aliMapa — KOpeHHOTo HacelleHus: AMepukd. [1oaToMy mpaBUTENbCTBO bomBHM B OONBITMHCTBE CBOEM COCTOHT
U3 MpeJCcTaBUTEeNIei METUCOB U UHJeHIEB [3, ¢. 77-78].

Yxe Bo BTOpOit momosuHe 2015 1. HaOMIOAANCS OYepeqHO KPU3UC JIEBBIX, KOTOPHIH CBA3BIBANIN C TOOEMO M
OIMO3UIMY Ha BHIOOpaxX B APreHTHHE, IMITMYMEHTOM Npe3UJIeHTa B bpaswinu U BHYTPUITOIUTHUECKUM KPH3HU-
coMm B Benecyoaie [6, c. 146].

Kpusuc neBrix panukanoB HaOmoancs emeé panbiie. Tak, HanpuMmep, npaBUTeabCTBO . Mopaneca B bonu-
BUUW BBLICHWIIO, YTO HAEOJIOTHYEcKas npyxoOa ¢ Benecyamnoit, Kyboit m maxe Poccueil He mO3BONSET PEIIUTH
sKkoHOoMuueckue npodsiembl. K Tomy ke otHomenust ¢ CIIA Obutn npepBanbl, koraa Mopaiec co/CKaHAalIoM
BBICTIAJI aMEPUKAHCKOTO TT0ca ¢ 0OBHHEHHEM B ITOJITOTOBKE rocynapcTBeHHOTo nepeBoporta. Ho B 2009 r. m3-3a
CephE3HBIX IKOHOMHUUYECKHX MpoOsieM bonmBus moamucana cornameHue Uil yIy4IIeHUS ABYXCTOPOHHHX IH-
notHomennit. Takum obpazom, aBToputeT Mopaneca ciibHO mogopBaics [7, c. 21-22]. CtouT 3aMeTUTH, UTO
Jo aToro 3. Mopaiec u Bute-nipe3usext 1. JIunepa 3asBisny o HallMOHATIU3AIMU BCEX PECYPCOB rOCyJapCcTBa, B
TOM YHCJIe PSIKAX METAJUIOB M DHEPTOHOCHTENeH [3, ¢. 77].

«HoBbIe» neBble, KOTOPBIE OTIMYAIOTCS OT MPEXKHUX, TETEPh JOJDKHBI CpaXKaThCsl Ha JBa (ppOHTA: 3aILUIIATh
CBOM aHTHKAITUTAINCTHIECKUE [eJIn O0pBOBI 32 OyAyIIuid MHp, a TAKXKE 3aLIUIIATh CBOM TPAJULINOHHbIC 3aJa4un
— arpapHylo peopMy, aHTUKJIEPHKAIN3M, YBOKEHHE K MUHUMaIbHBIM cBoOoaM. 1o Mepe pocTa BIUSHUS «HO-
BBIX» JIEBBIX B JIaTHHCKONH AMeprke ydeHble c(hOPMYIUPOBATH THIOTE3Y O TOM, UTO (IIWBUWIN3AIMNS TUIAHETHI
KOHCTHTYUpYET cebsl ceiiuac Kak IMOJUIMHHBIM MUPOBOM aBaHrapj aHTHCHCTEMHBIX M aHTHKAIUTAIUCTUYCKUX
nmBIkeHui» [8, c¢. 60—63]. B 1920-¢ rr. menTp 310i1 60pH0OEI Haxommicsa B CoBerckom Coroze, B 1960-¢ T. — B
Kurae, ceifuac xe oH nepemén B Jlatunckyro Amepuky. [loaTroMy He ciryuaifHO, YTO aHTUCHCTEMHBIE U «HOBBIE)
JIEBbIE JIBVD)KCHHS HACUMTHIBAIOT 3HAUYNTEIHHOE KOJIMYECTBO KPYMHBIX OTPSIIOB Ha mpocTopax JlaTnHckoid Ame-
PHKH, HaIlpUMep: JBH)KEHHE JOCTOWHBIX MHJIEHIEB IMOBCTAaHIIEB-HEOCAIATUCTOB B MeKcuke, NBIKeHHE Oe33e-
MENBHBIX KpeCThsH B bpasmmmu, wHpaeineB DkBagopa u bonmBum, KOMyMmMOWiiCKHe W TepyaHCKHE HHICHCKHE
JIBIDKCHUS, JIBHXKCHUE MIAXTEPOB, 3aHATHIX M 0e3pabOoTHBIX B ApreHThHe [8, ¢ 63—65].

Kpwusuc 3arparuBaeT Bce KOHTHHEHTHI IUIaHEThl. JIaTuHCKas AMepuKa, ABIAACH YaCThI0 MHPOBOI'O SKOHOMU-
YeCKOro Imporiecca, HAET K SKOHOMHUECKOMY CHary, pocTy 0e3paboTHIIbI, JeBalbBalli HAIMOHAIBHBIX BaIIOT,
TO €CTh — YKOHOMHUYECKOMY KPHU3HUCY, KOTOPBIH OKa3bIBaeT OCPOMHOE BIMSHHE Ha MOJUTHYECKYIO cepy peruo-
Ha. Kpusnc 3arparuBaeT HE TOJIBKO JIEBOpaJMKaJIbHbBIC, HO TAK)KE JICBOLICHTPUCTCKUE M TpaBble peskuMbl. He-
CMOTpsI Ha 3TO TOIMYJISIPHOCTH JIEBOTO pajukanuiMa B JlaTHHOAMEPUKAHCKOM DPErnoHe XOTh W Cliajia, HO He
CTOJIb KPUTHUYHO, KaK 3TO KakeTcsl. OOIIeCTBEHHAs CHiIa M BIMSIHAC COBPEMEHHBIX AaHTUCHCTEMHBIX JBH)KEHUH
JlatnHCKOW AMEpHUKH HACTOJIBKO OTPOMHBIE, YTO OHM CMOTJIM CBEPrHYTh MECTHBIE MPaBUTEIHCTBA, HEMOMYJIAP-
HBIX NIPE3UACHTOB U TyOEpHATOPOB, EpeceKaTh YePTY HONMUTHIECKNX Mep, KOTOPbIE OBIIIM HAIpaBIICHBI IPOTH-
BOIIOJIOKHO MHTEpPECAM COLHAJIBHBIX HU30B. Bee I[eﬁCTBHH IMpOUCXO0JWJIN MHUPHO, XOTA U HyTéM MO6I/IJII/13aHI/II/I
paavKaIbHO HACTPOCHHBIX Macc. Mieonorust IeBbIX Mpojesaga OTPOMHBIN IyTh Pa3sBUTHS M HBOJIOLUH 4Yepe3
MOATOJILHYI0 O0PBOY, Yepey KpU3UCOB U PEBOJIONHUH, CTaB CBOCOOPAa3HON «BU3UTKOI» 3TOTO PErHOHA.
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US SECURITY STRATEGY IN THE XXI CENTURY
G.A. Piskorska, N.L. Yakovenko (Kues, Ykpauna)

The contemporary situation of international system of securing peace and stability is the common problem of
modern international relations in general and one of the key parameters of assessment the effectiveness of the
foreign policy of any state. Results of internal and external security strategies of the states depend not only on
those foreign political resources a state has at its disposal, but on that how wisely those resources are used.. The
most significant and generalizing document giving the whole picture of US apprehension of its foreign policy, is
the US National Security Strategy causing a rising interest of many foreign and American experts to it, whose
research deals with the analysis of US foreign policy and security strategies.
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Tha Analysis of foreign and security strategies are given in general and special research papers of such
scholars as J. Nye, R. Armitage, Z. Brzezinsky, R. Keygan, P. Keohane, A. Cohen, J. Arquilla, R. Shafranski,
M. Libicki, F. Fukuyama and others, as well as O. Bakhtiyarov, O. Bodruk, V. Golovchenko, A. Gutsal, D.
Dubov, O. Zernetska, Ye. Kaminsky, B. Kantselyaruk, O. Lytvynenko, Ye. Makarenko, S. Nedbayevsky, M.
Ozhevan, I. Pogorska, O. Potekhin, G. Pocheptsov, M. Ryzhkov, O. Sosnin, S. Fedunyak, S. Shergin, I.
Khyzhnyak, L. Chekalenko etc.

It is worth to mention that the Security Strategy of Nixon Administration was the first to be presented, and in
1986 Goldwater-Nichols Law was approved according to which “National Security Strategy” became an
obligatory document for every new US presidential administration. The USA builds its security strategies basing
on the concept of absolute and total domination (leadership) from the position of force which is grounded on
principles of absolute predominance in military, technological, economic information spheres:In the.complex of
contemporary instruments of the US security policy, the important role also belongs to non-military methods —
economic, financial, scientific and technological, information, cultural and others which are conventionally
united by the “soft influence” conception which gives much more possibilities for a state to appear not only a
“centre of gravity” for other actors of international relations, but also to exert effective “non-power” pressure on
them.

As experts consider, the phenomenon of power in the international background is first of all the ability to
influence on the behaviour of another state in the desirable direction, the ability to establish different forms of
dependence of one state onto another (direct, indirect, mediated forms, those reached by force, persuasion,
promises of privileges, deprivation of obvious privileges, creation of certain conditions etc.) where the only
alternative exists, the only way to settle down the conflict and contradictions, the only way out of the situation
which had been created. In this case the obvious fact is that such an influence may be exerted by different
methods, not only the use of military potential, military pressure, threats or declaration of war.

It is the US experience in elaboration and realization of national security and foreign policy strategies which
appears the most demonstrative one in the given context.

The problems of correlation of “soft” and “hard” influence methods in security policy were especially critical
during George Bush Junior presidency in the context of “the axis of evil” suppression, which mainly contained
the Middle East states (Palestine, Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, Egypt, states of Arabia, Irag, Iran). Within the
framework of the project the priority direction appeared neutralization of despotic and aggressive regimes
threatening peace and security of the USA and the whole world. In the Introduction of the US National Security
Strategy 2006 the very first line indicates that America is at war: “This is a wartime national security strategy
required by the grave challenge we face — the rise of terrorism fueled by an aggressive ideology of hatred and
murder, fully revealed to the American peopleon September 11, 2001. This strategy reflects our most solemn
obligation: to protect the security of the American people” [1, p. iii]. The Strategy goes on with stressing
America’s unprecedented opportunities to lay the foundations for future peace through the ideals that have
inspired its history — freedom, democracy, and human dignity and are increasingly inspiring individuals and
nations throughout the world. And because free nations tend toward peace, the advance of liberty will make
America more secure. It is concluded that to realize these opportunities, the way of leadership and confidence is
to be chosen while giving up three evils: isolationism, protectionism and passive defence.

US President mentions the two founding pillars of the National Security Strategy. According to him, the first
pillar is promoting freedom, justice, and human dignity — working to end tyranny, to promote effective
democracies, and to extend prosperity through free and fair trade and wise development policies. Free
governments are accountable to their people, govern their territory effectively, and pursue economic and political
policies that benefit their citizens. Free governments do not oppress their people or attack other free nations.
Peace and international stability are most reliably built on a foundation of freedom [1, p. iii].

The second pillar of American strategy is confronting the challenges of the time by leading a growing
community of _democracies. Many of the problems we face — from the threat of pandemic disease, to
proliferation‘of weapons of mass destruction, to terrorism, to human trafficking, to natural disasters — reach
across borders. Effective multinational efforts are essential to solve these problems. “Yet history has shown that
only when we do our part will others do theirs. America must continue to lead”, the Strategy says [1, p. iii].

The document clearly determines the tasks of the US foreign policy. According to it, the USA must:
champion aspirations for human dignity; strengthen alliances to defeat global terrorism and work to prevent
attacks against it and its friends; work with others to defuse regional conflicts; prevent its enemies from
threatening it, its allies, and itsfriends with weapons of mass destruction (WMD); ignite a new era of global
economic growth through free markets and free trade; expand the circle of development by opening societies and
building the infrastructure of democracy; develop agendas for cooperative action with other main centers of
global power; transform America’s national security institutions to meet the challenges and opportunities of the
21st century; and engage the opportunities and confront the challenges of globalization. Thus, the National
Security Strategy singles out priorities of state policy in terms of politics and its instruments which are used to
oppose principal threats for the US national security. American foreign policy which was traditionally based on
combination of national security strategies and global democratization, appeared to be unable to favour
realization of American ambitions during George Bush Junior’s presidency who in January 2006 officially
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declared the concept of “transformation diplomacy” but failed to transform authoritarian regimes into stable
democracies.

Realization of new “smart power” concept was embodied in the US National Security Strategy which was
released in May 2010 and where principles of securing American geopolitical interests in the modern world are
determined. The essence of new American consensus strategy (drafters are J. Nye and R. Armitage) lies in a
combination of “hard” (military) and “soft” (cultural) power transformed into a common effective strategy of the
US activities at the international stage aimed at returning American status of the intellectual leader and support
of the US image and reputation basing on the idea of “global welfare” [2].

Nevertheless the document is notable for its declarative characteristics, while failing to expose a humber of
real policy aspects; at the same time the 2010 National Security Strategy together with other doctrinal documents
(“4-year Military Policy Review”, “Nuclear Policy Review”, “Review of Approaches towards Anti-Missile
Defence”, “Strategy in Cyber Security Sphere” etc.) presents a rather comprehensive idea about political
priorities of American leadership. Traditionally, American approach towards national security problem was
limited by international aspects, as problems of domestic policy and economic development were not considered
to refer to the US national security sphere; however B. Obama Administration_diverged. from such strict
differentiation and extended the meaning of national security [3].

B. Obama is supporting the idea of the USA historical mission — to guarantee global security, but in contrast
to the White House predecessors Obama’s National Security Strategy recognizes the great significance of
partnership and pays much attention to the civil dimension to counterbalance the military-one, emphasizes the
importance of dialogue and strengthening international institutions.

Thus, in the 52-page document, as analysts consider, the attempt is'done to reconcile idealism of Obama’s
company and reality of his confrontation with uneasy and insecure world. America is described as “war-hardened”
and “disciplined by devastating economic crisis”; the conclusion is made that the USA is unable to carry the burden
of long-term wars in Iraq and Afghanistan having at the same time other duties. Critics of Obama reproached
President with his desire to apologize for America’s failures and to express complete readiness for giving up the
role of the only superpower. “However for Obama’s team it is a document which describes the world as it is and
marks the end of illusions era when Washington preferred using “hard” power to reach results” [4].

National Security Strategy contains a number of important innovations of tactical and strategic nature: in
particular, for the first time the Strategy brings forward the idea of integrating main instruments of American
might — diplomacy, armed force, economic instruments, intelligence, means to secure internal security [5].
Moreover, while analyzing the document it is possible to single out four strategic aspects: economic prosperity;
promotion of “universal values”; strengthening of world order on condition of American leadership in solving
significant international problems. The Strategy was of a.comprehensive nature and appeared the attempt to
integrate internal and international aspects of national security considering that the sharpest systemic crisis
causes “overload” of American forces while trying to consolidate the unipolar world, as none of the states is able
to fully secure international responsibility.

In the document, the problem of internal security concerns revival of American economy (for the first time, the
task of doubling American export by 2014 and some part of capitals in GNP, is included into national security sphere),
its capability for innovations as a basic foundation of American power and competitiveness, solving the problem of
state budget deficit [6]. Problems ‘of education development, health protection, science and technology are especially
stressed. Thus, the point is the rise of US intellectual potential due to “full education of the whole American
population” and numerical increase of people with higher education by 2020. Considering intellectual integral part of
“soft power” National Security Strategy regarded scientific and technological achievements as an instrument for
securing priorities of US security; at the same time the Strategy was aimed at protection of American troops against
asymmetrical information attacks; fulfilment of treaties on control over the newest weapons and their non-
proliferation; prevention of terroristic attacks the US territory; prevention and cessation of epidemic spread; protection
of information infrastructure, means of transport and communication.

The document emphasized the leading role of military factor (“hard” power) in security strategy, as the US
intends to maintain its military leadership and capabilities to confront threats of any potential enemy. So, the
point of “hard” power to be used by Washington is not fully omitted in the Strategy, that is the right of
Washington to resort to one-sided military actions: “When all other methods are used force will sometimes be
necessary to confront threats. Before fighting a war we will thoroughly weigh the pros and cons, value and risks
of actions and inactivity ... We will strive for a wide international support, in particular of such institutions as
NATO and UN Security Council. The USA keeps its right for unilateral actions if it is necessary to protect our
state and our interests, but we will seek to adhere to norms regulating the use of force” [7].

The document gives a vision of B. Obama’s administration as to US role in the polycentric system of
international relations where the priority of collective actions of world community within the framework of
International law is proclaimed, the necessity of strengthening international institutions is stressed, recognition
of rights and duties of all states concerning progressive development of mankind is declared, necessity of
interaction with American allies — NATO member states, Great Britain, France, Germany and Japan, Southern
Korea, Australia etc. — is emphasized. In Obama’s Strategy special attention is paid to numerical increase of the
new “centres of influence”, with whom the US is to act reciprocally. Among them China, India, Russia and
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regional “centres of influence” — Brazil, Indonesia, South Africa, Saudi Arabia, Nigeria and Kenya — are
mentioned.

The Strategy marks the “diffusion of economic force in the world”, which means solving global financial and
economic problems with assistance of G8 (seven Western states plus Russia) and G20 where almost all new
“centres of influence” in the unipolar world towards the strategy of securing US leadership are included. It
means that the US is moving from the strategy of “the only superpower” in the unipolar world towards the
strategy of securing US leadership in the polycentric system of international relations [8]. The mentioned
document may cause critical comments concerning the change of recent US foreign political course, its readiness
to give up the role of the only superpower, but for Obama’s team this is the document symbolizing US
withdrawal from the doctrine of “deterrence” to “smart power” doctrine [9; 10; 11].

Meanwhile the new Strategy pays attention to those national security aspects which were beyond essential
importance in previous Strategies.

In 2010 National Security Strategy, the problem of cyber nets protection is mentioned together with the US
protection from biological attacks, while the penetration of cyber nets into the everyday life of American society
is defined as “dependence” on them, as “the cosmic space and cyber space are capable to exert their influence on
the everyday life and military operations”. Besides, cyber attacks are referred to as one of the key problems of
the US internal security: “Cybersecurity threats represent one of the most serious national security, public safety,
and economic challenges we face as a nation ... The threats we face range from individual criminal hackers to
organized criminal groups, from terrorist networks to advanced nation states. Defending against these threats to
our security, prosperity, and personal privacy requires networks that are secure, trustworthy, and resilient. Our
digital infrastructure, therefore, is a strategic national asset, and protecting it — while safeguarding privacy and
civil liberties — is a national security priority. We will deter, prevent, detect, defend against, and quickly recover
from cyber intrusions and attacks...” To explain the position of Obama Administration, the certain part titled
“Secure Cyberspace” is given where it is indicated that threats in cyberspace are one of the most serious threats
to national, social and”. economic security the US is facing: “The very technologies that empower us to lead and
create also empower those who would disrupt and destroy. They enable our military superiority, but our
unclassified government networks are constantly probed by intruders. Our daily lives and public safety depend
on power and electric grids, but potential adversaries could use cyber vulnerabilities to disrupt them on a
massive scale. The Internet and e-commerce are keys to our economic competitiveness, but cyber criminals have
cost companies and consumers hundreds of millions of dollars and valuable intellectual property”. Thus this high
level of technologies gives certain advantages to US armed forces, but it does not secure official governmental
networks against constant non-sanctioned penetration.

According to the analysis, the problem of democracy and human rights protection is traditionally presented in
National Security Strategy: firstly, the problem of human rights protection in the USA is constantly stressed;
secondly, for the first time the importance of economic and social rights and liberties, poverty annihilation are
indicated; thirdly, it is asserted that the USA will not impose its model of democracy, but will base itself upon
proper examples and discuss human rights even with “non-democratic regimes”. Thus, for Obama Administration,
the strategy of “smart power” is a priority, which embraces diplomacy, national values, scientific and technological
innovations and security, which prove the US strive to support international order able to solve global problems.

In February 2015, the latest National Security Strategy was issued in the USA [12]. In the President’s report,
the approaches of Administration are formulated towards political, defence, economic and other aspects securing
US wellbeing and security, adapted to current and potential threats and challenges. According to existing
practice, the points of the latest Strategy will favour corresponding changes in the Washington international
political course aimed-at the most effective promotion of American interests abroad at regional and global levels.
A comprehensive program of interaction with the rest of the world in its current position, has been suggested. In
the document, a desire to change the world order with force methods yields to realizing Russia’s global role and
entering the world stage of such states as China and India. US foreign policy is expected to be adapted to new
evolutionary threats including cyber wars, epidemic diseases, ethnic conflicts etc.

Mighty and efficient armed forces are still regarded as the main guarantee to preserve the US influence in the
world despite the point concerning complex approach to providing security of the state which means constant
composition of political-diplomatic, military, ideological and other instruments to exert influence on the situation.

In the introductory part of the document, it is affirmed that among the American political elite there is a
consensus concerning the US world leadership. The strategy sets out the principles and priorities that describe
how America will lead the world toward greater peace and a new prosperity. The aims of leadership or national
interests are indicated here — “security of the USA, its citizens and American supporters and allies; a strong,
innovative, and growing U.S. economy in an open international economic system that promotes opportunity and
prosperity; respect towards universal values at home and around the world; advancing an international order that
promotes peace, security, and opportunity through stronger cooperation to meet global challenges”.

The drafters of the document consider that “the United States will ensure its leadership being an example for
other states”. That is “strength of American institutes of power, our adherence to Law are vivid examples for all
democratic governments. If we are firm with our values at home we will be effective while promoting them
abroad. Following international norms and standards enables us to expect similar actions by other states”.
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The USA intends to deter Russian aggression, carefully watch its strategic abilities and help allies and partners
oppose pressure exerted by Russia in the long-term period if it is needed. In 2015 US Budget, expenditures for
opposing “Russian pressure” were considered. In his budget address B. Obama declared that Russian aggressive
actions caused officials to include into budget propositions on political, economic and military support of NATO
allies and European partners. B. Obama mentioned that the USA will help governments of those states which
appeared main “pressure targets” on the part of Russia. At the same time America will have the door open to further
cooperate with Russia in common interests if the RF chooses another way — the way of peaceful cooperation
respecting sovereignty and democratic development of the neighbouring states.

“Russian aggression in Ukraine made it clear that European security and international rules and norms aimed
against territorial aggression, are not reliable. In response we won the international support of Ukrainian people
who had made a choice of their future and are developing democracy and economy”, theNational Security
Strategy says.

Meanwhile in 2016 a well-known analytical centre ‘Council on Foreign Relations’ (CFR) underestimated the
priority of the Ukrainian conflict for the US foreign policy in its report on “Research on preventive priorities-
2016 [13]. The CFR experts included the Ukrainian conflict into the second-important group of alarming
situations in the world, whose prevention might have been a priority for American diplomats. For all this, CFR
experts determined the following priorities of the US foreign policy: the civil war in Syria, armed attack against
the USA or its ally with mass victims; the conflict with Southern Korea or within it because of Korean nuclear or
ballistic weapon test; the EU political instability; Libya defragmentation; conflict between Israel and Palestinian
territories; political violence in Turkey; instability in Egypt; violence .and instability in Afghanistan; further
defragmentation in Irag.

The US leadership undertook to support international stability, collective efforts of the world community in
the struggle against terrorism, al-Qaeda, IGIL in the first place, to prevent terrorists’ access to nuclear materials,
in the struggle against proliferation of mass destruction weapons, consolidate world community efforts aimed at
the reduction of negative results of climatic changes and prevention of dangerous diseases. While solving these
problems, the main role is to be played by armed forces as they are to remain ready to oppose any threats
including spheres of anti-missile defence, cybesecurity, struggle against terrorism, deterrence of aggression and
liquidation of natural calamities consequences. The USA’ will retain its military presence abroad to protect
American citizens and their interests, give humanitarian aid and increase potential of foreign partners necessary
while conducting mutual operations.

However the use of force is not the only effective' method to confront challenges or the only means to involve
the USA into world affairs. On the contrary, the priority instruments in the given sphere are diplomacy and
selective use of economic sanctions which remains an effective method to exert influence on irresponsible
subjects of international relations and also to do away with criminal and terroristic networks.

The US leadership is based on reliable partners. “We will continuously expand the scope of cooperation to
encompass other state partners, non-state and private actors, and international institutions — particularly the
United Nations, international financial institutions, and key regional organizations. These partnerships can
deliver essential capacity to share the burdens of maintaining global security and prosperity and to uphold the
norms that govern responsible international behavior”.

The US will lead with a long-term perspective. In the same way as the United States favoured the correct
development of international processes last century, at present it is obliged to influence on their progress and
character, while improving forms and methods of influence to keep its leadership. According to the Strategy,
Washington is responsible for energy security of our allies in Europe and in other world regions. “The challenges
faced by Ukrainian and European dependence on Russian energy supplies puts a spotlight on the need for an
expanded view of energy security that recognizes the collective needs of the United States, our allies, and trading
partners as well as the importance of competitive energy markets”.

Washington takes one more obligation — “We will ... continue to look for ways to support the success and
ease the difficulties of democratic transitions through responsible assistance, investment and trade, and by
supporting political, economic, and security reforms. We will continue to push for reforms in authoritarian
countries not currently undergoing wholesale transitions. Good governance is also predicated on strengthening
the state-society relationship. When citizens have a voice in the decisionmaking that affects them, governments
make better decisions and citizens are better able to participate, innovate, and contribute”. In this connection the
United States will go on searching for rational decisions in all directions of its foreign political course using
necessary diplomatic and other instruments.

As the birthplace of the Internet, the United States has a special responsibility to lead a networked world, to
ensure security of the cosmic space (“we must join together to deal with threats posed by those who may wish to
deny the peaceful use of outer space”) and also are space and seas.

Ukrainian analysts mention that the particular feature of all US National Security Strategies is their global
nature considering the fact that after the World War 11 the United States gained the position of a world leader and
one of force centers at the world stage [14]. New Strategy of B. Obama is of a comprehensive nature and
presents an attempt to consolidate internal and international aspects of national security considering that the most
acute systemic crisis demonstrated the overwork of the US activities in its attempt to consolidate the unipolar
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world, as no country in the world is able to secure full international responsibility. In political struggle for
leadership, among the world community “soft power” strategies have become extremely important. These
strategies are regarded as state documents of historical and political significance because as long as they are used
they have experienced constructive changes (from “hard power” strategy to “soft” and “smart power” strategies)
caused by new challenges and threats to international peace and stability.

As American experts consider, “smart power” concept which is the basis of B. Obama Administration, will
favour progress in US foreign political course aimed at global leadership in particular, while combining
diplomatic, economic and military potential. To our mind, “smart power” ideology serves the main imperative of
the United States at the international scene: protection of national interests in essentially new context of external
political influence.
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PEI'’MOHAJIBHAA JUCHPONIOPIUSA OPEAEPAJ/IBHBIX 3EMEJIb ®PI'
B KOHTEKCTE MUTPAITMOHHOM CUTYAIIUU HAYAJIA XXI B.

T.I'. Xpumxesuu (I1ckoB, Poccust)

B cents6pe 2017 r. 8 ®PI" nponutn odepenssie ¢enepanbHbie BEIOOpEL. HecTanmapTHBIN XapakTep Tpaau-
[IIOHHOMY MEPOIPHATHUIO MPUIAIN 3aTSHYBIIMECS MIEPEroBOpbI M0 GopMHUpoBaHUIO Npassiei koanuiuu. [Ipe-
0J10JI€Th MOJUTHUECKUH KPU3UC U Yrpo3y HOBBIX BHIOOPOB YAaJIOCh TOJILKO CIYCTs 4eThIpe Mecsua 7 ¢eBpais
2018 r., korna 6b1 omy0srKoBaH KoanuiuoHHbIH goroeop XJIC/XCC u CHAIIT. CroKUBIIUAACS CO 3HAYUTEI b-
HBIMH TPYIXHOCTSMH COI03 OYEePETHOH OOJIBIION KOAIUIIMK CTAJI OTPAXKEHHUEM BCEX CAMBIX OCTPBIX HEpPEUICHHBIX
npobusiem ['epmanun. B ompenenéHHoN cTeneHn CHophl ABYyX NapTHEPOB Bpalalich BOKPYT MUT'PAIIMOHHOHN CH-
Tyalnuy npeasiaymmx net. B pesymbrate VIII pazgen moroBopa «YmpapieHne UMMHTpammein» («Zuwanderung
steuern — Integration fordern und unterstiitzen») ObLT MOTHOCTHIO MOCBAIICH MOACPKKE HMMUTPAILIAHN, YTO CTa-
JI0 cIenCcTBUEM Kpu3nca OexeHIes, nopasusmero Espomny B 2014-2016 rr.

JloroBop mocTaBmiI Iepe]l HOBBIM MIPAaBUTENBCTBOM IIMPOKHNA CHEKTp 3a1ad. Hampumep, pacuimpenne ryMaHu-
TapHOTO yJacTus B (prHaHCHpOoBaHNHM U AesTensHOCTH YBKDB 1 MupoBoii mpogoBOIECTBEHHON MPOTPaMMEI, pac-
IIMpeHNe 003aTeNBCTB M0 MOLACPKAaHNI0 MUpa (BKIIFOYAsT YKPEIUICHNE MEKIYHAPOIHBIX ITOJIUIIEHCKIX MHUCCHH);
TOPTOBYIO M CEITHCKOXO3SIMCTBEHHYIO TIONUTHKY U TIp. A TakKe BHYTPUIIOIUTHYECKHE, TPEUMYILECTBEHHO CBSA3aH-
HBIE C CHTyaIlliell Ha PBIHKE TPyZa CTPaHBI: pa3paboTKa 3aKOHOJATENBCTBA, PETYIUPYIOIIEr0 MUTPAIIIIO U MHTE-
rparuio €€ B PIHOK TPy/Ja U OPHEHTHPOBAHHOTO HA MOTPEOHOCTH SKOHOMUKH: «Pemaromumu Gpakropamu, KOTO-
pBIe CllelyeT yYUThIBAaTh IIpH Nepeesie B ['epManuto, SBISIOTCS MOTPEOHOCTH HAIlleH SKOHOMUKH, KBATHM(UKALIH,
BO3PACTA, SI3bIKA M JJOKa3aTeIbCTBA KOHKPETHOM padOThI M 0OecTieueH sl CPE/ICTB K CYIeCTBOBaHUIO». [IpaBuTens-
CTBEHHAas! KoAIHIHs 0003HaumIa pa3mep KBOT Ha rmpuem ot 180 000 mo 220 000 yenosek exeroaHo [7, s. 102-108].
Takum 00pa3oM, MUTpalMOHHAs CUTyalusl TECHEHIIMM 00pa3oM CBsi3aHa C COLMAILHO-?)KOHOMHUUYECKUM TIOJIOXKe-
HHEM, KOTOpoe MeeT B ['epMaHuM SIpKO BBIPa’KEHHBIN PETHOHATIBHBIA OTTEHOK.
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