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    Writing this book, has, like many of my previous works, been like shooting at a moving target. But in this case, the Trump administration has been zigzagging through ever-changing policies like a vampire in flight. I would like to thank the American University of Paris library staff for their assistance with my book projects over the years, and Nina Bechmann and Mohammad Abdalhaleem for their valuable assistance in volunteering to check over my endnotes, as well as Soyoung Park and Anita Maksymchuk for helping build my website. And once again I would like to thank Isabel, who had to put up with me working on this project from early morning to late at night for several weeks. And my daughters, Celine and Francesca, whom I have generally neglected in the process. I would also like to thank my editor, Steven L. Mitchell, Jade Zora Scibilia, Hanna Etu, Cheryl Quimba, and Jackie Nasso Cooke for their support and help in working with me on this project, and for those at Prometheus Books who originally proposed the title, World War Trump.


    Let us hope that this project is not in vain—and that the Trump administration policies will not generate a global war. But, even then, it is crucial to begin to turn around the new arms race and concentrate on the real need for negotiated peace, development, and human fulfillment in the United States and abroad—and on a truly healthy and inhabitable planet.
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    “Disarmament, with mutual honor and confidence, is a continuing imperative.”


    —President Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1961


    “At this moment, for example, in 1984 (if it was 1984), Oceania was at war with Eurasia and in alliance with Eastasia. In no public or private utterance was it ever admitted that the three powers had at any time been grouped along different lines…. The enemy of the moment always represented absolute evil, and it followed that any past or future agreement with him was impossible.”


    —George Orwell, 1984 (1948)


    “For the first time in all history, a great nation must go on arming itself more and more, not for conquest—not for jealousy—not for war—but for peace!”


    —Sinclair Lewis, It Can't Happen Here, 1935


    Toward the end of the Cold War, it became a cliché to cite the adage that the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was created “to keep the Americans in, the Russians out, and the Germans down.” Someone else later added as a joke: “to keep the French happy.”1 But this original rationale for expanding NATO (as a collective defense organization in such a way as to keep the new Russia out of Eastern Europe and former Soviet states, the Germans/Europeans restrained, and the French happy, with the Americans fully in control) should have been thrown out the window once the Warsaw Pact dissolved in 1989. The Clinton administration should have put the whole NATO enlargement process on hold in the late 1990s and begun a full reassessment—just like one of the founders of the anti-Communist containment policy, Paul Nitze, among other officials and experts, had urged at the time.2


    The Clinton administration was not entirely oblivious to the possibility that NATO enlargement could eventually provoke Moscow. And it did at least superficially consider a range of options for European security that could have provided an alternative to NATO as the primary supplier of European security. But in the process of expanding a large and complex political-military bureaucracy, President Clinton decided to hedge his bets and opt for what could be called the NATO “self-limitation approach.”3


    In the NATO self-limitation approach, NATO would not deploy foreign troops and nuclear weapons on the territory of new NATO member states. This approach was then confirmed by both NATO and Russia with the signing of the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act. The latter was intended to represent the basis for a closer NATO-Russia relationship, but Moscow saw it as almost immediately breaking down—given the fact that NATO's so-called exceptional war ‘over’ Kosovo, which was fought by NATO in 1999 against the interests of one of Russia's historical allies, Serbia, was not granted approval by the UN Security Council. Not only was that war in technical violation of the North Atlantic Treaty that had founded NATO, and against the spirit of the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act that Moscow had just signed, but the Clinton administration had opted to reject Russian proposals to deal jointly with the ongoing sociopolitical conflict in Kosovo—without even permitting Moscow to discuss those proposals thoroughly with either the United States or the other NATO members. And combined with the open NATO enlargement, this war represented one of the major factors that helped bring to power Vladimir Putin.4


    For more than twenty years, I have been warning that the uncoordinated NATO and European Union enlargements into former Soviet space would result in a Russian revanchist backlash—and that the major focal point of dispute would be Crimea.5 My argument was the following: If the Russian Federation was not fully included and engaged with both the United States and the Europeans in the formulation of the new post–Cold War security architecture, then the world could eventually expect a Russian backlash and the militarization of Russian behavior.


    The militarization of Russian behavior would, in large part, result from the ambiguous nature of the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act. On the one hand, the expansion of NATO's integrated military capabilities and infrastructure to new members in eastern Europe, particularly once NATO proposed expansion to the three Baltic states, Georgia, and Ukraine in particular, risked a counter-military reaction by Moscow. On the other hand, the open NATO enlargement also made it more difficult to defend NATO's new members—that is, without the deployment of conventional forces coupled with direct threat to use of nuclear weapons the closer that NATO moved to the Russian border without a geostrategic “buffer” of neutral states.


    That easily predictable Russian backlash against both NATO and European Union enlargement has now taken place. Much as NATO was seen by Moscow as containing Russia in geostrategic and military terms, Moscow also saw the European Union as seeking to isolate Russia in political-economic terms. And it is now the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act, among other international accords, that have been put in question in the aftermath of the early 2014 Russian annexation of Crimea, Moscow's political military interference in eastern Ukraine, and the buildup of Russian forces in the Baltic region. These Russian counteractions have led to the subsequent deployment of NATO forces in Poland and the Baltic states on a rotating, yet possibly permanently rotating, basis. In effect, rather than working together with Moscow to forge a new conjoint system of post–Cold War European security since the Gorbachev and Yeltsin administrations, the United States, NATO, and the European Union have achieved what can truly be considered a self-fulfilling prophecy by provoking a Russian backlash.


    But that is not all. I also argued that along with a Russian backlash, a general militarization of interstate behavior would concurrently take place. Such a general militarization—which would include states such as the People's Republic of China in closer alliance with the Russian Federation, Iran, and other countries—would develop over time as the new powers that would emerge after Soviet collapse would soon resist US efforts to expand its global hegemony in eastern Europe, in the Indo-Pacific, and throughout the “wider Middle East” and much of the world.


    Not only that, but these major and regional power rivalries are beginning to merge with the ever-expanding Global War on Terrorism that was initiated by George W. Bush against both anti-state organizations such as al-Qaeda and so-called rogue states including Afghanistan under the Taliban, Iraq under Saddam Hussein, and Libya under Muammar Gaddafi. The concern raised here is that the human and political costs of the US retaliation for the September 11, 2001, attacks—a retaliation which should have focused on al-Qaeda alone—have far exceeded the actual damage caused by those attacks, and that these wars on both “terrorism” and “rogue states” cannot be judged to be “successful” by any standard. Since 2001, approximately 370,000 people have been killed by violence in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan. At least 200,000 civilians have died in this fighting. Moreover, at least 10.1 million Afghans, Pakistanis, and Iraqis have been surviving as war refugees in other countries, or have been forcibly displaced from their homes.6


    In terms of costs, the United States alone has spent or committed at least $4.8 trillion on the wars in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq—a sum paid for almost entirely by heavy borrowing. Depending on the costs of the ongoing wars against the Islamic State, future interest payments could total over $7.9 trillion by 2053.7 Despite these huge costs, and despite the highly unlikely possibility that Washington can bring many of these conflicts to “successful” conclusions, the Global War on Terrorism is now being extended by President Donald Trump in Syria, Iraq, and Afghanistan, and countries such as Niger, among others. Trump has proclaimed that he would “eradicate” radical Islamist terrorism “from the face of the Earth”—but without necessarily pointing to feasible diplomatic solutions to establish peace in the long term in the aftermath of those military interventions.8


    On the domestic side, the intensification of major power rivalries and sociopolitical struggles within states, coupled with the 2008 global financial crisis, has indirectly resulted in the rise of a number of authoritarian or “illiberal” democracies. Recall, President Bill Clinton had originally justified NATO enlargement as least in part on the basis that NATO would help to stabilize fledgling eastern European democracies—even if NATO was not exclusively democratic at the time of its conception. And yet, in contemporary circumstances, NATO members Hungary and Poland—and particularly Turkey—can now be considered authoritarian states, or in the new formula, “illiberal democracies.” And NATO members Bulgaria, Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Turkey have all begun to flirt with Russia, for better or for worse.


    On the international side, the ongoing conflict between major and regional powers and differing anti-state “terrorist” groups has increasingly taken place both outside and within domestic societies through new forms of hybrid warfare, cyber-sabotage, and acts of partisan “terrorism.” The modernization of nuclear and conventional weaponry, combined with the deployment of advanced US missile defense systems, not to overlook the deceptive tactics of hybrid and cyber-warfare, have largely rendered the Cold War concept of mutual assured destruction (MAD) obsolete. As indicated by the tremendous risks involved in President Trump's nuclear brinksmanship with North Korean leader Kim Jung Un, it has become increasingly evident that any number of direct, or even indirect, conflicts in differing regions of the world could draw major and regional powers into a direct confrontation. The possibility of major power war—most likely with the use of nuclear weaponry—is real.


    The danger that is now confronting the world is that these twenty-first-century hybrid wars against both “terrorists” and “rogue states,” combined with major power rivalries, are now leading to the formation of two contending systems of alliances. The United States, NATO, Ukraine, Japan, Israel, and Saudi Arabia have all begun to take steps to align more closely with each other against Russia, China, or Iran. States such as Belarus, Bulgaria, Hungary, Turkey, the Czech Republic, Serbia, Qatar, the Philippines, Pakistan, and India, among others, have all been caught up in the cross fire and may either strengthen their present ties with either the United States/NATO or with Russia and China—or else switch to the other side, if they do not opt for neutrality. In any case, the very threat to switch sides further exacerbates regional and global tensions.


    World War Trump argues that the new “America First” nationalism—coupled with Trump's largely unexpected and erratic foreign-policy flip-flops and willingness to use force—will provoke even greater regional sociopolitical-economic instability and interstate disputes than those that already exist. In essence, Trump's threatening actions and the general militarization of American policy could soon polarize much of the world into two rival alliances.


    Trump's impatience; his Nixonian “madman” behavior; and his wild, unstatesmanlike foreign-policy flip-flops make both rival states and present allies automatically assume worst-case scenarios—as leaderships fear that the United States will not keep its promises or that Washington will radically alter its policies. Trump claims that he wants to bargain from a “position of strength,” yet the United States is already seen as the predominant global power by far. America is already great and does not need to be “made great again”—at least not in Trump's militaristic manner of thinking. The risk is that Trump's “Peace through Strength” approach could soon spark a number of potential military confrontations—if his foreign policies are not accompanied by a sincere effort to seek out compromises and even make concessions through intense bilateral and multilateral negotiations. In this respect, Trump missed a major opportunity in his address to the UN General Assembly on September 19, 2017, to formulate a concerted path toward global peace that would involve the United States, the Europeans, Russia, and China, among other concerned states.


    In order to defuse a truly critical state of affairs, World War Trump proposes that Washington find ways to work with both Moscow and Beijing, in addition to other major and regional powers, through bilateral meetings and through multilateral Contact Groups, backed by the United Nations or the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), in the diplomatic effort to ameliorate political-economic tensions and disputes in key regional “hot spots” throughout the world. These multilateral Contact Groups need to prevent the global geopolitical system from polarizing into essentially two hostile systems of alliances, by seeking to better manage, if not resolve, key regional disputes that could potentially draw major and regional powers into direct conflict.


    CHAPTER OUTLINE


    Before we move forward, I want to present to you the general structure of World War Trump. As you have seen, this introduction, “A Self-Fulfilling Prophecy,” argues that the Russian backlash to the uncoordinated NATO and the European Union “double enlargement” represents a self-fulfilling prophecy.


    Chapter 1, “The Perils of the New ‘American First’ Nationalism,” outlines the general arguments of the book and argues that Trump's “America First” nationalism and his often-contradictory foreign policies and policy flip-flops will prove destabilizing and provocative. The chapter discusses multiple tactics of the “hybrid warfare,” including cyber-sabotage, “democracy engineering,” and Russian “nationalist engineering.” It argues that Trump-Pence policies, geopolitical rivalries between major and regional powers, and the new US-Russian arms race could lead the global system to polarize into two contending alliance systems. And that new techniques of hybrid warfare and acts of “terrorism”—which impact both the domestic and the international relations of differing states—could help spark a major power war.


    Chapter 2, “Inauguration Tremors: Rifles, Tanks, and Nuclear Weapons,” critically examines Trump's “Make America Great Again” budget and discusses the real social and political-economic costs of his proposed military buildup and the perverse impact of what President Eisenhower called the “military-industrial” (and congressional) complex on the American political economy and society.


    Chapter 3, “The New Bogeymen: Russians, Immigrants, Muslims—and the Question of Impeachment,” examines the domestic political impact on the United States of both the alleged Russian cyber-tampering and the accusations of Trump complicity with Moscow on the US presidential elections. The chapter critically discusses Trump-Pence policies and the apparently growing popular sense of alienation from the American system of democratic governance. Issues include the US electoral college system; the growing gap in wealth; Trump's opposition to the Affordable Care Act (“ObamaCare”); domestic violence, terrorism, drugs, and gun control; and Trump's controversial policies toward Mexican immigration and toward immigrants from Muslim-majority countries. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the prospects for Trump's impeachment.


    Chapter 4, “Risks of the New American Nationalism for the European Union,” discusses the impact of Trump's strong support for the British exit from the European Union (“Brexit”) and for nationalist movements in general. The chapter examines Trump's approach to Germany; the impact of sanctions placed on Russia in the aftermath of its annexation of Crimea in 2014; the rise of anti-EU and anti-NATO movements in France and throughout Europe after Brexit and plans for strengthening the European Union; Russian and US attempts to influence elections in Europe; and Moscow's negative reaction to EU efforts to bring former Soviet bloc states into a closer political-economic partnership with Europe.


    Chapter 5, “The Risk of War over Crimea, the Black Sea, and Eastern Europe,” examines why Trump suddenly flipped from opposing Ukraine's efforts to regain Crimea after the Russian annexation in early 2014 to supporting Kiev's efforts to regain Crimea, and why Trump no longer calls NATO “obsolete.” The chapter discusses the sociopolitical ramifications of Trump-Pence efforts to press all NATO members to boost their defense expenditures in the effort to counter Russian military pressures in the Black Sea region and in eastern Europe in general. Given the rise of the authoritarian Erdoğan regime in NATO member Turkey, plus an authoritarian leadership in Hungary, NATO has begun to lose its “democratic” credentials. While Washington has begun to fear the potential breakup of NATO due to a potential Turkish defection, Moscow has begun to fear the potential defection of Belarus from the Russian-led Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO). These fears are leading both Washington and Moscow to attempt to tighten their alliance relationships against one another.


    Chapter 6, “The Global Impact of the China-Russia Eurasian Alliance,” explains how US defense and alliance policies have been pushing Russia and China into a closer alignment, not only in Eurasia but also throughout much of the world, including Mexico, Venezuela, and much of Latin America, where they intersect with the ongoing War on Drugs, thus impacting regional US and domestic interests. In analyzing the growing influence of China's Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) and its Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP) on Pakistan and on other states throughout the Indo-Pacific region, the chapter argues that India represents the key “pivot” state that could either move closer to a Russian-Chinese-Iranian Eurasian alliance or else toward a US-European-Japanese alliance—if New Delhi cannot remain neutral and become a potential mediator.


    Chapter 7, “China, North Korea, and the Risk of War in the Into-Pacific,” analyzes the regional implications of Chinese-Taiwanese-Japanese disputes and conflicts over the South China and East China Seas for the United States and Russia. The chapter then focuses on the real threat of nuclear war with North Korea, which could engulf the entire region—if the Trump administration does not soon engage in real negotiations involving the six powers most concerned, the United States, China, Russia, Japan, South Korea, as well as North Korea.


    Chapter 8, “Syria and Widening Wars in the ‘Wider Middle East,’” critically examines Trump's decision to bomb a Syrian airfield with 59 Tomahawk cruise missiles in April 2017 after the Syrian regime of Bashar al-Assad allegedly used poison gas against its own population. The chapter argues that Trump's strong backing for Saudi Arabia and his opposition to the Iran nuclear accord signed by the Obama administration will not only antagonize Iran but also divide the Europeans, and press Tehran closer to Russia and China—given the ongoing proxy war between Iran and Saudi Arabia that has enveloped most of the wider Middle East and that is spreading into new regions throughout the world.


    Chapter 9, “Peace through Strength? Or World War Trump?” critically examines Trump's “America First” policies and argues that they could lead to polarization of the world into two rival alliances. To prevent the latter, the United States, along with the Europeans and Japan, must engage with both Russia and China in the effort to resolve disputes and conflicts over a number of regional hot spots. In effect, it is argued that geopolitical tensions will not be abated until the issues of Crimea, Kaliningrad, Kashmir, Taiwan, and North Korea are fully addressed by the major powers themselves through UN- or OSCE-backed Contact Group diplomacy—in a geostrategic context in which countries such as India and Turkey could play major diplomatic roles. Concurrently, the major powers need to bring Saudi Arabia and Iran into a rapprochement over the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and the ongoing wars in Syria, Iraq, and Yemen.


    Chapter 10, “Defusing the Global Crisis,” outlines ways to reduce, if not eliminate, nuclear weaponry. It argues for engaging in multilateral Contact Group diplomacy, backed by the United Nations and the OSCE, to help resolve a number of key regional disputes and conflicts. It emphasizes the need for NATO and the European Union to build effective peacekeeping forces that can work with Russia, China, and other major and regional powers under UN or OSCE mandates. In addition to arguing for implementing international legal norms to establish joint-sovereignty arrangements for territorial disputes, Chapter 10 also critiques Trump's decision to drop out of the 2015 United Nations Climate Change Conference (COP 21) and argues that Trump's antediluvian emphasis on fossil fuels will amplify the global environmental crisis and exacerbate the very sociopolitical-ecological problems that could lead to wider wars—while also isolating the United States in the world community.


    And, finally, America cannot truly help to resolve many of the world's problems unless it also engages in major social and political reforms at home—by reforming the electoral college system, by better controlling and reducing spending on the federally subsidized military-industrial-congressional complex, and by engaging in new approaches to the War on Drugs, gun control, and immigration reforms. If federal, state, and local debts (roughly $23.2 trillion in 2017) continue to skyrocket, more radical constitutional reforms of the US bicameral system of democratic governance and restructuration of the fifty-state system could be considered in order to reduce costs and provide fairer and more effective national, regional, and local governance that brings American leadership much closer to the needs and interests of the population. Most crucially, and in priority, the tremendous gaps in income need to be reduced through the implementation of practical and non-ideological systems of shared capitalism and workplace democracy in different kinds of enterprises.


    World War Trump is primarily focused on reorienting American foreign and defense policy away from the pursuit of global America First hegemony and toward an omnidirectional peace-oriented diplomacy of interstate conflict resolution and inter-societal reconciliation intended to prevent a new arms race and the subsequent polarization of the world into two rival alliances. Nonetheless, the final chapter sketches a number of possible domestic US reforms that represent a practical alternative to those proposed by the Trump administration and that can hopefully be developed in greater detail in a sequel to this book. Given the depths of the global geopolitical and financial crisis now confronting the United States and the world, the point is that the prevention of major power war will also require radical reforms of the military-industrial-congressional complex, as urged by President Dwight D. Eisenhower in his January 1961 farewell address. The United States will not only need to reformulate its foreign and defense policy but also radically reform its system of governance and its domestic political-economy—if it is to both achieve peace abroad and work to mitigate tendencies toward even deeper social, economic, and political polarization within the United States itself.
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    Even before Donald Trump's first one hundred days in office had finished, his administration was already confronted with a number of domestic and international crises. Trump's policy proposals—and efforts to implement those policies without full consultation with the parties involved—have been met with significant domestic and international political opposition.


    Trump's hastily conceived and executed foreign- and domestic-policy decrees; his often-incoherent statements, tweets, and actions with respect to Russia, Ukraine, Crimea, China, and Taiwan, and the ongoing wars in Syria and Iraq; his strong criticism of President Barack Obama's nuclear accord with Iran; his attempts to impose a ban on immigration to the United States from six or seven Muslim-majority “countries of concern”; his policies toward “illegal” immigration and Mexico and Venezuela; his efforts to extend the Global War on Terrorism to Afghanistan (again); his rejection of the COP 21 United Nations Climate Change treaty on global climate change; his failure to strongly condemn the white supremacist and neo-Nazi “Unite the Right” demonstration in Charlottesville, Virginia; his threats to “totally destroy” the country of North Korea in response to its nuclear weapons and missile programs; coupled with many other issues, have all generated considerable domestic and international controversy, protest, and dissent.


    TRUMP'S MAJOR POLICY FLIP-FLOPS ON RUSSIA AND CHINA


    It was not a very long time after he had become president that Trump had begun to alter many of his presidential campaign pledges, at least in respect to US foreign and security policy. Trump, who had depicted himself in simplified terms as essentially “pro-Russian” and “anti-Chinese” during the US presidential campaign, soon began to flip-flop on both positions, thus creating confusion as to what US global strategy should be toward its two major rivals.


    In August 2016, with respect to Russia, presidential candidate Donald Trump had warned that US efforts to regain Crimea on behalf of Ukraine against Russia could result in World War III.1 Yet just two weeks after he became president, the Trump-Pence administration dramatically reversed course and took a much tougher approach toward the Russian annexation of Crimea and its political-military interference in eastern Ukraine. A year later, in August 2017, Trump reluctantly signed into law H.R. 3364, “Countering America's Adversaries through Sanctions Act,” which strengthens sanctions placed on Iran, North Korea, and Russia.


    Ironically, Trump's own contradictory foreign-policy proposals, plus congressional investigation into his alleged collusion and business deals with Moscow, and those of his associates, could potentially undermine his promised campaign efforts to achieve a deal with Russian President Vladimir Putin. In addition to Trump's newfound support for Ukrainian claims to Crimea, which Moscow had rapidly annexed in 2014, other policies that could alienate Moscow include Trump's massive nuclear and conventional arms buildup, his opposition to the Iran nuclear accord, and his strong support for Saudi Arabia against Iran. And, in the long term, his push for US shale energy development, coupled with his support for the 2016 Polish-Croatian “Three Seas Initiative,” could potentially put the United States into direct rivalry with Russian energy exports to Ukraine and both eastern and western Europe.


    Each of Trump's foreign-policy flip-flops are very problematic. Contrary to Trump's frequent declarations that NATO was “obsolete,” the Trump-Pence administration soon claimed that it will strongly support NATO, although it still expected allies to spend up to 2 percent of their GDP on defense. And, contrary to Trump's statements that he was “indifferent” to the European Union (although this was dubiously the case), Trump spokespersons began to claim that they strongly supported the European Union. (See chapter 4.)


    Prior to becoming president, Trump had stated that he did not care whether or not Ukraine joined NATO. Although Trump no longer appears to propose, as he did in November 2015, that Germany and the Europeans should play the major role in defending Ukraine, he has not yet stated whether he would seek to formalize Ukrainian neutrality or else bring Kiev into NATO. Instead of seeking a formal recognition of Ukrainian neutrality, the Trump administration, in part under congressional pressure, could decide to provide even greater US military assistance to Kiev in its struggle against Russian-supported “autonomists” in eastern Ukraine, thus further antagonizing Moscow—if no diplomatic solution can soon be found. (See chapters 5 and 9.)


    Both NATO and the European Union are in dire need of major reforms. Trump's policy flip-flops and unstatesmanlike emotional outbursts are not very helpful when concrete proposals are needed to solve complex problems. Most important, as discussed in this book, Trump needs to address the key issues of the proposed enlargement of NATO to Ukraine and Georgia, as they impact vital Russian security concerns. The United States and Europeans need to explore with Moscow the question as to whether alternative security systems for the Black Sea/Caucasus region and Ukraine can be implemented. And the world still needs to find ways to reduce, if not eliminate, step-by-step, nuclear weaponry where possible—in the process of de-escalating nuclear tensions with North Korea. (See chapters 3, 4, 9, and 10.)


    With respect to China, Trump had initially planned to take a very confrontational approach toward Beijing. But he suddenly backed off. Prior to becoming president, Trump had threatened to play the Taiwan independence “card” in an attempt to obtain political, military, and economic concessions from Beijing. Then, just a few weeks after becoming president, Trump suddenly engaged in an about-face in a phone call with the president of China, Xi Jinping, in early February 2017. This reversal of policy was taken after the Chinese president stated he would not agree to speak with President Trump until after Trump had publicly acknowledged the “One-China” policy.2 Trump may have also suddenly switched positions due to his realization that Beijing was needed to help quell North Korea's nuclear weapons and missile programs. (See chapters 6 and 7.)


    OTHER POLICY FLIP-FLOPS


    Trump likewise flipped on his Syrian policy. In April 2017, in the midst of his dinner with Chinese President Xi, Trump opted for “cruise missile diplomacy” by firing 59 Tomahawk cruise missiles at a Syrian airbase. This action was ostensibly taken to punish the regime of Syrian leader Bashar al-Assad for the purported use of chemical weaponry against the Syrian people in the ongoing civil war. The irony is that Trump had previously opposed similar missile strikes against Syria when Obama declared that Syria had crossed the “red line” in August 2013 after Damascus had previously been accused of using chemical weaponry. While Obama had opted not to strike, Trump decided to act: For Trump, Syria had now crossed too many “red lines.” Under domestic pressure to act, Trump felt he needed to show what he believed to be strength and decisiveness. But his cruise missile diplomacy did not result in any major changes in Syrian or Russian policies in that brutal war.


    Trump has also threatened Iran if the latter does not live up to its promises not to develop a nuclear weapons capability in accord with the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA). That accord has been strongly backed by Russia and China, as well as by US allies France, Germany, and the United Kingdom. Trump's strong criticism of the JCPOA, and US and Israeli threats to engage in missile strikes against presumed Iranian nuclear sites, not only threaten to undermine Trump's promises to achieve a positive relationship with Moscow but also could alienate Iran, particularly if Trump or the US Congress eventually decides to decertify the JCPOA without clear evidence of Iranian cheating. This could then encourage Teheran and other countries in the region to develop nuclear weaponry; Saudi Arabia, for example, could look toward nuclear-capable Pakistan for assistance. And Trump's major $110 billion arms sale to Saudi Arabia in May 2017, which was designed in part to counter Iran's missile testing and conventional weapons buildup, will only exacerbate Iranian-Saudi proxy wars throughout the wider Middle East, from Syria and Iraq to Yemen and up into Afghanistan. (See chapter 8.)


    Not only that, but Trump's strong criticism of the Iranian nuclear accord could undermine the possibility that North Korea would accept a somewhat-similar future accord. The failure to press North Korea toward a nuclear freeze, and then hopefully toward denuclearization, could then lead to the further proliferation of nuclear weaponry in the Indo-Pacific—if not to a nuclear war that devastates the Korean Peninsula and much of the region. Here, Pyongyang heard the opposite message than that which Trump had intended in Syria: Pyongyang has continued to test a range of weapons systems in the aftermath of Trump's Tomahawk cruise missile attacks on the Syrian airbase—in preparation for a possible war with the United States. Likewise, in the aftermath of Trump's September 2017 speech to the United Nations, in which Trump called Kim a “Rocket Man…on a suicide mission,” Pyongyang boosted the rhetoric by threatening to detonate a hydrogen bomb over the Pacific Ocean, and by calling Trump “a mentally deranged US dotard.”3 Put crassly, Trump and Kim have entered into a radioactive pissing match with potentially lethal consequences. (See chapters 7 and 9.)


    Trump's anti-immigrant and America First protectionist stance also impacts countries closer to the US homeland and could further destabilize Mexico. In effect, given the ongoing social conflict in Venezuela, Trump-Pence policies toward Latino immigrants could impact US regional security by opening up Central America and the Caribbean to even greater Chinese and Russian political-economic influences—while exacerbating the drug wars and terrorist activities. The need for stability in the region—and for counterbalancing Chinese and Russian influence—is obtaining global attention. NATO has been considering making Venezuela's neighbor, Colombia, NATO's first Latin American partner.4 In his September 2017 UN speech, rather than urging regional diplomacy, Trump threatened the possibility of US military intervention in Venezuela ostensibly in the effort to help “them…regain their democracy.” An alternative is concerted mediation with Cuba, but Trump has downgraded US ties to Havana. (See chapters 6 and 10.)


    Trump has, however, maintained at least one presidential campaign promise. He has sustained his hardline stance against the Islamic State (IS). The proof is the Pentagon's decision (most likely approved by Trump, although denied by the White House) to pulverize a network of Afghan caves that were occupied by IS fighters, with the use of the massive “Mother of all Bombs.” Trump has thus demonstrated his potential to deploy massive force in the Global War on Terrorism by dropping the most powerful non-nuclear bomb in American arsenal. Not only will the use of such a weapon make it more likely that innocent people will be killed as so-called collateral damage, but it also lowers the threshold for the possible use of nuclear weaponry.


    “AMERICA FIRST” NATIONALISM AND PROTECTIONISM


    Trump has called his right-wing revolution “America First.” But it is not certain what this means in a highly interdependent world—even if that interdependence is highly uneven. The United States may still remain the predominant or hegemonic power for a decade or more, but its global interests are being challenged in different regions of the world. It is a situation in which Washington cannot manage all complex political, economic, security, and ecological issues singlehandedly. Truly global problems cannot be managed or resolved without the full cooperation of other states.


    By claiming that the whole world has been “ripping off”5 the United States over the years, Trump has begun to criticize not only US rivals but US allies as well. He has threatened to place high tariffs not only on China but also on the US allies Germany, Japan, South Korea, Mexico, and other countries that have large trade deficits with Washington. These protectionist policies, if implemented, could result in new global and inter-allied trade and currency wars—and could potentially lead to an even deeper long-term recession/depression.


    Trump's major economic concern has been the competition from China, with which Washington has a $310 billion trade deficit. Prior to becoming president, Trump attacked what he saw as unfair trade competition due to China's low wages, lack of environmental restrictions, and purported currency manipulation. These, he believed, were the major cause of the loss of an estimated 5 million US manufacturing jobs since 2001.6 The Trump-Pence administration consequently threatened to counter China's (formerly) cheap labor advantage by raising tariffs.


    The key issue, however, is how much of the US job loss is actually due to manufacturing import competition from China or from NAFTA or other trade pacts—and how much of the job loss is actually due to technological innovation and automation that reduce the need for manpower. It is not at all certain that an America First protectionist policy will help regain the considerable amount of manufacturing jobs lost since 2001; this is due to the fact that job loss has also been caused by technological modernization and automation. Another issue is that while import substitution does impact manufacturing and other jobs, those jobs cannot easily be shifted into other sectors. Assuming that US firms cannot fully enter the China market, they could then seek out low-cost trade with other countries. Putting up protectionist barriers on China or other countries could then cause dangerous trade and monetary wars as a result of globally interconnected industries and technologies.7


    On the one hand, the US turn toward protectionism will press other states to also search for ways to reduce the types of interdependence that leaves them most vulnerable to economic coercion and financial sanctions. In this way, the search for new markets could be positive, in that it will provide states with greater freedom to pursue new markets other than the huge American market. On the other hand, it could also be negative, in that states might be less willing to abide by international laws, technical standards, and coordinated regulations—assuming that they can break somewhat free from corporate or technological interconnections. And by not forging multilateral trade agreements, states and their major corporations may have great difficulties in finding new markets and guaranteed access to increasingly scarce or expensive resources—hence opening the doors to both domestic and international conflict.


    Trump's complaints about excessive Chinese imports, lack of US access to Chinese markets, and Chinese currency manipulation, not to overlook China's significant holdings of the US debt, represent a sign of major tensions between the two countries. With respect to Chinese imports, many goods are produced in China by US firms, to the greater profit of the latter. Both Washington and Beijing can be seen as manipulating their currency ratios, but these rates tend to fluctuate in differing cycles anyway, so that one side tends to criticize the other only when the terms of the exchange rate are not in that side's favor.8 So in April 2017, when the dollar was at a relatively high value versus other currencies, Trump no longer accused China of currency manipulation. Yet the issue has not suddenly disappeared; either country could still opt take strong measures by devaluing their currencies against the other if there is no formal monetary cooperation between the two sides.


    The possibility of a trade and monetary war with China is further augmented by the significant growth of the American national debt (over 100 percent of GDP since 2012) that has made the United States dependent, at least in part, on Chinese finance, along with that of Japan. Beijing has been the major foreign purchaser of US government bills, notes, and bonds, and it holds even more debt than the amount owned by American households. As such, Beijing owned $1.24 trillion of the US debt as of September 2016, but has begun to slowly sell its holdings.9 The rest of the $19.5 trillion US gross federal debt (not including the fifty states and localities) is owned by either the American people or by the US government itself, in part in the form of trust funds for Social Security and for other programs such as retirement accounts. Combined with high levels of personal debt, the massive US debt could eventually impact the future well-being of the American population if the US economy goes into yet another tailspin after that of 2008. And a very large percentage of the US gross national debt is due to US investments in nuclear weaponry and infrastructure since the beginning of the Cold War, plus borrowing for the US-led military interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq since the September 11, 2001, attacks. (See discussion, chapter 2.)


    The general danger is that the significant dependence of the United States upon foreign capital (primarily Chinese and Japanese), coupled with a substantial US current account and trade deficit, has historically resulted in an increase in domestic protectionist pressures. And this dependence on foreign capital could mean that the United States will be impacted by the vagaries of Chinese governmental policies—since China is not an US ally.10 Beijing's control over a significant portion of the US debt accordingly makes it difficult for Washington to challenge Chinese policies and provides Beijing with considerable political-economic leverage over the United States, given its occasional threats to sell its dollar holdings.


    It is true that, at the present time, Beijing's threat to sell its US dollar Treasury holdings would lead the value of the US dollar to drop and the price of Chinese exports to the United States to rise. So it is dubious that Beijing would act on those threats any time soon. But in the not-so-long term, Beijing could opt to sell its US Treasury holdings—likely only once it had sufficiently expanded China's domestic consumption for its own products by augmenting incomes, while also expanding its exports to the markets of countries other than the United States.


    In this regard, China is, in fact, expanding its regional and global markets though its Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) and through the funds invested by the Chinese Investment Corporation and the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (which Beijing sees as a means to counter to the US-dominated World Bank and International Monetary Fund, or IMF). And, given Trump's own hastily conceived decision to dump the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), China will be able to more easily pursue its major new trade accord, the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP), which includes Russia and possibly India—and which could soon become the largest trading bloc in the world.


    The danger is that this US political-economic battle with China could soon play itself out in real battle zones in the Indo-Pacific region. Such a scenario could prove plausible once China develops sufficient military capabilities, with Russian backing, to protect its political-economic interests throughout the Indo-Pacific and overseas, including in Latin America and the Caribbean. It also depends on how Japan will react to the Chinese quest for regional, if not global, hegemony. Already there are signs of increasing Japanese militarization in response to both China's burgeoning military capabilities and North Korea's missile and nuclear weapons provocations. And Tokyo could, somewhat like Beijing, try to use its own holdings of US debt as leverage to draw the United States to defend Japanese interests. (See chapter 6.)


    FOCAL POINTS OF CONFLICT AND ALLIANCES


    Trump believes that he will be able to preserve American hegemony by engaging in one of the greatest military buildups in US, if not in world, history. Such a major US military buildup, combined with a NATO and Japanese military buildup, Trump believes, will preserve peace with Russia, China, Iran, North Korea, and other states and anti-state movements that might attempt to challenge US hegemony in their specific regions. As he put it, “nobody will dare question our military might again. We believe in peace through strength, and that's what we'll have.”11


    Yet the situation is not quite so simple. Trump's foreign-policy flip flops over Crimea and Taiwan are extremely significant in that the primary geo-strategic, military, and political-economic tensions between the United States/NATO and Russia and between the United States, Japan, and China, revolve to a large extent around these two focal points respectively. In terms of geo-strategic and political-economic interests, both Crimea and Taiwan appear as crucial as the island of Gibraltar or the Falkland Islands for the United Kingdom, or the Panama Canal for the United States. In this perspective, Russian claims to Crimea appear to parallel Chinese claims to both Taiwan and islands in the South and East China Seas—as stated by US Secretary of State Rex Tillerson in his testimony before Congress.12


    Focal points of conflict represent areas where differing powers struggle for access to raw materials and markets, seek to secure spheres of influence and security, and attempt to establish geostrategic positions for defense or attack. In addition to Taiwan and Crimea, other focal points include Russian-controlled Kaliningrad, which most immediately impacts Poland, the Baltic states, Sweden, the European Union, and NATO. Disputes in the Black Sea region and Caucasus (Russia vs. Georgia; Azerbaijan vs. Armenia; pan-Islamist movements in Dagestan and elsewhere in the Russian-controlled Caucasus) similarly impact directly or indirectly the global geo-economic interests of the United States, the European Union, NATO, Turkey, and Russia. Disputes over differing islands in the South China and East China Seas impact the United States, Japan, and China, as well as the neighboring countries.


    This is not to overlook how the burgeoning tensions over North Korea's nuclear program impact South Korea, Japan, and the United States, as well as China and Russia. The ongoing proxy wars in Syria, Iraq, and Yemen, and elsewhere throughout the wider Middle East between Saudi Arabia and Iran, represent focal points that have already drawn Russia, Iran, Turkey, Israel, Egypt, France, and the United States into the conflict in Syria, with many of the anti-Assad militias financed by Saudi Arabia and other Arab Gulf states or Turkey. US and NATO intervention in Afghanistan, and Indian-Pakistani rivalry over Kashmir, is beginning to draw in China and Russia. There is furthermore a real possibility that sociopolitical conflicts in Mexico and Venezuela, and other countries in Central America and the Caribbean, in part related to drug wars, could begin to draw the United States—if not NATO for the first time as well—into different forms of police or military intervention, as occurred during (and before) the Cold War.


    The above areas all represent focal points of conflict that could either spark a major power war or else become theaters of conflict once a major power war breaks out. New regional or major power wars could soon be sparked if the geo-strategic, military, and political-economic disputes that surround these territories are not managed carefully and prudently. And in the background behind each of these conflicts there are deeper geostrategic and political-economic concerns that are often combined with politico-economic instability and domestic crisis. One of these major issues that could generate major power war is the potential breakup of the Russian-led Collective Security Pact (CSTO), as feared by Moscow, and the potential breakup of NATO, as feared by Washington.


    RECIPROCAL FEARS OF THE POTENTIAL BREAKUP OF NATO, THE EUROPEAN UNION, AND THE RUSSIAN-LED CSTO


    After seeking to check the NATO and EU double enlargement into Ukraine by annexing Crimea and by supporting “autonomist” forces in the ongoing conflict in eastern Ukraine, Moscow now fears the “loss” of Belarus and the potential breakup of its Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO). Moscow likewise opposes the further encroachment of NATO influence into Russian-proclaimed spheres of influence and security in the Black Sea region. At the same time, Moscow fears the possibility that Russian Federation itself will begin to disaggregate in the face of the NATO and EU double enlargement, combined with the rise of pan-Islamist secessionist movements within Russia itself. This is not to overlook the pressure of so-called democracy movements inside the Russian Federation or else regional secessionist movements in Kaliningrad and in Siberia. (If the latter, for example, were to secede from the Russian Federation, Moscow would not be able to benefit from Siberia's significant oil and gas wealth.13)


    The possible disaggregation of the Russian Federation itself is exacerbated by the fact that certain regions are nearly bankrupt, a factor that caused protest in 2017 throughout the country, and not just in Moscow.14 And unlike the disaggregation of the Soviet Union, the feared disaggregation of the Russian Federation could lead Moscow to engage in a full-scale Russian political-military buildup, which could involve more vengeful Russian actions that are intended to undermine US interests. Given the rise of a new Russian nationalism, it appears dubious that a new Russian reformer, somewhat similar to former Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev, will be able come to power once Vladimir Putin eventually steps down.


    While Moscow fears the eventual breakup of the CSTO, Washington somewhat similarly fears the potential breakup of NATO but for differing reasons. As Turkey becomes an illiberal democracy, it could potentially break away from NATO, for example. Some NATO members, such as Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Bulgaria, are beginning to seek closer relations with Moscow, while NATO member Poland appears to be sliding toward authoritarianism—even if it is a strong supporter of NATO. Most problematic, both the French far right and far left strongly oppose NATO membership, as do most far-right and far-left groups in Europe.


    On the one hand, Trump-Pence administration pressures on NATO members to raise defense spending to 2 percent of their GDP could lead some states—specifically those that are in a dire financial situation—to drop out of the alliance. On the other, even an economically powerful state, such as Germany, could drop out of NATO if Berlin enters into a trade war with the United States over sanctions on Russia, among other disputes, and in the effort to forge an all-European system of security and defense. A relatively more independent Europe could then seek a separate accord with Russia or, more likely, with China. In fact, Trump's June 2017 decision to drop out of the 2015 United Nations Climate Change Conference (COP 21), coupled with major disputes with Russia, could help press the Europeans into closer political-economic and technological relations with China. Ironically, Trump's decision against the COP 21 appears to contradict his own concept of America First—that is, if that concept can be defined to mean that the United States should take leadership in innovation. (See chapters 4 and 10.)


    Added to the US fear of a breakup of NATO is the potential breakup of the European Union after the United Kingdom's exit from the European Union (Brexit). Trump's proclaimed indifference to the European Union after Brexit—coupled with his ideological support for anti-EU, anti-NATO nationalist movements, combined with very strong criticism of Germany as the political-economic leader of the European Union—have risked undermining the European Union, even if Trump has attempted to backtrack from his previous positions.


    One of the major reasons for the Trump-Pence administration to so suddenly reverse course and no longer call NATO “obsolete”—and to speak so highly of both NATO and the “wonderful” EU—is precisely to whip US allies into line. In effect, US efforts to boost NATO defense spending is intended to tighten the defense relations of NATO allies against their common foes. But high levels of defense spending will not resolve the financial crisis impacting European economies. Instead, high defense spending could exacerbate that crisis through increased government borrowing to pay for military capabilities. As the Trump-Pence administration seeks to press US allies (in Europe, in Asia, and in the wider Middle East) to spend more on defense (generally expecting those allies to “buy American”), Trump's America appears to be acting somewhat like ancient Athens as the latter tried to force its allies to pay their dues in the struggle against Sparta during the Peloponnesian War.


    In effect, both Washington and Moscow have been attempting to whip their respective NATO and CSTO allies in line—while concurrently probing the weaknesses of the rival alliance. For its part, Moscow has sought to strengthen its ties to China and Iran while also boosting its own defense capabilities in an effort to strengthen the defense relations of its CSTO allies against their common foes. Moscow has also hoped to counter US nuclear and conventional force superiority by asymmetrical military means—leading to a new arms race.


    THE NEW ARMS RACE


    Initially, during his presidential campaign, and in the early days of his presidency, Trump had proposed to reduce US and Russian nuclear weaponry—in the optimistic assumption that he would be able to make an arms deal with President Putin that would then eliminate economic sanctions placed on Moscow after its annexation of Crimea in 2014, for example. Yet once becoming president, Trump has planned to surpass Obama's own nuclear and conventional force military buildup—in order to pressure Moscow and other recalcitrant states to make deals on US terms in accord with the maxim: Peace through Strength.15 Trump wants the Pentagon to engage in a much larger and costlier conventional and nuclear weapons buildup than that which Obama had reluctantly initiated in the midst of his second term.16


    Obama had initiated a new nuclear and conventional arms race after his failure to “reset” US-Russian relations in 2009 in the aftermath of the five-day August 2008 Georgia-Russia war. This war was, in fact, initiated by Georgia after South Ossetian provocations, with Moscow waiting to pounce on the sidelines. And once Russian troops entered into Georgia itself, the Russian military then threatened Tbilisi, the Georgian capital. After Georgia fought very effectively for its size against Russia in the 2008 Georgia-Russia war, Putin opted for a major military modernization of its armed forces. This, in turn, combined with Beijing's push to militarize islands in the South China Sea and North Korea's nuclear weapons testing, led Obama to engage in a new nuclear modernization program. All of these factors led Obama to engage in a further buildup of US naval forces in what was called “rebalancing” to Asia.


    Ironically, however, before announcing the new US nuclear modernization program, Obama had promised to abolish genetically genocidal nuclear weaponry altogether in his speech in Prague in April 2009. At that time, Obama had promised that the United States “would take concrete steps towards a world without nuclear weapons…and urge others to do the same.”17 (See chapter 10.)


    Obama's efforts to “reset” US-European-Russian relations in 2009 had failed to pursue two proposals that might have opened the door to peace. The first was then Russian President Dmitri Medvedev's June 2008 call for a new European Security Treaty. The second was Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan's August 2008 call for a new Caucasus Stability and Cooperation Platform. If both of these proposals had been taken more seriously, and more thoroughly discussed and negotiated by the United States, NATO, and the European Union, with Turkey and Russia, then the present crisis might not have reached such a dangerous impasse. (See chapter 9.)


    In sum, Trump has advocated building up US military power beyond Obama's military buildup—by means of advocating a Nixon-Reaganite policy of Peace through Strength. The goal of this military buildup is intended to put North Korea and Iran, as well as Russia and China, among other states as well, on their guard. By threat to use force, if not nuclear weapons, Trump has hoped to press these countries into making concessions on US terms, where possible. At the same time, in pushing for an American military buildup, the Trump-Pence administration has also planned to press the Europeans, Japan, and South Korea, Saudi Arabia, and other states to boost their defense spending as well—while concurrently waging the War on Terrorism against the Islamic State (IS) and affiliates of al-Qaeda, among others. The risk, however, is that this tremendous US and allied military buildup appears to be bringing Russia, China, and Iran, among other states, into an even closer alignment. (See chapters 4, 6, and 7.)


    HYBRID WARFARE AND THE NEW GLOBAL RIVALRIES


    The global rivalries between the United States, the Europeans, Japan, India, Russia, and China, among other regional powers and anti-state organizations, are becoming even more dangerous—precisely because a number of countries are trying to intervene in the domestic affairs of their rivals through techniques of “hybrid warfare.” This new form of warfare includes both cyber- sabotage and the cyber-manipulation of popular opinion. Moscow, among other states and anti-state groups, has been accused of engaging in cyber-tampering in different countries. Russian military intelligence, the GRU, has, for example, been accused of intruding into both the US and French presidential elections, through its cyber-espionage group, APT 28 (also known as Fancy Bear). In addition to propagandizing against US policies through RT and Sputnik broadcasts, Moscow has likewise been accused of paying trolls to manipulate US and European public opinion through Facebook and Twitter accounts.


    Evidently, this is not the first time that foreign governments have tried to manipulate the views of domestic populations or steal secrets or destroy assets. Throughout history, states and anti-state sociopolitical political movements have used techniques of propaganda, industrial warfare, sabotage, theft, and assassination. Both Washington and Moscow have interfered in the domestic politics of differing countries throughout the world—as well as each other's. Yet it is the United States that has sought to intervene in the elections of other countries roughly twice as much as Russia or the Soviet Union have, at least since 1945.18


    From the Russian perspective, Moscow has opposed what it sees as US- and EU-inspired democracy engineering in countries with close ties to Russia or within the Russian Federation itself. Moscow considers this a form of “hybrid” or what it calls “nonlinear” warfare.19 From the Russian perspective, democracy engineering can be traced to US-supported democratic revolutions in Warsaw Pact countries (1980s), Serbia's Bulldozer Revolution (2000), Georgia's Rose Revolution (2003), Ukraine's Orange Revolution (2004), and Ukraine's Euromaidan Movements (2013–2014). This is not to ignore the Cedar Revolution in Lebanon (against Syrian occupation in 2005) and the Arab Spring movements in 2011–2013. The latter prodemocracy movements appeared, at least in part, to be aimed at overthrowing Russian allies, such as Libyan leader Muammar Gaddafi and Syrian leader Bashar al-Assad.


    At the same time, however, these sociopolitical movements were not controlled or perfectly manipulated by Washington. The Russian critique of the Arab Spring movement, for example, ignores the fact that US and Europeans allies, such as Ben Ali and Hosni Mubarak, were also overthrown by democracy movements in Tunisia and Egypt, respectively. This indicates that the United States is not entirely a puppet master that can manipulate the entire theater of events through democracy engineering.


    Nevertheless, after what Moscow considers US and EU interference in the Ukrainian election process in 2013–2014, President Putin stills fears the possibility that US- and EU-supported democracy movements could eventually attempt to overthrow his own rule—and, perhaps more likely, that of his unstable ally in Belarus, Alyaksandr Lukashenka. In November 2014, Putin observed: “In the modern world extremism is being used as a geopolitical instrument and for remaking spheres of influence. We see what tragic consequences the wave of so-called color revolutions led to…. For us this is a lesson and a warning. We should do everything necessary so that nothing similar ever happens in Russia.”20 In effect, this statement implies that Moscow will try to repress such movements inside Russia, while also playing its own game of “nationalist engineering”—by supporting differing pro-Russian sociopolitical movements throughout the world and by interfering in the elections of other countries, if necessary. (See chapters 3, 4, and 5.)


    Yet Russia is not the only country that has been accused of cyber-intrusions in American affairs. Chinese hacking into US military and corporate websites has been a major concern. Beijing has purportedly obtained access to US government, aerospace, military-technological, and corporate secrets, from Westinghouse and US Steel, for example. The latter included downloading 4.2 million government personnel files in 2015. The Chinese military purportedly possesses a 100,000-man cyber-espionage division.21 Beijing has also been an effective political lobbyist in the US Congress, more so than Moscow. More recently, North Korea has been accused of devastating hacking into Sony Pictures, banks, and corporate accounts, ostensibly in order to raise funds for its military programs. North Korean hacking against Sony represented a protest against the film The Interview, a satire about a plot to assassinate Kim Jong Un.22


    And while the United States has pointed the finger at Russia, China, and North Korea for allegedly engaging in differing forms of cyber-tampering and cyber-sabotage in the United States and other countries, Russia and Iran have pointed the finger at the United States and Israel for allegedly engaging in Stuxnet malware attacks against Iran's Natanz nuclear facility—where Iran had been suspected of enriching uranium for military purposes. Both Russian and Iranian officials denounced the Stuxnet cyber-attack as an “act of war.” The key issue raised by the Stuxnet attacks is not so much that the computer virus could spread out of control but that state and anti-state actors that possess the appropriate know-how could soon develop similar malware that can be used for cyber-sabotage. These prototypes could then proliferate much easier than does nuclear weaponry—with potentially devastating results.23


    The point here is that social-political manipulation of domestic societies by external powers is expanding beyond mere media propaganda and classical techniques like assassination and industrial sabotage. This manipulation is becoming part of a larger geopolitical struggle involving techniques of “hybrid” warfare and high-tech processes of manipulation and PSYOPS (psychological operations) that are intended, successfully or not, to transform domestic and elite opinion and mass social behavior. These manipulations are intended to influence the totality of a rival domestic society and its foreign policies and can thus impact a rival state's technological and industrial infrastructure, economies and banking systems, stock markets, corporations, state bureaucracy, governance processes, and international policies. Due to the deep interpenetration of each other's societies and political, economic, and financial processes, these new tactics make the prospects of new kinds of war even more likely. This means that the quest for American military superiority—short of being able to totally annihilate the enemy's military and its population through nuclear weaponry, as threatened by President Trump against North Korea—is impossible to obtain, given the new tactics of hybrid warfare that can engage in malevolent actions inside or outside the territorial perimeters of rival countries.


    The danger is that these new forms of hybrid warfare coupled with the general rise of nationalism throughout the world—both of which are being exacerbated by the Trump-Pence administration's military buildup and America First doctrine—tend to press state leadership to demand presumed unilateral “solutions.” Yet no conflict can be fully resolved unilaterally—all disputes and conflicts need concerted attention of the major and regional powers and representatives of the populations most concerned.


    TOWARD A WORLD OF POLARIZED ALLIANCES?


    If Washington—as the still globally hegemonic power—cannot, in the next few years, work to achieve a concerted and cooperative relationship with both Russia and China, then the post–Cold War constellation of major and regional powers could soon polarize into the formation of two rival alliance systems. On the one hand, Washington has already attempted to tighten its alliances with NATO, EU members, Japan, ASEAN states, Israel, Saudi Arabia, and the other Gulf states. On the other, Moscow and Beijing have begun to forge a new Eurasian alliance by means of linking the Russian-led Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) with the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)—in addition to backing both Iran and Syria, while seeking out other potential allies, such as Brazil, South Africa, Qatar, and Turkey, if not both India and Pakistan, if possible.


    As a burgeoning major power, India represents the key global pivot state that could join either alliance—as the United States, Europe, and Japan compete with Russia and China for New Delhi's political-economic and military allegiance. Should India join either alliance, that could represent a decisive shift in the global balance of power, norm, and strategic intent—which, in turn, could destabilize the global system, possibly leading to wider regional, if not major power, wars.


    Without sustained steps toward a US diplomatic engagement with both Russia and China, a potential clash between two rival encircling and counter-encircling alliances appears to be in the making. These two essentially insular free trade versus continental protectionist alliances appear to be acting somewhat like the two opposing alliance systems, the British and French–led Triple Entente versus the German-led Triple Alliance, which unexpectedly exploded into major power war in August 1914.24


    In this perspective, the possession of nuclear weaponry by major and regional powers will not necessarily deter major power war. Despite the lingering Cold War myth of mutual assured destruction (MAD)—that a rough equality of nuclear weaponry will prevent two states from engaging in major power warfare—war between major powers in the new polycentric post–Cold War global system, in which differing states and anti-state actors possess highly uneven power capabilities and influence, becomes even more plausible given the rise of new high-tech forms of combat, advanced stealth systems, renovated tactical nuclear weaponry, non-nuclear Prompt Global Strike missiles, and hypersonic and thermobaric weaponry, combined with cyber-sabotage that can destroy military and civilian infrastructure. It is theoretically possible for major powers to involve themselves in a direct but intermittent conflict, keeping nuclear weapons on reserve or using tactical nuclear weaponry with “low” explosive yields. By contrast, lesser powers might be tempted to use nuclear weapons first—in order to offset their relative military weakness vis-à-vis major and regional powers. The real possibility of major power war is furthermore being augmented by the fact the Global War on Terrorism since September 11, 2001, is beginning to merge with rivalries between major and regional powers that could lead to the polarization of the global system into two rival alliances.


    In such circumstances that appear to be forging a proto-Sino-Russian alliance, Washington will not be able to play the “China Card” against Moscow as it did during the Cold War. Nor will the United States be able to play Russia against China, given their close financial, political-economic, energy, and burgeoning military relationship. In order to prevent a Sino-Russian alliance from more strongly backing a number of countries, which could possibly include North Korea, it is absolutely essential to better coordinate US and European policy toward North Korea and Iran, among other states, with both Beijing and Moscow. This means that the United States will need to engage in intensive diplomacy with both Moscow and Beijing so as to prevent an even tighter Sino-Russian military alliance, while preventing the outbreak of war on the Korean Peninsula, and in the wider Middle East.


    Given the above, Washington needs to engage in a strategy intended to prevent two possible scenarios. The first is the polarization of the world into two rival alliance systems. The second is the feared breakup of the US systems of alliances that could take place—if the United States cannot work with the Europeans, Japan, India, Russia, and China, as well as key regional actors, to establish new systems of regional and global security. Either scenario could result in widening regional wars—if not major power war.


    To prevent either of these scenarios, the Trump-Pence administration (or a future US leadership) needs to pursue a full-fledged and concerted diplomatic engagement with both friends and foes alike. In other words, the United States, the Europeans, and Japan must begin to engage in a truly peace-oriented diplomacy with both Moscow and Beijing. The concern raised in this book is that it is not at all clear that Washington can reach international agreements and forge solid alliances—a hope that President Trump himself has expressed—if all countries continue to assert their presumed national interests above the interests of other states.


    As Trump put it in his inauguration speech: “It is the right of all nations to put their own interests first.” But here, Trump makes no real distinction between vital and secondary interests. And he does not indicate whether so-called vital interests can be modified through diplomatic compromises and concessions.25 Trump's threats and actions have additionally raised questions as to whether his policies are truly of the general American interest or those of his personal interests (or those of his associates). (See chapters 2 and 3.)


    Trump's repeated statement that NATO is “obsolete” does not address the major issue and, in fact, makes the security situation even more precarious. The main issue should be how to reform NATO and permit it to retract gracefully from its promises of an open enlargement, while concurrently pressing for a rapprochement between NATO, the European Union, and Russia. The key problem is to put an end to Russian fears of encirclement and regime change, while also mitigating NATO fears of Russian efforts to probe NATO political and military weaknesses. More specifically, the fundamental question is whether NATO should continue to expand its “open” membership policy to Ukraine and Georgia or other countries (as promised in the 2008 Bucharest, 2010 Lisbon, 2012 Chicago, 2014 Wales, and 2016 Warsaw NATO summits) and how to bring NATO and the European Union into more positive relations with Moscow.


    As to be argued, if bargained cautiously, a resource- and industrial-rich “neutral” and “decentralized” Ukraine with adequate self-defense capabilities, and with Crimea as an “free-trade zone” under Russian sovereignty, could begin to defuse tensions between the United States, the European Union, NATO, and Russia. It is essential that Russia and Ukraine learn to live side by side—as these two large and contiguous countries will remain in uneven political-economic, energy, and financial interdependence upon each other. Concurrently, it is crucial to find ways to bring China into a closer rapprochement with Japan—while all concerned states need to work to de-escalate the North Korea nuclear weapons and missile threat as soon as possible. (See chapters 9 and 10.)


    Trump has rightfully hoped that NATO, the Europeans, and Russia can look for ways to cooperate in the Global War on Terrorism, yet such actions do not appear sufficient to prevent a new global arms race. Nor will such cooperation prevent the real potential for widening conflict—unless diplomatic cooperation between the major powers is soon expanded. Here, the United States, Europeans, Russia, China, and Japan will need to find ways to reach a rapprochement between Saudi Arabia and Iran, India and Pakistan, and Israel and the Palestinians—if the Global War on Terrorism is ever to come to an end.


    The concern raised here is that nationalist America First Trump-Pence administration ideology tends to undermine the crucial need for concerted multilateral diplomatic efforts to achieve global peace through international organizations such as the United Nations, the OSCE, and even more practically through multilateral Contact Groups, among other intergovernmental and nongovernmental inter-social and inter-religious forums that can help find solutions to disputes and conflicts between differing states and societies. The option of joint sovereignty arrangements, for example, backed by the United Nations, the OSCE, or a proposed Asian OSCE-like forum, may represent options that can help resolve interstate disputes over islands in the Indo-Pacific, if not over Crimea or elsewhere.


    If the Trump-Pence administration continues to spout America First nationalism—in such a way that Washington might not envision where and when it is absolutely necessary to compromise or concede on presumed vital interests—World War Trump could well be the result.
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    Most Americans—if not most of the world—were not expecting Donald Trump to be elected as the forty-fifth president of the United States.1 Trump nevertheless obtained a solid victory in the electoral college by gaining the majority of Midwestern and Southern states. His rival, former Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, actually won the popular vote by a colossal 2.8 million votes. Yet Clinton's electoral college votes, primarily from coastal states, were not sufficient to win the presidency. Had she obtained roughly 80,000 votes to win a few key states, Michigan, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin, she might have won the election.2


    Much as was the case for the victory of George W. Bush, who had won his second presidential term in 2000 against his Democratic opponent, Al Gore, after winning the electoral college votes by a slim majority, Trump's victory once again raised significant questions as to whether the American system of democracy needs major reforms. Even though it was only the fifth time in US history that a president had won the election without winning the popular vote,3 some form of electoral reforms appear necessary in the short run. In the longer term, a restructuration of the fifty-state system may prove necessary—given significant federal, state, and local debts and huge imbalances in the population sizes and industrial/rural areas across the fifty American states. (See chapter 10.)


    PROTEST AT THE PRESIDENTIAL INAUGURATION


    Trump's inauguration festivities were confronted by a predominantly peaceful protest of an estimated 500,000 demonstrators (with some estimates as high as 2 million) in Washington, DC—out of an estimated 4.5 million people also protesting throughout the country and much of the world. There were some acts of violence: in Washington, DC, some 209 of the 230 individuals arrested, including journalists, medics, and legal advisers, were charged with felony rioting. This raised fears that Trump could engage in a future crackdown on journalistic freedom.4


    These inauguration protests attracted many more people than initially expected—and many more than those who came to hail Trump on the day of his inauguration—although this latter fact was denied by the Trump administration as “fake news.” The demonstrators had marched on Washington to protest Trump's proposed policies with respect to women, ethnic minority groups, the LGBTQ communities, and in opposition to his campaign pledges to eliminate key environmental programs, develop highly polluting shale energy, and to make deep budget cuts in governmental programs that deal with social issues. (This is not to overlook opposition to his plans for funding a major military buildup.) The protests put Trump on warning that he does need to address the concerns of all Americans—even those who proclaim, “Trump is not my president!”


    TRUMP'S DECREES


    Once in power, Trump almost immediately launched an attack on the “progressive” or “egalitarian” domestic American policies that are generally demanded by both radical and liberal Democrats. In opposition to President Obama's essentially liberal policies, Trump's nationalist America First policy has generally opposed multilateralism, international trade pacts, arms control, high taxes on corporations and wealthy individuals, and strong federal-government regulation with respect to environmental protection, healthcare, gun control, and US-government backing for the political and legal rights and entitlements of women, minority groups, and immigrants.


    Assuming Trump can eventually push his agenda through a Republican-dominated Congress—which will not be so easy, given the fact that not all Republicans necessarily support his policies—some of his proposed reforms appear to promise a boon for a number of corporations (depending on the sector), the banks, and the military-industrial complex in particular. In essence, Trump seeks to dismantle many federal government programs—in seeking budget cuts of up to $3.6 trillion over the next decade—while seeking to boost military spending considerably.


    Trump's decrees are generally—but not necessarily—seen as welcome by a number of private enterprises and corporations, particularly given his promises to reduce corporate taxes significantly.5 Trump initially promised major corporate tax cuts (down to 15-20 percent from 35 percent); cuts in federal regulations (including the banking/finance sector) by 75 percent, if not by more; and a controversial protectionist import or border tax of 20 percent to 35 percent. Yet Trump's tax cut proposals could increase the national debt by $3 to 7 trillion over the next decade.6


    In order to reduce competition in the name of “economic nationalism,” Trump furthermore promised to place a high tax on products from countries such as Germany, Japan, Mexico, China, and others. Trump likewise criticized American automobile firms that build cars in lower-cost foreign factories. Trump's proposals appeared to ignore the fact that many of these countries are highly dependent on the US market, and that many of these products are manufactured abroad by US-based multinational corporations. Moreover, his initial plans to tighten immigration controls were not necessarily seen as positive for agro-industrial firms, food services, restaurants, and retail concerns, as well as short-term construction projects or agricultural needs that often seek out both authorized and unauthorized immigrant labor. Here it has been argued that US firms need the influx of migrant labor, given the fact that the US harvest requires between 1.5 million and 2.2 million workers annually and at least 50–70 percent of farm laborers in the United States are unauthorized. If the United States did not actually face a shortage of labor in agricultural production, the US GDP would have grown by almost $12.4 billion in 2012 and would have produced almost $4.9 billion more in annual farm revenues.7


    In his first hundred days of office, Trump issued more executive orders than any president since Harry Truman—despite previously criticizing Barack Obama for engaging in “major power grabs of authority.”8


    THE GROWING GAP IN WEALTH


    One of the issues that is beginning to delegitimize the American system of governance both at home and abroad is the growing gap between the very wealthy in the United States and the rest of population. In a word, as it takes either tremendous wealth—or else access to finance—just to run for office, the United States is beginning to look like it is being run as a plutocracy. In the United States, the median top 5 percent of households possess more than ninety times the wealth of the median US family.9 In his presidential campaign, despite his own considerable wealth, Trump himself had denounced outrageously high CEO pay. The chief executive officers (CEOs) of America's biggest companies can earn at least three times more than they did twenty years ago and at least ten times more than thirty years ago.10 Some estimates put CEO pay at 373 times the average worker's pay.11 Once he became president, however, Trump's proclaimed concerns with income inequities were quickly forgotten.


    Ironically, the independent political machine of Donald Trump, the billionaire, actually spent less money to win the election than did the well-oiled Democratic machine of Hillary Clinton. The total amount spent for the election process is outrageous. Clinton spent almost $1.2 billion, and lost—because of the electoral college. Trump won the electoral college but spent only a little over half of what Clinton spent, roughly $650 million. Trump also needed less money because he was able to use some $66 million of his own money, his own private jet, and other Trump facilities.12


    Trump has furthermore surrounded himself with wealthy advisers—showing a nepotistic penchant for members of his own family.13 Trump has packed his Cabinet and administration with a number of individuals who are highly successful in financial terms but who do not necessarily possess significant (or any) governmental and political experience. Trump prefers to support those whom he believes represent real world “success”—as opposed to the input from academic and policy experts. And if Trump's appointees are not wealthy individuals, then they often possess considerable military experience—as has been the case with his National Security Council.14 The careers of many of the latter individuals (including John Kelly as chief of staff, Jim Mattis as head of the Pentagon, and H. R. McMaster as National Security Advisor) appear heavy on military experience yet lighter on expertise in the areas of diplomacy and diplomatic engagement. Trump's dual emphasis on leadership from the corporate world and from military is taking place at the same time as he seeks to cut funding for the State Department and foreign service—all in a global situation in which effective diplomacy is most needed. At the time of Trump's first one hundred days of office, there were still about two hundred positions at the State Department that required Senate confirmation. The United States lacked ambassadors to NATO, the European Union, France, Germany, and Russia. For some very important diplomatic positions, Trump has been very slow to name nominees, while some of his appointments have questionable or politically biased qualifications.15


    Yet the very fact that Trump has put the new captains of industry, high tech, and finance, and high-ranking military, in charge of governmental affairs, symbolically puts the capitalist system and the military-industrial complex on trial for the American population and the world.16 In other words, Trump's success or failure could prove symbolic for the success or failure of capitalism and the American democracy as well. (See chapter 10.)


    From this perspective, the very nature of the Trump administration serves as evidence that the United States is ruled by a wealthy plutocracy—and not by the neo-liberal myth of meritocracy.17 Moreover, Trump's policies of high defense spending—what is called military Keynesianism18—appear to advocate a new form of supply-side trickle-down economics for the greater benefit of the defense-sector industries that are spread across most of the fifty US states. Trump has promised that the tremendous benefits accrued by the wealthy through tax reductions and for the military-industrial complex will eventually be passed down to the middle class and poor—but without any political guarantees whatsoever that that will prove to be the case.


    POST-OBAMACARE AND THE PROSPECTS FOR DOMESTIC SOCIAL PROTEST AND VIOLENCE


    In many ways, the growing gap in wealth in the United States is clearly illustrated by the lack of healthcare for many Americans. Trump's policies include the abolition of “ObamaCare” (the Affordable Health Care Act, or ACA), which is generally seen as very costly for business.19 And while Trump has promised to remake the Affordable Care Act, given its costs, he also, at least initially, promised not to cut Social Security, Medicare, and other entitlements. Because Medicare and Medicaid provide coverage for around 70 million poor, disabled, and elderly people, it is politically risky to touch; but this has not stopped some Republicans from so doing. Yet the potential failure of Trump to deliver on his promises to achieve a more effective healthcare system could substantially augment social discontent in the United States—at the same time that federal, state, and local debts continue to skyrocket to over $23 trillion—which is now over 100 percent of the US GDP.20


    By the end of September 2017, the predominantly Republican Congress was not able to find a way to replace the ACA. Influential Republicans such as Susan Collins, John McCain, and Lisa Murkowski, and libertarian Rand Paul, all opposed the Graham-Cassidy repeal measure to replace it.21 Saner individuals realized that Republicans had not put together a viable option. Following the publication of the first version of Republican (GOP) healthcare plan in March 2017, it had been projected by the Congressional Budget Office that 14 million more people would be uninsured under the GOP legislation than under current law by 2018. Then, following the additional proposed changes to subsidies for insurance, the increase in the number of uninsured people relative to the number under current law was expected to rise to 21 million in 2020 and then to 24 million in 2026 under the March 2017 GOP proposal. If it had passed, the GOP plan could have meant that millions of people with preexisting conditions could find themselves priced out of the market.22


    Those who supported the proposals argued that the first GOP plan would reduce the federal deficit by $337 billion in first decade—but most likely at the price of considerable domestic American discontentment and protest.23 The failure to replace Obama's ACA divided the Republican Party and represented a major defeat for Trump. But this defeat will not prevent future efforts to reform ObamaCare, hopefully more prudently, with the advice of experts from both nongovernmental advocacy groups and healthcare providers, and with greater consideration for all political perspectives. Job insecurity and lack of health insurance are both factors that can undermine ideological support for the American system of democratic governance, resulting in social protest, if not increasing drug abuse, criminality, and violence. Washington must eventually work out a more fair and equitable deal on these issues.


    US GOVERNMENTAL RESPONSE TO VIOLENCE


    The Obama administration had to manage a number of mass urban protests and violence, somewhat reminiscent of urban protests of the 1960s and early 1970s. These protests were often in response to police killings of unarmed individuals—one factor that helped to generate the sociopolitical movement Black Lives Matter, among others. In the current situation, race relations appear to be deteriorating even further. And depending in part on the general level of employment, unemployment, and underemployment,24 the situation could deteriorate even further.


    It is consequently not surprising that a significant April 2017 opinion poll indicated that 36 percent of those interviewed believed that racism and bigotry are an imminent threat to the country (up from 29 percent from two years ago), while 23 percent thought it was serious (up from 22 percent). In other words, almost 60 percent of those interviewed believed racism was on the rise.25 The poll also expressed concern that Americans believed that they were losing their rights to freedom of speech. If accurate, this poll forewarns of greater domestic American violence ahead. Such violence could be mixed with acts of differing forms of race-related “terrorism” for and against minority groups—combined with both pro- and anti-Islamist “terrorist” actions. And the poll had been taken prior to the violent clashes in which white supremacists, neo-Nazis, and the Ku Klux Klan took the offensive against peaceful counterprotesters in Charlottesville, Virginia, in a counterprotest that took place in August 2017 during a “Unite the Right” demonstration.26


    The issue of dealing with protest and social discontent is complicated by the some of the completely understandable difficulties that the American police force will confront in dealing with new spates of urban protest. The problem is that even initially peaceful urban protests will tend to be tainted by fears of acts of terrorism. These fears could in turn generate excessive reactions by law enforcement officers, thereby resulting in unnecessary police violence and acts of repression. Trump's often crude, blatantly chauvinistic, and vociferous style of public speech has not done much to calm the situation, and a number of far-right groups and white supremacist leaders, such as former imperial wizard of the KKK David Duke and Richard B. Spencer, the president of the National Policy Institute (a white supremacist think tank), believe that they possess Trump's tacit support, given his refusal to strongly condemn their movements.27 This belief is also due to Trump's ongoing relationship with his right-wing former National Security Advisor, Steve Bannon.28


    In the effort to prevent police violence from reoccurring, Trump has promised to provide local police with sufficient resources to be able to build better relationships in their immediate community. At the same time, Trump has also threatened to engage in tougher measures than did the Obama administration in order to control urban violence, drug use, and crime. One of his proposals is to adopt the controversial and dubiously effective “stop-and-frisk” practice nationwide. This, however, implies an expansion of police powers that could be deemed unconstitutional, depending on the way the stop-and-frisk procedure is carried out.29


    Backed by the National Rifle Association (NRA), one of the most powerful lobbies in the country, Trump has been a strong opponent of gun control, although he has publicly opposed the sale of assault weapons.30 Yet if accepted into law, his proposed policies could make it easier for both “good” and “bad” guys to obtain weaponry and then carry that weaponry across the country.31 Permission to take weapons across state lines is thus being proposed in an era in which mass shootings for different personal and ideological motives—and not only Islamist—appear to be becoming more frequent and more lethal in terms of the number of people killed, as illustrated, for example, by the October 1, 2017, mass shooting in Las Vegas.32 (See chapter 3.)


    At the same time, however, handguns and rifles are not the only problem. In the new age of hybrid warfare, everyday technologies and chemicals/substances can become weapons. Airplanes (as on September 11, 2001), trucks (as in Nice, France, on July 14, 2016 and in New York City on October 31, 2017), and fertilizer bombs soaked in diesel fuel and other chemicals (as in the left-wing bombing of the University of Wisconsin-Madison Army Mathematics Research Center in protest of the Vietnam War in 1970 and the right-wing Oklahoma City bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah Federal Building in 1995), can also be used for purposes of mass killing—whatever the social or political cause might be.


    Stricter gun control laws might not prevent all kinds of violence and criminality, but blocking access to assault weapons, among other forms of weaponry, including controlling cop-killer bullet sales, can help limit some mass killings. The 1994 assault weapons ban had expired on September 13, 2004—and subsequent efforts to renew the ban or propose alternative legislation have thus far failed.


    Given the significant social problems related to unemployment and underemployment, job discrimination, high levels of drug-related crime, and other forms of criminality, which generally involve the spread of guns, will Trump be able to obtain the trust of urban communities? Or will Trump be confronted by the outbreak of mass urban protests against police violence of the kind that confronted the Obama administration in a number of major US cities? Or will there be more protests like those that took place in Charlottesville, North Carolina, in August 2017—in which a man drove a truck into a group that was counterprotesting the “Unite the Right” demonstration, killing one woman and injuring many others?


    Trump's so-called solution to the problems of criminality and “terrorism” inside American society has largely been to justify the right of people to bear arms—rather than to seek ways to control weapons that do not necessarily infringe on personal freedoms. Trump's rhetoric does not appear to recognize the dangers that an even wider spread of heavy weaponry and their bullets will cause—if these weapons are not properly managed and controlled. Trump's so-called solution to both domestic and external threats has been to produce more rifles, tanks, and nuclear missiles, and the like.


    TRUMP AND THE MILITARY BUILDUP


    One can only speculate how the populations of the world might have reacted to the Trump team's decision to deploy tanks and missile launchers for his inauguration parade—if that had happened. This is actually what Trump's transition team initially proposed in a symbolic effort to show off American military power—as is the case for democratic countries such as France, which is a major arms producer, but which is also endemic for authoritarian and militaristic countries such as Russia, China, and North Korea.


    Trump's team evidently did not think about the destructive impact that such heavy military equipment would have had on already heavily traveled Washington, DC, roads and infrastructure. Military flyovers, involving the latest US fighter jets, were approved instead, but they were ruled out at the last minute, ostensibly because of poor weather conditions.33 Yet what message did Trump's team hope to convey by such a show of force? And how would those protestors, the American people, and the rest of the world, both US allies and rivals, have interpreted that message—if such a display of massive US military power—symbolic of the new America First nationalism—had taken place for the first time on the streets of the US capital, Washington, DC? And will Trump initiate a costly military parade for the future July 4th celebration of the Declaration of Independence, as he has indicated after his visit to France's July 14, 2017, Bastille Day celebrations?


    It is clear that Trump's team believes that the United States must reassert itself on the global stage—if US interests and the “civilized world”34 (in Trump's words) are to be defended and if America's global hegemony is to be sustained. Trump's choice of Mike Pence as his vice presidential running mate had already revealed his alignment with Christian conservatives who generally oppose domestic “political correctness” and “international cosmopolitanism.” In terms of foreign policy, Christian conservatism advocates Peace through Strength—and the ostensible need for the United States to show leadership and intervene militarily, even unilaterally, when deemed necessary, but not necessarily, “legitimate.”


    Pence's formula for confronting Moscow, for example, can be summed up in his own words: “The provocations by Russia need to be met with American strength…. We are going to rebuild our military. This whole Putin thing, look, America is stronger than Russia. Our economy is 16 times larger than the Russian economy. Our political system is superior to the crony corrupt capitalist system in Russia it every way.”35 Yet given the fact that the Russian GDP is roughly the size of New York State's, building up the US defense budget—ostensibly in order to negotiate with Moscow (among other states) from a position of strength—is not the way to deal with Moscow, which will continue to react with countermeasures.


    As furthermore indicated by its “America First: A Budget Blueprint to Make America Great Again,”36 the Trump-Pence administration believes that the United States must reassert itself on the global stage through greater defense spending. In mid-February 2017, Trump proposed a major arms buildup that, he believed, would be able to more effectively assert US interests versus its adversaries—while engaging more deeply in the Global War on Terrorism. Trump accordingly proposed to augment defense spending above the already major increase sought by President Obama, to more than $639 billion. (See discussion, this chapter.)


    The Obama administration had already planned to spend around $1 trillion on modernizing the US nuclear triad (land, sea, and air forces) over the next three decades against Moscow, China, North Korea, Iran, and other potential threats.37 This military buildup involves the deployment of five new nuclear weapons systems and the deployment of new naval forces so as to better deter the possibilities of war with North Korea and China in the Indo-Pacific. Obama had initially intended to improve US force capabilities in the Indo-Pacific primarily. Yet Moscow's not-entirely-unexpected military intervention in Crimea and buildup of forces in eastern Europe in early 2014 forced the United States and NATO to look toward ways to build up military capabilities in eastern Europe as well as in the Indo-Pacific. (See chapters 5 and 6.)


    In his telephone call to Russian President Putin in February 2017, President Trump denounced the 2010 New START (Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty), a treaty that had been negotiated by the Obama administration—as a “bad deal,” just after Putin had raised the possibility of extending that same treaty. New START permits both countries to possess no more than 700 deployed and 100 non-deployed land-based intercontinental and submarine-launched ballistic missile launchers and heavy bombers equipped to carry nuclear weapons. The treaty also limits each side to no more than 1,550 deployed warheads.38


    Putin has asserted that Moscow has no intention of reneging on New START and on other arms control obligations. And yet Washington has accused Moscow of deploying a new intermediate-range ground-based cruise missile in violation of the 1987 INF treaty that bans the deployment of US and Russian land-based intermediate-range missiles. This, from a strategic perspective, would provide Moscow with an advantage in a military confrontation, as Russian intermediate-range missiles could be fired against targets in Europe and Japan, while Moscow would hope to protect itself from US retaliation with the threat to strike the US continent with its new intercontinental Topol’-MR (or RS-24 Yars) missile, which Moscow claims possesses multiple hypersonic warheads that can avoid missile defense systems.39 In 2016, Washington had previously accused Moscow of adding more warheads and missiles, thereby surpassing the 1,550 warhead limit set by New START. But Moscow has until February 2018 to comply. (See chapter 10.)


    This new buildup of American military capabilities has accordingly been aimed to cover a number of possible contingencies. Such capabilities would, it is believed, be sufficient to handle two major wars or “major regional contingencies” (MRCs) nearly simultaneously.40 Trump also claims that he intends to develop a state-of-the-art missile defense system that includes the modernization of US naval cruisers with such antimissile capabilities. As part of this new military buildup, the Pentagon has been urging the Trump administration to consider a review of the US nuclear arsenal and force posture. The Pentagon also hopes to make the United States more capable of prosecuting a “limited” nuclear war—whether against North Korea, the Islamic State, Iran, Russia, China, or others—even if it is dubious such a war would remain “limited.”41


    For these scenarios, the US Army would need to increase in size to about 540,000 active-duty soldiers. This would represent an actual increase above the 460,000 active soldiers that the Pentagon itself called for in its $583 billion budget proposal for FY2017.42


    In May 2017, Trump sent Congress a finalized proposed budget request for FY2018 of $639.1 billion. It would spend $574.5 billion for the base budget and allocate $64.6 billion for the Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) budget, which is not included in the official defense base budget. The latter account pays for operations in Syria, Iraq, Northern Pakistan, and other regions. This overall budget request was $52 billion above the defense budget cap demanded by the Budget and Control Act (BCA) of 2011, and it does not fully include other defense-related costs to be discussed in this chapter.43


    REAL DEFENSE COSTS


    In 2016, official US defense spending for the base budget was already an astronomical $597 billion—almost as much as the next fourteen countries put together. China's budget of $145.8 billion, for example, was less than a third of the US budget.44 Official US defense spending was thus roughly $385 billion more than China, $500 billion more than Saudi Arabia, and $530 billion more than Russia.45


    But these official figures do not tell the whole story. To obtain total defense spending, one needs to add onto the Department of Defense budget those items related to defense spending in other government agencies. These include: veteran affairs (in the Veteran's Administration); military retiree payments and interest payments on money borrowed to fund previous military programs (in the Treasury budget); military aspects of the space program (in the NASA budget); energy programs that go for secret defense and nuclear weapons research, testing, and storage purposes (in the Energy budget); and foreign military aid in the form of weapons grants for allies (included in the State Department budget). Other defense costs include sales and property taxes at military bases (in local government budgets), plus the hidden expenses of tax-free food, housing, and combat pay allowances. One also needs to add on the costs of maintaining seventeen intelligence agencies, including Homeland Security, that are involved in international intelligence gathering and operations. If one adds all of these, the figure grows much higher, way above 20 percent of the total federal budget. And it averages per fiscal year about double what the Pentagon officially reports.46


    But even then, the yearly DOD base budget does not account for the fact that the wars in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iraq, and Syria represent supplemental spending, which is placed in the separate Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) account, as mentioned above. The overall costs of these wars (plus other expenses that are not included the official DOD budget) from 2001 to 2016 added up to some $4.8 trillion in 2016 and are still rising.47 And the costs of these wars would have been even greater if US interest rates had been higher since 2001.


    QUESTION OF INTEREST RATES


    The US Federal Reserve's controversial decision to keep federal interest rates artificially low in the period from 2002 to 2004 during the George W. Bush administration made the costs of borrowing for the Global War on Terrorism relatively much less expensive than what might have been the case otherwise. The Federal Reserve Bank is supposed to be independent of the US executive branch of government, yet the low interest rates at that time (whether or not they were made low “accidentally on purpose”) just happened to make borrowing for the Global War on Terrorism in 2001 and the subsequent US-led intervention in Iraq in 2003 much cheaper. This is an issue that should be investigated. In the view of many economists who argued that interest rates should have been raised at the time of the dot-com crisis of 2000–2002, these low interest rates eventually had a severe impact on the economy. They represent one of the major causes of the 2008 global recession, as low interest rates provided cheap money to both China and US consumers, which in turn fueled the housing market bubble and its collapse, as illustrated in the subprime and “liars’ loan” crisis, while assisting China's financial boom in the longer term.48


    SOCIAL COSTS OF HIGH DEFENSE SPENDING


    In order to help cover for the increase in defense spending, Trump has promised to cut governmental nondefense spending—instead of cutting the fat off military spending. Trump's proposed budget cuts include cuts in the State Department and foreign aid by some 30–37 percent, in addition to cuts in environmental protection programs, among other areas.49 At present, roughly 60 percent of foreign aid goes to economic and development assistance, and 40 percent goes to security concerns. These cuts could impact US relations with a number of strategically important countries. The highest aid recipients in 2016 include Afghanistan, Israel, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, and Pakistan, then Kenya, Nigeria, Tanzania, and Ethiopia.


    Through such cuts, to a certain extent resisted by Congress, Trump has hoped to achieve a total reduction in federal spending by $10.5 trillion over ten years. In the past, increases in the Pentagon's budget have generally been financed by cuts in nonmilitary public spending, by borrowing from the Social Security Trust Fund, and by debt and deficit spending—and at a tremendous cost for the overall economy. At the same time, this excessive government expenditure is justified by sustaining US superiority in arms and in arms sales to US allies so as to partially amortize the costs of public expenditure for the US military-industrial complex.


    In 2015, the United States led in arms transfer agreements worldwide, making agreements valued at $40.2 billion (50.29 percent of all such agreements), up from $36.1 billion in 2014. The United States also led in the actual transfer or delivery of arms: In 2015, the United States ranked first in the value of all arms deliveries worldwide, making nearly $16.9 billion in such deliveries, or 36.62 percent of arms transfers. US arms sales have outpaced Russia's for the past eight years, with France in third place.50 Yet even these sales do not amount to the total overall public costs of maintaining the military-industrial complex.


    Coupled with the fact that defense spending is roughly double what is officially reported, assuming all defense budget categories are added up in their entirety, it is clear that the high costs of the defense program cut significantly into social needs. Trump's proposed cuts in nonmilitary affairs appear all the more absurd given the fact that defense spending dwarfs the mere 2 percent spent on the State Department (which also includes foreign military aid in the form of weapons grants for allies) and on international affairs—at a time when the United States and the world needs more diplomacy, with quality leadership at the head of the desks in key State Department positions. And defense spending furthermore dwarfs the amount the United States provides each year to the United Nations for peacekeeping, environmental protection, refugees, public health, and so on. The State Department should have been taking the lead in foreign affairs, but over the years, the military and intelligence agencies have gained predominance within the US governmental bureaucracy—much as President Eisenhower warned.51 (See chapter 10.)


    THE FAILURE TO MAKE SAVINGS


    The Pentagon purportedly squashed a major study to restructure its approach to business operations. That 2016 study proposed that the United States could save $125 billion over five years and even more in the future. This could be done by streamlining bureaucracy, cutting back on the amount of high-priced contractors, and by making better use of information technology without necessarily reducing military forces or firing administrators.52


    The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) also reported that the Pentagon could save tens of billions of dollars over the next ten years alone by delaying, reducing, or canceling deployments of a number of weapons systems.53 These weapons systems include Columbia-class nuclear-armed submarines; a new intercontinental missile, the Ground-Based Strategic Deterrent; the new nuclear cruise missile, the Long-Range Standoff Cruise Missile (LRSO); and the Long-Range Strike Bomber. It is also possible to reduce or eliminate the numbers of B-61-12 “tactical” nuclear warheads (with 480 now scheduled for production by 2020). These weapons can be carried by the F-35 and the Long-Range Strike Bomber—in addition to already-existing fighter jets and bombers.54 All of these systems can be questioned on both strategic (unnecessary or provocative) and financial grounds (excessively costly).55 A number of these powerful weapons systems could be unilaterally reduced or eliminated, or else bargained down, as part of a general arms accord with Moscow and possibly with China. But to do that, the United States will need to engage in truly peace-oriented diplomacy.


    During his presidential campaign, Trump had stated that he opposed the congressionally mandated sequestration process of the 2011 Budget Control Act that was aimed at cutting defense spending. From Trump's perspective, sequestration cut both wasteful and necessary military spending by equal percentages. This meant that absolutely necessary budget cuts due to excessive military spending might not necessarily make strategic or even practical sense.56 At that time, before he became president, Trump claimed that he would not seek an across-the-board military buildup, but instead would build only those weapons systems that are truly “needed” by the military—and that are not pushed on the military by demagogic congressional demands of what should be called the “military-industrial-congressional complex.”57


    Once he became president, however, in seeking to abolish the sequestration process, Trump consequently tried to claim personal credit for reducing excessive expenditures on the F-35, for example. The F-35 advanced fighter is one of the most expensive defense boondoggles in US history, and is expected to cost upward of $1.45 trillion over its fifty-year life span.58 But contrary to Trump's boasts, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) stated that the fifth-generation fighter still faces over $1 billion in cost overruns in FY2017 and is officially estimated to cost $10.3 billion in FY2018.59 And there is some dispute about F-35 capabilities versus the Russian SU-35 and integrated air defenses. In fact, the United States, Russia, India, and China are all having both technological and cost problems with stealth fighter jets. And F-35s could also prove vulnerable to Russian-made anti-aircraft missiles, such as the S-400.60


    TRUMP'S PLAN TO BOOST INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS


    It is true that Trump's plans to boost defense expenditure will most likely generate high-skill high-tech work in the military-industrial complex throughout many of the fifty states, with some trickle-down effect. But increased defense spending risks reducing government funding available for other much-needed non-defense alternatives and alternative-energy projects, while augmenting the national debt. The irony raised here is that the roots of the US infrastructure crisis stems from mistakes that Ronald Reagan had already made with high military spending hikes and supply-side tax cuts. Reagan's policies did help expand the economy in the 1980s, but they also resulted in “insufficient investment in physical public capital such as highways, bridges, mass transit, waste water facilities, hazardous waste sites, and the like.”61


    To improve American infrastructure, Trump has proposed using $200 billion in public money as a means to leverage $1 trillion in private funding. This amount, for example, is expected to include some $40 billion in Saudi funding that was promised after the $110 billion arms deal with Saudi Arabia that was announced in May 2017.62 Trump thus hopes to raise money by leveraging public funding, while replacing publicly supplied services and infrastructure with private-supplied goods and services. This approach will nevertheless continue to diminish and weaken the public sector—with uncertain consequences.


    Perhaps more ironically, the Chinese Investment Corporation (CIC) has been looking to invest in Trump's infrastructure projects ostensibly in an effort to build trust between the two countries. Beijing's CIC claims that the United States will need as much as $8 trillion in infrastructure development, not just $1 trillion.63 Contrary to Trump's anti-Saudi and anti-Chinese presidential campaign stances, it looks like both Saudi and Chinese finance are needed to save Trump's infrastructure program—and will help indirectly pay for his major military buildup while also exposing American politics to greater Chinese and Saudi political-economic influence.


    It is furthermore not yet clear what kind of infrastructure projects would be funded—as Democrats oppose the use of healthcare as an infrastructure project, for example. Trump's ideology of “economic nationalism” emphasizes some areas of US “infrastructure development.” These areas include the military-industrial complex and fossil fuels, for example, and roads, bridges, navigable waterways, and dams. But the Trump administration might not consider the infrastructure needed for mass transit, healthy drinking water, waste recycling, housing, alternative energy, and ecologically safe technologies. The dilemma is that much of the money spent on the defense buildup could be better spent on college scholarships for increasingly expensive education, for example, among other crucial nondefense needs.64 Trump's emphasis on physical infrastructure development also overlooks the fact that a solid education in both practical studies and liberal arts provides the basis for all infrastructure development and for future innovations.


    CONGRESS AND THE MILITARY-INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX


    Not only does Trump's leadership and the US democratic process appear more closely linked with capitalist elites, but also it appears even more perilously linked with the military-industrial complex that President Eisenhower warned about in his 1961 farewell address: “we have been compelled to create a permanent armaments industry of vast proportions.”


    The problem is that the American system of spoils leads congresspeople to push for news arms projects. Arms lobbyists often try to press the US Congress to accept their policy, development, and even military-technology proposals upon promises of investment and additional jobs for the state—or else upon their particular definition of “national security.”65 On at least two occasions since the sequestering laws that seek to automatically cut defense costs went into effect in 2011, it was Congress (and not the Pentagon) that had decided to lift the spending caps so as to increase defense spending. The concern raised here is that the military-industrial complex operates and provides jobs in a vast majority of US states, so that the more weapons systems or parts of weapons systems that a state receives to construct, the more jobs (combined with the trickle-down effects of military Keynesianism) the state will support and more votes Congress can expect. The system is difficult to break, particularly because the House of Representatives is elected on two-year terms and congresspeople need show positive results as soon as possible. (This represents a significant reason to restructure the bicameral legislative system. See chapter 10.)


    The fact that Vice President Mike Pence has supported the building of the extremely costly F-22 Raptor, among other excessively expensive and strategically unnecessary weapons systems, indicates the influence of the military-industrial-congressional complex.66 Here, contrary to his pretended opposition to wasteful and excessive military spending, Trump himself has stated: “Accomplishing this military rebuild will be a fifty-state effort—every state in the union will be able to take part in rebuilding our military and developing the technologies of tomorrow.”67 Yet this linkage between the federally financed military-industrial complex and the fifty states is the root of the overspending!


    POLITICIANS AND THE MILITARY-INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX


    Perhaps more ironically, of the top five presidential candidates, it was the Democrat Hillary Clinton who obtained more money during the 2015–2016 election cycle from defense contractor employees than the next four presidential candidates combined. And the proclaimed democratic socialist Bernie Sanders actually obtained $100,000 more from defense contractors than did Donald Trump. And among Senators, Bernie Sanders also obtained more funding from defense contractor employees than Republican Senators Ted Cruz and John McCain—who are strong supporters of Peace through Strength.


    To his credit, Senator McCain has criticized excessive defense spending on some projects, such as the extremely costly F-35 stealth fighter. Yet McCain also proposed a $640 billion base defense budget for 2017, much larger than that of Trump.68 For his part, Sanders has nevertheless continued to argue for much deeper defense cuts than McCain—despite his continued support for the controversial F-35 fighter jet, which has three production plants based in Sanders's home state of Vermont.69


    THE DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL IMPACT OF A NEW ARMS RACE


    How will Trump's America First military buildup impact American society? Will it really lead to a form of growth that more equitably distributes wealth, as Trump promised during his election campaign? Will excessive US governmental spending in the highly capital-intensive military-industrial complex really trickle down to benefit the general population, even if military industries are spread throughout most of the fifty states? Or will Trump's military buildup simply exacerbate the growing gap in the United States between rich and poor and indirectly press young people into state-financed military careers? And will Trump's display of a big stick necessarily result in peace—if the tools of diplomacy are undermined by excessive emphasis on military power?


    The point is that government funding for the military-industrial complex—ostensibly in order to sustain US military superiority against all potential rivals alone—is not necessarily sufficient to keep the peace. On the international side, the dilemma is that the United States as a global hegemonic power cannot cover all regional contingencies where rival major and lesser powers and anti-state movements may possess a tactical advantage—or believe that they can seize one. On the domestic side, should Trump's new military Keynesian version of trickle-down economics fail to lift the economy, the result will be a major political-economic crisis and the augmentation of social and political conflict at home.


    The danger is that Trump's massive military program will create more pork-barrel projects, significantly boost the national debt, and antagonize firms and workers who do not partake directly or indirectly in the military-industrial complex—while fomenting a global arms race among those state and anti-state partisan movements most opposed to America First policies. And because the United States still represents the predominant global power, a failure to lead the country at home will lead to even greater social and geopolitical strife abroad.


    What is needed is a greater, not lesser, emphasis on omnidirectional peace-oriented diplomacy in an effort to prevent a new arms race—so as to thoroughly reduce excessive government spending on armaments and to foster positive conditions for national and international socioeconomic development and environmental protection. (See chapters 9 and 10.)
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    The fact that Donald Trump did not obtain a clear mandate from the American people—in an election in which only roughly 58 percent of eligible voters participated—has appeared to delegitimize the very nature of the American democratic system. Yet what has additionally worked to discredit the American elections have been accusations by both Trump and his opponents that foreign influence—both “illegal” immigrants and the “Kremlin”—had tampered with this important dimension of American society. This is not to overlook Trump's earlier allegations that the elections were supposedly rigged in advance—but he nevertheless won unexpectedly and without a majority of the popular vote!1 (See also chapter 10.)


    THE ALLEGED ROLE OF MOSCOW


    Just after the presidential vote count was in, President Obama rapidly accused Moscow of tampering with the US election process through cyber-intrusions. Obama ordered the FBI and five other law enforcement and intelligence agencies to start an investigation as to whether the Kremlin had attempted to influence the presidential election.2 Republican Senator John McCain declared that alleged Russian hacking into American domestic affairs represented an “act of war.”3 Senator McCain, with Senator Lindsey Graham, then pressed for a full-fledged Senate Select Committee investigation. In response, Trump replied in a tweet that urged McCain and Graham to halt their investigation into Russia and to “focus their energies on ISIS, illegal immigration and border security instead of always looking to start World War III.”4 Nevertheless, both the House Committee and a Senate Select Committee continued to investigate Russian activities in the US elections and Trump's relations with Moscow, as have two other committees. For his part, Senator McCain also pushed for an independent inquiry.5


    McCain not only sought to inflame the American public opinion against Russia, but also sought to condemn Trump for his ostensibly pro-Putin political stance. McCain did state that he would not, however, actually go to “war” with Russia over the issue. From a legal standpoint, such actions involving interference in the election process, assuming they could be proven, could not be considered a rationale for an initiation of armed conflict. At the same time, such intrusions would represent an “illegal” external intrusion in American internal affairs and could therefore invite some form of retorsion.6


    By mid-May 2017, as events unfolded, and just after Trump fired FBI Director James Comey, who had begun to investigate Trump's alleged connections to Russia, former FBI Director Robert Mueller was appointed as a special counsel with the power to investigate whether Moscow had in any way covertly aided President-elect Donald Trump, and whether or not Trump himself, or any of his associates, were hoping to profit, for example, from its contacts with Russian officials. One accusation was that the Trump administration could put an end to the sanctions placed on Moscow in 2014 in the aftermath of the Russian annexation of Crimea and its political-military interference in eastern Ukraine, in exchange for business favors. Specific areas of investigation have included the alleged Trump compliance with the hacking and leaks of emails written by key figures in the Democratic Party; Donald Trump Jr.'s meeting with a lawyer with purported Russian government connections, in an effort to obtain “dirt” on Hillary Clinton; whether or not the Trump campaign was involved in Russian efforts to spread fake news targeted at voters in key states; and whether or not Moscow did attempt to hack into US election-related computer systems. Unlike the investigations of the congressional committees, Mueller has the power to file federal charges.7 By late October, Mueller indicted three people, Trump's former campaign chief, a former Trump business associate, and Trump's ex-foreign policy adviser, with alleged crimes that included money laundering, lying to the FBI, and conspiracy against the United States.8


    DOMESTIC ATTACKS AGAINST TRUMP


    The key domestic dilemma for the Trump administration is that President Trump's campaign promises to engage in a rapprochement with President Putin immediately evoked strong congressional opposition. Both Republicans and Democrats have strongly opposed the lifting of economic sanctions on Russia without also seeking a guarantee that Moscow will withdraw its clandestine forces from eastern Ukraine and then return Crimea, which Moscow annexed in early 2014, back to Ukraine. This was seen in the passing of the August 2016 H.R. 3364 Act, “Countering America's Adversaries through Sanctions Act.” Given its strong bipartisan congressional backing, Trump was pressed to sign the bill into law despite the fact that he considered it to be “flawed”; Trump argued that the bill “encroaches on the executive branch's authority to negotiate” and “makes it harder for the United States to strike good deals for the American people and will drive China, Russia and North Korea much closer together.” The bill could also “hinder our important work with European allies to resolve the conflict in Ukraine,” he argued.9


    In American domestic debates, the crisis in Ukraine has generally been blamed on Moscow alone due to the Russian annexation of Crimea and its political-military interference in eastern Ukraine. American observers tend to downplay issues concerning the highly centralized nature of the Ukrainian domestic power structure and Kiev's discrimination against the Russophone Ukrainian minority. There is thus a tendency for Moscow alone to be blamed for the continuation of the conflict in eastern Ukraine by arming the autonomist movements—as opposed to Kiev's failure to follow up on the Minsk II accords and its refusal to negotiate directly with the “autonomist” factions in the Donbas region due to Kiev's strong opposition to federalism and decentralization of power. (See chapters 5 and 9.)


    That Trump has realized that his efforts to seek a rapprochement with Russia are not “good” for him in political terms is seen in his following statement: “If we could get along with Russia, that's a positive thing. We have a very talented man, Rex Tillerson, who's going to be meeting with them shortly, and I told him, I said, ‘I know politically it's probably not good for me…. I would love to be able to get along with Russia. Now, you've had a lot of presidents that haven't taken that tack. Look where we are now.”10


    Trump has largely based his hopes on greater cooperation with President Putin through concerted cooperation in the Global War on Terrorism—in the hope that such cooperation will lead to cooperation in other areas. Trump accordingly said: “I respect a lot of people, but that doesn't mean I'm going to get along with him. He's a leader of his country. I say it's better to get along with Russia than not. And if Russia helps us in the fight against ISIS, which is a major fight, and Islamic terrorism all over the world—that's a good thing. Will I get along with him? I have no idea.”11 In his own eccentric way, Trump has argued that his efforts to deal with Putin are not personal—but a national security issue, an affair of the state. Nevertheless, Trump has been suspected of seeking personal profit from his dealings with Moscow.


    Trump's off-the-wall and off-key statements regularly bring him political trouble. When a journalist insisted that Putin was a killer, Trump replied: “There are a lot of killers. We have a lot of killers…. Well, you think our country is so innocent?”12 It has been alleged without absolute proof that that Putin had ordered the death of Russian journalists (including Anna Politkovskaya, who reported on human rights abuses during the brutal Russian military intervention in Chechnya) and other opponents of the regime (such as Boris Nemtsov, an opposition politician who strongly denounced Putin's corruption and Russian intervention in Crimea and in eastern Ukraine).13 Putin has also been accused of killing Alexander Litvinenko, former FSB and KGB agent, who denounced Putin as coming to power with the help of the Russian secret police, the FSB.14 Litvinenko was murdered by the use of the radioactive substance polonium in a London restaurant in 2006—an affair that soured Anglo-Russian diplomatic relations for years. Litvinenko had openly accused Putin of killing the Russian investigative journalist Anna Politkovskaya and engaging in other criminal actions.


    Although it does not justify murder, of course, the fact of the matter is that Putin is far less repressive, in comparative historical terms, than Lenin or Stalin, or even previous tsars. And Washington has had to negotiate with the leadership of far more repulsive regimes (including Joseph Stalin and Mao Zedong, among others, who have engaged in mass murder) as part of geopolitical realities. And although Trump could have replied more tactfully, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) has, in fact, been accused of assassination, both before and after the Cold War, and has engaged in so-called targeted killing, with the use of drones in Pakistan and Afghanistan. The US government has also been accused of torturing or attacking journalists critical of US policy. NATO, for example, as the US-led defense organization, bombed Radio Television Serbia in downtown Belgrade, Serbia (a Russian ally) in 1999 during the war over Kosovo, for example, killing sixteen people.15 Washington has likewise been accused of killing and torturing Al Jazeera journalists, among others. In addition to the use of so-called enhanced interrogation techniques (which included waterboard torture) at Guantanamo Bay, the Abu Ghraib prison scandal—which involved torture, rape, and murder—has represented a national disgrace.16 Since the scandals at both prisons have worked to undermine fundamental American values, the United States cannot claim the higher moral ground versus Putin's Russia. Moreover, Putin's preclusive interventions in Crimea and eastern Ukraine in 2014 without a UN mandate have not caused even close to the same degree of death and destruction as has George W. Bush's so-called preemptive decision to engage in a major military intervention in Iraq in 2003, for example, also without a UN mandate. In this sense, one cannot point the finger at Putin alone.


    ALLEGATIONS OF RUSSIAN TAMPERING IN US ELECTIONS AND IN US DOMESTIC AFFAIRS


    Trump has consequently faced severe criticism at home and abroad for his hope to achieve a more positive relationship with Russia—and with Russian leader Putin, in particular. The dilemma is this: Even if Trump is finally able to reach out to Putin and Russia—even in such a way that appears consistent with American national security interests—there will nevertheless be a cloud of suspicion that he did so with his own personal interests, or those of his business associates, in mind.


    As the so-called Russia-gate has evolved, the Kremlin has been accused of cyber-tampering in an effort to embarrass Hillary Clinton and the Democrat National Committee, allegedly to help Trump be elected president. These alleged actions resulted in the releasing of private emails of key Democratic leaders that exposed the Democrat's campaign tactics and political manipulations.17 Moscow (or someone) had also allegedly tapped into Republican Party communications, but these materials were not released.


    Alleged Russian meddling in US elections is a major issue that Trump himself made much worse when he urged Russian hackers to target Hillary Clinton's nonsecure personal email server, saying: “Russia, if you're listening, I hope you're able to find the 30,000 emails that are missing.”18 It has been alleged that Moscow used WikiLeaks and other critical media to divulge information that was intended to embarrass Clinton and the Democrats. This accusation has, however, been denied by WikiLeaks founder Julian Assange—even though he himself was not absolutely certain who was ultimately responsible for distribution of the information.19 But it does appear plausible that disgruntled Democrats who opposed Hillary Clinton may have leaked some materials. In short, Moscow's Fancy Bear espionage group may possibly have engaged in cyber-intrusions, but so did others. In May 2017, Russian President Putin claimed that the Kremlin was not responsible, but that “patriotic-minded” Russians could have been responsible for the alleged cyber-attacks.20


    At the same time, on the US side, some leaks of highly classified materials at the highest level of government appear to be ignored by Washington, while other leaks have been investigated and prosecuted with the fullest intensity of the law, such as the significant information leaked by Chelsea Manning.21 In general, the dilemma is that some of these leaks may represent a legitimate reaction to perceived negative government policies that seek to perpetrate conflict or that augment governmental powers. But other leaks may be a result of the opposition by special interest groups to positive state efforts to mitigate conflicts or solve disputes or deal with controversial issues, but which do not serve the interests of those particular groups or individuals. Some leaks may thus be self-serving and done to settle scores. Other leaks may be mis- or dis-information intended to divert attention and shift the focus of journalistic investigations—what Trump himself has called “fake news”—but which is an area in which he himself excels by exaggeration, distortion, or invention of so-called information.


    It has been argued that Moscow's alleged cyber hacking was one of the causes in the decline of popular support for Hillary Clinton's bid for the presidency. For her part, Clinton herself did blame Russian President Putin, at least in part, for undermining her presidential campaign, but she also blamed FBI Director James Comey for the way he handled the federal investigation into her use of a non-secure email account for US government purposes. Comey's accusations against Clinton were accordingly seen as impacting voters just days before the election—more so than Russian influence.22


    But it has not yet been proved whether the alleged Russian hacking or the FBI investigation into Clinton's use of a non-secure email account—if either—was truly responsible for impacting the votes in three key states in Michigan, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. Had Clinton obtained roughly 80,000 votes in the aforementioned states, then she might have obtained a large enough number of electoral college votes to win the presidency. Clinton did not even campaign in Wisconsin, because she believed it was solidly blue-collar pro-Democrat state—even though many blue-collar voters were shifting toward Trump.23 It will be very difficult to prove whether Russian influence and/or the FBI investigation were really the primary reasons for some 80,000 people not to vote for Clinton. Some people did not vote at all or backed third-party candidates simply because they disliked both Trump and Clinton.


    MOSCOW LOSES FAITH IN TRUMP


    Whether or not Moscow had any real influence in helping Trump get elected appears dubious. It is certain that Moscow did attempt to influence popular opinion in the United States and elsewhere, but to what extent is not clear. Moscow did propagandize against US policies through Russian Television (RT) and Sputnik broadcasts. Moscow most likely paid trolls (as can any group or state) in an effort to secretly manipulate US and European public opinion through Facebook and Twitter accounts. Yet whether and to what extent Russian military intelligence, the GRU, intruded into the US presidential elections, through its cyber-espionage group, APT 28 (also known as Fancy Bear), is not certain.


    If, and to what extent, Trump himself might have colluded with Moscow is a major dimension of the FBI investigation. The fact that Trump fired FBI Director Comey in May 2017—ostensibly for the poor way he had handled the Clinton email investigation—even if Comey's actions may have helped Trump and cost Clinton some votes—raised real questions as to the possibility that Trump obstructed justice.24 Comey was fired just a few days after he had purportedly demanded more resources for the FBI investigation into the alleged ties of Trump and his associates to Moscow. (Comey's alleged demands were denied by the Justice Department but affirmed by a number of congresspeople.) Moreover, Trump had previously urged Comey to kill the investigation of the alleged ties of former National Security Advisor Michael Flynn to Russia (an allegation first denied by the White House). Another possible reason for Comey's firing was that the FBI had begun to investigate Jared Kushner, Trump's son-in-law. Kushner has been accused of opening a secret back channel to Putin, ostensibly to discuss global strategy—an action on the surface that appears appropriate, given the dangerous state of the US-Russian relationship. Yet Kushner; Trump's son Donald Trump Jr.; and Trump's campaign chairman at the time, Paul J. Manafort, all attended a meeting with a lawyer who claimed to possess close connections to the Russian government, in the hope they could obtain damaging information on Hilary Clinton.25


    Interestingly, while Trump's team was attempting to find dirt on Clinton, Clinton was obtaining dirt on Trump. It is now known that the controversial Fusion GPS report on Russian influence on Trump, which was completed by former British MI6 intelligence agent Christopher Steele, was paid for in part by Hillary Clinton's campaign and the Democratic National Committee.26 While the Fusion GPS report does not absolutely prove collusion between Trump and the Russian government, and argues that Moscow possessed information that could blackmail Trump, and while fact can be mixed with fiction, the report did point the way to engage in even deeper investigations, given Trump's extensive and long-term connections to Russia.27


    What gives at least some credence to the Fusion GPS report, and what is not generally stated by the media, is its analysis of the differing factions inside the Russian government. It sounds credible that Prime Minister Dmitri Medvedev, for example, was purportedly furious over the Russian hacking of the Democratic National Council and the subsequent anti-Russian backlash in the United States. The Russian Ambassador to the United States Sergei Kislyak; the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; and independent foreign-policy adviser Yuri Ushakov, had purportedly urged caution. As evidence of tampering came out, Putin's chief of staff, Sergei Ivanov, purportedly argued that the only thing to do was sit back and deny everything—and the blowback would amount to nothing. But then Ivanov was sacked as chief of staff in August 2016, with no public explanation, and was replaced by Anton Vainov, who had no role in the operation. This indicates that Putin may have realized his mistake, although Russian foreign minister Sergei Lavrov, who may also have played a role, remains in office. In effect, some Russian elites, in opposition to Ivanov and Putin, had feared Trump's erratic character and preferred Clinton as the “devil you know” rather than the “devil you don't know.”28 Now, after Trump's election, US-Russian relations are at their lowest level since the end of the Cold War.


    Despite alleged clandestine efforts of the Kremlin to support Trump and despite Trump's initially strong support in the Russian government-controlled media, Trump's popular and official backing in Russia began to diminish almost immediately once he became president—in part due to some of his Cabinet choices.29 By early February, the Trump-Putin dating game was at an end. The tone of the new Trump administration changed dramatically after the new US ambassador to the United Nations, Nikki Haley, issued her first salvo against Russia. Haley condemned Moscow for the upsurge in violence in eastern Ukraine at that time and demanded that Russia return Crimea to Ukraine.30 (See chapters 1 and 5.) Concurrently, accusations of Russian cyber-tampering in the US presidential elections hit the news headlines and Moscow continued to deny governmental involvement in the US election process.


    THE RUSSIAN PERSPECTIVE


    In Russian eyes, it was the Obama administration who had acted first by trying to influence the outcome of both the Russian and Ukrainian national elections. In December 2011, Hillary Clinton had publicly supported mass protests against the results of the Russian elections after Putin's party, United Russia, had suffered significant losses. At that time, Putin claimed that hundreds of millions of US dollars were being distributed to influence those elections. Putin accused Clinton of publicly declaring that the elections “were not honest and not fair” before she had even “received the material from the observers”; according to Putin, Clinton “set the tone for some actors in our country and gave them a signal” and “with the support of the US State Department, [they] began active work.”31 Putin further resented Clinton's public remarks and US and news media accusations that Putin, his family, and his associates, had become billionaires. Clinton's criticisms, and those of others, made Putin believe that Washington was seeking “regime change” in Russia.32


    Putin likewise criticized the influence of NGOs (nongovernmental organizations) backed by the US State Department. Moscow passed legislation to make the paperwork much more difficult for all NGOs to register in Russia. In 2012, Putin signed the so-called foreign agent law. This law required NGOs that received funding from outside Russia to register as foreign agents. NGOs would then be subject to mandatory audits. Moreover, Putin raised the penalties for those caught protesting at unauthorized rallies.


    Then, during the Euromaidan protest movement of late 2013–2014 in Ukraine, Moscow intercepted and broadcast comments made by then Assistant Secretary of State Victoria Nuland. In what has been called “democracy engineering,” which backs ostensibly democratic sociopolitical movements that hope to change authoritarian governments into democracies, Nuland's comments indicated US support for specific Ukrainian leaders and expressed her disdain for the less assertive policies of the European Union, for example, in a four-letter word.33 The Euromaidan movement, backed by the United States, then succeeded in ousting the kleptocratic regime of Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych, who was seen as backed by Moscow—even if Yanukovych did always not support Putin on all issues. Yanukovych, for example, refused to join the Russian-led Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), Russia's much weaker version of NATO.


    Nevertheless, angered by perceived American efforts to undermine Yanukovich through democracy engineering, Moscow retaliated by using Washington's interference in Ukrainian politics to rationalize its own clandestine military intervention into Crimea and into eastern Ukraine in early 2014—in the effort to check NATO and EU enlargement into its self-defined “near abroad.” At that time, Clinton, who was no longer secretary of state, compared Putin's annexation of Crimea with Hitler's annexation of the Sudetenland—but qualified that analogy by stating that she did not think Putin himself was like Hitler.34 It was nevertheless a remark that must have infuriated Putin—and represented one of the factors that could possibly have led him to engage in alleged Russian cyber-tampering and social-media propaganda in the US elections against Clinton.


    THE TRUMP ADMINISTRATION, RUSSIA, AND ENERGY INTERESTS


    As the congressional investigations into the Russia-Trump relationship continued, a number of members of Trump's team have been shown to have had some form of close ties to Russian officials or businessmen. And if allegations can be proved to possess some veracity, such a major scandal could easily be used by both Democrats and Republicans in Congress to block any potential Trump efforts to “appease” Moscow. In fact, the publication of the “Paradise Papers” in November 2017 shows the extent to which a number of Trump administration officials are linked financially to offshore financial paradises and to Russian business interests.35 These disclosures warrant open congressional hearings.36


    Initially, it was believed that former ExxonMobil CEO Rex Tillerson, whom Trump nominated as Secretary of State, would attempt put an end to the sanctions on Moscow once he took the post. This belief was due to the fact that ExxonMobil had lost more than $1 billion in 2015 on account of US sanctions placed on Russia in 2014, and that ExxonMobil could lose hundreds of billions in the future if it cannot sustain many of its large-scale energy projects in Russia.37 Yet Tillerson, who had received the Russian Order of Friendship Award from Putin for his role in setting up ExxonMobil's extensive investments in Russian energy reserves, took a very tough stance against Moscow's actions in Crimea and eastern Ukraine during his Senate confirmation hearings for US Secretary of State. Tillerson strongly criticized Obama's policy as being too weak from the outset. Obama, Tillerson asserted, should have advised Ukraine to move all available military assets to its eastern border and provide those assets with defensive weapons, US or NATO air surveillance, and intelligence.38 Yet had such an approach been taken by Obama, it could have drawn the United States, NATO, and Russia directly into the conflict in eastern Ukraine, as Moscow would seek to fend off Ukrainian forces and foreign surveillance too close to its borders.


    Tillerson's tough stance on both Moscow and Beijing at his Senate confirmation hearing helped him to obtain the post as secretary of state. Tillerson was also able to survive congressional scrutiny, in large part by arguing in favor of maintaining sanctions on Moscow—a position that he has generally sustained since becoming secretary of state.39 Nevertheless, this did not prevent ExxonMobil from applying to the Treasury Department in April 2017 for a waiver from US sanctions on Russia in a bid to resume its joint venture with state oil giant Rosneft. And Tillerson's stance on sanctions has not prevented ExxonMobil from eventually suing the Treasury Department in July 2017 over a $2 million fine for purportedly violating US sanctions against Russia in 2014 at the time when Tillerson was CEO. In general, Trump and Tillerson appear less supportive of sanctions on Moscow than does Vice President Pence.40


    Yet the first person to fall as a part of this so-called Russia-gate scandal was not Tillerson but Trump's pro-Russian former National Security Advisor Michael Flynn.41 The key issue here is that Flynn appeared to be setting up a political network inside Ukraine that would attempt to undermine Ukrainian President Petro Poroshenko's rule and his policies toward eastern Ukraine and Crimea and toward Russia—and then forge a new Ukrainian-Russian accord and put an end to sanctions.42 This is significant, since Washington will eventually need to find a path for both Ukraine and Russia to compromise over eastern Ukraine and Crimea in the near future—even if Flynn's plans have been thrown to the garbage heap.


    In addition to his paid role to represent Turkish interests for a company with close ties to the Turkish government, and his work for RT, Flynn may have been in trouble for another reason. It was Flynn, as director of the Defense Intelligence Agency at the time, who claimed that Washington had made a willful “decision” set up a “Salafist principality” in eastern Syria to counter the Assad regime.43 This frank statement implied that Washington, along with its Arab Gulf allies, supported radical Islamist groups, including al-Qaeda, and may have helped to create the Islamic State. Such an affirmation by a former high-ranking intelligence officer may have enraged a number of invisible faces in US governmental agencies in Washington against him. (See chapters 5 and 9.)


    SANCTIONS ON MOSCOW


    A number of US senators, both Republican and Democrat, have accordingly wanted to make it extremely difficult for Trump to reduce or eliminate sanctions on Russia—even if those sanctions have ostensibly hurt the profits of major US and European businesses and oil or agricultural interests. Senator John McCain has warned that if President Trump did not soon put an end to speculation that he is still willing to ease sanctions on Russia, “for the sake of America's national security and that of our allies,” McCain would work with his colleagues “to codify sanctions against Russia into law.”44


    Senator McCain, and Democratic Senate Minority Leader Chuck Schumer, accordingly initiated the bipartisan effort to require congressional approval before Trump lifts any sanctions against Moscow. “Sectoral sanctions” on Russia that impact major energy companies and banks were due to expire in December 2017—unless extended by Congress.45 (See chapter 4.)


    COUNTER-ALLEGATIONS OF ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS AND TERRORIST INFILTRATION


    Trump and his spokespersons denied the general consensus among US intelligence agencies that Moscow had, with high probability, tampered in the US presidential elections. Instead, Trump repeatedly countered with claims that “3–5 million” unauthorized immigrants had voted “illegally” for Clinton.46 Trump then stated he would begin an investigation of purported voter fraud once he became president. Such an investigation raised the prospects that the fifty US states would try to implement more restrictive voting regulations (such as voter ID laws) that could further limit the ability of the poor and minorities to vote.


    Trump's claim that unauthorized immigrants were permitted to vote for Clinton in the millions is evidently false. But what is true is that when states count all residents for purposes of redistricting, whether or not those residents are eligible to vote, that can change the social and political balance of the election districts at the time of the census. This fact can lead the party who is in the majority in each state's district to try to fix the size and shape of those districts in that party's favor, using the process of gerrymandering.47


    Yet Trump's negative approach to illegal and unauthorized immigration overlooks the fact that many immigrants fill seasonal and other low-paying jobs that most Americans generally do not want. Trump has nevertheless threatened to expel illegal and unauthorized Mexican and other immigrants. He has furthermore demanded that Mexico pay for the border wall/fence that he plans to extend between the two countries. And he has also threatened to block the remittances that are sent back to the families of undocumented workers living in the United States—an action that would be probably be ruled illegal.


    Nevertheless, if Trump is able to force large numbers of aliens to leave the United States, this act could destabilize Mexico and other Central American countries whose populations depend on those remittances. As some 50 percent of Mexicans live in poverty, the remittances of undocumented workers accounted for as much as 2.1 percent of the Mexican GDP in 2010, and they considerably exceeded earnings of Mexico's oil exports in 2016. In fact, immediately after Trump threatened to block bank transfers and helped to erode confidence in the peso during his campaign, Mexicans abroad sent nearly $2.4 billion in transfers in November, 24.7 percent higher than in 2015—the fastest expansion since March 2006.48


    Trump's threats have generally hurt the Mexican economy. A weak Mexican economy will augment the power of the mafia and the fees of coyotes who take immigrants across the US border, and who will not necessarily be stopped by a wall or fence. A weakened Mexican economy would concurrently strengthen the hands of drug lords in Mexican society, and create greater socioeconomic instability that could impact US urban areas as well. This is true given the degree of violence, political corruption, money laundering, and arms trafficking that takes place as drug traffickers attack each other's gangs for control over territories and populations, and engage in extortion from industries, such as avocado production. This appears plausible given the link between higher remittances and lesser crime rates in Mexico.49


    A politically unstable failed state on or near US borders could potentially require US police, if not military, interventions. Trump purportedly warned the Mexican president that Mexico was not doing enough to stop those “bad hombres down there”; he said, “You aren't doing enough to stop them. I think your military is scared. Our military isn't, so I just might send them down to take care of it.”50 Jest or not, in December 2010, Mexican drug smugglers were involved in a controversial gun battle with US Border Patrol agents that killed a US officer in a remote canyon in southern Arizona. Incidents like the latter, which involved US government efforts to trace US manufactured guns sent to Mexican drug gangs, could drag the United States into more overt intervention along the border. Such a jest could become a self-fulfilling prophecy—if relations between the United States and Mexico continue to deteriorate—along with the relations between the United States and Venezuela, among other Latin American countries—in part due the perverse political-economic regional impact of the illegal drug trade and the War on Drugs, which results in drug addiction and the spread of guns and criminality in many US cities. (On Venezuela, see chapter 6.)


    By contrast, a major change in US policy that would legalize some drugs, and treat the drug epidemic as a social and health issue, could help wind down the War on Drugs, improve US relations with Mexico and Latin America, reduce the number of prisoners in US jails, permit law enforcement authorities to focus on other forms of criminality (including white-collar financial crime and terrorist groups), while concurrently helping to reduce the spread of guns throughout the United States.51 (See chapter 10.)


    FEARS OF DOMESTIC ISLAMIST TERROR


    To add to this heightened sense of paranoia, Trump's accusations against millions of “illegal” immigrant voters, who purportedly voted in favor of Hillary Clinton, have been combined with Trump's claims that Islamist terrorists have been trying to infiltrate into American society—by means of both legal and illegal immigration.


    In January 2017, Trump activated a ninety-day immigration ban on individuals from seven “countries of concern” and which happened to be Muslim-majority countries. Five of these were predominantly Sunni: Sudan, Libya, Somalia, Yemen, and Syria. And two were predominantly Shi'a: Iran and Iraq. Yet after his first immigration ban was blocked in the courts, Trump issued a new order in March 2017 that dropped Iraq from the list—after reassurances from the Iraqi government that it would provide increased information sharing with the United States. But this shift also appears to have resulted from the fact that US businesses and the US military have major interests in Iraq.52 The new order would not include American green card holders or previous visas, for example, and it would no longer permanently ban Syrian refugees. At the same time, Trump authorized new decrees that would make it easier to deport any illegal or unauthorized aliens.53


    Ironically, however, Trump's efforts to ban immigrants from six or seven Muslim-majority countries do not impact the nationalities of the individuals who were directly involved in the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks: Saudi Arabia had nineteen citizens involved; the United Arab Emirates, two; Egypt, one; and Lebanon, one. In addition, the September 11 attacks were not even orchestrated from Saudi Arabia, or even from Afghanistan—which the United States, under a UN mandate, then attacked in December 2001; the attacks were coordinated by an al-Qaeda cell operating out of Hamburg, Germany—a NATO ally.


    Trump has denied that the immigration ban is aimed at Muslims alone. He has claimed that his administration has only been pinpointing those individuals from “countries of concern” who could engage in extreme violence. Nevertheless, the fact that Trump had demanded a “total and complete shutdown of Muslims entering the United States” in December 2015 during his election campaign after the San Bernardino killings by Islamic State sympathizers—and that he plans to “eradicate” radical Islam from the face of the earth, as stated in his January 2017 inauguration address—project the public image that Trump intends to engage in a crusade against the whole Muslim world.


    THE QUESTION OF DOMESTIC TERRORISM


    Even if some form of immigration ban is eventually upheld by the courts, it is not at all clear that such a ban would necessarily address the real security problem involving acts of terrorism inside the United States. This is because acts of extreme violence are not always influenced by radical Islamist theology, and many of these acts have been carried out by US citizens, not by immigrants or Muslims.


    Such acts of terrorism, among many others, include the 2012 mass shooting in Aurora, Colorado, in which the killer was not an Islamist. They also include the 2013 attack in Orlando, Florida, in which the killer purportedly pledged allegiance to the Islamic State. What the two cases had in common was that both killers were mentally disturbed “lone wolves”—with very different personal and social grievances. And both had legally purchased semiautomatic weaponry as American citizens.54 While al-Qaeda and Islamic State represent organized groups that can provide some technical know-how and information to individuals, lone wolves often act in the hope that their violent actions will be disseminated by the media and then inspire others.55


    The issue raised here is that given Trump's near-obsessive focus on Islamist militants, the real dangers of “right-wing,” anti-Semitic, Islamophobic, and other forms of violent fanaticism and xenophobia must not be ignored. The Norwegian Anders Behring Breivik, for example, murdered seventy-seven young Norwegians on July 22, 2011, at a Labour Party Youth summer camp in the hope that the media attention he would obtain would help his fascist cause gain support in Europe and in Russia. Breivik had hoped to spark a war against both politically correct “cultural Marxism” and against Islamist movements.56 Breivik's attack and his right-wing ideology then influenced the American Adam Lanza, who shot and killed twenty-six people (including twenty children) at Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newtown, Connecticut. Lanza then shot himself.57


    In August 2017, white supremacists, neo-Nazis, and the Ku Klux Klan organized a “Unite the Right” demonstration in Charlottesville, Virginia, to protest a decision to remove a statue of Confederate General Robert E. Lee; the violence at that demonstration, which resulted in the death of one counterprotester and the injuring of nineteen others, shows that these right-wing movements are coming out of the closet in the belief that Trump has appeared to sympathize with their cause. Trump did not strongly condemn the white supremacist movement and its racist and neo-Nazi slogans, and instead affirmed that the violence was caused by “hatred, bigotry and violence on many sides.”58 Former imperial wizard of the Ku Klux Klan David Duke stated that protesters were “going to fulfill the promises of Donald Trump” to “take our country back.”59 (Further, other acts of terrorism have been influenced by ideologies other than political Islamism. The killings of police officers in Dallas and Baton Rouge in 2016 by two disturbed US veterans, Micah Johnson and Gavin Long, respectively, were facilitated by the access to assault weapons. These acts appeared to be more inspired by the Black Lives Matter movement and black nationalism than by Islamist ideology.60)


    And finally, Trump was absolutely silent on the issue of gun control when a deranged individual, Stephen C. Paddock, engaged in a mass shooting in Las Vegas, using a device that turned semiautomatic weapons into automatic. Paddock killed himself, and no one seems to know the motivation for the shooting, except perhaps that he had lost a significant amount of wealth and feared losing his casino “high-roller status.” Armed with at least twenty guns, Paddock was able to bring four thousand rounds of ammunition into his hotel room before killing at least fifty-eight people and wounding 546.


    TRUMP'S CONTINUING FOCUS ON MUSLIMS


    In his February 2017 address to Congress, Trump became the first president to use the term “radical Islamic terrorism.” He purportedly overruled his newly appointed National Security Advisor, Lt. Gen. H. R. McMaster, who had argued that these groups are better described as “un-Islamic”—even if they claim to represent Islamist beliefs. Neither George W. Bush nor Barack Obama officially referred to “Islamic terrorism.” This is because the term conflates Islam as a religion with terrorist organizations that manipulate Islamic beliefs for their own political purposes. In addition, anti-state partisan groups that engage in acts of terrorism and violent extremism might or might not possess “Islamist” ideologies. Trump reiterated the same offensive term in his September 2017 speech to the UN General Assembly, when he proclaimed that he would “stop radical Islamic terrorism.”


    The issue raised here is that because Trump is focusing on what he has called “radical Islamic terrorism” primarily, US policy might avoid focusing its attention on far-right-wing or far-left-wing or other individuals/groups that are also plotting the use of extreme violence—but that do not possess Islamist ideologies (e.g., the Charlottesville attack and the Las Vegas mass shooting). Yet the October 31, 2017, attack in a Lower Manhattan bike path by Sayfullo Saipov, an Uzbek citizen whom Trump claims had won the green card—but who had ostensibly converted to Islamist extremism only since living in the United States, and who was then praised by the Islamic State for his actions—has permitted Trump to once again go on the attack against violent Islamist movements and immigrants in general, while trying to avoid crucial issues raised by right-wing violence in Charlottesville and by the mass shooting in Las Vegas.


    The problem is that the official US government use of the term “radical Islamic terrorism” can be manipulated by militant groups with Islamist ideologies to augment recruitment. This is very problematic because one the major sources of pan-Islamist recruitment is the very high un- and underemployment rate of youth throughout much of the Arab/Islamic world, plus police repression. In addition, these youths are often attracted to militant Islamist movements because Islamists argue that the tremendous Arab oil wealth, which is controlled by the royal families of these countries, which are in turn backed by the United States, European (or Russian) military-industrial complexes, could be better invested in job creation and development of the poorer Arab states. Groups like al-Qaeda and IS oppose not only the United States, Europeans, Russia, China, and Israel but also the Arab Gulf monarchies. (See chapter 8.)


    In sum, Trump is doing much too little to unite the country against “hate and evil” in all forms. On the contrary, his anti-Muslim propaganda and perceived sympathy for extreme right-wing movements appear to be helping to spread “hate and evil” and to polarize American society.


    THE QUESTION OF IMPEACHMENT


    Many of the allegations against Trump discussed in this chapter could be used to impeach him, but the process could prove to be very long and make it even more difficult to pursue US diplomatic initiatives that are truly intended to foster regional and global peace.61 All accusations against him have, of course, been denied by Trump as “fake news - a total political witch hunt.”62


    Nevertheless, there appear to be viable grounds for the alleged complicity of a number of Trump's political advisers with Russian officials, but it really depends on what was the precise purpose of those contacts between the Trump team and Moscow. The Trump team has been accused of complicity with Moscow in the effort to find damaging information on Hilary Clinton, with information allegedly provided by Russian intelligence services. There have been further allegations that Trump and/or his associates might have obtained significant stock shares in the Russian government's Rosneft Gas Company (close to Putin) in exchange for the lifting of sanctions against Moscow and downplaying the Ukrainian question.63 As previously mentioned, the disclosure of the “Paradise Papers” could open the door to further congressional investigations of alleged Trump administration corruption.


    While a number of the previously mentioned charges have not yet been proved, Trump and his associates have engaged in major business deals with Chinese firms—which has also raised ethical and constitutional questions. In March 2017, for example, Chinese officials rapidly approved thirty-eight new Trump trademarks, including branded businesses from hotels to insurance to bodyguard and escort services.64


    In May 2017, Trump was additionally accused of allegedly sharing US secrets with Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov. In this meeting, Trump was said to have revealed the city in the Islamic State's territory where the US intelligence partner, Israel, had detected the purported IS threat to laptops. This sharing of information, which is the president's prerogative, apparently did not go through the appropriate intelligence channels and was not approved by Israel, which feared that it could expose the source of the information. This action, by itself, did not present a case for Trump's impeachment, but it could be considered a violation of his oath of office, in addition to representing an example of presidential incompetence.65 If it is proven that Trump's firing of FBI Director James Comey did represent obstruction of justice, then this could provide at least one basis for impeachment.


    If Trump were impeached, or forced to step down by his own cabinet under Article 25 of the US Constitution, Christian conservative Vice President Mike Pence—who is at least partly responsible for Trump's turn toward a more hardline anti-Russian position—could take his place. But these scenarios will take time to carry out and it is not clear that the Republican-controlled Congress wants Trump out yet—at least not until its radical tax-reduction proposals are implemented into law, after the Republicans failed to defeat ObamaCare and implement a new plan.


    More likely, Trump will continue to use both external and internal “threats” such as illegal immigrants, Islamist terrorists, and North Korean nuclear weapons testing to deflect criticism away from the investigation into his affairs with Russia for as long as possible. At the same time, critics of Trump will point to Russia as the predominant “threat.” Not all of these “threats” are imagined, and Russia, along with China, could soon represent a real danger—but only because of the failure of US diplomacy to deal with Russia, China, and other perceived threats more effectively.


    THE IMPACT OF DOMESTIC THREATS ON FOREIGN POLICY


    In sum, allegations of the Kremlin's influence in the US election process, combined with accusations of “illegal” immigrant votes taking part in the US elections, plus fears of Islamist “terrorist” infiltration into American society, not to overlook Beijing's and Pyongyang's alleged cyber-intrusions, all appear designed to illustrate purported foreign threats to the sacrosanct American democratic process and to the safety and security of American society as a whole. On the one hand, Senator John McCain was not alone in decrying alleged Russian cyber-tampering as an “act of war.” On the other, President Trump himself has made both “illegal” immigration and fears of “Islamic terrorist” infiltration into American society major issues of his presidency—while Trump's public pronouncements have worked to escalate nuclear tensions with Pyongyang.


    If steps are taken to impeach Trump, the danger in such a situation is that Trump's presidential decisions that impact both domestic and foreign policy could be made for domestic tactical reasons, to protect Trump himself—and not for any greater national or international purpose that could serve the greater cause of global peace. As events continue to play out under the looming possibility of Trump's impeachment process, any of these foreign “threats” could be manipulated by the president, his cabinet, or Congress in such a way as to start a war, either accidentally or accidentally on purpose, in the effort to divert American popular attention away from domestic controversies that involve the ongoing struggle for power within Washington and with rival states abroad. A major war could break out—particularly if a rival or anti-state organization engages in something, correctly or incorrectly, interpreted by Washington to represent an action hostile to US interests.


    Much as Aristotle pointed out more than two thousand years ago, it is when the “distant threat” can be brought home, and into one's daily life, that the possibility of war with a distant power or powers becomes much more viable.66 And once the distant threat is brought home, then the burdens of militarization, if not the sacrifices of war, can be met with greater toleration by the society once the general population can actually see how that otherwise “distant threat” actually challenges their safety and way of life. And the possibility of war abroad is then further exacerbated by the perceived threat of “enemies” at home—who are seen as opposing, whether peacefully or violently, the politics and goals of those in power—thus undermining the legitimacy and effective ability of the powerful to rule.
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    There is a real risk that a number of Trump administration policies that tend to encourage US protectionism and “economic nationalism” will likewise help to legitimize both far-right-wing and far-left-wing anti-EU and anti-NATO political parties throughout Europe. And if Trump continues to push for increased military expenditure for an ongoing NATO enlargement, coupled with a policy of strong US and EU sanctions on Moscow that are seen as harming European political-economic interests, such a policy could backfire. This could cause some states to abandon EU and/or NATO membership—without necessarily implementing constructive and viable alternatives. Wolfgang Ischinger, head of the Munich Security Conference, and a former German senior diplomat, warned: “Is President Trump going to continue a tradition of half a century of being supportive of the project of European integration, or is he going to continue to advocate EU member countries to follow the Brexit example?…If he did that, it would amount to a kind of nonmilitary declaration of war. It would mean conflict between Europe and the United States. Is that what the US wants? Is that how he wishes to make America great again?”1


    Likewise, the president of the European Commission, Jean-Claude Juncker, warned that the collapse of the European Union could, for example, lead to war in the western Balkans. Juncker further stated that Trump's America First doctrine was scaring Europeans into thinking that the United States no longer cared for Europe.2 Soon after, Trump suddenly changed tune and claimed that the European Union was a “wonderful” organization.3


    Prior to becoming president, Trump initially claimed to be “indifferent” to the European Union—in addition to asserting that NATO was “obsolete.” But he nevertheless appeared to be actively seeking to undermine the European Union by encouraging states to leave that international regime, given his strong support for the United Kingdom's exit from the European Union (Brexit). Trump also engaged in strong attacks on Germany, which he sees as the major global economic competitor to the United States, given Germany's roughly $65 billion trade surplus with the United States. The risk is that Trump's America First policies could eventually open the door for Beijing and Moscow to play their own games of offering finance and trade (China) and energy and resources (Russia) to needy countries—in their effort to obtain greater political-economic influence inside Europe. And in destabilizing Europe—coupled with Russia's overt and covert backing for anti-EU and anti-NATO movements—Trump's policies could destabilize much of the world. (See chapter 1.)


    With respect to NATO, Trump had initially argued that NATO was obsolete due to the fact that it had been created during the Cold War, and because of its ostensible lack of relevance for the Global War on Terrorism, combined with the fact that not all of its membership spends the expected 2 percent of its GDP on defense. From Trump's perspective, this has forced Washington to remain the predominant provider of European and global security; the United States contributes some 70–75 percent of NATO's military capabilities—a fact that implies that the Europeans were free riders, paying for only 25–30 percent of total defense costs. Trump therefore made the provocative argument that the United States might not defend allies who did not pay their fair share of the NATO defense burden. Trump's statements accordingly appeared to downplay NATO's Article V defense commitment.


    Trump's negative positions toward NATO and the European Union appeared, at least on the surface, to reverse themselves by February 2017, once Vice President Pence spoke up for both NATO and the European Union. Countering European fears that Trump would abandon NATO and the European Union, Vice President Mike Pence rushed to Brussels in late February 2017 to declare “unwavering” US support for NATO and “unequivocal” support for the European Union—in a speech before an audience of skeptical European elites. The Belgium capital, Brussels, ironically, houses the offices of both the European Union and NATO. But the two rarely speak together, and when they do, they generally cannot find a common understanding!


    Vice President Pence accordingly gave a resounding “yes” to three crucial questions from EU Council-Consilium President Donald Tusk. The first question was whether the Trump administration was committed to maintaining an international order based on rules and laws. Tusk's second question was whether Trump was committed to NATO and to “the closest possible trans-Atlantic cooperation.” The third question was whether Europe could count, “as always in the past, on the United States’ wholehearted and unequivocal, let me repeat, unequivocal support for the idea of a united Europe.”4 By mid-February 2017, Trump himself suddenly changed tune, stating his strong support for the European Union and claiming that it was a “wonderful” organization.5


    Nevertheless, the Trump-Pence administration continued to warn that the alliance might cease to function altogether if allies did not contribute their share of the defense burden. This possibility was due to the fact that underspending on NATO eroded “the very foundation of our alliance,” in Mike Pence's words.6 Secretary of Defense Gen. James Mattis, put it this way: “America will meet its responsibilities, but if your nations do not want to see America moderate its commitment to the alliance, each of your capitals needs to show its support for our common defense.”7 At the May 2017 NATO summit in Brussels, Trump argued that even 2 percent of GDP (roughly $119 billion) would be “insufficient to close the gaps in modernizing, readiness, and the size of forces. Two percent is the bare minimum for confronting today's very real and very vicious threats.”8


    Vice President Pence likewise stated that some of the largest US allies still lacked “a clear and credible path” in order to build up their military capabilities to 2 percent of GDP.9 Here Germany, the main political-economic power in Europe, and major arms exporter to Qatar and Saudi Arabia (along with the United States10) is still below the mark and is considered “short of everything” from manpower to military equipment.11 And even though France spends more for defense than other NATO members, it has nevertheless reduced its actual capacities by roughly 50 percent under Presidents Nicolas Sarkozy and François Hollande.12


    Yet the problem is that even an increase in European defense spending will only prove helpful if is better coordinated by a European defense organization. Of the five countries that spend more than 2 percent of GDP on defense—the United Kingdom, Estonia, Poland, Greece, and the United States—Greece is more concerned with NATO member Turkey than it is with Russia. For its part, the United Kingdom still retains a global empire, as does the United States—so that European NATO is not its only defense and security concern. Romania has declared that it will reach 2 percent of GDP in 2017, while Latvia and Lithuania will also reach 2 percent. All three of the latter are primarily concerned with a potential Russian “threat,” as are Estonia and Poland. At the same time, it is not clear whether all NATO allies, including Germany, can or will fall in line with US demands to increase defense spending.13


    The real problem is that the two sides, the United States and Europeans, continue to divide on a number of key political and strategic questions. These questions involve the nature and costs of a NATO/European defense buildup, the Global War on Terrorism, as well as policies toward Russia, Ukraine, Iran, and China, and others. Here there are many issues where the United States and Europeans disagree and where the Europeans themselves disagree, as eastern European states generally want NATO and the European Union to focus on Russia, while states such as France want NATO and the European Union to focus on the issues confronting the Mediterranean and the Global War on Terrorism. The question as to whether or not Ukraine and Georgia should become NATO members, for example, remained the unspoken “elephant in the room” in the NATO summit of May 2017. And, as to be argued, another option to forcing individual NATO countries to augment their defense spending would be to implement a post-Brexit European defense entity that would better coordinate defense spending. (See chapter 9.)


    TRUMP AND THE EUROPEAN UNION


    The new American nationalism risks playing with fire if Trump continues to engage in policies that would even indirectly support “economic nationalism” in Europe. The demise of the European Union risks the return of rabid nationalist rivalries inside Europe. This is because the rise of the European Union has played a historical role in helping to bring rivals France and Germany into cooperation with other the European powers—following the formation of the European Coal and Steel Community in 1957 and the Franco-German decision to forge a common currency, the Euro.


    Trump had fully supported the British exit from the European Union (Brexit), and he stated his belief that other countries could soon leave the European Union as well.14 The so-called PIIGS states of Portugal, Ireland, Italy, Greece, and Spain—whose political economies need significant reforms in order remain in the Euro monetary system—could possibly drop out of the European Union. Greece is still suffering after reaching a crisis point at which it almost left the European Union.15 European austerity measures have resulted in cutting public expenditures, high unemployment, loss of pensions, the sale of public assets, plus efforts to raise taxes—in a situation in which the Greek economy has lost 25 percent of its former value. International efforts to bail Greece out have been promised only after Athens engages deep structural reforms and further austerity measures.16 Having already accumulated over €300 billion in bad loans, the possible collapse of Italian banks could impact much of Europe, including Austria, Greece, Spain, and Portugal.17 And if Italy fails, France may be next.


    Despite the election of the liberal-centrist and pro-EU Emmanuel Macron as president of France in April 2017, there is still a real possibility of a French exit from the European Union in the next five to ten years. If so, this would risk tearing apart the remaining Franco-German-EU political-economic and defense relationship. In dividing Europe, such an option is even more dangerous than the British exit—as the United Kingdom never shared a common currency with the European Union. Brexit and Frexit are not the same thing!


    While the United Kingdom will most likely continue to work with the Europeans through bilateral national security accords and through NATO, even if it is no longer a member of the European Union, it is highly unlikely that other states that leave the European Union will necessarily remain in NATO. Unlike the British conservatives, like Theresa May who backed Brexit, but who underscored the importance of NATO in her meeting with President Trump in January 2017, many continental Europeans, on the left, right, and even center, are anti-NATO.


    BREXIT AND THE EUROPEAN UNION


    Brexit nevertheless opens up a number of complex questions with respect to the United Kingdom's security and defense relationship with Ireland and Scotland and with the European Union as a whole; questions that indirectly impact NATO. As of September 2017, London plans to leave the European Union by March 2021—at a cost of about £40 billion and a slight loss of Britain's credit status thus far.


    First, the United Kingdom, which accounted for roughly 20 percent of European defense, will no longer be able to block all-European defense plans. This theoretically permits EU to press ahead with an all-European defense system, if France and Germany, the next two major EU actors, can gradually coordinate policies.18 At the same time, however, bilateral UK-French strategic nuclear accords reached at the 1998 Saint Malo agreement indicate the continuing need for bilateral UK-French nuclear-strategic and defense cooperation.19 In 2016, London and Paris agreed to deepen their joint efforts to develop missile technology. How Brexit will politically impact these bilateral UK-French accords, which are outside the NATO and EU context, remains to be seen.20


    Brexit also opens up a number of questions for Ireland and Scotland as members of the United Kingdom. Brexit raises border questions with Ireland, and once again raises the question of Northern Ireland's independence, given the fact that hundreds of thousands of Irish live in the United Kingdom and hundreds of thousands of UK-born and eastern European citizens reside in Ireland. Brexit also raises the issue as to how to regulate trade and traffic along the border of UK-controlled Northern Ireland and EU member Ireland. This concern led to UK Prime Minister Theresa May and Irish Prime Minister (the taoiseach) Enda Kenny reconfirming the 1998 Good Friday accords in Northern Ireland, which has led to peace through power-sharing between the Unionists (who want to remain in the United Kingdom) and the Irish nationalists.


    The issue of border controls has brought back memories of the Troubles—as British military outposts and customs posts were often attacked by the Irish Republican Army. If new border controls are implemented, and if the borders are not perceived to be free and “fluid,” they could once again become targets of new violent anti-UK movements by Irish militants who still hope to leave the United Kingdom—particularly if the aforementioned power-sharing arrangement reached in the 1998 Good Friday agreement continues to break down periodically, as it did in January 2017, for example.21


    Brexit could also lead to Scottish independence from the United Kingdom. This was proposed by Scottish Prime Minister Nicola Sturgeon, who has planned a second independence referendum for the fall 2018 to the spring 2019. Scottish nationalists have generally wanted to remain in the European Union, but not necessarily in the NATO “nuclear alliance”—given the Scottish National Party's (SNP's) opposition to nuclear weaponry. The Scottish independence issue impacts the future of the United Kingdom's Trident nuclear submarine system, which is based on the Clyde. Many Scots oppose Trident, as well as NATO/UK airbases in Scotland.


    An independent Scotland may also need to reapply to join the European Union, which could open monetary questions concerning the Scottish use of the British pound after Brexit. And if Scotland wants to remain in NATO, it might need the approval of the all NATO members. This could possibly be opposed by some states that do not want to encourage independence movements. NATO members Spain, Greece, Romania, and Slovakia, for example, did not want to recognize Kosovo independence, which was backed by the United States. Some sort of intermediary arrangement could possibly be worked out with both NATO and the European Union—but not without time-consuming negotiations.


    Brexit has also opened questions as to whether the United Kingdom or EU member Spain will control Gibraltar, which guards the gates of the Mediterranean. Like the people in Northern Ireland, the population in Gibraltar fears the possibilities of economic instability once they leave the European Union's external border. In addition, UK disputes with Argentina over the Falkland Islands appear to be returning. This is because Argentina believes that the European Union may no longer back British control over the islands after the 1982 UK-Argentine war. Argentina may seek to bargain post-Brexit bilateral accords with Britain in exchange for a return of the islands to Argentina. The region around the Falklands is rich in fishing, resource deposits, and oil. These concerns were responsible, at least in part, for the 1982 sea battle over the Falklands between Argentina and the United Kingdom. Just prior to that conflict, the option of joint sovereignty had been proposed as a way to forge a compromise and prevent war—but it failed to be implemented. (See chapter 10.)


    GERMANY


    Trump has argued that the European Union represents an “instrument of German domination designed with the purpose of beating the United States in international trade.”22 And largely because he sees the European Union as a mere instrument of German political-economic power, Trump claims that he is basically “indifferent” as to whether or not the European Union will break up. Germany does represent a major economic competitor of the United States (in automobiles, for example, and given Germany's huge $65 billion trade surplus with the United States). But while it is true that Germany may dominate the economy of the European Union, that by itself is more reason to engage in political and economic reforms of the European Union, rather than lending support to those who want to break up it entirely. (For EU reform options, see chapter 9.) After discussions with Chancellor Angela Merkel, Trump stated: “Nevertheless, Germany owes vast sums of money to NATO & the United States must be paid more for the powerful, and very expensive, defense it provides to Germany!”23


    The issue raised here is that Trump's harsh criticism of Germany's immigration policy, plus his demands that Germany spend at least 2 percent on defense (Germany spent roughly 1.19 percent of GDP on defense in 2016), combined with threats to impose up to 35 percent border taxes on German products,24 could unleash a wave of thus far hidden anti-American nationalist forces in Germany and elsewhere, particularly after the right party, Alternative for Germany party (AfD), entered the Bundestag with roughly 13 percent of the vote in September 2017. (See discussion on right-wing parties, this chapter.)


    Although Germany hopes to diversify its energy sources, it has opposed strong US sanctions on Moscow that might interfere with the construction of Nord Stream 2, an energy pipeline that would run through the Baltic Sea, circumventing Ukraine. US sanctions could also hurt the financing of European firms doing business in Russia. Berlin has called the sanctions imposed by the “Countering America's Adversaries through Sanctions Act” in August 2017 as illegal and has urged the European Union to take countermeasures—a step that could enter into a trade war if the United States and the European Union do not coordinate sanctions policy and negotiate the eventual lifting of sanctions together.25


    American threats not to support NATO and Brexit, alongside Russian threats to Ukraine and eastern Europe, could then press Germany and the new European Union (without the United Kingdom) to forge tighter political-economic, if not military, ties with China, with which Germany has already established a “special relationship,”26 in which China believes that Berlin will strengthen its influence in the European Union to China's political and economic advantage. Germany has, for example, been lobbying the European Union to put an end to the EU arms embargo placed on China since the June 1989 repression of the Chinese democracy movement. In exchange for the European Union ending its arms ban, Beijing has promised greater finance to European countries, and greater trade and investment opportunities. Beijing has been investing heavily, for example, in nuclear energy plants in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland, in rivalry with both the United States and Russia, and Beijing is looking to the Bulgarian nuclear energy market as well. Because the United Kingdom had been one of the strongest supporters of the arms embargo on China, the lack of a British presence in the European Union could then open the door to closer European-Chinese defense relations.27 Such an approach would ostensibly be intended to attempt to draw China away from closer defense ties to Russia, but to the chagrin of the Japanese, while it could be interpreted as an act of “encirclement” by Moscow. Such an EU-China defense linkage could occur if NATO does start to fall apart, and assuming that Germany and the new European Union (without the United Kingdom) cannot reach a separate accord with Russia over Ukraine, among other EU-Russia disputes.


    Prior to Trump, the Obama administration had been encouraging Germany, France, and the Europeans to look toward Japan and India for closer political-economic ties, including arms sales—despite Germany's already close ties to China. Closer German-Japanese political-economic relations in Europe and the Indo-Pacific would then represent a counterpoint to China's Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), which seeks to expand Chinese trade and investment between Asia and Europe.28 Both Moscow and Beijing, however, see this approach as seeking to forge a new “encircling” alliance in Europe and in the Indo-Pacific. (See chapters 6 and 9.)


    IMMIGRATION INTO EUROPE


    The general financial crisis in the European Union since 2008, coupled with the immigrant crisis, and US and EU sanctions on Russia, has been making it even more difficult for the European Union to function—as a number of states have decided to strengthen their borders. In mid-2016, among EU countries, Hungary possessed the most asylum applicants per capita, followed by Sweden and Germany. In terms of numbers, Germany has accepted the most migrants, then Sweden, Italy, France, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom. Ironically, Germany's decision to take in at least 1.1 million immigrants, due, in large part, to Germany's growing need for labor, has been criticized by Trump, even though this is a German, and not an American, affair, and should be of no concern to Trump.


    One of the main issues that has caused an anti-EU backlash has accordingly been the failure of the European Union to deal effectively with the post-2015 immigration crisis from Syria, Afghanistan, Iraq, and other North African countries. Waves of immigrants followed in the wake of the Arab Spring movements in 2011, the French- and UK- led military intervention in Libya (backed by NATO) in March 2011, and then the Syrian civil war, which began in 2011. More than a million refugees arrived in Europe in 2015 alone.29 The failure of the European Union to check the wave of refugees at the edges of the European Union in Greece and Italy, as well as into Hungary through the Balkans, then led many European states to close their national borders. This led to the building of a whole series of national walls/fences/barriers in Europe, as generally demanded by rising right-wing nationalist groups.


    Ironically, refugees were blocked in Calais, France, unable to travel to the more liberal United Kingdom, where they believe they will find jobs—as the United Kingdom was not part of Schengen group that oversaw immigration policy inside the European Union. The large immigrant camps in France were then broken up by force by the government of François Hollande, and most immigrants were forced to move to different locations or flee the country. France was in the ironic situation of trying to keep in the country refugees who did not want to stay! Here, although fears of immigration were a factor in Brexit, it was largely opposition to immigration from eastern Europe that was believed to have impacted the jobs of English citizens—and not the fear of non-European refugees who had entered the Schengen zone of continental Europe.


    SANCTIONS ON MOSCOW


    By contrast with east European states (with the exception of Serbia, Hungary, Slovakia, and perhaps Bulgaria and the Czech Republic), many western European states (Germany, Italy, and France, among others) have generally wanted to maintain positive relations with Russia. These states were initially reluctant to place strong sanctions on Moscow's banking, oil, and defense sectors in 2014.


    For its part, the United Kingdom has generally taken the toughest stance on Russia in part due to the poisoning of former Russian agent Alexander Litvinenko. But British legal investigations into that affair, plus sanctions placed on Russia in the energy sector, have not, for example, prevented British Petroleum (BP) from making profitable deals with the Russian energy firm Rosneft by 2016.30 Likewise, German Chancellor Merkel has nevertheless insisted that the United States and the European Union sustain sanctions on Russia in response to its annexation of Crimea and political-military interference in eastern Ukraine, while likewise denouncing Putin for his support of Syrian leader Bashar al-Assad.31


    Europeans who argue against sanctions generally argue that sanctions have no impact on Russian policy in Ukraine. Contrary to the Americans, who trade less with Moscow, many businesses did not want to lose access to Russian markets. And when Moscow unexpectedly placed counter-sanctions on European agricultural exports to Russia, those counter-sanctions generally hurt Europeans more than Americans. European farmers have subsequently been hurt significantly by counter-sanctions placed by Moscow on European farm products. Trade between Russia and the European Union consequently dropped by over €180 billion between 2013 and 2015 while EU farmers and agricultural cooperatives claim that they have lost their main export market worth €5.5 billion. EU agriculture was additionally hurt by a general drop in Chinese demand due to a downswing in the Chinese economy.32


    While some US auto companies and banks have been hurt by sanctions on Moscow, a number of American food companies, including MacDonald's, Yum! and Burger King, and the agro-industrial firm, Cargill, have actually been benefiting from them—as Moscow began to engage in import substitution (which it claimed to be beneficial) while also seeking to import food products from Brazil, Argentina, and Asia.33 Israeli agriculture has also hoped to benefit—a factor drawing Israel and Russia closer together.34 The enterprises of states that do not agree to placing sanctions on Russia, most importantly China, but also Japan, Turkey, Brazil, Argentina, Qatar, and South Africa, have begun to benefit.


    In June 2016, the German and Austrian foreign ministers began to have second thoughts. They stated that EU sanctions on Russia should be gradually phased out as the peace process progresses. This represented an effort to reverse previous positions that sanctions could be lifted only once the Minsk peace plan is fully implemented. Both France and Greece have likewise sought a change in policy toward sanctions as well. EU sanctions have reduced Russian GDP by 1 to 1.5 percent, and the EU's own GDP by 0.1 percent. The EU has lost an additional 0.3 percent of its GDP as a consequence of the Russian counter-embargo on EU agricultural products. The Baltic states, Finland, and Poland are paradoxically the most supportive of sanctions but also the ones to suffer most from them. This is while Italy, for example, has been less harmed.


    For its part, the United States, which most strongly supports sanctions, has lost a mere 0.005 percent of its GDP because of its own sanctions on Russia and the counter-sanctions imposed by Russia on the United States. Yet despite the harm done to European agriculture, EU ambassadors nevertheless agreed to first extend their economic sanctions against Russia to January 2017, and then later to July 2017, and again to January 2018.35 These renewed sanctions were due to Moscow's perceived lack progress on Minsk II accords that has been intended to establish peace in eastern Ukraine—and even if not all the problems can be blamed on Moscow for not following through on the Minsk accords.


    THE RISE OF ANTI-NATO ANTI-EU MOVEMENTS


    The US and European financial crisis since 2008 has led a number of left-wing and right-wing political parties to demand that their countries drop the Euro as a currency, dump their creditors, and then exit the European Union—rather than attempting to further reform the European Union itself. The Austrian, Dutch, and French elections have, however, appeared to have stemmed the tide of nationalist-populist movements for the moment, but they might not be able to hold out for long—if political-economic conditions do not eventually improve in the European Union as a whole. In this regard, the rise of the German far right, which seeks to break monetary ties with France and other countries, in the September 2017 elections is very worrying. In general, both far-right and far-left movements have gained in strength as a result of the decline of traditional parties, due in large part to the rise in social inequity and the decline of the middle classes.


    In 2016, in the Austrian presidential elections, the Green Party and European Federalist candidate Alexander Van der Bellen just barely defeated far-right party Freedom Party candidate Norbert Hofer. In the Netherlands, in the March 2017 elections, three centrist parties (People's Party for Freedom and Democracy, VVD; Labour Party, PvdA; and Democrats 66, D66)—which are all pro-European and pro-NATO, but with some differences on immigration—ran against the nationalist anti-EU Party for Freedom (PVV) of Geert Wilders. The PVV only won 13.1 percent of the votes, but due to the pluralist party system, the PVV still became the second largest party.


    In April 2017, Emmanuel Macron of the new, liberal Federalist party En Marche! (Onwards!) won the French presidential elections by 67 percent. But Macron will nevertheless face an uphill battle to obtain popular support for his proposed liberal market-oriented reforms. The far-left presidential candidate, Jean-Luc Mélenchon, refused, for example, to publicly endorse Macron against Marine Le Pen in the second round of the French elections and called for an international conference to adjudicate border conflicts in eastern Europe. Along with the far right, Mélenchon has continued to oppose Macron's liberal labor policies, calling for strikes in September 2017.36 (See discussion on France, this chapter.)


    Chancellor Angela Merkel, whose pro-immigration policies were also denounced by Donald Trump, won her fourth term in September 2017. The Social Democrats (SPD) had surged briefly in popularity since choosing left-wing Martin Schulz to run against Angela Merkel, but he nevertheless lost the elections. The SPD then announced that it would no longer sustain an alliance with Merkel's CDU (Christian Democratic Union of Germany). This will make it difficult for Merkel to forge a coalition in the Bundestag particularly as the extreme right-wing party, Alternative for Germany party (AfD), gained roughly 13 percent of the Bundestag. The CDU will hold 246 MPs in the Bundestag, and the SPD, which scored poorly, has 153. The right-wing AfD took 94 seats; the FDP, 80; the Left, 69; and the Greens, 67.37


    The rise of the far right in Germany negates what were otherwise more or less positive signs. In addition, there is a real concern that Trump's policies of economic nationalism, his support for Brexit, his strong criticisms of Germany, and his pretended support for the European Union, plus the general financial crisis, combined with sanctions on Moscow—and US pressure on NATO members to spend more on defense—are all encouraging a number of anti-EU, anti-NATO left-wing, populist, and nationalist parties to rise to power in Europe. These movements have been given ideological support by Steve Bannon, one of Trump's advisers, who has remained behind the scenes even after he was pressed out of the US National Security Council in April 2017.38 And behind a number of these populist movements, there are a number of even more overtly fascist/ racist movements that could follow in their footsteps.


    After winning the presidency, Trump had met with Nigel Farage of the right-wing UK Independence Party, even before meeting with Theresa May, the British Prime Minister.39 Trump himself gave far-right-wing candidate Marine Le Pen a tacit endorsement just before the April 2017 French presidential elections, by saying that she was “strongest on borders, and she's the strongest on what's been going on in France…. Whoever is the toughest on radical Islamic terrorism, and whoever is the toughest at the borders, will do well in the election.”40 Trump's statement proved completely wrong, since the liberal-centrist Emmanuel Macron won the election.


    Some of these right-wing and left-wing movements are backed by Moscow; others oppose Moscow. But both left-wing and right-wing movements have stated their opposition to NATO and the European Union. On the right, these include the Front National (France); FPÖ (Austria); Golden Dawn (Greece); KSCM (Czech Republic); and Jobbik (Hungary). On the left: Front de Gauche (France); AKEL (Cyprus); and Die Linke (Germany).41


    In 2014, in Hungary, for example, the pro-Russian Prime Minister Viktor Orbán's nationalist Fidesz-KNDP party had won 44.5 percent of the votes, but the far-right Movement for a Better Hungary, Jobbik, won 20.54 of the vote, meaning far-right-wing parties possess some 65 percent of the vote in that country. In 2015, in Poland, the right-wing Law and Justice Party has begun to challenge the separation of powers between the state and legal system. While anti-Russian and pro-NATO, Poland's Prime Minister Beata Szydło may also oppose the European Union's new project—a European Pillar of Social Rights.42


    Many left-wing movements tend to take a pro-Russian stance on many issues, even if Putin's politics are far from being “left-wing.” European left-wing movements have gained strength following the 2008 financial crisis, but they tend to lose support on account of the fear of a massive influx of foreign immigrants entering Europe. Among left-wing movements, European United Left/Nordic Green Left (GUE/NGL) in the European Parliament generally supports the Russian position in the Council of Europe, and in OSCE general assemblies—especially on issues related to Ukraine and Syria. Greece's Syriza party, in coalition with the right-wing populist ANEL, often backs Russia on energy, foreign affairs, and defense. The left-wing Podemos rapidly became the third largest party in Spain since 2014, while Die Linke is strong in eastern Germany. The Cyprus Communist AKEL party has obtained as much as 30 percent of the vote in parliamentary elections. Sinn Fein, the political wing of the IRA, is one of the top three political parties in Ireland.43 In September 2017, as previously mentioned, the populist Alternative for Germany (AfG) party entered the Bundestag for the first time, with ninety-four seats.


    Moreover, given the fact that the far-right nationalist-populist parties possess very different goals, such movements will not be able to forge a unified policy—except for their general opposition to the European Union and NATO. There are, however, a few nationalist parties (primarily from eastern Europe, but also the Scottish, who want to remain in the European Union once the United Kingdom leaves) who want to not abolish the European Union but reform it. Most of the Euro-nationalist parties thus oppose EU bureaucracy but disagree on other issues. The Alternative for Germany (AfG) party, for example, regards Le Pen's National Front (NF) as a national socialist movement in that the NF does not believe in the free-market, pro-business, and national-libertarian policies that the German AfG party supports. The AfG tends to be anti-immigrant, anti-Muslim, anti-EU federalism, anti-NATO, anti-Ukraine, and pro-Russian.


    In general, far-right parties in countries in close proximity to Russia tend to oppose Russian influence, while far-right parties farther away from Russia are generally more supportive of Russian interests. Far-right parties in Finland, Latvia, and Romania tend to be hostile to Russia, while those in Germany, Croatia, Denmark, Hungary, Poland, and Sweden tend to be more open or neutral. Pro-Russian parties in Estonia are influential due to strong ethnic Russian influence, but these groups are not necessarily pro-Putin. Hungary's Prime Minister Viktor Orbán and Slovakia's Robert Fico have taken pro-Russian stances, and so has the Czech Republic's new prime minister, Andrej Babis, the billionaire “Czech Trump.”


    Other right-wing parties tend to be strongly pro-Russian in the rest of Europe—most crucially, the National Front in France and the UK Independence Party (UKIP) and the British National Party (BNP) in the United Kingdom; in Germany, the Alternative for Germany (AfG) and the Nationalist Democratic Party (NPD); and in Italy, the Northern League. Even the populist Italian Five Star Movement (M5S), which claims to go beyond left-wing and right-wing schisms, has shifted in a pro-Russian direction. A M5S foreign-policy spokesperson stated that M5S was neither pro-Russian nor pro-American, but it has opposed NATO “aggression” and called for the end of EU sanctions against Russia. It has also called for the strengthening of intelligence ties between the European Union and Russia.44


    Like left-wing movements, right-wing nationalist movements have been gaining political capital from high unemployment. But these nationalist movements have also been gaining support due to the failure of the European Union and the Schengen system of border controls inside Europe to deal with the post-2015 immigration crisis.45


    FRANCE AS THE KEYSTONE OF THE EUROPEAN UNION


    The fate of the European Union could well depend on the nature of French politics in the coming five to ten years, after liberal-centrist pro-EU Emmanuelle Macron was elected president in May 2017. The United Kingdom's decision to leave the European Union has put the focus on French politics. It is now France that could eventually determine the future of Europe, as the outcome of the September 2017 German elections means that Merkel will probably have to concentrate on domestic issues, with the rise of the far-right AfG party and the alienation of the SPD. Macron and Merkel appeared to have established a good working relationship in support of a more effective European Union, but may profoundly disagree on the details. Berlin has thus far opposed French proposals to integrate European budgets, to create a European Monetary Fund and a minister of finance and the economy to surpass the economic crisis, coupled with a common European defense. Instead Germany, contrary to French counsel, has sought to impose austerity on Greece, for example, to the benefit of German banks, for example, with Greek airports and ports under German administration.46


    Both the far right and the far left in France have highly criticized, if not opposed, French membership in the European Union and NATO. Out of nineteen French presidential candidates, only Emmanuel Macron was supportive of NATO and the European Union; the rest were critical of both international regimes. But even if Emmanuel Macron won the French presidential elections by 66.1 percent, an estimated 43 percent voted for him only in an effort to block Le Pen—with 8.6 percent of the voters voting blank or nul, and with high abstention at one-quarter (25.4 percent) of the voting population.47


    After the May 2017 French presidential elections, all the political parties were shaken up by Macron's victory and are in the process of reconstituting themselves. Macron possesses a strong federalist vision of the European Union. He is calling for a banking union and an integrated EU budget that all EU states must follow, overseen by an EU finance minister. And yet, given the social and political divergence of the EU membership, only a limited degree of political and social integration has thus far taken place that would fit into this mold. It seems a more decentralized and interstate model of cooperation would be more appropriate, one that addresses the EU “democracy deficit” at both the local and national level. Whether Macron will try to push through a more centralized model or one that is more decentralized remains to be seen. He says he is open to discussion. And much depends on Merkel and Germany. (See chapters 9 and 10.)


    RUSSIAN (AND AMERICAN) EFFORTS TO INFLUENCE EUROPEAN ELECTIONS


    Just like it had been claimed that Moscow was supporting Trump against Clinton, it is believed that Moscow had been supporting the French Republican candidate François Fillon, whose political career as prime minister had brought him in close contact with Vladimir Putin, and who has been critical of NATO and US policy toward Russia. Moscow was also said to support the anti-EU, anti-NATO National Front candidate Marine Le Pen over any other candidates. Le Pen met with Putin in March 2017. In addition to being accused of interfering in the American elections, Moscow has also been accused of both overtly and covertly (through cyber-attacks) interfering in the elections and the domestic politics in Holland, Montenegro, Germany, and France in 2016–2017, in addition to in Estonia and in Georgia in the past.48


    Marine Le Pen was able to borrow funds from a Czech-Russian bank after being unable to borrow from banks in the European Union, but she has had problems paying her debts after failing to win the presidential election.49 In addition to demanding a national referendum of France's membership in the European Union and NATO, the National Front has recognized Russia's annexation of Crimea and sent observers to the Crimean referendum, which was intended to legitimize the Russian annexation. But what was perhaps even more disturbing than Russian support for Le Pen was the fact that Marine Le Pen was seen at Trump Towers prior to the presidential inauguration in January 2017 in effort to gain political support and financing from some of Trump's associates.50 As Trump tacitly endorsed Le Pen just prior to the April–May 2017 French presidential elections, it was consequently feared that Trump associates (along with Putin) were still supporting a French exit (Frexit) from the European Union for nationalist-ideological reasons. In France, Le Pen was seen as an all-American “Trumpette.” But Le Pen then claimed that it is Trump who has been following French National Front policies of “economic patriotism.” Yet Trump's steps away from a positive relationship with Russia since February 2017 have greatly deceived Le Pen.


    In France, Richard Ferrand, the secretary-general of Macron's En Marche! (Onwards!) stated that the Macron campaign had been hit by “hundreds, if not thousands” of attacks that were attempting to probe the campaign's computer systems from locations inside Russia.51 If true, this sounds much like what has been called a “cyber riot” involving angry individual hackers, as opposed to a direct Kremlin-sponsored “cyber-attack.” Moscow was said to strongly oppose the Liberal-Centrist Emmanuel Macron, who is pro-EU, even though he had opposed further NATO enlargement, but so might be “patriotically minded” Russian hackers, as Putin himself has claimed, in reference to attacks on the United States.52 (See chapter 2.)


    Then, just two days before the French presidential elections, Macron's offices were hacked once again, purportedly by APT 28 (also known as Fancy Bear)—a cyber-espionage group tied to Russian military intelligence, the GRU, which may have also been involved with hacking during the US elections. The involvement of Russian military intelligence, of course, was vehemently denied by the Kremlin.53 After the French elections, Putin met with Macron at Versailles in late May 2017—but without making any major changes in French-Russian policy—in part as the G-7 opted to sustain sanctions on Moscow. There was, however, despite Macron's not-very-warm encounter with Putin at Versailles, a general recognition by Macron that many problems, including that of Syria and the battle against the Islamic State, could not be resolved unless Moscow was involved.


    MOSCOW AND THE EU PARTNERSHIP WITH EASTERN EUROPEAN STATES


    In 2008–2009, Moscow had begun to oppose stronger EU efforts to expand its political-economic interests into former Soviet bloc states by means of the EU Eastern Partnership and neighborhood program. Before that time, even though the European Union began to implement a visa regime that blocked the entry of Russian citizens, Moscow generally did not consider the European Union a potential “threat.” Yet the European Union concurrently developed a common security and defense policy and mutual defense clause based on Article 42 (7) of the Treaty of the European Union, introduced in 2009. This treaty, in effect, links the defense of NATO members with the defense of EU members—and could potentially mean that both NATO and EU members could be drawn into support of both non-NATO members and partners of the European Union.


    Moscow soon began to interpret the 2008–2009 EU Eastern Partnership as being aimed at bringing its six Eastern European, yet former Soviet bloc, neighbors away from Russian spheres of influence and security. The EU partnership thus limits Russian political-economic influence over its six post-Soviet Eastern European neighbours—Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Republic of Moldova, and Ukraine. In such a way, the European Union was seen as redirecting the political-economic orientation of Ukraine and other former Soviet republics toward Europe and away from Moscow—as the latter's political-economic and energy interests were not taken into account.


    This leads to questions as to how, and if, the European Union will balance its relations with Russia and with the new EU “Eastern Partners.” Although EU supporters do not like to admit it, it had been EU efforts since 2008 to 2014 to bring Ukraine—along with other post-Soviet states into EU Associate Agreements—that represented one of the major factors that provoked the Russian annexation of Crimea in early 2014. It is possible that the Russian response would have been very different if there had been greater political-economic coordination between the European Union, Ukraine, and Russia.


    Kiev did, however, sign the EU Association Agreement after the Russian annexation of Crimea in 2014 despite the ongoing conflict in the Donbas region—only to see that association accord rejected by a referendum in a European state, Holland, in April 2016.54 Georgia and Moldova already possess association agreements with the European Union. Moldovans, Georgians, and Ukrainians obtained visa-free access to the European Union in the spring of 2017, while Armenia and Azerbaijan should complete negotiations on somewhat-similar partnership deals.


    Even Belarus could soon participate in Eastern Partnership summits—as the European Union hopes to distance the country from Moscow, despite its authoritarian leadership under President Alyaksandr Lukashenka. In February 2016, the European Union had lifted sanctions against Lukashenka and other Belarus defense-sector officials for human rights abuses. This was true even though UN observers have seen no substantial improvement in the treatment of journalists and others who have criticized the government.55 The fact that Belarus has been attempting to facilitate the Minsk accords between Moscow, Kiev, Paris, and Berlin has represented a sign that Belarus wants to move closer to Europe, in part due to fear of Russian irredentist claims to Belarus. At the same time, Minsk needs to closely balance its relations with Moscow and Brussels, as Moscow opposes the defection of Belarus from the CSTO and the Eurasian Economic Union.


    A BREAKUP OF THE CSTO?


    One of Moscow's key concerns is the fear that Belarus could break away from the Russian-led Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) and Eurasian Union and shift toward the European Union. Part of Russia's militarization has been intended to prevent the breakup of its system of alliances as the bitter conflict in Ukraine also indirectly impacts Russian ally and trading partner, Belarus, given Russian irredentist claims to Belarus and Ukrainian territory. Belarus could well be the next former Soviet state to enter into a political succession crisis similar to that which took place in Ukraine.


    A political succession crisis in Belarus appears highly likely given strong social opposition to President Alyaksandr Lukashenka, his difficulties in finding ways to balance political-economic relations between the German-backed EU association promises and Polish influence, and the Russian difficulties in subsidizing the Belarusian economy. The drop in world energy prices, and the imposition of US and European sanctions since 2014, has led Moscow to fear the breakup of its CSTO—which represents a mini-version of the Warsaw Pact.56


    Moscow is also in competition with the European Union in Serbia, which is both a candidate for the EU Stabilization and Association Agreement (SAA) and a candidate for membership in the Russian Eurasian Union. Interestingly, this presents the same dilemma for Serbia as that which faced Ukraine in the choice between the EU Associate Partnership and the Russian-led Eurasian Union. In theory, Belgrade could join both. In practice, however, it might not work because once it joins the EU Associated Partnership, Serbia would have to implement the exact same tariffs on trade with the Russian-led EEU, which the European Union, as a single trade bloc, does.57 Perhaps much like EU efforts to bring Ukraine into a closer partnership in 2013–2014, steps to bring Serbia into a closer partnership with the EU also forewarns of potential political-economic instability in Serbia as the latter splits between those who want closer ties to Russia and those who want closer ties with Europe, which dominates Serbian imports and exports—that is, if the European Union and Russia cannot begin to forge some form of compromise deal. (See chapter 9.)


    The general problem is that it is not certain the European Union can offer by means of these Association Accords anything that is truly better than what Russia or China or other countries can offer.58 In addition, Russia could react by force once again with respect to Belarus, for example, if it sees its interests threatened by an expanding European Union, like it did in Ukraine in 2014. Will the European Union renew economic sanctions against Russia, which are set to run out by the end of January 2018, thus risking the further alienation of Moscow? Will all EU countries continue to abide by the sanctions regime? Will the United States and the European Union be able to continue to align their policies toward Moscow? Or will US and EU policies diverge? Could the European Union then look to closer security and defense relations with China? Or will it seek an accommodation with Moscow without US input?


    RISKS OF EU COLLAPSE


    In sum, the Trump administration's encouragement of economic nationalism could facilitate the breakup of the European Union (after Brexit)—if not the disintegration of NATO as well—particularly if Italy enters into a financial crisis and/or if France veers to the left-wing or right-wing and opts to break out of the European Union in the next in five to ten years.59 A collapsed European Union would then be preyed upon by US, German, Russian, and Chinese political, economic, and military pressures. Both Russia and China have been attempting to draw a number of states closer to the Eurasian orbit—hoping to further splinter Europe and weaken its global influence.


    European Council President Donald Tusk, the former premier of Poland, has warned that acts of Russian imperialism, an assertive China, anarchy in the Middle East and Africa, plus the threat posed by radical Islamist groups—combined with the economic nationalism of Donald Trump—all represent threats to European unity. For his part, despite very strong policy differences toward global warming, for example, and how to handle the Iranian and North Korean disputes, President Macron has thus far sought a close working relationship with Trump, while seeking to convince Trump that alternative multilateral strategies, as outlined in Macron's address to the UN General Assembly, are plausible if France, the European Union, and the United States can work together. For Macron, it is urgent to “rebuild multilateralism” with regard to the conflicts in Syria, Ukraine, Iran, and North Korea, and to sustain the COP 21 process to reduce global warming.60


    Both Macron and Tusk mentioned above realize that a breakup of the European Union and NATO could lead individual states, including Germany, potentially under the pressure of the far right, to “re-nationalize” their defenses while renewing old territorial and nationalist/ethnic rivalries within Europe. Already, after Brexit, the United Kingdom appears willing to rebuild its special relationship with the United States, if the United States is willing to do so as well. Yet the complex process of the United Kingdom's withdrawal from the European Union could potentially leave Brussels relatively impotent and unable to work toward greater unity. The United States, Germany (after breaking out of the European Union), Russia, and China would then begin to compete to obtain political, economic, and financial, if not military, influence over a divided Europe in turmoil.


    If this latter scenario is to be avoided, the United States, NATO, and a more effective European Union (with close French-German cooperation) need to begin to find ways to work with, and not against, Russia. The United States/NATO, Europeans, and Russians also need to begin to defuse political-military tensions and reinitiate efforts to reduce the ongoing buildup of nuclear and conventional arms in Europe, while trying to find as many political-economic and ecological areas as possible where they can work in common both in Europe and abroad. (See chapters 9 and 10.)
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    In August 2016, presidential candidate Donald Trump had warned that US efforts to regain Crimea on behalf of Ukraine against Russia in the aftermath of Moscow's annexation of the Ukrainian-controlled Crimea in early 2014 could result in World War III.1


    But in February 2017, the Trump administration appeared to have completely reversed position. The new US ambassador to the United Nations, Nikki Haley, condemned Moscow's military support for the autonomists in eastern Ukraine: “We do want to better our relations with Russia, however the dire situation in eastern Ukraine is one that demands clear and strong condemnation of Russian actions. The United States—calls for an immediate end to the Russian occupation of Crimea. Crimea is a part of Ukraine. Our Crimea-related sanctions will remain in place until Russia returns control over the peninsula to Ukraine.”2


    Ambassador Haley's statement caused resentment in Moscow since the fighting had only begun to escalate once again after Kiev's forces engaged in a “creeping offensive” since mid-December 2016 into the buffer zone closer to the positions of the eastern Ukrainian autonomists in the Donbas region. (See further discussion on eastern Ukraine, this chapter.) These forward actions, in which Russia was then blamed for the outbreak of the fighting, took place at a time when Kiev feared that Trump would make a separate deal with Moscow over US sanctions on Russia, Crimea, and eastern Ukraine, but without Kiev's participation.


    Haley's statement thus appeared to have reversed Trump's previous position, that, in order to improve US-Russian relations, and prevent a possible major power war, the United States would seek out a new “deal” with Moscow. In the aftermath of the US ambassador's address to the United Nations, Trump did, however, promise to “work with Ukraine, Russia, and all other parties involved to help them restore peace along the [Russian-Ukrainian] border.”3 But it was not clear how this would be achieved. Nor was it clear what how the Trump administration would approach the issue of Moscow's annexation of Crimea.


    At this point, Trump had been proposing the possibility that the United States would lift the fairly tough economic and political sanctions that had been placed on Russia in the aftermath of Russia's annexation of Crimea—if Moscow would, in turn, begin the process of reducing the size of its strategic nuclear forces. The issue was that some of the major sanctions against Russia were due to expire in December 2017—if Congress did not renew them.4 The problem with this approach, from the perspective of Trump's critics, was that it appeared to delink the sanctions issue away from Russia's illegal annexation of Crimea and its political-military interference in eastern Ukraine. Moreover, Trump's proposal to remove sanctions on Russia appeared to be tied to the “Russia-gate” controversy in which Trump and his associates have been accused of collusion with Moscow. (See chapter 3.)


    SANCTIONS AND ENERGY QUESTIONS


    Yet a deeper factor that underlies the debate as to whether or not to sustain or lift sanctions on Russia is another debate raised by Trump's America First nationalist ideology. Is it better to sustain US-based multinational corporate energy investments in Russia for the long term? Or would it be better to invest in the development of US shale energy industry? (The real debate, however, should be on how to fully develop alternative sources of energy that produce jobs and that are more ecologically sustainable, but this does not appear to be on the Trump-Pence administration agenda. See chapter 10.)


    On the one hand, ExxonMobil, for example, has claimed that it has been taking considerable losses due to US sanctions placed on Moscow. Some elements in the Trump administration want to eliminate, or at least minimize, sanctions and safeguard ExxonMobil's considerable joint investment deals in the Arctic Kara Sea, western Siberia, Sakhalin island, and the Black Sea, which had been reached with Russian-government energy company, Rosneft, in 2012–2013, given the massive size of Russian reserves.5 In April 2017, ExxonMobil applied to the Treasury Department in April 2017 for a waiver from US sanctions on Russia in a bid to resume its joint venture with state oil company Rosneft. In July 2017, ExxonMobil sued the Treasury Department over a $2 million fine for purportedly violating US sanctions against Russia in 2014. In fact, a number of energy deals sought by ExxonMobil, Chevron, Royal Dutch Shell, Repsol, and Petrochina, with Kiev and with its state-owned Chornomornaftogaz, have been placed in jeopardy and in legal limbo due to the Russian annexation of Crimea.6 This makes it nearly impossible for Moscow to legally make deals with these same companies, among others, over formerly Ukrainian owned assets—until there is a political and legal settlement between Kiev and Moscow.


    Specifically, both the American-based multinational Chevron and Royal Dutch Shell pulled out of their promised investments in Ukraine. Shell pulled out in part due to the annexation of Crimea and the outbreak of war in eastern Ukraine and in part due to the fact shale oil and gas reserves in both Poland and Ukraine were not as large as previously believed. ExxonMobil, among other oil companies, will need to renegotiate its Black Sea energy exploration deals with Moscow, after it annexed Crimea, if possible—as the area is still disputed with Kiev. But Chevron had actually pulled out in December 2014 due to, in large part, Ukraine's complex tax laws, and not the conflict in eastern Ukraine.7


    For its part, Moscow has nevertheless hoped that it can ride out US and EU sanctions. Moscow still believes that it can eventually develop Black Sea energy and other resources seized from Ukrainian jurisdiction that are potentially worth trillions of dollars. Moscow hopes to obtain finance and investment from Swiss, Qatari, and Chinese, if not Japanese and South Korean, banks and corporations that are not subject to US and EU sanctions. Moscow also hopes to engage in trade with countries in Latin America, in the Middle East (including Israel and Turkey), and in the Indo-Pacific (including China and Japan) that have not imposed sanctions. Moscow wants to believe that the United States and/or the European Union will eventually abandon sanctions altogether.


    The sanctions have initially tended to cut off Russia's access to Western capital markets and know-how and scare off foreign investors, even though the Russian economy began to strengthen in 2016.8 Coupled with generally low global oil prices, the general economic crisis has cut real incomes, fueled inflation, and caused significant capital flight. Since 2012, consumer prices in Russia have risen by 50 percent. There had been a drop in the value of the ruble against the dollar, and average salaries fell by 36 percent from 2012 to 2016 in dollar terms. Inflation has been officially described at 5.4 percent but is probably much higher.9


    Even though it does open some opportunities for non-US and non-EU firms, the Russian annexation of Crimea comes at a major political-economic cost to Moscow. It also undermines US and EU trust in the Russian leadership—which it makes it even more difficult to build a positive relationship.


    IDEOLOGICAL DIVISIONS IN THE TRUMP ADMINISTRATION


    The Trump administration appears divided into two ideological camps. Against the globalists, there is a general move among other America First economic nationalists to reduce, or at least minimize, multinational energy investments in Russia in favor of the development of US shale oil and gas. Trump's nationalist America First ideology stands against multinational corporate investments, such as those of ExxonMobil in Russia, and wants ExxonMobil to invest back in the United States.


    This group generally wants to further develop the US domestic energy market through strong support for the Keystone XL pipeline, through cutbacks on strict Environmental Protection Agency regulations, and by opening public lands for energy development purposes. Shale energy supporters see US and European sanctions on Russia as an opportunity to export shale gas to Europe, including Poland and Ukraine, and thus reduce eastern European dependency on Russian energy. In addition, shale energy supporters want to support the Baltic states to reduce their dependence on Russian energy, by helping to supply the technology to build regasification plants. Despite the ongoing Ukrainian-Russian conflict, Kiev is still dependent on Moscow for about 50 percent of its natural gas. Expanded exports of highly polluting US shale gas and oil to Europe are furthermore seen as a means to potentially undercut one of Moscow's major sources of revenue, which represents some 68 percent of Russia's total exports.10 American energy companies also hope that they can eventually break the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), which seeks to control energy pricing. The US effort to export shale energy to Europe (despite the heavy debts involved in shale oil and gas production) could soon put the United States and Russia into direct competition for former Russian energy markets.


    In effect, Trump's “energy dominance” plan was written into the August 2017 H.R. 3364 act, “Countering America's Adversaries through Sanctions Act.” As mentioned in an earlier chapter, Trump appeared to be forced to sign this bill into law, given its strong bipartisan congressional backing, despite the fact that he publicly stated it to be “flawed.”11 H.R. 3364, Trump argued, “encroaches on the executive branch's authority to negotiate” and “makes it harder for the United States to strike good deals for the American people and will drive China, Russia and North Korea much closer together” and could additionally “hinder our important work with European allies to resolve the conflict in Ukraine.”12


    Trump claimed to have opposed the “Countering America's Adversaries through Sanctions Act,” but he nevertheless more strongly backed America First energy interests against those of Moscow by supporting the 2016 Polish-Croatian Three Seas Initiative. The latter initiative is intended to foster trade, infrastructure, energy, and political cooperation among the ex-Communist countries bordering the Adriatic, the Baltic, and the Black Seas. Nearly all the countries involved—Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Romania, Bulgaria, Lithuania, Estonia, Latvia, Croatia, Slovenia, and Austria—are heavily reliant on Russian gas and oil imports. The Three Seas Initiative seeks to minimize these states’ dependence on Russian energy imports, and thus could clash with Russian interests.


    It is predicted that by 2040, given significant and risky investment, US shale oil production will increase 45 percent from 2015 levels to 7.1 million barrels a day—and it most like grow rapidly with the assistance of Trump's pro–fossil fuels policies.13 Over the past decade, shale gas has risen from 2 percent to 37 percent of US natural gas production. After surpassing Russia, the United States is now the world's largest producer of natural gas and is beginning to develop its export capabilities. On January 24, 2017, President Trump signed presidential memoranda to revive both Keystone XL and Dakota Access pipelines in order to speed the process after President Barack Obama had rejected the fourth phase of the Keystone XL pipeline in November 6, 2015, in an effort to reduce greenhouse gases.


    The Keystone XL pipeline has been opposed by both ecology groups and Native Americans. In November 2014, the Rosebud Sioux Tribe had called the US decision to build the pipeline “an act of war” and had vowed to block the project from crossing its lands.14 The debate has, in part, revolved around the social, health, and economic impacts of potential pipeline leakage and whether or not the pipeline will generate a significant number of long-term jobs, while also raising the question of whether these risky investments are creating new debt bubbles. Perhaps most important, the Trump administration support for the project raises real questions as to whether the government will be able to move energy producers away from carbon emissions that exacerbate the dangerous trends toward global warming, and toward nonpolluting and healthier energy options. (See chapter 10.)


    TRUMP TAKES AN ANTI-MOSCOW STANCE


    It was only once Trump became president that he began to stress the importance of NATO as a collective defense organization. Throughout his presidential campaign, and in the early days of his presidency, Trump repeatedly called NATO “obsolete.” On the one hand, this raised Moscow's hopes that Trump would begin to reform NATO, a collective defense organization that dates from the Cold War. On the other hand, Trump's critical statement raised the fears of eastern European countries that the United States and NATO might no longer back them against ongoing and future Russian military pressures and threats in accord with NATO's Article V security guarantees.


    Prior to becoming president, Trump had appeared to ignore NATO's role as a collective defense organization against potential threats from Russia or other states. And even though NATO has thus far played only a limited role in the fight against the Islamic State, Trump also appeared to ignore NATO's role in Afghanistan and Libya as part of the Global War on Terrorism. At that time, Trump appeared unaware of the debate inside NATO as to how many resources to concentrate on defenses to the north and east against Russia and how much to concentrate on defending Europe to the south in relationship to immigration, refugees, and terrorist movements.


    At the same time, however, Trump did agree to accept the Balkan state of Montenegro into NATO membership. This action was taken in order to check Russian influence inside the country and for NATO to secure the coast of the Adriatic—angering Moscow, which purportedly tried to stage a coup, assuming the government did not pretend to stage a coup itself, as has been alleged in this age of disinformation.15 But it nevertheless remains unclear how NATO should or could deal with the high level of corruption in Montenegro, including counterfeit Euros in the country, plus the strong pro-Russian sentiment among the population.


    THE QUESTION OF RUSSIAN “AGGRESSION” AND THE THREAT OF WAR


    For understandable historical reasons, most eastern European states are afraid of Russia and believe that Moscow is inherently “aggressive.” Yet the term “aggression” does not fully explain why Russia has acted in the way it has—and at that particular moment. As Moscow had made what it believed to be reasonable deals with the previous Ukrainian Yanukovych leadership, a better explanation is that Russian military intervention in Crimea and political-military interference in eastern Ukraine was intended as a preclusive action that has sought to check further enlargement by both NATO and the European Union into the Russian-defined “near abroad.” Here, Moscow believes the EU expansion since 2008 has sought to undermine Russian political-economic influence in the former Soviet states of Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan.


    Since at least March 2014, if not earlier, Moscow has been engaging in provocative overflights and submarine incursions into the territories of NATO and EU members, including EU member states Sweden and Finland. As a consequence, the latter countries have been considering closer ties to NATO. Likewise, in mid-March 2014, Moscow engaged the Russian Baltic Fleet in exercises along the Baltic coast, while also placing infantry, air force, and Spetsnaz troops on alert throughout the Russian Federation and along the borders of NATO member states from the Arctic region to the Baltic and Black Seas. A Russian military buildup has accordingly been taking place in Kaliningrad, where Moscow's warships are not as vulnerable as they are when they sail from Saint Petersburg and pass between Estonia and Finland. In addition to threatening to deploy nuclear weapons in Kaliningrad, Moscow has also threatened a nuclear and conventional weapons buildup in the newly annexed Crimea.


    These are just a few of many incidents that have taken place since the Russian annexation of Crimea in 2014 that could spark conflict. Somewhat-similar incidents involving both Russian and Chinese overflights have taken place in the Asia-Pacific region as well, while both Russia and China point to the buildup of NATO and US (and Japanese) military capabilities in Europe and Asia. From the Russian perspective, such repeated overflights into European, Japanese, and US airspace have been justified by the fact that the number of nuclear-capable fighters in the NATO Baltic air-policing mission had been significantly increased in early March 2014. In Moscow's view, advanced NATO fighter jets with potential nuclear weapons capabilities now patrol regularly along the sensitive Baltic state border only a few minutes by supersonic flight to Saint Petersburg and Moscow.


    Moscow has also opposed NATO membership for EU members Sweden and Finland, who are no longer technically neutral, having joined the European Union. Should Finland join NATO, Moscow would fear the rebirth of Finnish irredentist claims, backed by NATO, to territories taken by the Soviet Union after the Winter War and the Continuation War.16 Finland has claimed that it has no irredentist claims, yet Moscow nevertheless fears that if Finland joins NATO, then NATO might back Finnish claims to Karelia, Salla, and Petsamo. Claims to Petsamo, if pursued, could give Finland access to the Barents Sea—which will become a major sea line of communication in the coming years as the polar ice caps, unfortunately, melt. (This issue might be better addressed by bilateral Finnish-Russian negotiations than by drawing NATO into the picture.)


    Russia already feels “encircled” by NATO in the Arctic region. Out of the eight Arctic Circle states, in addition to Russia itself, five are NATO members: Norway, the United States, Canada, Denmark (Greenland), and Iceland (where it passes through the small offshore island of Grímsey). As previously mentioned, two are EU members considering NATO membership, Sweden and Finland.


    There are a number of major legal and defense issues here. The close overlapping links between NATO and EU members raises a delicate political-legal-security question. If an EU member is attacked, the United States and NATO could automatically become involved. This is because NATO and the European Union possess close overlapping memberships, which themselves possess mutual defense clauses. The EU defense clause, however, is much tighter than the NATO Article V clause.


    BUDAPEST ACCORDS AND NATO-RUSSIA FOUNDING ACT


    Russian actions raised the question as to whether the United States, France, and the United Kingdom were necessarily obliged to provide military assistance to Ukraine in accord with the Budapest Memorandum of 1994, but which was not a formal treaty. The United States and the European Union did agree to apply economic sanctions on Russia in 2014, but they are not legally mandatory for all states.17 Nevertheless, Moscow's ostensible violation of the Budapest Memorandum, among the other international agreements, including the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act, which had established the NATO-Russian relationship, led the United States and the European Union to argue that Russian actions in Crimea and eastern Ukraine could not be permitted without some form of punishment. (See the introduction.)


    The 1994 Budapest Memorandum had provided security assurances (not security guarantees) to Ukraine that obliged its signers, the United States, Russia, and the United Kingdom (plus France and China later and separately), “to respect the independence and sovereignty and the existing borders of Ukraine” once Kiev gave up its nuclear weaponry left over from the ex–Soviet Union.18 But “respect for borders” was not intended as an absolute guarantee of military assistance to Ukraine.


    The NATO-Russia Founding Act of 1997 stated, “Any actions undertaken by NATO or Russia, together or separately, must be consistent with the United Nations Charter and the OSCE's governing principles.”19 From the Russian perspective, this principle was already broken by NATO itself after it declared war on Serbia over Kosovo in 1999 without a UN Security Council mandate.


    The 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act had also promised that NATO had no plans to deploy troops or nuclear weapons on the territories of the new members—at least at that time.20 In terms of conventional forces, the Founding Act stated that “the Alliance will carry out its collective defense and other missions by ensuring the necessary interoperability, integration, and capability for reinforcement rather than by additional permanent stationing of substantial combat forces.”21 Both sides were to “prevent any potentially threatening build-up of conventional forces in agreed regions of Europe, to include Central and Eastern Europe.”22


    The Russian military intervention into Crimea and eastern Ukraine has accordingly threatened to tear apart the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act. For this reason, the option to support Kiev through direct military assistance to counter eastern Ukrainian secessionists secretly backed by Moscow is a decision of individual states—not of NATO or the European Union as a whole. Under the Obama administration, Washington decided to provide only limited US training and support for Kiev's military units—instead of providing significant arms shipments.


    Since 2014, Russian military pressures have led NATO to consider a rotating deployment of troops on the territory of the new NATO members, so as to not technically violate the NATO-Russian Founding Act, with the questionable rationalization that the “rotation” of forces did not represent a “permanent” deployment of forces. By January 2016, the US Congress mandated the European Reassurance Initiative, which promised $985 million for the Pentagon to augment a “rotational” US troop presence in Europe for NATO activities and to preposition US military infrastructure and assets in Europe. President Obama then requested $3.4 billion for 2017 for the deployment of an additional “rotational” Armored Brigade Combat Team (ABCT) to central and eastern Europe, plus the prepositioning of combat equipment, and additional training and exercises in Europe.23


    US aid has also been allocated to help build the defense capacity of new NATO members in addition to assisting potential NATO members, which include Georgia, Macedonia, Moldova, and Ukraine. Yet proposed NATO membership for the latter states continues to fuel tensions with Moscow. The latter interprets US calls for greater NATO defense spending as an anti-Russian gesture that is intended to force Moscow to spend much more on defense against the combined forces of NATO in return.


    Nevertheless, members of the US Congress, the Pentagon, and European hardliners have continued to argue for a permanent NATO deployment, while Russia already considers the decision to be a “permanently rotating” deployment—and thus a violation of the NATO-Russia Founding Act. Hardliners have also argued for NATO to display a nuclear capability in military maneuvers in order to symbolically counter Russian threats to deploy tactical nuclear weapons in Kaliningrad, for example. But these measures would most likely be met by Russian counter-threats. And the risk is that Ukraine's 1,300-mile-long and porous border with Russia can only be defended by NATO's use of nuclear weapons if relations between Ukraine and Russia remain acrimonious. A NATO defense of Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine, and the Baltic states could easily escalate into a nuclear conflict given the Russian tactical advantage in each area.


    In effect, President Obama had argued that Ukraine was part of Russia's vital interests, but not those of the United States—and left the situation dangerously ambiguous.24 Obama did not seek to formally renounce NATO enlargement. Nor did he seek to formally establish Ukraine as a neutral country. Despite the fact that Ukraine is not a NATO member, NATO has become involved in defending Ukraine with what it considers defensive assistance. This is in part because NATO and Ukraine formed the NATO-Ukraine Commission just after NATO first formed the NATO-Russia Council in 1997.25 In 1997 the idea was to approach both sides and suggest cooperative measures but give Russia priority. Now NATO appears to be granting Ukraine priority in its conflict with Russia. Members of the US Congress, the Pentagon, and some members of the Trump administration, have been considering greater military supports for Kiev, including lethal aid, which Russia could easily counter.26 NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg and other European leaders have proposed a policy of “defense and dialogue” vis-a-vis Russia. But the question remains: How much defense? And how much real dialogue?


    WAR OVER CRIMEA AND EASTERN UKRAINE


    From the Russian perspective, the events that resulted in the Russian annexation of Crimea and Russian political-military interference in eastern Ukraine in 2014 stem from US and European attempts to expand their spheres of influence into the Russian “near abroad.” In effect, Moscow feared that its naval base at Sevastopol would fall into the hands of NATO, while its political-economic interests in eastern Ukraine would be undermined by the more competitive European economy.27


    Moscow not only opposed US and European efforts to engage in “democracy engineering” against former Ukrainian Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych in 2013–2014, but also opposed any political-economic deal between the European Union and Ukraine that did not also incorporate Russian gas, Ukrainian debts to Moscow, and other political-economic interests. Moscow then pressured Yanukovych to refuse to sign the EU Association Accord—which helped spark the Euromaidan protests in Kiev in 2013–2014. Moscow then took advantage of the chaos once the kleptocratic, but not always pro-Russian, Yanukovych leadership collapsed.


    The general chaos then taking place in Ukraine permitted Moscow to engage in preclusive actions intended to rapidly annex Crimea by means of deploying “little green men” without insignias in strategic locations throughout the isthmus. Moscow also began to engage in clandestine political-military intervention in eastern Ukraine in support of Ukrainian “autonomists.” This also meant that Moscow seized waters surrounding Crimea in which Ukraine had just offered US and European multinational energy companies, such as ExxonMobil, to explore.


    By March 2014, Moscow had formally annexed Crimea after staging a public referendum that ostensibly legitimized Russian actions. This put an end to Kiev's controls over the peninsula and thus safeguarded the Russian Black Sea fleet from possible eviction by the new government in Kiev. Moscow, of course, denied any wrongdoing in that it saw Yanukovych as being overthrown by an “illegal” coup (even if Ukrainian lawmakers backed that “coup” by opposing Yanukovich's corruption and kleptocracy).


    In effect, Moscow claimed that it was fighting Ukrainian “fascists” by supporting the right of self-determination for the ethnic Russian majority of the Crimean populations, according to its own national security interests defined during the Yeltsin administration. At the same time, whether Moscow has been able to improve the living conditions, quality of life, and sociopolitical freedoms of both Russian and non-Russian minorities, such as Tatars and Ukrainians, living in Crimea after the annexation is another question. The potential failure to do so could undermine Moscow's rationale for the annexation.


    As fighting intensified between pro–Ukrainian government supporters and Russian-backed autonomists in the Donbas region, the Minsk I accords were signed in September 2014 talks between representatives from Russia and the opposing two Ukrainian factions under the auspices of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). The Minsk I agreement, which had followed previous attempts to stop fighting, tried, but failed, to implement a cease-fire. These accords were then followed by the February 2015 Minsk II accords between Ukraine, Russia, France, and Germany, once again under the auspices of the OSCE.28


    The February Minsk II accords urged greater “decentralization” by means of a reform of Ukraine's Constitution. By mid-July 2015, the new Ukrainian Prime Minister Petro Poroshenko introduced a bill to the parliament that would ostensibly devolve powers to localities. Poroshenko insisted that these constitutional changes would not turn Ukraine into a “federation” or “special status” as demanded by Moscow. Kiev has opposed greater “autonomy” or “federation”—a position opposed by many in the Ukrainian parliament and violently opposed by right-wing centralists—in the fear that greater autonomy for the Donbas could eventually lead to political secession and independence. On March 16, 2017, three of Ukraine's major far-right groups—Svoboda, Right Sector, and National Corps—signed a manifesto that called for “establishing and developing a great national state.”29


    Nevertheless, Poroshenko has claimed that he would grant local authorities more power throughout the country.30 But this is to be done by the strengthening of presidential control over local self-governments by means of “centrally assigned ‘prefects’ with broad powers.”31 Kiev's efforts to find an in-between position that will somehow satisfy both centralists and “autonomists” who demand a special status (while actually asserting presidential powers over localities in the process), appears to have failed miserably with the resumption of fighting in mid-2016. At the same time, despite pressures from the World Bank and NGOs pressing for greater governmental transparency, corruption runs high. Ukraine is tied with Russia as two of the most corrupt states in the world, with a rating of 131 out of 176 countries.32


    In May 2015, Moscow's own propaganda in favor of the Novorossiya movement for a potential union with the Donbas region and other southern Ukrainian regions suddenly ceased.33 Not only was such an option opposed by France and Germany in the Minsk II accords, but the costs of such a venture, coupled with strong Ukrainian resistance, the probable need for a long-term Russian occupation force, the costs of long-term Russian political-economic isolation from the United States and Europe, and the general collapse of global energy prices, appeared to put a damper on such imperialist expansion. In an effort to show that it does not possess an imperial design, Moscow had permitted a series of Ukrainian overflights under the Open Skies Treaty in March 11, 2014, and it likewise granted Ukraine's request to conduct an inspection of a “non-declared military activity” in a border region.34 (NATO, however, was not impressed by what it called Moscow's “selective” implementation of the Open Skies Treaty.35)


    Moreover, the very fact that Moscow has been unwilling to admit to its own population the role of Russian special forces in Ukraine appears to indicate that Moscow does not want to take over the burden and responsibility for the entire region, as has been the case for Crimea. Moscow does not want an unpopular war in which it must enlist the general population. Whether or not the killing was orchestrated by Putin, as alleged, one of the purported rationales for the assassination of Boris Nemtsov, an opposition politician, in February 2015 was that he was attempting to make public proof that Russian forces were involved in the intervention in eastern Ukraine.36 (See discussion, chapter 3.)


    Ukrainian autonomists have still not given up their struggle, despite the fact that they are not obtaining full backing from Moscow. In August 2016, Russian-backed forces engaged in a major military buildup around Ukraine (to north in Bryansk, to the east near Rostov, to the south in Crimea, and to the west in the Transnistria area of Moldova) after it claimed that Kiev had engaged in a military incursion and terrorist sabotage in Crimea. This incident followed a number of sabotage attempts—which may or may not be backed by Ukrainian authorities. These include efforts to disrupt the supply of electricity to Crimea and to blockade transportation routes and water supplies.


    Kiev does not appear willing to accept the loss of Crimea and has sought US and NATO support to regain it. The Trump administration has now supported Kiev's position since February 2017—particularly after conflict flared up again after Kiev engaged in a “creeping offensive” in mid-December 2016, which has nonetheless stepped deeper into the grey zone between the two sides. This offensive was ostensibly intended to check supplies going to the Russian-backed autonomists, while trying to preempt militias from the Donetsk and Luhansk “people's republics” from seizing more territory.37 The autonomists have, in turn, begun to expropriate Ukrainian businesses in the Donetsk and Lugansk regions.38 For its part, Kiev has claimed that Moscow was building up its forces in Crimea to turn it into an “isolated military base” and was attempting to justify “aggressive actions of [Russian] military units…on the territory of the currently occupied peninsula.”39


    Kiev's strategy has been intended to further divide and then defeat the “autonomist” Russophone forces that have generally split between those seeking independence (the self-proclaimed yet unrecognized “republics” of Donetsk and Lugansk) and those seeking greater autonomy from Kiev's centralized controls, but who are not necessarily pro-Putin. The dilemma is that Ukrainian President Petro Poroshenko appears incapable of implementing the February 2015 Minsk decentralization proposals, which would involve changes to the constitution and would permit local elections.


    Concurrently, Moscow appears reluctant to make good on its security commitments because of its commitment to eastern Ukrainian autonomists. The latter see the open border with Russia as key to their survival. At the same time, Kiev has, particularly in 2015–2016, insisted on being able to control the Ukrainian-Russian border first before implementing the Minsk accords. This is a major factor that has led to a breakdown in discussions—and which, in addition, led to Kiev's December–February 2016 “creeping offensive” into the grey zone between the two sides that is in or near the war-ravaged cities of Avdiivka, Debaltseve, Dokuchaievsk, Horlivka, and Mariupol, closer to the positions of the eastern Ukrainian autonomists. Control of the Mariupol region for the autonomists appears key in geo-economic terms—as it opens up the possibility of trade and transportation links with Russian-held Crimea.


    The United States and European states have appeared to have granted Kiev sufficient financial and military assistance in order to counter autonomist movements that are not-so-secretly backed by Russia. Yet the fighting in the Donbas has moreover proved very costly for all sides, and rebuilding the region will prove very difficult. A collapsed Donbas region that is potentially separated from a partitioned Ukraine could soon become a much larger and unstable version of Russian-backed Transnistria, South Ossetia, and Abkhazia combined. Such political-economic instability will continue to pollute the whole area with black marketeering, weapons smuggling, and other forms of criminality.


    Moreover, a failed “state” in eastern Ukraine would prove very troublesome not only for an essentially bankrupt Kiev and the rest of the region, but for Moscow as well—as the latter, for example, will need to deal with refugees fleeing to Russia. Some 1,554,497 people have already fled the country, with the vast majority (1,226,104) moving to the Russian Federation—which has not necessarily accepted them with open arms. Roughly 148,867 have gone to Belarus.40 The costs of reconstruction and development in the aftermath of the conflict will be considerable.


    Putin's annexation of Crimea has been proving unexpectedly costly for Moscow to achieve rapidly in the short term—and even more so with US and European sanctions in place. Moscow has needed to augment salaries and pensions of the Crimean population to Russian standards, while tourism will remain much lower than normal until the situation stabilizes. The Kerch bridge that is needed to supply Crimea from Russia will probably cost much more than the officially estimated $4.5 billion and may not prove long-lasting due to the harsh nature of the surrounding climate.41 In addition to the need for Moscow to supply Crimea with gas and electricity, Kiev's blockade of the North Crimean Canal has negatively impacted Crimean agriculture, as well as the overall Crimean economy, ecology, and population.


    By blocking the North Crimean Canal, for example, Kiev has prevented as much as 85 percent of Crimea's water supply from entering Crimea. In this new form of hybrid and environmental warfare, these actions have already provoked a crisis in agricultural production and could force migration back to Russia—if Moscow cannot soon find ways to provide water for the isthmus.42


    THE FAILURE OF US POLICY


    The NATO-Russia Founding Act—which was intended to bring NATO and Russia into closer post–Cold War cooperation—is now being challenged. The breakdown of the NATO Founding Act could potentially result in the permanent deployment of troops and nuclear weaponry in eastern Europe. This could not only result in a new partition of Europe but also provoke an even more dangerous Russian backlash—if the crisis cannot soon be abated. It could also lead to a major arms race in which Moscow will seek to counter US military superiority by asymmetrical and “hybrid” methods. Not only do “rotating” deployments risk undermining that fundamental NATO-Russia Founding Act, but so does the deployment of the F-35 stealth fighter, which is capable of carrying the renovated B-61-12 tactical nuclear bomb, in NATO military exercises along the Estonian-NATO border, for example. Although this is not the official explanation, these exercises are designed to demonstrate capabilities that could counter a potential Russian advance into the region.43


    The essential dilemma is this: As long as NATO, Ukraine, and other countries “will not” recognize Russian sovereignty over Crimea, and as long as Moscow claims it “will not” give up that sovereignty, there will be no lasting peace. Other diplomatic options to a military buildup and arms race must be forthcoming, and yet not only is the State Department divided, but the White House and Congress appear totally at odds on this issue—as the passage of the “Countering America's Adversaries through Sanctions Act” in August 2017 has indicated. There is a real risk that an eventual partition of Ukraine, coupled with the permanently rotating deployment of NATO forces in the Baltic region, could in turn lead to a new partition of Europe though Ukraine—followed by the polarization of the world into two rival alliances. (See chapters 9 and 10.)
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    US and NATO policies have thus far been pushing Russia and China closer together. While Trump was initially right to seek a rapprochement with Russia, despite the controversial way he has gone about it, the dilemma is that the Trump administration's policy flip-flops could push Beijing and Moscow even closer together. This is true given the Trump-Pence administration's newfound support for Kiev's claims to Crimea combined with Trump's initial threat to support Taiwanese independence (even though he backed off to support the One-China policy). Washington has also been seeking to check China's access to islands in the South and East China Seas, while concurrently threatening trade sanctions against both North Korea and possibly China itself—if Beijing cannot convince North Korea to give up, or at least freeze, its nuclear weapons program.


    On a geostrategic level, Washington has been raising China's suspicions of a US-inspired “encirclement” by calling on India to join the United States, Japan, and Australia to deal with common security challenges in the Indo-Pacific region, through the Quadrilateral Security Dialogue (or Quad). For its part, Japan, China's historical rival, has called for the formation of a “democratic security diamond” that would include Japan, the United States, Australia, and India to counterbalance China. Washington's threat to build up naval forces and alliances in the Indo-Pacific region, plus the deployment of US missile defense systems in Europe, the Middle East, and Asia since the Obama administration, has accordingly begun to press Russia and China into an even closer defense relationship against US conventional and nuclear weapons superiority. China has furthermore opposed US-South Korean, THAAD missile defense deployments.1 A close Sino-Russian defense relationship could then lead to tighter Sino-Russian defense relations with Iran—and possibly with India.


    For its part, Beijing has hoped to overcome its century of humiliation since its Opium wars with Great Britain and its subsequent political-economic exploitation by the Europeans, by the United States, and particularly by Japan. Now China wants to establish itself as a major power in the twenty-first century. Beijing first seeks to make itself a major political-economic and financial actor by expanding its global political-economic hegemony through its Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) and by working to develop a massive trading bloc, the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP). China's huge financial, economic, and technological capabilities will then permit it to develop significant military capabilities.


    China's Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), which was initially said called “One Belt, One Road,” comprises the Silk Road Economic Belt and the Twenty-First-Century Maritime Silk Road. Beijing's objective has been to develop a trade and infrastructure network that connects Asia with Europe and Northern Africa along the ancient Silk Road routes.2 These routes cover more than 60 countries and regions from the Far East to Europe and the Middle East (with Egypt and the Suez a key geo-economic focal point). The BRI countries currently account for some 30 percent of global GDP and more than 35 percent of the world's merchandise trade.


    By 2050, Beijing hopes that the BRI will contribute up to 80 percent of global GDP growth and bring as many as three billion more people into the middle class. In many ways, the legitimacy of the Chinese Communist Party ironically depends to a large extent on its ability to expand the share of its economic pie to as many Chinese citizens as possible. By 2020, Beijing aims to double the yearly average personal disposable income of roughly $3,000 in 2010 (20,000 yuan) to roughly $6,000 (40,000 Yuan) for at least one billion people.3 And in the process, China is straining regional, financial, and global resources (as well as the health of its population through excessive pollution)—in rivalry with US, Japanese, and European incomes and mass consumerism, while concurrently risking conflicts with its neighbors and with the United States itself.


    Concurrently, Beijing has been finalizing the RCEP negotiations with the ASEAN states (Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar [Burma], and Vietnam), plus India, Japan, South Korea, Australia, and New Zealand. If the RCEP is finalized by the end of 2017 as expected, and assuming India, Japan, South Korea, and Indonesia do not stall progress, the RCEP would create the largest trading bloc in the world, covering nearly one third of the global economy. But it would exclude the United States and Europeans.


    TOWARD CLOSER RUSSIAN AND CHINESE POLITICAL-ECONOMIC AND MILITARY INTEGRATION


    To achieve their long-term goals, China and Russia appear to be moving into a closer political-economic and strategic Eurasian alliance. At the roots of this Sino-Russian rapprochement was the final border delimitation of 2004. This had been the fruit of negotiations since 1986, when Gorbachev initiated the Soviet rapprochement with China. Since at least since 2005, Russia and China have been engaging in major military maneuvers in the framework of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO). By 2012, they announced their Strategic Partnership, followed by the comprehensive 2014 Strategic Partnership. The latter has been symbolized by closer Sino-Russian defense collaboration involving joint naval maneuvers in the eastern Mediterranean in May 2015—in which China appeared to backing Russian military actions in Syria.4 Russia and China likewise engaged in joint naval maneuvers in September 2016 in the contested waters of the South China Sea.


    It was in Moscow on May 8, 2015, that Moscow and Beijing stated their combined intent to integrate the Chinese-led Silk Road Economic Belt and the Twenty-First-Century Maritime Silk Road with Russia's Eurasian Economic Union (EEU). This accord took place at the ceremony that commemorated the end of World War II—but which was boycotted by most US and European leaders, due to Moscow's annexation of Crimea in 2014. The boycotting of this event, at least in the Russian perspective, appeared to denigrate Moscow's crucial role in defeating Hitler.


    For its part, Moscow has additionally tried to widen its markets and build a stronger economic infrastructure by forging its new Eurasian Economic Union. The EEU is to include Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Russia. Moscow has also been attempting to press Moldova, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Serbia into joining. Moscow, however, has failed to incorporate Ukraine, which joined the EU Association Agreement in late 2014 after the Euromaidan movement overturned the kleptocratic government of President Viktor Yanukovych, but after Russia had annexed Crimea and supported the autonomist movements in eastern Ukraine.


    Moscow has also hoped to enlarge the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), which represents a Russian effort to mimic NATO. The CSTO thus far includes Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan, but Moscow has invited China, India, Iran, Mongolia, and Pakistan to be CSTO observers. Afghanistan and Serbia are already observers. Pakistani observer status was, however, surprisingly rejected by Armenia due to Pakistan's support for Azerbaijan and its refusal to recognize Armenia.5 (Even before 2014, Ukraine had remained out of both the CSTO and the Eurasian Union—giving preference to possibility of joining NATO and the EU Association Agreement.)


    REASONS FOR A CLOSER SINO-RUSSIAN ALLIANCE


    The first major rationale for closer Russian ties to China is a consequence of Russian fears of isolation in Europe in response to the double expansion of NATO and the European Union into former Soviet spheres of influence and security. In the Indo-Pacific, the US-Japanese alliance has been tightening relations with South Korea and Australia, while seeking to strengthen relations with India, if possible. In effect both Moscow and Beijing fear that Washington will reactivate its policy of containment or “encirclement.”


    Moreover, both Moscow and China tend to see US and European ideological appeals to “democracy” and “human rights” as a threat both to one-party Communist leadership in the case of China and to the dynamic authoritarian duo of Vladimir Putin and Dmitri Medvedev in the case of Russia—a situation in which Putin's political party, United Russia, predominates over all other Russian political parties, with more than 3/4 of the 450 seats in the Russian Duma. From Beijing's perspective, the student-led Chinese democracy movement in Tiananmen Square and throughout the country in April–June 1989, and the more recent Hong Kong democracy movements (the Umbrella Revolution, since 2014), have been seen as backed by US and European (and Taiwanese) democratic ideology, media, and secret financial supports.


    Rather than engage in necessary reforms designed to check corruption and open the decision-making processes to greater civil-society inputs, both Moscow and Beijing see these democracy movements as an essentially US-directed tool of hybrid warfare primarily aimed at undermining the Russian and Chinese power structure and ultimately aimed at breaking up both countries. (On Russian views, see chapter 3.)


    THE QUESTION OF RUSSIAN ARMS SALES TO CHINA


    Moscow has, for the first time in years, begun to sell China advanced weaponry. In 2016, Moscow promised to sell four advanced Russian Su-35 fighter jets to Beijing—with a total of twenty-four jets to be completed in three years. And China will probably obtain more than just the initial twenty-four Su-35s. This significant arms sale has generated tensions with India, Taiwan, and Japan.6 In addition, Moscow has also been considering the sale of Amur-class submarines to China, plus advanced aircraft engines and radars. Moreover, Russia is expected to deliver its S-400 surface-to-air missile to China by 2018. Overall, Beijing and Moscow had signed roughly $8 billion in defense contracts as of November 2016.7


    In effect, Russian technology could boost China's air defense capability significantly—even though Moscow still fears Beijing could clone Russian military technology. In 2014, Beijing was seen as copying the Su-27/30 fighter—which then became the J-11. The Chinese have also been accused of cloning US military technology. The Chinese J-31, for example, looks like a US F-35—as the Chinese were believed to have hacked into the files of F-35 sub-contractors.8 Yet Russian fears of Chinese high-tech copying appear less worrisome due to the fact that Moscow expects to deploy the even more advanced S-500 surface-to-air missile and T-50 fighter in the near future. Nevertheless, these major arms sales to China are significant in that they appear to put to an end Moscow's own informal ban on selling advanced weapons systems to Beijing, which had in place since roughly 2004.9


    Moscow elites do fear that Russia could, in the not so-distant future, become a junior partner of China in military terms. Already, China possesses world's largest land army, and it is rapidly developing its blue-water navy, plus ICBM missile capabilities. For this reason, many Russian elites have called for restraining the sale of advanced military technologies to China. These elites worry that Russian arms sales to China could backfire, if Beijing eventually turns against Russia.10 By contrast with this view, other Russian elites have hoped to co-opt China by means of working closely with the leadership. They consider it futile to confront Beijing.


    The dilemma is that the long-term ability of Russia (and of the United States) to stay ahead of China in the game of military innovation is not guaranteed. There are still some items Russia will not sell China—such as technology that allows the Iskander cruise missile to maneuver at extremely high speed, making it difficult to intercept. Moscow will also not supply Beijing with satellite systems that could detect ballistic missile launches.11 At the same time, Russian arms sales to China are helpful in permitting Moscow to obtain a better conception of real Chinese military capabilities. The nature of Russia and Chinese defense relations indicates that the two countries could deepen military-to-military trade through the joint development of new space technology, airplanes, and helicopters.12 Advanced Russian arms sales appear designed to support China militarily as Beijing has begun to confront the US-Japanese alliance—while both Moscow and Beijing have hoped to splinter ASEAN where possible. Cambodia, Laos, and Myanmar, but more importantly Malaysia, even Vietnam, and now the Philippines, appear to be moving closer to both Russia and China.


    ENERGY COOPERATION


    Russian arms deals with China were bargained just when Russia and China were finalizing their “historic” gas deal worth $400 billion in May 2014, just after the Russian annexation of Crimea. Even though there have been ongoing price disputes over the gas deal, China and Russia also worked out a series of energy agreements involving the doubling of oil supplies and the construction of a natural gas pipeline to China from Russia. Additionally, the two agreed to develop Russian coal resources for China's benefit.


    In this case, Russian-Chinese rivalry could be seen in the fact that China had previously sought to block Russia's attempts to establish a Russia-based energy infrastructure in Central Asia, by establishing contracts with a number of Central Asian states to build gas and oil pipelines directly to China.13 The fact that this deal came just after the United States and the European Union imposed sanctions on Moscow after its annexation of Crimea, however, indicated that Moscow could find financing for its major projects from other sources. From the Russian perspective, defense and security issues are now overriding political-economic concerns and previous disputes with China. Likewise, major Chinese banking deals with Russia to develop the Yamal liquefied natural (LNG) gas venture in the Arctic permit Russia to reduce its reliance on gas-export sales to Europe, while supplying China and opening up LNG shipping exports to Asia. And these deals once again show that Moscow can still find financing for a major project despite US and EU sanctions, but at the risk of too great a dependence on Beijing.


    In late September 2017, CEFC China Energy purchased a 14.16 percent stake ($9.1 billion) in the Russian oil producer Rosneft, a firm closely linked to Putin, which will provide China access to eastern Russian oilfields near the Chinese border. It is the first time China has acquired a significant stake in a major Kremlin-controlled corporation.14


    Moreover, these deals will boost not only China's economy but also its energy security. This is because the energy supply chains, particularly over land but also on the sea, tend to avoid the maritime choke points dominated by the United States and its allies.15 This latter strategic economic fact provides a major rationale for China to sustain its close Eurasian relationship with Russia in the future.


    COMMON VALUES


    What appears very significant is that Russia and China have begun to enhance cooperation not only by means of cultural exchanges but also by cooperation in the actual making of domestic policies. In early 2016, Russian President Vladimir Putin and Chinese leader Xi Jinping urged the legislative bodies of their respective countries to enhance their exchanges and mutual experience so as to further strengthen China-Russia ties. This resulted in the agreement of the Russia's Federation Council and Russia's State Duma, and China's National People's Congress to strengthen their cooperation on legislative initiatives and supervision, so as “to enhance coordination on regional, municipal and industrial development policies and plans.”16


    While it is generally argued that Russia and China are not compatible in ideological terms, as China is still run by the Chinese Communist Party, the above factors have tended to bring China and Russia even closer together rather than to tear them apart. While potential disputes and a “quiet rivalry”17 does exist between the two Eurasian powers, the two countries appear to be moving beyond a marriage of convenience and toward a proto-alliance in opposition to the United States and its allies—as indicated by their June 2016 joint statement on strengthening global strategic stability.18


    RUSSIA AS A JUNIOR ECONOMIC PARTNER TO CHINA


    By reaching out to China, Russia is not so gradually becoming to China a junior partner in political-economic and financial terms. And Moscow could become even more financially dependent on China if Russia remains isolated from US and European sources of capital for too long. It has been argued that a close Chinese-Russian relationship is probably more important to Russia than to China, but Beijing also hopes to avoid the possibility that the United States will also impose sanctions on China in the future.


    In March 2013, China, along with the other BRICS countries of Brazil, Russia, India, and South Africa, set up the New Development Bank. In October 2014, China set up the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB).19 Founded in September 2007, the China Investment Corporation (CIC), which, with $813.5 billion in assets in June 2017, is the third largest soverign wealth fund, after that of Norway and the United Arab Emirates, and possesses a capital funding that dwarfs the Japanese-led Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the World Bank.20 China's AIIB and the CIC also possess assets that Russia cannot match—particularly with world energy prices down from their previous heights before 2008. Since 2014, and particularly in 2015, Russia has become one of the five largest recipients of Chinese outbound direct investment, in relation to the Chinese government's BRI that connects Asia with Europe. Meanwhile, China was Russia's largest bilateral trade partner in 2015.


    In September 2016, the China-Russia dialogue emphasized principles such as the “rule of law.” The two countries hoped to promote new tax and legal concepts for enhancing investments, investment protection, privatization, and providing state guarantees on finance for projects. There was also dialogue on how to deal with differing interpretations of legislative concepts, such as public-private partnerships and concession agreements.21 While Washington has often reiterated that Russia and China do not accept the “rule of law,” Russia and China appear to be developing their own laws and rules!


    RCEP VS. TPP


    Russia has augmented its support for China to build the BRI. China is also implementing its major trade accord, RCEP, which would tighten its political-economic relationship with Russia and other Eurasian states. These trade pacts were initially forged to counter the US-led Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) and Trans-Pacific Partnership (TTP). But Trump unilaterally abandoned the TPP, while the TTIP has been in limbo—although the Trump administration talked about reviving it in May 2017 through a joint US-EU task force.22


    In terms of the international political economy, the Trump decision not to implement the TPP could actually permit Beijing to play a more significant political-economic role in the Indo-Pacific relative to Japan and the United States, particularly if it can implement the RCEP. Moreover, Trump has been seeking Chinese investment in the United States, with China's CIC and Goldman Sachs promising to co-partner in a five-billion-dollar fund, which is also intended to expand US exports to China.23 Contrary to his own campaign rhetoric, Trump has looked to both Saudi Arabia and China to finance his infrastructure projects, which will augment Saudi and Chinese political-economic influence in the United States.


    At the same time, however, Beijing could nevertheless threaten to back away from its significant financial supports for the over-indebted US economy and its promised investments in the United States—if Trump administration continues to threaten sanctions against China due to Beijing's efforts to expand its regional sphere of influence and security through the BRI—coupled with Beijing's efforts to implement a Chinese version of the US Monroe Doctrine. (See discussion on China's holding of US debt and the possibility of a trade and monetary war, chapter 1.)


    As China expands its political-economic influence in the Indo-Pacific, one dilemma is that ASEAN countries find themselves caught between the promises of Chinese trade and finance versus the uncertain American promises of security and defense assistance. ASEAN countries need strong US political-economic backing if they are to also engage in military commitments. Given Trump's decision to dump the TPP, ASEAN states do not feel confident that Trump will continue to back the Obama administration's policy of “rebalancing to Asia” that sought to strengthen the US political-economic and defense role in the Indo-Pacific.


    Both Singapore and Japan had essentially argued that the TPP would provide economic “substance” through trade to the US military efforts to rebalance the region. TPP had thus been seen as a means to counterbalance China's massive political-economic influence in the region that impacts all states, from Cambodia to the Philippines to Australia. It had also been hoped that the formation of TPP would have pressed China to reform its generally poor labor standards and upgrade its environmental standards, among other concerns. Seen in this way, the TPP was intended to press China to reform its own economy so that Beijing could have eventually joined.24


    Ironically, now that Trump threw the TPP out the window, it is the “liberal democratic” United States that appears to be advocating economic protectionism under Trump's new America First nationalism. And it is Communist China that appears to be arguing for liberal exchange and international trade. Chinese President Xi Jinping affirmed at the Davos Forum in 2017: “We must remain committed to developing global free trade and investment, promote trade and investment liberalization and facilitation through opening-up and say no to protectionism. Pursuing protectionism is like locking oneself in a dark room. While wind and rain may be kept outside, that dark room will also block light and air. No one will emerge as a winner in a trade war.”25 After this speech, the motto of the Chinese President Xi Jinping could be called “People First.” For Trump it is “America First”—or even “Trump First.” (For French President Macron it is “Planet First.” See chapter 10.)


    Yet China's approach is not altogether altruistic. While China claims that its investment deals do not come with political strings attached, countries that want to trade with China must drop their recognition of Taiwan. China can drive hard bargains on interest rates for loans. And Chinese investment projects, which Beijing insists on controlling, often bring in Chinese labor via “gated communities” of workers who live and eat on the premises—instead of hiring local workers.


    When he had signed the TPP, Obama stated,


    Today, these countries signed the Trans-Pacific Partnership—a new type of trade deal that puts American workers first. Right now, the rules of global trade too often undermine our values and put our workers and businesses at a disadvantage. TPP will change that. It eliminates more than 18,000 taxes that various countries put on Made in America products. It promotes a free and open Internet and prevents unfair laws that restrict the free flow of data and information. It includes the strongest labor standards and environmental commitments in history—and, unlike in past agreements, these standards are fully enforceable. TPP allows America—and not countries like China—to write the rules of the road in the 21st century, which is especially important in a region as dynamic as the Asia-Pacific.26


    In effect, despite Obama's warnings and Trump's anti-Chinese rhetoric, it looks like Trump's anti-TPP policy will actually permit China to write the rules of the future as it develops the BRI and RCEP step-by-step in an effort to dominate world trade by 2050. This appears true unless India, Japan, South Korea, and Indonesia stall the RCEP, and if Japan and New Zealand can put together a revised TPP to counterbalance China. But here, the proposed participation of Taiwan in a revised TPP could spark tensions with China, as Taiwan could escape from Beijing's efforts to force countries not to recognize Taipei and thus isolate Taiwan in the global economy. Taiwan has formal state-to-state relations with only twenty countries, after Panama shifted to recognize Beijing in June 2017.27


    The question remains: if Trump does convince Beijing to invest heavily in the United States in the near future, and augment US exports to China, what political strings will be attached?


    MEXICO, LATIN AMERICA, AND CHINA AND RUSSIA


    From a global standpoint, America First protectionism also opens the door for Mexico to sell its products to China, and for China, India, and Russia to enter the Mexican market—in addition to obtaining greater political-economic influence in the rest of the Caribbean and Latin America—as is already the case in the highly unstable country of Venezuela.


    Trump's threats to expel Mexican immigrants, for example, and make Mexico pay for a US border wall/fence, in addition to threatening to place a “border tax” on imports from Mexico, could further destabilize a highly inequitable Mexican society.28 Such threats could exacerbate the drug and mafia wars inside Mexico and on the streets in urban America. They could furthermore force Mexico to look toward China, India, and Russia for trade, aid, and assistance.29 A Chinese geo-strategic foothold in Mexico, Venezuela, or elsewhere in the region could eventually be regarded as a challenge to the US Monroe Doctrine—particularly if China, backed by Russia, is eventually seen by Washington as trying to go too far.


    Beijing has rapidly extended its influence in Latin America. In 2000, the Chinese share of Latin American trade was merely 2 percent, while the US share was 53 percent. By 2010, the Chinese share had grown to 11 percent of the total; the United States share dropped to 39 percent. By 2016, the United States was still Latin America's overall top trade partner, but China became the top trade partner of Brazil, Chile, Peru, and Venezuela. China has also been expected to overtake the European Union as the second largest trade partner of Latin America and the Caribbean in 2016.30 China has, for example, already initiated a new multilateral forum in 2014 with the CELAC (the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States)—a forum that excludes the United States. And in addition to looking to China for trade, investment, and finance, Latin American states such as Brazil, Venezuela, Peru, Bolivia, Nicaragua, and Argentina have begun to import Chinese arms.


    CHINA'S EFFORTS TO CONTROL GLOBAL SHIPPING


    In addition to its port investments in Asia (see discussion in this chapter), Beijing has sought to expand its interests in the geo-strategically sensitive region of the Panama Canal zone, acquiring Panama's largest seaport, Margarita Island Port, in May 2016. Margarita Port is part of the Colón Free Trade Zone, the largest free-trade zone in the Western Hemisphere and one of the world's major cargo distribution centers with sea-land-air-rail multimodal transport.31 Chinese elites are also looking to Nicaragua, given the proposed canal through the latter despite difficulties involving domestic opposition and environmental concerns.32 Chinese shipping companies have likewise been investing in Darwin, Australia; Athens, Greece (the Port of Piraeus in Greece is a gateway to Asia, eastern Europe, and North Africa); Istanbul, Turkey; and Venice, Italy—all as part of its BRI.


    The concern raised here is that Chinese shipping and port investment ventures raise questions in a global situation in which geostrategic/security issues and political-economic issues are becoming intertwined. The close ties between the Chinese government and Chinese shipping and investment firms raises questions as to whether these firms are operating in Beijing's military interests or strictly in China's economic interests.33


    CHINA AND RUSSIA ARE STILL IN CUBA


    With respect to China and Russian influence in Cuba, President Putin signed ten bilateral economic and commercial agreements in Cuba in July 2014 and then promised to forgive more than $35 billion in Cuban debt to the former Soviet Union, during a time when President Obama was seeking to formally recognize the country (the latter was achieved one year later, on July 1, 2015). Russia announced that it would invest in Cuban offshore oil exploration, while hoping to help other Caribbean countries develop energy sources as well. It has been reported that Moscow could also be seeking basing rights to refuel its long-range bombers in Venezuela, Cuba, and Nicaragua. Moscow and Havana have purportedly been seeking a deal to permit Russian intelligence-gathering vessels to operate off of the US East Coast and in the Gulf of Mexico through proposed logistical outposts for resupply, shore leave, and repairs.34


    Russian and Chinese backing for the Cuban government represents one factor in leading Trump to reverse some of Obama's policies that were intended to open US relations with the country. As of November 2017, Trump intends to restrict the ability of American citizens to engage with those Cuban businesses, restaurants, and hotels that possess close ties to Cuban government officials and the security services, as determined by the State Department.35 Yet such policies are likely to strengthen, not weaken, Cuban ties to China and Russia.


    THE CRISIS IN VENEZUELA


    Since 2007, China has loaned as much as $60 billion to Venezuela alone, out of more than $120 billion in Chinese loans and investments over Latin America as a whole. Access to Venezuelan oil has been the focal point of Chinese investment. Without Chinese finance, it is unlikely that the governments of Hugo Chavez and Nicolás Madder could have paid for their welfare and social programs that helped them to stay in power. Beijing has also been able to obtain many of the legal rights to Venezuelan oil and other natural resources throughout Latin America. In such a way, China has become the new social imperialist—once critiqued by Maoists.36


    The burgeoning civil war in Venezuela, has begun to impact the entire region. President Donald Trump labeled Venezuela's ongoing political and economic turmoil “a very very horrible problem” and placed sanctions on a number of corrupt government officials.37 Criminal human- and drug-trafficking organizations have begun to take advantage of black-market activities and the flight of refugees from the country. In a presumed effort to help provide stability in the region, NATO has been considering making Venezuela's neighbor, Colombia, NATO's first Latin American partner. NATO's rapprochement comes just after the historic peace deal between the Colombian government and the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia FARC that ended the five-decade war that had killed more than 220,000 people and had left nearly eight million people as internal refugees. In addition to seeking to shield Colombia from sociopolitical instability from Venezuela, and securing the peace, NATO could seek to counterbalance Chinese and Russian influence in the near future.38


    Now that Venezuela is embroiled in civil conflict, it is not certain how either China, Russia, or the United States will react to the possibility of growing instability there and throughout the region. As the state collapses, Venezuelan finance from its oil exploitation will no longer provide funding for mismanaged countries in the region—thus exacerbating social tensions throughout Central and Latin America and the Caribbean. For its part, Moscow sees Venezuela as a strategic partner in the area, while China seeks Venezuelan oil and holds significant amounts of Venezuelan debt, which are generally repayable in oil and other forms of investment. At the same time, one can expect more problems in the Caribbean, which represents a major entry point for terrorist and drug financing.39


    In his September 2017 speech at the United Nations, President Trump threatened to intervene militarily, ostensibly in the effort to help Venezuelans “regain their democracy.”40 Yet a much better option would be for Washington to negotiate a domestic peace settlement in Venezuela by working with Havana, even if Trump may have spoiled relations with Cuba by placing sanctions on the country, as previously discussed. If the United States and Cuba can work together to resolve the domestic crisis in Venezuela, that approach may help the United States and Cuba to make amends as well.41 But if Trump does not attempt, or cannot obtain, a negotiated domestic settlement in Venezuela, his threats to intervene militarily could further polarize the world into rival alliances, with Latin America destabilized and Venezuela looking to Russia and China for arms.


    INDIA: THE KEY PIVOT STATE


    In addition to Latin America, Moscow and China appear to be working somewhat in tandem particularly in Eurasia. Moscow had initially hoped to work with China in the Chinese-inspired Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), founded in 2001, which seeks to expand security cooperation in Eurasia. The SCO is expected to include India and Pakistan as new members in 2017.42 This prospect has been symbolized by the annual trilateral summit between India, China, and Russia.43


    At the same time, however, Chinese-Russian strategic and energy ties today have become far more extensive than Russian-Indian ties as Russia and China increasingly coordinate their global policies. This has raised a question that will impact the global strategic balance: Will a presently neutral India reach out to a possible Eurasian alliance with China and Russia? Or will India move closer to the United States, Europeans, and Japan in opposition to China and Pakistan in particular? Or can India remain neutral and a potential mediator between the two blocs?


    Both China and Russia have been attempting to counter the tightening US-French-Japanese-Australian alliance, but China has been checking Russian efforts to draw India into a closer three-way defense collaboration despite Russian, Chinese, and Indian summitry; for example, Russia itself has moved closer to China than to India. China has vetoed India's application to join the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), despite Russia's request. As membership in the NSG would help legitimize New Delhi as a nuclear power, India sees China's attitude as representing an effort to keep India down as a major global actor. China also refused to permit India from participating in an April 2017 defense meeting with Russia.44 And a highly protectionist India has been hesitant to join the Chinese-backed RCEP, making it the potentially largest trade bloc in the world.


    In response to Russian efforts to forge a closer trilateral defense relationship with China and India, the United States and France have hoped to draw India away from Russian political-economic influence through arms sales. In addition, the United States, Japan, and Australia hope to work with India to deal with common security challenges in the Indo-Pacific region, through the Quadrilateral Security Dialogue (or Quad). For its part, India has only slowly begun to expand its defense ties with Japan and southeast Asian states. Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi renamed India's policy toward the region from “Look East” to “Act East” in 2014. India is now the largest recipient of Japan's $35 billion overseas assistance for infrastructure development and for its “Make-in-India” manufacturing programs. Overall, India is seeking high technology to boost its defense-industrial base.45


    In March 2016, India held one of its largest military exercises on its territory, involving all ten ASEAN member states. ASEAN possesses close economic relationships with both India and China, yet the ASEAN countries generally remain wary of what they see as a Chinese policy of counter-encirclement through its “string of pearls” strategy. And China is the largest arms supplier for most of India's neighbors.


    The aforementioned “string of pearls” expression refers to port construction along the Indian Ocean, from Chittagong in Bangladesh, to Colombo Port City and Hambantota in Sri Lanka, to Gwadar in the Baluchistan province of Pakistan, and to the Maldives. Fears of China's military usage of these ports were raised in 2014 when a Chinese military submarine docked at the Chinese-owned facility at Colombo Port City, Sri Lanka—which represents a key trading hub between East Asia, the Middle East, and Africa, and thus one of the most prominent financial and commercial centers on China's Twenty-First-Century Maritime Silk Road (or BRI).46 New Delhi has additionally been highly critical of Beijing's efforts to check freedom of the seas and has protested Chinese nuclear submarine patrols in the Bay of Bengal.


    India is additionally reaching out to Mongolia, Vietnam, the Philippines, Australia, Indonesia, Singapore, Malaysia, Thailand, Cambodia, Laos, and Brunei—in part in an effort to establish maritime patrols to counter terrorism, piracy, and smuggling, and in part to counter Chinese influence.47 The Thai and Indian leadership have, for example, stated their intent to “enhance the ASEAN-India Strategic Partnership.”48 Thailand had reached out to China in 2015, yet relations with India appear to be taking priority. The two governments intend to prioritize the completion of the India-Myanmar-Thailand trilateral highway. This would establish a land route to Southeast Asia through India's northeast and help to counter Chinese political-economic influence in Pakistan.


    To counter China's influence in Southeast Asia and to affirm India's status as a rising global power, New Delhi needs to secure sea lines of communication, enhance security in the Malacca Strait trade route, and strengthen its trade relations with ASEAN. The problem, however, is that India, as compared to China, lacks the infrastructure that is required to support more trade with ASEAN. Until India enacts land and labor reforms to encourage manufacturing investments, China's trade with ASEAN will continue to surpass that of India. India likewise possesses difficulties in competing with China in Nepal, Bhutan, and other regional countries. China is the top source of imports for Pakistan, Sri Lanka, and Bangladesh, for example, as well as for India; between 2010 and 2015, China's exports to Pakistan doubled.49


    In the summer of 2017, the Chinese and Indian militaries engaged in a face-off over the Siliguri “Chicken Neck” corridor in western Bhutan where the Chinese were constructing a mountain road seen as a potential strategic threat to India. New Delhi fears that if China would bring tanks and troops to the corridor, it could cut off India from its northeastern states in case of war. Tensions, however, calmed by the time of the Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa (BRICS) summit in September, but the issue of burgeoning Chinese political, economic, and military influence in Bhutan, Pakistan, and other regions remains.


    RUSSIAN AND CHINESE RELATIONS WITH INDIA


    Throughout the Cold War and immediately after, Moscow has largely sought to counterbalance the interests of India with those of China. In the past, Moscow wanted to make certain that India had a favorable military-technological balance vis-a-vis China. Now, however, Russia appears to be switching toward support of China, if not Pakistan as well. In terms of joint exercises, for example, Russia's military exercises with India take place in the context of international UN peacekeeping operations. By contrast, Chinese-Russian military exercises have included maneuvers in which China and Russia have engaged in potentially offensive exercises.50


    Moscow thus appears to be tilting somewhat away from India as its preferred partner in defense sales and military cooperation. As previously discussed, Russia has been selling relatively more advanced weaponry systems to China—a fact that aggravates Indian security concerns.51 Yet as the United States and France and other arms suppliers have begun to enter the India defense market, Russia risks losing not only its arms market in India but also contracts for high technology. India has recently sought American economic and technological assistance to expand its own military and naval position in the Indian Ocean region. And it has purchased some $14 billion worth weapons and technology from the United States over the past decade, in seeking to augment its capabilities vis-à-vis China on the Himalayan border and in the Indian Ocean.52


    Given India's importance in Russian arms sales and foreign policy, Moscow accordingly fears that the Americans, French, and Japanese are beginning to cut Russia out of arms markets and other deals in India.53 This appears true even if the French Rafale may not hold up against China's (Russian-made) Su-35s, according to some experts.54 In short, both Moscow and Beijing have begun to support Pakistan more strongly, with Russia beginning to step back from its previous strong support for India.


    KASHMIR


    Indian-Pakistani conflict over Kashmir and other regions is concurrently beginning to interlink with the ongoing war in Afghanistan. Given the poor nature of US-Pakistani relations, at least since the US assassination of Osama bin Laden in May 2011 on Pakistani territory, Russian President Putin has begun to open discussions with Pakistan and even with the Taliban—to the chagrin of India and other regional powers that fear the potential formation of an Islamist state in Afghanistan or in other places in southwest Asia. For its part, China has opposed a number of differing Uighur Islamist movements in Xinjiang province—which China hopes to make the hub of its BRI in Central and South Asia.


    The key issue is that Pakistan has been supporting differing pan-Islamist movements in Afghanistan and in Indian-controlled Kashmir. In Afghanistan, Pakistan's goal has been to somehow achieve “strategic depth” versus India by aligning itself with pan-Islamist forces. In Kashmir, Pakistan hopes to press Indian troops out of the Indian occupied zones. Pakistan has likewise supported various major terrorist strikes on Indian territory. Indian-Pakistani conflict came close to going nuclear in the dispute over Kargil in 1998—a conflict that was largely mitigated by US diplomacy.


    Moscow's rapprochement with Pakistan appears to be in accord with Moscow's close alliance with China and Beijing's plans to extend the BRI into Pakistan—but in areas that India finds strategically sensitive. Relations between Putin and Indian Prime Minister Modi thus far appear to be positive in the areas of general economic cooperation, defense and arms sales, and nuclear energy.55 Moscow claims it wants to sustain its “special” relationship with India, and that its relations with Pakistan are strictly economic.56 Yet the Indian concern is that Russian and Pakistani relations appear to be warming. This was illustrated by joint Russian-Pakistani military exercises in Pakistan in September 2016—at a time when relations between New Delhi and Islamabad were tense. Moscow has also begun to discuss with Islamabad a wide range of regional issues and key areas of mutual interest—but which may or may not coincide with Chinese interests as well.


    Beijing has additionally been expanding its sphere of influence and security into Pakistan, raising Indian concerns. As part of China's BRI, China is implementing the China-Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC). This means the development of transport and energy infrastructure roads, from China's western Xinjiang province to the Chinese-built port of Gwadar, Pakistan, on the Indian Ocean. This consequently creates an alternative direct transport link between western China and the Indian Ocean. It permits China to bypass the South China Sea by land, if strategically necessary, while developing areas of western China along the historic Silk Road from China's Xinjiang province.


    While China's plans in Pakistan have not been entirely finalized, there is a possibility that some elements of the CPEC project will cross into the highly insecure and militarized territories of Pakistan Occupied Kashmir (PoK) and Gilgit-Baltistan—areas that are still claimed by India. Given the uncertain nature of security in this entire region, Beijing has been urging the Pakistan Army to take the leading role in CPEC, as opposed to civilian authorities. This could make China “a major target of Pakistani extremists and separatists,”57 in which some secessionist groups could possibly be backed by India. In addition to perceived manipulation of the Pakistani military, China's tendency to use its own engineers and a large Chinese labor force while only hiring a minimum number of Pakistani workers could cause a popular backlash among local impoverished populations.


    On the one hand, if the CPEC project succeeds, and the Chinese economy does not face its own financial meltdown in its global efforts to finance such a large number of gargantuan overseas projects, while Beijing also attempts to boost domestic incomes, repress domestic protest, and put its severe problems of pollution under control, then the CPEC could benefit Pakistan's infrastructure development and economy in the long run. But the CPEC project could also entangle Pakistan in China's global network. This could link the Pakistani military and police to Chinese political-economic and military interests. In effect, Chinese BRI and CPEC ambition raises the Kashmir dispute to the forefront of Chinese and Indian relations.


    KASHMIR: FOCAL POINT OF CONFLICT


    Initially, when the Hindu nationalist Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) government came to power in 2014, Prime Minister Narendra Modi appeared to offer an olive branch to Pakistan. But the quest for peace did not last very long. In August 2016, terrorist attacks by Pakistan-based militant groups such as Lashkar-e-Taiba and Jaish e-Mohammed, among many previous attacks, led India to engage in a crackdown on the Indian side of Kashmir.58 At that time, India crossed the “line of control” that divides Kashmir and purportedly engaged in “surgical strikes” on the Pakistani side. Concurrently New Delhi threatened to block Pakistan's water supply by means of speeding up the building of new hydropower plants along the three rivers that flow into Pakistan.59 If so, this would have been in violation of the 1960 Indus Waters Treaty. And it could cause a negative counteraction by Pakistan's ally, China, which controls much of the water that flows into India before it enters Pakistan.


    On Pakistani Independence Day, August 14, 2016, Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif called directly for the freedom of Kashmir. In effect, this statement overtly admitted Pakistani support for Kashmiri insurgence against India. In response, on Indian Independence Day, August 15, Prime Minister Modi then sent his greetings to “people of Baluchistan, Gilgit [and] Pakistan-occupied Kashmir.”60 This statement in effect raised the prospects that India could more overtly support anti-Pakistan movements, such as the Baluchistan Republican Army and the Sindhudesh Liberation Army, in the Pakistani province of Baluchistan. If India does strongly support these movements, such actions would in turn raise tensions in the Pakistani-controlled regions of Azad Jammu and Kashmir and Gilgit-Baltistan, which are in turn claimed by India.


    By contrast with his 2016 India Independence Day speech, in August 2017, Prime Minister Modi pledged that he would focus on domestic development and social issues that are confronting Indian society, so that India could be “free of terrorism, corruption, dynasty politics, communalism and casteism.”61 But on Kashmir, he stated: “Neither gaali (abuse), nor goli (bullet) will bring a change. The change will take place when we embrace every Kashmiri.” For his part, on Pakistani Independence Day, Prime Minister Sharif criticized the “expansionist designs of India” and urged the “international community to play its role in the resolution of the regional conflicts, particularly the Kashmir dispute in conformity with the UN Resolutions on the subject with a view to ensuring durable peace in the region.”62 Here it appears essential for the Trump administration to address the Kashmir question despite Indian reluctance, and before it is too late to prevent the conflict from escalating. (See chapter 9.)


    WAR? OR CONCERTED DIPLOMACY?


    Russian and Chinese ties to Pakistan and to the Taliban consequently raise major concerns for India—despite the invitation of both India and Pakistan into the Chinese-led Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) in 2017. But while the SCO will provide a forum for bilateral discussions, and could possibly help build relations between Indian and Pakistani military forces and intelligence, it appears dubious that the SCO will help India and Pakistan to find a solution to the question of terrorism and counterterrorism, and to the Kashmir problem. Nor will the SCO help find a solution of their nuclear disputes.


    In addition, any Russian deal with Pakistan tightens Russian relations with China as well. Russia may hope to play intermediary between China, Pakistan, and India, but this will not prove easy, as the United States and its allies will seek to draw India closer to their geostrategic and political-economic interests through security cooperation and arms sales. These include the major sale of the thirty-six advanced French Rafale fighter jets to India in 2016—at the same time that the United States has cut assistance to Pakistan. France has also been limiting arms sales to Islamabad, while selling to New Delhi. The US Senate had blocked a deal with Pakistan for eight F-16 fighter aircraft in May 2016 and refused $300 million in defense aid to Islamabad in August 2016. These steps have led Pakistan to buy Chinese JF-17 fighter jets.63


    In accord with US and Japanese policy, India has strongly opposed China's maritime and naval buildup. New Delhi has moreover rejected China's claims to islands in the South China Sea, in the demand for freedom of navigation for all states in the region—which corresponds with US concerns. Despite Russian efforts to bring India into closer relationship with China, the above factors could press India closer to the new global alliance that is forming between the United States, France, Australia, and Japan.


    In sum, India is hesitant about joining the Chinese-backed RCEP, and while New Delhi has hoped to maintain strong ties to Russia, Moscow appears to moving closer to China. Moreover, India's skepticism of the goals of China's CPEC and BRI combined with Modi's provocative statements with respect to Baluchistan and Gilgit-Baltistan against Pakistani claims to support Jammu and Kashmiri independence raise the risk of Indian conflict with Pakistan.64 And since India additionally claims Aksai Chin and Shaksgam Valley, which are presently controlled by China and because China claims Arunachal Pradesh (calling it South Tibet), which is controlled by New Delhi, Indian-Pakistani conflict could potentially set off a wider confrontation.
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    Trump's Indo-Pacific policies have flipped like a fish in a frying pan since he came to power in January 2017 up until his visit to South Korea, China, Vietnam, the Philippines, and Japan in November 2017. Whether he will obtain a better grasp of the region after his visit remains to be seen, but Trump has so far flipped from supporting Taiwan, to fawning upon China, to threatening to “totally destroy” North Korea. Kim Jung Un upped the ante by repeating threats that he would soon explode a hydrogen bomb over the Pacific Ocean in the process of developing nuclear missiles capable of striking the continental United States.1


    But, perhaps even more incredibly, Trump actually told Secretary of State Rex Tillerson not to engage in even a half-hearted attempt at diplomacy. As he put it in one of his (in)famous tweets: “I told Rex Tillerson, our wonderful secretary of state, that he is wasting his time trying to negotiate with Little Rocket Man.”2 In effect, Trump's tweet signals to North Korea that the United States is interested not in a diplomatic solution but in regime change.


    In addition, even if Trump does eventually opt for a diplomatic path, his tweet has already helped to undercut the credibility of his secretary of state, at the same time that Tillerson is attempting to restructure the State Department in accord with Trump's directives, by shutting down more than thirty special envoys offices and trying to eliminate at least 2,300 employees.3 This situation creates a tense working atmosphere that will make it even more difficult for the State Department to effectively deal with a number of critical issues discussed in this book, including the truly existential threat posed by North Korea.


    The argument of this chapter is that there is absolutely no alternative to diplomacy with North Korean leader Kim Jung Un except for a war that could kill more than a million people. It is crucial for the United States to engage in effective diplomatic leadership that would seek a settlement between South Korea and North Korea through multilateral negotiations, and that would involve Japan, Russia, and China; and that would soon lead to direct US-North Korean talks.


    TRUMP AND HIS TAIWAN-CHINA FLIP-FLOPS


    As presidential candidate, Trump had questioned the One-China policy that has governed US, Taiwanese, and Chinese relations since the Shanghai Communiqué of 1972 and that is fundamental to sustaining positive US-Chinese relationship. In an effort to obtain political, military, and economic concessions from Beijing, which Trump has seen as the primary threat to the US economy and US interests abroad, Trump threatened to play the Taiwan independence “card.” By backing Taiwan, Trump had hoped to obtain the support of anti-Communist Asian American voters. Trump also hoped to alter China's expansionist political-economic and military policies in the Indo-Pacific region.


    In opposition to the One-China accord, Trump had stated that he did not see why he must be “bound by a ‘one China’ policy” unless the United States could make a deal with China “having to do with other things,” including trade, devaluation, border taxes, their military buildup in the South China Sea.4 He continued, “and, frankly, they're not helping us at all with North Korea…You have North Korea, you have nuclear weapons, and China could solve that problem. And they're not helping us at all.” But Trump also added as part of his bargaining strategy: “I wouldn't want them to know what my real thinking is.”


    Trump then offended Beijing by accepting a phone call from the Taiwanese president, Tsai Ing-wen, whom Beijing has refused to recognize as a leader.5 This is because Beijing sees Taiwan as a secessionist province that must eventually be reunified with the mainland—and by the use of force if necessary. Trump's efforts to play the Taiwanese card against Beijing consequently caused great popular resentment and protest in China—and continues to raise China's suspicions.


    In mid-December 2016, much as it has done in the past at the beginning of the administrations of both George W. Bush and Barack Obama, Beijing flashed its dragon claws. Just after Trump's telephone conversation with Taiwanese president, Beijing sailed its (former Ukrainian) aircraft carrier, the Liaoning, accompanied by three guided missile destroyers and two frigates, into the South China Sea. This resulted in a symbolic crossing—for the first time—through the waterway between Okinawa and Miyakojima Island near Japan. The aircraft carrier thus sailed only twenty nautical miles outside Taiwan's air defense identification zone (ADIZ) in the Bashi Channel between Taiwan and the Philippines. This action forced Taiwan to deploy an unspecified number of F-16 fighter jets.6


    China was also purported to have flown a nuclear-capable Xian H-6 bomber along the so-called Nine-Dash Line which outlines China's territorial claims to roughly 90 percent of the South China Sea. Chinese claims clash with the claims of Vietnam, Malaysia, Indonesia, Brunei, and the Philippines to their own exclusive economic zones as determined by the international law of the sea. China's Nine-Dash Map, which is ironically based on Chinese nationalist Kuomintang party claims, sets China's boundaries in permanent dispute with the claims of almost all of China's neighbors, whose claims in the same area are not as extensive. Even if the Chinese bomber did not possess nuclear weaponry, these actions nonetheless represented symbolic statements that were intended to demonstrate that Beijing would be willing to use nuclear weaponry in order to defend its territorial claims. The incident also involved Japan, which reportedly sent out two of its fighter jets in response to the flight of the Chinese bomber.7


    Trump's Secretary of State, Rex Tillerson, had already warned China during his congressional confirmation hearings: “We're going to have to send China's leaders a clear signal: that, first, the island building stops and, second, your access to those islands is not going to be allowed.”8 And according the US reports, China has appeared to be upping the ante, at least since Trump came into office, by installing antiaircraft and antimissile systems, among other weaponry, on all seven of the artificial islands it has built in the South China Sea. With Beijing ramping up the pressure, Trump suddenly backed off and was forced to capitulate just a few weeks after becoming president. This reversal of policy was taken in large part as the Chinese President Xi Jinping would not agree to speak with Trump until after he had publicly acknowledged the One-China policy. Both Tillerson and Trump then radically softened their statements toward China.9


    THE ONE-CHINA POLICY


    Trump's policy reversal was largely due to the fact that the One-China policy has been at the heart of a more or less stable US relationship with the People's Republic of China since at least the 1972 Shanghai Communiqué, when President Richard Nixon and Secretary of State Henry Kissinger began to reach out to China. At that time, Washington brought the People's Republic of China into the UN Security Council (UNSC) by way of dismissing the Republic of China (Taiwan) from UNSC membership. The One-China policy is deliberately ambiguous in that it permits a Sino-US modus vivendi. In other words, the United States has publicly agreed to accept Chinese claims to unify with Taiwan, but Washington is nevertheless permitted to sell arms to Taiwan, without formal recognition of Taiwan as a sovereign state. Yet there is another essential issue: as Washington did not press Beijing to renounce the use of force against Taiwan when agreeing to the One-China policy, US defense support for Taiwan gives China more reason to look to Russia for arms. And it gives Moscow more reason to play the China card against the United States—so as to obtain greater concessions. Pressing China and Taiwan to mutually renounce the use of force will be key to peace. (See chapter 10.)


    Beijing fears that Taiwanese independence would undermine the Communist Party's legitimacy to control “all” of China, and that US support for Taiwanese independence would impact China's claims to sovereignty and territorial integrity. Beijing furthermore fears that Taiwanese demands for independence could spark other independence movements inside the mainland (e.g., Tibet, Xinjiang province, and Inner Mongolia). For Beijing, Taiwan is nonnegotiable: Taiwan cannot be part of a Trump bargaining strategy that swaps trade and financial questions.


    Trump has nevertheless appeared to be offering China a positive trade deal if Beijing will help “contain” North Korean nuclear ambitions. On the one hand, Trump's threats to engage in economic sanctions and military actions against China give Beijing very little incentive to pressure North Korea, even if Beijing does fear that the North Korean nuclear program could lead both Japan and South Korea to develop nuclear weaponry that would in turn threaten both North Korea and China itself. On the other, Trump's efforts to forge a new trade deal with China, as a possible reward for its role in dealing with North Korea, could be opposed by the US Congress as well as by Trump's domestic Republican and Independent base of support, who oppose Chinese economic competition.


    Another dilemma is that Beijing represents the second most powerful political-economic actor in the world, if not the very first in some categories. In 2015, for example, China possessed the world's four biggest banks. And among the world's one hundred largest banks, China possessed the most at the top, with thirteen banks in total, while the United States placed second, with eleven banks.10 By some measures, China will surpass the United States in terms of gross domestic product by 2018, after already surpassing the country in terms of purchasing power parity in 2014–2015.11 And given its burgeoning financial, economic, and technological prowess, Beijing could, in just another decade, challenge the United States and its remaining allies in military terms, particularly in its own region—if Washington does not play its cards right. (See chapter 6.)


    THE REGIONAL CHALLENGE


    For Beijing, the state that possesses hegemony over Taiwan in turn possesses control over what the US Navy calls the “sea lines of communication” from Japan to the Arab-Persian Gulf and to the Suez Canal. Japan, South Korea, and Australia all rely upon shipping routes that pass close to Taiwan, through which an estimated $5–$7 trillion worth of goods are transported each year. Some two-thirds of South Korea's energy supplies, nearly 60 percent of Japan's and Taiwan's, and 80 percent of China's crude oil imports, flow through the South China Sea.12


    In addition to the geo-economic importance of who controls the sea routes through the South China Sea, there are significant amounts of resources in the region. Optimistic estimates claim that the South China Sea may contain 17.7 billion tons of crude oil. Pessimists claim that the proven reserves of oil may be only about 1.1 billion tons. For China's energy needs, cheaper alternatives are readily available, particularly given the currently low oil prices. But for the Philippines and Vietnam, losing access to the South China Sea's potential oil and gas wealth would be far more significant in economic terms than it would be for China. Another major concern is that fish stocks in the South China Sea area have fallen 70 to 95 percent from their levels in the 1950s, and in the next twenty years they could decline an additional 59 percent from their 2015 levels.13 The decline of fish stocks has already led China to look in waters beyond the South China Sea and as far as West Africa.


    According to the Pentagon, Beijing has built up more than 3,200 acres of islands by dumping rocks in at least seven areas it occupies in the waters, in strategic positions near the disputed Spratly Islands. This provides China with long-term “civil-military” outposts from which it can project power.14 In addition to expanding its claims to fishing areas, resources, and energy deposits in the South China Sea and elsewhere, one of the main reasons for China to construct artificial islands in the South China Sea, which are far more extensive than those of Vietnam, for example, is to provide a barricade to protect its fleet of advanced nuclear submarines, which is based on the southern tip of Hainan Island.15


    China has not yet formally declared an Air Defense Identification Zone (ADIZ) in the South China Sea, as it did in the East China Sea in 2013. (See further discussion, below.) An ADIZ would identify, monitor, and control all civilian and military aircraft in the region—in a form of anticipatory self-defense. Nevertheless, Beijing has repeatedly threatened to declare an ADIZ, particularly after the Hague Permanent Court of Arbitration (PCA) ruled unanimously in July 2016 in a suit filed by the Philippines against the legal basis for China's Nine-Dash Line territorial claims to the South China Sea.16 China sees the PCA's decision against its irredentist claims as illegitimate: In effect, China is seeking to justify its demands to establish a Chinese version of the Monroe Doctrine for the East and South China Seas.


    Beijing furthermore sees itself as potentially “encircled” by the United States, Japan, and India; this is because China considers all three to be strengthening their military presence in the Indo-Pacific. China's fears of encirclement have led Beijing to develop the concept of “forward edge defense.” This is China's new strategic doctrine that calls for the projection of its strategic capabilities from land toward the ocean. This new defense concept appears designed to establish a Chinese “arc-shaped strategic zone that covers the Western Pacific Ocean and Northern Indian Ocean.”17 Beijing has accordingly sought to develop a defense umbrella to counter US military strategies involving anti-area denial and air-sea battle concepts that could bring a potential conflict to the Chinese mainland. (See chapter 6.)


    The major focus of China's defense spending remains building its capabilities to seize Taiwan—particularly in the assumption that the latter country will be defended by Washington. The problem is that, in Beijing's view, Taiwanese independence continues to represent a real “threat” that has been given greater credence by Trump's conversation with the Taiwanese president. In addition, Moscow's rapid yet relatively peaceful annexation of Crimea may have given Chinese elites the idea that they might be able to capture Taiwan in a somewhat-similar way—but only if the United States is distracted by other events or if Washington appears willing to appease Beijing.


    JAPAN AND CHINA


    Tokyo has sought to bolster its alliance contributions through the revision of the US-Japan Defense Cooperation Guidelines in April 2015. Tokyo has also insisted that the United States extend its nuclear deterrent to cover Japanese claims, including the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands, rather than simply relying on the US nuclear umbrella.18 In addition to developing its own missile defense system involving the deployment of US Patriot and Aegis missile defense systems (but not yet THAAD, Terminal High Altitude Area Defense), Tokyo has increased its military spending for the past five years since 2012.19 At the same time, the Abe government has urged the revision of its “pacifist” constitution. So far, Tokyo has extended the ability of its self-defense forces to engage in overseas operations under the United Nations—or alongside allied forces.


    To this goal, Tokyo has acquired surveillance drones, fighter jets, naval destroyers, and amphibious vehicles to counteract China's military activity in the region. In 2016, the Abe government sought to purchase an additional submarine and new fighter aircraft. The government proposed deploying roughly 1,300 soldiers from Japan's Self-Defense Force on the southern islands of Kagoshima and Okinawa—which are close to the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands also claimed by China.20 Tokyo has deployed a new amphibious unit modeled on the US Marines. The latter could be called on to respond to Chinese naval and aerial activity near the disputed Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands.21


    One of the main concerns that could provoke war between China and Japan has been the Japanese “nationalization” of the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands in 2013. This nationalization (the purchase of three islands from their private owner by the Japanese government) then inadvertently led to a confrontation between contending Chinese and Japanese claims. Japan has claimed the islands since the 1895 Sino-Japanese War, at a time when they were said to be uninhabited. Chinese claims go back to the Ming period, when they were said to be linked to Taiwan. China has considered Taiwan to be an inalienable part of its territory—even if the Taiwanese do not see it that way.22


    China then proclaimed an Air Defense Identification Zone (ADIZ) for the East China Sea in late 2013. Here it can be argued that international law has ironically begun to force a number of confrontations. Even though international law (the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, UNCLOS) is intended to help states resolve disputes, international organizations have also begun to insist that states define their territorial boundaries instead of emphasizing joint sovereignty. Due to the complex situation and emphasis of national sovereignty over territorial control, both Japan and China would probably have preferred to let the Senkaku/Diaoyu issue rest in its ambiguous format.23


    China's claims to an ADIZ not only clash with Japanese claims over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands but also, to a limited extent, South Korean and Taiwanese ADIZ claims.24 Foreign aircraft must now identify themselves before entering the Chinese air-defense zone. The Pentagon responded with what it calls Freedom of Navigation Operations, which are intended to demonstrate that China cannot try to maintain these areas as an exclusive defense zone. As a provocative demonstration that the United States does not accept China's ADIZ, the Pentagon flew a nuclear-capable B-52 bomber over the East China Sea. With respect to Sino-Japanese conflict over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands, Rex Tillerson said the United States had “made a commitment to Japan in terms of a guarantee of their defense.”25 Tillerson stated that Beijing's unilateral declaration in 2013 of an air defense identification zone overlapping Japanese airspace over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands was “illegal”—even if it was Japan that had first declared its own ADIZ. Tillerson nevertheless affirmed that the United States needed to defend Japan in accord with Article 5 of the US-Japanese security treaty. This Article 5 is similar to the Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty.


    Japan has consequently accused China of violating international law, while Tokyo has also tightened its defense relations with the United States. Washington has clearly backed the Japanese position and has not attempted to play honest broker. At the same time, a Japanese conventional military buildup is not sufficient to defend Japanese interests unless the United States is also pressed into playing the role of nuclear gendarme—a role that Trump appeared not to want to play as presidential candidate, but has threatened to play after becoming president.


    RUSSIA, CHINA, AND ASIA-PACIFIC COUNTRIES


    Joint Russian-Chinese military exercises have in part been intended to press regional states to work more closely with both China and Russia. Throughout the Cold War and up until recently, Moscow has largely sought to counterbalance the interests of Vietnam with those of China—but now it seems to be somewhat tilting toward China. For its part, China has used Russian military backing to support its own claims to expansion in the South China Sea and East China Sea (Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands), against Japan and against Taiwan, in addition to seeking to divide the ASEAN alliance. In many ways, due to Chinese “sweet and sour” policies (promises of trade and investment, coupled with military threats), Cambodia, Malaysia, Vietnam, and now the Philippines appear to be moving closer to both China and Russia—in part because of China's promises of financial assistance through the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB). (See chapter 6.)


    Moscow has only recently begun to open political-economic relations with Southeast Asian countries. At the same time, while seeking trade with Japan, Russia continues to pressure Japan through a military buildup on the Kurile Islands/Northern Territories, largely in response to the Japanese military buildup. Concurrently, Moscow has also been keeping a rising China on guard. Moscow has, for example, doubled the number of S-400 air defense systems that it deploys in its Far East region, while it has also deployed the S-400 system in its southern coasts near Japan, while its S-500 system is in development. These systems could potentially be used against either Japan or China.


    Russia has likewise been building up its Pacific Fleet. The main goal of its Pacific Fleet is to control the Northern Sea Route in the Arctic—which creates tensions with the other Arctic powers, which are primarily NATO members. This includes the stationing of new offensive missile complexes on the Kurile Islands/Northern Territories.26 (Because the United States is to head the Arctic Council until 2017, US-Russian cooperation will be key to avoiding conflict.)


    While Moscow has not overtly backed China's claims in the Indo-Pacific, Moscow has wanted to demonstrate to the United States that Moscow and Beijing are now working together militarily in both the Mediterranean and the Indo-Pacific. This cooperation is intended to provide a possible Sino-Russian joint defense of China's Belt and Road Initiative (BRI). For its part, Beijing may want to engage in joint Sino-Russian maneuvers in order to demonstrate, to countries such as Vietnam, that Russia, despite its promises, might not protect them—in case of potential conflict with China.


    Nevertheless, despite Japanese-Russian disputes over the Kurile Islands or Northern Territories, Japan's primary security concern is with North Korea and China—and not with Russia. This is due to North Korea's close political-economic ties to China, plus China's not-so-long-term threat to control sea lines of communication to the Arab-Persian Gulf. In August 2016, for example, after China had sent a warship close to the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands in June, North Korea fired a submarine-launched ballistic missile toward Japan. Throughout 2017, North Korea launched a number of missiles over Japanese airspace, while concurrently testing its nuclear weaponry.


    The dual North Korean and Chinese “threats” have consequently led Tokyo to try to prevent Russia from more strongly backing China. These factors accordingly led Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe in May 2016 to advocate an eight-point plan for Vladivostok that was designed to ameliorate Russia-Japanese tensions. In effect, due to its assessment of a truly threatening situation, Japan began to both break the US and EU sanctions regime placed on Moscow after its annexation of Crimea in 2014 and engage in a rapprochement with President Vladimir Putin (See chapter 9.)


    PHILIPPINES


    By May 2016, the election of Rodrigo Duterte, as Philippine president, has led to a new Filipino-style of rebalancing to China and Russia in response to Obama's policy of “rebalance” or “rebalancing” to Asia.27


    In the case of the US ally, the Philippines, Manila has looked to China's Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) to provide it with $24 billion in economic assistance—even if it is not certain whether China can fulfill its promises given its present economic downturn.28 While Washington has hoped that it could help Manila to stand up to China in the South China Sea, backed by the ruling of the Hague Permanent Court of Arbitration, Washington has not concurrently been able to provide sufficient aid and assistance to help improve Philippine infrastructure. Nor has Manila perceived the United States (and the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, IMF) as helping to improve living conditions in that highly impoverished country—in part because US and World Bank loans generally require countries to engage in significant market-oriented domestic-economic reforms.


    In addition, President Barack Obama's criticism of Philippine President Duterte's repressive actions against individuals accused as being involved in the underground drug trade has led the Philippines to try to better balance its relations (including arms purchases) between the United States and the authoritarian states of China and Russia. Duterte hopes Beijing can put pressure on China's drug mafias that deal in the Philippines so as to better control drug-related criminality. How long Manila's balancing act can continue remains to be seen.


    Given Obama's strong criticism of Duterte's human rights abuses in his war on drugs (which include an estimated seven thousand extrajudicial killings by March 201729), Trump purportedly told Duterte, “I just wanted to congratulate you because I am hearing of…what a great job you are doing and I just wanted to call and tell you that.” When Duterte replied by calling drugs the “scourge of my nation,” Trump responded: “I…fully understand that and I think we had a previous president who did not understand that.”30 Trump's approach appears to represent a vulgar realist effort to draw Duterte closer to the United States, but will dubiously succeed.


    VIETNAM


    In the case of the former US rival Vietnam, Moscow and Hanoi became strategic partners in 2001. That relationship was then upgraded to a comprehensive strategic partnership in 2012. A Russia-Vietnam military cooperation pact then formalized the two governments’ defense cooperation. Moscow promised arms to help to protect Vietnam's offshore energy interests and defend its claims in the South China Sea.31 Yet, in order to hedge its bets, Vietnam has also sought defense cooperation with India, the Philippines, and the United States—in the aftermath of then President Bill Clinton's diplomatic recognition of Vietnam in 1995—largely to counter Beijing's claims to portions of the Spratly Islands, which are also claimed by Hanoi.


    RISK OF ANOTHER KOREAN WAR


    In one 2016 interview, Trump had stated in reference to the 28,500 US troops deployed to South Korea: “We get practically nothing compared to the cost of this. Why are we doing this?”32 Yet he would subsequently reverse this position by February 2017, after he became president. When North Korea threatened to test an ICBM (intercontinental ballistic missile), Trump tweeted what appeared to be a “red line”—suggesting that if North Korea does test an ICBM, the United States will somehow be able stop it: “it won't happen.” But then Pyongyang tested a number of nuclear weapons systems anyway.


    One of the rationales for Trump's decision to bomb Syria in April 2017, after the latter purportedly used chemical weaponry against its own population, was to send a message to North Korea, China, and Russia that Washington was prepared to use force to assert its interests and values. As a show of force, Trump made the decision to bomb Syria at the very time that he was dining with Chinese leader Xi Jinping in Florida. Issues discussed with Xi included the $310 billion US trade deficit with China; Taiwan; Tibet; and China's military expansion in the South China Sea. Before Xi arrived in Florida, Trump had warned that he was prepared to go it alone to remove the threat presented by North Korean nuclear and missile programs—if China fails to control its closest ally.


    In April–May 2017, Trump's Peace through Strength policy was blatantly challenged by North Korea in a show of conventional forces. Yet Trump's display of force in Syria did not halt North Korean missile and nuclear testing. Although Pyongyang's missile launches failed go off on schedule in April, Pyongyang successfully tried again in May with a long-range missile that could potentially strike the US military base in Guam. It has been estimated that North Korea will be capable of deploying as many as one hundred warheads by 2020 (up from twelve in 2017)—if its nuclear weapons and long-range missile program cannot be frozen in the near future by diplomatic agreement. In addition to developing a long-range missile that could strike the US continent, North Korea has purportedly been able to miniaturize its nuclear warheads.33


    In Trump's September 2017 UN speech, Trump threatened to “totally destroy” the state of North Korea and its population of 26 million, in rhetoric that went way beyond the George W. Bush's threats to Pyongyang in his “Axis of Evil” speech (in which Bush aimed to engage in regime change in the name of democracy). In addition to effectively blaming the North Korean people for not standing up to overthrow Kim Jung Un (“If the righteous many don't confront the wicked few, then evil will triumph”), Trump criticized the North Korean leader in an apparently improvised attack—against the advice of his advisers, who argued that Kim would take such comments personally. Trump dubbed Kim a “rocket man…on a suicide mission.” Not surprisingly, Pyongyang then boosted rhetoric against the “mentally deranged US dotard” by threatening to detonate a hydrogen bomb over the Pacific Ocean.34 However, it appears that Trump cannot handle personal insults very maturely either: In addition to signing an executive order to introduce new sanctions against those who trade with or finance Pyongyang, Trump upped the ante by flying B-1 Stealth bombers and F-15s to the farthest point north of the Korean demilitarized zone (DMZ) that any US fighter or bomber aircraft has flown since the George W. Bush administration, according to the Pentagon.35 (See chapter 9.)


    MISSILE DEFENSES


    Both Beijing and Moscow have opposed the deployment of the US Terminal High Altitude Air Defense (THAAD) missile-defense system on Japanese and South Korean territory. THAAD is viewed as representing a means to counter China's strategic missile deterrent though a potential preemptive strike. And to the south and west, China also sees as a major threat India's deployment of sophisticated BrahMos cruise missiles in areas of Arunachal Pradesh that are close to disputed borders with China. At the time of this writing, Japan has purchased the Patriot and Aegis antimissile systems, among others, but has not yet decided to purchase the THAAD system.


    In denouncing North Korean provocations, which are in large part intended to break US alliances with Japan and South Korea, Trump proposed accelerating the deployments of missile defense systems for Japan and South Korea.36 The United States had already begun to deploy advanced Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) missile defense systems in South Korea, with the backing of the interim South Korean government, prior to the election of President Moon Jae-in. When the decision to deploy THAAD was announced, Chinese relations with South Korea plummeted—despite the US caveat that the MD systems would be designed only to counter North Korean missiles. Nevertheless, Beijing began an unofficial boycott of South Korean products. Both Beijing and Pyongyang have purportedly augmented cyber-attacks against South Korea.37


    From Beijing's perspective, the THAAD deployments symbolized a closer defense relationship among the United States, South Korea, and Japan. The United States additionally appears to be forging an encircling alliance against China in the Indo-Pacific by also reaching out for defense accords with Australia, New Zealand, Vietnam, the Philippines, and China's major rival, India. Both Beijing and Moscow fear that US advances in missile defenses and radar systems, coupled with the speed and accuracy of US nuclear missiles, could permit Washington to launch preemptive strikes. Both Moscow and Beijing have accordingly engaged in overflights designed to test US-Japanese defense capabilities, but such actions appear to be further militarizing Japan.


    In addition to the political-corruption scandals that confronted the government of South Korean President Park Geun-hye, who was impeached and forced to step down, the THAAD deployment is generally not popular among the South Korean population—even though Beijing's meddling in the affair may possibly have led more people to accept it. Trump himself further exacerbated domestic tensions in South Korea by stating that South Korea must pay $1.1 billion for the THAAD—an issue that US officials tried to downplay. In effect, South Korea would have to pay for a system that protects Seoul, but the THAAD system that would protect US forces from attack would be “free,” as the United States would pay for it!38 One can imagine that Trump might not have been happy with that prospect either.


    The winner of the South Korean presidential elections in May 2017, Moon Jae-in, initially stated that he would reconsider Seoul's previous agreement to host the THAAD, if possible—given the fact that the corrupt Park government and the United States had rushed to sign the contract. But by September 2017, he reversed his previous stance and agreed to limited THAAD deployments, despite public opposition.39 President Moon Jae-in has likewise hoped to bring back former president Kim Dae-jung's Sunshine Policy, which sought greater diplomatic and political-economic engagement with Pyongyang. He has also sought to revive the Kaesong industrial project that involved South Korean investment in North Korea. If possible, he would like to engage in direct talks.40


    To help improve relations with North Korea, Moon hopes to encourage greater South Korean investment in Russia, in the hope that by reaching out to Moscow, the latter would help facilitate a new dialogue between Seoul and Pyongyang. Japan and now South Korea both appear to have adopted a more cooperative approach to dealing with Moscow. This position opposes US and European sanctions on Russia. At the same time, Moon Jae-in wants to press for greater South Korean input into Trump's America First policy orientation as it relates to Seoul's interests.


    Here it cannot be ruled out that Moscow might want to play the game of spoiler, in taking advantage of disputes between China and North Korea. Moscow could then seek to expand its economic and financial cooperation with North Korea, which has included support for transportation networks, fuel supplies, and employment. But it appears unlikely that Moscow would support North Korea to the extent that it would alienate Beijing. More likely, the two powers would pursue a more coordinated approach, much as they did with the Iranian nuclear question. (See chapter 9.)


    Before the April 2017 Chinese-American summit, Trump appeared convinced that China could do much more than not just purchase North Korean coal exports—in order to change North Korea's nuclear policy. Yet Chinese President Xi was said to give Trump a ten-minute lecture on relations between China and North Korea. The lecture appeared to convince Trump how difficult it was for China to pressure North Korea: “I felt pretty strongly that they had a tremendous power over North Korea…But it's not what you would think.”41


    Washington has accused Chinese companies of supplying North Korea with European- and Chinese-made dual-use and military technology and hardware. Washington has demanded that these sales be stopped, given estimations that show that trade between China and North Korea has increased and that secondary banks continue to provide North Koreans with loans. At the same time, Beijing and Washington have reportedly begun to share intelligence, which could permit the interdiction of arms and other illicit trade to North Korea.42


    As previously discussed, soon after the US missile strikes on Syria, on April 15, 2017, North Korea displayed new weaponry—which included what appeared to be a new ICBM and a new submarine-launched ballistic missile—during the Day of the Sun military parade. The Day of the Sun parade celebrated the birthday of North Korea's founder, Kim Il-Sung, who had launched the Korean War in 1950, with Soviet and Chinese backing.


    Just after Pyongyang displayed its new weaponry, Washington tested an unarmed Minuteman III intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) from Vandenberg Air Force Base off the coast of California as part of a series of testing.43 Then, in May 2017, the Pentagon deployed two supersonic B-1B Lancer bombers to conduct military operations with Japan and South Korea. The United States has furthermore engaged in major military exercises with South Korea that North Korea had ritually denounced as provocative.


    In regard to US military actions, China has repeatedly asked that the Pentagon stop such exercises, in order to reach a peace accord. In April 2017, when the United States appeared to be threatening an attack on North Korea, Beijing warned Trump not to engage in a Syrian-like strike against North Korean nuclear facilities—as Pyongyang would most likely strike back against South Korea, Japan, and/or US bases in the region. At the same time, despite their 1961 mutual assistance clause, it was not clear whether Beijing would be obliged to assist North Korea in the case of a US attack. This is true given Beijing's view that Pyongyang's development of nuclear weapons appears to represent a breach in their bilateral pact.44 Nevertheless, there is still a danger that Pyongyang will try to draw Beijing to support North Korea against Washington.


    One way for North Korea to draw in China for support in case of war would be to expand the conflict to as many countries as possible. North Korea has accordingly hoped to build missiles as rapidly as possible to penetrate US, South Korean, and Japanese missile defenses. This can be accomplished by firing multiple missiles in rapid succession or simultaneously—in a tactic called “salvo fire.” Enough simultaneous launches could then overwhelm the THAAD missile defense system, which requires that several antimissiles be fired in order to be assured that a missile will be destroyed, and hence increase the possibility that a nuclear missile could reach its target in South Korea.45 Patterns in North Korea's missile testing behavior since 2014 indicate the regime's possible intention of deploying nuclear weapons to missile units throughout the country.46


    At what point North Korea might use nuclear weapons is not certain, but Pyongyang appears to want to make a war as destructive as possible, in the hope that this will force its opponents to seek peace on North Korean terms. And attacking South Korea's twenty-four nuclear power plants with conventional weapons, for example, could prove an option. Even given the heavy damages that the United States inflicted upon North Korea during its invasion of the south in 1950, through the use of Napalm, for example, Pyongyang continued its struggle until 1953, until Stalin's death. Because there has never been a peace treaty between the North and South, Pyongyang has been preparing for the next round of conflict ever since. Yet a war could result in 1 million casualties, at the cost of $1 trillion. And it could go nuclear.47


    Given the fact that North Korea wants formal recognition as a “nuclear state,”48 the major question for the Trump administration is whether the era of “strategic patience” is truly “over” as Vice President Mike Pence declared.49 Should the Trump administration attempt preemptive strikes now, at the risk of a very bloody war? Or should it engage in diplomacy that is intended to freeze Pyongyang's nuclear program where it is in 2017—as it appears unlikely that North Korea will totally denuclearize, at least in the near future?


    The problem is that multilateral talks have yet not gone anywhere. The efforts of the six-party talks (between the United States, Japan, Russia, China, South Korea, and North Korea) to achieve peace ended in 2009. Tensions between North and South Korea since the end of the Cold War appear to be surging—and particularly once North Korea repeatedly tested nuclear weapons in 2006, 2009, 2013, and 2016. North Korean nuclear and missile threats, China's reluctance to drop North Korea as an ally, China's coercive tactics in the South China Sea, plus its military buildup aimed primarily at Taiwan, are all factors that are seen by Trump as threatening war in the Indo-Pacific.


    WAR WITH NORTH KOREA? AND WITH CHINA?


    Trump appears ready to extend Obama's “rebalancing to Asia” policy (originally called by Obama the “pivot to Asia”) with his Peace through Strength buildup of US military power in the region, as illustrated by his November 2017 visit to the region. But here, Trump appears to be taking a more forward-deployed stance than did Obama. Trump appears to be directly threatening North Korea with unilateral preemptive strikes instead of engaging in Obama's neo-realist strategy of “offshore balancing.”50 This latter, more defensive, approach uses regional allies to counter China and North Korea, while relying on a large offshore US naval presence in the Asia-Pacific region to deter a threatened attack. By contrast, as part of a forked strategy, while pursuing a forward military approach that threatens Pyongyang, Trump has hoped to influence China to engage in quiet diplomacy with North Korea.


    The dilemma is that Trump's efforts to engage a reluctant China in diplomacy with North Korea could lead Beijing to demand considerable concessions from Washington in exchange. Moreover, China sees US policies at fault and has urged Washington to engage in direct bilateral diplomacy with Pyongyang, which will in effect legitimize the regime. Washington has been afraid that direct diplomacy will not lead North Korea to give up its nuclear weapons program.


    Furthermore, given Trump's ideology of “economic nationalism” and his threats of a trade war with China, there is a real danger that Washington will not respond to Chinese political-economic demands due to Beijing's ostensible lack of assistance on the North Korean question, and that a Sino-American economic war could break out. China then could decide not to buy American products, and instead choose European products, such as Airbus over Boeing, for example. China has already been slowly selling American treasuries and can continue to do so if it begins to establish new markets in the Asia-Pacific through the Chinese-led Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP), which could soon represent the largest market in the world without US participation, while Beijing concurrently tightens its political-economic and military alliance with Russia. (See chapter 1.)


    If tensions grow even greater, Beijing could begin to threaten Taiwan by cutting off joint economic agreements. It could further increase the number of intermediate-range nuclear missiles aimed at Taiwan, while militarizing islands and strategic positions in the South China Sea by deploying air-defense systems and advanced fighter jets on a number of China's artificially constructed islands. And if China threatens to attack Taiwan, Taipei has threatened to attack the massive Three Gorges Dam in return so as to flood vast areas.


    These actions and threats could be combined with a formal declaration of an Air Defense Identification Zone in the South China Sea, much like how Beijing had established an ADIZ in the East China Sea in late 2013.51 Beijing, along with North Korea and Russia, could augment its cyber-attacks against private corporations, financial institutions, government agencies, and military and intelligence networks in the United States.


    And, finally, if tensions really escalate, Beijing could decide not to sanction North Korea, while increasing Chinese economic aid (and possibly covert military aid) to Pyongyang.52 In such a way, an economic war could lead to a military conflict with both North Korea and China—as China has not given up its goal to unify with Taiwan, by force, if necessary.


    The above sketch of the possible outbreak of war in Asia is of course hypothetical and hopefully will not take place. Nevertheless, after Trump's visits Asia in November 2017, a number of key questions remain: How might US frictions with China over Taiwan and North Korea, among other political-economic issues, impact the Sino-Russian relationship? Will Trump's policy toward China bring Russia and China even closer together? Or will Trump be able to draw Beijing and Moscow away from closer defense ties, if not an alliance? Will all three powers cooperate with Japan and South Korea as well, to prevent North Korea from wreaking havoc?


    In sum, it is crucial for the United States to find ways to work with South Korea to open the doors to discussions with the North. Concurrently, Washington must engage with both China and Russia in such a way that not only seeks a peaceful resolution to the disputes with North Korea, but also concurrently sets the stage for a more fundamental rapprochement between the United States, Japan, China, and Russia as well. And as multilateral diplomacy between the United States, South Korea, Japan, Russia, and China with North Korea progresses, Trump will eventually need to meet directly with Kim Jung Un in order to mend relations and provide security assurances that the US will not attempt to destabilize or overthrow the regime.


    But is the flip-flop Trump administration and presently demoralized State Department capable of such a sophisticated diplomatic engagement in the quest for peace? (See chapter 9.)
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    It has been estimated by different sources that the ongoing war in Syria has killed between 321,358 and 470,000 people and has turned millions into internal or external refugees, as of July 2017.1 Some 13.5 million people require humanitarian assistance, including 4.6 million who are trapped in besieged and hard-to-reach areas, as of September 2017.2


    The possibility that the conflict could provoke a major power conflagration is illustrated by the shooting down of a Russian military aircraft by NATO member Turkey in November 2015 as a Russian jet passed out of Turkish airspace. US efforts to coordinate effective military actions among the partners in the Global Coalition against Daesh (Islamic State), which was formed in September 2014, and which possesses 73 partners,3 have proved difficult, to say the least. This is true given the fact that many coalition partners oppose Jabhat al-Nusra (or al-Nusra Front), an al-Qaeda affiliate, and the Islamic State, as well as the Assad regime, while some countries, such as Saudi Arabia, Qatar, and Turkey, have been accused of secretly supporting either the al-Nusra Front or the Islamic State, or ignoring private funding that supports or trades with those terrorist organizations.4 In addition, Israel, for example, is not a coalition member, yet it periodically intervenes militarily in Syria, primarily against Hezbollah, when Tel Aviv sees its interests being threatened, while Iran, which is not a member of the coalition, supports Hezbollah in Lebanon and other Shi'a militias in Syria and Iraq. Concurrently, Turkey, which is a member of the coalition, has opposed US military support for Kurdish militias that are fighting against IS in Syria and Iraq. While most NATO member countries have participated in the Global Coalition against Daesh, it was not until the May 2017 NATO summit that NATO countries agreed to engage in that Global Coalition as a collective NATO operation. This represented a political statement designed, in large part, to obtain greater political support for NATO from Donald Trump, who had been highly critical of what he saw as NATO's lack of participation in the Global War on Terrorism. (See chapters 4 and 5.)


    For its part, Moscow, since its entry into the war in support of Bashar al-Assad's regime in September 2015, but which is not a member of the Global Coalition against Daesh, targeted not only the Islamic State but also most of the Syrian opposition forces. The latter have been backed by Saudi Arabia, Turkey, the United States, and other states, plus Syrian Kurds, as they fight the regime of Assad. Yet the Trump-Pence administration upped the ante by bombing a Syrian airbase in April 2017 after the Assad regime had allegedly used chemical weapons in a region largely controlled by Jabhat al-Nusra (or al-Nusra Front).


    President Donald Trump's April 2017 decision to engage in so-called limited Tomahawk cruise missile attacks represents yet another flip-flop in Trump foreign policy. In September 2013, before Obama ruled out the use of airstrikes against Syria in the aftermath of the Assad regime's alleged use of chemical weaponry in favor of diplomacy with Russia, Trump had tweeted: “Again, to our very foolish leader, do not attack Syria - If you do many very bad things will happen & from that fight the US gets nothing!” Then, two days later, Trump tweeted: “President Obama, do not attack Syria…. There is no upside and tremendous downside. Save your ‘powder’ for another (and more important) day!”5


    On April 7, after months of domestic American criticism for being “soft” on Putin and on Russian allies, including Syrian leader Bashar al-Assad, Trump opted to strike a Syrian airbase with fifty-nine Tomahawk cruise missiles—after ostensibly weighing all of the options in his new National Security Council cabinet.6 Trump, as he later admitted, reversed his previous opinions about Assad and Syria—to the chagrin of some of his strongest supporters and to the praise of his political opponents. Trump's adviser, Steve Bannon, had purportedly opposed the strikes, but was apparently overruled by Jared Kushner.7


    But in firing fifty-nine Tomahawk cruise missiles (at roughly one million dollars each8) at an airbase used by Russian military aircraft, Trump took the tremendous risk that he would not provoke some form of a Syrian or Russian retaliation at some point in the future. Putin's style is not to react immediately but to wait until conditions are in Russia's favor before he strikes back. And without UN Security Council backing, or even a legal justification on the grounds of self-defense, the Tomahawk strike nevertheless represents a unilateral decision that could open the door to additional unilateral and illegal actions—with potentially unexpected and dangerous consequences.


    The Pentagon is now engaged in at least seven very different, yet increasingly interrelated, wars in the “wider Middle East” in Afghanistan/Northern Pakistan, Iraq, Syria, Yemen, Libya, and Somalia, while also imposing sanctions on Iran. Trump's actions (and particularly his backing for Israel and Saudi Arabia against Iran, as to be argued) risks a further widening of these conflicts. The problem is that even the use of more massive airstrikes will not address the root causes of these wars. A real strategy involving concerted diplomacy is needed. (See chapter 9.)


    In many ways, Trump's cruise missile attacks were intended to send a message that the United States is back in the game of global geopolitics, and that Washington would now be able to negotiate with Syria and Russia and other states from a “position of strength.” Washington hoped it would help press Moscow to reconsider its support for the Assad regime.9 (See discussion of US policy, this chapter.)


    Yet this ostensibly “limited” US military action has showed no sign of drawing Syria and Russia to the bargaining table: Moscow has not shown itself to be less willing to back the Assad regime. And the Tomahawk cruise missile strikes have definitely not changed North Korean, or even Iranian, policies. The question remains: why did Trump not ask for congressional or UN authorization?10 How will this action help to achieve peace—if it was intended to do so?


    One of the major reasons that President Obama had pulled backed from military intervention in Syria in 2013, after the Syrian regime allegedly used chemical weaponry at that time, was the fear that the intervention could result in the collapse of the Assad regime and rise of radical pan-Islamist forces without an effective government to take Assad's place. This issue has been made more complex by the fact that a number of so-called moderate forces (generally backed by Saudi Arabia or other Arab Gulf states) nevertheless possess ties with the militant Jabhat al-Nusra (which is linked to al-Qaeda), among other militant partisan movements that may oppose the United States, Europeans, Russians, Israel, and Saudi Arabia. Because al-Nusra, among other militant Islamist groups, often possesses the best trained and effective fighting forces against the Assad regime, both Qatar and Saudi Arabia have often been seen as turning a blind eye to the private networks that support these groups financially. This was true at least in the past, before Riyadh and Doha joined the Global Coalition against Daesh in 2014. At the same time, suspicions between Qatar and Saudi Arabia still remain.11 (See discussion on the rupture of Saudi-Qatar relations, this chapter.)


    Not so ironically, Trump's Tomahawk cruise missile attacks in April 2017 were accordingly supported by the Islamic State and al-Nusra. One member of the Jaysh al-Islam faction argued that a single strike was “not enough”—as there were twenty-six airbases that strike civilians. In addition, IS appeared to take advantage of the strikes in a failed effort to retake the ancient city Palmyra in Syria's Homs Province. The Shayrat Airbase, located southeast of Homs city, which was attacked by the United States, was ironically the airbase that was being used by the Syrian Army to protect Palmyra against its destruction by the Islamic State, which had razed at least three temples and destroyed or tried to sell ancient artifacts from the World Heritage Site protected by UNESCO (the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization).


    Other non–al-Qaeda, non-IS groups, such as the Southern Front, saw the attacks as “political” and aimed primarily at Russia. A member of a Turkish-backed Sultan Murad group stated that it would “welcome any action that will put an end to the regime that is committing the worst crimes in history.”12 The National Coalition of Syrian Revolution and Opposition Forces welcomed the strike and urged Washington to neutralize Syria's ability to carry out air raids. In general, the strikes were seen by opposition forces as much too limited to really engage in regime change—but regime change was evidently not the goal.


    Yet now that Trump (and not Obama) is in command, will there be “no upside and tremendous downside,” as Trump himself had previously warned when he had urged Obama not to engage in a military response to the alleged Syrian use of chemical weaponry? What would happen if the Syrian regime is accused of using chemical weapons again or else engages in a major massacre? Would this represent another “red line”? What would Trump do then?


    The major issue raised here is that even the use of force by the Trump-Pence administration will not necessarily bring about diplomatic compromise with either Syria, Russia, or other countries. In fact, after the cruise missile strikes, the Syrian regime purportedly offered the United States access to the airfield that the Pentagon had bombed; this was done only on the condition that the rebels likewise offer access to the site where the poisonous sarin gas was deployed, but which lies in territory held by the rebels.13 In addition, the Syrian regime was believed (although it was unclear which planes did the actual bombing) to have attacked the same opposition positions in Khan Shaykhun the very next day, from the same airbase that had just been hit by US cruise missiles. These attacks were aimed at the very same positions where the Syrian regime had allegedly used chemical weapons less than a day before.14


    The first issue is that Trump's attack blocked the possibility that the United Nations could rapidly begin to investigate who was actually behind the use of deadly chemicals. Some experts argue the evidence at the site of the attack tends to show that the regime did do it.15 The October 2017 Seventh Report of the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons–United Nations Joint Investigative Mechanism was “confident that the Syrian Arab Republic is responsible for the release of sarin at Khan Shaykhun on 4 April 2017.”16 Yet the evidence provided by the latter UN report is not absolutely verified.17


    Even though the Trump-Pence administration has claimed that it had intercepted Syrian messages that stated the plans to use chemical weaponry, Trump still could have waited and exposed the horror to the world. And Trump's action has not stopped the Syrian regime from continuing to kill by other means (including chemicals used in barrel bombs) in opposition to UN Resolution 2139, which had ordered all parties to the conflict in Syria to end the indiscriminate use of barrel bombs and other weapons in populated areas.18 The point is that a more concerted international approach to the use of chemical weaponry could have put even more diplomatic pressure on the Syrian regime.


    The second issue is the question, Why didn't Moscow use its advanced S-400 Triumph antimissile systems, which it had installed in 2015 on the Syrian coast in Latakia and that have raised Israeli security concerns? Could Putin have actually been complacent with Trump's decision to use force, after Trump gave Moscow notice of the cruise missile attacks? Or, more likely, did Moscow not want to demonstrate the S-400 system's capabilities—or its lack of capabilities? This issue raised a debate in Iran as to whether Russia's S-300 and S-400 air defense systems were even capable of thwarting the US Tomahawk missiles.19 And it also raises questions whether the US attack could now pressure Moscow to deliver more advanced weapons systems to Iran and other countries if US-Russian relations sour even further. Since 2014–2017, Moscow has considered sales of its advanced S-400 Triumph antimissile system to Iran,20 to China and India, as well as to close US allies Turkey and Saudi Arabia, as the latter hope to diversify their arms suppliers and not rely only on US weapons systems. With regard to both Iran and Saudi Arabia, the eventual deployment of more advanced Russian antimissile systems and other weaponry to these two countries could intensify Iranian proxy wars with Saudi Arabia in Syria, Iraq, and Yemen.


    US unilateral actions certainly made Moscow look weak. Moscow then cut off the US-Russian “hotline”—but then restored it after Secretary of State Rex Tillerson's discussions with Putin in April 2017. Yet despite the reinitiation of US-Russian talks in April, Moscow has nevertheless promised to bolster defenses with deployment of its most advanced Black Sea “carrier-killer” frigate into the eastern Mediterranean, which is to be deployed at its Tartus naval base. Moscow has increased the size of its naval and air force in the eastern Mediterranean—but these deployments are still not sufficient to counter US and NATO deployments.21


    The other issue is whether this attack represented an opening salvo for more attacks. Some congressional spokespersons have claimed that this was “one-time attack”22—a symbolic attack. But the US ambassador to the United Nations contradicted that statement. Ambassador Nikki Haley threatened Moscow with the following: “[The United States] is not going to have you cover for this regime anymore. And we're not going to allow things like this to happen to innocent people.”23 Haley further stated that the United States took a “moderate approach” but is still capable of doing much more. The question remains whether this action represents a first step toward “regime change,” perhaps more like Libya in 2011 than like Iraq in 2003. Or will Moscow be able to hold Assad in power?


    National Security Advisor H. R. McMaster has called for Moscow to rethink its support for the Syrian president, to reevaluate its actions, and to see that Russia could actually be part of the “solution” instead of part of the “problem.”24 But if the United States does not soon show how it can lead Moscow out of its Syrian debacle by means of a general settlement over all of the issues that divide the two sides—from Crimea to tactical nuclear weapons and missile defenses—then the confrontation between the United States, Europe, and Russia will only continue to augment, particularly if the two sides do not effectively coordinate strategy and end up “accidentally” striking each other's forces.


    INTERNATIONAL REACTIONS


    The US attack on Syria was met with strong public support from the United Kingdom, France, Germany, Canada, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Israel, Turkey, and much of the Sunni world, plus Japan, Australia, NATO, and the European Union. It was condemned by Russia, Belarus, Venezuela, Bolivia, Iran, and North Korea, while Brazil, Ireland, Switzerland, and China urged UN diplomacy.


    German Chancellor Angela Merkel and French President François Hollande, for example, had issued a joint statement that declared that Bashar al-Assad “bears sole responsibility” for the US strike following the suspected chemical attack.25 But by contrast to the French and German positions, Washington pointed to Russian responsibility for not enforcing a 2013 agreement it brokered with Syria to eliminate its chemical weapons—in an effort to shame Moscow. As Rex Tillerson put it bluntly: “Clearly, Russia has failed in its responsibility to deliver on that commitment from 2013…. So either Russia has been complicit or Russia has been simply incompetent in its ability to deliver on its end of that agreement.”26


    The issue raised here is that the American position appears to put Putin in a bad light. Blaming Russia could make it more difficult for Putin to save face. The Trump-Pence administration may hope that Putin would put the blame on Assad for the use of such weaponry, in which case the United States and Russia could put joint pressure on Assad to step down. Yet so far this does not appear to be the case.


    For its part, Beijing warned against the “further deterioration of the situation”27 while also opposing the use of chemical weaponry under any circumstances. Nevertheless, Beijing stated that it would have preferred that the Trump administration conduct a complete investigation under UN auspices before engaging in the use of force. Beijing insisted that all parties continue to search for a “political solution.”28 Yet President Trump probably made too much over the fact that China abstained on the UN Security Council vote that dealt with the alleged use of chemical weaponry by the Syrian regime in April 2017. China has vetoed six UN resolutions related to Syria since the civil war began in 2013. But even if China did turn away from joining Russia in vetoing UN resolutions, it did not oppose Moscow's position either. At the same time, Beijing was worried that Trump might engage in cruise missile strikes against North Korea—given the fact that Bashar al-Assad's Syria is not the same as Kim Jong Un's North Korea. (See chapters 1 and 7.)


    UN Secretary-General António Guterres called for a diplomatic settlement. Guterres warned that there was “no other way to solve the conflict than through a political solution.” He continued, “Mindful of the risk of escalation, I appeal for restraint to avoid any acts that could deepen the suffering of the Syrian people.”29 The diplomatic dilemma has been how to get Moscow to withdraw support from Assad—but also to find a way to ensure a stable transition to an effective and more inclusive and legitimate new government.


    THE ISRAELI RESPONSE TO THE CRUISE MISSILE ATTACKS


    Israel's prime minister, Benjamin Netanyahu, stated that Trump had “sent a strong and clear message” that “the use and spread of chemical weapons will not be tolerated”; Israel has feared that such “game-changing” weapons, and more than 100,000 short-range missiles, armaments, could reach Hezbollah based in Lebanon.30 Israel has also engaged in military strikes in Syria when it believed that Syria or Iran was backing Hezbollah. Yet Israel is also aware of the fact that the US focus on the conflict in Syria tends to deflect criticism away from Israel—which has not yet made any progress toward resolving its conflict with the Palestinians. Yet lack of progress in peace negotiations between Israel and the Palestinians, coupled with a Saudi-Israeli rapprochement, helps to fuel the propaganda machines of differing Islamist movements. (See chapter 9.)


    THE SAUDI RESPONSE


    A Saudi foreign ministry official praised Trump as “courageous” for taking action when “the international community has failed to put a halt to the regime's actions.”31 Riyadh not only has supported Syrian opposition forces but also has been involved in a proxy war with Iran throughout the wider Middle East, in Iraq and Yemen, while secretly seeking closer strategic cooperation with Israel.


    In Yemen, Riyadh has been accused of severe human rights violations in its battle against Iranian-backed Houthis. As of 2016, more than ten thousand civilians have died in the conflict in Yemen, which has been confronted with a major cholera epidemic that has infected over 600,000 people and mass starvation as a result of the Saudi embargo.32


    In effect, Riyadh fears Iranian efforts to infiltrate Yemen through its support for Houthis. Riyadh's brutal military intervention is intended both to cut off the Iranian arms supply and to make the Houthis think twice about aligning with Iran. The Saudis fear that Iran could ultimately gain a geostrategic foothold in the Gulf of Aden. The UN Special Envoy to Yemen, Ismail Ould Cheikh Ahmed, has hoped to convince Abd-Rabbu Mansour Hadi, president of Yemen, that a UN-sponsored peace agreement, “including a well-articulated security plan and the formation of an inclusive government, is the only way to end the war that has fuelled the development of terrorism in Yemen and the region.”33 The UN plan would strengthen the powers of the vice president, who would oversee elections that would lead to a coalition government that would provide Houthi representation on the basis of power-sharing. A domestic political settlement could then help to end Saudi-Iranian rivalry over which state controls Yemen and the narrow Bab el-Mandeb maritime chokepoint, which in turn oversees naval access and trade to and from the Red Sea. Riyadh fears an Iranian or an al-Qaeda foothold in the region that could potentially block the passage of commercial shipping through the Red Sea and the Suez Canal, in which approximately 3.3 million barrels a day of oil cargoes pass from the Gulf to Western ports.34


    If all sides can cooperate, a concerted internationalized control over the Bab el-Mandeb chokepoint by means of US, French, Indian, Japanese, Saudi, and Chinese naval deployments in Djibouti appears in the making. Yet as Djibouti is China's first overseas “support facility,” the United States believes that China is engaging in military expansionism to protect its overseas trade and investments.35


    IRAN AND SAUDI RIVALRY


    For its part, Iran, as the strongest ally of Syria, condemned the Tomahawk attack as “dangerous, destructive and a violation of international law.”36 Iran condemned the US attack even if it should likewise be concerned with Syria's alleged use of chemical weaponry after Saddam Hussein used such weaponry against Iranian, Iraqi Kurdish, and Iraqi Shi'ite forces during the Iran-Iraq War.


    And, angering Iran, Trump has additionally begun to escalate the war in Yemen in support of the Saudi position against the Houthis. While the United States has ostensibly focused its airstrikes and Special Forces operations on al-Qaeda affiliates in Yemen, it has also provided considerable military support to Saudi Arabia. Obama transferred more than $100 billion in over forty different arms sales to Saudi Arabia. And President Obama made a major military sale to Saudi Arabia just as the US Congress overrode his veto and adopted the Justice Against Sponsors of Terrorism Act (JASTA). The latter permits US citizens to sue Saudi Arabia for the damages and death caused by the September 11, 2001, attacks. This bill was passed on the still-unproven presumption that Saudi officials may have supported al-Qaeda or that Riyadh may have known something about the attacks. Saudi Arabia is now facing a $6 billion lawsuit. US attorneys are also investigating whether Iran may have assisted al-Qaeda members by letting them pass through Iranian territory, for example.37


    Obama had tried to veto the JASTA bill in the belief that it could further alienate Saudi Arabia from US policy and thus intensify the conflict in the wider Middle East. In addition, Riyadh had threatened to pull hundreds of millions of dollars in assets and investments out of the United States in response to the lawsuits. Perhaps most crucially, the law opens the United States itself to lawsuits from people in other countries who have been impacted by US military interventions.


    For his part, Trump had strongly opposed Obama's veto of JASTA. Yet Trump then opted for a major arms sale to both Saudi Arabia and Bahrein, which had initially been delayed by the Obama administration on account of human rights concerns resulting from the unconventional way Riyadh is fighting in Yemen. In 2015, Trump had tweeted, “Saudi Arabia should be paying the United States many billions of dollars for our defense of them. Without us, gone!”38 On his trip to Riyadh in May 2017, however, Trump opted to sell Saudi Arabia seven THAAD missile defense batteries, over 100,000 air-to-ground munitions, and billions of dollars’ worth of new aircraft, among other weapons and satellite systems, in addition to assistance in border security and counterterrorism, maritime and coastal security, air force modernization, and cyber-security and communications upgrades. This deal, initiated by Obama, is potentially worth a total of $110 billion, assuming the US Congress does accept all proposed sales to the kingdom.39 Yet Riyadh, seen as hedging its bets on long-term US support with the particularly fickle Trump presidency, also raised eyebrows in Washington when it sought to purchase the Russian-made S-400 antimissile system.


    THE RUSSIAN RESPONSE


    Putin's immediate response was to call the April 2017 Tomahawk strikes on Syria a violation of international law and a “significant blow” to the Russian-American relationship.40 The strikes were not necessarily interpreted by Moscow as a legitimate means to punish the Assad regime for its alleged use of chemical weaponry against its own population. Russian diplomats furthermore condemned the United States for being a “partner of Daesh [that is, IS] and al-Nusra Front terrorist groups operating in Syria.” Former US Defense Intelligence Agency director Michael Flynn, who lost his post as one of Trump's National Security Advisors, had affirmed that Washington, along with its Arab Gulf allies, had made a willful “decision” set up a “Salafist principality” in eastern Syria to counter the Assad regime.41


    One Russian diplomat described the US Tomahawk strike as a ploy to distract attention from the “tragedy” that the so-called US-led Coalition Against Daesh has created by targeting Iraqi civilians in the Iraqi city of Mosul. Russian Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev stated the strikes had been only “one step away from military clashes with Russia”; Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov stated: “It reminds me of the situation in 2003 when the United States and Britain, along with some of their allies, attacked Iraq.”42 Yet Lavrov hoped that “this provocation will not lead to irreparable damage” to the ties between Washington and Moscow.


    One of the reasons for Moscow's direct military intervention in Syria in 2015 was to compel the United States and Europeans to recognize Moscow as a strong equal partner and to better respect Russia's perceived “vital” national security interests. Moscow hoped to signal that it does not want to lose its spheres of influence and security either in the Black Sea region or in the eastern Mediterranean and Levant region. In essence, Moscow has feared that the collapse of the Assad regime could permit pan-Islamist movements to undermine Russian controls not only in the Northern Caucasus but also in Muslim areas of the Russian Federation and in Central Asia.


    The Russia intervention in Syria also represented an effort to help deflect US and European attention away from its fait accompli in Crimea—while also hoping to use Syria as a form of bargaining chip to press the United States and Europeans to put an end to the political and economic sanctions that were placed on Moscow after the annexation of Crimea.


    NATO MEMBER TURKEY AND RUSSIA


    With respect to the states closest to the conflict, Turkey's Foreign Minister Mevlut Cavusoglu affirmed that Ankara saw the US intervention in Syria as appropriate but that if the intervention was limited only to a missile attack on a Syrian air base, then it represented only a “cosmetic intervention” unless it eventually removed President Bashar al-Assad from power. NATO ally Turkey welcomed the missile strikes as “positive.”43 Syrian relations with Turkey and the Arab Gulf states had begun to deteriorate in 2011 when the Assad government engaged in a brutal repression of Arab Spring protesters, who were seen by Damascus as supported by the Muslim Brotherhood, among other pan-Islamist groups. At that time, Ankara abandoned its ties to Assad when it began to implement its idealist policy of “zero problems with its neighbors.” In November 2015, after Moscow entered the Syrian conflict, Ankara shot down a Russian military aircraft that was flying out of Turkish airspace, after it had ended its mission over Syrian territory near the Turkish border. The Russian jet had struck Turkmen villages that Moscow believed were engaged in the war against Assad. It was the kind of incident that could spark World War III—if NATO had backed Turkey.


    Nevertheless, NATO member Turkey, despite previous Turkish opposition to Moscow's support for Assad, began to look toward Moscow for several reasons. First, Turkey began to turn against the United States in the belief that Washington was behind the failed Gülen coup attempt in the summer of 2016. Fethullah Gülen, who lives in the United States, is a self-exiled Islamist who used to be Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan's ally when the two were engaged in curbing the political power of the military in Turkey's secular “deep state.” But Erdoğan broke with Gülen in 2013—who was accused by Ankara of masterminding the coup. Erdoğan has subsequently initiated a major purge of an estimated 150,000 civil servants, teachers, prosecutors, judges, journalists, army officers, and police who have been suspended or dismissed. At least 52,000 have been put in prison. In April 2017, Erdoğan was able to pass a close and disputed referendum that augmented the powers of the presidency by revising the Turkish constitution.44


    TURKEY, RUSSIA, AND THE KURDS


    Despite his unexpected rapprochement with Moscow since 2016, Erdoğan stated that he did not see Trump's strikes as going far enough. Turkey's Foreign Minister Mevlut Cavusoglu said Assad's government “must be removed from leading Syria as soon as possible, and the best way to do that is by starting the transitional process.”45 In addition, Ankara called for the United States and its allies in the Global Coalition against Daesh to set up a no-fly zone in Syria in the wake of the April 2017 US Tomahawk cruise missile strikes. Yet this proposal has not been realized.


    Second, US support for Kurdish factions in Syria to fight against IS also has also enraged Turkey. Ankara believed correctly or incorrectly that Kurdish political parties and militias in Syria, such as the Democratic Union Party (PYD), are linked to the radical Kurdish PKK in Turkey. These Kurdish groups have been seen by Turkey as demanding independence and not “autonomy” as they claim.46 When US airstrikes helped the Syrian Kurdish People's Protection Units (YPG)—whom Ankara saw as aligned with the Kurdish PKK inside Turkey itself—to defend the town of Kobani from the Islamic State, Erdoğan suddenly flipped sides. Turkey then began to align more closely with Russia in the fear that US support for Kurdish opponents of the Syrian Assad regime could ultimately result in the formation of independent Kurdish state that could break away from Syria and then support the PKK inside Turkey.


    US support for Syrian Kurds then led Turkey to bomb US-backed Kurdish fighters in northern Syria and in Iraq, in April 25, 2017, for example, as Ankara also did in October 2016.47 These actions were denounced by Washington, which stated that these strikes were not approved by the Global Coalition against Daesh. And despite strong Turkish objections, the Trump administration decided in early May 2017 to provide weaponry for the Syrian Kurds of the YPG to take on fortified Islamic State fighters in Raqqa, Syria.48


    Third, Turkey was also impacted by Russian blackmail: Moscow could also threaten support the PKK and Assad against Turkey much as Moscow did in the past—if the two sides are not able to reach a compromise. Accordingly, Moscow has wanted Ankara to begin to work with Assad again, as Ankara had done prior to the 2011 Arab Spring movement. Moscow would then reopen mutually beneficial trade, tourism, and energy deals that had been cut off when the two sides broke off relations in November 2015 after Turkey shot down a Russian military aircraft. Russia had also threatened to cut off the South Stream energy pipeline that would provide rents for Turkey.


    This situation has been made even further complex by the fact that the Turkish government considers as “terrorists” the Syrian and other Kurdish factions that are supported by the United States to fight IS. At present, the main focus of the United States is not Assad but the Islamic State (IS). In the past two and a half years, as of mid-2017, Washington has spent some $12 billion in fighting IS alone. The United States has hoped to defeat IS but by putting the fewest boots on the ground as possible. This means that not only has the Pentagon bombed IS positions since 2014, but it has also worked with both Shi'a groups in Iraq and Kurdish groups in Syria and Iraq.


    The dilemma is that US support for Syrian and Iraqi Kurds has raised Ankara's fears that the United States could purposely or inadvertently be supporting Kurdish independence movements inside Turkey—even if the Pentagon has promised to closely monitor its supplies of weapons and ammunition to the Kurds. The Turks have accordingly moved across the border into Syria to control Syrian Kurdish forces and prevent them from linking to the PKK. They have periodically bombed PKK forces in northern Iraq. Turkish attacks against the Kurds come at a time when the Turkish PKK ostensibly no longer claims “independence” from Turkey. Instead, it is the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG) leadership that has begun to demand independence. In mid-September 2017, Massoud Barzani, the president of the KRG, held a nonbinding referendum on independence of Iraqi Kurdistan; this was done against the advice of the US government, and it is strongly opposed by Iran, Syria, Turkey, and Iraq itself—but it has been backed by Israel.49 Also in September, the US Senate blocked the sale of $1.2 million in small arms to Erdoğan's personal security guards after accusing them of using excessive force against primarily Kurdish protesters in May. This was seen as another pro-Kurdish step by Washington against Ankara's interests.


    The “threat” of an Iraqi Kurdish independence movement accordingly opens a new can of worms that could further splinter Iraq, Syria, Iran, if not Turkey itself, and can exacerbate ongoing regional conflicts, since Turkey has threatened an energy blockade and Iran has purportedly mobilized troops along the Iraqi-Kurdish border. The more the United States is seen as supporting the Kurds, the more Turkey will threaten to turn to Moscow. In addition, given growing sociopolitical tensions between Germany and Turkey in part due to immigration and human rights issues, plus the fact that the European parliament threatened to suspend EU accession talks with Ankara in mid-2017 after President Erdoğan cracked down severely on the alleged Gülen coup attempt, likewise presses Turkey closer to Russia.


    Close ties to Moscow are moreover indicated by Turkish interest in purchasing Russian-made S-400 antiaircraft missiles. These weapons, which would require much closer Turkish-Russian military training and cooperation, could permit Ankara to diversify its military capabilities so that Turkey is not entirely under NATO oversight.50 Such a sale could also open Russian arms sales to the Arab Gulf countries or to other US allies. The sale would have proved much more acceptable to Washington and NATO, that is, if the United States, NATO, and Russia were on better terms, but it now threatens the relationship between NATO and Turkey.


    Because the United States and Europeans, with their close ties to Saudi Arabia, were unable to reach an accord with Russia and Iran over Syria, Turkey joined with Russia and Iran for peace talks in Astana, Kazakhstan. The three countries then brokered a cease-fire for Syria in the effort to create “de-escalation” zones, which took effect (more or less) on December 30, 2016.51 But these talks took place without US, European, or Saudi participation, raising questions as to whether they can be successfully implemented. By not working with both Russia and Turkey, Washington risks letting Moscow control the show. Washington also risks the rupture of relations with Turkey—in exchange for the not entirely certain benefits of working with Syrian Kurds to try to defeat the Islamic State. Washington will eventually need to work with both Russia and Turkey, and the Kurdish factions, if not Iran as well, in the effort to find mutual accords—if a Syrian settlement is to be found.


    Despite the above concerns, Trump nevertheless claimed that the Turkish president “is becoming a friend of mine” and that “he is running a very difficult part of the world.”52


    INDIA: A MORE NEUTRAL RESPONSE


    India made no strong comments about the US cruise missile attacks, so as not to offend the United States. India also did not want to offend Russia, its traditional ally. But New Delhi additionally does not want to make statements that could possibly enrage Muslim populations inside India itself.


    New Delhi has generally seen Assad as an ally; for example, when in 2016 there was a UN vote on a Syrian cease-fire, New Delhi abstained from voting. Despite the ongoing conflict, Syria has sought contracts with Indian companies in the effort to build electrical plants, iron and steel mills, and oil and gas refineries. Syria has also sought Indian financial support to help reconstruct the country—which will prove a daunting task.53 India appears to be trying to balance itself between the US and Russian positions. But for how long it can do so remains to be seen. (See chapter 6.)


    THE IRAN NUCLEAR ACCORD AND THE THREAT OF US INTERVENTION


    In addition to intervening militarily in Syria and striking an IS target in Afghanistan with the Mother of all Bombs, Trump has likewise threatened to strike Iran, which is directly involved in defending the Syrian regime and in supporting Hezbollah—if the latter does not fully comply with the Iran nuclear accord, or the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), which seeks to prevent Tehran from acquiring a nuclear weapons capability.


    In effect, the JCPOA took at least a decade for the UN Security Council plus Germany to negotiate through concerted Contact Group diplomacy. The Obama administration argued that the JCPOA was absolutely crucial in that it would limit the chances of a regional nuclear arms race. And it would also limit the possibility that Iran would develop a covert weapons-grade enrichment program.54 Trump, however, has claimed that the Iran JCPOA nuclear deal puts “limits on [Iran's] military nuclear program for only a certain number of years, but when those restrictions expire, Iran will have an industrial-sized, military nuclear capability ready to go and with zero provision for delay, no matter how bad Iran's behavior is.”55 The truth, however, is that the Iran nuclear deal promised fifteen years of Iranian compliance, plus international inspections. Trump's concerns appear to be less about the Iran nuclear accord itself and more about his opposition to Iran's actual foreign policy toward Israel and Saudi Arabia, and its support for Syria.


    Iran further angered Trump with the testing of a new intermediate-range missile in January 2017.56 For its part, however, Iran claimed that its missile test did not violate UN Resolution 2231. The missile was ostensibly not designed to carry nuclear weaponry and was only to be used for purposes of conventional “deterrence.” The JCPOA nuclear deal is strongly backed by the Russians, Chinese, and Europeans. The problem is that Iran's missile test violated the spirit, but not the actual letter, of the JCPOA accord. Neither Russia, China, nor the Europeans would permit Washington to apply language that would prohibit all kinds of missile tests. Only tests for those missiles capable of carrying nuclear warheads would be prohibited.57


    A possible Trump-Pence administration or a US congressional decision58 to reject the JCPOA accord could (1) undermine US credibility; (2) start a new nuclear arms race in wider Middle East with Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and possibly with Egypt; and (3) make it more difficult, if not impossible, to achieve a nuclear arms accord with North Korea. Alienating Iran so that it does decide to engage in a nuclear weapons program could furthermore make it more difficult to find ways for Teheran and Riyadh to establish a modus vivendi that would seek to dampen the “terrorist” proxy wars between the two rivals and thus attempt to achieve regional political settlements. A rejection of the JCPOA not only would threaten to undermine Trump's promises to achieve a positive relationship with Moscow but also could further alienate Beijing, if not the Europeans—who are just as close as Israel to a possible Iranian missile attack. And a possible US or Israeli attack on the suspected Iranian nuclear program could work to mobilize the Iranian population against the United States, as it did during the 1980–1988 Iran-Iraq War.


    By criticizing the nuclear accord, the Trump-Pence administration is ironically putting pressure on Iran just when Iran rejected a fundamentalist Shi'a leader and elected an ostensibly reformist leader, Hassan Rouhani, and just when Boeing has signed two aircraft deals worth $22 billion that could supply an estimated eighteen thousand American jobs.59 Given the fact that part of the Boeing deal was signed when Trump was president, it appears highly unlikely that Trump would strike Iran. Nevertheless, the proxy war between Saudi Arabia and Iran could continue to escalate. And in response to Saudi military purchases from the United States and to the threat of potential new US economic sanctions on Iran, or if Washington should brand the Iran's Revolutionary Guards as a terrorist organization, then their commander, General Mohammad Ali Jafari, warned that US military bases in Bahrain, Iraq, Oman, and Afghanistan would be at risk of an Iranian missile attack.60


    Prior to Trump's arrival to power, the Obama administration had hoped that the JCPOA nuclear accord would eventually open the door to better US-Iranian relations, trade, and a settlement of regional conflicts. Yet the JCPOA nuclear accord was also signed at a time in which there was no apparent progress toward a resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, nor a resolution of regional disputes that involve a surrogate war between Iran and Saudi Arabia. The risk is that Trump's major $110 billion arms sale to Saudi Arabia in May 2017, as previously discussed, may have jeopardized any possibility of a Saudi-Iranian rapprochement in the near future and could turn Iran even closer to Moscow and Beijing for arms.


    Here a new dimension of the global rivalry manifests itself. The fact that Iran has been moving closer to both Russia and China in the post–Cold War era raises questions as to whether the three countries could forge a new Eurasian Alliance. This appears plausible, given the fact that Iran has been considered for membership in both the Russian-led CSTO military alliance and also the more security and cooperation–oriented Chinese-led Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)—even though it has not yet joined either. Teheran has thus far closely aligned with Moscow and Damascus in the conflict raging in Syria and Iraq.


    THE RUPTURE BETWEEN SAUDI ARABIA AND QATAR


    One of the most recent signs of the polarization of the world was the decision in June 2017 by Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, Bahrain, Yemen, and Egypt to isolate Qatar for its ostensible support for Iran, al-Qaeda, the Islamic State, and the Muslim Brotherhood. This effort to isolate the super-wealthy country, which is not much bigger than the size of the state Delaware, could represent a prelude to a much larger conflict for control over finance, oil, and gas resources throughout the wider Middle East—if diplomacy cannot eventually settle the dispute. Here, Turkish troops have been deployed in Qatar to protect it from a potential Saudi invasion. But more likely, the country could be threatened by an internal pro-Saudi coup d’état intended to replace the present emir of Qatar, Tamim bin Hamad al Thani.


    The dispute with Qatar is threatening to splinter the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the United Arab Emirates, Bahrein, and Oman, in which the latter finds itself trying to resist Saudi pressures. The dispute is also beginning to polarize countries in Africa and the wider Middle East. Already, Djibouti, Somaliland, Chad, Senegal, Maldives, and Mauritania have tended to side with Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates. States such as Sudan, Ethiopia, Somalia, Eritrea, Guinea, and the Seychelles have tried to remain neutral, while Turkey is Qatar's strongest supporter. The United Arab Emirates is building a naval base in Eritrea (a country that also has close ties to Qatar), which worries Ethiopia. The United Arab Emirates has also obtained the backing of three semiautonomous regions inside Somalia, which is strategically crucial for providing airspace for Qatar. The United Arab Emirates removed its ambassador from Somalia when it declared neutrality. Riyadh is building a naval base in Djibouti, along with the United States and China. Israel likewise opposes Qatari foreign policy in the region, given Qatar's close relations with Hamas, Hezbollah, and Iran. In spreading its portfolio, Qatar has also invested in Russia's Rosneft energy company, as well as other strategic investments in Russia, so that Qatar is hedging its bets by maintaining closer ties not only to Iran, but to Russia as well—despite the fact that the US maintains its major Al Udeid military base in Qatar. Yet according to Trump, the United States “would have 10 countries willing to build us another one, believe me, and they will pay for it.”61


    THE WAR IN IRAQ: THE MOSUL OFFENSIVE


    In October 2016, the United States and forces of the Global Coalition against Daesh—involving Iraqi forces, Kurdish Peshmerga fighters, Sunni tribesmen, and Shi'a militiamen backed by Iraq and Iran—began a major offensive against IS in Mosul, Iraq. This is the location of Great Mosque of al-Nuri, where IS leader Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi had initially proclaimed the creation of a “caliphate” in July 2014.62 This major battle resulted in 420,000 refugees. Mosul was ostensibly “liberated” in January 2017; yet fierce fighting continued until July, raising questions as to how to reconstruct the devastated city.63


    Although IS is being defeated step-by-step in battles with the Global Coalition against Daesh, its fighters have begun to spread out in small numbers throughout the wider Middle East—from Libya to Egypt and Afghanistan. In mid-January 2017, US B-2 bombers struck IS positions in Libya, which is divided into at least two major warring factions, plus splinter groups. Concurrently, Egyptian forces have tried to eradicate IS in the Sinai. Trump bombed proclaimed IS fighters with the Mother of All Bombs in Afghanistan. The military dilemma is that air strikes do not control the ground, thus airpower does not necessarily prevent the Islamic State or pro-al-Qaeda forces from dispersing to new regions and regrouping to engage in a nomadic style of hybrid warfare.


    THE ONGOING WAR IN AFGHANISTAN


    The US effort to reconstruct a corrupt and essentially insolvent Afghanistan has represented the largest expenditure to rebuild a single country in US history. Despite a $70 billion US investment in the Afghan security forces, only 63 percent of the country's districts are under Afghan government control or influence. And since 2001, 2,247 US military personnel have died and more than 20,000 have been wounded in Afghanistan alone. And Afghanistan still leads the world in opium production—despite $8.5 billion in US counter-narcotics investment.64


    The September 11 attacks had actually been masterminded in Hamburg, Germany, and in not Tora Bora. Osama bin Laden—who was the leader of these terrorist attacks—was killed a decade later in 2011 by US Navy SEALs in his hiding place in Pakistan, which is ostensibly a major non-NATO ally but which has not given up its secret supports for differing radical Islamist factions in Afghanistan or in Kashmir. (See chapter 6.) Although al-Qaeda has lost some influence since bin Laden's assassination, affiliated groups are still influential in Yemen and in Syria, for example.


    Further, if the actual goal of the US intervention in Afghanistan since 2001 was to set up energy pipelines and gain access to an estimated $1 trillion worth of strategic raw materials, as some analysts have argued, US firms are not necessarily in the forefront for gaining those contracts. Chinese and Indian firms appear willing to take the risks. One could argue that the 2001 intervention in Afghanistan, followed by the 2003 intervention in Iraq, which reduced US resources for Afghanistan, has done nothing but spread pan-Islamist movements—while also doing very little to resolve the domestic sociopolitical problems for either Iraq or Afghanistan, despite the billions invested.


    Moreover, the US struggle against the Taliban, al-Qaeda, and now the Islamic State in Afghanistan, ironically, has served Russian interests more than American interests—while US intervention did not achieve its initial goal to destroy al-Qaeda. On the one hand, Moscow has sought to force NATO out of the Black Sea region; on the other, Putin has urged NATO to stay on in Afghanistan since 2014. This is because NATO has helped stabilize some key regions of the country while preventing the Taliban from returning to power. Yet the Russian position toward the Taliban has been shifting.


    FACTORS LEADING TO POTENTIAL CONFLICT


    The situation in Central and Southwest Asia, in Afghanistan and Kashmir, has accordingly begun to heat up again due to a number of factors. First, Obama promised that the United States and NATO would to leave Afghanistan during his administration. Yet Trump has been considering a significant increase in NATO and US troops in the country. The main purpose of a renewed surge would be to shore up Afghan troop morale—but it would also provide the Afghan government with greater firepower. Trump would, in the process, put an end to Obama's restrictions that had limited the ability of the US military to act on the battlefield. And he would give the Pentagon greater authority to use air strikes, such as the April 2017 MOAB (Massive Ordnance Air Blast, or Mother of All Bombs) attack against an IS tunnel complex. Trump would purportedly authorize the Pentagon, not the White House, to set troop numbers in Afghanistan.


    Trump's National Security Advisor, H. R. McMaster, who had led anticorruption efforts in Afghanistan, is said to be one of the main backers of the new Afghan strategy. McMaster was also one of the architects of President George W. Bush's generally failed troop surge in Iraq.65 Donald Trump had initially claimed that he opposed—and would continue to oppose—unnecessary, if not disastrous, US military interventions, such as those in Iraq and Libya, but these initial assertions appear completely false. And it was only after the fact, that Trump argued that the George W. Bush administration's decision to invade Iraq may have been the worst foreign-policy decision in US history.66 Trump has also stated that he would attempt to limit the exposure of US servicemen and servicewomen to combat situations, but will he?


    Despite his campaign statements, Trump appears to be engaging in yet another futile military intervention after the Bush administration had severely maltreated American service members during the wars in both Afghanistan and Iraq. Ironically, in 2013 Trump had tweeted that the United States should leave Afghanistan immediately, or, “if we have to go back in, we go in hard & quick.”67 But it does not look like the United States will be going in hard and quick. And, at the same time, by unleashing the Pentagon rather than pressing for renewed diplomacy, Trump may actually end up extending this seemingly endless war.


    Trump's call to deploy more US and NATO forces (as many as five thousand above the already eight thousand present) is a due to the fact that the Taliban appear to be making advances concurrent with the arrival of the Islamic State in the region. In effect, this will complicate US calculations as it attempts to fight both movements, which in turn will fight each other—unless they join forces. (It is possible that the new IS groups could be disgruntled Taliban elements who have formed their own groups and have declared themselves to be IS.68)


    Moreover, Moscow appears to be seeking a rapprochement with the Taliban—given the Obama administration's promises to withdraw from Afghanistan, which Moscow believes might then lead to a Taliban takeover. In 2014, the Taliban almost took over Kunduz, after NATO began to phase out of Afghanistan. At that time, Pakistan had concurrently sought to clear Islamist militants out of the North Waziristan tribal area; this forced those groups into Afghanistan, even though there are still Taliban sanctuaries on Pakistani territory, which make it almost impossible to achieve peace.69


    The dilemma for Russia is that if the United States and NATO do eventually pull out of Afghanistan, as Obama had promised, it appears unlikely that the Afghan government will survive for long. On the other hand, if the United States and NATO do engage in a new troop surge, as Trump has indicated, Moscow could play the role of a spoiler that attempts to sabotage US foreign policy wherever possible, given thus far unproven US accusations that Russia has begun to provide the Taliban with weaponry—a charge vehemently denied by Moscow.


    Moscow may have decided to make a deal with the Taliban “devil.”70 It is accordingly possible that both Beijing and Moscow might try to make some deal with the Taliban so that the latter (which has begun to struggle with the Islamic State in Afghanistan) will not support the Muslim Uighurs in Xinjiang province in China (former East Turkestan). As they build BRI together, neither Beijing nor Moscow want the Taliban to support those Islamists who want to destabilize Muslim regions in southwest Asia or in the Russian Federation itself. The problem then for Moscow and Beijing is to buy off the Taliban and to play the Taliban against the Islamic State—while also countering the United States and NATO in Afghanistan.


    Yet the new Russian policy could also lead the United States to negotiate with the Taliban, which the State Department does not formally designate as a “terror organization.” Proposed negotiations with the Taliban, which Secretary of State Rex Tillerson appeared to support at a NATO conference in March 2017,71 could have two different results. Either the United States could return to the Obama policy of supporting an “Afghan-owned, Afghan-led” negotiation, or the United States could take the lead in negotiations with the Taliban, which the Taliban have claimed they would prefer. Such negotiations could take place in US-led multilateral framework, with countries such as Russia, China, India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Qatar involved.72 But unfortunately it will take much more time, death, and destruction before such negotiations begin, because there is no trust between the opposing sides after years of warfare. And these talks could be further delayed if Trump does unleash the Pentagon so that it is no longer under State Department controls.


    THE WIDENING OF THE GLOBAL WAR ON TERRORISM


    In his first public speech in Saudi Arabia in May 2017, Trump argued that the Global War on Terrorism was “not a battle between different faiths, different sects, or different civilizations…. This is a battle between barbaric criminals who seek to obliterate human life, and decent people of all religions who seek to protect it.”73


    While Trump did not then use the term “radical Islamic terrorism” in this speech (which he did use in his address to the United Nations in September 2017), he also did not define what he meant by “terrorists and extremists.” (See chapter 3.) Nevertheless, Trump urged that “they” (whoever “they” are) be driven “out of this earth” by all the Sunni Arab states and societies that are involved in the Global War on Terrorism. It is not clear how the terms “terrorists and extremists” will be interpreted in the Sunni Arab/Islamic cultural context—as these terms could be interpreted to mean those who believe in Shi'a Islam or other “unbelievers” and atheists.


    In his May 2017 speech in Saudi Arabia, Trump had focused on Shi'a Iran, as if Tehran were the source of all the problems: “From Lebanon to Iraq to Yemen, Iran funds, arms, and trains terrorists, militias, and other extremist groups that spread destruction and chaos across the region. For decades, Iran has fueled the fires of sectarian conflict and terror.” So instead of seeking a way to end the regional arms race and urge Saudi Arabia and Iran to settle their differences—which is absolutely fundamental if it will ever prove possible to put an end to the Global War on Terrorism—Trump appears to have sided fully with Riyadh. In effect, rather than attempting to play honest broker, Trump has greased the fire.


    On the one hand, Trump's speech (accompanied by promises of $110 billion in arm sales, plus $300 to $400 billion in mutual investments74) could lead some pro-Saudi holy warriors, among others, to shift their focus from the United States, Europeans, Russia, and Israel to fight against Shi'a Iran and the Syrian regime. Saudi Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman, who has been designated by the eighty-two-year-old King Salman to run the country, has initiated major political, social, and economic reforms so that Saudi Arabia can attempt to sustain its regional hegemony in the long term by diversifying the economy away from oil production by 2030. At the same time, Salman has begun to purge potential domestic rivals (some two hundred individuals arrested on corruption charges, including members of his own ruling al-Saud family).75 In addition to seeking to isolate Qatar, due in part to its ties to Iran, Salman has militantly opposed Iranian efforts to increase its political-economic influence in Lebanon, Iraq, Syria, Bahrain, and Yemen, and along the Red Sea in the Gulf of Aden. Trump appears to be falling into Salman's game plan.


    On the other hand, Trump's speech will not stop IS or similar groups from recruiting young Muslims and converts—particularly those individuals who oppose what they see as the corrupt Saudi Kingdom, which controls Mecca and Medina and whose regime they believe is backed by US and European weaponry. This creates a tacit alignment between these groups and Tehran, which opposes Saudi Arabia, which is seen as the major supporter of pan-Sunni movements that could destabilize the northern Caucasus, Central Asia, and other areas in the wider Middle East against Iranian and Russian interests. At the same time, Tehran also opposes a nuclear-capable Israel, which is threatening to preempt Iran's “peaceful” nuclear program in large part due to Iran's support for the Shi'a militias of Hezbollah in Lebanon.


    And despite US/NATO efforts to fight the Taliban, al-Qaeda-affiliated movements, and IS, both Moscow and Beijing see the United States as indirectly backing a number of pan-Sunni Islamist movements throughout the wider Middle East via bilateral US alliances with Saudi Arabia and the other Sunni Arab Gulf countries. US policy has led Russia, and increasingly China, to support Shi'a Iran and Syria. At the same time, Pakistan may be shifting sides, looking to both China and Russia.


    Trump's propaganda risks once again falling into the trap first set by bin Laden's attack on the World Trade Center and Pentagon and that sought to draw the United States and other countries into wider wars within the Islamic world. But in this case, Trump's speech represents a call to arms for a war with Iran and those pan-Islamist groups that oppose Saudi Arabia as well. As long as Trump's pro-Saudi, anti-Iranian policies and America First, anti-“radical Islamic” ideology prevails, the Global War on Terrorism appears doomed to last a very long time.
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    In his book Trump: The Art of the Deal, Trump stated: “My style of deal-making is quite simple and straightforward. I aim very high, and then I just keep pushing and pushing and pushing to get what I'm after.” But he also said, “I never get too attached to one deal or one approach…. I keep a lot of balls in the air, because most deals fall out, no matter how promising they seem at first.”1


    For all of his pro-Russian and anti-China rhetoric expressed during his presidential campaign, the Trump-Pence administration has totally reassessed his negotiation strategies with both Russia and China, among other states—much like his book The Art of the Deal suggested he might. In the case of Russia, is Trump now taking a much tougher line in which he fully expects Moscow to hand over Crimea to Kiev? Or is he taking a hardline stance on Crimea in order to make a compromise deal? And if so, what kind of compromise? In the case of China, can Trump be tough after initially backing down on the One-China policy? Or will Trump need to make concessions—and if so, which ones? And how will North Korea impact Trump's calculus? Will China agree to play a key role in mediation with North Korea? Should he renew the six-party talks? Or should Trump meet directly with Kim Jung Un? Or both? What will be the impact of China's Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) and Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP), which could become the major trading bloc in the world, without US involvement? And will Moscow and Beijing be able to forge a full-fledged Eurasian military alliance?


    Will his potential deals succeed or “fall out,” in Trump's language? And if it is true that “most deals fall out, no matter how promising they seem at first,” as he himself had affirmed—then the world is in real trouble. Gambling with war and nuclear weapons is not quite the same thing as gambling in Trump's casinos; although one can lose a fortune in a casino, everyone loses in a nuclear war.


    INITIAL DISCUSSIONS WITH MOSCOW


    Despite his policy flip-flops and feigned efforts to engage in Nixonian madness in order to keep all sides guessing as to his actual policies and tactics, Trump has been more or less correct that the United States needs to begin to engage in a rapprochement with Russia, otherwise the situation could spiral out of control. But he initially moved much too fast to reach out to Moscow and raised suspicions that he sought to profit personally from his Russian contacts, while Putin's alleged efforts, whether effective or not, to interfere in the US elections caused a significant, and hopefully not irreconcilable, American backlash. (See chapter 3.) Given these circumstances, how is a more concerted US-European-Russian relationship to be established?


    Based on Russian reports of the January 2017 Putin-Trump conversation, the issues the two presidents began to consider included: The creation of an anti-IS coalition; the establishment of a US-Russia partnership on an equal basis; and the possible “restoration” of trade and economic relations. This implied that sanctions imposed on Moscow after its annexation of Crimea could be reconsidered—but coupled with a quid pro quo with respect to a reduction of nuclear weapons.2 Putin and Trump accordingly reviewed possible cooperation on a wide range of issues, including Syria, Ukraine, Iran, the Korean Peninsula, and nuclear nonproliferation.3


    At the same time, it was clear even then that the conditions were still not ripe enough to reach out for a full-fledged US-Russian accord. On the one hand, Trump's approach was opposed by US and European critics who argued that it was too soon to consider lifting sanctions, given the perceived Russian failure to implement the Minsk II agreements, and without pressing Russia to give Crimea back to Ukraine. On the other hand, Moscow did not completely accept Trump's proposals, either. Moscow was not prepared to give up elements of its nuclear weapons capability without a quid pro quo on the part of the Americans. Nor was Putin willing to give up Crimea.


    Despite the backlash caused by Moscow's efforts to influence the American elections, the dilemma now is how to put US-Russia relations back on course so that they do not spin totally out of control. A first step to ameliorate tensions would be a US-Russia summit that would address all the disputes between the United States and Russia (ranging from Ukraine, to the wider Middle East, to China and North Korea), while seeking measures to reduce, if not eliminate, nuclear weaponry, and finding ways move away from putting nuclear missiles on high levels of alert and launch-on-warning. Such a summit would lead both sides to pledge to engage in concerted cooperation to resolve these disputes and other issues of concerns where possible. (See discussion, chapter 10.) Perhaps most crucially, from an American domestic standpoint, a Trump-Putin summit could also issue a sincere pledge of noninterference in each other's domestic politics, given allegations that both sides have interfered in each other's elections. (See discussion, chapter 3.)


    A US-Russia summit should then be followed by a revival of talks between the NATO-Russia Council. The concern raised here is that the buildup US and NATO power capabilities through the deployment of “permanently rotating” forces in the Baltic region, as has been pushed by the Trump-Pence administration since February 2017, risks undermining the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act and will only result in a counter Russia military buildup. This buildup will in turn further escalate US-European-Russian (and Chinese) tensions—if such an approach is not simultaneously accompanied by a detailed plan for an alternative system of European security and a full US, NATO, and EU willingness to compromise with Moscow over what some NATO members might consider to be “vital” interests.


    The point is that the United States/NATO and Europeans need to define clear objectives so that they can convince Moscow that they are sincerely seeking to forge a grand compromise on Euro-Atlantic security. The United States and Europeans thus need to provide positive incentives and enticements and not just threats and sanctions in order to convince Moscow that a general militarization is not in Russian interests and that a closer Russian military alliance with China is not in Russian interests either. The promise to lift economic sanctions, for example, must be only one of the levers of a much larger and coordinated bargaining strategy that is intended to reduce overall NATO-EU-Russian tensions. The dilemma is how to implement a systemic approach to these issues of contention and show how they relate to each other, while seeking to find compromises or concessions where possible. (Nuclear-weapons issues are discussed in chapters 2 and 10.)


    EASTERN UKRAINE


    In many ways, it does not seem that Germany and France possess enough political leverage to press both Ukraine and Russia into a compromise in the Minsk discussions that have been facilitated by Belarus. For this reason, the United States, and possibly Turkey, should soon join the Contact Group discussions between Germany, France, Ukraine, and Russia—since this conflict cannot be completely resolved unless the issues of both the NATO and EU enlargements are also on the table.


    One major goal (backed by Moscow but thus far opposed by Kiev) is to work toward the “decentralization” of the country. Kiev has opposed what it calls federalism, or what is really “asymmetrical federalism,” in the not-entirely-unjustified fear that federalism could eventually lead regions to demand independence. The dilemma, however, is that no one can really force from the outside the two sides to cooperate—so the situation in the Ukraine needs to move toward one of a “mutually hurting stalemate,”4 in which each side realizes on its own volition that it needs to agree to a mutual accord. Once again, Washington should join the process to help press both sides into an agreement.


    From the Russian perspective, Ukraine has not yet fulfilled its part of the February 2015 Minsk II agreements.5 The latter involves the parliamentary vote on decentralization—a vote which was postponed in 2016, but which is a crucial part of the Minsk process. But more constitutional reforms may be needed in order to ensure that Ukraine develops a true separation of powers and a true “decentralization.”6 German proposals for a special status law, a broad amnesty law, and a special election law for the Donbas appear possible to implement—but only if the Ukrainian coalition government under President Poroshenko can press for a resolution to the conflict in eastern Ukraine. But these already-difficult-to-implement measures are taking place in the midst of a Ukrainian financial crisis and need for deep structural and anticorruption reforms.7 Once again, a more engaged US diplomatic presence is needed.


    To achieve peace, Kiev (backed by the United States and Europeans) needs to take official steps to meet with autonomist leaderships in order to negotiate peace settlement. Efforts to meet with the leadership of Russia-backed eastern-Ukrainian autonomists, as proposed by Ukrainian lawmaker Nadia Savchenko (and former prisoner of war in Russia), and to engage in prisoner exchange or other issues, need to be officially backed by Kiev, rather than denounced as “negotiating with terrorists.”8


    If a political settlement can be found, one possibility is the deployment of a “multinational brigade of neutral but armed peacekeepers with unrestricted access throughout the Donbas”9 in order to enforce Minsk II—otherwise Minsk II will fail. This proposal has merit, and Russia and Ukraine have considered the possibility of deploying peacekeepers. Thus far, Moscow has agreed only to a temporary and limited presence, but which does not control the territory linking Russia with the autonomist movements. For its part, Kiev wants to set up a more permanent and expanded peacekeeping force.


    But if these steps, as proposed by the Minsk II accords, fail, another more pessimistic scenario might result in a highly instable partition of the country, which will not benefit either side and which will create permanent tensions beyond Ukraine. This possibility becomes more probable if the United States does provide lethal assistance to Kiev. (See chapter 5.) A partition of the country could, ironically, force Moscow to financially subsidize the secessionist region—which would prove to be a more daunting task than holding up the Russian-supported breakaway republics of Transnistria (claimed by Moldova), South Ossetia, and Abkhazia (claimed by Georgia), and it could further militarize Russian actions. This represents yet another reason for a concerted international solution.


    There is a real risk is that an eventual partition of Ukraine, coupled with the permanently rotating deployment of NATO forces in the Baltic region, could in turn lead to a new partition of Europe—followed by the polarization of the world into two rival alliances. (See chapter 5.)


    TOWARD UKRAINIAN NEUTRALITY


    Once, and if, the Minsk II accords can be implemented (assuming Kiev can eventually implement the necessary constitutional changes and negotiate directly with the Donbas “autonomists”), the United States, Europe, and Russia then need to establish Ukraine as an internationally recognized neutral and “decentralized” country—with Crimea as a free-trade zone, yet under Russian sovereignty, while providing aid and assistance for Ukraine's development.


    Both former US Secretaries of State Henry Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski have called for a “neutral” Ukraine. Yet the Kissinger proposal for the formal “neutralization” of Ukraine, coupled with the non-recognition of Crimea, will not put an end to US-Russian-European geostrategic and political-economic tensions. And the crisis will continue unabated if Kiev does not finally grant some form of decentralization or autonomy arrangement for eastern Ukraine, as demanded by the Minsk II accord. There will also be no settlement if Kiev, backed by the United States and NATO, continues to demand that Crimea be returned to Ukraine as well, while Kiev concurrently develops a strong independent military capability. In short, a settlement of the Crimean question is essential if the conflict is to be resolved in the long term. If bargained cautiously, a resource-rich yet “neutral” and decentralized Ukraine—with sufficient self-defense forces and that does not harbor irredentist claims to Crimea—could begin to defuse tensions between NATO, the European Union, and Russia.10


    To arrive at a full accord with Moscow, there needs to be formal agreement over NATO expansion, European security, and Ukrainian neutrality. To accomplish this, NATO should formally announce a full suspension of NATO enlargement—but as part of a larger negotiation process that is intended to reach a deal with Moscow over Crimea, eastern Ukraine, and the Caucasus. While NATO has claimed that Article X of the Washington Treaty is “one of the Alliance's great successes,” there is nothing in Article X that supports the contention that NATO must expand its membership. NATO members “may” invite other states by unanimous agreement—but there is no necessity to offer an invitation to other states.11


    Moreover, membership in both the US-led NATO and the Russian-led CSTO are against Ukraine's initial statement of sovereignty. The statement of Ukrainian sovereignty (adopted on August 24, 1991) affirmed that Ukrainian SSR “declares its intention of becoming a permanently neutral state that does not participate in military blocs and adheres to three nuclear free principles: to accept, to produce and to purchase no nuclear weapons.”12 It is furthermore possible that Ukraine could define itself as a permanently neutral country in that its constitution contains principles that state that it will not participate in coalitions.13


    The United States and NATO would accordingly need to modify NATO's “open enlargement” policy—at least for the Black Sea/Caucasus region. Such a modification of NATO's open-door policy would take place in exchange for the implementation of a new regional, yet internationalized, system of cooperative/collective security for the entire Black Sea and Caucasus regions—much as was envisioned by Turkish proposals for a Caucasus Stability and Cooperation Platform in 2008. Here, Ankara could enter the Minsk talks in order to deal with security issues concerning Crimea and the Caucasus that impact NATO-member Turkey.


    In other words, instead of extending full NATO membership to Ukraine, Georgia, or other states, and then attempt to integrate these countries back into NATO's command structure, the United States, Europeans, and Russians would extend overlapping US, European, and Russian security guarantees for states in the entire Black Sea and Caucasus region in the formation of a neutral “peace and development community”—in working with Turkey and other regional powers. The purpose would be to implement a cooperative/collective security approach to the region under the auspices of the Organization for the Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) that seeks to protect “vital” Russian and Ukrainian interests, while at the same time looking for new forms of regional and international cooperation.


    A full suspension of NATO enlargement would accordingly be part of a larger negotiation process that is intended to reach a deal with Moscow over Crimea, eastern Ukraine, and the Caucasus—among other issues that are dividing the United States, the European Union, and Russia. The promise of NATO enlargement has done nothing but send mixed signals to Russia, Ukraine, and Georgia. NATO enlargement has antagonized Moscow, while it has been concurrently disingenuous with Kiev and Tbilisi—as full NATO membership for Ukraine and Georgia remains a highly unlikely prospect. Guarantees of Ukrainian neutrality, coupled with a gradual reduction of NATO and Russian forces in the Baltic region, could also minimize the ostensible need to expand NATO membership to EU members Sweden and Finland, given the Russian military buildup in the Baltic region. (See chapters 4 and 5.)


    CRIMEA AS A FREE-TRADE ZONE


    There are many who argue that the United States and Europe should simply accept the Russian annexation as a fait accompli. Yet this position does not address the question of competing claims and the political, economic, energy and legal disputes over Crimea, energy resources, and other issues in the vicinity—and the need to develop and eventually demilitarize the whole Black Sea-Caucasus region that will serve Russian interests as well. To fully develop the region will require international assistance. (See chapter 5.)


    The establishment of Crimea as an international free-trade zone with relative autonomy—but under Russian sovereignty—and the opening of Sevastopol to regional security and development cooperation, could open the doors for Russia to cooperate with Ukraine, as well as with the United States and Europeans. This is despite the evident friction over the annexation of Crimea, which shows no signs of dissipating at the time of this writing. The eventual opening of Crimea could, in turn, lead both Russia and Ukraine to forge new forms of memberships with a reformed (and renamed) NATO and the European Union, given deeper security and political-economic cooperation.


    One option is to call for a new Crimean referendum. Such a plan was proposed by Andrii Artemenko, who was one of the contacts of President Trump's former National Security Advisor Michael Flynn in Ukraine, before Flynn was forced to resign. Essentially, Artemenko's plan would have required the withdrawal of all Russian forces from eastern Ukraine. Ukrainian voters would then decide in a new referendum whether Crimea would be leased to Russia for a term of fifty or one hundred years. The plan also outlined a way to lift sanctions on Russia.14


    Yet, if such a plan could be implemented, it appears unlikely that Moscow would accept the results of a new referendum in Ukraine that could potentially lead Moscow to give up sovereignty over Crimea after having already gone to such great lengths to annex it. On the other hand, it is not entirely impossible that Moscow could accept a way to pay for a lease of the isthmus in a negotiated deal, given the need for a legal accord that would attract foreign investment to Russia in the face of sanctions.15 As proposed above, a more feasible option might be the establishment of a free-trade zone under Russian sovereignty, or even a system of joint Russian-Ukrainian sovereignty. (See chapter 10.)


    Artemenko claimed that he had “compromising” evidence on the Poroshenko government, yet his plan was opposed by a number of Ukrainian politicians, who saw it as capitulating to Russian interests, and who accused Artemenko of treason.16 Further, it appears highly unlikely that Moscow would have accepted that plan either. Whether the United States and NATO can propose a more feasible plan that Moscow might accept will depend on the evolution not only of relations between the United States, the European Union, and Russia, but also between the Trump administration and Congress. (See chapters 3 and 10.)


    PEACEKEEPING IN THE CAUCASUS?


    In addition to the potential deployment of peacekeepers under a general UN or OSCE mandate so as to assure security and development prospects in the Donbas region, peacekeepers could also be considered for the states of the southern Caucasus. Instead of demanding that Russia “evacuate Transnistria, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, as well as Crimea and Donbass”17—as the hardline position that seeks to isolate Russia advocates and which Moscow would definitely consider as a casus belli—joint NATO, Russian, EU, and international peacekeepers under an OSCE mandate could be deployed in the so-called frozen conflicts in the southern Caucasus. The problem here will be how to engage in joint US, European, and Russian arrangements in an effort to share or internationalize (but not monopolize) those nonvital Russian spheres of influence and security where mutual agreement is possible.


    Joint NATO-Russia/CSTO-EU or multinational Partnership for Peace (PfP) peacekeeping deployments (under an OSCE or UN general mandate) could accordingly be deployed in the Donbas region as well as in the frozen conflicts in the Transnistria, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Nagorno-Karabakh. These deployments could take place under a joint NATO-EU-Russian command structure in which Russia plays a positive role. These peacekeeping operations would be somewhat similar to joint deployments in the former Yugoslavia in 1995, but Moscow would be truly represented as an equal. Given the fact that the tense situation in Nagorno-Karabakh between Armenia and Azerbaijan appears to be heating up,18 it seems that joint US/NATO, EU and Russia/CSTO peacekeeping efforts could prove essential to sustaining peace in this region.


    The above proposals presume the absolute need to strengthen NATO's Partnership for Peace (PfP) and an EU peacekeeping force that could be deployed under an OSCE or UN mandate and work with UN and Russian/CSTO peacekeepers as well.19 NATO's PfP and EU peacekeeping is an underused tool that can succeed on the ground in helping to build trust between warring parties—if given the proper resources. And these proposals furthermore provide a real mission for EU foreign and defense policy to cooperate with the local states, Russia, and the United States under a general OSCE mandate. Peacekeepers are real heroes, and they should be considered so by Trump.


    WHY SHOULD RUSSIA ACCEPT SUCH A PROPOSAL?


    Washington and Moscow need to revisit the Obama administration's failure to “reset” US-European-Russian relations after the 2008 Russo-Georgian War. Both countries need to reexamine both Dmitry Medvedev's June 2008 call for a new European Security Treaty and Turkish President Erdoğan's call for a Caucasus Stability and Cooperation Platform.20


    With respect to Russia and Turkey, both Medvedev's and Erdoğan's proposals raised critical questions as to whether it was truly necessary to enlarge NATO membership to Ukraine and Georgia, among other states. And both proposals raised questions as to whether there might be other viable options that could provide security for the Black Sea region. The joint US/NATO and EU failure to address these Russian and Turkish diplomatic initiatives—and thus to reconsider the process of enlarging both NATO and EU memberships into Russian-defined spheres of influence and security—represented a major reason for the Russian backlash in early 2014. Moscow consequently took matters into its own hands and decided to annex Crimea and support autonomous movements in eastern Ukraine.


    There is a further danger that renewed tensions in Georgia and between Armenia and Azerbaijan, as well as the rise of pan-Islamist movements in Dagestan and elsewhere in the Russian Caucasus, could set off a new series of terrorist acts. Moreover, conflicts in the general Black Sea region and in both the southern and northern Caucasus could begin to interlink with the conflict in Syria and in the wider Middle East—given the return of Islamic State fighters to these regions and given Trump's strong support for Saudi Arabia against Iran. Both Riyadh and Tehran possess interests throughout the region in support of differing Islamist factions that could spark significant conflict. (See chapter 8.)


    The establishment of a formally neutral Ukraine, coupled with a negotiated settlement over Crimea and eastern Ukraine, would provide the United States and Europe some bargaining leverage to at least seek a reduction of the ongoing buildup of military forces in the Black Sea region, while likewise seeking to restrain Kiev's demands for a return of the Crimean isthmus. At the same time, it could permit Crimea greater autonomy within the Russian Federation, and help protect non-Russian minorities, including Tatars and Ukrainians.


    The Russian Federation is divided into republics, krais, oblasts, cities of federal importance, an autonomous oblast, and autonomous okrugs. In 2014, Sevastopol and the Crimean Republic became the eighty-fourth and eighty-fifth federal subjects of Russia. But could they, along with Kaliningrad, become free-trade and development zones under Russian sovereignty? Or could some form of joint system of sovereignty between Ukraine and Russia be established?


    Unless absolutely strapped for cash, it is highly unlikely that Moscow would ever give up total sovereignty over Crimea, much like it is unlikely that it would give the Kuril Islands/Northern Territories to Japan. But for Russia to hold onto Crimea and try to develop it without some form of international investments and backing is already proving quite costly and difficult. (See chapter 5.) Putin needs an economic boost to help him rule, as domestic opposition movements have begun to strengthen. Putin has accordingly pressed for an end of sanctions in order to attract foreign investment and lift the economy out of recession. Russian presidential elections will take place in 2018, and the Trump-Pence administration could possibly try to push for a grand US-Russian compromise just after those elections—that is, if it is possible, given strong domestic US opposition to any accords with Russia. Given the fact that Putin is still seen by the general population as willing to assert presumed Russian interests and to stand up against the pressures of the United States in particular, he will most likely win the 2018 Russian elections—but without as much popular domestic support as in the past given the generally faltering economy. Yet this should not stop the United States and Europeans from engaging in negotiations with Moscow simply in the belief that Putin's rule might soon collapse. (See chapter 4.)


    ROLE OF EUROPE


    The Ukrainian conflict now holds the key as to whether Russia can ever move closer to the Euro-Atlantic community. On the one hand, if the brutal war in eastern Ukraine continues to rage, it will stimulate a general arms race and destabilize US-EU-Russian and global relations. On the other hand, an overarching geopolitical settlement could help defuse tensions throughout the region and the world.


    The dilemma is that even closer political-economic ties to the European Union will not prove to be a panacea for Kiev, given its deep financial crisis. It is accordingly essential that the European Union work out mutual political-economic and financial accords with both Ukraine and Russia as soon as possible once the disputes over eastern Ukraine can be resolved. This can be accomplished in the process of rescinding sanctions against Russia (and vice versa for Russia to rescind sanctions on the European Union and the United States). In addition, the United States, Europeans, and Japanese need to look for ways to reduce the prospects of a US-Russia energy rivalry that could lead to war. One step would be to bring Moscow back into the G8 discussions after Russian membership was suspended in March 2014. The global energy (and environment) question could be one of the main concerns of future G8 talks—even if the May 2017 G7 conference had failed to reach a significant compromise over the issue of global warming with Donald Trump. Both G8 and EU-Russian discussions could likewise lead the European Union to work out a political-economic association accord that better balances both Russian and Ukrainian financial and political-economic interests, given the European Union's failure/refusal to do so in 2013–2014.


    Such efforts must be taken to achieve reconciliation between Kiev and eastern Ukraine within Ukraine itself at the national level and at the international level so that a neutral (and non-nuclear) Ukraine could truly serve as a gateway between the United States, Europe, and Russia, much as former Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev, among others, has proposed.21 It is in US, European, and Russian interests to prevent Ukrainian state collapse, bankruptcy, and sociopolitical instability from degenerating into a wider sociopolitical conflict. Evidently such an approach can take place only if all sides realize that compromise over presumed “vital” issues is in their mutual interests.


    TOWARD A NEW EU DEFENSE AND SECURITY CAPABILITY


    Trump's insistence that NATO was “obsolete” has ironically led the Europeans to consider other options—if they can coordinate policies. The possibility that Washington might no longer back NATO has led the French and Germans to consider forging a new post-Brexit European defense entity that would be more autonomous than NATO.


    In September 2016, the French and Germans called for a joint and permanent EU command headquarters for its civilian and military missions and a strengthening of the Eurocorps. The initiative would not create a European army as such. But it would seek to advance the European Union's own joint land, air, and sea transport; relief/medical capabilities; peacekeeping; plus its ability to participate in the Global War on Terrorism. It would also initiate a European defense research program that would be funded by the common EU budget by 2021–2027, with France and Germany initiating the program in 2017.22


    A more unified European defense and security capability, which would pool defense resources, could theoretically engage in peacekeeping, anti-piracy, and anti-terrorism operations, while more effectively handling the waves of immigrants trying to cross the Mediterranean.23 A new European defense force would represent a coalition of the willing and should be directed only toward defensive and peacekeeping measures. It would be more autonomous and could theoretically work with both NATO and Russia.24 But to do this, the European Union first needs to implement a Common Foreign and Defense Policy step-by-step. The European Union has outlined five possible scenarios for its future, but it needs US diplomatic backing if it is to succeed in creating a truly common defense.25


    Over the years, the Europeans have demanded greater defense autonomy from NATO. Now, following the exit of the United Kingdom from the European Union, the Europeans need to put their money where their mouths are. The United Kingdom, the most powerful military actor in NATO after the United States, had previously blocked a more integrated European defense structure, due to its close defense ties with Washington. At the same time, the political-military dilemma is that Germany has been more supportive of a more federal system of European integration, while France's approach has been more intergovernmental.


    If the United States, Europe, and Russia can eventually reach a common accord over defense and security concerns in Europe, NATO can begin to wither way—but it must not totally collapse without first working to put in its place a new Euro-Atlantic security architecture that leads the Europeans to cooperate with both the United States and Russia. If, however, NATO cannot soon find ways to cooperate with Moscow, the defection of Turkey and France, among other states, from NATO is a real possibility.


    TOWARD GREATER EU POLITICAL-ECONOMIC COORDINATION


    It is also crucial that the Europeans begin to coordinate both its geostrategic and political-economic strategy toward Moscow by looking for ways to incorporate both Russia and the other post-Soviet states, including Ukraine, into new forms of European Associate Partnership agreements. Eventually post-Soviet states could enter the post-Brexit EU as “Associate Members,” as to be argued. The European Union likewise needs to work with the United States, Russia, and Turkey to establish a new system of Euro-Atlantic security based on cooperation over the Black Sea region. Such a practical project—the effort to bring peace and development to the Black Sea and Caucasus regions—could in turn provide a means for the Europeans to unify their divergent foreign and security policies, particularly if the conflict between Greece and Turkey over Cyprus can soon be resolved.


    Given the real possibilities of the further breakup of the European Union after Brexit, Washington needs to back strong partners, and these actors need to be politically and economically stable and possess governments that are perceived as legitimate. The rise of a number of anti-EU movements that seek to drop the Euro as a currency, dump their creditors, and then exit the European Union, means that the European Union needs to engage in substantial internal reforms and changes in its external policies as well, in order to surmount the financial crisis since 2008. The latter crisis largely stems from low US interest rates since 2001 the US mortgage and toxic-loans crisis, which in turn exacerbated the crises of banking and finance, public debt, and underinvestment in Europe.26


    The European Union needs to tighten the Franco-German relationship with the rest of its core members, step-by-step, but it also needs forge new kinds of loose linkages with the United Kingdom and other states, such as Russia and Turkey, that do not meet full membership requirements. Here, depending on how the separation between the European Union and the United Kingdom is negotiated (a process that could prove very lengthy and costly), Brexit could possibly provide a new model for forging new EU political-economic relationships with other states that could then develop differing forms of partnership and associated membership with a new, more decentralized, European Union, with a hard Franco-German core and looser appendages.


    In effect, a confederal approach to European unity should be pursued that addresses both intergovernmental relations and relations between the different European societies and their values—as opposed to a strong federal approach. The European Union, for example, needs to eliminate its “democratic deficit” and to decentralize some of its decision-making in accord with its own doctrine of subsidiarity, in attempting to better balance local, national, and European interests and concerns—so as to permit greater local and national input into the EU decision-making processes.27


    One possibility is, thus, for the full or “core” members of the European Union to create a new category of “Associate Membership.”28 European or even non-European states with important financial, trade, or even military interests in Europe—and which are willing to contribute to EU activities and responsibilities—could, if accepted, become Associate Members that possess limited membership rights. This Associate Membership category could possibly include limited voting rights in specific areas of mutual interests (thus going beyond the status of partnership). In such a way, Russia, Ukraine, and Turkey could become Associate Members—particularly if they work with the Europeans and the Americans to establish a new Black Sea regional peace and development community, for example.


    Even though Turkey remains a NATO member, it is highly unlikely that it will become a full EU member under present EU rules. But Turkey could become an Associate Member if the European Union begins to reform itself significantly after Brexit. Many politicians on all sides of the political spectrum have argued that it is time to end European hypocrisy and tell Ankara that it will never join the European Union. But this statement implies that the European Union itself will not reform and that it will not eventually morph into a new international regime after Brexit, with core and associate members. Despite President Erdoğan's significant turn toward authoritarianism and repression in Turkey, Berlin, for example, has thus far wanted to keep the door open to Turkish membership in the European Union.29


    From this perspective, the European Union will need to readjust its EU Partnership program so as to include Russian, Ukrainian, and Turkish political-economic interests. EU political-economic deals with Belarus and other states will also need to find ways to accommodate Moscow's interests as well. The Ukrainian financial crisis will prove almost impossible to resolve without Russian (and Chinese) finance along with European and American funding. This all implies the need for the Trump-Pence administration to work with the Europeans to reform, not abolish, the European Union. Otherwise, there is a real possibility of a new partition of Europe, running through eastern Ukraine.


    THE QUESTION OF TURKEY


    As argued above, it is highly unlikely that Turkey will become an EU member—unless both the European Union and Turkey begin to reform themselves significantly after Brexit along the lines proposed in this chapter—given the extremely poor relations between the United States, the European Union, and Turkey in recent years. The fact is that Turkey, which is a NATO member but not an EU member, has made it very difficult for NATO and the European Union to fully cooperate. In particular, the need to resolve the intra-NATO dispute between Greece and Turkey over Cyprus, among other issues, is one of the keys to improve Turkish-EU relations.


    Turkish-EU relations have been in a bad state for years, given the EU refusal to accept Turkey as a member due to its large population, its predominantly Muslim culture, and its threats to bring back the death penalty. These issues have been made even worse in the aftermath of the immigrant crisis, which began in 2011, following the Arab Spring movements. This crisis led Ankara to threaten that it might unleash thousands of non-European immigrants into the European Union. In addition, since the July 2016 Gülen coup attempt, Turkey's Prime Minister Erdoğan has taken a significant turn toward authoritarianism, or “illiberal democracy,” given his still high level of popular support.30


    Nevertheless, it is crucial that Turkey plays a balancing role between the United States/NATO, Russia, and the Europeans. But here, even if Ankara continues to veer toward authoritarianism and “illiberal democracy,” there may still be ways to mitigate its authoritarian tendencies and reconcile Europe and Turkey. One way would be to negotiate a federated accord between Greek and Turkish Cypriots, guaranteed by Greece, Turkey, and the United Kingdom under UN auspices. A UN-brokered deal between Greek and Turkish Cyprus that could resolve property disputes and population displacement could then permit Cyprus to become the first major outlet of maritime trade outside the Suez Canal. And the European Investment Bank/European Bank for Reconstruction and other funds could help develop massive energy reserves in the eastern Mediterranean. If proportioned carefully and fairly, the vast reserves of the eastern Mediterranean could then benefit littoral states, including Greece, Turkey, Israel, Egypt, Palestine, Lebanon, and Syria.31


    Such an accord could open up Turkey to tremendous trade opportunities with Greece and the European Union, while likewise more closely linking the European Union with NATO member Turkey, in order to limit Turkey from shifting too close to Moscow. Nevertheless, Turkey could still play a key role in bringing NATO, the European Union, and Russia into a closer confederated relationship.32 After resolving the Cyprus issue, it might prove easier to resolve somewhat-similar disputes in the Caucasus, if not in Crimea as well. Once again, this appears plausible if, after Brexit, the European Union could forge differing membership criteria that would permit Turkey, Russia, and other states to enter the European Union in a new form of associate partnership. As previously argued, Associate Members of the European Union could possess limited voting rights on certain issues that would not be related to their size of population and would possess clearly defined responsibilities related to those issues.


    COOPERATION IN THE GLOBAL WAR ON TERRORISM


    Donald Trump has made US-European-Russian cooperation in the Global War on Terrorism one of the major themes of his presidency. This is a legitimate goal, if carried out appropriately, but one that has proved very difficult to implement, particularly given the rise of strong anti-Russian sentiment in the United States and the difficulties involved in finding ways for Russia and the United States to agree about what to do with the Assad regime in Syria. Despite the difficulties, a truly concerted approach involving Russia and the other major and regional powers is crucial for preventing the further spread of the Islamic State, al-Nusra, and other anti-state, partisan “terrorist” groups.


    This approach seeks ways to put an end to what is essentially a proxy war between Saudi Arabia and Iran throughout the wider Middle East. What is needed is joint US-European-Russian cooperation to press for a cease-fire in Syria and Yemen and to eventually press Saudi Arabia and Iran into cooperation, thus putting an end to their proxy wars and the regional arms race.33 These steps will require finding ways to balance conflicting domestic socio-political groups, while co-opting some Islamist parties and isolating or destroying others. The key dilemma will be finding an accord with Iran and Hezbollah. If it is given some encouragement and incentives by the European Union, among other incentives from the United States, as argued above, then Turkey could play a key role in helping to mediate between Saudi Arabia and Iran, as well as between Russia and the United States.


    One option may be for Syrian leader Bashar al-Assad to take asylum in either Russia or Iran in order to permit the formation of a new Syrian governmental coalition backed by the United States, Europeans, and Russia. This is because most of the Syrian opposition has thus far refused to participate in peace talks that permit the Assad leadership a future role in the governance of the country. On the other hand, a resolution to the Syrian conflict that could result in a loose confederation, or else a possible partition, might mitigate the need for al-Assad to step down, as he would hold power in the Alawite regions along the coast.


    Yet the only way Syria could be held together in a confederal arrangement would probably be if some form of joint Arab-Turkish or international peacekeeping force could be deployed under a general UN mandate. The dilemma is that Turkish forces have threatened to move into Syria to check the formation of separate Kurdish enclaves that could, Turkey fears, support Kurdish independence movements inside Turkey. This means the United States, Europeans, and Russia need to find some mutual accords between Syrian Kurds and Kurds in Turkey itself. In this view, Ankara and differing Kurdish movements in Syria, Turkey, and Iraq need to forge Kurdish autonomy agreements, with US, EU, and Russian backing.34


    Here, instead of demanding full independence, which is nearly impossible to sustain in a highly interconnected world, and particularly as a landlocked society, Kurdish parties in Syria, Iran, and Turkey could opt for autonomy arrangements, much as the Kurds have achieved in Iraq after the 2003 US-led military intervention. Yet the regional situation will prove even more complicated and dangerous if Iraqi Kurds continue to demand independence from the Iraqi federal government due to disputes with Baghdad over the issues of autonomy and taxation in the aftermath of the nonbinding September 2017 referendum on the independence of Iraqi Kurdistan. Iraqi Kurd leader Marwan Barzani claimed victory for independence demands even before the ballots were counted, while Ankara and Baghdad threatened strong sanctions. Baghdad, backed by Iran, then began to seize Kirkuk and other oil-rich territories formerly controlled by the Kurds, potentially opening the door to a new regional conflict.35 (See chapter 8.)


    ISRAEL AND PALESTINE


    Trump was furious when the Obama administration had refused to veto the UN Security Council's resolution that condemned Israeli settlements in the West Bank and East Jerusalem.36 Obama's ambassador to the United Nations, Samantha Power, abstained from voting, on the basis that Israeli irredentist claims and plans to expand settlements in Palestinian territory could undermine any prospect of reaching a possible “two-state” solution to the ongoing conflict. At that time, a neophyte Trump supported not only expanding Israeli settlements but also Israeli claims to Jerusalem as the Israeli capital.


    To obtain Jewish American votes, Trump, like many presidents before him, had suggested moving the US embassy to a new Israeli capital in Jerusalem. Trump has, however, appeared to back off on such a position after becoming president, just as he has on so many other questions. King Abdullah II of Jordan purportedly warned Trump that moving the embassy to Jerusalem could threaten the two-state solution, exacerbate the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and augment recruits for the Islamic State.37 At the same time, Jordan is concerned that the radicalization of the Palestinian movement might lead to secessionist or Islamist Palestinian movements inside Jordan, due to the large number of Palestinian refugees (more than two million) who have settled there. The president of the Palestinian Authority, Mahmoud Abbas, also warned Trump against supporting Israeli claims to all of Jerusalem.


    And while Trump appears to have backtracked on his previous support for the renewed expansion of Israeli settlements in the West Bank, the Trump administration has not yet developed a full-fledged policy—except that it could be secretly pressing for a rapprochement between Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, Egypt, and Israel.38 Trump has met with both Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and President Mahmoud Abbas, the Palestinian leader of the West Bank, but it is still not clear what kind of accord can be achieved. To achieve peace, Trump will need to eventually press both sides into a settlement. Here, however, Trump may be pressing Israel and Saudi Arabia into a deal that would take Palestinian interests only into limited consideration in the effort to forge a united front against Iran. If so, such an unholy alliance could enrage many Islamist groups throughout the Arab/Islamic world.


    Yet as an alternative strategy to achieve peace in the long term that would not rely primarily on Saudi Arabia, the United States could reach out to both Saudi Arabia and Qatar for diplomatic support and financing through bilateral and multilateral diplomacy, in an effort to press Israel to accept a modified Arab peace plan with further negotiations. This could open the door to greater Arab investment not only in Palestine (which would also expand Israeli markets) but also in Israel itself. The Arab Gulf states have agreed to set up telecommunication lines with Israel, open trade negotiations, and allow Israeli planes to fly over their airspace. In exchange, Israel would need to freeze settlement construction in the West Bank and relax trade restrictions with the Gaza Strip.39


    The two-state solution is the Arab and the UN-sponsored approach.40 There have been reports that the president of the Palestinian Authority, Mahmoud Abbas, might present a plan to the Israelis in which the Palestinians would give up 6.5 percent of their lands to Israel—three times as much as previously offered. The proposal would not include Jerusalem. In exchange, one option is for Israel to return to the Palestinians land equivalent to 5.8 percent of the West Bank, along with lands that would connect the West Bank to the Gaza Strip.41


    The political dilemma is that Benjamin Netanyahu appears determined to implement a “one-state” solution with Saudi support. President Trump, after his meetings with the Israeli leader, publicly voiced the option of a one-state solution. While it appears feasible that Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, Egypt, Bahrain, and Jordan might support such an approach, it appears unlikely that the rest of the Arab world, Iran, and the divided Palestinians would acquiesce.


    A third option is a confederal solution, but as a slight modification of the two-state concept. This is feasible given the fact that Fatah in the West Bank and Hamas in Gaza have largely separate leaderships and will need to forge power-sharing accords, perhaps like those in Northern Ireland. At the same time, Hamas has been trying to change its image in part due to its own mismanagement of Gaza. Israeli sanctions are not the only factor undermining the full development of the Gaza enclave. The fact that Hamas also opposes groups like the Islamic State also leads it to seek new backers. Concurrently, the rivalry between Saudi Arabia and Qatar impacts Hamas, but also represents a major issue over which Doha and Riyadh could find compromise, particularly if assisted by US and multilateral diplomacy. (See chapter 8.)


    An Israeli-Palestinian peace settlement is not a panacea that will suddenly put an end to the Global War on Terrorism, and it will not put a sudden end to the conflicts that have been raging between Shi'a and Sunni, between Kurds and Turks, and among differing Sunni factions. But it would help bring the majority of “moderate” and undecided individuals and groups of Arab/Islamic background (plus others who may support Palestinian rights but not Islamist movements) closer to the positions of the United States, Europeans, and Russia. Concrete steps toward a full-fledged Israeli-Palestinian peace settlement would begin to socially and politically isolate those who continue support violent pan-Islamist movements.


    Without concrete progress toward resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, Trump will find it very difficult to forge a concerted approach to the Global War on Terrorism that involves both major and regional powers—including those states most impacted by differing Islamist movements. Trump's rhetoric has only tended to inflame the already-grave crisis.


    THE IMPORTANCE OF THE IRAN NUCLEAR ACCORD


    What is needed to resolve the crisis with Iran is a new regionally based diplomacy, backed by Washington, that brings Iran into differing multilateral discussions with Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Iraq, the Kurds, the Palestinians, and Israel, if possible, among other states in the region. Placing heavy political and economic sanctions and military pressures on Tehran in the effort to force it to stop developing its ballistic and cruise missile capabilities and to stop it from supporting Hamas, Hezbollah, and the Houthis in Yemen, as Trump has proposed in opposing the Iran nuclear accord or Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), will not succeed without regional negotiations. Nor will such pressures help deal with the Kurdish independence question. In addition, the possibility that the United States, Saudi Arabia, and Israel will focus primarily on the Iranian “threat” will tend to sidetrack the Global Coalition against Daesh from fully focusing on efforts to destroy the Islamic State and al-Qaeda—while undermining the possibility of a nuclear accord with North Korea.


    First, Iran, Turkey, and Iraq need to find ways to compromise with Iraqi Kurdish demands for independence through mediating the formation of loose confederal arrangements among Turkish, Iraqi, and Iranian Kurds, for example, but without engaging in a major alteration of borders. With respect to Iranian support for Hamas, Washington needs to encourage Israel, Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Iran, and other states, to settle their differences with respect to the Palestinian “two-state” solution and toward Hamas in particular. By the same token, the questions of Hezbollah and Houthis need to be addressed in the process of settling the ongoing wars in Syria and Yemen, by means of finding a domestic power-sharing settlement in Yemen, as proposed by the United Nations. (See chapter 8.) Evidently none of these proposals represent an easy process, but they can be dealt with only by diplomacy, not by force.


    With respect to the Iranian nuclear issue, it is highly unlikely that Israel would give up its purported “existential” nuclear deterrent, as demanded by most Arab states and Iran. Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt have all threatened to develop a nuclear weapons capability—particularly if Iran acquires a nuclear weapons capability in addition to Israel. But given Israel's intransigence to even discuss its nuclear weapons capabilities, another possible option is to pursue an agreement involving a “no-first-use” of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) for all states in the wider Middle East region. Such a “no-first-use” of WMDs accord would permit states in the region to engage in a new strategic dialogue that could eventually result in the control and reduction of conventional weaponry, including ballistic and cruise missiles. Washington could help initiate multilateral negotiations intended to limit missile capabilities through the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), for example, while seeking compromise on a number of geopolitical disputes. And instead of seeking an Israeli-Saudi alliance against Iran, the United States should not drop out of the Iran nuclear accord; it should try to improve the JCPOA verification procedures and its implementation—but gradually, as confidence is restored over time.


    A Trump administration and US congressional effort to suddenly try to renegotiate perceived weaknesses in the JCPOA nuclear accord will not succeed—as it will prove very difficult, if not impossible, to restore mutual confidence between the United States and Iran, whose revolutionary guards have threatened war if Washington labels them as a terrorist organization. (See chapter 8.) It is thus up to Washington to build upon the JCPOA, not by undermining that treaty, but by negotiating a new series of multilateral treaties. New multilateral treaties would seek to establish an agreement over the “no-first-use” of WMDs; the control and limitation of ballistic and cruise missile capabilities; joint development of alternative energies, such as solar and geothermal, in an effort to reduce Iran's demand for nuclear power; plus diplomatic agreements that seek to ameliorate regional rivalries (between Israel, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Iraq, the Palestinians, the Kurds, and Iran, among other states and populations) that have resulted in horrific acts of state-supported and anti-state terrorism.


    The JCPOA can significantly reduce the threat of further nuclear proliferation throughout the wider Middle East, but the treaty will only work in the long term if the United States, Israel, Saudi Arabia, and Iran can sustain full confidence. Trump's demands that the JCPOA Iran nuclear accord be renegotiated is doomed to failure and will only exacerbate the conflicts that are now confronting the wider Middle East and the world—and could lead other regional states to develop a nuclear deterrent, in addition to North Korea.


    INDIA, PAKISTAN, AND KASHMIR


    Areas of mutual US-Russian-Indian interest need to be explored for the development of joint policies: A Taliban victory in Afghanistan, for example, does not appear to be in Russian, Chinese, or US/NATO interests. This represents a major area in which these three sides could potentially find ways to cooperate. India could also engage more effectively in a Contact Group to help resolve disputes in Central and Southwest Asia, if not the Indo-Pacific as well. At the same time, however, Moscow has opened up talks with the Taliban in expectation of NATO withdrawal and an eventual Taliban victory. But India would most likely oppose recognition of the Taliban, given the latter's links to Pakistan. These issues need to be thoroughly discussed in a new Contact Group format.


    The fact that India joined the Chinese-led Shanghai Cooperation Organization in 2017,42 and that India has sought to speed up the signing of a free-trade agreement (FTA) with the Russian-led Eurasian Economic Union, which includes Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia, Armenia, and Kyrgyzstan in 2017,43 has raised questions as to whether India will move out of relative neutrality and move closer toward a Eurasian alliance—despite its ongoing disputes with Pakistan and China. Given the development of closer defense ties with the United States and Japan, how India's relations with both Russia and China will develop remains to be seen. (See chapter 7.)


    Yet instead of siding with one alliance or the other, India could play a mediating and balancing role. But this will also require India-Pakistan reconciliation over Kashmir and other issues.44 Here New Delhi has been reticent to engage in such discussions, whether mediated by the United States or more recently by China. As the situation in Kashmir appears to be getting worse,45 one option is to propose joint Pakistani-Indian sovereignty agreements. But this will prove difficult to implement, given the rise of militant groups that seek total independence—as if total independence would be possible in today's highly interconnected world.


    Could India shift toward Russia and China despite the apparent development of even closer Russian-Chinese ties to India's rival Pakistan and to the Taliban? Or could China, as it seeks to develop areas in Pakistani-controlled Kashmir and in Pakistan itself, mediate the Indo-Pakistan dispute over Kashmir, for example, as has been suggested by the Chinese media, but opposed by New Delhi? Or will India continue to tilt toward the United States, Europe, and Japan? Or could New Delhi eventually play a mediating role between the United States, Europeans, and Japan on the one hand, and China and Russia on the other?


    TOWARD PEACE IN ASIA


    In May 2016, Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe advocated an eight-point plan for Vladivostok that was designed to ameliorate Russia-Japanese tensions. His goal was to “make Vladivostok a city that links Eurasia and the Pacific Ocean…. Let's diversify Russia's industry and make it more efficient. Let's turn the Russian Far East into an export base for the entire Asia-Pacific region.”46 As this action seemed to break US- and EU-led sanctions on Russia, it was purportedly opposed by President Obama.


    These accords include a joint $1 billion Russian-Japanese investment fund between Russian Direct Investment Bank and Japan's Bank for International Cooperation; a special system for joint economic activity for Kurile Islands/Northern Territories; and an easing of travel restrictions to the islands.47 The ultimate goal is to achieve a peace treaty—but there was no accord signed that would resolve the territorial dispute. Nevertheless, Putin did admit, “that the absence of a peace treaty between Russia and Japan is, of course, an ‘anachronism.’”48


    To prevent the real possibility of conflict in the Indo-Pacific, particularly given the North Korean threat, Japanese efforts to seek out a rapprochement with Russia eventually need to be backed (at least tacitly) by the Trump administration with a focus on joint US-Russian-Japanese energy projects on Sakhalin island, among other bilateral Russian-Japanese accords. Given the fact that Tokyo took the first step in engaging in a rapprochement with Russia after the sanctions placed on Moscow in 2014 (after Russia's annexation of Crimea and political-military interference in eastern Ukraine), the first steps toward a US-Russian entente could possibly take place in Asia, and in particular by working cooperatively to resolve the North Korean nuclear crisis. (See chapter 7.) But steps toward a full US and Japanese rapprochement with Russia will prove very difficult without a political and legal settlement with respect to Ukraine and Crimea.


    Concurrently, the United States, ASEAN states, Japan, Russia, and China will need to work out new joint development projects over disputed islands in the South China Sea and East China Sea. New multilateral agreements could involve joint naval patrols and combined task forces in combating terrorism, piracy, and trafficking of illicit materials (to North Korea, for example). Trump's offer, on his trip to Asia in November 2017, to negotiate island disputes in the South China Sea between China and its neighbors appears extremely positive—assuming Trump will actually provide the State Department with sufficient resources to do the job correctly.49


    But the possibility of a concerted approach has thus far been undermined by the buildup of tensions with North Korea and the inability of the United States and China to coordinate strategy, while also involving Moscow. Here, Japanese and South Korean efforts to engage in positive relations with Moscow, through trade and investments in Russia, for example, are crucial to obtain Russian assistance in helping to settle the North Korean crisis. These steps in Asia could eventually open the door to much stronger US-EU-Russian relations in Europe—that is, if Trump does not also inadvertently destabilize relations with South Korea by renegotiating or terminating the US-South Korean free-trade agreement (KORUS FTA) because of a $17 billion US trade deficit with Seoul in 2016.50 (See chapter 7.)


    THE CRISIS OF NORTH KOREA


    Finding a common policy among the United States, China, Russia, South Korea, and Japan toward North Korea is absolutely crucial to preventing war on the Korean Peninsula. (See chapter 7.) The United States, Russia, China, Japan, North Korea, and South Korea had already taken part in six-party talks from 2003 to 2009 in an effort to denuclearize North Korea. The problem now is how to reinitiate those Contact Group talks that had stalled in the aftermath of renewed nuclear and missile testing by North Korea, and in the aftermath of the US refusal in September 2005 to provide North Korea with light-water nuclear power plants as Pyongyang requested.51


    Although North Korea and China are said to possess a closely interrelated relationship of “lips to teeth,” Beijing does not support North Korea's nuclear provocations, as it would prefer to preserve its own nuclear hegemony over Pyongyang. In effect, Beijing would prefer the “denuclearization of the peninsula,”52 But this demand might not prove realistic. Beijing has thus far tried to take a balanced position between North Korea and the United States. Beijing fears that an effort to engage in a complete embargo on coal and food supplies or to engage in regime change, polices proposed by the United States, will eventually destabilize the country and thus undermine its sphere of security and influence against Japanese, South Korean, and American political-economic and military influence, while also undercutting Chinese economic interests within the country.


    For its part, the United States is prepared to impose sanctions not only on North Korea but also on other countries where companies or individuals are known to have helped North Korea's military programs. This is in accord with UN Security Council Resolution 2270, which Beijing had supported in the UN Security Council, and which gives a mandate to all countries to search every ship and aircraft coming in or out of North Korea to make sure there are no illicit goods and to prevent nuclear proliferation.53 The latter UN sanctions are important in that they impact the Strategic Rocket Force of the Korean People's Army and systems of illicit financing arranged by the Koryo Bank, in addition to sanctions placed on certain individuals. Both China and Russia did agree to consider even tougher UN sanctions, and they could possibly consider an oil embargo. But so far, sanctions do not seem to be stopping North Korea from testing its missiles.


    Beijing signed the UN Security Council Resolution 2270 on sanctions, yet it does not believe sanctions alone are sufficient. China would thus prefer to press Pyongyang to freeze its missile and nuclear weapons programs in exchange for a halt to US-South Korean annual drills and freezing the deployment of missile defense systems—positions thus far opposed by Washington. China does not want war, nor does it want a destabilization of the Korean Peninsula, which could result in a massive refugee crisis. Nor does Beijing want a South Korean buyout of the North in which South Korea, backed by the United States, would dominate North Korea in a way similar to how West Germany, backed by the United States, bought out East Germany. At the same time, Beijing fears that a nuclear North Korea with effective delivery capabilities could provoke Japan and South Korea to obtain nuclear weaponry—as is being proposed by both Japanese and South Korean nationalist groups. Despite Chinese objections, Kim Jung Un appears determined to keep North Korea's nuclear weaponry as a deterrent against any rival, Japan, South Korea, the United States—and potentially China itself.


    China's foreign minister, Wang Yi, has been worried that the region is faced with a “precarious situation” in which “one has the feeling that a conflict could break out at any moment…. If a war occurs, the result is a situation in which everybody loses and there can be no winner.”54 In addition to urging both North Korea and the United States to calm down, Wang Yi has also urged Moscow to play a diplomatic role as well. Both Beijing and Moscow hope to revive six-party talks over North Korea—if the Trump administration will agree.55


    Yet the Trump position, as thus far formulated by Rex Tillerson, is that the United States would not negotiate with Pyongyang unless it first gave up both its nuclear and missile programs. This is a nonstarter, as North Korea has already declared itself to be a “nuclear state” much as NATO has declared itself to be a “nuclear alliance.” President Trump and his Secretary of State Rex Tillerson have accordingly tried to put the onus on China to resolve the Korean issue through diplomatic pressure and economic sanctions. Here, Trump has hoped to attract China by offering a good trade deal if Beijing helps out with North Korea. At the same time, Trump has threatened to act alone militarily if Beijing does not put sufficient pressure on the North Korean regime to prevent it from expanding its nuclear and missile-delivery programs.56 In this regard, South Korean government officials and the Pentagon have discussed the option of deploying US tactical nuclear weapons in South Korea to counter the North Korean nuclear threat—an option that could cause a dangerous counter-reaction by Pyongyang.57


    As previously argued, Trump and Kim have entered into a personal radioactive pissing match without any end in sight. This was indicated by Trump's visit to South Korea in November 2017, during which Trump once again warned North Korea (but in less apocalyptic language) not to test the resolve of his administration, which he claimed was tougher than past US administrations. But for Trump, the only way for the United States to begin negotiations with North Korea is for Kim Jung Un to take the first step, by stopping the development of his nuclear missiles and by accepting a “complete, verifiable, and total denuclearization.”58


    Once again, it is dubious North Korea will accept Trump's formula. Nevertheless, from the perspective of China, and possibly for North Korea as well, the option of denuclearization could prove feasible, but only if the United States denuclearizes its own armed forces in the area or if the two sides can engage in step-by-step downsizing of their conventional and nuclear capabilities with international verification. Chinese Foreign Minister Wang Yi has accordingly called for the denuclearization of the entire peninsula and for an end to US-South Korea military exercises: “The use of force does not solve differences and will only lead to bigger disasters…. [China should not be] a focal point of the problem on the peninsula…. The key to solving the nuclear issue on the peninsula does not lie in the hands of the Chinese.”59


    While Beijing has wanted Washington to engage in quiet talks with Pyongyang, Rex Tillerson has replied that it was up to North Korea to take the first concrete steps, not Washington: “We will not negotiate our way back to the negotiating table…. We will not reward their bad behavior with talks.”60 As Tillerson indicated on Trump's tour of the Asia-Pacific in November 2017, the United States has accordingly been reluctant to initiate talks with Pyongyang—as it has not wanted to be seen as caving to North Korea, which could reinitiate nuclear weapons and missile tests unexpectedly, even if peace talks were announced. Tillerson had previously affirmed that the United States is not seeking “regime change” in North Korea, even though it is not absolutely certain that Trump is in full agreement.61 (See chapter 7.) In his November 2017 trip to Asia, Tillerson then argued that he could envision the possibility that the United States and North Korea could agree to hold talks at some point, but only as a precursor to formal negotiations. Tillerson stated that he would seek a signal from Kim Jong Un himself indicating that he would like to have some type of a meeting, communicating through one of the two or three communication channels that the United States possesses with North Korea. But Tillerson also forewarned that the United States would continue to threaten North Korea as long as Kim did not give up his nuclear weapons program.62


    US policy is faced with a real conundrum. On the one hand, Washington wants to halt North Korea's nuclear and missile program while also “containing” the ambitions of both China and Russia. On the other hand, Washington also wants Russia to resolve its dispute with Ukraine on Washington's terms and argues that China should be the prime agent in resolving the dispute with North Korea. This evidently makes positive support from both Moscow and Beijing difficult to obtain. Nevertheless, China appears to possess greater incentive to act in the North Korea case because it feels more threatened by a potential war on the Korean Peninsula than Moscow feels threatened by a potentially wider war over Ukraine that could encompass the Black Sea and eastern European regions.


    Another dilemma is that the Trump-Pence administration needs to figure out how to demonstrate a minimum show of American force as a deterrent in support of South Korea and Japan, while also engaging in an informal dialogue with Pyongyang—an option that has been urged by Beijing for the last couple of years, but had been refused by the Obama administration, and thus far by the Trump administration. Without real dialogue with Pyongyang, the Trump administration could fail to prevent a nuclear war. Such an initial dialogue, which need not be interpreted as capitulation, could then help strengthen the Chinese position and permit Beijing apply more pressure, including tighter sanctions, on North Korea, if necessary.63 The problem remains: How much should Washington rely on Beijing to do the negotiating? And how much of the negotiating with Pyongyang should be led by Washington? Beijing has purportedly told Washington that it had informed North Korea “that if they did conduct further nuclear tests, China would be taking sanctions actions on their own.”64 And in November 2017, Chinese President Xi Jinping did say he was unequivocally against North Korea sustaining a nuclear capability.65


    At some point in the near future, the United States should begin to offer Pyongyang some practical proposals through quiet diplomacy.66 Washington should promise to normalize US-North Korean relations and no longer threaten preemptive strikes against Pyongyang's nuclear program, if North Korea would agree to a “nuclear freeze,” rejoin the Non-Proliferation Treaty, and permit comprehensive inspections by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), along the lines of Iran JCPOA nuclear accord. (See chapter 8.) Hopefully, North Korea could then promise to eventually eliminate all of its nuclear weapons, but most likely only in exchange for firm joint security guarantees from the six powers. A step-by-step process of gradual demilitarization by both the North and South Koreans, in which both sides would then begin to withdraw their forces from the Demilitarized Zone, could then be matched by a step-by-step withdrawal of US forces and elimination of economic sanctions on North Korea. The United States would be prepared to return to the assistance of South Korea if necessary but would work with all the permanent members of the UN Security Council to provide joint security assurances for North Korea. This would ensure that North Korea remains a “buffer” between China and South Korea and that South Korea (whose economy is fifty times the size of North Korea's) would not buy up the North as West Germany bought up East Germany. Both North and South Korea could then enter into a very loose confederation until other political arrangements could be made. In the meantime, the United States, South Korea, China, Japan, and Russia would fund North Korean energy needs and development, while seeking ways to decommission North Korea's heavy investments in the military (Pyongyang may spend as much as 22 percent of its GDP on the military, at the expense of the population67) and convert its economy to more useful and productive consumer activities. Hopefully this approach will prove feasible, as even a very limited and inspected North Korea nuclear deterrent, as perhaps demanded by Pyongyang, appears unacceptable to Washington, Seoul, Tokyo, and Beijing.


    Trump could eventually propose something like this in meeting with Kim Jung Un. The realist side of Trump has stated that he would be “honored,” to meet directly with Kim Jung Un, but “under the right circumstances.” Yet Trump also stated: “There is a chance that we could end up having a major, major conflict with North Korea. Absolutely, We'd love to solve things diplomatically but it's very difficult.”68


    The United States needs to take a less self-righteousness approach and engage in a real and intensive dialogue—which is the only way to end the impasse and prevent the real risks of either a collapse of the North Korean regime or a possible regional war. It seems informal US-North Korean dialogue leading to a direct meeting between Trump and Kim Jung Un could begin to provide North Korea with the international respect and attention that it has been craving in the aftermath of the 1950–1953 Korean War, in which the United States devastated the country with conventional bombs and Napalm while threatening the use of nuclear weaponry.69 International aid and assistance could then help to develop the country in exchange for step-by-step demilitarization and informal accords between North and South Korea. North Korea would then be backed by mutual security assurances by the United States, Russia, China, France, and the United Kingdom (as outlined above).


    The question remains, Will Trump eventually meet with the North Korean leader in direct bilateral diplomacy if North Korea does eventually agree to a freeze on its nuclear and missile tests? Could this result in US capitulation to North Korean demands? Or could it result in a mutual compromise, which could then prevent the real possibilities of a more general conflagration? No one has yet accused Trump of seeking business deals with North Korea or seeking to construct a Trump Tower in the midst of Pyongyang, but would anyone really complain if he is able to make peace with Kim Jung Un by way of eliminating North Korea's nuclear threat? But can he eliminate that threat without provoking war?
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    Trump's proposed military buildup and American First nationalism appear intended to press from a position of strength Moscow, China, Iran, Syria, and North Korea, among other countries, into a settlement of a number of disputes. But is Peace through Strength to be achieved on American terms, in accord with a posture of power-based bargaining? Or will such power-based bargaining bring about mutual compromise? Will one side or the other capitulate? Or will major power war be the consequence?


    Former Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev has warned that “no problem is more urgent today than the militarization of politics and the new arms race. Stopping and reversing this ruinous race must be our top priority.”1 Gorbachev has proposed “that a Security Council meeting at the level of heads of state adopt a resolution stating that nuclear war is unacceptable and must never be fought. I think the initiative to adopt such a resolution should come from Donald Trump and Vladimir Putin—the Presidents of two nations that hold over 90 percent of the world's nuclear arsenals and therefore bear a special responsibility.”


    TOWARD NUCLEAR AND CONVENTIONAL ARMS REDUCTIONS/ELIMINATIONS


    Because the United States and Russia have entered into a new nuclear and conventional arms race since at least 2002–2008, the dilemma is that the more the Ukrainian crisis blocks Russia from cooperating fully with the United States and the European Union, the more it will prove difficult to cooperate on other issues of common concern, including the need to reduce arms expenditures, concentrate on social and environmental concerns, and deal with the dangerous crisis unfolding on the Korean Peninsula. (See chapters 5 and 9.)


    Nevertheless, as soon as is politically possible, in addition to the need for further discussions on reductions of long-range ballistic missiles going beyond New START (Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty), which was implemented in 2011 and which is hoped to last at least until 2021, there should be full-fledged discussions to reduce, if not eliminate, all tactical nuclear weaponry as soon as politically possible. These arms reduction/elimination talks could take place in the aftermath of a US-Russia summit.


    On the one hand, Moscow has been enhancing its A2/AD (Anti-Access/Area Denial) tactics in Kaliningrad by deploying S-400 air defense missiles and tactical, nuclear-capable, Iskander surface-to-surface missiles, plus shore-based cruise missiles, so as to block NATO from potentially resupplying the Baltic states in case of war. Russia has developed a new Satan missile, while Washington has accused Moscow of violating the 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF Treaty) by testing a new intermediate-range missile, which, if true, could set US/NATO-Russian relations back to the 1980s, when NATO opted to counter Soviet intermediate-range SS-20s with the deployment of cruise and Pershing missiles before the 1987 INF accord was signed.


    For its part, the Pentagon has been modernizing the B61-12 tactical nuclear weapon and extending its rage, even when the utility of such weaponry has been questioned, and when its deployment could be considered in violation of nuclear non-proliferation treaty.2 The United States has also been modernizing its launch capabilities for missiles with both conventional and nuclear warheads, such as the Ground-Based Strategic Deterrent and the Long-Range Standoff Cruise Missile. In addition to deployments in Guam, the United Arab Emirates, Turkey, and South Korea, and possibly Japan, the Pentagon has been considering deploying THAAD missile defense systems and penetrating radar in Europe and Saudi Arabia.


    A first step would be to take the roughly two thousand US and Russian warheads off “high-alert” status. Both Moscow and Beijing, in a sign of strategic-nuclear insecurity, have put a large number of their nuclear missiles on hair-trigger alert in order to maintain the survivability of their nuclear weapons against superior US delivery nuclear systems.3 So as to reduce tensions, Washington and Moscow could furthermore agree to a mutual “no-first-use” of nuclear weapons. These steps could be strengthened if Washington considers eliminating land-based elements of the nuclear triad so as to reduce some pressure on Moscow to feel that it must launch its missiles “on warning.” This approach needs to be taken, but without undermining a strong US air- and sea-based deterrent that should remain in the background. Similar confidence measures will prove necessary with Beijing, which opposes the deployment of THAAD defense systems in South Korea and potentially Japan. Both China and Russia fear that the United States can use its missile defense (MD) systems and advanced missiles to launch a preemptive strike.


    A thorough US-Russian discussion of tactical and intercontinental nuclear systems could be accompanied by potential compromises on the deployment of US missile defense systems in Europe. The United States could agree to removing all provocative forward-deployed tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, such as the B61-12, in exchange for significant reductions in Russian nuclear weaponry, while also reducing conventional capabilities on both sides. This approach would likewise mean bargaining within NATO—as NATO's consensus-based decision-making process means that small powers most interested in keeping nuclear weapons in Europe, such as the Baltic states, can oppose a decision to remove those weapons.4


    With respect to MD, the fact that Washington had initially justified MD deployments in eastern Europe based on the fear that Iran would eventually obtain a nuclear weapons and long-range missile capability should open the door to discussions in the aftermath of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) nuclear deal with Iran. (See chapters 8 and 9.) To reach a compromise, the United States and Russia should revisit some of the previous proposals for joint missile defense systems that were proposed before UN-backed Contact Group negotiations pressed Iran to give up on its nuclear program.5


    There has been almost no strategic nuclear confidence between Washington and Moscow since the United States unilaterally dropped out of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty) in 2002 without seeking a substitute treaty on missile defenses with Moscow. Here, the Bush Jr. administration argued that the spread of nuclear missiles made the treaty obsolete but did not discuss the matter with Moscow to see if the treaty could be revised in a new format. This is the major strategic issue that helped set off the new arms race, and it will still take some time to build up trust. And Moscow will not give up unilaterally or even compromise without very tough power-based bargaining. Nevertheless, these proposals are not impossible to implement.


    FULLY ABIDING BY THE NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY


    Gorbachev's point that Presidents Vladimir Putin and Donald Trump need to take the first steps toward banning nuclear warfare is well taken, but neither Trump nor Putin appear ready to move in this direction, given mutual imprecations between the United States and Russia, American accusations of Russian meddling and use of cyber-espionage in the US election process, and Russian counteraccusations of US meddling in Russian affairs, among the many other reasons discussed in this book. (See chapters 3 and 9.) The dilemma is that US-Russian mutual imprecations only serve to enhance the power and influence of the US military-industrial-congressional complex and its Russian equivalent, Siloviki—Putin's prime supporters—as they both seek to build more and more powerful weapons in a very unbalanced game of terror.


    Nevertheless, this fact should not prevent the world's populations and legislatures from pressing Washington, Moscow, Beijing, France, and the United Kingdom, among the other declared and non-declared nuclear powers, to work toward the reduction, if not the elimination, of nuclear weaponry—as is, in fact, demanded of nuclear-weapons states by Article VI of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).6 And if the nuclear arms races continues unabated, then Congress should pass an act that would require a congressional declaration of war for the president to authorize a nuclear first strike or else declare that the United States will never use nuclear weapons first.7 If domestic pressures on governments can achieve global peace, then such steps could ultimately lead to the reconversion of the military-industrial complexes of all countries toward the development of alternative technologies for peaceful social and ecological purposes.


    TOWARD DUAL SOVEREIGNTY ARRANGEMENTS


    But the problem here is that even if state legislatures and populations do insist that their leaderships take the concrete steps to end the nuclear arms race and to settle international disputes, the devil is still in the details. A general political settlement with Russia, China, Iran, and other states will not be achieved by slogans calling for INSTANT PEACE, but only by a concerted US-European-Japanese strategy that possesses concrete proposals as to how negotiate arms reductions and eliminations—and that, in turn, could result in the withering away of the military-industrial complexes of the United States, Russia, China, and Europe. These proposals need to be coupled with complex negotiations in multilateral Contact Groups that deal with territorial and political-economic disputes as well. Given China's rejection of the Permanent Court of Arbitration ruling in favor of the Philippines in July 2016 (see chapter 7) over island disputes in the South China Sea, Beijing's promise in November 2017 to abide by the nonbinding 2002 Code of Conduct that seeks to peacefully regulate island disputes and prevent conflict represents a tiny step forward toward the possibility of peace in the region.8


    One concrete proposal to augment the possibility of peace would be to implement an international legal agreement that would work to settle a number of territorial disputes. In some cases, this could be accomplished by either finding ways to establish zones that would be governed by an international administration or through a resurrection of the United Nations’ trusteeship administration. Or states could find ways to implement systems of joint sovereignty and power-sharing or free-trade accords that provide certain regions greater autonomy, combined with agreements involving the mutual renunciation of the use of force. What is needed is an international legal agreement that would either establish internationally administered zones or else joint sovereignty agreements over specific territories.9


    Some of these proposed accords could use a potential Cypriot settlement brokered by the United Nations as a model, in addition to the power-sharing accords that were reached in the 1998 Belfast agreement of Northern Ireland, for example. The approach could seek out free-trade accords or even joint sovereignty and power-sharing agreements, combined with the agreements involving the mutual renunciation of the use of force, for Crimea between Ukraine and Russia; Kaliningrad between Germany and Russia; the Kurile Islands/Northern Territories between Japan and Russia; Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands between China, Taiwan, and Japan; the differing islands in the South China Sea; the islands Abu Musa, Greater Tunb, and Lesser Tunb between the United Arab Emirates and Iran; Gibraltar between Spain and the United Kingdom; and the Falklands Islands between Argentina and the United Kingdom. Such power-sharing accords could also apply to India and Pakistan over Kashmir. These accords could also apply to islands in the French empire or those in the American empire, including Guam, Diego Garcia, American Samoa, and other islands in the western Pacific, along with Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands in the Caribbean, plus Guantánamo Bay.


    In some cases, such accords could also serve to crack down on the island tax havens of the super-wealthy, as was revealed in the Paradise Papers in November 2017,10 at the same time that a global Tobin tax could be implemented on international financial transactions, among other possible items. In the United States, such a tax could possibly generate as much as $190 billion a year (or 1 percent of GDP). A Tobin tax could additionally help stabilize global financial transactions, but it needs to be accepted by a vast majority of countries, which will then need to close financial paradises.


    The funds raised from a global tax base would be invested with strict international regulations and controls as to how and where such funds are to be distributed, with priorities given to assist the development of the poorest regions of the planet. On average—and taking into account population size—income inequality increased by 11 percent in developing countries between 1990 and 2010. A significant majority of households in developing countries—more than 75 percent of the population—are living today in societies where income is more unequally distributed than it was in the 1990s.11


    The Tobin tax, which had been proposed as a means to assist the underdeveloped world, had been rejected at the 2011 G20 summit. One of the reasons for its rejection was due to already-high taxation in a number of countries. So, to be made more politically acceptable, such a Tobin tax proposal would need to be accompanied by reductions in national taxation, so that international taxation would be given priority in the new era of globalization.12 The concept of an international Tobin tax should not entirely be an anathema to Trump. One pro-Trump proposal is a tax based on profits made by US overseas corporations as a means to support infrastructure development in the United States itself.13 Other options could include higher personal income taxes for CEOs—but Trump would dubiously support such an option. Nevertheless, if it can be shown that certain regions and urban areas in the United States are highly impoverished, there is no reason why a percentage of international tax revenues for regional development and infrastructure could not go to the United States or to other developed countries as well. The political question, of course, is precisely what kind of development and infrastructure assistance would prove most beneficial. (See discussion, this chapter.)


    CONTACT GROUP DIPLOMACY


    As argued in chapter 9, a grand compromise between the United States, Europeans, and Russia that would seek to draw Russia into a new relationship with NATO and the European Union—by means of establishing a regional system of peace and development for the entire Black Sea and Caucasus region—should be in the interests of all parties. But such a proposal, to be implemented under the auspices of the OSCE (Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe) or the United Nations, will work only if it is given a real testing by truly engaged diplomacy in which US, EU, Russian, and Ukrainian vital interests are eventually redefined and reconciled.


    This is an argument not for global government, but for interacting global, regional, national, and local governance. It is an argument for greater multilateral cooperation within and among states through multilateral accords and through differing international organizations. During his election campaign, Trump stopped short of threatening to leave the United Nations, but he nevertheless denounced the international regime as “just a club for people to get together, talk and have a good time.”14 He asserted that it was an organization that possessed “enormous potential” but did not always live up to its potential, thus wasting time and money. In Trump's view, the United Nations did not always solve problems, but “caused them.”


    The Trump-Pence administration will probably not leave the United Nations altogether, but it has already begun to seek ways to cut US funding for a number UN programs, and it has dropped out of UNESCO, which oversees World Heritage Sites, in October 2017 due to mounting arrears and a purportedly “anti-Israeli bias.”15 While international organizations such as the United Nations and the OSCE are far from perfect, they nevertheless provide a forum for dialogue between the United States, Europeans, Russia, China, other states, and non-state actors, when relations between states and peoples are strained. And it is clear that the United Nations is caught up in concepts of bureaucratic hierarchy and cannot implement a new UN Security Council that takes into account the rise of new powers such as India, Brazil, South Africa, and Japan since the end of World War II. The United Nations generally works only when the UN Security Council wants it to work. And UN operations and peacekeeping, for example, can be very complicated if officers on the ground are not given strong political support and assistance for what is needed to accomplish their task.


    Nevertheless, UN or OSCE backing for more flexible multilateral Contact Groups can effectively deal with many key issues. One major example is the group of states that negotiated the Iran Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) nuclear accord that was negotiated by the five UN Security Council members, plus Germany and later the EU. Another is the six-party talks dealing with North Korea's nuclear program, which are negotiated by the United States, China, Russia, Japan, and North and South Korea. Another is the Minsk accords, negotiated by Germany, France, Ukraine, and Russia; but that will eventually need US and Turkish participation, as argued in chapter 9.


    The Contact Group formula has proved to be a very effective way to get around UN bureaucratic hierarchy and engage the key state actors involved in the pursuit of peace. The process, even if it may take years to reach a solid accord, helps create international legitimacy for the decisions reached, which should make those accords easier to implement—even if this is not proving the case with Trump's critique of the JCPOA Iran nuclear accord.


    TRUMP'S POLICIES TOWARD PEACEKEEPING AND CLIMATE CHANGE


    Of concern are Trump's negative attitudes toward UN Peacekeeping and climate change. The United Nations and the OSCE are absolutely essential in order to engage in peacekeeping operations. The deployment of peacekeepers for the protection of refugees and immigrants under UN or OSCE mandates or other international organizations may soon be needed in Syria, eastern Ukraine, the Caucasus, and between Israel and a new Palestine, as well as in other regions, such as the Sudan, the Congo, and possibly North Korea, among many others. This will prove a major endeavor, but it can be compared to the expansion of UN (and NATO) peacekeeping missions at the end of the Cold War.


    The Trump-Pence administration plans to cut costs or limit the role of the UN peacekeeping operations represents a major error on the part of the new administration. These proposed cuts (in which the Trump administration was able to cut $500 million, but not $1 billion as it intended, for 2017) are not necessarily in US interests, as UN operations can serve US interests by providing a political buffer between US policy and the differing political and social interests that are in dispute. In short, these international regimes help provide legitimacy for multilateral actions to achieve peace and development. This helps the United States and other countries not to get dragged unilaterally into intractable conflicts. And the burden can be shared to a larger extent.


    THE UNITED NATIONS AND PEACEKEEPING


    According to the United Nations, the approved budget for UN Peacekeeping operations for the fiscal year July 1, 2016–June 30, 2017, is $7.87 billion. This amount finances fourteen of the sixteen United Nations Peacekeeping missions.16 By way of comparison, the UN Peacekeeping budget is way below the nominal US defense budget of $639 billion (which, in reality, is probably double that amount—see chapter 2). The United States pays almost three times more than the amount China now pays for UN Peacekeeping operations. It is true that these relative dues could perhaps be better assessed given China's significant sovereign funds. Nevertheless, investing in UN and OSCE peacekeeping could save billions in defense expenditure—if accompanied by effective multinational diplomacy intended to bring lasting resolutions to conflict, or at least working to better manage those conflicts.


    For example, UN Peacekeeping proved absolutely necessary for the Democratic Republic of Congo, which became for the focal point for war between major and regional powers in the period between 1994 and 2003.17 What was once called World War III in Africa, and which resulted in the loss of some five million lives, was sparked, in part, by the genocide that took place in Rwanda, when some two million Hutus fled into the Democratic Republic of Congo. The horrific conflict that ensued eventually drew the Congo, Rwanda, Zimbabwe, Namibia, and Angola into a proxy war.


    The issue raised here is that the Trump-Pence administration suspended legislation that was intended to require transparency in the supply chain for “conflict minerals”18 in April 2017. The Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) had implemented the Conflict Mineral Rule of 2010 so that companies and consumers knew that they were not contributing to illegal activities in purchasing “conflict minerals” either from the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) or from those countries adjoining the DRC. The minerals found in this region (worth an estimated $24 trillion) include diamonds, gold, copper, cobalt, and zinc, plus tin, tungsten, and tantalum (the 3TGs). The regions also possess coltan, which is used in mobile phones and other electronic gadgets, as well as cassiterite, used in food packaging. The countries involved include Angola, Burundi, the Central African Republic, the Republic of the Congo, Rwanda, South Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, and Zambia.19


    Yet under the Trump-Pence administration, the SEC has ruled that it will no longer enforce key parts of the Conflict Mineral Rule. US corporations will no longer be required to conduct a diligence review or an audit regarding sourcing of conflict minerals.20 In addition to the change in SEC rules—which could set the grounds for renewed conflict over conflict minerals—the Trump-Pence administration is also hoping to reduce the US contribution to UN Peacekeeping—even if renewed conflicts could ultimately hurt both US political and economic interests and actually make it harder for US businesses to invest. The UN Organization Stabilization Mission in DRC (MONUSCO) is the world's largest UN Peacekeeping operation, with about 18,750 uniformed personnel.21


    In effect, the Trump-Pence administration efforts in late March 2017 to cut the MONUSCO Peacekeeping operation down to only three thousand personnel could open the Congo to new conflicts and exploitation by rival mining industries and additionally exacerbate tensions in other countries in Africa. It was MONUSCO that had fought the M23 rebel group, the largest rebel force in the Congo. The Congolese government itself has spoken out against the potential reversal of this rule.22 UN Peacekeepers are still necessary, as the conflict is not altogether resolved, particularly in the eastern areas of Congo, where some forty to fifty conflicting rebel groups have been financed by extracting resources with the backing of external states and major corporations. It is true that MONUSCO and other UN Peacekeepers have been accused of sexual abuses, due to improper vetting of individuals involved in the peacekeeping operations. UN Peacekeeping operations have also been accused ineffectiveness; yet such ineffectiveness can be attributed to lack of resources and lack of clear political mandates, plus the need to more carefully vet the political purposes of the countries involved and the need to work more closely with the local population.23 UN Peacekeeping is run on a shoestring budget: UN Peacekeeping has had its successes and failures, but it is not necessarily worse than NATO or EU peacekeeping, which often interact with the United Nations and have had different kinds of weaknesses.24


    This rivalry in Africa to obtain access strategic minerals in the Congo region that are needed for the new global communications economy, and for other purposes, could well forewarn of an even more perverse global conflict ahead—one that could use nuclear weaponry if the major and regional powers cannot soon reach accords on the differences that divide them in their own quest for energy and other strategic resources across the planet.


    TRUMP AND GLOBAL WARMING


    In addition to his efforts to cut UN Peacekeeping costs, Trump has called global climate change a “hoax” created by and for the Chinese to undercut American business.25 One of Trump's first acts as president was to sign decrees to cut the funding of the following US governmental agencies: the Environmental and Natural Resources Division of the Department of Justice; the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy; and the Office of Fossil Energy. In his first G7 meeting on the subject at the end of May 2017, Trump opposed the views of the six major industrial democracies: Germany, France, Italy, Canada, the United Kingdom, and Japan. Of positive note, Trump did agree to “promote multilateralism” in the G7 communique.26 On the negative side, Trump appeared more concerned with the German trade surplus than with global climate change. A few days later, Trump dropped out of the Paris COP 21 Accords on global environmental issues. Ironically, he claimed that he made his decision against the Paris COP 21 because he was elected by the people of Pittsburgh (which is in the heart of the coal mining and steel industry region of Pennsylvania) and “not by Paris”; yet the mayor of Pittsburgh then tweeted: “Pittsburgh stands with the world & will follow [the] Paris Agreement.”27 Fortunately, American states and cities have declared that they will actively support the goals of the Paris Agreement; for example, in July 2017, the California legislature stated its plans to extend its COP 21 commitments to 2030.28


    The risk here is that a lack of US support for the COP21 will tend to undermine global cooperation in the struggle against global climate change and carbon pollution in general, which is choking urban areas throughout the world and poisoning the environment. Although not perfect, the COP21 represents an important environmental accord reached in Paris, in which the two major polluters of the planet, the United States and China, finally reached an agreement that brings together most of the countries in the world into cooperation. The Paris environmental accord needs complete interstate and interregional cooperation and implementation if it is to succeed.


    Trump appears to have based his decision to drop out of the Paris COP 21 Accords, at least in part, on reports by the right-wing Heritage Foundation and NERA Consulting. The Heritage Foundation report presented a negative assessment of the impact of those accords on American society. According to the report, the Paris COP 21 accord will supposedly result in: (1) An overall average shortfall of nearly 400,000 jobs; (2) An average manufacturing shortfall of over 200,000 jobs; (3) A total income loss of more than $20,000 for a family of four; (4) An aggregate gross domestic product (GDP) loss of over $2.5 trillion; and (5) Increases in household electricity expenditures between 13 percent and 20 percent. The NERA Consulting report argued that “meeting the Obama administration's requirements in the Paris Accord would cost the U.S. economy nearly $3 trillion over the next several decades. So that by 2040, our economy would lose 6.5 million industrial sector jobs—including 3.1 million manufacturing sector jobs.”29 Yet these studies make worst-case assumptions that tend to inflate the cost of meeting US targets under the Paris Accord while largely ignoring the economic benefits to US businesses from building and operating renewable energy projects.30


    By contrast with the Heritage Foundation and NERA Consulting reports, a number of major multinational corporations strongly support investment in alternative energy. More than 360 major American corporations—including DuPont, General Mills, Levi Strauss, Nike, and Starbucks—have supported the Paris accord. These major corporations signed a statement called “Business Supports a Low Carbon USA,” which urged President Trump to honor the US commitments to the COP 21. These major companies declared that “failure to build a low-carbon economy puts American prosperity at risk,” and that the “right action now will create jobs and boost US competitiveness.”31 One pro–alternative energy study by the International Renewable Energy Agency argued that renewable energy could generate over 24 million jobs worldwide by 2030. And that if environmental and human health externalities are priced into the global energy mix over time, the renewable energy transition would result in net savings.32


    Once president, Trump moved immediately in an antediluvian pro–fossil fuels direction by issuing five executive orders that would start the process of developing the Keystone and Dakota Access Pipelines, which had been blocked by environmentalists and the Obama administration. Trump likewise signed executive actions intended to facilitate the process of obtaining permits for manufacturing projects and to speed environmental reviews for infrastructure projects, while removing a moratorium on coal-mining leases on federal lands. He also began to undermine a number of Obama-era efforts to prevent coal-mining debris from being dumped into nearby waters.33 It should not be surprising that the coal industry has been one of the major contributors to the Republican Party over many years. And in 2016, Trump and other politicians in the Republican Party received 97 percent out of a total of $13,461,828 of coal-mining contributions to the election campaign.34


    Yet Trump's own economic adviser, Gary Cohn, has downplayed coal and argued that the United States could export natural gas as “a cleaner fuel” and by investing in wind and solar energy. Cohn was quoted as saying that the country “can be a manufacturing powerhouse and still be environmentally friendly.”35 And both Trump's daughter Ivanka Trump and her husband, Jared Kushner, were said to have pressed Trump to support the COP 21.36 Coal mining accounts for less than 75,000 US jobs.37 Fossil fuel generation employment accounts for only 22 percent of total electric power generation employment and supports 187,117 workers across coal, oil, and natural gas generation technologies.


    As promised during his campaign, Trump hopes to create a mere 28,000 to 29,000 jobs in the process of producing up to $36 billion annually in increased energy production.38 Yet the sustainable energy sector already employs far more than the coal or oil or gas industries. Renewable energy—including wind, solar, and biofuels—accounts for more than 650,000 US jobs. Roughly 2.2 million Americans are employed, full- or part-time, in the area of energy efficiency products and services, while almost 1.4 million energy efficiency jobs are in the construction industry. Sustainable energies currently support hundreds of thousands of manufacturing and construction jobs around the country: Wind energy employs 101,738. Solar energy employed 300,192 American jobs in 2015 and grew to 373,807 in 2016, or 43 percent of the electric power generation workforce—more than the fossil fuel and nuclear energy industries. Employment in the US solar industry “grew 12 times as fast as overall job creation in the US economy, and surpassed those in oil and gas extraction (187,200) or coal mining (67,929).”39 The US Department of Energy has stated that three million Americans worked in the clean energy sector in 2016—a number that would be threatened by a Paris pullout.40


    There are weaknesses to the COP 21, but Trump is not concerned with them. One of the weaknesses of the COP 21 is not at all the costs of the accord that Trump points out. One problem is that the COP 21 emissions targets are not legally binding and thus there is no guarantee that all countries will be able to curb carbon dioxide emissions soon enough to prevent significant environmental damage. The next concern with the Paris COP 21 Accord is that the agreement does not directly oppose subsidies for fossil fuel industries—even if that is the heart of the problem of global climate change.


    For his part, Trump has opposed international governmental subsidies for the COP 21 agreement, which would mount to $100 billion for the developed countries by 2020.41 Yet, conversely, Trump does not appear to be opposed to fossil fuel subsidies to major energy companies. These latter subsidies, which are intended to lower the price of oil, coal, and gas, cost world governments around US$500–$600 billion per year.42 Of this amount, the twenty major economic powers (the G20) were responsible for the majority of the subsidies—averaging $444 billion in 2013 and 2014. Russia, the United States, Australia, Brazil, China, and the United Kingdom all had significant national subsidies for fossil fuel production. The United Kingdom has been one of the few G20 countries that has been augmenting its fossil fuel subsidies while cutting back on support for the renewable energy investments.43 How UK environmental policy might develop after Brexit remains to be seen. South Korea and Germany, and then the United States, Russia, and France, possessed the next largest sources of funding for coal. On the positive side, Japan, South Korea, and Australia have been leading the effort to try to mandate limits on coal subsidies in international discussions.44


    The problem is that these G20 subsidies enforce the general trend toward high-carbon energy development and thus divert investments away from low-carbon energy alternatives, such as solar power, wind power, and hydropower, among others. President Barack Obama did demand that Congress try to eliminate fossil fuel industry subsidies, but to no avail. If the United States and other major countries do not lead, it is dubious the rest of world will act—except, perhaps, for France and China (the latter, because its major cities are literally choking in coal dust and pollution).45


    With Trump and pro–fossil fuel Cabinet members in power, ExxonMobil (and other energy companies) could stand to gain as much as $1 trillion overall if the Trump administration does continue to eliminate federal environmental restrictions while also undercutting the Obama's push to develop energy alternatives to fossil fuels.46 In turn, this could press ExxonMobil to invest in the United States rather than in Russia (See chapters 3 and 5.) Trump is fighting real progress in the name of poisonous, outmoded sources of energy—when the future can create a full-employment, ecologically viable society.


    More and more countries have been investing in renewables. It is estimated that global electricity production from renewable sources plus hydropower will increase by nearly 60 percent between 2011 and 2017.47 In part because of its extremely high levels of urban pollution, China has led investment in alternative non-carbon and renewable energy sources, with the United States, Japan, and Germany following. As costs continue to fall, alternative energies can provide even greater employment in housing, transport, and other needed infrastructure. Ironically, now that he has dropped the United States out of the Paris climate accord, in part to please his American First nationalist supporters and coal and shale energy producers, Trump will be handing sustainable energy innovation, including solar energy, wind power, and carbon-capture technology, over to the China and Europeans—instead of helping American firms take the lead in these very promising industries. In effect, Trump's anti-COP 21 decision will draw Europe and China closer together in political-economic, financial, and technological cooperation—which could effectively isolate the United States from the innovations of two largest economies in the world.


    THE SECURITY-ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF DECENTRALIZED ALTERNATIVE ENERGY


    Trump intends to reinstate heavily polluting and environmentally destructive coal and to invest in shale oil and gas. This is instead of investing in solar, wind, geothermal, and other less-polluting energies—possibilities that could also create healthier jobs—while concurrently decentralizing energy production in such a way so that the United States would be even less dependent on polluting carbon industries and overseas suppliers. Multiple decentralized energy units with different backup systems in case of supply shortage can better match local needs. This decentralized approach also results in greater energy savings and overall security than dependence on large, centralized nuclear power systems—which, when they break down, can cut power for millions of consumers all at once. In addition, in the new games of cyber-sabotage, large, centralized energy and power systems, such as nuclear power plants, could become the ultimate target that militant hackers could attempt to shut down. Or that terrorists and states may seek to destroy.


    Global climate change and pollution is not a joke. Militaries throughout the world have been studying the potential security and political-economic implications of a warming planet. Global climate change has already begun create major humanitarian catastrophes due exceptionally severe weather conditions: climate-related droughts, floods, crop failures, hurricanes, and the like. These catastrophes have resulted in mass migrations and refugees—while directly or indirectly causing social suffering and conflicts. One wonders if the Trump-Pence administration might finally understand the issues involved if Manhattan (or other coastal cities such as Miami, New Orleans, London, Venice, Shanghai, Hong Kong, and Sydney) begin to flood, as predicted in some catastrophic scenarios. All of this is at a time when the Earth's temperature has hit a record high level for three years in a row—with the expected melting of the Arctic and Antarctic ice caps.48 By 2045, Trump's own “Winter White House” at Mar-a-Lago could be under at least a foot of water for 210 days a year because of increased tidal flooding.49 But this possibility seems to be too far in the future for Trump to think about.


    The fundamental way to deal with this crucial, not-so-long existential threat is by fostering global social-ecological-aesthetic consciousness—in conjunction with the development of self-sustaining alternative-energy infrastructure. This is the true alternative to Trump's antediluvian path.


    TOWARD PEACE AND DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITIES


    Also as an alternative to Trump's essentially unilateralist and nationalist America First strategy, the policy approach argued in this book demands concerted multilateral efforts to formulate new international geopolitical, defense, political-economic, and environmental accords. The establishment of new regional systems dedicated to peace and development simply cannot be accomplished unilaterally or even bilaterally. Such an irenic peace and diplomacy-oriented strategy needs the support of all the major and regional actors, combined with concerted efforts to prevent “spoilers,” such as anti-state “terrorist” groups, from trying to undermine negotiated peace accords.


    In this peace-oriented strategy, Washington will need to fully engage in diplomacy with the major and regional actors of the world. Global peace and human development can only be achieved by redefining the US national interest in such a way as to reach compromises not just with US allies and friends but also with American rivals, including Russia, China, and Iran. Rather than asserting presumed national interests first, as the Trump administration appears to believe, each of the actors involved in a dispute or conflict needs to make trade-offs and possible sacrifices. Each state needs to redefine or reframe national interests in such a way that all involved can eventually benefit as much as possible, so that peace, or at least a modus vivendi, can be established in a healthy and ecologically balanced global environment.


    In an effort to prevent the global system from polarizing into two rival alliances, and in working with the major and regional actors, Washington needs to look toward ways to forge new systems of cooperative-collective security, involving international administrations or agreements of joint sovereignty in both the Euro-Atlantic region (with a focus on the Black Sea and Caucasus region) and in the Indo-Pacific region. In Europe, this means forging a new Euro-Atlantic security pact with Russia, based in large part on a new regional “peace and development community” for the Black Sea region under the auspices of the OSCE.


    In the Indo-Pacific, this means supporting Japan's efforts to forge the new rapprochement with Russia that was initiated in 2016, while concurrently finding areas where the United States, Japan, Russia, and India can cooperate with China with respect to North Korea, island disputes, and Taiwan. In addition, despite their apparent reluctance to do so, India and Pakistan, with US, Russian, and Chinese diplomatic backing, need to negotiate their differences over Kashmir, among other issues. Washington likewise needs to back the efforts of the new South Korean leadership to forge a rapprochement with Russia, so that Seoul can pursue a new Sunshine Policy—in the effort to establish a long-term peace between North and South Korea. (See chapter 7.)


    Establishing a system of peace in the Indo-Pacific could mean the creation of a new Organization for Security and Cooperation in the Indo-Pacific (OSCIP) modeled after the OSCE and interacting with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). A proposed OSCIP could find international, legal ways to move toward differing forms of confederation and systems of joint sovereignty over specific regions of contention. All of this implies a US-led multilateral approach to conflict resolution, which means that Washington will also need to make significant compromises, as well as concessions in some cases—if peace is to be sustained in the long term. Here, one of Trump's more positive proposals on his trip to Asia in November 2017 was his offer to negotiate the island disputes in the South China Sea between China and its neighbors.50 Whether this offer will work out remains to be seen, but it represents a very positive sign that Trump may begin to be actually thinking of the greater good, instead of just America First.


    In this perspective, Washington will concurrently need to work collectively through the United Nations, the OSCE and other multilateral Contact Groups with the major powers and regional partners, as well as with the states and certain anti-state actors involved, in order to quell the turmoil throughout the wider Middle East. Here the United States and its partners should engage in a multidimensional strategy designed to co-opt differing Islamist movements, while seeking to isolate and destroy IS and al-Qaeda offshoots where possible. This multidimensional strategy involves concerted multilateral diplomacy that is sometimes US-led and sometimes not. Such diplomacy would be intended to transform issues of dispute and conflicts in a more positive direction, if not resolve them altogether.


    With respect to the wider Middle East, there are several increasingly interrelated conflicts that threaten to merge with major power rivalries and explode into war. The first is the ongoing regional conflict between Saudi Arabia and Iran, which manifests itself in Syria, Iraq, and Yemen, and which has begun to implicate Qatar and Lebanon and divide countries and political movements throughout the region. The second is the indirectly related conflict between Turkey, Syria, Iran, Iraq, and the Kurds. The third is the conflict between India and Pakistan over Kashmir, which needs to be resolved through power-sharing accords. And the fourth is the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, which helps fuel pan-Sunni and pan-Shi'a pan-Islamist movements in the background. All of these above regions need the concerted attention of Contact Groups that work with the United Nations and the major actors involved. (See chapter 8.)


    Without making reasonable compromises—or even some significant concessions—with both rivals and allies, Trump's nationalistic America First project risks stumbling into a dangerous unilateralism that will result in a dangerous and destabilizing arms race and will further provoke not only US rivals but also those states that are presently US allies as well—and whose pro-American stance cannot be absolutely taken for granted in the future.


    TOWARD A REEVALUATION OF “AMERICA FIRST”


    Donald Trump may have initially hoped to change the geopolitical map and fulfill many of his campaign promises in his first one hundred days in office, but disputes over Crimea, Taiwan, Iran, and North Korea, among other crucial concerns, including the natural environment, are not issues that can be rapidly altered by threats to use force or hastily conceived real-estate-like “deals.” This is because the complex and interwoven geo-strategic, military, political-economic, and even sociocultural and ideological issues that surround these areas represent the tip of the now-melting iceberg.


    Each dispute will require very careful attention and patient irenic diplomacy—if they are not to continue to fester and ultimately result in a crisis, like an iceberg that does sink US warships. The problem is that traditional, realistic prudence and the need for careful long-term negotiations is not a trademark of the Trump casino dynasty. Trump definitely needs to sail with greater tact toward these issues and others. He also needs to sail more carefully if he wants to retain US allies, who could either float into neutrality or else look toward either Russia or China, as is the case with Bulgaria, Hungary, the Philippines, Qatar, Turkey, and others, if the United States opts to apply tougher protectionist and other nationalist measures.


    It will prove nearly impossible for the United States to reach international agreements if all countries continue to assert their presumed national interests above the interests of other states—as Trump put it in his inauguration speech, “It is the right of all nations to put their own interests first.” On the one hand, Trump stated his preference for the United States to work positively with all countries; on the other, he has also promised to assert presumed US national self-interests first, with respect to all other states. This means that US interests may be seen as literally trumping the interests of second and third parties, against their will—rather than making fair and equitable compromises or even concessions.


    These latter states will generally argue in response to Trump that the United States, as the predominant hegemonic power at least since the end of the Cold War, has always had an unfair advantage over a large number of areas—so his assertions appear completely false even if the United States may appear to be losing some of its economic advantages and ideological support for American-style democracy in recent years. Trump's assertion of an American First doctrine could consequently make international agreements and compromises either impossible to achieve or else very difficult to maintain in the long term.


    In response to America First, some US allies could drift into neutrality or else seek out trade, political-economic, and financial deals from China, or seek out energy, resource, and arms deals from Russia—thus ignoring US interests as much as possible. A number of states, including China, could opt to nationalize or even expropriate US or European multinational firms, for example—and then militarize in the assertion of their own presumed vital interests—“first.”


    If the United States wants to retain its position of global diplomatic leadership, Trump's America First policies are not the right way to do it—that is, unless Trump ultimately proves willing to compromise, if not make concessions, on a number of issues with Russia and China, among other secondary powers, and only if his administration shows a willingness to engage in multilateral processes that involve both states and societies. What is needed is not a rush toward absolute military superiority but prudent steps toward an engaged and concerted US diplomacy that seeks to mitigate, if not resolve, through mutual compromise and concessions, the disputes and conflicts that divide various states and sociopolitical movements. Without engaged and concerted diplomacy that works to defuse significant disputes among both major and regional powers, and that incorporates the interests of both US allies and potential rivals, Russia and China, US military superiority alone will not prove capable of preserving the peace.


    Moreover, US global hegemony cannot be sustained if the United States becomes entrenched in conflicts in its own hemisphere. The possibility of conflict in Mexico and the Caribbean region becomes increasingly plausible if the Trump administration tries to repel Mexican and Latin American immigrants (meaning that their remittances would no longer help float the economies of these foreign countries), while threatening to intervene militarily in Mexico's drug wars or in Venezuela's social strife—all without engaging in regional Contact Group diplomacy, that could involve Cuba, for example, in the case of Venezuela. (See chapter 3.)


    With respect to immigration, there is another way to deal with that question, through the effective use of the Earnings Suspense File. One factor that needs consideration is that even undocumented workers have often paid into Social Security using fake or stolen Social Security numbers. This money goes into what is called the Earnings Suspense File (ESF). In 2010, unauthorized immigrants worked and contributed as much as $13 billion in payroll taxes to the Social Security Old Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance (OASDI) program; at that time, only about $1 billion in benefit payments during 2010 were attributable to unauthorized work.51 Moreover, the ESF reached a whopping $1.2 trillion in uncredited wages for the tax years 1937 to 2012—even if the number of W-2s posted to the ESF declined by 36 percent from 2007 to 2012; the latter is in part because of high unemployment, which contributed to the decrease in suspended wage items.52 And the decline in W-2s was also due to Obama's efforts to crack down on false Social Security numbers. What is to be done with this money needs an open public debate, for it could fund numerous social programs, including helping to pay for better integrating undocumented workers into American society, as well as other educational “infrastructure” projects.


    Another issue is the need for a new approach to the War on Drugs that was initiated by President Richard Nixon, and which has spread from Columbia throughout Latin America and the world, much like the Global War on Terrorism has spread beyond the wider Middle East. It is clear that the War on Drugs has failed miserably, whether in Latin America, Afghanistan, or elsewhere.53 And the November 2016 peace accord between the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) and the Colombian government offers some hope for ending the drug wars throughout the region, even though new social and political tensions have come to the surface in the aftermath of that agreement. (See chapter 3.)


    An approach that should help stabilize the general Latin American region economically, given the spread of drug production primarily for the American market, would be the legalization of less addictive drugs such as marijuana, hashish, and possibly cocaine, among other drugs—but with clear warnings about health effects, as is already the case for cigarettes and alcohol. There should be very strong laws against driving while under the influence, for example, but not against drug use and drug possession itself. Such an approach would be accompanied by a major police crackdown on more-dangerous drugs, including crack cocaine, PCP, scopolamine, crystal meth, among others. The legalization of some drugs, but not others, would represent an effort to push drug mafias into legal business as much as possible—and to obtain significant tax gains with significant cuts in law enforcement costs as well.54 At a minimum, drug use and possession should be decriminalized so the police can focus on terrorism and high-level crimes. Ireland, for example, is considering decriminalizing heroin possession, among other drugs.55 But decriminalization alone would not be sufficient to deal with the depth of the drug epidemic, which should be considered a health, and not a criminal, issue.


    As was the case for legalizing alcohol after the Great Depression, which helped to eliminate at least some of the more pernicious influences and crimes of the Mafia, the drug issue is a major social and health issue and needs to be dealt with realistically. Drug legalization would additionally help to reduce gun violence, in that many urban shootings are a result of wars between drug gangs. With 1.5 million arrests for drug infractions, more persons are incarcerated for drug infractions than for all violent crimes combined, so that 50 percent of the US federal prison population comprises narcotics violators. This draws the police and the courts away from other, more vital, concerns.56 Despite US government efforts since the Nixon administration, drugs continue to flow into the country or else are produced in basement labs. Many dangerous drugs are formulated with the use of readily available chemicals and pharmaceutical products, helping to create the opioid epidemic in the United States, for example, which killed 64,000 people in 2016.57 A new approach is imperative.


    REVIVING US DEMOCRATIC PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES


    Finally, as pointed out in the first chapters of this book, the United States will not be able to continue to engage in global leadership unless it truly begins to practice what it preaches. Trump himself recognized a number of the incongruences in the American system of governance. But instead of attempting to expand democratic practices, he has attempted to shift the country toward a more authoritarian form of governance under his leadership.


    In his inaugural address in January 2017, Trump declared that “we do not seek to impose our way of life on anyone, but rather to let it shine as an example for everyone to follow.” Yet the very nature of his own presidential victory—in which the billionaire Trump did not possess a clear mandate from the American people themselves—has raised questions as to whether many countries and peoples in the world will follow the American lead on various issues.


    Ironically, in 2012, Trump himself had demanded some sort of reform of the democratic process—if not a “revolution”—when he mistakenly believed that Obama had won the electoral college vote but not the popular vote. He declared by tweet: “The phoney [sic] electoral college made a laughing stock [sic] out of our nation.”58 Trump then called for a “revolution.” By revolution, Trump was certainly referring an authoritarian, right-wing revolution that serves the interests of the military-industrial-congressional complex and the major fossil fuel industries. After Trump's victory (during which he lost the popular vote by a colossal 2.8 million votes), the electoral college system has indeed appeared to have made the United States a laughingstock—as Trump himself had put it.


    The issue raised here is that the complexity of American governance fuels the propaganda machines of US rivals, terrorist groups, and other enemies—who seek to justify their own forms of illiberal, authoritarian, or theocratic systems of governance—by the failure of the American system of democracy to live up to its own principles and values. Yet it appears highly unlikely that these crucial of issues of democratic governance will be addressed by the Trump administration, which appears more interested in challenging the US judicial system than in tackling problems raised by liberal majoritarian democracy.


    Even though it was only the fifth time in US history that a president won the election without winning the popular vote,59 some form of electoral reforms appear absolutely necessary, given huge imbalances in the population sizes across the fifty American states. One option—which would not require a constitutional amendment—is for every state to cast its votes for whomever won the popular vote within that state.60 A more radical option would be to reduce the number of states to thirty-eight in such a way as to better balance rural and urban areas.61 This option would provide fairer local and regional governance, while cutting state and federal governmental costs significantly, given the rising debt crisis. It would help simplify the process of American governance. If the French can reduce the number of regions from twenty-two to thirteen, as it did in 2014–2016,62 so can the Americans!


    Another radical option intended to cut costs, strengthen local regional representation, improve efficiency, and attempt to ameliorate incapacity to act resulting from “vetocracy”63 (which seems to depict many issues except for defense appropriations), is to eliminate the aristocratic Senate and augment the power of the House of Representatives by making each member run for a single term of office, without chance of reelection, for four to six years, instead of two years. As discussed in chapter 2 in relation to defense appropriations, this would lessen the chances that crucial decisions would be made for demagogic purposes in order for congresspersons to be reelected, and it would also strengthen the role of the House. Because there would be sufficient checks and balances between regions and individual congresspersons inside such a unicameral system, a bicameral system is not necessary. Another proposal would be to limit the presidency to one five-year term of office, once again to minimize election-year demagoguery.


    The goal of these proposed constitutional reforms is to make the US government less costly, more effective, and more responsive to the needs and interest of the American people. If the US government is to provide positive leadership for its own citizens, while likewise working in good faith with all other peoples and countries of the world community, it will need to rebuild its credibility and its democratic legitimacy that has been lost in the aftermath of its post–Cold War military interventions abroad, and further desecrated by the unstatesmanlike and untrustworthy nature of Donald Trump's presidency. (See chapters 1, 2, and 3.) The US Constitution has not been altered significantly for more than two hundred years, so it may be time to do so!


    Even more crucially, and what should be given priority, is the fact that Trump's domestic policies do nothing to address the crucial issue of growing inequity and gross disproportion in incomes. One way to do this would be a global tax on financial transactions, as previously discussed, coupled with a reduction in national taxation. Another way to do this—which should become part of the national and international debate—is to better distribute the income of major corporations through employee stock-ownership plans combined with greater employee power-sharing in product and investment decisions through shared capitalism and “workplace democracy.”64 There are, after all, times when employees possess more common sense and innovative ideas than their managers do—and they should be better rewarded for their contributions.


    The above is, of course, just a sketch of what kind of steps need to be taken domestically and internationally if the United States, and the world with it, is to literally weather through this global financial, geopolitical, and ecological crisis. Given the significant amount of the US budget that is devoted toward defense purposes, the national debt keeps mounting without apparent end, in large part because of costs directly or indirectly related to military spending and military interventions. It is primarily by seeking ways to forge diplomatic and geopolitical compromises that lead to significant reductions in military expenditure and reconversion of the military-industrial complex to peaceful purposes that the United States will eventually be able to truly devote greater attention to the full development of its own citizens, and those of the world.


    Trump could prove to be like Richard Nixon, who was forced to step down as president under the threat of impeachment. Or he could possibly prove to be more like Ronald Reagan, who reversed hardline American policies in his second term by seeking to improve US relations toward the Soviet Union and by working to put the conflicts of the Cold War to rest in the ash heap of history. In that era, it was the Soviet Union that made major compromises and concessions over nuclear arms and Germany, for example. In this era, it is the United States that must make major compromises and concessions over nuclear arms and policy toward Ukraine, for example, among other compromises with Russia, China, Iran, North Korea, and other countries discussed in this book.


    If the Trump-Pence team or the next administration (whether or not Trump is impeached) does not take a radical about-face away from its present America First course, those nationalist policies will actually accelerate tendencies toward the polarization of Amerian society and the division of the world into rival camps—while concurrently setting the conditions for World War Trump.
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    In the midst of his presidential campaign, Trump denied that he was an isolationist, but he did affirm that he liked the expression, “America First.”1


    It is accordingly not certain whether the Trump campaign's America First slogan was inspired by pre–World War II “isolationism” of the America First Committee, the largest anti-war organization in US history. The organization dissolved after the December 7, 1941, Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. A number of prominent Americans were associated with the anti-war America First movement, which supported a strong national defense, but which opposed US intervention in the then-ongoing war in Europe. These prominent individuals included future US presidents Gerald Ford and John F. Kennedy, the controversial aviator Charles Lindbergh, who acted as its spokesperson, and many others. But even if the precise meaning of “America First” for Trump and his team is not entirely clear, the term has certainly lost any anti-war significance that it might have had prior to the arrival of the Trump-Pence administration to power.


    Trump's conception of America First can nevertheless be ascertained by his choice of individuals whom he considers to be great leaders: General George S. Patton, General Douglas MacArthur, and President Teddy Roosevelt.2


    In choosing these individuals, who cannot really be considered anti-war, Trump indicates that he possesses a predilection not only for military power and unilateral actions but also for those maverick leaders who act outside of the chain of command and official hierarchy, or who, in some way, challenge established norms and preconceived ideas.


    George S. Patton's speech to American soldiers appears to parallel Trump's views of America First and his own philosophy of supporting only “winners,” however defined: “All real Americans love the sting and clash of battle…. Americans love a winner and will not tolerate a loser. Americans despise cowards. Americans play to win—all the time. I wouldn't give a hoot in hell for a man who lost and laughed. That's why Americans have never lost, not ever will lose a war, for the very thought of losing is hateful to an American.”3


    Trump also venerates General MacArthur. In doing so, Trump advanced the dubious thesis that MacArthur was merely using the threat to use nuclear weaponry as leverage to negotiate with the People's Republic of China during the 1950–1953 Korean War.4 In fact, however, MacArthur had drawn up the actual plans to use such weaponry, after already having used the destructive potential of Napalm and other weapons against North Korean and Chinese forces, which did not possess nuclear weapons at that time. In addition, and contrary to the general understanding, MacArthur was not removed from his position as supreme commander of the US-led UN force as a result of his public threat to use nuclear weaponry against North Korea and China; MacArthur was removed from duty for insubordination. The US Joint Chiefs of Staff were still considering the possible use of nuclear weaponry even after MacArthur's dismissal—an action that could have escalated hostilities with China and could have possibly brought the Soviet Union more directly into the war.


    Contrary to Trump's argument, MacArthur's threat to use nuclear weapons did not dissuade Beijing from sending in one million troops across the Yalu River and pursuing the war in support of North Korea after MacArthur had ordered UN forces to attack north of the 38th parallel.5 And the brutal way in which the United States waged the war—US B-29 bombers had dropped 866,914 gallons of Napalm onto North Korea from June to late October 1950—did not deter either North Korea or China from fighting. These facts help to explain the militant pro-nuclear-weapons policy of the contemporary North Korean regime.


    In terms of his favorite US president, Trump points to the Republican maverick Teddy Roosevelt.6 It was Roosevelt who had established the “Roosevelt corollary” to the Monroe Doctrine that permitted US military intervention in Latin American affairs while also strengthening the power of the presidency. It was Roosevelt who forced Congress to fund the American Great White Fleet so as to augment US naval capabilities across the globe. To his credit, Teddy Roosevelt also helped broker the 1904–1905 Russo-Japanese War. This fact could possibly inspire the Trump-Pence administration to mediate between Russia and Japan in contemporary circumstances—that is, if it will eventually prove possible to engage in a general rapprochement with Russia, given strong domestic American and international opposition to dealing with Russian President Vladimir Putin.7


    Roosevelt advocated “speaking softly and carrying a big stick.” But this represents a maxim that Trump has not fully ingested. Given his loose and combative tongue, his emotional outbursts and reactions to critical media reports, and his apparent inability to control his “tweets” in the new social media that permits him to comment directly to his followers and denounce his critics outside of both governmental and corporate media outlets, Trump appears incapable of speaking softly, or even in a more controlled manner. Trump is well known for his tweeting; in fact, in a French political cartoon, one White House counselor laments to another: “You will see, he [Trump] will end up tweeting the nuclear codes.”8 Further underscoring his seeming inability to control his speech, Trump has also been accused of inadvertently leaking secret information to Moscow in a White House meeting.9 (See chapter 3.)


    The issue raised here is that Trump's tweets oversimplify complex policy issues that require complex behind-the-scenes discussion and debate before bringing them out into the public. If not appropriately articulated, the emotional impact of such simplified policy statements could provoke strong negative reactions among national populations concerned—particularly as Trump is the leader of the most powerful and influential country in the world. It may also prove difficult for Trump's own official spokespersons and leaders of other countries to play down some of Trump's more inflammatory remarks. Popular outbursts abroad against Trump could, in turn, force the leaderships of those countries to take strong stands—even if those leaders may actually prefer possible compromise approaches. Insulting leaders, if not whole populations, can create deep resentment. Yet Trump has done this with Mexico and China repeatedly; with Iran, which he considers the major cause of terrorism; and with North Korea, which he has threatened to “totally destroy.” Calls for retribution could take a long time to die out.


    Moreover, Trump's contemporary domestic policies appear to be totally at odds with the domestic policies of Roosevelt's era. Teddy Roosevelt had fought fiercely for environmental and consumer protection. Roosevelt doubled the number of US national parks to ten; created eighteen national monuments (including the Grand Canyon), through the 1906 Antiquities Act; and set aside fifty-one federal bird sanctuaries, four national game refuges, and more than 100 million acres of national forests.10 Yet it is Teddy Roosevelt's legacy and the Antiquities Act that Trump has begun to undermine by opening public lands (which were not entirely closed) to the mining industry. On March 28, 2017, Trump signed an executive order that could allow companies to mine and drill for oil at all national monuments designated after 1996.11 Companies are now demanding, for example, that the Grand Canyon be opened to uranium mining, in opposition to Obama's 2012 ban on mining. By November 2017, Trump was, in fact, reconsidering the ban on mining in the Grand Canyon.12


    Teddy Roosevelt had also fought for governmental regulation of industry and anti-monopoly reforms under the Sherman Antitrust act—an issue that Trump has largely ignored. And Roosevelt possessed a generally strong, even if mixed, record in support for the right of women to vote and for the rights of African Americans and minorities; this is in contrast to a number of Trump's outrageously crude remarks about women and his blatant sexism.13 Moreover, Trump does not even appear to be offering a Roosevelt-like Square Deal that will eventually compress the burgeoning gap between the very, very rich 1 percent (of which Trump and many members of his cabinet are prime examples) and the rest of the American public, including his own blue-collar supporters. (See chapters 2, 3, and 10.)


    Trump's form of nationalism and populism—and his inauguration promises to the American people that “your voice, your hopes, and your dreams will define our American destiny”—can be traced back even further, to the frontier populism of Andrew Jackson. President Jackson, to a certain extent like President Trump, had been elected by the vote of the frontiersmen of the western states of that era once suffrage was extended. Jackson had hoped to assert federal government control over Native Americans while starting the brutal process of implementing American coast-to-coast claims of Manifest Destiny. The latter was a term, in effect, used by Jackson as early as 1835 in an editorial affirming that the United States was “manifestly called by the Almighty to a destiny” that would have been envied by Greece and Rome.14


    One of Andrew Jackson's many negative legacies was his signing of the democidal Indian Removal Act of 1830, which was responsible for the Cherokee Trail of Tears. This action involved the forced removal of and brutal wars with the Five Civilized Tribes (the Chickasaw, Choctaw, Muscogee or Creek, Seminole, and the original Cherokee Nations), in addition to other native peoples.15 One could argue that Trump, although he is an urban New Yorker, exhibits a frontiersmen mentality somewhat similar to that of Andrew Jackson, but in reference to conflicts overseas against non-European cultures that lie on the “frontier” of the American empire in the wider Middle East. In this respect, the American struggle against the Native American peoples on the US-conquered continent throughout the nineteenth century possesses some key parallels with the contemporary Global War on Terrorism against a number of Islamist movements, but now on a global scale.


    In this analogy, the wars between the Texas Rangers (before Texas became a state) and with the US military against the Comanches (with their claims to Comancheria, which ranged from eastern New Mexico to northwestern Texas and parts of Mexico), the Apaches, and other native peoples who opposed American Manifest Destiny have now been replaced by US-led wars with al-Qaeda, the Islamic State, and other Islamist political movements, which generally possess the ultimate goal to create an Islamic caliphate, much like the Ottoman Empire.


    In many ways, the ultimate goals of Trump's inauguration call—to “unite the civilized world against radical Islamic terrorism, which we will eradicate from the face of the Earth”—do not appear to have changed that significantly from the brutal democidal anti-Native American campaigns of Andrew Jackson and Texas President Mirabeau B. Lamar. In effect, much as the United States expanded its continental empire into the Wild West, Trump has hoped to expand US global hegemony into the wider Middle East. But this effort to assert control over that region is taking place in a geopolitical situation involving a complex mix of rivalry and collaboration with Russia, China, the Europeans, Israel, Iran, Turkey, and Saudi Arabia, among other powers.


    Trump's support for America First nationalism (in large part by means of undermining systems of interstate governance, including the European Union, trade pacts such as NAFTA and the Trans-Pacific Partnership, or TPP), plus his decision to drop out of the Paris climate agreement, could actually work to undermine the very “civilized world” that he has hoped will work together for a number of causes and against a number of potential threats. And, given deeper civilizational divisions that Trump himself has emphasized, there is a real danger that despite his expressed hope that the “three Abrahamic Faiths…can join together in cooperation, then peace,”16 Trump's form of Judeo-Christian messianism—as it clashes with Russian Orthodoxy, Chinese Communist revanchism, and differing apocalyptic pan-Islamist movements—risks provoking World War Trump in a self-fulfilling prophecy.


    TOWARD A WORLD EVEN BLEAKER THAN 1984?


    Both 1984 by George Orwell and It Can't Happen Here by Sinclair Lewis surged in sales after Trump's victory. In many ways, Trump is more like Sinclair Lewis's demagogic and opportunist con man Buzz Windrip (purportedly based on the real-life US Senator Huey Long), who takes total control of the US government in the establishment of a plutocratic state, than he is like Orwell's omnipresent Big Brother in his novel 1984. Moreover, Trump's version of political language is more that of “no think” than like Big Brother's more sophisticated and manipulative “doublethink.” Trump's often vulgar language—and particularly his inability to articulate the reasons for his frequent policy flip-flops—makes his rule very destabilizing. Unlike Orwell's 1984, there is no logic or carefully constructed ideology to his often-unpredictable off-the-cuff remarks. He says or tweets spontaneously what he believes his public supporters will believe. At the same time, Trump appears to be expert at manipulating the news media in his own version of “doublespeak” by denouncing “fake news” even when that news is based on fact, while also proclaiming certain things to be “true” when they are, in fact, false. Trump claims to support America First, that is, to speak for presumed American values, but really he is speaking for the interests of an American empire of which he and his plutocratic associates possess a significant portfolio.


    Yet let us assume that the militarists of the Trump-Pence administration do possess a more or less carefully conceived foreign and defense policy and that they are correct (or just lucky) that a global war will not result from a major arms race. But let us also assume that no significant steps are taken to defuse political-military and economic tensions throughout the world either. Let us assume that global interstate relations can remain in a precarious position of “no peace, no war,” much like that depicted in Orwell's 1984, more so than Lewis's It Can't Happen Here. What will such a world look like? And how long will it last?


    Trump had proclaimed in his January 2017 inauguration that he hoped to cultivate “friendship and goodwill with the nations of the world.” This appeared to represent a utopian, Mazzini-like vision in which the republics and nations of the world would be able to agree to form a coalition to fight together in the Global War on Terrorism, while somehow also cooperating on other important geostrategic and political-economic issues, despite their differing national interests.


    Yet, in accord with the new logic of Trump's version of doublespeak, precisely the opposite is happening. On the domestic side, Trump's inaugural address reflected his own version of doublespeak when he stated: “At the bedrock of our politics will be a total allegiance to the United States of America, and through our loyalty to our country, we will rediscover our loyalty to each other. When you open your heart to patriotism, there is no room for prejudice.” Yet Trump's claim that allegiance, loyalty, and patriotism will somehow minimize prejudice is contradictory, as it is not at all grounded in actual historical experience. This is particularly true because appeals to patriotism can be very divisive—and even more so if the so-called patriotic cause is not considered by all to be just. Quite the contrary, it is in historical periods of extreme nationalism and patriotism that prejudice runs rampant.


    The question remains: What will happen to those, such as FBI Director James Comey, who do not pledge “total allegiance” to the president or to the US government?17 And what happens if individuals do find themselves subject to discrimination and prejudice because they are not believed to be upholding “national” or “patriotic” values? What happens to those who do not pledge allegiance to the American flag?18 And if individuals are subject to discrimination and prejudice, will that fact then lead to dissent, repression, and social conflict at home?


    Trump's public support during his presidential campaign for the use of torture and extrajudicial killing is very worrisome in this regard. (Both 1984 and It Can't Happen Here deal with themes of torture.) Trump has, for example, stated that he would consider tactics like waterboarding of suspected terrorists—and their families—in the struggle against terrorist groups.19 He has also threatened to engage in drone attacks on the families of terrorists and other civilians who are not directly involved in hostilities, thus expanding the military's mandate to use extrajudicial force.20 Trump has consequently promised to go beyond the efforts of the George W. Bush administration to legalize torture under the euphemism of “enhanced interrogation techniques;” by contrast, Senator John McCain, who was tortured as a captured US serviceman during the Vietnam War, vowed to oppose any Trump effort to revive the use of torture against detained terrorism suspects.21


    Trump's support for torture denigrates traditional American values and constitutional rights. The American military knows that it should not willingly do what is known to be illegal and immoral—and that they should resist illegal orders in order to preserve the civilian control over the military. The use of torture is counterproductive and does not necessarily obtain useful information for “actionable intelligence,” despite what its proponents have claimed.22 A Trump-Pence administration decision to relegitimize the use of torture would furthermore feed into the propaganda machines of the Islamic State, al-Qaeda, and other anti-state sociopolitical movements and countries that oppose US foreign policy and US interests.


    On the international side, Trump's calls for “patriotism” and “loyalty” have sounded like President George W. Bush, who declared to the countries and populations of the world, “either you are with us or you are with the terrorists”—in initiating the war against the Iraqi regime of Saddam Hussein in 2003.23 Yet despite Trump's disclaimers, as long as Washington continues to assert its own hegemonic interests first, the United States will not find itself cultivating the friendship of all countries. Instead, it will soon find itself as acting alone in an even more grotesque geopolitical context—in which conflicts, with unclear or complex causes, could break out unexpectedly.


    In such a world, each major country, ruled by plutocratic elites, will be destabilized by the burgeoning gap between the very, very rich and the poor. Millions will be concentrated in overcrowded, highly polluted, and crime-ridden megacities—and those megacities along the coasts will increasingly be impacted by Arctic and Antarctic flooding while other regions will become increasingly arid.24 In addition to the massive pollution and overheating of the environment caused by carbon emissions, the tons of plastic waste dumped directly into the ocean is already causing unresolvable damage to aquatic ecosystems and to our bodies. As plastic breaks up, it, along with other poisonous pollutions, is ingested by fish and climbs up the food chain and into humans.25


    It will be a world in which the national security apparatus of states and their cyber wizards possess almost total informational control over their citizens, while seeking to root out more information, from friends and foes alike—in rivalry with “enemy” states and anti-state actors and mad computer hackers. In this global context, each government will seek to control media and information that might delegitimize or oppose the official line and policies.


    In such a global situation, “friend-enemy” distinctions will not be as crystal-clear as they at least appeared to be during the Cold War. Enemies in one situation could become friends, and vice versa, much as George Orwell stated in his book 1984: “The enemy of the moment always represented absolute evil, and it followed that any past or future agreement with him was impossible.”26 Orwell's comment appears to fit the present situation of US-Russian relations.


    And, just as anarchists once claimed that sticks of dynamite could equal the score between themselves and the superior force and manpower of the police and military, lesser sociopolitical anti-state actors will continue to undermine reasonable diplomatic efforts to achieve “peace.” This will prove particularly true in situations in which those anti-state actors interpret the grandiose claims of major powers to seek peace as actually intended to preserve their own hegemony. Major powers may appear to talk peace, but only in Orwellian doublespeak. Their leaderships may not at all be concerned with actually resolving complex political, economic, and social problems. In such cases, authoritarianism and repression becomes the status quo.


    The geopolitical rivalries of such a world could be even more abominable than the fictional dystopia depicted in Orwell's 1984. In that book, the planet is plagued by potentially nuclear conflicts between three major powers: Oceania, Eurasia, and Eastasia. In the contemporary geopolitical context, in which the world is under the constant threat of hybrid, if not nuclear, warfare, Oceania can be considered the United States, plus the Europeans, Japan, and its remaining allies; Eurasia is Russia and its allies; while an increasingly powerful Eastasia is now China—in a geopolitical rivalry in which Eurasia and Eastasia are presently threatening a full-fledged military alliance against Oceania for control over the world and over outer space as well. Concurrently, each of these powers are also be competing for the political-economic and military allegiance of a fourth power, amphibious India—the rising power of “Southasia,” which was not foreseen in Orwell's otherwise-prescient geopolitical vision. In this view, India could play a potentially positive role of mediator, or a negative one of antagonist—that is, if India does not succumb to its own significant internal and regional conflicts.


    Such a world is in obvious contrast to the liberal vision of a world of total interdependence.27 Nevertheless, such a horrific world could become closer to reality if the United States takes an extreme America First position. The Trump administration dumped the TPP accord, which will assist China's rise as a major authoritarian and anti-democratic actor. It also dumped the important COP 21 agreement, which unilaterally relinquishes American leadership in the area of alternative and sustainable energies and carbon emissions control. And it is not impossible for the European Union to break up into nationalist rivalries in the next five to ten years, in part with Trump's blessing. Moreover, Moscow and Beijing could both refuse to accept geo-economic compromises with the United States and Europeans, while the United States and North Korea could continue to threaten nuclear war against each other. And all sides could concurrently refuse to reduce, if not eliminate, their nuclear weaponry. An arms race and buildup of military forces would remain a permanent feature of the highly polluted geopolitical landscape.


    In such a global context, any number of overseas conflicts could drag the United States in to protect a strategically significant ally against a presumed threat. But what if an opposing regional major power—or even a lesser state potentially backed by a major nuclear power—decides to call the American bluff? Or what if anti-state terrorist organizations, with differing social and political ideologies, not just Islamist, ostensibly operating alone, purposely seek to spark conflict between major and regional powers—which is even more plausible if alliances continue to polarize?


    A self-isolated United States, as it attempts to bully its allies and rivals (and citizens) alike, could then find itself pressed to choose which international conflicts represent an existential priority and which do not. The country would be pushed to engage in a form of strategic triage that would seek to determine which areas and countries might be worth the risk of “hybrid” conflict against rival nuclear powers, and which areas and countries would not.
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