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Y BEUHOM CERABY: PAJIOCJIAB
TARMHOBWH (1955-2021)

Henyro HakoH mpouuior u3gama yaconuca [lonmuTrka Haimo-
HaiHe Oe30eHOCTH, M3HEHA A Hac je Hamyctuo npod. ap Pagocnar
lahnHoBWh, HaejHM TBOpAIl M MMOKpETad OBE akajgeMcKe MmyOmuKalyje,
JYTOTONUIIBY TIIaBHU U OATOBOPHU YPENHUK YACOIKCA, MPENCETHUK
Hayunor Beha MHCTHTYTA 32 IONUTHYKE CTYIHjE.

[Ipepann ommazak nmpodecopa I'ahnrosuha orpoman je ryouTak
3a HaIll 9aCOIHC, KOjH j& OH CBOjOM BH3HjOM U MPEIaHNM PajoM 3a CBe-
ra HEKOJIMKO TOJIMHA TOBEO JI0 HUBOA YIJIeTHE Ty OJIMKaIHje 3amakeHoT
nmomaher, ma u Mmehyrapogsaor nqometa. Haydna 3ajenauna y Cpouju uz-
ryOuiia je 3HauajHOT TeopeTHdapa ¥ jeHOT O IpBaKa HaydHEe MHUCIIH O
0e30enHOCTH, a jaBHOCT CpOHje OPUTKOT U €TOKBEHTHOI aHAINTHYapa
AKTYEJTHOT MOJUTHYKOT M HCTOPUjCKOT MOMEHTA.

Ceuma Hama Ha MIHCTUTYTY 3a MONMTHYKE CTy/AWje BeuHo he He-
nocrajatu Panocnas ['ahunoBuh, cjajan kosiera u BEJIMKY NIPHjaTEIb.



IN MEMORIAM: RADOSLAV GACINOVIC
(1955-2021)

Radoslav Gacéinovié, the creator and initiator of this journal,
its longtime editor-in-chief, president of the Scientific Council of the
Institute for Political Studies, suddenly passed away shortly after the
publication of the journal’s previous edition.

The premature departure of Professor Gacinovi¢ is a huge loss
for our journal, which he, with its vision and dedicated work, brought
to the level of a respectable publication with a notable domestic and
even international reach. The scientific community in Serbia has lost
an important theorist and one of the founders of academic thought on
security, while the Serbian public has lost a sharp and eloquent analyst
of the current political and historical moment.

Institute for Political Studies will cherish the memory of Radoslav
Gacinovié, a great colleague and a true friend.



YBonHUK

ITomroBanu quTaolu,

Yacomuc [lTonmntuka HanmoHanHe Oe3d0eanoctu y Opojy 2/2021
JIOHOCH TEMAaTCKO u3jame MocBehieHo crosbHOj U 0e30eHOCHO] ITo-
JUTHIIA aJIMUHUCTpaIMje aMmepuukor npenacennuka [lozeda bajaena.
ViMamo u3y3eTHy MPWIKNKY Ja Beh HaKOH TOJMHY JaHa HOBE aMHUHH-
CTpanyje MpeCcTaBIMO Haja3e NCTPaKMBamba PEHOMUPAHMX JoMahux
eKcriepara 3a Mel)yHapoHe oqHoCe, anu U CTpaHux Koiera. Panxyje mro
Cy TIpWJIOTe OBOM OpOjy ATy YITIaBHOM IIPHUITaTHUIH Mital)e akajeMcKe
TeHepallyje, mTo MOoKaszyje BUTAIHOCT W MOTeHIWjan nomahe HaydHe
3ajeTHUIIe.

Y Opojy cy oOpaljeHu cBH peJIeBaHTHU aCIIEKTH CIIOJHHE TIOJIUTH-
ke CAJl — ox yHyTpammer (yHKIMOHUCAKa, KOHTUHYUTETa ca MpeT-
XOIHOM aJIMUHHCTPALIKjOM, OHOCA Ca JAPYTUM CHIIama, JI0 aKTyeJIHOT
nutama Apranuctana. [loceOHo je, mro hie HammMM ynTaouuma OUTH
O]l MHTEpeca, aHATM3UPaH MPUCTYIT HOBOT TIPEJICETHIKA U HEroBe aJl-
MUHHCTpanyje peruony 3amagHor bankana. OBaj Opoj crora HHUje Ha-
MEHCH caMo TyONHIN U3 aKaJeMCKe 3ajeTHUIIC HIIH OIIITE jaBHOCTH,
Beh M TOJTUTHYKUM OTYYHOIIMMA y HAIOj 3eMJbH, Kako O y TypOy-
JICHTHUM BpEMEHHMa 00Jbe pa3yMelH CBET M YCIEITHH]je TTO3UIMOHH-
pamu CpOujy Ha T100aITHO] MaITH.

Peoaxyuja waconuca



ForeworD

Dear readers,

The Policy of National Security edition 0f2/2021 brings a thematic
issue dedicated to the foreign and security policy of the US President
Joseph Biden. After just one year of the new administration’s term,
we have an exceptional opportunity to present the research’ findings
of not just renowned domestic experts in the domain of international
relations, but also of foreign colleagues. It is important to note that the
contributions to this issue were provided mainly by the members of the
younger generation of academia, which demonstrates the vitality and
potential of the domestic scientific community.

The issue deals with all relevant aspects of US foreign policy
— internal functioning, continuity with the previous administration,
relations with other powers, the current problems in Afghanistan. The
approach of the new president and his administration to the Western
Balkans is also analyzed, which will be of interest to our readers.
Therefore, this issue is not intended only for the academic community
or the general public, but also for political decision-makers in our
country, in order to better understand the world in turbulent times, and
moreover position Serbia more successfully on the global map.

Editorial Board
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Mladen LiSanin®
Institute for Political Studies, Belgrade

BIDEN ADMINISTRATION’S TRANSATLANTIC
CHALLENGE™

Abstract

Joseph Biden’s electoral win in November 2020 was widely
anticipated as American return to the global stage. In many academic
and policy circles, the removal of “isolationist” Donald Trump and
important triumph of liberal internationalist Biden was expected
to bring about a new chapter in US relations with allies worldwide,
leaving behind the awkwardness of previous administration’s reckless
political style. However, once the global affairs started unfolding in
2021, Biden Administration’s key international slogan “America
is back” also proved to be much more a thing of political style than
well-developed substance. This article aims to examine the ways in
which the Biden administration’s strategic posture during the first
year of the presidency affected transatlantic relations. To that effect,
key foreign policy speeches and documents have been analyzed and
major international developments tracked. The key finding is that,
despite the permissive context shaped by the Trump administration’s
disparagement of European allies, the new administration has failed to
move forward in terms of strengthening transatlantic ties. This goes to
indicate that many of the issues have all along been more structural and
had predated Trump’s policies, which means that they will be all the
more difficult to overcome.

Keywords: United States of America, Joseph Biden, European Union,
transatlantic relations, foreign policy, strategy

Contact: mladen.lisanin@ips.ac.rs

The article was developed within scientific research activities of the Institute for Political
Studies, funded by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the
Republic of Serbia.
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INTRODUCTION

American presidential election of 2020 has easily been the most
turbulent one in the country’s modern history. Deeply divided between
the transformed Republican Party of Donald J. Trump and disoriented
Democratic Party which eventually decided to nominate centrist Joseph
R. Biden as Trump’s challenger, the country was also struggling to
overcome the grave economic and public health consequences of the
novel corona virus pandemic. Previous four years have brought about
far reaching shifts in style and substance of many US policies, not least
its relationship with longtime allies in Europe and beyond. One analyst
observed that “President Trump has burned like a wildfire through the
goodwill accrued by the United States in its seventy years of being the
leader of the Free World” (Schake 2018, 3). The United States made a
series of unilateral withdrawals from international treaties and regimes,
most notably the Paris Agreement on climate change and the Joint
Comprehensive Plan of Action, regulating Iran’s nuclear program — both
of them major 2015 successes of the administration of Barack Obama.
Arguably, Trump’s scorn for NATO as a defense pact, as well as his ill-
treatment of many a European ally, were the policy shifts that produced
the largest global commotion. Transatlantic ties, conventionally
considered one of key pillars of post-World War II global stability, have
suddenly become an area of constant contention and strife.

Joseph Biden’s 2020 electoral win was widely anticipated as
American return to the global stage. In many academic and policy
circles, the removal of “isolationist” Donald Trump and important
triumph of liberal internationalist Biden was expected to bring about
a new chapter in US relations with allies worldwide, leaving behind
the awkwardness of previous administration’s reckless political style.
The most resonating slogan of Biden’s June 2021 European tour was
“America is back”. However, once the global affairs started unfolding
in 2021, culminating with Afghanistan withdrawal and the AUKUS
arrangement in August and September, the phrase also proved to be
much more a thing of political style than well-developed substance.

This article aims to examine the ways in which the Biden
administration’s strategic posture during the first year of the presidency
affected transatlantic relations. To that effect, key foreign policy
speeches and documents such as Inferim National Security Strategic
Guidance (Biden 2021c) have been analyzed and major international
developments tracked. The key finding is that, despite the permissive
context shaped by the Trump administration’s disparagement of
European allies, the new administration has failed to make a significant

12
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move forward in terms of strengthening transatlantic ties. This goes to
indicate that many of the issues have all along been more structural than
personal and had predated Trump’s policies, which in turn means that
they will be all the more difficult to overcome.

THE CONTEXT: TRUMP’S LEGACY AND CAN IT BE
TROUNCED

As noted by Stephen Walt, “Trump’s foreign policy program
promised a radical departure from the internationalist agenda that
had informed U.S. foreign policy since the end of Second World War,
and especially since the end of the Cold War. Instead of striving to
expand and deepen a rules-based international order — one that actively
sought to spread democracy, promote free trade, strengthen alliances
and international institutions, and defend human rights — Trump was
offering a self-centered, highly nationalist foreign policy that eschewed
long-term efforts to spread American ideals and focused instead on
securing short-term advantages.” (Walt 2018, 11)

Although often portrayed as impulsive, erratic and irrational,
Trump has demonstrated some consistent positions of foreign policy
throughout his electoral run and presidency (Simic and Zivojinovic
2019, 17-19). At the very onset of his campaign, in the spring of 2016,
Trump began announcing that, if elected, he might reconsider American
relations with European allies and the country’s overall status within
NATO. In public appearances, he specified that NATO’s problems are
that it was designed in a radically different international context, and
that it allows most of its members to have a security free ride. As of
June 2016, the notion that NATO is outright obsolete became one of
Trump’s key campaign motifs, and he repeated such a qualification
upon becoming President-elect. He revoked the formulation only in the
spring of 2017, after the inauguration; nevertheless, the issue remained
the source of serious transatlantic friction, especially in US relations
with countries which did not meet the 2% GDP threshold for defense
spending — which, in 2017, were all NATO members except Estonia,
Greece, the United Kingdom and the US itself (NATO 2021b, 8). The
crisis culminated in 2019-2020, with the announcements of relocation
of US troops from Germany to Poland and possibility of constructing
a permanent US base (provisionally called “Fort Trump”) on Polish
soil (LiSanin 2021, 148). These plans have been brought to a halt with
Trump’s electoral defeat.

Already in 2017, the US and Israel announced that they would
be leaving the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
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Organization (UNESCO), stating the structures alleged anti-Israel
bias as a reason for such a decision (which took effect on January 1,
2019). This was the second time that the US leaves UNESCO, having
previously withdrawn under Reagan administration in 1984 and
rejoined under George W. Bush in 2003. This is why the move was not
necessarily viewed as one of the signature peculiarities of the Trump
presidency. However, any possible doubts about the administration’s
adherence to international treaties and regimes were dispersed in May
and June of 2018.

Trump first announced American intent to withdraw from the
Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action, an international treaty regulating
Iranian nuclear program negotiated in cooperation with the United
Kingdom, Germany, France, China and Russia — a move which
caused almost unequivocal condemnations among allies and rivals
alike. Subsequently, the US delegation sabotaged the adoption of a
communiqué at the G7 summit in Canada, objecting to the mention of
the phrase ‘rules-based international order’, with Trump leaving early.
Photograph of the US president and German Chancellor Angela Merkel
looking at each other irately across the table subsequently became a
symbol of transatlantic relations and American global posture under
Trump. Referring to the G7 meeting that failed abysmally, European
Council President Donald Tusk said that “the rules-based international
order is being challenged, quite surprisingly, not by the usual suspects,
but by its main architect and guarantor, the US.” (Schake 2018, 2) Once
Trump declared that America would also be withdrawing from the Paris
Treaty on climate change, in November 2019, there could be no more
surprises in this regard.

In the words of James Seroka, “to an unprecedented degree since
the end of World War I1, the American public has expressed a willingness
to try something new in world affairs by reasserting the primacy of
America’s national interests separate and apart from its international
obligations, responsibilities, and constraints” (Seroka 2016, 13).
Indeed, the public in the US was increasingly prone to adopting Trump’s
unilateralist worldview — even in 2020, in the election which he lost, he
managed to win over 74 million votes, which was, apart from Biden’s
victorious 81 million, more than any candidate has ever won. At the
same time, the US image throughout the world, and especially in major
Western European allied countries, kept declining steadily. As indicated
by Figures 1 and 2, by the summer of 2020, three months before the
election, data recorded by Pew Research Center show that public
opinions in Germany, France, the United Kingdom, Italy and Spain
were over 80% negatively disposed towards Trump’s competences in
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handling world affairs, while the percentage of favorable views of the
US in the United Kingdom, France and Germany reached near-historic
lows.

Figure 1. Lack of confidence in Trump’s handling of world affairs (source:
Ganesh 2020)
Lack of confidence in Trump's handling of world affairs, especially in Europe
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Figure 2. Public opinion of the US (source: Ganesh 2020)
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Despite inflammatory and undiplomatic rhetoric by Trump and
some of his aides, the image of Europe in the US public opinion had not
suffered significantly during the presidency — American views of Europe
have been consistent and compellingly net positive. On the other hand,
the end of Trump’s term saw American popularity in Europe completely
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sunk, and according to an Atlantic Council survey, the digits kept rising
consistently between Biden’s inauguration in January 2021 and May
(Figure 3). Arguably, this was mostly based on the public’s expectations
of what the new administration might do, and not specific policy moves,
although Biden’s signature on a decision to rejoin the Paris climate
agreement on the first day in office was certainly a positive signal. The
events which ensued during the summer and autumn of 2021, however,
saw European enthusiasm about the US drastically curbed.

Figure 3. American views towards EU and vice versa (source: Walla, 2021)

American views towards the EU have been consistent, and positive, while European attitudes towards the US
were net negative months ago and have since rebounded
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RESTORING AMBITION

Upon winning the 2020 presidential election, Joseph R. Biden
had a dual task. The easy one was to not be Donald Trump: this was
bound to be enough for the US credibility with its European allies to
soar up. A somewhat more difficult job before the new President was
to develop policies which would plausibly demonstrate the differences
between his handling of world affairs and that of his predecessor.
Generally speaking, in spite of major global challenges brought about
by the COVID-19 pandemic as well as more traditional power politics,
Biden faced a permissive international environment, shaped by his
predecessors plummeting reputation among most allies (Ganesh 2020;
Krastev and Leonard 2021). The road he logically chose to take was to
present the US under his administration as an ambitious, self-confident
and competent global actor. In major foreign policy speeches as
President, as well as key strategic document during the administration’s
first year, the Interim National Security Strategic Guidance, Joseph

16
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Biden indicated, although not particularly thoroughly, what his main
positions on transatlantic relations would be.

On February 4, two weeks after the inauguration and a day after
the US and Russia had agreed to renew the New START Treaty for
additional five years, President Biden gave remarks on America’s place
in the world at the State Department headquarters. Key idea of the
address was that the US is “a country that does big things” and that
it “cannot afford to be absent any longer at the world stage” (Biden
2021a). Among specific issues, transatlantic relations did not figure
particularly prominently: the President informed the public that since
the inauguration he had “spoken with the leaders of many of our closest
friends — Canada, Mexico, the UK, Germany, France, NATO, Japan,
South Korea, Australia — to begin reforming the habits of cooperation
and rebuilding the muscle of democratic alliances that have atrophied
over the past few years of neglect and, I would argue, abuse”, reiterating
that there would be no troop withdrawals from Germany.

Two weeks later, Biden took part at a virtual session of the
Munich Security Conference, touching more extensively upon the issue
of transatlantic relations. The key takeaway was that “the transatlantic
alliance is a strong foundation — the strong foundation — on which our
collective security and our shared prosperity are built. The partnership
between Europe and the United States, in my view, is and must remain
the cornerstone of all that we hope to accomplish in the 21st century, just
as we did in the 20th century.” (Biden 2021b) The President reasserted
his firm intent to pursue comprehensive diplomatic engagement with
the EU and its member states on a wide range of issues: climate
change, trade, Al and cyber, curtailing Russian and Chinese influences,
strengthening NATO or fighting the COVID-19 pandemic. However,
apart from allocating 2+2 billion USD to the COVAX mechanism,
and stepping up in the field of non-proliferation by renewing the
New START agreement, most of the points remained at the level of
principles or signaling intentions, without much detail on how specific
goals would be achieved.

The next major foreign policy speech came within the address
to the joint session of Congress in late April, on the occasion of the
administration’s first 100 days. The tone of the speech was once again
one of optimism and self-confidence: “We are the United States of
America. There is not a single thing — nothing — nothing beyond our
capacity.” (Biden 2021d) Competition with China was once again the
central foreign policy issue, and the only time Europe was mentioned
was in passing, also in reference to China: Biden revealed that he had
“told President Xi that we’ll maintain a strong military presence in

17
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the Indo-Pacific, just as we do with NATO in Europe — not to start a
conflict, but to prevent one.”

Until the administration’s National Security Strategy is written
and published, the document shaping the country’s strategic posture
will be the Interim National Security Strategic Guidance, published in
March 2021. It contains the most extensive review of US—European
ties since the inauguration, although there is still significant room
for elaboration. In the section about the need to “reinvigorate and
modernize alliances and partnerships around the world” in order to
advance vital national interests which “compel the deepest connection
to the Indo-Pacific, Europe, and the Western Hemisphere”, Biden
pledges to “reaffirm, invest in, and modernize the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO)” and to “recommit ourselves to our transatlantic
partnerships, forging a strong, common agenda with the European
Union and the United Kingdom on the defining issues of our time”
(Biden 2021c). It is once again explicitly signaled that diplomatic and
military withdrawal from European affairs is out of the question: “as
we position ourselves to deter our adversaries and defend our interests,
working alongside our partners, our presence will be most robust in the
Indo-Pacific and Europe” (Biden 2021c¢).

Although the document is more detailed when it comes to
transatlantic relations than most other foreign policy declarations since
the beginning of Biden’s mandate, its provisions largely remain a list of
principles and broadly conceived goals, without much elaboration on
specific policies and instruments to pursue them. By the end of the year,
it would become obvious no such specific ideas were developed to begin
with. As early as May, Brattberg (2021) observed that “the new, more
positive tone is certainly a welcome change, but it has yet to deliver
any tangible policy breakthroughs either in terms of resolving bilateral
irritants inherited from the Trump administration, making progress on
other thorny issues, or producing any new major policy initiatives.”
From the inauguration onward, however, Biden kept demonstrating
a revived diplomatic vigor, taking part in several ministerial level
meetings of the EU, NATO and G7.

In June 2021, Biden took a big European tour, participating in
a bilateral summit with Russian President Vladimir Putin in Geneva,
the G7 Summit in Cornwall, and EU-US and NATO summits on
Brussels. The stay in Europe set off with the summit of G7 nations
(Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom and
the United States), wherein they adopted a six point common global
agenda: ending the pandemic; reinvigorating the economies; securing
future prosperity through freer trade; protecting the planet by
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supporting a green revolution; strengthening worldwide partnerships;
and embracing common values such as democracy, freedom, equality,
the rule of law and respect for human rights (G7 2021). In terms
of substance, and particularly of atmosphere, the Summit was the
exact opposite to the infamous 2018 meeting. Not only did the US
delegation not sabotage the communiqué vocabulary, all the partners
agreed to the inclusion of the Biden campaign slogan “Build Back
Better” into the official title of the joint document. If, once again,
the meeting produced little substance, it was a successful PR stunt
and confidence boost. The tour was concluded with the Biden-Putin
summit in Geneva, where the two leaders agreed to “embark together
on an integrated bilateral Strategic Stability Dialogue in the near
future that will be deliberate and robust. Through this Dialogue, we
seek to lay the groundwork for future arms control and risk reduction
measures” (CNN 2021).

Between the G7 meeting and the bilateral summit with Vladimir
Putin, Joseph Biden took part in two events of particular importance
for transatlantic relations. On June 14, the North Atlantic Council
(NAC) Meeting of Heads of State and Government took place in
Brussels. Summit Communiqué, by far the most extensive document
covering global issues since Biden’s inauguration, proclaims opening
of “a new chapter in transatlantic relations”, reaffirming NATO
as “the unique, essential and indispensable transatlantic forum for
consultations and joint action on all matters related to our individual
and collective security” and “the organising framework for the
collective defence of the Euro-Atlantic area, against all threats, from
all directions” (NATO 2021a). Itis worth noting that the issues covered
at the NAC meeting and the subsequent EU-US summit correspond
quite fittingly with the ideas of American public on key areas of US-
European cooperation (Figure 4). It covers transatlantic issues quite
extensively, although in a somewhat misbalanced manner: ten out
of 79 points directly deal with the question of Russia, while several
others cover Russia-related issues without mentioning the country
explicitly (reiteration of 2008 membership support for Georgia and
Ukraine, or assessment of Enhanced Forward Presence in Poland
and the Baltic). China, arguably the crucial rival of the Alliance’s
most powerful member, in comparison, figures in just two points, as
a “systemic challenge”.

Stressing the importance of adhering to Article 5 of the Atlantic
charter, the document stipulates that “the European Union remains a
unique and essential partner for NATO” and that “NATO-EU strategic
partnership is essential for the security and prosperity of our nations
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and of the Euro-Atlantic area”. Stronger and more capable European
defence should be based upon “coherent, complementary and
interoperable defence capabilities, avoiding unnecessary duplication”.
Summing up the section on the relations with the EU, NATO expresses
intent to “further strengthen our strategic partnership in a spirit of full
mutual openness, transparency, complementarity, and respect for the
organisations’ different mandates, decision-making autonomy and
institutional integrity, and as agreed by the two organizations” (NATO
2021a).

Figure 4. Opinion of Americans regarding cooperation with the EU (source:
Walla, 2021)

A plurality of Americans say the US and EU should partner on security and defense, and nearly as many say
climate and the environment

In your opinion, which of the following is the most important area for the United States and the European Union to partner on?

Security and Defense 8%
Climate and environment
Advancing human rights
Advancing trade relations
Promoting democracy
Digital privacy rights

None of the above

|

The European Union-United States summit, held in Brussels the
next day, eluded the traditional hard security issues, focused much more
on the questions of values, trade, environment and human security. The
Joint Statement identified four major areas of cooperation: 1) ending
the COVID-19 pandemic, preparing for future global health challenges,
and driving forward a sustainable global recovery; 2) protecting the
planet and fostering green growth; 3) strengthening trade, investment
and technological cooperation; and 4) building a more democratic,
peaceful and secure world (The White House 2021a). The transatlantic
partners pledged to reinvigorate international institutions and pursue
their goals within the United Nations system. This was to signal as
many differences from the previous U.S. administration as possible.
Indeed, after Biden’s European tour, a newfound spirit of optimism
permeated the transatlantic relations. European leaders seemed to
believe that America, indeed, was “back”, at least for the duration of
this administration, and that the opportunity should be seized (Biithe
2021b). However, international events would start unfolding soon
enough, demonstrating that it takes more than just nice words and warm
atmosphere to actually rebuild broken ties.
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REALITY HITS BACK

The possibility — indeed, necessity — to withdraw forces from
Afghanistan has been a consistent motifin U.S. politics since at least the
Obama administration. American allies have generally been supportive
of the idea, but when the Biden administration decided to proceed
with the calendar-driven decision to leave Afghanistan completely,
many U.S. partners felt that they have been humiliated by the lack of
consultations. Before the withdrawal was even over, voices of criticism
rose within the EU and its member states, including key transatlantic
partners like Italy, Germany, France, and the UK (Carafano 2021). The
European Union High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security
Policy Josep Borrell took issue with President Biden’s remarks on
state-building record in Afghanistan, calling them “arguable” (de La
Baume 2021). Once all U.S. and allied forces were withdrawn, and full
record of the chaotic events, including terrorist attacks, humanitarian
catastrophe, and the Taliban taking over almost the entire country, could
be made, voices of criticism turned even louder.

The Afghanistan episode was particularly unpleasant for
American partners because it is seen as “simply a continuation of the
long-standing American tendency to go it alone” (Lowen 2021). Per
Ted Galen Carpenter, there were two key foundations of allied criticism
of U.S. decision to withdraw, and the way it was conducted. “First,
there is the perception that the withdrawal process was handled in an
utterly incompetent manner—an amateurish operation that might have
been expected from the Trump administration, but was utterly shocking
coming from the experienced military and foreign policy professionals
surrounding Biden. Second, NATO governments insisted that they were
caught off guard both by the administration’s decision to adhere to the
withdrawal agreement that President Trump had negotiated with the
Taliban and by the speed of the withdrawal itself. Leaders in NATO
members contended that Washington had not adequately consulted its
allies, much less taken their concerns into account.” (Galen Carpenter
2021) Although NATO officials insisted that the policy had been
discussed at meetings in the spring of 2021, they conceded that it was
in essence a unilateral decision by the U.S.

Once the withdrawal was completed, however disorderly, after
August 30, Afghanistan was swept by the Taliban fighters and was
entering a new period of turmoil; in the meantime, the rhetoric had
somewhat cooled off among the Atlantic allies. European countries
realized that they would have to come to terms with the ongoing
developments and that they can ill afford to spoil relations with the U.S.
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over the damage that has already been made and could be left behind.
Just as the dust was starting to settle, however, transatlantic relations
suffered a new and unexpected blow.

On September 15, the AUKUS enhanced trilateral security
partnership, consisting of Australia, the United Kingdom and the
United States was announced. In addition to provisions on cooperation
in information and technology sharing, the partnership comprised the
commitment on the side of the UK and the US to assist Australia in
acquiring nuclear powered submarines. This meant that the previous
Australian 90 million USD nuclear submarine deal with France was
instantly scrapped, and to add insult to injury, without France being
informed beforehand. French officials were outraged, calling the move
“a stab in the back”, and withdrawing ambassadors from Australia and
the United States. It took over a month and a half for relations between
France and the U.S. to move from the dead end: on the occasion of
Biden’s newest European tour in October and November 2021, he met
in Rome with the French President Emmanuel Macron, calling France
“an extremely, extremely valued partner” and admitting the U.S. had
been “clumsy” in the way it handled the announcement of a submarine
deal with Australia (Collins 2021). Macron called the clarification
important and the sides generally seemed to have turned a new leaf;
however, the reconciliation seemed lukewarm and the episode certainly
left a bitter taste on the French side. Other allies have, of course, been
watching closely, and the way France was treated encouraged further
skepticism with regard to American devotion to transatlantic ties in
good faith. Recent Chicago Council for Global Affairs and European
Council of Foreign Relations data showed that U.S. views of France
are much more congenial than vice versa (Dennison and Smeltz 2021).

Some of the damage was repaired during Biden’s visit to Europe
in late October and early November, on the occasions of G20 meeting
in Rome and COP26 environmental summit in Glasgow, along with a
series of bilateral meetings of the margins of two main events, most
notably with leaders of Germany, France, Italy, the United Kingdom,
as well as Pope Francis. The G20 leaders reached an agreement to
enhance cooperation on four main points: Global Minimum Tax; health
security and fight against COVID-19; climate change; and fight against
corruption, ransomware and other cyber-crimes (The White House
2021b). During autumn, some steps forward have been made, including
some very important ones such as the pledge to remove the Trump-era
retaliatory tariffs on aluminum and steel, a continuation of improving
trade relations from March and June when the Boeing-Airbus dispute
was put on hold, allowing for a number of other tariffs to be suspended
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for five years. Still, despite willingness to cooperate on pressing issues
such as trade, environment and global health, it seems that European
participation in joint endeavors will be much more apprehensive than it
seemed in the first half of the year.

CONCLUSION

Many, if not most, analyses do not ascribe much agency to
European allies when it comes to managing transatlantic relations.
Indeed, the power disproportion between the U.S. and the EU, let
alone the US and individual EU member states, is such that the
relationship will clearly depend mostly on American policy choices.
As demonstrated by the Afghanistan and AUKUS episodes, even when
they are dissatisfied, there is little European countries can do to alter
American course of action, while breaking ties with the U.S. remains
out of the question. Still, there are steps that can be made, regarding
the strengthening internal EU cohesion or addressing the issue of trade
imbalance (Biithe 2021a). Germany is particularly important in this
regard, as a crucial economic power within the bloc and key driver of
the integration process (Ohnesorge 2020). In addition to occupying the
economic and financial commanding heights of the Union, it also holds
an important key of potential continent-wide reset with Russia, which
is an important and often neglected aspect of transatlantic relations
(Lisanin 2020, 12—13; Janes 2021, 70-71). Reassuring Germany about
the status of American troops in the country might be a prudent way
to start (Vandiver 2021), but it is a move that, in and of itself, will not
induce major gains in the long run.

Starting from less controversial issues, as was the case at the US-
EU and G20 summits of 2021 might also be a logical path to take.
Climate and energy, trade, or global health will not necessarily find
all the European Countries on the same page, let alone the whole EU
and the United States. According to Gasparini (2021, 3), “the US-EU
trade relations are likely to remain tense over topics such as corporate
and tech giants’ taxation, despite possible agreements”. Nevertheless,
those are the aspects of transatlantic relations wherein potential gains
are more obvious, and potential failures less likely to produce as much
discord as hard security matters, as was made obvious by the French-
Australian nuclear submarine quarrel. Obviously, this does not mean
that security and defense issues should be avoided — after all, this would
be impossible as long as a structure like NATO is mainly responsible for
security in the Atlantic area and beyond. Still, insisting on hard security
issues under the circumstances in which neither the U.S. nor the EU
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have a lot to worry about when it comes to their territorial defense,
and the main systemic challenge comes from an actor (China) which is
not viewed uniformly throughout the Western political bloc, might very
well prove to be counterproductive.

The rush of relief and optimism in most European countries
after Joseph Biden’s inauguration may have very well represented a
rational reaction; nevertheless, it is crucial to acknowledge that many
transatlantic rifts during the Trump presidency have been superficial
issues of political style, while some others were issues of substance
and will not necessarily be changing as quickly as anticipated. In other
words, numerous challenges have all along been structural rather than
personal, and predated Trump’s administration just as surely as they
will outlast Biden’s.
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Mnaoen JTuwmanun’®
Hucmumym 3a nonumuyxe cmyouje, beoepao

TPAHCATJIAHTCKHU U3A30B BAJAEHOBE
AJMHUHHUCTPALIUJE

Pe3nme

Nzbopua mobena [lozeda bajomena y moBemOpy 2020. I'omuue
HAIIIPOKO j€ OYMBaHA Kao aMEpHYKH TOBpaTak Ha IIOOAaNHY CIEHY.
Y OpojHHM akaJeMCKHM U MOJUTHYKAM KPYroBHMa OYEKHBAaJO Ce JIa
yKJIambame ,,u3onanuonucte’ Jlonanna Tpamma u BaxkHa nobena mde-
pasHOT MHTepHaTHOHaucTe bajaeHa noHece HOBO MOMIABIbE Y OIHO-
CHMa ca CaBe3HHLUMa IIUPOM CBETa, 0CTaBJbajyhu 3a coOOM Henpujar-
HOCTH HM3a3BaHe 0e300pP3UPHUM MOJUTUYKUM CTHIIOM TPETXOIHE aji-
MuHHCTpanuje. MehyTum, kaga cy mIo0amHH MOCIOBH MOYENH J1a ce
OJIBHjajy cBOjuUM TOKOM y 202 1. ronuHu, KJbY4HH Mel)yHapOIHU CIIOTaH
bajnenoBe agMuHHCTpanuje ,,AMepuKa ce Bpatuia‘“, Takohe ce moka-
320 Kao Mpe CBera CTBAp MOJUTHYKOT CTUIIA, IPE HETO J0OPO TPOMHUIII-
JbeHe cymTuHe. OBaj WiaHaK TEXH Ja UCTPakh HadWHE Ha KOje je cTpa-
TEeIIKO apkame bajreHoBe aAMHHUCTpalMje Y MPBOj TOAWHU MaHJara
00HMKOBAIIO TPaHCATIAHTCKE OJHOCE. Y TOM IHJbY, aHAU3UPAHU CY
HajBAXHUJU CIIOJFHOIIOIUTHYKHA TOBOPH U JOKYMEHTH M UACHTHU(HUKO-
BaHU maBHU MehyHapomnu porahaju. KibydHu Hamas je nma, ympkoc
NEPMHCHUBHOM KOHTEKCTY KOjH je 0OIHMKOBAIO OMaloBa)KaBamke €BPOII-
CKMX CaBe3HHKa Of] CTpaHe TpamroBe aAMUHHCTpAaLHje, HOBA aIMHHU-
CTpallvja HHje YCIIeNa Jia HalpaBy IOMaK y IMOMIEAY jayama TpaHcat-
JAHTCKUX Be3a. Ta YMbeHHIIa HarOBEUITaBa Ja Cy poOiIeMH CBe BpeMe
OWJIM TIPETEIKHO CTPYKTYpHE IPUPOJIE U Ja Cy MpeTXoanin TpaMIoBuM
MOJMTUKAMa, IITO 3Ha4H Jia fie X OUTH YyTOJIMKO TeXe MpeBa3uhm.

Kuwyune peuu: Cjeourvene Amepuuxe [poicase, [loseqh bBajoen,
Esponcka ynuja, mpancamaaHmcku 0OOHOCU, CHO/bHA
nOIUMuUKA, cmpamezuja

*  Kownrakt: mladen.lisanin@ips.ac.rs

OBgaj pan je mpumsbeH 10. HoBemOpa 2021. ronune, a npuxBaheH 3a mramily Ha Tene(hOHCKOM
cactanky Penakunje, 15. HoBemOpa 2021. roguse.
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Abstract

Over the last decade the EU has faced challenges on numerous
fronts: economic crisis and slow recovery, refugee crisis, terrorism,
Brexit, lack of effectiveness of its foreign and security policy. In recent
years, the EU has put new effort to define its purpose and standing in
international relations, and it seeks to become strategically autonomous
actor. That means an actor with the ability to set priorities and make
decisions. As the role of the United States is still pre-eminent in the
security of Europe, the EU-US relations have a special bearing on that
EU’s ambition. In this paper we provide an overview of the relations
between these two actors with the focus on the first year of Joseph
Biden presidency, and we argue that through a complex interaction the
EU will seek to define its policies independently of the United States,
wishing to expand its space for maneuver and action.

Keywords: European Union, United States, strategic autonomy, foreign
policy, Joseph Biden, Donald Trump

INTRODUCTION

Over the last several years the standing of the EU as a global
actor has been put under considerable strain. Geographically, it
has been surrounded by the arc of instability: from the war turned
frozen conflict in Ukraine and in a wider sense a conflictual nature
of the relations with Russia; across Turkey, a NATO partner but
increasingly a difficult and opportunistic neighbor; Syria, where
the 10-year civil war is still ongoing and whose territory has served
as a platform for the rise of Islamic State terrorist network; Libya,
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whose prolonged fragmentation bread the Mediterranean human
trafficking for a decade; deeper south, countries of the Sahel
region are both struck by poverty (and thus of mass emigration)
and are under frequent attacks from the Islamic fundamentalist
factions.

Ideologically, the EU has suffered from Brexit, that has
shown that the union is not an eternal and unchallenged centripetal
force in Europe. The long-term effects of the economic crisis
early in the last decade have diversified the party politics in the
EU and have, if nothing else, made any considerable reform more
difficult. Even the Commission, a traditional driver of unification
of authority and policymaking had to make way for different
scenarios of institutional reform (European Commission 2017),
some of which include devolution of Brussels competencies.
The fact that the ongoing Conference on the Future of Europe
is happening during the COVID-19 pandemic in 2021 is not
particularly helpful for having broad and meaningful internal
discussion.

The US role as a security underwriter for most of Europe,
generally through NATO, has been put under question during the
Donald J. Trump presidency (2017-2021) in particular. He was the
first and only president of the USA that has repeatedly questioned
the very logic of that alliance, calling it the “relic of the Cold War”,
or “obsolete” (DW 2018). He also put a stronger emphasis on the
existing American dissatisfaction with the lower level of defence
spending among majority of European NATO members (the usual
mark is 2% of GDP), and on sectoral trade imbalances such as
in automotive industry imports. He has expanded that criticism
to the core of the political economy of the alliance. His words
that European allies must “pay their fair share” has found its way
into the 2017 National Security Strategy (The White House 2017,
48), and public chastising of some European countries, notably
Germany, for not spending enough on defence and freeriding on
American expense had become a signature of his presidency.

Still, the US has strengthened its commitments towards
the Eastern European countries that find themselves on the
NATQO’s eastern flank. Warsaw government did not let itself slip
into ideological and public confrontation with Trump presidency,
seeking instead to improve the bilateral ties. President Andrzej
Duda officially proposed the setting up of a permanent US military
base in Poland under the name “Fort Trump” (The White House
2018). Such ambition proved to be publicly too controversial

30



Munan Hepymunosuh IIOTPAI'A EBPOIICKE YHUIJE ...

because of the naming issue, and eventually two sides did not
agree on the financing of the project. Warsaw and Washington
have signed the Enhanced Defence Co-operation Agreement in
August 2020 that provides for the increase of American troops in
Poland (up to around 5000) and the redeployment of an unmanned
aerial vehicle squadron (BBC 2020).

Trump has withdrawn the USA from the 2015 international
agreement on Iran’s nuclear capability agreement (Joint
Comprehensive Plan of Action — JCPOA) in May 2018 and has
reintroduced the sanctions against Teheran. The EU views this
deal as historic (EEAS 2015) since its diplomacy (in concert with
three member states - UK, France, Germany) has played a key
role in facilitating the direct US — Iran negotiations. Thus, the US
move has undermined the EU’s international credibility. Brussels
had put its efforts into keeping the other signatories still engaged
and in compliance with the agreement, and steered clear of the
reintroduction of sanctions against Teheran.

On 1 December 2019 the current European Commission,
led by German Christian-Democrat Ursula von der Leyen, took
office. One of the self-definitions of the current Commission is
that it is a “geopolitical Commission” (von der Leyen 2019).
The moniker is used as a show of intent that the European Union
takes its international position seriously, that it wants to project
not only norms but power as well and furthermore, that while it
prefers to build up its alliances, it still wants to be able to stand on
its own in foreign and security policies. As High Representative
for Common Foreign and Security Policy Josep Borrell said,
“Europeans must deal with the world as it is, not as they wish
it to be. And that means relearning the language of power
and combining the European Union’s resources in a way that
maximises their geopolitical impact” (Borrell 2020). European
Council’s Strategic Agenda 2019-2024 states that “In a world of
increasing uncertainty, complexity and change, the EU needs to
pursue a strategic course of action and increase its capacity to
act autonomously to safeguard its interests, uphold its values and
way of life, and help shape the global future.” (European Council
2019). Council’s president, Charles Michel, stated the three
goals of the EU’s strategic autonomy: stability, disseminating
EU’s standards, and promoting EU values, and claimed that the
“effective strategic autonomy is the credo that brings us together
to define our destiny and to have a positive impact on the world”
(Michel 2020). But, giving a meaning to such an autonomy,
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especially in a time of pandemic, has shown how the foreign -
domestic policy nexus works. For example, in March 2021, the
Netherlands and Spain drafted a non-paper on strategic autonomy
that stressed the importance of open economies, and Germany,
Finland, Estonia and Denmark sent a joint letter to European
Commission President with ideas on fostering the EU’s digital
sovereignty, with implications for its foreign relations as well
as economy (Fiott 2021, 8). And in a practical term, the EU
showed its capacity and willingness to act when it concluded
the Comprehensive Agreement on Investment with China in
December 2020, disregarding the pleas by the officials from the
incoming Joseph Biden’s administration officials (Alcaro and
Tocci 2021, 2). In a challenging time of the COVID-19 pandemic,
the strategic autonomy is spilled over many other social sectors
(Ryon 2020); it has become central for political discussions and
not merely a think-tankers’ preserve (Pothier 2021, 95). And an
unescapable issue for any concept of the EU’s strategic autonomy
is its relationship with the United States.

EUROPEAN UNION’S INTERNAL DIVISIONS AND
THE ELUSIVE STRATEGIC AUTONOMY

Over the last decades, the EU stakeholders were frequently
faced with issues of whether the EU was a “global actor”, a
“European pillar within NATO”, or maybe a “normative power” or
“risk-sharing community”, or any of the other various buzzwords
that tried to define the elusive nature, purpose and standing of the
EU in international relations. Several waves of serious discussions
and institutional arrangements can be observed throughout recent
EU history. The short-lived push to create the European Security
and Defence Identity within NATO in the mid-1990s was
superseded by the European Security and Defence Identity and the
newly established role of EU’s High Representative for Common
Foreign and Security Policy (June 1999). The 2002 Berlin Plus
Agreement made specific arrangements between the EU and
NATO in security and defence and came against the backdrop of
the war against FR Yugoslavia (1999) and Washington’s response
to 9/11 and the early stages of the Global War on Terror, with full
backing from the UK while dividing the newly enlarged EU (2004)
into “old” (France and Germany) and “new” (Poland, Romania,
Czechia, Lithuania, Estonia) over their (un)willingness to follow
the US foreign policy. That big bang enlargement, coupled with
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strong economic growth over previous years and the focus on
terrorist threats by Al Qaeda network that, while deadly, was not
a systemic challenge, could lead the EU to proclaim that “Europe
has never been so prosperous, so secure nor so free” (Council
of the European Union 2003, 3). The big bang enlargement was
supposed to be followed by the new EU constitution, but the
integrationist Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe was
voted down in referenda in France and the Netherlands in spring
of 2005. After that, the less ambitious approach was found in
amending the Rome (1957) and Maastricht (1992) treaties, which
resulted in the Lisbon treaty (2008) that is still governing the EU.

The Treaty has created a stronger role for the High
Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy. It
has established the European External Action Service, enabled the
process of Permanent Structured Cooperation in defence matters
and streamlined the roles of the European Defence Agency and
the EU Military Staff. Yet, these changes did not amount to the
effectiveness of the EU as a global actor, or as a problem solver in
its own neighborhood. EU’s problems in this field still lie in the old
Brussels vs the Member-state and NATO vs the EU dichotomies,
the need for consensual decisions on vast majority of foreign
policy actions which has been especially hard over the past few
years (Maurer and Wright 2021, 386), and the diverging security
interests of Member-states. EU’s expeditionary forces remain only
a written word and not a reality, reliant upon few larger national
armies and the political will to use them, and the EU Battlegroups',
while functional, have never been called into action.

A short recap of the last decade can start with the effects
of the Great Recession (2008-2009) that has caused economic
contraction, hastily creation of new financial instruments
(European Stability Mechanism), bitter political standoffregarding
the very political economy of the Eurozone (Greek crisis 0of 2015)
and has given rise to right wing politics to which many of the
member states have not been accustomed to. During the so-called
Arab Spring in 2011, a military intervention in Libya was put
together mostly by the two EU Member states (UK and France,
with Italy and Spain in the background but with Germany staying
out of it), and while being sanctioned by the UN (UN Security
Council Resolution 1973), it has failed to create sustainable
l)hsmnoted that Serbia participates EU Battlegroups since 2016, and that the Balkan

Battlegroup, led by Greece and with army units from Bulgaria, Romania, Cyprus, Ukraine,
and Serbia has been on rotation in the first half of 2020.
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peace settlement, but it fueled the creation of long-lasting risk
multipliers in Libya and the surge of human trafficking across the
Mediterranean.

EU’s Eastern Partnership policy was tested in 2013
when the Ukrainian government was in negotiation about the
association agreement, on which the official Kiev reneged after
strong pressure from Moscow. The protests in Kiev that started
in November 2013 in support of the pro-EU policy drew strong
response from the government and the support of array of
politicians from the EU. Over next several months it all morphed
into a conflagration that had toppled the government and the
president, the establishment of a new cabinet and a rebellion in
Donbass and Crimea with direct Russian support. That support
included disguised military units that fought off the attempts of
the Ukrainian army to establish the control over the rebel territory.
In mid-March 2014 Russia has officially annexed Crimea while
the EU and the USA have introduced new sanctions regime
against Moscow. While the efforts of the Normandy format (four-
way meetings between Paris, Berlin, Moscow, and Kiev) have
resulted in armistice in early 2015, the front line has divided parts
of Donbass from the rest of Ukraine, and low-level combat is
still ongoing six years later and firm political settlement is absent.
This crisis has directly hit the security interests of number of
EU member states in Eastern Europe, and the military buildup
to their aid came through NATO. Over the next three years new
NATO multinational forces at a brigade level have been created
in Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia (NATO Enhanced
Forward Presence), that provide a trip-wire form of support,
ensuring that any attack by Russia would necessarily be directly
engaged by many other members of NATO and not just by local
countries. Air force, naval, radar and air-defence capabilities have
been ramped up in the Baltic and Black Sea by both sides, and in
many ways that geographical line now seems to divide Europe.
That division line has become a raison d’étre of the new regional
format - Three Seas Initiative — that since 2016 gathers 12 EU
member states from the Baltic — Adriatic - Black Sea triangle, all
of which except Austria are also NATO member states. Most of
these countries are at the same time members of the China-led
China-CEE (Cooperation between China and Central and Eastern
European countries) that was established in 2012 to promote
China’s links with these countries and to build on its strong export
potential around the One Belt, One Road Initiative.
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While still reeling from the adverse effects of the Great
Recession, the 2015-2016 period brought several new issues
to the EU. Over 1 million refugees from Africa and the Middle
East came to Europe in 2015, overburdening the border control
and asylum system. Mediterranean and Balkan routes that were
primarily used by the refugees made additional political strains
within the EU, marking the difference between border countries
(Greece, Bulgaria, Hungary) and target countries such as Germany
or Sweden. It also highlighted the difference between right-wing
and broad center party politics within the EU. The rise of Islamic
State of Iraq and Syria on the rump territories of these two states
has boosted new Islamic fundamentalist terrorist network that was
able to conduct several spectacular attacks on the European soil,
such as in Paris in November 2015 and in Brussels in March 2016.

But the hardest hit came in June 2016 when the majority
of UK voters voted to leave the European Union at the Brexit
referendum. As the only such move in EU history it was the direct
repudiation of the old “ever closer union” principle. EU’s new
Global Strategy, unveiled the day after the Brexit referendum
(24 June), stated at the very beginning that “we live in times
of existential crisis, within and beyond the European Union.
Our Union is under threat. Our European project, which has
brought unprecedented peace, prosperity and democracy, is being
questioned” (EEAS 2016, 7). Three arduous years of negotiations
(2017-2019) about the terms of the UK’s exit from the EU have
fueled sporadic crisis in relations (over the Irish border, fisheries)
and have led to further drifting apart between the two parties.
The relations have reached such a point that Charles Michel has
publicly included the UK in the list of actors that comprise the
arc of instability around the EU, along with Russia, Turkey, Syria,
and Libya (Reuters 2020).

In the background of these events, some progress has been
made in promoting internal cohesion in military affairs. Permanent
Structured Cooperaton in defence has been fully setup in 2018 and
by the end of 2020 47 joint projects on armaments development
and procurement, training and tactical development have been in
place (Fiot and Theodosopoulos 2020, 232-235). Together with
the European Defence Fund, it drew criticism from American
politicians along several lines: that it is pulling away the funding
that could be used within NATO, that it is duplicating capabilities
which NATO either already has in place or for which it would
be a more suitable framework, or that it is too protectionist and
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not inclusive for the US defence contractors (Novaky 2018). As a
combined direct effect of Brexit and a long-term necessity, Military
Planning and Conduct Capability — on operational headquarters
of joint EU military assets — has been established in Brussels
in 2017-2020. UK’s facilities at Northwood Headquarters have
often been used as a pragmatic solution for operational control
for various EU and multilateral mission and the EU needed its
own permanent military HQ instead, for Common Security and
Defence Policy missions and ad hoc coalition missions. CSDP
serves as an umbrella for six current military and 10 civilian
missions, with around 5000 persons, roughly a single brigade (if
we should count civilian advisors as soldiers) engagement with
its wider neighborhood from Ukraine to Somalia and Mali. (Fiot
and Theodosopoulos 2020, 218-229).

In several locations, such as Mali and Niger, EU Member
states have more significant military presence than the EU itself.
Since 2013, France has been running the Operation Barkhane in
five Sahel countries (Mali, Niger, Chad, Mauritania and Burkina
Faso), with the primary focus of combat against a number of local
Islamic military factions and protecting its security and energy
interest (uranium ore in Niger). Several EU countries and the UK
have provided smaller military contribution, while the EU has
expanded its development aid to the region. But France’s most
important partner in the area has been the United States, with
special forces (up to 1000 men), intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance force (from UAVs stationed in French bases or
in Greece) and air-to-air refueling and strategic airlift capacity
(Delaporte 2020). The US have put in place military assets that
are still lacking in meaningful quantity in Europe.

THE TRUMP-BIDEN TRANSITION

President Joseph Biden started his term in January 2021
by declaring that “America is back” (The White House 2021a),
signaling the return of the United States to multilateralism and
close cooperation with its allies in the broad range of issues, in
a seeming difference to Trump’s “America First” unilateralist
approach. As Biden wrote in his opinion piece in Foreign Affairs
in spring 2020 (Biden 2020, 71-73), that return means “at the
head of the table” in order to “do more than just restore our
historic partnerships; I will lead the effort to reimagine them for
the world we face today”. The role of the European Union in
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such an arrangement is to become an important partner in putting
long-term pressure on China in terms of economic regulation
and human rights and democracy issues, while maintaining the
established stance against Russia (Foreign Policy 2021).

In the early months of the presidency, Biden was sending
a message that two allies share many of the common concerns. At
the G7 meeting in United Kingdom in June 2021, he reaffirmed
the US role in fighting climate change (BBC 2021), a topic that
was discarded by the Trump administration. Early talks regarding
the tariffs on some European goods imposed by Trump have
resulted in removal of many of them by October (Bown and
Russ 2021). Biden’s proposal of the global 15% corporate tax
has received wide support at G7 and G20 meetings and has yet to
be discussed at the OECD level (Alcaro and Tocci 2021, 3). But,
“Buy America Act” as amended by Biden might be an early sign
of difficult times ahead for transatlantic trade relations (Pothier
2021, 97).

The new administration does speak to its European allies
with a softer language than the previous one. Instead of “paying
their fair share”, as was stated in the 2017 National Security
Strategy, its 2021 revision says that “we will work with allies
to share responsibilities equitably, while encouraging them to
invest in their own comparative advantages against shared current
and future threats”. (The White House 2021b, 10). The pressure
towards the Europeans to spend more on defence will still be
there.

Washington was quick to make a tactical move with
Germany regarding the Nord Stream 2 gas line project and the long-
standing opposition to it in the USA. In June 2017 the US Senate
adopted a bill on the establishment of sanctions on companies
engaged with the Nord Stream 2 project. The rationale was to
pressure Germany and several EU energy companies (Austrian
OMYV, German Uniper and Wintershall and French Engie) to stop
the project and their cooperation with Russia and Gazprom. In
the wider context of sour relations with Russia, it was expected
of Germany to put aside its specific benefits of the project for
the sake of more united front against Russia. In December
2019 Donald Trump approved the sanctions recommended by
the Senate on any firm that participates in the gas line project
(Ryon 2020, 241-243). German chancellor Merkel has remained
steadfast in defending the project against the US pressure. The
Biden administration sought a rapprochement with Germany over
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this issue, as it has its focus on Russia and China. While the 2019
sanctions over the gas line remain in place, the administration
has a room to maneuver with its application. Thus, the Biden
administration has avoided targeting the major EU companies
and has applied the sanctions against the Cyprus-based but
Russia-linked shipping company Transadria (RFE/RL 2021).
The agreement between two countries reached in July 2021 has
relaxed the US position over Nord Stream 2, in exchange for
stronger German commitments towards Ukraine’s economic
stability and against Russia “using energy as a weapon” actions
(US Department of State 2021).

But, over the summer and early autumn, Biden made two
moves that have caused considerable uproar in many quarters in
Europe — he made a quick withdrawal of US military and security
presence in Afghanistan, and made trilateral arrangement with
the United Kingdom and Australia on Australia’s future nuclear
submarine fleet that has effectively ended the French submarine
export deal with Australia. Biden did not hide his view that the
military presence in Afghanistan was a burden to America’s
foreign policy, and before the elections he made a pledge that
he will “bring the vast majority of our troops from the wars in
Afghanistan and the Middle East and narrowly define our mission
as defeating al Qaeda and the Islamic State” (Biden 2020, 72).
So, the decision to withdraw US troops from Afghanistan in early
August was not a surprise; the surprise was the swift collapse
of the Kabul government’s positions to the Taliban, who overrun
them within days including the takeover of Kabul. Instead of
the orderly withdrawal, the US decision pressed their European
allies to act hastily and under duress. It was a time for strong-
worded reactions from Europe. Norbert R6ttgen, chairman of the
German parliament’s foreign relations committee, said that “the
early withdrawal was a serious and far-reaching miscalculation
by the current administration” and “does fundamental damage to
the political and moral credibility of the West”. Tom Tugendhat,
Conservative chair of the Foreign Relations Committee of the UK
House of Commons (who had served in Afghanistan) called it
“the biggest foreign policy disaster since Suez” (Karnitschnig
2021). The EU had no military capability, even if it had any will,
to be an armed pillar to a tethered Afghan government. These are
the underlying problems of that deployment. The more immediate

2) He refered to the Suez crisis in 1956 when the UK, France and Israel attacked Egypt after
secretive preparations, and were met with strong American opposition to that move.
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problem was that the involved governments were blindsided by
the erroneous US intelligence and reassurances of the orderly
withdrawal, and were left with a humiliating defeat.

Less than a month later, France was blindsided with the
announcement of the trilateral US-UK-Australia deal (AUKUS)
that is supposed to provide Australia with nuclear submarines
sometime late in the next decade, as a part of arrangements
of containing China north and east of the Malacca strait and
Indonesian archipelago. The part of the deal is that Australia will
abandon the 2016 submarine deal with France which included
production and transfer of technology for 12 Barracuda class
submarines (diesel-electric, converted from originally nuclear-
powered submarines) from the French Naval Group, and was
worth 56 billion Euros. French Foreign Minister Jean-Yves le
Drian called this move a “duplicity” and a “major breach of trust”,
and France withdrew its ambassadors to the United States and
Australia, which was an unprecedented move (Bouemar 2021).
European Commission head von der Leyen reacted in response
by calling for the creation of the European Defence Union and
for the review of common defence policies and capabilities to
be finished by spring 2022, in the period when the France will
have the rotational chair of the EU and just before the French
presidential elections (April 2022).

There are several salient points being made by this
US-UK-Australia decision. It once again showed that the US
prioritizes Pacific over Atlantic; that the UK is still ready to follow
the US steps, even if it means going behind the back of France
with which it already has established deep bilateral military ties
(through Lancaster House agreements in 2010); while France has
parts of its national soil in the Indo-Pacific, the US does not take it
seriously; and the corollary it does not particularly value possible
European military outreach into Indo-Pacific. To make matters
worse for the EU, a day after the AUKUS announcement the EU
made public its strategy for the cooperation in the Indo-Pacific,
that is centered around economic, ecological, and human rights
topics, but also includes rising ambitions of naval presence in the
region (European Commission 2021). By shunning France, the
AUKUS partners have also shunned the EU as the reduction of
France’s role in the region will surely translate into the reduction
of EU’s role. Small consolation for Paris and Brussels came a
week later, after the discussion between Biden and Emmanuel
Macron in which Biden recognized the need for previous and open
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discussion about the issue. He also recognized “the importance
of a stronger and more capable European defense” but one that
should be “complementary to NATO” (Momtaz and Forgey 2021),
which is an old US trope on the matter of EU-NATO relations.
In responding to these two events, Borrell argued at
the European Council meeting in early October there were two
attitudes possible for the EU: one was to bury a head in the sand
and downplay the significance of these events or pretend that they
are issues of only some of the Member states, or to be proactive,
understand the ongoing changes and act “if we do not want to live
in a world order that we cannot help shape” (Borrell 2021). He
expects that the process of putting down on paper the modalities
of strategic autonomy through the process of Strategic Compass
(by March 2022) will “give a sense of direction” (Borrell 2021).

CONCLUSION

The United States under Trump regarded the European
ambition towards the strategic autonomy in the realm of security
with a mix of skepticism and rejection. The principle of “America
First” and Trump’s personal unpredictability and impulsiveness
have pushed EU to make practical steps in strengthening its
security potentials within the limited internal possibilities and
with the long-term focus. The maxim of strategic risk hedging
against the unpredictable ally has been partially confirmed by
Biden’s messy withdrawal from Afghanistan and pushing aside
France in the AUKUS deal, even if most of the EU countries have
not been directly hit by that move. Understanding that the locus of
economic power has moved towards East Asia, Europeans have
started to look towards a future in which America is less central to
their strategic calculations, towards a post-transatlantic moment.
The change of US administration has not really changed that, and
it is yet a question whether Biden’ multilateralism is essentially
unilateralism by another name (Grare 2021).

Under Biden, the United States have no clear and fixed
view on the EU’s ambition for strategic autonomy and might
remain open to the idea of greater European self-sufficiency
in the area of security and defence. That view is a function of
the premiere challenge — the relationship with China which is
continuity between two rival administrations in Washington. While
the European allies can offer just a symbolic military presence in
the Pacific, they might be crucial in the attempts to shape future
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commerce, ecology, and digital rules, which will take time longer
than a single electoral cycle. The hard power of Europe is more
important in its own neighborhood, where the issues of burden
sharing and clear commitments still reign supreme.

The EU is not and never will be a superpower nation-state.
It will not be able to harness in a coherent way the total military
capabilities of its member states and bits and pieces of its own,
and match them with its considerable economic and diplomatic
capacity. Even with France, as a nuclear power, within its ranks,
the EU lacks the ability to provide nuclear extended deterrence on
its own continent, given the preeminence of Russia and the USA
in that particular domain (Heisbourg 2021, 28-29). It will remain
only one of the colors in a Rubik’s cube of security interests of its
member states, who will occasionally turn to NATO or pragmatic
coalition building outside the EU to further their own goals. The
first year of the Biden administration’s foreign policy has pushed
the EU deeper into soul-searching of its global role and the modes
of strategic autonomy that it wants to define and pursue.
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THE BIDEN ADMINISTRATION AND ARMS
CONTROL

Abstract

Did the Biden administration pick up at least some of the
pieces of the broken liberal international order caused in some part
by his predecessor Trump? Has he been acting according to his and
his party’s promises during the presidential-elections campaign or has
he stood by his predecessor’s decisions? And especially how much
was done or “repaired” in the realm of arms control? These are the
questions authors will try to answer in this paper. They will draw their
conclusion by analyzing theoretical assumptions that lie behind the
Trump’s and Biden’s approach toward the international institutions,
including arms control, historical analysis of Trump’s legacy regarding
international institutions, content analysis of Biden’s and Democratic
Party’s promises and their comparison with the Republican attitudes. In
assessing how much was done in the first year of Biden’s mandate in
the realm of arms control, authors conclude that the results are mixed —
in some cases Biden followed Trump’s decisions and in some other he
completely changed the approach.

Keywords: Biden administration, US Democratic Party, international
institutions, arms control, the US foreign policy

INTRODUCTION

“Who will pick up the pieces?” was the title of the 2019
Munich Security Conference which referred to the ongoing crisis of
multilateralism and the liberal international order, partly caused by
the then US President Donald Trump. March of unilateralism, largely
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reflected in the unilateral US withdrawals from trade, climate, human
rights and arms control international institutions, was motivated by
Trump’s desire to get better deals for the US or end the bad ones which
constrained US freedom of action and contributed to other states’
wellbeing at the expense of US. However, it caused severe rifts in the
relationship with the allies (except Israel and some of the Eastern Europe
“conservative democracies”) and significantly eroded US credibility,
finally leading to Trump’s loss at the presidential elections in 2020.
New President Biden came to the office under the flag of renewed US
leadership which is to be conducted primarily through and not outside
the international institutions. He was the one to “pick up the pieces” and
consolidate US partnerships, leading them to the new great competition
with the autocracies to win the 21% century. How much of this did he
achieve in this first year of his mandate? Has he been acting according
to his and his party’s promises, or has he stood by his predecessor’s
decisions? And especially how much was done or “repaired” in the
realm of arms control? These are the questions we will try to answer
in this paper.

In order to understand the basic difference between Trump’s and
Biden’s foreign policy approach, especially the one toward arms control,
it is necessary first to distinguish between the underlying theoretical
assumptions on the role and purpose of international institutions in
relation to national interests. The first part of the paper is thus devoted
to the discussion of the realist and liberal perspective of international
institutions, including arms control. More faith in the “real promise” of
international institutions is one of the features of Biden’s, as well as,
previous democratic administrations. This will be demonstrated through
the historical analysis of Trump’s legacy regarding multilateralism and
content analysis of the 2020 Democratic Party Platform and various
Biden’s speeches during the campaign and after the elections. The basic
attitudes of Democrats are compared to those of Republicans, showing
the clear difference in the position toward the international institutions.
The third part of the paper will then explore how much of the promised
during the campaign was delivered until October 2021, especially
regarding arms control. Although a lot was promised, not that much was
actually done, if we exclude the extension of the 2010 Treaty between
the United States of America and the Russian Federation on Measures
for the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive
Arms (New START) which was a significant accomplishment for the
preservation of strategic stability. Regarding other issues, including the
nuclear weapons policy, missile defense, possible return to the Joint
Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), the policy toward North
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Korea and the Open Skies Treaty, the Biden administration did conduct
reviews, or is still conducting them with mixed results. In some cases,
such as the Open Skies Treaty and, for now, modernization of the nuclear
arsenal, Biden continued Trump’s decisions, and in some other cases,
such as the Iranian and North Korean nuclear issues, he changed the
approaches from Trump’s comprehensive to a step-by-step pragmatic
approach but for now without any accomplishment.

INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTER OF ARMS CONTROL

As the only country with nuclear weapons in the 1940s, the US
was from the beginning devoted to the development and support for the
non-proliferation norm. The creation of the non-proliferation regime was
essential for the maintenance of US dominance and national security.
On the other side, other countries, non-nuclear weapons states tried to
disarm the US and put nuclear weapons under international control.
When these countries, such as the USSR developed their own nuclear
weapons, non-proliferation was supplemented with arms control, both
in the form of international institutions.

The arms control regime is a kind of an international institution
created for a specific set of problems and an area of state activity, and thus
depends on ones beliefs on the possibilities, purposes and effectiveness
of states’ cooperation and its institutionalization. International
institutions can be defined in various ways but one common feature of all
definitions is that they comprise set of principles and rules that regulate
states’ behavior, which is not always based on cooperation, but also
coordination. In a wider sense they also include ideas, patterns of action
and interaction (Holsti 2004, 18-22), as well as identities and interests
(Wendt 1992, 401). This means that institutions constrain activities,
shape expectations and prescribe actors’ roles (Keohane 1988, 383).
Not all international institutions have their organizational dimension,
but when they do, they are labelled as international organizations.
However, the basic question remains how the international institutions
work under the condition of anarchy?

Unfortunately, there is no single answer to this question, but it
depends on the prioritization of a specific theoretical set of assumptions,
such as those of realism, liberalism, constructivism, neo-Marxism or
some other. The same is true for the assessment of the purpose and
role of arms control. The Chinese view on arms control, and generally
international institutions, for example, cannot be understood without
knowledge about Marxist theory of international relations and
especially the concepts of hegemony and counter-hegemony and the
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role of international institution in them (Kosti¢ 2017). For the purpose
of this paper, two assumptions are particularly relevant. The first one
is that of realism that the best way to ensure survival in the anarchical
system is to be the most powerful state in the system and gain that
power at the expense of others, since international relations are a zero-
sum game. In that sense, critics of arms control agreements see them
as dangerous and unnecessary constraints of a state’s freedom of action
in the competent world and doubt that arms control can reduce the
likelihood of deliberately starting a war, which depends of political
considerations (Brooks 2020, 85). The second one is liberal one that
in the contemporary world no country, including the US, can solve
global problems alone, and that international institutions do contribute
to peace, stability and common interests, and instead of constraining
actually serve as the multiplier of a state’s power in the form of so
called soft power (Park 2020, 326). Dunne, for example, mentions
that according to Woodrow Wilson, “peace could only be secured with
the creation of an international organization to regulate international
anarchy. Security could not be left to secret bilateral diplomatic deals
and a blind faith in the balance of power.” (Dunne 2020, 7). In this way,
belief in the ,,false promise of international institutions* (Mearsheimer
1994, 7) would give poor chances for the rationale and purpose of arms
control, since the main logic behind it is to create stability through
predictability, confidence, coordination and consultation, constraint of
military might, avoidance of arms race and reduction of risks of certain
weapon use. But, as with other international institutions seen from the
liberal lances, the main contribution of the international institutions to
stability is that it forms the framework of network of reciprocity, which
in turn creates what Robert Axelrod called “the long shadow of the
future.” (See Nye 2020).

One of the biggest obstacles of international institutions,
including arms control remain the problems of cheating, relative-
gains and sustainability. The Republican US administrations were,
for example, more prone to amplify the problem of cheating and to
undertake unilateral measures, such as withdrawals, to cope with it.
The recent examples include the US withdrawal from the INF Treaty
in 2019, allegedly because Russia had been “cheating for years” (Toms
et al. 2019), as well as the Open Skies Treaty in 2020 because of the
Russian flight restrictions and use of the treaty contrary to its purpose
(to gather intelligence) (Reif and Bugos 2020). Regarding overstressing
these issues, the Trump administration also believed that the reason for
Russian cheating is their attempt to gain military advantage (Wolfsthal
2020, 103). Likewise, the 2016 Republican Party Platform, for example
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stated, that “a New START, so weak in verification and definitions
that it is virtually impossible to prove a violation, has allowed Russia
to build up its nuclear arsenal while reducing ours.” (RP 2016, 41).
Trump also withdrew US from several agreements for the reasons that
they were “unfair” for the US in the way that they contributed more
to the US competitors, such as China or the EU. Finally, regarding
the sustainability of international institutions, one state’s the view of
some international institution will depend on whether it is still good
for the purpose, financial capacities, technological developments (if it
is outdated) and political context. Trump administration, for example,
complained about the prospects of sustainability of NATO and thus
asked for more financial contributions from NATO allies (up to 2% of
their GDP) in order to share a fair burden of collective defense (David
2018).

In the next section we will devote more attention to the positions
and unilateral measures taken by the Trump administration regarding
arms control, and Biden’s position regarding it before the presidential
elections, when he was a Senator, and during the presidential-elections
campaign.

THE REPUBLICAN LEGACY AND DEMOCRATS
PROMISES

Dilemma of increasing power without losing it

The 2015 US National Security Strategy (NSS) states that “the
question is never whether America should lead, but how we lead.” (WH
2015, 2-3). Essentially, it seem like the US strategy is influenced by a
constant paradox of how to maintain and increase power without losing
it? This paradox is actually referred to the different notions of power.
The Republican belief that the US hard power can only be preserved
and amplified by withdrawal from international institutions which
drain US economy and human resources has always affected the US
soft power or its ability to lead, which is, as believed by Democrats,
most effectively done through international institutions. Today, this
difference is best described in President Joe Biden’s first speech after
winning the presidency in November 2020, in which he said that the
US should “lead not by example of power, but power of our example.”
(WRAL 2020).

While the previous Republican administrations, especially
Trump’s, believed that international institutions constrained the
US ability to act and preferred unilateral solutions and bilateral
arrangements without much consultations with allies (as was the case
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with Bush and Trump administrations), the others preferred multilateral
solutions, although not excluding completely the possibility of unilateral
measures if the vital US interest are endangered, and acting through the
consultations with allies and institutions (such as Obama’s and Biden’s
administrations). Trump saw institutions such as the World Health
Organization (WTO) as Lilliputians’ means to constrain the American
giant from using the power it would have in any bilateral negotiation
(Nye 2020). On the other side, Democrats perceive international
institutions and alliances as power maximizers, not minimizers, since
they enable and not constrain freedom of action. This logic can be seen
in the words of the March 2021 US Interim National Security Strategic
Guidance that because the “United Nations and other international
organizations, however imperfect, remain essential for advancing our
interests, we will re-engage as a full participant and work to meet
our financial obligations, in full and on time.” (WH 2021, 13). It also
states that by restoring US credibility and reasserting forward-looking
global leadership, the US will ensure that America, not China, sets the
international agenda and that contemporary international institutions
will reflect “universal values, aspirations, and norms” rather than an
authoritarian agenda (/bid. 13, 20). On the other side, Republicans
tended to put more emphasis on hard power, and their 2016 Party
Platform stated that it is committed to rebuilding the US military into
“the strongest on earth, with vast superiority over any other nation or
group of nations in the world.” (RP 2016, 41).

The difference between Republicans and Democrats practice
of policy also had great consequences on the US relationship with
allies, and in the former case it significantly weakened it, while in
the latter it was strengthened. The 2020 Democratic Platform, for
example, mentioned that “President Trump promised he would put
“America First”, but that Trump’s America stands alone” (DP 2020,
72). In their perspective, the alliances represent an “enormous strategic
advantage” that US rivals cannot match. According to the Platform,
alliances multiply US influence, spread its reach, lighten the burden,
and advance US shared interests and priorities much further than the
US could ever do alone (/bid. 74). In the 2021 US Interim National
Security Strategic Guidance it is written that “When we strengthen our
alliances, we amplify our power and our ability to disrupt threats before
they can reach our shores.” (WH 2021, 4). This difference between
Republicans and Democrats has also had consequences on the Russian
preferences in the way that it usually supported those administrations
that weakened NATO, such as Trump’s, and campaigned against
Democrats that sought to renew alliance confidence and strength,
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although it made arrangements exactly with these administrations (New
START was signed during the Obama’s administration and extended at
the beginning of Biden presidency).

Regarding arms control, as with other international institutions,
there are those who underline the “false promise” of arms control and
those who put more faith in the arms control capability to contribute
to national security interests. Republicans often fall within the first
category, while the Democrats show more faith in the “real promise”
of international institutions, including arms control. In this domain,
the basic tension in the US policy is between those who believe that
deterrence and strategic stability based on mutual vulnerability still
work, and those that put more emphasis on defense, and the need to
overcome the Cold War model of strategic stability with Russia, due
to new threats and the advancing proliferation. It also seems that
highlighting deterrence meant more emphasizes on arms control
with moderate modernization, something which was pursued by the
Democrats, while putting spotlight on defense meant sidelining arms
control and favoring a more robust arms modernization, including
those technologies and systems that might disrupt strategic stability,
such as national missile defense, mostly pursued by the Republicans.
Wolfsthal, for example, notes that “(I)t is no longer a given that
differing parts of the American national security establishment remain
committed to the concept of mutual vulnerability or to the idea that the
goal of U.S. strategic nuclear doctrine should be to create conditions in
which neither the United States nor Russia (nor any other state) has an
incentive to use nuclear weapons first or early in a crisis or conflict.”
(Wolfsthal 2020, 104-105). This tension is also visible in the strategic
documents of Republican and Democratic presidents. The Trump
administration remained committed to the funding, development, and
deployment of a multi-layered missile defense system, modernization
of nuclear weapons and their delivery platforms, end of the policy of
Mutually Assured Destruction, and rebuilding of relationships with US
allies, who understand that as long as they are under the US nuclear
shield, they do not need to engage in nuclear proliferation (RP 2016,
42). This administration also emphasized the need to “abandon arms
control treaties that benefit our adversaries without improving our
national security.” (/bid.). Following this, the Biden administration
announced a pledge to “head off costly arms races and re-establish
[US] credibility as a leader in arms control.” (WH 2021, 13). In this
realm, Democrats believe that the sole purpose of US nuclear arsenal
should be to deter—and, if necessary, retaliate against—a nuclear
attack, and they campaigned for reducing the role of and expenditure
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on nuclear weapons. They wanted to cut Trump’s plans to build new
kinds of nuclear weapons, especially low-yield non-strategic nuclear
weapons and consider them “unnecessary, wasteful, and indefensible.”
(DP 2020, 81). Also, when it comes to arms control the difference
exist regarding two important treaties: while the Republicans would
not support signing/ratification of the UN Arms Trade Treaty and
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, Democrats were mostly supportive of
it, including during the 2020 presidential election campaign.'

Trump’s legacy regarding international institutions

One of the most highlighted legacy of the Trump administration is
the contribution to the so called “crisis of multilateralism.” This includes
both formal and informal multilateralism i.e. international institutions,
including organizations such as the UN, and group meetings such as G7
or G20. Nye writes that in the 2016 election, ‘Trump campaigned on
the argument that the post-1945 multilateral institutions had let other
countries benefit at American expense” and that Trump casted the post-
1945 liberal international order as a villain (Nye 2020). He also said that
“it was not until Trump that an administration became broadly critical
of multilateral institutions as a matter of policy.” (/bid.). But in doing
so, Trump did act according to its pre-election promises and Republican
Party election platform.

In the first year of his mandate Donald Trump announced
withdrawal from several international organizations and treaties which
were officially completed until the end of his mandate. In June 2017
Trump announced withdrawal from the Paris climate agreement, only
seven months after it came into force, because it was “unfair to the US,
leaving countries like India and China free to use fossil fuels while
the US had to curb their carbon.” (McGrath 2020). In October 2017
Trump administration filed its notice to withdraw from UNESCO, and
officially did so in January 2019 due to the alleged anti-Israel policy
of the organization (PBS 2019). It was again done against the great
majority of states calling US not to withdraw, including the UK and the
EU allies. Due to the “mismanagement” of its COVID 19 pandemics
response and concerns over the independence of the organization from
mpublican Platform states the following: “We do not support the U.N. Convention

on Women’s Rights, the Convention on the Rights of the Child, the Convention on the Rights
of Persons with Disabilities, and the U.N. Arms Trade Treaty, as well as various declarations
from the U.N. Conference on Environment and Development”, (RP 2016, 51). On the other
side the 2020 Democratic Platform stated that the “Democrats commit to strengthening
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, maintaining the moratorium on

explosive nuclear weapons testing, pushing for the ratification of the UN Arms Trade Treaty
and Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and extending New START”, (DP 2020, 81).
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China, Trump first announced halting of the funding of the WHO, and
in May 2020 he declared that the US would “terminate” its relationship
with the organization (BBC 2020). In the area of trade, immediately
after taking office Trump pulled the US out of Trans-Pacific Partnership,
because it would take manufacturing and service jobs out of the US,
and favored bilateral negotiations and deals with Pacific Countries
and in 2018 replaced NAFTA with the United States—Mexico—Canada
Agreement (USMCA), originally negotiated bilaterally between US
and Mexico (Dudar and Shesgreen 2018). The Trump also withdrew
from the United Nations Human Rights Council (UNHRC) because of
the anti-Israel policy and halted US contributions to the United Nations’
aid program for Palestinian refugees due to the “disproportionate share
of the burden of UNRWA'’s costs.” (Ibid.).

Regarding arms control, one of the Trump promises during the
presidential election campaign was that he would abandon the JCPOA,
describing it as “the worst deal ever.” (/bid.). Trump unilaterally
withdrew the US from the JCPOA in May 2018, because Iran continued
to enrich uranium, develop ballistic missiles, and overall the agreement
“failed to protect America’s national security interests.” (/bid.). It was
done despite allies concerns, objection and refusal to follow further US
measures as well as the International Atomic Energy Agency’s (IAEA)
assessment that Iran had been in compliance with the JCPOA. The only
way in which the Trump administration would consider renegotiating
the JCPOA was if Iran would completely renounce their intent to
develop nuclear weapons (/bid.). The only treaty the Trump pulled
US out from with the support of its NATO allies was the INF Treaty,
although, at first, allies tried to save the deal by pushing Russia to come
into compliance (NATO 2019). Still aware of the so-called Euro-missile
crisis, the Europeans were afraid that the Europe might again become
a battlefield between the US and Russia and place of their renewed
arms race and confrontation (Borger and Roth 2018). In February 2019
the Trump administration announced the suspension of the 1987 INF
Treaty and the full withdrawal took place six months later, because of
the alleged Russian non-compliance with the Treaty provisions. At the
end, in 2020, Trump pulled the US out from the Open Skies Treaty,
again contrary to the allies concerns, owing to alleged Russian non-
compliance. All of this made extension of the New START Treaty
important, but by the end of Trump’s mandate, this had not happed due
to the various conditions he set beforehand.

One of the most prominent figures in ending US arms control
agreements was John Bolton, Undersecretary of State for Arms Control
and International Security under President Bush and the National
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Security Adviser under President Trump. Cirincione even labelled him
as a “serial arms control killer.” (Cirincione 2019). He mentioned that
Bolton was responsible for the US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty and
the Agreed Framework with North Korea under the Bush administration,
and later on from the JCPOA and the INF Treaty under Trump (he took
office in April 2018) (/bid.). Cirincone further reminded that in 1999,
Bolton decried the liberal “fascination with arms-control agreements as
a substitute for real non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction”
because for “Bolton and others like him, these agreements are part of
the effort by the global Lilliputians to tie down the American Gulliver”
while the US must protect its nation “with military might, not pieces
of paper.” (Ibid.). This shows the moving of the emphasis from non-
proliferation to counter-proliferation, including pre-emptive attacks
during Republican administrations. In 2014, Bolton wrote that the
Moscow’s arms-control treaty violations “give America the opportunity
to discard obsolete, Cold War-era limits on its own arsenal, and upgrade
its military capabilities to match its global responsibilities.” (Bolton
and Yoo 2014). On the INF Treaty, Bolton said to the Russian President
Putin days after the announcement of the US withdrawal: “There’s a
new strategic reality out there. This is a cold war bilateral ballistic-
missile-related treaty — in a multipolar ballistic-missile world.”
(Shesgreen 2018). Adding to the Russian cheating, Bolton actually
said that the agreement was outdated or outmoded anyway, because of
the “new strategic environment” which largely includes concern over
China’s intermediate ballistic forces. Fortunately (or not), John Bolton
was dismissed from his position before the last remaining nuclear arms
control agreement between the USA and Russia was set to expire. Bolton
regarded the New START as “flawed from the beginning” because it
“did not cover short-range tactical nuclear weapons or new Russian
delivery systems.” (Reif 2019). Bolton even wrote that he “planned
to withdraw the US signature on the Comprehensive Test Ban treaty
(CTBT), paving the way to nuclear testing, if he had stayed on at the
White House” because it is necessary to be certain of the reliability of
the US deterrent (Borger 2020).

If the greatest strength of international institutions is to endure and
thus to create a framework of predictability, confidence and reciprocity,
this is exactly where the Trump’s actions hit and blew the international
order. Perceived as a framework of exercising US leadership his actions
also damaged the US credibility and reliability, especially among the
partners and allies, who in return started to develop their own strategies
(for example strengthening strategic autonomy in the EU or replacement
ofthe TPP with the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-
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Pacific Partnership). It is why the Biden campaign was oriented toward
the renewal of American leadership, especially through, not outside, the
international institutions. But, what has actually been done in the first
year of Biden’s mandate and did he stand up to his and Democratic Party
promises? It is the topic of the next section of this paper.

BIDEN ADMINISTRATION AND ARMS CONTROL:
BETWEEN PROMISES AND REALITY

The 2021 US Interim National Security Guidance announced
that the US “will move swiftly to earn back our position of leadership
in international institutions, joining with the international community
to tackle the climate crisis and other shared challenges.” (WH 2021,
11). And surely, on the first day of his presidency President Biden
returned the US to the Paris Climate accord and announced it would
return to the UN Human Rights Council because, as the Secretary of
State Anthony Blinken said, the decision to withdraw in 2018 “did
nothing to encourage meaningful change, but instead created a vacuum
of US leadership, which countries with authoritarian agendas have
used to their advantage.” (Deutsche Welle 2021) Instead of withdrawal
and abandoning international institutions, which was Trump’s tool
or a way to bring necessary changes to international institutions, the
Biden administration had chosen to fight for the reforms that suit
US through them.? Biden also announced and conducted a review of
Trump’s decisions to withdraw from the JCPOA and the Open Skies
Treaty, as well as numerous decisions regarding the improvement of
the US nuclear arsenal, nuclear weapons and missile defense policy.
He also promised to address the existential threat posed by nuclear
weapons, reduce the role of nuclear weapons in the US national security
strategy, but on the other hand to preserve strong and credible extended
deterrence commitments to the US allies, head off costly arms races
and re-establish US credibility as a leader in arms control (WH 2021,
13). Indeed, only a few days after being sworn into office and two
days before its expiration, Biden and Putin extended the New START
unconditionally for another five years. But, now we will have a closer
look at some elements of Biden’s approach to arms control in order to
assess its accomplishments compared to what was promised.
Mmocraﬁc Platform states that “Democrats believe that American security and

prosperity are enhanced when the United States leads in shaping the rules, forging the
agreements, and steering the institutions that guide international relations. We believe the
system of international institutions we built and led over the past seven decades has generated

an enormous return on our investment... We will work to modernize international institutions
to make sure they are fit for purpose in the 21st century.” (DP 2020, 74)
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Arms Control Policy

In the middle of 2021, the Biden administration formally began
a review of the US nuclear weapons policy and the work on the new
Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) which will be finalized early in 2022, in
conjunction with the National Defense Strategy (Reif 2021). According
to Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense Dalton the new NPR will focus
on “maintaining a safe, secure, and effective nuclear deterrent, ensuring
strategic stability, and reducing risks of mistake and miscalculation in
crisis and conflict.” (/bid.).

The Biden administration policy regarding arms control and
nuclear weapons remained committed to strategic stability based on
mutual assured destruction, second strike capabilities, moderate nuclear
weapons modernization programs and arms control with Russia and,
if possible, China. It is committed to the non-proliferation policy as
well as measures leading to nuclear disarmament. In his speech at
the 2021 Munich Security Conference, Biden referred to the risk of
the global proliferation of nuclear weapons as one of the central
issues of his administration, and stressed the need for diplomacy and
cooperation on this subject at the international level (WH Biden speech
2021). However, his administration, still, does not accept the “no-first
policy”. In contrast with Republicans, the Biden administration will
also continue to be committed to the maintaining of the moratorium on
explosive nuclear weapons testing and pushing for the ratification of
the UN Arms Trade Treaty and Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

After the extension of the New START with Russia in February
2021, Biden signed the US-Russian statement on strategic stability
at the June 2021 Summit and committed the US to further strategic
arms control. According to its promises, the Biden administration will
be committed to multilateral non-proliferation policy, with respect of
allies’ interests, instead of unilateral measures and counter-proliferation
measures pursued by previous Republican administrations. Also,
regarding nuclear modernization programs, the Biden administration
promised to cut all unnecessary additions made by President Trump to
the Obama-era program, which in the context of signing and gaining
support for ratification in Congress of the New START committed itself
to an overhaul of nearly the entire nuclear arsenal in 2010 and to the
replacement of its long-range delivery systems for all three legs of the
nuclear triad.* The Biden administration will continue this process. No
matter the promises, and although the review of Trump’s era requests is

3) The 2021 Democratic Platform states that The Trump Administration’s proposal to build new
nuclear weapons is “unnecessary, wasteful, and indefensible.” (DP 2020, 81).
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in progress, following its first budget request in May 2021, the Biden
administration will continue with robust modernization of nuclear
forces, but with the difference of preserving its link (and long-time
bargain in US administration) with strategic arms control.

Strategic and non-strategic arms control

In February 2021, only two days before its expiration, the US and
Russian Presidents Biden and Putin extended unconditionally the last
bilateral nuclear arms control treaty for another five years. Also at the
June 2021 Summit in Geneva the two Presidents signed the Joint U.S.
Russia Statement on Strategic Stability and continuation of Strategic
Stability Dialogue (previously, the last round of such a dialogue was
held in August 2020 under the Trump administration in the lead up to
the expiration of the 2010 New START). This document confirmed
the commitment to nuclear arms control and the principle that nuclear
war cannot be won and must never be fought. It also expressed the
intent of both parties to continue with the Strategic Stability Dialogue
in an integrated, deliberate and robust way. This Dialogue would
seek to establish the framework for future arms control and risk
reduction measures (WH Joint Statement 2021). In the framework of
this agreement, on 28 July 2021 the US and Russia deputy foreign
ministers held “substantive and professional” talks on arms control
and other strategic issues and agreed on another round of talks to be
held in September 2021 (Al Jazeera 2021). This round took place
on 30 September 2021 and two sides agreed to set up two working
groups focused on principles and objectives for future arms control
and capabilities and actions with strategic effects, which will convene
ahead of a third plenary meeting (Reuters 2021).

Three points can be added here having in mind the Joint statement
and points of contention in the previous 2019 and 2020 rounds of
US-Russia strategic dialogue. First, is there going to be continuation
of strategic arms control or only nuclear? By laying out in the Join
Statement their commitment to nuclear arms control, the question arose
whether they intent to comprise all nuclear weapons, consisting both
strategic and non-strategic weapons, into their future negotiation, or to
maintain under control and subject to reduction only strategic weapons,
including conventional and unconventional. The former comes to mind
if we consider that at one point of time Trump’s special envoy for the
extension of New START Bilingslea said that two parties reached
agreement to freeze all nuclear arsenals, which the Russian side denied
(Gould 2020). The issue of comprising all nuclear weapons under arms
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control with Russia gained particular importance after the Ukraine
crisis, when the US started to believe that Russia adopted, and is acting
in accordance with the “escalate-to-deescalate” doctrine. As believed,
this doctrine includes the lowering of threshold for the use of Russian
nuclear weapons in regional conflicts, and served as the catalyst or
excuse for the development of low-yield nuclear options for the US
nuclear forces during the Trump administration. This point also opened
the question of whether the US conventional Prompt Global Strike
would be involved in some way in the negotiations and limitations, as it
is a cause of worry for Russia. Some authors believe that in US-Russia
discussions over non-strategic weapons, the removal of US nuclear
weapons from European countries could be used as a US bargaining
chip (Smetana, Onderko and Etienne 2021). Having in mind Trump’s
legacy and even speculations that the US might deploy formerly banned
intermediate-range missiles to Europe in order to make Russia negotiate
on non-strategic weapons, NATO leaders reiterated that the alliance has
“no intention to deploy land-based nuclear missiles in Europe.” (Reif
and Bugos 2021). NATO also confirmed its position to reject Putin’s
proposal of a moratorium on missiles formerly banned by the INF
Treaty, because it is “not credible and not acceptable.” (Ibid.).

Second, what does the assertion contained in the Joint Statement,
that the future Dialogue will be integrated, deliberate and robust mean
exactly? Will it then include negotiations not only on strategic weapons,
but also non-strategic, missile and space defense, cybersecurity, and
various forms of delivery vehicles, such as hypersonic glide vehicles?
The answer to this question is affirmative. During 2019 and 2020
the US expressed its desire to address Russian non-strategic nuclear
weapons and bring China into the arms control process. In June 2020,
in the framework of the strategic stability dialogue, the US and Russia
agreed to form three working groups: on nuclear warheads and doctrine,
verification, and space systems (Reif, and Bugos 2021b). In September
2021 they actually agreed to form two: on the principles and objectives
for future arms control and on capabilities and actions with strategic
effects (where we could expect discussion on missile defence, including
space based elements, US Prompt Global Strike and other long-range
conventional capabilities, as well as non-strategic weapons and artificial
intelligence). This could be expected since for example, the Russian
Foreign Minister Lavrov said on 9 June 2021 that “anything that affects
strategic stability must be discussed during a dialogue,” including
“nuclear and non-nuclear, and offensive and defensive weapons.”
(Ibid.). A few days later Deputy Minister Ryabkov added that “The
parties may decide to adopt a package of interrelated arrangements and/
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or agreements that might have a different status if necessary. Moreover,
it might be possible to design some elements in a way to make the room
for others to join.” (/bid.). Also, at a news conference after the June 2021
Summit, Biden said that the dialogue would “work on a mechanism that
can lead to control of new and dangerous and sophisticated weapons
that are coming on the scene now that reduce the times of response,
that raise the prospects of accidental war.” (Reif, and Bugos 2021c).
From the overall context of the June 2021 Biden-Putin meeting we
can conclude that the future arms control dialogue would include once
again all those factors (including weapons and actors) that might affect
strategic stability and second strike capabilities of the two parties. In
that way it may take the form of some new Nuclear and Space Talks that
were conducted in 1985 and connected the START, INF negotiations
and weaponization of space issues (see: Dietl 2018).

Thirdly, in the Joint Statement there is no mention of the
multilateralization of strategic arms control, but only a note that the two
parties will “lay the groundwork for future arms control”, which is the
confirmation of the strategic stability model that favors parity-disparity
relationship (parity among US and Russia and large disparity compared
to other nuclear weapon states - NWS) and do not adopt the possibility
for multilateralization of strategic arms control on an equal footing.
But as we saw from previous statements and for various reasons both
parties are interested in including China (USA) and the UK and France
(Russia) into nuclear arms control talks (Kosti¢ 2020).

Missile defense

At this moment strategic arms control talks continue to take place
without a treaty on missile defense limitations. The balance between
offensive and defensive weapons has always been a precondition for
strategic arms control and the connection between the two is also
contained in the preambles of the strategic arms limitation and reduction
treaties, including the New START. Following Regan’s proposal on
Strategic Defense Initiative in 1983, and rejection of the MAD concept,
subsequent Republican administrations tended to deploy strategic
missile defense. On the other side, Democratic administrations were
keen to preserve the strategic stability between the USA and Russia
based on MAD (which means that the deployed interceptors cannot
hit Russian Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs) or diminish
Russian strategic deterrence), which is why President Obama in 2013
aborted the deployment of the fourth phase of the European Phased
Adapted Approach (EPAA). Also, the administrations of Republicans
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and Democrats were not equally sensitive to the question of alliances
and multilateralism in general, which is also proven by the development
of the US Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) in Europe, and bilateral
agreements with Poland and Romania. It subsequently became the US
contribution to the NATO BMD. The Europeans feared that the demise
of strategic stability based on the concept of mutual vulnerability or
assured destruction between the US and Russia would constrain and
limit the ability and credibility of their nuclear deterrent (Tertrais 2009,
9). The end result was the deployment of the three phases of the EPPA
which preserves the mutual assured destruction on the strategic level
(between the USA and Russia and regarding the strategic offensive
arms), but protects the US forces in Europe and its allies from a
potential rogue nation’s ballistic missile of short range attack. However,
it is proved in November 2020 that the US does not need to develop the
fourth phase of the EPAA since the SM 3 Block IIA interceptors that
are already deployed can hit ballistic missiles of intercontinental range.

Since 2002 and the demise of ABM Treaty, Russia has tried on
numerous occasions to bring the US into a new agreement on missile
defense, but all attempts were unsuccessful. When Putin proposed a
moratorium on previously banned INF missiles after the US withdrawal
in 2019 and NATO rejected it, Moscow expanded it to include mutual
verification measures focused on Aegis Ashore ballistic missile defense
systems deployed at NATO bases in Europe and on Russian military
facilities in Kaliningrad (Reif, and Bugos 2021a). Also, the Russian
delegation brought up US missile defense during the strategic dialogue,
but the US delegation responded by arguing that those defense systems
are meant to counter threats from Iran and North Korea rather than
Russia (Reif, and Bugos 2021c).

The Trump administration was led by the belief that all “missile
defenses are stabilizing” and envisioned an “unrivaled and unmatched”
missile defense system with a “simple goal” to defend against “every
type of missile attack against any American target.” (Barzashka 2021).
Biden was never a proponent of protecting the US against long-range
ballistic missiles, first of all because of his conviction that it would
lead to a new arms race with Russia and China and disrupt strategic
stability (Thompson 2021). He has always believed that deterrence
worked and that arms control treaties, including the ABM, helped
preserve peace (USS 2021). During the Regan administration he was
against interpretation of the ABM Treaty so that a “strategic defense
initiative” could be pursued, during George W. Bush, he opposed the
administration’s decision to withdraw from the same treaty and, as
Vice President during the Obama administration he participated in a
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wholesale dismantling of strategic defense programs inherited from the
previous administration, including those aimed at intercepting I[CBMs
(Thompson 2021). However, having in mind the continuation of nuclear
and missile programs of some other nations which the US consider
hostile, such as Iran or North Korea, the US administration under
Biden continues to seek protection against ballistic missiles, including
intercontinental, that would not disturb the strategic stability equation
with Russia. Having in mind Trump’s administration robust plans for
the development of layered missile defense and previously mentioned
conviction of subsequent democratic administrations on the value of
limited ballistic missile defense, in June 2021 the Biden administration
has started the review process of missile defense policy and plans.
The review will align with the National Defense Strategy, expected
to be prepared by January 2022, and contribute to the Department of
Defense approach to integrated deterrence (US DoD 2021). According
to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for nuclear and missile
defense policy Tomero, “the review will be guided by a handful of
principles from defense against rogue states’ intercontinental ballistic
missiles to assure allies the U.S. continues to be committed to security
partnerships.” (/bid.). On this issue, Barzashka argues that Biden
“can neither fully embrace the Trump policy nor revert to preceding
approaches.” (Barzashka2021).

For now, the Biden administration fiscal year 2022 budget request
would continue the Trump administration’s plans for missile defense,
even the supplement to adapt the Aegis missile defense system and the
Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) system, designed to
defeat short- and intermediate-range missiles, and to intercept limited
ICBM threats (Reif 2021b). It also allocated almost a billion dollars for
the Next Generation Interceptors (NGI) missile defense programme in
the fiscal 2022 budget (Hulsman 2021). But, it is believed that the NGI
was accepted for reasons of nuclear and missile proliferation, primarly
North Korea and Iran, and the June 2021 NATO Summit communique
confirmed that its BMD system is not turned against Russia and does
not have the capability to diminish Russian deterrence (NATO 2021).
Also, the US Missile Defense Agency and Space Development Agency
continue developing elements of a hypersonic missile defense system
in order to defend against hypersonic weapons and other emerging
missile threats (CRS 2021).
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Non-proliferation
Iran

In 2018 Trump decided to withdraw from the JCPOA, seeking
a new broader deal that would encompass all US and Israeli concerns
regarding Iran’s military development and its nuclear program. At that
time, as with the all previous cases of US withdrawal, Biden spoke
against this decision. The basic distinction between Trump’s and
Biden’s approach to the issue of Iran and North Korea nuclear programs
can be described as comprehensive vs. step-by-step-approach.

The 2021 Democratic Party Platform stated that Democrats “will
call off the Trump Administration’s race to war with Iran and prioritize
nuclear diplomacy, de-escalation, and regional dialogue.” (DP 2020,
90). It rejected the regime change as the US goal in Iran and saw the
JCPOA as the “best means to verifiably cut off all of Iran’s pathways to
a nuclear bomb” and only the beginning, not the end, of US diplomacy
with Iran (/bid.). The US withdrawal from this agreement, according to
the Democrats, only isolated the US from allies and opened the door for
Iran to resume its nuclear program that could lead it to obtaining nuclear
weapons (/bid.). It is why the Democrats saw the return to JCPOA as
“urgent”. However, this has not happened yet (October 2021).

The six rounds of talks to restore the JCPOA were held from April
to June 2021 in Vienna. During these talks the USA and Iran negotiated
only indirectly, with the mediation of the EU. The last round took place
on 20 June, two days before the Iranian presidential elections. It is still
unknown when the seventh round will take place, butboth sides expressed
willingness to continue with the process (Davenport 2021). However,
after the USA withdrawal in 2018 Iran has conducted activities such as
enrichment of uranium metal, which can be used in the core of nuclear
weapons, in contradiction to the JCPOA and with the aim of forcing the
USA to return to the Agreement and lift all sanctions imposed during
the Trump administration. Additionally, the killing of a senior Iranian
nuclear scientist in November 2020, allegedly by Israel, made the
Iranian Parliament adopt new legislation which includes a requirement
for uranium metal production—an action banned until 2031 under the
JCPOA. Furthermore, the mid-April 2021 attack at the Natanz Fuel
Enrichment Plant that knocked out some of the facility’s centrifuges
by blowing up the center’s power supply, again with suspected Israeli
involvement, led Iran to ramp up the rate of uranium enrichment to an
unprecedented 60 percent, instead of previously intended 20 percent
and well beyond the JCPOA’s 3.67 percent cap (Rafati 2021). In this
context, the US officials warned that if Iran nuclear program advances
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“to the point where the non-proliferation benefits of the deal cannot be
restored, the United States will change course” and restoration of the
JCPOA would not be possible any more (Davenport 2021).

The Iranian request regarding the deal includes guarantees that
what Trump did will never happen again and that the US will verifiably
lift all sanctions imposed against Iran after the US withdrawal from the
deal. However, the Biden administration noted that it cannot guarantee
this (/bid.). The USA under Biden wants to see build up on the JCPOA
and to discuss not only the Iranian nuclear program, but the ballistic
missile program and regional security in a step-by-step approach.
For the US, robust IAEA verification and monitoring is essential for
the conformation that Iran is not developing a nuclear arms program
(Davenport and Masterson 2021). State Department spokesperson Ned
Price said in a June 21 press briefing that the administration is confident
that if the nuclear deal is restored, the United States will have “additional
tools” to address issues outside of the nuclear deal, including ballistic
missiles. He said Iran has “no doubt” about where the United States
stands on follow-on diplomacy.” (/bid.)

In June 2021, Iran elected a conservative cleric Ebrahim Raisi to
be the country’s next president, but the Iranian position on the need to
restore the JCPOA is not expected to change, since the supreme leader
remained the same (/bid.). However, the new Iranian president said that
Iran’s ballistic missile program will not be a subject of negotiations and
Raisi also asked why Iran should engage with the United States on a
broader range of issues when Washington has not met its obligations
under the nuclear deal (/bid.). However, Biden said in his September
2021 speech in the UN that the US is “prepared to return to full
compliance if Iran does the same” but that the US “remains committed
to preventing Iran from getting a nuclear weapon.” (Masterson 2021).

North Korea

Presidents of United States and North Korea Trump and Kim
met three times, but failed to reach a comprehensive nuclear deal,
although they signed a joint statement at the 2018 Singapore summit.
In this Statement “President Trump committed to provide security
guarantees to the DPRK, and Chairman Kim Jong Un reaffirmed
his firm and unwavering commitment to complete denuclearization
of the Korean Peninsula.” (NPR 2018). They also expressed their
commitments to build new US-DPRK relationship, confidence-
building measures and durable and stable peace regime on the Korean
Peninsula (/bid.).

63



HOJINTHKA HAIIUOHAJIHE BE3BEE/JHOCTH cmp. 45-73

Aswith previous arms control issues the new Biden administration
made a review of the North Korea policy, in close consultation with
allies Japan (which prefers deterrence) and South Korea (which prefers
a diplomatic solution), as well as other states of interests such as
Russia (Smith 2021). It decided to build on Trump’s 2018 deal, but
with a pragmatic step-by-step approach, thus abandoning the policy
of comprehensive deal or grand bargain that Trump pursued. In April
2021, it was announced that the US policy toward North Korea will take
a middle ground between former Presidents Barack Obama’s “strategic
patience” and Donald Trump’s “grand bargain.” (Snyder 2021). It will
pursue a diplomatic solution, although with “stern deterrence”, as said
by President Biden (WH Address).

The Biden administration has also tried to pursue communication
with North Korea, but unsuccessfully. During his visit to Seoul, US
States Secretary Blinken accused North Korea of committing “systemic
and widespread abuses” against its own people and said the United
States and its allies were committed to the denuclearization of North
Korea.” (Smith 2021). In May 2021, President Biden also confirmed
he wished to engage with North Korea diplomatically and by taking
practical steps in order to reduce tensions and with the final goal of
denuclearization of the Korean peninsula (/bid.). The US position today
is that it is interested in renewing nuclear arms talks “anytime, anywhere
without preconditions.” (D’Agostino 2021). However, in September
2021, after conducting the new weapons test, which involved allegedly a
new hypersonic missile (although not without doubt), the North Korean
leader Kim Jong Un has dismissed these offers since he consider them
to be the US “show” aimed to cover up US “hostile policy” toward
North Korea, but says he is open to improving ties with South Korea
(VOA 2021).

Conventional Arms Control

In the realm of conventional weapons a major blow that
happened during the Trump administration was the withdrawal from
the Open Skies Treaty in 2020 because of Russia’s non-compliance
with the treaty obligations. This was again done without consent of US
Allies, parties to the treaty. Having in mind the priority of the trans-
Atlantic partnership and the benefits that European allies have from the
Open Skies Treaty, and generally opposing unilateral withdrawals from
international institutions as a mean to enhance security, president Biden
was at the time against this withdrawal.

However, when he took office, Biden commenced a review of
“matters related to the treaty” and held consultations with US allies
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and partners, but the decision was the official notification to Russia
on 27 May 2021 that the United States will not seek to rejoin the
1992 Open Skies Treaty (Reif and Bugos 2021d). This decision was
justified by Russian limitation of the distance for observation flights
over the Kaliningrad region to no more than 500 km from the border
and prohibition of missions over Russia from flying within 10 km of
its border with the conflicted Georgian border regions of South Ossetia
and Abkhazia, which is seen as continuation of non-compliance with the
Treaty provisions (/bid.). Further, the Biden administration saw Russia’s
behavior with respect to Ukraine, as “not that of a partner committed
to confidence-building.” (Lee 2021). The Biden administration’s
notification of not returning to the Treaty, was soon followed by the
Russian announcement of withdrawal from the Treaty, which is to be
completed by the end of 2021.

Additionally, the Biden administration will continue with the
plans that were begun under the Trump administration to develop and
field conventional hypersonic weapons to compete with Russia and
China. It will also continue with the development and procurement of
formerly forbidden intermediate-range missiles (Bugos 2021).

CONCLUSION

Underlying assumption of the Biden administration is that
international institutions, as well as alliances, contribute more to the
US leadership and national interest. Working through, and not outside,
them contribute more to US national interests and increases chances of
the US shaping the rules of the world order. Leading “by the power of
example, and not example of power” has been the highlight of Biden
presidential-elections campaign and during the first months in office.

During this period Biden was committed to renew US
partnerships, return to some of the international agreements, and
conduct reviews of all of Trump’s choices regarding arms control. He
returned the US to the Paris Climate accord and announced it would
return to the UN Human Rights Council. He, also, extended the New
START unconditionally for another five years and committed the US
to future arms control with Russia. Biden administration undertook the
review of Trump’s decisions to withdraw from the JCPOA and Open
Skies Treaty, as well as numerous decisions regarding improvement of
nuclear arsenal, nuclear weapons and missile defence policy. However,
the result of these reviews was mixed, despite Biden’s promises during
the campaign. Although regretting for Trump’s decisions to withdraw
the US from the Open Skies Treaty it finally notified Russia that the
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US is not going to return to it. Also, despite considering Trump’s
withdrawal from the JCPOA as a big mistake and consider its restoring
as urgent, the Biden administration has not yet done so, although several
rounds of indirect talks were held in the first half of 2021. But, on this
issue, as well as the issue of North Korea’s nuclear program, the Biden
administration did change the approach — from Trump’s comprehensive
path, which sought grand bargains, to a step-by-step approach which is
seen as more pragmatic, leading to the goal through smaller steps. In
the domain of nuclear arsenal modernization programs, missile defense
and certain conventional weapons, the Biden administration did not yet
revers Trump’s decisions. Instead, it remained committed to the robust
modernization and significant budget requests in 2022.

The biggest undertaking that is under way for the Biden
administration is the review of the US nuclear weapons and missile
defense policies and the work on the new Nuclear Posture Review
(NPR) which is expected to be finalized early in 2022, in conjunction
with the National Defense Strategy. In this realm, Biden promised to
address the existential threat posed by nuclear weapons, reduce the role
of nuclear weapons in the US national security strategy, but to preserve
strong and credible extended deterrence commitments to the US allies,
head off costly arms races, and re-establish US credibility as a leader
in arms control. The other great endeavor of Biden administration
will be the conduction of Strategic Stability Dialog and prospects of
involving China into the arms control talks. Strategic Stability Dialogue
will be time-limited to five years, which is the period of New START
extension and will probably consume most of US arms control efforts.
However, in times described as great competition between democracies
and autocracies to win the 21 century, the efforts to bring China into
the arms control in order to curb its military, including nuclear, build up
will also take a lot of efforts, but also primarly through the US-Russia
talks, since without Russia’s support US involve China alone. But, in
order to do this something will have to be given — be it limitations on
missile defense, inclusion of France and Britain as well into the strategic
or nuclear arms control talks or involvement of conventional long-
range capabilities into the arms control negotiations. However, what is
clear for now is that the Biden administration will tend to preserve the
gentle balance between gaining more military power and at the same
time preserving its leadership role through international institutions and
partnerships.
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Pe3nme

Ha nu je bajmenoBa agMuHHUCTpalldja ycrejaa Ja MoBpaTH Oap
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The withdrawal of American troops from Afghanistan during
August 2021 puts an end to the longest war that America has ever
fought and the first phase of the Global War on Terrorism. In this
regard, two important questions arise, which we will try to answer in
this paper. First, what are the main external and internal consequences
that the United States has faced due to engaging in the “War on Terror”?
Second, did the U.S. achieve its goals in that war? The external effects
we have identified are the crisis of global leadership, the weakening of
relations with the allies, the growth of China in the lee, and the rise of
populism. Among the internal ones, we included the strengthening of
the presidential function, the increase of state power, more profound
social polarization, an increase in budget expenditures, and a growing
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INTRODUCTION

September 10, 2001, is described by many Americans as “the last
normal day.” Everything was so ordinary. Congressmen argued over
how to revive the U.S. economy and reduce unemployment. President
Bush marked 50 years of alliance with the Australian counterpart and
promoted educational reform, while Secretary of Defense Donald
Rumsfeld declared “war” on the Pentagon bureaucracy. Impressions
and critiques of the romantic drama Pearl Harbor were still being
summed up, and the premiere of Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s
Stone, scheduled for November 2001, was eagerly awaited. According
to a survey conducted by Gallup from September 7 to 10, 2001, less
than 1% of Americans mention terrorism as the most critical problem
facing the country (Newport 2001). Terrorism has been a distant
problem for them, happening in Turkey, Kenya, Yemen, Gaza, or the
Philippines. However, on September 11, terrorists struck at the center
of U.S. political and economic power. At the same time, they struck at
American pride and a sense of security.

America felt wounded and acted like a “wounded beast.” Blessed
with geography or, as John Mearsheimer puts it, the “stopping power of
water” (Mearsheimer 2001, 41) and insufficiently powerful neighbors,
Americans did not face a significant attack on its continental territory
for almost two centuries. Now they were attacked by an unconventional
enemy with unconventional weapons when they were at the peak of
their power (Nedeljkovi¢ 2020). The response of the United States was
fierce and often unilateral. This reaction should come as no surprise
because, as John Lewis Gaddis (2005) notes, in the circumstances such
as the attacks on Pearl Harbor in 1941, faced with direct attacks on their
territory, Americans generally respond unilaterally.

Bush’s maxim “either you are with us or with the terrorists”
was more reminiscent of the imperial behavior of Rome or Napoleon’s
France than the message of the leader of the beacon of world democracy.
However, the War on Terror launch is not an example of George W.
Bush’s arrogance. According to a survey conducted two days after the
terrorist attacks, 93% of Americans supported a military solution against
anyone responsible for the New York and Washington terrorist attacks
(Washington Post/ABC News 2001). Moreover, 77% of respondents
said they would support military action even if it meant killing innocent
civilians (Washington Post/ABC News 2001). As early as September
14, in a joint U.S. resolution, the Congress voted (Senate 97-0, House of
Representatives 420-1) to authorize the “use of the United States Armed
Forces against those responsible for the recent attacks launched against the
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United States “(J.R. 2001). International support was also unprecedented
and included rivals such as Russia and China. With such support and
wounded pride, a measured reaction could not have been expected.
Twenty years after one of the deadliest terrorist attacks in history,
America and the world look significantly different than anyone could
have predicted at the time. September 11 triggered a wave of events,
actually a tsunami, which had devastating consequences. Some of
them are measurable, such as the number of victims or the amount of
money spent, while others, such as the lost development potential of
societies and individuals, are not. The withdrawal of American troops
from Afghanistan during August 2021 puts an end to the longest war
that America has ever fought and the first phase of the Global War on
Terrorism. In this regard, two important questions arise, which we will
try to answer in this paper. First, what are the main external and internal
consequences that the United States has faced due to engaging in the
“War on Terror “? Second, did the U.S. achieve its goals in that war?

CONSEQUENCES OF THE WAR ON TERROR

“As we enter the new millennium, we are blessed to be citizens
of'a country enjoying record prosperity, with no deep divisions at home,
no overriding external threats abroad, and history’s most powerful
military ready to defend our interests around the world. Americans of
earlier eras may have hoped one day to live in a nation that could claim
just one of these blessings. Probably few expected to experience them
all; fewer still all at once” (NSS 2000).

These words begin the preface of the U.S. National Security
Strategy presented by the White House in December 2000. Even if we
ignore the exaggerations regarding the absence of deep divisions in
American society, it cannot be denied that the United States was at the
peak of power at the end of the millennium. With the end of the Cold War
and the collapse of the Soviet Union, they became the only superpower
and the only pole of power in the international system. US GDP was
twice as large as Japan’s (closest companion) and grew at an annual
rate of 4%. U.S. defense spending accounted for 37% of total world
spending (SIPRI 2001). The U.S. had a decisive influence in almost
all major international organizations, and the number of American
allies continued to multiply. No matter how unusual such a situation
was from a historical perspective, other countries did not strive to
balance American power. Above all, Americans were optimistic about
the future of their family and nation (Pew Research Center 1999), and
globalization was increasingly reminiscent of Americanization.
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Nevertheless, Nassim Nicholas Taleb (2007 10) is right when he
claims that “history does not crawl, it jumps.” Occasionally, black swans
appear on the horizon, events that come suddenly, carry a massive impact,
and for which we devise post factum explanations, trying to present them
as less sudden than they are (Taleb 2007). 9/11 is a typical example of an
event that radically transformed U.S. foreign and security policy and the
world. The world today is more anarchic and less stable and secure than
20 years ago. On the other hand, the United States does not look good
either. The Global War on Terror has exhausted America, so it looks like a
tired giant today. Truth be told, the day after the deadly attacks, President
Bush warned that War on Terror would be “a monumental struggle of
good versus evil,” that it would require “time and resolve,” and that
America would use all available resources to defeat the enemy (Bush
2001). But hardly anyone, including the President himself, expected 20
years of fighting, almost a million civilian and military casualties, and
spending of over 8 trillion U.S. dollars.

In this article, we will analyze the main consequences of the U.S.
War on Terror. Although the list of challenges that the United States has
faced is long and not yet final, we have singled out the key external and
internal consequences. The external effects we have identified are the
crisis of global leadership, the weaking of relations with the allies, the
growth of China in the lee, and the rise of populism. Among the internal
ones, we included the strengthening of the presidential function, the
increase of state power, more profound social polarization, an increase
in budget expenditures, and a growing deficit, as well as human
casualties.

THE CRISIS OF GLOBAL LEADERSHIP

The twentieth century ended with “an extraordinary imbalance
in world power resources” (Nye 2014, 118). In terms of hard power,
the U.S. was the only state capable of projecting a military force in any
corner of the world. At the same time, its economy was vital, and the
volume of GDP was as big as the next five largest world economies
together. American universities were unrivaled when it came to soft
power, while American culture and the entertainment industry flooded
the globe. Given the colossal military budget and network of alliances
worldwide, “the remaining countries could not create a classical balance
to American power” (Nye 2014, 118). America was not only the leader
of the free world but a global leader with terrifying power. For the first
time since the Peace of Westphalia (1648), the international system had
a unipolar structure, and one state was able to shape the game’s rules.
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Moreover, other states were willing to accept American leadership
voluntarily. It was a time of unipolar (Krauthammer 1990) and liberal
moment (Ikenberry 2020, 255)

Twenty years later, many states no longer consider the United
States “a leader worth following” (Bremmer 2015). The world today is
facing a crisis of American leadership. Of course, the War on Terror is
not the only cause of such a situation. Although the United States was
seen as a benign hegemon, American power was intimidating to others.
By the nature of things, unbalanced power is seen as a danger to others.
As Timothy Garton Ash put it, “the main problem with American power
is the power itself. It would be dangerous even for an archangel to wield
so much power” (Garton Ash 2002). It is also expected that others
tended to increase their power. However, American engagement in the
War on Terror has significantly undermined the leadership potential of
the United States.

One of the transformative moments and key causes of the
weakening of the U.S. leadership role in the post-9/11 era was the
Iraq War (2003). The aggressive unilateralism of the United States
during the preparations for the Iraq War led to other states beginning
to perceive the United States as a threat. While America had almost
unanimous support for the 2001 invasion of Afghanistan, it gathered
a “coalition of the willing” against Iraq. In fact, “a coalition of the
anonymous, the dependent, the half-hearted and the uninvolved, whose
lukewarm support supposedly confers some moral authority” (Keller
2003). The former maxim of action “multilaterally, when possible,
unilaterally when necessary” (Kagan 2004) gave way to the maxim
“with us or against,” which is more appropriate for imperial powers than
for democracies. Initiating an intervention without a Security Council
decision provoked disapproval from even close allies like France and
Germany. At the same time, Russia and China were concerned about
U.S. “imperial temptations” (Snyder 2002).

Iraq has launched a chain of events that has resulted in a series of
crises and weakened the U.S. leadership role. It’s hard to disagree with
Ian Bremmer (2015), who argues that “there was never a golden age of
American power when everyone followed America’s lead. Even at the
height of the Cold War, U.S. allies often defied Washington’s wishes.”
The example of French President Charles de Gaulle is perhaps the most
illustrative. However, what is different today is that America is “less
able to convene a coalition, forge trade agreements, build support for
sanctions, broker compromise on an important multinational dispute,
or persuade others to follow it into conflict than at any time in the past
seven decades” (Bremmer 2015).
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Finally, perhaps the most significant symbol of the absence of
U.S. global leadership is that we are seeing signs of a hard balancing
against the U.S. for the first time since the Cold War. The words of
Christopher Layne (2004, 119) “the Iraq War may come to be seen as a
pivotal geopolitical event that heralded the beginning of serious counter-
hegemonic balancing against the United States” today sound almost
prophetic. Russia, China, and other countries are now truly challenging
the power of the United States. At the beginning of the third decade of
the 21st century, the world enters a period where many notice the seeds
of “Cold War-style global divisions” (Cooley and Nexon 2020, 190).
Although the new U.S. president acknowledges that there are areas of
cooperation where cooperation with Russia and China is necessary,
such as climate change or combating the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, he also brings together allies and countries that the
United States could use in future competition. America will continue to
have the ability to gather a strong coalition in the future, but the War on
Terror has exhausted the possibility of U.S. global leadership.

THE WEAKENING OF AMERICAN ALLIANCES

If the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington marked the
beginning of the War on Terror, Iraq invasion (2003) could be seen as
the beginning of American deviation in that war. At the same time,
it was the beginning of aggressive U.S. unilateralism and the loss of
international support. As early as December 2001, President Bush, in
a meeting with Tommy Franks, a U.S. Army general who headed the
United States Central Command from 2000 to 2003, discussed the
military option for Iraq (Daalder and Lindsay 2003). The decision to
invade Iraq was made in the summer of 2002, regardless of whether
the intervention would be approved by the Security Council or not. In
addition, the U.S. administration decided to use all resources to achieve
its goal and gather as broad an international coalition as possible.

The United States viewed the invasion of Iraq as an extension of
the War on Terror. If necessary, by deception and fabrication of facts,
they tried to show that there is no peace and security if Saddam does
not leave power and that Iraq possesses weapons of mass destruction.
However, they did not expect resistance from other great powers,
especially not the allies. France and Germany were in the lead among
European countries in opposing any solution adopted outside the
framework of the United Nations. Moreover, there was a possibility that
France would veto and Germany would vote against the United States
proposal in the Security Council.
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America responded to such actions with the imperial strategy of
divide et impera. While France and Germany have struggled to build
European unity over the Iraq war so that, once again, the Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) does not prove ineffective, the
United States has undermined that unity. They sought to divide Europe,
“punish France and Germany” (Gordon 2007) and gather a “coalition
of the willing.” They succeeded in that. Europe was divided into old
and new, into Europeans and Atlantists. The E.U. consultative and
consensus-based foreign policy-making process “proved to be either
fictitious or irrevocably broken” (Lewis 2011, 70), and the seeds of
mistrust among transatlantic allies were sown.

Until the invasion of Iraq in 2003, there was a belief among the
allies about the benign character and liberal foundations of American
power. However, Bush’s launch of intervention against Iraq turned things
around. Iraq was a game-changer. After Iraq, the allies also realized that
one word prevailed in the construct “liberal hegemony.” Of course, it is
the word hegemony (Nedeljkovic 2020). It was increasingly questioned
whether hegemony could be liberal or benign. In response to aggressive
unilateralism, some European allies of the United States and France,
and Germany as influential members of NATO and the E.U. applied a
soft balancing strategy. Although France and Germany did not rely on
a hard or traditional balancing strategy, such actions of European states
were unusual. For the first time, transatlantic allies directly undermined
each other’s interests and built opposing coalitions (Nedeljkovic 2020).

The war on terror has damaged U.S. relations with several
non-European allies. Pakistan supported the invasion of Afghanistan
and initially provided operational and logistical support. However,
occasional unannounced U.S. airstrikes on Pakistani territory, military
confrontations between Pakistani and U.S. troops on the Afghanistan-
Pakistan border, unannounced Operation Neptune Spear and the
assassination of Osama Bin Laden, and many other examples have
made the mistrust between Pakistan and the United States deepen. It
was similar to Saudi Arabia, which rejected the request of the U.S. to
invade Iraq from its territory, or Turkey, whose interests in the Middle
East were often opposed to the American ones.

In addition, unilateralism and the occasional U.S. foreign policy
adventurism, situations in which they undermined the interests of
even the closest allies and doubts about whether to fulfill their allied
obligations, damaged the U.S. Cold War reputation as a reliable ally
(Yahri-Milo 2018). Does that mean the United States has been left
without allies? Definitely not. The United States still has the most potent
and widespread network of alliances globally, but allied potential and
credibility were significantly destroyed during the War on Terror.
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IN THE LEE OF WAR ON TERROR: HOW CHINA
BECAME COMPETITOR?

It is not uncommon to assess the events of 9/11 in terms of their
consequences for U.S. foreign policy that the turn towards the War on
Terror was, at the same time, a “geopolitical gift” for China. “In terms
of geopolitical influence, the CCP has been the biggest beneficiary of
the War on Terror”, said former deputy national security advisor of
Barack Obama, Ben Rhodes (2021). The same China that had been
seen after the Cold war as “a weak and impoverished country that had
been aligned with the United States against the Soviet Union for over
a decade” (Mearsheimer 2021, 48). As Mearsheimer has noted, the rest
of the world ignored China’s rising population and wealth as building
blocks of a strong military. A direct consequence was that, instead of
preventing China from becoming more robust and mightier initially,
the U.S. and its allies allowed them to challenge the basics of the post-
Cold War war international order. The long establishing multipolarity
of the international system is threatened to turn into its antipode: “the
new Cold war” with all its echoes of history (Brands, Gaddis 2021).
China’s success and U.S.’s imprudence share the blame for this turn.
“China has always had revisionist goals; the mistake was allowing it to
become powerful enough to act on them” (Mearsheimer 2021, 51), but
what was the relevance of the War on Terror for letting China become
more powerful?

During the 80s and 90s, we can notice a kind of continuity in
the U.S. economic approach towards China. The same was during
the 2000s. Institutionalizing the status of a most favored nation and
then allowing membership in World Trade Organization (WTO) were
preconditions for the unhampered economic growth of China. One of the
main arguments for justifying such liberal views on China’s economic
development has its ground in the processes of democratization. The
wealthier China was, the more democratic its society would be. But,
nobody counts with unintended consequences.

Rarely the U.S. presidents were aware of possible policy
failures. For example, when “Clinton admitted in 2000, ‘We don’t
know where it’s going,” and George W. Bush said the same year, ‘There
are no guarantees” (Mearsheimer 2021, 54), they weren’t even close
to assessing future relations among the two powers. Nevertheless, the
first decade of the XXI century didn’t show any progress in correcting
that deficiency. A top priority of the U.S. foreign engagement became
the War on Terror. It was a period of blindness to Chinese growth. As
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Rhodes (2021) stated, “ironically, China’s ascent in global influence
accelerated rapidly after 9/11,” and the main reason was the U.S.
foreign and security policy focus on terrorism and the Middle East,
leaving space for the development of China’s influence on numerous
regions outside of Asia.

It was completely different a few months before a terrorist attack.
On April 1, 2001, a Chinese fighter jet toppled a U.S. reconnaissance
plane, detained crew, and inspected in detail the crashed aircraft. It was
an announcement of hostility, in case 9/11 had never happened. The
U.S. decided to turn attention to the War on Terror, allowing “China’s
economic and military power grew exponentially” (De Luce 2021).

Interpreting U.S. policy towards China after 9/11 as ignorance,
reactive policy, or the inertia of approach from the previous decade
would be nothing more than destructive simplification. In that sense,
we agree with the argument apprised by Nguyen (2017), which
evaluates the first period after the 9/11 attacks in terms of U.S. policy
towards Asia as “effectively cooperation with China, substantially
enhancing the United States’ Asian alliances and extensively engaging
with Asian multilateral institutions.” The Bush administration changed
policy course and also political discourse towards China. While Clinton
saw China as a strategic partner, Bush’s views strongly differed as he
approached China as a strategic competitor. But still, during his two
terms as a President, he did much in normalizing relations with China as
arising power. The economy of China was embedded in the international
economic and trade system. Bush maintained good personal relations
with political representatives of China and was perceived as “a true
friend of China” (Demick 2009). There was a gap between discourse
and actual actions. We see it mobilizing all efforts in the War on Terror
and keeping potential conflicts with rising powers within the regional
political and security dynamics and framework of multilateralism. Of
course, all the moves of the Bush administration wouldn’t be possible
without the fact that “The Chinese government quickly expressed
sympathy for the human and material loss and took a strong position
in support of U.S. efforts to combat international terrorism” (Qinggo
2003, 164).

The U.S. made a mistake with its policy towards China. It’s
the attitude of many experts in the field of international relations and
security theory and practice. We’ve already elaborated on realism’s
view through the word of John Mearsheimer. But we can add Kishore
Mahbubani, who stated that “It was a huge mistake for the United States
to focus on the war on terror, because the real challenge was going to
come from China” (cited in: De Luce 2021), or Evan Medeiros who
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thought that the U.S. “gave them 20 years, and we retooled our military
for a fight totally irrelevant to the principal security challenge of today”
(cited in: De Luce 2021). The change has come with Donald Trump as a
president because “he quickly abandoned the engagement strategy that
the previous four administrations had embraced, pursuing containment
instead” (Mearsheimer 2021, 55). Nevertheless, it seems that it was a
late response.

THE WAVES OF POPULISM INSTEAD OF THE NEW
WAVE OF DEMOCRACY

The consequences of the 9/11 terrorist attacks were not
geographically limited only to U.S. territory, nor were political
repercussions generated only on U.S. political and social systems. The
far-reaching impact of this black swan at the beginning of the 21% century
is measured by the strength of the processes previously attributed to
globalization, democratization, or, for example, industrialization. The
creation of the world safe for democracy, which became the purpose of
U.S. external (military) action, soon showed its face and, in many cases,
turned into a side effect of creating a breeding ground for the flourishing
of populist regimes. Therefore, it is not surprising that many authors
have noticed in a few cases that “where populist parties were indeed
fast claiming legitimacy by pointing to their previous warnings against
the evil of Islam” (Bergmann 2020, 105). That wasn’t the case only in
the countries where U.S. and allies tried to implement regime change
strategies. The spillover effect took place in western liberal democracy
also. While in Northern Africa and the Middle East region post-9/11
wars “instead of democracy, produced the vacuum into which sectarian
and tribal identities could flourish” (Held and McNally 2015), the rest of
the world showed a tendency to populism based on the citizen’s anxiety,
fear and firm rule based on the personalization of power. On the wings
of the global War on Terror, leaders from all around the world acted
unconstitutionally and, in some cases, took undemocratic measures by
virtue of “the cumulative negative impact of the failed post-9/11 wars,
the intensification of transnational terrorism, and a growing xenophobic
discourse that places virtually all blame for every problem on some
form of Other” (Held and McNally 2016).

Several illustrative examples support this view. In the
presidential debates in 2002, Marin Le Pen strongly alluded to anti-
Muslim sentiments, and she was very much in favor of the events in
U.S. foreign policy. At the same time, in Italy, Prime minister Silvio
Berlusconi leads in his statement that qualifies “Western civilization
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as superior to Islamic culture” (Bergmann 2020, 116). In the far north
of Europe, support for Danish Peoples Party was born in Denmark.
Similar trends are observed in the actions and rhetorical performances
of Norwegian Progress Party officials.

If we look at the development of the situation almost two decades
later, a new wave of populism has swept Europe. Although it is difficult
to prove the cause-and-effect logic of contemporary events with the
9/11 terrorist attacks and the consequent responses led by the United
States, it is clear that this is a chain of events triggered by these events
and political change. As David Held in his book on global politics after
9/11 speaks, we testify failed wars, political fragmentation, and the rise
of authoritarianism (Held 2016). The U.S. is an exporter of not only
good democratic practices but also ugly ones.

9/11 events contributed to the rise of populism and
authoritarianism in many ways. First of all, we can notice a revival
or born in some parts of the world the anti-Arab and anti-Muslim
sentiment in political discourse, mostly among European countries.
Strengthening far-right political ideas and their respective election
results were an alarm for democracy in those countries. Today, we
have rapidly growing literature covering populist regimes and political
forces from Italy, Poland, Austria, Hungary, Slovenia, Germany, and
the U.S. The final result of those political processes based on extremist
ideas, latent violence is that “extreme right-wing ideas were becoming
mainstream and were normalized, with far-right political parties gaining
representation in more than three dozen national parliaments and the
European Parliament” (Miller-Idriss 2021, 54). The American response
personalized in the War on Terror created a fertile environment for
far-right political articulations. “The attacks were a gift to peddlers of
xeno-phobia, white supremacism, and Christian nationalism”, as Miller-
Idriss (2021) stated in her brilliant analysis of the connections between
9/11 events and today’s growing political relevance of far-right ideas.
In other words, paying attention only to “hunting” terrorists all around
the world, left enough space for extremists groups to act undisturbed.

The second populism driving force is the changed political
governance style, especially in conduction foreign policy. By creating
an atmosphere of fear from “outsiders”, individual insecurity, and the
need for firm rule in combating threats from, for example, immigrants or
terrorist sleeper cells, the leaders simply “opened a door for extremists,
who marched right through it” (Miller-Idriss 2021, 63). In order to hold
their positions, mainstream political parties are denounced to embrace
some extremist ideas. Take Donald Trump as an example. It is generally
known that he (mis)used 9/11 events for justifying his intent to shut
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down all Muslim entries to the U.S. during his campaign, saying that
“‘thousands of people were cheering on 9/11” (Hall 2021, 53). In other
words, the essence of populist leaders’ operations lies in providing
domestic support instead of effectively resolving issues and post-9/11
patterns of politics are the solid ground for that. We completely agree
with Hall (2021) when he says that “Trump’s foreign policy rhetoric has
been largely to appeal to his domestic base and to generate a necessary
sense of crisis to mobilize his supporters”. Additionally, sawn the seed
of hatred to ‘Other’ enabled leaders “to influence public perceptions
and to win votes by questioning the desirability of Muslims in both
the USA and Europe, claiming that Muslims’ religious and cultural
attributes make them unacceptable as neighbors” (Haynes 2020, 1).

THE GROWTH OF PRESIDENTIAL POWER

One of the most pronounced changes in the American political
system after September 11, 2001, is reflected in the increasingly strong
position that the executive takes in creating and implementing foreign
and security policy. Although numerous lines have been written about
changes in the balance between the legislature and the executive, the
White House and the State Department, and even among individuals
within the President’s office and the National Security Council, it is
essential for us to here to determine how the President himself procured
for its function a handful of powers, changing the normative framework
and interpreting it in its favor.

At the very beginning, it is necessary to mention that changes in
the balance of branches of government are not new. The aspiration of
the executive to seize as wide a range of competencies as possible can
be traced, to say the least, to the establishment of the National Security
Council during the Harry Truman administration in 1947. Of course, we
should not forget the views of the authors who believe that the “power of
the Presidency has been expanding from the Founding” (Marshall 2008,
506) or those who have been following this trend since the beginning of
the 20th century and “Presidents Theodore Roosevelt and Wood- row
Wilson and later with chief executives such as FDR, LBJ, and Reagan”
(Oleszek and Oleszek 2009, 273). Numerous mental experiments on
the perception of the power of the president lead, even a layman, to
conclusions about the constant growth of the power of the executive
and the aspiration of each subsequent President to further increase the
extended competencies, or at least verify the current situation.

Our aspiration is not a re-reading of the Federalists Papers,
an interpretation of the U.S. Constitution, or a chronicle of the legal
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codification of the conduct of foreign affairs. Such an endeavor would
require a new study that goes far beyond the scope of the work presented.
Instead, we want to point out specific manifestations of the increase in
the power of the executive power, with an emphasis on the presidential
function, due to the events of 9/11. Discussions about whether terrorist
attacks and the need to respond quickly were directly connected with
governance changes within the political system continue until today.
Framed by broader debates about presidential powers, there is a
tendency to establish a direct connection between terror as a threat to
national security and the competencies of the President. It is difficult to
determine the cause-and-effect relationship. However, it is still possible
to say that the declared War on Terror has tremendously changed the
patterns of foreign policy decision-making and action in the United
States.

Part of the explanation relies on the often criticized vagueness of
the Constitution. Namely, Article 2, which determines the competencies
of the executive, especially with regard “to take care that the laws are
faithfully executed” (Marshal 2008, 509), ultimately leaves the open
end in terms of how the President will take care of it. Crises, wars,
the use of armed forces, and other cases that require overcoming
massive bureaucracies and efficient action affect the growth of
presidential powers without the danger of undermining the legitimacy
of the President’s position, thanks to which many functions have been
unnoticed.

The second line of the explanation relies on the detailed
interpretation of the growth of the administrative apparatus and
the process of bureaucratization of foreign policy. Of course, it is
difficult to penetrate through just a few lines into the “the birth of
the administrative state” (Pestritto 2007), determine the causes of
its “rise and rise” (Lawson 1994), or summarize “milestones in the
evolution” (Dudley 2021). It has already been said that the growth of
the President’s power is partly due to his skill in finding shortcuts in
decision-making procedures. However, even if we accept the growth
of the administrative state as inevitable, it is clear that the President
himself is still at its top. In other words, we agree entirely with the
argument that “the expansion of the federal bureaucracy necessarily
invests the Presidency with enormous power” (Marshal 2008, 514).

The enumeration could go on almost indefinitely. Access
to confidential information, control through the appointment and
appointmentofadministrative officials, acentral place inmediacoverage,
the ability to engage armed forces independently of congressional
approval, combined with the need to act quickly and efficiently, are
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only additional support to “justify” expanding presidential powers. All
of these factors appear to have achieved a synergistic effect after the
9/11 terrorist attacks “with a rallying U.S. citizens, Congress, the world
community behind President Bush” (Thuber 2009, 4), giving the then
President immeasurable political capital that supports almost 90% of
public support (Pfiffner 2009, 37).

Adverse circumstances created fertile ground for the growth
of presidential power. By approving 40 billion dollars to strengthen
domestic and international security and allowing the President to
start a War on Terror, Congress (un)intentionally added weights to the
executive branch and permanently upset the balance in its favor. The
blurring of daily politics by the fight against terror was reflected in the
fact that “of the 223 presidential statements and press releases, 40 photo
ops, and 12 radio addresses that occurred between September 11, 2001,
and December 31, 2002, more than half dealt with terrorism at home or
abroad” (Wayne 2009, 74) and enabled the further strengthening of the
presidential function to the detriment of other branches of government.

Manifestations in which this has become noticeable are numerous,
and the most common are: “domestic wiretapping; blocking White
House aides from testifying before congressional committees; the
practice of rendition; the creation of secret prisons abroad; interpreting
or not enforcing, certain provisions of laws as he sees fit” (Oleszek
and Oleszek 2009, 273). In addition, the President has, in the throes
of “internal” unilateralism. “issued a small avalanche of directives
and executive orders: blocking property and prohibiting terrorist-
related transactions (EO 13224), establishing an Office of Homeland
Security and the Homeland Security Council in the White House (EO
13228), critical infrastructure protection (EO 13231), and designating
Afghanistan and its airspace a combat zone (EO 13239)” (Owens 2009,
312).

It was a war against an enemy whose existence was defined by
the President’s perception, geographically indeterminate, time-varying,
and without a clear war goal, in the way that military doctrine proclaims.
It was therefore clear that the absence of the traditional congressional
declaration of war, which was last used in World War II, would change
the previous practice of using force outside the United States and
“blurred the line between a metaphor and a legal state (war), thereby
providing him with foundational authority for other non-battlefield
policies (e.g., military detention policies, suspension of habeas corpus,
etc.) (Kassop 2007, cited in: Owens 2009, 315).

What was announced by the initial, necessary action should have
been authorized through legal procedures. This was not particularly
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difficult, especially since the Republican majority retained its majority
in Congress until the 2006 election. We have already mentioned some
decisions shaped by executive powers. Still, we should not forget the
legal codification of the new reality made by Congress and particular
departments of the executive branch. Enhanced interrogation techniques,
military commissions, secret detains of Muslims, domestic surveillance
(i.e., President’s Surveillance Program (PSP)) (Carlisle 2021) were
all products of Department of Justice decisions or President’s executive
orders authorized congressionally a few years later, during 2006 (i.e.,
2006 Military Commissions Act) or at the very beginning in the field of
surveillance through Patriot Act in 2001. Acting in such a way, Congress
“collectively has acquiesced in its own marginalization “(Owens 2006,
258).

There is quiet consensus that Authorization for Use of Military
Force (AUMF) irreversibly expanded presidential powers. Broad,
pretty unclear and unprecise for legal codification language such as
the definition of potential targets as persons “planned, authorized,
committed, or aided the terrorist attacks that occurred on September
11, 2001, or harbored such organizations or persons” (cited in: Carlisle
2021) was suitable terrain for current and all future presidents to
lunch military actions all around the world. Afghanistan, Iraq, Yemen,
Somalia, Lybia, combating ISIS are just part of the whole list of AUMF
in action.

Twenty years later, the situation hasn’t changed dramatically. We
could say that the public just got used to a new reality of presidential
powers to act outside of the U.S. relying on post-9/11 laws. Invoking
Arthur M. Schlesinger, famous historian words that the presidency “has
come to see itself in messianic terms as the appointed savior of a world
whose unpredictable dangers call for a rapid and incessant deployment
of men, arms, and decisions behind a wall of secrecy” (Schlesinger
2004, cited in: Genovese 2017, 61) we may conclude that administration
changes its presidents but still strive to expand its powers.

HUMAN CASUALTIES AND THE “CREDIT CARD
WARS”

The War on Terror was a war of choice. Of course, it is hard to
imagine that the only superpower does not react and does not tend to
quickly punish the perpetrators when it is directly attacked on its territory.
However, the United States could choose who to attack, when to attack,
with which weapons, and how strongly. They could opt for attacks by
special operations forces and airstrikes on terrorist strongholds, or for
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invasions and searches of every hole in the world that terrorists were
potentially hiding. The United States opted for option two, and that
was not unexpected. Suppose we accept Thucydides’ (2000 38) claim
that the three most powerful motives for war and the initiator of human
action, in general, are fear, prestige, and interests. In that case, we will
conclude that after the terrorist attacks of 9/11, the U.S. had all three
motives. They feared new terrorist attacks, their prestige and pride were
hurt, and numerous political and security interests induced a fierce
response. The justification for such an aggressive response is and will
be debated, but it is hard not to overlook human and economic costs.

In the War on Terror (2001-2021), 7052 American soldiers and 21
civilian officials lost their lives (Crawford and Lutz 2021). Additionally,
“more than 50,000 were wounded in action, and more than 30,000 U.S.
veterans of post-9/11 conflicts have taken their own lives” (Rhodes
2021, 26). The struggle for the soldiers’ life was thus transferred to U.S.
soil. The U.S. troops have been killed worldwide, in Iraq, Afghanistan,
Pakistan, Syria, Yemen, and other places where the United States and
its allies have fought the battle against terrorists. Although the death
of every person is a tragedy, in the two-decade war against terrorism,
significantly fewer soldiers died than in World War II, World War 1, the
Vietnam War, or the Korean War, and even less than in the American
Revolutionary War. However, the so-called CNN effect, social networks,
and the ease of reaching the horrors of war to American citizens made
Americans much more sensitive to every victim. This has contributed
to the anti-war discourse and the call for America to turn to itself in the
presidential campaigns since 2008.

When the trillions spent from Libya to Pakistan are added to the
lost lives, it is not surprising that in recent years, the speech of the
presidential candidate George McGovern’s Come home America has
been quoted more and more often. Although the Pentagon or the U.S.
government have never given exact figures on how much money was
spent in the War on Terror, based on research by the Watson Institute of
International and Public Affairs (2021), we can conclude that the total
cost exceeds $ 8 trillion. Comparatively, it is slightly more than 533
annual budgets of the Republic of Serbia or almost 15 annual budgets
of the United Kingdom. Of the 8,000 trillion, $ 5.8 trillion includes
“the estimated direct and indirect costs of spending in the United States
post-9/11 war zones, homeland security efforts for counterterrorism,
and interest payments on war borrowing” (Crawford 2021) while
“future medical care and disability payments for veterans, over the next
decades, will likely exceed $ 2.2 trillion in federal spending” (Crawford
2021).
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In addition to the enormous costs, the War on Terror carries one
additional problem. Throughout history, the United States has had an
economic model “to sustain it with sufficient bodies and cash” for every
war, even the American Revolution (Ackerman 2021, 69). The Union
fought the Civil War with “the first-ever draft and the first-ever income
tax”, the Second World War “saw a national mobilization, including
another draft, further taxation, and the sale of war bonds”. One of the
hallmarks of the Vietnam War was “an extremely unpopular draft that
spawned an anti-war movement and sped that conflict to its eventual
end” (Ackerman 2021, 69). The War on Terror, like all other American
wars, had its economic model. It is a model that is financed from the
budget deficit.

In the last two decades, the budget deficit of the United States
amounts to close to 18 trillion dollars. In addition to the War on
Terror, the remediation of the consequences of the global economic
and financial crisis and the coronavirus pandemic contributed to the
enormous deficit. However, the lion’s share has been spent around the
world in the fight against terrorism. The economic model according
to which the war is financed from the budget deficit is already
showing consequences. Although the ballooning national deficit has
“anesthetized the American people to the fiscal cost of the War on
Terror” (Ackerman 2021, 69), the indirect consequences could not
be obscured. The status of the middle class in the United States has
not been improved for decades. Health-care and infrastructure are in
a rather bad condition, while about 15% of the foreign debt is owed to
the main global challenger, China. Therefore, it is not surprising that
both the government and American citizens have become less and less
inclined to foreign policy adventurism in recent years.

CONCLUSION: DID UNITED STATES WIN WAR ON
TERROR?

Under normal circumstances, the answer to the question we ask
in the conclusion is relatively easy. The winner of a war is the state or
group of states that defeat an enemy on the battlefield and dictate the
conditions of peace. Conditions can be just or unjust, they can be the
foundation of peace or the seed of new conflicts, but it is clear who is
the winner and the loser. In the War on Terror, the answer to the question
of who won is not apparent. But asking who lost, it is somewhat clearer.
Looking at the goals and expectations before the terrorist attacks on
September 11, it seems that Al Qaeda has been defeated. Analyzing
bin Laden’s correspondence, Nelly Lahoud (2021 13) states that “bin
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Laden never anticipated that the United States would go to war in
response to the assault. Indeed, he predicted that in the wake of the
attack, the American people would take to the streets, replicating the
protests against the Vietnam War and calling on their government to
withdraw from Muslim-majority countries . 9/11 was just a Pyrrhic
victory for al Qaeda, but they lost the war. The leadership of this
terrorist organization was killed or fled and hid throughout the Middle
East in the post-9/11 period, and Al Qaeda has never regained its former
strength. Except in Kenya in 2002, al-Qaeda failed to launch a massive
attack abroad. Most importantly, the United States did not withdraw
from the Muslim world, which was the primary goal of this terrorist
organization. Moreover, the United States appears to be more present in
the Middle East than before 9/11. Bin Laden changed the world, “just
not in the ways that he wanted” (Lahoud 2021, 13).

Given that al-Qaeda did not win, the question arises whether the
United States won the War on Terror? In the early years of the War on
Terror, the United States seemed to be winning. The Taliban regime
fell quickly, as did Saddam Hussein’s dictatorial regime. Al-Qaeda was
retreating and hiding. However, over time, U.S. goals began to expand,
the war turned into decades of agony, and the question of Can the War
on Terror Be Won (Gordon 2007a, 53) became more relevant. When the
Middle East ended up in flames after the Arab Spring and the rise of
ISIS, views on American victory were less and less justified. In the end,
the painful withdrawal from Afghanistan in August 2021 made many
Americans feel defeated.

For all these reasons, the question of America’s victory in the
Global War on Terror is not easy. The question of goals precedes the
answer to the question of victory. What was the goal of the United
States in the War on Terror? Assuming that the U.S. had maximalist
goals — eliminating all terrorists, eliminating the terrorist threat,
discrediting terrorist ideology, and democratizing the Middle East —
we can certainly say that America did not win. On the other hand, if
the U.S. had minimalist goals - eliminating those responsible for the
9/11 attacks, punishing al-Qaeda shelter states, preventing new major
terrorist attacks, and strengthening U.S. security - then America won
the War on Terror. Bin Laden and others responsible for the 9/11 attacks
were punished, as were the regimes that provided refuge to al-Qaeda.
After 9/11, a total of 107 Americans were killed in jihadist attacks
on American soil, almost half of them in the attack of Omar Mateen,
an American citizen who declared allegiance to ISIS (Byman 2021,
34).

Terrorism is a lesser threat to the United States today than it was
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on the eve of 9/11, but the price paid by the Americans is enormous.
Al-Qaeda was defeated in battles around the world, but given the price
paid, it must be noted that the victory that the United States won in the
War on Terror is nothing but Pyrrhic.
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Abstract

After twenty long and frustrating years, America has finally
withdrawn completely from Afghanistan. This paper gives an overview
of American actions in Afghanistan, starting with the George W. Bush
administration and the invasion of American troops, assassination of
Osama bin Laden and suppression of Al-Qaeda’s activities, through
the Obama administration, during which the ISAF mission ended and
throughout which the withdrawal of American troops was announced.
After that, an overview of the activities during the mandate of Donald
Trump is given, during which definite conditions for the withdrawal
of troops were created, by signing the agreement in Doha between the
United States of America and the Taliban, which was meant to bring
the peace to the Afghanistan. At the end of the paper, an overview of
the activities and the situation on the ground during the administration
of Joe Biden is given, during which the complete withdrawal of troops
from Afghanistan was finally completed, which the Taliban used it to
reoccupy the country and declare the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan.
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* Contact: romero@eunet.rs

The paper was created within the scientific research activities of the Institute of European
Studies in Belgrade, funded by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological
Development of Republic of Serbia.

99



HOJINTHKA HAIIUOHAJIHE BE3BEE/JHOCTH cmp. 99-114

the most challenging mission for both U.S. army and NATO with the
high cost in deaths of US soldiers and the expenditure of many billions
of dollars' in a country that did not accidentally acquire the name
“graveyard of empires” (Pillalamarri 2017).

Afghanistan became a significant US foreign policy objective
in 2001, when the United States, in the response for the 9/11 terrorist
attack committed by Al Qaeda operatives on US soil, conducted a
military campaign against this terrorist organization and the Afghan
Sunni Islamist Taliban government that harbored and supported it.
Military operation (named “Operation Enduring Freedom™) that was
considered as an act of USA self-defense under the UN Charter, was
conducted by US led “coalition of the willing”, while NATO invoked
its Article V collective defense clause on 12th September 2001 as legal
basis for intervention. As the Talibans refused than-American President
George W Bush demand to hand over Bin Laden (and other leaders of
AQ) and to disband their camps with more than 10 000 AQ fighters that
were trained in Afghanistan (BBC History 2018), military campaign
followed.

US STRATEGIES IN AFGHANISTAN DURING THE
GEORGE W: BUSH’S PRESIDENCY

US intervention in Afghanistan started on October 7, 2001,
with airstrikes on Taliban targets throughout the country and close air
support to anti-Taliban forces in northern Afghanistan. Two weeks later,
small number of US Army Special Forces started their deployment on
the ground helping other militant groups to fight the Talibans. At the
beginning of November 2001, about 1,300 American troops were in
the Afghanistan as commandos and ground troops, mostly Marines,
begin to arrive. In just more than a month, the Talibans were forced
to evacuate Kabul, which was soon retaken by US backed Taliban
rivals (known as the Northern Alliance). When those forces approached
Kandahar, birthplace of Taliban movement, the Talibans offered terms
of surrender (that included amnesty for their fighters), but the US
official rejected it. Therefore, the Talibans sought shelter in distant,
rural parts of their country or escaped across the border to Pakistan
where they tried to recover and regroup. In Kabul, Afghanistan capital,
l)MemU.S. troops lost 2,442 killed and 20,666 wounded troops in the war since 2001

(according to the Defense Department), while 1, 444 other NATO members troops died
during the conflict. It’s estimated that over 3,800 U.S. private security contractors have been

killed. U.S. has spent total of 2,26 trillions of dollars on all expenses in Afghanistan theater of
conflict (Debre 2021)
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the Americans installed new interim national government led by Hamid
Karzai, that was previously (on December, 1, 2001) formed by Afghan
delegates in Germany under the auspices of UN.

Overthrow of the Talibans and the formation of new Afghan
government represented the beginning new phase of American
involvement in Afghanistan: after the initial military objective were
completed, a coalition of more than 40 countries (which included
all NATO members) formed a UN led security mission (named
“International Security Assistance Force” (ISAF)) to protect achieved
peace and help defending new government and its nascent military.

The revival of the Taliban’s resistance soon showed that the
enthusiasm of American officials about “easy victory” was premature
and that the work in Afghanistan was far from over. “Search and destroy”
mission of the remaining terrorist groups were continued, so more than
2500 US troops participated in heavy battles in the mountainous region
of Tora Bora looking for Al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden. The U.S.
has ended the year with about 9,700 troops deployed in Afghanistan,
mostly going after hidden Taliban insurgents.

At the beginning of 2002, two parallel and distinct operations
were taking place in Afghanistan. First one was UN mandate (starting
from the Bonn International Conference in December 2001) multilateral
(“coalition of the willing”) ISAF peacekeeping and country rebuilding
mission, initially deployed in Kabul to defend government institutions.
ISAF role was a defensive one and it was not oriented towards fighting
against the Taliban or Al Qaeda militants. Second one was US unilateral
counter-terrorism operation “Enduring Freedom”, continuation of US
military engagement against the Talibans and Al Qaeda (at the end of
2002 there were about 9,700 US troops still deployed in theatre of war,
mostly going after Taliban insurgents). “Although in principle these two
missions could have fulfilled their tasks operating in the same country
in the light of a planned division of jobs, they ended up creating several
problems of coordination and failing to counter the rising insurgency.
Three specific aspects are underlined in this section: the problem of
coordination between “Enduring Freedom” and ISAF; the illusion of
‘keeping the peace’ even if no real peace existed and the failure to
recognize that the problem was neither terrorism nor traditional peace-
keeping but the insurgency.” (Carati 2015, 206) Some experts even
believe that the “two tracks” actions produced serious strategic
mistakes in terms of goals of operations, indistinguishability of
enemies (the Talibans and Al Qaeda) and created additional chaos
(for example, unilateral military actions of US Marines against
the Talibans relied on other militant factions in Afghanistan that
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did not recognize the new authorities in Kabul, which directly
undermined ISAF’s goals of strengthening the new government)
(Carati 2015, 206).

During year 2002 The George W. Bush administration
recognized the difficulties produced by “two track” approach and
tried to correct them: Bush speech in January (State of Union
address) emphasize at turning the White House and the Pentagon
into new strategic goals and aligning with ISAF (United States
and Afghanistan were “allies against terror” and that “we will be
partners in rebuilding that country”). “By early September 2002,
leading Bush administration officials were apparently ready to support
the notion of expanding the ISAF mission beyond Kabul, even though
they still did not want U.S. personnel involved. A few weeks later,
however, the administration withdrew its support for broadening the
scope of the operation—no matter who led it.” (Marten 2002, 37) Thus,
the Americans agreed not only to participate in the multilateral,
UN-led mission (ISAF) (and, also, became dominant in it), but at
the same time continued to lead their unilateral operation.

As the focus of their interest shifted more and more towards
Iraq and the impending invasion in late 2002, Afghanistan fell
into the background and the number of troops began to decline.
Therefore, in late 2003 there were about 13,100 US troops in
Afghanistan. This number rose to 20,300 in April 2004 as US
started building up forces along the Afghan-Pakistani border and
providing security for fledgling reconstruction projects. By 2005, the
Talibans regrouped in Pashtun heartland and began stronger military
resistance against both ISAF and US troops, but as insurgency in
occupied Iraq escaladed during that period, the present US force in
Afghanistan remained just over 20,000. Their number rises in late
2007 to 25,000, but still, Iraq was the priority. As the Taliban resistance
continued to grow, US gradually increased their forces to around
30,000 by the end of the George W. Bush Administration.

OBAMA’S PRESIDENCY: FIRST INCREASE OF
THE NUMBER OF TROOPS - THEN GRADUAL
WITHDRAWAL

With the arrival of Barack Obama in the White House, the
strategic focus of the United States shifted back to Afghanistan. Less
than three weeks after his inauguration, Obama ordered 17,000 extra
US troops to be transferred to Afghanistan and thereby boosted troops
already deployed by 50%. The assessment of the new administration
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was that the deteriorating situation requires new strategic attention,
additional resources and swift action.

This new strategy, publicly proclaimed on 27th March 2009
after the intense consultation of White House with the Pentagon, State
Department and foreign allies, included not only Taliban’s pockets of
resistance inside Afghanistan and along Afghan-Pakistani border, but
also “safe havens” of Taliban and AQ guerillas inside Pakistan. Obama
stated: “So I want the American people to understand that we have a
clear and focused goal: to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat Al Qaeda in
Pakistan and Afghanistan, and to prevent their return to either country
in the future. That is the goal that must be achieved. That is a cause that
could not be more just. And to the terrorists who oppose us, my message
is the same: we will defeat you.”(MacAskill 2009) For this plan to
work, Obama announced to further bolster US troops in Afghanistan,
increase aid to Pakistan, put the stronger pressure on Pakistan to
tackle AQ and Taliban “safe havens” inside their country and intensify
bombing campaign against AQ and Taliban strongholds on both sides
of Afghan-Pakistani border. Also, this new policy insisted on trying
to engage Afghanistan regional neighbors (even Iran) to help pacify
situation in Afghanistan. “The first sharpest break from his predecessor
was the idea of including Pakistan in the overall strategic approach to
Afghanistan. His position towards Pakistan has been tougher compared
with the Bush years and intended to exert a strong diplomatic pressure
on Islamabad. That break was based on the realistic acknowledgment
that the north-western part of the country was of key strategic value for
the Taliban’s insurgency (...) The second change was strictly related to
the third one. The shift from a counter-terrorism to a counterinsurgency
campaign indeed asked for more troops on the ground. That is to say
that choosing for a counterinsurgency campaign meant also deploying
fresh troops, since such type of operations requires huge military man-
power, particularly in the infantry level” (Carati 2015, 211). Obama
administration has also intensified programs for the Afghan Security
forces, aiming to strengthen them by the time American troops begin
their gradual withdrawal (ANSF grew significantly during next four
years, from 224,000 in 2010 to 345,000 in 2014).

But before that, first of all, the presence of American troops on
Afghan soil had to be increased and the counter-insurgency (COIN)
campaign successfully carried out. In late 2009, President Obama
announced that US will be sending 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan
and for the first time set mid- 2011 as the date to begin reducing and
pulling forces out of the country. With such forces deployed, Americans
believed that all new main strategic goals can be achieved: that
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Taliban gains in large parts of country could be reversed, AQ could
be dismantled and defeated in both Afghanistan and Pakistan and that
Afghan government and its military capacity can be built.

During Obama’s first term in White House, US and their allies
increased military presence in Afghanistan which peaked at over
130,00 (100,00 of them were US troops) in 2010, set a goal to start
withdrawal by the end of 2011 and to end combat missions in late 2014.
With such military capacities, allied troops led by a general Stanley
Mc Crystal carried out a successful contra-insurgency campaign that
weakened Taliban position in country. But overall results were mixed:
“While security conditions improve in the urban areas, in the rural parts
of the country they remained precarious or worsened. International
troop casualties due to enemy attacks have constantly declined since
2011, however the decrease was not only an effect of the surge but it
resulted also from the international progressive withdrawal and from
the leading role that the ANSF are taking in combat operations. In fact,
in the last three years ANSF casualties have regularly grown proving
that the Transition is on track but also that the insurgency’s strength
remains considerable” (Carati 2015, 212). By the end of 2010, Obama
Administration came to conclusion that conflict in Afghanistan had no
military solution, so withdrawal accompanied with the strengthening of
Afghan troops began.

On 22 June 2011 President Obama declared that 10,000 troops
would be withdrawn by the end of 2011 and an additional 23,000
troops will leave the country by the summer of 2012. He pointed that
the drawdown would continue “at a steady pace” until the United
States handed over security to the Afghan authorities in 2014. As a
part of realization of that process USA and Afghan government signed
Strategic partnership Agreement officially named “Enduring Strategic
Partnership Agreement between the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan
and the United States of America”. According to Agreement and other
American plans, on 21, May NATO leaders endorsed exit strategy
during NATO summit in Chicago which foresaw that NATO led ISAF
Forces will hand over command of all of its mission to Afghan force by
the mid — 2013, while shifting its mission from combat to support role
(Spetalnick & Ryan 2012). USA started negotiations with the Taliban
which led to unilateral suspension of the “Bilateral Security Agreement”
by Afghan government in June, 2013, so new Security Agreement had
to be reached and signed. In that period, US troops levels down from
77,00 (September, 2013) to 46,000 (December, 2013) and 34, 000 in
March, 2014 (The Associated Press 2016) As ISAF forces were reduced
in advance of the scheduled 2014 transition, NATO began gradually
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transferring security duties to Afghan forces which assumed full
responsibility for security nationwide. In late 2014 the International
Security Assistance Force (ISAF) ended and the noncombat “Resolute
Support Mission” (RSM) started on January 1, 2015 that continued
training and advising Afghan military. At that time troop levels were cut
down to 16,100, while in the March, 2015 only 9,800 of them remained
in Afghanistan.

But, in October 2015, Obama proclaimed that situation
in Afghanistan is to fragile for US troops to complete their total
withdrawal and announced that he plans to keep the current number
of troops (9,800) in place during most of 2016 in order to continue
counterterrorism missions and advise Afghans battling a resurgent
Taliban. “The plan is for the number to decrease to about 5,500 troops by
December 2016. Saying the security situation in Afghanistan “remains
precarious,” Obama announces that instead of dropping the U.S. troop
level to 5,500, he will keep it at about 8,400 through the end of his term
on Jan. 20, 2017. He said his successor can determine the next move”
(The Associated Press 2016).

TRUMP -DOHA AGREEMENT AND THE
BEGINNING OF THE END

In a statement from May 27th, 2014, Barack Obama described
the role of the USA as the weakening of Al-Qaeda and the elimination
of Osama Bin Laden, which prevented Afghanistan from becoming a
haven for members of the AQ and its associates. The ISAF mission has
officially taken over the mission of training, advising and preparing
the Afghan national security forces (ANSF) for the moment when they
take over the role of maintaining order and peace in the country (Griffin
2014, 447). However, one of the problems in the task of handing over
the role of security guarantor to the Afghan forces during the process of
withdrawing a number of troops throughout Obama’s term was the fact
that the Taliban, hiding in the mountains and shelters, have meanwhile
regrouped and grew into a serious military-political group, and the fact
that Afghan government hasn’t actually controlled the entire territory
of the state. Some of these territories were in the hands of the Taliban,
others in the hands of local warlords, who have no political loyalty
or higher goal than their profits and power, and are willing to work
one day with the government and next day with the Taliban. The US
administration itself infamously acknowledged that Afghan forces,
although numbering about 300,000 people, have only about 10%
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combat ready (Kabulov 2013, 8).

Donald Trump, while he was a candidate for the president,
has pointed out for a number of years that the American presence
in Afghanistan is a terrible mistake that needs to be corrected (Diaz
2017). Moreover, part of his campaign was based on a promise to
bring American troops home, that is, to withdraw from Afghanistan.
Certainly, there is often a strong dichotomy between ideas and reality,
which was also shown in this case, because the Taliban movement
continued to strengthen, in parallel with the reduction of the number of
troops in the country. In addition to this, a branch of the Islamic State,
the so-called ISIS-K or ISKP, or the Islamic State of Korasan Province,
has surfaced and became a new threat (Liptak 2021). Although he based
his campaign on a promise to withdraw troops as soon as possible, he
himself admitted in August 2017 that conditions on the ground proved
to be a vicissitudes to that end, refusing to give a definite timeline for
when he would withdraw, but that this is the course on which America
definitely remains. Namely, Trump claimed that America has learned a
lesson from Iraq, alluding to the fact that the rapid withdrawal of troops
from Afghanistan would leave a power vacuum that would allow the
ISIS-K faction to strengthen, which would further have strong negative
implications for locals (Diamond 2017).

There were two streams of opinion in Trump’s circle, one of
which was isolationist and thought that the plan to withdraw the troops
should continue with its course, while the other thought that due to the
ISKP, the situation on the ground should be strengthened, troop-wise.
A compromise solution prevailed, sending an additional 3,900 troops,
raising the number from the official 8,400 to about 12,300, although
later reports showed that despite the fact that those were official figures,
there actually were not 8,400 members on the ground, but 11,000 which
would make the total situation, in mid-August, about 15,000 people
(The Trump’s administration’s Afghanistan policy 2017, 2).

However, a year later, Trump entrusted the task to Zalmay
Khalilzad, an experienced Afghan American diplomat, to be the bearer
of negotiations with the Taliban, which should lead the war to an end,
that is, towards reaching a peace agreement. Interestingly, the Afghan
government led by democratically elected President Ashraf Ghani
was largely excluded from these talks (Pilster 2020, 121). Khalilzad
participated in five rounds of negotiations with the Taliban during the
Doha, Qatar negotiations, which lasted until March 2019 (Behuria,
Ul Hassan & Saroha 2019, 127). In September 2019, Trump invited
a Taliban delegation to Camp David to negotiate with the U.S. and
Afghan government officials in the hopes of reaching some type of
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agreement, but the meeting was soon canceled due to the killing of U. S.
soldier (J Sullivan 2021, 275). Also, what’s interesting is that even after
this and over 2300 of other killed U.S. soldiers (Ben-Meir 2021, 3),
the U. S. Department of State never designated the Taliban as a foreign
terrorist organization, presumably because they wanted to broker a
sort of settlement with them and complete their planned withdrawal (J.
Sullivan 2021, 276).

Eventually, on February 29th, 2020, an agreement was reached
to achieve peace in Afghanistan, better known as the Doha Agreement,
between the US and the Taliban, which set a course for the complete
withdrawal of US troops in exchange for guarantees from the Taliban,
who committed to reduce violence and sever ties with terrorist groups
(State Gov., Joint Declaration between the Islamic Republic of
Afghanistan and the United States of America for Bringing Peace to
Afghanistan). One of the main problems with this agreement lies in the
fact that it does not contain a permanent ceasefire agreement, nor a way
to resolve disagreements between the Afghan government, led by then-
President Ashraf Ghani and the Taliban, and the agreement itself does
not contain any measures to implement and enforce promises such as
violence reduction and severing ties with terrorist groups (Boot 2020).
It should also be noted that the number of troops was reduced to 8,600
American soldiers after the signing of the agreement (J. Sullivan 2021,
276), and that on January 15th, 2021, the number of troops was further
reduced to 2,500, which was the record lowest since 2001. based on the
order of Donald Trump from November 2020, which marked the end of
Trump’s mandate (Thomas 2021, 2).

BIDEN — KABUL 2021: SAIGON DEJA VU

Long before he even became the candidate for the presidency
of the USA, Joe Biden already though about how to solve the problem
called “Afghanistan”. As Obama’s deputy, he proposed to him a complete
withdrawal from Afghanistan, however, his proposal was rejected.
Eventually, in early 2021, by becoming POTUS, he was finally given the
opportunity to put an end to an event that, in his eyes, represented a war
without a purpose (Liptak 2021). Although there have been reports (and
hope among the people of Afghanistan) that the Biden administration
could reconsider and review the agreement signed between the US and
the Taliban on February 29th of 2020 (Qazi 2020), their examination
of the agreement has been reduced to establishing the actual state on
the ground - whether the Taliban are keeping their promises. However,
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in the tradition of American presidents and their habit of continuation
of the foreign policy decisions of their predecessors, Biden and his
administration reaffirmed the provisions of the agreement - to end this
“endless” war, but with the desire to maintain a certain ability to resist
a possible surge of terrorism (BBC 2021). In addition, Biden’s decision
to remain true to the final withdrawal from Afghanistan has to do with
extremely high accumulated costs (over 2 trillion, as well as over 2,000
soldiers killed), with frustrating successes on the ground, in terms of
suppressing the Taliban and the process of state-building (Brands &
O’Hanlon 2021, 48).

In the Doha Agreement, the Trump administration set May 1st,
2021, as the date for complete withdrawal from Afghanistan (Kiely &
Farley 2021). However, on April 14th, 2021, US President Joe Biden
announced that the United States would begin the final and complete
withdrawal of its troops from Afghanistan on May 1st, which is to be
completed in full, symbolically, on September 11, 2021 (Thomas 2021,
2). The Biden administration justified the final decision to withdraw
completely from Afghanistan by the fact that the initial US mission
ended a decade ago, when Osama bin Laden was assassinated in
Pakistan, and when AQ capabilities in Afghanistan were significantly
reduced, again referring to how wars should not be “without end”
(Miller 2021, 37).

The postponement of the deadline for full withdrawal of the
troops, agreed in the agreement between the United States and the
Taliban, met with negative reactions from Taliban leaders, who said that
it represented a violation of the Doha Agreement, which, in principle,
gives the Taliban the green light to take all necessary countermeasures,
and that the American side will be responsible for everything that could
potentially follow (Thomas 2021, 2). Speaking to the House Foreign
Affairs Committee on May 18th, Special Afghan American Envoy
Zalmay Khalilzad argued that Biden’s decision was correct for the time
being and that the withdrawal was proceeding at the expected pace,
without major incidents, expecting it to remain so (C-Span 2021).
Shortly thereafter, on June 8th, Taliban spokesman Zabihullah Mujahid
tells Foreign Policy that after foreign forces leave Afghanistan the
group’s goal is to create an “Islamic government,” and that they will be
compelled to continue their war to achieve their goal (Kiely & Farley
2021).

Eventually, due to more frequent attacks by Taliban fighters, a
decision was made to speed up the withdrawal deadline. On 2nd July,
the US handed Bagram Airfield, that used to be known as a symbol
of US military might, to Afghan forces (Liebermann, Sidhu & Coren
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2021). A few days later, on July 8th, in his addressing to the American
people, Biden moved the deadline for withdrawal even further back, to
August 31st. At the same time, he pointed out that the Taliban would
otherwise start attacking American troops if they did not adhere to the
agreement reached during Trump’s mandate. He has also mentioned
how they have reorganized and how the Taliban, militarily speaking,
are the strongest they have been since 2001. In addition, Biden tried to
convince the Americans that the Taliban takeover of Afghanistan is not
inevitable, and that the situation in Afghanistan does not resemble the
one from Vietnam, claiming that there will be no scenario where people
can be seen evacuating from the roof of the embassy from Afghanistan
(Remarks by President Biden on the Drawdown of US Forces in
Afghanistan, 08. 07. 2021).

The month of August started violently. The Taliban, despite
a signed agreement with the United States in which they themselves
committed to reducing violence and starting negotiations with the
democratically elected Afghan government, occupied the province of
Nimroz on August 6 (Da Silva, Yusufzai & Smith 2021). After that,
the Taliban victories began to line up in their conquest for Kabul. The
next day, the province of Sheberghan was occupied, then on August 8,
Sar-e-Pul, Kunduz and Takhar. In the following days, the provinces of
Samangan, Baghlan and Badakhshan were also occupied.

August 12th was of great importance, because very important
provinces were occupied on that day. Namely, Ghazni was occupied,
after which local government officials fled to Kabul. At the same time,
Herat, the third largest city in Afghanistan, fell to the Taliban, as did
Kandahar and Helmand. Along with several other conquered provinces
in a row, on August 14th, the Taliban occupied the province of Mazar-
i-Sharif, then the capital of Logar province, which is only 70km from
Kabul. On 15th August, Jalalabad, the capital of Nangarhar province,
was also occupied, effectively encircling Kabul by the Taliban,
announcing the imminent takeover of Kabul (Al Jazeera 2021). On the
same day, the former president of Afghanistan, Ashraf Ghani, fled the
country by helicopter and thus abdicated from his position.

General chaos broke out very quickly. Thousands and thousands
of people, both local and foreigners and diplomats, flocked to Hamid
Karzai International Airport in hopes of being able to safely evacuate
the country and escape life under the Taliban regime (NPR 2021).
Although, in his addressing to the public, Biden pointed out that the
situation in Afghanistan is different from the one in Vietnam, it is
difficult to get rid of the impression that they are very similar, with the
exception of being 46 years apart. Due to the situation on the ground,
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Biden sent 6,000 American troops to secure the airport in Kabul, as well
as provide the safe evacuation of citizens and Afghan allies who helped
during the war, due to the fear of possible retaliation by the Taliban.
However, the evacuation deadline remained August 31st, as Biden
already announced, which included the 6,000 troops sent on the day the
Taliban took over Kabul (Carvajal & Vazquez 2021). And that was it.
The last American plane to leave Afghanistan took off on August 31st
at 7:29 pm, marking the 100% withdrawal of American troops from
Afghanistan (NDTV 2021) and starting a new-old era for Afghanistan,
the one under the Taliban regime.

CONCLUSION

After twenty long years, America has finally, on August 31st,
2021, withdrew the last soldier from Afghanistan. The policy and manner
of participation have changed over time, from the original intention to
search for Osama bin Laden, overthrow the Taliban and suppress Al
Qaeda, through the process of building a state based on democratic
principles while gradually reducing the number of US and Allied troops
operating on the ground, and eventually handing control over to the
trained Afghan forces. In time, the direction that America decided to
take, after the frustrating results on the ground, was to gradually, in the
foreseeable future, withdraw completely from Afghanistan.

One of the steps towards that was the signing of the agreement
in Doha, during the mandate of Donald Trump, between the USA and
the Taliban, which aimed to “bring peace” to the country, and indeed,
the agreement did bring peace, but only if interpreted from the position
of the Taliban. Namely, despite the provisions in the agreement on
how to reduce the level of violence (which, in itself, represented an
empty wording, because it was a priori difficult to quantify how much
violence there was before the agreement, while the additional problem
was that the agreement did not contain mechanisms for implementing
this provision) and how they would enter into talks with the Afghan
government, the Taliban continued their campaign to reconquer the
country. An event that further encouraged them to continue with their
conquest of the country was the postponement of the deadline for the
complete withdrawal of American troops, which, according to the
agreement, was supposed to be May 1st, 2021, but Biden moved that
date to, symbolically, September 11th, 2021, which was corrected
shortly afterwards on 31st August. An escalation of violence followed,
with an extremely successful campaign by the Taliban, who won over
new provinces day after day, until they arrived at the front of Kabul, on
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August 14th. The day after, Kabul itself was conquered, allowing the
Taliban to de facto take control of the country; meanwhile, the then-
President Ashraf Ghani abdicated and fled by helicopter to Tajikistan.

At the end, the results of the military intervention, in which
over 2 trillion dollars were spent and in which almost 3,000 American
soldiers were killed, are extremely debatable — even that is a stretch to
say. Certainly, America has, at least declaratively, fulfilled its original
goal for launching the military intervention, which was the elimination
of Osama bin Laden and the suppression of AQ’s actions, however, they
have failed to build a functioning state, despite the enormous amount
of money invested. In less than three months of the offensive, the
Taliban, almost without breaking a sweat, took near complete control
of the country, regained power and proclaimed the Islamic Emirate
of Afghanistan. In the north, there is still the so-called The Northern
Alliance, or National Resistance Front led by Ahmad Massoud, helped
by other local warlords, however, Afghanistan and its people, until
further notice, are left at the mercy of the Taliban regime.
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Dakynmem 3a npasHe u nociosHe cmyouje op Jlasap Bpxamuh, Hosu Cao

IHHOBJAYEILE AMEPUYKHUX TPYIIA U3
ABTAHUCTAHA: U3JIASHE CTPATEI'HJE™

Pe3ume

Hakon nBanmecer myrux u ¢hpycrpupajyhux roguHa, AMeprKka ce
Haj3ax TOTITYHO TOBYKJIA U3 Asranucrana. OBaj paz aaje nperiesn ame-
putKHX aKIyja y Toj 3¢MJbHU, IOYEBLIN Ca I/IHBaSI/IJOM 3a BpeMe aJIMHHU-
crpanuje Llopya byma Mualer, npexo nuksunanuje Ocame 6un Jlazne-
Ha U cy30ujama aktuBHOCTH Al Kanne, no ObamuHe agMUHUCTpalyje,
ToKOM Koje je mehyHapoana UICA® mucuja 3aBpiueHa 1 3a BpeMe Koje je
HajaBJbEHO MOBJavYe-e Tpyna. HakoH Tora cieau mpersien akTHBHOCTH
3a BpeMe MaHaata JloHanga Tpamma, 3a Bpeme Kojer Ccy ce CTBOPHIIN
YCIIOBH 3a JIEUHUTHUBHO MOBJIAYCHE, KPO3 MOTIHCUBAKBE CIOpasyma
y Joxu usmehy CAJl u Tanubana. [Tocnenmwu aeo paga nocseheH je
CUTyallMju Ha TEPEeHY 3a BpeMe aamuHucTpanuje [loa bajmena u Tokom
KOMIUICTHPama MOBJIa4eha, Koje cy Tannbanu nCKOPUCTHUIIN J1a IOHOBO
3ay3My Lelly 3eMJbY U IIPOIJIACe UCIAMCKH €MUPAT.

Kuwyune peuu: pam y Ascanucmany, amepuuxo nosnaverse, Tamubanu,
Cnopasym uz [oxe, Hcramcku emupam Aezanucman,
Aeeanucman

KonTaxt: romero@eunet.rs
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cTyauje, y3 moApuKy MHUHUCTAapCTBa MPOCBETE, HAYKE M TEXHOJIOLIKOT pa3Boja PemyOnuke
Cpbuje.

OBgaj pan je npumibeH 24. centemOpa 202 1. ronune, a npuxsaheH 3a mramiy Ha Tene()OHCKOM
cactanky Penakuuje, 15. HoBemOpa 2021. ronue.
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BIDEN’S APPROACH TOWARDS RUSSIA: A
“RESET LIGHT”?*

Abstract

The topic of this paper is foreign policy course towards Russia
employed by the incumbent United States president, Joseph Biden,
during his first year in office. Motivated by the recent Biden-Putin
bilateral summit and Biden’s remark on the U.S. and Russia as “two
great powers”, the author presents a research question whether this
event could be observed as the beginning of a “reset light” approach
in Washington’s Russia policy. Unlike the previous “reset” of U.S.-
Russian relations this time the goal would not be rapprochement, but
structured confrontation between the two countries (such as the one
which prevented escalation during the Cold War), with cooperation in
areas where it is possible. Having considered Obama/Trump legacy,
put Biden’s rhetoric and actions in current international and domestic
context, and analyzed different issues over which Russia and the
U.S. are in conflict/can cooperate, the author concludes that Biden’s
approach can be considered a “reset light”, but that its success in the
longer run is uncertain.

Keywords: Joseph Biden, the United States, Russia, Viadimir Putin,
foreign policy, “reset”

INTRODUCTION

On June 16, 2021 at the picturesque Villa La Grange on the
shore of Lake Geneva, U.S. President Joseph Biden met his Russian
counterpart Vladimir Putin for their first bilateral meeting since Biden
was inaugurated back in January. At the opening of the talks, before
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media was forced out due to inappropriate behaviour of some of them,
Biden said “...it’s always better to meet face to face. We will try to
determine where we have mutual interests and we can cooperate. And
where we don’t, establish a predictable and rational way in which we
disagree. Two great powers” (Russia Insight 2021). It was not the first
time Biden used this expression. Already in April, while summarizing
a phone conversation with Putin in which he proposed a bilateral
summit in the middle of the crisis caused by Russia’s military build-
up on Ukrainian border, Biden said that the U.S. and Russia are “two
great powers with significant responsibility for global stability” (The
White House [TWH] 2021c¢). That calling Russia a great power on
these occasions was not just an expression of courtesy, Biden proved at
the airport, prior to his departure from Geneva. Answering journalists’
questions, he said “Russia is in a very difficult spot. They are being
squeezed by China. They desperately want to remain a major power...
Biden already gave Putin what he wants, legitimacy, standing on the
worlds’ stage with the President of the United States... They don’t
want to be known as Upper Volta with nuclear weapons... It matters
to them” (ABC News 2021). This was the first time in decades Russia
was acknowledged to be a great power by the president of the most
powerful country in the international system. One of the former
presidents, Barack Obama — who had Biden serving as vice president —
even needed to emphasize that Russia was only a “regional power that
is threatening some of its immediate neighbours not out of strength but
out of weakness” (Wilson 2014, cited in Tsygankov 2019, 13). After
Biden’s remark, influential U.S. media did not miss to point to this
“great power” moment as a departure from usual U.S. view of Russia
(see Dixon 2021; Troianovski 2021).

Biden was surely right about one thing — the great power status
really matters to Russia. An idea of “greatpowerness” — which means
viewing itself as an independent center of power capable of influencing
international relations on equal basis with other great powers, while also
being recognized by them as such — is at the heart of Russian national
identity (Smith 2014, 1, 45; Trapara 2020, 33-48). Persistent denial
of this status to Russia by Washington is probably the most important
common cause behind all three failed attempts of rapprochement
between the two states since the end of the Cold War. The last such
attempt — a so called “reset” in Obama-Medvedev period (2009-2012)
was officially announced by Biden himself at the Munich security
conference in February 2009: “it’s time to press the reset button and to
revisit many areas where we can and should be working together with
Russia” (TWH 2009). A new constructive spirit of U.S.-Russia relations
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followed, together with some concrete results, such as cooperation over
Afghanistan, joint approach to Iranian nuclear issue, and of course the
New START Treaty on strategic nuclear arms reduction (Trapara 2017a).
However, this “honeymoon” was short-lived — two years later it started
to crumble with the “Arab spring” and Libyan and Syrian civil wars,
impasse over missile defense agreement, Putin’s return to presidency,
Snowden affair, culminating with Ukraine crisis and Russia’s Crimea
annexation, after which Moscow-Washington relations reached the
lowest point since the Cold War. During Trump administration, in
spite of his benign rhetoric towards Russia and Putin, a new point of
contention — Russia’s interference with U.S. elections — was added,
further souring these relations. Biden inherited this situation and — as
someone who was (alongside with his closest foreign policy associates)
a part of administration in whose time U.S.-Russian relations hit the
bottom, and a staunch critic of Trump’s rhetorical benevolence towards
Russia and Putin — was hardly the one expected to change it for better
by pressing a “reset” button once again.

Yet, did Biden’s recognition of Russia as a great power actually
mark the beginning of something that could be termed a “reset light”
— this time not a comprehensive attempt of Moscow-Washington
rapprochement, but at least introducing some degree of order into their
confrontation so to avoid escalation, while cooperating in the areas where
it is possible? This is a central research question examined in this paper.
To answer it, it won’t be enough only to run through important events
in U.S.-Russian relations during the first several months of Biden’s
administration. There is a rich legacy to be also considered, from the
two Obama’s terms (which are also Biden’s terms as vice president),
and of course from the Trump years. Objective factors — such as a
changing international context in which U.S.-Russian relations develop
— should be also taken into account. Finally, “the analysis” in science
means breaking the whole which one wants to examine into its smaller
elements — and those elements in Moscow-Washington relations are the
issues over which the two countries are currently in conflict, or can
cooperate. Biden’s approach towards Russia is the result of a delicate
mixture of factors belonging to international politics, foreign policy and
domestic politics.

OBAMA/TRUMP LEGACY
It would be a mistake to consider Biden’s foreign policy —

including his Russian approach — a complete reversal of Trump’s
course and return to Obama-era ways of engagement with outer world.
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Although he and his closest foreign policy associates (Antony Blinken
and Jake Sullivan) were parts of Obama administration, the world today
is different from the one four years ago when Obama left the White
House. It is also important to be precise which period of Obama’s
foreign policy we talk about, for during his second term, influenced
by changes in international and domestic environment, it was much
different from the one it lead during his first one — especially towards
Russia. On the other hand, when talking about reversing Trump’s
foreign policy, it is important to take into account that it cannot be
reduced only to words and deeds of the former U.S. president himself
— again, especially when it comes to Russian approach. Angela Stent
(2019, 330) is right when she claims that during Trump administration
there were three separate Russia policies: “that of the White House,
that of the rest of the executive branch, and that of the Congress”.
Analysis of Biden’s approach towards Russia therefore requires careful
examination of the elements of Obama and Trump legacy which have
significance for current relations, but put into context of the moment
when these elements developed.

When Obama took presidency, international and domestic
circumstances were not favourable to United States. It had been fighting
two unwinnable and expensive wars in Afghanistan and Iraq for years,
unsuccessfully engaging in “state building”. It was shaken by economic
crisis which started on its soil and during 2008 spread to the whole world
economy. On the other hand, Russia had several years of significant
economic growth, mainly fuelled by the increase in world market oil and
gas prices. Although also hit hard by crisis, in Georgia it successfully
played its traditionally stronger card compared to the economy — the
use of military force. Although (like his predecessors) an adherent to
liberal hegemony — a grand strategy which aims to establish and defend
a U.S.-lead global order in the name of liberal values (open economy,
democracy and human rights) — Obama chose tactical pragmatism in
foreign policy, realizing that neoconservatives’ unilateralism and over-
reliance on the use of force were counterproductive (Posen 2014, 5-7;
Trapara 2017a, 136-138). He saw an increasingly assertive Russia as
an actor with whom the United States can ease tensions, cooperating
on issues of common interest which at that moment were Washington’s
priorities — such as stabilizing situation in Afghanistan, curbing Iranian
nuclear program, and renewing strategic stability after START (U.S.-
Russia treaty from 1991 on strategic nuclear armament reduction) would
have expired. As a partner in Kremlin Obama had Dmitry Medvedev,
who had just taken presidency from Vladimir Putin, and was seen as
more liberal and suitable for cooperation compared to his predecessor.
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When in 2012/13 it became obvious that the “reset” was
crumbling in all areas, international situation was seen by Obama’s
team as significantly more favourable. The U.S. recovered from
economic crisis and relieved itself from a great burden by withdrawing
its military from Iraq. In Libya, another regime change supported by
American weapons was successful. Afghanistan campaign started to
lose its importance after killing Bin Laden, firm sanctions against Iran
gave effect with improved cooperative approach of its government,
and the New START was set as a cornerstone of strategic stability for
another 10 years. Rapprochement with Russia was not so high on the
list of Washington’s priorities anymore, especially after Putin returned
to presidency. After Snowden affair and resolution of the crisis over
Syrian chemical weapons in the summer of 2013, it seemed that what
Leon Aron (2013) called a “strategic pause” — stagnation in relations,
without significant movement either to their improvement or to
deterioration — was to commence between the two powers. Only a few
months later, events in Ukraine interrupted this pause with a new cycle
of confrontation not seen since the end of the Cold War.

Obama insisted on keeping adversarial approach towards
Moscow for the rest of his second term, among else by unleashing the
war of words which elevated Russia to one of three greatest threats
against humanity, alongside with the infamous Islamic State and Ebola
virus (TWH 2014). Pro-Russian insurgents’ failure to secure more
territory save for a half of the Donbas region, as well as crippling effect
of Western sanctions and drop in oil prices upon Russia’s economy
in 2014/15 made him self-reliant that the United States would prevail
in a struggle against this “regional power”, which was expected to be
extended into the term of his preferred successor in the White House,
Hilary Clinton. However, things did not develop the way Obama and
his administration planned. Russia started military intervention in
Syria in September 2015, preventing the fall of Assad regime and — by
the end of 2016 — liberated strategically crucial city Aleppo, securing
future victory in this war (Trapara 2020, 260-261). In 2016 Russia’s
economy started to recover. On the other hand, deep disappointment
in traditional establishment by significant parts of American society
remained under the radar of U.S. administration, Clinton campaign
team and public surveys. Russia did not miss an opportunity to exploit
this U.S. vulnerability by its own newly acquired strength.

It would be an exaggeration to claim that Donald Trump was
elected to the White House by the Russians, as he would most probably
have won even if the hacking of Democratic National Committee
members e-mails and bombing social media with pro-Trump ads — done
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by Internet Research Agency owned by Yevgeny Prigozhin (also the
owner of military contracting organization Wagner) had not occurred
(Stent 2019, 320-324). What is paradoxical is that Russians did not
actually believe Trump would win even with their help, as the most
probable goal of their interference with U.S. election campaign was to
demonstrate power ahead of expected tough negotiations with Clinton as
the new president (Tsygankov 2019, 9). Trump’s election was then both
a blessing and a curse for Moscow: it got into White House a candidate
it preferred to Clinton, but this candidate’s hands were tied from the
very start in making any improvement in relations with Russia, because
of its alleged role in his election and his close associates’ ties with it
(Stent 2019, 324-330; Tsygankov 2019, 4-5). A “sword of Damocles” in
the form of “Russiagate” — a constant threat of impeachment if Trump
dared to make any concrete step towards rapprochement with Russia —
followed him to the end of his term.

This “unprecedented attack on American democracy” as Angela
Stent (2019, 321-322) called it, made Russia become a part of U.S.
domestic political debate more than ever, which brought Russian-
American confrontation to a new stage. During Trump administration,
Russia was designated as an enemy even more than it was the case in
the Obama era. For example, in Trump’s National Security Strategy
from 2017, Russia was mentioned 24 times with various negative
connotations, compared to 14 negative portrayals in Obama’s second
NSS (2015) (TWH 2015, 2017). Further sanctions against Russian
individuals and companies were introduced in several rounds, mostly
related to the election interference, but also to the alleged poisoning
of former Russian spy Sergei Skripal. Even if Trump had not been
forced by the rest of establishment (pejoratively called a “deep state™)
to act tough against Russia, it is not probable he would have succeeded
in rapprochement with it. Trump’s foreign policy choices were often
inconsistent and in many areas contradicted his declared desire to
improve relations with Moscow. He did not have some coherent grand
strategy which would replace liberal hegemony, such as the one of
“restraint” as a defensive approach that would be more acceptable to
Russia (Posen 2014, 69-71; Trapara 2017b). His belief in negotiating
from the position of strength was certainly not something Russians
could take benevolently (Tsygankov 2019, 43-44). His unilateralism
and despise of international treaties concluded by his predecessors
brought into question strategic stability between the two powers, which
culminated with U.S. withdrawal from the INF (Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forces Treaty from 1987) and the lack of enthusiasm for
renewal of the New START, which was set to expire in February 2021.
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His hatred against Iran and his Syrian protégé Assad (partly fuelled by
Trump’s family ties with Israeli lobby) led him to dismantle nuclear
agreement with Tehran, so valued by Russia, and to get to the brink of
direct military conflict with Russian forces in Syria when he twice (in
2017 and 2018) bombed Syrian forces because of their alleged chemical
attacks against civilian population. His threats of military intervention
against Russia’s important Western Hemisphere ally Venezuela became
another hot spot in relations with Russia during 2019.

In the end, Trump could not politically survive the coronavirus
pandemic of2020. But his mixed legacy of occasional positive rhetorical
treatment of Russia and actual sharpened confrontation with it would.
How these contradictory legacies influence Biden’s foreign policy in
general and his approach towards Russia in particular, in the context of
international and domestic circumstances present at the moment of his
arrival into the White House — is the question I now turn to.

REALITY VS. RHETORIC

Today’s international situation is in some important ways alike to
the one from 12 years ago when Obama (and Biden as vice president)
first took office. There is an exhaustment of the United States due to
some foreign policy choices of previous administrations (in Trump’s
case inconsistent foreign policy), as well as the economic setbacks (this
time it is because of the pandemic). An additional negative factor is a
deep divide in the American society unveiled by Trump’s ascent and
left after his departure. On the other hand, Russia looks consolidated
once again, with an assertive stance and foreign policy successes.
This context is quite different from the one during Obama’s second
term, which made the administration self-reliant enough to pursue a
bitter confrontational stance against Russia that survived into Trump
era. Thus, as far as objective factors are concerned, it would be natural
to expect Washington’s renewed wish to somehow improve relations
with Russia in order to make a break from overstretch, such as the one
demonstrated with “reset”, but also rhetorically announced, though —
for mentioned domestic limitations — never implemented by Trump.

In this context, it is an important observation that compared to
his post-Cold War predecessors, Biden shows significantly greater
consistency between the ideas about foreign policy he delivered
through the election campaign and afterwards, as well as between his
words and deeds — at least in his first year in office. When it comes
to words, I shall focus on three documents. Ahead of the elections,
Biden (2020) presented his foreign policy views in the article “Why
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America Must Lead Again: Rescuing U.S. Foreign Policy after Trump”,
published in Foreign Affairs in March 2020. In March 2021 he released
“Interim National Security Strategic Guidance” to serve as a temporary
document until the work on National Security Strategy is finished,
with an obvious goal of making an urgent departure from Trump’s
NSS which guided U.S. foreign policy since 2017 (TWH 2021a). And
in September he gave a speech in front of the UN General Assembly
(TWH 2021e). His main foreign policy ideas are consistently repeated
and further developed throughout these documents.

Biden (2020) slams Trump for diminishing U.S. credibility and
influence in international arena by abandoning allies and partners,
launching “ill-advised trade wars”, abdicating American leadership and
turning away from democratic values. According to Biden, Trump did
it at the point when global challenges U.S. was facing — from climate
change (Biden promised return to the Paris climate agreement) and
infectious diseases (Biden’s article was published at the beginning of
the pandemic), to the advance of authoritarianism and illiberalism —
became “more complex and urgent”. Biden’s core idea is that “our
world is at an inflection point in history”, “in the midst of a fundamental
debate” about its future direction, which is centred on the question
whether “democracy can still deliver for our people and for people
around the world”, or “autocracy is the best way forward” in the times of
“accelerating global challenges” (TWH 2021a, 3, 23). To “meet today’s
challenges from a position of strength”, the United States must renew
its “enduring advantages”, among which democracy and alliances and
partnerships with like-minded states are central (6). Democracies all
over the world (including the United States) are “increasingly under
siege” both from within (by corruption, inequality, populism, etc.) and
outside (by “antagonistic authoritarian powers”) (7). So, even before
he was elected, Biden (2020) promised to “renew U.S. democracy
and alliances, protect the United States’ economic future, and once
more have America lead again”, for if the U.S. does not lead, either
someone else would take its place, “but not in the way that advances our
interests and values, or no one will and chaos will ensue”. “Repairing”
democracy, which is globally “under more pressure than at any time
since 1930s”, should start at home, because “democracy is not just
the foundation of American society”, but also “the wellspring of our
power”, and “the heart of who we are and how we see the world — and
how the world sees us”. In Biden’s words, democracy “is stamped into
our DNA as a nation” and “remains the best tool we have to unleash our
full human potential” (TWH 2021e).

Biden’s (2020) foreign policy would be a “foreign policy for
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the middle class”, because “economic security is national security”,
and therefore he would have the United States lead again in research,
development and innovations, and “make sure the rules of the
international economy are not rigged against the United States”. Of
course, China is here “a special challenge”, which is to be met by
building “a united front of U.S. allies and partners to confront China’s
abusive behaviours and human rights violations”, while it does not
prevent cooperation in the areas of converging interests, “such as
climate change, non-proliferation, and global health security”. The
use of force “should be the last resort, not the first” in U.S. foreign
policy and it should be used only “when the objective is clear and
achievable, and with the informed consent of the American people”,
and, “whenever possible, in partnership with our allies” (TWH 2021a,
14; TWH 2021e). This means “it is past time to end the forever wars,
which have cost the United States untold blood and treasure”, so Biden
promised bringing the majority of troops home from Afghanistan and
the Middle East (TWH 2021a, 15). From now on, “diplomacy should
be the first instrument of American power”, which means “building and
tending relationships and working to identify areas of common interest
while managing points of conflict” (Biden 2020). Biden promised to
renew U.S. commitment to arms control, among else to rejoin nuclear
agreement with Iran — if Tehran returned to “strict compliance with the
deal”.

Regarding Russia, Biden (2020) named “Russian aggression” as
a threat against which it is necessary to keep military capabilities of
NATO — which is “the bulwark of the liberal democratic ideal” and
“an alliance of values”, “the most effective political-military alliance in
modern history” — and to expand them against non-traditional threats,
such as “weaponized corruption, disinformation, and cybertheft”. “Real
costs” should be imposed on Russia for its “violations of international
norms” and ties should be strengthened with “Russian civil society”
which opposes “Vladimir Putin’s kleptocratic authoritarian system.
However, Biden also wowed to extend the New START, as “an anchor
of strategic stability between the United States and Russia” and a
foundation for new arms control agreements. It is obvious who (among
others) Biden thinks of when he says that “we are facing adversaries,
both externally and internally, hoping to exploit the fissures in our
society, undermine our democracy, break up our alliances, and bring
about the return of an international system where might determines
right”, claiming that Putin thinks liberal idea is “obsolete” because “he
is afraid of its power”. Unlike Trump’s and Obama’s second National
Security Strategy, in Biden’s interim document Russia is mentioned
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only three times in negative context (TWH 2021a). While China is the
main threat, “the only competitor potentially capable of combining
its economic, diplomatic, military, and technological power to mount
a sustained challenge to a stable and open international system”,
Russia “remains determined to enhance its global influence and play
a disruptive role on the world stage” (7-8). On another place China is
called “increasingly assertive” and Russia “only” “destabilizing” (14).

When it comes to his foreign policy deeds, Biden mostly delivered
as promised. He rejoined the Paris climate agreement and the New
START, while opening new indirect negotiations with Iran on renewing
nuclear deal. He invested in renewal of good spirit with transatlantic
allies, strongly supporting NATO at the Brussels summit in June, and
removing sanctions against German companies which worked on gas
pipeline Nord Stream 2. He pulled troops out from Afghanistan in the
summer, not thinking about reversing his decision even after the Taliban
victory became inevitable. Subsequently, in his UNGA speech, Biden
said: “I stand here today, for the first time in 20 years, with the United
States not at war. We’ve turned the page” (TWH 2021e).

The conclusion about Biden’s foreign policy in general is that he
is obviously an adherent to liberal hegemony grand strategy, although
with deep understanding of huge challenges it faces in contemporary
world, which gives him a note of tactical pragmatism, similar to
Obama’s from his first term. However, his view that the rebirth of
American international role should start at home, with empowerment of
the middle class, makes him somewhat closer to Trump — the message
that America should “lead again” sounds like some kind of amalgam
between Obama’s “renewing American leadership” and Trump’s
“making America great again”. Democracy as a central value and an
antipode to authoritarianism is more pronounced than in both Trump
and Obama’s vocabulary. This could be interpreted as the reflection
on the observed anti-democratic international and domestic trends,
but also as a new effort to justify the continuation of liberal hegemony
grand strategy. In this Biden’s Manichean divide between democracy
and authoritarianism, Russia is of course on the other side. However,
apart from calling it an autocracy whose aggressive hybrid actions
undermine democracy in other states, colourful qualifications such as
the one that would put Russia as on par with COVID-19 (similar to
how Obama’s ebola remarks), or crowding foreign policy documents
by various threats from Russia (as in Trump’s NSS), are for now absent
(in his UNGA speech, he did not even mention Russia by name). What
is present, on the other hand, is emphasising the need for cooperation
in areas of mutual interest, from arms control to climate change and
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cybersecurity. Having in mind current international and domestic
context — unfavourable to the U.S. — this is where the idea of “reset
light” becomes possible.

THE RECORD

Biden had his first telephone conversation with Putin already a
few days after the inauguration. The result was immediate — at the end of
January, at the very last moment before its expiration, the New START
was renewed for another 5 years (until 2026). However, this “sweet”
start between the two leaders was soon soured because of the Navalny
case. Alexei Navalny is Russian “anti-systemic” opposition leader who
was allegedly poisoned last summer with a Novichok nerve agent,
accusing personally Putin for this. In January, he was back to Russia
from medical treatments in Germany, only to be immediately arrested
and sentenced to two and a half years of prison due to breaching terms of
parole. Soon after his arrest, the United States announced new sanctions
against individuals suspected of involvement in his poisoning. Yet, the
most unpleasant incident between the two countries happened in March.
In the ABC interview, when asked by an anchor if he considered Putin a
“killer”, Biden answered “Mmm-hmm, [ do”, adding that he would pay
the price for alleged interference in 2020 elections (Gittleson 2021).
Of course, this remark was not received well in Moscow. Putin himself
reacted by wishing Biden “a good health” and interpreting his remark
as “mirror image” — what Americans say about Russians, actually
speaks about them (Tickle 2021a). Foreign minister Sergei Lavrov
concluded that U.S.-Russian relations reached the bottom (RT 2021b).
Russia’s ambassador in Washington was recalled to Moscow, while his
counterpart John Sullivan was “suggested” to return to Washington
for “consultations”. Notable Russian international relations scholar,
Fyodor Lukyanov (2021a) — similarly to Aron after Snowden affair
back in 2013 — called for a “pause” in relations, for it is pointless to
have them (apart from necessary technical minimum) if other side does
not pay attention to its words. Putin’s press secretary Dmitry Peskov
said that it is impossible to talk to Russia from a position of strength
(RT 2021a). Yet, the events that followed showed Russia’s readiness to
talk to Americans from similar position.

At the end of March, fighting escalated between Ukrainian
army and the forces of self-proclaimed Donetsk and Lugansk People’s
Republics. In one of the heaviest artillery exchange over the line of
contact, which lasted whole day, four Ukrainian soldiers were killed.
Simultaneously, Russia started its biggest military build-up in years —

125



HOJINTHKA HAIIUOHAJIHE BE3BEE/JHOCTH cmp. 115-137

justified as an exercise — near Ukrainian border. For some time, there
was confusion in Washington whether Putin was just sabre rattling,
or was about to start a full-scale military offensive against Ukraine
(Kramer 2021). The U.S. closely followed the situation and dispatched
military vessels to the Black sea. In the midst of the crisis, Biden called
Putin to a bilateral summit, where the two presidents would discuss
wide range of issues, with an aim to establish “stable and predictable
relations” (TWH 2021b). Only a week later, the Kremlin announced the
withdrawal of troops from Ukrainian border and confirmed that there
were talks about the summit, which could take place sometime during
summer (Tickle 2021b). Did Putin’s gambit against Ukraine influence
Biden’s decision to call for the summit so early in his term (Trump met
Putin bilaterally only after a year and a half in office)? Had Putin really
wanted to intervene in Ukraine, his military build-up would not have
been so visible; absence of demands to Ukraine excluded possibility that
he wanted to extort concessions from it by only threatening to use force.
Thus, it was more likely that this build-up was a message addressed
towards new U.S. administration that Russia’s military intervention
in Ukraine is a real option if Washington continued with open anti-
Russian moves. Biden’s call for the summit was an additional benefit
which Putin opportunistically accepted (Lee 2021, 32).

Russians at first were not so enthusiastic about the summit,
especially after Washington expelled dozen of Russian diplomats and
introduced new sanctions because of the alleged interference in 2020
elections and recent cyber (ransomware) attack which they thought could
be connected to Russia. Lukyanov (2021b) wrote that the summit would
not change much, in an atmosphere where Biden divided countries to
“democracies” and “tyrannies”’. Anyway, after Lavrov-Blinken meeting
in Reykjavik in May, the Biden-Putin summit was soon announced,
and it was sooner than expected — Geneva was chosen as the place, and
the date was set to June 16, just after the NATO summit in Brussels.
After this, Russia pulled back more troops from the Ukrainian border,
although retaining combat power sufficient for any possible escalation
— at least until Zapad military exercise in September, when it expected
Biden’s intentions towards Moscow would get clearer (Lee 2021, 34).

Ahead of the summit, Putin gave an interesting interview for
the NBC — his first interview for American media after three years. He
described Biden as an experienced, career politician, who was in politics
for his whole adulthood, unlike Trump, who was more “colourful and
impulsive”. He “justified” Biden’s “killer” remark as a “Hollywood
machismo”. Putin commented on American officials’ wish to establish
stable and predictable relations with Russia, agreeing that stability and
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predictability are most important values in international relations, but
adding that these values were undermined for years by U.S. unilateralism
and interventionism, dismissing accusation that Russia’s actions cause
instability. At one moment, he lashed at the anchor after being repeatedly
interrupted: “Is that a free expression American way?” (NBC News
2021). Russians were cautious in expectations from the summit. Peskov
warned another “reset” should not be expected (RT 2021c). Lavrov said
human rights issue could be the one to be discussed, but “starting with
the right of those who broke into Capitol” last autumn (RT 2021d). Once
a pessimist about overall U.S.-Russian relations and the summit itself,
Lukyanov (2021c) looked forward to the summit with some positive
expectations: for him, the summit could be a step towards peace and
stability, more precisely to a “structured confrontation”, but only if
Washington left domestic politics aside. On the American side, Biden
was a bit secretive: “I’ll tell him what I want him to know” (Liptak
2021). Blinken repeated the need for stable and predictable relations.
Having a bad experience with Trump-Putin summit in Helsinki, Biden’s
team decided not to hold joint press conference with Putin.

Although a major part of the talks was held behind closed doors,
and we can only trust what the presidents said on their separate press
conferences, it is beyond doubt that many issues were addressed, and
progress achieved over some of them. Putin once again praised Biden as
an experienced professional who “does not miss anything”, saying that
they had a long and constructive conversation (Reuters 2021). Two most
important results were: a joint declaration on strategic stability, in which
Biden and Putin agreed that nuclear war should never be fought; and the
agreement that the ambassadors of both countries should return to their
posts soon. It seemed as if most contentious issues were put aside. Putin
did not comment on Biden’s concern over Belarus, while pointing that
there could be no discussion on Ukraine’s NATO membership. Biden
said he had to mention Navalny and the human rights issue, because
“it’s about who we are. How could I be the President of the United
States of America and not speak out against the violation of human
rights?” (U.S. Mission to International Organizations in Geneva 2021).
According to Peskov, the summit was good, but improving relations
would require months (Tickle 2021c¢). This time Lukyanov (2021d) had
only positive conclusions — yes, he said, the U.S. and Russia are back
in Cold War-like confrontation, but this could paradoxically be good
news, with the introduction of clear rules of this confrontation, such
as those which existed during the Cold War. And in the months that
followed, the talks were continued on topics such as cybersecurity and
climate change, but also on Iranian nuclear deal.
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THE ANALYSIS

Having in mind the reality of U.S.-Russian relations in the first
year of Biden’s administration, how can we asses a new dynamic
regarding the most important issues over which the two states are in
conflict? Besides the interference of both countries in each other’s
domestic political process, two of the most pressing ones got closely
connected in the recent months — Ukraine and Nord Stream 2. The
second gas pipeline which would directly connect Russia with its
customer Germany has been causing controversies for many years. It
was seen by the U.S. and some other Western countries as Russia’s tool
for political subduing of Germany and Europe. Trump’s administration
even imposed sanctions against German companies which worked on
the pipeline constructions. Yet, this did not stop the project, but only
slowed it down — Russia has sent its own ships to finish the construction.
For Ukraine, the pipeline was a direct threat, for its intention was to
bypass its territory and deprive it of transition fees. Thus, it was not a
surprise that Ukrainian President Zelensky got furious when in May
— only a month after military tensions with Russia were relieved —
Biden decided to remove sanctions against German companies, after
he concluded that there was no point in retaining them and punishing
U.S. ally when Nord Stream 2 was about to get finished anyway. The
following two months brought a series of disagreements between
Washington and Kiev. Zelensky criticized Biden for not meeting him
before Putin, and wrongly interpreted that Ukraine was promised
MAP (Membership Action Plan) at the NATO Brussels summit —
which personally Biden had to deny, saying that Ukraine had to fulfil
“criteria” first (RT 2021f). The crisis was partly handled in July, when
Biden reached a deal with German Chancellor Angela Merkel that the
U.S. would not prevent Nord Stream 2 construction, but that Germany
would invest in Ukraine’s energy sector and support it if Russia decided
to abort gas transit through its territory (RT 2021g). Nord Stream 2
was finished in September, but this German-American deal, alongside
with Biden’s promise to Zelensky when they finally met that further
sanctions would follow if Ukraine’s energy security got undermined, is
surely not something that could be welcomed in Russia and facilitate
another “reset”, even in its “light” variant (Tickle 2021d).

Regarding domestic political process in both countries, on the
American side Biden is certainly better positioned than Trump to offer
Putin some kind of rapprochement. His anti-Russian credentials are big
enough to give him room for this, unlike his predecessor who was under
constant “surveillance” by the rest of foreign policy establishment,
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which prevented him from making any step forward in relations with
Moscow. Yet, his invoking of democracy as an essence of “who we are”
in a perpetual struggle against autocracies like Russia puts a limit to any
closer rapprochement in advance. On the Russian side, democracy is not
even a topic for discussion after Putin removed constitutional obstacles
for staying in power indefinitely. Rivalry with the Americans is one
of the main sources of his domestic legitimacy, as is every Russia’s
success and U.S. failure in it — and recently there were many.

When it comes to the issues over which U.S.-Russian cooperation
is possible, let us recall that the three most important results of U.S.-
Russian cooperation during Obama’s “reset” were achieved in the fields
of strategic arms control (the New START), nuclear non-proliferation
(sanctions against Iran and its later compliance), and conflict in
Afghanistan (establishing the Northern Distribution Network). These
results were not sufficient for the “reset” to succeed. If repeated by
Biden administration, can they be enough at least for a “reset light”?

Unlike difficult and complicated process of its negotiation and
conclusion back in 2009-2011, it proved quite easier to renew the New
START in January 2021 — political will on both sides (which would
have been uncertain had Trump won the elections) was sufficient.
Joint Presidential Statement on Strategic Stability from June was a
step further, with the two presidents strongly committing to nuclear
arms control and avoiding nuclear war, and announcing future bilateral
strategic stability dialogue which would serve as “the groundwork
for future arms control and risk reduction measures” (TWH 2021d).
This could mean that the two powers could conclude new arms control
agreements in the future, that way strengthening the arms control
regime which was put in jeopardy when Trump decided to withdraw
from the INF Treaty. And given that strategic nuclear arms issue is one
of the rare ones (if not the only one) in which Washington has been
traditionally treating Moscow as equal, it should not be a surprise that
they could reach a common language over it so soon.

Iranian nuclear issue is a bit more complicated, for it has a third
party. Therefore, U.S.-Russian understanding that the deal should be
renewed is not sufficient — Tehran should also be asked, after it was
already betrayed once by Washington, when Trump decided to bury
the deal. It is natural that Iranian leadership also chose not to obey
the deal and restarted additional uranium enrichment. Biden’s offer is
clear — return into compliance with the deal, and Washington will also
return to it. But also is Iran’s — remove sanctions imposed by Trump
administration, and reversing the enrichment could be possible. During
the summer, Russian negotiator concluded that 90 percent of the work
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in negotiations with Iran was concluded (RT 2021¢). However, the issue
of sanctions still remains an obstacle. Unlike during Obama’s “reset”,
it is now quite improbable that Moscow would put additional pressure
on its important regional partner and ally in Syrian civil war. And it is
also not likely to try to influence Biden to accept Iran’s demands, so
this issue can hardly serve as a firm foundation of another U.S.-Russian
rapprochement attempt.

So is with Afghanistan. For years since 2009 Washington used
the Northern Distribution Network over Russia’s territory to move and
supply its troops in Afghanistan. This route won’t be necessary anymore
after Biden pulled out all the troops in July/August, finishing twenty-
year-long war. An immediate consequence was the Taliban — who were
once removed from power by Americans twenty years ago — offensive
and seizure of the whole country. Russia, of course, does not have any
reason to be happy for the victory of the Taliban, whom it still considers
a terrorist organization, although it accepted the reality and legitimized
them by hosting negotiations between them and former Afghanistan
government in Moscow this year. Yet, it has all reasons to be satisfied
with U.S. defeat, for there is a deeper meaning of it. For the first two
post-Cold War decades, one of the most important feature of U.S. liberal
hegemony grand strategy was a regime change policy, which was mostly
successful — whenever Washington decided to remove some “rogue”
leader from power, his destiny was most often sealed. However, recent
three attempts of U.S.-supported regime change, which at first looked
promising — in Syria, Venezuela and Belarus — failed, and all three times
it was Russia who played an important role in regime salvation. On the
other hand, when it was U.S. puppet regime in Kabul in the need of
saving, it crumbled like a house of cards even before the last American
soldier left the country.

In addition to strategic nuclear arms control, are there some
other issues over which U.S.-Russian cooperation can lead to their
more essential rapprochement? Climate change, or struggle against the
COVID-19 pandemic are too “alternative” and “multilateral” issues
to make such an effect. The realm of cybersecurity could possibly
be the one, but is at the moment burdened by the accusations of the
two powers’ interfering in each other’s political processes. If some
agreements over this “virtual arms control” are to be concluded in the
future and make some kind of international regime, it can hardly have
deeper impact than the one that already exists in “real arms control”.
There are opinions that cybersecurity has even a potential of leading to
military escalation in the U.S.-Russian relations (Sharikov 2021).

All this said, Biden’s recognition of Russia as the great power is
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a unique feature in his Russian approach, which breaks familiar pattern
of Moscow-Washington rapprochement failures due to repeating
disagreements over one the same issues and others being sufficient
only for a “technical” cooperation. On one hand, it is too symbolic
to be answered with real concessions from Russian side. But on the
other, this symbolism is important enough to Russia so that it takes
care not to waste it by crossing some “red lines”, such as direct military
intervention in Ukraine would represent. And, as we have seen, it has
all reasons to interpret this recognition as a concession from the U.S.
won by military build-up on Ukrainian border back in March/April. We
can almost imagine Biden telling Putin behind closed doors in Geneva:
“Ok, you are a great power, | admitted it in front of everyone, but please
don’t even think of escalating against Ukraine”. What is even more
important is that this American recognition of Russia’s international
status can really introduce some degree of structure and order into U.S.-
Russian confrontation, resembling of the ones from during the Cold
War, when the rivals did not deny each other as then superpowers. This
is the very essence of this “spirit of Geneva”.

CONCLUSION

The answer to my research question — whether President Biden’s
approach towards Russia could be called a “reset light” — is certainly
positive. Its main difference from Obama’s “reset” was in that this time
its goal is not rapprochement between the two powers, but introducing
stable and predictable confrontation between them, while cooperating
in areas where it is possible. Two contradictory factors contribute
to such approach. The first one is an unfavourable international and
domestic context for the United States, similar to the one which existed
when Obama came to the office, which makes reducing tensions
with Russia an imperative. The second one is Biden’s insisting on
democracy/autocracy divide as a justification for the continuation
of liberal hegemony grand strategy, as well as the reflection on both
international and domestic anti-democratic trends — which makes any
closer rapprochement between the U.S. and Russia hardly possible.
However, this more modest goal compared to the previous “reset” (and
two earlier attempts of rapprochement) does not guarantee the long-
term success of “reset light”. For now, it rests on three main pillars, only
one of which is more or less stable — strategic nuclear arms control. The
second one is a rough balance of power over Ukraine, while the third
one is Biden’s recognition of Russia as a great power. It should not be a
surprise if in some future chain of events the second pillar gets shaken
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by a new escalation of conflict between Kiev and Donbas, or in case of
a new energy crisis between Ukraine and Russia. Or, if the third pillar
crumbles in case those circles in the U.S. which put “great power” into
quotation marks (with an intention to undermine it) deny support to
Biden for recognition of Russia’s status. After all, the previous “spirit
of Geneva” between Eisenhower and Khrushchev back in 1955, instead
to détente, lead to the construction of the Berlin Wall and the Cuban
missile crisis (see Kissinger 1994, 493-593).

For the end, confirming that the future is always hard to guess, let
us not fall into traps such as was an expectation of a “strategic pause”
in U.S.-Russian relations ahead of the Ukraine crisis, or of Trump’s
rapprochement with Moscow based on his pre-election rhetoric.
Instead, we can always do some painless counterfactual thinking about
how these relations would look like now if some important things
played out differently. Imagine there was no COVID-19 pandemic, and
Trump won his second term in the elections. Would he at least partly
relieve himself from “deep state” pressure and try to pursue some real
rapprochement with Russia? Would Moscow accept it, knowing that
this would be Trump’s last term, after which some new liberal president
could reverse the course again? Or, if Trump lost the elections anyway
— yet not to Biden, but Pete Buttigieg or Bernie Sanders? How would
Putin get along with the first openly gay president in U.S. history, or —
maybe even more non-traditional option — the first radical leftist in the
White House? After all, maybe Biden’s “reset light” is the most realistic
of all U.S.-Russian worlds.
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Braoumup Tpanapa*
Hucmumym 3a mehynapoony nonumuxy u npuspeoy, beoepao

BAJJEHOB IPUCTYII PYCHJIU:
,JJAKO PECETOBAIHLE*?

Pe3ume

Tema oBor paja jecte MOMUTHKA MpeMa Pycuju akTyemHor npea-
cennuka CAJl, [lozeda Bajuena, y Toky npBe roquHe HEroBOT MaH/aTa.
AyTopa je Ha 0aBJbCHE OBOM TEMOM MOTHBHCAO OMJIaTEpPaIHU CAMHT
bajnena u pyckor npencennuka Bnagumupa [Tytuna on 16. jyna 2021.
roauHe, kana je bajaen 3a Pycujy u CAJl ynorpeduo uzpas ,,JiBe Beu-
ke cwte™. OBo je Ouyo pBo pu3Hame Pycuje 3a BenuKy crity o cTpa-
HE HEKOT MOCTXJIaJHOPATOBCKOI aMepUUKor npeacenuuka. Vmajyhu y
BHJy KOIUKO je Pycuju cTano o craryca He3aBHCHE BEJIHKE CHIIE KOja
paBHOIIPaBHO ca IPyTUM MONHUM UTpaduMa Ha CBETCKOj ClieHH ypelyje
MehyHapogHe ogHOCEe M MpH3HATa je Kao TakBa, ayTop MocTaBjba HC-
TPaKUBAYKO MHUTamE: 03Ha4YaBa JH OBaj bajneHoB mocTymak moverak
,»JJAKOT peceToBama’ pycKko-aMepuUKuX ofHoca? 3a pas3siuKy of MpeT-
XOJHOT ,,peceToBama‘ — Tpeher Heycnenor MoCTXJIaAHOPaTOBCKOT TO-
Kymaja npubmkaBama Pycuje u CAJL, xoje je 2009. bajaen najaBuo a
npeaceannk Obama crpoBOIMO — OBOTa yTa NpUOJImKaBame He O HU
OWJI0 IUJb. YMECTO TOTa, TeXUIO OU ce ,,CTPYKTYPHUCAHOj KOH(PPOHTa-
UjU", OTHOCHO YHOUICHY NPaBUIIA U MIOPETKA Y aKTyeIHY KOH(PPOHTa-
njy Pycuje m CAJl, kako On oHa rmocraja CTa0HIHK]a U TIPEIBUIJbH-
BHUja, OAHOCHO Ca/ipKajia Mamby ONMACHOCT Off €CKajlalije Ka OTBOPEHOM
opykaHoMm cykoOy. CTpyKTyprucaHa KOH(QpOHTAaIK]ja MOCTojaja je u 3a
Bpeme XmanHor para, kana au CAJl au Cojercku CaBe3 HHCY jeIHO
JpYyTOM JIOBOIMIIM y MUTame cTaryc cynepcuie. [lapanenHo ca cTpyk-

3) " Konrakr: vtrapara@diplomacy.bg.ac.rs
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TypucaHoM KOH(pOHTAIMjoM, aBe cujie Ou capahuBase y obmactuma
rae je To Moryhe. AyTop MO3UTHBHO O/ATOBapa Ha MIOCTABJBEHO IHTAHE
— bajmenos npuctyn Pycuju 3amucta ce Moxe Ha3BaTd ,,JJaKUM pece-
TOBamEM", aJli je HEeroB yCIleX HeM3BeCTaH 300r abaBuX TeMesba Ha
KojuMa To4rBa. JequHa o0IacT ol CyIITHHCKOT 3Havaja y Kojoj Pycuja
u CAJ] mory crabunHo na capalyjy jecTe KOHTpOJa CTPATEIIKOT HyK-
JIeapHOT HaopyXama. Flako MOTHBHCaH J]a CMambH TEH3HUje Yy OTHOCUMA
¢ PycujoM HemoBosbHUM Mel)yHapOIHUM H JOMahMM OKOJHOCTHMA IO
CA/l, bajnen yjemHo WHCHCTHpa ¥ Ha UIEOJIOTM30BAHOM HApPaTHUBY O
0opOu u3mely cuia geMokparuje u ayTokparuje, KOjuM HacTOj! J1a To-
HUIITH TpamIioBo HEJIEMOKpaTcKo Hacliehe u ojadya aprymeHTanujy y
NPUJIOT HACTaBKa CIIpOBOlema BEJIMKE CTpaTeruje JuoepaliHe XereMo-
Huje. thero penarnBHO panu mo3us [lyTHHY Ha OWiaTepaiHd CaMUT
U TIpu3Hame Pycuje 3a BeMMKy CHIy ayTOp BHIHM Kao pe3yaTaT IpH-
THCKa KOju je Pycuja y anpuiry Mecelly W3BpIINIa TOMIIAEkEM TPyTIa
Ha YKPajUHCKOj TpaHuny, HakoH uera cy CAJl omycrane u o1 CympoT-
CTaBJpama M3rpaamy racoBona CeBepHu Tok 2. JlabaBy paBHOTEXKY y
VKpajuHy, y3 €BEHTYaJIHU OTIIOP JeJI0Ba aMEPUYKE CIIOJFHOTIOIUTUYKE
eNUTe TpeTupamy PycHje kao BelMke cuie, ayTop BHIM Kao HajBehy
NpEeTHY YCHEXy ,,JJaKoI' PeceToBama™ U M3BOP MOTCHIMjalTHE ecKaja-
1Uje pycKo-aMepuuke KOHGPOHTAIH]E.

Kwyune peuu: [lozedh bajoen, Cjedurene Jlpoicase, Pycuja, Braoumup

Ilymun, cnomna norumuka, ,, pecemosarse *

OBgaj pax je npumibeH 17. oktobpa 2021. roqune, a mpuxpahex 3a mrTaMny Ha Teae(OHCKOM cac-
taHKy Penakmuje, 15. HoBemOpa 2021. roqune.
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Abstract

The authors of this paper examine the possible change of course in
the United States foreign policy and strategic adjustment towards Russia
in international relations. Although the United States were the sole super-
power in the world after the end of the Cold War, the contemporary inter-
national system is marked by growing multipolarity. This change in the
international arena is caused by the rise of two revisionist great powers
— China and Russia. Although China represents the US’ main geopolitical
rival, Russia does not lack the ambition to influence current world af-
fairs. Possible relative gain in Sino-American rivalry for the United States
could be achieved through closer cooperation with Russia. Although this
hypothetical appeasement could be beneficial for the US, the authors of
this paper take the stance that rapprochement between the two countries
is currently unlikely. Using neoclassical realism as a theoretical frame-
work, the paper examines the possible US-Russian strategic cooperation,
including both external and internal factors that influence state foreign
policy and strategic adjustment. The paper also examines the US open-
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INTRODUCTION

After the absolute dominance of the United States of America
in the post-Cold War period, the growing challenges for its hegemony
are appearing more and more. The unipolar moment in international
relations is over, and the main challenger for the US dominant position
is the People’s Republic of China. However, China is not the only
actor on the international scene that could be described as a revisionist
power. Russian Federation is another country that disputes the US
dominance and confronts the vision of the modern world advocated by
and promoted from Washington.

The rise of China as a major power and the United States’ main
rival is followed by Chinese ambition for its influence in the international
system to be reflective of its growing economic, technological and
military capacities. This makes it the natural and logical ally of Russia,
whose decision making in the foreign policy sphere is primarily led
by the goal of keeping its status as a great power and an indispensable
player in the solving of key issues on the international level. However,
Russia and China were natural allies against the US once before in the
previous century, but it was temporary and fell apart because of the
conflicted interests between Moscow and Beijing. Namely, the first
decade of the Cold War on the Asian continent was marked by the Sino-
Soviet alliance based on the shared communist ideology and convergent
geopolitical interests. Nevertheless, the battle for the status of the leading
country in the communist world, overlapping spheres of influence, and
differing visions of leaders Joseph Stalin, Nikita Khrushchev, and Mao
Zedong contributed to the split between these two powers in the late 50s
and early 60s. This development enabled the rapprochement of Beijing
and Washington during president Richard Nixon’s administration. The
culmination of the process was the acceptance of the Peoples’ Republic
of China as a United Nations country and the permanent member of the
Security Council in 1971 and Nixon’s visit to China the following year.

Today, when China is the main challenger of the United States,
one of the possible strategies available to the decision-makers in
Washington is to work on the weakening of the Sino-Russian strategic
partnership. This approach would rely on building better relations
with Russia, as the weaker of the two powers. The benefits stemming
from the improved relations with the US would possibly drive Russia
to distance itself from China. The foreign policy of President Donald
Trump, particularly in the first couple of months of his administration
contained some elements of this strategy, but they faded away later.
The new Biden administration has at first not shown any signs it would
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pursue this policy. However, presidents Biden and Putin met for a
summit in June 2021 which could be interpreted as a possible first step
in this direction.

The article will offer an answer to what the opening to Russia as a
distinct direction of the US foreign policy for the Biden administration
would mean for contemporary international relations, taking President
Nixon’s opening to China in the 70s as a blueprint. It will map various
aspects in which a change of policy towards Russia would entice
Moscow to explore a different course and distance itself from Beijing.
Using neoclassical realism as a theoretical framework, the article will
identify two main sets of challenges for the successful implementation
of this approach. The first set stems from a hierarchy of interests of
the US, Russia and China. Moscow’s and Beijing’s striving for a more
multipolar world in which their international status is embodying the
change in the balance of power that was happening in the last decade
makes the two countries partnership sturdy. The second set comes
from the influence of domestic factors. On the Russian side, anti-
Americanism is an important part of Putin’s domestic policy while
his feeling of betrayed trust on account of previous American actions
could additionally limit the effectiveness of such an approach. In the
US, a continuation of a hard-line policy towards Russia has significant
bipartisan support, as well as that of the general population, deriving
from Russian interference in the 2016 presidential elections.

The article will consist of three parts and a conclusion. The
structure is as follows. In the first part, the theoretical framework will
be developed, relying on the key concepts of neoclassical realism.
The second part will cover the case of the US opening to China, as
the previous successful use of the rapprochement in order to weaken
the main rival power. The third part will explain what the opening to
Russia would contain and map key challenges for the efficiency of this
strategy. In the end, a conclusion will be given.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: NEOCLASSICAL
REALISM

The article relies on neoclassical realism as a theoretical approach
to analyse hypothetical American-Russian rapprochement as a response
to the rise of China. The use of main concepts of this school of thought
offers a way to take into account both external factors, stemming from
the structure of the international system, as well as key internal varia-
bles that influence the potential effects of the opening to Russia.

Like structural realism or neorealism, neoclassical realism sees
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the structure of the international system as the main factor shaping re-
lations between states and their foreign policy behaviour or strategic
adjustment. In the conditions of anarchy, without the supreme authority
that can guarantee adherence to a common set of rules, the security
of each country is jeopardized. Those circumstances force countries to
rely on themselves to ensure their own survival. Although cooperation
is possible if certain prerequisite conditions are fulfilled, states gener-
ally see each other as rivals and potential threats (Meascheimer 2001,
30-31). As Waltz (1979, 106) claims, “structures encourage certain be-
haviors and penalize those who do not respond to the encouragement”.
However, differing from neorealists, neoclassical realists argue that
the structure of the international system, although most influential, is
not the only and sufficient determinant that explains the behaviour of
states in international arena. Their foreign policies and choice of differ-
ent strategies in relation to other actors in the international system are
shaped by numerous factors.

For neoclassical realists, the unit- and sub-unit-level intervening
variables are acting as a “transmission belt” through which the signals
from the international system are processed. Norrin M. Ripsman, Jef-
frey W. Taliaferro and Steven E. Lobell offer a systematisation of the
diverse domestic variables used by various neoclassical realist authors
in their research. They divide these variables in four groups: leader im-
ages, strategic culture, state-society relations, and domestic institutions
(Ripsman, Taliaferro and Lobell 2016, 59). The first group consists of
beliefs, images, interests and available information of foreign policy
decision-makers, defined by the authors as the foreign policy executive
(FPE) — encompassing the president, prime minister, dictator, key cab-
inet members, ministers, and foreign policy advisors (61). The second
concerns the characteristics of “the organizational culture, such as that
of the military as a bureaucratic organization, and a broader notion of
strategic culture such as entrenched beliefs, worldviews, and shared ex-
pectations of a society as a whole” (66). The third set of variables are
the state-society relations, understood as the level of trust between the
official decision-makers and various social and interest groups, political
and social cohesion and public support for foreign policy moves (71).
Finally, the fourth group of intervening variables includes the structure
of political, economic and social institutions, their rules, routines and
procedures, and presence of oversight and control. These elements deter-
mine the main creators of foreign policy and potential veto players (75).

Randall Schweller gives an explanation of how states select their
strategies, primarily focusing on the choice between bandwagoning and
balancing. Building on the works of neorealist Stephen Walt, he gives
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a neoclassical update to Walt’s theory of balancing of threats (see Walt
1985, 1987). Schweller talks about the balance of interests, arguing that
“the most important determinant of alignment decisions is compatibil-
ity of political goals, not imbalances of power or threat” (Schweller
1994, 88). The state will choose to align with a certain power, notwith-
standing whether it is more powerful or not, if their interests are com-
patible and the state asses it will profit from that alliance. Security and
survival are not primary goals of all countries. Revisionist states aim
to acquire that which they do not possess and to improve their position
in the system. Schweller differentiates between four groups of states,
whether they prize more the things they have or the things they wish
to gain: lions (status quo states that will pay high cost to protect what
they possess but only a small price to increase what they value), lambs
(states that would pay only low costs to defend or extend their values,
on account of them possessing very few capabilities), wolves (predato-
ry states that value what they covet far more than what they possess),
and jackals (also revisionist states that will pay high cost to defend their
possessions but even greater costs to extend their values) (Schweller
1994, 101-103).

THE US-CHINA RAPPROCHEMENT DURING THE
COLD WAR

In the implementation of the rapprochement strategy in its
relations with the Russian Federation, the White House could as a
blueprint use the opening to China that occurred during the first term
of President Richard Nixon. In order to better understand the prospects
and potentials of the US-Russia détente, a brief outline of the US-China
rapprochement will be offered in this section.’

The United States’ relations with the People’s Republic of China
at the end of the 60s were formally non-existent. The American support
of the Kuomintang-led Republic of China and its leader Chiang Kai-
shek during the Chinese Civil War and recognition of Taiwan (Republic
of China) as the legitimate representative of Chinese people at the
international level, the US aid for and military protection of Taiwan,
the ramifications of the conflict between the People’s Liberation
Army (PLA) and the United Nations (UN) troops which principally
consisted of American military personnel during the Korean War, and
the position of US as the leading capitalist state in the world made this
country the principal enemy for the Chinese communist regime. On
the other hand, American policymakers saw China, together with the

3) For better understanding of using analogies in specific state foreign policy decision making
or strategic adjustment see Jlammh, Henesskouh u JKuBojunosuh, 2018.
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USSR, as the key communist country committed to the revolutionary
change of the international order. The USSR was the main challenger
for the US. Still, the containment strategy used to hold back the spread
of communist ideology and regime change in the US-backed countries,
directed and promoted against Moscow, was in Asia also aimed against
and useful in dealing with China. The alliance systems of SEATO,
whose members included Australia, France, New Zealand, Pakistan,
Philippines, Thailand, United Kingdom, and the United States, and
CENTO, whose members were Iran, Iraq, Pakistan, Turkey, and United
Kingdom, fulfilled this role.*

However, the Sino-Soviet split of the late 50s — early 60s
fundamentally altered the dynamics among the major world powers. The
relationship between the USSR and China was long that of domination
and subordination. The Communist Party of China relied on Soviet
support during the Chinese Civil War and afterwards, mainly through
extensive loans, transfers of military technology, and the assistance of
Soviet advisors. Stalin was the undisputed leader of communism at
the world stage and he made sure to remind Mao of that during the
Chinese leader’s visit to Moscow in late 1949 — early 1950 that resulted
in the signing of the Sino-Soviet Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and
Mutual Assistance (Westad 1998, 12). After Stalin died in 1953, and
Nikita Khrushchev emerged as his successor and victor of the ensuing
power struggle for the leadership role in the USSR, the cooperation
continued. Khrushchev, although reluctantly, agreed to aid China in
nuclear program development. However, the relations between the
two largest communist countries and their leaders gradually worsened
and became openly antagonistic by the early 60s as a result of several
interconnected factors.

Firstly, the destalinization process initiated by Khrushchev
at the XX Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union led
to ideological disagreements. Although Mao was not a particular
admirer of Stalin, he saw the possibility for the criticism of a cult of
personality to be applied in his case as well. Furthermore, Mao now
saw himself as the senior figure among the communist leaders and
expected due respect. He was thus personally offended he was not
consulted or notified of Khrushchev’s plans regarding destalinization
(Liithi 2016, 136). The responding Maoist critique of ideological
leanings in the USSR was published in the 1960 article titled “Long
live Leninism”, which further contributed to the dissent (Westad 1998,
24). Secondly, Moscow, as a result of its weaker nuclear capabilities vis

4) In the case of CENTO, the US was not a member even if it participated in negotiations
leading to its formation. However, the alliance had American support.
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a vis Washington, worked on a détente with the US while building its
nuclear arsenal. Soviet attempts to appease the US were not compatible
with an aggressive Chinese policy against Taiwan, manifested in two
Taiwan strait crises, and the development of Beijing’s nuclear program
(Athwal 2004, 283-284). This led to the cancellation of Soviet help
for the Chinese nuclear program in 1959 and the withdrawal of Soviet
advisors in 1960. Thirdly, their geopolitical interests on the Indian
subcontinent were incompatible, as was demonstrated in the case of the
Sino-Indian War in 1962, which was the final straw in the Sino-Soviet
split. The USSR took a neutral stance in the conflict over the border
territory between the Indian and Chinese armies. Additionally, it was
increasing the economic and military cooperation with India, which
was seen in Beijing as a direct move against its interests (Athwal 2004,
288-289). Consequently, when the USSR invaded Czechoslovakia in
1968 in accordance with the Brezhnev doctrine, the fear of a similar
attack on China was present among the Chinese leaders. The border
conflict with the Red Army troops on the Ussuri River in 1969 further
cemented the position of the USSR as the primary threat to China.

Meanwhile, across the Pacific, the new president Richard Nixon
found a like-minded ally and collaborator in Henry Kissinger, who was
appointed as the National Security Advisor. They shared a disdain for
established institutions such as the State Department and bureaucracy
and a preference for direct and centralized decision making (Gaddis
2005, 299). Also, both men were proponents of a Realpolitik approach
to international affairs, eschewing ideology and regime types as factors
in building relations with other countries. They tried to move from a
normative view and a battle against communism based on principle,
rather opting to be led by the idea of the national interests of the US and
building relations with countries in order to protect and promote those
interests. As Kissinger said, “we will judge other countries, including
Communist countries, and specifically countries like Communist China
on the basis of their actions and not on the basis of their domestic
ideology” (Kissinger 1979, 192). Furthermore, Nixon was supportive
of developing relations with China and pulling this country from
international isolation even before he became the President of the
United States. In his famous Foreign Affairs article published in 1967,
he said that “we cannot afford to leave China forever outside the family
of nations, there to nurture its fantasies, cherish its hates and threaten its
neighbours” (Nixon 1967, 121).

He started sending signals of his willingness to rekindle the
relations between the two countries to Chinese leadership through
several channels. There was an initiative to continue the Warsaw talks
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between the US and Chinese ambassadors and the administration
issued National Security Decision Memorandum 17 whose subject
was the relaxation of economic controls against China. It enabled more
balanced trade with China, export of agricultural equipment, food and
pharmaceuticals, as well as an import into the US of Chinese goods
purchased abroad for non-commercial use (National Security Council,
1969). However, the strongest contact was achieved through the
Pakistani president Yahya Khan. He acted as the intermediary and was
instrumental in the organization of Kissinger’s secret visit to China in
July 1971. This clandestine operation, unknown to most members of the
Cabinet including the Secretary of State William Rogers, enabled the
National Security Advisor to meet and negotiate in detail with Chinese
premier Zhou Enlai. They spoke about Taiwan, Vietnam, USSR and
agreed on Nixon’s visit to China the following year (Tudda 2012, 90-
92).

Nixon’s trip was preceded by anothermade by Kissingerin October
of 1971 whose purpose was to elaborate details about the President’s
visit. Kissinger’s trip coincided with the vote in the UN on the Albanian
resolution proposing the expulsion of the Republic of China (Taiwan)
and its replacement with the People’s Republic of China. Previously,
the Secretary of State Rogers and the US Ambassador to the UN George
H. W. Bush, with the President’s support, put forward a two Chinas
resolution which included the seat for China in the Security Council
and a seat for Taiwan in the General Assembly, but it was defeated with
a 59-55 vote and 15 abstentions (Tudda 2012, 140). This resolution
was the maximum effort the Nixon administration was prepared to put
in order to keep the Republic of China in the UN. Prior to the vote
the president expressed his willingness to accept the People’s Republic
of China in the UN. He did not insist on stopping this process at all
costs, seeing it, in a realist fashion, as a reflection of the existing state
of affairs. However, through careful negotiations and skilled political
manoeuvring, the made efforts was enough to pacify the wrath of the
conservatives supporting Taiwan, such as the California governor
Ronald Reagan (140-141).

The President’s week-long visit to China in late February
1972, which Nixon dubbed “the week that changed the world”, was a
resounding success for both sides. The President met with Chairman
Mao, visited historical sites, and discussed with premier Enlai at
length about main issues, such as the stance of the USSR, the question
of status of Taiwan, and American presence in Vietnam. Empowered
by their membership in the UN, the Chinese saw the arrival of the
American leader to their country as the next step in their emergence
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from international isolation, and a way to make the USSR further
second-guess Chinese abilities, options and ramifications of a potential
conflict between the Red Army and the PLA. They gained assurances
about the American withdrawal from Vietnam, the US commitment to
a non-militaristic Japan, and acknowledgment of the administration’s
one China policy (Tudda 2012, 186, 189-190, 195). On the other hand,
the pros of opening to China for the White House were numerous. It
strengthened the security in East Asia from the American perspective,
put pressure on North Vietnam from another angle, and they obtained
guarantees from China for a peaceful solution to the Taiwan situation.

But primarily, this strategy was supposed to unsettle the Soviet
decision-makers and make them more prone to compromises and
concessions to the US (Gaddis 2005, 292-293; Liithi 2016, 142-143).
Washington felt threatened because the Soviets achieved strategic parity
and the advantage Americans had in nuclear weapons disappeared.
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT I) were meant to address this
grave concern. The resulting agreements restrained the competition in
nuclear armaments and imposed the limit on the anti-ballistic missile
(ABM) systems. Through the rapprochement with China, the US
put pressure on Moscow, since this unexpected and for the Soviets
unwelcome turn of events could lead to a potential joint Sino-American
balancing of the USSR. Thus, Soviet leaders had an incentive to commit
to SALT I and accept the restrictions imposed on both sides, but from
which at the time the US had more to gain than the USSR. In this way,
the American decision to improve the relations with China proved
beneficial, since the political will for the rapprochement existed on the
Chinese side as well, and the alignment of interests was appropriately
discerned. The centralization of all decision making in the White House,
inclination towards secrecy and covert diplomacy, and the appropriate
handling of key domestic policy players were additional factors that
enabled the triumph of this endeavour, although precisely some of these
tendencies led to Nixon’s downfall in the Watergate scandal soon after.
Nevertheless, the successful opening to a lesser threat and rival in the
international system (China) contributed to relative gains in relations
with the main adversary (the USSR).

THE OPENING TO RUSSIA - A POSSIBLE BIDEN
STRATEGY?

The structure of contemporary international system is
significantly different compared to the situation of the early 70s.
The United States are despite growing multipolarity of international
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relations still the most powerful country in the world. Its dominance
is being contested by a number of revisionist states, of which the main
threat comes from China. Chinese share in the world economy rose
from 3,6% in 2000 to 16,1% in 2018, while the US’ share fell from
30,4% in 2000 to 23,3% in 2018 (Tabachnik and Miller 2021, 283).
Additionally, since Xi Jinping came to power, China is more assertive
in its relations with its neighbours regarding the control of the South
China Sea, while expanding its influence globally, primarily in the
Middle East and Africa. The Biden administration has defined the rise
of China as the principal challenge to the US and its main focus will
be to address this issue adequately. President Biden said that “we’ll
also take on directly the challenges posed by our prosperity, security,
and democratic values by our most serious competitor, China” (Biden
2021a). His focus on China is one of the few instances where the 46%
President of the US is following the course set by his predecessor
Donald Trump. On the other hand, although it possesses only a fraction
of the military and economic power of the USSR, Russia is still a major
power and actor whose actions have the capacity to shape and influence
the state of affairs on the world stage, especially in its neighbouring
regions, such as Eastern Europe and Central Asia. However, the US-
Russian relations are worst since the end of the Cold War, with the
watershed moment being the Ukraine crisis. In 2014, the ousting of the
Ukrainian president Victor Yanukovych in the mass protests after his
refusal to sign the EU Association Agreement prompted Russia to react
decisively (Mearsheimer 2014, 80-81). The subsequent annexation of
the Crimea peninsula and support for the rebels in the eastern Ukrainian
regions of Donetsk and Luhansk provoked strong criticism from the
West. The sanctions introduced by the US and the EU targeted at first
only assets of selected individuals close to President Putin and held
accountable for the Russian actions in Ukraine. Over time they evolved
to sectoral sanctions aimed against the defence, energy and finance
sectors (Dytrich 2014, 83-85).

This decline in relations with the West led Moscow to turn
eastward to compensate for the losses inflicted by American and
European sanctions. The resulting strengthening of the Sino-Russian
partnership presents a serious problem for the United States, since
the cooperation between the two countries is growing and they
so far appear able to overcome the existing differences and focus
on common interests. In order to decouple Moscow and Beijing,
an opening to Russia, in the vein of Nixon’s opening to China, is a
potential direction. Many commentators and analysts warned that the
US policy towards Russia is pushing it to further embrace its alliance
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with China. For example, Joseph S. Nye (2019) warns that the two
counties “have cooperated closely in the UN Security Council, taken
similar positions on international control of the Internet, and have used
various diplomatic frameworks such as the BRICS grouping and the
Shanghai Cooperation Organization to coordinate positions”. Charles
A. Kupchan (2021) suggests Washington should demonstrate to
Moscow “that more cooperation with the West can help Russia redress
the mounting vulnerabilities arising from its close partnership with
China”. Thomas Graham (2019) argues that “U.S. policymakers should
help multiply Russia’s alternatives to China, thereby improving the
Kremlin’s bargaining position”. Still, it is not clear of what a potential
opening to Russia would consist.

This strategy would require Washington to offer to Moscow
concessions significant enough for it to reconsider its partnership with
Beijing. If Putin had different options available in order to realize some
of his goals, than he would have greater leverage to distance Russia from
China and pursue a foreign policy on a number of issues less aligned
with that of its south-eastern neighbour. If some of the main grievances
Russia has with the West would be addressed, the Kremlin’s turn to
the east could be slowed down and it would be incited to reconsider its
strategic alignment. From the Russian perspective, the two main factors
that harm the relations with the US are NATO eastward enlargement,
particularly the idea of Ukraine’s and Georgia’s membership in the
alliance, and Washington’s insistence on democracy and human
rights promotion in Russia (Rumer and Sokolsky 2019, 1). The first is
perceived as a geopolitical and security threat driven by the elimination
of Russia’s buffer zones to the West, on which it has historically relied
to provide safety, and the removal of the neighbouring countries from
its traditional sphere of influence. This leads to another problem — the
refusal to acknowledge a particular Russian sphere of influence, which
affects Russian standing and self-perception as a great power. This
status and its recognition by other great powers is inherently tied to
the stability and security of Russia, since the time of Peter the Great
in the 17" and 18" century (Graham 2019). The second factor is seen
as a continuation of a policy of support for the colour revolutions in
Georgia and Ukraine, in 2003 and 2004 respectively, and a deliberate
intervention in the internal affairs of Russia in order to destabilize and
weaken it from within.

To expect full accommodation of Russian interests and wishes
for these issues by the Biden administration would be unreasonable.
Looking at Nixon’s opening to China, through their actions the President
and Kissinger enabled the incorporation of China in the international
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community, which made the USSR, whom China saw as the greatest
threat at the time, reluctant to escalate tensions with Beijing on the
account of the new Sino-American rapprochement. They were also
willing to make a compromise regarding Taiwan, whose status was and
is still of primary concern to China. Today, regarding Russia, readiness
to acknowledge Moscow’s positions and the logic behind its actions
would be a needed first step. This could lead to compromise on some
of these matters which would signal Putin a willingness to improve
relations. Although this policy would be hard to defend and looking in
the short term, it could be understood as unnecessary appeasement of
a comparably weaker power and its autocratic leader, in the long term
it would be justified as the US could focus more on China, its main
strategic challenger.

Regarding NATO enlargement, the prospects of Georgia or
Ukraine becoming members are rather unrealistic. Thus, the Biden
administration would have to openly accept that. The bilateral
cooperation with the two countries could continue and should be
promoted, as Russia was ready to tolerate this kind of arrangement
before. But their membership is a red line for Putin (Graham 2019).
To concede to that would be a major breakthrough in US-Russian
relations. This leads to the topic of Ukraine. The White House cannot
ever recognize Russian sovereignty over Crimea and accept the illegal
seizure of the peninsula. It could nevertheless engage Russia in new
negotiations over the status of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions, as
the Minsk protocols proved ineffective (McFaul 2021). Additionally,
gradual softening and removal of sanctions implemented in the
aftermath of the Ukraine crisis would be an important development.
The direct contact and talks with the Russian side and inclusion of the
Kremlin in attempts to resolve major international issues, such as the
Iran nuclear program or Syrian civil war, would curb Russian parallel
solo efforts and play to Moscow’s cravings for the great power status
recognition. The isolation of the Kremlin is counterproductive if the
goal is to encourage it to distance itself from Beijing. Accordingly, the
US could consider the initiative to welcome Russia back in the GS.
Finally, the promotion of fundamental values of democracy and human
rights cannot be removed from the US foreign policy agenda entirely.
But it also does not have to be its first priority. The criticism of Putin’s
treatment of political opposition, civil rights activists and critical media
will surely remain on the table. But if it is less severe and less frequent,
while at the same time constrained to verbal condemnation not followed
by economic sanctions, it could become peripheral in the wider picture.
Washington was more than willing to cooperate with autocratic regimes
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throughout history, and its friendly relations with Saudi Arabia today
are proof that has not changed. Consequently, dropping the framing of
US relations with Russia as a battle of the democratic free world versus
the authoritarian one would also be a significant gesture of goodwill.

Implementing some combination of previously mentioned
actions could lead to a détente between Washington and Moscow, and
would open an alternative path for Russian foreign policy course in the
future that would not result in the strengthening of the Sino-Russian
axis. The Biden administration would not concede to Russia on all
the points and should rightfully expect a willingness for compromise
from the other side. Presidents Biden and Putin met for a summit in a
meeting on June 16, 2021 (The New York Times 2021). Preparedness
to directly engage with the Russian side on the highest level and discuss
differences and obstacles in their relationship face to face shows that
the policy of the current president towards Russia will not be limited
only to confrontation with the traditional adversary. The decision to
renew the New START treaty on nuclear arms reduction, signed
between the two countries during Obama’s presidency and expiring in
2021, was negotiated successfully prior to the summit (Reif and Bugos
2021). President Biden lifted sanctions that affected the completion of
Nord Stream 2, the pipeline transporting gas from Russia to Germany
(BBC 2021). At the press conference after the meeting between the two
leaders, Biden addressed Russia as a great power, which has an important
symbolical weight, especially considering Obama’s dismissive remark
about Russia as a regional power in 2014 (Biden 2021b; Rumer and
Sokolsky 25). It seems that the space for the opening to Russia policy
exists and this direction is not unimaginable. However, if the current
administration opts to pursue it, it will have to overcome two major set
of challenges that affect its possible effectiveness.

The first set of challenges relates to the structure of the
international system, positions and most importantly, interests of the
major powers in question, namely the US, Russia, and China. In the
early 70s, Nixon had the opportunity to capitalize on the existing rift
between the USSR and China. Moscow and Beijing had conflicting
interests. Their ideological clash over the dominance in the communist
world and differing geopolitical aims in Asia world led them to the
verge of direct military engagement. But Washington had the interest
to promote a more tripolar configuration on the world stage, to check
soviet power and to decrease China’s unpredictability stemming from
its isolationism (Caldwell 2009, 635). On the other hand, today the
situation regarding Russia and China is rather different. Ideology as a
main driver for foreign policy actions is not present anymore. Although
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USA is regarded as a liberal and democratic state and on the other hand
Russia and China are considered to be autocracies the ideological clash
between these three powers is only subsidiary to their geopolitical
rivalry. In the words of Hal Brands (2018, 62) “ideological competition
is fuelling geopolitical competition”. Their interests in international
arena are far more important than their ideological worldview. In
Schweller’s terms, they are two wolves allied against the American
lion. Both countries aim for a more multipolar world and insist on the
understanding of international relations in which sovereignty, spheres
of influence and non-intervention in internal affairs present a basis
respected by all actors. To achieve this, Putin, for the time being, seems
willing to put up with Russian increasing dependence on China’s imports
of oil and gas, its rising influence in Central Asia, and the uncertainty
over the Russian Far East, the underpopulated region bordering China.

The second set is based on the domestic variables that affect
foreign policy decisions. Leader perceptions have an influence both on
the American and the Russian side. President Biden served as Obama’s
vice president for eight years and was an important decision-maker
both in the period of the reset in the counties relations at the start of the
Obama administration and the decline in the wake of Arab Spring and
Ukraine crisis (Kuchins 2015; McFaul 2018). This previous experience
impacts his stance towards Kremlin. Still, the silver lining could be his
willingness to learn from that experience and shape the policy on Russia
accordingly. On the other hand, Putin has deep reservations about the
prospects for an improvement in relations with the White House. In
his eyes, Russia’s cooperation with the Bush administration in the
fight against terrorism after the 9/11 attacks was rewarded with NATO
membership for Romania, Bulgaria, and the Baltic states. Agreement for
the UN sanctions imposed on Iran on account of its nuclear program did
not stop the US intervention in Libya despite clear Russian opposition
to it (Goldgeier 2021). Furthermore, state-society relations in Russia
play a role too. Putin’s foreign policy decisions are tied to dependence
on anti-Americanism and perception of constant conflict with the West
which functions as a rally round the flag moment in the area of domestic
politics (Rumer and Sokolsky 2019, 2).

Another affecting variable is the resurgence of the Cold War
outlooks and perception of Russia as the crucial adversary deriving from
the allegations of its interference in the 2016 US presidential elections,
subsequent investigation and the resulting Mueller report. In 2021,
American attitude towards Russia is the worst since the final years of
the Cold War, the joint survey by the Chicago Council on Global A ffairs
and the Levada Analytical Center shows (Smeltz et al. 2021). The
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domestic institutions in the US, namely the influence of the Congress
in the foreign policy creation, will also present a great impediment
for the opening to Russia. President Trump’s rhetoric during his 2016
election campaign and first months of his presidency included plans
for an improvement in relations with Putin (Rutland 2017, 41). But
Trump faced major opposition from Congress, which was bipartisan
in its hard-line stance on Russia, and imposed additional sanctions
despite the President’s reluctance (Stent 2020). While the Democrats
acted to stop what they saw as unwelcomed closeness and sympathy for
Putin, the Republicans wanted to put an end to ideas of any collusion
between the President from their party and Kremlin by being strict and
uncompromising (Trenin 2019). With the fragile majority Democrats
have in the Senate, Biden will have to be very careful and tactical for
such an atypical and uncommon strategy as the opening to Russia to
have a chance.

CONCLUSION

The leading foreign policy creators in Washington are aware that
China presents a major threat to the US dominance and have stated their
plans to treat it accordingly. However, Russia cannot be disregarded,
especially considering its growing partnership with China. Relying on
the successful examples from history, President Biden and his team
could opt to try an opening to Russia, in the vein of the move President
Nixon made towards China during the Cold War. This approach would
aim to present Kremlin with additional options and stimulate its
distancing from Beijing. The 46™ president of the US has not committed
to such policy, although the administration’s actions towards Russia
contain some telling signs that such a policy is not off the table, despite
the very critical rhetoric. Still, compared to the Nixon era, the state of
affairs in international relations differs greatly. The interests of Moscow
and Beijing align in the most important aspects. Furthermore, many
domestic variables, on the Russian, but especially on the American
side, make additional obstacles to the successful implementation of this
strategy. Consequently, if Biden decides to pursue it, he would have to
deal with a number of factors that threaten to hinder its progress, some
of which are beyond his capacity to influence. Because of this, although
opening to Russia is a possible foreign policy direction for the US, the
eventual favourable results seem very questionable.
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Ilaene Heouh'

Hnemumym 3a mehynapoony norumuxy u npuepedy, beozpao

Mapko Manouh
Hnuemumym opywmeenux nayka, beoepao

AMEPHNYKO-PYCKO ITPUBJIN/KABAIBE: (HE)
MOI'Yh TIPABAILl 3A AMEPUYKY CIIO/bHY
HNOJIUTUKY

Pe3nme

AyTOpH OBOT pajia UCIUTY]y MOTYhy MpOMeHy Kypca y CIIOJHHO]
nomutrny CjenmumbeHnx AMepuyuknx JpikaBa v lb€HO CTPATEIIKO MPH-
narohaBame y omHocuMa ca Pycujom. Cjennmene Amepuuke J[pxaBe
OuIe Ccy jenmvHa cymepcuiia y CBETY HAKOH 3aBpIneTka XIIaJHOT para,
anu caBpeMeHH MehyHapomHu cucteM oOenexaBa pactyha MyITHIO-
napHocT. OBa mpoMeHa Ha Mel)yHapoJHOj CLIeHH Y3pOKOBaHa je ycIo-
HOM JIBE BEJIMKE CHJIE Ca PEBU3MOHHCTHYKAM TeHIeHuujama — Kune
u Pycuje. Mako Kuna npencrapiba m1aBHOT T€OMOIUTUYKOT CyIIapHU-
ka CA/l, Pycuju He HemocTaje aMOuIMja 1a yTHYC HA aKTyeJIHA CBET-
cka JemaBama. Moryhu penarnuBHU NOOWTaK y KHHECKO-aMEPHUKOM
puBanctBy 3a CAJl Morao 6m ce moctuhu O6mmxoM capaamoMm ca Py-
cujom. Mako OM OBO XHIOTETHIKO MOOOJBIIAKE OJHOCA MOIJIO OWTH
on xkopuctr 3a CAJl, ayTopu OBOT paaa 3ay3uMajy CTaB nia je TIpuOIH-
JKaBame m3Mely IBe 3emibe TpeHyTHO Majio BepoBarHo. Kopucrehn
HEOKJIACHYHU pealin3aM Kao TEOPHjCKU OKBHUD, PaJl UCIHTYje MOTyhy
aMEepUYKO-PyCKy CTpaTelIKy capaamy, yKIbydyjyhu y aHanu3y CroJb-
HE ¥ YHyTpalimke (pakTope Koju yTHIy Ha JPIKaBHY CIIOJbHY MOJTUTHKY
U cTpartemiko npunarohaBame. Pax Takohe mcnutyje orBapame CAJ]
npema Kunu Tokom XnamHor para 3a BpeMe NMpelceIHUYKe aIMHHU-
ctpanuje Puuapna Hukcona u ymopelyje ra ca caBpeMeHHM CTameM
y CBETY.

Kuwyune peuu: Oonocu CAJl u Pycuje, cnomua nomumuxa CA/,

panpouwiman, HeoKiacudynHu peaiuzam, pueaicmeo
Be/IUKUX cura
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The United States and the United Kingdom have special
political, economic, military and cultural relations. The new American
administration is restoring priority to multilateralism and old alliances,
and the British authorities have announced an expansion of international
engagement. The effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, the fight against
climate change, the growth of China’s influence, and threats to
cybersecurity are the biggest international challenges in the view of both
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and work out solutions to the world’s most crucial problems. The United
Kingdom left the European Union in January 2020 and, in line with the
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UK relations could deepen but new troubles appeared, for example the
need to negotiate a new trade deal. However, the differences between
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INTRODUCTION

The author aims to identify the most important challenges to the
special relationship between the United States and the United Kingdom
during the presidency of Joe Biden, and to formulate conclusions on
a possible path for these relations to develop under the current US
administration. The topic seems important because of the shift of
American foreign policy towards old alliances and multilateralism
after the inauguration of the new presidency, and Joe Biden’s negative
perception of the departure of the United Kingdom from the European
Union, which determines the UK’s current foreign policy. The British
authorities announce the doctrine of Global Britain, and, as politicians
and researchers emphasize, the United States and the United Kingdom,
which are connected with special political, economic and military ties,
need each other to better implement their foreign policy goals. The
actions of President Joe Biden and Prime Minister Boris Johnson are
an important context of the research, as they are the creators of their
states’ foreign policy and the personal contacts of US and UK leaders
have always been one of the foundations of the strength of this special
relationship.

The methodology of the work was based on the analysis of
discourse: the author primarily analyzes the statements (speeches,
statements in interviews) of President Biden and Prime Minister
Johnson, which relate to the priorities in the relations of these
states. The additional method was the analysis of primary sources
(strategic documents, reports of government centers) and se-
condary sources (press articles).

The first part of the article invokes and explains the no-
tion of the special relationship between the United States and the
United Kingdom and the positions of President Joe Biden and
Prime Minister Boris Johnson on the importance of British-Ame-
rican relations as well as each other as people and politicians.
In the second part of the article, the author identifies the most
important common interests and activities in the US-UK rela-
tions during the presidency of Joe Biden. The positions of leaders
on issues important for cooperation between states are collected
— these are: political and economic reconstruction of the world
after the COVID-19 pandemic, combating the effects of climate
change, the growing influence of the People’s Republic of China,
and the cooperation of intelligence and in the field of cybersecu-
rity. The third part of the article is devoted to issues difficult for
US-British relations during the presidency of Joe Biden. These
are primarily the effects of the United Kingdom leaving the Euro-
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pean Union, which is related to, inter alia, the issue of preparing
a new trade agreement with the US. The reduction of foreign aid,
as proposed by Boris Johnson, is also important, as Joe Biden
increases its financing. The last part of the article is a synthesis
of the points of contact and contradictions in the current US-UK
relations and an attempt to forecast their development under Joe
Biden presidency.

THE NOTION OF THE SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP AND

THEIR PRIORITIZATION IN BOTH STATES

The United States and the United Kingdom have special political,
economic, military and cultural relations. This term was popularized
in 1946 by the British Prime Minister Winston Churchill, and it was
intended to define the unique nature of the alliance of the former
metropolis and its former colony which became a superpower. States
are linked by linguistic and cultural ties, a similar understanding of
many key political values and belonging to international structures that
are decisive for the creation and maintenance of the international order.
They are permanent members of the UN Security Council, the body
responsible for international peace and security, belong to the G7 and
G20, are the founding states and one of the most important members
of the North Atlantic Alliance. They support each other’s international
activity very often and were allies during many conflicts in the 20th and
21st centuries. Importantly, their level of economic and technological
exchange or intelligence cooperation can in many respects be described
as preferential and even unprecedented in terms of relations between
world powers. Essential elements of this special relationship are the
personal, cordial contacts of American leaders with British prime
ministers and with the head of state, the Queen, characterized by
frequent visits, both public and private.

Boris Johnson prefers not to use the term special relationship.
According to him, it weakens the importance of the United Kingdom
and he prefers terms that more clearly suggest equality of the allies. It is
even more important after the withdrawal of the United Kingdom from
the European Union and the implementation of the rhetoric of regaining
sovereignty and strengthening the global position of the UK. Johnson
describes the relationship with the United States as “indestructible”,
“deep” and “meaningful” (BBCNews 2021, 1:07-1: 12). Although Prime
Minister Johnson made his remarks to the American President, the US
leader and his associates continued to use the term special relationship
in reports or at press conferences. As stated in “The Integrated Review
of Security, Defense, Development and Foreign Policy” presented by
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the British government in March 2021, “our influence will be amplified
by stronger alliances and wider partnerships — none more valuable
to British citizens than our relationship with the United States” (UK
Cabinet Office 2021: 6). Joe Biden emphasized in The Interim National
Security Strategic Guidance the crucial importance of the United
Kingdom in building a common transatlantic agenda “on the defining
issues of our time.” (The White House 2021).

The leaders have polarizing political backgrounds — Boris
Johnson leads the Conservative Party cabinet, while Joe Biden comes
from the liberal Democratic Party. The current US leader in 2019 called
the British Prime Minister a “physical and emotional clone” of Donald
Trump, emphasizing the bold tone of his statements and their populist
messages (Frazin: 2019). However, it can be concluded that such words
were needed for internal use and were not intended to discredit such
an important partner as the United Kingdom is for the United States.
Boris Johnson was one of the first world leaders to congratulate Joe
Biden on winning the presidential election in November 2020, even
though President Donald Trump did not recognize the election result.
Following the G7 Summit in Cornwall, Johnson spoke enthusiastically
about Biden being a “breath of fresh air”, and emphasized shared belief
in a transatlantic alliance, strong democracy, human rights and a rules-
based international order, and prioritization of the fight against climate
change (BBC News 2021, 0: 36-1: 05). In February 2021, he stated that
“America is unreservedly back as leader of the free world and that is
a fantastic thing.” (Prime Minister’s Office 2021 [“Prime Minister’s
speech...”]).

The new US leader has met Prime Minister Boris Johnson
three times so far'. Biden’s first foreign visit as president took place
in Cornwall, UK, at the G7 summit that began on June 11, 2021. The
talks focused on the international consequences of the COVID-19
pandemic, climate change, financing infrastructure in developing
states and the situation in Afghanistan. The US and UK leaders signed
the new Atlantic Charter referring to a document signed by President
Franklin D. Roosevelt and Prime Minister Winston Churchill in 1941.
As President Biden explained, the new document is “a statement of
first principles, a promise that the United Kingdom and United States
would meet the challenges of their age and would meet it together.”
(Administration of Joseph R. Biden, Jr. 2021). The second meeting took
place right after the G7 summit, on June 14 in Brussels at the NATO
summit. For the third time, the leaders met at the White House following
the opening of the 76th session of the UN General Assembly. The place

1) As of September 23, 2021.
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itself emphasizes the importance of the meeting for the Americans. The
leaders were enthusiastic, though when asked by a journalist about a
new trade deal with the United Kingdom, Biden responded slightly
less enthusiastically that “we’ll have to work that through.” (Fox News
2021, 6: 45-6: 52).

THE MOST IMPORTANT COMMON INTERESTS
AND ACTIVITIES IN US-UK RELATIONS

Consolidating efforts in the international fight against the
COVID-19 pandemic

Boris Johnson assures that the US allies across the Atlantic
can and are ready to share the burden of solving the world’s most
difficult problems (Prime Minister’s Office 2021 [“Prime Minister’s
speech...”]). The Prime Minister eagerly emphasizes the strategy of
Global Britain, i.e. strengthening the visibility of the United Kingdom
on the international arena and involvement in various parts of the world,
in various areas of international relations. These kinds of superpower
ambitions of the United Kingdom are not characterized by the will
to compete with the United States, but rather to expand the ability to
at least partially keep pace with the Americans, to be an even more
attractive partner, but also to increase its strengths and self-worth.

Prime Minister Johnson considers the challenge of combating
COVID-19 and the political and economic recovery of the world after
the pandemic to be an important test of leadership. Similarly, Joe Biden,
who took over the pandemic cases after President Trump, wants to show
American solidarity with states around the world, regardless of daily
differences and without business intentions. In the new Atlantic Charter,
the US and the UK have securitized health. The states pledged to continue
working together to strengthen health systems and help other states do the
same (The White House 2021 [“The new...”]). At the end of May 2021,
the President presented a budget proposal that included a significant
increase in financing foreign aid. Adopted by Congress and taking into
account the President’s proposal, the budget for 2022 includes $10.1
billion for global health programs, including about $1 billion for global
health safety programs and support to contain the COVID-19 pandemic
(The White House 2021 [“Budget...”] : 22). In turn, at last year’s (2020)
UN General Assembly, the British Prime Minister proposed a five-
point plan to protect the world against future epidemics. In February
2021 Johnson compared creating a system of protection against further
pathogens with uniting against military threats (Prime Minister’s Office
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2021 [“Prime Minister’s speech...”]). Importantly, the United Kingdom
is one of the founders and one of the largest donors of COVAX, a global
alliance to supply COVID-19 vaccines to developing states. Of course,
the crucial matter for both states is to resolve the crisis at home, but
both leaders are aware that, especially in the era of globalization and
interdependence, the situation in the US and the UK is related to that
of other states. In addition, showing generosity and selflessness can
strengthen their image in the international arena.

International fight against the effects of climate change

Joe Biden and Boris Johnson have a similar understanding of
security, as they deviate from its traditional understanding and see the
expanding spectrum of threats. They prioritize the fight against climate
change and underline the need for closer consolidation of international
efforts on this issue. Particularly noteworthy is the fact that the United
States acceded to the Paris Agreement again, which was one of the first
decisions of the new President. The UK, in turn, is implementing the
Green Industrial Revolution, and Boris Johnson said he hoped other states
would follow the British footsteps (Prime Minister’s Office 2021 [“PM
speech...”]). The US and UK leaders collaborated on a virtual climate
summit in April 2021, hosted by the US President, which was to be the
prelude to the UN climate summit (COP26) in Glasgow in November 2021,
where Biden will be hosted by the British Prime Minister. Boris Johnson
praised the US President at the spring summit for bringing the USA back
to the front lines to fight climate change (Prime Minister’s Office 2021
[“PM statement...”]). In the new Atlantic Charter, the leaders agreed that
tackling the climate crisis, protecting biodiversity, and sustaining nature
would be prioritized in all their states’ activities in the international arena
(The White House 2021 [“The new...”]). At the inauguration of the 76th
session of the UN General Assembly, Biden and Johnson also listed
cooperation in the fight against climate change as one of the key tasks for
their states and the world. The American President recalled that in April
2021 the USA undertook to double its public international financing to
help developing states tackle the climate crisis and announced that this
number would be doubled again (The White House 2021 [“Remarks...”]).
At Biden’s request, the US will allocate more than $2.5 billion in 2022
to international climate programs (The White House 2021 [“Budget...”]:
22). The British Prime Minister also noted that the United Kingdom was
ready to financially support states struggling with the effects of climate
change and recalled that the government paid out £11.6 billion announced
in 2019 (Prime Minister’s Office 2021 [“PM speech...”]) .
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It can be said that Boris Johnson is fortunate enough to find in the
person of the new American President a worthy partner for cooperation
on climate issues. Joe Biden prioritizes green energy and understands
much more about global warming or protecting biodiversity than his
predecessor. The US and UK leaders seem to be on track to lead the
world, together with the European Union, towards reaffirming and
strengthening the commitments made under the 2015 Paris Agreement.

The USA and the UK towards the growing influence of
China

Joe Biden wants to strengthen the US position in the international
arena, while Boris Johnson aims to present the United Kingdom as an
important global actor, regaining a fully sovereign foreign policy after
leaving the European Union and being able to make quick, independent
decisions. At the Munich Security Conference on February 19, 2021,
President Joe Biden called on US allies to unite against China. The
United States sees China as not only an economic competitor, but also a
threat to cybersecurity or at the level of values such as human rights. His
intentions were not shared by the German Chancellor Angela Merkel or
the French President Emmanuel Macron?. The words of the American
leader, however, were supported by the British Prime Minister Boris
Johnson, who opposed the repression of the Uighurs in the Chinese
province of Xinjiang and supported the people of Hong Kong (Prime
Minister’s Office 2021). The US and the UK perceive China as the
greatest state threat to their economic security. The British government
sees the need to cooperate with a state that is becoming more and more
powerful in many fields, including in the fight against climate change
and biodiversity loss, but above all emphasizes the need to improve the
ability to respond to challenges to the security and values of the United
Kingdom and its allies (UK Cabinet Office 2021: 22).

Boris Johnson invited South Korea, Australia and India to
attend the next G7 summit as guests, which clearly suggests a desire
to further consolidate efforts to increase security in East Asia and the
Indo-Pacific region, which is a natural zone for China to expand its
influence. 15 wrzesnia 2021 roku Joe Biden zapowiedziatl utworzenie
nowego partnerstwa w dziedzinie bezpieczenstwa migdzy Stanami
Zjednoczonymi, Zjednoczonym Krolestwem i Australia (AUKUS),
ktoére ma na celu wzmocnienie stabilno$ci w regionie Indo-Pacyfiku

2) Similarly, in the case of the Russian Federation, while France and Germany
prefer to ease the sanctions imposed, the United Kingdom shares the US
position on maintaining sanctions against Russia (James and Lewis 2021).
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(Madhani and Lemire 2021). On September 15, 2021, Joe Biden
announced the creation of a new security partnership between the
United States, the United Kingdom and Australia (AUKUS), which
aims to strengthen stability in the Indo-Pacific region (Madhani and
Lemire 2021). The US and the United Kingdom have pledged to assist
Australia in acquiring nuclear powered submarines, which will help
the Australian Navy to counter the actions of Chinese units. Boris
Johnson said the alliance would allow the three English-speaking
maritime democracies to strengthen their relations and sharpen their
concentration in this increasingly complex part of the world.

The United States, the United Kingdom and Australia also plan
to intensify cooperation in the areas of, among others, cybersecurity,
artificial intelligence and quantum technology. These three states, as
well as Canada and New Zealand, are already sharing intelligence on
this subject thanks to the Five Eyes alliance established in the 1940s.
In the new Atlantic Charter, the United States and the United Kingdom
announced that they would oppose interfering “through disinformation
or other malign influences, including in elections.” (The White House
2021 [“The new...”]). No state has been identified as the source of the
threat, but most likely these words refer to the activity of the Russian
Federation and the People’s Republic of China.

DIFFICULTIES IN CURRENT US-UK RELATIONS

The withdrawal of the United Kingdom from the European
Union and a new trade agreement between the UK and the
US

For decades, the European Communities/European Union
has been a key American ally. The deepening integration in the Old
Continent and the unification of the policies of the EU Member States
made it easier for third states to cooperate with them. Nowadays, one
agreement can set the terms of trade with about 30 actors, and not
with each of them separately, including key states such as Germany,
France or, until 2020, the United Kingdom. The UK’s withdrawal from
the organization in January 2020 caused a number of difficulties not
only in the UK’s foreign and trade policy, but also in the activities of
EU partners. There was a risk that the United States would be torn
between good, preferential relations and agreements with the European
Union and a special, close relationship with the United Kingdom. As a
supporter of multilateralism and international cooperation, Joe Biden
views Brexit negatively and would prefer the United Kingdom to
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remain part of a united Europe. In addition, the American President
was observing with worry the situation around the emerging border
on the island of Ireland, which hindered economic exchange and the
free movement of people. He was concerned that the issue of the
Northern Ireland Protocol to the Brexit Agreement would undermine
the durability of the Good Friday Agreement, which ended the conflict
in Northern Ireland in 1998. The President, who repeatedly emphasizes
his Irish origin, shows a solicitude for peace in this state. According
to CNN’s White House correspondent, Joe Biden raised the issue with
Boris Johnson in a phone call ahead of the G7 Summit in Cornwall, and
US diplomats discussed it with their British counterparts in preparation
for the leaders’ bilateral talks (Vazquez 2021). While Biden was able
to express his private opinion on the protocol in talks with Johnson,
American officials assured that the United States was not involved in
negotiations or disputes over the protocol, as it is a matter between the
government in London and Northern Ireland, and the United Kingdom
and European Union.

The renewed commitment of the United States to cooperate with
the European Union is not a threat but an opportunity for the United
Kingdom. There is a high probability that US-EU and US-British
partnership in key areas will be more profitable as US-EU-British
cooperation. Some of the planned projects are the restoration of the
nuclear deal with Iran and the confirmation and extension of climate
commitments at COP26 in November 2021. Combating climate change
is a priority for the US, the UK and the EU, so the cooperation of these
three important actors will be crucial to the success of the conference.

One of the more difficult aspects of the current US-British
relationship is an agreement that is to regulate the terms of trade
between the two states. Joe Biden gives it less priority than Donald
Trump and is reluctant to comment on it. While five negotiating rounds
were held in 2020, the new administration has not yet published the
schedule for resuming the negotiation process. The most contentious
issues are the provisions on investment, food safety, digital services
and pharmaceutical products. The process seems arduous, but it can
be assumed that the parties want the most accurate solution possible,
given the importance of the agreement and the economic relationship
between the states. In 2020, the US exports of goods and services to
the UK were valued at $118 billion, and the US imports of goods and
services from the United Kingdom were approximately $100.3 billion.
In turn, American foreign direct investments in the UK amounted to
$851.4 billion in 2019, and British direct investments in the USA to
$505 billion (Office of the United States Trade Representative 2020).
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Joe Biden’s and Boris Johnson’s approaches to
development and humanitarian aid, and migration

Boris Johnson decided to limit the aid provided to other states by
the United Kingdom. This does not mean, however, that the government
advocating the Global Britain doctrine intends to limit the previously
declared shared responsibility for the fate of developing states. The cuts
are to be related to the economic consequences of the pandemic for the
United Kingdom. Foreign Minister Dominic Raab announced in 2020
that the government would reduce foreign aid spending from 0.7% of
national income to 0.5% — i.e. by over £4 billion. While this has led
to funding cuts for some programs by up to 85%, Raab said in April
2021 that the UK would be the third largest donor within the G7 as a
percentage of GNI (Foreign, Commonwealth & Development Office
2021). In turn, Joe Biden announced during the opening of the 76th
session of the UN General Assembly that the United States wants to
be the largest donor of development and humanitarian aid in the world
(The White House 2021 [“Remarks...”]). According to Biden’s budget
request, the US will allocate more than $10 billion to humanitarian aid
in 2022 (The White House 2021 [“Budget...”]: 23). These funds are to
support, inter alia, refugees and victims of conflicts outside the US, and
issues of migration to the US from Central America.

Biden expands asylum programs and aims to implement a friendly
immigration system, including paving the way for undocumented
immigrants to obtain the US citizenship. Boris Johnson is less enthusiastic
about migration. The issue of immigrants was one of the hotspots in
discussions around Brexit, and the withdrawal of the United Kingdom from
the European Union imposed a visa regime in relations with many states.
The British government pledges to fight illegal migration and is much less
liberal on these issues than the current US administration. However, these
are the internal affairs of each state, and it is unlikely that migration policy
will constitute any obstacle to the partnership between the US and the UK.
The same applies to humanitarian and development aid, especially while
dealing with the internal economic effects of the COVID-19 pandemic.
The UK is likely to increase funding once the economy has stabilized and,
along with the US, will help people in need abroad.

THE FUTURE OF THE SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP
UNDER THE JOE BIDEN ADMINISTRATION
The election of Joe Biden as President heralded a return
to old alliances and the US readiness to lead and partner with the
participants of the Western world. The personal differences between
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the leaders of the United States and the United Kingdom are relegated
to the background in the face of many common challenges and taking
collective responsibility for key global activities. US-British relations
have a tradition good and strong enough that the differing positions on
minor issues will not influence the priorities of the partnership, and the
new President understands and appreciates the historical reasons for
being close to the United Kingdom. Special relationship is and will be
held together by the presence of common threats and global problems.
The end of the American presence in Afghanistan, according to the
President’s announcement, is to enable the US to focus even more on
these problems. Both states will cooperate both bilaterally and within
the framework of the United Nations, NATO and other international
organizations and multilateral agreements. Particular attention should
be paid to the recently announced strengthening of cooperation with
Australia under AUKUS and other forms of joint engagement in the
Indo-Pacific region.

Both leaders take the challenge of climate change very seriously
andencourage other states tojoin the fight. The American administration’s
agenda in this regard is much closer to the British agenda than it was
during the presidency of Donald Trump. The COVID-19 pandemic
and its consequences are undoubtedly an important test for the new
American administration and for the power ambitions of Johnson’s
United Kingdom. The two leaders of the West work together to show
the world that they can overcome antagonisms and are ready to help any
state that needs vaccines or other medical support. Joe Biden and Boris
Johnson are aware of China’s progressive growth, which will likely be
the greatest geopolitical determinant in the 2020s. As close allies in
almost every possible field of relationship, the United Kingdom and the
United States, whoever will lead them, will need to unite their forces
and resources to keep pace with China.

Both states value transatlantic relations, the fullest expression
of which is the North Atlantic Alliance. In the new Atlantic Charter,
they present themselves as NATO pillars that their allies can always
count on. The UK defense spending will increase by £24 billion over
the next four years, making the British defense budget the largest in
Europe and the second largest in NATO after the US (Prime Minister’s
Office 2021). The seemingly fragmented relations (USA-UK, the
USA as a part of NATO, USA-European Union) form a network of
connections which are the guarantors of European security, based on,
inter alia, involvement of the United States in the Old Continent. It is
not only close military cooperation, but also in the field of combating
non-traditional security threats.

169



HOJINTHKA HAIIUOHAJIHE BE3BEE/JHOCTH cmp. 159-173

The withdrawal of the United Kingdom from the European
Union is unlikely to have any major negative consequences for British-
American relations. Boris Johnson still prioritizes multilateralism and
international cooperation, and the UK authorities spoke negatively
about the US withdrawal from the Paris Agreement or the nuclear deal
with Iran during the Trump presidency. The UK has left no European
allies but is also opening up to other cooperation platforms that it can
use to multiply its strength. The independence of political and economic
decision-making of the bodies of the European Union is to facilitate and
accelerate the activity of the state abroad, enabling it to act on its own,
as well as alongside the overseas ally. As Boris Johnson points out, his
state’s hands are no longer tied in the fight against the world’s greatest
problems and threats. For example, the possibility of imposing sanctions
independent of the EU may make objections to specific regimes real,
and thus the readiness to defend the declared values, together with the
Americans, such as: liberal democracy, the rule of law, and the free
market. The UK government realizes that with the United States open
to multilateralism under Biden’s presidency, its efforts will find the
backing of the greatest ally.

CONCLUSION

The special relationship between the United States and the United
Kingdom has a chance to strengthen thanks to the return of the USA to
multilateralism and faith in old alliances, greater UK involvement in the
international arena and the presence of international threats in the fight
against which the cooperation of the two states is consistent with their
national interest. The discussion of both common interests and differences
in this article made it possible to understand that common interests and
similarities prevail, especially under the Joe Biden administration. In
the new Atlantic Charter both leaders emphasized the will to strengthen
partnership, recognized the key importance of basing the international
order on international law and institutions, and promoting open and fair
trade between states. President Biden’s willingness that the USA will
regain the position of a world leader could be possible thanks to the
deepening of the partnership with its allies, especially the UK, which
often went hand in hand with the United States in the most difficult
moments. Joe Biden and Boris Johnson believe that only international
cooperation is able to stop processes dangerous to the globe, such as the
COVID-19 pandemic or the effects of climate change. Both states have
taken on the burden of at least a partial solution to the world’s problems
that they want to share with their allies for the common good.

170



3yzana [Imawurocka HU3A30BU CHELJHJAJIHUM BE3AMA CA/J...

REFERENCES

Administration of Joseph R. Biden, Jr. (2021), “Remarks on the Global
COVID-19 Response and Vaccination Efforts in St. Ives, United
Kingdom”, June 10, 2021, [online]. Available at: https://www.govinfo.
gov/content/pkg/DCPD-202100495/html/DCPD-202100495.htm
[Accessed 16 September 2021].

BBC News (2021), “UK and US relationship indestructible, Boris Johnson
says - BBC News”, June 11, 2021, [online video]. Available at: https://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=Kfcpr7urlCo&ab channel=BBCNews
[Accessed 19 September 2021].

Foreign, Commonwealth & Development Office (2021), “UK Official
Development Assistance (ODA) allocations 2021 to 2022: written
ministerial statement”, April 21, 2021, [online]. Available at: https://
www.gov.uk/government/speeches/uk-official-development-assistance-
oda-allocations-2021-to-2022-written-ministerial-statement ~ [Accessed
16 September 2021].

Fox News (2021), “Biden participates in bilateral meeting with Boris Johnson”,
September 21, 2021, [online]. Available at: https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=HpkRdAFWoDY's [Accessed 23 September 2021].

Frazin, Rachel (2019), “Biden calls Boris Johnson ‘a physical and emotional
clone’ of Trump”, December 13, 2019, [online]. Available at: https://
thehill.com/homenews/campaign/474419-biden-calls-boris-johnson-a-
physical-and-emotional-clone-of-trump [Accessed 15 September 2021].

James William, Lewis Simon (2021), “UK, U.S. impose sanctions on
Russian intelligence agents over Navalny poisoning”, August 20, 2021,
[online]. Available at: https://www.reuters.com/world/uk/uk-sanctions-
seven-russian-intelligence-agents-over-navalny-poisoning-2021-08-20/
[Accessed 20 September 2021].

Madhani Aamer, Lemire Jonathan (2021), “Biden announces Indo-Pacific
alliance with UK, Australia”, September 16, 2021. [online], Available
at: https://apnews.com/article/joe-biden-business-china-australia-united-
states-1b2e597918bc1c8dd1aab26ab32c9621 [Accessed 18 September
2021].

Office of the United States Trade Representative (2020), “United Kingdom”,
[online]. Available at: https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/europe-middle-
east/europe/united-kingdom [Accessed: 16 September 2021].

Prime Minister’s Office (2021), “PM speech at the UN General Assembly: 22
September 20217, [online]. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/
speeches/pm-speech-at-the-un-general-assembly-22-september-2021
[Accessed 24 September 2021].

Prime Minister’s Office (2021), “PM statement at the Leaders Summit on
Climate: 22 April 20217, [online speech transcript]. Available at: https://
www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-statement-at-the-leaders-summit-
on-climate-22-april-2021 [Accessed 14 September 2021].

171



HOJINTHKA HAIIUOHAJIHE BE3BEE/JHOCTH cmp. 159-173

Prime Minister’s Office (2021), “Prime Minister’s speech at the Munich
Security Conference: 19 February 20217, [online]. Available at: https://
www.gov.uk/government/speeches/prime-ministers-speech-at-the-
munich-security-conference-19-february-2021 [Accessed 15 September
2021].

UK Cabinet Office (2021), “Global Britain in a Competitive Age: The
Integrated Review of Security, Defence, Development and Foreign
Policy”, Command Paper 403, March 2021, [online]. Available at: https://
assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment data/file/975077/Global Britain_in_a Competitive Age-

the Integrated Review of Security Defence Development and
Foreign_Policy.pdf [Accessed 20 September 2021].

Vazquez Maegan (2021), “Boris and Biden: A diplomatic odd couple faces
pressure to define the US-UK relationship”, June 10, 2021, [online].
Available at: https://edition.cnn.com/2021/06/10/politics/joe-biden-boris-
johnson-relationship/index.html [Accessed 14 September 2021].

The White House (2021), “Remarks by President Biden Before the 76th Session
of the United Nations General Assembly”, [online]. Available at: https://
www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/speeches-remarks/2021/09/21/
remarks-by-president-biden-before-the-76th-session-of-the-united-
nations-general-assembly/ [Accessed 17 September 2021].

The White House (2021), “Renewing America’s Advantages”, The Interim
National Security Strategic Guidance. March 2021, [online]. Available at:
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/NSC-1v2.pdf
[Accessed 14 September 2021].

The White House (2021), “The Budget of the U.S. Government. Fiscal Year
20227, [online]. Available at: https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/
uploads/2021/05/budget _fy22.pdf [Accessed: 17 September 2021].

The White House (2021), “The New Atlantic Charter”, June 10, 2021, [online].
Available at: https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-
releases/2021/06/10/the-new-atlantic-charter/ [Accessed 18 September
2021].

172



3yzana [Imawurocka HU3A30BU CHELJHJAJIHUM BE3AMA CA/J...
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W3A30BM CIIEUJATTHAM BE3AMA CAJ[
1 YJEJIMHEHOT KPAJLEBCTBA KPO3 IIPU3MY
AKLMJA IPEJCEJTHUKA [IOA BAJJEHA U
IMMPEMHJEPA BOPMCA IOHCOHA

Pe3ume

Cjemumene Awmepuuke [pxaBe un YjemumeHo KpasbeBcTBO
uMajy CHeldjanHe MOJUTHYKE, EKOHOMCKE, BOjHE M KYJITYpPHE OIHOCE.
HoBa amepuuka agMuHHCTpanuja Bpaha MynTHUiaTepaqu3aM U cTape
caBe3e Mel)y CBOje IIaBHe PHOPUTETE, IOK Cy ca Apyre cTpaHe Opu-
TaHCKE BJIACTU HajaBWJIE €KCIaH3Mjy CBOI' Mel)yHApOTHOI aHTaKMaHa.
Edextn manpemuje koBua-19, 6opba mpoTHB KIMMAaTCKHX MPOMEHA,
pact ytunaja Kuna u npetwme cajoep 06e30eqHocTu cy Hajeehn melhy-
HapOIHU U3a30BU NpeMa Buljewy 06e npxkase. CAJl u YK raxohe ame-
Tyjy ¥ Ha JIpyTe JpKaBe Ja 3ajeIHUYKU MPEy3My OJITOBOPHOCT U TPaXKe
periema 3a HajBakKHH]je TIoOaiHe mpobieme. YjenumeHo KpabeBcTBo
je Hanyctuino EBponcky YHujy y janyapy 2020. romuHe W, y CKIIagy
ca PETOPHUKOM BIajie, MOBPATWJIO CYBEPEHHUTET HAJ CBOjOM CIOJEHOM
nonutukoM. OnHOCH /BE 3eMJbe OM MOIIM Ja ce mpoayde, ajM moja-
BUJIE Cy C€ HOBE HEBOJbE, KA0 Ha MpUMeEp NoTpeda a ce mperosapa o
HOBOM TPrOBHHCKOM yroBopy. Melytum, pasnuke uzmely Iloa bajaena
u bopuca [loHcoHa cy Mame BaskHEe Yy CMUCITY 3ajeTHHYKOT MHTEpeca,
Kao MITO je BUJJbMBO U3 MOTIUCHBAKA HOBE ATIAHTCKE TIOBEJBE Y JYHY
2021. ronune, a Takohe u y 3ajeqHuukom noBehamy anraxkmana y MH-
no-ITannpuakoM peruony.

Kuwyune peuu: CAJl, Vjeourweno Kpawescmeso, cneyujanue gesze, Lo
bajoen, bopuc [loncon
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Abstract

Many analysts expected a radical change in President Joseph
Biden’s foreign policy compared to the foreign policy of previous
President Donald Trump. A year after his electoral victory, opinions
about how much Biden actually changed in the US foreign policy vary
from those who see it as a revolutionary change to those who perceive
it as a difference only in tone and continuity in the majority of crucial
policy aspects. This paper aims to contribute to this debate by addressing
the issues of continuity and changes in the new administration foreign
policy towards the Western Balkans. Although many expected that
Biden’s policy to the region would be much more similar to President
Barrack Obama’s or even President Bill Clinton’s approach, this paper
claims that the new administration has a lot in common with the course
of the previous President Donald Trump. There are also some changes
and modifications, but they seem to be less crucial than the elements
of continuity that exist between Biden’s and Trump’s administrations’
foreign policy towards this region. The paper also addresses the causes
of this continuity and claims that the main reason for that are structural
factors on the level of the international system. However, some reasons
for the continuity are also on the state (internal) and individual levels
of analysis.

Keywords: US foreign policy, Western Balkans, Biden, Trump,
continuity, change, levels of analysis
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INTRODUCTION

The United States of America (US) present one of the most
important global actors. From the prism of the Western Balkans,
America is still one of the most influential foreign powers which
substantially influences regional affairs. Considering the election of
Joseph Biden for the US President in November 2020, many expected
“revolutionary change” (Andelman 2021) in comparison to the foreign
policy of Donald Trump. “America First” unilateral approach was
expected to be abandoned, with the US returning to multilateralism (with
American leadership in solving the most critical global problems and
protecting its interests) and focusing on the maintenance of its alliances
and promotion of values such as democracy and human rights. Many
expected the complete return to the pre-Trump period, or “Obama’s
(or even Clinton’s) third term” (Abrams 2021). Consequentially, there
were similar expectations regarding the US policy towards the Western
Balkans, considering that many criticized Trump’s approach to the
region as too soft towards some actors such as Serbia; non-coordinated
with the EU; not focused enough on the issues such as democracy and
human rights etc. However, certain analysts say that the radical change
in the general US foreign policy did not occur and that the White House
“changed tone, but not policies” (Labott 2021).

This paper aims to contribute to the discussion about the patterns
of continuity and change in Biden’s foreign policy, focusing on the case
of the Western Balkans. The paper claims that the approach of Biden’s
administration to this region contains more elements of continuity than
change compared to the course of'its Republican predecessor. Substantial
goals and instruments remained the same, with some modifications —
mostly of tone (narrative) and not much of policy. Therefore, it seems
that Biden’s policy so far looks more similar to the hypothetical
“Trump’s second term” (although with some differences) than to the
ideal type of the “Obama’s third term”. Paper also claims that structural
factors are the most important reason for this continuity. However,
some parts of the explanation for the patterns of continuity and change
are visible on the state (internal) and individual levels of analysis. In
the first section of the paper, we will present the main elements of
continuity that exist in the new administration’s foreign policy to the
Western Balkans. In the second section, we will show specific changes
that are visible compared to the previous administration. Finally, the
third section will analyze potential explanations for these patterns
of continuity and change coming from the three levels of analysis in
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International Relations: 1) Level of the international system (structural
level); 2) State (internal) level; 3) Individual level.

CONTINUITY IN NEW ADMINISTRATION’S POLICY
TOWARDS THE WESTERN BALKANS

There is a significant continuity with Trump’s approach in
many aspects of Biden’s foreign policy towards the Western Balkans.
This continuity could be summed up in the phrase: “more Carrots,
less sticks”. Considering the legacy of Clinton’s and (to some extent)
Obama’s administrations in the Western Balkans, when the US was
very willing to use “sticks” and to punish certain states, it was expected
that Biden’s administration would be more inclined to use coercive
measures such as economic or diplomatic sanctions to enforce the
implementation of its goals in the Western Balkans. The most explicit
statement that the US will not follow the harsh approach from the past
was delivered by Gabriel Escobar, who said that many of the people
analysts and politicians “continue to see their leadership through the
prism of 1990s, we don’t — we see it through the prism of 21 century”
(US Embassy Serbia 2021). There is also significant continuity in the
main goals and principles of the US Western Balkan foreign policy.
In the following paragraphs, we will present the essential aspects of
continuity in the US foreign policy towards the Western Balkans.

Focus on economic integration of the region

One of the essential characteristics of Trump’s administration
Western Balkan policy was prioritizing economic integration. It was
visible through at least two concrete examples. The first was that the US
focused on the economic normalization of relations between Belgrade
and Pristina instead of pressuring for a faster political settlement,
as was mostly the case during the previous Obama administration
(Nedeljkovic, Krstic 2021). The second was colossal support that the
Trump administration gave to the “Mini-Schengen” plan of establishing
a regional common market announced by Serbian, North Macedonian
and Albanian leaders in fall 2019 (US Mission Germany 2019). Support
was not only rhetorical, but the US even pressured authorities in Pristina
to join this project, which Pristina formally accepted with the signing
of the Washington Papers in September 2020 (CDDRI 2020, 9). For
Trump’s administration, regional economic integration was a bigger
priority than the EU accession of the region or solving the remaining
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open political issues in the Balkan. It was contrary to the reserved EU
stance towards the Mini-Schengen initiative, which it never officially
supported (Pukanovi¢, Krsti¢ 2021, 18-19). Instead of that, the EU tried
in fall 2020 to promote its own form of regional economic integration
labelled Common Regional Market, which would include all Western
Balkan entities, and which would be under the umbrella of the Berlin
Process and, therefore, the EU (Pukanovi¢, Krsti¢ 2021, 19-20).

Considering that Biden’s administration announced that one of
its goals is to rebuild a strong alliance with the EU (Atlantic Council
2021), it was expected that the new administration would completely
align with the EU approach to the region, unlike its Republican
predecessors. However, almost a year after Biden’s victory, it seems that
there is a clear continuity with the approach of Trump’s administration.
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Europe and Eurasia Gabriel
Escobar announced at the Belgrade Security Forum that the US see
economic integration of the region as one of the priorities and that the
best road to the overall progress of the region (including the eventual
solving of the open issues and the EU membership) is to focus on
economic development and regional economic cooperation (Rankovic¢
2021). He underlined the same attitude on the To Be Secured Forum in
Montenegro (Mili¢ 2021) and during the hearing organized in the House
of Representatives’ Subcommittee for Europe, Energy, the Environment
and Cyber (House Foreign Affairs Committee 2021). Escobar
emphasized that the US support both Open Balkan (the renamed Mini-
Schengen) and Common Regional Market and that it is willing to help
the region to implement these plans for economic integration (House
Foreign Affairs Committee 2021). Obviously, the new administration
did not change its support to the Mini-Schengen/Open Balkan despite
the reluctance of the EU to support this initiative, nor did it change its
central assumption that closer economic cooperation and development
should precede any political settlement of the open political issues in
the region. This was a significant pattern of continuity with Trump’s
administration.

A more balanced approach to the issue of Kosovo

The bottom line of all US governments since George W. Bush
is the same: they treat Kosovo as an independent country and consider
that Belgrade should eventually recognize it to achieve the final
settlement of the Kosovo issue. Trump’s administration was not an
exception. In his letter to President Vucic in February 2019, President
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Trump explicitly stated that the US “believe that the mutual recognition
should be the central element of normalization” (EWB 2019). Even
during the Washington talks in September 2020, the Serbian delegation
claimed that Americans tried to negotiate mutual recognition between
sides. Still, they allegedly shortly gave up this idea since it became
evident that Belgrade would not accept it at that moment by any chance
(Beta 2020). In this aspect, Biden’s administration has continuity with
Trump’s, considering that President Biden has mentioned a similar
formulation in his letter to Vucic in February 2021, while State
Department also stated that the dialogue should be “centered on mutual
recognition” (RSE 2021).

However, to some extent, Trump’s administration was different
from Obama’s in this regard since it was comparatively a bit more
flexible and balanced. First, there were no explicit pressures on Belgrade
to make concessions, such as those the US made with the EU from 2011
to 2016 (Nedeljkovi¢, Krsti¢ 2021). There was no use of threatening
discourse or ultimatums towards Belgrade. Secondly, when Pristina
introduced 100% tariffs on Serbian goods in late 2018, the US side was
crucial for the eventual removal of these measures in 2020. It seems that
Trump’s administration even played a role in the following change of
government in Pristina, when the more compromising Avdulah Hoti on
the position of prime minister, instead of Aljbin Kurti (Kakissis 2020).
These were obvious signs that Pristina is not considered anymore to be
“always right”. Thirdly, at some point in time, the US explicitly stated
that there is room for “creative solutions”, which was considered by
some actors to be informal support to delineation and territory swap
as a model for a final solution. Such a solution was allegedly favored
by then-National Security Advisor John Bolton (RFE/RL 2018).
Finally, the decision to focus on economic issues (instead of focusing
on complicated political problems) signaled that the main approach of
the US is not anymore to convince Belgrade to “accept the reality” as
soon as possible. Washington became aware that this process should
be more balanced and gradual to achieve any further moves towards
normalization.

Considering that many people in Biden’s administration in
charge of foreign policy had a pro-Albanian attitude during the
1990s, it was expected by some analysts that the new administration
would put substantial pressure on Belgrade to recognize Kosovo as
soon as possible. It was also expected that the new administration
would denounce Washington papers signed in September 2020 by
representatives of Belgrade and Pristina since this was a symbol of a
unilateral effort of Trump’s administration that was not coordinated
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with the EU. It did not occur, and Biden’s administration continued
with a more balanced approach. Secretary of State Antony Blinken
gave credits to Richard Grenell and Trump’s administration for this
achievement already on the hearing in Senate’s Committee before he
was formally vetted for this position (Kosovo online/Gazeta express
2021). The State Department also emphasized that they expect both
sides “to implement their Washington Commitments in support of the
goal of full normalization” (Price 2021).

It seems that dialogue between Belgrade and Pristina is important
for the new administration but that it will not punish sides in the dialogue
if the agreement is not reached. In the mentioned speeches, Gabriel
Escobar underlined that a political solution for Kosovo is desirable but
focused primarily on the region’s economic development, which is very
similar to the previous approach of Richard Grenell. Escobar mentioned
that mutual recognition would be a preferable solution for the US but
signaled that this is not ultimately the only acceptable solution, and that
Washington might support other solutions which would be acceptable
to both sides in the dialogue (House Foreign Affairs Committee 2021).
The fact that Christopher Hill is nominated for the next US ambassador
in Belgrade is also very interesting. Two years ago, while retired, he said
he would leave territorial and status issues for the end of the process
while navigating the dialogue towards solving practical questions
(Savkovi¢ 2021). This “flexibility” was very similar to some people’s
attitudes in Trump’s administration at that time, such as John Bolton.

Pragmatic cooperation with all Western Balkan leaders

One of the characteristics of Trump’s approach to the region (and
more broadly) was that it did not emphasize the state of democracy and
human rights in countries with which it cooperates (unless it helped
criticize those defined as rivals or enemies). This was also the case with
the previous administration’s policy to the Western Balkans, where many
states suffered from a significant decrease in the quality of democracy
and civil rights, according to independent sources such as Freedom
House.1 It was expected that Biden’s administration would make a
more significant distance from leaders of countries with democratic
deficits. Also, it was expected that they would be harsher towards actors
such as Serbian member of Bosnian Presidency Milorad Dodik (who
was sanctioned during Obama’s administration), who many Americans
perceive as responsible for the rise of tensions in the region, or towards

1) For example, Serbia is in a constant decrease since 2015, and it declined to the status of
“Transitional or hybrid regime” in its democracy score in 2020 (Freedom House 2021).
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the new government in Montenegro, since certain pro-Russian parties
in Democratic Front support it.

However, the new administration continued with the approach
of their Republican predecessors. Escobar explicitly stated that the US
will support democracy, but not through distancing from cooperation
with Western Balkan leaders (US Embassy Serbia 2021). Despite
open critics and some modest threats for claims about the potential
secession of Republika Srpska (Politika 2021), the US still did not
put any substantial pressure on Milorad Dodik, and it is still trying to
avoid additional escalation in relations with Banja Luka. Also, it has
excellent cooperation with new authorities in Montenegro. A more
pragmatic approach that emphasizes the benefit that the US might have
from collaboration with confident leaders to fulfil its goals prevailed
over the policy, which would be more rigid towards them because of
certain shortcomings. Of course, that does not mean that the US is
only for the status quo and that it would not support certain more pro-
democratic changes in the region, but it will certainly not push for it
on its own. In this regard, there is also a considerable similarity with
Trump’s approach, considering that in 2017 the US diplomats helped
to solve the political crisis in Skopje and the change of government in
Northern Macedonia when Zaev’s government replaced the regime of
Nikola Gruevski (Kuzmanovski 2017). Therefore, it seems that there is
much more continuity than change in comparison to the previous US
administration’s policy.

Countering the rising influence of China and Russia

Trump’s anti-Chinese policy was in massive contrast to Obama’s
“pivot to Asia” strategy and an attempt to build close cooperation ties
with Bejing. Considering that Biden’s administration was portrayed
by many as “Third Obama’s term” (Singh 2020), it was expected that
the new administration would decrease tensions between Bejing and
Washington. However, the new administration has more continuity than
discontinuity with the previous in its approach to China (Bisley 2021).
Therefore, it is not surprising that the new administration has a similar
stance towards Chinese influence in the Western Balkan. American
approach focuses on the challenges which might arise from the more
significant Chinese impact on the economy and politics in the Balkans.
The opening of the DFC office during Trump’s administration in
Belgrade was part of the broader approach to counter the rising financial
influence of Chinese loans in the region. Also, the Washington Papers
signed by president Vucic in September 2020 had an article in which
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Serbia promised that it would not buy 5G technology from “untrusted
vendors”, directed towards Chinese company Huawei (CDDRI 2020,
10-11). The new administration has not made any similar moves so
far, and even the level of future activities of DFC seems unclear at
the moment. However, it explicitly stated that reducing the Russian
and Chinese influence in the region will be one of the goals of the US
(House Foreign Affairs Committee. 2021), which means that they will
follow the path regarding China set by the previous administration.
This will also be the case regarding the US stance towards the
influence of Moscow in the region. Although some critics portrayed
Trump as being too soft and sympathetic towards Vladimir Putin,
in reality, his administration made a lot of effort to counter growing
Russian influence in the Western Balkans. This was primarily visible in
the energetics sector, where it tried to reduce the region’s dependence
on the import of Russian gas. Significant projects of building terminals
in Greece and Croatia to import Liquid Natural Gas from the USA were
developed during the previous administration. Americans hoped this
could be an alternative for Russian gas and help reduce the political
influence of Moscow. These measures were especially focused on
Serbia, which accepted the clause that it would diversify its energy
sources in the mentioned Washington papers from September 2020
(CDDRI 2020, 10). Biden’s administration will probably rhetorically
emphasize the importance of reducing Russian influence in the region
compared to the previous administration. Still, in a nutshell, it will
continue the path set by the last administration in this regard as well.

Expansion of NATO

Despite some controversial moments which questioned the
firmness of NATO’s position in the Western Balkans?, the previous
Republican administration continued with the NATO enlargement
process. During the mandate of Donald Trump, Montenegro and
Northern Macedonia formally joined NATO. Northern Macedonia
managed to do so because of the Prespa Agreement and the final solving
of the name issue with Greece, whose achievement was substantially
backed by the USA. Biden’s administration will follow this suit and
support further enlargement of NATO to Bosnia and Herzegovina.
Considering that Assistant Secretary for Europe and Eurasia Karen
Donflried has a substantial background in promoting Euro-Atlantic
integration and NATO enlargement through her engagement in the

2) One of the such examples was Trump’s comment that he would not start a World War I1I for
Montenegro and send his son to fight for it (Macias, Higgins 2018)
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German Marshall Fund of the US, this issue will probably be one of
the most important for her. Regarding Serbia, it is expected that the
new administration will stress out that it respects Serbian neutrality but
that it hopes for deepening and widening of cooperation with Serbia
through the Partnership for Peace program. Therefore, this aspect will
also present the continuity with Trump’s administration.

skeskeosk

Besides the mentioned priorities, there will be undoubted
continuity between the previous and the new administration in the
common goals of US foreign policy, such as protection of the US
citizens, protection of US companies and promotion of their commercial
interest, fight against drug smuggling and organized crime, and
fight against terrorism and violent radicalization. The US constantly
cooperates with all countries in the region to pursue these vital goals for
American interests and security. Considering everything mentioned, it
seems that Biden’s administration will make no “U-turns” in its policy
towards the Western Balkans, but that it will follow the main goals of
the previous administration’s approach.

CHANGES IN THE APPROACH OF THE NEW
ADMINISTRATION TOWARDS THE WESTERN
BALKANS

Despite a significant amount of continuity, some differences are
also visible in the new administration’s approach. The announced claim
that the US will use tools for the 21% century does not mean that some
targeted sanctions towards individuals won’t be applied if necessary.
Therefore, sticks (although less important than carrots) seem to be more
visible today than they used to be during the previous administration.
“Modernization” of the existing executive order for sanctions against
Western Balkan individuals from 2001 by the inclusion of corruption as
a potential reason for sanctioning proves that the US is calibrating these
instruments as well (RFE/RL 2021). Also, the US military will remain
in the region through its presence in the KFOR mission and various
NATO activities, and the new administration definitely won’t continue
with Trump’s sometimes NATO-sceptic rhetoric. Moreover, it is still not
obvious how will Americans use the “positive” economic instruments
(carrots) to coopt Western Balkan actors.® These differences point out
S)Texample, the level of activity of the DFC in Belgrade is questionable. The decision

to remove John Jovanovic from the head office position raised doubts about Biden’s

administration plans. Still, it seems that the office in Belgrade will remain open. At the same
time, the level of its activity will probably be determined by measuring how much Serbia and

183



HOJINTHKA HAIIUOHAJIHE BE3BEE/JHOCTH cmp. 175-200

that Biden’s policy towards the region is not quite a “Trump’s second
term”. However, these differences seem to be smaller and less critical
than patterns of continuity. In the following paragraphs, we will present
the most important differences in the US foreign policy towards the
Western Balkans and point out that they are not radical and that they
are limited.

Stronger support for the integration of the region to the EU

Although Trump’s administration formally supported the
accession of the Western Balkans to the EU, it did not put too much
effort to support this process, neither did it emphasize it too much in
its rhetoric. It seemed that Washington did not care too much about the
fast integration of the region to the EU, as it cared about strengthening
its own partnerships with Western Balkan states and countering the
influence of Russia and China. Biden’s administration has so far put
a particular emphasis on the integration of the region to the EU as one
of its goals. In State Department’s document named “US Commitment
to the Western Balkans” from April 2021, the first sentence stated
that “The United States is committed to supporting the countries of the
Western Balkans on their path to European integration and membership in
key European and Euro-Atlantic institutions” (Price 2021). This statement
was repeated in all the mentioned recent speeches of Gabriel Escobar
(Mili¢ 2021; Rankovi¢ 2021; House Foreign Affairs Committee 2021).

However, this change has so far remained primarily rhetorical in the
sense of putting additional emphasis on the EU future of the region. Still,
it seems that in the future other measures might build on this rhetorical
change. The administration could devote more money to boost reforms
in the region, combined with political demands to the leaders of the
states in this part of the world to speed up their alignment with the EU
regulations and standards to ensure better relations with the new American
administration. Still, this scenario is uncertain. The most significant
help the EU would probably get from the new US administration is the
mentioned financial and political help for economic integration of the
region (which is perceived many on the West as a pre-step for the EU
accession) and a joint approach to the Kosovo issues.

Cancellation of the separate dialogue between Belgrade and
Pristina with the US mediation

Instead of maintaining a separate track for negotiation between
Belgrade and Pristina with the mediation of Washington, the new

other countries in the region align with the US request in the future.
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administration switched back to full support for the Brussels dialogue
led by the EU. Deputy vice Secretary Molly Montgomery announced
this switch in February 2021 (VOA, NI Belgrade 2021), and an
official statement of the State Department later confirmed it (Price
2021). Grennel’s position as the “Special Presidential Envoy for
Serbia and Kosovo Peace Negotiations” does not exist in the new
administration. A former State Department’s “Special Representative
for the Western Balkans” Matthew Palmer and his heir on the position
of Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Gabriel Escobar started acting in
coordination with the EU emissary for dialogue Miroslav Lajcak and
other EU representatives. This is one of the most significant changes
compared to Trump’s approach to the region, and Trump and Grenell
criticized it as a symbol of disengagement of the USA from the Western
Balkans (Isufi 2021).

Still, this change does not mean that the new administration will
become utterly inactive in this regard. The nomination of the retired
career diplomat, Christopher Hill, for the next US ambassador in
Belgrade indicates that the US plans to take a more active role in the
Belgrade — Pristina dialogue, but under the formal mediation of the EU
(Savkovi¢ 2021). Hill was the US envoy for Kosovo in 1998-99, and
he has tremendous experience in the region. The decision to nominate
him even though he is retired already for years, and although it has
been only two years since the current US ambassador Godfrey took his
duty, additionally strengthens the perception that Hill is nominated with
some sort of special task regarding the Belgrade — Pristina dialogue and
that this will be his primary field of interest. Therefore, although the
new administration canceled the separate dialogue track, it won’t go to
hibernation regarding this issue, and it might follow certain paths of the
more active approach introduced by Trump’s administration.

Additional focus on issues of corruption, democracy, and
human rights

In early June 2021, the White House formally announced its
Memorandum on Establishing the Fight Against Corruption as a
Core United States National Security Interest (Biden 2021). Biden’s
administration declared that it would fight corruption not only in its
state but also around the world since it “corrodes public trust; hobbles
effective governance; distorts markets and equitable access to services;
undercuts development efforts; contributes to national fragility,
extremism, and migration; and provides authoritarian leaders a means
to undermine democracies worldwide” (Biden 2021). Also, the new
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administration announced that it will focus on support for democracies
worldwide and that human rights will be an essential topic in its
international engagement. It was not an announcement of any kind of
“crusader” campaign which would again “export” democracy by force.
Still, this is a difference from the previous administration, which did not
focus on these issues.

In its policy towards the Western Balkans, the USA will also
focus comparatively more on these issues, considering that the quality
of democracy and human rights is quite fragile in almost the whole
region. At the same time, the level of corruption seems to be much
higher than in the EU. The main instrument for such engagement might
be targeted sanctions on individuals. In June, the new administration
added the possibility to sanction corrupted individuals from the Western
Balkans to the existing act on sanctioning from 2001 (RFL/RL 2021).
This measure has not been used so far, so its first purpose is probably
to deter and scare corrupted politicians that US sanctions might target
them.* Other instruments for the fight against corruption and
support for democracy might be additional financial support
for actors with better democratic performances and labelling of
those who are backsliding in these fields. One form of implicit
labelling could have been non-invitation to the global summit of
democracies, which Biden will organize in early December 2021.
According to the leaked preliminary list of invited, published by
magazine Politico, the highest officials from Belgrade, Pristina
and Sarajevo were initially not be invited to participate in this
summit (Toosi 2021). Exclusion from this summit could have
labelled these actors as non-democratic from Washington’s point
of view and sent negative signals to some future investors about
the stability of their market.

However, the US eventually decided to invite Serbia to the
mentioned summit (Nesi¢ 2021).° It is also still reluctant about
using any sanctions towards individuals from the region, and it
still pragmatically cooperates with all the regional leaders, as
explained in the previous section. Therefore, this change so far
remains only in the field of political narrative and is not as radical
as some people expected. In the future, this change might become
more critical. Still, it seems that the focus on these issues will
depend on how countries from the region accommodate the US

4) James O’Brien, ex-aide of Madlen Albright with significant experience in the Western Balkan
region, is nominated for the position of sanctions coordinator, which might also indicate that
certain sanctions could target Western Balkan individuals.

5) At the moment of submission of this text, it was not definitely known if Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Kosovo* were also invited to participate at the Summit.
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requirements in other (more important) issues, such as economic
integration of the region, emancipation from the Russian and
Chinese influence, solving of the open problems (such as Kosovo
issue), or military cooperation (Krsti¢ et al. 2021, 58).

An active approach to Bosnia and Herzegovina

The administration of Donald Trump did not pay too much
attention to the issue of Bosnia and Herzegovina. On the other hand,
in announcing its commitments to the Western Balkans, the State
Department emphasized the reforms in Bosnia, especially the electoral
reform (Price 2021). Robert Palmer, a diplomat with colossal experience
in the region, was named a US State Department’s Special Envoy for
Electoral Reform in Bosnia and Herzegovina (Trkanjec 2021). This
decision signaled how important progress in this regard is for the US
interest in the region. Palmer announced that he would pressure all
sides to make huge steps forward (Trkanjec 2021). Still, it seems that
he is trying to reconcile the Bosniak and Croat approach firstly and
negotiate with opposition parties from Republika Srpska in order to
concentrate the pressure on Milorad Dodik in later phases (Slobodna
Bosna 2021). He also mentioned that this issue is crucial for Secretary
Blinken (Slobodna Bosna 2021).

However, this does not mean that the US will push for additional
unitarization of Bosnia and Herzegovina, as some predicted, feared
or hoped. In the leaked document, which presents an allegedly US
document for the reform of the electoral system in BiH, one of the goals
was to secure acknowledgement of the Bosniak parties that the reform
is about “a narrow objective of ensuring the right of others® to run for
office”, and “not a leap towards civic state — which is unrealistic”
(Slobodna Bosna 2021a). Palmer has also used the example of
successful electoral reform in Mostar as a model for the whole
of Bosnia and Herzegovina, emphasizing the words “limited and
targeted” (Slobodna Bosna 2021). It means that the US will not
push for a too ambitious plan and that it will try not to disturb
relations with Croats and Serbs in Bosnia by demonstrating that
the US is not planning to push for the civic state in BiH, which
would deprive entities and cantons with Serbian and Croatian
majority of their numerous rights.

6) Others in this case means members of non-constitutive nations, such as Roma or Jews, in
accordance with the Sejdic-Finci verdict of the European Court of Human Rights.
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WHY IS BIDEN’S FOREIGN POLICY TOWARDS THE
BALKANS SIMILAR TO TRUMPS?

In the following paragraphs, we will try to analyze potential
factors that influence the continuity and some changes in the new
administration’s approach to the Western Balkans compared to the
course of the previous administration. We will divide these factors into
three levels of analysis.

Structural (global) level of analysis

Structural theories usually do not tend to explain foreign policy,
both if they are realists (Waltz 1979), liberals (Keohane 1989) or
social constructivists (Wendt 1999). These approaches are therefore
labelled as theories of international politics (Rose, 1999). However,
certain theories of foreign policy also consider the structural factor.
The best example is neoclassical realism, which focuses on the global
level of analysis and takes the international position of the state as the
independent variable for its foreign policy while adding many factors
on state and individual levels as intervening variables (Dasi¢ 2021,
127-157). Certain realists who tried to adjust their methodology to
Foreign Policy Analysis research claim that we should focus first on the
international system level, and if these are not well enough, continue
analyzing the influence of interstate or intrastate levels (Mouritzen and
Wivel 2014).

In this case, the structural approach can explain a big part of the
picture with continuity in foreign policy. Competition of the US with
China and Russia is a typical structural issue that stems from the logic
of power distribution. Balance of power logic directs the US towards
balancing (confronting) any rising Chinese or Russian influence in this
region. Also, the enlargement of NATO seems to be American interest,
which derives from the distribution of power and geopolitical logic.
America wants to enlarge its net of allies and its effective control over
military affairs in the rimland region of the Western Balkans. Focus on
the economic integration of the Balkans might also be the consequence
of the tendency to prevent further economic penetration of other powers
to the Balkans and an attempt to try to control the most critical economic
and financial processes in the region through the US-backed common
market. The fact that this integration might be without the substantial
support of the EU might also be explained from the structural reasons
— the US wants its leading role in the process and believes more in its
capacities than in the capabilities of its allies.
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Also, the decision to implement a more flexible approach towards
the Kosovo issue has certain structural roots. Dialogue between Belgrade
and Pristina with the mediation of the EU entered the structural crisis
since 2017. Decrease of normative and transformative power of the EU
due to various crises reduced the capacity of Brussels to broker new
agreements for further normalization of relations between Belgrade
and Pristina. The rise of populism in Belgrade and Pristina (a part of a
more general trend of the rise of populism in democracies) also reduced
the potential for additional compromises. Albin Kurti, a new leader in
Pristina, openly denounced dialogue with Belgrade as a priority and
emphasized that he would have a much less flexible approach than his
predecessors. These factors induced the change in the US approach as
well. Instead of expecting an express solution, Washington is now much
more aware that the solution must be gradual. Therefore, even though
the new administration canceled the separate track for negotiations
in Washington, it seems that it will continue with a more balanced,
flexible, and gradual approach to the dialogue between Belgrade and
Pristina. Due to these changes, followed by the rise of challengers for
the US unilateral power such as China and Russia, Washington is aware
that it is not anymore 2008 when they thought that the status of Kosovo
could be quite fast finally settled unilaterally and that very soon all
other actors will recognize its independence.

These are just some structural factors that can explain the
continuity in foreign policy towards the Western Balkans of Trump’s
and Biden’s administrations. However, structural factors cannot explain
everything. First, they cannot explain changes which exist in the relations
towards the EU — like the fact that the US supports the EU enlargement
to the Western Balkans much more vocally in Biden’s administration
than they used to during Trump’s period, and that they decided to hand
over the leading role in the Belgrade — Pristina negotiations back to
the EU. Second, they cannot explain a more active approach to Bosnia
and Herzegovina, nor additional focus on corruption, democracy, and
freedom of speech compared to the previous administration. Therefore,
we must focus on other argumentations to explain different parts of
this jigsaw while acknowledging that structural arguments have solid
explanatory power.

State (internal) level of analysis

Incentives from the internal politics level are considered not
central (independent) but intervening variables in neo-classical realism
(Zivojinovi¢ 2008). On the other hand, the so-called Innenpolitik
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approaches consider internal politics the primary determinant of
foreign policy (Rose 1998). Significant in this regard are bureaucratic
models of Foreign Policy Analysis, which put special focus on the
role of bureaucracy, their standard operative procedures, perceptions,
particular interests, and internal bargaining in the foreign policymaking
process (Hudson, Day 2020, 89-121). Somewhere in between are
approaches which consider the foreign policy as a “two-level game”,
played simultaneously on the international and domestic levels
(Putnam 1988), as well as approaches that claim that internal factors
can influence one important element (but not everything) in the foreign
policy of the particular state, such as democratic peace and liberal peace
theories (Russett et al. 1995) or social constructivist models of Foreign
Policy Analysis (Kubalkova 2001).

There are plenty of internal factors which might influence US
foreign policy. However, considering that the Western Balkans is
not a region that is of the biggest priority for the US, many concrete
decisions will be made on lower levels and not too many actors will
be interested in it (Krsti¢ et al. 2021, 7-8). From the institutional
point of view, this means that State Department, despite the relative
decline of its role in comparison to the rising importance of the White
House since the mid-20™ century (Rossati, Scott 2011, 129), still has a
crucial role in the creation and implementation of the most significant
part of the US foreign policy towards the region. At first sight, this
might lead us to the conclusion that State Department bureaucracy is
the biggest reason why there is no significant shift from the previous
administration compared to Biden’s. However, this factor cannot alone
explain patterns of continuity and change. During the last two years of
Trump’s administration, the White House (especially Trump’s emissary
Richard Grenell) took over the leading role in the US policy towards
Western Balkans from the State Department — which means that there
is not complete institutional continuity in this regard. Despite this fact,
State Department today follows many aspects of Trump’s White House
approach instead of ultimately coming back to the policy towards
Western Balkans during Obama’s administration when the State
Department played the crucial role in its creation and implementation.
Also, some people in the most critical positions for Western Balkan
policy in this branch of bureaucracy are different than during Trump’s
period, such as Victoria Nuland or Moly Montgomery.

Other branches of bureaucracy, such as the military (Department
of Defense), or agencies like USAID, also have a certain role in the
US Western Balkan policy, but comparatively much smaller than
State Department and circle around President (Jentleson 2013, 45-53).
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Congress has a certain influence, especially in agenda-setting, but its
impact is incomparable to the executive. Still, Congressional caucuses
and lobbies are trying to put certain issues in the spotlight and pressure
the executive regarding some directions of action. During the last months,
there were two cases when different Congressmen wrote open letters to
the President. Seven pro-Albanian oriented members of the House of
Representatives called the administration to pressure Belgrade regarding
the situation in Kosovo and its dialogue with Pristina (Tanjug 2021).
Letter of the other seven members of the House advocated for pressure
on the Serbian regime to fight corruption and ensure media freedom
(Vijesti 2021). However, this has not influenced any substantial changes
in the administration approach so far. Therefore, it could not be said that
they affect the US policy towards the region in a significant manner.

All the mentioned institutional actors are, to a certain extent,
influenced in their decision-making process by various factors, such
as the impact of organized groups and lobbies, media, public opinion,
epistemic communities, knowledge-based experts, etc. (Jackobs and
Page, 2005, 107-109). Media and public opinion in the US during the
1990s generally had negative attitudes towards Serbs, mixed towards
Croats, and positive towards Albanians and Bosniaks. However, since
the Western Balkans is not anymore one of the most critical areas for
the USA, as it was during the 1990s, the interest of media and public
opinion for regional issues nowadays seems to be considerably low,
as well as their influence on the US foreign policy towards the region.
Epistemic communities and knowledge-based experts also have a
certain impact, but the number of experts for the Western Balkans has
been considerably reduced during the last decade. On the other hand,
the influence of the lobbies is still considered necessary. However,
considering that the Albanian lobby seems the strongest, its impact
cannot explain the continuity in a somewhat more flexible position
towards the Kosovo issue. To sum up, internal factors can also define
one part of the US foreign policy towards the Western Balkans, but they
seem to be less critical than structural factors.

Individual level of analysis

Many scholars in the field of Foreign Policy Analysis focus on
the political psychology of leaders (Hudson and Day 2020, 39-74),
with particular emphasis on the influence of socialization and personal
biography on their operational code (Walker, 1990), mental schemas
(Rosati 2000) and analogical reasoning (Houghton 1996). Starting
assumption of such an approach is that leaders are crucial for decision
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making and that their personal history shapes the way how they view
the world. Neoclassical realism also considers the influence of leaders’
characteristics, but only as an intervening variable, while FPA considers
it the most important factor. Social-constructivist approaches in FPA
as well consider the individual world view, its values and socialization
as essential factors, although they tend to make a balance between the
influence of personal agency and broader social structure.

Based on the logic of this approach, we should have expected
substantial change of many aspects of US foreign policy towards the
Western Balkans in the last year. The fact that Biden sees the world
quite differently was one of the most critical factors for the expectation
of change. Also, unlike Donald Trump, who had no previous experience
in the region, Joseph Biden was a very active follower of Balkan affairs
since his first visit to Yugoslavia in 1979, especially during the 1990s
(Krsti¢ et al. 2021, 5). Biden also advocated a harsher approach towards
Serbia during the 1990s (Krsti¢ et al. 2021, 5-7). These facts could have
led us to conclude that we should expect a radical change compared
to Trump’s policy to Serbia, which some actors considered too mild.
However, this did not happen. One of the explanations might be the fact
that Biden’s attitudes towards the Western Balkans were not so strong,
but that they were more the consequence of his position and interests —
when Biden was a vice-president, he was not hawkish against Serbia, as
he was during his period in the Senate when he cooperated with many
pro-Albanian senators and lobbyists (Krsti¢ et al. 2021, 7).

Still, President does not make this decision alone, but after
numerous advice and consultation with his advisors, especially
National Security Council (NSC) members. Therefore, many consider
that the White House or Presidency is actually “the center of foreign
affairs government” (Wittkopf et al. 2006). Neither Vice President
Kamala Harris nor National Security Advisor Jake Sulivan have
significant experience dealing with this region. Phillip Gordon is the
only person in the circle around President and Vice-President with
considerable experience in dealing with this region. He was Hillary
Clinton’s Assistant Secretary for Europe and Eurasia. Although milder
than Biden’s, his attitudes towards the Western Balkans were more-less
on the same track (Krsti¢ et al. 2021, 24-26). Therefore, the personal
beliefs of people in the Presidency cannot explain the continuity with
Trump’s foreign policy. It seems that their personal characteristics and
views simply do not matter, because the Western Balkan policy is not
essential at this moment.

Therefore, it seems even more important to focus on the level
of the State Department and personal beliefs of the key people for
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Western Balkan in this branch of government. State Secretary Blinken
was director for European affairs in President Clinton’s NSC during
the bombing of Yugoslavia in 1999 (Krsti¢ et al. 2021, 10-12). The
third person in the State Department, undersecretary Victoria Nuland,
used to be John Kerry’s assistant secretary for Europe and Eurasia
from 2013 to 2017 (Krsti¢ et al. 2021, 18-20). One of the new deputy
assistant secretaries for Europe and Eurasia is Moly Montgomery, who
previously worked for the Albright-Stonebridge group and who is close
with former state secretary Madlen Albright (Krsti¢ et al. 2021, 34-
35). A close associate of Secretary Albright was also James O’Brien,
nominated for the position of Coordinator for Sanctions, while
Christopher Hill, recently nominated for the next US ambassador in
Serbia, also closely cooperated with Albright and Richard Holbrook.
The new assistant secretary for Europe and Eurasia is Karen Donfired, a
person with good knowledge of current affairs in the Western Balkans,
who heavily criticized Trump when she was President of the German
Marshall Fund of the United States. According to these facts, it would
be more logical to return to Obama’s or Clinton’s approach to the region
instead of continuity with Trump in essential aspects. However, some of
the mentioned changes (such as the bigger support to the EU integration
of the region or cancelation of the separate track for Belgrade-Pristina
negotiation) could be explained through the difference in perceptions
and values which new decision-makers have in comparison to the
previous.

In addition, it is important to emphasize that some of the people
in important positions in the State Department were also influential
during Trump’s period. Matthew Palmer, the new emissary for electoral
reform in Bosnia, used to be deputy assistant secretary for Europe
and Eurasia and special emissary for the Western Balkans during the
previous administration (Krsti¢ et al. 2021, 30-33). Gabriel Escobar,
who replaced Palmer in his positions, used to be the second person
in the US embassy in Belgrade until 2021. Even Molly Montgomery
had a role in Trump’s administration — she used to be an advisor of
vice-president Mike Pence until 2018. Therefore, the presence of these
people in important positions in the new administration might explain a
part of the reasons for continuity. However, since these people are not in
the key positions, and since there are many new people, the explanation
for continuity based on the individual level of analysis seems to be
weaker than that coming from the structural and even from the state
level of analysis.
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CONCLUSION

The administration of Joseph Biden has substantial continuity
in its Western Balkan policy with their Republican predecessors.
Primary focus on economic integration; a more balanced approach to
the Kosovo issue and dialogue of Belgrade and Pristina; pragmatic
cooperation with all Western Balkan leaders regardless of their
democratic performances; countering the rising influence of Russia
and China and support for further expansion of NATO — these are all
essential elements of continuity between two administrations. There are
also certain peculiarities of the new administration in comparison to
the previous: more vocal support to the EU integration of the Western
Balkans; cancelation of the separate dialogue between Belgrade and
Pristina in Washington and support to the dialogue in Brussels; more
active approach to Bosnia and Herzegovina and additional (narrative)
emphasis on the issues of democracy, human rights, and the rule of law.
Still, these differences seem to be less crucial (and primarily focused
on rhetoric) than the mentioned essential elements of policy continuity.

This article has also examined why is there more continuity than
change. Structural factors play the most important role in determining
such an outcome. However, their explanatory potential has limits.
Therefore, it is necessary to add certain factors from the state and
individual levels of analysis. Further studies of this topic should conduct
more in-depth studies about the interaction of factors from different
levels of analysis to more precisely theorize crucial variables that
shape the US foreign policy towards the Western Balkans. Also, further
studies should conduct a comparative analysis of the US foreign policy
towards different regions in order to answer some of the following
important questions: how much continuity exists between Biden’s and
Trump’s foreign policy; in which regions are they similar and in which
quite different; and finally which factors influence these patterns of
continuity or differentiation.
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KOHTUHYUTET U ITPOMEHE CIIO/bHE
INOJIUTUKE CAJA ITPEMA 3AITAJHOM BAJIKAHY
3A BPEME IIPBE 'OAUHE BAJAEHOBE
AJMHUHHUCTPAIMJE: TPERU OBAMUWH NJIN
APYI' TPAMIIOB MAHJIAT?

Pe3ume

MHorH aHaTUTHYapH OYEKUBAJIH CY PaJUKAIHY IPOMEHY Y CIIOJb-
Hoj monuTHIHK npeacenuuka [lozeda bajaena, mocebHo y nmopehemy ca
npeTxXoaHuM mnpeacenHukom lonannom Tpamnowm. [oanHy naHa HakoH
n300pHe mobene, MUIIJLEHA O TOME KOIMKO je bajaeH 3ancta mpome-
HHUO criosbHY monutuky CAJl cy momesbeHa M Bapupajy Ol OHUX KOjU
BUJIC PEBOJIYLHUOHAPHY NPOMEHY JI0 OHHX KOjH BHJE CaMO Pa3jHKy y
ToHY y BehuHM KbyuHHMX acrniekara. OBaj paji HACTOjH Jia JOIPUHECE
nebaru Kpo3 aHaNM3y KOHTUHYUTETa U MPOMEHE Y CII0JbHO] TOJIUTH-
II1 HOBE aIMUHUCTpaIlHje pema pernony 3ananHor bankana. Maxko cy
MHOTH OYeKHBaJIN 1a bajneHoBa monutrka Oyme CIIMIHTja MPUCTYITAMA
npencennuka bapaka O6ame ninum wak buna KnmmaTtona, oBaj paj apry-
MEHTYje J1a HOBa a/IMHHUCTpAIIFja 3a/IpKaBa 3Ha4dajaH JIe0 3ajeTHIHIKOT
Kypca ca TpammoBom. MehyTtum, mpumerHe cy U onpeleHe npomene
U MomuduUKaluje, ajJd YHHU CE Jla OHE HUCY BaXKHHUjE O]l eJeMeHara
KOHTHHYHTETa KOjU MOCTOoje n3Mel)y ogHoca Be aAIMUHHCTpaLje mpe-
Ma peruoHy. Pax ce Takohe oOpaha y3pounma 0BakBOI KOHTUHYUTETA
W TBPIM JIa TJIaBHU Pa3jior 3a TO JICKH y CTPYKTypaltHuUM (akropuma
Ha HuUBOYy MelyHapomHor cuctema. OcTany pas3no3u ce Mory Hahu Ha
IpaBHOM (YHYTpalllbeM HHUBOY), Ka0 M Ha WHIWBUIYaTHOM HUBOY
aHaJM3e.

Kwyune peuu: cnomna nonumuxa CAZL, 3anaonu banxan, bajoen,
Tpamn, KoHmuHyumem, npOMeHa, HUBOU AHAU3e

Konrakrt: milan krstic@fpn.bg.ac.rs
Ogaj pan je npumibeH 14. HoBemOpa 2021. ronune, a npuxBaheH 3a mramity Ha Tene()OHCKOM
cactanky Penakuuje, 15. HoBemOpa 2021. ronue.
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YIIYTCTBO 3A AYTOPE

VY waconucy llorumuxa nayuonanne bezbeonocmu 00jaBibyJy ce
PaZIOBU KOJH MPEICTaBIhajy pe3yiTaT HajHOBUJUX TEOPHJCKUX U
EMITUPH]CKUX HAyYHHX UCTPAKHUBaMKa Y 00JaCTH MOTUTHYKHX
Hayka. AyTopu OM NMPWJIMKOM IHCama pajoBa Tpedano na ce
MI03MBAjy NPETEKHO HA pe3yiTaTe HAyYHUX UCTPAXKHUBAA KOJU CY
00jaBJbeHH Yy HAYYHHM YaCONHUCUMA, TIPBEHCTBEHO y YaCOMUCUMa
MOJTUTUKOJIOIIKE TEMAaTHKE.

PanoBu ce 00jaBibyjy Ha CPIICKOM jE€3WKY ¥ NHPUITHYKOM MHCMY
WJIM €HIVIECKOM, PYCKOM M (DPAHITyCKOM JE3HUKY.

Yacomnuc ce ob6jaBibyje ABa MyTa rogulime. POkoBH 3a ciame
paznoBa cy: 1. ampui u 1. okrobap.

Hctu ayTop HE MOXke 1a 00jaBu pajly iBa y3acToIHa Opoja 4acormuca,
0e3 003upa J1a JIM je ped 0 CaMOCTAITHOM MJTH KOAyTOPCKOM pay.

PanoBe cnaru Ha nMmejn-aapecy: pnb@ips.ac.rs.

Hayynu yiaanak moxe nmartu Hajuie 40.000 kapakrepa ca
pa3Marma, ykibyuyjyhu gycnore. [lpunukom Opojama kapakrepa
M30CTaBUTH criicak pedepeniu. M3y3eTHo, MOHOTpadCcka CTyauja
Moke Outu Beher oOuMma y ckiany ca oapendama Ilpasunnuxa o
HOCMYNKY, HAYUHY 6PEOH0BAILA U KEAHMUMAMUEHOM UCKA3UBAILY
HAYYHOUCMPAICUBAUKUX PE3YIMAmMa UCPAICUBAILA.

OcBpt Moxe nmaru Hajuire 15.000 kapakTepa ca pazManuma.

IIpuka3 kmure moxxe nmaru Hajume 10.000 kapakrepa ca
pa3MammMa.

[Tpunrkom poBepe Opoja KapakTepa KOPUCTHTH OIIHjy Review/
Word Count/Character (with spaces) y3 akTUBUpaHy OILH]Y
Include textboxes, footnotes and endnotes.

HAYUH HUTUPAIBA

Yaconuc [lonumuka Hayuonanne 6Oe36e0HOCmMuU KOPUCTH
JIeMTUMUYHO MoauuKoBaHn Ynkaro ctui nutupama (17. u3name
npupyunuka Chicago Manual of Style), mTo monpasymeBa HaBol)ewe
oubmorpadcke mapeHTese (3arpajie) o CUCTeMy ayTop—aaTyM y
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TEKCTY, Ka0 U CIUCaK pedepeHur ca MyHuM oubnuorpadckum
NojialiiMa HaKOH TeKCTa paja.

[Tonatke y 6ubnuorpadckoj mapeHTe3n U CHUCKY pedepeHin
HABECTH Ha Je3UKY U MHCMY Ha KOMe je pedepeHia 00jaBibeHa.

Y HacTaBKy ce€ Halla3e NpaBWia M TNPUMEPU HaBohema
O6ubnrorpagckux nmojaTaka y CHUCKY peQepeHlH U Y TeKCTY.
3a cBaky BpcTy pedepeHIie npBo je Jaro mpaBUIIO HaBOhema, a
3aTHM TIpUMEp HaBolema y CIuCKy pedepeHIy u oudmuorpadcekoj
MapeHTe3u.

bubnuorpadcka mapeHTe3a ce Mo MpaBWIy HABOAU Ha Kpajy
peveHUIle, NIPe UHTEPITYHKIIN]CKOT 3HAKa, M CAIPKH IPE3UMe
ayTopa, ToquHy 00jaBJbHBamba M 0JiroBapajyhu 6poj cTpana, mpema
cnenehem mpumepy: (Cyboruh 2010, 15-17).

Monorpagpmuja

Jeoan aymop

IIpesume, nme. l'onquna nznamwa. Hacnos. Mecto nsfama: n3asau.

Cy6otuh, Momunio. 2010. [Horumuuka mucao cpoucmuke. beorpan:
WHCTHUTYT 3a MOJIMTHYKE CTYyAH]E.

(Cy6otuh 2010)

Mearsheimer, John J. 2001. The Tragedy of Great Power Politics. New
York: W. W. Norton & Company.

(Mearsheimer 2001)
/lea unu mpu aymopa

IIpe3ume, ume, u nme npesume. l'onnna u3namwa. Hacnos. Mecto
U37amka; U3/1aBau.

Crojanosuh, Bophe, u XKusojur Bypuh. 2012. Anamomuja cagpemene
Oposcase. beorpan: IHCTUTYT 3a OJTUTHYKE CTYIH]E.

(Crojanosuh u HBypuh 2012)

Pollitt Christopher, Johnston Birchall, and Keith Putman. 1998. Decen-
tralising Public Service Management. London: Macmillan Press.

(Pollitt, Birchall, and Putman 1998)
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Yemupu u euuie aymopa

HpCSI/IMe, HUMC, UMC U IIPE3UME, UMC U IIPE3UMEC, U UMC IIPE3UMC.

T'onuna u3nama. Hacrnos. Mecto n3gama: u3aaBad.
Munucasibeuh, bojan, Cama Bapunan, Anexcanapa Jlutpuuus,
Amnnpujana Josanosuh, u bpanumup brnarojesuh. 2017. Komenmap
3akona o jasHo-npusamHoMm napmuepcmey u KOHyecujama: npema
cmarby 3akoHo0agemea 00 7. janyapa 2017. cooune. beorpan: CayxxOeHn
mracHuK; [IpaBHu daxynrer.

(MunucapsbeBuh u ap. 2017)
Ypeonurx/npupehueau/npesoounay ymecmo aymopa

HakoH HaBohewa MMeHa, CTaBUTHU 3ape3, [a HAaKOH Tora
oarosapajyhy ckpaheHuily Ha je3sUKy ¥ UCMy pedepeHiie, HIIp.
»yp.”, »1IpeB.” ,.prir.”, ,,ed.”, ,.eds.”

Kaltwasser, Cristobal Rovira, Paul Taggart, Paulina Ochoa Espejo, and

Pierre Ostigoy, eds. 2017. The Oxford Handbook of Populism. New York:
Oxford University Press.

(Kaltwasser et al. 2017)

ITornas/be y 300pHUKY

[Ipe3ume, ume. l'oguna nznama. ,,Hacnos normassmwa.” ¥ Hacnos,
yp. UM€ TIpe3uMe, Opoj CTpaHa Ha KOjuMa CE HaJla3| IMOIJIaBJbE.
MecTto n3gama: u3aasay.
Crenuh, Munomup. 2015. ,,ITozummja Cpbuje npen noderak Bemmxor
para ca cranoutura [IpBor u [[pyror 3akoHa reononutuke.” Y Cpouja u
2eononumuuke npuiuxe y Eeponu 1914. 2ooune, yp. Munomup Crenuh

Jby6onpar I1. Puctuh, 55-78. JlajkoBam: I'pagcka 6ubnuorexa; beorpan:
WHCTUTYT 3a MONUTHYKE CTYyAH]E.

(Crenuh 2015)

Losonc, Alpar. 2019. “Discursive dependence of politics with the con-
frontation between republicanism and neoliberalism.” In Discourse and
Politics, eds. Dejana M. Vukasovi¢ and Petar Mati¢, 2346. Belgrade:
Institute for Political Studies.

(Losonc 2019)
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Ynanak y HAQy4YHOM YaCOIUCY

Ynanak y pedosnom opojy

[Ipesume, ume. l'onuna uznama. ,,HacnoB unanka.” Hacnos
yaconuca BoyMeH (0poj): Opoj cTpaHa Ha KojuMa C€ HajlasH
ynanak. DOI 6poj.

Bypuh, XKusojur, 1 Muma CrojagunoBuh. 2018. ,JIpxaBa u
HeoMMOepallHi MOJCNH YpylIaBamka HAIHOHATHUX IOJIHTHYKUX
uHcruryuuja.” Cpncka nonumuuxa mucao 62 (4): 41-57. doi: 10.22182/
spm.6242018.2.

(bypuh u CrojagmroBuh 2018, 46—48)

Ellwood, David W. 2018. “Will Brexit Make or Break Great Britain?”
Serbian Political Thought 18 (2): 5-14. doi: 10.22182/spt.18212018.1.

(Ellwood 2018, 11)

Ynanak y noceonom opojy

[Ipe3ume, ume. [oguna uznama. ,,Hacnos unanka.” ¥V ,,Hacnos
nmocebHOT Opoja”, yp. UMe Mpe3uMe ypeIHHKa, HAllOMEeHa O
noceOHOM u3namy, Hacnos waconuca: 6poj cTpaHa Ha KOjuMma ce
Hajnasu wianak. DOI 6poj.

Crojanosuh, Bophe. 2016. ,,[ToctmoaepHn3aM y IpyIITBEHUM HayKaMa:
crame napagurme.” Y ,JloctMonepHu3auja cpricke HayKe: TTOJUTHKA
MMOCTMOIEpHE / TIONIUTHKA TTOcIIe mocTMoaepHe”, yp. Bophe CtojanoBuh
n Mumko [lyBaxoBuh, mocebno nzname, Cpncka noaumuuxa Mucao:
5-35. doi: 10.22182/spm.specijal2016.1.

(Crojanosuh 2016, 27)

Ennuxionenuje u peaHuun

Hageoen je aymop/ypeonux

IIpe3nme, nme, ume u pe3ume, yp. l'onnna usnama. Hacnos. Tom.
MecTto n3nama: u3aaBay.
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Jerkov, Aleksandar, ur. 2010. Velika opsta ilustrovana enciklopedija
Larrouse: dopunjeno srpsko izdanje. Tom V (S-Z). Beograd: Mono i
Manjana.

(Jerkov 2010)



Huje naseoen aymop/ypeonux

Hacnos. I'onuna n3nama. Mecto n3nama: n3jgasad.

Webster’s Dictionary of English Usage. 1989. Springfield, Massachusetts:
Merriam-Webster Inc.

(Webster’s Dictionary of English Usage 1989)
JlokTOpCcKa qucepTanmja

[Tpesume, ume. l'oguna m3nama. ,,HacnoB nokropcke auceprarmje.”
Jlokropcka nucepranyja. Hazu yHuBep3ureTa: Ha3uB GakyaTera.

Bypcah, [ejan. 2019. ,,YTuaj uaeonoruje MoMATHIKAX MMapTHja Ha
jaBHY MOTPOLIHY y OMBIINM COLMjAIUCTHYKNM Ap>kaBama.” JlokTopcka
Jucepranyja. YHuBepauteT y beorpany: ®akynTer NOMUTHYKUX HayKa.

(Bypcah 2019, 145-147)

Wallace, Desmond D. 2019. “The diffusion of representation.” PhD diss.
University of lowa.

(Wallace 2019, 27, 81-83)

Ynanak Y AHEBHUM HOBHHaAMa WA NEPUOANITHUM
qaconmucuma

Haegeoen je aymop

[Tpe3ume, nme. l'oguna nznama. ,,Hacnos unanka.” Hazue Hosune
unu yaconuca TOAMINTE: OpPOj CTpaHe Ha KOjO] CE HaJla3H YJlaHaK.

AakymoBuh, Mapwujana. 2019. , ITnarau paspenn — 2021. rogune.”
Honumuxka, 8. nenemodap: 9.

(ABakymoBuh 2019)
Huje naseoen aymop

Hasue nosune unu yvaconuca. I'onnaa n3gama. ,,HaciaoB uimanka.”
lopumTe: Opoj cTpaHe Ha KOjOj C€ Halla3H YIaHaK.

New York Times. 2002. “In Texas, Ad Heats Up Race for Governor.”
July 30, 2002.

(New York Times 2002)
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Pedepenna ca kopnopaTuBHUM ayTOPOM

Hasus aytopa [akponum, no norpebu]. l'oguna uznama. Hacnos
uzoarpa. MecTo u3iama: u3gaBad.

MuHucTapceTBO 3a eBporicke nHrerpanuje Penyonuke Cpouje [MENUPC].
2018. Boouu 3a ropuuihierve EY ¢honoosa y Cpouju. beorpan:
MunncTapcTBO 32 eBporcke uaTerpamnuje Pemyommke Cpouje.

(MunmcrapceTBo 3a eBporicke nurerpanyje Pemyonuke Cpouje [MENPC]
2018) — npso Hasoherve

(MEUPC 2018) — csako credehe nasoherve

International Organization for Standardization [ISO]. 2019. Moving from
1SO 9001:2008 to ISO 9001:2015. Geneva: International Organization
for Standardization.

(International Organization for Standardization [ISO] 2019) — npsgo
Hasoherve

(ISO 2019) — csako credehe nasoherve

PenpuHT u3nama

ITpesume, ume. [I'oguna npeor u3namal [loguHa penpuHT H3nama.
Hacnoe. Mecto IpBOT U31ama: u3aasad IpBor u3nama. Harmomena
,,PETIPUHT" Ha j€3UKY ¥ TTHCMY pedepeHIie, MeCTO H3/Iamha PENPUHT
u3ama: n3aasad. Hamomena onakie cy HUTaTH y TEKCTY IPEYy3€TH.
Muxamyuh, CreBan. [1937] 1992. bapara: 00 Hajcmapujux epemena
0o oaHac, Tpehe nzname. HoBu Cax: @oToTHIICKO M3Tame. PenpuHT,

beorpan: bubnuoreka rpaga beorpana. [{uraru ce oaHoce Ha GOTOTHUIICKO
U3ame.

(Muxanqmh [1937] 1992)

IToceOHu ciayuyajeBn HaBohewa pedepeHn

Haeolhemwe opyzoz u ceaxoz cneoehez uzoara

IIpesume, ume. l'onuna usnawa. Hacnose, HanoMeHa O U3JABY.
Mecro u3znama: u3asad.

l'ahunaoBuh, Pamocnas. 2018. Mrada Bocua, npyro AONMYHEHO U
n3MemeHo mname. beorpan: Evro Book.
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Buuwe pegpepenyu ucmoz aymopa

1) Ucmu aymop, paznuuume 2ooune — Pehatu npema ronuHu
U3/arba, MMOYEBIIH O/l HAjpaHH]e.

Crenuh, Mumomup. 2012. ,,Cpbuja ka0 perdoHajiHa ApKaBa:
pEUHTErpaIioH! TeONOIUTHYKY TIpucTyn.” Hayuonannu unmepec 14
(2): 9-39. doi: 10.22182/ni.1422012.1.

Crenuh, Mumomup. 2015. ,,ITozummja Cpbuje npen modetak Bemmkor
para ca cranosuiura IIpsor u lpyror 3akoHa reononutuke.” Y Cpouja u
2eononumuuxe npunuke y Eeponu 1914. 2o0une, yp. Munomup Crenuh n
Jbybonpar I1. Puctuh, 55-78. JlajkoBar: I'pancka 6ubnmoreka; beorpan:
WHCTUTYT 32 MOIUTHUKE CTYAM]E.

2) Ucmu aymop, ucma coouna — Pehatu npema az30y4HOM WIIH
aberieIHOM perociiely MOYeTHOT ciioBa Ha3uBa pedepente. [lopen
ronvHe 00jaBJbUBaa CTABUTH TIOYETHA CIIOBA a30yKe uiu aberesne
KOja ce KOPUCTE U y OuOImorpad)ckoj mapeHTe3 .

l'ahunosuh, Pamocnma. 2018a. ,,BojHa meyTpamHoct u OymyhHOoCT

Cpb6uje.” orumuxa nayuonanne dezdoeonocmu 14 (1): 23-38. doi:
10.22182/pnb.1412018.2.

lahunosuh, Pamocnas. 20186. Mraoa Bochna, npyro AONMYEHEHO H
n3MemeHo m3name. beorpan: Evro Book.

(I"'ahunosuh 2018a, 25), (I'ahnHoBuh 20186)

3) Ucmu aymop kao camocmannu aymop u kao koaymop — I[IpBo
HaBeCTH pedepeHiie y KojuMa je CaMOCTaIHU ayTop, a 3aTUM OHE
y KOjHMa je KoayTop.
Crojanosuh, Bophe. 2016. ,,IloctmMonepHU3aM y IpyIITBEHNM HayKama:
crame mapagurme.” Y ,,IlocTMonepHu3alija CpIicke HayKe: IMOJUTHKA
MOCTMOJICPHE / TIOJIUTHKA MOcIie mocTMozepHe”, yp. bophe Crojanosuh

u Mumko IllyBaxoBuh, nocebno usgame, Cpncka noaumuuka Mucao:
5-35. doi: 10.22182/spm.specijal2016.1.

CrojanoBuh, Hophe, u Kusojun Bypuh. 2012. Anamomuja cagpemene
Oporcase. beorpan: IHCTUTYT 3a OJIMTHYKE CTYIH]C.

4) Ucmu aymop Kao npsu koaymop y uuie pasiuyumux pegpepeHyu
— Peharu npema a30y4yHoM uin aGerieIHOM peiocieny npe3uMeHa
JPyTOT KOayTopa.

Pollitt Christopher, Johnston Birchall, and Keith Putman. 1998. Decen-
tralising Public Service Management. London: Macmillan Press.
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Pollitt Christopher, Colin Talbot, Janice Caulfield, and Amanda Smullen.
2005. Agencies: How Governments do Things Through Semi-Autonomous
Organizations. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

IToceOnu cayuyajeBn HaBol)ewa Onbamorpadgcke napenrtese

H3y3zeyu 00 nasoherwa ouobnuozpagcke napenmese Ha Kpajy
peuenuye

1) Hasohemwe npezumena aymopa y oxkeupy peyeruye — lonuny

W3/lalba CTAaBUTH Yy 3arpajy HaKOH HaBolema Mpe3uMeHa, a 0poj

CTpaHe Ha Kpajy pedeHHIIe y 3arpary. 3a pedepeHily Ha JJaTHHHUIIH

WM CTPAHOM je3UKY Yy 3arpajii HaBECTH U MPEe3UMe ayTopa.
IIpema munubewy Cybotuha (2010), ...” (30).

,,bokciep (Bochsler 2018) y cBojoj ksu3u TBpAU...”

2) Hasoherve npesumena aymopa y okeupy peueHuye npe yumama
u3 pegpepenye — Hakon HaBohemwa npesumena, y oubdnuorpadckoj
MapeHTe3u HABECTU TOIUHY 1 OpOj CTpaHe, a 3aTUM HABECTH ITUTAT.

Kao mrro Cybotuh (2010, 45) nasoau: ,, ... ”

1)

Mupmajmep (Mearsheimer 2001, 57) u3puuuto TBpAHA: ,, ...~

3) Hasohere ucme pegpepenye suwe nyma y jeonom nacycy — Ako
C€ HABOJIM UCTa CTPaHa WU OTICET CTPaHa, yHETH OUOIorpadcky
MapeHTe3y MPUIMKOM MOCIeAmher HaBohewa I Ha Kpajy macyca
IIpe UHTEPITYHKIH]CKOT 3HaKa. AKO C€ HaBOJIE pa3INIUTE CTPaHE,
pedepeHIly HaBeCTH NPHJIMKOM IPBOT MO3MBamka Ha onpeheny
CTpaHy, a 3aTHM J0 Kpaja macyca y 3arpaay CTaBJbaTH Camo
pasznuuuTe OpojeBe cTpaHa.

He xopuctutu ,,ucto”, ,,ibid”, wim ,,op. cit.” 3a BUIIECTPYKO
HaBoheme pedepeHrie.

Haeohemwe uspasa ,,6udemu”, ,,ynopeoumu’” u cn.

W3paze yretu y Oubmuorpadcky napeHresy.
(Bunetu Kuexesuh 2014, 153)
(Crennh 2015; ynopenuru Kuexxesuh 2014)

Cexynoapmua peghepenya

VY 6ubnuorpadckoj MapeHTEe3n MPBO HABECTH MPE3UME ayTopa,
TOJIMHY U OpOj CTpaHe MpuMapHe pedepeHIie, 3aTUM ,,ITATHPAHO Y:”
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U IIpe3uMe ayTopa, FoIuHy U Opoj cTpaHe CeKyHAapHe pedepeHLe.

VY cnucky pedepeHi HaBeCTH caMo CeKyHAapHY pedepeHiry.
,,JOM IIPUITHKOM Heoarbepain3aM ce o1 cTpaHe HajBehier Opoja beroBux
npoTaroHucTa Hajuerrhe ompel)yje Kao MOJMTHKA CII000IHOT TPKUIITA
Koja oxpabpyje nmpuBatHe GpupMe U M000JbIIaBa U300p MOTPOIIAYNMA,
pasapajyhu npu ToM ‘HecocoOHY, OMPOKpAaTCKy M Iapa3uTCKy Biay
KOja HIKaJa He MOXKe ypaJuTH HUIITa 100po, 6e3 003upa Ha HeHe T1o0pe

299

Hamepe’” (Chomsky 1999, 7 uutupano y: Bypuh u Crojanunosuh 2018,
47).

Bypuh, XKusojun, n Muma Crojanunosuh. 2018. , JpxxaBa u
HeonuOepallHi MOJICNIH YpyLIaBamka HAIWOHAJIHUX IOJIHTHYKUX
uHCcTUTyHja.” Cpncka nonumuuxa mucao 62 (4): 41-57. doi:10.22182/
spm.6242018.2.

Hcma oubnuozpaghcka napenmesa, euuie pepepenyu

1) Paznuuumu aymopu — PedepeHiie OABOJUTH TAYKOM U 3apE30M.
(Crenmuh 2015, 61; Kuexesuh 2014, 158)

2) Ucmu aymop, paznuyume 200une — HaBectu npe3ume aytopa, a

3aTUM TOJUHE M3/1afha Pa3IMUUTHX pedepPeHIIH 110 PEAOCIIeay O

HajpaHuje 10 HaJHOBH]E U OJIBOJUTH UX 3aPE30M, OTHOCHO TAYKOM
W 3ape30M KaJia ce HaBojau Opoj CTpaHa.

(Crenuh 2012, 2015) nnum (Crennh 2012, 30; 2015, 69)
3) Pazmuuumu aymopu, ucmo npezume — VIHWIU]jall WMEHA.
IIpe3ume aytopa. ['onnHa n3nama.

(/1. Cy6otuh 2010, 97), (M. Cy6otuh 2010, 302)

Cy6otuh, Hdparan. 2010. ,,HoBu jaBHM MEHA[IMEHT y MOJUTHYKOM
cucremy Cpowuje.” [Honumuuka pesuja 23 (1): 91-114. doi: 10.22182/
pr.2312010.5.

Cy6otuhi, Momuuo. 2010. ,,BojBonuna y monmutrdkom cuctemy Cpouje.”
THonumuuxa pesuja 23 (1): 289-310. doi: 10.22182/pr.2312010.15.

IIpaBHM aKkTH

VY oubnuorpadckoj mapeHTE3n HABECTH 4IaH, CTAB U Ta4Ky WIIU
naparpad kopumrthewem ckpahenuna ,un.”, ,,cT.”, ,,tad.”, ,,Art.”
,para.” u ci1.
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Yemaeu u 3axonu
Has3us akta [akpoHuM, 1o norpedu], ,,Hazus ciyx6eHor riacuna”
u Opoj, MJIM UHTEPHET ajjpeca M JaTyM MOCIeIHET IPUCTYyIA.

Ycra Peny6nuke Cpowje, ,,Ciry>x6enu rmacauk Pemyonuke Cpouje”,
op. 98/06.

(Ycras Pemryomuke Cpouje 2006, wi. 33)

3aKkoH O OcHOBama cucTeMa oOpa3oBama M BacnuTama [30COB],
,,Ciyx0enn rnacauk Pemyomuke Cpouje”, op. 88/2017, 27/2018 — np.
3axoH, 10/2019 u 27/2018 — ap. 3aKoH.

(30COB 2019, un. 17, ct. 4)

Zakon o nasljedivanju [ZN], ,,Narodne novine*, br. 48/03, 163/03, 35/05,
127/13,133/151 14/19.

(ZN 2019, &L. 3)

An Act to make provision for and in connection with offences relating
to offensive weapons [Offensive Weapons Act], 16th May 2019, www.
legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2019/17/pdfs/ukpga 20190017 en.pdf, last
accessed 20 December 2019.

(Offensive Weapons Act 2019)
OonyKke Oprrcasnux op2ana u UHCMUmMyuuja

Hasus oprana [akponum uinn ckpahenu Ha3us|, Ha3us akra u 6poj
IIpeaMeTa, 1aTyM JOHOIIECHA aKTa, MJIM HHTEPHET aJpeca U 1aTyM
MOCJICAHET TIPUCTYTIA.
3amTtutHUK Tpahana PemyOmmke Cpbuje [3amTuTHuK Tpahanal,
Mumssesse Op. 15-3314/12, 22. okrobap 2012, https://www.osobesain-

validitetom.rs/attachments/083_misljenje%20ZG%20DZ.pdf, nocienmu
npuctyn 20. geuem6pa 2019.

(BamrtutHEK Tpahana, 15-3314/12)

U.S. Department of the Treasury [USDT], Treasury Directive No. 13-02,
July 20, 1988, https://www.treasury.gov/about/role-of-treasury/orders-di-
rectives/Pages/td13-02.aspx, last accessed 20 December 2019.

(USDT, 13-02)
3axonooasnu akmu Eeponcke ynuje

Ha3uB akra, mogaiu u3 cayx0eHor macuia y popMary HaBeJeHOM
Ha cajty EUR-lex: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/homepage.html.
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Regulation (EU) No 182/2011 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 16 February 2011 laying down the rules and general principles
concerning mechanisms for control by Member States of the Commis-
sion’s exercise of implementing powers, OJ L 55, 28.2.2011, p. 13—18.

(Regulation 182/2011, Art. 3)

Mebhynapoauu yrogopu

Ocnueauku y2oeopu Eeponcke ynuje

HasuB yroBopa uiv KOHCOJMIOBaHE BEP3Hje [aKPOHUM |, TOJAIIHN O
KopuITheHO] BEp3UjU YyroBOpa U3 CIIy)kOeHOT miacuia y gopmary
HaBeZIeHOM Ha cajTy EUR-lex: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/homepage.

html.

Treaty on European Union [TEU], OJ C 191, 29.7.1992, p. 1-112.
(TEU 1992, Art. J.1)

Consolidated version of the Treaty on European Union [TEU], OJ C
115, 9.5.2008, p. 1345.

(TEU 2008, Art. 11)

Consolidated version of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union [TFEU], OJ C 202, 7.6.2016, p. 1-388.

(TFEU 2016, Art. 144)

Ocmanu meljynapoonu yzoeopu

Ha3uB yrosopa [akpoHUM wiu ckpaheHuW Ha3uB]|, daTyMm
3aKJbY4MBaba, perucrpanuja y YjenumenuM Hanujama — UNTS
Opoj, peructparnuonu 6poj ca cajra United Nations Treaty Collec-
tion: https://treaties.un.org.

Marrakesh Agreement Establishing the World Trade Organization [Mar-
rakesh Agreement], 15 April 1994, UNTS 1867, 1-31874.

(Marrakesh Agreement 1994)

Convention on Cluster Munitions [CCM], 30 May 2008, UNTS 2688,
1-47713.

(CCM 2008)

Treaty of Peace between the State of Israel and the Hashemite Kingdom
of Jordan [Israel Jordan Peace Treaty], 26 October 1994, UNTS 2042,
1-35325.

(Israel Jordan Peace Treaty 1994)
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Onayke mel)yHaponHux opranusanmja

Ha3uB melyHapomgHe opraHm3amuje W HaJJIEKHOT OpraHa
[akponuM], Opoj omtyke, Ha3uB omyke, maTym ycBajama.

United Nations Security Council [UNSC], S/RES/1244 (1999), Resolu-
tion 1244 (1999) Adopted by the Security Council at its 4011th meeting,
on 10 June 1999.

(UNSC, S/RES/1244)

Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe [PACE], Doc. 14326,
Observation of the presidential election in Serbia (2 April 2017), 29
May 2017.

(PACE, Doc. 14326, para. 12)

Cyacka npakca

Cyocka npaxca y Penyonuuyu Cpouju

Bpcta akra u Ha3uB cyna [akpoHHMM cyna], Opoj mpeameTa ca
JIaTYMOM JIOHOIIEHa, Ha3uB U Op0j CITy>KOSHOT ITTaCHUKA UITH JIpyTe
nyOnuKaimje y Kome je rmpecyaa o0jaBibeHa — ako je JOCTYITHO.

Omnyka YcraBHor cyaa Penyomuke Cpouje [YCPC], IYa-2/2009 ox 13.
jyHa 2012. ronuwne, ,,Ciyxoenun rnacauk PC”, 6p. 68/2012.

(Ommyka YCPC, 1Va-2/2009)

Penrewe Anenaruonor cyna y Hosom Caay [ACHC], Pxp—1/16 on 27.
anpuna 2016. roqune.

(Pememe ACHC, Pxp—1/16)

Cyocka npaxca Melhynapoonoz cyoa npaede

Ha3us cyna [akponum cyna|, Hasué crayuaja, BpcTa oIIyKe ca
JaTYMOM JIOHOIICH-a, Ha3UB U Opoj Iacuia y KoMme je mpecyaa
o0jaBibeHA, OpOj CTpaHe.
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International Court of Justice [ICJ], Application of the Interim Accord
of 13 September 1995 (the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia v.
Greece), Judgment of 5 December 2011, I.C.J. Reports 2011, p. 644.

(ICJ Judgment, 2011)

International Court of Justice [ICJ], Accordance with the International
Law of the Unilateral Declaration of Independence in Respect of Kosovo,
Advisory Opinion of 22 July 2010, I.C.J. Reports, p. 403.

(ICJ Advisory Opinion, 2010)



Cyocka npaxca Cyoa npaede Eeponcke ynuje

Hasue cnyyaja, Opoj city4aja, BpcTa cilyyaja ca JaTyMOM JIOHOIIEH:,

EBporncka naentudukanrona o3Haka cyacke npakce (ECLI).

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland v. European Par-
liament and Council of the European Union, Case C-270/12, Judgment
of the Court (Grand Chamber) of 22 January 2014, ECLI:EU:C:2014:18.

(United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland v. European

Parliament and Council of the European Union, C-270/12) wiu
(CJEU, C-270/12)

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland v. European
Parliament and Council of the European Union, Case C-270/12, Opin-
ion of Advocate General Jadskinen delivered on 12 September 2013,

ECLI:EU:C:2013:562.
(Opinion of AG Jaaskinen, C-270/12)

Cyocka npaxca Eeponckoc cyoa 3a syocka npasa

Ha3zue cnyuaja, 6poj npeactaBke, BpcTa Cilydyaja ca JAaTyMOM
JoHOIIEeHa, EBponicka naeHTu(UKaoHa 03Haka Cy/icKe Tpakce

(ECLI).

Proninav. Ukraine, No. 63566/00, Judgment of the Court (Second Section)
on Merits and Just Satisfaction of 18 July 2006, ECLI:CE:ECHR:2006:-

0718JUD006356600.
(Pronina v. Ukraine, 63566/00, par. 20) wu
(ECHR, 63566/00, par. 20)

Cyocka npaxca opy2ux meljynapoonux cyooea u mpuodynania

Hasus cyna [akponum cyna), Hazue ciyuaja, 6poj ciydaja, BpcTa

ClIydaja ca JaTyMOM JIOHOIICHA.

International Tribunal for the Prosecution of Persons Responsible for
Serious Violations of International Humanitarian Law Committed in
the Territory of the Former Yugoslavia since 1991 [ICTY], Prosecutor
v. Dusko Tadic, Case No. IT-94-1-A-AR77, Appeal Judgement on Alle-
gations of Contempt Against Prior Counsel, Milan Vujin, Judgment of

27 February 2001.
(Prosecutor v. Dusko Tadic, IT-94-1-A-AR77) umu
(ICTY, IT-94-1-A-AR77)
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ApXHMBCKH U3BOPH

Ha3zuB ycranoBe [akpoHum unu ckpaheHu Ha3uB|, Ha3UB WU
0poj dhonaa [akpoHuM uinu ckpaheHu Ha3uB], KyTH]ja, paciuKiIa
(YKOJMKO TMOCTOjH), CUTHATYpa, ,,Ha3uB qoxkymenrta” (ako Hema
HA3MBAa, 1aTH KpaTaK OIMUC OJrOBapameM Ha MUTama: Ko? Kome?
mTa?), MECTO M JIaTyM JIOKYMEHTa WJIU H.J. aKO HUje HaBelICH
JaTyM.

Apxus Cpobuje [AC], MU, K-T, ¢. 2, r93/1894, ,U3Bemraj

MuHucTapcTBa MHOCTPAHUX JIeNia O MOCTaBJbamy KOH3yna”, beorpan,
19. anmpun 1888.

(AC, MU, K-T, . 2)
(AC, MU, &. 2) — axo je noznama camo gpacyukia, a He u Kymuja

Dalhousie University Archives [DUA, Philip Girard fonds [PG], B-11,
f. 3, MS-2-757.2006-024, “List of written judgements by Laskin,” n.d.

(DUA, PG, B-11, f. 3)

I/I3B0pH Ca UHTEPHETA

[Ipe3ume, nMe WM Ha3UB KOPIIOPATUBHOI ayTopa [aKpOHUM].
['onuHa 06jaBsbHBamk-a WK H.JI. — aKO HE MOYKE /1a C€ YTBP/IU FO/IMHA
o0jaBJbMBama. ,,HacinoB cekmnuje wim cTpaHe yHyTap cajra.”
Has3zue cajma. Jlatym kpeupama, MOIU(GUKOBaHA WIH TOCIEAHET
MPUCTYTA CTPAHUIHU, aKO HE MOJKE JIa C€ YTBPJU Ha OCHOBY U3BOPA.
WNHurepHer aapeca.

Bilefsky, Dan, and Ian Austen. 2019. “Trudeau Re-election Reveals

Intensified Divisions in Canada.” The New York Times. https://www.
nytimes.com/2019/10/22/world/canada/trudeau-re-elected.html.

(Bilefsky and Austen 2019)

Wucrutyt 3a nomuruuke crynuje [UIC]. v.a. ,,IIpenaBame np dpunpuxa
Pomura.” Hucmumym 3a nonumuuxe cmyouje. Ilocnenmu npuctyn 10.
oktobap 2018. http://www.ips.ac.rs/rs/news/predavanje-dr-fridriha-romi-
ga/.

(Muctutyt 3a monmutuuke cryauje [UIIC], v.1.) — npso Hasoherve
(ATIIC, u1.11.) — ceako caedekie nasoherve

Tanjye. 2019. ,,EBporicka cBemupcka areHiuja nosehasa ¢onnose.”
28. HoBemOap 2019. http://www.tanjug.rs/full-view1.aspx?izb=522182.

(Tanjyr 2019)
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O®OPMATHUPAILE TEKCTA

Omnire cMepHHUIIE 0 00PN TEKCTA

Teker paaa o6pagutu y nporpamy Word, na cnenehu Hauns:
- BeIM4YMHa cTpanuie: A4;
- mapruse: Normal 2,54 cm;

- TeKCT MUCATU KypEeHTOM (OOMYHHUM CJIOBHMA), OCHUM aKO
HUje apyraddje mpeaBuleHo;

npopen u3Mmel)y penosa y Tekcty: 1,5;

npopen usmMehy penosa y gycHorama: 1;

BEJIMYMHA CJIOBA Y HacyoBy: 14 pt;

BEJIMYMHA CJIOBA y NMOJHAcIoBUMA: 12 pt;

BEJIMYMHA CJIOBA Y TEKCTY: 12 pt;

BenM4MHa cyioBa y ¢ycHoTama: 10 pt;
- BeIMUYMHA CIJIOBa 3a Taberne, rpadukone u ciuke: 10 pt;

- YBIIauewe NpBor pesa nacyca: 1,27cm (onumja: Paragraph/
Special/First line);

- TIOpaBHaE TeKcTa: Justify;
- 60ja TekcTa: Automatic;

- HyMepalfja CTpaHa: aparcku OpojeBH y JOHEM JIECHOM
yoy,

- HE TIpeTaMaTH PeYd PYIHO YHOIIICHEM IPTHIIA 32 HACTaBaK
peuH y HapeTHOM pejy;

- cauyBatu pany ¢opmary .doc.

IIpuMeHa NpaBONUCHHUX NPABUJIA

Panose ycknanuru ca Ilpasonucom cpnckoe jesuxa 'y U3famy
Marwune cpricke u3 2010. roquHe WK U3 KaCHUjUX U3Jamba.

[ToceOny naxxwy obparuTh Ha cinenehe:
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- [Ipunkom npBor HaBol)emha TPAHCKPUOOBAHUX CTPAHUX
HMeHa M M3pa3a y o0i0j 3arpaad mopex HaBECTH H
IUXOBE OOJMKE Ha M3BOPHOM j€3UKY Y KypauBy (italic),
uip: @pankdyprep anremajue uajtyur (Frankfurter Allge-
meine Zeitung), [1on Ponc (John Rawls), Anekcej TymosseB
(Anexceit Tynones).

- Ilojeaune onmTeno3Hare cTpaHe u3pase MUcaTy caMo Ha
M3BOPHOM j€3UKY Y KYp3UBY, HIIp. de iure, de facto, a priori,
a posteriori, sui generis UTH.

- PeyeHniy He MOYMIATH aKPOHUMOM, CKpaheHUIIOM WiIn
Opojem.

- Tekcr y pycHOTAMa yBEK 3aBpIIaBaTH TAYKOM.

- 3a HaBoh)ewe U3pa3a WK UMTHPAKBA HA CPIICKOM je3HKY
KOPUCTUTH HaBOJAHHUKE KOJU CY CBOJCTBEHH CPIICKOM JE3UKY
npema Bakehem mpasomucy (,, ), a 3a HaBohewme WIH
HUTHPake HA €HIVIECKOM WJIM APYIOM CTPAHOM je3MKYy
KOPUCTHTH HaBOJAHHMKE KOjU Cy CBOJCTBEHU TOM je3uKy (“
?,«»).

- Yriacrtom 3arpajaom [] o3nauaBaru: 1) COCTBEHU TEKCT
koju ce ymehe y Tyhu teket; wim 2) Tekct koju ce ymehe y
TEKCT Koju je Beh omehen obmom 3arpamom.

- Opry nucaru ca pazmMakoM mpe U mocie uiu 0e3
pa3maka, HIKaKo ca pa3MakoM CaMo Ipe MJIM CaMo IIOCIIe.
Nsmehy 6pojeBa, ykibydyjyhu 6pojeBe cTpaHa, KOPUCTUTH
MPUMAKHYTY 1PTY (-), a HE HpTUILy (-).

- 3a HaramaBame MOjeIMHUX peYyH HE KOPUCTHTH
nonebspana ciosa (bold), HuTn monByveHa ciioBa (under-
line) Beh uckibyunBo Kyp3uB (italic) navu HaBOJIHUKE U
NOTyHaBOJHUKE (° > Ha CPIICKOM j€3UKY WM ¢ ° Ha €HIVIECKOM
JE3UKY).

@dopMaTUpamk-€e HAYYHOT YJIAHKA

Hayunu unanak gopmaruparu Ha cieneh HauMH:
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*
Hme u npezume npeoz aymopa

* dycHora: Mmejn-aapeca aytopa: [Ipenopydyje ce HaBolermbe HHCTUTYLIMOHAIIHE HMEjII-aapece
ayTopa.

Yemanoea 3anocnerwa

Hme u npezume opyzoz aymopa

Yemanoea 3anocnerwa

HACJIOB PAJA™

** QycHOTA: 110 MOTPeOu, HABECTH jeaaH of ciaeAchux (Wi cIn4HuX) moaTaka: 1) Ha3uB u Opoj
[POjeKTa y OKBHPY KOr'a j€ WIaHaK HalliCcaH; 2) Aa je pajl IPETXOIHO H3/I0KEH Ha HAYYHOM CKYILY
y BHY YCMEHOT CaOIIIITeha II0X HCTUM M CIMYHHM Ha3MBOM; WM 3) [a je HCTPaXKHBAE

KOj€ je IPeICTaBJbEHO Y Pagy CIPOBEICHO 3a OTpeOe H3paje JOKTOPCKE IUCEPTALHje ayTopa.

Caxerak

Caxerak, oouma oz 100 1o 250 peun, cagpu npeaMeT, b,
KOpUIITheHN TEOPH]jCKO-METOIOJIOIIKH MPUCTYI, pe3yaTare u
3aKJbyUKe paja.

Kibyune peun: Vcrnion Tekcra caskeTka HaBeCTH OJf IIET JI0 JIECET
K/bY4YHHX peun. KibydHe peun mucatu KypeHTOM U jeIHY OJ
JpyTe OJIBOJUTH 3apE30M.

VY TekcTy je Moryhe KOpHCTUTH HajBHIIIE TP HUBOA TIOTHACIIOBA.
IMoxnacJioBe HaBecTH O0e3 HyMepalyje, Ha cienehu HauuH:

IHOJHACJIOB ITPBOI' HUBOA

IToanacJi0B Apyror HUBOA
Iloonacnoe mpehez nueoa
Tabese, rpadukoHe U cJIMKe YHOCUTH Ha cieaehu HauwH:

- u3Hax Tabene/rpad)KOHa/CIIMKE IICHTPUPAHO HAITMCATH:
Tabena/I'papukon/Cnuka, peqau Opoj U Ha3uB;

- ucnox tabene/rpadUKOHA/CIMKE HABECTH HW3BOpP HA
cienehu HauuH: 1) ykonuko cy Tabena/rpaduKoH/Ciauka
npey3eTH, HanucaTy M360p: M HaBeCTH peepeHIly Ha HCTH
HAYWH Kao IITO Ce HaBOJHM y Onbmuorpadckoj mapeHrTesu; 2)
YKOJIMKO HHCY ITpey3eTH, Hanucatu M3gop: OOpaaa ayTopa.
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Pedepenue HaBoauTH y TeKcTy npema Hauuny yumuparea.

dDycHOTe KOPUCTUTU UCKJbYUYHBO 3a JIaBame HAllOMEHa WU
MIMPHX 00jalIberma.

PEDOEPEHIIE

Cnucak pedepeHiy HaBecTH HAKOH TEKCTa pajia, a mpe pe3numea,
Ha cienehu HauuH:

- TIpBO HaBecTH pedepentie Ha hupuinim no a30y4HOM peny;

- 3aTUM HaBeCTH pedepeHIle Ha JIATUHHUIK W CTPAHUM
je3unuma o abeneHOM peay;

- TIPBY JIMHHU]y CBake pedepeHIle MmopaBHATH Ha JIEBO]
MapruHu, a octajie yByhu 3a 1,27 cm, xopuctehu ommjy
Paragraph/Special/Hanging;

- CBe pedepeHIie HaBOAWTH 3aj€THO, 0€3 U3BOJEHUX JIEIIOBa
3a TpaBHE aKTe WU apXUBCKY rpalyy;

- pedepeniie He HyMepucaTH;

- HABOJUTH UCKJbYUMBO OHE pehepeHIie Koje Cy kopuiheHe
Y TEKCTY.

Haxkon crincka pedepeHIn HaBeCTH UME H MPe3uMe ayTopa,
HACJIOB PaJia ¥ pe3uMe Ha CHIVIECKOM €3UKY Ha cliefichn HauuH:

First Author”

" In the footnote: E-mail address: The institutional e-mail address is strongly recommended.

Affiliation
Second Author
Affiliation
TITLE

Resume

Pe3ume, obuma 10 1/10 myxuHe wiaHka, CapKu pe3ysiTare
U 3aKJbY4Ke pajia Koju cy 00pa3ioKeHU OINIUIMPHUJE HErOo y
CaXKETKY.

Keywords: Kibyune peun nucatu KypeHTOM H JeJIHY O]l ApyTe
OJIBOJUTH 3aPE30M.
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VYKOJIMKO je paJ HANIMCAH HA CTPAHOM je3MKY, HAaKOH CITHCKa
pedepeHny, UMe U Ipe3uMe ayTopa, HaclOB, pe3UME U KIbYUHE
peYr HaBECTH Ha CPIICKOM jE3HKY.

dopMmaTHpame OCBPTA

OcBpT (hopMaTHpaTH HAa UCTU HAYMH Ka0 HayYHH 4IaHaK, 0e3
HaBol)ema cakeTka, KIbyUHUX PEUH U pe3uMea.

®opmarupame NpUKa3a

[Tpuka3 kmure popmatupaTy Ha cienehn HauYMH:

TekcT nmonenuTy y ABe KOJIOHe.

Hme u npezume aymopa’

* @dycHora: MHmejn-anpeca ayrtopa:
I[Npenopyuyje ce HaBOheHE MHCTUTYLIMOHAITHE
uMejiI-ajipece ayTopa.

Yemanoesa 3anocnera

HACJIOB IIPUKA3A

Hcmon HacioBa mocTaBUTH
CJIMKY Npeame Kopuile

Hcnon cnuke npeamwe KOpHULle
HaBECTH MOJATKE O KIbH3H IIpeMa
cnenehem npasuy:

Nwme n npeszume. ['onuna
n3nama. Hacnos. Mecto
u3/ama: u3iasad, opoj
cTpaHa.

Texer mpukaza oOpamuTu y

CKJIaJly ca OIIITUM CMEPHHUI[aMa
0 00paju Tekcra.
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YIIYTCTBO PEHEH3EHTUMA

Vrora peLieH3eHara je 1a JONPUHOCE OUyBakby BUCOKOT KBAJTUTETA HAILleT
yacomnuca. PerieH3uje cy anHoHuMHE y 00a cMepa. Pok 3a perieH3upame je cenam
JaHa o1 pujema paja. Cajpxaj perieH3uje je IoBepIbUB, TE CE HE CME OTKPUBATH
ocobaMa Koje HUCY Y YPEIHHIUTBY 4acomuca. YKOJIHKO PELEH3EHT y OUII0 KOM
TPEHYTKY CXBATH Ja TTOCTOjH OMJIO KOju BUJA KOH(IUKTa HHTEpeca y Be3U ca
pazoMm koju Tpeba Ia peneH3nupa moTpedHO je 1a 0 TOME IITO Tpe 00aBeCTH
penaxuyjy. [IpuiMkoM peneHsuje pykonuca, peleH3eHT Tpeda 1a NomyHH
PEeUEeH3eHTCKH JUCT Y PUJIOTY.

Nwme, mpe3nmMe U 3Bame ayTopa TeKCTa:
Haszus pana:
AKTyeTHOCT, JPYIITBEHA U HayYHU 3HAa4Yaj pa3MaTpaHe TeMe:

VY K0joj MepH je ayTop jaCHO HAa3HAYUO TCOPHjCKH, METOMOIONIKH
TPUCTYII Y pay:

Ja nu je pax 3aCHOBaH Ha CaBPEMEHO] W PEIICBAHTHO] JIMTEPATYPH,
noceOHO y KOjOj MEpH je ayTop KOPUCTHO HajHOBHjE pe3yiTare 00jaBJbeHE
y HayYHHMM YacolHCUMa M 300pHUIMMa (IToceOHO yacomnucu U 300pHUIM U3
MOJIUTHKOJIOTHjE).

Hayunu u npymTBeHu gonpuHoc pajga. ONIITH KOMEHTap O KBAJUTETY
pana:

Bamma cyrectuja ayTopy 3a mo0oJpIame KBaJIUTETa pajia, ako je TOTPeOHO:
Monumo Bac na omabepere jesHy of1 mpenopyka 3a KaTeropusalujy pajaa:
1. OpurnHaIHA HAyYHU pPaj

2. llpernenuu pazg

3. Hayuyna kpuTHKa, OJIEMUKa U OCBPTH

Monmmo Bac na ogabepere jenHy on npernopyka o myOIHKOBamby OBOT
pana:

1. O6jaBuTH Oc3 U3MEHA

2. O6jaBuTH y3 MaJie H3MEHE

3. HakoH KkopekIyje, paj mociaTi Ha HOBU KPYT peLieH3Huje
4. Onbutn

JlonatHu KOMEHTapH 3a ypeaHUKA KOJU Ce TUUY €THUKHX (IUIarkjapusam,
npeBapa, UT/.) WK HEKHX APYTHX acleKara paja, a koju he ypenauky nomohn
y JOHOMIECHY KOHAuYHE OJIYKE O JaJbeM CTaTyCy paja.

I[aTyM OLICHE pajia I/IMe, MpE3UMME U HAYUHO 3Balb€ pCIICH3CHTA:
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CIIMCAK PEIIEH3EHATA PA/IOBA 3A YACOIIMCE

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.
16.

17.

18.
19.

222

Auna Kpusen, noueHt, benroponcku ap:kaBHY HallMUOHAIHU UCTPAXKUBAUKU
yHuBepautet, benropon, Pycka ®enepanuja;

Aurel Gabriel Serban, penosuu npodecop, Lucian Blaga Universitet of
Sibiu, Pymynuja;

Boxunap PanueBuh, penosuu npodecop Yuupepsutera y beorpany y
MIeH3H]U;

Bojan MuaucassseBuh, Banpenan npodecop, YauBepsureT y beorpany,
[IpaBHU dakynTer;

Baanan Ilerpos, penosuu npodecop, [IpaBHu ¢daxynrer, YHHBEp3UTET
y Beorpany;

Baagumup Byneruh, penosuu mpodecop, Punosodcku dakynrer,
YHusep3urer y beorpany;

Buaanuciaas CorupoBuh, Professor, Mykolas Romeris University, Faculty
of Politics and Management, Institute of Political Sciences, JInTBanuja;

Giordano Merlico, Sapienca Universita di Roma, WUranmja;

Janujena Iapuaosuh, penosuu npodecop, Punozodcku dakynrer,
VYuusepsurer y Humy;

Japxo MapunkoBuh, penosau npodecop, Bucoka cTpykoBHa mkomna 3a
[Ipey3eTHUILTBO, beorpan

Jejana BykacoBuh, Bumy HaydHu capajHuK, IHCTUTYT 3a MOIUTHYKE
crymuje, beorpan;

Hejan Byphesuh, penosuu npodecop, [IpaBHu dakyntet, YHUBEP3UTET
y beorpany;

Jo6pocas MunoBanoBuh, pexosau npogecop, YauBep3uret y beorpany,
[MpaBHu daxynrer;

Jparan MapkoBuh, Hay4HU caBeTHHK, IHCTUTYT 32 IONMUTHYKE CTYIH]E;
Jparana Konxapuh, cynuja, Yerasuu cyn Penyonuke Cpouje;

JAparana Mutposuh, pegosau npodecop, GakynTeT MOMUTHYKAX HAYKA,
Yuusepaurer y beorpany;

Jparop Xubep, penoBuu npodecop, [IpaBun dakynrer, YHUBep3UTET Y
Beorpany;

Bophe CrojanoBuh, HayuHu capasHUK, ITHCTUTYT 3a ONIUTHYKE CTY/H]€;

Eugen Stratiu, penosan npodecop, Lucian Blaga Universitet of Sibiu,
Pymynmnja;



20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.
27.

28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

33.
34.

35.
36.

37.

38.

39.

Ewa Bujwid-Kurek, professor, Institute of Political Science and Interna-
tional Relations of the Jagiellonian University, Kpakos, [Tosbcka;

Kemwko UBanmm, penoBuu npodecop, dDakynrer Oe3denHocTH,
VYuusep3urer y beorpany;

3opan [parummmuh, pegosau mpodecop, YHUBep3urer y beorpany,
®daxynrer 6e30eTHOCTH;

3opan JesroBuh, penosun npodecop, Yansepsurer y Humry, @unozodceku
(hakymrer;

Jacaa Munomesuh Hophepnh, Dakynrer 3a Menuje U KOMyHUKAIH]E,
Beorpan;
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