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UNIT I
FOREIGN POLICY IN GLOBAL AGE

“Politics is not a game. It is an earnest business”
(Winston Churchill)
1. How The World Order Ends!

The stable world order is a rare thing. When one does arise, it tends to come
after a great convulsion that creates both the conditions and the desire for something
new. It requires a stable distribution of power and broad acceptance of the rules that
govern the conduct of international relations. It also needs skillful statecraft, since an
order is made, not born. And no matter how ripe the starting conditions or strong the
initial desire, maintaining it demands creative diplomacy, functioning institutions,
and effective action to adjust it when circumstances change and buttress it when
challenges come. Eventually, inevitably, even the best-managed order comes to an
end. The balance of power underpinning it becomes imbalanced. The institutions
supporting it fail to adapt to new conditions. Some countries fall, and others arise, the
result of changing capacities, faltering wills, and growing ambitions. Those
responsible for upholding the order make mistakes both in what they choose to do
and in what they choose not to do. But if the end of every order is inevitable, the
timing and the manner of its ending are not. Nor is what comes in its wake. Orders
tend to expire in a prolonged deterioration rather than a sudden collapse. And just as
maintaining the order depends on effective statecraft and effective action, good
policy and proactive diplomacy can help determine how that deterioration unfolds
and what it brings. Yet for that to happen, something else must come first:
recognition that the old order is never coming back and that efforts to resurrect it will
be in vain. As with any ending, acceptance must come before one can move on. In the
search for parallels to today’s world, scholars and practitioners have looked as far
aeld as ancient Greece, where the rise of a new power resulted in war between Athens
and Sparta, and the period after World War I, when an isolationist United States and
much o. Europe sat on their hands as Germany and Japan ignored agreements and
invaded their neighbors. But the more illuminating parallel to the present is the
Concert of Europe in the nineteenth century, the most important and successful effort
to build and sustain world order until our own time. From 1815 until the outbreak of
World War | a century later, the order established at the Congress of Vienna defined
many international relationships and set (even if it often failed to enforce) basic rules
for international conduct. It provides a model of how to collectively manage security



in a multipolar world. That order’s demise and what followed offer instructive
lessons for today—and an urgent warning. Just because an order is in irreversible
decline does not mean that chaos or calamity is inevitable. But if the deterioration is
managed poorly, catastrophe could well follow.

2. The new global order?

The year 2019 was ushered in under clouds of gloom and doom. The current
global order is, in fact, a frightening global disorder. Not only is the world economy
weakening, as tariff conflicts herald a pernicious trade war, but the certainties of
international cooperation are also waning and vanishing in the political realm, as
America’s retreat from global leadership and the rise of Xi Jinping’s China upend the
prevailing power pattern of the past 70 years. Geopolitical conflict has become
thinkable once again.

The old world order is coming to an end. As Richard Haass argues, even the
best-managed orders eventually do. The president of the Council on Foreign
Relations fathoms the causes of disarray and decline in the latest issue of Foreign
Affairs. “The balance of power underpinning [the existing order] becomes
imbalanced,” he says. “The institutions supporting it fail to adapt to new conditions.
Some countries fall, and others rise, the result of changing capacities, faltering wills
and growing ambitions. Those responsible for upholding the order make mistakes
both in what they choose to do and in what they choose not to do.” It is a
perspicacious analysis.

Take the United States. The problem is not primarily President Trump’s
chaotic management, his boorish behavior or even his disregard for all values not
expressed in dollars. It is his abdicating the leadership of what used to be called the
free world as well as his brazen disrespect for allies, for international institutions and
for taking the interests of others into account. Disruption of the old order, his
Secretary of State Mike Pompeo told the recent World Economic Forum in Davos via
video, was a “positive development” because ‘“nations matter.” Other nations,
however, don’t seem to matter.

In this spirit of reckless unilateralism, Trump continues to shed America’s
global commitments. He withdrew from the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), the
Paris Climate Agreement, the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) —
commonly known as the Iran Nuclear Deal — and, most recently, from the INF arms
control treaty with Russia. Having called Europe a “foe” and welcomed the EU’s
breakup through Brexit, he has also repeatedly questioned the US commitment to



defend NATO partners; reportedly he has privately told aides that he wants to leave
the “obsolete” alliance. But dominating the world by fiat, whim and fits of temper
can have only one effect: the further unraveling of the complex interdependence of
the West.

Denouncing all the politics that made America great comes at a time when,
after a century of US global supremacy, a powerful, ambitious, assertive, even
aggressive rival has appeared on the scene: a rejuvenated, strengthened, emboldened
China. Xi Jinping seeks to place the People’s Republic in the center of the world
stage and to achieve leadership status in the political, economic, technological and
military fields. Time and again, XI repudiates spheres of influence as well as
hegemony, yet his practical policies tell a different story. His landmark Belt and Road
Initiative (BRI) — the new Silk Roads spanning the world — realizes infrastructure
projects in the developing world; it is financed by a fund totaling one trillion dollars.
Participants are forced to sign an MoU promising to support China’s core interests
(e.g. Taiwan, South China Sea).

This kind of monetary imperialism creates spheres of influence not merely in
South East Asia and Central Asia, but also in Africa and Latin America. And while
Xi shies away from open confrontation with the West, he aspires to achieve
dominance in the Indo-Pacific region by forcing out the US. The annexation of the
Paracel and Spratly Islands in the South China Sea and China’s land grab in Sri
Lanka show that he is serious about it.

Beyond that, Xi Jinping certainly wants to compete with the United States
globally. Harvard’s Graham Allison has drawn attention to the Thucydides Trap,
named after the Greek historian who had written that the Peloponnesian War (431-
404 BC) was caused by “the growth of Athenian power and the fear that this caused
in Sparta.” Allison does not exclude the possibility of war between the rising power,
China, and the established power, the US. This may be an overly pessimistic view.
Yet even if Donald Trump and Xi Jinping manage to settle their trade conflict during
their next meeting at the end of February, the geopolitical rivalry between the US and
the People’s Republic of China is not going to end. It will be the dominant element of
international politics in the 21st century.

In this perilous situation, Europe is a helpless and clueless bystander. It finds
itself adrift as it struggles with Brexit and disputes over sovereignty and migration.
The Brexit debate has sapped the strength of the EU, its cohesiveness and its deeply
felt conviction that sticking together is the only chance for its members to prevail in
the emerging world of tomorrow. In the United Kingdom, seemingly unable to clinch



its divorce from the European Union, the venerable system of parliamentary
democracy has been badly discombobulated; the failure of representative government
in Westminster bodes ill for democrats, but will bring cheer to autocrats all over the
world.

In France, the implosion of the traditional party system has led to near-
ungovernability. President Emmanuel Macron’s lofty vision of a “European
renaissance” and his new start in French politics have fallen victim to the
protestations of the Yellow Vests.

In Germany, Chancellor Angela Merkel’s tenure is drawing to a close; after 14
years at the helm, she is on a glide path out of power. At the same time, the new
government coalition in Italy, political blockades in the Netherlands, Belgium,
Scandinavia and Spain as well as authoritarian tendencies in Poland, the Czech
Republic, Hungary and Romania are reinforcing a populist dynamic and a formerly
unknown polarization of Europe’s societies.

Right-wing anti-European parties — including the Alternative for Germany
(AfD) — may capture up to 150 of the 705 EU Parliament seats in the elections this
May. This is likely to create substantial complications. In addition, the EU will be
absorbed with replacing its complete leadership. It must find successors for
Commission President Jean-Claude Juncker, Council President Donald Tusk, High
Representative for Foreign Affairs Federica Mogherini, for the president of the EU
Parliament as well as for Mario Draghi, president of the European Central Bank. This
means that Europe will continue its vacuous navel-gazing. It is hard to believe that
the new Treaty of Aachen augurs a new era of European integration. The fracturing
of the EU and the weakening of Washington’s commitment to NATO occur at a
moment when the West faces a daunting array of challenges. One challenge is Russia.
Putin’s annexation of Crimea and his support for the Donbass separatists ended a
period of lukewarm peace in Europe — much in the same way that the Crimean War
(1853-1856) ended the Concert of Europe, which had maintained peace on the
continent since the Napoleonic Wars. The Ukrainian crisis will likely smolder on for
some time —until Putin or his successor realizes that Russia is punching far above its
weight, its quasi alliance with China will not solve its economic stagnation and that it
will soon find itself evicted from China’s Central Asian near abroad. Moscow may
then repivot to Europe as its modernization partner.

And there are numerous other challenges. The Middle East will remain a
cockpit of conflict, aggravated by the intensifying confrontation between Saudi
Arabia and Israel and Iran. In Africa, a continent forever hovering between hope and



horror, the doubling of its population within decades will exacerbate the development
problems already bedeviling it while also dangerously increasing the migration
pressure on Europe. Terrorism, the violence of religious fundamentalism, nationalist
militancy, cyber aggression and the security consequences of climate change will be
the hallmarks of the 21st century. And it is not merely state actors that are likely to
pose serious threats to order and peace in the world, but also non-state actors from
drug cartels to hacker gangs profiting from the progress of technology in the digital
age.

The rise of new powers abroad and the spread of authoritarianism around the
globe are worrisome enough. However, both the international liberal order and the
constitutional order of our liberal democracies are threatened just as much by the rise
of populist, nativist and illiberal nationalism in the West, nourished by a disturbing
growth of inequality in our societies. As voiced by Elizabeth Warren, the Democratic
US Senator from Massachusetts: “Around the world, democracy is under assault.
Authoritarian governments are gaining power, and right-wing demagogues are
gaining strength”.

Warren’s analysis is disheartening, and we should all take her admonition to
heart: “If we do not stand up to those who seek to undermine our democracy and our
economy, we will end up as bystanders to the destruction of both.” Indeed, failing to
do so would not only jeopardize the stability of our polities, but their security as well.

“Who Will Run the World?” is the title of the latest issue of Foreign Affairs,
and it is a good question. The year 2019 will be a hinge year, replete with inflection
points in global politics. At this moment in history, the West needs strong and
capable leadership. Unfortunately, there are no Washingtons, Castlereaghs,
Metternichs or Bismarcks anywhere to be seen, no Trumans, Churchills, Adenauers
and deGaulles capable of laying the groundwork for a new order. It is thus all the
more urgent that our societies produce leaders who are up to the task of guiding us
out of the tumult of international chaos and domestic mayhem.

If in this we fail, 2019 will be just another year of jostling and jockeying for
advantage. It is another lost year.

3. What ails the order?

What lessons can be drawn from this history? As much as anything else, the
rise and fall 0. major powers determines the viability of the prevailing order, since
changes in economic strength, political cohesion, and military power shape what
states can and are willing to do beyond their borders. Over the second half of the



nineteenth century and the start of the twentieth, a powerful, unified Germany and a
modern Japan rose, the Ottoman Empire and tsarist Russia declined, and France and
the United Kingdom grew stronger but not strong enough.

Those changes upended the balance of power that had been the concert’s

foundation; Germany, in particular, came to view the status quo as inconsistent with
its interests.
Changes in the technological and political context also affected that underlying
balance. Under the concert, popular demands for democratic participation and surges
of nationalism threatened the status quo within countries, while new forms of
transportation, communication, and armaments transformed politics, economics, and
warfare. The conditions that helped give rise to the concert were gradually undone.
Yet it would be overly deterministic to attribute history to underlying conditions
alone. Statecraft still matters. That the concert came into existence and lasted as long
as it did underscores that people make a difference. The diplomats who crafted it —
Metternich of Austria, Talleyrand of France, Castlereagh of the United Kingdom —
were exceptional. The fact that the concert preserved peace despite the gap between
two relatively liberal countries, France and the United Kingdom, and their more
conservative partners shows that countries with different political systems and
preferences can work together to maintain international order. Little that turns out to
be good or bad in history is inevitable. The Crimean War might well have been
avoided if more capable and careful leaders had been on the scene. It is far from clear
that Russian actions warranted a military response by France and the United
Kingdom of the nature and on the scale that took place. That the countries did what
they did also underscores the power and dangers of nationalism. World War | broke
out in no small part because the successors to German Chancellor Otto von Bismarck
were unable to discipline the power of the modern German state he did so much to
bring about. Two other lessons stand out. First, it is not just core issues that can cause
an order to deteriorate. The concert’s great-power comity ended not because of
disagreements over the social and political order within Europe but because of
competition on the periphery. And second, because orders tend to end with a
whimper rather than a bang, the process of deterioration is often not evident to
decision-makers until it has advanced considerably. By the outbreak of World War I,
when it became obvious that the Concert of Europe no longer held, it was far too late
to save it — or even to manage its dissolution.
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4. Power shifts® 4

Why is all this happening? It is instructive to look back to the gradual demise
of the Concert of Europe. Today’s world order has struggled to cope with power
shifts: China’s rise, the appearance of several medium powers (Iran and North Korea,
In particular) that reject important aspects of the order, and the emergence of nonstate
actors (from drug cartels to terrorist networks) that can pose a serious threat to order
within and between states. The technological and political context has changed in
Important ways, too. Globalization has had destabilizing effects, ranging from climate
change to the spread of technology into far more hands than ever before, including a
range of groups and people intent on disrupting the order. Nationalism and populism
have surged — the result of greater inequality within countries, the dislocation
associated with the 2008 financial crisis, job losses caused by trade and technology,
increased flows of migrants and refugees, and the power of social media to spread
hate. Meanwhile, effective statecraft is conspicuously lacking. Institutions have failed
to adapt. No one today would design a UN Security Council that looked like the
current one; yet real reform is impossible, since those who would lose influence
block any changes. Efforts to build effective frameworks to deal with the challenges
of globalization, including climate change and cyberattacks, have come up short.
Mistakes within the EU — namely, the decisions to establish a common currency
without creating a common fiscal policy or a banking union and to permit nearly
unlimited immigration to Germany — have created a powerful backlash against
existing governments, open borders, and the EU itself. The United States, for its part,
has committed costly overreach in trying to remake Afghanistan, invading lIrag, and
pursuing regime change in Libya. But it has also taken a step back from maintaining
global order and in certain cases has been guilty of costly underreach. In most
instances, U.S. reluctance to act has come not over core issues but over peripheral
ones that leaders wrote of as not worth the costs involved, such as the strife in Syria,
where the United States failed to respond meaningfully when Syria First used
chemical weapons or to do more to help anti-regime groups. This reluctance has
increased others’ propensity to disregard U.S. concerns and act independently. The
Saudi-led military intervention in Yemen is a case in point. Russian actions in Syria
and Ukraine should also be seen in this light; it is interesting that Crimea marked the
effective end of the Concert of Europe and signaled a dramatic setback in the current
order. Doubts about U.S. reliability have multiplied under the Trump administration,
thanks to its withdrawal from numerous international pacts and its conditional
approach to once inviolable U.S. alliance commitments in Europe and Asia.
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5. Globalization’s Backlash Is Here, at Just the Wrong Time®

The world economy became more interconnected in the 1990s and 2000s,
delivering immediate pain to rich countries, along with benefits that only now are
starting to be more apparent.

No one should be surprised that there has been a backlash to globalization,
given the scale of disruption that has resulted from more interconnected economies.
What is surprising is that it has arrived now.

That’s because globalization, at least in the form we have known it, leveled off
a decade ago. And that shows a crucial risk of the recent push to re-set the terms of
the global economy — including tariffs on steel and aluminum and punitive actions
against China that President Trump has introduced.

It is coming after the major costs of globalization have already been borne.
And it comes just as billions of people who have become integrated into the global
economy over the last three decades are starting to become rich enough to become
valuable consumers.

In short, the anti-globalization drive that is spreading across the Western world

may be coming at exactly the wrong time — too late to do much to save the working-
class jobs that were lost, but early enough to risk damaging the ability of rich nations
to sell advanced goods and services to the rapidly expanding global middle class.
It is tempting to think of globalization as a constant process, but historically that’s not
the case. It moves in fits and starts, and occasional reversals. The 1990s and the first
years of the 2000s were one of those extraordinary periods in which economies
became more interconnected, according to a range of data.

Now, globalization has entered a new phase, in which cross-border trade in
goods and services is steady as a share of the economy, and the international flows of
capital are lower than they were before the global financial crisis. It is now the spread
of information that is rising, with different implications for workers in rich countries
than the earlier phase.

Starting in the 1990s, improvements in communications and shipping
technology made global outsourcing more feasible. Trade deals reduced tariffs and
other barriers to commerce. And many once-poor nations became more integrated
into the global economy, especially China.

This adjustment provided a wave of affordable goods and opened up new markets for
rich countries, but it also devastated certain sectors and geographical areas, especially
those involved in manufacturing low-tech products. Workers in American and
Western European factory towns found themselves in competition with Chinese
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electronics assemblers, Indian call center employees and auto factory workers in
Eastern Europe, Mexico and beyond.

The flow of goods and services across national borders as a share of all
economic activity hovered near 16 percent through the 1980s and early 1990s, then
from 1993 to 2008 shot up to 31 percent. Then it stopped rising, instead bouncing
around that level, according to data from the McKinsey Global Institute.

International Trade Has Leveled Off

After soaring in the 1990s and early 2000s, global trade has been stable for more than
a decade.

Worldwide trade in goods and services
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Gray area is period of sharply rising globalization.

If you look at the international flow of money instead of goods and services,
the results are even more stark. Cross-border financial flows peaked in 2007 at 22
percent of world G.D.P., but were down to 6 percent in 2016, about the same as the
1996 level.

“The interesting thing about tariffs on steel or other goods is that it’s fighting
the last battle, not the future one,” said Susan Lund, a partner at McKinsey who has
researched these global flows. “Global manufacturing has already reconfigured itself.
That change happened, and the horse is out of the barn. We don’t think globalization
Is over, but it has taken a new form.”

That form consists of greater connectivity and communication, which may not
show up in traditional data on trade or capital flows. That includes more people using
social media platforms to connect with people in other countries, companies relying
on freelance labor located around the globe, and small enterprises doing business
with partners around the world through the internet.
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In other words, it’s not a form of globalization that endangers factory jobs, but
one that could have big consequences in other areas — leading to more competition
for technologically advanced white-collar jobs, while also creating enormous new
opportunities for American and Western European firms. That, in turn, helps explain
why much of the trans-Pacific Partnership, the trade deal that the Trump
administration withdrew from, focused on intellectual property rights, data security
and privacy.

The M.I.T. economist David Autor and colleagues have done extensive work
showing that the “China shock” that ensued with that country’s entry into the World
Trade Organization caused lasting pain to communities in the United States that
competed with Chinese companies in making a range of manufactured goods.

Even as those effects linger, he sees the risks involved in commerce with China as
shifting elsewhere.

“The China shock on large-scale manufacturing and its mass employment
effects, that part is largely behind us,” Mr. Autor said. Now, the challenge is Chinese
competition on more technologically complex products, like automobiles, airplanes
or microprocessors. The manufacturing of more labor-intensive, less technologically
complex products like apparel is migrating to lower-wage countries like Bangladesh
and Ethiopia.

But a shift in where certain products are made is different from a net increase in the
level of global connectivity. The level of economic integration is remaining level,
even as the details of exactly what is made in which country are changing.

6. Globalization Is Ending. Here’s How to Prepare for What’s Next
(BLOOMBERG).

Globalization has peaked, and there is a significant and underappreciated risk

that the world will start to de-globalize in coming years.
The latest wave of globalization, which began after the end of the Cold War and
gathered pace throughout the 1990s and 2000s, has been a crucial influence on
economic developments over the past 30 years. It has boosted economic growth,
particularly in emerging markets, and helped to lower both inflation and real interest
rates in the developed world.

Globalization has also had a profound effect on how the proceeds of growth
have been distributed. The integration of several billion workers into the global
economy has pushed down labor’s share of income and pushed up the share flowing
to company profits. The latter has provided an important prop to global equity
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markets, but the former has contributed to the Trumpian backlash against
globalization over the past couple of years.

One key point to emphasize is that the latest wave of globalization appeared to
have hit a wall well before the current trade war began. Trade of goods and services,
as well as cross-border capital flows, rose sharply as a share of global gross domestic
product (GDP) throughout the 1990s and 2000s but then leveled off from around
2010.

It is possible that this leveling off is just a temporary hiatus and that an

unforeseen technological breakthrough will trigger a new wave of globalization. But
such waves are rare.
There are several reasons, even before we consider the trade war, why globalization
may have peaked. For starters, most economies are now open and there are no new
major countries left to integrate into the global economy. What’s more, new
technologies have made it less attractive for firms to maintain large and complex
supply chains. Also, governments have increasingly started to question the benefits of
some aspects of the financial liberalization that has been a central feature of the most
recent wave of globalization. China, in particular, is unlikely to open its capital
markets significantly.

Reaching “peak” globalization isn’t necessarily a cause for alarm for the world

economy. On the contrary, the technological developments that are partly driving
these trends will boost productivity growth and widen consumer choice. That said,
given that the most common development path begins with labor-intensive
manufacturing in sectors such as textiles, life for the poorest countries that have yet to
gain a foothold on the development ladder will become more difficult. That will add
to the structural headwinds already facing emerging markets.
Moreover, a more malign form of policy-driven de-globalization — where cross-
border trade and capital flows decline as a share of GDP — is looking increasingly
likely. One of the key lessons from history is that it has been policy — rather than
technology — that has caused globalization to roll back.

The current, most likely course of policy rollback is the trade war between the
U.S. and China. The trade war actually isn’t that big a deal, given that trade between
the U.S. and China accounts for only 3% of total world trade. But it is a symptom of
more fundamental strains in the relationship between China and the West. China’s
emergence as a strategic competitor means that some form of pushback was
inevitable, whoever the U.S. president happened to be.
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What’s more, there is a risk that the trade war is the start of a broader backlash
against globalization that goes beyond just the U.S. and China. After all,
globalization has undermined the power of national governments and been blamed
for rising inequality, multinational tax avoidance, and unwanted migration.

Just as the likelihood of a period of de-globalization is underappreciated, it is
also unclear what form that this could take. At one end of the spectrum, we could see
a mild form of regionalization, in which production is clustered in neighboring
countries rather than globalized. At the other end, the world could split into
competing blocs (for example, one led by the U.S. and another by China). In
between, we could see the growing imposition of tit-for-tat tariffs by individual
countries.

In most scenarios, the effects on the world economy would be negative, but
manageable. A modest degree of regionalization wouldn’t be a big problem given
that a lot of trade already takes place between neighboring countries, and regions
would probably be big enough to sustain companies that achieve maximum
economies of scale.

Likewise, the implications of a tit-for-tat trade war for global growth over the
next decade or so would probably be small compared with the much larger challenges
posed by demographics, stubbornly low productivity growth, and the impotence of
monetary policy.

However, the one de-globalization scenario that is especially concerning is a
deep split between China and U.S.-led economic blocs. Admittedly, it seems unlikely
that trade and investment flows between the West and China will dry up completely,
in a repeat of the Cold War between the U.S. and the former Soviet Union. But a mix
of restrictions on trade in specific sectors and products seems likely, as does some
sort of technological iron curtain. Were this to happen, it would have a more
deleterious effect on global growth and geopolitical stability.

7. America, China, and Global Order

With the potential shifting global balance of power from the United States to
China, the latest issue of Foreign Affairs focuses on how the troubled hegemon and
the confident challenger are trying to determine what comes next for the world order.

What’s really good about these two pieces, as well as the package as a whole,
Is that it really kind of steps back and provides context and grounding for, | think,
some of the primary debates we’re having in the United States right now and globally
about both the future of U.S. foreign policy and American leadership and what it’s
going to mean on the global stage, but also about all the tension we’ve seen in the
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U.S. — China relationship. So if you look at the back and forth over Huawei right
now, or the trade war and tariffs, the fights over the South China Sea, all of that is
really part of a much broader clash of visions, a kind of debate about how the world
should work, and what set of rules and norms and institutions and arrangements
should really set the stage for the international system.

In the U.S. we talk about the liberal international order, which Gideon will
explain to us in a bit, but it really is a question about who leads and what set of
arrangements govern the way countries and people interact with one another. So a lot
of what we’re seeing day to day in foreign policy really reflects these much broader
disagreements and tensions about what’s going to happen going forward and who’s
really going to set the — set the tone of how these things work. And, obviously, the
United States and China are the two key players here.

The Bush administration and Clinton administrations essentially recognized, |
think correctly, that the Cold War had been a challenge by the Soviets to the
American and Western vision of postwar order. And so the end of the Cold War
didn’t usher in a fundamentally new era of some kind, but it simply allowed the
Western order to expand. And so what they did was, recognizing that that was the
reality, they continued the policy of liberal international order building into the post-
Cold War era, extending it from the Western alliance to the globe more generally, or
at least opening it up. And so you had everything from the provision of collective
security in the Persian Gulf with the reversal of the invasion of Kuwait and the
containment of Saddam. You had continuing containment of North Korea, and
therefore the provision of collective security in East Asia. You had the extension of
the NATO to Eastern Europe and of Europe to Eastern Europe, and you essentially
brought in many of the nations that had been left out. And you opened up much of the
developing world to come into not just the WTO and the order more generally, but
the American alliance system. And things seemed to be going well.

But, first of all, there was a failure to remember that capitalism brings a lot of
bad things as well as a lot of good things; and that capitalists, when they get some
steam under them, tend to behave very badly. And so all the kind of classic
vicissitudes of and downsides of capitalism — concentration of wealth, egregious
behavior by predatory elites at the top, lack of — sort of periodicity rather than, you
know, steady growth, and inequality rather than — rather than broad distribution of
wealth — all that was accompanied. And so the globalization era that occurred
brought a lot of wonderful stuff, but it got a bad name because a lot of people didn’t
feel like they were getting a good thing going from it.
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And there were — in classic ways, power led to unchecked power led to stupid
actions and folly like poorly planned wars, the financial crisis. And essentially, we
tarnished our own great accomplishment and allowed nationalism, the attraction to
local and communal and tribal and smaller groups, to eat out the liberal project. And
essentially, many of the populations of the advanced industrial world felt that at the
end of the day they were not benefiting as much from this era as either their leaders
or the great unwashed masses—unwashed masses elsewhere. And to a certain extent,
In some respects, they had a case — not completely, but in some respects —and that
has undermined the domestic political foundations of current American foreign
policy.

So, essentially, the policy that the United States has followed for the last
seventy years plus is one that the elites are fairly comfortable with, and think can and
should be reformed and tweaked rather than fundamentally disbanded or thrown
away or abolished, but which there is very little support now in the public for in the
absence of an immediate threat. And the, of course, big, looming question is whether
China will recreate a neo-Cold War threat which would pose both the dangers of the
Cold War, but also possibly end up reviving a domestic Cold War coalition in favor
of an internationalist policy now that there’s a new threat.

We need to define a legitimate sphere of influence for China in the 21st century
that it feels is the legitimate return on its national efforts to develop in a way that the
rest of the world can live with. And | think that means, yes, a large degree of
Suzerainty informally and de facto rather than de jure in their immediate
neighborhood, certainly their own domestic political arrangements, and maybe even a
significant degree of influence in certain parts of the world that are theirs, like the
BRI area, and maybe a share in standard setting. And | think if we think we can
manage to avoid a future fight with China over world dominance without giving up
that, we’re kidding ourselves. But if we do give up that, maybe we could, indeed,
bring them into the system.

Because if China dominates Asia, Asia — and this is South Asia, East Asia,
and Southeast Asia— the United States for a long time has considered our prosperity
IS dependent on our interaction with this region. And we know how China does
business, right? They prefer weaker partners. They prefer to rely on coercion to get
what they want. If we don’t have the power to hold China at risk, then we cannot
protect the United States, and we cannot protect the continental United States.

So I'll just conclude with this, by saying | think we focus too much on the
likelihood of conflict. And people always say, for example, Great Britain and the

18



United States — Great Britain transferred power peacefully to the United States. To
me, that is not a success story for the U.S. and China. We could easily accommodate
— you know, transfer power, allow China to have their sphere of influence. But |
think that would be a huge loss. And the — and the liberal international order would
die along with that.

So, there’s two-there’s two points for the domestic question. One is, what do
you do? Is it possible to build a base of support for a positive program without the
negative force behind it? During the Cold War people went along with a lot of
engaged foreign policy and order building because they thought it was necessary, and
were told it was necessary, to beat off the Soviet Union. If we end up in the cold war
with China, a new one, then that presumably could be mobilized in the same way.
But that would be a bad thing which we would — which may be necessary, but we
should hope that doesn’t happen and try to avoid it.

And so the question becomes if you are not in a cold war, can you still
maintain support for an internationalist foreign policy? It’s proven to be a much
tougher question than I thought, but I’m not convinced that the answer is no, because
it’s clear the public isn’t demanding it. And it’s clear that whatever they say in polls
about wanting to like this or that, they are so disconnected, frankly, from the reality
of what happens, then they respond retrospectively to the immediate experiences that
happen. Oh, we had a war that screwed up, bad. Which is all legit, but they can’t
factor in, oh, we avoided major wars at the same time. So essentially the public is not
going to be supportive of this order building, it’s clear to me now, but I don’t think
there’s a giant wellspring of isolationist sentiment and anti-order sentiment.

And one of the things we’ve seen in this administration that’s fascinating is the
ability of the president or the leadership to change opinions among followers, almost
at will. And instead of seeing the giant upsurge of nationalism, and xenophobia, and
all these other things just as deep expressions of what was always there and just now
being revealed, it’s true that was there, but you could also see it as, gee, this is what
now is being echoed, and this is what’s being brought out. If the next person comes
on and is a benign, nice, Mr. Rogers character, then you could see a whole wellspring
of, you know, Jon Meachams popping up everywhere and everybody being very nice
to each other. And in that context, the domestic support for our foreign policy would
be OK, and you could throw it doesn’t really cost that much to do good alliance
maintenance. The amount — the actual amount we spend on foreign aid is trivial.

And so the — if you had a White House that actually cared about doing
something serious about order building, which we haven’t had in twenty years, then
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you actually would be able to test the proposition of could you rebuild it after Trump?
It’1l be a difficult task, but I think it’s still doable.

They have analyzed their position, and they have decided it’s working. So if
that’s what you mean by rethinking, | mean, they’re not going to change it, because
basically—and this logic might seem a little convoluted. But the main idea is this: In
the 1990s, China was pursuing — and the 2000s, early 2000 s — China was pursuing
a policy of promoting positive relations with great powers and reassuring smaller
countries. This was kind of, like, the heyday for U.S.-China specialists. Everything
seemed to be going really well. That’s when China would say that people started
talking about the threat of China. And so during this period, when China is being nice
to everyone, that’s when China threat theory came into being, and nobody did
anything China wanted. And everyone was meeting with the Dalai Lama left and
right. Nobody cared, you know, what was important to China.

Now that they’re more aggressive, sure, countries think they’re a threat, but the
Chinese would say that’s just before they’re more powerful. That threat existed
before. So no change there. But now everyone knows what China wants. And so from
that perspective, it seems to be a pretty solid strategy. And just from the domestic
politics perspective, you know, | think a lot of Americans underestimate the degree to
which the Communist Party has the support of the Chinese people when it comes to
these foreign policies. They’re very popular domestically, this idea that, you know,
China is becoming more powerful. And, you know, people maybe don’t say it loudly,
but I remember when Xi Jinping came into power my friends would be like, oh, Hu
Jintao was the worst, right? He was too cautious, and he never stood up for us. Now
Xi Jinping is standing up for us all the time.

So if | had to guess, | think we have to deal with a Communist Party that feels
like they’re confident and have the support of the Chinese people when they’re
making moves in the international system, versus doing it from some sort of
insecurity about weak support at home.

I was glad to hear the reference to Taiwan, because I think that’s kind of what
it will come down to. And the question is when. If the U.S. starts to pull up its stocks
with a new president in 2020, and it takes us four to eight years to resurrect benefits
that Gideon referred to, it begs the question how will China use this opportunity? |
don’t think we should underestimate the domestic problems that Xi Jinping confronts.
While it’s true most people would support an active foreign policy even in a crisis,
they don’t really care that much about Taiwan intrinsically.
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If the economy declines, the feeling of social unrest increases — that it, it
appears to be. We don’t know which way that cuts, but if you listen to the rhetoric, Xi
Jinping may have some serious intentions towards Taiwan. And there are people in
Taiwan, very sophisticated, who think we will not come to their aid, even if they
don’t provoke a crisis. There are people in this country who don’t think we will go to
their aid. But I’'m not sure I understood Gideon, but he seemed to be advocating —
So | — the short answer to that would be | don’t think we should yield to China in the
Asian region. | think we can accord them — | think we can accord them more
breathing room and set our red lines further out in far-off ways, rather than short-term
conflictual ways. But the question that I’m now actually very curious to investigate
further after this discussion is the extent to which that would interfere with the real
mechanics of defending Taiwan. If what you guys are saying is completely — if what
you guys are saying is fully accurate, then we need to do more Taiwan Straits pieces,
because we haven’t done those in a while because who the hell cares about Taiwan
Straits, because it’s always the same and it’s always stable. But if your point is it’s
not stable anymore, that’s really interesting.

So let me just make a few quick points about the Taiwan issue. The first, just
because you mention it, I mean, Xi Jinping’s New Year’s speech to me was a signal
that he is really doubling down on this Taiwan issue, right? He mentioned
reunification forty-six times. He said, you know, we don’t promise not to use force,
which we all know is the Chinese position, but this is the first time he’s really stated
that publicly. So I think Taiwan is definitely now a key issue for Xi Jinping.

Am | worried in the short term? No. And let me tell you why. China is
undergoing the most extensive military modernization and reform program in its
history. Xi Jinping wants to finish that, and then he wants to test his military, before
he’s going to try for the most important prize against potentially the strongest military
in the world. So I think we have some time and some indicators. | think China’s
going to engage in some smaller skirmishes against Vietnam, for example. Maybe
mess with the Philippines a bit in the South China Sea. They have to see if their
military can perform first, before they make any moves against Taiwan.

So Vietnam is not a U.S. ally. That’s why they’re first. And then because the
United States will do nothing in response, that will weaken the U.S. credibility. And
then if China starts engaging in more aggressive activities — so just this year the
Chinese told the Indonesians, oh, remember when we said we didn’t have
overlapping claims? We’ve changed our mind. Now we do claim part of your
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territory. So | think they’re going to start with non-U.S. allies. And by the time the
United States doesn’t respond to that, it’s going to weaken our credibility overall.

So just on this space, this reminds of something I kind of wanted to see, I don’t
know, in agreement, in defense to what Gideon said. If we don’t—what we’re trying
to do right now with China is like if we wanted to maintain pace with Russia, but
didn’t want them to expand their territory at all to be the Soviet Union, right? It’s like
people say, well, we didn’t have a hot war with the Soviet Union. But we did actually
concede a sphere of influence to them in a way that we are now unwilling to do with
China. So | think that makes it a lot harder, actually, to move forward, you know, in a
peaceful fashion, because that’s what China wants.

8. The USA and China. Economics in charts.
5 charts show how protests in Hong Kong have affected the city’s economy and
stock market

Widespread protests in Hong Kong have lasted for more than six months —
with little signs of abating anytime soon.

Hong Kong, a former British colony that returned to Chinese rule in 1997, is a

global financial and business center that connects China and the world.
Protests in the city were initially sparked by proposed changes to a law that would
have allowed extradition to mainland China. They later morphed into broader anti-
government demonstrations that include demands such as greater democracy and
universal suffrage, and at times involved violent clashes between protesters and the
police.

Here are five charts to show how the protests have affected Hong Kong’s
economy and stock market.

Hong Kong in recession

The protests, along with uncertainties such as the U.S. — China trade war, sent
the Hong Kong economy into a recession for the first time in a decade.
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Hong Kong retail sales
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It could get worse for the city. Iris Pang, greater China economist at Dutch bank ING,
projected Hong Kong’s annual gross domestic product to fall by 2.25% in 2019 and
5.8% in 2020.

Retail sales slump

One major driver of the economic downturn in Hong Kong is a steep decline in retail
sales. Private consumption accounts for around 65% of the city’s GDP.

Hong Kong consumers have been cautious about spending as the global economic
outlook turned bleak early in the year. But the protests made consumers hold back
spending even more, exacerbating the decline in the city’s retail sales.

Tourism decline

Declining tourist arrivals into Hong Kong have added to the city’s economic troubles.
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Visitors from mainland China, who account for close to 80% of tourists in Hong
Kong, fell by around 4.45% in January to October this year compared to the same
period in 2018.

Stocks up in 2019

Despite the pressure on the economy, Hong Kong’s Benchmark stock Index — the
Hang Seng Index — appears on track to end 2019 higher than where it started the
year.

Hang Seng Index performance
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That’s because investors still see the Hong Kong stock market as a way to buy and
sell Chinese assets, according to Mark Mobius, founding partner at Mobius Capital
Partners.
“There’s always an opportunity to enter China through Hong Kong, and that won’t go
away any time soon,” Mobius told CNBC’s “Street Signs Asia” on Dec. 6.
Top market for listings

Hong Kong looks set to retain its position as the top market for new stock
listings globally.

That’s mainly thanks to a mega secondary listing by Chinese technology giant
Alibaba and an initial public offering by brewery Budweiser’s Asia Pacific business,

which helped the city surpass rival stock exchanges in the U.S. and mainland China.
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Economic growth in the US and China
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US, China trade with the world
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These 6 charts compare the US and China economies in the second year of their
trade war.

The U.S. — China trade war entered its second year in 2019, increasingly
weighing on both economies amid worsening business sentiment globally.
Here are six charts that look at how the world’s top two economies and their financial
markets have performed in the year.
Economic growth slows

Growth in gross domestic product — the broadest measure of an economy —
slowed down in both the U.S. and China last year.

Several economists predicted that growth rates in both countries could moderate even
more in 2020, due to their continued trade friction and respective domestic
challenges. That would add pressure to an already fragile global economy.
Trade volume declines

Overall exports and imports fell in both countries in the first ten months of
2019, compared to a year ago. That came amid slower trading activity worldwide —
a trend some experts said started even before the U.S. — China trade war.
The overall U.S. trade deficit, mostly contributed by a bilateral imbalance with
China, hasn’t changed much in the year. That’s despite the U.S. — China trade
imbalance falling from $344.5 billion in the January-to-October 2018 period to
$294.5 billion a year later, according to data by the U.S. Census Bureau.
Manufacturing downturn
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The manufacturing sectors of the U.S. and China have felt the pinch of a
slowing global economy, which was made worse by the trade war between the two
countries.

China’s official manufacturing Purchasing Managers’ Index — a widely watched
indicator of the sector’s health — has stayed in contraction territory for most of the
year. That means the index came in below the 50-point level. In the U.S., the
manufacturing PMI compiled by the Institute for Supply Management showed
factory activity contracting since August.

Retail sales steady

Consumer spending in the U.S. and China were among the bright spots of their

respective economies in 2019, supported by a steady labor market in both economies.
But there are risks the optimism may not sustain.
Some analysts warned that additional U.S. tariffs on Chinese goods could dampen
spending among American consumers. In China, rising pork prices may cut consumer
spending in other areas, said Francis Tan, investment strategist at Singapore’s UOB
Private Bank.

Currency movements

US dollar index measures the greenback against six major currencies; CFETS RMB index compares the
Chinese yuan with 24 currencies
99

98

97

96 /
95 US Dollar Index: +0.3%

94
93
92
91

90
4-Jan  4-Feb 4-Mar 4-Apr 4-May 4-Jun  4-Jul  4-Aug  4-Sep 4-Oct 4-Nov 4-Dec

CFETS RMB Index: -1.8% \

SOURCE: Refinitiv, China Foreign Exchange Trade System
CNBC

27



Stock market performance
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Currency movements
A relatively strong U.S. economy and investors’ preference for safe-haven assets
increased demand for the greenback, lifting the currency’s value for 2019.
In contrast, Chinese authorities allowed the yuan to depreciate for most of the year.
That move attracted accusations of currency manipulation from U.S. President
Donald Trump, but the International Monetary Fund said the value of the yuan was in
line with China’s economic fundamentals.
Stock market rally

In financial markets, rate cuts by the Federal Reserve and receding trade war
tensions during certain periods in the year supported investor sentiment and sent
stocks on Wall Street to multiple new highs this year despite weak corporate
earnings.
Over in China, the inclusion of Chinese stocks into major global benchmarks helped
the Shanghai Stock Exchange Composite Index to record a double-digit climb in
20109.

9. Donald Trump and Xi Jinping’s battle over globalization

Xi Jinping, president of China, made a speech last week on globalization at the
World Economic Forum that one would have expected to come from a US president.
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At his inauguration, Donald Trump made remarks on trade that one would never have
expected to come from a US president. The contrast is astounding. Mr. Xi recognized
that globalization was not without difficulties. But, he argued, “blaming economic
globalization for the world’s problems is inconsistent with reality”. Instead,
“globalization has powered global growth and facilitated movement of goods and
capital, advances in science, technology and civilization, and interactions among
people”. His vision matches that of the last US president to address the World
Economic Forum. In 2000, President Bill Clinton argued that “we have got to
reaffirm unambiguously that open markets and rules-based trade are the best engine
we know of to lift living standards, reduce environmental destruction and build
shared prosperity”. Mr. Trump rejects this vision: “We must protect our borders from
the ravages of other countries making our products, stealing our companies and
destroying our jobs. Protection will lead to great prosperity and strength.” Moreover:
“We will follow two simple rules: buy American and hire American”.
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The frightening fact is that the people who seem closest to Mr. Trump believe things
that are almost entirely false. They believe, for example, that a value added tax not
levied on exports is a subsidy to exports. It is not: US goods sold in the EU pay VAT,
just as European goods do; and European goods sold in the US pay sales taxes (where
levied), just as US goods do. In both cases, no distortion between domestic and
imported goods is created. Tariffs are levied only on imported goods. So they do
distort relative prices. Again, these people believe trade policy determines the trade
deficit. To a first approximation, this is not so, because the trade (and current
account) balances reflect differences between income and spending. Assume
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Imposition of an across-the-board-tariff. Purchases of foreign exchange will fall and
the exchange rate will appreciate, until exports fall and imports rise enough to return
the deficit to where it started. Protection then just helps some businesses at the
expense of others. The Trump proposals seem to aim at resurrection of the
economically dead. True, protection might lower the external deficit by making the
US a less attractive destination for foreign investment. But that hardly seems a sane

strategy.
Deficit with China
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Yet another mistake is belief in the merit of bilateral deals. Trade deals are not like
deals between companies. They set the terms on which all businesses transact.
Bilateralism fragments world markets. It is extremely difficult for firms to create
long-term arrangements if new bilateral deals might destabilize competitive
conditions at any moment. Unfortunately, as Martin Sandbu argues, unwise policies
might do huge damage. The US president possesses the legal authority to do virtually
whatever he wants. But reneging on past deals is sure to make the US seem an
unreliable partner. Its victims, particularly China, are also likely to retaliate.
According to analysis by the Peterson Institute for International Economics, China
and Mexico together account for a quarter of US trade. In a full trade war, US
employment might fall by 4.8m private sector jobs. The disruption of supply chains is
likely to be especially serious. Beyond this are huge geopolitical consequences.
Beating up Mexico will overturn three decades of reform, probably delivering power
there to a leftwing populist. Beating up China may poison an essential relationship
for decades. Abandoning TPP may hand a number of the Asian allies of the US over
to China. Ignoring World Trade Organization rules might destroy the institution that
provides stability to the real side of the world economy. The rhetoric of “America
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First” reads like a declaration of economic warfare. The US is immensely powerful.
But it cannot even be confident it will get its own way. Instead, it may merely declare
itself to be a rogue state. Once the hegemon attacks a system it created, only two
outcomes seem at all likely — its collapse or recreation of the system around a new
hegemon. Mr. Xi’s China cannot replace the US: that would take co-operation with
Europeans and other Asian powers. The more likely outcome is collapse into a trade
policy free-for-all. Mr. Xi’s vision is the right one. But, without Mr. Trump’s support,
it may now be unworkable. That would benefit nobody, including the US.

10. Whose Security? How Washington Protects Itself and the Corporate Sector
(Panama, El Salvador, Cuba, Guatemala, Vietnam, Iran and Israel)

The question of how foreign policy is determined is a crucial one in world
affairs. In these comments, | can only provide a few hints as to how | think the
subject can be productively explored, keeping to the United States for several
reasons. First, the United States is unmatched in its global significance and impact.
Second, it is an unusually open society, possibly uniquely so, which means we know
more about it. Finally, it is plainly the most important case for Americans, who are
able to influence policy choices in the United States — and indeed for others, insofar
as their actions can influence such choices. The general principles, however, extend
to the other major powers and well beyond. There is a “received standard version,”
common to academic scholarship, government pronouncements, and public
discourse. It holds that the prime commitment of governments is to ensure security,
and that the primary concern of the United States and its allies from 1945 was the
Russian threat.

There are a number of ways to evaluate this doctrine. One obvious question to
ask is: What happened when the Russian threat disappeared in 1989? The answer:
everything continued much as before. The United States immediately invaded
Panama, Killing possibly thousands of people and installing a client regime. This was
routine practice in U.S. - dominated domains — but in this case not quite as routine.
For the first time, a major foreign policy act was not justified by an alleged Russian
threat. Instead, a series of fraudulent pretexts for the invasion were concocted that
collapse instantly on examination. The media chimed in enthusiastically, lauding the
magnificent achievement of defeating Panama, unconcerned that the pretexts were
ludicrous, that the act itself was a radical violation of international law, and that it
was bitterly condemned elsewhere, most harshly in Latin America. Also ignored was
the U.S. veto of a unanimous Security Council resolution condemning crimes by U.S.
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troops during the invasion, with Britain alone abstaining. All routine. And all
forgotten (which is also routine).

Keywords: foreign policy, open society, “received standard version”, the Russian
threat, a client regime

Summary:

In this part of the article, the author tries to reveal the specifics of defining foreign
policy as such and the United States in particular. In addition, there is explains why
the example of the United States is most practical to research foreign policy. The
invasion of Panama is cited as one example that examines the implementation of us
foreign policy provisions. The author focuses on how the United States justified such
a step for itself and the global public.

Answer the questions:

1.  Why is the United States the best example for studying foreign policy?

2. What were the US actions in the sphere of foreign policy after the "Russian
threat" lost its significance?

3. How did the US justify the invasion of Panama?
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UNIT Il
“THE GREATEST THREAT”

» Scan through the articles and give the main ideas

Opponents of the nuclear deal charge that it does not go far enough. Some
supporters agree, holding that “if the Vienna deal is to mean anything, the whole of
the Middle East must rid itself of weapons of mass destruction.” The author of those
words, Iran’s Minister of Foreign Affairs Javad Zarif, added that “Iran, in its national
capacity and as current chairman of the Non-Aligned Movement [the governments of
the large majority of the world’s population], is prepared to work with the
international community to achieve these goals, knowing full well that, along the
way, it will probably run into many hurdles raised by the skeptics of peace and
diplomacy.” Iran has signed “a historic nuclear deal.” He continues, and now it is the
turn of Israel, “the holdout.”

Israel, of course, is one of the three nuclear powers, along with India and Pakistan,
whose nuclear weapons programs have been abetted by the United States and who
refuses to sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Zarif was referring to the regular five-year NPT review conference, which ended
in failure in April when the United States (joined this time by Canada and Great
Britain) once again blocked efforts to move toward zone free of weapons of mass
destruction in the Middle East. These efforts have been led by Egypt and other Arab
states for twenty years. Two of the leading figures promoting them at the NPT and
other UN agencies, and at the Pugwash Conferences, Jayantha Dhanapala and Sergio
Duarte, observe that “the successful adoption in 1995 of the resolution on the
establishment of a zone free of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in the Middle
East was the main element of a package that permitted the indefinite extension of the
NPT”.

The NPT, in turn, is the most important arms control treaty of all. If it were
adhered to, it could end the scourge of nuclear weapons. Repeatedly, implementation
of the resolution has been blocked by the United States, most recently by President
Obama in 2010 and again in 2015. Dhanapala and Duarte comment that the effort
was again blocked “on behalf of a state that is not a party to the NPT and is widely
believed to be the only one in the region possessing, nuclear weapons” — a polite
and understated reference to Israel. This failure, they hope, “will not be the coup de
grace to the two longstanding NPT objectives of accelerated progress on nuclear

33



disarmament and establishing a Middle Eastern WMD-free zone.” Their article, in the
journal of the Arms Control Association, is entitled: “Is There a Future for the NPT?”

A nuclear weapons-free zone in the Middle East is a straight forward way to
address whatever threat Iran allegedly poses, but a great deal more is at stake in
Washington's continuing sabotage of the effort in order to protect its Israeli client.
This is not the only case when opportunities to end the alleged Iranian threat have
been undermined by Washington, raising further questions about just what is actually
at stake.

In considering these matters, it is instructive to examine both the unspoken
assumptions and the questions that are rarely asked. Let us consider a few of these
assumptions, beginning with the most serious: that Iran is the gravest threat to world
peace.

In the United States, it is a virtual cliché among high officials and commentators
that Iran wins that grim prize. There is also a world outside the United States, and
although its views are not reported in the mainstream here, perhaps they are of some
interest. According to the leading Western polling agencies (WIN/Gallup
International), the Prize for “greatest threat” is won by the United States, which the
world regards as the gravest threat to world peace by a large margin. In second place,
far below, is Pakistan, its ranking probably inflated by the Indian vote? Iran is ranked
below those two, along with China, Israel, North Korea, and Afghanistan.

1. “Fueling instability”

Another concern, voiced at the United Nations by U.S. Ambassador Samantha
Power, is the “instability that Iran fuels beyond its nuclear program.” The United
States will continue to scrutinize this misbehavior, she declared. In that, she echoed
the assurance offered by Defense Secretary Ashton Carter while standing on Israel’s
northern border that “we will continue to help Israel counter Iran's malign influence”
in supporting Hezbollah, and that the United States reserves the right to use military
force against Iran as it deems appropriate the way Iran “fuels instability”” can be seen
particularly dramatically in Irag, where, among other crimes, it alone came at once to
the aid of Kurds defending themselves from the ISIS invasion and where it is
building a $ 2.5 billion power plant to try to bring electrical power back to its level
before the US invasion. Ambassador Power's usage in standard when the United
States invades a country, resulting in hundreds of thousand killed and millions of
refugees, along with barbarous torture and destruction that Iraqis compare to the
Mongol invasions, leaving Iraq the unhappiest country in the world according to
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WIN/Gallup polls, meanwhile igniting sectarian conflict that is tearing the region to
shreds and laying the basis for the ISIS monstrosity along with our Saudi ally — that is
“stabilization”. Iran's shameful actions are “fueling instability”. The farce of this
standard usage sometimes reaches levels that are almost surreal, as when liberal
commentator James Chace, former editor of “Foreign Affairs”, explained that the
United States sought to “destabilize a freely elected Marxist government in Chile”
because “we were determined to seek stability” under the Pinochet dictatorship.

Others are outraged that Washington should negotiate at all with a
“contemptible” regime like Iran's, with its horrifying human rights record, and urge
instead that we pursue “an American-sponsored alliance between Israel and the Sunni
states.” So writes Leon Wieseltier, contributing editor to the venerable liberal journal
the Atlantic, who can barely conceal his visceral hatred for all things Iranian. With a
straight face, this respected liberal intellectual recommends that Saudi Arabia, which
makes Iran look like a virtual paradise, and Israel, with its vicious crimes in Gaza and
elsewhere, should ally to teach that country good behavior. Perhaps the
recommendation is not entirely unreasonable when we consider the human rights
records of the regimes the United States has imposed and supported throughout the
world.

Though the Iranian government is no doubt a threat to its own people, it
regrettably breaks no records in this regard, and does not descend to the level of
favored U.S. allies. That, however, cannot be the concern of Washington, and surely
not Tel Aviv or Riyadh.

It might also be useful to recall — as surely Iranians do — that not a day has
passed since 1953 when the United States was not harming Iranians. As soon as
Iranians overthrew the hated U.S.-imposed regime of the shah in 1979, Washington at
once turned to supporting Saddam Hussein’s murderous attack on Iran. President
Reagan went so far as to deny Saddam's major crime, his chemical warfare assault on
Irag's Kurdish population, which he blamed on Iran instead.” When Saddam was tried
for crimes under U.S. auspices, that horrendous crime (as well as others in which the
United States was complicit) was carefully excluded from the charges, which were
restricted to one of his minor crimes, the murder of 148 Shiites in 1982, a footnote to
his gruesome record.

After the Iran-Iraq war ended, the United States continued to support Saddam
Hussein, Iran's primary enemy. President George H. W. Bush even invited lraqgi
nuclear engineers to the United States for advanced training in weapons production,
an extremely serious threat to Iran. Sanctions against Iran were intensified, including
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against foreign firms dealing with it, and actions were initiated to bar it from the
international financial system.

In recent years the hostility has extended to sabotage, the murder of nuclear
scientists (presumably by Israel), and cyberwar, openly pro-claimed with pride. The
Pentagon regards cyberwar as an act of war, justifying a military response, as does
NATO, which affirmed in September 2014 that cyberattacks may trigger the
collective defense obligations of the NATO powers — when we are the target, that is,
not the perpetrators.

2. “The prime rogue state”®

It is only fair to add that there have been breaks in this pattern. President
George W. Bush provided several significant gifts to Iran by destroying its major
enemies, Saddam Hussein and the Taliban. He even placed Iran's Iraqi enemy under
its influence after the US. defeat, which was so severe that Washington had to
abandon its officially declared goals of establishing permanent military bases
(“enduring camps”) and ensuring that U.S. corporations would have privileged access
to Iraq's vast oil resources.

Do Iranian leaders intend to develop nuclear weapons today? We can decide
for ourselves how credible their denials are, but that they had such intentions in the
past is beyond question, since it was asserted openly on the highest authority, which
informed foreign journalists that Iran would develop nuclear weapons “certainly, and
sooner than one thinks." The father of Iran's nuclear energy program and former head
of Iran's Atomic Energy Organization was confident that the leadership's plan “was to
build a nuclear bomb.” The CIA also reported that it had “no doubt” Iran would
develop nuclear weapons if neighboring countries did (as they have).

All of this was under the shah, the “highest authority” just quoted — that is,
during the period when high US officials (Cheney, Rumsfeld, Kissinger and others)
were urging the shah to proceed with nuclear programs and pressuring universities to
accommodate these efforts. As part of these efforts, my own university, MIT, made a
deal with the shah to admit Iranian students to the nuclear engineering program in
return for grants from the shah—over the very strong objections of the student body,
but with comparably strong faculty support, in a meeting that older faculty will
doubtless remember well.

Asked later why he supported such programs under the shah but opposed them
more recently, Kissinger responded honestly that Iran was an ally then.
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Putting aside absurdities, what is the real threat of Iran that inspires such fear and
fury? A natural place to turn for an answer is, again, US intelligence. Recall its
analysis that Iran poses no military threat, that its strategic doctrines are defensive,
and that its nuclear programs (with no effort to produce bombs, as far as intelligence
can determine) are “a central part of its deterrent strategy”.

Who, then, would be concerned by an Iranian deterrent? The answer is plain:
the rogue states that rampage in the region and do not want to tolerate any
impediment to their reliance on aggression and violence.

In the lead in this regard are the United States and Israel, with Saudi Arabia
trying its best to join the club with its invasion of Bahrain (to support the crushing of
a reform movement there) and now its murder assault on Yemen, accelerating a
growing humanitarian catastrophe in that country.

For the United States, the characterization is familiar. Fifteen years ago, the
prominent political analyst Samuel Huntington warned in the establishment journal
Foreign Affairs that for much of the world the United States was ‘“becoming the
rogue superpower... the single greatest external threat to their societies.” Shortly
after, his words were echoed by Robert Jervis, the president of the American Political
Science Association: “In the eyes of much of the world, in fact, the prime rogue state
today is the United States.” As we have seen, global opinion supports this judgment
by a substantial margin.

Furthermore, the mantle is worn with pride. That is the clear meaning of the
insistence of the leadership and the political class that the United States reserves the
right to resort to force if it determines, unilaterally, that Iran is violating some
commitment. This policy is of long standing for liberal Democrats, and by no means
restricted to Iran. The Clinton doctrine affirmed that the United States is entitled to
resort to the “unilateral use of military power” even to ensure “uninhibited access to
key markets, energy supplies, and strategic resources,” let alone alleged “security” or
“humanitarian” concerns. Adherence to various versions of this doctrine has been
well confirmed in practice, as need hardly be discussed among people willing to look
at the facts of current history.

These are among the critical matters that should be the focus of attention in
analyzing the nuclear deal at Vienna.

» Questions

1. What in fact is the Iranian threat?
2. Which country supported Hezbollah and Hamas?
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3. Why cyber-attack nowadays is the most threat rather than nuclear threat?

4. Who were invited to the United States for advanced training in weapons
production by President George H. W. Bush?

5. Why USA invaded in Irag?

6. Are you agree that USA’s invasion in Iraqg lead to ISIS creation?

7. What relationship between Al Qaida and I1S1S?

8. What did President George W. Bush does for Iran?

9. Who support I1SIS?

10. What does it mean “unilateral use of military power” according the Clinton
doctrine?

3. From el Salvador to the Russian border’

The administration of George H. W. Bush issued a new national security policy
and defense budget in reaction to the collapse of the global enemy. It was pretty
much the same as before, although with new pretexts. It was, it turned out, necessary
to maintain a military establishment almost as great as the rest of the world combined
and far more advanced in technological sophistication — but not for defense against
the disappearing Soviet Union. Rather, the excuse was the growing “technological
sophistication” of Third World powers.

Disciplined intellectuals understood that it would have been improper to collapse in
ridicule, so they maintained a proper silence.

The United States, the new policy insisted, must maintain its “defense
industrial base.” The phrase is a euphemism, referring to high-tech industry
generally, which relies heavily on extensive state intervention for research and
development, often under Pentagon cover, in what many economists continue to call
the U.S. “free-market economy.”

One of the most interesting provisions of the new plans had to do with the
Middle East. There, it was declared, Washington must maintain intervention forces
targeting a crucial region where the major problems “could not have been laid at the
Kremlin’s door.” Contrary to fifty years of deceit, it was quietly conceded that the
main concern in this region was not the Russians, but rather what is called “radical
nationalism,” meaning independent nationalism not under U.S. control. All of this has
evident bearing on the received standard version, but it passed unnoticed — or,
perhaps, therefore it passed unnoticed. Other important events took place
immediately after the fall of the Berlin Wall, ending the Cold War. One was in El
Salvador, the leading recipient of U.S. military aid — apart from Israel and Egypt, a
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separate category — and with one of the worst human rights records anywhere. That
is a familiar and very close correlation. The Salvadoran high command ordered the
Atlacatl Battalion to invade the Jesuit university and murder six leading Latin
American intellectuals, all Jesuit priests, including the rector, Fr. Ignacio Ellacuria,
and any witnesses, meaning their housekeeper and her daughter. The battalion had
already left a bloody trail of thousands of the usual victims in the course of the U.S.-
run state terror campaign in El Salvador, part of a broader terror and torture campaign
throughout the region. All routine, ignored and virtually forgotten in the United
States and by its allies — again routine. But it tells us a lot about the factors that drive
policy, if we care to look at the real world. Another important event took place in
Europe. Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev agreed to allow the reunification of
Germany and its membership in NATO, a hostile military alliance. In light of recent
history, this was a most astonishing concession. There was a quid pro quo: President
Bush and Secretary of State James Baker agreed that NATO would not expand “one
inch to the East,” meaning into East Germany. Instantly, they expanded NATO to
East Germany. Gorbachev was naturally outraged, but when he complained, he was
instructed by Washington that this had only been a verbal promise, a gentleman’s
agreement, hence without force. If he was naive enough to accept the word of
American leaders, it was his problem. All of this, too, was routine, as was the silent
acceptance and approval of the expansion of NATO in the United States and the West
generally. President Bill Clinton then expanded NATO right up to Russia’s borders.
Today, the world faces a serious crisis that is in no small measure a result of these
policies.

Keywords: national security policy, defense budget, military establishment, “defense
industrial base”, intervention, radical nationalism, Middle East, German reunification,
NATO expansion

Summary

The author is talking about the foreign policy of the George H. W. Bush
administration and the measures that were taken to preserve the existing power of the
United States in the international arena. Special attention is also paid to the plans that
have been developed for the Middle East. Due to the fact that this was closely linked
to relations with the Soviet Union, there is also considering the specifics of the policy
during the period of German reunification - in particular, the common interests of the
two countries on the territory of El Salvador and the events that took place inside it. It

39



highlights the role of Mikhail Gorbachev and his decisions, as well as how they led to
the United States having the opportunity to contribute to the expansion of NATO.

» Answer the questions
1.  What are the key provisions of the foreign policy of the George H. W. Bush
administration considered in the article?
2. What happened in El Salvador and what effect did it have on US foreign policy?
3. What was the US policy towards the USSR during this period?
4. What agreements did George H. W. Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev have
regarding NATO expansion?

4. The appeal of plundering the poor?®

Another source of evidence is the declassified historical record. It contains revealing
accounts of the actual motives of state policy. The story is rich and complex, but a
few persistent themes play a dominant role. One was articulated clearly at a western
hemispheric conference called by the United States in Mexico in February 1945,
where Washington imposed an “Economic Charter of the Americas” designed to
eliminate economic nationalism “in all its forms.” There was one unspoken
exception: economic nationalism would be fine for the United States, whose
economy relies heavily on massive state intervention. The elimination of economic
nationalism for others stood in sharp conflict with the Latin American stand of that
moment, which State Department officials described as “the philosophy of the New
Nationalism [that] embraces policies designed to bring about a broader distribution of
wealth and to raise the standard of living of the masses.” As U.S. policy analysts
added, “Latin Americans are convinced that the first beneficiaries of the development
of a country’s resources should be the people of that country.” That, of course, will
not do. Washington understands that the “first beneficiaries” should be U.S.
investors, while Latin America fulfills its service function. It should not, as both the
Truman and Eisenhower administrations would make clear, undergo “excessive
industrial development” that might infringe on U.S. interests. Thus Brazil could
produce low-quality steel that U.S. corporations did not want to bother with, but it
would be “excessive” were it to compete with U.S. firms. Similar concerns resonate
throughout the post-World War Il period. The global system that was to be
dominated by the United States was threatened by what internal documents call
“radical and nationalistic regimes” that responded to popular pressures for
independent development. That was the concern that motivated the overthrow of the
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parliamentary governments of Iran and Guatemala in 1953 and 1954, as well as
numerous others. In the case of Iran, a major concern was the potential impact of
Iranian independence on Egypt, then in turmoil over British colonial practices. In
Guatemala, apart from the crime of the new democracy in empowering the peasant
majority and infringing on possessions of the United Fruit Company — already
offensive enough — Washington’s concern was labor unrest and popular
mobilization in neighboring U.S.-backed dictatorships. In both cases the
consequences reach to the present. Literally not a day has passed since 1953 when the
United States has not been torturing the people of Iran. Guatemala remains one of the
world’s worst horror chambers; to this day, Mayans are fleeing from the effects of
near-genocidal government military campaigns in the highlands backed by President
Ronald Reagan and his top officials. As the country director of Oxfam, a Guatemalan
doctor, reported in 2014, “There is a dramatic deterioration of the political, social and
economic context. Attacks against [human rights] defenders have increased 300
percent during the last year. There is a clear evidence of a very well organized
strategy by the private sector and Army, both have captured the government in order
to keep the status quo and to impose the extraction economical model, pushing away
dramatically Indigenous peoples from their own land, due to the mining industry,
African Palm and sugar cane plantations. In addition, the social movement defending
their land and rights has been criminalized, many leaders are in jail and many others
have been killed.” Nothing is known about this in the United States, and the very
obvious cause of it remains suppressed. In the 1950s, President Eisenhower and
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles explained quite clearly the dilemma that the
United States faced. They complained that the Communists had an unfair advantage:
they were able to “appeal directly to the masses” and “get control of mass
movements, something we have no capacity to duplicate. The poor people are the
ones they appeal to and they have always wanted to plunder the rich.” That causes
problems. The United States somehow finds it difficult to appeal to the poor with its
doctrine that the rich should plunder the poor.

Keywords: the declassified historical record, “Economic Charter of the Americas”,
economic nationalism, overthrow of the government, genocidal military companies.

» Answer the questions

1. What is the meaning of "Economic Charter of the Americas"?
2. How was the US going to fight "economic nationalism"?
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3. What interests did the United States pursue in Guatemala?
4.  What was the dilemma that President Eisenhower and Secretary of State John
Foster Dulles explained in the 1950s?

Summary

The author refers to the data that were submitted for consideration due to the
declassified historical record. There is talking about the features of the "Economic
Charter of the Americas" and the "economic nationalism™ mentioned in it - namely,
how the US was going to fight it, while maintaining the benefit only for itself. In this
way, the contradictions with Latin American countries that were involved in the
interests of the United States regarding this new program escalated.

The topic of intervention in the overthrow of the governments of Iran, Guatemala,
and other countries because of US interests that were related to the internal politics of
these countries is touched upon.

And all this happened over the years - for example, on the territory of Guatemala,
there were genocidal military companies supported by the administration of Ronald
Reagan, the trace of which is still visible.

As a result, the topic of the inconsistency of US foreign policy in relation to the
distribution of wealth is raised.

5. The Cuban example

A clear illustration of the general pattern was Cuba, when it finally gained
independence in 1959. Within months, military attacks on the island began. Shortly
after, the Eisenhower administration made a secret decision to overthrow the
government. John F. Kennedy then became president. He intended to devote more
attention to Latin America and so, on taking office, he created a study group to
develop policies that was headed by the historian Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., who
summarized its conclusions for the incoming president. As Schlesinger explained,
what was threatening in an independent Cuba was “the Castro idea of taking matters
into one’s own hands.” It was an idea that unfortunately appealed to the mass of the
population in Latin America, where “the distribution of land and other forms of
national wealth greatly favors the propertied classes, and the poor and
underprivileged, stimulated by the example of the Cuban revolution, are now
demanding opportunities for a decent living.” Again, Washington’s usual dilemma.
As the CIA explained, “The extensive influence of ‘Castroism’ is not a function of
Cuban power ... Castro’s shadow looms large because social and economic

42



conditions throughout Latin America invite opposition to ruling authority and
encourage agitation for radical change,” for which his Cuba provided a model.
Kennedy feared that Russian aid might make Cuba a “showcase” for development,
giving the Soviets the upper hand throughout Latin America. The State Department
Policy Planning Staff warned that “the primary danger we face in Castro is ... in the
Impact the very existence of his regime has upon the leftist movement in many Latin
American countries.... The simple fact is that Castro represents a successful defiance
of the United States, a negation of our whole hemispheric policy of almost a century
and a half” — that is, since the Monroe Doctrine of 1823, when the United States
declared its intention of dominating the hemisphere. The immediate goal at the time
of the doctrine was to conquer Cuba, but that could not be achieved because of the
power of the British enemy. Still, that grand strategist John Quincy Adams, the
intellectual father of the Monroe Doctrine and Manifest Destiny, informed his
colleagues that over time Cuba would fall into our hands by “the laws of political
gravitation,” as an apple falls from the tree. In brief, U.S. power would increase and
Britain’s would decline. In 1898, Adams’s prognosis was realized: the United States
invaded Cuba in the guise of liberating it. In fact, it prevented the island’s liberation
from Spain and turned it into a “virtual colony,” to quote historians Ernest May and
Philip Zelikow. Cuba remained a virtual U.S. colony until January 1959, when it
gained independence. Since that time it has been subjected to major U.S. terrorist
wars, primarily during the Kennedy years, and economic strangulation — and not
because of the Russians. The pretense all along was that we were defending ourselves
from the Russian threat — an absurd explanation that generally went unchallenged. A
simple test of the thesis, again, is what happened when any conceivable Russian
threat disappeared: U.S. policy toward Cuba became even harsher, spearheaded by
liberal Democrats, including Bill Clinton, who outflanked Bush from the right in the
1992 election. On the face of it, these events should have considerable bearing on the
validity of the doctrinal framework for discussion of foreign policy and the factors
that drive it. Once again, however, the impact is slight.

Keywords: independence, Cuban revolution, Fidel Castro, “the laws of political
gravitation"
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» Answer the questions
1. What happened in Cuba in 1959?
2. What dangers did the Cuban revolution and Fidel Castro's policies pose to the
United States?
3. How did the United States justify its actions against Cuba as part of its foreign
policy?

Summary

The author gives an assessment of the us foreign policy, connected with the events in
Cuba since it gained independence in 1959.

With the change of the President in the United States, a new stage of foreign policy in
relation to Latin America began to be formed - it began to receive even more specific
attention. The US was concerned about how the example of the Castro revolution in
Cuba might affect the level of American influence in the region and what example it
might set for other countries.

The background, causes, and consequences of the U.S. invasion of Cuba are further
discussed in more detail.

6. The value of secrecy

There is much more to say, but the historical record demonstrates very clearly that the
standard doctrine has little merit. Security in the normal sense is not a prominent
factor in policy formation. To repeat: “in the normal sense.” But in evaluating the
standard doctrine we have to ask what is actually meant by “security”: Security for
whom? One answer is: security for state power. There are many illustrations. In May
2014, for example, the United States agreed to support a UN Security Council
resolution calling on the International Criminal Court to investigate war crimes in
Syria, but with a proviso: there could be no inquiry into possible war crimes by Israel.
Or by Washington, though it was unnecessary to add that last condition; the United
States is uniquely self-immunized from the international legal system. In fact, there is
even congressional legislation authorizing the president to use armed force to
“rescue” any American brought to the Hague for trial — the “Netherlands Invasion
Act,” as it is sometimes called in Europe. That once again illustrates the importance
of protecting the security of state power. But protecting it from whom? There is, in
fact, a strong case to be made that a prime concern of government is the security of
state power from the population. As those who have spent time rummaging through
archives should be aware, government secrecy is rarely motivated by a genuine need

44



for security, but it definitely does serve to keep the population in the dark. And for
good reasons, which were lucidly explained by prominent liberal scholar and
government adviser Samuel Huntington. In his words: “The architects of power in the
United States must create a force that can be felt but not seen. Power remains strong
when it remains in the dark; exposed to the sunlight it begins to evaporate.”
Huntington wrote that in 1981, when the Cold War was again heating up, and he
explained further that “you may have to sell [intervention or other military action] in
such a way as to create the misimpression that it is the Soviet Union that you are
fighting. That is what the United States has been doing ever since the Truman
Doctrine.” These simple truths are rarely acknowledged, but they provide insight into
state power and policy, with reverberations to the present moment. State power has to
be protected from its domestic enemy; in sharp contrast, the population is not secure
from state power. A striking illustration is the radical attack on the Constitution by
the Obama administration’s massive surveillance program. It is, of course, justified
by “national security.” That is routine for virtually all actions of all states and so
carries little information. When the NSA’s surveillance program was exposed by
Edward Snowden’s revelations, high officials claimed that it had prevented fifty-four
terrorist acts. On inquiry, that was whittled down to a dozen. A high-level
government panel then discovered that there was actually only one case: someone
had sent $8,500 to Somalia. That was the total yield of the huge assault on the
Constitution and, of course, on others throughout the world. Britain’s attitude is
interesting: in 2007, the British government called on Washington’s colossal spy
agency “to analyze and retain any British citizens” mobile phone and fax numbers,
emails, and IP addresses swept up by its dragnet,” the Guardian reported. That is a
useful indication of the relative significance, in government eyes, of the privacy of its
own citizens and of Washington’s demands. Another concern is security for private
power. One illustration is the huge trade agreements — the trans-Pacific and trans-
Atlantic pacts — now being negotiated. These are being negotiated “in secret” — but
not completely in secret. They are not secret from the hundreds of corporate lawyers
who are drawing up the detailed provisions. It is not hard to guess what the results
will be, and the few leaks about them suggest that the expectations are accurate. Like
NAFTA and other such pacts, these are not free-trade agreements. In fact, they are
not even trade agreements, but primarily investor-rights agreements. Again, secrecy
is critically important to protect the primary domestic constituency of the
governments involved: the corporate sector.
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Keywords: security, resolution, internal enemy, NSA surveillance, exposure,
privacy.

» Answer the questions
1. What does the concept of "security” mean in the context of foreign policy on the
example of the United States?
2. Why should state power be protected from the people?
3. What contradictions do the US government have with regard to the rights of the
population in these measures to protect national security?

Summary

The text is dedicated to the discussion of the concept of "security” in the framework
of US policy. Having stated that it is primarily about the security of state power, the
author analyzes how this is reflected in the activities of the United States in the
international arena, including within the framework of international organizations.
And it is already much more detailed is deciphering how exactly this very security is
provided - including why it is perceived that the state power must first of all protect
from the people. Based on the example of specific events - the large-scale
surveillance of the Obama administration, the case of Edward Snowden - the author
demonstrates how insignificant is the protection of private life of citizens in
comparison with ensuring national security under various pretexts.
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UNIT Il
GAUGING AMERICAN CRIMES

» Look through the texts and enumerate the problems of consumption

“It is a common theme” that the United States, which “only a few years ago
was hailed to stride the world as a colossus with unparalleled power and unmatched
appeal ... is in decline, ominously facing the prospect of its final decay.” This theme,
articulated in the summer 2011 issue of the journal of the Academy of Political
Science, is indeed widely believed—and with some reason, though a number of
qualifications are in order. The decline has in fact been underway since the high point
of U.S. power shortly after World War 11, and the remarkable rhetoric of the decade
of triumphalism after the Soviet Union imploded was mostly self-delusion.
Furthermore, the commonly drawn corollary—that power will shift to China and
India—is highly dubious. They are poor countries with severe internal problems. The
world is surely becoming more diverse, but despite America’s decline, in the
foreseeable future there is no competitor for global hegemonic power.

To recall briefly some of the relevant history, during World War Il U.S.

planners recognized that the country would emerge from the war in a position of
overwhelming power. It is quite clear from the documentary record that “President
Roosevelt was aiming at United States hegemony in the postwar world,” to quote the
assessment of diplomatic historian Geoffrey Warner, one of the leading specialists on
the topic. Plans were developed, along lines discussed above, for the United States to
control what was called a “Grand Area” spanning the globe. These doctrines still
prevail, though their reach has declined.
The wartime plans, soon to be carefully implemented, were not unrealistic. The
United States had long been by far the richest country in the world. The war ended
the Great Depression, and American industrial capacity almost quadrupled, while
rivals were decimated. At war’s end the United States had half the world’s wealth and
unmatched security. Each region of the Grand Area was assigned its “function”
within the global system. The ensuing “Cold War” consisted largely of efforts by the
two superpowers to enforce order in their own domains: for the Soviet Union, Eastern
Europe; for the United States, most of the world.

But decline was inevitable, as the industrial world reconstructed itself and
decolonization pursued its agonizing course. By 1970, the U.S. share of world wealth
had declined to about 25 percent. The industrial world was becoming “tripolar,” with
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major centers in the United States, Europe, and Asia, then Japan centered and already
becoming the globe’s most dynamic region.

Twenty years later, the USSR collapsed. Washington’s reaction teaches us a good
deal about the reality of the Cold War. The first Bush administration, then in office,
immediately declared that its policies would remain essentially unchanged, although
with different pretexts; the huge military establishment would be maintained not for
defense against the Russians but to confront the “technological sophistication” of
Third World powers. Similarly, it would be necessary to maintain “the defense
industrial base,” a euphemism for advanced industry highly reliant on government
subsidy and initiative. Intervention forces still had to be aimed at the Middle East,
where serious problems “could not be laid at the Kremlin’s door,” contrary to half a
century of deceit. It was quietly conceded that the problem had always been “radical
nationalism,” that is, attempts by countries to pursue an independent course in
violation of Grand Area principles. These principles were not to be modified in any
fundamental way, as the Clinton doctrine (under which the United States could
unilaterally use military power to further its economic interests) and the global
expansion of NATO would soon make clear.

There was a period of euphoria after the collapse of the superpower enemy,
replete with excited tales about “the end of history” and awed acclaim for President
Bill Clinton’s foreign policy, which had entered a “noble phase” with a “saintly
glow,” as for the first time in history a nation would be guided by “altruism” and
dedicated to “principles and values.” Nothing now stood in the way of an “idealistic
New World bent on ending inhumanity” which could at last carry forward,
unhindered, the emerging international norm of humanitarian intervention. And that’s
to sample just a few of the impassioned accolades of prominent intellectuals at the
time.

A further danger: there might be meaningful moves toward democracy. New
York Times executive editor Bill Keller wrote movingly of Washington’s “yearning
to embrace the aspiring democrats across North Africa and the Middle East.” But
polls of Arab opinion revealed very clearly that it would be a disaster for Washington
if there were steps toward the creation of functioning democracies, where public
opinion would influence policy: as we have seen, the Arab population regards the
United States as a major threat, and would expel it and its allies from the region if
given a choice.

While long-standing U.S. policies remain largely stable, with tactical
adjustments, under Obama there have been some significant changes. Military analyst
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Yochi Dreazen and his coauthors observed in the «Atlantic» that while Bush’s policy
was to capture (and torture) suspects, Obama simply assassinates them, rapidly
increasing the use of terror weapons (drones) and Special Forces personnel, many of
them assassination teams. Special Forces units have been deployed in 147 countries.
Now as large as Canada’s entire military, these soldiers are, in effect, a private army
of the president, a matter discussed in detail by American investigative journalist
Nick Turse on the website Tom Dispatch. The team that Obama sent to assassinate
Osama bin Laden had already carried out perhaps a dozen similar missions in
Pakistan. As these and many other developments illustrate, though U.S. hegemony
has declined, its ambition has not.

Another common theme, at least among those who are not willfully blind, is
that American decline is in no small measure self-inflicted. The comic opera in
Washington centering around whether or not to “shut down” the government, which
disgusts the country (a large majority of which thinks that Congress should just be
disbanded) and bewilders the world, has few analogues in the annals of parliamentary
democracy. The spectacle is even coming to frighten the sponsors of the charade.
Corporate powers are now concerned that the extremists they helped put in office
may choose to bring down the edifice on which their own wealth and privilege relies,
the powerful “nanny state” that caters to their interests.

Returning to the “common theme” that the United States “is in decline,
ominously facing the prospect of its final decay,” while the laments are considerably
exaggerated, they contain elements of truth. American power in the world is, indeed,
continuing its decline from its early post-World War 1l peak. While the United States
remains the most powerful state in the world, nevertheless, global power is
continuing to diversify, and the United States is increasingly unable to impose its
will. But decline has many dimensions and complexities. The domestic society is also
in decline in significant ways, and what is decline for some may be unimaginable
wealth and privilege for others. For the plutonomy — more narrowly, a tiny fraction
of it at the upper extreme — privilege and wealth abound, while for the great
majority prospects are often gloomy, and many even face problems of survival in a
country with unparalleled advantages.

Keywords: decline, hegemonic power, tripolar world, «Grand Area», global

expansion, unmatched security, humanitarian intervention's right, crisis of
unemployment, plutonomy, global precariat.
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Give the summary.

» Answer the questions
1. When did America’s decline start?
2. Which Grand Area’s parts has America lost?
3. For which purposes has the huge American military establishment been
maintained?
4. How does Arab population treat the United States?
5. Which significant changes were there under Obama?
6. What are corporate powers concerned about?
7. What is the public’s primary domestic concern?
8. What was Osama bin Laden's announced goal towards USA?
9. From which two main parts does a world consist of according to the banks’
analysts?
10. Why is the USA unable to impose its will now?

» Connect the Russian translation with the original parts

1) K 1949 rony bonbiias 30Ha, KOTOpyro IiaHupoBasin KoHTposinpoBaTh CILA,
ObLJIa YK€ CEPhE3HO YMEHBIIICHA U3-3a «1oTepu Kurtash, Kak 3TO MPUHSITO HA3BIBATh.
JlanHast ¢paza JOBOJIBHO MHTEPECHA: MOXKHO «IOTEPSATH» TOJIBKO TO, 4YeM
oOnagaenib, ¥ BOCIPUHUMAETCS Kak JoiikHoe To, yto CHIA mo mpaBy BianeroT
Oonpieit yacthio Mupa. Bckope mocne sroro IOro-Bocrounas Asust navana
YCKOJIB3aTh OT KOHTpOJs BalMHITOHA, YTO MPUBEIO K YYyJOBUIIHBIM BOWHAM B
NunokuTae u orpoMHBIM MaccoBbIM youiicTBam B MHaoHe3uu B 1965 roay mo mepe
BOCCTAaHOBJICHUS ~AMEPUKAHCKOIO TOCMHOJACTBA. TemM BpeMeHeM NOApbIBHAA
JNEATEIbHOCTh U MACCOBOE HACWJIME MPOJIOJIKAINCH U B APYTMX CTPAHAX B MOMBITKE
COXPAHUTh TO, YTO HA3BIBACTCS «CTAOMILHOCTBION.

2) CyiecTByeT e€lle OJHAa ONAaCHOCTb: MPUCYTCTBYET BO3MOXXHOCTh IOSBJICHUS
3aMETHBIX JBWKEHUI Ha MyTH K JaemMokpatuu. VMcnomHutensHbil penaktop «New
York Times» bumn Kemaep BIOXHOBEHHO HAIKMCall O TOM, YTO BallMHITOH «KaKOeT
OKa3zaTh MOJJEPKKY HauyWHAIONIUM JieMokpaTaM Bo Bceil CeepHoil Adpuke u Ha
bmmxaem Boctoke». Ho ompockl apabckoro MHEHMsI OJHO3HAYHO MMOKAa3aJld, 4TO ISt
Bamunrrona craner karactpodoii, eciiv OyayT NpEeANpPUHSATHI IIard MO CO3JIaHUIO
Pa3BUTHIX JIEMOKpATHUH, T/ie 00IIECTBEHHOE MHEHUE Oy/IeT BIUATH HA TIOJUTUKY: KaK
MBI BUjenH, apadckoe HaceneHue paccmartpuBaeT CIIIA kak TiaBHyr yrposy

HU3IrOHUT UX U UX COIO3HHUKOB U3 PCTrHUOHA, CCJIM UM 6y,ueT npcaoCTaBJICH BI)I60p.
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3) Eme omgna pacnpocTpaHeHHas MbICIb, MO KpalHEeW Mepe cpeau TeX, KTO He
ABJISIETCA YOPSIMBIMU CJIETI[AMU, 3aKJIFOYAeTCd B TOM, YTO aMEPUKAHCKHUI YIaJ0K B
HEMaJol CTeNeHu crpoBoIHpoBai caM cebs. Komuueckuii cepuan B Bammnrrone
BOKPYI TOTO, CTOMT JM «3aKPBITh)» IMPABUTEIICTBO, YTO BBI3BIBAET OTBPALICHUE Y
cTpaHbl (MoAaBisitoiee OOJBIIMHCTBO KOTOPOMl cumTaeT, uyTo KoHrpecc nomkeH
OBITh TPOCTO PACIYIIEH) W BBI3BIBACT HEAOYMEHHE Yy BCEro MHpa, UMEET Majo
aHAJIOrOB B aHHAJaX MapJIaMEHTCKOW JIE€MOKPATHH. JTO MPEACTABICHHUE JaXKe UAET K
TOMY, 4TOOBI HaIlyraTb CaMUX CIIOHCOpPOB JaHHOTO (apca. B HacTosiiee Bpems
KOPIHOpPAaTUBHBIE BJIACTU OOECIOKOEHBI TEM, YTO JKCTPEMHUCTHI, KOTOPHIM OHHU
NOMOTJIV NIPUWTH K BJIACTH, MOTYT IPUHSATH PELICHUE Pa3pyILIUTh 30aHNUE, HA KOTOPOE
onvpaerca HUX COOCTBEHHOE OOrarcTBO M MPUBWIETUH, MOTYIIECTBEHHOE
«TOCYAapCTBO-HSHBbKAY», KOTOPOE CIYKUT UX UHTEpECaM.

4) Jlns HaceneHuWs TJIaBHOW BHYTPEHHEW MpPOOJIEMON SBIISIETCS CEPbE3HBI KPU3HC
0e3paboTulbl. B CIIOKUBIIMXCS YCIOBHUSX 3Ta KpUTHYECKas MpodiemMa Morjia ObITh
MpPEOJOJEHa  TOJBKO  C  TOMOIIBKD  3HAYUTENBHOTO  TOCYJIapCTBEHHOTO
CTUMYJIUPOBAHUS, HAMHOTO MPEBOCXOAIIETO TOT, KOTOphIi O0amMa MHUITUMUPOBAI B
2009 romy, KOTOpBIM C TPYIOM COOTBETCTBOBAJl CHHMKEHHUIO TOCYJAPCTBEHHBIX W
PETHOHAIBHBIX PACXOJI0B, XOTSI OH, BEPOSITHO, BCE K€ COXPaHUI MUIJIMOHBI pabounx
MecT. Jliisi (UHAHCOBBIX YUpEeXIAECHUNW OCHOBHOM MpoOJieMON SIBISETCS NePUIUT.
[TosTomMy TOBKO AehUIHUT U 00CYKIaeTCsl. 3HAUYUTEbHOE OOJBITMHCTBO HACECIICHUS
(72%) BeICTymaeT 3a peuicHHe MpooJieMbl aedUIIUTa TMyTeM OOJIOXKEHHS HAJIOroM
oueHb Oorarbix Jonaei. [IpoTuB cokpaieHuss MporpaMMm 3APaBOOXPAHCHUS
BBICTYIIACT MOJaBIIsgrOIEe OONBIMMHCTBO (69% B cimydae «Meaukaiin», 78% — B
pamkax «Meaukaspy). [IoaToMy IPOTUBOMONIOAKHBIN UCX0]1 HanOOJIee BEPOSTHHIH.

5) Xora kpusuc aepuuura Obul pa3zpaboOTaH MO MPUUYMHE KECTOKOM KIacCOBOM
BOWHBI, I0JITOBOM KPU3UC B JOJTOCPOYHOM MEPCIEKTUBE BBI3BIBAECT OMACECHUE, U TaK
ObUI0 ¢ Tex Top, Kak (¢uHaHCOBasi 0O€30TBETCTBEHHOCTh Ponanpiaa Peiirana
npepatuwia CIIIA u3 Beaymero MHUPOBOIO KpPEIUTOpa B BEAYIIET0 MHUPOBOTO
JNOJDKHHMKA, YTPOUB TOCYJAPCTBEHHBIM JOJAT M YBEJIMYHUB YIpO3bl HKOHOMUKE,
KOTOpbIe ObICTpO Bo3pociu ¢ mpuxonom J[xopmika byma-mnammero. OgHako Ha
JAHHBIH MOMEHT HMMEHHO KpHU3HC O€3paboTHIbl BBI3BIBACT camMylo TIyOOKYIHO
03a00YEHHOCTb.

6) BosBpamiasice K «pacnpocTpaHeHHOM MbIcian» o ToMm, 4To CIIIA «HaxomsTcs B
yIaJKe, CTOJIKHYBIIMCh CO 3JIOBEIIEH MEPCIEKTUBOM UX OKOHYATEIbHOTO pachaaay,
B TO BpeMs Kak MOJ0OHOE YTBEP)KIEHUE 3HAYUTEIHHO MPEYBEIUUYEHO, OHO BCE KE

COACPKUT HOOJIO IIpaBIEI. AMepI/IKaHCKOC MHPOBOC BJIMAHHUC Ha CaMOM [CJIC
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MIPOJIOJKAET MAaIaTh CO BPEMEH CBOETO IPEKHEr0 pacusera nocie Bropor MupoBon
BouHbl. X0Ts CIIIA ocrtaroTcs caMbIM MOTI'yII€cCTBECHHBIM IoCya1apCTBOM B MHUPC, TCM
HE MEHee, MMOHATHE MUPOBOI JeprKaBbl MpoiospkaeT udmensatbes, u CILIA yxe Gonee
HE B COCTOSIHMM HaBs3aTh CBOIO Boar0. Ho YIaaoKk uMECT MHOI'O HaHpaBHeHHfI u
cocraBisitonx. HampoHaneHOe OOLIECTBO TakKe MPUXOIUT B YMAJOK BO MHOTHX
OTHOLICHHUAX, U TO, UTO ABJIICTCA YIIAAKOM I OAHHUX, MOKCT OBITH H€B006paSI/IMBIM
MMpoOBCTaHNUCM W  MNPUBWICTUAMH  UIA  APYTI'HX. I[JIH IUIYyTOKpaTun — €€
HGMHOFO‘II/ICJ’IGHHOﬁ, KpOXOTHOﬁ qyacTu, camoim BCPXYIIKH - HpI/IBI/IJIeI“I/Iﬁ u OorarcTBa
B H306I/IJ’II/IH, B TO BpCM: KaK IJIS ITOAABJIAOIICTO OOJILIIMHCTBA IICPCIICKTUBLI 9aCTO
MpPAYHbIC, 1 MHOI'NC HAXKC CTAJIKUBAIOTCA C HpO6J’I€MaMI/I BBDKUBAHUA B CTPAHC C
HerCBBOI)'II[eHHBIMI/I BO3MOXHOCTsAMMU.

a) Another common theme, at least among those who are not willfully blind, is that
American decline is in no small measure self-inflicted. The comic opera in
Washington centering around whether or not to “shut down” the government, which
disgusts the country (a large majority of which thinks that Congress should just be
disbanded) and bewilders the world, has few analogues in the annals of parliamentary
democracy. The spectacle is even coming to frighten the sponsors of the charade.
Corporate powers are now concerned that the extremists they helped put in office
may choose to bring down the edifice on which their own wealth and privilege relies,
the powerful “nanny state” that caters to their interests.

b) Returning to the “common theme” that the United States “is in decline, ominously
facing the prospect of its final decay,” while the laments are considerably
exaggerated, they contain elements of truth. American power in the world is, indeed,
continuing its decline from its early post-World War Il peak. While the United States
remains the most powerful state in the world, nevertheless, global power is
continuing to diversify, and the United States is increasingly unable to impose its
will. But decline has many dimensions and complexities. The domestic society is also
in decline in significant ways, and what is decline for some may be unimaginable
wealth and privilege for others. For the plutonomy — more narrowly, a tiny fraction
of it at the upper extreme — privilege and wealth abound, while for the great
majority prospects are often gloomy, and many even face problems of survival in a
country with unparalleled advantages.

c) A further danger: there might be meaningful moves toward democracy. New York
Times executive editor Bill Keller wrote movingly of Washington’s “yearning to
embrace the aspiring democrats across North Africa and the Middle East.” But polls
of Arab opinion revealed very clearly that it would be a disaster for Washington if
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there were steps toward the creation of functioning democracies, where public
opinion would influence policy: as we have seen, the Arab population regards the
United States as a major threat, and would expel it and its allies from the region if
given a choice.

d) For the public, the primary domestic concern is the severe crisis of unemployment.
Under prevailing circumstances, that critical problem could have been overcome only
by a significant government stimulus, well beyond the one Obama initiated in 2009,
which barely matched declines in state and local spending, though it still did probably
save millions of jobs. For financial institutions, the primary concern is the deficit.
Therefore, only the deficit is under discussion. A large majority of the population (72
percent) favor addressing the deficit by taxing the very rich. Cutting health programs
Is opposed by overwhelming majorities (69% in the case of Medicaid, 78 percent for
Medicare). The likely outcome is therefore the opposite.

e) By 1949 the Grand Area that the United States planned to control was already
seriously eroding with “the loss of China,” as it is routinely called. The phrase is
interesting: one can only “lose” what one possesses, and it is taken for granted that
the United States owns most of the world by right. Shortly after, Southeast Asia
began to slip free from Washington’s control, leading to horrendous wars in
Indochina and huge massacres in Indonesia in 1965 as U.S. dominance was restored.
Meanwhile, subversion and massive violence continued elsewhere in an effort to
maintain what is called “stability”.

f) Though the deficit crisis has been manufactured for reasons of savage class war,
the long-term debt crisis is serious, and has been ever since Ronald Reagan’s fiscal
irresponsibility turned the United States from the world’s leading creditor to the
world’s leading debtor, tripling the national debt and raising threats to the economy
that were rapidly escalated by George W. Bush. For now, however, it is the crisis of
unemployment that is the gravest concern.

2. Fill in the gaps

1. Shortly after, Southeast Asia began to from Washington’s control
a) run b) slip free c) slow down d) lose
2. It was quietly that the problem had always been “radical nationalism”

a) conceded b) right c) opposed d) leading

3. The Arab population regards the United States as a major threat, and would
it and its allies from the region if given a choice

a) fight b) expel c) follow d) maintain
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4. Though U.S. hegemony has , its ambition has not.

a) crashed b) felt ¢) dropped d) declined

5. Corporate powers are now concerned that the extremists may choose to bring down
the powerful “nanny state” that their interests.

a) caters to b) calls c) aspires d) concerns

6. Cutting health programs is opposed by majorities

a) large b) massive c) overwhelming d) huge

7. Announced goal was to bankrupt America by it into a trap

a) staying b) resting c¢) drawing d) sitting

8. This non-American cannot understand what the Is about

a) fuss b) thing c) point d) tendency

9. a major American utility is the nation’s most prominent effort to
capture carbon dioxide

a) disturbing b) pursuing c) continuing d) shelving

10. The post—golden age economy is enacting a nightmare by the classical
economists Adam Smith and David Ricardo

a) argued b) issued c) supported d) envisaged

3. Match the words with their definitions
1) self-delusion

a) 000OPOHHO-TTPOMBIITUICHHBIN KOMITJIEKC
2) to enforce order

b) ncue3HoBeHHUE

3) the defense industrial base

C) yXyAIIaromascsi JKOHOMHUKaA

4) unilaterally

d) obecrieunTh OPSIOK

5) attenuation

e) puHAaHCOBOE MOIIIEHHUYECTBO

6) under prevailing circumstances

f) ropsiuo BeICTYNaTh IPOTHB

7) revenues

g) camooOMaH

8) deteriorating economy

h) moxomapt

9) financial fraud
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1) B CJIOXKMBIIHXCS YCIIOBHSAX
10) fervently oppose

J) B OTHOCTOPOHHEM IOPSIIKE

4. Which of the words on the left IS NOT a synonym for the highlighted words in the
chapter’s context

a. to tramp

b. to scurry

c. to walk purposefully
a. deterioration

b. to go down

C. soar

. contenders

. backers

. opponents

. surrenders

. bailiwicks

realms

. assassination

. carnage

C. reservation

a drive out.

b. dislodge

C. retain

o 0o ® 0 o o

1) “It is a common theme” that the United States, which “only a few years ago was
hailed to stride the world

2) The decline has in fact been underway

3) Rivals were decimated

4) The ensuing “Cold War” consisted largely of efforts by the two superpowers to
enforce order in their own domains

5) Southeast Asia began to slip free from Washington’s control, leading to
horrendous wars in Indochina and huge massacres in Indonesia

6) Arab population regards the United States as a major threat, and would expel it and
its allies from the region

a. leadership

55



b. enervation

c. authority

a. copiously

b. scarcely

c. hardly

a. proceeds

b. earnings

c. expenditures

a. originate

b. lapse

c. stem from

7) President Roosevelt was aiming at United States hegemony in the postwar world
8) Both political organizations—which by now barely resemble traditional parties—
are far to the right of the population

9) Revenues are forecast to be a mere 14.4 per cent of GDP in 2011
10) They trace back to the 1970s

. Find antonyms from the text

. mild

. preserve

. In maintenance

. bilaterally

. frustrated

. support

. amiable

. rivals

. unwillingly

10. enrich

O© 00 N O O & W DN BEFE O

1. Is America Over?

Some significant anniversaries are solemnly commemorated — Japan’s attack
on the U.S. naval base at Pearl Harbor, for example. Others are ignored, and we can
often learn valuable lessons from them about what is likely to lie ahead.

There was no commemoration of the fiftieth anniversary of President John F.
Kennedy’s decision to launch the most destructive and murderous act of aggression
of the post-World War Il period: the invasion of South Vietnam, and later all of
Indochina, leaving millions dead and four countries devastated, with casualties still

56



mounting from the long-term effects of drenching South Vietnam with some of the
most lethal carcinogens known, undertaken to destroy ground cover and food crops.

The prime target was South Vietnam. The aggression later spread to North
Vietnam, then to the remote peasant society of northern Laos, and finally to rural
Cambodia, which was bombed at a stunning level, equivalent to all Allied air
operations in the Pacific region during World War 11, including the two atom bombs
dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. In this case, National Security Advisor Henry
Kissinger’s orders were being carried out — “anything that flies on anything that
moves,” an open call for genocide that is rare in the historical record. Little of this is
remembered. Most was scarcely known beyond narrow circles of activists.

When the invasion was launched fifty years ago, concern was so slight that
there were few efforts at justification, hardly more than the president’s impassioned
plea that “we are opposed around the world by a monolithic and ruthless conspiracy
that relies primarily on covert means for expanding its sphere of influence,” and if
that conspiracy achieved its ends in Laos and Vietnam, “the gates will be opened
wide”.

Elsewhere, he warned further that “the complacent, the self-indulgent, the soft
societies are about to be swept away with the debris of history [and] only the strong
... can possibly survive,” in this case reflecting on the failure of U.S. aggression and
terror to crush Cuban independence. By the time protest began to mount half a dozen
years later, the respected Vietnam specialist and military historian Bernard Fall, no
dove, forecast that “Vietnam as a cultural and historic entity ... is threatened with
extinction [as] the countryside literally dies under the blows of the largest military
machine ever unleashed on an area of this size”. He was again referring to South
Vietnam.

When the war ended, eight horrendous years later, mainstream opinion was
divided between those who described the war as a “noble cause” that could have been
won with more dedication and, at the opposite extreme, the critics, for whom it was
“a mistake” that proved too costly. By 1977, President Carter aroused little notice
when he explained that we owe Vietnam “no debt” because “the destruction was
mutual”.

There are important lessons in all this for today, even apart from another
reminder that only the weak and defeated are called to account for their crimes. One
lesson is that to understand what is happening we should attend not only to critical
events of the real world, often dismissed from history, but also to what leaders and
elite opinion believe, however tinged with fantasy. Another lesson is that alongside
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the flights of fancy concocted to terrify and mobilize the public (and perhaps believed
by some who are trapped in their own rhetoric), there is also geostrategic planning
based on principles that are rational and stable over long periods because they are
rooted in stable institutions and their concerns. | will return to that point, only
stressing here that the persistent factors in state action are generally well concealed.

The Iraq war is an instructive case. It was marketed to a terrified public on the
usual grounds of self-defense against an awesome threat to survival: the “single
question,” George W. Bush and Tony Blair declared, was whether Saddam Hussein
would end his programs of developing weapons of mass destruction. When the single
question received the wrong answer, government rhetoric shifted effortlessly to our
“yearning for democracy,” and educated opinion duly followed course.

Later, as the scale of the U.S. defeat in Irag was becoming difficult to suppress,
the government quietly conceded what had been clear all along. In 2007, the
administration officially announced that a final settlement must grant the U.S.
military bases and the right of combat operations, and must privilege U.S. investors
in the country’s rich energy system — demands only reluctantly abandoned in the
face of Iraqi resistance, and all kept well hidden from the general population.

Keywords: Indochina, public opinion, Iraqg, yearning for democracy, geostrategic
planning.

» Answer the questions
1. What was the prime target of USA against South Vietnam?
2. What was the order of national Security Adviser Henry Kissinger in the bombing
of Indochina?
3. What did the final settlement of the conflict in Irag include?

2. Gauging American decline

With such lessons in mind, it is useful to look at what is highlighted in the
major journals of policy and opinion. Let us keep to the most prestigious of the
establishment journals, Foreign Affairs. The headline on the cover of the
November/December 2011 issue reads in boldface: “Is America Over?”

The essay motivating this headline calls for a “retrenchment” in the
“humanitarian missions” abroad that are consuming the country’s wealth, so as to
arrest the American decline that is a major theme of international affairs discourse,
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usually accompanied by the corollary that power is shifting to the East, to China and
(maybe) India.

American decline is real, though the apocalyptic version of it reflects the
familiar ruling-class perception that anything short of total control amounts to total
disaster. Despite the piteous laments, the United States remains the world’s dominant
power by a large margin, with no competitor in sight, and not only in the military
dimension, in which, of course, the United States reigns supreme.

China and India have recorded rapid (though highly inegalitarian) growth, but
remain very poor countries, with enormous internal problems not faced by the West.
China is the world’s major manufacturing center, but largely as an assembly plant for
the advanced industrial powers on its periphery and for Western multinationals. That
is likely to change over time. Manufacturing regularly provides the basis for
innovation, often even breakthroughs, as is now sometimes happening in China. One
example that has impressed Western specialists is China’s takeover of the growing
global solar panel market, not on the basis of cheap labor but by coordinated planning
and, increasingly, innovation.

But the problems China faces are serious. Some are demographic, as reviewed
in Science, the leading U.S. science weekly. Its study shows that mortality sharply
decreased in China during the Maoist years, “mainly a result of economic
development and improvements in education and health services, especially the
public hygiene movement that resulted in a sharp drop in mortality from infectious
diseases.” But this progress ended with the initiation of capitalist reforms thirty years
ago, and the death rate has since increased.

Furthermore, China’s recent economic growth has relied substantially on a

b

“demographic bonus,” a very large working-age population. “But the window for
harvesting this bonus may close soon,” with a “profound impact on development....
Excess cheap labor supply, which is one of the major factors driving China’s
economic miracle, will no longer be available.”

Demography is only one of many serious problems ahead. And for India, the
problems are even more severe.

Not all prominent voices foresee American decline. Among international
media, there is none more serious and responsible than the Financial Times. It
recently devoted a full page to the optimistic expectation that new technology for
extracting North American fossil fuels might allow the United States to become

energy independent, hence retaining its global hegemony for a century. There is no

59



mention of the kind of world the United States would rule over in this happy event,
but not for lack of evidence.

At about the same time, the International Energy Agency (IEA) reported that,
with rapidly increasing carbon emissions from fossil fuel use, the limit of safety with
regard to climate change will be reached by 2017 if the world continues on its present
course. “The door is closing,” the [EA’s chief economist said, and very soon it “will
be closed forever.”

Shortly before that, the U.S. Department of Energy reported its annual carbon
dioxide emissions figures, which “jumped by the biggest amount on record,” to a
level higher than the worst-case scenario anticipated by the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC). That came as no surprise to many scientists, including
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT)’s program on climate change,
which for years has warned that the IPCC’s predictions are too conservative.

Such critics of the IPCC predictions receive virtually no public attention,
unlike the fringe climate change denialists who are supported by the corporate sector,
along with huge propaganda campaigns that have driven many Americans off the
international spectrum in their dismissal of the threats of climate change. Business
support also translates directly into political power. Denialism is part of the catechism
that must be intoned by Republican candidates in the farcical election campaigns now
endlessly underway, and in Congress denialists are powerful enough to abort even
efforts to inquire into the effects of global warming, let alone do anything serious
about it.

In brief, American decline can perhaps be stemmed if we abandon hope for
decent survival, a prospect that is all too real given the balance of forces in the world.

Keywords: American decline, deniers, global predominance, humanitarian missions,
country's wealth.

Summary

The main purpose of the article is to revealing the debate about whether American
decline is real or not. China's challenging U.S. for global predominance constitutes
the core part of the debate over the American decline. Some are calling for
humanitarian missions to be cut as they reduce the country's wealth. On the contrary
the deniers of American decline foresee the hegemony of the United States for
another century. The fact that other nations in the world are enjoying periods of high
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growth, however, does not mean that America’s position as the predominant power is
declining.

»> Answer the questions
1. What was the prime target of USA against South Vietnam?
2. What was the order of national Security Adviser Henry Kissinger in the bombing
of Indochina?
3. What did the final settlement of the conflict in Iraq include?
4. What problems does China face in developing its economy?
5. What case will America be able to become energy independent while maintaining
its global hegemony?
6. What two opinions were expressed about the bombing of Iran?
3. “Losing” China and Vietnam

Putting such unpleasant thoughts aside, a close look at American decline shows
that China indeed plays a large role in it, as has been true for the last sixty years. The
decline that now elicits such concern is not a recent phenomenon. It traces back to the
end of World War 1l, when the United States had half the world’s wealth and
incomparable security and global reach. Planners were naturally well aware of the
enormous disparity of power, and intended to keep it that way.

The basic viewpoint was outlined with admirable frankness in a major state
paper of 1948. The author was one of the architects of the new world order of the
day: the chair of the State Department’s policy planning staff, respected statesman
and scholar George Kennan, a moderate dove within the planning spectrum. He
observed that the central policy goal of the United States should be to maintain the
“position of disparity” that separated our enormous wealth from the poverty of others.
To achieve that goal, he advised, “We should cease to talk about vague and ... unreal
objectives such as human rights, the raising of the living standards, and
democratization,” and must “deal in straight power concepts” and not be “hampered
by idealistic slogans” about “altruism and world-benefaction”.

Kennan was referring specifically to the situation in Asia, but his observations
can be generalized, with exceptions, to participants in the U.S.-run global system. It
was well understood, however, that the “idealistic slogans” were to be displayed
prominently when addressing others, including the intellectual classes, who were
expected to promulgate them.

The plans that Kennan helped formulate and implement took for granted that
the United States would control the western hemisphere, the Far East, the former
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British Empire (including the incomparable energy resources of the Middle East), and
as much of Eurasia as possible, crucially its commercial and industrial centers. These
were not unrealistic objectives, given the distribution of power at that moment. But
decline set in at once.

In 1949, China declared independence — resulting, in the United States, in
bitter recriminations and conflict over who was responsible for that “loss.” The tacit
assumption was that the United States “owned” China by right, along with most of
the rest of the world, much as postwar planners assumed.

The “loss of China” was the first significant step in “America’s decline.” It had
major policy consequences. One was the immediate decision to support France’s
effort to reconquer its former colony of Indochina, so that it, too, would not be “lost.”
Indochina itself was not a major concern, despite claims made by President
Eisenhower and others about its rich resources. Rather, the concern was the “domino
theory.” Often ridiculed when dominoes don’t fall, it remains a leading principle of
policy because it is quite rational. To adopt Henry Kissinger’s version, a region that
falls out of U.S. control can become a “virus” that will “spread contagion,” inducing
others to follow the same path.

In the case of Vietnam, the concern was that the virus of independent
development might infect Indonesia, which really does have rich resources. And that
might lead Japan — the “superdomino,” as it was called by the prominent Asia
historian John Dower — to “accommodate” to an independent Asia, becoming its
technological and industrial center in a system that would escape the reach of U.S.
power. That would have meant, in effect, that the United States had lost the Pacific
phase of World War II, fought to prevent Japan’s attempt to establish such a new
order in Asia.

The way to deal with such a problem is clear: destroy the virus and “inoculate”
those who might be infected. In the case of Vietnam, the rational choice was to
destroy any hope of successful independent development and impose brutal
dictatorships in the surrounding regions. Those tasks were successfully carried out —
though history has its own cunning, and something similar to what was feared has
nonetheless since been developing in East Asia, much to Washington’s dismay.

The most important victory of the Indochina wars was in 1965, when a U.S.-
backed military coup in Indonesia led by General Suharto carried out massive crimes
that were compared by the CIA to those of Hitler, Stalin, and Mao. The “staggering
mass slaughter,” as the New York Times described it, was reported accurately across
the mainstream, and with unrestrained euphoria.
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It was “a gleam of light in Asia,” as the noted liberal commentator James
Reston wrote in the Times. The coup ended the threat of democracy by demolishing
the mass-based political party of the poor, established a dictatorship that went on to
compile one of the worst human rights records in the world, and threw the riches of
the country open to Western investors. Small wonder that, after many other horrors,
including the near-genocidal invasion of East Timor, Suharto was welcomed by the
Clinton administration in 1995 as “our kind of guy”.

Years after the great events of 1965, Kennedy-Johnson National Security
Advisor McGeorge Bundy reflected that it would have been wise to end the Vietnam
War at that time, with the “virus” virtually destroyed and the primary domino solidly
in place, buttressed by other U.S.-backed dictatorships throughout the region. Similar
procedures have been routinely followed elsewhere; Kissinger was referring
specifically to the threat of socialist democracy in Chile—a threat ended on “the first
9/11” with the vicious dictatorship of General Pinochet subsequently imposed on the
country. Viruses have aroused deep concern elsewhere as well, including the Middle
East, where the threat of secular nationalism has often concerned British and U.S.
planners, inducing them to support radical Islamic fundamentalism to counter it.

Keywords: “Losing” China and Vietnam, American fall, Domino theory,
communism

Digest

The headline of the article is “Losing” China and Vietnam. Indeed, China and
Vietnam played an important role in the American decline. The key issue in the
article is the impact of China and Vietnam on American decline. It’s began in 1945,

In 1945, at the end of World War 11, the United States was at the absolute peak
of its power. More than half of the world's wealth was concentrated in America. The
country benefited economically and domestically from the war — industrial output
quadrupled at the end of the great depression and there was a great period of growth
ahead. America was safe. And the US had very rational plans - to control the whole
world. But after a few years, these plans began to fall apart. In 1949, China gained its
independence. This is called "China's loss" in American political discourse.
It sparked a US search for the culprit in the loss. The implication was that the US had
the right to control China. But the country became independent. In the following
years, other industrial powers recovered.
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Analyzing the American decline, the author also draws attention to the Domino
theory, which is closely related to the invasion of Vietnam. The domino theory was a
theory prominent from the 1950s to the 1980s that meant if one country in a region
came under the influence of communism, so the surrounding countries would follow
in a domino effect. The domino theory was used by successive United States
administrations during the Cold War to justify the need for American intervention
around the world.

The author asserts that the communist and socialist movements became popular
In poorer countries because they brought economic improvements to those countries
in which they took power.

Even then, the world, or the economic part of it, was tripolar — Europe
concentrated in Germany, the United States concentrated in North America, East Asia
concentrated in Japan. So, the world became more diverse. But it will continue. In
conclusion we should say, the author concludes by saying that Domino theories are of
deep concern in other countries, including the Middle East. But only here the threat
of secular nationalism is already emanating. That is why the US is forced to support
radical Islamic fundamentalism in order to counter secular nationalism.

» Answer the questions
1. What does the loss of China mean in American political discourse?
2. What is the main idea of the Domino theory and how to deal with a region that
has fallen out of control?
3. What did George Kennan called the main political goal of the United States in
1948?
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UNIT IV
THE FINAL CENTURY OF HUMAN CIVILIZATION?

» Read and retell the texts

There are other examples too numerous to mention, facts that are well
established and would be taught in elementary schools in free societies. There is, in
other words, ample evidence that securing state power from the domestic population
and securing concentrated private power are driving forces in policy formation. Of
course, it is not quite that simple. There are interesting cases, some quite current,
where these commitments conflict, but we can consider this to be a good first
approximation, and one radically opposed to the received standard doctrine. Let us
turn to another question: What about the security of the population? It is easy to
demonstrate that this is of marginal concern to policy planners. Take two prominent
current examples, global warming and nuclear weapons. As any literate person is
doubtless aware, these are dire threats to the security of the population. Turning to
state policy, we find that it is committed to accelerating each of those threats — in the
interests of its primary concerns, protection of state power and of the concentrated
private power that largely determines state policy. Consider global warming. There is
now much exuberance in the United States about “a hundred years of energy
independence” as we become “the Saudi Arabia of the next century” — perhaps the
final century of human civilization if current policies persist. That illustrates very
clearly the nature of the concern for security — certainly not for the population. It
also illustrates the moral calculus of contemporary state capitalism: the fate of our
grandchildren counts as nothing when compared with the imperative of higher profits
tomorrow. These conclusions are fortified by a closer look at the propaganda system.
There is a huge public relations campaign in the United States, organized quite
openly by Big Energy and the business world, to try to convince the public that
global warming is either unreal or not a result of human activity. And it has had some
impact. The United States ranks lower than other countries in public concern about
global warming, and the results are stratified: among Republicans, the party more
fully dedicated to the interests of wealth and corporate power, it ranks far lower than
the global norm. The premier journal of media criticism, the Columbia Journalism
Review, had an interesting article on the subject attributing this outcome to the media
doctrine of “fair and balanced.” In other words, if a journal publishes an opinion
piece reflecting the conclusions of 97 percent of scientists, it must also run a counter-
piece expressing the viewpoint of the energy corporations. That indeed is what
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happens, but there certainly is no “fair and balanced” doctrine. Thus, if a journal runs
an opinion piece denouncing Russian President VIadimir Putin for the criminal act of
taking over the Crimea, it surely does not have to run a piece pointing out that, while
the act is indeed criminal, Russia has a far stronger case today than the United States
did more than a century ago in taking over southeastern Cuba, including
Guantanamo, the country’s major port - and rejecting the Cuban demand since
independence to have it returned. And the same is true of many other cases. The
actual media doctrine is “fair and balanced” when the concerns of concentrated
private power are involved, but surely not elsewhere. On the issue of nuclear
weapons, the record is similarly interesting — and frightening. It reveals very clearly
that, from the earliest days, the security of the population was a nonissue, and
remains so. There is no need here to run through the shocking record, but there is
little doubt that policymakers have been playing roulette with the fate of the species.
As we are all surely aware, we now face the most ominous decisions in human
history. There are many problems that must be addressed, but two are overwhelming
in their significance: environmental destruction and nuclear war. For the first time in
history, we face the possibility of destroying the prospects for decent existence —
and not in the distant future. For this reason alone, it is imperative to sweep away the
ideological clouds and face honestly and realistically the question of how policy
decisions are made, and what we can do to alter them before it is too late.

Keywords: state power, the security of the population, global warming, nuclear
weapons, environmental destruction

» Answer the questions:
1. What threats to the security of the US population is considered by the author as a
priority?
2. How does the US feel about global warming?
3. How does the US feel about the threat of using nuclear weapons?
4. Why does the United States not place security of population as a top priority over
the security of government?

Give the summary.
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Tasks
1. Match parts of the original text with its translation into Russian.

1) A clear illustration of the general pattern was Cuba, when it finally gained
independence in 1959. Within months, military attacks on the island began. Shortly
after, the Eisenhower administration made a secret decision to overthrow the
government. John F. Kennedy then became president. He intended to devote more
attention to Latin America and so, on taking office, he created a study group to
develop policies that was headed by the historian Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., who
summarized its conclusions for the incoming president.

2) The Salvadoran high command ordered the Atlacatl Battalion to invade the Jesuit
university and murder six leading Latin American intellectuals, all Jesuit priests,
including the rector, Fr. Ignacio Ellacuria, and any witnesses, meaning their
housekeeper and her daughter. The battalion had already left a bloody trail of
thousands of the usual victims in the course of the U.S.-run state terror campaign in
El Salvador, part of a broader terror and torture campaign throughout the region.

3) That was the concern that motivated the overthrow of the parliamentary
governments of Iran and Guatemala in 1953 and 1954, as well as numerous others. In
the case of Iran, a major concern was the potential impact of Iranian independence on
Egypt, then in turmoil over British colonial practices. In Guatemala, apart from the
crime of the new democracy in empowering the peasant majority and infringing on
possessions of the United Fruit Company—already offensive enough —
Washington’s concern was labor unrest and popular mobilization in neighboring
U.S.-backed dictatorships.

4) These simple truths are rarely acknowledged, but they provide insight into state
power and policy, with reverberations to the present moment. State power has to be
protected from its domestic enemy; in sharp contrast, the population is not secure
from state power. A striking illustration is the radical attack on the Constitution by
the Obama administration’s massive surveillance program. It is, of course, justified
by “national security.” That is routine for virtually all actions of all states and so
carries little information.5) One of the most interesting provisions of the new plans
had to do with the Middle East. There, it was declared, Washington must maintain
intervention forces targeting a crucial region where the major problems “could not
have been laid at the Kremlin’s door.” Contrary to fifty years of deceit, it was quietly
conceded that the main concern in this region was not the Russians, but rather what is
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called “radical nationalism,” meaning independent nationalism not under U.S.
control.

6) In the 1950s, President Eisenhower and Secretary of State John Foster Dulles
explained quite clearly the dilemma that the United States faced. They complained
that the Communists had an unfair advantage: they were able to “appeal directly to
the masses” and “get control of mass movements, something we have no capacity to
duplicate. The poor people are the ones they appeal to and they have always wanted
to plunder the rich.” That causes problems. The United States somehow finds it
difficult to appeal to the poor with its doctrine that the rich should plunder the poor.

A) meHHO 3Ta 03a00YE€HHOCTH MOCTYKUJIA MPUUMHON CBEPKEHUS MapIaMEHTCKHUX
npaButensbCTB Mpana u I'Batemansl B 1953 u 1954 ronax, a Taxke MHOTHX Ipyrux. B
cinydae ¢ MpanoMm rnaBHOM mpoOsieMOl ObLIO MOTEHUIUAIBHOE BIUSHHUE HWPAHCKOU
HE3aBUCUMOCTH Ha Erumer, KOTOpbli B TO BpeMs HAXOAWJICA B CMITEHUU HU3-3a
OpUTaHCKOM KOJOHMANILHOM MpakTuku. B I'Baremaiie, noMUMO MpecTyIICHUS HOBOM
J€MOKpAaTUU B PACIIMPEHUHU IIPaB U BO3MOKHOCTEH KPECThSIHCKOIO OOJBIIMHCTBA U
nocsiratesibcTBe Ha coOcTBeHHOCTh "HOHaitren ®pyt Kommanu" — yke 10CTaTOuHO
OCKOpOUTEIBHOr0 — BamuMHITOH OECnoKOWIM TPYNOBBIE BOJHEHUS W HapoJHas
MOOWJIM3AIMS B COCETHUX AUKTATypax, noanep:xxupaemoix CIIIA.

B) B 1950-x rogax mpe3uaeHT Dilzenxaysp u roccekperapb Jxon doctep Jlamnec
JOBOJIBHO $ICHO OOBACHUIM JUJIEMMY, C KOTOpOHl CTOJKHYJIUCh CoeauHEHHbIE
ratel. OHM KaNoOBaJIWCh, YTO y KOMMYHHUCTOB OBUIO HECHpaBEIMBOE
MPEUMYIIECTBO: OHU MOTJIHU “‘00paTUTHCSI HEMTOCPEICTBEHHO K Maccam’™ U “TIONy4UTb
KOHTPOJIb HaJl MAacCOBBIMH JABWKEHHUSIMH, YErO Mbl HE B COCTOSSHUM TOBTOPHUTH.
bennble moan — 3T0 Te, K KOMY OHM OOpallaioTcsi, U T€ BCErAa XOTeNU OrpabHTh
oorateix”. D10 BbI3bIBaET npobiemMbl. CoequHeHHbIM lllTatam mouemy-To TpyIHO
aneuipoBaTh K O€IHBIM C UX JAOKTPUHOM O TOM, YTO OOraThle IOJKHBI I'paOUTh
OeqHBIX.

C) Harnsgnoit mmmoctpanueit oOmel kapTuHbl ctania KyOa, Korma oHa HaKOHEI
oOpena He3aBUCUMOCTh B 1959 rogy. B TedyeHHe HECKOJIBKMX MECSIIEB HAYalUCh
BOCHHBIE HAIMaJIeHUsI Ha OCTPOB. Bckope mocie 3Toro aaMuHUCTpalus JhU3eHxayapa
MpUHSIA CEKPETHOE pEIICHHE O CBEepKeHUU mnpaButenbcTBa. JxoH @. Kenneau
TorAa ctan npe3ugeHToM. OH HamepeBalics YIenaTh 0oJblie BHUMaHus JIaTHHCKON
AMepHKe U MO3TOMY, BCTylas B JOJDKHOCTB, CO3/1ajl MCCIEAOBATENBCKYIO TPYIITY
U1 pa3pabOTKU TMOJIMTUKU, KOTOPYIO BO3MIaBui uctopuk Aptyp M. lllnesunrep-

MJIAJIIITHH, KOTOPBIM 000OIIHII €€ BRIBOJIBI JJIs1 HOBOTO IIPE3HICHTA.
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D) OnHo U3 cambIX MHTEPECHBIX MOJOKEHWH HOBBIX IUIAHOB Kacajaoch BimkHero
Bocroka. TaMm, kak ObLIO 3asBIIEHO, BalIMHITOH JOJKEH MOAJEPKUBATH CHUIIbI
MHTEPBEHIMH, HAIICJICHHbIE HA BAKHEWIUN PETHOH, /i€ OCHOBHBIE MPOOIEMBbI “HE
MOTJIM OBITH 3a0KeHbl y nBepeit Kpemus." Bompeku nstuaecstd rogam odOmasa,
OBLJIO MOJTYa MPU3HAHO, YTO TJIABHOW 3a00TOH B ATOM pEeTHOHE OBUIM HE PYCCKHE, a
TO, YTO Ha3bIBACTCA ‘‘paIUKAIBHBIM HAIMOHAJIU3MOM , TO €CTh HE3aBUCHUMBIM
HallMOHAJIU3MOM, HE HaxoasmmmMmces noj koutposem CIIIA.

E) Otu mpoctble MCTHHBI PENKO MPHU3HAIOTCS, HO OHM JAIOT MPEACTABICHUE O
rOCyJIapCTBEHHOM BJACTHM M MOJUTHUKE, C OTrOJIOCKAMHU JO HACTOAILIETO MOMEHTA.
['ocynapcTBeHHast BIACTh JIOJDKHA OBITH 3alIUIIIEHa OT CBOET0 BHYTPEHHETO Bpara; u
HAaoOOpOT, HaCEeJIeHHEe HE 3allMIIEHO OT TOCYJapCTBEHHON BiacTH. Spkoit
WUTIOCTpallMe  sIBJISIETCS pajuKaibHas aTaka Ha KOHCTUTYIHMIO CO CTOPOHBI
MacIITaOHOW TPOTrpaMMbl CJIEKKH aaMUHHCTpanuu OOaMbl. DTO, KOHEYHO K€,
OTPABBIBATIOCH ‘‘HAIMOHATHLHON 0OE€30MaCHOCTHIO. DTO PYTUHHO MPAKTHUUECKU IS
BCEX JICHCTBUM BCEX TOCYIAPCTB U MOITOMY HECET MaJio HH(GOpMAITUH.

F) CanpBamopckoe BEepXOBHOE KOMaHJOBaHHME IPHKa3alio OarajlboHy "ATiakaTip'"
BTOPTHYThC B Me3yuTCkuil  yHUBEpPCUTET U  YOUTh IIE€CTh  BEAYLIUX
JTATUHOAMEPUKAHCKUX HHTEIJIEKTYaJIOB, BCEX HME3YUTCKUX CBAIICHHUKOB, BKJIIOYas
pekropa O. WUrnacno Dnnakypua M BCEX CBHUJIETENEH, TO €CTh UX SKOHOMKY U €€
04b. baTaJlbOH YK€ OCTaBWUJI KPOBAaBBIM Clie]l U3 THICAY OOBIYHBIX JKEPTB B XOJE
npoBogumoit  CIHIA kammaHuM TOCYJIapCcTBEHHOTo Teppopa B CambBagope,
ABJISIFOIIEICST YacThi0 Oojiee IIMPOKON KaMmMIaHWUU Teppopa M TBITOK IO BCEMY

PETHOHY.

Answer:
A) -
B) -
C) -
D) -
E) -
F) -
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2. Find the synonyms

encompass, permanent,
liquidation, riches,
ineffable, proof

Another source of evidence is the declassified historical record. It contains revealing
accounts of the actual motives of state policy. The story is rich and complex, but a
few persistent themes play a dominant role. One was articulated clearly at a western
hemispheric conference called by the United States in Mexico in February 1945,
where Washington imposed an “Economic Charter of the Americas” designed to
eliminate economic nationalism “in all its forms.” There was one unspoken
exception: economic nationalism would be fine for the United States, whose
economy relies heavily on massive state intervention. The elimination of economic
nationalism for others stood in sharp conflict with the Latin American stand of that
moment, which State Department officials described as “the philosophy of the New
Nationalism [that] embraces policies designed to bring about a broader distribution
of wealth and to raise the standard of living of the masses.”

Answer:
persistent =
unspoken =
elimination =
to embrass =
wealth =
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3. Match the word with its meaning

1) doctrine | A) the act of making something known that
was secret, or a fact that is made known

2) secular B) the part of a country's economic activity
that involves private companies

3) invasion | C) a country or area controlled politically by
a more powerful country that is often far
away

4) dilemma | D) a belief or set of beliefs, especially

political or religious ones, that are taught
and accepted by a particular group

5) revelation

E) a situation in which a difficult choice has
to be made between two different things you
could do

6) the | F) something that has nothing to do with

corporate religion

sector

7) colony G) an occasion when an army or country
uses force to enter and take control of
another country

Answer:

1)- 4)-

2)- 5)-

3)- 6)-

7) —
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4. Match the names of famous figures and their activities

1) Mikhail | A) American political scientist, author
Gorbachev of the work " Clash of civilizations"
2) Arthur M. |B) President of the United States
Schlesinger during the German reunification

3) George H. W. | C) President of the United States, who
Bush supported the Mayan genocide in

Guatemala

4) Samuel P.|D) a Russian and formerly Soviet
Huntington politician, who believed a gentleman's

agreement with the President of the
United States

5) Ronald Reagan | E) American historian, social critic
and supporter of John F. Kennedy in
the formation of a new policy towards
Latin America

Answer:
1) -
2) -
3) -
4) -
5) -

5. Fill the gaps in the sentences using the preposition in the box
for, from (2), in, of, by (2)

But protecting it _ whom? There is, in fact, a strong case to be made that a prime
concern of government is the security of state power __ the population. As those who
have spent time rummaging through archives should be aware, government secrecy is
rarely motivated __ a genuine need __ security, but it definitely does serve to keep
the population in the dark. And for good reasons, which were lucidly explained
prominent liberal scholar and government adviser Samuel Huntington. __ his words:
“The architects _ power in the United States must create a force that can be felt but
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not seen. Power remains strong when it remains in the dark; exposed to the sunlight it
begins to evaporate”™.

6. Fill the gaps in the sentences using words from the box
military conflict, fundamentalist, missionary, established, secular nationalism,
independence, smashing blow

Much the same was true in the Middle East. The unique U.S. relations with Israel
were in their current form in 1967 when Israel delivered a to
Egypt, the center of secular Arab nationalism. By doing so, it protected U.S. ally
Saudi Arabia, then engaged in with Egypt in Yemen. Saudi Arabia, of course,
Is the most extreme radical Islamic state, and also a state,
expending huge sums to establish its Wahhabi-Salafi doctrines beyond its borders. It
Is worth remembering that the United States, like England before it, has tended to
support radical fundamentalist Islam in opposition to , Which has until
recently been perceived as posing more of a threat of and contagion.
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alleged

allies

approval of the expansion of
NATO

to capture

a client regime
condemnation

to conquer

decent life

declassified

to defeat

defeat

defense

dominating domains
economic strangulation

to empower

extraction economical model
fraudulent pretexts

to gain independence
general pattern

government pronouncements
hostile

indigenous people
infringing on possessions

major powers
military aid
mining industry
offensive

on taking office

overthrow of the governments

the peasants majority
popular pressures
prime commitment

VOCABULARY

MIPEANOJIaracMbli, 3asBJICHHBIN
IIOCOOHHMKH, COIO3HUKHU

onoopenne/yTBepxkacHUe pacmuperuss HATO

3aXBaTUTb, OBIAJETh
MO/I3AIIUTHBINA PEKUM

OCYXJEHHUE, IPUTOBOP

no0eIuTh, TOKOPUTD, 3aBOCBATh

JIOCTOMHAS KU3Hb

pacceKpedYeHHbIN

oJiepKaTh modey, 0O IUTh

Mopak€Hue, MPOUTPHIII, pa3rpoM

3amura, 000poHa

JTOMHUHUpYIOIIKE 00J1acTH

SKOHOMMYECKOE yIyIIEHUE

HaJIeNATh, YIIOJTHOMOUYMBATh

J00BIBaIOIAst SKOHOMUYECKAST MOJICIIb
MOIIEHHUYECKHUE TIPEJIOTH

MOJIyYUTh HE3aBUCUMOCTh

o0111ast KapTUHA/TEHICHITUS/3aKOHOMEPHOCTh
IPaBUTEIHCTBEHHBIC 3asBIICHUS
BpaXJOHBIN, HEMPUATEIBCKUI
MECTHbBIC/KOPEHHBIE HAPOIbI
MOCSATaTeIHLCTBO HA
UMYIIECTBO/COOCTBEHHOCTh
BEyIINE/KITIOUYEBBIC IEPKABBI

BOCHHAs TOMOIIb

TOPHOA00BIBAIOIIAS TPOMBIITUICHHOCTD
HEMPUATHBIN, arpeCCUBHBIN, OCKOPOUTEIbHBIN
IIpU BCTYIJICHUU B JIOJDKHOCTh

CBEpIKEHUE MPABUTEIHCTBA

KPECThHCKOE OOJIBIITUHCTBO

0O0IIIECTBEHHOE JaBJICHHE

rJIAaBHOE 0053aTEIHLCTBO
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propertied class
reunification

revealing

to rummage through archives
silent acceptance

smashing blow

social movement

source of evidences
surrounding region
surveillance program
technological sophistication
top officials

total yield

turmoil

unanimous Security Council
resolution

unconcerned

to undergo “excessive industrial
development”

unfair advantage

U.S. troops

U.S.-backed

validity

violation of international law

UMYIIMA KJIacC

BOCCO€/IMHEHUE, 00bETMHEHNE
MOKa3aTeNIbHbIN, pa3001aunTeIbHbIN
MOPBITHCS] B apXUBAX

MOJTYAJIMBOE MPUHSTUE

COKPYIIMTENBHBIN y1ap

OOILIECTBEHHOE JBUKEHUE

MCTOYHUK JI0Ka3aTEIbCTB/ YUK
NPUJIETAIOIIUN PETUOH

mporpamMma HabJIt0IeHUs

TEXHOJIOTUYECKOE Pa3BUTHE
BBICOKOIIOCTABJICHHBIC YAHOBHUKH, BBHICIIIHE
JIOJKHOCTHBIC JTUIIA

BaJIOBBI cOOp, CyMMapHbIN BbIXOJ, OOIIHIA
ypoxau

CMSITEHUE, CymMaToxa, Hepa3oepuxa
equHoriacHas pe3ontonust Copera
be3onacnoctn

0e3pa3InyHbIi, 0€3y4acTHBIN,
HE3aUHTEPECOBAHHBIN

MOABEPTHYTHCS “Upe3MEPHOMY
[POMBIILJIEHHOMY Pa3BUTHIO”
HECIPaBeJIMBOE/HEUECTHOE MPEUMYIIIECTBO
aMEpUKaHCKUE BOMCKa

noanepxuBaeMbix CLIIA

000CHOBaHHOCTh, 3aKOHHOCTb, JOMYCTUMOCTh

HapylLIEHUE MEXITYHapOIHOIO IpaBa

ABBREVIATIONS

the CIA [PV (LlenTpanbHOe pa3BenbIBaTEIIbHOE YIIPABICHHE)
the UN OOH (Opranmzamust O6beanHeHHBIX Haruit)
the NSA AHB (AreHTCcTBO HAIMOHAIHHON OE30MACHOCTH)
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UNIT V
MICROCOSM IN GLOBAL SOCIETY

> Read, translate and discus the texts

1. How the World Works®

The democratic uprising in the Arab world has been a spectacular display of
courage, dedication, and commitment by popular forces — coinciding, fortuitously,
with a remarkable uprising of tens of thousands in support of working people and
democracy in Madison, Wisconsin, and other U.S. cities. If the trajectories of revolt
in Cairo and Madison intersected, however, they were headed in opposite directions:
in Cairo toward gaining elementary rights denied by the Egyptian dictatorship, in
Madison toward defending rights that had been won in long and hard struggles and
are now under severe attack. Each is a microcosm of tendencies in global society,
following varied courses. There are sure to be far-reaching consequences of what is
taking place both in the decaying industrial heartland of the richest and most
powerful country in human history and in what President Dwight Eisenhower called
“the most strategically important area in the world” — *“a stupendous source of
strategic power” and “probably the richest economic prize in the world in the field of
foreign investment,” in the words of the State Department in the 1940s, a prize that
the United States intended to keep for itself and its allies in the unfolding new world
order of that day. Despite all the changes since, there is every reason to suppose that
today’s policymakers basically adhere to the judgment of President Franklin Delano
Roosevelt’s influential adviser Adolf A. Berle that control of the incomparable
energy reserves of the Middle East would yield “substantial control of the world.”
And correspondingly, they believe that loss of control would threaten the project of
American global dominance that was clearly articulated during World War Il and that
has been sustained in the face of major changes in world order since that day. From
the outset of the war, in 1939, Washington anticipated that it would end with the
United States in a position of overwhelming power. High-level State Department
officials and foreign policy specialists met through the wartime years to lay out plans
for the postwar world. They delineated a “Grand Area” that the United States was to
dominate, including the western hemisphere, the Far East, and the former British
Empire, with its Middle East energy resources. As Russia began to grind down Nazi
armies after Stalingrad, the Grand Area goals extended to as much of Eurasia as
possible — at least its economic core, in Western Europe. Within the Grand Area, the
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United States would maintain “unquestioned power” with “military and economic
supremacy,” while ensuring the “limitation of any exercise of sovereignty” by states
that might interfere with its global designs. These careful wartime plans were soon
implemented. It was always recognized that Europe might choose to follow an
independent course; the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was partially
intended to counter this threat. As soon as the official pretext for NATO dissolved in
1989, it was expanded to the east, in violation of verbal pledges to Soviet leader
Mikhail Gorbachev. It has since become a U.S.-run intervention force with far-
ranging scope, as spelled out by NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer,
who informed a NATO conference that “NATO troops have to guard pipelines that
transport oil and gas that is directed for the West,” and more generally protect sea
routes used by tankers and other “crucial infrastructure” of the energy system. Grand
Area doctrines license military intervention at will. That conclusion was articulated
clearly by the Clinton administration, which declared that the United States has the
right to use military force to ensure “uninhibited access to key markets, energy
supplies, and strategic resources,” and must maintain huge military forces “forward
deployed” in Europe and Asia “in order to shape people’s opinions about us” and “to
shape events that will affect our livelihood and our security.” The same principles
governed the invasion of Iraq. As the United States’ failure to impose its will in Iraq
was becoming unmistakable, the actual goals of the invasion could no longer be
concealed behind pretty rhetoric. In November 2007, the White House issued a
“declaration of principles” demanding that U.S. forces must remain indefinitely in
Irag and committing lIraq to privilege American investors. Two months later,
President Bush informed Congress that he would reject legislation that might limit
the permanent stationing of U.S. forces in Iraq or “United States control of the oil
resources of Iraq” — demands that the United States had to abandon shortly after in
the face of Iraqi resistance. In Tunisia and Egypt, the popular uprisings of 2011 have
won impressive victories, but as the Carnegie Endowment reported, while names
have changed, the regimes remain: “A change in ruling elites and system of
governance is still a distant goal.” The report discusses internal barriers to
democracy, but ignores the external ones, which as always are significant. The United
States and its Western allies are sure to do whatever they can to prevent authentic
democracy in the Arab world. To understand why, it is only necessary to look at the
studies of Arab opinion conducted by U.S. polling agencies. Though barely reported,
they are certainly known to planners. They reveal that by overwhelming majorities,
Arabs regard the United States and Israel as the major threats they face: the United
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States is so regarded by 90 percent of Egyptians and by over 75 percent of the
inhabitants of the region generally. By way of contrast, 10 percent of Arabs regard
Iran as a threat. Opposition to U.S. policy is so strong that a majority believes
security would be improved if Iran had nuclear weapons — in Egypt, 80 percent.
Other figures are similar. If public opinion were to influence policy, the United States
not only would not control the region but would be expelled from it, along with its
allies, undermining fundamental principles of global dominance.

2.The Muasher Doctrine'?

Support for democracy is the province of ideologists and propagandists. In the
real world, elite dislike of democracy is the norm. The evidence is overwhelming that
democracy is supported only insofar as it contributes to social and economic
objectives, a conclusion reluctantly conceded by the more serious scholarship. Elite
contempt for democracy was revealed dramatically in the reaction to the WikiLeaks
exposures. Those that received the most attention, with euphoric commentary, were
cables reporting that Arabs support the U.S. stand on Iran. The reference was to the
ruling dictators of Arab nations; the attitude of the public went unmentioned. The
operative principle was described by Marwan Muasher, former Jordanian official and
later director of Middle East research for the Carnegie Endowment: “The traditional
argument put forward in and out of the Arab world is that there is nothing wrong,
everything is under control. With this line of thinking, entrenched forces argue that
opponents and outsiders calling for reform are exaggerating the conditions on the
ground.” Adopting that principle, if the dictators support us, what else could matter?
The Muasher doctrine is rational and venerable. To mention just one case that is
highly relevant today, in internal discussions in 1958, President Eisenhower
expressed concern about “the campaign of hatred” against us in the Arab world, not
by governments, but by the people. The National Security Council (NSC) explained
to Eisenhower that there is a perception in the Arab world that the United States
supports dictatorships and blocks democracy and development so as to ensure control
over the resources of the region. Furthermore, the perception is basically accurate, the
NSC concluded, and that is exactly what we should be doing, relying on the Muasher
doctrine. Pentagon studies conducted after 9/11 confirmed that the same perception
holds today. It is normal for the victors to consign history to the trash can and for
victims to take it seriously. Perhaps a few brief observations on this important matter
may be useful. Today is not the first occasion when Egypt and the United States are
facing similar problems and moving in opposite directions. That was also true in the
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early nineteenth century. Economic historians have argued that Egypt was well
placed to undertake rapid economic development at the same time that the United
States was in this period.12 Both had rich agriculture, including cotton, the fuel of the
early industrial revolution — though unlike Egypt, the United States had to develop
cotton production and a workforce through conquest, extermination, and slavery, with
consequences that are evident now in the reservations for the survivors and the
prisons that have rapidly expanded since the Reagan years to house the superfluous
population left by deindustrialization. One fundamental difference between the two
nations was that the United States had gained independence and was therefore free to
ignore the prescriptions of economic theory, delivered at the time by Adam Smith in
terms rather like those preached to developing societies today. Smith urged the
liberated colonies to produce primary products for export and to import superior
British manufactured goods, and certainly not to attempt to monopolize crucial
goods, particularly cotton. Any other path, Smith warned, “would retard instead of
accelerating the further increase in the value of their annual produce, and would
obstruct instead of promoting the progress of their country towards real wealth and
greatness.” Having gained their independence, the colonies simply dismissed his
advice and followed England’s own course of independent state-guided development,
with high tariffs to protect industry from British exports (first textiles, later steel and
others), and adopted numerous other devices to accelerate industrial development.
The independent republic also sought to gain a monopoly over cotton so as to “place
all other nations at our feet,” particularly the British enemy, as the Jacksonian
presidents announced when conguering Texas and half of Mexico. For Egypt, a
comparable course was barred by British power. Lord Palmerston declared that “no
ideas of fairness [toward Egypt] ought to stand in the way of such great and
paramount interests” of Britain as preserving its economic and political hegemony,
expressing his “hate” for the “ignorant barbarian” Muhammad Ali, who dared to seek
an independent course, and deploying Britain’s fleet and financial power to terminate
Egypt’s quest for independence and economic development. After World War I,
when the United States displaced Britain as global hegemon, Washington adopted the
same stand, making it clear that the United States would provide no aid to Egypt
unless it adhered to the standard rules for the weak — which the United States
continued to violate, imposing high tariffs to bar Egyptian cotton and causing a
debilitating dollar shortage, as per the usual interpretation of market principles. It is
small wonder that the “campaign of hatred” against the United States that concerned
Eisenhower was based on the recognition that the United States supports dictators
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and blocks democracy and development, as do its allies. In Adam Smith’s defense, it
should be added that he recognized what would happen if Britain followed the rules
of sound economics, now called “neoliberalism”. He warned that if British
manufacturers, merchants, and investors turned abroad, they might profit but England
would suffer. But he felt that they would be guided by a home bias, so that as if by an
“invisible hand” England would be spared the ravages of economic rationality. The
passage is hard to miss. It is the one occurrence of the famous phrase “invisible hand”
in The Wealth of Nations. The other leading founder of classical economics, David
Ricardo, drew similar conclusions, hoping that what is called “home bias” would lead
men of property to “be satisfied with the low rate of profits in their own country,
rather than seek a more advantageous employment for their wealth in foreign
nations” — feelings that, he added, “I should be sorry to see weakened.”16 Their
predictions aside, the instincts of the classical economists were sound.

3.The Iranian And Chines “Threats”

The democratic uprising in the Arab world is sometimes compared to Eastern
Europe in 1989, but on dubious grounds. In 1989, the democratic uprising was
tolerated by the Russians, and supported by Western power in accord with standard
doctrine: it plainly conformed to economic and strategic objectives, and was therefore
a noble achievement, greatly honored, unlike the struggles at the same time “to
defend the people’s fundamental human rights” in Central America, in the words of
the assassinated archbishop of El Salvador, one of the hundreds of thousands of
victims of the military forces armed and trained by Washington.17 There was no
Mikhail Gorbachev in the West throughout those horrendous years, and there is none
today. And Western power remains hostile to democracy in the Arab world for good
reasons. Grand Area doctrines continue to apply to contemporary crises and
confrontations. In Western policymaking circles and political commentary, the
Iranian threat is considered to pose the greatest danger to world order and hence must
be the primary focus of U.S. foreign policy, with Europe trailing along politely. Years
ago, Israeli military historian Martin van Creveld wrote that “the world has witnessed
how the United States attacked Iraq for, as it turned out, no reason at all. Had the
Iranians not tried to build nuclear weapons, they would be crazy,” particularly when
they are under constant threat of attack, in violation of the UN The United States and
Europe are united in punishing Iran for its threat to “stability” — in the technical
sense of the term, meaning conformity to U.S. demands — but it is useful to recall
how isolated they are; the nonaligned countries have vigorously supported Iran’s
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right to enrich uranium. The major regional power, Turkey, voted against a U.S.-
initiated sanctions motion in the Security Council, along with Brazil, the most
admired country of the global South. Their disobedience led to sharp censure, not for
the first time: Turkey had been bitterly condemned in 2003 when the government
followed the will of 95 percent of its population and refused to participate in the
invasion of Iraq, thus demonstrating its weak grasp of democracy, Western-style.
While the United States can tolerate Turkish disobedience — though with dismay —
China is harder to ignore. The press warns that “China’s investors and traders are
now filling a vacuum in Iran as businesses from many other nations, especially in
Europe, pull out,” and in particular, that China is expanding its dominant role in
Iran’s energy industries.19 Washington is reacting with a touch of desperation. The
State Department warned China that if it wants to be accepted in the “international
community” — a technical term referring to the United States and whoever happens
to agree with it — then it must not “skirt and evade international responsibilities,
[which] are clear”: namely, follow U.S. orders.20 China is unlikely to be impressed.
There is also much concern about the growing Chinese military threat. A recent
Pentagon study warned that China’s military budget is approaching “one fifth of what
the Pentagon spent to operate and carry out the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan” — a
fraction of the U.S. military budget, of course. China’s expansion of military forces
might “deny the ability of American warships to operate in international waters off its
coast,” the New York Times added. Off the coast of China, that is; it has yet to be
proposed that the U.S. should eliminate military forces that deny the Caribbean to
Chinese warships. China’s lack of understanding of the rules of international civility
is further illustrated by its objections to plans for the advanced nuclear-powered
aircraft carrier George Washington to join naval exercises a few miles off China’s
coast, giving it the alleged capacity to strike Beijing. All of this, and much more, can
proceed as long as the Muasher doctrine prevails. As long as the general population is
passive, apathetic, and diverted to consumerism or hatred of the vulnerable, then the
powerful can do as they please, and those who survive will be left to contemplate the
outcome.

» Questions
1. What is the invisible hand of power? How does it act?
2. Describe the political world situation in 1939. What are the main characteristics?
3. What principles did govern the invasion of Iraq?
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4. What common features have Egypt and the United States according to the
historians?

5. Under what conditions could the United States provide aid to Egypt? What may it
cause to Egypt?

6. Why does Western power remain hostility to democracy in the Arab world?

7. What reward has President Obama won after 20087

8. Who initiated the militarization of the US-Mexican border and what for?

9. How is the rising popularity of neofascist parties explained in Europe?

10. Why is global warming considered a liberal hoax?

Keywords: unquestioned power, disobedience, doctrine, economic supremacy,
independence
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Give the digest

2. Match the paragraph with its translation

a) The democratic uprising in the Arab
world has been a spectacular display of
courage, dedication, and commitment by
popular forces—coinciding, fortuitously,
with a remarkable uprising of tens of
thousands in support of working people
and democracy in Madison, Wisconsin,
and other U.S. cities. If the trajectories of
revolt in Cairo and Madison intersected,
however, they were headed in opposite
directions: in Cairo toward gaining
elementary rights denied by the Egyptian
dictatorship, in Madison toward defending
rights that had been won in long and hard
struggles and are now under severe attack.

b) Each is a microcosm of tendencies in
global society, following varied courses.
There are sure to be far-reaching
consequences of what is taking place both
in the decaying industrial heartland of the
richest and most powerful country in
human history and in what President
Dwight Eisenhower called “the most
strategically important area in the
world”—*“a stupendous source of strategic
power” and “probably the richest economic
prize in the world in the field of foreign
investment,” in the words of the State
Department in the 1940s, a prize that the
United States intended to keep for itself
and its allies in the unfolding new world
order of that day.

1) C camoro Hauana BowHBI, B 1939 romy,

Bamumarron  nmpeamonaran, 4ro  OHaA
3akoHunTcss g CHIA B monoxeHUH
BCEOOBEMITIONIETO MOTYIIIECTBA.
BricokomnocTaBiieHHbIE COTPYIHHUKHU
l'ocpemaprameHTa W CHELUATUCTHI 110
BHEIIIHEH TOJUTUKE BCTPEHAIUCh B TOAbI
BOMHBI, 4YTOOBI COCTaBUTH IUIaHBI Ha
MOCJIEeBOCHHBI Mup. OHM OmpeaeauiIn
"Benukyio 30HY", KOTOpas J0JKHA Obuia
nomuHupoBath B CoequnenHbix lllTarax,
BKJIIOYAsl 3amajHoe nogyiapue, JlanpHuit

Boctok, u 6b1Bmas bputanckas umnepus,

C eé OJIMKHEBOCTOYHBIMH
SHEpPreTHYecKUMHu  pecypcamu. Korma
nmociie  Cramuurpama Poccust  Havana

YHUYTOXKAThb HAOUCTCKUC apMHUH, LCIU

Bennkoil 30HBI OXBaTWJIM KakK MOHO
OonpuIyl0 4acTh EBpasum — mo kpaiiHei
Mepe, a1po, B

€€ OKOHOMHYCCKOC

3ananHoit EBpore.

2) JleMOKpaTH4YeCcKO€ BOCCTaHHE B
apabCkoM Mupe ObUIO BIEUATISIOUIUM
MIPOSIBJICHUEM MYKECTBa,
CaMOOTBEPKEHHOCTU U TPUBEPKEHHOCTHU
CO CTOPOHBI HAPOJHBIX CHJI — COBIAJas,
CIIy4aitHO, CO 3HaYUTEIHHBIM BOCCTAaHHUEM
TTO/IIEPIKKY
paboTaromux JOAeH W JIeMOKpaTHH B
TPYTUX
HarpaBJICHUS

JCCATKOB ThICAY B

BuckoHcuHe wu
CIHOA. Ecmm

BoccTanus B Kaupe u Maaucone

Mbaucone,
ropojiax

83




d) From the outset of the war, in 1939,
Washington anticipated that it would end
with the United States in a position of
overwhelming power. High-level State
Department officials and foreign policy
specialists met through the wartime years
to lay out plans for the postwar world.
They delineated a “Grand Area” that the
United States was to dominate, including
the western hemisphere, the Far East, and
the former British Empire, with its Middle
East energy resources. As Russia began to
grind down Nazi armies after Stalingrad,
the Grand Area goals extended to as much
of Eurasia as possible - at least its
economic core, in Western Europe.

4) HecMoTpsi Ha BCe M3MEHEHHUA, C TeX
MOop €CTh BCE OCHOBAaHMS IOJararb, 4TO
CETOJHSIIHUE TOJUTUKA B OCHOBHOM

MIPUIEPKUBAIOTCSA CYXKIEHUS

BJIMATCIIBHOIO  COBCTHHKA IIPC3UACHTA

OpanknuHa Jlemano Pys3sensTa Anmonbda
A. bepie o TOM, YTO KOHTpPOJb HaJ

HECpaBHCHHBIMHU OHCPIrCTUYCCKUMU

3anacamu  bmmxkHero Bocrtoka  mact

"CylIECTBEHHBI KOHTPOJb HAJl MHpPOM."

COOTBETCTBEHHO, OHHM CYHTAIOT, 4YTO

norepss  KOHTpOJisl  OymeT  yrpoxKaTh

HpOCKTy r100aJIbHOTO JAOMHUHHPOBAHUA

Amepuku, KOTOpbIi ~ ObUI ~ YETKO
chopmynupoBad BO Bpems  Btopoit
MHPOBOU BOVHBI u KOTOPBIN

Oo4ACPKUBAJICA B YCIOBHAX CCPbC3HBIX

W3MEHECHUW B MUPOBOM TOPSJIKE JTHS.

Tasks

1. Fill in the gaps.
= colonies

= put forward in

= enemy

= principle

= republic

= control

= course of independent
= forces

= calling for

* to protect

1.1. The operative A)

was described by Marwan Muasher, former Jordanian

official and later director of Middle East research for the Carnegie Endowment: “The

traditional argument B)
wrong, everything is under C)

and out of the Arab world is that there is nothing
. With this line of thinking, entrenched
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D) argue that opponents and outsiders E) reform are exaggerating
the conditions on the ground.”

1.2. Having gained their independence, the A) simply dismissed his advice
and followed England’s own B) state-guided development, with high tariffs
C) industry from British exports (first textiles, later steel and others), and
adopted numerous other devices to accelerate industrial development. The
independent D) also sought to gain a monopoly over cotton so as to “place all
other nations at our feet,” particularly the British

E) , as the Jacksonian presidents announced when conquering Texas and half
of Mexico.

2. Match the word and its definition

1. a statement of the principles, duties, and purposes of an organization

2. an attempt by a group of people to change the government, laws in a country

3. a country or area that is under the political control of a more powerful country,
usually one that is far away

4. a situation in which there is not enough of something that people need

5. an arrangement between states

6. the practice of treating one person or group differently from another in an unfair
way

7. an organization that makes investments for people and organizations with large
amounts of money, not the general public, in ways that often involve big risks

a) uprising

b) oppression

C) charter

d) government agreements

e) hedge fund

f) shortage

g) colony

3. Find the synonym of the word
a) shortage

b) uprising

C) consequences

d) supremacy

e) province
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f) paramount
* Q) hostility
* h) oppression
* 1) hoax

* j) outcome

. aftermath

. animosity

. lack

. fake

. outbreak

. discrimination
. dominance

. corollary

. patrimony

10. leading

O© 00 N O O & W DN P

4. Put the missing prepositions

| do not want to end _ mentioning another externality that is dismissed in market
systems: the fate of the species. Systemic risk in the financial system can be remedied
____ the taxpayer, but no one will come to the rescue __ the environment is
destroyed. That it must be destroyed is close ___ an institutional imperative. Business
leaders who are conducting propaganda campaigns ___ convince the population that
anthropogenic global warming is a liberal hoax understand full well how grave is the
threat, _ they must maximize short-term profit and market share. If they don’t,
someone else will.

This vicious cycle could well turn _ to be lethal. To see how grave the danger is,
simply have a look _ Congress in the United States, propelled  power by
business funding and propaganda. Almost all the Republicans are climate deniers.
They have already begun to cut funding _ measures that might mitigate
environmental catastrophe. Worse, some are true believers; take for example the new
subcommittee head ___ the environment who explained that global warming cannot
be a problem because God promised Noah that there will not be another flood.

5. Choose true or false

a) There was also a sharp change in the U.S. economy in the 1970s, toward
financialization and export of production. T F
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b) If the trajectories of revolt in Cairo and Madison intersected, they were defending
elementary rights for minorities. T F

¢) From the outset of the XXI century, Washington anticipated that it would continue
with the United States in a position of overwhelming power.

T  F

« d) Grand area would be the territory of US unquestioned power with military and
economic supremacy. T F

* e) 16 percent of Arabs consider Iran as a threat. T F

« f) Historians have argued that Egypt was well placed to undertake rapid economic
development while the United States. T F

e ) Turkey had been bitterly condemned in 2003 when the government refused to
participate in the invasion of Irag. T F

» h) Systemic risk in the financial system can be remedied by the investors.

T F

6. Create the mind map looking through the text

/e

| system |

N

invisible
hand of

spring
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UNIT VI
CANADA IN GLOBAL POLITICS

1. Canada’s Role On The World Stage!!

» Read, translate and discuss the texts

Canada’s situation in the world has deteriorated. For the first time in its recent
history, Canada now finds itself in an exceptional position: its relations are rocky, not
to mention poor, with four of the world’s great powers: The United States, Russia,
China and India. It was not supposed to be like this.

During the previous election campaign, Prime Minister Justin Trudeau had
promised to restore Canada’s reputation on the international stage. According to the
Liberals, during their decade in power, the Conservatives had refocused the
international role of Canada, from that of an honest broker to that of a warrior nation,
a country with a belligerent tone. Opinion polls had consistently shown that
Canadians were uncomfortable with this new role for the country.

Mr. Trudeau understood the gap between Conservative government policy and
public expectations. He sought to restore the balance, providing voters with an
ambitious election platform that skillfully combined tradition and innovation. Mr.
Trudeau’s platform offered voters the prospect of Canada re-engaging with the
United Nations, taking part once again in UN peacekeeping missions, and even
looking to engage with adversaries such as Russia and Iran.

Still, it is worth asking whether Mr. Trudeau walks the talk — whether his actions
as Prime Minister correspond to his compelling words. What has become of the
ambitious goal of restoring Canada’s role on the world stage? If the Trudeau
government’s concrete actions are compared with its public statements, it is clear that
the promise of bringing Canada back has not been fulfilled. On peacekeeping, on
Russia, on the Middle East, on foreign aid, the Liberal foreign policy agenda does not
represent a break with Conservative policies, but a continuation.

For their part, Andrew Scheer’s Conservatives are still trapped in the Harper era.
In a recent speech on foreign policy in Montreal, the Conservative Leader reaffirmed
the vision of the former prime minister, aligned completely with the U.S. and Israel.
Mr. Scheer agrees with the Liberals on one matter: defending the existing
international order.

This political consensus on the defence of the international order brings together
all the political players. As Chrystia Freeland, the current Foreign Affairs Minister,
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puts it, “Canada believes strongly that this stable, predictable international order has
been deeply in our national interest”.

It’s true, the international order has undoubtedly been good for Canada, but it only
seems to be stable. The principles, institutions and procedures of the international
order are increasingly being challenged.

Growing competition and power relations between states are creating upheaval on
the global stage and undermining international institutions. Power is being
fragmented, and we are seeing the emergence of a new world grouped around
regional centres of influence, each dominated by a single great power. For example,
international law is being trampled underfoot (the U.S. in Irag, Russia in Ukraine,
China in the South China Sea) by the very powers that are supposed to be upholding
it.

Emerging powers such as China, Brazil, Turkey and India are asserting their
ambitions and trying to reinvent the global rules for geopolitics, finance and trade
that were set in place by the victors just after the Second World War. Other states,
such as Russia, but also several members of the European Union and of NATO, such
as Turkey, Poland and Hungary, are challenging the liberal character of this order,
promoting authoritarian rule. Even the United States is affected by this upheaval.
President Donald Trump is a compelling symptom of it.

And yet, the only answer political parties give is that Canada ought to fight hard to
maintain and strengthen the existing world order. We should move beyond this
narrow view. Canada has an opportunity to make an original contribution to building
a new world order by acknowledging the deep-seated causes of the crisis challenging
the world and devise a new policy moving forward.

The crisis with China and tensions with India, Russia, the U.S. and Saudi Arabia
show that Canada is a middle power in decline with few friends to intervene on our
behalf. To avoid being marginalized, Canada must now think strategically and
rediscover the ideas and the means to defend its national interest.

We need a serious debate on foreign policy. The next federal election is a good place
to start.

» Questions
1) What countries does Canada have rocky relations with?
2) What promises Mr. Trudeau make during his election campaign?
3) What was the Conservatives foreign policy?
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4) According to the political parties, what should Canada do in order to boost its
national prestige?

5) In the author’s view, what is the suitable move for changing the Canadian foreign
policy?

Summary

This article is devoted to the Canada’s status on the globe arena changed and
how it is possible to reinforce its influence. The author believes that Canadian
situation has deteriorated and the Justin Trudeau’s parliament, despite his claims
during the election campaign, were not fulfilled. That is why now Canada is in the
same position as it was when the Conservative party was in power.

In conclusion, it should be noted that now Canada requires a serious debate on
this topic which can be done after following election.

» Translate into English

Bo Bpemss mnpeaplaymieil u30upaTeNbHOM KaMIaHUM — [PEMbEP-MUHUCTP
Jxactun Tprono obemian BOCCTaHOBUTH pemyTanuio Kanaael Ha MeXIyHapOoaHOU
apene. [lo mMHeHuto nuOepasioB, 3a AECATHIETHE CBOEro NpeObIBaHUSA y BIIACTU
KOHCEPBATOPHI INEPEOPUECHTHPOBAIA MEXAYHApOIHYI0 posb Kananel ¢ pomm
YECTHOI'O MOCPEIHHKAa HA POJb BOMHCTBEHHOW HAIMHU, CTPAaHbl C BOWHCTBEHHBIM
TOHOM. Onpockl OOIIECTBEHHOTO MHEHMS IOCTOSIHHO MOKa3blBaJIM, YTO KaHAJIbI
UCIIBITHIBAIOT TUCKOMGOPT OT 3TON HOBOM POJIU JJIsSI CTPAHBI.

Tem He MeHee, CTOUT CIPOCUTh, NOAKPEILUIET JU MHUCTEep TrHOpHo cioBa
JeJaMyd — COOTBETCTBYIOT JIM €ro JACHCTBHUS B KA4ECTBE IPEMbEP-MUHHUCTPA €T0
yoenuTenbHbIM cioBaM. YTo cTao ¢ aMOMIIMO3HOM II€JIbI0 BOCCTAHOBJICHHS POJIU
Kananer Ha mupoBoit apene? Ecinu cpaBHUTh KOHKPETHBIE ACHUCTBUS IPABUTEIHCTBA
Tproao ¢ ero myOJIMYHBIMU 3asBICHHUSIMH, TO SICHO, UTO oOelanue BepHyTh Kanamy
He ObUI0 BhINONMHEHO. [1o MupoTBOopuecTBy, o Poccun, nmo bmmkaemy Boctoky, mo
BHEUIHEN MmoMouy JudepanbHas BHEITHENOIUTHYECKAs TOBECTKa HS MPEJCTABIISET
co0o¥ He pa3pbhIB ¢ KOHCEPBATUBHOMW MOJIMTHKOM, a €€ TIPOI0KCHHUE.

OTOT NOJUTHYECKUNA KOHCEHCYC B OTHOLIEHWH 3alIUThl MEKIyHAapOJHOTO
nopsiika OOBEAMHSET BCEX NOJUTUYECKUX HUIrpokoB. [lo cioBam HBIHENIHErO
MHUHHUCTpa UHOCTpaHHbIX nen Kpuctun Opunana: «Kanaga TBEpno yoexaeHa B ToM,
YTO JTOT CTAaOWJIBHBINA, TMpeACcKa3yeMbld MEXIyHApOAHbI MOPSAAOK TIIyOOKO

OTBCYACT HAIIUM HAIITMOHAJIbHBIM MHTCPCCaAM».
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DTO npasaa, MEKIyHApPOIHbIN MOPSAI0K, HECOMHEHHO, Xopoul st KaHnazasl, HO
OH TOJIbKO KaxkeTcs CTaOwibHbIM. [IpUHIUIBI, WHCTUTYTBI U MPOIEAYpPHI
MEXKTyHApPOIHOTO MOPsIKa BCE Yalle MOABEPTatOTCSI COMHEHUIO.

Co cBoelt cTopoHbl, KoHcepBaTopbl OHApto llleepa BcE em€ HaxonmsTCcs B
JOByHIKE »1oxM Xaprepa. B HemaBHed peur O BHEIIHEHW NOJMTHKE B MoHpeane
auAep KOHCEPBATOPOB TOJATBEPAWI BHACHHE OBIBIIETO IPEMbEP-MUHUCTPA,
nonHocThio coBnagaromee ¢ CHIA u Wipaumnem. Mucrep llleep cormacen c¢
nubepanaMu B OJJHOM BOIIPOCE: 3alUTa CYHIECTBYIOIIEr0 MEXKIYHAPOAHOTO MOPSAKA.

PacTtymias KOHKypeHLHsT M BIJIACTHBIE OTHOLIEHUS MEXIY TIOCYyIapCTBAMHU
CO3JIaI0T MOTPSICEHUSI HA MUPOBOM apE€HE U MOAPBIBAIOT MEXTYHAPOIHBIE UHCTUTYTHI.
Bnacte  ¢parmeHTHpyeTcs, HW Mbl BHJIMM  I[OSIBIEHHWE HOBOIO  MHpA,
CIPYIIIMPOBAHHOTO BOKPYT PErMOHAIBHBIX LIEHTPOB BIHSHUSA, B KAKJIOM U3 KOTOPBIX
JOMUHHPYET OJHA BeENMKas JepkaBa. Hanpumep, MeEXIyHapoOJAHOE TIPaBO
nonupaercss Horamu (CLIA B HWpake, Poccus B VYkpamne, Kurtaii B FOxHO-
KuraiickoM Mope) TeMu caMbIMU JepKaBaMu, KOTOPBIE TOJKHBI €M0 OTCTauBATh.

Kpuzuc ¢ Kuraem wu Hanpspk€éHHocTs ¢ WMuaaumeit, Poccuen, CIIA wun
CaynoBckoii ApaBuedl nokasblBarOT, uro KaHana sBisIeTCsS CpeqHEd AepKaBod B
yHajke ¢ HEOOJBbIINM KOJMYECTBOM JpPYy3€l, YTOOBI BMEIIATHCS OT CBOEr0 MMEHHU.
Yrobpl u30exarh MapruHanusanud, Kanaga JobkHa  Tenmepb  MBICIHUTH
CTPATeTMYECKH U 3aHOBO OTKPBIBaTh A ceOs HUJIEM W CPEACTBA 3alIUThl CBOMX
HallMOHAJIBHBIX UHTEPECOB.

Ham HyxHBI cepbE3nbie ae0aTbl 1o BHemHeW mnonutuke. Cremxyromime
(dhenepanbHbIe BEIOOPHI — XOPOIIIEe MECTO JIJIs HavaJa.

PasBuBarommecss nepxasbl, Takue kak Kwurait, bpaszwmms, Typums n Uunus,
3asBJISIIOT O CBOMX aMOWILIMSX U MBITAIOTCSA 3aHOBO M300pECTH riao0anbHbIE MpaBUIIa
TeONOJIUTUKY, (PUHAHCOB U TOPTOBIIM, KOTOPbIE ObUIM YCTAHOBJIEHBI MOOEAUTENIMU
cpa3y nocine Bropoii MupoBor BoMHBL. [pyrue rocymapcrBa, Takue kak Poccus, a
Takke Hekotopele uneHbl EBpomnelickoro Coro3a m HATO, takue kak Typuwus,
[Tonpmia 1 Benrpusi, 6pocatoT BBI30B JMOEpaIbHOMY XapakTepy 3TOro MOPSJIKa,
noowpsist apropurapHoe npasienue. Jlaxxe Coennnénnsie LITaTel CTpagarT OT 3TOro
notpsicenust. [Ipesunent Jonansa Tpamn sBiseTcs yOEAUTEIBHBIM TPUMEPOM.

N BCE Xe, eOAMHCTBEHHBIM OTBET, KOTOPBIM MAarOT IOJUTUYECKUE IAPTUH,
3akiroyaeTcss B ToMm, yto Kanaga nomkHa ymnopHo OOpOTbCS 3a COXpaHEHHE U
YKPEIUIEHHE CYIIECTBYIOIIET0 MUPOBOTO MOPAAKA. Mbl TOKHBI BBIMTH 3a IPEIEIIbI
3TOro y3koro B3risiga. KaHama mmeer BO3MOXKHOCTH BHECTH CBOM OPUTMHAJIBbHBIN

BKJIaJl B TMOCTPOCHHWE HOBOTO MHUPOBOTO TMOPSAKA, MPU3HAB TIIYOMHHBIC MPUUYUHBI
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Kpu3uca, OpOCarolliero BbI30B BCEMY MHUpPY, UM pa3pab0TaB HOBYIO TMOJUTUKY
IPOJIBUKEHUS BIEPEN.

Muctep Tprono mnoHMMan pa3pblB MEKAY KOHCEPBATUBHOW TOJUTUKOU
NPaBUTEIBCTBA U OOIIECTBEHHBIMU OXHAaHUSIMU. OH CTPEMUJICS BOCCTAaHOBUTH
OanmaHCc, TMPeIOoCTaBUB H30MpaTeNsiM aMOWIIMO3HYIO TPEABBIOOPHYIO MIIaThopMmy,
KOTOpasl yMEJI0 coueTaja Tpaaunuu u WHHOBaruu. Ilmardopma m-pa Tpromo
npejaraia u30uparessiM MepcriekTUBy Toro, uro Kanaga BHOBb BCTYNHUT B KOHTAKT
¢ Opranmzanueit O0beAMHEHHBIX Halnii, BHOBb IPUMET Y4aCTHE B MUPOTBOPUYECKHUX
muccusix OOH u pgaxe nomneiTaeTcs BCTYNUTh B KOHTAaKT C TAKMMU MPOTUBHUKAMH,

kak Poccus u Upan.

» Translate into Russian

Canada’s federal election campaign highlighted a struggle that caught the
world by surprise. Prime Minister Justin Trudeau was on the ropes throughout the
campaign, just four years after his meteoric rise to power and global fandom, even
though he ultimately managed to win a minority government.

His struggles did not come as much of a surprise for Canadian progressives,
however, who first helped propel him to those heights four years ago.

Trudeau came to power with incredible fanfare
after an election victory in October 2015 that saw
Stephen Harper’s Conservatives voted out.
Trudeau returned his party to power with a
majority government by appealing to an
electorate that was more than weary of almost a
decade of right-wing Conservative rule.

The world sat up and took notice, in part because Trudeau’s famous father, Pierre,
had been swept to power in a similar fashion in 1968 amid a wave of what was
known as Trudeaumania.

Pierre Elliott Trudeau also had a progressive platform and, for a time, enjoyed
a rock star-like popularity among Canadians.

That victory more than 50 years ago laid the foundation for 16 years of nearly
uninterrupted Liberal rule under Pierre Trudeau, who was the architect of
multiculturalism in Canada and further committed the country to peace-building and
a rules-based international system.

It’s a vision many Canadians came to embrace, but one that Harper’s
Conservatives, in power from 2006 to 2015, seemed determined to systematically
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replace. In this way, the election of Justin Trudeau seemed for many to be a
repudiation of the Harper agenda and a return to the normalcy of Canada’s past.
2.Canada is back

At first, Trudeau seemed unable to disappoint. He could not have appeared a
starker contrast from Harper, regarded by many Canadians as cold and uncharismatic.
Youthful, charming and handsome, Trudeau’s progressive messaging immediately
stood apart from Harper’s. His policies appeared to do so, too.

This included immediately opening Canada up to tens of thousands of Syrian
refugees, which Harper had initially appeared reluctant to do. Trudeau even went to
Toronto’s airport to welcome some of the first refugees, saying: “You are home.”

Trudeau’s Liberals emphasized a multicultural Canada that would be open to
refugees. This diversity would be represented in their government, too. In contrast to
some Conservative leadership candidates’ embrace of Islamophobia and a “barbaric
cultural practices tip line,” Trudeau’s government included a record number of
Muslim MPs. Trudeau also became the first
Canadian prime minister to march in aPride
parade. |

Trudeau ran in 2015 on a message of
environmental protection, support for Indigenous =B
nations in Canada and global feminism. This
included instituting a feminist foreign policy
agenda and a reorientation of Canada’s development aid programming on a Feminist
International Assistance Policy. When asked why he established gender parity for his
first cabinet, he famously retorted: “Because it’s 2015.”

His government legalized cannabis sales and reversed Harper’s anti-
science restrictions on research. It increased immigration quotas and reasserted
Canadian support for multilateral institutions and international law. This seemed like
a return to form for Canada on the international stage and Trudeau emphasized this
by saying: “Canada is back.”

Canadians largely seemed happy with his leadership and his government rode
high in the polls. His popularity only seemed to skyrocket at home and abroad with
the election of Donald Trump as president of the United States in 2016.

For liberals around the world, Trudeau seemed to represent everything the new
president was not. Before long, Trudeau became a global symbol in the worldwide
struggle against the rise of authoritarianism, populism and white nationalism.
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3.Foreign policy questions

So what happened? Why did Trudeau have to fight for his political life this
election against the Conservatives, the New Democratic Party and a resurgent Bloc
Québécois, a separatist party that only runs candidates in Québec?

As often happens in Canada, questions about Trudeau’s progressive credentials arose
in the Middle East.

Being progressive in Canada often includes support for Palestinian rights. This

was in part a result of Harper’s very partisan pro-lsrael approach to governance,
which included a crackdown on Canadian advocates for Palestinian rights.
Though Trudeau’s Liberals did reinvest funds that Harper’s Conservatives cut from
Palestinian refugees, progressives quickly noticed how Trudeau and his government
would go out of their way to attack Canadians who advocated for Palestinian rights.
This was accompanied by robust diplomatic support for the policies of the right-wing
Benjamin Netanyahu in Israel, who was the antithesis of everything Trudeau was
supposed to represent.

In region after region, Liberal foreign policy appeared to come out of the
Harper_playbook. This included Canada’s participation in a campaign to force regime
change in oil-rich Venezuela and approving record weapons sales to a notorious
human rights violator, Saudi Arabia, as it wages a brutal war in Yemen.

Even Trudeau’s feminist foreign policy seemed hollow.

What good did it do for Yemeni women whose communities are being
destroyed with Canadian weapons, Palestinian women shot for protesting the
blockade on Gaza or Venezuelan women impoverished by a Canadian-backed
economic blockade?
4.The death of a brand

From his rapid retreat from a campaign pledge for proportional electoral
representation to his odd fascination with fancy dress and concerns about the
sincerity of his progressive credentials, cumulative questions arose about Trudeau
domestically.

Two particular events, though,
were critical to undoing his progressive =53

. S'IAV

brand. 28 8

First was his government’s $4.5 WUDEA%
billion purchase of the Trans Mountain LN CL'B’lgﬁE L;tﬁfE
pipeline from U.S.-based corporation ST PlPE INES

Kinder Morgan. This was highly
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unpopular with environmentalists and the First Nations communities it would run
through. This raised serious questions about Trudeau’s commitment to fighting
climate change and helping Indigenous Peoples, too.

Second was his government’s attempt to halt criminal proceedings into
Québec-based engineering firm SNC-Lavalin for overseas corruption. This led to the
resignation from cabinet of Jody Wilson-Raybould, Canada’s first Indigenous
minister of justice.

She complained she was pressured into considering a deferred prosecution
agreement for SNC-Lavalin, and was joined in solidarity in her departure from
cabinet by another of Trudeau’s most prominent female ministers, Jane Philpott.

Both were then pushed out of the Liberal caucus, topping off a scandal that
raised questions about Trudeau’s commitment to corporate good governance,
women’s empowerment and Indigenous leadership.

The campaign trail emergence of images of a younger Trudeau in blackface
was also shocking to progressive voters. The photos decidedly tarnished his image,
both at home and abroad.
5.Progressives looking elsewhere

Canada is a diverse country with a diverse electorate. Many Canadian voters,
and the core Liberal constituency, still supported Trudeau. This kept him relevant in
the 2019 election campaign. A late campaign endorsement by former U.S. president
Barack Obama also served as a reminder of what Trudeau still symbolizes to many
liberals around the world.

Though Trudeau’s struggles may seem surprising, the inability of his
government to truly address deep structural inequalities and income insecurity in
Canada fits a pattern of the fracturing of the political landscape of nearly every other
liberal democracy. This plagued Obama’s administration as well.

Having a family name and background that symbolizes privilege, in a world where
wealth inequality and nepotism have become such divisive topics, hasn’t helped
Trudeau.

Dissatisfied with Trudeau, some of Canada’s large progressive electorate, as
well as Québec voters, began to look elsewhere — to the New Democrats and the
Greens, and in Québec, to the resurgent Bloc Québécois, which took particular
advantage of Trudeau’s missteps on the environment.

Trudeau had problems this election because he lost part of the progressive base
that put him over the top in 2015, and because the Bloc turned out to be a bigger
force in vote-rich Québec than expected.
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> Questions
1) What does imply the term “Trudeaumania’?
2) What were the first actions of Justin Trudeau when he came to power?
3) Why is Justin Trudeau criticized regarding the situation in the Middle East?
4) What two particular actions did undermine Trudeau’s authority?
5)What other party did become more popular while Mr. Trudeau is losing his
popularity?

Give the digest

Tasks
Task 1. Match the word and its definition:
Immigration Crisis
Nation Indigenous
Conservative Election campaign
Policy Corporation
Democratic Government

1. A person who is reluctant to change or consider new ideas.

2. The period of time immediately before a voting process when politicians try to
persuade people to choose them to lead the country/party, etc.

3. A person or a group that is democratic believes in, encourages, or supports
freedom and equality between people and groups.

4. The political direction and control exercised over the actions of the members,
citizens, or inhabitants of communities, societies, and states; direction of the affairs of
a state, community, etc.; political administration.

5. A stage in a sequence of events at which the trend of all future events, especially
for better or for worse, is determined; turning point.

6. A course of action adopted and pursued by a government, ruler, political party,
etc.

7. Originating in and characteristic of a particular region or country; native.

8. The process by which people come in to a foreign country to live there, or the
number of people coming in.

9. A large body of people, associated with a particular territory, that is sufficiently
conscious of its unity to seek or to possess a government peculiarly its own.
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10. An association of individuals, created by law or under authority of law, having a
continuous existence independent of the existences of its members, and powers and
liabilities distinct from those of its members.

Task 2. Insert suitable words

Emerging powers suchas __, Brazil, Turkey and India are asserting their ambitions
and trying to ____ the global rules for geopolitics, finance and __ that were set in
place by the  just after the Second World War. Other states, such as ___ , but
also several members of the European Unionand of _ ,suchas ___ , Poland and
Hungary, are challenging the _ character of this order, promoting ____ rule. Even
the United States is affected by this upheaval. President Donald Trump isa
symptom of it.

liberal authoritarian
China NATO
compelling trade
reinvent victors
Turkey Russia

Task 3. Choose correct synonym for a word

1. Agenda A. Chief of state
2. Legalization B. Influence, fame
3. Multicultural C. Nation, state
4. President D. Plan, program
5. Global E. Input, donation
6. Reputation F. Intercultural
7. Nationalism G. Supervision, guidance
8. Contribution H. International, worldwide
9. Leadership I. Legitimation
10. Country J. Patriotism

Task 4. Choose the correct form of the word

Canada is a diverse country with a diverse electorate. Many Canadian ____ (voter),
and the core Liberal constituency, still _ (to support) Trudeau. This kept him
relevant in the 2019 election campaign. A late campaign (to_endorse) by
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former U.S. president Barack Obama also (to serve) as a reminder of what
Trudeau still symbolizes to many liberals around the world.

Though Trudeau’s struggles may seem _ (surprise), the inability of his
government to __ (true) address deep structural inequalities and income insecurity
in Canada fits a pattern of the _ (fracture) of the political landscape of nearly
every other liberal democracy. This _ (to plague) Obama’s administration as
well.

Having a family name and background that symbolizes privilege, in a world where
wealth inequality and nepotism (to become) such divisive topics,

______ (to help) Trudeau.
Task 5. Correlate the beginning of the sentence with its missing parts
Trudeau’s Liberals emphasized a (1) _ that would be open to refugees.
This diversity would be represented in their government, too. In contrast to some
Conservative leadership candidates’ embrace of (2) _ and a “barbaric cultural
practices tip line,” Trudeau’s government included (3) _ of Muslim MPs.
Trudeau also became the first Canadian prime minister to marchina (4)
Trudeau ran in 2015 on a message of environmental protection, support for (5)
and global feminism. This included instituting a feminist foreign policy
agenda and a reorientation of Canada’s development (6) _ on a Feminist
International Assistance Policy. When asked why he established gender parity for his
first cabinet, he famously retorted: (7)

His government legalized (8) and reversed Harper’s anti-science
restrictions on research. It increased immigration quotas and reasserted Canadian
support for (9) and international law. This seemed like a return to form for

Canada on the international stage and Trudeau emphasized this by saying: (10)
1. “Because it’s 2015.”
2. Aid programming
3. Indigenous nations in Canada
4. Islamophobia

5. “Canada is back.”
6. Pride parade.

7. Multicultural Canada

8. Cannabis sales

9. Multilateral institutions
10. A record number
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» Translate into English

Tprogo B 2015 roay nenan ymop Ha cooOllieHHe 00 OXpaHe OKpY>Karolieu
cpelbl, MoJepKKe KOpeHHBIX HapoaoB B Kanazge u rmobanbHOM deMuHU3ME. DTO
BKJIIOUANIO Pa3paboTKy (PEMUHUCTCKON BHEIIHEMOJIUTUYECKON TIOBECTKA IHA H
MEPEOPUEHTAIIMI0 KaHAJICKOW MpPOTpaMMBl TIOMOINA B IEISX Pa3BUTHI Ha
(EeMHUHHUCTCKYIO TIOJTUTUKY MEXTyHapoHOU momomu. Korma ero cpocuim, moaemy
OH YCTaHOBWJI TCHJICPHBIN MApUTET JIJIST CBOETO MEPBOT0 KAOMHETA, OH JIMXO OTBETHUII:
"IToromy uTto 310 2015 roa.”

JIuGepansl Tproio nenanu akueHT HAa MYJbTHKYJIbTYpHYI0 Kanany, xoTopas
Obl1a ObI OTKpBITA NIl OEKEHIIEB. DTO pazHOOOpa3ue ObLIO MPEACTABICHO U B HX
MpaBUTEILCTBE. B OT/IMUMEe OT TOTO, YTO HEKOTOpPhIE KOHCEPBATHBHBIX KaHIUIATOB
Ha PYKOBOASIINX JODKHOCTSAX, KOTOPHIC MPUHUMAIOT HUCIaMOGOOHI0 W "TOPSIyIO
JUHUIO I WHQOPMHPOBAHUS O BapBapCKUX  KyJBTYPHBIX  IpaKTHKax',
MPaBUTENBCTBO TPIOJO BKIIOYAIO PEKOPJHOE KOJIMYECTBO MYCYJIbMAaHCKUX
nenytaroB. Tprojo Takke CTajdl TMepBbIM KaHAACKUM MPEMbEP-MHUHHUCTPOM,
BBICTYNHBIINM Ha Mpau/e.

Ero mpaBuUTEnsCTBO JIETaIW30Balio MpOAaXy KaHHaOWca HW  OTMEHMIIO
aHTUHAYYHBIE OTpaHWYEHUs Xaprmepa Ha wucciaenoBanusa. OHa  yBenudmiIa
WMMHTPAIIIOHHBIE KBOTHI W  BHOBb TOJATBEpAWIA TOMICpXKy Kanamon
MHOTOCTOPOHHUX WHCTUTYTOB W MEXKIYHAPOJHOTO TIpaBa. IJTO BBITJIAACIO Kak
Bo3BpamieHne kK dopme miua Kanagbl Ha MeEXIyHapoaHOW apeHe, W Tpromo
MOAYEPKHYJI 3TO, cKa3aB: "KaHana BepHyJach.”

Kananupl B OCHOBHOM Ka3ajuCh [IOBOJIBHBIMU €r0 JIUJEPCTBOM, U €r0
MPABUTEIHCTBO BBICOKO MOJHSIIOCH B onpocax. Ero nmomyiasipHOCTh TOJIBKO, Ka3aaocCh,
B3JI€TENa B CTpaHe U 3a pyOekoM c u3bpanuem [lonanpna Tpamma mpe3naeHTOM
Coenunénnsbix ItaroB B 2016 roay.

Jns mubepanoB Bcero mupa Tproo, Ka3aaoch, OJUILETBOPSIT BCe, YeM HE ObLI
HOBBIN npe3usieHT. Bekope Tpromo ctan riiobaibHBIM CHMBOJIOM B MUPOBOM 00ph0e

MIPOTUB MOIHEMA aBTOPUTAPU3MA, TTOTTYJIM3Ma B 0€JI0r0 HAIlMOHATU3Ma.

VOCABULARY
e Stephen Harper — the ex-leader of the Conservatives
e Pierre Trudeau — father of Justin Trudeau, former Canadian Prime Minister
e Trudeaumania — the nickname given in early 1968 to the excitement generated by
Pierre Trudeau's entry into the leadership race of the Liberal Party of Canada
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e Islamophobia — the fear or prejudice against the Islamic religion or Muslims
generally

e Pride parade — outdoor events celebrating LGBT social and self-acceptance,
achievements, legal rights, etc.

e Feminist International Assistance Policy — the policy that seeks to eradicate
poverty and build a more peaceful, more inclusive and more prosperous world by
promoting gender equality and empowering women and girls

¢ Bloc Québécois - a separatist party that only runs candidates in Québec

e Benjamin Netanyahu - an Israeli politician who has been Prime Minister of Israel
since 2009

e Trans Mountain pipeline — a pipeline that carries crude and refined oil from
Alberta to the coast of British Columbia, Canada

¢ Kinder Morgan — U.S.-based energy corporation

e SNC-Lavalin — Québec-based engineering firm accused of overseas corruption

e Jody Wilson-Raybould — Canada’s first Indigenous minister of justice (now
resigned)

e Jane Philpott — a Canadian politician and physician (left at the same time with
Jody Wilson-Raybould)

e Barack Obama — former U.S. president

e Nepotism — the granting of jobs to one's relatives or friends in various fields

New Democratic Party — a social-democratic federal political party in Canada
Green Party of Canada — a federal political party in Canada that supports policies
strengthening participatory democracy, nonviolence, social justice, sustainability,
respect for diversity and ecological wisdom

e a political setback — monutnueckas Heynaua

e to be on the ropes — ObITH B IOABEIIICHHOM COCTOSHHH

e to come to power with incredible fanfare — npuiiTi kK B1acTH ¢ ONIYIINTEILHBIM
YCIIEXOM

e to be more than weary — ObITh OoJice YeM yCTaBIIUM OT

e the world sat up and took notice — mup BcTperneHyscs W 00paTWia Ha 3TO
BHUMAHUEC

e to lay the foundation for — 3amoxuTh OCHOBY IS

¢ a repudiation of the Harper agenda — otka3 oT nporpammsl Xaprepa

e astarker contrast from — pasurtenbHbIH KOHTPACT MO CPABHEHHUIO C
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e barbaric cultural practices tip line — ropsiuas nuHHS 110 UHOOPMHPOBAHHUIO O
BapBapCKUX KYJIbTYPHBIX MPaKTHKAX

¢ to establish gender parity — ycraHOBUTH FeHAEPHBIN TAPUTET

e the government rode high in the polls — npaBuTenbcTBO 3aHMMANO BBICOKHE
MecTa B OIpocax

e popularity seemed to skyrocket at home and abroad - mnomymspHOCTB,
Ka3aJI0Ch, B3JIeTeNa 10 HebeC JoMa H 3a pyOeskoM

¢ aglobal symbol in the worldwide struggle against the rise of authoritarianism,
populism and white nationalism — riro0anbHBIM CHMBOJI B MUPOBOI O0OpHOE IPOTHB
noasEMa aBTOpUTapU3Ma, MOy IM3Ma U 0eJIoro HalMOHAIM3Ma

e progressive credentials — mporpeccuBHBIC TOJTHOMOYHS

e a notorious human rights violator — ne4aapbHO U3BECTHOMY HAPYIIMTEIIO MPaB
JeJI0BeKa

e rapid retreat from a campaign pledge — ObicTpoe OTCTYIUICHHE OT
MPEABBIOOPHOTO OOEIIaHUS

o to be pushed out of the Liberal caucus — ObITh BEHITSCCHCHHBIM H3

TMOepanbHOMN TPYIIIIHI.
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UNIT VII
“GOLDEN BILLION”

1.Secret Mechanism For Conrtolling The World
> Read, translate and retell

"According to some commentators, globalization means the end of the state in the
form in which we have known it for centuries. However, they are mistaken. In reality,
globalization only limits the power of the state to some extent, preventing it from
doing what it should not to do at all"

Margaret Thatcher."The Art of Government: Strategies for a Changing World"

In the mid-90s in Russian was translated book American Colonel Main
Intelligence Directorate "Committee of 300". For about 30 years, he studied the secret
mechanisms to control the world and came to the conclusion that global processes run
300 of the wealthiest clans.

This "Committee of 300" ordered in 70 years of large research corporations,
research and development. When the results were obtained, it was found that the
natural resources on earth are limited. And for a comfortable stay in the land of
natural resources enough for only one billion people. Then there was the theory
developed "Golden billion", who "has the right" within 100-150 years to stay on the
ground. In this "golden billion" people entered the United States, Canada, Western
Europe, Israel and Japan. As you know, neither Russian nor the Tartars, or the many
people living in our country, in this billion were not included.

In 1985, the international community has formed a program — at least with
regard to the USSR: by 2020, reduce by half the population over 35 years of each of
the 2nd in the country to Kill. Kill not only the war, as it is done with the Muslim
people, not prone to what we are exposed to. The older generation to destroy poverty,
which will be organized, and the younger generation destroyed by alcohol, tobacco,
drugs and debauchery, which will be widely and massively adopted.

Speaking a few years ago, Margaret Thatcher, former Prime Minister of
England, dropped a mysterious phrase: "According to the international community
economically viable residence in the Russian market for 15 million people." Great
thought misheard and turned 50 million. Thatcher but it was immediately corrected.
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Us at that time was still 150 million. Where other 135 million? The rest will go under
the knife is a real madness of incivility, corruption, drugs, alcohol and tobacco.

Two years ago in this country came in person this same Madeleine Albright —
the then U.S. Secretary of State, speaking, dropped the same mysterious phrase:
"According to the international community economically viable residence in the
Russian market for 15 million people." Where the remaining 130? We already have
145 million. As you can see, the program only misanthropic headed for its
implementation.

Who are these cannibals 20-21 centuries decided to leave our country? Two
million — Trans-Siberian Railway service, the shortest way from Japan and South-
East Asia, to Europe. Another 13 million, they decided to leave the service of the
dirtiest metallurgical and chemical industries and service the world's nuclear site,
which will be transformed into Russia. By the way, the current Putin's State Duma
has adopted a law on the transformation of Russia into the world's nuclear burial
ground. In Siberia, the large-scale program of road construction for this project.

Do not need the "golden billion", or we, or our history or our culture. They need our
natural resources and our living spaces.

Hitler in 1942 formulated the basis of the occupation policy in the conquered
eastern territories. In his brief directive, he wrote only three sentences: "It is
necessary to reduce the Slavs to sign language. No hygiene. Any vaccinations. Only
vodka and tobacco. " The whole social program for people in the conquered
territories: no schools, no teachers, no movies — only vodka and tobacco! But to be
honest Hitler was not a stupid man, and he knew what he wanted. He knew that the
vodka and tobacco withdraw he hated Slavs in a generation, with no fictional
crematoria and gas chambers.

The fact that alcohol and tobacco are weapons of mass destruction, know all
the contenders for "world domination." Everyone knows that this is the most
powerful weapon of genocide and overriding. Hitler covenant is being successfully
implemented in our country today!

People in this country still cannot figure out what had happened: the greatest
country in the world and suddenly, suddenly fell to pieces, all made in the poor and
let the world with his hand out. Is this a fatal accident on the turn of the millennium?
No chance here.

In the winter of 1985, when everyone realized that he would die the next
General Secretary Chernenko, at its meeting brought together the country's "Big

Seven", led by the U.S. That's when they decided to destroy the Soviet Union. The
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USSR split into 52 independent states of dwarf and make these states interfere with
each other. You may ask why this "world government” share of the USSR?
According to estimates of world experts in 2020, the natural resources of Western
countries will be exhausted. And the only intact pantry — one-sixth of the land where
we were lucky enough to be born and live.

The destruction of the USSR was thrown hundreds of billions of dollars. This
program is called herself "Harvard Project”. These billions were bought the entire top
of the CPSU, was purchased all princes in the field, all of the media and the money in
1991, managed to do something that I could not do either Hitler or Napoleon. Destroy
the great Russia, which was then called the Soviet Union.

We are now witnessing the second part of this universal tragedy — the
destruction of the Russian Federation. And it has its own designation — "Houston
Project”. The fact that every day is killing our children in Chechnya, every year a
million of our fellow citizens die from drugs, alcohol and tobacco, which our seniors,
teachers, doctors were driven into poverty, which destroyed almost all manufacturing
industries and destroyed the science that is dying culture and a great heritage — is the
work of criminal money this egregious project.

Here's what | wrote at the time of this Allen Dulles, CIA Director (published in
abridged): Episode by episode will play out a grand in scale tragedy of the death of
the rebellious people on earth, final and irreversible extinction of its identity. For
example, of art and literature, we gradually root out its social nature. Literature,
theatre, film — all will depict and glorify the basest human emotions.

We will do our best to support and raise the so-called artists who will plant and
grind into the human consciousness cult of sex, violence, sadism, betrayal — in short,
of all immorality. In government, we will create chaos and confusion.

We will quietly but actively and continuously promote the tyranny of officials,
corrupt officials and unscrupulous flourish. Bureaucracy and red tape will be built
into a virtue. Honesty and integrity will be mocked, and no one will need to become a
relic of the past. Rudeness and arrogance, lies and deceit, drunkenness and drug
abuse, animal fear each other, and shamelessness, betrayal, warring nations — above
all enmity and hatred of the Russian people — all we deftly and quietly cultivated, all
double flowers bloom.

And only a few will understand or even understand what is happening. But the
people we put in a helpless situation, turn to ridicule, will find a way to slander them
and declare the dregs of society. Will pull spiritual roots, trivialize and destroy the

basis of national morality.
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We'll shake the way for generations. Will take on people from childhood,
teenage years, and the main rate will always do on young people — will become
decomposed, corrupt and defile it. We will make her cynical, vulgar and
cosmopolitans.

That's how we do it!

Allen Dulles "Reflections on the implementation of the American post-war
doctrine against the USSR," 1945.

2. Dulles plan

Allen Dulles (1893 — 1963) worked at the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) since
its inception in 1947. In 1942 — 1945 he headed political intelligence in Europe.
Director of the CIA, in 1953 — 1961 years — one of the organizers of intelligence
and espionage and sabotage against the Soviet Union and other socialist countries, the
ideologue of the Cold War. In 1945, Allen Dulles wrote a book "Reflections on the
implementation of the American post-war doctrine against the USSR":

1. The human brain, consciousness of people are capable of change. Sowing chaos
there, we soon replace them on false values and make them into these false values to
believe.

Is the objective of the activity associated with the "reform" of education and the
"support™ of science.

That is the spread of ideas and concepts "free society” through the creation and
financing of education, schools, the "liberal” press and TV.

2. Literature, theatre, film — all will depict and glorify the basest human emotions.
We will do our best to support so-called artists who will plant and grind into the
human consciousness cult of sex, violence, sadism, betrayal — in short, of all
immorality.

This line corresponds to the so-called creation of the "non-commercial" sector, that is
governmental organizations (NGOs), gradually “intercepting" the state, cultural,
educational, social and charitable functions.

As a result, the company, through its legitimate and legal authorities will lose control
over these sectors. Thus, the conditions for a civilizational transformation of the
Russian nation, which implies the loss of her identity and the final transformation
into a resource appendage "golden billion™.

3. In government, we will create chaos and confusion.

105



We will quietly but actively and continuously promote the tyranny of officials, graft,
unscrupulousness. Bureaucracy and red tape will be built into a virtue. Honesty and
integrity will be mocked and will not want, will become a relic of the past.

This task is the direction: the formation of “civil society" based on the Western model
of cosmopolitan and liberal ideology of human rights.

The creation and funding of schools, universities, training of lawyers, social sector,
revising existing programs, drafting of new laws.

And if these apparent policy objectives Dulles plan adopted for service in the CIA
back in 1945, for the author of the article were not obvious and in his opinion, "have
nothing to do with the stereotype of" subversive elements "of the CIA", | can only
say, that he has not got in among the few ...

Only a few, a very few will understand or even understand what is happening. But the
people we put in a helpless situation, turn to ridicule, will find a way to slander them
and declare the dregs of society".

According to Kara-Murza, golden billion consumes the lion's share of all
resources on the planet. If at least half of humanity will consume resources at the
same level, they obviously will not suffice.

The idea of limited resources first appeared in the works of Thomas Malthus.
He predicted the global crisis because the population is growing exponentially, and
the resource sector — in arithmetic, and would have to be exhausted in the
foreseeable future (Malthusianism).

In the XX century, there was a manifold increase in agricultural productivity
(albeit at the expense of enormous increase in power consumption), has developed
many new materials, reducing the need for raw materials, due to technological
progress also reduced consumption of materials in the industries in which replace
natural raw materials for synthetic failed. At the same time, there is a rapid increase
In proven reserves. However, in the middle of the XX century was predicted peak oil.
According to S. Kara-Murza, for the term "golden billion" is defined, integrated,
geopolitical, economic and cultural concept: developed countries, keeping to its
people a high level of consumption, will be the political, military and economic
measures to keep the rest of the industrialized world undeveloped as a raw material
appendage area dumping of hazardous waste and a source of cheap labour.

According to S. Kara-Murza Golden billion, as a concept, involves the
manipulation of public opinion, to preserve the "sustainable growth" in the golden
billion — and disable "raw material appendages” of the possibility of an independent,
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self-penetration of the capitalist market, of information, technological and financial
capacity of the "civilized world."
Digest

This work is an attempt to show that Golden Billion-an allegory intended to
designate the most wealthy part humans living predominantly in the most developed
countries and having all that is needed for a secure and comfortable life. In this
"golden billion" people entered the United States, Canada, Western Europe, Israel
and Japan. The paper presents some results which illustrate, while the level of social,
political and ecological intensity in the world is growing, the gap between rich and
poor people, countries and regions widens; capital and the newest technologies are
accumulated in the most developed countries, entailing the transfer of the intellectual
potential and highly qualified specialists from the poor states to the rich ones.
Informational and technological revolution translates into a more profitable and
privileged position for the most advanced countries.

Under the conditions of globalization the world as a whole becomes more and
more structured, first, in the field of communications and world trade. Speaking a few
years ago, Margaret Thatcher, former Prime Minister of England, dropped a phrase:
"According to the international community economically viable residence in the
Russian market for 15 million people™.

Two years ago Madeleine Albright — the then U.S. Secretary of State,
speaking, dropped the phrase: "According to the international community
economically viable residence in the Russian market for 15 million people”.

In 1945, Allen Dulles wrote a book "Reflections on the implementation of the
American post-war doctrine against the USSR" which includes:

1. The human brain, consciousness of people are capable of change. Sowing chaos
there, we soon replace them on false values and make them into these false values to
believe.

2. Literature, theatre, film — all will depict and glorify the basest human emotions.
We will do our best to support so-called artists who will plant and grind into the
human consciousness cult of sex, violence, sadism, betrayal — in short, of all
immorality.

3. In government, we will create chaos and confusion.

According to Kara-Murza, golden billion consumes the lion's share of all resources
on the planet. If at least half of humanity will consume resources at the same level,
they obviously will not suffice.
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In conclusion | would like to say, the concept of the "Golden billion", which implies
the artificial allocation of a new "chosen people” from humanity, is a utopia. This
utopia was born in response to the current General crisis of industrialism and
industrial civilization. The philosophical basis of this utopia is pessimistic
individualism, the breaking of the communal ties of human solidarity, the rejection of
the ethics of religious brotherhood and collective salvation.

Those who consider themselves ranked among the "Golden billion" feel more
and more in a besieged fortress, which is threatened by a rapidly multiplying Horde
of hungry, outraged poor. The utopia of the "Golden billion", unrealizable in
principle, generates, however, a growing aggressiveness-first in ideology and culture,
then in the political and military sphere. There are already all signs of consolidation
of a new, global fascist ideology, which can prompt the most destructive actions. To
accept or not to accept the very idea of the “Golden billion™ is a matter of moral and
even religious choice, because this idea is radically anti-Christian (as well as anti-
Islamic and even more so anti-Buddhist). On the wave of neoliberal and Eurocentric
ideology in Russia, some part of the intelligentsia seems to have fallen into the
temptation of this utopia and is its radical propagandist. This part has a great
influence on the political regime.

As for Russia, there are many signs that the part of the world elite that determines
economic and military policy and controls the media, in any case does not include the
peoples of Russia among those who have a chance to get into the lifeboat of the
"Golden billion".

» Answer the questions
1)  Which countries are in golden billion?
2) According to this theory, how many people should remain on earth?
3) What is considered mass destruction?
4)  What did Hitler write about Slavs?
5) Who was the director of the CIA?
6) What is the name of the theory developed by Thomas Malthus?
7) How is the CIA decrypted?
8) What are the three main concepts of Allen Dulles?
9) What is “communism”?
10) What is the concept of Kara-Murza?
11) How do you understand the concept of globalization?

12) How is the CPSU decoded?
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13) What non-governmental organization do you know?

14) What is transnationalism?

15) What is “conservatism”?

16) Who is the Margaret Thatcher?
17) Who is the Madeleine Albright?

18) What is the shortest way from Japan and South-East Asia to Europe?

19) What is “International society’?
20) What is “Sovereignty”?

Task 21. Combine the words and make phrases from them

Indigenous
International
Manifold
Unscrupulous

Task 22. Give antonyms for these words
Wealthiest

Debauchery

Betrayal

Independent

Task 23. Give synonyms for these words
Prone

Large-scale

Enmity

Virtue

Task 24. Translate these words
Consumerism

Watershed

Coercion

Endeavour

Task 25. Nouns form an adjective

Gold

Economy

East

Wealth
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Task 26. Put articles where it needs (the, a, an, to, by)

People in this country still cannot figure out what had happened: greatest country in
the world and suddenly, suddenly fell to pieces, all made in poor and let world with
his hand out. Is this fatal accident on turn of the millennium? No chance here.

Task 27. Translate the sentence into Russian

We will do our best to support and raise the so-called artists who will plant and grind
into the human consciousness cult of sex, violence, sadism, betrayal — in short, of all
immorality.

Task 28. Translate the sentence into English

B XX Beke IMPOU30IITIO MHOT'OKPATHOC IMOBBINICHUC IIPOU3BOJUTCIIBHOCTU CCIILCKOT'O
X03MCTBA (XOTS U 3@ CUET KOJIOCCAIBHOTO YBEIUYECHUSI SHEPIronoTpeOIeHus ), ObLIO
pa3pabOTaHO MHOIO HOBBIX MATEpPUAJIOB, YMEHBIIWJIACh NOTPEOHOCTh B CHIPHE,
Oylarogapsi TEXHHUYECKOMY MPOrPECCy TaKKE COKPATHUIIOCh MOTPEOICHUE MaTepUaIoB
B O0TpaciisiX, B KOTOPBLIX 3aMCHUTL HATypPaJIbHOC CbIPbC Ha CHHTCTHYCCKOC HC
y1aJI0Ch.

Task 29. Write as many meaning as you can

Vigorous

Rebellious

Viable

Prone

Task 30. Translate the sentence into Russian

The idea of limited resources first appeared in the works of Thomas Malthus. He
predicted the global crisis because the population is growing exponentially, and the
resource sector — in arithmetic, and would have to be exhausted in the foreseeable
future (Malthusianism).

Task 31. Whom do these words belong to?

"According to some commentators, globalization means the end of the state in the
form in which we have known it for centuries. However, they are mistaken. In reality,
globalization only limits the power of the state to some extent, preventing it from
doing what it should not to do at all".

Task 32. Define “Diplomacy”

Task 33. Which country is not in the “Big Seven”?

Canada Australia

Japan

France Task34.The program to destroy the
German USSR was called...
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Task 35. Write a definition for the
concept of “Great power”

Task 36. Write the years of the cold
war

Task 37. The book written by Allen
Dulles called...

Task 38. The program to destroy
Russia called...

Task 39. Write the missing part

Big Seven
— o
o \0

UN
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Task 40. Find as many words as possible:

Snicqgsjdebaucheryfsgujsklajimmalnbpronebmlicbimplementationas
dtuouliyktrhgsdbcblkkniaefbwebfwnvirtuedhvfwnfnwnefjwxgchvb
mrnsdfkerwtyrtiuiggigwruyrigrpwjknxzbcxvfruadgohfinjbvjghshfkd
Invljfdhgweifjknvnsdksfjceenfihtrivializenfqazasadaeabemcitluo,fnv
xpllrsishfsin jwkjbcdefbendeavouryyfnsnjsdnjdve

» Translate into English
1. YenoBeueckuii MO3r, CO3HAHUE JIIO/IEN CIIOCOOHBI MeHAThCA. [locesB Tam Xxaoc, Mbl
BCKOpE 3aMEHSIEM MX LIEHHOCTH Ha JIO)KHBIE W 3aCTaBJISIEM BEPUTHh B ATH JIOKHBIC
eHHOCTH. Llenplo nesTenbHOCTH sIBIIAETCA CBsI3aHHOM ¢ "pedopmoil” oOpazoBaHus

n

n' TmoaAepKKOU

" "

Hayku. To ecTb pacrnpoCTpaHEHWE HAEM W KOHLENIUN
CBOOOJHOTO oOuiecTBa "yepe3 co3gaHue U (PUHAHCHUpPOBaHHE OOpa3OBaHMS, IIKOJL,"
anOepanbHON " IPecChl U TEIEBUICHUS.

2. JlurepaTtypa, Tearp, KMHO — Bce OyJeT u300paxkaTb M MPOCIABISATH CaMble
HU3MEHHBIE 4YeJIOBEYEeCKHEe dMoIMH. Mbl caemaeM Bce BO3MOXKHOE, UTOOBI
MOJJIepKaTh TaK HA3bIBAEMBIX XYJ0KHUKOB, KOTOpbIE OyIyT HacaKJaTh U BTUPATh B
YeJI0BEUECKOE CO3HAHUE KYJIBT CEKCa, HACWJIMS, CaJu3Ma, MPEeAaTelIbCTBa-CIOBOM,
BCEil OE3HPABCTBEHHOCTH. DTa JIMHUSA COOTBETCTBYET TAaK HA3bIBAEMOMY CO3/IaHUIO
"HEKOMMEpPYECKOTro" CEeKTOpa, TO €CTh TrocylaapcTBeHHbIX opranuzanuii (HI1O),
IIOCTENIEHHO "MepexBaThIBAIOIIUX " roCyAapCTBEHHBIE, KYJIbTYPHBIE,
oOpa3oBarenbHbIe, COLMANbHBIE W OJIaroTBOpUTeNbHbIE (yHKIMH. B pesynbrate
KOMITAaHHSI YEpe3 CBOM 3aKOHHBIE OpPraHbl BJIACTU MOTEPSET KOHTPOJIb HAJ ITHUMHU
cektopamu. TakuM 00pa3oMm, CO3JAIOTCS YCJIOBHUS I LMBWIM3AUOHHOU
TpaHc(opMalMi  POCCUIICKOM  HAllMM, KOTOpas MpeanojiaraeT yTpaTry ee
CaMOOBITHOCTH U OKOHYATEIhHOE MPEeBpallleHUE B PECYPCHBIN MPUIATOK '"30JI0TOTO
Mumapaa'.

3. B mpaBuTenbCcTBE MBI CO3aIMM Xa0C U Hepa30epuxy.

Mpl OyneM THXO, HO AaKTHBHO M HENPEPHIBHO MpONaraHgupoBaTh MPOU3BOII
YMHOBHUKOB, B3 TOUYHMYECTBO, OECIPUHIIMITHOCTG. Bropokpatus 1 OropokpaTuyeckast
MamuHa OyAyT BCTpPOEHBI B J100pojeTesb. UeCTHOCTh W MOPSIOYHOCTh OyIyT
OCMESIHBI U CTaHyT MEPEKUTKOM IPOIIIOTO.

OTolt 3amaueit ABISETCS HampaBiieHHe: (GOPMHPOBAaHUE ''TPaXKIaHCKOTo oOIIecTBa"
Ha OCHOBE 3amaJHOM MOJAENN KOCMOIOJUTU3MA M JUOEpanbHON HIIC0JIOTUU TpaB

yenoBeka. Co3manne W (UHAHCHUPOBAHWE IIIKOJ, YHUBEPCUTETOB, IOJTOTOBKA
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IOPUCTOB, COLMalIbHAsA cdepa, MepecMOTp CYIIECTBYIOIIMX IMPOrpaMM, pa3padboTKa
HOBBIX 3aKOHOB.

W ecnu 3T 04YEBUAHBIE MTOJIMTUYECKUE LIENH TU1aHa Jlamieca, MPUHATOTO Ha CIIyXO0y
B LIPY eme B 1945 rony, mig aBropa cratbu ObUIM HEOUEBUIHBI U, TIO €T0 MHEHHIO,
"He MMEIT HUYEro OOIIEro Co CTEpeoTUNOM" MOIAPBIBHBIX 3nemeHToB "LIPY", TO
MOTY JIMILIb CKa3aTh, YTO OH HE MOMAaJ B YHCIO HEMHOTHUX ...

[To cnoBam Kapa-Myp3sl, "30m0TON Musunapa'" moTpebiseT JTbBHHYIO OO BCEX
pecypcoB Ha miaHeTe. Eciau XoTst Obl MOJOBMHA Ye€JIOBEYECTBA OyAET MOTPEOIATH
pPECYPCHI Ha TOM € YPOBHE, TO UX SIBHO HE XBATHUT.

Wnest orpaHUYEHHBIX PECypCcOB BIEpBbIE MOsiBUIach B paborax Tomaca Mainbryca.
OH npenckazan IoOaNbHBIA KPU3HC MOTOMY, YTO HACEJIIEHHE pacTeT B
r€OMETPUYECKON MPOTrPECCUH, a PECYPCHBIN CEKTOp — B apU(PMETUKE, U JTOJHKEH
ObLIT OBl OBITH HCUEPIIaH B 0003pUMOM OyayIeM (MaabTy3UaHCTBO).

I[To muenunto C. Kapa-Myp3bl, mog TEpMHHOM '30JI0TOM MWUIHAPA' MOHUMAETCS
KOMIIJIEKCHOE, F€ONOIUTHYECKOE, IKOHOMUYECKOE U KYJIbTYPHOE IOHSTHE: Pa3BUTHIC
CTpaHbl, COXpPaHssl Ul CBOMX HapoOJOB BBICOKMI ypOBEHb NOTpeOieHUs, OyayT
IPUHUMATh MOJUTUYECKHE, BOCHHBIE M SKOHOMHMUYECKHE MEpbI, YTOOBl COXPAHUTH
OCTAJIHOM MHAYCTPUAJIbHBIA MUP HEPA3BUTHIM B KAu€CTBE CHIPHEBOrO IMPUIATKA,
30HBI COpOCa OMAaCHBIX OTXOJ0B U UICTOYHUKA JEUIEBOM paboueil CUIIBL.

ITo muennto C. Kapa-Myp3bl 30J10TOM MWJIIMApA, Kak KOHLENIMS, MPEANOJaract
MaHUITYJIUPOBAaHUE OOIIECTBEHHHIM MHEHHUEM, COXpaHeHHe "yCTOMYHMBOro pocta" B

" CBIPBEBBIX MPUIATKOB "OT BO3MOKHOCTH

30JI0TOM MWUIAAPAE — WU OTKJIIOYEHUE
CaMOCTOATEJIbHOTO  ITPOHMKHOBEHWS HA  KaOUTAIACTUYECKUH  PBIHOK,  OT
MH(}OpMaAIMOHHOTO, TE€XHOJIOTUYECKOTO 17§ (brHaHCOBOTO NOTEHIAAJIA
"HUBUIM30BAHHOTO Mupa'.

IInan Jlanneca

Annen [Hamnec (1893 — 1963) pabGortan B lleHTpanbHOM pa3BeAbIBATEILHOM
yrpasieann (LIPY) ¢ momenTta ero cozmanust B 1947 roxy. B 1942-1945 romax
BO3TJIABJISUT IOJIMTUYECKYIO pa3Benky B EBpome. J{upexrop PV, B 1953-1961 romax
— OJIMH M3 OPraHMW3aTOpPOB PAa3BEIKH M LIMHOHAXKa U JuBepcuid nmpoTuB COBETCKOro
Coro3a 1 Ipyrux COUMATMCTAYECKUX CTPaH, UIEOJIOT X0JIOJHOM BOMHBL. B 1945 rony
Annen J[lamnec Hanucan KHUTY "pa3MBIIUIEHUS O peaju3alid aMEpUKaHCKOU

MocJIeBOeHHOM AoKTpuHbl potuB CCCP".
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VOCABULARY
Secret mechanism — CekpeTHbIi MeXaHU3M/yCTPOHUCTBO
Wealthiest clan — boraretimmii poa/kinan
Golden billion — 3omoToit MuLIHAapA
International community — MexayHapoaHOe COO0IIecTBO
Prone — CkJIOHHBII/HUYKOM/TIOABEPKEHHBIN
Debauchery —PacniyrcTBOo/pazBpar/kyrexu
Widely and massively adopted — IToBceMeCTHO/IIMPOKO ¥ MACCOBO IPHUHSTHIH
Economically viable residence — Dxonomuuecku
KU3HECTIOCOOHOE/HAIEKHOE/BBITOHOE MECTO TPEObIBAHU S/ TIPOKUBAHUS
Implementation — Ocymectnenue/BoinonHeHne
L arge-scale program — KpynmHoMacimrabHas mporpaMma
Conquered eastern territories- 3aBoeBaHHBIC BOCTOYHBIC TEPPUTOPHU
Gas chamber — I'a3oBas kamepa/manarta
Independent states of dwarf — HezaBucumbie rocyqapcTBa Kapiauku (MaJeHbKHE
rocyJ1apcTBa)
Intact pantry — HenoBpesx1eHHbII/HETPOHY THIN/TIENIbIN YyJIaH/KiagoBas
Harvard Project — 'apBapackuii mpoeKT
Houston Project — XsrocTOHCKHI MPOEKT
Egregious Project — Uy 1OBUIIHBIN TPOCKT
Rebellious people — BoccraBmuit/mpoTtectyromiuii Hapo
Depict and glorify the basest human emotions — M300paxats ¥ MPOCIaBIATH CAMbIC
HU3MCHHBIC YEIOBEUCCKUE IMOITUHU
Continuously promote the tyranny of officials — ITocrostaHO cocoOcTBOBATH
CaMOJIypCTBY YHHOBHHKOB
Corrupt officials — KoppymnupoBanHbie ouIIHaIbHBIC JTHIIa/YAHOBHHUKH
Unscrupulous flourish — ITponBeTanue HeqOOPOCOBECTHOCTH
Virtue- Jlobpoaerens
Mock — 13aeBaTbcs/BbICMENBATh
Rudeness and arrogance — I'py00ocTh 1 BEICOKOMEpHE
Betrayal — [TpenatenbcTBO
Enmity and hatred- Bpaxma u HeHaBUCTB
Turn to ridicule — IIpeBpaTuTh B MOCMEIHIIE
The dregs of society — OtopocsI 061ecTBa
Trivialize — Ononuate
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Depict and glorify — M300paxath 1 npociaBisiTh

Intercepting — IlepexBat

Charitable functions — bnarorBopuresbHbie GyHKIIUHA

Resource appendage — PecypcHblii mpuaaTok

Slander — Kiieseta

Declare the dregs of society — O6bsBUTE OTOpOCAMU OOIIIECTBA
Foreseeable future — O603pumoe Oymyriee

Manifold increase — MHOrokpaTHO€E yBEIHUECHUE

Consumption of materials — [ToTpe6ienne MmaTepuaioB

Predicted peak oil — ITporao3upyemsiii pasrap Hedru (pomgaxu)
Dumping of hazardous waste — COpoc onacHBIX OTXO0/I0B

A source of cheap labour — Mctounuk nenreBoit pabodeit cHitbl
Sustainable growth — Ycroituussrii poct

Raw material appendages — CreipbeBoii mpuaaTok

A skeptical stance — CkenTuueckast O3HIHs

Intensifying economic interdependence- YcuiieHre SKOHOMUYECKO#
B3aMMO3aBUCHMOCTH

Interlocking global economy- B3aumocBsi3b MUPOBOit SKOHOMHUKH
Heightened economic interdependence- YcuiieHHass 5JKOHOMUYCCKas
B3aMMO3aBUCHMOCTh

Intensified competition - YcuneHHass KOHKYpPEHIIHS

A positive-sum game- Hrpa ¢ mosoKuTeaIbHONH CyMMOi

Personal self-development — JInunoe camopa3Butue

Vigorous societies — DHeprudHbIe/pelUTeNIbHbIC/ AaKTUBHBIC O0IIIECTBA
Watershed — ITepenoMHbBIH MOMEHT

Dominant global actor- JloMmuHupyOIIHi TT00ATBHBIA CYyOBEKT
Intrinsically transnational character — BuyrpenHuii TpaHCHAIIMOHAIBHBIN XapaKTep
Historically significant shift — Mictopuuecku 3Ha4uMBbIi CIBUT
Burgeoning corporate power — Pacrtymas kopnopatuBHas Bl1acThb
Growing gender inequalities — PacTyiiiee reHaepHoe HEpaBEHCTBO
Indigenous cultures — KopeHHubie KyJIbTypbl

Consumerism — cTUMYJIMPOBAHKE MOTPEOUTETHLCKOTO HHTEpEca /TOTPEOUTEIHCTBO
Single worldwide system — Exunas cucrema no Bcemy MupPY
Inherently unstable — ITo cBoeii cyTn/ M3HAYaIBHO HE YCTOWMYMBBIN
Migration surges — MurpanioHHbIe BCIUIECKU
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Dominated conventional academic approaches — Jlomunupytot/IIpeBaupyror
TPaIUIIMOHHBIC aKaJEMHUYECKHE MOIXO/IbI

Ethical considerations — Dtudeckue cooOpakeHus
Endeavour — Ycunenue/ ctpemienue

Coercion — IIpunyxneHue/napneHne

Surveillance — nabmronenue

Dispersal — paccpenorouenue

Temptation — Mckymienue

Miracle — Yymo

CPSU (Communist Party of the Soviet Union) CoBerckasi KOMMyHUCTHYECKAS
napTHs

CIA (Central Intelligence Agency) LlenTpanbHoe pa3BeabIBaTeILHOE YIIPABICHUE
USSR (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) Coro3 CoBerckux ColManaucTHYECKUX

PecnyOnuk
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Unit VIII
THE TRAGEDY IN TWO ERAS (BNW-NEW)

1. ""Success" Of Little Boy
» Read and retell the texts

If some extraterrestrial species were compiling a history of Homo sapiens, they might
well break their calendar into two eras: BNW (before nuclear weapons) and NWE
(the nuclear weapons era). The latter era, of course, opened on August 6, 1945, the
first day of the countdown to what may be the inglorious end of this strange species,
which attained the intelligence to discover the effective means to destroy itself, but so
the evidence suggests-not the moral and intellectual capacity to control its own worst
instincts.

Day one of the NWE was marked by the "success" of Little Boy, a simple
atomic bomb. On day four, Nagasaki experienced the technological triumph of Fat
Man, a more sophisticated design. Five days later came what the official air force
history calls the "grand finale,” a one- thousand-plane raid-no mean logistical
achievement- on Japan's cities, killing many thousands of people, with leaflets falling
among the bombs reading "Japan has surrendered."” President Truman announced that
surrender before the last B-29 returned to its base.

Those were the auspicious opening days of the NWE. As we now enter its
seventieth year, we should be contemplating with wonder the fact that we have
survived. We can only guess how many years remain.

Some reflections on these grim prospects were offered by General Lee Butler,
former head of the U.S. Strategic Command (STRATCOM), which controls nuclear
weapons and strategy. Twenty years ago, Butler wrote that we had so far survived the
NWE "by some combination skill, luck, and divine intervention, and | suspect the
latter in greatest proportion.” Reflecting further on his long career in developing
nuclear weapons strategies and organizing the forces to implement them efficiently,
he described himself ruefully as having been "among the most avid of these keepers
of the faith in nuclear weapons." But, he continued, he had come to realize that it was
now his "burden to declare with all of the conviction | can muster that in my
judgment they served us extremely ill." He asked, "By what authority do succeeding
generations of leaders in the nuclear-weapons states usurp the power to dictate the
odds of continued life on our planet? Most urgently, why does such breathtaking
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audacity persist at a moment when we should stand trembling in the face of our folly
and united in our commitment to abolish its most deadly manifestations?"

Butler termed the U.S. strategic plan of 1960 that called for an automated all-
out strike on the Communist world "the single most absurd and irresponsible
document | have ever reviewed in my life." Its Soviet counterpart was probably even
more insane. But it is important to bear in mind that there are competitors, not least
among them the easy acceptance of extraordinary threats to survival.

Summary

The review is devoted to nuclear weapons. It should be mentioned that the
history of humanity can be divided into two eras: BNW (before nuclear weapons) and
NEW (the nuclear weapons era). The second era began on August 6, 1945. The
creation of nuclear weapons ended in a «grand finale». When the Americans dropped
atomic bombs on Japanese cities. Thousands of people died. Now nuclear weapons
are a threat to the planet. General Lee Butler thinks it's a miracle that humanity hasn't
destroyed themself.

2.The Cuban missile crisis and beyond

When Nikita Khrushchev took control in Russia in the years after Stalin's
death, he recognized that the USSR could not compete militarily with the United
States, the richest and most powerful country in history, with incomparable
advantages. If it ever hoped to escape its economic backwardness and the devastating
effects of the last world war, the Soviet Union would need to reverse the arms race.

Accordingly, Khrushchev proposed sharp mutual reactions in offensive
weapons. The incoming Kennedy administration considered the offer and rejected it,
instead turning to rapid military expansion, even though it already far in the lead. The
late Kenneth Waltz, supported by other strategic analysts with close connections to
US intelligence, wrote then that the Kennedy administration "undertook the largest
strategic and conventional peace-time military build-up the world has yet seen... even
as Khrushchev was trying at once to carry through a major reduction in the
conventional forces and to follow a strategy of minimum deterrence, and we did so
even though the balance of strategic weapons greatly favored the United States.
Again, the government opted for harming national security while enhancing state
power.
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The Soviet reaction to the US buildup of those years was to place nuclear
missiles in Cuba in October 1962 to try to redress the balance at least slightly. The
move was also motivated in part by Kennedy's terrorist campaign against Fidel
Castro's Cuba, which was scheduled to lead to invasion that very month, as Russia
and Cuba may have known. The ensuing "missile crisis" was "the most dangerous
moment in history in the words of historian Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr, Kennedy's
adviser and confidant. Of no slight significance is the fact that Kennedy is highly
praised for his cool courage and statesmanship in the decisions made at the peak of
the crisis, even though he had needlessly placed the population at enormous risk for
reasons of state and of personal image.

Ten years later, in the last days of the 1973 Israeli-Arab war, Henry Kissinger,
then national security adviser to President Nixon, called a nuclear alert. The purpose
was to warn the Russians not to interfere with his delicate diplomatic maneuvers
designed to ensure an Israeli victory (of a limited sort, so that the United States would
still be in control of the region unilaterally). And the maneuvers were indeed delicate:
the United States and Russia had jointly imposed a cease-fire, but Kissinger secretly
informed the Israelis that they could ignore it. Hence the need for the nuclear alert to
frighten the Russians away. The security of Americans retained its usual status.

Ten years after that, the Reagan administration launched operations to probe
Russian air defenses by simulating air and naval attacks and a high-level nuclear alert
that the Russians were intended to detect. These actions were undertaken at a very
tense moment: Washington was deploying Pershing Il strategic missiles in Europe
with a ten-minute flight time to Moscow. President Reagan had also announced the
Strategic Defense Initiative ("Star Wars™) program, which the Russians understood to
be effectively a first-strike weapon, a standard interpretation of missile defense on all
sides. And other tensions were rising.

Naturally, these actions caused great alarm in Russia, which unlike the United
States was quite vulnerable and had repeatedly been invaded and virtually destroyed.
That led to a major war scare in 1983. Newly released archives reveal that the danger
was even more severe than historians had previously assumed. A high-level U.S.
intelligence study entitled "The War Scare Was for Real" concluded that U.S.
intelligence may have underestimated Russian concerns and the threat of a Russian
preventative nuclear strike. The exercises "almost became a prelude to a preventative
nuclear strike," according to an account in the Journal of Strategic Studies.
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It was even more dangerous than that, as we learned in the fall of 2013, when
the BBC reported that right in the midst of these world- threatening developments,
Russia's early-warning systems detected an incoming missile strike from the United
States, sending its nuclear system onto the highest-level alert. The protocol for the
Soviet military was retaliate with a nuclear attack of its own. Fortunately, the officer
on duty, Stanislav Petrov, decided to disobey orders and not report the warnings to
his superiors. He received an official reprimand. And thanks to his dereliction of
duty, we're still alive to talk about it.

The security of the population was no more a high priority for Reagan
administration planners than for their predecessors. And so it continues to the present,
even putting aside the numerous near-catastrophic nuclear accidents that have
occurred over the years, many reviewed in Eric Schlosser's chilling study Command
and Control.12 In other words, it is hard to contest General Butler's conclusions.

Summary

It is evident that Khrushchev offered the United States reduce offensive
weapons. But the Kennedy administration rejected the offer and continued military
expansion. The response was the deployment of Soviet nuclear missiles in Cuba. This
crisis in relations between the United States and the USSR was called the Cuban
missile crisis. Next, the Reagan administration launched operations to probe Russian
air defenses by simulating air and naval attacks. Also, President Reagan had
announced the Strategic Defense initiative («Star Warsy») program, the Russians
understood to be effectively a first-strike weapon. These events worsened relations
between the US and the USSR.

Abbreviation

BNW — before nuclear weapons (o smepHOro opysxus)

NEW — the nuclear weapons era (3moxa saepHOro OpysKusi)

STRATCOM - Strategic Command (Ctparernueckoe KOMaHI0BaHHUE)

NSC — National Security Council (CoBeT HalmoHansHOM O0€30IaCHOCTH)

GDR — German Democratic Republic (I'epmanckas Jlemokpatudeckast PecryOinka)
NATO — North Atlantic Treaty Organization (Opranu3zaius CeBepoaTaaHTHYECKOTO
JI0OTOBOpA)

SEAL — Sea Air Land (Mopckre KOTHKH)
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Tasks

Words Synonyms

1. capacity letting, issuance, capitulation

2. deployment ponder, think, reflect

3. missiles stress, pressure, intensity

4. surrender power, performance, volume

5. contemplate rocket, nuclear weapon, projectile

6. usurp duty, fee, tribute

7. warheads dislocation, placement, base

8. toll retardation, underdevelopment, developmental delay
9. tension misappropriate, assign, seize

10. backwardness reentry vehicle, combat unit, payload

1) Gives the synonyms

2) Match the correct prepositions

1. They might well break their calendar ... two years.

2. Some reflections on these grim prospects were offered General Lee Butler, former
head ... the USA Strategic Command.

3. Reflecting further on his long career ... developing nuclear weapons strategies and
organizing the forces.

4. Of no slight significance is the fact that Kennedy is highly praised ... his cool
courage.

5. Ten years later, ... the last days of the 1973 Isracli-Arab war, Henry Kissinger,
then national security adviser ... President Nixon, called a nuclear alert.

6. The security ... Americans retained its usual status.

7. These actions were undertaken ... a very tense moment.

8. That led ... a major war scare ... 1983.

9. Fortunately, the officer ... duty, Stanislav Petrov, decided ... disobey orders.

10. The security ... the population was no more a high priority ... Reagan
administration planners.

Prepositions: in; into; for; of; of; of, for; in, to; on, to; at; to, in.
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Questions

. When did the era of nuclear weapons begin?

. When did the USA drop the bombs on Nagasaki?

. What was the purpose of the USA strategic plan 1960?

. What is the prime goal of the state?

. How did the United States develop before World War 2?

. What did Joseph Stalin propose to do in 19527

. What is the cause of the Cuban missile crisis?

. What is the slogan of the Clinton doctrine?

. Why could there be problems in relations between Pakistan and the United States?
» Translate into English

O© 00 N O O &b W DN PP

CKOJNBKO MUHYT 1O MOJyHOUH?

Ecnu Obl HEKOTOpbIE HMHOIUIAHETHBIE LMBWIM3AIMU COCTABISIM HUCTOPHIO
Homo sapiens, oHM BHoJIHE MOIJIM OBl pa3leNuTh CBOM KajleHAapb HA JIBE SIIOXH:
BNW (mo mnosiBnenust suepHoro opyxusi) u NWE (smoxa smepHOro opyxus).
[Tocnenusst 3pa, KOHEUHO ke, OblIa OTKphITa 6 aBrycta 1945 roma, B mepBblil 1€Hb
0OpaTHOro OTCYETa BPEMEHH JI0 TOrO, YTO MOXET OBITh OECCIIaBHBIM KOHIIOM 3TOTO
CTPAaHHOW LMBWIM3ALUU, KOTOpas JOCTUIJIA HHTEJUIEKTa, 4YTOObI OOHApY>KUTh
a3 PeKkTUBHBIE CpPeACTBA JJIsl YHUUYTOXKEHUSI caMOW ce0s, HO KaK CBUIETEIbCTBYIOT
JI0Ka3aTeNIbCTBA, HE MOpaJIbHASA U UHTEIUIEKTYallbHAsl CITIOCOOHOCTh KOHTPOJIUPOBATH
CBOU XY/IIIINE€ UHCTUHKTBHI.

[TepBeiit nens NWE Obu1 oTmMeuen «ycnexom» Little Boy, mpocrtoit aromHoi
6oMmObl. Ha wuerBepThiii neHp Haracaku wucmbITan TEXHOJOTUYECKUM TpUuyMd
Tonctsika, Ooisiee clOXKHOrO Au3aiiHa. IIATh JgHEH cHycTs HAacTynuiao TO, YTO
opunmansHas ucropus BBC Ha3biBaeT «rpaHIHO3HBIM (PUHAIOM», pEeW]l HA ThICSUY
CaMOJIETOB — HE O03HAa4yaeT JIOTUCTUYECKUE JOCTHKEHHsS - Ha ropoja fmnoHuu, B
pe3yabTaTe KOTOPOrO MOTMOJIM MHOIO ThICSY YEJOBEK, C JIMCTOBKaMH, MaJarolue
cpenu 60MO ¢ HaaAMKCHIO «SMoHUs KanutyiaupoBanay. [Ipesunent TpyMmdH oOBABHI
0 KamuTYJISAINUU JI0 TOTO, Kak nocieaauit B-29 BepHysics Ha cBoro 6a3y.

DOrto Obun 3HamMeHarenbHbIe JHU OTKphITHS NWE. Ceiiuac, korma Mbl
BCTYIIA€M B €0 CEMUJIECATHIN T'0Jl, Mbl IOJKHBI C YJIMBIEHUEM JHUIE3PETh TOT (PakT,

YTO MBI BBIXKUJIM. MBI MOKEM TOJIBKO J0oraabiBaTbCs, CKOJIBKO JIET OCTAJIOCh.
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VOCABULARY
some extraterrestrial species — HekOoTOpbIe HHOIIAHETHBIC IIUBUITH3AIIH
moral and intellectual capacity — MopaibHBIi U HHTEIUIEKTYaIbHbINA MOTEHIIHAI
own worst instincts — coOCTBEHHBIC Xy AIITNE HHCTUHKTHI
simple atomic bomb — npocTas aromHas 6omba
technological triumph — rexnonornueckuii Tpuymd
sophisticated design — u3bICKaHHBII THU3aiiH
official air force history — opunuansnas ucropus BBC
logistical achievement — noructuueckoe T0CTHKEHHE
auspicious opening days — O1aronpusTHbIE JHH OTKPBITHS
grim prospects — MpadHble EPCICKTUBBI
greatest proportion — HanOoJIbIIas TOJIS
succeeding generations — rpsayIiye NTOKOJICHUS
nuclear-weapons states — simepHbIe cTpaHbI
breathtaking audacity — 3axBaTpIBaroIas a1yx aep30CTh
most deadly manifestations — camble CMEpTOHOCHBIE TIPOSBIICHUS
automated all-out strike — aBTomaTH3MpOBaHHAs TOTaJIbHAS 3a0aCTOBKA
single most absurd and irresponsible document — oxuH camblii aOCypIHBINH |
0€30TBETCTBEHHBIN JOKYMEHT
extraordinary threats — upe3BbIuaitHbIe yTpoO3bI
general intellectual discourse — o0t HHTEIEKTYAIBHBIH AUCKYPC
ample evidence — nocrato4Hoe 0Ka3aTEILCTBO
incomparable advantages — HecpaBHUMBIE IPEUMYIIIECTBA
total world wealth — o6mee mupoBoe GorarcTBo
intercontinental ballistic missiles — mexxkoHTHHEHTaIbHAS OAJITMCTHYECKAS PaKeTa
nuclear warheads — simepabie 60eroI0BKH
standard scholarly study — crangapTHOe HaydHOE HCCIeIOBAaHUE
nuclear policy — ssnepras monuTrka
high- level sources — uCTOYHHKH BBICOKOTO YPOBHSI
national security adviser — coBeTHHUK 110 HAIIMOHAIBLHOM 0€30IaCHOCTH
Instructive comment — noy4uTeNIbHBI KOMMEHTapUH
contemporary proposal — coBpeMeHHOe TIPe IoKEHHE
sole serious threat — equHCTBEHHAs cepbe3Has yrpo3a
in industrial development and technological sophistication — B mpombiiieHHOM

Pa3BUTHHU U TEXHOJIOTHYECKOM HN30IMPCHHOCTH
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threatening environment — yrposkaroiiasi OKpy>karoinas cpeia

extraordinary hysteria — HeoObIuaitHast ©CTEPHS

remarkable proposal — nmpumMedarensHOE peaIOKEHUE

hostile military alliance — BpaxaeOHbI BOSHHBIH COI03

respected political commentator — yBaxxaemplii HOJTUTHYSCKHI KOMMEHTATOP
unresolved mystery — HepackpbiTas TaiftHa

internal political and economic conditions — BHyTpeHHHE TMOJUTUYCCKUE U

SKOHOMHYECKHUE YCIIOBUS

economic backwardness — skoHoMHUYeCKast OTCTAIOCTh
sharp mutual reactions — pe3kue B3aMHbIE PEaKIIUU
offensive weapons — HacTymaTebHOE BOOPYKCHUE
rapid military expansion — GeicTpasi BOGHHAs DKCIIAHCHS

largest strategic and conventional peacetime military — xpymueiimue crparerndeckue

1 OOBIYHBIC BOOPYKEHHBIC CHUJIBI MUPHOT'O BPEMCHH

minimum deterrence — MUHHMAIILHOE CICP/KUBAHKE

personal image — TUYHBIH UMHK

delicate diplomatic maneuvers — neaukaTHbIe JUILIOMATHYECKHE MAaHEBPHI
high-level nuclear alert — sgeprast TpeBora BEICOKOTO YPOBHS

missile defense — npoTuBopakeTHas 00opoHa

preventative nuclear strike — mpeBeHTHBHBII SIEPHBINA yIap

numerous near-catastrophic nuclear accidents — MHOro4uciICHHBIC
KaTacTpo(hUUECKHUE SIICPHBIC aBapUN

self-respecting president — yBaskaroruii ceOst mpe3uCHT

uninhibited access — cBOOOIHBIN JOCTY

enthusiastic approval — BocTop>keHHOE 0JJ00peHHE

extended firefight — npomomkuTenpHAs IEpEcTpeEKa

unidentified aircraft — Heono3HaHHBIN camoeT

divine intervention — 60o)xecTBEHHOE BMEIIATEIHCTBO
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Unit IX
THE MOST DANGEROUS MOMENT IN THE WORLD

1. Secret plan

» Read and discuss the texts

The world stood still some fifty years ago during the last week of October, from
the moment when it learned that the Soviet Union had placed nuclear-armed missiles
in Cuba until the crisis was officially ended — though, unknown to the public, only
officially.

There was good reason for the global concern. A nuclear war was all too
Imminent, a war that might “destroy the Northern Hemisphere,” as President Dwight
Eisenhower had warned. Kennedy’s own judgment was that the probability of war
might have been as high as 50 percent. Estimates becamehigher as the confrontation
reached its peak and the ‘“secret doomsday plan to ensure the survival of the
government was put into effect” in Washington, as described by journalist Michael
Dobbs in his well-researched best seller on the crisis (though he doesn’t explain why
there would be much point in doing so, given the likely nature of nuclear war).

Dobbs quotes Dino Brugioni, “a key member of the CIA team monitoring the
Soviet missile buildup,” who saw no way out except “war and complete destruction”
as the clock moved to “one minute to midnight,” the title of Dobbs’s book.
Kennedy’s close associate the historian Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. described the
events as “the most dangerous moment in human history.” Defense Secretary Robert
McNamara wondered aloud whether he “would live to see another Saturday night,”
and later recognized that “we lucked out” — barely.
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There are several candidates for “the most dangerous moment”. One is October 27,
1962, when U.S. destroyers enforcing a quarantine around Cuba were dropping depth
charges on Soviet submarines. According to Soviet accounts, reported by the
National Security Archive, submarine commanders were “rattled enough to talk about
firing nuclear torpedoes, whose 15 kiloton explosive yields approximated the bomb
that devastated Hiroshima in August 1945”.

In one case, a reported decision to assemble a nuclear torpedo for battle
readiness was aborted at the last minute by Second Captain Vasili Arkhipov, who
may have saved the world from nuclear disaster. There is little doubt what the U.S.
reaction would have been had the torpedo been fired, or how the Russians would
have responded as their country was going up in smoke.

Kennedy had already declared the highest nuclear alert short of launch,
DEFCON 2, which authorized “NATO aircraft with Turkish pilots ... [or others] ...
to take off, fly to Moscow, and drop a bomb,” according to the well-informed
Harvard University strategic analyst Graham Allison, writing in Foreign Affairs.

Another candidate is October 26. That day has been selected as “the most
dangerous moment” by B-52 pilot Major Don Clawson, who piloted one of those
NATO aircraft and provides a hair-raising description of details of the Chrome Dome
(CD) missions during the crisis — “B-52s on airborne alert” with nuclear weapons
“on board and ready to use”.

October 26 was the day when “the nation was closest to nuclear war,” he writes
in his “irreverent anecdotes of an air force pilot.” On that day, Clawson himself was
in a good position to set off a likely terminal cataclysm. He concludes, “We were
damned lucky we didn’t blow up the world—and no thanks to the political or military
leadership of this country”.

The errors, confusions, near accidents, and miscomprehension of the leadership
that Clawson reports are startling enough, but nothing like the operative command-
and-control rules—or lack of them. As Clawson recounts his experiences during the
fifteen twenty-four-hour CD missions he flew, the maximum possible, the official
commanders “did not possess the capability to prevent a rogue crew or crew-member
from arming and releasing their thermonuclear weapons,” or even from broadcasting
a mission that would have sent off “the entire Airborne Alert force without possibility
of recall.” Once the crew was airborne carrying thermonuclear weapons, he writes, “it
would have been possible to arm and drop them all with no further input from the
ground. There was no inhibitor on any of the systems”.
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About one-third of the total force was in the air, according to General David

Burchinal, director of plans on the air staff at air force headquarters. The Strategic
Air Command (SAC), technically in charge, appears to have had little control. And
according to Clawson’s account, the civilian National Command Authority was kept
in the dark by SAC, which means that the ExComm “deciders” pondering the fate of
the world knew even less. General Burchinal’s oral history is no less hair-raising, and
reveals even greater contempt for the civilian command. According to him, Russian
capitulation was never in doubt. The CD operations were designed to make it crystal
clear to the Russians that they were hardly even competing in the military
confrontation, and could quickly have been destroyed.
The next day, at 10:00 a.m., the president again turned on the secret tape recorder. He
read aloud a wire service report that had just been handed to him: “Premier
Khrushchev told President Kennedy in a message today he would withdraw offensive
weapons from Cuba if the United States withdrew its rockets from Turkey”” — Jupiter
missiles with nuclear warheads. The report was soon authenticated.

Summary

The main item of the paper is to tell about the two the most dangerous
moments that occurred during «the week the world stood still». Firstly, there is given
the information about soviet submarine and possible threat of World War 11l and,
secondly, there is mentioned the problem with nuclear-based aircraft of the U.S. Both
events analyzed from official and unofficial points of view. In addition, there is given
concrete information about the U.S. President’s and his councilors’ reaction on the
events. The mistakes and consequences of the moments are deeply analyzed.

2. «Keeping U.S. power unrestrainedy

The planners therefore faced a serious dilemma. They had in hand two
somewhat different proposals from Khrushchev to end the threat of catastrophic war,
and each would seem to any “rational man” to be a fair trade. How then to react?

One possibility would have been to breathe a sigh of relief that civilization
could survive and to eagerly accept both offers; to announce that the United States
would adhere to international law and remove any threat to invade Cuba; and to carry
forward the withdrawal of the obsolete missiles in Turkey, proceeding as planned to
upgrade the nuclear threat against the Soviet Union to a far greater one — only part,
of course, of the global encirclement of Russia. But that was unthinkable.
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The basic reason why no such thought could be contemplated was spelled out
by National Security Advisor McGeorge Bundy, a former Harvard dean and
reputedly the brightest star in the Camelot firmament. The world, he insisted, must
come to understand that “the current threat to peace is not in Turkey, it is in Cuba,”
where missiles were directed against the United States. A vastly more powerful U.S.
missile force trained on the much weaker and more vulnerable Soviet enemy could
not possibly be regarded as a threat to peace, because we are Good, as a great many
people in the western hemisphere and beyond could testify — among numerous
others, the victims of the ongoing terrorist war that the United States was then waging
against Cuba, or those swept up in the “campaign of hatred” in the Arab world that so
puzzled Eisenhower, though not the National Security Council, which explained it
clearly.

In subsequent colloquy, the president stressed that we would be “in a bad
position” if we chose to set off an international conflagration by rejecting proposals
that would seem quite reasonable to survivors (if any cared). This “pragmatic” stance
was about as far as moral considerations could reach.

In a review of recently released documents on Kennedy-era terror, Harvard
University Latin Americanist Jorge Dominguez observes, “Only once in these nearly
thousand pages of documentation did a U.S. official raise something that resembled a
faint moral objection to U.S.-government sponsored terrorism”: a member of the
National Security Council staff suggested that raids that are “haphazard and Kkill
innocents ... might mean a bad press in some friendly countries.”

The same attitudes prevailed throughout the internal discussions during the
missile crisis, as when Robert Kennedy warned that a full-scale invasion of Cuba
would “kill an awful lot of people, and we’re going to take an awful lot of heaton it.”
And they prevail to the present, with only the rarest of exceptions, as easily
documented.

We might have been “in even a worse position” if the world had known more
about what the United States was doing at the time. Only recently was it learned that,
six months earlier, the United States had secretly deployed missiles in Okinawa
virtually identical to those the Russians would send to Cuba. These were surely
aimed at China at a moment of elevated regional tensions. To this day, Okinawa
remains a major offensive U.S. military base over the bitter objections of its
inhabitants.
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Summary

The main purpose of the sub-chapter is to describe the final desicion of the
U.S. administration on Khruschev’s proposal. There are given two possible ways of
White House to react on that period. Both ways are carefully analyzed through pros
& cons. There is given a meticulous argumentation on the reason why Washington
D.C. should not accept Khruschev’s proposal. Moreover, the sub-chapter contains the
declassified information about the U.S. actions on Okinawa during 1962.

3. «An indecent disrespect for the opinions of humankind»

The deliberations that followed are revealing, but I will put them aside here.
They did reach a conclusion. The United States pledged to withdraw the obsolete
missiles from Turkey, but would not do so publicly or put the offer in writing: it was
important that Khrushchev be seen to capitulate. An interesting justification was
offered, and is accepted as reasonable by scholarship and commentary. As Michael
Dobbs puts it, “If it appeared that the United States was dismantling the missile bases
unilaterally, under pressure from the Soviet Union, the [NATO] alliance might crack”
— or, to rephrase a little more accurately, if the United States replaced useless
missiles with a far more lethal threat, as already planned, in a trade with Russia that
any “rational man” would regard as very fair, then the NATO alliance might crack.

To be sure, when Russia withdrew Cuba’s only deterrent against an ongoing
U.S. attack—with a severe threat to proceed to direct invasion still in the air — and
quietly departed from the scene, the Cubans would be infuriated (as, in fact, they
understandably were). But that is an unfair comparison for the standard reasons: we
are human beings who matter, while they are merely “unpeople,” to adopt George
Orwell’s useful phrase.

Kennedy also made an informal pledge not to invade Cuba, but with
conditions: not just the withdrawal of the missiles, but also termination, or at least “a
great lessening,” of any Russian military presence. (Unlike Turkey, on Russia’s
borders, where nothing of the kind from our military could be contemplated.) When
Cuba was no longer an “armed camp,” then “we probably wouldn’t invade,” in the
president’s words. He added that if it hoped to be free from the threat of U.S.
invasion, Cuba must end its “political subversion” (Sheldon Stern’s phrase) in Latin
America. “Political subversion” had been a constant theme in U.S. rhetoric for years,
invoked for example when Eisenhower overthrew the parliamentary government of
Guatemala and plunged that tortured country into an abyss from which it has yet to

emerge. This theme remained alive and well right through Ronald Reagan’s vicious
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terror wars in Central America in the 1980s. Cuba’s “political subversion” consisted
of support for those resisting the murderous assaults of the United States and its client
regimes, and sometimes even perhaps — horror of horrors — providing arms to the
victims.

Though these assumptions are so deeply embedded in prevailing doctrine as to
be virtually invisible, they are occasionally articulated in the internal record. In the
case of Cuba, the State Department Policy Planning Staff explained that “the primary
danger we face in Castro is ... in the impact the very existence of his regime has upon
the leftist movement in many Latin American countries....

The simple fact is that Castro represents a successful defiance of the US, a
negation of our whole hemispheric policy of almost a century and a half,” since the
Monroe Doctrine announced Washington’s intention, then unrealizable, to dominate
the western hemisphere.

The right to dominate is a leading principle of U.S. foreign policy found almost
everywhere, though typically concealed in defensive terms: during the Cold War
years, routinely by invoking the “Russian threat,” even when Russians were nowhere
in sight. An example of great contemporary import is revealed in Iran scholar Ervand
Abrahamian’s important book on the U.S.-UK coup that overthrew the parliamentary
regime of Iran in 1953. With scrupulous examination of internal records, he shows
convincingly that standard accounts cannot be sustained. The primary causes were
not Cold War concerns, nor Iranian irrationality that undermined Washington’s
“benign intentions,” nor even access to oil or profits, but rather the way the U.S.
demand for “overall control” — with its broader implications for global dominance
— was threatened by independent nationalism.

That is what we discover over and over by investigating particular cases,
including Cuba (not surprisingly), though the fanaticism in that particular case might
merit examination. U.S. policy toward Cuba is harshly condemned throughout Latin
America and indeed most of the world, but “a decent respect for the opinions of
mankind” is understood to be meaningless rhetoric intoned mindlessly on the Fourth
of July. Ever since polls have been taken on the matter, a considerable majority of the
U.S. population has favored normalization of relations with Cuba, but that too is
insignificant.

Dismissal of public opinion is, of course, quite normal. What is interesting in
this case is dismissal of powerful sectors of U.S. economic power which also favor
normalization and are usually highly influential in setting policy: energy,

agribusiness, pharmaceuticals, and others. That suggests that, in addition to the
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cultural factors revealed in the hysteria of the Camelot intellectuals, there is a
powerful state interest involved in punishing Cubans.

Summary

The paper reveals the indecent decision made by the U.S. government
according the missile crisis in 1962. There is given argumentation for the U.S.
actions. The sub-chapter also includes the information about Castro’s regime in Cuba,
numerous attempts of the U.S. to wipe it out and zealous criticismof White House’s
position not only on Cuba and missile crisis, but the whole Washington’s policy in
Latin America. In fact, all the masks are taken offfrom pseudo-liberal America in this

paper.

4. «Saving the world from the threat of nuclear destruction»

The missile crisis officially ended on October 28. The outcome was not
obscure. That evening, in a special CBS News broadcast, Charles Collingwood
reported that the world had come out “from under the most terrible threat of nuclear
holocaust since World War II” with a “humiliating defeat for Soviet policy.” Dobbs
comments that the Russians tried to pretend that the outcome was “yet another
triumph for Moscow’s peace-loving foreign policy over warmongering imperialists,”
and that “the supremely wise, always reasonable Soviet leadership had saved the
world from the threat of nuclear destruction.”

Extricating the basic facts from the fashionable ridicule, Khrushchev’s
agreement to capitulate had indeed “saved the world from the threat of nuclear
destruction.”

The crisis, however, was not over. On November 8, the Pentagon announced
that all known Soviet missile bases had been dismantled. On the same day, Stern
reports, “a sabotage team carried out an attack on a Cuban factory,” though
Kennedy’s terror campaign, Operation Mongoose, had been formally curtailed at the
peak of the crisis. The November 8 terror attack lends support to McGeorge Bundy’s
observation that the threat to peace was Cuba, not Turkey,facilities, and underwater
demolition of docks and ships.” A plot to assassinate Castro was apparently initiated
on the day of the Kennedy assassination. The terrorist campaign was called off in
1965, but, reports Garthoff, “one of Nixon’s first acts in office in 1969 was to direct
the CIA to intensify covert operations against Cuba.”

We can, at last, hear the voices of the victims in Canadian historian Keith
Bolender’s Voices From the Other Side, the first oral history of the terror
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campaign—one of many books unlikely to receive more than casual notice, if that, in
the West because its contents are too revealing.

In the Political Science Quarterly, the professional journal of the American
Political Science Association, Montague Kern observes that the Cuban Missile Crisis
Is one of those “full-bore crises ... in which an ideological enemy (the Soviet Union)
Is universally perceived to have gone on the attack, leading to a rally-’round-the-flag
effect that greatly expands support for a president, increasing his policy options.”

Kern is right that it is “universally perceived” that way, apart from those who
have escaped sufficiently from their ideological shackles to pay some attention to the
facts; Kern is, in fact, one of them. Another is Sheldon Stern, who recognizes what
has long been known to such deviants. As he writes, we now know that
“Khrushchev’s original explanation for shipping missiles to Cuba had been
fundamentally true: the Soviet leader had never intended these weapons as a threat to
the security of the United States, but rather considered their deployment a defensive
move to protect his Cuban allies from American attacks and as a desperate effort to
give the USSR the appearance of equality in the nuclear balance of power.” Dobbs,
too, recognizes that “Castro and his Soviet patrons had real reasons to fear American
attempts at regime change, including, as a last resort, a US invasion of Cuba ...
[Khrushchev] was also sincere in his desire to defend the Cuban revolution from the
mighty neighbor to the north.”

Summary

The purpose of the sub-chapter is devote to the ending of «the week the world
stood still». Author gives the soviet and american official interpretations of the
nuclear crisis ending. The sub-chapter also contains the information about further
events that occurred in Cuba. There is given a concrete steps of the U.S. to eliminate
Castro’s regime. Finally, Chomsky introduces criticism of White House from
different historians and former agents.

» Questions
Who is the author of the term «the week the world stood still»?
What was the position of the President J. F. Kennedy about the crisis?
What are the most dangerous moments that occurred during the missile crisis?
What were Khrushchev’s proposals to solve the crisis?
. Why was it unthinkable for the U.S. to accept the proposals of the Secretary
General of the CPSU?

ok~ wpnpE
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Did the U.S. deploy nuclear missiles anywhere else Turkey?

What are the final decisions that were made by USSR and the U.S. in 19627
What policy the White House pursued towards Cuba?

When did the missile crisis officially end?

10. Was USSR a real aggressor during the missile crisis according to the historians
Bolender and Kern?

© o N

Tasks

I. Fill in the gaps

1. The image of the world standing still isthe _ of Sheldon Stern

a) figure of speech b) turn of phrase c) expression d) term

2. Kennedy’s own  was that the probability of war might have been as high as 50
percent.

a) judgement b) feeling c) opinion d) sagacity

3. One is October 27, 1962, when U.S. destroyers enforcing a quarantine around
Cuba were dropping ___ on Soviet submarines

a) ashcans Db) depth charges c¢) mines  d) bombs

4. And according to Clawson’s account, the civilian National Command Authority
was kept in the dark by SAC, which means that the ExComm “deciders”  the
fate of the world knew even less.

a) musing Db) brooding c) thinking d) pondering

5. Though received by the committee as an unexpected  from the blue, it had
actually been anticipated.

a) bolt b) thunderbolt ¢) lightning d) deadbolt

6. Only recently was it learned that, six months earlier, the United States had secretly
_____missiles in Okinawa virtually identical to those the Russians would send to
Cuba.

a) deployed b) disposed c) set d) positioned

7. Extricating the basic facts from the fashionable  , Khrushchev’s agreement to
capitulate had indeed “saved the world from the threat of nuclear destruction.”

a) mock  Db) ridicule c) taunt d) scorn

8. Operation Mongoose, had been formally _ at the peak of the crisis.

a) reduced b) cut c) shortened d) curtailed

9. Kern is right that it i1s “universally  ” that way, apart from those who have
escaped sufficiently from their ideological shackles to pay some attention to the facts;
Kern is, in fact, one of them.
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a) discerned b) seen c¢) understood d) perceived

10. On November 8, the Pentagon announced that all known Soviet missile bases had
been

a) destroyedb) razed c) dismantled d) demolished
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I1. Matching the word combinations

1) infuriate
2) rattle enoughto talk
3) offensiveweapons

4) the highest nuclear alert short of
launch

5) nuclear-armedmissiles

6) toensurethesurvival

7) to lean towards military action
8) haphazard

9) a politicalsubversion

10) proxyforces

a) BOMCKa JApYKECTBEHHOM CTpaHbI
b) noauTHyeckas quBEpCUs
C) OeCCHCTEMHBI

d) HacTymarenbHbIE BOOPYKCHHUS

) JOCTaTOYHO CMYIIEHBI, YTOOBI TOBOPHUTH
f) cKIIOHATBCS K BOGHHOMY JICHCTBUIO

g) oOecreunTh BEIKUBAHUE

h) pakeTsl ¢ saepHBIMUA OOETOJIOBKAMU

|) HaWBBICIIMIA YPOBEHB SICPHON TPEBOTH

nepe;] 3aIycKoM

J) IPUBOIUTE B OCIICHCTBO

I11. Find the synonyms for the words from the left column

1)toshackle

2) a conflagration
3) to obscure

4) deterrent
5)slated

6) a contempt

7) startling

8) a defiance

9) anample

10) a contamination

a) abundant
b) surprising
¢) manacle
d) opposition
e) scorn

) vague

g) blaze

h) pollution
1) scheduled

J) impediment
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V. Find the antonyms for the words from the left column

1) a perpetrator a) flowed

2) ebbed b) extend

3) curtail c) ignore

4) extricating d) uncommitted
5) to undermine e) sufferer

6) pledged f) cease

7) to wage g) rebellion

8) anacquiescence h) discontinue
9) to ponder 1) bolster

10) bear on J) entangling

V. Complete the sentences using prepositions from the box

byat of (2) in
on for (1)

There was good reason 1)... the global concern. A nuclear war was all too
imminent, a war that might “destroy the Northern Hemisphere,” as President Dwight
Eisenhower had warned. Kennedy’s own judgment was that the probability 2)... war
might have been as high as 50 percent. Estimates became higher as the confrontation
reached its peak and the “secret doomsday plan to ensure the survival 3)... the
government was put into effect” in Washington, as described 4)... journalist Michael
Dobbs in his well-researched best seller 5)... the crisis (though he doesn’t explain
why there would be much point 6)... doing so, given the likely nature of nuclear
war).

V1. Complete the sentences using words from the box

prevent broadcasting airborne  recall

startling  inhibitor
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The errors, confusions, near accidents, and miscomprehension of the leadership
that Clawson reports are 1)... enough, but nothing like the operative command-and-
control rules—or lack of them. As Clawson recounts his experiences during the
fifteen twenty-four-hour CD missions he flew, the maximum possible, the official
commanders “did not possess the capability to 2)... a rogue crew or crew-member
from arming and releasing their thermonuclear weapons,” or even from 3)... a
mission that would have sent off “the entire Airborne Alert force without possibility
of 4)...” Once the crew was 5)... carrying thermonuclear weapons, he writes, “it
would have been possible to arm and drop them all with no further input from the
ground. There was no 6)... on any of the systems.”

VI1I. Connect the Russian translation with the original

A.  The deliberations that followed are revealing, but I will put them aside here.
They did reach a conclusion. The United States pledged to withdraw the obsolete
missiles from Turkey, but would not do so publicly or put the offer in writing: it was
important that Khrushchev be seen to capitulate. An interesting justification was
offered, and is accepted as reasonable by scholarship and commentary. As Michael
Dobbs puts it, “If it appeared that the United States was dismantling the missile bases
unilaterally, under pressure from the Soviet Union, the [NATO] alliance might crack”
— or, to rephrase a little more accurately, if the United States replaced useless
missiles with a far more lethal threat, as already planned, in a trade with Russia that
any “rational man” would regard as very fair, then the NATO alliance might crack.

B.  Though these assumptions are so deeply embedded in prevailing doctrine as to
be virtually invisible, they are occasionally articulated in the internal record. In the
case of Cuba, the State Department Policy Planning Staff explained that “the primary
danger we face in Castro is ... in the impact the very existence of his regime has upon
the leftist movement in many Latin American countries. ..

C.  Theright to dominate is a leading principle of U.S. foreign policy found almost
everywhere, though typically concealed in defensive terms: during the Cold War
years, routinely by invoking the “Russian threat,” even when Russians were nowhere
in sight. An example of great contemporary import is revealed in Iran scholar Ervand
Abrahamian’s important book on the U.S.-UK coup that overthrew the parliamentary
regime of Iran in 1953. With scrupulous examination of internal records, he shows
convincingly that standard accounts cannot be sustained. The primary causes were
not Cold War concerns, nor lranian irrationality that undermined Washington’s

“benign intentions,” nor even access to oil or profits, but rather the way the U.S.
137



demand for “overall control”—with its broader implications for global dominance —
was threatened by independent nationalism.

D. Kern is right that it is “universally perceived” that way, apart from those who
have escaped sufficiently from their ideological shackles to pay some attention to the
facts; Kern is, in fact, one of them. Another is Sheldon Stern, who recognizes what
has long been known to such deviants. As he writes, we now know that
“Khrushchev’s original explanation for shipping missiles to Cuba had been
fundamentally true: the Soviet leader had never intended these weapons as a threat to
the security of the United States, but rather considered their deployment a defensive
move to protect his Cuban allies from American attacks and as a desperate effort to
give the USSR the appearance of equality in the nuclear balance of power.” Dobbs,
too, recognizes that “Castro and his Soviet patrons had real reasons to fear American
attempts at regime change, including, as a last resort, a US invasion of Cuba ...
[Khrushchev] was also sincere in his desire to defend the Cuban revolution from the
mighty neighbor to the north.»

E.  The missile crisis officially ended on October 28. The outcome was not
obscure. That evening, in a special CBS News broadcast, Charles Collingwood
reported that the world had come out “from under the most terrible threat of nuclear
holocaust since World War II”” with a “humiliating defeat for Soviet policy.” Dobbs
comments that the Russians tried to pretend that the outcome was “yet another
triumph for Moscow’s peace-loving foreign policy over warmongering imperialists,”
and that “the supremely wise, always reasonable Soviet leadership had saved the
world from the threat of nuclear destruction”.

1. PakeTHblil kpusuc odumuansHo 3aBepmwics 28 okTsa0ps. PesynpraT He ObLT
HeSICHBIM. B TOT ’xe Beuep B cheluaibHOM BbITycke HOBocTed Cu-Ou-sc Yapnns
KomnuHreyy cooOmmsiI, 4To MUpP BBIIIEI “U3-TI0J] CAMOW CTPAIIHOW YTPO3bI SAEPHOTO
X0JIOKOCTa cO BpeMeH BTopoii MUpOBOIi BOMHBI” C “yYHU3UTENBHBIM MTOPAKEHUEM IS
COBETCKOU MOJUTUKH. JJ0OOC KOMMEHTUPYET, YTO PYCCKHE MBITAINCh CAETIaTh BUI,
4TO pe3yibTaT ObUT “‘eme OgHUM TpuyM(pOM MHPOITIOOMBON BHEITHEH MOJUTHUKH
MOCKBBI HaJl pa3KUTralOIMMHA BOWHY UMIIEPUAIUCTAMU , U YTO “‘B BBICUIEN CTENECHU
MyApOE, BCETJa pa3yMHOE COBETCKOE PYKOBOJCTBO CHACIO MUP OT YIPO3bl SJI€PHOTO
YHUYTOXKEHUSD.

2. IlocnenoBaBmive 3a 3TUM OOCYXKICHMS SBIAIOTCS TOKa3aT€IbHBIMU, HO 4
OTJIOKY MX 31€Ch B CTOpOHY. OHM NpUIUIM K KaKOMYy-TO BbIBOJY. CO€IMHEHHBIE

[TaTel 00s13a11Ch BBIBECTH YCTapeBLINE paKeThl U3 TyplLuHU, HO HE CIeNald 3TOro
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nyOJUYHO U HE H3JIOKWIM CBOE NPEIJIOKEHHE B MUCbMEHHOM BHUJE: ObLIO Ba)KHO,
yTOOBI XPYILEB KaNMUTYIHPOBal. BblIo MpennokeHo MHTepecHOe 0OOCHOBaHUE, U
OHO MPUHHUMAETCA KAK Pa3yMHOE YYEHbIMH U KOMMeHTapusMmu. Kak BwIpasmics
Maiikn J[o66c, “ecnmu Obl okazanoch, 4to CoeauHeHHble IIITaThl AEMOHTHUPYIOT
pakeTHble 0a3bl B OJHOCTOpPOHHEM Tmopsake, moa aasieHueM Coerckoro Corosa,
Anpsac [HATO] mor Ob1 packonoTbes” — WIH, €ciu nepedpa3upoBaTh HEMHOTO
tounee, ecnu Obl Coenunennbie llITaThl 3aMeHUIN Oecroe3HbIe paKeThl TOpPasio
0oJjiee CMEPTOHOCHOM YTpo30i, KaK yXke IJIaHUPOBAJIOCh, B TOpromie ¢ Poccueil,
KOTOPYIO JII00OHN ““pallMOHaNbHBIN 4elloBeK™ cuesl Obl OYEHb CIpaBeUIMBOM, TOTNa
anbstic HATO mor Ob1 packoa0ThCs.

3. XOoT 9TU  MNPEANOJIOKEHHS]  HACTOJBKO  TIyOOKO  YKOPEHWIHCh B
TOCIOACTBYIOUIEH JOKTPUHE, YTO MX MPAaKTUYECKH HE BHJIHO, OHU HWHOrJa
(bopMyIupYIOTCS BO BHYTPEHHUX JOKyMeHTax. B cayuae KyObl coTpyaHuKH
['ocyaapcTBeHHOro AenapTaMeHTa MO IUIAHUPOBAHUIO MOJUTUKU OOBSICHWIM “‘dTO
rJIaBHasi ONAacCHOCThb, C KOTOpPOM MblI cTramkuBaeMcs B Kactpo, 3akirodaercs ... B
BO3JIEHCTBUM CaMOI'0 CYIIECTBOBAHMS €r0 PEKUMA Ha JIEBOE JBM)KECHUE BO MHOTHUX
ctpaHax JIaTUHCKOW AMEPHKH. ..

4, [IpaBo Ha [OMUHUpPOBAHHWE SBJIAECTCS BEAYIIMM NIPHHIMIIOM BHEIIHEH
nomutuku CIIA, KOTOpbIi BCTpeyaeTcss MOYTH BE3l€, XOTSA OOBIYHO CKPBIBAETCS B
O0OOpPOHUTEIBHBIX TEPMHUHAX: B TOAbl XOJOJHOW BOMHBI, OOBIYHO CCHLIASCH Ha
“pyccKkyro yrpo3y”, gake Korja pyCCKUX HUTJAE He Obu1o BUIHO. [Ipumep Oosbioro
COBPEMEHHOI0 3Hau€HUsl OOHAPYKEH B BaXHOW KHUIE MPAHCKOTO YYEHOro DpBaHAa
AOpaMsHa, MOCBSIICHHON aMepUKaHO-OpPUTAHCKOMY IIE€PEBOPOTY, CBEPrHYBILIEMY
naprameHTckuii pexum Hpana B 1953 romy. Ilpm ckpymyne3HoM H3y4YeHHUH
BHYTPEHHHUX 3amuceid OH yOeIuTeIbHO MOKAa3bIBAET, UYTO CTAHJAPTHBIE CUETa HE
MOTYT OBITh HOJJEpKaHbl. OCHOBHBIMU MPUYUHAMM OBUIM HE MPOOJIEMBI XOJIOJHOM
BOMHBI, HE UPAHCKAasi UPPALMOHAIBHOCTh, KOTOpas MojApbIBajia “‘Ojarue HamepeHus’
Bammnrrona, u naxxe He JOCTYI K HEPTH WK NPUOBLIH, a To, kak Tpeboanue CIIIA
00 “o011emM KOHTpoJie” — ¢ ero 0ojiee MUPOKUMU MOCIEACTBUAMU TSl TII00ATHHOTO
JOMUHHPOBAHUS — OBLJIO MOCTABJICHO MO/ YTPO3Yy HE3aBUCUMbBIM HAIIHOHATM3MOM.

S. PakeTHblll kpu3uc odunMaibHO 3aBepuinwiics 28 okTsa0ps. PesynabTaT He ObLI
HESICHBIM. B TOT ’xe Beuep B cheluaibHOM BbIycke HOBocTed Cu-Ou-sc Yapnns
KomnuHreyy cooOmmsiI, 4To MUP BBIIIEIN “U3-T10J] CAMOW CTPAIITHOM YTPO3bI SJI€PHOTO
X0JIOKOCTa cO BpeMeH BTopoii MUpOBOii BOMHBI” C “yYHU3UTEIBHBIM MTOPAKEHUEM IS
COBETCKOW MOJUTUKH. JJ0OOC KOMMEHTUPYET, YTO PYCCKHE MBITAINCh CAETIaTh BUI,

4TO pe3yibTaT ObUT “‘eme OgHUM TpuyM(pOM MHPOITIOOMBON BHEITHEH MOJUTHUKH
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MocCKBBI Ha/l pazKUTarOUMMU BOMHY UMIIEPUAIUCTAMK’, U 4TO “‘B BBICILIEH CTEHEHU
MYJIpo€e, BCEr/ia pa3yMHOE COBETCKOE PYKOBOJICTBO CIIACIO MUP OT YTPO3bI SJAEPHOTO

YHAUYTOXKEHUS."

Translate into English
«Camvuii onacnolii momenm’”

Bonee mpucTanbHBIN B3I HA TO, YTO MPOU3OILIO, JOOABISIET MpaYHbIE HOTHI
K 3TUM CY>KJICHHUSM, C 9XOM, JOXOJSIINM JI0 HAIIUX JHEH.

EcTph HecKOJIbKO KaHIUAATOB Ha “‘caMblii ONacHbI MoMeHTY». OauH u3 HUX — 27
okTsa0ps 1962 roxa, Korjaa aMepuKaHCKUE S3CMUHIIBI, TPOBOJAMBIINE KapaHTUH BOKPYT
KyOnl1, cOpachiBasii riryOMHHBIE OOMOBI Ha COBETCKHE MOJABOAHBIE JOJIKH. COrjaacHo
COBETCKHM OTYETaM, IPEACTABICHHBIM ApPXHWBOM HAIMOHAIHHOW OE€30MacHOCTH,
KOMaHAUPHl MOABOJHBIX JIOJAOK OBUIM "MOCTAaTOYHO HAIMyTaHbl, YTOOBl TOBOPUTH O
CTpeNnbOe SAESPHBIMU TOPIEAAMHU, MOITHOCTh KOTOPBIX B 15 KUJIOTOHH MPUOIKAIACH
0 MOIIHOCTH K 6oMOe, pa3pymuBiiei Xupocumy B aBrycte 1945 roma”.

B nanHoM cnydae moixyueHHOE pellieHre MPUBECTHU SJIEPHYIO TOPIIEy B O0€BYIO
TOTOBHOCThH OBLIO MPEPBAHO B MOCIEIHIO MUHYTY BTOPHIM KanmuTaHoMm Bacuiniem
ApXUNOBBIM, KOTOPBINA, BO3MOKHO, CIIAC MUP OT siiepHO# KatacTpodsl. HeT HuKakux
COMHEHMM B TOM, Kakoil Obwia Obl peakiusa CIIIA, ecnu Obl Topmneaa Oblia
BBITTYIIICHA, WM KaK ObI OTpEarnpoBajl PyCCKHUE, KOT/Ia UX CTpaHa IMPEBPATHIIACH ObI
B JIbIM.

Kennenu yxe oOBSBUII caMylO BBICOKYIO SIIEPHYIO TPEBOTY IEpe]] 3aIlyCKOM,
DEFCON 2, xotopas paspemmia "camonetam HATO ¢ Typenkumu muioTamu ...
[y Ipyrumu] ... B3JIETETh, J0JETETh 10 MOCKBBI U cOpocuTh O0MOY", 1O cloBaM
XOpomio  WH(GOPMHUPOBAHHOTO  CTPATETMYECKOTO0  aHAJIWTHKA [ apBapacKoro
yHHBepcuTeTa ['pama DircoHa, muiryIero B xxypHaie «Foreign Affairsy.

Eme omma kammumatr - 26 OKTAOps. DTOT AeHb ObUT BHIOpAaH Kak ‘‘caMblit
omacHbli MOMEHT  muwioToM B-52 wmaiiopom Jlonom KioycoHoMm, KOTOpBIit
MUJIOTUPOBAT OJWH U3 3TUX camosieToB HATO u gaeTr 3axBaThIBaroiee OMHCAHHUE
neraieir muccuii Chrome Dome (CD) Bo Bpems kpusuca — “B-52 Haxomunuch B
00€BO TOTOBHOCTHU C SIAGPHBIM OpPYKHEM “‘Ha OOPTY, TOTOBBIM K UCIIOJIb30BAHUIO .

26 OoKkTs0ps ObUT JeHBb, KOT/Aa «HAIus Oblaa OJuXKe BCEro K SASpPHOM BOWMHEY,
MUIIET OH B CBOMX ''HEMOYTHTENBHBIX aHekaoTax jetunka BBC». B Tot aeHnp cam
Kroycon Obul B XOpoIlleM IMOJIOKEHUU, YTOOBI BBI3BATh BEPOSITHBIA CMEPTEIbHBIN

kaTakin3M. OH JenaeT CIeAYIOUMN BBIBOJ "'HAM YEPTOBCKHU MOBE3JIO, YTO MbI HE
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B30pBaJId MUP — U HE OJarojaps MOJIUTUYECKOMY MM BOGHHOMY PYKOBOJCTBY 3TOM
CTpaHbl .

OmmbKky, NyTaHWIIB, TOYTH YTO HECYACTHbIE CIydyad W HEMOHUMaHUE
PYKOBOJICTBA, O KOTOpbIX coobiaet KioycoH, 70cTaTOYHO Opa3UTENbHbI, HO OHU HE
IIOpakal0T HACTOJIBKO KakK OIEPATHBHBIE NMPABWIA KOMAHJIOBAHUSA WU YNPABICHUS -
i ux orcyrctBue. Kak pacckaseiBaer KiloycoH 0 cBoeM oOmbITeé BO BpeMs
MATHAIUATH ABAALATH YEThIpEX 4acoBbIX mojetoB Ha KP, koTopbie OH coBepmi,
HACKOJBKO 3TO OBLUIO BO3MOXXHO, OQHIMAIbHBIE KOMAaHIUPHI ‘“‘HE 00Jaganu
CIIOCOOHOCTBIO ~ BOCIPEMSATCTBOBATh  DKUNAXKY-U3TOI0 WM  WICHY OKHUIaXa
BOOPYKUTHCSI U BBITYCTUTh CBOE TEPMOSIIEPHOE OpPYKHUE WIIU AaXKE TPAHCIHPOBATH
MUCCHIO, KOTOpas oTmpaBwia Obl “Bce Bo3aymiHo-necanTHble cuiibl  0€3
BO3MOKHOCTH OT3bIBa». 'KakK TOJBKO DKUIAXK MOJHSIICS B BO3AYX C TEPMOSAIEPHBIM
Opy>XH€M, — MHIIET OH, — MOXHO OBUIO OBl BOOPYXUTh M COpPOCHTH HUX Bce 0e€3
JanpHelIero BBoja ¢ 3emui. Hu B oiHOM U3 cucteM He ObLI0 HHTHOUTOpa'.

[To cnoBam renepana [pBuna bepunnana, qupexropa otaena miaHos mraba BBC B
mrabe BBC, okono Tpern Bcex CHJI HaXOAWJIOCh B BO3AyXe. TeXHUYECKH
oTBeTCTBEHHOE CTparernyeckoe aBHallMOHHOE KomaHaoBaHue (Cak), mo-BUIUMOMY,
MaJI0 KOHTpOJMpoBano curyauuro. M cormacHo ortdety Kiloycona, rpaxmaHckoe
HannonanpHOE KOMaHAOBaHUE AECPKAIOCH B HEBeNeHNH CakoM, a 3TO 3HAYUT, YTO
“pemiarenu’” HKCHOJKOMA, Pa3MBIIUIAIONIME O CyJIb0€ MHpa, 3HAIM €IIe MEHbUIE.
VYcrHas uctopus renepana bypunHais HE MEHEE BOJTHUTEIbHA U CBUJIETEIILCTBYET O
eme OoJbIIeM MpPEe3PeHHH K TIpaxJaaHCKOMy KomaHjaoBaHHuio. [lo ero croBawm,
kanuTynsus Poccum Hukornga He BbI3biBasia coMHeHmil. Omneparuu KPP Obuin
paccuuTaHbl Ha TO, YTOOBI /1aTh SCHO MOHSTh PYCCKHM, YTO OHHU €7Ba JIH JIaXe

KOHKYPHUPYIOT B BOCHHOM IIPOTUBOCTOSAHHHN H MOTIYT OBITH 6BICTpO YHHUUYTOZKCHBI.
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VOCABULARY
Abyss
Acquiescence
Airbornealert
Americanist
Armed camp
Benign intentions

Bitter objections
Buildup

Broader implications
Cargo ship

Casual notice
Command-and-control rules
Conflagration
Contamination
Contempt

Covert action
Dangerous deliberations
Dean

Depth charge
Explosive yield
Fashionable ridicule
Full-bore crisis

Global concern
Global encirclement
Great lessening
Hair-rising description
Inhibitor

Input

Irreverent anecdote
Justification

Large electric plant
Lethal assault
Military presence
Moral objection

Oe3aHa

MOJIYAJIMBOE COTJIache
BO3JyIIIHAs TPEBOTa
aMEPHUKAHUCT
Boopyxennslit narepb

Onarue HaMCPCHUA

['oppkue BO3pakeHUs
Hapamusanue

boiiee mmpokue nocineacTBus
Toprosoe cyaHo

CnyyaitHoe yBeJOMJICHUE
[IpaBuiia KOMaHOBaHUS U YIPABICHUS
[Toxapuiie

3arpsi3HEHHE

[Ipe3penue

TaitHas onepanus

OmnacHble pEeHUs

Jexan

['ry6okoBOIHAS MUHA
B3ppiBHAst MOIIHOCTH

MoaHas Hacmenka
[TonHOMacIITaOHBINA KPU3UC
['mob6anbHast 00€CIOKOCHHOCTh
['mob6anbHOE OKpY>KEHUE

bosnbioe ymenbiieHue

Ornucanue, 0T KOTOPOTO BOJIOCKHI BCTAIOT IIOOM

Nuruburop

Bxon

HemnournrennHBIN aHEKIOT
OnpaBnanue

bonbias snekTpocTaHums
CwmepTenbHOE HalaIeHue
Boenoe npucyrcreue

MopainbHO€E BO3pakeHue
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Much point
Nuclear-armed missiles
Offensiveweapons

Oil refinery

Overall control
Overtone

Own judgement

Patron

Perpetrator

Pragmatic stance

Proxy forces

Political subversion
Rally round-the-flag
Reverberation

Rogue crew
Scholarship

Speedboat

Strafing attack
Terminal war

Third party actions

The Camelot firmament
The missile crisis
Vicious terror wars
Wire service

Chrome Dome (CD)
Defence Secretary (DS)
Doomsday Plan (DM)
National Command Authority
(NCA)

National Security Action
Memorandum (NSAM)
Strategic Air Command (SAC)

OcoOblIii cMBICIT

PakeTsl ¢ simepHbIMU OOETOIOBKAMU
HacrtynarenbHble BOOpYKEHUS
HedrenepepabaTriBaromiuii 3aBo/1
[TomHBIA KOHTPOJIB

[Toarekct

CoOCTBEHHOE CYKICHUE
[ToxpoBuTenn

IIpectynHuk

[IparmatryHas no3uLus
JIpyxecTBEHHBIE BOKICKA
[TonuTryeckas quBepcus
OddexT CrIoueHHOCTH
Otpaxkenue

Komanzga yroHmmkos

YueHOCTh

bricTpOXOaHBIN KaTep

OO6cTpen

Bcé ynnuroxkaromas BoHa
JlelicTBHS TPETHUX JINII
Heb6ocBox Kamenora

PakeTHbIi1 kpHu3nc

2’KecTokue TeppoprucTUUECKUE BOWHBI
TenerpadHoe areHTCTBO
XpOMHPOBaHHBIN KYTOJI
Munuctp 000pOHBI

Ilnan CygHoro aHs

Briciiee HallmoHaIbHOE BOEHHOE KOMaHAOBaHUE
CIIA

MeMmopanaym o Mepax B 00JacTu
HaI0€30MaCHOCTH

CTpaTGFI/IquKOC ABHUAITMOHHOC KOMaHI0OBaHHEC
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Unit X
THE DOOMSDAY CLOCK

» Scan the text and give the main idea

In January 2015, the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists advanced its famous
Doomsday Clock to three minutes before midnight, a threat level that had not been
reached for thirty years. The Bulletin’s statement explaining this advance toward
catastrophe invoked the two major threats to survival: nuclear weapons and
«unchecked climate change». The call condemned world leaders, who «have failed to
act with the speed or on the scale required to protect citizens from potential
catastrophe», endangering «every person on Earth [by] failing to perform their most
important duty — ensuring and preserving the health and vitality of human
civilizationy.

Since then, there has been good reason to consider moving the hands even
closer to doomsday.

As the year ended, world leaders met in Paris to address the severe problem of
«unchecked climate change». Hardly a day passes without new evidence of how
severe the crisis is. Shortly before the opening of the Paris conference, NASA’s Jet
Propulsion Lab released a study that both surprised and alarmed scientists who have
been studying Arctic ice. The study showed that a huge Greenland glacier, Zachariae
Isstrom, «broke loose from a glaciologically stable position in 2012 and entered a
phase of accelerated retreat», an unexpected and ominous development. The glacier
«holds enough water to raise global sea level by more than 18 inches (46 centimeters)
If it were to melt completely. And now it’s on a crash diet, losing 5 billion tons of
mass every year. All that ice is crumbling into the North Atlantic Oceany.

Yet there was little expectation that world leaders in Paris would «act with the
speed or on the scale required to protect citizens from potential catastrophe». When
the agreement was approved in Paris, French Foreign Minister Laurent Fabius, who
hosted the talks, announced that it is «legally binding». That maybe the hope, but
there are more than a few obstacles that are worthy of careful attention.

In all of the extensive media coverage of the Paris conference, perhaps the
most important sentences are these, buried near the end of a long New York Times
analysis: «Traditionally, negotiators have sought to forge a legally binding treaty that
needed ratification by the governments of the participating countries to have force.
There is no way to get that in this case, because of the United States. A treaty would

be dead on arrival on Capitol Hill without the required two-thirds majority vote in the
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Republican-controlled Senate. So the voluntary plans are taking the place of
mandatory, top-down targets». And voluntary plans are a guarantee of failure.
«Because of the United States». More precisely, because of the Republican Party,
which by now is becoming a real danger to decent human survival.

The conclusions are underscored in another Times piece on the Paris
agreement. At the end of a long story lauding the achievement, the article notes that
the system created at the conference «depends heavily on the views of the future
world leaders who will carry out those policies. In the United States, every
Republican candidate running for president in 2016 has publicly questioned or denied
the science of climate change, and has voiced opposition to Mr. Obama’s climate
change policies. In the Senate, Mitch McConnell, the Republican leader, who has led
the charge against Mr. Obama’s climate change agenda, said, Before his international
partners pop the champagne, they should remember that this is an unattainable deal
based on a domestic energy plan that s likely illegal, that half the states have sued to
halt, and that Congress has already voted to reject».

Mainstream Democrats are now pretty much what used to be called «moderate
Republicans». Meanwhile, the Republican Party has largely drifted off the spectrum,
becoming what respected conservative political analyst Thomas Mann and Norman
Ornstein call a «radical insurgency» that has virtually abandoned normal
parliamentary politics. The Republican Party’s dedication to wealth and privilege has
become so extreme that its actual policies could not attract voters, so it has had to
seek a new popular base, mobilized on other grounds: evangelical Christians who
await the Second Coming,6 nativists who fear that «they» are taking our country
away from us, unreconstructed racists,7 people with real grievances who gravely
mistake their causes,8 and others like them who are easy prey to demagogues and can
readily become a radical insurgency.

Republican elected officials and contenders for the next presidential election
expressed open contempt for the Paris deliberations, refusing to even attend the
proceedings. The three candidates who led in the polls at the time — Donald Trump,
Ted Cruz, and Ben Carson — adopted the stand of the largely evangelical base:
humans have no impact on global warming, if it is happening at all. The other
candidates reject government action to deal with the matter. Immediately after
Obama spoke in Paris, pledging that the United States would be in the vanguard
seeking global action, the Republican-dominated Congress voted to scuttle his recent
Environmental Protection Agency rules to cut carbon emissions. As the press

reported, this was «a provocative message to more than100 [world] leaders that the
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American president does not have the full support of his government on climate
policy». Meanwhile Lamar Smith, Republican head of the House’s Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology, carried forward his jihad against government
scientists who dare to report the facts.

The message is clear. American citizens face an enormous responsibility right at
home.

A companion story in the New York Times reports that «two-thirds of

Americans support the United States joining a binding international agreement to
curb growth of greenhouse gas emissions». And by a five-to-three margin, Americans
regard the climate as more important than the economy. But it doesn’t matter. Public
opinion is dismissed. That fact, once again, sends a strong message to Americans. It
Is their task to cure the dysfunctional political system, in which popular opinion is a
marginal factor. The disparity between public opinion and policy, in this case, has
significant implications for the fate of the world.
We should, of course, have no illusions about a past «golden age». Nevertheless, the
developments just reviewed constitute significant changes. The undermining of
functioning democracy is one of the contributions of the neoliberal assault on the
world’s population in the past generation. And this is not happening just in the U.S,;
in Europe the impact may be even worse.

Let us turn to the other (and traditional) concern of the atomic scientists who
adjust the Doomsday Clock: nuclear weapons. The current threat of nuclear war
amply justifies their January 2015 decision to advance the clock two minutes toward
midnight. What has happened since reveals the growing threat even more clearly, a
matter that elicits insufficient concern, in my opinion.

The last time the Doomsday Clock reached three minutes before midnight was
in 1983, at the time of the Able Archer exercises of the Reagan administration; these
exercises simulated attacks on the Soviet Union to test their defense systems.
Recently released Russian archives reveal that the Russians were deeply concerned
by the operations and were preparing to respond, which would have meant, simply:
The End.

We have learned more about these rash and reckless exercises, and about how
close the world was to disaster, from U.S. military and intelligence analyst Melvin
Goodman, who was CIA division chief and senior analyst at the Office of Soviet
Affairs at the time. «In addition to the Able Archer mobilization exercise that
alarmed the Kremlin», Goodman writes, «the Reagan administration authorized

unusually aggressive military exercises near the Soviet border that, in some cases,
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violated Soviet territorial sovereignty. The Pentagon’s risky measures included
sending U.S. strategic bombers over the North Pole to test Soviet radar, and naval
exercises in wartime approaches to the USSR where U.S. warships had previously
not entered. Additional secret operations simulated surprise naval attacks on Soviet
targetsy.

We now know that the world was saved from likely nuclear destruction in
those frightening days by the decision of a Russian officer, Stanislav Petrov, not to
transmit to higher authorities the report of automated detection systems that the
USSR was under missile attack. Accordingly, Petrov takes his place alongside
Russian submarine commander Vasili Arkhipov, who, at a dangerous moment of the
1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, refused to authorize the launching of nuclear torpedoes
when the subs were under attack by U.S. destroyers enforcing a quarantine.

Other recently revealed examples enrich the already frightening record.
Nuclear security expert Bruce Blair reports that «the closest the US came to an
inadvertent strategic launch decision by the President happened in 1979, when a
NORAD early warning training tape depicting a full-scale Soviet strategic strike in
advertently coursed through the actual early warning network. National Security
Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski was called twice in the night and told the US was under
attack, and he was just picking up the phone to persuade President Carter that a full-
scale response needed to be authorized right away, when a third call told him it was a
false alarm.»

This newly revealed example brings to mind a critical incident of 1995, when

the trajectory of a U.S.-Norwegian rocket carrying scientific equipment resembled
the path of a nuclear missile. This elicited Russian concerns that quickly reached
President Boris Yeltsin, who had to decide whether to launch a nuclear strike.
Blair adds other examples from his own experience. In one case, at the time of the
1967 Middle East war, «a carrier nuclear-aircraft crew was sent an actual attack order
instead of an exercise/training nuclear order». A few years later, in the early 1970s,
the Strategic Air Command, in Omaha, «retransmitted an exercise ... launch order as
an actual real-world launch order». In both cases code checks had failed; human
intervention prevented the launch.

Blair made these comments in reaction to a report by airman John Bordne that
has only recently been cleared by the U.S. Air Force. Bordne was serving on the U.S.
military base in Okinawa in October 1962, at the time of the Cuban Missile Crisis
and a moment of serious tensions in Asia as well. The U.S. nuclear alert system had

been raised to DEFCON 2, one level below DEFCON1, when nuclear missiles can be
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launched immediately. At the peak of the crisis, on October 28, a missile crew
received authorization to launch its nuclear missiles, in error. They decided not to,
averting likely nuclear war and joining Petrov and Arkhipovin the pantheon of men
who decided to disobey protocol and thereby saved the world.

As Blair observed, such incidents are not uncommon. One recent expert study
found dozens of false alarms every year during the period reviewed, 1977to 1983; the
study concluded that the range is 43 to 255 per year. The author of the study, Seth
Baum, summarizes with appropriate words: «Nuclear war is the black swan we can
never see, except in that brief moment when it is killing us. We delay eliminating the
risk at our own peril. Now is the time to address the threat, because now we are still
alivey.

Sometimes the threat has not been accident, but adventurism, as in the case of
Able Archer. The most extreme case was the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, when the
threat of disaster was all too real. The way it was handled is shocking; so is the
manner in which it is commonly interpreted, as we have seen.

With this grim record in mind, it is useful to look at strategic debates and
planning. One chilling case is the Clinton-era 1995 STRATCOM study «Essentials of
Post-Cold War Deterrencex». The study calls for retaining the right of first strike, even
against nonnuclear states. It explains that nuclear weaponsare constantly used, in the
sense that they «cast a shadow over any crisis or conflict». It also urges a «national
personax of irrationality and vindictiveness to intimidate the world.

Current doctrine is explored in the lead article in the journal International
Security, one of the most authoritative in the domain of strategic doctrine. The
authors explain that the United States is committed to «strategic primacy» — that is,
insulation from retaliatory strike. This is the logic behind Obama’s «new triady»
(strengthening submarine and land-based missiles and the bomber force), along with
missile defense to counter a retaliatory strike. The concern raised by the authors is
that the U.S. demand for strategic primacy might induce China to react by
abandoning its «no first use» policy and by expanding its limited deterrent. The
authors think that they will not, but the prospect remains uncertain. Clearly the
doctrine enhances the dangers in a tense and conflicted region.

The same is true of NATO expansion to the east in violation of verbal promises
made to Mikhail Gorbachev when the USSR was collapsing and he agreed to allow a
unified Germany to become part of NATO—quite a remarkable concession when one
thinks about the history of the century. Expansion to East Germany took place at

once. In the following years, NATO expanded to Russia’s borders; there are now
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substantial threats even to in corporate Ukraine, in Russia’s geostrategic heartland.
One can imagine how the United States would react if the Warsaw Pact were still
alive, most of Latin America had joined, and now Mexico and Canada were applying
for member ship.

Aside from that, Russia understands as well as China (and U.S. strategists, for
that matter) that the U.S. missile defense systems near Russia’s borders are, in effect,
a first strike weapon, aimed to establish strategic primacy — immunity from
retaliation. Perhaps their mission is utterly unfeasible, as some specialists argue. But
the targets can never be confident of that. And Russia’s militant reactions are quite
naturally interpreted by NATO as a threat to the West.

One prominent British Ukraine scholar poses what he calls a «fateful
geographical paradox»: that NATO «exists to manage the risks created by its
existence».

The threats are very real right now. Fortunately, the shooting down of a
Russian plane by a Turkish F-16 in November 2015 did not lead to an international
incident, but it might have, particularly given the circumstances. The plane was on a
bombing mission in Syria. It passed for a mere seventeen seconds through a fringe of
Turkish territory that protrudes into Syria, and evidently was heading for Syria,
where it crashed. Shooting it down appears to have been a needlessly reckless and
provocative act, and an act with consequences. In reaction, Russia announced that its
bombers will henceforth be accompanied by jet fighters and that it is deploying
sophisticated anti-aircraft missile systems in Syria. Russia also ordered its missile
cruiser Moskva, with its long-range air defense system, to move closer to shore, so
that it may be «ready to destroy any aerial target posing a potential danger to our
aircrafty, Defense Minister Sergei Shoigu announced. All of this sets the stage for
confrontations that could be lethal.

Tensions are also constant at NATO-Russian borders, including military
maneuvers on both sides. Shortly after the Doomsday Clock was moved ominously
close to midnight, the national press reported that «U.S. military combat vehicles
paraded Wednesday through an Estonian city that juts into Russia, a symbolic act that
highlighted the stakes for both sides amid the worst tensions between the West and
Russia since the Cold War». Both sides are practicing rapid mobilization and
redeployment of forces to the Russia-NATO border, and «both believe a war is no
longer unthinkable.

If that is so, both sides are beyond insanity, since a war might well destroy

everything. It has been recognized for decades that a first strike by a major power
149



might destroy the attacker, even without retaliation, simply from the effects of
nuclear winter.
But that is today’s world. And not just today’s that is what we have been living

with for seventy years. As we have seen, security for the population is typically not a
leading concern of policymakers. That has been true from the earliest days of the
nuclear age, when in the centers of policy formation there were no efforts —
apparently not even expressed thoughts to eliminate the one serious potential threat to
the United States, as might have been possible. And so matters continue to the
present, in ways just briefly sampled.

That is the world we have been living in, and live in today. Nuclear weapons pose
a constant danger of instant destruction, but at least we know in principle how to
alleviate the threat, even to eliminate it, an obligation undertaken (and disregarded)
by the nuclear powers that have signed the Non-Proliferation Treaty. The threat of
global warming is not instantaneous, though it is dire in the longer term and might
escalate suddenly. That we have the capacity to deal with it is not entirely clear, but
there can be no doubt that the longer the delay, the more extreme the
calamity.Prospects for decent long-term survival are not high unless there is
asignificant change of course. A large share of the responsibility is in our hands —
the opportunities as well.

» Answer the questions
What is Doomsday Clock?
In what year did the countdown clock begin?
Who launched the Doomsday Clock project?
What time did the clock show at the time of its appearance?
Who used to be called "moderate Republicans™?
Which country has a "strategic primacy?"
Who was the National Security Advisor in 19797
What research did NASA's Jet Propulsion Laboratory publish?

O N Ok wbdE

Keywords: Doomsday Clock; nuclear weapons; unchecked climate change; United
States; Republican Party; Paris agreement; climate policy; New York Times; NATO

Summary
This article addresses issues related to the fate of all humanity. The discussion the

concerned with Doomsday Clock. This article focuses on international threats posed
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by nuclear weapons, climate change and new technologies. Doomsday Clock
symbolizes the threat of nuclear war and global catastrophe. According to the idea of
the creators of the watch, when the hand reaches midnight, the apocalypse will come.
The article raises questions about the existence of a large number of problems that are
considered global, but all scientists agree that the overwhelming problem is the
prevention of nuclear war and the preservation of peace.

Digest

The article is concerned with the threat of nuclear war and world nuclear
weapons. Doomsday Clock is a project launched by the American publication
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. It shows how close humanity is to a global
catastrophe. Initially, the term «global catastrophe» was used to mean nuclear war,
but later the concept was expanded and environmental and technological factors were
added to the list of hypothetical reasons for the end of the world.

It should be noted that countdown Clock began in 1947. It was then that they
first appeared on the cover of Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. Doomsday Clock is a
project launched by the American publication Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. It
shows how close humanity is to a global catastrophe. It is noteworthy that initially it
was customary to mean nuclear war, but later the concept was expanded and
environmental and technological factors were added to the list of hypothetical reasons
for the end of the world. The reason for this was the nuclear bombing of Hiroshima
and Nagasaki by the Americans in 1945.

At the time of its appearance the clock showed 23:53. The geopolitical
situation at that time was characterized by considerable tension. The Cold War had
just begun, and relations between the US and the USSR were becoming increasingly
complex. Over time, the Doomsday Clock moved forward and backward another 23
times.

It should be emphasized that humanity did not even suspect that the world was
saved from a possible nuclear destruction by the decision of Russian officer Stanislav
Petrov. The officer decided not to transmit a message to the higher authorities about
automated detection systems that the USSR was attacked by a rocket.

Considering the situation it should be mentioned a «fatal geographic paradox»:
that NATO «exists to manage the risks posed by its existence». Scientists have
proven that the first strike of a major power can destroy an attacker, even without a
retaliatory strike, simply because of the consequences of a nuclear winter. It becomes

obvious that nuclear weapons pose a constant danger of instant destruction. An
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Important point is that the prospects for a decent long-term survival are not high
unless there is a significant change in course. To summarize that the use (and even
testing) of nuclear weapons can lead to a global environmental disaster and the
destruction of humanity.

Abbreviations

1. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists — broyieTeHb y4€HBIX-aTOMIIIUKOB

The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists is a nonprofit organization concerning science
and global security issues resulting from accelerating technological advances that
have negative consequences for humanity. The Bulletin publishes content at both a
free-access website and a bi-monthly, nontechnical academic journal.

2. North Atlantic Ocean — CeBepHast ATIaHTHKA.

3. New York Times — Heto-Mopkraiimc.

The New York Times (sometimes abbreviated as the NYT and NYTimes) is an
American newspaper based in New York City with worldwide influence and
readership.

4, NASA (National Aeronautics and Space Administration) — HanuonansHoe
YIPABJICHUEC 110 A3POHABTHUKC N UCCICAOBAHHUIO KOCMHUYCCKOI'O ITPOCTpaHCTBA.

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration is an independent agency of the
United States Federal Government responsible for the civilian space program, as well
as aeronautics and aerospace research.

5. Able Archer — «OnwrtHbrii ayunuk» Able Archer 83 is the codename for a
command post exercise carried out in November 1983 by the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO).

6. U.S. (United States)— CIIIA (USA — United States of America)

7. CIA (Central Intelligence Agency) — ILleHTpanbHOEe pa3BeABIBATEIBHOE
ympasinenue CIIA, I[[PY

The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) is a civilian foreign intelligence service of the
federal government of the United States, tasked with gathering, processing, and
analyzing national security information from around the world, primarily through the
use of human intelligence.

8. USSR (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) — Corwo3 CoBerckux
Coumnamuctuueckux PecnyOnuk

9. NORAD (North American Aerospace Defense Command) — KomanmoBanue

BO3JIYIITHO-KOCMHUYECKOU 000poHbI CeBepHON AMEPUKH
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North American Aerospace Defense Command, known until March 1981 as the
North American Air Defense Command, is a combined organization of the United
States and Canada that provides aerospace warning, air sovereignty, and protection
for Northern America.

10. DEFCON 2 (defense readiness condition) — mkanxa TOTOBHOCTH BOOPYKEHHBIX
cun Coenuuénnbix LlITaToB AMEpHKU. DTOT YPOBEHb NPEIIIECTBYET MAKCUMAIbHOM
00€BOI1 TOTOBHOCTH.

The defense readiness condition (DEFCON) is an alert state used by the United States
Armed Forces. Nextsteptonu clearwar.

11. STRATCOM (United States Strategic Command) - Crparernyeckoe
koMmanaoBanue Boopyxénnbix cui CILIA.

United States Strategic Command (STRATCOM /USSTRATCOM) is one of the
eleven unified combatant commands in the United States Department of Defense.

12.  NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization) — HATO, Opranu3samnus
CeBepoaTnaHTqucxoro A0TroBOpa

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization, also called the North Atlantic Alliance, is an
intergovernmental military alliance between 29 North American and European
countries.

VOCABULARY
Additional secret operations — 10MOJHUTEILHBIE CEKPETHBIC OMEPAIIUH
aggressive military exercises — arpecCBHbIC BOCHHBIC YUCHUS
automated detection systems — aBToMaTH3UPOBAHHBIE CHCTEMBI OOHAPYKECHUS
careful attention. — BHMMaTeIbHOE OTHOIIICHHE
companion story — comyTcTBYIOIIast HCTOPHS
condemned world leaders — ocyxneHHbIE MEPOBBIE JTUACPHI
critical incident— kpuTtrueckoe coObITHE
current doctrine — coBpeMeHHast JOKTPHHA
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decent human survival — mocToliHOEe YeI0BeYeCKOE BhIKUBAHUE

|
o

division chief and senior analyst — HauanbHHK OT/IEIa U CTAPIINN AaHATUTHK

=
A

dysfunctional political system — qucdyHKIMOHAIbHAS TOJIUTHYECKAS CUCTEMA
even closer to doomsday — ere 6Jimke K KOHITY CBETa

|
w

false alarm— noxHnast curnaauzanus

|
B

full-scale strategic strike— mosHOMacIITaOHBIN CTPATETUHISCKUN y1ap

|
o1

global warming — rino6anbHOe OTEIUIEHUE

governments of the participating countries — mpaBuTeIbCTBA CTPaH-yYaCTHHII
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17. greenhouse gas — mapHUKOBBIi1 ra3

18. huge Greenland glacier — orpomusblii teguuk I'pernanuu

19. inadvertent strategic decision — HenpegHAMEPEHHOE CTPATErHYeCKOe PEIICHUE
20. international security— MexxayHapoHasi 0€301acHOCTD

21. jet propulsion lab — maGoparopust peakTUBHOTO JTBUKCHUS

22. legally binding— ropuamaeckn o0s3aTenbHBIM

23.  likely nuclear destruction — BeposiTHOE sSI/IEpHOE YHUUYTOKEHHUE

24. mainstream democrats — oCHOBHBIC IEMOKpPAThI

25.  marginal factor — mapruHanbHbIH (aKTop

26. military and intelligence analyst — BoeHHBI# 1 pa3BebIBATEIbHbIA aHATUTHK
27. missile attack — pakeTrHas ataka

28. normal parliamentary politics— HopmalibHast TapJaMeHTCKas OJTUTHKA

29. nuclear war — sinepHast BoitHa

30. nuclear weapons — siepHOe opyKue

31. open contempt — OTKpBITOE MpEe3peHue

32.  paris deliberations — nmapuxckue o0CyKaCHUS

33.  popular opinion — HapoHOE MHEHHE

34. potential catastrophe — moTennmaneHas karactpoda

35. provocative message — mpoBOKaIlMOHHOE COOOIIEHNE

36. public opinion — o61iecTBeHHOE MHEHHE

37. radical insurgency — pagukaibHOE BOCCTaHUE

38. rash and reckless exercises— onpoMeTduBbic U O€3pacCyHbIC YIIPAKHCHHUS
39. ratification — parudukanms

40. respected conservative political analyst — yBaxkaeMmblli KOHCEpBAaTHBHBIM
HOJIUTOJIOT

41. severe problem — cepresnas npooiiema

42. significant implications — 3HaYUTENBbHBIC TOCIICACTBUS

43. territorial sovereignty — TeppuTOpHaNIbHBINA CYBEPCHUTET

44. unchecked climate change — HekoHTpOIHpYEMOE U3MEHEHHE KIMMAaTa

45. verbal promises first strike weapon— cioBecHbie OOCIIAHUS TMEPBOrO yaapa
OpY)KHEM

46. vitality of human civilization - >xu3HeCOCOOHOCTH  YEIOBEYECKOI
[UBHIIA3AIIH

47.  war time approaches — moaxo bl BOGHHOTO BPeMEHH!

48. world leaders — mupoBbIie uACpBI
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Tasks

1. Match the definition

1. Independents

Mainstream democrats

International relations

Ratification

Demand

a) are a moderate ideological faction within the Democratic Party of the United
States.

b) is the study of interconnectedness of politics, economics and law on a global
level

c) notinfluenced or controlled in any way by other people, events, or things

d) to ask for something forcefully, in a way that shows that you do not expect to be
refused

e) the process of making an agreement official

a bk~ wn

1 2 3 4 5

2. Fill the gaps:

a) huge Greenland glacier

b) Jet Propulsion Lab

C) new evidence

d) ominous development

e) severe problem

f) unchecked climate change
g) world leaders

As the year ended, 1 met in Paris to address the 2 of. Hardly a day passes without 3 of
how severe the crisis is. Shortly before the opening of the Paris conference, NASA’s
4 released a study that both surprised and alarmed scientists who have been studying
Arctic ice. The study showed that a 5 , Zachariaelsstrom, «broke loose from a
glaciologically stable position in 2012 and entered a phase of accelerated retreat», an
unexpected and 6.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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3. Match the synonym:

1 assumption
2 prominent,
3. disparities

4, significant

5 deterrence

6 conseqguence
7 equilibrium
a)  balance

b)  considerable
c)  famous

d) inequality

e) intimidation
f) investigation

g)  supposition

4. Give the antonym
1. modern —

2. disparities —

3. accomplishment —
4. advantage —

5. global warming —
6. external —

7. transgressor —

8. allegiance —

9. peaceful -

10. dedication —

5. Fill the prepositions into the gaps

The conclusions are underscored lanother Times piece 2the Paris agreement.3 the
end of a long story lauding the achievement, the article notes that the system created
4the conference «depends heavily 5the views of the future world leaders who will
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carry out those policies.6 the United States, every Republican candidate running for
president 72016 has publicly questioned or denied the 8of climate change, and has
voiced opposition to Mr. Obama’s climate change policies.9 the Senate, Mitch
McConnell, the Republican leader, who has led the charge against Mr. Obama’s
climate change agenda, said,10 his international partners pop the champagne, they
should remember that this is an unattainable deal based 11la domestic energy plan
that’s likely illegal, that half the states have sued to halt, and that Congress has
already voted to rejecty.
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Unit XI
MASTERS OF GLOBAL WORLD

1. ""Who Rules The World?"
> Read, translate and discuss

When we ask "Who rules the world?" we commonly adopt the standard
convention that the actors in world affairs are states, primarily the great powers, and
we consider their decisions and the relations among them. That is not wrong. But we
would do well to keep in mind that this level of abstraction can also be highly
misleading. States of course have complex internal structures, and the choices and
decisions of the political leadership are heavily influenced by internal concentrations
of power, while the general population is often marginalized. That is true even for the
more democratic societies, and obviously for others. We cannot gain a realistic
understanding of who rules the world while ignoring the "masters of mankind, " as
Adam Smith called them: in his day, the merchants and manufacturers of England; in
ours, multinational conglomerates, huge institutions, retail empires, and the like. Still
following Smith, it is also wise to attend to the "vile maxim" to which the "masters of
mankind" are dedicated: "All for ourselves and nothing for other people"-a doctrine
known otherwise as bitter and incessant class war, often one-sided, much to the
detriment of the people of the home country and the world. In the contemporary
global order, the institutions of the masters hold enormous power, not only in the
international arena but also within their home states, on which they rely to protect
their power and to provide economic support by a wide variety of means. When we
con- sider the role of the masters of mankind, we turn to such state policy priorities of
the moment as the Trans-Pacific Partnership, one of the investor-rights agreements
mislabeled "free-trade agreements” in propaganda and commentary. They are
negotiated in secret, apart from the hundreds of corporate lawyers and lobbyists
writing the crucial details. The intention is to have them adopted in good Stalinist
style with "fast track™ procedures.

2. Afterword to the 2017 edition.

The question of who rules the world became even more important on November 8,
2016, which might turn out to be one of the most important dates in human history,
depending on how we react. This is no exaggeration. The most important news of that
day was barely noted anywhere, a fact of no slight significance in itself. On

November 8, the World Meteorological Organization delivered a report at COP22,
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the 2016 meeting of the annual United Nations Climate Change Conference, being
held in Morocco. The WHO declared that the past five years were the hottest on
record. It reported rising sea levels, soon to increase further as a result of the
unexpectedly rapid melting of polar ice caps. The area covered by Arctic sea ice over
the past five years is 28 percent below the average of the previous three decades,
which directly reduces the polar ice reflection of solar rays, thereby accelerating the
global warming process. Even more allrming is the unexpectedly rapid destabilization
of the enormous West Antarctic glaciers, which could raise sea levels by several feet,
while also leading to disintegration of the ice in all of West Antarctica. The WMO
further reported that temperatures are already approaching dangerously close to the
maximum target levels established by the Paris agreements of COP21 just the
previous year, among other dire analyses and predictions. Another event that took
place that day got far more attention, but the primary reason for its importance was,
once again, barely noted. On November 8, the most powerful country in the world
had an election. The outcome placed total control of all branches of the government-
the presidency, Congress, the Supreme Court- in the hands of the Republic — can
Party, the most dangerous organization in world history. Apart from the last phrase,
this description is uncontroversial. The last phrase, on the other hand, may seem
outlandish, even outrageous. But is it? The facts suggest otherwise. The Republican
Party is dedicated to racing as rapidly as possible to destruction of organized human
life. There is no historical precedent for such a stand. When it comes to climate
change, virtually every candidate in the Republican primaries denied that what is
happening is happening. The only exceptions were the supposedly sensible
moderates, like Jeb Bush, who said that it's all uncertain but we don't have to do
anything because we're producing more natural gas thanks to fracking. Or John
Kasich, who agreed that global warming is taking place but added that when it ce
comes to using coal, the worst of the fossil fuel polluters, "we are going to burn it in
Ohio, and we are not going to apologize for it. * Meanwhile, Donald Trump called for
rapid increase in use of fossil fuels, dismantling of regulations, denying help to
developing countries that are seeking to move to sustainable energy, and in general
speeding toward the clifi as fast as possible. The effects of Republican denialism
were already felt even before Trump's election. There had been hopes, for example,
that the Paris agreement of COP21 could lead to a verifiable treaty, but any such
thoughts were abandoned because the Republican Congress would not accept any
binding commitments. What emerged instead was a voluntary agreement, clearly

much weaker. The effects of global warming may soon become even more vividly
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apparent than they already are. In Bangladesh alone, tens of millions are expected to
have to flee from low-lying plains in coming years because of sea level rise and more
severe weather, creating a migrant crisis that will make today's pale into
insignificance. With considerable justice, Bangladesh's leading climate scientist, Atiq
Rahman, says that "these migrants should have the right to move to the countries
from which all these greenhouse gases are coming. Millions should be able to go to
the United States. They should be able to go, too, to the other rich countries that have
grown wealthy while bringing about a radical transformation of the environment. The
catastrophic consequences of that transformation will be felt not just in Bangladesh
but in all of South Asia, as temperatures inexorably rise and the Himalayan glaciers
melt, threatening the region's entire water supply. It is hard to find words to capture
the facthat humans are facing the most important question in their history whether
organized human life will survive in anything like the form we know and are
answering it by accelerating the race to disaster. The same goes for the other huge
threat to human survival, the danger of nuclear destruction which has been looming
over our heads for seventy years and is now increasing. It is similarly difficult to find
words to capture the utterly astonishing fact that in all of the massive coverage of the
electoral extravaganza, neither the impending climate change catastrophe nor the
nuclear danger received more than passing mention. There were doubtless many
factors, but one was that they are victims of the neoliberal policies of the past
generation, the policies detailed in congressional testimony by Federal Reserve chair
Alan Greenspan (lauded as "Saint Alan" by his admirers until the miraculous U. S.
economy he was supervising crashed in 2007-08, threatening to bring the whole
global economy down with it). As Greenspan explained during his glory days, his
successful policies were based substantially on "greater worker insecurity. "
Intimidated workers would not ask for higher wages or benefits/ but would accept
lower living standards in exchange for being able to keep a job at all. By neoliberal
standards, this added up to a quite favorable healthy economic performance. Working
people who have been the subjects of this experiment in economic theory are,
somehow, not particularly happy about the out- come. They are not, for example,
overjoyed at the fact that in 2007, at the peak of the neoliberal miracle before the
crash, inflation-adjusted wages for nonsupervisory workers were lower than they had
been in 1979, when the experiment was just taking off.. Many Trump supporters had
voted for Barack Obama in 2008, believing his message of "hope and change. "
Disillusioned by the failure of the promises, they are now attending to Trump's

rhetoric about how he will "make America great again". They are, however, deluded
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to believe that he will fulfill his grand promises and remedy their plight: the merest
look at his fiscal proposals and personnel choices demonstrates how unlikely that out-
come is. But it is understandable that the consequences of plans that are vaguely and
indirectly announced are not always clear to people living in an atomized society,
isolated from others, lacking labor unions and other associations that can provide the
means to educate and organize. That is a crucial difference between today's
despairing workers and the generally hopeful attitudes of many working people in the
1930s, who in fact were under much greater duress during the Great Depression. The
Democratic Party abandoned any real concern for working people by the 1970s, and
they have been drawn to the ranks of their bitter class enemies, who at least pretend
to speak their language-Ronald Reagan with his folksy style and little jokes,
munching jelly beans; George W. Bush with his carefully cultivated image of a
regular guy you could meet in a bar and his display of loving to cut brush on the
ranch in hundred- degree heat. And now there's Trump, giving voice to people who
have lost not just jobs but also their sense of personal self-worth, and railing against
the government that they perceive- not without reason-as having undermined their
lives. One of the great achievements of the American doctrinal system has been to
divert anger from the corporate sector to the government that implements the
programs that the private sector designs. It is the government, for instance, that gets
blamed for the highly protectionist corporate/investor rights agreements, uniformly
misdescribed as "free trade agreements™ in commentary and the media. Unlike the
corporate sector, the government is, to some extent, under popular influence and
control, so it is highly advantageous for the business world to foster hatred and
contempt for pointy-headed government bureaucrats stealing your tax dollars. All in
all, Trump does not represent an entirely new movement in American politics. Both
political parties have moved to the right during the neoliberal period) Today's New
Democrats are pretty much what used to be called "moderate Republicans”. The
"political revolution” that Bernie Sanders quite rightly called for would not have
greatly surprised Dwight Eisenhower. Today's Republicans, meanwhile, have moved
so far right in their dedication to the wealthy and the corporate sector that they cannot
hope to get votes on their actual programs. Instead, they have turned to mobilizing
sectors of the population that have always been there, just not as an organized
political force: evangelicals, nativists, racists, and the victims of the forms of
globalization designed to set working people around the world in competition with
one another while protecting the privileged. The consequences have been evident in

recent Republican prima- ries. In previous election cycles, every candidate that
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emerged from the base - Michele Bachmann, Herman Cain, Rick Santorum, and so
on- has been so extreme that the Republican establishment had to use its ample
resources to beat them down. The difference in 2016 is that the establishment failed,
much to its chagrin. There are definite similarities between Trump's election and the
Brexit referendum, and the general rise of the ultranationalist far-right parties in
Europe. Their leaders--Nigel Farage, Marine Le Pen, Viktor Orban, and others like
them were quick to congratulate Trump on his victory, perceiving him as one of their
own. And these developments are quite frightening. A look at the polls in Austria and
Germany cannot fail to provoke alarm for anyone familiar with the 1930s, and
especially for those who witnessed that decade, as | did as a child. I can still recall
listening to Hitler's speeches, not understanding the words but finding the tone and
audience reaction chilling enough. The first article that | remember writing was in
February 1939, after the fall of Barcelona, on the seemingly inexorable spread of the
fascist plague. And by a strange coincidence, it was in Barcelona that my wife and |
watched the 2016 election returns. For many years | have been writing and speaking
about the danger that a charismatic ideologue could rise in the United States:
someone who could exploit the fear and anger that have long been boiling in much of
the society, directing them away from the actual malefactors and onto vulnerable
targets. That could indeed lead to what sociologist Ber- tram Gross, in a perceptive
study several decades ago, called "friendly fascism. "But that requires an honest
ideologue, a Hitler type, not some- one whose only detectable ideology is narcissism.
The danger, though, has been real for a long time. How Trump will handle what he
has brought forth-not created, but unleashed we cannot say. Perhaps his most riking
characteristic is unpredictability. A lot, naturally, depends on his appointments and
his circle of advisers, and indications on that front are unattractive, to put it mildly.
And we are almost assured that the Supreme Court will be in the hands of
reactionaries for many years, with predictable consequinces, As far as foreign policy
is concerned, one hopeful prospect, given Trump's admiration for Vladimir Putin, is
that here might be a reduction of the very dangerous and mounting Russian-American
tensions. It is also possible that Europe might distance itself from Trump's America
(as already suggested by Germany's chancellor Angela Merkel and other European
leaders) and, post-Brexit, from the British voice of American power. That might lead
to European efforts to defuse tensions with Russia, and perhaps even to an attempt to
move toward something like Mikhail Gorbachev's vision of an integrated Eurasian
security system without military alliances a vision rejected by the United States in

favor of NATO expansion, but recently revived by Putin, whether seriously or not we
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do not know. Will American foreign policy under the new administration be more
militaristic than it was under George W. Bush or even under Obama, or perhaps less
so? | don't think one can answer with any confidence. Again, Trump is simply too
unpredictable. There are too many open questions. But what we can say is that a lot
will depend on the reactions of those appalled by what is now taking shape in
Washington, by Trump's performances and the visions he has projected, such as they
are, and by the cast of characters he has assembled. Popular mobilization and
activism, properly organized and conducted, can make a large difference. And as
noted earlier, the stakes today are immense.

» Answer the questions

Can you name any government policy that has suffered a setback?
What is responisble government?

Does global warming process influence on economy?

What caused the conflict? Give an example?

How do you see the role of any country in global warming process ?
What is major objective of polirical parties?

o gk wbdE

Summary
It is dedicated to the masters of mankind.

It is interesting to consider that today question who rules the world on of the
most popular question in modern society. It should be noted that this question still
nobody answers. Political situation changes everyday, that is why it is impossible to
answer this question. The gain of the text is to find out who rules the world.

It cannot be approached a realistic understanding, who rules the world, while
ignoring “masters of mankind” as Adam Smith called them that multinational
conglomerates, huge financial institutions, retail empires and the like.

There are too may open question, it should be emphasize that everything
depends on real leader.
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Digest

Actuality, The problem of the global governance subject is important both from
theoretical and practical points of view. It should be remembered that global
governance as a process aimed at solving global problems, includes both co$
operation and competition. Competition occurs not only in economic and
military$technical spheres, but also between value systems inherent in large social
formations — local civilizations. However, the local civilizations retain their role of
global governance subject entity only by constituting itself as a public entity. The
degree of involvement of civilization in global governan$ ce is determined first and
foremost, by the degree of public consolidation within the state.

In this paper | am going to use the articles by Noam Chomsky “Who rules the
world”.

The purpose of this work to find out, who rules the world.

In order to achieve that goal | have to order special tasks:

1) To view who is the main subject of world governance;

2) To consider who is the state and buisness corporation in matters of governance of
the world;

3) To discuss the role masters of mankind:

4) To analyze in fact who rules the world:

In the light of our theme, the consolidation of society is important in depending on
the current international situation, as only that state will be able to play any
significant global role, which is consolidated within itself, able to solve internal
problems through dialogue, not confrontation. In this regard it is legitimate to
understand the state not only as an apparatus of power and management, but more
broadly meaning. The state is not only borders, institutions and legal declarations, but
what exists as a representation in the people themselves. If such a representation as
one of if there are no dominant ideas, then there is no state, " writes the largest
domestic expert on national policy.

To sum up, in fact, is the existence of any state possible without the presence of
internal communication between people-citizens of this state? Is the state possible
without that, so that the majority of its citizens do not identify themselves with this
state, and not with some other? Finally, is the state capable of playing a significant
global role, if it is not consolidated within itself, if its citizens not ready to serve him
and protect him in times of danger? Of course, these questions are nothing more than
rhetorical.
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» Translate into English
Xo0351eBa YeJI0BeYeCTBA

OnHuM K3 BeIMYaWIIUX JOCTHKEHUN aMEPUKAHCKON JOKTPUHAIBHON CUCTEMBI
OBLJIO OTBJICUEHHE THEBA OT KOPHOPATUBHOIO CEKTOpa K IMPABUTENIBCTBY, KOTOPOE
peanu3yer  OporpaMMbl,  pa3pabOTaHHbIE  YAaCTHBIM  CEeKTOpoM.  MmeHHO
NpaBUTENBLCTBO, HAmpUMep, OOBHHSETCA B  KpailHE  MPOTEKIMOHUCTCKUX
COTJIAILIEHUSIX O TpaBax KOpHopanuil / MHBECTOPOB, KOTOPbIE B KOMMEHTApUAX U
CpelcTBax MaccoBo HH(OpMaMu OOBIYHO HEMPABWIBHO OINMCHIBAIOTCS Kak
"cornameHusi o cBoOoAHON Topromie". B oTiMuuMe OT KOPIOPATHBHOTO CEKTOPA,
IIPAaBUTEJILCTBO B KAKOW-TO CTEIIEHU HAXOAUTCS MOJ BIUSHUEM U KOHTPOJIEM Hapoa,
MIO3TOMY JIIOBOMY MHUPY OYEHb BBIFOJIHO NHUTaTh HEHABUCTh M IMPE3PEHUE K
3a0CTPEHHBIM MPABUTEIBCTBEHHBIM OIOpPOKpaTaM, BOPYIOIIMM Balld HaJIOTOBBIE
JOJUTapbl. DTO IOMOTAET U3THATh M3 CO3HAHUS KaXKIOTO YEJOBEKa JIOKHYIO UACI0 O
TOM, YTO IIPaBUTEIBCTBO MOXET CTaThb MHCTPYMEHTOM HApOJHOW BOIM —
IIPaBUTEIBCTBOM Hapoja, CAMUM HapOAOM U JUIsl HApoAa.

Koneuno, B ycmexe Tpamma Obuin u apyrue ¢akropsl. MccnenoBanus
MOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO JOKTPUHBI IMPEBOCXOJCTBA OEIBIX MMEIOT YPE3BBIYAMHO CHIIBHOE
BIMsiHUE Ha KyibTypy B CoenuHensbix Illtatax — paxke OoJjiee CUIIbHOE, 4YeM,
Haripumep, B FOxHoil Adpuke. Y He cekper, 4TO aMEepUKaHCKOe Oeoe HacelleHHue
cokpamaercs. I[lo mporHozam, uepe3 OJHO-IBA JecATWICTHS Oeyibie OyIyT
COCTaBJISITh MEHBIIMHCTBO pabodeil CHUJbl, @ HEHaMHOTO MO3X€ — MEHBIIMHCTBO
HaceneHus. TpaJauIMOHHAsE KOHCEPBAaTUBHAS KYJIbTypa TAKXKE BOCIPUHUMAETCS Kak
MOJIBEPrIIasicCd  HaMaJeHUIO, OCaXJACHHass  "MOJUTUKOM  HWJIEHTUYHOCTH'  —
paccMaTpuBaeMas Kak oOOJacTh AJIMT, KOTOPbIE HMEIOT TOJBKO THPE3PEHHE K
NaTPUOTUYECKUM, TPYIOIIOOMBBIM, UIYIIUM B LIEPKOBb aMEPUKAHIAM C peajbHbIMU
CEMEWHBIMM LIEHHOCTSIMM, Ybsl CTPAHA UCYE3aET HA UX IJ1a3ax.

Ecnu Hayka npotuBopeunT bubnuu, Tem xyxe ans Hayku. Hampumep, BbIOOp
Tpamma Bo3rnaBUTH JenapTamMeHT oOpaszoBanus, MuwtuHapn — Oup bercu Jlesoc,
ABJISIETCSI WIEHOM NPOTECTAHTCKOM IEHOMHUHALWMU, MPUAEPKUBAKOLIEHCS TOrO, YTO
"Bce Hay4Hble TEOpUU NOoMuuHs0TCA [lncaHuio” M 4TO "'4enoBeYecTBO CO3AAHO IO
o0Opa3y boxbeMy''; Bce Teopuu, KOTOpPble MUHUMHU3UPYIOT 3TOT (haKT, U BCE TEOPUU
ABOJIIOLIMM, KOTOPBIE OTPHUIAIOT TBOPYECKYIO HEATENIBHOCTH bora, OTBEpraroTcs.
bb110 OB TPYIHO HAWTHU aHAJIOT 3TOMY SIBJIEHUIO B JIPYTUX OOIIECTBaX.

B memom Tpamm He mpeacraBisieT co0Oi COBEpIISHHO HOBOE JIBHMIKCHHE B
amMepukaHcko monuTuke. (O0e TOJUTHYECKHE NapTUU IMepellId BIpPaBO B

HeonOepabHbIA Tiepro 1. CeroaHsAITHNE HOBBIC JIEMOKPAaThl — 3TO B 3HAYMUTEILHOU
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CTENEHHW TO, UYTO paHbllle Ha3bIBAJIOCh '"yMEpPEHHBIMU peciyOauKaHIaMu'.
"[TonmuTueckass peBOdOLMSA", K KOTOPOW COBEPIICHHO CHPABEVIMBO IPU3BIBAI
bepuu Canpepc, He cuibHO yauBuia Obl Jlyaiita Ditzenxayspa. CeromHsiiHue
pecnyONUKaHIBI, TEM BpEMEHEM, MPOJBUHYJIUCh TakK JajleKo BIPaBO B CBOEH
MpelaHHOCTH OOraToMy M KOPIIOPATUBHOMY CEKTOPY, YTO OHM HE MOTYT HaJeAThCs
MOJly4YUTh TOJIOCA TIO CBOUM (PaKTHUYECKHUM TMporpaMMaM. BmecTo 3TOro oHH
oOpaTWIMCh K MOOMJIM3aLMU CIIOEB HACEJIEHUs, KOTOpbIE BCerna ObUIM Tam, IPOCTO
HE KaK OpraHM30BaHHas MOJUTUYECKAs CHJIa: DBAHTE€IUKAIIbl, HATUBUCTHI, PACUCTHI U
XKEepTBBI (PopM TII0OANTM3AIMK, PU3BAHHBIX 3aCTABUTH TPYASAIIMXCS BO BCEM MHpPE
KOHKYPHUPOBATH APYT C IPYTOM, 3alulIasi IPUBUIETUPOBAHHBIX.

Kak Tpamm crpaBUTCS ¢ TEM, YTO OH IPUHEC — HE CO31aJ, HO Pa3BsA3al — MbI
HE MOKEM cKazaTh. [loxkanyil, camas mopa3uTesibHas €ro YepTa-HelpeacKa3yeMOCTb.
MHoOroe, €CTeCTBEHHO, 3aBHCUT OT €ro HAa3HAYECHHW W Kpyra COBETHHKOB, a
MOKa3aHusi Ha 3TOM (PPOHTE, MATKO T'OBOPS, MaJONpHUBIEKATENbHbI. 1 MBI MOYTH
yBEpEHbI, yTO BepxoBHBIM CyJI emie MHOTro JeT OyJIeT HaXOAWUThbCSI B pyKax
PEaKIMOHEPOB, C IPEACKA3yeMbIMHU IIOCIEACTBUAMU. YTO Kacaercs BHELIHEH
MOJIUTUKH, OJIHA OOHAJEKUBAIOIIAsl MEPCIEKTUBA, YYUThIBAs BOCXulleHue Tpamma
Brnagumupom IlyTuHBIM, 3aKIHOYaeTCs B TOM, YTO MOXET NPOU30UTH CHUKECHHE
OYEHb OIMACHOM M PACTYIIEH POCCHMCKO-AMEPUKAHCKOW HANPSIKEHHOCTU. Takxke
BO3MOKHO, yTo EBpomna MoxeT nucraHuupoBaThes oT AMepuku Tpammna (Kak yxke
npeiaraioch KanuyepoMm ['epmannn AHrenoi Mepkenb U ApYyTrUMH €BPONEHCKUMU
JUaepaMu) 1, mocie OpekcuT, ot OpuraHckoro ['ojioca aMepuKaHCKOM BJIACTH.

OTO MOXKET NPUBECTU K €BPONEHCKUM YCHIMAM IO pa3psiAKe HAINPSIKEHHOCTH
B OTHOIIEHUAX ¢ Poccuent u, BO3MOKHO, TaKE K IOIBITKE MEPEUTH K YEMY-TO BPOJIE
BusieHusd Muxauna ['opbadyeBa 0 €quHON €Bpa3uiicKoM cucteMe Oe3omacHocTH 0e3
BOCHHBIX COIO30B — BHJEHMS, OTBEprHyroro CoennHeHHbiMu lllTatamy B 1monb3y
pacmmpenns HATO, HO HegaBHO BO3p0kAeHHOTO [IyTUHBIM, CEphE3HO WM HET, MBI
HE 3HAeM.

Tpamn npocTto ciaumkoM HemnpeackasyeM. CIHMIIKOM MHOTO  OTKPBITBIX

BOTIPOCOB.

1) Match translation of the words

1. Below a average (MHaHCOBbIE HHCTUTYTHI
2. Massive coverage IOIPBIBHAS UICS

3. Migrant crisis OTBJICYb THEB

4. Fossil fuel KPHU3HUC MUTPAHTOB
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5. Divert anger MHUPOBEBIC JIej1a

6. Subversive idea HCKOITAEMOE TOILIUBO
7. Military alliance MacCCOBBII OXBAT

8. World affairs HIDKE CPEIHEro

9.

Financial institutions BoeHHBIN AJILSIHC

2) Fill in the gaps
Style international lobbyists consider hundreds partnership

In the contemporary global order, the institutions of the masters hold enormous
power, not only in the 1) arena but also within their home states, on
which they rely to protect their power and to provide economic support by a wide
variety of means. When we 2) the role of the masters of mankind, we
turn to such state policy priorities of the moment as the Trans-Pacific
3) , one of the investor rights agreements mislabeled "free-trade
agreements"” in propaganda and commentary. They are negotiated in secret, apart
from the 4) of corporate lawyers and 5) writing the
crucial details. The intention is to have them adopted in good Stalinist
6) with "fast track™ procedures designed to block discussion and
allow only the choice of yes or no (hence yes). The designers regularly do quite well,
not surprisingly. People are incidental, with the consequences one might anticipate.
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3) Arrange paragraphs within the meaning

When we consider the role of the masters of mankind, we turn to such state policy
priorities of the moment as the Trans-Pacific Partnership, one of the investor-rights
agreements mislabeled “free-trade agreements” in propaganda and commentary. They
are negotiated in secret, apart from the hundreds of corporate lawyers and lobbyists
writing the crucial details.

That is true even for the more democratic societies, and obviously for others. We
cannot gain a realistic understanding of who rules the world while ignoring the
“masters of mankind,” as Adam Smith called them: in his day, the merchants and
manufacturers of England; in ours, multinational conglomerates, huge financial
institutions, retail empires, and the like. Still following Smith, it is also wise to attend
to the “vile maxim” to which the “masters of mankind” are dedicated: “All for
ourselves and nothing for other people” — a doctrine known otherwise as bitter and
incessant class war, often one-sided, much to the detriment of the people of the home
country and the world. In the contemporary global order, the institutions of the
masters hold enormous power, not only in the international arena but also within their
home states, on which they rely to protect their power and to provide economic
support by a wide variety of means.

When we ask "Who rules the world?" we commonly adopt the standard convention
that the actors in world affairs are states, primarily the great powers, and we consider
their decisions and the relations among them. That is not wrong. But we would do
well to keep in mind that this level of abstraction can also be highly misleading.
States of course have complex internal structures, and the choices and decisions of
the political leadership are heavily influenced by internal concentrations of power,
while the general population is often marginalized.

The intention is to have them adopted in good Stalinist style with “fast track”
procedures designed to block discussion and allow only the choice of yes or no
(hence yes). The designers regularly do quite well, not surprisingly. People are
incidental, with the consequences one might anticipate.
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4) Write the antonyms to the words
1) Charismatic ideology

2) predictable consequences

3) strong grip

4) consequences

5) revealed

5) Translate the text into Russian

» Translate into English

We cannot gain a realistic understanding of who rules the world while ignoring
the “masters of mankind,” as Adam Smith called them: in his day, the merchants and
manufacturers of England; in ours, multinational conglomerates, huge financial
institutions, retail empires, and the like. Still following Smith, it is also wise to attend
to the “vile maxim” to which the “masters of mankind” are dedicated: “All for
ourselves and nothing for other people”—a doctrine known otherwise as bitter and
incessant class war, often one-sided, much to the detriment of the people of the home
country and the world. In the contemporary global order, the institutions of the
masters hold enormous power, not only in the international arena but also within their
home states, on which they rely to protect their power and to provide economic
support by a wide variety of means. When we consider the role of the masters of
mankind, we turn to such state policy priorities of the moment as the Trans- Pacific
Partnership, one of the investor-rights agreements mislabeled “free-trade agreements”
in propaganda and commentary. They are negotiated in secret, apart from the
hundreds of corporate lawyers and lobbyists writing the crucial details. The intention
Is to have them adopted in good Stalinist style with “fast track” procedures designed
to block discussion and allow only the choice of yes or no (hence yes). The designers
regularly do quite well, not surprisingly. People are incidental, with the consequences
one might anticipate.

VOCABULARY
Complex international structures - CiiosxxHbie MEXTYHAPOIHBIC CTPYKTYPBI
Political leadership - ITonuTrueckoe pyKoBOICTBO
Democratic societies - Jlemokpatudyeckoe 00IIECTBO
Financial institutions - ®uxaHcoBOe yupexaeHUE
Enormous power - OrpomHas Bi1acTh

Wide variety of means - lllupokwuii BEIOOp CpeACTB
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State policy prorities - 'ocynapcTBeHHas TOJIUTHKA IPHOPUTETOB
Trans-Pasific Partnership - Tpanc-Tuxookeanckoe [TapTHepcTBO
Investor-rights agreements - CornamieHust o nmpaBax HUHBECTOPOB
Free-trade agreements - CBo0oiHOE TOProBO€ COTJalieHue
COP22 (Conference of the Parties 22) - Koudepennus ctopon 22
WMO (World Meteorological Organization) - BcemupHnas MmeTeopoioruiaeckas
OpraHu3aIus

Rapid melting - Beictpoe Tasuue

Rapid destabilization - BeicTpas nectadbunuzanus

West Antartic glaciers - 3anagHo-aHTapKTUYCCKUE JICTHUKN

Ice disintegration - Pacnaz nbaa

Target levels - IleneBoii ypoBeHb

Primary reason - OcHoBHas MpUYHHA

Supreme Court - BepxoBHbIii cy1

Republican primaries - Pecniy6nukanckue npaimepus

Sensible moderstes - PazymHubie MoepcThI

Global warming process - IIporecc ri100aabHOro MOTEIICHHS
Fossil fuel polluters - 3arps3Henus uckomaeMoro TOILINBA
Republican denialism - PecriydnukaHckoe oTpuiiaHue

Verifiable treaty - [Tognaromuiicss mpoBepke 10roOBOP

Binding commitment - O6s3aTenscTBa

Voluntary agreement - J1o6poBoJIbHOE COTJIAIICHUE

Vividly apparent - fIpkoe nposiBisiBjicHHE

Migrant crisis - MurpanroHHbINH KPU3UC

Considerable justice - 3naunTenbHas cipaBeITUBOCTh
Catastropfic consequence - Karactpoduueckre mociaeacTBus
Trmperatures inexorably rise - Heymonumeblii poct Temreparypsl
Himalayen glaciers melt - TasHnue rumanaiicKux JIeJTHUKOB

Race acclerate - [ 'onka akkimmmaTu3amuu

Nuclear destruction - SIzepHoe paspyiieHue

Massive coverage - MaccoBblif 0XBaT

Electoral extravaganza - Nz6ouparenbnas Gpeepust

American political system - AMepukaHcKas OJTUTHYECKAS CUCTEMA
Federal Reserve - ®enepanbHas pe3epBHas cucTeMa

Intimidate worker - 3amyraTth paboTHHKa

Neoliberal standarts - HeonmbepanbHbie cTaHapThI
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Nonsupervisory worker - HekoHTposupyeMblii pabOTHHK
Deliberate policy decision - O61yMaHHOE MOJUTHUECKOE PEIICHHUE
Status quo - CtaTyc-kBo

Divert anger - OTBiie4b rHEB

Corporate sector - KopnopaTuBHBII CEKTOp

Subversive idea - KpamosibHast MbICITH

Poweful gip - Mommsrii 'NIT

Work fore minority - Pabora nepe MCHbIIHHCTBOM

Strong grip - CuabHoe cxxatue

American concern - AMepUKaHCKHI KOHIICPH

Similar percentage - AHaJIOrHYHBIH TPOLIEHT

Neoliberal period - HeonubepanbHblii mepro;y

Corporate sector - KopnopaTtuBHbIi CEKTOP

Mobilizing sector - MoOuIH3aIMOHHBIH CEKTOP

Ample resource - JloctatouHbie pecypchl

Fascist plague - ®ammucrckas yyma

Charismatic ideologue - XapuamaTuuHbIi H1€0JI0T
Vulnerable targets - Ys3pumblie neaun

Striking characteristic - Ilopa3utenpHast XapaKTEpUCTHKA
Predictable consequense - TIpeackazyemMo CBHIETEIILCTBOBATH
Russian-Amercan tension — Pyccko-amepukaHcKas HapsHKeHHOCTh
Military alliance - Boennsiit Coro3
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Unit X11
ONE DAY IN THE LIFE OF A READER OF THE NEW YORK TIMES

> Read, translate and discuss
The New York Times can plausibly be regarded as the world's leading newspaper. It
Is an indispensable source of news and commentary, but there is a lot more that one
can learn by reading it carefully and critically. Let us keep to a single day, April 6,
2015 — though almost any other day would have provided similar insights into
prevailing ideology and intellectual culture.

A front-page article is devoted to a flawed story about a campus rape in Rolling
Stone magazine, exposed in the Columbia Journalism Review. So severe is this
departure from journalistic integrity that it is also the subject of the lead story in the
business section, with a full inside page devoted to the continuation of the two
reports. The shocked reports refer to several past crimes of the press: a few cases of
fabrication, quickly exposed, and cases of plagiarism (**too numerous to list"). The
specific crime of Rolling Stone is "lack of skepticism,” which is "in many ways the
most insidious" of the three categories.

It is refreshing to see the commitment of the Times to the integrity of
journalism.

On page seven of the same issue, there is an important story by Thomas Fuller
headlined "One Woman's Mission to Free Laos from Millions of Unexploded
Bombs." It reports on the "single-minded effort" of a Lao-American woman,
Channapha Khamvongsa, "to rid her native land of millions of bombs still buried
there, the legacy of a nine-year American air campaign that made Laos one of the
most heavily bombed places on earth." The story notes that as a result of Ms.
Khamvongsa's lobbying, the United States increased its annual spending on the
removal of unexploded bombs by a munificent $12 million. The most lethal are
cluster bombs, which are designed to "cause maximum casualties to troops" by
spraying "hundreds of bomblets onto the ground.” About 30 percent remain
unexploded, so that they kill and maim children who pick up the pieces, farmers who
strike them while working, and other unfortunates. An accompanying map features
Xieng Khouang province in northern Laos, better known as the Plain of Jars, the
primary target of the intensive bombing, which reached its peak of fury in 1969.

Fuller reports that Ms. Khamvongsa "was spurred into action when she came
across a collection of drawings of the bombings made by refugees and collected by

Fred Branfman, an antiwar activist who helped expose the Secret War." The drawings
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appear in his remarkable book Voices from the Plain of Jars, published in 1972 and
republished by the University of Wisconsin Press in 2013 with a new introduction.
The drawings vividly display the torment of the victims, poor peasants in a remote
area that had virtually nothing to do with the Vietnam War, as officially conceded.
One typical report by a twenty-six-year-old nurse captures the nature of the air war:
"There wasn't a night when we thought we'd live until morning, never a morning we
thought we'd survive until night. Did our children cry? Oh, yes, and we did also. | just
stayed in my cave. | didn't see the sunlight for two years. What did I think about? Oh,
| used to repeat 'please don't let the planes come, please don't let the planes come,
please don't let the planes come."

Branfman's valiant efforts did indeed bring some awareness of this hideous
atrocity. His assiduous research also unearthed the reasons for the savage destruction
of a helpless peasant society. He exposed them once again in the introduction to the
new edition of Voices:

One of the most shattering revelations about the bombing was discovering why
it had so vastly increased in 1969, as described by the refugees. | learned that after
President Lyndon Johnson had declared a bombing halt over North Vietnam in
November 1968, he had simply diverted the planes into northern Laos. There was no
military reason for doing so. It was simply because, as US Deputy Chief of Mission
Monteagle Stearns testified to the US Senate Committee on Foreign Relations in
October 1969, "Well, we had all those planes sitting around and couldn't just let them
stay there with nothing to do".

Therefore the unused planes were unleashed on poor peasants, devastating the
peaceful Plain of Jars, far from the ravages of Washington's murderous wars of
aggression in Indochina.

Let us now see how. Writes Fuller, "The targets were North Vietnamese
troops-especially along the Ho Chi Minh Trail, a large part of which passed through
Laos-as well as North Vietnam's Laotian Communist allies.” Compare this to the
words of the U.S. deputy chief of mission and the heartrending drawings and
testimony in Fred Branfman's book.

True, the Times reporter has a source: U.S. propaganda. That surely suffices to
overwhelm mere facts about one of the major crimes of the post-World War 1l era, as
detailed in the very source he cites: Fred Branfman's crucial revelations.

We can be confident that this colossal lie in the service of the state will not
merit lengthy exposure and denunciation of disgraceful misdeed of the Free Press

such as plagiarism and lack of skepticism.
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The same issue of the New York Times treats us to a report by the inimitable
Thomas Friedman, earnestly relaying the words of President Obama presenting what
Friedman labels "the Obama Doctrine." (Every President has to have a doctrine.) The
profound doctrine is "engagement, combined with meeting core strategic needs".

The president illustrated his doctrine with a crucial case: "You take a country
like Cuba. For us to test the possibility that engagement leads to a better outcome for
the Cuban people, there aren't that many risks for us. It's a tiny little country. It's not
one that threatens our core security interests, and so [there's no reason not] to test the
proposition. And if it turns out that it doesn't lead to better outcomes, we can adjust
our policies.” Here the Nobel Peace laureate expands on his reasons for undertaking
what the leading left-liberal intellectual journal, the New York Review of Books,
hails as the "brave" and "truly historic step" of reestablishing diplomatic relations
with Cuba. It is a move undertaken in order to "more effectively empower the Cuban
people,” the hero explained, our earlier efforts to bring them freedom and democracy
having failed to achieve our noble goals.

Searching further, we find other gems. There is, for example, a frontpage think
piece on the Iran nuclear deal by Peter Baker published a few days earlier, warning
about the Iranian crimes regularly listed by Washington's propaganda system. All
prove to be quite revealing on analysis, though none more so than the ultimate Iranian
crime: "destabilizing" the region by supporting "Shiite militias that killed American
soldiers in Iraq." Here again is the standard picture. When the United States invades
Iraq, virtually destroying it and inciting sectarian conflicts that are tearing the country
and now the whole region apart, that counts as "stabilization" in official and hence
media rhetoric. When Iran supports militias resisting the aggression, that is
"destabilization.” And there could hardly be a more heinous crime than Kkilling
American soldiers attacking one's home. All of this, and far, far more, makes perfect
sense if we show due obedience and uncritically accept approved doctrine: The
United States owns the world, and it does so by right, for reasons also explained
lucidly in the New York Review of Books in a March 2015 article by Jessica
Mathews, former president of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.
"American contributions to international security, global economic growth, freedom,
and human well-being have been so self-evidently unique and have been so clearly
directed to others' benefit that Americans have long believed that the US amounts to a
different kind of country. Where others push their national interests, the US tries to
advance universal principles.”

The defense rests.
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Keywords: Newspaper, ideology, culture, integrity, Laos, bombs, casualties, victims,
revelations, aggression, denunciation, doctrine, needs, Cuba, propaganda, Iran,
rhetoric, crime, obedience, unique, national, universal

» Questions
1) Why The New York Times can plausibly be regarded as the world's leading
newspaper?
2) Which crimes of the press were the shocked reports referred to?
3) What does the report name "One Woman's Mission to Free Laos from Millions of
Unexploded Bombs™ means?
4) When Ms. Khamvongsa was spurred into action?
5) Why did the North Laos bombing increase in 1969?
6) What is the Times reporter information source to the article?
7) What is the profound “Obama Doctrine” definition?
8) What are Obama’s reasons for undertaking the "brave" and "truly historic step" of
reestablishing diplomatic relations with Cuba?
9) Which of the Iranian crimes is the most ultimate?
10) Why have Americans long believed that the US amounts to a different kind of
country?

Summary

The review is devoted to a content analysis of New York Times newspaper.
The first point to be noted is the fact that on the front-page the New York Times
accused Rolling Stone magazine of departure from journalistic integrity and several
press crimes: fabrications, plagiarism, lack of skepticism.

It has been shown that millions of bombs still buried in the Plain of Jars, the
legacy of a nine-year American air campaign that made Laos one of the most heavily
bombed places on earth. The unused planes were unleashed on poor peasants,
devastating the peaceful Plain of Jars, far from the ravages of Washington's
murderous wars of aggression in Indochina.

It should be noted that these revelations were transmuted into New York Times
Newspeak according to US propaganda.

At this point a question arises as to "the Obama Doctrine " towards Cuba it is
"engagement, combined with meeting core strategic needs."

Further, a frontpage think piece on the Iran nuclear warning about the Iranian

crimes regularly listed by Washington's propaganda system. All prove to be quite
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revealing on analysis, though none more so than the ultimate Iranian crime:
"destabilizing" the region by supporting "Shiite militias that killed American soldiers
in lrag, but when the United States invades Iraq, virtually destroying it and inciting
sectarian conflicts that are tearing the country and now the whole region apart, that
counts as "stabilization" in official and hence media rhetoric.

Summing up the results, it should be noted where others push their national
interests, the US tries to advance universal principles.
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Match the phrasal verb and its’ definition

1) come across a) to do what you have promised or planned to do
2) devote to b) to use a space or area for a particular purpose
3) keepto c) toread something in order to get information
4) leadto d) to remove something unpleasant from somewhere
5) pick up e) toget something
6) referto f) If an idea or emotion comes across, it is expressed
7) rid of clearly and people understand it.
8) turn out g) to make something happen or exist
h) to happen in a particular way, or to have a particular
result
EXERCISES

1. Match the verb and its’ synonym.

1)  adjust a) injure

2)  empower b)  be enough
3) hail c)  deserve

4)  maim d) regulate
5  merit e)  praise

6)  suffice 1)) encourage
2. Match the adverb and its’ synonym.

1)  earnestly a) apparently
2)  hence b)  distinctly
3)  lucidly c)  seriously
4)  plausibly d) therefore
5)  vividly e) clearly

3. Match the adjective and its’ synonym.

1)  assiduous a)  tricky

2)  heinous b)  lavish

3)  hideous c) appalling
4)  insidious d)  scrupulous
5)  munificent e)  abhorrent
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Find out 11 adjectives used in the text.

& n Natgh the noug agd ify” yngayny.
@) d atrooityr | k m a d p d t honesty
R) e denunciatiom s v s t m b) y barbarity

3) integrity c)  evidence
4)  militias d) condemnation
5)  testimony e)  soldiers

Find out 10 nouns used in the text.

I nt e g r 1 t y mXx
j o a ui o f ¢c nqoc
Il i+ t f I h g a o wo
ot r oo p S S Mum
b a o xs h a u i g m
b ¢c ¢c y g d i a t q i

y n i z h g t | s r t

I ut wij b i t e t m
n ny gk r I i1 t ae
g e mv Il d i e p k n
p d wna X ms r ut
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I s mumni f i c e nt
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I bou mayj us r t |
mnus wvagr s f i qa
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Fill the gaps using following phrasal verbs
come across devoteto keepto leadto pickup referto ridof turnout

1) A front-page article is a flawed story about a campus rape in Rolling
Stone magazine, exposed in the Columbia Journalism Review.

2)  About 30 percent remain unexploded, so that they kill and maim children
who___the pieces, farmers who strike them while working, and other unfortunates.
3) And if it that it doesn't lead to better outcomes, we can adjust our
policies.

4)  For us to test the possibility that engagement a better outcome for the
Cuban people, there aren't that many risks for us.

5)  Fuller reports that Ms. Khamvongsa "was spurred into action when she a
collection of drawings of the bombings made by refugees and collected by Fred
Branfman, an antiwar activist who helped expose the Secret War."

6) It reports on the "single-minded effort" of a Lao-American woman, Channapha
Khamvongsa, “to her native land ___ millions of bombs still buried there...”

7) Letus__ asingle day, April 6, 2015 — though almost any other day would
have provided similar insights into prevailing ideology and intellectual culture.
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8)  The shocked reports several past crimes of the press: a few cases of
fabrication, quickly exposed, and cases of plagiarism (*'too numerous to list").

7. Fill the gaps using following prepositions.

into (x2) with from of
1)  So severe is this departure journalistic integrity that it is also the subject
of the lead story in the business section, with a full inside page devoted to the
continuation of the two reports.
2)  Fuller reports that Ms. Khamvongsa "was spurred action when she came
across a collection of drawings of the bombings made by refugees and collected by
Fred Branfman, an antiwar activist who helped expose the Secret War".
3)  The drawings vividly display the torment of the victims, poor peasants in a
remote area that had virtually nothing to do__ the Vietnam War, as officially
conceded.

4)  Branfman's valiant efforts did indeed bring some awareness ___this hideous
atrocity.

5)  Let us now see how these revelations are transmuted New York Times
Newspeak.

8. Read the text and decide which of these statements are TRUE (T) or FALSE (F).
1. An inside-page article is devoted to a flawed story about a campus rape in
Rolling Stone magazine.

2.  The most insidious crime of the press is plagiarism.

3. Laos is one of the most heavily bombed places on earth.

4. About 30 percent of cluster bombs remain unexploded, so that they kill and
maim children who pick up the pieces, farmers who strike them while working, and
other unfortunates.

5. Laos southern province Xieng Khouang also known as the Plain of Jars.

6. The bombing of Laos so vastly increased in 1969 because were sitting around
and stayed there with nothing to do.

7. According to President Obama doctrine, Cuba is one that threatens US core
security interests.

8. Earlier US efforts to bring Cuban people freedom and democracy having
succeed to achieve US noble goals.
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9. The ultimate Iranian crime, according to the US propaganda: "destabilizing" the
region by supporting "Shiite militias that killed American soldiers in Irag".

10. Where US push their national interests, other countries try to advance universal
principle.

» Translate into English

Ooun oenv u3z yncusnu yumamens New York Times

New York Times, BeposiTHO, MOXHO CUMTATh BEAyIICH MHPOBOM ra3eTou. ITo
HE3aMEHUMBbIA UCTOYHUK HOBOCTEH M KOMMEHTApHUEB, HO MPOYUTAB €€ BHUMATEIbHO
U C KPUTHUYECKUM TOAXOJOM MOXKHO Y3HaTh Topaszno Oonbiie. JlaBaiite
pUACPKUBATbCS OAHOrOo AHSA, 6 ampens 2015 roma, XOTs HMpakTUYECKH JHOOOM
JIPYro# IeHb MOT OBl JJaTh aHAJIOTMYHBIE CBEJACHUSI O MPeoOIagaroe uIeoIoruu u
VMHTEJUIEKTYJIbHON KYJIbTYpE.

Cratbss Ha TEpBOM TMOJIOCE TIOCBAIIEHA HEKOPPEKTHOM HCTOPUU 00
W3HACWIIOBAHMKM B  CTyJCHYECKOM Topojake B kypHaime Rolling  Stone,
onyonukoBanHoir B Columbia Journalism Review. DTo HacTOJBKO Cepbe3HOE
HapyIlIeHUE XYPHAIUCTCKON ITHUKHU, YTO OHO TAKXKE SIBJISETCA MPEIMETOM TJIaBHOU
HOBOCTH B OM3HEC-pa3jieie C TMOJHBIM BHYTPEHHUM Pa3BOPOTOM, IMOCBSIIIEHHBIM
MPOJIOJDKEHUIO JIBYX COOOIIeHU. B MOKUpYOmMX COOOIIEHUAX YIOMHUHAIOTCS
HECKOJIBKO MPOIUIBIX MPECTYIUICHUH MPEeCcChl: HECKOJIBKO ClydaeB (anbcupuKaIim,
ObICTpO  pa300ilaueHHBIX, MW ClIy4aW I[Uiaruara («CJIWIIKOM MHOTO, YTOOBI
nepeuncinThy). Konkpetnbim npectyruienuem Rolling Stone ssisiercs «oTcyTcTBHE
CKENTHUIM3Ma», KOTOPOE «BO MHOTHUX OTHOIIEHUSX SIBJISECTCS CaMbIM BEPOJIOMHBIMY
U3 TPEX KaTErOpHUH.

[TpusITHO BUACTH MPUBEPIKEHHOCTD T1MES )KYPHATUCTHKON ITHKE.

Ha ceapMoii cTpaHuile TOro k€ HOMEpa €CTh Ba)kHas ucTopus Tomaca
Odynnepa, o3zaryabiieHHas «Muccusi OJIHOM J>KEHIIUHBI — OCBOOOmuTH Jlaoc ot
MUJUTHOHOB Hepa3zopBaBIIuxcs 60MO». B HeMm coolmiaercs o «IesieyCcTpeMIICHHBIX
YCUJIHSIX)» JKCHIIUHBI J1a0CO-aMEPUKAHCKOTo TporcxoxaeHns Yannador XaMBOHTCHI,
«130aBUTh CBOIO POJMHY OT MHUJUIMOHOB OOMO, BCE eli€ MOXOPOHEHHBIX Taw,
HACJeIue ACBATUIETHEM aMEpPUKAHCKOM BO3AYIIHOM KamIlaHUU, caenasiier Jlaoc
OJIHUM M3 CaMbIX pa300MOJICHHBIX MECT Ha 3emiie». B crarbe oTMeuaercs, 4To B
pesynbTaTe 1000upoBanus r-ku XamBoHrca CoenuHerHsbie [1ITaTel yBenuuuam cBou
€XKETOHBIC PAacXOoJbl HA JUKBUAAIMIO HEpa3opBaBIIMXCS O0MO Ha 12 MHUIIITMOHOB

A0JIIIapOB. CambiMu CMCPTOHOCHBIMHU  ABJIAIOTCA KACCCTHBIC 6OM6BI, KOTOPLBIC
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NPU3BAHbl «HAHECTH MAaKCHUMAaJbHOE YHMCJIO KEPTB BOMCKaM», cOpachiBas «COTHH
6oM0 Ha 3emumton. Okono 30% ocTaroTcsi HEB3OPBABLIIMMUCS, TTIOITOMY OHU YOUBAIOT
U Kajeyar JeTei, KOTOpble COOMPAIOT OCKOIKHU, (PePMEPOB, KOTOPHIE YAAPSIOT UX BO
BpeMsi paboThl, U JIPYyrux HecyacTHhIX. Ha compoBoauTelbHON KapTe H300pakeHa
npoBuHiusa Cuanrkxyanr B ceBepHoM Jlaoce, Oonee wu3BecTHast kak JlonmHa
KyBmmHOB, koTOpas Oblla OCHOBHOM I€Nbi0 OOMOApAMPOBKH, KOTOpas TOCTUTIIA
CBOET0 «IuKa pocT» B 1969 roxy.

®dymiep cooOLIAeT, YTO r-*Ky XaMBOHICY «IOJTOJIKHYJU K JEHCTBUSM, KOTJa
OHa HATKHYJIaCh Ha KOJUICKIMIO PUCYHKOB B3pPbBIBOB, CJCJIAHHBIX O€XEHIAMU U
coOpanHbix ®Ppenom bpandmaHOM, aHTUBOECHHBIM AKTUBUCTOM, KOTOPBIM MOMOT
pazobnauutTh CeKpeTHYIO BOMHY». PUCYHKH MOSIBISIIOTCS B €70 3aMe4aTeIbHON KHUTE
«l'omoca w3 JlonuHbly, omnyOnukoBaHHOM B 1972 romy u mepeu3IaHHOU
YuusepcureroM Buckoncun-IIpecc B 2013 roxy ¢ HOBbIM BBEACHUEM.

['epouueckue ycunusa bpandmana neicTBUTENHHO MPUBEIN K OCO3HAHUIO ATUX
CTpAallIHbIE 3BEpCTBA. Ero TIaTenbHBIE HCCIEIOBAHUS TAKKE PACKPBLIM IPUYUHBI
JUKOTO YHUUYTOKEHUSI OECIIOMOIIHOTO KPECThIHCKOro obmiecTBa. OH MpeacTaBuil ux
elle pa3 BO BBEJICHUHU K HOBOM pefakuuu / 010cos.

OgHuM M3 cambIX COKPYUIMTENIbHBIX pa3o0iadueHuid o OomOexke ObLIo
OTKPBITHE TOI0, IOYEMY OHA TaK CHJBHO ycuianiach B 1969 romy, kak ONMChIBaIOT
OexeHlbl. S y3Han, 4To mocie TOro, Kak npe3ujieHT JInHaoH J[>KOHCOH OOBSABUI O
npekpamieHnn  6omOapaupoBok CeBepHoro BbetHama B HosiOpe 1968 roma, oH
MPOCTO TIEPEHANPABUI caMoJIeThl B ceBepHbI Jlaoc. [l aToro He OBLIO BOSCHHOM
MPUYUHBL. ITO OBLIO MPOCTO MOTOMY, YTO B OKTAOpe 1969 roma 3amecTuTesb riaBbl
muccun CIIA Monturn CreapHe BeicTynul nepe KomureTom 1o Mex1yHapOIHbIM
otHomeHusiM Cenata CIIIA: «Hy, y Hac Bce 3Tu camoJieThl cujenu 0e3 jena u He

MOTJIM IIPOCTO MMO3BOJUTL UM OCTATBCA TaM, HUYCTO HC ACJIas.
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indispensable source
prevailing ideology
flawed story
journalistic integrity
inside page
single-minded effort
air campaign

cluster bombs
maximum casualties
hundreds of bomblets
fury peak

victims torment
valiant efforts
hideous atrocity
assiduous research

heartrending drawings

crucial revelations
lengthy exposure
disgraceful misdeed
core strategic needs
core security interests
noble goals

think piece

Shiite militias
sectarian conflicts
media rhetoric
heinous crime

due obedience
self-evidently unique
universal principles

VOCABULARY
NOUN PHRASES

HE3aMEHUMBIH UCTOYHUK
TOCIIOAICTBYIOIIAS UACOIOTHS
HEKOPPEKTHAsI UCTOPHS
KYPHAITUCTCKAs 3TUKA
BHYTPEHHUI pa3BOPOT
1eJIeyCTPEMIICHHBIEC YCUITHS
BO3JIyIIHAS KaMITaHUSI
KacCeTHbIE OOMOBI
MaKCUMAaJIbHOE YUCIIO KEPTB
COTHU MEJKOKaIMOEpHBIX O0MO
MUK SIPOCTH

MYKHU KEPTB

repOUYECKUE yCHITUS
CTpAIlIHbIE 3BEPCTBA
TIATEIBHBIC UCCIICTOBAHMS
TyTIepa3Iuparonue pUCYHKH
BAKHEMIIINE OTKPBITUS
JUTUTEIIBHOE UCITOJIb30BAaHUE

MI030PHOE MPECTYIUICHHE

OCHOBHBIC CTPATCITHYCCKHUC HOTpe6HOCTI/I

KIHOYCBBIC MHTCPCCHI 0e30macHOCTH

0JIaropoJIHbIE 1IETTU
0030pHBIN CIOKET
IMIMUTCKUE OOCBUKH
CEKTaHTCKHE KOH(IUKTHI
pUTOpHMKa B  CpeACTBax
uHbopMaIun

Yy IOBUIIIHOE NMPECTYILJICHUE
JIOJDKHOE TTOBUHOBEHHE
CaMOOYEBUIHO YHUKAIbHBIN

BCEOOIINE MPUHIIUITBI
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EXTRA READING
UNIT I

"THE WORLD'S LEADING SUPPORTER OF TERRORISM™

Turning to the next obvious question, what in fact is the Iranian threat? Why,
for example, are Israel and Saudi Arabia trembling in fear over the threat of Iran?
Whatever the threat is, it can hardly be military. Years ago, U.S. intelligence
informed Congress that Iran has very low military expenditures by the standards of
the region and that its strategic doctrines are defensive — designed, that is, to deter
aggression.” This intelligence further reports that it has no evidence Iran is pursuing a
nuclear weapons program and that “Iran's nuclear program and its willingness to keep
open the possibility of developing nuclear weapons is a central part of its deterrent
strategy.

The authoritative Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI)
review of global armaments ranks the United States, as usual, far in the lead in
military expenditures. China comes in second, with about one-third of U.S.
expenditures. Far below are Russia and Saudi Arabia, which are nonetheless well
above any western European state. Iran is scarcely mentioned. Full details are
provided in an April report from the Center for Strategic and International Studies
(CSIS), which finds a conclusive case that the Arab Gulfstates have ... an
overwhelming advantage (over) Iran in both military spending and access to modern
arms.” Iran’s military spending is a fraction of Saudi Arabia's and far below even the
spending of the United Arab Emirates (UAE). Altogether, the Gulf Cooperation
Council states — Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the UAE —
outspend Iran on arms by a factor of about eight, an imbalance that goes back
decades. The CSIS report adds that “the Arab Gulf states have acquired and are
acquiring some of the most advanced and effective weapons in the world [while] Iran
has essentially been forced to live in the past, often relying on systems originally
delivered at the time of the Shah.” In other words, they are virtually obsolete.” When
it comes to Israel, of course, the imbalance is even greater. Possessing the most
advanced U.S. weaponry and a virtual offshore military base for the global
superpower, it also has a huge stock of nuclear weapons.

To be sure, Israel faces the “existential threat” of Iranian pronouncements:
Supreme Leader Khamenei and former president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad famously

threatened it with destruction. Except that they didn't — and if they had, it would
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have been of little moment. They predicted that “under God’s grace [the Zionist
regime] will be wiped off the map” (according to another translation, Ahmadinejad
says Israel “must vanish from the page of time,” citing a statement by the Ayatollah
Khomeini during the period when Israel and Iran were tacitly allied). In other words,
they hope that regime change will someday take place. Even that falls far short of the
direct calls in both Washington and Tel Aviv for regime change in Iran, not to speak
of the actions taken to implement regime change. These, of course, go back to the
actual “regime change” of 1953, when the United States and Britain organized a
military coup to overthrow Iran’s parliamentary government and install the
dictatorship of the shah, who proceeded to amass one of the world’s worst human
rights records. These crimes were known to readers of the reports of ‘Amnesty
International and other human rights organizations, but not to readers of the U.S.
press, which has devoted plenty of space to Iranian human rights violations — but
only since: 1979, when the shah’s regime was overthrown. The instructive facts are
documented carefully in a study by Mansour Farhang and William Dorman.

None of this is a departure from the norm. The United States, as is well-known,
holds the world championship title in regime change, and Israel is no laggard either.
The most destructive of its invasions of Lebanon, in 1982, was explicitly aimed at
regime change as well as at securing its hold on the occupied territories, ‘The pretexts
offered were thin and collapsed at once. That too is not unusual and pretty much
independent of the nature of the society — from the laments in the Declaration of
Independence about the “merciless Indian savages” to Hitler's defense of Germany
from the “wild terror” of the Poles.

No serious analyst believes that Iran would ever use, or even threaten to use, a
nuclear weapon if it had one, and thereby face instant destruction. There is, however,
real concern that a nuclear weapon might fall into jihadi hands—not from Iran, where
the threat is minuscule, but from U.S. ally Pakistan, where it is very real. In the
journal of the (British) Royal Institute of International Affairs (Chatham House), two
leading Pakistani nuclear scientists, Pervez Hoodbhoy and Zia Mian, write that
increasing fears of “militants seizing nuclear weapons or materials and unleashing
nuclear terrorism [have led to] ... the creation of a dedicated force of over 20,000
troops to guard nuclear facilities.

There is no reason to assume, however, that this force would be immune to the
problems associated with the units guarding regular military facilities, which have
frequently suffered attacks with “insider help”. In brief, the problem is real, but is

displaced to Iran thanks to fantasies concocted for other reasons.
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Other concerns about the Iranian threat include its role as “the world’s leading
supporter of terrorism,” which primarily refers to its support for Hezbollah and
Hamas.” Both of those movements emerged in resistance to US backed Israeli
violence and aggression, which vastly exceeds anything attributed to these
organizations. Whatever one thinks about them, or other beneficiaries of Iranian
support, Iran hardly ranks high in support of terror worldwide, even within the
Muslim among Islamic states, Saudi Arabia is far in the lead as a sponsors of Islamic
terror, not only through direct funding by wealthy Saudis and others in the Gulf but
even more by the missionary zeal with which the Saudis promulgate their extremist
Wahhabi-Salafi version of Islam through Koranic schools, mosques, clerics, and
other means available to a religious dictatorship with enormous oil wealth. ISIS is an
extremist offshoot of Saudi religious extremism and its fanning of jihadi flames.

In generation of Islamic terror, however, nothing can compare with the U.S.
war on terror, which has helped to spread the plague from a small tribal area in the
Afghanistan-Pakistan borderlands to a vast region from West Africa to Southeast
Asia. The invasion of Irag alone escalated terror attacks by a factor of seven in the
first year, well beyond even what had been predicted by intelligence agencies.”
Drone warfare against marginalized and oppressed tribal societies also elicits
demands for revenge, as ample evidence indicates.

Those two Iranian clients, Hezbollah and Hamas, also share the crime of
winning the popular vote in the only free elections in the Arab world. Hezbollah is
guilty of the even more heinous crime of compelling Israel to withdraw from its
occupation of southern Lebanon in violation of Security Council orders dating back
decades, an illegal regime of terror punctuated with episodes of extreme violence,
murder, and destruction.

UNIT 1
ARE BUSINESSES READY FOR DEGLOBALIZATION?*

As we enter a new decade, characterised by rising economic complexity and
geopolitical divisions — U.S.-China tensions, populism and nationalism in Europe,
and the looming risk of a global recession — forward-thinking business leaders are
developing strategies to mitigate the longer-term risk of deglobalization. They are
concerned about trade protectionism, and the revenue a company could lose in any

tariff wars.
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However, there is a more hidden risk associated with deglobalization: that
global corporations are not structured in a way that is fit for purpose to compete in a
deglobalizing world. It is increasingly understood that this ever-more siloed world
directly impacts three key pillars of global corporations: technology, global
recruiting, and the finance function.

The “Splinternet”

In recent years corporate leadership has rightly prioritised cyber risks, the
threat of technological obsolescence, and the rise of the jobless underclass stemming
from increased automation. However, there are now mounting concerns about the
emerging “splinternet” — an increasingly fragmented internet with competing China-
led and U.S.-led platforms.

Such a technological fragmentation would disrupt global supply chains —
which enable global corporations to gain a competitive edge by selecting the most
cost-effective solution at each stage of the production process. And the move away
from such centralised procurement raises the costs of and reduces the efficiency gains
from shared global services.

Furthermore, a balkanised internet promises to increase the complexity of a
company’s operations, which erodes a corporation’s ability to respond quickly to
market forces. In such a world, companies will need to choose between the U.S. and
China camps or bear the costs of operating in two adversarial technological worlds,
each with their own regulatory and operating standards.

Already, the first signs of such divergence are being felt across corporations
concerning the issue of data privacy. Most western companies make every effort to
protect individual privacy — a stance that arguably places U.S. and European
corporations at a distinct disadvantage versus their Chinese competitors, who are able
to operate in a less stringent data privacy regime. The relatively light data-privacy
rules in China enable access to large data sets with more individual information. This
can speed up innovation, including cutting-edge drug discovery, which in turn helps
push costs down for the end consumers and drive higher company values.

The Intensifying War for Talent

Greater immigration controls are another offshoot of the move toward a more
siloed world. The recent shift in the political mood in the U.S. and Europe toward
more stringent immigration intensifies the war for global talent. The risk of further
restrictions on immigration has climbed in importance on the leadership agenda as it
threatens the corporation’s ability to hire across borders.
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Recruitment, particularly at senior levels, depends on access to global pools of
talent, as those executive teams that draw on different nationalities and backgrounds
are widely seen as a source of competitive advantage. In the wake of President
Donald Trump’s April 2017 executive order to “Buy American and Hire American,”
the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) has held up record numbers
of H-1B visa petitions, so that the denial rate for first time H-1B applications has
increased from 10 percent in 2016 to 24 percent in 2018 and 32 percent in the first
quarter of 20109.

Mounting restrictions on immigration limit the opportunity for tomorrow’s
business leaders to learn how to navigate across cultures and differing social norms.
Some might argue that these skills will matter less in a more siloed world, but a more
fragmented world also means fewer opportunities to share and transfer best practices
and transformational ideas.

More Complicated Corporate Finances and Regulatory Regimes

A more fragmented world also makes managing corporate finances globally
more complicated and adds considerable costs to corporate treasuries. Global
companies derive enormous benefits from a centralised finance function. Today many
companies raise capital relatively cheaply in financial hubs, such as New York or
London, and distribute the proceeds as investment across their global operations. In
most cases, this more centralised model means corporations are able to borrow at a
lower cost than they would if their regional and national subsidiaries had to confine
themselves to local currency markets, which tend to carry greater risk and volatility.
A more siloed world means corporations will struggle to extract their investment
capital and return profits to shareholders.

The shift from a more centralised to a more federated model brings additional
complexity, as business leaders must contend with the move from a harmonised rule-
making business landscape towards an increasingly complicated web of independent
processes and regulations in different jurisdictions. To reasonably manage or mitigate
threats in a siloed world will require extraordinary levels of highly specialised
knowledge at the local level — making it near impossible to understand the necessary
risk budget, let alone adequately hedge these local risks.

As power continues to move away from multilateral organisations such as the
EU, WTO, and NATO and devolves to local governments, global corporations will
likely find it harder to maintain effective government relations across a myriad of
different countries. Growing complexity on matters of taxation, tariffs, quotas, and

environmental regulations, for example, will force global corporations to contend
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with the question of whether their organisation structure ought to follow the power
shift and become more diffused.

Of course, multinationals already need to abide by the various regulations of
the markets in which they operate, and therefore require deep local knowledge in
order to be effective. However, as protectionism leads governments to subscribe less
to global rules and regulations, and business rules become less systematised, national
regulatory bodies will become paramount. In turn, local knowledge requirements will
almost certainly become more demanding as corporations will need ever more
detailed and specific know-how to operate and succeed.

Do We Need to Rethink Org Structures?

At its core, the rationale for global corporations is that such a structure would
increase the opportunity of those that sit atop these organisations to observe the world
and arbitrage capital, labor, and production in ways that lower costs, increase
efficiencies, and thereby enhance the inherent value of the corporation. As it is
becoming increasingly difficult to transfer these factors of production across borders,
it’s reasonable to ask whether a global corporation is the right structure in a
deglobalizing world. Furthermore, global corporations across such sectors as
consumer goods and finance are seeing their fiercest competition come from large
local country or regional competitors rather than other traditional global companies.

One alternative to a global structure is for businesses to operate as a collection
of independent, loosely affiliated, locally run companies. These “subsidiaries” would
garner the benefits of knowledge transfer from being affiliates to a larger network of
companies, but most capital allocation and human capital decisions are delegated to
the local entities. Perhaps these independent companies could even list and trade as
independent entities on local as well as global exchanges.

Ultimately, the way forward will depend on whether a company’s leadership
views deglobalization as an enduring phenomenon or a passing fad. If business
leaders believe deglobalization is here to stay, then real consideration must be placed
on upending the prevailing global corporate structure to make it better match the
deglobalized world. If, however, corporate leaders believe that the push toward a
more fragmented world is temporary and will soon pass, then their responsibility is to
navigate the deglobalization risks, even while retaining their global structure.
Nevertheless, business leaders should be alert to the idea that if they are wrong, the
corporations they serve may not survive.
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UNIT 11

THE UNWINNABLE TRADE WAR EVERYONE LOSES IN THE U.S.-
CHINESE CLASH — BUT ESPECIALLY AMERICANS

In late June, the leaders of China and the United States announced at the G-20
meeting in Osaka, Japan, that they had reached a détente in their trade war. U.S.
President Donald Trump claimed that the two sides had set negotiations “back on
track.” He put on hold new tariffs on Chinese goods and lifted restrictions preventing
U.S. companies from selling to Huawei, the blacklisted Chinese telecommunications
giant. Markets rallied, and media reports hailed the move as a “cease-Are.” That
supposed cease-Are was a false dawn, one of many that have marked the on-again, o-
again diplomacy between Beijing and Washington. All wasn’t quiet on the trade
front; the guns never stopped blazing. In September, after a summer of heated
rhetoric, the Trump administration increased tariffs on another $125 billion worth of
Chinese imports. China responded by issuing tariffs on an additional $75 billion
worth of U.S. goods. The United States might institute further tariffs in December,
bringing the total value of Chinese goods subject to punitive tariffs to over half a
trillion dollars, covering almost all Chinese imports. China’s retaliation is expected to
cover 69 percent of its imports from the United States. If all the threatened hikes are
put in place, the average tariffs rate on U.S. imports of Chinese goods will be about
24 percent, up from about three percent two years ago, and that on Chinese imports of
U.S. goods will be at nearly 26 percent, compared with China’s average tariffs rate of
6.7 percent for all other countries.

The parties to this trade war may yet step back from the abyss. There have been
over a dozen rounds of high-level negotiations without any real prospect of a
settlement. Trump thinks that tariffs will convince China to cave in and change its
allegedly unfair trade practices. China may be willing to budge on some issues, such
as buying more U.S. goods, opening its market further to U.S. companies, and
improving intellectual property protection, in exchange for the removal of all new
tariffs, but not to the extent demanded by the Trump administration. Meanwhile,
China hopes that its retaliatory actions will cause enough economic pain in the United
States to make Washington reconsider its stance. The numbers suggest that
Washington is not winning this trade war. Although China’s economic growth has
slowed, the tariffs have hit U.S. consumers harder than their Chinese counterparts.

With fears of a recession around the corner, Trump must reckon with the fact that his
190



current approach is imperiling the U.S. economy, posing a threat to the international
trading system, and failing to reduce the trade deficit that he loathes. Trump may
back away from his self-destructive policy toward China, but U.S.-Chinese
competition will continue beyond his tenure as president. Much of the coverage of
the conflict makes it seem like a clash of personalities, the capriciousness of Trump
against the implacable will of Chinese President Xi Jinping and the Chinese
Communist Party. But this friction is systemic. The current costs of the trade war
reflect the structural realities that underpin the relationship between the U.S. and
Chinese economies. It’s worth tracing that dynamic as the two great powers try to
find a new, fitful equilibrium in the years ahead.
Consider the lobsters.

The trade war has not produced the desired results for the United States.
Washington first raised tariffs on Chinese imports in 2018. In the same year, Chinese
exports to the United States increased by $34 billion, or seven percent, year-over-
year, while U.S. exports to China decreased by $10 billion, or eight percent. In the
first eight months of this year, China’s exports to the United States dropped by just
under four percent compared with the same period in the previous year, but U.S.
exports to China shrank much more, by nearly 24 percent. Instead of narrowing the
trade gap, the tariffs have coincided with a widening of the U.S. trade deficit with
China: by nearly 12 percent in 2018 (to $420 billion) and by about another eight
percent in the first eight months of this year. There are at least two reasons why
Chinese exports to the United States have not fallen as much as the Trump
administration hoped they would. One is that there are no good substitutes for many
of the products the United States imports from China, such as iPhones and consumer
drones, so U.S. buyers are forced to absorb the tariffs in the form of higher prices.
The other reason is that despite recent headlines, much of the manufacturing of U.S.-
bound goods isn’t leaving China anytime soon, since many companies depend on
supply chains that exist only there. (In 2012, Apple attempted to move manufacturing
of its high-end Mac Pro computer from China to Texas, but the difficulty of sourcing
the tiny screws that hold it together prevented the relocation.) Some export-oriented
manufacturing is leaving China, but not for the United States. According to a May
survey conducted by the American Chamber of Commerce in Shanghai, fewer than
six percent of U.S. businesses in China plan to return home. Sixty percent of U.S.
companies said they would stay in China. The damage to the economy on the import
side is even more pronounced for the United States than it is for China. Economists at

the Federal Reserve Bank of New York and elsewhere found that in 2018, the tariffs
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did not compel Chinese exporters to reduce their prices; instead, the full cost of the
tariffs hit American consumers. As tariffs raise the prices of goods imported from
China, U.S. consumers will opt to buy substitutes (when available) from other
countries, which may be more expensive than the original Chinese imports but are
cheaper than those same goods after the tariffs. The price difference between the pre-
tariffs Chinese imports and these third-country substitutes constitutes what
economists call a “deadweight loss” to the economy. Economists reckon the dead-
weight loss arising from the existing tariffs on $200 billion in Chinese imports to be
$620 per household, or about $80 billion, annually. This represents about 0.4 percent
of U.S. GDP. If the United States continues to expand its tariff regime as scheduled,
that loss will more than double. Meanwhile, Chinese consumers aren’t paying higher
prices for U.S. imports. A study by the Peterson Institute for International Economics
shows that since the beginning of 2018, China has raised the average tariffs rate on
U.S. imports from 8.0 percent to 21.8 percent and has lowered the average Tariff rate
on all its other trading partners from 8.0 percent to 6.7 percent. China imposed tariffs
only on U.S. commodities that can be replaced with imports from other countries at
similar prices. It actually lowered duties for those U.S. products that can’t be bought
elsewhere more cheaply, such as semiconductors and pharmaceuticals. Consequently,
China’s import prices for the same products have dropped overall, in spite of higher
tariffs on U.S. imports. Beijing’s nimble calculations are well illustrated by the
example of lobsters. China imposed a 25 percent tariff on U.S. lobsters in July 2018,
precipitating a 70 percent drop in U.S. lobster exports. At the same time, Beijing cut
tariffs on Canadian lobsters by three percent, and as a result, Canadian lobster exports
to China doubled. Chinese consumers now pay less for lobsters imported from
essentially the same waters.
The inescapable deficit

Beijing has proved much more capable than Washington of minimizing the
pain to its consumers and economy. But the trade war would be more palatable for
Washington if its confrontation with China were accomplishing Trump’s goals. The
president thinks that China is “ripping off”” the United States. He wants to reduce the
United States’ overall trade deficit by changing China’s trade practices. But levying
tariffs on Chinese imports has had the paradoxical effect of inflating the United
States’ overall trade deficit, which, according to the U.S. Census Bureau, rose by $28
billion in the first seven months of this year compared with the same period last year.
The uncomfortable truth for Trump is that U.S. trade deficits don’t spring from the

practices of U.S. trading partners; they come from the United States’ own spending
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habits. The United States has run a persistent trade deficit since 1975, both overall
and with most of its trading partners. Over the past 20 years, U.S. domestic
expenditures have always exceeded GDP, resulting in negative net exports, or a trade
deficit. The shortfall has shifted over time but has remained between three and six
percent of GDP. Trump wants to boost U.S. exports to trim the deficit, but trade wars
inevitably invite retaliation that leads to significant reductions in exports. Moreover,
increasing the volume of exports does not necessarily reduce trade deficits unless it is
accompanied by a reduction in the country’s spending in terms of consumption and
investment. The right way to reduce a trade deficit is to grow the economy faster than
concurrent domestic expenditures, which can be accomplished only by encouraging
innovation and increasing productivity. A trade war does the opposite, damaging the
economy, impeding growth, and hindering innovation. Even a total Chinese
capitulation in the trade war wouldn’t make a dent in the overall U.S. trade deficit. If
China buys more from the United States, it will purchase less from other countries,
which will then sell the difference either to the United States or to its competitors.
For example, look at aircraft sales by the U.S. firm Boeing and its European rival,
Airbus. At the moment, both companies are operating at full capacity. If China buys
1,000 more aircraft from Boeing and 1,000 fewer from Airbus, the European plane-
maker will still sell those 1,000 aircraft, just to the United States or to other countries
that might have bought instead from Boeing. China understands this, which is one
reason it hasn’t put higher tariffs on U.S.-made aircraft. Whatever the outcome of the
trade war, the deficit won’t be greatly changed.
A resilient China

The trade war has not really damaged China so far, largely because Beijing has
managed to keep import prices from rising and because its exports to the United
States have been less affected than anticipated. This pattern will change as U.S.
importers begin to switch from buying from China to buying from third countries to
avoid paying the high tariffs. But assuming China’s GDP continues to grow at around
five to six percent every year, the effect of that change will be quite modest. Some
pundits doubt the accuracy of Chinese figures for economic growth, but multilateral
agencies and independent research institutions set Chinese GDP growth within a
range of five to six percent. Skeptics also miss the bigger picture that China’s
economy is slowing down as it shifts to a consumption-driven model. Some
manufacturing will leave China if the high tariffs become permanent, but the
significance of such a development should not be overstated. Independent of the

anxiety bred by Trump’s tariffs, China is gradually weaning itself o its dependence
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on export-led growth. Exports to the United States as a proportion of China’s GDP
steadily declined from a peak of 11 percent in 2005 to less than four percent by 2018.
In 2006, total exports made up 36 percent of China’s GDP; by 2018, that figure had
been cut by half, to 18 percent, which is much lower than the average of 29 percent
for the industrialised countries of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development. Chinese leaders have long sought to steer their economy away from
export-driven manufacturing to a consumer-driven model. To be sure, the trade war
has exacted a severe psychological toll on the Chinese economy. In 2018, when the
tariffs were first announced, they caused a near panic in China’s market at a time
when growth was slowing thanks to a round of credit tightening. The stock market
took a beating, plummeting some 25 percent. The government initially felt pressured
to find a way out of the trade war quickly. But as the smoke cleared to reveal little
real damage, confidence in the market rebounded: stock indexes had risen by 23
percent and 34 percent on the Shanghai and Shenzhen exchanges, respectively, by
September 12, 2019.

The resilience of the Chinese economy in the face of the trade war helps
explain why Beijing has stiffened its negotiating position in spite of Trump’s
escalation. China hasn’t had a recession in the past 40 years and won’t have one in
the foreseeable future, because its economy is still at an early stage of development,
with per capita GDP only one-sixth of that of the United States. Due to declining
rates of saving and rising wages, the engine of China’s economy is shifting from
investments and exports to private consumption. As a result, the country’s growth
rate is expected to slow. The International Monetary Fund projects that China’s real
GDP growth will fall from 6.6 percent in 2018 to 5.5 percent in 2024, other estimates
put the growth rate at an even lower number. Although the rate of Chinese growth
may dip, there is little risk that the Chinese economy will contract in the foreseeable
future. Private consumption, which has been increasing, representing 35 percent of
GDP in 2010 and 39 percent last year, is expected to continue to rise and to drive
economic growth, especially now that China has expanded its social safety net and
welfare provisions, freeing up private savings for consumption. The U.S. economy,
on the other hand, has had the longest expansion in history, and the inevitable down
cycle is already on the horizon: second-quarter GDP growth this year dropped to 2.0
percent from the first quarter’s 3.1 percent. The trade war, without taking into
account the escalations from September, will shave o at least half a percentage point
of U.S. GDP, and that much of a drag on the economy may tip it into the anticipated

downturn. (According to a September Washington Post poll, 60 percent of Americans
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expect a recession in 2020.) The prospect of a recession could provide Trump with
the impetus to call o the trade war. Here, then, is one plausible way the trade war will
come to an end. Americans aren’t uniformly feeling the pain of the tariffs yet. But a
turning point is likely to come when the economy starts to lose steam. If the trade war
continues, it will compromise the international trading system, which relies on a
global division of labor based on each country’s comparative advantage. Once that
system becomes less dependable—when disrupted, for instance, by the boycotts and
hostility of trade wars—countries will start decoupling from one another. China and
the United States are joined at the hip economically, each being the other’s biggest
trading partner. Any attempt to decouple the two economies will bring catastrophic
consequences for both, and for the world at large. Consumer prices will rise, world
economic growth will slow, supply chains will be disrupted and laboriously
duplicated on a global scale, and a digital divide—in technology, the Internet, and
telecommunications—will vastly hamper innovation by limiting the horizons and
ambitions of technology firms. SILVER LININGS Trump’s trade war does not seem
to simply seek to reduce the trade deficit. Rather, his administration sees the tariffs as
a means to slow China’s economic rise and check the growing power of a
geopolitical competitor. At the heart of this gambit is the notion that China’s system
of government involvement in economic activities represents a unique threat to the
United States. Robert Lighthizer, the U.S. trade representative, has insisted that the
purpose of the tariffs is to spur China to overhaul its way of doing business.
Ironically, it is China’s private sector that has been hardest hit by the trade war, as it
accounts for 90 percent of Chinese exports (43 percent of which are from foreign-
owned firms). If the trade war persists, it will weaken the private sector. China may
well agree to commit to purchasing large quantities of U.S. goods as part of a
settlement. But such purchases can be made only by the government, not by the
private sector. The United States should recognise that securing such a commitment
would basically compel the Chinese government to remain a large presence in
economic affairs. The trade policy of the Trump administration threatens to
undermine its own stated objectives. U.S. officials should reconsider their analysis of
the Chinese economy. To think that there is a unique “China model” of economic
development, which represents an alternative and a threat to liberal market systems,
is ahistorical nonsense. China has achieved rapid growth in the past 40 years by
moving away from the old system of state control of the economy and embracing the
market. Today, the market plays a dominant role in resource allocation, and the

private sector accounts for more than two-thirds of the economy.
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However, the government-controlled sector remains too big, inefficient,
wasteful, and moribund, more of a bane than a boon to the economy. It is also a
source of growing friction between China and the West, which fears, with good
reason, that Chinese government subsidies and support unfairly advantage state-
owned firms. This arrangement needs to change, both for China and for its trading
partners. China can maintain its economic momentum only by structurally reforming
its economy to move in the direction of a freer, more open market. If it fails to do so,
its growth will hit a ceiling and its rise will be curtailed. U.S. negotiators should push
China to further trim its state-owned sector, to guarantee equal access to its market
for trade and investment, and to develop a better regime of intellectual property
protection. These measures would accelerate the trajectory of reform that China
embarked on 40 years ago, which has led to the rise of a vibrant private sector in
China and the country’s economic integration with the global market. Speeding up
this process will not be painless and will be resisted by vested interests in China. But
such changes will beneAt China as well as its trading partners, including the United
States. Beijing and Washington should share these objectives in their trade
negotiations. If they succeed in meeting these goals, both sides will win the trade war.
It is in the best interests of both countries to move away from zerosum thinking and
put an end to the ad hoc decoupling that the trade war has threatened. The best path
forward is not to close but to tear down existing barriers and further open up trade. To
maintain its global primacy and technological leadership, the United States needs
China— the biggest and fastest-growing consumer market in the world. To sustain
the momentum of its economic ascent, China needs to further its reforms and
continue opening up to the world market. Ultimately, a mix of cooperation and
competition within a rules-based system will lead to the greatest prosperity for both
countries and for the world economy, as all trading nations have learned throughout
history.

UNIT IV

"THE IRANIAN THREAT": WHO IS THE GRAVEST DANGER TO
WORLD PEACE?

Throughout the world there is great relief and optimism about the nuclear deal
reached in Vienna between Iran and the P5+1 nations, the five veto-holding members

of the UN Security Council and Germany. Most of the world apparently shares the
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assessment of the U.S. Arms Control Association that “the Joint Comprehensive Plan
of Action establishes a strong and effective formula for blocking all of the pathways
by which Iran could acquire material for nuclear weapons for more than a generation
and a verification system to promptly detect and deter possible efforts by Iran to
covertly pursue nuclear weapons that will last indefinitely".

There are, however, striking exceptions to the general enthusiasm: the United
States and its closest regional allies, Israel and Saudi Arabia. One consequence of this
Is that U.S. corporations, much to their chagrin, are prevented from flocking to
Tehran along with their European counterparts. Prominent sectors of U.S. power and
opinion share the stand of the two regional allies and so are in a state of virtual
hysteria over "the Iranian threat." Sober commentary in the United States, pretty
much across the spectrum, declares that country to be “the gravest threat to world
peace." Even supporters of the agreement here are wary, given the exceptional
gravity of that threat. After all, how can we trust the Iranians, with their terrible
record of aggression, violence, disruption, and deceit?

Opposition within the political class is so strong that public opinion has shifted
quickly from significant support for the deal to an even split. Republicans are almost
unanimously opposed to the agreement. The current Republican primaries illustrate
the proclaimed reasons. Senator Ted Cruz, considered one of the intellectuals among
the crowded field of presidential candidates, warns that Iran may still be able to
produce nuclear weapons and could someday use one to set off an electromagnetic
pulse that "would take down the electrical grid of the entire eastern seaboard" of the
United States, killing "tens of millions of Americans.” Two other candidates, former
Florida governor Jeb Bush and Wisconsin governor Scott Walker, battled over
whether to bomb Iran immediately after being elected or after the first Cabinet
meeting. The one candidate with some foreign policy experience, Lindsey Graham,
describes the deal as "a death sentence for the state of Israel," which will certainly
come as a surprise to Israeli intelligence and strategic analysts-and which Graham
knows to be utter nonsense, raising immediate questions about his actual motives for
saying so.

It is important to bear in mind that the Republicans long ago abandoned the
pretense of functioning as a normal parliamentary party. They have, as respected
conservative political commentator Norman Ornstein of the right-wing American
Enterprise Institute observed, become a "radical insurgency" that scarcely seeks to
participate in normal congressional politics. Since the days of President Ronald

Reagan, the party leadership has plunged so far into the pockets of the very rich and
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the corporate sector that they can attract votes only by mobilizing parts of the
population that have not previously been an organized political force. Among them
are extremist evangelical Christians, now probably a majority of Republican voters;
remnants of the former slaveholding states: nativists who are terrified that “they" are
taking our white, Christian, Anglo — Saxon country away from us; and others who
turn the Republican primaries into spectacles remote from the mainstream of modern
society-though not from the mainstream of the most powerful country in world
history.

The departure from global standards, however, goes far beyond the bounds of
the Republican radical insurgency. Across the spectrum there is general agreement
with the "pragmatic" conclusion of General Martin Dempsey, chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, that the Vienna deal does not "prevent the United States from striking
Iranian facilities if officials decide that it is cheating on the agreement,"” even though
a unilateral military strike is "far less likely" if Iran behaves. Former Clinton and
Obama Middle East negotiator Dennis Ross typically recommends that "lran must
have no doubts that if we see it moving towards a weapon, that would trigger the use
of force" even after the termination of the deal, when Iran is free to do what it wants.
In fact, the existence of a termination point fifteen years hence is, he adds, "the
greatest single problem with the agreement.” He also suggests that the United States
provide Israel with B-52 bombers and bunker-busting bombs to protect itself before
that terrifying date arrives.

Summary
The present paper discusses some international security aspects about the nuclear deal
between Iran and the P5+1 nations.

The first point to be noted is the fact striking exceptions to the general
enthusiasm: the United States and its closest regional allies, Israel and Saudi Arabia.
Sober commentary in the United States, pretty much across the spectrum, declares
that country to be "the gravest threat to world peace."

At this point a question arises as to controversy in the U.S. republican party on
whether Iran is still be able to produce nuclear weapons and could someday use one
to set off an electromagnetic pulse or not.

In conclusion it should be emphasized that the departure from global standards,
however, goes far beyond the bounds of the Republican radical insurgency. Also
among experts there is no doubt that if other countries see Iran moving towards a

weapon, that would trigger the use of force.
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VOCABULARY

veto-holding members YJIeHbI, 00J1a/1af0IIKE IIPABOM BETO

Joint Comprehensive Plan COBMECTHBIN KOMILJICKCHBIH IIJIaH

verification system CHUCTEMa KOHTPOJIS

striking exceptions MOPa3UTEIbHBIC UCKITIOYCHHS

general enthusiasm BCEOOITHIT SHTY3Ha3M

regional allies pETHOHANIbHBIE COIO3HUKHU

prominent sector BaYKHBIH CEKTOP

the gravest threat camasi cepbe3Has yrposa

exceptional gravity UCKJIIOYMTEIbHAS TSHKECTh

death sentence CMEpTHBIN PUTOBOP

utter nonsense CylIe IyCTSIKU

actual motives [IO/UINHHBIE MOTHUBEI

radical insurgency paJIMKaJIbHBIC TOBCTAHITBI

party leadership napTUHHOE PYKOBOJICTBO

corporate sector IIPOMBIIIEHHBIE KOPIIOpALU

military strike BOCHHBIN y1ap

bunker-busting bombs MPOTHBOOYHKEPHBIE aBHAOOMOBI
UNIT V

CHAOS IS THE POINT: RUSSIAN HACKERS AND TROLLS GROW
STEALTHIER IN 2020

The National Security Agency and its British counterpart issued an unusual
warning in October: The Russians were back and growing stealthier.

Groups linked to Russia’s intelligence agencies, they noted, had recently been
uncovered boring into the network of an elite Iranian hacking unit and attacking
governments and private companies in the Middle East and Britain — hoping Tehran
would be blamed for the havoc.

For federal and state officials charged with readying defenses for the 2020
election, it was a clear message that the next cyberwar was not going to be like the
last. The landscape is evolving, and the piggybacking on Iranian networks was an
example of what America’s election-security officials and experts face as the United
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States enters what is shaping up to be an ugly campaign season marred by hacking
and disinformation.

American defenses have vastly improved in the four years since Russian
hackers and trolls mounted a broad campaign to sway the 2016 presidential election.
Facebook is looking for threats it barely knew existed in 2016, such as fake ads paid
for in rubles and self-proclaimed Texas secessionists logging in from St. Petersburg.
Voting officials are learning about bots, ransomware and other vectors of digital
mischief. Military officials are considering whether to embrace information warfare
and retaliate against election interference by hacking senior Russian officials and
leaking their personal emails or financial information.

Yet interviews with dozens of officials and experts make clear that many of the
vulnerabilities exploited by Moscow in 2016 remain. Most political campaigns are
unwilling to spend what it takes to set up effective cyberdefenses. Millions of
Americans are still primed to swallow fake news. And those charged with protecting
American elections face the same central challenge they did four years ago: to spot
and head off any attack before it can disrupt voting or sow doubts about the outcome.
It is a task made even more difficult by new threats to the election from other
American rivals, such as Iran, which has more motive than ever to interfere in 2020
after a drone strike killed its top security and intelligence commander last week in
Irag.

The Russians were sloppy in 2016 because they could be: They caught
Americans off guard. Now hackers and trolls, who have seen their tradecraft splashed
across the pages of American intelligence assessments and federal indictments, are
working far harder to cover their tracks. They are, as one American intelligence
official put it, “refreshing” their operations.

One of the two Russian intelligence units that hacked the Democrats in 2016,
known as “Fancy Bear,” has shifted some of its work to servers based in the United
States in an apparent attempt to thwart the N.S.A. and other American spy agencies,
which are limited by law to operating abroad, according to federal officials tracking
the moves. The other unit, known as “Cozy Bear,” abandoned its hacking
infrastructure six months ago and has dropped off the radar, security analysts said.

The trolls at the Internet Research Agency — the now-indicted outfit behind
much of the Russian disinformation spread in 2016 — have ditched email accounts
that were being tracked by Western intelligence agencies and moved to encrypted
communication tools, like Proton Mail, that are much harder to trace. They are also

trying to exploit a hole in Facebook’s ban on foreigners buying political ads, paying
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American users to hand over personal pages and setting up offshore bank accounts to
cover their financial tracks, said an official and a security expert at a prominent tech
company.

At the Department of Homeland Security, there is renewed anxiety about a
spate of ransomware attacks on American towns and cities over the last year. The
attacks, officials say, revealed gaping security holes that could be exploited by those
looking to disrupt voting by locking up and ransoming voter rolls or simply cutting
power at critical polling centers on Election Day. And while large-scale hacking of
voting machines is difficult, it is by no means impossible.

There are also weak points up and down the long chain of websites and
databases used to tally and report votes, officials said. Run by states or counties, the
systems that stitch together reports from thousands of polling centers are a
hodgepodge of new and old technologies, many with spotty security.

With the first primaries just weeks away, officials are keeping a watchful eye
for hints about what to expect come November. The widespread expectation is that
hackers, who may have only a single shot at exploiting a particular bug or
vulnerability, will wait until the general election rather than risk wasting it on a
primary.

Some of the meddling is homegrown. Americans have been exposed spinning
up fake websites for Democratic front-runners and paying Macedonians to promote
divisive political views. Facebook, the most important digital platform for political
ads, also made it clear this week that it would not police political messaging for lies
or misleading claims.

With Americans so mistrustful of one another, and of the political process, the
fear of hacking could be as dangerous as an actual cyberattack — especially if the
election is close, as expected. That is what happened last November in Kentucky,
when talk of a rigged election spread online after it became clear that the governor’s
race would come down to the wire.

“You don’t actually have to breach an election system in order to create the
public impression that you have,” said Laura Rosenberger, director of the Alliance
for Securing Democracy, which tracks Russian disinformation efforts.

“Chaos is the point,” she added. “You can imagine many different scenarios.”

Still, officials say, the deepest challenges come from abroad. Iran, under harsh
sanctions that were not in place four years ago, nosed around the election system in
2018. More recently, Iranian hackers have been caught trying to compromise
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President Trump’s campaign and impersonating American political candidates on
Twitter.

For his part, Mr. Trump has already warned North Korea against
“interference,” though he appeared to be referring to missile launches meant to
embarrass him.

UNIT VI

TRUMP IMPEACHMENT INQUIRY

It all centres on whether or not he improperly sought help from Ukraine to
boost his chances of re-election in 2020.

Things are still at an early stage. The first public hearings started 13 November
in the lower house of Congress, the House of Representatives. That is controlled by
the Democrats. President Trump, who is a Republican, strongly denies any
wrongdoing.

Depending on what happens in the next few weeks, Mr. Trump could end up
facing impeachment - but more on what that means below.

What is he accused of doing wrong?

President Trump is accused of pressuring Ukraine's President Volodymyr
Zelensky to dig up damaging information on one of his main Democrat challengers,
Joe Biden, and his son Hunter.

Hunter worked for a Ukrainian company when Joe Biden was US vice-
president.

The president is accused of dangling two things as bargaining chips to Ukraine
— withholding $400m of military aid to Ukraine that had already been allocated by
Congress, and a White House meeting for Ukraine's president.

This would all amount to an abuse of presidential power, using the office for
personal political gain and to the detriment of national security. Ukraine is using that
money in its ongoing conflict with Russia.

What is the evidence against Trump?

A formal complaint from a whistleblower — an unnamed intelligence official
who wrote a letter expressing concern about Mr. Trump's 25 July call with Mr
Zelensky — kicked off the impeachment process in early September.

A rough transcript of the call revealed that Mr. Trump had urged President
Zelensky to investigate discredited allegations against Joe and Hunter Biden.
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The call came shortly after Mr. Trump had blocked the release of millions of
dollars in US military aid to Ukraine. A senior official later testified that the
president made clear the release of the aid was conditional on Mr. Biden being
investigated, but the White House denies this.

In a series of public hearings, a procession of US officials have testified that
there was a White House shadow foreign policy led by the president's personal
lawyer, Rudy Giuliani.

Its aim was to get Ukraine to open an investigation into the Bidens and declare
as much publicly.

What is his defence?

Mr. Trump denies using US military aid as a bargaining chip with Mr,
Zelensky and has repeatedly insisted his call with Ukraine's leader was "perfect".

He has called the impeachment inquiry a "witch hunt" by Democrats and
elements of the media.

He also says it was appropriate to ask Ukraine to investigate “corruption™,
referring to the energy firm where Hunter Biden worked.

The Republican defence comes in three parts:

- Ukraine's president said he felt no pressure

- The Ukrainians were unaware the aid was held back
- US military aid was eventually released

What is impeachment anyway?

To impeach, in this context, means to bring charges in Congress that will form
the basis for a trial.

The US constitution states a president “shall be removed from office on
impeachment for, and conviction of, treason, bribery, or other high crimes or
misdemeanours".

It's important to note that is a political process, rather than a criminal one.
What is the process?

It happens in two stages. Proceedings have to be started by the House of
Representatives.

A vote to impeach only needs a simple majority to pass and if it does, the
process then moves to the Senate where a trial is held.

But here, a two-thirds vote is necessary for a president's removal - and this
milestone has never been reached in US history.

The Senate is currently controlled by the Republican Party.

Have other US presidents been impeached?
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Bill Clinton found himself impeached on the grounds of perjury and
obstruction of justice after he lied about the nature of his affair with Monica
Lewinsky and then allegedly asked her to lie about it as well.

But when the trial reached the Senate in 1999, the vote for a conviction failed to get
close to the two-thirds backing required.

The only other president impeached was Andrew Johnson in 1868. He was
accused of, among other things, dismissing his secretary of war against the will of
Congress. Mr. Johnson had a narrow escape — the two-thirds majority in the Senate
was missed by just one vote.

Richard Nixon, the 37th US president, resigned in 1974 before he could be
Impeached over the Watergate scandal.

Who would replace Trump?

The line of succession for the US government, as established by the
Presidential Succession Act of 1947, would mean Vice-President Mike Pence moving
into the Oval Office.

Summary

The present paper discusses some aspects of Trump impeachment. Considering
the situation it should be mentioned the impeachment process means countries around
the world are having to re-think how they deal with the U.S. At the center of the
investigation into the impeachment of President Donald Trump are relations between
the United States and Ukraine. The president is accused of suspending military
assistance to Ukraine, approved by Congress, in an attempt to force the authorities of
this country to investigate the activities of his political rival, former US vice president
Joe Biden. Donald Trump calls this investigation a “witch hunt” and denies that he
did anything illegal.

It is important to note that the process of impeachment of President Trump
began after an official complaint was received by the applicant, an unnamed
intelligence officer, who wrote a letter expressing concern about Trump’s call on July
25 with Zelensky.

To conclude, should point out the fact that there is a big gap between the words
and deeds of President Trump. To date, about 49% of Americans have supported the
impeachment of US President Donald Trump. But considering the situation it should
be mentioned Democrats impeached because they were not sure of their victory in
this election. Also, Democrats are not sure that their candidates will be able to
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compete with Trump, because Trump has a lot of support. Thus, to summarize, it
should be noted that perhaps this is all the beginning of the 2020 election campaign.

UNIT VII
GLOBAL CORONAVIRUS

» Look through the texts and enumerate the problems of consumption
1.Coronavirus: US to evacuate citizens from Diamond Princess
. 15 February 2020

Coronavirus pandemic

Image copyright REUTERSI mage caption Hundreds of Americans are among those
stuck on the Diamond Princess

The US plans to evacuate Americans from the Diamond Princess cruise ship, the
site of the biggest coronavirus outbreak outside China, officials say.

The ship has been held in quarantine in a Japanese port since 3 February. Out of
3,700 people on board, 218 have tested positive for the virus.

US citizens will be offered seats on a government-chartered flight on Sunday, the US
embassy in Tokyo said.

Over 1,500 people have died from the virus, which originated in Wuhan city.

China's national health commission on Saturday reported 143 new deaths, bringing
the toll to 1,523. All but four of the latest victims were in Hubei province.

A further 2,641 people have been newly confirmed as infected, bringing the national
total to 66,492.

= No change' in virus outbreak despite China spike

=  Why a global city is so vulnerable to virus spread

« The Valentine messages to coronavirus medics
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https://www.bbc.com/news/topics/cyz0z8w0ydwt/coronavirus-pandemic
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-51495484
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-51480613
https://www.bbc.com/news/blogs-trending-51464051

= Coronavirus: Are African countries ready?
Outside mainland China, there have been more than 500 cases in 24 countries, and
three deaths: one each in Hong Kong, the Philippines and Japan.

— w—

Media caption Medics in Wuhan resort to shaving their heads in a bid to prevent
cross-infection of the coronavirus

The outbreak on the Diamond Princess is said to have originated with an 80-year-old
man who disembarked in Hong Kong and was later diagnosed with the virus.
Passengers and crew are being held in quarantine in Yokohama until Wednesday.
Hundreds of Americans are among those stuck, and at least 24 have been diagnosed
with the virus.

But in a letter, the US embassy in Tokyo said healthy American citizens on board
would be screened for symptoms before being able to board the plane home on
Sunday.

The aircraft is due to fly to Travis Air Force Base in California where some
passengers will stay in quarantine for a further 14 days.

The prospect of more time in isolation seemed to dismay some on board.

"We would like to just finish the quarantine on the ship as planned, decompress in a
non-quarantine environment in Japan for a few days, then fly back to the US pursuant
to our own arrangements. What's wrong with that?" tweeted passenger Matthew
Smith.
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https://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-51403865
https://japan2.usembassy.gov/pdfs/alert-20200215-diamond-princess.pdf
https://twitter.com/mjswhitebread/status/1228527057153318912
https://twitter.com/mjswhitebread/status/1228527057153318912

Cases of coronavirus outside China

o

Japan* 251 Vietnam 16 India 3 Nepal 1
Singapore 58 Australia 15 Philippines 3 Sri Lanka 1
Thailand 33 US 15 ltaly 3 Sweden 1
South Korea 28 France 11 Russia 2 Belgium 1
Malaysia 19 UK 9 Spain 2
Taiwan 18 UAE 8 Cambodia 1
Germany 16 Canada 7 Finland 1

*figure includes 221 cases on board a cruise ship
Source: European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control. Updated: 15 Feb [E[Z[®

Tr avis Air Force Base is already the quarantine site for more than 200 Americans
previously evacuated from Wuhan.

Australia is also mulling removing its citizens from the cruise ship following the US
move, according to the Sydney Morning Herald. It is sending an infectious disease
expert to assess the best option.

In other developments:

. Beijing has ordered everyone returning to the city to go into quarantine for 14
days or risk punishment
. Egypt's health ministry on Friday confirmed the first case of the coronavirus in

Africa. The ministry described the person as a foreigner, but did not disclose the
nationality.

207


https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/australia-mulls-evacuating-passengers-on-stranded-coronavirus-cruise-ship-20200215-p5413l.html
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-china-51509248
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-china-51509248

. Chinese officials say six health workers have died. Local authorities have
struggled to provide protective equipment such as respiratory masks, goggles and
protective suits in hospitals in Hubei.

2. Washington State Man Becomes First USA Death From Coronavirus.
shington state man becomes first U.S. death from coronavirus

T2he CDC says it's responding to "the first possible outbreak" of the virus at a U.S.
long-term care facility in Washington.

First person dies from coronavirus in the U.S. in Washington state

MARCH 1, 202002:24

Feb. 29, 2020, 9:08 PM MSK / Updated March 1, 2020, 1:38 AM MSK

By Nicole Acevedo and Minyvonne Burke

Health officials in Washington state said on Saturday a coronavirus patient has died,
marking the first death in the U.S. from COVID-19, the illness associated with the
Vvirus.

The U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention said it's responding to "the first
possible outbreak™ of the respiratory illness in a long-term care center in Washington.
The death was not associated with that facility.

Health officials in Washington said 27 patients and 25 staff members at the center
have symptoms associated with COVID-19.
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https://www.nbcnews.com/nightly-news/video/first-person-dies-from-coronavirus-in-the-u-s-in-washington-state-79722053839
https://www.nbcnews.com/nightly-news/video/first-person-dies-from-coronavirus-in-the-u-s-in-washington-state-79722053839
https://www.nbcnews.com/health/coronavirus
https://www.nbcnews.com/health/health-news/live-blog/coronavirus-updates-live-countries-prepare-outbreak-spreads-n1143556

The Life Care Center of Kirkland said in a statement that new patients and visitors
were being turned away, and patients and staff "with symptoms or who were
potentially exposed are quarantined.”

The person who died was a man in his 50s with underlying health conditions, and
there was no evidence he contracted the virus through travel, health officials said.
They suspect domestic "community spread” of the disease, a new phase for the
United States that began this week on the West Coast.

U.S. diplomatic officials said a 60-year old U.S. citizen diagnosed with the disease
died Feb. 6 at Jinyintian Hospital in Wuhan, China.

The number of Americans who have so far contracted the virus, most overseas, rose
to 69 Saturday, according to an NBC News tally.

Shortly after the announcement of the Washington death, President Donald Trump
held a White House news conference to announce that the United States is issuing
more travel restrictions and warnings to help prevent spread of the virus. He also said
he is meeting with pharmaceutical executives to discuss work toward a coronavirus
vaccine.

'This is what we expected': Azar discusses risk of coronavirus in the U.S.

FEB. 29, 202001:42
Washington Gov. Jay Inslee, meanwhile, declared a state of emergency in response to
new cases of COVID-19, directing state agencies to use all resources necessary to

prepare for and respond to the outbreak.
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https://www.nbcnews.com/health/health-news/after-mystery-coronavirus-case-california-health-officials-go-detective-mode-n1144231
https://www.nbcnews.com/news/world/american-coronavirus-died-wuhan-china-embassy-says-n1132946
https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/donald-trump/coronavirus-trump-give-update-white-house-saturday-n1145921
https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/donald-trump/coronavirus-trump-give-update-white-house-saturday-n1145921
https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/donald-trump/coronavirus-trump-give-update-white-house-saturday-n1145921
https://www.msnbc.com/msnbc/watch/azar-assures-the-risk-of-coronavirus-to-americans-remains-low-79715397887
https://www.msnbc.com/msnbc/watch/azar-assures-the-risk-of-coronavirus-to-americans-remains-low-79715397887

Full coverage of the coronavirus outbreak

“This will allow us to get the resources we need,” Inslee said. “This is a time to take
commonsense, proactive measures to ensure the health and safety of those who live
in Washington state."

The outbreak in the U.S. is currently limited to only some communities, the CDC said
Saturday. “There is not national spread of COVID-19. CDC and the federal
government are working to keep it that way,” said Dr. Nancy Messonnier, director of
the Center for the National Center for Immunization and Respiratory Diseases.

But as federal, state and local officials have widened testing parameters for the virus,
some experts say the number of patients is likely to rise.

Frank Riedo, the medical director of infection control at Evergreen Health hospital in
Kirkland, where the death occurred, said Saturday in a news conference, "What we're
seeing is the tip of the iceberg".

"There is ongoing transmission", he said.

Dr. Kathy Lofy, Washington state health officer, said the general risk to the public is
increasing, and she urged people to practice good health habits.

Health officials said the man who died was among three new presumptive cases in
Washington, in which patients have tested positive locally but confirmation is
pending with the CDC. The state has a total of six confirmed or presumptive cases of
the virus.

Updates from around the world as the outbreak spreads

Though the man was not associated with the long-term care center, he was a patient
at the same hospital where others from the facility were being treated Saturday for
respiratory symptoms or pneumonia, the CDC said.

He was described by officials as being chronically ill before contracting the virus.
They said they did not believe patients at the hospital where he died contracted the
virus there and that medical professionals were trying to track down the origin of the
presumptive transmissions, which were likely local to King County.

Among those presumed to have the virus at the long-term care center is a female
health care worker in her 40s who was in satisfactory condition and a resident in her
70s in serious condition, health officials said. Neither had any known relevant travel,
they said.
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https://www.nbcnews.com/health/coronavirus
https://www.nbcnews.com/health/health-news/live-blog/coronavirus-updates-live-countries-prepare-outbreak-spreads-n1143556?icid=related

Health officials say U.S. coronavirus death was man with underlying issues

MARCH 1, 202002:16

The patient who died was among new cases reported Friday in Washington state, as
well as Oregon and California. Among the new confirmed or presumptive cases,
three were contracted from an unknown source, bringing the total number of what
could be community spread cases in the United States to four.

"Community spread” is a term used when someone is infected, but the source is
unknown. Previously much of the focus was on people who had visited places such as
Wauhan, China, where the outbreak began, or who had been in close contact with
people who were infected.

The patients from these four cases have no known travel history or exposure to
someone who had traveled or been infected. Not all four have been confirmed by
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention testing, but they tested positive locally.
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https://www.nbcnews.com/video/washington-state-officials-say-first-u-s-coronavirus-death-was-man-with-underlying-issues-79720517637
https://www.nbcnews.com/video/washington-state-officials-say-first-u-s-coronavirus-death-was-man-with-underlying-issues-79720517637
https://www.nbcnews.com/health/health-news/live-blog/coronavirus-updates-live-countries-prepare-outbreak-spreads-n1143556/ncrd1145766
https://slack-redir.net/link?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nbcnews.com%2Fhealth%2Fhealth-news%2Flive-blog%2Fcoronavirus-updates-live-countries-prepare-outbreak-spreads-n1143556%2Fncrd1145741%23liveBlogHeader
https://slack-redir.net/link?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nbcnews.com%2Fhealth%2Fhealth-news%2Flive-blog%2Fcoronavirus-updates-live-countries-prepare-outbreak-spreads-n1143556%2Fncrd1145651

First U.S. coronavirus death confirmed in Washington state

FEB. 29, 202001:34

The CDC adjusted its testing guidance this week to include people with symptoms
but with no identified source of exposure.

Download the NBC News app for full coverage of the coronavirus outbreak

The first case of COVID-19 in the United States that may involve community spread
was confirmed by a CDC test on Wednesday. That patient is at UC Davis Medical
Center in Sacramento, California, and is a woman from Solano County, officials said.
President Donald Trump said at the news conference Saturday that “there's no reason
to panic" and the American public does not need to change their daily routines.

He said he will meet with pharmaceutical companies on Monday to talk about a
vaccine. "They've already started working on it," he said. "These companies will be
coming to the White House."

Inslee said, "It is a sad day in our state as we learn that a Washingtonian has died
from COVID-19. Our hearts go out to his family and friends. We will continue to

work toward a day where no one dies from this virus.”
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https://www.msnbc.com/weekends-with-alex-witt/watch/first-u-s-coronavirus-death-confirmed-in-washington-state-79708741750
https://www.msnbc.com/weekends-with-alex-witt/watch/first-u-s-coronavirus-death-confirmed-in-washington-state-79708741750
https://smart.link/5d5ad16083f88
https://slack-redir.net/link?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nbcnews.com%2Fhealth%2Fhealth-news%2Fafter-mystery-coronavirus-case-california-health-officials-go-detective-mode-n1144231
https://slack-redir.net/link?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nbcnews.com%2Fhealth%2Fhealth-news%2Fafter-mystery-coronavirus-case-california-health-officials-go-detective-mode-n1144231
https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/donald-trump/coronavirus-trump-give-update-white-house-saturday-n1145921

3. Italians who attempt to flee coronavirus lockdown may face jail

(CNN) Italians who attempt to flee the lockdown in the country's north, set up
to try and stop the spread of the novel coronavirus, may face three months'
imprisonment, Italy's interior minister has said.

Anyone leaving the "containment regions" risks three months in prison, or a
fine of up to 206 euros ($234), Luciana Lamorgese said.

The threat comes as ripple effects from northern Italy's lockdown start to be
felt. Riots broke out at several prisons across Italy after visits were suspended to curb
the spread of the virus, it was announced on Monday.

Italy saw a dramatic spike of 1,247 confirmed novel coronavirus cases on
Saturday, the Civil Protection Department said in a statement. The number of cases in
the country has now reached 7,375, with 366 deaths — the highest number of fatalities
outside mainland China, and the biggest outbreak in Europe.

The move puts the entire Lombardy region, as well as 14 other provinces,
under travel restrictions; it is one of the toughest responses implemented outside of
mainland China to get the COVID-19 epidemic under control.

Six inmates died at one prison in Modena, where prisoners occupied the
infirmary and seized control of various drugs including methadone. Two of the dead
died of an overdose, the head of Italy's prison system said.

Prisoners incarcerated at several institutions across ltaly — in Frosinone,
Naples, Pavia, Alessandria, Modena and Foggia — rioted over the weekend, according
to a statement from the Italian Justice Ministry.

"The protests concerned the coronavirus emergency, as well as the measures
issued by the government to reduce the risk of infection and protect those who live
and work within the prison,” the statement said, adding that all episodes of unrest
were brought under control by Sunday evening.

In Modena, inmates occupied the entire prison, including the infirmary, where
they got hold of various drugs, including methadone, Basentini said. Two of the dead
died of an overdose, and another from the inhalation of toxic smoke. Basentini said
the cause of the three remaining deaths was under investigation.
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Regions with low rates of contagion propose to restrict movements of residents
coming from high-risk regions

Italy on Thursday reported 70 more fatalities from the novel coronavirus,
bringing the death toll to 33,142, as regions started fighting over the possibility for
citizens living in the worst-hit regions to go on vacation in other areas of the country.

The low increase in deaths registered on Thursday confirms the slowing trend
In the virus outbreak, showing that the peak of the crisis has been left behind.

The Itally of active infections on Thursday fell further, by 3,010, placing the
total at 47,986.

Meanwhile, recoveries continued to climb, surging above 150,000, as more
patients left intensive care, easing pressure on ltaly's strained health care system.

The northern Lombardy region remains the epicenter of the pandemic, with victims
rising to 15,974, almost half of the total.

The different levels of contagion across Italy sparked a fight between the
worst-hit northern regions — especially Lombardy — and the southern regions, which
were less hit by the virus and mainly rely on tourism.

Some regional governors raised the idea of imposing a sort of “sanitary
passport” to Italian citizens willing to travel across the country, based on the risks of
contagion.

The idea — which would discriminate residents in the areas with the higher rate
of contagion — was blasted by Italy’s Minister for Regional Affairs Francesco Boccia
on Thursday.

Boccia called the idea “unconstitutional,” saying if scientists rule out the
possibility of sanitary passports then they make no sense.

Italy will lift restrictions on citizens’ mobility among regions on June 3, but it’s
still unclear if that will also be applicable for regions with high contagion rates.

The magazine: Anadolu Agency
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Appendix 1

I Expressions for Summary | Introductory phrases (used to begin a talk)

. The present paper discusses some aspects of ...

. The discussion is concerned with ...

. The present communication deals with...

. The review is devoted to ...

. The paper presents some results which illustrate. ..

. This work 1is an attempt to show (to find, to prove, to consider) that...

. The present is designed to demonstrate (to show, to explain, to describe) that...
. The purpose of this report is to compare (to determine, to give) the result of...

O© 00 N O Ui W N -

. The firs point to be noted as to... is the fact that...

. It is interesting (important, necessary) to consider (to show, to note) something (that)...
. It has been (will be) shown (pointed out, considered) that...

. It should be noted (mentioned, observed, emphasized, pointed out) that...

—_ =
w N R O

. It is evident (obvious, unlikely, doubtful) that...
. I (we) shall consider (discuss, talk, about) something...
. I (we) must next consider (discuss, compare, show) something...

—_
o o

. What I mean to say (to show, to emphasize) is that...
. What I (we) find in fact is that...

. What happens (takes place, occurs) in fact is that...

. From the above | (we) see that...

. At this point a question arises as to...

NN B =
— S © 00 =

. The problem is the following...

Il Closing phrases used to complete a talk, a communication, a paper

1. In conclusion it should be emphasized (note, said, observed) that...

. Finally a few remarks should be made about...

. Summing up the results, it should be observed (said, noted) that...

. Summarizing, it can be said (pointed out, mentioned) that ...

. To summarize then, ...

. In conclusion I would like to mention (to consider, to add, to say) that...
. We finally conclude that...

. With this we will conclude our discussion (paper, communication).

. At the end we can say (mention, observe, point out) that...

O 00 N OO L A W DN

11 As far as I know ... As far as I can judge ... In my opinion ... To my knowledge ... To
my mind ... For all I know ... I think (believe, suppose) that ...
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Appendix 2

1. Globalization has attracted public attention in:

a) 2001

b) 1990s

c) 2000s

2. The concept of globalization bears the undeniable influence of such approaches:
a) modernist

b) transnationalist

c) neorealistic

3. When the USSR passed a law granting the Union republics the right to enter into direct
relations with foreign states, which dictated the need to create their own foreign affairs
departments in these republics?

a) After the formation of the USSR

b) February 1, 1944

c) After the end of the Cold War

d) After the end of World War 1l

4. When was the European Union founded?

a) 1951,

b) 1945;

c) 1920;

d) 1949;

5. When was the United Nations founded?

a) 1951;

b) 1918;

C) 1945;

d) 1944;

6. The best-known part of NATO’s founding treaty, Article 5, deals with what topic?
a) Collective defense

b) Size of military budget

c) Invitation to the new members into the alliance

d) Size of nuclear arsenal.

7. Balance of Power is...

1. A process by which groups of people make decisions.

2. Examines the acquisition and application of power.

3. A situation where two powerful states, or group of states, are equal in power.

4. The idea that people need to transform.

8. Which of the following states is not a wealthy country in the Middle East?
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a) Qatar

b) Kuwait

c) Yemen

d) Saudi Arabia

9. Is it possible to test military weapons in Antarctica?

A. Yes, it is allowed.

B. Only with the permission of the states that are parts of the 1959 Antarctic Treaty.
C. No, it is absolutely prohibited in the territory of Antarctica.

D. This issue is not registered anywhere yet.

10. Negotiation is not characterized by ...

a) conflict between parties.

b) an established set of rules.

c) two or more parties involved.

d) a voluntary process.

11. What characterizes a win-win solution for both parties in negotiation?
a) competing.

b) collaborating.

c) accommodating.

d) compromising.

12. Which of the following aspects below describes an accommodating style of
negotiations?

a) provide a safe environment to invite into discussion

b) make sure others are heard and acknowledged

c) study topic to finalize decision

d) get everyone involved into discussion

13. Which of the following diplomats sought negotiations to ease the tensions between the
US and the USSR?

a) Vyacheslav Molotov

b) Otto von Bismarck

¢) Richard Nixon

d) Henry Kissinger

14. The diplomatic immunity is:

A. An exemption from the foreign jurisdiction.

B. An exemption from the jurisdiction of the sending state.

C. An exemption from the jurisdiction of all the states.

D. Immunity from all diseases.

15. According to the Vienna Convention, a "diplomatic agent" is...
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a)...a person who performs the duties of a domestic worker for a representative office
employee and is not an employee of the sending state;

b)...person who performs administrative and technical maintenance of the representative
office;

c)...a person who works exclusively for his/her own goals;

d)...head of mission or member of the diplomatic staff of the mission;

16. The functions of a diplomatic mission consist of...

a)...protecting the interests of the sending state and its citizens in the host state within the
limits permitted by international law;

b)...negotiating through military power;

c)...establishing friendly relations with another country;

d)...granting of immunity to all citizens living abroad.

17. Public International law is...

1. The body of rules applied to commercial transactions.

2. Governments relations between states.

3. The body of law dealing with crimes and their punishment.

4. Concerned with the resolution of international disputes between individuals and
companies.

18. The official diplomatic language in Europe until the 18th century is:

a) English

b) French

c) Latin

d) Russian

19. Preparing for negotiations, about whom it is necessary to find out information first of
all?

a) A mediator

b) An opponent

c¢) Organizers of the negotiations

d) Your side’s members

20. Which of these ones is a common negotiation mistake?

a) listening to the other person

b) rushing to make a decision

¢) being open-minded

d) checking all the facts before making a decision
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21. Which of the following statements don’t describe a competing style of negotiations?

a) Study topic to finalize decisions.

b) Move the discussion past an impasse.

c) Appear very passionate.

d) Will do or say anything to win.

22. Which of the following methods relates to negotiating from a position of weakness?

a) Make a clear request for help+

b) Aggressive pressure

¢)Comply with the rule of equality

d) Constant topic evasion

23. The arbitrator in the negotiations is ...

a) A person who advises one of the parties

b) A person a person who participates in the organization of negotiations, but does not
intervene

c) A person, who studies a problem, listens to both sides and makes a decision that is not in
dispute.

d) A person who holds back the parties from mutual aggression

24. Which of the following statements describe Salami tactics in negotiations?

a) The negotiator sends the opponent theses that contradict each other;

b) The negotiator articulates his demands precisely and ask the opponent to think carefully;
¢) The negotiator gives out information in small portions to buy time and overcome the
opponent;

d) The negotiator suggests to postpone the negotiations instead of trying to come to a
compromise with the opponent;

25. What should not be done in negotiation preparation process?

a) gathering information

b) negotiation with your own side

C) setting the agenda

d) revealing information to an opposite side

26. Which aspect doesn’t describe the position of strength?

a) using all kinds of pressure and threats;

b) search for a single solution;

¢) doing everything to achieve a goal,

d) trust and openness.
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27. How is the opponent perceived in negotiations from a position of strength?
a) as a friend,;

b) as an enemy;

C) as a partner;

d) as an ally;

28. Continue the phrase: “Be hard on the ...., soft on the...”?

a) Problem, People

b) Mediator , Opponent

c) People, Problem

d) Opponent, Problem

29. Win-lose strategy is...

a) A negotiation strategy where the focus is on achieving immediate goals, with little or no
regard for building future relationships

b) A negotiation strategy where both parties gain roughly equal advantage

c) A negotiation strategy where one party’s gains are directly offset by another party’s
losses

d) A negotiation strategy where no participant has any option that is positive
30. What type of bargaining is the take-or-leave strategy?

a) Soft bargaining

b) Hard bargaining

c¢) This’s not part of any existing bargaining strategy

d) Collective bargaining
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Political Regimes®®

GLOSSARY

Absolutism The principle of
complete and unrestricted power
in government. Also known as
totalism or totalitarianism.

Agrarianism A political
philosophy that values rural society
and the farmer as superior to urban
society and the paid worker, and
sees farming as a way of life that
can shape social values.

Anarchism The abolition of
government authority, through
violent means if necessary, and the
adoption of a society that is based
on voluntary cooperation.

Apartheid Meaning "separation”
in Afrikaans, a policy of racial
discrimination introduced in
South Africa following the National
Party's election victory in 1948.

Apparatchik A member of the
communist party machine. It has
come to be used as a derogatory
description of a political zealot.

Autocracy A community or state
in which unlimited authority is
exercised by a single individual.

Bipartisan An approach to a
situation or issue agreed by
political parties that are normally
in opposition to one another.

Bolshevik Meaning “majority” in
Russian, a faction of the Marxist
Russian Social Democratic Labor
Party (RSDLP) that split from the
Menshevik faction in 1903,
becoming the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union after 1917.

Bourgeoisie In Marxism, the class
that owns the means of production
and whose income derives from that
ownership rather than paid work.

Capitalism An economic system
characterized by market forces,
with private investment in, and
ownership of, a country’s means
of production and distribution.

Collectivism A political theory
that advocates collective, rather
than individual, control over social
and economic institutions,
especially the means of production.

Colonialism The claim of a state
to sovereignty over new territories.
It is characterized by an unequal
power relation between the
colonists who run the territories
and their indigenous population.

Common law The law of the land,
derived from neither the statute
books nor the constitution, but
from court law reports.

Communism An ideology that
advocates the elimination of private
property in favor of communal
ownership, based on the 1848
political manifesto of Karl Marx
and Friedrich Engels.

Confucianism A system based on
the teachings of Confucius, which
stresses hierarchy and loyalty, as
well as individual improvement.

Conservatism A political position
that opposes radical changes

in society. Conservatives may
advocate a wide range of policies,

Appendix 3

including the preservation of
economic liberty, enterprise,
free markets, private property,
the privatization of business,
and reduced government action.

Constitutionalism A system

of government that adheres to a
constitution—a written collection
of the fundamental principles and
laws of a nation.

Democracy A form of government
in which supreme power is vested
in the people or exercised by their
elected representatives.

Dependency theory The notion
that rich countries in the northern
hemisphere have created a
neocolonial relationship with those
in the southern hemisphere, in
which the less developed countries
are dependent and disadvantaged.

Despot A ruler with absolute
power who typically exercises it
tyrannically and abusively.

Dictator An absolute ruler,
especially one who assumes
complete control without the free
consent of the people, and who may
exercise power oppressively.

Direct democracy Government
by the people in fact, rather than
merely in principle—citizens vote
on every issue affecting them—
as practiced in ancient Athens.

Divine right of kings A doctrine
that holds that a monarch derives
legitimacy from God, and is not
subject to any earthly authority.
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Dystopia A theoretical society
characterized by a wretched,
dysfunctional state. See Utopia.

Economic structuralism

The belief that the conduct

of world politics is based

on the way that the world is
organized economically.

Ecosophy In green politics,
the ecological philosophy of Arne
Naess, propounding ecological
harmony or equilibrium.

Egalitarianism A philosophy
that advocates social, political,
and economic equality.

Elitism The belief that society
should be governed by an elite
group of individuals.

Enlightenment, The Also
known as the Age of Reason, a
period of intellectual advances
in the 18th century that involved
a questioning of religious
understandings of the world

and the application of reason.

Extremism Any political theory
that favors uncompromising
policies or actions.

Fabian Society A British
movement that advocated that
socialism should be introduced
incrementally via education and
gradual legislative changes.

Fascism A nationalist ideology
typified by strong leadership, stress
on a collective identity, and the use
of violence or warfare to further the
interests of the state. The term
derives from the Italian fascio—a
tied bundle of sticks—referring to
collective identity, and was first
applied to Mussolini's regime.

Federalism A system of
government in which powers
are divided between central
government and smaller states
or provinces.

Feudal system A medieval
political system that consisted of
small geographical units—such as
principalities or dukedoms—ruled
by the nobility, where the peasant
population lived in a state of
bondage to their ruler.

Fourth estate A theoretical
institution consisting of the press
and other forms of media. The term
derives from the first three “estates”
—classes of people—recognized

by the French legislative assembly
until the late 18th century: the
Church, the nobility, and townsmen.

Fundamentalism The strict
adherence to and belief in
religious principles.

Glasnost Meaning “openness”
in Russian, a policy introduced
in the Soviet Union by Mikhail
Gorbachev that committed

the government to greater
accountability and scrutiny.

Green politics An ideology
centered around building an
ecologically sustainable society.

Habeas corpus The right of
an individual detained under
accusation to appear before a
court of law to have their guilt
or innocence examined.

Imperialism The policy of
extending the dominion of a nation
through direct intervention in the
affairs of other countries, and
seizure of territory and subjugation
of peoples in building an empire.
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Isolationism A policy of
withdrawing a nation from
military alliances, international
agreements, and sometimes
even international trade.

Junta A clique, faction, or
cabal, often military in nature,
that takes power after the
overthrow of a government.

Just war theory A doctrine of
military ethics comprising Jus ad
bellum—TLatin for “right to war"—
the need for a moral and legal basis
for war, and Jus in bello—Latin for
“justice in war"—the need for the
moral conduct of warfare.

Kleptocracy Political and
governmental corruption in which
politicians, bureaucrats, and their
protected friends exercise power for
their own material benefit. From
the Greek for “rule by thieves.”

Leftism, left wing Ideoclogy

of the political “left.” It is
characterized by an interventionist
approach to social welfare and an
internationalist worldview. The
concept originated in 18th-century
France, when nobility who sought
to improve the peasants’ conditions
sat to the left of the king.

Legalism A utilitiarian political
philosophy adopted in China
during the Warring States period,
which stressed the importance of
maintaining law and order, using
harsh punishment if necessary.

Liberalism A political ideology
that stresses the rights and
freedoms of individuals. Liberals
may adopt a broad range of policies,
including the defense of free trade,
freedom of speech, and freedom of
religious association.



Liberalism, classic A philosophy
originating in the 18th century
that advocates the rights of the
individual over those of the state
or Church, opposing absolutism
and the divine right of kings.

Libertarianism The advocacy of
liberty and free will. It can be found
on both the political left and right
and incorporates beliefs including
self-reliance, reason, and
noninterference by the state in
economic and personal affairs.

Machiavellian Cunning,
cynical, and opportunistic
political activity. From Niccolo
Machiavelli, a 16th-century
Florentine political theorist.

Maoism A form of Marxism-
Leninism derived from the
teachings of Mao Zedong. Its
central tenet is that the agrarian
peasantry can take the place of the
proletariat in supporting revolution.

Marxian socialism A phase of
economic development that Marx
believed was an essential stage in
the transition from a capitalist to
a communist state.

Marxism The philosophy
underpinning the writings of Karl
Marx, proposing that the economic
order of society determines the
political and social relationships
within it.

Marxism-Leninism An ideology
based on the theories of Karl Marx
and Vladimir Lenin that calls for
the creation of an international
communist society.

Meritocracy The belief that rulers
should be selected on the basis of
ability, rather than wealth or birth.

Moral absolutism A philosophy
based on the notion that morality
should be the absolute guide of
human action, particularly in
regard to international law.

Multilateralism The cooperation
of multiple countries working
together in international relations.
The opposite of unilateralism.

Nationalism Loyalty and devotion
to the home nation, and the
political belief that its interests
should be pursued as the primary
goal of political policy.

Natural law The concept that
positive and just laws rest upon a
“higher law"—originally defined
by Thomas Aquinas as reflecting
God's eternal law that guides the
universe—which is attested to by
common sense in most people.

Négritude An ideological position
of solidarity based on shared
black-African identity, developed
by French intellectuals in the
1930s in reaction to the racism

of French colonialism.

Oligarchy A form of government
in which power is held by a small
group and exercised in their own
interest, usually to the detriment
of the general population.

Pacifism The opposition to and
campaign against war and violence
as a means of resolving dispute,
usually based on religious or moral
grounds. The term was coined by
French peace campaigner Emile
Arnaud (1864-1921).

Partisan An absolute supporter of
a particular political leader, party,
or cause who typically exhibits
unquestioning allegiance.
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Perestroika Political, bureaucratic,
or economic restructuring of a
system or organization. From the
Russian for “reconstruct,” it was first
coined by Mikhail Gorbachev to
describe reforms to the communist
system in the former Soviet Union.

Pluralism The belief in a society
in which members of diverse
social or racial groups are able to
express their traditional cultures
or special interests freely and
alongside one another.

Plutocracy A government that is
controlled or greatly influenced by
the wealthy in society.

Popular sovereignty The theory
that sovereign political authority is
vested in and equally shared by the
citizens of a state, who grant the
exercising of this authority to the
state, its government, and political
leaders, but do not surrender
ultimate sovereignty.

Progressivism The doctrine
of moderate political progress
toward better conditions in
government and society.

Proletariat In Marxist theory, the
workers of a nation who own no
property and must sell their labor
to earn a living. Marx believed that
it was inevitable that the proletariat
would rise up and overthrow their
capitalist masters, instituting a
communist system under which
they would exercise political and
economic control.

Radicalism The advocacy

of extreme forms of change to
achieve political means. Also
refers to beliefs that constitute

a considerable departure from
traditional or established beliefs.



Reactionism A political
orientation opposing radical social
change, instead favoring a return
to a former political or social order.

Realpolitik Pragmatic, realistic
politics, rather than that governed
by moral or ethical objectives.
Realpolitik may involve a loose
approach to civil liberties.

Republicanism The belief that a
republic—a state with no monarch,
in which power resides with the
people and is exercised by their
elected representatives—is the
best form of government.

Rightism, right wing The
ideology of the political “right,”
loosely defined as favoring
conservative, pro-market attitudes,
a preference for individual rights
over interventionist government,

a strict approach to law and

order, and nationalism.

Segregationism The belief in
the necessity to separate different
races, classes, or ethnic groups
from each other.

Sharia law The body of divine law
in Islam that governs the religious
and secular life of Muslims. Some
Muslims argue that Sharia is the
only legitimate basis for law.

Social contract An actual or
theoretical agreement between
individuals to form an organized
society, or between individuals
and a ruler or government to define
the limits, rights, and duties of
each. Theorists including Thomas
Hobbes and John Locke defined the
social contract as the means by
which individuals were protected
by a governing power, and kept
from the state of nature.

Social democracy A reformist
political movement advocating a
gradual transition from capitalism
to socialism by peaceful,
democratic means. Typical tenets
include the right of all citizens to
education, healthcare, workers'
compensation, and freedom

from discrimination.

Socialism An ideology and
method of government that
advocates state ownership and
regulation of industry, and central
control over the allocation of
resources, rather than allowing
these to be determined by
market forces.

Sovereignty Supreme power as
exercised by an autonomous state
or ruler, free from any external
influence or control. Usually used
to refer to a nation’s right to self-
determination in internal affairs
and international relations with
other countries.

State of nature In social contract
theory, the hypothetical condition
that existed prior to the emergence
of organized government.
According to Jean-Jacques
Rousseau, this condition was

one of idyllic harmony between
man and nature, while Thomas
Hobbes depicts it as a dystopian
state of man in constant conflict
with his fellow man.

Suffrage The right to vote in
elections or referenda. Universal
suffrage refers to the right to vote of
citizens regardless of their gender,
race, social status, or wealth, while
women's suffrage describes the
right of women to vote on the same
basis as men, as campaigned for in
the early 20th century by activists
such as the “suffragettes.”
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Syndicalism An early 20th-century
ideology that emerged as an
alternative to capitalism and
socialism. Especially popular in
France and Spain, it advocated

the seizure of a nation's means of
production—and the overthrow of
its government—in a general strike
by workers' unions, and the
organization of production through
a federation of local syndicates.

Theocracy A political system that
is organized, governed, and led by
a priesthood, or even a proclaimed
“living god,” usually according to
religious doctrine or perceived
divine intervention.

Totalitarianism A regime that
subordinates the rights of the
individual in favor of the interests
of the state, through control of
political and economic affairs and
prescription of the attitudes, values,
and beliefs of the population.

Unilateralism Any action
conducted in a one-sided manner.
In politics, it often describes
countries conducting foreign
affairs in an individualistic manner,
with minimal consultation with
other nations, even allies. The
opposite of multilateralism.

Utilitarianism A branch of social
philosophy developed by Jeremy
Bentham, which holds that the best
policy at any given juncture is one
that affords the greatest happiness
to the greatest number of people.

Utopia An ideally perfect place. In
politics, “Utopian” is applied to any
system that aims to create an ideal
society. From the Greek meaning
“no place,” the word was first used
in Thomas More's fictional work
Utopia (1516). See dystopia.
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