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“The Suez Moment of 2026 did not mark the end of American power but the end of American control. It demonstrated that the United States could not shape the international system alone and that a lasting order needed the involvement of multiple powers."
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The Fractured Order

ANWER SHER

The international architecture that sustained relative global stability for over three-quarters of a century is buckling under the weight of its own structural obsolescence. When I penned After The Storm, my objective was to capture the immediate, turbulent wake of macro socio-economic disruptions that destabilized regional balances and fractured long-held geopolitical assumptions. Yet, as the ink dried on those pages, it became increasingly obvious that we were not merely navigating a temporary economic or political squall. Instead, we were witnessing the opening volleys of a profound, systemic reconfiguration of world power. The Fractured Order arrives as a direct narrative and analytical continuation of that journey, designed to peer past the immediate debris of contemporary crises and chart the deep, underlying fault lines that will redefine global reality leading up to the pivotal benchmark of 2030.

To view the current global landscape through the traditional lenses of twentieth-century statecraft is to misread the historical moment entirely. For decades, global governance operated under the illusion of a permanent consensus—a rules-based international order anchored by dominant Western financial institutions, multilateral treaties, and an undisputed unipolar center of gravity. Today, that consensus is fundamentally shattered. What has emerged in its place is a highly volatile, fragmented multi-alignment model, where regional powers assert local hegemony, hybrid governance structures replace classical democratic or autocratic paradigms, and state security is increasingly outsourced or automated.

––––––––
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"We are no longer living in a world defined by a clash of civilizations, but rather by a clash of architectures—where competing systems of technology, finance, and security vie to dictate the terms of human survival."

My professional life as a banker took me into the deep, often opaque machinery of global finance, corporate strategy, and cross-border governance. In those environments, one quickly learns that power is rarely absolute; it is transactional, fluid, and deeply contingent on credit, resource access, and institutional trust. When that trust erodes, the entire apparatus begins to splinter. In writing this book, I have sought to merge that hard-nosed financial and institutional realism with the broader, macro-historical observations that have occupied my writing for over thirty-five years. The result is a speculative yet rigorously grounded diagnosis of a world in a state of structural decomposition.

***
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Central to the thesis of The Fractured Order is the rapid acceleration of what I term "hybrid polarity." No longer can we simplify global tensions into a neat binary struggle between East and West, or democracy and autocracy. The reality moving toward 2030 is far more complex. It is a world where a nation can be a vital trade partner to one bloc, a defense ally to a second, and a fierce technological competitor to both. The traditional civil-military balances that once guaranteed domestic stability within key pivotal states—a theme I explored extensively in The Sword and the Scales—are being radically rewritten by digitized surveillance, cyber warfare, and algorithms that bypass conventional institutional checks and balances.

This institutional decay is occurring simultaneously with a massive geographic displacement of economic momentum. The global centers of gravity are drifting inexorably away from historical Atlantic strongholds toward shifting axes in Eurasia and the Global South. Operating within the vibrant, rapidly evolving nexus of the United Arab Emirates has provided me with a unique vantage point to witness this transformation firsthand. The Middle East, long treated as a mere theater for external superpower competition, has refashioned itself into a sophisticated crossroads of active multi-alignment, balancing relationships with Western capital, Eastern technology, and localized resource networks. This regional repositioning is not an anomaly; it is a blueprint for survival in the coming decade.

Yet, this book is not merely an academic text on macroeconomics or international relations. To capture the human element of a world coming apart at the seams, an author must look beyond policy whitepapers and statistical balance sheets. Throughout my creative life—whether through the lens of photography, the rhythm of poetry in Tumbleweed, or the patient, quiet discipline of natural horsemanship detailed in Learning Liberty—I have always believed that structural truths are best understood through observation, patience, and an awareness of natural boundaries. When we push a system past its natural equilibrium, it breaks. This holds true whether one is attempting to build a seamless partnership with a horse, or attempting to maintain an artificial political equilibrium over a deeply divided populace.

***
[image: ]


As we approach 2030, the crises we face—from artificial intelligence integration and algorithmic governance to resource scarcity and the weaponization of global reserve currencies—will test the limits of human adaptability. The Fractured Order does not pretend to offer easy, comforting panaceas or Utopian maps. Rather, its purpose is to serve as an intellectual compass for an era devoid of reliable horizons. It challenges the reader to look honestly at the fractures within our institutions, our economies, and our geopolitical assumptions, and to recognize that the old world is not coming back.

I owe a debt of gratitude to the many colleagues, policy experts, and financial analysts whose sharp, unvarnished critiques helped refine the core arguments of this manuscript. I am equally grateful to my readers, who have accompanied me from the localized institutional autopsies of my earlier commentaries to the expansive, global canvas of this current volume. If After The Storm was a warning about the gathering clouds, The Fractured Order is a manual for navigating the altered landscape left in the wake of the deluge.

	In search of the new equilibrium.


	Anwer Sher
Dubai, United Arab Emirates
July 2026
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This book is about the end of an era that many believed would last forever, and the beginning of one that no one quite knows how to describe. The era that ended was the unipolar moment—the roughly three decades following the collapse of the Soviet Union when the United States stood as the undisputed center of global military, economic, and political power. The era that began is something we are still living through: a fragmented, multipolar, and increasingly contested international order in which no single power can dictate outcomes, no single ideology commands universal assent, and no single set of institutions manages the conflicts that arise.

I do not write this as a prophet of American decline. The United States remains the most powerful nation on earth by virtually every conventional measure—military, technological, financial, and cultural. Its navy still controls the world's sea lanes. Its currency still denominates the majority of international trade. Its universities still attract the brightest minds from every continent. Its military bases still dot the globe from Okinawa to Qatar to Germany. Yet power, as this book argues, is not merely a matter of capacity. It is a matter of conversion—the ability to translate material advantages into political outcomes that serve one's interests. And it is here, in the conversion of power into control, that the unipolar order has failed.

The argument of *The Fractured Order* proceeds from three central observations that I have developed through years of study, conversation, and direct engagement with the events described in these pages. The first is that the post-Cold War international system was built on a set of assumptions that were simultaneously descriptive and prescriptive: that American power was not merely dominant but legitimate, that economic interdependence would produce political convergence, that technological superiority would ensure strategic dominance, and that the "rules-based international order" represented a universal framework rather than a particular expression of Western interests. These assumptions were not entirely wrong, but they were never as universally accepted as their architects believed, and they have proven catastrophically inadequate to the challenges of the 2020s.

The second observation is that the collapse of this order was not caused by a single catastrophic event but revealed through a series of crises that exposed its underlying fragility. The Russian invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 did not create the multipolar world, but it demonstrated that the tools the West had relied upon—economic sanctions, alliance coordination, technological export controls—were insufficient to compel a determined adversary with alternative partnerships and domestic resilience. The Israeli-Iranian war of 2025–2026 did not invent the vulnerabilities of the Middle Eastern security architecture, but it proved that American military superiority could not protect the energy flows on which the global economy depends, and that the "Suez Moment" of American irrelevance had arrived not in some distant future but in the immediate present. These crises were not aberrations. They were the stress tests that revealed the structural weaknesses of a system designed for a world that no longer existed.

The third observation, and the one that gives this book its urgency, is that the transition from unipolarity to multipolarity is not a gentle evolution but a dangerous passage. History offers no examples of hegemonic transitions that occurred without major conflict. The shift from British to American dominance in the early twentieth century required two world wars. The Cold War, while avoiding direct superpower confrontation, produced proxy conflicts that killed millions across the developing world. The current transition, involving the relative decline of American structural power, the rise of China as a systemic competitor, the resurgence of Russia as a spoiler, and the emergence of middle powers with unprecedented strategic autonomy, is occurring in a world of nuclear weapons, cyber capabilities, and economic interdependencies that make the traditional mechanisms of great-power competition potentially catastrophic.

I came to these arguments through a path that was neither academic nor institutional. For many years, I engaged daily with analysts, journalists, diplomats, soldiers, and informed citizens on the social media platform X (formerly Twitter), debating the crises in real time as they unfolded. These were not abstract discussions. They involved people who were in Kyiv when the missiles fell, in Tehran when the Israeli strikes began, in Riyadh when the Hormuz blockade threatened their nation's survival, in Brussels when the energy crisis threatened the European project itself. The arguments that shape this book were forged in those exchanges, tested against the immediate pressures of events, and refined by the corrections and objections of interlocutors who had no patience for theoretical comfort.

I also came to these arguments through long conversations with my dear friend Pranay Gupte, the veteran journalist and author, who passed away before this book could be completed. Pranay had covered the world from the Cold War through the post-9/11 era, and he brought to our discussions a skepticism about official narratives that I found invaluable. He had seen too many "new world orders" proclaimed and dissolve to accept the permanence of any arrangement. His insistence on looking past the headlines to the structural forces beneath them shaped my approach to the events described here.

I have written this book for the next generation. Those of us who lived through the Cold War developed habits of thought that suited a bipolar world: the assumption that major conflicts would be managed by superpowers, that nuclear deterrence would prevent direct confrontation, that the "Third World" would align with one camp or the other. The post-Cold War generation developed different habits: the assumption that globalization was irreversible, that American power was benevolent and permanent, that history was moving toward a single model of liberal democratic capitalism. Both sets of assumptions have proven inadequate to the world that is emerging.

The next generation will need different habits. They will need to navigate a world of multiple competing powers, overlapping spheres of influence, fragmented institutions, and persistent low-intensity conflict punctuated by periodic crises. They will need to manage the contradictions of economic interdependence and strategic competition, of technological integration and political fragmentation, of universal aspirations and particular identities. They will need to survive not the Cold War but its aftermath—a world that is colder in some respects, more chaotic in others, and in many ways more dangerous because the rules are less clear and the boundaries less stable.

This is not a book of prediction. I do not claim to know how the crises of the 2020s will be resolved, or whether the transition to multipolarity can be managed without the catastrophic conflicts that have historically accompanied shifts in global power. I do not know whether the United States will recover its structural power through domestic renewal and strategic adaptation, or whether it will continue the erratic combination of overcommitment and retrenchment that has characterized its recent policy. I do not know whether China will successfully convert its economic weight into systemic dominance, or whether it will be constrained by its own demographic and economic vulnerabilities. I do not know whether Russia's spoiler strategy can be sustained indefinitely, or whether the Putin regime will eventually face the internal pressures that its repression has so far contained.

What I do know, and what this book argues, is that the old order is gone and cannot be restored. The unipolar moment was a historical interlude, not a permanent condition. The assumptions that underpinned it—about American dominance, about the convergence of systems, about the pacifying effects of interdependence—have been tested by events and found wanting. The task of statecraft in the coming decades is not to return to the post-Cold War world but to manage the transition to whatever comes next with the wisdom, restraint, and strategic imagination that the magnitude of the change requires.

The title of this book, *The Fractured Order*, is intended to capture this condition. The international order is not simply dissolved; fragments of the old system persist—the dollar's residual dominance, NATO's formal existence, the United Nations' institutional shell. But these fragments no longer cohere into a functioning whole. They are contested by alternative arrangements, bypassed by shadow networks, and eroded by the cumulative effects of crises that the old institutions were not designed to manage. The order is fractured, not finished, and the fractures are where the conflicts of the coming decades will occur.

I have tried to write this book with the clarity that the subject demands and the urgency that the moment requires. The events it describes are still unfolding. The consequences it analyzes are still accumulating. The choices it examines are still before us. I offer it not as a definitive account but as a contribution to the understanding of a transformation that will shape the lives of generations to come. We survived the Cold War. They will need to survive what follows it.
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Chapter 1

The Unipolar Moment's Last Stand
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While the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 was symbolic of Europe's reunification, it also signified the end of an era in international politics. From that point, the world saw the emergence of unipolarity and the global dominance of the United States, which was viewed as absolute and eternal. Francis Fukuyama's essay published in the summer of 1989, in the wake of the Soviet Union's collapse, outlined the concept of the end of history, stating that liberalism and capitalism represented the highest achievements in human governance, and it was left to determine how to propagate them universally. In the next decades, the hubris contained in that vision proved excessive, but it was the driving force behind the development of American international politics in the 1990s.

The collapse of the Soviet Union gave the United States unprecedented military advantages. By 1991, American military spending exceeded the combined military budgets of the next 15 countries. The US Navy had 12 carrier battle groups compared to a maximum of one for other countries. Moreover, while the number of warheads was reduced to approximately 10 thousand due to treaties signed with the USSR, American nuclear weapons could still destroy humanity a dozen times. However, even more crucial was America's ability to project its power on several continents simultaneously, a quality necessary for its military dominance in future decades.

In addition to its military strength, the United States had an economic system that was incomparably superior to any other. Its economy accounted for approximately 25% of the global GDP at the beginning of the 1990s and even increased afterwards due to the longest economic expansion in American history. The dollar served as the world's reserve currency, and approximately 80% of international trade and commodity prices were denominated in this currency. American financial institutions, mainly based on Wall Street, functioned as a global clearing system, with American bonds providing the risk-free base against which all other securities were valued.

These economic strengths were consolidated by an intricate set of institutions designed to preserve American hegemony and promote American interests in the region. The IMF and the World Bank, traditionally headquartered in Washington, extended their mandates in the 1990s to guide the transformation of Soviet-bloc countries into capitalist economies. The WTO, which replaced GATT in 1995 and set its liberal principles of trade, further reinforced the advantages of American commercial interests. NATO did not dissolve with the fall of the USSR but expanded towards the former Soviet bloc and later the former Soviet republics. In 2004, NATO membership increased from sixteen to twenty-six countries with the frontier located near the borders of Russia.

NATO's eastward expansion expressed the broader geopolitical aspirations of the American strategy. The "Washington Consensus" introduced by economist John Williamson in 1989 as a set of policies proposed by American international financial institutions to develop the rest of the world, included fiscal discipline, privatisation, trade liberalisation, and deregulation. The fundamental assumption behind this consensus was that it worked and represented the only path to modernity. Other development paths, such as state-directed industrialisation seen in East Asian Tigers and social democratic capitalism typical of Western Europe, were regarded as intermediate stages in development.

The architects of the American strategy in the 1990s explicitly realised these ambitions. For example, Charles Krauthammer's 1990 article, The Unipolar Moment,” noted that this dominance would be temporary but should be taken advantage of in the meantime. Krauthammer explained that the immediate post-Cold War world was not multipolar. "It is unipolar. The center of world power is the unchallenged superpower, the United States, attended by its Western allies." Even though this moment would not last forever and might continue for decades or generations, Krauthammer stressed that such a moment called for a specific kind of American strategy to seize the opportunity.

The Bush administration's Defense Planning Guidance draft of 1992 developed this concept of dominance further, suggesting that the United States prevent any regional hegemonic power from threatening American interests. "We must endeavor to ensure that no rival superpower is allowed to emerge”, the document stated. "As long as the United States remains the sole superpower, we cannot expect reliable support from lesser states," and the guidance instructed that the US "discourage the advanced industrialized nations from challenging our leadership or even aspiring to a larger regional or global role." The document was leaked to the New York Times and was never adopted.

The Clinton administration implemented this concept in its policy through an enlargement doctrine. As Anthony Lake put it in the National Security Strategy of 1993, "we must strengthen the community of market democracies and foster and consolidate new democracies and market economies where possible." The enlargement strategy assumed that once the US integrated former adversaries and potential rivals into its economic system, their domestic political systems would change accordingly, and they would adopt a favourable attitude toward American foreign policy goals. The key element of this process is trade and economic cooperation.

This vision was articulated most clearly in the military interventions of the 1990s. The Kosovo War of 1999 was the most vivid example, with American forces conducting a seventy-eight-day-long bombing campaign that resulted in Serbian withdrawal from Kosovo and a zero death toll for Americans. In doing so, American strategists demonstrated that American military forces had reached a level allowing them to ignore any restrictions and fight the way they desired, which was dubbed a revolution in military affairs. Stealth technology, precision-guided munitions, and networked command systems promise ultimate superiority.

The terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 did not interrupt the trend in American military policy; they accelerated it. The National Security Strategy issued by President Bush in 2002 declared the right of America to conduct preventive military actions whenever there is a possibility of threats. This statement was consistent with the unipolar logic according to which no power could threaten American dominance conventionally, and the greatest danger to American interests came from terrorists and rogue regimes. Consequently, America should take action to neutralise potential threats, as illustrated by the 2003 invasion of Iraq.

This intervention marked the climax of American military power in that decade and was the most destructive blow to the unipolar order. The initial stages of the war, with the fall of the Saddam Hussein regime, demonstrated the ability of American military technology to produce a rapid and decisive impact. The occupation of the country and the subsequent resistance proved that technological superiority was insufficient to guarantee a smooth and peaceful occupation. The insurgency, which lasted until 2007, exposed the limits of America's military capabilities and the dangers of a unilateral approach to international conflicts.

The financial crisis that began in 2008 was another serious challenge to the unipolar moment. The collapse of Lehman Brothers and the consequent financial crisis revealed vulnerabilities in the American economic system. Furthermore, it showed that while the United States enjoyed considerable influence over the international financial system, economic crises could be caused by American institutions. Thus, the response to the crisis – massive financial bailouts and nationalisations – contradicted the ideology of free markets promoted by the United States until that point.

However, the Obama administration, which took office in January 2009, recognised these challenges. The pivot to Asia announced in 2011 acknowledged the decreasing American economic presence in the Pacific region and recognised the growing Chinese influence in the area. Moreover, Obama's reluctance to involve NATO in the Syrian civil war, negotiations with Iran, and normalisation of relations with Cuba indicated an understanding of the need to use a more moderate approach to foreign policy in a changing world. The "leading from behind" approach to the intervention in Libya showed an understanding of the impossibility of unilateral military actions.

These changes were tactical rather than strategic. America's centrality in international affairs has remained a core assumption of American geopolitics. The establishment of the Trans-Pacific Partnership aimed to set rules for trade in the Asia-Pacific area before China established its standards. NATO continued to expand, with Montenegro joining the organisation in 2017, but it did not offer significant additions to NATO security. While American defense spending was reduced from the peak of the Iraq War, it still exceeded any other country's budget. Moreover, a network of approximately 750 American bases across eight countries ensured American dominance.

Donald Trump’s presidency, which began in January 2017, marked a turning point in the history of the unipolar order. Despite rhetoric focused primarily on returning to the pre-unipolar period, the Trump administration sought to preserve American dominance. The trade wars, withdrawal from international agreements, and calls for increased spending on defense by American allies indicate an understanding of the declining American dominance. The 2018 National Defense Strategy identified great-power competition with China and Russia as the most important strategic challenge. However, the United States’ approach to this competition lacked consistency.

While recognising the increasing geopolitical competition, the Trump administration failed to abandon the assumption of a unipolar order. In particular, it maintained the idea that American dominance in international affairs guaranteed that all other countries adopted American preferences on various matters. This conception was preserved and even strengthened in the Biden administration, which took office in January 2021 with the aim of bringing back the alliance-based approach to foreign policy. The emphasis on "renewing American leadership" and "restoring alliances" reflected the desire to combine these elements.

The 2022 National Security Strategy emphasised competition for the twenty-first century, stressing that the confrontation with China and Russia had turned into a battle for the very idea of an international system. China became "the most significant geopolitical challenge," and Russia was seen as an "immediate and ongoing threat." In accordance with the logic established in the previous decades, the American strategy framed this confrontation as an ideological battle between democracy and authoritarianism that would shape the future of international affairs.

Such a vision was flawed in a simple sense: the essence of the unipolar order lay in the fact that it was unnecessary to coordinate actions with other countries to ensure their adoption of preferred American policies. In contrast, according to the Biden administration, this adoption now requires an alliance effort, and even then, it would happen only if American power were involved. Nevertheless, the administration was correct in assuming that this strategy of renewal would work better than the confrontational approach of previous years. However, the test of American power would occur in Europe, not in the Indo-Pacific.

Ukrainian shock

On 24 February 2022 Russia invaded Ukraine, shocking Western public opinion. By attacking Ukraine, Russia defied the order established by the United States in the post-Cold War world, and it did so on a continent traditionally dominated by American influence. Moreover, the invasion involved large-scale military operations aimed at toppling the government and annexing Ukraine's territories – an operation that violated the principles of the liberal economic order and thus challenged the foundations of the unipolar world.

American and European responses to the Russian invasion reflect these concerns. In the first few days, the US and other leading Western countries introduced sweeping sanctions against Russia. They covered not only Russia's central bank reserves but also its energy exports and the supply of key technologies, such as semiconductors. While initially designed to punish Russia, the sanctions were aimed at ensuring that Russian aggression would come to a halt; moreover, they should weaken the Russian economy in such a way that Russia would become unable to undertake any further military adventures abroad.

This idea relied heavily on the assumptions of the unipolar order and its advocates. Specifically, the United States did not believe it should defend Ukraine against Russia militarily, since such an action would inevitably escalate into NATO-Russia hostilities, which nobody in the administration wanted. Therefore, the plan of action was purely economic: America, with the help of its allies, sought to exploit the economic vulnerabilities accumulated by Russia over the decades of its participation in the globalised economy and punish Moscow accordingly.

The early success seemed to confirm the wisdom of this decision: within a few days, the Russian ruble lost about 50% of its value against other currencies. Russian banks were expelled from the SWIFT international payment system. Major Western corporations withdrew from Russia, and Russian stocks listed on Western stock exchanges virtually disappeared. Russian central banks lost approximately $300 billion in foreign exchange reserves kept in Western financial institutions. Biden talked about "ruining" Russian economy, and European leaders expected Russia to become economically irrelevant soon.

However, this did not occur. Russia did not retreat from Ukraine and intensified its military activities, gradually shifting from rapid attempts to overthrow the regime to long-term operations in eastern and southern Ukraine. Although Russia's economy experienced some problems, its GDP declined by about 2.5%, which is quite an average number; the estimated decline of 10–15% never materialised. By 2023, the Russian economy was recovering owing to energy exports to non-Western markets, import substitution, and significant defense spending.

The fact that sanctions were not successful in achieving the stated goals proved some inherent problems with this concept. While it was correct that the Russian economy was dependent on Western countries to various extents, the assumption that it could be exploited to change Russia's behaviour was unrealistic. To begin with, Russia was largely dependent on technology from Western nations and relied on their financial institutions. In addition, Russia relied on Western energy markets as sources of revenue. However, these dependencies were not critical; Russia could compensate for them easily, albeit less efficiently.

The most important compensation for these dependencies came from Beijing, which, despite claiming neutrality, supplied Russia with energy products using its currency instead of dollars. The Chinese economy also provided Russia with dual-use technology that compensated for American and European export controls. The Sino-Russian trade volume increased to an unprecedented level of more than $200 billion in 2023, whereas in previous years, it did not exceed 10%. Far from isolating Russia, sanctions contributed to the formation of an economic bloc with Russia and China at its core.

This process revealed another problem with the American strategy, that is, China's integration into the global economy in the previous years and its implications. Indeed, although China joined the global economic system in its own way – preserving the state control of some economic sectors while using Western markets to promote its economic agenda – it became the largest manufacturer and trader, being the trading partner of over 120 countries. The idea that economic interdependence would lead to political alignment was proven wrong: Beijing showed how to maintain growth without political liberalisation.

Sanctions have demonstrated some inherent problems with the dollar as an instrument for exercising power. For the first time, the American administration froze the assets of foreign countries' central banks, thus breaking the implicit understanding that the assets held by foreign countries in the United States were not subject to seizure. While such measures had a demonstrative effect on the international financial system, they made other states more cautious when investing their money. Several countries have started accumulating gold, and BRICS members have intensified discussions on creating a shared currency system.

Furthermore, sanctions raised a question that had been left unanswered since the Cold War period: Is dollar centrality in the international monetary system permanent, or can it be changed? The latter option had always been considered impossible, but recent events have brought the issue to the fore. The American policy undermined confidence in the dollar-based economic system in the Global South, where people started considering the possibility of diversifying reserves and switching away from the US dollar. Although dollar centrality was not yet under threat, the idea gained traction.

Technology-related sanctions also suffer from certain inherent flaws. The US coordinated with allied governments to impose a ban on the export of semiconductor devices, production equipment, and software products to Russia. The sanction regime included not only the US but also producers of semiconductors, such as Japan, Korea, and Taiwan. The regime targeted the most advanced technologies used to produce precision-guided munitions, communication equipment, and other military hardware, which the US was concerned about.

The problem with sanctions lies in the fact that supply chains in the field are highly complex and distributed throughout the globe. Thus, components produced in the US or any Western country could pass through intermediaries in a neutral country and be exported to Russia, where the documents showing the origin would be altered. While nominally abiding by the sanctions, China provided Russia with semiconductors that were not on the same technological level as those of Western countries but were still sufficiently advanced for various purposes.

Finally, Russia had indigenous industries that manufactured semiconductors and other weaponry components. While its capabilities were smaller than those of the US, China, or Korea, Russia's industries were sufficient to keep Russian military hardware in operation. This indicates that even in the case of sanctions, Russia could find ways to obtain the technologies required to sustain military machine functioning. This insight was the most important contribution to the discussion of the nature of modern warfare.

While American strategists praised the "revolution in military affairs" observed in Kosovo, it became obvious that America’s technological superiority in military terms is relative. Indeed, even though the Russian army demonstrated numerous mistakes in planning and logistics, they proved effective in employing the latest military doctrines, including mass artillery fire and electronic warfare. In contrast, Western forces, relying on their technological superiority, were incapable of winning against the Russians and had to revert to attrition warfare.

This fact casts doubt on the assumptions of the American strategy and the military policy built on them. According to US experts, technological superiority could make up for inferior manpower and make the American military machine capable of achieving decisive victories with a minimum of losses and effort. In contrast, the Ukrainian experience shows that such superiority can be achieved by any major power; therefore, major power conflicts could be fought according to the attrition warfare doctrine developed in the world wars of the twentieth century.

In addition to its political implications, the war has had severe economic consequences for Western countries. In particular, it exacerbated the European energy crisis owing to the loss of Russian gas supplies. The German industry has faced significant challenges due to the increasing prices of energy products. Moreover, the crisis led to inflation in Europe and the United States, which, in turn, lowered the standard of living and increased political instability in these nations. Sanctions that were supposed to damage the enemy turned out to be quite costly for their creators.

These challenges required the Biden administration to take steps to protect its interests while fulfilling its commitments in the war against Russia. While declaring that the war was a manifestation of the battle between democracy and authoritarianism and describing Ukraine's position as the defense of international order and rules-based system, the administration made it clear that its support for Ukraine was conditional. Specifically, the US decided not to organise a no-fly zone or commit its forces to NATO-Russia conflicts, which could trigger nuclear warfare.

Therefore, while expressing commitment to Ukraine's fight against the Russian invasion, America refrained from actively and directly participating in the struggle. This decision was quite prudent given the situation, but it created an impression of a lack of commitment on the part of the US. Initially, the Ukrainian victories seemed to give grounds to assume that the war would end with a Russian defeat and the restoration of the order existing prior to the Russian invasion of 2022. The Ukrainian president even mentioned the overthrow of Putin as an objective.

Politically, the situation meant a lot was significant. As noted previously, one of the key assumptions behind American unipolarity is that American power, properly utilised, can ensure favourable outcomes for Americans. The Ukrainian case shows that this is no longer true in the age of great power competition. America cannot use economic leverage to make Russia withdraw from Ukraine. The US cannot decisively defeat Russia because there is a significant danger of escalating violence. Finally, the US cannot obtain better burden-sharing from its allies in this situation. This means that the US will face a drawn-out conflict in the face of discrepancies between its strategic priorities and capabilities.

Notably, the effects of this situation were not limited to Europe. The Global South countries observed the West’s reactions to Russian aggression and began questioning the assumption that the world is divided into democracies and autocracies. For example, the largest democracy on the planet, India, has neither condemned nor criticised Russia’s actions. Moreover, it has increased its purchases of Russian energy. Similarly, the newly elected President of Brazil, Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva, decided not to side with the West and acted as a mediator in trying to find a peaceful resolution to the problem. Another traditional American ally, Saudi Arabia, started working with Russia on oil production within OPEC+. In other words, economic interests took precedence over political ones. It must be stressed that the above-described situation was the general perception of the conflict in Africa, Asia, and Latin America.

From the standpoint of geopolitical science, the above attitude to the conflict demonstrates that the Global South does not support the idea of unipolarity of the US as a system that is based on the universalist discourse. In this sense, this approach can be called a non-aligned movement. During the Cold War, it was assumed that the US, unlike the Soviet Union, represented global values. However, in the case of Russian aggression, most Global South countries did not react in accordance with Western liberal values and preferred to take a neutral stance in this conflict. In addition, sanctions as an instrument of American global leadership and management clearly demonstrate that the "rules-based order" is an illusion because sanctions imply economic coercion by the West.

It is obvious that the above-mentioned processes indicate the temporary nature of the unipolar world order. The apparently unlimited power of the US in 1991 that lasted for several decades was supported by a series of conditions which ceased to exist in the present. First, the world lacked any serious opponent of the US, and second, its allies were interested in following US policies. Third, opponents were integrated into the Western economic system. Finally, the US had the proper military and technological capabilities to exercise political influence. However, today, all these conditions have weakened or vanished. Therefore, the war in Ukraine has only accelerated the deterioration of the unipolar world order.

The idea of indefinite US predominance as a key strategic and ideological concept guiding American foreign policy proved false. The discussion of the unipolar moment gave way to the discussion of what is to follow. In addition, the question of the possibility of a peaceful transition was addressed. The war did not cause any changes. Instead, it acted as a trigger to reveal ongoing processes. The final stage of the unipolar world order was not developed as an attempt to defend US dominance but as a demonstration of its limitation. The war in Ukraine helped us understand the realities of competition in the new world order.

Architecture of Economic Warfare

The sanctions on Russia adopted in 2022 are the most elaborate instruments of economic warfare ever developed. However, this warfare failed to achieve its goals. Thus, it should be analysed in depth in future studies. There are three main elements of economic warfare employed by the West in the current situation: financial sanctions limiting Russia's access to the international financial system and foreign trade possibilities; trade sanctions restricting energy exports from Russia and imports of technology; and frozen assets of the Russian regime which are aimed at reducing Russia's reserves which could allow it to withstand the pressure of the sanctions.

First, the financial sanctions adopted by the US and the EU are unprecedented in their coordination and severity. The exclusion of some Russian banks from SWIFT aims to prevent Russia from receiving money for energy exports and financing its imports. The freezing of foreign-exchange reserves of the Russian Central Bank stored in dollars, euros, pounds, and yen is aimed at preventing the country from using these resources to stabilise the ruble and pay for crucial imports. Finally, the ban on
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