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The European Union needs a new foreign policy based on Europe’s true economic and
security interests. Europe is currently in an economic and security trap of its own
making, characterized by its dangerous hostility with Russia, mutual distrust with
China, and extreme vulnerability to the United States. Europe’s foreign policy is almost
entirely driven by fear of Russia and China—which has resulted in a security

dependency on the United States.

Europe’s subservience to the U.S. stems almost entirely from its overriding fear of
Russia, a fear that has been amplified by the Russophobic states of Eastern Europe and
a false narrative about the Ukraine War. Based on the belief that its greatest security
threat is Russia, the EU subordinates all its other foreign policy issues—economic,
trade, environmental, technological, and diplomatic—to the United States. Ironically, it
clings close to Washington even as the United States has become weaker, unstable,
erratic, irrational, and dangerous in its own foreign policy toward the EU, even to the

point of overtly threatening European sovereignty in Greenland.

To chart a new foreign policy, Europe will have to overcome the false premise of its
extreme vulnerability to Russia. The Brussels-NATO-UK narrative holds that Russia is
intrinsically expansionist and will overrun Europe if the opportunity arises. The Soviet
occupation of Eastern Europe from 1945 to 1991 supposedly proves this threat today.
This false narrative badly misconstrues Russian behavior in both the past and present.

The first part of this essay aims to correct the false premise that Russia poses a dire
threat to Europe. The second part looks ahead to a new European foreign policy, once
Europe has moved beyond its irrational Russophobia.

The False Premise of Russia’s Westward Imperialism

Europe’s foreign policy is premised on Russia’s purported security threat to Europe.
Yet this premise is false. Russia has repeatedly been invaded by the major Western



powers (notably Britain, France, Germany, and the United States in the past two
centuries) and has long sought security through a buffer zone between itself and the
Western powers. The heavily contested buffer zone includes modern-day Poland,
Ukraine, Finland, and the Baltic states. This region in between the Western powers and

Russia accounts for the main security dilemmas facing Western Europe and Russia.

The major Western wars launched against Russia since 1800 include:

e The French invasion of Russia in 1812 (Napoleonic Wars)

e The British and French Invasion of Russia in 1853-1856 (Crimean War)

e The German declaration of war against Russia on August 1st, 1914 (World War
D)

e The Allied intervention in the Russian Civil War, 1918-1922 (Russian Civil
War)

e The German invasion of Russia in 1941 (World War 1)

Each of these wars posed an existential threat to Russia’s survival. From Russia’s
perspective, the failure to demilitarize Germany after World War I1, the creation of
NATO, the incorporation of West Germany into NATO in 1955, the expansion of
NATO eastward after 1991, and the ongoing expansion of U.S. military bases and
missile systems across Eastern Europe near Russia’s borders have constituted the

gravest threats to Russia’s national security since World War II.

Russia has also invaded westward on several occasions:

e Russia’s attack on East Prussia in 1914

e The Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact in 1939, dividing Poland between Germany and
the Soviet Union and annexing the Baltic States in 1940

e The invasion of Finland in November 1939 (the Winter War)

e The Soviet Occupation of Eastern Europe from 1945 to 1989

e The Russian invasion of Ukraine in February 2022

These Russian actions are taken by Europe as objective proof of Russia’s westward
expansionism, yet such a view is naive, ahistorical, and propagandized. In all five

cases, Russia was acting to protect its national security—as it saw it—not undertaking



westward expansionism for its own sake. This basic truth is the key to resolving the
Europe-Russia conflict today. Russia is not seeking westward expansion; Russia is
seeking its core national security. Yet the West has long failed to recognize, much less

respect, Russia’s core national security interests.

Let us consider these five cases of Russia’s purported westward expansion.

The first case, Russia’s attack in East Prussia in 1914, can be immediately put aside.
The German Reich had moved first to declare war on Russia on August 1st, 1914.
Russia’s invasion of East Prussia was in direct response to Germany’s declaration of

war.

The second case, Soviet Russia’s agreement with Hitler’s Third Reich to divide Poland
in 1939, and the annexation of the Baltic States in 1940, is taken in the West as the
purest proof of Russian perfidy. Again, this is a simplistic and mistaken reading of
history. As historians such as E. H. Carr, Stephen Kotkin, and Michael Jabara

Carley have carefully documented, Stalin reached out to Britain and France in 1939 to
form a defensive alliance against Hitler, who had declared his intention to wage war
against Russia in the East (for Lebensraum, Slavic slave labor, and the defeat of
Bolshevism). Stalin’s attempt to forge an alliance with the Western powers was
completely rebuffed. Poland refused to allow Soviet troops on Polish soil in the event
of a war with Germany. The Western elite’s hatred of Soviet Communism was at least

as great as their fear of Hitler. Indeed, a common phrase among British right-wing

elites in the late 1930s was “Better Hitlerism than Communism.”

Given the failure to secure a defense alliance, Stalin then aimed to create a buffer zone
against the impending German invasion of Russia. The partition of Poland and
annexation of the Baltic States were tactical, to win time for the coming battle of
Armageddon with Hitler’s armies, which arrived on June 22nd, 1941, with the German
invasion of the Soviet Union in Operation Barbarossa. The preceding division of
Poland and the annexation of the Baltic States may well have delayed the invasion and

saved the Soviet Union from a quick defeat by Hitler.

The third case, Russia’s Winter War with Finland, is similarly regarded in Western
Europe (and especially in Finland) as proof of Russia’s expansionist nature. Yet once

again, the basic motivation of Russia was defensive, not offensive. Russia feared that



the German invasion would come in part through Finland, and that Leningrad would
quickly be captured by Hitler. The Soviet Union therefore proposed to Finland that it
swap territory with the Soviet Union (notably ceding the Karelian Isthmus and some
islands in the Gulf of Finland in return for Russian territories) to enable the Russian
defense of Leningrad. Finland refused this proposal, and the Soviet Union invaded
Finland on November 30th, 1939. Subsequently, Finland joined Hitler’s armies in the

war against the Soviet Union during the “Continuation War” between 1941 and 1944.

The fourth case, the Soviet occupation of Eastern Europe (and continued annexation of
the Baltic States) during the Cold War, is taken in Europe as another bitter proof of
Russia’s fundamental threat to Europe’s security. The Soviet occupation was indeed
brutal, but it too had a defensive motivation that is completely overlooked in the
Western European and American narrative. The Soviet Union bore the brunt of
defeating Hitler, losing an astounding 27 million citizens in the war. Russia had one
overriding demand at the end of the war: that its security interests be guaranteed by a
treaty protecting it from future threats from Germany and the West more generally. The
West, led now by the United States, refused this basic security demand. The Cold War
is the result of the Western refusal to respect Russia’s vital security concerns. Of
course, the history of the Cold War as told by the Western narrative is just the
opposite—that the Cold War resulted solely from Russia’s belligerent attempts to

conquer the world!

Here is the actual story, known well to historians but almost completely unknown to the
public in the United States and Europe. At the end of the war, the Soviet Union sought
a peace treaty that would establish a unified, neutral, and demilitarized Germany. At

the Potsdam Conference in July 1945, attended by the leaders of the Soviet Union,

United Kingdom, and the United States, the three allied powers agreed to “the complete
disarmament and demilitarization of Germany and the elimination or control of all
German industry that could be used for military production.” Germany would be
unified, pacified, and demilitarized. All of this would be secured by a treaty to end the

war. In fact, the U.S. and UK worked diligently to undermine this core principle.

Starting as early as May 1945, Winston Churchill tasked his military Chief of Staff with
formulating a war plan to launch a surprise attack against the Soviet Union in mid-

1945, code-named Operation Unthinkable. While such a war was deemed impractical

by the UK military planners, the notion that the Americans and the British should



prepare for a coming war with the Soviet Union quickly took hold. The war planners
deemed that the likely timing for such a war was the early 1950s. Churchill’s aim, it
appears, was to prevent Poland and other countries in Eastern Europe from falling
under a Soviet sphere of influence. In the United States too, top military planners came
to view the Soviet Union as America’s next enemy within weeks of Germany’s
surrender in May 1945. The U.S. and UK quickly recruited Nazi scientists and senior
intelligence operatives (such as Reinhard Gehlen, a Nazi leader who would be
supported by Washington to establish Germany’s postwar intelligence agency) to begin

planning the coming war with the Soviet Union.

The Cold War erupted mainly because the Americans and the Brits rejected German
reunification and demilitarization as agreed at Potsdam. Instead, the Western powers
abandoned German reunification by forming the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG,
or West Germany) out of the three occupation zones held by the United States, United
Kingdom, and France. The FRG would be reindustrialized and remilitarized under the

American aegis. By 1955, West Germany was admitted to NATO.

While historians ardently debate who did and did not live up to the agreements at
Potsdam (e.g., with the West pointing to the Soviet refusal to allow a truly
representative government in Poland, as agreed at Potsdam), there is no doubt that the
West’s remilitarization of the Federal Republic of Germany was the key cause of the
Cold War.

In 1952, Stalin proposed a reunification of Germany based on neutrality and
demilitarization. This proposal was rejected by the United States. In 1955, the Soviet
Union and Austria agreed that the Soviet Union would withdraw its occupying forces
from Austria in return for the latter’s pledge of permanent neutrality. The Austrian
State Treaty was signed on May 15th, 1955, by the Soviet Union, the United States,
France, and the United Kingdom, together with Austria, thereby leading to the end of
the occupation. The goal of the Soviet Union was not only to resolve the tensions over
Austria but also to show the United States a successful model of Soviet withdrawal
from Europe coupled with neutrality. Once again, the United States rejected the Soviet
appeal for ending the Cold War based on Germany’s neutrality and demilitarization. As
late as 1957, the American doyen of Soviet affairs, George Kennan, was appealing
publicly and ardently in his third Reith Lecture for the BBC for the United States to

agree with the Soviet Union on a mutual withdrawal of troops from Europe. The Soviet




Union, Kennan emphasized, was not aimed at or interested in a military invasion of
Western Europe. The U.S. Cold Warriors, led by John Foster Dulles, would have none
of it. No peace treaty was signed with Germany to end World War II until German

reunification in 1990.

It is worth underscoring that the Soviet Union respected the neutrality of Austria after
1955, and indeed of the other neutral countries of Europe (including Sweden, Finland,
Switzerland, Ireland, Spain, and Portugal). Finnish President Alexander Stubb has
recently declared that Ukraine should reject neutrality based on Finland’s adverse
experience (with Finnish neutrality ending in 2024, when the country joined NATO).
This is a bizarre thought. Finland, under neutrality, remained at peace, achieved
remarkable economic prosperity, and shot to the very top of the world leagues in
happiness (according to the World Happiness Report).

President John F. Kennedy showed the potential path to end the Cold War based on
mutual respect for the security interests of all sides. Kennedy blocked the attempt by
German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer to acquire nuclear weapons from France and
thereby assuaged the Soviet concerns over a nuclear-armed Germany. On that basis,
JFK successfully negotiated the Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty with his Soviet
counterpart Nikita Khrushchev. Kennedy was most likely assassinated several months
later by a group of CIA operatives as the result of his peace initiative. Documents
released in 2025 confirm the long-held suspicion that Lee Harvey Oswald was being
directly handled by James Angleton, a top CIA official. The next U.S. overture towards
peace with the Soviet Union was led by Richard Nixon. He too was brought down by
the Watergate events, which also have signs of a CIA operation that have never been
clarified.

Mikhail Gorbachev eventually ended the Cold War by unilaterally disbanding the
Warsaw Pact and by actively promoting the democratization of Eastern Europe. | was a
participant in some of those events and witnessed some of Gorbachev’s peacemaking.
In the summer of 1989, for example, Gorbachev told the communist leadership of
Poland to form a coalition government with the opposition forces led by the Solidarity
movement. The end of the Warsaw Pact and the democratization of Eastern Europe, all
steered by Gorbachev, led quickly to the calls by the German Chancellor Helmut Kohl
for the reunification of Germany. This led to the 1990 reunification treaties between the
FRG and GDR, and to the so-called 2+4 Treaty between the two Germanys and the four



Allied powers: the U.S., UK, France, and Soviet Union. The United States and
Germany clearly promised Gorbachev in February 1990 that NATO “would not shift

one inch eastward” in the context of German reunification, a fact that is now widely

denied by the Western powers but that is easily verified. That key promise not to
proceed with NATO enlargement was made on several occasions, but it was not
included in the text of the 2+4 Agreement, since that agreement concerned German

reunification, not NATO’s eastward expansion.

The fifth case, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in February 2022, is once again regarded in
the West as proof of Russia’s incorrigible westward imperialism. The favorite word of
Western media, pundits, and propagandists is that Russia’s invasion

was “‘unprovoked.” and therefore is proof of Putin’s implacable quest not only to
reestablish the Russian Empire but to move further westward, meaning that Europe
should prepare for war with Russia. This is a preposterous big lie, but it is repeated so

often by the mainstream media that it is widely believed in Europe.

The fact is that the Russian invasion in February 2022 was so thoroughly provoked by
the West that one suspects it was indeed an American design to lure Russians into war

to defeat or weaken Russia. This is a credible claim, as a long streak of statements by

numerous U.S. officials confirms. After the invasion, U.S. Secretary of Defense Lloyd
Austin declared that Washington’s aim was “to see Russia weakened to the degree that
it can’t do the kinds of things that it has done in invading Ukraine. Ukraine can win if it

has the right equipment, the right support.”

The overriding American provocation of Russia was to expand NATO eastward,
contrary to the 1990 promises, with one important aim: to surround Russia with NATO
states in the Black Sea region, thereby rendering Russia unable to project its Crimean-
based naval power into the Eastern Mediterranean and Middle East. In essence, the U.S.
aim was the same as the aim of Palmerston and Napoleon III in the Crimean War: to
banish the Russian fleet from the Black Sea. NATO members would include Ukraine,
Romania, Bulgaria, Turkey, and Georgia, thereby forming a noose to strangle Russia’s
Black Sea naval power. Brzezinski described this strategy in his 1997 book The Grand

Chessboard, where he asserted that Russia would surely bend to the Western will, as it

had no choice but to do so. Brzezinski specifically rejected the idea that Russia would

ever align with China against Europe.



The entire period after the demise of the Soviet Union in 1991 is one of Western hubris

(as historian Jonathan Haslam entitled his superb account), in which the United States

and Europe believed that they could drive NATO and American weapons systems (such
as Aegis missiles) eastward without any regard for Russia’s national security concerns.
The list of Western provocations is too long to provide in detail here, but a summary

includes the following.

First, contrary to promises made in 1990, the United States began NATO’s eastward
enlargement with then-President Bill Clinton’s announcements in 1994. At the time,
Clinton’s Secretary of Defense, William Perry, considered resigning over the
recklessness of the U.S. actions, contrary to previous promises. The first wave of
NATO enlargement occurred in 1999, including Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic. In that same year, NATO forces bombed Russia’s ally Serbia for 78 days to
break Serbia apart, and NATO quickly placed a new major military base in the
breakaway province of Kosovo. In 2004, the second wave of NATO’s eastward
expansion included seven countries, including Russia’s direct neighbors in the Baltics,
and two countries on the Black Sea—Bulgaria and Romania. In 2008, most of the EU
recognized Kosovo as an independent state, contrary to the European protestations that

European borders are sacrosanct.

Second, the United States abandoned the nuclear arms control framework by
unilaterally leaving the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in 2002. In 2019, Washington
similarly abandoned the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty. Despite Russia’s
strenuous objections, the U.S. began to place anti-ballistic missile systems in Poland

and Romania, and in January 2022, reserved the right to place such systems in Ukraine.

Third, the United States deeply infiltrated Ukraine’s internal politics, spending billions
of dollars to shape public opinion, create media outlets, and steer Ukraine’s domestic
politics. The 2004—2005 election in Ukraine is widely regarded as a U.S. color
revolution, in which the United States used its covert and overt influence and financing
to steer the election in favor of the U.S.-backed candidates. In 2013-2014, the United
States played a direct role in financing the Maidan protests and in backing the violent
coup that toppled the neutrality-minded President Viktor Yanukovych, thereby paving
the way for a Ukrainian regime supporting NATO membership. Incidentally, I was
invited to visit the Maidan soon after the violent February 22nd, 2014 coup that toppled

Yanukovych. The role of American financing of the protests was explained to me by a



U.S. NGO that was deeply involved in the Maidan events.

Fourth, beginning in 2008, over the objections of several European leaders, the United
States pushed NATO to commit to enlarging to Ukraine and Georgia. The U.S.
ambassador to Moscow at the time, William J. Burns, wired back to Washington a now-

infamous memo titled “Nyet Means Nyet: Russia’s NATO Enlargement

Redlines,” explaining that the entire Russian political class was deeply opposed to

NATO enlargement to Ukraine and that it worried such an effort would lead to civil

strife in Ukraine.

Fifth, following the Maidan coup, the ethnic Russian regions of Eastern Ukraine
(Donbas) broke away from the new Western Ukrainian government installed by the
coup. Russia and Germany quickly settled on the Minsk Agreements, according to
which the two breakaway regions (Donetsk and Lugansk) would remain part of Ukraine
but with local autonomy, modeled on the local autonomy of the ethnic-German region
of South Tyrol, Italy. Minsk II, which was backed by the UN Security Council, could
have ended the conflict, but the government in Kyiv, with the support of Washington,
decided not to implement autonomy. The failure to implement Minsk II poisoned the

diplomacy between Russia and the West.

Sixth, the United States steadily expanded Ukraine’s army (active plus reserve) to
around one million soldiers by 2020. Ukraine and its right-wing paramilitary battalions
(such as the Azov Battalion and the Right Sector) led repeated attacks against the two
breakaway regions, with thousands of civilian deaths in the Donbas from Ukraine’s

shelling.

Seventh, at the end of 2021, Russia put on the table a draft Russia-U.S. Security

Agreement, calling mainly for an end to NATO enlargement. The United States
rejected Russia’s call to end NATO’s eastward enlargement, recommitting to NATO’s
“open-door” policy, according to which third countries, such as Russia, would have no
say regarding NATO enlargement. The U.S. and European countries repeatedly
reiterated Ukraine’s eventual membership in NATO. The U.S. Secretary of State also
reportedly told the Russian Foreign Minister in January 2022 that the United States

maintained the right to deploy medium-range missiles in Ukraine, despite Russia’s

objections.



Eighth, following the Russian invasion on February 24th, 2022, Ukraine quickly agreed
to peace negotiations based on a return to neutrality. These negotiations took place in
Istanbul with the mediation of Tiirkiye. At the end of March 2022, Russia and Ukraine
issued a joint memorandum reporting progress in a peace agreement. On April 15th, a

draft agreement was tabled that was close to an overall settlement. At that stage, the

United States intervened and told the Ukrainians that it would not support the peace

agreement but instead backed Ukraine to continue fighting.

The High Costs of a Failed Foreign Policy

Russia has not made any territorial claims against Western European countries, nor has
Russia threatened Western Europe aside from the right to retaliate against Western-
assisted missile strikes inside Russia. Up until the 2014 Maidan coup, Russia made zero
territorial claims on Ukraine. After the 2014 coup, and up through late 2022, Russia’s
only territorial demand was Crimea, to prevent Russia’s naval base in Sevastopol from
falling into Western hands. Only after the failure of the Istanbul peace process—
torpedoed by the United States—did Russia claim annexation of Ukraine’s four oblasts
(Donetsk, Lugansk, Kherson, and Zaporizhzhia). Russia’s stated war aims today remain
limited, including Ukraine’s neutrality, partial demilitarization, permanent non-NATO
membership, and transfer of Crimea and the four oblasts to Russia, constituting roughly

19 percent of Ukraine’s 1991 territory.

This is not evidence of Russian westward imperialism. Nor are they unprovoked
demands. Russia’s war aims follow more than 30 years of Russian objections to the
eastward expansion of NATO, the arming of Ukraine, the American abandonment of
the nuclear arms framework, and the deep Western meddling in Ukraine’s internal
politics, including support for a violent coup in 2014 that put NATO and Russia on a

direct collision course.

Europe has chosen to interpret the events of the past 30 years as evidence of Russia’s
implacable and incorrigible westward expansionism—just as the West insisted that the
Soviet Union alone was responsible for the Cold War, when in fact the Soviet Union
repeatedly pointed the way to peace through the neutrality, unification, and
disarmament of Germany. Just as during the Cold War, the West chose to provoke
Russia rather than to acknowledge Russia’s wholly understandable security concerns.

Every Russian action has been interpreted maximally as a sign of Russian perfidy,



never acknowledging Russia’s side of the debate. This is a vivid example of the classic
security dilemma, in which adversaries completely speak past each other, assuming the

worst and acting aggressively on their faulty assumptions.

Europe’s choice to interpret the Cold War and the post-Cold War from this heavily
biased perspective has come at enormous cost to Europe, and the costs continue to
mount. Most importantly, Europe came to view itself as wholly dependent on the
United States for its security. If Russia is indeed incorrigibly expansionist, then the
United States truly is Europe’s necessary savior. If, by contrast, Russia’s behavior in
fact reflected its security concerns, then the Cold War could most likely have ended
decades earlier on the Austrian neutrality model, and the post-Cold War era could have

been a period of peace and growing trust between Russia and Europe.

In fact, Europe and Russia are complementary economies, with Russia rich in primary
commodities (agriculture, minerals, hydrocarbons) and engineering, and Europe home
to energy-intensive industries and key high technologies. The United States has long
opposed the growing trade links between Europe and Russia that resulted from this
natural complementarity, viewing Russia’s energy industry as a competitor to the U.S.
energy sector, and more generally viewing close German-Russian trade and investment
ties as a threat to American political and economic predominance in Western Europe.
For those reasons, the United States opposed the Nord Stream 1 and 2 pipelines well
before there was a conflict over Ukraine. For this reason, Biden explicitly promised to
end Nord Stream 2—as happened—in the event of a Russian invasion of Ukraine. The
U.S. opposition to Nord Stream, and to close German-Russian economic ties, was on
general principles: the EU and Russia should be kept at arm’s length, lest the United

States lose its clout in Europe.

The Ukraine War and Europe’s split with Russia have done great damage to the
European economy. Europe’s exports to Russia have plummeted, from around €90
billion in 2021 to just €30 billion in 2024. Energy costs have soared, as Europe has
shifted from low-cost Russian pipeline natural gas to U.S. liquefied natural gas, which
is several times more expensive. Germany’s industry has declined by around 10 percent
since 2020, and both the German chemical sector and automobile sector are

reeling. The IMF projects EU economic growth of just 1 percent in 2025 and around

1.5 percent for the balance of the decade.






