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This essay focuses on the importance of 
the transatlantic relationship, the va-
lues that inform it, the institutions that 
operationalize it, and the role that the 
relationships, values and institutions 
play in defining what we call “the West.” It 
discusses the meaning of a “perfect storm” 
for transatlantic relations. This is an over-
worked concept, but it unfortunately well 
describes what has been going recently 
in Euro-Atlantic relations. The analysis 
concludes with a few comments about the 
future, a perspective that is informed by 
concern about the forces of illiberalism, 
and hope for energizing liberal democratic 
paths for our Western democracies.

This analysis is based on the premise that 
the future of “the West” relies on main-
taining a balance between power and 
values. Power without reference to values, 
and values not backed by power, are both 
dangerous for liberal democracy. Striking 
the right balance has never been easy, and 
it is no less complicated in today’s complex 
international environment, where external 
threats to the West interact ominously 
with internal challenges.

Meaning of “the West”

Three years ago, the publication European 
Geo-strategy printed my article asking 
the question: “Does the West exist?”.1 This 
question was intended to focus readers’ 
attention on whether the politics and 
performances of NATO and EU member 
states still reflected the will and capability 
to define and defend “Western” values and 
interests.  In the article, I acknowledged 
that the values articulated in the North 
Atlantic Treaty, and those on which the 
European Union is based, are not always 
reflected in the actions of the member 
states. Responses to threats to national 
security have sometimes led to actions 
that conflicted with those values.

During the Cold War, it was generally 
accepted that ‘the West’ consisted of the 
transatlantic democracies and several 

nations around the world that accepted, 
at least in principle, the North Atlantic 
Treaty’s support for ‘democracy, individual 
liberty and the rule of law.’ Members of the 
alliance took different paths toward ap-
plying these principles in their countries, 
and they never were in full agreement on 
all foreign policy or defense issues. But 
they all understood that ‘the West’ did not 
include the countries that denied demo-
cratic choices to their people, severely 
limited individual liberties, and substituted 
regime control for the rule of law. When 
both Greece and Turkey on separate 
occasions during the Cold War temporarily 
abandoned democratic principles under 
military juntas, NATO allies pressed them 
to return to democratic governance, which 
they did. Portugal, a charter member of 
NATO, which entered the alliance largely as 
a strategic necessity2 under the autocratic 
regime of António de Oliveira Salazar, 
finally installed a democratic system after a 
military coup in 1974.

At the end of the Cold War, the leading 
question raised about NATO was whether 
such an alliance would remain relevant 
without an existential threat.  Populations 
and politicians are strongly motivated 
by fear – not so much by hope. The new 
democracies in Central and Eastern Europe 
rushed to join NATO and then the Euro-
pean Union – the two main institutions of 
‘the West.’  They believed that these shelte-
ring roofs would help protect them against 
a Russian reassertion of power. 

To earn their invitations, these countries 
were required to pledge that they would 
build their domestic political and econo-
mic systems around the core provided by 
Western values. It was hoped that Russia, 
too, would embrace the values that moti-
vated ‘Western’ nations.  European states 
were so hopeful that they invited Moscow 
to join the Council of Europe, the orga-
nization designed to be the protector of 
human rights across the continent. 

Challenges to the West

Today, and for the foreseeable future, the 
members of the so-called “West,” EU and 
NATO nations, along with democracies 
in Asia and elsewhere, are facing serious 
challenges.  From northeastern Europe, a 
revisionist Russia, led by an ambitious au-
thoritarian leader, threatens Western secu-
rity and values. From the south, the Islamic 
State and al Qaeda terrorist organizations 
attempt to destabilize Western nations 
with the long-term goal of bringing down 
the Western political, economic and securi-
ty systems. This is not even to mention the 
challenges in Asia, including a rising China 
and an erratic North Korea, which are 
beyond the scope of this analysis, albeit 
relevant to the future of the West.

In the meantime, extremist political 
movements throughout Europe, and in 
the United States, are calling into question 
Western unity, and even the validity of a 
Western identity.  These troubling internal 
divisions – inside and among Western 
states – could combine with the external 
threats to form a “perfect storm.” That 
storm could blow away transatlantic unity 
and, with it, the definition and reality of 
“the West.”

Even before Russia’s aggressions against 
Georgia and Ukraine, a potent mix of 
political, economic, and societal factors 
inside member states had begun to un-
dermine the perception of shared values 
and interests.  This mix grew, in part, out 
of the economic crisis that hammered the 
United States, Europe and the European 
Union during the past decade. Weak eco-
nomic growth and high unemployment 
combined with the flood of immigrants to 
help fuel the rise of extremist parties and 
populist movements in many European 
countries. 

Transatlantic Relations: A Perfect Storm across the Atlantic?
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on Earth.  Our current leader may reflect 
some of Jackson’s nationalist and populist 
instincts, but they were far less dangerous 
in our seventh president’s day than they 
are today—for us, for our friends, and even 
for our adversaries. 

We are still trying to understand what 
motivates Trump, and what he will do next. 
This has been made very difficult by the 
fact that he tends to make things up, or 
repeats things that others have made up, 
and never admits that he is wrong or has 
made a mistake. For many of us, this beha-
vior makes it hard to trust our president’s 
word and severely weakens his credibility.

We know that European democracies, 
too, face some difficult circumstances. 
Our Dutch friends did not completely fall 
prey to the populist siren song, but the 
2017 spring elections in The Netherlands 
did leave the movement alive and well 
to challenge the next government. Our 
French allies—whose strong nationalist 
pride sometimes clashes with that of us 
Americans—have faced a challenge from a 
similar phenomenon. In some other Euro-
pean countries, illiberal tendencies already 
have made their way into governments or 
come close to doing so. 

In Turkey, which most members of the Eu-
ropean Union don’t regard as sufficiently 
European, or now sufficiently democratic, 
to join the EU, voters narrowly approved a 
constitutional referendum that has created 
options for making their government more 
autocratic, thereby taking them further 
out of the “Western” circle.4

At the same time, we are all in the cross-
hairs of radical terrorists who, in their 
distorted view of Islam, believe that they 
must kill enough of us to disrupt our 
political and economic systems. It’s incre-
dibly important that we work together to 
destroy terrorist networks before they can 
hit us. We need to disrupt their commu-
nications, and to make a clear case to our 
youth that they have better options than 
joining the Islamic State or al Qaeda.

This is not to forget that Western values 
and security are being challenged as well 

by Russian President Putin, who apparent-
ly believes that his nation needs to recap-
ture the greatness of the Soviet Union. He 
has already been willing to use a variety of 
forceful, as well as political, means toward 
that end. Like the radical terrorists, Putin 
is challenging the “dominance” of the 
Western political, economic, and security 
systems. He hopes to replace these with 
new arrangements in which Russia plays a 
more dominant role—without reforming 
the political system that keeps him in 
power, and the financial system that lines 
his pockets and those of his friends and 
political supporters.

What we are seeing on both sides of the 
Atlantic is a convergence of serious chal-
lenges to a Western system of values that 
we have treasured and, to some extent, 
taken for granted, ever since World War II.  
Russia seized every opportunity after the 
beginning of the Ukraine crisis to try to 
create divisions among EU members that 
might mitigate or even block continued 
economic sanctions. Putin’s meeting with 
Marine le Pen in the midst of the French 
election campaign suggested that the 
effort continues.5

The mass exodus of refugees from Syria 
and elsewhere intensified nativist political 
sentiments and has driven an additional 
wedge into European and Western unity. 
These mostly far-right parties have capita-
lized on a wide range of popular fears by 
opposing immigration, multiculturalism, 
and membership in the EU and NATO 
while pursuing closer ties with Russia. 

And Russia is bankrolling their support, 
trying to chip away at the foundations of 
Euro-Atlantic institutions it considers a 
threat. Some ties between these parties 
and Moscow have become public. For 
example, the National Front6 reportedly 
received a 9.4 million euro loan from Rus-
sia in November 2014. Marine Le Pen, the 
party’s leader, defended the transaction 
against charges that the loan was a reward 
for having supported Russia’s annexation 
of Crimea earlier that year. Press sources 
at the time reported that Le Pen admired 
Putin as a “strong” leader.7 Does that sound 
familiar?

Many of these parties share worrying com-
monalities, including 

 � opposing their countries’ memberships 
in the European Union and NATO; 

 � favoring more autocratic forms of 
government; and 

 � sympathizing with Russian President 
Vladimir Putin’s perspectives on 
politics, culture, religion, and strategic 
issues. 

We know that “populism” and “nationalism” 
have played major roles in the growth of 
support for extremist parties that do not 
accept all the principles on which our 
liberal democracies are based. If populism 
is defined simply as concern for the needs 
and wants of the average citizen, how can 
anyone disagree with that? If nationalism 
means pride for the country in which you 
were born or which you have adopted as 
your home, that can be a positive thing. 
However, politicians and would-be leaders 
can use populist and nationalist appeals to 
play on fears, base instincts and historical 
grievances to generate support for their 
agendas. And those agendas often include 
personal power and wealth for the politi-
cians who seek to turn popular fears and 
nationalistic sentiments into something 
ugly, and undemocratic.

The challenge now, for those of us who 
believe in Western values, is to demonst-
rate that the institutions of the West – the 
European Union and NATO – are serving 
the needs not only of governments, elites, 
the financial world and big business, but 
also the needs of average citizens.

Looking at these issues from the North 
American side of the Atlantic, we have 
fallen on hard times, at least politically.  
Our new leader, Donald Trump, is different 
from any other in our history. 

Some observers3 have compared Trump to 
one of his predecessors—Andrew Jackson 
(1829-1837). But Jackson was president 
in simpler times, when news moved at 
the speed of the pony express, and there 
was no country that could destroy ours in 
a matter of minutes. Nor, for that matter, 
were we able in those days to threaten the 
existence of virtually any other country 
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Leading officials of the government 
that came to office in Greece in January 
2015—Prime Minister Alexis Tsipras and 
Foreign Minister Nikos Kotzias from the 
majority far-left Syriza Party and Defen-
se Minister Panos Kammenos from the 
rightist Independent Greeks Party—have 
spoken warmly of ties with Moscow. They 
suggested that they opposed sanctions 
against Russia and favored a wide range of 
cooperation with the Russian Federation.  
As the negotiations in the 2015 Greek debt 
crisis approached a critical stage, Prime Mi-
nister Tsipras left for Russia to participate 
in the St. Petersburg Economic Forum and 
meet with President Putin. He returned to 
Greece with nothing of value in hand, but 
he warned his EU lenders, saying, “We are 
ready to go to new seas to reach new safe 
ports…” and that “Russia is one of the most 
important partners for us.” 8

Putin’s appeal resonated beyond Greece. 
Just after the Minsk agreement on a 
ceasefire in Ukraine was brokered in March 
2015—an agreement in which Russia ad-
mitted no responsibility for the conflict—
President Putin traveled triumphantly to 
Hungary, into Hungarian Prime Minister 
Viktor Orbán’s welcoming arms. Orbán, 
whose disdain for liberal democracy and 
admiration for Vladimir Putin are well-
known, represents one of the EU’s weak 
links, particularly regarding sanctions 
against Russia.9

Many European officials have lamented 
that trade sanctions imposed on Russia 
and Russia’s retaliatory measures have 
slipped wedges into the cracks in Western 
solidarity. Russia’s high-quality propagan-
da outlets exacerbate this. In July 2015, 
Russian news agency Tass praised the 
comments of Bulgarian Prime Minister 
Boyko Borissov who implied it was up 
to the “big bosses,” meaning the United 
States and the European Union, to “figure 
everything out and lift sanctions.”  Borissov 
appeared to place no blame on President 
Putin for the situation.10

Moreover, many European business 
interests and leading politicians have 
become dependent on doing business 
with Russian firms as well as the Russian 

government. This factor, combined with 
incredibly effective propaganda produ-
ced by Moscow’s media machine, led to 
a phenomenon in which many Germans 
became Putin Versteher, or Putin “under-
standers.”  

This all led the German historian Hein-
rich August Winkler to lament that many 
Germans have “this irritating desire for 
equidistance [between Russia and the 
West]….” He continued, “A strong minority 
is questioning vital elements of our Wes-
tern orientation namely our memberships 
in NATO and the European Union. I find 
that unsettling.”11

The United States, even before Trump, has 
done its share of damage to the transatlan-
tic relationship. The unauthorized release 
of secret US intelligence documents by 
Edward Snowden led to the disclosure in 
2015 that the US National Security Agency 
(NSA) had been spying on the German and 
other European governments, including 
German Chancellor Angela Merkel’s priva-
te telephone conversations.12 The common 
adage that allies spy on each other did 
not cut it among European populaces. The 
NSA scandal outraged many Europeans 
much more than Americans truly apprecia-
te and significantly undermined European 
trust in the United States. Prior to the dis-
closures, there was already fertile ground 
for anti-Americanism in many European 
countries. The appreciation for the Ame-
rican role in World War II, and even in the 
more recent reunification of Germany, had 
faded. Differences over the Iraq war linger 
strongly among some European allies. 
And, in Germany’s eastern regions as well 
as in some former Warsaw Pact countries, a 
certain romantic memory of the “pre-
dictable” days of communist control has 
lingered. In a 2015 public opinion survey, 
the German public even edged away from 
NATO’s key collective defense commit-
ment. Some 58 percent of Germans in the 
survey opposed using force in support of a 
fellow NATO ally attacked by Russia.13

A growing “values gap” between the 
United States and some European 
countries was illustrated by the European 
Parliament’s vote in October 2015 to absol-

ve Edward Snowden14 for illegally releasing 
highly classified American documents on 
the grounds that he was defending demo-
cracy. This took place while Snowden was 
being sheltered in Moscow by the hardly 
democratic Russian government.

Prior to the disclosures, there was already 
fertile ground for anti-Americanism in 
many European countries. Appreciation 
for the American role in World War II, and 
even in the more recent reunification of 
Germany, has faded. Differences over 
the Iraq war linger strongly among some 
European allies. And, in Germany’s eastern 
regions as well as in some former Warsaw 
Pact countries, a certain romantic memory 
of the “predictable” days of communist 
control has lingered. 

Even prior to the NSA revelations, the 
Obama administration’s 2012 strategic 
“pivot” to Asia had sent signals across 
the Atlantic that the United States was 
divesting politically and militarily from 
its sustained commitment to Europe. The 
Oba ma administration’s thinking that 
Europe could take on more of a leadership 
role was overly optimistic. The EU has 
stumbled in attempts to produce coherent 
and effective foreign and defense policies. 
In these realms, Europe has remained deci-
sively a Europe des états. It was unrealistic 
to expect “Europe” to speak as one, to say 
nothing of acting as one, on matters still so 
deeply embedded in national sovereignty. 
That remains true today, particularly as 
the UK’s Brexit move has produced echoes 
elsewhere in Europe, where not everyone 
appreciates the strategic contributions 
that the process of integration has made 
over the past six decades.

This new US approach came in the midst 
of serious economic weakness in Europe, a 
time when there were neither political nor 
financial resources to finance a confident 
European defense and security-policy 
role. It also turned out to have come at a 
time when threats in the Middle East and 
Europe would take dramatic turns for the 
worse.

The gridlock in the American domestic 
political system has seriously weakened 
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the foundation on which American leader-
ship rests. In 2015, one of the most widely 
respected Washington hands and former 
Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta judged 
that dysfunction in Washington was the 
biggest threat to US security.15  Nothing 
has improved since. If the American politi-
cal system is dysfunctional for the United 
States, its dysfunction spreads to the trans-
atlantic alliance and Western Europe. 

Washington’s dysfunction—from Repub-
licans labeling German Chancellor Merkel 
an appeaser while the administration tried 
to engage her, to a 2013 government shut-
down that hampered military spending, 
to some of the angry political messages 
in the 2016 presidential campaign—has 
further diminished US credibility, soft 
power, and leadership in NATO.

Implications

All of this suggests that the future of the 
transatlantic community could come 
down to three very basic questions: 

 � First, should the United States and 
its European partners acquiesce in 
Russia’s geopolitical demands for a 
buffer zone between Putin’s kleptocra-
cy and the democratic West, or should 
they assert the liberal values that they 
hoped would shape post-Cold War 
Europe? 

 � Second, what should the United States 
and its allies do about the threat posed 
by ISIS and other groups determined 
to attack the foundations of Western 
values when there is little taste in 
Europe or in the United States for more 
involvement in the Middle East? 

 � Finally, how can NATO and EU mem-
bers effectively deal with domestic 
illiberal trends and political move-
ments that have called into question 
the validity of Western national and 
international institutions, and could 
undermine the very political systems 
the Alliance is designed to defend?

Today, the United States and its European 
partners must deal decisively with the 

the global system and granted themselves 
impunity. It is possible because of growing 
inequality and existential dread, especially 
among the white losers from globalization 
who know minorities will be the majority in 
the United States by midcentury. It is possible 
because both major parties have abandoned 
the working class…. It is possible because 
the identity politics embraced by urban, 
cosmopolitan liberals have provoked an 
inevitable backlash among those who think 
white lives matter, too. It is possible because 
Trump speaks to the basest but also some of 
the most ineradicable traits of human beings 
— their capacity for mob anger, their racist 
resentments, their cruelty, their lust, their 
search for scapegoats, their insecurities — 
and promises a miraculous makeover…. It is 
possible because history demonstrates there 
is no limit to human folly or the dimensions 
of the disasters humanity can bring on itself.

These observations suggest we all should 
pay more attention to the need for 
democracy revitalization in each of our 
countries. European democracies need to 
ensure that political, social and economic 
conditions provide hope for successor 
generations, promote economic growth, 
increase employment opportunities, and 
rebuild faith in the European integration 
process, the transatlantic partnership, and 
the values of the West. 

The United States, if it wishes to serve as 
a “shining city on a hill,” needs to recog-
nize that its democracy is still a work in 
progress. The model provided by annual 
town meetings in which citizens set local 
budgets for the next year and debate local 
issues, for example, shows democracy at 
its best. But other aspects of American 
democracy, including the gerrymandering 
of congressional districts and the influ-
ence of big money in American politics, 
remain defects that raise skepticism about 
America’s model.

The future credibility of the EU and NATO 
as value-based organizations of “the West” 
will therefore depend not just on more 
effective defense spending and other 
security measures, but also on the quality 
of the democratic systems and market 
economies of the member states. 

threats posed by a revisionist Russia and by 
Islamic terrorism.  But NATO and EU mem-
bers should also focus on dealing with the 
factors that are giving rise to illiberal politi-
cal tendencies that are eroding democratic 
institutions and processes. 

While the external threats to the West 
are real, internal weaknesses could block 
Western democracies from effectively and 
cooperatively confronting them. If transat-
lantic solidarity fails, then the future of the 
West would be in doubt.  As then-US Sec-
retary of State Dean Acheson stated upon 
NATO’s founding, “the North Atlantic Treaty 
is far more than a defensive arrangement. 
It is an affirmation of the moral and spiritu-
al values which we hold in common.”16 Ne-
arly seventy years since NATO’s founding, 
these values, and not external threats, will 
be what keeps the Alliance strong.

Today, however, while the United States 
and its European partners must deal decis-
ively with the threats posed by Russia and 
Islamic terrorism, NATO and EU members 
should also focus on dealing with the fac-
tors that are giving rise to illiberal political 
tendencies that are eroding democratic 
institutions and processes.

It seems clear that economics plays a role in 
stimulating such tendencies, but other fac-
tors contribute as well. Last year, New York 
Times editorial writer, Roger Cohen, asked 
how it is possible that Donald Trump could 
become American president. He answered 
his own question with a list of factors, many 
of which have their counterparts in Euro-
pean countries.  According to Cohen,17

It is possible because spectacle and politics 
have merged and people no longer know 
fact from fiction or care about the distinc-
tion. It is possible because fear has entered 
people’s lives and that fear is easily mani-
pulated. It is possible because technology 
has created anxiety multipliers such as 
have never been known before. It is possible 
because America is a country living with the 
dim dissatisfaction of two wars without vic-
tory and the untold trillions spent on them. 
It is possible because a very large number of 
people want to give the finger to the elites 
who brought the crash of 2008 and rigged 



FOKUS | 1/2017

5

Transatlantic Relations

Conclusions and Recommendations

Finally, what are the implications of the 
Trump presidency for the future of transat-
lantic relations, and what standards should 
we use concerning how well this President 
seeks to lead the Western alliance?

In my view, the United States should lead 
by example, reaffirming that shared Wes-
tern values, common security interests, 
and mutually interdependent financial 
and economic systems require a strong 
transatlantic relationship. US policy should 
be based on the recognition that a healthy 
transatlantic alliance is an enabler for the 
United States; it is a force and influence 
multiplier. Support of transatlantic allies 
not only enhances American influence 
and power, it also reaffirms and reinforces 
American values.

For the time being, American leadership 
does not seem to be informed by such 
guidelines. The Trump presidency has int-
roduced great uncertainty into US foreign 
policy and international relations more ge-
nerally. What the president has said about 
NATO and the EU is not reassuring, even 
after some modification of his original 
assertions about both.

President Trump is, to a certain extent, con-
strained by a free press, the constitution 
and checks and balances provided by the 
Judicial System and the Congress.  But he 
already has done serious damage to the US 
ability to lead, and even act, internationally. 

Both NATO and the broader transatlantic 
relationship can survive the Trump presi-
dency, but plenty of reconstruction may 
be required in its wake. What can Euro-
pean Atlanticists do in the meantime?

First, the reassertion of Western values 
that was recently made by EU leaders in 
the Rome Declaration18 is an important 
start. The leaders said that the EU was a 
“unique union with common institutions 
and strong values, a community of peace, 
freedom, democracy, human rights and 
the rule of law.” Hopefully they understood 
that EU member states must make the 

institutions work better to help protect the 
values against the external and internal 
challenges.

There are also some things that Europeans 
can do to maintain transatlantic values and 
cooperation while they are being questi-
oned in Washington.

First, the NATO allies should demonstra-
te that they are actively supporting the 
pledge to spend at least 2% of their GDP 
on defense by 2024, with 20% of defen-
se spending going to new equipment, 
research and development. What each 
country buys with its defense spending 
is critically important, but the process all 
starts with the input19: as is often said, 
quantity has its own quality.

European NATO and EU nations should 
look for opportunities to make no- and 
low-cost defense improvements, and to 
improve intra-European and transatlantic 
cooperative efforts. 

When improvements can be demonst-
rated, they should be publicized. Back 
in the waning years of the Cold War, the 
so-called “Euro-group” served as a publicist 
in the United States for European defense 
efforts.20  Perhaps the concept should be 
revitalized by the European allies.

It also is important for European countries 
to express appreciation for US contribu-
tions to their security. We know that the 
United States has not always made the 
best decisions when it has come to the 
use of force, but we also should recognize 
that European freedom and democracy 
have benefited greatly from the Ameri-
can role in European security. Europeans 
expressions of this sentiment to American 
Members of Congress and the American 
public reinforces US support for continued 
transatlantic cooperation.

Finally, all NATO and EU members should 
work on improving cooperation between 
NATO and the EU, particularly on terror-re-
lated challenges. Progress has been made 
in the last couple of years, but much more 
is needed.

For our part, we American Atlanticists 
should work with like-minded Europeans 
to re-establish mutual trust and confi-
dence between the United States and the 
European Union. We should support those 
American officials and politicians – of both 
parties – who understand how our co-
operation in NATO and collaboration with 
the EU help defend against the external 
threats that we face. 

This will require that we revitalize the po-
litical center in the US and other Western 
democracies. Political extremes can fire up 
electorates, but it is at the center where 
the hard work is done and results are 
produced. The US and European political 
centers must become positive forces for 
constructive change, and then demonst-
rate the will to make it happen. This must 
include tax and financial reforms ensuring 
that Western economic systems, national 
and international, benefit the average 
citizen and not just the top 1%.

Toward this end, Atlanticists must act as 
the “populists of the West” – individuals 
who subscribe to Western values and 
cooperate to defend them.    

If Winston Churchill were with us today, I’m 
sure he would confirm that this “imperfect” 
Western system is nonetheless better than 
any of the alternatives. It should be the 
mission of the “populists of the West” to 
preserve and energize it for the benefit of 
future generations on both sides of the 
Atlantic.

Stanley R. Sloan is Senior Adviser at the AIES. 
This FOKUS is an updated and expanded 
version  of the presentation by  Stanley 
R. Sloan to the panel discussion on “The 
Outlook on Transatlantic Relations”, Vienna, 
April 6, 2017.



FOKUS | 1/2017

6

Transatlantic Relations

© Austria Institut für Europa- 
    und Sicherheitspolitik, 2017

Alle Rechte vorbehalten. Nachdruck oder ver-
gleich bare Verwendungen von Arbeiten des 
Austria Instituts für Europa- und Sicherheitspolitik 
(AIES) sind auch in Auszügen nur mit vorheriger 
Genehmigung gestattet. Die im AIES-Fokus 
veröffentlichten Beiträge geben ausschließlich die 
Meinung der jeweiligen Autorinnen und Autoren 
wieder.

Dr. Langweg 3, 2410 Hainburg/Donau 
Tel. +43 (1) 3583080
E-Mail: office@aies.at 
Website: www.aies.at

Layout: Medienbüro Meyer

NOTES

1) Stanley R. Sloan. 2014. Does the ‘West’ exist? https://www.
europeangeostrategy.org/2014/07/west-exist/ (accessed April 
29, 2017).

2) The United States considered the Portuguese air base in The 
Azores a necessity in support of allied defenses in Europe.

3) See, for example: Newt Gingrich. 2017. Like Andrew Jackson, 
Donald Trump is an intensely American president.  http://www.
foxnews.com/opinion/2017/03/23/newt-gingrich-like-andrew-
jackson-donald-trump-is-intensely-american-president.html. 
(accessed April 29, 2017). 

4) Patrick Kingsley. 2017. Erdogan Claims Vast Powers in Turkey 
after Narrow Victory in Referendum. https://www.nytimes.
com/2017/04/16/world/europe/turkey-referendum-polls-erdo-
gan.html?_r=0 (accessed April 29, 2017).
 
5) Juliet Perry. 2017. Putin meets French far-right candidate 
Marine Le Pen at Kremlin. http://www.cnn.com/2017/03/24/
europe/putin-le-pen-kremlin/. (accessed April 29, 2017).

6) Global Security. 2017. Front National – FN.  http://www.
globalsecurity.org/military/world/europe/fr-parties-fn.htm. 
(accessed April 29, 2017).

7) David Chazan. 2015. Russia ‚bought‘ Marine Le Pen‘s support 
over Crimea. http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/eu-
rope/france/11515835/Russia-bought-Marine-Le-Pens-support-
over-Crimea.html (accessed April 29, 2017).

8) Larry Elliott 2015. ECB staves off collapse of Greek banking 
system with emergency funding.  http://www.theguardian.com/
world/2015/jun/19/ecb-greek-banking-system-emergency-
funding-greece-creditors-monday-meetings (accessed April 
29, 2017).

9) Andrew Byrne. 2015. Orban defies EU to host Putin in Hunga-
ry. http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/fc6c4590-b674-11e4-a5f2-
00144feab7de.html#axzz3fQ2m8HU8 (accessed April 29, 2017).

10) Tass Russian News Agency. 2015. Bulgarian prime minister 
hopes sanctions will soon be lifted from Russia. http://tass.ru/
en/world/806976 (accessed April 29, 2017).
 
11) Christiane Hoffmann and René Pfister. 2014. German 
Leftists Have Still Not Understood Putin. http://www.spiegel.
de/international/germany/interview-with-historian-heinrich-
winkler-about-germany-and-the-west-a-977649.html (accessed 
April 29, 2017).
  
12) Markus Feldenkirchen. 2015. Opinion: Merkel Must End 
Devil‘s Pact with America. http://www.spiegel.de/international/
germany/editorial-merkel-must-end-devil-s-pact-with-america-
a-1042573.html (accessed April 29, 2017).
   
13) Pew. 2015. Global Indicators Database, Germany, Opinion of 
the United States. http://www.pewglobal.org/database/indica-
tor/1/country/81/ (April 29, 2017).
   
14) Dana Ford. 2015. EU Parliament votes to protect Edward 
Snowden. http://www.cnn.com/2015/10/29/europe/eu-edward-
snowden-vote/index.html. (accessed April 29, 2017).
   

15) Nick Gass. 2015. Leon Panetta blasts ‘total dysfunction in 
Washington. http://www.politico.com/story/2015/02/leon-
panetta-blasts-total-dysfunction-in-washington-115217.html 
(accessed April 29, 2017).

16) US Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, North Atlantic 
Treaty, Hearings before the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
81st Cong., 1st sess., April 27–29 and May 2–3, 1949.
 
17) Roger Cohen. 2016. The Trump Possibility. https://www.nyti-
mes.com/2016/10/04/opinion/the-trump-possibility.html?_r=0. 
(accessed April 29, 2017).
 
18) European Council. 2017. The Rome Declaration. http://www.
consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2017/03/25-rome-
declaration/. (accessed April 29, 2017).
  
19) On this point, see: Jordan Becker. 2017. The correlates of 
transatlantic burden sharing: revising the agenda for theoretical 
and policy analysis. http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.108
0/14751798.2017.1311039. (accessed April 29, 2017).

20) Stanley R. Sloan. 1985. NATO’s Future: Toward a New Transat-
lantic Bargain. p. 175-77.


