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Editorial note

Given that it has been quite an active year for our journal, international
Problems/Medjunarodni problemi, the final issue of 2024 provides a fitting
opportunity to briefly reflect on our accomplishments and changes. This year, we
celebrated a milestone—the 75th anniversary of our first publication—placing our
journal among the oldest of its kind in the broader region to have been published
continuously. To enable the academic community and our readers to become more
acquainted with the journal’s rich history, we have undertaken several initiatives:

– Digitized the first four issues of the journal (all published in 1949);1

– redesigned the cover page, drawing inspiration from older journal issues;
– Organized the roundtable “Theories of International relations Then and Now”

in May 2024 (collaboration between the Institute of International Politics and
economics and the Faculty of Political Sciences, University of Belgrade).2

The past several years have been productive for the development of our
journal, including the launch of a dedicated webpage and adjustments to editorial,
publishing, and other practices. In terms of international indexing, after being
added to CeeOL, it joined the erIH PLUS list in 2023 and the Directory of Open
Access Journals (DOAJ) in 2024.3 Nationally, the journal advanced from the M24
category (a national journal of international importance) to M23 (an international

1 International Problems. 2024. “Archive 1949“. International Problems. Accessed 30 October 2024.
https://internationalproblems.rs/en/archive-1949/. 

2 A separate conference publication is being prepared. IIPe [Institute of International Politics and
economics]. n.d. “The round table “Theories of International relations Then and Now” was held
on the occasion of the 75th anniversary of the journal International Problems“. Accessed 31
October 2024. https://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/en/2024/05/28/the-round-table-theories-of-in-
ternational-relations-then-and-now-was-held-on-the-occasion-of-the-75th-anniversary-of-the-
journal-international-problems/. 

3 erIHPLUS. 2024. “Medjunarodni problemi“. erIHPLUS. Accessed 31 October 2024. https://kanalreg-
ister.hkdir.no/publiseringskanaler/erihplus/periodical/info?id=505094; DOAJ. “Međunarodni problemi
/International Problems“. DOAJ. Accessed 31 October 2024. https://doaj.org/toc/2406-0690.
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journal), establishing itself as one of the highest-quality academic publications in
the field in the country and the region. The growing number of international
authors over recent years has also enhanced our publication’s visibility abroad. In
this regard, cooperation with the Hanns Seidel Foundation has led, among other
achievements, to the publication of numerous scientific articles on european
Union’s (eU) enlargement policy by international authors over the past several
years, including contributions in this issue.4

Finally, the composition of several journal bodies has been recently updated.
The new editorial Team includes Dr. Miloš Petrović as editor-in-Chief, Dr. Ivona
Lađevac as Deputy editor-in-Chief, and MA Milan veselica as Journal Secretary.
Additionally, there have been certain changes to the editorial Board and the
Publishing Council. Minor updates were also made to the instructions for authors
and editorial responsibilities.5

In the years ahead, the journal aims to continue enriching scholarly discourse
in international relations and political science, while fostering in-depth exploration
of key global issues across security, economics, and legal studies.

Editor-in-Chief
Dr. Miloš Petrović

4 Annual international roundtable dedicated to eU enlargement policy was held on  September
30th, 2024, under the title: EU Enlargement Policy Between idealism and Realism. See: IIPe
[Institute of International Politics and economics]. 2024. “International roundtable: eU
enlargement Policy Between Idealism and realism“. IIPe. Accessed 30 October 2024.
https://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/en/2024/09/30/international-roundtable-eu-enlargement-pol-
icy-between-idealism-and-realism/. 

5 International Problems. 2024. International Problems. Accessed 30 October 2024. https://inter-
nationalproblems.rs/en/. 



Napomena urednika

S obzirom na to da je ova godina bila prilično aktivna za naš časopis,
Međunarodni problemi/international Problems, poslednji broj za 2024. pruža
odgovarajuću priliku da se  ukratko osvrnemo na naša postignuća i izvesne promene.
Ove godine obeležili smo značajan jubilej—75. godišnjicu od objavljivanja prvog
broja—što naš časopis čini jednim od najstarijih svoje vrste koji izlazi u kontinuitetu
u širem regionu. Da bismo akademskoj zajednici i našim čitaocima omogućili bliže
upoznavanje sa bogatom istorijom časopisa, preduzeli smo nekoliko inicijativa:

– Digitalizovali smo prva četiri broja časopisa (objavljeni u toku 1949. godine);6

– redizajnirali smo naslovnu stranu, po ugledu na starije brojeve časopisa;
– Organizovali smo okrugli sto „Teorije međunarodnih odnosa nekada i sad“ u

maju 2024. godine (u saradnji između Instituta za međunarodnu politiku i
privredu i Fakulteta političkih nauka, Univerzitet u Beogradu).7

Protekle godine bile su podsticajne za razvoj našeg časopisa, uključujući
pokretanje sopstvene veb stranice i prilagođavanje uredničkih, izdavačkih i drugih
praksi. U kontekstu međunarodnog indeksiranja, nakon što je dodat na CeeOL,
časopis se pridružio erIH PLUS listi 2023. godine i Direktorijumu časopisa otvorenog
pristupa (DOAJ) 2024. godine.8 Na nacionalnom nivou, časopis je napredovao iz M24
kategorije (nacionalni časopis međunarodnog značaja) u M23 (međunarodni
časopis), čime se istakao kao jedna od najkvalitetnijih akademskih publikacija u svom

6 Medjunarodni problemi. 2024. “Arhiva 1949“. Medjunarodni problemi. Pristupljeno 30. oktobra
2024. https://internationalproblems.rs/arhiva-1949/. 

7 U pripremi je odvojena konferencijska publikacija. IMPP [Institut za medjunarodnu politiku i
privredu]. n.d. “Održan okrugli sto u povodu 75 godina časopisa „Međunarodni problemi“.
Pristupljeno 31. oktobra 2024. https://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/2024/05/28/odrzan-okrugli-sto-
u-povodu-75-godina-casopisa-medjunarodni-problemi/

8 erIHPLUS. “Medjunarodni problemi“. erIHPLUS. Accessed 31 October 2024. https://kanal register.
hkdir.no/publiseringskanaler/erihplus/periodical/info?id=505094; DOAJ. “Međunarodni problemi
/International Problems“. DOAJ. Accessed 31 October 2024. https://doaj.org/toc/2406-0690.  
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polju u zemlji i regionu. rastući broj međunarodnih autora u poslednjih nekoliko
godina takođe je doprineo poboljšanju vidljivosti naše publikacije u inostranstvu. U
tom smislu, saradnja sa Fondacijom Hans Sajdel dovela je, pored drugih postignuća,
do objavljivanja brojnih naučnih članaka o politici proširenja eU od strane
međunarodnih autora tokom proteklih nekoliko godina, uključujući i u ovom broju.9

Naposletku, sastav nekoliko tela časopisa je ažuriran. Novi urednički tim uključuje
dr Miloša Petrovića kao glavnog i odgovornog urednika, dr Ivonu Lađevac kao
zamenicu glavnog i odgovornog urednika, i mr Milana veselicu kao sekretara časopisa.
Takođe, napravljene su promene i u Uređivačkom odboru i Izdavačkom savetu. Manja
ažuriranja su izvršena i u Uputstvu za autore i odgovornostima uredništva.10

U godinama koje dolaze, časopis ima za cilj da nastavi da doprinosi jačanju
naučne diskusije u oblasti međunarodnih odnosa i političkih nauka, kao i da
podstiče dubinsko istraživanje ključnih globalnih pitanja u oblastima bezbednosti,
ekonomije i pravnih studija.

Glavni i odgovorni urednik
dr Miloš Petrović

9 Međunarodni godišnji okrugli sto posvećen politici proširenja evropske unije održan je 30.
septembra 2024. Pod nazivom Politika proširenja EU između idealizma i realizma. videti: IMPP
[Institut za medjunarodnu politiku i privredu]. 2024. „Međunarodni okrugli sto: Politika proširenja
eU između idealizma i realizma“. Pristupljeno 30. oktobra 2024. https://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/
en/2024/09/30/international-roundtable-eu-enlargement-policy-between-idealism-and-realism/. 

10 Medjunarodni problemi. 2024. Medjunarodni problemi. Pristupljeno 30. oktobra 2024. https://in-
ternationalproblems.rs. 
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Abstract: Henry Kissinger, one of the most influential and controversial diplomats of
the late 20th and early 21st centuries, played a pivotal role in shaping the geopolitical
landscape of the Middle East through his shuttle diplomacy following the Yom Kippur
War. This article explores the multidimensional and layered nature of Kissinger’s
strategy, grounded in the geostrategic concepts of Saul Bernard Cohen. While Kissinger’s
mission aimed to end hostilities between Israel and its Arab neighbours, it also sought
to counterbalance the expanding Soviet influence in the region, a critical aspect often
overlooked in the existing scholarly work. By examining the geopolitics of oil, power,
and influence through the lens of the Carter Doctrine, this study illustrates how
Kissinger’s realpolitik not only influenced the Arab-Israeli peace negotiations but also
altered the dynamics of the Cold War, thereby reshaping the course of history.
Keywords: Henry Kissinger, mediated communication, Soviet Union, Yom Kippur War,
geopolitics, oil. 
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Strategising Peace Through Power: 
Henry Kissinger’s Realpolitik and Shuttle
Diplomacy in the Early 1970s Middle East

Selma DELALIĆ1, Dželila MEKIĆ2

Introduction

Henry Kissinger, a prominent figure in international politics, was an influential
US diplomat during the Cold War era. His extensive career in geopolitics, diplomacy,
and foreign policy left an indelible mark on global affairs from the latter half of the
20th century into the early 21st century. He passed on November 29, 2023, leaving
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a legacy of profound achievements and contentious debates regarding his methods
and outcomes (Lazarowitz 2014). Kissinger’s role was pivotal in shaping US foreign
policy, whereas no other politician has seemingly had such a long-lasting impact.
John Kirby, a national security spokesperson under President Biden, reflected on
Kissinger’s influence: “there’s no question that he shaped foreign policy decisions
for decades, and he certainly had an impact on America’s role in the world” (Jones
2023, 1). His tenure was marked by a unique blend of intellectual rigour and
strategic foresight, contributing to significant shifts in international relations.

Significantly, Kissinger’s approach to diplomacy was characterised by his adept
handling of complex global issues and his ability to navigate the multifaceted
powers of a superpower—politically, economically, militarily, technologically, and
culturally. David Sanger (2023, 14), a contemporary historian, notes, “Henry
Kissinger conducted American foreign policy with a distinctive assurance and
panache that gave dramatic force to his tenure as secretary of state, transforming
almost every global relationship he touched”. Among his notable achievements,
Kissinger facilitated a historical rapprochement with China and eased tensions with
the Soviet Union through détente, which led to pivotal agreements on nuclear
weapons control. Additionally, his efforts significantly improved relations between
Israel and its Arab neighbours, culminating in the 1978 Camp David Agreement.
Furthermore, his role in the Paris Peace Agreement helped conclude US
involvement in Vietnam. These contributions were globally recognised when he
was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1973 (Isaacson 2005). Kissinger’s diplomatic
career, characterised by strategic mastery and controversial decisions, remains a
significant chapter in the annals of US foreign policy, highlighting the complex
interplay of power, diplomacy, and global strategy. His legacy continues to provoke
discussion and analysis among scholars and policymakers, underscoring his
profound impact on international relations.

At the same time, Henry Kissinger remains one of the most divisive figures in
modern political history. His pragmatic approach to geopolitics, often described as
ruthless and Machiavellian, involved actions that overlooked human rights abuses
to further US national interests. His policies, especially toward smaller states, which
he allegedly considered merely  pawns in a global chess game, have sparked
significant controversy (Holland and Arshad 2023). While his strategic manoeuvres
on the global stage are undeniable, his legacy is marred by the heavy human cost
associated with his decisions. 

Critics argue that Kissinger’s actions led to catastrophic consequences for
populations across South America and Southeast Asia, with over three million lives
lost—an accusation that cements his status as a polarising figure. The renowned
British author and critic Christopher Hitchens vehemently opposed Kissinger,



suggesting he should be “shamed, ostracised, and excluded” for his actions (2001,
3). His indifference towards the genocide in East Pakistan, now Bangladesh, and
the approval of Indonesia’s secret invasion of East Timor, which resulted in the
deaths of over 100,000 people, highlight his controversial application of realpolitik.
Kissinger’s own words, “The illegal we do immediately, the unconstitutional takes
a little longer”, capture the audacity of his approach to international policy
(Isaacson 2005). David Sanger (2023, 2) encapsulates Kissinger’s complex
personality: “He was vain, conspiratorial, arrogant, and short-tempered, a man
capable of praising a top aide as indispensable while ordering the F.B.I. to illegally
tap his home phones to see if he was leaking to the press”. These critiques
underscore the duality of Kissinger’s legacy as both a master strategist and a figure
whose methods and outcomes have been questioned for their ethical implications.

Either way, Henry Kissinger will be remembered for his distinctive approach to
international relations, prioritising national interests and the balance of power
while often disregarding ideological, ethical, and moral considerations. His strategy,
firmly anchored in realpolitik, significantly shaped US foreign policy from the
conclusion of the Second World War to the present day (Grandin 2015). Beyond
his diplomatic endeavours, Kissinger’s academic contributions, comprising
numerous books and scholarly articles, have left an indelible mark on the
intellectual landscape. His theories on strategy and diplomacy continue to influence
new generations of scholars and practitioners, whether they view his actions
favourably or critically. Admirers praise Kissinger for his foresight and boldness,
lauding him as a visionary strategist and a master of diplomacy with a profound
understanding of global dynamics. In contrast, critics focus on the ethical and moral
shortcomings of his policies, pointing to the adverse consequences of his pragmatic
approach to global politics. Such divergent perspectives underscore the complexity
of Kissinger’s legacy (Anter Hamdi 2018). This duality in Kissinger’s career is
exemplified in his application of shuttle diplomacy during the Arab-Israeli conflict
in the early 1970s. His efforts in the Middle East, characterised by a realistic
approach to negotiation and conflict resolution, have drawn both acclaim and
criticism, highlighting the enduring debate over the balance between ethical
considerations and strategic interests in foreign policy. This aspect of Kissinger’s
work forms the core of the present research, exploring the nuances and outcomes
of his strategies within this fraught geopolitical context (Sheehan 1976). 

A comprehensive analysis of Kissinger’s shuttle diplomacy, framed within the
broader context of Cold War geopolitics and US strategic interests, was achieved
through a combination of scientific methods. The research began with a historical
and content analysis of relevant documents, records, diplomatic communications,
and scholarly work to establish a clear understanding of the wider context.

MP 4, 2024 (str. 609–632) 611



Geopolitical theory analysis, particularly the concepts of Saul Bernard Cohen, was
applied to examine the role of geography, power, and national interests in shaping
Kissinger’s diplomatic decisions. Central to the analysis is the question: How did
these factors influence Kissinger’s choices, with implications extending beyond the
Middle East? Focusing on the Yom Kippur War and the subsequent peace
negotiations between Israel, Egypt, and other Arab nations, the study employs a
case study approach to illustrate the practical application of Kissinger’s Realpolitik.
Finally, a thorough analysis of the US policies and strategies in the Middle East,
including the Carter Doctrine, is conducted within a larger geopolitical framework
centred on the Soviet Union.

The research supports the main argument that Kissinger’s shuttle diplomacy
was a complex strategic manoeuvre deeply rooted in realpolitik within the broader
context of Cold War geopolitics. Although presented in the context of peace
negotiations, Kissinger’s efforts in the early 1970s were ultimately aimed at curbing
Soviet influence and maintaining the global balance of power during the Cold War.
The research is structured logically, beginning with an introduction that provides
the historical context and an overview of shuttle diplomacy. It progresses with the
theoretical framework, followed by a detailed analysis of Kissinger’s strategy and
shuttle diplomacy in the aftermath of the Yom Kippur War. The study further
explores strategic objectives, global implications, and the enduring legacy of these
diplomatic efforts. 

Revolutionising diplomacy: Henry Kissinger 
and the strategic evolution of shuttle diplomacy

Building upon the foundational context of Henry Kissinger’s diplomatic tenure,
the concept of shuttle diplomacy, particularly his strategies during the early 1970s
around the Yom Kippur War, merits closer examination. Shuttle diplomacy is often
traced back to Kissinger and is typified by the efforts of a mediator, who acts as a
communication conduit between the parties in conflict. This form of diplomacy
involves a mediator—typically a seasoned diplomat or a notable political figure—
travelling extensive distances to negotiate between two or more parties unwilling
or unable to engage directly at the negotiation table due to a variety of diplomatic,
political, military, or other barriers (Beisner 1990; Burke and Matisek 2020).

The technique of shuttle diplomacy or mediated communication is
characterised by its reliance on private caucus sessions. These sessions, where the
mediator holds separate meetings with each party involved in the conflict, are
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crucial for discussing issues and advancing negotiations. Dwight Golann, a
respected scholar and mediator, highlights the significance of these sessions in his
work, “Mediating Legal Disputes: Effective Strategies for Lawyers and Mediators”.
He describes private caucuses as “the distinguishing feature of mediation and the
context in which most of the essential work is done” (Golann 1996, 32). This
approach allows the mediator to navigate complex diplomatic waters effectively,
ensuring that all voices are heard while maintaining the confidentiality necessary
for candid discussions. Through this method, Kissinger was able to facilitate a
meaningful dialogue between Israel and its neighbouring Arab states, subtly
manoeuvring through the intricacies of Middle Eastern politics. This strategy not
only underscores the practical application of shuttle diplomacy but also illustrates
its pivotal role in resolving disputes that seemed insurmountable by conventional
diplomatic means (Suri 2009).

The overarching goal of shuttle diplomacy is to mediate differences and
facilitate a resolution to entrenched conflicts by bringing divergent positions closer
together. This form of diplomacy is exceptionally personal and involves high-
pressure negotiations where the mediator conveys messages, ideas, proposals,
and terms from one side to another, aiming to bridge gaps and craft a mutually
acceptable agreement. The complexity of this process cannot be overstated; it
demands not only the ability to negotiate each side’s demands but also a nuanced
understanding of the historical grievances, cultural differences, and political
realities underpinning the dispute. The effectiveness of shuttle diplomacy hinges
significantly on the mediator’s negotiation skills and reputation (Hoffman 2011).
According to Fey and Ramsay (2010), success also depends on the mediator’s
profound knowledge of the local context and the complex factors that have led to
the conflict, as well as his ability to build trust between the parties and propose
creative, innovative solutions that all stakeholders can accept. In the evolving
landscape of global politics, shuttle diplomacy has expanded beyond mere conflict
resolution to facilitate complex international agreements on a range of political,
economic, and security issues. The distinctiveness of shuttle diplomacy lies in its
capacity to be particularly effective in the early stages of conflict resolution, where
direct open contacts between disputing parties are unlikely to yield successful
outcomes. This method requires a mediator endowed with a unique set of skills,
including patience, empathy, understanding, discretion, and impartiality (Crapol
1991; Gichoya 2016). These qualities enable the mediator to navigate the delicate
intricacies of international relations and contribute to the resolution of conflicts
that appear intractable by conventional diplomatic means.

Kissinger’s application of shuttle diplomacy during the early 1970s marked a
revolutionary shift in international relations. This approach was novel at the time
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and subsequently became a significant addition to the lexicon of diplomacy. It is
fair to assert that Kissinger’s use of shuttle diplomacy altered the course of
diplomatic history. Before its formal recognition and naming, the method was
employed, albeit sporadically and with varying degrees of success. For instance,
during the Paris Peace Conference in 1919, Italy temporarily withdrew in protest
against the denial of its irredentist claims, which were supposed to be recognised
under the 1915 Treaty of London. In response, Colonel Edward House of the United
States delegation attempted to mediate between Italy and Yugoslavia by holding
separate talks with each delegation. Despite his efforts, House’s mediation did not
yield a successful resolution, ultimately contributing to the downfall of Italian Prime
Minister Vittorio Orlando’s government and leading to the unilateral occupation
of Fiume by Gabriele D’Annunzio (Grandin 2015; Stewart 2015). Similarly, in 1982,
General Alexander Haig’s efforts to mediate between Argentina and Britain during
the Falklands War further illustrate that shuttle diplomacy, while innovative, does
not guarantee success. 

However, what distinguished Kissinger’s approach was his relentless pursuit of
strategic outcomes, introducing a dynamic component to diplomatic negotiations
that emphasised results over process. This strategic innovation by Kissinger not
only showcased the potential of shuttle diplomacy to resolve complex international
issues but also highlighted the inherent risks and challenges associated with its
practice. His efforts demonstrated that while the approach might not always lead
to success, its effective application could indeed change the trajectory of
international relations, paving the way for more nuanced and flexible diplomatic
engagements in the future (Hoffman 2011).

From theory to practice: tracing the influence 
of Cohen’s shatter belts on Kissinger’s geopolitical strategy

Shuttle diplomacy, a pivotal element of Henry Kissinger’s foreign policy strategy,
is deeply rooted in the geostrategic theories of geographer Saul Bernard Cohen.
Cohen’s influence on Kissinger’s approach and broader US foreign policy during
the 1970s is well documented. In his seminal work, “Geography and Politics in a
World Divided”, Cohen provides a nuanced analysis of the global geopolitical
landscape, considering geographical settings, regional developments, and the
distribution of global power. He builds upon the classical geopolitical theories of
Sir Halford Mackinder and Nicholas Spykman, adapting these ideas to reflect the
complexities of the Cold War era (Cohen 1973).
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To fully appreciate Cohen’s contributions to geopolitical thought, it is essential
to revisit the foundational principles of geopolitics. The discipline posits that
geography plays a critical role in shaping political power dynamics, fundamentally
analysing “the connections and causal relationships between political power and
geographic space” (Defarges 2006, 14). Michael T. Klare (2004a, 71) further defines
geopolitics as the “competition among great powers and those aspiring to great
power status for control over territory, resources, and strategically significant
locations such as ports, canals, rivers, and other key points of economic and
military interest”. This competition for territorial dominance and resource control
has been a central driver of foreign policy and a primary cause of global conflicts,
particularly since the onset of the First World War. Geopolitics, therefore, is not
merely a study of geographical features but an exploration of how major powers
project their influence and engage in rivalries within specific geographic contexts
(Kaldor et al. 2007). 

The integration of Cohen’s expanded geostrategic concepts into Kissinger’s
shuttle diplomacy illustrates how these theoretical frameworks influenced practical
foreign policy decisions, shaping the dynamics of international relations during a
turbulent period. The fundamental concept of geopolitics centres on the strategic
ability to control and manipulate geographic areas to fulfil national interests. This
dynamic often leads to significant tensions among major powers, manifesting in
forms such as homogenisation and even imperialism, where political, military, and
economic power is wielded to reorganise spaces—or the world itself—to suit
specific national agendas. The pursuit of such control can have profound
implications on international relations, often exacerbating conflicts and fostering
competition over strategic territories and resources (Grygiel 2006).

The period under investigation in this research is particularly notable for the
rise of non-state actors, especially multinational corporations, which have
profoundly influenced global economic, political, and security dynamics. This era
marks a significant shift in the landscape of geopolitics, expanding its focus from
solely state-centric to a broader spectrum that includes these powerful entities.
According to Mary Kaldor (2018, 44), geopolitics has evolved into “a
multidimensional process which analyses conflicting strategies of different
competitors (state and non-state actors) for the control of a certain area”. The
expanded view reflects the increasing complexity of global affairs, where various
actors, each with their own agendas and capabilities, vie for influence and control.

Further complicating this geopolitical landscape is the rapid development of
new technologies, particularly in the fields of communications and transport.
These advancements have dramatically reshaped the way geographic attributes
influence international relations. Contemporary geopoliticians are increasingly
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focused on understanding how these technological developments, coupled with
traditional geographic considerations, shape the dynamics within the
international system (Jones 2023). This nuanced understanding underscores the
intricate interplay between physical space and the technologically mediated
capabilities of global actors, highlighting the evolving nature of geopolitical
strategy in the modern era.

The discourse on geopolitics often traces its origins to Alfred Thayer Mahan’s
seminal analysis of the British Empire’s expansion in the 16th and 17th centuries.
Mahan posited that control over the seas and maritime routes was crucial for
achieving imperialistic, and even hegemonic, dominance. This thesis underscored
the superior speed and mobility of maritime vessels compared to land-based, animal-
powered transportation methods during that era (Kellogg 2003; Venier 2004). The
technological advancements that followed, particularly the invention of the railway,
shifted the strategic balance, prompting Sir Halford Mackinder to advocate for the
supremacy of land forces over naval capabilities. As the 20th century dawned and
brought with it the advent of air travel, geopoliticians like Giulio Douhet began to
emphasise the strategic importance of air superiority over sea and land forces. This
period highlighted geopolitics as a central element in the strategic imperialist thinking
of the great powers, often serving as a justification for colonial conquests and playing
a significant role in the outbreak of the First World War (Defarges 2006).

The application of geopolitical theory continued to evolve, notably shaping the
foundation of the US Cold War strategy aimed at containing the Soviet Union. This
broadened the scope of geopolitics to encompass economic and military factors
as well. The US drive to control vital resources—Middle Eastern oil, African
minerals, and resources in the Pacific Rim, underscored by the Korean and Vietnam
Wars—was heavily influenced by the geopolitical strategies of both military and
civilian US strategists (Kaldor 2018). This historical reflection highlights the enduring
relevance and adaptability of geopolitical thought in shaping international relations
and strategic decisions across different eras and technological landscapes.

Today, geopolitics remains a central doctrine in US geostrategic planning,
particularly in its engagement with regions abundant in natural resources, such as
the Middle East, Central Asia, and Africa. Understanding the logic and reasoning
behind US involvement in these areas necessitates a geopolitical perspective,
where the control of resources is synonymous with wealth, power, and dominance.
This approach aligns significantly with the theories of Sir Halford Mackinder and
Nicholas Spykman, whose concepts of the Heartland and Rimland continue to
influence perceptions of global strategic competition, especially in the critical areas
of Eurasia and the Middle East where geopolitical tensions and conflicts are
pronounced (Ashton 2017). 
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Saul Bernard Cohen further refines this geopolitical understanding by adapting
traditional premises about the influence of geography on foreign policy and
strategic decision-making. In his reinterpretation, Cohen introduces the concept
of geopolitical “shatter belts”, regions uniquely significant due to their strategic
vulnerabilities and roles in global power dynamics. He categorises the world into
three primary geostrategic regions: the Maritime World, the Eurasian Continental
World, and the Peripheral World. According to Cohen, each region possesses a
distinct geopolitical character and faces specific challenges that are pivotal in
shaping the broader contours of international relations (Cohen 1973, 11). This
nuanced understanding of geopolitical divisions highlights the complex interplay
of geographic, economic, and strategic factors that define global politics today. As
defined by Cohen, the Maritime World includes the United States, its Western
European allies, and the Pacific Rim nations, characterised by their liberal political
democracies and free-market economies, all of which emphasise maritime security.
The binding factor among these countries is the paramount importance they place
on maritime trade and the strategic sea lanes, advocating for unimpeded passage
through international waters and critical choke points. This collective stance
underscores the significance of maintaining open and secure maritime routes
essential for global trade and economic stability (Cohen 1973, 11).

Conversely, the Eurasian Continental World comprises major continental
powers like Russia and China. Historically, these nations have consistently aimed
to challenge the maritime powers and assert their global influence. Their strategic
focus lies in the protection and control of vast landmasses and the establishment
of buffer zones, which serve as barriers against potential threats and as
instruments of political and military leverage. In the context of Cohen’s
geostrategic model, the Peripheral World consists of developing countries in South
America, Africa, the Middle East, and parts of Asia. These regions become arenas
of intense geopolitical competition among the great powers from the Maritime
and Eurasian Continental Worlds due to their rich natural resources and strategic
geographical positions. Cohen’s introduction of “geostrategic rims,” which encircle
the primary geostrategic regions, highlights the importance of stability and
security in these peripheral areas as crucial elements in securing the geopolitical
interests of the core regions (Venier 2004).

A novel aspect of Cohen’s theory is the dynamic nature of geostrategic rims
and shatter belts. He suggests that shifts in economic, political, and military
power balances can lead to changes in borders and alter the strategic significance
of certain countries and regions. This fluidity is vital for understanding regional
dynamics and the interplay between and within geostrategic rims and shatter
belts. It plays a significant role in global security developments and strategic
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planning. Overall, Cohen’s geostrategic concepts provide a comprehensive
theoretical framework that integrates geography with strategic analysis. This
approach offers insightful perspectives on the complex relationships between
great powers, strategic regions, and the ongoing geopolitical challenges that
shape contemporary international relations and future global strategies
(Tagliapietra 2012).

Kissinger’s shuttle diplomacy and the geopolitical struggle
with the Soviet Union in the early 1970s Middle East

Building on the foundational concepts outlined by Cohen, Henry Kissinger’s
interpretation of geopolitics is prominently reflected in his strategic, conservative
doctrine, which emphasises the defence, preservation, and protection of national
interests. That is achieved through skilful manipulation and maintenance of the
volatile international balance of power (Suri 2009). Kissinger views the balance
of power as a multi-layered concept encompassing political, economic, and
military aspects. At the core of Kissinger’s geopolitical analysis is the prioritisation
of power over law in all forms and the preference for peace over justice. This
perspective aligns closely with realpolitik principles, positing that stable world
order can only be achieved through reliance on military power, underscoring his
realist approach to international relations. As Ćurak (2011, 54) notes, “Strife is
inherent in the geopolitical world”, which is a sentiment echoed by many realists,
including Kissinger.

Another critical aspect of Kissinger’s focus on geopolitics is the concept of
control, especially over nuclear weapons, which he considers essential for
international stability and asserting leadership in foreign policy. His views on the
Middle East are particularly influenced by historical parallels; he likened the
region’s tumultuous dynamics to those of seventeenth-century Europe during the
Thirty Years’ War, which began as a religious conflict. This comparison highlights
the significant role of religion and ideology in the geopolitical landscape of the
Israeli-Arab conflict, illustrating how deeply historical and cultural elements are
embedded in Kissinger’s analysis of global strife (Beisner 1990). This connection
between past and present conflicts underscores the complexity of geopolitical
challenges and the necessity of understanding the multifaceted nature of
international relations.

During the peace negotiations following the 1973 Yom Kippur War, Henry
Kissinger, employing his then-avant-garde shuttle diplomacy, was deeply cognisant
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of the complex realities influencing the conflict. Israel sought “recognition for a
homeland based on a Biblical claim and a symbolic end to the persecutions that
have haunted the Jewish people for two millennia, capped by the Holocaust”
(Sheehan 1976, 19). Conversely, for the Arabs and particularly the Palestinians,
Israel’s objectives were perceived as demands for acquiescence to the loss of their
cultural, religious, and territorial heritage. Kissinger understood that conflicts
framed in such terms are “unlikely to be settled definitively by an agreement, even
if one were to be drafted, through precise verbal agreements or explicit consent”
(Sheehan 1976, 20). Kissinger believed that the optimal resolution would involve
“peaceful coexistence,” which could be fostered by shaping the strategic and
political environment rather than through legal or formal compromises. From his
realist viewpoint, the most effective way to approach these types of conflicts was
not through seeking compromise but rather through the physical and psychological
exhaustion of the parties involved. This approach underscores the profound
challenges inherent in resolving the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, a struggle that has
persisted despite decades of US involvement. Kissinger’s insights reveal the
inherent limitations of diplomatic efforts in conflicts deeply rooted in historical,
cultural, and religious identities, highlighting the intricate and enduring nature of
geopolitical disputes (Stewart 2015).

In terms of Saul Cohen’s conceptual framework of the shatter belt regions, the
US geostrategic priorities can be broadly summarised as follows: strengthening
partnerships with South America and Europe, maintaining equilibrium with Asia,
ensuring peace and securing energy resources in the Middle East, and providing
humanitarian assistance to African nations. This encapsulation effectively distils
the essence of US geopolitics on a global scale. Within the complex geopolitical
landscape of the Middle East, oil emerges as a critical factor, serving as a primary
catalyst for the prolonged US involvement in the region. The significance of oil,
both as a strategic resource and a driving force behind various geopolitical
manoeuvres, will be explored in greater detail subsequently (Hamdi 2018). This
broad overview sets the stage for a deeper examination of the intricate interplay
between natural resources and international relations, particularly as they pertain
to US foreign policy in the key geopolitical shatter belts.

Kissinger’s shuttle diplomacy emerged in the turbulent wake of the Yom Kippur
War in October 1973, a conflict initiated by Egyptian and Syrian forces against Israel
with the aim of reclaiming territories lost during the 1967 Six-Day War—namely,
the Gaza Strip, the Sinai Peninsula, the West Bank, and the Golan Heights. From
January to May 1974, Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, whose efforts gave rise
to the term “shuttle diplomacy”, coined by a reporter observing his numerous
flights between Middle Eastern capitals, embarked on a strenuous diplomatic
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mission to broker peace and secure a disengagement agreement.3 During this
period, Kissinger tirelessly travelled between the capitals of Riyadh, Amman,
Damascus, Cairo, and Jerusalem, dedicating an unprecedented amount of time
and effort to mediating between the Arab states and Israel. The complexity and
intensity of these negotiations were not only a challenge for the participants but
also for the observers, marking a seminal phase in US foreign policy wherein it
actively sought to sculpt a comprehensive post-war strategy for the Arab-Israeli
conflict. The US diplomatic commitment to resolving this longstanding dispute was
palpable, illustrated by extensive travels and exhaustive negotiations undertaken
by Kissinger (Isaacson 2005; Suri 2009).

This intensive diplomatic engagement ultimately culminated in a historic
agreement. The protracted and demanding nature of the negotiations, involving
hundreds of thousands of kilometres travelled and thousands of hours of dialogue,
highlights the commitment and strategic acumen that defined Kissinger’s approach
to international relations. The results of these efforts, while not immediate, were
significant, shaping the geopolitical landscape of the Middle East and establishing
a precedent for future US involvement in the region (Suri 2009; Young 2022;
Zubarenko 2020). This episode serves as a pivotal example of how tenacious
diplomacy and a deep understanding of regional dynamics can lead to meaningful
progress in seemingly intractable conflicts. On a revealing occasion, Kissinger said
to a friend, “I never treat crises when they are cold, only when they are hot”
(Sheehan 1976, 41), illustrating his strategic preference for engaging in negotiations
at moments of heightened tension. This approach allowed him to leverage the
urgency of “hot” crises, manipulating situations to pivot the involved parties against
one another, often navigating them through conflicts he had a hand in
exacerbating. Such tactics are indicative of Kissinger’s complex and often
controversial methods of diplomacy.

Viewing Israel as the pivotal US ally in the Middle East, Kissinger adhered to
the strategic doctrine of the Nixon administration, which posited that in the event

3 Following Henry Kissinger’s diplomatic efforts in the Middle East after the Yom Kippur War in 1973,
which involved frequent trips—“shuttling”—between Israel, Egypt, Syria, and other involved
parties to conduct direct bilateral negotiations, a journalist coined the term “shuttle diplomacy”.
This term captures the essence of a diplomatic method designed to facilitate peace agreements
that might not be achievable through traditional, stationary diplomatic channels. The journalist
intended to describe a new, innovative, and dynamic approach to diplomacy, reflecting the unique
and complex political landscape of the Middle East at the time. Although the identity of the
journalist who coined the term “shuttle diplomacy” remains unknown, the phrase quickly gained
widespread popularity and has since become a standard term in diplomatic discourse. For further
information, see Isaacson (2005) and Suri (2009).



of failed negotiations, a militarily and economically robust Israel would be the most
effective deterrent against war and serve US strategic interests in the region
(Tagliapietra 2012). However, the geopolitical landscape of the Middle East during
this period was also significantly influenced by the Soviet Union, which provided
substantial military support to Egypt and other Arab nations. Determined not to
let Egypt’s military capabilities surpass Israel’s, Kissinger focused on diminishing
Soviet influence in Egypt—a goal he eventually achieved. Following the initial
military successes of Syria and Egypt on October 8 and 9, Kissinger was among the
first to recognise that the balance of power was not in their favour. Nevertheless,
he chose not to immediately rectify this imbalance. Instead, he strategically delayed
intervention to prevent any side from achieving a decisive victory, thereby using
the results of these early confrontations as leverage to initiate negotiations
(Gichoya 2016; Zeleneva 2013). 

This approach exemplifies Kissinger’s intricate balance of power strategy, where
his actions were guided by the dual objectives of maintaining regional stability and
securing US geopolitical interests through calculated manipulation and diplomatic
finesse. Kissinger believed that Israel should not make concessions to the Arab
states until it had attained sufficient self-confidence, which he argued could best
be achieved by ensuring its military superiority over individual Arab nations. Over
time, he addressed demands for the restoration of territories by supplying Arab
countries with advanced technology and weapons, facilitating modernisation
processes to position the United States as the primary arms supplier in the region,
and supplanting the Soviet Union (Burke and Matisek 2020). By compelling Syria
and Egypt to engage in negotiations, Kissinger conveyed that although they could
initiate conflict using Soviet-provided arms, they could not regain territories
without diplomatic engagements. His strategy highlighted the ineffectiveness of
Soviet support, emphasising that true negotiations that could alter the status quo
would see the United States and Israel playing pivotal roles. Essentially, Kissinger
aimed to demonstrate to key Arab nations, particularly Egypt, that peace in the
Middle East was unattainable without US involvement.

The trajectory was fundamentally designed to curtail Soviet influence in the
Middle East. During the late sixties and early seventies, the Soviet Union had
significantly expanded its presence in the Mediterranean, posing a direct challenge
to US national interests. After their defeat in the Six-Day War, Egypt and Syria
sought Soviet assistance to rebuild their military capabilities, which led to an
increased Soviet naval presence in Mediterranean ports. Kissinger’s primary
objective was to prevent any Arab military action against Israel that could
potentially escalate into a conflict involving the world’s two superpowers, especially
during a period when he was actively pursuing détente with the Soviet Union (Robb
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2013; Yergin 2020). Concurrently, a strategic US goal was to inhibit the Soviets from
achieving a dominant position in the region. To this end, Kissinger focused on
strengthening the ties between Israel and Egypt, thereby ensuring that the US
remained a central figure in Middle Eastern geopolitics. This strategy not only
aimed to secure a balance of power but also to foster regional stability by
integrating US diplomacy as a key element in resolving Middle Eastern disputes
(Pevgi and Nakul 2012).

The first significant opportunity for Kissinger’s diplomatic strategy arose
following the death of Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser in 1970 and the
subsequent rise of Anwar al-Sadat to power. In a private meeting with Kissinger,
Sadat expressed a desire for the implementation of UN Resolution 242, which called
for Israel’s withdrawal from the Sinai Peninsula. However, Kissinger cautioned that,
given the extreme nature of such demands, Israel was unlikely to make any
concessions, suggesting instead that the border should be determined through
mutual agreement. Recognising the need to balance Egypt’s demand for sovereignty
with Israel’s security concerns, Kissinger advised a gradual approach, proposing that
a peace conference would be the most viable means to reach a mutually acceptable
solution—a suggestion that Sadat ultimately accepted (Lazarowitz 2014). Kissinger
was clear in his stance that while the United States would never abandon Israel, it
would also work to ensure that Arab rights were respected. With the promise of
extensive benefits and various forms of US assistance, Sadat emerged as a central
figure in Kissinger’s Middle East policy, which involved close consultation with him
on all regional initiatives. Demonstrating his commitment to this new alignment,
Sadat took decisive steps to distance Egypt from Soviet influence. In 1971, he
dismissed his deputy, Ali Sabri, who was leading the pro-Soviet faction within the
government. By the summer of 1972, Sadat had expelled 20,000 Soviet technicians
and military advisors from Egypt (Hoffman 2011).

Under Sadat’s leadership, Egypt became the first Arab nation to break from
the pan-Arab movement that opposed Israel’s existence and the first to officially
recognise the state of Israel. This shift marked a significant realignment in Middle
Eastern politics, underscoring the effectiveness of Kissinger’s diplomatic efforts in
reshaping the region’s geopolitical landscape by fostering a new relationship
between Egypt and the United States, one that would play a pivotal role in the
peace process (Kaldor 2012; Lazarowitz 2014). Kissinger believed that resolving the
Arab-Israeli conflict would not substantially diminish Soviet influence in the Middle
East. Consequently, he strategically downplayed the significance of this conflict,
skilfully sidestepping the Palestinian issue despite its centrality to the broader Arab-
Israeli dispute. As Howard Korn (1990, 17) observed, “for Kissinger, the Middle East
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was a huge chessboard where the United States had to play a diplomatic match
against the Soviet Union”.

Kissinger’s strategy involved keeping the United Nations at a distance while
avoiding conflict escalation that could draw in both superpowers. He recognised
that the territories Egypt lost in the 1967 war could not be regained through
military means. For negotiations to proceed, it was crucial that Israel was not
decisively defeated or the Arab nations humiliated (Goldstein and Makovsky 2010).
This delicate balancing act was emblematic of Kissinger’s broader strategy:
preserving détente with the Soviet Union while simultaneously curbing its influence
in the Middle East. By positioning the United States as an indispensable mediator,
he gradually shifted the key Middle Eastern countries away from Soviet alignment.
An important turning point came when the prospect of including the Golan Heights
in negotiations incentivised Arab nations to lift their oil embargo, further solidifying
the US’s pivotal role in the region (Zubarenko 2020). Through these manoeuvres,
Kissinger not only managed to prevent a superpower confrontation but also
established the US as a dominant force in Middle Eastern diplomacy, effectively
weakening Soviet influence and reshaping the geopolitical landscape of the region.

The Carter doctrine: Shaping US geopolitical strategy 
in the global power struggle with the USSR

“Oil has literally made foreign and security policy for decades”. 
Bill Richardson, Secretary of Energy, 1999 

(cited in Kaldor et al. 2007, 1)
The possession of significant domestic oil supplies, with unimpeded access to

the world’s largest reserves—particularly those in the Middle East—was crucial in
securing the United States’ dominant position relative to the Soviet Union during
the Cold War. However, by the early 1970s, US oil production had peaked, leading
to increased dependence on imported oil. This shift coincided with a period of
intense nationalisation of oil companies in the Middle East, sharp spikes in oil
prices, and the outbreak of numerous conflicts and wars, all of which threatened
the stability of global oil supplies (Klare 2009; Ramachandran 2017). 

Meanwhile, the Soviet Union emerged as the world’s largest oil producer,
surpassing the United States and leveraging high oil prices to fuel significant
investments in its economy and military industry. This newfound economic strength
allowed the Soviet Union to expand its influence in Third World countries,
challenging US dominance. The ongoing crises in the Middle East exacerbated these
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tensions, jeopardising US access to oil in the region and raising fears that the Soviet
Union might gain the upper hand in the Cold War. This broader geopolitical context
also threatened to destabilise the US leadership within the Western alliance. The
control over global oil resources, from the end of the Second World War to the
present, has been a cornerstone of the US strategy to maintain its dominant
position within the international system (Lustick 2020). The intertwining of energy
security and geopolitical strategy underscores the critical importance of oil in
shaping the balance of power during the Cold War and beyond, highlighting the
stakes involved in US foreign policy decisions in the Middle East during this period.

Two pivotal events at the end of the 1970s significantly reinforced and validated
the US geopolitical and geostrategic approach to the Middle East, initially set in
motion by Henry Kissinger a few years earlier. These events were the culmination
of the Islamic Revolution in Iran and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, both of
which occurred in the same year, sending shock waves through the US military and
civilian establishment and necessitating decisive action. The entire US
administration, spanning both Republican and Democratic parties, recognised these
developments as serious threats to the uninterrupted access and flow of oil from
the Persian Gulf—a region of immense strategic importance to the United States,
given that it holds two-thirds of the world’s oil reserves (Hill and Taspinar 2006).

In a critical address to the US Congress on January 23, 1980, President Jimmy
Carter (1980, 1) unequivocally stated, “Let our position be absolutely clear: An
attempt by any outside force to gain control of the Persian Gulf region will be
regarded as an assault on the vital interests of the United States of America, and
such an assault will be repelled by any means necessary, including military force”.
This declaration marked the adoption of a radical foreign policy strategy, wherein
the US explicitly committed to using military force to secure and protect its access
to Middle Eastern oil. This strategic commitment, articulated by Carter nearly half
a century ago, continues to guide US engagement in the Middle East to this day
(Pavgi and Kadaba 2012). It underscores the enduring importance of the region in
US foreign policy, rooted in the necessity of maintaining control over vital energy
resources as a means of sustaining global influence and national security. The fear
of Soviet influence expanding, particularly in the Middle East, was central to
Kissinger’s geopolitical strategy in the early 1970s. This concern was later
institutionalised under President Jimmy Carter. Although Kissinger had successfully
convinced Egyptian President Anwar al-Sadat in 1973 to expel Soviet military
personnel and sever ties with the Soviet Union through skilful manoeuvring,
manipulation, and diplomacy, the US geopolitical nightmare materialised in 1979
when the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan. This invasion brought Soviet troops
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within approximately 500 kilometres of the Strait of Hormuz, a critical choke point
through which a significant portion of the world’s oil supply passes (Young 2022).

At the time, the United States perceived this move as an attempt by the Soviet
Union to consolidate its power and strategic position in a region crucial for global
oil transport. The potential threat to the flow of Middle Eastern oil was a direct
challenge to US strategic interests. In response and following the announcement
of the Carter Doctrine, the US faced a significant dilemma: it lacked military forces
in the Middle East capable of enforcing this new policy. To address this, Carter
ordered the creation of the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF), later
transformed into Central Command (CENTCOM) by Ronald Reagan three years
later. Since 1979, the US has established over 200 military bases from the
Mediterranean to the Indian Ocean, alongside the already present Sixth Fleet, a
floating military base designed to support a wide range of military operations.
These bases have played pivotal roles in major conflicts, including the First Gulf
War, the war in Afghanistan, the invasion of Iraq, military operations in Syria, and
ongoing military engagements in Yemen, as well as in the United States’ strategic
posture against Iran. CENTCOM’s area of responsibility is extensive, covering 27
countries from Spain, Portugal, and East Africa to the Far East and Central Asia. It
also includes vital international waters such as the Mediterranean and Red Seas,
the Persian Gulf, and the western parts of the Indian Ocean (Yergin 2020).

This strategic military expansion reflects the enduring influence of Kissinger’s
geopolitical thinking, with the United States continuing to prioritise the security of
Middle Eastern oil supplies and countering Soviet, now Russian, influence in the
region. All subsequent US presidents have adhered to the fundamental principles
of the Carter Doctrine, invoking its maxims when engaging in Middle Eastern
conflicts. Even Democratic President Bill Clinton, who did not explicitly reference
the doctrine, remained committed to its core practices. It is crucial to emphasise
that the Carter Doctrine, which outlined the US policy of using military force to
ensure unobstructed access to Middle Eastern oil and to prevent Soviet, and now
Russian, influence in the region, is not merely the policy of a single president or
political party. Rather, it represents a bipartisan cornerstone of US foreign and
security policy (Zeleneva 2013). This continuity across administrations underscores
the enduring strategic importance of the Middle East to US interests and reflects
the deep-seated belief in the necessity of maintaining influence over the region’s
critical energy resources. The doctrine’s principles have transcended partisan
divides, shaping US engagement in the Middle East for decades.

The Carter Doctrine remains as relevant today as it was when it was first
articulated nearly fifty years ago, particularly in the face of contemporary
challenges such as Iran’s nuclear ambitions (Goldstein and Makovsky 2010). As
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noted by Michael T. Klare (2009, 23), “The essential strategic premise of every US
intervention in the Gulf, from 1980 to the present, is the core concept of the Carter
Doctrine: to prevent a hostile power from taking control of the mineral resources
in this part of the world”. While originally focused on the Persian Gulf, the doctrine
has since expanded its reach globally, applying to oil-rich regions across South
America, West Africa, the Caspian Sea, the Asia-Pacific region, and the South China
Sea. The Carter Doctrine fundamentally reshaped America’s national security policy
by militarising its foreign policy, making resource security a central mission of the
US military. Klare (2004b, 67), one of the foremost authorities in this field, asserts
that “resource security has become the primary mission of the US military”.
President George W. Bush further globalised the Carter Doctrine, making it a central
tenet of US foreign policy.

However, it is important to recall that, when President Carter (1980) declared
in January 1980 that “an attempt by any outside force to gain control of the Persian
Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on the vital interests of the United States,
and such an assault will be repelled by any means necessary, including military
force,” his focus was initially limited. The doctrine was primarily a warning directed
at the Kremlin, cautioning the Soviet Union not to encroach upon a region of
strategic importance to the United States (Yergin 2020). Over time, the doctrine
has evolved to become a broader framework for US intervention in resource-rich
regions worldwide, reflecting the ongoing importance of securing access to critical
mineral resources in shaping US foreign and security policy.

Conclusion

Henry Kissinger stands out as one of the most influential and, at the same time,
controversial statesmen and diplomats of the late 20th and early 21st centuries.
Although numerous scholarly works have been published on his academic and
foreign policy achievements, including his role in the peace process in the Middle
East following the Yom Kippur War, this manuscript distinguishes itself by
emphasising the geopolitical multidimensionality and complexity of his shuttle
diplomacy. Specifically, this research focuses on the intricate and multifaceted
nature of Henry Kissinger’s shuttle diplomacy in the early 1970s, situating it within
the broader geopolitical context of the Cold War.

The central thesis of this article posits that Kissinger’s diplomatic efforts were
not solely focused on achieving peace between Israel and its Arab neighbours;
rather, they were strategically designed to thwart the expansion of Soviet influence
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in the Middle East, thereby preserving the global balance of power in favour of the
United States. Kissinger used the Arab-Israeli conflict as a platform to push the
Soviet Union out of a region crucial to the economic and national security interests
of the US. His broader goal was reasserting US influence at a time when its global
standing was seriously undermined by the Vietnam War. Through skilful
manoeuvring and manipulation of both the Arab countries and Israel, while
carefully avoiding any disruption of détente with the Soviet Union, Kissinger
succeeded in diminishing Moscow’s influence in the Middle East. He managed to
contain the situation, preventing it from escalating into an open conflict between
the two Cold War superpowers. Ultimately, by altering the dynamics of the Cold
War, Kissinger significantly influenced the course of history.

Kissinger’s shuttle diplomacy exemplifies the complexities and risks inherent
in strategic diplomatic negotiation, highlighting the personal dynamics of direct
meetings with statesmen and the delicate balancing of conflicting interests. This
approach, grounded in the geostrategic concepts of geographer Saul Bernard
Cohen and characterised by realpolitik, accentuating pragmatism over moral or
ideological considerations, has been both effective and controversial. One of the
most telling examples of this controversy occurred during a meeting with the Saudi
King Faisal al Saud when Kissinger candidly acknowledged the pragmatic
underpinnings of his actions: “Your Majesty may not approve, but he must know
why we acted as we did. We were motivated by a desire to prevent an increase of
Communist influence, and when the Soviets began to send in arms, we had to
react” (Sheehan 1976, 15). This statement underscores the often contentious
nature of Kissinger’s diplomacy, which prioritised geopolitical strategy over
ideological alignment.

Notably, the research clearly demonstrates that Kissinger’s diplomatic approach
involved deliberate, skilful, strategic, and calculated manipulation of global
geopolitical dynamics. By leveraging the political and emotional realities of all
involved parties, each step of his calculated diplomatic actions was designed to
bring about specific outcomes favourable to US national interest. A key finding of
the study is the identification of Kissinger’s strategy as a pivotal moment in the
evolution of US foreign policy in the Middle East, highlighting its significant
contribution to the long-term institutionalisation of the Carter Doctrine. This
doctrine has since become a cornerstone of the US foreign and security policy, not
only in the Middle East but also in other oil-rich regions around the world. In what
was undoubtedly a critical juncture in the history of international relations and
diplomacy, Kissinger succeeded in reshaping the geopolitical landscape of the
Middle East and influencing the global political order. His actions set the stage for

MP 4, 2024 (str. 609–632) 627



future diplomatic negotiations and defined the geopolitical map of the region,
leaving a lasting impact on the conduct of international diplomacy.

Moreover, Kissinger’s shuttle diplomacy stands as a unique case study that will
continue to be explored by both theorists and practitioners of diplomacy. It
encapsulates the intricate complexities of international relations, showcasing the
delicate balance between moral dilemmas and national interests, as well as the
multi-layered issues that define the global stage—much like an iceberg, with some
aspects immediately visible and others requiring deeper exploration to uncover
the true underlying motives. His personal, hands-on approach, coupled with
strategic leveraging of US military and technological superiority, solidified his
position as both the most influential and the most controversial diplomat and
statesman of the 20th century. Through this example, Kissinger masterfully
revealed new insights into the geopolitics of oil, power, and influence.

Finally, this article reinforces the argument that Kissinger’s diplomatic
manoeuvring represents a sophisticated blend of peace diplomacy, geopolitics,
power politics, and national interests. His strategy, characterised by its complex,
multidimensional, and multi-layered nature, had a lasting impact on the stability of
the Middle East and global power dynamics. Kissinger’s shuttle diplomacy, deeply
rooted in realpolitik, demonstrated a strategic approach prioritising US national
interests over conventional diplomatic and ethical norms. Kissinger’s approach to
“strategising peace through power” involved using military and geopolitical power
as tools to achieve peace. Unlike the traditional concept of “strategising peace
through strength”, which suggests that military power alone can deter aggression
and maintain peace as a byproduct of strength, “strategising peace through power”
emphasises a more nuanced, calculated, and strategic application of power to
achieve peace. In this context, power extends beyond mere military might to include
diplomatic and economic influence, geopolitical manoeuvring, and even subtle
coercion to achieve desired outcomes in diplomatic negotiations. The focus here is
on strategically leveraging power through complex, indirect, and often manipulative
means to secure peace and advance national interests.
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MOĆ U ULOZI STRATEGIJE MIRA:
REALPOLITIKA I ŠATL DIPLOMATIJA HENRIJA KISINDŽERA 

NA BLISKOM ISTOKU RANIH 1970-IH GODINA

Sažetak: Kroz svoju šatl diplomatiju nakon Jomkipurskog rata, Henri Kisindžer, jedan od
najuticajnijih i najkontroverznijih diplomata s kraja 20. i početka 21. stoljeća, odigrao je
ključnu ulogu u oblikovanju geopolitičkog pejzaža Bliskog istoka. Ovaj članak istražuje
višedimenzionalnu i slojevitu prirodu Kisindžerove strategije, utemeljene na geostrateškim
konceptima Saula Bernarda Koena. Dok je Kisindžerova misija imala za cilj da okonča
neprijateljstva između Izraela i njegovih arapskih suseda, ona je takođe nastojala da smanji
rastući uticaj Sovjetskog Saveza u regionu, što je ključni aspekt koji se često zanemaruje u
postojećim naučnim radovima. Istražujući geopolitiku nafte, moći i uticaja kroz prizmu
Karterove doktrine, ovo istraživanje ilustrira na koji način je Kisindžerova realpolitika uticala
ne samo na arapsko-izraelske mirovne pregovore, nego i u kojoj mjeri je izmijenila
dinamiku Hladnog rata, preoblikujući, na taj način, tok istorije.
Ključne riječi: Henri Kisindžer, posrednička komunikacija, Sovjetski Savez, Jomkipurski
rat, geopolitika, nafta.  
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Abstract: This article examines North Macedonia as a prime example of a candidate
state whose efforts to join the European Union (EU) have been repeatedly hindered
by vetoes from several Member States, including Greece, France, and Bulgaria. The
author argues that North Macedonia’s case highlights both the necessity and the
challenges associated with reforming the EU’s enlargement decision-making
mechanism. From a comparative and historical perspective, this paper examines the
Greek and Bulgarian vetoes in North Macedonia’s accession process within the
context of prevailing narratives in the two countries’ policymaking. The author uses
document and discourse analysis. The article concludes with insights into the “logic”
of national vetoes, the stakes involved in their use, and the prospects for reforming
the EU’s enlargement decision-making process.
Keywords: EU accession, candidate country, bilateralism, qualified majority voting,
reform.
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Reforming EU Enlargement Decision-Making:
Lessons from the Bulgarian and Greek Vetoes

on North Macedonia

Yorgos CHRISTIDIS1

Introduction

In recent years, the debate over reforming the decision-making mechanism
within the European Union (EU) in the area of the Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) by adopting Qualified Majority Voting (QMV) in place of the unanimity
rule has gained significant traction. Frequent recourse to the veto has undermined
both the EU’s ability to act and its global image.2 That debate has only intensified
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following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in February 2022, also impacting enlargement
policy, where many argue that Member States have been misusing their veto power
for purposes unrelated to EU values and interests. High-ranking EU officials, such as
Commission President Ursula von der Leyen and High Representative for Foreign
Affairs and Security Policy Josep Borrell, have been among those advocating for the
introduction of QMV in the CFSP, including in enlargement policy (Herszenhorn 2022;
Borrell, 2022).3 Some policy experts have even argued that “if a qualified majority is
not introduced in the EU enlargement decision-making, the whole process will die”
(Cvijic and Nechev 2022).

National vetoes over enlargement have a long history within the EU. In January
1963, French President General de Gaulle declared his opposition to the United
Kingdom’s application for accession. Later on, in the 1980s and 1990s, Greece
opposed the advancement of the European Community’s/EU’s relations with Turkey.
In December 2008 and again in 2009, Slovenia blocked the opening of new chapters
in the accession negotiations between the EU and Croatia due to unresolved
territorial disputes between the two countries (BIRN 2009). In the Western Balkans,
North Macedonia stands as a prime example of a candidate state whose efforts to
join the EU have been plagued by successive vetoes. It was recognised as a candidate
country in December 2005, and from october 2009 onwards, the European
Commission recommended the opening of accession negotiations. However, North
Macedonia faced a series of vetoes: from 2009 until 2018 from Greece and from
2020 until mid-2022 from Bulgaria. Additionally, in 2019, France objected to Skopje’s
European integration efforts, leading the Council to postpone the final decision
regarding the opening of accession negotiations with North Macedonia (and
Albania) until october. on october 18, French President Emmanuel Macron vetoed
the opening of accession negotiations, arguing that the enlargement process
needed “substantial restructuring before enlargement” (Cvetanoska 2019;
Domaradzki 2023, 23).

3 “We have seen similar dynamics on the opening of accession negotiations with North Macedonia
and Albania, with one country blocking what everyone else can agree to–again with negative
consequences for the EU’s credibility and influence. After two and a half years of experiences
having dealt with such situations, I think that we have to review our decision-making process.
over the years, we have seen many instances where member states were divided on foreign policy
issues. And in principle, it is normal that we have different views to start with, given our differences
in history, geography, and strategic political culture. But what matters in political life is not how a
discussion starts but how it ends. The strength of the EU system has always been to somehow
turn divisions into agreements. And here it matters a great deal whether a decision is taken by
unanimity or by qualified majority vote” (Borrell 2022). 



The following article will provide a brief comparative analysis of the Greek and
Bulgarian vetoes vis-à-vis North Macedonia. It will examine Greek and Bulgarian
vetoes over North Macedonia’s accession process in the context of the dominant
narratives regarding policymaking in Greece and Bulgaria. Through a comparative
and historical perspective, the paper will analyse the phenomenon of the national
veto (ab)use and its ramifications in the European Union’s enlargement policy. The
author uses document and discourse analysis to illustrate the issues surrounding the
bilateralisation of North Macedonia’s EU path and its implications for broader
enlargement policy. From a realist perspective, the bilateralisation of EU integration
efforts by Greece and Bulgaria towards their Macedonian neighbour represents an
instance of the member states’ (ab)use of decision-making powers to pursue their
own national interests (such as those tied to security), even if those interests are not
compatible with those of the EU as a broader community. As rational actors, these
member states try to maximise their positions in the international system (Waltz
1979, 111). These two countries leverage their advantageous status within the
context of European integration to shape the decision-making process. In the context
of enlargement policy, this translates into the bilateralisation of North Macedonia’s
EU accession, whereby its southern and eastern neighbours impose conditions
unrelated to European integration in order to make progress on the EU path.

The author will also examine the prospects of reducing or abandoning unanimous
voting in the domain of EU enlargement, arguing that qualified majority voting would
make decision-making more efficient and increase the likelihood of long-term
candidates, such as North Macedonia, joining the EU. The author concludes that the
bilateralisation of the EU accession process, as seen in the case of North Macedonia,
represents an unfavourable instance of the instrumentalisation of EU decision-making
by two of its member states and neighbouring Balkan countries.

The birth of the Greek veto approach towards 
its Macedonian neighbour

Since the 1980s, Greece has used its veto power, afforded by its membership
in multilateral organisations, as a tool to defend its foreign policy interests. It was
back then that Athens raised objections over efforts to normalise the European
Community’s relations with Turkey,4 following the gradual return to parliamentary
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democracy of the latter after 1983. Athens specifically objected to the re-
establishment of financial ties and the provision of assistance to Ankara on the
grounds of ongoing human rights violations and Turkey’s invasion of Cyprus. The
exercise of a veto over the EU’s relations with Turkey continued into the 1990s,
regarded in Athens as generally “beneficial”, as it was credited with managing to
lift objections to Cyprus starting accession negotiations with the EU in return for
Athens not blocking the signing of the EU-Turkey customs union agreement in
1995. Also in December 1999, Athens lifted its objections to recognising Turkey as
a candidate member of the EU after it had previously secured the consent of the
other member states into a resolution, tying any differences the two states had
about the legal status of the Aegean Sea with recourse to the International Court
of Justice in The Hague (Helsinki European Council, Presidency Conclusions 10 and
11, December 1999).  

The Greek veto over the Euro-Atlantic ambitions of North Macedonia was
developed upon the largely successful experience of veto exercise vis-à-vis Turkey.
It directly relates to Greece’s policy towards the Republic of Macedonia following
its declaration of independence in September 1991.5 Broadly speaking, the
European Union (EU) was not content with the Greek embargo towards the newly
independent state (Shea 2016, 288). Nonetheless, the emergence of an
independent state under the name Republic of Macedonia was perceived at the
time as a threat, as Greece’s political establishment and its public opinion appeared
certain, at large, that the Republic of Macedonia had an “irredentist ideology” bent
on “usurping parts of the Greek historical heritage” and on challenging the
territorial integrity of the administrative region of Macedonia (Μακεδονία) in
northern Greece. A significant majority of Greeks were more than certain that the
new state had irredentist pretensions towards its northern territory (Greek
Macedonia); that the state’s irredentism was expressed via the name “Macedonia”,
articles in the Constitution—Art. 3, Art. 49, and its preamble, where there was a
reference to the founding document of the Anti-fascist Assembly of the National

5 To better understand this policy, a few introductory remarks on Greece’s relationship with the
Macedonian Question are necessary. This issue emerged in the late 19th century as part of the
Eastern Question, concerning the decline of the ottoman Empire and the fate of its European
provinces, especially Macedonia, with its multi-ethnic population. For Greece, the Macedonian
Question became a territorial struggle, including violent conflict, to expand into ottoman Macedonia.
From the late 19th century to 1913, Greece’s policy focused overwhelmingly on security, known as
the “Macedonian Struggle” in Greek historiography (o Μακεδονικός Αγώνας). This focus persisted
until the dissolution of Yugoslavia in 1991, with Greece refusing to recognise any non-Greek ethnic
minority in Greek Macedonia. By the late 1980s, concerns over the Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia’s
impact on Greek identity grew increasingly prominent (Христидис 2006, 67-70).



Liberation of Macedonia of August 1944, as well as symbols; and, finally, that the
name Macedonia belonged to Greek historical and cultural heritage and that the
“Slavs of Macedonia had no right in using it”. on February 14, 1992, a huge protest
meeting took place in Thessaloniki, the second largest Greek city and capital of
Greek Macedonia, with the main slogan being “Η Μακεδονία είναι ελληνική -
Macedonia is Greek” (Christidis 2020, 565).

Greece’s longstanding tradition of emphasising security issues in its foreign policy,
combined with a surge of nationalist sentiments in the early 1990s—and the
dominance of oversimplified views on the complex historical issue of Macedonia—
provided the context in which Athens shaped its policy toward the Republic of
Macedonia. In the dominant narrative that influenced the decision-making process
at the time, few arguments were addressing the need for a mature democracy—like
Greece, a member of major Western institutions—to support a neighbouring, newly
independent state taking its first democratic steps in a highly volatile environment,
marked by the violent disintegration of Yugoslavia.

By the end of 1991, Athens was actively obstructing the recognition of the
newly independent state, objecting to any international acceptance of its
constitutional name. Athens would be negotiating with its European partners the
recognition of the independence of Slovenia and Croatia in exchange for a number
of conditions set on the recognition of the Republic of Macedonia. Thus, according
to the resolution adopted during the meeting of the EC Foreign Ministers on
December 16 and 17, 1991, in Brussels, it was stated that: “The Community and
its member states also ask from the Yugoslav republic to undertake the obligation,
before it is recognised, to provide constitutional and political guarantees that will
ensure that it does not have any territorial claims towards a neighbouring state,
member of the Community, and does not engage in hostile, propaganda activities
towards a neighbouring state, member of the Community, including the use of
name that implies territorial claims” (further in: Христидис 2006, 72). on April 13,
1992, Greece’s leaders of all four parliamentary parties met under the aegis of the
President of the Republic, Konstantinos Karamanlis, to discuss the country’s
position over the Republic of Macedonia. At that meeting, the Council of Political
Leaders adopted the following position: “Concerning the Skopje issue, the political
leadership of the country, with the exception of the Communist Party of Greece
(KKE), agreed that Greece will recognise the independent state of Skopje, only if
the three terms set by the EC on December 16, 1991, are met, with the obvious
clarification that the word Macedonia will not be included in the name of that
state” (Христидис 2006, 72-73). The resolution was a clear manifestation of
Athens’ determination to obstruct the international recognition of the Republic of
Macedonia under its constitutional name, involving all possible diplomatic means. 
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Greece’s position as a member state of the multilateral organisations that the
new state sought and needed to join placed Athens in a privileged diplomatic
position. Already in August 1992, the Republic of Macedonia had tabled a request
for joining the United Nations, and in December 1992, it asked for the “activation
of the process” of joining the UN (Χρηστίδης 2023, 71; Petreski and Ilik 2017).
However, due to Greece’s objections, that became possible only under a temporary
name agreed upon in February 1993, following a compromise name proposed by
Britain, France, and Spain: the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYRoM).
The proposed name became accepted by the Republic of Macedonia, despite
strong objections by the opposition and the initial reservations of President Kiro
Gligorov that privately had characterised the proposed name as “the least
accepted” and “dangerous” (Χρηστίδης 2023, 72).

on September 13, 1995, as several open issues were settled in the Western
Balkans, with the most prominent one being the termination of the conflict in
Bosnia-Herzegovina and the signing of the Dayton Agreement, Athens and Skopje
with American diplomatic mediation signed the so-called New York Interim Accord.
The agreement was an important step in the direction of normalising relations
between Greece and FYRoM, leaving the so-called name dispute as the most
important open issue. Based on the New York Accord, Greece agreed to recognise
and establish diplomatic relations with the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,
to lift the trade embargo against it, and to allow it to join international organisations
(under its provisional name). The Republic of Macedonia made a binding
interpretation concerning all the “controversial clauses” of its Constitution (the
Preamble, Article 3, and Article 49) and agreed to remove the star of Vergina from
its flag. Both sides recognised the territorial integrity and sovereignty of the other.
They agreed to take measures to forbid hostile or propaganda activities, while there
are several clauses concerning bilateral cooperation. The controversial issue of the
name was not dealt with in the agreement.

Nevertheless, the accord created opportunities for the development of
important bilateral economic ties between Greece and FYRoM (involving primarily
the private sector).6 By the end of the 1990s, there was a new consensus among

6 By 2001, Greece had become one of the most important trade partners of FYRoM, absorbing
8.77% of FYRoM’s imports and covering 10.92% of its exports, while Greek investments during
the same period (1995–2001) would be worth more than 180 million dollars, putting Greece at
the top of foreign investors in the country. Tourism flows would also become noticeable, with
thousands of Macedonians visiting the tourist resorts of Northern Greece in the summer or for
shopping tourism in Thessaloniki, while a growing number of Macedonian youth would be enrolled
in the private colleges of Thessaloniki (Christidis 2020, 573).
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Greece’s main political forces regarding an “acceptable solution” to the name
dispute. There was a clear admission that the maximalist line adopted during April
1992, i.e., that Greece would never recognise a state north of its borders under
the name of “Macedonia”, had to be abandoned, favouring now a compromise
name that would include the term Macedonia. By the beginning of 2001, there
were frequent media reports that Athens and Skopje were close to an agreement,
with Washington exercising significant pressure upon both sides for such an
agreement. It was reported that Athens was offering a package of substantial
economic and diplomatic incentives to the government of Ljubčo Georgievski to
accept a composite new name, with “Gornomakedonija” mentioned as a name
that Athens was in favour of (Christidis 2020, 574). The new line undoubtedly
represented a significant leap of pragmatism. It was based on the understanding
that the survival of FYRoM was imperative in preserving the fragile geopolitical
balance in the region, especially after the 1999 NATo intervention in the region of
Kosovo and the rise of the so-called “Albanian question”. The Kosovo crisis in 1999
and the subsequent Albanian insurgency in the so-called “Preševo valley“ in
southeast Serbia the following year(s) had left no doubts to the Greek Foreign
Ministry; some even talked about a new “Greek foreign policy dogma”: that only
FYRoM’s stabilisation and survival as a state could deter the emergence of a “Great
Albania” or a “Great Bulgaria” (cited at Christidis 2020, 574). Athens would
approach negotiations on the name dispute, conducted either under the aegis of
the UN or bilaterally, under this new diplomatic line and always ready to use its
veto power in international organisations.  

Thus, in April 1997, Athens blocked the provision of EU assistance to FYRoM
because “of the lack of progress in the negotiations in the UN” on the so-called
name dispute (Σάββα 2005). Furthermore, although bilateral economic ties
between the two countries, involving primarily the private sector, would flourish,
the overall picture of bilateral relations was far from being “normal”, as any
agreements signed by the two sides would not be submitted to the Greek
parliament for ratification due to the name dispute. The two countries signed
bilateral agreements in a variety of fields, including sensitive areas like police
cooperation and defence. For example, in December 2000, the Greek Defence
Minister Akis Tsohatzopoulos signed with his counterpart Ljuben Paunovski a
memorandum of understanding and a cooperation agreement. It is estimated that
by the beginning of 2005, Greece and FYRoM had signed 35 bilateral agreements,
but none was ratified by the Greek Parliament (Λυγερού 2005, also cited at
Christidis 2020, 576).
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Further instrumentalisation of veto after the Thessaloniki Summit

In 2003, the Thessaloniki European Council summit confirmed the EU
membership perspective for all Western Balkan (WB) counties. In 2005, FYRoM
became an EU candidate, while from the spring of 2005 until March 2008, a series
of new UN-mediated negotiations took place between Athens and Skopje, seeking
to find a solution to the name dispute. The next round of UN-led negotiations
occurred not only due to the prospect of EU enlargement in the Western Balkans
but also because Washington was advocating for a new round of NATo
enlargement that would include Albania, Croatia, and FYRoM. Although Athens
would participate in the negotiations with a “newfound willingness” to accept a
composite name that would include the term “Macedonia“, all efforts failed to
produce an agreement as the Macedonian government was insisting that it was
ready to accept a composite name only in the bilateral communication with Greece
(Christidis 2020, 576-584). on April 1, 2008, the Greek Prime Minister, in a letter
he sent to the other NATo leaders, underlined that “the absence of a commonly
accepted solution was forcing Greece not to consent to FYRoM’s access to NATo”
(Καρανασοπούλου 2008, cited at Christidis 2020, 584). Indeed, during the dinner
of the NATo leaders on April 2 at Bucharest, it became clear that the Greek Prime
Minister could not consent to the next wave of NATo enlargement, including
FYRoM. The leaders of Italy, Spain, and, in particular, French President Nikola
Sarkozy expressed understanding for the Greek arguments (Christidis 2020, 585).

The NATo summit at Bucharest left no doubt about Athens’s continued
determination to use its veto power and to block any effort by the Republic of
Macedonia to advance its Euro-Atlantic integration before any mutually accepted
agreement on the “name dispute”; no arguments concerning the need to advance
the stability of the region through its anchoring to Euro-Atlantic institutions could
overcome the belief of a member state of the Alliance about the need to protect
its national interests. In a manifestation of diplomatic skills, Athens had not simply
defied Washington’s plans concerning FYRoM’s inclusion in the NATo enlargement;
it had actually persuaded Washington that FYRoM could not join the Alliance
without a prior solution to the name dispute. During the visit of the US Ambassador
to NATo, Victoria Nuland, to Skopje on November 8, it was underlined to Nikola
Gruevski’s government that if it wanted to join the Alliance, it had to meet three
criteria: improve the domestic political situation, normalise relations with the
Albanian minority, and settle the name dispute with Greece (ΤΑ ΝΕΑ 2007, cited
at Christidis 2020, 582).

The purpose of the use of veto power was not challenged even following the
decision of the International Court of Justice (ICJ) in The Hague in December 2011.



on November 17, 2008, FYRoM filed an application at the ICJ, instituting
proceedings against Greece, arguing that during the NATo Summit in Bucharest in
April 2008, Greece violated its obligations arising from Article 11 Interim Accord
of New York, whereby it had agreed not to block the Republic of Macedonia from
joining international organisations under the provisional name FYRoM (ICJ 2008).
on December 5, 2011, the ICJ indeed found that Greece had violated the Interim
Agreement of New York.7 The Court’s decision was a moral blow for Greece.
However, it had little political or diplomatic gravity, as it did not alter Athens’s
position of refusing to consent to FYRoM’s accession to Euro-Atlantic institutions
without a prior, agreed solution to the name dispute.

Nonetheless, the outbreak of the debt crisis in Greece in 2010 did not also
affect Athens’s determination to keep using its veto power. The debt crisis not only
absorbed the attention and energy of Greece’s political class in managing the
internal consequences of the crisis but signified a steep diminution in the country’s
power and international image (Λυγερός 2010), effectively making it harder for
Athens to maintain a veto position over the EU’s enlargement process. The steep
deterioration of Athens-Skopje relations after the 2008 NATo Bucharest Summit
maintained in Greece solid domestic support in favour of the use of the veto power.
A new policy of “antiquisation”, implemented by the Macedonian government of
Nikola Gruevski, involving renaming highways, football stadiums, and airports after
historical figures from classical antiquity, as well as erecting statues of ancient
Macedonian figures (Georgievski 2009), was seen in Greece as representing a direct
challenge to Greece’s heritage and an openly unfriendly policy (Τζίμας 2009;
Αντωνίου 2009). Likewise, the illiberal tendencies of the Gruevski government
(2006–2017) began to increasingly diverge from EU standards (Gjuzelov and
Ivanovska Hadjievska 2021). Thus, in December 2012, Athens once more objected
to the opening of accession negotiations with the EU (Αθανασόπουλος 2012).
What also helped Athens was the fact that, following the 2007 enlargement, there
was growing fatigue and scepticism inside the Union about the prospect of
absorbing new members, especially from the economically underdeveloped
Western Balkans. In July 2013, Croatia joined the EU. However, one year later, the
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7 The ICJ decided by 15 votes to 1 that Greece “by objecting to the admission of the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia to NATo, has breached its obligation under Article 11, paragraph 1, of the
Interim Accord of 13 September 1995”. At the same time, the Court “rejected all other submissions
made by the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”, i.e., it did not “consider it necessary to
order the Respondent (Greece), as the Applicant requests, to refrain from any future conduct that
violates its obligation under Article 11, paragraph 1, of the Interim Accord” (ICJ 2011, 52-53).  



new President of the European Commission, Jean-Claude Junker, announced that
the EU would not expand over the next five years (Erebara 2014).    

It should be noted that, in June 2015, a series of Confidence-Building Measures
(CBMs) were signed in Skopje between the Greek Foreign Minister, Nikolaos
Kotzias, and his Macedonian counterpart, Nikola Popovski, aimed at “strengthening
mutual confidence and advancing overall bilateral relations”. The CBMs included
eleven areas of interest: political consultations between the two Ministries of
Foreign Affairs; bilateral dialogue for EU affairs and strengthening cooperation in
the framework of the cross-border IPA2 programmes; cooperation between the
National Centre for Public Administration in Athens and the Administration Centre
in Skopje; cooperation between universities, research centres and institutes; the
provision of university scholarships; cultural exchange and cooperation; enhancing
economic and trade relations; improving energy connectivity; improving railway
connectivity; consultations between representatives of the Ministries of the
Interior, border police and customs administration; and cooperation on health
issues. The migrant crisis that followed soon after, engulfing much of Central Europe
during 2015–2016, facilitated a partial rapprochement between Athens and Skopje,
opening a new chapter of bilateral cooperation and contacts as the two sides
worked on implementing the signed CBMs (Chupeska-Stanishkovska and Christidis
2018, 40, 42).

The political changes in Skopje following the December 2016 elections made
possible a “historic compromise” between the two countries. The new Macedonian
government of Zoran Zaev, formed in May 2017, made accession to NATo and the
EU the highest priority of his government, something that presupposed a previous
settlement of open issues with neighbouring countries. Thus, “unlocking the Euro-
Atlantic integration” became the key that made possible the Prespa compromise:
agreeing to a new, constitutional name with an erga omnes application, as
demanded by Athens, in exchange for recognition of the Macedonian language
and identity by Greece, albeit under certain qualifications. The compromise
achieved in Prespa proved a workable enough solution for Greece to remove its
objections to North Macedonia’s Euro-Atlantic integration, and in March 2019, the
latter joined NATo (Bechev 2023).
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The evolution of Bulgaria’s policy vis-à-vis North Macedonia
and the birth of the veto approach

Bulgaria joined the EU in 2007, but its veto policy vis-à-vis North Macedonia
dates much later than 2007, beginning in 2020. Recourse to the veto power relates
to the evolution of bilateral relations with North Macedonia following the
declaration of independence of the latter in 1991, and the context whereby Sofia
shaped its policy vis-à-vis the Republic of Macedonia is cardinally different from
that in Greece’s case. The dissolution of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
and the declaration of independence of the Republic of Macedonia in September
1991 had generated widespread expectations in Bulgaria at the time “that
independence would finally free the ethnic Macedonians from Serbian tutelage,
allowing them to rediscover their Bulgarian roots” (Χρηστίδης 2007, 178). Bulgaria
was thus the first state to recognise the Republic of Macedonia by its constitutional
name on January 15, 1991, with Bulgaria’s state and political leadership—President
Zheliu Zhelev and Prime Minister Filip Dimitrov—treating the issue with a sense of
“historic responsibility” (Χρηστίδης 2007, 178-179). At the same time, the act of
recognising the Republic of Macedonia was accompanied by a refusal to recognise
a Macedonian ethnic identity and the Macedonian language as different from
Bulgarian (Χρηστίδης 2007, 178-179; Bechev 2013, 194), pointing out to a complex
“historical baggage” concerning Bulgarian perceptions and policies relating to the
so-called Macedonia Question.8

The identity issues, and especially Bulgaria’s refusal to recognise a Macedonian
identity in all its ethnic and linguistic parameters, significantly complicated bilateral
relations during much of the 1990s. It illustrates the prevailing atmosphere at the
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8 As in the case of Greece, Bulgaria’s preoccupation with the so-called Macedonian Question
predates the declaration of independence of the Republic of Macedonia in 1991. It goes back to
the establishment of the modern Bulgarian state by the San Stefano Treaty in 1878, which defined
the borders of “Greater Bulgaria” to include most of the territory of ottoman Macedonia (Petrović
and Veselica 2024, 87). The abrogation of the Treaty of San Stefano, due to Great Power rivalry,
and the creation of a smaller Bulgarian Principality gave rise to the “Macedonian Question” in
Bulgarian foreign policy. Bulgaria sought to reclaim “lost territories” and correct the perceived
“injustice” of the treaty’s annulment. Capturing Macedonia was central to Bulgarian foreign policy
from 1878 until the end of World War II, deeply rooted in popular imagination. As President Petar
Stoyanov said in 1997, “Macedonia has been the most romantic piece in Bulgarian history”. After
World War II, Bulgaria briefly aligned with Communist Yugoslavia’s Macedonian policy, recognising
a distinct Macedonian people. However, after the 1948 Moscow-Belgrade rift, under Todor
Zhivkov, Sofia shifted, asserting that Macedonian ethnogenesis occurred post-1944 on an anti-
Bulgarian basis and that the Macedonian language was a Bulgarian dialect.
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9 Thus, Skopje resented the fact that the political representation of the Macedonian ethnic minority
in Bulgaria would be faced with legal obstacles, while the Bulgarian side claimed “state persecution
and hostility” against those who expressed a Bulgarian ethnic identity in the Republic of
Macedonia (Χρηστίδης 2007, 185).  

time that the two sides would agree but never sign various agreements on bilateral
cooperation due to the so-called language dispute. Thus, during Gligorov’s state
visit to Sofia on April 25-26, 1994, no agreement was signed out of 15 prepared,
as the two sides disagreed on the exact wording of the text. The Bulgarian side
asked for the agreements to be signed “in the official languages of the Republic of
Bulgaria and the Republic of Macedonia”. The Macedonian side insisted on the
stipulation that the agreements were signed “in the Bulgarian and the Macedonian
language” (Χρηστίδης 2007, 181). Α technical solution to the language dispute was
found only at the beginning of 1999. In February 1999, the Bulgarian government
of Ivan Kostov and the Macedonian government of Ljupco Georgievski signed a
Declaration, providing a formula for the language dispute. Thus, the document was
signed “in two original copies, each in the official language of the two countries—
the Bulgarian language according to the Constitution of the Republic of Bulgaria
and the Macedonian language according to the Constitution of the Republic of
Macedonia” (Χρηστίδης 2007, 182).

Bilateral relations after that have developed, but up to a point, as “minority-
identity issues” again undermined any existing dynamic for a Bulgarian-
Macedonian rapprochement.9 Particularly on the Bulgarian side, among the small
circle of historians, journalists, and policy experts dealing with Bulgarian-
Macedonian relations, the feelings that Bulgaria had, post-1991, provided “one-
way support to the Republic of Macedonia without getting much in return,
especially on issues such as Bulgaria’s historical legacy in Macedonia and the free
self-identification of ethnic Bulgarians in the Republic of Macedonia” increasingly
gained strength (Χρηστίδης 2007, 186). In July 2006, and in advance of Bulgaria
joining the EU, the Bulgarian Foreign Minister Ivailo Kalfin declared that Sofia would
support the Republic of Macedonia in its European aspirations, provided the latter
ceased “its hostility towards the Bulgarian nation and its history… and showed
respect for the common history and cultural past and good neighbourliness
towards Bulgaria” (Χρηστίδης 2007, 186). 

Kalfin’s statement gave an early indication that Sofia would be willing to use
the prerogative of the veto, provided by its membership in the EU, in order to
advance its national interests (Nancheva and Koneska 2015). In December 2012,
Sofia clarified that it would consent to the opening of EU accession negotiations
with the Republic of Macedonia only if the latter satisfied three preconditions: the



signing of a friendship and cooperation agreement between Bulgaria and the
Republic of Macedonia, the formation of joint government sessions, and the signing
of an agreement for the joint celebrations of notable personalities and events in
the “common history” of the two countries (Christidis 2017). Relations between
Bulgaria and the Republic of Macedonia would effectively stagnate during the
2008-2016 period, as the “antiquisation policy” that occupied much of the agenda
of the Macedonian government of Nikola Gruevski succeeded in antagonising and
alienating also the Bulgarian public opinion (Christidis 2017, 1). It was only after
the formation of the new Macedonian government of Zoran Zaev in May 2017 that
bilateral relations improved, as the new government in Skopje understood well
that it had to improve relationship first with neighbours like Bulgaria and Greece if
it wished to advance Euro-Atlantic integration of the country. Thus, on August 1,
2017, Bulgaria and the Republic of Macedonia signed a Treaty of Friendship, Good-
neighbourliness, and Cooperation. The treaty committed Bulgaria to assist the
Republic of Macedonia in its Euro-Atlantic integration, providing at the same time
for the establishment of a committee of experts to examine “historical and
educational issues” and for the celebration of “common historical events and
personalities” (Christidis 2017, 1-2).

Despite the signing of the 2017 Treaty, relations between Sofia and Skopje
quickly turned sour.  By the end of 2018, right-wing political forces, like ATAKA and
VMRo, that participated in the Bulgarian governing coalition, and a growing
number of policy experts, like members of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences and
university professors, accused North Macedonia of “insincerity” on issues
concerning the treatment of “common history” and “prevarication” in the work of
the Joint Multidisciplinary Expert Commission on Historical and Educational Issues,
established by the 2017 agreement (Christidis 2019). In December 2018, Krasimir
Karakachanov, the leader of the VMRo that saw itself as the guardian of “Bulgarian
heritage in Macedonia”, and Minister of Defence in the Bulgarian government,
accused North Macedonia of continuing to “play tricks… falsify history and… forcing
a Macedonian identity and language not only within Macedonia but also on
Bulgarian territory” (Christidis 2019). In advance of the important EU Summit on
october 16, 2019, that would have decided on the opening of the EU accession
negotiations with North Macedonia, an extraordinary session took place in Sofia
with the participation of Bulgaria’s President Rumen Radev and Prime Minister
Boyko Borisov.10 At the meeting, Borisov stated that “the membership of North
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10 The meeting took place on September 30, 2019. Besides Radev and Borisov, the Foreign Minister
Ekaterina Zaharieva, Karakatchanov, and the head of the Parliamentary Committee on Foreign
Affairs and of the Joint Multidisciplinary Expert Commission on Historical and Educational Issues
also participated.



Macedonia to the EU is important, however, it cannot take place at our expense
with a rewritten history...”, while Radev underlined that it is important “to draw
red lines that will guarantee that North Macedonia’s access to the EU will not take
place at the expense of Bulgarian history, language, and identity” (Christidis 2019). 

on october 9, 2019, the Bulgarian government adopted the so-called
“Framework Position in Relation to EU Expansion and the Process of Stabilisation
and Association: the Republic of North Macedonia and Albania”. Although in the
document it is stated that Bulgaria “welcomes and supports the recommendation
of the European Commission to open accession negotiations with North Macedonia
as well as with Albania”, Sofia renders its support dependent upon the whole
accession process and contingent upon Skopje addressing what it sees as the “anti-
Bulgarian ideological foundations of Macedonianism” constructed after 1944 and
the establishment of the Socialist Republic of Macedonia in post-Second World War
Yugoslavia. The document proceeds to underline that Bulgaria’s support for North
Macedonia’s EU accession is tied to the implementation of the Treaty of Friendship,
Good Neighbourliness, and Cooperation, signed between the two countries in
August 2017, and specifically on achieving “real progress in the implementation of
the letter and spirit of the Treaty”. Sofia expected “real progress” from Skopje in
addressing several issues related to the official narrative of the Macedonian national
identity, dealing with historical matters, and placing particular emphasis on the work
of the Joint Multidisciplinary Expert Commission on Historical and Educational Issues
(Christidis 2019). The adoption of the Framework Position (also voted in the
Parliament the following day, october 10) brought about successive vetoes by Sofia
on the beginning of the EU accession process for North Macedonia in November
2020 and october 2021 (Stefanova 2024, 85). 

Following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in February 2022, the EU intensified its
diplomatic engagement with the Western Balkans due to the region’s geopolitical
and security significance. In the case of North Macedonia’s EU accession process,
there were renewed diplomatic efforts to reach an agreement that would facilitate
the lifting of the Bulgarian veto. German Chancellor olaf Scholz visited Sofia and
Skopje at the beginning of June 2022, calling Bulgaria to lift its veto on North
Macedonia (DW 2022a). The diplomatic efforts culminated in the acceptance of
the so-called French proposal: Sofia would drop its veto, and the accession process
would begin as soon as North Macedonia amended its Constitution to include
citizens living within the state’s borders who are part of other national groups, such
as Bulgarians. on June 24, 2022, the Bulgarian Parliament voted in favour of the
government’s decision to lift its veto on North Macedonia’s EU membership.“The
decision is adopted with 170 votes in favour, 37 were against and 21 abstained”,
parliament deputy speaker Atanas Atanasov said after the vote. “Ultimately, it is
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in our interest for the Western Balkans, for North Macedonia and Albania, to
receive a perspective to join the EU”, Hristo Ivanov, the co-chairman of the right-
wing Democratic Bulgaria party who proposed the motion, said during the debate
(DW 2022b).

on July 16, 2022, the Macedonian Parliament also voted in favour of the
proposal, despite vehement protests by the opposition. Sixty-eight lawmakers in
the 120-seat Macedonian Parliament voted in favour of the proposal. The main
opposition party, VMRo-DPMNE, said it will never agree to the constitutional
changes. Aleksandar Nikoloski of VMRo-DPMNE said: “This is a crime against the
whole nation. Such a grave mistake has never happened since the independence”
(DW 2022c). The strong controversy caused by the acceptance of the proposal
related, to a great extent, to a bilateral Bulgarian-Macedonian protocol agreed in
advance of the acceptance of the French proposal. Critics of the protocol have
argued that it contains several conditions related to the Joint Historical
Commission, including setting timelines for the Commission’s work and
encouraging a complete resolution of its work before North Macedonia can join
the EU. Essentially, if the Commission fails to produce the desired results as outlined
by Bulgaria, it can again claim grounds for North Macedonia’s failure to fulfil its
obligations and indefinitely delay North Macedonia’s accession to the EU until it
finally complies with Bulgaria’s demands for the revision of its history textbooks
and other curricula (Vangelov 2023, 163).

Concluding remarks  

While the birth and evolution of the Greek and Bulgarian vetoes regarding
North Macedonia differ, their underlying logic is quite similar: the defence of what
each nation-state considers its legitimate national interests, particularly concerning
the issues of identity and historical legacy. These issues have never been peripheral
in the context of the birth and evolution of the Greek and Bulgarian states over
the past two centuries. They occupy a central position in both nations’ ideologies
and narratives, capable of mobilising large segments of public opinion11 and thus
playing a crucial role in political life.

In other words, being perceived as defending one’s identity and heritage can
be politically not just a winning ticket but also imperative. In this respect, there is

11 For example, in the two huge demonstrations that took place in April 1992 and 1994 in
Thessaloniki under the slogan “Η Μακεδονία είναι Ελληνική» (“Macedonia is Greek”).
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little room for ideas that accommodate different views or consider the larger stakes
involved in the exercise of the veto. In the case of North Macedonia, the stakes
involved both the EU’s credibility and North Macedonia itself. Blocking the
accession process has undermined pro-reform forces, strengthening authoritarian
politicians in the country. This was evident in the case of Nikola Gruevski after 2008,
as he adopted a populist-nationalist agenda and displayed anti-democratic
behaviour that undermined the rule of law (Rigels 2024).12 It was also seen in the
demise of Zoran Zaev, who was credited with agreeing to change the constitutional
name of his country in exchange for unblocking North Macedonia’s Euro-Atlantic
integration (Stamatoukou 2024). More recently, Bulgaria’s policies regarding North
Macedonia’s EU accession have raised concerns about inflaming inter-ethnic
relations within the country (Vangelov 2023). Furthermore, the vetoes have
undermined the EU’s credibility both domestically in North Macedonia and more
broadly in the Western Balkans, as promises made following the Prespa Agreement
have not been fulfilled (Burazer 2021).

Thus, the extensive criticism directed at the use of the national veto has fallen
on deaf ears in both Greece and Bulgaria. It has been argued that the EU’s right to
veto has often been unduly used and exploited by member states for issues
unrelated to EU values (Rigels 2024). Additionally, it has been stated that “Bulgaria’s
veto had nothing to do with the rule of law or democratisation” (Rigels 2024), nor
with the economic and democratic principles governing the EU enlargement
process (Cvijic and Nechev 2022). None of these arguments have impacted the
belief that the veto is an irreplaceable instrument for defending national interests.
This belief is held not only by Greece and Bulgaria within the EU. In the debate that
has been growing over the last few years, there is still no clear majority in favour
of adopting QMV in the Common Foreign and Security Policy. only nine member
states have openly expressed support for this change. In May 2023, Belgium,
Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Slovenia, and Spain
launched a “Group of Friends” to promote the debate on using QMV in the CFSP
to enable the EU to respond to the growing international challenges facing Europe
(Navarra et al. 2023, 8).

However, on May 15, 2023, Greece and Bulgaria, along with six other member
states—Poland, Hungary, Czechia, Cyprus, Malta, and Croatia—gathered to express
their support for maintaining unanimity (Navarra et al. 2023, 9). More recently, at

12 “Imposing the Greek veto marked the end of any kind of reforms regarding further
democratisation or the rule of law in Macedonia… The Greek veto effectively blocked any kind of
enlargement regarding Macedonia in the EU, making it easy for Gruevski to transform into a
hardline nationalist” (Rigels 2024).



the beginning of September 2024, Polish Prime Minister Donald Tusk stated that
“Ukraine will not get Poland’s consent to join the European Union unless it meets
Warsaw’s expectations on how it should deal with the past, setting the record
straight on World War II events involving the two countries” (Kosc 2024). Clearly,
it is not only Greece and Bulgaria that feel entitled to use the veto for issues
unrelated to the Copenhagen criteria. The prospects for abandoning the unanimity
rule do not appear particularly high at the moment. Smaller states within the EU
fear that under QMV, their interests will simply be ignored in the CFSP by the larger
states, which makes them reluctant to consent to abandon the unanimity rule
(Navarra et al. 2023, 9). The EU is hostage to the fact that its integration process
has not progressed quickly or deeply enough; it has yet to become a truly
supranational organisation. It will require a great deal of creative thinking13 and
hard bargaining to persuade the sceptical EU member states to agree to abandon
the unanimity rule in the CFSP, including in enlargement policy.
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The findings of the paper were presented at the annual international roundtable
organised by the Institute of International Politics and Economics and the Hanns
Seidel Foundation in Belgrade. The roundtable, titled “EU Enlargement Policy
Between Idealism and Realism“, was held on September 30, 2024.
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REFORMA ODLUČIVANJA EVROPSKE UNIJE O PROŠIRENJU: 
LEKCIJE IZ BUGARSKIH I GRČKIH VETA ZA SEVERNU MAKEDONIJU

Apstrakt: ovaj članak proučava Severnu Makedoniju kao primer kandidatske države čiji
su napori da se pridruži Evropskoj uniji (EU) u više navrata ometani vetom nekoliko
članica, uključujući Grčku, Francusku i Bugarsku. Autor tvrdi da primer Severne
Makedonije ukazuje na neophodnost, ali i na izazove, povezane s reformom mehanizma
donošenja odluka o proširenju EU. Iz komparativne i istorijske perspektive, ovaj rad
istražuje veto pristup Grčke i Bugarske u procesu pristupanja Severne Makedonije u
kontekstu preovlađujućih narativa u politici dve države-članice Evropske unije. U
istraživanju se koristi analiza dokumenata i analiza diskursa. Članak pruža osvrt na logiku
i svrhu nacionalnih veta, njihovu upotrebu, kao i izglede za reformu procesa donošenja
odluka o proširenju Evropske unije.
Ključne reči: pristupanje EU, država-kandidat, bilateralizam, kvalifikovana većina,
reforma.
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Introduction

War prevention through the democratisation of political regimes is an area of
significant interest among predominantly liberal theorists of international relations.
Arguments regarding democratic peace can be traced back to the Enlightenment era
and the classical thinkers who promoted ideas of “perpetual” peace as an essential
goal for the international system amidst ongoing conflicts and interstate instabilities.
The organisation of the international relations system features as a central component
of security studies, with various ideas on how its structure could achieve the desired
stability. The stability of the bipolarity era, spanning from the end of World War II to
the late 20th century, remains a prominent research topic even three decades after its
formal conclusion. Today, this debate regains prominence in contemporary scholarly
discussions, particularly sparked by discussions of a potential new bipolarity where
China could emerge as a dominant pole alongside the political West (Maher 2018).

The fact that bipolarity has been extensively debated in security studies is
unsurprising given the several decades of stable bipolarity that characterised the
world from the end of World War II until the fall of the Berlin Wall. Early analyses
described bipolarity as predominantly stable. Kenneth Waltz defined it as a
structural creation sustained by three important factors. He claimed that in a
bipolar world, there was no periphery; any security event directly involved
engagement by one or both superpowers (Waltz 1964). Waltz focused on another
“guarantor” of bipolar stability, emphasising the increased factors influencing
competition between superpowers. As gains for one superpower imply losses for
the other in a “two-pole” system, Waltz (1964, 64) argued that global agendas
always indicate clear sources of threat. Hence, alongside clear sources of threats
in bipolarity, Waltz (1964, 64) compared the obscure origins of threats in
multipolarity, where stability is disrupted by the ambiguity of threats. Thirdly, a
“distinctive factor”, as Waltz (1964) terms it, ensuring the stable functioning of the
bipolar system, is constant pressure in terms of potential crisis resurgence. Kenneth
Waltz (1967, 218) advanced his argument in an article published several years later,
claiming that the substance of balance-of-power politics in the bipolar era “was
found in the diplomacy by which alliances are made, maintained, or disrupted”. 

During the era of bipolarity, the Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) region witnessed
the establishment of numerous bilateral alliances involving pairs of countries.2 Ashley

2 The term “military alliances” in this paper encompasses all forms of formalised military
cooperation between two states. Consequently, the terms “bilateral military alliances” and
“military allyships” are used interchangeably throughout the text.



Leeds and associates (2002) compiled a list of over 80 such defence agreements and
offered their operational definition of a military alliance as

“written agreements, signed by official representatives of at least two
independent states, that include promises to aid a partner in the event of
military conflict, to remain neutral in the event of conflict, to refrain from
military conflict with one another, or to consult/cooperate in the event of
international crises that create a potential for military conflict” (Leeds et
al. 2002, 238).
These authors compiled data on bilateral defence agreements into the Alliance

Treaty Obligations and Provisions dataset (ATOP), adopting a “soft” view of military
alliances.3 They view military alliances not solely as agreements containing a clause
for mutual defence in case of a joint threat but also encompassing softer forms of
military cooperation such as remaining neutral in conflicts or collaborating on
military issues in potential armed conflicts (Leeds et al. 2002). This paper adopts
Leeds and her colleagues’ definition of bilateral military alliances or allyships (BMAs).

During the Cold War, global blocs were sharply divided into Western liberal
democracies, potentially non-aligned nations, and communist real socialist states.
This ideological division narrowed the discourse, focusing heavily on promoting
concepts of peace. During the academic “neo-neo debate”, Michael Doyle (1983)
published his seminal article “Kant, Liberal Heritage, and Foreign Affairs”, which
paved the way for empirical examinations of peace within the context of political
integration among states in the international system. Doyle put forth a liberal
argument suggesting that a more democratic international system would lead to
less war-prone behaviour among countries.

Doyle’s Democratic Peace Theory was further developed by Rummel (1983),
who introduced the monadic variant of the theory, asserting that democracies are
“inherently more peaceful than other types of political regimes” due to various
factors.  In contrast, the dyadic variant of the theory argued that pairs of democratic
states are less likely to engage in war and, therefore, tend to coexist peacefully or
even form alliances.
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3 The Alliance Treaty Obligations and Provisions (ATOP) dataset, developed by researchers at Rice
University, systematically compiles information on military alliances formed between states from
1815. It includes detailed data on alliance characteristics, such as member states, commitments,
obligations, and provisions, allowing for a nuanced analysis of alliance behaviour and its impact
on international relations (ATOP 2005). Researchers deploy ATOP to study the formation, duration,
and evolution of alliances, as well as their effects on conflict and cooperation among states. The
dataset is an essential resource for scholars examining the role of alliances in shaping the
understanding of contemporary global security dynamics and international politics (ATOP 2005).



In addition to Doyle, several auxiliary hypotheses in the democratic peace
studies have evolved. According to these hypotheses, “pairs of democratic states
are unlikely to engage in serious military conflicts in their mutual relations” (Bremer
1992; Maoz and Russett 1992, 1993). In contrast, the majority of authors propose
hypotheses with a positive outlook, suggesting that “two democratic states are
more likely to form alliances” (Siverson and Emmons 1991; Simon and Gartzke
1996; Weart 1998) and that “alliances between democratic states tend to endure
longer” (Bennett 1997; Reed 1997). Modern studies on democracy and peace
generally move away from the rigid definitions of the democratic peace theory,
which posits that democracies do not wage war against each other. Instead, this
condition is considered in a more nuanced manner, suggesting that war has largely
become an outdated subject of study, alongside the devastating conflicts it entails
on both sides (Dixon 1994; Weart 1998).

This paper aims to examine the main characteristics of BMAs’ formation in the
CEE region and explore the potential of the dyadic democratic peace theory applied
to the establishment of BMAs. Beginning with the theory’s fundamental premise
that democratic states establish a “separate (mutual) peace”, which argues that
the likelihood of two democratic states waging war against each other is “highly
unlikely” (Doyle 1983), the question arises whether this theory holds universally
or varies across different historical periods. There are also perspectives suggesting
that this theory serves as a justification for Western interventions in “non-
democratic regimes” (Denton 2003; Goldsmith 2008).

A significant amount of statistical studies on democratic peace examine various
correlations between types of political regimes and aspects of a country’s
behaviour in international relations. Upon recognising threats to its national
security, a country decides to form alliances with others for various reasons. Robert
Jervis (2001) argued that the entire Cold War was a security dilemma in itself. He
acknowledged that while the Cold War “contained elements of the security
dilemma and included episodes in which tensions and arms increased as each side
defensively reacted to the other, the root of the conflict was at best a clash of social
systems” (Jervis 2001, 58). Jervis (2001) believed that the security dilemma serves
as a catalyst for establishing alliances (security regimes). In his earlier works, Jervis
(1982, 362) listed four conditions for establishing a security regime: great powers
must accept it, there must be shared values among regime members, expansion
should not threaten security rules, and war should only be pursued if feasible.

According to the Democratic Peace theory, peace would be compromised if
violent methods were used in bilateral relations between two (or more) entities
(Doyle 1986). While various arguments could be made about the significance of
the Central and Eastern Europe region, it is particularly intriguing in this research
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context due to its role as a buffer zone between the two blocs during the Cold War.
This unique region significantly influenced global dynamics during that period,
experiencing frequent regime changes and political turmoil within short periods.
Therefore, the primary aim of this paper is to investigate the explanatory power
of the democratic peace theory when applied to bilateral military alliances (BMAs)
within the Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) region following the Cuban crisis. 

The results of this paper will seek to fill in the scientific void of understanding
the nature of CEE countries’ behaviour after the Cuban crisis as it was re-shaped
with a new security dilemma. The paper also highlights the quality and
characteristics of the BMAs in the context of global bipolarity and the onset of
(uni)multipolarity. It follows the classic IMRAD structure as it commences with an
introduction outlining crucial methodological decisions made for the purpose of
this research, followed by the development of the hypothetical framework. After
presenting the results, the author discusses the potential generalisability and
internal validity of the findings. Additionally, the author compares findings with
those of similar studies, aiming to provide directions for the further potential
advances of BMAs research.

Method

Despite the substantial body of knowledge of military alliances and research
on democratic peace, there are unexplored quantitative aspects of the typology
and main characteristics of BMAs in the CEE region. Numerous studies investigate
the fundamental postulates of the democratic peace theory (Dixon 1994; Risse-
Kappen 1995; Lemke and Reed 1996; Maoz 1998; Sambanis 2001), along with
those focusing on economic aspects and spill-over effects among democratic states
(Powers 2004; Long and Leeds 2006; Li and Vashchilko 2010). Many other specific
studies on alliances also analyse these issues (Russett 1971; Acharya 1990; Morrow
1991; Leeds 2003; Tertrais 2004; Bearce, Flanagan and Floros 2006; Fang, Johnson
and Leeds 2014). Building on the basic tenets of democratic peace theory, which
suggest that homogeneous dyads are less likely to engage in war, this research
explores correlations between scores of political regime levels and the principal
characteristics of bilateral military alliances in the CEE region.

For the empirical scope of this research, a dyadic variant of the democratic peace
theory is employed to investigate whether the level of political regime correlates
with the likelihood and quality of the BMAs’ formation. This study aims to explore
the relationship between political regime changes within the CEE region and the key
characteristics of the BMAs, introducing the following set of research questions:
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1. What were the key characteristics of the BMAs during the temporal domain?
2. What was the nature of the dyads in terms of the political regime of each

member of the pair?
3. Was the durability of a BMA correlated with the level of democracy in each dyad,

and was the aggregated dyadic democracy score taken into consideration? 
4. Was regime change in dyad members correlated with the BMAs’ phases? 

The temporal domain of this study is limited to the period between the
occurrence of the Cuban nuclear crisis in 1962 and 2003 as an ending point. In a
wider sense, for comparison, the period from the end of World War II and the Cuban
crisis will also be included.4 These methodological decisions are dictated by the fact
that the ATOP database indexes data on the existing (and past) military alliances
until 2003. On the other hand, modern military alliances within the United Nations
system exist in a legal regime in accordance with the Charter, more precisely in the
right of individual and collective defence. Hence, all the establishing treaties and
agreements must have been deposited at the UN Secretariat. Thus, the unit of
analysis was only BMAs formed based on a public treaty registered at the UN.5

The period before 1962 will be included to determine whether there were any
significant differences before and after the Cuban crisis in the BMAs’ existence.
The framework includes countries that gained independence from the SFR
Yugoslavia and the USSR (hereinafter “the newborn countries”), as well as the
Czech Republic and Slovakia as the successors of the dissolution of Czechoslovakia.
The first observed year per every country within the ATOP dataset (whether it was
bilateral or multilateral) is included in the analysis as the starting point for the
respective country.

Consistent with the paper’s topic and objectives, this research focuses on
independent countries within Central and Eastern Europe. While opinions vary
regarding which countries constitute this region, according to widely accepted
geographical divisions, the CEE region currently comprises 19 sovereign states. However,
as detailed in Table 1, the number of individual entities varied over time, thus lacking
consistency. The author included the SFR Yugoslavia (and its republics), Bulgaria, and
Romania in the sample, as these states were part of a “buffer zone” between East and
West during the Cold War, making their BMA policies worthy of investigation.

4 The initial research of the ATOP dataset has demonstrated that there were not any multiphase
BMAs before the Cuban crisis in the CEE space.

5 However, there are instances where certain provisions of BMA treaties are declared to be secret.
According to ATOP, none of the BMAs in the CEE region (even before 1962) included any secret
articles (Leeds et al. 2002).



*All the “newborn” countries or the ones that experienced dissolution (but were involved in this
research), in accordance with the Correlates of War (CoW) system, 1962–2003.
** All countries that changed their statehood type or name (e.g., Yugoslavia to Serbia &
Montenegro) while remaining within the same territory and under the same central governing
authorities, continuing their existence as a single state within the international system.
*** Scores for the USSR are included up to 1991 (inclusive). The Russian Federation from 1992
onwards is excluded from the sample. 

Source: Author

Although Russian military alliance policies during and after the Cold War have
been extensively studied (Christensen and Snyder 1990; Huntington 1999; Williams
and Neumann 2000; Weitz 2003; Donaldson and Nogee 2014; Vysotskaya Guedes
2014), they were excluded from this research as Russia became independent in
1992. This decision was influenced by Russia’s participation as a member state in
74 BMAs during the same period, which could significantly impact the overall
findings. A critical reason for omitting Russia is its status as a former superpower,
particularly during the Cold War, with specific relationships with most CEE states.
Therefore, studying Russian involvement in alliance affairs warrants separate
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Continuous existence Discontinuous existence* Continuum de facto
recognized**

ALBANIA
BULGARIA
HUNGARY
POLAND
ROMANIA

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 1963 – 1992 (INCL.)
CZECH REPUBLIC (1993 – 2003)
SLOVAK REPUBLIC (IBID.)
USSR (1963 – 1991 INCL.)***
SFR YUGOSLAVIA (1963 – 1991 incl.)
UKRAINE (1992 – 2003)
BELARUS (ibid.)
LITHUANIA (ibid.)
LATVIA (ibid.)
ESTONIA (ibid.)
MOLDOVA (1992 – 2003)
FR YUGOSLAVIA (1992 – 2002)
BOSNIA & HERZEGOVINA (1995 – 2003)
SLOVENIA (1992 – 2003)
CROATIA (1992 – 2003)
NORTH MACEDONIA (1996 – 2003)

FR YUGOSLAVIA > SERBIA 
& MONTENEGRO (2003)

Table 1. Central and Eastern European countries (1963–2003) involved in analysis



research. This differentiated spatial domain, representing essentially the same
geographical area, necessitates presenting case trends accordingly. Given the
unpredictability of current political regimes and their influence on alliance
decisions, each newly independent country is examined individually, with some
serving as legal and scientific successors to previous states.6

Table 2. Number of BMAs as units of analysis
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Year/period

1963–1991 1992 1993 1995 1996–2003 Total

N 8 15 16 17 48 88

Source: Author; Extracted from: Leeds et al. 2002

The number of units per year varied between eight and eighteen during the
observed period. For the precise temporal determination in this analysis, the
author adopts the approach proposed by the ATOP dataset, which considers the
first consecutive calendar year after independence was declared as the starting
point for each respective country (Leeds et al. 2002). In alignment with the research
objectives, the author leverages data from the ATOP and the Polity IV datasets.
The ATOP project serves as the foundational dataset for identifying military
alliances, particularly post-World War II.

Over 40 years, there were 58 ineffective BMAs, where provisions of treaties
for 30 alliances remained in force as of 2003. Despite their legal status, all are
included in the study’s overall sample. The primary dependent variable is the
political regime’s level within specific societies at given times. Political regime is
assessed through various, sometimes conflicting, variables and indicators indexed
in extensive datasets compiled by academic and governmental bodies.7 Political
regimes are subject to slight up to tremendous change caused by numerous
internal and external factors, simultaneously producing their dynamics.

Many authors (Morgan and Campbell 1991; Morgan and Schwebach 1992;
Rummel 1983; Small and Singer 1976) deployed some categories of political regimes

6 In the case of the SFR Yugoslavia, it was the Republic of Serbia, while in the case of Czechoslovakia,
the successor was the Czech Republic. As the Russian Federation does not enter the analytical
framework, the USSR’s successor state is irrelevant. 

7 Some of the most notable available democracy/autocracy tools are the Index of Electoral
Democracy (IED), the Vanhanen political participation measure, the Freedom House Democracy
Index, the Polity IV dataset, and many others.



in examining democratic peace, but Maoz and Russett (1993) were among the first
to use continuous data. According to the definition of the Polity IV Manual (2016),
regime change occurs “whenever there has been a change in coded regime authority
characteristics on any the six component variables,8 whether or not that change
accounts for a change in the overall POLITY score”. In terms of this research, the
political regime dynamics is registered if at least one crucial change of the political
regime type occurs in a single calendar year. The types of political regimes are
classified by Polity IV into four categories: autocracy, closed anocracy, open anocracy,
and democracy.9 Many scholars claim that the political regime dynamics influences
the national leaders to act within the international arena. Military alliances, especially
bilateral ones, were among the most dominant ways of securing national interests
and establishing allied relations during the abovementioned temporal domain. To
inspect correlations among the BMAs’ characteristics, the author deploys several
variables from the ATOP dataset. The first group of variables comprises BMAs’ nature
in terms of their classification.10 The second one comprises several key characteristics
subject to hypothetical testing.11 As indicated earlier, the author deployed the Alliance
phase level dataset (atop3_0a), as one of the six basic formats of the ATOP to create
a research sample. To identify the most adequate cases, the author selected only
alliances whose variables indicated they were bilateral. To make the sample more
narrow, the alliances that had the starting point in 1963 as the first referent year of
the analysis were extracted.

As this research focuses on the BMAs established before the Cuban crisis and
lasting thereafter, all individual cases were manually added, excluding those ending
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8 Those variables are the competitiveness of participation, regulation of participation, executive
constraints, the openness of executive recruitment, the competitiveness of executive recruitment,
and regulation of chief executive recruitment (Polity IV Manual 2016, 20–26). For more
methodological details, consult the integral text of the Polity IV Manual.

9 This distinction has been quantitatively done by the 21-point threshold (from -10 to +10),
indicating autocracy (-10 to -6), closed anocracy (-5 to -1), open anocracy (0 to 5), and democracy
(6 to 10). 

10 According to the ATOP dataset, those are defence alliances, offence alliances, nonaggressive
alliances, neutral alliances, and consultative alliances (ATOP Codebook 2003).

11 Variables to be deployed in this research are: 1) pubsec–this variable records whether or not the
alliance agreement required secrecy and not whether the agreement remained secret in practice;
2) secart–the variable describes the content of the secret portion of an alliance; 3) length–this
variable indicates the number of months in the initial term of the agreement; 4) asymm–if
obligations vary for members of the alliance (i.e., the promises are not symmetrical); and 5) terrres–
if the alliance member promises to make some aspect of its territory or resources available to an
alliance partner in the event of conflict or under other specified conditions relevant to the alliance.



by 1962 inclusive.12 The second group of cases was formed on a manual basis,
involving all the cases that had 1962 or earlier as the starting point and ending
after 1963. The last step before the final sample was to exclude all non-CEE BMAs,
with both signatories being outside the CEE space.13 In total, 88 BMAs with assigned
criteria were included in the final sample.

Table 3. Alliances in ATOP dataset and other macro descriptives
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SAMPLE
N (%)

Before 1962 After 1962
Total military alliances 648 (100 %)
Multilateral alliances 103 (15,9 %)

Total BMAs
545 (84,1 %)

235 (43,19 %) 310 (56,88 %)
CEE BMAs 16 (18,18%) 72 (81,82%)

Total CEE BMAs 88 (100 %)

Source: Author; Extractions from the ATOP dataset (Leeds et al. 2002)

The ATOP dataset offers a unique variable (phase) that indexes changes in the
alliance’s existence. Whenever the written documents establishing the alliance are
changed in a way that affects the coding of any variables included in the ATOP
dataset, other than a change in membership caused by accessions or renunciations,
it is measured under the phase (ATOP 2005, 11). For this specific variable, the
author uses the Alliance phase level dataset (atop3_0aph), which includes a
separate entry for each alliance phase, providing the most adequate research
outcome. According to a preliminary review of empirical studies, the author
presumed that there was a strong correlation between the political regime changes
and the key characteristics of BMA existence. 

Thus, the main hypothesis this paper will test is formulated as follows:
H: The post-Cuban crisis political regime dynamics had significantly influenced
and changed the key characteristics of the CEE BMAs.
Initially, observable differences in key characteristics of bilateral defence

agreements suggest testing several auxiliary hypotheses. Central to this research

12 However, after the examination of the cases, none of these fulfilled the criteria, so basically, there
were no multiple-phase BMAs at CEE before the Cuban crisis. 

13 A BMA having at least one member situated outside the spatial domain enlisted within Table 1
is also disqualified from the research sample. 



is determining the political regime congruity among BMA members. Empirical
studies have consistently shown that heterogeneous dyads are less likely to form
alliances (Simon and Gartzke 1996), whereas homogeneous pairs of states have a
higher likelihood of entering interstate war (Rummel 1983; Doyle 1986). While
dyads consisting of one democratic and one autocratic state were rare, they were
possible. Democratic states are more inclined to legally bind themselves in terms
of mutual defence, as are autocratic pairs of states. Based on these empirical
findings, the first auxiliary hypothesis is formulated from the perspective of the
dyadic democratic peace theory as follows: 

H1: It is more likely that the CEE BMAs` signatories formed homogeneous rather
than heterogeneous dyads in the post-Cuban crisis period at the moment of
the BMA agreement conclusion.
Even though many comprehensive empirical studies demonstrate that H1 could

not be rebutted, there are no similar statistical studies for the CEE space. From
1816 until the present, the majority of studies concentrated on the global world
polity and the broader temporal domain. In the context of this research, this
hypothesis is significant as it will demonstrate the likelihood of the CEE states`
proneness to cooperate with a congruent-political regime partner. 

The moment when the founding agreement is concluded will be considered
relevant. However, due to the high number of individual cases and associated
changes, any regime changes occurring during the lifespan of a specific BMA will not
be introduced. More significantly, the focus is on the level of democracy or autocracy
within the specific polity. While various classifications of political regimes exist (such
as anocracy), they are less commonly used in empirical research. Instead, there are
datasets that quantitatively measure the level of democracy. In this regard, the
Aggregated Political Regime (APR) score is established. The APR is manually calculated
as the median of the political regime levels within each dyad. This approach is akin
to the “joinreg” measure developed by Zeev Maoz and Bruce Russett in 1993, which
assesses whether democracies are prone to war (Maoz and Russett 1993, 628). 

One of the research questions implied inspecting the correlation between the
APR score and the BMAs’ durability. Gaubatz (1996, 109) was positive that
“democracy by itself does not appear to either increase or decrease the ability of
a state to make commitments to nondemocracies”. To provide an evident response
to this research goal/s for the CEE BMAs, the author presumed that:

H2: ...the higher the APR score within the concrete CEE BMA, the more durable
the BMA.
This statistical assumption is derived from an emerging corpus of academic

papers claiming that democratic states create more durable alliances or noting
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significance between these two (Siverson and Emmons 1991; Maoz and Russett
1992; Simon and Gartzke 1996). The first part of H2 observes the state as an
empirical analysis unit, while the second assumption observes a dyad. Some crucial
characteristics stemming directly from the BMAs’ variables vary due to external
factors occurring independently of their willingness. This could be testable by
hypothesis number 3:

H3: The correlations among the key characteristics of the CEE BMAs significantly
varied before and after the Cuban crisis era. 
To adequately investigate the correlation changes, the author separated the

CEE BMAs sample into two periods, split by the Cuban crisis. The same separation
was applied to the total BMAs indexed within the ATOP database. This paper
assumes that the massive wave of democratisation has led to measurable changes
within the same sample. Under the key characteristics of the alliances besides their
nature, some others will also be deployed.14 The durability of the BMAs is not a
highly discussed issue among scholars. This is why the paper tests the fourth
auxiliary hypothesis involving phases within the BMAs’ changes. As none of the
available empirical studies determines whether there is any correlation between
the regime changes and the BMA establishment, the fourth hypothesis is
structured as follows:

H4: The more political regime changes occurred in the countries of the CEE
space after the Cuban crisis, the more phases of the BMAs, in which they were
members, happened.
According to the ATOP (2005, 15) Codebook, 35 out of 648 alliances have had

multiple phases in their existence, as well as 25 CEE BMAs. However, these results
should be taken with some reserves, bearing in mind that the ATOP variable phase
indexes “newborn” countries’ reinstatements of agreements as a new phase, as well.15

Results

Following the aims and research questions of the paper in obtaining results,
the author processed and adapted the ATOP dataset for sampling purposes.
Observing the initial filtering of the research sample showed that no single BMA

14 Here, the classification of the alliances as offensive, defensive, nonaggressive, neutral, and
consultative is accepted (ATOP Codebook 2003). 

15 For instance, the exception to this rule has to do with the state succession covered by the Vienna
Convention on Succession of States in Respect of Treaties (VCSST 1978).



was created during the war or open conflict. Although none of the founding
agreements contain secret clauses, they also do not forecast prospective future
membership, which stabilises the bilateral nature of the agreements. The
hypothetical framework commences with the main assumption that the post-
Cuban crisis political regime dynamics had significantly influenced and changed
the key characteristics of the CEE BMAs.

To get the most accurate outcomes, the author split this hypothesis into several
auxiliaries, with the first claiming it was more likely that the dyads were rather
homogeneous than heterogeneous in terms of political regime congruency in both
BMA signatories. The first result of this research appeared during the sampling
process, after which no single BMA with multiple-phase evidence was found. The
first starting year for a single BMA establishment after the Cuban crisis was 1968,
during which a BMA between Czechoslovakia and Romania was formed (Leeds et
al. 2002). Hypotheses H1 (partially), H2, and H3 were tested in separate temporal
domains before and after 1962 to provide more comprehensive results. Within the
hypothetical framework, the author started with an assumption that the structure
of congruent dyads in terms of the level of their political regimes is significant for
the BMAs’ research. Thus, the assumption of the likelihood that dyads were
homogeneous rather than heterogeneous in the post-Cuban crisis period at the
moment of the BMA agreement conclusion was tested by simple manual
calculation from the sample.16

Table 4: Dyadic nature of the BMAs
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(N=88) HOMOGENOUS HETEROGENEOUS

BMA CEE sample 63 (71,59%) 25 (28,41%)

Anocracy modified CEE sample 62 (70,45%) 26 (29,54%)

16 Dyads are counted based on the following principle: the homogeneous are formed by two
consolidated democracies, two anocracies, or two autocracies. On the other hand, dyads
consisting of one democracy and autocracy, or democracy and anocracy, or autocracy and
anocracy, form a heterogeneous pair.

Source: Author, based on the Polity IV data series

Table 4 illustrates a high level of homogeneity (71.59%) among the BMAs’ dyads
in the CEE region. Based on these findings, adjustments were made to the sampling
analysis rules. Given that the Polity IV’s classification of anocracy ranges from -5 to
5, a decision to differentiate between open anocracy (scores from 1 to 5) and closed



autocracy (scores from 0 to -5) was made. However, even with this distinction, the
results remained nearly unchanged—only one dyad met the conditions for
heterogeneity, reducing the homogeneity percentage to 70.45%. Conversely, this
hypothesis is conditionally challenged as the proportion of heterogeneous dyads
was notably higher than expected based on the democratic peace theory. Nearly
a third of the cases contradicted the principles of the Democratic Peace theory.
The next figure explores the APR score trends over time in order to determine
whether any statistical patterns existed within the temporal scope of this research. 

Graph 1: Polynomial trend line for all the APR scores in concrete year
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Source: Author’s calculations

Graph 1 supports the widely accepted notion of the “democratisation of the
post-Cold War world”, showing a significant increase in the APR score during the
early 1990s. However, despite this upward trend, there was considerable variation
in the APR scores at the start of the decade. Notably, six BMAs comprised states
with either autocratic or anocratic APR scores, indicating the absence of consistent
patterns. To illustrate this more clearly, the author decided to graphically present
the differences in the APR scores, reflecting the varying levels of political regimes
among the member states within the BMAs.

Graph 2: APR score differences among the members within the dyads

Source: Author`s calculation



Graph 2 shows an unexpected fluctuation in differences in political regime
scores among dyad members starting in 1990. In most cases, the BMAs exhibit
discrepancies of up to 15 points within the 21-point ladder score. After the initial
research, only two of all the CEE BMAs consisted of both consolidated
democracies.17 However, significant statistical regularity was noticed regarding
democratic scores before and after the Cuban crisis. 

For this reason, it was assumed that the higher the APR score within the
concrete CEE BMA,  the more durable the BMA. The aggregated dyadic score
derives a simple median value of two political regime scores at a given year. The
author calculated the median score of the two parties within the BMA in the given
year and presented it in Graph 3. The durability was expressed in months, and data
were taken from the ATOP. In total, most of the alliances registered a “-7” median
score in the Polity IV dataset, while a significant number of cases have had positive
(democratic) regime marks (from 6-9). The durability of the CEE BMAs is the next
finding. The author deployed a bivariate correlation method between the newly
established APR variable and the ATOP durability variable to determine the
correlations between these two. In order to improve the robustness of the results,
the full sample (N = 88) and the bare sample (N = 72) were correlated.18

Table 5: Durability and APR score correlations (before and after 1962)
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17 Hungary & Lithuania and Hungary & Slovenia, both concluded in 1992 (Leeds et al. 2002).
18 Bare sample presents the BMAs after the Cuban crisis occurred (N = 72). 
19 Before the Cuban crisis (1962), all 16 alliances had stipulations according to which they lasted for

20 years. Thus, due to the constant LENGTH variable, it was not possible to correlate it separately
with the APR score.

Durability
BMA CEE 88 BMA CEE 72

Durability in months (median) 166 149,56

APR Score
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.564**

.000
88

-.402**

.000
72

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Source: Author

Table 5 testifies to strong negative correlations between the durability and the
APR score of the BMAs. When extended to the full sample (BMAs before the Cuban
crises included), the correlation becomes even stronger.19 The CEE BMAs’ durability
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lasted on average for 166 months (N = 88), while after the Cuban crisis, median
durability was slightly shorter (149 months). Based on the correlated findings,
alliances with less democratic political regimes tended to last longer and vice versa.
This negative correlation persisted after the Cuban crisis, albeit slightly weaker but
still statistically significant (r = -.40, p < 0.01). That indicates that, overall, alliances
with more autocratic political regimes had longer durations compared to those
with democratic regimes.

The third part of the auxiliary hypothesis examined the phases of the BMA
survival in terms of their de facto existence. An alliance undergoes phase changes
when it manages to survive interruptions influenced by various factors. These
findings refute hypothesis H2, revealing a robust negative correlation between the
two variables under scrutiny. They underscore the significant influence of political
regime quality on the longevity of the BMAs within the observed context. 

Even though it assumes similar issues, hypothesis H3, in a way, provides a
synthesis of the previous ones. Several key characteristics of the CEE BMAs have
been identified, and a correlation has been examined to determine whether there
is a connection among them. As it was assumed that the correlations among the
key characteristics of the CEE BMAs significantly varied before and after the Cuban
crisis era, the logic followed a deduction principle and calculated first the main
characteristics’ correlation for all the BMAs indexed in the ATOP (N = 545).20

In all the BMAs indexed in the ATOP dataset, there are several strong statistical
correlations between some key characteristics. A strong positive correlation is
observed between defence and offence BMAs (r = .37, p < 0.01), while there is a
very strong negative correlation between defence and nonaggressive BMAs (r = -
.51, p < 0.01). In general, defence BMAs were likely to have asymmetrical
commitments between their members, and they also promised to make some
aspect of their territory or resources available to an alliance partner in the event
of conflict or under other specified conditions relevant to the alliance (r = .38, p <
0.01). The correlation between the BMAs with asymmetric commitments and the
ones with promising some aspects of their territory is very strong (r = .60, p < 0.01),
while the strongest correlation is among the ones promising territory and those
who predicted mutual military base establishment by their treaties (r = .79, p <
0.01). To inspect whether there are any similarities in these correlations, the author
repeated the correlation procedure for the CEE BMAs for the period before and
after the Cuban crisis.

20 Due to the large amount of data, the correlations are presented in Appendix 1 at the end of
this paper.



Table 6: Observable key characteristics of the CEE BMA (before and after 1962)*
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offense nonagg neutral consul

defense
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.a

.
-.799**

.000
-.351**

.002
-.362**

.002

offense
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.a

.
.a

.
.a

.
.a

.

nonagg
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.333
.207

.440**

.000
.178
.136

neutral
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.a

.
.a

.
.119
.320

consul
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

-.832**

.000
.277
.298

.a

.

seppeace
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.218

.417
-.655**

.006
.a

.
-.182
.501

* Correlations before the Cuban Crisis are bolded.
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Source: Author

Table 6 indicates that not many variables could be correlated as most were
constant (such as asymmetrical commitments, diplomatic aid, base establishment,
territory concession, etc.). Similarly to all the ATOP BMAs, for the period after the
Cuban crisis, there are even stronger negative correlations between defence and
nonaggressive CEE BMAs (r = -.79, p < 0.01). There are also strong negative
correlations between defence and neutral and consultative BMAs. It is observable
that the rise of nonaggressive CEE BMAs correlates positively with the rise of
neutral ones (r = .44, p < 0.01). Before the Cuban crisis, correlations among the
CEE BMAs were quite different. The key difference relates to a very strong negative
correlation between the consultative and offensive alliances (r = -.83, p < 0.01), as
well as between nonaggressive and those whose treaties have been concluded as
a part of a separate peace (r = -.65, p < 0.01). In examining the political regime
changes, the author assumed that the more political regime changes occurred in
the countries of the CEE space after the Cuban crisis, the more phases of BMAs, in
which they were members, happened. This hypothesis is difficult to categorise
traditionally, as it necessitates correlating changes in political regimes in the CEE
region with the phases experienced by the BMAs throughout their existence. Due
to the challenges in conducting a quantitative analysis, the author employed a
qualitative approach to illustrate the relationship between these two variables. In
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the observed period, there were 170 political regime changes: 89 before 1962 and
89 afterwards.

However, only 30 significant political regime changes occurred after, and 72
before 1962, if the Polity IV classification is taken into account.21 However, the
regime change does not include a simple change of the democracy quality. Polity
IV also indexes the interruption, interregnum, and transition periods as notable
regime changes. If this is included in the analysis, then 31 such cases occurred
before and only five after 1962.22 The author also observed no bigger deviations
in terms of temporal dispatching of the changes. Also, no (or at least minimal)
overlap between the regime change year and the BMA conclusion year is noticed.
The direct link between the fact that political regime change has occurred and the
decision to establish a BMA could not be adequately proven without a more
comprehensive dataset, which would present correlative variables. Thus, this
hypothesis could not be accepted.

Discussion and future research directions

The behaviour of sovereign countries within the international system has been
conceptualised ever since international relations studies have been established
between the two world wars. Whether the regime is democratic or autocratic, it
consists of political (f)actors that highly influence the strategic politics of the
concrete country. Some authors claim that, in democratic regimes, politicians want
to get into office and remain there, and the best strategy for doing so is to give
constituents what they want (Geddes 1999; De Mesquita 2002). In this paper, the
author appraised the theoretical assumptions of the dyadic variant of the
Democratic Peace theory as a potential explanatory argumentation of the
behaviour of Central and Eastern European countries after the Cuban crisis. The
behaviour within the international system was operationalised through the BMAs’
establishment. The quantitative research on the BMAs, combined with the
qualitative analysis of the BMAs’ treaties, could be of the utmost significance for
the analysis of wider bilateral relations between the two sovereign countries. This

21 If 1962 belongs to the transition period (i.e., the regime change occurred in 1956 and ended in
1974), the regime change that will be counted is the next following that occurred within the
concrete polity.

22 Albania, Hungary, Ukraine, and Yugoslavia experienced the most political regime changes in the
research sample.



research compounded one major and three auxiliary hypotheses. The Democratic
Peace theory postulates have been largely confirmed in terms of hypothesis H1. 

The results corroborated findings of Maoz and Russett (1993, 632) in terms of
“joint regime” (as they named it), as their study has proved that dyadic political
regime congruity (r = .51, p < 0.01) was a valid assumption.23 Having tested the
“alliances homogeneity” hypothesis, Duncan and Siverson (1982) confirmed regime
congruity among the alliance partners.24 On the other hand, some similar research
(though not coinciding in the temporal domain with this one) exposed findings
opposite to democratic peace theory assumptions. In the period between 1920
and 1939, Siverson and Emmons (1991, 295) noted that out of the 97 alliances
formed by democracies, only 10 were solely between democratic governments,
while the overall rate of democratic with democratic alliance formation was 10.3%.
Between 1946 and 1965, more than 35% of total alliances were purely democratic.
In general, some authors tend to show that after 1945, it was more likely for
democracies to get allied (Simon and Gartzke 1996; Farber and Gowa 1997). This
is the case with Lai and Reiter (2000), who empirically proved that political regime
congruity was not important before 1945 in the allying process. 

However, the results of this research remained robust even with the anocracy-
adjusted sample. But does a 70% congruence in political regimes suffice to validate
the democratic peace theory? The answer hinges on how one interprets the results
related to democratic peace. One possible interpretation, an extensive view,
suggests that the 30% incongruity can be seen as supporting the theory, given that
it is significantly less than 70%. Conversely, from a restrictive perspective, any
incongruity above 5% is deemed unacceptable. This divergence in interpretation
underpins the ongoing debate among theorists in this field. It appears that this
issue will continue to challenge peace research. Another pertinent question is what
the outcome would have been if the sample had included dyads where only one
member was from outside the Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) region. The
research sample (N=88) consisted exclusively of CEE dyads. However, future
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23 However, their sample consisted of 19.020 units, while the sample used for this research was
only 88 CEE BMAs. Also, their research compounded all the alliances (not only bilateral ones), as
well as all possible states’ interactions. This claim is supported by Maoz and Russett’s (1993, 636)
results suggesting that “newly created democracies in Eastern Europe and elsewhere may still
experience some significant amount of interstate conflict while their political systems are in the
process of transition to democracy.” 

24 These authors, however, tested both formal alliances (Small & Singer list) as well as informal ones
(Rood 1973). 



research could consider expanding the sample to include dyads with at least one
member from the CEE region, potentially providing further insights.

Following these arguments, directions for further research should also move
towards the examination of Russian (and any other) external influence on national
decisions to enter an alliance. The most pressing issue within democratic peace
research is whether the dyads (in conflict, militarised dispute, or alliance partners)
are formed based on political regime congruity. In this context, dyads from
hypothesis H2 in terms of the APR difference score should be taken carefully, as
some countries were indexed as anocracies or even autocracies when entering into
an alliance. Such was the case of Serbia and Croatia in the early nineties, when
they were constituting themselves towards democratic political regimes.
Hypothesis H3 was rejected as the correlation between the APR score and
durability was negative and even stronger when the analysis involved the BMAs
formed before the Cuban crisis. Unlike the results obtained by Gaubatz (1996), this
research demonstrated that CEE BMAs’ durability was longer if they were formed
by a smaller number of democratic dyads.

However, little research has been done on regime changes or the essential
features of the CEE BMAs. Hypothesis H4 was confirmed as many regime changes
(170) occurred within the temporal-spatial domain, and the correlations significantly
varied before and after the Cuban crisis. What limited further examination of
hypothesis H4 was that some dummy variables in the ATOP dataset were constant,
so the correlations between some key variables could not have been performed. Still,
this research provided an evident argumentation on the clear influence of
interregnums, interruptions, and transitions as important factors in the BMAs’
conclusion. Ultimately, based on the strong academic evidence supported by
empirical analysis, it could be concluded that political regime dynamics, despite the
methodological limitations of its research, is strongly correlated and has a huge
influence on the CEE BMAs’ existence and their key characteristics. 

Concluding remarks

This paper has quantitatively investigated correlations between the types of
political regimes and the nature of bilateral military alliances in Central and Eastern
Europe after the Cuban crisis. Even though some of the auxiliary hypotheses were
not accepted, they paved the way for similar research on these phenomena in the
future. The central idea of this paper was to demonstrate the link between the
political regime quality (democracy/autocracy) and the possibility of entering into
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a BMA and to present correlations between the political regime levels and some
variables (key characteristics) of the BMAs. 

These results have shown that some initial assumptions are validated, while, for
others, there should be further improvements. Besides, this paper has shown that
available datasets such as Polity IV and the ATOP are tremendously fruitful in
conducting research like this one. Easily accessible data, combined with the vast
variables compounding most countries for a long timeframe, is valuable for
researchers. On the other hand, one must not forget that these datasets were often
objects of academic debates, which suggested completely expelling them from
academic research. In fact, several datasets offer completely different information
than others in the same field, and their data availability is also very constrained. Lastly,
the ATOP dataset presents a very fruitful tool in examining military alliances from the
primarily institutional perspective, as it offers various variables on the
institutionalisation of alliances, such as permanent secretariat, military base, creation
of an international organisation, etc. In a theoretical sense, this article slightly presents
a step up in terms of partially upgrading democratic peace postulates.

In the case of the first one, this paper offered a unique approach towards
widening the research area of alliances from exclusively multilateral to bilateral
ones. The study contributes to the alliance theory by extending the analysis from
multilateral alliances to bilateral ones, revealing that the BMAs constitute over 84%
of all recorded alliances. Additionally, it highlights the importance of geographical
context, suggesting that future research could benefit from comparing regional
differences, such as those between Central and Eastern Europe and other global
regions. By demonstrating that the frequency of the BMAs is declining over time,
the article positions these alliances as a unique phenomenon whose significance
remains evident in contemporary international relations. 

Despite the decreasing ratio of the BMAs’ conclusions, they continue to play a
crucial role in influencing interstate policies and shaping the landscape of global
diplomacy. They represent an inevitable construct and constituent of modern
international relations, as the consequences of their existence keep influencing a
realm of interstate policy analyses.
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The paper presents the findings of a study developed as a part of the research
project “Serbia and Challenges in International Relations in 2024”, financed by
the Ministry of Science, Technological Development and Innovation of the
Republic of Serbia and conducted by the Institute of International Politics and
Economics, Belgrade, during the year 2024.
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Nenad STEKIĆ

OBRASCI FORMIRANJA BILATERALNIH VOJNIH SAVEZA I DINAMIKA POLITIČKIH
REŽIMA U CENTRALNOJ EVROPI, 1962–2003

Apstrakt: Ovo istraživanje proučava dinamiku političkih režima kao ključne faktore koji
oblikuju bilateralne vojne saveze u Centralnoj i Istočnoj Evropi od posledica Kubanske
raketne krize (1962) do 2003. godine. Koristeći podatke iz baza podataka Alliance Treaty
Obligations and Provisions (ATOP) i Polity IV, istraživanje istražuje statističke korelacije
između tipologija vojnih saveza i političkih režima. Istraživačka pitanja uključuju
istraživanje ključnih karakteristika savezništava u domenu odbrane, prirodu političkih
režima u dijadama, korelacije između trajnosti saveza i nivoa demokratije, kao i uticaj
promena režima na faze saveza. Analiziran je uzorak od 88 savezništava, istražujući
hipoteze o odnosima kao što su trajanje saveza, kongruentnost političkih režima,
asimetrija članova, odredbe ugovora i promene pre i posle Kubanske krize. Ključni nalazi
ukazuju da su manje demokratske dijade imale tendenciju da održe dugotrajnije saveze,
dok je hipoteza o sličnosti političkih režima u vojnim savezima dobila delimičnu
statističku potvrdu. Ovaj članak doprinosi razumevanju kako dinamika političkih režima
utiče na formiranje i dugovečnost saveza u regionu koji je istorijski oblikovan
hladnoratovskim geopolitičkim dinamikama.
Ključne reči: vojni savezi, bilateralni sporazumi, Centralna i Istočna Evropa, politički
režim.



Appendix 1: Key characteristics of all the ATOP BMAs (1815–2003 inclusive)
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offense nonagg neutral consul asymm dipaid terrres seppeace base

defense
Pearson Correlation .372** -.519** -.234** -.126** .381** .019 .381** .286** .364**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .003 .000 .661 .000 .000 .000
N 545 545 545 545 545 530 532 533 534

offense
Pearson Correlation -.253** -.094* -.116** .083 .107* .069 .333** .070
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .028 .006 .053 .013 .114 .000 .105
N 545 545 545 545 530 532 533 534

nonagg
Pearson Correlation .134** -.073 -.334** -.108* -.280** -.245** -.267**

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .088 .000 .013 .000 .000 .000
N 545 545 545 530 532 533 534

neutral
Pearson Correlation -.013 .014 .084 -.127** -.028 -.123**

Sig. (2-tailed) .763 .736 .052 .003 .514 .005
N 545 545 530 532 533 534

consul
Pearson Correlation -.084* .014 -.073 -.058 -.084
Sig. (2-tailed) .050 .749 .091 .185 .052
N 545 530 532 533 534

asymm
Pearson Correlation .095* .607** -.006 .594**

Sig. (2-tailed) .029 .000 .896 .000
N 530 532 533 534

dipaid
Pearson Correlation .029 .196** -.008
Sig. (2-tailed) .505 .000 .860
N 530 530 530

terrres
Pearson Correlation -.014 .799**

Sig. (2-tailed) .740 .000
N 531 532

seppeace
Pearson Correlation .016
Sig. (2-tailed) .713
N 533

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).



**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
a. Cannot be computed because at least one of the variables is constant.
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Appendix 2: Key characteristics of the BMAs before and after the Cuban crisis
defense offense nonagg neutral consul asymm notaiden dipaid terrres seppe base

defense
Pearson .155** -.594** -.139* -.171** .323** -.088 .a .395** .a .342**

Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .000 .014 .003 .000 .132 . .000 . .000
N 310 310 310 310 310 297 296 298 299 300

offense
Pearson .351** -.113* -.035 .066 -.018 -.041 .a -.020 .a .100
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .048 .540 .248 .750 .477 . .728 . .083
N 235 310 310 310 310 297 296 298 299 300

nonagg
Pearson -.300** -.200** .254** -.083 -.252** .279** .a -.231** .a -.278**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .002 .000 .143 .000 .000 . .000 . .000
N 235 235 310 310 310 297 296 298 299 300

neutral
Pearson -.434** -.196** .091 .137* .026 .373** .a -.070 .a -.044
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .003 .167 .016 .649 .000 . .228 . .445
N 235 235 235 310 310 297 296 298 299 300

consul
Pearson .044 -.101 -.221** -.146* -.092 -.076 .a -.048 .a -.016
Sig. (2-tailed) .498 .123 .001 .025 .106 .191 . .408 . .777
N 235 235 235 235 310 297 296 298 299 300

asymm
Pearson .325** -.020 -.308** -.034 -.007 -.095 .a .605** .a .618**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .757 .000 .607 .918 .102 . .000 . .000
N 235 235 235 235 235 297 296 298 299 300

notaiden
Pearson -.259** -.142* .200** .395** -.023 -.098 .a -.007 .a .140*

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .030 .002 .000 .732 .136 . .900 . .016
N 234 234 234 234 234 234 296 296 296 296

dipaid
Pearson -.071 .049 -.079 .100 .075 .059 -.022 .a .a .a

Sig. (2-tailed) .278 .459 .232 .129 .251 .366 .739 . . .
N 234 234 234 234 234 234 234 296 296 296

terrres
Pearson .311** .000 -.248** -.202** -.031 .583** -.095 -.005 .a .767**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .996 .000 .002 .641 .000 .148 .937 . .000
N 234 234 234 234 234 234 234 234 297 298

seppeace
Pearson .275** .268** -.253** -.076 -.008 -.095 -.133* .159* -.084 .a

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .248 .899 .148 .043 .015 .203 .
N 234 234 234 234 234 234 234 234 234 299
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Abstract: The paper analyses the possibility of formation of an Asian counterpart to the
NATO alliance, focusing on the obstacles to and challenges involved. In the first part of
the paper, the author reflects on the cooperation of certain Indo-Pacific countries
(especially Japan, South Korea, Australia, and New Zealand) with NATO, including the
scope and progress of their engagement to date. Next, the paper provides a brief review
of early 21st-century proposals for a ‘global’ NATO, which ultimately remained
unrealized. The central section examines the concept of an Asian NATO, analyzing
potential member countries and exploring the obstacles to the realization of such an
alliance. The author identifies three major to the creation of an Asian NATO: cultural-
political, geo-economic, and geographic/geostrategic. Each of these obstacles is
analysed and interpreted individually, under the assumption that the USA would be
willing to initiate the alliance’s formation. These challenges primarily concern the
potential Asian member countries themselves. The final section provides a summary
of the key arguments and presents the concluding remarks.
Keywords: Asia, Indo-Pacific, Alliances, USA, China, Strategy. 
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Contemplating an Asian NATO: 
Obstacles and Challenges to Its Formation

Željko BUDIMIR1

Introduction

A common theme in academic publications, in the media, and the discourse
of high-positioned officials, both in the West and other regions, is the claim that
the People’s Republic of China has undoubtedly been on the rise, exerting its
growing influence globally. IThere have been dozens of books published on China
in the English-speaking world containing in their respective titles the word ‘rise’.



That rise is characterized by its political, economic, and military aspects, indicating
that China is becoming an increasingly powerful international actor. On this topic,
Kachiga (2021, 13) observes that China is rising to the top of the world’s hierarchy
of wealth and power. The consequence is that being at the top means an improved
status and influence—and with influence comes power.

As one country gains increasing influence and power, relations among great
change (especially if competing countries do not progress at the same pace or even
fall behind). This affects the balance of power, and transforms the global order.
Back in the 1990s, U.S. strategic thinkers of the USA started considering an
adequate approach to China’s rise as a future/possible contender. While China was
still far from its present powerful position, influential American authors like
Zbigniew Brzezinski argued that, for historic and geopolitical reasons, China should
consider America its natural ally. On the other hand, Brzezinski also noted that for
America, China’s regional power, when integrated into a broader framework of
international cooperation, could be a vital geostrategic asset (Brzezinski 1998, 207).
Yet, China managed to develop economically faster and more successfully than any
Western analyst, including Brzezinski, could have predicted. More than a quarter
of a century ago, Brzezinski stated that “even by the year 2020, it is quite unlikely
even under the best of circumstances that China could become truly competitive
in the key dimensions of global power” (Brzezinski 1998, 164).

Nevertheless, even before 2020, China was recognised in Western publications,
as well as scholarly production, as one of the global poles of power. As noted in
one study on ‘new bipolarity’ in international relations, China, by virtue of its
current combined capabilities, has moved from great-power to superpower status
(Tunsjø 2018, 179). Øystein Tunsjø dedicated his 2018 study to describing and
explaining the birth of new bipolar order built by the USA and China. Given that
the relations between Washington and Beijing are burdened with numerous
misunderstandings and conflicts (the issue of Taiwan, commercial issues, high
technology transfer, war in Ukraine), the benevolent rhetoric of Brzezinski has long
since been obsolete, and China is being more and more treated by the USA (and
by the entire ‘Western community) as a direct challenge and a potential threat.
During the 1990s, when Brzezinski’s famous book entitled The Grand Chessboard:
American Primacy and Its Geostrategic Imperatives was a bestseller among political
scientists, there was not a single mention of China in NATO’s strategic concept. In
other words, it was completely out of focus of the Western Alliance. More than
two decades later, the Alliance’s Strategic Concept reads:

“The People’s Republic of China’s (PRC) stated ambitions and coercive policies
challenge our interests, security and values“ […] “The deepening strategic
partnership between the People’s Republic of China and the Russian Federation

684 BUDIMIR



and their mutually reinforcing attempts to undercut the rules-based
international order run counter to our values and interests“ […] We will work
together responsibly, as Allies, to address the systemic challenges posed by the
PRC to Euro-Atlantic security and ensure NATO’s enduring ability to guarantee
the defence and security of Allies“ (NATO 2022, 5).
In that same year, the US National Security Strategy claimed that:
“The PRC is the only competitor with both the intent to reshape the
international order and, increasingly, the economic, diplomatic, military, and
technological power to do it“  […] “ In the competition with the PRC, as in other
arenas, it is clear that the next ten years will be the decisive decade“ (White
House 2022, 4–5).
One gets the impression that the stakes in the American (Western)-Chinese

contest have been şignificantly raised. In U.S. academic, military and expert circles,
China is interpreted as a new contender, after the USSR. Already a couple of years
ago, certain prominent Western intellectuals announced the ‘new Cold War’,
perceiving China as an even more significant challenge for the USA, even a bigger
and more dangerous one than the USSR ever was (Ferguson 2019). With that in
mind, Walters (2023) poses a question whether it is time for the U.S. and Asian
countries to form an organization like NATO. 

This paper explores which countries would be the most likely members of a
hypothetical Asian NATO, as well as the major obstacles and challenges to its
formation, assumming U.S. leadership accepts the idea and that there is sufficient
political will to pursue its creation. In that sense, the research focuses on the
circumstances, conditions and external obstacles (beyond the U.S.) to establishing
an Asian NATO. 

Literature review

This topic is largely unexplored in academic literature, with few scholarly articles
and studies addressing the possibility of creation of an Asian NATO, its perspectives
and challenges/obstacles. Generally speaking, views concerning the possibility of
an Asian NATO can be labeled as either ‘optimistic’ or ‘pessimistic’, with the latter
being more prevalent.

Hemmer and Katzenstein (2002) argued why the USA, upon the end of the
WWII, had failed to form a political-military defensive alliance in the Far East
analogous to the NATO in Europe.  Although their article addresses a different topic,
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their analysis of U.S. policy and interests highlight structural factors that hindered
the creation of an Asian NATO at the start of the Cold War—factors that continue,
to some extent, to obstruct its formation today. He and Feng (2012) address a
similar topic from a different perspective, employing the prospect-threat alliance
model to analyze threats and risk-taking behavior in alliances. While their research
is not directly related in terms of content, it is conceptually valuable for
understanding the cautious stance of some Indo-Pacific countries toward the
creation of an Asian NATO and their hypothetical participation in it.

When it comes to recent research that consider the perspectives of an Asian
NATO, they are not only few, but are also very restrained and sceptical of the idea.
Ahmad (2021) observes that ”simply put, Asia is not ripe for a NATO style
containment block against China.” She offers a couple of reasons – there is no
support of the ASEAN members (but this support is crucial, given their strategic
position); deficit of solidarity among diverse regional partners; opposition of China
to such alliance (Ahmad 2021).

Similar scepticism and pessimism is expressed by Pajon (2024), who, in a
reaction to the statement by Japanese Prime Minister, says that for the time being,
the idea of an Asian NATO seems unrealistic. Like Ahmad, Pajon provides similar
arguments, out of which the first and foremost is – “the diversity of actors and
geographical elongations in Asia indeed make it difficult to establish a common
perception of threats” (Pajon 2024). This ‘obstructive’ factor for the creation of an
organisation analogous to the NATO is recognised in this article as well, and it is
duly explicated. 

Contrastingly, moderate optimism in view of the possibility for the creation of
an Asian NATO was expressed by Green (2023), claiming that “the U.S. and partner
governments may not have the intent of pursuing an Asian NATO today, but the
unfolding geopolitics of the region makes that option more plausible than it has
been for seven decades.” 

Other authors quoted in this article (Fiddler 2024; Walters 2023) who expressed
their views on the topic, provided a string of convincing evidence with regard to
the strength and number of factors making it difficult to form an Asian NATO, and
for that reason they can be considered ‘pessimists’. Walters claimed that there
were political differences in the stances of certain candidate countries that make
it impossible to assume a joint defensive position and that these very countries
would not like to engage in a conflict with Beijing. Fiddler referred to the insufficient
interest of potential member countries, along with the fact that they were
dependent on trade deals with China in the economic sense. Despite the scarcity
of scholarly articles on the topic, one should expect an increased interest in it in
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the near future both in terms of their quantity and quality, bearing in mind the fact
that this is a challenging topic allowing for putting numerous hypotheses from the
fields of international relations studies and of security studies to a test.

Theoretical framework

The aforementioned issues are going to be researched into using the sort of
dialectical method – by contrasting ‘the thesis’ and ‘the antithesis’, where the
former is embodied in the neo-realistic school in the field of international relations
studies (Waltz and Walt) and the latter in the ideas of the neo-liberalism school
(Nye and Koehane), as well as the already mentioned He and Feng (2012)
championing their prospect-threat alliance model and the theses of geopolitics on
the significance of geography in political affairs. By opposing the arguments from
the said two perspectives, one can draw a conclusion that, for the time being, the
respective politics and strategy of potential member countries of an Asian NATO is
more guided by the reasons and considerations of the latter corpus.

So, we can start with ‘the thesis’. The introduction section already describes
the rise of China and the perception of that rise in the American (international)
political science, seen from the perspective of U.S. and international organisations
(NATO), as well as prominent individuals-statespersons (Japanese Prime Minister).
The U.S. – China relations, along with other American allies from the Indo-Pacific
region are becoming growingly tense. In neo-realistic terms, there is a typical
understanding that international politics is the realm of power, of struggle, and of
accommodation (Waltz 1979, 113). According to the same author, countries have
always competed for wealth and security, and the competition has often led to
conflict (Waltz 2000, 33).

It is an undeniable fact that, over the past decades, the economic,
technological, and military power of the PRC has grown to such proportions that
it exceeds the overall powers (in respective domains) of potential member
countries of an Asian NATO. Given that the same author claims that the
international system induces balancing, rather than band-wagoning behaviour
(Waltz 1979, 126), one would expect, from the position of neo-realism, for potential
member countries of an Asian NATO to develop close ties between them, even in
the form of a multilateral military alliance. Nevertheless, is the Chinese
accumulated power a good enough reason for the creation of such an alliance?
There are concepts in international relations studies (neo-realistic) which pinpoint
urges for balancing in other drivers.
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For example, Stephen Walt argues that “states tend to balance against threats
and not necessarily against power” (Paul 2004, 8). According to him, rather than
allying in response to power alone, it is more accurate to say that states will ally
with or against the most threatening power” (Walt 1985, 8–9). Several years later,
he expressed a similar thought in slightly different terms, noting that in anarchy,
states form alliances to protect themselves. Their conduct is shaped by the threats
they perceive, with the power of others being just one element in their calculations,
albeit an important one (Walt 1987, x).

One might argue that, since the end of the Cold War, countries worldwide,
including those in the Indo-Pacific region, have recognized China’s rising power,
but have not significantly ascribed to it any Chinese geopolitical aspiration or threat
to its neighbours. Yet, a very straightforward and partly alarming (previously
mentioned) statement by Japanese Prime Minister is a testimony that the Chinese
politics is being taken as increasingly threatening in that region. According to Walt
(1987, 263), balancing was far more common than bandwagoning, and
bandwagoning was almost always confined to especially weak and isolated states.

The aforementioned features basic principles of ‘the thesis’ (neo-realistic
view/paradigm), which suggests that potential member countries of an Asian NATO
(far from being weak or isolated) should already be moving towards creating a solid
counterbalance to China, supported, naturally, by the USA. However, developments
in practical politics do not fully confirm this assumption.

The article offers counter-arguments as well – the contents of ‘the antithesis’.
First and foremost, the factor of geopolitics/geography is highlighted – great
distances between potential members of the alliance, as well as between them
and the very PRC itself, and their mostly islandic character (Japan, Philippines,
Australia, New Zealand) not only make it difficult for their respective armed forces
to act in synergy, but they also affect the perception of Chinese threat (for some
of these countries, this threat is direct and realistic, for some not to that extent –
for instance, New Zealand). This would be the geopolitical (geographical) element
in the contents of ‘the antithesis’. In addition, the author points not only to the
spatial but to the mentality/cultural distance between certain countries – potential
member countries of an Asian NATO. 

Another element in ‘the antithesis’ context is mentioned by Paul (2004, 9):
“Liberals also suggest that states that are economically interdependent are unlikely
to engage in disruptive military balancing vis-ŕ-vis one another”. One of the versions
of the liberal understanding of international relations is the theory of
interdependence formulated by Nye and Keohane in the 1970s. In their effort to
sum up the theory by the end of the 1990s, they claim that the notion of complex
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interdependence implies: “a world in which security and force matter less and
countries are connected by multiple social and political relationships” (Keohane
and Nye Jr 1998, 83).

In more concrete terms, when found in a situation of complex interdependence:
“no longer must states adjust every major foreign policy action to the balance
of military power and the nature of military alignments. On the other hand,
the emergence of multiple channels of contact between countries, on multiple
and nonhierarchic issues, increases the opportunities for influence. Points of
conflict as well as points of cooperation increase. The total foreign policy
situation becomes more complex. As a result, the bargaining choices for states
become richer” (Keohane and Nye 2012, 97). 
In other words, interdependence provides countries with a context which is

far more benevolent than what used to be the situation in the past and which
offers far more opportunities for the evasion of strategic competition (creation of
opposing military blocs included), of dangerous tensions, and of armed conflicts.

This article proves the (economic) interdependence between China and
potential Asian NATO member countries to be much deeper and more
comprehensive than it was the case between the USSR and European countries
and the USA  during the Cold War. The orientation of the aforementioned countries
towards the trade with China is so strong that they are highly sensitive, for
commercial reasons, over the possibility of making any steps that might be taken
as hostile by Beijing, including the creation of a NATO-likepolitical-military alliance.  

The third element of ‘the antithesis’ is the argument presented by He and Feng
in their previously cited paper, which complements the second element—
interdependence. Choosing as their methodological basis the behavioural theory
of decision-making under conditions of risk, introduced by Daniel Kahneman and
Amos Tversky (1979) thorugh laboratory experiments, He and Feng (2012, 233)
highlight the conclusion of this theory stating that if people are in an advantageous
situation (a domain of gains), they are more likely to behave cautiously (risk-
aversely) in order to protect their gains and avoid losses. However, when people
are in a disadvantageous situation (a domain of losses), they are more likely to
choose risky behavior that may either reverse or worsen their losses. 

According to He and Feng, similar reasoning (calculation) can be applied to
countries. In the case of a hypothetical Asian NATO, the article argues that the
respective public opinion of its potential member countries is very much afraid of
their countries being dragged into a conflict with China over Taiwan if the USA
decides to deploy armed forces to defend the island against an invasion from the
Chinese mainland. Considering the fact that, due to the diversified trade with China
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over the past decades, hypothetical Asian NATO member countries are in an
advantageous situation (a domain of gains), it is clear that any military involvement
in a conflict over Taiwan would be extremely counter-productive for them in
economic, social, and security terms. Related to that, He and Feng (2012, 234) offer
instructive observations, noting that while external balancing through alliances can
help states gain security, they are also exposed to significant risks. The principal
loss is the likely loss of freedom of action, which can take various forms, such as
political constraints, military obligations, and even military entrapment. Therefore,
an alliance is a double-edged sword for a state in the international system.

Concerning an Asian NATO, it is obvious that a potential military involvement
with regard to Taiwan would represent the aforementioned  “military entrapment”.

In conclusion, the opposition (interplay) of the elements of ‘the thesis’ (neo-
realistic ideas) and ‘the antithesis’ (geopolitics/geography, theory of complex
interdependence, and prospect-threat alliance model) represents a specific
theoretical framework of this article, which reveals how a seemingly single solution
(from the aspect of neo-realism) – the creation of an Asian NATO – to ensure the
security of certain Indo-Pacific region countries becomes problematised using a
series of counter-arguments on the part of ‘the antithesis’.

The context of the unrealised project

The Indo-Pacific region is the primary arena of the U.S.-China rivalry, with its
sub-regions serving as a longstanding battleground for the two political blocs. After
World War II, northeast and southeast Asia became focal points of U.S. foreign and
security policy, driven by the beginning of the Cold War and the perceived Soviet
threat. In Europe, the USA initiated the creation of NATO in 1949, a firm military
alliance directed towards the USSR, the foundation of this alliance being Article 5
of the North Atlantic Treaty, which reads at the beginning:

“The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe
or North America shall be considered an attack against them all“ […] (NATO
2023).
What is implied by this, as well as by other articles, is that  the principle of

collective defence is the main axis of the NATO’s founding treaty. It remains a
unique and enduring principle that binds its members together, committing them
to protect each other. Over the course of time, the NATO would expand, deepen
internal integration, and turn into the main instrument of the American presence
in (and control over) Europe. Although the USA had equally valuable (vital) interests
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in the region of Pacific, north- and south-east Asia, Australia, and Oceania, it did
not establish the regional replica(s) of NATO to tie up various anti-Communist
regimes and countries into a unique military-political alliance. Instead, the USA
opted for entering into a series of bilateral defensive treaties with those countries
Washington had estimated they have an unquestionable geostrategic value.

In September 1951, the USA arrived at the ANZUS treaty with the countries of
Australia and New Zealand (Australia, New Zealand and United States Treaty),
which came into existence the following year. Also in September 1951, the Security
Treaty between Japan and the USA was signed in San Francisco. A month earlier,
the USA signed the Mutual Defence Treaty with the Philippines. Upon the
establishment of truce in the Korean war, in October 1953, the USA and South
Korea also signed the Mutual Defence Treaty. Apart from the ANZUS pact, the only
multi-lateral mechanism in the region of Indo-Pacific for maintaining security was
the SEATO (Southeast Asia Treaty Organisation) established in September 1954.
The Treaty attracted, other than the USA, the countries of Great Britain, France,
Australia, New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philippines, and Thailand. Much too
heterogeneous and loosely structured, the Treaty was abolished in 1977 (Budimir,
Vuković 2016, 88-89).

Hemmer and Ketzenstein (2002, 579) noted that, in the years following the
Second World War (WWII), the U.S. policymakers contemplated the possibility of
establishing an Asian NATO. Nonetheless, the idea was abandoned, despite the
contemplations. Hemmer and Katzenstein have elaborated on the issue and
provided an abundance of arguments and information. According to them,
multilateralism is a particularly demanding form of international cooperation and
requires a strong sense of collective identity. This sense of collective identity was
lacking in the region in the period designated. On the contrary, some Asian
countries refused an idea of joining a regional treaty should Japan be its member,
both out of fear of Japan gaining in power and out of memory of its aggression.
Therefore, there was neither mutual trust nor any sense of connection of political
destinies among the very candidates for the ‘Pacific NATO’. Not that the USA itself
maintained an equal relationship towards Europe and Asia. In the case of Europe,
American officials themselves pointed to the religion and democratic values as a
foundation of the North Atlantic community (with European origins of many
Americans also perhaps playing some role). The mentioned authors (2002, 588)
state that the identification of the USA with Europe “had an undeniable racial
component.” On the other hand, in the case of Asia, these affinities and trust were
absent. Religion and democratic values were shared only in a few instances, and
race was a powerful force separating the United States from Asia. This dynamic
influenced the U.S. preference for multilateral or bilateral security arrangements.
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Although the formation of an Pacific or Asian NATO would have been justified
from the perspective of military strategy, operational skill, and logistics, as well as
politics, a decision on the actual establishment of the Treaty was never made. John
Foster Dulles explained that “in the absence of identification, there could be no
Asian equivalent of NATO“ (Hemmer,  Katzenstein 2002, 597). The reliance of the
USA on a network of bilateral security treaties will remain the foundation stone of
the American military-political strategy throughout the entire Cold War. The said
SEATO never approached the role the NATO assumes. It is interesting, though, that
not even Asian countries that had defense treaties signed with the USA never
expressed any deeper mutual interest in establishing cooperation among
themselves at a military or security level. Instead, each country chose to focus on
its particular issues, relying solely on the USA.

Upon the end of the Cold War and the onset of the era marked with American
hegemony, there was no discussion about possible grouping of American Pacific
allies into a formalised military-political alliance. The situation changed in the
aftermath of the 2001 terrorist attacks, and the subsequent American military
intervention in Afghanistan, when a number of Asian-Pacific countries provided
support to the efforts made by Americans in the fight against Talibans and in
supporting the new authorities in Kabul. Australia and New Zealand sent their
troops into Afghanistan, whereas Japan organised financial aid for a great deal of
infrastructure projects in the country. South Korea had its troops and a civilian
mission stationed in Afghanistan, and it provided financial aid for a variety of
projects across the country as well (Vuković 2017, 26). Given that the NATO would
gradually take over the burden of the mission in Afghanistan on itself, the Alliance,
upon the initiative of the USA, decided to deepen the cooperation with the four
countries in question in various areas. With regard to the official vocabulary of the
NATO, they became ‘partners across the globe’ or, simply put, ‘global partners’. 

In early 2000s, a discussion was started about the potential expansion of NATO
beyond Europea. In a text entitled ‘Global NATO’ of 2006, Ivo Daalder and James
Goldgeier advocate that it should be made possible for any democratic country
capable of and willing to contribute to new NATO missions/responsibilities to
become a member. Furthermore, John McCain, an American senator and a
candidate on the presidential election advocated at that time for the creation of
‘Worldwide League of Democracies’ - in reality a form of the NATO expanded
(Vuković 2017, 30). 

In all these plans, Australia, Japan, New Zealand and South Korea existed as
potential members, although neither country expressed any wish to formally join
the Alliance. Their NATO membership  remains unrealistic or unattainable over a
series of reasons. One reason, without a doubt, is the strong opposition of certain
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European countries. This raises the question of how viable it would be for the USA,
without European partners, to initiate the creation of an Asian NATO while adhering
to the same principles. What would be the basic principles of such an organization,
and which countries could be included? What would be the major obstacles and
challenges? These are the issues addressed in the paper.

Nonetheless, there have been plans and appeals for the creation of the Asian
NATO and they are no secret. Thus, in 2023, а group of US politicians has proposed
a bill to Congress that would establish a fact-finding panel towards the creation of
an Indo-Pacific version of NATO that could act as a deterrent against growing
aggression in the region by China and North Korea (Ryall 2023).

The following year, the request was subtly reformulated: the next
administration should consider proposing a comprehensive Pacific Security
Alliance, with Asian members fully sharing economic and personnel responsibilities.
The envisioned Asian security organization would benefit from U.S. support
through global aerial transport, intelligence, naval operations, and space-based
reconnaissance (Cohen, Hill 2024).

Finally, in his essay published a few days before he will become the prime
minister of Japan, Shigeru Ishiba (2024) proposed the creation of an Asian version
of NATO.

Hypothetical members of an Asian NATO

When considering the creation of a hypothetical Asian (Pacific or Indo-Pacific)
NATO, four countries naturally come to mind, apart from the USA: Japan, South
Korea, Australia, and New Zealand. The Philippines is also considered a potential
member, though with somewhat less likelihood. Why are these countries viewed
as proper candidates for an Asian counterpart to NATO? Firstly, as previously
mentioned, they are nations with which the USA has long-standing defense
treaties, each having developed a bilateral military-political framework with the
most powerful country in the hypothetical alliance.

The NATO began regular contact with Japan in the 1990s, with New Zealand in
2001, and with Australia and the South Korea in 2005. The NATO formalised its
partnerships with Australia, Japan, the Republic of Korea, and New Zealand by
signing Individual Partnership and Cooperation Programme documents with each
of these countries between 2012 and 2014. Individually observed, when compared
among each other, these countries do not have the same level of cooperation with
the NATO, but they have no match in any other country in the Indo-Pacific region
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as regards this issue. Australia is the ‘most integrated into the NATOs military
operational structure’, Japan has had ‘the longest relations with the NATO and is
the most openly enthusiastic about its association with the alliance’, relations
between the Republic of Korea and the NATO ‘have been relatively superficial until
recently’ but ‘currently are in a dynamic state as a result of external and internal
changes, including the war in Ukraine’, whereas New Zealand has ‘traditionally
seen the direct practical benefits of the NATO partnership as limited for its regional
security interests’ (Expert Study Group 2024, 7).

Appreciating their contribution to NATO, the leadership of the Alliance invited
representatives of these four countries to the Madrid summit of heads of state
and government in June 2022. Given that one of the prominent issues both during
the summit and in the then adopted NATO Strategic Concept was the ‘Chinese
challenge’, their participation at this event, viewed from a geostrategic point of
view, was fully justified and expected.

The long-lived and versatile cooperation of these four countries with the NATO
is important, among other things, due to the fact that their political, security, and
military structures could have, by means of that cooperation, gained quite enough
knowledge about and experience of how an international multilateral military-
political platform spearheaded by the USA functions, which represents a solid
ground for possible formation of a military alliance analogous to that one. The
representatives of these countries were presented with an opportunity to see,
through bilateral treaties their countries established with the NATO, from the ‘inside’
how one such complex mechanism operates featuring consulting procedures
elaborated, planning, locking agreements, lobbying, and even reaching compromise.

In addition, a potential fifth member of the Asian NATO could be the
Philippines, which has maintained strong partnership with the USA for decades
and which has unresolved territorial disputes with China in the South Chinese Sea.
Considering its geographic position, the Philippines could prove an extremely
precious member of the hypothetical alliance, since it is located roughly half-way
between Japan and South Korea, on the one side, and between Australia and New
Zealand, on the other hand. The issue that arises with the membership of the
Philippines in a potential Asian NATO concerns somewhat poor experience as
regards the functioning of contemporary multilateral security platforms and an
almost exclusive interest in an alliance with the USA. Nevertheless, there have been
significant improvements achieved in that field, some observers would even refer
to them as revolutionary. The Philippines and Japan signed the Reciprocal Access
Agreement (RAA) on July 8, 2024, in Manila. The RAA allows the military forces of
Japan and the Philippines to deploy troops on each other’s soil. The agreement
paves the way to deepen their defence partnership (military cooperation), including
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joint exercises, training, and disaster response operations, and has emerged from
shared concerns about the deteriorating security situation in the South China
(Strangio 2024). This agreement was preceded by a trilateral meeting at the highest
level in April 2024, gathering President Biden of the USA, President Marcos of the
Philipinnes, and Prime Minister Fumio of Japan, which resulted in a joint statement
issued expressing:

“serious concerns about the People’s Republic of China’s (PRC) dangerous and
aggressive behavior in the South China Sea“ (Joint Vision Statement 2024).
This event and the subsequent joint statement led certain commentators, such

as Anna Rosario Malindog-Uy (2024) to ask whether US-Japan-Philippines alliance
constitutes a precursor to creating an Asia-Pacific NATO. Leaving the question
unanswered, the same author notes that the strengthening trilateral cooperation
signifies a strategic shift toward a more assertive posture in international relations,
echoing Cold War-era tactics. It also symbolizes a unified effort to strategically
challenge, encircle, isolate, and diplomatically counter and contain China,
underscoring the competitive geopolitical dynamics in the region amid escalating
US-China rivalry in the Asia-Pacific (Malindog-Uy 2024).

It is interesting that the USA prefers this pattern of action in the fields of security
and defence in the region of Indo-Pacific. Yuasa (2024) observes that U.S. diplomacy
aims to develop strategic triangles to prevent China from infringing on other
countries. The emerging Japan-U.S.-Philippines alliance serves as a triangle of
deterrence against China, complementing the earlier Japan-U.S.-South Korea
framework. 

To these strategic triangles one might add one more from 2021 – the AUKUS
– a military alliance between the US, Britain, and Australia. In terms of the
candidates for an Asian NATO, the three trilateral platforms, that is, triangles,
comprise, apart from the US, Japan, Australia, South Korea, and the Philippines,
whereas they exclude New Zealand. At the same time, through the AUKUS, they
include an actor outside the region designated, Great Britain. It is obvious that the
region of Indo-Pacific is ‘covered’ by a dense network of bilateral and trilateral
security platforms, and that an important leg of the road towards creating an Asian
NATO has already been crossed. There is, however, no official and unambiguous
pending political plan and project for the creation of such an alliance. Thus, an
issue is raised as to possible challenges and obstacles on its way.

One should mention that analyses, comments, and studies dealing with
possible members of an Asian NATO, along with the countries already highlighted,
feature India, Thailand, Singapore, Indonesia, Vietnam, and others. When India is
concerned, it is a country trying to elevate itself to the status of an independent
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global pole of power, so the issue of its becoming a member of an organisation
such as the NATO is not under consideration. Other countries on this list have no
or little experience with reference to multilateral cooperation, they do not feel the
influence of the ‘Chinese challenge’ on an equal scale, with Vietnam, for example,
not being a democracy and being ideologically much closer to Beijing  than to
Washington.

Obstacles to the development of an Asian NATO

The NATO has been active for 75 years now, which points to its rather strong
foundations laid by the US upon the finish of the Second World War. Therefore,
the NATO serves the role of a platform for comparison in our analysis of challenges
and obstacles in the way of the hypothetical creation of an organisation analogous
to it in the region of Indo-Pacific. The first obstacle or downside is geography. The
main front of the NATO during the Cold War stretched along the German-German
border (East and West Germany). Hugh Faringdon (1989, 188) observes that
Western Europe, “a small group of countries crowded together on a peninsula
projecting from the Euro-Asian landmass”, is greatly influenced by the knowledge
of its proximity to Russia and distance from America. This proximity also brings
fear, reinforced by Europeans’ familiarity with the realities of total war. Relative
density of European countries and small countries at the westernmost spike of
gigantic Eurasia, the enemy’s immediate presence on the land – the USSR and its
satellites – and the state of sharing the joint border with them, in a nutshell, specific
geopolitical circumstances, motivated (Western) Europeans to join the NATO and
participate in the system of collective defence that means a sacrifice even when a
particular is not immediately threatened. The fall of one member-state of the NATO
under the Soviet occupation, due to the aforementioned density, would imply the
collapse of the rest in near future. Green (2023) rightfully observes that bilateral
security commitments appeared more logical given the region’s geography. Unlike
Europe, there was no contiguous group of countries facing the communist bloc.
The United States’ overwhelming naval and air power in a maritime theater
contrasted sharply with Soviet land power dominance in Europe, allowing
Washington the luxury of foregoing a collective security arrangement.

In the opposition of such geographic circumstances there are geographic and
geopolitical fact of the Indo-Pacific. No hypothetical member-state of an Asian NATO
shares a joint land border with China, which is perceived as the major threat (‘new
USSR’). Apart from South Korea, all other countries – Japan, the Philippines,
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Australia, and New Zealand – are island countries, which makes them, compared
to continental ones, more confident in terms of perspectives of their own defence
and which weakens their urges and motivation for participating in a multilateral
military-political alliance. Instead of density, there is dispersion – the distance, for
instance, between the capitals of Australia and Japan is almost 8,000 km. The
shortest distance is the one between South Korea and Japan, less than 200 km, but,
as it is, these are two societies that nourish the culture of and historically rooted
distrustfulness towards each other. Potential member-states of an Asian NATO are
scattered into three mutually distant strategic-operational zones – north-east Asia
(Japan  and South Korea), southern Indo-Pacific (Australia and New Zealand), and
the central link, the Philippines. In short, geography in this particular case presents
a major disadvantage for the creation of a multilateral military alliance.

An obstacle in the form of geography is extremely demotivating in terms of joint
participation of armed forces of potential member-states in a hypothetical conflict.
During the Cold War, it was designed, in case of the Soviet invasion, to summon
Canadian, British, French, Belgian, and Dutch troops, along with American and
German ones, to organise resistance (Faringdon 1989). The sense of mutual destiny
and general danger forced these countries to be ready to sacrifice one’s own troops
in the territory of another country. In case of an Asian NATO, given that such a feeling
is nowhere to be found, not even in traces, it is almost inconceivable that the
governments of potential member-states would agree to this form of sacrifice, that
is, it is highly unlikely that the societies in question would approve of, for instance,
Australian troops fighting on the soil of Japan (and vice versa). Nevertheless, the
recent history keeps record of some precedents (in the Vietnam war, for instance,
there were Australian and South Korean troops fighting on the side of Americans).
In addition, there are grave differences between potential members as regards
security issues, as well as the lack of cultural and historical closeness. Moreover,
there is enormous repulsiveness in some cases.  In 2020 (Kudo), in a representative
research of public opinion in South Korea, as many as 71.6% of the Koreans surveyed
said that they feel badly or relatively badly towards Japan. 

With such attitudes prevailing in one society living in close proximity to another
one (although there are entirely opposite examples – the perception of Japan in
the Australian society and vice versa), a question is raised: how can anyone expect
that an ally sentiment be developed between them, which implies the readiness
for mutual sacrifice? Fiddler (2024) notes that each attempt to establish a Pacific
NATO failed for unique reasons, though the underlying causes remained consistent.
The Pacific partners were spread over vast distances and had varied histories,
cultures, political institutions, and threats.
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Another analysis by the Expert Study Group (2024, 7) claims that these
countries are a relatively cohesive group, but their views and interests are far from
uniform.

That is to say, another obstacle would refer to an instance of obvious and not
easily manageable diversity of interests, needs, and perceptions of potential
member-states for an Asian NATO. In short, the second obstacle would refer to
inadequately strong mutual identification of possible Asian NATO countries – a
sense of mutual political, cultural, or civilisational destiny, which was somehow
rooted in European countries and was nurtured carefully for decades following the
Second World War here, in the region of Indo-Pacific, is not sufficiently developed.

The third obstacle concerns the strong economic reliance of these states on
China. Therefore, hypothetically speaking, an Asian NATO should act in the sense
of restraining and diverting the armed forces and politics of China in the region of
Indo-Pacific. Some authors claimed that an all too powerful China should
automatically trigger a reaction of the neighbouring countries. In the opinion of a
renowned expert Luttwak (2012, 257), the rapid growth of a country’s economic
capacity and military investment must provoke adversarial reactions, in line with
the logic of strategy. However, things are far from being that simple. Ultimately,
member-states of an Asian NATO would have to plead allegiance to entering a
small- or big-scale conflict with the armed forces of China, should the circumstances
command such an action. Nevertheless, such a conflict would inevitably lead to
breaking up commercial ties of such countries with Beijing, which would leave
heavy, practically disastrous consequences.

A second barrier to establishing an Indo-Pacific Treaty Organization is the deep
economic integration Indo-Pacific partners have with China, now the largest trading
partner for most potential members, including South Korea, Japan, Australia, and
New Zealand. Beijing has also shown a consistent willingness to use economic
coercion to influence its neighbors’ policies (Fiddler 2024).

During the Cold War, member-states of the NATO did not feel that sort of
limitation since the share of trade exchange with the USSR, compared with the
overall foreign trade exchange, was meagre. For instance, in 1984, this figure was
4% or less for the countries of West Germany, France, Japan, the Netherlands, and
Great Britain as regards their respective import/export. As for the export from the
USA to the USSR, it was only 1.5% of the overall American export, whereas the
import from the latter was much under 1% (Becker 1987). Given that the
aforementioned Western countries could have easily economically survived
without any trade arrangement with the USSR, they felt no strategic limitations in
that respect, that is, they had much more freedom in their actions than is the case
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with hypothetical member-states of an Asian NATO as regards their respective
relations with China. The Chinese influence on the global economy is beyond
comparison to that of the former USSR, and it serves to deter possible member-
states of an Asian NATO from their grouping into a military-political alliance and
from any multilateral (military) action at the expense of Beijing.

Green finds that, unlike NATO members’ early Cold War relations with the
Soviet Union—when the United States and its allies generally had no significant
economic ties with the Soviets—China is now the top trading partner for Japan,
South Korea, Australia, and most other U.S. allies in the region. Additionally, these
countries aim to eventually restore a more productive relationship with Beijing
despite current tensions, recognizing that a NATO-style alliance could likely hinder
that possibility (Green 2023).

The non-existence of a joint land border with a possible hegemon – China and,
consequently, a less developed sense of immediate threat, as well as highly useful
and productive commercial ties with it, have an extremely negative influence on
the possibility of forming an Asian NATO. 

The Challenge of Taiwan

When the NATO was formed in 1949, the European political map, as was the
case over the following decades, was comprised of clearly defined subjects of
international law and politics, which formed either one or another military-political
bloc, whether as neutral or non-aligned countries. The situation in the region of
Indo-Pacific is somewhat different, given the existence of Taiwan, an island which
de facto functions as an independent state, although not exercising the usual
international law subjectivity, and to which PR China claims its rights, considering
it to be part of its own territory. The USA committed itself, for various political and
strategic reasons, through the statements of its highest officials, to providing
military aid to Taiwan in case of an attack of PR China on the island. If an Asian
NATO were formed upon the same governing principles as the existing one,
including the famous Article 5, that would imply than any member-state is entitled
to ask for military assistance of other member-states. Even though this assistance
is predominantly referred to as that of the USA provided to other member-states
when an Asian NATO is concerned, it is equally legitimate to assume the opposite
situation, in which other member-states provide support for the USA or to each
other. This raises a delicate issue: how would the potential member states of an
Asian NATO respond, and in what capacity, in the event of an open military conflict
between the USA and China over Taiwan? 
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Walters (2023) finds that no country in Asia has formal diplomatic relations
with Taiwan. The island’s closest security agreement is with the U.S., often referred
to as “strategic ambiguity,” meaning the U.S. has neither committed to nor denied
its willingness to defend Taiwan if China were to invade. The question of whether
an Asian military alliance would need to support the U.S. in defending Taiwan
would be a primary concern for any potential members (Walters 2023).

In other words, the very possibility of the involvement of the USA into an active
defence of Taiwan, as well as summoning the allies from a potential Asian NATO
to join in that operation, functions as a means of deterrence in contemplations of
creating a sort of multilateral military-political platform/alliance in the region of
Indo-Pacific. Another issue to be considered is the state of public opinion in those
respective countries over the possibility of potential involvement in a war over
Taiwan. Fiddler notes that public opinion polls consistently show Indo-Pacific
populations are against going to war with China over Taiwan. If China invaded
Taiwan, 34% of South Koreans would support military assistance, 11% of Japanese
would back their Self Defense Forces using force with the U.S., and 56% of
Australians believe their country should remain neutral (Fiddler 2024). Based on
this data, the author is confident that concerns about getting entangled in a war
over Taiwan will prevent political leadership from pursuing a NATO-like structure
(Fiddler 2024).

It is certain that if China were to subdue Taiwan militarily, all the countries
analyzed would be deeply concerned. However, the question remains whether this
uncertain scenario would be enough to compel them to pledge unconditional
solidarity with the USA and potentially engage militarily, especially given their
geographic distance from Taiwan (with the Philippines being the most concerned)
and the risk to their profitable commercial ties with China.

Conclusion

When the circumstances and reasons for (non) creation of an Asian NATO are
analysed, taking into account general geographical, as well as political-geographical
and cultural-geographical factors proves to be a useful research procedure. At the
turn of the century, a prominent geopolitical analyst famously stated that all politics
is geopolitics and all strategy is geostrategy (Gray 1999, 163). These words seem
to capture the essence of the debate on the (non)creation of an Asian NATO. If it
is an undeniable fact that the world is entering a new Cold War (Ferguson 2019)
and a period of new bipolarity (Tunsjø 2018), with China emerging as a global
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contender to the USA, it is clear that the Indo-Pacific region holds increasing
geostrategic importance for the USA, surpassing that of Europe over time. Yet,
while Europe has NATO, the Asia-Pacific region lacks such an organization, and
there are no strong indicators suggesting that one will emerge in the near future.

Over two decades ago, Hemmer and Katzenstein explained the reasons which,
with regard to the internal affairs of the USA in the first place, prevented
Washington from forming an Asian NATO. Many of the aforementioned reasons,
at least when the US politics is concerned, remain valid. This paper explores the
perspectives, as well as the obstacles/challenges of creating an Asian NATO under
the assumption that the USA has already made a decision to engage in a process
of its conception. To this end, the paper shows that geography is a major factor
that prevents/interferes with the formation of an Asian NATO. There is too wide a
distance between the potential member-states of such an alliance. This gap
presents no obstacle to signing an agreement on mutual defense, but it is an
obstacle to fulfilling the duties stipulated in the agreement in case of a war conflict.
One might observe that a comparatively long distance of the USA from Europe or
Asia does not prevent Washington from being actively present in the regions
designated, from entering into bilateral or multilateral agreements, or from
establishing military bases and keeping a large number of troops in them. It is a
sound remark, but one should not forget that the USA, by definition, is a global
(super)power and that such a status requires their omnipresence worldwide. In
addition, the USA has, for the time being, the developed means at its disposal to
project its power all over the world (aircraft carriers and accompanying fleets). The
American public opinion has been shaped for decades to accept the fact that it is
the duty of the USA to serve as the keeper of global order, even in the most remote
regions of the world. All the aforementioned features is what Japan, South Korea,
Australia, New Zealand or the Philippines lack.

Due to mutual long distances and unrelated or loosely related historical
destinies of the countries designated, that is, the lack of mutual identification and
of the sense of interconnectedness, there are cultural-geographical factors at play
here that work against the creation of an Asian NATO.  Between the two, in terms
of military power, potentially strongest member-states of the proposed alliance –
South Korea and Japan – there is still a climate of significant distrust dating back
from the period of the WWII, and from a more distant past as well. Japan presented
a most brutal occupying force on the islands of the Philippines, and it never reached
that level of critical self-reflection on its own role in history, as was the case with
Germany. Furthermore, there are differences with regard to focal points too. South
Korea is primarily concentrated on the challenge of North Korea, which is an
uncontrollable one without the assistance of China (Behrendt 2023). The
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Philippines is engaged in a direct territorial dispute with China, whereas Japan is
in a similar situation with the Russian Federation (South Kuril islands), which is
becoming more and more strategically connected with Beijing. Australia and New
Zealand, geographically speaking, have the least reasons for unrest as regards the
aspirations and actions of Beijing in its immediate surrounding or on global scale.
Hence, apart from cultural-geographical matrices and identities, there are various
security interests of the designated countries as well.

Finally, the creation of an Asian NATO is hindered by a very powerful and
comprehensive economic cooperation of the countries in question and China. Any
instance of their alignment with any military-political bloc, with an imposed duty of
organising collective defence, would cause tensions with Beijing, possible reduction
in trade exchange between the two sides, and the decrease of Chinese investments.
All this presents a strong case against forming an Asian NATO. Unlike the USSR, which
promoted certain ideological agenda that implied both internal overturns and
revolutions in Western countries or those that nurtured similar social values, PR
China follows more classic geopolitical markers and its politics does not penetrate
the internal structure of (non)Western democracies. For that reason, along with
obvious benefits of doing trade with China, it is more difficult to mobilise public
opinion in a certain country against Beijing when they have no open claims to their
sovereignty and integrity. Bearing this in mind, mobilising respective public opinions
of Japan, South Korea, Australia or the Philippines to support the USA in case of a
war conflict with China over Taiwan or take an active part in it seems an unlikely
prospect. Even if all potential challenges and dilemmas over an Asian NATO were
removed, it would still be rather demanding to win the public opinion in any of the
said countries to sanction the engagement of their respective troops in a highly risk
military venture involving a country which is not a member-state of the alliance.

As it is highlighted in the section dedicated to the theoretical framework of this
article, the reasons of realpolitik (in neo-realism),which favour the potential creation
of an Asian NATO, are dominated by the arguments of geography/ geopolitics, of
neo-liberal view of the world politics (theory of complex interdependence), as well
as by the arguments of behavioural theory of decision-making under conditions of
risk, which problematise such a process or make it difficult. 

When taken together, it is obvious that all the aforementioned reasons present
a significant obstacle to forming an Asian NATO. Currently, an even greater obstacle
is the stance Washington has taken over the existing bilateral and trilateral security
platforms, seeing them as satisfactory mechanisms for restraining PR China and
realising key American interests in the region of Indo-Pacific. If, one day,
Washington decides to initiate the process of formation of an Asian NATO, it will
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be interesting to see what devices it is going to use to try to reduce or bypass the
obstacles presented.
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Željko BUDIMIR

RAZMATRANJE AZIJSKOG NATO-A: 
PREPREKE I IZAZOVI U NJEGOVOM USPOSTAVLJANJU

Apstrakt: U radu se analizira mogućnost stvaranja azijskog pandana NATO-u, odnosno,
prepreka i izazova u tom procesu. U prvom delu rada, autor se osvrće na saradnju
pojedinih indo-pacifičkih zemalja (posebno Japana, Južne Koreje, Australije i Novog
Zelanda) sa Severnoatlantskom alijansom, uz osvrt na sadržaje i dostignuti nivo tih
odnosa. Potom se pruža kratak osvrt na ideje i koncepte stvaranja „globalnog NATO-a”
sa početka 2000-ih godina, koji nisu realizovani. U središnjem delu rada, autor opisuje
i objašnjava ideju stvaranja azijskog NATO-a, analizira i iznosi pretpostavke o tome koje
bi zemlje mogle da budu u njegovom sastavu, i zatim, izlaže osnovne prepreke koje stoje
na putu realizacije te ideje. Prema autorovom mišljenju, te prepreke su kulturološko-
političke, geoekonomske, i geografsko/geostrateške prirode. Svaka od ovih prepreka se
zasebno analizira i tumači, polazeći od pretpostavke da bi SAD bile voljne da pokrenu
stvaranje tog saveza. Prepreke se sagledavaju na nivou potencijalnih azijskih članica. Na
samom kraju rada, autor sažima sve prezentovane argumente i iznosi zaključke.
Ključne reči: Azija, Indo-Pacifik, savezništva, SAD, Kina, strategija.
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Budućnost spoljne politike je feministička

Draga GAJIĆ1

Kristina Lunz, The Future of Foreign Policy is Feminist, Polity, Cambridge, 2023.
Od 2014. godine kada je Švedska postala prva država na svijetu koja je usvojila

feminističku spoljnu politiku do danas učinjeno je mnogo na predstavljanju i
popularizaciji koncepta feminističke spoljne politike (Sundström and Elgström
2019). Nakon Švedske feminističku spoljnu politiku usvojile su Kanada, Luksemburg,
Francuska, Meksiko, Njemačka, Španija, Libija, Kolumbija, Holandija, Čile, Liberija,
Mongolija, Argentina i Slovenija, a Škotska primjenjuje feministički pristup
međunarodnim odnosima (engl. Feminist Approach to International Relations –
FAIR). Postoje i zemlje koje primjenjuju određene elemente feminističke spoljne
politike, iako je nisu zvanično usvojile (npr. Sjedinjene Američke Države). Prva i još
uvijek jedina zemlja koja je odustala od feminističke spoljne politike je Švedska
(2014–2022), zemlja koja je prva uvela feminističku spoljnu politiku i ujedno zemlja
koja je čitavu deceniju prva na listi Indeksa rodne ravnopravnosti (engl. Gender
Equality Index) Evropskog instituta za rodnu ravnopravnost (engl. European Institute
for Gender Equality).

Značajan doprinos oblasti feminističke spoljne politike dale su istraživačice i
autorice Lyric Thompson, Toni Haastrup, Karin Aggestam, Annika Bergman
Rosamond, Annica Kronsell, Jacqui True, Jennifer Thomson, Mia-Lie Nylund, Columba
Achilleos-Sarll, Katharine Wrigh, Roberta Guerrina i brojne druge (v. Aggestam,
Bergman Rosamond and Kronsell 2019; Guerrina, Haastrup and Wright 2023).

U posljednih nekoliko mjeseci objavljene su dvije značajne knjige koje se
isključivo odnose na feminističku spoljnu politiku: knjiga ,,Budućnost spoljne politike
je feministička” (engl. The Future of Foreign Policy Is Feminist), autorice Kristine
Lunz i knjiga „Feministička spoljna politika u teoriji i praksi: Uvod” (engl. Feminist
Foreign Policy in Theory and in Practice: An Introduction) autorica Stephenie Foster
i Susan A. Markham (2023). 

Knjiga “The Future of Foreign Policy Is Feminist”, autorice Kristine Lunz,
objavljena je u septembru 2023. godine u izdanju izdavačke kuće Polity

1 PhD Student, Interdisciplinary Doctoral Programme in Social Sciences and Humanities, Faculty of
Philosophy, University of Novi Sad, Novi Sad, Serbia. E-mail: dashagajic@gmail.com, ORCID:
https://orcid.org/0009-0003-6856-7230.



(Cambridge). Engleskom izdanju knjige prethodilo je njemačko izdanje „Budućnost
spoljne politike je feministička: Kako se globalne krize moraju riješiti” (njem. Die
Zukunft der Außenpolitik ist feministisch: Wie globale Krisen gelöst werden müssen)
iz 2022. godine izdavačke kuće Econ (Berlin).

Englesko izdanje knjige sadrži predgovor i 14 poglavlja (Prolog: Lično je političko;
Zašto spoljna politika mora postati feministička?; Diplomatija: to je muški svijet;
Stari bijeli muškarci u teoriji; Počeci feminističke spoljne politike; Feministički
aktivizam: UN Rezolucija 1325; Status quo feminističke spoljne politike; Napadi na
ženska prava, LGBTQ+ prava i ljudska prava; Feministička globalna zdravstvena
politika; Nema klimatske pravde bez feminizma; Stvaranje mira bez oružja:
razoružanje kao osnovni zahtjev feminizma; Budućnost spoljne politike je
feministička; Feministička spoljna politika u vremenima rata i konflikta; Epilog). 

U prvom poglavlju autorica opisuje vlastito „feminističko buđenje”, akademski
i aktivistički put, šta ju je inspirisalo da postane jedna od suosnivačica Centra za
feminističku spoljnu politiku (engl. The Centre for Feminist Foreign Policy), te šta je
sve prethodilo nastanku knjige koja je fokusirana na intersekciju feminizma, spoljne
politike, mira i bezbjednosti.

Drugo poglavlje usmjereno je na prikaz značajnih događaja i prekretnica kada
su u pitanju prava žena i ravnopravnost polova, ali i na objašnjenje pojmova koji su
u srži feminističke spoljne politike, kao što su intersekcionalnost i feminizam, tačnije
feminizmi. Objašnjavajući intersekciju između mira i feminizma, autorica navodi da
,,bez feminizma, ne može biti trajnog mira” (Lunz 2023, 29). 

U trećem poglavlju dat je istorijski prikaz uloge žena u diplomatiji, sa posebnim
fokusom na žene u diplomatiji u Saveznoj Republici Njemačkoj. Autorica je opisala
barijere i predrasude sa kojima su se suočavale žene u diplomatskoj službi. Iako
autorica navodi da postoji napredak kada je u pitanju rodna ravnopravnost u
diplomatskim krugovima i da žene formalno pravno imaju (skoro) jedanak pristup
karijeri u diplomatiji, navodi da u ovoj oblasti i dalje dominiraju muškarci (Lunz
2023, 43). U poglavlju autorica govori o tome da je važno sačuvati od zaborava
doprinos žena u različitim sferama, bilo da je u pitanju umjetnost ili politika, jer
čineći žensku istoriju i žensko naslijeđe vidljivim, doprinosimo osnaživanju budućih
generacija djevojaka i žena, ali da je to samo početak.

U četvrtom poglavlju autorica citirajući i analizirajući djela i teorijski doprinos
različitih autora i autorica (počevši od  Machiavellija, Hobbesa, Habermasa  sve do
Arent) nastoji ponuditi teorijsku podlogu iz filozofije, sociologije, politikologije kako
bi čitalac ili čitateljka lakše mogao ili mogla razumijeti kompleksnost,
interdisciplinarnost i multidisciplinarnost feminističke spoljne politike. 
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Peto poglavlje knjige odnosi se na prikaz kada i kako je nastala feministička
spoljna politika, tj. koji su joj sve značajni događaji prethodili i omogućili njen
nastanak. Autorica „vodi” čitaoca ili čitateljku od Ženskog mirovnog kongresa koji
je održan 1915. godine, usvаjanja Konvencija o uklanjanju svih oblika diskriminacije
žena (CEDAW) 1979. godine, pa sve do 2014. godine kada je Švedska usvojila
feminističku spoljnu politiku. 

U šestom poglavlju fokus je na UN-ovoj Rezoluciji 1325 i ideji o formiranju
feminističkog Vijeća sigurnosti. Takođe, u poglavlju su opisani stubovi na kojima
počiva agenda Žene, mir i bezbjednost. Značajan dio poglavlja odnosi se na uticaj
feminističkog civilnog društva na usvjanje UN rezolucija praćeno sa sjećanjima
autorice na stvaranje feminističke mreže Ujedinjene (šp. Unidas), tj. mreže
feministkinja sa Kariba, iz Latinske Amerike i Savezne Republike Njemačke. 

Sedmo poglavlje jedno je od najvažnijih poglavlja u knjizi za čitaoce i čitateljke
koji žele detaljniji uvid u feminističku spoljnu politiku, jer je u njemu dat ne samo
hronološki prikaz usvajanja feminističke spoljne politike u zemljama širom svijeta,
nego su predstavljene specifičnosti, tj. sličnosti i razlike feminističke spoljne politike
u različitim društveno-ekonomskim, kulturološkim i političkim prilikama (Švedska,
Kanada, Francuska, Meksiko, Njemačkа i dr.). U poglavlju autorica postavlja pitanja
(koja je svrha feminističke spoljne politike, koja je definicija feminističke spoljne
politike, šta feministička spoljna politika obuhvata, koji su očekivani rezultati
feminističke spoljne politike, kada i gdje će feministička spoljna politika biti
implementirana), te na njih pokušava odgovoriti ne samo u sedmom poglavlju nego
i u poglavljima koja slijede.

Osmo poglavlje bavi se antirodnom ideologijom, napadima na ljudska prava
širom planete, patrijarhalnim poretkom i antifeminističkim strategijama. Autorica
navodi da se antirodni pokret mora posmatrati u kontekstu generalnog pada
građanskih prava i sloboda, kao i smanjivanja prostora za djelovanje civilnog društva
(Lunz 2023, 188).

Deveto poglavlje se odnosi na globalne zdravstvene politike, prvenstveno na
razumijevanje pandemije virusa COVID-19 kao feminističkog pitanja. Autorica
ukazuje na jasnu i vidljivu intersekciju između zdravlja, seksizma, rasizma i ostalih
vidova diskriminacije, kao i nepravdama na relaciji globalni Jug i globalni Sjever.

Deseto poglavlje je fokusirano na klimu i klimatske promjene, odnosno njihovo
posmatranje kroz feminističku prizmu. Ujedno u poglavlju su prezentovana neka
od osnovnih obilježja ekofeminizma.

Jedanaesto poglavlje počinje sa citatom književnice Margaret Atwood:
,,Muškarci se boje da će im se žene smijati. Žene se boje da će ih muškarci ubiti”.
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U poglavlju Lunz se bavi maskulinitetom, militarizmom i razoružavanjem kao
centralnom feminističkom brigom u istoriji (Lunz 2023, 264).

U dvanaestom poglavlju predstavljen je manifesto organizacije čija je Lunz
suosnivačica (The Centre for Feminist Foreign Policy) i prikazano je kako feministička
spoljna politika kao transformativni, intersekcionalni i dekolonijalni pristup
doprinosi svim oblastima, od klime, zdravstva do ljudskih prava. 

Trinaesto poglavlje ima poruku da feministička spoljna politika, kao i sam
feminizam ima namjeru da „razmontira” patrijarhalne strukture i njeguje strukture
nenasilja (Lunz 2023, 310).

U Epilogu autorica poručuje da je budućnost spoljne politike feministička i da
se dugotrajna rješenja mogu pronaći ukoliko svi zajedno i u isto vrijeme radimo u
smjeru pravde i jednakosti. Svako od 14  poglavlja (osim Epiloga) završava sa
portretom, tj. ilustracijom, citatom i tekstom o jednoj od  žena  čiji doprinos
feminističkoj  spoljnoj politici je inspirisao Lunz i omogućio joj da napiše ovu knjigu.

Knjiga Kristine Lunz nije samo knjiga o feminističkoj spoljnoj politici, nego omaž
ženama iz prošlosti, teoretičarkama i aktivistkinjama koje su omogućile da se žene
školuju, da dobiju pravo glasa, da rade i da  učestvuju u političkoj areni. Ujedno,
ovo je i knjiga o ženama sadašnjosti koje kreiraju i sprovode feminističku spoljnu
politiku širom planete, s ciljem uspostavljanja rodne ravnopravnosti, mira i
bezbjednosti za sve. Nesumnjivo je da će knjiga doprinijeti dijalogu o feminističkoj
spoljnoj politici, o njenom uticaju na sve aspekte života, kao i o njenoj budućnosti
u globalnoj areni.
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Prikaz okruglog stola 
„Teorije međunarodnih odnosa nekad i sad”

Marina RADOVANOVIĆ1, Jovana NIKOLIĆ2

Povodom 75. godišnjice časopisa „Međunarodni problemi”, na Institutu za
međunarodnu politiku i privredu 28. maja 2024. godine održan je okrugli sto „Teorije
međunarodnih odnosa nekad i sad”.  Skup je otvorio prof. dr Branislav Đorđević,
direktor Instituta za međunarodnu politiku i privredu. Srdačno pozdravivši
predstavnike Fakulteta političkih znanosti Univerziteta u Zagrebu, Fakulteta
bezbednosti Univerziteta u Beogradu i Fakulteta političkih nauka Univerziteta u
Beogradu, kao suorganizatora skupa, prof. dr Đorđević predočio je same temelje
osnivanja Instituta za međunarodnu politiku i privredu i podvukao da značaj ove
naučne ustanove vremenom raste, kako na nacionalnom tako i na regionalnom i
međunarodnom planu. Kao svojevrsnu potvrdu ovakvog uticaja – prof. dr Đorđević
upravo je istakao ugled časopisa „Međunarodni problemi” (u daljem tekstu:
Časopis), koji je kroz 75 godina svog postojanja postao i ostao stecište originalnih
naučnih ideja i nalaza o međunarodnim političkim, ekonomskim i pravnim
kretanjima. Da kredibilitet najstarijeg institutskog časopisa o(p)stane i u eri izazova
i turbulencija na međunarodnom planu – svesrdno je doprineo temeljan i posvećen
rad raznih saziva uredništava, kojima je svima, ovom prilikom, odato veliko priznanje. 

O značaju Časopisa, kao „istraživačkog, intelektualnog i naučnog jezgra bivše
Jugoslavije”, govorio je i prof. dr Dragan Simić, dekan Fakulteta političkih nauka
Univerziteta u Beogradu. On je istakao da su mnoge važne ideje koje su našle mesto
u ovom časopisu, iznikle iz pera istraživača Instituta, kasnije integrisane u studijske
kurikulume, ali i u spoljnopolitičke programe i strategije. Otvorenost Časopisa za
razne teme u oblasti međunarodne politike, prava i strateških studija, posebno je
doprinela ovakvom širem, društvenom, značaju rada Instituta. Naposletku, zaključio
je da ovaj časopis, sa svim svojim tematskim poljima i autorskim doprinosima,
sadrži prvorazrednu „sondu vremena”, kao pravi stožer intelektualne vrednosti, i
uporni čuvar uspomene na značajna imena u svetu nauke. U tom duhu, istakao je

1 Istraživač pripravnik, Institut za međunarodnu politiku i privredu, Beograd, Srbija. E-mail:
marina.radovanovic@diplomacy.bg.ac.rs, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0009-0002-3079-5433.

2 Istraživač pripravnik, Institut za međunarodnu politiku i privredu, Beograd, Srbija. E-mail:
jovana.nikolic@diplomacy.bg.ac.rs, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0009-0007-9246-525X.



da je zajedničko obeležavanje 75. godišnjice – podsetnik da je iskrena saradnja
unutar akademske zajednice preduslov za izoštravanje naučne istine i adekvatno
sagledavanje savremenih međunarodnih odnosa. 

Svečano otvaranje skupa zatvorila je dr Ivona Lađevac, viši naučni saradnik
Instituta za međunarodnu politiku i privredu, i glavni i odgovorni urednik Časopisa
od 2022. do 2024. godine. Ona je posvedočila da iza uspeha ovog časopisa, i
njegove sve veće prepoznatljivosti na tlu Evrope, stoji kontinuiran rad i posvećenost
urednika i istraživača, kako u pogledu širenja tematskog okvira tako i u pogledu
postepenog svrstavanja Časopisa u svetski priznate citatne baze.  

Radni deo skupa organizovan je u dva tematska panela. Prvi panel, pod
nazivom „Teorijski prikaz međunarodnih problema”, ponudio je dubinski i
obuhvatan pregled stanja teorije i prakse nauke o međunarodnim odnosima
danas. Tokom ovog panela izlagači su se osvrtali kako na pojedinačne, teorijski i
praktično-politički relevantne koncepte tako i na celokupnu svrhu i značaj ovih
teorijskih polazišta u domenu naučnog objašnjenja i predviđanja tokova
savremenih međunarodnih i evropskih odnosa. 

Nudeći slojevit prikaz teorijsko-tradicijskih uporišta koncepta America first, prof.
dr Dragan Simić ovoga puta obratio se prisutnima u svojstvu istraživača i paneliste.
Istakavši da – uprkos bliskom vezivanju krilatice America first za predsednički
mandat Donalda Trampa – njeni temeljni postulati sežu još u doba XIX veka, kada
je uspostavljena tzv. Monroova doktrina. Profesor Simić ukazao je da Monroova
doktrina – iako zasnovana oko ideje oslobađanja američkog kontinenta od
kolonijalne vlasti evropskih država – u svojoj suštini ne može biti odvojena od samog
načina razmišljanja o američkoj izuzetnosti (Pillar, 2016). Geografski i religijski
razlozi, kao i potreba za stalnim uvećanjem moći, vodili su ka sve čvršćem
ukorenjivanju teze o američkoj posebnosti u tokove američke (visoke) politike, ali
i društvenog života. Dok je tokom prvih decenija XX veka ova  teza živela kroz
politiku izolacionizma, dotle se u savremenom dobu manifestuje u odnosu prema
domorodačkim narodima i prema imigrantima. Ukupno uzev, i reliktni i savremeni
obrisi koncepta America first ometaju punu transformaciju američkog društva i
politike u sferu liberalnog internacionalizma, zaključio je Simić.  

O svrsi i značaju teorija međunarodnih odnosa u uslovima nepredvidljivosti
govorio je dr Vladimir Trapara, viši naučni saradnik Instituta za međunarodnu
politiku i privredu. On je ukazao da su svi veliki potresi u svetu međunarodnih
odnosa tokom protekle dve decenije – od svetske finansijske krize, preko Arapskog
proleća, pandemije COVID-19, do rusko-ukrajinskog sukoba i inflacije na globalnom
nivou – tražili objašnjenja post festum. Samim tim, dâ se zaključiti da je period
jasnoće i predvidljivosti iz doba bipolarnog poretka prošao, te da današnji svet
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međunarodnih odnosa iziskuje novu istraživačku radoznalost. Međutim, teškoće
naučnih objašnjenja leže u činjenici da istraživačima nisu dostupni svi potrebni
podaci, te da je određene političke odluke – baš poput odluke Vladimira Putina da
napadne teritoriju Ukrajine 2022. godine – teško  razumeti i objasniti sa stanovišta
bilo koje od teorija međunarodnih odnosa. Posledično, poželjno je da u istoriji
tražimo obrasce i pravilnosti koji bi nam pomogli da se u turbulentnim okolnostima
današnjice uopšte snađemo, podvukao je dr Trapara. Primera radi, sfere uticaja u
međunarodnim odnosima opstaju, a teorije međunarodnih odnosa mogu da nam
pomognu da ove sfere i aktuelna dešavanja – potpunije razumemo.

Doc. dr Stevan Nedeljković i mr Dragan Živojinović sa Fakulteta političkih nauka
Univerziteta u Beogradu pružili su kritički osvrt na koncepte ravnoteže snage i moći
u međunarodnim odnosima u XXI veku. Kraj Hladnog rata, kao
„najtransformativniji” događaj novije istorije – uzdrmao je same temelje koncepta
ravnoteže snaga. Neočekivano dugo trajanje unilateralnog svetskog poretka –
navelo je na znatno složenija i dublja promišljanja pojma ravnoteže snaga. U tom
smislu, značajnim se čini teorijski koncept ravnoteže pretnje Stivena Volta (Stephen
M. Walt), kao svojevrsna nadgradnja na teoriju ravnoteže snaga, koji, pritom, u
računicu uzima i ofanzivnu snagu država, ali i njene geografske karakteristike,
resurse, namere i druge faktore. Ovako dopunjen i produbljen koncept ravnoteže
snaga može pomoći i u razumevanju aktuelnog rusko-ukrajinskog sukoba, premda
na nivou međunarodnog sistema još uvek ne svedočimo potpunom
uravnotežavanju. Odlučniji koraci Ruske Federacije i NR Kine nedvosmisleno bi
pratili zaokruživanje ovog procesa, podvukao je doc. dr Nedeljković. Saglasivši se
sa tezom da u datom trenutku izostaju klasični obrisi sistema ravnoteže snaga, mr
Živojinović upozorio je da ovaj teorijski koncept ostaje i te kako relevantan u XXI
veku. Pritom, podseća na sam značaj moći u savremenom dobu, uprkos njenoj
disperziji i dekoncentraciji. Osim što opstaje u svojim izvornim uporištima, moć u
međunarodnim odnosima istovremeno se seli i u ruke pojedinaca i nedržavnih
aktera, formirajući tzv. klastere moći.

O dimenzijama teorijskog promišljanja evropske integracije nekad i sad, govorila
je dr Žaklina Novičić, naučni saradnik Instituta za međunarodnu politiku i privredu.
Osvrnuvši se najpre na temeljna polazišta federalističkog i međuvladinog pristupa
objašnjenju evropske integracije, dr Novičić istakla je da se u savremenom trenutku
mogu očekivati sve poroznije granice dvaju pristupa. Premda se međuvladin
pristup, u svojoj biti državocentričan, kroz vreme pokazao dominantnijim – obilata
aktivnost Suda pravde EU, kao i sve intenzivniji proces komunitarizacije prava i
politike Unije, otvorili su prostor za proboj neofunkcionalističkih objašnjenja
evropske integracije. U srži ovakvog, srednjeg, pristupa jeste teza o postepenom
prelivanju integracije s jedne oblasti na drugu. Tako su, počev od Ugovora iz
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Mastrihta iz 1992. godine, u srži naučnog objašnjenja radije procesi i ishodi
integracije, spram tumačenja njene prirode. Granice između unutrašnje i spoljne
politike postaju vremenom maglovite, dok se, istovremeno, uočava krnjenje
suvereniteta država članica EU. Ipak, čini se da je rusko-ukrajinski sukob pružio
nešto drugačiji impuls teorijskom promatranju evropske integracije, puštajući u
etar tzv. belicističke teorije Vilijama Rikera (William H. Riker) i Čarlsa Tilija (Charles
Tilly), u čijem je središtu opažanje spoljne pretnje i proces mobilizacije snaga. Tako
nove inicijative na nadnacionalnom nivou – u prvom redu Uredba o proizvodnji i
nabavci municije iz 2023. godine, te najavljene ustavne promene i stvaranje tzv.
odbrambene Unije – nezavisno od svoje konačne sudbine, potvrđuju novu-staru
relevantnost belicističkih pristupa u razumevanju delovanja evropskih država
(Genschel 2022; Grosse 2023). 

Prvu panel diskusiju zatvorio je dr Miloš Petrović, naučni saradnik na Institutu
za međunarodnu politiku i privredu. Kroz prizmu koncepta deevropeizacije, dr
Petrović prikazao je presek stanja u pristupnom procesu Republike Srbije Evropskoj
uniji. Posebno se obazirući na dimenziju „preuzimanja” (eng. downloading) normi
EU od strane država kandidata, on je naglasio da deevropeizaciju treba razumeti
kao proces, a ne kao stanje ili cilj po sebi. U tom smislu, napomenuo je da se,
uporedo sa zamagljivanjem evropske dimenzije nacionalne politike, podrivaju i
temelji samog društvenog konsenzusa o potrebi pristupanja Evropskoj uniji.
Posledično, posredi je skoro potpuni gubitak značaja evropskih integracija u
političkom životu Republike Srbije. 

Budući da u svetu međunarodnih odnosa religija igra sve značajniju ulogu,
diktirajući određene procese i oblikujući delovanje aktera – drugi panel bio je
posvećen upravo ovakvim uticajima. Izlagači su se osvrnuli na koncept teokratizma
u disciplini međunarodnih odnosa, ulogu Svete Stolice kao specifičnog aktera u
međunarodnoj politici, te na položaj pravoslavnih crkava i njihov značaj u
savremenom svetu, posebno na njihove „rasplete” u Ukrajini i Severnoj Makedoniji.
Deo istraživača govorio je o religijskim korenima rusko-ukrajinskog sukoba, kao i o
važnosti istraživanja verskih uverenja donosilaca odluka u državama i
međunarodnim organizacijama, kako bi se bolje razumeo položaj vere u
međunarodnim odnosima. 

Prof. dr Dejan Jović, sa Fakulteta političkih znanosti u Zagrebu, osvrnuo se
najpre na dugotrajne sukobe između različitih pristupa u teorijama međunarodnih
odnosa, posebno na relevantnost sukoba između teorija realizma i liberalizma. Kao
početak liberalnog izazova teokratskim porecima, prof. dr Jović izdvaja stvaranje
Vestfalskog poretka i pravo naroda na samoopredeljenje, usko povezano sa
konceptom demokratije, naglasivši važnost vilsonijanske koncepcije za razumevanje
prava naroda na samoopredeljenje. Kada je reč o konceptu demokratije, profesor
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Jović podvukao je da je iz ugla liberalizma ova ideja potencijalno opasna, te da je
neophodno da bude ograničena konceptom autonomije. S druge strane, za
teokratske pristupe demokratija je problem zbog isključivanja religioznosti, što se
smatra udarom na ljudska prava. U izlaganju je istaknuto i da je period Hladnog
rata obeležilo marginalizovanje religijskog na obe strane poretka, ali da u poslednjoj
deceniji Hladnog rata dolazi do obnove religioznosti i njene relevantnosti u
političkim tokovima, pri čemu je profesor Jović posebno ukazao na važnost Iranske
revolucije u pomenutom razvoju događaja. Nakon 1989. godine dolazi do obnove
teokratizma kao koncepta koji ukazuje na nedostatke teze o postojanju liberalnog
mira, kao i na neuspehe globalizacije. Na samom kraju, profesor Jović se osvrnuo i
na pitanje identiteta Evropske unije i identiteta Zapadnog Balkana u svetlu sukoba
liberalnog i hrišćanskog viđenja prirode Evropske unije (Lähdesmäki 2022). 

Polazeći iz ugla novog institucionalizma u razumevanju ponašanja političkih
aktera, prof. dr Hrvoje Špehar, sa Fakulteta političkih znanosti u Zagrebu, u svojoj
analizi Svete Stolice kao specifičnog aktera u međunarodnim odnosima služio se
diskurzivnim pristupom, te je na početku svog izlaganja ukazao na razlike između
koordinacijskog i komunikacijskog diskursa. Svoje interesne ciljeve, prema rečima
profesora Špehara, Sveta Stolica ostvaruje putem stvaranja zajedničkog sveta ideja,
kreiranjem globalnog diskursa. Fokus izlaganja bio je na unutrašnjoj interpretaciji
same Svete Stolice kao međunarodnog aktera, te je profesor Špehar posebno
istakao tri slike samopercepcije Svete Stolice: gelazijansku, perspektivu XIX veka i
sliku Drugog vatikanskog sabora. U zaključku je podvukao da je za širenje
istraživačkog korpusa koji se bavi specifičnostima ove institucije od velike važnosti
razumevanje istorijskih razloga i njihova interpretacija. 

Prof. dr Marko Veković, profesor Fakulteta političkih nauka u Beogradu, govorio
je o tome kako danas izgleda oblast religije i međunarodnih odnosa u pogledu
naučnog korpusa, te je ukazao na činjenicu da je empirijski dokazana zanemarenost
religije u politikološkim istraživanjima. Istakao je da je do određenih pomaka u
ovom pogledu došlo nakon objavljivanja Hantingtonove studije „Sukob civilizacija”,
ali i događaja u međunarodnim odnosima koji su posebno skrenuli pažnju na ulogu
religije u međunarodnoj politici – napad Al Kaide na SAD 11. septembra 2001.
godine, ratovi u Jugoslaviji devedesetih godina prošlog veka, kao i migrantska kriza.
Ipak, profesor Veković ukazuje da je, uprkos važnim „političkim zemljotresima” koji
su se dogodili u pravoslavnom svetu, pravoslavlje potpuno zapostavljeno u ovoj
oblasti, te da – ukoliko je glavni zadatak političke nauke da objasni političko
ponašanje – istraživačku pažnju treba posvetiti i ponašanju pravoslavnih crkava na
međunarodnoj sceni. U odgovoru na pitanje da li možemo da koristimo teorije
međunarodnih odnosa kako bismo objasnili političko ponašanje pravoslavnih
crkava, profesor Veković daje odričan odgovor, ali naglašava da određene
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ekonomske teorije mogu biti od pomoći u ovom domenu, u prvom redu teorija
racionalnog izbora.

U uvodnom delu svog izlaganja, posvećenog religijskim korenima rusko-
ukrajinskog sukoba, dr Vladimir Trapara, viši naučni saradnik Instituta za
međunarodnu politiku i privredu, pružio je kraći pregled podela koje postoje među
pravoslavnim stanovništvom u Ukrajini, institucionalizovanim kroz dve crkve –
Ukrajinsku pravoslavnu crkvu Kijevske patrijaršije i Ukrajinsku pravoslavnu crkvu
Moskovske patrijaršije. U ovom pogledu posebno je istakao važnost događaja iz
2018. i 2019. godine kada se Ukrajinska pravoslavna crkva Kijevske patrijaršije
ujedinila sa Ukrajinskom autokefalnom pravoslavnom crkvom u Pravoslavnu crkvu
Ukrajine, koja je potom dobila autokefalnost od Vaseljenske patrijaršije. Nakon
što je prisutne upoznao sa religijskim aspektima rusko-ukrajinskog sukoba, dr
Trapara se fokusirao na korene istog, podvlačeći značaj četiri glavne istorijske
epizode za potpuno razumevanje religijske slike pomenutog sukoba. Pritom, za
svaku od epizoda važno je na koji način su ti događaji tumačeni i kojim su
narativima oblikovani u Rusiji i Ukrajini. U zaključku izlaganja naglašeno je da
analiza pomenutih istorijskih epizoda pokazuje značajnu ulogu religije u rusko-
ukrajinskom sukobu, kao i da je razumevanje savremenih religijskih tokova,
posebno od 2008. godine nadalje, podjednako važno za perspektivu budućih
rusko-ukrajinskih odnosa. 

Prof. dr Rastko Jović, sa Pravoslavnog bogoslovskog fakulteta u Beogradu, u
svom izlaganju ukazao je na značaj crkvenih sukoba govoreći o „raspletima” u
Ukrajini i Severnoj Makedoniji. Sukob u Ukrajini okarakterisao je višeznačno – kao
politički sukob na relaciji Rusija–SAD, kao sukob liberalnih i konzervativnih ideja,
pitanje kanonskog prestiža Moskve i Carigrada, kao i unutarpravoslavni i
unutardržavni sukob. Za razumevanje teme o kojoj je prof. Jović izlagao bitno je
razumevanje sukoba između Moskovske i Carigradske patrijaršije koji, prema
njegovim rečima, datira od završetka Drugog svetskog rata i uloge ovih crkava
tokom komunističkih vremena. Tokom izlaganja osvrnuo se i na događaj ujedinjenja
ukrajinskih crkava iz 2018. godine, o kojima je govorio njegov prethodnik, dr
Trapara, pri čemu je prof. Jović istakao da je ujedinjenje sprovedeno na politički
način. Posebnu pažnju u ovom delu izlaganja posvetio je ponašanju Carigrada u
pogledu priznanja ujedinjenja, istakavši da je u ovom slučaju, da bi se držao
tradicije, Carigrad „morao da poništi tradiciju”. Govoreći o Severnoj Makedoniji,
prof. dr Jović je, takođe, istakao značaj borbe za prestiž između Moskve i Carigrada
za razumevanje razvoja događaja u ovoj zemlji kada je u pitanju ponašanje
pravoslavnih crkava, kao i važnost Kritskog sabora koji je doneo mogućnost
unilateralnog zaključivanja o tome ko daje autokefalnost. Profesor Jović zaključio
je da se prestiž prethodno pomenutih patrijaršija ogleda u priznavanju, te da su –
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u kontekstu događaja u Ukrajini i Severnoj Makedoniji – prema dostupnim
podacima crkvu u Ukrajini priznale četiri crkve, dok je Makedonsku pravoslavnu
crkvu priznalo sedam pravoslavnih crkava. Izlaganje je završio upečatljivo,
otvorenim pitanjem „Šta je, uopšte, pravoslavna crkva?”. 

Dr Slobodan Janković, viši naučni saradnik Instituta za međunarodnu politiku i
privredu, govorio je o veri u međunarodnim odnosima, posvetivši posebnu pažnju
faktoru verskih uverenja onih koji donose odluke u međunarodnim odnosima, pre
svega u kontekstu elita koje oblikuju svet po sopstvenim svetonazorima. Stoga je,
kako ističe, neophodno znati u koga ili u šta veruju donosioci odluka, da bi se
razumelo njihovo delovanje i oblikovanje međunarodnih tokova. U tom pogledu
od značaja su motivi aktera koji deluju, kao i njihovi interesi. U vezi sa pitanjem
racionalnosti interesa, o kojima se često može čuti u teorijama međunarodnih
odnosa, dr Janković podvlači da je nemoguće govoriti da su odluke elita uvek
racionalne, polazeći od toga da i sam čovek nije samo racionalno biće. U drugom
delu izlaganja dr Janković govorio je o religiji kao jednom od osnova za utvrđivanje
morala i njenom uticaju na grupe i pojedince, zatim o vezi religije i političkog
opredeljenja, te o ratovima u Svetoj zemlji i rusko-zapadnom ratu iz ugla vere u
međunarodnim odnosima. 

Zatvorivši radni deo skupa, dr Ivona Lađevac istakla je značaj ovog okruglog
stola i za svrhu ostvarivanja Sporazuma o saradnji između Instituta za međunarodnu
politiku i privredu i Fakulteta političkih nauka Univerziteta u Beogradu. S druge
strane, profesor Marko Veković zahvalio se kolegama sa Instituta za međunarodnu
politiku i privredu koji su učestvovali u organizaciji skupa, i još jednom podvukao
značaj sveobuhvatne saradnje naučnih institucija za dalje produbljivanje
istraživačkih poduhvata. 
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Rad je nastao u okviru naučnoistraživačkog projekta „Srbija i izazovi u
međunarodnim odnosima 2024. godine”, koji finansira Ministarstvo nauke,
tehnološkog razvoja i inovacija Republike Srbije, a realizuje Institut za
međunarodnu politiku i privredu tokom 2024. godine.
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authors will be sent back to the authors for correction. 

Under normal circumstances, the author receives a notification within ten working
days from the date of manuscript submission, informing them whether the manuscript’s
topic aligns with the editorial policy, as well as the status of the manuscript, such as when
the review process is expected to begin.

New Editor-in-Chief must not overturn decision to publish a manuscript made by the
previous editor-in-chief unless new facts are established referring to serious problems in
quality of the manuscript.

Editor-in-Chief, Deputy Editor-in-Chief and members of Editorial Board must not have
a conflict of interest with regard to the manuscript they consider for publication. Members
of Editorial Board who have conflict of interest will be excluded from the decision making
on the submitted manuscript. If a conflict of interests is identified or declared, Editor-in-
Chief selects reviewers and handles the manuscript. Editor-in-Chief, Deputy Editor-in-Chief
and members of Editorial Board are obliged to disclose a conflict of interests timely.

Editor-in-Chief, Deputy Editor-in-Chief and members of Editorial Board decisions’ to
accept or reject manuscript should be free from any racial, gender, sexual, religious, ethnic,
or political bias.

Editor-in-Chief, Deputy Editor-in-Chief and members of Editorial Board must not use
unpublished material from submitted manuscripts in their research without written
consent of the authors. The information and ideas presented in submitted manuscripts
must be kept confidential and must not be used for personal gain.
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Editor-in-Chief, Deputy Editor-in-Chief and members of Editorial Board shall take all
reasonable measures to ensure that the reviewers remain anonymous to the authors
before, during and after the evaluation process and the authors remain anonymous to
reviewers until the end of the review procedure.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE AUTHOR(S)

By submitting the manuscript to the editorial team of International Problems/
Međunarodni problemi, the author(s) warrant that the entire manuscript is their original
work, that it has not been published before and are not under consideration for publication
elsewhere. Multiple submission of the same manuscript constitutes ethical misconduct
and eliminates the manuscript from consideration by International Problems.

The author(s) warrant that the manuscript, once published in International Problems,
will not be published elsewhere in any language without the consent of Institute of
International Politics. In addition, an article published in any other publication must not
be submitted to International Problems for consideration.

When sending their manuscript, the author(s) attach the signed Author Statement
(content available here: https://internationalproblems.rs/wp-content/uploads/doc/author-
statement-ip-02.pdf

In the case a submitted manuscript is the result of a research project, or its previous
version has been presented at a conference (under the same or similar title), detailed
information about the project, the conference, etc. shall be provided in a footnote attached
to the manuscript title.

It is the responsibility of authors to ensure that manuscripts submitted to International
Problems comply with ethical standards in scientific research. Authors warrant that the
manuscript contains no unfounded or unlawful statements and does not violate the rights
of third parties. The Publisher will not be held legally responsible should there be any
claims for compensation.

Content of the manuscript

Submitted manuscript should contain sufficient detail and references to allow
reviewers and, subsequently, readers to verify the claims presented by authors. The
deliberate presentation of false claims is a violation of ethical standards. Book and
conference reviews should be accurate and unbiased. 

Authors are exclusively responsible for the contents of their submissions and must
make sure that, if necessary, they have permission from all parties involved in the
presented research to make the data public.

The authors wishing to include figures, tables or other materials that have already
been published elsewhere are required to obtain permission from the copyright holder(s),
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and provide it with the submission, not later. Any material received without such evidence
will be assumed to originate from the authors.

Authorship

The authors must make sure that only contributors who have contributed to the
submission are listed as authors and, conversely, that all contributors who have contributed
to the submission are listed as authors. 

A manuscript with more than two authors shall not be considered for publishing unless
it undoubtedly presents the results of a large-scale empirical study.

If persons other than authors were involved in important aspects of the presented
research study and the preparation of the manuscript, their contribution should be
acknowledged in a footnote.

Acknowledgment of sources

The authors are required to properly acknowledge all sources that have significantly
influenced their research and their manuscript. Information received in a private
conversation or correspondence with third parties, in reviewing project applications,
manuscripts and similar materials must not be used without the written consent of the
information source.

Text recycling

Text recycling occurs when an author uses the identical sections of her/his text in two
or more published articles, and it is considered a scientific misconduct and breach of
publishing ethics. Editor-in-Chief considers how much of text is recycled in a submitted
manuscript, the significance of places in which the text recycling occurs in the manuscript
(e.g. whether are they part of the introduction, section on applied methodology, discussion
or conclusion), whether the source of the recycled text has been acknowledged, and
whether there is a breach of copyright.

If detected overlap is considered minor, action may not be necessary or the authors
may be asked to re-write overlapping sections and cite their previous article(s), if they
have not done so. 

The authors cannot justify the text recycling only on the ground that she/he cited the
source. More significant overlap constitutes a basis for rejection of the manuscript. When
handling the cases of text recycling, the Editorial Board will follow guidelines and
recommendations issued by the Committee on Publication Ethics – COPE.
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Conflict of interests

The authors should disclose in their manuscript any financial or other substantive
conflict of interest that might have influenced the presented results or their interpretation.

Fundamental errors in published works

When authors discover a significant error or inaccuracy in their own published work,
it is their obligation to promptly notify Editor-in-Chief or the publisher and cooperate to
retract or correct the paper. By submitting a manuscript, the authors agree to abide by
International Problems’ editorial policies.

RESPONSIBILITY OF THE REVIEWERS 

The reviewers of articles for International Problems/Međunarodni problemi are
required to provide competent, explained, and unbiased feedback in a timely manner on
the scholarly merits and the scientific value of the manuscript.

The reviewers assess manuscripts for the compliance with the thematic profile of the
journal, the relevance of the investigated topic and applied methods, the originality and
scientific relevance of results presented in the manuscript, the presentation style and
scholarly apparatus.

The reviewer should alert the Editor-in-Chief to any reasonable doubt or knowledge of
possible violations of ethical standards by the authors. Reviewer should recognize relevant
published works that have not been cited by the authors. The reviewer should alert the
Editor-in-Chief to substantial similarities between a reviewed manuscript and any
manuscript published or under consideration for publication elsewhere, in the event they
are aware of such. 

The reviewers should also alert the Editor-in-Chief to a parallel submission of the same
paper to another journal, in the event they are aware of such.

The reviewer must be free from disqualifying competing interests with respect to the
authors and/or the funding sources for the research. If such conflict of interest exists, the
reviewers must report them to the Editor without delay.

The reviewer who feels unqualified to review the research topic presented in
manuscript – or is not familiar with the research area in which it falls – should notify the
Editor-in-Chief. Editor-in-Chief will respect requests from authors that an individual should
not review their submission if these are well-reasoned and practicable.

The review must be conducted objectively. The reviewer`s judgement should be stated
in a clear manner and supported with arguments. Instructions for reviewers provide
detailed guidelines and criteria for the assessment of manuscripts.
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Any manuscripts received for review must be treated as confidential documents. The
reviewers must not use unpublished materials disclosed in submitted manuscripts without
the express written consent of the authors. The information and ideas presented in
submitted manuscripts shall be kept confidential and must not be used for personal gain.

PEER REVIEW

The manuscripts submitted to the journal International Problems/Međunarodni
problemi undergo a peer review process. The purpose of peer review is to assist the Editor-
in-Chief in making decisions whether to accept or reject manuscript as well as the author
in improving the paper. In normal circumstances, Journal strives to provide authors with
the decision within 30 days of submission.

Peer review is double-blinded – both authors and reviewers are unknown to each
other before, during and after the reviewing process. Editor-in-Chief is obliged to exclude
all personal data on authors (name and affiliation) before sending manuscript to reviewers
and to act in all reasonable ways to prevent the disclosure of authors’ identity to reviewers.
Reviewers of a manuscript act independently from each other during the reviewing
process. Reviewers are not aware of each other`s identities. If judgements of reviewers
differ, Editor-in-Chief may ask for additional assessment.

The choice of reviewers is at the Editor-in-Chief’s discretion. The reviewers must be
knowledgeable about the subject area of the manuscript; they must not be from the
authors’ own institution and they should not have recent joint publications with any of
the authors.

Editor-in-Chief sends a submitted manuscript along with the Review Form to two
reviewers with the expertise in the field in which the manuscript`s topic falls. In order to
secure independent, impartial and objective evaluation, the reviews are not requested
from the persons affiliated with the same institution as the author. 

The Review Form includes a series of questions to help reviewers to cover all aspects
that can decide the fate of a submission. In the final section of the Review Form, the
reviewers must include observations and suggestions aimed at improving the submitted
manuscript.

During the reviewing process, Editor-in-Chief may require authors to provide additional
information (including raw data) if they are necessary for the evaluation of the scientific
contribution of the manuscript. These materials shall be kept confidential and must not
be used for personal gain. 

With respect to reviewers whose reviews are seriously and convincingly questioned
by authors, Editor-in-Chief will examine whether the reviews are objective and high in
academic standard. If there is any doubt regarding the objectivity of the reviewers or
quality of the reviews, Editor-in-Chief will assign additional reviewers.

740



DEALING WITH UNETHICAL BEHAVIOUR

The Editor-in-Chief of International Problems/Međunarodni problemi has a duty to
initiate adequate procedure when she/he has a reasonable doubt or determines that a
breach of ethical standards has occurred – in published articles or submitted manuscripts.
Anyone may inform the Editor-in-Chief at any time of suspected unethical behaviour by
giving the necessary evidence.

The Editor-in-Chief in cooperation with the Editorial Board will decide on starting an
investigation aimed at examining the reported information and evidences. During an
investigation, any evidence should be treated as strictly confidential and only made
available to those strictly involved in investigating procedure. The authors suspected of
misconduct will always be given the chance to respond to any evidences brought up against
them and to present their arguments.

The Editor-in-Chief in cooperation with the Editorial Board – and, if necessary, with a
group of experts – concludes the investigation by making decision whether a breach of
ethical standards has occurred or has not. In the case of determined breach of ethical
standards, it will be classified as either minor or serious. Serious breaches of ethical
standards are plagiarism, false authorship, misreported or falsified data or fabricated or
falsified research results, and substantial text recycling (over 50% of a manuscript/article
body text).

Along with the rejection of manuscript or retraction of published article from the
journal (in accordance with the Retraction Policy), the following actions can be pursued,
either individually or cumulatively:

• A ban on submissions for a two-year period in the case of a minor breach of ethical
standards.

• A ban on submissions for a period 5–10 years in the case of a serious breach of ethical
standards or repetitive minor breaches.

• Publication of a formal announcement or editorial describing the case of breach of
ethical standards.

• Informing the wrongdoer’s head of department and/or employer of the breach of
ethical standards by means of a formal letter.

• Referring a case to a professional organisation or legal authority for further
investigation and action.
When dealing with unethical behaviour, the Editor-in-Chief and the Editorial Board

will rely on the guidelines and recommendations provided by the Committee on
Publication Ethics – COPE (available at http://publicationethics.org/resources/).
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PLAGIARISM

Plagiarism – that is when someone assumes another’s ideas, words, or other creative
expression as one’s own without referring to original authors and source is a clear scientific
misconduct and breach of publishing ethics. Plagiarism may also involve a violation of
copyright law, punishable by legal action. The articles submitted for consideration in
International Problems/Međunarodni problemi may be subjected to plagiarism checks. 

Plagiarism includes the following:
Word for word, or almost word for word copying, or purposely paraphrasing portions

of another author’s work without clearly indicating the source or marking the copied
fragment (for example, using quotation marks).

Assuming other people’s ideas without stating the authorship and sources in which
those ideas are originally presented.

Copying equations, figures, or tables from someone else’s paper without properly
citing the source and/or without permission from the original author or the copyright
holder.

The procedure in cases where there are clear indications that a submitted manuscript
or published article fall under the definition of plagiarism is described in the sections
Dealing with unethical behaviour and Retraction policy. 

RETRACTION POLICY

Legal limitations of the publisher, copyright holder or author(s), infringements of
professional ethical codes, such as multiple submissions, bogus claims of authorship,
plagiarism, fraudulent use of data or any major misconduct require retraction of an article.
Occasionally a retraction can be used to correct errors in submission or publication.

In dealing with retractions, Editorial Board complies with guidelines developed by the
Committee on Publication Ethics COPE (available at https://publicationethics.org/files/
retraction-guidelines.pdf).

OPEN ACCESS POLICY

Journal International Problems/Međunarodni problemi is available in accordance with
the open access principles. It is issued in hard-copy and digital forms. The articles can be
downloaded free of charge from the website and distributed for academic purposes. The
Journal adheres to the Budapest Open Access Initiative which states the following:

By “open access” to [peer-reviewed research literature], we mean its free availability
on the public internet, permitting any users to read, download, copy, distribute, print,
search, or link to the full texts of these articles, crawl them for indexing, pass them as
data to software, or use them for any other lawful purpose, without financial, legal, or

742



743

technical barriers other than those inseparable from gaining access to the internet itself.
The only constraint on reproduction and distribution, and the only role for copyright in
this domain, should be to give authors control over the integrity of their work and the
right to be properly acknowledged and cited.

Journal enables free access to all its articles, without subscriptions and free of any
related charges. Its content is released without any delays (such as the embargo period)
and its materials may be used without asking for a specific permission on the condition
that a reference to the original document is provided.

COPYRIGHT POLICY

The published articles will be disseminated in accordance with the Creative Commons
Attribution ShareAlike 4.0 International license (CC BY-SA 4.0), allowing to share – copy
and redistribute in any form or medium – and adapt – remix, transform, and build upon it
for any purpose, even commercially, provided that an appropriate credit is given to the
original author(s), a link to the license is provided, it is stated whether changes have been
made and the new work is disseminated under the identical license as the original work.
The users must provide a detailed reference to the original work, containing the author
name(s), title of the published research, full journal title, volume, issue, page span and
DOI. In electronic publishing, users are also required to link the content with both the
original article published in the journal and the licence used. The authors may pursue
separate, additional contractual arrangements for the non-exclusive distribution of the
journal’s published version of the work (e.g., post it to an institutional repository or publish
it in a book), with an acknowledgement of its initial publication in International
Problems/Međunarodni problemi.

The author(s) sign the Licence Agreement which regulates that domain. The specimen
of this agreement is available here: http://www.internationalproblems.rs

The Author(s) warrant that their manuscript is their original work that has not been
published before; that it is not under consideration for publication elsewhere; and that its
publication has been approved by all co-authors, if any, as well as tacitly or explicitly by
the responsible authorities at the institution where the work was carried out. 

The Author(s) affirm that the article contains no unfounded or unlawful statements
and does not violate the rights of others. The author(s) also affirm that they hold no conflict
of interest that may affect the integrity of the Manuscript and the validity of the findings
presented in it. If copyrighted works are included, the Author(s) bear responsibility to
obtain written permission from the copyright owners. The Corresponding author, as the
signing author, warrants that he/she has full power to make this grant on behalf of the
Author(s). If the Author(s) are using any personal details of research subjects or other
individuals, they affirm that they have obtained all consents required by applicable law
and complied with the publisher’s policies relating to the use of such images or personal
information. 
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The Journal allows Author(s) to deposit Author’s Post-print (accepted version) in an
institutional repository and non-commercial subject-based repositories, or to publish it
on Author’s personal website and departmental website (including social networking sites,
such as ResearchGate, Academia.edu, etc.), at any time after publication. Publisher
copyright and source must be acknowledged and a link must be made to the article’s DOI.

Upon receiving the proofs, the Author(s) agree to promptly check the proofs carefully,
correct any typographical errors, and authorize the publication of the corrected proofs.

The Corresponding author agrees to inform his/her co-authors, of any of the above terms. 

DISCLAIMER

The views expressed in the published articles and other materials do not express the
views of Editor-in-Chief and Editorial Board.

The authors take legal and moral responsibility for the ideas expressed in the articles.
Publisher shall have no liability in the event of issuance of any claims for damages. The
Publisher will not be held legally liable in case of any compensation or similar claims. 
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UPUTSTVO ZA AUTORE

Časopis Međunarodni problemi/International Problems objavljuje sledeće kategorije
radova:
Originalni naučni rad predstavlja rezultate naučnog istraživanja sa jasnim doprinosom

u vidu širenja i/ili produbljavanja postojećeg naučnog saznanja o predmetu istraživanja.
On mora da bude strukturisan tako da jasno sadrži sledeće elemente: opšti kontekst i
obrazložen cilj istraživanja; teorijski okvir (pregled literature) jasno određen u uvodnom
delu članka; postavljene hipoteze ili istraživačko pitanje; primenjen naučni metod;
predstavljanje dobijenih rezultata i njihovo tumačenje i zaključak sa odgovorom na
postavljene hipoteze ili istraživačko pitanje.

Pregledni rad pruža sveobuhvatan sažetak dosadašnjih naučnih istraživanja na
određenu temu i/ili sistematičan uvid u trenutno stanje naučne discipline, tako što ukazuje
na otvorena istraživačka pitanja, disciplinarna (ne)slaganja i postojeće kontroverze.
Pregledni rad utvrđuje praznine u naučnom znanju u posmatranoj oblasti ili problematici,
odnosno koja istraživačka pitanja još uvek nemaju odgovore i pruža naznake mogućih
pravaca daljeg razvoja obrađene tematike ili naučne discipline.

Prikaz knjige je sistematičan opis i/ili kritička analiza kvaliteta i značaja monografije,
zbornika radova ili udžbenika. Prikaz knjige treba da pruži osnovnu biografsku belešku o
autoru, sintetizovanu deskripciju teme ili problema koji obrađuje data naučna publikacija,
sažetak iznete naučne argumentacije, uočen doprinos naučnoj disciplini i slabosti, te
zaključak koji sažima mišljenje autora prikaza o analiziranoj publikaciji.

Prikaz konferencije je sistematičan opis i/ili kritička analiza kvaliteta i značaja
međunarodnog ili nacionalnog naučnog skupa, u kom se izlažu osnovni zaključci i naučni
doprinosi.

Autori su dužni da se u pripremi rukopisa pridržavaju sledećih uputstava:

FORMAT
Sve kategorije članaka treba predati u Word-u i sačuvati u .doc ili .docx formatu.



Članak podeliti u 2 odvojena fajla: 

(1) Fajl „Naslovna strana“, koji sadrži:
a. Naslov članka;
b. Podatke o autorstvu (prema podacima navedenim ispod): 

• Ispod naslova napišite ime i prezime (velikim slovima) sa pratećom fusnotom
u kojoj navodite na engleskom jeziku: Vašu funkciju, pun naziv ustanove u kojoj
ste zaposleni, grad, zemlju, elektronsku adresu i ORCID ID. . 

• U slučaju dva ko-autora, imena treba da budu napisana jedno do drugog, a
svako od njih treba da sadrži fusnotu sa afilijacijom.Premda rukopisi koji
podrazumevaju više od dva ko-autora nisu uobičajeni, u retkim prilikama oni
mogu da budu razmatrani, u zavisnosti od obima istraživanja, teme, osnovnih
elemenata, strukture i mere usklađenosti sa Uređivačkom politikom. 

• U fusnoti navodite naziv projekta u okviru kojeg je sačinjeno istraživanje i izvor
finansiranja ili drugu vrstu dobijene podrške. Ovde takođe možete da ukažete
čitaocima ukoliko pogledi izneti u članku odražavaju vaš lični stav, a ne stav
institucije u kojoj ste zaposleni.

Primer naslovne strane videti na sledećoj stranici.
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Naslov (font: Times New Roman, veličina 14, centriran). Npr:

Strateško partnerstvo Rusije i Kine

Ime autora/ke (font: Times New Roman, veličina 12, prezime svim velikim slovima,
centrirano, sa fusnotom). Npr:

Ivona LAĐEVAC1

747

1 Senior Research Fellow, Institute of International Politics and Economics, Belgrade, Serbia. E-
mail: ivona@diplomacy.bg.ac.rs, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4052-4426.
Rad je rezultat naučnog projekta „Srbija u savremenim međunarodnim odnosima: Strateški pravci
razvoja i učvršćivanja položaja Srbije u međunarodnim integrativnim procesima - spoljnopolitički,
međunarodni ekonomski, pravni i bezbedonosni aspekti” (br. 179029) za period 2011–2015, koji
realizuje Institut za međunarodnu politiku i privredu, a finansira Ministarstvo prosvete, nauke i
tehnološkog razvoja Republike Srbije.



(1) Anonimizovani fajl sa samim sadržajem članka
• Ovaj fajl treba da sadrži (po sledećem redosledu):

○ Naslov članka;
○ Apstrakt i klјučne reči (na srpskom jeziku);
○ Sadržaj samog članka;
○ Listu korišćenih izvora (bibliografiju);
○ Apstrakt i ključne reči (na engleskom jeziku).

Napomena: ovaj fajl služiće za postupak dvostruko anonimnog recenziranja. Kao takav,
ne sme da sadrži podatke o autoru ili autorima, direktno ili indirektno, u pogledu
imena/prezimena, pola, nacionalnosti, matične ustanove, ili bilo koje druge
karakteristike. 

FONT, PAGINACIJA
Koristite latinično pismo, font Times New Roman veličine 12, prored Single, a pasuse

odvajajte jednim redom.
Paginacija treba da bude smeštena u donjem desnom uglu i da počinje na prvoj

stranici članka.

OBIM
Rukopisi treba da budu obima 6000–8000 reči (uzeto bez apstrakata i spiska referenci).
Obim prikaza knjiga i konferencija može da bude do 1500 reči.

JEZIK
Razmatraju se rukopisi napisani na srpskom i engleskom jeziku. Molba je da se jezik

upotrebljava dosledno, koherentno i adekvatno, imajući u vidu akademski opseg Časopisa.

NASLOV
Naslov napišite velikim podebljanim slovima veličine 14.
Naslov treba da bude koncizan i da što vernije opiše sadržaj članka, odnosno da odrazi

osnovnu ideju predstavljenog istraživanja i naznači važnost dobijenih rezultata.

APSTRAKTI I KLJUČNE REČI
Apstrakt na srpskom jeziku treba da bude obima od 150–200 reči. Isti apstrakt

preveden na engleski stavljate na samom kraju članka.
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Kod originalnih naučnih članaka, apstrakt mora da prikaže predmet i cilj istraživanja,
teorijski okvir, osnovne hipoteze ili istraživačko pitanje, korišćen metod, jasan opis
najvažnijih rezultata istraživanja, te krajnji zaključak u jednoj rečenici.

Kod preglednih članaka, apstrakt mora da sadrži glavni cilj pregleda dosadašnjih
naučnih istraživanja na određenu temu i/ili sistematičnog uvida u trenutno stanje naučne
discipline, obrazloženje načinjenog izbora, osnovne rezultate pregleda i izvedeni zaključak,
u kojem treba opisati implikacije za dalja istraživanja, primenu ili praksu.

Ispod apstrakta prilažete do 10 ključnih reči na srpskom jeziku koje najbolje opisuju
sadržaj članka. Podsećamo da je dobar izbor ključnih reči preduslov za ispravno indeksiranje
članka u referentnim periodičnim publikacijama i bazama podataka. Ključne reči ne smeju
da ponavljaju reči sadržane u naslovu članka. Ključne reči dajete i na engleskom jeziku i
prilažete ih uz apstrakt na engleskom jeziku.

OSNOVNI TEKST
Poravnajte osnovni tekst u skladu sa opcijom justify.
Podnaslovi se pišu podebljanim slovima, dok se pod-podnaslovi pišu u italic-u; u oba

slučaja veličina slova je 12.
Koristite samo tri nivoa podnaslova (svi treba da budu centrirani): 
Prvi nivo: Podnaslov
Drugi nivo: Podnaslov
Treći nivo: Podnaslov
Nemojte numerisati podnaslove.
Svaki novi pasus, uključujući i naslove, treba da bude „uvučen“, što se radi stavljanjem

kursora na početak paragrafa i jednim pritiskom na taster Tab. To se jedino ne odnosi na
apstrakt tj. sažetak. U tekstu moraju biti data puna imena, nikako inicijali. Strano ime i
prezime treba pisati u srpskoj transkripciji, a prilikom prvog pominjanja u tekstu navesti u
zagradi kako ona glase u originalu. 

Imena i prezimena koja potiču iz naroda koji ne koriste latinično pismo treba navesti
u latinizovanoj transkripciji (npr. kineska, japanska ili arapska imena i prezimena). Isto važi
za nazive različitih vrsta organizacija.

Rukopis mora da bude tehnički uredan, a jezički stil mora da bude jasan, čitljiv i
usklađen sa pravopisom i gramatikom srpskog ili engleskog jezika. 

Rukopisi koji ne ispunjavaju ove zahteve neće biti uzeti u postupak recenzije.
Ukoliko želite da koristite skraćenicu, onda kod prvog pominjanja punog termina (bilo

u apstraktu, bilo u samom tekstu) navedite željenu skraćenicu u zagradi i potom je koristite
dosledno u ostatku teksta. Koristite skraćenice koje su opšteprihvaćene u domaćoj naučnoj
i stručnoj literaturi.

Koristite samo sledeći oblik navodnika „ ”, a kada se unutar ovih znakova navoda nalaze
i dodatni navodnici onda koristite ’ ’.

749



Latinske, starogrčke i druge strane reči i izraze navodite u kurzivu (italic), npr. status
quo, a priori, de facto, acquis communautaire itd.

NAVOĐENJE IZVORA
Međunarodni problemi koriste navođenje referenci shodno formatu „autor- datum”

zasnovanom na Čikaškom stilu – The Chicago Manual of Style (16th ed.), delimično
dopunjenom shodno potrebama časopisa.

Izvore navodite u samom tekstu, i to tako što u zagradi dajete prezime autora, godinu
izdanja i broj stranice (po potrebi). Pun opis izvora dajete u spisku korišćene bibliografije
koji stavljate iza osnovnog teksta.

U samom tekstu, izvor uvek treba da stavite neposredno pre znakova interpunkcije.
Kada ime autora pominjete u rečenici nije potrebno da ga  ponavljate u zagradi, ali onda
godinu i broj stranice navodite neposredno nakon pominjanja imena:

Johnson and Axinn (2013, 136) argue that killing with emotions is morally superior to
killing without emotions, because military honour demands a clear will to assume a
risk of sacrifice of health and life.
Kada je ime autora već u zagradi, koristite uglaste zagrade za navođenje njegovog rada:
(opširnije o ovom konceptu videti kod Jovanovića [2013, 133–136]).
Kada u zagradi navodite više izvora, onda ih razdvojte tačkom i zarezom: 
(Jabri 2007; Herman 2004; Rohrbach 2020).
Kada u istoj zagradi navodite dva ili više rada istog autora, onda ne morate da

ponavljate njegovo ime:
(Jabri 2007, 2011; Gregory 2014a, 2014b).

Knjiga
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

Vučić, Mihajlo. 2019. Korektivna pravda pred Međunarodnim sudom. Beograd: Institut za
međunarodnu politiku i privredu.
Tadjbakhsh, Shahrbanou, and Anuradha Chenoy. 2007. Human Security: Concepts and
Implications, 2nd ed. Oxon: Routledge.
Vasquez, John A., Sanford Jaffe, James Turner Johnson, and Linda Stamato, eds. 1995.
Beyond Confrontation: Learning Conflict Resolution in the Post-Cold War Era. Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press.
Bentham, Jeremy (1907) 2018. An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation.
Reprint, London: Clarendon Press. www.econlib.org/library/Bentham/ bnthPML.html.
Dal Lago, Alessandro, and Salvatore Palidda, eds. 2010. Conflict, Security and the Reshaping
of Society: The Civilization of War. Oxon & New York: Routledge.
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Hayek, Friedrich A. 2011. The Constitution of Liberty: The Definitive Edition. Edited by
Ronald Hamowy. Vol. 17 of The Collected Works of F. A. Hayek, edited by Bruce Caldwell.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988–.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(Vučić 2019, 59)
(Tadjbakhsh and Chenoy 2007) 
(Vasquez et al. 1995) (Bentham [1907] 2018)
(Dal Lago and Palidda 2010) 
(Hayek 2011, 258)

Članak u časopisu
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

Nordin, Astrid H.M. and Dan Öberg. 2015. “Targeting the Ontology of War: From
Clausewitz to Baudrillard”. Millennium: Journal of International Studies 43 (2): 395–423.
Kostić, Marina T. 2019. „Isključiva priroda evropskih, evroatlantskih i evroazijskih integracija i
previranja na evropskom postsovjetskom prostoru“. Međunarodni problemi LXXI (4): 498–526.
Adams, Tracy, and Zohar Kampf. 2020. “‘Solemn and just demands’: Seeking apologies in
the international arena”. Review of International Studies. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0260210520000261.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(Nordin and Öberg 2015, 401)
(Kostić 2019, 500) 
(Tracy and Kampf 2020)

Članak u zborniku radova
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

Herman, Michael. 2004. “Ethics and Intelligence After September 2001”. In: Understanding
Intelligence in the Twenty-First Century: Journeys in Shadows, edited by Len V. Scott and
Peter D. Jackson, 567–581. London and New York: Routledge.
Zakić, Katarina. 2019. „Politika ekonomskih integracija Kine u Evroaziji“. U: Integracioni
procesi u Evroaziji, uredili dr Dušan Proroković i dr Ana Jović-Lazić, 13–44. Beograd: Institut
za međunarodnu politiku i privredu.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(Herman 2004)
(Zakić 2019)
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Rad izložen na konferenciji (ako nije objavljen u zborniku sa konferencije)
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

Korać, Srđan. 2016. “Human Security and Global Ethics: Can International Organizations
be Moral Agents?”. Paper presented at the Third International Academic Conference on
Human Security, Human Security Research Center (HSRC), Faculty of Security Studies,
University of Belgrade, Belgrade, November 4–5.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(Korać 2016)

Prikaz knjige
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

Firchow, Pamina. 2020. “Measuring Peace: Principles, Practices and Politics”. Review of
Measuring Peace, by Richard Caplan. International Peacekeeping 27 (2): 337–338.
Stekić, Nenad. 2018. „Tesna povezanost ljudske bezbednosti i međunarodnih odnosa u
Arktičkom krugu“, Prikaz knjige Human and societal security in the circumpolar Arctic –
local and indigenous communities Kamrul Hossain, José Miguel Roncero Martín & Anna
Petrétei (eds). Međunarodni problemi LXX (4): 455–457.

Navođenje u tekstu: 
(Firchow 2020, 337)
(Stekić 2018, 455).

Pravni i zvanični dokumenti 
Međunarodni ugovori 
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

[PTBT] Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under
Water. 1963. Signed by US, UK, and USSR, August 5. https://treaties.un.org/doc/
Publication/UNTS/Volume%20480/volume-480-I-6964-English.pdf.
[TFEU] Consolidated Version of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. 2012.
Official Journal of the European Union, C 326, October 26. http://eur- lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:12012E/TXT&from=EN.
[UN Charter] Charter of the United Nations, October 24, 1945. https://www.un.org/
en/sections/un-charter/introductory-note/index.html.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(PTBT 1963, Article III, para. 3)
(TFEU 2012, Article 87) 
(UN Charter, Chapter X)
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Dokumenti Ujedinjenih nacija
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

[UNSC] UN Security Council. Resolution 2222, Protection of Civilians in Armed Conflict,
S/RES/2222. May 27, 2015. http://www.un.org/en/sc/documents/ resolutions/2015.shtml.
[UNGA] UN General Assembly. Resolution 67/18, Education for Democracy, A/RES/67/18.
November 28, 2012. https://undocs.org/pdf?symbol=en/A/RES/67/18.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(UNSC Res. 2222) 
(UNGA Res. 67/18)

Nacionalno zakonodavstvo
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

[Constitution RS] Constitution of the Republic of Serbia. 2006. Official Gazette of the
Republic of Serbia, No. 98/2006.
Homeland Security Act. 2002. United States of America, 107th Congress, 2nd Session
(November 25). https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/ hr_5005_enr.pdf.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(Constitution RS 2006, Article 111) 
(Homeland Security Act 2002)

Zvanični izveštaji
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

[YILC] Yearbook of the International Law Commission. 2014. Vol. 2, Part Two.
https://legal.un.org/docs/?path=../ilc/publications/yearbooks/english/ilc_2014_v2_p2.pdf
&lang=ES.
[The 9-11 Commission] U.S. National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United
States. 2004. The 9/11 Commission Report: Final Report of the National Commission on
Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States. Washington, D.C.: Government Publication Office.
US Congress. 1993. Nomination of R. James Woolsey to be Director of Central Intelligence:
Hearing Before the Select Committee on Intelligence of the United States Senate. 104th
Congress, 1st session, February 2–3, 1993. https://www.intelligence.senate.gov/sites/
default/files/hearings/103296.pdf.
[USAFH] United States Air Force Headquarters. 2014. United States Air Force RPA Vector:
Vision and Enabling Concepts: 2013–2038. www.af.mil/Portals/1/documents/news/
USAFRPAVectorVisionandEnablingConcepts 2013-2038.pdf.
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Navođenje u tekstu:
(YILC 2014, 321)
(The 9-11 Commission 2004, 437)
(US Congress 1993, 125)
(USAFH 2014)

Zakonodavstvo Evropske unije
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

Regulation (EU) No. 1052/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22
October 2013 establishing the European Border Surveillance System (Eurosur). Official
Journal of the European Union, L 295, 6 November 2013. https://eur- lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013R1052&from=EN.
[EC] European Commision. 2010. The EU Internal Security Strategy in Action: Five steps
towards a more secure Europe, COM(2010) 673 final, Communication from the
Commission to the European Parliament and the Council, November 22. https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52010DC0673& from=GA.
Directive (EU) 2015/849 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 May 2015
on the prevention of the use of the financial system for the purposes of money laundering
or terrorist financing, amending Regulation (EU) No 648/2012 of the European Parliament
and of the Council, and repealing Directive 2005/60/EC of the European Parliament and
of the Council and Commission Directive 2006/70/EC (Text with EEA relevance), Official
Journal of the European Union, L 141, 5 June 2015. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri= CELEX:32015L0849&from=EN.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(Regulation [EU] No. 1052/2013, Article 11, para. 4) 
(EC COM[2010] 673 final)
(Directive [EU] 2015/849)

Odluke međunarodnih sudova i tribunala
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

[ICJ] International Court of Justice. Accordance with the International Law of the Unilateral
Declaration of Independence in Respect of Kosovo, Advisory Opinion, 22 July 2010, ICJ
Reports. https://www.icj-cij.org/files/case-related/141/141- 20100722-ADV-01-00-EN.pdf.
[ICJ Order 1999] Legality of Use of Force (Yugoslavia v. United Kingdom). International
Court of Justice, Order ICJ Rep. 1999 (June 2). https://www.icj- cij.org/files/case-
related/113/113-19990602-ORD-01-00-EN.pdf.
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[ICTY Indictment IT-98-32-A] Prosecutor v. Vasiljevic, Case No. IT-98-32-A. International
Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia, Indictment, 30 October 2000.
https://www.icty.org/x/cases/vasiljevic/ind/en/vasonly-ii000125e.pdf.
Costa v Ente Nazionale per l’Energia Elettrica, Case 6/64, [1964] ECR 585. https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A61964CJ0006. [CJEU Judgment T-
289/15] Hamas v Council, Case T-289/15. Court of Justice of the
European Union, Judgment, 6 March 2019, ECLI:EU:T:2019:138. http://curia.europa.eu/
juris/documents.jsf?language=EN& critereEcli=ECLI:EU:T:2019:138. 
[Opinion of AG Bobek] Région de Bruxelles-Capitale v Commission, Case C-352/19 P. Court
of Justice of the European Union. Opinion of Advocate General Bobek delivered on 16 July
2020(1), ECLI:EU:C:2020:588. http://curia.europa.eu/ juris/document/document.jsf;
jsessionid=485A5D9AC129179D3D2F2.EC571A384CD?text=&docid=228708&pageIndex=
0&doclang=EN&mode=req&dir=&occ=first& part=1&cid=5064004.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(ICJ Advisory Opinion 2010, 411)
(ICJ Order 1999, para. 3) 
(ICTY Indictment IT-98-32-A) 
(Costa v ENEL)
(CJEU Judgment T-289/15, para. 23) 
(Opinion of AG Bobek C-352/19 P)

Novine i magazini
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

Gibbs, Samuel. 2017. “Elon Musk leads 116 experts calling for outright ban of killer robots”,
The Guardian, August 20.
Power, Matthew. 2013. “Confessions of a Drone Warrior”, GQ, October 22.
https://www.gq.com/story/drone-uav-pilot-assassination.
Economist. 2015. “Who will fight the next war?” October 24. https://www.economist.
com/united-states/2015/10/24/who-will-fight-the-next-war.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(Gibbs 2017, A10)
(Power 2013)
(Economist 2015).

755



Audio-vizuelni mediji
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

Scott, Ridley. [1982] 2007. Blade Runner: The Final Cut. Directed by Ridley Scott. Burbank,
CA: Warner Bros. Blue-Ray disc, 117 min.
Future Weapons. 2019. Waddell Media. Emitovano od 7. do 16. avgusta na kanalu
Discovery Science HD, 3 sezone, 30 epizoda (svaka 43 minuta). https://go.discovery.com/tv-
shows/future-weapons/.
Tech Legend. 2020. “Best Drones 2020 – Top 8 Best Drone with Cameras to Buy in 2020”.
Uploaded on February 7, 2020. YouTube video, 27:20 min. https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=Z6_4JU5Mspw.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(Scott [1982] 2007)
(Future Weapons 2019)
(Tech Legend 2020)

Društveni mediji
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

National Library of Australia. 2020. “National Library of Australia’s Facebook Page”.
Facebook, August 1, 2020. https://www.facebook.com/National.Library.of. Australia/.
Kruszelnicki, Karl (@DoctorKarl). 2017. “Dr Karl Twitter post.” Twitter, February 19, 2017,
9:34 a.m. https://twitter.com/DoctorKarl.
Trapara, Vladimir. 2018. „Pobeda ili ništa”. Unwrapping the Essence (blog). 29 maj 2018.
https://unwrappingtheessence.weebly.com/blog/pobeda-ili-nista.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(National Library of Australia 2020) 
(Kruszelnicki 2017)
(Trapara 2018)

Doktorska disertacija
Navođenje u Bibliografiji:

Rohrbach, Livia. 2020. Beyond intractability? Territorial solutions to self- determination
conflicts. Doctoral dissertation. Department of Political Science, University of Copenhagen.
Petrović, Miloš. 2018. Nepotpuna integracija kao prepreka političkom razvoju Istočnog
partnerstva Evropske unije. Doktorska disertacija. Fakultet političkih nauka, Univerzitet u
Beogradu.
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Navođenje u tekstu: 
(Rohrbach 2020)
(Petrović 2018).

Izvor sa interneta
U slučaju da navodite nedatirani dokument sa interneta, priložite datum kada ste

pristupili tom elektronskom sadržaju i godinu pristupa računajte kao godinu objavljivanja
tog izvora.

Navođenje u Bibliografiji:
Oxford Library. 2012. “Library Strategy”. Oxford Library. Accessed 3 June 2012.
http://www.ol.org/library/strategy.html.
Google Maps. 2015. “The British Library, London, UK”. Google. Accessed February 5, 2015.
https://www.google.com.au/maps/place/The+British+Library/@51.529972,-0.127676,
17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x48761b3b70171395:0x18905479de0fdb25.
IMPP [Institut za međunarodnu politiku i privredu]. n.d. „Misija”. Pristupljeno 1. avgusta
2020. https://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/misija/.

Navođenje u tekstu:
(Oxford Library 2012)
(Google Maps 2015) (IMPP n.d.)

Lična komunikacija
Izvori iz područja lične komunikacije obuhvataju razgovore uživo, intervjue, materijale

sa predavanja, telefonske razgovore, klasičnu i elektronsku prepisku. Izvore ove vrste
navedite samo u tekstu, bez stavljanja u Bibliografiju, zato što je najčešće reč o podacima
u koje čitalac nema uvid ili se zbog nematerijalnog oblika ne mogu naknadno proveriti:

… kao što je dr Slobodan Janković naveo u mejlu koji mi je poslao 10. decembra 2019.
godine …

Kada su objavljena u zbirkama, pisma se navode prema godini izdanja, s tim što datum
kada je poslato pojedinačno pismo navodite u samom tekstu:
U pismu koje je Univerzitet u Beogradu 13. maja 2017. godine uputio Grinovoj (Green
2012, 34) …

Sekundarni izvor (posredno navođenje izvora)
Kada želite da navedete izvor koji ste pročitali u nekom drugom izvoru, uvek treba da

ukažete na oba izvora – originalni i posredni:
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Navođenje u tekstu:
U knjizi Moć, objavljenoj 1975. godine, Luman shvatanje moći pretežno zasniva na literaturi
o društvenoj razmeni i moći zajednice (navedeno prema Guzzini 2013, 79).

Navođenje u Bibliografiji:
Guzzini, Stefano. 2013. Power, realism, and constructivism. Abingdon and New York:
Routledge.

Arhivski izvori 
Arhivski izvori se navode prema sledećem formatu:  
[Akronim ili skraćeni naziv] Pun naziv ustanove, [Akronim ili skraćeni naziv] Pun naziv

fonda, broj fonda, broj ili naziv   kutije (ukoliko postoji), broj fascikle, signatura (ukoliko
postoji), „Naziv dokumenta” (ako nema naziva, dati kratak opis odgovaranjem na pitanja:
ko? kome? šta?), mesto, datum dokumenta ili n.d. ako nije naveden datum. 

Molimo da koristite opštepoznate akronime institucija (MSP – Ministarstvo spoljnih
poslova) ili akronime navedene na sajtu ustanove (AJ – Arhiv Jugoslavije, TNA – The
National Archives (United Kingdom)). 

Navođenje u Bibliografiji:
[[AJ] Arhiv Jugoslavije, [KPR] Kabinet Predsednika Republike, fond 837, kutija Kriza na

Bliskom Istoku, f. I-5-c/88, „Predlog akcija u vezi sa Bliskim Istokom“, Beograd, 29. oktobar
1973. 

[TNA] The National Archives (United Kingdom), [FO] Foreign Office, f. 371/5727,
“Telegram of H. C. A. Eyres to Foreign Office,” Durrës, June 2, 1921. 

Navođenje u tekstu:
(AJ, KPR, f. I-5-c/88) 
(TNA, FO, f. 371/5727)

TABELE, DIJAGRAMI I GEOGRAFSKE KARTE
Grafičke priloge (tabele, dijagrame, geografske karte, grafikone i sl.) numerišete i dajete

im pun naslov:
Tabela 1: Indeks ljudskog razvoja u zemljama članicama EU
Dijagram 2: Strane direktne investicije kineskih kompanija u Africi (u milionima
dolara)
Karta 1: Nacionalne pomorske jurisdikcije i granice na Arktiku
Ukoliko je grafički prilog preuzet od nekog drugog autora ili iz nekog dokumenta

neophodno je ne samo navesti izvor, već i dobiti pisanu saglasnost za objavljivanje priloga
pre podnošenja rukopisa na razmatranje Uredništvu časopisa Međunarodni problemi.
Dobijena saglasnost se dostavlja uz rukopis.
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BIBLIOGRAFIJA
Na kraju članka, a pre apstrakta na engleskom jeziku, prilažete spisak korišćenih izvora

naslovljen Bibliografija, koji sme da sadrži samo reference koje ste koristili u tekstu.
Bibliografske jedinice navodite prema prethodno predstavljenim pravilima za

navođenje izvora, a ređate ih prema abecednom redosledu.
Ako imate dva ili više radova istog autora objavljenih iste godine, onda uz godinu

dodajte slova a, b, c, itd. i ređajte bibliografske jedinice po abecednom redosledu prvog
slova naslova rada:
Gregory, Derek. 2014a. “Drone Geographies”. Radical Philosophy RP 183: 7–19. Gregory,
Derek. 2014b. “The Everywhere War”. The Geographical Journal 177 (3): 238–250.

Rukopisi koji nisu usaglašeni sa navedenim smernicama neće biti uzeti u postupak
recenziranja.

Uređivački odbor
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UREĐIVAČKA POLITIKA
Međunarodni problemi/International Problems je najstariji naučni časopis u Srbiji i na

Balkanu posvećen međunarodnim odnosima. Prvi broj je objavljen u aprilu 1949. godine,
samo godinu dana nakon početka rada njegovog izdavača – Instituta za međunarodnu
politiku i privredu iz Beograda. Objavljuje se na kvartalnoj bazi i kategorisan je kod resornog
ministarstva kao nacionalni časopis međunarodnog značaja (M24).

Međunarodni problemi objavljuju rezultate naučnih istraživanja iz oblasti
međunarodnih odnosa, međunarodne bezbednosti, međunarodnog prava i studija
globalizacije. Međunarodni problemi objavljuju originalne i pregledne naučne radove i
prikaze knjiga i konferencija, na srpskom ili engleskom jeziku, koji prethodno nisu nigde
objavljeni niti se nalaze u postupku razmatranja za objavljivanje u nekoj drugoj
publikaciji. Međunarodni problemi ne objavljuju stručne radove, analitičke komentare
niti predloge javnih politika, pa Vas najljubaznije molimo da ne šaljete te vrste članaka.

Uređivački odbor daje prednost analizi kontroverznih pitanja savremene teorije i
prakse međunarodnih odnosa uz poštovanje bogatstva disciplinarnih i saznajnih
perspektiva. Bez zastupanja konkretnog političkog i teorijsko-metodološkog stanovišta, a
sa namerom da podstakne obuhvatniji naučni dijalog o ubrzanim promenama u svetskoj
politici u 21. veku, Uređivački odbor smatra da su prioritetne sledeće tematske celine:

• Preobražaj prirode svetske politike u ranom 21. veku;
• Fenomenologija i praksa transnacionalnosti i kosmopolitizma;
• Problemi institucionalizacije međunarodnih odnosa;
• Različita teorijska tumačenja aktuelnih globalnih procesa;
• Kontroverzna pitanja upotrebe spoljnopolitičkih instrumenata vodećih globalnih aktera;
• Uticaj naprednih tehnologija Četvrte industrijske revolucije na oblikovanje

međunarodnih odnosa u 21. veku;
• Civilizacija, religija i identitet u kontekstu svetske politike i globalizacije;
• Konceptualni i metodološki iskoraci izvan tradicionalnog epistemološkog okvira

naučne discipline međunarodnih odnosa.

OBAVEZE UREDNIKA, UREĐIVAČKOG ODBORA I IZDAVAČKOG SAVETA

Izdavački savet je savetodavno telo koje aktivno doprinosi razvoju časopisa
Međunarodni problemi/International Problems. Zadaci i dužnosti članova Saveta su:
podrška razvoju časopisa, promocija časopisa, podsticanje stručnjaka u naučnom
istraživanju političkih, bezbednosnih i pravnih aspekata međunarodnih odnosa da se uključe
u rad časopisa kao autori i/ili recenzenti, pisanje uvodnika, recenzija i komentara o radovima.

Članovi Uređivačkog odbora imaju zadatak da u akademskoj javnosti deluju kao
svojevrsni ambasadori časopisa, da pruže doprinos u vidu preporučivanja kvalitetnih



autora i rukopisa, podsticanja potencijalnih autora da podnose rukopise za objavljivanje
u Međunarodnim problemima, te da recenziraju rukopise i pripremaju uvodnike i
uredničke komentare.

Glavni i odgovorni urednik odgovara za objavljeni sadržaj i treba da teži stalnom
unapređenju časopisa uopšte i procesa osiguranja kvaliteta objavljenog sadržaja, kao i
zaštiti slobode izražavanja, integriteta i standarda naučnoistraživačkog rada od upliva
političkih, finansijskih i drugih interesa. Glavni i odgovorni urednik treba uvek da objavi
ispravku, objašnjenje, obaveštenje o povlačenju članka i izvinjenje.

Glavni i odgovorni urednik donosi konačnu odluku o tome koji će rukopis objaviti na
osnovu: 1) ocene njegovog uklapanja u tematski okvir uređivačke politike, 2) ocene
naučnog značaja, originalnosti, validnosti i disciplinarne relevantnosti istraživanja
predstavljenog u rukopisu, 3) ocene njegove usklađenosti sa zakonskim propisima koji
se odnose na klevetu, kršenje autorskih prava i plagiranje. Glavni i odgovorni urednik
zadržava diskreciono pravo da primljeni rukopis proceni i odbije bez recenziranja, ukoliko
utvrdi da ne odgovara tematskim zahtevima uređivačke politike i opšteprihvaćenim
standardima naučnoistraživačkog rada (tj. ako ne sadrži strukturne elemente originalnog
ili preglednog naučnog rada). Radovi koji ne zadovoljavaju tehničke standarde propisane
Uputstvom za autore, čak i u slučaju da je sadržaj korektan, biće vraćeni autorima na
usklađivanje. 

U redovnim okolnostima, autor dobija obaveštenje u roku od deset radnih dana od
datuma prijema rukopisa o tome da li se tema rukopisa uklapa u uređivačku politiku, te
o statusu rada, poput toga kada se očekuje pokretanje postupka recenziranja.

Novi glavni i odgovorni urednik ne sme da preinači odluku svog prethodnika o
objavljivanju rukopisa, osim ukoliko nisu utvrđene nove činjenice koje ukazuju na sporan
kvalitet tog rukopisa.

Glavni i odgovorni urednik, njegov zamenik i članovi Uređivačkog odbora ne smeju
da budu u bilo kakvom sukobu interesa u vezi sa rukopisima koje razmatraju. Iz postupka
izbora recenzenata i odlučivanja o sudbini rukopisa isključuju se članovi Uređivačkog
odbora kod kojih postoji sukob interesa. Ako takav sukob interesa postoji, o izboru
recenzenata i sudbini rukopisa odlučuje glavni i odgovorni urednik. 

Glavni i odgovorni urednik, njegov zamenik i članovi Uređivačkog odbora su dužni
da blagovremeno prijave postojanje sukoba interesa.

Glavni i odgovorni urednik, njegov zamenik i Uređivački odbor dužni su da sud o
rukopisu donesu na osnovu njegovog sadržaja, bez rasnih, polnih/rodnih, verskih,
etničkih ili političkih predrasuda.

Glavni i odgovorni urednik, njegov zamenik i članovi Uređivačkog odbora ne smeju
da koriste neobjavljen materijal iz predatih rukopisa za svoja istraživanja bez izričite pisane
dozvole autora, a informacije i ideje iznete u predatim rukopisima moraju se čuvati kao
poverljive i ne smeju da se koriste za sticanje lične koristi.
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Glavni i odgovorni urednik, njegov zamenik i članovi Uređivačkog odbora dužni su da
preduzmu sve razumne mere kako bi identitet recenzenata ostao nepoznat autorima pre,
tokom i nakon postupka recenzije i kako bi identitet autora ostao nepoznat recenzentima.

OBAVEZE AUTORA

Autori garantuju da rukopis predstavlja njihov originalan doprinos, da nije objavljen
ranije i da se ne razmatra za objavljivanje na drugom mestu. Predavanje istog rukopisa
u više časopisa predstavlja kršenje etičkih standarda koji se odnose na naučnoistraživački
rad i takav rukopis se isključuje iz daljeg razmatranja.

Autori takođe garantuju da nakon objavljivanja u časopisu Međunarodni problemi
rukopis neće biti objavljen u drugoj publikaciji na bilo kom jeziku bez saglasnosti Instituta za
međunarodnu politiku i privredu kao nosioca autorskih prava. Takođe, rad koji je već objavljen
u nekom drugom časopisu ne sme biti podnet za objavljivanje u Međunarodnim problemima.

Prilikom slanja rada, autor(i) šalju potpisanu Izjavu autora, čiji je sadržaj dostupan
ovde: https://internationalproblems.rs/wp-content/uploads/doc/izjava-autora-(mp-
email)-02.pdf

U slučaju da je poslati rukopis rezultat naučnoistraživačkog projekta ili da je, u
prethodnoj verziji, bio izložen na skupu u vidu usmenog saopštenja (pod istim ili sličnim
naslovom), detaljniji podaci o projektu, konferenciji i slično, navode se u fusnoti na
samom početku teksta.

Autori su dužni da se pridržavaju etičkih standarda propisanih Kodeksom ponašanja u
naučnoistraživačkom radu (Nacionalni savet za nauku i tehnološki razvoj, 2018). Autori
garantuju da rukopis ne sadrži neosnovane ili nezakonite tvrdnje i ne krši prava drugih.
Izdavač neće snositi nikakvu odgovornost u slučaju ispostavljanja bilo kakvih zahteva za
naknadu štete.

Sadržaj rada

Rad treba da sadrži dovoljno detalja i referenci kako bi se recenzentima, a potom i
čitaocima omogućilo da provere tvrdnje koje su u njemu iznesene.Namerno iznošenje
netačnih tvrdnji predstavlja kršenje etičkih standarda propisanih Kodeksom ponašanja u
naučnoistraživačkom radu. Prikazi knjiga o konferencija moraju da budu činjenično tačni i
nepristrasni.

Autori snose svu odgovornost za sadržaj predatih rukopisa i dužni su da, ako je to
potrebno, pre njihovog objavljivanja pribave saglasnost svih lica ili institucija koje su
neposredno učestvovale u istraživanju koje je u rukopisu predstavljeno.

Autori koji žele da u rad uključe ilustracije, tabele ili druge materijale koji su već
negde objavljeni obavezni su da za to pribave saglasnost nosilaca autorskih prava i da
ih dostave uz rukopis, a ne naknadno. Materijal za koji takvi dokazi nisu dostavljeni
smatraće se originalnim delom autora.
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Autorstvo

Autori su dužni da kao autore navedu samo ona lica koja su suštinski doprinela
sadržaju rukopisa, odnosno dužni su da sva lica koja su suštinski doprinela sadržaju
rukopisa navedu kao autore. Navođenje kao jednog od autora rukopisa lica koje nije
učestvovalo u izradi istraživanja sadržanog u rukopisu predstavlja kršenje etičkih
standarda koji se odnose na naučnoistraživački rad. Rukopisi sa više od dva autora neće
biti uzimani u razmatranje, osim izuzetno ukoliko se proceni da rukopis predstavlja
rezultate opsežnog empirijskog istraživanja.

Ako su u suštinskim aspektima naučnog istraživanja predstavljenog u rukopisu i/ili
u samoj pripremi rukopisa učestvovale i druge osobe koje nisu autori, njihov doprinos
mora da bude naveden u napomeni ili zahvalnici.

Navođenje izvora

Autori su dužni da ispravno navedu izvore koji su bitno uticali na istraživanje sadržano
u rukopisu i na sam rukopis. Informacije koje su dobili u privatnom razgovoru ili
korespondenciji sa trećim licima, prilikom recenziranja prijava projekata ili rukopisa i
slično, ne smeju se koristiti bez izričite pisane dozvole izvora.

Recikliranje teksta

Recikliranje teksta, odnosno situacija u kojoj isti autor upotrebljava istovetne delove
svog teksta u dva ili više svojih objavljenih radova, predstavlja kršenje etičkih standarda
koji se odnose na naučnoistraživački rad i izdavaštvo.

Glavni i odgovorni urednik procenjuje ukupan obim recikliranih delova teksta, značaj
mesta gde se oni pojavljuju u rukopisu (da li su deo uvoda, odeljka o primenjenoj
metodologiji, diskusije tj. glavnog dela članka ili zaključka), da li je naveden prethodni
izvor recikliranog teksta i da li postoji povreda autorskih prava.

Ukoliko je utvrđeno postojanje podudaranja teksta manjeg obima, od autora se
može zatražiti da ponovo napiše sporan deo teksta i da navede prethodno objavljen
izvor iz kojeg je taj deo teksta preuzet – ako to već nije učinio. Autor ne može da opravda
recikliranje teksta samo na osnovu činjenice da je naveo izvor iz kojeg je preuzeo taj
deo teksta. Podudaranje delova teksta u značajnom obimu predstavlja osnov za
odbijanje rukopisa. Prilikom postupanja u slučajevima recikliranja teksta glavni i
odgovorni urednik i Uređivački odbor rukovode se smernicama i preporukama Odbora
za etiku u izdavaštvu (Committee on Publication Ethics – COPE).

Sukob interesa

Autori su dužni da u radu ukažu na finansijske ili bilo koje druge sukobe interesa koji
bi mogli da utiču na iznesene rezultate i interpretacije.
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Greške u objavljenim radovima

U slučaju da autori otkriju važnu grešku u svom radu nakon njegovog objavljivanja,
dužni su da momentalno o tome obaveste urednika ili izdavača i da sa njima sarađuju
kako bi se rad povukao ili ispravio.

Predavanjem rukopisa redakciji Međunarodnih problema autori se obavezuju na
poštovanje navedenih obaveza.

OBAVEZE RECENZENATA

Recenzenti časopisa Međunarodni problemi/International Problems su dužni da
stručno, argumentovano, nepristrasno i u zadatim rokovima dostave uredniku ocenu
naučne vrednosti rukopisa.

Recenzenti ocenjuju usklađenost teme rukopisa sa tematskim okvirom časopisa,
naučnu relevantnost istraživane teme i primenjenih metoda, originalnost i naučni značaj
rezultata predstavljenih u rukopisu, stil naučnog izlaganja i opremljenost teksta naučnom
aparaturom.

Recenzent koji ima osnovane sumnje ili saznanja o kršenju etičkih standarda
propisanih Kodeksom ponašanja u naučnoistraživačkom radu od strane autora dužan
je da o tome obavesti glavnog i odgovornog urednika. Recenzent treba da prepozna
važne objavljene radove koje autori nisu citirali. On treba da upozori glavnog i
odgovornog urednika i na bitne sličnosti i podudarnosti između rukopisa koji se razmatra
i bilo kojeg drugog objavljenog rada ili rukopisa koji je u postupku recenzije u nekom
drugom časopisu, ako o tome ima lična saznanja. Ako ima saznanja da je isti rukopis
razmatra u više časopisa u isto vreme, recenzent je dužan da o tome obavesti glavnog i
odgovornog urednika.

Recenzent ne sme da bude u sukobu interesa sa autorima ili finansijerom
istraživanja. Ukoliko postoji sukob interesa, recenzent je dužan da o tome momentalno
obavesti glavnog i odgovornog urednika.

Recenzent koji sebe smatra nekompetentnim za temu ili oblast kojom se rukopis bavi
dužan je da o tome obavesti glavnog i odgovornog urednika. Glavni i odgovorni urednik
uvažiće zahtev autora da određeni pojedinac ne bude recenzent njihovog rukopisa ako
proceni da je taj zahtev valjano obrazložen i praktičan.

Recenzija mora biti objektivna. Sud recenzenata mora biti jasan i potkrepljen
argumentima. Uputstvo za recenzente detaljnije propisuje merila i smernice za ocenu
rukopisa.

Rukopisi koji su poslati recenzentu smatraju se poverljivim dokumentima.
Recenzenti ne smeju da koriste neobjavljen materijal iz predatih rukopisa za svoja
istraživanja bez izričite pisane dozvole autora, a informacije i ideje iznesene u predatim
rukopisima moraju se čuvati kao poverljive i ne smeju se koristiti za sticanje lične koristi. 
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POSTUPAK RECENZIJE

Radovi koji se razmatraju za objavljivanje u časopisu Međunarodni problemi/
International Problems podležu recenziji. Cilj recenzije je da glavnom i odgovornom
uredniku pomogne u donošenju odluke o tome da li rad treba prihvatiti ili odbiti i da kroz
proces komunikacije sa autorima poboljša kvalitet rukopisa. U normalnim okolnostima,
rok za okončanje postupka recenziranja je 30 dana od datuma prijema rukopisa.

Recenzije su dvostruko anonimne – identitet autora je nepoznat recenzentima i
obrnuto. Identitet recenzenata ostaje nepoznat autorima i obrnuto pre, tokom i nakon
postupka recenzije. Glavni i odgovorni urednik garantuje da će pre slanja rukopisa na
recenziju iz njega biti uklonjeni lični podaci autora (prvenstveno ime i afilijacija) i da će
preduzeti sve razumne mere kako bi identitet autora ostao nepoznat recenzentima.
Tokom čitavog procesa, recenzenti deluju nezavisno jedni od drugih. Recenzentima nije
poznat identitet drugih recenzenata. Ako odluke recenzenata nisu iste, glavni i odgovorni
urednik može da traži mišljenje drugih recenzenata.

Izbor recenzenata spada u diskreciona prava glavnog i odgovornog urednika.
Recenzenti moraju da raspolažu relevantnim znanjima u vezi sa oblašću kojom se rukopis
bavi; oni ne smeju da budu iz iste institucije kao autori rukopisa niti smeju da sa njima
imaju nedavno objavljene zajedničke radove.

Glavni i odgovorni urednik šalje podneti rukopis zajedno sa obrascem recenzije
dvojici recenzenata, stručnjacima za relevantnu naučnu oblast. Kako bi se osigurala
nezavisna, nepristrasna i objektivna evaluacija, zahtevi za recenzije ne upućuju se
osobama koje su povezane s matičnom institucijom autora.

Obrazac recenzije sadrži niz pitanja na koja treba odgovoriti, a koja recenzentima
ukazuju koji su to aspekti koje treba obuhvatiti kako bi se donela odluka o sudbini
rukopisa. U završnom delu obrasca, recenzenti moraju da navedu svoja zapažanja i
predloge kako da se podneti rukopis poboljša.

Glavni i odgovorni urednik može da tokom postupka recenzije zahteva od autora
da dostavi dodatne informacije (uključujući i primarne podatke), ako su one potrebne
za ocenu naučnog doprinosa rukopisa. Glavni i odgovorni urednik i recenzenti moraju
da čuvaju takve informacije kao poverljive i ne smeju ih koristiti za sticanje lične koristi.

U slučaju da autor ima ozbiljne i osnovane zamerke na račun recenzije, glavni i
odgovorni urednik će proveriti da li je recenzija objektivna i da li zadovoljava naučne
standarde. Ako se pojavi sumnja u objektivnost ili kvalitet recenzije, glavni i odgovorni
urednik će tražiti mišljenje dodatnog recenzenta.

POSTUPANJE U SLUČAJEVIMA NEETIČNOG PONAŠANJA

Glavni i odgovorni urednik Međunarodnih problema je dužan da pokrene
odgovarajući postupak ukoliko razumno sumnja ili utvrdi da je došlo do povrede etičkih
standarda propisanih Kodeksom ponašanja u naučnoistraživačkom radu – bilo u
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objavljenim člancima ili u još neobjavljenim rukopisima. Svako može da u bilo kom
trenutku prijavi glavnom i odgovornom uredniku sumnju o postojanju povrede etičkih
standarda uz dostavljanje valjanih dokaza.

Glavni i odgovorni urednik će u dogovoru sa Uređivačkim odborom odlučiti o
pokretanju postupka koji ima za cilj proveru iznesenih navoda i dokaza. Tokom tog
postupka svi izneseni dokazi smatraće se poverljivim materijalom i biće predočeni samo
osobama koje su neposredno uključene u postupak. Autorima za koje postoji razumna
sumnja da su prekršili etičke standarde biće data mogućnost da odgovore na predočene
dokaze i iznesu sopstvenu argumentaciju.

Glavni i odgovorni urednik u saradnji sa Uređivačkim odborom – i, ako je to potrebno,
grupom stručnjaka – okončava postupak tako što donosi odluku o tome da li je došlo do
povrede etičkih standarda. U slučaju da je postupkom utvrđena povreda, ona se istom
odlukom klasifikuje kao lakša ili teža. U teže povrede etičkih standarda ubrajaju se plagijat,
lažno autorstvo, izmišljanje i krivotvorenje podataka i/ili naučnih rezultata i ekstenzivno
autoplagiranje (preko 50% od ukupnog teksta rukopisa ili objavljenog članka).

Pored odbijanja predatog rukopisa ili povlačenja već objavljenog rada (u skladu sa
procedurom opisanom u odeljku Povlačenje već objavljenih radova) predviđene su i
sledeće mere, koje se mogu primenjivati zasebno ili kumulativno:

• U slučaju lakše povrede etičkih standarda, autorima se izriče zabrana objavljivanja
u trajanju od dve godine;

• U slučaju teže povrede etičkih standarda ili dva ili više puta ponovljene lakše povrede,
autorima se izriče zabrana objavljivanja u trajanju od pet do deset godina;

• Objavljivanje saopštenja ili uvodnika u kojem se opisuje utvrđen slučaj povrede
etičkih standarda;

• Slanje službenog obaveštenja neposrednom rukovodiocu i/ili poslodavcu prekršioca;
• Upoznavanje relevantnih naučnih i stručnih organizacija ili nadležnih organa sa

slučajem kako bi mogli da preduzmu odgovarajuće mere.
Prilikom postupanja u slučajevima neetičnog ponašanja glavni i odgovorni urednik

i Uređivački odbor se rukovode smernicama i preporukama Odbora za etiku u izdavaštvu
(http://publicationethics.org/resources/).

PLAGIJARIZAM

Plagiranje – odnosno preuzimanje tuđih ideja, reči ili drugih oblika kreativnog izraza
i predstavljanje kao vlastitih, bez navođenja autora ili izvora – predstavlja grubo kršenje
etičkih standarda u izdavaštvu i propisanih Kodeksom ponašanja u naučnoistraživačkom
radu. Plagiranje može da uključuje i kršenje autorskih prava, što je zakonom kažnjivo.
Rukopisi koji se razmatraju za objavljivanje u časopisu Međunarodni problemi/
International Problems mogu biti podvrgnuti antiplagijatskoj proveri.
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Plagiranje obuhvata sledeće:
• Doslovno ili gotovo doslovno preuzimanje ili prepričavanje ili sažimanje tuđeg teksta,

u celini ili delovima, bez jasnog ukazivanja na njegovog autora i izvor ili bez jasnog
obeležavanja preuzetog dela teksta (npr. korišćenjem navodnika);

• Predstavljanje tuđih ideja kao vlastitih, bez navođenja autora tih ideja i izvora u
kojem su te ideje prvobitno predstavljene;

• Kopiranje slika ili tabela iz tuđih radova bez pravilnog navođenja izvora i/ili bez
dozvole autora ili nosilaca autorskih prava.
Postupanje u slučajevima kada postoje jasne indicije da primljeni rukopis ili rad

objavljen u časopisu predstavljaju plagijat opisano je u odeljcima Postupanje u
slučajevima neetičnog ponašanja i Povlačenje već objavljenih radova.

POVLAČENJE VEĆ OBJAVLJENIH RADOVA

U slučaju kršenja prava izdavača, nosilaca autorskih prava ili autora, povrede
profesionalnih etičkih kodeksa, tj. u slučaju slanja istog rukopisa u više časopisa u isto
vreme, lažne tvrdnje o autorstvu, plagijata, manipulacije podacima u cilju prevare, kao
i u svim drugim slučajevima težih povreda etičkih standarda propisanih Kodeksom
ponašanja u naučnoistraživačkom radu, objavljeni rad se mora povući. U nekim
slučajevima već objavljeni rad se može povući i kako bi se ispravile naknadno uočene
greške.

U pogledu povlačenja rada, glavni i odgovorni urednik i Uređivački odbor
Međunarodnih problema rukovode se odgovarajućim smernicama Odbora za etiku u
izdavaštvu (https://publicationethics.org/files/retraction-guidelines.pdf).

POLITIKA OTVORENOG PRISTUPA

Časopis Međunarodni problemi/International Problems je dostupan u skladu s
principima otvorenog pristupa. Objavljuje se i u papirnom i u digitalnom obliku.
Članci mogu da budu preuzeti besplatno sa sajta i distribuirani za akademske i druge
svrhe. Časopis se rukovodi Budimpeštanskom deklaracijom o otvorenom pristupu u
kojoj se navodi:

Pod „otvorenim pristupom” [recenziranoj naučnoj literaturi] podrazumeva se
njena slobodna raspoloživost na javnom internetu, koja dozvoljava bilo kom
korisniku da čita, preuzme, kopira, distribuira, štampa, pretražuje ili usmeri putem
linka ka punom tekstu članka, popisuje za potrebe indeksiranja, prosleđuje u vidu
podatka ka softveru, i koristi ih za bilo koju zakonitu svrhu, bez finansijskih, pravnih
ili tehničkih prepreka osim onih koje su neodvojive od samog pristupa internetu.
Jedino ograničenje u pogledu reprodukcije i distribucije, i jedina uloga autorskih
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prava u ovom domenu, trebalo bi da bude davanje autorima kontrole u pogledu
integriteta njihovog rada i prava da budu pravilno prepoznati i citirani.

Časopis omogućuje besplatan pristup svim svojim člancima, bez pretplate i bez
ikakvih povezanih troškova. Sadržaj časopisa objavljuje se bez odlaganja (bez tzv.
perioda embarga) i materijali mogu biti korišćeni bez traženja posebne dozvole pod
uslovom da se navodi referenca ka originalnom dokumentu.

AUTORSKA PRAVA I LICENCA

Članci objavljeni u Međunarodnim problemima/International Problems biće
diseminovani u skladu s dozvolom Creative Commons Attribution ShareAlike 4.0
International license (CC BY-SA 4.0) (Deliti pod istim uslovima 4.0 Međunarodna), koja
dozvoljava deljenje – kopiranje i ponovnu distribuciju u bilo kom obliku ili mediju – i
prilagođavanje – prerađivanje, menjanje ili nadgradnju za bilo koju svrhu, čak i komercijalnu,
pod uslovima: da je originalno autorstvo adekvatno navedeno, da je pružen link ka dozvoli,
da je navedeno da li su izvršene izmene i ukoliko se novi rad diseminuje pod identičnom
dozvolom kao i originalni rad. Korisnici moraju da navedu detaljne informacije o originalnom
radu, uključujući ime(na) autora, naslov objavljenog istraživanja, puno ime Časopisa, tom,
izdanje, opseg strana i DOI. U elektronskom objavljivanju, od korisnika se zahteva da navedu
link-ove ka sadržaju originalnog rada u Časopisu, kao i dozvoli pod kojom je objavljen. Autor(i)
mogu da preduzimaju zasebne dodatne ugovorne aranžmane za neekskluzivnu distribuciju
rada objavljenog u Časopisu (npr. postavljanje u institucionalni repozitorijum ili objavljivanje
u knjizi), uz adekvatno navođenje da je rad inicijalno objavljen u časopisu Međunarodni
problemi/International Problems.

Autor(i) potpisuju Ugovor o licenci kojim se uređuje ovaj domen. Primerak ovog
dokumenta dostupan je na stranici: http://www.internationalproblems.rs. 

Autor(i) garantuju da rukopis predstavlja njihovo originalno delo koje nije ranije
objavljivano; da nije u procesu razmatranja za objavljivanje negde drugde; da je objavljivanje
odobreno od strane svih (ko)autora, kao i implicitno ili eksplicitno od strane ustanove gde je
istraživački rad sproveden.

Autor(i) potvrđuju da članak ne sadrži neosnovane ili nezakonite izjave i ne krši prava
drugih. Autor(i) takođe potvrđuju da nisu u sukobu interesa koji može da utiče na integritet
Rukopisa i na validnost zaključaka koji su u njemu predstavljeni. U slučaju uključivanja radova
koji podležu autorskim pravima, odgovornost je autora da dobiju pisanu dozvolu od strane
vlasnika autorskih prava. Odgovorni autor (potpisnik) jemči da ima puna ovlašćenja za tu svrhu
u ime drugih autora. Ukoliko autor(i) koriste bilo kakve lične podatke istraživanih subjekata ili
drugih pojedinaca, potvrđuju da su za tu svrhu dobili sva zakonska odobrenja i da su saglasni
sa politikama Časopisa koja se tiče upotrebe takvih prikaza, ličnih informacija i sl. 

Časopis dozvoljava autor(ima) da pohrane odštampanu verziju (prihvaćenu verziju)
Rukopisa u institucionalni repozitorijum i druge repozitorijume, kao i da je objave na
autorovom ličnom sajtu ili profilima poput npr. ResearchGate, Academia.edu i drugih, u bilo
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kom trenutku nakon objavljivanja, uz navođenje izvora, linka ka DOI članka i poštovanje
prethodno navedenih stavki. 

Po dobijanju lektorisane verzije rukopisa, autor(i) se slažu da je u najkraćem roku pažljivo
pročitaju, skrenu pažnju Časopisu na bilo kakvu tipografsku grešku i odobre objavljivanje
korigovane lektorisane verzije. Odgovorni autor se slaže da informiše druge (ko)autore o
gore navedenim uslovima.

ODRICANJE ODGOVORNOSTI

Stavovi izneti u objavljenim radovima ne izražavaju stavove glavnog odgovornog
urednika i Uređivačkog odbora.

Autori preuzimaju pravnu i moralnu odgovornost za ideje iznete u svojim radovima.
Izdavač neće snositi nikakvu odgovornost u slučaju ispostavljanja bilo kakvih zahteva za
naknadu štete.
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