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Why has the post–Cold War consensus on US foreign policy 
broken down? What is the Trump administration’s vision for 
the international order? What will it mean for global politics?

Maga Carta2

Donald Trump’s presidential victory has buried the US post–Cold War foreign 

policy consensus. Even before the elections, the assumption that the US 

remained the unrivaled leader of the world with a historic responsibility for, 

as well as deep interests in, maintaining the international order had become 

increasingly contested.1 As a result of China’s dramatic rise in military and 

economic power, the US failure to deter wars in Ukraine and the Middle East, 

and the diffusion of influence in world politics, many in the US foreign policy 

community advocated adapting the US grand strategy forged during the 

“unipolar moment” in the wake of the Cold War.2 President Trump will likely 

bring this change about. For him, the US-created international order constitutes 

a bad deal: “We’ve made other countries rich while the wealth, strength, and 

confidence of our country has disappeared over the horizon.”3 Instead, he 

promises more selective, often unilateral, international engagement, only when 

narrowly construed US interests are at stake. Trumpism will likely usher in a 

new era of US foreign policy, which will cause reverberations across the globe.

Past the Post–Cold War Consensus
There had long been an unassailable bipartisan consensus that a grand 

strategy of liberal internationalism – supporting democracy and human rights, 

free trade, and international institutions and alliances – backed up by military 

primacy, would best serve US interests, even if that commitment had always 

been selective in practice.4 Voting behavior in Congress on foreign policy 

exhibited a comparatively high degree of bipartisanship, with politics often 

stopping “at the water’s edge.”5 Trump had first pierced this consensus, but 

Joseph Biden’s victory in the 2020 elections raised the possibility that Trump 

was a mere aberration. In reality, Bidenism was already a partial emancipation 

from this consensus. The Biden administration did return to some international 

organizations and agreements that Trump had left. It revived existing alliances 

and built new ones, rallied the West in support of Ukraine against Russia’s 

attack, and strongly backed Israel.6 But Biden also cemented the break with 
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“We were being ripped  
off by European nations 
both on trade and on 
NATO. […] If you don’t 
pay, we’re not going to 
protect you.”7

Donald Trump, then–US 
presidential candidate, 
presidential debate, 
September 10, 2024

the erstwhile Washington Consensus on free trade and withdrew the US 

from Afghanistan. 

Trumpism still fundamentally diverges from Bidenism on the grand strategic 

level. Unlike his predecessors, who shared the conviction that the US was “the 

indispensable nation […] that holds the world together,”8 Trump’s vision lacks 

“any outsized ethos of responsibility” for the international order.9 Indeed, his 

toying with the idea of coercively absorbing Greenland, Panama, and Canada, 

and his pledge to “expan[d] our territory”, suggests that he will not feel bound 

by key international norms.10 Trump’s opposition to the status quo is twofold. 

First, he maintains that the order allows others to “rip off” the US.11 

Highlighting the fact that the US has the largest trade deficit in the world, 

he has berated China but also partners like the EU, Canada, and Mexico 

“because we’re being treated very badly by most of [them].”12 For Trump, US 

allies in Europe and East Asia tend to be liabilities rather than assets.13 And 

he has withdrawn funding from and criticized international institutions for 

being unfair. Indeed, in net terms, the first Trump administration disengaged 

from more international organizations and agreements than any other 

post–Cold War administration (Figure 2.1). 

Second, many in the Republican Party assert that the US is no longer the global 

superpower with indefinite resources to underwrite the international order. 

Whereas President Biden, when asked whether the US could support Ukraine 

US

Cases of US engagement with or disengagement from international 
organizations and agreements, 1989–2024, by administration

Figure 2.1

Data: Tim Heinkelmann-Wild. Illustration: Munich Security Conference
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“[In a] world of scarcity, 
we can’t support Ukraine 
and the Middle East and 
contingencies in East 
Asia.”14

J.D. Vance, then–US Senator, 
Munich Security Conference, 
February 18, 2024

and Israel at the same time, insisted that “we’re the United States of America 

for God’s sake, the most powerful nation […] in the history of the world,”15 

President Trump has repeatedly attested to America’s “decline.”16 Indeed, 

the notion of “resource scarcity” has become a central premise of Republican 

foreign policy thinking.17 At first sight, this argument is hard to sustain 

(Figure 1.1). US defense spending still dwarfs that of any other actor. The US 

remains the only global military power with a vast network of alliances, and it 

is currently upgrading its nuclear arsenal.18 It is also the largest economy in 

the world in nominal terms, and the gap to China has actually widened 

since 2021; US GDP per capita is almost six times larger than China’s.19 The US 

dollar remains the dominant global reserve currency,20 and the US has 

recently become a net energy exporter for the first time since the 1940s.21 

Indeed, 90 percent of respondents in the 2025 Munich Security Index consider 

the US a great power – a higher figure than for any other country (Figure 1.3). 

However, many worry that these indicators obscure underlying US weaknesses. 

Indeed, the defense spending gap has narrowed and, when adjusted for 

purchasing power, is much smaller than commonly assumed (Figure 2.2). 

The war in Ukraine also exposed the West’s depleted stocks of key weapons 

Nominal defense spending in constant USD (2022)

Data: ifo Institute. Illustration: Munich Security Conference 

Defense spending adjusted for military purchasing power parities 

Copy Edits liegen der MSC vor (16.01.)

US

Figure 2.2
Defense expenditures of the world's largest spenders adjusted for 
military purchasing power, 2023, USD billions

 0  200  400  600  800 100  300  500  700  900

US

European NATO

China

Russia

Ukraine

India

France

South Korea

Japan

UK

Germany

Poland

Italy

Turkey

Spain

South Korea between India and France
nominal: 47bn
adjusted: 96bn

Japan between Germany and Poland
nominal: 52bn
adjusted: 68bn

Dafür bitte Canada und Netherlands streichen�

Human rights

57

UNITED STATES



systems and the atrophied state of the US defense industrial base.22 War 

games show that the US could run out of key munition in less than a week 

in a war over Taiwan.23 These weaknesses are augmented by China’s rapid 

rearmament and growth of its defense industrial base (Chapter 3).24 China 

is shrinking the capability gaps across conventional domains and could reach 

quantitative nuclear parity by the mid-2030s.25 The bipartisan Commission 

on the National Defense Strategy attests that China “has largely negated the 

US military advantage in the Western Pacific.”26 

The contestation of the post–Cold War consensus is also increasingly reflected 

in public opinion.28 For the first time since polling started, only a minority of 

Republicans (47 percent) supported an active US role in world affairs in 2023 

(in 2024, the number increased slightly).29 57 percent say that the US needs 

to reduce its role in the world due to limited resources and domestic woes, 

compared to 35 percent of Democrats. On most foreign policy issues, 

except trade and China, the partisan gap is also wide.30 Only 43 percent of 

Republicans hold favorable views on NATO compared to 75 percent among 

Democrats.31 And as the Munich Security Index shows, there are notable 

partisan gaps on US military assistance for Ukraine and Israel (Figure 2.3).

Priority Order
The Trump administration will mostly view its foreign policy through the 

prism of its rivalry with China.32 During the election campaign, Trump floated a 

60 percent tariff on Chinese goods and a plan to revoke China’s “permanent 

normal trade relations status” to reduce the vast trade deficit.33 This policy would 

Copy Edits und Kommentare MSC eingebaut (07.01.)
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“We have not seen this 
kind of military buildup 
since Germany in the 
1930s. […] We need  
to begin focusing the 
nation on the threat  
that [China] is.”27

Michael Waltz, then–US 
Representative, Atlantic 
Council, October 28, 2024

not only expedite the economic decoupling from Beijing and sharply increase 

bilateral tensions, but also render coordination with European states more 

difficult. The Trump administration is also likely to continue preventing China 

from accessing US technology that could aid its military rise. There is less 

consensus among Republicans on the degree to which China needs military 

balancing. While some argue it is imperative for the US to defend Taiwan to deny 

Chinese hegemony over Asia, and hence push for significantly reinforcing the US 

force posture in the Indo-Pacific, Trump has been equivocal on whether he would 

defend the island and sowed doubt on US alliance commitments in the region.34

As a corollary of prioritizing China, the Trump administration could abdicate 

its historic role as Europe’s security guarantor. While some Republicans warn 

that the “cost of deterrence is considerably less than the cost of war,”35 the 

US will likely shift the bulk of the burden of defending the continent onto 

European NATO allies, no longer considering the security, democratic stability, 

or prosperity of Europe strategic priorities.36 For Ukraine, the consequences 

could be vast. On the campaign trail, Trump mocked Ukrainian President 

Volodymyr Zelenskyy as “maybe the greatest salesman” for securing US 

military assistance and vowed to end the war within 24 hours.37 Recently, 

he struck a more supportive tone, saying that “the only way you’re going to 

reach an agreement is not to abandon [Ukraine],”38 and expressed hope to 

end the war “long before six months.”39 In December, Keith Kellogg, Trump’s 

envoy for Ukraine and Russia, explained that the US could threaten Ukraine 

with cutting off supplies while threatening Russia with removing constraints 

on supplies to Ukraine, to induce both parties to the negotiation table to 

achieve a ceasefire along current lines.40 NATO membership for Kyiv is likely 

not in the cards. Ukraine may not be able to accept such terms as it feels that 

without credible security guarantees, Russia would use the ceasefire to 

reconstitute its forces to attack again.41 And there are no indications that 

Russian President Vladimir Putin is willing to temper his maximalist goals of 

regime change and a de facto veto over Ukraine’s future foreign policy. 

For NATO, Trumpism will also involve enormous consequences. While a formal 

US withdrawal from the Alliance is unlikely, the credibility of both Article 5 and 

the US nuclear umbrella are in doubt, as Trump has suggested conditioning 

NATO’s collective defense guarantees on Allies spending as much as five 

percent of GDP on defense. Moreover, people in Trump’s orbit have developed 

plans to significantly reduce the US military footprint in Europe and transform 

the Alliance into what some have called a “dormant NATO.”42 Given Europe’s 

sluggish rearmament and dependency on the US, such withdrawals could 

create a security vacuum, exposing Europe to Russian aggression toward the 
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“My proudest legacy will 
be that of a peacemaker 
and unifier.”47

Donald Trump, US President, 
inaugural address,  
January 20, 2025

end of the decade. This dire prospect is not predestined, however, because 

Trump’s pressure could also force the Europeans to, finally, seize the 

responsibility for defending their continent. This would, as former NATO 

secretary general Jens Stoltenberg put it, “remind the incoming 

administration that, far from being a burden, the transatlantic relationship 

is a key strategic asset in this era of great-power competition.”43 

The Middle East may constitute the exception to the logic of prioritization. 

The Trump administration could maintain significant US involvement in 

the region, at least in the short to medium term. President Trump not only 

picked several stalwart defenders of Israel for his cabinet; he also told Israeli 

Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to “do what you have to do” in the 

campaign against Hamas and Hezbollah, reflecting his staunch support for 

Israel during his first term.44 In what would be a reversal of decades-long US 

policy, he cast doubt on the desirability of a two-state solution to the conflict.45 

Furthermore, the Trump administration has signaled that it wants to 

resume the maximum pressure campaign on Iran to halt its progress toward 

a nuclear bomb and seek a broader regional realignment by normalizing 

relations between Israel and Saudi Arabia.46 

The Trump administration’s narrow pursuit of national interests will also have 

far-reaching consequences for countries in the so-called Global South.48 

The administration’s overriding focus on China means it will likely try to forge 

close relations with those countries it considers critical in containing Beijing, 

such as India, but others will be low on the agenda.49 Trump’s possible 

withdrawal from key international institutions like the Paris Agreement, his 

critique of the UN, and his transactional approach to development spending 

could also alienate many countries in the Global South and drive them to hedge 

against the US,50 thus fueling the very process of “multipolarization” (Chapter 1). 

Furthermore, US protectionism could deal a major blow to the World Trade 

Organization (WTO) and would accelerate the fragmentation of the world 

economy, with the Global South particularly affected.51 

The New World
Trump’s presidential victory marks the end of the post–Cold War consensus. 

By engaging more selectively and prioritizing the bipolar contest with China, 

the Trump administration could accelerate the multipolarization of the 

international system as other actors will (have to) assume greater responsibility 

for certain regions or policy issues. The next four years could thus conclude 

the fundamental debate about whether the US being active in the world 

contains or fuels global disorder.52 People in Kyiv, Taipei, Gaza, Tel Aviv, and 

elsewhere will be watching anxiously. 
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Key Points

The post–Cold War consensus that the US remained the 
unrivaled leader of the world, with deep interests in, and 
responsibility for, maintaining the international order, was 
already under pressure before the US elections. Donald 
Trump’s victory buried it.

For President Trump, the order was a bad deal for the US, 
allowing rivals and partners to benefit disproportionally from 
US leadership – thus contributing to US decline. Instead, 
he promises more selective international engagement only 
when narrowly construed interests are at stake.

The Trump administration will prioritize containing  
China’s rise and supporting Israel. But the US security 
commitment to NATO and Ukraine will likely suffer, as  
will US involvement in multilateral institutions. 

The next four years will show whether a more selectively 
engaged US fuels or contains global disorder. As other actors 
will (have to) step up to fill the gap, the multipolarization of 
the international system could accelerate.

1

2

3

4

Human rights

61

UNITED STATES



Endnotes 

2	 United States: Maga Carta

Suggested citation: Leonard Schütte, “United States: Maga Carta,” in: 
Tobias Bunde/Sophie Eisentraut/Leonard Schütte (eds.),  
Munich Security Report 2025: Multipolarization,
Munich: Munich Security Conference, February 2025, 55—61,  
https://doi.org/10.47342/EZUC8623-2.

1.	 Emma Ashford, First Among Equals: U.S. Foreign Policy in a  
Multipolar World, New Haven: Yale University Press, 2025; Majda 
Ruge and Jeremy Shapiro, “Polarized Power: The Three Republican 
‘Tribes’ That Could Define America’s Relationship With the World,” 
Berlin: ECFR, November 17, 2022, https://perma.cc/CJX2-98HS; 
Celia Belin, “Leaders, Realists, Progressives: The Three Democratic 
‘Tribes’ That Could Shape European Relations With America,” 
Berlin: ECFR, April 11, 2023, https://perma.cc/9TDQ-7HNR.

2.	 Charles Krauthammer, “The Unipolar Moment,” Foreign Affairs 
70:1 (1990), 23–33.

3.	 Donald J. Trump, “Inaugural Address,” The White House: 
Washington, DC, January 20, 2017, https://perma.cc/3RXC-PADH.

4.	 Tanja A. Börzel and Thomas Risse, “Is America Back? Contestations, 
US Foreign Policy, and the Liberal International Order,” in: Tanja A. 
Börzel et al. (eds.), Polarization and Deep Contestations: The Liberal 
Script in the United States. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2024, 
188–207, 193; Lora Anne Viola, “Accounting for Illiberalism in 
American Liberal Internationalism,” in: Börzel et al. (eds.),  
Polarization and Deep Contestations, 167–187.

5.	 Gordon Friedrichs and Jordan Tama, “Polarization and US Foreign 
Policy: Key Debates and New Findings,” International Politics 59 
(2022), 767–785, https://doi.org/10.1057/s41311-022-00381-0.

6.	 John Ismay, Edward Wong, and Pablo Robles, “A New Pacific 
Arsenal to Counter China,” The New York Times, April 26, 2024. 

7.	 Riley Hoffman, “Harris-Trump Presidential Debate Transcript,” 
ABC News, September 11, 2024.

8.	 Peter Wehner, “A Speech That May Well Define Biden’s Presidency,” 
The Atlantic, October 20, 2023.

9.	 Hal Brands, “An ‘America First’ World: What Trump’s Return 
Might Mean for Global Order,” Foreign Affairs, May 27, 2024.

10.	 Gideon Rachman, “Trump Risks Turning the US Into a Rogue 
State,” Financial Times, January 13, 2025; Donald Trump, “The 
Inaugural Address,” Washington, DC: US Capitol, January 20, 
2025, https://perma.cc/JRC6-P2UT.

11.	 Hoffmann, “Harris-Trump Presidential Debate Transcript.”

12.	 Eric Cortellessa, “Full Transcripts of Donald Trump’s Interviews 
With TIME,” Time, April 12, 2024.

13.	 Leonard Schütte, “Why NATO Survived Trump: The Neglected 
Role of Secretary-General Stoltenberg,” International Affairs 97:6 
(2021), https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iiab167.

14.	 J. D. Vance, “Europe Must Stand on Its Own Feet on Defense. 
Speech at Munich Security Conference,” Munich, February 18, 
2024, https://perma.cc/7P3U-GXH3. 

15.	 Joseph Biden, interviewed by Scott Pelley, CBS News, October 15, 
2023, https://perma.cc/manage/create?folder=87253.

16.	 Joe Scarborough, “Donald Trump Says America is in Decline. 
He Couldn’t Be More Wrong,” MSNBC, August 19, 2024.

17.	 Alexander Velez-Green and Robert Peters, “The Prioritization 
Imperative: A Strategy to Defend America’s Interests in a More 
Dangerous World,” Washington, DC: The Heritage Foundation, 
August 1, 2024, https://perma.cc/3K5K-XAUN.

18.	 Hans Kristensen et al., “Status of World Nuclear Forces,” Federa-
tion of American Scientists, March 29, 2024, https://perma.cc​
/H9JH-PTB3.

19.	 IMF, “World Economic Outlook: GDP per Capita, Current Prices,” 
New York: IMF, October 2024, https://perma.cc/H4BA-X2J5; 
“America’s Economy Is Bigger and Better Than Ever: Will Politics 
Bring It Back to Earth?,” The Economist, October 17, 2024.

20.	 “China’s Yuan Is Nowhere Close to Displacing the Greenback: 
The Only Way the Dollar Will Lose its Supreme Role Is at America’s 
Own Hand,” The Economist, October 14, 2024.

21.	 Robert Rapier, “U.S. Energy Independence Soars to Highest Level 
in Over 70 Years,” Forbes, May 2, 2023.

22.	 Seth G. Jones, “Empty Bins in a Wartime Environment:  
The Challenge to the U.S. Defense Industrial Base,” Washington, 
DC: CSIS, Report, January 2023, https://perma.cc/2H75-RJPG.

23.	 Jones, “Empty Bins in a Wartime Environment.”

24.	 Madelyn R. Creedon et al., “America’s Strategic Posture: The 
Final Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic 
Posture of the United States,” Washington, DC: United States 
Congress, October 2023, https://perma.cc/XY6Q-E43M.

25.	 Creedon et al., “America’s Strategic Posture,” 91; Seth G. Jones, 
“China Is Ready for War: And Thanks to a Crumbling Defense 
Industrial Base, America Is Not,” Foreign Affairs, October 2, 2024.

26.	 Creedon et al., “America’s Strategic Posture,” v. 

27.	 Michael Waltz, “Elections 2024: Rep. Waltz on Leadership and  
the Future of US Foreign Policy,” Washington, DC: Atlantic Council, 
October 28, 2024, https://perma.cc/8Y8K-5RLL.

28.	 Friedrichs and Tama, “Polarization and US Foreign Policy.”

29.	 Dina Smeltz et al., “America’s Foreign Policy Future: Public 
Opinion and the 2024 Election,” Chicago: Chicago Council on 
Global Affairs, November 1, 2024, https://perma.cc/YWS2-YNE6.

30.	 Jacob Poushter and Laura Clancy, “What Are Americans’ Top 
Foreign Policy Priorities?,” Washington, DC: Pew Research 
Center, April 23, 2024, https://perma.cc/E6GJ-46LW; Smeltz et 
al., “America’s Foreign Policy Future: Public Opinion and the 
2024 Election.”; Craig Kafura, “American Views of China Hit 
All-Time Low,” Washington, DC: Pew Research Center, October 
24, 2024, https://perma.cc/CGB8-9PK9.

31.	 Richard Wike et al., “Growing Partisan Divisions Over NATO and 
Ukraine,” Washington, DC: Pew Research Center, May 8, 2024, 
https://perma.cc/WJ2P-YMN8.

32.	 Robert D. Blackwill and Richard Fontaine, Lost Decade: The U.S. 
Pivot to Asia and the Rise of Chinese Power, Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2024.

33.	 Megan Hogan, Warwick J. McKibbin, and Marcus Noland, 
“Economic Implications of Revoking China’s Permanent Normal 
Trade Relations (PNTR) Status,” Washington, DC: Peterson Institute 
for International Economics, Policy Brief 9, September 2024, 
https://perma.cc/TLK9-VX4J. 

Quotations originally in British English have been adapted to 
American English. In some cases, stylistic adjustments were 
made to quotes.

62

MUNICH SECURITY REPORT 2025

https://doi.org/10.47342/EZUC8623-2
https://perma.cc/CJX2-98HS
https://perma.cc/9TDQ-7HNR
https://perma.cc/3RXC-PADH
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41311-022-00381-0
https://perma.cc/JRC6-P2UT
https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iiab167
https://perma.cc/7P3U-GXH3
https://perma.cc/manage/create?folder=87253
https://perma.cc/3K5K-XAUN
https://perma.cc/H9JH-PTB3
https://perma.cc/H9JH-PTB3
https://perma.cc/H4BA-X2J5
https://perma.cc/2H75-RJPG
https://perma.cc/XY6Q-E43M
https://perma.cc/8Y8K-5RLL
https://perma.cc/YWS2-YNE6
https://perma.cc/E6GJ-46LW
https://perma.cc/CGB8-9PK9
https://perma.cc/WJ2P-YMN8
https://perma.cc/TLK9-VX4J


34.	 Elbridge A. Colby, The Strategy of Denial: American Defense in an 
Age of Great Power Conflict, New Haven: Yale University Press, 2021; 
Lili Pike, “Where Trump’s Cabinet Stands on China: China Hawks 
Dominate, but Elon Musk Could Soften the Administration’s 
Stance,” Foreign Policy, November 18, 2024; International Crisis 
Group, “The Next U.S. Administration and China Policy,” Brussels: 
International Crisis Group, United States Report 10, October 17, 
2024, https://perma.cc/5G39-87L5.

35.	 Alex Rogers, “Mitch McConnell: ‘We’re in a Very, Very Dangerous 
World Right Now’,” Financial Times, December 11, 2024.

36.	 Leonard Schütte, “Seize the Burden: A European Initiative to Put 
NATO on a Sustainable Footing,” Washington, DC: American- 
German Institute, Transatlantic Perspectives, June 10, 2024, 
https://perma.cc/X7EP-6YTT.

37.	 Natalie Allison, “Trump Rallies MAGA Base, Courts Black Voters 
in Detroit,” Politico, June 15, 2024.

38.	 Eric Cortellessa, “Donald Trump: 2024 TIME Person of the Year,” 
TIME, December 12, 2024. 

39.	 Tim Lester and Daria Tarasova-Markina, ” Ukraine Losing 
Ground on the Battlefield as Trump Team Pushes Ceasefire,” 
CNN, January 13, 2025.

40.	 Keith Kellogg and Dan Negrea, “What Donald Trump’s Ukraine 
Strategy Could Look Like,” The National Interest, December 20, 2023.

41.	 Fredrik Wesslau, “The Pitfalls for Europe of a Trump-Putin Deal 
on Ukraine,” Foreign Policy, November 27, 2024.

42.	 Sumantra Maitra, “Pivoting the US Away From Europe to a Dormant 
NATO,” Washington, DC: Center for Renewing America, Policy 
Brief, February 16, 2023, https://perma.cc/NDM2-7BC2. 

43.	 Jens Stoltenberg, “The Reality of Europe’s Fears About Trump 
Depends More on Us Than Him,” Financial Times, November 9, 2024.

44.	 Isaac Arnsdorf et al., “Trump Signals Support in Call With 
Netanyahu: ‘Do What You Have to Do,’” The Washington Post, 
October 25, 2024; Brian Osgood, “What Have Trump Administration 
Nominees Said About Israel and Its Wars?,” Aljazeera, November 17, 
2024.

45.	 Cortellessa, “Full Transcripts of Donald Trump’s Interviews 
With TIME.”

46.	 Shalom Lipner, “Israel’s Trump Delusion: Why Netanyahu’s 
Ambition to Remake the Middle East Is Unlikely to Succeed,” 
Foreign Affairs, November 25, 2024. 

47.	 Trump, “The Inaugural Address,” January 20, 2025. 

48.	 Stephan Klingebiel, Max-Otto Baumann, and Andy Summer, 
“Trump’s Second Term and the Global South: Prospects and 
Perils,” Global Policy, November 11, 2024. 

49.	 Akhil Ramesh, “Why India Is One of the Biggest Winners in 
Trump’s Election,” The Hill, November 27, 2024; Will Brown, 
“Reste Calme: Why Europeans Should Take a Measured Approach 
Towards Trump in Africa,” Berlin: ECFR, November 26, 2024, 
https://perma.cc/3SCY-XZG8. 

50.	 Leslie Vinjamurie and Max Yoeli, “America’s Last Chance With 
the Global South: In an Age of Great-Power Competition, 
Washington Needs the G-20,” Foreign Affairs, November 15, 2024.

51.	 Kristalina Georgieva, “The Price of Fragmentation: Why the 
Global Economy Isn’t Ready for the Shocks Ahead,” Foreign 
Affairs 102: 5 (2023), 131–142, 135.

52.	 See debate between primacists and restrainers in US foreign policy, 
for example Stephen G. Brooks and William C. Wohlforth, America 
Abroad: The United States’ Global Role in the 21st Century, Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2016; Ashford, First Among Equals.

Human rights

63

https://perma.cc/5G39-87L5
https://perma.cc/X7EP-6YTT
https://perma.cc/NDM2-7BC2
https://perma.cc/3SCY-XZG8

