranian New 
Year) message is one of the chapters in a presidential charm off ensive. He pushed for 
diplomacy that addresses the full range of issues. Interestingly, though, he did not 
mention one of them. Despite avoiding the nuclear dossier Obama warned that terror 
and arms did not fi t well with the responsibilities that are in line with Iran’s rightful 
place in the community of nations. The White House and State Department have 
looked at a number of ways to reach out to Tehran. Iran was invited to participate in 
an international conference on Afghanistan in April 2009 and the US wanted to see it 
co-operate as US forces prepare to leave Iraq.

Aft er the initial timeline of the end of 2009 set by Obama for Tehran to show its 
intentions had run out, at the beginning of February 2010 President Ahmedinejad 
vaguely hinted that Iran might be ready to take up the IAEA’s compromise proposal 
of controlled nuclear enrichment outside of Iran.37 So, when it transpired that Iran’s 
Foreign Minister Manukher Mott aki would put in a last-minute appearance at the 
Munich Security Conference in early February this year, participants were eagerly 
waiting to hear what the regime had to off er.

At the end of the conference, disillusionment and disappointment re-emerged. 
Tehran had promised again – and did not deliver – again. To the contrary, Iran 
continued its zigzag course. In fact, Tehran did not abide by the IAEA’s proposal. 
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Rather than enrichment of Iranian fi ssile material abroad, what Tehran suggested was 
an immediate exchange for enriched material. Thereby, Tehran wanted to set the pace 
and the conditions about the quantity and locations for such exchange.

On the other hand, the international community started to move. Reading, for 
instance, between the lines of the comments by Russia’s representatives in Munich, one 
could discern that Moscow’s patience with Tehran may be running out – something 
fairly new. Foreign Minister Lavrov stressed that the IAEA had set out clear questions 
and issues, it should not be too hard to answer these and thereby show of what mind 
Iran is. Former Defence Minister and now First Deputy Prime Minister Ivanov was as 
clear that it is up to Iran to restore confi dence of the international community, and only 
full compliance with IAEA demands counts.

The topic is likely to keep making headlines over the next few months with new 
twists and turns: just as the MSC had ended, President Ahmadinejad called on Iranian 
television for the enrichment process to 20% uranium to be initiated in the country 
itself, while allegedly Tehran would remain ready for further negotiations to reach a 
compromise with the P5+1 Group of UN Secretary Council permanent powers and 
Germany.38 The process is permitt ed under the Non-Proliferation Treaty but is forbidden 
by fi ve separate Security Council resolutions ordering Iran to halt all enrichment until 
the peaceful purpose of its nuclear program can be established.

At the very least, it appears as though Iran is sending mixed signals and may well 
need to urgently send some indications via diplomatic channels how all this is supposed 
to be deciphered by recipients abroad. For so far, this kind of communication appears to 
have irritated, baffl  ed and angered Tehran’s interlocutors.

“Despite the posturing that the nuclear power is only for civilian use ... they in fact 
continue to pursue a course that would lead to weaponization, and that is not acceptable 
to the international community,” Obama declared. He threatened to hit Tehran with 
new UN-backed sanctions, possibly within weeks. So far, we are in a consideration 
period.

In mid-March 2010 we still faced an unsett led situation. The 2010-Nowroz39 statement 
Obama made showed some disappointment.

…The choice for a bett er future was in the hands of Iran’s leaders. That remains true 
today. Together with the international community, the United States acknowledges 
your right to peaceful nuclear energy – we insist only that you adhere to the same 
responsibilities that apply to other nations. We are familiar with your grievances 
from the past – we have our own grievances as well, but we are prepared to move 
forward. We know what you’re against; now tell us what you’re for. For reasons 
known only to them, the leaders of Iran have shown themselves unable to answer 
that question. You have refused good faith proposals from the international 
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community. They have turned their backs on a pathway that would bring more 
opportunity to all Iranians, and allow a great civilization to take its rightful place 
in the community of nations. Faced with an extended hand, Iran’s leaders have 
shown only a clenched fi st.”

At the same time Obama reminded the Iranian government of its responsibilities 
within the international community. Finally, he off ered Iranians to come to the US for 
further education. Additionally, he made sure that the Iranian people will be more 
and more connected to internet for communication purposes and to get out of the 
government-chosen isolation.

What can be said at the end of March 2010 is that Iran continues to play hide and 
seek with the international community of states. The situation within the P5 has not 
altered against Iran yet. On the domestic level, tensions are there but are suppressed – 
even if violence will be necessary. The key question is: What will happen if something 
happens? The answer is a manifold one. What the international community should 
think about is what to do with a nuclear Iran if prevention fails. This question has been 
pushed aside since the key focus has been on avoiding a nuclear Iran. Yet, it is time to 
think ahead, because whatever one likes to prevent will emerge. And then one really 
will be under pressure to act.

Arms Reduction: Missile Defense Read in a Broader Context40

Missile Defense has to be read in a broader context. It covers START III, but also 
the Nuclear Posture Review, the World Nuclear Summit conference in April 2010 in 
Washington and the fi ve-yearly review conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty (NPT) in New York City. That event, however, promises some real fi reworks. 
Whereas the President’s summit was att ended by some 50 countries, the NPT one will 
be att ended by 200 — including Iran, as a signatory to the treaty. It is a safe bet that 
Iran will insist on discussing Israel’s nuclear arsenal in New York — Israel so far has 
declined, like India and Pakistan, to sign the treaty. It is believed to have some 200 
nuclear warheads. It seems very likely that Israel will it will get support from even 
many of the moderate Arab states that share Washington’s concerns over Iran.

START III

All through 2009, the US and Russia negotiated on the follow-up of START II.41 By 
the end of 2009, no fi nal agreement was reached. The situation during the talks in 
2009 and in 2010 was rather volatile and oscillated between failure and promise.42 The 
negotiations refl ected at the same time the ambivalence of US–Russia relations. Neither 
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is willing to give up the superpower position. In parallel both have to adapt to the new 
realities. Particularly Barack Obama had to comply with his visionary speech in Prague 
2009 where he proclaimed a nuclear-free world as one of his key targets as US President.

The key parameters of the agreement cover:43

1. Nuclear warheads: each side may not exceed 1.550. The fi gure is 30% off  the 2002 
SORT-agreement. The agreement does not include deactivated, non-deployable 
warheads.
2. Systems: each side may not exceed 800. It includes long-range missiles, nuclear 
submarines and fi ghters deployable for nuclear bombs. At most 700 of these systems 
may be combat-ready.44

3. Verifi cation: both sides are entitled to verify the adherence to the agreement 
according to fi xed rules. They include on the spot inspections, data exchange and 
automatic transmission of data.45

4. Missile defense: according to the US the agreement does not hamper the shield 
deployment plans; Russia objects those plans and views them as a good reason to 
step out of the agreement.
5. Duration of the agreement: the agreement needs to be ratifi ed by both countries’ 
parliaments. Aft er ratifi cation it will last for 10 years and can be prolonged for and 
another 5 years.

The treaty which was signed in Prague on 8 April 2010 indeed is strategic in its 
nature. Reactions to the agreement were basically positive. It is considered the fi rst and 
very important foreign political success of Obama. Though the treaty still has to be 
ratifi ed by Congress and Duma, it is of psychological meaning. The agreement can be 
read as a signal that the two main players in the missile business have put the issue on 
a rational foundation and are ready to comprise for the sake of a meta cause.

Nuclear Strategy (Nuclear Posture Review)

The revamping of the US Nuclear Strategy (Nuclear Posture Review)46 has to be read in 
the same line with Obama’s eff orts.47 Obama delineated his policy as part of a broader 
eff ort to bring the world toward making nuclear weapons obsolete. Additionally, he 
wanted to create incentives for countries to give up any nuclear ambitions. To set an 
example, the new strategy renounces the development of any new nuclear weapons. 
Obama’s strategy is a sharp turn from those of his predecessors. He seeks to revamp 
the nuclear posture for a new age in which rogue states and terrorist organisations are 
greater threats than traditional powers like Russia and China. The strategy eliminates 
much of the ambiguity that has deliberately existed in American nuclear policy since the 
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beginning of the Cold War. For the fi rst time, the United States is explicitly committ ing 
not to use nuclear weapons against nonnuclear states that are in compliance with the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, even if they att acked the United States with biological 
or chemical weapons or launched a crippling cyber att ack. The 2010 Nuclear Posture 
Review defi nitely is a strategy which provides the course for a strategic turn.

Taking the Prague Agreement and the 2010 NPR together both Obama and Medvedev 
not only made an important contribution to bilateral relations, but provide a tangible 
sign of their commitment to work toward the vision of a nuclear-free world that Obama 
off ered in Prague a year ago.

World Nuclear Summit48

The third element within the context of missile defense and nuclear disarmament was 
the April 2010 World Nuclear Summit in Washington. In April 2009, in Prague, Obama 
spoke of his vision of a world without nuclear weapons even as he recognised the need 
to create the conditions to bring about such a world. To that end, he put forward a 
comprehensive agenda to stop the spread of nuclear weapons, reduce nuclear arsenals, 
and secure nuclear materials. Obama called the 47-nation summit in Washington, the 
biggest hosted by a US leader since 1945, to try to secure loose materials in military 
and civilian stockpiles worldwide within four years. Ahead of the summit Obama 
branded att empts by non-state groups to obtain nuclear devices as the biggest threat to 
US security, short-term, medium-term and long-term alike.

Over 2000 tons of plutonium and highly enriched uranium exist in dozens of 
countries with a variety of peaceful as well as military uses. There have been 18 
documented cases of theft  or loss of highly enriched uranium or plutonium; some 
others have not been discovered yet. It is known that terrorist or criminal groups are 
seeking nuclear weapons – as well as the materials and expertise needed to make them. 
The consequences of a nuclear incident, or even an att empted detonation, carried out 
by a terrorist or criminal group anywhere in the world would lead to devastation of a 
broader scope. Any country could be a target, and all countries would feel the eff ects.

The Summit Communiqué49

− Endorses President Obama’s call to secure all vulnerable nuclear material in four 
years, and pledges to work together toward this end;
− Calls for focused national eff orts to improve security and accounting of nuclear 
materials and strengthen regulations – with a special focus on plutonium and highly 
enriched uranium;
− Seeks consolidation of stocks of highly enriched uranium and plutonium and 
reduction in the use of highly enriched uranium;
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− Promotes universality of key international treaties on nuclear security and nuclear 
terrorism;
− Notes the positive contributions of mechanisms like the Global Initiative to Combat 
Nuclear Terrorism, to build capacity among law enforcement, industry, and technical 
personnel;
− Calls for the International Atomic Energy Agency to receive the resources it needs 
to develop nuclear security guidelines and provide advice to its members on how to 
implement them;
− Seeks to ensure that bilateral and multilateral security assistance would be applied 
where it can do the most good; and
− Encourages nuclear industry to share best practices for nuclear security, at the same 
time making sure that security measures do not prevent countries from enjoying the 
benefi ts of peaceful nuclear energy.

The Summit Work Plan is a detailed document which lays out the specifi c steps that 
will need to be taken to bring the vision of the Communiqué into reality. These steps 
include:50

− Ratifying and implementing treaties on nuclear security and nuclear terrorism;
− Cooperating through the United Nations to implement and assist others in 
connection with Security Council resolutions;
− Working with the International Atomic Energy Agency to update and implement 
security guidance and carry out advisory services;
− Reviewing national regulatory and legal requirements relating to nuclear security 
and nuclear traffi  cking;
− Converting civilian facilities that use highly enriched uranium to non-weapons-
usable materials;
− Research on new nuclear fuels, detection methods, and forensics techniques;
− Development of corporate and institutional cultures that prioritize nuclear security;
− Education and training to ensure that countries and facilities have the people they 
need to protect their materials; and
− Joint exercises among law enforcement and customs offi  cials to enhance nuclear 
detection approaches.

The results of the summit are impressive, yet there remain some mantraps such as 
what to do with countries like Iran and Israel. The summit is a very important piece 
in the overall denuclearisation initiative from the US president and it should not be 
underestimated in the psychological and public consequences and impacts. Much will 
depend on the long breath and the fi nal commitment – much will be seen already in May 
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in New York – and even more in some two years when the leaders of the participating 
countries will re-convene on the issue.

US–Russia: Reset or Rebuff ?51

US–Russian relations are characterised by diverging narratives. Bilateral relations had 
deteriorated particularly aft er the Georgia-Intervention in August 2008. Before, Kosovo’s 
independence, NATO enlargement and plans for the deployment of “third site” missile 
defense installations in the Czech Republic and in Poland put heavy burden on the 
bilateral relations.

One must understand that Russia is globally a status quo power, but regionally it is a 
revisionist power. It wants the acknowledgement of privileged relations and a sphere 
of infl uence in its neighbourhood – something no US Administration is ready to give.

When Obama entered offi  ce he announced to press the “reset butt on” for US–Russian 
relations. The framework is the Sochi Declaration.52

Currently, the following issues are of relevance:
− Nuclear security and non-proliferation: START and arms control per se;
− Iran;
− Missile Defense;
− Russia and NATO.

Some Basic Thoughts

Ever since the disintegration of the Soviet Union, there has been a lingering sense that 
the relationship with Russia is full of unresolved issues and continuing suspicions. 
Pushed into the background by the wars in the Balkans, EU and NATO expansion, 
September 11th, Afghanistan, the Iraq War, domestic politics and election cycles or the 
crisis-du-jour, a lot of “To Do’s” have pilled up at Europe’s Eastern fl ank.

As to its position in the international arena, the Foreign Policy Concept (FPC)53 
described Russia as a great power with a full-fl edged role in global aff airs and as one of 
the infl uential centres in the modern world. Because of its status as a resurgent “great” 
or “super” power, Russia claimed to exert a substantial infl uence on international 
developments. In line with its strong international position, the FPC made it clear 
that Russia would protect the rights and legitimate interests of Russian citizens and 
compatriots abroad. The FPC clearly refl ected Moscow’s policy priorities of the time. 
The document stressed that Russia had restored its international standing and was 
pursuing its own national interests instead of being infl uenced by the desires of other 
actors. This stance repeated policy statements from Putin’s 2007 and 2008 security 
documents.
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1. Multi-polarity should replace the US-dominated unipolar system;
2. Russia has no intention of isolating itself, instead seeking friendly relations even 
with the West;
3. Russia considers it a priority to protect Russians wherever they may be. Russia 
responds to any aggressive act against its citizens or Russia;
4. Russia has privileged interests in certain regions.

On 12 May 2009 Medvedev signed a decree approving the “National Security 
Strategy of the Russian Federation until 2020 (NSS)”.54 Concerning national interests 
and priorities, the document listed defence and state and societal security as the fi rst 
priorities for Russia’s national security, followed by social-economic concerns, such 
as increasing the quality of life and economic growth. According to the NSS, Russia’s 
ability to defend its national security depended above all on the country’s economic 
potential. In the military sphere, the paper stressed that parity with the US in strategic 
nuclear weapons should be gained or maintained. Furthermore, the strategy asserted 
that Russia should develop into a global power, since it was already one of the leading 
powers infl uencing world processes. Another interest was the protection of Russian 
citizens in the so-called “near abroad”.

The NSS 2020 covers a number of issues of relevance for the underlying article:

First, the fi nal version contains strong anti-American statements. In terms of 
external threats, the document makes the strongest reference to the Western countries 
(primarily the US). Russia is mostly concerned about the dangers posed by unipolarity 
and US unilateralism. The Kremlin clearly identifi es NATO’s viability and its potential 
enlargement as a threat to its national security.

Second, the strategy clearly states that “the priority of Russia’s foreign policy is the 
development of bilateral and multilateral cooperation with the CIS [Commonwealth 
of Independent States] states”. It indicates that Moscow will foster regional and 
sub-regional integration in the area primarily through organisations like the CIS, 
the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), and the Eurasian Economic 
Community (EurAsEC).

Third, Russia seeks to underline the importance of a multi-vector foreign and security 
policy.

Fourth, the strategy makes a reference to the increasing importance of energy in 
international aff airs.

Fift h, the mentioning of the Arctic region in relation to the possible competition over 
natural resources is a particularly important aspect. It is the fi rst time that Russia has 
made an explicit reference to its Arctic ambitions in one of its offi  cial security doctrines.

Sixth, the strategy refl ects the changing understanding of the role of the military in 
Russia’s national security mindset.
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The publication of Russia’s new Strategic Doctrine in late 2009 served as a reminder 
that there is still a long way to go for the relationship to deserve the word ‘partnership’ 
that NATO, EU and German government representatives like to use in context to 
Moscow. The number of military threats listed in the document has been enlarged, 
to include another nation’s ignoring of Russia’s strategic security interests, att empts 
to tip the balance of power in the neighbourhood of Russia and her allies, and moves 
to change the balance in “nuclear and missile sphere”, like deployment of an anti-
ballistic missile system. The Doctrine goes on to list interference with Russia’s internal 
policies, territorial disputes, arms race and undermining of international measures on 
arms limitation and reduction, possible deployment of weapons in space, and military 
confl icts near Russian border. In short: a list of the grievances and charges that Moscow 
has been airing for years at Brussels and Washington.

Last year, Russian President Medvedev called for establishing a new, comprehensive 
European Security Architecture – and now that the dust of the war in Georgia has sett led 
down, 2010 in Munich fi nally provided another occasion for sitt ing both sides down for 
a therapy of their mutual obsessions, as Madeleine Albright described the situation.

Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov, First Deputy Prime Minister Sergey Ivanov and 
Konstantin Kosachev, Chairman of the International Aff airs Committ ee of the State 
Duma (Russian Parliament) were all on-message. They repeated their President’s 
assessment of a pressing need for building a new security architecture in the “Euro-
Atlantic Sphere” (whether this includes all of Asian Russia and the North American 
landmass has not been explicitly stated). They all made clear that from Moscow’s point of 
view, the original sin that set Russia, Europe and the US right back on the confrontation 
course they were on during the Cold War was the choice to expand NATO rather than 
increase the role and capacities of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe (OSCE) aft er 1989.

To Russia, the history of the last twenty years reads as one of broken promises, and 
of gleefully smiling winners of the Cold War. The end of the Cold War is perceived as 
the hubris of a ‘unilateral moment’. It is a permanent stepping across Russia’s red lines, 
using the pretext of universal values to expand their sphere of infl uence and forward-
position their forces at the cost of Moscow.

Russia–NATO: A More than Strained Relationship

Another threat is NATO’s expansion near Russia’s borders and att empts to grant 
the military alliance a global role. Non-compliance with international arms control 
agreements represents another threat. There are certainly good reasons to not only to 
be caught up in old refl exes. Many experts agree that guided by obsessive refl exes from 
the past, the West would be about to miss another chance to improve its relationship 
with Russia. The following parameters have to be taken into account by both sides:
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First of all, one should not turn down proposals because in the extreme they may 
appear replacing NATO. Any eff ort by Moscow to do this will certainly backfi re in the 
light of the persisting suspicions and fears of Russia among NATO’s Eastern European 
members.

Secondly, Russia does have legitimate security interests which NATO and EU need 
to acknowledge and take into their calculus. Finally, security has something to do with 
a balance sheet. If interests and security will not be balanced both will be constant 
stumbling blocks in cooperating.

Thirdly, NATO is in fact no panacea for European Security. The Alliance has a set of 
purposes for which it was established. Resolving simmering or open confl icts between 
its members, between members and non-NATO European countries and even more 
so among several non-NATO member states is certainly not among them. NATO 
has no respective expertise, processes or mandate. Certainly, NATO has helped to 
build up confi dence among former adversaries and reassuring them about the non-
aggressive nature of their defence measures. Neither NATO nor the EU has suffi  ciently 
comprehensive membership to do this among all states on the European landmass. 
Nor are they likely to want to have it in the near to mid-term. NATO is an instrument 
for European Security in so far as regards the defence against external threats. It is no 
instrument for intra-European Security.

The task of improving relations with Russia will remain a challenging one. “Reset 
and Reassurance” faces major hurdles: how much reassurance can be done without 
freaking Eastern European member states out and can NATO really change minds in 
Moscow with that. The past record on both counts has not been too impressive.

US–EU: Which Phone Number to Be Called?

Some Very Basic Deliberations

The United States seeks to engage in dialogue that is honest and grounded in 
mutual respect, as the best way to resolve disagreements and work towards shared 
interests. We are committ ed to strengthening existing partnerships and building 
new ones to confront the challenges of the 21st century.
On his fi rst trip overseas, the President visited Europe to begin this process, with 
the G-20 Summit, the 60th Anniversary NATO Summit, and the U.S.–E.U. Summit.
The President made clear in his speech to the Turkish Parliament that America’s 
relationship with the Muslim world will be based on more than our shared 
opposition to terrorism. We seek broader engagement based on mutual interest 
and mutual respect.
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The United States seeks to strengthen our historic alliances in Asia while 
developing deeper bonds with all nations of the region, so that we might work 
together to confront the challenges of the 21st Century, including proliferation, 
climate change, pandemics and economic instability.55

Current issues of relevance:
− NATO as a transatlantic bond;
− Missile Defense;
− Divisions between the US and EU (NATO enlargement; economic issues of concern 
in the wake of the economic crisis; Dollar versus Euro – a new Great Game)

Regarding Europe the NSS 2006 states as follows:

NATO as a Transatlantic Bond

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization remains a vital pillar of US foreign 
policy. The Alliance has been strengthened by expanding its membership and 
now acts beyond its borders as an instrument for peace and stability in many 
parts of the world. It has also established partnerships with other key European 
states, including Russia, Ukraine, and others, further extending NATO’s historic 
transformation. The internal reform of NATO structures, capabilities, and 
procedures must be accelerated to ensure that NATO is able to carry out its missions 
eff ectively. The Alliance’s door will also remain open to those countries that aspire 
for membership and meet NATO standards. Further, NATO must deepen working 
relationships between and across institutions, as it is doing with the EU, and as 
it also could do with new institutions. Such relationships off er opportunities for 
enhancing the distinctive strengths and missions of each organization. Europe is 
home to some of our oldest and closest allies. Our cooperative relations are built 
on a sure foundation of shared values and interests. This foundation is expanding 
and deepening with the ongoing spread of eff ective democracies in Europe, and 
must expand and deepen still further if we are to reach the goal of a Europe 
whole, free, and at peace. These democracies are eff ective partners, joining with 
us to promote global freedom and prosperity. Just as in the special relationship 
that binds us to the United Kingdom, these cooperative relationships forge deeper 
ties between our nations.56

During the discussions about Russia’s proposal to upgrade alternative forums as 
adequate tools for an encompassing way to address security threats within the Euro-
Atlantic sphere, it had become clear that NATO still occupied centre-stage in the minds 
of participants from its member states. This might not only be due to the Alliance’s 
undoubted eff ectiveness in preventing aggression from outside, and its recent 
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anniversary but also due to the heavy labour of draft ing a New Strategic Concept that 
is currently keeping capitals from Ott awa to Ankara busy.

So that is a time of refl ection for NATO. And this refl ection is institutionalised: a 
circle of experts holds consultations within the institutions and in member states, with 
four key areas covered, so far:

1) NATO’s purpose and core tasks;
2) Lessons learned and new missions;
3) NATO partnerships (open door policy and Russia);
4) Military capabilities (including nuclear weapons) and transformation.

Many debates illustrated that more and more Alliance leaders are taking an 
expansive view of what NATO should do. The target that “territorial defense begins 
beyond NATO’s border” – justifi ed by the long reach of terrorism, cyber security, nuclear 
proliferation, piracy and confl icts likely to be intensifi ed by climate change – was also 
cited by NATO’s Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen. “Heavy-metal armies are 
not the response to these challenges but active engagement, possibly far beyond our 
borders.” He claimed that NATO has the plan, the intention and the capabilities to 
defend its members – also against these threats.

The question, though, really is whether a long list of threats already translates into 
a signifi cantly clear mission for the Alliance to act on. Are they all of equal importance 
or equally prone to NATO responses? Not to mention that terrorism, cyber security 
and non-proliferation may indeed be in bett er hands with police forces, secret services 
and intelligence or diplomats and expert institutions like the IAEA. At least regarding 
cyber-threats Admiral James Stavridis, new Supreme Allied Commander Europe 
(SACEUR) att ested a need for NATO to urgently upgrade its thinking and capabilities.

Given these doubts, NATO may really need to use the current draft ing of the New 
Strategic to defi ne and operationalise what the Alliance’s common purpose (Article 
5) means to its members. The notions currently are very diverse, indeed. To some 
extent this is just natural as geopolitical location defi nes perception of security issues 
to some degree. The question is only if this diff erence in threat assessment could erode 
Alliance solidarity if not addressed openly. So far, there seems to be an assumption that 
reciprocity will work its wonders: member states should be willing to contribute on 
missions that are important for others in order to count on their assistance when their 
own interests are at stake. In times of dramatically squeezed public budgets, such sense 
of empathy and hope for future solidarity may suff er.

It may have also been this challenge that confl icting interests may become more 
pronounced. In consequence, the principle of unanimity may come under erosion. 
Consensus, consultations and frank discussions are of key importance for a shared 
sense of purpose and respect among members. The consultative process needs to be 
entered with the clear objective of reaching timely resolutions.
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At the moment, though, NATO fi rst needs to get its own house in order. The extended 
notion of security has highlighted the necessity to think in a wider context about security 
challenges. Additionally, NATO must develop its interfaces with institutions covering 
other responsibilities like the EU, the UN or civilian NGOs. However, taking action on 
economic development and security, energy infrastructure or civilian reconstruction 
will have to remain within the scope of action of these players. Indeed, it is incumbent 
upon these organisations to scale up their institutional capabilities with expert staff s, 
adequate budgets and a habit of coordination and collaboration. NATO meanwhile 
must work to reform, refocus and strengthen its ”core competencies”.

With demands on the Alliance multiplying, and expectations – and thereby the 
possibility to create many disappointed members – high, deciding what not to do is 
ever more important for NATO, and hence, for the US and the European partners.

Missile Defense57

Along these lines, Romania, former Soviet satellite state turned NATO-member, 
hast agreed to host a detachment of land-based SM-3 missiles interceptors as part 
of the U.S. missile defense plan known as the Phased Adaptive Approach. The 
missiles, slated to be operational by 2015, will defend forward deployed U.S. troops 
and allies in the region from Iran missiles. Poland has also agreed in principle to 
host the northern contingent of SM-3 interceptors. Seabased interceptors will be 
deployed in 2011.58

Missile Defense has been a transatlantic wedge for years. Obama abruptly changed 
course on the proposed antiballistic missile shield in September 2009, focusing on a 
system designed to shoot down short- and medium-range missiles from Iran. The US 
scrapped a previous missile shield, based in Poland and the Czech Republic, which 
had infuriated Russia. Instead the new system would provide bett er defence from “the 
emerging threat” of Iranian short- and medium-range missiles. The new system is built 
around ship- and land-based SM-3 missile interceptors. The original system, proposed 
by George W. Bush, would have put a radar installation in the Czech Republic and 
interceptors in Poland. Russia opposed the plans, arguing that the system, so close to 
its border, was a security threat. Russian criticism diminished aft er Obama recalibrated 
the proposal to use smaller interceptors.

At the beginning of this February Romania’s top defence body approved an 
American request to land-base SM-3 interceptors. It still needs parliamentary approval. 
The president, Traian Băsescu, said in a statement that Romania, a former Warsaw Pact 
member and now part of NATO, was prepared to negotiate with the United States to 
accept ground-based interceptors as part of an antiballistic missile defense system. He 
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said it could be working by 2015. Political analysts in Romania said the speed of Mr 
Băsescu’s announcement appeared to be an att empt to capitalise on the agreement at 
the expense of political rivals at home, where most view a deepening of ties with the 
United States favourably and where Mr Băsescu narrowly won re-election in December 
2009.

The Romanian site will be farther from the Russian border, and — unlike the 
proposed Polish site — will not allow the interceptor missiles to stop a Russian missile 
headed to the United States over the Arctic Ocean, a possibility that had aroused 
anxiety in Moscow.59

Russian leaders still complain that the missile system could upset the cold war 
balance of power. Prime Minister Vladimir V. Putin said in December that the plan was 
the main obstacle to negotiations on replacing the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty. 
Russia had long suggested Romania or Bulgaria as an alternative to the Polish and 
Czech sites.

Romania has agreed to host anti-ballistic missile interceptors as part of the 
administration’s new missile defense plan to protect US forward-deployed troops and 
the NATO allies against current and emerging ballistic missile threats from Iran. In 
October 2009, US Vice-President Joseph Biden visited Poland, Romania and the Czech 
Republic seeking support for the new system. Poland has already signed up.

Missile Defense has phased out in tone, but still remains a possible US–Russia wedge 
and stumbling block, since Moscow still has suspicions. It might be used a bargaining 
chip in case needed.

Divider between the US and EU (Economic Issues of Concern in the Wake of the 
Economic Crisis)60

Another divider in the transatlantic community is the current economic crisis with 
all its tremors and arabesques. Data exchange between the banking systems, on fl ight 
passengers, stabilisation measures regarding the capital markets, monetary and fi scal 
policies, stepping in by the state as such in crisis situations, and – the everlasting topic: 
Dollar versus Euro, or what is the world’s leading currency – think of the speculations 
against the Euro since December 2009 which brought the Euro down versus the Dollar.61

None of the issues has been sett led satisfactorily. Some of them have been touched; 
hardly one of them has been sett led, let alone to the satisfaction of both sides.

There is a broad consensus that a comprehensive and internationally coordinated 
reform of the global fi nancial system is indispensable. Despite agreeing on some basic 
principles with the G20-group only minor progress and no concrete frameworks which 
could provoke a more robust economic system have been agreed upon yet.
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The crisis in Greece could end up in a broader destabilisation of the Euro-zone which 
might lead to a weakening of the Euro and an increase in interest rates. In consequence, 
the US Dollar would be strengthening. A higher US current account defi cit and small 
increase in growth would follow suit – both not in the interest of the US administration 
which anyhow has been struggling to get the US economy going.

Summing up, there are numerous diff erences between the US and EU, yet there 
are at least that many mutual bondings and interdependences. Despite the fact that 
the relations defi nitely have changed in the past 20 years there are many issues of 
cooperation and get-together. Crises may lead to drift ing aparts, but they may also lead 
to a closer knitt ing together. It will depend on both sides of the Atlantic how the texture 
and the fabric will be woven.

Key-Takeaways: Between Pulling the Strings and Smoothing out

Iran: sooner or later a decision on what to really do has to be done will have to be taken; 
time to wait, observe and put pressure on Tehran is still there, but not too much; the US 
will certainly take a leading part in the matt er and in dragging the story. They have the 
capabilities, be they diplomatic, military, political and economic in nature. And they 
certainly will fi nd ways and means to act forcefully. Obama is not an exemption – he 
made his decisiveness many times clear. One should not be mislead by his sometimes 
gentle tone. A military att ack on Iran is still within the range of possibilities; yet it does 
not seem very likely at the moment since the US att ention is focused on stabilising Iraq 
and Afghanistan (which by the way is closely related to Tehran since it considers itself 
much more affi  liated to the Persians than to the Arabs).

Missile defense: the issue is inseparably linked with Iran – be it reality or not. In terms 
of feelings, emotions and psychology, MD and Iran are one bunch. Budget constraint 
and technical issues may lead to a further decrease in shields, but the idea as such 
will not die away since it is a strategic undertaking. The de-nuclearisation initiatives 
will very much depend on the long breath and the stimulus to keep on the issue. 
Threatening with terrorist activities is an option, yet the red fl ag looses much of its 
power if it is raised too oft en.

US–Russian relations: the US will not give Russia a special relation with the US but 
will treat Russia with due respect. If cooperation is possible – and there are many fi elds 
where it is – the US will cooperate. If not, then not. The US has de-ideologised the 
bilateral relations, yet there is some remaining Cold War rooted reservation towards 
Moscow. Russia will continue to play a special role within the international community. 
It will continue to claim a special status. Volatility and tensions will remain on the 
mutual menu.
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US–EU relations: Europe defi nitely has lost is preferential status which it had in the 
Cold War period. The hotline telephone number is still lacking. The US still prefers 
working through bilateral relations instead of a blurred supranational cacophony. 
Currently, the Obama-mania has waned away. The honeymoon is over. Daily marriage 
life is on the agenda – and this is not always that sexy. Life has a more practical touch. 
Obama shows a continuation of change in relations which started already during the 
Clinton years. Yet, many Europeans were dreaming for too long of being something 
particular for the Americans.

All in all: Both partners will continue to play a major role in US foreign policy 
considerations – yet the quality and the meaning have changed considerably. All three 
of them have to get adjusted to the new realities – and there is still some way to go and 
get used to those new realities.
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