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PREFACE

The United States is failing to secure the benefits of affluence and rising global prosperity. At home, the
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United States is rich—with a per capita income of around $60,000—and getting richer. Globally, the
United States is part of a world economy that is advancing rapidly in income, technology, and education.
This should be a time of confidence and rising well-being for Americans, yet instead it is a time of
disarray, division, and unhappiness. A large majority of Americans feel that the country is moving in the
wrong direction—and they are correct.

CoeanHéHHble LLtaTbl He MOryT BOCMOMbL30BaTLCA NPEMMYLLECTBAMU N300MIUS U pacTyLL,Ero MMPOBOIo
©narococtosiHus. BHyTpu ctpaHbl CoeguHéHHbIe LLTaThl 6oratbl — € AOXOA0M Ha AyLly HaceneHus
okono 60 000 gonnapoB — M cTaHOBATCSA eLlé borade. B rmobanbHom macwTtabe CoeanHéHHble LUTaThl
ABNSAOTCHA YaCTbo MUPOBOI SKOHOMMKW, KOTOpasi CTPEMUTESNIBHO pa3BMBaEeTCs B NilaHe JOXOAOB,
TEeXHomorum n obpasoBaHusi. ATo OMKHO ObINO Obl 6bITL BPEMEHEM YBEPEHHOCTU U pocTa
©narocoCTosiHMSA amepukaHLEeB, HO BMECTO 3TOrO HACTYNUIO BPeMSI CMSITEHUSA, pasHornacum u
HepgoBonbCTBa. [MogaBnsatowee 60MbWNHCTBO aMepPUKaHLEB CHMTAKOT, YTO CTpaHa ABMXKETCS B HEBEPHOM
HanpaBfeHUn, — 1 OHU MpaBbl.

In domestic politics, the United States is squandering its affluence as the super-rich relentlessly pursue
more wealth at any cost. Meeting the needs of the poor, modernizing infrastructure, and protecting the
environment are put aside in favor of cutting taxes for the rich, slashing public investments, and
eliminating environmental regulations. The United States gets richer and unhappier at the same time, with
devastating damages from climate change, falling life expectancy, soaring public debts, and rising
political polarization.

Bo BHyTpeHHel nonutuke CoeamHéHHble LLTaThl pacTpaymBaloT CBOE 6oratCcTBO, NOCKOMbLKY
cBepxboraTble HeyCTaHHO CTPeMATCH K eLlé 6onbwemy 6oratcTBy nobon LeHON. YA0BNeTBOpEHUe
notpebHocTen 6eaHbIX, MOAEPHU3aLUMS MHPACTPYKTYPbI U 3alimuTa OKpyXatoLen cpegbl OTX04AT Ha
BTOPOW NiiaH B NOMb3y CHW)XXEHUS Hanoros Ans 6oratbiX, COKpaLleHWs rocyaapCTBEHHbIX MHBECTULIMIA U
OTMeHbI 3Konornyecknx Hopm. CoeguHéHHble LLTaTbl 0O4HOBpPEMEHHO CTaHOBATCSA boraye n Hec4acTHee,
UCMbITbIBas PaspyLUUTEnbHbIe NOCNEACTBUS N3MEHEHNS KMMaTa, CHWKEHUS NPOAOIKUTENBbHOCTM
XMW3HW, CTPEMUTENBHOIO POCTa rocyAapCTBEHHOMO Aofra 1 YCUEeHWs NONMTUYECKON Nonspusaumm.

In foreign policy, the situation is no better, as the United States is rapidly losing its global influence. The
United States under Donald Trump is making enemies in nearly all parts of the world, even among
traditional allies in Canada and the European Union, as well as with China, Russia, Iran, and countless
others. “America First” is a provocation for the rest of the world, replete with American threats of trade
wars, broken promises, and unilateral actions by the United States thwarting hard-won international
agreements. Tensions are high and rising.

Bo BHellHeln nonuTtuke cutyaums He nyywe: CoeanHEHHble LLTaThl CTPEMUTENBHO TEPSIIOT CBOE
rnobanbHoe BnvsiHue. Mpu JoHanbae Tpamne CoeanHéHHble LLUTaTbl HaXXmnBatoT BparoB NpakTU4eckn BO
BCEeX yrorkax Mupa, faxe cpeau TpaauuMOHHbIX CO3HUKOB B nuue KaHaabl u EBponerickoro cotosa, a
Takke Kutas, Poccuu, VipaHa n 6ecumcrneHHOro MHOXXecTBa Apyrmx. «AmMepuka npexae Bcero» — aTo
npoBoKauunsa Ang ocTanbHOro Mupa, nosfiHasi yrpo3 TOProBbIX BOWMH CO CTOPOHbI AMepUKH,
HEBbINOSTHEHHbIX 00ELaHNn 1 OAHOCTOPOHHUX AencTBui CoeanHEHHbIX LLITaToB, cpbiBalOLLMX C TPYLOM
OOCTUTHYTbIE MEXAYHapOAHbIe cornalleHns. HanpspkeHHOCTb BbiCOKa M MPOAOIKaeT pacTu.

Trump’s provocations are a reckless extension of a longstanding and dangerous mindset of American
exceptionalism. Even when America was helping to set the global rules of trade, finance, and diplomacy
after World War Il, American leaders held the view that America was different, ultimately exceptional, with
the inherent right to make and break the international rules of the game. The dark side of American
foreign policy has long been the resort to regime change and unilateral wars, not sanctioned by the
United Nations and opposed by much of global and U.S. public opinion. Trump manipulates the long-
standing sense of exceptionalism, and links it to wildly exaggerated grievances against the rest of

the world.

MpoBokaumm Tpamna — 6e3paccygHOe NPOAOIHKEHNE AaBHErO 1 ONAacHOro MUPOBO33peHnsi 06
aMepUKaHCKON UcKoumnTensHoCTU. [Jaxe koraa nocrne Bropon MmpoBor BOMHbI AMepuka y4actTsoBara B
YCTaHOBMEHWM rrobanbHbIX NpaBui TOProenv, (UHAHCOB 1 AUMOMAaTUX, aMepuKaHCKne nuaepsbl
cumTanu, 4to AMepuka oTnnvaeTcs oT ApYrux, B KOHEYHOM CYETE, ABNAETCH UCKMIOYMTENBHOM CTPaHoN,
obnapatoLlen HeoTbeMIIEMbIM MPaABOM YCTaHaBMMBATbL M HapyLlaTh MeXAyHapO4HbIe NpaBuna Urpsbl.
TeMHOWN CTOPOHOW aMepUKaHCKOW BHELLUHEN MONMUTUKM JONTOe BpeMs Obifla CMEHa PEXMMOB U
OZIHOCTOPOHHME BOWHBbI, HE CaHKUMOHUpoBaHHble OOH 1 BcTpeyatoLme oTnop 3Ha4YnTeNnbHOW YacTu



MUPOBOIO M aMepPUKaHCKOTO 0BLLECTBEHHOIO MHEHMs. Tpamn MaHunynupyeT 4aBHUM YyBCTBOM
WCKITIOYNTENBHOCTH, CBA3bIBAs €ro C Ype3MepHO NpeyBennYeHHbIMM 06uaamMmmn Ha ocTanbHON MUp.

In my recent book, Building the New American Economy, | discussed a better way for U.S. economic
management, focusing on investment-led growth oriented around the challenge of sustainable
development. Sustainable development means an economy that is not only rich but also socially inclusive
and environmentally sustainable. The United States achieves only one-third of the sustainable
development agenda—wealth— while ignoring or even scorning the social and environmental objectives.
While | had a fleeting hope that “Trump the Builder” would at least invest in American infrastructure, it is
now clear that Trump will invest only in Trump and in added wealth for the richest Americans.
Nonetheless, the need for sustainable development will only grow over time, and will ultimately, | believe,
set the agenda in the post-Trump era.

B cBoel HegaBHen kHure « CTpoMTENBCTBO HOBOW aMeEPUKAHCKON 3KOHOMUKMY» S paccMmoTpen bonee
achbdhekTnBHbIN cnocob ynpaeBneHus skoHomukon CLUA, cocpeaoTounBLIMCL Ha POCTEe, OCHOBAaHHOM Ha
WHBECTULMAX, OPUEHTUPOBAHHOM Ha peLLeHne 3a4ay YCTONYMBOro pa3BuTUS. YCTONYMBOE pa3BuUTmE
0O3HavyaeT 9KOHOMUKY, KOTopasi He ToNbKo BoraTa, HO 1 CcouMarnbHO UHKITHO3MBHA, U 3KONOrMYECKM
ycTonuymsa. CoeamHéEHHbIe LLTaThl BbIMOMHAIOT NULLb TPETH NOBECTKN YCTONYMBOrO PasBUTUS —
obecneyeHne 6N1aroCoOCTOAHUS — UTHOPUPYS NN Aaxe npe3npas coumanbHble 1 9KONOrmyeckne Lenm.
XOoTsa y MeHs 1 Tennunace Hagexaa, 4to «Tpamn-CTpouTenb» XOTH Obl UHBECTUPYET B aMEPUKaHCKYHO
WHPaCTPYKTYpy, TENEPb OYEBUAHO, YTO Tpamn ByaeT MHBECTMPOBATL TOMIbKO B CamMoro Tpamna u B
yBenunyeHve 6rarococTtosiHna cambix 6oraTeix aMepukaHueB. TeM He MeHee, MOTPEBHOCTb B YyCTOMYNBOM
pa3BuTMmM BygeT co BPEMEHEM TOJSIBKO PacTu U, B KOHEYHOM UTOTe, s YBEPEH, ONpeaennT NoBeCTKy AHS B
NMOCTTPaMMOBCKYIO 3MOXY.

This current volume is a companion study to the economics volume, focusing on the urgent need to
revamp American foreign policy. Its theme is the same: the challenges of sustainable development
(including global cooperation to head off dangerous human-induced climate change) should guide and
define U.S. foreign policy in the coming generation. The exceptionalist mindset is especially dangerous
today. America is part of a world with shared challenges needing shared solutions. In any event,
America’s power—economic, military, and technological—is far less “exceptional” than Trump and other
foreign policy leaders may believe.

OTOT TOM SIBNSIETCA JOMONTHEHMEM K 93KOHOMWYECKOMY, U NMOCBSLLEH HEOTITOXHOM HEODXOAMMOCTU
nepecTporiku aMmepuKaHCKOM BHELLUHEeN NONUTUKX. Tema Ta Xe: 3afadn yCTOMYMBOro pasBuTus (Bknovas
rnobanbHOe COTPYOHNYECTBO AN NpeoTBpaLLeHNst ONacHOro aHTPOMOrEHHOrO U3MEHEHUS KNumaTa)
OOIMKHbI HANPaBNATb U ONPeAenaTh BHELWHIoW nonuTuky CLUA B cnefytoLLemM nokoneHum.
WcknounTtensHoe MbilineHne 0cobeHHO onacHo cerogHs. AMepuka — 4yacTb Mupa, rae oéuue
npobnembl TpebyT COBMECTHbIX pelleHnii. B niobom cnydae, MoLb AMEPUKN — SKOHOMUYECKas,
BOEHHasi U TeXHONOrM4Yeckas — ropasgo MeHee «MUCKMYUTeNbHay, YemM MOryT nonaratb Tpamn u gpyrue
nuaepbl BHELLUHEN NONUTUKW.

| recognize that the arguments in this volume may not sit well with many Americans, who have long been
told that America is the sole superpower with the ability to impose its will on the rest of the world.
Americans have long debated whether America should be the world’s policeman, mostly taking it for
granted that America can serve as such if it likes. This volume argues otherwise: that it does not make
sense for America to go it alone, and that in any event, American power is far too limited to take on the
rest of the world in a fit of Trumpian pique. Most importantly, the world shares a vital and urgent common
interest in sustainable development. We will all lose unless we maintain the peace and the cooperation
needed to end human-caused climate change, loss of biodiversity, massive pollution of the air, water, and
land, and the growing inequalities of wealth, income, and power.

A npu3Hato, YTO aprymeHTbl, U3NOXEHHbIE B 3TOW KHUIE, MOTYT HE MOHPaBUTLCA MHOTMM amMeprKaHLam,
KOTOPbIM A@BHO BHyLUAOT, 4TO AMepuka — eaMHCTBEHHasi CBepxaepaBa, CnocobHasi HaBsi3blBaTb CBOKO
BOJIO OCTanlbHOMY MUpY. AMepurKaHLbl 4aBHO CNOPSAT O TOM, A0MKHa N AMepuka ObITb MUPOBBIM
XaH4apMoM, B OCHOBHOM cyuTasi camo cobol pasymetowmnmest, HTo AMeprka MOXeT BbIMOSHATb 3Ty
dYHKLMIO, ecnn 3axo4eT. B aTol kKHure yreepxaaeTtcs uHoe: AMeprike He UMeeT CMblIcna AencTBoBaThb B
OOMHOYKY, M 4TO B NOOOM Cryyae amepukaHcKkas MOLLb CIMLLIKOM OrpaHuyeHa, 4Tobbl HanagaTtb Ha
OCTanbHOW MMP B MOPbIBE TPaMMOBCKOW 35106bl. Camoe rmaBHoe, YTO MUP pasfenseT XU3HEHHO BaXKHbIN
N HEOTNOXHbIN OBLNIA MHTEPEC K yCTOMYMBOMY pa3BuTuio. Mbl BCe Mpourpaem, ecnm He CoOXpaHuMm Myp u
COTPYOHNYECTBO, HEOOXOAMMbIE ANsi NMPEeKpaLLeHNsl aHTPOMOreHHOTro N3MEHEHNS KNMaTta, yTpaThl



OropasHoobpasus, MaclTabHOro 3arpsA3HeHs BO3ayxa, BoAbl M 3eMiv, a Takke pacTyLlero
HepaBeHcTBa GoraTcTBa, 4OXOAOB M BNACTW.

We live in a world of rapid technological advance. If we choose right, and harness our hard-won know-
how, we can accomplish great things in our time: ending poverty, stabilizing the climate, and improving
the quality of lives for billions of people including, of course, the American people. This book is offered in
the hope that it will make a contribution toward a wiser, more peaceful, and more prudent American role
in the world.

Mbl )XMBEM B MUpPE CTPEMUTENBHOIO TEXHONOMMYECKOro nporpecca. Ecnu mbl caenaem npaBunbHbIN
BbIGOP M BOCMOMb3yEMCS HALLIMMM C TPYAOM A00ObITbIMU 3HAHUAMM, Mbl CMOXXEM JOOUTLCA MHOTOrO B
Halle BPeMS: MOKOHYMTb C HULLETOW, CTabunmnampoBaTh KNMMAaT M YNyyLnTb Ka4ECTBO XN3HU
MUNIMapAoB No4en, BKITYas, KOHEYHO Xe, amepurkaHueB. Mbl npeanaraem aTy KHWATy B Hagexae, 4To
OHa BHeceT Bkrag B 6onee myapyto, MUpHYHO 1 6naropasymHyto porib AMEPUKM B MUPE.

A NEW FOREIGN POLICY
INTRODUCTION

The American Century began in 1941.1 It is ending now. While the United States remains the world’s
military giant and an economic powerhouse, America no longer dominates geopolitics or the world
economy. Its military can defend the United States against attack but cannot decisively determine the
direction of geopolitics, or even local politics in places where it intervenes. The key task of American
foreign policy, as | see it, is to work with other nations to foster a multipolar world that is peaceful,
prosperous, fair, and environmentally sustainable. America’s current policies work directly against these
goals. A new foreign policy is a tall order that requires a fundamental and realistic rethinking of our world
and America’s place in it.

AmepukaHckuii Bek Havancs B 1941 rogy.1 OH nogxoauT k koHUy. XoTs CoeauHénHble LLTaThl ocTtatoTcs
MMWPOBbLIM BOEHHbIM TMraHTOM M 9KOHOMMWYECKOW AepkaBoi, AMepuka 6onblie He JOMUHUPYET B
reononnTke N MMPOBOI 3KOHOMMKKE. E€ BOOpY)XEHHbIE CUIbl MOTYT 3alnTUTb CoeanHEHHbIe LUTaThl OT
HanageHusi, HO He MOTYT PeLLUMTENbHO ONpeaenaTb HanpaBreHne reonoNIMTUKA UK AaXe MECTHOM
NoNUTUKM B TEX MECTax, Kyaa oHa BMelumBaeTcsl. KntoyeBas 3agavya aMepuKaHCKOM BHELLIHEN MONUTUKM,
Ha MOW B3rnsg, 3aknio4yaeTcs B COTPYAHMYECTBE C APYrMMU CTpaHaMu 411 CO34aHUsA MHOTOMOMSAPHOro
Mupa, KOTOpbI OYAET MUPHBLIM, MPOLBETAOLLMM, CNipaBeaIMBLIM U 9KONOMMYECKN YCTONYMBLIM. TekyLlas
nonuTnka AMEpPUKN HaNpPsIMyo MPOTUBOPEYUT 3TUM LiensaM. HoBasi BHELLHASA MONMTUKA — 3TO CIOXHas
3agava, Tpebylas pyHgaMmeHTanbHOro n peanMcTUYHOro NePEOCMbICIIEHNS HaLLero Mupa n mecta
AMepUKM B HEM.

The United States has long viewed itself as an exceptional nation, even as God’s New Israel chosen to
redeem the world.2 This view has bipartisan support and deep roots in the country’s history, culture, and
religious traditions. Recent paeans to American exceptionalism include Ronald Reagan’s description of
the United States as “the shining city on the hill” and Madeleine Albright’s as the “indispensable nation.”
Reagan was harking back to the Puritan leader Jonathan Winthrop, who quoted Jesus (Matthew 5:14) in
declaring the colonial settlement as “a city upon the hill,” with the world’s eyes upon it. American
exceptionalism has been called the nation’s civic religion, cast in secular terms with a religious aura, as in
Lincoln’s invocation of America as “the last best hope of Earth.”

CoegvHeHHble LLTaTbl 4aBHO paccmaTpmBaloT cebs Kak UCKITUUTENBHYO Hauuio, gaxe Kak boxun
HoBbin N3pannb, n3bpaHHbIv Ans UCKynneHnsa Mypa.2 3Ta To4ka 3peHNst UMeeT ABYXNapTUNHYIO
NoAdEPXKY M rryboKo yKOpeHeHa B UCTOPUK, KyNbType U PENIUIMO3HBLIX Tpaauumsax cTpaHbl. Cpean
HejaBHMX BOCXBaneHuU aMepuKaHCKOW UCKMIOUYNTENBHOCTU MOXHO OTMETUTb onucaHue CoeanHeHHbIX
LtatoB PoHanbaom PeliraHoM kak «cusitolero rpaga Ha xonme» n MagneH On6panT kak
«He3aMeHMMOoW Hauumny. PenraH Bo3spallancs K nuaepy nyputad [xoHaTaHy YUHTpony, KOTOPbIN
umTtuposan Nucyca (EsaHrenune ot MaTtdes 5:14), npoBo3srnallas KornoHMarnbHoOe noceneHme «ropoaom
Ha XOoriMe», Ha KOTOpPbI YCTPEMIIEHbI B30pbl BCEro Mnpa. AMepuKaHcKas UCKIMYUTENBHOCTb Obina
Ha3BaHa rpaxgaHCKoW pennrmen Hauun, BbipaXKeHHOW B CBETCKUX TEPMUHAX C PENTUTMO3HBIM OPEOSIOM,
KaK, HanpumMep, B obpalleHnmn JIMHKoNbHa K AMEepUKe Kak K «nocrefHen nydwen Hagexae 3emnmy.

One part of American exceptionalism is relentless war. Noting more than 280 “military interventions and
nuclear standoffs on every corner of the globe,” plus twenty-nine wars with the country’s indigenous



peoples, historian Harry S. Stout declares, “The norm of American national life is war.” Part of the
exceptionalist tradition has been to find divine purpose in war—to place “America’s faith in the institution
of war as a divine instrument and sacred mandate to be exercised around the world.”3

OpaHa 13 coCcTaBnAKLLNX aMepPUKaHCKON UCKIMIOYNTENBHOCTU — 3TO HeMnpeKpallatoLnecs: BOMHbI.
OTtmevas 6onee 280 «BOEHHbLIX MHTEPBEHLMI U SOEPHbBIX MPOTUBOCTOSIHMI BO BCEX Yrofikax 3eMHOro
Lwapa», a Takke ABaguaTb AEBATb BOWMH C KOPEHHbIMW Hapodamu cTpaHbl, uctopuk Mappu C. Ctayt
3asBnseT: «kHopma amepuKkaHCKOM HaLMOHaNbHOW XXU3HU — BOMHAa». YacTbio 3TON UCKMOYMUTENBHOM
Tpagmumm ObINo CTpeMreHne HanTn 60XXKECTBEHHbIN CMbICI B BOVHE — «YTBepAUTb Bepy AMEpUKN B
WHCTUTYT BOVHbI Kak B 60XECTBEHHOE OPYAME U CBSILLLEHHbIN MaHOAT, KOTOPbIA AOJMKEH NPUMEHSITLCS MO
BCEMY MUPY».

In this book, | will argue that American exceptionalism is profoundly and dangerously anachronistic.
Americans have believed in the righteousness of their cause in part because of the repeated military
triumphs throughout history. Not only has war been justified in God’s name, but also victory has been
interpreted as God’s providential backing of the United States. Yet this kind of exceptionalism is
especially misguided in the twenty-first century. The United States lacks the relative economic and
military power, not to mention the knowledge and prudence, to redeem the world through American-led
military interventions and regime-change operations. In recent decades, such actions (in Vietnam,
Cambodia, Laos, Guatemala, Haiti, Nicaragua, El Salvador, Afghanistan, Iran, Irag, Libya, Yemen, and
Syria, just to name a few) have led to repeated bloodbaths and disasters, not American victory and
security.

B aTOM KHMrE 51 NOKaxy, YTO amepUKaHCKasa NUCKIIOYMUTENbHOCTb rMy6oKo 1 ONacHO aHaxpOHMYHA.
AmMepuKaHLbl BEpMnM B NpaBegHOCTb CBOEro Aena otyacTn 6narogaps HeO4HOKpaTHbIM BOEHHbLIM
Tpuymdam Ha NpoTsKeHun Bcen nctopun. BoriHa He Tonbko onpaegpiBanace Bo ums bora, Ho 1 nobega
TpakToBanacb kak npoBuaeHumanbHas nogaepxka CoeamHéHHbIx LtatoB Borom. OgHako Takas
WCKIMIOYUTENBHOCTb 0CODEHHO owmnbo4vHa B XXI Beke. CoeanHEHHbIM LLITaTam He xBaTaeT
OTHOCUTENBHON 3KOHOMUYECKOW M BOEHHOW MOLLW, HE TOBOPS Y>Ke O 3HaHMAX U Bnaropasymumn, 4Toobl
WCKYMWUTb MUP NOCPEACTBOM BO3rMaBnseMbiXx AMEPUKON BOEHHbIX MHTEPBEHLNIA 1 ONepaLuii No CMeHe
pexvnmMoB. B nocnegHvne gecatunetus nogobHele aevicteus (Bo BeeTHame, Kamboake, Jlaoce,
BaTemane, ManTu, Hukaparya, CanbBagope, Adranuctane, Vipare, Vipake, Jlueumn, iemene n Cupun, n
3TO NULLUb HEKOTOPbIE U3 HNX) MPMBENN K HEOLHOKPATHbLIM KPOBOMPONUTUSM U KaTacTpodam, a He K
nobepe n 6e3onacHoOCT AMepuKN.

Donald Trump’s vision of America First is a racist and populist variant of traditional American
exceptionalism. As a racist strategy, it will divide American society. As a populist strategy, it is doomed to
fail and could create economic mayhem. As an exceptionalist foreign policy in a postexceptionalist era, it
is likely to strengthen rather than weaken America’s main competitors, especially China. Yet the most
dangerous part of America First is that it could easily lead to war, even nuclear devastation. Foreign
policy narcissism is extraordinarily perilous.

BupeHne [oHanbaa Tpamna «AmMepuka npexae BCcero» — 3To PaCUCTCKUIA U MOMYNUCTCKUA BapuaHT
TPaAVLMOHHOIO aMeprKaHCKoro nageannama nckniovmtenbHocTn. Kak pacucrckas crparerus, oHa
packoneT amepukaHckoe obLlecTBo. Kak nonynucTtckasi ctpaternsi, oHa obpeyeHa Ha npoBan n MOXeT
NPUBECTU K SKOHOMUYECKOMY Xaocy. Kak UCKITounTensHaa BHELUHAA NONUTUKA B 3NOXY
NMOCTUCKITIOYMTENBHOCTU, OHA, CKOPEee BCEro, YCUMUT, a He 0CnabuT rmaBHbIX KOHKYPEHTOB AMEPUKN,
ocobeHHo Kutai. OgHako camas onacHas CTopoHa « AMEpUKM NpeXae BCEro» 3aknovaeTcs B TOM, YTO
OHa MOXET Nerko NpPUBECTU K BOWHE, AaXe K SAepHOMY OMyCToLIEeHn0. BHeLHenonuTuyeckun
HapLMCCM3M Ype3BbliYanHO OnaceH.

Since the late 1970s, the United States has been embroiled in wars and political upheavals in the Middle
East. Before that, from the 1950s to 1970s, the United States was embroiled in Southeast Asia, and in the
first half of the twentieth century in Latin America—different regions, same methods. As in those other
regions, it would be both wise and timely for the United States to pack its bags and withdraw from Middle
Eastern wars. These have been wars of choice, not wars of necessity, and they have been chronically
poor choices.

C koHua 1970-x ronoB CoeaunHEHHbIe LLTaThl ObINM BTAHYTLI B BOWHbLI U NOMUTUYECKUE NOTPSACEHNS Ha
BnwmxHem BocToke. 1o atoro, ¢ 1950-x no 1970-e rogpl, CoeanHéHHble LLTaThbl Oblnn BTAHYTHI B
KOHNKMKTbI B KOro-BoctouHom Asun, a B nepBom nonosuHe XX Beka — B JlaTuHCKon AMepurke — pasHble



pernoHbl, o4HW 1 Te xe meToabl. Kak n B aTux pernoHax, CoeguHéHHbIM LLTatam 6bino 661 Myapo u
CBOEBPEMEHHO cobpaThb BELLM U BbIATU U3 BIIMIKHEBOCTOYHbIX BOVH. OTO Obinn BOMHbLI MO BIOOPY, a He
Nno HeobXoAMMOCTU, U OHM BCerga Obinv HeyaayHbIM BbIGOPOM.

The current nationalist wave makes even less sense than in the past, now that the entire world faces the
challenges of severe environmental degradation and other global threats (such as newly emerging
diseases and mass migration). These new challenges require global cooperation and international law,
not nationalism and gauzy dreams of past glory (which are, alas, far more myth than reality). The world
more than ever needs a United Nations configured for the twenty-first century and a commitment to
shared objectives of sustainable development. At the core, U.S. foreign policy needs to shift from military
might and warmaking to technological dynamism and global cooperation.

HbIHeLWHASA BONHA HauMoHanuama eLwé MeHee OCMbICIIEHHa, YeM B NMPOLUSIOM, Tenepb, Korga BeCb MUp
cTankvMBaeTcsi ¢ npobrneMamMu cepbE3HON Aerpagauunm oKpyxKaroLwen cpeabl U ApyruMuy rnobanbHbIMK
yrpo3amu (Takumm Kak HoBble 3aboneBaHus U1 MaccoBasi MUrpaumsl). 3Ty HOBblEe BbI30BbI TPEOYIOT
rno6anbHOro COTpyaHMYECTBa U MEXAYHapo4HOro Npasa, a He HauuoHanuama v NpuapayvHbiX MeyYTaHun
0 GbInion cnaee (KoTopble, YBbI, CKOopee MUJ), YeM pearnbHOCTb). Mupy kak Hukorga HyxxHa OpraHusaums
O6beaunHéHHbIX Hauunn, cootBeTcTBYOLLAA TpeboBaHuam XXI Beka, U NPUBEPXKEHHOCTb OOLLMM Liensam
yCTONYMBOro passutus. o cytu, BHewHAs nonutuka CLUA gomkHa neperty OT BOEHHOW MOLLM U
BEAEHWNS BOVIH K TEXHONOrMYECKOMY AMHAMMU3MY U rIoBansHOMY COTPYAHNYECTBY.

The logic of sustainable development should also draw us to the doctrine of subsidiarity. This important
political and social doctrine holds that problems should be solved at the lowest feasible level of
governance, the one closest to the people. Those problems that can be addressed by local governments
(e.g., at the city level) should be. But not all can. Some require national solutions. Many, such as tapping
renewable energy or controlling epidemic diseases, require strong regional cooperation at the scale of the
European Union, or North America, or East Asia. Still others, such as controlling human-induced climate
change and the massive loss of biodiversity around the world, require strong global cooperation and
diplomacy.

Jlornka ycTon4mBoro passutus Takke AOMKHA NOATONKHYTb HAC K AOKTpMHE cybcmanapHocTu. JTa
Ba)KHas nonuTuyeckas u coumanbHas JOKTPUHA yTBepXaaeT, YTo Npobnembl AOMKHbI pellaTbes Ha
CaMOM HU3KOM BO3MOXHOM YPOBHE ynpaBreHus, Hanbonee 6nuskom Kk nogam. Te npobnemsbl, koTopble
MOryT ObiTb peLleHbl MECTHbIMW OpraHamu Bnactu (HanpuMmep, Ha ypoBHE ropoaa), AOMKHbI ObITb
peLleHbl. Ho He Bce 13 HMX MoryT. HekoTopble TpebyloT peLleHnii Ha HauoHanbHOM ypoBHe. MHorue,
Hanpumep, UCMONb30BaHe BO30OHOBNSEMbIX MCTOYHMKOB 3Heprun nnu 6opbba ¢ anuaemMmnyeckumm
3aboneBaHuaAMY, TPeOYIOT aKTUBHOIO PEerroHanbHOro COTPYAHNYeCTBa B Maclutabax EBponernckoro
coto3a, CeepHount Amepukn nnu BoctouHon Asuun. [pyrue xe, Hanpumep, 6opbba ¢ aHTPONoreHHbIM
N3MEHEHNEeM KnnmaTta 1 MmaclutabHom yTpaTon 6uopasHoobpasusa Bo BCeEM MUPE, TPEDYIOT aKTUBHOTO
rno6anbHOro CoTpyaHMYecTBa 1 AUnomMaTum.

I will take up these arguments in four sections. The first section discusses the history and limits of
American exceptionalism, especially in an era when the rise of China and other parts of the world
economy diminishes America’s relative economic and military might. | discuss Trump’s America First in
the context of traditional American exceptionalism. The second section reconsiders America’s addiction to
regime change as a key, if not the key, instrument of foreign policy— especially in the Middle East, where
the United States has been in nonstop war for a generation. | argue for the end of U.S. military
engagement in the region. The third section takes up the economic merits of Trump’s strategy and finds it
likely to accelerate the relative decline of the United States. The fourth and final section offers my
thoughts about how to restore U.S. diplomacy, especially to meet the challenges of sustainable
development.

£ paccMoTplo 3TV apryMeHTbl B YeTbipex pasgenax. B nepBom pasgene obcyxaaeTcs MCTOpUS U
npegenbl aMeprKaHCKON UCKIIUYMTENbHOCTM, OCOBEHHO B 3MOXY, Koraa pocT Kutas v apyrMx permoHoB
MUPOBOW 3KOHOMWKM CHUXAET OTHOCUTESNBHYIO 3KOHOMUYECKYIO U BOEHHYIO MOLLb AMepuku. A
paccmaTpuBato KoHuenumio Tpamna «AMepuka Npexae BCero» B KOHTEKCTE TPaaULMOHHON
aMeprKaHCKON NCKMIOYNTENBLHOCTU. Bo BTOpoM pasaene nepeocMbiCnnBaeTcs npuctpactme AMepukn K
CMEHe PEeXMMOB Kak K KIOYEBOMY, €CITU HE CaMOMY FTIaBHOMY, MHCTPYMEHTY BHELLHEN NOMUTUKK,
0cob6eHHO Ha brnivkHem BocTtoke, rae CoeauHéHHble LLTaThl BENM HENpepbIBHYHO BOMHY Ha NPOTSHKEHWN
Lenoro nokonexus. A BbicTynat 3a npekpaieHve BoeHHoro npucytcteus CLUA B pernoHe. B TpeTbem
pasgene paccmMaTprBaloTCA SKOHOMUYECKME NpenmyLLiecTsa cTpaTterni Tpamna v genaeTcs BbiBO4 O



TOM, YTO OHa, BEPOATHO, YCKOPUT OTHOCUTENBHbIN ynagok CoeqnHEHHbIX LLTaToB. B yeTBEPTOM,
3aKMYNTENBHOM pasaene u3nararTcs MOV MbICIIM O TOM, Kak BOCCTaHOBUTb agunnomatuio CLUA,
0COBEHHO A1 peLleHns 3agay yCTONYMBOro pasBuUTuS.

We stand poised between two possible futures—one of conflict, even nuclear war, and one of peaceful
cooperation. To avoid the first and achieve the latter, we need a new American foreign policy, and a
mind-set beyond exceptionalism. Our strength lies in our diversity and our ability to connect with all parts
of the world in a cooperative spirit. These are the core messages | hope to convey in the coming
chapters.

Mbl 6GanaHcupyem Mexay ABYMS BO3MOXHbLIMY BapuaHTaMu 6yayLero: KOHpIUKTOM, Aaxe siaepHon
BOWHOW, ¥ MUPHBIM COTPYAHMYECTBOM. YTOGLI M3GexaTb NEPBOro 1 AOCTUYL BTOPOro, Ham Hy)KHa HoBast
amepyiKaHcKasi BHELLHSIS NONUTMKA U MblLLTIEHNE, BbIXOASILLEE 33 paMKM UCKITtoUMTeNnbHOCTM. Halwa cuna
3aksoYaeTcs B Hallem pasHoobpasun 1 cnocoGHOCTM B3aMMOAENCTBOBATL CO BCEMM YacTIMU Mypa B
Ayxe cCoTpyaHM4ecTBa. TO OCHOBHbIE UaeU, KOTOpbIE S HaAeCb AOHECTM B CrIeAyoLLMX rnaBax.

Part |
U.S. EXCEPTIONALISM IN A CHANGING WORLD

Americans tend to view the nation and its foreign policy in exceptional terms, with a history and a future
unlike those of any other country. In recent decades, the United States has been seen as the “leader of
the free world” and “the world’s sole superpower.” The result has been a kind of hubris, that the United
States can dictate the terms of geopolitics and local politics to other parts of the world. Trump’s America
First doctrine is an especially crass version of this hubris, as it supposes that the United States can reject
UN treaties and decisions, break trade agreements, maintain unrivaled military dominance in all parts of
the world, and go it alone when it chooses.

AMepuKaHLbl CKITOHHbI pacCcMaTpuBaTh CTPaHy U €€ BHELLUHIOI NMOMUTUKY UCKITIOYUTENBHO, C NUCTOPUEN 1
OyayLimm, HEMOXOXUMK Ha ucTopuio 1 byayulee nobon apyron cTpaHel. B nocnegHne gecartuneTus
CoepunHénHble LUTaTbl BOoCNpMHMMAanMCh Kak «nuaep cBoO6OAHOIro Mypay 1 «eOUHCTBEHHas M1poBas
cBepxaepxasay. Pe3ynbTaToM CTano CBoero poga BbICOKOMEpUe, cornacHo kotopomy CoeanHéHHbIe
LUtaTbl MOryT AMKTOBAaTb YCMNOBUS FEOMOSNIUTUKN 1 BHYTPEHHEW NONUTUKN APYrMM YacTsiM cBeTa.
HokTpuHa Tpamna «Amepuka npexae Bcero» — ocobeHHO rpyboe nposiBfieHve 3Toro BbICOKOMepUS,
MOCKOMbKY oHa npeanonaraet, 4To CoeanHéHHble LLTaThl MOryT MTHOPUMPOBATHL AOTOBOPbLI U PeLLeHuns
OOH, HapyLiaTb TOProBble COrnalleHnsi, COXpaHsiTb HENPeB30oNAEHHOE BOEHHOe NPEBOCXOACTBO BO BCEX
YacTAX Mupa 1 OelcTBOBaTb B OOMHOYKY, KOrAa 3axoTAT.

As the old aphorism puts it, this is worse than a crime, it is a mistake. The United States lacks the
economic and technological advantage to thumb its nose at the world. American economic power, in
relative terms, has declined markedly in recent decades, most importantly because of the economic rise
of Asia, especially China. The world is converging economically, meaning that gaps in income per capita
and technological know-how are shrinking. No country in the world, neither the United States nor China,
will dominate the rest in the twenty-first century.

Kak rmacut ctapasi noroBopka, 310 XyXe, YeM NpecTynfeHune, ato owmnbka. ¥ CoeauHéHHbIx LLTaTtoB HeT
9KOHOMUYECKMX U TEXHOMOMMYECKNX MPENMYLLIECTB, YTOObLI NpeHebpeyb BCeEM MUPOM. AMepUKaHcKas
3KOHOMMYEeCKas MOLLb B OTHOCUTESNIbHOM BblpaXXeHUN 3aMeTHO CHU3UIachk 3a nocrnegHne AecAaTurneTus, B
nepByo o4yepeapb 13-3a 3KOHOMUYECKOro noagbéma Asummn, ocobeHHo Kutas. MupoBasi sSkoHoMMKa
KOHBEpPreHTHa, a 9TO 03Ha4YaeT CoKpalleHue paspbiBa B 4OXO4ax Ha AyLly HacerneHusa u
TEeXHOMNOorM4yecknx 3HaHmsax. Hu ogHa ctpaHa mupa, Hu CLUA, Hu Kutai, He BygeT AOMUHMPOBaTh Hazg
octanbHbiMu B XXI Beke.

As America’s relative power has waned and others have begun to catch up, the United States has taken
the increasing pushback as an affront. When the United States pushes NATO toward Russia’s borders,
and Russia reacts, the United States blames Russia for its belligerence, rather than also noting the
provocations of its own policies. When the United States intervenes in Irag, Syria, and Libya to overthrow
regimes, and China and Russia rebuke the United States, the U.S. position has been to accuse those
countries of being obstructionist.



MockonbKy oTHOCUTENbHas MoLlb AMepuKKn ocriabna, a gpyrve Havyanu e€ goroHaTe, CoeanHEHHbIE
LLITaTbl BOCMPUHANKM pacTyLlee conpoTmBrieHne Kak ockopbnenune. Korga CoeamHéHHble LUTaThI
nogtankmeatoT HATO k rpaHunuam Poccuu, a Poceust pearnpyeT, CoeamHEHHbIe LLUTaThl 06BUHSAT
Poccuto B e€é arpeccnBHOCTU, BMECTO TOrO YTOObLI MpM3HaTb MPoBOKaLMM cobcTBEHHOM nonntukn. Korga
CoeanHéHHble LTaTtbl BMeLwmBatoTca B Mipak, Cuputo n JIueButo, YToGbl CBEPrHYTh pexumbl, a Kutam n
Poccus ynpekatot CoegnHénHble LWTaTthl, no3uums CLUA 3akntovaeTcd B 06BUHEHUMN 3TUX CTPaH B
0BCTpPYKLMOHM3ME.

What look like offensive actions by America’s counterparts are often viewed as defensive actions by
those same countries, a phenomenon known to political scientists as the “security dilemma.” Defensive
actions by one country look offensive to the other, thereby provoking escalation. Throughout this book, I'll
invoke the security dilemma to encourage deeper scrutiny and understanding of world conflicts—from the
world’s point of view, as well as America’s.

To, 4TO BbIMMAANT Kak HacTynaTernbHble 4ENCTBMSA aMepUKaHCKMX KOMMer, YacTo paccMaTpuBaeTcs aTuMu
e cTpaHaMu Kak 060poHNUTENbHbIE. DTO SBNEHME N3BECTHO NOMMTONOraM Kak «gunemma
6esonacHocTuy. OBOPOHUTENBHbIE AENCTBUSI OOHON CTPaHbl BbIMMAAAT OCKOPOUTENbHBIMY ANA APYrown,
TEM CambIM NPOBOLMPYS 3cKkanauuto. Ha npoTskeHumn Bcen kHurn 51 6yay obpallatbes Kk gunemme
BesonacHocTn, 4TOBbLI NOBYANTL K Bonee rmybokoMy U3Y4YEHUIO Y MOHMMAaHUI0 MUPOBbLIX KOH(ITUKTOB —
KaK C TOYKM 3PEHUSA BCEr0 MMpPa, Tak U C TOYKM 3peHUA AMEPUKMN.

American exceptionalism could leave the United States on the sidelines as other parts of the world move
forward. One notable case is the increasing economic and infrastructural integration of Eurasia, the giant
land mass that is home to Europe and Asia. China has proposed the One Belt One Road initiative to link
Asia and Europe in their common geographical home. The United States has so far stood aloof. Over
time, Eurasia is likely to strengthen its economic, environmental, and investment cooperation. Instead of
looking for dynamic new partnerships like these, the United States is falling back into old exceptionalist
patterns—exemplified by revived tensions with Russia.

AMepuKaHcKasa UCKMIOYUTENBHOCTb MOXET ocTaBuTb CoeanHéHHbIe LLTaThl B CTOpoHEe Ha hoHe
OBWDKEHMWS OPYrMX PErMoHOB Mupa Bnepéq. ApKum npumMepom CRyXUT pacTyLlas 9KOHOMUYECKas u
WHMPACTPYKTYpHasi MHTerpaums EBpasunu, ruraHTcKoro KOHTUHEHTa, obbeamHawero Espony n Asuio.
Kutan BbiaBnHyn nHnumnatmey « OgnH Nosic — oAuH NyTb», NPU3BaHHYK coeanHnTb A3nto 1 EBpony B nx
o6Lem reorpacdmyeckoM npoctpaHcTee. CoeguHEHHbIe LLTaThbl 4O crx nop Aepxanuck B CTOpoHe. Co
BpemMeHeM EBpasus, BeposiTHO, YKPENUT CBOE 9KOHOMMUYECKOE, 3KONTOMMYECKOE U MHBECTULIMOHHOE
COTpyaHMYecTBO. BMecTo Toro 4Tobbl nckaTb HOBblE AMHAMUYHbIE NAPTHEPCTBA, MOAOOHbIE 3TUM,
CoepnunHéHHbIe LLTaTbl BO3BpaLLalOTCS K CTapbiM MOLENSAM UCKITHOYUTENBHOCTU, NPUMEPOM YEro
ABNAeTCA BO30OHOBMBLLASACS HAMNPSPKEHHOCTb B OTHOLLEHUAX ¢ Poccuen.

In this part, | will look at the history of American exceptionalism, its current manifestations, and what this
vision misses.

B aton vyactun q paccMoTpo NCTOPUIO aMepMKaHCKOVI WCKMIOYUTENBHOCTH, €€ COBpPEMEHHbIE NPOABIIEHNA
N TO, YTO ynyCcKaeT U3 Buay 310 BUOAEHME.

1 From Exceptionalism to Internationalism

American foreign policy today is uncertain and heatedly contested. The challenges of U.S. foreign policy
are of fundamental significance for U.S. national security and well-being, and for global peace and
prosperity. Americans must understand how the world has changed, and how we must change our
attitudes and approaches along with it.

CoBpemeHHas BHelwHAsA nonutuka CLUA HeonpeaeneHHa n Bbi3blBA€T OXKECTOYEHHbIE cnopbl. MNpobnemei
BHeLwHen nonutuku CLUA nmeroT doyHaaMmeHTanbHoe 3HayeHne anga HauMoHarnbHom 6e30nacHoOCT 1
6narononyuns CLWA, a takke ans rmobanbHOro mupa v npouseTaHus. AMepukaHLubl 4OIPKHbI MOHMMATb,
KaK M3MEHUICA MUP U KaK Mbl AOMMKHbI UBMEHWUTb CBOM B3rNsA4bl U MOAXOAblI BMECTE C HUM.



The new National Defense Strategy of the United States (which I'll consider in detail in chapter 9) takes a
dark view of the world scene today: “We are facing increased global disorder, characterized by decline in
the long-standing rules-based international order—creating a security environment more complex and
volatile than any we have experienced in recent memory.”1 The world indeed seems to be a sea of
problems: the ongoing Syrian war, the related European refugee crisis, ISIS and terrorist attacks across
the globe, Russia’s brazen hacking of the U.S. election, China’s rising territorial claims in the South China
Sea, North Korea’s growing nuclear threat, and more.

Hosasa CtpaTterus HauuoHanbHon 060poHbl CoeanHéHHbIX LLTaToB (koTOpYo 9 MoapobHO paccMoTpio B
rnaee 9) npeactaBnseT cobov MpayHbIv B3rMsi4 Ha COBPEMEHHYK MUPOBYHO cuTyaunto: «Mbl
cTankvBaeMmcs ¢ pacTyLmm rnodanbHbiM 6ecnopsaakoM, XapakTepU3yLLMMCS yNagkoM yCTOSBLUErOCs
MEeXAyHapOAHOro nopsaka, OCHOBAHHOIO Ha NpaBunax, YTo co3gaét 6onee CrioXHy U HECTabUMbHYIO
cpeny 6e3onacHocTH, Yem Korga-nnbo B Hawen namaTuy." Mup 0encTBUTENBHO KaXXeTCa MOpeM
npobnem: npogoskatoLasca BonHa B Cupun, cBsi3aHHbIV € Hel kpusnc 6exeHues B EBpone, UTUJT n
TEPPOPUCTUYECKME aTakn MO BCeMy MUPY, Harnoe BMeLlaTenscTBo Poccun B BbiGopkl B CLUA, pacTywme
TeppuTopmanbeHble npeteH3un Kutas B KOxHo-Knutarickom Mope, pacTyLias saepHasi yrpo3a co CTOPOHbI
CeaepHoin Kopewn 1 mHoroe gpyroe.

Yet | will argue that this dark view is far too deterministic and pessimistic. The world also offers a host of
new positive opportunities, if we understand them and build on them.

OpaHako 4 yTBEepXxaar, 4To 3TOT Mpaqu||7| B3rnan Crnuwikom aeTepMmnHmnpoBaH n NeCCUMUCTUYEH. Ml/lp
TaKkKe npegnaraet MHOXXeCTBO HOBbIX NO3UTUBHbIX BO3MOXXHOCTEN, eCnn Mbl MOMMEM UX U
BOCMNOJIb3yeMca NUMW.

China, India, and the African Union are each home to more than a billion people with rapid economic
growth and a rising middle class. The information revolution continues to advance at a dazzling rate.
Robotics, artificial intelligence, and ubiquitous broadband offer the chances for dramatic breakthroughs in
health care, education, and renewable energy, at home and globally.

Kutan, NHoms n AdpprkaHCKUn CO3 — 3TO CTpaHbl, IAe NpoXxuBaeT 0onee Munnnapaa YenoBek,
HabntogaeTcs ObICTPbIA 3KOHOMUYECKUIA POCT U pacTyLUMIA cpeaHuii knacc. VHdopmaunoHHas
PEBONIOLMSI NPOAOIMKAET Pa3BMBaTLCA OLLENOMASIOWMMY TeMnaMu. POBOTOTEXHMKA, NCKYCCTBEHHbIN
WHTENMEKT U NOBCEMECTHbIN LUMPOKOMOMOCHbIA AOCTYN B VIHTEPHET OTKPbIBAOT BO3MOXXHOCTU AN
pagvKkanbHOro NpopbiBa B 34paBoOXpaHeEHNN, 0Opa3oBaHMM U BO30OHOBNSIEMON SHEPreTuKe, Kak BHYTpY
CTpaHbl, Tak 1 BO BCEM Mupe.

If U.S. foreign policy is only about the threats and not the opportunities, the United States will miss out on
the rapid advances in well-being that the new technological revolution can deliver, and that would help to
stabilize today’s conflict zones. The fundamental challenge facing U.S. foreign policy is to keep America
safe without stumbling into needless wars, busting the military budget, breaking the world trade system,
or diverting our attention and resources from the vital challenges of sustainable development.

Ecnu BHewHsa nonutuka CLUA 6ygeT cocpefoToveHa TOMbKO Ha yrpo3ax, a He Ha BO3MOXHOCTSX,
CoepnunHéHHbIe LTaTbl ynycTAT BO3MOXHOCTb ObICTPOro yry4dlleHnst 6rarocoCTosIHNS, KOTOPOe MOXET
obecneynTb HOBasi TEXHOOIMYeckast peBooLUs, U KOTOPOE NOMOrno 6bl CTabunuanposaTb
CerofHsILUHME KOHMNMKTHbIE 30HbI. OCHOBHAas 3agada BHelHer nonuTtukmn CLUA — obGecneunTtb
©e3onacHoCTb AMEPUKM, HE BBSA3BIBASICb B HEHYXKHbIE BOMHbI, HE OMYyCTOLlAs BOEHHbIV OOaXeT, He
paspyLuas MMpPOBYIO TOProBYKO CUCTEMY M HE OTBIeKas Halle BHUMaHUE U PeCypChbl OT XXU3HEHHO BaXKHbIX
3aja4y yCTONYMBOro pasBUTUSA.

The fiery debates around foreign policy, both today and throughout American history, are stoked by three
competing visions of America’s place in the world. These camps have fundamentally different views of
what is possible and desirable in our interactions with other nations.

OxecTo4EHHbIe AebaTbl BOKPYr BHELUHEW NOMNUTUKU, KaK CEFOOHSI, TakK U Ha NPOTSKEHUN BCEW UCTOPUK
AMepVKn, NOAOrPeBatoTCs TPEMSI KOHKYPUPYHOLLMMM B3rfsAamMmy Ha Mecto AMepurky B Myupe. 3T nareps
UMET NPYHUMNNANbHO pasHble B3rnsabl Ha TO, YTO BO3MOXHO U XenaTesibHO B HaLLMX
B3aVMOAEWNCTBUSX C APYTMMU CTPaHaMMW.



The first group, whom | call the “exceptionalists,” argues that the United States should continue to aim for
global dominance, maintained by unrivaled U.S. military superiority. This group sees U.S. military
dominance as both feasible and necessary for global stability. One leading American exceptionalist,
Ambassador Robert Blackwill, puts America’s strategy this way: “Since its founding, the United States has
consistently pursued a grand strategy focused on acquiring and maintaining preeminent power over
various rivals, first on the North American continent, then in the Western hemisphere, and finally
globally.”2 Blackwill and other exceptionalists argue that America’s foreign policy, indeed its grand
strategy, should be to preserve America’s dominant power in the world. Trump’s America First ideology is
a variant of exceptionalism, adding xenophobia, racism, and protectionism to more traditional
exceptionalist approaches.

[MepBag rpynna, KOTOPYIO 51 HA3bIBAKD KUCKIMIOYUTENbHBIMWUY, yTBEPXKAAET, YTO CoeauHéHHbIe LUTaThl
OOIMKHbI MPOAOIMKATb CTPEMUTHLCS K MUPOBOMY rOCNOACTBY, NOAKPENNSEeMOMY HEOCNOPUMbIM BOEHHbIM
npesocxoactsom CLUA. Ota rpynna cuutaet BoeHHoe rocnoacteo CLUA ogHOBpeMeHHO ocyLLecTBUMbIM
1 HeobxoauMbIM Ansg rnobaneHon ctabunbHocTn. OAUH 13 BeQYLLMX aMEPUKAHCKUX CTOPOHHUKOB Teopum
WCKMOYMTENBHOCTK, Nnocon PobepTt BnakeBunn, Tak onucebiBaeT ctpaTternio Amepukun: «C MOMeHTa CBOEro
ocHoBaHus CoegunHéHHbIe LLITaThl nocnegoBaTensHO NpuaepXuBanucb MacluTabHom cTpareruu,
HarnpaBneHHON Ha NpUobpeTeHNE N COXpPaHEHNE MMaBEHCTBYIOLEN BNacTn Hag, pasnMyHbIMU
conepHMKaMu, cHavarna Ha ceBepoaMepuKaHCKOM KOHTUMHEHTe, 3aTem B 3anagHoM nonyLapum u,
HakKoHeLl, BO BCEM Mupex».2 BnakBunn n gpyrme CTOPOHHMKN TEOPUM UCKITIOYUTENBHOCTM YTBEPXKAOAIOT, YTO
BHELUHAS nonutruka AMepuku, To4Hee, eé macluTabHas cTpaTervs, JOIMKHa 3aKoYaTbCs B COXpaHEHUN
OOMUHMpYytoLLer Briactv AMepukn B mupe. Naeonorua Tpamna «AMepuka npexae Bcero» — 310
Pa3HOBMAHOCTb UCKMIOUYNTENBHOCTU, fobaBnstowas kceHodobuo, pacuam 1 NPOTEKLMOHM3M K Bonee
TPaAVLMOHHBIM NOAX04aM, OCHOBAHHbBIM Ha TEOPUN NUCKITIOYUTESTbHOCTH.

The second group, whom | call the “realists,” argues that the United States must accept a realistic
balance of power rather than U.S. dominance. So far so good, in my view. Yet like the exceptionalists, the
realists argue essentially for “peace through strength.” They believe a new arms race is the necessary
and inevitable price to pay to keep the balance of power and preserve U.S. security. | am adopting the
term “realist” from its usage in political science. | don’t mean that “realists” are necessarily more realistic,
only that they adhere to the “Realist School” of international relations. As | will explain, | find realists to be
unrealistic in crucial ways.

BTopasi rpynna, KOTopyto s Ha3blBato «peanuctamuy, yteepxaaeT, Yto CoeanHéHHble LLTtaTbl OMKHbI
NPUHATb peanucTUYHbIi 6anaHc cun, a He gomuHuposaHue CLUA. Moka, Ha mow B3rnag, BCE AET
xopowwo. OgHaKo, Kak 1 CTOPOHHUKM UCKIIOYUTENBHOCTU, PeanucThbl, MO CYTU, BLICTYNAlOT 3a «MUp
nocpeacTBoM cunbl». OHM CUMTALOT, YTO HOBAs FOHKa BOOPYXXEHUN — 3TO Heobxoammas 1 HensbexxHast
LeHa 3a coxpaHeHue 6anaHca cun n 6esonacHocte CLUA. A 3auMCTBYO TEPMUH «peanunucT» n3 ero
MCMNOMb30BaHNs B NONUTONOMMN. A HE MMEID B BUAY, YTO «peanucTbl» 00a3aTensHo 6ornee peannucTuyHsl,
a NMWb TO, YTO OHU NPUOEPKUBAIOTCA «PEANTUCTUHECKON LLKOMbI» MEXAYHapOAHbIX OTHOLWeEHUNA. Kak 5
ob6bsiCHIO Aanee, A cHMTalo, YTO peanncTbl HepeannCTUYHbI B HEKOTOPbIX BaXHbIX acrekTax.

| am part of the third group, whom | call the “internationalists.” Internationalists argue that global
cooperation between nations is not only feasible but also essential to avoid war and to sustain American
and global prosperity. In their view, global cooperation would spare the world a costly and dangerous new
arms race between the United States and the emerging powers, one that could easily spill over into open
conflict. Moreover, global cooperation would enable the United States and the world to seize the
opportunities opened by today’s technological revolution to boost economic growth while overcoming ills
that include global warming, emerging diseases, and mass migration.

A npuHagnexy K TpeTben rpynne, KOTOPY 9 Ha3biBalo «MHTEpHaUMoHanucTaMmmny. HTepHaunoHanueThbl
YTBEPXAAMT, YTO rnobansHoe COTPYLHUYECTBO MEXAY CTpaHaMu He TOSMbKO OCYLLECTBMMO, HO 1
HeoOXoAMMO 411 MpefoTBpaLLeHNst BOVHbI M NOAAEPXXaHWUs NpoLBeTaHnss AMepuku u Bcero mupa. Mo mx
MHEHUI0, rnobanbHoe COTPYAHNYECTBO N30aBUT MUP OT JOPOrOCTOSILLEN N OMACHOW HOBOW FTOHKM
BOOpYyXeHu mexay CoeguHéHHbIMU LLITaTamu 1 passmBaroLLMMNCS gep)KaBaMn, KOTOpas Nerko MOXeT
nepepacTy B OTKPbITbI KOHNUKT. Bonee Toro, rmob6ansHoe COTPYAHMYECTBO MO3BONUIIO Obl
CoeanHéHHbIM LLTatam n BceMy MMpy BOCMONb30BaTbCA BO3MOXHOCTSAMM, OTKpbIBatoLLMMUCA Gnarogapsi
COBPEMEHHOMN TEXHOSTOMMYECKOW PEBOSOLNK, 15 YCKOPEHUS 3KOHOMUYECKOro pocTa U O4HOBPEMEHHOTO
npeofoneHns Takux npobnem, kak rmobanbHoOe NoTenneHne, HoBble 3aboneBaHNs N MaccoBas
Murpauus.
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The term “internationalist” is sometimes used disparagingly. One might hear the gibe, “You’re no patriot,
you’re an internationalist” as a typical gibe. The idea is that those who believe in global solutions are not
really siding with the United States.

TepMVIH «MHTEePHaUMOHaNUCT» MHoraa ncnonb3yeTcAa B YHUHMXKUTENTbHOM CMbICIe. MoxxHo ycnblwaTtb
TUNMNYHYHKO HAaCMELLKY: «Tbl HE NnaTpuoT, Tbl MHTEPHAUNOHAIINCT». Wpoes 3akntoyaeTcs B TOM, YTO T€, KTO
BEpUT B rnobarnbHble pelweHund, Ha caMoM fere He NoaaepXnBarT CoeguHénHble LTaThbl.

By embracing the term “internationalist,” | want to underscore the basic idea that global cooperation
boosts America’s best interests along with those of the rest of the world. Internationalists believe strongly
in win-win cooperation rather than in the win-lose competition emphasized by the exceptionalists and the
realists.

MNcnonb3ys TepMUH «MHTEPHALIMOHAMMUCTY», 1 XOUY NOAYEPKHYTb OCHOBHYIO MAE O TOM, YTO rnobanbHoe
COTPYAHMYECTBO OTBEYAET MHTEepecaM Kak AMepuKu, Tak U BCEro ocTasibHOro Mupa.
NHTepHaumnoHanucTsbl TBEPAO BEPSIT B B3aUMOBbIFOAHOE COTPYAHUYECTBO, @ HE B KOHKYPEHTHYH GopbOy,
Ha KOTOPOW HacTanMBaloT CTOPOHHUKN UCKITHOUYUTENBHOCTY U PeanucTbl.

The coming foreign policy battles will pit these three visions against each other, most likely in a fierce
pitched battle for the hearts and minds of the American people. | am firmly in the internationalist camp. |
believe that American exceptionalism is a dangerous illusion for America in the twenty-first century and
that balance-of-power realism is excessively pessimistic about the potential for cooperative diplomacy.

psigywme BHeLIHenonuTM4eckne 6atanum CToNKHYT 3T TPY KOHLIENLIUW, CKOPEE BCErO, B OXKECTOUYEHHOM
OuTBe 3a cepaua U yMbl aMepuKkaHcKoro Hapoga. S TBEpAO CTOK Ha NO3ULUM MHTEPHALMOHANNCTOB. S
cuuTato, YTo aMmepmrKaHcKasl UCKINIOYUTENbHOCTL — onacHas unno3svsa ans AMepukn B XXI Beke, a
peanvam GanaHca cun Ype3MepHO NECCUMUCTUYEH B OTHOLLIEHUW NOTEHLMana koornepaTuBHOM
aunromatum.

Consider the current U.S. policy debate regarding China.
O6paTtute BHMMaHue Ha Tekyme nonutndeckme gebatol CLUA B oTHOWweHMM Knutas.

American exceptionalists see China’s rise as an unacceptable threat to U.S. dominance. They argue that
the United States should invest trillions of dollars in a new arms buildup in Asia, including ballistic missile
defense for American allies. They argue that the benefits to the United States of a unilateral U.S. arms
buildup would far exceed the costs, with benefits in the form of enhanced U.S. prestige, global leadership,
national security, and the safety of overseas investments. They call for trade and technology measures to
limit China’s future economic growth. They call for a strengthened network of alliances.

CTOPOHHUKM aMEePUKAHCKON NCKIMIOYMTENBHOCTN paccMaTpuBaroT ycurneHne Kutasa kak Henpuemnemyo
yrpo3y gomuHunpoBaHuto CLLUA. OHu yTBepxaatoT, yto CoeanHéHHbIM LUTaTtam crnegyeTt MHBECTUPOBaTL
TPUNAMOHBI JONMNapoB B HOBOE HapalluBaHMe BOOPYXXEHUI B A31K, BKIOYAsS NPOTUBOPAKETHYHD 0BOPOHY
ANsi aMepUKaHCKMX COl3HMKOB. OHM yTBepXaatoT, 4To Bbiroabl And CLUA oT o4HOCTOPOHHErO
HapaLlVBaHWsi BOOPYKEHWI 3HAYUTENBHO NPEBLICAT 3aTpaThl, @ UMEHHO: yKkpenneHue npectuxa CLUA,
MUWPOBOrO NMAEPCTBA, HaLMOHanbHoOW 6e3onacHoCcT 1 6e30MacHOCTU 3apyOeXHbIX MHBECTULUA. OHK
Np13bIBatOT K MPUHSTUIO MeP B cchepe TOProBnn U TEXHONOMWIA ANS OrpaHnyeHns byayliero
akoHoMuYeckoro pocta Kutas. OHM Takke Npu3bIBalOT K YKPEMNSEHUIO CETU arnbsHCOB.

Blackwill and Tellis put it this way:

Because the American effort to ‘integrate’ China into the liberal international order has now generated
new threats to U.S. primacy in Asia—and could eventually result in a consequential challenge to
American power globally—Washington needs a new grand strategy toward China that centers on
balancing the rise of Chinese power rather than continuing to assist its ascendancy.3

Bnaksunn n Tennuc Bbipa3unm 370 Tak:
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MockonbKy ycunust AMepurKIM No «mMHTerpauuny Kntasi B nubepanbHbI MEXAYHAPOAHbIN NOPSIAOK TENepb
nopoannun HoBble yrpo3bl JoMuHMpoBaHuio CLUA B A3uv 1 MOTyT B KOHEYHOM UTOre CO34aTb CEPbE3HbIN
BbI30B aMepVKaHCKOMY MOTyLLLEeCTBY Ha rimobanbHOM ypoBHe, BalimHrtoHy Heobxogmma HoBasi
MacLiTabHasi cTpaterns B oTHowweHnn Kutas, cocpegoTodeHHast Ha MpoTUBOAENCTBUN POCTY KUTaANCKOM
MOLLM, a HE Ha JanbHenweM CoaencTBUN eé JOMUHUPOBaHNIO.3

To offer a simple numerical illustration: exceptionalists, | will suppose, call for a $5 trillion investment in
new armaments, believing that this will enable the United States to extract $10 trillion in geopolitical
advantages from China, for a net U.S. benefit of $5 trillion and loss to China of $10 trillion. For an
American exceptionalist, the advantages of an arms buildup seem obvious, a no-brainer.

[MpuBeny NPOCTYO YNCIOBYHO UIOCTPALMIO: 1 NPEANOOXY, YTO CTOPOHHUKM TEOPUN NCKIMIOYUTENBHOCTH
Npu3bIBaloT K MHBECTULMSIM B pa3mepe 5 TpUnnnmoHoB A0MNnapoB B HOBbIE BOOPYXEHMWS, nonarasi, 4to 310
no3sonut CoeanHéHHbIM LLTatam nssneys 13 Kutas reononmtudeckyto Boirogy B pasmepe 10
TPUNAMOHOB J0Nnapos, 4To npuHecéT CLUA umcTyto Beirogy B pasmepe 5 TpunnMoHOB JONNapos, a
Kutato — 10 TpunnmoHos. [Ina CTOPOHHMKA TEOPUM UCKMOYNTENBHOCTM NPENMYLLECTBA HapallMBaHus
BOOPYXXEHU KAXKYTCH OYEBUAHBIMU 1 HEOCMOPUMbBIMU.

The realists agree with the exceptionalists that a unilateral U.S. military buildup will give the United States
a net gain, but they believe that China will match the U.S. arms buildup. Even so, the realists argue that
the United States should make the investment. Here is their reasoning.

PeanucTbl cornacHbl CO CTOPOHHMKaMM TEOPUM UCKITIOYUTENBHOCTU B TOM, YTO OQHOCTOPOHHEE
HapaLmBaHue BoeHHon Moy CLUA npuHecéT CoeanHEHHbIM LLITaTam YncTyto BbIirody, HO OHWM CYMTALOT,
yTo Kntam Byget cooTBeTCTBOBaTL HapalwmBaHuo BoopyxeHun CLLUA. Tem He meHee, peanucThbl
yTBepxaatoT, 4to CoeanHénHbim LLUTaTam cnegyet caenatb 3Tv MHBECTULMW. BOT nx aprymeHThbl.

If China invests $5 trillion in arms while the United States does not, then China will gain $10 trillion in
geopolitical advantage. If both sides arm, each spending $5 trillion, neither side gains a geopolitical
advantage or suffers a geopolitical loss. They arrive at a standoff, a balance of power. If the United States
arms while China does not, the United States garners a net gain of $5 trillion, equal to $10 trillion in
geopolitical benefits minus the $5 trillion cost of arms.

Ecnu Kutan nHsectupyet 5 TpunnmoHoB gonnapos B BoopyxeHus, a CLUA — HeT, To Kutan nonyuut
reononutuyeckoe npenmytlectso B 10 TpunnumoHoB gonnapos. Ecnv obe cTopoHbl BOOpYy»KaTcs,
noTpaTve N0 5 TPUMMMOHOB JONNAPOB, HU OOHA U3 HUX HE MOMYYUT reononMTUYECKOro NpenmyLLecTsa 1
He NoHeceT reononuTMYecknx notepb. OHU NPUXOAAT K MPOTMBOCTOSAHMIO, 6anaHcy cun. Ecnn CLUA
Boopyxarcs, a Kutan — Het, To CLUA nonyyaT YACTbIV BbIUMPLILW B 5 TPUNNIMOHOB A0MNNapoB, YTO paBHO
10 TpunnMoHam JonnapoB reononMTUYECcKOn Bblrobl 3a BbIMETOM S TPUNMMOHOB A0NMapoB PacxoAoB Ha
BOOPYXXEHWeE.

Using the jargon of game theory, the realists argue that an arms buildup is America’s (and China’s)
“dominant” strategy. If China arms, then the United States should do so as well. If China does not arm,
then the United States can secure a geopolitical advantage through its own military buildup. No matter
what China does, therefore, the United States should arm. Since China reasons symmetrically, both
countries end up arming, and each incurs a $5 trillion cost but ends up at a geopolitical standstill.
According to the realists, the $5 trillion is the unavoidable cost to pay to ensure America’s geopolitical
parity with China.

Vicnonb3ys aproH Teopun Urp, peanucTbl YTBEPXAAIT, YTO HapalMBaHNEe BOOPYXEHUN —
«gomMuHupytowas» crpateruna Amepuku (n Kutas). Ecnv Kutan sBoopyxaetca, To CLUA gomxkHbel caenatb
TO e camoe. Ecnu Kutan He BoopyxaeTtcs, To CLLUA moryT obecneuntb cebe reononutnyeckoe
NPEMYLLLECTBO 3a CYET COBCTBEHHOIO HapalLMBaHUA BOEHHOW Molun. CriegoBaTenbHO, HE3aBUCKMMO OT
Toro, yuto genaet Kutan, CLUA gormkHbl BoopyxaTbces. Nockonbky Knutam paccyxgaet cuMmmeTpuyHo, obe
CTpaHbl B KOHEYHOM UTOre BOOPYXXAKTCS, U KaXkaasa U3 HUX HECET pacxodbl B pa3mepe 5 TpunnimoHos
OONNapoB, HO B UTOre OKa3blBAETCHA B reonofiMTUYecKoM Tyrnuke. 1o MHEHMIO peanncToB, 3T 5
TPUIIMOHOB [0JNapoB — HendbexHas LieHa, KOTOpy HeobxoauMo 3annaTutb Ans obecneyeHus
reononuTuyeckoro naputeta AMepuku ¢ Kutaem.

Hold on, say the internationalists. Surely our two countries can come to their senses. The $5 trillion to be
used for an arms race could be put toward more urgent needs, like education, health care, renewable
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energy, and infrastructure. Rather than an arms race, let’s agree with China that neither side will arm.
Better still, let's agree to pool some resources into new high-tech ventures to advance cutting-edge global
solutions for low-carbon energy, quality education, health care for all, and other mutual goals, to achieve
the kind of “smart, fair, and sustainable societies” that | wrote about in Building the New American
Economy.

MopoxanTe, roBOPSIT MHTEPHALMOHANMUCTLI. Hawm gBe cTpaHbl HaBepHsika MoryT obpasymuTbes. 5
TPWUNIMOHOB OOJNapoB, KOTOpble OyayT NOTpayYeHbl Ha TOHKY BOOPY)XEHWIA, MOXHO ObIfno Obl HanpaBUTb
Ha b6onee HacyLHble HYXAbl, Takne kak obpasoBaHune, 3apaBoOOXpPaHEHNe, BO30OOHOBMSIEMbIE UCTOUYHUKM
3HEeprum n nHppacTpykTypa. BmecTo Toro, 4tobbl pa3BsidbiBaTb FOHKY BOOPY>KEHWUN, AaBanTe
porosopumcsi ¢ Knutaem, 4To HM 0fiHa U3 CTOPOH He OyaeT BoopyXKaTtbes. A elle ny4dlle — JOroBOPMMCS
00beanHNTb YacTb PECYPCOB B HOBbIE BbICOKOTEXHOMOMMYHbIE NPEANPUATUS ANS NPOABVKEHUS
nepeaoBbIX rnobanbHbIX peLleHnin B 061acT HU3KOYrNepoaHON SHEPreTUKU, Ka4eCTBEHHOro
obpasoBaHus, 30paBOOXPaHEHUS AN BCEX U OOCTMKEHUSA APYrnxX obLWwmx Lenewn, 4Tobbl 4OCTUYb TOro
CamMoro «yMHOro, cnpaBenmBoro n yCTom4mMBoro obLLecTea, 0 KOTOPOM S N1car B KHUre
«CTponTENLCTBO HOBOW aMePUKAHCKON SKOHOMMUKIMY.

It is this kind of cooperation that the exceptionalists scoff at and that the realists believe to be unrealistic.
Again, consider the words of Blackwill and Tellis:

MMeHHO Takoe COTpyaHUYECTBO HAaCMeXaeTcsi Hag CTOPOHHUKaMU UCKMIOUYUTENBHOCTHU, @ peanucTbl
cuMTaloT ero HepeanuctudHeiM. CHoBa paccmoTpum crnosa bnaksunna n Tennuca:

There is no real prospect of building fundamental trust, “peaceful coexistence,” “mutual understanding,” a
strategic partnership, or a “new type of major country relations” between the United States and China.
Rather, the most that can be hoped for is caution and restrained predictability by the two sides as intense
U.S.-China strategic competition becomes the new normal, and even that will be no easy task to achieve
in the period ahead.4

HeT H1kaknmx peanbHbIX NePCNeKTMB NOCTPOeHNs (pyHAaMeHTanbHOro 4OBEPUS, KMUPHOIrO
COCYLLEeCTBOBAHMSAY, «B3aMMOMNOHMMaHNS», CTpaTerm4eckoro napTHEPCTBa UM «HOBOTO TuMna
OTHOLLEHUIN MeXAyY KpynHbIMK cTpaHamu» mexay CoeanHeHHbiMu LUtatamun n Kutaem. Ckopee,
MaKCMMYyM, Ha YTO MOXXHO HafedATbCs, — 3TO OCTOPOXKHOCTb U cAepXXaHHasi Npeacka3yemMocTb 0beunx
CTOPOH, NMOCKOSbKY MHTEHCMBHOE CTpaTternyeckoe conepHudectso mexay CLUA n Kutaem ctaHoButcs
HOBOW HOPMOW, 1 Aaxe 3Toro 6yaeT HeNnPOCTO AOCTUYbL B NPeACTosAW MmN nepuod.4

The essence of careful foreign policy analysis is to size up the contrasting positions.
CyTI: TWaTenbHOro aHanmn3a BHELLHEN NONUTUKN 3aKIo4aeTcs B OLEHKe NPOoTUBOMNOJIOXHbIX I'I03I/ILI,I/II7I.

The exceptionalists believe that, with enough investments, the United States can maintain its military
dominance in Asia. The realists, for their part, feel that an arms race with China and with Russia is
inevitable, no matter what the eventual outcome. They point to the bad behavior of China and Russia as
evidence that diplomacy is very unlikely to succeed. China is busy expanding its military presence in the
South China Sea. Russia is hacking U.S. politics, bombing Aleppo, and destabilizing Ukraine. How could
the United States possibly trust those countries?

CTOPOHHUKM UCKIMIOYNTENBHOCTM CYUTALOT, YTO NPW AOCTATOYHbIX MHBECTMUUAX CoeanHeHHble LWTaThl
CMOryT COXpaHWTb CBOE BOEHHOE JOMMHMPOBaHNe B A3umn. PeanncTebl, B CBOKO ovepenb, CHATAIOT, YTO
roHka BoopyxeHun ¢ Kutaem n Poccuen HensbexHa, He3aBUCUMO OT KOHEYHOro pesyrnbtarta. OHu
yKasbIBaloT Ha HegobpocoBecTHoe noBeAeHne Kutasa n Poccum Kak Ha gokasaTenbCTBO TOro, Y4To
avnnomaTtusa Bpaa N yBeH4aeTcs ycnexoM. Kutawm 3aHSaT paclumpeHmem CBOEro BOEHHOMo NpUCYTCTBUSA B
KOxxHo-KuTarickom mope. Poccus BMmelwmBaeTcst B nonutuky CLUA, 6ombut Anenno v gectabunmsmpyet
YkpanHy. Kak CoegunHeHHble LLTaThl MOryT AOBEPATL 3TUM CTpaHam?

As an internationalist, | say, “Not so fast.” China’s and Russia’s actions look aggressive from our point of
view, but from the vantage points of China and Russia they are viewed as responses to U.S. actions.
Recall the security dilemma— what looks like an offensive action to us may be a state’s attempt to defend
itself. Many Chinese strategists plausibly believe that the United States will try to stifle China’s future
economic growth and note that the United States outspends China on the military by more than two to
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one ($596 billion to $215 billion, in 2015), while deploying military bases in more than seventy countries,
compared with China’s sole foreign base in Djibouti. Considered through this lens, China hardly seems
like the aggressor.

Kak nHTepHaumoHanucT, st roeopto: «He Tak 6bicTpo». C Hawen Toukn 3penHns, aenctems Kutaa n Poccun
BbIFNSAAST arpeccrBHbIMM, HO € no3uumn Kutas n Poccuy oHM paccMmaTpmuBaloTCs Kak OTBET Ha OEeNCTBUS
CLA. BcnomHum gunemmy 6e30macHOCTU: TO, YTO HaM KaXXeTcs HacTynaTenbHbIMU JENCTBUAMU, MOXET
ObITb MONBITKOM rocygapcTea 3awuTntb cebsi. MHorne kutarckue ctpatern o60CHOBaHHO MonaratT, YTo
CoepgunHeHHble LWTaThl nonbiTaloTes 3agyWwmnTb ByayLmnn akoHomMu4ecknii poct Kntas, n otMedatoT, 4Tto
CoeanHeHHble LUTaTbl TpaTaT Ha BOEHHbIe HYX bl 6onee Yyem B ABa pasa bonblue, Yem Kutam (596 mnpa
ponnapos npoTus 215 mnpa gonnapos B 2015 roay), npu 3TOM pasMecTuB BOeHHbIe 6a3bl B 6oree Yem
cemMmnaecaTu cTpaHax, B TO BpeMs Kak eauHCTBEHHas 3apybexHas 6a3a Kutaa Haxogutcsa B xkubytu. C
3TOW TOYKM 3peHns Knutar Bpsaa nu BbIrnaguT arpeccopom.

Russian strategists similarly argue that the United States, not Russia, provoked the deterioration of
relations in recent years. They point to U.S. meddling in Russia’s internal politics going back many years
and, perhaps even more provocatively, to U.S. meddling in Ukraine as well. Russian strategists also
strongly object to the U.S. attempts to make Ukraine a member of NATO—which would bring the U.S.-led
military alliance right up to Russia’s border—and to NATO’s deployment of missile defense systems in
Eastern Europe. Russia asserts that such missile defenses are designed to weaken Russian retaliation
against U.S. aggression. (The new missile deployments follow America’s unilateral withdrawal in 2002
from the U.S.-Soviet Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.)

Poccuiickme cTpaTern Takke yTBepXxaatT, 4To umeHHo CoeauHeHHble LTaTtel, a He Poccus,
CNpPOBOLMPOBAnM yxXyaLleHne OTHOLEeHWI B nocrnegHue rogbl. OHM yka3biBalOT HA MHOTONeTHee
BmewartenscTeo CLUA BO BHYTpeHHIOI0 NOAMTUKY Poccum n, 4To, BO3MOXHO, eLwé 6onee npoBoKaLUOHHO,
Ha BmeluaTensctBo CLUA B aena YkpauHbl. Poccuickme ctpatern Takke pelumTenbHO BO3pakatoT
npoTtmB nonbiTok CLUA caenatb Ykpaunny uneHom HATO, 4yTo npmubnmamno ol Bo3rnaensembin CLUA
BOEHHbIN anbsiHC K rpaHuuam Poccuu, n npotue pasmelleHms HATO cuctem npoTMBOpakeTHON 060pPOHbI
B BocTtouHon EBpone. Poccust yTBepxxaaeT, uto Takne cuctemsl NMPO npusBaHbl 0cnabutb pOCCUIACKUINA
oTBeT Ha arpeccuto CLUA. (Pa3BépTbiBaHMe HOBbIX pakeT nocnenosasno 3a OQHOCTOPOHHMM BbIXOA0M
CLUA n3 amepukaHo-coBeTckoro [loroBopa no npoTuBopakeTHon o6opoHe B 2002 roay.)

President John F. Kennedy eloquently framed the debate between the realists and the internationalists (of
which he was one) in a commencement speech at American University in 1963:

Today the expenditure of billions of dollars every year on weapons acquired for the purpose of making
sure we never need them is essential to the keeping of peace. But surely the acquisition of such idle
stockpiles—which can only destroy and never create—is not the only, much less the most efficient,
means of assuring peace. | speak of peace, therefore, as the necessary, rational end of rational men. |
realize the pursuit of peace is not as dramatic as the pursuit of war, and frequently the words of the
pursuers fall on deaf ears. But we have no more urgent task.5

Mpe3naeHT xoH ®. KeHHeau kpacHopeurBo cchopmMynmMpoBar CyTb Ciopa Mexay peanuctamm u
WHTEpHaLMoHanncTaMm (kK KOTopbiM OH caMm NpuHaanexan) B CBOEN peyn Ha LlepeMOHMN BPYYeHMs
annnomoB B AMepukaHckoM yHuBepcuteTe B 1963 roay:

CerogHs Munnuapgpl 4ONNapoB, eXXeroqHo TpaTaLwmnecs Ha opyxue, npuobpeTaemoe C Lenbio
rapaHTMpoBaTb, YTO OHO HAaM HWKOrAa He NMOHaZobUTCS, MMEeIOT peLlatoLLiee 3HaYeHne Ans nogaepXxaHus
mMupa. Ho, KoHeYHo e, NprobpeTeHne TakMx HeMCMNornb3yeMblX 3anacoB, KOTOPbIe MOTYT TOSbKO
paspyLwarb, HO H/KOr4a He co3uaaTb, — HE eOUHCTBEHHbIN, U YK Tem 6onee He cambln 9DPEKTUBHBIN,
cnocob obecneyeHns mupa. NoaToMy 9 roBOpto 0 MUPE Kak O HEOBXOAMMON, paLMOHaNbHON Lienu
pasyMHbIX fitogen. A NoHUMaro, YTO CTPEMIIEHME K MUPY HE Tak paMaTuyHO, Kak CTPEMIIEHUE K BOMHE, U
4YacTOo CroBa TeX, KTO CTPEMUTCS K MUPY, OCTaloTCs HeycrblwaHHbIMW. Ho y Hac HeT 6onee HeOTNOXHOW
3agayn.5

Kennedy believed that the Cold War could be overcome, and the arms race halted and eventually

reversed, through rational, mutually beneficial agreements.6 In the same address, he offered this
internationalist vision:
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So let us not be blind to our differences, but let us also direct attention to our common interests and the
means by which those differences can be resolved. And if we cannot end now our differences, at least we
can help make the world safe for diversity. For in the final analysis, our most basic common link is that we
all inhabit this small planet. We all breathe the same air. We all cherish our children’s futures. And we are
all mortal.

KeHHeaun BepwuI, 4YTo XOJ1I0OHYHO BOVIHy MOXXHO NpeoaosieTb, a rOHKY BOOpy)KeHMVI OCTaHOBWUTb U, B
KOHEYHOM utore, 06paTVITb BCMNATb NOCpenCcTBOM pa3yMHbIX, B3aUMOBbITOOHbIX cornaweHnn.6 B Tom xe
BbICTYMJIEHNX OH NMpeanoXxun cneaywuiee NnHTepHaunoHarimcTtckoe snuaeHmne:

MoaToMy AaBaiiTe He ByaeM 3akpbiBaTb rMnasa Ha Hallu pa3Hornacus, Ho Takke o6paTuM BHUMaHWe Ha
Halu obLne UHTepeckl U CPeacTBa UX paspelleHus. M ecriu Mbl He MOXeM cedac NoroXuTb KoHel
HallMM pasHornacuam, no KparHei mepe, Mbl MOXXeM NMoMOoYb caenatb Mup 6e3onacHbIM Ans
MHOroo6pasusi. Beab B KOHEYHOM CYETE Hac 06beaNHSAET TO, YTO Mbl BCE XMBEM Ha 3TOW ManeHbKow
nnaHeTe. Mbl Bce AblIMM OAHUM BO3AyXoM. Mbl Bce AOpOXMUM ByayLLmMM Halmx getei. U Bce mbl
CMEpTHBI.

This vision underpinned Kennedy’s successful drive to negotiate the Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty in
1963, which in turn led to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1968. Both treaties are an expression of
the hopes and aspirations of internationalism: that a dangerous arms race can be slowed, and eventually
reversed, through diplomacy and cooperation.

OTO BMAeHWe nexano B OCHOBE YCMELHOro cTpemnenns KeHHeam k 3aknoyeHmto [Jorosopa 0 4YaCcTUYHOM
3anpeLueHun saepHbix ncnoitaHnii B 1963 rogy, KOTopbIv, B CBOKO o4epedb, NpuBéEn Kk [loroBopy o
HepacnpocTpaHeHumn agepHoro opyxumst 1968 roga. O6a goroBopa SABNATCS BblpaXeHMEM Hagexs u
CTPEeMIEHNI MHTEPHALMOHANN3Ma: ONacHyK roHKY BOOPY>XEHUA MOXHO 3aMeffiMTb U B KOHEYHOM 1Tore
06paTnTb BCNATb C MOMOLLBIO AWUMNSIOMaTUM U COTPYAHMYECTBA.

There is one more fundamental point to make about cooperation, demonstrated by game theory, tested in
practice, and crucial for successful diplomacy. Cooperation is not blind trust, and it should not be naive or
unconditional. Internationalists like myself have no doubt that evil exists, and that Hitler bullied and duped
the West with no intention other than war and conquest. When | speak about the gains from cooperation,
it is on the basis of two beliefs: that the gains are large and mutual; and that if cooperation in fact breaks
down, a country can still revert to the “realist” position.

EcTb ewwé oanH doyHOaMeHTanbHbIi MOMEHT, KOTOPbIW CneayeT OTMETUTb OTHOCUTENbHO
COTPYyAHWYECTBa, NPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAHHBLIN TEOPUEN UIP, MPOBEPEHHbLIV HA NPaKTUKE U UMEOLLMIA
pellaroLee 3HavyeHne ans ycnewHon aunnomatum. CoTpyaHNY4eCcTBO — 3TO He crienoe JoBepUue, U OHO
He JOSKHO ObITb HAaUBHbBIM UK 6e3yCrnoBHbIM. IHTEpHaLMOHaNNUCTLI, Tak1e Kak s, He COMHeBaloTCS B
CyLLEeCTBOBaHUM 3na 1 B TOM, YTo 'MTnep 3anyruean u obmaHbiBan 3anag, npecnenys nuilb BOEHHbIE U
3axBaTHU4eckre Lenn. Korga g roBopio 0 BbIrogax oT COTPYAHNYECTBA, A OCHOBbLIBAKOCh Ha ABYX
ybexaeHnsx: B TOM, YTO BbIrofbl BENNKN Y B3AUMHbI; U B TOM, YTO €Cfn COTPYOHNYECTBO hakTU4ECKM
PYXHeT, CTpaHa BCE eLé MOXeT BEPHYTBCS K «peannCTUYHONy NO3ULNN.

In game theory, one such strategy of conditional cooperation is called Tit-for-Tat (TFT). The TFT strategy
is to be cooperative at the start, but if the other side reneges, to revert to a tougher position and an arms
race if necessary. Yet to sustain cooperation it's also very important not to be doctrinaire or to prejudge
one’s counterparts. Most importantly, it’s vital not to mistake the defensive actions of those counterparts
as aggression, or to assume that counterparts are incapable of cooperation. Both assumptions are likely
to be dangerous and wrong, leading to a self-fulfilling arms race or worse. Table 1.1 offers a schematic
account of the three main foreign policy positions. As | summarize in the table, American exceptionalists
believe in the dominance of American military power, the limits of cooperation, and the evil intentions of
America’s adversaries. Realists believe that U.S. military strength is needed because America’s
competitors will almost inevitably challenge American interests. Internationalists believe that humanity
faces shared urgent challenges and vulnerabilities that make global cooperation necessary and
achievable through rational diplomacy backed by threats if cooperation fails.

B Teopwuun urp ogHa 13 TakMx cTpaTermin yCroBHOIO COTPYAHMYECTBA Ha3bIBAETCS «OKO 3a oko» (Oko 3a
oko). Ctpaterua OKO 3akntoyaeTcs B COTPYAHMYECTBE HA HayanbHOM 3Tane, HO B Criydae oTkasa Opyron
CTOPOHbI BEPHYTLCS K Bonee XECTKOM NO3nLMU U, NPY HEOBXOOAUMOCTH, K FOHKE BOOpPYXeHWU. OaHakKo
ANsi nogaepXxaHnst COTpyaHNYEeCTBa KpaHe BaXKHO He ObiTb JOrMaTUKOM U He NpeaB3aTo OLeHMBaTb
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cBOMX NapTHEPOB. CaMoe rnaBHOe — He NMPUHMMAaTL 0GOPOHUTESNbHBbIE AEVCTBUA 3TUX NApTHEPOB 3a
arpeccuio 1 He npeanonaratb, YTO OHU HECMOCOGHbI K coTpyaHuyecTBy. Oba npeanonoxeHusi, BEPOSITHO,
oracHbl 1 OWKNBOYHLI, BEAS K caMmopeanuayroLerics TOHKe BOOPYXEHUI Unn K Yyemy-To eLé bonee

xygwewmy. Tabnuua 1.1 npeactaBnsieT cobor cxemaTnyeckoe onmcaHmne TPEX OCHOBHbIX

BHELLHENONUTUYECKNX NO3nLMiA. Kak s pe3toMmmnpyto B Tabnmue, CTOPOHHUKM TEOPUN UCKITHOYUTENBHOCTH
AMepUKM BEPSIT B MPEBOCXOACTBO aMEPUKAHCKON BOEHHOW MOLLIM, OrPaHNUYEHHOCTb COTPYAHUYECTBA U
3rI0HaMepPEHHOCTb NPOTMBHMKOB AMepukn. PeanncTbl cuntaroT, 4To BoeHHasa mowpb CLUA Heobxoguma,
NMOCKOSbKY KOHKYPEHTbI AMEPUK/ NpakTuYeckn HensbexHo ByayT ocnapmBaTb aMepUKaHCKUE NHTEPECHI.
VIHTEpHaLMOHANMUCTbI CHUTAIOT, YTO YENOBEYECTBO CTalNKMBaeTCcsl C 06LWUMM HEOTNOXHbLIMK Npobremamm
N yA3BMMOCTSAMMU, KOTOPbIE AenatoT rnobaneHoe COTPYAHNYECTBO HEOBXOAMMBIM 1 AOCTUXUMBIM
nocpeacTBOM paunoHansHOW AMNNoMaTK, NOAKPENEHHON yrpo3amMm B cryyae, ecnu CoTpyaHMYECTBO

He ygacTcs.

TABLE 1.1 Foreign Policy Positions

Military power Potential gains from Likelihood of Competition of values Foreign policy
cooperation cooperation
Exceptionalism American dominance Low Low American virtue in a Military dominance, low
world of evil priority on diplomacy

Realism American advantage Moderate Occasional American values in a Military buildup,

with strong adversaries world of diverse values cautious diplomacy
Internationalism Rough parity of military High High Shared global values Arms control, active

power diplomacy, shared

global goals

American exceptionalism, | will argue throughout this book, is passé, a throwback to the years after World
War Il when the United States dominated the world economy and was far ahead of the rest of the world in
military and civilian technology. Times are very different now. The U.S. economy is actually smaller than
China’s when both are measured by a common set of international prices. It is still true today that U.S.
military power is vast, with an unrivaled archipelago of military bases in dozens of countries. But we have
seen repeatedly that U.S. firepower cannot enforce peace on the ground, much less the political
outcomes sought by the United States.

AmMepuKaHcKast UCKMIOYNTENBbHOCTb, Kak s 6yay yTBepXaaTb Ha MPOTSHKEHUM BCEWN KHWUMU, YLUNa B
npoLunoe, cTaB BO3BPATOM K rogam nocne Bropor MMpoBom BOMHbI, koraa CoeguHéHHble LTaThl
AOMUWHMPOBAIiM B MUPOBOW 3KOHOMUKE 1 3HAYUTENBHO Onepexarnu ocTansHON MUP B BOEHHbLIX U
rpaxgaHckunx TexHonoruax. Cenyac BpemeHa coscem gpyrme. AkoHomuka CLUA daktudeckn MmeHbLue
KWTaNCKOMN, ecnun oLueHnBaTb UX N0 eAMHOMY Habopy MexayHapoadHbIX LeH. CerogHs no-npexHemy
BEpHO, 4TO BoeHHast Mowb CLUA orpomMHa, ¢ HenpeB30oMAEHHBIM apXunenarom BOeHHbIX 6a3 B gecaTkax
cTpaH. Ho Mbl HeoAHOKpaTHO BUAenu, 4to orHeBas Molb CLUA He cnocobHa obecneunTtb Myp Ha
MecTax, He roBops yXXe O NOoNMUTUYECKUX pedyrnbTaTtax, K KoTopbiM cTpemMaTca CoeanHEHHble LUTtaTbl.

Another fundamental change from the early postwar years is the much greater need for global
cooperation regarding global warming, emerging diseases, and other environmental threats. If the United
States and China come to view each other as military competitors, they are far less likely to view each
other as partners in environmental sustainability. Our mind-set—conflict or cooperation—will shape not
only our arms spending but also our chances to control global warming, fight newly emerging diseases, or
invest together in new science and technology.

Ewé ogHo dpyHOaMeHTanbHoe N3MEHEHME MO CPABHEHMIO C NEPBLIMM NOCNEBOEHHLIMU rogaMy — 3TO
3HaYUTENBHO BO3pocLUas NOTPeOHOCTL B rnobdanbHOM COTPYOHUYECTBE B Bonpocax rnobansHoro
noTenneHus, HoBbix 3aboneBaHnin U Opyrux akonornyeckmx yrpos. Ecnn CoeanHénnblie WTatel n Kutai
Ha4YHYT paccmaTtpuBaTb APYr ApYra kak BOEHHbIX KOHKYPEHTOB, OHU BpsAA N OyayT paccmaTtpuBatb Apyr
Apyra Kak napTHEPOB B BOMPOCAaX 3KONOMMYeCKOl YCTONYMBOCTW. Halle MbllneHne — KOHPMMKT Unu
COTPYAHMYECTBO — ByaeT onpeaensaTb He TOMbKO HallW pacxodbl HA BOOPY)XEHME, HO U HaLLM LaHCbI
KOHTpOnupoBaTh rrnobanbHoe notenneHne, 60poTbLCA C HOBLIMU 3ab0NeBaHNSIMU 1 COBMECTHO
WHBECTUPOBATb B HOBbIE Hay4YHbIE N TEXHONOIMYEcKne paspaboTku.
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A third fundamental change is that the world now has the established institutional machinery to sustain
global cooperation, thanks to more than seventy years of the United Nations and its various component
institutions. It would be especially foolhardy and indeed reckless for the United States to turn its back on
these global institutions—as indeed it is already starting to do, and as we’ll consider further in chapter 15.

TpeTbe pyHOaMeHTanbHOe U3MeHeHne 3aknioyaeTcs B TOM, YTo 6narogapsa 6onee yem ceMUaecsaTu
rogam cylectsoBaHna Opranusaummn O6beanmHeHHbIX Hauui n pasnmyHbiX BXOAALLMX B HE€ UHCTUTYTOB
B MUpe Tenepb eCTb YCTOABLUUIACA UHCTUTYLMOHATBbHBIA MeXaHUam Ans nogaepxaHus rnobanbHoro
coTpyaHudectea. Co ctopoHbl CoeaMHeHHbIX LUTaToB Gbino 6bl 0COGEHHO PUCKOBAHHO U Aaxe
Ge3paccygHO OTBEPHYTLCS OT 3TUX rNoGanbHbIX UHCTUTYTOB — YTO OHW, COBCTBEHHO, YXKe HauyuHatoT
fenatb, U YTO Mbl pacCMOTpPUM fAanee B rnase 15.

To make the world safe in the face of global warming and ensure the best life possible not just for
Americans but for all the inhabitants of this small planet, we must reconsider longheld assumptions.
American exceptionalism has reached a double dead end. It's no longer feasible, because the United
States is no longer the dominant power that the exceptionalists imagine, and so it no longer works for
guiding effective foreign policy—and hasn’t for a while. Yes, the United States may have “won” the Cold
War (in the exceptionalist telling), but it lost the Vietham War and made a mess of wars and CIA
adventurism in Southeast Asia, Africa, the Middle East, Central America, and other places where
exceptionalism crashed against on-the-ground realities.

YTto6bl 06€e30nacutb Mup nepes nuuom rnobanbHOro NoTenneHrs n obecneunTs HanmyuLLyo
BO3MOXHYIO XM3Hb HE TOMbKO amepurKaHLaM, HO Y BCEM XUTEMNAM 3TOW ManeHbKOW NraHeTbl, Mbl
AOMXHbI MepecMoTpeTb YCTOABLUMECS NPeAcTaBneHns. AMepukaHcKas UCKMIOYNTENbHOCTL 3aluna B
AsonHon Tynuk. OHa Bonblue HeBO3MOXHa, NockonbKy CoeanHeHHble LLUTaTel 6onblue He ABnsoTCs
AOMVHUPYIOLLEN AepaBou, Kak ee NpeacTaBnsaloT cebe CTOPOHHMKN UCKITIOYUTENBHOCTH, U MO3TOMY OHU
fonbLue He cnocobCTBYOT NPOBEAEHWNIO 3PIEKTUBHON BHELLHEW NONUTUKN — U Y)XKE LABHO HE SABMSIOTCA
TakoBbiMU. [la, CoeguHEHHbIe LLITaTbl, BO3MOXHO, 1 «BbIUrpanv» XonoAHyo BOWMHY (B MHTepnpeTauum
TEOPUM UCKITIOYUTENBHOCTM), HO OHY NpoUrpany BovHy BO BbeTHamMe 1 yCcTpounm Xaoc 13 BOVH U
aBaHTiop LJPY B FOro-BocTtouHon Asun, Adpurke, Ha BnivikHem BocToke, B LieHTpanbHon Amepuke 1
APYrMx MecTax, rae KoHUenuusa UCKIMiYMTENbHOCTU CTOMKHYNAch C peanusaMu Ha 3emrie.

A continuation of American exceptionalism, whether in its traditional forms or in Trump’s America First
version, would spell further dangers and damage for the United States and for the world.

If we’re smart, we can find a safe position for the United States without the claim of global dominance. Yet
to do so we must reconsider a tenet that’'s been central to American identity for centuries—as we’ll see in
the next chapter.

MpopomkeHne aMeprKaHCKOM UCKMUYNTENBHOCTU, Oyab TO B €€ TpaanLMOHHbIX (hopmax U B BEPCUM
Tpamna «Amepuka npexae Bcero», 00epHETCA HOBbIMY ONMacHOCTAMM 1 yuepbom ansg CoeguHEHHbIX
LLitaToB 1 BCEro mupa.

Ecnu mbl 6yaem ymHbl, Mbl cMoxeM HanTu ans CoeanHéHHbIx LLTaTtoB 6e3onacHyto nosuunto, He
npeTeHaysa Ha MMpoBoe rocnoacTeo. OgHako Anst 3TOro HaM HeOBX0AMMO NEPECMOTPETb MPUHLMM,
KOTOPbIN BEKaMM OblST OCHOBOW aMePUKAHCKON MOEHTUYHOCTU, — KaK Mbl YBUOUM B CriefyHLLEN MaBe.

2 EXCEPTIONALISM AS THE CIVIC RELIGION

The idea of American exceptionalism is deeply set in American culture and the institutions of foreign
policy. We are addicted to an inflated self-image. How sadly appropriate, alas, to have a megalomaniac
as president to proclaim America’s continued dominance.

Naes amepurkaHCKoW UCKNIOYNTENBHOCTY FIyGOKO YKOPEHUIach B aMepPUKaHCKON KyrbType U MHCTUTYTax
BHELUHEeN NonnTukK. Mbl 3aBUCUM OT 3aBbILLEHHOIO CAMOBOCTPUATUS. YBbI, KaK ke 3TO YMECTHO — UMeTb
npesvaeHTa ¢ MaH1en BENUYKs, MPoBO3riaLlatoLLero NPoAosKatLLeecs rocnoacTso AMepUKN.

As many American historians have noted, American exceptionalism is deeply intertwined in America’s
history, or at least in one telling of it. When the first pilgrims arrived, they were not merely looking to
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establish a colony in the New World (which they regarded as “new” since they left the native Americans
out of the accounting). They were establishing a “city upon the hill.” America would be the new Promised
Land.

Kak oTMevaloT MHOrMe amMmepuKaHCcKne NCTOPUKK, aMepUKaHCKas UCKITKYNTENbHOCTb TECHO nepenneTeHa
C uctopuern AMepuKkun, unm, No KpamHen mepe, ¢ OOHUM 13 eé BapmaHToB. Korga nepsble NUAnUrpuMbl
NpuobbINN, OHN HE NPOCTO CTPEMUMMCH OCHOBAaTh KOMOHUI0 B HoBoMm CBeTe (KOTOPbI OHU cHMTanm
«HOBbIM», MOCKOJIbKY HE Y4UTbIBanu KOPEHHbIX amepukaHLueB). OHM OCHOBbIBany «ropof Ha Xonvey.
Amepuka gormkHa Obina ctatb HoBoln 3eMnén O6eToBaHHON.

This messianic vision provided the energy and vision to overcome the unimaginable difficulties of settling
a new frontier thousands of miles from the European homelands. The European settlers faced famine and
distance, resistance from indigenous populations, wars between the European powers, and of course
growing tensions between the colonizers and the imperial governments back in Europe. At every turn,
they called on Providence for their salvation, and at each victory, they gave credit to the Lord for
supporting his new chosen people. America’s success became divine success. America’s strength
became the proof of its divine mission in the world. In this, the Protestant settlers of New England
followed the teachings of John Calvin: “There is no question that riches should be the portion of the godly
rather than the wicked, for godliness hath the promise in this life as well as the life to come.”1

OTO MeccraHckoe BUAEHWE AaBaro SHEPIUO U BUAEHUE AN NPe0AoSIEHNs HEBOOOPasuMbIX TpyaHOCTE
0OCBO€EHUA HOBbIX 3eMefib B TbiCAYaxX MUIMb OT eBpone|7|C|<|/|x 3eMerb. EBpone|7|C|<v|e noceneHubl
CTOJIKHYNMUCb C roniogom v ganbHUMM pacCToAHNAMUN, CONPOTUBIIEHNEM KOPEHHOIO HaceneHu4d, BOMHaMu
MexXay eBpONencKUMnN AepxxaBaMu 1, KOHEYHO Xe, PacTyLLEen HanPSXXEHHOCTbIO MeXay KOroHu3aTopaMm
1 MMMepckMy npasutensctBamu B EBpone. Ha kaxxgom wary oHv B3biBanu k lNpoBraeHnio 0 cnaceHum
1 Npu kaxxgon nobene Bos3gasanu xeany focnogy 3a nogaepxky Ero HoBoro n3bpaHHoro Hapoga. Ycnex
AMepukn ctan 6oxecTBeHHbIM ycriexom. Cuna AMepuvky cTana gokasaTenbCTBoOM €€ 60XXeCTBEHHOM
Muccum B Mupe. B aToM npoTectaHTckme noceneHubl HoBol AHrnuu cnenoBanu yveHuto XKaxa
KanbBuHa: «HeT HMKaKnx COMHEHMI B TOM, 4TO 6GOraTcTBO AOMKHO ObITh yAenom 6rnaroyecTuBbIX, a He
HeYeCTUBbIX, MO0 GraroyecTne UMeeT 06ETOBaHNE Kak B 3TOMN XKMU3HU, TaK U B XXU3HW rpsgyLen». 1

The settlers, largely the descendants of the English and other peoples of the British Isles, arrived in the
early seventeenth century at their Atlantic beachheads prepared to fight to stay, and then in God’s name
to spread across the American continent in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and the world in the
twentieth century. In more than 250 years of almost continuous expansionist wars and bold investments
in farms, factories, and infrastructure, Americans interpreted their successes as proof of the divinity of
their cause.

MoceneHLbl, B OCHOBHOM MOTOMKW @aHIMYaH 1 Apyrux HapogoB BputaHcknx ocTpoBoB, NpubbINKY B
Hauyane XVIl Beka Ha cBoM aTnaHTMYeCKUe Mraugapmbl, FOTOBbIE CpaXaTbCs, YTOObI yaepaTbCes, a
3aTem BO nm4e bora pacnpocTtpaHutecs no AMepukaHckomy KoHTUHeHTY B XVIII n XIX Bekax 1 no scemy
mupy B XX Beke. 3a 6onee 4yem 250 neT NoYTH HEMpPEPbIBHbLIX 9KCMAHCUOHNCTCKMX BOVH U CMENbIX
nHBECTULMI B bepmbl, Pabpurkm 1 MHPACTPYKTYPY ameprKaHLibl BOCMPUHAIN CBOM YCNEXU Kak
AoKasaTenbCTBO BOXEeCTBEHHOCTM CBOEro Aena.

In their exceptionalism, Americans were surely tutored by their English cousins, whose own global
grandeur preceded America’s global dominance by more than a century. For at least a century (roughly
from 1815 to 1914), Britain seemed to be blessed with divine backing for true global dominance.
Americans, many of them heirs to the same culture, language, and ethnicity, could look on with awe at
the ever-expanding British Empire, no doubt with the secret hope, perhaps even expectation, that
someday that empire would be their own.

B cBoen ncknoYmMTenbHOCTN aMepuKkaHLbl, HECOMHEHHO, Oblnn BOCNNTaHbl CBOMMMW aHIIIMACKUMM
Ky3eHamu, Yb€ MMPOBOE Benu4me onepeanno rnobansHoe rocnogctso Amepuku 6onee 4em Ha
ctoneTve. Ha npoTskeHumn Kkak MuHuMyM ctoneTtus (mpumepHo ¢ 1815 no 1914 rog) BputaHus, kasanocs,
Oblna GrnarocnoBneHa 6OXXeCTBEHHOW NOAAEPKKON 4111 UCTUHHOIO MUPOBOTO rocnoacTea. AMepUKaHLUbl,
MHOIM€e U3 KOTOpbIX BbINn HacnegHMKaMn OAHOW KyrbTypbl, i3blka U 3THUYECKOW rpynnbl, C
6naroroBeHneM B3vparnu Ha NOCTOSIHHO pacLuMpstoLLytocs BpuTtaHckyo umnepumto, HECOMHEHHO, TalHO
HafesaCb, BO3MOXHO, AaXe oXxuaas, YTo Korga-Hnbyab ata uMnepus CTaHeT X COGCTBEHHOW.
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American messianism revealed itself in the formative moments of the United States. It provided the fuel
for the original settlements and for two centuries of war against native communities that stood in the ways
of claims to the land and its natural wealth. It was carried in Lincoln’s description of America as “the last
best hope of Earth,” even though it was the United States alone in the world that required a civil war to
end slavery. It was epitomized by the idea of America’s Manifest Destiny to occupy the lands between the
oceans, notwithstanding the claims of other countries (such as Mexico) or the rights of the indigenous
populations. It fueled the hubristic, yet wildly successful, Monroe Doctrine, by which a weak, start-up
nation warned the great European powers to desist from meddling in the Americas.

AMEpPUKaHCKUA MeccnaHn3m nNposBuIicsa B nepmog ctaHoBnexnms CoeguHéHHbix LTaTos. OH cTan
ABWXKYLLEN CUITON NePBbIX NOCENEHUN N ABYX BEKOB BOVIHbI C KOPEHHbIMW HAapo4aMmu,
NpensaTCTBOBaBLUMMMW MPETEH3NSAM Ha 3eMito 1 €€ npupoaHblie 6oratcTa. OH HalLén CBOE OTpaxeHue B
onucaHun JIMHKonbHOM AMEPUKIN Kak «nocneaHen Hagexabl 3emnmy», XoTa Tonbko CoeanHEHHble LUTaTbl
B MUPE HYXXOAmNUCh B rPaXaaHCKoM BOWHe Anda nukeugauumn paberesa. OH BonnoLwlancs B ngee
npegonpeaenéHHoro npegHasHadeHnss AMEpPUKN — OKKYNMpPOBaTb 3eMITM MEXAy OKeaHaMu, HeB3upasi Ha
npeTeH3nmn apyrux ctpaH (Hanpumep, Mekcukn) unm npaesa KopeHHoro HaceneHuda. OH noanuTbIBan
BbICOKOMEPHYHO, HO HEBEPOSATHO yCNeLHY AOKTpUMHY MOHPO, C NMOMOLLbIO KoTopor cnabasi, Mmonoaast
CTpaHa npegocTteperana Benvknue eBponenckme gepxasbl OT BMelLlaTenbcTBa B gena AMepuku.

Historians have noted that every major war of the United States has been cloaked in the language of
America’s divine mission to deliver not only success for itself but global salvation. At the end of the
nineteenth century, just after the United States had fulfilled its “destiny” of ruling North America from
ocean to ocean, the nation turned to overseas empire building. In 1898, it went to war against Spain, not
to grab Spain’s colonies but to liberate them (or so it claimed); 120 years later, the conquered lands—
Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines— continue to bear the scars of U.S. intervention. Few residents of
those countries would subscribe to the American view that they had been liberated by the United States.

VcTopukn oTmeyatoT, 4To Kaxkaas kpynHas BonHa CoeanHéHHbIX LLTtaToB Gbina obneveHa B hopmy
DOoxxecTBEHHON M1UccMn AMepurKkK, Npu3BaHHON obecneydnTb He TONMbKO COBCTBEHHbIN yCreX, HO U
BceoOLee cnaceHue. B koHue XIX Beka, cpasy nocne Toro, kak CoeguHéHHble LLUTaThl BbINONHMAM CBOE
«npefHa3HayeHne» — rocnogcTBoBaTh Ha Bcen Tepputopmn CeBepHOM AMEPVKM OT OKkeaHa 40 OKeaHa, —
CTpaHa obpaTunnach k CTPOMTENbLCTBY 3aMopckor nMmnepuun. B 1898 rogy oHa Havana BOWHY NpOTUB
McnaHum, He ansa Toro, 4Tobbl 3axBaTUTb €€ KOMOHMKY, a ANt UX OCBODOXAEHMS (MO KpanHen Mepe, Tak
oHa yTBepxgana); 120 net cnyctsa 3aBoéBaHHble 3emnu — Kyba, NMyapTo-Prko n dunmnnuHel —
NPOAOIMKAlOT HECTUN Ha cebe Lpambl aMeprKaHCKOro BMeLwartenscTBa. Marno KTo u3 xxutenemn aTux ctpaH
pasgensn amepuKkaHCKy TOUKY 3peHUs], YTO OHU Bbinn ocBoboxaeHbl CoeanHEHHBIMM LLTaTamn.

In the twentieth century, the interventions abroad would be far larger and far more consequential for
global history. On dozens of occasions, the United States sent its military into action in the Americas to
overthrow governments, install pliant ones, grab territories (such as the Panama Canal Zone), secure
investments in mines, oil, or farmlands, or suppress rebellions deemed to be hostile to American public or
private interests. John Coatsworth has documented an astounding forty-one instances of U.S.-led “regime
change” in the Americas, a pattern that would eventually be carried over to Africa, Europe, the Middle
East, and Asia.2 These are violent, extra-constitutional overthrows of foreign governments by the United
States through a variety of means including wars, coups, assassinations, electoral manipulation, acts of
provocation, and manufactured protests and mass unrest. Table 2.1 summarizes Coatsworth’s
remarkable findings, a careful undertaking that should be carried out systematically by specialists for all
the world’s regions, since America’s regime-change operations have occurred not only in Latin America
but also in dozens more cases in Asia, Europe, and Africa.

B XX Beke uHTepBeHUUn 3a pybexxom cTtanu ropa3go maclutabHee n nmenu ropasgo 6onee cepbEaHile
nocrneacTeus ans muposon uctopumn. ecatkn pasz CoeguHénHble LLTaThl ncnonb3oBanv ceou
BOOPYXEHHbIe cunbl B CeBepHol u KOxxHom AMepuke, YTOObI CBepraTb NpaBUTENbLCTBA, HAa3HavaTb
NOCNYLUHBIX, 3aXBaTbiBaTb TeppuTOopmmM (HanpumMep, 3oHy lNaHamckoro kaHana), obecneynBaTb
WHBECTULMMN B LLIAXTbl, HEPTAHbIE MECTOPOXAEHUSA UMW CENbCKOXO3SANCTBEHHbIE YroAbs, a TaKkkKe
NnoAaBNsATb BOCCTaHWS, KOTOPbIE CHUTANNCh BPaXAeOHbIMY aMepPUKaHCKMM roCcyAapCTBEHHbBIM MIN
YacTHbIM nHTepecaM. [xoH KoyTcBOpPT 3a10KyMeHTMpOBan nopasnTeribHble COPOK OAUH Criydan «CMeHbI
pexvnmoBy nog pykoogctsom CLLUA B AMepuke, n 3Ta TeHOEHUMS B KOHEYHOM UTOre pacnpocTpaHuniach
Ha Adpuky, EBpony, BnvkHuin BocTok n A3nio.2 910 HaCUNbCTBEHHbIE, HEKOHCTUTYLIMOHHBLIE CBEPXKEHUS
WHOCTpaHHbIX NpaBuTenbcTB CoeguHEHHbIMY LLITaTamu pasnuyHbiMu cnocobamm, BKIOHas BOVHbI,
nepeBopoThl, YOUINCTBA, MaHUNynaumMK Ha Bbibopax, NPOBOKaLUM, a Takke CNpPOBOLMPOBaHHbIE MPOTECTHI
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1 MaccoBble becnopsaki. B Tabnuvue 2.1 cymmumpoBaHbl 3amedaTterbHble BbiBOAbI KoyTcBopTa —
TwarenbHoe uccregoBaHue, KOTOpoe AOMMKHO CUCTEMATMYECKN MPOBOAMTBLCS CneumnanmcTamMmm Bo BCEX
pervoHax mMvpa, NoCKOJIbKY aMeprKaHCKMe onepaumm no CMeHe peXxrMMOB MPOBOAMITUCH HE TOMbKO B
JlatnHckon AMepuke, HO U B JecsaTkax apyrmx cnydaes B Asun, EBpone n Adpuke.

America’s late entry into World War | was another messianic adventure with startling and unanticipated
consequences for the world. When an unprecedented, industrial-scale bloodletting exploded in Europe in
August 1914, the American public and its leaders generally urged the United States to stay clear of the
European carnage. President Woodrow Wilson ran for reelection in 1916 on a platform to keep the United
States out of war. Yet by 1917, Wilson decided that America’s great economic and military power could
be used not only to end the war but also to end all wars, a case of American grandiosity in action.

Mo3gHee BcTynneHne AMepukn B NepByo MUPOBYHO BOVHY CTarno eLé ogHMM MEeCCUaHCKUM
NPUKIIOYEHNEM C Nopa3nTernbHbBIMU U HENPEeABUAEHHBIMU NOCNeACTBUsIMM s Mupa. Korga B aBrycre
1914 ropa B EBpone pa3pasunocbh 6ecrnpeLefeHTHOE KpOBOMPONUTHE B MPOMBbILLIIEHHbIX MacluTabax,
amMepuKkaHcKas obLLEeCTBEHHOCTb 1 €€ Nuaepsbl B LIENTOM HAacToATENbHO pekoMeHaoBanu CoeauHEHHbBIM
LtaTtam pgepxatbcsa noganslue oT eBponerickor 6orHu. MNMpesnaeHT Byapo BunecoH 6annotupoBancs Ha
nepensbpaHue B 1916 rogy, BeICTynas 3a To, YTOObI He aonycTutb yyactus CoeanHEHHbIX LTaToB B
BorHe. OgHako k 1917 rogy BunbCOH peLluwnn, YTO OrpoMHas S3KOHOMMYECKas 1 BOEHHas MoLb AMEPUKM
MOXET ObITb MCMOMb30BaHa He TOMbKO A8 NPeKpaLLEeHNst BOWHbI, HO U A4S NPeKpaLLeHnsi BCEX BOWH, YTO
cTarno npMMepoM aMepPUKaHCKOro BENMYNsS B JENCTBUN.

Before the U.S. intervention, the European combatants were locked in a grinding stalemate, one that
might have ended in a truce without victor or vanquished. Yet America tilted the outcome to an outright
victory by Britain and France over Germany and Austria. The idea of a peace without victors, an
ostensible objective of the U.S. intervention, turned into the very opposite, a decisive defeat of the
Hohenzollern (German) and Austro-Hungarian empires by France, Britain, and the United States that
would subsequently result in a failed peace, economic chaos, the rise of Hitler, and a second world war
one generation later. Americans tend to view the U.S. intervention in World War | as a success, but
historians have explained with care the largely inadvertent damage caused by America’s entry into the
war.3

Ho BmewaTtensctBa CLUA eBponerickue BowLME CTOPOHbI OKA3anunch B U3HYPUTENBHOM TYMNUKE,
KOTOPbIN MOT Obl 3aKOHYUTLCS Nepemupuem 6e3 nobeantens n nobexaéHHbix. OgHako AMepuka
CKIMOHMMNa 1ucxo BOVHbI K nonHon nobene BenukobputaHum n ®paHumm Hag Fepmanuen n ABCTpuen.
Noes munpa 6e3 nobegutenen, 3asBneHHas Kak Lenb BMewwarenscrtea CLUA, obepHynack nonHon
NPOTUBOMONOXHOCTBIO — peLUNTENbHbBIM pasrpoMomM nmnepuii loreHuonnepHos (F'epmaHckon) n ABCTpo-
BeHrepckon ot pyk ®paHumn, BennkobputaHum n CoeguHéHHbIX LLITaToB, 4TO BNOCNEACTBMM NPUBESO K
nposary Mupa, 3KOHOMUYeCKoMy xaocy, npuxoay Mtnepa kK Bnactn n Bropon MMpoBon BOWHE CNyCTH
nokoneHue. AMepuKkaHLbl CKMOHHbI cynTaTth BMeLwaTenscteo CLUA B [epByto MMPOBYO BOMHY YCMEXOM,
HO UCTOPWKM TLLATENBHO OOBACHSAIOT yLep6, BO MHOrOM HenpegHaMepeHHbI, HAHECEHHbIN
BCTynneHnem AMepukn B BOMHY.3

TABLE 2.1 Selected U.S. Interventions in Latin America, 1898-2004
Direct Interventions: Military/CIA activity that changed governments

Cuba
1898-1902 Spanish-American War
1906-1909 United States ousts elected president Tomas Estrada Palma; occupation regime

1917-1923 U.S. reoccupation, gradual withdrawal

Dominican Republic

1916-1924 U.S. occupation

1961 Assassination of President Trujillo

1965 U.S. armed forces occupy Santo Domingo
Grenada

1983 U.S. armed forces occupy island, oust government
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Guatemala

1954 C.I.A.-organized armed force ousts President Arbenz

Haiti

1915-1934 U.S. occupation

1994 U.S. troops restore constitutional government

Mexico

1914 Veracruz occupied; United States allows rebels to buy arms
Nicaragua

1910 Troops to Corinto and Bluefields during revolt

1912-1925 U.S. occupation

1926-1933 U.S. occupation

1981-1990 Contra war; then support for opposition in election

Panama
1903-1914 U.S. troops secure protectorate, canal

1989 U.S. armed forces occupy nation

Indirect Interventions: Government/regime changes in which the United States was decisive

Bolivia

1964 Military coup ousts elected president Paz Estenssoro
1971 Military coup ousts General Torres

Brazil

1964 Military coup ousts elected president Joao Goulart
Chile

1973 Coup ousts elected president Salvador Allende
1988-1989 Aid to anti-Pinochet opposition (continued )
Cuba

1933 United States abandons support for President Machado
1934 United States sponsors coup by Colonel Batista to oust President Grau

Dominican Republic

1914 United States secures ouster of General José Bordas

1963 Coup ousts elected president Juan Bosch

El Salvador
1961 Coup ousts reformist civil-military junta
1979 Coup ousts General Humberto Romero

1980 United States creates and aids new Christian Democratic junta

Quatcmala

1963 United States supports coup against elected president Miguel Ydigoras Fuentes
1982 United States supports coup against General Lucas Garcia

1983 United States supports coup against General Rios Montt

Guyana

1953 CIA aids strikes; government is ousted

Honduras

1963 Military coup ousts elected president Villeda Morales

Mexico

1913 U.S. Ambassador H. L. Wilson organizes coup against President Madero

Nicaragua
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1909 Support for rebels against Zelaya government

1979 United States pressures President Somoza to leave

Panama

1941 United States supports coup ousting elected president Arnulfo Arias

1949 United States supports coup ousting constitutional government of President Chanis
1969 United States supports coup by Genral Torrijos

Source: John H. Coatsworth, “Liberalism and Big Sticks: The Politics of U.S. Interventions in Latin America, 1898-2004" (Columbia University Academic
Commons, 2006), https://academiccommons.columbia.edu /catalog/ac:204082https://academiccommons.columbia.edu/catalog/ac:204082.

EXCEPTIONALISM AS THE CIVIC RELIGION

The two world wars and a Great Depression between 1914 and 1945 crippled Europe, and by 1950, the
North Atlantic leadership had passed to the United States. America’s preeminence in war, peace, and the
global economy was evident. U.S. industry became the arsenal of democracy, and Washington financed
the war, but on terms that would ensure U.S. global economic dominance after the war. Alone among the
great powers, America had come through the war unscathed on home territory (aside from the one-day
attack on Pearl Harbor in December 1941).

[1Be mypoBble BoMHbI M Bennkasa genpeccusa 1914—1945 rogos napanusosanu Espony, n k 1950 rogy
nugepcteo B CeBepHon ATnaHTurke nepewno k CoeamHérHbim WTaTtam. NpeBocxoactso Amepukn B
BOWHE, MVpPEe N MUPOBOM 3KOHOMKKE Bblfo o4eBMAHBIM. AMEpUKaHCcKas NMPOMbILLNIEHHOCTb cTana
apceHanoM gemMokpaTtum, a BalwmnHrtoH bmHaHCcMpoBan BOVHY, HO Ha YCNOBUSIX, KOTOpble obecnednsanm
rnobanbHoe akoHoMuyeckoe rocnogctso CLUA nocne BonHbl. AMepurka, eAUHCTBEHHas Cpean BENUKNX
AepxaB., NpoLuna BoHy 6e3 NoTepb Ha CBOEN TEPPUTOPUM (ECIIN HE CYUTaTb OAHOAHEBHOrO HanageHus
Ha MNepn-Xapbop B aekabpe 1941 roga).

In 1941, Time magazine editor Henry Luce proclaimed the American Century, the moniker under which
the United States would exercise global leadership.4 Americans quickly bought into the idea. It fit with a
long-standing U.S. narrative: the United States as the exceptional country. And at the time, it was true.

America’s dominance by 1945 is hard to overstate. American industry had expanded to unprecedented
dimensions, with the gross domestic product (GDP) in 1945 almost double that of 1939. As of 1950, the
United States accounted for 27 percent of the world economy, compared with approximately 26 percent
for Western Europe, 9 percent for the Soviet Union, and just 5 percent for China.

B 1941 rogy pepakrop xypHana Time "'eHpu Jltoc npoBo3rnacun « AMepuKaHCKUN BeK» — Ha3BaHue, nog
koTopbiM CoeaunHéHHbIe LLTaThl 6yayT OCyLeCcTBNATL MUPOBOE NUAEPCTBO.4 AMepurKaHLbl 6bICTPO
npuHanu aty ngeto. OHa cooTBeTCcTBOBaNa AasHeMy npeacrasneHunto CLUA o CoeauHénHbix LTaTax kak
06 ucknounTenbHom ctpaHe. Y B To Bpems 3To Obino npasaon. JomuHmnpoBaHue Amepuku Kk 1945 rogy
TPYAHO nepeoueHnTb. AMeprKaHcKkas NPOMbILLNEHHOCTb AocTurna 6ecnpeLeaeHTHbIX MacLTabos.:
BanoBoWv BHyTpeHHuI npoaykT (BBIM) B 1945 rogy noutn BABOe npeBbicun nokasatens 1939 roga. Mo
coctosiHuio Ha 1950 rog Ha gonto CoeanHéHHbIX LLTaToB npuxogunock 27 npoLeHToB MMPOBON
9KOHOMUKU, B TO BpeMsi Kak Ha 3anagHyto EBpony npuxognnock npuMepHo 26 npoueHTos, Ha CoBeTCKuin
Coto3 — 9 npoueHTOoB, a Ha Kutan — Bcero 5 npoueHToB.

World War Il had been the progenitor of breathtaking American innovations in science and technology,
propelled by the demands of war: radar, sonar, ballistics, aeronautics, computers, semiconductors,
cybernetics (human-machine interactions), applied mathematics, nuclear physics, chemistry,
pharmaceuticals, metallurgy, and more. Europe’s pre-Hitler scientific leadership arrived in the United
States, refugee by refugee. The development of the atomic bomb was certainly the most visible symbol of
the new cutting-edge physics harnessed to national power. But there were countless other crucial
breakthroughs in science-based technology, as well as the realization that science-led development
would be the key to economic advancement and to national security in the decades ahead.

BTOpaﬂ MuUpoBad BOWHa cTana UCTOYHUKOM 3axBaTbiBaOLLMX OYyX aMepUKaHCKNX WHHOBaLMI B Hayke "
TEXHUKE, O6yCﬂ0BJ'IeHHbIX BOEHHbIMUN Tpe6OBaHMﬂMI/I: pagapsbl, rmgporiokaTops.bl, GannncTuka,
adpPOHaBTKKa, KOMMNbKOTEPDbI, NMNONTYyNPOBOAHUKH, KVI6epHeTl/IKa (B3aMMO,D,eVICTBMG yerioBeKka n MaLLII/IHbI),
npuKknagHaa MmatemMaTtuka, aaepHas cbmsvu(a, XnUmusa, (bapmau,eBTMKa, MeTannyprmua n MHoOroe gpyroe.
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EBponenckoe Hay4yHoe NMAEPCTBO OOMMTNEPOBCKOro nepmnoaa nepemectunock B CoeanHéHHble LUTaThI,
OexeHubl 3a 6exeHuamn. PaspaboTtka aToMHo 60M6bI, 6€3ycnoBHO, cTana Hambonee sipKMM CUMBOJIOM
HOBOW NepenoBor U3NKK, CTaBsILLIEN €€ Ha cryX0y HaunoHaneHon Mowm. Ho Obino 1 6ecuncrneHHoe
MHOXECTBO ApPYrMX Ba)KHbIX MPOPbLIBOB B 00MACTW Hay4HbIX TEXHOMOMMI, a Takke 0CO3HaHMe TOro, YTo
Hay4yHOe pa3BMTUE CTAHET KIHOYOM K 3KOHOMUYECKOMY MPOrpeccy 1 HauuoHanbHon 6e3onacHocT B
rpsgylive gecatunetums.

By 1950, the United States had achieved unrivaled global leadership. It towered as perhaps the most
powerful nation in world history. Although the Soviet Union, too, had nuclear arms after 1949, America’s
economic and technological preeminence in the civilian economy was unassailable. According to one
estimate, by historian Angus Maddison, America’s per capita GDP was 3.4 times that of the Soviet Union
as of 1950.

K 1950 rogy CoeanHéHHble LUTaThl 4OCTUMMN HENPEB3OMAEHHOTO MUPOBOro nuaepcTea. OHKU cunTanuce,
noxkanym, caMon MOryLLIECTBEHHON Aep>KaBo B MMPOBOW nctopmmn. Xotsa nocne 1949 roga y CoBeTckoro
Coto3a ToXxxe NoSIBUIOCH SSAEPHOE OpYXNe, SIKOHOMUYECKOE U TEXHONOMMYECcKoe NPeBoCxXoacTBO AMEPUKM
B rpaXkaaHCKOW 3KOHOMMKe BbIno HeocnopuMbiM. CornacHo 04HOM N3 OLIEHOK MCTopuKa AHryca
Mapaucona, BBIT Ha gywy HaceneHus B Avepuke B 3,4 pasa npesbiwan BBl Cosetckoro Cotosa B 1950

rogy.

The American Century was just getting started. How, then, could anyone doubt that Providence was on
the side of the Americans, whose country had started as a tiny settlement hugging the Atlantic coast,
spread across a continent, then across the oceans, and then across the world? (Of course that same
delusion had gripped countless great powers before: Rome, Britain, Napoleon’s France, China’s Middle
Kingdom, and many others).

AMepuKaHCKuii BEK TONbKO HavmHancs. Kak e Torga MOXHO 6biri0 COMHeBaTbCS B TOM, 4TO [poBuaeHne
Ha CTOPOHE aMepuKaHLEB, Ybsi CTPaHa HauYMHanach Kak KpoLLeyHoe noceneHve Ha nobepexne
ATnaHTM4YecKoro okeaHa, 3aTeM pacKMHyracb Ha KOHTUHEHTe, 3aTeM 3a OKeaHaMmu, a 3aTeM 1 Mo BCeMy
mMunpy? (KoHeuHo, To e camoe 3abnyxgeHve oxsaTuno 6ecyncrieHHoe MHOXECTBO BENUKMX AepXKaB U1
paHbLie: Pum, Bputanuio, HanoneoHoBckyo ®paHuuio, kutarickoe CpeanHHOe LLapcTBO U MHOMMe

apyruve).

It's worth reflecting on one important skeptical voice at midcentury, somebody who had thought a thing or
two about God’s purpose. Theologian Reinhold Niebuhr, at the moment of America’s rise to global
preeminence, had a foreboding that America’s power would be its comeuppance, that America could be
blinded by its might to its limitations, and even to right from wrong. Niebuhr warned Americans not to
believe in their omniscience and omnipotence.5 He warned about hubris, arrogance, and corruption by
power and wealth as fundamental human traits and weaknesses. He worried that America’s traditional
messianism, its sense of carrying forward God’s mission, and its easy equation of wealth with godliness
would prove to be its undoing.

CTouT nopa3mbICnUTb 06 OAHOM Ba)KHOM CKEMNTUYECKOM roJyloce CepefiHbl BeKa, O YeSI0BEKE, KOTOPbIN
Koe-4To noHnman B boxbem 3ambicrie. Teonor PenHxonbg HUOYp B MOMEHT BOCXOXAEHUST AMEPUKM K
MWPOBOMY rOCMOACTBY NPEAYYBCTBOBAST, YTO MOTyLLECTBO AMEPUKM CTAHET e€ No3opoM, YTo AMepuka
MOXET ObITb OCrenneHa CBOel MOLLb, OCO3HaB CBOM OrpaHUYeHUs U aaxe He OTIIMYMB NpaBUIibHOE OT
HenpasunbHOro. HUbyp npegocTteperan amepukaHLEeB OT BEPbI B CBOE BCE3HAHME U BCEMOTYLLECTBO.5
OH npenynpexgan o ropablHe, BbICOKOMEPUM U KOPPYNLMN, OCHOBAHHOW Ha BriacTu 1 6oraTtcTeBe, kak 00
OCHOBOMOMarawLWmnx YenoBeyecknx Yeptax u craboctax. OH onacancs, 4To TpaguUMOHHOE MECCUAHCTBO
AMepuKM, € cTpemreHne npogokaTe boxbio MUccuio 1 nNérkoe oToXxaecTerneHne doraTcTea
OnaroyecTuem npuBeayT €€ K rmbenu.

In short, Niebuhr presciently warned against the arrogance that came to be part and parcel of American
overseas militarism after World War II. Niebuhr noted that the Calvinist credo that wealth is a sign of
God’s providence created an American culture “which makes ‘living standards’ the final norm of the good
life” and “which regards the perfection of techniques [technology] as the guarantor of every cultural as
well as of every social-moral value.”6 Niebuhr gave this wise warning, one that was not heeded by
American leaders in future generations:
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Today the success of America in world politics depends on its ability to establish community with many
nations, despite the hazards created by pride of power on the one hand and the envy of the weak on the
other . . . [O]ur success in world politics necessitates a disavowal of the pretentious elements in our
original dream, and a recognition of the values and virtues which enter into history in unpredictable
ways.7

Kopoue rosops, Hubyp npo3opnveo npegocteperan OT BbICOKOMEPWS, KOTOPOE CTaro HEOTbEMIEMON
4YacTbl0 aMEPUKaHCKOro 3aMOpPCKOro MunMTapmuamMa nocne Bropoii MupoBon BonHbl. HUGyp oTmevan, 4o
KanbBMHUCTCKOE Kpeao O TOM, 4YTo BoraTcTBo ABMNsieTcd 3HakoM boxbero npoBuaeHns, co3gano
aMepUKaHCKYI0 KyrnbTypy, «KOoTopasi AeraeT ,yPOBEHb XU3HM* OKOHYATENbHON HOPMOW XOPOLLEW XU3HN»
N «KOTOpas CYMTAET COBEPLLUEHCTBO TEXHUKUN [TEXHONOMMM] rapaHTOM BCSKOW KyrnbTYPHOW, a Takke
BCSIKOM coLmManbHO-MOopansHON LeHHocTuy. 6 Hubyp gan cnegyowee myapoe npeaynpexaeHuve,
KOTOpoe He 6bINo yCnbilaHO aMepUKaHCKUMK nuaepamm 6yayLwmnx noKONeHNNn:

CerogHsi ycnex AMepukn B MMPOBOW MOMUTUKE 3aBMCUT OT €€ CNoCOBHOCTH ycTaHaBnmMBaTh COOBLLECTBO
CO MHOTVMW CTpaHaMu, HECMOTPSI Ha ONMACcHOCTUW, Co34aBaemble ropAblHer BNacTu, C O4HOW CTOPOHBI, 1
3aBUCTbIO cnabbix, ¢ Apyrow... [Haw] ycnex B MMpoBOW Nonntrke TpebyeT oTkasa OT NPeTeHLMO3HbIX
3N1EeMEHTOB Hallel U3HavarnbHON MeYThbl U NPU3HaHUSA LEeHHOCTEN 1 AobpoaeTenen, KOTopble BXOOAT B
NCTOPUIO HenpeackasyemMbim obpasom.7

The United States assumed postwar leadership in several fundamental ways. Most creatively, and thanks
to the political genius and vision of Franklin Roosevelt, the United States led the design and launch of the
new United Nations bodies, including the Bretton Woods Institutions (World Bank and International
Monetary Fund), the UN agencies (such as the World Health Organization), and other regional
institutions. Beginning with Roosevelt's administration and continuing with Truman’s, the United States
also came to dominate global finance, providing large-scale development aid, official loans, and private
capital investments for economic development. American companies, in the lead in new technologies,
invested around the world. The dollar decisively replaced the pound sterling at the center of international
finance and payments.

CoeavHéHHble LWTaThl B3sann Ha cebs nocneBoeHHoe NMAEePCTBO HECKONbKMMU DyHAAMEHTanbHbIMM
cnocobamu. Hanbonee TBopyecku, bnarogaps NONMTUYECKOMY FreHMIo 1 NpoBuaeHno ®paHknunHa
Pyssenbta, CoeguHéHHble LLUTaThl BO3rnasmnm paspaboTky 1 3anyck HoBbIx opraHoB OpraHusaumm
O61beanHéHHbIX Hauun, Bkntoyas bpeTTtoH-Byackme nHctutyTol (BcemmnpHbin 6aHk u MexayHapogHbIn
BantoTHbIN dhoHa), areHTcTBa OOH (Takme kak BcemupHasi opraHnsaumsi 30paBooOXpaHeHuns) u apyrme
pervoHarnbHble MHCTUTYTLI. HaunHasa ¢ agmuHucTpauum Py3BenbTa 1 npogormkas agMuHucTpaumei
TpymaHa, CoeguHénHble LLiTaThl Takke cTann JOMUHUPOBATb B MMPOBOW hrHaHCOBON cadhepe,
npefocTaBnas MmaclwTabHyo NOMOLLb B LieNsX passuTus, ouumanbHbie 3aiMbl U YacTHbIE
KanuTanoBOXeHUs Anst 9KOHOMUYECKOro pa3BuUTUS. AMEepUKaHCKne KoMnaHu1, 3aHMMatoLme
nvaupylowme no3uumumn B 06rnacTy HOBbIX TEXHOMNOIMI, MHBECTMPOBanM No BceMy Mupy. [lonnap
peLunTenbHO 3aMeHun OYHT CTEPSIMHIOB B LIeHTPe MeXAyHapoAHbIX (DUHAHCOB U NnaTexen.

Yet internationalism was also matched by building a new security state. The United States invested
heavily in the military and security agencies, eventually building a massive nuclear arsenal, hundreds of
military bases around the world, several powerful intelligence agencies including the CIA, and military
alliances to ensure continued U.S. dominance.

OpHako MHTEepHaLMOHan“3M conpoBoXaarncsa Takke NOCTPOEHNEM HOBOIO rocyaapcTea 6e30nacHoCTU.
CoepuHeHHble LTaTbl BKNaabiBanym 3HaunTemNbHbIE CPEACTBA B BOEHHLIE Y CUMOBbLIE CTPYKTYpPbI, B
KOHEYHOM UTOre co3aB OrPOMHbIN SAEPHbIV apceHarn, COTHU BOEHHbIX 6a3 No BCceMy MUPY, HECKOJbKO
MOLLIHbIX pa3BeblBaTenbHbIX Cry0, Bkntovas LIPY, n BoeHHble coto3bl, obecnednBatoLne coxpaHeHmne
aomuHupoBanus CLLA.

From 1945 to 1991, U.S. foreign policy was structured to prevail in the Cold War. Though the United
States dominated the world economy, the communist bloc led by the Soviet Union formed a rival ideology
and a geopolitical threat. “Containment” of the Soviet Union and of the spread of communism became the
prevailing dogma, yet the concept was interpreted in three very different ways. U.S. exceptionalists
viewed the Soviet Union as an incorrigible superpower intent on world domination, with the United States
as the ultimate bulwark of global freedom. U.S. realists viewed containment in more traditional balance-
of-power terms. Realists had no doubt that the Soviet Union would exploit Western political or military
weaknesses where possible, but they did not believe that the Soviet Union was a juggernaut intent on

24



taking over the world. U.S. internationalists, originally led by FDR himself, but then mainly on the U.S.
political left, believed that the two blocs could not only coexist peacefully but also cooperate in areas of
science, culture, and economic development. This view was rarely ascendant in U.S. foreign policy,
except in brief periods such as 1963, when the United States and the Soviet Union concluded the Partial
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and during periods of détente under Nixon, Ford, and Carter.

C 1945 no 1991 roa BHelwHsA nonutmka CLUA Obina cTpykTyprpoBaHa Takum obpasom, YToObI
o6ecneuntb Nobeny B xonogHom BonHe. Xota CoeanHeHHble LWTaThl JOMUHMPOBanv B MMPOBOM
9KOHOMUKE, KOMMYHUCTUYECKNIA 650K Bo rnaBe ¢ CoBeTcknum Coro30M cchopMUpoBan KOHKYPUPYHOLLLYO
MOEeosiornio 1 NPeAcTaBnsan reononnTnYeckyto yrposy. «CoepxxueaHme» Coetckoro Cotosa u
pacnpocTpaHeHUst KOMMYHU3Ma CTarno rocnoACTBYOLLEN JOrMOM, OOHAaKO 3Ta KOHLIENUWsi TpakToBanach
TPpeMsi COBEPLUEHHO pa3HbiMK cnocobamu. CTOPOHHUKM Teopumn ncknuntensHocty B CLUA
paccmatpuBanu Coetckun Coo3 Kak HEMCMPaBUMYHO CBEPXAEPXKaBY, CTPEMSILLYIOCS K MUPOBOMY
rocnoactsy, a CoeanHeHHble LLUTaTbl — Kak rmaBHbIv onnoT rnobanbHom cBo6oabl. AMepuKaHcKmne
peanucTbl paccMmaTtpuBanu caepxumsaHue B 6onee TpaguumMoHHbIX TepMuHax 6anaHca cun. Peanuctel He
comMmHeBanucb, 4To CoseTckuit Cotod ByaeT ncnonb3oBaTth NONUTUYECKME N BOEHHbIe cnabocTtu 3anapa
Be3ae, rae 310 BO3MOXHO, HO OHM He Bepunu, 4to CoeTckuin Co3 — 3TO rUraHT, CTpeMSILLNIACA
3axBaTUTb MUP. AMEPUKAHCKNE MHTEPHAaLMOHANUCTbI, NepBOHaYanbHO BO3rnaBnsemMble CaMmM
Py3senbtom [enaHo Py3BensTom, HO 3aTeM B OCHOBHOM 13 JIEBOrO Nonutmuyeckoro kpbina CLUA,
cuuTanu, 4to ABa 6rioKa MOryT He TOJIbKO MUPHO COCYLLECTBOBATb, HO 1 COTPYAHUYAThL B 06r1acTu Hayku,
KynbTypbl 1 9KOHOMMUYECKOrO pa3BuTUs. OTa Touka 3peHus peako npeobnagana BO BHELUHEN NOMUTUKE
CLUA, 3a 1CKIto4eHeM KOPOTKMX NepuoaoB, Takmx kak 1963 rog, koraa CLUA n Cosetckuin Coto3
3akno4mnm [1oroBop 0 YaCTUYHOM 3arnpeLleHnn SaepHbIX UCMbITaHWUA, U NEPUOJOB Pa3pPAaKM Mpu
HukcoHne, ®opae n Kaprepe.

It is notable that the conceptual father of containment, George Kennan, bemoaned the exceptionalist
interpretation, believing it to be dangerously hubristic, a naive assertion of America’s unique goodness
and quest for global military dominance that was dangerous, unnecessary, and unachievable. In his 1957
BBC Reith Lectures, just a few years into the containment policy, Kennan put forward the proposition that
a peace settlement regarding Germany, one that recognized Soviet security concerns, could actually
remove the most important causes of the Cold War:

I would know of no basic issues of genuine gravity between Russia and the West other than those arising
directly from the manner in which the recent world war was allowed to come to an end. | am referring here
particularly to the fact that the authority of a united German Government was expunged on the territory of
Germany itself and throughout large areas of Eastern Europe, and the armies of the Soviet Union and the
Western democracies were permitted to meet in the middle of this territory and to take control of it, before
there was any adequate agreement among them as to its future permanent status.8

IMprmeyaTeribHO, YTO KOHLUEeNTyarbHbIN OTew, NONUTUKK caepxmnsaHns hropmx KeHHaH ceToBan Ha aTy
WHTEpMpeTauuio, cunTas €€ onacHoO BbICOKOMEPHOW 1 HAaUBHOW, yTBEpXAasi 006 UCKITHUNTENBHON
pobpogetenv AMepukun n eé€ ctpemneHve K rmobansHoMy BOEHHOMY rocnofcTBy, KOTOpoe Obino
OMnacHbIM, HEHYXXHBIM 1 HegocTwkuMbIM. B cBounx nekuyuax BBC Reith 1957 roga, Bcero yepes HeCKOMbKO
neT nocne Havyana NonuTUKN caepxmBaHus, KeHHaH BbIABUHYM NpeanonoXeHne, YTo MUpHoe
yperynupoBaHue B OTHoLleHun "'epMaHum, npusHatoLee nHtepecekl 6esonacHoctn CCCP, morno Obl
daKTUYeCKn yCTPaHNTb BaXKHeENLLNE NPUYUHBI XONOOHOW BONHBbI:

£ He 3Hal0 HU OHONM OENCTBUTENBHO CepbE3HON NpobneMbl mexay Poccuer n 3anagom, Kpome Tex,
KOTOpble BbiTEKAOT HENOCPEeaCTBEHHO M3 TOro, Kak HeJaBHE MUPOBOW BOMHE MO3BONUIM 3aBEPLUNTLCS.
A nmeto B BMAY, B YAaCTHOCTU, TOT hakT, YTO BriacTb €4UHOIro repMaHCcKoro npaBuTenbcTea bbina
YHUYTOXEHA Ha TEPPUTOPUN camol 'epMaHum 1 Ha obLIMPHBIX TeppuTopusax BoctouHon EBpontl, a
apmuamM CoBeTckoro Coto3a 1 3anagHblx 4eMOKpaTuiA ObINo paspeLleHo BCTPETUTLCS B LIEHTPe 3TON
TeppUTOPUN 1 B3ATb €€ Mo CBOM KOHTPOJSb 40 TOro, Kak MeXay HMMM ObIfio 4OCTUIHYTO ageKkBaTHoe
cornawleHune o e€ dyayliem NocToOAHHOM cTaTyce.

Kennan urged the West to consider one direction for a possible peaceful resolution: the unification of
Germany outside of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), thereby allowing for the mutual
withdrawal from Germany of both NATO troops (in West Germany) and Soviet troops (in East Germany).
Such compromise ideas found little support in the U.S. foreign policy community, and Kennan, though
author of the original containment concept, found himself mostly outside of the mainstream after the mid-
1950s.
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KeHHaH npusbiBan 3anag paccmMoTpeTb OOHO M3 HanpaBfeHU BO3MOXHOIO MUPHOTO YperynupoBaHus:
obbeauHeHne Mepmanum BHe OpraHusdauyun CeepoatnaHtmuyeckoro gorosopa (HATO), yto no3sonuno
Obl OCYLLECTBUTb B3anMHbIV BbIBOA 13 ['epmanHunm kak Borick HATO (13 3anagHon M'epmaHnn), Tak un
COBETCKUX BOMCK (M3 BocTtouHom Mepmanum). MNMogobHble KOMNPOMUCCHbIE MAEeW He Halny Noa4ePXKKN BO
BHelHenonutudeckom coobuwectee CLUA, n KeHHaH, xoTS 1 6bi1 aBTOPOM NepBOHaYarnbHON KOHLENL MK
coepxuBaHus, nocne cepeanHbl 1950-x rogoB okasancs NpakTUYeCcKn BHE MENHCTpUMa.

The postwar U.S. security state had three faces. The public face included the United Nations linkages
and the formal alliances like NATO, designed to keep the peace and to defend against Soviet aggression.
The NATO alliance was established in 1949 mainly to defend against a possible Soviet invasion of
Western Europe. The Federal Republic of Germany, or West Germany, which was formed in 1949 out of
the zones of military occupation by the United States, Britain, and France, became a NATO member in
1955, largely closing the door on a settlement of World War Il along the lines that Kennan envisaged. The
first secretary-general of NATO, Lord Ismay, famously declared that the purpose of NATO was “to keep
the Soviet Union out, the Americans in, and the Germans down.” This meant that NATO would commit
the United States to the defense of Western Europe, would prevent a Soviet invasion, and would
subordinate German military and industrial might to a larger, U.S.-led alliance.

lMocneBoeHHOE amepurkaHckoe rocyaapcTBo 6esonacHocTn nmveno Tpu nuua. MNMybnnyHoe nmuo
BKrtovano cBs3un ¢ OpraHusaumen O6beanHEHHbIX Hauun n dhopmanbHble anbsaHcbl, Takue kak HATO,
Np13BaHHbIe NOAAEPKMBATL MMP U 3awWwmaTh oT coBeTckon arpeccumn. AnbsHc HATO 6bin co3gaH B
1949 ropny, rmaBHbIM 06pa3om, Ans 3alMTbl OT BO3MOXXHOIO COBETCKOrO BTOpXKeHus B 3anagHyto Espony.
depnepaTtuBHas Pecnybnuka Nepmanus, nnn 3anagHas Nepmanus, obpasoBaHHas B 1949 rogy v3 30H
BoeHHoW okkynauum CLUA, Benukobputanum n ®paHumm, ctana yneHom HATO B 1955 rogy, yuto B
3HAYUTENbHON CTEMEHWN 3aKPbINO NyTh K YPErynmpoBaHunio BTopoli MMPOBO BOMHbLI B COOTBETCTBUM C
noesimu KeHHaHa. MNepBbili reHepanbHbi cekpeTapb HATO noppa Vicmeld, kak M3BECTHO, 3asiBUIT, UTO
uens HATO — «aepxatb CoBeTckuii Coto3 BHE, aMepUKaHLIEB — BHYTPU, @ HEMLEB — BHU3Y». JTO
o3Ha4ano, 4yto HATO o6skeT CoeamHeHHble LTaThl 3awmwarts 3anagHyto EBpony, npegotepatut
COBETCKOE BTOPXEHUE M NOAYUHUT HEMELIKYIO BOEHHYIO Y NMPOMBILLMEHHYIO MOLLb 6onee KpynHomy
anbsaHcy nog pykosoactesom CLUA.

The public face of the security state largely maintained an internationalist perspective, aligning the United
States with the United Nations and its new institutions to help promote cooperation when that could be
established. Thus, the United States was leader of the “free world” (backed by the NATO alliance) as well
as the leader of global cooperation through the UN institutions and agencies. Yet when the United States
faced limits within the UN—for example, when opposed by the Soviet Union and its allies—the United
States was hardly shy about asserting national prerogatives despite UN opposition.

My6nuyHbIn 06nKMK rocygapcTea 6€30MacHOCTM B OCHOBHOM COXPaHAN MHTEPHALMOHANMUCTCKYHO
nepcnektuy, obbeanHss CoeanHeHHble LWtaTtel ¢ Opranusaumer O6beanHeHHbIX Haumii n ee HoBbIMUK
WHCTUTYTaMu 4Ns1 COOAENCTBUS pas3BUTUIO COTPYAHMYECTBA, Korga oHo OyaeT BO3MOXHO. Taknum obpasom,
CoeanHéHHble WTtaThl 6binmn nuaepom «ceobogHoro mupax» (Npy nogaepxke anbsaHca HATO), a Takke
nnaepom rnobanbHOro coTpyaHuyecTsa Yyepes MHCTUTYThl 1 areHTcTtBa OOH. OgHako, korga
CoeanHéHHble WTtaThl cTanknBanuck ¢ orpaHndeHunamm sHyTpn OOH, Hanpumep, korga um
npoTtuBocTosn CoeTckuii Co3 1 ero Col3HMKN, OHN 6e3 konebaHui oTcTamBany HaunoHarnbHble
npeporaTuBbl, HeCMOTpA Ha npoTuBoaenctame OOH.

A second, more shrouded face, was in the contested postcolonial world. Would the newly independent
countries swing toward the United States or the Soviet Union? Open warfare, secret CIA operations
including regime changes and assassinations of foreign leaders, and bribes and other inducements were
used to keep countries in the U.S. camp. The CIA, created in 1947, became a secret army of the U.S.
president, carrying out coups, assassinations, and destabilization operations against governments
deemed hostile to U.S. security interests. Alas, the CIA not only poisoned local politics in places where it
intervened but also poisoned the rule of law in the United States, with presidents becoming knowing
accomplices to murder and mayhem.

BTopoe, 6onee ckpbiToe Nuuo, ObINo B CNOPHOM MOCTKOSIOHMANbHOM MUpe. K KOMy CKITOHATCSA HOBbIE
He3aBuCKMble CTpaHbl: kK CoeauHéHHbIM LLTaTam unu k Coetckomy Coto3y? OTKpbITasd BOMHa,
cekpeTHble onepauun LIPY, Bknoyasi CMEHY pexnMoB 1 yOuicTBa MHOCTPaHHbIX NMAEPOB, a Takke
B3ATKM U ApyrMe CTUMYIbl, UCMONb30Banvch Ang yaepxaHus ctpax B narepe CLUA. LIPY, cosgaHHoe B
1947 rony, ctano TarHon apmuen npesvgeHTa CLUA, ocyllecTBnsasi nepeBopoThl, youncTea n onepauum
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no gectabunusauumn NpoTB NPaBUTENBCTB, CHUTABLUMXCH BPaXaebHbIMU MHTepecaM 6e3onacHoCTH
CLIA. ¥YBbl, LIPY He Tonbko OTpaBnsnio MECTHYIO MOMUTUKY TaM, rge OHO BMELUMBAroCh, HO U NoapbiBarno
BEPXOBEHCTBO 3akoHa B CoeanHEHHbIX LLTaTax, cTaHOBACL CO3HATENbHBIMW COYy4aCTHUKaMM YOMNCTB 1
OecnopsaKos.

The third face was the most cynical of the three. Even when Soviet influence was nowhere to be seen,
American interests might be at stake, as when a reform-minded government in Guatemala in the early
1950s decided on land reform to benefit the landless peasants. That was quite enough of a threat for the
American company United Fruit International, which called its U.S. law firm Sullivan and Cromwell in 1954
to mobilize its former associates John Foster Dulles (U.S. secretary of state) and Allen Dulles (director of
the CIA). Soon enough, Guatemala’s reform-minded leader, Jacobo Arbenz, was overthrown. And
Guatemala was hardly alone. With God on its side, the United States would overthrow dozens of leaders
over the coming decades, many by outright assassination, and many in the pursuit of oil, farmlands, and
other commercial benefits rather than anything resembling true national security.

TpeTbe nuuo BbINo cambiM LMHUYHBIM 13 TPEX. [laxke Korga COBETCKOro BNUSIHUS He BbIno BUAHO,
amMepuKaHCKMe MHTepechbl MO BbITb NOCTaBMNEHbI HA KapTy, Kak 3To 6bIno, korga pedopmaropckoe
npaBuTenbLCTBO B BaTemane B Havane 1950-x roqoB peLumno NnpoBecTn 3eMernbHy0 peopmMy B Norb3y
Be33emMenbHbIX KpeCTbsiH. ATOW yrpo3bl ObIN0 BNOMHE AOCTATOYHO A8 aMmepuKaHCkon komnanumn United
Fruit International, koTopasi B 1954 rogy obpatmunacek B CBot topuanyeckyto upmy Sullivan and
Cromwell, 4To6bl MOBMNM30BaTbL CBOMX ObIBLUMX copaTHMKOB [xoHa docTtepa Janneca (roccekpeTtaps
CLWWA) v AnneHa [anneca (aupektopa LIPY). Bckope pedopmatopckuin nuaep MBatemansl Xako6o
ApbeHc 6bin cBeprHyT. M 'BaTemana Obinia B 3ToM He oguHoka. C boxber nomolbto CoeguHEHHbIE
LLtaTbl cBEpPrnM OeCATKM NAEPOB B NOCMNeAyLWmne AECATUNETUS, MHOTUX NyTEM NPAMOro youncTea, a
MHOIMX — B MOTOHE 3a HEdTbt0, CENMbCKOXO3ANCTBEHHLIMN YroaAbSAMU U APYTMMU KOMMEPYECKUMU
BbIro4aMu, a He 3a YeM-TO, HaMOMMWHAKLWMUM HACTOSILLYH HaUMOHanbHyo 6e30nacHoCTb.

What has been the legacy of these three facets of the U.S. security state? The balance sheet is mixed at
best, often quite grim, and in recent years decidedly negative.

Kakoe Hacneame octaBunm 3Tm TpU rpaHn aMeprKaHCKOro rocygapctea 6esonacHoctn? MTorm B nyywiem
Crny4yae HeoOHO3Ha4Hbl, YacTO AOBOMLHO MpaYHbl, @ B MOCreaHne roabl — ONpeaenéHHO HeraTuBHbI.

The most positive part of the new security arrangements, harnessing the United States to the United
Nations, lasted for perhaps twenty years. Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, and Kennedy gave
considerable focus and support to the United Nations and backed its nascent institutions. Of course, all
three also unleashed countless acts of aggression and covert operations wholly contrary to the UN
Charter. Yet by the time of President Nixon, even the priority given to UN decision making began to wane.
Presidents generally sought UN approval when they could get it and acted without it when they could not,
with variations on this theme across U.S. administrations. The internationalists, who had been led by
Franklin Roosevelt’s vision of the UN, gradually lost their hold on U.S. foreign policy. They believed that
the Cold War could be largely avoided by recognizing the Soviet Union’s valid security needs (such as a
peace agreement with Germany), yet this more cooperative view was never really put to the test.

Camas no3uTuBHas 4YacTb HOBbIX Mep 6e3onacHocTu, cesidbiBatollas CoeanHéHHble LLTaTbl ¢
OpraHusauven ObbeamHEHHbIX Hauuin, npocylecTBoBarna, noxanyn, ABaguaTe neT. [Npe3vaeHThbl
TpymaH, dn3eHxayap u KeHHeam yoensanu sHaumMTensHoe BHUMaHne 1 nogaepxky OpraHmsaumm
O6begunHeHHbIX Hauunm n nogaepxuBany e€ 3apoxaaroLmnecs NHCTUTYTbl. KOHeYHO, BCce Tpoe Takke
pa3Bsa3anu 6ecUncrieHHble akTbl arpeccun 1 TarHble onepauun, NONHOCTLIO NPoTUBOpeYaLlme YcTaBy
OOH. OgHako ko BpemeHu npesngeHTa HuKcoHa gaxke npuopuTeT, OTAABaEeMbI MPUHATUIO PELLEHNI
OOH, Havan ocnabeBartb. NMpe3ngeHTbl 00bIYHO Uckany ogobpeHms OOH, koraa Mornm ero NonyYunTb, U
aencTeoBanu 6e3 Hero, Korga He MOrnu, C BapyaLuMsiMy Ha 3Ty TEMY B pasHbix agMuHucTpauuax CLUA.
WHTepHaunoHanucTel, Begomble BugeHnem OOH ®dpaHknvHa Py3BenbTa, NOCTENEHHO yTpaTunm
BNMsiHME Ha BHeLuHo nonutmky CLUA. OHM cuntanu, 4To XonogHOM BOVHbI MOXHO Obino Obi B
3Ha4YUTENbHOW CTeneHn nsbexaTb, Npu3HaB obocHoBaHHbIe NoTpedHocT CoBeTckoro Coto3a B obnactu
©esonacHocTu (Hanpumep, MMPHOE cornalleHne ¢ Fepmanueit), ogHako aTta 6onee koonepaTMBHast
no3muus Tak 1 He Oblna NoABepPrHyTa peanbHOMY UCTbITAHNIO.

America’s core military alliances, with NATO, Japan, Korea, and others, mostly kept the peace, but with
the near-miracle of dodging several close brushes with nuclear war caused by blunders, saber-rattling,
misunderstandings, bluffs, and false alarms. The world was saved, on several occasions, by sheer dumb
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luck and by a few people who had more sense than the “sophisticated” security systems in which they
were embedded.

OcHoBHble BoeHHbIe coto3bl AMepukn — ¢ HATO, AnoHwnen, Kopeen n gpyrumm — B OCHOBHOM
nogaepXXueanuv Mup, HO NnLLb Yya0M n3bexann HECKOMbKNX CTONKHOBEHUN C SAePHON BOMHON,
BbI3BaHHbLIX OLINOKaMu, BpsilaHMemM opyXmem, HeAonoHMMaHueM, 6redomM 1 NoXHOM TpeBoron. Mup
HEeCKOJbKO pa3 crnacana Yvcrasi yaadya U HECKOJIbKO YerloBeK, Y KOTOopbIX Obinio 6onblue 3apaBoro
CMbICIIa, YEM Y KCITOXHbIX» cUCTEM 6e30MacHOCTU, B KOTOPbIE OHW ObINTM BCTPOEHDI.

NATO'’s role after the 1991 dissolution of the Soviet Union has been far more problematic. Despite the
end of NATO’s core mission—to protect Western Europe from a Soviet invasion—NATO not only stayed
in existence but also expanded to the east toward Russia, sounding alarm bells in Russia and stoking a
new Cold War. NATO forces bombed a European capital (Belgrade) in 1999 and flew combat missions in
Libya in 2011 to topple Moammar Khadafy, giving rise to the accusations of dangerous NATO “mission
creep” in the service of American military dominance.

Ponb HATO nocne pacnaga Cosetckoro Cotoza B 1991 rogy okasanack ropasgo 6onee
npobnemaTnyHon. HecmoTps Ha npekpalleHne ocHoBHoM Muccun HATO — sawmntel 3anagHon Esponbl
OT coBeTckoro BTopxeHusi, — HATO He TonbKo Npogosmkano CyLwecTBOBaTh, HO U pacLUMpSAIoch Ha
BOCTOK, B CTOPOHY Poccuu, Bbi3biBasi TpeBory B Poccun 1 pasxurasi HOBYH XONOAHYH BOWHY. Cunbl
HATO 6ombunun eBponeickyto ctonuuy (benrpag) B 1999 roay n BeinonHsanm 6oeBble BbineThl B JInBun B
2011 rogy, 4tobbl cBeprHyTb Myammapa Kagaadwu, 4To nopoanno o6BMHEHNS B ONACHOM «pacnon3aHum
muccum» HATO pagmn OOCTUXEHUS aMepPUKaHCKOro BOEHHOro rocnoacTaa.

The proxy wars worked out far worse. The United States has been in almost nonstop war since 1945.
When facing the Soviet Union, every local fluctuation of power, every war of national liberation, every civil
war, was viewed by the U.S. security state through the Cold War lens. Would a victory by side A or side B
be better for the United States or the Soviet Union? Suddenly, the United States decided it had vital
stakes in every local conflict, whether in Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos in the 1950s—-1970s, Central
America in the 1980s, Africa in the 1980s and 1990s, the Balkans in the 1990s, or the Middle East almost
continuously from the 1970s onward. America notoriously overestimated the unity of “global communism,”
as if every self-proclaimed Marxist state or revolutionary faction in the world was taking direct orders from
Moscow.

BoWiHbI Yy>kuMU pykamu okasanuch ropasgo xyxe. CoeguHeHHble LLTaTbl npakTuyeckn HenpepbiBHO
BoeBanu ¢ 1945 roga. B ycnosusx npotnsocTtosiHug ¢ CoBeTcknm Colo30M Kaxgoe fokanbHoe
konebaHue BracTu, kaxaas BoHa 3a HauMoHanbHOe 0CBODOXAEHME, Kaxaas rpaxaaHckasi BovHa
paccmMaTpvBanncb ameprkaHCKMMM CUITOBLIMU CTPYKTYpPaMm Yepes npruamMy XOno4HOW BonHbI. MNobeaa
CTOPOHbI A nnu cTopoHbl b Obina 6bl nydwe ans CoeanHerHbix LtaToB unu ans Coeetckoro Coto3a?
BHeszanHo CoeanHeHHble LWTaThl pewmnnu, 4To Yy HUX €CTb XXU3HEHHO BaXKHble MHTEePECh! B KaXK40M
rnokanbHoOM KoHpnukTe, 6yab To Bo BoeTHame, Kamboaxe n Jlaoce B 1950-1970-x rogax, B
LlenTpanbHon Amepuke B 1980-x rogax, B Adppuke B 1980-x n 1990-x rogax, Ha bankaHax B 1990-x
rogax unv Ha bnvwxkHem BocToke noutn HenpepbiBHO ¢ 1970-X rogoB. AMepuka nevarnbHO U3BeCTHa
nepeoLIeHKON eaUHCTBA «rnobanbHOro KOMMYHU3May, Kak ByATo KaXgoe caMonpoBO3rialleHHoe
MapKCUCTCKOE rocyAapCTBO UMM PEBOSIOLMOHHAA hpaKLmMs B MUPE BbIMNOSHAMNW NMpsiMble NpuKasbl U3
MockBbl.

There is one overriding lesson from all these proxy wars: No superpower wins, but the locals inevitably
lose, and lose badly. Millions have died at U.S. hands, with very little recognition by Americans of the
carnage they are creating. Most recently, America’s hand in the Syrian war, led secretly by the CIA in
partnership with Saudi Arabia, has been disastrous for Syria. Ten million Syrians have been displaced
and hundreds of thousands have died, with no benefit for Syria’s long-term governance. Yet, despite
America’s devastating role in Syria, most Americans would likely answer that the United States hasn’t
even been at war in Syria, since their newspapers did not cover the covert CIA-Saudi activities.

M3 BCex aTnX BOMH YY>KUMU PyKamMn MOXHO M3BMeYb OOVH [MaBHbIA YPOK: HU OOHa CBepxAepxaBa He
nobexpaeT, HO MECTHbIE XUTENN HeM3beXXHO NPOUrPbIBAIOT, Y NMPOUTPLIBAOT XXECTOKO. MUnnnoHbl
ntogew normbnu ot pyk CLUA, npyn 3TomM amepurikaHubl NPakTUYeCKM He OCO3HaBasN, Kakyto Pe3HI0 OHU
ycTpansatoT. CoBceM HelaBHO BMeLLaTeNnbCTBO AMEPUKM B CUPUNCKYIO BOVHY, TaiHO Begomyto LIPY B
napTHepcTtBe ¢ CaygoBckon Apasueli, obepHynocb ans Crvpumn katacTpodoi. [lecaTs MUNIIMOHOB
cupwuileB ObinNu BbIHYXXOEHbI MOKUHYTb CBOM AOMa, @ COTHM ThiCAY NOrMbnu, He NpUHeCs HUKaKoM Nosnb3bl
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AonrocpoyHomy ynpasneHuto Crupuen. OgHako, HECMOTPS Ha paspywnTenbHy porb AMepukn B Cupun,
DOONbLUINMHCTBO aMepuKaHLUEeB, BEPOATHO, OTBeTUNM bbl, 4To CoeaunHeHHble LLTaTthl gaxe He BoeBanu B
Cwupun, NOCKONbKY KX ra3eTbl HE OCBeLanu TanHyr geatensHoctb LIPY n Caynosckon ApaBun.

The third face—the secretive, self-serving actions by the United States to defend U.S. commercial
interests—has had a very bad yet predictable habit of returning to bite us. Americans have repeatedly
overthrown governments for American financial convenience only to be thrown out later by a subsequent
turn of politics. America’s repeated backing for dictatorships who defend U.S. business interests ends up
being what is called an “obsolescing bargain,” one that may start well (for narrow U.S. commercial
interests) but end badly for the United States in the longer term.

TpeTbs CTOpOHA — CKPbITHbIE, 3roMcTUYHbIe AencTBrs CoeguHeHHbIx LLTaToB no 3awuTe KOMMepYeCKmx
nHtepecoB CLUIA — vMena o4yeHb NMoxyto, HO NpeackasyeMyto NPMBbIYKY BO3BpaLLATbCS M KycaTb Hac.
AMepuKaHLbl HEOQHOKPATHO CBEpranv npaBMTensCcTBa pagn (UHaHCOBOW BbIrodbl, HO 3aTeM Obinn
OTBEPrHyTbl MOCMEAYLWNM NOMMTUYECKM NMOBOPOTOM. [loCcTOsIHHasa nogaepkka AMepukon ankraTtyp,
3awmuarwmx genosble nHTepeckl CLUA, B KOHEYHOM UTOre NpeBpaLLaeTcs B Tak Ha3biBAaeMYHO
«yCcTapeBatoLLyo COENKY», KOTOpas MOXET HauyaTbCs XOPOLLO (AN Y3KNX KOMMEPYECKMX MHTEPECOB
CLA), Ho 3akoH4mTCs nnoxo ang CoeanHeHHbIx LLTaToB B 4ONrOCPOYHOM NepcnekTmBe.

Think of America’s cynical overthrow of Iran’s prime minister Mohammad Mosaddeq in 1953, in order to
defend British and U.S. claims to Iran’s oil. The U.S. installed the Shah of Iran, who ruled with his secret
police until 1979. After that, the United States predictably and understandably became the Great Satan
for the Iranian Revolution that followed. Or think of America’s backing of the corrupt despot Batista in
Cuba, followed by the Cuban Revolution. The list of such blowbacks is long indeed, as I'll explore in
further detail in chapter 6.

BcnomHuTe LumMHUYHOE cBepxeHne Amepurkon npembep-muHucTpa Mpana Moxammaga Mocagabika B
1953 roay, 4TO6bLI 3aWKTUTL NpeTeH3nn BennkobputaHum n CLUA Ha npaHckyto HedpTb. CLUA nocagnnm
waxa MpaHa, koTopbI NpaBun co ceoen TanHon nonuumen go 1979 roga. Nocne atoro CoeanHeHHble
LtaTtel npeackasyemo n NoHATHO ctanu Benuknv CaTtaHon ons nocnefosasLlen 3a atum MpaHckon
pesontounn. Vinu BcnomHuTe noaaepxky AMeprKor KoppyMnupoBaHHoro gecrnoTta batuctel Ha Kybe, a
3atem n KybuHckyto pesontoumto. CMCOK TakMx OTBETHbIX AENCTBUA AeNCTBUTENBHO AMNVHHBIA, 1 S
6onee nogpobHO paccmMoTpio ero B rnase 6.

American exceptionalism turned especially destructive after the end of the Cold War. Since 1992, the
United States has fought several devastating wars—in Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, Libya, Yemen, Somalia,
and elsewhere—without achieving the political outcomes it sought. The link between these wars and the
end of the Cold War is not incidental. Former NATO commander Wesley Clark spelled out the linkage in
several books and interviews. After the first Gulf War in 1991, General Clark dropped into the Pentagon to
see Paul Wolfowitz, the undersecretary of defense for policy at the time. Wolfowitz told Clark that “we did
learn one thing that’s very important” from the Gulf War:

With the end of the Cold War, we can now use our military with impunity. The Soviets won’t come in to
block us. And we’ve got five, maybe 10, years to clean up these old Soviet surrogate regimes like Iraq
and Syria before the next superpower emerges to challenge us . . . We could have a little more time, but
no one really knows.9

AMepuKaHcKasi UCKIIOYUTENBHOCTL CTana 0cobeHHO paspyLUUTENbHON NOCre OKOHYaHUS XONOA4HOM
BoviHbl. C 1992 roga CoeanHeHHble LLUTaTbl BeNYM HECKOMNbKO paspyLUnTernbHbIX BOVMH — B AdraHuctaHe,
Wpake, Cupuu, NMueun, MemeHe, Comanu u aApyrux Mectax — 6e3 JOCTUKEHNS KenaeMblX NofMTUYECKNX
pe3ynbTaTtoB. CBA3b MeXay STMMKU BOMHAMM U OKOHYaHWEM XOJTO4HOW BOVIHbI HE criydanHa. bbiBlimni
komangyrowmn HATO Yacnu Knapk nogpo6Ho onucan 3Ty CBA3b B HECKOJTbKUX KHUrax U UHTEPBbIO.
Mocne nepsow BoviHbl B MNMepcuackom 3anvee B 1991 rogy reHepan Knapk noceTtun lNeHTaroH, 4tobbl
BCTpeTuTbCA ¢ [Nonom ByndoBuuem, TorgaliHiM 3aMecTuTenem MUHUCTpa 060pPOHbI MO MOMUTUYECKNM
Borpocam. Byndosuu ckasan Knapky, 4To «Mbl AeACTBUTESbHO YCBOUINN OOHY OYE€Hb BaXXHYIO Bellb» 13
BOWHbI B [Nepcuackom 3anvee:

C OKOH4YaHMEM XONOOHOW BOWMHbI Mbl TENEPb MOXeM 6e3Haka3aHHO MCMONb30BaTh HALLM BOOPYXXEHHbIE
cunbl. CoBeTbl He MpMAyT, YToObI MOMeLwaTb HaMm. M y Hac ecTb NsATb, MOXET ObITb, AECATb NET, YTOObI
OYNCTUTb 3TU CTapble COBETCKME PEXUMbI, Takme Kak Mpak n Cupus, npexae 4yem nosiBUTCA criefyoLas
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cBepxaepkaBa, koTopasi 6pocuT Ham BbI3OB... Y HAac MOXET OblTb HEMHOIO GOsIbLLIE BPEMEHU, HO HUKTO
TOYHO He 3HaeT.9

Here was the exceptionalist agenda in the hands of a new generation of hard-liners (Wolfowitz, his boss
Donald Rumsfeld, Richard Cheney, and others). America would “clean up” the Middle East through
violent regime change. In truth, it was the old playbook, yet in an especially treacherous part of the world.
And the consequences have demonstrated the sheer hubris and incompetence of the effort.

B pykax HOBOro nokoneHusi CTOPOHHUKOB XECTKoM nNuHumn (Byndoeuua, ero HadanbHuka [loHanbga
Pamcdenga, Puyapga YenHn n gpyrmnx) Obina BonsoLLeHa nporpaMmma UCKIHYNTENbHOCTU. AMepuka
cobupanacbk «3a4ncTuTby BnmkHUn BocTok NyTEM HAaCUNbCTBEHHOWM CMeHbI pexnma. o npaBae roBops,
370 ObIN CTapbIN CLleHapuin, HO B 0COBEHHO ONacHOM pernoHe mupa. W nocnencreus
NPOAEMOHCTPUPOBANM BOMMIOLLYIO BbICOKOMEPHOCTb M HEKOMMETEHTHOCTb 3TUX YCUMNIA.

The Middle East wars not only failed politically but they also cost trillions of dollars, financed largely by
deficit spending and rising public debt. The ratio of U.S. public debt to GDP soared from 34 percent in
2000 to around 76 percent in 2016. In the meantime, America’s reputation in the world plummeted, and
the United States ceased to be viewed as a constructive partner for global problem solving. And in the
midst of the Middle East wars, Wall Street visited a virulent financial crisis on the world, itself produced in
no small part through hubris and financial criminality, again with almost no accountability for the
miscreants.

BoliHbl Ha BnivxkHem BocToke He ToNbko noTepneny NonuTnyeckoe pmacko, HO 1 CTOUIN TPUIFINOHBI
Aonnapos, PUHAHCUPYEMbIX B OCHOBHOM 3a CHET AeULUTHOrO (PUHAHCUPOBAHMUS 1 pacTyLLEro
rocygapctBeHHoro gonra. CooTHowweHue rocygapcteeHHoro gonra CLUA k BBIT pesko Bospocno ¢ 34
npoueHToB B 2000 rogy oo npumepHo 76 npoueHToB B 2016 rogy. Tem BpemeHeM penytauns AMEpuk/ B
Mupe pesko ynana, u CoegmHéHHble LLTaThl nepectany paccMaTpmBaThCs Kak KOHCTPYKTUBHBIV NAPTHEP
B peLLeHun rnobanbHbix npobnem. A B pasrap BoviH Ha BnvxHem BocTtoke Yonn-cTtput Hacnana Ha mup
YKECTOKNI OMHAHCOBbIN KPU3KUC, B HEMAIOM CTENEHWN BbI3BaHHbI BbICOKOMEpPUEM U (OMHAHCOBOW
NPECTYNHOCTbLIO, MPUYEM 3N04EN, ONSATH X, NPaKTUYECKN HE MOHECTV OTBETCTBEHHOCTMW.

For a country steeped in the mythos of global salvation, we have run dangerously off course. American
exceptionalism has guided us into endless war and driven us deeply into debt. Yet just when it's most
crucial that we step back to the internationalist position championed by Roosevelt with the creation of the
United Nations, we are moving in exactly the opposite direction.

[nsi cTpaHbl, norpsasLiein B Mudax o BCeobLLEM CMaceHnn, Mbl OnacHo counmck ¢ nyTn. AMepurkaHckas
MCKIIOYMTENBHOCTL NpuBena Hac kK GeckoHeuYHol BolHe 1 rny6oko B gonrax. OgHako MMeHHo Toraa,
Kora Ham KpaiHe BaXKHO BEPHYTbCS K MHTepHAaLMOHANMCTCKON No3nLmmn, oTcTanBaemol PyssenbTom
npu cosgaHumn OpraHusauun O6beauHEHHbLIX Haumi, Mbl ABUXEMCA B NPAMO NMPOTUBOMNOMNOXHOM
HanpasneHuu.

EXCEPTIONALISM IN THE ERA OF TRUMP

Donald Trump’s “America First” foreign policy represents a new and vulgar strain of American
exceptionalism. It proudly proclaims its intention to maintain U.S. military dominance as the core pillar of
U.S. foreign policy. Trump’s National Security Strategy (NSS) uses the term “overmatch” to signify this
military dominance:

The United States must retain overmatch—the combination of capabilities in sufficient scale to prevent
enemy success and to ensure that America’s sons and daughters will never be in a fair fight. Overmatch
strengthens our diplomacy and permits us to shape the international environment to protect our interests.
To retain military overmatch the United States must restore our ability to produce innovative capabilities,
restore the readiness of our forces for major war, and grow the size of the force so that it is capable of
operating at sufficient scale and for ample duration to win across a range of scenarios.10

BrewHasa nonutrka JoHanbaa Tpamna «AMepuka npexae Bcero» npeacrasnsieT cobor HOBbIV 1
BYINbrapHbI BapyaHT aMepuKaHCKoW nckniovmTensHocTh. OHa ropgo npoBo3rnallaetT HamepeHue
COXpaHnUTb BOeHHoe npeBocxoacTBo CLUA kak ocHoBononararwun NnpuHumn BHewHen nonutukn CLUA. B
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Crtpaterumn HaumoHanbHon 6e3onacHoctn (CHBE) Tpamna gnst 0603Ha4YeHns 3TOro BOEHHOMO
NpeBOCXOACTBA UCMOMb3yeTCs TEPMUH «MPEBOCXOACTBOY:

CoeanHéHHble LLTaTbl 4OMKHBI COXPaHATbL NMPEBOCXOACTBO — COYETaHMe BO3MOXHOCTEN B JOCTAaTOYHOM
MacluTabe, 4TOObI NpeaoTBpPaTUTL YCNeX NPOTUBHMKA U rapaHTMPOBaTh, YTO CbIHOBbS U Jovepu AMEpUKU
Hukorga He B6yayT ydacTBoBaTb B YeCcTHOM 6opbbe. [peBOCXOACTBO YKpennseT Hally AUNIoMaThio 1
no3BonseT Ham POpMUPOBaTL MEXAYHAPOOHY 0GCTAaHOBKY AN 3aLLUMThbl HALLMX MHTepecoB. YToObI
COXpaHUTb BOEHHOE npeBocxoacTBo, CoeanHEHHbIe LLTaThl 4OMKHBI BOCCTAHOBUTL CMOCOBHOCTL
NpPON3BOANTE MHHOBALIMOHHbIE BO3MOXHOCTUW, BOCCTAHOBUTB MOTOBHOCTb HALLMX BOOPYXEHHbLIX CUI K
KPYMHOW BOWHE U YBENMWUYNUTb MX YNCNIEHHOCTb, YTOObI OHU BbINM CNOCOBOHBLI AENCTBOBaThL B AOCTAaTOYHOM
MacLiTabe 1 B Te4eHre JOCTaTOYHO ANUTENbHOro BpeMeHn ans nobeabl B pa3nunyHbix cueHapmsax.10

A fundamental pillar of Trump’s America First exceptionalism is therefore the intention to invest massively
in a new arms race with China, Russia, and other adversaries.

Takum 06pa3om, OCHOBOMONaraLLMM CTOSINOM UCKIoYMTENbHOCTU Tpamna sBNsieTcs HaMmepeHne
MacliTabHO MHBECTNPOBATL B HOBYHO FOHKY BOOpYXeHuii ¢ Kutaem, Poccueid u Apyrumun NpoTUBHUKAMM.

America First introduces several distinctive strains, however. The first is a naked nationalism in a world of
clashing interests. “We are prioritizing the interests of our citizens and protecting our sovereign rights as a
nation,” writes Trump in his cover letter to the new strategy. “A central continuity in history is the contest
for power. The present time is no different,” states the NSS. “China and Russia want to shape a world
antithetical to U.S. values and interests”—antithetical to, not merely competitive with.

OpHako «AMmepuka npexae BCero» NpMBHOCUT HECKOSBbKO OTNNYMTENbHBIX YepT. MNepBasi — 310
HEeNPUKPbLITBIA HALWMOHANM3M B MUPE CTanknBatwLLUXca MHTepecoB. «Mbl oT4aém NpUopuTeT MHTEpecam
HaLLMX rpaXkaaH 1 3allMLLaeM Halln CyBepeHHbIe NpaBa Kak Hauuny», — nuweT Tpamn B
COMpOBOANTENBHOM NUCbME K HOBOW CTpaTernn. « nmaBHast NPEEMCTBEHHOCTb MCTOpPUM — 3TO Gopbba 3a
BnacTb. HacTosilee Bpems He sBnisieTca ucknoveHnem», — rosoputca B CHB. «Kutanm n Poccusa xotart
chopMmnpoBaTb MMp, NPOTUBOPEYaLLnI LeHHOCTAM 1 nHtepecam CLUA» — npoTrBopeyalmn nm, a He
NPOCTO KOHKYPUPYIOLLUA C HAMWN.

The second is racism. America First is really White America First. Trump’s electoral campaign against
“Mexican rapists” and “Muslim terrorists,” his failures to denounce American white supremacists, his
attack on immigration to the United States from “shithole” countries including Haiti and African nations, his
call for more immigration from countries like Norway, all play directly to his electoral base: older, less-
educated, white Americans.

BTopas — pacusm. «AMepuka npexae Bcero» Ha camomM gene o3HavaeT «benas Amepuka npexae
Bcero». N3bupatensHas kamnaHmsa Tpamna NpoTUB «MEKCUKAHCKMX HACUITBHUKOB» U « MYCYrIbMaHCKMX
TEpPPOPUCTOB», Er0 HECMOCOOHOCTb OCYAUTb aMEePUKaHCKMX CTOPOHHMKOB NpeBocxoacTBa 6enon pacel,
ero Hanagku Ha ummurpaumio B CLLUA 13 «BOHIOUMX» CTpaH, BKoYasa [anTtu n acdprkaHckne CTpaHbl, ero
NPU3bIB K YBEMUYEHNIO UMMUTPALMN N3 TaKUX CTpaH, kKak Hopeernsa, — Bce 370 Hanpsamyto urpaet Ha pyky
€ro anekToparty: NoXunblM, MeHee 0bpa3oBaHHbIM BernbiM aMmepukaHuam.

In this regard, Trump is part of a worldwide wave of antiimmigrant and racist politics stoked by the large-
scale migration and refugee movements of the past quarter century. Trump also represents the latest
virulent outbreak of America’s long history of racism. As | recount in chapter 17, America’s 1924
Immigration Act was indeed designed to spur immigration from the Nordic countries. Not surprisingly, it
was much appreciated by Hitler and the Nazi immigration lawyers.

B aToM OTHOLLEHUN Tpamn gBNAeTCH YacTbio MUPOBOM BOSTHbI aHTUMMMUIPAHTCKOW U PaCUCTCKOM
NONMUTUKK, NOAOrPEBAEMON MaCLUTAOHLIMU MUTPALNOHHBIMU Y BEXEHCKUMUN OBKEHUSIMU NOCNEOHEN
4YeTBEPTM Beka. Tpamn Takke npeacraBnseT cobor NocneaHo ONacHy BCMbILLKY JONTOA UCTOPUK
pacuama B Amepuke. Kak s pacckasbiBato B rnaee 17, 3akoH 06 nmmurpaumm 1924 roga 6bin
OeNCTBUTENBHO pa3paboTaH Ans CTUMyNMpoBaHMsa MMMUrpauum n3 ctpaH CesepHon EBponbi.
HeynmBuTensHO, YTO OH GbiN BbICOKO OLLEHEH TMTNEPOM M HALMCTCKUMU MMMUTPALMOHHBIMW KOPUCTaMW.
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The third distinctive strain of America First exceptionalism is economic populism, albeit of a Trumpian
variety. Populism, in name, means an appeal to the average person, the “common man and woman,”
against special interests. | have no problem, and indeed | have much sympathy, with this sentiment.
Where populists like Trump go wrong is that they stir their followers with simplistic diagnoses and
promises that they cannot fulfill. Then, to try to rescue themselves, they usually raid the treasury, with
deficit spending to eke out more time in power. They typically fall from power when their promises of
higher living standards fail to materialize, and the budget deficits produce high inflation or a solvency
crisis.

TpeTbs oTNNYMTENbHAS YepTa UCKITIOUNTENBHOCTU «AMEpUKa Npexae BCEro» — 3TO SKOHOMMUYECKNIA
nonynuam, NycTb M TPaMMOBCKOro Toska. lNonynunam, no cytn, o3HavyaeT obpalleHne K cpeaHemMy
YEenoBEKY, KNPOCTOMY MY>XUYMHE U XXEHLUUHEY, B NPOTUBOBEC 0COBLIM UHTEpPEecaM. A He BuXKy npobrem u,
©onee TOro, 04eHb COYYBCTBYO 3TOMY HacTpoeHuto. Owmnbka nonynucToB BpoAe Tpamna 3akniovaeTcs B
TOM, YTO OHU Pa3’XKUratoT CBOUX CTOPOHHUKOB YMNPOLLEHHBIMU AnarHo3amm 1 obeLaHnsamm, KoTopble Te He
B COCTOSIHUM BbINOMHUTbL. 3aTeM, NbiTasiCb cnactn cebsl, oHM 0BbIYHO ONYCTOLLAKOT Ka3Hy, UCMOMb3ys
aevumnTHble pacxobl, YTOObI NpoaAnNUTb cBoe npebbiBaHue y Bnactn. O6bIMHO OHM NULLIAKOTCA BNacTu,
Korga nx obeLLaHms NOBbILLEHUS YPOBHS XXM3HN HE BOMNJSIOLLAIOTCA B XXM3Hb, @ OloaxXeTHbIN geduunT
NPUBOAMUT K BbICOKON MHMMASILMM UK KPU3UCY NIaTEXECNOCOBHOCTH.

Trump’s economic populism has some important distinctive elements. First, unlike typical populism,
Trump’s policies are benefiting mainly the rich rather than his working-class base of voters. A truly
populist tax cut would have given most of the benefits to workers and their families, not to wealthy and
powerful corporations, as is in fact the case. As is often the case with economic populists, Trump’s tax cut
will increase the budget deficit, putting added strains on future budgetary policies and inflation.

OKOHOMMYECKU nonynuam Tpamna uMeeT psag BaXHbIX OTNIMYUTENBHbIX YepT. Bo-nepBbix, B 0OTAnymne ot
TUNUYHOTO Nonynuama, nonuTuka Tpamna BbirogHa B OCHOBHOM GoraTtbiM, a He ero anekropaTy 13
pabouyero knacca. [lo-HacTosiLeMy NonyfMCcTCKOE CHMXKEHME HANOroB NPUHECTO Obl 6ONbLLUYO YacTb
BbIroAbl paboymm 1 UX ceEMbSIM, a He BoraTbIM 1 BUSATENbHLIM KOPNopaUMsiM, Kak 3TO MPoMcXoauT Ha
camom gerne. Kak aTo 4acto 6biBaeT C SKOHOMUYECKMMUM NMOMNYNMCTaMK, CHUXKEHNE Hanoros TpamMnom
yBeENMUUT aecmumnt GrogxkeTa, co3aaB OOMNOMHUTENBbHYO Harpy3ky Ha OyayLlyo GHOMKETHYHO NONUTUKY U
NHIALMIO.

Second, Trump’s economic populism takes aim at foreigners, further shielding America’s own rich from
scrutiny and fiscal accountability. Trump has told his working-class followers that their travails are due
mainly to illegal migrants and overseas Mexican and Chinese workers, all of whom, Trump claims, have
taken the jobs of hardworking (mainly white) Americans. They’ve gotten away with it, according to Trump,
because American trade negotiators have given away the store to Mexico, China, and other foreign
countries. As | explained in Building the New American Economy, Trump’s view is nonsense.11

Bo-BTOpbIX, 9KOHOMUYECKUI NonynuaMm Tpamna HaueneH Ha MHOCTpaHLUeB, elwé 6onblue orpaxaas
BoraTbix amepukaHLieB OT NPUCTaNbHOro BHUMaHus 1 (hHaHCOBOW OTBETCTBEHHOCTU. Tpamn 3asBun
CBOWMM CTOPOHHMKaM 13 paboyero knacca, 4to ux 6efbl B OCHOBHOM CBSi3aHbl C HeneranbHbIMK
MUrpaHTamm n 3apybexxHbIMU MEKCUKAHCKUMU Y KUTaUCKUMKU paboyvrMm, KOTOpble, MO YTBEPKAEHNIO
Tpamna, oTHANW y TpyAontobmBbIX (B OCHOBHOM Gernbix) amepukaHueB paboTy. Mo cnosam Tpamna, nm
3TO COLLMO C PyK, MOTOMY YTO aMepUKaHCK1e TOproBble NeperoBOpLLMKM CAINLLKOM MHOFO€ YCTYMumu
Mekcuke, Kutato n gpyrum 3apybexHbsiMm cTpaHaMm. Kak s 06bacHAN B kHure « CTpomTensCcTBO HOBOM
aMepuKaHCKOM 3KOHOMUKN Y, Touka 3peHust Tpamna 6eccmbicrieHHa. 11

Yes, trade has opened the gap between rich and poor in the U.S. economy, not because of unfair trade
practices abroad or bad trade negotiations but because the United States exports capital-intensive goods
in return for labor-intensive imports from abroad. The expansion of this kind of trade indeed widens
inequality in the United States, but the correct response is to keep trade open (which enlarges the overall
U.S. and world economy) while redistributing income from America’s rich to the poor, a solution that runs
diametrically opposite to Trump’s policies of aiding the rich at the expense of the poor.

[a, Toproens npueena k yBenuyeHuto paspbisa mexay 6oratbiMun 1 6egHbiMu B 3koHoMmuke CLLUA He un3-
3a HecnpaBeasMBOl TOProBoOW NPaKTUKL 32 pyBeoM M MIOXMX TOProBbIX NEPEroBopoB, a U3-3a Toro,
yto CoeamnHeHHble LLTaTbl 3KCNOPTUPYIOT KanuTarioemkme ToBapbl B 06MeH Ha TpygoeMKMin MMNopT 13-3a
pybexa. PaclumpeHne Takoro poga TOprosnm AeNCTBUTENbHO YBENNYMBAET HEPABEHCTBO B
CoeauHeHHbIx LLUTaTax, Ho NpaBunbHasi peakumst 3akno4YaeTcs B TOM, YTOObl COXpaHUTb OTKPbITOCTb
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TOProBnu (4To paclumpsieT obuyyo akoHoMuky CLUA n mupa) n nepepacnpeaennTb AoxXoabl OT boraTbIx
AMepukn kK 6eHbIM, UTO SBMSIETCA pelleHneM, AMaMeTparnbHO NPOTMBOMOMOXHbLIM NonuTuke Tpamna,
HanpaBIieHHOW Ha NoMoLb GoraTbiM 3a c4HeT OeaHbIX.

All of this raises an ultimate question. For whose benefit is America First? Is the arms buildup really
designed to promote U.S. national security? Is the sale of hundreds of billions of dollars of armaments to
Middle Eastern nations really designed to promote peace? Was the 2017 tax cutting really designed to
boost living standards of average households? Is the emerging economic war with China really to raise
the well-being of typical Americans?

Bcé a1o nogHMMaeT rnaBHbIN BONPOC. B YbnX nHTEpecax AencTBYeT NpHUMN «AMepurKa npexae
Bcero»? [1ecTBUTENbHO NN HapallyBaHe BOOPYKEHWI HaMpaBneHo Ha YKpeneHne HaunoHanbHom
©6esonacHocTn CLLUA? [JecTBMTENBHO N NpoAaxa opyxus cTpaHam brivkHero BocToka Ha cOTHM
MUNNMapAoB 4ONNapoB HanpasneHa Ha nogaepkaHve mupa? JencTBUTENBHO NN CHKEHNE HAmnoros B
2017 rogy 6bIn0 HaNpaBneHo Ha NOBLILLEHNE YPOBHS XU3HU CPEAHECTAaTUCTUYECKMX JOMOXO3SINCTB?
[encTBnTENBLHO N Ha3peBarLLas KOHOMUYeckasi BoviHa ¢ Kutaem HanpaBneHa Ha MoBbILLEHNE
©narocoCTosIHUSA TUMUYHBIX aMepUKaHLEeB?

Perhaps the one overriding truth of America politics in recent decades is the overarching political power of
the main corporate lobbies: the military-industrial complex, Wall Street, Big Oil, and Big Health Care.12
Perhaps the best way to understand Trump’s economic policies is to focus not on his populist rhetoric but
on the interests of the powerful corporate lobbies. The tax cuts and anti-environmental actions of the
Trump administration certainly favor Big Oil, Wall Street, the military-industrial complex, and Big Health
Care. In the name of populism, we see a policy of corporatism—putting the companies, not America, first.
As with most populisms, Trump’s variety is almost sure to breed significant disappointment among
Americans, including Trump’s own political base.

Bo3MoxHoO, rmaBHas NCTMHa amepuKaHCKOW MONUTUKU NOCNEeAHUX OECATUNETUI 3aKnyaeTcs B
BCEOOBLEMNMIOLLEN MONMTUYECKON BNACTM OCHOBHbIX KOPMOPATUBHBIX TO6O6UCTOB: BOEHHO-
NPOMBILLIIEHHOTO KOMMIeKkca, YOnn-cTpuT, KpYnHbIX HEMTAHbLIX KOMMaHWUIA U KPYNHOro
30paBooxpaHeHnst. 12 BoaMoxxHO, nyywmin cnocob NOHSATbL S3KOHOMMUYECKYO NONUTKKY Tpamna —
COCPEeAOTOUNTBLCS HE Ha ero NonynncTCKON PUTOPUKE, @ Ha MHTepecax BNMATENbHbIX KOPNOPaTUBHbIX
no66ucToB. CHUXEHNE HanoroB 1 aHTUIKOOrMYeckne AencTBUS aaMUHUCTpaummn Tpamna, 6e3ycrnoBHO,
BbIFOAHbI KPYMHbIM HE(PTAHBIM KOMNAHNSAM, YOR-CTPUT, BOEHHO-NPOMbILLIIEHHOMY KOMMIEKCY U
KpynHoOMYy 34paBoOXpaHeHuto. Bo nms nonynuama mbl BUAMM NOMUTUKY KOpriopaTyBr3ma, CTaBsLLyo Ha
nepBoe MecTo KoMnaHuu, a He AMepuky. Kak n 60nbLUIMHCTBO NOMYNMCTOB, BapuaHT Tpamna noytu
HaBepHsiKa BbI30BET 3HAYMTENbHOE pa3ovapoBaHue cpean amepuKkaHLUeB, BKITIOYasa NonmMTnyeckyo 6asy
camoro Tpamna.

American exceptionalism today is more than ever divorced from reality. This is a hard truth, and one that
many Americans are not yet willing to accept—as evidenced by the unexpected electoral success of
Trump’s rallying cry to “make America great again.” For Trump and the exceptionalists like him, the
United States is still the unrivaled and unmatched global superpower. America’s economy is still number
1, as long as the unfairness of foreigners is checked and brought under control. In truth, the remedies for
America’s security and economic needs lie not in bashing foreigners, expanding the arms race, cutting
corporate taxes, or increasing the budget deficit. The real answers lie in global cooperation; a boost of
critical investments at home in education, skills, technology, and environmental protection; and more help
for the poor, paid for by more tax collections, rather than yet another round of tax cuts, and by savings
from a bloated military budget.

AMepuKaHCcKasa NUCKMIOYUTENBHOCTb CEroAHSA Kak HUKOraa Aarneka oT peanbHOCTU. OTO cypoBasi NpaeBaa,
KOTOPYK MHOIMMEe aMepyKaHLbl MoKa He rOTOBbI MPUHSATL, O YeM CBMAETENbCTBYET HEOXMAAHHbIN
anekToparnbHbIi ycnex nodyHra Tpamna «caenatb AMepuky cHoBa Benukon». [Ana Tpamna n Takux, kak
OH, CTOPOHHMKOB UCKMNoUUTENbHOCTM, CoeauHeHHble LLUTaThl No-npeXHeMy OCTarTCA HENPEB30MOEHHON
N HENpeB30MOEHHOW MUPOBON CBEpXAepKaBon. QKOHOMMKA AMepUKU No-npexHemMy HoMmep 1, noka
HecnpaBeANMBOCTbL MHOCTPaHLIEB OyaeT caepxaHa v B3siTa nog KOHTponb. 1o npaege roBopsi, cpeacTea
ans obecnevyeHnst 6e30NacHOCTM U SKOHOMUYECKNX NOTpeObHOCTen AMEPMKIN 3aKmnoYalTcs He B
Hanagkax Ha UHOCTPaHLIEB, PaCLUMPEHUN FTOHKM BOOPYXXEHWUIA, CHUXKEHMM KOPNOPaTUBHbBIX HANoroB Unu
yBenuyeHun 6rogkeTHoro geduumra. PeanbHble OTBETHI NiexaT B rnobdanibHOM COTPYOHUYECTBE;
YBENUYEHUN KPUTUYECKM BaXKHBIX MHBECTULMIA BHYTPU CTpaHbl B 06pa3oBaHne, HaBbIkM, TEXHOTOTUN 1
3aLLNTY OKpyKatoLLen cpeabl; 1 6ornbLue NomMoLLm 6eHbIM, OMMayYeHHON 3a CHET YBENNYEHUS HArNOroBbIX
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MOCTYMMEHUiA, a He 0YepeaHOro payHaa HanoroBbIX COKpPaLLEHWU, 1 SKOHOMUM Pa3ayToro BOEHHOMO
OtogxkeTa.

3 THE ERA OF GLOBAL CONVERGENCE

In book four of The Wealth of Nations, published in 1776, Adam Smith described the early events of
globalization that commenced with Christopher Columbus’s discovery of the sea route from Europe to the
Americas in 1492 and Vasco da Gama'’s voyage from Europe to India in 1498. “The discovery of America,
and that of a passage to the East Indies by the Cape of Good Hope, are the two greatest and most
important events recorded in the history of mankind,”1 wrote Smith. History has vindicated Smith’s
judgment. It is our generation’s fate to usher in another fundamental chapter of globalization, one that
requires a rethinking of foreign policy by the United States and other world powers.

B ueTBépToON KHUre «boraTcTBa Hapoa4oBy, onybrmkoBaHHon B 1776 rogy, Adam CMuT onucan paHHue
cobbITMA rmobanu3aumm, HavaBLMecs ¢ OTKpbITMSA Xpuctocdopom KonymGom mopckoro nytu us Esponbl B
Amepuky B 1492 rogy n nnaBaHus Backo ga Nambl n3 EBponbl B UHauto B 1498 rogy. «OTKpbITUE
Amepukn 1 npoxoga B OcT-MHamo yepes mbic Jobpon Hagexabl — aBa BenMyaniLmx U BaKHENLLMX
coObITVA B MCTOpMM YenoBedecTBay, — nucan Cmut. Vctopua nogtesepauna npasoty Cmuta. Hawemy
MOKOJIEHMIO CYXXAEHO OTKPbITh HOBYHO (byHAaMeHTanbHyto rnaey rnobanvsauun, kotopas notpedyet
nepeocmMmbICneHns BHelHen nonutnkn CoeanHEHHbIX LLUTaTtoB 1 Apyrnx MUpOBbLIX AEPKaB.

Smith noted that globalization should raise global wellbeing, “by uniting, in some measure, the most
distant parts of the world, by enabling them to relieve one another’s wants, to increase one another’'s
enjoyments, and to encourage one another’s industry.” Smith believed that international commerce and
the “mutual communication of knowledge” (the international flow of ideas and technology) would hasten
that day of equality.

CmuT oTmeyan, yto rmobanusaumns oMmkKHa cnocobCTBOBaTL MOBbLILLEHWIO MUPOBOrO 61arocoCcTosIHKS,
«0bbeaunHss, B onpedenéHHon Mepe, camble yaanéHHble YacTu cBeTa, No3Bonss UM YOOBNETBOPSATh
noTpebHOCTN Apyr Apyra, yBenuyunesaTtb yA0BOMbCTBUSA APYr Apyra U NooLwpaTb Tpyaontobue apyr
apyra». CMUT cuuTan, 4to MexayHapoaHasi TOProBns U «B3aUMHbI OOMEH 3HAHUAMUY»
(MexayHapoaHbIi 0OMEH NAesMU U TEXHOMOTUSIMWN) YCKOPST HAacTyMNieHNe OHS paBeHCTBa.

Smith did recognize that, in the first wave of globalization following the voyages of Columbus and da
Gama, the native populations of the Americas and Asia suffered because Europe’s “superiority of force”
enabled the Europeans to “commit with impunity every sort of injustice,” including enslavement and
political domination. Yet Smith also foresaw a future era in which the native populations “may grow
stronger, or those of Europe grow weaker” to arrive at an “equality of courage and force” that could lead
to a mutual “respect for the rights of one another.”

CmMuT npusHaBsar, 4YTo B XOA4Ee NepBov BOMHbI rnobann3aumm, nocrneaoBaBLUen 3a NyTewwecTBUsIMm
Konymba v ga Nambl, KOpeHHOe HaceneHne AMepukn 1 A3un cTpagano, NOCKOMbKY «NPeBOCXOACTBO B
cvune» EBponbl no3sonsno esponenyam «besHakasaHHO CoBepLUaTb BCEBO3MOXHbIE
HecnpaBeAnMBOCTMY», BKItoYas nopabolleHve u nonmtnyeckoe rocnoactso. OgHako Cmut Takke
npegsugen 6yayLuyo anoxy, B KOTOPOW KOPEHHOe HacerneHne «MOXeT CTaTb CUNbHee, a eBponenckoe —
cnabeey, 4TOObI 4OCTMYb «PABEHCTBA MY>KECTBA M CUSbI», KOTOPOE MOrNo Obl NPMBECTU K B3aVMHOMY
«YBa>KEeHUI0 Npas Apyr apyrar.

In short, Adam Smith foresaw a world in which global trade and the flow of ideas would enrich all parts of
the world, not just the European powers that initiated globalization, or the North Atlantic (Western Europe,
the United States, and Canada) that first industrialized and dominated the world economy and geopolitics
during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

Kopoue rosops, Agam Cmut npegsmaen mup, B KOTOPOM rrobansHas Toproens u obmeH ngesamun 6yayt
oborawatb BCE YacTu CBETA, @ He TONbKO EBPOMNENCKMEe AepKaBbl, MHALMMPOBaBLUKE rrobanunsauuio,
unun CesepoaTnaHTuyeckun pernoH (3anagHasa Eespona, CLUA n KaHaga), koTopbii NepBbiM OCYLLLECTBUIM
WHOYyCTpManuaaLmio 1 JOMVHMPOBAN B MMPOBON 3KOHOMUKE 1 reononutuke B XIX n XX Bekax.
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Smith’s vision has arrived. Our generation is at a cusp of history, in which centuries of European (and
later American) global ascendancy are now being counterbalanced by the rise of “native populations” in
Asia, Africa, the Middle East, and the Americas. U.S. foreign policy during the past seventy-five years,
and arguably during the past 125 years, has been premised on a world economy led by the North Atlantic
region, meaning Western Europe and the United States. That kind of North Atlantic globalization is now
reaching an end. The tensions we see now around the world are symptomatic of the passing of the old
order.

MpoBuaeHne Cmuta cObinock. Halle nokoneHne HaxoaUTCst Ha NepPenoMHOM 3Tane UCTopuwn, Koraa
CTONeTnst eBPOMNENCKOro (a no3gHee n aMepuKaHcKoro) rmobansHoro rocnoacTea Tenepb
YPaBHOBELLMBAKOTCHA POCTOM «KOPEHHOrO HaceneHunsa» B Asnn, Adpuke, Ha brnvkHem BocToke un B
Amepuke. BHewHsasa nonutmka CLUA B TedeHne nocnegHux ceMmaecsiti naTu NeT, a BO3MOXHO, U B
TeyeHne nocnegHunx 125 net, OCHOBbIBanack Ha MMPOBOW 3KOHOMMKE, BEAYLLYIO POfib B KOTOPOW UrpaeT
CeepoaTnaHTU4eckun permoH, To ectb 3anagHas Espona n CLUA. Takas ceBepoaTnaHTuyeckas
rnobanusaumst NoaxXoauT K KOHLY. HanpspkeHHOCTb, KOTOPYIo Mbl Habrnogaem cervac BO BCEM MUpe,
ABNAETCA CUMNTOMOM ynajKa CTaporo nopsiaka.

It is useful to chart the changing shares of the world’s population and output from 1500 until 2008, as
estimated by historian Angus Maddison. This is done in figure 3.1 for population, and figure 3.2 for output,
for two major groups: the West and Asia. The West is defined here as Western Europe plus four “Western
offshoots” (Maddison’s phrase): the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. Asia includes
East Asia, South Asia, Western Asia, and Central Asia.

lMones3Ho cocTtaBuTb rpadmnk M3AMEHEHUSA oNnen HaceneHnsa n npoussoacTea B mupe ¢ 1500 no 2008 rog,
cornacHo oueHkam nctopvka AHryca MapgamcoHa. 3710 noka3aHo Ha pucyHke 3.1 ons HaceneHus u Ha
pucyHke 3.2 Ans NpoM3BOACTBA AnNs ABYX OCHOBHbIX rpynn: 3anaga v Asun. 3anaj 3gech onpegensiercs
kak 3anagHast EBpona v 4yeTbipe «3anagHblX OTBETBNEHUSA» (N0 BblpaxxeHuto MagancoHa): CoeanHeHHble
LWraTel, KaHaga, ABcTpanust 1 HoBasi 3enaHams. Asus BkrtodaeT BocTounyto Asuto, KOxHyto Asnto,
3anagHyto Asunto 1 LleHTpanbHyo Asuto.

The main point is this. In 1500, Asia was home to roughly two-thirds of the world’s population and two-
thirds of the world’s output. The world was overwhelmingly poor and rural, and the world’s populous
agrarian empires were in East and South Asia. By 1913, following a century of Western industrialization,
the world economy was now mostly in the West, which hosted a remarkable 54 percent of global output
with only 20 percent of the world’s population. Asia’s share of the world economy had declined
precipitously, to only 25 percent of global output despite having 55 percent of the world’s population.

maBHoe 3aknoyaeTcs B cnegyowem. B 1500 rogy B A3um npoxuBano NnpyMepHO [Be TPeTW HaceneHus
MuMpa 1 NPOM3BOAMITOCH ABE TPETU MUPOBOro Npon3BoAcTBa. Mup Obin kpanHe 6egHbIM U CENbCKUM, a
camble TyCTOHaceneHHble arpapHble umnepun Mmupa pacnonaranmce B BoctouHon n KoxHonm Asmn. K
1913 rogy, nocne croneTus 3anagHon MHAyCTpManusaummn, MMpoBasi 3kKOHOMKKa Tenepb bbina
cocpenoToyeHa NpeMMyLLecTBeHHO Ha 3anaje, Ha 4O KOTOPOro NpuMxoAunnoch Lenbix 54% mupoBoro
npomn3soAacTea npu Becero nuwb 20% HaceneHus mvpa. Jons A3un B MMPOBOW 39KOHOMUKKE Pe3KO
cokpaTtunack, CocTaBmB BCero 25% M1poBOro Npon3BoacTBa, HECMOTPS Ha TO, YTO Ha Hee NPUXOAUIOCH
55% HaceneHus mupa.

While the age of discovery and commerce after Columbus gave Europe footholds in Asia and led to
European conquests of the Americas, it was the Industrial Revolution that began in England around
1750—ushered in by the steam engine, large-scale steel production, scientific farming, and the
mechanization of textiles—that truly created the Western-led global economy. By 1900, the world
economy was largely in Europe’s hands, both economically and politically. Asia was still the center of the
global population, but no longer of the world economy.

B 10 BpeMA KaK anoxa BEJIMKUX reorpad)l/lquKMx OTKprTI/II7I 1 TOproesu nocne KonyM6a obecneynna
EBpone OMNOpPHble MYHKTbI B Asnn n npueena K eBponeMCKomy 3aBoOeBaHUO AMepMKI/I, MMEHHO
NpOMbILUTIEHHAA peBoJ1loUNA, HA4YaBLLUAACA B AHrnum okono 1750 roga, o3HaMeHoBaHHaA MNOsIBIIEHNEM
ﬂapOBOI7I MaLUVHbI, prrIHOMaCLLITGGHbIM npon3BoACTBOM CTalln, Hay4HbIM 3emMrnenennem n
MexaHu3aumen TEKCTUITbHON NPOMbILUITEHHOCTMN, CbaKTI/I‘-IeCKM cosgana MMpoByrHO 3KOHOMUKY,
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Bosrnaesnsiemyto 3anagom. K 1900 roay MmmpoBasi 3kKOHOMMUKA B 3HAYUTENbHOW CTENEHW HaX0o4uMnach B
pykax EBporbl, Kak B 3KOHOMUYECKOM, TakK 1 B NMONIMTUYECKOM NriaHe. A3us No-npexHemy octaBanach
LIEHTPOM MMPOBOIO HACemNeHMs!, HO y>ke He Oblfna LLEHTPOM MUPOBOWN SKOHOMMUKN.

Note specifically what had happened to China. According to the estimates, China’s share of the world
economy was as high as 33 percent in 1820 but only 9 percent by 1913. By 1950, after four decades of
revolution, civil war, and invasion by Japan, China’s share of world output had sunk to just 5 percent,
probably the lowest in 2,000 years.

O6patuTe ocoboe BHMMaHME Ha To, 4YTo nponsowso ¢ Kutaem. CornacHo oueHkaMm, gons Kntas B
MUpOoBOW 3KkoHOMUKe gocturana 33% B 1820 roay, Ho k 1913 rogy coctaBuna Bcero 9%. K 1950 rogy,
nocne YeTbipEX OeCATUNETUN PEeBOSTIOLNN, FPaXK4aHCKOW BOVHbI U BTOPXeHNsa AnoHuu, gonsa Kutas B
MVPOBOM MPOM3BOACTBE ynana o Bcero 5%, 4to, BEPOSITHO, SABMSETCA CaMbiM HU3KUM MokasaTenem 3a
nocneaHue 2000 ner.

Britain was the first industrial nation, and the British Empire (including the United Kingdom, Canada,
Australia, India, and other imperial possessions) dominated the world economy during the nineteenth
century. The economic rise of Britain plus its empire is charted in figure 3.3. There | show the share of
world output accounted for by Britain and its empire, alongside the share of the United States. The British
Empire constituted the largest economic bloc in the world until the eve of World War I, when the United
States equaled the empire in overall size. From the next century, the United States became the largest
economy in the world, until it was overtaken by China in 2014 (according to IMF estimates).

BpuTaHusa 6bina nepeBow MHAYCTpUansHoOW aepxaBon, a bputaHckas nmnepus (Bkntodas CoeguHEHHOe
KoponesctBo, KaHagy, AscTtpanuio, HOuo 1 aApyrne nvnepckmie BnageHns) JOMnHMpoBarna B MMPOBON
3koHOMMKe B XIX Beke. QkOHOMUYECKMI pocT BenmkobputaHum n eé nmnepum npefcrtaBrieH Ha pUCYHKe
3.3. Tam 5 nokasbiBao 4O MUPOBOro NPOM3BOACTBA, MPMXOAsLLytoca Ha Benvkobputanumio n eé
umnepuio, a Takke gonto CoeanHénHbix LUTaToB. BputaHckas umnepus npegcrasnsna cobon
KpYMHENLINN 3KOHOMUYECKMIA BNOK B MUpe BNIOTb A0 Havana NepBon MUPOBON BOVIHLI, KOraa
CoeavHeHHble WTaTbl cpaBHANMCH ¢ umnepuen no pasmepam. Co crnegytowiero ctonetns CoeanHeHHble
LWTaTel cTanu kpynHenwen aKoHOMMKOM Mupa, noka B 2014 rogy nx He oborHan Kntan (no oueHkam
MB®).

During the second half of the nineteenth century, and at least until the start of World War I, the City of
London dominated global finance and the British Navy ruled the seas. The era of British dominance is
sometimes called Pax Britannica, but pax (peace) was a rosy description of an era when Europe was
fighting and conquering lands throughout Africa and Asia, and suppressing violent insurrections (known
as “terrorism” to the Europeans) that grew from local resistance to European rule. Britain in particular
applied the foreign policy of regime change as the basis of long-term imperial rule. If a particular
government in a poor, remote country threatened British interests, toppling the regime and replacing it
with a friendly regime was always an option. (Twentieth-century America learned well from the British
method of statecraft.)

Bo BTopon nonosuHe XIX Beka, 1, No KpanHen mepe, Ao Havana [lepson MMPOBOW BOWHLI, NTOHAOHCKUIN
CvTtn gommnHMpoBarn B MMPOBOM hMHaAHCOBON cdpepe, a BputaHckuin roT npaBuim MOPAMU. DMOXy
©puTaHcKoro rocnoAacTea nHorga HasbeiBatoT Pax Britannica, Ho pax (Mup) 6bin pagyXHbIM onucaHuem
anoxu, korga Eepona cpaxanachk 1 3aBoeBbiBana 3eMnu rno scen Adpuike n As3uu, nogasnss XecTokne
BOCCTaHUs (M3BECTHbIE eBPONenLam Kak «Teppopusm»), BO3HUKaBLUNE N3 MECTHOIO COMPOTUBIIEHNS
eBponenckomy npasneHunio. BennkobputaHus, B 4aCTHOCTW, UCMONb30Basa BHELLHIOK MOMUTUKY CMEHbI
PEXMMOB KaK OCHOBY AONTOCPOYHOr0 MMNEPCKOro npaenexHus. Ecnu kakoe-nnmbo npaBuTenbCTBO B
6enHoON, OTAANEHHOW CTpaHe yrpoXxarno 6pMTaHCKMM UHTepecaMm, CBEPXEHME peXxnMa U 3ameHa ero
APYKECTBEHHbIM PEXMMOM Bcerfa Obinn BO3MOXHbIM BapuaHToM. (AMepuka ABadLaToro Beka XopoLuo
n3BrieKkna ypoku n3 6putaHCcKoro MetTofa rocygapCTBEHHOro ynpaBrneHus.)

Britain’s precipitous decline began with World War |, which stripped Britain of financial wealth and left the
young generation dead on Europe’s killing fields. The interwar period, 1918-1939, was marked by a
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decade of instability (1918-1929) followed by the decade of worldwide Great Depression (1929-1939).
World War Il again utterly devastated Britain, physically, financially, and psychologically. By 1945, the
baton of global leadership had decisively passed from Britain to the United States, which was eager to
play its new role.

CtpemunTenbHbI ynagok Benvkobputanmm Hadancs ¢ NepBon MMPOBOW BOWMHBI, KOTOpasi nvwnna
BpuTtaHuio dmHaHcoBoro boratcTea 1 OcTaBuia MOio4oe MOKONEHUe norndaTb Ha NOMAX CpaXKeHUn
EBponbl. MexBoeHHbI nepuog, 1918—1939, Gbin oTMeYeH aecatunetTveM HectabunbHocTu (1918—
1929), 3a kOTOpPbIM NOCNeaoBarno aecaTuneTne BceMmpHon Benvkon genpeccun (1929-1939). Bropas
MMPOBas BOWHA CHOBa MOMHOCTbIO onycTowmna Benukobputanumio — cdusmdeckmn, pmHaHCcoBO 1
ncmxonorudeckn. K 1945 rogy actadeta MnpoBOro nuaepcraa OKOHYaTeNbHO nepeLuna ot
BenukobputaHum k CoegmHéHHbIM LLTaTam, KOTopble CTPEMUMUCE UrpaTe CBOK HOBYIO POfib.

In a key insight, the late economic historian Charles Kindleberger observed that the 1930s was an
interregnum between British global economic leadership to the 1920s and American leadership from the
early 1940s onward.2 In Kindleberger’s interpretation, the Great Depression occurred with such ferocity,
depth, and persistence because there was no single leader to stop the crisis. Britain was too weak to
contain the depression, while the United States was too inexperienced to take the global mantle of
leadership. Indeed, the United States insisted on facing the Great Depression on strictly national terms,
without an orchestrated global recovery effort.

B kntoueBOoM BbIBOAE MOKOMHOMO UCTOPMKA SKOHOMUKM Yapnb3a Kungnbeprepa 66110 0OTMEYEHO, YTo
1930-€e rogel 66INV MexXayLapcTBMeM MexXay 6PUTaHCKMM MUPOBBIM SKOHOMUYECKMM NMMAEPCTBOM A0
1920-x rogoB 1 ameprikaHCKMM nngepcTBom ¢ Havana 1940-x rogos v ganee.2 B nHtepnpetauun
KnHanbeprepa Benukas genpeccust npotekana ¢ Takon CBUPENOCThbiO, FMyOMHON 1 yCTOMYNBOCTLIO,
NOTOMY YTO He ObINo eanHOro nNMaepa, CnocobHOro OCTaHOBUTL Kpuanc. BenukobputaHua Obina
cnvwkom cnaba, 4Tobbl caepxaTtb Aenpeccuio, B To BpeMs kKak CoegmHeHHble LLTaTtbl Obinn cnmwkom
HeOonbITHbI, YTOObI B3ATb Ha cebs pornb MUpoBoro nuaepa. bonee Toro, CoegnHeHHble LTaThbl
HacTamBanu Ha TOM, YTOObl MPOTMBOCTOATE Benukon aenpeccumn NCKMYUTENBHO Ha HALMOHANbHOM
ypOBHe, 6€e3 OpraHnM30BaHHbIX rnobanbHbIX YCUIMIA MO BOCCTAHOBIIEHUIO.

Months after the start of World War Il, with France’s quick capitulation to Nazi Germany and Britain’s
near defeat soon after, the United States and the Soviet Union became the last redoubts against German
domination of Europe. Churchill famously declared that Britain would fight on, from Canada if necessary,
until the New World came to the rescue of the Old. The United States did step in, but it lent—rather than
gave— Britain the armaments to fight Hitler. As a result, Britain was in debt to the United States, and the
United States was well positioned to replace Britain as the dominant world power.

CnycTa HEeCKOMbKO MecsLeB nocne Havana Bropown MnpoBor BOVHbI, Nocrne BbICTPoW kKanuTynauum
®paHumm nepen HaumcTckon MepmaHmen n 6nmskoro nopaxeHus BenvkobputaHum BCkope nocne 3T1oro,
CoepunHeHHble LWTaThl 1 CoeTckun Coto3 cTany nocnegHyMM onnoToM CONPOTUBIEHUS HEMELKOMY
rocnoacTtey B EBpone. Yepunnnb NponsHec 3HaMeHUTyto Aekrnapaumio o ToM, 4To BennkobputaHus
OyneT cpaxaTbcs, ecnu noTpebyeTcs, n3 Kanagel, noka Hosbii CBeT He npuaeT Ha nomoLlb CTapomy.
CoepfunHeHHble LUTaThl AENCTBUTENBHO BMELLANCh, HO OO0IMKUIN, @ He NPefoCcTaBunun,
BenukobputaHum opyxue ans 6opbbbl ¢ Mutnepom. B pesynbTate BenukobpuTtaHusi okazanack B 4ONTY
nepen CoeaunHeHHbiMy LWTatamun, n CoeanHerHble LLUTaThl Menn Bce BO3MOXHOCTU 3aMEHUTL
BenukobpuTtaHuio B kauecTBe LOMUHMPYIOLLEN MUPOBON AepKaBbl.

The end of World War Il marked (by and large) the end of the European empires in Africa and Asia,
though the process of decolonization stretched out over decades and was often violent. The United
States often confused decolonization with the Cold War and therefore became a voluntary heir to various
anticolonial struggles (which I'll look at in more detail in chapter 6)—most notably and destructively in
Vietnam, where the United States fought unsuccessfully against the national unity of Vietnam for two
decades after France’s withdrawal in 1955. Similarly, the United States tried to assert its will in the
postcolonial Middle East, in part to keep the Soviet Union out and in part to keep America’s oil companies
in.

37



OkoHuyaHue BTopoi MnpoBon BOViHbI 03HaMEHOBArO (B LIeIOM) KOHeL, eBpOnencknx nmnepuii B Adpuke n
A3uu, XoTa NpoLecc AeKONOHN3aLMmn pacTaHYICS Ha AECATUNETMS Y YacTO Obin KECTOKUM.
CoepuHeHHble LLTaThl YacTo nyTanu AeKONOHM3aUMI0 C XONOAHOWM BOVMHOW 1 MOSTOMY CTanm
[0OPOBOMbHLIM HACNEAHMKOM Pa3fNYHbIX aHTUKONOHWAMbHBIX CPaXKeHWI (KOTopble 1 paccmoTpto 6onee
noapo6Ho B rnaee 6) — Hanbonee 3amMeTHbIM 1 paspyLunTenbHbIM 06pa3omM Bo BbeTHame, rae
CoepnunHeHHble LWTaThl 6e3ycnelHo 6oponuck NPOTMB HaLMOHaNbHOro eanHcTBa BobeTHama B TeveHune
OBYX oecaTuneTuin nocne BblBoga paHuysckmx Bonck B 1955 rogy. AHanormyHeim obpasom
CoeauHeHHble LUTaThl NbiITanucb yTBEpANTL CBOK BOMKO HA NOCTKONOHWansHoM bnvxHem BocToke,
oT4yacTu 4Tobbl He gonycTutb CoBeTckuin Coto3, a oT4aCTM — YTOObI yaepxaTb amepuKkaHcKue
HedTAHbIE KOMMNAHUN.

With Europe’s empires gone, the newly independent nations of Africa and Asia had a new opportunity to
invest in their own futures, especially in education, public health, and infrastructure. At least some of the
countries made good on that opportunity. China began to stir with the establishment of the People’s
Republic of China in 1949. What had been 200 years of growing European dominance began to give way
to a process of “catching up,” whereby at least some of the formerly colonized countries began to adopt
modern technologies, spread literacy and disease control, and generally achieve economic development
at a pace faster than in the leading North Atlantic countries through incorporation into global production
systems. The gap between the North Atlantic leaders and developing-country “followers” finally began to
narrow.

C ncyesHoBeHVeM eBPONENCKNX MMMNEPUI Y HOBbIX HE3aBUCUMbIX rocyaapcTs Adpurku 1 A3um nosisunach
HOBasi BO3MOXXHOCTb MHBECTMPOBATbL B COOCTBEHHOE OyayLlee, ocobeHHO B obpasoBaHue,
30paBooxpaHeHne 1 MHPacTpyKTypy. o KpanHen mepe, HEKOTOPbIE U3 CTPaH BOCMOSb30BaNMCh 3TOW
BO3MOXHOCTbI0. Kntam Hayan aktmeBmnsmpoBaTbcs ¢ obpasoBaHnem Kutanckon HapogHow Pecny6nvky B
1949 rogy. [1Bectu neT pacTyLero eBponemnckoro AOMUHNPOBAHUA Hayanu yctTynatb MecTo npoueccy
«JOrOHSIIOLLEro pasBMTUSA», B X04e KOTOPOro, No KparHen Mepe, HeKOTopble N3 ObIBLLMX
KOMOHU3MPOBAaHHbIX CTPaH Havyanu BHeAPATb COBPEMEHHbIE TEXHOMOMMMN, PacnpoCTPaHATb FPaMOTHOCTb
n 6opoTbCsa ¢ 6onesHamu, 1 B LenoM 4oBMBaTbLCH S3KOHOMUYECKOrO pa3BuTUS bonee BbiCTpbIMU
Temnamu, Yem Begylume ctpaHbl CeBepHon ATnaHTuku, 6narogapst MHTerpaumm B rnobanbHble
NPOuN3BOACTBEHHbIE cMCTeMbI. Pa3pbiB mexay nuaepamu CeBepHoW ATNaHTUKM U pa3BMBaOLLUMNCS
CTpaHaMu-«MnocnegoBaTeNAMN» HaKOHEL, Hayan cokpallaTbCsl.

The greatest success story was Asia. First, Japan quickly recovered from World War Il and began to build
an industrial powerhouse. Then came the “Asian tigers”: Hong Kong, Singapore, Taiwan, and South
Korea. And then came China, with the market reforms commencing in 1978, when Deng Xiaoping
ascended to power after Mao Zedong’s death. Asia’s example inspired market reforms in Eastern Europe
and the Soviet Union from the mid-1980s, made possible by the rise to power of Mikhail Gorbachev. The
initial results were more political than economic. Eastern Europe peacefully broke away from the Soviet
Union in 1989, and then the Soviet Union itself dissolved into its fifteen republics at the end of 1991.

HaunbonbLwwnii ycnex 6bin gocturHyT B A3un. CHadana AnoHust 6bICTpo onpasunack oT BTopor MmupoBoi
BOWVHbI U HaYarna CTpouTb MPOMbILLMEHHYIO AepXaBy. 3aTeM NpULLIN «a3naTcKkue TUrpbl»: [OHKOHT,
Cwurranyp, TamBaHb 1 KOxHasa Kopes. A 3atem npuiien Kntam, pbIHOYHbIE pedhopMbl B KOTOPOM
Hadanuck B 1978 rogy, korga OaH CaonuH npuwien Kk Bnactu nocrie cmepty Mao LsagyHa. MNMpumep Asuu
BAOXHOBWI pbIHOYHbIE pechopmbl B BocTouHowm EBpone n Cosetckom Cotose ¢ cepeauHbl 1980-x rogos,
YTO CcTano BO3MOXHbIM Brnarogaps npuxony k Bnactn Mmnxauna Nop6ayesa. [NepBoHavanbHble
pe3ynbTaTthl ObIIN CKOpee MONMUTUYECKMMUN, YEM SKOHOMUYEeCKUMKU. BocTouHaa EBpona mupHo
otgenunack ot CoeeTtckoro Coto3a B 1989 rogy, a 3atem cam CoeTckumii Coto3 pacnanca Ha
natHaguaTtb pecnybnuk B koHue 1991 roga.

In 1992, U.S. exceptionalists looked out over the world and saw confirmation of their vision of a U.S.-led
(and dominated) world. The great enemy was gone. The bipolar power structure of the United States and
the Soviet Union was now a unipolar world, and the “End of History’—as Francis Fukuyama famously
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termed the era, seeing it as “the end point of mankind’s ideological evolution and the universalization of
Western liberal democracy as the final form of human government’3—was, they imagined, at hand.

B 1992 rogy cTopoHHWKU Teopumn uckntountensHoct CLUA okMHynu B3rnsagom Myp v yBuaenu
noaTBEPXAEHME CBOEro BUAEHMS Mupa, Bo3rnasnsemoro (1 goMmuHmupyemoro) CLUA. Benvkun Bpar
uc4yes. bunongapHas ctpyktypa Bnactn CoeamHenHbix LtatoB n CoBeTtckoro Corosa Tenepb
npeacTaensna cobow OAHOMOMAPHBIN MUP, U KKOHEL, UCTOPUN» — Kak PpaHcnc Pykysima MeTKO Ha3Barl
3Ty 3MOXy, paccMaTpmBas ee Kak «KOHEYHYI TOYKY MOEO0MNOorM4eckon 3BONIoLUN YenoBeYvecTsa 1
YyHMBEpCcanu3auuio 3anagHon nubdepanbHon AeMOKpaTMmM Kak OKOHYaTeNbHOM hOpMbl YENTOBEYECKOTO
npaeneHns»3 — OblIl, Kak OHW BOOOpaxkanu, 6rnm3ok.

What the exceptionalists didn’t realize is that 1992 would also mark an inflection point in the acceleration
of China’s growth. Figure 3.4 shows the U.S. and Chinese share of world output from 1820 until today,
using estimates by Angus Maddison for 1820-1979 and the International Monetary Fund for 1980-2017.
America’s share of world output peaked in 1950 and has been on a gradual decline since then. China’s
output share was very low during most of the century (less than 5 percent, compared with a share of
global population of around 20 percent) but then soared after 1978. In 1992, the United States produced
20 percent of world output and China a mere 5 percent. After a quarter-century of supercharged Chinese
growth, in 2016 the U.S. share had declined to 16 percent and China’s had slightly overtaken the United
States at 18 percent (according to IMF estimates). China has caught up with history.

Yero 9T CTOPOHHUKM TEOPUN UCKITIOUUTENBHOCTUN HE Y4nun, Tak 3TO Toro, 4To 1992 roa takke cTaHeT
nepenomMHbIM MOMEHTOM B yckopeHun pocta Kutas. Ha pucyHke 3.4 nokasaHa gons CLUA 1 Kutas B
mMuposom npounssoacTee ¢ 1820 roga no HacTosLWee BpeMsi, OCHOBaHHas Ha oueHkax AHryca MagavcoHa
3a 1820-1979 rogbl 1 MexxayHapoaHoro BantoTHoro coHaa 3a 1980-2017 roabl. dons AMepukn B
MUPOBOM MNpon3BoacTBe aocturna nuka B 1950 rogy v ¢ Tex nop nocteneHHo cHuxaetcs. [ona Kutasa B
MMPOBOM MPOM3BOACTBE OblNla OYEHb HMU3KOW Ha MNPOTSPKEHUM BonbLUE YacTu cToneTus (MeHee 5
NPOLEHTOB MO CPaBHEHWIO C AONEN B MMPOBOM HaceneHun okorno 20 NpoLeHTOB), HO 3aTeM pPe3ko
Bo3pocna nocne 1978 roga. B 1992 rogy CLUA npoussogunu 20 npoLeHTOB MMPOBOro NpoM3BOACTBa, a
Kutan — Bcero 5 npoueHToB. [locne yeTBepTn Beka 6ypHoro pocta Kutas, B 2016 rogy gonsa CLUA
cHuannack 0o 16 npoueHTos, a gons Kutast HemHoro o6orHana CLUA — 18 npoueHToB (Mo oueHkam
MB®). Kutan gorHan ncropuio.

Moreover, the surge of information technology, which will underpin the next generation of global
economic growth, is spreading rapidly throughout the world; the technological revolution will create global
wealth, not U.S. wealth alone. China is now by the far the world’s largest Internet user, with around 740
million users in mid-2017, compared with around 290 million American users.4 Broadband access is
soaring in all regions of the world, and Internet-based information and communications technologies
(ICTs) will transform virtually every sector of the modern world economy: agriculture, mining,
manufacturing, energy, transportation, finance, law, medicine, public administration, and others. The
United States will not be the only, and often not the first, country to make the transformation to the new
ICT-based systems. These will be developed and deployed in all parts of the world.

Bonee Toro, BCcnneck MHPOPMaLMOHHbIX TEXHOSOMA, KOTOPLIN NSXET B OCHOBY CreAyloLero nokoneHus
rno6anbHOro 3KOHOMMUYECKOTO pocTa, ObICTPO pacnpoCTpaHsieTCs Mo BCEMY MUPY; TEXHOMOrM4Yeckas
peBontounsi co3gacT rnmobansHoe 6oraTcTBo, a He Tonbko 6oratcTeo CLUA. Kntan B HacTosiLee Bpems
ABNSEeTCA KPYNHENLWMM B MUPe nornb3oBaTenem NHTepHeTa, ¢ 6onbLlimnM OTpbIBOM: B cepeanHe 2017
roga 4ymcno nonb3oBaTenen cocTaBnsano okono 740 MunnmMoHoB, B To Bpems kak B CLUA 6biro okorno 290
MUMIMOHOB Nonb3oBartenei.4 LLInpoKononocHbIN JOCTYN CTPEMUTENBHO PacTET BO BCEX PErnoHax Mupa,
a MHOPMALIMOHHO-KOMMYHMKaLNOHHbIE TexHonorum (MIKT) Ha ocHoBe VIHTepHeTa npeobpasytoT
NpaKTUYEeCKM BCE CEKTOPA COBPEMEHHO MUPOBOW 3KOHOMUKM: CEMNbCKOE XO3ANCTBO, FOPHO400bIBAOLLYHO
NPOMBILLIIEHHOCTb, 00pabaTbiBaOLLYyH MPOMbILLSIEHHOCTb, SHEPTreTUKY, TPAHCMOPT, PUHAHCHI,
HOPUCMPYAEHLNIO, MEAMLNHY, FOCYAapCTBEHHOE yrnpaBneHue n apyrne. CoeanHéHHble LLtaTel 6yayT He
€[IMHCTBEHHOW, 1 3a4acTylo He MepBON, CTPaHOW, KoTopasi Nnepenaét Ha HOBble cucTembl Ha ocHoBe UKT.
OHu BynyT pa3pabaTbiBaTbCA U BHEOPATHCS BO BCEX YACTAX MUpa.
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Population trends will also shift the weight of the world economy toward Asia and Africa. Consider this: In
1950, the United States, Canada, and Europe constituted 29 percent of the world’s population. By 2015,
this had declined to 15 percent. By 2050, the share will decline further, perhaps to around 12 percent
(based on UN projections5). Africa, by contrast, had just 9 percent of the world’s population in 1950, 15
percent in 2015, and around 25 percent expected as of 2050. The U.S. share of the world population in
2050 will be around 4 percent, not too far from its current share.

[emorpadunyeckme TeHOEHLMM TaKKe CMECTAT BEC MUPOBOM 3KOHOMUKN B CTOPOHY A3umn n Adpuku.
MopymanTte 06 atom: B 1950 rogy Ha CoeguHénHble LUTaTtel, KaHagy n EBpony npmuxogunocs 29
npoueHToB HaceneHus mupa. K 2015 rogy ata gonsa cHmnsmnnack go 15 npouentoB. K 2050 rogy ata gons
CHU3UTCA eLé bonbLue, BO3MOXHO, NpuMepHo Ao 12 npoueHToB (no nporHodam OOHS5). [Inga cpaBHeHus,
B 1950 rogy B Adpuke npoxxusano Bcero 9 npoLeHToB HaceneHns mupa, B 2015 rogy — 15 npoueHToB,
a k 2050 rogy oxunpgaetca okorno 25 npoueHTtos. Jonsa CLUA B mupoBom Hacenenun k 2050 rogy coctaBut
OKOIO 4 NPOLEHTOB, YTO HE CIMULLKOM AaneKo OT HblHELIHEN AOMW.

Here is the key point: The dominance of the North Atlantic was a phase of world history that is now
closing. It began with Columbus, took off with James Watt and his steam engine, was institutionalized in
the British Empire until 1945 and then in the so-called American century, but has now run its course. The
United States remains strong and rich, but no longer dominant.

Bot kntoyeBon momeHT: rocnoacteo CeBepHow ATnaHTrKe Obino 3aBepLualLwmnmcs 3TanomMm MUpoBoOW
ncTopuu, kotTopoe Tenepb 3asepluaetcs. OHo Hadanock ¢ Konymba, Hayanock ¢ [xenvca YaTTa u ero
NnapoBOM MaLLVHbI, BbINO MHCTUTYLMOHaNN3MpoBaHo B bputaHckon umnepun go 1945 roga, a 3atem B
Tak Ha3biBaeMOM AMEpPUKaHCKOM BeKe, HO Tenepb OHO ucyepnano cebs. CoegnHerHble LWTaThl ocTatoTcs
CUnbHbIMK 1 BoraTbiMu, HO 6oMbLUe HE AOMUHMPYIOT.

We are not heading into the China century, or the India century, or any other, but a world century. The
rapid spread of technology and the near-universal sovereignty of nationstates means that no single
country or region will dominate the world in economy, technology, or population. This is especially true
because China’s share of the world’s population will decline sharply, and with it, China’s share of world
output. As of 2015, China constituted 20 percent of world population and roughly 18 percent of world
output. According to the UN “medium-fertility” projection shown in figure 3.5, China’s share of the world’s
population will decline to 10 percent by 2100. It will be Africa’s rapidly growing population that will soar as
a share of the world’s total.

Mbl BcTynaem He B Bek Kutas, unu MHgumn, nnm kakon-nmbo gpyron, a B Bek mupa. beictpoe
pacnpocTpaHeHne TEXHOMOMMIN 1 MPaKTUYECKN BCEOOLLMIA CYyBEPEHUTET HALMOHANbHbIX FOCYAapCcTB
03Ha4aloT, YTO HM OfHA CTpaHa UNKN PervoH He 6yaeT AOMUHMPOBATL B MUPE B MiaHe SKOHOMUKN,
TEXHOMOrMI UNu HaceneHus. ATo 0CODEHHO aKkTyanbHO B CBA3M C TEM, YTO gonsa Kutas B MMpoBom
HaceneHun pesko CoKpaTuUTCH, a BMecTe ¢ Hell u gonda Kutas B MmpoBoM npomnssoAcTse. 10 coCToAHMIo
Ha 2015 rog Ha Kutan npuxogunoce 20% HaceneHus mvpa v npumepHo 18% MnpoBoro npon3BoacTsa.
CornacHo nporHo3y OOH «cpepgHen poxxgaemocTuy, NpeacTaBneHHomy Ha pucyHke 3.5, k 2100 rogy
pons Kutas B MMpoBoM HaceneHumn cokpatutcest o 10 npoueHToB. MiMeHHO ObicTpopacTyllee HaceneHme
AdpuKN pe3Kko yBenUMUMTCS B OOLLIEN YMCTIEHHOCTM HAceneHms Mmupa.

Moreover, with world population growth slowing and the world population aging, countries will be
populated by older people. The median age of the Chinese population (the age at which half are older
and half younger) was twenty-four years in 1950 and rose to thirty-seven years as of 2015. It is projected
to rise to fifty years by 2050. Americans, too, will be no spring chickens, with a median age of forty-two
years as of midcentury. History has shown that a bulge of youth in the population has often been tinder
for conflict; now we will have a bulge of the elderly.

Bonee TOro, B ycnoBusix 3aMefieHnsi pocTa HaceneHus Mupa 1 ero CTapeHusl, CTpaHbl OyayT 3aceneHsl
NoXunbiMu NtoabMu. MegmaHHbIN Bo3pacT HaceneHus Kntas (BospacT, B KOTOPOM MOJIOBMHA HAceneHus
cTapLue, a NoJIoBMHA MOSIOXE) COCTaBNsAN ABaauath YeTbipe roga B 1950 rogy v Belpoc 4o Tpuauatu

cemun net k 2015 rogy. Mo nporHosam, k 2050 rogy oH BbIpacTeT 40 NATUAECATU NeT. AMepPUKaHLbl TOXe
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He ByOyT «HOBMYKAMMW»: K cepedvHe Beka MX Me[MaHHbIi BO3pacT COCTaBIAN COPOK ABa roga. Mctopus
rokasblBaeT, YTo NpeobnagaHnue MOJIoA0ro HaceneHns YacTo CIYKUIO NMPUYMHON KOH(PIMKTOB; Tenepb
e Hac xaeT npeobnagaHne NoXuIbix Noaen.

The United States must rethink its foreign policy exceptionalism in a world that has changed
fundamentally, with rapid “catch-up” growth in Asia and now Africa, a worldwide IT revolution still picking
up speed, and major changes in global population patterns. The great foreign policy challenge of our age
will be to manage cooperation among many competing and technologically advanced regions, and most
urgently to face up to our common environmental and health crises. We should move past the age of
empires, decolonization, and cold wars. The world is arriving at the “equality of courage and force” long
ago foreseen by Adam Smith—but unless we adopt a new foreign policy, we will find that the world has
left us behind as we stubbornly insist on going it alone.

CoepgunHéHHbIM LLTatam Heo6xoanMo NepeoCMbICIINTE CBOK UCKITKOYMTENBHOCTL BO BHELLUHEN MONUTUKE B
dyHAaMeHTanbHO N3MEHMBLLEMCSA MUpe, rae HabngaeTcs 6bICTPbIA POCT «AOrOHSAOLLEro» pa3BUTUS B
Asunu, a Tenepb u B Adpuke, BCE ewé HabupatoLas o6opoTel MupoBas IT-peBonoLUns U CEPbE3HbIE
N3MEHEHNs1 B CTPYKTYpe HacerneHusa mupa. [MaBHOW BHELUHENONMTUYECKOM 3a4a4ei Hallero BpeMeHu
CTaHeT ynpaereHne COTPYAHNYECTBOM MEXAY MHOMMMUN KOHKYPUPYIOLLMMU U TEXHONOMMYECKU PA3BUTBIMMA
pernoHamu, a Takke, YTo caMoe rmaBHoe, NpeoforneHne obLLNX SKONOMMYECKMX U MEANLIMHCKUX
Kpu3ncoB. Ham cnegyeTt ocTaBuTb B MPOLLIOM 3MOXY UMMNEPUIA, OEKONOHMU3ALUN U XONOAHbIX BOVH. Mup
NpubnmxKaeTcsl K « pPaBEHCTBY MY>KECTBA U CUMbl», 4ABHO NpeasuaeHHoMy Agamom CMUTOM, HO eCrv Mbl
He NPUMEM HOBYIO BHELLHIO MOJIUTKKY, Mbl OOHAPYXMM, YTO MUP OCTaBUIT HAC N03aaun, NOCKOMbKY Mbl
ynpsiMO HacTavBaeM Ha TOM, YTOObl JENCTBOBATL B OAMHOYKY.

4 EURASIA ON THE RISE, AMERICA ON THE SIDELINES

As an indication of America’s waning “exceptionalism,” the world’s biggest geopolitical trend today has
nothing to do with the United States. It is the economic integration of Europe with Asia, especially the
European Union with China. Europe and Asia co-inhabit the world’s largest landmass, Eurasia. They are
increasingly connected economically as well. Trump’s protectionism and bellicosity will only speed up the
integration of Europe and Asia, leaving the United States on the sidelines.

CBugetenbCcTBOM OCrabreHns «UCKMYUTENBbHOCTUY AMEPUKM ABASETCH TO, YTO KpynHeKLwas
reononuTMyeckas TeHAeHUMS B MMpe CErOAHSA He UMEET HUKaKoro oTHowweHnsa kK CoeguHéHHbiM LLTatam.
3710 akoHOMUYeckas nHTerpaumnsa Eesponsl ¢ Asmen, ocobeHHo EBponeiickoro Cotosa ¢ Kutaem. EBpona u
A31s pacnonoXeHbl Ha KpynHenwem B MMpe KOHTMHeHTe — EBpa3un. OHu Takke cTaHoBATCHA BCE Bonee
CBSI3aHHbIMW 9KOHOMMUYECKM. MMPOTEKLNOHM3M U BOUHCTBEHHOCTb Tpammna TOMbKO YCKOPST UHTErpaLmo
EBponbl n Asun, octaBnsas CoeanHéHHble LLITaTbl B CTOPOHE.

Geologists tell us that as a landmass Eurasia has existed for around 70 million years. And demographers
tell us that Eurasia has been home to roughly two-thirds of humanity during at least the past two thousand
years. Trade, migration, wars, and ideas have linked Europe and Asia throughout history (and prehistory).
As Jared Diamond pointed out in his wonderful book Guns, Germs, and Steel,1 the diffusion of
technologies between Asia and Europe has been facilitated by Eurasia’s broad east-west orientation
along climate zones. For example, wheat is grown in similar climate zones in Western Europe, Eastern
Europe, Western Asia (e.g., Turkey, Irag, and Iran), the northern stretches of South Asia (e.g., Pakistan
and India), and East Asia (e.g., Myanmar and China), a wheat belt stretching some ten thousand
kilometers. This Eurasian wheat belt, by dint of sharing a core underlying technology and ecology, has
been a vast corridor of cultural, technological, artistic, and economic exchange and interaction for
thousands of years.

["eonorv roBopsT Ham, YTO EBpasns kak KOHTUHEHT cyLlecTByeT okoro 70 MUNMOHOB neT. A
Aemorpadbl roBopaT HaMm, 4To EBpasus 6bina 4OMOM NpYMeEpHO Ans ABYyX TpeTen YyenoBevecTBa B
Te4YeHne Kak MMHUMYM NOCIeaHNX ABYX ThiCAY NneT. TOprosns, Murpauus, BOVHbI 1 UAEN CBA3bIBaNM
EBpony 1 A3uio Ha NpOTsKeHUn BCen nctopum (M gonctopmyeckmx Bpemér). Kak otmetun xapen
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HarmoH B cBOen 3amedaTernbHON kHure «Pyxbs, MUKpOoObl 1 cTanb» 1, pacnpoCTpaHeHUo TEXHONOMUIA
mexay Asnein n EBponown cnocobcTBoBarna wmpokas opyeHTaumnsa EBpasmm ¢ BocToka Ha 3anag BOosb
KnMMmaTtunyeckmnx 3oH. Hanpumep, nweHvua BelpaliMBaeTCs B CXOXMX KNMMaTUYECKUX 30Hax B 3anagHom
EBpone, BoctouHol EBpone, 3anagHoi Asum (Hanpumep, B Typuun, Mpake n VipaHe), ceBepHbIX
panoHax KOxHoi Asum (Hanpumep, B MNMakuctaHe n MHgmm) n BoctouHon Asum (Hanpumep, B MbsiHMe n
Kutae), 06pasysi NEHNYHbIN NOSC MPOTSHXXEHHOCTBIO OKOJIO AECATU ThiCAY KUIIOMETPOB. ATOT
€BpasnCK1I NILIEHNYHbIN nodc, 6rnarogapsa obuien 6a30BOM TEXHOMOMMU U AKOSOMUK, Ha MPOTSXKEHU
Thics4YeneTui Obln 06LUMPHBIM KOPUOOPOM KyNbTYPHOrO, TEXHONOMMYECKOro, Xy40XECTBEHHOIO 1
SKOHOMMYECKOro obMeHa 1 B3anMOAENCTBYUS.

Throughout history, technological breakthroughs in one part of Eurasia have gradually diffused to others.
Between AD 500 and AD 1500, technological dynamism was mostly in Asia (e.g., China), and
technologies flowed from China to Europe. After 1800, the technological dynamism was mostly in
Western Europe, with technological innovations flowing from Europe to Asia. Now both Europe and Asia
are innovators, and new technologies are flowing in both directions.

Ha npoTshkeHun Bcen NCTopum TEXHONOMMYeCKMe NpopbIBbl B 04HON YacTu EBpasnm nocteneHHo
pacnpocTpaHsnuce B gpyrue. B nepmnog ¢ 500 no 1500 rog H.3. TEXHONOMMYECKUn AUHAMU3M B OCHOBHOM
Habnopgancs B Asuu (Hanpumep, B Kutae), n TexHonorum wnu n3 Kutas 8 Espony. Nocne 1800 roga
TEeXHOMOorM4yecknii AuHaMu3M B OCHOBHOM Habntogancst B 3anagHon EBpone, npy 9ToM TexHomornyeckmne
nHHoBaumK wnu n3 Eeponel B Asuto. Certdac n EBpona, n Asuns sBnsTCA HoBaTopamu, 1 HOBbIe
TEXHONOrMM pacnpoCcTPaHATCa B 060MX HanpaBneHusx.

From the 1500s to the 1700s, economic interactions between East Asia and Europe were scant; both
China and Japan limited contacts with Europeans as a matter of national security. With the beginnings of
European industrialization, interactions intensified, but not so happily for Asia. Britain and France
conquered large swaths of Asia and held China at gunpoint to open its borders to trade, including the
import of opium, forced on China by British opium traders and the British government. As the costs of
transport and communications continued to decline with improvements in technology, European-Asian
trade intensified, but with the military power and market advantage on the side of the Europeans.

C XVI no XVIII Bek akoHOMMYeCKoe B3anmogencTeme mexay BoctouHor Asuneii n EBponoi 6bino
CKyOHbIM; 1 KnuTaw, n AnoHnst orpaHn4mMBany KOHTaKTbl C eBponenLamm no coodpaxeHnsam
HauunoHaneHon 6e3onacHocTn. C Ha4yanom eBpONencKon NHAycTpuanusaumm B3auMoaemncTamne
YCUNUITOCb, HO HE CTOMb yaayHo Ans Asun. Bennkobputanua n dpaHums 3aBoesanu obLLMpHble
TeppuTtopun Asun 1 gepxanu Knutam nog npuuenom, Ytobbl OTKPbITh €ro rpaHuLbl Anst TOProsmu,
BKIOYas MMMNOPT ONuyMa, HaBsA3aHHbI Kutao 6puTtaHcKkumm TOproBLaMm onmyMom 1 6putaHckum
npaBuTENbLCTBOM. 10 MEpPE CHMXEHMS CTOMMOCTM TPaHCNopTa U CBA3U U Pa3BUTUSE TEXHOMOTUN,
€BpOorencko-a3naTckasi TOProBisi akTMBU3MpOBarach, HO Ha CTOPOHe eBponenueB Obin BOEHHAs MOLLb
N PbIHOYHOE NPEVMYLLECTBO.

The prospects for Asian development improved with India’s independence in 1947 and the birth of the
People’s Republic of China in 1949. Both countries embarked on campaigns of mass literacy as a
foundation for industrialization. Then China opened to international trade in 1978 and India in 1991, giving
those population giants a massive positive jolt to economic growth. China’s GDP grew at around 9.7
percent per year between 1980 and 2016, for a cumulative growth in national income of around twenty-
eight times. India’s economy grew fast but less dynamically, at around 6.3 percent per annum, with
cumulative GDP growth of around nine times. Recently, India’s economic growth of around 7.6 percent
per year has been slightly higher than China’s.

MepcnekTuBbl pa3BuTUs A3um ynyqwmnmck ¢ obpeteHnem Mnamnen Hesasmucumoctn B 1947 rogy u
poxaeHnem Kutarickon HapogHon Pecny6nvkm B 1949 rogy. Obe cTpaHbl Ha4anu kamnaHum no
MacCOBOM rPaMOTHOCTU B Ka4eCTBE OCHOBbI ANdA nHAycTpuanuauun. 3atem Kutan oTkpbincs ons
MexayHapoaHown Toproenu B 1978 roay, a ihamns — B 1991 rogy, 4To gano aTum cTpaHam ¢ 60nbLIon
YUCMNEHHOCTbLIO HAaceNeHUs MOLLHbIN MO3UTUBHbLIN TONYOK 3KOHOMUYeckomy pocty. BBl Kutas poc
npumMepHo Ha 9,7 npoueHTa B rog B nepuog ¢ 1980 no 2016 roa, 4To COOTBETCTBYET COBOKYMHOMY POCTY
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HaLMOHanbHOro Aoxoaa NpMMepHoO B ABaAuaTh BOCEMb pa3. QkoHomuKka MIHaum pocna GbicTpee, HO
MeHee AUHaMWYHO, NPMMEPHO Ha 6,3 npoLeHTa B rof, C COBOKYMHbIM pocToM BBl npumepHo B AeBATb
pa3. B nocnegHee BpeMsi 3kKOHOMUYECKUIA POCT NHOMM, COCTaBMSAOLWMIA OKOo 7,6 NpoLeHTa B roA, Obin
HEeMHOro BbllLEe, YeM Yy KuTas.

From 1950 to 2000, the United States was the world’s leading economy and the main builder of global
production networks. American multinational companies expanded their operations in both Europe and
Asia (especially East Asia), with the United States the hub of new technology, global finance, and military
security.

C 1950 no 2000 rog CoegunHeHHble LUTaThl 6bINM BeAyLLEN SKOHOMUKOWM MUPa U OCHOBHbLIM CTPOUTENEM
rnobarnbHbIX MPOM3BOACTBEHHbIX CETEN. AMEPUKAHCKME TPAHCHALMOHabHbIE KOMMAHWUM pacLUMpUn
CBO feATeNnbHOCTb Kak B EBpone, Tak u B A3um (ocobeHHo B BocTouHom Asnn), npu aTom CoeanHeHHble
LLtaTbl 661N LEHTPOM HOBbIX TEXHOMOMMIA, rnobanbHbIX PUHAHCOB M BOEHHON 6e30MacHOCTH.

During the heyday of U.S. economic dominance, Europe’s exports were directed mainly toward the U.S.
market. In 1980, for example, Europe’s $44 billion in exports to the United States were much larger than
its $33 billion in exports to East, South, Southeast, and Central Asia. Yet with the dramatic rise of the
Asian economies after 1980, Europe’s exports are increasingly heading toward Asia. By 2015, Europe’s
$446 billion in exports to the United States were less than its $659 billion in exports to East, South,
Southeast, and Central Asia.

B nepwuop pacugeTta skoHoMu4eckoro goMmHnpoBaHus CLUA eBponenckmin akcnopT 6bin opyeHTUpoBaH
NpeMMyLLEeCTBEHHO Ha aMepuKaHCKnii pbiHOK. Hanpumep, B 1980 rogy o6bem eBponenckoro akcnopTa B
CoepaunHeHHble LWTaThl B pasmepe 44 munnmapaoB Jonnapos 6bin 3HaunTensHoO 6onblue, yem obbem
akcnopTa B BocTounyto, KOxHyto, FOro-BocTtounyto n LieHTpaneHyto Asuto B pasmepe 33 munnuapnos
ponnapoB. OgHako, C pe3kum poCcTOM a3naTtckux akoHomuk nocrnie 1980 roga, eBpONEnNcKnin IKCNopT BCe
OonbLie opueHTupyetcsa Ha Asuto. K 2015 rogy o6bem eBponerickoro akcnopta B CoeguHeHHble LUTaThbl B
pasmepe 446 munnuapnoB gonnapos Obinl MeHblUe o6bema akcnopTta B Boctounyto, KOxHyto, KOro-
BocTouHyto n LieHTpanbHyo Asnio B paamepe 659 munnuapaos 40Nnapos.

The costs of trade between Europe and Asia are falling rapidly with continuing advances in information
and communications technologies and related improvements in air, sea, and land transport and logistics.
And as China’s economy has soared, China’s increasingly competitive multinational companies are
stepping up their search for other markets, first in Southeast and Central Asia, but also in the Middle East,
South Asia, Russia, resource-rich Africa, and Western Europe. China is now actively building long-
distance transport, communications, and energy infrastructure links with other parts of Asia and between
Asia and Europe, in the same way that the United States once supported Europe’s and Japan’s
infrastructure development after World War Il in order to foster export markets and production sites for
American companies.

Pacxogbl Ha ToproBrnito mexay EBponoii n Asanen 6bICTpo cHKatoTca 6narogapst NOCTOSIHHOMY Pa3BUTUIO
WMHPOPMALIMOHHO-KOMMYHUKALMOHHBIX TEXHOOTMN U CBA3AHHBbIM C 3TUM YIyyLleHUsiM B 06ractu
BO34YLUHOIO, MOPCKOrO M HA3eMHOrO TPaHCMopTa 1 NOrnCTUKN. 1o Mepe CTpeMnTensLHOro pocTa
3koHOMMKM KuTas, BcE Bonee KOHKYpPEHTOCMOCOOHbIE TpaHCHaLMOHarnbHble koMnaHum Kutas
aKTMBM3MPYIOT MOUCK APYrMX pbIHKOB, CHayana B KOro-BoctouHon u LieHTpanbHon A3un, a Takke Ha
BnvmxHem BocTtoke, B KOxHoM Asuun, Poccun, 6oraton pecypcamu Adppuke n 3anagHon Eespone. B
HacTosLLee Bpems Kutam akTUBHO CTPOUT TPAHCMNOPTHbIE, KOMMYHUKALIMOHHbIE N SHEepreTuyeckune
MHPACTPYKTYPHbIE CBS3U C OPYrMK YacTsiMu A3uun, a Takke mexay Asven n Esponon, nogobHo Tomy,
kak CoegnHéHHble LLUTaThl Koraa-to nogaepXxuBanu passutne nHPpacTpykTypbl EBponbl n AnoHunn
nocne BTopoi MMpoBOI BONHbI, YTOObI CMOCOOCTBOBATL Pa3BUTUIO IKCMOPTHBLIX PbIHKOB U
NPOV3BOACTBEHHbIX MMAOLWAA0K A5 aMePUKaHCKUX KOMMaHWA.

As China builds its trade and infrastructure links within Asia and with Europe, it harks back to Eurasia’s
history for inspiration. Chinese leaders describe the infrastructure efforts as building the new Silk Road,
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referring to the ancient trade routes that connected China by land with Central Asia, South Asia, the
Middle East, and Europe for almost 2,000 years, until the 1600s:

For thousands of years, the Silk Road Spirit—“peace and cooperation, openness and inclusiveness,
mutual learning and mutual benefit"—has been passed from generation to generation, promoted the
progress of human civilization, and contributed greatly to the prosperity and development of the countries
along the Silk Road . . . In the 21st century, a new era marked by the theme of peace, development,
cooperation, and mutual benefit, it is all the more important for us to carry on the Silk Road Spirit in face
of the weak recovery of the global economy, and complex international and regional situations.2

Pa3BuBas ToproBble 1 MHPPACTPYKTYpHbIE CBA3M B A3umn 1 ¢ EBponoi, Kutan obpalluaetcst K uctopum
EBpasuun. Kutanckue nugepbl ONUCLIBAKOT YCUINUA MO PasBUTUIO MHAPACTPYKTYPbI KaK CTPOUTENLCTBO
HoBoro LLlenkosoro nyTu, UMes B BUAY APEBHNE TOProBble NyTU, KOTOpble coeanHanu Kntam no cylwe ¢
LleHTpanbHon Asueit, KOxHon Asnein, BnmxHum Boctokom n EBponow Ha npoTsbkeHum novtn 2000 ner,
BnnoTb go XVII Beka:

Ha npoTskeHun Toicauenetuin gyx LLenkoBoro nytm — «Mup 1 COTPYOAHUYECTBO, OTKPLITOCTb U
WHKITHO3MBHOCTb, B3aUMHOE 00y4eHne 1 B3aMMHas Bbirofa» — nepegaBarncst U3 NoKONeHUs: B MOKOMeHne,
cnocobcTBOBar MPOrpeccy YenoBeYecKon LMBMNN3aLnmM U BHEC 3HaYMTENbHbIV BKNa B MpoLBETaHVe U
pa3BuTWe cTpaH BOonb Lenkosoro nytu... B XXI| Beke, HOBOW 3anoxe, 0OTMEYEeHHON AeBU30M MUPa,
pasBuTWS, COTPYAHMYECTBA M B3aUMHOWN BbIrogpl, AN HAac Tem bornee BaXXHO NpoaoskaTb crneaoBatb
ayxy LenkoBoro nytu B ycnosusx cnaboro BOCCTaHOBNEHUS MUPOBON S3KOHOMUKM U CITOXKHOW
MEXAyHapOAHOW U permoHansHon 06CTaHOBKN.2

China has recently proposed an initiative it calls “One Belt, One Road” to build transport,
communications, and energy infrastructure to connect the various regions of Asia, and Asia with Europe.
One important group of beneficiaries will be the regions lying between Western Europe and East Asia,
including much of Russia and Central Asia. The new infrastructure will link these middle-Eurasian
countries more effectively with both Western Europe and East Asia. Some of the key Belt and Road
Initiative (BRI) corridors are shown in figure 4.1.

Kutan HegaBHO BbICTYNUN € HMUMATUBON « OAMH NOSIC, OOUH NMYTb», HAMPaBMNEHHOW Ha co3AaHne
TpaHCMNOpTHOM, KOMMYHUKaLIMOHHON N 3HEpPreTUuyeckon MHAPPaCcTPYKTYpbl 4118 COeOUHEHUST Pa3ITUYHbIX
pervoHoB A3uu, a Takke Asumn ¢ EBponoii. OgHow 13 BaxkHbIX rpynn 6eHedumumapoB CTaHyT PEernoHbI,
pacnonoxeHHble Mexay 3anagHon Esponon n BoctouHon Asnen, BkoYasa 3HaunTenbHyo YyacTb Poccun
n LleHTpanbHon Asnn. HoBas nHdpacTpykTypa no3sonut 6onee aoheKTMBHO CBA3aTb 3TV CTPaHbI
LleHTpanbHon EBpa3un kak ¢ 3anagHon EBponon, Tak n ¢ BoctouHon Asunein. HekoTopble 13 KINHoYeBbIX
KopngopoB nHuumatmebl «OamnH nosic, ogmH nyteby» (OMNOIT) nokasaHbl Ha pucyHke 4.1.

The terms “belt” and “road” are a bit counterintuitive. The word “belt” refers to land-based infrastructure
such as roads, rail, optical fiber, and power transmission lines, while the word “road” refers to sea routes
and seaports. For both the land belts and the sea roads, China’s initiative aims to build linkages both
within Asia and between Asia and Europe.

TepMuHbI «NoAC» U «Aopora» HeCKONbKO NapafokcarnbHbl. CNoBO «MOAC» OTHOCUTCS K HA3EMHOM
WHMPAaCTPYKTYpe, Takon Kak aBTOMOOUIbHbIE U JKeNe3Hble 40POr1, ONTOBOJIOKHO U NIMHUK
anekTponepenayu, a CrioBo «opora» — K MOPCKUM NyTaM v noptam. Kak Ang cyxonyTHbIX NOSACOB, TakK U
ONA MOPCKUX nyTen nHuumatmea Knutas HanpasneHa Ha pasBuUTUE CBA3EWN Kak BHYTPU A3uu, Tak U Mexay
Asuenr n EBponon.

Global warming will probably add another important sea route between East Asia and Western Europe,
the so-called Northeast Passage in the Arctic Ocean, north of Russia and Norway. With the sea ice
disappearing from the Arctic Ocean for more months per year, sea-based trade between East Asia and
Europe will be increasingly rerouted from the Indian Ocean and Suez Canal to the Northeast Passage.
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mobanbHoe noTenneHne, BEpOATHO, A06aBUT eLlé oanH BaXXHbIN MOPCKOWN NyTb Mexay BocTouHom
Asunent n 3anagHon EBponoli — Tak HasbiBaeMblili CeBepo-BocTouHbin npoxoa B CeBepHoM JlegoBUTOM
okeaHe, k ceBepy oT Poccum n Hopserun. C nc4esHoseHneM Mopckoro neaa B CesepHoMm JlegoBrTOM
oKeaHe Ha bonbluee KONMYecTBO MeCSLLEB B rogy, MOpcKasi TOproens mexay BoctouHom Asunen un
EBponon 6yaeT Bcé Yalle nepeHanpaenatbes u3 MiHamiickoro okeaHa u Cyaukoro kaHana B CeBepHbIl
npoxoa.

This will cut shipping distances by around 25 percent and shipping times by up to half. The Northeast
Passage is not an argument for global warming, which will create huge losses overall, but it is a likely
beneficial effect among many large negative impacts.

OTO COKpaTUT paccTosiHMe AOCTaBkU NpuMepHo Ha 25%, a BpeMsi 4OCTaBkM — Moyt BaBoe. CeBepHbIN
npoxopn He ABMsSIeTCS apryMeHTOM B Mofb3y rnobanbHOro noTensieHnsl, KoTopoe B LieroM NpuBeaéT K
OrPOMHbIM MOTEPSAM, HO, BEPOSITHO, ABMSAETCH OAHUM U3 €ro NonoXuTemNbHbIX NOCNeaAcTBUl cpeau
MHOXECTBa KPYMHbIX HEraTUBHbLIX NOCNeACTBUA.

China has not only put forward this new infrastructure vision, but has also put forward new institutional
mechanisms to finance it. The most important of these is the new Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank,
or AlIB, established by China to cofinance Asia’s infrastructure and capitalized by the bank members at
$100 billion. Fifty-two countries, including countries of both Europe and Asia, have become members of
the bank, and another eighteen are in the queue to join. The United States and Japan have held back, but
this hasn’t slowed the rest of Europe and Asia (and recently Canada) from signing up. In 2014, China also
invested $40 billion in a Silk Road Fund dedicated to financing One Belt, One Road projects.

Kutam He TOnbKO BbIABMHYI HOBOE BUAEHMNE MHADPACTPYKTYPbI, HO U NPEOSIOXKUIT HOBbIE
WHCTUTYLMOHalNbHbIE MEXaHWU3Mbl 1151 ero rHaHCUpoBaHusa. Hanbonee BaXkHbIM U3 HUX SBNSETCS
HOBbIV A3naTtckuin 6aHK MHPacTPyKTypHbIX nHBecTuunn (ABUWN), cospaHHbin Kutaem ans
cobMHaHCMpOBaHMSA MHPPACTPYKTYpPbl A3MK U KanuTanu3npoBaHHbIA YneHamu 6aHka B pa3mepe 100
munnuapgos gonnapos CLUA. MNatbaecaTt ABe cTpaHbl, BKAYas cTpaHbl EBponbl n Asum, ctanm
yneHamm H6aHka, 1 elé BoceMHaaLaTb HaxoasaTca B odepean Ha BetynneHue. CLUA v AnoHnst noka
BO3[epXanvcb, HO 3TO HE MOMELLANo ocTanbHblM cTpaHaMm EBponbl 1 A3un (M HegasHo KaHazae)
npucoeauHNTbes K Hemy. B 2014 rogy Kutan Takke nisectuposan 40 munnuapgos gonnapos CLUA B
®oHpg LLénkoBoro nytun, NpeaHasHavYeHHbIN Ans puHaHCUpoBaHus NpoekToB «O4MH NOKAC, OOUH MyTby.

In addition to the investment funding, China is also promoting new trade and investment agreements.
These include the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership, a proposed sixteen-country free-trade
agreement that would include China, the ten countries of Southeast Asia, and Australia, India, Japan,
Korea, and New Zealand.

[MoMMMO MHBECTULIMOHHOTO (pbMHaHCMpoBaHUs, Kutanm Takke npoaBuraeT HOBble TOProBble U
WHBECTULMOHHbIE cornawenuns. K Hum oTHocuTcs PervoHaneHoe BceobbemrtoLee 3KOHOMUYECKOe
napTHEPCTBO — Npeanaraemoe cornatleHne o cBo60aHOM TOProere Mexay LecTHaguaTblo CTpaHamu,
koTopoe Gyaet BkntovaTtb Kutam, gecatb ctpaH KOro-BoctouHorn Asum, a Takke ABcTpanuio, MiHguto,
AnoHuto, Kopeto n Hoeyto 3enanguto.

While Trump is busy proclaiming America First and growling at other countries for their supposed abuses
toward the United States, China is making a massive diplomatic and negotiating effort to build trust, trade,
investment, and goodwill among the countries of Europe and Asia, not to mention Africa, which China
also targets in several investment initiatives. And while there are, of course, widespread concerns that
China’s initiatives are in the service of China’s rising global power, at least China is putting real money on
the table—hundreds of billions of dollars of development finance—to build infrastructure of enormous
value to the partner economies.

Moka Tpamn 3aHAT NpoBo3rnalleHnem «Amepuka npexzae BCcero» 1 BOpYaHUEM Ha Apyrue CTpaHbl 3a Ux
npegnonaraemble 3rnoynotpebnexus B otHoweHun CLUA, Kutanm npunaraeT maclutabHble
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annnomatuyeckue 1 NneperoBopHbIe YCUnus Anst yKkpenneHns AoBepusi, TOproBnu, MHBECTULMIA 1 4obpon
BONN Mexay cTpaHamu EBponbl 1 A3uu, He roBops yke 06 Adpuke, Ha KoTopyto Kntar Takke Hauenuncs
B pamKax psiga MHBECTULMOHHBIX MHULMATUB. M XOTS, KOHEYHO, LUMPOKO pacnpoCTPaHEHbl ONaceHus, YTo
KMTaNCKMe MHNLMATMBLI Cry)XaT pacTyLuen rmodansHon mowm Knutas, Kutan, no kpanHen mepe,
BKIagblBaeT pearnbHble eHbM — COTHWM MUMNMap40B 4ONNapoB B Buae (1HaHCMPOBaHWS pasBuTmus —
B CTPOUTENLCTBO UHPACTPYKTYPbI, UMEIOLLIEN KONOCCamnbHY LIEHHOCTb A1 9KOHOMUK-NapTHEPOB.

The Chinese government has explained its outwardoriented vision in the following terms:

The world economic integration is accelerating and regional cooperation is on the upswing. China will
take full advantage of the existing bilateral and multilateral cooperation mechanisms to push forward the
building of the Belt and Road and to promote the development of regional cooperation. . . . The Belt and
Road cooperation features mutual respect and trust, mutual benefit and win-win cooperation, and mutual
learning between civilizations. As long as all countries along the Belt and Road make concerted efforts to
pursue our common goal, there will be bright prospects for the Silk Road Economic Belt and the 21st-
Century Maritime Silk Road, and the people of countries along the Belt and Road can all benefit from this
Initiative.3

KnTaickoe npaBUTENLCTBO OOBSCHUIO CBOKO OPUEHTMPOBAHHYIO Ha BHELLHUE CBA3M KOHLEMNLMIO
cnegyowum obpasom:

MuvpoBasi aKOHOMUYecKasi UHTErpaLns YCKOpSieTCH, a perMoHanibHoe COTPYOHNYECTBO HAXOANUTCS Ha
noagvéme. Kntan 6ygeTt B NOMHOM Mepe UCMNonb30oBaTh CYLLECTBYHOLLME ABYCTOPOHHME Y MHOTOCTOPOHHME
MexaH1U3Mbl COTPYAHMYECTBA AN NPOABMKEHUSA cTpouTenbcTBa «O4HOro nosica 1 OAHOro NyTU» u
COOENCTBMSA Pa3BUTUIO PEMMOHArNbHOro COTpyaHU4ecTBa. ... CoTpyaHmyecTBo B pamkax «OgHoro nosca u
OZIHOrO MyTU» XapakTepu3yeTcsi B3aMHbIM YyBaXXEHVEM 1 AOBEPUEM, B3aUMHOWN BbIrO40N U
B3aVMMOBbIFOAHbIM COTPYOHMYECTBOM, @ Takke B3aMMHbIM 00yYeHnem Mexay umsmunmsaumamu. lNoka Bce
CTpaHbl BAonb «OaHOro nosica n 04HOro NyTuUy» NpunaratT COrnacoBaHHble yCUnus Anst OCTMXKEHMUS
obuwen uenu, y 9koHoMmyeckoro nosica LLénkosoro nytn n Mopckoro LLénkoBoro nytn XXI Beka 6yayT
OnecTtswme NnepcnekTuBbl, U BCe Hapoabl cTpaH BOoNnb « OQHOro nosica U 0gHOro NyTu» CMOryT U3BIeYb
BbIroZly U3 3TOM MHULMATUBBIL.3

China’s emphasis on the win-win character of strengthened trade and investment is reminiscent of
language that the United States once used in its more internationalist phase. In 1962, for example,
President John F. Kennedy called for a major expansion of trade between the United States and Europe
in similar terms: “a freer flow of trade across the Atlantic will enable the two giant markets on either side
of the ocean to impart strength and vigor to each other, and to combine their resources and momentum to
undertake the many enterprises which the security of free peoples demands.” In the event, Kennedy’s
1962 call to expand trade led to the signing five years later of the 1967 “Kennedy Round” of multilateral
trade liberalization, one of several in which the United States was the vigorous proponent of an open
multilateral trading system.

AkLeHT Kutasd Ha B3anMoBbIrOLHOM XapakTepe yKpenneHus TOProBin U MHBECTULIMIA HanoMuHaeT
PUTOPUKY, KOTOPYHO KOrga-To ucnonb3osanu CoeanHéHHble LLTaThl B nepunof cBoero 6onee
WHTEepHaLMoHanucTckoro passutus. B 1962 roay, Hanpumep, npe3ngeHT [xoH ®. KeHHeau npussan K
3Ha4ynTeNbHOMY paclunpeHuto Toprosnun mexay CoeguHeHHbiMy LTaTtamum n EBponon B cXoxumx
BblpaXkeHusx: «bonee cBOOOAHLIN NOTOK TOProBNM Yepe3 ATNaHTUKY MNO3BONUT ABYM MraHTCKUM pbiHKaM
no o6e CTOPOHbI OKeaHa nepedatb Apyr APYry CUMy 1 3HEpPruo N 06beguHNTbL CBOU PECYPChl U MMMYIbC
ANsi OCYLLECTBNEHUS MHOTOYUCTIEHHbBIX HAYUHAHWUI, KOTOPbIX TpebyeT 6e3onacHOCTbL CBOBOAHBIX
HapofoB». B KoHe4yHOM nTore, npu3biB KeHHeam 1962 roga k paclumMpeHuto Toprosnv npueen K
noAanucaHnio NaTb net cnyctsa B 1967 rogy «PayHaa KeHHeam» 0 MHOroCTOpoHHeN nubepanu3aunm
TOProBIK, OAHOMO U3 HECKONbKUX, B KOTOPbIX CoeanHeHHble LUTaTbl 6bInvM 3HeprnyHbIM CTOPOHHUKOM
OTKPbITON MHOFOCTOPOHHEN TOProBOW CUCTEMBI.

The closer integration of Europe and Asia is an important and logical step in Eurasia’s continued
economic development. It could also be key to the transition by both Europe and Asia to low-carbon
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energy systems, if the One Belt, One Road infrastructure is built to promote access to renewable energy
through long-distance transmission lines; low-carbon transport via advanced technologies for vehicles,
rail, and shipping; and energy efficiency through ubiquitous Internetbased smart systems. Notably,
China’s industrial strategy aims for major technological advances in all of these areas by the mid-2020s,
and BRI investment projects will provide a huge market for these advanced technologies.

Bonee TecHas nHTerpaumsa EBponbl 1 A3um SIBNSETCA BaXKHbIM M JTIOTMYHBIM LIArom B AarbHenwem
39KOHOMMYECKOM pa3BuTum EBpasun. OHa Takke MOXeT cTaTb KIYOM K Nepexoay kak EBponbl, Tak 1
A31UN K HU3KOYTNEPOAHbIM SHEPreTUYeCcKnM cnuctemam, ecnm 6yaeT noctpoeHa uHdpacTpyktypa «OgHoro
nosica, O4HOro MyTW» AN COAENCTBUS JOCTYMNY K BO30OHOBMSEMOW SHEPTNN Yepes NINHUK
anekTponepenaym Ha 6onbLUMe PacCTOSAHUSA; HA3KOYINepPOgHOMY TPaHCMNOPTY C NOMOLLbIO NepeaoBbiX
TEXHOMNOrMM ANs TPaHCNOPTHBIX CPEACTB, XeNe3HOAOPOXHOro TpaHcnopTa U Cya0X0ACTBaA; U
3HeproapPeKTMBHOCTb NOCPEACTBOM MOBCEMECTHOIO BHEAPEHUS UHTENNEKTYaNbHbIX MHTEPHET-CUCTEM.
MpumeyaTensHO, YTO NpPOMbILLNEHHas cTpaTernsa Knutaa HaueneHa Ha 4OCTUXEHNE 3HAYUTENbHbIX
TEXHOMOrM4YecKknx NpopbIBOB BO BCEX aTUX 0bnacTax k cepeanHe 2020-x roqos, a MIHBECTULMOHHBbIE
npoekTbl BRI o6ecneyaTt orpoMHbIN pbIHOK AS1S1 3TUX NepeaoBbiX TEXHOMOMMNA.

One of the remarkable international technology projects now promoted by China is called the Global
Energy Interconnection Cooperation and Development, or GEIDCO. The idea is to support rapid
decarbonization on a global scale by connecting the world’s high-quality renewable energy sources—
wind, hydro, solar—through long-distance ultrahigh-voltage (UHV) direct-current transmission lines. In
GEIDCO'’s neat formula, the solution to decarbonization is “Smart Grid + UHV Grid + Renewable Energy.”
Figure 4.2 shows a schematic map of possible interconnections within Asia. GEIDCO has signed up
universities, utilities, and powerequipment manufacturers as partners throughout the world. Each
announcement by Trump against global trade, and each accusation by Trump directed at the European
Union or China, has pushed these two giants toward each other in a warmer embrace. German Foreign
Minister and ViceChancellor Sigmar Gabriel recently put it this way:

(Trump’s protectionism) will be very expensive for Americans—the economy doesn’t run on pressure and
orders from politicians. For Europe, | see opportunities if Trump distances himself not just from China, but
all of Asia. Europe should quickly come up with a new Asia strategy. We need to exploit the spaces
America is opening up now.4

OpavH 13 3ameyvaTtenbHbIX MEXAYHAPOAHbIX TEXHONOMMYECKMX MPOEKTOB, NpoaBuraeMbix Kutaem,
Ha3sbiBaeTcs «[MobanbHoe COTPYAHMYECTBO 1 pa3BuTMe B 061acTu SHEPreTU4eckoro oobeanHeHmsa»
(GEIDCO). Npes 3akntovaeTtcs B nogaepxke boeicTpon AekapboHun3aumm B rmobansHoM macwtabe nytem
00beanHEHNST BbICOKOKAYECTBEHHbIX BO30OHOBMNAEMbIX UCTOUYHMKOB 3HEPrMM — BETPA, MMOPO3HEPTUN,
COfHLa — nocpeacTBOM MarmctparnbHbIX NIMHWUIA ariekTpornepenady NoCTOSAHHOMO ToOKa CBEPXBbLICOKOrO
HanpshkeHusa (CBH). B yeTkon dhopmyne GEIDCO pelueHune ans gekapboHmsauum — 3710
«NHTennektyansHas ceTb + CBH ceTb + Bo306HOBRsiemast aHeprusay. Ha pucyHke 4.2 npeacraBneHa
cxemaTuyeckas Kapta BO3MOXHbIX B3aumMocBsasen B Asun. GEIDCO coTpyaHuyaeT ¢ yHuBepcutetamu,
KOMMYHarnbHbIMU NPEANPUSATUSMU U NPOU3BOANTENSIMU SHEPTEeTUYECKOrO 060pyA0BaHUS MO BCEMY MUPY.
Kaxpgoe 3asiBneHve Tpamna, HanpaBneHHOe NPOTMB MUPOBOW TOProBNn, U Kaxaoe obBuHeHne Tpamna B
agpec EBponeiickoro coto3a nnm Kutas nuiwb kpenye conmxanm aTux AByx ruraHtoB. MUHuUCTp
WHOCTpaHHbIX Aen MepmaHum n Buue-kaHunep 3urmap Mabpunans HeJaBHO BbIPA3nICs Tak:

(MpoTekunoHnsm Tpamna) obonaeTca ameprkaHLam o4eHb JOPOro — 3KOHOMMKA He paboTaeT nog
AaBrieHveM 1 npmkasamu nonutukos. [ns EBponbl S BMXXY BOSMOXHOCTW, ecnv Tpamn AucTaHumpyeTcs
He Tonbko OT Kutas, Ho 1 oT Bcen Asun. EBpone cnegyet ObICTpo pa3paboTaTe HOBYO CTpaTeruio B
oTHoweHun Asnn. Ham Heo6xoaMMo Mcnonb3oBaTh T€ BO3MOXHOCTU, KOTOpblE OTKpbiBaeT AMepuka.4

Taken together, Eurasia’s economy and population are both around 70 percent of the world, while
America’s share is now at around 16 percent of world output (down from 22 percent in 1980) and around
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4.4 percent of the world’s population. Trump may fancy America as still calling the shots, but that era is
over. Eurasia will likely constitute the new dynamic center of gravity of the world economy. Both Europe
and Asia remain hopeful of continued open trade and investments with the United States, but the
countries of Eurasia will not agree to an America First agenda that breaks the rules of the international
economy for America’s purported advantage.

B coBokynHOCTV 3KOHOMMKa U HaceneHne EBpasumn coctasnsoT okono 70% MUPOBOWN 3KOHOMUKM, B TO
BpeMs kak aonst AMepukmn cenvac coctaBnsieT okono 16% MyMpoBoro nponsBocTsa (Mo CpaBHEHMIO C
22% B 1980 rogy) v okono 4,4% HaceneHus mypa. Tpamny MOXeT Ka3aTbCs, YTO AMepUKa No-npexHemy
3a0aéT TOH, HO 3Ta 3noxa 3akoH4yunacb. EBpasus, BeposTHO, CTaHET HOBbIM AVHAMUYHBIM LLEHTPOM
TSDKECTU MUPOBON 3KOHOMUKK. U EBpona, n A3nsa coxpaHaoT Hagexay Ha NpoaoKeHNe OTKPbITON
TOproenun n nHeectuummn ¢ CoeguHeHHbiMu LLTatamun, ogHako ctpaHbl EBpasum He cornacaTcs ¢
NOBECTKON OHA «AMepuka npexae Bcero», Kotopas HapyLlaeT npasuna MexayHapoaHOW 3KOHOMUKN
pagv npeanonaraeMoro npenmyliectsa AMepukin.

5 RUSSIA-U.S. RELATIONS IN THE CHANGING WORLD ORDER

While Europe and Asia grow closer, the United States is retrenching along old battle lines. In the view of
much of the U.S. security establishment, post-Soviet Russia remains America’s biggest security threat.
Vladimir Putin, they say, longs to reestablish the Soviet Union, or failing that, at least the Russian Empire,
with Russia’s wars in Georgia (2008) and in Ukraine (2014), its intervention in Syria after 2014, and its
diabolical meddling in the U.S. 2016 election all signs of Russia’s ruthless aggression. We have entered a
New Cold War—or so we are told.

B To Bpems kak EBpona n Asus conukatotcs, CoegnHeHHble LLTaTel OTCTynaoT Ha NpexHux pybexax.
Mo MHEHWIO 3HAYUTENBHON YacTn aMepuKaHCcKoro uctebnuwmeHTa B cpepe 6e3onacHocTy,
nocTcoBeTckasi Poccusi octaeTcs rnmaBHoM yrpo3or 6esonacHocTn AMepukn. Bnagumup MyTuH, roBopaT
OHW, cTpemuTcsa BoccTaHoBUTbL CoBeTckunii Cotos, a ecnm He Nony4unTcs, To XxoTs O6bl Poccuinckyto
nmneputo. BoriHbl Poccum B 'py3nn (2008) n Ha YkpauHe (2014), nHtepeeHuusa B Cupun nocrnie 2014
roga v ee AbsiBONbCKOe BMeLaTenscTBo B Bbibopbl B CLUA B 2016 rogy — Bce 3TO Npu3Haku
BeaxanoctHon arpeccun Poccun. Mbl BCTYNvnM B HOBYO XOMNOAHYKO BOWMHY — UNK, MO KpanHen Mepe, Tak
HaM roBopsT.

How far, sadly, we have come from Mikhail Gorbachev’s vision of a unified, peaceful, and integrated
European home that extended from the North Sea in the west to the Pacific Ocean in Russia’s Far East. |
believe that we should not give up on that brighter vision. We should understand, indeed, that it was U.S.
misguided actions at least as much as Russia’s renewed aggression that led us from Gorbachev’s vision
of a common European home to the new Cold War today.

Kak ke ganeko, K coxxaneHuto, Mbl ylwnu ot BuaeHua Muxaunna Nopbayesa o egMHOM, MUPHOM U1
WHTErpMpoOBaHHOM EBPOMNENCKOM JOME, NpocTuparoemcsa ot CeBepHOro Mops Ha 3anage 4o Tuxoro
okeaHa Ha [JanbHem BocTtoke Poccun. A cuntato, 4TO Mbl HE JOIMKHbI OTKa3blBaTbCSA OT 3TOrO CBETMNOro
BUAEeHMs. Mbl JOIDKHBI MOHUMATb, YTO UMEHHO ownbo4Hble aencteusa CLUA, kKak MUHUMYM B TOM Xe
CTeneHn, YTo 1 BO30OHOBMBLLAsACS arpeccust Poccuu, npmueenu Hac oT ropba4yéBckoro BuaeHust obLuero
€BPOMNencKoro AomMa K HOBOW XOf104HOW BOMHE CEroaHs.

I know. | watched many of the mistakes close at hand.
A 3Hato. A Habngan MHorme oWnbKM CBOMMW riasamMu.

To understand GorbachevV’s vision, we must go back to the age of the Romanov tsars, part of Europe’s
Age of Empire. While the Western European powers expanded into Africa and Asia, European Russia
expanded its empire into its near neighborhood in Eastern Europe, Western Asia, and Central Asia.
Russia became the largest land empire in the world (although it was rebuffed as a naval power after
losing its warm-water port at Sevastopol in the Crimean War with Britain and France).
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YTto6bl NoHATL BuaeHue Topbayésa, Mbl 4OMKHBI BEPHYTLCS K anoxe Lapen PomaHoBbIX, YacTu anoxu
€BpOonenckon nvnepun. B To Bpemsa Kak 3anagHoeBpOnenckne gepxasbl paclumpsanncb B AQpUky m
Asuto, eBpornenckas Poccus paclumpsina cBok MMMNeputo, 0xBaTbiBasi CBOMX Brivbkanwnx cocegen B
BocTouHon EBpone, 3anagHon u LieHTpanbHon Asun. Poccus ctana KpyrnHenLwen cyxonyTHOM uMnepuen
B MMpe (XOTS OHa M Oblna OTBEprHyTa kak BOEHHO-MOpCKasi Aep)KaBa Nocre notepu Hesamep3atoLLero
nopta Ceacrtononb B KpbiMcKol BoHe ¢ BenukobputaHuen n ®paHumen).

Russia’s industrialization came late compared with Western Europe, part of the general pattern by which
European industrialization diffused gradually from west to east during the nineteenth century, yet Russia
still had the means to extend its power relative to the weaker and more sparsely populated regions of
Central Asia. Russia’s expansionism generated conflicts with other European powers and nationalist
movements in Eastern Europe, the Balkans, and Western Asia, and with an expansionist Japan in
Russia’s Far East.

WHaoycTpuanusaums Poccun npoumsoLwuna nosxe, Yem B 3anagHoun EBpone, 4to 6bino yacTtbio obuen
TEHAEHLMM, NO KOTOPOW eBponenckas MHAyCcTpuanusawmsi NOCTeNEeHHO pacnpocTpaHanach ¢ 3anaga Ha
BOCTOK B TeyeHue XIX Beka, 1 TeM He meHee y Poccum BCE eLué Bbinm BO3MOXHOCTM pacnpocTpaHnTb
CBOE BNusHWE Ha 6ornee cnabble n ManoHacenéHHble pervoHbl LieHTpansHon A3mm. QKkCnaHCUOHM3M
Poccum nopoxagan KoHMIMKTbI C APYrMMU €BPOMNENCKUMU AepXaBamMmn U HALMOHaNMCTUYECKUMMN
ABwxeHusIMu B BocTouHon EBpone, Ha bankaHax n B 3anagHon A3un, a Takke C 3KCMaHCUOHUCTCKOW
AnonHunen Ha anbHem BocTtoke Poccun.

Russian industrial growth picked up in the decade before World War I, but like the other empires of
Europe, the Romanov empire was brought down by the war, with the Bolsheviks seizing power in 1917,
winning a brutal civil war, and establishing the Soviet Union in 1923. Until World War I, the Soviet Union
pursued “socialism in one country,” under the increasingly brutal totalitarian regime led by Josef Stalin. In
1939, the Soviet Union disgracefully agreed with Nazi Germany to divide up Poland, only to be invaded
by Germany two years later. The Soviet Union bore the brunt of Europe’s land war, suffering 20 million
military casualties and 20 million more civilian deaths before marching into Berlin in May 1945.

Poccuiickuin pocT yckopurics B gecatuneTtue nepef [Nepeont MMPOBOM BOMHOM, HO, KakK U apyrue
eBponenckue nmnepum, nMmnepus PomaHoBbIX Oblna paspyllieHa BONHON: O0NbLUEeBMKM 3axBaTWUNn BNacTb
B 1917 rogy, ogepxanv nobeny B XXeCTOKOW rpaxaaHCckon BoHe n ocHoBanu CoseTckuin Coto3 B 1923
rogy. [lo Bropow mvposon BonHbl CoBeTckmin COro3 CTPEMUIICS K «CoLuannaMy B OOHOW CTpaHe» noj
BCE Boree XeCcToknm ToTanutapHbiM pexunmom Bo rnaee ¢ Mlocudom CtanuHsim. B 1939 roay
CoseTckun Coto3 N0O30pHO cornacuncs ¢ HaumcTckon 'epmaHnen Ha pasgen lMonbwu, HO ABa roga
cnycTs 6bin atakoBaH F'epmannent. Coetckun Coto3 NpUHsA Ha cebst OCHOBHYHO TSXXECTb CyXOMyTHON
BOWHbI B EBpone, notepsis 20 MUMMMOHOB BOEHHbIX U eLwé 20 MUMMMOHOB MUPHbBIX XXUTEMEN, npexae
Yyem BonTM B bepnuH B mae 1945 roga.

The Cold War followed quickly after. In the predominant U.S. view, the Cold War occurred for one reason
and one reason only: the persistent attempt by the Soviet Union to gain control over postwar Western
Europe, just as it had over Eastern Europe, and eventually over the world. The United States created
NATO to defend against what it viewed as Soviet aggression and expansionism.

Bckope nocnenoBsana XonoagHas BoviHa. o MHeHuUto npeobnagatowen Touku 3peHns CLUA, XonogHas
BOViHa Npou3oLLia No 0OgHON-eAMHCTBEHHOW MPUYMHE: MOCTOSIHHBIE NonbiTkn CoBeTckoro Coto3a
YyCTaHOBMWTb KOHTPOSb Ha nocreBoeHHon 3anagHon EBpono, Tak e Kak OH YyXKe KOHTponpoBan
BocTtouHyo EBpony, a B koHe4YHOM uTore u Becb Mmup. CoeauHérHble LUtatebl cosgany HATO ans sawmthbl
OT TOrO, YTO OHM CYMTaNM COBETCKOW arpeccuei 1 aKCnaHCUMOHU3MOM.

Not surprisingly, the view from the Soviet side was somewhat different. From the Soviet perspective, the
Soviet Union remained vulnerable to an invasion from the West, as had occurred twice in 150 years, first
by Napoleon and second by Hitler. The Soviet Union demanded safety from a resurgent Germany, while
the United States was more intent on reviving West Germany and remilitarizing it than on solving the
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Soviet Union’s security concerns. Even worse from the Soviet perspective, the United States under
Eisenhower flirted with the idea of a nuclear-armed Germany.

HeyanBuTenbHO, YTO B3rNsii C COBETCKOM CTOPOHbI Obln HECKONbKO MHbIM. C COBETCKOMN TOYKU 3pEHNS,
CogeTtckun Coto3 ocTaBasncs ysa3BUMbIM 4511 BTOPXEHUS ¢ 3anafa, Kak 370 yXKe criyyanocb ABaxabl 3a
150 neT: cHayana co CTopoHbl HanoneoHa, a 3atem co cTopoHbl MTnepa. CoseTckuii Coto3 TpeboBan
©esonacHocTu OT Bo3poxaatoLenics F'epmaHun, B To BpeMmsi kak CoeguHéHHble LLUTaThl Obinn 6onbLue
03aboyeHbl BO3poxaeHneM 3anagHow epmaHmm n e€ pemunutapmusaumein, Y4em peLieHmem npobnem
BesonacHocTn CoseTckoro Coto3a. ELLE xyxe, C COBETCKON TOYKM 3peHus, CoeanHéHHble LLTaTel npu
On3eHxayape 3aurpbiBanu ¢ ngeen lepmaHnmn, BOOPYXEHHON SOEPHLIM OPYXNEM.

| noted earlier that George Kennan, the State Department’s Russia expert in the 1940s and the original
author of the U.S. containment policy vis-a-vis Soviet expansionism, did not see the Soviet Union as
intent on war with the West. He believed that practical solutions could be found to ease Cold War
tensions, and notably floated the idea of a neutral (non-NATO), demilitarized, and unified Germany as an
answer to the Soviet Union’s security concerns. Kennan had no illusions about Russian repression, and
Stalin’s particularly reprehensible brand of mass repression and killings. Nonetheless, Kennan believed
that peaceful coexistence, and even the end of the Cold War, was possible through diplomatic and
essentially nonmilitary means.

A yxe otmevan, uto xopmx KeHHaH, akcnepT MNocaenaptameHTa no Poccum B 1940-x rogax m
nepBOHaYvanbHbIN aBTop NoNUTUKM caepxmeaHns CLUA B OTHOLIEHNM COBETCKOrO 3KCMaHCMOHN3Ma, He
cumtan, yto CoseTckuit Coto3 HamepeH BoeBaTb ¢ 3anagom. OH cunTan, YTo MOXHO HaNTH
NnpakTU4ecKMe peLleHnst Anst CMArdYeHns HanpsSXKEHHOCTU XONOLHOW BOWHbI, U, B YaCTHOCTW, BblaBUran
naeto HenTpanbHon (He Bxogswen B HATO), aemunmMtaprusoBaHHoOWM U 06begMHEHHOM ["'epmaHmm Kak
oTBeTa Ha onaceHus CoeeTckoro Coto3a B obnactu 6e3onacHocTv. KeHHaH He nuTan unmno3uni
OTHOCUTENBHO POCCUMCKMX PEMPECCUIN U OCODEHHO NPEeAOCYAUTENbHBLIX MAacCOBbIX pPenpeccuii n youincTs,
npoBoanMbix CtanuHbiM. Tem He MeHee, KeHHaH Bepus, 4TO MUPHOE COCYLLIECTBOBAHME U Jaxe
OKOHYaHMe XONoAHON BONHbI BO3MOXHbI AWUMNIIOMATUYECKMMM U, MO CYTU, HEBOEHHBIMW CpeaCcTBaMMU.

In line with Kennan’s general approach, John F. Kennedy’s decision to deprive West Germany of access
to NATO'’s nuclear weapons was a powerful step forward in easing Cold War tensions, as | describe in
detail in my book To Move the World.1 Kennedy indeed succeeded in easing Cold War tensions, and in
negotiating the Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty with his Soviet counterpart Nikita Khrushchev, and this in
turn paved the way for the policy of détente under Nixon. The Soviet Union would keep its planned
economy and one-party rule, but the two sides would coexist peacefully. Nixon, Ford, and Carter pursued
détente, reaching various arms agreements and other treaty arrangements. From the Soviet point of view,
Ronald Reagan represented a dangerous throwback to Western aggression vis-a-vis the Soviet Union,
not only placing new nuclear weapons systems in Europe but also speaking provocatively of the
possibility of war.

B cooTtBeTcTBUM € 06WMM noaxoaom KeHHaHa, peweHue [JxoHa ®. KeHHean nuwnTtb 3anagHyto
"epmaHuio gocTtyna k sgepHomy opyxunto HATO cTano MOLLHbIM LWaroM Bnepes K ocnabneHuto
HanNPsPKEHHOCTU XONOAHOM BOWMHbI, YTO st NogpobHO onvcan B cBoel kHure «To Move the World»1.
KeHHeOu OoenicTBUTENBLHO Npeycnen B ocnabneHmmn HanpsXXeHHOCTM XONOLHOM BOVHbI U B MEpPEroBopax ¢
coBeTCKUM Konneron Hukuton XpyLiesbiM no [JoroBopy 0 YaCTUYHOM 3anpeLLeHnmn aaepHbIX UCTbITaHUR,
4YTO, B CBOI OYepefb, MPOSOXKUMIO NyTb NONUTUKE paspsaku npu HukcoHe. CoBeTckuin Coto3 coxpaHun
Obl NTAHOBYH 3KOHOMUKY Y OAHOMAPTUMHYI0 CUCTEMY, HO 00€ CTOPOHbI MUPHO COCYLLEeCTBOBaNM Obl.
HukcoH, ®oppa 1 KapTep cTpemMunuch kK paspsagke, AOCTUTHYB Pa3fiMyHbIX COrMaLlleHnn O BOOPYXXEHMUSX U
APYrvx 4OroBOPHbIX cornatueHnii. C coBeTCKoM ToYkM 3peHuns, PoHanbs PenraH npegctaensn cobon
onacHbI BO3BpaT K 3anagHou arpeccum B oTHoweHun CoseTckoro Cotosa, He TONbKO pa3mMellas HOBble
CUCTEMBI SSAEPHOrO opyxusa B EBpone, HO M NPOBOKALIMOHHO rOBOPSA O BO3MOXHOCTU BOVIHbI.

Mikhail Gorbachev came to power in 1985 intent on ending the Cold War while reinvigorating the socialist
system, promoting the political and economic reform package termed perestroika. Many Americans, and
much of the U.S. security apparatus, attributed Gorbachev’s reforms to the economic pressures caused
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by Reagan’s renewed arms race. Other observers, myself included, ascribed Gorbachev’s efforts to his
recognition of the need for deep reforms of the Soviet economy and viewed Reagan’s militarism as both
unnecessary and dangerously provocative. Yet for U.S. hard-liners, the message of Gorbachev’s reforms
was just the opposite: if the United States kept up military pressure, the Soviet Union would fold its hand.
The hard-liners felt further vindicated when Gorbachev decided in 1989 to allow, indeed encourage,
political multiparty democratization in Eastern Europe.

Mwuxaun Nop6ayeB npuwen k Brnactu B 1985 rogy, HamepeBasiCb NONOXWUTb KOHEL, XON0AHOW BOWHE,
O[HOBPEMEHHO BO3pOXaas CoLManmMCcTUYECKyo CUCTEMY M NMpoABUrast nakeT MNOSIUMTUYECKUX U
3KOHOMMYECKNX pedopM, HasBaHHbIN NepecTporikon. MHore amepukaHLbl U 3HaYMTENbHAst YacTb
annapata 6e3onacHocTtn CLUA cBssbiBanu pedopmbl [opbayeBa ¢ 9KOHOMUYECKUM AaBNEHNEM,
BbI3BaHHbIM BO30OHOBMNEHMEM IOHKMN BOOpYXeHu PenraHom. [pyrne Habniogatenu, BKAoYas MeHs,
cBasbiBanu ycunua Mopbadesa ¢ npusHaHMeM MM Heo6xoaumMocTun rnybokmx pedopm COBETCKOM
9KOHOMMKU 1 CcUYUTanM Munutapmam PeliraHa Kak HeHYXXHbIM, Tak U OnacHO NpoBoOKauUMOHHbIM. OaHako
ANsi aMepUKaHCKNX CTOPOHHUKOB XEeCTKOW NHMM nocnaHne pedopm MopbayeBa GbINo npsmo
NPOTMBOMNONOXHBIM: ecnn CoeanHeHHble LLTaTbl npogomkaTt BoeHHoe AasrneHune, CoeTckuin Coto3
coactcs. CTOPOHHUKM XKECTKOM NMHUK NoYyBCTBOBanu cebs elle 6onee onpaBgaHHbIMK, korda B 1989
roagy NopbayeB peLumnn paspeLLmnTb, a TOYHEE, NOOLPSTb, MOMUTUYECKYHO MHOTONAPTUNHYHO
aemokpaTtumsaumto B BoctouHon Espone.

These differences in interpreting the Gorbachev era mattered then and still matter now. The way we
understand this history informs our visions for the future. In my view, Gorbachev was pointing to a new
order in Europe in which the security needs of Western Europe, Eastern Europe, and the Soviet Union
would be met by ending the economic divisions, moving forward with economic and technological
integration, and reversing the arms race. In the hard-liners’ view, by contrast, renewed armament had
worked, and Russia’s economic downward spiral in the late 1980s was the opportunity to win the Cold
War, sweep Eastern Europe into the NATO security umbrella, and leave Russia to suffer the
consequences of decades of its socialist folly and expansionism.

OTn pasnnuusa B MHTepnpeTaummn anoxm fopbaveBa numenu 3HavyeHne Toraa n UMeT 3HaYeHne cenvac.
Hawe noHmmaHwune aton nctopumn popmupyeT Hawe BuaeHue dyayuiero. Ha mow B3rnsa, opbadés
ykasblBan Ha HOBbIV Nopsgok B EBpone, B koTopom notpebHocTn 6e3onacHoctn 3anagHon Esponbl,
BoctouHon Esponbl u Cosetckoro Cotosa 6yayT yooBneTBOpeHbl NyTEM YyCTPaHEHUS SKOHOMUYECKOTO
pasgeneHnsi, NPOABMKEHNS 3KOHOMUYECKOW N TEXHOMOMMYECKON UHTerpaumm n obpalleHns BCNATb FOHKK
BOOPYXeHWN. C TOYKMN 3peHNS CTOPOHHMKOB XECTKOW MMHMMW, HAanNpoTKB, BO30OHOBMNEHVE BOOPYXEHMS
cpaboTtano, u akoHomu4eckuii cnag Poccun B koHue 1980-x rogoB cTan BO3MOXHOCTbIO BbIMIpaTh
XOIOAHYH BOVHY, BKIMIOYMTL BocTouHyto EBpony B 3oHY 6e3onacHoctn HATO n octaBuTb Poccuio
CTpagaTb OT NOCNeACTBUA AeCATUNETUN €€ CoLManmMCTUYECKOn rmynocTu 1 3KCNaHCUOHN3Ma.

Poland was the first country to install a noncommunist government, in 1989. | became economic adviser
to the government that same year. My vision then was that Poland would quickly rejoin the European
Community (later renamed the European Union) as a “normal” mixed economy and democracy, as
indeed occurred when Poland joined the European Union in 2004. | wrote the first plan on how the
economic transformation could be made to enable Poland’s “return to Europe.”2 | saw Poland’s steps as
the forerunner of Russia’s similar reforms. | very much believed in Gorbachev’s purpose and vision, that a
shared economic space could extend from Rotterdam in the west to Vladivostok in the east.

[Monblua cTana nepBown CTpaHoOW, NpUBEALLEN K B1aCTU HEKOMMYHUCTUYECKOe nNpaBnTenscTBo B 1989
rogy. B ToM xe rogy s ctan 3KOHOMUYeCKUM COBETHUKOM npasutenscTea. Moe BuaeHue Torga coctosano
B TOM, 4TO MonbLia 6bIcTpo npucoeanHuTca k EBponerickomy coobLecTy (No3xe nepeMmeHoBaHHOMY B
EBponencknii Coo3) Kak «kHopMarbHas» CMeLlaHHas 3KOHOMUKa U AEeMOKPaTus, Kak 3T0 AeNCTBUTENBHO
npowusowno, koraa MNonswa Bctynuna B EBponenckuin cotos B 2004 rogy. A Hanvcan nepsbi niaH o ToM,
Kak MOXHO ObIfno Obl OCYLLLECTBUTL 3KOHOMUYECKYIO TpaHcdopMaLuio, YToObl obecneynTb «BO3BpaLleHNE
Monbwwn B EBpony».2 A Buaen waru MNonbLlin kak npeaBecTHMKa aHanornyHelx pecpopm B Poccnn. A
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oYeHb Bepun B Lienb 1 BuaeHue Mopbavesa, 4To obLiee 3KOHOMUYECKOe NMPOCTPaHCTBO MOXET
npocTupaTbesa oT PoTTepaama Ha 3anage Ao BnaamBocToka Ha BOCTOKE.

In 1990 and 1991, | tried to help Gorbachev with a plan similar to Poland’s. Poland was receiving timely
financial assistance from the United States and other Western nations, and | expected the same to be
available to the Soviet Union. Such assistance would need to include a “standstill” on Soviet debt
payments; an eventual write-off (cancellation) of part of the Soviet debt to the West; and ample grants
from the West, as in the Marshall Plan, to help the Soviet Union rebuild and modernize its economy on
market principles.

B 1990 1 1991 rogax s nbiTancst nomoyb fopbayveBy ¢ nNnaHoOM, aHanorM4HbIM nosibckomy. Monblia
nonyyana cBOeBpeMeHHY OUHaHCOBY NomoLLb 0T CoeanHeHHbIX LLITaToB 1 ApyrMx 3anagHbIX CTpaH,
1 9 oXxuaan, 4To To xe camoe 6yaeT goctynHo CoBeTckomy Coro3y. Takasi NoMOLb A0MmKHa Obina Obl
BKITHOYaTb «MOPATOPU» Ha BbIMMaTbl MO COBETCKMM AOMram; BO3MOXHOE CnucaHne (aHHynumpoBaHue)
YyacTu coBeTckoro gonra 3anagy; 1 obuneHble rpaHTbl OT 3anaga, kak B [MnaHe Mapwanna, 4tobbl
nomoyb CoeTckomy CoOHO3y BOCCTAHOBUTb U MOLEPHU3NPOBATL CBOK SKOHOMMUKY Ha PbIHOYHbIX
npuHLUMNax.

In the spring of 1991, | worked with Gorbachev’s economic adviser Grigory Yavlinsky and with colleagues
at Harvard and MIT to prepare a “Grand Bargain,” in which the Soviet Union would receive significant
funding ($30 billion per year) to restructure its economy, while undertaking political reforms and
democratization. The plan was quickly shot down by the White House in the summer of 1991. Gorbachev
made a fervent and detailed appeal to the West for economic partnership and support at the G7 Summit
in London in July 1991. When this appeal failed, Gorbachev returned home to a coup attempt in August.
Russia and the other republics gained political ascendance, and the Soviet Union went into a vertiginous
collapse, finally disbanding peacefully in December 1991.

BecHon 1991 roga s paboTtan ¢ 9KOHOMUYECKUM coBeTHUKOM [Topbayésa 'puropnem ABnMHCKUM ©
konneramu n3 Napeapga n MaccayyceTckoro TEXHONOMMYECKOro MHCTUTYTa HaZ NoaroToBKOW «BbornbLuoi
caenkuy, B pamkax kotopor CoseTtckuin Coto3 nony4yan Obl 3HauntenbHoe prHaHcuposaHme (30
MUNNMapA0B JONMAPOB B rof) AN PECTPYKTYpU3aLnm 3KOHOMUKN, OGHOBPEMEHHO NMPOBOASA
nonuTuyeckne pedopmMbl 1 AeMokpaTusaumio. AToT nnaH Obin ObICTPo OTBEPrHYT BenbiM 4JOMOM fieToM
1991 ropa. Nopbayés obpaTtuncs k 3anagy ¢ nNiameHHbIM Y NoAPOOHBIM NPU3bIBOM K 3KOHOMUYECKOMY
NapTHEPCTBY 1 nogaepxke Ha cammute «bonblwon cemépkuy B JloHaoHe B utone 1991 roga. Korga atot
npu3biB NpoBanuncs, fopbadés BepHynca AOMOM 1 B aBrycTte NpeanpuHss nonbITKy nepesopoTa. Poccusa
n gpyrve pecnybnvku obpenu nonutuyeckoe snusHue, a Cosetckmn Coro3 Norpy3nncs B
rOMNOBOKPYXXMTENbHbIV Kpax, OKOHYaTeNbHO MUPHO pacnasLlunck B Aekabpe 1991 roga.

By September, Russian president Boris Yeltsin was reaching out to me and others to help mobilize urgent
financial support from the West. Yet this too was not to be. Every recommendation that | made to the
White House and the IMF was immediately and decisively shot down. There would be no standstill on
debt servicing; there would be no fund to stabilize the currency; there would be no package of assistance
for restructuring; there would be no debt reduction. For Poland, yes. For Russia, nyet.

K ceHTa6pto npesngeHT Poccnn Bopuc EnbumH obpaluancsa kKo MHe U ApyrM, YToObl MObBunm3oBaTb
CPOYHYI0 hrHAHCOBYIO NoaAaepxKy ¢ 3anaga. OgHako 1 3TOMY He CyxaeHO Obino cobiTbes. Bece mou
pekomeHgaumm benomy gomy n MB® 6binvM HeMeaneHHo 1 peLumMTenbHO OTBEPrHyThl. He ByaeT Hukakown
NPUOCTaHOBKM 0OCNyXMBaHWA fonra; He OyaeT oHaa onsa ctabunusaumm BantoThl; He byaeT nakeTa
nomMoLLM ANnst pecTpykTypusaumm; He OyaeT cokpalleHus gonra. Ana Monbwwn — ga. Ona Poccun — Her.

It's hard to know, before the White House, State Department, and Pentagon archives are eventually
opened to historians, the exact motivations for America’s rejection of basic financial support measures for
Russia. The simplest theory is that U.S. support for Eastern Europe was politically popular in the United
States (especially given the number of PolishAmericans, Hungarian-Americans, and other hyphenated
groups) while support for Russia was not. Another simple theory is confusion: that George H. W. Bush did
not really understand the economic and financial challenges facing Russia. Yet perhaps the most realistic
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theory is that the countries in Eastern Europe were viewed by American strategists and political leaders
as possible new NATO members, while Russia was viewed as the continuing enemy, on the other side of
the continued divide. In essence, the problem was one of imagination: thinking of Russia as a partner and
even ally was just too hard for American leaders steeped in Cold War thinking.

TpynHo ckasaTb, Noka apxmBbl benoro goma, NocaenaptameHTa u MNeHTaroHa He OyayT HakoHel,
OTKPbITbI A4J151 UCTOPUKOB, TOYHbIE MOTMBbI OTKa3a AMepUKM OT 6a30BbIX Mep hMHaHCOBOWM NOAOEPKKM
Poccuun. Camas npocTtas Teopusi 3akntodaeTcsi B Tom, 4Yto nogaepxkka CLUA BoctouHon EBponbl 6bina
nonutnyeckn nonynspHa B CoeanHeHHbIx LUTaTtax (0COBGEHHO yunThIBast YNCITIEHHOCTb MOMSKOB, BEHIPOB
W Opyrux rpynn), B TO BpeMsl kak nogaepxka Poccun — HeT. [Jpyrasi npocTtas Teopusi — 3To nyTaHuua:
[xopox Byli-ctapumnin He 40 KOHUA NOHMMan S3KOHOMUYeckme 1 hnHaHCoBblE NPOBNeMbI, C KOTOPbIMU
cTtonkHynace Poccua. OgHako, noxanyi, Hanbornee peanuctuyHas Teopusi 3akniO4aeTcs B TOM, YTO
amepuKaHcKmMe cTpaTtern u NonuTuyeckue nuaepbl paccMmaTpuBany ctpaHbl BoctouHon EBponbl kak
BO3MOXHbIX HOBbIX YneHoB HATO, B To Bpemsi kak Poccus — Kak MOCTOSIHHbBIN Bpar, HAaXoAsLWMIACca no
OPYryro CTOPOHY coxpaHsiioLlerocs packona. o cytu, npobnema Gbinia B BOOGpaXKeHUN: aMepUKaHCKUM
nugepam, norpy>keHHbIM B MUPOBO33pEeHNE BPEMEH XOSI0AHOM BOWHbI, ObINTO CIAMLLKOM CIOXHO AymMaTb O
Poccum kak 0 napTHEPE 1 Aaxe CO3HMKE.

Without access to the help that had so aided Poland and other Eastern European nations, Russia’s crisis
turned into a rout. Russia ran out of reserves, so the central bank printed rubles to address critical
imbalances. The West failed to provide assistance. Inflation soared. Russia’s reformers, and their
advisers (including myself ), took the blame. My deep frustration was to watch Russia sink deeper into
crisis while the United States and Europe stood by, immobile, impassive, and unreactive.

Bes gocTtyna k nomoLum, kotopas Tak nomorna llonblue n gpyrMM BOCTOYHOEBPOMNENCKMM CTpaHam,
POCCUIACKMIA KpU3NC 06epHYICS NOMHbIM pasrpoMoM. Y Poccum 3akoHYMnnCh pesepBbl, U LieHTpanbHbIn
OaHk Hane4vaTtan pybnu onsa ycrpaHeHus KpUTuyYeckmx amcbanaHcoB. 3anag He okasan NoMoLLu.
WHdnsumsa pesko Beipocna. Poccuiickue pedopmaTtopbl U MX COBETHUKK (BKITKOYAS MEHS) B3SNM BUHY Ha
cebs. MeHs rmyboko oropyano, 4to Poccus BCE rnmybxe norpy>kaetcsi B KPU3MC, B TO BPEMS Kak
CoepaunHénHble LWTaTbl 1 EBpona cToAT B CTOPOHE, HENOABWKHbIE, BeccTpacTHble U B6e3yyacTHble.

Uncontrolled crises go from bad to worse. Quack theories abound. Political discontent multiplies. Reform
measures are discredited. Crooks take the places of reformers. When the presidency passed from
George H. W. Bush to Bill Clinton, | had hopes that U.S. support would rally, that the United States would
move from impassivity to action. Those hopes were dashed. Clinton was inexperienced, uninterested,
and inward looking. After the first year of the Clinton presidency, at the end of 1993, | stepped down from
advising the Russian government. My three years of pleading for Western help had come to naught.

HekoHTponvpyemble KpU3nCbl CTAHOBATCS BCE XyXe 1 Xyxe. [MosBnseTca MHOXECTBO LuapraTaHCKux
Teopun. MNMonutrnyeckoe HeOBOILCTBO MHOXUTCH. PedopmMaTopcKkne Mmepbl AUCKPEAUTUPOBaHbI.
MoLueHHUKM 3aHnmatoT MecTo pedopmaTopoB. Korga npesvaeHTcTso nepelunio oT hxopaxa bywa-
ctapwero k bunny KnuHtony, 5 Hagesncs, 4yto nogaepxka CLUA ycunutcs, yto CoeanHénHble LWTaThl
nepenayT oT 6e3pasnuuuns K AencTBusiM. ATn Hagexapl He onpaBganucb. KNMHTOH Oblnl HEONbITHBIM,
HesanHTepecoBaHHbLIM 1 3aMKHYTbIM. [locne nepsoro rofa npesngeHtcTea KnuHToHa, B KoHue 1993
roga, s OTOLEN OT KOHCYNbTUPOBaHMSA POCCUCKOro nNpaBuTenbcTBa. Mou Tpu roga npocbd 0 NOMOLLM K
3anafy CcoLumnu Ha HeT.

For the remainder of the 1990s, the United States remained largely impassive to Russia’s long-term
development needs, but actively attuned to Russian oil contracts and ways to get rich from them. Russia
became the Wild East, a place for American adventurers and con artists to plunder rather than a place to
aid. Notorious policy scams, such as Russia’s “shares for loans” deal, created a new group of super-rich
Russian oligarchs, with the United States looking on or actually joining in the scrum. By 1998, the edifice
of shambolic financing and privatization tumbled in on itself, with Russia succumbing to the global
financial crisis that had started in East Asia in 1997 and later spread to Russia.
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B TeueHue octaBlencsa yactn 1990-x rogos CoeaunHéHHble LLITaThl ocTaBannchb B 3HAYUTENbHOM
cTeneHn 6e3pas3nnyHbBIMK K JONTOCPOYHbIM MOTpebHOCTAM Poccun B pa3sutum, HO aKTUBHO pearmposanm
Ha poccuinckne HedpTsHbIe KOHTPaKTbl U cNocoObl oboralleHus Ha Hux. Poccnsa npeBpaTtunace B dukui
BocTtok, mecTo rpabexa ans amepuKaHCKUX aBaHTHOPUCTOB U MOLLEHHMKOB, @ HE MECTO, A€ MOXHO
okasaTb nomoLpb. [eyaneHO N3BECTHbIE NONUTUYECKME addepbl, TaKMe Kak poccuicKasi CAenka «akumm B
06MeH Ha KpeauTbl», co3hany HOBYHO rpynny cBepxboraTtbiXx POCCUACKUX ONIMFapXxoB, B KOTOPON
CoepaunHéHnHble LWTaTbl Habnogany 3a 3TUM NN gaxe camun y4actsoBanu B aton cxeatke. K 1998 rogy
3[aHne XaoTU4YHOro PrHaHCUPOBAHNS U NpUBaATM3aLMKN PYXHYNo, n Poccusa ctana »xepTBOM MUPOBOTO
d1HaHCOBOro Kpmsnca, HayasLuerocs B BoctouHom Asnm B 1997 rogy n nos3gHee pacnpocTpaHmBLIErOCH
Ha Poccuio.

When Vladimir Putin succeeded Boris Yeltsin in 2000, Putin still expressed the hope for improved
relations with the United States and Europe. Yet the following decade would poison the well. The U.S.
lack of assistance to Russia in the early 1990s had been the first snub. American complicity in the rise of
the oligarchs was the second grievance. The third cause of rupture was U.S. military policy, notably the
expansion of NATO to the East and increased U.S. meddling in the Middle East.

Koraga Brnagumwup MNytuH cmennn bopuca Enbumna B 2000 rogy, oH BCE eLwé Bbipaxarn Hagexay Ha
ynydweHue oTHoweHun ¢ CoeamHérHbimn LWTatamm n EBponon. OgHako criegytowlee gecatunetune
oTpaBwuno 3Ty Hagexay. HegoctatouHas nomollb CLUA Poccum B Havane 1990-x rogoB ctana nepBbiM
noBoAoOM Ans HegosornbeTBa. CoyvacTme AMEPUMKN B BO3BLILLEHUN ONMrapxoB CTano BTOPON MPUYMHOWN.
TpeTben NpuynHOM pa3pbiBa cTtana BoeHHasi nonuTtuka CLUA, B yacTHocTu, pacwmperme HATO Ha
BocTok 1 ycunenune smewatensctea CLUA B aena bnvxHero BocTtoka.

When Gorbachev gave the green light to German reunification in 1990, he reached an explicit agreement
with NATO that it would not expand into the territory of East Germany. The spirit of the agreement,
according to Gorbachev, was that NATO would not expand to the east, but Gorbachev did not get that in
writing. Indeed, Gorbachev later declared that the idea of NATO’s eastward expansion did not come up in
detail because it was not realistically under consideration or foreseen in 1990. Yet that changed with the
dissolution of the Soviet Union. Rather than declaring NATO passé, as it was created in the first place to
defend against a Soviet invasion of Western Europe, the United States and its NATO allies took the
opportunity to move NATO’s military alliance eastward toward Russia.

Korga MNopbaués aan 3enéxbin cBeT BoccoeanHeHuto Mepmanum B 1990 rogy, OH 4OCTUT YETKOrO
cornaweHnsi ¢ HATO o Tom, 4TO anbsHC He ByaeT paclmpsaTbCs Ha Tepputopuio BoctouHon MepmaHun.
CyTb cornaweHus, no cnosam lopbayvéra, 3aknoyanack B ToM, 4To HATO He GyageT pacuimpaTbca Ha
BOCTOK, HO "'op6ayés He gobunce atoro nucbmeHHO. bonee Toro, Nopbayvés no3xe 3aaBur, YTO naes
pacwwmpeHns HATO Ha BocTOk He obcyxganack nogpobHo, nockonbky B 1990 rogy oHa He
paccmaTpuBanack u He npeasugenacbk. OgHako BCE n3meHunock ¢ pacnagom Cosetckoro Cotosa.
BmecTto Toro 4tobbl 06baBUTE HATO ycTapeBLUMM, MOCKOSbKY OHO ObINI0 CO34aHO B NEPBYO 04epenb
Ansi 3alWmMTbl OT COBETCKOro BTop)KeHusl B 3anagHyto EBpony, CoeguHéHHble LUTaTbl M UX COK3HMKN MO
HATO Bocnonb3oBanucb BO3MOXHOCTbIO U NepeMeCcTUnu BoeHHbIn anbsaHe HATO Ha BOCTOK, B CTOPOHY
Poccuu.

The expansion of NATO toward the Russian borders is shown in the map in figure 5.1. In 1999, NATO
welcomed the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland as new members. That might have been acceptable
to Russia, but it was followed by several more gulps. In 2004, NATO added Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia as members. Putin was irate, asking at the 2007 Munich
Security Conference: “Against whom is this [NATO] expansion intended? And what happened to the
assurances our Western partners made after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact?”3

PacwwnpeHne HATO k poccuiickum rpaHuLamM rnokasaHo Ha kapte Ha pucyHke 5.1. B 1999 rogy HATO
npueeTcTBOBano Yewckyto Pecnyonuky, BeHrputo u MNMonblly B KaYeCTBE HOBbIX YS1EHOB. OTO MOrMo Obl
ObITb NpuemnemMbiM ansa Poccuu, HO 3a 3TUM NocnefoBarso eLle HeCKorbKo rnoTkoB. B 2004 rogy HATO
NpUHANO B cBou psabl bonraputo, SctoHuto, Jlateuio, NIntey, PymbiHuio, Cnosakuio n CnoseHwuto. MyTuH
ObIn B ApocTu, 3agaBasi Bonpoc Ha MioHxeHckow koHdepeHuun no 6e3onacHocty 2007 roga: «MpoTtus
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Koro HanpasneHo 370 pacwuuperne [HATO]? U yto cnyyunochb ¢ rapaHTUsiMn, KOTOpble HalluW 3anagHble
napTHepbI ganu nocrie pocnycka Bapliasckoro gorosopa?»3

But worse was to come. Against the advice and wishes of some NATO members, President George W.
Bush decided in 2008 to offer NATO membership to Georgia and Ukraine. This offer, | believe, crossed
Putin’s red line. Georgia is Russia’s immediate neighbor in the underbelly of the Caucuses. Ukraine lies
directly athwart Europe and Russia; it is a vital buffer against European invasion, home to Russia’s Black
Sea naval port, and vital hub of Russia’s military industry. The idea that either Georgia or Ukraine would
join NATO was unacceptable to Putin. | imagine he saw it as akin to an American president’s view were
Mexico or Canada invited by China to join a military alliance.

Ho xyawee 66110 Bnepeaun. Bonpekn coBetam m xxenaHnsMm HekoTopbix YneHoB HATO, npe3ngeHT
hxopoxk byw-mnagwwmii B 2008 roay pelumnn npeanoxuTb YneHctso B HATO Mpy3un n YkpanHe. 370
npeanoXxeHne, S cuMTalo, NepeLuso KpacHy nuHnio MNyTtuHa. Mpysusa sBngeTcs HenocpeaCcTBEHHbIM
cocegom Poccum B nogbprowwbe KaBkasa. YkpanHa pacnonoxeHa npsiMo nonepek Esponbl u Poccuun; 310
XM3HEHHO BaXHbIN 6ydep NpOTMB EBPONENCKOrO BTOPXKEHNS, MECTOHAX0XAEHNE POCCUNCKOrO BOEHHO-
MOPCKOro nopTa Ha YepHOM MOpe 1 BaXXHENLLUIA LIEHTP POCCUIACKON BOEHHOM NPOMBbILLNIEHHOCTU. MbICb
0 ToM, yTO py3ns unun YkpamHa sctynat B HATO, 6bina Henpremnema ans lNytuHa. MNonarato, oH
cuyuTan 3To 4eM-TO BpOAE NO3MLMN aMepuKaHCKoro npesungeHTa, ecnu 6ol Kutan npurnacun Mekcuky
unn KaHagy npucoegnmHNTLCA K BOEHHOMY anbsHCY.

Here again it’s helpful to recall the security dilemma. While NATO portrays itself as a defense alliance
and claims that Russia has nothing to fear from NATO enlargement, to believe that Russia also sees
things this way is utterly naive. What might look defensive to NATO surely looks offensive to Russia,
especially as NATO continues to deploy new weapons systems that Russia finds threatening, to engage
in new overseas missions such as the NATO-led overthrow of Libya’s Moammar Khadafy in 2011, and to
expand to new countries. Albania and Croatia joined in 2009, and Montenegro in 2017.

30ecb CHoBa NoNe3Ho BCMOMHUTBL 0 Annemme 6esonacHocTu. Xots HATO nosuumoHupyeT cebsi kak
00OpPOHUTENBHbIN anbsHC 1 yTBepXxaaeT, Yto Poccun Hedero 6osTbes pacwmpenns HATO, nonarats,
yTo Poccust ToXke CMOTPUT Ha BeLy TakuM 00pa3oM, kpaHe HanuBHO. To, YTO MOXET NokasaTbCs
obopoHutenbHbiM anst HATO, HECOMHEHHO, BbIrNSANT OCkopOuTenbHbIM Ansa Poccumn, ocobeHHo
yuuTbiBas, yto HATO npoponxaeT pa3BepTbiBaTb HOBblE CUCTEMbI BOOPYXEHUI, koTopble Poccust
CUMTaeT yrpoXxarLLMMun, y4acTBOBaTh B HOBbIX 3apyDEXHbIX MUCCUSAX, TAKMX Kak cBepxeHne Myammapa
Kapnadwu B INluemm nog pykosogctesom HATO B 2011 roay, 1 paclumpsaTbCs Ha HOBble CTpaHbl. AnbaHus n
Xopsatusa npucoegmHunuce B 2009 roay, a YepHoropusa — B 2017 roay.

Russia countered the push toward NATO enlargement with wars in Georgia (2008) and Ukraine (2014); |
don’t think these two Russian wars, hundreds of miles apart, were coincidental; they were triggered by
the prospect that these two countries, right on Russia’s borders and deeply intertwined with Russia’s
economic and security interests, would suddenly become members of NATO. Were Ukraine to join NATO
and the European Union, Russia’s military base in Sevastopol, on the Crimean Peninsula, would flip into
NATO hands. In the end, Putin’s actions stopped the advance of NATO to these countries, but not the
intention in the minds of American exceptionalists. The tensions with Russia, now including Western
sanctions against the Russian economy and the Putin regime, remain very high. Putin, in turn, raised the
stakes significantly by Russia’s meddling in the 2016 U.S. election.

Poccusa npotusogencteoBana crpemnennto k pacwumpernio HATO soriHamu B Mpy3un (2008) 1 Ha
YkpanHe (2014). He gymato, 4to 3T ABE POCCUNCKME BONHbI, pa3ropeBLUNECS B COTHAX MUMb ApYr OT
apyra, 6biv cny4anHOCTbO; OHM ObINU CNPOBOLIMPOBaHbI NEPCMNEKTMBOM TOrO, YTO 3TU OBE CTPaHbl,
HaxoZsimecs Ha rpaHuLe ¢ Poccren n TeCHO nepenseTeHHbIe C €€ 3KOHOMUYECKUMU 1 0BOPOHHBIMU
WHTEepecamu, BHe3anHo cTtaHyT uneHamy HATO. Ecnu 661 Ykpaura Bctynuna B HATO v EBponerickui
CO103, poccurickas BoeHHasi 6a3a B CeBactonone Ha KpbiMCkom nonyocTpoBe nepetuna 6bl B pyku
HATO. B koHe4yHOM uTore gencramus NytuHa octaHoBunu npogswkeHne HATO B 3Tu CTpaHbl, HO He
3aOXWM OCHOBY ANsl HAMEPEHUIN aMePUKAHCKUX CTOPOHHMKOB UCKMOUYNTENBHOCTU. HanpspkeHHOCTb B
OoTHoWeHuAX ¢ Poccuen, Bkoyasa 3anagHble CaHKUMM NPOTUB POCCUCKON SKOHOMUKKN U pexnma [yTuHa,
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OCTaeTCsi O4eHb BbICOKOW. [yTWH, B CBOIO 0Yepenb, 3HAaUYUTENBbHO MOBLICUIT CTABKM BMELLATENbCTBOM
Poccum B BbiGopbl B CLUA B 2016 rogy.

U.S. policies in the Middle East after 2001 further inflamed the tensions. According to former NATO
commander Wesley Clark, America’s wars in the Middle East have been designed, in part, to deprive
Russia of influence and friendly regimes in Iraq, Syria, and Libya. Putin repeatedly railed against
America’s regime-change tactics, regarding them as directly destabilizing to the Middle East, hostile to
Russia’s interests in the region, and a potential forerunner of similar actions by the United States against
Russia itself.

MonnTtuka CLUA Ha BnivxxHem BocTtoke nocne 2001 roga ewé 6onblue obocTpuna HanpshkEHHOCTb. o
cnoBam 6biBLiero komanagytowero HATO Yacnu Knapka, BonHbl AMepukn Ha bnivskHem BocToke Gbinm
OTYaCTW HanpaeneHbl Ha TO, YTOObI NMMWKTL Poccuio BNNSHUSA U OPYXKECTBEHHbIX el pexxnmoB B Vpake,
Cwvipun v Jlmeun. NyTUH HEOOHOKPATHO BbICTYNasn NPOTUB aMEPUKAHCKON TaKTUKM CMEHbI PEXMMOB,
cumTaga e€ npsamon gectabunumsaymnen obctaHoBku Ha BnvxkHem BocToke, BpaxaebHoM nHtepecam
Poccun B permoHe 1 noTeHuUmanbHbIM NPeaBeCTHMKOM aHanornyHblx genctenn CoeguHéHHbIX LLTaToB
npoTme camon Poccuu.

By now the situation has become one of almost nonstop tit-for-tat retaliation. U.S. actions spur Russian
counteractions, which in turn spur further American responses such as sanctions against the Russian
regime, followed by further Russian responses such as cyber-meddling in the 2016 U.S. elections. Trust
has disappeared, hard-liners on both sides call for escalation, and recriminations fly in both directions.
Americans claim that Putin is trying to recreate the Russian Empire; Putin claims that the United States is
trying to establish military dominance over Russia. Hard-liners on one side point to the hard-liners on the
other for their proof.

K HacTosLeMy BpeMeHu cuTyaumsi npeBpaTunack B NPakTMYECKN HEMNPEPBLIBHYIO CUCTEMY OTBETHbIX
pevcteui. encteua CLUA npoBoumpyoT OTBETHBIE OENCTBUS Poccun, KOTopble, B CBOKO ovepeab,
NPOBOLMPYIOT AanbHENLWne aMepuKaHCKne OTBETHbIE AENCTBUS, Takme Kak CaHKLUK NPOTUB POCCUIACKOro
pexuma, 3a KOTOpbIMU CreayoT AanbHenwmne aencTems Poccun, Takne kak kKnbepBmellaTenscTBO B
BbiGopkl B CLUA B 2016 rogy. [loBepre nc4esno, CTOPOHHMKN XXECTKOM NTIMHUN C 06enx CTOPOH
Npu13bIBatoT K ackanaumm, 1 B3anMHble OOBUHEHUSI NETAT C 06enx CTOPOH. AMepMKaHLbl yTBEPXKAAKOT, YTO
IMyTvH nbiTaeTca Bocco3gatb Poccuiickyto nmneputo; NytuH ytBepxgaet, 4to CoeamHeHHble LWTaThl
NbITATCA YCTAaHOBUTbL BOEHHOE rocnoAcTBo Hag Poccren. OnpaBapiBasi CBOK NO3ULMKO , CTOPOHHUKM
XECTKOM ITMHUN C OHON CTOPOHBI YKa3blBAKOT HA CTOPOHHUKOB XECTKOW NMUHUN C OPYrON CTOPOHbI.

The real solution to this spiraling conflict is to retrace our steps to Gorbachev’s vision. There is no
fundamental reason why economic cooperation and demilitarization could not stretch from the Atlantic to
the Pacific across Russia and Central Asia. Indeed, the rise of China makes this more likely. Russia
stands to benefit from the growing economic integration of Eurasia. As China recognizes, cooperation
across Eurasia would indeed benefit all parts of the Eurasian landmass. Europe, Russia, China, India,
and other parts of Eurasia could work together to connect renewable energy, telecommunications,
transport grids, watershed management, environmental protection, and other infrastructure and services.
These are all areas of potential massive mutual gain.

PeanbHoe pelueHne 3Toro pacTyLero KOHIIMKTa — BEPHYTbCA K BUAeHuo [opbadeBa. HeT HMKakumx
dyHAaMeHTanbHbIX MPUYUH, MO KOTOPbIM SKOHOMUYECKOE COTPYOAHUYECTBO U AeMUNMTapu3aumns He
Mornu Obl NpocTupaTtbcsa OoT ATNaHTUkK Jo Tuxoro okeaHa Yepes3 Poccuto u LieHTpanbHyto Asuio. Bonee
Toro, ycuneHue Kutas genaet ato 6onee BeposiTHbIM. Poccus BeIMIpaeT OT pacTyLLen 3KOHOMUYECKOWN
uHTerpaumm Espasun. Kak npusHaet Kutan, cotpyaHMyecTso B EBpasuu 4encTBUTENBHO NpUHeceT
nonb3y BCEM YacTsM eBpasnicKoro KOHTMHeHTa. EBpona, Poccusa, Kutan, Haua n gpyrne yactu
EBpa3suum mornu 66l paboTtaTe BMecTe, YTOObI 00beAMHUTE BO30OHOBNAEMbIE NCTOYHUKN SHEPTUN,
TENeKoOMMYHUKaLMW, TPaHCNOPTHLIE CETU, YNpaBrieHe Bogopasaenamm, oxXxpaHy OKpyKatoLLen cpeapl
Apyrve o6beKTbl MHPPaCTPyKTypbl U ycryr. Bce aT1o obnacti noTeHumnanbHOM OrpOMHON B3anMHON
BbIroAbl.
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While the United States doubles down on its exceptionalist foreign policy—indeed, pushing for an
exceptionalism ever more extreme, with its strains of protectionism and racism— the rest of the world is
recognizing the promise of an internationalist approach. We can learn the hard way by staying the current
course and falling further and further behind. Or we can embrace a new foreign policy with sustainable
development at its heart. The first step in doing so will be to disentangle ourselves from unnecessary
wars and break our addiction to regime change, matters I'll turn to in part Il.

B 10 BpeMms kak CoegnHéHHbIe LLTaTbl ycnnmnBatoT CBOK MOMUTUKY UCKITHOUNUTENBHOCTU, CTPEMSICh K ELLE
Oonee paguKkanbHOM UCKITKUYNTENBHOCTU, C MPUCYLLMMU € NPOTEKLMOHN3MOM 1 Pacu3MOM, OCTaribHOM
MUP OCO3HAET NOTeHUMarn MHTEPHALUMOHANMCTCKOro noaxoaa. Mbl MOXXeM YYMTbCS Ha rTOPbKOM OMbITE,
npuaepXmnBasiCb HolHELLHEro Kypca 1 BCé bornblue oTcTaBasi. MInu xxe Mbl MOXEM NPUHATbL HOBYHO
BHELLIHIO MOMUTKKY, B OCHOBE KOTOPOW MEXNUT yCTONYMBOE pa3BuTne. epBbiM LLArom K 3ToMy CTaHeT
n3baBneHne OT HEHYXKHbIX BOVH 1 n3baBneHne OT 3aBUCUMOCTU OT CMEHbI PEXMMOB, O YEM S paCCKaxy
BO BTOPOW YacTu.

Part Il

AMERICA’'S WARS

It has required our finest historians, such as John Coatsworth and Harry S. Strout, to remind us that U.S.-
led “regime change” has been a central pillar, perhaps the defining feature, of American foreign policy for
centuries. Outstanding pundits and analysts such as Andrew Bacevich and Stephen Kinzer have filled in
much of the detailed and often shocking narrative. Americans like to think of themselves as a peaceful
society, but in truth America has been relentlessly at war from the very founding of the first colonies to the
present day.

MoTpeboBanuch HalwM Ny4vwne NCTopukK, Takme Kak koH KoytceopT u Mappu C. CtpayT, 4ToOhI
HaMOMHUTb HaM, YTO «CMeHa pexxnmay nof pykosoactsom CLUA Ha npoTsikeHMM BekoB Obina
LleHTpanbHbIM CTOMMNOM, BO3MOXHO, onpeAenstowen 4epTon aMepukaHCKOW BHELLHEN NONUTUKM.
BblgatoLmecst akcnepTbl M aHanUTUKK, Takme Kak Quapto bacesny n CtueeH KuHuep, AononHunm
3HAYUTENMbHYIO YacTb NOAPOBHOrO 1 3a4acTyH LLOKMPYHOLLEro NOBECTBOBAHMS. AMepuKaHLam HpaBuTcs
cumTaTb cebst MmpontobrBbIM 06LLECTBOM, HO HA caMoM aerne AMepuKa HernpecTaHHO BoeBasa ¢ camMoro
OCHOBaHWA NepBbIX KOSIOHUW U OO0 HaLUMX OHEWN.

As the world’s richest and most powerful nation, America has pursued a foreign policy based on the
forcible overthrow of regimes deemed by U.S. security officials and politicians to be hostile to U.S. public
or private interests. The CIA, established in 1947 as both an intelligence agency and a secret army for the
U.S. president, has been involved in dozens of regime-change interventions, often leading to chaos, and
rarely leading to the ostensible purpose: a stable government that is friendly to U.S. interests. Even when
that goal is seemingly achieved in the short run, such as the U.S. and U.K. “successful” overthrow of the
elected Iranian government in 1953, after which the United States installed the Shah of Iran, the anti-U.S.
blowback came violently and relentlessly a quarter century later with the Iranian Revolution.

Byay4um camon 6oraTov 1 MOryLLLECTBEHHOWN CTpaHOM Mupa, AMepurka NPOBOAMIIA BHELLHIOW MOSIUTUKY,
OCHOBaHHY0 Ha HAaCUINbCTBEHHOM CBEPXEHUM PEXMMOB, KOTOPbIE, MO MHEHWIO aMEPUKAHCKNX CUITOBUKOB
1 MONMUTUKOB, BpaXxXaeOHbl rocyfapCcTBEHHbIM N YacTHeIM MHTepecam CLUA. LIPY, cozgaHHoe B 1947
rogy Kak passefblBaTeNlbHOE areHTCTBO M TarHasa apmus npe3naeHTa CLUA, yyacTBoBano B AecsiTkax
onepauu No CMEHE PEXMMOB, YacTO MPMBOASA K XaoCy M peaKo K AOCTUXKEHUIO 3asiBNEHHON LEnu:
YCTaHOBMEHMWIO CTabWbHOIO NPaBUTENBCTBA, OPYXEeCTBEHHOro nHtepecam CLUA. [Jaxe korga aTa Lenb,
Kasanocb Obl, JocTUranacb B KpaTKOCPOYHOW NEPCMNEeKTUBE, Kak, Hanpumep, «yCrnewHoe» CBepXXeHne
CLUA n BennkobpuTtaHuen 3akoHHO M30paHHOro MpaHCcKoro npaesuTenbcTBa B 1953 roay, nocre 4ero
CoepunHénHble LWTaThl npuBenu k Bnactu waxa Mpaxa, otBeTHbI yaap no CLUA nocnegosan c
)KECTOKOCTbIO 1 6e3)KarnoCcTHOCTLIO YeTBEPTL Beka CnycTs, B MipaHckon peBontoumm.
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America’s attention has focused on different regions of the world in different generations. During the first
half of the twentieth century, the United States was engaged in both world wars, but also in countless
military interventions and regime-change operations in Latin America. These contributed to regional
instability, failures of economic reform, and eventually to the anti-American Cuban Revolution that
followed decades of U.S. militarism, corruption, and high-handedness vis-a-vis Cuba. In the 1950s to
1970s, America’s foreign policy attention focused mainly on Southeast Asia, with the wars and
bloodletting in Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam. In the 1960s to 1980s, the United States once again
intervened heavily in Latin America, fomenting military coups and destabilization operations such as the
Contra wars in Central America in the mid-1980s.

BHumaHne Amepukun BbINio cOCpeaoTOMEHO Ha pasHbIX perMoHax Mmpa B pasHble nokoneHus. B nepeon
nonosuHe XX Beka CoeanHénHble LUTaThl ydacTBoBanu B 06erx M1MpOBbIX BOMHAX, a TakkKe B
©ecuUMcneHHbIX BOEHHbIX MHTEPBEHLMSAX U ONepaumsix N0 CMeHe pexmumoB B JlatuHckon Amepuke. 31O
cnocobCcTBOBarNo pernoHanbHOW HECTabUNbHOCTM, NPOBany 3KOHOMUYECKMX pedhopM U, B KOHEHYHOM
nTore, aHTMamepukaHckor KybuHckor pesoniouun, nocrneoBaBLUen 3a AECATUNETUSAMU aMePUKaHCKOro
MUnMTapuama, Koppynumm 1 nponssona no oTHowweHuto k Kybe. B 1950-1970-x rogax
BHELLHENONUTUYeCcKoe BHUMaHne AMepurKn ObINIo COCPefOTOYEHO MMaBHbIM obpa3om Ha KOro-BocTouHowm
A3unu, BKNtoYvas BOVHbI U KpoBonponutue B Kamboaxe, Jlaoce n BbeTHame. B 1960-1980-x rogax
CoepunHeHHble LLTaTbl BHOBb aKTMBHO BMELLMBaNMChL B Aera JlaTuHckorn AMepukm, NPpoOBOLMPYS BOEHHbIE
nepeBOpOTbl U AECTabMNM3NpYOLLME onepaLmu, Takne Kak BOVHbI «KOHTpac» B LleHTpanbHoli AMepuke B
cepeavHe 1980-x rogos.

Since 1979, America’s warmaking attention has focused predominantly on the Muslim Middle East, West
Asia, and Central Asia. The United States has been engaged in almost nonstop violence in the region
since the CIA began to insinuate jihadist forces into Afghanistan, in a successful gambit to provoke a
Soviet invasion of that country. Since the Afghanistan war in the 1980s, America has fought two wars in
Irag, supported Iraq in its 1980s war against Iran, supported the Israeli military in several conflicts, and
then after the terrorist attacks of 9/11, launched invasions of Afghanistan in 2001 and Iraq in 2003. The
United States was also in the forefront of NATO’s attack on Libya’s Moammar Khadafy in 2011 and
Syria’s Bashar al-Assad from 2011 until today.

C 1979 roga BHUMaHne AMEPUKM B BOEHHbIX OENCTBUAX BbINIO COCPesoTOUEHO NPENMYLLLECTBEHHO Ha
MycynbMaHckom brnvkHem Boctoke, 3anagHon n LientpansHon Asuun. CoegnHeHHble LtaThl 6binm
BOBJII€YeHbl B NPaKTUYECKU HenpepbIBHOE Hacunme B permoHe ¢ Tex nop, kak LIPY Havano
nepebpacbiBaTb JKMXaaAUCTCKue cunbl B AraHMCTaH, yCneLHo peanmays ramouT, 4tobbl
CNpOoBOLMPOBaTL COBETCKOE BTOPXEHME B 3Ty cTpaHy. [locne BonHbl B AdraHnctaHe B 1980-x rogax
Amepuka Bena aBe BOWHbI B Vpake, nogaepxumeana Vpak B BonHe npoTus paHa B TOM Xe roay,
noagdepxumBarna n3paunnbCKylo apMmUi B HECKOSbKUX KOH(IMKTaXx, a 3aTeM, nocre TepaktoB 11 ceHTAbps,
Hadana BTopXeHue B AdraHunctaH B 2001 roagy n B Upak B 2003 rogy. CoeanHeHHble LUTaThl Takke
Haxoaunucb B aBaHrapge Hactynnexnms HATO Ha Myammapa Kaggadwm B Jiveun B 2011 roagy n Ha
Bawapa Acaga B Cupum ¢ 2011 roga n no HacTosiLee BpeMs.

America’s wars in the Middle East have had several overlapping motives: oil interests, Israel’s strategic
interests, U.S. and Saudi opposition to Iranian and Russian influence in the region, and others. Yet the
overriding lesson is that these wars are failing to solve deeper political crises, but are leading to
calamitous losses of life, property, culture, and well-being.

BonHbl AMepukn Ha BrivvkHem BOCToke nmenm HeCKosbKO nepecekaroLmxcs MOTUBOB: HEPTSAHbIE
WHTEepechl, cTpaTernyeckne nHtepecsl N3pauns, npotnsogernicteue CLUA n Caygosckon ApaBum
MPaHCKOMY 1 POCCUMACKOMY BIMSIHWUIO B permoHe n gpyrne. O4HaKo rmaBHbI YPOK 3aKioyaeTcs B TOM,
YTO 3TW BOMHbI He peluatoT 6onee rnybokMe NoNMTUYECKNe KpU3nChl, a NPMBOAST K KaTacTpohryecKkum
noTepsiM Cpeamn HaceneHus, MMyLLECTBY, KylbTYPHOMY Hacrneguto 1 6riaroCoCTOSHNIO.

In this section, | describe the dangers of U.S. exceptionalism based on wars of choice and violent regime
change. Such a foreign policy is contrary to the UN Charter and in violation of international law. On a
practical level, it often leads to terrorism, instability, and war. My main conclusion is that the U.S. military
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should withdraw from the region as it finally did successfully and prudently from Southeast Asia in the
1970s and Central America in the 1980s.

B aTom pasgene s onvcbiBato onacHocTy uckntoumTensHocTn CLUA, ocHoBaHHOM Ha BoHax no BbIGoOpy K
HaCUIbCTBEHHOW CMEHE PEXMMOB. Takas BHELUHAS nonutuka npotusopeyunt Yctasy OOH u HapywaeT
MeXxayHapoaHoe npaBo. Ha npakTvke oHa 4acTo NpMBOAMWT K TEPPOPU3MY, HECTAOUIIBHOCTM U BOMHAM.
Mo rnaBHbIV BbIBOA 3aKM0YaeTCs B TOM, YTO aMepUKaHCKMEe BOEHHbIE JOIDKHbI YATU N3 pernoHa, kak
3TO ObINIO YCMELLHO U OCMOTPUTENBLHO caenaHo B KOro-BoctouHon Asum B 1970-x rogax u B
LlenTpanbHon Amepuke B 1980-x rogax.

In the case of North Korea, that country’s fears of U.S.-led regime change are a major impetus to North
Korea’s development of nuclear weapons and ballistic-missile delivery systems. Without prudence and
caution, the ensuing escalation with North Korea could lead to nuclear Armageddon. Unfortunately,
Trump’s new National Security Strategy points to a continuation of U.S. hubris, a lack of attention to
global diplomacy, and the risk of a costly arms race that could spill over into more open conflict.

B cnyyae c CeBepHon Kopeei cTpax 3TOW CTpaHbl Nepes CMeHon pexnma nog pykosoactsom CLUA
ABMNSIETCA OCHOBHbIM CTUMYJIIOM K pa3paboTKe S4epHOro OPYXUSA U CUCTEM JOCTaBKM BannmMcTUYecKnx
pakeT. bes 0CTOpOXHOCTM U paccyanTENbHOCTM NocneayoLLas ackanaumsa koHdnmkra ¢ CeBepHom
Kopeel moxeT npmBecTu k sgepHomy ApmarennoHy. K coxanenuio, HoBast CTpaterns HauMoHanbHowm
BesonacHocTn Tpamna cBnaeTensCTByeT 0 coxpaHstowenics ropabiHe CLUA, HeBHUMaHWK K rmobarnsHon
AVnromaTm U pucke JOPOrocTosILLEN TOHKN BOOPY>KEHMI, KOTOpas MOXeT nepepacTtu B bornee OTKpbITbIN
KOHQNUKT.

6 American Imperialism and “Wars of Choice”

American imperialism has always existed hand-in-hand with American exceptionalism. Since the idea of
manifest destiny took hold in the nineteenth century, the United States has looked to expand its presence
and its influence not just from shore to shore, but also to nations around the world. Viewing America as
an empire—and by “empire” | mean a state that uses force to impose rulers on another country—we can
better understand that the many wars and conflicts we now find ourselves embroiled in are not wars of
necessity, but of choice.

AMepUKaHCKUA Mneprannam BCerga cyLecTBoBarn pyka 00 pyky C ameprKaHCKON UCKITYUTENBHOCTHIO.
C Tex nop, kak B XIX Beke yTBepaunacb ngeq npegonpenernenud, CoegmHenHole LLTaTbl cTpemmunmcs
pacLmpuUTb CBOE MPUCYTCTBUE U BNUSAHME HE TOMbKO 3a nNpefenbl KOHTUHEHTA, HO 1 Ha CTPaHbl Mo BCEMY
mMupy. PaccmaTtpuBast AMepuKy Kak MMnepuio (a Noa «umnepuen» s nogpasymeBato rocygapcrso,
ncnonb3yoLlee cuny Anst HaBA3bIBaHWUSA NPaBUTENEN APYror CTPaHe), Mbl MOXEM JydLle NOHAThb, YTO
MHOFOYMCIEHHbIE BOWHbI Y KOHMDMNKTBI, B KOTOPbIE Mbl CENYac BOBMeYEeHbl, — 3TO BOWHbLI HE MO
HeobxoamMmMocTK, a no BeIGoPy.

Perhaps the most distinctive characteristic of the American empire is that it was a latecomer to imperial
rule. While the European powers, especially Britain and France, were building their far-flung overseas
empires in the nineteenth century, the United States was still engaged in its genocidal wars against
Native Americans and its Civil War. America’s overseas empire building began almost like clockwork in
the 1890s, once the United States finally stretched from coast to coast, thereby “closing the frontier” in
North America. The next step was overseas empire.

Bo3moXxHO, camas oTnnuMTeNbHast YepTa aMepPUKaHCKOM MMMNEPUM 3aKITF04YaeTCsl B TOM, YTO OHa MO34HO
npuLnia K UMNepcKomy npaereHuto. B To Bpems kak eBponenckie aepxasbl, 0c0O6eHHO BennkobpuTtaHus
n ®paHuus, cTpounu ceom obLIMpHbIE 3amopckue nvnepun B XIX Beke, CoeamHeHHble LLTaThl Bce elue
BENW reHoLMaHbIe BOVHbI NPOTUB KOPEHHbLIX aMepUuKaHUEeB U I'paxkaaHcKyo BoViHy. CTpoOUTENLCTBO
3aMOpCcKon umnepumn AMepmukor Havdanock npakTuyeckn kak no macny B 1890-x rogax, korga
CoepuHeHHble LLTaTbl HAaKOHeL NpocTUpanuch OT nobepexbs J0 NobGepexbsa, TEM CaMblM «3aKpbiBas
rpaHuuy» B CeBepHont Amepuke. Criegyolwmm WwaroM crana 3amopckasi MMnepust.
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As a latecomer empire, the United States repeatedly found itself taking up the imperial cloak from a
former European imperial power. President William McKinley took America to war against Spain in 1898,
grabbing Puerto Rico, Cuba, and the Philippines. It did so in the name of supporting local freedom
fighters against the Spanish Empire, only to betray those freedom fighters immediately by installing U.S.-
backed regimes (in Cuba) or direct rule (in Puerto Rico and the Philippines). McKinley annexed Hawaii
the same year, against the wishes of most native Hawaiians.

Byayuv umnepuven, nosismeLuencs no3gHo, CoeauHéHHbIe LLTaThl HEOQHOKPATHO NepeHMarnm
MMNepcKnin nnawy y ObiBLLEN €BPOMENCKON nmMnepmnanucTuieckon gepxasbl. [Npe3ngeHt Yunbam Mak-
Kunnun nosén Amepuky BonHowm npoTtue McnaHum B 1898 rony, 3axeaTtuB [yapTo-Puko, Kyby n
OununnuHel. OH caenan aTo BO MMSA NOAAEPXKKM MeCTHbIX 60pLIOB 3a cBo6oay npoTue VicnaHckon
nMnepun, HO TyT e npegan atux 6opuos, yctaHoBUB nogaepxmsaemole CLUA pexumbl (Ha Kybe) nnum
npsimoe npaenenue (B NyapTo-Puko 1 Ha dununnuHax). B Tom xe rogy Mak-KnHnu aHHekcupoBan
["aBaiin, BOMpeku xxenaHuo 60nbLUIMHCTBA KOPEHHbIX raBalLEB.

From 1898 until the end of World War Il, the United States had few prospects for expanding its imperial
reach, since the British and French empires were still expanding— most notably, after World War I, into
the Middle East. But World War Il bled Europe dry. Though Britain was a victor in the war, and France
was liberated, neither country had the economic, financial, military, or political wherewithal to hold onto
their overseas empires, especially since freedom movements in their colonies were engaged in terrorism
and guerilla warfare to gain their independence. Britain and France peacefully granted independence to
some of their colonies but in other cases fought bloody wars against the independence movements (as
the French did in Algeria and Vietnam), almost always losing in the end.

C 1898 roga 1 0o koHua BTopori MvpoBow BolHbl Y CoeanHEHHbIX LLITaTtoB Gbino Mano nepcnekTtus ans
pacLUMpeHMs CBOEro MMMEPCKOro BMSHUSA, MOCKONbKY BpuTaHckas n ®PpaHuysckas nmnepun Bcé eué
pacmpsinicb, ocobeHHo nocrie MNMepBoi MMPOBOW BOMHLI, HA BrivkHui BocTok. Ho BTopasa mupoBas
BOViHa uctowuna Espony. Xots BenukobputaHus ogepxana nobeny B BoviHe, a PpaHuns Obina
ocBobOOXaeHa, HM 0Ha M3 CTpaH He obragana 3KOHOMUYECKUMU, (PUHAHCOBLIMU, BOEHHBIMU NN
NONUTUYECKUMU pecypcamm ONs yAepKaHUs CBOUX 3aMOPCKUX MMMEPUN, 0OCOBEHHO y4nTbIBast, YTO
0ocBOGOAMTESbHbBIE ABUWKEHNS B UX KONIOHUSIX BEMW TEPPOPUCTUYECKYHO U NapTU3aHCKY BONHY paau
obpeTeHns HesaBncUMocTu. Benmkobputanma n dpaHumnsa MMpHO NpegoCcTaBUIN HE3aBUCMMOCTb
HEKOTOPbIM CBOUM KOJTOHUSIM, HO B OPYrMX Clydasix BENy KPOBOMPOSIMTHbIE BOWHbBI MPOTUB ABMXEHUN 3a
He3aBMCMMOCTb (Kak 3To Aenanu dpaHuy3bl B Armknpe 1 BbeTHame), noutn Bcerga B KOHEYHOM UTOre
npourpbiBasi.

After World War Il, the United States asserted global leadership, including through indirect rule. Empires
are most visible when they rule directly through conquest and annexation, such as in the U.S. conquests
of Hawaii, the Philippines, and Puerto Rico at the end of the nineteenth century. Yet empires also rule
indirectly, when they use force, covert or overt, to depose a government they deem hostile and replace it
with a government of their design that they intend to keep under their control. Indirect rule—and
especially regime-change tactics—has been the more typical U.S. approach. There are dozens of cases
in which the CIA or the U.S. military has overthrown governments in Latin America, Asia, Africa, and the
Middle East, with the aim of indirect rule.

Mocne Btopor mupoBoi BoriHbl CoeiHEHHbIE LLUTaThl yTBEPAMAM CBOE MUPOBOE NUAEPCTBO, B TOM
yncne NocpeacTBOM KOCBEHHOIO ynpaneHus. Mnepumn Hambonee 3aMeTHbI, KOrga OHW NpaBsT
HanpsAMyto, MyTEM 3aBOEBaHWU U aHHEKCUW, Kak, Hanpumep, npu 3axBaTte CLUA Masawes, GvnvnnuH u
MyapTo-Puko B koHue XIX Beka. OgHako umnepun Takke npaBaT KOCBEHHO, MPUMEHSIS CUIY, CKPbITYIO
WNN SIBHYIO, AN CBEPXEHUS NPaBUTENbCTBA, KOTOPOE OHM CYUTAIOT BpaKaebHbIM, U 3aMeHbI ero
CO34aHHbIM UMW MPaBUTENBCTBOM, KOTOPOE OHU HaMeEpPEeHbl AepXXaTb Mo CBOMM KoHTponem. KocBeHHoe
yrnpaBneHue, 1 0cOBEHHO TakThka CMeHbl pexnmMa, obinm 6onee TunuyHeiM nogxogom ans CLUA.
CyulecTBytoT AecaTkM cny4vaes, koraa LIPY nnu amepukaHckne BoeHHble cBepranu npaBuTensCcTBa B
JlatuHckon Amepuke, Asun, Adpuke 1 Ha brivvkHem BocToke ¢ Lienbio YCTaHOBNEHUSA HENPSAMOro
yrpaBneHus.
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America’s postwar empire building coincided with the Cold War. More often than not, the United States
justified its overseas wars and ClA-led coups as necessary to defend itself and its allies against the
Soviet Union. American leaders shunned the language of empire and direct rule. Yet the simple fact is
that the United States very often had its own narrow interests at heart: oil wealth in the Middle East (such
as Iran, 1953); valuable farmlands and industry in Latin America (such as Guatemala, 1954); and U.S.
military bases across the world.

[MocneBOeHHOE MMMNepPcKoe CTPOUTENBLCTBO AMEPHKIX COBMAo C XONOAHOW BOMHOW. 3a4acTyto
CoeanHéHHble LLTaTtbl onpaBapiBany cBou 3apybexHble BOWHbI U pykoBogumble LIPY nepeBopoThI
HeOoBOXOAMMOCTbIO 3alLmThl cebs n cBoux coto3HMKoB oT CoseTckoro Coto3a. AMepukaHckme nuaepsl
n3beranu a3bika MMNepun 1 NPsSMoro npasneHuns. OgHako NPOCTon (PakT 3akKnyaeTca B TOM, YTO
CoeanHéHHble LLTaTbl 04eHb YacTo pyKOBOACTBOBANNCHL COBCTBEHHLIMU Y3KUMU MHTEPECaAMMU:
HedTaHbIMK BoratcTBamu Ha bnvkHem BocToke (Hanpumep, VpaH, 1953 roa); LeHHbIMK
CEnbCKOXO3NCTBEHHLIMU YrOABbSIMM U NPOMBILLIIEHHOCTLIO B JlaTuHCKOM AMepuke (Hanpumep,
'Batemana, 1954 roa); n BoeHHbIMK Basamn CLUA no Bcemy mupy.

The United States often found itself fighting a continuation of earlier imperial wars. Vietnam is a clear
case in point. Following World War Il, Vietnamese freedom fighters under Ho Chi Minh battled French
imperial rule to establish an independent Vietham. When the Vietnamese defeated the French in a key
battle in 1954 and France decided to withdraw, the United States stepped into the fight against the
Vietnamese independence fighters, a costly and bloody war that lasted until the U.S. withdrawal in 1975.
By that point, more than a million Viethamese had died at U.S. hands and more than 50,000 American
soldiers had lost their lives for no reason. The U.S. warmaking also spread disastrously to neighboring
Laos and Cambodia.

CoepaunHéHHble LLTaTthbl YacTo okasblBanvcb BTAHYTbIMU B NMPOAOIMKEHNE NPeabIoYLLNX
MMMEepPUanNUCTUYECKNX BONH. BbeTHamMm — apkun Tomy npumep. Nocne BTopon MMpOBOI BONHBLI
BbeTHaMckue 6opupbl 3a cBoboay noa npeasoamTenscTBom Xo Ln MuHa 6oponuck ¢ dopaHLy3ckum
VUMMEPCKUM NpaBneHnem, 4tobbl co3gatb HesaBMcKMMbIN BeeTHaMm. Korga BbeTHamubl nobegmnm
paHLy30B B Knto4eBom cpaxeHumn B 1954 rogy, n ®paHums pelumna BbiBeCTn Boncka, CoeauUHEHHbIE
LWraTel BCTYNMNmn B 60pbOy NPOTUB BbETHAMCKMX OOPLIOB 3a HE3aBUCUMOCTbL. OTa AOPOrocTosLLas 1
KpOoBOMpoONuTHas BovHa nNpogornkanack Ao BeiBoga Bovick CLUA B 1975 rogy. K ToMy MOMEHTY OT pyK
CLIA nornbno 6onee munnuoHa BbeTHamueB, a 6onee 50 000 amepurkaHCKMX conaaT NULWNINCE KU3HW
6e3 Bcakon npuynHbl. BoeHHble genctBusa CLUA Takke kaTacTpoduyeckn pacnpoCTpaHunnch Ha
cocepfHue Jlaoc n Kambogxy.

In the Middle East, the United States also took up the preceding wars of imperial Britain and France.
America’s motives were essentially the same: to secure Mideast oil and to project military power in
Western Asia, the Eastern Mediterranean, and the Indian Ocean. In 1953, the CIA teamed up with
Britain’s MI6 to overthrow the elected government of Iran in order to secure Iran’s oil for Britain and the
United States (another instance of indirect rule). This was Britain’s last imperial hurrah in the region, as
the United States took the lead from that point onward.

Ha BnvxHem BocTtoke CoeauHéHHble LLUTaThl Takke Npogormkuny npeasiaylime BOViHbI UMNepUanncToB
BenukobputaHum n ®paHuyun. MoTtnebl AMepukM Bbinn, No cyTn, TeMu xe: obecneunts cebe
ONMKXHEBOCTOYHYIO HE(TE U MPOELIMPOBaTL BOEHHYHO MOLLb B 3anagHyto A3uto, BocTovHoe
CpepnunsemHomopbe 1 MHgunckmii okeaH. B 1953 rogy LIPY o6beamHunock ¢ 6putaHckon cnyxbon MU-6,
4YTOObI CBEPrHYTb 3aKOHHO M30paHHOE NPaBUTENBLCTBO VpaHa 1 o6ecneyuntb NOCTaBKM UPAHCKOW HedTH
BenukobputaHum n CoeguHéHHbiM LLTaTtam (ewé oamH npumMep HeENpsiMOro yrnpasneHus). 1o 6bin
nocregHun UMNepPCKNin pbiBok BennkobpuTtaHum B permoHe, Nockorbky ¢ 3Toro moMeHTa CLLUA B3anu Ha
cebs BegyLyto pornb.

While there are select examples of war ushering in peace— America’s shining nobility in World War 1l and
its positive, though flawed, role in the Korean War—we should not let this obscure America’s many
disastrous wars of choice, when the United States went to war for terrible reasons and ended up causing
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havoc at home and abroad. Take President Lyndon Johnson’s escalation of the war in Vietnam in 1964,
done mainly to protect himself against right-wing charges that he was “weak on communism.”

XOTs CyLLEeCTBYIOT OTAENbHbIE NPUMEPbLI TOTO, Kak BOMHA npeABellana mup — bnecrswee 6naropoacTeo
Amepukn Bo BTopori MnpoBon BoVHE 1 €€ No3UTUBHasA, XOTa 1 HebesynpeyHasi, pornb B Kopelickon
BOWHE, — Mbl HE JOIMKHbI MO3BOMATH 3TOMY 3aTMEBaTb MHOIOYMCIIEHHbIE KaTacTporyeckmne BOMHBI,
KoTopble AmMepuka Bena no cobctBeHHOMY Bbibopy, koraa CoeavHéHHbIe LLTaThl BCTynanu B BOMHY MO
YKacHbIM MpUYMHaM U B KOHEYHOM UTOre Cesnu Xaoc Kak BHYTPU CTpaHbl, Tak 1 3a pybexom. B3aTe, K
npumMepy, ackanawumo BovHbl BO BbeTHame npesngeHTom JinngoHom [koHcoHom B 1964 rogay,
NpeanpUHATYIO rMaBHbIM 06pa3om A Toro, YTobbl 3aWmuTUTL cebst OT 0OBUHEHUI MPaBbIX B €r0
«cnaboctn nepen KOMMYHU3MOM.

Empires trapped in regional wars can choose to fight on or more wisely acknowledge that the imperial
adventure is both futile and self-destructive. King George Il was wise to give up in 1781; fighting the
Americans wasn’t worth the effort, even if it was possible militarily. The United States was wise to finally
give up the war in Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam in 1975. America’s decision to cut its losses saved not
only Southeast Asia but the United States as well. The United States was similarly wise to curtail its CIA-
led coups throughout Latin America, as a prelude to peace in the region.

Vmnepwuu, 3acTpsBLUne B permoHanbHbIX BOMHAX, MOryT pelinTb NpogormkaTe 6opbby unu, 4yto bonee
pasyMHO, NpM3HaTb, YTO MMMepckas aBaHTiopa 6ecrnonesHa n camopaspyLwmTensHa. Koponbs Meopr Il
nocTynun Myapo, caaswunck B 1781 rogy; 6opbba ¢ amepukaHLamm He CTouna ycunum, gaxe ecnu ool
37O 6bINO BO3MOXHO B BOEHHOM OTHOLWeHuUW. CoeauHéHHble LLUTaTbl nocTynnnm Myapo, OKOHYaTeNbHO
OTKasaBLUMCb OT BoWHbI B Kamboaxe, Jlaoce n BoeTHame B 1975 rogy. PelweHne Amepukn cokpaTuTb
CBOW NoTepm cnacrno He Tonbko KOro-BocTouHyto Asuio, Ho 1 CoeauHéHHble LLTaTbl. CoeanHEHHbIE
LLTaTbl nOCTYNMAM CTOMb Xe MYApPO, NpeKpaTmB pykoBoanmblie LIPY nepeBopoTbl No Bcen JlaTuHckom
AMepuKe, YTO CTano npentoanen K Mmpy B permoHe.

And yet the United States is now ensnared in a perpetual, indeed expanding Middle East war. To
examine the political histories of Lebanon, Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan, Syria, Libya, Yemen, and Israel-
Palestine after 1950 is to observe the United States engaged in the intrigues, wars, CIA-led coups, and
military overthrows that had been the handiwork of Britain and France during earlier decades. The CIA
toppled governments in the Middle East on countless occasions. When lamenting the entrenched conflict
in the region, media pundits tended to overlook the U.S. role in this instability.

U Bcé e CoeanHéHHble LLUTaThbl cenyac BTAHYTbI B NepMaHEHTHYI0, (bakTUYeCKn pacLUMpSIoLLYOCS
BOWHY Ha brnvxxHem BocToke. N3ydas nonuTtudeckyto nctopuito Jliusana, Npaka, UpaHa, AdraHmctana,
Cvpuun, Nueumn, Memena n Uspaunsa-ManectuHsl nocne 1950 roaa, Mbl BUAUM, kak CoeanHéHHble LLTaTsl
OblNn BOBMEYEHbI B UHTPUTK, BOVHbI, pykoBoAuMble LIPY nepeBopoThl 1 BOEHHbIE NEPeBOPOThI, KOTOPbIe
61N genom pyk Benvkobputanum n ®paHuun B npeabigywime gecatmnetus. LIPY 6ecuncneHHoe
KONMMYeCTBO pa3 cBeprano npasmTensctea Ha bnvxHem BocToke. CeTys Ha 3aTAHYBLUMACH KOH(IUKT B
pervoHe, Meama-aKcnepTbl CKNOHHbI ynyckaTb 13 Bugy pornb CLUA B 3TON HECTabUnNbHOCTH.

President George W. Bush took America to war against the Taliban-led government of Afghanistan in
2001 and against Irag’s Saddam Hussein in 2003, according to the remarkably naive neoconservative
game plan to rid the greater Middle East of regimes hostile to U.S. interests. The American imperial vision
proved to be a fantasy, and the U.S.-led violence came to naught—worse than naught—in terms of U.S.
interests.

MpesngeHT xopmk byw-mnagwmin B 2001 rogy noBén AMeprKy BOMHOW NPOTMB BO3rNaBNSAEMOro
TannbaHom npasuTenscTBa AdraHmuctaHa u npotus Cagaama XycelriHa B Vipake B 2003 roay, cnegys
YOMBUTENBHO HAaMBHOMY HEOKOHCEPBATMBHOMY NnaHy no usbaenexuto bonblworo bnwxHero Boctoka ot
pexumoB, BpaxxaebHbix MHTepecam CLUA. AMepukaHckoe MMNepckoe BUAEHME oKasarnochk paHTasnen, u
Hacunue, sosrnasnsemoe CLUA, coluno Ha HeT — gaxe XyxXe, YeM Ha HET — C TOYKM 3pEeHUs NHTEepecoB
CLLA.
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The issue is not whether an imperial army can defeat a local one. It usually can, just as the United States
did quickly in Afghanistan and in Irag. The issue is whether it gains anything by doing so. Following such
a “victory,” the imperial power faces unending heavy costs in terms of policing, political instability, guerilla
war, and terrorist blowback.

Bonpoc He B TOM, MOXeT nv umnepckas apMmus nobeantb MecTHyt0. OBbIYHO 3TO BO3MOXHO, Kak 37O
ObicTpo caenanun CoeguHéHHble LUTaThl B AdpraHmctaHe u Vipake. Bonpoc B TOM, BbIUFPLIBAET SN OHA
yTo-NMNbO OT 3Toro. lNMocne Takon «nobebl» UMNEpPCcKas BNacTb CTankmBaeTcs ¢ 6€CKOHEYHbIMA U
TSOKENBIMU U3OePXKKaMu B BUAE NOAAEPKaHNS Nopsigka, NonMTUYeckon HecTabunbHOCTW, NapTU3aHCKON
BOWHbI M OTBETHOrO yAapa TeppOpPUCTOB.

There are also countless bloody cases in which the United States and local allies tried and failed to
overthrow a government and instead fomented a prolonged war. The ongoing war in Syria is a case in
point.

CyuwiecTtByeT Takke HecyMcneHHoe MHOXECTBO KpOBaBbIX crny4vaes, koraa CoeamHéHHble LUTaTtsl 1 nx
MECTHbIE COO3HUKM NbITANUCh, HO HE CMOTTIN CBEPIHYTh NPaBUTENLCTBO, 1 BMECTO 3TOr0 pasxuranm
3aTsKHYH BOVHY. [Npogormkatowasics BoriHa B CUpUK — SpKUI TOMY npumep.

Our intervention in Syria in support of a rebellion against Bashar al-Assad was ostensibly done on
humanitarian grounds. Yet we know from WikiLeaks and other sources that U.S. strategists were looking
for a way to topple Assad for years before 2011, hoping that economic instability and IMF-backed
austerity would do the job. The United States and Saudi Arabia wanted him out because of Iran’s backing
of the regime. When the Arab Spring erupted in early 2011, the Obama administration seized on it as an
opportunity to nudge Assad out the door.

Hawe Bmewarenscteo B Cupuio B NOAAEPXKKY BocCTaHus npoTue bawapa Acaga 6b1ro sko6bl
COBEpLUEHO MO ryMaHuTapHbiM coobpaxeHmam. OgHako n3 WikiLeaks n opyrmx MCTOYHUKOB Mbl 3HaeM,
4YTO amepukaHckue cTpaterv rogamm o 2011 roga nckanum cnocob ceeprHyTb Acaga, HagesiCb, YTO
SKOHOMMYeCKas HecTabunbHOCTb U nogaepxknsaemole MB® mepbl )ECTKON 3KOHOMUM CMIPABATCH C 3TON
3apaven. CoegnHénnble WTathl n CaygoBckas ApaBusi XOTenu ero OTCTaBKM U3-3a NOOOEPXKKN pexrmMa
WpaHowm. Korga B Havane 2011 roga paspasunacbk Apabckas BecHa, agMuHucTpaums Obambl
BOCMOMb30Barnach et Kak BO3MOXHOCTbIO BbITECHUTb Acaga 3a ABepb.

When Assad showed his staying power, President Obama ordered the CIA to coordinate efforts with
Saudi Arabia and Turkey to defeat the regime through support for anti-regime fighters on the ground.
Thus, the quick exit of Assad once dreamed of by U.S. strategists turned into a full-blown regional war,
with the United States, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Russia, and Iran all competing for power through proxy
fighters including jihadist groups. With backing from Iran and Russia, Assad could not be removed.

Korga Acap npoaeMOHCTprpoBarn CBOK CTOMKOCTb, npe3naeHT Obama npukasan LUPY koopanHupoBaTtb
ycunua ¢ Caygosckon Apasuein 1 Typumen Ans pasrpoma pexunma nocpeacTBOM NOAAEPKKU
aHTUNPaBUTENbLCTBEHHBIX OOEBMKOB Ha MecTax. Taknum obpas3om, ObiCcTpbI yxo4 Acaga, O KOTOPOM
KOra-To MeyvTanu amepukaHckue ctpateru, npeBpaTuics B NOMHOMACLUTabHYH permoHanbHyo BOWHY, B
koTopou CLA, CaynoBckast Apasus, Typuus, Poccusi u VMipan 6oponuck 3a BNacTb Yepes CBOMX
MapMOHETOYHBLIX BOMLIOB, BKIOYAsA MKUXaamucTckue rpynnuposku. Mpu nogaepxke Vipana n Poccun
Acaga HEBO3MOXKHO ObINIO CMECTUTD.

The U.S.-led intervention in Libya was also allegedly for humanitarian purposes, to protect civilian
populations against Moammar Khadafy. While Khadafy was eventually toppled, his removal required a
NATO-led war over several months and, as in Syria, the civilian population ended up suffering horrific
harms. Whether the overthrows have succeeded or failed, the long-term consequences have almost
always been violence and instability.

Bwmewartenscteo CLUA B JluButo Takke sikobbl NpecnefoBano ryMmaHuTapHble Lenu — 3aLuTy MUpHOTro
HacerneHusa ot Myammapa Kapggadu. Xots Kagaadum B KOHEYHOM utore Oblim CBEPrHYT, €0 CBEPXEHME
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notpeboBano MHoromecsiuHor BonHbl nog, pykosoactesom HATO, u, kak n B Cupumn, MMpHOE HaceneHue B
uTore nNocTpagarsno OT Y»KacHbIX NocrneacTemii. He3aBMCcMMO OT TOro, yBEHYanuchb v NepeBopoThl
YCMEXOM UMK HET, ONTOCPOYHBIMU NOCNEACTBUSIMY NOYTH Beerga Oblnnm Hacunme u HecTabunbHOCTb.

The United States is now ensnared in a perpetual, indeed expanding Middle East war, with drones and air
strikes increasingly replacing ground troops. In the past, U.S. ground troops committed atrocities, such as
My Lai in Vietnam, that were seared into the national conscience. Now that we have drone strikes and
bombing runs (as in Syria and Yemen), most of the killings are out of sight, beyond the media’s reach. In
any event, the U.S. public is completely habituated to war. The U.S. destruction of hospitals, wedding
parties, or prayer meetings with dozens or hundreds of civilian casualties hardly registers a moment’s
notice.

CoeavHéHHble LTaTtbl oka3anuch B MOBYLLKE NEePMaHEHTHON, MO CYyTW, PacLUMPSAIOLLENCS BOWHbI Ha
BrnwkHem BocToke, rae 6ecnunoTHYKM 1 aBnayfapbl BCE Yalle 3aMeHSI0T CyXOonyTHble BoWcka. B
NPOLLIOM aMepUKaHCKNE CyxXOmnyTHble BOMCKa COBepLUany 3BepcTBa, Takne kak 6onHa B COHrMu BO
BbeTHame, KOTOpblEe HaBcerga octanuchb B naMaTn Hauun. Tenepb, KOoraa y Hac ectb 6eCnunoTHYKN U
6ombapanpoBkm (kak B Cupumn n Memene), 6onbLUMHCTBO YBUIACTB CKPLITO OT [Nas, BHE JOCAraeMoCTy
CMW. B nobom cnyyae, amepukaHckas obLweCcTBEHHOCTb MOMHOCTLIO NPYBbIKNA K BoviHe. PaspylueHune
CLUA 60onbHuL, cBagebHbIX TOPXKECTB UMW MOMMTBEHHbBIX COBPaHWI C AeCATKaMU UM COTHAMU XepPTB
cpeav MMPHOTO HacerneHus easa N 3ameTAT XOTb Ha MTHOBEHMeE.

The United States is trapped in the Middle East by its own pseudo-intellectual constructions. During the
Vietnam War, the “domino theory” claimed that if the United States withdrew from Vietnam, communism
would sweep Asia. The new domino theory is that if the United States were to stop fighting in the Middle
East, Islamic terrorists such as ISIS would soon be at our doorstep.

CoepunHénHble LTaTbl okasanuch B noByLike Ha BrvwkHem BocToke n3-3a COBCTBEHHbIX
NCeBAOUHTENMEKTYanbHbIX NOCTPOeHW. Bo Bpems BoHbI BO BbeTHame «Teopus AOMUHO» yTBepxaana,
yTo ecnn CoeaunHéHHble LLTaThl BoIBEOYT BoWcka M3 BbeTHama, koMMyHM3M oxBaTuT Asunio. Hoas
Teopusi JOMUHO 3aKm4aeTcs B ToM, 4To ecnv CoeanHeHHble LLTaTbl npekpaTaT BOEHHbIE OENCTBUSA Ha
BnuxkHem BocToke, ncnamckme teppopucTbl, Takne kak I, Bckope okaxyTca y Hac Ha nopore.

The truth is almost the opposite. ISIS is a ragtag army of perhaps 30,000 troops in a region in which the
large nations—including Saudi Arabia, Iran, Iraq, and Turkey— have standing armies that are vastly
larger and better equipped. | argued for years that the regional powers could easily drive ISIS out of the
territories it held in Syria and Iraq if the regional powers chose to do so, and indeed that proved to be the
case in 2017, when both Iraq and Syria retook ISIS territory. The U.S. military presence in the Middle
East is actually the main recruiting tool for ISIS and other terrorist groups. Young people stream into Syria
and Iraq to fight the imperial enemy.

MpaBsga no4ytn npotmeononoxHa. IMAJT — aTo pasHowéEpcTHasa apmus YncrneHHocTbio okosio 30 000
YenoBeK, pacrnonoXeHHasi B pernoHe, rae KpynHble cTpaHbl, Bkntodas Caynosckyto Apasuto, UpaH, Vpak
1 Typuuio, UMEIOT perynsipHble apMum, 3Ha4YUTENbHO NPEBOCXOAALME MO YNCIIEHHOCTM U NyYLle
OCHalleHHble. A rogamu yTBepxaarn, YTO perMoHanbHble gepXaBbl MOrnu 6bl nerko BoeitecHUTs AT ¢
Tepputopuii B Cupun n Vipake, KOTOpble OHO yaepKmBano, ecnv 6bl OHM caMmu 3TOro 3axoTenu, n aTo
AencTeuTensHO noateepannock B 2017 rogy, korga n Upak, n Cupusa BepHynu cebe tepputoputo UTAJ.
BoeHHoe npucytctBue CLUA Ha BnivkHem BocToke dhakTnyecku aBnsSeTc OCHOBHbLIM MHCTPYMEHTOM
BepboBku ans MU n gpyrux TeppopmucTuyeckmx rpynnmpoBok. Monogexbs yctpemnsietcst B Cupuio un
Mpak, 4ToObl cpaxkaTbCs C UMMNEPCKUM Bparom.

Terrorism is a frequent consequence of imperial wars and imperial rule. Local populations are unable to
defeat the imperial powers, so they impose high costs through terror instead. Consider the terrorism used
by Jewish settlers against the British Empire and local Palestinians in their fight for Israel’s independence
and territory; or Serbian terrorism deployed against the Hapsburg Empire; or Vietnamese terrorism used
against the French and United States in Vietnam’s long war for independence; or American terrorism, for
that matter, that independence fighters used against the British in America’s war of independence.
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Teppopusm — yacToe CrneacTBMe MMNEePCKUX BOWH U MMMNEPCKOro npasrneHus. MecTHoe HaceneHue
HecrnocobHO NobeanTb NMNepPcKne AepXKaBbl, MOITOMY OHM BMECTO 3TOrO HaBsI3bIBalOT MM BbICOKME
N3OepPXKN NocpeacTBoM Teppopa. BcnomHute Teppopuam, MCnonb3yeMbli €BPENCKUMU MOCENEeHLaMu
npoTuB BputaHcKom MMNeprm n MECTHbIX NanecTUHLEB B X 6opbbe 3a He3aBUCUMOCTb U TEPPUTOPUIO
M3pauns; unu cepbeknin TeppopmraM, HanpasreHHbIN NpoTuB [abcbyprckon nmnepun; Unm BbETHaAMCKUIA
Teppopuam, HanpaereHHbI npoTue PpaHumm n CLUA B gonron BoviHe 3a He3aBUCUMMOCTbL BbeTHama;
UIKn, eCnu yX Ha TO MNOLLMO, aMePUKaAHCKNA TEPPOPU3M, KOTOPbIN BOopLibl 32 HE3aBUCUMOCTb
ncnonb3oBany NpoTne 6puTaHLEeB B BOMHE 3a HE3aBUCUMOCTb AMEPUKM.

This is of course not to condone terrorism. Indeed, my point is to condemn imperial rule and to argue for
political solutions rather than the oppression, war, and terror that come in its wake. Imperial rulers—
whether the British in pre-independence America, the Americans in Cuba and the Philippines after 1898,
the French and Americans in Vietnam, or the United States in the Middle East in recent decades—
foment violent reactions that destroy peace, prosperity, good governance, and hope. The real solutions to
these conflicts lie in diplomacy and political justice, not in imperial rule, repression, and terror.

KoHeuHO, 31O He onpaBaaHue Teppopu3ma. Ha camom gene, Mos uenb — OCyAUTb MMNEPCKOe NpaBrneHne
W BbICTYMWUTb 3a NOMUTUYECKNE PELLEHNS, a He 3a yTHETEHWEe, BONHY 1 Teppop, KOTOPbIE OHO HeCeT C
cobon. Mmnepckune npasutenu — 6yab T0 6puTaHubl B AMepuke 0o oBpeTeHus He3aBMCMMOCTH,
amepukaHubl Ha Kybe n dununnuHax nocne 1898 roga, dpaHuysbl 1 amepukaHLbl BO BbeTHame nnm
CoepgunHeHHble LWTaTbl Ha BnvkHem BocToke B nocnegHne 4ecAaTUneTus — pa3xnraroT HaCUIbCTBEHHbIE
peakuun, KOTopble paspyLuatoT M1p, NpouBeTaHme, bnaroe ynpasneHne n Hagexay. PeanbHble pelueHus
3TMX KOH(IIMKTOB NexaT B AUNSIOMaTm 1 NONIMTUYECKON CNPaBeanvMBOCTH, a8 HE B UMMNEPCKOM
npaBfieHnKn, PENPECCUSIX U TEPPOpPE.

So while our current logic compels us to continue ongoing conflicts in order to avoid the spread of
terrorism, we should just avoid wars of choice in the first place. If you doubt that they are “of choice,”
consider that in these cases—the SpanishAmerican War, the Vietham War, and the Mideast wars—the
United States attacked the other countries first, not in selfdefense, as in World War Il. The sinking of the
USS Maine in Havana Harbor in 1898, most likely caused by an onboard explosion in the ship’s coal
bunkers, became a cause for war when the sinking was attributed to Spain. Lyndon B. Johnson expanded
the war in Vietnam on the pretext that North Vietnam had attacked the USS Maddox in the Gulf of Tonkin,
but Johnson knew that the claim was false. Nor had Saddam, Assad, or Khadafy attacked the United
States. The claim that Khadafy was about to commit genocide against his people was propaganda. In the
case of Iraq, the pretext was Saddam’s nonexistent weapons of mass destruction.

[MoaToMy, XOTS Halla HbIHELLHAS NorMKa BbIHYXXAAeT Hac NPoJomKaTh TeKyLne KOHMINKTbI BO
n3bexaHne pacnpocTpaHeHMs Teppopuama, Ham CreayeT B NepByto ovepeb u3beraTe BOVH N0 BbIGOpPY.
Ecnu Bbl COMHEBaeTeCh B UX «BblIOOpe», MOAyManTe, YTo B 3TUX Cy4asiXx — B UCMAHO-aMepUKaHCKOM
BOMHe, BoWHe BO BbeTHame v BoviHax Ha brnvwkHem Boctoke — CoeamHeHHble LTaTthl nepBbiMn
Hanaganu Ha gpyrue CTpaHbl, a He B Liensx caMoobopoHbl, kKak BO BToporn muposoi BonHe. 'mbernb
nuHkopa «MaH» B raBaHu NaBaHbl B 1898 rofy, ckopee BCero, Bbi3aBaHHas B3PbIBOM B YrOSbHbIX
OyHkepax kopabns, cTana NoBogOM K BOVHE, KOraa BUHY 3a notonneHue npunucany Nenanum. JInHaoH
B. [I>KOHCOH paclumpun macliTabbl BoViHbI BO BbeTHame noa npeanorom toro, 4to CeBepHbIt BbeTHam
aTtakoan nuHkop «Magaoke» B TOHKMHCKOM 3anuBe, HO [PKOHCOH 3Harn, YTo 9TO yTBEPXKAEHWE FTOXHO.
Hn Cagpam, Hn Acag, Hn Kagoadw He Hanaganu Ha CoeguHeHHble LUTaTthl. YTBEpXXaeHne o ToM, 4To
Kapnadu cobuparncs coBepluMTb reHoLUMz NpOTUB CBOEro Hapoda, Obino nponaraHgon. B cnyyae ¢
Mpakom npeanorom nocryxunno HecyLecTBYOLLLEee OpYyXne MaccoBoro nopaxeHms Cagaama.

Since the birth of the United Nations in 1945, such wars of choice are actually against international law.
The UN Charter allows for wars of self-defense and military actions agreed upon by the UN Security
Council. The UN Security Council may approve military interventions to protect civilian populations from
the crimes of their own government under the doctrine of “Responsibility to Protect.” No country can go it
alone other than in self-defense.
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C momeHTa cospaHus OpraHusauuy O6beanHEHHbIX Haumi B 1945 rogy nogobHble BOMHBI MO
cobcTBEHHOMY BbIGOPY haKTMYECKM NpoTUBOpeYaT MexayHapogHomy npaey. Yctas OOH gonyckaet
BOWMHbI B LieNsiX caMooB0opoHbI M BOEHHbIE AeNCTBUS, cornacoBaHHble CoBeTtom besonacHoctn OOH.
Coset besonacHoct OOH MoxeT 0406pnTb BOEHHOE BMELLATEeNbCTBO AN 3aLMUThl FPaXXAaHCKOro
HacerneHus OT NPeCTYNeHn CBOEro NpaBnTeNbCTBa B COOTBETCTBUM C AOKTPUHOM «OTBETCTBEHHOCTM 3a
3awuTy». Hn ogHa cTpaHa He MOXeT AeNCTBOBaTb B OAMHOYKY, KDOME KaK B LiefnsiX CaMmOOBOPOHbI.

Many Americans dismiss the UN Security Council on the grounds that Russia will veto every needed
action. Yet this is absolutely not the case. Russia and China indeed agreed to a military intervention in
Libya in 2011 in order to protect Libya’s civilian population. But then NATO used that UN resolution as a
pretext to actually topple Khadafy,not merely to protect the civilian population. Russia and China also
recently teamed up with the United States to achieve the nuclear agreement with Iran, to adopt the Paris
Climate Agreement, and to adopt the Sustainable Development Goals. Diplomacy is feasible. Getting
one’s way all the time is not.

MHorue amepukaHubl urHopupytoT CoseT besonacHoctn OOH, yTBepxaas, 4to Poccust HAaNnOXWT BETO Ha
nobble Heobxoanmble aencTemsa. OgHako 3TO COBEpPLLUEHHO He Tak. Poccus n Kutan genctentensHo
cornacunucb Ha BOeHHOe BMeLaTtenscTBo B JluBumio B 2011 rogy Ans 3awmTbl FPaXXaaHCKOro HaceneHnst
JIneun. Ho 3atem HATO uncnonb3osarno aty pesontouunto OOH kak npeanor ansa dakrm4eckoro
cBepxeHus Kagoadw, a He NpocTo ANs 3aWwmnThbl rpaxaaHckoro Hacenenus. Poccust n Kutan takke
HedaBHO 06beanHunu yeunus ¢ CLUA gna goctmxeHunsa sagepHoro cornawenms ¢ MipaHom, npuHaTHs
Mapwkckoro cornalleHuns no KnMMaTy u npuHaTus Lienen yctoumeoro pa3suTtus. Junnomatus
BO3MOXHa. [10CTOsAHHO fOOMBaTLCSt CBOEro — HeT.

There’s a good reason such wars are illegal: they have been disasters, one after the next. In the Spanish-
American war, the United States gained an empire and fertile farmland in Cuba, but also decades of
political instability there and in the Philippines, eventually resulting in Philippine independence and an
anti-American revolution in Cuba. In World War [, the U.S. intervention turned the tide toward the victory
of France and the United Kingdom over Germany and the Ottoman Empire, only to be followed by a
disastrous peace settlement, instability in Europe and the Middle East, and the rise of Hitler in the
ensuing chaos fifteen years later. In Vietnam, the war led to 55,000 Americans dead, 1 million or more
Viethamese killed, genocide in next-door Cambodia, destabilization of the U.S. economy, and, eventually,
complete U.S. withdrawal.

EcTb Beckas npmMynHa, no KOTOPOK Takne BOMHbI HE3aKOHHbI: OHM 0DEepHYNMUCh kaTacTpodammn ogHa 3a
apyron. B ncnaHo-amepuvikaHckon BonHe CoeanHeHHble LTaTbl nonyynnm uMmnepuo n NANo4opoaHble
CEnbCKOXO3ANCTBEHHbIE 3eMMn Ha Kybe, HO Takke AeCATUNEeTUS NONUTUYECKON HECTAOUNBHOCTN TaM r
Ha dunNuNnMHax, YTo B KOHEYHOM UTOre MPUBESIO K HE3ABUCUMOCTU PUnunnnH n aHTMaMepuKaHCKon
pesontounn Ha Kybe. B MNepeon mupoBol BoliHe BMeLlaTensctBo CLUA nepenommno xon cobbITui K
nobene ®paHumn n BenukobputaHum Hag Mepmanmen n OcMaHCcKo uMmnepuen, 3a KOTOpon
nocneaoBaro katactTpoumyeckoe MUPHOE yperynmpoBaHue, HectabunbHOCTb B EBpone n Ha BnvkHem
BocToke v npuxopf 'MTnepa k Bnacty B nocnegoBasLleM Xaoce NATHaALuaTth neT cnycts. Bo BbeTHame
BOVMHa npueena K rmbenu 55 000 amepukaHLue, 6onee MUnNIMoHa BbeTHaMLEB, reHouuay B COCEAHEN
Kambopmxe, pectrabunusaumm akoHomukn CLUA 1, B KOHEYHOM UTOre, K NOMIHOMY BbIBOAY aMEPUKAHCKNX
BOWCK.

In Afghanistan, Iraq, and Libya, the regimes were quickly defeated by U.S.-led forces, but peace and
stability proved elusive. All of these countries have been wracked by continuing war, terrorism, and U.S.
military engagement. And in Syria, the United States was not even successful in toppling Assad— and led
to the entry of ISIS into Syria.

B AdraHuctaHe, Vipake n JluBmm pexrmMbl 6binv ObICTPO pas3rpomIieHbl BOMCKaMu Nog, PyKOBOACTBOM
CLUA, HO Myp 1 cTabubHOCTb OKa3anucb HEAOCTVXKUMbIMU. Bce 3TK CTpaHbl OXBaYeHbl
NPOAOJIKAKLLENCA BOMHON, TEPPOPM3MOM 1 BOeHHbIM BMeLaTenscTeom CLUA. A B Cupun
CoegvHéHHbIM LLTaTam fgaxe He yganocb cBeprHyTb Acaga, uTo npueeno k BTopxeHuto NI B Cuputo.
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I's not so hard to rev up the American public to fight a war, even a horribly misguided one, if the
government claims falsely that the United States is under attack or is acting in the service of some grand
humanitarian cause. Yet these have been the pretexts, not the reasons, for the wars of choice.

He Tak y> CnoXXHO NOATONKHYTb aMEePUKaHCKYt0 0OLLECTBEHHOCTb K BOMHE, NYCTb AaXXe COBEPLLUEHHO
6eCcCMbICIIEHHON, eCnn NPaBUTENBCTBO JIOXHO yTBEpPXKAAEeT, YTo CoeanHEHHbIe LUTaTbl noaBepratoTcs
HanageHuo Unu OencTBYOT B MHTEPECaX KaKOM-TO BESNINKOW ryMmaHMTapHon uenu. OaHako MMEeHHO 3T
3asiBMEHNs cTanu NpeanoroM, a He NPUYNHON Ans BOWH No cobCTBEHHOMY BbIGOPY.

There is one foreign policy goal that matters above all the others, and that is to keep the United States
out of a new war, whether in Syria, North Korea, or elsewhere. In 2017 alone, President Trump struck
Syria with Tomahawk missiles, bombed Afghanistan with the most powerful nonnuclear bomb in the U.S.
arsenal, and sent an armada toward nuclear-armed North Korea. We could easily find ourselves in a
rapidly escalating war, one that could pit the United States directly against nucleararmed countries of
China, North Korea, and Russia.

EcTb ofgHa Lenb BHELLHEN NONUTUKK, KOTopasi BaXKHee BCeX OCTalbHbIX: HE OMYCTUTb y4acTus
CoeanHéHHbIX LLiTaToB B HOBOW BOViHE, 6yab To B Cupun, CeBepHoi Kopee mnu raoe-nvbo ewé. Tonbko B
2017 rogy npe3ugeHT Tpamn HaHéc yaap no Cupun paketamu « Tomaraek», 6omoun AdraHuctaH camon
MOLLHOW HesigepHon 6ombon B apceHane CLUA v Hanpasun apmagy B ctopoHy CesepHon Kopen,
obragarowen saepHbiM opyxmnem. Mbl Nerko Moxxem okasaTbCs BTAHYTbIMU B BbICTPO 060CTPAOLLYOCS
BOWHY, B koTOpon CoednHeHHble LTaTbl MOryT HanpsiMyto CTONKHYTLCH C SAepHbIMU cTpaHamu: Kutaewm,
CeepHon Kopeewn n Poccuen.

Such a war, if it turned nuclear and global, could end the world. Even a nonnuclear war could end
democracy in the United States, or the United States as a unified nation. Who thought the Soviet Union’s
war in Afghanistan would end the Soviet Union itself ? Which of the belligerents at the start of World War |
foresaw the catastrophic end of four giant empires—Hohenzollern (Prussia), Romanov (Russia),
Ottoman, and Hapsbhurg—as a result of the war?

Takas BoviHa, ecnu OHa CTaHeT SaepHoV 1 rnobanbHON, MOXET NOMNOXUTb KOHeL, Mupy. [Jaxe HesaepHas
BOMHA MOXET MNONoXunTb KoHew Aemokpatum B CoeanHenHbix WUTtaTax nnu CoeamHerHbIm LtaTam kak
evHoMy rocygapctsy. KTo mor nogymartb, 4To BoHa CoeTtckoro Coto3a B AdpraHuctaHe nonoxuT
KoHeL, camomy CoeTckoMy Coro3y? KTo 13 BOILLMX CTOPOH B Havane [lepBoi MMPOBOWN BOVHbI
npeasuaen katacTpoUUeCKUn KOHEL, YeTbipeXx ruraHTckux umnepuin — ForeHuyonnepHos (Mpyccus),
PomaHoBkix (Poccus), OcmaHckon nmnepun n MabcbyproB — B peadyrnbTaTe 3TOW BOVHbI?

There are actions we can undertake to prevent new wars and covert engagements. As a first step, the
CIA should be drastically restructured, to be solely an intelligence agency rather than an unaccountable
secret army of the president. When the CIA was created in 1947, it was given the two very different roles
of intelligence and covert operations. Truman was alarmed about this dual role, and time has proved him
right. The CIA has been a vital success when it provides key intelligence, but an unmitigated disaster
when it serves as the president’s secret army. We need to end the military functions of the CIA, yet
Trump has recently expanded the CIA’s warmaking powers by giving the agency the authority to target
drone strikes without Pentagon approval.

Mbl MOXeM nNpeanpuHATL ENCTBUS ANS NpefoTBpaLleHns HOBbIX BOMH U TalHbIX onepaunin. B kadecTtse
NnepBOro wara cregyeT pagukanbHO pecTpykTypupoBaTb LIPY, uToObl OHO CTano UCKIHOYUTENBbHO
pas3BefbiBaTENbHbIM areHTCTBOM, a He 6e30TBETCTBEHHON CEeKpeTHON apmuen npe3ungeHTa. Korga LIPY
ObIno co3gaHo B 1947 rogy, eMy GbinNn OTBEAEHbI ABE COBEPLLUEHHO pa3Hble PONiv: pa3Beaka U TanHble
onepauun. TpymaH Obin BCTPEBOXXEH 3TOWN ABOWHONM POSbLO, U BpeEMS NoATBEPANUIO ero npasoTy. LIPY
[00MIOCh XXM3HEHHOTO ycrexa, NPefoCTaBnsas KIYeBble pa3BeidaHHble, HO NPeBPaTUIOChH B
HaCTOsLLYIO KaTacTpody, koraa ctano CeKpeTHOM apMuen npesungeHta. Ham Heo6xoaMmo nonoxmTb
KOHeL, BoeHHbIM oyHKumam LIPY, ogHako Tpamn HegaBHO paclumpun BoeHHble nonHomouuns LPY,
NpefoCTaBMB areHTCTBY NPaBo HAHOCUTL yaapbl ¢ becnunoTHNKoB 6e3 ofgobpeHus MeHTaroHa.
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Second, it is vital for Congress to reestablish its decisionmaking authority over war and peace. That is its
constitutional role, indeed perhaps its most important constitutional role as a bulwark of democratic
government. Yet Congress has almost completely abandoned this responsibility. When Trump brandishes
the sword toward North Korea or drops bombs on Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, and Yemen, Congress is
mute, neither investigating nor granting nor revoking any legislative authority for such actions. This is
Congress’s greatest dereliction of duty. Congress needs to wake up before Trump launches an
impetuous and potentially calamitous war against nuclear-armed North Korea.

Bo-BTOpbIX, KOHrpeccy kpariHe BaXXHO BOCCTAHOBUTb CBOM NMOSTHOMOUMSI MO NPUHATUIO PELLEHWUI B
BOMpOCax BOWHbI M MUpa. ATO ero KOHCTUTYLIMOHHAsA POsib, BO3MOXHO, Camasi BaXXHasi KOHCTUTYLIMOHHas
ponb onnoTa AeMokpaTuyeckoro npasneHunda. OgHako KoHrpecc npakTnyeckn nofHOCTbIO OTKasancs ot
aTon oTBeTcTBEHHOCTU. Korga Tpamn 3amaxuBaeTca medom Ha CeBepHyto Kopeto nnm cbpacoisaet
6oMbbI Ha AdpraHncTaH, Mpak, Cuputo n MiemeH, KoHrpecc MonuuT, He paccrneays, He npeaocTaBnas u
He OT3blBasi HMKAKMX 3aKoHOoAATemNbHbIX NOSIHOMOYMIA Ha NoA06HbIE AeNCTBUA. JTO BENuyanLlee
HapyLweHue KoHrpeccom ceounx obs3aHHocTen. KoHrpeccy Heo6Xoamnmo NpoCHYThCS, npexae Yyem Tpamn
pas3BskeT 6e3yaepKHY M NoTEHUManbHO KatacTpodmyeckyto BOMHY NpoTuB sgepHon CeepHow Kopew.

Third, it is essential to break the secrecy over U.S. foreign policy-making. Most urgently, we need an
inquest into U.S. involvement in Syria in order for the public to understand how we arrived at the current
morass. Since Congress is unlikely to undertake this, and since the executive branch would of course
never do so, the responsibility lies with civil society, especially academia and other policy experts, to
coalesce around an information-gathering and -reporting function.

B-TpeTbux, kpariHe BaXKHO CHSTb 3aBeCy TalHbl Hag BHelwHen nonutukon CLUA. B nepByto oyepeab Ham
HeobxoaMMo npoBecTu paccrnenosaHve Bmelwwarensctea CLUA B cpUACKMIA KOH(PANKT, 4TOObI
06LLEeCTBEHHOCTb NOHANA, KaK Mbl OKas3anuncb B HbIHELLHEM Tynuke. [Nockonbky KoHrpecc Bpsia nu aTnm
3aiMeTcs, a UCNOMHUTENbHasi BNAacTb, KOHEYHO Xe, HUKOraa 3TOro He caenaeT, OTBETCTBEHHOCTb NEXUT
Ha rpaxgaHckoMm obLecTBe, 0COBEHHO Ha akageMUYeCcKnX Kpyrax u Apyrmx NoMTUYECKMX akcnepTax,
KOTOpble OOMKHbI 06beANHUTLCS BOKPYT hyHKUMM cbopa 1 npedcTaBneHns nHopmaunu.

Fourth, we need urgently to return to global diplomacy within the UN Security Council, as I'll consider
further in part IV.

B-4eTBepTbIX, HAM HEOOXOAMMO CPOYHO BEPHYTLCA K robansHom gunnomatum B pamkax CoeTa
BesonacHoctn OOH, o yeMm s nogpobHee pacckaxy B 4Yactu V.

Finally, the United States must get out of those conflicts it’s already involved in. This means an immediate
end to its fighting in the Middle East and a turn to UN-based diplomacy for real solutions and security.
The Turks, Arabs, and Persians have lived together as organized states for around 2,500 years. The
United States has meddled unsuccessfully in the region for sixty-five years. It's time to let the locals sort
out their problems, without their being inflamed by outside powers, and supported by the good offices of
the United Nations, including peacekeeping and peace-building efforts. Just recently, the Arabs once
again wisely and rightly reiterated their support for a two-state solution between Israelis and Palestinians
if Israel withdraws from the conquered territories. America’s unhelpful interventions are sure to fail. As
we’ll see in the next chapter, the complex history of this region—made all the more complex through
foreign meddling—requires that the states involved take the lead. We should support their decisions with
diplomacy, not war.

HakoHeu, CoegnHeHHbiM LLITaTam HEOBXOAMMO BbINTY M3 TEX KOH(ITMKTOB, B KOTOPbIE OHU YXKe
BOBI1eYeHbl. OTO 03HA4YaeT HEMeANEeHHoe npekpaleHne 60eBbIx 4encTBUN Ha BnvkHem BocToke n
obpaulenune k gunnomatum OOH gnst noucka peanbHbIX peleHnn n obecneveHunsa 6esonacHocTu. Typku,
apabbl 1 Nepchbl XXMBYT BMECTE Kak OpraHu3oBaHHble rocygapctea yxe okono 2500 net. CoeguHeEHHbIe
LtaTbl 6e3ycnellHo BMELLMBAIOTCH B AeNa pernoHa yxxe WecTbAecaT nath net. MNpuwno Bpemsi
NO3BOMUTb MECTHbIM XUTENSM peLlaTb CBoM NpobrieMbl 6e3 6e3 paaxuraHus X BHELUHUMW CUITaMn n
npu nogaepxke 4odpbix yenyr Opradm3aumm O6beanHEHHBIX Haumi, BKNoYas MUPOTBOPYECKNE U
MUpoCTpouTenbHble yeunus. CoBceM HejaBHO apabbl BHOBb MyApO M CNpaBeavBO 3asiBUM O CBOEN
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noaaepke peLleHns 0 co3gaHum ABYX roCy4apcTB MeXay nspaunbTaHaMy U nanectTuHuamu npu
ycrnoBun yxoaa Mspauns ¢ 3axBaveHHbIX Tepputopun. HeadekTBHble BMeLLaTenbcTBa AMEpPUKN
o6peyeHbl Ha npoBan. Kak Mbl yBMAMM B CNeayoLLen rnaee, CIoXHas NCTOpUs 3TOro permoHa,
YCINOXHEHHasi MHOCTPaHHbIM BMELLATENbLCTBOM, TPEOYET OT 3anHTEpPEeCOBaHHbIX FOCY4apCTB B3ATh Ha
cebs nHmuymnaTmey. Mbl OMKHBI NOAKPENMATE UX peLleHns aUnnomMaTnen, a He BOMHOW.

7 ENDING THE ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN CONFLICT

Peace between Jews and Arabs in Israel and Palestine (Gaza and the West Bank) has been elusive for a
century. The United States has repeatedly aimed at brokering a peace deal, only to see the negotiations
crash in a new round of enmity and violence. When Donald Trump unilaterally recognized Jerusalem as
Israel’s capital in December 2017, over the strenuous objections of the other UN Security Council
members and the UN General Assembly, the Palestinian Authority denounced the United States,
abandoned the quarter-century of negotiations under the Oslo Agreement, and asserted that the
Palestinians would never allow the United States to play the role of peace mediator again.

Mup mexay eBpesamun n apabamu B N3panne u MNManectuHe (B cektope Ma3a 1 Ha 3anagHom 6epery peku
WopaaH) 6bin HeynoBmM Ha npoTsxeHun ctonetus. CoegnHeHHble LLUTaTbl HEOQHOKPATHO MblTANUCh
BbICTYMUTb NOCPEOHNKOM B MMPHOM COrfaLleHnn, HO MepPeroBOpbl TepNenu Kpax 1M3-3a HOBOro BUTKa
BpaxaebHocTn n Hacunus. Korga foHane Tpamn B 0OQHOCTOPOHHEM nopsake npusHan Mepycanum
ctonuuen N3panns B gekabpe 2017 roga, HECMOTPS Ha peLUUTENbHbIE BO3PaXXeHUS APYrMX YNeHOB
CoBeta besonacHoctn OOH n NeHepanbHo Accambnen OOH, MNanecTuHckas agMUHUCTpauus ocyavna
CoepuHeHHble LTaTbl, 0OTKasanack OT YeTBEPTLBEKOBbIX MEPEroBopoB B pamkax CornaweHust Ocno u
3asgBuna, YTo NanecTuHubl HMKorga bonblie He no3eonaT CoeanHeHHbIM LLTaTtam urpaTb ponb
NnocpefHuKa B MMPHOM YperynmpoBaHum.

The truth is that such enmity has been present ever since the 1917 Balfour Declaration, by which the
British Empire declared a Jewish homeland in the Ottoman region of Palestine. When the Ottoman
Empire was defeated in World War | and subsequently collapsed, the British Empire took control of
Palestine in 1920 and began to implement the Balfour Declaration, admitting Jewish settlers in large
numbers into the British mandate. Since then, Arabs and Jews in Palestine (and after 1948, Israel) have
clashed repeatedly and remorselessly. As with so many other conflict zones, the European imperial
power (in this case Britain) turned the mess over to the United States after World War II. Since then, the
United States has claimed to be acting as a broker and mediator between the two parties. In practice, the
United States has been the guarantor and financier of Israel’s security, and the Palestinians have
repeatedly rejected U.S. peace offers as one-sided in favor of Israel.

lMpaBaa 3akno4vaeTcs B TOM, YTO 3Ta BpaxAebHOCTb cylecTBOBana ¢ MOMeHTa npuHaTus Jeknapauun
Banbdypa 1917 roga, B koTopor bputaHckas nmnepus o6bsiBUNa eBpenckuini poguHoi OcMaHckyo
yacTb [anecTtuHbl. MNocne nopaxeHna OcMmaHckon umnepun B NepBon MMPOBOW BOWMHE 1 NOCNEAYOLEro
pacnaga, B 1920 rogy bpuTtaHckas nmnepus B3sina nof CBoW KOHTporib ManecTnHy n Havyana
peanu3aumto eknapauun banbdypa, NprMHAB B OOMbLLIOM KONMYECTBE EBPENCKUX NMOCENEHLEB B
noamaHzaTHyto TeppuToputo Benukobputanun. C Tex nop apabbl u eBpen B [ManectuHe (a nocre 1948
roga v B M3panne) HeogHOKpaTHO 1 6e3xanocTHO KoHdnunkToBanu. Kak n BO MHOMMX Apyrmx 3oHax
KOHNMKTa, eBponenckas nvnepunanictTmieckas gepxasa (B gaHHOM crnyyae BenvkobpuTaHus)
nepegana atoT KOHMNMKT CoeguHEHHbIM LLTatam nocne Btopow myupoBon BorHbl. C Tex nop
CoepunHéHHble LTaThl 3a8Bnsnmn 0 CBoOeW ponuv nocpegHuka n 6pokepa mexagy ABymMs CTOpoHamu. Ha
npaktuke CoeanHéHHble LLUTaThl 6bINM rapaHToM 1 UCTOYHUKOM (PUHaHCMPOBaHNsS 6e30nacHOCTH
WN3panns, a nanecTuHLbl HEOOHOKPATHO OTBeprany MupHele npegnoxexms CLUA, cuntas nx
O[HOCTOPOHHMMM B Monb3y N3pauns.

For the past one hundred years, one can track four positions in the often desperate clash of interests.

3a nocnepHue CTo NET MOXHO BbIAEMUTb YETbIpe NO3ULMM B 3TOM 3a4acTylo OTYAssHHOM CTONKHOBEHUM
MHTEPECOB.
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The first, held by Arab hard-liners today, is that the Jewish homeland of the Balfour Declaration, and later
the state of Israel, are products of European imperialism, specifically the British Empire, and a violation of
basic Arab rights. This position calls for an end to the state of Israel, and for the hardest hard-liners the
dismantling and departure of the Jewish community.

MepBasi NO3ULMS, KOTOPOW NPUAEPKUBAKOTCS CEroAHsILLHME apabCcKne CTOPOHHUKN XKECTKOM NTMHNN,
3aKryaeTcs B TOM, YTO eBpelickasl poauHa, o6o3HadyeHHas B [leknapaumu banbgypa, a nosgHee u
rocynapcteo M3pawnnb, SBRsSOTCS NOpoXaeHUeM eBPOMNENCKOro nMnepuanmama, B YacTHOCTHU
BpuTaHckon nMmnepun, 1 HapyLLaloT OCHOBHbIE NpaBa apaboB. 3Ta No3nuUns NPU3bIBaeT K NpekpaLleHnto
cylecTBOBaHMs rocyaapcTea M3pannb, a caMmble sipble CTOPOHHUKM KECTKON NMUHUK — K POCNYCKY U yxoay
€BpEeriCKON OBLLNHBI.

The second, held by Jewish hard-liners today, is that the Jewish state marks the return of the Jewish
people to the state promised them by God. The exile is over, and the Jews have returned to their biblical
homeland. The Arabs have no claims to the Jews’ God-given lands and should be encouraged to leave
the Jewish lands entirely, or at most to live in Jewish-controlled enclaves akin to the Bantustans of
apartheid South Africa.

BTopas no3vuusi, KOTOpPOW NPUAEPKMBAIOTCA CErOOHSLLHNE EBPENCKNE CTOPOHHWUKMN XECTKON MUHNM,
3aKI0YaeTCs B TOM, YTO €BPENCKOE rocyaapCTBO 3HaMeHyeT cob0l BO3BpaLlEeHNe eBPENCKOro Hapoaa B
rocygapcrteo, obelaHHoe emy borom. M3arHaHue 3akoHYMNocCk, 1 eBpen BEPHYNMCb Ha CBOK Brbnenckyio
poauHy. Apabbl He NpPeTeHayT Ha 3eMnu, AapoBaHHble eBpesM Borom, 1 nx cnegyeT NOOLWpPSTh
MOMHOCTbIO MOKMHYTb EBPENCKAE 3EMIUN UMK, B KpaHEM Crlyyae, XWUTb B KOHTPONMMPYEMbIX €BPESMU
aHknaBax, NnogobHbix 6aHTycTaHam B KOxHoM Adpurke BpeMEéH anapTenaa.

The third, apparently held by majorities of both Jewish Israelis and Arabs, according to countless opinion
surveys over several decades, is that the region that was once Ottoman Palestine and later the British
Mandatory Region should be divided into two states, Israel and Palestine, living peacefully with each
other, with Jerusalem the capital of both countries (Arab-majority East Jerusalem in the case of
Palestine). This, of course, is the “two-state solution.” The predominant idea, enshrined in UN
declarations and the Oslo peace process, is that the division of the two states should occur along the
boundaries of Israel before the 1967 war, with minor and mutually agreed small variations.

TpeTuii BapnaHT, KOTOPOro, No BCEW BUOMMOCTU, NpuaepKmBaeTcs 00MbLUNMHCTBO Kak M3pannbCKux
eBpeeB, Tak 1 apaboB., cornacHo 6GecyncrieHHbIM onpocam 0bLLLECTBEHHOINO MHEHWS, MPOBOAMBLUMMCS Ha
NPOTSPKEHUN HECKONBbKUX AECATUNETUIN, 3aKroYaeTcsl B TOM, YTO PErMOH, KOTOPbIN Koraa-To Obin
OcwmaHckom NanectHon, a 3ateM bputaHckumM nogMaHAaTHbIM PEMMOHOM, OOIMKEH ObITh pa3aenéH Ha
ABa rocygapcTea, M3pannb u NanectuHy, MMpHO COCYLLECTBYIOLLMX APYr C APYrOM, MpU 3TOM
Wepycanum gomkeH ctatb ctonuuen obenx ctpaH (B cnydae NanectuHel — BocTtouHoro Mepycanuma c
apabckmMm BonbLUMHCTBOM). OTO, KOHEYHO Xe, «peLleHre o0 ABYX rocygapctaaxy. Npeobnagatowas naes,
3akpennéHHas B geknapaumax OOH n mupHom npouecce B Ocno, 3aknoyaeTcsa B TOM, YTO pa3geneHve
OBYX rocydapcCTB AOMKHO NPOU3onTK no rpaHuuam Mapaunsa go BoviHbl 1967 roga ¢ HeGonbLwmnmm n
B3aMMHO COrfnacoBaHHbIMU U3MEHEHUSIMM.

The fourth, considered a radical and idealistic vision by many or most, is a one-state solution with Jews
and Arabs living side by side, with national (ethnic) rights for each community. Just as Belgium is divided
between the Flemish and Walloons, the single binational state would be divided between Jews and
Arabs.

YeTBepThbli BApUaHT, KOTOPbINA MHOrMe, ecn He GOoNbLUMHCTBO, CYUTAIOT pagmnkarbHbIM 1
naeanucTMYecknm, — 3To peLleHne C e4uHbIM roCy4apCTBOM, rae eBpeun 1 apabbl XuByT 60K 0 BOK, C
HaLMoHanNbHbIMU (STHUYECKMMM) NpaBaMu ANs Kaxxaon obwuHbl. MNogo6Ho Tomy, kak Benbrust pasgeneHa
Mexay naManuamMmmn 1 BannoHamu, eauMHoe ABYHaLMoHanbHoe rocyaapcTeo byaeT pasgeneHo mexay
eBpesiMun 1 apabamu.
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Depending on one’s point of view, then, the Israel-Palestine conflict is (a) a fundamental clash of religious
claims, Bible versus Koran; (b) a legacy of European imperialism; or (c) an issue in need of urgent,
practical, mutual accommodation. In a real sense, of course, it is all of the above, since there are ardent
advocates of each of these perspectives. There is a fourth perspective as well, the politics of regional
power. Just as Britain’s control of Mandatory Palestine was part of Britain’s overarching imperial strategy
for the Middle East and the Indian Ocean, America’s role in the conflict is part of America’s grand strategy
as well, a piece of the exceptionalist world map. U.S. exceptionalism has made U.S. mediation ineffective
at the least, and duplicitous in practice, failing to insist on the mutual accommodations by both sides that
could lead to peace.

Takum 06pa3omM, B 3aBMCUMOCTU OT TOYKW 3PEHUS, N3PAUTbCKO-NAneCTUHCKUIA KOHPANKT — 3To (a)
dyHOaMeHTanbHOE CTONKHOBEHNE pennrno3Hbix yoexaeHuin, bubnus npotms Kopana; (6) Hacnegue
€BpOMnencKkoro nmnepunanunama; unu (B) npobnema, Tpedyowan 6esotnaratenbHOro, NPakTUYecKoro u
B3aMMHOro yperynmpoBaHus. B peanbHOM CMbICIe, KOHEYHO, 3TO BCE BblLLENepeymcreHHoe, NOCKOMbKY
CYLLIECTBYIOT sipble CTOPOHHUKWN KaXaoW 13 3TUX Touek 3peHuns. CyllecTByeT 1 YeTBepTasd TOUKa 3peHns —
nonuTuKa pervoHaneHow BnacTu. [NogobHo ToMy, kak KOHTponb BenukobputaHum Hag nogmMaH4aTHON
ManecTunHoI ObIN YacTblo BCeOOBEMITIOLLEN NMMNEPCKOM cTpaTernn BenukobprtaHum Ha BnnmkHem
BocToke 1 B lHAnickoM okeaHe, pornib AMEPUKN B 3TOM KOHGIMKTE Takke SABMNSETCS YacTbio 60nbLUom
cTpatermm AMEpVKN, YacTbio KapTbl MUPA, OCHOBAHHOM Ha MUCKMtoYMTeNnbHoCTU. cknountensHocTb CLUA
caenana nocpegHudectso CLUA kak MUHUMYM HE3(MEKTUBHBIM, @ Ha NPAKTUKE — ABYITUYHbIM,
NMOCKOSbKY HE yAanochb A0OUTbLCSA B3aMMHbIX YCTYNOK C 06enx CTOPOH, KOTOpbIe MOrnn 6bl NPUBECTYU K

MUpY.

As in so many other parts of the Middle East, and indeed other parts of the world, the roots of today’s
crisis go back to duplicitous dealings by the European imperial powers during and after World War I. Let
us therefore return to the situation a century ago, to better understand possible solutions for today and
the future.

Kak n Bo MHorux gapyrux yactsx bnvxHero Boctoka, Aa n BooGLue B APYryX YacTax Mypa, KOpHU
CErogHsILLHEro Kpuanca KpoKTCs B ABYNUYHbIX AEWCTBUSX €BPONENCKMX MMNEPMAnUCTOB BO BPEMS U1
nocne lNepBow M1POBOI BOVHbI. [103TOMy AaBanTe BEpPHEMCS K CUTyauuy CTONETHEN JABHOCTH, YTOObI
nyylle NOHATb BO3MOXHbIE pPeLLeHWs AN CeroAHSAWHero AHs 1 6yayuiero.

The lands that today are Israel, Gaza, and the West Bank were over the course of the past 3,000 years
parts of the biblical Jewish kingdoms of Israel and Judah, Assyria, Babylonia, Persia, Greek (Selucid)
empire, Hasmonean ( Jewish) dynasty, Roman empire, Byzantium, various Muslim caliphates, Crusader
Kingdom, Egyptian Mamluks, and starting in 1517, the Ottoman Empire for four centuries. During the
Ottoman period, the region of Palestine was settled overwhelmingly by Arabs. Small numbers of religious
Jews lived in Jerusalem for centuries, and greater numbers of Jewish emigrants began to arrive at the
end of the nineteenth century following the anti-Jewish pogroms in Russia. The idea of a renewed Jewish
homeland in the Jews’ biblical lands was revived at the end of the nineteenth century by Theodor Herzl,
the Vienna-based founder of modern Zionism.

TeppuTopuK, KOTOpble cerogHsa 3aHMMatroT Mapannb, Masza n 3anagHbii 6eper peku MopaaH, Ha
npoTshkeHun nocnegHux 3000 net Bxogunu B coctaB bMbnencknx eBpernckux uapcts Mapauns n Uygew,
a Takke Accupun, Basunonum, MNepcun, Mpeveckon nmnepun Ceneskngos, oMHACTUN XaCMOHeEB
(nygenckon), Pumckon nmnepun, BuzaHtum, pasnuyuHbiX MycyrnbMaHCKMX Xxanudartos, KoponeBcTBa
KPEeCTOHOCLIEB, erMneTCKUX MamITtoKOB U, HavmHas ¢ 1517 roga, OcmaHCKON MMNepUn Ha NPOTSXKEHUN
yeTblpéx BekoB. B nepmnoag OcmaHckon umnepun tepputopus MNanectrHbl Gbina NperMmMmyLLeCTBEHHO
3aceneHa apabamu. HebonbLuoe KONMMYECTBO PENMUIMO3HbIX EBPEEB NpoXMBano B Mlepycannve Ha
NPOTSKEHMM BEKOB, a B KOHLe XIX Beka nocre aHTUEBPENCKNX NOrpoMoB B Poccun ctoga Havano
npubbiBaTh BOMbLLE EBPENCKNX SMUTPAHTOB. Moes BO3pOXAEHNS eBPENCKOro rocygapcTea Ha
Ounbnerickmx 3eMnsix eBpeeB Obina Bo3poxaeHa B koHUe XIX Beka TeogopoM [epuniemM, ocHoBaTenem
COBPEMEHHOro CMOHM3Ma, XMBLUNM B BeHe.
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During World War I, Britain planned for the postwar takeover of the Ottoman lands, including the lands of
Israel and Palestine, which after the war and up to the time of Israel's independence in 1948 would
become known as Mandatory Palestine (so named for the League of Nations mandate giving Britain
control over the area). British colonial strategists identified four main British interests regarding Ottoman
Palestine. The first was to secure the eastern flank of the Suez Canal, which was the British Empire’s
major trade route to Asia and its lifeline to British India. The second was to secure an Eastern
Mediterranean port for Middle East oil, notably for the oil anticipated to come from British-controlled Mosul
(now in Iraq). The third was to divide the Mideast spoils with Britain’s main wartime ally, France. And the
fourth aim was to dangle promises regarding Palestine to other parties in order to gain support for
Britain’s war effort.

Bo Bpemsi NepBon MnpoBow BoVHbI BenukobputaHms nnaHnpoBana nocrneBOEeHHbIN 3aXBaT OCMaHCKNX
3emernb, BKoYas 3emnu Mspauns u NanectuHbl, KOTOpbIEe NOCNe BOVHbI 1 BAMOTb 40 06peTeHns
WN3pannem HesaBucumocTu B 1948 rogy ctanu n3BecTHbl kak lNoamanaaTtHas MNManectuHa (Ha3BaHHas Tak
no manaaty Jlurn Hauumi, npegocraengasliemy BenvkobputaHum KOHTPOrb Hag 3TOW Tepputopuen).
BputaHckme konoHnanbHble cTpaTern BblAeNUM YeTbipe OCHOBHbIX OPUTAHCKMX MHTepeca B OTHOLLEHUN
OcmaHckoi ManecTuHbl. MNepBbiM U3 HNX ObINo obecneyeHne 6e30NacHOCTY BOCTOYHOrO donaHra
CyaLKoro kaHana, KoTopbif 6blf1 OCHOBHBIM TOProBbliM NyTem BputaHckon nmnepun B A3nio U XU3HEHHO
BaXHbIM MyTem B bputaHckyto MHauio. BTopas uenb 3akntovanacb B obecneyeHny 4ocTyna K nopty
BocTtouHoro CpeaunseMHoMopbs Ans 6rvmkHEBOCTOMHOW HE(ITU, B HaCTHOCTH, AN HedTH, KoTopas, Kak
npepnonaranocb, A0MKHa bbina NnocTynaTe U3 KOHTponupyemoro BenukobputaHuen Mocyna (HbiHe
HaxogsiLerocs Ha Tepputopumn Vipaka). TpeTbs Lenb 3aknioyanacs B pasgerne 6nmkHeBoCTOYHON
A00bIYM C rMaBHbIM BOEHHbLIM COO3HUKOM BenukobputaHum, @parHumen. Yetsépras Lenb 3aknoyanacs B
TOM, 4YTOBbI NpeanaraTe APYrMM CTOpOHaMm obeLlaHns OTHOCUTENbHO anecTrHbl, YTOObI 3apy4nTLCH
NoadepKKOW BOEHHbIX yeunui BenukobputaHum.

For the fourth purpose, winning the war, Britain promised the land of what would soon become Mandatory
Palestine three times over in contradictory commitments. Britain’s first promise was the secret 1916
Sykes-Picot Treaty with France to divide the territory between Britain and France. Britain’s second
promise, in the McMahon-Hussein Correspondence, was to pledge the land to the Arabs in return for their
revolt against the Turkish Ottoman overlords. The third promise, the Balfour Declaration, called for the
creation of a Jewish homeland in Palestine. The goal, according to historians, was in part to entice the
United States to back the British war efforts, and even to entice the Bolshevik leadership (imagined by
Britain to be pro-Jewish) to come onside as well.

Ons gocTwkeHns YeTBEPTON Lenu, nobeakl B BoHe, BenukobputaHus Tpwxabl obellana semnu,
KoTopble Bckope ctanu lNMogmangatHon ManecTuHom, NpuyYéM ¢ MpoTUBOPEYMBBLIMI 00A3aTENbCTBAMMN.
MepBbIM 0beLLaHMeM BennkobpuTtaHum Obin cekpeTHbIi gorosop Carikca-lNmnko 1916 roga ¢ ®paHumert o
pasgene Tepputopuun mexay Benvkobputanuen n ®paHumeir. Bropbim obelaHnem Benukobputanun,
cogepxawmmcsa B nepenmcke Mak-MaroHa n XyceliHa, 6bina nepegada aTux 3emens apabam B 0OMeH Ha
NX BOCCTaHWe NpoTUB TypeLKOo-OCMaHCKMX nopaboTtutenen. TpeTbe obellanne, deknapauyunsa banbdypa,
npu13biBano K co3gaHuo eBpenckoro rocygapctea B lNManectuHe. Lienb, N0 MHEHWIO MCTOPUKOB, OTHACTH
cocTosina B ToM, 4Tobbl NobyanTe CoeamHénHble LLTaThl nogaepxatb GpUTaHCKMe BOEHHbIE YCUMNNS 1
OaXe CKINOHUTb BONbLUEBUCTCKOE PYKOBOACTBO (KOTOpPOE, N0 MHEHU0 BenukobputaHum, 6bino
HaCTPOEHO NMPOEBPENCKM) TaKKe BCTaTb HA UX CTOPOHY.

Not surprisingly, these utterly contradictory commitments gave rise to the unending strife that has now
lasted a full century. The world still reels from this remarkable episode of British imperial duplicity. In a
similar way, the world still suffers from like-mannered machinations of the British and French regarding
the post-Ottoman provinces of today’s Lebanon, Iraq, and Syria.

HeyamBuTenbHO, YTO 3TV COBEPLUEHHO NPOTUBOPEYMBLIE 06A3aTeNbLCTBa NOPOAUY BECKOHEUHYIO
Gopbby, KoTopasi ANuTCs yXe Lenoe ctonetne. Mup o cux nop He onpaeumcs OT 3TOro
npumMeYaTenibHOro anv3oaa GpuUTaHCKoM MMNEPCKON ABYNMYHOCTA. AHANOIMYHbIM 0GPa3oM MUP 40 CUX
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nop ctpagaet OT NOAOBHbIX Xe MaxuHauun 6puTtaHLeB U OPaHLLy30B B OTHOLLEHUN MOCTOCMAaHCKNX
NPOBMHLUMI — HblHewWHWX JIneaHa, Vpaka n Cupuu.

From the moment that World War | ended, the Arabs demanded the fulfilment of the promised reward for
their fight against the Turks. Meanwhile, the Jews similarly demanded their homeland in Palestine. The
famous Jewish quip that the new Jewish homeland was a “land without a people for a people without a
land” was never remotely true. Nor was there ever Arab acquiescence in Britain’s diplomatic sleight of
hand, promising Arab lands to both Arabs and Jews. The centurylong contest between Jews and Arab
Palestinians for political control and ownership over the land thus ensued.

C momeHTa okoH4aHus [epBo MUPOBOW BOWHbI apabbl TpeboBanu ncnonHeHus obelaHHon Harpaabl 3a
06opbby ¢ Typkamu. Tem BpemeHeM eBpeun Takke Tpebosanu cebe poauHy B [NanectuHe. 3HameHuTas
eBpeMncKas LWyTka O TOM, YTO HOBasi eBpenckas poavHa — 310 «3emns 6e3 Hapoga Angd Hapoaa 6e3
3emnuy, HUKorga He Obina npaBgon. Apabbl Takke HUMKOrAa He cornallanuncb Ha gunnoMaTudeckne
yxuiipeHus BenukobputaHuu, obellaBLuen apabckme 3emnu kak apabam, Tak n eBpesm. Tak Havyanacb
BekoBas bopbba mexay eBpesammn n apabcknmmn nanecTuHLamMmn 3a NoAUTUYECKUN KOHTPOIb 1 BNageHne
3TON 3eMnén.

During the Mandatory period (1923-1948), during which Britain had administrative control over Palestine
and a responsibility of “tutelage” of the region, Britain faced unending difficulties in managing the bitterly
conflicting claims of the Jews and Palestinians. Riots, intercommunal violence, and struggles over Jewish
immigration to Palestine bedeviled the British mandate. The Arabs bitterly, and largely successfully,
resisted Jewish migration, even as Nazism threatened the Jews’ very survival in Europe. Jews perished
in unimaginable numbers because the immigration route to Palestine was blocked by the British in the
face of Arab resistance.

B nepvoa manpaTta (1923-1948), koraa BenukobputaHus ocylectenana agMMHUCTPATUBHBIN KOHTPOIb
Hag [NanecTnHom 1 Hecna OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a «OMeKy» Hag permoHoMm, BenmkobputaHmsa ctankuanach
¢ 6eCKOHEYHbIMU TPYAHOCTAMU B YOOBINETBOPEHUN OCTPO MPOTUBOPEYUNBbLIX MPETEH3UIN EBPEEB U
nanectuHueB. becnopsaaku, mexobLwmnHHoe Hacunme n 6opbba 3a eBpeickyo MMMUrpaumio B NanectuHy
ompavanu 6putaHckuin maHgat. Apabbl APOCTHO U B LLEMNOM YCMELIHO CONPOTUBIIAIINCH EBPENCKOM
MUrpaLmm, Jaxe HECMOTPS Ha TO, YTO HaLM3M yrpoxarn caMoMy CyLLecTBOBaHUIO eBpeeB B EBpone.
EBpen rmbnm B HeBOOGPa3MMbIX KONMYECTBAX, MOCKOMBKY MyTb MMMUrpauuy B MNanecTtrHy Obin
3a6nokupoBaH GpuTaHuamu nepea nuLom apabcKkoro ConpoTUBMEHNS.

At the end of the World War I, the sentiments of the United Kingdom and the United States were initially
for a one-state solution. An Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry in 1946 called for increased Jewish
immigration of Holocaust survivors in the context of essentially a single state: “In order to dispose, once
and for all, of the exclusive claims of Jews and Arabs to Palestine, we regard it as essential that a clear
statement of principle should be made that Jew shall not dominate Arab and Arab shall not dominate Jew
in Palestine.”1

B koHue BTopoi MmmpoBon BonHbl Benukobputanus n CoeguHeHHble LUTaTbl M3Ha4YaneHO BbICTynanum 3a
peLleHre NpobnemMsl C O AHMM rocy4apCcTBOM. AHIMO-aMepUKaHCKMI KOMUTET No paccnegosaHuio B 1946
rogy npu3Barn K yBENMYEHNIO €BPENCKON MMMUTPaLMM U3 YMCria NeEPEXMUBLLNX XOMOKOCT B YCIOBUSIX, MO
CyTW, €ANHOTO rocyaapcTaa: «4Tobbl pa3 n Haeceraa n3baBUTLCS OT UCKMIOYMTENbHBIX NPUTA3AHUN
eBpeeB 1 apabos Ha lManecTuHy, Mbl cyMTaemM HEOBXOAMMbIM YETKO 3asiBUTb O NPUHLMMNE, COrfacHo
KOTOPOMY eBpeun He OOMMKHbI JOMUHUPOBaTb Hag apabamu, a apabbl He AOMKHbI JOMUHUPOBATb Hag,
eBpesmu B [ManectuHey.

Two years later, in 1947, the newly constituted UN General Assembly passed a nonbinding resolution
recommending a two-state solution based on the partition of Palestine between Arabs and Jews, with
Jerusalem becoming an international city. The Arab countries, and several others, heatedly rejected this
recommendation and instead called for self-determination by the existing population of Palestine, which
was predominantly Arab at the time. Britain unilaterally announced that it would end its mandate over
Palestine in May 1948, signaling its imminent departure. In the lead-up to Britain’s withdrawal from
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Palestine, President Truman called for a temporary UN trusteeship until the issues of sovereignty could
be peacefully resolved.

[Ba roga cnycts, B 1947 roay, BHOBb co3gaHHas 'eHepanbHasa Accambnes OOH npuHana
Heobs3aTernbHy Pe3ontoLmnio, PEKOMEHAYIOLLYIO peLleHne O CO34aHny ABYX rocyaapcTB, OCHOBaHHOE Ha
pasgene lNManectuHbl Mmexay apabamu 1 eBpesiMu, € NpeBpaLleHneM Viepycanvma B MexxayHapoaHbIn
ropof. Apabckune cTpaHbl U psg ApYrvx pelumTenbHO OTBEPINN 3Ty PEKOMEHAALMIO 1 BMECTO 3TOro
npr3Bany K camoonpeaeneHunio CyLLLeCTBYIOLLIEro HaceneHus lNanectuHel, KOTOPOE B TO BPEMS
NpenMMyLLECTBEHHO COCTOSANO M3 apaboB. BenukobputaHmsa B 04HOCTOPOHHEM Nopsake obbsasuna o
npekpaLleHnn ceoero maHgata Ha NanectuHy B mae 1948 roga, 4To CcTano curHasiom K €€ CKopomy
yxoay. B npenasepun BbiBOAa OpuTaHCKuX BOWCK 13 NanectuHbl npe3naeHT TpymaH npussan K
BpemeHHou oneke OOH fo Tex nop, noka BONpoCkl cyBepeHnTeTa He ByayT peLleHbl MUPHBLIM MYTEM.

When Britain’s mandate ended, Israel immediately and unilaterally declared its independence and then
was victorious in the ensuing war to defend its claim. In the course of the 1948 war, many Arab families
fled their homelands and countless others were violently pushed out of their homes through the use of
Israeli terror and force. In this way arose the Palestinian refugees who up to today claim the right of return
to their homeland in Palestine.

[Mocne okoHYaHWsA cpoka AencTBust GpuTaHckoro maHaarta M3pannb HemMeaneHHo U B OGHOCTOPOHHEM
nopsiAke NpoBO3rfacui CBOK HE3aBMCUMOCTb, a 3aTeM ofepxan nobeay B NocrneaoBaBLUEN BOVIHE,
oTcTamBas cBowv npasa. B xoge BoviHbl 1948 roga mHorve apabckue ceMbyn NOKUHYMNY CBOW POAHbIE
3emMnu, a 6ecymcneHHoe MHOXECTBO APYrMx 6binv HACUNBCTBEHHO M3rHaHbI U3 CBOUX AOMOB B
pesyrnbTaTe M3paunnbCKOro Teppopa 1 NPUMEHEHUs Cunbl. Tak NOSBUNNCH NANeCTUHCKME BexeHUbl,
KOTOpble OO0 CUX MOp 3asiBNSAKT O NpaBe Ha BO3BpaLLEHNE Ha CBOKO poauHy B [anecTuHy.

The history therefore shows that the competing claims by the Palestinians and Jews have raged for a
century, and that both the one-state and two-state solutions have been tabled at various times. Israel has
established “facts on the ground,” as it were, to achieve control over most of the territory of mandatory
Palestine, part of which is Israel of the 1967 borders and the rest, the territories captured by Israel in the
1967 war.

WcTopus, Takum obpasom, nokasbiBaeT, YTO KOHKYpUpYoLLMe NpeTeH3un nanecTuHLEB 1 eBPEEB
OyLeBanu Ha NPOTSXKEHMUN CTONETUS, U YTO PELLEHMS KaK C OAHUM rocygapCTBOM, Tak U C ABYMSI
rocyaapcTeamMu npegnaranvck B pasHoe Bpems. N3pannb ycTaHOBUI «daKTbl HA MecTax», Tak ckasaTb,
4YTOObI OOUTBLCS KOHTPONS Hag GonbLUen YacTblo TeppUTOPMM NOAMaHAATHOM ManecTuHbl, YacTb
KoTopon npuHagnexuT Mapaunto B rpaHmuax 1967 roga, a octanbHas 4acTb — TEPPUTOPUSM,
3axBayveHHbIM V3pavnem B BonHe 1967 roaa.

Practical politicians on both the Israeli and Palestinian sides, and in the United States, have argued for
several decades for a two-state solution, based largely on a return by Israel to the borders as they existed
before the 1967 Six-Day War, with some agreed border adjustments in Jerusalem and other places. Yet
that two-state prospect has failed so far, in no small part because the Israeli government actively
encouraged Jewish settlement in the West Bank; Jewish West Bank settlers now number around 400,000
and constitute a very powerful if not decisive force in Israeli politics.

MpakTnyHbIEe NOMUTUKN KaK C U3PansibCKOM, Tak U C NarneCTUHCKOM CTOPOHbI, a Takke B CoeqMHEHHbIX
LTaTax, Ha NPOTSKEHUU HECKONBKUX OECATUNETUIN BbICTYNanu 3a peLleHne o AByX rocygapcraax,
OCHOBaHHOE B OCHOBHOM Ha BO3BpalleHun N3paunns K rpaHuuam, cywectsoBasLLmmM o LectngHeBHon
BOVHbI 1967 roga, C HEKOTOPbIMU COrflacoBaHHbLIMU KOPPEKTUPOBKaMU rpaHunL, B Viepycanume u apyrux
MecTtax. OgHako aTa nepcrnekTuBa ABYX roCygapcTB 40 CUMX NMOP He OCYLEeCTBUIACh, BO MHOTOM MOTOMY,
4YTO M3pamnnbCKoe NPaBUTENBCTBO aKTUBHO MOOLLPSAIIO eBPeickoe nocerneHne Ha 3anagHom bepery;
EBpeickme noceneHubl Ha 3anagHom bepery peku MlopaaH B HacTosiLLee BpeMs HaCYUTLIBAOT OKOJIO0
400 000 4ernoBek 1 NpeacTaBnsAoT COOON O4EHb MOLLHYIO, ECIIN HE PELLAIOLLYH0, CUITY B U3PansibCKOM
NonnTuUKe.
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Some analysts have recently argued that the settler position is now so entrenched that a two-state
solution has become practically impossible. Others argue that a two-state solution is still possible, though
just barely, and that the slim remaining prospects for a two-state solution will soon disappear as the
Jewish population in the West Bank continues to grow. As a result, the one-state solution has garnered
renewed interest in both its variants: a binational solution and a Jewish-nationalist variant.

HeKOTOpre aHanUTMKM HeQJaBHO yTBEpPXAalnn, 4To No3nuunA nocerieHueB HaCToJIbKO YKOpeHunacb, 4To
pelweHne o0 co3gaHnn OByx rocyaapcrts CTalio NpakTn4eCkn HEBO3MOXHbIM. ,D,pyrwe yTBEPXKAAKT, YTO
pelweHne o co3gaHnn OByx rocyaapcrtB BCe elle BO3IMOXHO, XOTA U C TPyAOM, 1 4YTO OCTaBLUMECA cnabble
NepcrneKkTuBbl Alnd pelweHnd 0 co3gaHnn ABYyX rocyaapCtB BCKOPE NCHE3HYT, MOCKOJIbKY eBpeVlCKoe
HaceneHue 3anagHoro 6epera npoaoskKaeT pactul. B pe3ynbTaTte peweHmne o co3gaHnn oaHoro
rocygapcrtea BHOBb NPUBIIEKIO BHUMaHMeE K oboum ero BapuaHTam: AByHaUMOHaANbHOMY U eBpeVICKO-
HaUMOHaNMNCTn4eCckomy.

A binational one-state solution, similar to the Belgian model, could have practical appeal and viability.
The Arab and Jewish communities would be self-governing regarding religion, local policing, family, and
other intracommunity law, and broadly speaking, in municipal affairs if one community or the other
predominates. There would have to be constitutional agreements on national security, foreign policy,
internal migration, and the endlessly knotty issue of the return of Palestinian refugees.

[ByHaUMOHanNbHOE peLleHne 0 co3gaHn O4HOro rocyaapcTBa, aHanornyHoe 6enbrunckon Mogenu,
MOXeT ObITb MpMBReKaTenbHbIM 1 XN3HECNOCOBHbLIM Ha npakTuke. Apabckasi n eBpeinckas OBLUHBI
OyayT camoynpasnsiemMbl B BONPOCax PenurimM, MECTHOM NONULMK, CEMbU U OPYTUX BHYTPUOBLLUMHHBIX
3aKOHOB, a Takxe, B LilefloM, B MyH/UMNAanbHbIX Aenax, ecnv ogHa u3 obwmH 6yaet npeobnagaTe.
Heobxoaumbl 6yayT KOHCTUTYLIMOHHbIE COrMnaLleHns No Bonpocam HauuoHanbHon 6e3onacHocTy,
BHELLUHEN MONUTUKN, BHYTPEHHEeN Murpauum n 6eckoHeyYHo 3anyTaHHOro Bonpoca BO3BpaLleHus
NnanecTUHCKMX BexeHLeB.

None of this would be easy, but it could be possible. Nothing in the Holy Land has been easy for at least
the past 3,000 years. The Middle East is indeed in the middle of competing claims: by religion ( Jewish,
Christian, Muslim), ethnicity (Arab, Turkish, Persian, Jewish, Druze, Kurd, other), and geopolitics (Iran,
Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Russia, the United States, the European Union, and others). Compromise among
competing interests is the sine qua non for any kind of peace arrangement.

Hw4To 13 aToro He GyAeT NErkMM, HO BMOMHE ocyLlecTBUMbIM. HnuTto Ha CeATon 3emne He gaétcs
nerko, no kpavHen mepe, nocnegHme 3000 net. bAavkHun BocTok AENCTBUTENBHO HAXOAUTCS B LIEHTPE
KOHMNMKTa NPUTSI3aHWIA: PENUTMO3HBIX (MYAEWN, XPUCTUAHE, MyCyrbMaHe), aTHUYeCKMX (apabbl, TypKu,
nepcol, eBpen, Apy3bl, Kypabl U gpyrue) n reononutudeckux (MpaH, Caygosckasa Apasus, Typuus,
Poccus, CLWA, Esponerickuin Coto3s n gpyrue). Komnpomuce mexay npoTMBoBOpCTBYOLWUMN MHTEpecaMu
— HenpeMeHHoe ycrnosue ntoboro MMPHOro CornalleHus.

Hard-liners argue for a very different one-state solution, in which Palestinian political rights would be
severely limited. This one-state vision is one of apartheid: Arabs living as second-class citizens under
Jewish control. Sensible Israelis and true friends of Israel should understand that most of the world will
never accept such a solution, and it would prove deeply corrosive to Israel’s democratic norms and the
moral code of the Jewish people. It might be possible to impose for a while out of sheer force, but it will
lead to hatred, backlash, and political illegitimacy. It cannot be a peaceful equilibrium.

CTOPOHHMKM XKECTKOW NHMM BbICTYMAaOT 38 COBEPLUEHHO MHOE peLleHre, npegycmaTtpusaiollee
OZHOroCcyAapCTBEHHOE peLleHe, Npy KOTOPOM NOSIUTUYECKME NpaBa nanecTuHUes GyayT cepbEsHo
orpaHuyeHbl. OTO BUAEHME 0OOHOMO rocyaapcTsa — 3TO KOHLUENUMSA anaptenaa: apabbl XUBYT Kak
rpakgaHe BTOPOro copTa Mnoj eBpeickrM KOHTponeM. PasyMHble n3pannbTsHe U UCTUHHbIE OpY3bst
WN3panns gormkHbl NoHUMMaTb, YTo Borbliuas YacTb MUpa HUKOraa He NpUMeT Takoe peLleHue, U OHO
OKakeTCsl rMyGoKo paspyLUMTenbHbIM AN AeMOKpaTUYECKUX HOpM M3panns u MoparbHbIX YyCTOeB
eBpelickoro Hapoaa. BoamoxHo, kakoe-To BpeMsi MOXHO ByaeT HaBA3bIBaTb 9TO PELLUEHME CUIION, HO 3TO
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I'IpMBeJJ,éT K HEHaBWUCTW, OTBETHOMN peakunn n NONUTUYECKOM HENETMTUMHOCTM. MI/IpHOFO paBHOBECUA
O0CTUYb HEBO3MOXXHO.

The Israeli government accuses the UN Security Council and UN General Assembly of anti-Israeli
virulence. It’s true that votes in the UN run strongly against Israel’s settlement and occupation policies,
but they also run strongly for a peaceful, two-state solution. The UN member states are not so much
against Israel as they are against Israel’'s occupation policies, and the attempt by some Israeli hard-liners
to create an apartheid state by annexing lands conquered in 1967, an action that would be starkly in
violation of international law. The UN votes against Israeli settlements (as in December 2016) reflect a
widely shared interpretation of international law, including the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, that
bars settlements by an occupying power in territories occupied in war. The adoption in December 2016 by
the Knesset (the Israeli parliament) of a law allowing the expropriation of privately owned Palestinian land
triggered similar global opprobrium and even the revulsion of mainstream political parties and legal
experts in Israel itself.

M3paunbckoe npasutensctBo o6BuHAeT CoseT besonacHoctn OOH u MeHepanbHyto Accambneto OOH B
aHTMM3pannbckon apoctu. flencTButensHo, ronoca B OOH pelmnTensHO BbICTYNAaT NPOTUB NOMUTUKM
W3panns B 06ractn noceneHnii n okKynaumm, HO OHW Takke peLumMTenbHO BbICTYNaloT 3a MUPHOE
pelueHne, OCHOBaHHOE Ha co3faHum AByx rocyaapcTs. [ocyaapcTBa-uneHsl OOH BbICTynatoT HE CTONBKO
NpoTuB V3pauns, CKONbKO MPOTUB €ro OKKYNaLMOHHOW NOSIUTUKM U NOMbITOK HEKOTOPbIX U3PanbCKMX
CTOPOHHUKOB XXECTKOW NMHUM CO34aTb rocy4apcTBO anapTenaa nyTemM aHHEKCUN 3eMerb, 3aBOEBaHHELIX B
1967 roay, 4To Obino Obl rPyObLIM HapyLLeHMEM MexayHapoaHoro npaea. FonocoBaHne OOH npoTue
n3paunnbCKMx noceneHunn (kak u B gekadbpe 2016 roga) oTpaxaeT LWMPOKO pacnpoCcTpaHEHHOE
TONKOBaHME MEeXAyHapoA4HOro npaea, Bkroyas YeteepTyto KeHeBckyto koHBeHUMoo 1949 roga, kotopas
3anpeLuaeT OKKyNupylLlen aepxase CTPOMTENBCTBO MOCENEHN Ha TEPPUTOPUSIX, OKKYNUPOBAHHbLIX B
xofe BOWHbI. MpuHATHe B gekabpe 2016 roga KnecceTom (M3pannbCkMM napraMeHToOM) 3aKoHa,
paspeLuaroLLEero 9KCnponprauuio nanecTMHCKUX 3eMenb, HaXOASLWMUXCA B YaCTHON COBCTBEHHOCTH,
BbI3Baro aHanornyHoe rrnobansHoe ocyxaeHune 1 gaxke oTBpaLLeHne CO CTOPOHbI OCHOBHbIX
NONUTUYECKNX NapTui 1 IpMUCToB B camom Mapawnne.

Trump’s unilateral recognition of Jerusalem as the capital of Israel in December 2017 brought about a
similar international rebuke of both the United States and Israel (which gleefully but naively applauded
Trump’s move). Under international law and countless decisions by the UN, the final status of Jerusalem
should be decided by negotiation, not unilateral action by the United States or Israel. Trump’s action was
therefore rebuked in the UN Security Council by a vote of 14—1 against the United States, and in the UN
General Assembly by a vote of 128 to 9, with 35 abstentions, and that despite a threat by the United
States to cut off aid to countries that voted against the U.S. action.

OpHocTopoHHee nNpu3HaHve Tpamnom Mepycanuma ctonuuen N3paunsa B gekadbpe 2017 roga Bei3Bano
aHanorm4yHy MexayHapoaHy KpUTUKY kak B agpec CoeamHeHHbIx LLUTaToB, Tak n N3paunsa (koTopble ¢
pafocCTbio, HO HAaMBHO NPMBETCTBOBANM 3TOT Wwar Tpamna). CornacHo MexayHapogHOMYy MpaBy U
OecuncneHHbiM pewweHnsam OOH, okoHYaTenbHbIN cTaTyc Viepycanvma gormkeH ObiTe onpegenéH nytém
neperoBopoB, a He OOHOCTOPOHHUMU AencTBUAMU CoeanHéHHbIX LUTaToB nnu N3panng. Noatomy
aencteua Tpamna Obinv noaBeprHyThl peskon kputuke B Cosete besonacHoctn OOH 14 ronocamu
npotuB 1 npotnB CoeanHéHHbIX LLTaTtoB 1 B 'eHepanbHon Accambnee OOH 128 ronocamu npoTtus 9
npu 35 Bo3gepaBLUUXCS, U 3TO HECMOTPS Ha yrpo3dy CoeauHEHHbIX LLTaToB npekpaTnTb NOMOLLb
CTpaHam, nporoniocoBaBLnm NpoTtme genctasun CLLA.

Many Israeli religious hard-liners cite the Jewish belief in God’s covenant to the Jewish people promising
the land of Israel exclusively to the Jews. Yet such claims are doubly problematic. One obvious difficulty
is that conflicting claims by Jews and Arabs based on differing religious convictions result in irreconcilable
positions that lead repeatedly to tragedy, suffering, and stalemate rather than peace. Fortunately, the
majority of both Jews and Arabs agree on the feasibility of compromise and mutual accommodation,
rather than the allor-nothing, negative-sum struggles envisaged by the religious hard-liners on both sides.
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MHorve nspannbckme penurnosHble eaTenu, NpUAepXKMBaoLLNeCcs XECTKOM NMHUK, CCbINalTCs Ha Bepy
nygeeB B 3aBeT bora ¢ eBpenckum Hapogom, obeluaBLunii 3eMito 3paunns UCKNIYUTENbHO EBPEsM.
OpHako nogo6Hble yTBepKAeHNst BABOWHE npobnemaTtuyHbl. OgHa 3 o4eBUaHbIX NPobneM 3aknoyaeTcs
B TOM, 4YTO MPOTUBOPEYUBLIE 3aSIBIIEHNS] EBPEEB M apaboB, OCHOBaHHbIE HA Pa3MTUYHbIX PENTUTMO3HbIX
ybexaeHusx, NnpuBogsaT K HENPUMUPUMbIM NO3ULMUSIM, KOTOPbIE HEM3MEHHO NPUBOAAT K Tpareausim,
CTpagaHusiM 1 TynuKy, a He K Mupy. K cyacTbio, 60MbLUMHCTBO Kak eBpeeB, Tak 1 apabos cornacHbl ¢
BO3MOXHOCTbI KOMNPOMUCCA M B3aUMHOrO cornacusl, a He ¢ 6opbboi No NPUHUUNY «BCE NN HAYETOY,
KOTOpPYIO NpeacTaBnsioT cebe CTOPOHHUKM XECTKON NUHUN C 06enx CTOPOH.

There is another deep reason for worry within the perspective of Jewish belief itself. The Jewish
Scriptures, it is argued by many devout Jews, do not demonstrate an unconditional Jewish hold on the
lands promised by God to the Jewish people. The great prophetic texts of the Jewish people (for
example, in the books of the prophets Hosea, Amos, Jeremiah, and Isaiah) describe how the iniquity of
the Jewish kingdoms of Israel and Judah in the days of the First Temple of Jerusalem would eventually
lead to their conquest by foreign powers. These great Jewish prophets underscored that the threat to the
survival of the Jewish states of those days lay not in the military power of Assyria and Babylonia but in the
decline of moral reverence by the Jewish people. The Jewish states, declared the prophets, would be lost
because of internal iniquity, not external force.

EcTb ele ogHa cepbesHas NnpuynHa ans 6ecnokoncTBa, CBA3aHHas ¢ caMo eBpenckon Bepoi. MHorve
HabOXHble eBpeun yTBepxaatoT, YTo eBpeickme NrucaHus He NoaTBePKAAOT 0€3yCnoBHOIo NpaBa eBpeeB
Ha 3emnu, obelaHHble Borom eBperickomy Hapoay. Benvkne npopoyveckue TeKCTbl €BPENCKOro Hapoaa
(Hanpumep, kHurmM npopokoB Ocuu, Amoca, Mlepemumn n Vcann) onmcebiBatoT, kak 6e33akoHne eBPencKmx
uapcts Mapaunsa n Mygen Bo BpemeHa NepBoro Nepycanumckoro Xpama B KOHEYHOM UTOre NPUBESIO K
NX 32aBOEBAHUIO MHOCTPAHHbIMUK AepPXKaBaMu. OTU BENUKNE €BPENCKME MPOPOKN NOAYEPKMBANM, YTO
yrposa CyLLeCTBOBaHMWIO EBPENCKMX rOCYAapCcTB TOr0 BPEMEHM 3akrovanach He B BOEHHOW MOLLU
Accupumn n BaBunoHum, a B ynagke mopanbHoro 6naroroseHnsi eBpenckoro Hapoga. Eespevickne
rocygapcTtBa, Kak yTBepxganv Npopoku, ByayT YHUYTOXEHbI N3-3a BHYTPeHHero 6e33akoHus, a He n3-3a
BHELLUHEWN CUnbl.

Those prophetic teachings should resonate today for Israel’s closest friends, including the United States.
Israel’s threats today are not only, or perhaps even mainly, external, for Israel is militarily strong;
arguably, the direst threat lies in the weakening of Israel’s resilience, unity, and morale if it turns away
from the requirements of justice, including toward the Palestinian people. Israelis and Palestinians remain
challenged by British actions a century ago: the promise of the same land to two peoples. If a hard-line
one-state solution is a moral and practical dead end, and if Israel won’t countenance a binational solution,
the Israeli government should quickly reinvigorate the two-state solution before it's too late.

3TV NpopoYvecKkne y4eHns OOIKHbI ObITb akTyarnbHbl CErogHs ANs camblx 6nnsknx apysen Mspanns,
Bkntodaa CoeanHéHHble LUTaTbl. Yrposbl, ncxoasiwime ot Mspannsa cerogHsi, He TONbKO, a BO3MOXHO, U B
OCHOBHOM, UCXOASIT U3BHE, NOCKONbKY N3pannb CunéH B BOEHHOM OTHOLLEHWUW; BO3MOXHO, caMasi
cepbé3Hasi yrpo3sa 3akrntodaeTcs B ocriabneHnm CTOMKOCTU, eAMHCTBa U MopanbHoro ayxa Mspauns, ecnu
OH OTBEPHETCA 0T TpeboBaHU cNpaBenNMBOCTM, B TOM YMCIIE MO OTHOLLEHUIO K ManeCTUHCKOMY Hapoay.
M3pannbTaHe 1 nanecTuHLUbl NO-NPeXHeMY CTarkuBatoTCH C BbI3OBOM, Bbl3BaHHbIM AENCTBUAMU
BenukobpuTaHumu cToneTHen AaBHOCTU: obeLlaHnem OOHOW 1 TOM e 3eMnv ABYM Hapoaam. Ecnim
XKECTKOE peLleHne C OOHUM roCcy4apCTBOM — 3TO MOParbHbIA U MPaKTUYECKUI TynuK, 1 ecnv Vspannb He
ofobpseT AByHALMOHArNbHOE peLLeHne, N3pansibCKOMy NMPaBUTENBCTBY CNeayeT Kak MOXHO ckopee
BO3pOAUTb MAet ABYX rocyaapcTB, Noka He CTarno CRULLIKOM NO34HO.

Trump’s belligerence toward the Palestinians and his unilateral actions in declaring Jerusalem the capital
of Israel have only made compromise and trust that much harder to achieve. We will have to clean up
after Trump’s rash and irresponsible actions as a prelude to a just solution for the peoples of Israel and
Palestine.
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ArpeccusHocTb Tpamna no OTHOLLEHMIO K NanecTUHLAM U ero OAHOCTOPOHHNE AeNCTBUSA MO 0O bABINEHNIO
WNepycanuma ctonuuein Mispauns nuiib 3Ha4YMTENbHO 3aTPYAHUIM OOCTUXKEHME KOMIpOMMUCCa U J0BEpus.
Ham npugeTcst pacumwatb NpoCTPaHCTBO Nocre HeobayMaHHbIX 1 GE30TBETCTBEHHbIX AEWCTBUI Tpamna
B KayecTBe Mpenoanmn K crpaBeaiMBoMy pelleHuto anst Hapoaos Mapauns u MNanectuHbl.

8 NORTH KOREA AND THE DOOMSDAY CLOCK

The most chilling concern about Donald Trump is the worldwide fear that he puts our very survival at risk.
This is not loose talk or partisanship. It was recently expressed by the most thoughtful experts who
monitor the risks to our survival: the Science and Security Board of the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists,
who are the keepers of the Doomsday Clock.1

Cawmag nyrawowas npobnema, cesizaHHaga ¢ [JoHanbsaom TpaMnom, — 3TO CTpax, KOTOPbI BO BCEM MUpe
CTaBWT MOA yrpo3y camo Halle BbbKMBaHWE. OTO He MyCTble CroBa U He NapTUMINHAsS aHraXXMPOBAHHOCTb.
HepaBHo 06 3TOM 3a8BMNN Camble BOYMYMBBIE SKCMEPTbI, OTCNEXNBAKOLLME PUCKN N1 HALLEro
BbbkMBaHUs: CoBeT no Hayke 1 6esonacHocTv BronneTeHs y4EHbIX-aTOMLLMKOB, KOTOPbIE 1 SBASIOTCA
xpaHutensmu Yacos CygHoro gHs.1

On January 26, 2017, just a week after Donald Trump was sworn into office as the new president of the
United States, the scientists who orchestrated the clock announced that the world was “Two and a half
minutes to midnight,” where midnight signifies the end of civilization. They cited Trump’s “ill-considered
comments about expanding and even deploying the American nuclear arsenal” as well as his “expressed
disbelief in the scientific consensus on global warming.” A year later, in January 2018, the group inched
the clock forward another thirty seconds, just two minutes to midnight—to global catastrophe. This is the
closest it has been to midnight since 1953, when the United States and the Soviet Union first exploded
the new thermonuclear weapons, powerful enough to end all human life on the planet.

26 anBaps 2017 roga, BCero 4Yepes Hegento nocne BctynneHns [JoHansga Tpamna B JOMKHOCTb HOBOTO
npesngeHta CoeanHéHHbIX LLITaTtoB, y4éHble, co3gaBLume 3Tu Yachl, 06bSBUNK, YTO A0 NOJTYHOUM
0CTanoch «ABe C NMOMOBMHOM MUHYTbI», YTO O3Ha4YaeT KoHel, umBunuaauun. OHM cocnanmck Ha
«HeobayMaHHble 3asiBrieHus Tpamna o pacluMpeHun n gaxe pasBEPTbIBAHUN aMEPUKAHCKOro S4epHOro
apceHanay, a Takke Ha ero «BblCKa3aHHOE HeJOBEpPME HAaYYHOMY KOHCEHCYCY Mo BONPOCY rnobansHoro
notenneHusy. o cnycts, B sHBape 2018 roga, rpynna nepesena CTPernky 4acoB eLwé Ha TpuauaTtb
CeKyH BNepén, 4O NOMyHOuYM OCTanock BCEro ABe MUHYTbl — [0 rnobanbHon KatacTpodbl. OTO caMmoe
©nmskoe k nonyHoun Bpems ¢ 1953 roga, korga CoeguHénHble LtaTtel 1 CoBeTckuin Coto3 BnepBble
NpOBeN B3pblB HOBOMO TEPMOSIAEPHOTO OPYXKUS, AOCTATOYHO MOLLHOIO, YTOObl YHUHTOXUTb BCE
YeroBeYeCcTBO Ha NraHeTe.

As we see in the timeline in figure 8.1, we are now as close to doom as we were in 1953, when both the
United States and Russia first possessed thermonuclear weapons capable of destroying the world. “To
call the world’s nuclear situation dire is to understate the danger and its immediacy,” the Bulletin said. The
Doomsday Clock was created seventy years ago, in the early days of the Cold War and the nuclear
weapons race between the United States and the Soviet Union. For the first time in human history,
mankind possessed the means of causing not only great carnage and suffering, but also the very
destruction of humanity. The early generation of atomic scientists recognized the profound and
unprecedented dangers of the new weapons and sought to warn the world. In the first edition of the clock,
in 1947, they set the time to seven minutes before midnight, nuclear Armageddon. As the Cold War
intensified, and atomic bombs gave way to vastly more powerful thermonuclear bombs, the minute hand
moved five minutes closer to midnight.

Kak BUOHO Ha BpeMeHHOW LUKarne Ha pucyHke 8.1, ceryac Mbl Tak xxe 6nunsku k rmbenu, kak u B 1953 rogy,
korga n CoegnHénHble LWTtaThl, n Poccus BnepBble obnaganu TepMosigepHbIM OpYXMeM, CrIOCOOHbIM
YHUYTOXUTb MUP. «HasbiBaTb SAEPHYHO CUTYaLIMIO B MUPE KaTacTpoUYECKOM — 3HAYUT HELOOLEHMBATb
OMacHOCTb N €€ HeNoCpPeaCcTBEHHOCTbY», — roBopuriock B «bronneteHex». Yacel CygHoro aHa 6binm
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co3aHbl CeMbECST NeT Ha3ag, B Hayane XOroAHOW BOWHbI Y TOHKU SOEPHbIX BOOPYXXEHUIN Mexay
CoeanHérHbiMmn WTaTtamn n Cosetckum Cotoszom. Bnepsble B CTOPUM YernoBeYeCTBa YENoBEe4eCTBO
NOMy4Mo BO3MOXXHOCTb HE TOSbKO BbI3BaTb OFPOMHYIO GOVHIO U CTpagaHus, HO U YHUYTOXWTb BCE
YyernoBe4vecTBO. PaHHee nokoneHne y4€HbIX-aTOMLLMKOB OCO3Haso rnybokyto 1 6ecnpeLieaeHTHY0
OMacHOCTb HOBOTO OPYXMSA U CTPEMUOCh NpeaynpeanTs Mup. B nepeom nsgaHun yacos, B 1947 roay,
OHVW YCTaHOBMWIN BPEMS HA CEMb MMWHYT A0 NOMyHoun, sgepHoro ApmaregaoHa. Mo mepe ob6ocTpeHus
XOMNOAHOW BOWMHbI, KOrga atoMHble 60MBbl YyCTYNWM MECTO 3Ha4YMTeNbHO 6onee MOLLHbLIM
TepMosAepHbIM, MUHYTHas CTpernka npubnmannack Ha NATb MUHYT K MOMYHOUMN.

When President Kennedy came into office, in his inaugural address he powerfully expressed the
existential paradox of modernity: “For man holds in his mortal hands the power to abolish all forms of
human poverty and all forms of human life.” We never came closer to the end than in the Cuban Missile
Crisis of October 1962, when mistakes by both the United States and the Soviet Union led the world to
the very brink of nuclear war. Many of the military advisers on Kennedy’s Executive Committee would
have led us into thermonuclear war. The Kennedy brothers, John and Robert, with their cool heads and
profound sense of responsibility, saved us despite their advisers, not because of them. We should all
shudder when contemplating an Executive Committee meeting in our time.

Korga npesngeHT KeHHeam BCTynun B AOMKHOCTb, B CBOEN MHAYrypaumoHHOW peyn oH ybeantensHo
Bblpa3unI 9K3NCTEHLMANbHbIA NapagoKe COBPEMEHHOCTU: « 60 B CMEPTHLIX pyKax YernoBeka HaxoamTcs
cuna, cnocobHas NCKOPeHNTb BCe (hOPMbl HErTOBEYECKON HULLETbI 1 BCe (DOPMbI YENOBEYECKOMW XKU3HNY.
Mbl HUKOraa He Obinn Grvke K KoHLY, YeM Bo BpeMsi Kapnbckoro kpmsnca B okTsiope 1962 roaga, korga
ownbkm kak CoeanHéHHbIX LLITaToB, Tak n CoBeTckoro Coto3a NOCTaBWUAM MUP Ha rPaHb SAEPHON BOWHbI.
MHorne BoeHHble COBETHMKM B MicnonHuTensHOM koMuTeTe KeHHean npusenu Gbl HAC K TepmosgepHom
BovHe. bpatbsa KenHean, [xxoH n PobepT, € UX XxnagHOKPOBUEM U rNYGOKMM YyBCTBOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH,
cracnu Hac BOMpeKy CBOMM COBETHMKaM, a He bnarogaps um. Ham Bcem CcTouT coaporatbes,
npeactaenss cebe 3acegaHve VICNOMHUTENBHOMO KOMUTETA B HaLLE BPEMS.

Then in 1963, brilliant diplomacy by Kennedy, supported by the moral leadership of Pope John XXIII and
the bold statesmanship of Nikita Khrushcheyv, led to the signing of the Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.
Humanity was spared (possibly at great personal cost—some think that right-wingers took such offense to
JFK’s peace initiative that the president was assassinated as a result; there is real plausibility to that
view). The minute hand of the Doomsday Clock moved back to twelve minutes before midnight, a margin
of safety.

3atewm, B 1963 rogy, 6nectdawas aunnomatmsa KeHHeau, nogaepaHHas MopanbHbIM nugepctsoMm [Manbl
WoanHa XXIII u cmenon rocygapCTBeHHON MyApOCTblo HMknTbl XpyLésa, npusena K noannucaHmnto
[loroBopa 0 YaCTUYHOM 3anpeLleHun aaepHbIX UCbITaHWiA. YenoBevecTBO ObINo cnaceHo (BO3MOXHO,
LeHOW BONbLUMX NNYHBIX MOTEPb — HEKOTOPbIE CYMTAIOT, YTO NPaBble HACTOMbKO OCKOPOUNNCHL MUPHON
nHnumaTtneow [xoHa KeHHeam, 4To B pe3ynbTaTe nNpe3vnaeHT Obin yOuUT; aTa Touka 3peHns BnonHe
obocHoBaHa). MuHyTHas ctpenka Yacos CyaHoro gHs BepHynach Ha OTMETKY B ABeHaAuaTb MUHYT 40
MOSTYHOUM, YTO CTario CBOEro poga 3anacom MPOYHOCTW.

With America’s escalation of the Vietnam War under Lyndon Johnson, the minute hand began to move
once again toward midnight, while Richard Nixon’s détente with the Soviet Union again reduced tensions
and put the minute hand back to twelve minutes before midnight. Then tensions escalated with Ronald
Reagan’s new arms buildup, until Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev launched perestroika, culminating
in the end of the Cold War and the end of the Soviet Union itself in 1991. Humanity had, it seemed,
reached a moment of relative safety; the minute hand stood that year at seventeen minutes before
midnight.

C ackanauumen Amepukon BOMHbI BO BbeTHame nipu JlIuHaoHe [KOHCOHE MUHYTHasA CTperka cHoBa
Hayana ABUratbCH K MOMyHO4YM, B TO BPEMS Kak pa3psiaka HanpspkeHHOCTM B OTHoLWweHuaX Puyapaa
HukcoHa ¢ CoBeTckM COO30M BHOBb CHU3MIA HAMPSXKEHHOCTb U BEPHYMNa MUHYTHYIO CTPENKY Ha
ABeHaguaTb MMHYT OO MOMyHo4YM. 3aTeM HanpspkeHHOCTb BO3pOCHa U3-3a HOBOrO HapalnBaHus
BOOpY>xeHu PoHanbgom PeviraHom, noka coBeTckun npe3vaeHT Muxaun Fopbayes He Hayan
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nepecTporiky, KynbMUHaLNEN KOTOPOWN CTarno OKOHYaHWe XonoaHown BonHbl 1 pacnag Cosetckoro Corosa
B 1991 rogy. Kazanocb, 4enoBe4yecTBO AOCTUIIO MOMEHTA OTHOCUTENBbHON 6E30MacHOCTU: MUHYTHas
CcTpesnka B TOM rofy nokasblBana ceMHaguaTtb MUHYT 4O MOMYHOUM.

Yet if ever a historic opportunity for safety was squandered, this was it. Every U.S. president since then—
Bill Clinton, George W. Bush, and Barack Obama—has contributed to a decline of global safety, with the
minute hand moving from seventeen minutes before midnight to just three minutes before midnight last
year, even before Donald Trump became president. And after just a few days in office came another
thirty-second jump of the minute hand toward midnight.

Ho ecnu korga-nmbo v Obina ynyLieHa nctopnyeckass BO3MOXHOCTb obecnevnTb 6e3o0nacHoCTb, TO 3TO
ObInT MMeHHO aToT cnyyan. Kaxxabin npesmnaeHT CLUA ¢ Tex nop — bunn KnuHToH, hxopmk Byw-mnagwni
n Bapak Obama — BHOCUN CBOW BKMafg, B CHbKeHWe rnobanbHom 6e30nacHOCT: MUHYTHasA CTperka B
NpoLUMoM rogy, eweé oo Toro, kak JoHanea Tpamn ctan npe3ngeHToM, nepemMecTunach ¢ ceMmHaauaTu
MUHYT 10 NMOSTYHOUMN OO0 TPEX MUHYT 40 NOMYHOUN. A BCEro Yepes HeCKOIbKO AHEN Nocne BCTYNneHus
Tpamna B 4OMKHOCTb MMHYTHAs CTperika CHOBa NoACKOYMMa Ha TpuALaTbh CeKyHA K MOMyHOUM.

What went wrong between 1991 and now? Two grave mistakes were made. The first was the failure to
capitalize on the end of the Cold War by establishing a trustworthy relationship between the United States
and Russia, as detailed in chapter 5. The second mistake was to turn a blind eye to the second existential
threat: human-induced global warming. While the danger of nuclear weapons was easy enough to
perceive (though also easy to forget day to day), the existential threat from human-induced climate
change was far more difficult. To understand it requires at least a basic awareness of quantum physics,
the Earth’s physical dynamics, and Earth’s climate and economic history. Our presidents and Congress
have lacked that. They understand money from lobbyists—oil and gas companies—not quantum physics.

Yto nowno He Tak ¢ 1991 roga no HacToswee Bpems? bbinv gonyLeHbl ABe CEPbE3HbIE OLLNBKM.
lMepBas 3akntoyanacb B HECMNOCOOBHOCTM BOCNONb30BaTbCA OKOHYaHNEM XON04HON BONHbI U YCTAHOBUTb
AoBepuTenbHble OTHOLWeHNs mexay CoeanHéHHbIMK LLTatammn n Poccueit, kak nogpobHo onncaHo B
rnase 5. Bropas owmnbka 3aknoyanack B UTHOPUPOBaHMM BTOPOW 3K3UCTEHLMANbHON Yrpo3bl:
aHTpOMoreHHoro rnobanbHoro noTenneHns. XoTs onacHOCTb SAEPHOr0 OpYyXuMs Oblo Nerko 0Co3HaTb
(xoTH 1 nerko 3abbITb 0 HEN N30 AHSA B AeHb), 3K3NCTEeHUManbHas yrposa, ucxoasiuas oT aHTPONOreHHoro
N3MeHeHust knumara, bbina ropasgo cnoxHee. YTobbl MOHATE 9T0, HEO6X0AMMbI XOTH Obl 6a30Bble
3HaHMSA KBAHTOBOMN (PU3UKK, PU3NHECKON AMHAMUKM 3eMMK, a Takke UCTOPUM €€ KnMMaTa 1 SKOHOMUKMW.
Hawwum npesngeHTam n KoHrpeccy atoro He xBataeT. OHM NOHMMAIOT, YTO Takoe AeHbrn nobbuncTos —
HedTerasoBblX KOMNaHWA, — @ HE KBAHTOBYIO PU3NKY.

There are dire risks associated with our continued burning of coal, oil, and gas. When these fossil fuels
are burned, they emit carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. Carbon dioxide has the special quantum-
mechanical property that it absorbs infrared radiation and thereby acts as a kind of atmospheric
“greenhouse” for Earth, causing the planet to warm. This is of course clear to atmospheric chemists, but
not to most politicians. The science and Earth history also make clear that we are recklessly gambling
with future survival. The ocean level could rise by twenty feet or more as a result of even slight further
increases in temperature. Only a fool would say that because such an outcome is not completely certain,
we should simply continue to burn fossil fuels at the maximum rate.

MpogomkeHne cxuraHus yrns, HedTu U rasa HecéT B cebe cepbEsHble PUCKU. [Tpy CRUraHmm aTnx
nckonaemblx BUAOB TONNMBa B atMocdepy BbiGpacbiBaeTCs yrnekUcnblv ras. Yrnekucnblil ra3 obnagaet
0Cco0ObIM KBAHTOBO-MEXaHNYECKUM CBOWNCTBOM: OH MOroLaeT uHdpakpacHoe nsnyyeHne u, Takum
obpasom, AefiCTBYeT Kak CBOero pofa «napHuK» B aTMocdepe 3eMnu, Bbi3biBasi €€ HarpeeaHue. 3710,
KOHEYHO, MOHATHO creuuanucTam no XMumum atMmocdepbl, HO He BONbLUMHCTBY NONUTMKOB. Hayka
uctopms 3emnu Takke SICHO NokasbIBaloT, YTO Mbl 6e3paccygHO pUckyem CBOMM OyAYLUMM BbbKMBAHMEM.
YpoBeHb OkeaHa MOXeT NOAHATLCA Ha LWeCTb MeTpoB 1 Bonee faxe B pesynbraTe Aaxe
He3Ha4yMTenNbHOro AanbHeNLWero NoBbILWEeHNs TemnepaTypbl. TOMLKO ryneL, MOXeT cka3aTb, YTO,
MOCKOJbKY TakOM NCX0 HE BMOSIHE OYEBUAEH, HAM criegyeT MPOCTO NPOAOIMKaTh CKUraTb MCKOMaemoe
TONNMBO Ha MakCUMarnbHOW CKOPOCTW.
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The Bulletin made clear that the failure to act on climate change was a major reason for moving the
Doomsday Clock forward in 2017, noting that Trump’s “nominees to head the Energy Department and the
Environmental Protection Agency dispute the basics of climate science.” In 2018, moving the minute hand
another thirty seconds toward midnight, they wrote: “The nations of the world will have to significantly
decrease their greenhouse gas emissions to keep climate risks manageable, and so far, the global
response has fallen far short of meeting this challenge.”2

B GronneTeHe ICHO yKasblBanoch, 4To 6e3aencTeme B 6opbbe ¢ UI3MEHEHMEM KITMMaTa CTano O4HOM 13
OCHOBHbIX NpuynH nepesoga Yacoe CyaHoro aHsa B 2017 rogy, oTMevas, 4To «kaHaMaathl Tpamna Ha
nocTbl rmaB MUHNCTEPCTBA 3HEPreTUKN 1 AreHTCTBa MO OXpaHe OKpyKatoLen cpeabl ocnapuBaroT
OCHOBBbI kKnumatonorumy. B 2018 rogy, nepeMecTvB MUHYTHYIO CTPENKY eLLé Ha TpuauaTh CEKYHA K
nonyHo4un, aBTopbl Hanucanu: «CtpaHaMm Mupa NpuaeTca 3HaYMTENbHO COKPaATUTb BbIOPOCHI MAPHUKOBbLIX
rasoB, YTOObl COXpaHUTb KNMMaTUYECKME PUCKM YyNpaBsieMbIMU, U OO CUX NOp rrnobanbHble Mepbl
pearmpoBaHus ObiN ganeku oT peLleHns 3Ton 3agadny.2

Trump and his cabinet are in denial. Trump has completely turned his administration’s environmental
policies over to the oil and gas industry. The State Department is now in the hands of ExxonMobil; the
Environmental Protection Agency is in the hands of politicians like Scott Pruitt, long financed by the fossil-
fuel industry. The word on Capitol Hill is simple: The mega-billionaire Koch brothers, who own the nation’s
largest private fossil-fuel company, own Congress, or at least the Republican side.

Tpamn n ero KabnHeT MUHUCTPOB OTPULLIAIOT pPearnbHOCTb. Tpamn NOMHOCTLIO Nepeaan 3KONOrmYecKyo
NOMWTUKY CBOEN aAMMHUCTPaUMK HedTerasoBomn oTpacnu. focaenapTaMeHT Tenepb HaXOAMTCS B pyKax
ExxonMobil; AreHTCTBO Mo oxpaHe OKpyKatoLLen cpedbl HAXOAUTCS B pyKax Takmx nonmuTukoB, kak CKoTT
MptonTT, gOoNroe BpeMs UHaAHCUPyeMbIX 3a CHET MHAYCTPUM Uckonaemoro Tonnmea. Cutyauus Ha
Kanutonwuiickom xonme npocta: Meramunnmapaepbl 6patbs Kox, BnagetoLme KpynHenLen B CTpaHe
YacTHOM KOMMNaHWen No Aobblve ncKkonaeMoro TonnmnBa, KOHTPONMpYT KoHrpece unu, no kpanHen mepe,
pecnybnmnKkaHCKyto CTOPOHY.

When it comes to nuclear weapons, the issue is not denial but inconsistency. Trump has casually
suggested that Japan and Korea should become nuclear powers; that a new nucleararms race is
welcome; and that the use of nuclear weapons (e.g., in regard to ISIS) is not “off the table.” Yet, for every
statement such as these, there are equal and opposite statements as well. There is, in short, casualness,
inconsistency, and incoherence.

Korga peyb 3axoauT 0 sAepHOM OpyXuu, npobnema He B OTPULAHWKW, a B HEMOCNeA0BaTeNlbHOCTU.
Tpamn Mumoxofom 3asBun, 4to AnoHus n Kopesi 4OMKHbI CTaTb SAePHBIMU AepKaBaMu; YTO HOBas
roHKa siAEePHbIX BOOPYXEHU NPUBETCTBYETCSH; U YTO NPYMEHEHME SOEPHOro OpYxus (Hanpuvep, B
oTHoweHun NI He uckntoveHo. OgHako Ha kaxgoe nogobHoe 3asiBrneHne eCTb paBHOLEHHbIE U
NPOTUBOMONOXHbIE YTBEPXAeHUSA. Kopoye roBopsi, Hanmuo NerkoMbICIIEHHOCTb, HeNoCcneaoBaTenbHOCTb
N HEBHSTHOCTb.

Trump is impetuous, unstable, and inexperienced. His foreign policies swing wildly from day to day. He
makes threats, such as attacking North Korea or conflict with Iran, that could have horrific, indeed
catastrophic, consequences. American arrogance and President Donald Trump’s delusional worldview
have brought the world to the brink of nuclear war. Before it is too late, American citizens must make
overwhelmingly clear that we do not want millions of Americans or others to perish in a reckless attempt
by the Trump administration to overthrow the North Korean or Iranian regime or denuclearize North Korea
by force.

Tpamn UMMynbCUBEH, HECTaBUNEH 1 HEOMbITEH. Ero BHeLLHAs NonuTuka konebneTcs n3o OHA B AeHb.
OH BblABWraeT yrpossbl, Takue kak HanageHve Ha CeBepHyto Kopeto unm KoH@nuKT ¢ MipaHom, KoTopble
MOTyT MMETb YKacatolume, NoUCTUHe KaTacTpoduyeckme, nocrneacTems. AMeprkaHckoe BbICOKOMepUe 1
GpenoBoe MMPOBO33peHue NpesndeHTa [JoHansaa Tpamna nocTaBuiv MUP Ha rpaHb SAEePHON BOVHBI.
MNMoka He cTarno CrMLIKOM No3aHo, rpaxaaHe AMeprK/ OOMKHbI ICHO 3asiBUTb, YTO Mbl HE XOTWM, YTOObI
MWUMIIMOHbI aMepUKaHLEB UMW APYrvX Noaei norvénu B pesynbTaTe 6e3paccyqHon NonbITKu
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agMunHucTpaumm Tpamna CBeprHyTb CEBEPOKOPENCKUA UM MPAHCKUI PEXUM UIA CUMON NPOBECTYU
aeHykneapusaumto CesepHon Kopen.

We would rather accept a nuclear-armed North Korea that is deterred by America’s overwhelming threat
of force than risk a U.S.-led war of choice, one that would almost surely involve nuclear weapons. Yet in
2017, then-National Security Adviser H. R. McMaster explicitly said that Trump rejects “accept and deter.”
The dangers are exceedingly high.

Mbl Bbl ckopee cornacunucb Ha sigepHoe opyxune CesepHon Kopewn, coepxupaemoe nogaBnsioLLen
Yrpo30W NPUMEHEHUS CUITbl CO CTOPOHbI AMEPUKU, YEM PUCKOBATb BOMHOM MO COBCTBEHHOMY BbIGOPY NOA
pykoBoacTteoM CLLUA, koTopas no4YTn HaBepHsika OyaeT cBsidaHa ¢ saepHbIM opyxuem. OgHako B 2017
rogy TOr4allHUA COBETHMK MO HauMoHanbHowm 6esonacHocTu MepbepT MakmacTep npsAMo 3asBuIl, 4YTO
Tpamn oTBepraeT NONUTUKY KMPUHATUS U caepxmBaHnsa». OnacHOCTb Ype3BblYaHO BbICOKA.

“Accept and deter” would not be appeasement. Though negotiations and sanctions could conceivably
induce the North to relinquish its nuclear weapons, the odds remain low and North Korea’s nuclear
weapons are likely to remain for many years to come. “Accept and deter” is therefore likely to be the
moral and practical requirement of survival. Appeasement would be the case if North Korea were
demanding the surrender of the United States or South Korea, but that’s not the case. North Korea
argues that it needs nuclear arms to protect the regime from the threat of a U.S. attack. According to
North Korea, it seeks a “military equilibrium,” not a surrender of the United States or South Korea.

«MpuHATNE 1 coepXuBaHMe» He OblNo Bbl YMUPOTBOPEHMEM. XOTS NEPErOBOPLI U CAHKLWW, BEPOSTHO,
mornu 6bl noByanTtb CeBepHyto Kopeto oTkasaTbCsi OT CBOErO S4ePHOI0 OPYXWS, LWaHChl Ha 3TO
OCTaloTCs HU3KMMU, U saepHoe opyxune CeBepHon Kopewn, BepOATHO, COXpaHUTCS eLé Jonrue rogbi.
[Mo3aToMy «NPUHSTME U COEPXKMBAHNE», BEPOSATHO, ABNAETCS MOPanbHbIM U MpakTU4eckum TpeboBaHnem
BblKMBaHUA. YMMPOTBOpEHME ObIno 6bl ymecTHO, ecnn 6bl CeBepHasa Kopea TpeboBana kanuTynsumm ot
CoeagnHéHHbIx LLTaToB unu KOxHom Kopewn, Ho 310 He Tak. CeBepHas Kopesa yTBepxaaeT, uto en
HeoOX0AMMO SAepHOE OpYXMe NS 3alnTbl pexxuma oT yrpo3bl HanageHus CLUA. Mo 3aseneHuio
CeBepHon Kopeu, oHa CTpeMUTCS K «BOEHHOMY paBHOBECUIO», @ He K Kanutynsaumm CLUA nnn KOxHomn
Kopeuw.

Sad to say, North Korea’s fears of a U.S.-led overthrow are realistic from North Korea’s perspective.
Creating the conditions for North Korea’s eventual denuclearization would require trust-building over
many years of patient diplomacy and interaction, including U.S. diplomatic recognition of North Korea.

K coxaneHnuto, onaceHus CesepHon Kopen no noBoay cBepxeHus pexnma nog pykosogctsom CLUA
peanucTu4Hbl ¢ ToukM 3peHns CesepHon Kopeu. CosgaHme ycnoBui Anst BO3MOXHOW AeHyKreapusaunm
CeBepHon Kopeun noTpebyeT ykpenneHus LOBEPUS B TEYEHME MHOIMMX NET TEPNENUBON AUNIOMaTUN U
B3aMMOAENCTBUSA, BKNtoYas aunnomartmnyeckoe npmusHaHne CesepHoin Kopeun CLUA.

The United States faces a trap of its own making. For decades, this country has forcibly overthrown
regimes it deemed hostile to U.S. interests. North Korea fears that it is next.

CoeanHeHHble LLTaTbl CTONKHYNUCH C NTOBYLLKOMW, KOTOPYKO Camu e 1 co3fganu. [lecatmnetuamm ata
CTpaHa HacuIbCTBEHHO CBeprana pexmnmbl, KoTopble cumTana BpaxaebHbiMn nHtepecam CLLA.
CeepHagda Kopesi onacaeTcs,, YTO CTaHeT crieaiytoLLen.

Wars can happen accidentally, especially in situations like this, when there is so much mistrust,
misunderstanding, and inflexible posturing.

BoliHbl MOryT BO3HUKaTb CryYanHo, 0COBEHHO B MOAOOHbIX CUTYaUMsX, KOrga BOKPYr Tak MHOMO
HeZoBepusi, HEMOHUMaHUS 1 HEMMOKUX NO3ULINIA.

Recently, three regimes that ended their nuclear programs were subsequently attacked by nuclear
powers. Saddam Hussein’s nuclear weapons program came to an end after the first Gulf War, in 1990;
Saddam was overthrown by the United States in 2003. Moammar Khadafy ended his nuclear program in
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December 2003 and was overthrown by U.S.-backed forces in 2011. Ukraine surrendered its nuclear
forces in 1994 in return for security guarantees, but was subsequently attacked by Russia in 2014.

HepaBHo Tpu pexnma, 3aBepLUmMBLLME CBOU SAePHbIE NPOrpaMmbl, BNOCNEACTBMM NOABEPINNCH
HanageHWo CO CTOPOHbI 9AepHbIX AepxaB. AgepHas nporpamma Cagaoama XycenHa 6bina npekpatlyeHa
nocre nepso BoviHbl B MNepcuackom 3anmee B 1990 rogy; Cagaam 6bin cBeprHyT CoeanHEHHBIMM
LWratamum B 2003 rogy. Myammap Kagaadv 3aBepLunn cBow saepHyto nporpammy B Aekadbpe 2003 roga
1 6bIn cBeprHyT nogaepxmaembivmn CLUA cunamm B 2011 rogy. YkpavnHa oTkasanacb OT CBOUX S4EPHbIX
cvn B 1994 rogy B o6meH Ha rapaHTum 6e30nacHOCTM, HO BNOCNEACTBUN NOABEPriiach HanageHuo co
cTopoHbl Poccun B 2014 roay.

Since the early 1990s, North Korea has repeatedly demanded security guarantees from the United
States—including diplomatic recognition, economic measures, and other steps—in exchange for ending
its drive toward a nuclear arsenal. Several agreements were in fact reached on the idea of guaranteeing
North Korean security in return for denuclearization, yet all of the agreements subsequently collapsed. A
very insightful and balanced account of these failed attempts is provided in a Brookings Institution report
by a senior Chinese foreign policy expert, Fu Ying, chair of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the National
People’s Congress of China.

C Havana 1990-x rogos CeBepHas Kopes HeogHokpaTHO Tpebosana oT CoeanHEHHbIX LLITaTtoB rapaHTun
6e3onacHocTu, BKMYas AunnoMaTnyeckoe npusHaHue, 3KOHOMUYECKe Mepbl U Apyrue waru, B ooMeH
Ha npekpaLleHe CBOEro CTpeMIIeHNs K CO34aHuio aaepHoro apceHana. bbino 4OCTUrHYTO HECKOMbKO
cornawleHnin o rapaHTuax 6esonacHoctn CesepHol Kopen B 0OMeH Ha AeHykneapu3sauunio, ogHako
BMOCNeaCTBMM BCe OHU Bbinn copBaHbl. Becbma npoHnuaTenbHbin 1 cbanaHCMpoBaHHbIN aHanu3 aTux
HeyAa4HbIX NOMbITOK NpeAcTaBneH B goknage NHctutyta bpykuHrca, nogroToBrneHHOM CTapLUmm
3KCnepToM Mo BHeLHeln nonutuke Kutasa ®y VK, npeacenatenem Komuteta no MHOCTPaHHbLIM Aenam
BcekuTarickoro cobpaHunsi HapoAHbIX NpeacTaBUTENEN.

Mutual distrust is the basic reason for repeated failures. The United States again and again dragged its
feet on granting diplomatic recognition and economic assistance to North Korea, despite explicit promises
to do so. North Korea, for its part, violated the spirit if not the letter of the agreements, using covert means
at times to skirt agreed nuclear safeguards. Both sides have been trapped in the security dilemma, in
which defensive actions by one are seen as offensive by the other. The result is a terrifying arms race
and downward spiral toward nuclear war.

B3anMHoe HejoBepue — OCHOBHasi NpuynHa nosTopstoLwmxcs Heyaad. CoeauHeHHble LUTaTel cHoBa 1
CHOBa 3aTsrmBanu npegocTaBneHne AMnIomMaTUyeckoro NPU3HaHNs 1 SKOHOMUYECKOW MOMOLLIM
CeBepHon Kopee, HecMmoTps Ha YeTkme obewaHns caenatb a10. CeBepHas Kopesi, Co CBOEN CTOPOHbI,
Hapylwana gyx, ecnu He 6ykBy cornalleHunii, NOpon UCMOMb3ys CKPbITble CPeACcTBa, YTOObLI 060NTH
cornacoBaHHble gaepHble rapaHTum. Obe CTOpOHbI OKasanucb B NOBYLLKE AunemMmbl 6e3onacHocTu, B
KOTOPOW 060POHUTENBHbIE AENCTBUS OOHOW U3 HUX BOCMIPUHUMAIOTCS OPYIOW Kak HacTynaTenbHble.
PesynbTaToM CTaHOBUTCS yXacatolasi roHKa BOOPYXXEHUN N HUCXOAALLAA cnuparib K SAepHON BOWHeE.

In this tit-for-tat pattern, it is difficult if not impossible to identify who has broken the various accords first.
The bottom line is that there is no security agreement for North Korea, and no long-term suspension or
abandonment by North Korea of its nuclear program. Now Trump’s temperamental instability could trigger
a nuclear war through the belief adopted by either side that the other is about to launch a devastating
preemptive attack. Add to this the human element—errors such as the mistaken alert of a ballistic missile
headed for Hawaii in January 2018—and we see again how terrifying prospects that may seem unreal,
even preposterous, are utterly possible if we aren’t judicious, cautious, and wise. Unfortunately, Trump is
the very opposite: rash, impulsive, and ignorant.

B aToli cMTyauum «oKo 3a Oko» TPYAHO, ECINN HE HEBO3MOXXHO, ONPeaennTb, KTO MEPBLIM HapPYLUNI
pasnuyHble cornaweHus. CyTb B TOM, YTO HET cornalleHus o 6esonacHoctu ans CesepHon Kopeu, n HeT
A0JITOCPOYHOM NPUOCTaHOBKM NN oTkasza CeBepHon Kopeun oT cBoein saepHon nporpaMmmbl. Tenepb xe
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HeypaBHOBELLEHHbIN xapakTep Tpamna MOXeT CNpoBOLMPOBaThL AAEPHYIO BOMHY, NOCKONbKY no6asi n3
CTOPOH ByaeT ybexaeHa, YTo gpyrasi rotoBa HaHECTW pa3pyLUUTENbHbIN NPeBEHTUBHbIN yaap. JobaBbTe
K 9TOMy YenoBe4veckun akTop — OLLUMOKK, Takme Kak onboyHoe onoBeLLeHne o 6annmncTnyeckon
pakeTe, HanpasnssLlencsa Ha MaBann B sHeape 2018 roga, — 1 Mbl CHOBa BUAUM, HAaCKOJSIbKO
yXacarwLme nepcnekTvBbl, KOTOPbIE MOTYT NOKa3aTbCs HepeanbHbIMK, Aaxe abcypaHbIMU, BMOSHE
BO3MOXHbI, €CInn Mbl He Byaem paccyauTenbHbl, OCTOPOXHbI U MyApbl. K coxaneHnuto, Tpamn — nonHas
NPOTUBOMONOXHOCTL: 6e3pacCyaHbIN, UMMYNbCUBHBIN Y HEBEXECTBEHHbIN.

The Trump administration has threatened North Korea with war if it fails to denuclearize. Even as Trump
has turned from threats to negotiations, there may well be senior U.S. security advisers who believe in the
possibility of a quick “decapitation” of the North Korean regime before its nuclear weapons are unleashed.
Some advisers may believe that America’s antimissile systems would protect the United States and its
allies in the event that North Korea launched its nuclear weapons.

AamuHucTpauusa Tpamna yrpoxaeT CesepHoli Kopee BOWHOW, ecnu Ta He NpOoBeAET AeHYKreapusauuto.
[axe HecmoTps Ha To, 4YTO Tpamn nepeLlén oT yrpo3 K neperoBopam, BnosiHe BO3MOXHO, YTO
BbICOKOMOCTaBEHHbIE aMePUKaHCKMNE COBETHMKN NO 6€30MacHOCTM BEPST B BO3MOXHOCTb ObICTPOro
«obesrnaBnBaHNA» CEBEPOKOPENCKOro pexuma 40 Toro, kak 6yaeT npuMeHeHo siAepHOe opyxue.
HekoTopble COBETHMKM MOTYT nonaraTb, YTO aMePUKAHCKNE CUCTEMbI NMPOTUBOPAKETHON 06OPOHDI
3awntaTt CoeagnHérHble LLTaThbl n nx COO3HUKOB B criyvae npuMmeHeHust CeBepHoi Kopeeli cBoero
SA0EPHOro OPYXKS.

In my view, any confidence in a military solution is reckless and immoral. Most expert assessments
suggest massive deaths in South Korea, perhaps 20,000 per day, from a conventional war, much less a
nuclear war. Most experts believe that the antimissile systems are highly imperfect, with a real possibility
of failure.

Ha moii B3rnag, nobasi yBepeHHOCTb B BOEHHOM pelleHun 6e3paccyaHa 1 6e3HpaBCTBEHHA.
BonbLUMHCTBO 3KCMEPTHbIX OLIEHOK YKa3biBaloT Ha MaccoBble notepu B KOxHol Kopee, BoamoxkHo, 20 000
YyernoBek B ieHb, B 0ObIYHOI BOHE, HE TOBOPS YKe O SAepHON. BOMbLUMHCTBO 3KCNEPTOB CYMTAIOT, YTO
CMCTeMbl MPOTUBOPAKETHON 060POHbI KpaliHe HECOBEPLLUEHHbI U BMOJIHE MOTYT BbIATH U3 CTPOS.

If there is one lesson of history, it is to doubt the boastful pronouncements of warmongers. Things go
wrong. One’s own weapons systems frequently fail. Treachery, surprise, accidents, errors are the
essence of war. And with nuclear war, one doesn’t get a second chance. During the Cuban Missile Crisis,
Kennedy’s reckless generals urged a military attack, believing that a nuclear war could be avoided. The
truth was that Russian and Cuban troops were already deployed to use battlefield nuclear weapons in the
event of a conventional U.S. attack.

Ecnuv nctopus n y4nt 4emy-To, Tak 3T0 TOMY, YTO HE CTOUT JOBEPATb XBaCTNMBbLIM 3aABNEHUAM
noxuratenemn BonHbl. YTo-To Na€T He Tak. CobCTBEHHbIE CUCTEMBI BOOPYXKEHMS YacTo AatoT coou.
MpepmaTtenbCTBO, BHE3AMHOCTL, CAY4YaNHOCTU, OLLIMOKN — BOT CyTb BOWHbI. A B 94€PHON BONHE BTOPOrO
WwaHca He gaetcsd. Bo Bpems Kapubekoro kpuauca 6espaccyaHble reHepansl KeHHean HacTansBanu Ha
BOEHHOM HanageHuu, nonaras, Yto SOepHON BOMHbI MOXHO n3bexartb. [NpaBga 3akntoyanacb B TOM, YTO
COBETCKUE 1 KyOMHCKME BOMCKa yKe Obinm pasBepHyTbl AN MPMMEHEHUS S4EePHOro OpyXusi Ha none 6os
B cnyyae HanageHus CLUA ¢ npumeHeHnem obblYHbIX BOOPYXKEHUI.

Perhaps the most important lesson that came out of the Cuban Missile Crisis is the conclusion of
President Kennedy in his famous “Peace Speech” of June 1963, which ushered in the Partial Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty:

Above all, while defending our own vital interests, nuclear powers must avert those confrontations which
bring an adversary to a choice of either a humiliating retreat or a nuclear war. To adopt that kind of course
in the nuclear age would be evidence only of the bankruptcy of our policy—or of a collective death-wish
for the world.3
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Amen.

Bo3moxHO, cambiM BaxHbIM ypokoM Kapnbckoro kpusnca asnseTcs BblBog npesvaeHta KeHHeaun us ero
3HameHuTon «MupHon peun» B noHe 1963 roga, nonoxmeLuen Hayano JoroBopy 0 4aCTUYHOM
3anpeLLeHnn SaepHbIX UCMbITAHUNA:

Mpexae Bcero, 3awuymasn cBov CO6CTBEHHbIE XU3HEHHO BaXKHbI€ MHTEPECHI, SAepHbIEe AepKaBbl LJOMKHbI
n3beratb TeX KOHPPOHTALNIA, KOTOPbIE CTAaBAT NPOTUBHMKA Nepes BbiIDOPOM: YHU3UTENBHOE OTCTYNMeHne
Unun sigepHas BonHa. NprHATNE Takoro Kypca B S4epHbIN BeK Obino Obl NULLb CBMAETENBCTBOM
©aHKpOTCTBa HaLleln NONUTUKN — UMW KOJINIEKTUBHBIM XXeMNaHueM cmMepTu A5is Bcero mnpa.3

AMUHB.

Let’s not panic. Instead, let’s think, plan, and act. To quote Kennedy once more: “Our problems are
manmade—therefore, they can be solved by man.” The problem of Donald Trump can be solved too, by
the institutions of American democracy and the international rule of law.

[aBsavite He Byaem naHvkoBaTb. BmecTo aToro gaBante gymatb, MaHNMpoBaTh M AencTBoBaTh. Ewé pas
npoumnTnpyem KenHegn: «Hawwm npobnembl co3gaHbl YErOBEKOM, MO3ITOMY UX MOXKET PeLLnTb YENOBEKY.
Mpobnemy JoHanbaa Tpamna ToXe MOXHO peLLUTb C MOMOLLbI0 MHCTUTYTOB aMepUKaHCKOW AEMOKpaTm
1 MeXayHapoOHOro npaBonopsaka.

Trump is a bully whose bluster is designed to intimidate and wrong-foot a foe, and in Trump’s worldview,
just about everybody is a foe. As he has famously explained, in an attitude inherited from his father, there
are “killers” and there are “losers.” The bluster is designed to put Killer Trump ahead of the losers. The
key to survival in the Trump era is to look past the bluster, face down the bullying, and prevent Trump’s
poorly controlled emotions from guiding the policies of the United States on these life-and-death issues.

Tpamn — xynuraH, 4b€ 6axBanbCTBO NPM3BaAHO 3anyratb 1 COUTb C TOMKY NPOTUBHUKA, a B
MMPOBO33peHnn Tpamna npakTuyeckn Bce — Bparu. Kak oH MeTko 06bACHWM, B COOTBETCTBUN C
YCTaHOBKOW, YHacrnegoBaHHOW OT OTUa, €CTb «YOUILLbI» U €CTb «HeYyAa4YHMKN». XBacTOBCTBO NPMU3BaHO
noctaButb Youiiuy Tpamna Bbille HeyaaqyHUKoB. Koy K BbiXXMBaHMIO B anoxy Tpamna — He obpaliaTtb
BHUMaHUs Ha 6axBanbCTBO, MPOTUBOCTOSATH XYNIUFAHCTBY U HE MO3BOMATH M0XO KOHTPOMPYEMbIM
amoumsim Tpamna onpeaensate NonuTuky CoeanHEHHbIX LLUITaToB B 3TUX XM3HEHHO BaXKHbIX BONPOCaX.

The turn from name-calling to negotiation with North Korea gives some reason for hope, but it is all too
easy to see how the spectacle of summits could slide back into acrimony, vitriol, and threats. The US
demands denuclearization; North Korea demands security, and there is as yet no evidence that the
reciprocal demands have been reconciled. With Trump’s instability and lack of attention span, anything
can happen.

Mepexoa oT ockopbreHun k neperoBopaM ¢ CeBepHoli Kopeeli 4aéT onpeaenéHHble OCHOBaHUS Ans
HaZeXabl, HO CMMLLIKOM JEerko NpeacTaBuTb, Kak 3penuile CaMMUTOB MOXKET CHOBa CKaTUTbCS K
A3BMTENBHOCTU, capka3my u yrpo3am. CLLUA TpebytoT geHykneapusauum; CesepHasi Kopesi TpebyeT
©e30nacHOCTU, 1 MOKa HET HUKaKMX JOKa3aTeNbCTB TOro, YTO B3anMHble TpeboBaHMst Oblfv COrnacoBaHbI.
YuntbiBas HeCTabUNbHOCTb M HECMOCOOHOCTL Tpamna CoCpeaoTOUUTLCS, MOXET NMPOU3ONTU BCE, UTO
YrogHo.

Trump’s impulsiveness will need to be checked. This check will come in part from our courts, which must
scrutinize the various poorly prepared and ill-considered executive orders that have come from the
administration; many will be quashed. Regulatory agencies must also follow rigorous procedures to
change existing regulations, all of which are subject to court review and congressional supervision.
Another check could come if a few patriotic Republican senators join with the Democrats to put a stop to
Trump’s mad rush of recklessness. Will Senators John McCain, Lindsey Graham, Susan Collins, Rob
Portman, Lisa Murkowski, or Ron Paul, among others, really stand by if Trump brings us to the brink of
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nuclear war?

MmnynbcuBHoCTb Tpamna Heobxoammo ByaeT KOHTponMpoBaTh. JTa NpoBepka byaeT 4YacTU4HO
OCYLLECTBMAATLCA HALLIMMMK Cyaamm, KOTOpble OOIMKHbI ByayT TWwaTenbHO U3YyYnTb pasnunyHble Nnoxo
NOArOTOBMEHHbIE N HEObAYMaHHbIE YKa3bl, UCXOASALME OT aAMUHUCTPALIMK; MHOTME U3 HUX ByayT
OTMEHEeHbI. PerynupytoLume opraHbl Takke OOMKHbI CriegoBaTh CTPOrMM npoueaypaM Ans U3MeHeHus
CYLLECTBYIOLLMX NpaBusl, BCE U3 KOTOPbIX NoanexaTt cyaebHOMY KOHTPOIIHO 1 KOHTPOSH0 CO CTOPOHBI
KoHrpecca. Ewé ogHa npoBepka MOXeT NPOM30ONTH, ECIN HECKOIbKO NaTPUOTUYECKN HACTPOEHHbIX
ceHaTopoB-pecnybnvkaHLeB 00 beaNHATCH C AeMokpaTaMm, YToObl MONOXWTb KOHeL, 6e3yMHOMY
6espaccyacTtey Tpamna. [denctButenbHO nn ceHaTopsbl [xoH MakkenH, Jlnnacu Mpam, Cero3aH KonnuHa,
Pob MopTtmaH, JNlnsa MypkoBcku unu PoH Mon, cpeaun npoyunx, 6yayT CToATb B CTOPOHE, ecnu Tpamn
NOCTaBMWT HaC Ha rpaHb A4epPHON BONHbI?

Other checks will come from outside our borders. Trump is rapidly uniting the world—against the United
States. Within just two weeks of taking office, Trump had the European Union president listing the Trump
administration alongside Russia, China, and the Middle East as threats to the European Union. China’s
president Xi Jinping has offered to take up the internationalist mantle that Trump is so eager to relinquish.
Almost all of the world is also united in urging the handful of nuclear-weapons countries to honor their
solemn obligations, under the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, to take concrete steps toward nuclear
disarmament, and not to instigate a renewed and dangerous arms race.

Opyrvne npoBepku ByayT MCXOAUTb M3-3a HaLMX rpaHuy. Tpamn BbICTpo 06beanHAET MUp — NPOTUB
CoeanHeHHbIx LLTaToB. Beero yepes gBe Hegenu nocne BCTYNMEHNS B JOIMKHOCTb Tpamn 3acTaBun
npe3ugeHTa EBponerickoro cotsa BKNYNTbL agMnHMUCTpaumio Tpamna B cnucok yrpo3 EBponenckomy
coto3y Hapsagy ¢ Poccuent, Kutaem n bnivekium Boctokom. Mpeacepatens Kutas Cu LisnHbnnH
NpeanoXxun B3aTb Ha cebs ponb MHTEPHALMOHANMCTa, OT KOTOpor Tpamn Tak CTPEMUTCS OTKa3aTbCs.
Mo4Tn BECb MUP TaKKe eOuH B NPU3bIBE K TOPCTKE CTpaH, obnagarLmx saepHbIM OpyKUEM, BbIMOSTHATb
CBOW TOPXXECTBEHHbIE 00A3aTenbLCTBa B COOTBETCTBMM C [JOrOBOPOM O HEPACNPOCTPaHEHUN SOEPHOMO
OPYXUsi, NPEANPUHATL KOHKPETHbIE LLarn K sAepHOMY pasopyXeHUIO U He NMPOBOLMPOBAaTL HOBYHO U
ONacHYI0 rOHKY BOOPYXEHUN.

Finally, of course, there is electoral politics. In moments of pessimism, it may seem that Trump will
trample American democracy, thereby preventing a course correction in 2020 or earlier. Yet Trump is no
Caesar or Augustus, and the United States is no republican Rome on the verge of succumbing to
dictatorship. No doubt Trump can do great damage; our institutional checks and balances have been
gravely weakened by decades of rule by the military-industrial-intelligence complex. Presidents indeed
have the power to launch wars, even secret ones run by the CIA and special ops units that can Kill vast
numbers of innocents. But it's my sincere hope that the American people, and our political institutions, are
not ready to accede to bullies.

HakoHeu, KOHEYHO, eCTb 1 anekToparnbHas nonMTuka. B MOMeHTbI neccummama MOXeT nokasaTbCsl, YTO
Tpamn pacTonyeT ameprKaHCKy0 AeMOKpaTUo, TeEM caMbiM NPeaoTBpaTUB Koppekuumio kypca B 2020
rogy vnu paHee. OgHako Tpamn — He Llesapb 1 He ABrycT, a CoeanHeHHble LUtaTbl — He
pecnybnukaHckun Pum Ha rpaHu nageHus nog gukratypy. bes comHeHus, Tpamn MOXeT HaHEeECTU
OonbLon yuwepb; Hawa MHCTUTYLMoHanbHas cuctema CaAepKek U NPOTMBOBECOB CEPbE3HO ocnabrneHa
OecaTUneTUsMu npaBneHns BOEHHO-NPOMBILLIIEHHOTO 1 pa3BeblBaTenbHOro komnnekca. lNpesngeHTol
OEeNCTBUTENbHO NMEIOT MPaBo pa3BA3bliBaTb BOWHBI, AaXe TanHble, npoBoanmMble LIPY un
noapasgeneHvsmMmn cneLmanbHOro HadHadYeHus, KOTopble MOTYT YHECTM XM3HWM OFPOMHOTO Yucna
HEBUHHbIX Nogen. Ho s ucKpeHHe HagelCh, YTO ameprKaHCKMIM Hapog v Halv NONUTUYECKUE MHCTUTYTHI
He roTOBbl YCTYMWUTb HAaTUCKY TUPAHOB.

The United States has developed a level of wealth, productivity, and technological know-how utterly
unimaginable in the past. Yet we put everything at risk through our wanton addiction to war. If we instead
used our vast knowledge, economic might, and technological excellence to help cure diseases, end
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poverty, protect the environment, and ensure global food security, America would profoundly inspire other
nations and do much to secure a new era of global peace.

CoegunHérHble LWTaTtbl gocTurnm ypoBHA 6oratcTea, NpomM3BOAUTENBHOCTY TPyAa Y TEXHOMOrMYECKNX
3HaHWN, COBEPLUEHHO HEMBICIMMOrO B NPOLLNIOM. TeM He MeHee, Mbl NOJABEepraem BCE PUCKY U3-3a
Haluel 6e3yaepXHOM 3aBUCUMOCTM OT BOVHbI. Ecriv Gbl Mbl BMECTO 3TOrO MCMOMb30Ban HaLK
OOLWNPHBbIE 3HAHWS, SKOHOMMUYECKYIO MOLLb 1 TEXHOMOrMYeckoe NpeBOCXOACTBO A1 fleYeHnst bonesHen,
00opbObI C HALLETON, 3aLMTbI OKpYXKatoLen cpeabl n obecnevyeHns rnobansHoN NPoAOBONLCTBEHHOM
©e3onacHocTn, AMepuka BLOXHOBUNA Obl Apyrie cTpaHbl U MHOroe caenana obl Anst obecneyeHnst HOBOM
3pbl rnobanbHOro Mmupa.

Checks on Trump’s recklessness and warmongering cannot come soon enough; as we’ll see in the next
chapter, his emerging ideas about national security and nuclear weapons are a danger to us all.

Ceityac Heob6xoaMMO OCTaHOBUTL 6e3paccyacTBO M MUNMTapuam Tpamna; kak Mbl YBUAUM B criefytoLueit
rmaBe, ero HoBble MAen O HaLMOoHabHO 6e30MacHOCTU 1 SOEPHOM OPYXKMU NPeaCTaBmsAoT ONacHOCTb
Ansi BCex Hac.

9 TRUMP’S NEW NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY

Every few years, the executive branch produces a National Security Strategy (NSS) to describe the
administration’s national security priorities and strategies to address them. The Trump administration
released its first NSS in December 2017.1 As with past strategies, the Trump strategy is grounded in a
naive and dangerous U.S. exceptionalism. To fully appreciate these dangers, Trump’s NSS should be
read alongside the new National Defense Strategy of the United States2 and Nuclear Forces Posture.3

Kaxxable HeCKomnbKo neT NcnonHuTenbHas BNacTb BbinyckaeT CTpaTervio HaunoHanbHon 6esonacHocTu
(CHB), onucbiBatoLLy0 MPUOPUTETHI aAMUHUCTPaLMK B 06nacTu HauMoHanbHon 6e3onacHocTy 1
cTpaterum nx goctmkenns. AgmmHnctTpauusa Tpamna onybnvkosana ceoto nepsyto CHBE B gekabpe 2017
roga.1 Kak n npeabigywime ctparterum, ctpaterns Tpamna OCHOBaHa Ha HauBHOM M OMacHOM
npeacTtasneHnn o6 ncknouuntensHoct CLUA. YTtobbl B NonHOM Mepe oLeHnTb 3Tn onacHoctu, CHB
Tpamna cnegyeTt paccmatpuBaTb B KOHTEKCTe HoBOM CTpaTermm HaumoHanbHOM 060poHbl CoeanHEHHbIX
LtaToB2 1 NonoxeHus o saepHbIx cnnax3.

The dominant tone of the Trump-era documents is bleak: the United States faces a world of hostility.
Cooperation has failed. Only a renewed military buildup can succeed. The National Defense Strategy is
worth quoting at length:

Today, we are emerging from a period of strategic atrophy, aware that our competitive military advantage
has been eroding. We are facing increased global disorder, characterized by decline in the long-standing
rules-based international order— creating a security environment more complex and volatile than any we
have experienced in recent memory. Inter-state strategic competition, not terrorism, is now the primary
concern in U.S. national security.

JOMVHUPYIOLWLMI TOH JOKYMEHTOB anoxu Tpamna mpadeH: CoeanHeHHble LLTaTbl CTONKHYNUCH C
BpaxaebHbiM Mupom. COTpyAHNYECTBO MPOBaNUITOCh. TOMbKO BO30OGHOBMNEHME HapaLLBaHNS BOEHHOM
MOLLIM MOXET NPMBECTU K ycrnexy. CTpaTervio HaunoHanbHoM 060poHbl CTOMT NPOLMTMPOBaTb NOAPOGHO:

CerogHsi Mbl BbIXOOUM U3 Nepuoda cTpaTernyeckon atpodumm, oco3HaBasi, YTo Halle KOHKYPEHTHOe
BOEHHOE NpenMyLLecTBO ocriabesaeT. Mbl cTanknBaemcs ¢ pacTyLwum rinobanbHbIM 6ecnopsagkom,
XapaKkTepusyLwmmMcs ynaakom JaBHErO MeXAyHapo4HOro nopsiaka, OCHOBAHHOMO Ha NpaBunax, vYto
co3pgaet bornee CrnoXxHy 1 HecTabunbHyo cpeny 6e3onacHocTH, YeM ntobas 13 Tex, YTo Mbl BUZENU B
nocnegHee Bpemsi. MexrocygapCTBeHHOE CTpaTerniyeckoe ConepHUYeCTBO, a He TepPPOPU3M, Tenepb
SIBNSIeTCA rnaBHON Npobnemoi HaumoHanbHon 6e3onacHocty CLUA.
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China is a strategic competitor using predatory economics to intimidate its neighbors while militarizing
features in the South China Sea. Russia has violated the borders of nearby nations and pursues veto
power over the economic, diplomatic, and security decisions of its neighbors. As well, North Korea’s
outlaw actions and reckless rhetoric continue despite United Nation’s censure and sanctions. Iran
continues to sow violence and remains the most significant challenge to Middle East stability. Despite the
defeat of ISIS’s physical caliphate, threats to stability remain as terrorist groups with long reach continue
to murder the innocent and threaten peace more broadly.4

Kutan asnsietcst ctpatermyecknm KOHKYpPEHTOM, MCMOSb3YHOLLNM XULLHNYECKY0 3KOHOMUKY AMS
3anyrvBaHusi CBOMX COCEAeN N OQHOBPEMEHHO MuUnuTapm3aunm oobekToB B KOxHO-Kutarickom mope.
Poccusa Hapywmna rpaHuubl cocegHux CTpaH 1 4obrBaeTcsa npaBa BETO HA SKOHOMUYECKME,
avnnomartmnyeckue n cBsidaHHble ¢ 6e30MacHOCTLIO peLleHns cBomx cocenen. Kpome toro,
NPOTMBO3aKOHHbIE AeNCTBUS 1 BedpaccyaHas putopuka CesepHolr Kopeun npogomkaroTcs, HECMOTpPS Ha
ocyxaeHune n caHkumm OOH. MpaH npogomkaeT cesiTb Hacunmne n octaeTcsa cambiM CEPbe3HbIM BbI3OBOM
ctabunbHocTn Ha BnuwxkHem BocTtoke. HecmoTpsi Ha pasrpom cusmdeckoro xanudpata VNI, yrposel
CTabUNBHOCTN COXPaHSATCS, MOCKOSIbKY TEPPOPUCTUHECKME TPYMMUPOBKM C LUMPOKMM OXBaTOM
npogomkaloT yorBaTh HEBUHHbLIX N0AEN U NpeacTaBnAaTh Yrpo3y Mupy B 6onee LMpokoM cmeicre.4

According to the NSS, China and Russia are not just powerful counterparts, they are adversaries. In the
National Defense Strategy, the term is “strategic competitor.” In other contexts, such as Trump’s 2018
State of the Union Address, they are “revisionist” powers. The NSS says of them the following:

China and Russia challenge American power, influence, and interests, attempting to erode American
security and prosperity. They are determined to make economies less free and less fair, to grow their
militaries, and to control information and data to repress their societies and expand their influence.5

CornacHo CHB, Kutain n Poccust — He NpoCcTo MOryLLEeCTBEHHbIE NAPTHEPbI, OHW — MPOTUBHUKK. B
CrtpaTtermmn HaumoHanbHOM 060POHbI UCMONBb3YEeTCA TEPMUH «CTPATErMYEeCKUn KOHKYPEHT». B opyrnx
KOHTEeKCTax, Hanpumep, B NocnaHnn Tpamna KoHrpeccy o nonoxeHuu ctpanbl B 2018 rogy, oHu
ABNAIOTCHA «PEBU3NOHMCTCKUMNY AepxaBamun. B CHB roBopuTcsa o Hux criegytoLee:

Kvtan n Poccusa 6pocatoT BbI30B aMepPUKaHCKOW MOLLIM, BIIUSIHUIO U MHTepecaM, MNblTasiCb NOAOPBaTh
6e3onacHocTb 1 npouseTaHne Amepuki. OHM NOMHbI PELUMMOCTM CAeNaTb SKOHOMUKY MeHee CBOOOAHON
1 CnpaBeanvBon, HAapPaCTUTb CBOI BOOPYXXEHHYHO MOLLb Y KOHTPONUPOBAaTb MHOPMALIMIO U AaHHbIE,
4YTOObI MOAABNATL CBOM OOLLECTBA U pacLUMpsATb CBOE BNUsHNE.S

Their goal, in other words, is not just to improve their own lot but to worsen America’s. The National
Defense Strategy goes even further:

Itis increasingly clear that China and Russia want to shape a world consistent with their authoritarian
model—gaining veto authority over other nations’ economic, diplomatic, and security decisions . . . China
and Russia are now undermining the international order from within the system by exploiting its benefits
while simultaneously undercutting its principles and “rules of the road.”6

Opyrumun cnoBamu, uUx Liefb — He TOMbKO YNy4YLNTb COOCTBEHHOE NMOSTOXEHNE, HO U YXYALWNTb
nonoxenne Amepukn. Ctparerms HaumoHanbHoN 060pOoHbI OET eLLé AarnblLue:

CrtaHoBuTtcs BCcé 6onee oueBnaHbIM, 4To Kutam n Poccus xoTat cchopmmpoBaTb MUP, COOTBETCTBYHOLLNIA
MX aBTOPUTaAPHON MOLENN, — MOMYYUB NPABO BETO Ha peLleHns ApyrMx CTpaH B 06nacT 93KOHOMUKM,
avnnomatum n 6esonacHocTu... Kutan n Poccrs Tenepb NOAPbIBAIOT MEXAYHapPOOHbIN MOPAA0K U3HYTPU
CUCTEMBbI, 3KCMyaTUpys €€ npeumyLlecTsa n OAHOBPEMEHHO NoapbiBasi €€ NPUHLMMbI U «paBuna
OOPOXHOro ABMXEHUSA» .6

One of the motifs running through these documents is that the United States naively tried the cooperative
approach, but that it failed because of the perfidious behavior of America’s adversaries:
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These competitions require the United States to rethink the policies of the past two decades—policies
based on the assumption that engagement with rivals and their inclusion in international institutions and
global commerce would turn them into benign actors and trustworthy partners. For the most part, this
premise turned out to be false.

Rival actors use propaganda and other means to try to discredit democracy. They advance anti-Western
views and spread false information to create divisions among ourselves, our allies, and our partners.7

OavH 13 MOTUBOB, NPOXOAALLNX Yepe3 3T AOKYMEHTbI, 3akntoyaeTcs B ToM, 4To CoeguHéHHbIe LLTaThl
HaMBHO MbITanMChb UCMOMb30BaTb KOOMEPATUBHbIV MOAX0A, HO MOTepnenu Heyaayvy n3-3a BEPOSIOMHOI0o
NnoBeAeHs1 NPOTUBHUKOB AMEPUKN;

3710 conepHuyecTtBo TpebyeT oT CoeanHéHHbIX LLITaToB NnepeocmbICneHns NONUTUKN NOCIEeAHNX OBYX
AEeCATUNEeTUN — NONUTUKN, OCHOBaHHOW Ha NpeanonoXeHnn, YTO B3auMogeCTBUE C COMEPHMKAMMN U NX
BKIIOMEHNE B MEXAYHAPOAHbIE MHCTUTYThI 1 rnobanbHyto TOProBro NpeBpaTuT nx B 4OOPOCOBECTHBIX
UrPOKOB N HaAEéXHbIX NapTHEPOB. o Bornbluen YacTy aTa NpeAnockifika okasanacb NOXHON.
KoHkypupytoLme cybbekTbl MCNOMb3YOT NponaraHay v gpyrve cpeacTsa, YTobbl NonbITaTbes
AvckpeanTmpoBathb Aemokpatuo. OHM NpoaBuraloT aHTu3anagHble B3rnsaabl Y pacnpoCTPaHSAOT NOXHYIO
UHOpMaUMIo, YTOObI NOCEATb Pa3HOrNacusa Mexay HaMu, HalMMM COI3HUKAMM U HALLMMK
napTHépamu.7

The first thing that comes to my mind is Jesus’s admonition: “Why do you see the speck that is in your
brother’s eye, but do not notice the log that is in your own eye?” The U.S. security state is pointing its
finger at China and Russia as undermining the global system. Yet which country launched catastrophic
wars of “regime change” without requisite UN backing and against the advice of countries around the
world? Which country has failed to ratify a UN-backed treaty in nearly a quarter-century (as I'll look at in
detail in chapter 15)? Which country is repeatedly taking foreign policy measures strongly repudiated by
most other countries, whether Trump’s announced withdrawal from the Paris Climate Agreement or the
move of America’s Israeli embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem over the objections of the other fourteen
UN Security Council members?

[MepBoe, UTO NPUXOOUT MHE Ha yM, — 9TO HacTaBneHune Nucyca: «4To Tbl CMOTPULLB Ha CY4OK B rnasy
OpaTta TBOEro, a 6peBHa B CBOEM a3y He YyBCTBYELIb?» AMEPUKAHCKOE rocyaapcTeo 6e3onacHocTu
ykasbiBaeT nansLem Ha Kutai n Poccuto, nogpbiBast MUpoByto cuctemy. OaHako Kakas cTpaHa
pasBs3arna katacTpoguyeckme BOMHbl 3a «CMEHbI peXxnmoB» 6e3 Heobxoamnmon nogaepxkm OOH un
BOMpPEKN pekoMeHaaumamM CTpaH Bcero mupa? Kakas ctpaHa noyTu 4eTBepThb BEKa He paTtuduumpoBana
porosop, nogaepxaHHbin OOH (4To 8 nogpo6bHo paccmoTpio B rmase 15)? Kakasa ctpaHa NOCTOSIHHO
NPUHUMAET Mepbl BHELLHEN NOMUTUKU, PELLMTENBHO OCyXaaemMble 6ONbLUMHCTBOM APYrMX CTpaH, 6yab To
00bsiBNEHHbIV TpaMnom Bbixo 13 [Napwkckoro cornatleHnst no Knumarty Unm nepeHoc amepuKaHCKoro
noconbcTBa B Vi3paune n3 Tenb-AsuBa B Mlepycanum, HECMOTPS Ha BO3PaKeHNs OCTarnbHbIX
yeTblpHaguaTty yneHoB CoeeTa besonacHoctn OOH?

The NSS’s bleak assessment regarding global cooperation is belied by the facts, except of course if the
bleakness becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy. The entire world (including the Obama administration)
agreed on the future direction of development cooperation by adopting Agenda 2030 and the seventeen
Sustainable Development Goals in September 2015, and signing the Paris Climate Agreement in
December 2015 just a few weeks later. Most countries of the world, including China and Russia, have
signed and ratified several important UN treaties during the past quarter-century, many of which,
unfortunately, have been repudiated not by China and Russia but by the United States. On the great
questions of military security, including the nuclear arsenal, it is hard to argue that China and Russia have
been the instigators of bad behavior. The United States was the first to undermine U.S.-Russian nuclear
cooperation by unilaterally abandoning the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty in 2002 in order to pursue
America’s missile defense deployment. The United States led the expansion of NATO to Russia’s
backyard.
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MpauHas oueHka CHB oTHocuTensHO rnobanbHOro coTpyaHMYecTBa onpoBepraeTcs pakramu, 3a
WCKIMOYEHMEM, KOHEYHO, CIyvaeB, Koraa aTa MpayHOCTb CTAHOBUTCS CaMOUCTIONHSAOLLMMCS
npopoyectBoM. Becb mup (Bkntoyasa agMuHucTpaumio Obamel) cornacosan byayliee HanpaBneHue
COTpyaHun4yecTBa B obractu pa3sutus, npuHas NoBecTky AHA Ha nepwog go 2030 roga v cemHaguathb
Llenen yctonumeoro pa3sutus B ceHTabpe 2015 roga, a BCero Yyepes HeECKONMbKO HeAernb nognncas
Mapwxckoe cornalleHne no knumaTty B aekadbpe 2015 roga. bonblUMHCTBO CTpaH Mupa, Bkntovas Kutan
n Poccuio, 3a nocrnefHIo YeTBepTb Beka nognucanu n patnduumpoBanu HECKOMNbKO BaXHbIX JOrOBOPOB
OOH, MHorne 13 KoTopbIX, K CoXaneHuto, 6binn AeHoHcuMpoBaHbl He Kutaem n Poccuen, a
CoeanHéHHbiMM LUTaTamn. UTo KacaeTcs BaXHbIX BONPOCOB BOEHHOW 6€30MacHOCTU, BKMoYasa S4epHbIN
apceHan, TpyaHo yTBepxaaTh, 4To Kutam n Poccusa 6binm 3aunHLLmMkamm HegobpocoBECTHOrO
nosegeHusi. CoeamHéHHble LLTaTbl nepebiMM NogopBann aMmeprukaHo-pOCCUICKOE SaepHoe
COTPYOHNYECTBO, B O4HOCTOPOHHEM MOPSIAKE OTKa3aBLUMCb OT [JoroBopa no npoTuBopakeTHon obopoHe
(MPO) B 2002 rogy, 4Tobbl MPOAOIMKNTL Pa3BEPTHIBAHNE aMEPUKAHCKON NPOTMBOPAKETHON 0BGOPOHDI.
CoeanHeHHble WTaTbl Bo3rnasunu pacwmpenne HATO Ha Tepputoputo Poccun.

Consistent with exceptionalism, the United States has insisted on military dominance, not merely
deterrence, in all regions of the world. When the United States vastly outspends China and Russia in
military armaments and those countries respond by increasing their own arms spending, the United
States then points an accusing finger. | am reminded of the cartoon in which the little boy runs to his
mother crying, “Mommy, mommy, Jimmy hit me back.” The other countries are indeed pushing back
against U.S. assertions of dominance. That does not make them systems breakers.

B cooTBeTCTBMM C MPUHLMMOM UCKNounTEenbHOCTH, CoeanHeHHble LLTaTbl HacTanBalT HAa BOEHHOM
AOMWHMPOBAHUN, @ He MPOCTO Ha CAePXMBaHWK, BO BCeX pernoHax mupa. Korga CoeavHeHHble LWTaThl
3Ha4MTENbHO NpeBocxoasaT Kutam n Poccmio no pacxogam Ha BOOPYKEHME, a 3TU CTpaHbl B OTBET
YBENMYNBAIOT CBOU COOCTBEHHbIE BOEHHbIE pacxoabl, CoeanHeHHble LLTaTtbl 06BMHAKT apyr gpyra. MHe
BCMOMMWHAETCH MynbTMUIbM, B KOTOPOM ManeHbKuii Manb4mk 6exumT kK Mame ¢ Kpukom: «Mama, mama,
[bknmmun yaapun MeHsi B oTBeT». [lpyrne cTpaHbl 4eNCTBUTENBbHO conpoTmenstoTes 3assnexHmam CLUA o
AOMVHUPOBaHWMW. 3TO He AernaeT X paspyumnTensMm CUCTEMBI.

One of the reasons why the National Security Strategy regards cooperation so bleakly is that it largely
rejects the very need for cooperation. Instead of looking for global cooperation to decarbonize the world’s
energy system in order to achieve the globally agreed climate goals, the document instead declares that
“U.S. leadership is indispensable to countering an anti-growth energy agenda that is detrimental to U.S.
economic and energy security interests.” There is not even lip service paid to other environmental
challenges such as deforestation, loss of biodiversity, and water scarcity. There is a passing mention, just
one sentence, about disease control.

OpHa 13 npu4uH, no kotoporn CTpaTerns HauMoHanbHoW 6e30MacHOCTM Tak MpavyHO OTHOCUTCS K
COTPYAHNYECTBY, 3aKMO4aeTCs B TOM, YTO OHA B 3HAYUTENbHOW CTENEHN OTpULaeT camy HeobXoAMMOCTb
COTpyAHUYecTBa. BmecTo Toro 4tobbl CTpeMUTLCS K rnobanbHOMY COTPYAHUYECTBY B LeNsxX
AekapboHu3auum MMPOBOIN SHEPTEeTUYECKON CUCTEMbI A5t AOCTMPKEHMS COrNAacoBaHHbIX Ha rnobansHoOM
YypOBHe Lienen no 6opbbe C nsameHeHvem knmmara, B JOKYMeHTe 3asaBngaeTcs, 4to «nugepctso CLUA
Heob6xo4MMO ANgA NPOTUBOAENCTBUS aHTUPOCTOBOW SHEPreTUYECKON NMOBECTKE AHA, KOTOpas HAHOCUT
ywepb nHTepecam 3KOHOMMKM 1 aHepreTudeckon 6esonacHoctn CLLUA». [laxe Ha cnoBax He
YNOMMWHAIOTCA OpYrne aKomnornyeckme npobnemsl, Takme Kak Bbipybka necos, noteps 6uopasHoobpasnsi n
HexBaTKa BOObl. 50pb6a c bonesHsamu YNOMUHaEeTCHd BCKOJ1b3b, BCEro o gHMUM npeanoxeHnem.

The National Security Strategy accuses China of undermining global cooperation. This is certainly not
how China describes its role in the world. President Xi Jinping’s speech to the Nineteenth Party Congress
in October 2017 offered an important statement of China’s viewpoint. Xi spoke of China’s overarching
goal of national rejuvenation following the disasters of imperialism, foreign invasion, civil war, and
economic turmoil that gripped China in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. He emphasized that
China’s goals depend on a peaceful and stable international environment:
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The dream of the Chinese people is closely connected with the dreams of the peoples of other countries;
the Chinese Dream can be realized only in a peaceful international environment and under a stable
international order. We must keep in mind both our internal and international imperatives, stay on the path
of peaceful development, and continue to pursue a mutually beneficial strategy of opening up. We will
uphold justice while pursuing shared interests, and will foster new thinking on common, comprehensive,
cooperative, and sustainable security. We will pursue open, innovative, and inclusive development that
benefits everyone; boost crosscultural exchanges characterized by harmony within diversity,
inclusiveness, and mutual learning; and cultivate ecosystems based on respect for nature and green
development. China will continue its efforts to safeguard world peace, contribute to global development,
and uphold international order.8

B Ctpaterun HaumoHanbHon 6e3onacHocTy Kutam obBuHsieTca B noapbiBe rnobansHoro
coTpyaHunyecTtBa. Kutai, 6e3ycrnoBHoO, He Tak OnMcbiBaeT CBOK pPosib B MUpe. BuicTynneHve
npeacenatensa Cu LiauHbnuHa Ha XIX cbesge naptum B oktabpe 2017 roga 6b1n10 BaXXHbIM 3asiBNEHNEM
o nosuumm Kutas. Cu LisnHbnmH rosopmn o rmaesHon uenu Kutaa — HaumoHanbHOM BO3POXAEHUM Nocne
KaTacTpod umnepuannama, UHOCTPaHHOIO BTOPXXEHUS, rPa4aHCKOW BOMHbI 1 3KOHOMUYECKNX
notpsiceHmn, oxeaTmeLumx Kutam B XIX n XX Bekax. OH nogyepkHyn, 4To Lenu Kutas 3aBucat oT MUPHOM
N CTabWIbHON MexXayHapOL4HOM 06CTaHOBKN:

MeuTa kuTamckoro HapoJa TeCHO CBsid3aHa C MeyYTamMy HapoLoB APYrX CTpaH; KUTalckas MedTa MoxeT
ObITb peannaoBaHa TOMbKO B MUPHOW MEXAYHapOAHON 06CTaHOBKe U NpY CTabunbHOM MeXayHapoaHOM
nopsigke. Mbl JOMKHBI MOMHUTL O HALLMX BHYTPEHHWUX U MeXAYHapOAHbIX MMNepaTuBax, octaBaTbCs Ha
MyTU MUPHOTO Pa3BUTKS U NPOAOIKaTb CneoBaTb B3aUMOBBLIFOAHOW CTpaTerMm oTkpbITocTu. Mbl Bynem
oTcTavBaTb CrpaBeaNIMBOCTb, Npecneays obLune nHTepecsl, 1 pa3BMBaTb HOBOE MbILLTIEHVE B 06nacTtu
obLer, BceobbemnioLLen, COBMECTHOW 1 ycTonymBon 6e3onacHocT. Mbl Byaem cTpemuTbes K
OTKPbITOMY, MHHOBALUMOHHOMY U NHKIMKO3VMBHOMY Pa3BUTUIO, NMPUHOCALLEMY NoJib3y BCEM; CTUMYINNPOBaTb
MEXKYNbTYPHble 0BMEHbI, XapakTepusyoLmecs rapMoHUEN B YyCNOBUAX MHOroobpasus, MHKM3UBHOCTH
1N B3aUMHOIo o6yquV|9|; N pas3BuBaTb 3KOCUCTEMbI, OCHOBaHHbIE Ha yBaXXeHUn K npupoae u
3KOJ10r'M4eCKoM pa3BuUTUN. Kutan NPOAOIIKUT CBOU yCUInA no 3alinte Mmpa Bo BCeM Mupe, BHECEHUIO
BKrnaga B rnobanbHoe pa3Butue 1 NoaaepKaHu MexayHapoaHoro nopsaka.8

He then went on to outline the principles that would guide China’s foreign policy, declaring that China “will
continue to hold high the banner of peace, development, cooperation, and mutual benefit and uphold its
fundamental foreign policy goal of preserving world peace and promoting common development.” In this
context, Xi issued a call for global cooperation, rejecting balance-of-power politics:

We call on the peoples of all countries to work together to build a community with a shared future for
mankind, to build an open, inclusive, clean, and beautiful world that enjoys lasting peace, universal
security, and common prosperity. We should respect each other, discuss issues as equals, resolutely
reject the Cold War mentality and power politics, and take a new approach to developing state-to-state
relations with communication, not confrontation and partnership, not alliance. We should commit to
settling disputes through dialogue and resolving differences through discussion, coordinate responses to
traditional and non-traditional threats and oppose terrorism in all its forms.9

3aTem OH NepeLlén K U3NoXeHUo NMPUHLMUMNOB, KOTOPbIMU GyaeT PYKOBOACTBOBATHLCS BHELLUHSAS MONUTHKA
KuTas, 3aaBuB, 4to Kntam «npodormknT BbICOKO HECTU 3HaMsl MUPaA, PasBUTUS, COTPYAHUYECTBA U
B3aMMHOW Bbiroabl 1 GydeT oTcTanBaTh CBOK OCHOBOMONAratoLyto Lienb BHELUHEN NMONUTUKN —
COXpaHeHve Mypa BO BCEM MUpe 1 cofeicTBue obLemy passutuioy. B aTom koHTekcte Cv LianHbnuH
npussan k rmobanbHOMY COTPYAHUYECTBY, OTBEPrHYB NONUTUKY BanaHca cun:

Mbl npu3biBaem Hapoabl BCeX CTpaH paboTaTb BMeCTe Haf co3aaHnem coobliecTBa ¢ eanHom cyabbom
019 YernoBeYvecTBa, Haj CO30aHNEM OTKPbITOrO, MHKITK3UBHOIO, YNCTOrO 1 MPEKPacHOro Mmpa, B KOTOPOM
OyayT LapuTb NPOYHbIA MUP, BceobLas Ge3onacHoCcTb 1 obLlee npouBeTaHne. Mbl JOMKHbI yBaXaTb
Apyr opyra, obcyxaaTb BONpPOCh! Kak paBHble, PELUUTENBHO OTBEPraTb MEHTANMUTET XONOAHOM BOVHbI 1
NOMUTUKY CUSbl U MPUMEHSITb HOBbIN MOAXOA, K Pa3BUTUI0 MEXTOCYAapCTBEHHbBIX OTHOLLEHWNA,
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OCHOBaHHbI Ha 06LLEeHNM, a He Ha KOHPPOHTAaLMK, U NAPTHEPCTBE, a HE Ha COK3HUYeCTBE. Mbl AOMKHbI
CTPEMUTBLCS K pa3peLLeHno CMOPoB NyTeM AuManora 1 pa3peLleHmnto pasHornacum nyteM o6cyxaeHus,
KOOPOWHMPOBATb MEPbI pearnpoBaHus Ha TPagMLUOHHbIE U HETPAULMOHHbIE YrpOo3bl Y NPOTUBOCTOATh
Teppopuamy BO Bcex ero oopmax.9

Xi cites One Belt, One Road, China’s development assistance, and China’s support for the United
Nations as specific ways that China is “ready to work with the people of all other countries to build a
community with a shared future for mankind.”

Cu UanHbnuH Ha3biBaeT HuumatuBy «OAMH Nosic, oauvH NyTb», NoMoLb Kutas B Lensx passutms u
nogaepxky Kutaem OpraHusaumm O6beanHeHHbIX Haunm KOHKpETHbIMU NpuMepammn Toro, kak Kutam
«roTtoB paboTaTb C HapogaMu BCcex ApYrnx CTpaH Hag co3gaHnem coobluecTBa ¢ eanHon cyabbon ans
YyenoBeyecTBay.

While many countries have serious concerns about China’s rising power and how it will be used, Trump’s
naked assertion of America First has dramatically altered global perceptions of U.S. leadership.

According to an early 2018 Gallup report on public approval of the leadership of Germany, the United
States, China, and Russia, global confidence in U.S. leadership plummeted from 48 percent in 2016, the
final year of the Obama administration, to just 30 percent in 2017.10 Global public approval of China’s
leadership held steady at 31 percent. A mid-2017 Pew survey found the same, with confidence in Xi
Jinping at 28 percent compared with just 22 percent for Trump.11 If nothing else, America First has set off
alarm bells around the world.

XOTsi MHOTMe CTpaHbl CeEpbe3HO 00ECMNOKOEHbI pacTyLlen Mmowbio Kutas u Tem, kak oHa 6yaget
MCNonb30BaTbCs, OTKPbITOE 3asBreHne Tpamna 0 TOM, YTO «AMepUKa Npexae BCero», KapauHanbHO
nameHuno socnpusitne nuagepctea CLUA B mupe. CornacHo otyeTy Gallup 3a Havano 2018 roga o6
obuwecTtBeHHOM ogobpeHnmn pykoBoacTBa lepmanumn, CLUA, Kutas n Poccumn, ypoBeHb ooBepust K
pykoBoacTy CLUA B mupe pesko ynan c 48% B 2016 rogy, nocnegHemM rogy npasneHus agMUHUCTpaunm
O6awmsl, go Bcero nuwwb 30% B 2017 roay.10 YpoBeHb 0go6peHns pykoBoacTBoM Kutas B Mype octarncs
Ha ypoBHe 31%. Onpoc Pew, npoBeaéHHbin B cepeanHe 2017 roga, nokasan To e camoe: fosepue k Cu
LisnHbnuHy coctaBuno 28%, B To Bpems kak k Tpamny — Bcero 22%.11 Kak MuH1uMym, nonmTuka
«AmepuKa npexae BCcero» Bbi3Bana TpeBoOry no BCEMY MUpY.

The National Security Strategy and National Defense Strategy are based squarely on the central pillar of
American exceptionalism: global military dominance. The National Defense Strategy puts it this way: “For
decades the United States has enjoyed uncontested or dominant superiority in every operating domain.
We could generally deploy our forces when we wanted, assemble them where we wanted, and operate
how we wanted. Today, every domain is contested—air, land, sea, space, and cyberspace.” The stated
goal is to “remain the preeminent military power in the world,” and in particular to maintain “favorable
regional balances of power in the Indo-Pacific, Europe, the Middle East, and the Western Hemisphere.”12

Crtpaterusa HaumoHanbHon 6e3onacHocTy u CTpaTterus HaumoHanbHon 060pOHLI OCHOBAHLI HA FNaBHOM
CTONne aMepUKaHCKOM UCKIIOYUTENBHOCTM: rNobanbHOM BOEHHOM OOMUHMpPOBaHuN. B CtpaTerum
HaLMoHaneHoOM 060pOHbI 3TO CHOPMYNMPOBAHO creaywum obpa3om: «Ha NpoTsxeHnn AecaTUneTmn
CoepuHéHHbIe LTaTbl 06raganu HEOCNOPUMBIM UMM OMUHUPYOLLMM NPEBOCXOACTBOM BO BCeX cdepax
aesarenbHocTU. Mbl MOrnuv, Kak npaBuno, pa3BépTbiBaTb HALUW CUIbI, KOTAa XOTeNu, KOHLEHTPUPOBaTh UX
Tawm, rae xoTtenu, u AerncTBoOBaTh Tak, kak xotenu. CerogHsa kaxaasi cpepa gesaTeNnbHOCTM ocrnapuBaeTcs
— BO34yX, Cylua, Mope, KOCMOC 1 KnbepnpocTpaHCTBOY. 3asBrneHHas Lenb — «ocTaBaTbCs BeayLlemn
BOEHHOW AepXXaBoi B MUPE» 1, B YaCTHOCTU, MOAAEPXKUBaTb «BraronpusiTHbIA perMoHanbHbin 6anaHe
cun B MHpo-TuxookeaHckom pervoHe, EBpone, Ha BnvxHem BocToke n B 3anagHom nonywapum».12

To sustain its military dominance, the United States maintains a costly network of nearly 800 military
bases in more than seventy countries around the world, at an estimated annual cost of around $100
billion as of 2014, according to author David Vine.13 (China, as I've mentioned, has only one small

overseas base, in Djibouti.) Vine’s global map of overseas U.S. military facilities, shown in figure 9.1,

92



distinguishes between full bases, smaller “lily pads” with fewer than 200 personnel, and suspected but
unconfirmed facilities.

[na nogaepxaHus cBoero BOEHHOro AoMuHnpoBaHua CoefunHeHHble LLTaTel copgepxaTt 4OPOrocTosLLy O
ceTb 13 nouTn 800 BoeHHbIX 6a3 B Gonee 4em ceMmnaecsiTu cTpaHax Myupa, eXXerogHble pacxobl Ha
KOTOpYHO, MO oueHkam aBTopa [asuaa BariHa, no coctosHuto Ha 2014 rog coctasnsanm okono 100
munnuapgos gonnapo.13 (Y Kutas, kak s yxxe ynomuHar, ecTb TONbKO 0fHa Hebornbluas 3apybexHas
0asa — B [xnbyTn.) MnmobanbHas kapTa 3apybexHbix BoeHHbIX 00bekToB CLUA, cocTtaBneHHas BanHom
1 NpeacTaBneHHas Ha pucyHke 9.1, pasnuyaeT NofHOLEHHbIe 6a3bl, HEOOMbLUME «TOYKM OMOPbI» UMK
nepeanoyHble NyHKThI (“Lily pads” - nUCTbI KyBLUMHOK, MO KOTOPbIM NAryLUKa nepenpbirmBaeT ¢ OAHOMO Ha
apyron, 4tobbl 4OBpaTbCa A0 Lenn) ¢ YACNEHHOCTBIO NIMYHOro coctaBa MeHee 200 yenosek u
npegnonaraemMble, HO HEMOATBEPXKAEHHbIE 0OBEKTbI.

The logic (or illogic) of “dominance” compels the U.S. military to keep expanding its geographic presence.
NATO expanded eastward even after the Soviet threat disappeared. And after the United States
ostensibly ended its combat missions in Afghanistan and Iraqg, military bases and personnel remained
behind. Most recently, the United States has announced its intention to create a base in Syria as well. Of
course, nobody asked the Syrians their view on this. After all, the United States has remained in
Guantanamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba, for 115 years despite ardent Cuban protests from the start.

Jlorvka (MM HeNOrMYHOCTb) « JOMUHUPOBAHUSA» BbIHY>XAAET aMepPUKaHCKME BOEHHbIE CUITbl MPpOAoKaTh
pacwmpsiTb CBOE reorpadumyeckoe npucytctene. HATO paclumpanock Ha BOCTOK Jaxe nocre
NcYe3HOBEHNA coBeTCKoM yrpo3bl. U nocne Toro, kak CLLUA sko6bl 3aBepLunnu ceon 60eBblie Muccum B
AdraHncTtaHe u Vipake, BoeHHble 6a3sbl 1 NnyHbIN cocTas ocTanuck. CoBcem HegasHo CLUA o6baBunm o
HamepeHun co3gaTb 6a3y n B Crvpun. KOHEYHO, HUKTO HE CMPOCUIT MHEHMSI CUPUIALLEB MO 3TOMY MOBOAY.
B koHLe koHuoB, CLUA yxe 115 net HaxogsaTcsa Ha BOeHHO-Mopckor 6ase N'yaHTaHamo Ha Kybe,
HECMOTPS Ha SAPOCTHbIE NPOTECTbI KYOMHLIEB C CaMOoro Havana.

The next big military price tag will be the upgrading of America’s nuclear triad (land, air, and submarine).
All signatories to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, including the United States, are obligated under
Article VI to “pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear
arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete
disarmament under strict and effective international control.”14 Yet this has become a dead letter from
the point of view of U.S. foreign policy. The new Nuclear Posture Review states, “We must look reality in
the eye and see the world as it is, not as we wish it to be.”15 So much for treaty obligations. The Nuclear
Posture Review calls for modernizing U.S. nuclear forces at a cost of around $1 trillion over the coming
thirty years.

CnepytoLien KpynHOM BOEHHOM CTaTbeW pacxonoB CTaHET MOAEPHM3ALMS aMepPUKaHCKON SaepHOM
Tpuagbl (Ha3emMHOM, BO34YLIHON 1 nogsoaHon). Bece cTpaHbl, nognvcasLwmne [Jorosop o
HepacnpocTpaHeHWn S4epHOro opyxus, Bkntodas CoeguHeHHble LUTaThl, 0693aHbI B COOTBETCTBUM CO
ctaTeen VI «BecTy neperoBopbl B Ayxe [obpor Bonv 06 adheKkTMBHbLIX Mepax Mo nNpekpaLleHuto roHKN
A0epHbIX BOOPYXXeHUI B bnvxanwem 6yayliemM n saepHoMy pa3opyKeHuio, a Takke o 4OroBope o
BCeOOLLEM M NMOMHOM Pa3opyXeHUW NoA CTPOrUM 1 3MEKTUBHBIM MEXAYHAPOAHBIM KOHTpOeM». "
OpHako ¢ ToukM 3peHuns BHelHen nonutuku CLUA aTo cTtano nycteiM 3BykoM. B HoBom «O630pe
A0EpPHON NOMUTUKNY FOBOPUTCA: «Mbl OMMKHBI CMOTPETb pearnbHOCTU B rfasa v BUAETb MUP TakuM,
KaKoW OH eCTb, a He TakunM, KakuM Mbl XOTUM ero BuaeTb».' BoT BaM 1 BCce AOroBopHble 00s3aTenbCTBa.
«OB30p AaepHOM MONUTUKNY MPU3bIBAET K MogepHu3aumm saepHblix cun CLUA ctommMocTbio okono 1
TpUnnMoHa AonnapoB B TeYeHWe cnegyowmux TpuguaTtu nert.

The U.S. strategy of military dominance will ultimately prove too costly to sustain now that China is ready
to invest heavily to narrow the military gap with the United States. The Chinese believe they must make
increased military investments to offset U.S. power, while the United States regards China’s attempt to
narrow the military gap with the United States as a dangerous provocation. The security dilemma rears its
head once again. If the United States persists in trying to maintain military dominance, we will set off an
enormous arms race with China, this time with a country that is four times larger by population and 20
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percent larger by outputs than the United States (when GDP is measured at international prices per the
IMF).

AmepuKaHckasi cTpaTerns BOEHHOro JOMUHUPOBAHNS B KOHEYHOM UTOrEe OKaXXeTCS CIIULLIKOM
AOPOrocTosiLEen ansa nogaepXaHusa cenyac, koraa Kutanm rotoe BknagbiBaTb 3Ha4MTENbHbIE CPEeACTBa B
COKpallieHne BoeHHOoro paspbiBa ¢ CoeanHeHHbiMM LTatamn. Kutanubl cuntatoT He06XoanmbIM
YBENUYNTb BOEHHbIE MHBECTULIMK, YTOBOLI KOMNeHcupoBaTb Mollb CLUA, B To Bpems kak CoeaMHEHHbIE
LLtaTbl paccmaTtpuBatoT NonbITkM Kutas cokpaTuTb BOEHHbIV pa3pbliB ¢ CoeguHEHHbIMK LLTaTamu kak
onacHyt npoBokauuto. Junemma 6e3onacHOCTV BHOBb NnogHumaeT ronosy. Ecnu CoeanHéHHble LTaThl
OyayT ynopcTBOBaTb B MOMbITKAX COXPaHUTb BOEHHOE NMPEBOCXOACTBO, Mbl Pa3BsiXeM MacLUTabHYH rOHKY
BOOpYyXeHu ¢ Kutaem, Ha 3TOT pa3 co CTpaHOW, KOTopas B YeTbipe pa3a BornbLue No HaceneHuo 1 Ha
20% 6onbLue no o6bEmy nponssoacTea, Yem CoeanHéHHble LWTaThl (ecnu ouermBaTtb BBl no
MeXayHapoaHbIM LieHaMm, cornacHo MBO®).

The United States is hastening the day of budgetary reckoning by expanding military spending while also
cutting taxes, thereby increasing an already large budget deficit, now estimated to average 4-5 percent of
GDP per year during the coming decade. All told, U.S. military spending currently amounts to around 5
percent of GDP if we add together the Pentagon, homeland security, nuclear weapons, the CIA and other
intelligence agencies, and the costs of veterans’ medical care and other benefits. With federal tax
revenues running to only around 17 percent of GDP, the federal budget cannot even now cover the sum
of military spending, interest on the debt, and big-ticket social programs such as Social Security and
health care, much less the civilian discretionary programs such as job training, education, community
development, environmental protection, and civilian research and development. These discretionary
programs have already been cut to the bone, thereby weakening the economic foundations of American
power.

CoeanHéHHble LTaTtbl npubnmxkatoT AeHb 610QKETHOro pacnnathl, yBenuyMBasi BOEHHbIE pacxodbl U
O[HOBPEMEHHO CHMXasi Hanoru, Tem caMbiM yBeNMYMBasi U 63 Toro 3HaunTeNbHbIN BAKETHBIN
AedunumnT, KOTopbIn, NO oueHkam, B cpegHem coctasut 4—5% BBIT B roa B TeyeHmne 6nvxanwero
aecatnnetms. B obuen cnoxxHocTn BoeHHble pacxoabl CLLUA B HacTosiLee BpeMsa COCTaBnsAT 0kono 5%
BBI, ecnu cnoxuTb pacxofbl Ha NeHTaroH, MMHUCTEPCTBO BHYTPEHHEN 6e30MacHOCTH, aaepHoe
opyxue, LUPY n gpyrue passefbiBaTenbHble areHTCTBA, a TakKe pacxodbl Ha MeguLMHCKOe
obcnyxmBaHne BeTepaHOB U Apyrue nbrothl. [ockonbky deaepanbHble HanoroBble NOCTYMMEHUS
cocTaBnsitoT Bcero okosio 17% BBI, degepanbHbIn GIooKeT gaxe cerdac He MOXET MOKPbITb BOEHHbIE
pacxofbl, NPOLEHThI N0 AOMry U MaclTabHble coumnanbHble NPorpaMmbl, TakMe Kak coumanbHoe
obecneyeHre 1 30paBOOXPaAHEHME, HE TOBOPS YXKE O FPaKAAHCKMX AUCKPELMOHHbBIX NporpaMmMax, Takmx
Kak npodpeccroHanbHasa noarotoBka, obpasoBaHune, pa3BuTe COOBLLIECTB, OXpaHa OKpyXatoLlen cpefbl
W rpaxxgaHcKme uccrnegoBaHus u paspaboTku. TN ANCKPELMOHHbBIE MPOrpaMmbl YXXe ypesaHbl 40
MUHUMYMa, TEM CaMblM 0cnabnas 3KOHOMUYECKME OCHOBbLI aMEPUKaHCKOro MOryLLecTBa.

Moreover, America’s military predominance is already waning. In 1993, the United States accounted for
49 percent of the military outlays of the twenty largest military spenders.16 By 2016, the U.S. share had
declined to 43 percent. In practical terms, the decline is even larger. If we group the countries according
to whether they are military allies of the United States, the decline in military outlays of the United States
plus allies is much starker. In 1993, the United States plus its allies accounted for a whopping 94 percent
of military outlays of the top-twenty spenders. By 2016, their share of military outlays had declined to 72
percent.17

Bonee Toro, BOEHHOE NPEBOCXOACTBO AMEPUKM yKe naET Ha crnag. B 1993 rogy Ha gonto CLLUA
npuxogunock 49% BOEHHbIX pacxodoB ABaALUaTK CTpaH C HanbonbLUMMK BOEHHBIMU pacxogamu.16 K
2016 rogy gons CLUA cHusmnace go 43%. Ha npaktvke 3TO CHkeHue ewwé donblie. Ecnu
CrpynnuMpoBaTb CTpaHbl MO NPU3HAKY UX BOEHHOTO CO3HUYECTBA, TO CHMXKEHME BOEHHbIX pacxonos CLUA
N NX Cot3HMkoB OyaeT ropa3no 6onee 3ameTHbIM. B 1993 rogy Ha gonto CLUA n nx coto3Hukos
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npuxogunock uUenbix 94% BOEHHbIX pacxo4oB ABaALaTh CTpaH C HaMBOoMbLMMN BOEHHBIMW pacxogaMu.
K 2016 rogy ux gons B BOEHHbIX pacxodax cHM3unacb 4o 72 npoueHToB.17

The biggest shift was China, which accounted for 2 percent of the military outlays in 1993 but 15 percent
in 2016. Russia went from 1 percent of top-twenty military outlays to 5 percent, while Iran went from 0.2
percent to 0.9 percent. It's no wonder that the United States regards China, Iran, and Russia as its main
strategic competitors. Their rising military outlays, combined with their geopolitical independence,
especially threaten America’s military dominance.

Cawmoe 6onblLUoe nameHeHne npomsoLLno B Knutae, Ha JON0 KOTOPOro NpUxXoamnnock 2 npoueHTa
BOeHHbIX pacxogos B 1993 roay, Ho 15 npoueHToB B 2016 rogy. Poccus ysenuymna cBon BOEHHbIE
pacxogpl ¢ 1 npoueHTa 40 5 NpoueHTOB B ABaALaTKe CTpaH ¢ HanbonblMMM BOEHHBIMU pacxogamu, B TO
Bpems kak MpaH yBenuumn mnx ¢ 0,2 npoueHTa o 0,9 npoueHTta. HeyauentensHo, Yto CoeanHeHHble
LWraTkl cuntatoT Kutan, MpaH n Poccuio cBOMMIN rMaBHbIMU CTpaTErmyeckumMm KOHKypeHTamu. Mx
pacTyLiue BOEHHbIE pacxobl B COYETAHUN C reononmMTUYEeCcKON He3aBUCUMOCTBIO OCOBEHHO yrpoxatoT
BOEHHOMY JOMUHUPOBAHMIO AMEPUKM.

One might argue that the United States will keep its military predominance by winning new allies (such as
India) and by pushing existing allies to spend more on the military. The United States is of course trying
both approaches. In my view, they will have limited effect. India, Pakistan, Russia, and other large
economies have their own interests that they will not subordinate for the long term to those of the United
States. They may be tactical allies on particular occasions, but in the long term they will pursue their own
interests. The same is true of Turkey today, which is a U.S. ally under NATO but a competitor and part-
time adversary in the Middle East.

MoxHo yTBepxxaaTb, 4To CoeanHeHHble LLTaTbl coxpaHAT CBOE BOEHHOE NPEBOCXOACTBO, NpMBriekas
HOBbIX COKO3HMKOB (Takux kak HAMA) 1 noaTankuBasi CyLLECTBYHOLLMX COIO3HUKOB K YBEITMYEHUIO
BOEHHbIX pacxoaoB. CoeanHeHHble LLTaTthl, KOHeYHO, NpobyoT 06a noaxoada. Ha mon B3rnsa, nx agekxT
OyaeTt orpaHuyeHHbIM. Y ViHamu, MaknctaHa, Poccun v gpyrnx KpynHbiX 93KOHOMUK €CTb CBOU
CODCTBEHHbIE MHTEPECHI, KOTOPbIE OHWN HE ByAYT NOAYUHSTL B JONTOCPOYHON NEPCNEKTUBE UHTEpPECcaM
CoepuHeHHbIX WTaToB. B oToenbHbIX crydasx oHW MOryT ObiTb TAKTUYECKUMU COKO3HUKAMM, HO B
AONrocpoYHOM nepcnekTuee byayT npecnefoBaTb COOCTBEHHbIE MHTEPECHI. TO XKe caMoe MOXHO cka3aTb
1 o cerogHsawHen Typuwnun, koTopas sasnaetcd coto3Hukom CLUA no HATO, Ho ogHOBpeMeHHO
KOHKYPEHTOM 1 NPOTUBHUKOM Ha BrninmxHem BocToke.

Some will also predict that the United States will keep its predominance through its technological edge,
but that too is a dubious proposition. China’s capacity for innovation is soaring, as measured, for
example, by the rapid increase in Chinese patents, R&D outlays, scientific publications, and shares of
production and sales of commercial technologies. The same will occur with Russia, India, and other
countries that are outside of the U.S. alliance. Sadly, one of the ways that America is maintaining high
military spending is through cuts in outlays on science and technology. We'll look at the costs of such
shortsighted decisions in the next part.

HekoTopble Takke NporHo3npytoT, 4To CoeanHEHHbIEe LLTaThl cOXpaHAT CBOE NpeBOCXoACTBO bGnarogaps
TEXHOOrMYeckomMy NPeBOCXOACTBY, HO 3TO TOXE COMHUTENbHOE NPeAnonoXeHne. VIHHOBaLNOHHbIN
noteHuman Kntas cTpeMuTenbHO pacTéT, 0 YEM CBUOETENBLCTBYET, Hanpumep, 6bICTPbIA POCT Yncna
KUTaNCKMX NaTeHToB, pacxogoB Ha HNOKP, HayuHbIX nyGrnvkauun n onu Nnpon3BoacTBa 1 NPoaax
KOMMepYecKux TexHonorui. To xe camoe npousonaét ¢ Poccuen, Hanen v apyrumm ctpaHamu, He
Bxoaswmmn B anbsiHc ¢ CLUA. K coxaneHuto, oaH1M 13 cnocoboBs, koTopbiM AMepuka nogaepxmsaeT
BbICOKME BOEHHbIE pacxXofbl, ABMASETCA COKpallleHne pacxXxodoB Ha HayKy 1 TexHonornn. Mel paccMoTpum
LleHY Taknx HeJanbHOBUOHbLIX PELLEHUI B CriefyoLlen YacTu.

Part Il

U.S. FOREIGN ECONOMIC STATECRAFT
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The American economy has shown a mixed performance over the past quarter-century since the end of
the Cold War. On the one hand, economic growth has continued, albeit at a rate that was less than the
preceding quarter-century (roughly the 1960s through the 1980s). On the other hand, economic inequality
soared, jobs were shed in manufacturing, and America divided into two economies—a prosperous one for
those with fouryear college degrees or more and a stagnant or declining economy for those with less
education. | have described this divided economy in two recent books, The Price of Civilization (2012)1
and Building the New American Economy (2017).2

AMepurKaHcKasi 9KOHOMMKA 3a MOCMEeAHI0 YeTBEPTh BeKa, NPOLLEeLL Yo Nociie OKOHYaHWs XON04HON
BOVHbI, A&@MOHCTPMpOBana HeOAHO3HaYHY AMHaMKUKy. C OAHON CTOPOHbI, S3KOHOMUYECKUI POCT
npoJosmKarncs, XoTa u MefneHHee, YeM B NpeabiayLuLyto YeTBepTb Beka (npumepHo ¢ 1960-x no 1980-e
rogel). C opyroi CTOPOHbI, Pe3Ko BO3POCIIO 3KOHOMUYECKOE HEPABEHCTBO, COKpaTUMCL paboyne mecTa
B obpabatbiBaloLLen NPOMbILLIIEHHOCTU, 1 AMepuKa pasgenvnack Ha ABe 9KOHOMUKU: NPOLBETAOLLYHO
Anst Tex, ¥ Koro ObIno He MeHee YeTbIPEX NeT BbiCLLEro 06pa3oBaHnsi, U CTarHUPYHOLLYIO UK
HaxoZsiLytocs B ynagke ans Tex, y Koro MeHblue obpasoBaHusi. A onvcan aTy pasfenéHHyo 3KOHOMUKY
B ABYX HegaBHUX kHurax: «LleHa umBunmsaumm» (2012)' n « CTponTenbCTBO HOBOW aMepUKaHCKOM
3KOHOMUKUY (2017)2.

Trump’s America First policy is partly about economic statecraft. It is based on Trump’s belief that the
United States has been duped by its trading counterparts, such as China, Germany, and Mexico. Trump’s
misunderstanding is primitive, as he interprets America’s trade deficit with these countries as proof that
these countries are subjecting the United States to unfair trade practices. In fact, the U.S. trade deficit is a
sign of America’s extraordinarily low saving rate, which is itself partly due to excessive military spending
and tax cuts that have boosted the federal budget deficit and led to negative rates of government saving.

MonuTtuka Tpamna «AmMepuka npexae BCero» oT4acTu CBs3aHa C SKOHOMUYECKMM rocyaapCTBEHHbIM
ynpasrneHneMm. OHa ocHoBaHa Ha ybexaeHun Tpamna B ToM, 4To CoegunHéHHble LLTaTtbl Oblnn oOMaHyThl
CBOMMM TOProBbIMM NapTHEpPaMu, Takumm kak Kutan, Nepmanns u Mekcuka. 3abnyxaeHmne Tpamna
NPUMUTUBHO, NOCKOSbKY OH UHTEPNpeTUpyeT TOProsbl AeunumMT AMEPUKN C 3TUMU CTpaHaMu Kak
[0oKa3aTenbCTBO TOro, YTO 3TK CTpaHbl noasepratoT CoeanHeHHble LLTaTel HecnpaBeannBoOW TOProBom
npaktuke. Ha camom gene, Toprosbin gecdmumnt CLUA sBnsieTca npusHakoM YpesBblHaiHO HU3KOro
YPOBHSA cOepexeHnn B AMepurke, YTO 0T4aCTM 00YCIOBNEHO Ype3MEPHBIMIN BOEHHBIMIU pacxogamu 1
CHWXXEHMEM Hamnoros, KOToOpble yBenuuunu gedununt degepanbHoro oogxkera n npuBenm K
oTpuuaTeNbHbIM NOKasaTensM rocyaapCTBEHHbIX COEpEeXeHUN.

Trump’s economic policies are like his personality, impulsive and shortsighted, and likely to damage the
working-class constituency he professes to support. Trump’s fiscal policies will cause a soaring budget
deficit that will eventually weaken America’s fiscal standing and undermine the government’s ability to
invest in the future, including vital investments in science and technology. Trump’s trade policies will not
bring home millions of manufacturing jobs and might instead cause a trade war in which the United States
itself will be among the losers. China’s economic statecraft, on the other hand, based on regional
integration (One Belt, One Road) and large, longterm investments in cutting-edge technologies, is very
likely to boost China’s global competitiveness as well as its environmental sustainability.

OKoHOMMYeckasa nonuTuka Tpamna, Kak 1 ero IMYHOCTb, UMMNYNbCUBHA U HeAanbHOBMAHA U, BEPOSATHO,
HaHeceT yLepb paboyeMy Knaccy, KOTOpbIV OH, KaK yTBepxaaeTcs, nogaepxusaeT. dPuckanbHas
nonutuka Tpamna npuBedeT K pe3koMy pocTy 6rogKeTHOro Aedumuuta, 4To B KOHEYHOM UTore ocnabut
drHaHcoBOE NonoxeHne AMEpUKM 1 NOAOPBET CNOCOOHOCTL NPaBUTENbCTBA NMHBECTUPOBATL B
Oyayuiee, BKNOYAs XXM3HEHHO BaXKHble MHBECTULMM B HAYKy U TEXHONOrMK. Toprosas nonutuka Tpamna
He npuHeceT CLUA munnmnoHsl paboumx MecT B MPOM3BOACTBE, @ BMECTO 3TOr0 MOXeET CMpOBOLMPOBaTh
TOProBYyH BOWMHY, B KoTOpow camu CoeamHeHHble LLTaThl okaxyTcs B yncne npouvrpaswimx. C gpyron
CTOPOHbI, 3KOHOMUYecKasi nonuTuka Kutasi, ocHoBaHHas Ha pernoHansHon niTerpauum («OguH nosc,
OfMH MYTb») N KPYMHBLIX ONTOCPOYHBLIX MHBECTULMAX B NEpefoBble TEXHOMNOMMU, BECbMa BEPOSTHO,
NOBbICUT rnobanbHyl0 KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOOHOCTL Kntas, a Takke ero aKonornyeckyto yCTonunBoCTb.
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Trump’s protectionism plays to his political base: white, less-educated workers who have lost jobs or
wages as the result of globalization. But protectionism is the wrong way to address the real needs of such
workers. Much better would be a combination of new job training, expanded wage subsidies through the
Earned Income Tax Credit, and other forms of redistribution from the rich to the poor. As | have recently
discussed those better alternatives elsewhere,3 | will not repeat the arguments here.

MpoTekunoHmam Tpamna urpaeT Ha pyKy ero nonutudeckon 6ase: 6enbiM, MeHee 06pa3oBaHHbIM
paboTHUKaMm, NnoTepsiBLLIMM paboTy unm 3apaboTHyo nnaTy B pesynbTaTte rmobanunsauun. Ho
NPOTEKLMOHN3M — HEBEPHbIV CNOCOb yAOBNETBOPEHNS peanbHbIX NOTPeBHOCTEN Taknux paboTHUKOB.
opaspo addekTnBHee Obino Bbl coYeTaHne HOBbIX MPOrpaMmM NpodeccroHanbHoOM NoAroTOBKY,
pacLumpeHHoro cyécnanpoBaHusa 3apaboTHON NnaTthl Yepes HANoroBbl KpeanuT Ha 3apaboTaHHbIN LOXOA
n opyrux doopm nepepacnpegeneHnsi 4OXoAoB oT 6oraTbix kK 6egHbIM. [ockonbky 1 HeaaBHO obcyxaan
3TV anbTepHaTMBbI B APYroM mecTte3, 9 He Byay NOBTOPSATb €ro aprymeHTbl 34€ecCh.

Trump’s nationalism is very poorly timed, as the world needs more global and regional cooperation, not
less. The major problems that afflict us—global warming and other environmental threats, the need to
upgrade energy infrastructure, rapid shifts in the labor market resulting from artificial intelligence and
robotics—argue for solutions that require global and regional cooperation and policies that cannot be
implemented by any one country alone, even the United States with its vast economy.

HauvoHanuam Tpamna KkpariHe HeCBOEBPEMEHEH, MOCKOMbKY MUPY HYXXHO 6onbLue rnobansHoro un
pervoHanbHOro COTpyAHNYECTBA, a He MeHbLUe. OCHOBHbIE NPOBMNEMbI, C KOTOPbIMU Mbl CTarknBaemcs,
— rnobanbHoe noTenneHne n gpyrue aKonornyeckne yrposbl, HEOOXO0AMMOCTb MOAEPHN3aLMN
SHEPreTM4eckon NHAPaCTPYKTypbl, BbICTPbIE M3MEHEHNS Ha PbIHKE Tpy4a B pe3ynbTaTte pasBuTus
WCKYCCTBEHHOIO MHTENNeKTa u poboTOTEXHUKN — TPEOBYIOT peLlleHunin, TpebyroLwmx rnobanbHOro 1
pernoHasnbHOro COTPyaAHMYeCTBa 1 NOMUTUKN, KOTOPYIO HE MOXET peannsoBaTb HYM OgHa CTpaHa B
oanHouky, gaxe CoeguHeHHble LLUTaTbl C MX OFrPOMHON 3KOHOMMKOW.

10 THE ECONOMIC BALANCE SHEET ON “AMERICA FIRST”

President Donald Trump believes an “America First” foreign economic policy would save Americans’
income and jobs and would help rebuild the country. For Trump, the economic content of America First is
aggressive trade protectionism, a closure of borders to migration, economic sanctions against U.S.
adversaries, rejection of China’s investments in U.S. companies, and other measures to give the United
States a purported advantage in economic power visa-vis America’s rivals. Putting aside the moral and
diplomatic dangers in Trump’s brazen assertion of American self-interest above global well-being, there
are several dangerous myths in Trump’s economic reasoning.

Mpe3ngeHT OJoHanba Tpamn cuntaeT, YTO BHELLIHE3KOHOMUYecKas nonutumka « AMepuka npexae Bcero»
COXpaHuT goxoAbl 1 paboyne MecTta amepurKaHLIEB 1 MOMOXET BOCCTaHOBUTL CTpaHy. [Ansa Tpamna
3KOHOMMUYECKOE coepXaHne NonuTukn « AMepuka npexae Bcero» 3akroyaeTcs B arpecCuBHOM
TOProBOM MPOTEKLUNOHU3ME, 3aKPbITUW FpaHuUL, AN MUrPaHTOB, S3KOHOMUYECKNX CaHKLMSX MPOTUB
npotmeHukoB CLUA, oTkase oT nHBecTuuun Kutas B amepukaHckme KomnaHum n apyrux mepax,
npu3BaHHbIX AaTb CoeanHEHHBbIM LLITaTaMm MHMMOE S3KOHOMMYECKOE NPEUMYLLECTBO Nepen KOHKYpeHTaMu
Amepukn. OcTaBnsis B CTOPOHE MOparibHble U AUMNITIOMAaTUYECKNE PUCKU, CBA3AHHBIE C HarfbIM
yTBEPXAEHMEM Tpamna O NpUopuUTeETE aMepPUKaHCKNUX MHTEPECOB Haf rnobanbHbiM Griarononyymnem,
MOXHO OTMETUTb HECKOSIbKO OMacHbIX MUGOB B €ro 9KOHOMUYECKUX PaCCyXAEHUSIX.

Trump’s most provocative and misguided claims arise in regard to America’s international trade and
investment policies. He has repeatedly claimed that by getting tough with American firms moving
overseas to China and Mexico he will restore American jobs and wealth at home. In this case, Trump has
spotted a true phenomenon—the offshoring of jobs—but grossly exaggerated its importance and shot
utterly at the wrong target.
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Camble NpoBOKaLMOHHbIE 1 oLNGOYHbIE 3asiBrieHns Tpamna KkacatoTcs MexayHapoaHON TOProBon 1
WHBECTULMOHHOW NonuTukn Amepukn. OH HEOOHOKPaTHO 3asiBMsAs, YTO, Y)KECTOUMB MONUTUKY B
OTHOLLEHMN aMepUKaHCKMX KOMMaHWiA, BbIBOASILLMX CBOE NPOMN3BOACTBO 3a pyGex, B Kutaii n Mekcuky, oH
BOCCTaHOBMWT paboune mecTa n 6rarococtosiHe AMepUku B cTpaHe. B gaHHom crniyqae Tpamn ynosus
pearbHbli PeHOMEH — OMLLOPUHT PaboYnMX MECT — HO CUJTbHO NMPeYBENNYMI ero 3HayeH1e 1 nonan B
COBEPLLEHHO He TyAaa.

American manufacturing companies have indeed moved jobs to China and Mexico in order to benefit
from lower wages for the labor-intensive segments of the production process. A recent study shows that
as of 2014, U.S. multinational firms employed around 706,000 manufacturing workers in Mexico and
753,000 in China, or about 1.5 million workers in total, in overseas affiliates in which the U.S. firms have
majority ownership.4 The Mexican production is directed toward the U.S. market under NAFTA, while the
Chinese production is for both the United States and the rest of the world.

AmMepuKaHCcKme Npon3BOACTBEHHbIE KOMMNAHUW AEUCTBUTENBHO NepemMectunu paboudne mecta B Kutam un
Mekcuky, 4ToBbl MONy4YnTb BbIFOAY OT 60nee H1M3Kown 3apaboTHOW nNnaThl B TPYAOEMKMX CErMeHTax
NpOM3BOACTBEHHOrO npouecca. HegaBHee nccnegoBaHme nokasbiBaeT, YTO Mo cocTosHuio Ha 2014 rog
amMepuKaHCKMe TpaHCHauUMoHanbHble KomnaHun HaHsany okono 706 000 paboymx B Mekcuke n 753 000 B
Kutae, 4To B 06Len CnoXHOCTM cocTaBnsieT okono 1,5 munnuoHa paboTHUKOB B 3apybexkHbIX
dunmnanax, B KOTOPbIX aMepUKaHCKME KOMMNaHUK BragekT KOHTPOSIbHbIM NakeTom akumii.4 MekcukaHckas
npoayKuus opmeHTupoBaHa Ha pbiHOK CLUA B pamkax HADTA, B TO BpeMs Kak KUTalCKasi — Kak Ha
pbiHok CLLUA, Tak 1 Ha BeCb OCTanbHOW MUp.

Of course, 1.5 million is not a trivial number of workers, but it amounts to just 1 percent of the U.S. labor
force. Manufacturing jobs as a whole in the United States are just not that numerous anymore because of
the long-term processes of automation. In 1970, manufacturing jobs constituted 25 percent of the
workforce; today, they constitute just 8.4 percent. It's not that the manufacturing jobs went overseas; they
mostly went the way of smart machines. Yesteryear's assembly workers are today’s assembly-line robots.
And today’s remaining manufacturing workers are tomorrow’s artificial intelligence systems.

KoHeuHo, 1,5 MunnmoHa pabo4vmx — 3TO He MYCTSIKOBOE YMCII0, HO 9TO COCTaBMsAeT BCero 1 NpoueHT oT
obuwen ymcneHHocTn padoyen cunbl CLUA. B uenom, pabounx mect B obpabaTbiBatoLLel
npomsblineHHocTn CLUA yxe He Tak MHOro 13-3a JOMroCpOYHbIX NpoLeccoB aBTomaTnsaumm. B 1970
rogy pabo4yne mecta B 06pabaTbiBatoLLEN MPOMBILLNEHHOCTU cocTaBnsanu 25% paboyen cunbl; cerogHs
nx gonsi coctaensieT Bcero 8,4%. [leno He B TOM, 4TO paboune mecTta B obpabaTbiBatoLyen
NMPOMbILLIIEHHOCTM YLUMN 3@ FPaHuLly; B OCHOBHOM MX MNEPEHSANN YMHble MalunHbl. CHOPLLMKX NPOLLSIoro
— 9TO pob6OoTbI Ha C6OPOYHBIX KOHBENepax. A ocTaBLunecs paboyme cerogHsLWHEero NpoM3BoacTBa — 3TO
3aBTpALUHNE CUCTEMbI UCKYCCTBEHHOTO MHTESMEKTa.

There is another fallacy. Reversing the offshoring would not create the same 1.5 million jobs inside the
United States. Production is much more capital intensive in the United States than in China and Mexico
because of higher U.S. wages. The 1.5 million workers in China and Mexico might translate into 750,000
workers inside the United States. This is just 0.5 percent of the U.S. labor market. And even those
supposed job gains overlook the much higher production costs that the U.S.-based companies would
incur when the jobs return, causing those firms to lose international competitiveness and to cut back on
other employment already in the United States, such as the R&D units that support overseas operations.

EcTb ewwé ogHo 3abnyxaeHne. OTMeHa odLlopurHra He co3gact Te xe 1,5 munnuoHa paboynx mecT B
CoeanHéHHbIx LTaTtax. MpounsBoacteo B CoeanHEHHbIX LLTaTtax ropa3go 6onee kanMtanoéMkoe, Yem B
Kutae n Mekcuke, n3-3a 6onee Bbicokon 3apadoTtHon nnatbl B CLUA. 1,5 MunnunoHa pabounx B Kutae u
Mekcuke moryT 06epHyTbes 750 000 paboumnx B CoeanHéHHBIX LUTaTax. 310 Bcero 0,5 npoueHTa pbiHKa
Tpyaa CLWA. U gaxe 3T npegnonaraemMble TEMMbl pOCTa pabounx MECT HE YUYUTLIBAOT 3HAYUTENBHO
©onee BbICOKME NPOU3BOACTBEHHbBIE U3AEPXKKUN, KOTOPbIE MOHECYT aMePUKaHCKME KOMMaHum nocrne
BOCCTaHOBIEHMS paboymx MECT, UTO NPUBEAET K NOTEPE MEXOYHAPOOHOW KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOBHOCTH 1
COKpaLleHuto gpyrnx pabo4mx MecT, yxe umetowmuxcsa B CoeamHénHbix LLTtatax, Hanpuvep, B
nogpasgeneHunsax HAOKP, nogaepxmBarolwmx 3apybexxHble onepauum.
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Of course, some offshore production will never return to the United States. Some of the overseas
operations have nothing to do with the U.S. market. And even production for export to the U.S. market is
not so easy to cajole back home.

KoHeuHo, 4acTb 0(hLLOPHOro NPOM3BOACTBA HMKOrAa He BepHETcHA B CoeanHéHHble LLtaTthl. HekoTopbie
3apybexHble onepawmn He MMEKT HMKaKoro oTHoLeHus K pbiHKy CLUA. N gaxe npon3BoAcTBO ANs
akcnopTa B CLUA He Tak-To NpoCTO YroBOPWUTbL BEPHYTHLCA JOMOMN.

Suppose, for example, that Trump were to follow through on his threat of a “border tax” (or import duty)
on goods exported to the United States by U.S. companies operating in China and Mexico. In response,
those companies would most likely divest their overseas operations and buy the same products from
unaffiliated companies not subject to the border tax. Suppose that Trump were to put tariffs on products
coming in from China and Mexico. He would then set off a gigantic trade war that would do great damage
to the U.S. and world economy. This trade war may have started in slow motion in early 2018 with
Trump’s decision to impose protective tariffs on washing machines and solar panels ( January) and steel
and aluminum (March). The administration is also aggressively closing the U.S. market to China’s high-
tech companies such as Huawei on the grounds of national security.

Mpeanonoxum, Hanpumep, Y4To Tpamn peanusyeT CBOK Yrpo3y BBECTU «MOrpaHNYHbIN Hanor» (Mnm
WMMOPTHYIO MOLUMMHY) Ha ToBapsbl, akcnoptupyemble B CLUA amepukaHCKnMy KOMAaHusamu,
paboTatowmmm B Kutae n Mekcuke. B oTBET 3T KOMNaHUM, CKOpPee BCEro, NPekpaTsaT CBOK 3apy0exHyto
AeaTenbHOCTb 1 ByayT 3akynatb Ty Xe NPOAYKUMIO y HeadduUnmpoBaHHbIX KOMNaHWi, He obrnaraemMbix
norpaHvyHbIM Hanorom. Mpegnonoxmm, 4To Tpamn BBEAET NOLWNNHBLI HA TOBapbl, NOCTyNaroLme u3
Kutas n Mekcrku. 310 pa3BsikeT MacluTabHy0 TOProByo BOWMHY, KOTOpas HAHeCeT OrPOMHbIN yLep6
akoHomuke CLUA n mupa. OTa Toprosasi BoriHa, BO3MOXHO, Hayanacb B 3aMef/IeHHOM TeMne B Havane
2018 ropa c pelueHusa Tpamna BBECTU NPOTEKLUMOHUCTCKME MOLLMUHBI HA CTUPanbHble MalUUHbI U
CONHeYHble NaHenu (AHBapb), @ TaKkKe Ha cTanb U amntoMUHUA (MapT). ADMUHUCTPaLMS Takke arpecCBHO
3aKpblBaeT aMepPUKaHCKNIN PbIHOK AN KNTANCKNX BbICOKOTEXHOMOMMYHBIX KOMMAHWIA, Taknx kak Huawei,
no coobpaxeHnsam HaumoHarnbHon 6e3onacHoOCTw.

What about pronouncements by Ford Motor Company, for example, promising to invest $700 million in
Michigan rather than Mexico? The company declared that the move, portrayed as a response to Trump,
would save 700 jobs, or roughly 1 job per $1 million in investments. At that rate, Trump is not going to get
very far for America’s 152 million workers. Indeed, as of January 2018, one year into the Trump program,
U.S. employment in motor vehicles and parts manufacturing stood at 955,100, down from 956,700 in
January 2017.

A kak Hac4y€T 3aaBneHun Ford Motor Company, Hanpumep, 06 obelaHum niBectuporatb 700
MUMMMOHOB fonnapos B MuunraH, a He B Mekcuky? KomnaHus 3aseuna, 4To 3TOT Lar, NpeacTaBneHHbIN
Kak oTBeT Tpamny, no3BonuTt coxpaHutb 700 paboynx MecT, unu NnpumMepHo ogHO pabovee MecTo Ha
KakabIi MUINSIMOH JONnapoB nHBectuuun. Mpu Takux Temnax Tpamn Bpsag, v 4OObETCA 3HAaUNTENBHbIX
ycnexoB anst 152 MunnmoHoB paboTHMkoB AMepukn. [JencTBMTENbHO, N0 COCTOSIHUIO Ha AHBapb 2018
roga, yepes rog nocre Havana nporpammbl Tpamna, 3aHATOCTb B MPOM3BOACTBE aBTOMOOUIEN 1
aBTo3an4vacten B CLUA coctasnana 955 100 yenosek, 4to Hxe 956 700 yenosek B sHBape 2017 roga.

Instead of blaming China and Mexico for the very real problems facing America’s workers, Trump should
be taxing the booming incomes of the capital owners (with their stock valuations at record levels) in order
to ease the economic burdens on the workers. Unfortunately, he is doing exactly the opposite: giving yet
more tax breaks to corporate capital on the claim that corporate tax cuts will also bring manufacturing
jobs back home.

BmecTo TOro, 4tobbl 06BMHATL Kntan u MeKCMKy B pealibHbIX r|po6nemax, C KOTOPbIMU CTalrknBaroTCA
aMepuKaHckmne pa6OTHVIKI/|, TpaMHy cneposaro 6bl obnaraTb Hanorom CTpeMUTENTbHO pacTtylimne oxoabl
BnagenbLueB KanuTtana (C pekopagHoO BbICOKOW CTOMMOCTLIO MX aKLI,MVI), 4YTOObI 06NErYNTL SKOHOMMUYECKOE
6peMF| ansa pa6OTHMKOB. K coxxaneHuto, oH genaet NPAMO NMPOTUBONOJIOXKHOE! NMpeaoCcTaBnAeT

99



KOpropaTMBHOMY KanuTtany eLié 60orbLie HanoroBbIX MbroT, yTBepXaas, YTo CHUKEHME KOPropaTUBHbLIX
HarnoroB TaKkke BepHET paboune mecTa B NPOV3BOACTEO.

The so-called tax “reform” of December 2017 is actually a tax monstrosity. It cuts the headline corporate
tax rate from 35 percent to 21 percent with an estimated revenue loss of around $1.5 trillion over a
decade, or roughly $150 billion per year. The estimated direct revenue loss plus higher interest payments
on the public debt are likely to raise the overall budget deficit by nearly 1 percent of GDP per year during
the decade 2018-2027, with the tax savings accruing overwhelmingly to the rich. Today’s young people
will inherit a mountain of public debt and debt servicing in the future. The debt/GDP ratio could rise from
today’s high ratio of 77 percent to nearly 100 percent by around 2030.

Tak HasbiBaeMas HanoroBasi «pecopma» aekabps 2017 roga Ha caMoMm gerne SBMAsIeTCsl HanoroBbiM
yypoBuwemM. OH CHKaeT obLLy CTaBKy KOpnopaTMBHOro Hamnora ¢ 35 npoueHToB o 21 npoueHTa ¢
npegnonaraemMon noTepen JOXo40B OKomo 1,5 TpunnuoHa Jonnapos 3a AecATUNeTUe, UM NpMMeEpHoO
150 munnuapgos gonnapos B rod. MNpegnonaraemasa npsMas notepst 4OXOA0B Niitoc 6onee BbICOKME
NPOLIEHTHbIE NMATEXM MO rocyaAapCTBEHHOMY AONTY, BEPOATHO, yBenuyaT obwimi aeuumt 6roaxeTta
noytn Ha 1 npoueHT BBI B rog B TedeHune gecsatunetns 2018—2027 rogos, npy 3TOM Hanorosas
3KOHOMMS B MOAaBMsAOLWEM GonblUMHCTBE AocTaeTcsa 6oratbiM. CerogHAaWHAS Monoaexs yHacneayet
ropy rocyaapCTBEHHOro gonra n oécnyxmeanusa gonra B 6yaywem. CootHowenune gonr/BBI moxeT
BbIPACTW C CErOOHSILLUHErO BICOKOrO COOTHOLLEHMS B 77 npoueHToB Ao noyTty 100 NpoueHToB NPUMEPHO K
2030 roay.

The gains in good new jobs will be very small. Indeed, much of the new investment by business will be in
robotics and smart systems to replace workers, not to hire them. The tax cut could easily accelerate the
shift away from labor toward capital in many sectors, thereby depressing real wages. Moreover, other
nations will now cut their own corporate tax rates to prevent the United States from shifting investments
out of those other economies. This will produce a “race to the bottom” in capital taxation. As more and
more countries slash their corporate tax rates, no country gets an advantage over the others. Instead,
they all lose revenues. The only winners are the richest people in the world, and even there, the “winning”
is likely to be short-lived if the result is more political instability and social unrest.

MpUPOCT XOPOLLMX HOBbIX pabounx MecT OyAeT OYeHb He3HaYMTENbHbIM. [encTBUTENbHO, bonbLuas
YacTb HOBbIX MHBECTMLUNIA On3Heca OyaeT HanpaBrneHa Ha POOOTOTEXHUKY U UHTENMEKTYyarnbHblE CUCTEMBI
ONns 3aMeHbl paboOTHMKOB, @ He Ha UX HanM. CHWXKEHME HanoroB MOXeT NErko YCKOpUTb nepexos ot
TpyAa K Kanutany BO MHOTMX CEKTOpax, TEM CaMbIM CHUXasa peanbHyto 3apaboTHyto nnaty. bonee Toro,
Apyrue cTpaHbl Tenepb 6yayT CHUXKaTb CBOU CTABKM KOPMOPATMBHOrO Harnora, Ytobbl nomeLlaTb
CoeanHéHHbIM LLITaTam BbIBOAUTE UHBECTULIMN U3 3TUX SKOHOMMUK. OTO NPUBEOET K «FOHKE Ha OHO» B
HanoroobnoxeHun kanutana. Mo mepe Toro, kak BCE GonbLUue CTpaH CHWXKaKT CTaBKN KOPNOpPaTUBHOMO
Hamora, HY ofHa M3 HUX He Nofy4YaeT NpenMyLLecTBa nepes Apyrumu. Bmecto aToro Bce oHM TepsaoT
poxoapbl. EQUHCTBEHHBIMUM NobeanTensMmn cTaHOBATCA caMble GoraTble Noan Mupa, 1 gaxe tTam
«BbINTPbILLY, BEPOATHO, OyAeT KpaTKOBPEMEHHBLIM, ECITN Pe3yNbTaTOM CTAHET YCUMEHUE NOJNIMTUYECKON
HecTabunbHOCTU U coLManbHbIX BONHEHUNA.

Trump also proposes to offset the tax losses by slashing U.S. spending on foreign aid and on the United
Nations. Here lies another great myth. Cutting spending on aid and the UN will save very little in dollar
terms, but will cause a huge blow to America’s global interests and national security, not to mention
America’s moral standing in the world. Total U.S. foreign aid is around $33.6 billion per year, roughly 0.18
percent of national income. Thus, even if all foreign aid were eliminated, it would offset around one-fifth of
Trump’s corporate tax cut. If anything, the United States should be doing far more, in partnership with
other countries; in chapter 16, I'll look at the important things U.S. foreign aid has accomplished—and all
that could be accomplished with just a part of the funds that will go to the tax cuts for the rich.

Tpamn Takke npegnaraeT KOMNEHCUPOBaTb HanoroBble NoTepu, cokpaTne pacxodpl CLUA Ha
WHOCTPaHHY NoMoLLb 1 hnHaHcupoBaHne OOH. B aTom 1 3akntoyaeTcs ewé oamH 6onbwon Mmmud.
CokpalleHre pacxogoB Ha MHOCTPaHHYH noMoub 1 prHaHcnpoBaHme OOH C3KOHOMUT OYeHb Marno B
AONNapoBOM 3KBMBaEHTE, HO HAHECET OFPOMHbIV yAap Mno rrnobanbHbIM MHTepecaM 1 HauMOHanbHOW
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©6e3onacHocTU AMEpUKK, HEe TOBOPSI yXKe 0 €€ MoparnbHOM aBTopuTeTe B Mupe. O6LLmin 06BbEM
nHocTpaHHou nomowm CLLUA cocTtaBnsieT okono 33,6 Mnpa 4ONapoB B rof, YTO COCTaBMASIET NPUMEPHO
0,18% HaumoHanbHoro goxoaa. Takum obpasom, gaxe ecnv BCA MHOCTpaHHasi nomoLlb dyaet
npekpalleHa, oHa KOMMEHCMPYET MPUMEPHO MSATYHO YacCTb CHIDKEHNS KOPNOPaTUBHOIO Hanora,
npegnoxeHHoro TpamnoM. Hanpotus, CoeanHénHbiM LLTaTam cnegyeT Aenatb ropasgo 6onblue B
napTHEPCTBE C ApYyrMMu cTpaHaMmu; B rnaBe 16 9 paccMoTpio BaXKHble pe3ynbTaTbl, AOCTUTHYThIE
6narogaps nHoctpaHHor nomowm CLUA, 1 BCE, 4ero MoxHO ObIio 6bl 4OCTUYL, UCNOMNBb3YS MULLbL YacTb
CpeAcCTB, KOTOpble NONAYT Ha CHUXKEHWE Haroros Ans GoraTbix.

Trump also asserts that the United States can achieve great savings by cutting its UN contributions. Here
too, the savings are tiny in dollars and recklessly dangerous in their consequences. The United States
contributes 22 percent of the UN’s regular budget, the largest share of any country. But the regular
budget is very modest, just $5.68 billion for the recent two years 2016—2017, with America’s assessed
share 22 percent of that, or just $625 million per year. Trump pushed for $285 million in cuts for the next
two-year UN budget (2018-2019). The savings are thus $143 million per year, with the U.S. portion at 22
percent of that, or $31 million per year. That comes out to around 0.02 percent of the annual $150 billion
in tax cuts.

Tpamn Takke yTBepxaaet, 4to CoeanHéHHble LLTaThl MOryT 4OBUTBCA 3HAYNTENBHON SKOHOMMMU,
cokpatus cBou B3Hockl B OOH. 3gech Takke 3KOHOMUS B Aonfapax He3HavyuTenbHa, a nocneacTems
©espaccygHo onacHbl. CoeguHeHHble LLTaTthl BHOCAT 22% perynspHoro 6iogxketa OOH, yTo aBnseTcs
camon bonbLuorn gonewn cpeam Bcex ctpad. OgHako 3aToT perynspHbli 61o4KeT BeCbMa CKPOMEH: BCEro
5,68 mnpa gonnapoB 3a nocnegHue gea roga, 2016-2017, npu atom gons CLUA, nognexawas ynnaTe,
cocTaBnsieT 22%, unu Bcero 625 MnH gonnapos B rog. Tpamn HacTamMBarn Ha cokpalleHun broopkeTa
OOH Ha 285 mnH gonnapoB B Te4eHne cneaytowero asyxneTtHero nepuoga (2018-2019). Takum
o6pasomM, akoHomMus cocTaBut 143 mnH gonnapos B roAd, npy atom gonsa CLUA coctasut 22%, unu 31
MIH Aonnapos B rog. 3to coctaenseT okono 0,02% OT exxerogHoro CokpalleHUs HamnoroBbIxX
noctynneHuy B paamepe 150 mnpg gonnapos.

The United States spends another $7 billion or so per year in so-called “voluntary contributions” for UN
agencies such as UNICEF (the UN Children’s Fund) and for UN peacekeeping operations. Not only are
those additional contributions vital for saving lives and for U.S. and global security, but they are actually
cost-saving for the United States as well. In each of these cases, the United States pools its funds with
those of many other countries and thereby shares the global burden for peacekeeping, disease control,
and other priorities. Many of those other donor countries give a much higher share of their GDP in aid and
UN support than does the United States.

CoeguHeHHble LLTaTtbl TpaTaT elle okorno 7 MApA AONNapoB B rof Ha Tak HasbiBaeMble «406pOBOMbHbIE
B3HOCbI» Ans areHTcTB OOH, Takmx kak FOHWCE® (Oetckun poHg OOH), n Ha MupoTBOpYeCKue
onepauum OOH. 3TK 4ONONMHUTENbHbIE B3HOCHI HE TONBbKO XXU3HEHHO BaXXHbl ANS CNACEHUs! XXU3HEN 1
obecneyeHunst 6esonacHocTn CLLUA 1 Bcero mupa, Ho 1 dakTuyecku no3ponsioT CoeamHeHHbIM LWTatam
3KOHOMUTb cpefcTBa. B kaxgom mns atux cnyvaeB CoefunHeHHble LUTaThl 06beanHAT CBOU CPEACTBA C
doHAaMM MHOTUX APYrMX CTpaH U TeM cambiM pa3genstoT rnobdanbHoe 6pemsi pacxofoB Ha
nogaepxxaHvie mupa, 6opbby ¢ 6onesHs MU 1 pelleHne gpyrnx NpuopuTeTHbIX 3agad. MHorne us aTmx
CTpaH-OOHOPOB BbIAENSOT ropasgo 6onbluyto gonto ceoero BBl Ha nomoub 1 noaaepxky OOH, uem
CoeaunHeHHble LTaThl.

The main point is this: Even if all U.S. foreign aid and UN contributions were ended, the financial saving
to the United States would amount to no more than 0.2 percent of GDP, roughly a quarter or a fifth of the
2017 tax cut, and roughly one-hundredth of the federal government’s outlays. The idea that such savings
would substantially benefit the American worker or taxpayer is a complete myth, indeed an outright hoax.
The result of such budget cutting would be to make the world even more dangerous and unstable and
more vulnerable to epidemic diseases and other natural disasters.

maBHOe 3aknyaeTcs B cnegylowem: gaxe ecnm obl Bca nomollb CLUA gpyrm cTpaHam u B3HOCHI B
OOH 6bInn npekpalleHbl, huHaHcoBas akoHomusa ans CoeamHeHHbIx LTaTtoB coctaBuna 6ul He 6onee
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0,2% BBI1, uto cocTaBnsieT NPUMEPHO YeTBEPTb UMK NATYIO YaCTb CHWXeHUs HanoroB B 2017 roay u
NPUMEPHO OAHY COTYHO YacTb pacxodoB doeaeparnbHOro npaBuTenbCcTBa. Mges o Tom, 4YTo Takas
3KOHOMMS CYLLLECTBEHHO BbIMIPAET OT Tpyaa aMepuKaHCKUX pabOTHMKOB MUK HanoronnaTenbLMKoB,
SABNSAETCA MOSHbIM MUGOM, OTKPOBEHHOW MUCTUMKaLMeN. Pe3ynbTaToM Takoro cokpalleHus bogxeta
CTaHeT TO, YTO MMP CTaHeT elle Doree onacHbIM U HECTabUNbHLIM, a Takke 6onee ya3BMMbIM Ans
anMaeMmnyecknx 3aboneBaHnin n Apyrnx CTUXMIAHbIX 6eaCcTBUNA.

The bottom line is that “America First” will not solve America’s jobs crisis, income inequality, or
infrastructure crisis. American companies will bring few if any jobs back from China and Mexico. Slashing
U.S. development assistance or outlays for the UN will produce negligible budget savings at a high cost
to U.S. global interests. The tax cut will cause a significant rise in the budget deficit with little effect on
growth and employment.

CyTb B TOM, YTO MpUHLMN «AMepMKa Npexae BCero» He pelunT Nnpobnemsl Kpusnca 3aHATOCTU B
Amepuke, HepaBeHCTBa JOXOA0B UMM MHPPACTPYKTYPHOro Kpusmca. AMepukaHcKkme KoMnaHmm
npakTu4eckn He BepHyT paboune mecta us Kutasa n Mekcukn. CokpatieHme nomowum CLUA B uensax
pa3BuTusa unu pacxogos Ha OOH nprBefeT K He3HAYUTENBHON SKOHOMUK BroKeTa, HO HaHeceT
CyLeCTBEHHbIN yuepb rmobanbHeiM nHTepecam CLUA. CHukeHre Hanoros npueBedeT K 3Ha4YUTeNbHOMY
yBenumyeHuo brogkeTHOro geduunta, NpakTMYeCckn He NOBMUSIB HA SKOHOMMUYECKUIA POCT U 3aHATOCTb.

The key to resolving America’s ills depends on greater fairness, decency, and honesty within our own
borders, and depends notably on how we share the benefits of advanced technologies such as robotics
and artificial intelligence and the booming profits they are producing. The real counterpart of falling
American working-class incomes is not the rise of Mexican or Chinese incomes but the soaring profits
and incomes now going to the richest 1 percent of Americans. The key solutions for American workers lie
right here at home, not in overseas military adventures, new arms races, or selfdefeating trade wars. Yet
given Trump’s misguided economic populism, that's exactly where we're headed.

Kntou Kk peweHnto npobnem AMepuky 3aBUCUT OT BornbLUEN CpaBeAIMBOCTW, MOPSAA0OYHOCTM U YECTHOCTU
B HaLLMX COOCTBEHHbIX FPaHMLIax 1, B YaCTHOCTU, OT TOrO, KaK Mbl pacnpeaensem npemmyLlecTsa
nepenoBbIX TEXHOMOMIA, TaKMX Kak pOOOTOTEXHMKA U UCKYCCTBEHHbIV MHTENIEKT, U CTPEMUTENBHO
pacTyLLyo NpUObINb, KOTOPYIO OHM NPUHOCAT. PeanbHowm NpoTMBOMONOXHOCTLIO NAAeHUS JOXOL40B
amepuKkaHcKoro pabo4ero knacca siBnsieTcsa He pocT foxonos B Mekcuke unu Kntae, a ctpeMuTenbHbIN
pocT Npubbinen 1 4OX0A0B, KOTopble Tenepb AocTalTcs 1% cambix 6oratbix amepukaHueB. Knoyesbie
peLUeHns Ans aMmepukaHCKMxX paboumnx nexar 30ech, JOMa, a He B 3apy0eXkHbIX BOEHHbIX aBaHTHOpax,
HOBbIX FTOHKaX BOOPY)XEHWI UM 06peYeHHbIX Ha NpoBas TOProBbix BonHax. OgHako, yunTbiBas
OLNBOYHBIN 3KOHOMUYECKUI Nonynuam Tpamna, MUMEHHO TyAa Mbl U HanpaBsieMCs.

11 FOREIGN POLICY POPULISM

Listen to President Trump describe how he will make America great again. He will deport illegal migrants,
slash corporate taxes, build a wall, and make Mexico pay. He will punish companies that move jobs
abroad, stand up to China’s trade juggernaut, deregulate the economy, and end environmental protection.

MocnywawTe, kak npe3ngeHT Tpamn onucbIBaeT, Kak OH CHoBa caernaet Amepuky Benukon. OH
AenopTupyeT HemnerasnbHbIX MATPaHTOB, COKPATUT KOPNopaTUBHbLIE Hamoru, MOCTPOUT CTEHY U 3acTaBuT
Mekcuky nnatuTtb. OH HakaxeT KOMMNaHuK, KOTopble NepeBoaAT paboune mecTa 3a rpaHuy, oyoer
NPOTMBOCTOATH TOProBOMY rMraHTy Kntas, geperynvpyeTt SKOHOMUKY M NPEKPaTUT 3aLLMTy OKpY>KatoLLEen
cpeabl.

The ostensible motivation for all this is faster economic growth and more jobs for working-class
Americans. Properly viewed, economic growth and decent jobs are longterm challenges requiring a long-
term national strategy. The nation’s output depends on the productive assets in the economy, defined
broadly to include the skills, technological know-how, roads, ports, factories, clean air and water, and
even the trust in society that underpin commerce and finance. Economists call these assets the “capital”
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of the economy, including human capital (education, job skills, health); infrastructure capital (roads,
power, fiber, rail); natural capital (clean air and water, fertile soils, robust biodiversity, a stable climate);
intellectual capital (scientific and technological know-how); and social capital (trust among Americans).
Long-term improvements in the economy depend on investing in the capital stock in these areas in a
balanced and thoughtful way.

OdwmuymanbHas MOTMBaLMSA BCero 3Toro — 6onee GbICTPbIi SKOHOMUYECKUIA POCT M BorbLle pabounx
MECT ANns aMepuKaHcKoro paboyero knacca. Npu npaBUnbHOM PacCMOTPEHUM 3KOHOMUYECKUIA POCT U
OOCTOMHbIE paboyne MecTa — 3TO AOSITOCPOYHbIE 3a4a4n, TpebyoLmne AONTOCPOYHON HaLMOHaNIbHON
ctpaterun. O6bEM Npom3BOACTBA CTPaHbl 3aBUCUT OT NMPON3BOAMNTENbHbBIX aKTUBOB B 3KOHOMMUKE,
KOTOpble B LUMPOKOM CMbICIIE BKITHOYAOT HaBbIKWN, TEXHOSOIMYECKME HOY-Xay, AOPOrU, NOPTbI, 3aBOAbI,
YMCTBIV BO3OYX M BOAY U Aaxe JoBepue B 0OLLECTBE, KOTOPOE NEXMUT B OCHOBE TOProBnv U (OUHAHCOB.
OKOHOMUCTbI Ha3bIBAOT 3TU aKTUBbLI «KanuTariom» 3KOHOMUKW, BKINOYast YernoBeYecknii kanuTan
(obpasoBaHuve, npodeccrmoHarnbHble HaBbIKW, 34paBOOXPaAHEHNE); MHPPACTPYKTYPHBIN KanuTan (4oporu,
3NEKTPO3HEPrUsl, ONTOBOJSIOKHO, XXene3Hble A0pOrv); NPUPOAHLIN KanuTan (YMCThbI BO3AyX 1 BOAA,
nnogopoaHble NoYBbI, YCTONYMBOE BrMopasHoobpasune, CTaburbHbIA KNMMAT); MHTENNeKTyanbHbI
Kanutan (Hay4Hble 1 TEXHOJOIMYECKME HOY-Xay); M coumanbHbIv kanuTan (qoBepue cpeam
amepukaHLeB). [lonrocpoyHbIe yy4dLlleHNsi B 3KOHOMMKE 3aBUCAT OT cbanaHCMpoOBaHHOIO U
npoayMaHHOro MHBECTMPOBAHWSI B OCHOBHOW KanuTan B 3TUX 0bnacTsx.

With the ongoing brilliant advances in technology, improved ways to impart skills to young people, smart
infrastructure such as intercity fast rail and self-driving vehicles, environmental safety through the mass
deployment of renewable energy, and a fairer income distribution to rebuild social trust, the American
economy could indeed make substantial progress and raise future well-being.

Brarogapsi npofoskatoLweMycst BieyaTnsitoweMy Nporpeccy B TEXHOMOMMSIX, COBEPLLEHCTBOBAHUIO
cnoco6oB nepeaayy HaBbIKOB MOSOAEXKM, UHTENNEKTYarnbHOM MHAPACTPYKTYpe, TaKkol Kak CKOPOCTHbIEe
MEXOYropoAHMe xeneaHble Aopory U 6ecnuoTHbIe aBTOMOBWIIN, SKONorMyeckoi 6e3onacHoCTyM 3a CYET
MacCOBOro BHeApeHWs1 BO30GHOBAEMbIX MCTOYHWUKOB SHEPTM 1 Goree cnpaBeauBoMy
pacnpeneneHuio 4OX040B ANl BOCCTaHOBEHUs! OGLLECTBEHHOMO JOBEPYS, aMepPUKaHCKash 3KOHOMYKa
LEeVCTBUTENBHO MOXET A0BUTLCS CyLLECTBEHHOIO nporpecca v noebicuTh Gyayllee 6narococTtosiHue.

A key policy step would be to boost national saving by increasing taxes on capital income, carbon
emissions, and consumption spending in order to boost public-sector saving and investment in
infrastructure, skills, and technology. (Barack Obama talked about this approach but didn’t implement it.
He never presented a plan or budget along these lines, even in the early days when he had Democratic
majorities in both houses of Congress.)

KnioyeBbIM LIArom NonmMTuKK 6bino 6bl CTUMYNMPOBaHUE HauMoHarnbHbIX cOepexeHnin NyTEM NOBbILLEHNS
HamnoroB Ha Joxof OT KanuTana, Belbpockl yriepoga 1 notpebutenbckue pacxopl C Lenbo
CTMMYNMpOBaHNs cbepexeHnn rocyaapCTBEHHOIO CEKTopa U MHBECTULMI B MHPPaCTPYKTYpY,
npodeccuoHanbHble HaBblkun 1 TexHonorun. (bapak O6ama rosopun 06 3ToM NOAXOAE, HO He
peanusosan ero. OH HYKOrAa He NpeacTaBnAn nnaH unmn 6ro4XXeT B 9TOM HanpasrieHun, faxe B nepsble
rofbl, Korga y Hero 6bIno geMokpaTudeckoe 6onbMHCTBO B 06emnx nanatax KoHrpecca.)

This is the opposite of Trump’s approach. Trump lives in a world of shortcuts: raising national income not
by innovation, skill, and saving, but by grabbing income from somewhere else, such as Mexico, China,
the environment, or future generations. Trump is the quintessential impulsive populist. History teaches
why such short-termism is doomed to fail.

OT0 nonHas NpoTMBOMONOXHOCTb NoAxoAy Tpamna. Tpamn XMBET B MUPE KOPOTKMX NyTeN:
HaLuMoHanbHbIN 40X04 YBENNYMBAETCS He 3a CHET MHHOBALWIA, HABbIKOB M COEpexXeHui, a 3a CHET
U3bATUA JOXOO0B U3 APYrMX MCTOYHUKOB, Hanpumep, n3 Mekcukn, Knutas, okpyxarowen cpefbl nnu
OyayLmx nokoneHuin. Tpamn — TUMUYHBIA UMNYIbCUBHBIA NONynucT. VicTopust y4uTt, noyemy Takon
KpaTKOCPO4HbIN noaxos o6peyéH Ha nposarn.
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Almost thirty years ago, while working to end hyperinflation in Latin America, | made a study of Latin
American short-termism. | tracked how short-term promises often ended up as long-term disasters in
what | termed the “populist cycle,” something like the business cycle but politically caused. In the case of
Latin American populists, such as Argentina’s Juan Perén and Venezuela’s Hugo Chavez, their trick was
to grab the government’s financial assets and cash flow and, rather than invest them in the future, to
distribute them among their followers in cash benefits, higher wages, and expanded public services.

MoyTn TpyauaTe neT Ha3ag, paboTast Hag NpekpalleHnem runepuHdnaummn B JllatnHckon AMepuke, s
nccrnegosan naTMHoOaMepPUKaHCKMI KpaTKOCPOYHbIV Noaxod. A npocneawns, Kak KpaTKOCPOYHble
obelLaHns YacTto obopaymBanuchb SONTOCPOYHBIMU KaTacTpodamu B TOM, YTO s HA3Ban «MonyfMCTCKUM
LMKNOM» — 4eM-TO BPOAe AENOBOro LukKma, HO C NonMTMYecKor nogonnekon. B cnyyae
naTtMHoaMepuKaHCKMX NOMynnCcToB, Taknx kak XyaH [NepoH B ApreHTuHe n Yro Yasec B BeHecyane, nx
TPIOK 3aKmoyarncst B TOM, YTOObI 3aXxBaTUTb (PMHAHCOBbLIE aKTUBbI U AEHEXHbIA NOTOK NPaBUTENbCTBA U,
BMECTO TOro 4tobbl MHBECTUPOBATL UX B OyayLiee, pacnpeaenntbe X Mexay CBOMMMU CTOPOHHUKaMu B
BMAE OeHEeXHbIX NOcobui, NoBblLeHWst 3apaboTHONM NnaThl Y pacLUMPEHNs roCyaapCTBEHHbIX YCITYT.

Some of these short-term benefits can be real. The problem is paying for them in the long term. Over
time, the public sector loses its cash reserves and builds up debt. Eventually the debt comes due and no
new creditors are ready to lend the government more funds. When the creditors demand repayment,
there are no funds available. The government starts printing money, inflation soars, and the debt is
defaulted.

HekoTopble 13 3TMX KPaTKOCPOYHbIX BbIrog MOryT ObiTb peanbHbiMu. [pobnema 3akniovaeTcsi B TOM, Kak
3a HUX pacnnaTUTbCs B JONrocpoyHor nepcnektee. Co BpeMeHeM rocyaapCTBEHHbIN CEKTOP TepseT
CBOM [eHeXHble pe3epBbl U HakannmMeaeT AoNr. B koHUe KOHLOB, HAacTynaeT CPOK MoralleHuns gonra, a
HOBblE KPeAUTOPbI HE FOTOBbLI NPeoCTaBUTbL NPaBUTENBLCTBY AOMNONHUTENBHbIE cpeacTBa. Koraa
KpeauTopbl TPebyIOT NoraleHnsi, 4OCTYMNHbIX CPeACTB HET. [MpaBUTENbCTBO HAYMHAET NevaTaTb AeHbIU,
WMHNAUMS pe3Ko Bo3pacTaeT, U A0SNT CTAHOBUTCS HEBLINMOTHEHHbIM.

Post-Chavez Venezuela is essentially in that condition today. The government can’t pay its bills. Inflation
is soaring, and foreign exchange is so scarce that Venezuela can’t afford to import food from abroad.
Hunger is soaring, and children are dying. Such is the extreme populist cycle of boom followed by bust.

BeHecyana nocne Yaeeca, No cyTu, HAXOAUTCSA MMEHHO B TaKOM MONOXEHUW cerogHsi. NMpaBnTenscTBo
He MOXeT onnadymBaTtb CBOM cyeTa. IHpnsauns ctpeMmntenbHO pacTéT, a MHOCTPaHHOW BantoThbl Tak
mMarno, 4To BeHecyana He MOXeT No3BonuTbL cebe MMNopTUPOBaTh NPOLAOBOMLCTBME U3-3a pybexa.
fonop pacTét, getu ymupatot. TakoB aKCTpeMarnbHbI MONYNUCTCKUM LMKIT NogbEéma, 3a KOTOPbIM
cnepyet cnag.

Trump is looking for short-term miracles to give quick gratification to his followers and carry him to
reelection in 2020. Like Perdon and Chavez, he’ll try to grab what he can, both from foreigners and from
future generations. He wants to crow about short-term gains. The question is how far he’ll get and what
mess he will leave behind.

Tpamn unLLeT KpaTKOCPOYHbIX Yyaec, YTOObl ObICTPO YAOBMETBOPUTL CBOMX CTOPOHHMKOB 1 06ecneuntb
cebe nepensdpanue B 2020 rogy. NogobHo MepoHy 1 YaBecy, OH NonbiTaeTcsa ypBaTh BCE, YTO CMOXET,
KaK OT MHOCTpaHLUEeB, Tak 1 oT ByayLmx nokoneHmn. OH Xo4YeT NMKoBaTb O KPAaTKOCPOYHbIX BbIFOA4aX.
Bonpoc B ToM, Kak Aaneko OH NPOABMHETCH M KaKOW Xaoc OCTaBUT nocne cebs.

He isn’t getting very far with Mexico. His demand that Mexico build and pay for a border wall was met with
an emphatic no. Then came the suggestion that Trump would slap on a tariff to pay for it, as part of
corporate tax reforms. Many businesses operating in Canada and Mexico expressed strong opposition to
such a border tax and killed the proposal. Meanwhile, Trump pressures American companies to invest in
the United States rather than in Mexico, another kind of grab from Mexico, but aside from winning some
headlines, it's hard to believe that the results will reach any meaningful scale in U.S. jobs created.

104



OH He npoaBuHyncsa ganeko B oTHoLeHusax ¢ Mekcukon. Ero TpeboBaHue, 4Tobbl Mekcrka noctpouna u
onriaTuna CTeHy Ha rpaHuue, Obifio BCTPEYEHO PELLMTENbHBIM «HETY». 3aTeM NosiBMIOCH
npeanonoXxexHne, 4to Tpamn BBEAET NOLLIMHY, YTOObI MOKPbLITL PAacXoAbl, B paMkax pedopmbl
KopropaTUBHOIo HanoroobnoxeHusi. MHorne komnaHuu, paboTtatowme B KaHage n Mekcuke,
peLUMTENTbHO BbICTYNUITM NPOTMB TAKOro NOrpaHMYHOro Hanora v OTKNOHWUAW NpeasioxkeHne. Tem
BpeMeHeM Tpamn SaBUT Ha aMepUKaHCK1e KoMnaHun, Ytobbl oHM MHBecTupoBanu B CLUA, a He B
Mekcuky, 4TO siBnsieTcs eLlé ogHMM cnocobom nepemaHnTb nx y Mekcukm, Ho, NOMUMO NOSABMEHMS
HEKOTOPbIX 3arofloBKOB B Npecce, TPYAHO NOBEPUTb, YTO pe3ynbTaTbl JOCTUTHYT CKOMNbKO-HNOYAb
3Ha4MTenbHOro Macwraba B nnaHe cosaaHust padbounx mect B CLLA.

The attempt to grab benefits from China looks to be even less successful. The administration arrived in
office boasting of the coming trade wars with China. Trump wants to wrong-foot China through multiple
pressures on trade, foreign policy, and defense, and then negotiate some kind of winning trade deal to
America’s advantage. Yet China’s President Xi Jinping has made clear that if the United States turns
protectionist, China will continue to lead in free trade. And if the United States cuts its support for
multilateralism at the UN and elsewhere, China will be pleased to help support the multilateral order. It
won’t be so easy, after all, to bully China. China’s economy is now larger than America’s. China is a major
consumer of American goods that could easily be sourced elsewhere (buy Airbus rather than Boeing).
And China is America’s creditor, holding hundreds of billions of dollars of U.S. financial assets and
helping to finance America’s chronic budget deficits.

MonbiTka NonyYnTh BbIroAy OT KuTas BbIrmaauT ewé MeHee ycnewHon. AOMUHUCTPaLMS npuLunia K
BMacTu, XBacTasCb rpsAayLLUMM TOProBbiMK BoHamu ¢ Kutaem. Tpamn xo4eT HaHecTn yaap no Kutato,
oKasblBas AaBrneHve B chepe TOProsnu, BHELLHEW NONUTUKN U OBOPOHbI, a 3aTeM AOroBOPUTLCS O
KaKoM-TO BbIUIPbILLHOM TOProBOM cornaiwleHuu B nonb3y Amepukn. OgHako npeacegatens KHP Cu
LIsnHbNunH icHO Aan noHsTb, 4To ecnn CLUA cTaHyT npoTeKUMOHNCTCKMMM, Kuta coxpaHuT nuaepcTso B
csobogHom Toprosne. A ecnu CLUA npekpataT nogaepky mHoroctopoHHoctn B OOH un gpyrux
opraHusauusax, Kutam 6yget pag nogaepxatb MHOrOCTOPOHHMIA NOpSAoK. B KoHLe KOHUOB, 3anyrmeatb
Kutam 6ygeT He Tak-To npocTo. QkoHoMMKa Kutas Tenepb 0ornblue, YemM akoHOMMKa AMepukn. Kntan
ABMSAETCA KPYMHbIM NOTpebuTenem aMeprkaHCKNX TOBapoB, KOTOPbIE FErko MOXHO GbIno Obl 3aKynuTb
roe-to ewé (nokynamte Airbus, a He Boeing). Kpome Toro, Kutam saBngetcs kpeautopom AMepuku,
Bnagesi COTHAMM MUNNNapaoB AOMNapoB aMepUKaHCKMX PMHAHCOBbIX aKTMBOB M NMOMoras
PUHAHCUPOBATb XPOHUYECKUI BIOIKETHBIN AeULUT AMEPUKNA.

Trump’s grab for short-term income does not end with Mexico and China. The tax cuts enacted in
December 2017 are similarly conceived. The tax cuts aim to shift investments from the rest of the world to
the U.S. economy, cutting investments and jobs abroad while boosting them in the United States. Yet
there are three fundamental limitations to this approach.

MoroHs Tpamna 3a KpaTKOCPOYHbIMWU JoXo4amMu He orpaHndmBaeTca Mekcukon n Kutaem. CHuxeHue
HanoroB, BBeEHHOe B Aekabpe 2017 roga, 3agyMaHo aHanornyHo. Llenb cHmxeHus Hanoroe —
nepeHanpaBuTb MHBECTULNN U3 OCTasrlbHOro Mupa B akoHoMuky CLUA, cokpaTvB nHBeCTMLMUN 1 paboyne
MecTa 3a py0exxoM 1 OAHOBPEMEHHO co3aaB Mx B CoeauHéEHHbIX LLTaTax. OgHako y 3Toro nogxoda ectb
TpY PyHAAMEHTANbHbBIX OrpaHNYEHNS.

First, America’s overtaxation was greatly exaggerated in the lead-up to the tax cut. Many detailed
provisions of the pre-2018 tax code (such as accelerated depreciation, deductions for U.S.-based
production, expensing of R&D, and the deductibility of interest payments on corporate debt) lowered the
effective marginal tax rate on capital below the “headline” rate of 35 percent. As a result, cutting the
headline corporate tax rate from 35 to 21 percent will have a much smaller effect on investment
incentives than was claimed in the tax cut debate, since the incentives for investment before the tax cuts
were already reasonably strong.

Bo-nepBbix, YpeamepHbie Hanorn B AMepuke Bbifiv CUNbHO NpeyBennyeHbl B NPeaaBepun CHIDKEHNS
HanoroB. MHorne geTtanbHble MOMOXEHMS HANOroBOro Koaekca, AgencTeoBasLlero o 2018 roga (takue
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KaK yCKOpeHHas amopTu3saums, BolueTbl Ans npoussoactea B CLUA, oTHeceHune pacxogos Ha HAOKP k
pacxogam ¥ BblYET NPOLIEHTHBIX NaTexen No KoprnopaTMBHOMY OTY) CHU3UNN 3(PEKTUBHYIO
npeadenbHy CTaBKy Harnora Ha kanutan Huke «obuero» ypoBHsi B 35%. B pe3ynbrarte CHMXeHne
06LLEero ypoBHS CTaBKM KopnopaTuBHOro Hanora ¢ 35 0o 21% okaxeT ropa3go MeHbLUee BrnsH1e Ha
WHBECTULMOHHbIE CTUMYIbI, YEM YTBEPXAanock B XoAe AebaToB O CHMKEHUM HANoroB, NOCKOMbKY
CTMMYIbI 419 MHBECTULUIA N A0 CHUXKEHWS HanoroB Obiny 4OCTAaTOYHO CUMbHBIMM.

Second, other countries will certainly respond to the U.S. corporate tax cuts with a new round of cuts of
their own. As mentioned earlier, we are in a global “race to the bottom” in corporate taxation, as each
country cuts its corporate tax rate to entice internationally mobile companies to the home shores. As a
result, all of the competing countries could end up with near-zero corporate tax rates, unless we are wise
enough to cooperate with other countries to stop this race to the bottom.

Bo-BTOpbIX, APYrMe cTpaHbl, 6e3yCnoBHO, OTPearnpyroT Ha CHKeHWe koprnopaTBHOro Hanora B CLUA
HOBbIM payHAOM COBCTBEHHbIX COKpaLleHui. Kak yxe ynommnHanoch, Mbl Haxoammcs B rinobarnsHon
«FOHKe Ha OHO» B chepe KoprnopaTUBHOIO HanoroobrnoXeHns, NOCKOSbKY Kaxaas CTpaHa CHMXaeT CBOK
CTaBKy KOpNopaTUBHOIO Harora, 4Tobbl NpmBneyYs MexayHapoaHble KOMNaHun B CBOM CTpaHbl. B
pes3ynbTaTe BCe KOHKYPUPYIOLLME CTPaHbl MOTYT OKa3aTbCs C MPaKTUYECKN HyNeBbIMW CTaBkamMm
KOpNopaTUBHOrO Hanora, eCnv Mbl He MPOSBMM JOCTATOYHO MYAPOCTU, YTOObI COTPYAHMYATbL C APYrMMU
cTpaHamu, YToObl OCTAHOBUTL 3TY FOHKY Ha AHO.

Third, the loss of corporate tax revenues will need to be paid for somehow, a point that populists like
Trump and the Republican tax cutters in Congress have tried to evade. Trump’s hidden reasoning might
be simple: he doesn’t pay taxes, so why should anybody else? Trump will not offset the proposed tax cuts
with spending cuts, such as on the military; indeed, he has proposed spending increases on infrastructure
and the military.

B-TpeTbux, NoTepto JOXOA0B OT KOPropaTMBHOMO Hanora HeobxoAnMo 6yaeT Kak-To KOMMNEeHCUPOoBaTb,
yero NonynucTbl, Takue kak Tpamn, 1 pecnyGnunKaHLbl, BbICTyNatoLmne 3a CHUKEHNe Haroros B
KoHrpecce, nbiTanuck nsbexatb. CKpbITbli MOTUB Tpamna, BO3MOXHO, MPOCT: OH He NnaTWT Hanoru, Tak
noYemy e KTO-TO ApYroi AorKeH Ux NnaTtuTtb? Tpamn He ByaeT KoMNeHcMpoBaTb Npeanaraemoe
CHVXEHME HarnoroB CokpalleHMeM pacxodoB, HanpuMep, Ha BOEHHbIe HyXAabl; 6onee Toro, oH
NPEeAnoXun yBENMUUTb pacxodbl Ha MHAPPACTPYKTYPY M apMuio.

The Trump and Republican plan is to finance the tax cuts mainly by increased budget deficits. That's a
hidden way of making today’s young people pay for tax cuts on behalf of old and rich capitalists. It is the
young—the millennials— who will pay higher taxes during their lifetimes to service the mountain of public
debt that Trump will leave behind. If Trump won’t be able to grab income so easily from Mexico, from
China, and from other competitor nations, will he get away with grabbing wealth from today’s young
people? This is probably the central question that Republicans will soon confront at the polls.

MnaH Tpamna n pecnybnvkaHLEB 3aKo4aeTcsi B TOM, YTOObI (PUHAHCMPOBATh CHUXKEHME HAMNoros
rnaBHbIM 06pa3oM 3a CYET yBenmyeHus BroaxeTHoro geduvumra. 3T0 CKPbIThIM CNOCO6 3acTaBnTb
CETrOAHSLLHION MOMNOAEXb MNaTUTb 3@ HANOroBble NbroThl B MOMb3Y CTapbiX U 6oraTbix KanMTanucToB.
MmeHHO Monoaéxe — Munnennansl — 0yaet nnatutb 6onee BbICOKME HAmNorM B TEYEHNE CBOEW XKN3HM,
4yTObbI 06CNYXKMBATL rOPY rOCYAAPCTBEHHOTO A0sra, KOTopyto Tpamn octaBuT nocre cebs. Ecnv Tpamn
He CMOXET Tak Nerko nabiMmatb goxoabl U3 Mekcuku, Knutas n gpyrux cTpaH-KOHKYPEHTOB, CMOXET I OH
n3bexaTb HakasaHus 3a NPUCBOEHME BoraTcTBa y CErogHsILLHEN MONOAEXN? DTO, BEPOATHO, MMaBHLIN
BOMPOC, C KOTOPbIM pecnybrvKaHLibl BCKOPE CTOSKHYTCS Ha Bbibopax.

Trump has spied one more place to grab some income in the short term, and that is from natural capital,
the environment.

Tpamn npucmoTpen eLlé OAMH UCTOYHMK AOXO0AA B KpaTKOCPOYHOW NepcrnekTiBe — NPUPOAHBI KanuTarn,
OKpyatoLias cpefa.
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Trump’s first new infrastructure projects, he hopes, will be oil and gas pipelines to boost fossil-fuel
production, despite the consequences of more global warming. By ruining the climate and despoiling the
air and water, Trump aims to grab one more round of profits for his friends in the coal, oil, and gas
sectors. He does this in the name of the mining and oil-rig workers, but their employment is already small
and falling, as these jobs are increasingly replaced by automation.

OH HapgeeTcs, YTO NepBbIMY HOBLIMU MHAPACTPYKTYPHBIMU MpOeKTamMmn Tpamna CTaHyT HedTe- u
rasonpoBobl A8 YBENMYEHUS A00bIYM NCKOMAaeMoro TonnvBa, HECMOTPS Ha MOCNEeACTBUSA AalnbHENLWero
rnobanbHOro notennexus. Paspylias knumaTt 1 onycTollas Bo3ayx v Bogy, Tpamn cTpeMuTcs ypBaTb
eLé oaHy nopLmo NpuobbINK ANs CBOUX APY3€el B YrofibHOM, HEPTAHOM 1 ra3oBomM cekTopax. OH genaet
3TO OT UMEHM FOPHSIKOB N HEPTAHUKOB, HO UX 3aHATOCTb yXKe HEBENMKa 1 NPoLoMmKaeT nagaTb,
MOCKOSbKY 3TK paboyne MecTa BCE Yalle 3aMeHSATCS aBToMmaTusaumnen.

Trump’s antienvironmental populism—destroying the Earth for a trickle of profits today—is perhaps the
most insidious and irreversible of all of his populist ploys. Mexico can answer back; China can put its foot
down; other countries can plan to match the United States in tax cuts. But who will speak up for the
Earth? Who will speak up for our children and grandchildren, who will inherit a degraded planet if Trump
gets his way? That will have to be the job for all of us.

AHTHIKONOrMYEeCKNn nonynnam Tpamna — yHU4ToXXeHne 3eMnu pagm KPOXOTHOWM Npubbinu cerogHs —
noxaryu, cambll KOBapHbIN 1 HeobpaTUMbIV M3 BCEX €ro NONynnCTCKMX nnaHoB. Mekcuka MoxeT
0TBeTUTb; Kntam mMoxeT 3aHsTb TBEPAYIO NO3MLMIO; APYrMe CTpaHbl MOTyT NNaHMPOBaTb CHUXEHWE
HanoroB Bcrieq 3a CoeanHénHbiMu Ltatamn. Ho kTo 3actynutces 3a 3emnio? KTo 3acTtynmTcs 3a Hawmnx
AeTel U BHYKOB, KOTOpbIe YHacneayloT AerpaavpoBaBLUyto nnaHeTy, ecnu Tpamn gobbéTcst ceoero? 310
3ajada ong Bcex Hac.

An overriding element of economic confusion pervades Trump’s America First agenda, and that involves
the U.S. trade deficit. Trump and his commerce secretary Wilbur Ross claim that America’s trade deficit is
an indicator of unfair trade practices by foreign countries, especially Germany and China, two trade
surplus countries. Their embrace of this mistaken idea could lead to disaster.

B ocHoBe nporpammbl Tpamna «AMepuka npexae BCEro» NexuT BaXHENLNA arIeMEHT 3KOHOMUYECKON
nyTaHuubl, CBA3aHHLIN ¢ aecmumnTom Toprosoro 6anaHca CLUA. Tpamn n ero MUHUCTP Toproenu Yunbyp
Pocc yTBepxaatoT, 4To AeumumnT ToproBoro 6anaHca AMepurKkn ABASIETCA MHAMKATOPOM HecnpaBseniMBon
TOProBOW NPAKTUKM CO CTOPOHbI MHOCTPaHHbIX rocyaapcTs, 0cobeHHo MepmaHumn n Kntas, AByx cTpaH ¢
NOMNOXMTENBbHBIM TOProBbIM 6anaHcoMm. MNMpUHATME MK 3TON OLLUMOOYHOM MOEN MOXKET NPUBECTU K
KaTacTpode.

Here is the basic idea: When a country saves some of its current output, it can use that output for
investments. But what if the nation’s saving is larger than its investments? Then the nation can export the
remaining output. If the nation’s saving is greater than its investment, there is output left over for exports.
If the nation’s saving is less than its investment, it will have to import goods from abroad to carry out the
investments.

BoT ocHoBHas naes: korga ctpaHa cbeperaeT YacTb CBOEro TEKYLLLEro NPOM3BOACTBA, OHA MOXET
ucnorb3oBaTh ero Ans nHeecTuumin. Ho 4to, ecnm cbepexxeHns cTpaHbl NpeBbIwaoT MHBecTMUUn? Torga
CTpaHa MOXeT 3KCMOoPTUPOBAaTb OCTaBLUYHOCS Npoaykumto. Ecrnn cbepexeHunst cTpaHbl NpeBbiaoT
MHBECTULMM, TO OCTaAETCH NPoAyKUMsa ANns akcrnopTa. Ecnv cbepexxeHunst cTpaHbl MeHbLLe MHBECTULNIA, et
NpUAETCS MMMNOPTUPOBATL TOBapbl U3-3a pybexa Ansi OCYLLEeCTBNEeHNs] MHBECTULIUIA.

We can see intuitively that when the nation’s saving exceeds its investment spending, the country runs a
trade surplus (exports larger than imports), and when the saving is less than the investment spending, the
country runs a trade deficit (imports larger than exports). This statement requires some technical
refinements, especially to take into account the earnings by Americans on overseas assets such as
foreign businesses, and the payments to foreigners on the assets they own in the United States. The
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correct technical statement is that a country’s current account balance, which is closely related to the
trade balance, is equal to the nation’s saving minus its domestic investment.

MHTYUTMBHO NOHATHO, YTO KOrga cbepexeHuns cTpaHbl NPEBbILLIAT €€ MHBECTULMOHHBbIE PACcXOAbl,
CTpaHa umeeT NpodmLmMT TOProBoro GanaHca (3KCNopT NpeBbillaeT MMMNOPT), a Korga cbepexeHus
MEHbLLE MHBECTULIMOHHbIX PACX0A0B, CTpaHa umeeT AeduUnT TOproBoro 6anaHca (MMNopT NpeBbiLaeT
3KCMopT). ATO yTBEPXKAEHME TPEOYET HEKOTOPLIX TEXHUYECKNX YTOYHEHUIN, OCOBEHHO ANs y4éTa A0X0O0B
amMepurKaHLEB OT 3apyDeXHbIX aKTMBOB, TakUX Kak 3apy0exHble NPpeanpusaTus, 1 BbiNfaT MHOCTpPaHLam
no akTMBam, KOTOpbIMKM OHM BriagetoT B CoeanHEHHbIX LLTaTtax. BepHoe TexHU4Yeckoe yTBepXaeHune
3aKI04aeTCst B TOM, YTO carnbAo TEKyLLEero cyéTa CcTpaHbl, TECHO CBA3aHHOE C TOProBbiM 6anaHcom,
paBHO cbepexeHnsIM CTpaHbl 3a BbIYMETOM €€ BHYTPEHHUX MHBECTULUN.

The United States imports more from abroad than it exports because the U.S. saving rate is chronically
lower than the U.S. domestic investment rate. If Americans saved more, the United States would export
more. For 2016, according to the IMF World Economic Outlook database, the U.S. saving rate was 18
percent of GDP, compared with the German saving rate of 27.5 percent and China’s saving rate of 45.9
percent. U.S. saving was not enough to cover the U.S. investment rate at 19.7 percent of GDP, while in
both Germany and China, the domestic saving rate was greater than the investment rate, leaving a
surplus for export.

CoepaunHénHble LUTaTtbl MMNOPTMPYIOT 13-3a pybexa 6onbLue, YeM SKCNOPTMPYIOT, MOCKOMbKY HOpMa
cbepexerHnn B CLUA XpoHMYECKM HXKE HOPMbI BHYTPEHHMX MHBECTMLMIA. Ecnn Bbl amepukaHupbl
cbeperanu 6onble, CoeamHénHble LLTaTbl akcnopTnposanu 6b1 6onblue. CornacHo 6a3e gaHHbix MB®
«[lMepcnekTnBbl MMPOBOKW 3KOHOMUKNY, B 2016 rogy Hopma cbepexerun B CLUA cocTtasnsana 18% BBIT, B
TO BpeMs kak B F'epmaHumn — 27,5%, a B Kutae — 45,9%. AmepukaHckmx coepexxeHun bbino
HeJOoCTaTO4YHO Ansi NOKPbITUS YpoBHS MHBecTuuuii B CLUA, coctaenssliero 19,7% BBI, B To Bpemsi Kak u
B [epmaHuu, n B Kutae ypoBeHb BHYTPEHHMX COEpeXeHnin Nnpesbillan ypoBeHb MHBECTULNIA, CO34aBast
npodnumT ANg aKkcnopTa.

Trump, with exquisite economic illiteracy, has missed this whole point. For Trump, the fact that China and
Germany export more than they import has only to do with China’s and Germany’s unfair trade practices.
With his conspiratorial mind-set, Trump believes that America’s trade deficit simply means that somebody
is taking advantage of the United States. He is, in fact, both economically illiterate and famously paranoid,
always supposing a conspiracy someplace.

Tpamn, obnagas NCKNYUTENBHON 3KOHOMUYECKOW Be3rpaMOTHOCTLIO, YMYCTUM U3 BUAY STOT BaXKHbIN
MOMeHT. 1o MHeHuto Tpamna, ToT chakT, 4yto Kutam n NepmaHus akcnoptupytoT 6ombLue, Yem
UMNOPTUPYIOT, CBSA3aH UCKITIOYUTENBHO C HECNpaBeannBon TOProson npaktukon Knurtas un Nepmaxun.
O6nagas KOHCMMPONOrMYeCcKkUM Cknaaom yma, Tpamn cyitaeT, 4To Toprosbin Aenunt AMepuky NpocTo
0O3HayvaeT, YTo KTO-TO HaxmBaeTcs Ha CoeanHénHbIX LUTaTax. Ha camom gene, OH He TONbKO
3KOHOMMUYECKN HEerpaMoTeH, HO 1 U3BECTEH CBOEW napaHonein, NOCTOAHHO npeanonaraa Hannive
3aroBopa.

The real question, one that Trump and his administration have not asked is, why the U.S. saving rate is
so low? Why do China and Germany save so much more of their national income than the United States?
Why has the U.S. saving rate declined markedly over the past forty years, notably after 1980, thereby
causing the U.S. current account balance to shift from a surplus to a deficit? One key reason is that the
federal government itself stopped saving. Starting in the 1980s, the federal government repeatedly
enacted tax cuts, pushing the government into deficit. With the government spending more than its
income, the nation’s saving—which equals the sum of private saving and government saving—declined
overall.

HacToswuin Bonpoc, KoTopbii TpaMn 1 ero agMUHUCTpaLnst He 3aganu, 3aknio4aeTcsl B CreayoLem:
noyemy HopMma cbepexeHun B CLUA Takasa Hu3kaa? MNovemy Kutan n N'epmanusa cbeperatoT ropasgo
Donblue CBOEro HauMoHanbHOro Aoxoaa, YeM CoeavHeHHble LWWTaTthl? MNovyemy Hopma cbepexeHuii B
CLLA 3ameTHO cHu3unach 3a nocrnegHve copok net, ocobeHHo nocne 1980 roga, 4To NPUBESO K TOMY,
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yTO canbao Tekylero cyeta CLUA nepewno ot npoduunta k geconumnty? OaHa U3 KnoveBbIX NPUYUH
3aKnyaeTcs B TOM, YTO camo doeepanbHoe NpaBuTeNbCTBO NpekpaTuno cbepexenns. HaumHas ¢
1980-x rogoB, dhegepanbHoe NpaBUTENbCTBO HEOOHOKPATHO MPOBOAMIIO CHUXXEHME HarnoroB, YTo
npueeno k aecuunty 6rogxeTa. MNockonbKy pacxodbl MpaBUTENbCTBA NPEBbILLANM J0X04bl, cOepexeHns
CTpaHbl, paBHble CYMME YaCTHbIX U FOCYAapCTBEHHbIX cOepexxeHnii, B LLENTOM COKpaTUINCh.

Here we see that Trump’s economic illiteracy will come back to bite the United States twice. The new
round of tax cuts will widen the budget deficit and also widen the trade deficit (because of the fall in
national saving). As the trade deficit widens, Trump is likely to pursue even more protectionist policies,
accusing America’s trade partners of unfair trade practices, when it is Trump’s own tax-cutting policies
that have pushed the United States even deeper into the red. Trump is likely to “retaliate” with higher
tariffs and more protectionism against alleged unfair practices abroad that have nothing to do with their
actual trade policies. Rarely has economic policy, in this case U.S. trade policy, been built on such folly.

30ecb Mbl BUAMM, YTO 9KOHOMMUYECKas HErpaMOTHOCTb Tpamna ABaxabl yaapuT no CoeaHEeHHbIM
LtaTtam. HoBbI payHA CHUXEHUS HANoroB yBenuunt gedpumumnt btoaxeTa, a Takke aeduumTt ToproBoro
BanaHca (u3-3a nageHus HauMoHarnbHbIX cbepexeHuin). o mepe yBenmyeHns ToproBoro geduumra
Tpawmn, BeposiTHO, ByaeT NnpoBoanTb ewwé 6onee NPOTEKLMOHNCTCKYHO NOMUTUKY, OBBUHASA TOProBbIX
napTHEpPOB AMEpPUKM B HeJOBPOCOBECTHOM TOProBOW NPaKTUKe, B TO BPEMS KaK UMEHHO ero cobCTBeHHas
NONUTUKA CHKEHMS HanoroB 3arHana CoeauHEHHble LLTaThl B eLLé 6onee THKENbIN yobITOK. Tpamn,
BEPOSATHO, KOTOMCTUTY» MOBbILLIEHNEM MOLLUSIMH N YCUINEHMEM NPOTEKLMOHM3MA B OTBET Ha SKOObI
HeOOpPOCOBECTHYHO MPaKTUKY 3a PyOEeXoM, HE MMEIOLLYIO HUKAKOrO OTHOLLEHUS K UX pearbHO TOProBon
nonuTuke. Peako Korga akoHOMUYeckas MonuTrka, B JaHHOM cryqae Toprosas nonutuka CLUA,
cTpounack Ha Nogo6OHOM rynocTy.

Ideas matter—in this case, very bad ideas. The emperor has no clothes and, it seems, no competent
economic advisers either.

Voen umetot 3HavyeHne — B AaHHOM Clly4ae, O4eHb nioxue ngen. KOpOJ'Ib ronbii, U, NOXOXe, Y HEro HeT
KOMNETEHTHbIX 3KOHOMWNYECKNX COBETHUKOB.

12 ECONOMIC WAR WITH CHINA

Today’s China offers a rude awakening for Americans who believe that the United States and the United
States alone should be the dominant world power. Donald Trump seems to count himself among these
neoconservatives, and China is their deepest phobia today. Trump is following a game plan that has
characterized U.S. “grand strategy” against major rivals dating back to World War Il. Each time America
has had a rival for global leadership, the United States has aimed to cut the rival down to size and to
subordinate it to U.S. power. For a while it worked, at least to a point.

CerogHswHui Kntam — 370 ropbkoe pa3ovapoBaHue s aMepuKaHLUEB, KOTOPbIE CYMTAIOT, YTO TOSMBKO
CoepnunHéHHble LTaTbl AOMKHbI ObIT JOMUHMPYHOLLEA MUPOBOM AepXaBow. [loHanba Tpamnm, Noxoxe,
npuuncnseT cebs k 3TUM HeokoHcepBaTopaM, a Kutai cerogHs — ux camas rrybokas gobus. Tpamn
crnepyeT TaKTUKe, KOTopasi XxapakTepu3oBara «rpaHanosHyto ctpaternto» CLUA B OTHOLLEHMM OCHOBHBIX
COMEPHUKOB eLLé co BpeMéH BTopon MupoBor BonHbl. Kaxabiv pas, koraa y AMepukun nosiBnsncs
KOHKYpPeHT B 6opbbe 3a mupoBoe nuaepctBo, CoeanHEHHbIe LLTaThl CTpEMUINCE YMEHBLUNTL €ro 0
YPOBHS 1 MOAYMNHUTB CBOEW MoLn. Kakoe-To Bpemsi 3To paboTano, no KpanHen mepe, A0 OnpeaenéHHON
CTEneHu.

In the 1970s, the United States briefly faced what it believed to be another major rival for economic
power, Japan. Japan’s post—-World War Il recovery was so dynamic, and its mastery of the new transistor-
based electronics so strong in the 1960s, that many business and economic gurus in the 1970s
envisioned a future world economy dominated by Japanese companies and wealth. | remember studies in
the early 1980s that naively extrapolated Japan’s rapid growth and high saving rates forward for several
decades to argue that the United States would be the sure loser in the long-run competition with Japan.
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B 1970-x rogax CoeauHéHHble LLTaThl HEHaAO0Nro CTONKHYNUCH C ANOHMEN, KOTOPYIO OHU cYUTanu eLwé
OOHWUM KPYMHbIM KOHKYPEHTOM B bopbbe 3a akoHOMMYeCKyo MoLb. BoccTtaHoBneHne AnoHnm nocne
BTOpoii M1POBOI BOVHLI ObINO HACTONBKO AUHAMUYHBLIM, @ €€ OCBOEHME HOBOW TPaH3UCTOPHOM
3nekTpoHukM B 1960-x rogax ObI0 HACTOMBKO CUIbHBLIM, YTO MHOTMe BU3HEeC- 1 3KOHOMUYECKME TypY
1970-x rogoB npefctaensany cede 6yayLLyto MUPOBYH S3KOHOMMKY, B KOTOPOW AOMUHUPYIOT SMOHCKME
KoMnaHuu 1 6oraTcTBa. S NOMHI0 uccnegoBaHus Hadana 1980-x roqos, B KOTOPbIX ObICTPbLIA POCT
ANoHMN 1 BbICOKME HOPMbI COEPEXEHUIN HAMBHO SKCTPAMNONMPOBANMCh HA HECKOMNbKO AeCATUNeTUi
Bnepén, yreepxaas, 4to CoeanHéHHble LLUTaTbl HEMpeMeHHO NPoUrpatoT B ONTOCPOYHOM KOHKYPEHLMM C
AnoHwnen.

Starting with President Ronald Reagan, the U.S. foreign policy establishment went to work to counter
Japan. It began accusing Japan of unfair trade practices, currency manipulation, unfair state aid to
Japan’s businesses, and other exaggerated or flat-out false claims of nefarious behavior. The United
States began to impose new trade barriers and forced Japan to agree to “voluntary” export restraints to
limit its booming exports to the United States. Then, in 1985, the United States struck harder, insisting
that Japan massively revalue (strengthen) the yen in a manner that would leave Japan far less
competitive with the United States. The yen doubled in value, from 260 yen per dollar in 1985 to 130 yen
per dollar in 1990. The United States had pushed Japan to price itself out of the world market. By the
early 1990s, Japan’s export growth collapsed, and Japan entered two decades of stagnation. On many
occasions after 1990, | asked senior Japanese officials why Japan didn’t devalue the yen to restart
growth. The most convincing answer was that the United States wouldn’t let Japan do it.

HauunHas ¢ npesngeHTa PoHanbaa Pelirana, BHelwHenonmMtudeckoe Begomcteo CLUA Havano 6opbby ¢
AnonHnen. OHo Havano o6BMHATL ANOHMIO B HE4OOPOCOBECTHOM TOProBOW NPaKTUKe, BantoTHbIX
MaHUNynaumsax, HecnpaBeanMBOn rocyaapCTBEHHON NMOMOLLM SMOHCKUM NPeanpUsSTUAM U OPYruxX
npeyBennYeHHbIX NN OTKPOBEHHO NOXHbLIX 0OBUHEHUSIX B HEYECTHOM noBeaeHun. CoegmHéHHbIe LUTaThl
Hayanu BBOAUTb HOBblE TOProBble Gapbepbl 1 BbIHYAMM ANOHMIO COrNacuTbest Ha «406POBOMBHbIE»
SKCMOPTHbIE OrPaHNYEHNS, YTOOLI OrpaHnynTL €€ BypHO pacTywmi akcnopT B CoegnHéHHble LTaTbl.
3atewm, B 1985 rogy, CoeguHénHble LUtaTthl HaHecny Bornee cunbHbIV yaap, HactanBas Ha TOM, YTOObI
AnoHuna 3HauMTENBHO peBarnbBMpoBana (ykpenuna) neHy Takum obpasom, 4Tobbl caenaTte ANoHMI0
ropasgo MeHee KOHKYPEHTOCMNOCOOHOM No cpaBHeHuto ¢ CoegnHEHHbIMK LLTatamm. CTOMMOCTb UEHbI
yasounack: ¢ 260 veH 3a gonnap B 1985 rogy fo 130 ueH 3a gonnap B 1990 rogy. CoeanHeHHble LUTaThbl
BbIHYAUNN ANOHMIO YITY C MMPOBOTO PbIHKA MO 3aBbllLEeHHbIM LeHaM. K Havany 1990-x rogos poct
SANOHCKOro 3KCropTa pyxHyn, n AnoHusa BCTynuna B ABa Aecatunetus crardauuu. Mocne 1990 roga s
HEOOHOKPATHO CrnpallmBasn BbICOKONOCTABMEHHbIX AMOHCKUX YUHOBHUKOB, NoYemy AnOHMS He
AeBanbBUpyeT UeHy, 4Tobbl BO30O6HOBUTL pocT. CaMbiM ybeantenbHbIM OTBETOM BbINO TO, YTO
CoenuHeHHble LLTaThl He No3BoNAT ANoHUKM caenaTb 3TO.

Now comes China. American exceptionalists are beside themselves that China seems to have the
audacity to poke its nose into the American Century. And China is doing this as a surprise entrant to the
race, at least a surprise from a twentieth-century perspective, making its recent rise even more unnerving
to exceptionalists. According to estimates from the IMF World Economic Outlook database, China’s total
output is now 24 percent larger than America’s, and China’s output per person is around 29 percent of
America’s, all measured at international prices.

Tenepb 0 Kutae. AMeprkaHckmue CTOPOHHMKN UCKITFOYUTENBHOCTU BHE Ce0s1 OT APOCTH OT TOro, YTO Y
KuTas, noxoxe, XxBaTaeT HarfnoCcTn coBaTb CBOM HOC B « AMepuKaHcKkuin Bek». N Knutam genaet aTo,
HEOXNOaHHO BCTYyMasi B FOHKY, MO KpanHen mepe, HEOXNAAHHO C TOYKM 3pEeHUs ABaALATOro Beka, Yto
AenaeT ero HeaBHWI B3MeET eLle 6onee HepBUPYIOLWLMM L5151 CTOPOHHUKOB UCKITFOYMTENBHOCTY.
CornacHo oueHkam 6a3bl gaHHbIX MB® «[lepcnekTuBbl pa3BUTUS MUPOBOI SKOHOMUKNY, OOLLMIA OOBEM
npouseoacTea Kutas cenvac Ha 24% npeBbilaeT 00bEM nponssoactea CLUA, a 06bEM nponssoacTea
Ha Oyuwy HaceneHus B Kutae coctaBnsieT okono 29% OT aMepuKaHCKOro, ecnm y4nTbliBaTb BCE 3TU
rnokasaTenu no MexayHapoaHbIM LieHaM.

Many American exceptionalists can’t believe their eyes. Some argue that China’s economy is a giant
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bubble that will soon implode, following the way of the Soviet Union. This is not the case in my view. The
Soviet economy was technologically separated from the U.S.-led trading system and, in the end, could
not keep up. China, by contrast, has achieved its remarkable economic growth since 1980 precisely by
adopting global technologies and integrating the Chinese economy closely with the world economy. More
recently, China has become a highly innovative economy as well, spreading cutting-edge technologies to
other parts of the world.

MHorve amepukaHcKMe aKCnepTbl MO UCKMYNTENBHOCTU HE BEPAT CBOMM rnasam. HekoTopble
YTBEPXKAAKT, YTO KMTaCKas 3KOHOMMUKA — 3TO MMraHTCKWUIA Ny3blpb, KOTOPbLIA BCKOPE NOMHET, cneaysi no
nytn CoseTtckoro Coto3a. Ha mon B3rnsig, 310 He Tak. CoBeTcKasi 3KOHOMYKA Oblfia TEXHONOTMYECKN
oTAeneHa oT TOProBow cuctemsl, Bodrnasnsemon CLUA, n B KOHEYHOM UTOre He CMOrna yrHaTbCs 3a Hew.
Kutaw xe, HanpoTus, 4OBMNCSA CBOErO BblAatoLLErocsi akoHommyeckoro pocta ¢ 1980 roga umeHHo
Onarogapsi BHegpeHuto rnodarnbHbIX TEXHONOMMIA N TECHOW MHTErpaunm KUTanckon SKOHOMUKN B
MupoByto. B nocnegHee Bpemst Kutam Takke ctan BblICOKOMHHOBALVMOHHOW 3KOHOMUKOW, pacnpoCTpaHss
nepeaoBble TEXHOMNOMMM B ApYyrve Yyactn mupa.

Rather than let China catch up, the exceptionalists say, the United States should badger and harass
China economically, engage the Chinese in a new arms race, and even undermine the One China policy
that has been the basis of U.S.-China bilateral relations, so that China ends up in economic retreat,
retracing the steps of the British Empire, the Soviet Union, and Japan. One theory making the rounds
indeed holds that Trump wants to sidle up to Vladimir Putin to team up against China for just this purpose.

CTOPOHHUKN UCKMIOYMTENBHOCTU YTBEPXKAAOT, YTO BMECTO TOro, YToObl No3BonuTb Kntato
nuKBMgmpoBaTtb oTcTaBaHue, CoeanHéHHbIM LLiTatam crnegyeT okasbiBaTb HA HEFO 3KOHOMUYECKOE U
dmHaHCOBOE OaBneHune, BoBrekaTb Kutain B HOBYIO rOHKY BOOPYXXEHWI U AaXe nogpbiBaTb MNOMUTUKY
«ogHoro Knutas», koTopasi NexxuT B OCHOBE ABYCTOPOHHMX oTHoweHun mexay CLUA n Kutaem. B
pe3ynbTate Kutai B KOHEYHOM UTOre CKaTUTCS B 9KOHOMMUYECKOE OTCTYMMEHNE, NOBTOPUB NyTb
BpuTaHckon nmnepun, Cosetckoro Cotosa n AnoHnn. OgHa 13 pacnpocTpaHEHHbIX TEOPUI YTBEPXKAAET,
yTo Tpamn xo4eT nognuaatbes k Bnagnmupy MNyTuHy, 4To0bl 00bEANHUTBCS NPOTUB KUTas MMEHHO ¢
3TON Lenbio.

In my view, such an approach toward China would be profoundly misguided and very dangerous. It is
based on the false idea that global economics must be about winners versus losers, the United States
versus China, rather than about mutual gains through trade and technological advance. Moreover, the
idea of cornering China is not only unwise but unachievable.

Ha mon B3rnsa, Takon noaxod k Kutato 6bin 6b1 rny6oko owmnboYHbIM U 04eHb onacHbIiM. OH OCHOBaH Ha
NOXHOW naee 0 TOM, YTO MUPOBAs SKOHOMUKA AOMMKHA ObiTb MOCTPOEHA Ha MPOTUBOCTOSIHUM
nobegutenen n npourpaswnx, CoeanHéHHbIX LUTatoB n Kutas, a He Ha B3aMMHOM BbIroAe OT TOProBnv 1
TexHoriornyeckoro nporpecca. bonee Toro, naes 3arHatb Kutam B yron He TOMbKO HepasyMHa, HO 1
HeocyLlecTBuma.

Trump blames China for the plight of American workers left unemployed by China’s exports to the United
States, but he fails to understand or acknowledge the many gains to the United States from our trade with
China, including the higher profits and wages of U.S. companies exporting to China and the lower costs
enjoyed by U.S. consumers of China’s exports. If Trump really wants to help American workers, he
should tax and redistribute the soaring U.S. profits and incomes of the rich, rather than open a trade war
with China.

Tpamn o6BuHsieT Kutam B 6e4CTBEHHOM MOMOXEHUM aMepUKaHCKMX paboumnx, ocTaBLumxcs 6e3 paboThbl
n3-3a kutarckoro akcnopta B CLUA, HO OH HE MOHMMAET U He NPU3HAET MHOTOYUCTIEHHbIE BbIFOAbI AN
CLLUA ot Toprosnu ¢ Kutaem, Bkntoyas 6onee BbICOKY Npubbinb 1 3apaboTHY0 nraTy aMepuKaHCKMX
KOMMaHui, aKkcnopTupytowmx B Kutai, n bonee H13KkMe U3LepxKv Ans aMeprKaHCKux notpebutenen
KuTarcKkon npoaykunn. Ecnu Tpamn AeNCTBUTENBHO XO4YET NOMOYb aMepuKaHCKMM paboynm, emy
cnepyeT 06MNoOXUTb Hanoramun 1 nepepacnpegennTe CTPeMUTENbHO pacTyLiue Npubbinu 1 4oXoabl
boraTbix amepukaHLeB, a He pa3Bsa3biBaTb TOProByo BONMHY ¢ Kutaem.
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Even worse, an American effort to weaken China is doomed to fail. When the United States pressed
Britain to give up its empire, Britain was fighting for its very survival, and with a population just one-third
that of the United States. When the United States pressured Japan in the 1980s, Japan’s economy was
only one-third of America’s, and Japan depended on the United States for its military security.

Xyxe Toro, nonbiTkn AMepukn ocnabute Kutanm obpeyveHsl Ha npoan. Korga CoeanHeHHble LUTaThl
AaBunv Ha BenukobputaHuio, 4Tobbl Ta 0TKasanacb OT CBOeW nMmnepumn, BenvkobputaHmsa 6oponach 3a
BblKMBaHWNE, MMes HacerneHne BCero B Tpu pasa MeHblue HaceneHunst CoeauHeHHbix LUTaToB. Korga
CoeanHeHHble WTaTtbl gaBunm Ha AnoHuto B 1980-x rogax, 3KOHOMMKa ANOHMM COCTaBrsAna BCEro oaHy
TPEeTb OT aMepuKaHCKon, 1 AnoHust 3aBncena ot CoeanHeHHbIX LLITaToB B Bonpocax CBOe BOEHHON
©6e3onacHocTMm.

China, by contrast, has a larger economy, is four times more populous, and is America’s creditor, not its
debtor. China has strong and growing trade, investment, and diplomatic relations with other countries all
over the world that would likely be strengthened, not weakened, by U.S. belligerence. It's also important
to remember that China’s proud history as a unified nation is ten times longer than America’s, around
2,250 years compared with around 225 years.

Kvtawn, HanpoTtuB, obnagaet 6onee KpynHOM 3KOHOMUKOW, B YeTblpe pasa 6onee MHOro4YMCEeHHbIM
HaceneHnem un SBNSeTCa KpeauTopom Amepuku, a He e€ JOMKHUKOM. Y Kntas npoyHble u pactyme
TOProBble, UHBECTULMOHHbBIE U ANMIIOMaTUYeCKNE OTHOLLEHUS C APYrMMU CTpaHaMu Mupa, KoTopble,
BEPOSATHO, YKpensTcs, a He ocnabHyT n3-3a arpeccmBHocTy CLUA. BaxHO Takke NMOMHUTb, YTO CriaBHas
nctopus Knutas kak eaMHon Hauum B OecsATb pa3 AnuHHee, yem y Amepuku: okono 2250 net npotus 225
ner.

Aside from the usual litany of exaggerated or false charges against China (currency manipulator, unfair
trader, etc.), the most recent rap is that China is a dangerously expansionist power. If ever the pot has
called the kettle black, here is a case. | have already mentioned the wild divergence in foreign military
bases (China has one overseas base, the United States has bases in seventy countries) and that the
United States outspends China on the military by more than two to one. Consider as well that while the
United States has been in nonstop overseas wars and regime-change operations for decades, China has
been in very few overseas conflicts, all short-lived. While there’s room to be concerned about China’s
territorial claims in the South China Sea, so far those maritime claims seem mainly designed to secure
China’s trade routes rather than to impede the neighboring countries.

Mom1MO 0BbIYHOIO NepeyHs NpeyBenMYeHHbIX UK NOXHbIX 06BUHEHWI B agpec Kutas (BantoTHbIN
MaHUNynsTop, HegobpocoBecTHas TOProBnA U T. A4.), B NOCeAHee BpeMsi BCE Yallie roBOpPSAT O TOM, YTO
Kutan — onacHas aKkcnaHCMOHMCTCKasa aepxxaa. Ecrim yxx roBopuTtb 0 YEPHOM, TO BOT BaMm cnydan. A
YK€ YNnoMMHar o KONoccanbHOM PacXOXAeHUW B KONMYECTBE MHOCTPaHHbIX BOeHHbIX 6a3 (Y Kutas ogHa
3apybexHas 6a3sa, a y CLLUA — 6a3bl B cemuaecaTu ctpaHax) u o Tom, 4to CoeanHéHHble LTaThl TpataT
Ha BOeHHble HYyxAbl 6onbLue, Yyem Kutan, 6bonee Yyem B ABa pasa. YUTuTe Takke, 4TO, B TO BpeMS Kak
CoepaunHéHHble LUTaTbl gecatuneTMsamMm HeNnpPepbLIBHO y4acTBOBaNu B 3apybexHbIX BOMHAX 1 onepauusx
no cMeHe pexxumoB, KuTai yyactBoBan B KpaHe pegkvx 3apybexHbIX KOHMKTax, 1 BCe OHU Obinn
KpaTKOBPEMEHHbIMU. XOTs TeppuTopuanbHblie npeteHsnn Kutas B FOxHO-KuTanckoM Mope BbI3blBalOT
6ecnoKonCcTBO, A0 CUX NOP 3TU MOPCKME MPETEH3MN, NOXOXe, ObiNv HanpaBneHbl rNaBHbLIM 06pa3om Ha
obecneyeHne ToproebIx NyTen Kutas, a He Ha co3gaHne NpensaTCTBUIA COCEAHUM CTpaHaMm.

In short, China has not been an expansionist or aggressive power in recent decades, while the United
States has sought the unrivaled dominance of global military power with a network of hundreds of military
bases around the world.

Kopoqe roBop4, B nocrnegHne aecAatTuneTna Kutai He Obln 9KCMNaHCUOHUCTCKOM UMK aFDECCI/IBHOVI
p,epmaBon, B TO BpeM4d KaK CoenuHeHHble LWTaThl CTPpEeMUINCb K a6COJ'IPOTHOMy OOMUWHNPOBAHUIO B
MMpOBOIZ BOEHHON ccbepe, pacnonaraa ceTbio N3 COTEH BOEHHbIX 6a3 no BCEMY MUpPY.
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While the United States cannot dominate China, it need not fear China’s dominance either. Yes, China is
now larger economically than the United States, and will remain so, but the United States remains far
richer in per capita terms and will likely continue to be so throughout the twenty-first century. Moreover,
China’s high growth rates are now slowing markedly, not because the Chinese economy is collapsing but
because it is maturing. “Catching-up” growth slows down as it succeeds. Also, China is aging rapidly and
will have a median age above fifty years by midcentury, along with a gradually declining population. A
mature, aging, and slower-growing economy that is still much poorer than the United States in per capita
terms is hardly a deep threat to America’s own security or global security.

XoTts CoeanHeHHble LLTaTbl He MOryT 4OMUHUPOBATbL Hag Knutaem, M Takke He HY>KHO onacaTbCsi
JomuHnpoBaHua Kutas. [a, Kutan cenyac skoHomuveckm kpynHee CoeguHeHHbIx LLTaToB 1 ocTaHeTcs
TakoBbIM, HO CoeanHeHHble LLTaThbl ocTatoTca ropa3go borade B pacdeTe Ha AyLly HaceneHus u,
BEPOSATHO, COXPaHAT CBOE NPEeBOCX0ACTBO Ha npoTskeHun Bcero XXI Beka. bonee Toro, BbICOKME TEMMbI
pocTta Kutaga cenyac 3aMeTHO 3amegnstoTcs, U He MOTOMY, YTO KATaNCKas SKOHOMUKA pyLunTCS, a
NOTOMY, YTO OHa JOCTUraeT 3penocTu. «[oroHsLWmn» poCT 3aMeansieTcsl Mo Mepe CBOEro ycnexa.
Kpome Toro, Kntaii GbICTpo cTapeeT, 1 k cepejMHe Beka ero MmeauaHHbli BO3pacT NPeBbICUT NATbAECAT
NeT, a YNCITEHHOCTb HacerneHnst NOCTENEHHO cokpallaeTcs. 3penas, ctaperolas n MeafieHHo pacTyLuast
3KOHOMMKaA, KOTOopas BCe elle 3HaumTenbHo 6eaHee CoeaunHeHHbIX LLITaToB B pacyeTe Ha ayly
HaceneHus, Bpsg, Ny NpeacTaBnsieT CeEpbe3Hyto yrpody 0e3onacHoCT AMepUKN nm rnobanbHo
©es3onacHocTu.

If Trump tries to provoke China into a new arms race or trade war, the results will be a huge debacle for
the United States and a potential threat for the world. America’s wellbeing depends on the maturity of
judgment to cooperate with China as a major global power that can and should share the responsibilities
of promoting global peace and sustainable development. Working through the United Nations, China and
the United States can and should work together and with other countries to prevent or end regional wars,
stop terrorism, and confront common hazards such as global warming and newly emerging diseases.

Ecnu Tpamn nonbiTaetca cnpoBoumpoBaTtb Kntaim Ha HOBYIO FOHKY BOOPY)XEHWUI UM TOProBYO BOWHY,
370 06epHéTcHa ans CoeanHéHHbIX LLTaToB cCepbésHbiM hracko 1 co3gact NOTEHLManbHy yrposy Ans
Bcero mupa. bnarononyyne AMepuKkn 3aBUCUT OT 3PENOCTU CYXOEHUA O COTpyAHNYecTBe ¢ Kutaem Kak
KPYMHOW MUPOBOM OepXXaBoWn, KOTOpas MOXET 1 AOMKHa pa3fensdTb OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a obecneveHne
rno6anbHOro Mupa u ycton4meoro passutus. [encteys B pamkax Opranmsauny O6beanHEHHbIX Haumn,
Kutan n CoegnHénHble LUTaTbl MOryT 1 4OMmMKHbI paboTaTh BMECTe U C APYrMMU CTpaHamun Hag
npeaoTBpaLLEHNEM UMW NPEKpaLLEeHNEM pernoHarnbHbIX BOWH, NpedoTBpaLleHemM TeppopusmMa un
npoTuBoAencTB1EM obLMM yrpo3am, TakMM Kak rnobanbHoe notenneHne n HoBble 3aboneBaHus.

The United States would be wise not just to cooperate with China, but also to emulate its recent
increased investments in science and technology. While not conductive to the shortterm populism of
Trump’s America First policies, technological strength is the key to long-term growth, as | discuss in the
next chapter.

CoeanHéHHbIM LLTaTtam 6bino Obl Pa3yMHO He TOJIbKO COTpyAHN4YaTh C Kutaewm, HO U cnegoBaTb €ro
npumepy, ysenim4nB MHBECTULUN B HAYKY U TEXHOJIOTUN. XOTSa TEXHOMOMMYECKNIA NOTEHLNAN HE
CﬂOCOGCTByeT KpaTKOCPO4YHOMY nonyrnnamMy noJINTUKU TpaMHa «AmepMKa npexne Bcero», OH ABNAETCA
KIMKO4YOM K OJITOCPOYHOMY POCTY, O YéM 4 paccKkaxy B cne,u,yrou.l,eﬁ rnaBse.

13 WILL TRUMP HAND CHINA THE TECHNOLOGICAL LEAD?

MepepacTt nu Tpamn TexHonorM4yeckoe nuaepcrTeo Kuraw?

President Trump is putting America’s capacity to innovate at the gravest risk in modern U.S. history. His
proposals to cut federal support for scientific research are tantamount to passing the baton of global
technology leadership to China, just as China is redoubling its own efforts to spur cutting-edge science.
The losses from Trump’s antiscience approach will be global, not America’s alone. Scientists and
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engineers from the United States, the European Union, China, India, and other countries should be
working together to find technical breakthroughs in areas such as low-carbon energy systems, infectious
disease control, and global food security.

MpesnaeHT Tpamn nogsepraeT MHHOBALMOHHbLIN NOTeHUMan AMeprku camomy CepbE3HOMY PUCKY B
coBpeMeHHon nctopum CLUA. Ero npeanoxeHust 0 cokpalleHum doegeparnbHOi NoAAEPKKN HAayYHbIX
nccrnefoBaHun paBHOCUITbHBI Nepeaaye actadeTbl MMPOBOro TeXHoornveckoro nuaepcrea Kntato, B 10
BpeMs kak Kntanm ygavmBaeT COOCTBEHHbIE YCUIUSA NO CTUMYIMPOBAHWIO NepeaoBon Hayku. MNoTepu oT
aHTMHay4Horo nogxoga Tpamna 6yayT rnobanbHbIMK, @ He TONBbKO AN AMEPUKN. YUEHbIE N MHXKEHEPDI
n3 CLUA, EBponelickoro cotosa, Kutas, Hgum n gpyrux ctpaH AoimkHbl paboTaTb BMECTe, YTOObl HanTH
TEXHUYECKNE NPOpPbIBbI B TAKUX 00MACTSX, Kak HU3KOYIrNepoaHble dHepreTuyeckne cuctemsl, 6opbba ¢
MHEKLUNOHHBIMK 3aboneBaHnaMm 1 rnobanbHas NPoaoBONbCTBEHHAs 6€30MacHOCTb.

There are ample precedents of highly successful crosscountry collaborative R&D in physics (e.g.,
CERN’s discovery of the Higgs boson), genomics (the global collaboration to sequence the human and
other genomes), astronomy and space science (the international space station), and Earth observation
systems (for climate and pollution monitoring), among many areas. Such cooperation today would greatly
enhance progress toward sustainable development and climate safety. Yet, the United States is moving
in the opposite direction.

CyLlecTByeT MHOXECTBO MpeLefeHTOB BECbMa YCMELLHbIX MEXCTPAHOBbLIX COBMeCTHbIX HVNOKP B
obnacTtn dusnkmn (Hanpumep, oTkpbiTue 6o3oHa Xurrca B LIEPHe), reHomukm (rmobansHoe
COTPYOHNYECTBO MO CEKBEHUPOBAHWIO FTEHOMOB YeNoBeKa U APYrMX OpraHM3mMoB), aCTPOHOMUM 1
KOoCcMum4Yeckor Haykn (MexayHapoaHas kKocMuyeckasa CTaHuMs), a Takke cucteM HabnogeHna 3a 3emnén
(ANst MOHUTOPUHIa KNMMaTa u1 3arpsi3HEHUS OKpY>KatoLLLEen cpeabl), U BO MHOTMX ApyrMx obnacTax. Takoe
COTPYOHNYECTBO CErodHs 3HAaYUTENbHO YCKOPWIO Obl MPOrpecc Ha NyTu K yCTOMYMBOMY Pa3BUTHIO 1
Knumatudeckon 6esonacHoctn. OgHako CoeanHEHHbIe LLTaThl ABMXYTCS B MPOTMBOMOSIOXHOM
HanpaBneHuu.

Sadly, Trump is playing out the game plan of the Republican far right, led by the Koch brothers, to cut
taxes for the rich and then slash government spending, including R&D, to partially rebalance the budget.
Yet the budget cutting comes in the midst of one of history’s great technological revolutions. The
remarkable advances in artificial intelligence, computer architecture, nanotechnology, genomics,
neuroscience, and other fields are opening up new possibilities for zero-carbon energy, high-productivity
agriculture, low-cost high-quality health care, lifelong online learning, personalized medicine, conservation
biology, and other opportunities vital for sustainable development. Now is precisely the time to be
increasing rather than cutting the government’s backing for cutting-edge research and development.

K coxanenuto, Tpamn pasbirpbiBaeT niaH KpariHe npaBbix pecrnyGnunkaHLUeB Bo rnase ¢ 6paTbsiMu Kox:
CHM3UTb Hanorn ans GoraTbIx, a 3aTemM Pe3ko COKpaTWUTb rocyaapCTBEHHbIE pacxodbl, Bktodas HYOKP,
4yTOObl YacTUYHO cbGanaHcmpoBaTh GlomkeT. OgHaKo cokpalleHue BroakeTa NpoMcxoamT B pasrap ogHoun
13 BeNMYanLmx TEXHOMOrMYECKUX PEBOTIOLIMIA B UCTOPUMN. 3ameyaTenbHble JOCTUMKEHUS B 06nacTu
WCKYCCTBEHHOIO UHTENEKTa, KOMMbIOTEPHON apXUTEKTYPbI, HAHOTEXHOMNOINIA, FeHOMUKW, Helpobrornorim
W opyrux obnacTel OTKpPbIBaOT HOBbIE BO3MOXHOCTU Anst 6e3yrnepoaHon SHepreTuky,
BbICOKOMPOAYKTUBHOIO CEJIbCKOr0 XO35IMCTBA, HEOPOroro Y KaYeCTBEHHOO 34paBOOXPaHEHMS,
HenpepbIBHOMO OHIaNH-06YYeHUs], MePCOHANM3NPOBAHHON MeAWUMHbI, MPUPOAOOXPAHHON GUonorun 1
APYrX BO3MOXHOCTEW, KM3HEHHO BaXHbIX A1t YCTONYMBOro pa3sutus. Ceiivac kak pa3 camoe Bpemsi
yBENMUYMBATbL, @ HE COKpaLLaTb roCyAapCTBEHHYIO NMOoAAEepKKY NepedoBbIX CCNefoBaHui 1 pa3paboTok.

In the first great phase of American industrialization, roughly from 1800 to 1950, America’s industrial
success was mostly a matter of an expanding domestic market. Key infrastructure, such as the Erie
Canal in the first half of the nineteenth century and the transcontinental railway in the second half, created
an enormous continental-scale market for industrial goods. The process included the good (inventors
such as Samuel Morse, Thomas Edison, and Alexander Bell), the bad (considerable theft of European
technologies), and of course the horrendously ugly (slavery and the genocide of Native Americans).

114



B nepBbIi BeNVKUN Nepro aMmepukaHcKon nHayctpuanusaumm, npumepHo ¢ 1800 no 1950 rog,
NPOMBILLTIEHHBIN ycnex AMepukn Bbin 06ycnoBneH rnaBHbIM 06pa3oM pacluMpeHneM BHYTPEHHETO
pbiHKa. KntoueBble 06beKTbl MHPACTPYKTYPbI, TakMe Kak kaHan dpu B NepBoi nonosuHe XIX Beka
(kaHan B wraTte Hblo-Mopk, cBasbiBaoWwmMin cucTemMy Benukux 03ép ¢ ATNaHTUYEeCKUM OKeaHoM Yepes
peky N'ya3oH, noctpoeH B 1817-1825 rr. - AC) 1 TpaHCKOHTUHEHTarbHas XenesHasi 4opora BO BTOPOWA
NoMoBuMHE, CO34any OrPOMHbIN KOHTUHEHTANbHbIN PbIHOK MPOMbILLIIEHHbLIX TOBApOB. OTOT NpoLecc
BKMoyan B cebs kak xopoluee (Takme nsobpertarenu, kak Camoan Mopse, Tomac 3ancoH n AnekcaHap
Benn), Tak n nnoxoe (3Ha4yMTENbHAA KpaXka €BPOMENCKUX TEXHOMOIMIN) U, KOHEYHO Xe, yKacHoe (pabcTBo
N reHouna KOPEeHHbIX amepuKkaHLEeB).

World War Il marked a pivotal transition in the nature of United States—and indeed, of global—
innovation. The physical sciences and advanced engineering became far more central to the entire
innovation process. And government became far more essential to advances in science and engineering.

BTopasi MmmpoBas BoiHa 03HaMeHoBara cobo NOBOPOTHbIV MOMEHT B XapakTepe MHHOBaLMA B
CoeanHeHHbIx LLTatax — 1, No cyTu, B MMPOBOWM MHHOBALIMOHHON cdepe. dusnyeckne Haykm un
nepenoBasi UHXeHepus cTanu urpatb ropasgo 6onee BaxHyo ponb BO BCEM MHHOBALMOHHOM MpoLecce.
A ponb rocyaapcTea B pasBMTUN HAyKW U TEXHUKN 3HAYUTENBHO BO3pOCha.

Starting in the 1930s, with the mass influx of world-leading European scientists fleeing Hitler, the United
States became the new global capital of cutting-edge science and technology.

HauunHas ¢ 1930-x rogoB, C MacCoBbIM NMPUTOKOM BeayLLMX €BPOMNENCKMX YYEHbIX, bexaBLumx oT 'ntnepa,
CoepunHeHHble LTaTbl cTany HOBOW MMPOBOW CTONULIEV NEPEAOBON HAYKWN U TEXHOMOTUN.

After World War 11, the U.S. military recruited scientists from the defeated Nazi regime as well, such as
rocket scientist Werner van Braun.

Mocne BTopoli MMpPOBOI BOVHbI aMmepuKaHCKMe BOEHHbIE Takke BepboBanu y4€HbIX U3 MOBEPKEHHOTO
HaLMCTCKOrO pexuma, HanpumMmep, y4€Horo-paketynka BepHepa BaH BpayHa.

Equally important, World War 1l fundamentally changed how technological innovation was pursued.
Throughout the war, the U.S. military worked closely with top scientists and private enterprises to develop
new military technologies on a targeted and emergency basis. Countless areas of technology were
radically advanced by directed efforts of government working with academia and industry.

He meHee BaxHO 1 TO, 4To BTOpas MupoBast BoHa dbyHAaMeHTanbHO U3MeHuUna noaxog, K
TEXHOIOMMYECKUM MHHOBaLMSAM. Ha npoTskeHnn Bcel BOWHbI aMepPUKaHCKNE BOEHHbIE TECHO
COTpyAHUYanM ¢ BeAYLLUMMU Y4EHBIMU U YaCTHLIMU NPeANPUATUSIMU, paspabaTbiBasi HOBblE BOEHHbIE
TEXHOIOMMM LieNieHanpaBneHHo U B 3KCTPEHHOM nopsiake. becuncneHHble 06racTi TEXHONOMI
nony4nnu pagukansHoe passutue bnarogaps LeneHanpasnieHHbIM YCUNUSIM NPaBUTENbCTBA,
paboTatoLLero ¢ Hay4YHbIMW Kpyramu U NPOMBbILLIEHHOCTbHO.

This quintessential wartime innovation process came to be known as “directed technological change.”
The military and scientists would interactively identify new technological possibilities, and government
would finance the requisite research and development. The most famous example is the Manhattan
Project to develop the atomic bomb. There were many other lesser-known but momentous cases. And
new materials developed for military technologies, such as semiconductor materials used for the new
radar technology, became cornerstones of postwar industry. The breakthroughs in semiconductors, for
example, became the basis for the invention of the transistor in 1947.

OTOT TUNUYHBIN 7151 BOEHHOIO BPEMEHW MHHOBALMOHHbIN NPOLIECC MOSTYYNT HA3BaHUE «HarnpaBfieHHbIE
TEXHOIOrM4Yeckne N3MeHeH1s». BoeHHble 1 y4€Hble COBMECTHO BbISIBIIANIN HOBbIE TEXHOMNOTMYECKNE
BO3MOXXHOCTW, a NPaBUTENbLCTBO hHAHCUPOBAIo HeobxoamMble UccnenoBaHns U pa3paboTtku. Cambli
N3BECTHBIN NpuMep — MaHX3TTEHCKMIA NPOEKT N0 CO34aHU0 aTOMHOM 60MObI. Bbino MHOro apyrux,
MEHee N3BECTHbIX, HO 3HaMeHaTeNbHbIX MPUMEPOB. A HOBble MaTepuarnsbl, pa3paboTaHHble ANsi BOEHHbIX
TEXHOJOMMI, Takne Kak NonyrnpoBOAHMKOBbIE MaTepmarnbl, UCMOSb3yeMble B HOBOW paaMoNioKaLMOHHON
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TEXHOMOrMu1, cTanu KpaeyrorbHblM KaMHEM NOCNEBOEHHOW MPOMbILLIEHHOCTU. Hanprumep, NpopbIBbI B
obnactu nonynpoBOAHUKOB JErN B OCHOBY M300peTeHns TpaHauctopa B 1947 rogy.

At the end of World War Il, FDR’s science adviser, Vannevar Bush, wrote the visionary manifesto of the
new era of innovation, Science: The Endless Frontier. Bush brilliantly envisioned, and helped to create, a
new era in which government, academia, and industry cocreated innovations based on advanced science
and technology. Bush’s vision was motivated first by national security—the belief that America’s military
predominance depended on American technological leadership—yet with the more general aim of
promoting postwar American prosperity on the foundations of science-based industries.

B koHUe BTopon MmnmpoBon BoWHbI COBETHUK Py3BenbTa no Hayke BaHHeBap byw Hanucan
AanbHOBUAHBIM MaHMGECT HOBOW 3pbl MHHOBaUM «Hayka: 6eckoHeuHble pyoexun». by GnecTsue
CMpOEKTNPOBarn 1 NOMOr CO34aTb HOBYHO 3py, B KOTOPOW MPaBUTENbCTBO, akageMU4ecKkne Kpyrm um
NPOMBbILLIIEHHOCTb COBMECTHO CO3[aBasiv MHHOBALMW, OCHOBaHHbIE HA NePefoBbIX HAYYHbIX U
TEXHOMOrMYecknx JOCTmkeHnax. BugeHune bywa 6bino npoanKTOBaHO npexae BCEro coobpakeHnamm
HauunoHaneHon 6e3onacHoCT — ybexaeHnem, YTO BOEHHOE NPeBOCXOACTBO AMEPUKUN 3aBUCUT OT
aMepurKaHCKOro TEXHONMOrMYeCKoro NMaepcTBa, — HO Npy 3TOM npecrnegoBanacs 1 6onee obwias uens —
COAeNCTBOBaTb NOCMEBOEHHOMY MPOLIBETAHUIO AMEPUKM Ha OCHOBE HAayKOEMKMX OTpPaCnen.

The United States established a host of transformative institutions for science-based innovation, including
the National Science Foundation (1950), the National Institutes of Health (1948), the Defense Advanced
Research Project Agency (DARPA, 1958) of the Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission
(1946), the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA, 1948), and others. Regulated
monopolies such as Bell Telephone also maintained cuttingedge research laboratories that funded and
supported fundamental advances in science and technology.

B CoeavnHeHHbIx LUTaTtax 6bino co3gaHo MHOXECTBO Npeobpasyolmx MHCTUTYTOB A5 HaYYHbIX
WHHOBALMN, BKNoYasa HaumoHanbHbI HaydHbIi doHA (1950 r.), HaunoHanbHble MHCTUTYThI
3gpaBooxpaHeHust (1948 r.), AreHTCTBO NepCneKTUBHbIX UCCregoBaTeNbCKUX NpoekToB MuHmucTepcTBa
06opoHbl CLUA (DARPA, 1958 r.), Komuccuto no atomHow aHeprum (1946 r.), HaunoHansHoe ynpaenexHve
Nno a3poHaBTUKe U UccriefoBaHmo kKocMmnyeckoro npoctpaHcTea (NASA, 1948 r.) v gpyrue.
Perynupyemble MoHononun, Takue kak Bell Telephone, Takke cogepxanu nepefosble
nccnegosartenbckue nabopatopumm, KOTopble UHAHCUPOBaNM U Nnogaepxmnsany yHaamMmeHTanbHble
OOCTWXEHUsT B 061aCTM HAYKM N TEXHUKMN.

In countless areas of modern life, directed technological change became the guiding force of postwar
progress. Government and civil-society organizations (such as the Rockefeller Foundation, in areas of
public health and agriculture, and the March of Dimes, in the case of polio) would identify a cutting-edge
opportunity. Scientific and engineering leaders in academia, national laboratories, and private industry
would work together to chart possible pathways to success, and the government and foundations would
fund the R&D and also support the subsequent diffusion of successful innovations. Thus, the March of
Dimes, originally launched by President Roosevelt in 1938, funded Jonas Salk’s breakthrough research
that produced the first successful polio vaccine, and the government then funded the vaccine’s rapid
uptake.

B 6ecuncrnieHHbix 061acTax COBPEMEHHOW XXN3HW HanpaBreHHblE TEXHOMNOMMYECKNe N3MEHEHNS CTanm
OBWXKYLLIEN CUITON NOCNEBOEHHOIO nNporpecca. FocyaapcTBeHHbIE U 0OLLECTBEHHbIE OpraHu3auun (Takue
kak ®oHp Pokdennepa B obnactu 3gpaBooxpaHeHus u cenbckoro xo3sanctea n March of Dimes B cnyyae
C MNONMOMUENNTOM) BbISIBUNU NepefoBble BO3MOXHOCTU. Beaylme yyéHble 1 UHXeHepbl 13
aKaZleMMYecKMX KpyroB, HaLMoHarnbHbIX TabopaTopuii U YacTHOro cektopa 6yayT COBMECTHO paboTaTb
HaZ onpefeneHnem BO3MOXHBIX NMyTEN K yCrnexy, a NpaBUTenscTBO U hoHabl OyayT doumHaHcMpoBaTb
HWNOKP n cnocobcTBOBaTH MOCNEAYHOLWLEMY PACMPOCTPAHEHMIO YCNELHbIX MHHOBALUMIA. Tak, (oHg
«MapL gecaTnLeHTOBUKOBY, NepBOHaYaribHO co34aHHbIn npe3ngeHToM Pyssenstom B 1938 roay,
npodrHaHcMpoBan npopbiBHOe uccriegoBaHue [xoHaca Conka, pe3ynbTaTtoM KOTOPOro ctana nepsas
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ycreluHas BakLMHa NpOTUB NONMOMMUENNTa, a 3aTeM NpaBUTENbCTBO NPOdMHaHCUPOBaro eé GbicTpoe
BHeZpeH/e.

In this way, government funding and leadership supported key advances in science and technology that
could thereafter be scaled up by government and private industry. Successes included the moonshot, the
rapid development of computer science, the invention of the Internet, advances in exploration and
development of hydrocarbons (including hydraulic fracturing, or fracking), advances in crop breeding, the
sequencing of the human genome, and more recently, self-driving vehicles championed by DARPA.

Takum 06pa3om, rocyaapcTBeHHoe hMHaHCMpOBaHWe M PYKOBOACTBO MOAAEPXKMBANM KItoYeBble
[AOCTMXKEHWS B HayKe U TeXHMKE, KOTOpble BNOCNEeACTBUM MO GbiTe MaclLUTabupoBaHbl rocyaapcTBOM U
YyacTHbIM cekTopoM. Cpeaun yCnexoB MOXHO HasBaTb «MonéT Ha JlyHy», GbicTpoe pa3Butue
KOMMbIOTEPHbIX HaykK, M306peTeHne VIHTepHeTa, ycnexu B pa3Beake U paspaboTke yrieBoaopoaos
(BKNtoYast rMapopaspbIB Nracta), AOCTWKEHUS! B CENEKLUM CENbCKOX03ANCTBEHHbIX KYNbTyp,
CEeKBEHVpPOBaHVe reHoma YerioBeka v, COBCeM HeaaBHO, GeECnNUNOTHbIE aBTOMOBWMN, NPoABUraemMble
DARPA.

The close working relationship among government, academia, and business is the essence of directed
technological change that has contributed in fundamental ways to America’s technological edge, global
competitiveness, rising living standards, and national security. Budgetary requirements are often
enormous—-billions of dollars for early-stage R&D. The resulting national innovation system is complex,
with crucial interactions across key stakeholders (academia and business, for example) over the course
of a decade or two.

TecHoe COTpyaHUYECTBO MEXAY NPaBUTENbCTBOM, HAYYHbIMU Kpyrammn 1 GU3HeCoM COCTaBNAeT CyTb
HanpaBIieHHbIX TEXHONOTMYECKUX M3MEHEHWUI, KOTOPbIE BHECNTM (DYHAAMEHTanNbHbIV BKNag B
TEXHOMOrMyeckoe NpeBoCxXoAcTBO AMepUKK, rnobanbHy0 KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOOHOCTb, MOBbLILLEHNE YPOBHS
XM3HM M HauWOHanbHy 6e3onacHocTb. brogkeTHble NOTPeBHOCTM 3a4acTyr0 OrPOMHbI — MUMNMapab!
AonnapoB Ha paHHue ctagum HNOKP. B pesynbTaTe hopMmUpyeTcs CrioXkHas HaumMoHanbHas
WHHOBALIMOHHAs cuctema, TpebytoLlas KpUTUYECKM BaXXHOTO B3aMMOAENCTBUA MEXAY KIYeEBbIMN
3aMHTEPECOBaHHbLIMU CTOPOHAMW (HanpuMep, Hay4YHbIMW Kpyramun 1 GU3HeCOoM) B TEYEHME OOHOro-ABYX
JecaTuneTun.

Advances in science and technology are hard won. Most importantly, government must be the champion
of scientific truth over politics and must be ready to invest for the long run. Alas, these foundations for
long-term innovation have deteriorated badly in recent years, and the Trump administration constitutes a
new, unimaginable low point.

[ocTxeHunsa B Hayke N TeXHUKe Oar0TCA HEeJerko. Camoe rnaBHoe, npaBuUTENIbCTBO OOJKHO OTCTanBaTb
HaAY4YHYK UCTUHY, a HE MOJINTUKY, N ObITb rOTOBbLIM K OOJTTOCPOYHbIM MHBECTULINAM. YBbl, 3TV OCHOBBbI
OOJTTOCPOYHbIX WHHOBaLMI B nocrnegHue roabl Cepbé3HO nogopeaHbl, U agMUHUCTpPaUnA TpaMI'Ia
npencrtaBnaeT cobon HOBYHO, HeBoo6pa3mmyro TOYKY NageHnA.

Trump and his cronies have their eyes narrowly and obsessively fixed on two goals: deregulation and tax
cuts, both of which work against long-term innovation. The relentless focus on tax cuts and deregulation
is the libertarian agenda long championed by the far right. It now threatens to kill the federal innovation
system, the one that Vannevar Bush helped to put in place nearly seventy-five years ago.

Tpamn 1 ero npucneLHKN COCPeAOTONEHbI Ha ABYX LIeNsX: AeperynupoBaHnm U CHUKEHUW HArOroB,
KoTopble 06e NpenaTCTBYIOT AONITOCPOYHBIM MHHOBaUUSIM. [MOCTOsIHHas OpUeHTaLNs Ha CHIKEHME
HamnoroB v geperynupoBaHne — 3To NubepTapraHckas nporpaMmMa, KOTopyl AaBHO OTCTauBaloT KpaiHe
npasble. Tenepb OHa rPO3UT YHUYTOXUTL peaepanbHy0 MHHOBALMOHHYIO CUCTEMY, TY, KOTOPYHO
BaHHeBap By nomor cozgaTb NOYTU CEMbAECAT NSATb NET Hasap,

The result is a politics of lies and slashed budgets for federally funded R&D. Basic science—for example,
the wellestablished science of climate change—is trashed in order to promote antiscientific environmental
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deregulation. And the budgets of the government’s key scientific agencies and laboratories are slashed to
facilitate further tax cuts for the rich. In the process, the Republican Party has firmly become an
antiscience party.

PesynbTatom CTaHOBUTCA NONUTUKA DKM U COKpaLleHus GrompxkeToB Ha heaeparnbHoie HAOKP.
dPyHpameHTanbHasa Hayka, HanpuMep, YCTosiBLUasca Hayka 06 M3MeHeHun knumaTa, nogBepraeTcs
KpUTUKE paan NPOABWKEHMS aHTUHAY4YHOro AeperynMpoBaHus okpyxatoLlen cpebl. brogpxeTbl
KMOYEBbIX FOCYAaPCTBEHHbIX HAY4YHbIX YYPEXAEHUN 1 NabopaTopuii CoKpaLLatoTcs, YTOObI
crnocobCcTBOBaThL AanbHeNLEMY CHUXXEHUIO HAroroB ang dorateix. B pesynbtate PecnybnukaHckas
napTus OKOHYaTEeNbHO NpeBpaTuUiach B aHTUHAYYHYHO NapTuio.

It's striking how dramatically the situation has deteriorated, even when compared with the administration
of George W. Bush, an administration that, like Trump’s, was also dominated by the oil-and-gas lobby.
While the Bush administration rejected any meaningful policies to combat climate change and parroted
antiscience in the process, it did recognize the importance of science and technology for America’s long-
term competitiveness.

MopasnTenbHO, HAaCKOMbKO PEe3KO yXyALIMNack CUTyaLns, Aaxe MO CPaBHEHWIO C aAMUHUCTpaUmnen
Ixopaxa bywa-mnagawero, kotopas, kKak u agMuHMCTpauus Tpamna, Takke Haxogunachb nog BAUsHUEM
HedTerasoBoro nobou. Xors agmuHncTpauus byla otBeprana nobble 3Hauumble Mepbl No 6opbbe ¢
N3MEHEHMeM KnumaTta v npy 9Tom 6e34yMHO NOBTOPSiNa aHTMHAay4YHbIe 3asBrieHNs, OHa Npu3Hasana
BaXXHOCTb HayKW U TEXHONOMI ANS SONTOCPOYHON KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOBHOCTN AMEPUKN.

The administration and Congress backed an important 2005 study, Rising Above the Gathering Storm, by
the National Academy of Sciences (NAS).1 The report strongly endorsed federal funding of R&D, a
welcoming environment for international researchers to work in the United States, and improved science
and mathematics education at the K-12 level in order to prepare young Americans for advanced studies
in the sciences and engineering.

AgmuHuncTtpaums n KoHrpecc nogaepkanu BaxHoe nccnegosadme HaunornansHon akagemun Hayk (NAS)
2005 roga «lMNogHumascs Hag Hagsuratowencs 6ypeny.1 B goknage pewumntenbHO ogobpsinoch
denepansHoe uHaHcnpoBaHne HNOKP, cosgaHune 6naronpusaTHbIX yCnoBui Ans paboTbl MHOCTPaHHbIX
uccnegosatenen B CoeanHeHHbix LUTaTax u ynyyweHne obpa3oBaHusi B 061acT eCTeCTBEHHbIX HAYK U
mMaTemaTuKM Ha ypoBHe K—12 ¢ uenbio NOAroTOBKM MONOAbIX aMepuKaHLEB K YriyGneHHOMY U3Yy4eHuHo
€CTEeCTBEHHbIX HayK 1 UHXEeHepun.

The opening words of the NAS study were striking and remain true today:

The prosperity the United States enjoys today is due in no small part to investments the nation has made
in research and development at universities, corporations, and national laboratories over the last 50
years. Recently, however, corporate, government, and national scientific and technical leaders have
expressed concern that pressures on the science and technology enterprise could seriously erode this
past success and jeopardize future US prosperity.

I'IepBble cnosa uccrnegosaHns NAS 6binn nopasnTteribHbl 1 OCTAalOTCA aKTyallbHbIMU N CEroOaHA:

MpovuBeTaHne, KOTOPLIM CeroaHst Hacnaxagattca CoeguHeHHble LLTaTbl, BO MHOroM 06yCcrnoBneHo
WHBECTULMSIMU CTPaHbl B UCCMNEA0BaHNA 1 pa3paboTky B YHUBEPCUTETAX, KOPNOPALMSAX Y HAaLMOHAIbHbIX
nabopartopusix 3a nocnegHue 50 net. OgHako B NocnegHee BpeMsi pyKOBOAMTENN KOoprnopauui,
npaBUTENbCTBA U HALMOHAIbHbLIX HAYYHO-TEXHUYECKUX KPYrOB Bblpa3unm 00eCnOKOEHHOCTb TEM, YTO
AaBIieHVe Ha Hay4YHO-TEXHMUYECKUE NPEeaNpUATUS MOXKET CEPbE3HO MOLOPBATh 3TN NPOLUSbLIE YCNEXU U
noctaBuTb Nnog yrpo3y oyayuiee npouseTaHne CLUA.

The commission made four key recommendations: “Increase America’s talent pool by vastly improving K-
12 science and mathematics education; sustain and strengthen the nation’s traditional commitment to
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long-term basic research; make the United States the most attractive setting in which to study and
perform research; and ensure that the United States is the premier place in the world to innovate.”

Komunccuns BbiHECNa YeTbIpe KoYeBble pekoMeHaauumn: «YBenMunTb KagapoBbli noTeHumnan AMepukn
nyTemM 3HAYUTENbHOrO yny4llieHns obpasoBaHus B 0611acT €eCTECTBEHHbIX HAayK 1 MaTeMaTuKKM B LLKONax
C AeTckoro caga no 12 knacc; nogaepKueaTtb U YKPENSATb TPAAULMOHHYO MPUBEPKEHHOCTL CTPaHbI
OONTOCPOYHbIM yHOAMEHTanbHbIM UccrefoBaHunsM; caenatb CoegmHeHHble LUTaThl Hanbonee
npuBnekaTesibHbIM MECTOM 4151 00y4YeHUss 1 NPOBEAEHUSI UCCNEQOBaHWIA; U rapaHTUPOBaTh, YTO
CoeanHeHHble LUTaTbl cTaHyT BeAyLWMM MECTOM B MUpE A71s1 MUHHOBaLMIA».

These recommendations were broadly adopted in the America Competes Act of 2007, which established
important new initiatives for federally funded research and development and support for education in
STEM (science, technology, engineering, and mathematics). The legislation created the extremely
important Advanced Research Project Agency in the Department of Energy (ARPA-E) to support R&D on
cutting-edge energy technologies.

OTn pekoMeHaaLmm ObINK LWMPOKO NPUHATLI B 3akoHe 0 koHKypeHuun B AMepuke 2007 roga, KoTopbii
YyCT@HOBMIT BaXXHbl€ HOBblE MHMLMATMBLI 4518 (buHaHCUpyeMbIX U3 doeaepanbHoro boaxeTa
nccrnegoBaHuin U paspaboTok, a Takke noaaepxkn obpasoBaHusa B obnactn STEM (ecTecTBeHHble
HayKu, TEXHOMOMMU, MHXXEHEePUs: U1 MaTeMaTtmka). OTOT 3aKOH co3gar Ypes3Bbl4anHO BaXXHOE AreHTCTBO
nepcneKkTUBHbIX UccriegoBaTensCknx NnpoektoB npu Munnctepctee aHepretukm (ARPA-E) ans
nogaepxkn HUOKP B obnactv nepefoBbiX 9HEPreTUYECKNX TEXHOSOMMIA.

Now Trump is dismantling or degrading virtually every piece of the civilian innovation system. First,
Trump’s first budget aimed to eliminate ARPA-E entirely and to slash federal outlays on biomedical
research as well, cutting the annual budget for the National Institutes of Health from around $30 billion to
$25 billion. The budget for the Department of Education was also sharply reduced, by around 13 percent,
or $9 billion. While Congress, including many Republican members, resisted these proposed cuts, Trump
continues to chip away at funding for civilian science and technology.

Tenepb Tpamn paspyLlaeT unm yxyguaeT NpakTUYeCcKkn Kaxabin 3NeMeHT rpaxgaHCcKon MHHOBaLMOHHOW
cuctembl. Bo-nepBbix, nepsbin 6iogxeT Tpamna Obin HanpasnieH Ha nonHyto nukemMaauuio ARPA-E n
pe3Kkoe cokpalleHne deaepanbHbIX pacxo4oB Ha BUoMeanLMHCKUE UCCNeaoBaHWs, YTO MPUBENO K
COKpaLleHu1to rogoBoro 6rompketa HaumoHaneHbIX MHCTUTYTOB 34paBooxpaHeHus npumepHo ¢ 30 go 25
MunnapaoB gonnapos. brogpkeT MuHncTepcTBa 06pa3oBaHus Takke Obln pe3ko ypesaH — MPUMEPHO Ha
13 nNpoueHTOoB, nnu Ha 9 MMnnMapgoB gonnapos. XoTa KoHrpecc, Bkitovas MHOrMX pecnybnunkaHues,
COMPOTUBNANCHA 3TUM NpearioxXeHnam, Tpamn NpoJosikaeT cokpallaTb (PMHAHCMPOBaHWE rpaXKgaHCKON
HaYKM U TEXHOJSIOTUMN.

Second, Trump has begun shutting down the scientific capacity of U.S. agencies to deal with
environmental science and environmental crises such as climate change and pollution. Federal websites
have gone silent on climate science; online data sets that were once available to the scientific community
are being withdrawn; agencies have been put on warning against discussing climate change; and Trump
has pushed hard for drastic cuts to the budget, slashing the Environmental Protection Agency to the core,
including its Office of Research and Development. All of this attack on federally supported R&D is gravely
compounded by Trump’s own antiscience rhetoric.

Bo-BTOpbIX, Tpamn Hayan cokpallaTe Hay4HbI NOTEHLMAaNn aMepuKaHCKNX areHTCTB, HeobxoaumbI Ans
peLueHns Npobriem, CBs3aHHbIX C HAyKoM 06 OKpyXatoLen cpeae, 1 peLueHns 9KONOrM4yecknx Kpuancos,
TakMx Kak M3MeHeHue KnumMaTa 1 3arpsi3HeHune okpyxatowen cpeabl. PegepanbHble Be6-canThl
nepectanu nyénvkosaTb MHHOPMALIMIO O KIMMAaTONOMMK; OHManH-AaHHbIe, paHee AOCTYMHbIE Hay4YHOMY
coo0LLEeCTBY, M3bIMAIOTCS; areHTCTBaM ObIfo BbIHECEHO NpeaynpexaeHne 0 HegomnyCTUMMOCTM
obcyxaeHust aMeHeHus knuMaTta; a Tpamn akTMBHO HacTamBan Ha pe3koM CokpalleHun brogxeTa,
bykBanbHO ypesaB GloaxeT AreHTCTBa MO OXpaHe OKpY»KatoLLen cpefpl, BKNtoyasi ero YnpasneHune
uccnegoBaHuii u paspaboTtok. Bce aTn Hanagky Ha dmHaHcupyemble 13 degepanbHoro bopkeTta
HWNOKP cepbe3Ho ycyrybnsTcsa aHTUHay4YHoM putopukor camoro Tpamna.
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Third, Trump’s travel bans and general hostility to international partnerships and cooperation is already
putting a severe chill on global scientific cooperation. It is no accident that American universities have
lined up against the travel bans and have been plaintiffs seeking to prevent their implementation.

B-TpeTbux, 3anpeTbl Tpamna Ha Bbe3a 1 obLias BpaxaebHOCTb K MeXAyHapOAHOMY NapTHEPCTBY U
COTPYOHNYECTBY YXKe CEPbE3HO caepXumBatoT rnobanbHoe Hay4YHoe COTpyAHMYEeCTBO. Hecny4variHo
aMepuKaHCKMe YHUBEPCUTETbI BbICTYNWM NPOTUB 3aNpeToB Ha BbE3 U CTanu UCTLamMu, CTPEMSLLMMUCS
nomMeLlaTtb X BBEAEHUIO.

What is so remarkable about all of this is that Trump is degrading America’s innovation system just as
China is taking remarkably bold steps to upgrade its own innovation system and its leadership in cutting-
edge technologies. China’s rate of patenting has soared in recent years, nearly catching up with the rate
of U.S. patent applications, and is on a path to overtake the United States in the near future. China is now
producing more science and engineering PhDs than the United States. Perhaps most striking is China’s
explicit commitment to technological advances in ten critical sectors in the coming decade, part of a newly
announced “Made in China 2025” program, including advanced information technology, new energy
(including electric) vehicles, low-carbon energy, and advanced medical sciences, among others. America
is ceding the field to China in key future technologies.

MpumevaTensHO BO BCEM 3TOM TO, 4TO Tpamn paspyLlaeT MHHOBALMOHHYI cucteMy AMEPUKM MMEHHO B
TOT MOMEHT, korga Kutan npegnpvHumaeT nopasuTernbHO CMenble Wwarv no MogepHu3aumm co6CTBEHHOM
WHHOBALIMOHHOM CUCTEMbI U YKPENIEHNIO CBOEro NmuaepcTBa B NepeaoBbiX TeXHonornsax. Temnbl
nateHToBaHus B Kutae pe3ko BO3pocnu B NOCNeAHne rofbl, MOYTM CPaBHABLUMCE C TeMNamMu nogayu
nateHTHbIX 3asBok B CLUA, n B Gnmkanwem 6ygyuiem ctpaHa, BeposaTHo, ob6roHnt CLUA. Cenvac Knutan
BbiNyckaeT 6onbLue JOKTOPOB HayK U NHxXeHepoB, YeM CLUA. MNoxanyn, cambiM nopasvTenbHbIM
ABMAETCA YETKasa NpUBEPXKEHHOCTb KnTas TEXHONOrMyeckomy nporpeccy B 4ECATU BaXHEWLLMX CeKTopax
B TeyeHune bnmxanwero gecatTuneTnss B paMkax HegaBHoO 06bsABneHHoln nporpammel «CaenaHo B Kntae
2025y, Bkntoyasi nepefoBble MHPOPMALMOHHbIE TEXHOMOMMW, HOBbIE BUAbI TpAHCNopTa (BKMoYas
3MeKTPOMOBUNN), HU3KOYIMEePOAHYI0 IHEPreTHKY 1 NnepeaoBble MeANLMHCKNE HayKu, cpean NpoYyero.
Amepuka yctynaet Kntato nnaepcTBO B KMOYEBbIX TEXHONOMMAX ByayLero.

With rapid technological breakthroughs underway in many parts of the world, the added benefits of global
cooperation are even greater. More than ever, global networks of scientists working together, and
supported by national governments, could build on each other’s expertise, test new approaches, and
dramatically shorten the time span from initial hypothesis to scientific discovery to technical applications
and global dissemination. Such global cooperative efforts would not only provide shared gains for all
participating countries, but also reduce distrust across the world. Scientists speak a truly global language,
and their shared successes could help all the rest of us to do so as well.

B ycnoBusx cTpeMUTENbHbIX TEXHONMOMMYECKMX NMPOPbLIBOB, MPOUCXOAALLMX BO MHOTUX YacTaX Mupa,
[AOMONMHUTENbHbIE MPEMMYyLLECTBa rMobanbHOro coTpyaHUYecTBa CTaHoBATCA eLwé Gonee
3HaunTenbHbIMU. Kak H1Korga paHee, rnobarnbHble CeTu YYEHbIX, paboTatoLLmMX BMECTe U
noAAePKMBaEMbIX HaLMOHaNbHbLIMU NPaBUTENBCTBAMU, MOTIM Gbl ONMPAaTLCA Ha OMbIT APYr APYra,
TEeCTUPOBaTb HOBbIE NMOAXOAbl U 3HAYUTENBHO COKpaLlllaTbh BpeMsl OT NepBOHaYanbHON rmnoTesbl 40
Hay4YHOro OTKPbLITUSA, TEXHUYECKOrO NMPUMEHEHMS U rNoGarbHOro pacnpocTpaHeHns pesynbtaTtoB. Takve
rnoGarnbHble COBMECTHbIE YCUIMS HE TONbKo obecneyunny 6bl 06LLYH0 BbIroAy BCEM YYacTBYHOLUM
CcTpaHaM, HO 1 CHU3UNK Obl HeIOBEPME BO BCEM MUPE. YUEHble roBOPAT Ha NOUCTUHE rnmobanbHOM
A3blke, U UX 0bLLMe ycrnexm Mornu 6bl MOMOYb BCEM HaM.

14 TOWARD A WORLD ECONOMY OF REGIONS

K MupoBOIM 3KOHOMUKE PErMOHOB

There are very strong reasons for neighboring nations to cooperate. Neighbors share rivers and
watersheds and other national resources. Neighbors may spread diseases across borders, requiring joint
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efforts for disease surveillance and epidemic control. Neighbors can usefully collaborate in building trans-
boundary road, rail, power, and fiber networks. Neighbors can enjoy mutual benefits of tourism, trade,
and financial flows. And, of course, neighbors gain by avoiding violence across the common border.

CyLLeCcTBYIOT O4EHb BECKME NPUYUHBI AN COTPYAHUYECTBa coceaHuX cTpaH. Coceam pa3nenstoT peku,
BOAOpa3fenbl U Apyrme HaumoHanbHble pecypcbl. Coceamn MoryT pacnpocTpaHsiTe 6ornesHun Yepes
rpaHnLbl, YTO TPEBYET COBMECTHbBIX YCUIUIA MO 3NMAEMUYECKOMY KOHTPOMIO 1 anuaHaasopy. Coceam
MOFYT MSI0A0TBOPHO COTPYAHUYATb B CTPOUTENBCTBE TPAHCIPaHUYHbIX aBTOMOOUIIBHBIX, KEeNe3HbIX
[A0pOr, NIMHUIA 3reKTponepeaay 1 ONTOBOSOKOHHbIX ceTel. Coceam MOryT nonyyaTtb B3aUMHYHO Bbirogy oT
TypusmMa, TOProenv U (oMHaAHCOBbLIX NMOTOKOB. M, KOHEYHO e, COCEAMN BbIMIPbIBAOT, U3beras Hacunms
Yyepes 00Lyto rpaHuly.

Nonetheless, the Cold War often divided neighbors, rather than uniting them. One country would be in the
U.S. camp and the next-door neighbor in the Soviet camp. When disputes between neighbors arose, one
would look to one superpower and the other then gravitate to the other. One might offer a military base to
the United States, prompting the neighbor to request security help from the Soviet camp. Since both
superpowers believed that their Cold War competition extended to every region of the world, every cross-
border dispute among smaller nations had the potential to turn into a new battleground of the wider Cold
War.

Tem He MeHee, xonogHas BOMHA YacTo pasfensna cocenen, a He obbeanHana nx. OgHa cTpaHa
okasbiBanaco B narepe CLUA, a 6nvwkanwni coceq — B coBeTckoM narepe. Korga mexay cocegsmu
BO3HMKamnu crnopsbl, 0fHa 13 HUXx obpallanack K O4HOW CBepxaepkaBe, a Apyrasi TSHynacb K Apyromn.
OpHa n3 cTpaH Morna npeanoxntb BoeHHyto 6a3dy CoeanHeHHbim LLTatam, yto nobyxaano cocena
obpaTnTbCa 3a NOMOLLbIO B 06nacTi 6e3onacHOCTH k coBeTCKOMY narepto. [Nockonbky obe
CBepXAepaBbl CYMTanNN, YTO UX CONEPHNYECTBO B XONOAHON BOVHE PAcNpPOCTPaHSETCs Ha BCE PErMOHbI
Mupa, nbon TPaHCTPaHWYHbIA CNOP MEeXAY ManbiMy CTpaHaMu MOr NpeBpaTUTbLCA B HOBOE Nnosie GUTBbI
0Oonee WNPOKOWN XONOAHOM BOWHbI.

Of course there were ample reasons for cross-border tensions even without the meddling of the
superpowers. Nextdoor neighbors dispute where boundaries are drawn (perhaps as the result of wars
long past). They may each be home to an ethnic group that straddles the border, or that uses one country
to launch attacks on the neighboring country. The current boundaries might have been drawn by the
European imperial powers in ways that create major headaches today. Yet all of these headaches are
greatly exacerbated when the quarreling neighbors turn to the major powers for support in their local
battles. Local conflicts suddenly become regional or global conflicts, and even proxy wars among the
superpowers.

KoHeYHo, NpuYmnH Ans TpaHCrpaHUYHOM HanpsiKEHHOCTM ObINo NpegocTaTovHO Aaxe 6e3
BMeLlaTenbCTBa CBepXAepaB. bnvxkaniwne cocegm cnopsit o rpaHyLax (BO3MOXHO, B pe3dyrnbtaTe
AaBHO npoluewmnx BorH). Kaxapli 13 HUX MOXET ObiTb LOMOM 41151 STHUYECKOW rpynnbl, NPOXMBAOLLEN
no o6e CTOPOHbI rPaHuLbI, UM UCMOMb3YIOLLEN OOHY CTPaHy AN HanageHus Ha coceHo. HelHeWwHne
rpaHuLbl, BO3MOXHO, ObINv NpoBeAeHbI €BPOMNENCKUMIN MMMNEPUANUCTUYECKUMUN OEPXKaBaAMMN TaKUM
0bpasom, YTO CeroaHsi 3T0 Co34aET cepbésHble npobnembl. OgHaKo Bce 3T NPoGneMbl 3HAUYUTENBHO
ycyrybnsatoTcsa, korga BpaxayroLne coceam obpallaroTca 3a NOAEPKKON K KPYMHbIM Aep)KaBaM B CBOUX
nokarnbHbIX KOHGIMKTaX. JIokanbHbIe KOH(PNNKTLI BHE3AMHO NepepacTatoT B PerMoHasnbHble Unm
rnobarnbHble KOH(MMKTBI, @ TO U B ONOCPEAOBAHHbIE BOWHbBI MEXOY CBEPXAEPKaBaMMU.

Consider the morass of Syria today. Syria itself is a mosaic of ethnicities across many Muslim and
Christian denominations. Three major regional Muslim powers, Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and Iran, all
compete for influence, while Israel worries especially about Iran’s potential influence and ability to supply
weapons through Syria to Hezbollah in Lebanon and Hamas in Gaza. All of these countries worry about
the possibility that a rival power will gain ascendancy in Syria. Turkey worries also about the possibility of
a semi-independent Kurdish enclave in Syria that could then support the Kurdish national movement
within Turkey.
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BarnaHute Ha TpsicuHy coBpemeHHolr Cupun. Cama Cupusa npeacraBnsieT cobon MO3auky STHUHECKUX
rpynm, BKIIOYaLWY MHOXECTBO MYCYIbMaHCKMUX U XPUCTUAHCKUX KOHGIecCui. Tpu KpynHenwmne
pervoHarnbHble MycyrnbMaHckune gepxasbl — Typuuns, Caynosckas Apasusi n MipaH — 6optoTces 3a
BMNMsiHME, B TO BpeMs Kak M3pannb ocobeHHO 06ecnokoeH noTeHumanbHbIM BMsHUEM VipaHa n ero
CNOCOBHOCTLIO NOCTaBMNATb opyxue vepes Cuputo «Xesbonne» B JlInsaHe u XAMAC B cektope Nasa. Bce
3TW CTPaHbl 00EeCNOKOEHbI BO3MOXHOCTBIO YCUIEHNs BNMSHUS B Cupry conepHuYatoLLen gepxassbl.
Typuuio Takke 6€CnOKOUT BO3MOXHOCTb MOSABMEHUS MOMYyHE3aBUCMMOrO KypACKOro aHknasa B Cupuu,
KOTOpbIN Mor 6bl 3aTeM NoAaepXaTb KypACKOe HaLMOHarnbHOe ABMKXEHNE BHYTPY Typuun.

During the Cold War, the Syrian regime of Hafez al-Assad was a Soviet client state, putting the United
States on alert against possible Soviet actions in the region carried out via Syria. After 1992, the United
States looked for opportunities to weaken or overthrow the Assad regime, partly to push Russia from the
scene and partly to resist Iranian influence. When Bashar al-Assad succeeded his father, the United
States tried alternatively to woo the son or to overthrow him. It settled on the latter approach upon the
eruption of the Arab Spring in early 2011. The U.S. government teamed up with Saudi Arabia, Israel, and
Turkey to overthrow Assad, using the CIA to channel arms, money, and advice, while the Syrian
government looked to Russia and Iran to save it.

Bo Bpemsi xornogHow BoWHbI cupuncknii pexxum Xadesa Acaga 6ein rocygapctsom-catennutom CCCP,
yTo npegynpexgano CoeauHerHble LUTaTbl 0 BO3MOXHbIX AenctBusax CCCP B pernoHe,
ocyllecTBnsieMbix Yepe3 Cuputo. MNMocne 1992 roga CoeguHeHHble LLTaTbl nckanu BO3MOXHOCTH
ocnabuTb unu cBeprHyTb pexum Acaga, oT4acTu 4ns Toro, 4Tobbl BbITECHUTL Poccuto co CLeHbl, a
oTyacTu — Ansa NPOTUBOAENCTBUSA npaHckomy BnnsHuto. Korga bawap Acag ctan npeeMHUKom oTua,
CoeavHeHHble WTaThl NbiTanmcb nMMbo CKNOHUTL Ha CBOK CTOPOHY CbiHa, B0 AobuTbCA ero
cBepxeHus. [Nocne Havana Apabckon BecHbl B Havane 2011 roga CLUA octaHOBMNUCHL Ha NOCNeaHeM
nogxoge. MNMpasutenscteo CLUA ob6beanHunock ¢ Cayaosckon Apasuen, N3pannem n Typumen, 4Tobbl
cBeprHyTb Acaga, ucnonbdys LIPY anst noctaBok opyxusi, 4EHEr 1 KOHCYNbTauui, B TO BpEMS Kak
CYpUINCKOEe NpaBUTENbCTBO Hagesnock Ha Poccuto n MpaH, 4Tobbl cnactu cebs.

All over the world, such regional tensions reflected local histories combined with great-power politics and
interventions. In northeast Asia, China, Russia, and North Korea have long faced off against the United
States, Japan, and South Korea. In South Asia, the United States has traditionally sided with Pakistan in
its diplomatic and military standoff with India, though U.S. interests have recently shifted toward India. In
these cases and countless others, local powers have competed for advantage by recruiting global powers
as allies. In turn, the global powers have often found it convenient to compete with other global powers
through their local proxies.

Bo Bcem mupe nogobHasi permoHansHas Hanps>keHHOCTb OTpakara MEeCTHYH UCTOPUIO B COMETaHMM ¢
NONIUTMKOM U MHTEPBEHUMSMUN BENUKUX aepxaB. B Ceepo-BoctouHon Asnmn Kutan, Poccus n CeepHas
Kopes gonroe Bpems npotmBocTosnn CoeanHeHHbiM Ltatam, AnoHnn n KOxHon Kopee. B HOxHom Asunn
CoepuHeHHble LWTaThl TpaguumMoHHO nogaepxmeanu NakuctaH B ero AUniomMaTtuyeckom 1 BOEHHOM
npoTusocTosiHUK ¢ iHanen, xota B nocnegHee BpeMs nHTepeckl CLUA cmecTunuce B cTopoHy MHaun. B
3TMX M BeCUMCNEHHBIX APYrMX CryYasx MecTHble Aep)KaBbl 60pONUCh 32 NPEUMYLLECTBO, MPUBIEKas B
KayecTBe COH3HMKOB MUPOBLIE AepKaBbl. B cBOIO ouepenb, MUPOBbIE AepXKaBbl YHACTO HAXOAUIU
YOOOHbBIM KOHKYPMPOBATb C APYTMMI MUPOBLIMU AEPXKaBaMmn Yepe3 CBOMX MECTHbIX CTaBIEHHUKOB.

Add in natural resources such as oil, and local conflicts quickly become even more chaotic and
multifaceted. Greatpower interventions in the Middle East have inevitably involved jockeying for lucrative
oil concessions, or for rights of way on pipelines, ports, and shipping lanes. Woe be the country that
discovers oil, gas, diamonds, gold, or other riches under the ground. It is likely to become a playground
for international intrigue if not outright war.

[obaBbTe k 3TOMY NPMPOOHbIE PECYPChI, TakMe Kak HedTb, 1 NoKanbHbIe KOHNNKTBI BbICTPO CTaHyT
eLé bornee xaOTUYHBIMW M MHOTOrpaHHbIMKU. BMmellatenscTBa Benukmx aepxas Ha bnvxxHem BocToke
HensbexHo nogpasymeBany 60pbOy 3a NpubbINbHbIE HEPTSAHBIE KOHLLECCHM UMK MpaBa Npoxoga no
TpybonpoBogam, noptam 1 MOPCKUM NyTam. ['ope Ton cTpaHe, koTopas 0OHapyXuT HedbTb, ras, anmMassbl,
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30M0TO uUnu apyrue 6oratctea nof 3emnén. OHa, BepOSATHO, CTaHeT NIOLLaAKoN A MeXAYHAaPOAHbIX
WHTPUI, €CNN He NPSMON BOWHbI.

From an economic point of view, conflicts between neighbors are generally devastating for both. Even
when war is avoided, mere diplomatic chilliness between neighbors can drain both countries of economic
dynamism. When neighbors are friendly, on the other hand, they can capture the significant benefits of
cross-border trade and finance; economies of scale in network infrastructure (power transmission,
connectivity, storage, and transport); delivery of public health services (epidemic surveillance and
control); and ecosystem management (biodiversity conservation, pollution control, and fresh water
management, among others).

C 3KOHOMMYECKOW TOUKM 3PEHMSA, KOHDMMKTLI MEXAY COCEAAMM, KaK MPaBuo, paspyLumnTensHbl Ans
obeunx cTpaH. [laxxe Koraa BoviHbl yAaéTcsa nsbexaTb, MPOCToe AMNIIOMaTUYECKOE OXNaXAEHNE MeXay
coceasMn MOXeT NULWNTb 06e CTpaHbl 3KOHOMUYECKOro AMHaMmama. C Apyrori CTOPOHbI, KOraa coceam
HaCTpOeHbl ApY>XentobHO, OHM MOryT BOCMOMNb30BaTLCH 3HAYUTENbHLIMU NPEUMYLLECTBAMU
TpaHCrpaHU4HOM TOProBnx U (OUHAHCOB; 3KOHOMMEN MacLUTaba B CeTEBON UHPpaACTPyKType (Nnepenada
SMNEeKTPO3HEPTUN, CBA3b, XPAaHEHNE N TPaHCMNOPT); NpeaocTaBneHemM ycnyr o6LecTBeHHOro
30paBoOXpaHeHNs (3NMAEMUYECKMIN HaA30P Y KOHTPOIb); U ypaBrieHNneM 3KOCMcTeEMaMm (COXpaHeHne
BropasHoobpasnsi, KOHTPOIb 3arpsA3HEHNs U ynpaBneHne NPecHon BogOW, Cpeamn Npo4vero).

Regional economic and political integration, as in the European Union, is the single most powerful
strategy to reduce the risks of war and increase the prospects for economic development. Europe’s
history in the twentieth century proves the point. After World War I, two defunct multiethnic empires
(Austria-Hungary and Ottoman) splintered into small successor states with mutual distrust and hostility.
Moreover, trade among the larger powers (Britain, France, Germany, Italy) was impeded by tariffs,
inconvertible currencies, international debts, and deep diplomatic conflicts engendered by the Treaty of
Versailles. The prewar Europewide trading system was utterly shattered. Europe experienced twenty
years of nonstop economic crisis, including the monetary instability of the 1920s and the Great
Depression of the 1930s. This generation-long economic crisis, in turn, created the conditions for
renewed war.

PernoHanbHas akoHoOMU4Yeckas U NonuTuyeckas MHTerpauuns, kak B EBponerickom cotose, ABnseTcs
CaMOW OeNCTBEHHOWN CTpaTernen CHUKEHNS pyUcka BOMHBI U yIyYLIEHUS MEPCNEKTUB SKOHOMUYECKOTO
passutua. Mictopua EBponbl B XX Beke noarsepxaaet 31o0. [ocre NepBor MMPOBOW BOWHbLI ABE
pacnasLumecs MHOroHaLoHanbHble nMmnepun (ABctpo-BeHrepckasa n OcmaHckast) pacnanuch Ha
HebonbLUMe rocyaapcTBa-npeeMHUKM, UCTbITbIBas B3aMMHOe HefoBepue 1 BpaxaebHocTe. bonee Toro,
TOProBris Mexay KpynHbiMu aepxasamu (Benukobputanuen, ®paHumen, Nepmanven, Utannen) beina
3aTpygHeHa nownMHamun, HEKOHBEPTUPYEMbIMU BanoTamMun, MexXayHapogHbIMy JONramMu U rmy6okuMu
AunnomMaTuyeckMMm KOHNUKTamu, NopoxaeHHsIMy1 Bepcansckum goroBopoM. [JoBoeHHas
obLueeBponerickas Toproeas cuctema 6bina NonHOCTbLIO paspylleHa. EBpona nepexwvna asaguate net
HenpepbIBHOTO 9KOHOMMYECKOro KpUsunca, BKItoYas BantoTHY0 HecTabunbHocTb 1920-x rogos 1 Benukyto
aenpeccuto 1930-x rogoB. OTOT IKOHOMUYECKUIA KPU3UC, 3aTAHYBLUUINCA Ha LieNoe NoKoneHne, B CBOIO
ovepenb, Co3aarn ycroBus Ans BO30OHOBMNEHNS BOMHbI.

After World War Il, Germany and France were determined to put an end to the cycle of devastating war
and retribution that had gripped those two countries for the preceding seventy-five years. The countries of
Western Europe were especially keen to remain united in order to resist the dangers arising from Stalin’s
Soviet system. Thus, the European leaders, strongly encouraged by the United States, charted a path of
increasing economic and political integration, starting with the Coal and Steel Community that brought
France and Germany together in the 1950s and then the Treaty of Rome in 1957 that created the
European Economic Community, later the European Union (EU). Europe moved toward a free market for
goods, and later toward a single market for goods, services, capital, and labor.

Mocne BTopon mupoBow BonHbl 'epmaHns n ®paHumns 6b1nm NonHbl PELUIMMOCTY MOSNOXNUTL KOHEL, LIMKIY
paspyLmTenbHbIX BOMH 1 BO3ME34Ms, OXBaTVBLLUEMY 3TV ABE CTPaHbl HA MPOTSHKEHUW NPeabIgyLLNX
cemugecaTtn nsatu net. CtpaHbl 3anagHon EBponbl 0COGEHHO CTPEMUNUCH COXPAHUTL €4UHCTBO, YTOObI

123



NPOTUBOCTOATb ONACHOCTAM, UCXOASALWMM OT CTarIMHCKOW COBETCKOM CUCTEMBI. Takum obpasom,
eBponerckme nuaepbl, Npu aktneHon nogaepxke CLUA, HameTunu nyTb YCUNEHNS 3KOHOMUYECKON U
NONUTUYECKON UHTErpaLmm, Ha4yae ¢ co3gaHus CoobuiecTBa yrnsa u ctanu, oobeanHmeLiero dpaHumio m
"epmanuio B 1950-x rogax, a 3atem Pumckoro gorosopa 1957 roga, cosgasluero Esponerickoe
3KOHOMMYecKoe coobLecTBo, no3aHee — EBponencknin coto3 (EC). EBpona asuranack k cBOG0AHOMY
PbIHKY TOBApOB, a 3aTEM K €ANHOMY PbIHKY TOBApOB, YCNyr, KanuTana u paboyen cunbi.

The Treaty of Rome ushered in a period of rapid and equitable European growth that lasted from the late
1950s to the 1970s, and the European single market under the Maastricht and Lisbon treaties gave
further impulse to Europe’s political integration and economic expansion from the 1990s to the present.
During this period, until Trump’s accession to power, the United States viewed Europe’s unity as of great
benefit not only to Europe but to the United States as well, strengthening the NATO alliance and boosting
Europe as a strong and reliable trading partner. Now Trump often seems to believe that the EU’s
weakness would somehow be to America’s advantage, a bizarre view from the U.S. perspective and
wholly outside of the American consensus of many decades.

Pvmckumin goroBop 03HameHoBan cobon nepuog ObICTPOro n cnpaBeanvBoro pocta EBponbl, KOTOpPbIV
npopormkancs ¢ koHua 1950-x go 1970-x rogos, a eAnHbIN €eBPONENCKNIA PbIHOK, CO3AaHHbIN B
cooTBeTCcTBMM ¢ MaacTpuxTtckum u JlinccaboHckum gorosopamu, npyaan AONOMHUTENbHbBIA UMNYNbC
NONUTUYECKON MHTErpaLmmn n aKoHOMu4eckomy paclumpenmio Esponel ¢ 1990-x roqos v No HacTosilee
Bpems. B aToT nepwog, o npuxoda Tpamna k Bnactn, CoegnHerHble LLtaTbl paccmaTpuBany eguHCTBO
EBponbl Kak OrpoMHYt0 Bbirogy He Tonbko Ansd Esponbl, HO 1 ana CoeauHerHbIx LUTaToB, ykpennss
anbsHc HATO 1 ykpennsas nosuumm EBponbl Kak CUbHOMO M HAZEXHOro TOProBOoro napTHepa. Tenepb xe
Tpamn, noxoxe, YacTo nonaraet, 4To cnaboctb EC kaknm-To 06pa3om noraeT Ha nonb3dy AMepuke, YTOo
¢ To4kn 3peHnst CLLUA BbIrNSanT CTPaHHO Y MOSNTHOCTLIO MPOTUBOPEYNUT aMEPUKAHCKOMY KOHCEHCYCY,
CyLLeCTBOBABLUEMY Ha NPOTSXKEHUN MHOTUX OECATUNETUN.

With all of the European Union’s many serious challenges—including heightened tensions over refugees
and migration, unequal development between the richer north and poorer south, high youth
unemployment, chronic economic crisis in Greece, cumbersome decision making, and repeated flare-ups
of the euro and eurozone—Europe’s economic and political integration has been hugely successful in
reducing intra-European conflicts and promoting regionwide economic development. The EU is therefore
a crucial role model for other parts of the world.

HecmoTpsa Ha Bce MHOroYMCNEHHbIE CepbE3Hble Npobnembl EBponenckoro cowsa, Bkroyas
06OCTPUMBLLYIOCS HAMPSXXEHHOCTb B CBA3W C BexeHuaMmy 1 murpalmen, HepaBHOMEPHOE pa3BuUTUE MeEXTY
Boratbim ceBepom 1 6eAHbIM 0roM, BbICOKMI YPOBEHb 6e3paboTuubl cpean MONoAEXM, XPOHUYECKUI
9KOHOMUYECKMI KpM3nc B ['peummn, obpeMeHUTENbHbIN NPOLECC NPUHATUSA PEeLUEHUA U HEOOQHOKPaTHbIE
060CTPEHNS €BPO30HbI, SKOHOMMUYECKAsA U NoNUTUYeckasa MHTerpaunsi EBponbl okasanach Ype3BblyaliHO
YCMELUHON B CHUXEHWUU BHYTPUEBPONENCKNX KOHAIUKTOB U COAENCTBUM IKOHOMUYECKOMY Pa3BUTUIO
Bcero pervoHa. lNMoatomy EC aBnsieTcs BaxHeWLLen poneBor Modenbto Ang Apyrnx Yacten Mmupa.

While there is much talk about a return to nationalism, with Trump even threatening to undo the North
American Free Trade Area (NAFTA), my prediction is that regional integration is still in the ascendancy,
not decline. The European Union is not about to disappear, and Britain’s experience under Brexit will be a
salutary warning to others that might flirt with the idea of going it alone. Around the world, the goal should
be to overcome traditional disputes among neighbors to create similar processes of economic and
political integration.

XOTsi MHOIO roBOPSAT O BO3BpaLLEHUMN K HaLUMOHan1M3mMy, a Tpamn gaxe yrpoxarn oTMEeHUTb
CeBepoamepukaHCKyto 30Hy cBobogHowm Toproenu (HAD®TA), 51 NporHo3upyto, YTO pernoHarnsHas
MHTEerpaumsi Bc€ eLLé HaxoamTcsa Ha nogbeEMe, a He Ha cnage. EBponencknin coro3 He NCHE3HET, U ONbIT
BenukobputaHum B ycrioBusx Brexit cTaHeT nonesHbIM NpeaocTepexeHnemM ans Tex, KTo MOXeT
3aurpbiBaTh C aeen AecTBOBaTb B OAUHOYKY. Bo BCEM MMpe Lienbio OOIMKHO ObiTh NpeoaonieHne
TPaAVLMOHHbBIX pa3HOrnacui Mexagy coceagammn ons cCo3gaHusa aHanornyHbIX MpoLLEeCCOB S3KOHOMMUYECKOM
N NONUTUYECKOWN UHTErpauun.
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In northeast Asia, China is currently viewed as a strategic competitor and potential adversary of
neighbors Japan and South Korea, which turn to the United States for their national security. Yet
economic integration among the three countries is deepening despite the political divisions. The logic of
economic cooperation is strong. The three countries are technological powerhouses that would be even
more powerful if they cooperated closely on industrial standards; research and development; higher
education; joint ventures in high-tech areas such as renewable energy, robaotics, pollution control, and
genomics; and transboundary infrastructure (energy, transport, connectivity). My own guess is that the
three will establish a closer political modus operandi in the coming years, with the United States
squeezed out of its current central role in the region’s security arrangements. The world will then better
appreciate the region as a worldleading technological colossus.

B CeBepo-BoctoyHon Asnm Kntai B HacTosLee BpeMsa pacCMaTpUBaAETCS Kak CTpaTernyeckumn
KOHKYPEHT U NOTEHLManbHbIA NPOTUBHUK coceHux AnoHunn n KOxxHon Kopeun, koTopble obpaliatoTcs K
CoenunHéHHbIM LLTaTam B Bonpocax HaunoHanbHon 6e3onacHocTu. TeM He MeHee, SKOHOMUYecKkas
WHTErpaums Mexay Tpems cTpaHaMmu yrinybnseTcs, HeCMOTPS Ha NONMTUYEecKne pasHornacus. Jlorvka
9KOHOMMYECKOro COTPYAHMYECTBA CUMbHA. OTW TPU CTPaHbl ABMASIOTCA TEXHOMOTMYECKMMMN TMraHTamu,
KoTopble cTanu Obl elwé MoLHee, ecnv Obl TECHO COTPYAHMYanuM B Taknx 06nacTsax, Kak MPOMbILUNIEHHbIE
CTaH4apThbl, MCCneaoBaHus 1 pa3paboTky, Beicllee obpasoBaHne, COBMECTHbIE NPeanpuaTus B TaKMX
BbICOKOTEXHOSOMMYHbLIX 06nacTsix, Kak BO30OHOBNAEMbIE NCTOYHMKN SHEPTUN, POBOTOTEXHMNKA, KOHTPOb
3arps3HEHNs OKpy)XXatoLen Cpefbl U reHOMYKA, a Takke TpaHcrpaHudHas nHpacTpykTypa (SHepreTuka,
TpaHCnopT, CBA3b). A npeanonarato, 4To B Grivbkanine roabl 3Tm Tpu CTpaHbl chopmupytoT Gonee
TecHbI nonutudeckuin modus operandi, n CoeanHéHHble LLtaThl 6yAyT BoITECHEHBI C NX HbIHELLHEN
LeHTpanbHon ponun B obecneyeHnn 6e3onacHOCTM pernoHa. Toraa Mup nyylle OLEeHUT 3TOT PErMoH Kak
BeAyLLero TeXHOMNOrMYeCcKoro rmraHTa.

South Asia is another region where economic and political integration could lead to a huge advance in
regional security and prosperity. Since the partition of British India in 1947, India and Pakistan have gone
their separate ways, bearing deep grudges and enmities that have repeatedly spilled over into open
conflicts. There have been four major conflicts (1947 upon partition, 1965, 1971, and 1999) and countless
smaller conflicts and terrorist attacks. There are many causes of the rivalry and enmity, including the
heatedly contested fate of Kashmir (a mostly Muslim Himalayan state claimed by both India and
Pakistan), Hindu-Muslim relations, regional politics, and superpower politics. Both countries are nuclear
powers, so their ongoing conflict is one of the world’s most dangerous.

FOxxHas A3ust — eLé ouH PervoH, rae 9KoOHOMUYECKas 1 NoNMTUYeckas UHTerpaumns MoXeT MPUBECTU K
3HauMTENBLHOMY NpoOrpeccy B 0b6nactu permoHanbHon 6e3onacHocTu 1 npouBeTanHus. Nocne pasgena
Bputanckon NHoun B 1947 rogy NHavsa v MakucTtaH nownu pasHbeiMy NyTAMU, UCNbITbIBAsA rNyOoKyo
HenpusasHbL U Bpaxay, KOTopble HEOAHOKPaTHO nepepacTany B OTKPbITbIE KOHMNNKTLI. Bbino yetbipe
KpynHbIx koHdnmkTa (1947 rog nocne pasgena, 1965 rog, 1971 rog 1 1999 ron) n 6ecymcneHHoe
MHOXeCTBO 6onee Menkmx KOHITMKTOB 1 TEPPOPUCTUYECKMX aTak. CyLLecTByeT MHOXECTBO NPUYMH
ConepHMYeCTBa M BpaxKAbl, BKMOYas OXXECTOYEHHbIE CMopbl 0 cyabbe Kawmupa (npenmyLLecTBeHHO
MYCYNbMaHCKOro rmmanarnckoro raTa, Ha KOTopbI NpeTeHayoT Kak MHauns, Tak v MakuctaH),
WHOYNCTCKO-MYCYrNbMaHCKME OTHOLLEHUS, PETMOHANbHYIO NOMUTUKY U NONUTUKY cBepxaepxas. Obe
CTpaHbl ABMAOTCS SAEPHBIMU AepXXaBaMu, MO3TOMY MX MPOAOIMKaOLNACS KOHDNKT SBNAETCS OOHUM U3
CaMbIX OMacHbIX B MUpe.

Trade, travel, and financial flows between the two giant countries are minimal, meaning that South Asia is
squandering important opportunities for economic growth, infrastructure development, and technological
advance. The two countries have important shared stakes in managing the Himalayan river systems,
hydroelectric power, and renewable energy. Shared infrastructure would enable both countries to boost
commerce, telecommunications, and linkages with other countries in Asia. As with the divisions between
China, Japan, and South Korea, the rift between India and Pakistan cries out for compromise and
reconciliation.
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Toprosnsi, noe3akn n rHaHCOBbIE MOTOKU MEXAY ABYMS TMFAHTCKUMU CTpaHaMu MUHUMarbHbI, a 3T0
03HayvaeT, 4To KOxxHasa A3uns yrnyckaeT BaXKHble BO3MOXHOCTM 41159 9KOHOMUYECKOro pocTa, pas3BuTus
WHGPACTPYKTYpPbl M TeEXHUYecKoro nporpecca. Obe cTpaHbl MMET BaXHble 06LLMEe UHTEpeCh B
yrnpaBneHnn ruMananckuMy pevyHbIM1 CUCTEMaMK, TMOPO3HEPreTMKe N BO30OHOBNAEMbIX MCTOYHUKAX
aHeprun. O6Las nHdpacTpykTypa no3BonmT ob6emm cTpaHaM pa3BMBaTb TOProBIi0, TENEKOMMYHMKaLUn
1 CBA3M ¢ apyrumum ctpaHamu Asun. Kak n pasHornacus mexagy Knutaem, Anonnein n KOxHon Kopeen,
pasHornacus mexay inguen n NaknctaHom TpebytoT KOMIpoOMUCCca U NPUMUPEHMS.

Africa is another region in desperate need of much closer political, economic, and financial integration.
When the European imperial powers carved up Africa in the 1880s, they created a mosaic of national
boundaries that suited European rivalries but made little sense in terms of ethnicity, watersheds,
riverways, land transport, seaports, ecosystems, biodiversity, and mineral wealth. As a result of these
arbitrary boundaries and their further division at the time of independence, Africa ended up with the
largest number of landlocked nations of any major world region, fourteen of the fifty-four countries.
Landlocked countries are at the mercy of their coastal neighbors, on whom they depend for access to
sea-based international trade.

Adbpuka — eLLé oaMH PervoH, OTYHasgHHO HYXKAAKLWMINCS B ropa3go bonee TeCHOM NoNUMTUYECKON,
SKOHOMUYECKON 1 (OUHAHCOBOW MHTerpaumn. Korga esponenckme nmnepuanncTmyeckme gepxasbl
pasgenunu Adpuky B 1880-x rogax, oHM cosgany Mo3anky HauMoHarbHbIX rpaHuL, KoTopas
COOTBETCTBOBAasia €BpOMneckoOMy CONEPHUYECTBY, HO HE MMENa CMbICI A C TOYKM 3PEHUS STHUYECKON
NpyHaanexHoCTn, BOOOPA3AEerioB, PeYHbIX MyTeN, HA3eMHOro TPaHCNopTa, MOPCKMX NMOPTOB, 3KOCUCTEM,
OropasHoobpasnst 1 MuHepanbHbIX 6oraTcTB. B pesynbTate aTMx NPOM3BOSbHbLIX rPaHuL, U X
AanbHeNLero pasgeneHns nocne obpeteHuss HeaasucumocTy B Acppuke okasanochb HanbonbLuee
KONMMYEeCTBO CTPaH, He MMEIOLLMX BbIXOAAa K MOPIO, Cpean BCeX KPYMHbIX PErMOHOB Mypa — YeTbipHaguaTh
13 NATMAECATN YeTblpéx. CTpaHbl, HEe NMetoLMe BbIXOAa K MOPIO, HAXOAATCA BO BNaCTW CBOUX
NpMBpeXHbIX coceaen, OT KOTOPbIX 3aBUCAT UX AOCTYN K MOPCKOW MeXayHapoaHOW TOProBne.

A well-functioning African Union is therefore vital for Africa’s escape from poverty and sustainable
development. The EU is the most important role model for the AU, so that greater European aid and
political support to Africa’s integration would be strategic for Europe and welcome for Africa. Sub-Saharan
Africa’s development challenges are enormous, no doubt. Africa is the epicenter of global extreme
poverty and remains bereft of basic infrastructure. It is highly vulnerable to global warming and to an
exceedingly high fertility rate that is causing rapid population growth and heavy outlays on schooling,
health care, and infrastructure just to keep up with the soaring population. To overcome these difficulties,
regional integration will be especially important to promote trade, tap into Africa’s vast stores of
renewable energy, and create new business opportunities and decent livelihoods.

[MoaTomy apdheKkTUBHO PYHKLMOHMPYIOLLMIN ADPUKAHCKUI COHO3 KU3HEHHO BaXeH ANns Bbixoda Adpuku
U3 HULLETbI 1 OOCTUXKEHNS YCTONYMBOro pa3sutns. EC aBnsetcs BaxHewnwen poneson mogensto ans AC,
noaToMy 6onee 3HadMTENbHAsA €BpONeNckas MOMOLLb U MONUTUYECKas NOAAEPKKA UHTerpaumm Adpukm
ObInn Obl CTpaTernyecky BaxkHbl Ans EBponbl 1 npueTcTBOBanuch Obl Ana Adpukn. MNMpobnemei
pa3BuTusa cTpaH Adpuku K tory ot Caxapbl, HECOMHEHHO, OrpOMHbI. AdpurKka ABASeTCS aNULEeHTPOM
rno6anbHON KpanHew HULLIETbI U NO-NpexHemy nuweHa 6a3oBon nHdpacTpykTypbl. OHa kpanHe ysi3BMMa
K rmo6ansHOMy NOTEMNSIEHNIO N YPE3BLIYANHO BbICOKOMY YPOBHIO POXAAEMOCTU, YTO NPUBOLMUT K
ObICTPOMY POCTY HaceneHus N OrpOMHbIM pacxodam Ha obpa3oBaHue, 34paBOOXPaAHEHNE U
WMHPACTPYKTYPY TOMNBKO 4115 TOro, YTobbl CNpaBuTLCA C GBICTPO pacTyLwmM Hacenennem. [ns
NpeoaoneHnst 3TUX TPYOHOCTEN pernoHanbHast HTerpauns 0yget ocobeHHO BaXkHa 4115 pa3BUTUS
TOProBIU, UCMOSb30BaHMS OrPOMHbBIX 3anacoB BO30OHOBMNSIEMON 3Heprun APUKM U CO34aHNSA HOBbIX
BO3MOXHOCTEN A5 GBaHeca 1 AOCTOMHBLIX CPEeACTB K CYLLECTBOBaHMUIO.

The Middle East is perhaps the world’s most politically riven region, yet another area where regional
cooperation is vital for development. It's not called the “middle” for nothing. The Middle East sits athwart
Europe, Asia, and Africa; it is home to the world’s three great monotheistic traditions, Judaism,
Christianity, and Islam; it is home to around 70 percent of the world’s oil reserves, making it a great prize
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during the past century for the world’s superpowers, all hungry for primary energy resources; and it
juxtaposes three great competing cultural heritages and ethnicities: Turks, Arabs, and Persians. Add in
the meddling by European empires, especially the British and French, and then after World War Il by the
United States, and one has the recipe for political mischief leading to geopolitical madness and perpetual
war.

BnwxkHun BocTok, noxanyi, camblii NONMTUYECKM pa3gvpaemblil permoH Mypa, ellle ogHa obnacTb, rae
pervoHarnbHOe COTPYOHUYECTBO KU3HEHHO BaXKHO A1 pa3BuTus. Ero He 3psa Ha3biBalOT «CepeanHOnY.
BrnvxHnin BocTok pacnonoxeH nonepek EBponbl, A3un n AQprKK; OH SBASIETCA POOMHON TPEX BENUKNX
MUPOBbIX MOHOTEUCTUYECKMX TPaAULMIA: Nygansma, XpucTMaHcTBa 1 ucrama; 3aecb CocpeoToO4EHO
okono 70 nNpoLeHTOB MUPOBbLIX 3anacoB HedhTn, YTO Aenarno ero 60NbLION HAXO4KOW B MPOLUIOM
CTONeTUM ANs MUPOBbLIX CBEPXAEPXKAB, BCE N3 HUX XKaXOyT NEPBUYHbBIX SHEPreTUYECKNX PECYPCOB; U OH
NPOTUBOMNOCTABMSIET TPU BEMMKUX KOHKYPUPYIOLLIMX KYMNbTYPHbIX HACNeansi U 3THOCcA: TypokK, apabos 1
nepcoB. [lo6aBbTe k 3TOMy BMeLLATENLCTBO €BPOMNENCKMX UMMNEPUI, 0COBEHHO BputaHckon un
®dpaHuysckor, a 3atem, nocne Broport muposon BoriHbl, CoeanHEHHbIX LLTaToB, n nonyunte peuent
NOMNMTUYECKOro 3na, BegyLlero K reononMtuieckomy 6e3ymmto n 6eCKoHeYHOW BOWHE.

I have long fantasized about the “ultimate” case of regional integration, with Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and
Iran finally deciding that there is far more that unites the Turks, the Arabs, and the Persians, than truly
divides them. Their recent history has been to play one superpower off against the other, looking to
Britain or France to keep Russia away, or Russia to keep the United States at bay, and so on. How much
better off they would be if they worked together to tell the great powers in unison to stay away, at least in
military terms. These three regional powers could then work together building a new regional
infrastructure, tapping the region’s vast solar power, desalination needs, shipping routes, and biodiversity,
as well as its young people who can harness the new information technologies. Stranger things have
happened.

A paBHO (baHTa3npoBan 0 «kpamHeM» Crlydae pernoHanbHowm nHTerpauun, koraa Typuus, CayaoBckas
ApaBusi 1 MipaH HakoHel, peLluart, YTo TYpoK, apaboB 1 nepcoB ob6beanHaET ropa3ao oornblie, Yem
pasbeavHseT. B nocnegHee BpeMsi OHM MOCTOSIHHO CTankuBanu O4HY CBEpPXAepKaBy C APYromr, HagesChb,
yT0 BenukobputaHua nnm OpaHumsa He gonyctaT Bbesna Poccuun, a Pocenss — CoeguHEHHbIX LLTaToB, 1
Tak ganee. Hackonbko xe ny4iie um 6b11o 6bl, ecnu 661 OHYM 06 BEOUHUNN YCUMNNSA U €4UHOTIAaCHO
npu3Banu BeNUKME AepxaBbl AepXaTbCa noganblue, No KpanHewm mepe, B BOEHHOM MnaHe. 9T Tpu
pernoHarnbHble AepXaBbl MOrNM 6bl COBMECTHO paboTaTtb HaZ Co3AaHMeM HOBOW pernoHanbHOM
WHGPACTPYKTYPbI, MCNOSb3YS OFPOMHbIE 3anachl CONIHEYHOW SHEPTMN PETMOHA, ero NOTPebHOCTY B
ONpeCHeHnn BoAbl, CYAOXOAHbIE NYTU 1 B1MopasHoobpasne, a Takke ero Mosoaéxes, CNocobHYH 0CBOUTL
HOBble MH(POPMaLMOHHbIE TexHoMNorun. Crnyyanuce n 6onee cTpaHHbIE BELLU.

The need to decarbonize the world’s energy system should be, in itself, a major impetus to strengthen
regional integration not only in the Middle East but in all parts of the world. The largest sources of low-
carbon energy such as wind, solar, hydro, geothermal, and ocean power are typically far from population
centers, as they are situated in mountains and deserts, along tectonic plates, and offshore. One recurring
energy solution, therefore, is to tap the high-quality, lowcarbon energy at the source and carry it to
population centers via long-distance transmission lines. Such long-distance transmission will very often
cross international boundaries. My own home, New York City, is looking to tap Canada’s vast potential for
hydroelectric power through a high-voltage, direct-current line. California and Texas, similarly, could tap
the massive solar potential of northern Mexico. Europe could tap the solar power and wind energy of
North Africa and the Middle East. All of this requires a high level of political trust among neighbors, with
supporting political, economic, and financial institutions.

HeobxoanmocTb AekapboHM3aLnum MMpPOBO SHEPreTUYECKO CUCTEMBI cama no cebe JosmkHa cTaTb
MOLLHbIM CTUMYIOM ONA YKpenneHna peFVIOHaJ'IbHOVI MHTEerpaunn He ToribKoO Ha BnmxkHem BOCTOKe, HO "
BO BCeM Mupe. KpynHenime NCTOYHNKN HU3KOYTTIEPOLHOM SHEPTUX, TakMe Kak 3Heprust BeTpa, CosHLa,
rMOpPO3HEPTUsi, reoTepMaribHas 3HEPrUst U SHEPIUS OKeaHa, Kak NpaBuIio, Haxo4AaTCsA BOanu ot
HaCeneHHbIX MYHKTOB, MOCKOSbKY OHM PacnoNioXeHbl B ropax U NyCTbIHAX, BAOMb TEKTOHUYECKUX MAUT U
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Ha wenbde. NNoaToMy OaHUM U3 pacnpOCTPAHEHHbIX pPeLLeHUn B 06nacTn SHepreTukn ABMNsEeTCS
NCMNOMb30BaHNe BbICOKOKAYECTBEHHOW HU3KOYTNIEPOAHON SHEPTUU HEMOCPEACTBEHHO Y UCTOYHMKA N eé
nepegava B HacenéHHble NyHKTbI MO JaNbHUM NMHKAM anekTponepenayun. Takas nepegada Ha bonbLune
PacCTOAHVS YacTo NepecekaeT MexayHapoaHble rpaHuLsl. Mol poaHoi ropod, Hbto-Mopk, ctpemntes
MCMNonb30BaTh OFPOMHBbIV TMAPO3HEPreTUIecKnin noTeHuman KaHagbl nocpeacTBOM BblCOKOBOMbTHON
NHUKM NOCTOsIHHOTO Toka. KanudopHusa n Texac, aHanornyHeiM obpasomM, Mornu 6bl UCNonb3oBaTb
OrPOMHBIV CONMHEYHbIN NoTeHLman cesepHon Mekcuku. EBpona mormna 6bl MICNonb30BaTh COMHEYHYIO U
BeTpoBYyto aHepruto CesepHon Adpukn n bnukHero BocTtoka. Bcé 310 TpebyeT BbICOKOro YpOBHS
NONUTUYECKOro JOBEPUS MEXAY COCEASAMU U NOAAEPKKN CO CTOPOHbI MOMUTUYECKNX, SKOHOMUYECKMX U
(PUHAHCOBbIX MHCTUTYTOB.

Once again the concept of subsidiarity—that problems should be solved at the lowest feasible level of
governance— comes into play. Regional groupings like the European Union should focus on truly
regional problems, such as crosscountry infrastructure, trade, and movements of people and capital.
Problems like the delivery of social services can often be best solved in neighborhoods, communities, or
metropolitan regions. Cities have an important role to play in building codes, zoning, and local
infrastructure such as charging points for electric vehicles. But national governments and regional
organizations such as the European Union will need to attend to cross-border transmission of renewable
energy, and global cooperation through the United Nations will be essential to set global goals and
standards, such as in the Paris Climate Agreement.

BHOBb BCTynaeT B AeNCTBME KOHLeNUMs cybcnanapHOCTH, COrfiacHO KOTOPON NpobrnemMbl AOKHbI
pellaTbCs Ha CaMOM HW3KOM BO3MOXHOM YPOBHE ynpaBneHusi. PernoHanbHble 06beanHeHns, Takme Kak
EBponerickuii coto3, AOMKHbI COCPeaoTOMMTLCS Ha NOASIMHHO permoHasbHbIX npobnemMax, Takmx Kak
MEXCTpaHoBas MHAPACTPYKTypa, TOProBns, NepemMeLLeHme nogen u kanutana. Takme npobnemsl, kak
npefocTaBrneHne coumarnbHbIX YCyr, 4acTo fyylle BCEro peLaTtb Ha YPOBHE parioHOB, COOBLLECTB 1nm
MeranonucoB. [opoaa urpatoT BaxKHyto porb B pa3paboTke CTpOMTENbHbIX HOPM, 30HUPOBAHMWS Y
pasBUTMM MECTHOW MHPPACTPYKTYpbI, HANpMMep, 3apsagHbiX CTaHuMiA Ans anektpomobunen. OgHako
HaUMOHanbHbIM NPaBMTENbLCTBAM U PervMoHanbHbIM OpraHM3aunsM, Takum Kak EBponenckuii cotos,
Heobxoammo ByaeT yaenaTb BHUMaHWe TpaHCrpaHWYHOW nepegaye BO30OHOBMSAEMON 3Hepriu, a
rnobanbHoe coTpyaHuyecTBo B pamkax OpraHu3aummn O6beanHeHHbIX Hauni 6ygeTt numeTb pelatolee
3HaYeHue Ang ycTaHoBMeHWs rnobanbHbIX Lenen u cTaHgapToB, Takmx Kak Napukckoe cornaileHune no
Knumary.

In place of dead-end nationalism and warmongering exceptionalism, we should be strengthening regional
groupings such as NAFTA, the European Union, the African Union, the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN), and cooperation in northeast Asia among China, Japan, and South Korea. In every
part of the world, sustainable development will depend on such regional cooperation. Yet such
cooperation means moving beyond the conventional assumptions of balance-of-power politics, in which
Saudi Arabia “must” compete with Iran, Japan with China, India with Pakistan, and so on. If these
neighbors would cooperate rather than compete, they would strengthen their own nations, enhance the
region’s security, and contribute markedly to building global peace.

BmecTo TynnkoBOro HauMoHanMamMa 1 BOMHCTBYHOLLLEro YyBCTBa UCKIIOYUTENBHOCTM HaM cnegyeT
YKpPEnnsTb pernoHanbHble 06beanHeHus, Takne kak HAD®TA, EBponencknii coto3, AQPUKaHCKMI COH03,
Accoumaums rocygapcts KOro-BoctouHon Asum (ACEAH), a Takke coTpyaHmnyectBo B CeBepo-
BoctouHon Asum mexay Kutaem, AnoHmen n KOxHon Kopeen. Bo Bcex yactax mupa ycTondmsoe
pasButue BygeT 3aBNCETb OT TAKOrO PErMoHanbHOro coTpyaHuyectsa. OgHako Takoe COTPyAHMYECTBO
0O3HavaeT BbIX0[, 3a paMKu TPpagaULMOHHbLIX NPeACTaBNeHU 0 NonMTUke GanaHca cur, B KOTOPOW
Cayposckast ApaBus «ormkHa» KOHKypuposaTb ¢ MipaHoMm, AnoHns — ¢ Knutaem, NHoua — ¢
MaknctaHom m Tak ganee. Ecnu 6bl 9T cocean coTpyaHMYanu, a He KOHKYpMpoBarnu, oHu Obl yKpenumnm
CBOW CTpaHbl, NOBbICUNM 6E€30MacHOCTbL PerMoHa 1 BHeCn1 Obl 3aMeTHbLIN BKNag B NOCTPOEHME MUpa BO
BCEM Mupe.

Part IV
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RENEWING AMERICAN DIPLOMACY

American exceptionalism has led to America’s growing rejection of cooperative solutions and diplomatic
approaches to global challenges. For the past quarter-century, the United States has turned its back on
almost all UN treaties, refusing to sign or ratify several important agreements reached by all or aimost all
other UN member states. We have gone from being the creator and inspirer of the United Nations to a
rogue nation that rejects UN initiatives for the perverse reason that most other nations endorse them.

AMepurKaHCcKast UCKIMIOYNTENBHOCTL MPUBENa K pacTyLlemMy HEMPUSATUIO AMEPUKO COBMECTHbIX peLleHUI
1 OMNnoMaTUYecKmnx NoaxonoB K rnobanbHbiM npobnemam. 3a nocneaHiow YeTBepTh BeKa
CoeanHeHHble LLTaTbl 0TBEpPHYNMCE NpakTuyecku oT Bcex gorosopoB OOH, oTkasaBLuMCb NOANUCHIBATb
unu paTnuumpoBaTth pag BaXkHbIX COrnalleHnin, JOCTUMHYTbIX BCEMU UMK NOYTU BCEMU APYrMHA
rocynapctesamu-dneHamm OOH. Mbl npeBpaTtunucb u3 cosgatens n sBooxHosutensa OpraHvsaumm
Ob6benunHeHHbIX Haumi B cTpaHy-n3rosi, oteepraoLLyto nHnumnatesl OOH no Ton n3BpalyeHHom
npuyvHe, 4To 60MBLLIMHCTBO APYINX CTPaH UX NOAAEPKMBAIOT.

American aloofness and often outright hostility to diplomacy comes at an odd time. The world community
has recently shown that it can agree on many important matters. The most important global agreements
in recent years are Agenda 2030, which commits all nations to sustainable development and the
seventeen Sustainable Development Goals (17 SDGSs), and the Paris Climate Agreement, which commits
all nations to work cooperatively toward limiting global warming to “well below 2 degrees Celsius.” Recent
experience also points to the high returns from well-designed and well-targeted development assistance,
which in recent years has proven its worth in fighting diseases such as AIDS, tuberculosis (TB), and
malaria.

AMepuKaHCcKas OTHYXAEHHOCTb M 3a4acTyto OTKpPbITas BPaxaebHOCTb K AMNIoMaTUn BO3HUKAOT B
Henoaxoasee Bpems. MnupoBoe coobLlecTBO HeAaBHO NPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAIIO, YTO CNOCOBHO JOCTUraTh
corfacums No MHOMMM BaXHbIM BonpocaMm. BaxHenwymu rnobanbHbIMKU cornalleHnsMm nocneaHmx net
aBnsoTca [NoBecTka AHA Ha nepuoa Ao 2030 roga, koTopas 06513biBaeT BCe CTpaHbl CTPEMUTBCA K
YyCTONYMBOMY Pa3BUTUIO 1 JOCTMKEHMIO CeMHaguaTtu uenen B obnactu ycronumsoro passutus (17 LLYP),
n MNMapwxckoe cornaileHme no KnMmary, KOTopoe 065A3bIBaeT BCe CTpaHbl COTPYAHMNYATL B LEnsixX
orpaHn4eHuns rnobanbHOro NOTENNEHNs «3Ha4YMTENBHO HXe 2 rpagycoB Llenbcusa». HegasHui onbIT
TaKke CBUOETENbCTBYET O BbICOKOW OTAAYe OT rPamMOTHO CMlaHMPOBaHHOW U LeneHanpaBrieHHON
NMOMOLLM B LieNsX pa3BuTUd, KOTopas B NOCneaHue roabl Aokasana cBot ahdekTuBHOCTL B 6opbbe ¢
Takumu 3abonesaHusamu, kak CMAL, Ty6epkynes n mansipus.

In this section | suggest that the United States would benefit enormously by adopting a UN-oriented
foreign policy, one that aims to bolster the UN Charter and the work of UN institutions rather than resist
them. Global cooperation can prevent or end wars through cooperative diplomacy in the UN Security
Council, while sustainable development can be promoted through the 17 SDGs and the remarkable work
of UN specialized agencies.

B atom pasgene s npegnonarato, 4to CoeanHeHHble LLITaTbl Nony4aT OrpoOMHYH BbIro4y, MPUHSB
BHELLIHIOK MONMUTUKY, opneHTUpoBaHHyto Ha OOH, HanpaBneHHyto Ha ykpenneHue Yctasa OOH u paboty
€e VHCTUTYTOB, a He Ha NPOTMBOAENCTBUE UM. [NobanbHOe COTPYAHUYECTBO MOXKET NPeAOTBPaTUTL UM
NONOXWUTb KOHEL, BOMHaM nocpeacTBoM coBMecTHoM aunnomatuum B CoseTe besonacHoctn OOH, B 10O
BPEMS KaK yCTOMYMBOE pa3BUTUE MOXET ObiTb 06ecneyveHo nocpeacTeom 17 LIYP v Bbigatowerics
paboTbl cneunannavpoBaHHbix yupexaeHuin OOH.

In the final chapter, | summarize ten major steps to creating a new U.S. foreign policy based on
diplomacy and sustainable development. Such a foreign policy is our best chance for true security,
enhanced well-being, and a better world for coming generations.

B 3aknoumnTenbHON rnaBe s KpaTKo M3narar OecsiTb OCHOBHbIX LLIAroB K CO34aHNi0 HOBOW BHELLHEN
nonutunkn CLUA, ocHOBaHHOM Ha aunnomMaTum 1 yCTOMYMBOM PasBUTUKN. Takas BHELUHAS NONUTUKa —
HaLl HaWmMyyLWIA WaHC Ha NoANMHHYI0 6e30NacHOCTb, MOBLILEHNE BaroCoCTOSIHUS 1 NyYLWNA MUP ANA
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OyayLmnx NOKONEHUN.

15 FROM DIPLOMATIC LEADER TO ROGUE NATION

OT gunnomatuyeckoro nugepa Ao CTpaHbI-n3ros

When America really was first, notably in the 1940s—-1960s, America promoted its interests by
cooperating with other nations. The United States opened its markets to the exports of Europe, Japan,
and South Korea and shared American know-how with the least developed countries—for example, by
promoting the Green Revolution in India in the 1960s. The United States developed the blueprints for the
United Nations, the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT, the forerunner of the World Trade Organization), the World Health Organization, the
regional development banks, and countless other international efforts aimed at spreading economic
prosperity.

Korga Amepuka gencteutenbHo 6bina nuaepom, ocobeHHo B 1940-1960-x rogax, oHa npoasurana ceou
WHTEpEeCHl, COTpyAHMYas ¢ gpyrumu ctpaHamu. CoeguHénHble LLTaTbl OTKPbINM CBOU PbIHKK A1
akcnopTa u3 Esponbl, AnoHun n KOxHoM Kopen 1 gennnnce ameprkaHCKMM OMbITOM C HaMMeHee
pasBUTbIMK CTpaHamu, Hanpumep, cogencTays 3enéHon pesontouny B IHgumn B 1960-x rogax.
CoeanHéHHble LTaTbl paspadoTtanu koHuenumm Opranusaunm O6beanHEHHbIX Hauni,
MexgyHapogHoro BantoTHoro doonaa, BcemypHoro 6aHka, 'eHepanbHOro cornaileHms no rapudam um
Toproene (FATT, npeawecTBeHHVKa BcemmnpHon Toproson opraHusauum), BcemmpHon opranHnsauum
3[paBOOXPAHEHUS], PErMOHarnbHbIX O@HKOB pa3BuUTUSA 1 BECUNCIIEHHBIX APYIMX MEXAYHAPOAHbIX
WHMLMATMB, HanpaereHHbIX Ha pacnpoCTpaHeHne SKOHOMUYECKOro NPOLBETaHUS.

The point is not that these actions were purely altruistic, imposing costs on the United States that only
helped other countries. The point, rather, is that the United States invested in global public goods—in win-
win activities—knowing that by playing its part, even a disproportionate part, as the world’s leading
economy and military power, it would reap a significant long-term benefit along with the other nations.
Leadership does not mean squeezing other nations to enrich one’s own country. Leadership is finding
opportunities for mutual gain and creatively pursuing them, even funding projects entirely at times, when
all countries end up ahead.

[eno He B TOM, YTO 3TV AENCTBUS ObININ UCKITIOYNUTENBHO anbTPYUCTUYECKUMUN U HECTTM U3OEPXKKN NS
CoeanHéHHbIX LLITaTtoB, HO NpMHOCKMAM NONb3y ApyrMM cTpaHaMm. CyTb, ckopee, B TOM, 4To CoeaMHEHHbIE
LtaTtel nHBEeCcTMpOBanu B rnobanbHble 00 ecTBeHHbIE Gnara — B 6ecnponrphblllHbie 4ENCTBUSA — 3Has,
YTO, Urpasi CBO pPorib, MYCTb JaXe HEMPONMOPLUMOHANbHO BOMbLUYI0, KaK BeAyLliast MMpoBas 3KOHOMUKA U
BOEHHAas fepKaBa, OHM NoSyyaT 3HAaUYUTENbHYK AONTOCPOYHYHO BbIro4y BMECTe C APYrMMM CTpaHaMu.
JIngepcTBo He 03HA4aeT JaBreHne Ha ApYyrue CTpaHbl paan oboralleHns COGCTBEHHOW CTPaHbI.
JIngepcTBo — 3TO NOUCK BO3MOXHOCTEW ANsi B3aMMHOW BbIroAbl M UX TBOPYEcKasi peanusauusi, MHoraa
Aaxe nonHoe hmMHaHCMpOBaHWE MPOEKTOB, KOTAa BCE CTPaHbl B UTOre OKa3blBAKOTCS B BbIUMPHILLE.

President John F. Kennedy famously put the issue of development assistance this way in his inaugural
address:

To those peoples in the huts and villages across the globe struggling to break the bonds of mass misery,
we pledge our best efforts to help them help themselves, for whatever period is required—not because
the Communists may be doing it, not because we seek their votes, but because it is right. If a free society
cannot help the many who are poor, it cannot save the few who are rich.

Mpe3ngeHT xoH ®. KeHHeau B CBOeN MHAYrypaLMOHHON peyn Tak chopmynmpoBar BONPOC O NOMOLLM B
Lensx passuTus:

TeM nioasm B XMXKMHAX U AEePEBHSX MO BCEMY MUPY, KOTopble 6optoTcs 3a TO, YTOObI BbipBaThCS M3
TMUCKOB MacCOBOW HULLETHI, Mbl 06eLLlaeM NPUNoXuTb BCe yCUnms, YTobbl NMOMOYb UM CaMUM NMOMOYb
cebe, ckornbko Gbl BpEMEHMW 3TO HM NOTPE6OBaNOCk, — HE MOTOMY, YTO 3TO AenarT KOMMYHUCTbI, He
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NOTOMY, YTO Mbl CTPEMUMCS 3aPY4UTLCS UX MOSLEPXKKON, @ NOTOMY, YTO 3TO NpaBunbHo. Ecnu
cBOoOOgHOE 06LECTBO HE MOXET NOMOYb MHOMMM B6eHbIM, OHO HE MOXET CnacTh U HEMHOIMX boraTbiX.

America’s efforts can be measured by official development aid (ODA) as a share of gross national income
(GNI), as shown in figure 15.1. During the Marshall Plan years, U.S. aid levels were about 1 percent of
U.S. gross domestic product (GDP, almost the same as GNI). During the 1950s, the aid levels trended
downward, but were still on the order of 0.6 percent of GDP in the early 1960s. This fell further to 0.2-0.3
percent in the 1970s and 1980s, then plummeted below 0.2 percent at the end of the Cold War, falling to
0.1 percent of GDP in 1999 during the Clinton administration. The aid levels increased under George W.
Bush, who as we’ll see made a notable effort to fight AIDS, TB, and malaria, with ODA/GNI rising to
around 0.2. Under Obama the aid effort fell back again to around 0.18, and it looks set to fall further under
Trump, perhaps to around 0.15.

Yeunust AMeprkn MOXHO M3MepUTb Mo odmLnmansHon nomoLum B Lensx passutus (OlNP) kak none
BanoBOro HauuoHansHoro goxoaa (BHL), kak nokasaHo Ha pucyHke 15.1. B rogbl gencreusd MNnaHa
Mapwanna ypoBeHb nomowm CLLUA cocTtaenan okono 1 npoueHTa oT BanoBOro BHYTPEHHEro NpoaykTa
CLLA (BBT1, no4tun ctoneko xe, ckonbko BH). B 1950-x rogax ypoBeHb NOMOLLM UMEN TEHOEHLUMIO K
CHWXXEHMI0, HO BCe elle cocTaBnsn nopsaka 0,6 npoueHta BBl B Havane 1960-x rogos. OT10T
nokasaTenb cHM3uncs ewe donblue ao 0,2-0,3 npoueHTta B 1970-x 1 1980-x rogax, 3atem pesko ynarn
Huxe 0,2 npoueHTa K KOHLY XonogHou BouHbl, ynas go 0,1 npoueHTa BBl B 1999 roay npwu
agMuHucTpauumn KnuHtoHa. YpoBeHb noMoLm yBenuuuncs npu [xopaxe bylie-mnagwem, KOTopbIin, Kak
Mbl YBUOUM, NPUINOXUIT 3aMeTHble ycunus kK 6opbbe co CIMNOom, Tybepkynesom u Mmanapuen, npu 3Tom
OMNP/BHL Beipoc npumepHo go 0,2. MNMpu Obame nokaszaTenbs NOMOLLY BHOBb CHU3UIICS A0 MPUMEPHO
0,18 un, no Bcer BMAUMOCTH, ewwé bonbLue cHU3UTCA npu Tpamne, BO3MOXHO, o 0,15.

This downward trend broadly tracks America’s declining readiness to invest in global public goods
generally. In the first decades after World War Il—the heyday of the American Century—the United
States was ready to lead in deeds as well as words. Representing around 30 percent of world GDP and
more than half the combined income of the United States, Europe, and Japan, the United States not only
was keen to promote the new U.S.-led internationalism, but also knew that positive results depended on
America’s footing much of the bill, admittedly to its own advantage as well as that of the countries
receiving the aid.

OTa TEHAEHLMSA K CHUXKEHUIO B LLIESTOM OTPaXKaeT CHUXKEHNE rOTOBHOCTU AMEPUKN MHBECTMPOBATL B
rnobarnbHble 0bLecTBeHHbIe Gnara B LierioM. B nepBble aecATuneTusi nocne Btopoi MMpoBOW BONHbI —
B Nepuop pacupeTa «AMepukaHckoro Beka» — CoeauHEHHble LLTaTbl ObINM roToBbI B3siTb Ha cebsi
NNOEpPCTBO He TONbKO Ha crioBax, HO 1 Ha gene. Ha gonto CLUA npuxoantcs okono 30 npoueHToB
mupoBoro BBl n 6onee nonosrHbl coBokynHoro goxona CLUA, EBponbl n AnoHUKU, NOSTOMY OHU He
TONbKO CTPEMUIUCH MPOABUraTh HOBbIM MHTEPHALMOHaNN3M nog pykosoacteom CLUA, HO 1 noHumanu,
YTO MOMOXMUTENbHbIE Pe3ynbTaThl 3aBUCAT OT TOro, BO3bMET N AMepuKka Ha cebsa 3HaunTENbHYH YacTb
pacxoaoB, 4YTo, 6e3ycnoBHO, OyaeT BbIFOAHO Kak e caMOK, Tak U CTpaHaM, NosTy4YakLLMM NOMOLLb.

Starting in the early 1970s, the United States began to pull back from global financial leadership. In 1971,
President Richard Nixon unilaterally severed the fixed exchange rate between the U.S. dollar and gold
(thirty-five dollars per ounce), thereby ending the “gold standard” of the postwar monetary system. The
United States refused to bear the macroeconomic costs that would have been needed to preserve the
dollar’'s peg to gold as was called for under the globally agreed monetary arrangements, and as was
expected by other countries. The rest of the world, which was left holding dollar reserves that were now
reduced in value, suffered the cost of Nixon’s unilateral action. This action marked a watershed, a turning
point in America’s readiness to foot the bill for the global financial system.

C Havana 1970-x rogoB CoeanHeHHble LUTaThl Hayanu oTcTynaTe OT POSIM MUPOBOrO (OUHAHCOBOIO
nngepa. B 1971 rogy npeangeHt Pnyapg HUKCOH B 04HOCTOPOHHEM MOpsiike OTMEHWUN (PUKCUPOBAHHbIN
06MeHHbIN kypc gonnapa CLUA k 3on0Ty (TpuguaTth NsTb SOMMAPOB 3a YHLUMI0), TEM CaMbIM MOSOXNB
KOHeL|, «30510TOMY CTaHAapTy» MNOCNEBOEHHOWN BantoTHOM cucteMbl. CoeguHeHHble LUTaThl oTkaszanucs
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HEeCTV MaKpOIKOHOMUYECKME U3OEPKKM, KOTOPbIEe BbiN Gbl HEOGXOAMMbI A1 COXPAHEHUS MPUBA3KM
Jonnapa K 3050Ty, kak Toro TpeboBanu cornacoBaHHble Ha rnobarnbHOM YPOBHE BartoTHbIE COrmalleHus
1 KaK TOro oxuganv apyrme crpadbl. OctanbHoOM MUp, OCTaBLUMIACS C [OMNapoBbiMY pe3epBamMiu,
CTOMMOCTb KOTOPbIX K TOMY BPEMEHW CHU3WACk, MOHEC YObITKM OT OAHOCTOPOHHUX AeicTBMi HrKcoHa.
OTW geiicTBUSI cTanu nepenoMHbIM MOMEHTOM B TOTOBHOCTM AMEpVKM B3siTb Ha cebsi OTBETCTBEHHOCTb
3a MUPOBYO (PMHAHCOBYIO CUCTEMY.

America’s will to leadership was further undermined by new developments in North-South diplomacy. The
postcolonial nations made an appeal at the United Nations for a New International Economic Order
(NIEO) that would ostensibly treat the developing countries more fairly—for example, by boosting the
world relative price of primary commodities through methods such as export cartels and commodity
stabilization arrangements. The developing countries began to claim, with increasing determination, that
the existing international economic order was unfair to the late industrializers, and that the system needed
to be reformed. If an oil cartel like OPEC could push up international prices, they reasoned, so too could
cartels for products such as sugar, coffee, tobacco, cocoa, and others.

Bonst Amepuikn k nuaepcTBy 6bina ewe 6onblue nogopeaHa HOBbIMU cOBbITMAMK B gunnomatun Cesepa
n tOra. NocTkonoHnanbHble cTpaHbl 0bpaTnnmck B OpraHm3daunio O6beanHeHHbIX Haumin ¢ npr3biBom K
yCTaHoBneHno HoBoro MexayHapogHoro akoHomm4eckoro nopsiaka (HM3I1), koTopbi akobbl ByaeT
OTHOCUTBLCS K pasBMBalOLLMMCS cTpaHam Gornee cnpaBeanveo, HanpyumMep, NyTEM MOBbILLEHWS
OTHOCUTENbHOW MUPOBON LiEHbI HA CbipbEBblE TOBaPbl TakMMW METOLAMU, Kak SKCMOPTHbIE KapTenu v
corfnalleHuns o ToBapHow ctabunusauun. PassrBatolumecs cTpaHbl ctany Bcé 6onee pelumTensHo
yTBEepXaaTb, YTO CyLLECTBYOLWNIA MEXAYHAPOAHbBIN 9KOHOMUYECKMI MOPSIAOK HECNpaBeanmB no
OTHOLLIEHMIO K CTPaHaM, OCYyLLEeCTBUBLLMM WHAYCTPManusauuio B NocrneaHve rofbl, 1 4To ero Heobxoanmo
pedopmunpoBatb. Ecnun HedTaHoW kapTens Bpoae OINEK moxeT noBbICUTb MUPOBBIE LEHbI, paccyxganm
OHW, TO 1 KAPTENnM Ha Takne ToBapbl, Kak caxap, kode, Tabak, kakao n gpyrme, Toxe MOryT.

In the face of this call for global equity, the United States issued a resounding no. The international
economic system, said one U.S. administration after the next, is fair enough. If developing countries
wanted to catch up, they’d have to do it on their own, presumably by mastering new areas of technology
and skill, not by artificial arrangements to boost the prices of their commodity exports. A few countries,
such as South Korea and Singapore, were able to follow that route. Others, however, remained stuck with
their traditional commodity exports and found their national income levels stagnant or declining as their
populations grew while their terms of trade declined.

CTOnKHYBLUMCb C 3TUM NPU3bIBOM K rrnobanbHov cnpasegnumeocti, CoeguHéHHble LUTaThl pelumTensHo
otBeTUNM «HeT». OfHa 3a apyron agMmuHucTpaumm CLUA 3asBnsnu, 4To mexayHapoaHasi 3KOHOMUYeckas
cucTemMa JocTaTovHo cnpasednvea. Ecnu pa3smBatowmecs cTpaHbl XOTAT HaBepCcTaTh YMyLWEHHOE, UM
npuaéTtcsa genatb 3T0 CAMOCTOATENbHO, NPeanoroXUTENbHO, OCBavBasi HOBblE TEXHONOMMMN 1 HaBbIKK, a
He npuberas K NCKYCCTBEHHbIM MepaM A1 NOBbILIEHUS LEeH Ha 9KCMOPTUPYEMbIE MU CbipbeBbIE
ToBapbl. HekoTopbiM cTpaHaMm, Taknm kak KoxxHas Kopesi u CuHranyp, yaanock nowTy No aToMy nyTu.
Opyrve xe, ogHako, ocTanucb BepHbl CBOEMY TPaANLMOHHOMY 3KCMOPTY CbiPbEBbLIX TOBAPOB U
CTOJIKHYNNCb C 3aCTOEM WUIW CHWXEHVEM YPOBHS HauMOHanbHOro 4oxoA4a no Mepe pocta HaceneHus u
YXyAOLWEHNs1 YCNOBUA TOProBIN.

Just as significantly, the United States lost the political will to support the rapid catching-up of the
developing countries.

He meHee BaxHO, 4To CoeamHeHHble LLTaThl yTpatuin nosiMTM4eCKyrko BOJHO, HeO6XO,EI,VIMyPO ansa
nogaepXxkm 6bICTp0r0 OOroHAKLEro pa3BnTmnd pa3BmBakoLLIMXCA CTPaH.

The call for a NIEO was taken as an affront, an appeal to naive socialism and redistribution, a violation of
the principles of market competition. The fact that many of these same countries were involved in OPEC,
the ascendant oil cartel, added to the sting of NIEO. The United States made clear that it had had
enough. When developing countries fell into financial crisis in the early 1980s (following sky-high U.S.
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interest rates), the United States took a mostly hard-line position: repay the debts or suffer the
consequences.

Mpu3biB k cosgaHuio HM3I 6bin BOCNPUHAT kak ockopbneHune, npuabiB K HAMBHOMY CoLManuamy m
nepepacnpefeneHunto, Kak HapyLleHne nNpUHLUNOB PbIHOYHOM KOHKYpeHUUn. TOT dhakT, YTO MHOrMe 13
3TUX cTpaH 6binn uneHamu OINEK, HabupasLero cuny HedTAHOro kaptens, ycyryénsan octpoty HM3I.
CoeaunHeHHble LTaTbl SCHO Aany NoHATb, YTO € HUX xBaTUT. Korga B Havane 1980-x rogos
pas3BMUBaOLLMECS CTPaHbl CTOMKHYNNCh C (PUHAHCOBBLIM KPM3NCOM (BCneacTBME 3a00aqHbIX MPOLEHTHbIX
ctaBok B CLWA), CoegnHeHHble LUTaThl 3aHANN NpenMyLLIECTBEHHO XECTKYHO NO3MLMI0: MO0 BEPHYTH
gonru, nnbo cTpagatb OT NOCNeaCcTBUNA.

The U.S. will to lead globally had its final moment of glory in the postcommunist revolutions of 1989—
1991. After all, the emergence of postcommunist governments in Eastern Europe was the triumph, or so it
seemed, of decades of America’s Cold War efforts. While America’s generosity to the newly democratic
nations of Eastern Europe can easily be exaggerated, the fact remains that the United States saw that
investing in Eastern Europe’s transformation, democratization, and renewed growth would enhance U.S.
exports, geopolitical leadership, and returns on overseas investments.

Crtpemnenne CLWA k rmobanbHoMy nuaepcTBy AOCTUIIIO CBOErO NocregHero MoMeHTa craBbl B
NOCTKOMMYHUCTMYECKNX peBontoumsx 1989—-1991 rogos. B koHLE KOHLLOB, NOsIBNEHNE
NOCTKOMMYHMCTUYECKNX NpaBMTeNbCTB B BocTouHoM EBpone cTano Tpuymdom, unu, no KpanHem mepe,
Tak Ka3anocb, 4eCATUNeTU yeunmn AMeprkn BpeMEH XONO4HON BOMHBI. XOTS LWeApoCTb AMEpUKN K
HOBbIM AE€MOKpaTU4eCcKMM cTpaHaMm BocTouHon EBponbl nierko npeyBennuntb, hakt 0CTaéTcs hakToM:
CoepunHénHble LWTaTbl BuAEnu, 4To MHBECTULMM B TpaHCOpMaLuuio, AeMOKpaTM3aumio n BO306HoBNeHne
pocTa BocTouHow EBponbl ykpenaT amepuKaHCKUA 3KCMOpT, reononmMTnYeckoe NuaepcTBo U AOXOAHOCTb
3apybexHbIX UHBECTULIUIA.

| have already recounted the stark difference between America’s financial approach toward Poland in
1989 and Russia in 1991. The first showed U.S. financial leadership, the other the abnegation of
leadership. Yes, the United States still wanted to lead after 1991, but through military dominance over its
former adversary rather than through cooperative economic strategies. Official development assistance
generally plummeted in the 1990s. Clinton wanted a post—Cold War peace dividend without having to
reinvest any of it abroad to build a new world order. With no geopolitical competition from the Soviet
Union for the hearts and minds of the world’s poor, the United States no longer had to use development
assistance as an inducement for countries to join the U.S. sphere of influence.

A yxxe pacckasbiBan 0 pasvTenibHOWM pasHuLe Mexay hMHaHCOBbLIM NoaxoAoM AMepukm K MNonblue B
1989 roay n k Poccum B 1991 roay. MNepsbii npogeMoHcTpupoBan duHaHcosoe nugepctso CLUA, BTopon
— oTKa3 oT nuaepcTia. [Ja, CoeanHéHHble LLTaThl BCE ewé xoTenu nuampoBath nocre 1991 roga, Ho
nocpeacTBOM BOEHHOIO NPEBOCXOACTBA HaZ CBOMM ObIBLLUMM MPOTUMBHMKOM, @ HE MOCPESCTBOM
cTpaTterun cotpygHudecTsa B obnactu akoHomukn. OdrupmansHas NoOMOLLb pas3BUTUO B LIENIOM PEe3KO
cokpaTunacb B 1990-x rogax. KnMHTOH xoTen nony4nte AMBUAEHObI OT MMpa NOCne OKOHYaHuUs
XOOAHOWN BOWMHBI, HE PENHBECTUPYS UX 3@ PyOEXoM A1 MOCTPOEHUSA HOBOTO MUPOBOIO nopsiaka.
Mockonbky CoeTckuin Coto3 Gornblue He BEN reononMTUYECKYIO KOHKYPEHLIMIO 3a CEepALa U yMbl
OepHenwnx cnoés HaceneHus mupa, CoeguHEHHbIM LLTaTtam Gonblue He Hy)XHO BbINIo MCNoNb30BaThb
NMOMOLLb B LIENsiX pa3BUTUst Kak CTUMYIN ONS CTpaH, npucoeanHsaoLwwmxces kK cpepe BnmsiHusa CLUA.

| therefore see several reasons for America’s shrinking interest in global economic, financial, and
diplomatic leadership. One was petulance. The United States was annoyed by demands for global
economic reform coming from the developing countries; they would take the global system on America’s
terms, or else. Another was the end of the Cold War. The United States had won; the Soviet Union had
lost. The United States no longer needed to lure developing countries to its side and away from the Soviet
Union. A third was arrogance. Why lead with inducements (carrots) when military power (sticks) will do
just fine? The United States turned from “soft” power to “hard” power after 1991, especially since the
Soviet Union was no longer present as a military counterweight (or so the United States thought, until
Russia’s intervention in Syria in 2015).
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MoaTomy 51 BMXKY HECKOSbKO MPUYMH CHUXKEHMST MHTepeca AMEPUKM K MUPOBOMY 3KOHOMUYECKOMY,
drHaHCOBOMY 1 Aunnomartmdeckomy nugepcty. OgHa n3 Hux — kanpuaHoctb. CoeanHeHHble LWTaThl
Oblnn pasgpaxeHbl TpeboBaHUAMM rNOOanbHBIX 3KOHOMUYECKMX pedhopM, UCXOOALLMMMN OT
pa3BUBAOLLMXCS CTPaH; OHWN Obl MPUHANK rrobanbHy CUCTEMY HAa aMEPUKAHCKMX YCNOBUSAX, MHa4ve Obl
UM Npuwnock caatbcs. [ipyras — okoH4YaHme xonogHoun BorHbl. CoegmHeHHble LWTaTtel nobeanny;
Coetckun Coto3 npourpan. CoegnHeHHbIM LLITaTam 6onblue He HY»XHO BbINo NnepemaHmnBaTb
pasBuMBaloLLMECH CTPaHbl Ha CBOK CTOPOHY 1 oTBNekaTtb nx ot Cosetckoro Coto3a. TpeTbsa —
BblCOKOMepMe. 3a4em NnanpoBaTh C MOMOLLIO CTUMYNOB (MPAHMKOB), KOrAa BOEHHas cuna (KHYT)
BnonHe croantcsa? CoeamHeHHble LLUTaTbl nepeLwnm oT «MArkom» Cunbl K «>XXeCTKony cune nocrne 1991
roga, ocobeHHO ¢ y4eTom Toro, 4to CoseTtckuin Coto3 BorbLue He NPUCYTCTBOBAr B KA4eCTBE BOEHHOMO
npoTtmeoBeca (Mnu Tak gymanu CoeauHeHHble LWTaTel 4o BMewartensctBa Poccum B Crputo B 2015

rogy).

Perhaps most fundamental of all, and underpinning some of the factors just named, was America’s
relative decline in economic strength. The U.S. economy did not fail; much of the world caught up, or at
least narrowed the gap. Europe and Japan rebuilt after the war. Developing countries invested in
education and job skills. China experienced the most rapid, sustained economic growth of any large
region in the world after market reforms began in 1978. The result was that America’s share of world
output fell from its peak of around 30 percent in 1950 to 20 percent by 1990 and just 15 percent today. As
the U.S. share declined, America’s readiness to supply global public goods fell even faster. And because
the American political system after 1980 failed to redistribute wealth and income from the top to the
bottom, a significant part of the U.S. population experienced an absolute decline in inflation-adjusted
income, despite the overall growth of the U.S. economy.

Bo3moxxHO, camMbiM hyHAAMEHTarNbHbIM U3 BCEX, U NeXallMM B OCHOBE HEKOTOPbIX U3 TOJbKO YTO
Ha3BaHHbIX PAKTOPOB, ObINTO OTHOCUTENBHOE CHIKEHNE SKOHOMUYECKON MO AMEPUKN. DKOHOMUKA
CLIA He pyxHyna; bonbliuas 4acTb Mypa gorHana unu, no KpanHen mepe, cokpartuna paspbis. EBpona u
AnoHMs BOCCTaHOBUMMCH MOCIe BOWHbI. Pa3BuBaroLmecs CTpaHbl MHBECTMPOBanu B obpasoBaHme u
pasBuTMe NpodeccuoHanbHbIX HaBbIKOB. Kutan nepexumn cambli ObICTPbIN 1 yCTONYMBbIN
3KOHOMMYECKMI POCT CPEAn BCEX KPYMHbIX PEMMOHOB MMpa NOCsie Havarna pblHOYHbIX pedopm B 1978
rogy. B pesynbtaTte gonst AMepvku B MMPOBOM NMPOM3BOACTBE ynarna ¢ NMKoBOro 3HaveHus okosno 30
npoueHToB B 1950 rogy ao 20 npoueHToB k 1990 rogy v Bcero nuwb Ao 15 npoueHToB cerogH4. 1o mepe
cHmxeHus gonu CLUA roToBHOCTE AMepuku NpefocTaBnaTh rnobdanbHble oOwecTBeHHble 6nara nagana
el BbicTpee. A MOCKOMNbKY amepuKkaHckas nonutudeckasa cuctema nocne 1980 roga He cmorna
nepepacnpegenntb 60ratcTBO 1M 4OXOAblI CBEPXY BHU3, 3HAYUTENbHAsA YacTb HaceneHus CLLUA
CTOSKHYNach ¢ abCoNOTHLIM NageHMeM AOXOO0B C MOMPAaBKOM Ha UHMMALMIO, HECMOTpPS Ha obLLMIA pocT
akoHomukm CLLA.

Yet here is where America has badly misjudged its own situation and the world’s. While it is
understandable that the United States would no longer bankroll global development as it did in the
1940s-1950s, the need for global public goods has not abated just because U.S. economic dominance
has diminished. The global needs remain, for example, to fight global poverty and battle human-induced
climate change. Rather than turning its back on such global challenges, the United States should be
calling on other nations to join with it in meeting the challenges together. Instead, the United States has
abdicated its responsibilities by slashing aid, relying excessively on hard power, and renouncing the
instruments of global diplomacy.

OfHaKo MMEHHO 34ecb AMepuKa rmyGoKo He4oOLEHUNa CBOK COGCTBEHHYIO CUTYaLIMIO U CUTYaLMIo B
Mupe. XOoTs BNOfHe NoHATHO, YTo CoeanHeHHble LTaThl 6Gornbliue He 6yayT dhuHaHcmpoBaThb rnobarnsHoe
pasBuTUE, Kak 370 6bio B 1940—1950-x rogax, NoTpeGHOCTb B rrnobarbHbIX 06LWecTBEeHHbIX Grarax He
YMEHbLUMNACh TONbKO NMOTOMY, YTO 9KOHOMMYeckoe AoMmuHnpoBaHue CLUA cokpatunocsk. MobanbHble
NoTpeBHOCTN CoXpaHAKTCS, Hanpumep, B Gopbbe ¢ rnobanbHoi 6e4HOCTbI0 U aHTPOMOreHHbLIM
nsMeHeHneM KrnumaTa. BmecTo Toro, 4To6bl 0TBOpauMBaThCs OT 3TUX rnobanbHbIX Npobnem,
CoeauHeHHbIM LLUTaTam cnegyeT npusBaTh Apyrve CTPpaHbl NPUCOEANHUTLCA K HAM [ COBMECTHOIO
pelueHuns aTux npobrem. BmecTo atoro CoeanHeHHble LLTaThl 0TKasanck 0T CBOMX 0643aTenbCTB,
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COKpaTMB NMOMOLLb, YPE3MEPHO MorarasicCb Ha XeCTKyl CUIY 1 OTKa3aBLUUCL OT MHCTPYMEHTOB
rnobanbHO AunnomaTtuu.

Not only has the United States turned its back on development assistance; it has turned its back on global
diplomacy as well. The United Nations was America’s creation, the remarkable vision of Franklin D.
Roosevelt as the best hope to keep the peace after World War Il. So too was the web of new international
institutions within and alongside the United Nations. U.S. diplomats seemed to be everywhere for the first
quarter-century after the war, helping to launch development programs, instill environmentalism, and
share the fruits of science. But then, for the same reasons that the United States cut back on global
development financing, it began to cut back on global diplomacy as well. The bipartisan foreign policy of
the Roosevelt-Truman-Eisenhower era increasingly gave way to dissension. Hard-liners decided that U.S.
military dominance, rather than diplomatic persuasion and development financing, was the real key to
securing America’s interests.

CoepaunHeHHble LUTaTbl He TOMbKO OTKa3anucb OT MOMOLLM B LIENSX PasBUTKS, HO 1 OT rrnobansHown
annnomatun. Opranmsauna Ob6beamHeHHbIX Hauun 6bina getuwem AmMepurkun, BONSOWEHNEM
3amevaTenbHoro BuaeHns dparknuHa [1. Py3BenbTa kak nydllen Hagexabl Ha coxpaHeHvue mupa nocne
BTopown mnpoBo BOVHbI. TO e caMmoe MOXHO cKa3aTb 1 O CeTU HOBbIX MEXAYHapOOHbIX MHCTUTYTOB
BHYTpu OpraHusaumn O6beamHeHHbIX Hauun n pagom ¢ Hen. B TedeHne nepBon 4eTBEpPTH Beka nocne
BOWMHbI aMepyrKaHCcK/e AMnnomMaThl, ka3anock, Obinn NOBCOAY, MOMOras 3anyckaTb NporpaMmbl pasBuTys,
BHEAPATb MAEW 3alLMTbl OKpYyXatoLlen cpedbl U AennTbCs Nnogamu Hayku. Ho 3atem, no tem xe
npu4nMHam, no kotopbiM CoeaunHeHHble LLUtaTbl cokpaTnnm pruHaHcMpoBaHue rnobanbHOro pa3BuTKs, OHK
Hayanu cokpawatb 1 rnobanbHyo gunnomaTtunio. [ByxnapTunHasa BHELIHAS NonmTrka anoxv Py3senbTa-
TpymaHa-Ori3eHxayapa Bce bonblue ycTynana Mecto pasHornacmsaM. CTOPOHHMKM XeCTKOW NIUHUK
peLunnn, Y4To pearnbHbIM KIHOYOM K obecneyeHnto nHTepecoB AMEPUKM SBMSETCH BOEHHOE
aomuHupoBarue CLUA, a He gunnomaTtuydeckoe ybexaeHne n dhrHaHCMpOBaHNE Pa3BUTHS.

From the late 1970s onward, international treaties became increasingly suspect to the American right
wing. Since 1994, the U.S. Senate has not ratified a single UN treaty, the last being the Chemical
Weapons Convention in 1993. Ratification requires a two-thirds majority, implying bipartisan support, and
generally the Republican Party has stood nearly united against ratification. Here are some of the
important UN treaties pending Senate ratification, with few if any prospects for adoption:

C koHua 1970-x roaoB MexayHapoAHble OroBOpbl CTanu Bbi3biBaTb BCe Oonbluee Nofo3peHne y
amepukaHckmx npasbix. C 1994 roga CeHat CLUA He patuduumpoBan HM ogHoro gorosopa OOH,
nocnegHMM 13 KoTopbix bbina KoHBeHUMst 0 3anpeLueHnm xummyeckoro opyxusa B 1993 rogy. [ns
patudukauum TpebyeTcst 6ONbLUMHCTBO B ABE TPETU rofiocoB, YTO NogpasymeBaeT ABYXNapTUNHYIO
noagepxky, v B uenom PecnybnvkaHckas napTys NpakTU4eCckn eanHOLYLIHO BbiCTynana npoTms
paTudukaummn. BoT HekoTopble BaxkHble gorosopbl OOH, oxnaatowme patudpukaumm CeHaTtom un
MMetoLLMe Marno LIaHCOB Ha NPUHATUE, ECINN TakoBble BOOOLLE MMEDTCS:

1979 Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women, signed but not ratified

KoHBeHUMs 0 nukBMaauumn Bcex hopM AUCKPUMMHALMKN B OTHOLLEHUN XeHwWwumH 1979 roga, nognucaxa, Ho
He paTtuduumpoBaHa

1989 Convention on the Rights of the Child, signed but not ratified
KoHBeHLMs1 0 NpaBax pebeHka 1989 roga, nognucaHa, Ho He paTtuduumpoBaHa
1989 Basel Convention on Transboundary Hazardous Wastes, signed but not ratified

Basenbckas KOHBEHUUS O TpaHCrpaHUYHOM nepeMeLLeHnn onacHbix oTxogos 1989 roga, nognucaxa, Ho
He paTtuduuympoBaHa

1991 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, not signed
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KoHBeHLmsa OpraHunsaumm O6beamHeHHbIx Hauwmii no mopckomy npasy 1991 roga, He nognucaHa
1992 Convention on Biological Diversity, signed but not ratified

KoHBeHUMsa o Bruonornyeckom pasHoobpasun 1992 roga, nognucaHa, Ho He paTtuduumnpoBaHa
1996 Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, signed but not ratified

[loroBop 0 BceobbeMIoLLEM 3anpeLLEHNM UCMbITaHWUA ssaepHoro opyxusa 1996 roga, nognucax, HO He
patTudumumpoBaH

1997 Kyoto Protocol, signed with no intention to ratify

KnoTckmii npotokon 1997 roga, noanucaH 6e3 HamepeHus patuduLmpoBaThb
1997 Ottawa Treaty (Mine Ban Treaty), not signed

OtTaeckuii goroeop 1997 roga ([Joroeop 0 3anpeLweHnn M1H), He nognuncax
1998 Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court, not signed

Pumckun ctatyt MexagyHapogHoro yronosHoro cyga 1998 roga, He nognmcaH
1999 Criminal Law Convention on Corruption, signed but not ratified

KoHBeHLMs 06 yrornoBHOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTM 3a Koppynuuo 1999 roga, nognucaHa, Ho He
paTtndurumpoBaHa

1999 Civil Law Convention on Corruption, not signed

KoHBeHLMS 0 rpaXkgaHCKo-npaBoOBOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTM 3a koppynuuto 1999 roga, He nognmcaHa

2002 Optional Protocol to the Convention Against Torture, not signed

dakynbTaTUBHbIN NPOTOKON K KoHBEHUUn npoTus nbiTok 2002 roga, He noanucaH

2006 International Convention for the Protection of All Persons from Enforced Disappearance, not signed

MemyHapop,Haﬂ KOHBeHUMS o 3awmTe Bee nuua, nocTpagasLllne OT HaCUIMbCTBEHHbIX MCYE3HOBEHUN, HE
noanncaHbl

2007 Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, signed but not ratified
KoHBeHLMs o0 npaBax uHeBanugos 2007 roga, noanvcaHa, Ho He paTtuduumpoBaHa
2015 Paris Climate Agreement, signed but declared intention to withdraw in 2020

Mapwxckoe cornaweHue no knumaTty 2015 roga, NoAnMcaHo, HO 3asiBIIEHO O HAMEPEHUU BbINTU U3 HErO
B 2020 rogy

In many of these cases, the United States stands alone or almost alone against the rest of the world. Only
four countries have failed to ratify the convention on elimination of discrimination against women
(CEDAW)—the United States plus Somalia, Sudan, and Iran. Only the United States is not a party to the
Convention on the Rights of the Child. Only the United States is not a party to the Convention on
Biological Diversity. Almost all countries have ratified the Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities; the United States stands with Uzbekistan, Libya, Chad, Belarus, and a few others in not
ratifying that treaty.
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Bo mHorux ns atux cnyvaeB CoeamHeHHble LLTaTbl ocTaroTcs B 0ANMHOYECTBE UM NMOYTU B OQUHOYECTBE
NMPOTUB OCTaNbHOrO MUpa. TONbKO YeTblpe CTpaHbl He paTudmumposanu KoHBEHLMIO O NUKBUAALUN
ONCKPUMUHALUMK B OTHoLWeHUN xeHwmH (CEDAW) — CoepguHerHble LWTaTtel, Comanu, CyaaH u VpaH.
Tonbko CoeamHeHHble LLTaThl He siBRsitoTcs y4acTHMKOM KoHBeHUMM o npaBax pebeHka. Tonbko
CoepgunHeHHble LTaTbl He sBRsitoTCS y4acTHMKOM KoHBEHLMKM 0 BronornyeckomM pasHoobpasuu. MNoytu
BCe CTpaHbl patuduumpoBany KoHBeHUMO 0 npaBax nHeBanuaos; CoeanHeHHble LLTaThl nogaepxueatoTt
Y3bekuctaH, IluBuio, Yaa, Benapycb 1 HECKOMbLKO APYrMX CTPaH, He paTMULMPOBAaBLLMX 3TOT JOrOBOP.

During the last quarter-century, the Republican Party has completely turned its back on global
environmentalism, largely because the coal, oil, and gas lobbies came to dominate the party. In 1992,
Republican president George H. W. Bush signed three major multilateral environmental agreements
(MEAS) at the Rio Earth Summit: the Convention on Biological Diversity, the UN Framework Convention
on Climate Change, and the UN Convention to Combat Desertification. Yet that proved the be the last
gasp of Republican Party environmentalism. Since then, the U.S. Senate has turned its back on the
treaties and on related global environmental measures.

3a nocnegHo YeTBepTb Beka PecnybnnkaHckasa napTus NOMHOCTbI OTBEPHYMNAach OT rrnobanbHOro
9KOJIOMMYECKOTrO ABMXKEHUS, B OCHOBHOM U3-3a TOr0, YTO NTOOOMCThI, NpeaCcTaBnsoWwmne yronbHyto,
HedTAHYIO 1 ra3oByk OTpacnu, ctanv JOMUHMPOBaTh B napTun. B 1992 rogy npesnageHT-pecnybnuvkaHey,
Ixopmpk Byw-cTapwmii nognmcan TPy BaXKHbIX MHOTOCTOPOHHMX COrMaLLeHNsi MO OXpaHe OKpyXKatoLen
cpegbl (MCOC) Ha CammuTe 3emnu B Pro-ge-XKaHerpo: KoHBeHLMI0 0 BronornyeckoM pasHoobpasmu,
PamouHyto koHBeHUMo OOH 06 nameHeHumn knumaTta n KonseHumto OOH no 6opbbe ¢ onycTbiHMBAHUEM.
OpHako 3TO okasanoch NOCMeAHUM B34OXOM 3HBapoHMeHTanuama PecnybnvkaHckon naptum. C Tex
nop CeHat CLUA oTBEepHYNCst OT 3TUX AOrOBOPOB U CBA3AHHbLIX C HUMW rNobanbHbIX Mep No OxXpaHe
OKpY>KatoLLen cpeapl.

Regarding the UN Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the Senate simply refused ratification after
Bush signed the treaty. Several western-state Republican senators argued that protecting biodiversity
under the treaty would undermine private property rights. In the end, private land rights took precedence
over the survival of biodiversity. Regarding the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCCQC), the Senate ratified the treaty but then refused to implement it, and likewise refused to
consider the 1997 Kyoto Protocol that would have put the treaty into operation. The 2015 Paris Climate
Agreement has now superseded the Kyoto Protocol. The agreement was designed by the Obama
administration and other negotiating partners to circumvent the need for Senate ratification. Instead, the
Republican Senate leadership successfully convinced President Trump to announce plans to withdraw
from the agreement in 2020, the earliest possible date under the terms of the agreement.

Yto kacaeTtcsa KoHBeHunn OOH o 6ruonornyeckom pasHoobpasum (KBP), CeHaTt npocTo oTkasancs
patuduumpoBaTtb €€ nocre Toro, kak byw noanncan gorosop. Heckonbko ceHaTopoB-pecnybnvkaHLeB
13 3anafgHbIX WTATOB yTBEPXAanu, 4To 3awmuta 6nopasHoobpasusi B pamkax Aorosopa nogopBET npasa
YacTHOM cobCTBEHHOCTU. B KOHEYHOM uTore, NpaBa YacTHOW COBCTBEHHOCTM Ha 3eMIII0 OKa3anucb
BaXkHee coxpaHeHust buopasHoobpasus. Uto kacaeTcst PamouHow koHBeHUMn OOH 06 nameHeHum
knumaTta (PKMK OOH), CeHat paTuduumposan 4OroBop, HO 3aTeM OTKa3arcs ero NpUMeHsTb, a Takke
oTKasarncs paccmatpusatb KnoTtckun npotokon 1997 roga, KOTopbI LOMKEH Oblyl BBECTU €0 B
dewncteue. MNapmxckoe cornatleHune no knumaty 2015 roga Tenepb 3ameHnno KMoTckuin mpoToKon.
CornawweHue 6b1no paspabortaHo agMmuHucTpaumen Obambl n ApyrMMy napTHEPamMum No neperoBopam,
4yTOObI 060NTN HeobxoanmocTb patudukaumnm CeHaTom. BmecTo aToro pecnybnmkaHCKOMY pyKOBOACTBY
Cenata yganocb ybeanTtb npesngeHTa Tpamna o6bsaBMTb O NNaHax Beixoga n3 cornaiwuenns B 2020 rogy
— GnvxkanLuen BO3MOXHOW AaTe, NpegyCMOTPEHHOW YCNOBUSIMI COrNaLleHns.

Regarding the UN Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD), the Senate ratified the treaty but did
absolutely nothing to support it. The aim of the UNCCD is to support dryland countries to confront and
overcome the scourges of drought and land degradation. Dryland regions such as the African Sahel, the
Horn of Africa, the Arabian Gulf, and Western and Central Asia, are exceedingly vulnerable to global
warming and the overuse of surface water and groundwater. The dryland regions have become conflict
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hotspots in part because of food and water insecurity. Yet the United States has not utilized the UNCCD
as an instrument of response, turning to military approaches instead.

Yro kacaeTtcsa KoHseHumm OOH no 6opbbe ¢ onycTeiHuBaHnem (KEO OOH), CeHnat patuduymnposan
OOroBop, HO He caenan abconoTHO Hu4Yero Ansa ero noagaepxku. Lens KBO OOH — oka3ate nogaepxky
CTpaHaMm C 3acyLunmBbIMK 3eMnsiMun B bopbbe ¢ 3acyxon 1 aerpagaumen 3eMenb 1 X NPEOAONEHNN.
3acylnuBble pernoHsbl, Takne kak adpukaHckmin Caxenb, AdpukaHckuii Por, MNepcuackui 3anue, a Takke
B3anagHas un LieHTpanbHasa A3us, YpesBblHaHO yA3BMMbI K rNo6anbHOMY MOTEMMEHUIO Y YPE3MEPHOMY
NCMNOMb30BaHM0 MOBEPXHOCTHBIX U FPYHTOBbLIX BOA. 3acyLUNMBbIe PEMMOHbI CTany ovaramm KOHGIMKTOB
0T4aCTU 13-3a OTCYTCTBMS NPOLOBONBLCTBEHHOM U BOAHOW Be3onacHocTu. Tem He MeHee, CoeanHEHHbIe
LWraTel He ncnone3oBanu KBO OOH B kauecTBe MHCTPYMEHTa pearmpoBaHusl, nepenasa K BOEHHbIM
Mepam.

With Trump’s presidency, the United States is completing the move from postwar leader to twenty-first-
century rogue state. Trump is not just cutting aid and rejecting global treaties. He is undermining UN
diplomacy itself. Trump and UN ambassador Nikki Haley have taken delight in thumbing their noses at
UN diplomats, with Haley declaring repeatedly that “we are taking down names” of countries that oppose
the United States, and threatening to cut aid to countries that cross the United States diplomatically.

C npuxogom Tpamna k Bnactn CoegnHeHHble LTaTbl 3aBepLuatoT nepexos oT MOCNEeBOEHHOro nuaepa K
rocyaapcTBy-m3roto XXI Beka. Tpamn He NpoCTO CoKpallaeT NOMOLLb 1 OTBepraeT rnobanbHble
poroBopbl. OH nogpbiaeT camy gunnomatuo OOH. Tpamn n nocon CLA B OOH Hukkn Xennu ¢
YAOBOMbCTBUEM NPEHEDPEXUTENBHO OTHOCATCA K annnomatam OOH. Xennu HeOQHOKpPaTHO 3asiBnsAna,
4YTO «Mbl yBrpaem ns cnmcka» cTpaHbl, BoicTynatowme npotus CLUA, n yrpoxana cokpaTtutb NOMOLLb
CTpaHaM, KOTopble AMNoMaTM4eckn nepecekatoT rpaHnbl CLUA.

Trump and Haley have already made good on their threat to cut funding to the UN itself; on Christmas
Eve 2017, America’s gift to the world was a $285 million cut in the United Nations’ regular budget.
Technically, the UN regular budget reflects a consensus decision of the body’s 193 member states, but
the United States was clearly the prime mover in pushing for the cut. Indeed, Nikki Haley, the U.S.
ambassador to the UN, accompanied the Christmas Eve announcement with a warning that the United
States would be on the lookout for further reductions.

Tpamn n Xennn yxe BbINOMHUN CBO Yrpo3y COKpaTuUTb prHaHcupoBaHue camoin OOH; B kaHyH
Poxgectea 2017 roga Amepuka caenana Mypy nogapok B BUAE COKpaLLeHUsl perynspHoro boaxeTa
OOH Ha 285 munnuoHoB gonnapos. ®opManbHO perynsapHbiv 6rogpxkeT OOH oTpaxaeT KOHCEHCYCHOe
pelleHre 193 rocyqapcTB-4neHoB opraHusaumm, Ho CoeanHéHHble LUTaThbl, 04eBUAHO, ObINM rMaBHbIM
WHMLMaTopoM cokpatleHus. bonee Ttoro, nocon CLWA B OOH Hukkn Xennu conposoguna
POXOECTBEHCKOE 3asiBrneHne npegynpexaeHmem o Tom, 4to CoeaumHéHHble LLTaTel OyayT oxugaTb
AanbHenLWwmnx cokpaLLeHni.

The budget cuts will make it that much harder for UN agencies to prevent wars, help millions of people
displaced by conflicts, feed and clothe hungry children, fight emerging diseases, provide safe water and
sanitation, and promote access to education and health care for the poor.

CokpalleHuve GrogkeTa 3Ha4UTenbHO yenoxHuT ans areHtcts OOH 3agavy npenoTBpalleHus BOH,
MOMOLLIM MUIIITMOHAM JTHOAEN, NePEMELLIEHHBLIX B pe3ynbTate KOH(IMKTOB, obecneyeHunst
NpoAOBOMLCTBUEM U OOEXAO0M rofiogaronx geten, 6opbbbl ¢ HOBbIMY 3aboneBaHnaAMN, obecneyeHns
YNCTOM BOAOW N CaHMTapuWen, a Takke CoOAeNCcTBMSA AOCTYNy k 06pa3oBaHuUio U 30paBOOXPaHEHNIO AN
6eaHbIX.

President Trump and Ambassador Haley make much of the bloated costs of UN operations, and there
certainly is room for some trimming. But the world receives an astounding return on its investments in the
UN, and member countries should be investing far more, not less, in the organization and its programs.
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Mpe3naeHT Tpamn 1 Nocon Xennu B 3Ha4MTENbHOW CTENEHN OTBETCTBEHHbI 32 pa3fyThle pacxodbl Ha
onepauun OOH, n, 6e3ycrnoBHO, eCTb BO3MOXHOCTU A8 UX COKpalleHus. Ho mup nony4yaeT
nopasuTenbHY oTaavy oT cBoux nHeectuumin B OOH, 1 rocygapctea-yneHbl AOMKHbI BKaAbIBaTb
ropasfo 6onblue, a He MeHbLUE, B OPraH13aumio 1 ee NporpaMmbl.

Consider the sums. The UN regular budget for the twoyear period 2018—2019 will stand at around $5.3
billion, $285 million less than the 2016—-2017 budget. Annual spending will be around $2.7 billion. The
U.S. share will be 22 percent, or around $580 million per year, equivalent to around $1.80 per American
per year.

Bagymainitecb Hag cymmamu. PerynspHbin 6iogpkeT OOH Ha aByxneTHun nepmog 2018-2019 rogos
COCTaBMT OKoJ10 5,3 MnpA oonnapos, YTo Ha 285 MNH gonnapoB MeHblue 6ogkeTta 2016—-2017 ronos.
"opoBble pacxogbl cOCTaBAT okoo 2,7 mnpa gonnapos. Jons CLUA coctaBut 22%, nnm okono 580 mnH
OONNapoB B rof, YTo SKkBMBaneHTHoO npumepHo 1,80 gonnapa Ha ogHOro amepukaHLa B roA.

What will Americans get for their $1.80 per year? For starters, the UN regular budget includes the
operations of the General Assembly, the Security Council, and the Secretariat (including the secretary-
general’s office, the Department of Economic and Social Affairs, the Department of Political Affairs, and
administrative staff ). When a dire threat to peace arises, such as the current standoff between the United
States and North Korea, it is the UN’s Department of Political Affairs that often facilitates vital, behind-the-
scenes diplomacy.

Yto nonyyat amepukaHupbl 3a ceou 1,80 gonnapa B roa? Bo-nepBbix, perynsipHbin 6togpxketr OOH
BKMoyaeT B cebs pacxoapbl Ha gesaTenbHoCTb ['eHepanbHon Accambnen, Coeta besonacHocTu 1
CekpeTapwuara (Bknoyada annapat [eHepanbHOro cekpertapsi, [lenaptameHT N0 SKOHOMUYECKM U
coumanbeHbIM BorpocaMm, [lenapTaMeHT no NONUTUYECKUM BOMPOCaM M aAMUHUCTPATMBHbIV NepcoHarn).
Korga BO3HMKaeT cepbé3Has yrpo3a Myupy, Hanpumep, HblHELLHEE MPOTUBOCTOSIHUE MEXAY
CoepunHénHbiMu LTaTtamm n CeBepHow Kopeew, umeHHO [JenapTameHT no NONUTUYECKMM BONpocam
OOH vacTo cogencTByeT XU3HEHHO BaXKHOW 3aKyNMCHON aunnomaTum.

In addition, the UN regular budget includes allocations for the UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the UN
Development Program, the World Health Organization, the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, the UN
High Commissioner for Human Rights, the UN’s regional bodies (for Asia, Africa, Europe, Latin America),
the UN Environment Program, the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (for disaster
response), the World Meteorological Organization, the UN Office on Drugs and Crime, UN Women (for
women'’s rights), and many other agencies, each specializing in global responses to crises, conflicts,
poverty, displacement, environmental hazards, diseases, or other public needs.

Kpome Toro, perynspHbii 6tomket OOH BkntovaeT accurHoBanms ans etckoro poHga OOH
(FKOHUCEW®), MNMporpammebl passutus OOH, BcemunpHol opraHnsaumm 3gpaBooxpaHeHusi, YnpasneHus
BepxosHoro komuccapa OOH no genam 6exeHues, YnpaeneHust BepxosHoro komuccapa OOH no
npaesam Yyernoseka, pernoHanbeHbIX opraHoB OOH (ansa Asun, Acdpukn, EBponsl 1 JlaTuHckon Amepukn),
Mporpammbl OOH no okpyxatoLlen cpege, YnpaBneHus no KoopauHaLmmn rymaHMTapHbIX BONPOCOB (Ans
pearmpoBaHus Ha CTUXMIHbIE BeacTBuMs), BceMupHOM MeTeoponornyeckon opraHnsauum, YnpasneHums
OOH no HapkoTukam n npectynHocTn, CTpykTypbl « OOH-XeHLWMHbI» (415 3aLWMThl MPaB XEHLUWH) 1
MHOIMX APYrMX YYPEXAEHUN, KaXa0e 13 KOTOpbIX cneunanma3npyeTcs Ha rmobansHOM pearmpoBaHmm Ha
KpW3nCbl, KOHIUKTbI, HULLIETY, NepeMeLLeHne HaceneHusi, akonormdeckmne 6eacreus, 6onesmHy unm
apyrve obLLeCcTBEHHbIE HYXAbI.

Many UN organizations receive additional “voluntary” contributions from individual countries interested in
supporting specialized initiatives by agencies such as UNICEF and the World Health Organization. Those
agencies have a unique global mandate and political legitimacy, and the capacity to operate in all parts of
the world.

MHorue opranmnsaumm OOH nony4yatoT JONONHUTENbHbIE «A06POBONbHBIE» B3HOCHI OT OTAENbHbBIX CTPaH,
3aUHTEPECOBaHHbIX B MOAAEPXKKE Crneunanm3npoBaHHbIX UHALMATUB Takux ydpexaeHui, kak KOHVUCE® un
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BcemupHas opraHnsaums 3gpaBooxpaHeHns. Tu yupexaeHns o6naaaT YHUKanbHbIM rnobanbHbIM
MaHOaTOM U NMOMUTUYECKOW NEMMTUMHOCTBIO, @ Takke BO3MOXHOCTSIMU AeiCTBOBaTb BO BCEX YACTSX
Mupa.

The silliness of the U.S. attack on the size of the UN budget is best seen by, once again, comparing it to
the Pentagon’s budget. The United States currently spends around $700 billion per year on defense, or
roughly $2 billion per day. Thus, the total annual UN regular budget amounts to around one day and nine
hours of U.S. military spending. The U.S. share of the UN regular budget equals roughly seven hours of
Pentagon spending. Some waste.

Mmynoctb Hanagok CLUA Ha pasmep 6rogketa OOH ny4lie Bcero 0co3Hatb, CpaBHMB €ro ¢ 6104KeToM
MeHTaroHa. B HacTosiwee BpeMst CoeanHeHHble LLTaTtbl TpaTtaT Ha 060poHy okorno 700 munnuapaos
AONMnapoB B rof, UM NpMMEPHO 2 Munnuapaa AoNnapoB B AeHb. Takum obpasom, obLwuin roqoBon
perynsipHbein 6rogxeT OOH cocTaBnsieT NpUMeEpPHO OAWH AeHb U AeBATb YacoB BOeHHbIX pacxogos CLUA.
Hona CLUA B perynapHom 6rogxete OOH paBHa npumepHO cemn yacam pacxonos lNeHTaroHa. Kakoe-To
pacTounTEnNbCTBO.

Trump and Haley are squeezing the UN budget for three reasons. The first is to play to Trump’s political
base. Most Americans recognize the enormous value of the UN and support it, but the right-wing fringe
among Republican voters views the UN as an affront to the United States. A 2016 survey put U.S. public
approval of the UN at 64 percent, with just 29 percent viewing it unfavorably.1 Yet the Texas Republican
Party, for example, has repeatedly called on the United States to leave the UN.

Tpamn n Xennu ypesatoT 6rogxetr OOH no Tpém npuynHam. MNepBasi — vrpatb Ha nonutuyeckon 6ase
Tpamna. BonbWWHCTBO amepurKaHLEeB NPU3HatT OrpoMHyto LieHHocTb OOH 1 nogaepxusatoT e€, Ho
npaesopagukansHasa 4actb pecnybnmkaHckux nsbuparenen cumtaetr OOH ockopbneHnem ans
CoepunHénHbix WTatos. Onpoc 2016 roga nokasan, 4to 64% Hacenerus CLUA ogobpstoT AeATenbHOCTb
OOH, v nuwb 29% oTHOCATCS K Hen oTpuuatensHo.1 Tem He MeHee, Hanpumep, PecnybnvkaHckas
napTusa Texaca HeogHoKpaTHO npusbiBana CoeavHeHHble WTatbl BTy n3 OOH.

The second reason is to save on wasteful programs, which is necessary in any ongoing organization. The
mistake is to slash the overall budget, rather than reallocate funds and increase outlays on vitally needed
programs that fight hunger and disease, educate children, and prevent conflicts.

Bropas npnunHa — akoHOMUSA Ha 6ecnonesHbIX Nporpammax, YTo Heo6xoAMMO B NOBON opraHM3aunu,
AencTBytoLlen B HacToswee BpeMs. Owmnbka 3aknoyaeTcsa B cokpalleHumn obuero 6rompkeTa BMeECTO
nepepacnpegeneHvs CpeacTs U yBENMYEHNs pacxodoB Ha XU3HEHHO Heobxoaumble NporpamMmel,
HanpasneHHble Ha 6opbby ¢ ronogom 1 6onesHamy, obpa3oBaHne AeTen n NpefoTBpaLleHne
KOH(NIMKTOB.

The third, and most dangerous, reason for cutting the UN’s budget is to weaken multilateralism in the
name of American “sovereignty.” The United States is sovereign, Trump and Haley insist, and therefore
can do what it wants, regardless of opposition by the UN or any other group of countries.

TpeTbs, n camas onacHasi, npuyrMHa cokpatleHus 6rogxketa OOH — ocnabneHne npuHumuna
MHOFOCTOPOHHOCTU BO UMS aMEPUKAHCKOIo «CyBepeHUTeTa». Tpamn u Xennum HacTamBatoT, 4To
CoepuHeHHble LTaTbl cyBEpeHHbI, 1 MO3TOMY MOTYT AenaTb BCe, YTO XOTAT, HE3aBUCUMO OT
npoTuBofencTems co ctopoHsl OOH nnu nobon Apyron rpynnbl CTpaH.

This attitude was on display in Haley’s speech to the UN General Assembly session on Jerusalem. The
UN Security Council had voted fourteen to one against the United States to oppose Trump’s moving the
U.S. embassy to Jerusalem; countries friendly to the United States and Israel warned vigorously that
Trump’s move not only violated international law but would threaten the peace process. The UN General
Assembly also took up the issue, voting 128 to nine against the United States, with thirty-five abstentions,
despite harsh U.S. warnings of aid cutoffs. Haley told the rest of the world:
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America will put our embassy in Jerusalem. That is what the American people want us to do, and it is the
right thing to do. No vote in the United Nations will make any difference on that. But this vote will make a
difference on how Americans look at the UN and on how we look at countries who disrespect us in the
UN. And this vote will be remembered.2

OT1a no3mumnsa Obinia NPogEMOHCTPMPOBaHa B BbICTYMNNEHMN Xennu Ha ceccun [eHepanbHon Accambrien
OOH no Vepycanumy. CoseT BesonacHoctn OOH nporonocoBan YeTbipHaguaThbo ronocaMm NnpoTus
OHOro NPOTUB TOro, 4Tobbl CoeanHeHHble LLTaThl BEICTYNUAN NpoTMB nepeHoca noconbctsa CLUA B
Wepycanuwm; cTpaHbl, apyxectBeHHble CLUA n V3pannio, peluntenbHO npeaynpexgany, 4To AenNCcTBUS
Tpamna He TONbKO HapyLLAT MeXAyHapoagHOe NpaBo, HO U CTaBAT Nog Yyrpo3y MUPHbIN NpoLecc.
eHepanbHaa Accambnes OOH Takke paccmoTpena 3TOoT BOnpoc, nporonocosaB 128 ronocamu npoTme
9 npu 35 BO3OEpPXKABLUMXCH, HECMOTPSI Ha XécTkne npeaynpexaeHms CLUA o npekpalleHun nomoLLu.
Xeunnu 3assuna octansHOMY MUPY:

Amepuka pa3mMecTuT Halle NoconbCTBO B Miepycanmme. IMEHHO 9TOro Xo4eT OT HAaC aMepuKaHCKui
Hapoa, 1 3To npaBunbHO. Hukakoe ronocosaHne B OpraHnsauun O6beanHEHHbIX Haumi Hn4ero He
n3mMeHuT. Ho 3TO ronocoBaHue onpeaenuT, Kak amepukaHubl oTHocsaTest K OOH 1 kak Mbl OTHOCMMCS K
CTpaHaMm, koTopble He yBaxatoT Hac B OOH. M aTo ronocoBaHne 3anomMHUTCA.2

This approach to sovereignty is exceedingly risky. Most obviously, it repudiates international law. In the
case of Jerusalem, resolutions adopted by the General Assembly and the Security Council have
repeatedly declared the final status of Jerusalem to be a matter of international law. By brazenly
proclaiming the right to override international law, the United States threatens the edifice of international
cooperation under the UN Charter.

Takon nogxopn K CyBepeHUTETY Ype3aBblHaHO puckoBaH. CoOBEpLUEHHO OY4EBUAHO, YTO OH NPOTUBOPEUUT
MexayHapoaHomy npasy. B cnyyae ¢ VMiepycanumom pesontoumu, npuHaTtble 'eHepanbHon Accambneei
n CoBeTom besonacHocTn, HEOOHOKPATHO OOBABNSANM OKOHYaTENbHbIV cTaTyc Mlepycanuma Bonpocom
MeXxayHapoaHoro npaea. Harno nposoarnaiuasi npaBo npeHebperatb HOpMamMu MeXayHapo4HOro npaea,
CoeanHéHHble LLTaThl cTaBaT nog yrpo3y camy OCHOBY MEXOYHapO4HOro COTPYAHMYECTBA, OCHOBAHHOIO
Ha YcTtaBe OOH.

Yet another grave danger is to the United States itself. When America stops listening to other countries,
its vast military power and arrogance often lead to self-inflicted disasters. America Firsters like Trump and
Haley bristle when other countries oppose U.S. foreign policy; but these other countries are usually giving
the United States their good and frank advice that the United States would be very wise to heed. The
Security Council’s opposition to the U.S.-led war in Iraq in 2003, for example, wasn’t intended to weaken
America, but to protect the United States, Iraq, and indeed the world, from America’s rage and shocking
blindness to the facts.

Eweé oaHa cepbé3Hasi onacHOCTb ncxoaut oT camux CoeaumHéHHbIX LLTaToB. Koraa Amepuka nepectaér
NPUCIYLLMBATLCS K APYrMM CTpaHaMm, eé OrpoMHasi BOEHHasi MOLLb U BbICOKOMEPUE 4acTo NpUBOAAT K
kaTtacTtpodam, KoTopble OHa cama cebe HaHocUT. CTOPOHHUKM naen «AMepuka npexae BCero», Takne
kak Tpamn n Xennu, BO3MYyLLAIOTCS, KOraa Apyrne cTpaHbl BbICTYNalT NPOTUB BHeLLHen nonutukn CLUA;
HO 3TV Apyrue cTpaHbl 06bl4HO AatoT CoeanHEHHbIM LLTaTtaM genbHble Y OTKPOBEHHbLIE COBETHI, K
koTopbiM CoeanHEHHbIM LLTaTam Obino 66l o4eHb Myapo nNpucnywatecs. Hanpumep, npoTuBogencTemne
CoBeTa be3onacHocTtu BoliHe B VMipake nog pykoogcteom CLUA B 2003 rogy 6bi10 HanpaBneHo He Ha
ocnabnenne Amepukm, a Ha 3awuty CoeguHéHHbIx LTaTos, Mpaka n, no cytu, BCero Mvpa ot SpocTu
AMEpUK/ 1 e€ LLOKMPYIOLLIEro npeHebpexxeHns dakramu.

How the rest of the world might react to such posturing by the United States is clear from the Turkish
foreign minister’s succinct rejoinder to Haley: “Dignity and sovereignty are not for sale.”3 The United
States can continue to be a bully and to go its own way, but the world will not give in.

To, KaKk ocTanbHON MUP MOXET OTpearmpoBsaTb Ha TaKyro NMo3nuunto CoenuHeHHbIx LTaToB, sicHO 13
KpaTKoro oteeta MMHUCTpPA MHOCTPAaHHbIX Aen TprI,VII/I Xennu: «[JoCTOMHCTBO " CYyBEPEHUTET HE
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npogatoTcs». CoeiMHeHHble LLTaTel MOryT NpoomkaTh XynUraHuTb U UATUM CBOWUM NyTEM, HO MUP He
cpacrces.

16 THE ETHICS AND PRACTICALITIES OF FOREIGN AID

OTtuka m NnpaKTn4yeckne acnekrbl Me)K.quapop.Hoﬁ nomMoLiu

As a lifelong advocate for development aid for the world’s poor, | am angered by the repeated attempts by
the Trump administration to slash U.S. foreign aid. So far, the largest of the proposed cuts have been
resisted by the Senate, including Republican Senators who know better. They know how many children
would die or grow up without access to education if President Trump’s proposals were to be adopted.
Moreover, the financial savings for the United States would be trivial, but the costs to millions of
impoverished people would be enormous. The total aid budget is around $31 billion, roughly two weeks of
Pentagon spending.

Bynoyuun y6exxaeHHbIM CTOPOHHUKOM MOMOLLM B LIENSAX pa3BUTUA BegHEenLW X CNoeB HacerneHs Mmpa, s
BO3MYLLIEH HEOAHOKPATHLIMM NMOMbITKAMW agMUHUCTPaLMM Tpamna CoOKpaTUTb aMePUKAHCKYH NMOMOLLIb
WHOCTpaHHbIM rocygapcTteam. [1o cux nop camoe 3Ha4yuTENbHOE N3 NPEeaTOKEHHbIX COKpaLLEHNN
BCTpeYarno conpoTueneHne co cTopoHbl CeHaTa, BKYasa ceHaTopoB-pecnybnukaHLeB, KOTOpble ny4lle
pasbupatotca B aToM Bonpoce. OHKM 3HAKOT, CKOMBbKO AeTer yMPYT unum BeipactyT 6e3 goctyna K
0o6pasoBaHuMio, ecnv NnpeanoxeHus npesvaeHta Tpamna 6yayT npuHsTel. bonee Toro, duHaHcoBas
akoHoMusa ans CoeanHeHHbIx LLTaToB ByaeT He3HauYMTENbHOW, HO NOTEPY ANA MUITMOHOB
00e30neHHbIX ntogen 6yayT konoccanbHbiMn. OBLWMIA B0 oKeT NOMOLLIM COCTaBMsIET 0Koso 31
MuUnnnapaa Aonnapos, YTO NPMMEPHO COOTBETCTBYET pacxoaam leHTaroHa 3a ABe Hedenw.

Even worse, the cuts in aid are explicitly designed to help shift funding toward an increase in military
spending, one that is utterly unnecessary and that in any event should not be funded on the backs of the
world’s poorest people. Instead of cutting development aid to fund an increase in military spending, we
should be ending wars and spending on new weapons systems precisely to increase aid for health,
education, renewable energy, and infrastructure, as well as urgently needed spending at home.

Xyxe TOoro, cokpalleHve NoMoLLy IBHO HanpaBieHo Ha To, YToObl NepeHanpaBnTb (hMHAHCMPOBaHWE B
CTOPOHY YBENMYEHUSI BOEHHbIX PACX040B, KOTOPbIE COBEPLUEHHO HE HYXKHbI U KOTOPLIE B NIIOOOM crnyyae
He [OJKHbI (PMHAHCMPOBATbLCS 3a cUeT BeHENLLMX CroeB HaceneHuss mupa. Bmecto Toro, 4tobbl
cokpallaTb MOMOLLb PasBUTUIO paan PUHAHCUPOBaHNS PacTYLLMX BOEHHbIX pacxodoB, HaM criegyet
npekpaTuTb BOMHbI M TPaTUTb CPEACTBA HA HOBbIE CUCTEMbI BOOPY>KEHUIN MMEHHO Arsl TOro, YTOObI
YyBENUYUTb (PMHAHCUPOBaHWE 34PaBOOXPaHEHUs, 0Opa3oBaHusl, BO30OHOBMNSIEMbIX UCTOYHUKOB SHEPTUN 1
WHPACTPYKTYPbI, @ TaKKe AN NOKPbITUSA KpaHe HEOOXO0ANMbIX BHYTPEHHUX PacXOaoB.

Trump’s calls for cutting foreign aid will surely appeal to his base, who are told that the aid is coming out
of their own pockets, whereas it is the tax cuts for the rich and the endless wars that are really fleecing
the working class. Cuts in foreign aid would cause enormous harm to America’s well-being, not only to
our nation’s moral standards, but to American national security and jobs as well.

Mpwu3biBbl Tpamna k CoKpaLleHNo MHOCTPAHHOW NOMOLLM, HECOMHEHHO, HaayT OTKIMK Y ero afnekropara,
KOTOPOMY roBOp4AT, YTO 3Ta NOMOLLb I/Ip,éT N3 UX COOCTBEHHbIX KapMaHoB, B TO BpeMA Kak Ha caMoM ferne
WMEHHO CHWKEHNe HarnoroB st 6oraTbix 1 6eCKOHEeYHbIe BOMHbBI 06MpatoT paboumn knacc. CokpalleHue
WHOCTPAHHOM MOMOLLN HAHECET OrpoOMHbIN yulepb Gnarononyymto AMEpUKK, He TOMNBbKO MopasbHbIM
HOpMaM Hallel CTpaHbl, HO 1 HauMoHanbHOM 6e30nacHOCTU 1 paboynM MecTam.

My own support for foreign assistance is based on morality. “Justice, justice shall you pursue,” we are told
in the book of Deuteronomy. Those who fail to help the poor cast themselves outside of the moral
community. “For | was hungry and you gave me nothing to eat, | was thirsty and you gave me nothing to
drink, | was a stranger and you did not invite me in, | needed clothes and you did not clothe me, | was
sick and in prison and you did not look after me,” warns Jesus in the Gospel of Matthew.
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Mosi cobcTBEHHas noaaepka MHOCTPaHHOW NOMOLLM OCHOBaHa Ha Mopanu. «CnpaeseanmMBocTy,
crnpaBeiIMBOCTM ULLMTE», — CKa3aHo B kKHUre BToposakoHue. Te, KTo He noMoraeT 6egHbIM, camu cebs
WCKMoYatoT M3 MoparnbHoro coobuectaa. «M6o ronogan A, v Bel He ganu MHe ecTb; xaxgan A, v Bbl He
Hanounun MeHsi; GbIn CTPaHHWMKOM, Y Bbl HE NMPUHANWM MeHs; Hyxgancs B ogexae, 1 Bbl He ogenn Mehs;
Ob1n 6oneH 1 B TeMHUMLE, U Bbl He No3aboTunmcb 060 MHe», — npegynpexaaet Nucyc B EBaHrenum ot
MaTtdes.

Charity (zakat) is a bedrock of Islam. Compassion is the very core of Buddhism. Indeed, for all systems of
morals, both religious and secular, treating others as we would be treated is the very essences of
morality. If my own children were hungry, without medicine, or without schooling, | would desperately
want them to be helped. Our responsibility is equally clear. Moreover, | believe, along with the teachings
of the ancient prophets, that a nation built on iniquity cannot long survive. It will come apart at the seams,
as America may be doing today.

BnaroTBOpUTENLHOCTL (3aKAT) — KpaeyrorbHbIN kameHb ncnama. CoctpagaHne — ocHosa bygausma.
[encTBuTenbHO, ANA BCEX CUCTEM MOpanu, Kak pennrno3HblX, Tak U CBETCKUX, OTHOCUTBLCH K APYrMM Tak,
Kak xoTenu Obl, YTOObl OTHOCUIIUCHL K HAM, — 3TO cama CyTb Mopanu. Ecnv 6bl Mon coBCTBEHHbIE AETH
ronoganuv, He UMernu nekapcTB Uy He nmenu obpasoBaHus, 8 6bl OTYAAHHO XOTer, YTOObI UM MOMOIN.
Hawwa oTBeTCTBEHHOCTb CTOMb Xe oveBuaHa. bonee Toro, s Bepto, Kak U y4eHUss APEBHUX NPOPOKOB, YTO
Hauus, MOCTPOEHHas Ha HecrnpaBeaIMBOCTU, HE CMOXET A0Nro cyuecTBoBatb. OHa pacchinneTcs no
LBaM, kak, BO3MOXHO, pacchinaetca AMepuka CerogHsi.

| also know, as a development practitioner now for thirty-two years, that foreign aid works—when we put
in the honest effort and thinking to make it work. | am not talking about the kind of U.S. aid that is handed
over to warlords, as in Iraq and Afghanistan. I'd cut out that aid in a moment. I'm not talking about aid that
is handed out by the U.S. military. | do not believe in the Pentagon’s and the CIA’s campaigns for “hearts
and minds,” designed by people whose real training lies not in providing public health, but in killing. And
I’'m not talking about the aid delivered largely by American expatriates in somebody else’s country. Almost
all local service delivery should be carried out by locals except in exceptional circumstances (e.g., in the
immediate aftermath of natural disasters when all hands are needed).

A Tarke 3Halo, Kak NPaKTUKYLWMIA cneumnanucT B obnacTv pasBuTust BOT yXKe TpuauaTtb ABa roga, vto
MHOCTpaHHas NoMoLLb paboTaeT — Korga Mbl MpunaraeM UCKpeHHUe YCUIs U MbICiu, YTo6bl oHa
pabotana. A He roBopto 0 Ton nomoLuy, kotopyto CLLUA nepegatoT nonesbIM KOMaHAMpPaM, Kak B Vipake u
AdraHncraHe. A 6bl HeMeaneHHO NpekpaTu Takyl MOMOLLb. A He FOBOPO O MOMOLLM, KOTOPYHO pasgatoT
amepuKaHcKkne BoeHHble. A He Bepto B kamnaHum lNMeHnTtaroHa n LIPY no 3aBoeBaHuio «cepaeL,  yMoB»,
KOTOpble BEAYT M0AK, Ybsh HACTOSLLLAs NOAroTOBKa 3aknoyaeTcs He B obecrneveHun obLecTBeHHOro
30paBoOXpaHeHust, a B ybumncteax. Ml s He roBopto 0 MOMOLLM, KOTOPYHO B OCHOBHOM OKa3bIBatoT
amepuKaHCKMe aKCnaTpmaHTbl B HyKOW cTpaHe. [NpakTuyeckn Bce MeCTHble CnyX0bl AOMKHbI
npeaocTaBnATbCA MECTHLIMW XXUTENAMM, 33 UCKITIOYEHNEM UCKINIoUNTENbHBIX 06CTOATENbCTB (Hanpumep,
cpasy nocne CTUXMnHbIX 6eacTeun, korga TpebyeTcs NoMoLLb BCeX).

Aid works when its main purpose is to finance supplies such as medicines and solar panels and the
staffing is by local workers in public health, agronomy, hydrology, ecology, energy, and transport. U.S.
government aid should be pooled with funds from other governments to support critical investments in
health, education, agriculture, and infrastructure, based on professional best practices. That's how the
Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria works, as one important example. It's a model of
success, having saved 22 million lives from the three diseases, according to its Results Report 2017.

Momolb achdekTUBHA, KOorga eé rnaBHON Lernbio SBnsieTcs hrHaHCMpOBaHME TakuxX NOCTaBOK, Kak
nekapcTBa 1 COMHeYHble NaHenu, a NepcoHarn CoOCTOUT U3 MECTHbIX CreLuanncToB B obnactu
06LLEeCTBEHHOro 34paBOOXPaHEHNs, arPOHOMUM, TMAPOSIONNU, SKOMOTUMW, AHEPTETUKN 1 TpaHCcnopTa.
Momowb npasutenbcTBa CLUA gomkHa 6biTb 06beanHeHa ¢ PUHaHCMPOBaHNEM APYrMX NPaBUTENbLCTB
ANst NOAOEPXKKN KPUTUHECKM BaXKHBIX MHBECTULMI B 30paBoOXpaHeHne, obpasoBaHme, cenbckoe
XO035MCTBO N MHAPACTPYKTYPY, OCHOBAHHbLIX Ha nNepeoBOM NpodecCroHanbHOM onbiTe. VIMeHHO Tak
pabotaet MobanbHbi oHA Ans 6opbbel co CMOom, TyGepkynésom n mansipuen, n 3To OAVH U3
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BaXHbIX MPUMEpPOB. ITO MOAENMb yCcnexa, cnacluas 22 MUnmMoHa X1U3Hen OT 3TUX Tpéx 3abonesaHun,
cornacHo ero OTYéTy o pesynbTtaTtax 3a 2017 rog.

This kind of aid is not “the white man’s burden,” as has been alleged. The responsibility to help the poor is
carried by no race for any other race. It is about the rich doing what they should for the poor. “From
everyone to whom much has been given, much will be required,” says Jesus in the Gospel of Luke.

Takas nomolLb — 3TO He «Bbpemsa 6enoro yenoBekay, kak yreepxaaetcsa. OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3@ NOMOLLb
©eOHbIM He NeXUT HM Ha ogHOoW pace. Peyb naét o Tom, Ytobbl 6oratbie genanu To, Y4TO AOMMKHbI AenaTtb
ansa 6egHbix. «/ oT BCAKOro, KOMy JaHO MHOMO, MHOrO 1 noTpebyeTcsay, — rosopuT Mncyc B EBaHrenum
ot Jlykn.

Nor is good aid about “the poor in the rich countries helping the rich in the poor countries,” as foes of aid
have long quipped. When aid funds are directed toward the basics—safe childbirth; immunizations;
control of diarrheal diseases, malaria, and HIV/AIDS; irrigation for smallholder farmers; information and
communications technologies for e-governance, e-finance, e-education, and e-health; ensuring access to
schooling; protecting biodiversity; and restoring degraded lands— the beneficiaries will be the poor. And
as long as the United States maintains fairness in its tax system, the rich will be bearing their fair share. It
is true that a politically viable aid program goes hand in hand with a fair tax system.

Xopolulasi NoMOoLLb He 3akntoyaeTcsl U B TOM, YTobbl «BeaHble B 6oraTbix cTpaHax nomoranu 6oratbiM B
BeaHbIx cTpaHaxy, kak 4aBHO A3BAT NPOTUBHWUKKM nomowy. Koraa cpeactsa NnoOMOLLM HanpaBnsoTCcs Ha
camoe Heobxoanmoe — Be3onacHble poabl; MMMYyHU3aLUuio; 6opb0y ¢ AnaperHbiMy 3aboneBaHnsaMM,
manspuen n BUY / CTTOowm; opoweHne ans Menknx bepmepos; MHOPMaLMOHHO-KOMMYHWKALMOHHbIE
TEXHOMNOrMM A1 ANEKTPOHHOIO yrnpaBreHns, aNeKTPOHHbIX (PUHAHCOB, 3NEKTPOHHOIO 06pa3oBaHNs 1
3NEKTPOHHOrO 34paBoOOXpaHeHust; obecneyeHne gocTyna Kk 06pa3oBaHmio; 3awmTty GuopasHoobpasusg; n
BOCCTaHOBMEHWe AerpagnpoBaHHbIx 3emerns — beHeduumapamm 6yayT 6egHble. U oo Tex nop, noka
CoepunHeHHble LUTaTbl COXpaHAT cnpaBeannBOCTb B CBOEN Hanoroson cucteme, oratole 6yoyT HECTH
CBOIO CripaBeanuByto Jornto. BepHo, 4To nonutrnyeckn xum3HecnocobHas nporpaMma noMoLLn naeT pyka
00 pyKy CcO cnpaBeniMBoOn HaroroBo CUMCTEMOMN.

There is a lot of negative propaganda about foreign aid, since foreign aid is an easy target. There are
very few knowledgeable people around to defend it, and the recipients it keeps alive don’t vote in U.S.
elections. We certainly hear an earful: aid is wasted; aid is a huge budgetary burden; aid demeans the
recipients; aid is no longer needed in the twenty-first-century. In short, we are told that aid does not work.

CyluecTByeT MHOrO HeraTUBHOW nponaraHabl 06 MHOCTPaHHOM MOMOLLU, MOCKOSbKY MHOCTPaHHas!
MOMOLLb SIBMSIETCS NErkoi MyLeHbo. OUeHb Marno 3HaLWUX NoAEN, KOTOpble MOTYT €€ 3alUUTUTL, a
norny4aTenu, KOTOpbIM OHa NMOMOraeT, He ronocytoT Ha BbiGopax B CLUA. Mbl, KOHEYHO, CMbILLIMM MHOFO
KPUTWKM, YNPEKOB, OGBUHEHWIA: MOMOLLb TPATUTCH BNYCTYHO; MOMOLLb — 3TO OrPOMHOE GHofKeTHOE
Gpewms; Momolb yHxaeT nonyyaTeneit; B XXI Beke oHa GorbLue He HyxHa. Kopoye roBopsi, Ham
rOBOPSIT, YTO MOMOLLb He paboTaeT.

The simple fact is that some aid is wasted and other aid is used brilliantly. The main issue is whether the
aid directly supports the work of local professionals saving lives, growing food, installing rural electricity,
and teaching children, or whether the aid goes instead to foreign warlords or overpriced American
companies. Our responsibility is to fund the aid that works and, when this has been demonstrated, as in
public health and education, to expand the assistance as needed by the poorest of the poor.

MpocTolt chakT 3aknoyaeTcs B TOM, YTO YacTb NMOMOLLY TPaTUTCA BNYCTYIO, @ Apyrasi UCMonb3yeTcs
GnecTaule. CNaBHbIA BOMNPOC 3aKMO4YaeTcs B TOM, HanpasnsieTcs Nt MoMOoLLb HEMOCPEOCTBEHHO Ha
noaaepXky paboTbl MECTHLIX CMEeLVanucToB, CriacatoLLmX XNU3HW, BblpalLMBaOLLMX NPOAYKTLI MUTAHNSA,
MPOBOAALLMX MEKTPUYECTBO B CEMbCKON MECTHOCTM 1 0ByYaloLLmX AETEW, UMK XKe OHa HamnpasnsaeTcs
MHOCTPaHHbIM MOMEBbIM KOMaHAMPaM UMM aMePUKAHCKUM KOMMAHUAM, YbW YCIYT CTOAT CIIALLIKOM
poporo. Hawa 0653aHHOCTb — hUHAHCKUPOBAaTL NOMOLLL, KOTopas paboTaeT, 1, korga aTo GyaeT
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[AoKa3aHo, Kak B 34paBoOXpaHeHn 1 00pa3oBaHMM, paclUMpPSTb e€ No Mepe HeobXoAMMOCTH ANt caMblX
6eaHbIX.

Aid is a only around 1 percent of the federal budget, and less than one-fifth of 1 percent of national
income. It is twenty-five times smaller than the outlays on the military (adding together the Pentagon,
intelligence agencies, nuclear weapons programs, veterans’ outlays, and other military-linked spending).
And as Trump himself has acknowledged, military spending has squandered many trillions of dollars in
Middle East wars that have only exacerbated global threats and U.S. insecurity.

Momoub cocTaBnsieT Bcero okono 1% denepanbHoro 6romkeTa n MeHee OOHOM MATOW NpoLeHTa
HauMoHanbHoro goxoda. OTo B ABaALaTb NATb pa3 MeHbLLE PAacXxo4oB Ha apMuio (BKIToYas pacxonpl
lMeHTaroHa, pasBeapiBaTeNbHbLIX CNYXO, NporpamMmm 4epPHOro OPYXXnsi, pacxodbl Ha BETEPaHOB U Apyrne
pacxofbl, CBsi3aHHbIE C BOEHHbIMM). W, kKak npu3dHan cam Tpamn, BOeHHble pacxoabl MPUBENN K pacTpaTe
MHOIMX TPUITITMOHOB A0JIapoB B BOMHAaXxX Ha bnvkHem BocToke, 4To nuLb ycyryouno rnobarnbHbie
yrpo3sbl 1 nogopsarno 6esonacHocTb CLUA.

As we saw in the previous chapter, a country’s aid effort is usually measured by its official development
assistance (ODA) relative to its gross national income (GNI, similar to GDP). While the United States
gives more aid than any other country in absolute terms, this is because the United States is by far the
largest economy among the traditional donor countries in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD). Back in 1971, the UN General Assembly called upon all donor nations to spend at
least 0.7 percent of their GNI on official development assistance. The United States is now below 0.2
percent, placing the U.S. aid effort among the lowest of all donor countries, a point made clear by
comparing the ODA/GNI ratios for the twenty-nine OECD donor nations (figure 16.1). In 2016, the United
States ranked twenty-second out of twenty-nine donors, at 0.18 percent of GNI (roughly $33.6 billion out
of $18.6 trillion).

Kak Mbl Bugenu B npeabigyLuen rnase, noMoLb CTpaHbl 06bIYHO N3MeEPSIETCH OTHOLLEHVEM eé
odhmumansHon nomolum B uensix pa3sutus (ONNP) k eé BanoBomMy HaumoHansHomy goxoay (BHA,
aHanorn4yHomy BBI1). XoTa B abcontoTHOM BbipaxkeHun CoeguHéHHble LLTaThl npegocTtaBnsaoT 6onblue
nomoLyn, Yem nobas gpyras ctpaHa, aTo obbscHsaeTCca TeM, UTo CoemHEHHbIE LLTaThl AaBNstoTCA
KpynHenLen 3KOHOMUKON cpeaun TpaauLMOHHbIX CTpaH-AoHopoB OpraHunsaLmm 3KOHOMUYECKOro
coTpygHuyecTBa u pa3sutusa (OOCP). Eweé B 1971 rogy NeHepanbHas Accambnes OOH npusBana Bce
CTpaHbl-A0HOPbI BblAensATb He MeHee 0,7% csoero BH[ Ha oduumanbHyo NOMOLLb B LIENAX pasBuTus.
Cenuac y CoegunHéHHbIX LLTaToB 3T0T Nokasartenb Huxe 0,2%, 4to genaet 06bém nomowm CLUA ogHum
13 CaMblX HU3KNX Cpeam BCeX CTpaH-4OHOPOB, YTO HArMsAHO 4EMOHCTPUPYET CPpaBHEHNE COOTHOLLEHMS
OMNP/BHA onsa asaguatu aesstun ctpaH-goHopos OOCP (pucyHok 16.1). B 2016 rogy CLUA 3aHsanu
ABajuaTtb BTOPOE MeCTO M3 ABaduaTti OeBATU CTpaH-A0HOPOoB ¢ nokasaTtenem 0,18 npoueHta BH[
(npumepHo 33,6 mnpa gonnapos CLUA n3 18,6 TpnH gonnapos CLLUA).

One phony charge is that aid is demeaning. Nothing could be further from the truth. Aid enables HIV-
infected mothers to stay alive and raise their children. Demeaning? Aid enables a child in an
impoverished country to escape death or permanent brain damage from malaria, a 100 percent treatable
disease. Demeaning? Aid enables a poor child to go to a school fitted with computers, solar power, and
wireless connectivity. Demeaning?

OfAHO 13 NOXHbIX 0OBUHEHWI 3aKMOYAETCS B TOM, YTO NMOMOLLb YHU3UTENbHA. HUYTO HE MOXET ObITb
Aanblue oT UCTUHbI. MomoLb no3sonsieT BUY-nHpULMpoBaHHBIM MaTepsiM BbIXXUTb U BbIPACTUTb CBOUX
aeten. YHusntensHo? MNomolub no3sonseTt pebéHky B 6eaHON cTpaHe nsbexatb CMepTy UIn
HeoOpaTMMOro nopaxeHusi Mo3ra ot Manspum, kotopas Ha 100% nanevnma. YHuantenoHo? MNomoLlb
nossonsieT pebeHKy 13 6eHON CTpaHbl XOAWUTb B LUKOSY, OCHALLEHHYIO KOMMbIOTEPAMU, CONTHEYHBIMU
OaTapesimu 1 6ecnpoBoAHbIM NOAKMOYEHNEM. YHUINTENBHO?

Aid is definitely needed still, albeit by a smaller and smaller share of the world. In the 1940s, aid was vital
for Europe; hence the Marshall Plan. By the 1950s, Europe had “graduated” from aid; the focus was on
Latin America and parts of Asia. Most of those countries too have long since graduated. Aid today should
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focus on the countries that are still poor—roughly the one billion or so people in the low-income countries
and the poorest of the middle-income countries. With open world markets, improved technologies, and a
boost from adequate aid flows for health, education, agriculture, and infrastructure, these remaining
countries too could graduate from aid by around 2030.

Momoub, 6e3ycrnoBHO, BCE €Ll HYXKHA, XOTS U BCE MEHbLUEN 1 MeHbLUEe YacTn mupa. B 1940-x rogax
nomolLLb Gbinia XXM3HEHHO BaxkHa Ans EBponbl; oTtctoga n MNnad Mapwanna. K 1950-m rogam EBpona
«BbILLSIa» U3 30HbI MOMOLLM; OCHOBHOE BHUMaHUe yaensinock JlaTuHCcKon AMeprke U HEKOTOPbIM
pernoHam Asnn. BOMbLUMHCTBO 3TUX CTPaH TOXE AABHO BbILLN U3 3TOW 3aBUCMMOCTU. CerogHs noMoLb
OOIMKHa ObITb COCpefoToYeHa Ha CTpaHax, KoTopble BCE elé 6eHbl — NPMMEPHO Ha MunnMapae
YenoBeK B CTpaHax C HU3KMM ypoOBHEM Aoxoaa u begHennx ctpaHax co CpeaHUM YpOBHEM JOXOAa.
Bnarogaps OTKpbITbIM MUPOBbLIM pbiHKaM, COBEPLLUEHCTBOBAHMIO TEXHOMOMMIN N yBENUYEHNIO 06BEMOB
NMOMOLLIM, HanpaBnNAeMon Ha 34paBooxpaHeHne, 06pa3oBaHne, CenbCKoe XO3ANCTBO U MHADPACTPYKTYpPY,
3TV OCTaBLUMECHA CTPaHbl TakkKe MOTyT BbINTU U3 3aBUCMMOCTM OT nomoLum npumepHo k 2030 rogy.

FIGURE 16.1

Net official development aid (ODA) as a percentage of gross national income (GNI), 2016

Norway 1.11 % of gross national income
Luxembourg1.00
Sweden 0.94

Denmark 0.75
Germany 0.70

United Kingdom 0.70
Netherlands 0.65
Switzerland 0.54
Belgium 0.49
Finland 0.44

Austria 0.41

France 0.38

Spain 0.33

Ireland 0.33
Canada 0.26

Italy 0.26

Australia 0.25

New Zealand 0.25
Iceland 0.25

Japan 0.20
Slovenia 0.18
United States 0.18
Portugal 0.17
Czech Republic 0.14
Korea 0.14

Greece 0.14
Poland 0.13

Hungary 0.13
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Slovak Republic 0.12

Total of Development Assistance Committee of the OECD 0.32
UN Target 0.7

Average country effort 0.40

Source: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), “Development Aid Rises Again in 2016,” April 11, 2017,
https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable -development/development-finance-data/ODA-2016-detailed-summary.pdf.

Another myth is that the United States carries the aid burden while other governments shirk their
responsibility. This is plain wrong. In 2016, the ODA/GNI ratio of the European Union, for example, was
0.51, roughly three times the aid effort of America’s 0.18. Combining all of the non-U.S. OECD donor
countries, the ratio of ODA to GNI stood at 0.42, more than twice the U.S. aid effort.

Opyron mud 3akntoyaetca B ToMm, 4To CoeamHeHHble LLTaThl HecyT 6pemsi noMoLu, B TO BPEMS Kak
Opyrue nNpaBUTENbCTBA YKITOHSAOTCSA OT CBOEN OTBETCTBEHHOCTU. OTO COBEPLLUEHHO HEBEPHO. Hanpumep,
B 2016 rogy cootHoweHne ONMP/BHL, EBponerickoro cotoda coctasnsano 0,51, 4To npuMmepHO B Tpy pasa
npesbiwaeT nokasatens CLUA B 0,18. Ecnu 06beamHnTb Bee cTpaHbl-goHopel O3CP, He Bxoaswmve B
CLWA, cootHoweHune OINP/BHL, coctaBuno 0,42, yto 6onee Yem BABOE NpeEBbILLIAET 00BbEM NOMOLLN,
npenocTtaBnsemon CLLUA.

The best aid giver among our last three presidents was George W. Bush. Thanks to Bush’s leadership,
aid under his presidency saved millions of lives of HIV-infected people around the world. It saved
hundreds of thousands of lives of young children who would otherwise die of malaria. It spared America
the ravages of disease epidemics that would start abroad and then hit the U.S. shores. It fed hungry and
threatened populations displaced by typhoons, floods, droughts, famines, and conflicts.

Jlydwmm goHOpOM cpeau Hawmx nocrnegHnx Tpex npesngeHtos 6bin [xopax byw-mnagwun. Bnarogaps
pykoBoACTBY bylua, noMoLLb Npy ero Npe3ngeHTcTBe cnacna MUMNOHbI XunsHen BNY-nHdpmumpoBaHHbIX
no Bcemy mupy. OHa crnacrna COTHM TbICSAY XU3HEW ManeHbKUX OeTel, KOTopble B NPOTMBHOM Cryyae
ymepnu 6bl oT mansapun. OHa nsbasuna AMepuKy OT paspyLUUTENbHBLIX ANUAEMUA OOne3Hern, KoTopble
HauYnHanucb 3a pybexom, a 3atem gocturanv 6eperos CLUA. OHa Hakopmuna ronogHoe U HaxoasiLeecs
noJ yrpo3on NCHEe3HOBEHUS HacereHne, BbIHYKAEeHHOe NoKMaaTb CBOU AoMa 13-3a TangyHoB,
HaBOOHEHWN, 3acyX, rofioga 1 KOHMINKTOB.

By contrast, Bill Clinton and Barack Obama did very little during their presidencies. Obama’s main
contribution was to continue Bush’s programs but without funding the growing needs. Trump, alas, seems
prepared to trash the aid budget entirely if he gets his way. Does this mean the American people turn our
backs on America’s long-standing and successful efforts to fight killer diseases, hunger, and

extreme poverty?

Hanpotu, bunn KnuHtoH n Bapak Ob6ama coenanm o4eHb Maro 3a Bpemsl CBOEro Npe3naeHTCTBa.
maBHbIM Bknagom O6ambl 6110 NpogormkeHne nporpamm bylua, Ho 6e3 hrHaHCMPOBaHMS PacTyLLMX
notpebHocTen. Tpamn, yBbl, MOXOXE, FOTOB MOJIHOCTBIO CNMcaTh BHOMKET NOMOLLN, ecnn O6LETCA
cBoero. O3HavaeT N 3TO, YTO aMEPUKAHCKUA HAapOL OTBEPHETCS OT JABHUX U YCMELIHbIX YCUIUN
Amepukn no 6opbbe co cmepTenbHbIMK 3aboneBaHUsIMU, TONOAOM U KPaNHEN HULLETON?

The moral justification of aid, as powerful and adequate as it is, is matched by an equally important case
of self-interest. Aid is a matter of U.S. national security and economic interest.

MopanbHoe onpaBgaHne NOMOLLM, Kaknum Obl BECOMbIM U aAeKBaTHBLIM OHO HU ObINO, NOAKPENNAETCH He
MeHee BaXKHbIM NPUMEPOM FIYHOMN 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTU. [TOMOLLIbL — 3TO BOMPOC HaUMOHanbHOM
©e30nacHOCTU 1 3KOHOMUYecknx MHTepecos CLLA.

Regarding the links between aid and national security, there is no need to listen to a moralizing
economist. Listen directly to the generals. More than 120 retired generals and admirals recently wrote to
the congressional leaders of both parties to defend aid as a critical bulwark of national security:
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The State Department, USAID, Millennium Challenge Corporation, Peace Corps, and other development
agencies are critical to preventing conflict and reducing the need to put our men and women in uniform in
harm’s way. As Secretary James Mattis said while commander of US Central Command, “If you don’t fully
fund the State Department, then | need to buy more ammunition.” The military will lead the fight against
terrorism on the battlefield, but it needs strong civilian partners in the battle against the drivers of
extremism—Iack of opportunity, insecurity, injustice, and hopelessness.1

YT0 KacaeTcs CBA3M MeXAy NOMOLLBIO U HALMOHaNbHOW 6e30MacHOCTbIO, HE HYXKHO CrnyliaTh
MOpanu3aTopoB-3KOHOMUCTOB. [Npucnywantecb Npamo K reHepanam. bonee 120 oTCTaBHbIX reHepanoB
1 agMupanoB HeaaBHO obpaTunuck k nuaepam KoHrpecca obenx naptuii ¢ Npocbbon 3alumMTUTb MOMOLLb
KaK BaXHEWLUNIN ONNoT HaLMoHanbHoW 6e30nacHOCTU:

ocypapcTtBeHHbIM genaptameHT, USAID, Koprnopaums «Bbi3oBbl Teicauenetusy, Kopnyc mvupa n gpyrue
areHTCTBa PasBMTUS UIPatOT peLlatoLLyto porb B NPeAoTBpaLLeHnn KOHNKTOB U CHXKEHUN
HeobXx0AMMOCTU NOABepraTb ONAaCHOCTU HaLIMX BoeHHocnyxallmx. Kak ckasan roccekpetapb [xenmc
MaTtTuc, 6yayyn komaHgyowmm LieHTpansHbiv komaHgoBaHueM CLUA: «Ecnu Bbl He ByaeTe B nonHon
Mepe dunHaHcupoBaTh [flocaenapTameHT, MHe NpUAETCs 3akynaTtb 6onblue 6oenpunacoB». BoeHHble
OyayT Bo3rnaensTb 60pbOy C Teppopu3mMom Ha nosne 605, HO UM HYXHbI CUIbHbIE FpaXaaHCKne
napTHEPbI B 6opbbe ¢ ABWXKYLLMMY CUnamm SKCTpeMmuama — OTCYTCTBMEM BO3MOXKHOCTEW,
He3alMLLEHHOCTbIO, HECMPaBEANMBOCTbIO 1 6e3HaAEXHOCTbIO. 1

For this reason, Senator Lindsay Graham of South Carolina has said of the Trump proposal to slash aid:
“It's dead on arrival, it's not going to happen, it would be a disaster. This budget destroys soft power, it
puts our diplomats at risk, and it's going nowhere.”

Mo aTo npuynHe ceHaTop JlnHacu Mpam ot KOxHom KaponuHbl Tak oTo3Bancs o npeanoxeHun Tpamna o
cokpatieHum nomown: «OHO MepPTBO MO NPUOLITMK, 3TOrO HE NPOU3ONAET, 3TO OyAeT kaTacTpodon. ATOT
OtoopkeT paspyLuaeT Msrkyt cuny, NogBeEpPraeT PUCKY HaLLMX AUNIIOMATOB U HU K YEMY HE MPUBEAET».

What is especially foolish about the Trump proposal is that the United States would be slashing its own
aid precisely when China is ramping up its aid. China is signing and financing major development projects
across Southeast Asia, South Asia, Central Asia, Western Asia, and Africa. China may already be the
world’s largest aid giver. Trump’s plans would accelerate the transition to China’s preeminence. Who will
find diplomatic support in the next global crisis, China or the United States? And whose companies will
win the next round of major infrastructure projects? Both the United States and China can and should do
their part.

OcobeHHo rnyno B npegnoxeHun Tpamna 1o, 4to CLUA cokpaTaT CBOK NOMOLLb MMEHHO Toraa, Koraa
Kutan eé HapawwmBaeT. Kutan nognuceiBaeT n pvHaHCUpPyeT KpynHble NpoekTbl pa3sutus B KOro-
BocTtouHom Asuu, KOxHon Asuu, LieHTpaneHon A3un, 3anagHon Asum n Adpuke. Kutam, BO3MOXHO, yxe
ABNAETCHA KPYNHENLWM B MMpe AOHOPOM nomoLuun. MNnaxel Tpamna yckopaT nepexod Kntas kK
rnaBeHcTByOLEeN ponu. KTo nonyunT gunnoMaTudeckyto NoaAep KKy B criefyroLlemM rinobansHom
Kpusuce, Kuta unu CLUA? U 4bm KoMNaHmy BeIMIPAOT CREeaYOLNA payH KPYMHbIX MHAPACTPYKTYPHbIX
npoektoB? N CLUA, n Kutat MoryT 1 OMmKHbI BHECTU CBOW BKNag.

So too, | must add, should the world’s billionaires. Governments have cut the taxes of the rich so much,
and so catered to their needs, that we should now be turning to this vast accumulation of private wealth to
contribute to global needs alongside governments. These two thousand billionaires, realistically, can and
should be providing tens of billions of dollars of annual contributions toward the Sustainable Development
Goals. | take up that issue in chapter 18.

To e camoe, OormkeH 000aBUTb, OMKHO ﬂpOI/I3OIZTVI n c Mmunnuapgepamm Mmmpa. npaBMTeJ’IbCTBa
HaCTONbKO CHMU3MMW Hanorn Ans GoraTbiX U HACTOMBLKO N03abOTUNUCL 00 nxX HYy>XOaX, YTO Tenepb Ham
cnenyet 06paTI/ITbCF| K 3TOMY OrpOMHOMY HaKOMJIeHN 4aCTHOro boraTcTBa, YTOObI BHECTU CBOW BKIag B
yooBIeTBOpeHune rnobanbHbIX FIOTpGGHOCTeIZ Hapdaay ¢ npaBUTENIbCTBaAMU. OTu OBe Thicsa4n
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MUNNnapaepoB, eCriv CMOTPETb PeanmucTUYHO, MOTYT U JOMMKHbI €XerogHO BHOCUTb AEeCATKU
MUNMapaoB 4onnapoB B AoCTkeHMe Llenen yctondmnsoro passutus. A paccmaTpuato 3TOT BOMNPOC B
rnase 18.

We must ultimately acknowledge another more radical, and more accurate, perspective: this is not aid at
all, but justice. There are two senses in which “aid” is absolutely the wrong word when it comes to helping
the world’s poor.

B KOHe4YHOM UTOre Mbl JOIKHBI NMPU3HATL ApYryto, 6onee pagukanbHyto 1 6oree TOUHYH TOYKY 3pEHUs:
3TO BOBCE HEe NMOMOLLb, a CnpaBeAnMBoCTb. ECTb Ba cMbICNa, B KOTOPbIX CMOBO «MOMOLLb» COBEPLUEHHO
He NoAXOAMT, Koraa peyb UAET 0 NoMoLm 6eaHbIM Mupa.

The first returns us to morality. In his wonderful encyclical “Populorum Progressio” (1967), Pope Paul VI
noted this of giving to the poor: “As St. Ambrose put it: “You are not making a gift of what is yours to the

poor man, but you are giving him back what is his. You have been appropriating things that are meant to
be for the common use of everyone. The Earth belongs to everyone, not to the rich.””

MepBbI BO3BpaLLaeT Hac K mopanu. B cBoen 3ameyartenbHon sHUMkmke «Populorum Progressio»
(1967) Mana Maeen VI otmeTun 310 B OTHOLIEHUN BnaroTBoputenbHocTu: «Kak ckazan ceaton
AwmBpocuii: ,Bbl He gapute 6e4HOMY TO, YTO MPUHAANEXUT Bam, HO BO3BpaLlaeTe emy T0, 4TO
npuHaanexuT emy. Bel npuceBamBaeTe T0, YTO NpeAHa3Ha4YeHo Ans obLlero nonb3oBaHus. 3emns
NPUHaANEeXnT BCeMm, a He boraTbIM®».

This idea of “appropriating things that are meant to be for the common use” is appropriate in a
dramatically literal sense as well. The rich countries, including our own, have long robbed and despoiled
the planet for our narrow economic gain. Britain, the United States, and other powers have made a career
of stealing the oil, gas, and minerals out from under the sands of other nations. Our countries transported
millions of African slaves to work the plantations stolen from indigenous populations. Our multinational
companies have routinely bribed foreign leaders for land and oil reserves. The U.S. government has
launched dozens of coups and wars to secure oil, gas, copper, banana and sugar plantations, and other
valuable resources. Our fishing fleets have illegally and recklessly scoured the seas, including the
protected economic zones of the poorest countries. And our reckless emissions of greenhouse gases are
directly responsible for droughts, floods, and extreme storms around the world, with a president and oll
industry too evil even to acknowledge the basic scientific truths.

OTa nges «npucBOEeHNst TOro, YTO NpeaHasHayeHo Ans obLuero Nonb3oBaHNSA» yMecTHa U B OykBarbHOM
cmbicrnie. boraTble cTpaHbl, BKNOYas Hally, AONroe BpeMs rpabunmn n pasopsanu nnaHeTy pagu Hawen
y3KOW 3KOHOMUYECKOM Bbirodbl. Bennkobputanusi, CoeguHeHHble LUTaThl 1 gpyrue gepxasbl coenanm
Kapbepy Ha kpaxe HedTu, rasa u MUHepanoB M3-Noj NecKoB APYrMX CTpaH. Hawwm cTpaHbl BbIBE3MM
MUIIMOHBI adbpUKaHCKMX paboB Ans paboTbl Ha NNaHTaunsaX, YKPaaeHHbIX Y KOPEHHOIO HaceneHus.
Hawwm TpaHcHaumnoHanbHble KOMMAHUKN PETYNAPHO NOAKYNanmy MHOCTPaHHbIX NMAEPOB, YTOObI MONY4NTb
3eMrto 1 HedTsaHble 3anacskl. MNpaButenscTtBo CLUA opraHnsoBano gecsiTkn NnepeBopoTOB U BOVH, YTOObI
3axBaTUTb HE(PTSIHbIE, ra30Bble, MeaHble, baHaAHOBbIE N CaxapHble NIaHTauun, a Takke Opyrve LeHHble
pecypcbl. Hawwm pbibonoBHble hnoThl HE3AaKOHHO U Be3dpaccyaHo 60po3annu Mops, BKoYas
OXpaHsieMble 3KOHOMUYECKME 30HbI BegHenWwmnx cTpaH. A Hawu 6e3paccyaHble BbIOPOChI MapHUKOBBIX
ra3oB HanpsiMyto OTBETCTBEHHbI 3@ 3aCyXW, HABOOHEHUS U SKCTPEMarbHble LUTOPMbI MO BCEMY MUPY, NpU
3TOM NPEe3NAEHT N He(PTAHAA MPOMbILLSIEHHOCTb CIMLIKOM MOPOYHbI, YTOObI AaXe NpU3HaTb OCHOBHbIE
Hay4Hbl€ UCTUHBI.

At very low cost, the United States together with partner countries could help to end the HIV/AIDS
epidemic. Building on Bush’s innovative steps fifteen years ago, and many new technologies, Trump
could partner with other countries to prevent nearly all new infections of HIV. Similarly, building on the
long-standing commitments of the United States and other countries, a modest increase of aid would
ensure that every girl and boy in the poorest countries can stay in school through high school. In that way,
impoverished children would not end up as child soldiers or as unemployed youth who are easily
radicalized.
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C o4eHb HebonbwmMy 3aTpaTtamu CoeanHeHHble LLTaThl BMECTE CO cTpaHaMu-napTHepamMmu Mornm Obl
NnomoYb NonoXxuTb KoHel anungemun BUY/CIMNOa. Onnpaschk Ha MHHOBALMOHHbIE Wwaru bylia
NATHagUaTUIeTHEN JABHOCTU Y MHOXECTBO HOBbIX TEXHONOMMIA, Tpamn Mor Obl COTpYAHUYaTbL C APYrMMM
CTpaHamu, YToObl NPeaoTBPaTUTL NPaKTUYECKM BCE HOBbIE Criydaun 3apaxeHns BUY. AHanornyHbim
ob6pasoM, onvpasck Ha AaBHue oba3aTensctBa CoeanHeHHbIx LUTaToB 1 gpyrux ctpaH, HebonbLuoe
yBenu4YeHne NomoLLM rapaHTUpoBano Obl, YTO KaXkaasi 4eBOYKa U Marnb4mK B 6egHENLWnX cTpaHax cMoryT
npogomkaTe 0byyeHne B LUKOME A0 OKOHYaHMs cpefHen wkorbl. Takum obpasom, aetn n3 6eaHbix
ceMeln He CTaHyT congatamu unu 6e3paboTHON MONOAEXKbI0, NErko noaaatroLLencsa pagukanmsaguu.

Yet despite the urgent need to look outward and fight issues like disease, poverty, and climate change
that vex the world, we are turning inward. We do not want to help those outside our borders, nor do we
want those who need help to cross our borders. The folly of this mind-set is the subject of the next
chapter.

OpHako, HECMOTPSA Ha OCTPY HEOBXOANMMOCTb 0OpaTUTb B30P BOBHE U HOPOTLCS C Taknmu
npobnemamu, kak 6onesHun, 6e4HOCTb N N3MEHEHME KNUMaTa, KOTOpble Tep3aloT MuUp, Mbl obpallaemcs K
BHYTPEHHMM npobrnemam. Mbl He XOTUM NomoraTb TeM, KTO HaXoAUTCA 3a NpefeniaMmu Halnx rpaHul, 1
He XOTUM, YTOObI Te, KOMY Hy>KHa MOMOLLIb, Mepecekany Hawwm rpaHuupbl. nynocTs Takoro obpasa
MbILLSIEHNST — TEeMa CreayoLLEel rnasbl.

17 MANAGING MIGRATION

Donald Trump’s various efforts to bar entry to the United States from Muslim-majority countries is the
latest salvo in America’s epic culture wars over race and American identity. As a matter of national
security and law, Trump’s proposals have not passed legal muster. Several judges have overturned part
or all of his various executive orders, though the legal battles continue to the Supreme Court. Yet Trump
has figured that he wins politically even when he loses in court. Trump’s politics depend on making
Muslims a target of hatred among working-class white voters, a strategy with a long and successful
history in U.S. politics.

MHorouucneHHble nonbiTkM [JoHanbaa Tpamna 3anpeTutb Bbesa B CoeanHeHHble LUTaThl rpaxaaHam
CTpaH C MyCyrnbMaHCKMM BONbLUMHCTBOM — 3TO OYEePeAHON 3anm B ANMYECKMX KyTbTYPHbIX BOMHaX
AMepUKM, pas3ropeBLLUNXCH BOKPYr pacbl U aMepuKaHCKON MAEHTUYHOCTU. C TOYKM 3pEHNST HaLMOHAaNbHON
BesonacHocTu 1 nNpasa, npeanoxeHnsa Tpamna He NPOLLNK PMANYECKYI0 NpoBepky. Heckonbko cyaen
OTMEHWIM YacTb UMK BCE €ro ykasbl, XOTa cyaebHble TkObl npogosmkatTes BNnoTe A0 BepxosHoro
cyna. Tem He meHee, Tpamn cyuTaeT, YTO NONUTUYECKN BbIMIPLIBAET, JaXe NpourpbiBasi B cyae.
MonuTnka Tpamna ocHOoBaHa Ha TOM, YTOObI caenatb MycyrnbMaH OO bEKTOM HEHABUCTM cpean Bernbix
nsbupatenen paboyero krnacca — cTpaTterusi, UMeroLLas AONry U YCreLHYo UCTOPUIO B MONUTUKE
CLA.

Viewed from a national security perspective, Trump’s various entry bans have failed the credibility test. As
several federal courts have pointed out, not a single terrorist attack in the United States has involved a
visa-holder from the six Muslim countries named in the original travel ban (Iran, Libya, Somalia, Sudan,
Syria, and Yemen, with Iraq included at the outset but then removed from subsequent versions of the
executive order). In fact, 9/11 was carried out by Saudis, and most of the other terrorist attacks have been
carried out by U.S. citizens. A draft report by the Department of Homeland Security itself noted that
citizenship is an “unlikely indicator” of terrorist threats. Some observers have noted that the various
versions of the Muslim travel ban have skipped Muslimmajority countries where Trump has business
interests. Trump himself claims that the list of countries came from the Obama administration, but the
Obama administration list was merely to require visas for individuals who had recently visited one of the
countries, not to bar entry by nationals of those countries.

C TOYKM 3peHus HaumMoHanbHOM 6e30MacHOCTH, pasnuyHble 3anpeTbl TpamMna Ha Bbe3[ He Bblaepxanu
NPOBEPKN Ha AOCTOBEPHOCTb. Kak OTMETMM HECKONbKO dheaeparnbHbIX Cy40B, HA OAVH TEPaKT B
CoeanHeHHbIx LLTaTtax He Obin cBA3aH ¢ obnagaTenemM Busbl rpaXkgaHnHa WeCT MyCyribMaHCKUX CTPaH,
YNOMSIHYTbIX B NepBOHa4YanbHOM yka3e o 3anpeTe Ha Bbesa (MpaH, Jiueusa, Comann, CyaaH, Cupusa n
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MemeH, a Vpak 6bin BKMIOYEH B HETO M3HAYaNbHO, HO 3aTeM WUCKITIOYEH 13 NocneayoLLMX BEPCUii yKasa).
dakTnyecku, TepakTtbl 11 ceHTS0pSA ObINKM coBepLUEHbI cayaoBLaMK, a 6ONbLUMHCTBO APYrMX TEPAKTOB —
rpaxgaHamu CLLUA. B npoekTe goknaga camoro MuHucTepcTBa BHyTpeHHen 6e3onacHocTn CLUA
OTMevarsnochb, YTO rpaXaaHCTBO SABNSAETCH «ManoBePOATHBIM MHANKATOPOMY TEPPOPUCTUHECKON Yrpo3bl.
HekoTopble HabnogaTenu oTMevanu, YTo pasnuyHble Bepcumy 3anpeta Ha Bbesd Anst MycynbMaH He
BKITHOYanmM CTpaHbl C MyCyribMaHCKMM OOMbLUMHCTBOM, rae y Tpamna ecTb AenoBble MHTepeckl. Cam
Tpamn yTBEpXXAaEeT, UTO CMMCOK CTpaH Gbin cocTaBneH agmuHuctpauuen Obambl, HO CNNCOK,
COCTaBneHHbI agMmuHucTpauuen Obamebl, 6bin NpM3BaH NuWb TpeboBaTb BU3bI ANS MWL, He4ABHO
NnoceTUBLUNX OOHY M3 3TUX CTPaH, a He 3anpeLlaTb Bbes rpaxgaHam 3TuxX CTpaH.

Trump’s real purpose isn’t antiterrorism at all. The real goal is to fan the perception among Trump’s
political base that Islam is an existential threat to Western civilization and that allowing Muslims to enter
the United States would be to permit radical terrorist cells to grow inside the United States. Trump said as
much in his first address to a joint session of Congress: “We cannot allow a beachhead of terrorism to
form inside America, and we cannot allow our nation to become a sanctuary for extremists.”1

WctnHHas uenb Tpamna — BoBce He 6opbba ¢ TeppopuamomM. PeanbHas Lienb — HarHeTaTb cpeau
nonutudeckon 6asbl Tpamna owyLieHre Toro, 4To ncnam npeacraBnseT cobomn aK3NCTEHUNANbHY0
yrposy 3anagHomn UMBMnM3aumm n 4To paspeLueHme mycynbMaHam BbesxaTb B CoeanHeHHble LTtaTthl
OyneT o3HavaTb POCT paguKanbHbIX TEPPOPUCTUHECKNX aveek BHYTpM CoeamHeHHbix LUTaTtos. Tpamn
ckasan o6 3ToM B CBOEM NEPBOM BbICTYMIEHMN HA COBMECTHOM 3acedaHun KoHrpecca: «Mbl He MOXeM
no3BonNuTb, YTOObI NNaugapM Teppopusama obpasoBancs BHYTPU AMEPUKU, U Mbl HE MOXEM NO3BOMUTD,
4yTOObl Hala cTpaHa cTana yoexuLemM Ans SKCTPeMUCTOBY. 1

For many Americans, including myself, this seems like a vulgarity. It is outrageous for the president to
conflate refugees escaping from a war-torn region, or scientists and students visiting the United States on
short-term visits or student visas, with terrorists forming a beachhead. It is even more hateful to do so
when the United States has been the key instigator of the wars that the refugees are trying to flee. The
United States has launched five major wars in the Middle East since 1990 (two in Iraq and one each in
Afghanistan, Libya, and Syria) and is fighting in countless smaller wars (in Yemen and Somalia, among
other places). Yet the United States has the audacity to close the doors to any and all victims of the
violence.

[na MHOrMX amepukaHLEeB, BKITOYAsA MEHSI, 3TO KaXKeTCS BYNIbrapHOCTbi. BO3MyTUTENBHO, YTO
npesnaeHT nytaeT 6exeHueB, BeryLmx n3 0XBa4eHHOro BOVHON PErnoHa, UM y4eHblX 1 CTYOEHTOB,
nocewaromx CoegmHeHHble LLTaTbl ¢ KPATKOCPOYHBbIMU BU3UTAMU UMK MO CTYAEHYECKUM BU3aMm, C
Teppopuctamu, opmMupyrLMMmK nnaugapM. 370 ewe bonee oTBpaTUTenbHO, korga CoeanHeHHble
LUtaTbl 6bInM rMaBHbIM 3a4MHLLMKOM BOWH, OT KOTOPbIX NbiTaloTcs 6exatb 6exeHubl. C 1990 roga
CoeanHéHHble LUTaThl passasanu NsaTb KPYNHbIX BOWH Ha brivvknem BocToke (OBe B Vipake 1 no ogHou B
AdoranucTaHne, Jlmeum n Cupun) n y4acteytoT B 6ecuncrieHHoM MHoxecTBe boree Mernkmnx BolH (B TOM
yucne B MlemeHre un Comanu). OgHako y CoeiMHEHHbIX LLITaToB XBaTaeT HarnocTu 3akpbiBaTb ABEPU BCEM
XepTBaMm Hacunus.

Trump’s moves are about identity, emotion, and politics, not logic, national security, and the law. For
many Americans, 9/11 is a continuing trauma, fanned by repeated viewing of the horrors in the media.
Psychological research shows that repeated viewings of the 9/11 and Iraqg War carnage have been
associated with adverse mental health consequences—a media-induced posttraumatic stress. Trump is
playing straight to that trauma. We recall that in the immediate aftermath of 9/11, many Americans,
including the Bush White House, were uninterested as to whether Saddam Hussein had been part of
9/11. Trauma was trauma, and the United States needed to respond with war, against somebody.

Hencteua Tpamna npoAnKTOBaHblI caMonaeHTUMKaUmMen, SMOLMAMU U NONIMTUKON, a HE JTIOTUKOMN,
HauMoHanbHoW 6e30MacHOCTbIO U 3aKOHOM. [1nst MHOrMx amepukaHues 11 ceHTabps — 310
npoaosrKarLLascs TpaBma, nogorpeBaemasi NIOCTOsIHHbIM MPOCMOTPOM YxxkacoB B CMU.
lMcmxonornyeckne nccnegoBaHUs MOKa3biBaloT, YTO MOBTOPHbLIN NPOCMOTP COObITMI 11 ceHTABPSA u
KpoBaBow 601iHM B Mipake cBA3aH ¢ HEraTUBHbIMW NOCNEACTBUSAMU ANS MCUXUYECKOTO 300POBbA —
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NoCTTpaBMaTUYECKNM CTPECCOM, BbidBaHHbIM CMW. Tpamn Hanpsamyto urpaet Ha aTon Tpasme. Mol
NMOMHUM, YTO cpaldy nocne 11 ceHTAbps MHOrMe amepukaHubl, Bktodast benbin gom bylwa, He
MHTepecoBanuch, 6bin i Cagaam XycenH npuyacTteH K 11 ceHTabps. TpaBma ecTb TpaBma, U
CoepgunHéHHbIM LLTatam Heobxoamnmo GbINo OTBETUTE BOWHOW NPOTMB KOFO-TO.

There is plenty of evidence regarding the exaggerated fears around Islam. Many Americans now believe
that America is being overrun with Muslims. Ask yourself the question: What share of the U.S. population
is Muslim? Americans, on average, guess 17 percent. The correct answer is around 1 percent.

CyLecTByeT MHOXECTBO A0OKa3aTeNbCTB NPeyBENMNYEHHbIX CTPAxX0B, CBSA3aHHbIX C ucnamom. MHorve
amMepuKaHLbl Tenepb cymTalrT, YTo AMepuKka HaBogHeHa MycyrnbMaHamun. 3agarite cebe Bonpoc: kakas
pons HaceneHnsi CLUA ncnoeseayet ncnam? AMepukaHLbl, B cpegHeM, nonaratoT, 4To 17%. MpaBunbHbIN
otBeT — okosio 1%.

Trump is mining that deep vein of fear and hate. His message plays especially well among white working-
class men, Trump’s base.

Tpamn paspabaTbiBaeT 3Ty rnyboKyto Xuny ctpaxa n HeHaBucTu. Ero nocnaHme ocobeHHO XopoLuo
BOCMpUHMMaeTcs B6enbiMn My>xYrHamu n3 paboyero knacca, KoTopble SBSOTCA anekTopaTtoM Tpamna.

American attitudes toward Islam vary strongly with educational attainment. College-educated Americans,
who tended to vote against Trump, see Islam favorably, while Americans with less than a college
education, Trump’s base, tend to see Islam unfavorably. In a 2010 Pew survey, for example, the
favorable-unfavorable divide was 47—-28 among college grads; 29-37 among those with some college but
no degree; and 20-45 among those with a high school diploma.

OTHOLEeHMEe amepurKaHLEB K UCITaMy CUITbHO BapbMpyeTCH B 3aBMCUMOCTU OT YPOBHSI 06 pa3oBaHus.
AMepuKaHLbl C BbICLLMM 00pa3oBaHMEM, KOTOPbIE, Kak MpaBuIo, roflocoBany NpoTue Tpamna, OTHOCATCS
K ncnamy 6narockrnoHHo, B TO BpeMsi Kak aMepuKkaHLibl C 06pa3oBaHMEM HUXKE BbICLLENO, KOTOPbIE
ABNAOTCA anektopaTtoM Tpamna, kak npaBuio, OTHOCATCH K UCnaMy HeraTuBHO. Hanpumep, B onpoce
Pew 2010 roga cooTHoLLeHWe «bnarocknoHHO-HeGNarockoHHO» cocTaBnsAno 47 k 28 cpeamn
BbIMYCKHMKOB Konnemken; 29 k 37 cpen Tex, KTO MMeI Kakoe-To BbiCLLee 00pa3oBaHne, HO HE UMEN
avnnoma; n 20 k 45 cpeau Tex, KTo MMen atTectaT o cpegHemM 06pa3oBaHuN.

The fact that more-educated individuals harbor less negative views of Islam is a familiar pattern found in
social psychology. Education generally breaks down us-versus-them stereotypes. More education also
makes one’s job prospects more secure, so better-educated Americans have less fear of losing their
wages or jobs to immigrants.

ToT dakT, 4To Oonee oOpas3oBaHHbLIE NOAN MEHEE HEFATMBHO OTHOCATCSH K UCNTamy, — U3BECTHas
3aKOHOMEPHOCThb, 0bHapyKeHHas B coumanbHom neuxonornn. ObpasoBaHue, Kak NpaBumo, paspyLllaeT
CTepeoTUnbl «Mbl NPOTMB HMX». Bonee BbICOKMI ypoBeHb 06pa3oBaHUSA Takke NoBbIWaeT NepCcrneKkTmBbI
TPYAOYCTpONCTBa, NO3TOMy Bornee obpa3oBaHHble aMepUuKaHLbl MeHbLue BoATCS NoTepsATb 3apaboTok
unun paboTy n3-3a MIMMUIPaHTOB.

In playing to his base, Trump is of course tapping into one of the most familiar motifs of American history:
the visceral fear that the white working class has long held for nonwhite immigrants. Such fears are
reaching a new crescendo as the United States shifts from being a majority-white (non-Hispanic) society
to a white-minority society. According to the Census Bureau, by around 2044 the white, non-Hispanic
population will become less than half of the total population for the first time in the nation’s history. The
goal of white nationalists, a part of Trump’s base, is to promote immigration bans, deportations, heavy
police tactics, and other fearmongering to try to shift this demographic trend before it is “too late” for the
white, non-Hispanic majority.

Wrpas Ha cBoux usbupartenein, Tpamn, KOHEYHO Xe, UCMOoSb3yeT OAMH U3 CaMblX N3BECTHbIX MOTUBOB
amMepuKaHCKOWM UCTOPUN: UHCTUHKTUBHbBIV CTpax, KOTOPbI Genblii paboyunii knacc aonroe Bpemsi
ucnbiTblBan nepea He-6enbiMy UMMUIpaHTaMu. ATU CTPaxXM AOCTUIalT HOBOMO KpeLLeHo,
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HapacTatoLLero 3By4aHums no mepe toro, kak CoeguHénHble LLTaTbl nepexoaat ot obuecTtsa
npeobnagannem 6enoro (HemcnaHoA3bIYHOr0) HaceneHust K obLLeCcTBY ¢ NpeobnagaHnem 6enoro
MeHbLUMHCTBA. 1o gaHHbIM Blopo nepenucn HaceneHus, npumepHo K 2044 rogy BRepBble B UCTOpUn
CTpaHbl 6enoe HencnaHosA3bIYHOE HaceneHne CTaHeT MeHbLUE NMOJIOBUHbI OBLLEN YUCTEHHOCTH
HaceneHus. Llenb 6enbix HaLMOHanMCcToB, BXOAALWMX B anekTopaT Tpamna, — NpoABuraTh 3anpeTbl Ha
UMMUIpaLmio, AenopTaLumm, XECTKUE NoNULECKMe Mepbl 1 ApyrMe MeToAbl HarHeTaHus ctpaxa, YTobbl
nonbITaTbCH NEPENoMUTL 3Ty AeMorpadnveckyto TEHAEHLMIO, NOKa He CTano «CAWULLKOM NO34HO» Ang
©6enoro HencnaHoA3bIYHOro BOMbLLMHCTBA.

The long history of the United States is of two white classes, a rich elite (one that originally included the
slave-owning class) and a hardscrabble working class that takes solace in its social status remaining
above that of even more desperate African Americans, Native Americans, and other minorities. Rich
whites have long sought the political allegiance of poor whites by promising to keep minority groups from
rising too far, too fast in economic, social, and political terms. The goal of the elites has been to forestall a
class-based politics in which poor whites and poor minority groups actually join together to demand
redistribution from the rich. In this the rich have been remarkably cynical and remarkably successful. (In a
perverse way, the elites of both political parties have tended to favor distinctive brands of identity politics
over class politics to divert attention from the massive inequalities of income and wealth in American
society.)

Honrasa nctopusi CoeamHénHbIX LLUITaToB cocTonT 13 ABYX Oenbix KnaccoB: 6oraTon annThbl (KoTopas
n3HavanbHO BKMoYana knacc pabosnagensues) 1 6ecTBytoLLEero paboyero krnacca, KOTopbI HAXOAUT
yTelleHne B TOM, YTO ero coumarnbHbIA CTaTyC OCTaETCs Bblle, YeM Yy elé bonee oTHasiBLLMXCS
adpoamepukaHLIEB, KOPEHHbIX aMepUKaHLEB U OPYITMX MEHbLUMHCTB. boraTtble 6enble gonroe Bpemsi
pobrBanuck nonuTUYeckon nogaepxkn 6egHeix 6enbix, obellas He JONYCTUTb CIIULLIKOM ObICTPOro
SKOHOMMYECKOro, COLMarnbHOro 1 NOIMTUYECKOrO NOABbEMA MEHbLLUUHCTB. Lienbio anut 6bino
npeaoTBPaTUTL KITACCOBYHO MOMUTUKY, B paMkax koTopon 6eaHble 6enble n 6egHble MEHBLUMHCTBA
dakTnyeckn obbveamHaTCs, Tpebya nepepacnpeneneHunsa ot 6oraTteix. B aTom 6oraTtble nposiBunm
nopasuTernbHbIN LMHU3M 1 nopa3nTenbHbin yenex. (Kak HM cTpaHHO, anmnTbl 06enx NONMTUYECKMX NapTum
UMenu TeHOEHLUMIO OTAaBaTh NpeanoyTeHme ocodbiM 6peHaamM NONUTUKN MOAEHTUYHOCTU, a HE KITacCOBON
NonuTUKe, YTOObI OTBMNEYL BHMMAHME OT OFPOMHOrO HEPaBEHCTBA AOXOA0B 1 boratcTBa B aMmeprKaHCKOM
obLiecTBe.)

It is no accident that the very first naturalization legislation of the United States, the 1790 Naturalization
Act, limited naturalized citizenship to “free white persons of good character,” thereby excluding Africans,
Native Americans, and, later, Asians. Forty years later, in 1830, Andrew Jackson, the president to whom
Trump is most often compared in terms of personality and temperament, signed the Indian Removal Act.
This act began the ethnic cleansing of the southeastern United States (east of the Mississippi) with the
forced resettlement of the Cherokee Nation along the deadly Trail of Tears to Oklahoma. Poor white
farmers as well as large landowners (including Jackson himself ) grabbed the land dispossessed from the
departing Cherokee. Thousands of Cherokees died in this act of stunning barbarity and cruelty. These
expulsions were followed by further acts of war and genocide, until the Native populations were entirely
conquered or eliminated by the end of the nineteenth century.

HecnyyanHo cambii NepBbI 3aKOH 0 HaTypanu3auun B CoefmHeHHbIx LTtatax, 3akoH o HaTypanusauum
1790 roga, orpaHMyun HaTypanuM3oBaHHOE rpaX4aHCTBO «CBOOOAHbIMM BENbIMU MOABMMU C XOPOLLUM
XapakTepomy, TEM CaMbIM VUCKITHOUYNB addpUKaHLIEB, KOPEHHbIX aMepUKaHLEB, a NO3AHEE 1 a3naToB.
Copok net cnycts, B 1830 rogy, SHApto [PKEKCOH, Npe3naeHT, ¢ KOTopbIM Tpamna vale Bcero
CpaBHUBAIOT NO XapaKTepy 1 TeMmnepameHTy, nognucarn 3akoH 0 nepeceneHnm nHaenues. ATOT akT
NOMNOXWUN Ha4yano 3THUYECKOWN YMCTKe toro-Boctoka CoegmnHeHHbIX LLTaToB (k BOCTOKY OT Muccucunu) ¢
NPUHYOUTENBHBLIM NepecerneHnemM Hapoaa Yepokun no cmepToHocHor Tpone cnés B Oknaxomy. beaHble
Oenble hepMepsbl, a Takke KpynHble 3eMneBnagenblbl (BKo4as camoro [)kekcoHa) 3axBaTurm 3eMnu,
OTYYXXAEHHbIE Y YXOAALLMX YEePOKN. ThICSUM YEPOKM NOrMOIM B 3TOM aKTe BOMMUIOLLIErO BapBapcTBa U
YKECTOKOCTU. 3a 3TUMUN UIrHAHMAMM NOCMNEeA0BaNM HOBbIE aKTbl BOWHbLI U reHoumaa, noka KOpeHHoe
HaceneHne He GbIMNo NOMHOCTLI0 MOKOPEHO UITN YHUYTOXEHO K KoHLy XIX Beka.
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In 1882, President Chester Arthur signed the China Exclusion Act, designed to prevent the “yellow
hordes” of Asia from becoming the next threat to the white homeland. The act barred Chinese “skilled and
unskilled laborers and Chinese employed in mining.” Chinese families were divided between those in the
United States and those still in China. Chinese living in the United States who sought to visit their families
in China were told that they would not be allowed to return. Senator George Frisbie Hoar of
Massachusetts declared the act to be “nothing less than the legalization of racial discrimination.”

B 1882 rogy npe3ungeHT Yectep ApTyp nognucan 3akoH 06 UCKMIOYEHUN KUTaANLEB, MPU3BAHHbIN
npenoTBpaTUTL NPeBpaLLeHne «KENTbIX opAa» A3nu B CrieaytoLLyto yrpo3y 6enon pognHe. 3akoH
3anpeLlan Bbesa KUTaNCKkuM «KBanmuumpoBaHHbIM U HEKBANMMULMPOBaAHHbIM paboynm, a Takke
KnuTanuam, 3aHATbIM B FOPHO400LIBAOLLEN NMPOMBbILLIEHHOCTMY. Kntanckue cembin 6binmv pasgeneHnsl Ha
Tex, kto Haxoaunca B CoeanHéHHbIX LLTaTax, n Tex, kTo Bcé ellé octaBancs B Kutae. Kutanuawm,
npoxuearowmm B CoeanHEHHbIX LLTaTax n nbiTaBlUMMCA HAaBECTUTb CBOM cembk B KuTtae, Obino
00bABMNEHO, YTO MM He pa3peluat BepHyTbcda. CeHaTop xopax ®pucdbu Xoap ot MaccadvyceTca 3aasun,
YTO 3TOT 3aKOH SBMSIETCA «HE YEM UHbIM, KakK Neranmsaumnein pacoBon ANCKPUMUHALNNY .

The Chinese Exclusion Act was a watershed, as it opened up more than eighty years of immigration
policy based on the national origin of immigrants, a policy not unlike Trump’s travel ban. By the early
1900s, the racial fears shifted from Chinese immigration, now suppressed, to Jews and rural poor
flooding in from Eastern and Southern Europe. This new immigration was squelched by the 1924
Immigration Act, which established immigration quotas according to national origin, with the number of
immigrants allowed from each country based on the number of foreign-born residents in the United States
as of 1890.

3aKoH 06 UCKIMOYEHMM KATaNLLEB cTan nepenoMHbIM MOMEHTOM, NMOCKOJSIbKY OH MONOXWI Havano 6onee
YeM BOCbMUAECATUNETHEN UMMUTPALMOHHOW NOSNIUTMKE, OCHOBAHHOW Ha HaLMOHaNbHOM MPOUCXOXOEHUN
MMMUIPaHTOB, NOSIMTMKE, BO MHOIOM CXOXEW C 3anpeTom Ha Bbe3q Tpamna. K Havany 1900-x rogos
pacoBble CTpaxu NEPEMECTUMNNCE C KUTANCKON MMMUrpaLmMmn, KoTopas Tenepb NoAaBnsinach, Ha eBpees U
cenbCcKyto 6eqHOTY, XNbiHYBLYO 13 BocTouHon n FOxxHowm EBponbl. OTa HoBas ummurpauus obina
nogasnexHa 3akoHoMm 06 nmmurpauun 1924 roga, KOTOPbIN YCTAaHOBU MMMUIPaLMOHHbBIE KBOTbI B
COOTBETCTBMM C HALMOHAMNBbHBIM NPONCXOXAEHNEM, MPU 3TOM KONMYECTBO MMMUIPaHTOB, Pa3peLleHHbIX
OT KaXK[oW CTpaHbl, OCHOBbIBAIIOCh Ha KONMMYECTBE POAMBLUMXCS 3a rpaHuuen xutenen CoeanHeHHbIX
LLtaTtoB no coctosHumio Ha 1890 roga.

For the years 1925-1927, for example, the total number of immigrants was capped at 164,667 arrivals,
roughly one-fifth of the annual immigrant arrivals in the period before World War I. Of those 164,667 slots,
86.5 percent were reserved for Northern European immigrants, with more than half of that total reserved
for immigrants from Germany and the United Kingdom. Only 11.2 percent of the total could come from
Southern and Eastern Europe. The number of migrants from all the rest of the world, including Latin
America, Africa, and Asia, was capped at just 3,745 per year, or 2.3 percent of the total.

Hanpuwmep, B 1925-1927 rogax obLiee 4ncrno MmMurpaHToB 6bino orpaHuydeHo 164 667 npmbbiTuamu,
YTO COCTaBMANO NPUMEPHO OAHY MATYHO OT EXXEerogHOro Yncra UMMUIPaHTOB, NPUObIBaOLLMX B NEPUOL
o MNepBot MnpoBoI BoVHbLI. V3 aTux 164 667 mecT 86,5 npoueHTa Obinv 3ape3epBrpoBaHbl 45151
nmmurpaHToB u3 CesepHoli EBponbl, npuyem 6onee NonoBuHbI 3TOro obLero yncna obino
3ape3epBMpoBaHO AN UMMUTPaHTOB 13 MepMmaHum u BenukobputaHmun. Tonbko 11,2 npoueHTa ot
o6Lero ymcna mornu npubbite M3 KOxHom n BoctovHon EBponbl. YMcno MUrpaHToB M3 BCEX OCTalbHbIX
CTpaH Mupa, BkMoyasa JlatnHekyto AMepuky, Adpuky n Asuto, 6bino orpaHndeHo Bcero 3745 nogbMu B
roa, unn 2,3% ot obuiero yncna.

The 1924 Immigration Act, in short, achieved two goals: first, to reduce dramatically the total number of
new immigrants, and second, to ensure that almost 90 percent of the immigrants allowed into the United
States were from Northern Europe.
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3akoH 06 ummurpanmm 1924 roga, ecnu KOpoTKO, AOCTUM ABYX Lienei: BO-NepBbIX, 3HAYUTENBHO
COKpaTUTb 0bLLee YMCIO HOBbIX MMMUIPAHTOB, U, BO-BTOPbLIX, 06ecneynTb, 4Tobbl novtn 90%
UMMUIPaHTOB, AonyLleHHbIX B CoeanHeHHble LUTaThl, Obinin 3 CeBepHon EBponbl.

During this process, there was an attentive and approving observer abroad. Adolf Hitler praised the new
U.S. immigration policy in Mein Kampf, writing, among other things:

There is currently one state in which one can observe at least weak beginnings of a better conception.
This is of course not our exemplary German Republic, but the American Union, in which an effort is being
made to consider the dictates of reason to at least some extent. The American Union categorically
refuses the immigration of physically unhealthy elements, and simply excludes the immigration of certain
races. In these respects, America already pays obeisance, at least in tentative first steps, to the
characteristic volkich conception of the state.2

3a aTM npoueccoM Habngan BHUMaTENbHbIA U 0gobpuUTenbHbIM HabnoaaTenb 3a rpaHnLein. Agonbdg
MTNep BbICOKO OLIEHUIT HOBYIO MMMUTpaLMoHHyto nonutuky CLUA B «MaiitH kamndd», Hanucas, cpeau
npouero:

B HacTosiLee Bpems cyLlecTByeT O4HO rocyAapCcTBO, B KOTOPOM MOXHO Habntogatb xoTs 6bl cnabble
3auaTtkv nyden KoHuenumm. 370, KOHeYHO, He Halwa obpasuosas 'epmaHckas Pecnybnuka, a
AwmepukaHckmin Cotos, B KOTOPOM MPeanpYHUMAOTCS NOMbITKM XOTS Obl B KAKOW-TO CTENEHN YYNTbIBATb
BerneHus pasyma. AMepukaHckuii Coro3 kaTeropuyeckn oTeepraetT MMMUrpaumio (usnyeckn He3gopoBbIX
3MEeMEHTOB U NPOCTO MCKIoYaeT MMMUIPaLMI0 HEKOTOPbIX pac. B aToM oTHowweHun Amepuka yxxe otgaeT
AaHb yBaXKeHMs, MO KpanHer Mepe, Ha nepBbix PobKMX Lwarax, xapakTepHON AN HauuoHarnbHOro
rocygapcraa.?

In fact, in the 1930s, Nazi lawyers looked to various aspects of U.S. racial legislation—including the
immigration codes based on country of national origin, the second-class citizenship of African Americans,
the noncitizenship of colonial subjects such as Filipinos and Puerto Ricans, and the nonnational status of
Native Americans—as role models for Germany’s race-based citizenship, which culminated in the
Nuremberg Codes. This point has been valiantly, if painfully, documented by the Yale legal historian
James Whitman in his new book, Hitler's American Model: The United States and the Making of Nazi
Race Law. Whitman’s point, of course, is not that the United States caused the Nazi crimes; it is that the
U.S. racial approach resonated with the Nazi racists.

dakTnyecku, B 1930-x rogax HaLMCTCKME HOPUCTbI pacCcMaTpuBanu pasnmnyHble acrnekTbl pacoBOro
3akoHofatenbcTBa CLUA, Bkntoyass MMMUrpauUnOHHbIE KOAEKChbI, OCHOBaHHbIE Ha CTPaHEe NMPOUCXOXAEHNS,
BTOPOCOPTHOE rpaxaaHCcTBO adypoaMepukaHLEeB, OTCYTCTBME rPpaXKAaHCTBa Y KOMOHWarbHbIX NOAOAHHbIX,
TakMX Kak OUAMNNUHLbI U My3pTOPMKaHLbl, ¥ HErpaXXaaHCTBO KOPEHHbIX aMepuKaHLEeB, kak obpasLbl Ans
HEMELIKOW CUCTEMbI rpaxkAaHCcTBa, OCHOBAHHOW Ha pace, KoTopas AOCTUria CBOero anores B
HropHbGeprckmx Kogekcax. ATOT MOMEHT Obln 406necTHo, XOTa 1 6one3HeHHo, 3a40KyMEHTUPOBaH
“cTopukoM npasa Menbckoro yHmeepcuteta [KeMMCOM YUTMEHOM B ero HOBOW KHUre «AMepukaHcKast
mogenb ntnepa: CoeanHeHHble LLUTaThl 1 cTaHOBNEHME HALMCTCKOro pacoBoro npasay. YUTMEH,
KOHEYHO Xe, MmeeT B BUAY He To, 4To CoeamnHeHHble LLTaThl cTanm npuyYvHON HaLMCTCKNX
NPeCTyNIeHn; OH yTBepXaaeT, 4To pacosbi nogxod CLUA Haxogun OTKNUK Y HAUUCTCKMX PacUCTOB.

The 1924 Immigration Act mostly closed America’s doors and kept them closed for decades, even when
Europe’s Jews were desperately pleading for entry to the United States to save their lives. It was not until
the 1965 Immigration and Nationality Act that the United States eventually relented on national origin. In
the revised framework, which has now been the core of U.S. immigration law for a half-century, those with
family and personal connections, as well as special categories of immigrants, were added to the
immigrant roster, and the overall number of immigrants per year was increased.

3akoH 06 ummurpaummn 1924 roga npakTMYecky 3akpbin ABepr AMEpPUK/ 1 Aepan X 3aKpbITbiMU
AEeCATUNEeTUMN, Aaxe Koraa eBpornenckue eBpen otT4yasgHHoO npocunu o Bbe3ge B CoeamHeHHble LTaThl,
4yTOObl CNAacT! CBOW >U3HW. JIuwb ¢ NpuHaTUeM 3akoHa 06 nmmMurpaumm u rpaxgaHcTee 1965 roga
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CoeaunHeHHble LLTaTbl B KOHEYHOM UTOre CMArYUnv TpeboBaHUs K HaUMOHaNbHOMY NPOUCXoXaeHuo. B
NMepecMOTPEHHOI CUCTEME, KOTOpasi BOT y)Ke NMosiBeka SBMSeTCs OCHOBOW UMMUIPaLMOHHOTO
3akoHogaTtenscTBa CLUA, B peecTp MMMUrpaHTOB Gbinv Ao6GaBneHb! niua, MMetole cemeitble 1
NMYHbIE CBA3M, a Takke 0cobble KaTeropMnm MMMUIPaHTOB, a obLLee YMCIO UMMUTPaHTOB B rof
YBENUYNIOCH.

Not only did U.S. immigration increase markedly, but it also shifted from Northern Europe to Latin
America and Asia. Overall, the foreign-born population of the United States, which had fallen from around
13 percent of total population in the 1920 census to a low of 4.7 percent in 1970, has now risen to around
14 percent of the U.S. population, with nearly 40 percent of the foreign-born now from Mexico and Central
America.

Wmmurpaums B CLUA He Tonbko 3amMeTHO BbIpocha, HO 1 nepemMecTtunack u3 CesepHow EBponbl B
JTaTuHckyto AMepuky 1 Asuto. B Lenom, gonsa nuu, poamelunxcs 3a npegenammn CLUA, cokpaTuBLuasics ¢
npumepHo 13% ot obLen YncneHHocTn HaceneHust no nepenucu 1920 roga 4o MyuHumyma B 4,7% B
1970 rogy, K HacTodALLEeMYy BpeMeHu Bbipocna npumepHo Ao 14% Hacenenns CLUA, npuyem noyutun 40%
nvu, poameLumxcs 3a npegenamu CLUA, Tenepb pogom ns Mekcukn n LieHTpansHon AMepuku.

Trump’s appeal to the white working class has combined fear of Middle East terrorism with a white
working-class backlash against the rising Hispanic population. He has added in China-bashing, as well as
opposition to immigration from what he termed “shithole” countries such as Haiti and African nations. In
the good old American tradition of the elite class, the one thing Trump has never suggested is that
America’s super-rich might somehow help America’s poor. Fomenting fear is a lot cheaper for those
elites.

Anennsums Tpamna k 6enomy paboyemy knaccy coyetaet B cebe cTpax nepes Teppopm3Mom Ha
BnmwkHem BocToke ¢ HeraTtMBHOM peakumen 6enoro paboyero knacca Ha pacTtyliee
natuHoamepukaHckoe HaceneHve. OH gobaBun K 9TOMy KpUTUKy Kutas n Henpusitue nmmurpaumum m3
CTpaH, KOTOpbIE OH Ha3Basn «BOHKOYMMMY, TakUX Kak ManTn n acdppukaHckue cTpaHbl. B cooTBeTCTBUM CO
cTapov 4o6pov aMepukaHCcKon Tpaamumen anutel, Tpamn HUKOT4a He TOBOPWUIT O TOM, YTO cBepxboraTtble
amMepuKaHLbl MOTYT KakMM-TO 06pa3oM nomoYb 6efHbIM. PasxuraHme ctpaxa o6xoouTcs aTuM anutam
ropasgo geLleBrne.

Of course, the United States isn’t alone in its focus on the supposed danger of new arrivals to the country.
In Europe as well, immigration is the number one political issue. Passions are high, dangerously so. The
stakes are high as well. Migrants are risking their lives, and dying, to escape from violence, poverty, and
joblessness. How can we reconcile the flood of migrants with the stiff backlash in the receiving societies?

KoHeuHo, CoeguHEHHbIe LLTaTbl HE OAMHOKM B CBOEM CTPEMIIEHMM K NpeanofiaraemMorn OnacHoOCTH,
ncxoasen ot BHOBb NpubbIBLUMX. B EBpone nMmurpaums Takke siBRsieTcst NonmTuyeckom npodnemonm
Homep oauH. CTpacTu HakaneHbl, ONacHO BbICOKN. CTaBKM TOXe BbICOKA. MUrpaHTbl PUCKYHOT XKU3HBIO 1
yMUpatoT, cnacasiCb OT HACUIUS, HULLETLI U 6e3paboTuubl. Kak Ham COBMECTUTb NMOTOK MUrPaHTOB C
YKECTKOM peakumen npuHumMaroLLmnx obuects?

| propose a three-part approach. The first is to stop the conflicts that are currently causing millions of
refugees to flee their homes. The second is to promote long-term economic development in the countries
migrants are fleeing. The third is to adjust global policies to enshrine the freedom to migrate while also
enabling societies to limit migration to moderate and manageable rates.

A npeanarato TpExaTanHbIn noaxon. NepBbii — NpeKkpaTUTb KOHQMUKTLI, U3-3a KOTOPbIX MUMSTUOHbI
OexeHLeB NokmaaT cBomn aoma. BTopon — cogencTBoBaTh AONTOCPOYHOMY 3KOHOMUYECKOMY Pa3BUTUIO
CTpaH, oTKyga 6eryt murpaHTbl. TpeTbs LiefNb — CKOPPEKTMPOBATb rNobanbHy0 NOAUTUKY Taknum
0obpasom, YToObI 3akpenuTb CBOOOAY MUrpaLnn, a TaKkke AaTb BO3MOXHOCTb 00LLeCcTBaM OrpaHnyinTb
MUTrpauuio 0O YMEPEHHbIX U yNpaBrsieMbiX noka3aTenen.
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Two conflict zones in particular, the Middle East and Central America, account for the recent surge of
refugees to Europe and the United States, respectively. In both regions, an urgently needed change of
U.S. foreign policy could staunch this flow. Sadly, both regions have instead been destabilized by
misguided U.S. policies.

B yacTHocTW, ABE KOHMNUKTHBIE 30HbI, BnvkHMI BocTok 1 LieHTpanbHas AMepuka, aBASTCA NPUYNHON
HedaBHero Bcnnecka 6exeHues B EBpony 1 CLUA cooTBeTCTBEHHO. B 060MX permoHax cpovHoe
n3meHeHne BHewHen nonutukm CLUA morno 6bl ocTaHOBUTbL 3TOT NOTOK. K coxanenuto, oba pernoHa,
HanpoTMB, AecTabunmanpoBaHbl ownMbo4HoM nonmTtukon CLLUA.

The Middle East conflicts, as discussed in chapter 6, are U.S. wars of choice. The three largest conflicts
in the region, in Iraq, Libya, and Syria, reflect the repeated U.S. resort to violent “regime change.” In all
three cases, the result has been open-ended conflict and the rise of violent jihadists. As a result, millions
of refugees have been crossing the Mediterranean into Europe from departure points mainly in Turkey
and Libya.

KoHdnukTtbl Ha BnvkHem BocToke, kak obcyxaanock B rnaee 6, sBnsATcsa BoMHamu, kotopble CLUA
BeAyT No cobcTBEHHOMY BbIOOPY. Tpu KpynHENLMX KOHMKTa B permoHe — B Mpake, Jiueum n Crpun —
oTpaxarT HeogHokpaTHoe npumeHeHve CLUA HacMnbCTBEHHON «CMEHbl PEXMMOBY. Bo Bcex Tpéx
Ccnyyasx pesynbTaToM CTanm OTKPbITble KOH(MMKTbI U POCT aKTUBHOCTU arpecCMBHbIX [KMxagucTos. B
pesynbTaTte MunnnoHbl 6exeHueB nepeceknn CpeanseMHoe Mope 1 ycTpemunuce B EBpony 13 nyHKTOB
OTNpaBneHus, pacnosfioXeHHbIX, rMaBHbIM obpasom, B Typuumn 1 Jlusun.

In Central America, as in the Middle East, lamebrain CIA schemes—such as the 1980s Contra wars, the
2004 Haiti coup against Jean-Bertrand Aristide, and the 2009 Honduran coup against Manuel Zelaya—
have stoked violence and created pervasive instability. In addition, the so-called U.S. war on drugs,
fought in many parts of Latin America, has fomented massive violence. An American public health
crisis—the epidemic use of opiates—has been transmuted into open war south of the U.S. border.

B LleHTpanbHOM Amepuke, kak 1 Ha bnvmxHem BocToke, abcypaHble cxembl LIPY, Takve kak BOMHBI
«koHTpac» B 1980-x rogax, nepesopoT Ha NanTtn B 2004 rogy npoTus XXaH-bepTtpaHa Apuctnaa un
nepesopoT B [oHaypace B 2009 roay npotue MaHyans Cenann, paxurany Hacunve u cosgasanu
BCeobbeMIoLLY0 HecTabunbHOCTb. Kpome Toro, Tak HasbiBaemasi BonHa CLUA ¢ HapkoTukamu,
BeayLLasica BO MHOMMX yacTsx JlaTuHckon AMepukm, cnpoBouvpoBana maccoBoe Hacunve. Kpusumc
obLecTBeHHOro 3gpaBooxpaHeHns B CLUA — anvaemnsi onmatoB — nepepoc B OTKPbITYIO BOWHY K 0Ty
oT rpaHuubl CLLA.

Both the Middle East and Central America demonstrate a compelling case for demilitarizing U.S. foreign
policy. Ending covert CIA operations in the Middle East, Central America, and Africa would immediately
reduce the displacement of populations and flow of refugees. Facing the opiate epidemic for what it really
is—a public health challenge caused by massive social inequalities and desperation within U.S.
communities—would stop the Latin American drug wars, save lives, and enable Central Americans to live
in peace while remaining in their own countries.

Kak BnvxHuin BocTok, Tak n LieHTpanbHas AMepurka 4eMOHCTPUPYIOT yoeauTernbHble apryMeHThl B
nonb3y gemunurtapmsauny BHewwHen nonutuku CLUA. lMpekpalleHne TanHbix onepauun LIPY Ha
BrnvmxHem BocToke, B LieHTpaneHon Amepuke n Adpurke HemeaneHHo cokpaTuno Obl nepemeLyeHne
HaceneHus 1 NoTok 6exeHueB. Ecnv B3rnsHyTb Ha aNMAEMUI0 ONUATOB Kak Ha UCTUHHYKO Npobremy
06LLECTBEHHOMO 34paBOOXPAaHEHUNS, BbI3BAHHYH OFPOMHbBIM COLMarnbHbIM HEPABEHCTBOM M OTHaSHMEM B
aMepuKaHCKMX 00LLMHaxX, TO 3TO OCTAHOBUT HAPKOBOWHbI B JTaTUHCKON AMepuke, CnaceT XU3HU
no3BoNuT xutensam LieHTpanbHon AMEpUKN X1UTb B MUPE, OCTaBasCb B CBOUX CTpaHax.

Of course, even without the CIA wars of choice and the misguided war on drugs, millions of people
around the world will still want to migrate to the United States and Europe in search of jobs, higher living
standards, and social benefits. They will also come to escape from environmental degradation and the
dislocations caused by global warming.
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KoHeuHo, faxe 6e3 npegHamepeHHbIX BovH LIPY 1 6eccmbICrieHHOM BONHbI C HAPKOTUKAMWU MUITTUOHBI
nogen no Bcemy mupy 6ygyT ctpemntbesd MurpupoBaTth B CoeanHeHHble LLTaTtel n EBpony B mouckax
paboTbl, bonee BLICOKOrO YPOBHS KM3HW 1 coumarnbHbix NbroT. OHKM Takke ByayT cnacaTbes oT
YXYOLWEHUS COCTOSIHUS OKpY>KaoLLEN cpeabl U MOTPSCEHUN, Bbl3BaHHbIX rNo0anbHbIM NOTENIEHNEM.

The correct response is to promote sustainable development in countries of large-scale out-migration.
People will want to remain in their homelands if they see a viable future for their children. The good news
is that sustainable development is feasible, and promoting it would be much cheaper for the United States
and Europe than pursuing more failed wars, which have already cost the United States trillions of dollars
in the Middle East alone in the past fifteen years.

[MpaBunbHbIM peLleHeM ABMSETCS COAENCTBME YCTONYMBOMY Pa3BUTUIO B CTPAHaX C MacCoOBbIM OTTOKOM
HaceneHus. Jliogn 3axoTAT OCcTaTbCA Ha POAMUHE, eCnn YBUAOSAT JOCTOVMHOe Byayliee Ans CBOMX AETEN.
Xopoluas HOBOCTb 3aK/io4YaeTcsi B TOM, YTO YCTOMYMBOE pasBUTME JOCTXKMMO, U €ro JOCTUXKEHUE
obonpgetca CoegnHeHHbiM LLTatam n EBpone ropasgo gewesne, 4emM NnpoaornkeHne 6e3ycneLlHbiX BOWH,
KoTopble yxxe obownunce CoegmHeHHbIM LLTaTam B TpUNnNnoHsl 4oNnapoB Tornbko Ha bnwkHem BocTtoke
3a nocrnefHue natHaguaTb ner.

Yet U.S. foreign policy is disastrously imbalanced, as we’ve seen: Our total aid budget is equal to around
two weeks of Pentagon spending. The reason is obvious. Washington politicians salivate over each new
taxpayer-subsidized weapons sale, which brings in its wake new campaign contributions and jobs for
recycled politicians. Fighting disease, illiteracy, and poverty simply doesn’t provide the D.C. political class
with the same returns.

OpHako BHelwHAs nonutuka CLUA kaTtactpodurdeckn HecbanaHcupoBaHa, Kak Mbl yXXe BUaenu: Haw
06K BrogKEeT NOMOLLM paBeH NPUMEPHO ABYXHeAenbHbIM pacxogam lNeHtarona. NpuyunHa oveBngHa.
BalwmHITOHCKME NOMMTUKM NMyCKatoT CIIHOHM NPW KaXKaom HOBOW NPOAaXKe OpYyXus, cybecnanpyemon
HanoronnarenbLKkaMmum, KoTopasi, B CBOI 04Mepefb, MPUHOCUT HOBble n3bupaTenbHble B3HOCHI 1 paboyne
mMecTa ans 6uIBLUIMX NONUTUKOB. Bopbba ¢ 6onesHAMK, HerpaMoTHOCTLIO M 6GEAHOCTBIO NPOCTO He
obecneunBaeT NONMTMYECKOMY Knaccy okpyra Konymbus Takow xxe otaaum.

Looking ahead, the migration pressures will intensify unless the world acts to slow, and soon to stop,
human-made global warming. If we fail to fulfill the climate commitments made in Paris, many places in
the world will become less habitable and, for some, even uninhabitable. Global warming causes declining
food yields in the tropics, intensifying droughts in the dry lands of North Africa and the Middle East, an
expanded transmission zone of tropical diseases, more intense cyclones in Southeast Asia, and rising
sea levels and flooding in coastal regions.

3arnsgpiBasi B 6yayluee, MOXHO ckasaTb, YTO MUrpaLMOHHOE AaBneHve byaeT ycunmeaTtbCsi, eCnv mup
He npeanpumeT Mep Mo 3aMeASIeHMNIO U, Kak MOXHO CKopee, OCTaHOBKE aHTPOMOreHHOro rnobanbHoro
notenneHns. Ecnu mbl He BbiNonHMM obsi3aTenscTBa no 6opbbe ¢ M3MeHeHVeM Knumara, NPUHATbLIE B
Mapwxe, MHOTME PErMoHbI MUpa CTaHYT MEeHee NPUroAHbLIMU ANS XU3HKW, @ B HEKOTOPLIX Cryyasix U BOBCe
HEeNpUrogHbIMN ANs Xun3Hu. [nobanbHOe NnoTenneHme NPUBOAUT K CHIDKEHMIO YPOXKANHOCTU B TPOMMKaXx,
YCUMEHUIO 3acyx B 3acyLnumBbix panoHax CesepHon Adpukn 1 brivskHero BocToka, pacLumpeHnto 3oHbl
pacnpocTpaHeHnst TPOMUYECKNX BONEe3HEN, YCUMEHUIO LMKNOHOB B KOro-BocTtouHowm A3nmn, NOBbILLEHUIO
YPOBHSI MOPS M HABOAHEHMWSAM B NPUOPEXHbBIX PErmoHax.

In addition to ending useless wars and promoting sustainable development, the third part of migration
policy should be to make the world safe for diversity and for ongoing migration. Every one of us is from a
migrant family. Every one of us has ancestors, if not ourselves, who have been “strangers in a strange
land.” The reasons for migration will continue to be powerful and diverse in the future. Our global norms
and policies should respect the human right to migrate, albeit within reasonable limits.

Momumo npekpalleHns 6ecnonesHbiX BOVH 1 COAENCTBUS YCTOMYMBOMY PasBUTUIO, TPETHSA
COCTaBnsoLLLas MUTPaLMOHHON NOMMUTUKM JOIPKHA 3akntoyaTbes B obecnedeHmn 6e3onacHoOCT Mupa Ans
pa3Hoobpa3ns n ganeHerwen murpaunn. Kaxablin 3 Hac NPoONCXOAUT U3 CEMbW MUTPAHTOB. Y KaXaoro
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M3 Hac eCTb NPeaKW, EClN HE Mbl CaMu, KOTOPbIE BbINN «4yXKakamu B YyKoi cTpaHe». MpudmrHbI
MUrpaLum OCTaHyTCsl BECOMbIMU M pa3HoobpasHbIMM 1 B 6yaywieM. Haww rmo6anbHele HopMbl 1
MoONUTUKa AOSKHbI YBaXkaTb NPaBO YenoBeEKa Ha MUrpaLMio, MYCTb U B PasyMHbIX Npeaenax.

Countries are certainly right to police their borders, but at the same time they should keep an open door
for moderate and manageable rates of in-migration. No country should be allowed to slam its doors shut
(and none would be wise to do so, and thereby lose the benefits of diversity). And while countries may be
justified in limiting some social benefits to new migrants (to keep fiscal costs manageable and to limit
incentives for excessive migrant inflows), the United States and other countries should ensure that
migrant children receive the health care, schooling, and nutrition they need for their healthy development.

CtpaHbl, 6e3ycnoBHO, NpaBbl, KOHTPONUPYSA CBOU FPaHULLbI, HO B TO X€ BPEeMSs OHM OOJIKHbI AepXKaTb
ABEepW OTKPbITbIMU A1 YMEPEHHbIX 1 YNpaBriseMblX TEMNOB UMMUrpaumun. Hu ogHom cTpaHe He JOIMKHO
ObITb MO3BOMEHO 3axonbiBaTh CBOM ABEPU (M HUKOMY He 6bino 6bl pa3dymMHO AenaTb 3TO, U TEM CaMbIM
TepATb NpeumyLlecTBa pasHoobpasus). U xoTa cTpaHbl MOryT ObiTb OnpaBAaHbl B OrpaHUyeHnm
HEKOTOPbIX COLManbHbIX NbroT Af1s1 HOBbIX MUTPaHTOB (4TOOLI COXpaHUTb BoaKEeTHbIE pacxoabl
yrnpaBnsemMbIMU U OFPaHUYNTE CTUMYIbI 4SS Ype3MEPHOro npuToka murpaHTos), CoeguHeHHble LUTathbl n
Apyrue cTpaHbl OMMKHbI rapaHTMPOBaTh, YTO AETU MUTPAHTOB NOSyyalnT MegULUHCKOEe 0BCnyXnBaHue,
obpasoBaHuve 1 NuTaHue, HeobxoaMMble UM ANS UX 340POBOr0 pas3BUTUA.

Rather than instituting unconscionable bans on the basis of religion or nation of origin, we should be
insisting that the United States remain an open society, welcoming students and visitors from all parts of
the world; enabling migration, subject to law and in reasonable numbers per year, from all parts of the
world; accepting refugees fleeing for their lives, until their homelands are restored to peace and they can
return safely; and policing our borders so that we enjoy the benefits of a law-based, safe, and responsible
immigration policy.

BmecTo TOro, 4tobbl BBOAUTH 6ECCOBECTHLIE 3anpPeThbl MO NPU3HAKY PENUIMM UK CTPaHbI
NPOUCXOXAEHNS, Mbl AOMMKHbI HaCTanBaTb Ha TOM, YTOObI CoeanHeHHble LLTaThl ocTaBanuch OTKPbITbIM
06LLEeCTBOM, MPUBETCTBYIOLLUM CTYOEHTOB M rOCTEN CO BCEX YacTel CBETA; MO3BONAOLLMM MUrpaumio, B
COOTBETCTBUU C 3aKOHOM U B pa3yMHbIX KONMYECTBaXx B rof, CO BCEX YacTeln cBeTa; MPpUHUMAaOLLNM
OexeHLeB, cnacatoLmxcsa 6erctsoM, 4O TeX Mop, MoKa Ha UX PoAauHe He ByaeT BOCCTAHOBIEH MUP, U OHU
He cmoryT 6e30onacHO BEPHYTLCS; Y OXpaHa HalLWX rpaHunL, YToObl Mbl MO NOSb30BaTLCS
npenmMyLLecTBamMmn 3akOHHON, 6€30MacHO N OTBETCTBEHHOW MMMUIPALMOHHON NMOSTUTUKMW.

Like Canada, the United States should limit the number of long-term immigrants per year and enforce the
limits, but the limits should be reasonable and nondiscriminatory against any single religion, and should
balance several objectives: family unification, job skills, business opportunities and needs, geographical
diversity, caregivers, hardship cases, and other considerations. The reason for limits is clear: without
them, literally hundreds of millions, perhaps billions of people would decamp for the high-income
countries. Still, limiting immigration should not mean zero immigration, nor immigration on the basis of
disfavored religions, races, or regions. And the counterpart of limited migration is far more generous
development assistance and sound environmental policies, to ensure that all parts of the world can be
habitable and prosperous without the need for forced mass migration.

Kak n Kanaga, CoeguHéHHble LLTaTbl AOMKHBI OrPaHMYnTb KONMMYECTBO AOSNITOCPOYHbBIX UMMUIPAHTOB B
rog n obecneuntb cobnogeHne aTnx orpaHnyeHn. OgHako 3TU orpaHnyYeHns JOMKHbI ObiTb pa3yMHbIMM
N HEONCKPYMMWUHALMOHHBIMU MO OTHOLLEHMIO K Kakoi-nnbo O4HOM penurum, a Takke y4nuTbliBaTb HECKOMbKO
Lenen: BoccoeauHeHve cemen, NnpodeccroHanbHble HaBblkKi, BO3MOXHOCTU M NoTpebHoCTM GusHeca,
reorpadmyeckoe pasHoobpasve, nuua, OCyLLeCTBASIOLWME YXOA, crydan Hebnarononyums u gpyrue
coobpaxeHusi. MNpuunHa BBeAEHWSA OrpaHnyeHunn odeBrHa: 6e3 HMx OykBanbHO COTHWU MUIIIMOHOB, a
BO3MOXHO, N MUNMapAbl noge nepebpanunce 6bl B CTpaHbl C BbICOKMM YPOBHEM Joxoaa. Tem He
MeHee, orpaHuyeHne UMMUrpaumn He AOMKHO O3Ha4aTb HyneBor MMMUrpaunum Nnm MMmMurpanumn no
npu3Haky HebnaronpusTHOM PENUIMO3HON, PACOBOW UMW PErMOHanbHOW NPUHAANEXHOCTH.
[MpOTMBOMOMOXHOCTLIO OrpaHNYEHMIO MUrpaLmn SBNSeTCS ropasgo bonee weapas nomMoLLb B Lensx
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pasBUTUS N pasymHasi aKorormyeckas nonuTrka, Kotopble obecrnedyar BO3MOXHOCTb NPOXMBAHUS U
MpoLBeTaHNs BO BCeX YacTAX Mupa 6e3 HeobXxoanuMoCTy NPUHYAUTENBHOW MaCcCOBOWM MUMpaLUK.

Canada sets a goal of around 300,000 new immigrants each year, roughly 0.85 percent of the population,
allocated across several distinct objectives. For the United States, current arrivals per year are around 1.4
million, or roughly 0.43 percent of the population, about half the immigration rate aimed for by Canada.
Whether the United States targets the lower or upper end of this range, it has the wherewithal to accept
more refugees and to welcome people from all parts of the world.

KaHaga ctaBuT nepepq cobon uernb exerogHo npuHumaTb okorio 300 000 HOBbIX MMMUIPAHTOB, UTO
cocTaBnsieT npumepHo 0,85% HaceneHusi, pacnpegenss aTu Lenun no HeCKONMbKMM HanpaBnennsm. B
CoeanHeHHbIx LLTaTax B HacTosiLLiee BpeMs eXXerogHo npuodbiBaeT okono 1,4 MUNNIMOHA YenoBeK, Unm
npumepHo 0,43% HaceneHusi, YTO COCTaBNSIET NPUMEPHO MOSIOBUHY OT YPOBHSI UMMUTPaLIMK, K KOTOPOMY
ctpemunTtcsa KaHaga. HesaBucmmo ot Toro, ctpemsatcs nn CoeanHeHHble LLUTaTbl K HUXKHER Unn BepxHen
rpaHyvLie 3TOro AnanasoHa, y HUX eCTb BO3MOXHOCTM NPUHMMaTh Bornblue BeXeHLEeB 1 NPpMBETCTBOBATb
noaen co BCEX Yronkos Mupa.

America’s Muslim and Hispanic populations are especially fearful these days. It's everyone’s job as
citizens to defend their rights, their safety, their dignity, and their well-being. The Jewish teaching reminds
us of a vital truth: “You shall not oppress a stranger, for you know the feelings of the stranger, having
yourselves been strangers in the land of Egypt.”

MycynbmaHcKoe 1 MCNaHos3blYHOE HaceneHe AMEpUKN B Halln AHWM 0COBEHHO HanyraHo. Kaxabiv
rpaxxgaHnH 06s3aH 3awmwiaTtb CBOM npasa, 6e3onacHoOCTb, JOCTOMHCTBO 1 Bnarononyyuve. Nyaerickoe
y4YeHVe HanoMUHaeT HaM O BaXXHOW UCTUHe: «He nputecHan npuwensua, nbo Bbl 3HaeTe YyBCTBa
npuvwenbLa, NOCKOMbKy camu Bbinu npuwiensuamm B 3emne ErmneTckomny.

In short, migration is not about building high walls but about creating a world in which people can live
securely and prosperously in their own homelands, while still enjoying the freedom to migrate for personal
reasons rather than in desperation. By viewing the migration crisis in a more holistic way, we will find true
and lasting solutions rather than the demagogic ones now widely on offer.

Kopoue rosopsi, MArpaLms — 3To He BO3BEAEHWNE BbICOKMX CTEH, a CO3AaHne Mupa, B KOTOPOM Noau
CMOTyT XM1Tb Ge3onacHo 1 NpoLBeTaTb y cebs Ha POAMHE, COXPaHSAs Npy 3TOM cBo6OAY MUrPUPOBaTL MO
NMYHBIM MPUYUHAM, @ He U3 oTYasHUS. PaccMaTtpuBas MUrpauMoHHbIV kpuanc Gonee LenocTHo, Mbl
HaigéM UCTUHHbIE N [ONTOCPOYHbIE PELLEHWs, a He Te JeMarornyeckme peLleHmnsi, KoTopele cenyac
LUIMPOKO NpeanaratTcs.

18 ACHIEVING SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

The world output in 2018, measured at international prices, will be approximately $134 trillion, according
to projections by the International Monetary Fund. That is an average of $17,600 for each man, woman,
and child on the planet. This sum is easily enough to end all poverty, to ensure universal access to health
care and education, and to provide the investments needed for the transformation to environmental
sustainability. We are rich as a planet. We have no shortage of resources whatsoever.

CornacHo nporHo3am MexayHapoaHoro BanioTHOro dooHaa, 06bEm MyrpoBoro npoussoacTtea B 2018
rogy, U3MepeHHbIN B MeXAYHAPOAHbIX LieHaX, COCTaBMT NpubnuantensHo 134 TpunnvoHa 4onnapos
CLA. 310 B cpegHem no 17 600 gonnapos CLUA Ha Kaxxgoro My>4YmHy, XeHLUMHY 1 pebEHka Ha
nnaHete. OTOW CyMMbIl BMOJSIHE JOCTATOYHO, YTOObLI MOKOHYNUTL C HULLLETOM, 06ecnevnTb BCeobLumi
OOCTYN K 34paBoOOXpaHeHno 1 00pa3oBaHuio, a Takke 00ecneynTb MHBECTULMN, HEODXoanMble AN
nepexona K 9Konormyeckon yctonumsoctu. Mel 6oraTel, Kak nnaHeTa. Y Hac HeT HYU Marnenwero
HegocTaTKa B pecypcax.

In September 2015, the world agreed to put sustainable development at the center of global economic
cooperation, adopting Agenda 2030 with the seventeen Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). A few
weeks later, the world adopted the Paris Climate Agreement. Together, these constitute a globally agreed
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agenda, albeit one that the Trump administration has ignored (in the case of the SDGs) or disdained (in
the case of the Paris Climate Agreement).

B ceHTa6pe 2015 roga mup cornacuncs noctaBuTb YCTONYMBOE pas3BUTUE B LIEHTP rrnobarnbHOoro
9KOHOMMYECKOr0O COTpyaHNYeCTBa, NpuHaB NoBecTky AHA Ha nepuog 0o 2030 roga ¢ ceMHaaLaThbio
Llensamn yctonumeoro passutus (LIYP). Heckonbko Hegenb cnycts mup npuHsn MNapukckoe cornatueHme
no knumary. B COBOKYNHOCTM OHWU COCTaBMSAT COrfacoBaHHy0 Ha rnobanbHOM ypOBHE MOBECTKY AHS,
X0Ta agMunHUCTpaums Tpamna eé npourHopupoBana (B cnydae LIYP) unm npeHebperna (B cnydae
MapwKckoro cornalleHus no KnuMary).

The SDGs call for a more balanced society, in which economic growth is accompanied by policies to
ensure that the economic growth is widely shared and environmentally sustainable. The SDGs are
described as the “triple bottom line” of economic, social, and environmental objectives.

LIYP npu3sbiBatoT kK 6onee cbanaHcMpoBaHHOMY OOLLIECTBY, B KOTOPOM 3KOHOMWYECKUIA POCT
ConpoBoXaaeTcsa NONUTUKON, obecrneymBatoLLEl LUMPOKOE pacnpeneneHne pecypcoB 1 3KONOTMYECKYH
ycTON4YMBOCTb. LIYP Ha3biBaloT « TPOMHBLIM UTOrOM» 3KOHOMUYECKNX, COLIMarbHbIX U 3KONOMMYECKNX
Lenemn.

It is sometimes claimed that the SDGs are too expensive. Poor countries, for example, will probably need
an additional $100-200 billion per year in development aid to meet the challenges of health, education,
and basic infrastructure. That amount may seem unattainable, but consider this. As of early 2018,
according to Forbes magazine, a mere 2,208 individuals— the world’s billionaires—had $9.1 trillion in
wealth.1 If the $9.1 trillion were a foundation endowment with a 5 percent per year payout rate, the
annual payout would be $455 billion. That sum could end extreme poverty (SDG 1), ensure universal
health coverage (SDG 3), and guarantee access for the poor to a quality education (SDG 4).

WHorpa yteepxaaeTtcs, uto LIYP obxogatca cnvwkom goporo. Hanpumep, 6eaHbiM cTpaHam, BEpOSITHO,
notpebyetcs gononHutensHo 100—200 MunnvapaoB 4ONIAapoB B rog Ha NOMOLLb B LENsAxX passuTua Ans
peLleHns 3adad 34paBooXpaHeHusl, obpaszoBaHMs 1 6a30BoN MHPACTPYKTYPbl. ATa CyMMa MOXeT
nokasaTbCs HeJOCTUXMMOW, HO nogymainTe BoT 0 YéM. 1o AaHHbIM XypHana Forbes, Ha Hayano 2018
roga Bcero 2208 Yenosek — MUNIMapaepoB Mupa — obnaganu coctosiHueM B pasmepe 9,1 TpunnuoHa
ponnapoB.1 Ecnu 6bl 3T 9,1 TpunnuoHa gonnapos 6biny LeneBbiM POHAOM C 5-MPOLEHTHOM CTaBKOW
BbINMaT B rof, ro4oBble BbiNaTbl COCTaBUM Obl 455 Munnvapgos 4onnapos. 3Ta cymma Morna Obl
NonoXxmuTb KoHew, kpanHen HuweTe (LIYP 1), obecneunTtb Bceobluee meguumHckoe obenyxmsarue (LYP
3) n rapaHTupoBaTb 6e4HbIM OOCTYN K Ka4eCcTBeHHOMY obpasoBaHuto (LIYP 4).

Or consider this. According to calculations by the Institute of Economics and Peace, publisher of the
Global Peace Index (2017), the global costs of violence in 2016 totaled around $14 trillion (measured at
international dollars), or roughly 13 percent of global output. These costs include military and security
outlays, the costs of armed conflicts, and the costs of interpersonal violence. While precision in such
estimates is difficult, there is no doubt that $14 trillion dwarfs the costs of achieving the Sustainable
Development Goals universally, including global energy transformation.

Wnn nogymavite BOT 0 4ém. CornacHo pacyétam VIHCTUTyTa 9KOHOMUKM U Mupa, nagatens FmobansHoro
nHgekca mupontobus (2017), rmobanbHble U30epXKKK, CBsi3aHHbIe ¢ Hacunuem, B 2016 rogy coctaBumnm
okono 14 TpunnuoHos gonnapos CLUA (B MexayHapoaHbIx gonnapax), unv npumepHo 13 npoueHToB
mMupoBoro BBIN. 3Tu n3gepxku BKNOYAOT BOEHHbIE pacxodbl 1 pacxodbl Ha 6e3onacHOCTb, pacxobl Ha
BOOPYXEHHbIE KOH(PMNKTbI N N3OEPXKKN, CBA3AHHbBIE C MEXITMYHOCTHBIM HacunmnemM. XoTs TOYHOCTb Takux
OLLEHOK CIIOXHa, HET COMHEHWIA B TOM, 4TO 14 TpunnuoHos gonnapos CLUA 3aTmeBaloT 3aTpaTthbl Ha
pocTvxeHve Liener yctonunBoro passutus BO BCEM Mype, BKIoYasi rnobanbHyto aHepreTuyeckyto
TpaHcdopMaLuuto.

The world’s tax havens, small islands like the Cayman Islands and the Virgin Islands, are host to more
than $20 trillion of offshore deposits, money that has been moved to these places to avoid taxation and
responsibility. In front of our eyes, in broad daylight, these havens of secrecy and unaccountability have
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been created and nurtured by our own governments, especially the most powerful and richest
governments in the world.

B HanoroBbIx ybexuiax Mmmpa, Takmx kak KarimaHoBbl 0OCTpoBa u BupruHckue octposa, xpaHutcsa 6onee
20 TpunnuoHoB gonnapos CLUA Ha odLIOpHbIX Aeno3uTax — CPeACTBax, KOTopble Oblnn NnepeBeaeHsbl B
3TW CTpaHbl Ans n3bexaHns HanoroobnoXxeHns n OTBETCTBEHHOCTU. Ha Hawmx rnasax, cpenb 6ena gxs,
HalLM COOCTBEHHbIE MPaBUTENBLCTBA, OCOBEHHO Camble MOTYLLECTBEHHbIE U BoraTtble, co3ganu u
B3paLLMBatOT 3TN yOexuLa CeKPeTHOCTU U 6E30TBETCTBEHHOCTH.

This is the challenge of sustainable development: so affordable, so important for well-being, and yet so
elusive. If we analyze carefully the realistic path to achieving the SDGs and the Paris Climate Agreement,
we find five broad categories of activity that should become the priority work of every government in the
world.

B aToM U 3akntoyaeTcs 3agava yCToMYMBOrO pa3BUTUS: CTOSb AOCTYMHas!, CTOMb BaXkHas Ans
Gnaronosny4yrsi U B TO e BpeMsi CTOMb TPYAHOAOCTKMMasA. Ecnmn BHUMaTeNbHO NpoaHann3npoBaThb
peanvcTUYHbIN NyTb K gocTkeHnto LIYP un Mapwkckoro cornatueHnst no KnumaTy, Mbl 06Hapy»KnM NaTb
OCHOBHbIX HanpaBneHWin 4esTeNbHOCTU, KOTOpble AOMKHbI CTaTb NPUOPUTETHLIMU OISt KaXA0ro
npaBuUTeNbLCTBA MUpa.

First is to ensure quality health and education for all, especially our children, whose entire lives will be
shaped by the health care and education we give them in their early years. Without quality health care
and education, individuals cannot realistically hope for happy and productive lives. The SDGs include
universal commitments to universal health coverage (SDG 3) and universal quality education at least
through the secondary level (SDG 4). We have a steep path to success. In many low-income countries,
the secondary completion rate today is only 20—-30 percent. By 2030, it should be 100 percent.

Bo-nepBbix, He06Xx0AMMO 06ecneunTb Ka4eCTBEHHOE 3a4paBoOOXpaHeHNe n obpasoBaHne ans BCex,
0COBEHHO AN HaLMX AeTen, BCA XMN3Hb KOTOPbIX ByaeT onpeaensaTbcs MeanuumHCKUm obcnyxuBaHnem u
o6pasoBaHMeM, KOTopble Mbl UM JaAUM B paHHMe roabl. bes kauecTBeHHOro 3apaBoOXpaHeHns 1
06pas3oBaHMs NaM He MOTyT pearnbHO HaAeATbCA Ha CHaCTAMBYHO U MPOOYKTUBHYIO XU3Hb. LIYP
BKIMOYAOT BCeobLLme ob6a3aTenscTBa no BceobLemMy oxsaTty ycrnyramu 3gpaBooxpaHenus (LIYP 3) n
BCceoOLleMYy KayeCTBEHHOMY 0Opa3oBaHuMio, MO KpanHen Mepe, A0 YPoBHSA cpeHel wkonbl (LYP 4). MyTb
K ycriexy TepHUCT. Bo MHOIMMX cTpaHax C HU3KMM YPOBHEM [0OXOAa YPOBEHb 3aBEPLUEHUS CpeaHero
obpasoBaHus cerogHsa coctaBnset Bcero 20—30 npoueHToB. K 2030 rogy oH gormkeH goctuyb 100
NPOLEHTOB.

Second is sustainable land-use management. As | travel the world for the Sustainable Development
Goals, | witness in nearly every country that the world is facing a crisis of unsustainable land
management, including the loss of biodiversity, soils, freshwater, forest cover, and ecosystem functioning,
at rates that are unprecedented and perilous.

Bo-BTOpbIX, 3TO yCcTON4YMBOE 3emrienorib3oBaHue. NyTellectBysa no Mupy B pamkax Lienei ycronumsoro
pa3BuTUSs, 9 HAabMN4a NOYTN B KaXA0W CTpaHe, YTO MUP CTalkMBaeTCsl C KPM3NCOM HepaLuuoHanbHOro
3eMr1enonb3oBaHus, BKIoYas notepto 6ruopasHoobpasus, noys, NPECHON BOAbI, IECHOIo NOKpoBa u
(PYHKLMOHMPOBAHUS 3KOCUCTEM, NMPUYEM TEMMbI 3TOro npoliecca 6ecnpeLieeHTHbI U ONacHsbl.

Third is decent jobs and infrastructure for all. SDG 1 calls for an end to extreme poverty; SDG 8 aims for
decent work for all; and SDGs 6, 7, 9, 11, and 12 include various goals for universal access to
infrastructure, including safe water and sanitation, modern energy services including electrification, and
transport and communications. Of course, decent work will depend on decent education combined with
adequate infrastructure, so the SDGs are interdependent and mutually supportive.

B-TpeTbux, 310 fOCTONHLIE paboyre mecTa u MHpacTpykTypa ansa scex. LIYP 1 npuabiBaeT Kk
NCKOPEHEHMIO KpanHel HuweTbl; LIYP 8 HanpaBneHa Ha obecneyeHne JOCTOMHOM paboThl AN BCEX; a
LIYP 6, 7, 9, 11 n 12 BkntovaloT pasnuyHble uenu no obecneveHunto BceobLero goctyna K
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WH(pacCTpyKType, BKNtovas 6e3onacHyto BoAY U CaHUTapuo, COBPEMEHHbIE dHepPreTUYecKne ycnyru,
BKIOYas anekTpudmrkaunio, a Takke TpaHCNopT M cBA3b. KOHeYHO, AOCTOVHbIN Tpya OyaeT 3aBuceTb OT
OOCTOMHOro o6pasoBaHMsa B COMETAHUN C agekBaTHON MHApACTPYKTypor, noatomy LIYP
B3aMMO3aBUCUMbI M B3aMMOLOMOSHAEMbI.

Fourth is to decarbonize the energy system. The shift to zero-carbon energy is the sine qua non of
planetary climate safety. By 2050 we have to achieve zero carbon emissions in order to keep global
warming within the safety limits set by the Paris Climate Agreement (“well below 2 degrees Celsius”
compared with the preindustrial temperature). To achieve this, we will have to be driving electric vehicles
rather than cars with internal combustion engines. We will have to be using electricity produced by wind,
solar, hydroelectric, geothermal, and other zero-carbon energy sources, rather than by coal, oil, and
natural gas. We will have to heat our buildings with electric heat pumps rather than boilers and furnaces.
Time is short. Every year we have new evidence that we are at the tipping point of runaway climate
disaster.

YeTBépTas Lenb — AekapboHn3aLmst aHepreTu4eckon cuctemsol. [epexon K dHepreTke ¢ HyrneBbIM
ypoBHEM BbIGPOCOB yrriepoaa SBnseTcs HenpeMeHHbIM ycnoBmem obecnedyeHuns KnmmaTuyeckomn
BesonacHocTu nnaHeTbl. K 2050 rogy Mbl OMKHBI 4OCTUYb HYNEBbIX BbIBPOCOB yrrepoaa, YTobbl
yaepxaTtb rnobanbHoe notenneHne B Nnpeaenax, yCTaHOBMEHHbIX [1apukcknm cornawieHnem no knumary
(«3HaunTENBHO HWXE 2 rpadycoB Llenbcuay nNo cpaBHEHWIO C 4OVHAYCTpUanbHOM TemnepaTtypon). [Ans
3TOro HaM NpuAETCA e34UTb Ha ANEKTPOMOBUIAX, a He Ha aBTOMOOUNSAX C ABUraTensgMm BHYTPEHHEro
cropaHus. Ham npnaércst ucnonb3oBaTh 3N1EKTPOIHEPTUIO, BbipabaTbiBaeMyo BETPOBOW, CONTHEYHON,
rMAPO3NEKTPNYECKON, re0TepPMarnbHON U OPYrMMU UCTOYHMKaMMW SHEPTUM C HyNEeBbIM YPOBHEM BbIOPOCOB
yrnepoga, a He Ha yrne, HedTu 1 NpUPoAHOM rase. Ham npnaértca otannmBaTh 34aHNS ANEKTPUHECKMM
TeNnnoBbIMWN HAacocaMK, a He KoTrnamu 1 nedamun. Bpemenun mano. Kaxabivn rog nosBnsitoTCs HOBbIE
AoKasaTenbCTBa TOro, YTO Mbl HAXOAMMCS Ha FpaHy HeynpaBrsgeMon KNMMaTu4eckon katactpodbl.

Fifth is good governance, including honesty, rule of law, fairness, competence, and transparency in
managing our politics. Good governance also includes gender equality (SDG 5), reduced inequalities
within and among nations (SDG 10), peaceful and inclusive societies (SDG 16), and global cooperation
(SDG 17).

MaToe — a10 a(pdheKkTMBHOE yrnpaBneHne, BKNoYaLLee YeCTHOCTb, BEPXOBEHCTBO 3aKOHa,
crnpaBensiIMBOCTb, KOMNETEHTHOCTb M NPO3PAYHOCTb B YNPaBMeHNN Hallen NonMTukon. SddeKkTmBHoe
yrnpaBreHne Takke BKMYaeT reHaepHoe paBeHCTBO (LIYP 5), cokpalleHne HepaBeHCTBa BHYTPU CTpaH U
mexagy Humn (LIYP 10), mupontobusoe 1 nHkniosmnsHoe obuwectso (LIYP 16) n rmobansHoe
cotpygHunyecTso (LUYP 17).

THE SDGS AND THE UNITED STATES

Every year the UN Sustainable Development Solutions Network, which | direct on behalf of UN Secretary-
General Anténio Guterres, collects data from around the world to assess where countries stand on
progress toward the SDGs.2 The SDG Index gives a global ranking, while the SDG Scorecard highlights
the strengths and weaknesses of each of the 150 or so countries for which the requisite global data are
available. The SDG Index and Dashboard together therefore offer an objective account of each country’s
absolute progress toward the goals and its relative position among other nations.

ExerogHo Cetb OOH no nowvcky pelueHuii B 06macti yCTOMYMBOro pa3BuUTUS, KOTOPOW 1 PYKOBOXY OT
nmeHu NeHepanbHoro cekpetapa OOH AHToHMyY N'yTeppuwa, cobupaeT gaHHbIe MO BCEMY MUPY ONS
OLEeHKU nporpecca cTpaH B goctuwkeHun LIYP.2 NHgekc LIYP onpegensieT rmobanbHbI penTuHr, a
cucTema nokasatenei LIYP BbisiBNsieT cunbHble U cnabble CTOPOHbI kaxaon u3 npuMmepHo 150 cTpaH, no
KOTOPbIM LOCTYMNHbI HEOOX0AMMbIE rnobarnbHble AaHHble. Takum obpasom, NHaekc LIYP u
MHOPMaLMOHHasi NaHemnb BMecTe AatT 0ObeKTMBHYO OLeHKY abCOomoTHOro nporpecca Kaxaowm CTpaHbl
B JOCTUXEHUN Lienen N ee OTHOCUTENbHOro NONOXEeHUs cpean Apyrux CTpaH.
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The news is not good for the United States. According to the 2017 SDG Index, the U.S. ranked no better
than forty-second out of 157 countries, and thirtieth out of the thirty-five high-income OECD countries.
How could the United States, one of the richest countries in the world, rank so low? The reason is clear.
The United States is strong on only one of the three pillars of sustainable development, the economy, but
weak on social inclusion and environmental sustainability. Inequality is very high in U.S. society, with
huge gaps in income and power between men and women, between races, and across educational
levels. Environmental sustainability is weak because powerful corporate lobbies for the fossil-fuel and
heavy industries have slowed America’s transition to low-carbon technologies and primary energy
sources.

Ona CoeamHeHHbix WTatoB cutyaymsa nnoxada. CornacHo MHaekcy LIYP 3a 2017 rog, CLUA 3aHanu He
©onee copok BToporo Mmecta U3 157 ctpaH u Tpuguartoe mecto ns tpuguaty natu ctpadH OOCP ¢
BbICOKMM ypoBHeM aoxoaa. Kak CoeguHeHHble LLUTaTthl, ogHa n3 cambix 6oratbix CTpaH Mupa, Mornm
3aHMMaTb CTONb HU3KNe no3unummn? MNpuunHa sicHa. CoeanHeHHble LLUTaTbl CUMbHBbI TONBLKO B OAHOM 13
Tpex CTONMOB YCTOMYMBOrO Pa3BUTUS — SKOHOMUKE, HO cnabbl B COLManbHOW MHTErpauumn n
3KO0rM4YeCcKom yCTONYMBOCTU. B amepukaHckoM 00LLEeCTBE OYEHb BESTMKO HEPABEHCTBO, C OFPOMHbLIM
pa3pbiBOM B 40OX0AaX M BO3MOXHOCTSAX MEXAY MY)XYMHAMM U KEHLLMHAMN, MeXay pacaMu 1 Mo YPoBHHO
obpasoBaHus. Jkonormyeckas yCTOMYMBOCTb criaba, MOCKONbKY MOLLIHOE KoprnopaTuMBHOe nob6bupoBaHmne
MNCKOMaeMoro TOMnnmBa v TSXKENoM NPOMbILLIIEHHOCTU 3ameanuo nepexon AMEPUKN K HU3KOYTIepOoaHbIM
TEXHOSOMMAM U NEPBUYHBIM UCTOYHMKAM SHEPTUN.

America pays a very heavy price for its failure to pursue sustainable development. U.S. life expectancy
ranks twenty-fifth in the OECD and has actually been declining rather than rising in recent years.3 The
prevalence of clinical depression is up, and the United States has one of the highest rates of depression
in the world. Drug addiction and deaths from drug overdoses are soaring. A large part of the U.S.
workforce has not gained from economic growth. Confidence in public institutions has plummeted, as has
interpersonal trust in American society. For all of these reasons, the self-reported well-being of Americans
has also waned.4

AmMepuKa NnaTuT OYeHb BbICOKYHO LIEHY 3a CBOK HECMOCOBHOCTbL K YCTONYMBOMY pa3sutmio. Oxugaemas
npoaomKMTENBHOCTL XU3HKN CLUA 3aHumaeT aBaguatb natoe mecto B OOCP n B nocneaHue rogpl
daKTMyecKkn cCHMUXxaeTcs, a He pacTteT.3 PacnpocTpaHeHHOCTb KNMHUYECKOW Aenpeccun pacTeT, U B
CoeanHeHHbIX LLITaTax oanH 13 camblx BbICOKUX NOKasaTenen genpeccum B mupe. Pesko pacret
HapKOMaHus U CMEPTHOCTb OT NepPefo3nPOBKN HAPKOTUKOB. 3HaunTenbHasa Yactb paboyen cunbl CLUA
He BblUrpana oT 3KOHOMUYecKoro pocta. [loBepue Kk rocygapCTBeHHbIM MHCTUTYTaM pe3ko ynano, Kak u
MEXNMYHOCTHOE J0BEpME B aMepuKkaHCKOM obLiecTBe. [1o BceM 3TUM NpUYMHAM caMooLeHka
©narononyyns ameprkaHLEeB Takke cHM3unaco.4

Compared with other high-income societies, the United States also suffers from chronic violence, thereby
falling desperately short of SDG 16, which calls for “peaceful and inclusive societies.” America’s violence
is evident not only in its nonstop overseas wars, but also in its high homicide rates, astounding levels of
gun violence, and offthe-chart rates of incarceration, especially of young AfricanAmerican men. America’s
violence is also captured by the 2017 Global Peace Index, which placed the United States at the shocking
rank of 114th most peaceful country out of the 163 countries measured.5

Mo cpaBHeHMIO C OpYyrMMuK CTpaHaMu C BbICOKUM YpoBHeM foxona, CoeanHeHHble LUTaThl Takke
CTpagaloT OT XPOHUYECKOrO HAaCUnus, TeM camblM OTYasiHHO He goTtarmBas go LIYP 16, koTopas
Npu3bIBaeT K KMUPHBbIM U MHKIO3MBHBIM 00LLecTBamM». Hacunue B AMepuke NposiBrseTCs He TOMbKO B €€
HenpekpaLlaLwmxcsa 3apybexHbiX BOMHAX, HO 1 B BbICOKOM YPOBHE YOUIACTB, NOPa3UTENbHOM YPOBHE
HacunNusa ¢ NPMMeHeHneM OrHECTPESTbHOIo OPYXNUSA 1 3allKanuaBaroLleM YPOBHE TIOPEMHOIO 3aKIYEHMS,
0cobeHHO cpeaun Monoabix acdpoamepurkaHueB. Hacunve B AMepuke Takke oTpaxeHo B [nobansHom
nHaekce mupontobusa 2017 roga, kotopbin noctaBun CoeguHeHHble LTaThl Ha wokupyowee 114-e
MECTO Cpean camblX MUPOITOOMBBLIX CTpaH 13 163 uccnegoBaHHbIX CTpaH.5

It would not be hard for the United States, with its wealth, skills, and technologies, to achieve the SDGs if
it tried to do so. Success would require a change of policies, from corporate tax breaks and environmental
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deregulation to social programs for the poor and working class and investments in the green economy.
Other countries are far ahead of the United States in those directions, and far happier as well.

CoenuHeHHbIM LWTaTtam, ¢ nx 6oratctBOM, HaBblKaMmK U TEXHOSOTMAMU, BbINo Gbl HECNOXHO AOCTUYb
LIYP, ecnu 66l OHM nonbiTanucb 3TO caenatb. Ycnex notpebosan 6bl U3MEHEHWS NOAUTUKN: OT
KOpropaTUBHbIX HAIOrOBLIX JIbrOT U AEPEryIMPOBaHMS OKpyXKatoLLel cpedbl 40 couManbHbIX MporpaMm
ansa 6edHbIX 1 paboyero knacca u MHBECTULMIA B 3ENEHYI0 S3KOHOMUKY. [lpyrme cTpaHbl 3Ha4YUTENbHO
onepexatot CLUA B 3T1x HanpaBneHusax u ropasfgo 6onee A0BOSIbHbI.

American consumers have a role to play here. U.S. brand names need to be put on naotice: If you cower
to the Koch brothers, the American Petroleum Institute, and the Chamber of Commerce, you will pay a
price. General Electric, are you with us or against us on saving the planet? How about you, Pepsi,
Walmart, IBM, Walt Disney, GM, and other companies whose CEOs have been part of Trump’s corporate
advisory committees? Responsible consumers need to make clear that they will walk out on brands that
are accomplices to Trump’s attempts to gut environmental regulations. The Koch brothers spend
hundreds of millions of dollars to block action on global warming and pollution, and then have the
remarkable audacity to ask Americans to buy consumer products such as AngelSoft and Dixie that they
own (via Georgia Pacific—Koch Industries). It's time to say a resounding no!

AmMepuKaHckne noTpedbuteny AOMKHbI CbirpaTh 34eCb CBOK porb. AMepukaHCckum 6peHaam Heobxoanmo
AaTb NOHATL: ecnn Bbl byaeTe pabonencteoBaTb nepen 6patbsimm Kox, AMeprKaHCKUM MHCTUTYTOM
HedTn 1 Toproeon nanatoun, Bam Npuaetca 3annatuTb 3a 310. General Electric, Bbl ¢ HAaMy 1y NpoTunB
Hac B gene cnaceHus nnaHeTbl? A kak Hac4€T Bac, Pepsi, Walmart, IBM, Walt Disney, GM v gpyrux
KOMMaHWW, YbW reHepanbHble AMpeKTopa BXOAMIN B KOPNOPATMBHbIE KOHCYNbTaTUBHbIE KOMUTETHI
Tpamna? OTBETCTBEHHbIE NOTPEOUTENN AOMKHBLI YETKO 3asBUTb, YTO OHM OTKaXyTCs OT OpeHaoB,
KOTOpble ABNATCHA NOCOBGHMKaMM NonbITok Tpamna ocnabuTb akonornyeckne HopMmbl. bpaTtesa Kox TpaTtar
COTHW MWMMMOHOB AONNApoB Ha 6riokMpoBaHue Mep no 6opbbe ¢ rnobanbHbIM NOTENNEHNEM U
3arpsAsHeHneM OKpyKatoLLel cpeabl, a 3aTeM MMEIOT NOopasnTENbHYI0 HarfoCTb NPOCUTb aMepuKaHLEB
nokynaTb Takve noTpebutensckmne ToBapbl, kak AngelSoft n Dixie, kKOTopbIMKW OHV BNagetoT (Yepes
Georgia Pacific—Koch Industries). MNopa ckasaTb pelumTensHoe «HeT»!

We must also pressure Congress to act on climate change. Would Republican senators allow the
corruption and greed of the Senate to gut the Paris Climate Agreement? It's possible, but these senators
have children and grandchildren too, and most are not as stupid as their party’s official position on climate
change.

Mbl Takxe [OIMKHbI OkasaTb AaBrieHne Ha KoHrpecc, YTobbl OH NPUHSN Mepbl Mo 6opbbe ¢ M3MeHeHeEM
knumarta. MNo3BonaT nNu ceHaTopbl-pecnybnukaHLbl Koppynuun 1 xagHoctu CeHaTa nogopsaTh
Mapwxckoe cornatleHne no kNMMaTy? 3To BO3MOXHO, HO Yy 3TUX CEHATOPOB TOXE €CTb OETU U BHYKU, U
BONbLUMHCTBO M3 HUX HE TakK rMynbl, Kak orumManbHas No3nLmUs UX NapTUM No M3MEHEHUIO KNnMarTa.

ACHIEVING SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

[JocTuxeHne yCTON4MBOro pa3sButus

THE SDGS AND THE WORLD
Lienu yctoMunBoro pasButus 1 mup

Just as is true of the United States, the world as a whole has the human resources, skills, technologies,
and wealth to achieve the SDGs. We are, after all, in the midst of one of the most productive and exciting
scientific and technological revolutions in history. New digital technologies offer new and better ways to
deliver universal health coverage, quality education, equitable finance, low-carbon energy, and improved
governance in all parts of the world, even in the poorest and remotest places.
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Kak n B cnydae ¢ CoeguHéHHbIMu LLTaTamu, mup B Lienom obnagaeT YenoBe4YeckMMu pecypcamu,
HaBbIKaMK, TEXHONOIMSIMU 1 GoraTcTBOM Anst AocTmxkeHus LIYP. B koHLe KOHLIOB, Mbl HAX04MMCS B
pasrape O4HOW 13 CaMbliX MPOAYKTUBHLIX U 3aXBaTbIBAOLLMX HAYYHO-TEXHUYECKMX PEBOJTHOLMIA B UCTOPUN.
HoBble undpoBble TEXHOMOIMM NpeasiaratoT HOBble 1 Bonee adpdekTnBHbIE CNOcobbl obecnevyeHus
BCeobLLEero MeanumnHCKoro obenyxmBaHms, Ka4eCTBEHHOro o6pa3oBaHus, CNpaBeanMBoro
(PUHAHCUPOBAHUS, HU3KOYTNEPOLAHOW SHEPTETUKM U YIYYLLEHHOrO yNpaBieHUsl BO BCEX YacTAX M1pa,
Aaxe B caMbix 6eaHbIX 1 OTAANEHHbIX panoHax.

What are the obstacles to surmount? There are several. Corporate lobbies, such as the oil and gas
industry, use their power and money to hold back progress. Some of the world’s richest people use bribes
and campaign contributions to keep their privileges and tax breaks, hoarding funds that should be
directed to SDG investments. Irresponsible politicians stoke fear and even war to hold onto power. And
governments are too often bereft of practical, workable plans.

Kakve npensarcteusa Heobxoaumo npeogonetb? VX Heckonbko. KopnopaTueHbie NOGOUCTEI, Takne Kak
HedpTerasoBasi oTpacrib, MUCNONb3YT CBOK BNacTb U AeHbrN, YTOObI caepxmBaTb nporpecc. HekoTopbie
13 cambix BoraTbIX NIOAEN MMPaA UCNONb3YIOT B3ATKM U MOXEPTBOBAHUA Ha n3bupaTenbHble KaMnaHuu,
4YTOObI COXPAHUTL CBOW MPUBUNETNN 1 HANOroBble NbroThl, HAKaNNMBas CpeacTBa, KoTopble cneayeT
HanpaenaTb Ha UHBeCTUUMK B LIYP. Be30TBeTCTBEHHbIE MOMUTUKN pa3XUratoT CTpax 1 Aaxe
pa3BsA3bIBAOT BOWHY, YTOOLI yaepXaTb BnacTb. V npaBuTensCcTBa CAMLLKOM YacTo JIULLEHbI
NpaKkTUYECKMX, OCYLLECTBUMbIX MMaHOB.

There are six main actions we can take to get on track:

First, let us insist that the major companies, especially the fossil-fuel industries, align their business
activities with the SDGs.

Second, let us insist that individuals with high net worth should contribute philanthropically to the SDGs,
while asset managers should invest their funds according to SDG guidelines.

Third, let us mobilize urgent SDG funding for the world’s poorest nations, so that they can provide
universal health coverage, universal quality education, and universal access to modern infrastructure.

Fourth, let us insist that war and peace issues be settled according to the UN Charter, especially by the
UN Security Council.

Fifth, let us make polluters compensate those who suffer from the pollution, including having the fossil-
fuel industries pay for part of the damage caused by global warming.

Sixth, let us deploy breakthroughs in science and technology to achieve more rapid progress toward the
SDGs.

BOT LecTb OCHOBHbIX AENCTBUN, KOTOPbIE Mbl MOXEM NPEeANPUHATL, YTOObI BCTaTb HA NYTb pPeLLEHUS
37OV Npobrnemsbl:

Bo-nepBbix, AaBanTe HacTanBaTb Ha TOM, YTOObI KPYMHbIE KOMMAHUU, 0COBEHHO KOMMaHUW,
3aHuMaroLmecs fobblyen nckonaeMoro Tonnmnea, CornacoBbIBany CBOK AeATenbHOCTb ¢ LIYP.

Bo-BTOpbIX, AaBaliTe HacTamBaTb HAa TOM, YTOObI COCTOATENbBHbIE NIOAN BHOCUIN bunaHTponnyeckme
B3HOCbI B LIYP, a ynpasnsioLwme aktuBamn JOIMKHbI MIHBECTUPOBATL CBOW CPeCcTBa B COOTBETCTBUM C
pykoBoasLwmmMu npuHumnamm LIYP.

B-TpeTbux, gaBavite mobununsyem cpodHoe mHaHcnposanme LIYP ana 6egHenwnx ctpaH mupa, Y4toobl
OHW Mornn obecnevnTb Bceobllee MeanLnHCKoe 00CnyxMBaHne, BceobLlee kKayecTBEHHOE 0Opa3oBaHme
1 BCeObLUMI JOCTYN K COBPEMEHHOW MH(PpaCcTpyKType.

B-4yeTBEpTHIX, AaBaViTe HacTaMBaTb Ha TOM, YTOObI BONPOCHI BOWHbLI U MM1pa peLlanucb B COOTBETCTBUN C
YctaBom OOH, ocobeHHo CoBeTom BesonacHoctn OOH.
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B-naTbix, 4aBanTe notpebyem OT 3arpsasHUTenen Bo3mMeLleHuns yulepba tem, KTo cTpagaeT oT
3arpsi3HeHNs, BKMOYasi BO3MeLLeHMe nNpeanpusaTusaMm, 3aHuMarrLwmmMmcs Jobbliyer nckonaemoro
TonnmBea, YyacTtu yuwepba, NPUYMHEHHOTO rnobaneHbBIM NOTENNIEHNEM.

B-wecTbIX, JaBaviTe MCMOMb30BaTb AOCTUXKEHUSA HAaYKMU U TEXHUKN AN YCKOPEHUsI Nporpecca B
poctmkeHun LIYP.

In this last regard, the world’s universities have an exceptional role to play. As centers of higher
education, research, and policy design, universities everywhere should work with governments,
businesses, and civil society to help accelerate progress toward the SDGs. The UN Sustainable
Development Solutions Network supports hundreds of universities around the world as they step up to
support the SDGs.

B 3TOM OTHOLLIEHWUN YHUBEPCUTETHI MUPA UIPaOT UCKIIOYMTENbHYIO porb. Byayuun LeHTpamu BbicLIEro
obpasoBaHusi, NCCreA0oBaHWIN U pa3paboTky NONUTUKU, YHUBEPCUTETLI MO BCEMY MUPY AOMMKHbI
COTpyAHMYaTb C NpaBUTENLCTBaMU, OGU3HECOM U rPaXAaHCKMM O6LLECTBOM AN YCKOPEHUS Mporpecca B
poctmkeHnn LJYP. Cetb OOH no pelueHnsiM B 0651acTh yCTOMYMBOTO pasBUTUS NoaOEPKMBAET COTHM
YHVBEPCUTETOB MO BCEMY MUPY B UX CTPEMIIEHUN K AOCTMKEeHUo LIYP.

These are the strategic steps we can take as a global community to achieve the SDGs. As for the United
States, one of the most urgent actions is adopting a new foreign policy that will promote sustainable
development.

BoT cTpaTtermyeckue waru, KOTopble Mbl Kak MMPOBOE COOBLLECTBO MOXEM NPEANPUHATL ANs
pocTtmkeHnst LIYP. YTo kacaetcs CoeguHeHHbIx LLTaToB, TO 0QHON N3 CaMbIX HEOTIOXHbLIX Mep SIBsieTcst
NPUHSITUE HOBOW BHELLHEN NONMUTUKKL, KoTopasi byaeT cnocobCcTBOBaThL YCTOMYMBOMY Pa3BUTUIO.

19 A NEW FOREIGN POLICY FOR AMERICAN SECURITY AND WELL-BEING

HoBas BHewHAA nonuTukKa ans 6e3onacHocTu 1 bnaronony4ust AMepuku

The purpose of U.S. foreign policy is not to be the mightiest or the most feared or the most powerful
nation in the world. It's not to be the richest nation in the world. The purpose of U.S. foreign policy is to
achieve national security in a manner that enables Americans to achieve happiness and to help the rest
of the world do the same. As | have described, we are far off course. American exceptionalism has
proved to be the trap that Ronald Niebuhr so presciently warned against three-quarters of a century ago.
America is rich, but it is not safe. It boasts the most billionaires in the world, yet ranks only twenty-fifth
among the OECD countries in life expectancy. It is among the most violent parts of the world, ranking
114th in the Global Peace Index, a measure of peaceful societies.

Llenb BHewHen nonutukn CLUA — He GbITb camor MOryLLECTBEHHOIN, CAMOW FPO3HON NI CaMoMn
MOTYyLLLeCTBEHHOW cTpaHon B mupe. OHa He B TOM, 4TOOLI BbITb camon 6oraTon cTpaHou B mupe. Llenb
BHewwHen nonutukn CLUA — obecneunTb HaumMoHanbHyo 6e30nacHOCTb Takum ob6pas3om, YToObI
amMepuKaHLbl MO 0BpecTn cyacTbe M NMOMOYb OCTanbHOMY MUPY caenaTtb TO e camoe. Kak 51 yxe
roBOpWI, Mbl JaNnekn OT Lenu. AMeprKaHCKas UCKIMFYMTENBHOCTb OKa3anach JTIOBYLLUKOM, OT KOTOPOW
PoHanba Hubyp Tak npoHuLaTensHoO npegocTeperan Tpu YeTBepTH Beka Hasag. Amepuka 6orata, HO
Hebe3onacHa. B Hell NnpoxunBaeT camoe GonbLIOe KONMYECTBO MUINTMAPAEPOB B MUPE, HO MPKU 3TOM OHa
3aHMMaeT nuub ABaguatb natoe mecto cpean ctpaH OOCP no npogomkutenbHocT xunsHn. CLUA —
OOMVH M3 CaMbIX XXECTOKUX PErMOHOB Mupa, 3aHuMas 114-e mecto B nobansHOM nHaekce Mupornobus,
KOTOPbIN OTpaxaeT Muportobre obLlecTs.

Not every ill can be placed squarely on the illusions of American exceptionalism, but we can say that the
endless wars and high costs of military dominance are taking their toll on U.S. society, not to mention the
many places caught up in U.S.-caused or U.S.-abetted violence. Corporate lobbying is also a culprit,
elevating greed to the top of U.S. politics and leaving well-being far behind. The Sustainable
Development Goals, adopted by all countries, including the United States in 2015, but largely ignored by
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the United States in the Trump era, could help to redirect U.S. domestic and foreign policies toward a
more fruitful approach.

He Bce 6efbl MOXHO crnucaTb Ha UNMO3UM aMePUKaAHCKOM UCKMIOYNTENBHOCTU, HO MOXHO CKa3aTb, YTO
©eCckoHeYHble BOVIHbI U BbICOKNE N3AEPXKKM BOEHHOrO JOMUHMPOBAHNS CKa3bIBAOTCS HA aMepPUKaHCKOM
o6LLEeCTBe, HE TOBOPS! YK€ O MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIX perroHax, MocTpagaBLUMX OT HaCcKUIus,
cnpoBounpoBaHHoro unu noggepxmeaemoro CLUA. KopnopaTueHbin nob6musm Takke aBnseTcs
NPUYMHON, BO3BOAS KaAHOCTb Ha BEPLUMHY amMepUKaHCKOW MONUTUKN 1 OcTaBnssa 6narononyyne ganeko
nosaawn. Llenn ycTtonymBoro passutus, NpuUHATbLIE BCeEMU cTpaHamu, Bktoyasa CLUA, B 2015 rogy, Ho B
3HAYUTENbHON CTEMNEHN NPOUrHOPUPOBaHHble CoeanHeHHbIMK LTatamu B anoxy Tpamna, MoryT noMoYb
nepeopueHTUPOBaThb BHYTPEHHIOW 1 BHeLUHIo nonuTtuky CLUA Ha Bonee nnogoTBOPHLIN Noaxon.

I do not expect the Trump administration to pursue the internationalist course that | have recommended.
Rather, | believe that the folly of America First will expose itself and cause the nation to redirect its
energies and policies. Trump will be gone soon enough. It’s our task to prepare a foreign policy for the
post-Trump future and to prevent irreparable harms in the meantime.

A He oxupato, 4To agMuHMcTpauus Tpamna byaeT cnegoBaTb pEKOMEHAOBAHHOMY MHOW
WHTEPHaLMOHaNMCTCKOMy Kypcy. HanpoTuB, S cunTtato, 4TO rMynocTb KOHLENUun «Amepuka npexae
BCEro» acTt o cebe 3HaTb M 3aCTaBUT CTPaHy NepeHanpaBuTb CBOK SHEPTUIO U MOMUTUKY. Tpamn cKopo
ynaeT. Hawa 3agaya — nogroToBUTb BHELLHIOK NONUTUKY AN Oyayuiero nocne Tpamna n Tem BpeMeHeM
npefoTBpaTUTL HENOMpPaBMMbIN yLLep6.

To summarize the internationalist approach set out in these pages, | conclude with ten priorities for a New
American Foreign Policy aimed at achieving true national security and well-being for the American
people.

MoaBoas UTOr MHTEPHALUMOHANMCTCKOMY NOAX0AY, U3NOXEHHOMY Ha 3TUX CTpaHuMLuax, g 3aBepLuato
AeCATbIo NnpuoputeTamm HOBOM ameprKkaHCKON BHELLHEWN NONUTUKN, HanpaBfeHHON Ha JOCTUXEHNE
NOASIMHHOW HauMoHarnbHoW 6e30nacHoCTM 1 6rarononyyYnsa ameprukaHcKoro Hapoaa.

First, live by the UN Charter. The UN remains the world’s best hope for peaceful solutions to global
problems. There is wisdom in numbers. When the United States faces opposition in the UN Security
Council or the UN General Assembly, it should take careful note. More often than not, the opposition is
good advice from America’s friends, not a plot to subvert U.S. sovereignty.

Bo-nepBbix, xnTb B cooTBeTcTBUM ¢ YcTaBoM OOH. OOH ocTaétcsa rmaBHOM HAgexaon Mvpa Ha MUPHOe
pelleHue rnobanbHbix npobnem. MygpocTe B umndpax. Korga CoeguHénHble LUTaThl cTankusaoTes ¢
onnosuumnen B Coete beszonacHoct OOH nnu NeHepanbHon Accambnee OOH, um cnegyet
BHMMAaTENbLHO MPUCIyLLaTbCs K Her. Halle Bcero ata onnosvums — XopoLunin CoBeT Apy3en AMepuku, a
He 3aroBop C Lenbio noapbisa cyBepeHuteTa CLUA.

Second, recommit to the SDGs and the Paris Climate Agreement. The 192 other countries are not wrong.
The SDGs and the Paris Climate Agreement are powerful pillars for global economic cooperation in the
coming years. By pursuing the SDGs, the United States can start to reverse the plunge in social trust and
public health. Together with the rest of the world, the United States can help to avoid devastating climate
change, end extreme poverty, and set conditions for peace in today’s fragile states.

Bo-BTOpbIX, MOATBEPAUTL CBOKO NpuBepxeHHOCTb LIYP 1 Mapuxckomy cornatueHuio no knumaty. 192
Apyrve cTpaHbl He owwunbatotes. LIYP u MNMapwxckoe cornawieHve no KNnnmaTty — MOLLHbIE OMnopbl
rno6anbHOro 3KOHOMMYECKOro CoTpyaAHMYecTBa B bnvkaniwme rogpl. CTpeMsicb k goctmkeHuto LIYP,
CoeavHéHHble WTaTtbl MOryT HayaTb 06pallaTth BCNATbL NageHne obLecTBEHHOro AOBEPUS U yxXyaLleHue
COCTOSIHUA 340POBbs HaceneHus. Bmecte ¢ octanbHbiM MrupoM CoeamnHeHHble LLTaTbl MOryT nomoyb
n3bexarb paspyLUUTENbHbIX U3MEHEHUI KNUMAaTa, NONOXUTb KOHEeL, KparHew HULWeTe 1 co3aaTb YCroBus
ANS MyUpa B CErOOHSLLIHNX HeCTabunbHbIX roCyaapcTBax.
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Third, raise the UN budget. The $600 million that the United States currently spends each year on the
regular UN budget—for the UN General Assembly, UN Security Council, and UN agencies—is the best
bargain on the planet. Not only does the United States multiply its own giving roughly five to one, as the
other countries add their own assessments, but the UN is the most effective global institution for
addressing children’s health (UNICEF), epidemic diseases (World Health Organization), famine (World
Food Program), refugee movements (UN High Commissioner for Refugees), and much more.

B-TpeTbux, yBennuybte OrogxeT OOH. 600 MunnnoHoB agonnapos, kotopble CoeanHeHHble LUTaTbl
€XerogHo TpaTaT Ha perynsapHbii 6tomkeT OOH — Ha NeHepanbHyto Accambneto OOH, CoeeT
BesonacHoctn OOH u arentctBa OOH — 370 camas BbirogHas caenka Ha nnaHete. CoeguHEHHbIe
LTaTbl HE TOMBLKO YMHOXAKOT CBOM COOCTBEHHbIE NMOXEPTBOBAHUS NPUMEPHO B NATb pas, MOCKOSbKY
apyrue cTpaHbl 4o6aBnsaT cBon B3HOCLI, HO U1 OOH aBnsaetca Hanbonee acheKkTUBHbIM rnobansHbIM
WHCTUTYTOM Ans peleHus npobnem 3goposbs aeten (KOHNCE®), snnaemnyeckmx 3abonesaHui
(BcemupHaga opraHusauns 3gpaBooxpaHeHust), ronoga (BcemmupHasi npogoBoOnbCTBEHHAS Nporpamma),
nepemeLleHus 6exeHue (YnpasneHue BepxosHoro komuccapa OOH no genam 6exeHueB) n MHOroro
Apyroro.

Fourth, ratify the pending UN treaties. After being the original champion and creator of the United
Nations, the United States is now the world’s loner country. The number of unratified treaties continues to
mount, including treaties on women, the disabled, children, the law of the sea, biodiversity, the
International Criminal Court, and others. The United States is alone among the 193 UN member states in
declaring its intention to withdraw from the Paris Climate Agreement. America’s isolation damages
America’s reputation, weakens global problem solving, and undermines the case for multilateralism.

B-ueTBepTbIX, paTndrumMpyiTe HaxoasLwWwmnecs Ha paccMoTpernn gorosopbl OOH. Bygyum
nepsonpoxoauem n cosgatenem Oprannsauun O6veanHeHHbix Hauwnii, CoeguHeHHble LLTaThl Tenepb
ABMNSAOTCHA CTPAHOW-OANHOYKOWM B MUpe. Yncno HepaTumumpoBaHHbIX JOFOBOPOB MPOAOSKAET pacTy,
BKITHOYas JOrOBOPbI O XEHLLUMHAX, MHBanuaax, AeTAX, MOPCKOM npaBe, buopasHoobpasuu,
MexagyHapoaHOM yronoBHoM cyae u gpyrne. CoegumHeHHble LTtaTtbl — egMHCTBEHHbIE 13 193 rocyaapcTs-
yneHoB OOH, kTo 06bABMT O CBOEM HaMePEHUN BbINTK U3 [apyKCKOro cornalleHns no KknumarTy.
M3onauma Amepukn HaHocuT yulepb eé penyTauum, ocrabnseT cnocobHOCTb peLlaTh rnobanbHble
npobremsbl 1 NogpbiBaeT apryMeHTbl B MOfb3y MHOrOCTOPOHHOCTMU.

Fifth, regain momentum on nuclear disarmament. The United States and all other nuclear powers are
obligated by the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to negotiate in good faith to seek
nuclear disarmament. They are not doing so. The International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons,
winner of the 2017 Nobel Peace Prize, and millions of people around the world are pressing for a Treaty
on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons. These efforts have won the endorsement of 129 countries,
including fifty-six signatory states to date. The United States would rekindle global confidence and bolster
its own security by championing this new approach rather than spending a trillion dollars to upgrade its
nuclear arsenal, as both Obama and Trump have supported.

B-nATbiX, HEOOXOAMMO BOCCTaHOBUTBL MMMYIbC B 06nacTv agepHoro pasopyxeHus. [Jorosop o
HepacnpoCcTpaHeHUM S4epHOro opyxust 0o6s3biBaeT CoeanHEHHLIE LLTaThl n BCce Apyrue saepHble
AepxxaBbl JOOPOCOBECTHO BECTU NEPETOBOPLI O SAEPHOM pasopyxeHun. OHM 3TOro He genator.
MexpyHapoaHas kamnaHus 3a NMKBUOALUI0 S0epPHOro OpyXus, yaocToeHHast HobeneBckon npemun
mupa 2017 roga, u MANNWOHBI NMoAe BO BCEM MUpe 400MBatoTCs 3akntodeHns [loroBopa o 3anpeLeHum
A0EPHOro OpYXKs. TN yCunusi Nony4mnu nogaepxky 129 ctpaH, Bkrtodas 56 rocygapcTs, nognvcaBLUmnx
[oroeop Ha cerogHswHnn aeHb. CoeanHéHHble LLTaTbl BoccTaHOBMM Gbl rnobanbHoe goBepue 1
yKpenunu 6bl CBOO COBCTBEHHYO 6€30MacHOCTb, NPOABUras 3TOT HOBbIN MOAX0A, @ He TpaTsa TPUISIMOH
OONNapoB Ha MOAEPHM3aLMIo CBOErO SSAEPHOro apceHana, kak ato nogaepxusatot Obama n Tpamn.

Sixth, cooperate on new technologies. One key to achieving the SDGs is to advance and implement new
technologies in low-carbon energy and transport, smart grids, artificial intelligence, nanotechnologies,
genomics, and other sciences. Global cooperation across governments, universities, and business could
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speed these advances and hasten progress. Transnational technology ventures would build trust and
facilitate diffusion of the new technologies around the world.

B-LwuecTbIX, HEO6X0OMMO COTPYAHMYATb B 0611acTM HOBbIX TEXHOMNOrMA. OAHMM U3 KITHOYEN K JOCTUXEHUIO
LIYP aBnsaeTtca pas3sutne 1 BHegpPEHUE HOBbIX TEXHOMOMN B 0611acTy HU3KOYrNepoaHON SHEPreTUKU U
TpaHcnopTa, UHTENNEKTYarnbHbIX CETEN, UCKYCCTBEHHOIO MHTEMSEKTA, HAHOTEXHOSOIMIA, TEHOMUKA U
Apyrux Hayk. FmobanbHoe coTpyoHMYECTBO MeXay NpaBUTENbCTBAMW, YHUBEPCUTETAMMU U BU3HECOM
MOro Gbl YCKOPUTb 3TN AOCTUXKEHUST U Nporpecc. TpaHCHaLUMOHamnbHble TEXHOTOrMYEeCcKMe NpeanpusiTus
cnocobcTBOBanu Gbl YKPENMEeHWIo OBEPUST U PACMpOCTPaHEHNIO HOBbIX TEXHOJIOTUI MO BCEMY MUPY.

Seventh, find regional solutions to Middle East violence. The Middle East has suffered a century of
violence following the end of World War | because of the chronic meddling of great powers, including
Britain, France, Russia, and the United States. The regional powers, notably Iran, Israel, Turkey, and
Saudi Arabia, play the big powers against each other. It's time for the UN Security Council to freeze the
inflow of armaments and press the regional powers to find a satisfactory framework for mutual security.

B-cenbMbix, HEOOXOOMMO HaNTK perMoHarnbHble peLlleHnst Npobnemsl Hacunusa Ha bnvkHem BocToke.
BrnivxxHuin BocTok cTpagaeT OT Hacunus yxxe cTorieTne nocrne okoH4YaHus NepBot MMPOBOK BOWHbI U3-3a
NMOCTOSIHHOIO BMeLLaTeNbCTBa BENUKMX AepKaB, Bktovas Bennkobputanuio, PpaHumio, Poccuio n CLLA.
PervoHanbHble gepxasbl, B YacTHOCTM VpaH, N3pauns, Typuns n Caygosckas Apasusi, HaTpaBnvsaoT
OpYyr Ha apyra kpyrnHble aepxasbl. CoBeTy besonacHoctn OOH nopa 3aMopo3uTb MOTOKM BOOPY>KEHUN Y
oKasaTb JaBMNeHne Ha permoHarbHble AepXaBbl, YTOObI OHW HALLM NPUEMIIEMYIO OCHOBY AN B3aUMHON
©e3onacHocTu.

Eighth, end the CIA’s covert military operations. No institution has done more to undermine America’s
democracy and to discredit its foreign policy than the CIA when acting in its capacity as the private army
of the U.S. president. The CIA routinely violates international law, destabilizes foreign governments, and
turns manageable crises into unmanageable disasters, all without public accountability or even
awareness. The CIA is necessary and valuable as an intelligence agency; it is a threat to world peace
and U.S. security as a secret army.

B-BOCbMbIX, HEO6XOAMMO NMOSOXMWTb KOHEL, TaHbIM BOEHHbIM onepauuam LIPY. Hu ogHo yypexaeHue He
caenarno 6onblle Ans NoApbiBa aMeprKaHCKON EMOKPATUM U OUCKpeauTaummn eé BHELLHEN NOSUTUKN,
yem LIPY, geincTtByq B kadyecTBe YacTHOM apmuun npesvgeHta CLUA. LIPY cuctemaTtnyecku Hapyliaet
MeXayHapo4Hoe NnpaBo, ecTabunmManpyeT NpaBUTENbLCTBA OPYTMX CTPaH U NpeBpaLlaeT ynpaBnsaemMble
Kp13ucbl B Heynpaensiemble KatacTpodbl, 1 BCE 3T0 06e3 NyOnmnyHom oT4eTHOCTM Unn gaxe 6e3 Begoma
o6LwwecTBeHHOCTU. LIPY Heob6xoaumo v LIEHHO Kak pa3BebiBaTeNbHOE areHTCTBO; Oyay4n CEKpeTHON
apMuen, OHO NPeACTaBnsieT yrpo3y MmMpy BO BCEM Mupe 1 6esonacHocTu CLLA.

Ninth, overhaul the U.S. budget. America has starved the portions of federal government that can raise
well-being— higher education, job training, family support, environmental conservation, civilian R&D, and
sustainable infrastructure— while spending almost a trillion dollars per year on the U.S. military, including
hundreds of overseas bases, nonstop overseas conflicts, and hugely expensive weapons systems. With a
cooperative foreign policy, the United States could save at least $500 billion per year, which could
support vital civilian programs at home while doing far more to help the world’s poorest countries end
extreme poverty.

B-peBaTbIX, nepecmoTtpute GromkeT CLUA. Amepuka nctowmna Te Yactm oegeparnbHOro npaBmMTeNbLCTBA,
KOTOpbl€ MOTyT MNOBbLICUTb BrarococTosiHMe — BbiCLLee obpa3oBaHMe, NpodeccroHansHoe obyyeHue,
NoadepKKy CeMen, OXxpaHy OKpykatoLen cpedbl, rpaxagaHckne HNOKP n ycTtonumByo MHppacTpyKTypy,
— TpaTH Npyu 3TOM MOYTU TPUIIIMOH AOMNMNapoB B ro4 Ha BOOPYXEéHHble cunbl CLUA, BKntoyas COTHU
3apybexHbix 6a3, NOCTOSAHHLIE 3apyOeXHbIe KOHMMKTLI U Ype3BbIYaMHO JOPOrOCTOSALLME CUCTEMBI
BOOpPYXeHus. MpoBoas KoonepaTUBHYIO BHELLHIOW nonutuky, CoeguHeHHble LLUTtaTel Mornu Gbl
3KOHOMUTb He MeHee 500 MunNrapgoB 4OMNAPOB B rof, YTO NO3BONUIO Obl NOAAEPKaTb XXU3HEHHO
BaXXHble rpakaaHCK1e NporpamMMbl BHYTPY CTPaHbl, @ Takke caenatb ropasgo 6onblue AN NoOMOLLM
OeaHenwnm cTpaHam Mupa B 6opbbe ¢ kpaHel HULLLETOMN.
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Tenth, celebrate America’s true exceptionalism. America’s exceptionalism does not lie in its military
strength, CIA operations, or rejection of UN treaties. America’s exceptionalism lies in its cultural and
ethnic diversity. New York City, my own home, includes more than 200 nationalities. America’s openness
to immigrants has brought new energy, ideas, cultural wisdom, and optimism every generation. America’s
success will depend in no small measure on a foreign policy that champions America as the welcoming
home to the world’s nations.

B-gecatbix, oTMeYanTe UCTUHHYHK UCKITIOYUTENBHOCTL AMEPUKN. VICKNIOUNTENBHOCTL AMEPUKN
3aKIt04aeTCcs He B ee BOEHHOM Mowu, onepauunsix LIPY unv HenpuHstum gorosopos OOH.
WckntounTensHoCTe AMEPUKIN 3aKIi4aeTCcs B ee KyNbTYPHOM U 3THUYECKOM pa3Hoobpasun. B Heto-
Wopke, MoeM poaHoM ropofe, npoxusaeT 6onee 200 HaumoHanbHocTen. OTKPbITOCTL AMEepUKM
UMMUrpaHTam NpUHOCKUNA HOBYIO SHEPIUIO, UAEU, KYNbTYPHYIO MyAPOCTb U ONTUMU3M KaXXaoMy
nokoneHuto. Ycnex AMepukun 6yoeTt B Hemanowm cTeneHu 3aBUCeTb OT BHELUHEW MNONUTUKN, KOTopasa byaeT
no3nLUMoHMpoBaTb AMEPUKY Kak roCTENPUUMHBIA OM AN BCEX HAPOAOB MUpa.

Let us therefore enter the Age of Sustainable Development with hope, energy, and determination. This is
a time for all countries, especially the major powers, to work cooperatively to raise well-being, protect the
environment, end the remnants of extreme poverty, and guard against hatred, fear, and a senseless
descent into violence.

MoaTomy gaBanTe BCTYNMM B ONOXY YCTOMYMBOIrO Pa3BUTUSI C HAAEXO0W, 3HEPIUEN U PELUMMOCTbIO. OTO
BpeMs Ang BCcex CTpaH, 0CO6eHHO KPYMNHbIX AepxaB, paboTaTe cooblia pagu NoBbILLEHWS
BnarococTosHMS, 3almnTbl OKpYXatoLen cpeapbl, MICKOPEHEHWSI OCTaTKOB KpanHen HULLETHI 1
NPOTUBOAENCTBUS HEHABUCTU, CTPaxy N BECCMbICIEHHOMY CKaTbIBaHMIO K HACKIUIO.
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