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T

he 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States marked the beginning of a new era in world politics.1 Since then the international academic
community has sought to devise plans to face the global threat of terrorism. In a
world of increasing interdependence, security issues require collective responses
to protect the democratic states against extremist groups, religious fundamentalists, or rogue states.
With American leadership, the international community's search for security
and stability should start with several fundamental questions that Hans Morgenthau posed four decades ago: "What is the purpose of America? What does America stand for? What distinguishes it from other nations.12Above all, America has
the military muscle and means, and has shown willingness, to act. The post-cold
war framework will emerge from the general guidelines of American grand strategy. Yet, this framework might impose a certain reorientation of American foreign policy priorities.
The terrorist blow that caused the loss of thousands of lives has reminded everyone that world politics still bears features of the Hobbesian world of primitive
instincts, intolerance, extremist and irrational behavior, and inability to engage in
constructive political discourse. What is more, the attacks have dramatically put into
question the applicability of American policies, principies, and values on a worldwide basis. They have also raised the need for a framework to build strategic
alliances among the key geopolitical partners in their quest for security.
In this article 1 will focus on the European Union (EU) and Russia for several reasons. First, the EU is a product of a long integrative process, an effort the
United States supported with the Marshall Plan in the post-World War II era. Second, since then, EU-U.S. relations have reached a degree of collaboration, despite
differences, that allows them to act jointly against common threats. Third, the EU
is creating the blueprint for a superstate with intergovernmental and supranational
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characteristics and is bound to play an active role in world politics. The creation
of a European Rapid Reaction Force will enable the EU to pursue "European"
policies on the old continent. The United States is bound to support the European
integration because its failure might Balkanize the European security landscape.
In that case America would be expected to intervene once again.
Fourth, the end of the cold war and the disintegration of the Soviet Union
resulted in the emergence of Russia as the most powerful successor state, whose
development and process in democratization significantly affect European and
global security. At the strategic level a partnership with the EU and Russia will
allow the United States to focus on the new challenges to international security.
American Foreign Policy, an Overview
Historically, American foreign policy motives have ranged from isolationist to
universalist based on the ultimate moral imperative for leadership. One would
identify those trends within a paradigm that extends from political realism to
altruistic pluralism. The current post-11 September conditions raise questions
concerning the imperatives of American foreign policy and the consequences of
American strategy for the world.
The two polar opposites of American foreign policy exemplified by Theodore
Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson serve as a framework for defining America's role
in the new millennium. Theodore Roosevelt's foreign policy constituted an operational application of American realpolitik, while Woodrow Wilson's foreign policy choices revealed an altruistic motive to shape a world system according to
American ideals and values on a consensual basis.3
Conventional wisdom has focused on four alternative strategies that the United States may pursue: unilateral preeminence, restraint, selective engagement,
and cooperation.4 In the post-cold war era, the challenge that arises out of the old
dichotomy is whether American foreign policy itself should be readjusted to the
new geopolitical reality, in a way that would provide sound world leadership and
at the same time meet European allies' expectations of equal partnership. Just as
after World War 1, when Wilson introduced new ideals, America needs a new consensual national interest framework to persuade allies that a world under American leadership will be a better and safer one for everyone.
The question is whether a unilateral preeminence strategy will make America
more secure in the long run. Supporters of such a strategy base their choice on
American military preponderance and Europe's long-time inability to formulate
a common foreign and security pollicy. It has often been suggested that Russia's
dreams of grandeur make it a potential threat if Russia is not a part of the general planning.
The cooperative, constructive leadership model is based on building alliances
and joint planning with strategic partners. However, the reality of world politics
does not allow a totally inclusive framework of strategic planning. Involving all
nations in the strategy for the new millennium would be a welcome but utopian
goal, ideologically related to Wilsonian principles. That leads us to seek the general guidelines of American post-cold war grand strategy.
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The EU and the U.S. Strategic Axis: New Challengers
Since the end of the World War II, the United States has become the most reliable strategic partner of European nations. American administrations have invested all of their efforts into restructuring postwar Europe, and at the same time the
United States has become a "European power" since the old continent was the
battleground of two world wars. The lack of Soviet danger has led Europeans to
reconsider their long-established partnership with the United States and at times
to adopt policies that do not necessarily facilitate the American grand strategy.s
Although it is a "civilian power,"6 with no distinctive military might or common
foreign policy,' the EU has become a reliable strategic partner of the United
States. As one observer pointed out, "the European Community's response to the
Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in August 1990 offered what seemed to many to be a
clear example of both the relative strengths but, crucially, also the ultimate weakness of civilian powers."8 Nevertheless, that operation would have been extremely difficult without the logistical and financial support of America's allies.
Elections in Germany in September 2002 demonstrated that foreign policy is
a matter of domestic politics.9 German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder built his
electoral campaign on a collision course with American foreign policy while German officials made incomprehensible statements about the American president,
a fact that tarred bilateral relations.1° German policy should not be seen in isolation from the overall EU policy, as Germany is the engine that drives European
integration. Moreover, Germany seeks closer ties with Moscow, a fact that makes
Russia a desirable EU partner. European public opinion has often expressed its
discontent with American choices, as in the mass demonstrations across Europe
against American military action in Iraq.11
Why do European nations and a growing part of political elites reject U.S. policy choices? To what extent does this affect the national policies of EU member
states? The answer to those questions should be sought at different levels of
national politics and in the inability of the United States to pursue a successful
communication strategy.
There are several factors contributing to the U.S.-EU differences. First, Europe
has come a long way along the path of "multilateralism" over the last fifty years,
during the quest for European integration. Furthermore, the EU is a treaty-based
union of sovereign states, operating through collective institutions and, aboye all,
mutual compromises. EU member states are becoming accustomed to applying
principies of multilateralism, despite inefficiencies. Second, the United States and
the EU have set themselves divergent priorities and view the world from different perspectives.
On the other hand, the United States tends to view the world through a great
power prism. European political elites widely acknowledge that having a Republican president in the White House was not a desirable outcome. European public opinion regards Republican presidents as "less cooperative," more "unilateralist ," and prone to use military power at the expense of diplomacy. The need for
President Bush to deal with terrorist strongholds and the potential threat from Iraq
exacerbated those negative stereotypes.12
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Selective Multilateralism Versus Unilateralism
Adoption of common policies requires power-sharing. That is a key concept for
the success of American foreign policy in the post-cold war era. Those countries
that are left out of the inclusive approach, even among West European states, may
tolerate the presence of anti-American groups.13 The degree to which American
administrations will be willing to adopt a common course of action and share
responsibilities will determine the success of American grand strategy. Yet, a defining factor will also be the willingness of European allies to accept their share in
economic cost and potential loss in human terms when military action is required.
To this day, the American side sets the rules of the game, but it is also the one that
counts human losses and bears most of the cost of military operations.
After both World Wars, new ideals emerged and provided the ideological and
institutional ground for understand.ing among ex-rivals. Yet the post-cold war
world leaders face new security challenges as the enemy is not clearly defined, at
least at the military level. Rather it takes the form of cultural or pseudo-cultural,
religious, and political upheaval against the spread of Western values. The dramatic changes that took place in the 1990s have substantially altered the international political arena and left the United States the only superpower, with unique
capabilities and a number of opportunities.
The vast majority of analyses on the appropriate response to 11 September
have focused almost exclusively on the military response, with hardly any space
for constructing a strategic collective approach to combating terrorism. However, a military response alone fails to deal with the intellectual root of anti-Westem feelings in certain societies.
The collective response to terrorism should first look for causation patterns
and then develop common strategies among the partners. This means that American national security requirements are examined in relation to other policy alternatives. Thus, it is of paramount irnportance to pinpoint the expectations of the
American side, so that other actors can recognize and eventually adopt policies
compatible with them.
The prospect of positive interaction raises the issue of the way Americans have
viewed themselves. In her 1996 book Transatlantic Relations, Beatrice Heuser
portrays the Americans as those who "see themselves and their country as the
beacon of liberty in the world and their foreign policy as one that brings this light
to all the corners of the earth."'4 This strictly positivist view of the world implies
that it may be viewed in one way only. This vision is unacceptable for those who
do not culturally identify themselves as "westerners" or who reject the universality of western (mainly American) ideals, since those should not and cannot be
the only ideals in the world. They impose a dogmatic political and cultural orthodoxy that leaves no space for alternative views of the world. The West is indeed
unique but should not be forcibly universal, as to do so would alter the pluralistic character and multicultural diversity of the world community.
Leading the world and spreading one's own values means that in the process
alternative values might have to be eliminated, a fact that not everyone is willing
to accept, particularly in the non-western world. As a. result, the West becomes a
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target by its very raison d'etre. In the world of acute inequalities and asymmetric capabilities, the West's self-proclaimed and long-established destiny to provide single-handed leadership comes into question.
The key to a lasting American leadership lies in sharing power with strategic
allies. American "persuasive credibility"15 cannot be applied solely by the use of
force, but should build bridges that would marginalize radical elements.
The new world order presents America with novel tasks. Yet, this world operational imperative generates reactions on a regional or even global scale. The end of
the cold war provides opportunities for both America and its European allies, particularly in sharing responsibilities and burdens through co-exercising power. America will remain a world leader
and feel safer if it adapts to the

new reality and learns "to reconcile the oid ideas with the
new facts."16 Hans Morgenthau
wisely observed that "a nation
must continuously re-examine

"A joint decision -making framework
will take part of the burden off U. S.
shoulders and might provide a broader perspective for resolving global

and reformulate the ideas of the and regional issues."
past in the light of the experiences of the present and the
anticipated demands of the
future, always risking failure.`7
He also spoke of the "somnambulistic self-deception of a nation which is unaware
both of the dangers that threaten it and of the opportunities that await its action.."18
The United States has substantial power; "it possesses the authority and the
capacity to set the rules of the game and to determine how others will play the
game. Those who attempt to play other games can be persuaded or coerced to
conform only by those with superior structural power."19 That statement sets
American foreign policy in a realist, unilateral framework. Undeniably, in terms
of structural power, the United States retains global dominance, yet this strategic advantage cannot by itself protect it from irrational responses or guarantee
the cooperation of West European states in the long run.
America should focus on avoiding "global soul-less despotism"20 and unilateralism that may lead to collective or individual anti-western outbursts. Contempt
toward historical allies such as the West European states and marginalization of
former but still potential foes such as Russia may prove risky. American efforts
should be focused on spreading liberalism and democracy and on enhancing sustainable development through capitalism. Such an approach might prove more
effective in dealing with global threats since it will go straight to their cause.
The underlying causes of unrest and turbulence may be identified as intercultural conflict, (mis)perceptions of U.S. hegemonic domination, poverty, and the
lack of democracy. First, it is imperative to enhance democracy in areas where
lack of democratic institutions provides fertile ground for the development of
extremist responses to global and regional problems. Second, it is imperative to
boost development, which will marginalize those elements within the societies
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that would be willing to engage in terrorism. After all, poverty is not only a social
problem but a potential source of militant responses to inequality. Third, it is
essential to apply cooperative security modes based on inclusion of more partners to avoid reactions to unilateral. policies.
Constructive , Cooperative Leadership
A potentially useful response to global challenges may be provided by the model
of constructive, cooperative leadership. A cooperative leadership will provide the
organizacional framework for power-sharing, which in turn will entail responsibility and cost sharing. Collective constructive decision making will provide
Europeans with the opportunity to support America in a more effective way.
America has led the way (the Gulf war, the Kosovo war) but at the same time
was held responsible for any deficiencies in the application of policy choices. A
joint decision-making framework will take part of the burden off U.S. shoulders
and might provide a broader perspective for resolving global and regional issues.
The consensual joint decision-making process might be more constructive, since
all those involved will have the opportunity and the motive to influence policy
choices based on their own social, political, strategic, and economic milieu.21
An expression of unilateral demands might deprive the American administration of alternative and possibly more constructive choices and will affect the legitimacy of unilateral action. Power-sharing with America's West European allies is
probably the only feasible and cost-effective comprornise the United States might
accept. Such an approach might serve Western interests well. A primus inter pares
and not primus solus, America should voluntarily involve West Europeans and
Russia in the process of making decisions that affect international security.
A decade ago American intellectuals, scholars, and policymakers carne to the
conclusion that "America cannot retreat from the world, nor go it alone; interdependence is a fact of life." 22 However, a common action framework will have to
overcome not only the often divergent EU-U.S. interests in trade but also different visions of international politics. From this perspective, American choices will
define the shape of the new world order.
Different visions of Europe among European political elites undermine the
EU's global role.23 Europe is still tormented by national policy incompatibilities24
and ideological, structural, institutional, and operacional dysfunctionalities and is
often unable to adopt genuine comimon policies.25 All this does not provide the
required motive for the United States to regard it as an equal partner.
Nevertheless, the EU enlargement process is slowly creating a unified Europe.
It appears to inaugurate a new era of EU-Russian relations and is making substantial steps toward bringing the Russian economy back to development orbit.26 In the
future, American unilateralism, on one hand, and gradual political integration of
European nations on the other may lead to the alienation of two strategic allies.
An American - Russian Partnership?
In the post-bipolar world, Russia has been regarded as a potential threat and an
ally to the West at the same time. In the late 1990s, Russian military and strate-
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gic bravado became sometimes a target of intense criticism, based on cold war
stereotypes.27 The strategic and historic questions American policymakers must
answer in regard to Russia policy are:
• Does the United States wish to build a relationship with Russia based on
shared interests and the acknowledgment of Russian interests in the Caucasus?
• Do we all need Russia to build an anti-terrorism alliance?
• What would Russia's role be within such an alliance?
• To what extent should America take into account Europe's decision to build
a strategic partnership with Moscow?28
• How would the isolation of Moscow affect EU-U.S. relations?
• Can Moscow cause a rift between Brussels and Washington and under what
circumstances?
• Can the United States bear all the cost of acting on its own out of strictly
unilateral motives?
• Is it possible to define the prerequisites for a constructive Russian foreign
policy framework? To what extent can the United States influence this framework?
• And finally, is Russia a potential foe by destiny?
Post-cold war American policy toward Russia has been wise and careful not
to isolate Russia and has been built on continuity. It was introduced in the late
1980s with President Bush's strategic decision not to treat the defeated superpower and its most powerful successor, Russia, as a de facto failed opponent. This
generated intense criticism, as one observer pointed out: "in our zeal to avert Russia's exclusion from the emerging international order, we allowed the Russian
agenda to dictate our own and put ourselves in the position of trying to compensate Russia for lost influence"29
The Clinton administration adopted a non-zero-sum policy and supported Russia despite the fact that Moscow found itself in a power vacuum due to the inability of Boris Yeltsin to govern the country. President Clinton elevated "Russia's
internal transformation to first place in American global agenda"30 American support of Russia during the George Bush and Bill Clinton administrations undeniably facilitated the task of Russian governments to proceed with reforms. That
was a prudent policy toward a former foe that would be most helpful if it became
a future ally.
In the late 1990s, Russia showed signs of an inward-looking country aiming
at the grandeur of the past. However, in the new millennium Moscow is a strategic partner of the West despite its political, economic, and military shortcomings
and reduced capabilities at the strategic level. At the domestic level, its role will
be to a great extent determined by the quality and depth of its democratic institutions and the strategic priorities of Russian leaders. Those, in turn, will define
the degree to which Russia will become a genuine partner in exercising power or
a state eternally struggling to persuade friends and loes that after its loss of superpower status it has or should have a role in world politics.
On the other hand, it is the very strategic planning of the United States that
will also affect Russia's choices in international politics. That implies that Rus-
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sian interests in Eurasia will have to be taken into account. Failing to do so will
enhance the position of hard-liners in Moscow who support policies aiming at the
re-Sovietization of Russian foreigri policy and the adoption of confrontational
policies toward the United States.31

American-Russian strategic partnership will also be shaped by the divergente or convergente in their respective policies in the Caucasus.32 Russian policy in Central Asia likewise is perceived in a simplified fashion, presenting it
in black and grey, rather than finding causation patterns to interpret it. The policies of the United States toward Russia will determine the degree of cooperative behavior Moscow will adopt and the extent of the shared goals and priorities between the two.
Moscow has shown that it wishes to be a part of the new world order. That was
evident in the 1999 occupation of the Kosovo airport during the crisis. The
advancement of Russian troops was meant to be a statement, namely that Moscow
should not be left out of decisions concerning its near abroad.33 On the other hand,
there is a tendency within scholarly and policymaking circles in the United States
to undermine the Russian role, based on the political, economic, and structural
problems the country has faced in the post-cold war period.34 Directly or indirectly, sorne consider Russia a foe by destiny, a failed superpower without a role
in world politics. However, the Clinton and Bush administrations have repeatedly rejected the notion that there is any kind of negative predisposition toward
Moscow, or a plan to marginalize it:.
U.S.-Russian divergence stems from particular strategic choices of Washington's and Russia's interests in Eurasia. The most obvious is the Chechen problem, which is directly linked to Russia's stability and affects domestic politics.35
Moreover, Moscow looks at allies and potential loes in terms of their attitude
toward the Chechen problem, which it considers to be largely a domestic matter
that needs to be dealt with on the political and diplomatic levels. Yet, a political
solution has not been possible since the form that the Chechen war has acquired
bears characteristics of a terrorist campaign that has affected many Russians.36
That triggered intensification of Russian military operations, which cost the life
of many Russians and Chechens, even among the civilian population.
Political realists would agree that foreign policy is not a wishful thinking
process based on an altruistic expression of good will. That observation, applied
to the Russian policy in Chechnya, would mean that Russian national interests
in the region should be taken finto account when formulating an American
Eurasian strategy. American policy on the issue will determine to a great extent
Moscow's grand strategy when it considers becoming a U.S. partner. The Russian side is not willing to accept what it regards as "interference" in a "domestic" issue that threatens the territorial integrity of the country. Moscow considers the Chechen issue a matter of self-defense against terrorists and religious
fundamentalists.37
Russia. holds the key to the stability of Eurasia, namely Georgia,38Abkhazia,
and Ukraine.39 It has been acknowledged that "the key to the crisis in Abkhazia
lies in Russia and we need to convince the Russians to modify their approach and
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persuade the Abkhaz leaders to cooperate with Georgia." 40 Yet, pragmatism suggests that the desired "cooperative mood" on the part of Moscow will depend on
the recognition of Russian concerns over the Chechen issue, as well as other
Russian interests in the Caucasus. As long as Russia feels sidelined and surrounded by foes it will not adopt constructive policies in the crea that are strategically important to both the United States and Russia.
Moscow has the power41 to influence peaceful settlements in the Caucasus,
particularly the efforts of Abkhazia to break away from Georgia.42 That effort
overlaps with the Chechen desire to break away from Moscow, which is regarded as the most burning security threat for Russia's stability. As pointed out, "the
Russians are not likely to be particularly helpful on the Abkhaz issue when they
see that the Georgians are failing to deal with the Chechens in the Pankisi valley."43 The strategic setting becomes even more complicated since Moscow
implies that the insurgency in Chechnya and Dagestan stems from external interference, a misperception that turns the Russian noncooperative mood into a selffulfilling prophecy. 44
American policy on this issue has been shaped by Washington's overall strategy toward Moscow and the degree to which American interests are met by mutual
understanding and trade-offs with Russia.45 The March 2001 visit of the Chechen
leader's "foreign minister" in the United States may be regarded as part of an American stick-and-carrot approach. The visit was regarded as a blow in Moscow and,
at the same time, enhanced Russia's determination to deal with foes that threaten
its territorial integrity. Such policies on the part of the United States strengthen the
hard-liners in Moscow in their expression of Russian militarist bravado.46
There are similarities between the attacks on the United States and those
against Russian urban centers. First, Osama bin Laden has sponsored violence in
both Russia and the United States.41 Second, in both cases terrorists targeted civilians in urban centers.48 Third, they aimed at terrorizing civilian population, affecting Russian public opinion, and redirecting foreign policy choices. Osama bin
Laden's lethal strategy toward the United States indirectly aimed at promoting
Washington's neo-isolationist policy, which would allow perpetrators to go
unpunished.
That supposition implies that the American war on terrorism is not only
desired but also necessary for international peace and stability. Similarly, the participation of Russia in the antiterrorism coalition is essential for several reasons:
• The multilateral "anti-terror shield" needs to be built on a long-term basis,
since terrorism has no expiration date. After all, Osama bin Laden and his followers have not been physically eliminated49 or ideologically weakened, at least
in religious fundamentalist circles.5°
• America needs a strategic partner in Eurasia to make sure that the region
will not become a new sanctuary for extremists ready to launch another irrational
and brutal attack.
• Russia, the strongest successor state of the Soviet empire, may provide such
a sanctuary if it is excluded and alienated.
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Alternative options exist but they do not have the qualitative and quantitative
advantages that Moscow can offer for international security. Pakistan proved to
be useful during the attack on Afghanistan, but its long-term reliability is extremely dubious because of its undemocratic regime and because a substantial portion
of its people support Islamic fundamentalists.
At his meeting with President Bush in St. Petersburg, President Putin pointed
out emphatically that fifteen out of the nineteen hijackers that hit America were
Saudis,51 and studies of terrorism financing concluded that terrorista have raised
money mainly in Saudi Arabia.52 American intelligence agencies also believe that
the leading group of terrorist financiers consists of Saudis and Pakistanis, which
puts into question American
support for Saudi Arabia and
Pakistan.53
"Russia 's importante as a world
That is not the case with
energy supplier, particularly for West
Russia despite the aggressive
European states, has increased subrhetoric expressed by a part of

stantially to the extent that Moscow
'
might soon replace Saudi Arabia as
the key energy supplier."

the clergy54 and its post-imperialist rhetoric in the 1990s.55
The attitude of the Russian

people toward the United
States has been sympathetic,
keeping in mind the losses of
the Russian armed forces in Chechnya. It is a tragic coincidence that it is international terrorism that created the required psychological framework of rapprochement between the Russian and American peoples. The terrorist attacks against the
United States were condemned by the entire society in Russia, a fact that provides
America with a strategic partner in Russia, the Russian people. By simply not marginalizing Russian interests, American strategy will have at its side Russian public opinion, which holds the key to domestic politics. That would force even those
who contemplate a hostile policy toward Washington to think twice.
A second positive side-effect oí' the 11 September attacks was the establishment of a personal relationship betvveen Presidents George W. Bush and Vladimir
Putin. This "personal framework of bilateral relations" bears serious strategic
implications for both American and Russian policies in Central Asia and is bound
to be based on trade-offs, mutual concessions, and gains.
A Trilateral Partnership?
Russia's policy in the post-cold ovar era has clearly become Europe-oriented,
showing that cooperation with the EU has become a strategic priority for Moscow.
Despite the rhetoric of certain Russian officials, it is estimated that "the country's
strategic nuclear forces will have deteriorated by 2012."56 Russia may not be a
direct threat to the United States and the EU, unless strategic isolation turns it
finto a smuggler of nuclear know-how and material. In that case, Russia will be
totally isolated not only from the United States but also from Western Europe,
whose security depends heavily on Moscow's strategic posture. Keeping in mind
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that the EU wants the involvement and leadership but not the hegemonic predominance of America in European and global affairs, a trilateral approach will
enhance security on all sides and will tie Moscow to the Euro-Atlantic core. What
is more, improved American-Russian relations after the 11 September attack gave
President Bush a free hand in Central Asia.57
On the other hand, a policy that leads to Russia's isolation will not be welcomed by EU states. Russia not only holds the key to European security but also
is a strategic trade and energy partner for the EU, a fact highlighted at the tenth
EU-Russia summit, which took place in November 2002. In the long run, an
American policy that threatens the stability of Russia may become a source of
serious friction between the EU and the United States. On the other hand, the
United States will enhance its cooperation with the EU if it makes the strategic
choice to include Moscow in a trilateral strategic axis that would defend common
interests in Europe and Central Asia, two geopolitical regions of great importance
to Washington.
The ultimate goal of American grand strategy is bound to be the isolation and
containment of rogue states, the enhancement of international security, and avoidance of self-isolating policies. Thus the formula one (United States) plus two (EU,
Russia) provides the opportunity for orchestrated action and potential control of
Russia itself.
Inclusion of Moscow in such multilateral strategic planning requires democratization of Russia and its becoming a functional market economy. Furthermore,
the West needs to formulate clear and distinct choices in world energy policy.
Russia's importance as a world energy supplier, particularly for West European
states, has increased substantially, to the extent that Moscow might soon replace
Saudi Arabia as the key energy supplier.58 The strategic landscape is becoming
more complicated as OPEC and its energy policies are affected by Russia's
increased annual oil output. Pursuing this course Russia may stabilize world oil
prices and balance the ability of OPEC states to control the world oil market. That
would be a desired outcome for West European importers of oil.
In energy policy, the United States is facing a strategic dilemma between the
need to support a clearly undemocratic regime in Saudi Arabia, to ensure regular
flow of oil,59 and the need to recognize the emerging importance of Russia as
energy supplier to West European allies. The decision will influence American
and West European energy security, as well as Russia's global role. Moreover, it
will affect the EU's support of American policies, lince Russia matters to West
Europeans a lot more than it does to Americans. Therefore, American strategic
choices have long-term implications for the degree of cooperation among the EU,
the United States, and Russia.
Conclusion
American leadership during the cold war aimed at providing strategic coordination of the West against a militarily and ideologically clearly defined enemy. The
new, post-cold war role of world leader is more complex, as the enemy cannot
be found in the strategic and geopolitical domain but takes the form of an irra-
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tional cultural and religious reaction. Sharing power and responsibility emerges
as a long term strategic necessity in the new post-cold war world.
A new "intercontinental equilibrium," as described by Raymond Aron several
decades ago, may deal more efficiently with the temptation of power abuse and
establish joint responsibilities with America's European allies.10 Acting in concert creates symmetry in cost, too, and takes substantial political and financial
burden off America's shoulders.
The task of leading the world allone may present a security dilemma for the
United States. Already certain scholars have suggested that a unipolar world is
unsustainable, since geopolitical conditions do not favor long-term unilateral
leadership. Charles Kupchan has identified and focused on the slow but steady
emergence of Europe as a primus inter pares with America and the decline of
support for American internationalism.61
The integration process in Europe, despite intra-European divergent strategies
and goals (widening versus deepening), is bound to lead to the formation of a
super-state, allowing Europeans to advance common policies. That creates the
ideological, structural, institutional, and operational requirements to challenge
American leadership, particularly when European interests diverge from the
American ones.12
Russia and its role in the world may become an additional cause of divergence
between the United States and the EU, particularly in view of the EU-Russian
rapprochement of the last decade.'S3 The United States will have to take into
account strategic interaction between the EU and Russia in military and energy
security in the long term. It is in the American interest not to allow Russia to
become the cause of a rift with Brussels.
It is also in the interest of America to envisage a multipolar world based on
American leadership, not domination. Terrorist threat has shown that the United
States needs partners and a redrawing of American grand strategy, which was built
with the collaboration of Pakistan and Saudi Arabia. The recent allegations of
funding of terrorist activities by Saudi Arabia support the suggestion that it cannot be regarded as a reliable ally.
A second development favoring a multipolar approach is the gradual decline
of American public support for internationalism.64 To an average American such
an approach has economic and social costs and forces American administrations
to bear the burden of sustaining friendly regimes. The dramatic changes in the
post-cold war world stress the need for leadership in partnership. The United
States should continue to exercise leadership, avoid self-defeating strategies, and
coordinate policy with European allies. A unilateral approach causes the unwillingness of Western European states to take military action against Iraq without
previously exhausting diplomatic means.65
John Gaddis epitomized American objectives vis-á-vis ex-rivals, defining
them as an effort "to rehabilitate defeated adversaries and invite them into the
international state system."66 America's European partners have supported the
policy of integrating Russia into European institutions, although they acknowledged deficiencies in the human rights field and democratic operation of the Rus-
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sian political system. That "flexibility" was based on the need to avoid isolating
Moscow, thus turning it into a potential threat to European security. Europeans
estimate that inclusion of Russia will provide an institutional means to at least
influence developments in Russia'67 if not to control them.68
In the recent past, the debate focused on whether Russia's constructive
involvement should be a matter of "inviting" or "integrating" Moscow into the
new world order. "Integratiog" is a task beyond American capacity and responsibility as it is related to domestic politics of the neophyte Russian democracy. Yet,
"inviting" appears to be not only within America's capabilities but should also be
a strategic goal. That would contribute to the stability of Europe, which has
always been a vital American interest, and would lay the foundation of a wider
antiterrorist alliance.
Russia's future is a matter of strategic speculation, but American strategy could
provide incentives to turn that speculation into rational choice. On the other hand,
an "Americanist" approach to foreign policy, supported by Republican circles,
might deprive the United States of partners in global diplomacy.69 William Wallace convincingly pointed out that "unilateral decisions carry costs. Even if they
are successfully imposed on foreign states, they build up resistance to cooperation in other areas where U.S. interests are at stake. Multilateral leadership
requires negotiation and compromise with partners who respect American leadership and whose contributions American policy-makers respect. America's most
dependable partners are the democracies in Europe, collectively organized
through the European Union and NATO."
European integration and EU enlargement have represented a dilemma for
American administrations for severa] reasons. First, the quest for European unity
has no guarantees that it will create a workable institutional and operational
framework. Second, pro-Europeanist trends are gaining at the expense of proAtlanticist views, a fact to which American unilateral decisions have contributed.
Third, lack of a long-term recognition of particular European interests might lead
to the EU's adopting divergent policies. American predominance and European
cooperation should not be taken for granted.
Strategic analysis should take into account the prospect of challenging an
America-centered international order. The emergence of failed states, nihilistic
fundamentalists, and economic and social disorder in poor and dysfunctional
states necessitates a broad alliance against terrorism and common attitudes
toward security issues. A joint leadership by the United States and the EU and
seating the EU on the UN Security Council may in the long term be a good choice.
The successful policy will be determined to a great extent by the willingness
of the United States to support the United Nations and its coordinating mission.
Multilateralism demands collective, cooperative choices, and sharing human and
capital costs through a UN operational framework.71 In the long run, unilateralism is bound to bring world leader to confrontation with its partners.72 The new
reality in the field of international security and the threat of terrorism demand
cooperation. After all, "national security is not simply a matter of identifying
threats and defending them. Security is international, and it is not a zero-sum
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game"73 Although that statement is in harmony with the aims of the democratic
leaders of the world, it does not imply that interests are in harmony, too.
The American vision of the "consensual international system" that President
Bush talked about in the early 1990s, when he referred to the "new world order,"
might be unipolar or multipolar. The end of the cold war left the United States
with strategic advantages, yet this unique position "is not a licence for unilateralism"74 Building strategic partnerships might provide "the most fruitful guide
to American policy," lince concerted action will be an expression of respect for
other sovereign states and their legal rights 75
Political realists would tend to support a policy that would allow the United
States to prolong a unilateral world. at any cost. However, the EU-Russian relations, the Sino-Russian communique on U.S. hegemony in the spring of 1997,
the French policy in the EU,76 and the threat of terrorism acquiring the form of a
clash of civilizations constitute a clear opposition to a unipolar world. The United States has the historie opportunity to adopt a policy of selective inclusions and
avoid isolation and unilateral acts that enhance anti-American feelings, particularly in Europe.77
Woodrow Wilson set the intellectual, strategic and operational framework of
sharing several decades ago when he stated: "We [Americans] are participants
... in the life of the world. The interests of all nations are our own also. We are
partners with the rest. What affects rnankind is inevitably our affair as well as the
affair of the nations of Europe."78 American grand strategy should strive to form
"the broadest possible global coalition against terrorism"79 History seems to be
not near its end but beginning a new chapter that is open ended and unpredictable.
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