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Abstract. In the course of the election campaign, a heated contest between President Donald Trump and
Joe Biden revolved around the most acute problems of the United States. However, some foreign policy
issues, primarily linked with Russia and China, occasionally emerged in their debates. The outcome of the
presidential election of 2020 marked a watershed in the political fight for the White House between Repub-
licans and Democrats, and it will have a tremendous impact on international affairs. The election campaign
was unfolding amid the COVID-19 pandemic. Responding to the challenge has revealed a discord between
the United States and the European Union on how to tackle the crisis and their opposite perceptions of the
WHO’s role. President-elect J. Biden is about to cancel D. Trump’s dubious decisions on U.S. withdrawal
from the Iranian nuclear deal, the Paris accord on climate, the World Health Organization. This reversal
may lead to a more alignment between the United States and the European Union, but it can’t prevent
ongoing erosion of the U.S.A global hegemony. Biden’s election is in no way a guarantor for overcoming
of transatlantic disagreements. American presidents come and go but diverging and conflicting interests of
the United States and the EU remain.
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INTRODUCTION

Presidential elections in the United States have
almost always had a significant influence on the
American foreign policy. But it is hard to remember
any time in the recent decades when they would at-
tract such close attention of the world community as
in 2020.The outcome of the vote which took place
amid a political crisis and the rampant COVID-19
pandemic, in many ways determines the prospect of
international relations for the foreseeable future since

split, while the success of the Democratic candidate,
on the contrary, would breathe new life into the Al-
liance. Many Western political scientists, champi-
ons of the ideas of neoliberalism, saw in Trump the
gravedigger of the liberal international order. Critics
of Trump saw great risks for the future of transatlan-
tic relations in the potentially unfavorable outcome
of the vote, worrying that, if re-elected, he might try
to fulfill his intention to withdraw the United States
from NATO [1]. However, most American pundits
still believed that «the entrenched foreign policy con-

D. Trump and J. Biden personify fundamentally differ-
ent approaches to the positioning of the United States
in the world. The elections were followed with par-
ticular concern in Europe, where opinions were ex-
pressed that that the re-election of the 45th President
of the United States would prove fatal for NATO, ag-
gravating internal disagreements that could lead to its
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sensus on U.S. policy toward NATO is likely to sur-
vive Trump». [Sperling J., 2019: 421].

Admitting the possibility of D. Trump’s win in the
elections, the French political scientist F. Heisbourg
stated several months before the vote: «There is cur-
rently no unity of vision between the US and its Eu-
ropean partners: Trump has been consistent in his
transactional and (wherever possible) unilateral ap-
proach. He is unlikely to change, and whether he will
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be defeated in the November 2020 presidential elec-
tion remains highly uncertain» [Heisbourg F., 2020:
15]. According to F. Heisbourg, if the trends of re-
cent years continue, «Trump’s ‘America First’ poli-
cy would morph into more broadly based isolation-
ism». F. Heisbourg assumed that if J. Biden wins, he
will be preoccupied with the country’s pressing prob-
lems: «Even if Trump’s successor were the functional
equivalent of Roosevelt, it is wise to remember that
the New Deal president’s first two terms were hardly
internationalist» [Heisbourg F., 2020: 17].

U.S. administrations replace each other as the re-
sult of elections but national interests remain. The de-
feat of Trump, who in the liberal Europe was associ-
ated with the threat of a split in the Atlantic commu-
nity, does not automatically mean an accommodation
of the conflicting interests of the United States and the
EU. However, it was J. Biden’s victory that the leaders
of the major European powers as well as the leaders of
the EU and NATO hoped for, who rushed to send him
congratulations a few days after the elections, without
waiting for the official elections results. Many coun-
tries of Eastern Europe, especially Poland and Hun-
gary, used to seeing Trump as their ally in the disputes
with Brussels, were in favor of his re-election.

Due to the extremely tense atmosphere of the
election campaign, the situation around the corona-
virus pandemic in the United States acquired a high-
ly politicized character, which was also reflected in
D. Trump’s response to the crisis, including its in-
ternational aspects — from the closure of the borders
and accusations against China to the severing of re-
lations with WHO. Judging by J. Biden’s statements,
the U.S. approach to this issue will change, and his
predecessor’s most controversial decisions will be re-
vised. At the same time, the new administration can-
not ignore the fact that the race for leadership in the
production of vaccines and drugs for COVID-19 be-
tween the U.S., EU, China and Russia is gaining mo-
mentum, since international prestige and immense
income from the sales of coronavirus drugs in the
global market is at stake.

INTERNATIONAL ISSUES IN THE
ELECTION STRUGGLE BETWEEND.
TRUMP AND J. BIDEN

The most acute internal problems of the Unit-
ed States were at the forefront in the election cam-
paigns of the two leading contenders for the presi-
dency — the fight against the coronavirus pandemic
and the overcoming of its consequences, eradicating
of racism, competing proposals by Republicans and
Democrats for the change of the tax system and the
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national energy strategy. Foreign policy issues were
also present in the contest between D. Trump and
J. Biden, though the verbal duel between them often
slid into mutual accusations of indulgence towards
the enemies of the United States instead of a mean-
ingful discussion of the issues. The campaign head-
quarters of the Democratic candidate reminded vot-
ers that J. Biden had a long track record of participa-
tion in foreign affairs, first as a Senator and then as
Vice President. However, this experience, according
to the former Defense Secretary R. Gates, did not
help J. Biden to correctly perceive the international
problems that the Obama administration faced.

Russian and Chinese themes dominated the state-
ments of D. Trump and J. Biden on international is-
sues during the election campaign. Though the Dem-
ocratic candidate often preferred to use relatively
more diplomatic language in his assessment of the
Russian politics than the one used by many American
legislators and liberal media, his sharply negative at-
titude towards Russia as the main geopolitical adver-
sary of the United States is beyond doubt. He char-
acterized China as the strongest competitor, without
calling it an enemy. Democrats accused D. Trump of
indulgence towards Moscow’s ambitions and “pli-
ability” towards the leaders of authoritarian and dic-
tatorial regimes.

The revival of American leadership was a recurrent
theme in J. Biden’s campaign statements. The Demo-
cratic leader promised to eradicate the isolationist ten-
dencies in foreign policy, which, in his opinion, had
been cultivated by the Trump administration, causing
discord with the allies and undermining the U.S. influ-
ence in international institutions. However, the elec-
tion platform adopted at the Democratic Convention
gives only a most general idea of the agenda that they
offer to the country: overcoming the coronavirus pan-
demic as early as possible, implementing a wide range
of economic and social security measures, transition
to “clean energy” and creation of a climate-friendly
infrastructure. Speaking online to the Convention,
J. Biden promised to unify the nation and “put an end
to the dark period in the U.S. history.”

During the election campaign, J. Biden empha-
sized that D. Trump had inflicted enormous dam-
age to the international image of the United States.
He stated that in the recent years, the influence and
trust in the United States in the world had decreased,
that «President Donald Trump has belittled, under-
mined, and in some cases abandoned U.S. allies and
partners» and by his policy had caused their alien-
ation; «has launched ill-advised trade wars, against
the United States’ friends and foes alike, that are
hurting the American middle class»; « has abdicated
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American leadership in mobilizing collective action
to meet new threats» and “turned away from the
democratic values that give strength to our nation”;
cut funding and downplayed the significant role of
the U.S. diplomacy [Biden J. 2020: 64, 71, 73]. The
Democratic candidate promised to raise the status
of American diplomacy to the level of Washington’s
main foreign policy instrument. The primary goal,
he said, is to restore trust in the United States and
American politics, which “Trump had undermined”.

D. Trump in his election battle with J. Biden widely
exploited the issue of the “Chinese challenge”, believing
that his opponent had weak positions in this area, de-
spite the fact that Democrats also support tough policy
towards China and, in fact, are not much different from
Republicans, offering a less aggressive modus operandi
to achieve the same goals. However, D. Trump actively
played up his rival’s “Chinese blunders”, accusing him
of having taken part in the adoption of laws and decisions
that could strengthen China and turn it into a dangerous
competitor of the United States. According to Trump,
Biden had voted for “voted to ship our jobs to China”.

D. Trump also reminded that the Democrat-
ic candidate had once supported the NAFTA trade
agreement, which created unequal conditions for
many American manufacturers in comparison with
their competitors, especially in the automobile in-
dustry [2]. Trump’s campaign headquarters, in its
statement of August 26, 2020, accused Democrats of
completely ignoring the threats that China poses to
the U.S. economy and national security and avoid-
ing a discussion of this issue at the Democratic Con-
vention that had ended the day before. And when
Director of the U.S. National Counterintelligence
and Security Center W. Evanina announced on Au-
gust 7 that, according to his department’s estimates,
the Chinese authorities would prefer that D. Trump,
whom they regard as an unpredictable politician, not
be re-elected for a new term, Republicans, with re-
newed energy, launched the idea that China counts
on J. Biden’s victory. They tried to play on the mood
of the American society, which, in the poll conducted
in July by the Pew Center, showed the lowest level of
positive perception of China in the entire history of
these surveys. In the keynote speech, delivered im-
mediately after his nomination as the official presi-
dential candidate by the Republican Party, D. Trump
mentioned China 15 times in a negative way, includ-
ing 7 times in direct connection with J. Biden [3].
People from D. Trump’s inner circle, including his
personal lawyer R. Giuliani, accused Hunter Biden
of receiving a substantial amount funds from Chi-
nese investors in exchange for the political influence
of his father when he was Vice President. J. Biden

was also accused of neglecting the problem of human
rights violations in China. The “China card” was also
played by the Republicans in the context of the sit-
uation with the coronavirus pandemic. The Trump
administration tried to switch the attention of the
American society from its blunders in responding to
this threat, which it had initially underestimated, to
China as the source of its emergence.

Despite differences in opinion on many issues of
international politics and world economy, J. Biden
and D. Trump agreed that the strengthening of China
should be the primary focus of the United States’ at-
tention in the foreign policy affairs. At the same time,
each of them put his own emphasis in the “Chinese
issue”. D. Trump called China a systemic threat to the
United States, given China’s ability to influence the
world order, which no other American rival has. J. Biden
defined China as the main economic competitor, and
Russia as the main threat to the national security of the
United States and American alliances. Such differentia-
tion reflects J. Biden’s desire to avoid the simultaneous
involvement of the United States in total confronta-
tion with both the Russian Federation and China.

Both presidential candidates in their interviews and
public speeches before the November 3, 2020 elec-
tions several times touched upon the Middle East is-
sue. D. Trump confirmed his promise given previous-
ly during the election campaign to stop “endless wars”
and curtail the large-scale U.S. military presence in the
region. In September, the United States Central Com-
mand announced the forthcoming reduction of forces
in Afghanistan from 8.6 thousand to 4.5 thousand peo-
ple and the decrease in the number of the American
troops in Iraq from 5.2 thousand to 3 thousand people.
J. Biden, for his part, also stated that he supports the re-
duction of American troops in the Middle East.

AN ADJUSTMENT OR A COMPLETE
REVISION OF THE U.S. FOREIGN POLICY?

The 2020 presidential election became a water-
shed between Trump’s “America First” policy and
the liberal revenge that J. Biden’s team is preparing in
domestic and foreign policy. The new President has
made it clear that he intends to return the U.S. for-
eign policy to the pre-Trump path: to revive friend-
ly relations with allies in Europe and Asia, to reaf-
firm American commitments to security and to the
climate change problem by restoring the country’s
participation in the Paris Agreement and to encour-
age other countries to reduce carbon emissions on an
even greater scale. According to Biden’s own admis-
sion which he made in the middle of the presiden-
tial race, he does not have a foreign policy concept

ISTORIYA Vol. 12

No 2021



U.S. FOREIGN POLICY ON THE VERGE OF A NEW PATH 27

ready, but he has a plan for the restoration of Ameri-
can leadership, based on the assumption that if the
policy pursued by D. Trump is not changed, then
either some other country will take the place of the
world leader instead of the United States, or it will
remain vacant, which will lead to chaos.

In his article in Foreign Affairs magazine pub-
lished in spring 2020, J. Biden stated that there is a
decline in the trust in democratic institutions all over
the world. Democracy is under the greatest pres-
sure since the 1930s, he said, “the international sys-
tem that the United States so carefully constructed is
coming apart at the seams”.

A big problem is tension in the U.S. relation-
ship with NATO, whose members are concerned
that “America First” means “America acting alone.”
J. Biden promised, if elected, «to take immediate steps
to renew U.S. democracy and alliances, protect the
United States’ economic future, and once more have
America lead the world». He identified the organiza-
tion of a “summit for democracy” in the first year of
his presidency as one of the priority goals so that the
leaders of democratic countries could agree on a com-
mon agenda for joint action in three main areas “fight-
ing corruption, defending against authoritarianism,
and advancing human rights” [Biden J. 2020: 65, 67]

J. Biden promised to stick to a multilateral ap-
proach in international relations, to restore the trust
of the allies to American obligations, their confidence
in that they can count on the protection of the Unit-
ed States. Unlike D. Trump, as Biden emphasized in
his article, he believes that international institutions
and cooperation with foreign partners are necessary
for the implementation of the U.S. foreign policy
goals, and he is convinced that alliances and coali-
tions expand American opportunities in international
affairs and strengthen the country’s influence in the
world. Biden promised to try to secure the support of
the allies in specific situations when American inter-
ests demand it, and not because of abstract consid-
erations about the value of allied solidarity and the
important role of multilateral diplomacy.

J. Biden called the course he proposed as “for-
eign policy for the middle class”, defining its goals in
the following way: ensuring the U.S. leadership in the
global economy, “win in the competition for the future
against China or anyone else”;>working “to make sure
the rules of the international economy are not rigged
against the United States™; “taking down trade barri-
ers” resisting a dangerous global slide toward protec-
tionism”. He proposed to unite the might of democ-
racies around the world “to counter abusive econom-
ic practices and reduce inequality” [Biden J., 2020:
68, 69]. The answer to the main question — who will
ISTORIYA Vol. 12
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determine the rules of world trade? — is quite obvious,
in his opinion: the U.S., of course, not China.

The Biden administration, which began service on
January 20, will continue the strategy of containing
Russia, most likely in a new version, which envisages
the creation of a wider international front of sanctions
and geopolitical pressure on Moscow. In its policy of
countering the Russian Federation on the post-Soviet
space one can expect harsher actions, not just harsh
rhetoric. Back when J. Biden was Vice-President in
the administration of B. Obama, he tried to convince
him to punish the Russian Federation more decisively
after the events in Ukraine in 2014. The nomination
of the “centrist hawk” A. Blinken, who has repeatedly
made harsh attacks on Russia’s policy, to the post of
U.S. Secretary of State fits into the logic of the “ex-
tended containment” strategy, which the new admin-
istration intends to build against the Russian Federa-
tion in coordination with its allies and satellites.

One of the few areas where J. Biden expressed his
readiness to seek an agreement with Moscow is the
limitation of nuclear weapons, primarily the exten-
sion of the START-3 Treaty, which, as he put it, is
an anchor of “strategic stability between the United
States and Russia” [Biden J., 2020: 75]. In his article
J. Biden promised to return the United States to the
path of arms control obligations and to prolong the
abovementioned treaty.

The new U.S. President is known for his sup-
port for the idea of Ukraine, Georgia and the Bal-
kan countries joining NATO. It is quite obvious that
the Biden administration will act energetically in fa-
vor of accelerating the integration of these countries
into the North Atlantic Alliance, despite the objec-
tions of the continental European powerswhich are
afraid of sliding into a military confrontation with
Russia. From Washington we can expect activity
aimed at feeding instability and tension along the pe-
rimeter of the Russian border as well as attempts to
manage conflicts in neighboring countries, including
Ukraine, Belarus and the countries of theTranscauca-
sia regionin order to weaken and drain the resources
of the Russian Federation.

J. Biden will continue D. Trump’s policy of squeez-
ing Russia out of the European energy market, sup-
porting the U.S. Congress in initiating sanctions aimed
at blocking the completion of the Nord Stream-2 gas
pipeline and hindering other similar projects.

For many reasons, relations with China will be the
main foreign policy priority of the new administra-
tion. Taking into account the stable bipartisan con-
sensus on the “China issue”, J. Biden will continue
to implement the strategy of active counteraction
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against the strengthening of China. Washington will
try to influence Beijing’s behavior in APAC and re-
strain its actions in the region by various means,
avoiding, if possible, increasing the level of the U.S.-
Chinese military confrontation. J. Biden’s approach
is characterised by the desire to take action on a mu!-
tilateral basis, coordinatingmeasures on curbing ac-
tivity and limiting the influence of China with al-
lies and partners. At the same time, he expressed his
readiness to cooperate with Beijing on those issues
where the interests of the two countries coincide —
climate change, non-proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons, security in the field of international health.

With the goal of building a broad geopolitical co-
alition against China, the new administration will
try to draw as many countries as possible into it, and
not only regional allies. European countries are con-
cerned about the confrontation between the United
States and China and do not want to be drawn into
rivalry between them. They prefer to talk about the
rise of China only as an economic challenge from a
competitor with a huge growth potential, and in pub-
lic policy they do not assess it as a threat to national
security, trying to avoid confrontation with it in all
ways, given the great importance of bilateral trade
and economic ties for their own economies.

The new U.S. administration will have to negoti-
ate atrade agreement withChina in order to prevent
the escalation of the “tariff war” between the two
largest economies in the world. The new adminis-
tration is limited in its ability to make serious con-
cessions here, given China’s huge surplus in bilateral
trade, and being potentially vulnerable to accusations
of unjustified softness of its position, which, when
discussed in the U.S. Congress, will inevitably be
compared to that of D. Trump, who pursued a tough
course and enjoyed bipartisan support in this issue.

In stark contrast to the “Trump era” policylJ.
Biden promised to restore friendly relations of the
United States with its European allies and to de-es-
calate the transatlantic trade conflict. Democrats be-
lieve in the value of U.S.-centered alliances and see
them as important structural elements of the liberal
world order. J. Biden, as opposed to D. Trump, will
not use the issue of the American military presence in
Europe to force concessions from the allies in trade
and economic disputes. He will try to restore the Eu-
ropeans’ confidence in America’s defense commit-
ments and restore the role of the North Atlantic Al-
liance as a mechanism for coordinating the strategy
of the United States and Europe. J. Biden considers
NATO to be the most important alliance in histo-
ry, the basis of American power in Europe and the
foundation of the collective security of the West. He

will most probably suspend or even completely can-
cel his predecessor’splans to reduce American troops
in Europe (in Germany, in particular), in Japan and
in South Korea, and he will continue to build up the
U.S. military force in Poland.

The new administration will have to take a more
flexible position on the distribution of the burden
of defense spending between the U.S.and its al-
lies, rejecting the tough pressure exerted on them
by D. Trump, since this issue has become especially
sensitive for Europeans due to the “suffocating” ap-
proach of the previous administration and the dire
economic consequences caused by the COVID-19
pandemic. However, the new president is unlike-
ly to lift the requirement that the allies allocate at
least 2% of GDP for defense (in 2020, only 10 out of
30 NATO countries met this criterion). J. Biden will
continue D. Trump’s line of lobbying the interests of
American military-industrial corporations in Europe,
demanding that EU regulation, especially the one on
the European Defence Fund, not hinder their activi-
ties in the European arms market.

As for the Middle East, J. Biden promised to re-
arrange American policy in the region. He admits the
possibility of negotiations with Iran on a nuclear deal,
but only under certain conditions. For example, he is
ready to restore theparticipation ofthe U.S.in the agree-
ment on the limitation on Iran’s nuclear program, to
gradually remove the economic sanctions imposed
by D. Trump and, after he is convinced that Teheran
strictly complies with all the terms of the 2015 deal an-
dagrees to limit the development of ballistic missiles, to
curtail the “destabilizing” U.S. activity in the region.
Within the framework of the package agreement, the
new administration may include Iran’s compliance with
the international arms embargo regime into the list of
its requirements, despite the fact that since October 18,
2020 this regime has lost its legal force.

Back when he was still a contender to the U.S. presi-
dential nomination, J. Biden promised to return home
most of the American troops from Afghanistan and re-
duce American military presence in other countries of
the region, believing it necessary to maintain a small
number of troops there — a contingent of special op-
erations forces of 1,5—2 thousand people to fight the
terrorist groups that pose a threat to the United States
and its allies. In his opinion, the administration should
strictly define the objectives of the American military
presence- to conduct operations together with allies and
partners against al-Qaeda, ISIS and other terrorist orga-
nizations, as well as to assist the countries of the region
in training special forces, without interfering with their
internal political affairs. J. Biden admitted that he is not
prepared to promise a complete withdrawal of troops
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from Syria, Afghanistan and Iraq in the near future [4].
From his administration, one can expect increased sup-
port to the forces of the Syrian opposition, including
the Kurdish formations, as well as the strengthening of
the American military presence in north-eastern Syria,
which allows to maintain control over the local oil pro-
duction. J. Biden is in favor of ending American assis-
tance to Saudi Arabia in the war that it is conducting
in Yemen, and his administration, apparently, will de-
cide to curtail the assistance that Saudi Arabia and the
UAE received from the United States while conducting
military operations in Yemen and Libya. Obviously, it
was easier for the monarchies of the Persian Gulf and
for Egypt to work with the Republican administration,
which was guided by pragmatic considerations and did
not promote the human rights issues in bilateral rela-
tions and regional politics.

While the approaches of the new President towards
relations with China and the U.S. military participa-
tion in the affairs of the Middle Eastlargely coincide
with the views of his predecessor, they differ funda-
mentally on the issue of the foreign trade strategy. The
Democratic President positions himself as a zealous
champion of free trade, but he also tried to intercept
some of his rival’s slogans by proposing the “pro-
American worker trade strategy.” J. Biden condemned
D. Trump’s decision to qualify the import of certain
categories of goods from politically close countries —
from Canada to the EU — as a threat to national secu-
rity, which had served as a reason for introducing trade
duties against allies [Biden J., 2020: 70]. There are ob-
vious contradictions in his views. On the one hand, he
criticized D. Trump for unleashing a trade war against
China, which, according to him, had protected the in-
terests of big business but negatively affected ordinary
Americans; on the other hand, he stated that his policy
towards China would be just as tough.

J. Biden stated that as President, he intends, like
his predecessor, to carry out “aggressive coercive
measures” in trade against those countries which,
in his opinion, manipulate exchange rates or use
other off-market trading practices. However, unlike
D. Trump, he intends to make sure he has the sup-
port of American allies in this matter and take such
actions on a multilateral basis, building with them a
united front against China’s abuse of trade and vi-
olations of human rights. Another difference is the
plan announced by J. Biden to introduce an addi-
tional “carbon tax” on goods entering the United
States from foreign countries that do not fulfil their
obligations under international agreements on cli-
mate and environmental protection. In his opinion,
this measure will not allow countries with a high level
of environmental pollution to undermine American
ISTORIYA Vol. 12
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industries. However, during his tenure as Vice-Pres-
ident in the Obama administration, he ignored the
negative environmental consequences that accompa-
nied the rapid growth of shale oil and gas production
in the United States. Now he is ready to launch an-
other energy strategy, the goal of which is to remove
hydrocarbons from the U.S. power generation system
within 15 years’ time and to stop all green house gas
emissions in the economy by 2050. J. Biden believes
that restructuring the energy sector in the new direc-
tion will allow American economy to faster overcome
the recession caused by the coronavirus pandemic.

DEBATES ON THE U.S. FOREIGN POLICY
AT THE NEW STAGE

The 2020 election campaign, in the course of
which two fundamentally different concepts of Amer-
ica’s positioning in the world clashed, gave new im-
petus to the debate on foreign policy the U.S. Many
politicians and experts of liberal views admit that the
Post-Cold War world order has entered its period of
disintegration. However, while some of them tend to
think that the main reason for this is that the U.S.,
under D. Trump, willingly refused to support the lib-
eral world order and even took part in its destruction,
others find deeper reasons behind this process, citing,
primarily, the process of political deformation of the
United States itself and global shifts in the world bal-
ance of power, which undermine the foundations of
American hegemony.

J. Biden promised that if he wins the elections, his ad-
ministration will try to revive the liberal world order. The
idea of a liberal revenge is being nurtured in the politi-
cal and expert circles of the influential part of the rul-
ing elite. As the American political scientist J. Aiken-
bury notes, «it would be a grave mistake for the United
States to give up any attempt to rescue the liberal order
and instead reorient its grand strategy entirely toward
great-power competition» [Ikenberry J., 2020: 142].

The balance of power in the Biden administra-
tion between the “crusaders” of liberal ideas and
the moderate wing of pragmatists can largely de-
termine specific steps to implement a new foreign
policy course. If supporters of interventionist poli-
cy get greater influence, this will be an indicator of
Washington’s inclination to use military force to pro-
mote and protect “democracy and liberal values” in
the world. A. Blinken, proposed by J. Biden for the
post of U.S. Secretary of State, showed himself as a
champion of “liberal interventionism” — he advocat-
ed U.S. military intervention in Bosnia, Kosovo, Iraq
and Libya when he worked in the administrations of
B. Clinton and B. Obama.
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Former employee of the National Security Coun-
cil B. Rhodes suggested that many representatives of
the foreign policy establishment will, out of old habit,
try to convince the new administration to restore the
role of the world hegemon to the United States, but
restoring this status is, in his opinion, an unrealistic
task. He admits that “American democracy itself <...
> is no longer the exemplar it once was”. The U.S.
claims to world leadership to a large extent stemmed
from the perception of American democracy as an
example for other nations, and now the world has
lost confidence in it [Rhodes B., 2020: 48]. Amer-
ican political scientists J. Lind and D. Press agree
with B. Rhodes saying that “in the United States
and among several of its core allies, large parts of the
public have lost confidence in the liberal project that
long animated Western foreign policy”. In the United
States a debate continues on the fruits of the liberal
hegemony that the United States has held since the
end of the Cold War: whether it produced the de-
sired results “the country squandered its power and
expedited a return to multipolarity. Yet whatever the
verdict, it is clear today that the United States’ geo-
political vacation is over and that a major course cor-
rection is due” [Lind J., Press D., 2020: 48].

The left liberal wing of the expert community of-
fers an alternative concept of foreign policy o the
new administration, which envisages the adapta-
tion of the United States to a world where there will
be no American hegemony. As the political scientist
R. Lebow admitted, this concept contradicts many
accepted postulates of the military-political estab-
lishment. Its initial premise is that the United States
has no opportunity to restore the “hegemonic mod-
el” of the world order, since this model is viable only
when other countries accept the set of rules and regu-
lations proposed by the United States. According to
R. Lebow, the hegemonic foreign policy led to huge
expenses and costly military intervention in Afghani-
stan and Iraq and, as a result, many elements of in-
frastructure, social programs and investments in the
economy suffered in the U.S. itself. Besides, the un-
justified use of force abroad undermined the Ameri-
can influence and legitimacy of Washington’s claims
to world leadership [Lebow R., 2020: 197, 198]. He
suggests that in international policy the Democratic
President act by persuasion and by formulating an in-
ternational agenda rather than by force and coercion,
thus returning the policy to American values. Howev-
er, R. Lebow seems to forget that these values them-
selves have become the subject of fierce disputes and
are already being interpreted in two different ways by
the opposing political forces in the country.

When the patriarch of American diplomacy
H. Kissinger wrote seven years ago that different polit-
ical and civilizational centers of the world have largely
incompatible concepts and ideas about the world or-
der, he could hardly foresee that there would soon be
a split among the U.S. ruling elite on this issue. How-
ever, he clearly understood “world order cannot be
achieved by any one country acting alone”, even if,
according to objective criteria, it is the most powerful
country in the world [Kissinger H., 2014: 373].

CONSEQUENCES FOR TRANSATLANTIC
RELATIONS

The relationship between the United States and
Europe (EU) in recent years has suffered unprece-
dented tension and mutual distrust. The Trump ad-
ministration did not accept the EU’s proposal to co-
ordinate measures to combat the COVID-19 pandem-
ic, which would include the creation of joint stocks of
medical supplies, intensification of work on unifying
the rules and regulations for medical devices, medi-
cations and vaccines. It also refused to support the
EU’s initiative to form an international fund to fi-
nance the development of a vaccine against corona-
virus, hoping that the U.S. would win in the “vaccine
race” that started among the world’s leading powers.
D. Trump accused the World Health Organization of
the acceptance the errors made by the Chinese au-
thorities, who had “missed” the outbreak of the coro-
navirus epidemic. He called the WHO a “puppet of
China”, announced the termination of the payment of
membership fees and the withdrawal of the U.S. from
this organization [5]. D. Trump’s destructive position
further undermined Europe’s confidence in his poli-
cy which rejected multilateralism even in those cases
when international cooperation is needed cope with
the epidemiological crisis and mitigate its economic
consequences [Welfens P., 2020: 301, 303].

Against this background, the statements of J. Biden
in favor of the revival of true allied relations with Eu-
rope sounded as striking contrast. The 46th President of
the United States sees the EU as a partner in rebuild-
ing the crumbling structures of the liberal world order,
countering Chinese influence in international organiza-
tions (IMF, WTO, etc.), establishing close cooperation
in combating terrorism and in climate protection. From
the J. Biden’s statements we can assume that he will try
to quickly overcome the consequences of Trump’s pol-
icy in the transatlantic relations, which suffered from it.
The 46th President of the United States sees the Euro-
pean Union, which unites 27 European countries, as
an antidote to the revival of nationalism in Europe. In
his opinion, the EU plays an important role in ensur-
ing regional security and stability. J. Biden is supported
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by those leaders who rely on the parties of the establish-
ment and reflect the views of the political mainstream,
while Washington, for its part, intends to pursue a policy
aimed at limiting the influence of populist and national-
istic parties and movements in Europe.

The promotion of A. Blinken who has been working
in the international politics for over thirty years (of these
about twenty years- side by side with J. Biden) and is
well versed in European affairs, to the post of U.S. Sec-
retary of State suggests that cooperation with Europe will
be one of the priority areas of the new administration’s
international activity. As some Western observers noted,
A. Blinken, who spent his childhood in France, takes to
heart the fear that the French feel about the possible col-
lapse of the European integration project, and, naturally,
he will do everything possible so that the EU does not
collapse. The choice of this candidate by J. Biden signals
the return of the United States to multilateral coopera-
tion and the rehabilitation of transatlantic relations. This
decision was generally well- received by the American
foreign policy establishment.

In foreign policy, J. Biden, unlike his predecessor, at-
taches great significance to the issues of the promotion
of democracy, supremacy of law, protection of human
rights and liberal values. This can add additional irrita-
tion to Russian-American relations, as well as cause fric-
tion between the United States and some Eastern Eu-
ropean countries, mainly Poland and Hungary, which
had established mutual understanding with the previous
administration.

It seems that no matter how strongly J. Biden’s ad-
ministration tries to distance itself from D. Trump’s
policy, it, too, will demand from its European partners
close coordination on issues related to China’s invest-
ment and technological expansion in Europe, requiring
that they carefully monitor China’s penetration into sen-
sitive sectors of the economy, such as high technology,
telecommunications, transport infrastructure and ener-
gy. However, contradictions will remain between Wash-
ington and its European allies on what would be the best
way to respond to China’s economic challenge. The new
administration will undoubtedly try to reach agreement
with the EU on this issue, but it will hardly follow the
tactics of D. Trump, who used various threats to force
European partners to reject cooperation with China, in
particular of the supplies of the equipment for mobile
networks of the fifth generation (5G) to Europe. Rather,
it will try to persuade the allies not to use it due to se-
curity concerns. We can be reasonably sure that the U.
S. is not eager to help the EU countries in every issue
where they have problems with China and where Chi-
nese actions threaten European interests. Europe’s in-
terest in cooperation with China may hinder the plans
of the Biden administration to involve the EU in putting
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pressure on Beijing over the political situation in Hong
Kong and human rights issues concerning, in particular,
the situation of the Uighurs in Xinjiang. In any case, the
European allies will resist attempts to drag them into the
U.S.-China confrontation.

J. Biden’s presidency is likely to ease the tension in
transatlantic trade relations and the ending of the escala-
tion in tariff disputes between the U.S. and the EU. The
new president will not threaten Brussels with an increase
in duties on European cars (D. Trump planned to ap-
ply this measure if trade negotiations fail). The new ad-
ministration will probably cancel the increased tariffs on
European steel and aluminium set by the U.S. govern-
ment in June 2018. At the same time, Western experts
do not expect the resolution of the problems that hin-
der the conclusion of a full-scale trade agreement be-
tween the United States and EU in the near future. The
arrival of J. Biden to the White House does not elimi-
nate the fundamental disagreements between the par-
ties on some issues, for example, on standards for food
products and conditions for the access to the agricultural
market. The new U.S. administration is unlikely to ac-
cept the EU’s proposal to sign a treaty on those issues
on which agreement has been reached (industrial goods,
mutual recognition of procedures for verifying the con-
formity of goods with the respective requirements, etc.),
since the U.S. Congress will not ratify an agreement that
will not open the European market to American farm-
ers’ products.

J. Biden also inherited the disagreements between
the U.S. and the EU on the taxation of big players in
the digital services market, which are primarily Ameri-
can companies Facebook, Amazon, Apple and Google.
Washington may return to the multilateral negotiations
held in spring 2020 under the auspices of the OECD if
European countries abandon their plans of introducing a
“digital” tax unilaterally. The intention of the European
Commission to fine American Internet companies for
violating the rules of competition in the European mar-
ket or to impose a special tax on the activities of big play-
ers in the digital services field will most certainly cause
friction with Washington.

The arrival of J. Biden at the White House does not
necessarily mean the resolution of disagreements be-
tween the U.S. and the EU on the issue of personal data
protection either, given the July 2020 ruling of the EU
Court of Justice, which invalidated transatlantic “Priva-
cy Shield” agreement as inconsistent with the legislation
of the European Union, due to the lower security stan-
dards adopted in the United States. The American side is
unlikely to change its federal and local rules for the sake
of an agreement with the EU. The change of admin-
istration in Washington will not automatically end the
dispute between the U.S. and the EU over government



32 PRIKHODKO

subsidies to Boeing and Airbus. On November 10, i.e.
when it was already known about the victory of the Dem-
ocratic candidate, the EU imposed duties on American
goods worth about $4 billion following the WTO deci-
sion on government subsidies to Boeing [6]. Neverthe-
less, this will hardly become an obstacle to cooperation
between the U.S. and the EU on the issue of updating
the WTO rules. J. Biden intends to distance himself from
the policy of his predecessor who was in opposition to
this organization. Washington will almost certainly agree
to the appointment of new members to the WTO Ap-
pellate Body in order to bring it back to full functioning.
The possibility of such a change in the American posi-
tion was noted by some people from J. Biden’s entou-
rage, but this does not guarantee the unity of the views of
the United States and the EU on all aspects of the WTO,
since Washington’s friction with this organization began
long before Trump’s time, and it will not disappear with
his departure from the White House.

CONCLUSION

The results of the U.S. presidential election were
the milestone that ended the “Trump era” in Ameri-
can politics. J. Biden’s victory means not only a change
of administrations representing the main competing forces
in the country, but a political revenge of the liberal part
of the American ruling elite. However, despite the eu-
phoria of victory, the Democrats will hardly be able
to completely eradicate the consequences of Trump’s
policy, given the scale of its electoral support.

It would be a simplification to assert that disagree-
ments between Republican D. Trump and Democrat
J. Biden followed solely the disagreements between the
parties. In them two thoroughly different visions of the
future of the United States and their role in interna-
tional relations clashed. Many Western political sci-
entists predicted that the 2020 U.S. presidential elec-
tion, whatever its outcome is, would not lead to the
disappearance of political polarization in the Ameri-
can society. They also agreed that D. Trump’s re-elec-
tion would significantly reduce the chances for the re-
vival of the liberal world order [Fukuyama F., 2020:
32]. However, the defeat of the 45th president does
notmean that” Trumpism” can be regarded as an ac-
cidental deviation in the political history of the Unit-
ed States and irrevocably written off as an archive: in
2020, the Republican candidate received the support
of more than 74 million Americans, which is 10.7 mil-
lion votes more than four years before.

One of the factors that influenced the election re-
sults was D. Trump’s inability to fully consolidate the
ranks of Republicans and expand the base of his elector-
ate. His policy was unacceptable to the “old republican

guard”, which is part of the establishment: Bush Sr.,
Bush Jr., J. Baker, D. Cheney, R. Dole. A number of
prominent politicians, including former Secretary of
State C. Powell and Senator M. Romney expressed
disagreement with President’s policy and spoke out
against his re-election. D. Trump was also criticized
by several Republican senators, among them B. Sasse
and T. Cruz. There were some Republicans who even
changed their party preferences and went over to the
Democrats. J. Gaylord, who served as a senior adviser
to N. Gingrich, former Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, speaking to the Republican Convention at
the end of August said that D. Trump had actually done
a revolution in the party, having returned it to its histori-
cal roots — protectionism and isolationism which date
back to the pre-war era, and in this he challenged the
establishment that had run the party from 1980 to 2016.
According to J. Gaylord, this alienated from D. Trump
those Republicans who were closely associated with the
political mainstream. The support of D. Trump by the
Republican party elite diminished even further after
the storming of the Capitol on January 6 by a crowd of
supporters of the 45th president who did not agree with
how the election results were finalized. The then head
of the White House was charged with inciting violence
that resulted in several deaths.

D. Trump’s policy was also rejected by some po-
litical and expert circles close to the Republican Par-
ty. Since the end of 2019 there appeared several anti-
Trump groups with ideological ties to Republicans —
the Lincoln Project, the Bravery Project and others who
stood in opposition to the White House, stating that
“Trumpism destroys the country.” A significant group
of former high-ranking State Department and NSC of-
ficials (more than 70 people) who at various times had
worked for the Republican administrations, including
former Deputy Secretary of State R. Armitage and for-
mer Assistant Secretary of State J. Kelly, united in sup-
port of J. Biden and published a statement claiming
that President had “endangered American security.” In
it they formulated ten theses that explain the essence of
their claims against D. Trump which practically coin-
cide with the opinion of the Democrats. [7].

Politicians and experts on both sides of the At-
lantic attached extreme importance to the results of
the 2020 presidential elections. In the liberals’ fore-
casts there were apocalyptic warnings that the Atlan-
tic community in the shape it acquired after World
War II may not survive another four-year term of
Trump’s presidency. The election of J. Biden was
perceived by liberal circles as a chance to reset trans-
atlantic relations. However, the new administra-
tion will hardly be able to fully eliminate the conse-
quences of Trump’s policies, including the one in the
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European area. The allies cannot be fully sure that
the United States is immune to the political revenge
of “Trumpism”, perhaps in its new version, especial-
ly if the Democratic administration will not be able
to avoid liberal excesses in its policy. J. Biden is the
President of one term, and it is unclear what the sit-
uation in the United States will be like by 2024.The
results of the 2020 vote show that D. Trump’s ideas
have quite a wide support in the American society,
and Europe will have to take this into account. There
are no guarantees that a politician whose views are
close to those of D. Trump will not win in the next
presidential elections in the United States.

Political and ideological biases do not allow the
opponents of the 45th president to objectively look at
the results of his activities “Trump’s critics rounded
on him for rejecting the Paris agreement on climate
change. But during his presidency, the US has made
more progress cutting greenhouse gas emissions than
most industrial competitors. <...> Moreover, the US
now enjoys energy self-sufficiency, enabling the coun-
try to reduce its dependence on fossil fuels from the
Middle East — a huge geopolitical boost. Trump has
achieved what Obama never quite could and scaled
back America’s interventionist foreign policy” [8].

According to American liberal political scientists,
the crisis caused by the coronavirus epidemic meant
the “collapse of the American superpower” [Rhodes
B., 2020: 52]. A. Cooley and D. Nexon believe “in
many respects, the covid-19 pandemic seems to be
further accelerating the erosion of U.S. hegemony”
[Cooley A., Nexon D., 2020: 154]. Failures in trans-
atlantic cooperation were especially visible against
the background of the active “mask diplomacy” of
China, that sends medical supplies to various re-
gions of the world and which is much more effective
in overcoming medical and economic consequences
of the crisis. According to F. Fukuyama, as a result
of the “the global distribution of power will continue
to shift eastward, since East Asia has done better at
managing the situation than Europe or the United
States” [Fukuyama F., 2020: 28].

The 2020 elections were marked by an extremely
antagonistic rivalry between the two main presiden-
tial candidates which reflected a deep division within
the society. The voting results are the starting point
for a new stage in American foreign policy. The new
President intends to annul some of his predecessor’s
landmark decisions, which may help ease tensions
between Washington and Beijing, at least on some
of the issues of bilateral and international relations.
Overall, however, the intensity of the U.S.-China
confrontation will hardly subside. J. Biden’s plans to
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revise the previous administration’s policy towards
Europe find support in the allies, which promises
a warming in transatlantic relations; the remaining
contradictions will not acquire such harsh forms as
during D. Trump’s presidency. The prospect of geo-
political distancing and Transatlantic trade war no
longer looks realistic: Washington and Brussels are
interested in reducing the intensity of rivalry on con-
troversial issues and in demonstrating loyalty to At-
lantic solidarity. However, disagreements remain be-
tween them in the assessment of China’s policy and
events in the Middle East, while the accumulated
amount of unresolved problems in trade and econo-
my is so significant that it requires considerable con-
cessions from them, which they failed to make even
in the “blessed time “of B. Obama’s presidency.
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