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This article examines the profound transformation of United States foreign policy toward Central
and Eastern Europe (hereinafter CEE), marking a decisive shift from liberal hegemonism to rigid stra-
tegic selectivity and transactionalism. Characterized as the «Donroe Doctrine», this realignment synthesizes
Western Hemisphere hegemony with a strictly conditional approach to European security. This reversal is
driven by the prioritization of the Indo-Pacific theater and an ideological shift toward national conservatism,
demanding that European allies assume primary responsibility for their defense.

To empirically evaluate this shift, the article presents a case study of the U.S. «Board of Peace» pro-
posal introduced in January 2026. The research investigates the divergent responses of Czechia, Romania,
Poland, Slovakia, and Hungary. The theoretical foundation relies on Alex Mintz's Poliheuristic Theory and
Robert Putnam's two-level game framework. These theories explain how domestic political constraints and
international bargaining environments dictate foreign policy decision-making.

The main findings demonstrate that U.S. assertiveness does not guarantee alignment among its
smaller regional allies. Instead, reactions are deeply mediated by domestic institutional architectures. In
states experiencing institutional cohabitation or constitutional complexities, like Czechia and Poland, the
win-sets for accepting the proposal are significantly narrowed, leading to delays. In Romania and Slovakia,
fragile coalitions create decision-making limbo or rejection, as governments seek to maintain alignment
with European Union norms. Conversely, Hungary serves as a structural counterexample, where a con-
solidated political environment enabled unequivocal support. Ultimately, as long as coalition weaknesses
persist, CEE elites will prioritize domestic survivability over alignment with Washington.

Key words: United States foreign policy, Donald Trump, Central and Eastern Europe, Board of
Peace, Poliheuristic theory, Two-level game.

The 2025 Munich Security Conference represents a definitive bifurcation point in the
contemporary architecture of transatlantic relations, marking a formalized departure from the
paradigm of liberal hegemonism toward a model of rigid strategic selectivity. Vice President
J.D. Vance’s address functioned not merely as a reiteration of historical burden-sharing griev-
ances, but as a declarative manifesto of the new administration's foreign policy calculus, which
fundamentally alters the security posture for European allies, particularly those in Central and
Eastern Europe. As insightfully highlighted in the analysis by the German Marshall Fund [1],
Vance’s rhetoric clarified a new structural division of labor wherein the United States intends
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to manage macroeconomic and geopolitical negotiations, while simultaneously delegating the
immediate financial and security burdens of implementation directly to Europe. This strategic
realignment is inextricably linked to Washington's accelerated reorientation toward the Indo-
Pacific; as Vance explicitly articulated regarding the Asia Pivot, «it is an important part of our
shared alliance that Europeans have to step up while America focuses on the regions of the world
that are in profound danger» [2]. Consequently, this geopolitical pivot exposes the collapse of the
unconditional transatlantic idealism that previously guaranteed European defense, shifting the
discourse away from collective military budgets toward a fundamental societal and values-based
divide between the U.S. and its traditional partners [3].

At the core of this geopolitical recalibration is the implicit codification of what can be con-
ceptually defined in international relations theory as the «Donroe Doctrine» — a synthesis of the
traditional Monroe Doctrine's territorial hegemony and radical transactionalism. This emerging
paradigm delineates a bifurcated global theater: while the Western Hemisphere remains a zone of
indisputable U.S. strategic primacy, the rest of the world, including the European continent, is rel-
egated to a transactional zone where security guarantees are contingent upon strict quid pro quo
arrangements. Researchers at the Wilson Center [4] emphasize that Vance deliberately shifted
the discourse away from conventional NATO commitments toward internal political compliance,
thereby establishing a strategy of «services conditional on total compliance» rather than mutual
interdependence. This commodification of security signifies that alliances outside the immediate
U.S. hemisphere are no longer sustained by the shared defense of democratic values — a desinse-
cration Vance underscored by warning European leaders that «if you govern a country in fear of
your own voters, America is going to be able to do nothing for you» [2]. Ultimately, the United
States is transitioning from its historical role as a principled protector to a transactional domin-
ator, compelling CEE states to adapt to a reality where American military and diplomatic support
is no longer an inherited right, but a commodity that must be continuously purchased through
reciprocal economic and strategic concessions.

Determinants of the Strategic Reversal: Reasons for the Trump Administration's
Change in Approach

The primary catalyst for the Trump administration's strategic realignment is rooted in a
fundamental reassessment of global threat hierarchies, specifically the definitive prioritization of
the Indo-Pacific theater over the traditional Euro-Atlantic axis. This structural «Asia Pivoty is
driven by the prevailing macroeconomic and security consensus within the administration that
the People's Republic of China poses an existential, systemic challenge to American hegemony,
whereas the Russian Federation is increasingly compartmentalized as a localized European dis-
ruptor that does not warrant the indefinite expenditure of finite U.S. military-industrial resources.
As Vance unequivocally articulated at the 2025 Munich Security Conference, the operational and
financial realities of the United States necessitate a strict division of labor wherein «Europeans
have to step up while America focuses on the regions of the world that are in profound dan-
ger» [2]. This geographical reprioritization is inextricably linked to the administration's economic
nationalism, which vehemently rejects the historical paradigm of European defense subsidized by
American taxpayers. Consequently, the bilateral discourse has shifted from fostering transatlantic
interdependence to enforcing stringent burden-shifting, a process that fundamentally transforms
the United States from a benevolent protector into a transactional enforcer. The explicit expecta-
tion is that European nations must assume the primary logistical and financial responsibility for
their own security architecture, a demand starkly summarized by Vance's assertion that Europe
must «make a decisive step forward for its own defense» in the immediate future, thereby reliev-
ing Washington of its disproportionate geopolitical burden [2].
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Furthermore, this strategic reversal is underpinned by a profound ideological metamorph-
osis within the Republican establishment, characterized by the definitive marginalization of
neoconservative interventionism in favor of an unapologetic national conservatism. This insular
ideological framework evaluates foreign policy engagements exclusively through the prism of
immediate, tangible dividends for the domestic American electorate, effectively dismantling the
illusion of a globalized security apparatus predicated on shared liberal values. In this context,
the rhetorical justification of «protecting democracy» — which historically mobilized bipartisan
American support for alliances in Central and Eastern Europe — has been systematically desacral-
ized and subordinated to raw transactional utility. Vance explicitly challenged the moral authority
of European allies to demand unconditional support, arguing that policies framed as the defense
of democracy are fundamentally hypocritical when European institutions themselves face inter-
nal crises of legitimacy and electoral integrity [2]. Moreover, this national conservative doctrine
inherently minimizes the severity of external, specifically Russian, threats to allied nations if their
internal institutional resilience is deemed inadequate. By dismissively noting that a democracy
vulnerable to a «few hundred thousand dollars of digital advertising from a foreign nation» was
never truly robust to begin with [2], Vance signaled that Washington will no longer underwrite the
security of fragile states based on ideological affinity. Ultimately, this ideological shift cements
a purely utilitarian approach, dictating that any U.S. engagement outside the immediate strategic
perimeter of the Western Hemisphere will be strictly conditional, transactional, and devoid of
inherited democratic obligations.

Case Study: The U.S. Board of Peace Proposal and Reactions in Central and Eastern
Europe

In January 2026, on the sidelines of the World Economic Forum in Davos, U.S. Presi-
dent Donald Trump formally unveiled the «Board of Peace». The initiative has demonstrated the
growing divide between the U.S. and the EU, increased American assertiveness, and the neglect
of the UN-centered international law system. The EU’s official position was publicly unveiled by
President of the European Council Anténio Costa who noted: «We have serious doubts about a
number of elements in the charter of the Board of Peace related to its scope, its governance and
its compatibility with the UN Charter» [5] and highlighted that the EU is «ready to work together
with the US on the implementation of the comprehensive Peace Plan for Gaza, with a Board of
Peace carrying out its mission as a transitional administration» [5]. The EEAS noted that the
proposed governance structure in Trump’s board charter departs from what was agreed by the
United Nations (UN) [6].

The EU’s Central and Eastern European states’ response was not unilateral, though.
The leaders of the respective states have demonstrated varying approaches to the American initia-
tive, ranging from full acceptance of the proposal to explicit rejection. The nature of the political
decisions of Central and Eastern European politicians can be explained by combining the poli-
heuristic theory coined by Alex Mintz [7] and with Robert Putnam's two-level framework [8],
which are analytically complementary but conceptually different. Poliheuristic Theory is a model
that explains how political leaders make foreign policy decisions. It was developed to bridge cog-
nitive and rational approaches to decision-making by explaining how political choices are made
and what their outcomes are. The theory suggests that, at a cognitive level — «stage 1» — the choice
set is reduced to politically acceptable alternatives to the decision maker. Afterwards, the process
moves to a «stage 2», during which the decision maker engages in more analytical processing
to minimize risks and maximize benefits. At this stage, the application of Putnam’s two-level
game framework can be particularly valuable, as it explains how the combination of risks and
benefits (both domestically — at Level 2 and internationally — at Level 1) shapes the win sets.
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Both approaches prove that the way governments and political elites in Central and Eastern
Europe reacted to the invitation was driven by an adaptive foreign policy logic. Rather than pro-
ducing a uniform external response, the invitation intersected with domestic political constraints,
intensified existing institutional fragmentation, and altered strategic calculations, while external
messages reverberated within domestic arenas and were mobilised for internal political purposes.

Among the key political constraints, there is institutional cohabilitation [9] that correlates
with higher levels of intra-executive conflict and cabinet instability (when a prime minister and
a president share executive powers in the field of foreign policy while representing different
political parties, as is the case in the Czech Republic, and Poland); weak coalitions lacking the
shared ideology cementation (the cases of Romania, Slovakia, and, arguably, Poland); limitations
imposed by the third actors (e.g. security dependence on the United States, and economic and
normative dependence on the EU).

In Czechia, government officials publicly acknowledged an invitation to join the Board.
On 22 January 2026, the government spokesperson announced that the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs was preparing a position for the cabinet [10], signaling institutional caution and proced-
ural deliberation. However, the Czech President’s immediate reservations about the lack of a
publicly available charter or mandate for the BoP, and the lack of clarity on its operational mech-
anisms, indicated his readiness to resist governmental decisions. The President, Peter Pavel, also
highlighted the financial implications of long-term membership and questioned whether the BoP
was intended to serve as an alternative to, or to bypass, the United Nations Security Council, a
point echoed in broader European critiques of the initiative. The burden of domestic constraints
was compounded by the indirect limitations imposed by the EU.

Poliheuristic logic prompts that «stage 1» likely removed joining because it was politically
complicated and could trigger domestic backlash between the President and the government.
Therefore, already in February, facing potential escalation stemming from cohabitation with the
President and the risk of consequences at the EU level, the government abstained from accepting
the President Trump administration's proposal. Simultaneously, the need to satisfy EU commit-
ments and respond to signals from Washington, alongside fragmented foreign policy authority,
narrowed the winset in this regard. EU alignment concerns were internalized as domestic pol-
itical costs. Prime Minister Babis stressed that Czechia does not want to act alone on the issue.
The Czech prime minister also acknowledged there could be potential benefits to membership,
particularly economic ones. However, he emphasized that these considerations do not outweigh
the political and procedural hurdles at home [11].

Romania’s response was similarly cautious and prompted President Nikusor Dan to ask
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to analyze the proposal with particular attention to its compatibil-
ity with Romania’s international obligations, including those under the UN Charter [12]. Roma-
nia’s prime minister emphasized that any decision should be made in coordination with European
Union partners and grounded in a clear assessment of national interest and economic context. By
contrast, the leader of the coalition party Social Democratic Party (PSD), voiced unequivocal sup-
port for participation, positing that for security objectives, «the price is never too high» [13] and
that financial resources could be identified to join the initiative. Applying poliheuristic theory in
this regard suggests that explicit rejection was initially a non-option since it could have ruined the
ruling coalition. At «stage 2», Romania calculates both the risks and benefits, though. The like-
lihood of delayed decisions is high, since elimination is too costly but endorsement is too risky.

A relatively similar approach was applied by Poland. President Karol Nawrocki had
received the invitation to join Donald Trump’s initiative. The country’s recent electoral cycles
resulted in institutional cohabitation, as a centrist, pro-European government of Donald Tusk was
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challenged by the President, who held veto power. The president’s unilateral acceptance of the
invitation would inevitably lead to an escalation in relations with the government. Similarly, the
rejection could have undermined the coalition’s unity. Therefore, at «stage 1» both immediate
acceptance and immediate rejection were filtered. Instead, at «stage 2» the strategic calculus
includes both argumentation related to the Level 1 of Putnam’s two-level game. Foreign Minister
Sikorski was tasked with preparing a formal pros and cons assessment for the President, includ-
ing legal and political implications, as well as questions about taxpayer burden and legitimacy
relative to UN structures. Alongside the cohabitation challenge, there are constitutional require-
ments for parliamentary approval before any formal accession. This means the domestic win-set
for joining is narrow unless the proposal is well-defined and normatively acceptable. Basically,
likewise, in the case of Romania, delayed decisions are likely.

In Slovakia, internal debates demonstrated how domestic politics mediate foreign policy
choices in practice. The nationalist SNS explicitly called on Prime Minister Robert Fico to reject
the BoP invitation, arguing that permanent membership would require a $1 billion contribution
and, in their view, could represent a U. effort to bypass established international institutions like
the UN. Meanwhile, members of the government and pro-EU factions insisted that any engage-
ment with the Board first undergo a robust legal and political analysis. Neither the defense min-
ister nor the coalition partners publicly committed to membership, illustrating how fragmented
authority and competing domestic priorities shape cautious foreign policy postures. Finally, Rob-
ert Fico said that Slovakia should refuse the invitation to join Donald Trump’s Peace Board [14].
He argued that the project lacks clear details and would create a parallel structure to the United
Nations and emphasized that Slovakia should remain anchored in existing international institutions.

The only country that unequivocally supported the idea of the Board of Peace was Hun-
gary. Applying Putnam’s two-level game frame, it can be explained by minimized domestic
ratification constraints and a consolidated populist win set. Victor Orban controls a disciplined
parliamentary supermajority, and there is no meaningful uncertainty about ratification. More-
over, the government dominates narrative framing, whereas institutional veto players are weak
or politically aligned.

From a Mintz perspective, the option of joining passed the noncompensatory political
filter at «stage 1» because it aligned with the government’s sovereignty and «peace» narrative
and did not threaten coalition stability. Consequently, decision-making shifted rapidly to Stage
2 compensatory evaluation, where ties with Washington, and symbolic differentiation within the
EU could be weighed without high domestic cost.

Summarizing, the Central and Eastern European reactions to the U.S. Board of Peace
initiative have demonstrated differentiated structural positioning within a transforming trans-
atlantic order and reflected the impact of domestic institutional architectures and coalition con-
figurations on the foreign policy choices. The Czech and Polish cases demonstrate how execu-
tive cohabitation and constitutional ratification procedures narrow win-sets and decisions that
threaten intra-executive equilibrium are filtered at «stage 1» before calculating strategic benefits.
Romania illustrates a different situation when the weakness of the coalition leads to the decision’s
limbo, when neither rejection nor endorsement is politically viable. Slovakia, in its turn, shows
how even electorally weaker coalition actors can function as win-set spoilers when their cost of
non-agreement is low.

Hungary, in this regard, is a structural counterexample. Consolidation power supported by
a disciplined parliamentary majority expands the domestic win-set.

Interestingly, external assertiveness by a major power does not automatically produce
alignment among smaller allies. The interaction between domestic political survivability and
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international bargaining environments plays an important role. As long as cohabitation, coalition
weaknesses, and EU normative gravity remain in place, Central and Eastern European political
elites will remain cautious, demand conditionality, and abstain from prompt decisions bypassing
institutional mediation.
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VY crarTi po3nIiAaEThes MHOOKa TpaHCPOopMaIlis 30BHIIHEBOI noiTuku Crionydenux Lltaris moxo
Hentpaneroi Ta Cxigroi €Bpomn (mam — LICE), mo 3HamMeHye co0or0 pimryunii mepexia Bin iidepaib-
HOTO TETeMOHI3MY IO YKOPCTKOI CTpaTeriyHoi BHOIpKOBOCTI Ta TpaH3akKLioHami3My. Ll mepeopieHTaris,
[0 XapaKTEPU3YEThCA K «IOKTpUHA JJOHpPO», CHHTE3y€e TereMOHI0 3axiHOl MBKYJIi i3 CyBOPO YMOBHUM
MiAXO0IOM 10 eBporieiicbkoi Oesneku. Lleit moBopoT 3yMoBneHUH mpiopuTe3amieo [Hp0-THx00KeaHCHKOTO
TeaTpy BOEHHHX Ail Ta iI€0JOT1YHIM 3pYIIEHHIM 10 KOHCEPBAaTH3MY, [II0 BUMArae, o0 €BpOIeHChKi CO03-
HUKH B3sUTH Ha ce0e OCHOBHY BiJIIOBiaJbHICTH 332 CBOIO OOOPOHY.

Jns eMmipu4HOi OLIHKY i€l 3MiHM Yy CTaTTi MPEACTABICHO TEMAaTUYHE TOCIIKEHHS MPOMO3UIIil
CIIA mono «Pagu mupy», mpeacrasinenoi y ciuni 2026 p. JocmimkeHHs T0oCTiIKye pi3Hi peakmii Yexii,
Pymymii, [Toapmri, CioBaaunnu Ta Yropumau. TeopeTHyHa 0CHOBA CIIUPAETHCS HA MOTIEBPUCTHYHY TEOPIO
Anekca MiHna Ta JBOpiBHEBY irpoBy cTpykTypy Pobepra [larnema. Lli Teopii HOSCHIOIOTB, SIK BHYTPIIIHBO-
MOJITHYHI OOMEXEHHS Ta MDKHAPOJHE CEPEIOBHIIE IEPErOBOPIB JUKTYIOTh MPUHHATTS PIillICHb y 30BHIII-
Hil HOJITHUIL.

OCHOBHI BUCHOBKH MOKa3y0Th, 0 HamonernuBicts CLIA He rapaHTye y3roKeHOCTI MiXK IXHIMH
MEHIINMH PETiOHATBHUMH COIO3HUKaMu. HaTtomicTh peaxiii muOoKo OmocepeIKoBYIOThCS BHYTPIIIHBOO
THCTUTYLIHOO apXiTeKTyporo. Y NepkaBax, IO MEePEeKUBAIOTh IHCTUTYLIHE CITiBICHYBaHHS a00 KOHCTH-
TyHilHi cCKIagHoIi, SK-0T Yexis Ta [lonpina, MOXIHBOCTI IS IPUHHATTS IPOIO3UII] 3HAYHO 3BYXKYIOThCS,
[0 MPHU3BOIUTH A0 3aTpUMOK. Y PymyHii Ta CnoBadumHI KpHUXKi KOANilii CTBOPIOIOTH HEBU3HAYCHICTH
y HPUHHATTI pilieHb a00 BIIXWICHHS, OCKUIBKH YPSAM MParHyTh MiATPHUMYBATH BiAMOBIOHICTE HOpMam
€sponeiicbkoro Corosy. I HaBmaku, YTopiuHa CIIyrye CTpyKTypHHM KOHTPIIPHKIIAZIOM, Jie KOHCOJIJOBaHe
MOJITUYHE CEePEHOBHIE 3a0€3MeUMI0 OTHO3HAUHY MiATPUMKY. 3PEIITO0, TOKH 30epiraroTbcs cimadki cTo-
poHu xoainii, exitu LlenTpansHoi Ta CxigHO1 €Bpony HaIaBaTUMYTh MPIOPUTET BHYTPIIIHEOMY BHKH-
BaHHIO, a HE Y3TO/DKEHHIO 3 BalmHrroHoM.

Knrouoei cnosa: 30BHIHA noiituka Crnomyuenux Iraris, Jonansa Tpam, LienTpansra Ta Cxigna
€Bpomna, Pana Mupy, monieBpucTU4Ha TEOPis, ABOPiBHEBA T'pa.
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