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PRAGMATIZATION OF THE
TRANSATLANTIC PARTNERSHIP:
CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES
FOR EAST-CENTRAL EUROPE

Dr. Maksym Khylko
East European Security Research Initiative Foundation

Current evolution of the transatlantic relations poses difficult dilemmas
before the East-Central European countries, especially those who used to rely
on partnership with the United States sometimes in defiance of the Berlin/
Brussels politics. Donald Trump’s intention to force the European allies to
pay a “fair share” for the NATO security faces the unwillingness of the major
EU powers to significantly increase defence spending amid their ambition
to gain “strategic autonomy” in security and defence issues. Sandwiched
between the US’s and EU’s visions of pragmatization of the transatlantic
partnership against the backdrop of security crisis caused by Russian
aggressive actions, the East-Central European countries including Ukraine
have to search for effective ways of ensuring their own security while keeping
balance in relations with both Washington and Berlin/Brussels.

development, responding to international
crises and reflecting the social-demographic
trends in both the US and European allies.

Evolving Partnership

Though Donald Trump’s politics drew

attention of politicians and experts to the
state of transatlantic relations, it would be
incorrect to assume that current changes are
caused merely by the position of the new US
president or that after the end of his term
everything will return to its previous place.
Transatlantic relations constantly evolve
accordingto the changesin global and regional
environment and tendencies in economic

Actually, there has never been a “golden age”
in the transatlantic relationship.!

The share of the EU countries in the US external
trade turnover has been gradually declining
since the 1970s, against the backdrop of
the increase in the Asia-Pacific countries’
share, especially China (with Taiwan), South
Korea, Singapore, as well as Mexico.? The

1 M.G. Cowles, M. Egan, The Evolution of the Transatlantic Partnership, “Transworld”, 2012, p.2, [http://www.tran-
sworld-fp7.eu/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/TW_WP_03.pdf].

2 See: Shifts in Major Trading Partners, 2003, [https://www.rita.dot.gov/bts/sites/rita.dot.gov.bts/files/publica-
tions/us_international_trade_and_freight_transportation_trends/2003/html/shifts_in_major_trading_partners.
html]; A. Petroff, I. Sherman, T. Yellin, These Are America’s Top Trading Partners, “CNN”, 2016, [http://money.cnn.
com/interactive/news/economy/how-us-trade-stacks-up/]; The World Factbook, Country Comparison: Exports,
2017, [https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/rankorder/2078rank.html#us].
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US share in the EU external trade has been
also gradually decreasing, while the share
of China and other Asian countries has been
increasing. Until 1991, the US-EU ties were
supported not only by trade, but also by a
vital military and political alliance in the

‘ Absorbing Central and East
European nations into the
Western integration projects

The then Secretary of State Hillary Clinton
in her program article “America’s Pacific
Century” (2011) shaped the US priorities for
the 215 century:

The future of politics will be decided in Asia,
not Afghanistan or Iraq, and the United
States will be right at the center of the action.
[-.] The Asia-Pacific has become a key driver
of global politics. [...] Just as Asia is critical
to America’s future, an engaged America is
vital to Asia’s future. The region is eager for

as well as establishing peace in
the Balkans helped to maintain
the transatlantic unity

our leadership and our business - perhaps
more so than at any time in modern history.*

face of a common threat posed by the USSR.
After the collapse of the latter, the feeling of
the transatlantic security dependence began
to loosen, giving way to enhancing Europe’s
strive for emancipation and the growing
concern of the US over the rise of China in the
Asia-Pacific region.

Absorbing Central and East European nations
into the Western integration projects as well
as establishing peace in the Balkans helped to
maintain the transatlantic unity - it is clear
that without the US assistance, the European
countries would hardly have accomplished
those tasks. Washington, in its turn,
reasonably expected to recruit into the ranks
of the EU and NATO new loyal allies, whose
“return to Europe” became possible largely
thanks to the US protection. Later, these
new Alliance’s members became important
partners in constructing the US-led missile
defence system in Europe.

Though she lost the presidential election of
2016, the US economic, military, and political
interests in the Asia-Pacific region remain in
place. And the new American president shows
no intentions to retreat from a strategically
more and more important region in favour of
China.

Analysing Donald Trump’s abandoning the
Paris climate agreement and his warnings
to review the US commitment to NATO if the
European allies do not contribute fair share
in defence spending, let us remember that
George W. Bush in his first year of presidency
publicly announced his opposition to the
Kyoto protocol on climate change. The Bush
Administration also warned that it might
review the US commitment to NATO if the
EU created a security policy separate from
that of the Alliance.® Nobody knows where it
would have led the transatlantic relations if it
was not for the 9/11 terrorist attacks that left
behind the tough controversies among the
allies, all of which declared solidarity with
the US and supported invoking Article 5 -

3 International Trade in Goods, Eurostat, 2017, [http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Inter-
national_trade_in_goods#Extra-EU_trade_in_goods]; Extra-EU Trade by Partner, Eurostat, [http://appsso.eurostat.

ec.europa.eu/nui/submitViewTableAction.do].
cles/2011/10/11/americas_pacific_century].

ty of Toronto Press, p.127.
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until it turned out that George W. Bush was
not going to limit his war on terrorism by
invasion of Afghanistan. The transatlantic
relationship had to pass the tests of the Iraqi
and the Libyan wars, and currently it is being
tested with the security crisis caused by the
Russian aggression against Ukraine.

US Vision of Pragmatization

Reduction in the US global-leadership
capabilities amid domestic economic
problems and China’s rising competitiveness
in the Asia-Pacific region take Washington
to the need of transferring a part of its
responsibility for security in Europe to the
transatlantic allies. The idea of a common
European army outside of NATO is logically
perceived in Washington as a competitor
rather than a continuation of the transatlantic
unity. Hence, the US concentrates efforts on
strengthening the European NATO pillar.

Donald Trump is not the first American
president to consider the European allies’
contribution to the transatlantic security
as not fair. Withdrawal of the US troops and
armament from Europe began more than a
decade prior to Trump’s presidency. More
than two years prior to this, at the Wales NATO
Summit (2014), the allies agreed to move
towards spending a minimum of 2% of their
gross domestic product (GDP) on defence
with no less than 20% of their annual defence
spending on major new equipment.® While
the manner of Donald Trump’s criticism of
European allies is questionable, the logic is

clear. In 2016, the US accounted for 45.9%
of the allies’ combined GDP and 68.2% of
the combined defence expenditure. For the
second largest NATO economy, Germany, the
proportion is 10.2% and 5.1% respectively,
Italy 5.6% and 2.6%, Canada 4.9% and 2.1%,
etc. In 2016, only the US, Greece, Estonia, the
UK, and Poland spent more than 2% of the
GDP on defence, and France and Turkey were
close to that point.”

The focusing of Donald Trump’s criticism
on Germany is quite logical in terms of
his perspective of a fair distribution of
costs and responsibilities in transatlantic
relations. Germany’s share in global exports
is only 1% less than that of the US (9% for
the US vs. 8% for Germany), and Germany
has an incomparably better external trade
balance.? With that, Berlin spends 16 times
less on defence than Washington does.’
Germany’s 1.2% of GDP defence spending
is considerably below the NATO guideline,
and the situation with annual spending on
major new equipment is even worse - with
12.2% Germany is ranked only 21st among
the allies. It might seem enough given
Germany’s huge GDP, but a sharp criticism of
the poor situation with combat readiness of
the Bundeswehr’s equipment indicates the
opposite.10

Donald Trump’s pragmatism in relations
with the allies was exemplified by the
announced $110 billion arms deal with
Saudi Arabia.'! Though Brookings’ experts
insist that it is just about letters of interest

6 Wales Summit Declaration, NATO, 2014, [http://www.nato.int/cps/ic/natohq/official_texts_112964.htm].

7 The Secretary General’s Annual Report, NATO, 13 March 2017, p.28-30, [http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/
assets/pdf/pdf_2017_03/20170313_SG_AnnualReport_2016_en.pdf#page=29].

8 World Trade Statistical Review, WTO, 2016, p.44, [https://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/wts2016_e/

wts2016_e.pdf].

9 Defence Expenditures of NATO Countries, NATO, 16 July 2016, [http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/

pdf/pdf_2016_07/20160704_160704-pr2016-116.pdf].

10 See: Ch. Hickmann (2014), So marode ist die Bundeswehr, “Siiddeutsche Zeitung”, 2014, [http://www.
sueddeutsche.de/politik/neuer-maengelbericht-so-marode-ist-die-bundeswehr-1.2144727].

11 A. Mehta, Revealed: Trump’s $110 Billion Weapons List for the Saudis, “Defence News”, 2017, [http://www.
defensenews.com/articles/revealed-trumps-110-billion-weapons-list-for-the-saudis].
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or intent, not contracts,!? still it is indicative
in terms of Trump’s vision of how a security
partnership should look like. The other
indicative news was about the Trump
Administration’s budget proposal to replace
many foreign military grants with loans,
including to Ukraine.!3

For Eastern European countries, it may be a
clear signal that Washington is going to be
more specific about the price (not necessary
in terms of money) that should be paid for the
assistance. On the one hand, this means that it
will be much more difficult to get assistance in
exchange for promises to promote democracy,
freedoms, and other common values. On the
other hand, it may open new opportunities,
because the customer, unlike the applicant for
help, has more freedom to choose the goods
that it exactly needs. Moreover, the vendor,
unlike the grantee, feels much freer from the
restrictions imposed by moral dilemmas of
humanitarian nature - business is business.
In other words, Kyiv has more chances to get
the highly desired “Javelins” as a customer
than as an assistance seeker. With that,
nobody restricts the right to bargain over the
price and terms of loans for the purchase of
weapons.

Actually, it is about turning security clients
into partners. From a long-term perspective,
it would be for the better for the East-Central
European countries to pass this transit. By
the way, Canadian Foreign Minister Chrystia
Freeland, a Ukrainian by origin, gave a clear
vision of why it is better to invest in one’s
own defence rather than just rely on allies:
“To rely solely on the US security umbrella

-

would make us a client state. And although
we have an incredibly good relationship
with our American friends and neighbours,
such a dependence would not be in Canada’s
interest. That is why doing our fair share is
clearly necessary."1*

EU Strategic Autonomy Ambition

Germany got out of the economic crisis of
2008 in the status of the EU leader, which has
capabilities to impose on weaker partners its
recipes for the solution of problems, initially
in the economy and subsequently in foreign
and security policy, including, for instance, the
refugee crisis. Therefore, it seems quite logical
for Washington to charge Berlin with more
responsibility for the affairs in Europe. Berlin
itself tends to assume more responsibility;
however, its vision of such responsibility
differs much from Washington's view.
Germany sees itself not as a European pillar
of the transatlantic Alliance, but primarily as
a leader of the emancipated Europe, which
independently defines its policy.

Donald Trump’s attempts to impose his game
and reluctance to follow the allies’ initiatives
such as the Paris climate agreement provoked
a harsh reaction of German Chancellor A.
Merkel, who concluded shortly after the
Taormina G-7 Summit that “the times when
we could fully rely on others have passed. [...]
We Europeans really have to take our fates in
our own hands.”'> Actually, this Germany’s
vision of evolution in transatlantic relations
was shaped prior to D. Trump’s presidency,
and was reflected in a Global Strategy for
the European Union’s Foreign and Security

2 B.Riedel, The $110 Billion Arms Deal to Saudi Arabia Is Fake News, Brookings, 2017, [https://www.brookings.edu/

blog/markaz/2017/06/05/the-110-billion-arms-deal-to-saudi-arabia-is-fake-news/].

F. Schwartz, Trump Budget Would Convert Many Overseas Military Grants to Loans, “WS]J”, 20017, [https://www.

wsj.com/articles/trump-budget-would-convert-many-overseas-military-grants-to-loans-1495378580].

14 Address by Minister Freeland on Canada’s Foreign Policy Priorities, Government of Canada, 2017, [https://www.
canada.ca/en/global-affairs/news/2017/06/address_by_ministerfreelandoncanadasforeignpolicypriorities.html].

Merkel: Europe Can no Longer Rely on US and Britain, “Deutsche Welle”, 2017, [http://www.dw.com/en/merkel-

europe-can-no-longer-rely-on-us-and-britain/a-39018097].
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Policy, “Shared Vision, Common Action: A
Stronger Europe,” published in June 2016.
The document set an ambitious aim of
building the EU’s own security and defence
capabilities to gain the “strategic autonomy”
in these issues, resorting to security
collaboration with the US mostly at the global
level.1® In November 2016, the Commission
presented a European Defence Action Plan,
which outlined establishing the European
Defence Fund and other actions to strengthen
the EU’s joint defence capabilities.!”

However, it remains to be seen how exactly
the EU will implement its intention to gain the
“autonomy of decision and action” in security
issues, especially after Brexit, and given the
reluctance of the major European powers
to sharply increase defence spending. So far,
the EU remains strongly dependent on the
US military capabilities, and this was vividly
illustrated several times in the past decades,
including the wars in the Balkans, the Libyan
campaign, and the latest security crisis in the
Russia-Ukraine conflict.

It is also unclear how the EU is going to keep
the strategic balance with Russia, which is
building up its military presence near the
EU borders. For the East-Central European
nations, the EU’s aim at gaining “strategic
autonomy” from the US and NATO poses a
risk of a temporal emergence of a security
vacuum that might be filled by Russia before
the EU manages to build its own defence
capacities.

The EU’s Global Strategy envisages a more
active policy in conflict prevention and

resolution, promising to neither recognise
Russia’s illegal annexation of Crimea, nor
accept destabilisation of eastern Ukraine. But
actually, Kyivshould not counton considerable
additional practical support, given that the
EU’s “key tools” in conflict prevention and
resolution would remain the restrictive
measures (“carefully calibrated” sanctions),
coupled with diplomacy. More promising is
the EU’s intention to “enhance the resilience
of our eastern neighbours,”'® which should
naturally envisage the assistance to Ukraine
and other Eastern Partnership countries, but
most probably not of military nature.

In May 2017, the European Council adopted
the “Conclusions on Security and Defence
in the Context of the EU Global Strategy,’
which inter alia reiterates the commitment
to develop a more strategic approach of
the Common and Security Defence Policy
cooperation with partner countries “that
share EU values” and “are able and willing to
contribute to CSDP missions and operations,”
with full respect to the EU’s “decision-making
autonomy.’!® This is an important position
to be taken into account by the Eastern
European countries including Ukraine while
shaping security and defence cooperation
with the EU.

Amid the EU’s steps on developing its security
capacities, the issues of EU-NATO relations
and redistribution of responsibilities arise.
NATO and the EU shared members might
have to face a difficult dilemma of choice
between investing more in strengthening
the NATO European pillar (as Washington
demands) and developing the EU’s own

16 Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe. A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign And Securi-
ty Policy, EU, 2016, p.19-20,37, [http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/top_stories/pdf/eugs_review_web.pdf].

lease_IP-16-4088_en.htm].

European Defence Action Plan: Towards a European Defence Fund, EU, 2016, [http://europa.eu/rapid/press-re-

18 Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe. A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign And Securi-
ty Policy, EU, 2016, pp.32-33, [http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/top_stories/pdf/eugs_review_web.pdf].

19 Conclusions on Security and Defence in the Context of the EU Global Strategy, EU, 2017, pp.5-6, [http://www.
consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2017/05/18-conclusions-security-defence/].
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capacities (as Berlin proposes). In practice,
it might be quite a task to avoid duplication
of functions between the EU and NATO, not
to mention the issue of decision making and
operative command over the military forces,
especially in crisis.

East-Central
Dilemmas

European  Security

The dilemma is even more difficult for the
Eastern and Central European NATO and EU
shared member-states, the security of which
strongly depends on NATO and the US, while
their economies depend on the EU, with
Germany as one of the most valuable trade
partners and investors.

Following the Warsaw Summit decisions
(2016), four multinational battlegroups were
deployed in the NATO countries on the Baltic
Sea. It is indicative that just one of them is led
by a European continental power, Germany
(in Lithuania), while the other three are led
by the UK (in Estonia), Canada (in Latvia),
and the US (in Poland). It should be also
mentioned that initially Germany opposed
the idea of deploying NATO battlegroups in
these countries.

A spring 2015 Pew Research Center survey
revealed the reluctance of key European
NATO members to use force to defend allies
if Russia got into a serious military conflict
with them. Some 58% of the Germans, 53% of
the French, and 51% of the Italians opposed
the idea of responding with armed force to
defend the ally. Only 38% in Germany, 40% in
Italy and 47% in France agreed that military
force should be used. Compare this with the
56% support in the US, 53% in Canada, and
49% in the UK (the opposition to responding

with armed force in these three countries is at
36%-37%).2° This is also taken into account
by the countries of the NATO and EU Eastern
flanks when considering the reliability of the
security development options proposed by
Washington and Berlin.

A closer subregional cooperation may be an
option to promote common interests of the
East-Central European nations, and it has
already proved to be effective in pushing
joint initiatives within NATO. In 2015, NATO’s
Eastern flank countries joined efforts to
demand strengthening the Alliance’s military
presence in the region. In November 2015,
in Bucharest, at the summit of nine Eastern
and Central European NATO member-states,
the presidents of Bulgaria, Romania, Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Hungary, and
Slovakia, and the president of the Chamber
of Deputies of the Czech Parliament issued
a joint statement in which they expressed
a grave concern about Russia’s “continuing
aggressive posturing” and called for “a
robust, credible and sustainable” NATO
military presence in the region, as well as the
deepening of cooperation between NATO and
the EU.2! In several months, the 2016 Warsaw
Summit decisions gave positive answers to
these calls, unlike the 2014 Wales Summit,
which rejected similar but at that time poorly
coordinated Eastern allies’ proposals.

Another subregional initiative that may
become a success is the Three Seas Initiative,
proposed by Poland and Croatia. In August
2016, in Dubrovnik, leaders of the 12 EU
member-states located between the Adriatic,
Baltic, and Black Seas, namely Austria,
Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania,
Slovakia, and Slovenia, adopted a joint

20 NATO Public Opinion: Wary of Russia, Leery of Action on Ukraine, Pew Research Center, 10 June 2015, [http://
www.pewglobal.org/2015/06/10/1-nato-public-opinion-wary-of-russia-leary-of-action-on-ukraine/].

W. Szary, CEE and Baltics Say Gravely Concerned by Russia’s ‘Aggressive’ Atance, “Reuters”, 04 November 2015,

[http://www.reuters.com/article/2015/11/04/us-nato-cee-bucharest-idUSKCNOST1EW20151104#tWd87y6kQ4

k05D57.97].
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statement endorsing the Three Seas Initiative
as an informal platform for securing political
support and decisive action on cross-border
and macro-regional projects of strategic
importance in energy, transportation, digital
communication, and economic sectors
in Central and Eastern Europe, aiming at
making the region “more secure, safe and

competitive.”%?

This initiative may remind in a way of
the old Polish Intermarium project, but
with important distinctive features: it is
pragmatically oriented, focuses on promoting
certain areas of strategically important
economic cooperation (including in the
energy sector, LNG projects), and includes
only the EU member-states that operate in
a single political and business environment
(though it is stressed in the joint statement
that the Initiative is “open to partnerships in
specific projects” with other interested state
or business actors). Noteworthy is the fact
that Liu Haixing, China’s Assistant Minister
of Foreign Affairs in charge of relations with
Central and Eastern European countries, and
US General James L. Jones, president of Jones
Group International and President Barack
Obama’s former advisor on national security,
took part in the Dubrovnik summit.

The next Three Seas Initiative summit is to be
held in Warsaw in July 2017, and US President
Donald Trump is expected to be a guest at the
summit. Poland’s President A. Duda declares
that this initiative should help the region
be more secure and assertive, to add to the
stability and growth of the Euro-Atlantic
world.?®>  Given Trump's disagreements
with A. Merkel on defence spending, the
US interest in pushing LNG projects in
Europe, and the latest Senate’s act actually
authorising sanctions against companies

engaged in Nord Stream 2 pipeline project,
the plans of the US president to visit the
Three Seas Initiative summit may indicate his
resoluteness to pragmatically promote the
US economic interests and play a key role in
the region without a regard to the leadership
ambitions of Berlin.

Conclusions

East-Central European countries have to deal
with the fact that transatlantic partnership
has never been and will not be constant,
continuously changing in its nature and
level of solidarity. With that, there are
objective long-term trends, which do not
depend on individual presidents and heads
of governments. Among these trends is the
growing economic importance of the Asia-
Pacific region for both the US and the EU, as

‘ The pragmatization of the
transatlantic relations is
a difficult and sometimes
painful but still necessary process
in terms of their improvement
through adapting the existing
pattern of partnership into a more
reliable and long-lasting model

well as the social and demographic changes
in Europe and the US that leave less space
to the historical-ideological sentiments,
and a sense of moral obligation to maintain
transatlantic unity due to the common values
and traditions.

The pragmatization of the transatlantic
relations is a difficult and sometimes painful
but still necessary process in terms of their

22 The Joint Statement on the Three Seas Initiative, 2016, [http://predsjednica.hr/files/The%20]oint%20State-
ment%200n%20The%20Three%20Seas%?20Initiative(1).pdf].

23 Warsaw to Host Three Seas Summit in July, The Office of the President of Poland, 2017, [http://www.president.pl/
en/news/art, 466,warsaw-to-host-three-seas-summit-in-july.html].
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improvement through adapting the existing
pattern of partnership into a more reliable
and long-lasting model taking into account
modern global realities and trends.

Given the intentions of both the US and the
EU to pragmatize the transatlantic relations,
the East-Central European countries
including Ukraine should be prepared
for communication with the Western
counterparts in the business parlance,
where all requests and proposals have
their respective price, more often in terms
of economy or security, than in terms of
ideology, values, or identity.

The evolution of the transatlantic partnership
will continue to affect the situation in East-
Central Europe, but it is highly probable
that the impact of this factor will gradually
decrease, and this should be properly
considered. Since Russia is not as strong
as a global player as the Soviet Union was,
the containment of it will hardly be listed
among the top priority tasks of the US and
the EU in the long run. The East-Central

UA: Ukraine Analytica- 2(8),2017

European countries including Ukraine should
be prepared to rely mostly on themselves
in providing their own security. Their
ability to ensure security and stability at
home and in close neighbourhood without
costly interventions of the world’s major
powers will be among the important factors
determining the value of the East-Central
European countries as allies and partners -
and not only for the US and the EU.

Dr. Maksym Khylko, Co-Founder and Chairman of
the Board at the East European Security Research
Initiative Foundation, and Senior Research Fellow at
the Taras Shevchenko Kyiv National University, EESRI
Foundation’s Representative to the OSCE Network
of Think Tanks and Academic Institutions. Being the
author of over 50 scientific papers as well as dozens
of policy briefs, he is a co-editor and co-author of the
latest publications, “Human Security and Security
Sector Reform in Eastern Europe” (Kyiv, 2017) and
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WHAT DONALD TRUMP’S “PRINCIPLED
REALISM” WOULD MEAN FOR
TRANSATLANTIC UNITY

Dr. Mykola Kapitonenko
UA: Ukraine Analytica

Donald Trump’s first foreign visit can be considered as a moment to finally
provide some conceptualinsightinto his external policy. It has been wrapped
as “principled realism”. So far, it seems to generate additional uncertainty,
rather than make things more clear, especially in what concerns the future
of the transatlantic strategic partnership. Undermining mutual long-
term commitments is always easier, while an alternative agenda would
require additional efforts. It looks like the American-European relations
are heading into a crisis, marked by a lack of trust and growing strategic
differences over issues that for decades used to be on a joint agenda. This
article provides an assessment of how American foreign policy based on
“principled realism” can affect transatlantic ties.

Introduction

Since Donald Trump was elected president,
everybody has kept guessing about how his
foreign policy would be different from Barack
Obama'’s. Lack of vision accompanied his first
months in the office.

In his speech to the Arab Islamic American
Summit in Saudi Arabia on 21 May, Donald
Trump referred to “principled realism” as a
new approach for American foreign policy.!
Another thing mentioned in the same

speech was a $110 billion defence contract
with the Saudis, which referred to realism
in a more quantifiable way. Trump’s later
speech at NATO Headquarters focused on
the GDP percentage spent by the countries
for collective defence, while falling short
of sending a clear signal to NATO member-
states as to whether the US should consider
Article 5 of the Washington Treaty binding.?
Earlier and later the rhetoric by the American
president on the US relations with Europe
makes one wonder how “principled realism”
would affect transatlantic partnership,

1 President Trump’s Speech to the Arab Islamic American Summit, White House, 21 May 2017, [https://www.white-
house.gov/the-press-office/2017/05/21/president-trumps-speech-arab-islamic-american-summit].

2 Remarks by President Trump at NATO Unveiling of the Article 5 and Berlin Wall Memorials, White House, 25 May
2017, [https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2017/05/25 /remarks-president-trump-nato-unveiling-arti-

cle-5-and-berlin-wall
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arguably the most important partnership for
both the US and Europe.

What “Principled Realism” Is About

A combination of values and interests
under the notion of “principled realism” is
challenging, at least from the international
relations theory perspective. The phrase
clearly points at a pragmatic foreign policy,
which takes values, norms, and principles
into account. But it is exactly the way it
does so, as well as the exchange ratio for
values and pragmatic interests, which is
at the centre of debate. How easy is it to
combine pragmatism and principles?

Fundamentally, realism is about states
pursuing their interests, defined in terms
of power.? There are several distinguishing
things a realist observes in world politics.

First, there is anarchy. No supranational
institutions or world government can
prevent states from doing what they want or
make them do what they do not want. Rules
of the game are defined by the balance of
power, and are as unstable and flexible as the
latter. Lack of institutions and norms leads
to lack of trust, mutual fear, and preventive
actions. In words of K. Waltz, anarchy is a
permissive cause of war* and neorealists
heavily rely on this assumption. A realist
foreign policy takes anarchy for granted
and has no illusions about the efficiency of
multilateral regimes or international norms.
In an anarchical environment, states can rely
only on themselves.

Secondly, international politics is state-
centric. There are thousands of non-state
actors in the world, from international
corporations to lobby groups, but only

relations among states matter. States shape
agendas, define priorities, and monopolise
diplomacy and warfare. Consequently,
bodies, which are installed by states, e.g.
international organisations, are either
instruments or facilitators of states’ goals,
desires, and intentions. For a realist,
international regimes matter very little,
while international norms are relative and
weak. Breaking them is easy if it brings
about relative gains.

Relative gains, in turn, are better than
absolute ones, according to the realist
perspective. It means that a realist carefully
examines notso much whathe or she can get
from a partnership, but how a mutual gain
would be shared. What really matters is the
relative size of a gain, comparing to others.
Gaining a smaller part is a bad option,
since it will make one weaker compared
to someone getting a bigger one. From
this point, it is better to abstain from any
cooperation at all.’ Not surprisingly, realists
are sceptical about long-term cooperation,
just as they are about international regimes
and institutions, which may arise from it.

Thirdly, in shaping the agenda of
international relations, states prioritise
security concerns. Among a variety of
spheres, they pick political and military
as the key ones. This hierarchy of issues
dominates any agenda.

Finally, negative scenario thinking is a
common feature of realism. Since states
do not trust each other and there are no
supranational institutions to install that
trust, the best strategy would be the most
cautious one. It is always better to assume
the worst intentions among one’s partners
and to be ready for a possible backstab.

3 H. Morgenthau, Politics among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, Alfred A. Knopf: NY 1978, pp. 4-15.
4 K. Waltz, Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis, Columbia University Press: NY 1954.

5
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The realist line of thinking is quite difficult
to merge with principle-guided policy. The
latter presumes norms and values as high
priorities, be it ideological, religious, or any
other. Shared principles help create common
identities, at least in what concerns security
issues. Partly that is why democracies almost
never fight each other, just as Canada and
the US are friends, not enemies. Common
values and principles make it easier for
states to trust each other and make their
policies more sustainable and predictable.
The security dilemma, so common and
destructive within the realist worldview,
may be ameliorated by shared norms.

Taking these considerations into account,
“principled realism” would hardly be a
comprehensive strategy. Realism demands
suspicion, while common principles require
trust; realism is about relative gains, while
principles are about shared values; and
- last but not least - shared principles
allow free riding, while realism strongly
discourages from it.

Theoretically doubtful, this formula
nevertheless may become a reflection of
the US grand strategy and, in particular, its
policy towards the European allies.

Free Riding Effect on Transatlantic
Agenda

Applying “principled realism” to the US
relations with the European allies may
cast doubts over the long-term loyalty and
durability of this strategic partnership. This
is the most dangerous part. American policy
towards NATO, guided by a mix of interests and
principles, may actually take different forms. A
new approach will surely provide Washington
with additional space for manoeuvre. Probably,
this is the level of flexibility D. Trump is after;
however, the price may go too high.

Atthe heart of the current disagreement, or at
least at what seems to bother the US president
regarding NATO, lies the issue of free riding.
This is the effect that enables different agents
to enjoy the same level of consumption of
some common good, even without equal
contribution into generating it. This is usually
the case with non-divisible resources. In the
case of NATO, such common good is security.
Since NATO is a collective defence system, it

‘ “principled realism” would hardly
be a comprehensive strategy.
Realism demands suspicion,

while common principles require trust;

realism is about relative gains, while
principles are about shared values;

maintains the same level of commitment to
all its members. No matter how big or small a
member of alliance is, joint forces of the rest
will protect it. This is a powerful deterrent for
any potential adversary. Ability and readiness
of the members of the Alliance to stand for
each other is a matter of strategic and utmost
importance. Credibility of Article 5 of the
Washington Treaty is the main reason for
NATO’s overwhelming record.

This creates opportunities for free riding.
Only five NATO member-states - the United
Kingdom, Estonia, Greece, Poland, and the
US - spend no less than 2% of their GDP on
defence. Spain, Belgium, and Luxemburg
spend less than 1% of the GDP, while Iceland
almost spends nothing, with less than 0.1%.
Per capita annual spending is highest in
the US (over $1,800) and Norway (about
$1,400), with all the rest below the $1,000
level. In Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary,
and Romania, per capita spending is less
than $200.° Clearly, there is a huge distance,

6 Data from Funding NATO, NATO, [http://www.nato.int/cps/ro/natohq/topics_67655.htm access: 03 June 2017].
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and that opens a gap for free riding. There
are member-states in NATO that care little
about defence, save money, and enjoy the
same level of security as the champions of
military spending. But does that mean that
NATO is a deal that benefits some of the states
at the expense of the others?

NATO’s overall military budget is about $1.4
billion; civilian budget is over $250 million;
and the NATO Security Investment Program
(NSIP) budget adds another $700 million to
the total. The US covers about 23% of direct
contributions to the NATO budget, while
second-placed Germany’s share is about
15%.” The structure of the Alliance’s budget
looks much less unbalanced, with major
European contributors - Germany, France,
and Great Britain - spending no less than
the US. Moreover, it was the decision of the
NATO Summit in Wales in 2014 to gradually
move towards 2% of GDP level of military
spending for all member-states.? For some
states, this has been unrealistic to achieve
immediately.

However, NATO’s main deterrent is the
military power of the member-states
combined and the readiness to employ
it, not the Alliance’s operational forces
and peacekeeping missions. From this
perspective, simply having the American
security guarantees is a huge advantage for
most of the small and medium European
states. They may pursue a flexible foreign
policy within that framework and also save
money by lowering military spending.

From the current American perspective,
that should be changed. President Trump
is not the first among the US leaders to
raise the issue of a fairer burden-sharing
within NATO. That has been around for
some while, even at the times of the Cold

7 bidem.

War. What make Trump’s rhetoric different
are the speculations about the possible
lowering of levels of US commitment to the
Alliance. If the American president utilises
this as an argument to persuade the allies to
spend more, it may not be the best tactics.
Side effects will include weakening of trust
within NATO and undermining the US
strategic interests.

European-American Unity: What is at
Stake

Global security, nuclear non-proliferation,
and democratic values are the most
important outcomes of the transatlantic
strategic partnership. Each of them may

‘ Stability may fall the first victim
to D. Trump’s understanding
of realism in foreign policy as

making everybody pay for security.
Unlike money, security is indivisible.

to a certain extent be endangered if the
newly adopted “principled realism” is based
much more on realism than on principles. A
strategic alliance within NATO gave way to
the world’s most institutionalised security
network, which now encompasses several
multilateral organisations and regimes
on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean. More
than 70 years of durable peace in Europe,
a continent that previously hosted the most
devastating wars in history, is the result.

Stability may fall the first victim to D.
Trump’s understanding of realism in
foreign policy as making everybody pay
for security. Unlike money, security is

8 Wales Summit Declaration, NATO, 05 September 2014, [http://www.nato.int/cps/ic/natohq/official_texts_112964.

htm access: 03 June 2017].
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indivisible. Free riding will always be there.
But the riding may not necessarily be so
free. NATO members pay for their security
with readiness to take joint risks and to be
militarily involved if necessary. A high level
of solidarity is the common good created
within the Alliance and enjoyed by all its
members. This, in turn, generates a high
level of trust. The member-states know
what to expect from each other and adapt
their policies respectively. Trust allowed
the Europeans to shift from a traditional
Realpolitik of the 19th century to the
current neoliberal paradigm, and NATO has
played a crucial role in this.

Some global security issues are also at
stake and will heavily depend on the future
of transatlantic partnership. The most
important of them from the US perspective
is the non-proliferation regime. One of
the utmost strategic interests of the US is
to keep the number of states with nuclear
weapons as low as possible. For about
seven decades, American efforts have been
quite effective, and the number of states
with nuclear arsenal is strikingly low, given
the importance of the technology and the
desire of many to possess it. Extended
security commitments work perfectly well
to discourage states from acquiring nuclear
weapons. Arguably, Germany and Japan are
still non-nuclear due to American security
guarantees. It is critically important for
the non-proliferation regime to function
properly to keep credible US security
commitments in Europe.

Democracy is probably an institution that
can stick interests and principles together.
Democratic values and procedures do
help to frame and channel foreign policy
aspirations of states and tools they use
to achieve desired outcomes. Shared

democracies on a bilateral level generate
mutual trust and help construct positive
perceptions. In security terms, mutual
democracy helps ameliorate security
dilemma in relations between two states.
It remains to be seen whether “principled
realism” will be principled enough to keep
emphasis on democratic values.
Contours of Possible New
Transatlantic Security

If a more realistic approach is taken by
the US Administration, Europe will have to
respond. A drift away from neoliberalism,
already visible in Europe, will be reinforced.
Strengthening of states, more emphasis
on hard power, and less institutionalised
security could be a likely outcome.

Consolidating security policy on a state level
would further weaken the EU’s common
security and defence policy. It is already
facing serious problems in dealing with
Russia’s revisionism and the refugee crisis.”
Both challenges require concerted actions
and similar priority setting, while the level
of cohesion among the European states
remains low. A general framework, within
which the European Neighbourhood Policy
is being carried out, may collapse. So far,
it has been based on the common interest
of the European states to have a friendly,
democratic, and prosperous environment
and application of the EU’s normative power
to that end. However, with a weakened CSDP,
the member-states’ priorities may split. With
a growing pressure from Russia, geopolitical
considerations may become more important,
at least for some European states. The
understanding of security may also change:
While for some it will remain broad and
transnational, for others it may become more
traditional, with emphasis on hard power.

9 Refugee Crisis in Europe, European Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid Operations, [http://ec.europa.eu/echo/

refugee-crisis_en access: 04 June 2017].
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Departure of the United Kingdom from
the EU would enhance those trends. First,
the UK was a transatlantic bridge without
which the Americans and Europeans
would find it more difficult to speak the
same strategic language. Secondly, without
the UK, a balance within the EU will be
disturbed, and its restoration may go along
the lines of countering the Berlin-Paris
tandem. In this case, European politics
may over time return to a more traditional
balance of power model, which will result
in increasing differences over strategic
issues.

More realism for European security
will result in more emphasis on hard
power and growing military spending.!?
Proceeding from worst-case scenarios
and entrapped into the security dilemma,
the European states will become more
inclined to unilateral decision making.
The rising value of military advantage
will result in further increase of military
budgets, which in some cases may lead to
local arms races. It should be noted that
geography will contribute to divorcing
strategic interests: The EU member-
states in Eastern Europe and/or the Black
Sea region will feel less secure due to
neighbouring Russia. If any major crisis
appears on the horizon, it will become an
uneasy test for the credibility of collective
defence systems in Europe.

Tackling the Russian threatand elaborating
a long-term strategy towards the current
Eastern Partnership states will be another
challenge for a more realist European
security. Recent events in Ukraine proved
that Russia is ready to pay a high price
for securing geopolitical control over the
post-Soviet space, of which Ukraine is the

most important element. A new stability in
Europe will in that case resemble the Cold
War type of bilateral balancing, rather
than the recent neoliberal models. Risks of
local and regional conflicts will continue
to rise.

The already existing regional conflicts
would be harder to resolve. That will be
even more so in the sphere of Russia’s
perceived interests. Post-Soviet frozen
conflicts have never been close to any sort
of resolution, but for now, each of them
will become a zero-sum game. Geopolitical
rivalry, imagined or real, will accompany
any regional conflict.

The weakening of the transatlantic ties will
reinforce almost every negative trend in
European security. American commitments,
involvement, and institutional support
generated a broader approach to security,
helping it overcome hard-power realist
limitations. With the weakening of those,
Europe may find it much more difficult to
manage a balance-of-power system.

Conclusion

A. Merkel’s speech in Munich, days after
Trump’s voyage to Europe, indicated that the
American message on “principled realism”
has been delivered and properly received.
The German chancellor stressed that times
have changed and the Europeans have to
take care of themselves.!! This surely has a
pre-election connotation. Nevertheless, the
essence is also here: There is a growing gap
between the US and Europe, the world’s
closest and most durable allies. This may
result in a tectonic geopolitical shift with
far-reaching  consequences, including
growing security risks for both.

10 World Military Spending: Increases in the USA and Europe, Decreases in Oil-Exporting Countries, SIPRI, 24 April
2017, [https://www.sipri.org/media/press-release/2017 /world-military-spending-increases-usa-and-europe].

1 After Summits With Trump, Merkel Says Europe Must Take Fate Into Own Hands, “Reuters World News”, 29 May
2017, [http://www.reuters.com/article/us-germany-politics-merkel-idUSKBN1800]K].
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Donald Trump’s realism may be too
realistic to handle the strategic alliance
with the Europeans, in which values
used to play a crucial role. On the other
hand, “principles” may not be enough to
fix the damage done to mutual trust. It
is easy to start doubting the intentions
and reliability of each other, while it will
be much more difficult to get confidence
back.
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US POLICY TOWARDS NATO UNDER
DONALD J. TRUMP ADMINISTRATION:
CAUSES, EUROPEAN RESPONSES,
CONSEQUENCES

Mykola Bielieskov
Institute of World Policy’

In this article, the attempt is made to study the causes of US policy
towards the North Atlantic Alliance under the administration of the
45™ US president. American policy is analysed through the prism of
renegotiation/new bargain concepts and from the standpoint of US
domestic political considerations. This article also provides an analysis
of European policy alternatives in response to the current US policy
towards NATO and dilemmas inherent to each alternative. The article also
features a brief analysis of why NATO still corresponds to US national
interests to make a case that a policy of undermining this Alliance would

run counter to American long-term strategic considerations.

NATO, as any international intergovern-
mental organisation, is in constant need to
prove its worthiness to its member-states
and by this preserve its very existence. The
215 century presents distinct challenges to
the North Atlantic Alliance in this regard - the
ongoing debate over which issues it should
tackle (terrorism and instability emanating
from North Africa and the Middle East or
Russian revisionism in all forms) is amplified
by the fact that most members do not spend
the bare minimum on defence to make the

of the IWP.

Alliance more capable to confront those
challenges.? US President Donald Trump’s
approach towards NATO not only makes
those dilemmas more urgent but also creates
additional risks, which concern the very
foundations of the North Atlantic Alliance.

Donald Trump’s New Consensus on
NATO

The incumbent president of the US has
come to office with an idea to renegotiate

The views and opinions expressed in this article are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the position

2 N. Gvosdev, Crises in Ukraine, Mediterranean Put NATO Solidarity to the Test, “World Politics Review”, 22 April
2015 [http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/15593/crises-in-ukraine-mediterranean-put-nato-solidari-

ty-to-the-test access: 18 June 2017].
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agreements that in his opinion are inimical
to the true American national interests. First
of all, this approach concerns free trade
agreements signed by the US. Butinabroader
sense Donald ]. Trump’s administration’s
policy towards NATO can be interpreted as
another attempt to renegotiate core tenets
underpinning the North Atlantic Alliance.

‘ The incumbent president of the
US has come to office with an

idea to renegotiate agreements
that in his opinion are inimical to the

true American national interests.

New modus vivendi suggested to
NATO allies by the new US presidential
administration comes to two provisions in
essence. First, the North Atlantic Alliance
has to switch its attention and resources to
fighting terrorism from the original task of
territorial defence of its member-states. In
Donald Trump'’s view, terrorism (especially
the one tightly connected with Islam) is
an existential threat to the US in the 215t
century.? And as the threat from the USSR, a
raison d’etre of the North Atlantic Alliance’s
creation and existence, disappeared long
ago, NATO must find a new mission, which
would prove its worthiness under new
circumstances. Combating terrorism serves
this task perfectly well according to the new
US president. Second, any mutual defence

assistance by the US under Article 5 of
the Washington Treaty (1949) should be
contingent upon and more tightly bound to
the fulfilment of the pledge agreed upon by
the member-states in 2006 to spend at least
2% of their GDP on national defence.* Now
only five of the 29 member-states spend this
amount of annual wealth on defence. But
even those countries which do spend the
necessary share of the GDP, such as Great
Britain, attain this benchmark using special
accounting methods by including in the
defence spending things like social benefits
to retired servicemen, which has nothing to
do with national defence and security itself.>
This state of affairs, in Donald Trump’s view,
is unfavourable to US national interests and
needs to be remedied. At the same time, this
very state of affairs in Trump’s view has
made NATO obsolete.®

That is why representatives of the Trump
Administration, such as Minister of Defence
James Mattis and Vice President Mike
Pence, while recognising US obligations
under Article 5 towards its allies during
the reassuring tour in Europe in February
2017, also stressed the urgent need for
them to comply with the 2% pledge. The
US minister of defence was especially blunt
at the meeting in Brussels when he stated:
“If your nations do not want to see America
moderate its commitment to this alliance,
each of your capitals needs to show support
for our common defence””

3 Full Text: Donald Trump’s Speech on Fighting Terrorism, “Politico”, August 2016 [http://www.politico.com/sto-
ry/2016/08/donald-trump-terrorism-speech-227025 access: 18 June 2017].

4 D.E. Sanger, M.Haberman, Donald Trump Sets Conditions for Defending NATO Allies against Attack, “New York
Times”, 20 July 2016 [https://www.nytimes.com/2016/07/21/us/politics/donald-trump-issues.html?mcubz=0&_

r=0 access: 18 June 2017].

5 Reality Check: Is the UK Spending 2% of GDP on Defense?, “BBC News”, 14 February 2017, [http://www.bbc.com/

news/uk-politics-38971624 access: 18 June 2017].

6 A. Parker, Donald Trump Says NATO is ‘Obsolete, UN Is ‘Political Game’, “The New York Times”, 2 April 2016,
[https://www.nytimes.com/politics/first-draft/2016 /04/02 /donald-trump-tells-crowd-hed-be-fine-if-nato-broke-

up/?mcubz=0 access: 18 June 2017].

7 P.Stewart, R. Emmott, U.S. Warns NATO - Increase Spending or We Might ‘Moderate’ Support, “Reuters”, 15 Febru-
ary 2017, [http://www.reuters.com/article/us-nato-defence-idUSKBN15T31U access: 18 June 2017].
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The US president’'s new terms of
engagement with NATO allies were clearly
articulated in the address delivered at the
Alliance mini-summit on 25 May 2017.8
The major part of his speech was dedicated
to the problems of fighting terrorism and
the issue that most North Atlantic Alliance
members underspend on defence. The
US president specifically stated that at
least 119 billion dollars should be paid
by European allies for defence to meet
the 2% target. On the other hand, Donald
Trump barely paid attention to the core
mission of NATO - territorial defence
- though the European allies first of all
anticipated that the US president in his
speech would reiterate commitments
under Article 5 of the Washington
Treaty. But what is more important, this
speech at the NATO headquarters can be
interpreted as the parameters of a new
consensus with regards to this collective
defence organisation promoted by the US
presidential administration.

Europeans’ Response to New Terms
of Engagement

The Europeans’ reaction to these new
parameters of the North Atlantic Alliance
consensus suggested by the US up until
recently was largely a very specific case
of bandwagoning, where the Europeans
try to accommodate US demands in order
to preserve its commitments under the
Washington Treaty and the North Atlantic

Alliance in general. The Europeans and
officials at the NATO headquarters tried
to present recent moves specifically as
a response to Donald Trump’s demands.
In the case of fighting terrorism, NATO
inaugurated at the February 2017
meeting the Hub for the South at NATO’s
Joint Force Command in Naples.® This
hub will work specifically with the
threats emanating from North Africa
and the Middle East, where terrorism
is the major issue. Moreover, NATO
has been already engaged in fighting
ISIS by committing AWACS planes and
conducting training of the Iraqi army.? In
addition to these steps, NATO at the mini-
summit in May 2017 agreed to officially
join a US-led anti-ISIS coalition.!® All
these measures give NATO officials the
arguments to prove their usefulness in
fighting terrorism, which is one of the
major priorities of the US foreign policy
under Donald ]J. Trump administration.
Nonetheless even American think tanks
closely affiliated with this administration
admit that NATO can play only a partial
role in combating terrorism, as its core
mission and organisational structure
are dedicated to the task of territorial
defence of its member-states first of all.1?

As to the issue of the unmet 2% target
of the GDP for defence, member-states
reiterated the promise to gradually
increase the spending - Germany
pledged to do it by 2024 and France

8 Remarks by President Trump at NATO Unveiling of the Article 5 and Berlin Wall Memorials - Brussels, Belgium,
White House, 25 May 2017, [https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2017/05/25 /remarks-presi-
dent-trump-nato-unveiling-article-5-and-berlin-wall access: 18 June 2017].

9 Defence Ministers Agree on NATO Hub for the South, NATO, 15 February 2017, [http://www.nato.int/cps/en/na-

tohq/news_141114.htm access: 18 June 2017].

10 H. Vincze, NATO: Assessing the Alliance’s Counter-Terrorism Efforts, The Jamestown Foundation, 24 April 2017,
[https://jamestown.org/program/nato-assessing-alliances-counter-terrorism-efforts/ access: 18 June 2017].

11 A. Beesley, NATO to Formally Join Anti-