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Over the past 10–15 years, the US leadership,
regardless of which administration was in power—
Democratic or Republican—has consistently solved
the same strategic task—the long-term preservation of
American global leadership. The US leadership at the
level of strategic documents has repeatedly formulated
the need to maintain it and resist attempts to question
it. Washington seeks to oppose any regional and global
processes and actions of other powers that undermine
American power and influence in certain areas. The
goal of maintaining the leading position of the United
States in international politics, the world economy,
and in the field of global security has become an
important part of the foreign policy rhetoric of presi-
dents, secretaries of state, and other officials. The very
formulation of such a task is due not only to the sub-
jective characteristics of the messianic foreign policy
tradition, but also has substantial economic and polit-
ical foundations.

STRATEGIC GOAL: 
TO PRESERVE US LEADERSHIP

The American establishment realized and formu-
lated the need to solve this essentially ideological
problem at the doctrinal level immediately after the
end of the Cold War—at that time there were no signif-

icant obstacles to its solution. Then the situation in the
world began to change, and the American leadership
faced new internal and external challenges. The world
began changing faster than the representatives of the
American elite could have imagined after the end of
the confrontation with the Soviet Union, which was
interpreted as a victory for the United States and its
allies, as well as their ideas and values. For the most
part, these transformations have contributed to the
reduction of opportunities for undivided American
dominance. In contrast to the 1990s–2000s, which in
the American political science literature and journal-
ism are usually called the “unipolar moment,”1 when
American power seemed undivided and eternal, the
United States is increasingly faced with growing com-
petition from other leading powers. Over the past
decade, the role of the PRC has become key here, the
economic and political influence of which has gone
beyond the APR.

The illusions of the American expert community
and establishment of the 1990s about the lack of alter-
natives and unending period of US leadership in the
development of globalization processes and the for-
mation of institutions, norms, and principles of global
governance melted away in the 2010s under the influ-
ence of objective changes that took place in the world
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1 This term was first introduced by the American political publi-
cist Charles Krauthammer in 1991 in an article of the same
title [1].
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economy and were associated with strengthening of
new centers of its development. The global financial
and economic crisis of 2008–2010 played an import-
ant role in this, the source of which was the US econ-
omy and the actions of American financial regulators.
Then, for the first time, the belief of the elites of other
countries in the stability of not so much the American
economy—it practically recovered after a few years
thanks to the successful overcoming of the crisis and
recession—as in the power of the US national institu-
tions was shaken for the first time [2].

Attempts taken in the 2000s by the Republican
administrations of George W. Bush to build “peace
through strength” [3] and to consolidate the special
status of the United States based on the creation of a
monopoly on the use of military force on a global scale
also faced significant restrictions, primarily of an
internal nature. The American taxpayer was not ready
to bear the costs of the involvement of the US armed
forces and their allies “overseas.” The determining
factor here was the financial and economic crisis of
2008–2010, and the ensuing recession, and then the
politically and ideologically motivated desire of the
Obama administration to end unpopular military
campaigns and redistribute government spending in
favor of solving social problems.

In addition, American society psychologically
found it difficult to cope with the death of its fellow
citizens in Afghanistan and Iraq, as well as with the
social and other problems of veterans. Since 2001,
more than three million American troops have gone
through these wars. On the one hand, this gave the US
armed forces invaluable combat, transport, logistics,
organizational, and psychological experience, and on
the other hand, for the first time after the Vietnam
War, Americans faced problems such as death, injury,
and mutilation of American servicemen abroad, post-
traumatic stress disorder, and psychological and social
problems of veterans and their families. The cost of the
war in Afghanistan in the period from 2001 to 2019 in
terms of military spending exceeded $778 billion. In
addition, the expenditures of the US state budget for
assistance in state building in this country; the cre-
ation of infrastructure, a new Afghan army, and
police; and the solution of humanitarian problems
exceeded $2 trillion [4]. The military campaign in
Iraq, as well as programs to help restore statehood in
this country from 2003 to 2019 cost the US state bud-
get practically the same—$838 billion in military
spending and about $2 trillion in aggregate with other
expenses [5]. The main political outcome of the two
extremely costly military campaigns was the decline of
the United States’ prestige as a superpower capable of
solving any problems of global and regional security.

However, the task of retaining leading positions
where possible and keeping them for years still does
not seem utopian to a significant part of the American
elite. It is fueled both by the fact that it is intercon-
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nected with the maintenance of the power of signifi-
cant groups of economic and political interests not
only in the United States itself, but also of transna-
tional elites in many regions of the world, and by the
logic of the existence, development, and reproduction
of very powerful state institutions. Therefore, it is
highly likely that for several more decades the Ameri-
can leadership will undertake both systematic and spo-
radic efforts to preserve the superiority of the United
States in the long term and to break away from poten-
tial competitors, even if the logic of solving this ideo-
logical task contradicts American interests.

Despite the fact that the means to achieve this
long-term goal under Democratic Presidents
B. Obama (2009–2017) and J. Biden (since 2021) dif-
fer significantly from those resorted to by the Repub-
lican administration of D. Trump (2017–2021), the
general logic of defining American interests and
actions has not undergone significant changes. The
United States strives to maintain its primacy simulta-
neously in the financial and economic, international
political, scientific, technological and innovation,
military and power, and ideological spheres, as well as
in all types of activities of global importance. However,
the forms and methods of achieving this goal vary con-
siderably. The erosion of the foundations of American
leadership is not happening at the pace predicted by
many political publicists both in the United States and
beyond.

US POSITION IN THE WORLD ECONOMY
The United States has successfully maintained its

special status as the world’s most powerful economy—
a market attractive to exporters and investors from
other countries. According to the IMF data for 2020,
the US GDP amounted to $22.68 trillion at current
prices; China’s, to $16.64 trillion (plus Hong Kong’s
$0.36 trillion); Japan’s, to $5.38 trillion; Germany’s,
to $4.32 trillion; India’s, to $3.05 trillion; and Rus-
sia’s, to $1.71 trillion [6]. The United States continues
to retain significant market and political potential to
influence pricing processes in the global oil market
and the largest regional gas markets. The “shale revo-
lution” that took place in the late 2000s and early
2010s allowed the United States not only to ensure its
energy independence to a large extent but also to
become one of the world’s largest exporters of crude
oil and gas [7].

A significant superiority of the United States
remains in the field of reproduction of highly skilled
labor resources and human capital in general,2 in the
creation of innovative goods and services, and in the
development of basic and applied science. US national

2 US national spending on education in 2019 amounted to 6.2%
of GDP ($4000 per capita), and on health spending, to 17.1% of
GDP (per capita spending exceeded $11 000). All indicators are
calculated by IMEMO RAN according to the World Bank
Group, WDI Database.
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spending on R&D in 2019 amounted to $621 billion
(2.9% of GDP); that of China, $322 billion (2.2% of
GDP); that of Japan, $165.8 billion (3.3% of GDP);
that of Germany, $119.5 billion (3.1% of GDP); and
that of Russia, $18.7 billion (1.1% of GDP).3

The United States retains dominance in world
finance: the dollar remains the key global reserve cur-
rency, and its positions are solid—over 40% of world
settlements in trade in goods and services are denom-
inated in dollars, as well as more than 62% of the
reserves of the central banks of the world’s leading
powers. The US Federal Reserve System—the Ameri-
can national regulator—affects the entire world finan-
cial system; indirectly, national banking systems of
other countries, their monetary policies, exchange
rates, and rates of national banks. American invest-
ment funds and transnational banks remain the largest
investors and players in global stock markets [8]. The
notions of some economists that the dollar may have
alternatives and that its role as the most popular global
currency will sharply decline still do not find confir-
mation. Only a little more than 20% of the reserves of
the central banks of the world are kept in euros; 5.7%,
in Japanese yens; and 4.4%, and in British pounds; the
Chinese yuan accounts for 2% [9].

Many experts both in the US and abroad while
analazing perspectives of American global economic
leadership are regularly raising the issues of national
financial system disbalances, including the growing
national debt and the budget deficit. According to the
2021 data of the Budget Committee of the United
States Congress, the budget deficit is $2.3 trillion and
exceeds the annual GDP of the United States. Its
growth was facilitated by the unprecedented measures
taken by the Trump administration to overcome the
socioeconomic consequences of the COVID-19 pan-
demic and stimulate the growth of the American econ-
omy. However, it is highly likely that already in 2022–
2023, if the epidemic situation normalizes, economic
growth resumes (in fact, it began in the 4th quarter of
2020), and tax revenues increase, the budget deficit
will decrease. Its very presence does not violate the
stability of the economy. On the contrary, the United
States has used it for many decades as an important
tool to stimulate economic growth and social invest-
ment. Scientific literature and journalism consider the
US national debt, which in mid-2021 is more than
$28 trillion, an even more significant imbalance of the
American economy [10]. However, the dramatic
nature of this problem, which is certainly of a systemic
nature, should not be exaggerated. Only in the event of
a new crisis comparable to the crisis of 2008–2010
might the US government debt become an important
negative factor for the American securities market.
The gigantic national debt is provided in full by state
property and other assets, and by and large, by the

3 Indicators calculated by IMEMO RAN according to the World
Bank Group, WDI Database.
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entire American economy, including its transnational
part, and cannot be claimed by either external or inter-
nal creditors at a time, even in any significant part. It
is placed in government bonds and other securities
with various maturities.

In addition, the structure of the national debt itself
and the composition of its holders ensure its stability
and security for the US economy as a government
instrument to stimulate economic growth and devel-
opment. The largest holder of US government debt is
the monetary regulator represented by the Federal
Reserve System. Holders of a significant part of gov-
ernment debt are also US federal funds, for example,
the social security fund, pension funds that guarantee
the safety of their assets with the help of government
securities, US states and cities, as well as other private
legal entities and individuals within the United
States—banks and insurance companies. Despite the
fact that the external part of the national debt is signif-
icant, accounting for about 25%, the countries that are
the holders of US government securities are them-
selves interested in the stability of the instruments in
which their funds are placed. Note that for many years
the PRC has retained the position of the second larg-
est US creditor (the PRC accounts for $1.09 trillion,
and separately Hong Kong, for $223.9 billion) after
Japan ($1.27 trillion) in terms of the volume of
invested funds, regularly buying American govern-
ment bonds and other securities [11].

However, in the sphere of trade in goods and ser-
vices, including high-tech ones, the position of the
United States is changing dynamically. The leading
economies of Western Europe and Japan since the
1970s, the Republic of Korea since the 1990s, and the
PRC since the end of the 2010s–early 2020s, while
maintaining deep economic interdependence with the
United States in the field of technology, investment,
and access to the American market, have been able to
form a competitive potential in many markets for
goods and services, including innovative ones. They
have become significant players in international trade
and have occupied high positions in the international
division of labor, and the multinational corporations
(MNCs) associated with them have begun to play an
important role in global value chains. Due to the sig-
nificant concentration of financial resources, not only
countries associated with the United States by allied
relations in the military–political sphere but also
China have become large exporters of foreign direct
investment [12].

American power is enormous in the formation of
new high-tech markets. However, US MNCs have
already faced increasing competition from European,
Chinese, and South Korean companies. Difficult
compromises are being worked out with the US allies,
such as Germany and France, as well as between the
United States and the EU, Japan, and the Republic of
Korea, which make it possible to regulate competition
 Vol. 91  No. 4  2021
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[13]. During the Trump administration, a trade war
existed between the United States and China, which
stimulated many experts to talk about the possibility of
decoupling the interdependence between the two larg-
est economies in the world. However, the only area in
which it was possible actually to carry out delimitation
was trade in high-tech goods, especially those related
to dual-use technologies; to a certain extent, this pro-
cess has affected a number of areas where Chinese
manufacturers have already begun to oust American
companies even from the domestic market of the
United States itself. The dynamics of trade in high-
tech products between the United States and China
has been steadily declining since 2019: according to
the Office of the US Trade Representative, in 2020,
Chinese exports of such products to the United States
fell to $119 billion ($174 billion in 2018), and US
exports to China decreased from $39 billion in 2018 to
$29 billion at the end of 2020 [14].

The European Union, China, Japan, and the
Republic of Korea have become active players in the
global innovation markets due to increased R&D costs
[15]. Chinese companies were able to rise to new
heights in the hierarchy of the international division of
labor, creating direct competition, including those
MNCs of American origin, the investments and tech-
nologies of which in the previous period allowed them
to create a development basis for them. This is espe-
cially evident in areas such as microelectronics, tele-
communications and communications, the creation of
computer technology, the IT sector, and the develop-
ment of digital platforms [16]. The Biden administra-
tion continues to take steps in the direction that was
clearly outlined by its predecessor D. Trump: to create
openly and systematically technological, trade, finan-
cial, and other restrictions on Chinese companies
operating in these sectors. The most revealing victims
of such a policy in 2019–2020 were Huawei and ZTE,
and from the beginning of 2021, Xiomi, SMIC, and
Phytium. Washington’s practice of using noneco-
nomic methods to counter technological and eco-
nomic competitors on a global scale will expand in the
coming years, and China is their strategic goal. The
United States has already begun to involve its allies
and partners actively in this policy—the EU countries,
Canada, Japan, and Taiwan, which, however, seek to
maintain trade and other ties with Chinese high-tech
companies and are not ready to assist the Americans in
everything.

Another global advantage of the United States,
which allows American companies to be key players in
many markets for goods and services and to remain key
investors in many regions of the world, has for many
decades been the existence of production and other
infrastructure of transnational capital of American
origin outside the territory of the United States. The
functioning of this “second economy” of the United
States relies on enormous transport, infrastructure,
and communication opportunities: free access to the
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three oceans, US leadership in the emergence and
development of the Internet, and the ability to always
protect its trade and investment interests with the help
of military force. In the next decade, neither China
nor any other country will be able to create anything
comparable or significantly limit American transport
and logistics capabilities.

CHALLENGES TO THE US LEADERSHIP 
IN THE CHANGING GLOBAL POLITICAL 

AND SECURITY ENVIRONMENT
Global political and security posture of the United

States is changing more dynamically than the eco-
nomic one. The United States remains a global power,
relying on allies in Europe and Asia, as well as partners
in all regions of the world, exerting a significant influ-
ence on the principles and mechanisms of activity of
most regulatory international political and economic
institutions. However, compared with the situation
after the end of the Cold War, the collapse of the
Soviet Union, the liquidation of the Warsaw Pact
Organization and the Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance, and the ideological and political defeat of
the international communist movement, the global
political, ideological, and value influence of the
United States in the world has already significantly
decreased and in many features continues to decline.
This is partly due to the disillusionment of elites and
societies in many countries with the American version
of liberal values and political principles, which in the
1990s and early 2000s served as a kind of model for
organizing a political system for them. This path has
been traveled by Russia and Turkey, partly by a num-
ber of Eastern European countries, primarily Poland
and Hungary. The proselytism of the American policy
of spreading democracy, which often covered up the
foreign policy interests and aspirations of the United
States, became one of the sources of discrediting the
ideological and political influence of the United States
in the world [17]. Attempts to revive the global ideo-
logical significance of American values and principles
are now being undertaken by the Biden administra-
tion, which has returned to the old concept of the
“community of democracies” and the institutions it
creates as a value-oriented alternative to universal
institutions. It is highly likely that the idea of a global
struggle of “market liberal democracies” led by the
United States against “nonmarket nondemocracies”
(primarily Russia and China) will acquire a new breath
in US foreign policy.

The changes taking place in the world, as well as
internal trends in the social, economic, and political
development of the United States have created condi-
tions for the American state apparatus, elite, and sci-
entific expert community to realize and set the task of
developing a new model of interaction with allies,
partners, and opponents of Washington. This logic
began the search for practical means of maintaining
N ACADEMY OF SCIENCES  Vol. 91  No. 4  2021
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the US leading positions in various fields of activity, as
well as new strategic guidelines for American foreign
and security policy. The foreign policy establishment
and the US leadership always formulate such goals not
only within the framework of a pragmatic understand-
ing of national interests but also in a value modality—
in terms of a global “mission” to spread the set of val-
ues that underlie American statehood.

Despite the decline in political, ideological, and
value influence, America retains an unconditional
priority in the military sphere: first of all, in the pos-
session of the most powerful high-tech military poten-
tial, backed up by a system of bases and other military
infrastructure removed from the territory of the
United States. Only in the nuclear missile sphere is
parity with Russia preserved. The extension of the
Treaty between the United States of America and the
Russian Federation on Measures for the Further
Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms
(NEW START) created guarantees that, at least with
regard to strategic nuclear forces (SNF), Russia and
the United States will maintain their potentials at the
level of 1550 warheads and 700 delivery devices for
another five years. Although the United States is sig-
nificantly superior to Russia in other types of weapons
and military equipment, it is the strategic offensive
weapons—the nuclear triad—that remain the means
that so far reliably guarantees the maintenance of par-
ity in relations between the two powers. Russia pos-
sesses the scientific and technological groundwork
and the material and technical base that allows it to
maintain its SNF at a level comparable to the Ameri-
can one, at least for the period of the NEW START
regime. Perhaps it will be possible to achieve this in the
longer term if a new treaty regime is created with com-
parable quantitative ceilings and qualitative restric-
tions. It would be extremely difficult for Russia to be
economically involved in a new arms race if Washing-
ton decides to withdraw from the NEW START Treaty
and sharply build up its SNF in combination with the
deployment of other systems that upset the balance of
power. However, such a scenario appears unlikely
under the Biden administration. The current distribu-
tion of priorities in the US military budget assumes a
gradual SNF modernization without a sharp increase
in the number of nuclear warheads and delivery vehi-
cles. However, if Washington continues the course of
simultaneous military containment of the Russian
Federation and the PRC, such a need may arise.

The United States and Russia have acquired more
and more types of weapons that erode strategic stabil-
ity in Russian–American relations: hypersonic and
gliding missile systems, nonnuclear strategic missiles,
high-precision conventional weapons, and long-range
aeroballistic missiles, including nuclear weapons,
autonomous combat unmanned aerial and naval sys-
tems capable of carrying nuclear weapons. Technolo-
gies of cyberattacks and electronic warfare are also
being developed [18]. However, none of these types of
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weapons and military equipment can significantly
affect the balance of strategic forces between Moscow
and Washington at least in the next five years. The
main factor capable of dramatically destabilizing stra-
tegic stability and significantly aggravating relations
between Russia and the United States is the deploy-
ment of nuclear-armed American medium-range mis-
siles in Europe and Pacific Asia, which was planned by
the Trump administration when deciding to withdraw
from the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF
Treaty).

The PRC has a significantly lower strategic nuclear
potential, but the People’s Liberation Army of China
is armed with ground-based intermediate and shorter-
range missiles, which neither Russia nor the United
States possesses [19]. They were liquidated after the
conclusion of the INF Treaty in 1987. Despite the fact
that the United States launched work on the creation
of such systems immediately after the withdrawal from
this treaty, and probably even before it, several years
will pass before the introduction of these systems into
service. For Beijing, medium-range missiles, includ-
ing nuclear-armed missiles, are a key tool in counter-
ing American military power in the Asia–Pacific
region (APR): these weapons are capable of com-
pletely neutralizing the US Navy and destroying
American bases in the region in case of war. The with-
drawal of the United States from the INF Treaty was
aimed primarily at containing China. The deployment
of ground-based medium-range missiles in Pacific
Asia could allow Washington to supplement its strate-
gic nuclear deterrent with intermediate (medium) and
shorter range missiles. The deployment of such sys-
tems in Europe would significantly reduce the f light
time to the territory of Russia and reduce the surviv-
ability of its SNF, as well as command and control
mechanisms. However, in either case, the decision to
deploy such systems will mean a sharp increase in mil-
itary–political tension.

A sharp increase in China’s military budget, which
doubled from 2009 to 2019, reaching $266.9 billion,
almost 27% of the US military budget ($718.6 bil-
lion4), has long been a matter of concern and appre-
hension of the Pentagon. The development by China
of a wide range of weapons and military equipment,
including systems aimed at containing American mil-
itary power in the APR and on a wider scale in the long
term, allow the American military to assess China as
its second most important enemy. In the coming
years, the People’s Liberation Army of China is capa-
ble of becoming the number one military enemy of the
US Army; with the exception of SNF, it has already
become one. Over the next 10–15 years, China’s mil-
itary potential may become comparable to the United
States in a number of weapons and military equip-
ment, as well as in some quantitative and qualitative
characteristics of the armed forces. Such predictive

4 SIPRI data by PPP [20].
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estimates have already been recorded in American
military-strategic documents.

The restoration of Russia’s military potential and
the growth of the PRC’s military capabilities were a
factor that played an important role in the understand-
ing by the American political establishment and the
military of the new limits to the military power of the
United States. In the case of Russia, two things mat-
tered. First, the preservation of Russian strategic
offensive weapons was important, which in the event
of a military conflict remain the only real source of
threat to the security of the territory and the viability of
the US military potential. Keeping the military budget
at a level of ten or more times lower than the military
spending of the United States, Russia managed to
modernize the strategic nuclear triad and develop new
offensive and defensive systems, including nuclear
equipment [21]. Second, the readiness demonstrated
by the Russian leadership and the armed forces to be
involved in regional conflicts and the use of military
force abroad and to conduct large expeditionary oper-
ations, showed Washington that the United States no
longer has a monopoly on the use of military force
(alone or with allies).

The leading positions of the United States in the
field of conventional weapons may be shaken in the
coming years under the pressure of the growing mili-
tary might of the PRC. American leadership is still
contested primarily in terms of quantitative indicators.
For example, the total number of the combat strength
of the Chinese Navy in 2019 surpassed the size of the
American fleet for the first time. At the beginning of
2021, the United States had 293 warships, while the
PRC already had 350 [22]. Strengthening the potential
of Russia and China in such promising areas as the
creation of hypersonic systems; increasing the effec-
tiveness of missile defense; and developing high-preci-
sion conventional long-range weapons, attack
unmanned aerial vehicles, and electronic warfare sys-
tems, as well as other advanced types of weapons and
military equipment, can limit American superiority in
several areas already in the medium term. Despite the
huge US military budget and significant investments
in military and dual-use R&D set by the Trump
administration, apparently, the still urgent task of
simultaneous political and military containment of
Russia and China in the long term may be difficult for
Washington to fulfill.

However, it should be borne in mind that the fac-
tors limiting the US ability to project power on a global
scale may not only be external. As a result of the wars
in Afghanistan and Iraq, noticeable groups of oppo-
nents of the active use of the US armed forces abroad
have formed in American society and the political
elite. These pressure groups and their influence in
Congress, the media, and society will in the coming
years remain a factor holding back new military initia-
tives of both Democratic and Republican administra-
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tions, with the exception of targeted military opera-
tions using aircraft, including drones. Despite the US
readiness for widespread use of remote means of war-
fare, such as the use of bombers, air- and sea-based
cruise missiles, and other high-precision systems,
which was already confirmed by the Biden adminis-
tration in February 2021 in Syria, the likelihood of a
massive use of military force by Washington “over-
seas,” especially involving ground operations, dropped
sharply.

Today, the United States seeks to address many
military challenges through hybrid operations. They
imply only a limited use of military force in different
proportions with other means (depending on the
nature of the enemy and the specific goal). For exam-
ple, the actions of special units and special operations
can be supplemented by the use of private military
companies and other nongovernmental players, as
well as cyberattacks and information–psychological,
financial–economic, and other measures of influ-
ence. Sanctions and other economic restrictive mea-
sures are an important way to enhance the economic,
political, and psychological effects of hybrid opera-
tions. The hybrid format allows for a systemic impact
on the enemy without engaging in direct military con-
frontation or in a confrontation with the use of mili-
tary force on a limited scale [23]. Over the years, the
United States has perfected this toolkit alongside mil-
itary means of “spreading democracies” and changing
regimes.

Reducing the possibilities of Washington’s use of
military force without the risk of major military con-
flicts with the involvement of leading regional and
world powers, including Russia, and, in the future, the
PRC, as well as internal political factors, in the coming
years will entail an expansion of the practice of hybrid
operations. They will increasingly be supplemented by
other means of pressure in essence but nonmilitary in
form, the most important of which are financial, eco-
nomic, and other sanctions. It can be expected that
the Biden administration will be more successful than
the Trump administration in attracting European
allies to such campaigns.

CHINA AND RUSSIA
IN THE US GLOBAL STRATEGY

At the level of the foreign policy attitudes of most
American strategic documents of recent years, the
position of a significant part of the US political elite,
regardless of party affiliation, has portrayed the main
opponents and competitors of the United States as pri-
marily China and Russia. Over the past six-to-seven
years, there has been a gradual transition of Washing-
ton at the conceptual political level, as well as in the
field of military planning, to a strategy of double deter-
rence—the PRC and the Russian Federation.
N ACADEMY OF SCIENCES  Vol. 91  No. 4  2021
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The 2015 National Security Strategy and other
strategic documents adopted by the Obama adminis-
tration still had a different approach to Russia and
China. Russia was repeatedly called an “aggressor”
that violated the territorial integrity of Ukraine and
potentially threatened other neighboring countries
[24, pp. 2, 4, 25], and China was designated as a
“growing power” and an important partner of the
United States, which caused Washington’s concern
only in connection with the ongoing military modern-
ization [24, pp. 1, 4, 24]. However, already in the 2017
Strategy adopted by the Republican administration of
Trump, the accents are placed differently. China and
Russia are openly called “rivals” of the United States,
and it is they who are indicated when the text of the
Strategy mentions American “opponents.” The char-
acteristics that are given in the document to both Rus-
sia and the PRC are significantly toughened: both
states are described as “revisionist powers” that
oppose American interests and values [25, pp. 25],
strive to spread their influence on a global scale, and
carry out aggressive preparations and actions in rela-
tion to the national security of the United States and
its allies in Europe and Asia [25, pp. 2, 27, 45]. Thanks
to the bipartisan consensus, which has largely devel-
oped on the need to contain Russia and China simul-
taneously, this approach is already being developed at
the level of the first strategic documents of the Biden
administration.

The Interim National Security Review, adopted in
March 2021, which was prepared as an alternative to
the Trump Administration’s National Security Strat-
egy, not only reproduces the previous formulations
regarding Russia and China, but, moreover, charac-
terized both our countries as “authoritarian” oppo-
nents seeking to question the security of the United
States and its allies [26, pp. 6, 8, 14]. At the same time,
the document speaks of the need for a dialogue with
Russia and China on arms control and other security
issues [26, p. 13].

One cannot expect that Washington’s strategic
assessments and approaches to Russia will change in
the coming years. Relations between Russia and the
United States have acquired the character of a stabi-
lized conflict, in which each of the parties is not inter-
ested in its military development and transition to the
military stage, but is ready for political escalation at
any moment. Relations began to acquire the character
of not so much competition as confrontation in certain
areas from the beginning of the 2010s and deteriorated
precipitously in connection with the Ukrainian crisis
in 2014, spreading to ever new spheres of interaction,
including the military planning of the United
States/NATO and Russia.

In subsequent years, especially after 2016, when
some representatives of the American special services
and part of the political establishment accused Russia
of interfering in the US presidential elections, rela-
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tions between the two countries deteriorated even
more and stabilized in this state. Despite the fact that
Moscow and Washington manage to reach compro-
mises on certain issues, in general, the United States
continues its policy of strategic containment of Russia,
not only militarily but also politically, economically,
and technologically.

The United States has taken a number of systemic
measures to exert political and psychological pressure
on the Russian economy, society, business, and polit-
ical elite through financial, economic, technological,
and political sanctions and other restrictions. Such
measures began to be taken even before the Ukrainian
crisis and the annexation of Crimea to Russia: the first
step here was the Magnitsky Act adopted in December
2012, but since 2014 the sanctions have been consis-
tently expanded by the administrations of Obama,
Trump, and Biden. Despite the statements by repre-
sentatives of the American leadership about the possi-
bility of lifting the sanctions in the event of certain
actions by Moscow, by the end of 2016 it became obvi-
ous that in reality their introduction had nothing to do
with Russian politics, they were systematic and long-
term. The sanctions are primarily aimed at limiting the
development opportunities of the industries most sig-
nificant for Russia’s presence in foreign markets: the
fuel and energy and defense industrial complexes, the
metallurgical industry, the financial sector, and the
promising IT sector. The purpose of these actions is to
reduce the global competitiveness of Russia, create
conditions for the emergence of long-term negative
consequences and socioeconomic imbalances, and
influence the internal political processes in Russia and
its foreign policy. During the Trump administration,
American sanctions received a long-term legislative
fixation and further development after the adoption in
2017 of the Countering America’s Adversaries
Through Sanctions Act. These steps were supported
by an anti-Russian information campaign in the
American and global media, as well as by Washing-
ton’s actions aimed at limiting cooperation with Rus-
sia by third countries, including American allies.

The confrontation between Russia and the United
States is based not only on the opposing interests of
the two countries in many areas and regions of the
world but also on significant differences in the vision
of the emerging world order by the political elites of
both powers, the hierarchy of its actors, and the prin-
ciples of organizing relations between them. These dif-
ferences relate primarily to understanding the role and
status of the United States and the Russian Federation
in the world. In the minds of the American elite,
regardless of its party affiliation, a stable negative
image of Russia has formed as a revanchist country
that lost the Cold War, but did not accept its position,
and turned into a source of challenges and threats to
the global leadership of the United States, as well as its
security and interests in various regions of the world.
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The strategic goals of countering Russia in the
European direction are especially important for Wash-
ington. The United States cannot allow further deep-
ening of trade, investment, humanitarian, and other
ties between Russia and the EU. In previous years, the
growing interdependence of Russia and the EU in the
energy sector was viewed by Washington as a threat to
American influence in Europe and the energy security
of its allies. During the Trump administration, the
Russian presence in the European gas market began to
be perceived as a competitive challenge in the context
of expanding the export of American liquefied natural
gas to Europe, as well as gas produced by American
companies in the Middle East. This logic is the basis
for Washington’s positions and actions regarding the
implementation of the Nord Stream 2 project and
other Russian initiatives in the field of developing
cooperation with the EU countries in the energy sec-
tor.

The factor of the “Russian threat” remains one of
the most important means of maintaining allied soli-
darity and military–political consolidation in NATO.
The United States opposes Russia’s having special
spheres of interest and influence in the post-Soviet
space. During the Trump administration, Washing-
ton’s attention to the post-Soviet space decreased
slightly, but with the arrival of Biden it is likely to
intensify, given the very tough position of his adminis-
tration members on the crisis in eastern Ukraine.

Throughout the course of the Trump administra-
tion, Russian–American relations did not improve
and continued to degrade in a number of important
areas.

First, the military security and arms control situa-
tion remains difficult. Under Trump, the United
States consistently reduced opportunities for bilateral
dialogue, as well as for the preservation and develop-
ment of mutual obligations and restrictions. In 2018,
the United States withdrew from the Joint Compre-
hensive Plan of Action on Iran’s Nuclear Program
(2015); in 2019, from the Treaty on the Elimination of
Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles
(1987) and announced plans to create and deploy
appropriate missile classes in Europe and the APR;
and in 2020, from the Open Skies Treaty (1992). The
Trump administration nearly thwarted the NEW
START extension process. Despite the fact that one of
Biden’s first steps was to extend the NEW START
Treaty for five years without preconditions, the pros-
pects for preparing the next comparable agreement are
not yet visible.

Second, sanctions and other restrictive measures
were increased. The number of sanctions imposed
during the Trump administration (52 rounds)
exceeded those that were adopted under Obama
(40 rounds). The Biden administration in the first
months adopted several more sanctions in the finan-
cial, political, and technological spheres. Thanks to
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the legislative framework formed by the Congress, the
possibilities for the introduction of targeted sanctions
directly by ministries and departments have expanded.
Washington’s pressure on European allies and other
partners has increased with demands to comply with
US sanctions, which are given an extraterritorial
nature. In the next few years, Washington’s lifting of
anti-Russian sanctions is extremely unlikely, but
American government departments have tools for
their relatively f lexible application: their temporary
lifting can be motivated by US national security inter-
ests, which are often interpreted quite broadly.

Third, the contradictions between Russia and the
United States are likely to grow in the struggle for
regional gas markets, especially for the European mar-
ket and, in the long term, for the Asian. In addition,
the United States, which has become a major oil
exporter, like Russia and Saudi Arabia, as well as a
number of other exporting countries, is interested in
maintaining the weighted average price of crude oil.
This determined Washington’s readiness to reach a
compromise with Moscow and Riyadh on the oil price
during the Trump administration. Apparently, these
informal agreements will remain in force under Biden.
However, this coincidence of interests of Russia and
the United States is tactical. The Biden administra-
tion, taking into account the interests of its European
allies, is sending signals about a possible softening of
its position on Nord Stream 2, but in the long term,
the United States will not abandon its goal of limiting
Russia’s export opportunities in world energy markets.

In the coming years, relations between Russia and
the United States will experience an increasing impact
of domestic and international factors, and not neces-
sarily directly related to bilateral relations. Coopera-
tion between the United States and China in the trade,
economic, and military–political spheres will be of
particular importance. Despite the relative softening
of the political rhetoric of the Biden administration, in
comparison with the Trump team, the basis for the
growth of economic, technological, and geopolitical
competition with elements of regional military–polit-
ical confrontation, while maintaining interdepen-
dence in the financial and economic sphere, has
formed in US–China relations. This interdependence
makes the PRC more vulnerable than the United
States if it is violated. Beijing is well aware of this; not
only Chinese business but also the leadership of the
PRC and the CPC are aware of the risks of further
deepening confrontation and rupture with America,
despite decisions to develop the domestic market and
attempts to diversify the sales markets.

For Russia, in the foreseeable future, the dynamics
of US relations not only with the PRC but also with
the EU, as well as between the leading European pow-
ers and China, is of increasing importance. Another
important area is Russia’s interaction with India and
the ASEAN countries, the importance of which in the
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transformation of the economic and political world
order will only grow. In the coming years, Washington
will try to drag India into an alliance based on oppos-
ing China. The United States will most likely seek to
influence the Indian leadership in order to limit coop-
eration with Russia, but there remains considerable
room for maneuvering, which implies a significant
intensification of Russian policy in the Indian direc-
tion.

Despite all the difficulties, contradictions, and a
high level of conflict, the agenda of Russian–Ameri-
can relations still includes topics of mutual interest
and opens up opportunities for working out compro-
mises with the Biden administration. Among them,
the following issues are of particular importance:

• arms control and further steps to maintain strate-
gic stability and reduce military danger, including
developing confidence-building measures, preventing
incidents, and resolving crisis situations;

• nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruction
and their delivery vehicles;

• counteraction to international terrorism and reli-
gious and ideological extremism;

• fight against dangerous infectious diseases and
their consequences;

• prevention of natural and man-made disasters
and overcoming their consequences;

• preserving natural ecosystems and combating
climate change;

• ensuring safety at sea and in outer space and
reducing cybersecurity risks.

From the point of view of the Russian–American
interaction, the dialogue not only between the foreign
policy and military departments but also between the
scientific and expert communities of the two coun-
tries, as well as the so-called second track diplomacy,
is of particular importance. Despite the sanctions and
other restrictions, a significant part of American sci-
entists, research centers, and universities are willing
and interested in maintaining ties with Russian
research organizations. Moreover, a number of Amer-
ican social scientists have consistently and openly
advocated improving relations between the two coun-
tries in some areas. As a rule, the position of experts is
conditioned by their ability, unlike officials and politi-
cians, to think for many years and even decades ahead.
They understand that the world order is undergoing a
stage of deep transformation and, taking into account
the emerging trends, doubt the usefulness for the
United States of a long-term comprehensive confron-
tation with Russia.
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