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OBAMA DOCTRINE: DID THE REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE EXIST?

The article is devoted to the study of the foreign policy views of representa-
tives of the Republican Party in the period 2008—-2016. There were three major
tendencies in the Republican Party: anti-interventionist, internationalist and
nationalist. All three groups were conservative, but they did not agree with
the consequences of the American «Grand strategy» under President Barack
Obama. The aim of the article is to study the Republican tactic under Obama
and to reveal the features of the intellectual contribution of each of the three
main groups as an opposition of the party to a democratic president.
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Basement of the Study. Over the last half century Democrats and Republi-
cans have differed not only on economic, but also on cultural and social issues,
such as crime, abortion and civil rights. The liberals gradually withdrew from
the Republican Party to the Democratic Party, while the conservatives did the
opposite. Both the electoral base and, to a large extent, representatives of the
congress from two major parties are polarized along ideological lines now. It
means that leaders of the Democratic Party resort to liberal political proposals,
while leaders of the Republican Party tend to conservative. Within the Repub-
lican Party, conservatives of different types play dominant role among party
activists, elected officials, donors, which support foundations, loyal media and,
above all, voters of the Republican Party. About two-thirds of Republicans call
themselves conservative in the United States. There were three major factions
or schools of thought in the Republican Party each of them has approximately
equal importance: anti-interventionists, internationalists and nationalists. All
three groups were conservative, but they didn’t agree with the consequences of
the American «Grand strategy» under President Barack Obama.

Analysis of Recent Researches. A lot of scientific works have appeared in
the last decade, devoted to the research of reasons for the failure of Barack
Obama’s presidency which began with such great hopes. Among them the
monographs of Ole Holsti, Henry Nau, and Colin Dueck need to be high-
lighted. For better understanding of this specific context the monographs and
articles of the most important political scientists were studied: from Henry
Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski to Janusz Bugajski, George Friedman,
Robert Gilpin,
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Richard Haas, Samuel Huntington, John Ikenberry, Robert Kagan, and Jo-
seph S. Nye, Jr. At the heart of Barack Obama’s foreign policy strategy were
scientific achievements more of political idealists than realists, notably works
of Joseph S. Nye, Jr. Obama did not believe that conflict was the essence of
world politics; he believed that genuine and comprehensive international co-
operation would be possible if the opponents could learn to listen and adapt to
each other. According to Nye, «soft power» is the ability to get what you want
through attraction rather than coercion and payment. An important principle
of this method is that an object should not feel explicit pressure, since the im-
pact should be indirect, so that it gives the impression that the object came to
such conclusions on its own. The international actor is strong when it is able
to influence others more than others can influence it. Building on the ideas
outlined by Nye in his works, the Obama administration has been trying to
offer its own, qualitatively new approach, called smart power. No less inter-
est present scientific articles by Nicol Rae, Justin Logan, Bernardo Alvarez
Herrera, Gian Carlo Delgado Ramos, and Silvina Maria Romano. In addition,
the given article is based on officials’ memoirs such as William Brown, Jean
Kirkpatrick, Robert Gates, as well as different types of materials from the
American media (reports of journalists, reviews, sociological polls etc).

But the issue of the Republican alternatives is covered only tangibly, so it
seems to be an important aim to study the tactic of the Republicans during
Obama’s time and to identify the peculiarities of the intellectual contribution
of each of the three main groups — anti-interventionists, internationalists
and nationalists — as a party’s opposition to the Democratic president.

The Republicans participated in a sound internal debate on some of the al-
ternate foreign policy approaches, which is expected from the party that does
not have power. But the alternatives of the Republican Party’s foreign policy
were not limited to simple neo-conservatism, on the one hand, and isolation-
ism on the other. Also, most of Tea Party supporters were not isolationists.
The truth was actually more complicated. Republicans under Obama were di-
vided on foreign policy issues. The most devoted anti-interventionists of the
Republican Party had an impact on the Obama era, but they were a minority
in their own party. Most of the conservatives and Republicans, as Alex Alt-
man wrote, actually did not support any comprehensive separation or deep
reduction of US military force abroad [1]. In fact, two of the three leading
factions of the Republican Party — conservative nationalists and conserva-
tive internationalists — agreed on aggressive counterterrorism, reasonable
military spending, a solid line against such adversaries like Iran, support for
major alliances of the United States and more solid foreign policy approach
than President Obama had. The Republican conservatives remained the most
captious to national security issues from all American political groups.

According Nicol Rae, conservative anti-interventionists preferred a strate-
gy of deep retrenchment, including strict prevention of foreign wars, reduced
defence spending, reduced foreign assistance and reduced military presence
of America, the bases and commitments of the alliance abroad. Conservative
internationalists adhered to the opposite point of view, supporting the US
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foreign policy activity and global leadership in both military and non-military
aspects. Conservative nationalists were sceptical of foreign aid, state build-
ing, and multilateral humanitarian intervention, especially when President
Obama was concerned, but continued to maintain strong national defence and
a firm position about US adversaries abroad [2, p. 174-176].

Conservative anti-interventionists, like Senator Rand Paul, tended to avoid
foreign wars, reduce military spending, reduce US commitments in the alli-
ance and reduce spending for a «Grand strategy» to a minimum. It was an
overwhelming opinion in the Obama era, which coinciding with a massive loss
of interest in getting involved in foreign affairs. In selected issues, such as
American airstrikes in Syria, anti-interventionists were in the majority. They
had a growing network of analytical centres, journals, and elected officials to
present their views in which adherents, of the doctrine of freewill, played a
special and important role. Senator Paul, a serious contender for a Republi-
can candidature in 2016, considered that under President Obama the United
States did not reduce military interventions sufficiently far abroad, defence
spending, strategic commitments, drone attacks, « War on Terror», or inter-
nal spending in general. Therefore, anti-interventionists of the Republican
Party advocated a new big strategy of deep retrenchment [3].

In the days of George W. Bush, conservative Republicans, as a rule, were
convinced supporters of US military operations abroad. Anti-interventionists
of the Republican Party gathered momentum under Obama, and this was im-
portant itself. Inauguration of Barack Obama as a president demanded from
the conservatives of the Republican Party to become against the military ac-
tions of the United States as a whole. New interventions in Libya (2011) and
in Syria (2013) have been considered now by many conservatives as poorly
managed, overly expensive and unconstitutional. Even the American war in
Afghanistan, which was strongly supported by the majority of Republicans,
lost support in 2009-2010, as conservatives from the people and their repre-
sentatives in Congress considered Hamid Karzai’s Afghan government to be
wasteful, corrupt, and ungrateful for US support [1].

Justin Logan, the director of foreign policy studies at the Kato, added in
2012 that «the time had come to declare the alliance a relic of the past and
send NATO to rest» [4, p. 293].

Conservative internationalists are at the other end of the foreign policy
spectrum. Obama’s years as president have led to the fact that an increasing
number of conservatives of the Republican Party doubted in the internation-
alist policy of any kind [5, p. 51]. Among them there were Henry Kissinger,
John McCain, Lindsay Graham, Jeane Kirkpatrick, Mitt Romney, Jeb Bush,
Chris Christie, Bobby Jindal, Marco Rubio, Phil Ryan, and Rick Santorum.

Even famous figures as Charles Krauthammer and Robert Kagan support
military methods along with diplomatic and economic implements of US for-
eign policy. They stand for US leadership at the international level, support
the leading strategic US presence abroad and accept modern and historic in-
stitutes of American national security policy. Conservative internationalists
believe that the interests of the United States overseas should be large and
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expect multiple threats to these interests from numerous autocratic states,
as well as from violent non-state subjects. They consider Russia and China
to be rivals; support the policy of struggle with jihadists; are sceptical about
diplomacy in Iran and North Korea [6].

According Henry Nau, conservative internationalists of the Republican
Party differ from liberal internationalists with important features, for exam-
ple, the allocation of cooperation between sovereign democracies rather than
institutions of global governance. The format of internationalism, approved
by the American conservatives, is differed a lot from the version approved by
modern liberals. Conservative internationalists are inclined to pay more at-
tention to defence spending, military support for foreign allies and credible
counterterrorism, while liberal internationalists tend to emphasize the desir-
ability of guns’ control agreements, diplomacy with rogue states, UN support
and multilateral actions on climate change [7, p. 51-52].

Conservative internationalists are not monolithic: it’s a group that in-
cludes Henry Kissinger and John McCain. They are often divided by consider-
able range of philosophical inclinations and political positions, including the
possibility of diplomacy with American opponents, the relative importance of
promoting democracy and human rights as foreign policy priorities, the use
of force abroad, the desirability of multilateral agreement on specific issues
and the need for military foresight against deterrence [8].

Neo-conservatives can be defined as a subspecies of conservative interna-
tionalists who contribute to power idealism in external affairs. First-genera-
tion non-conservatives, such as Jeane Kirkpatrick, warned that promotion of
human rights issues with American partners could destabilize allied govern-
ments and ensure the growth of even worse regimes [9, p. 35—45].

Some current authors, usually described as neo-conservatives, such as col-
umnist Charles Krauthammer, have been sceptical of the fact that the Arab
Spring revolutions would lead to creation of democratic governments, friend-
ly US, while others, like Robert Kagan, were much more optimistic. During
Bush’s second term neoconservatives have lost their arguments on foreign
policy.

When it comes to foreign policy of the Republican Party, conservative in-
ternationalists have the majority of political, intellectual and organizational
forces. Each presidential candidate from the Republican Party after the end of
the Cold War has been in favour of some form of conservative international-
ism. It was in 2012 when the party supported the candidacy of Mitt Romney
the governor of Massachusetts. The majority of presidential candidates for the
Republican Party in 2016 also retreated from a conservative internationalist
approach. For example, it was Florida Governor Jeb Bush, Governor of New
Jersey Chris Christie, Louisiana Governor Bobby Jindal, Senator Marco Rubio,
Representative Phil Ryan, and former Senator Rick Santorum. Most former
officials of the executive power in the Republican Party are inclined to some
version of conservative internationalism, as well as most of the leadership
of the congress. Republican Senate representatives are still a stronghold for
conservative internationalists such as John McCain and Lindsay Graham [10].
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Conservative internationalists are influencing and maintaining a signifi-
cant network of journals, funds, analytical centres and multimedia. A number
of important interest groups on political and centre-right issues share the
positions with internationalists. For example, in the years of Bush, there
was an impulse to solve problems of external assistance and human rights in
Africa and beyond. In addition, a large number of Republicans in all regions
of the country understand that America’s current economic prosperity is in-
creasingly linked to external conditions, and this prevent any strict isolation
from world affairs. In general, internationalist sentiment is still substan-
tially stronger among American conservatives and Republicans than often
perceived. This is especially right on issues related to the use of force abroad.

Assistance to foreign countries has not been widely popular among the
population, partly because the level of assistance was considered to be over-
estimated, but most Republicans actually supported the highest level of US
assistance to Africa and Israel. Indeed, a large majority of Republicans tend
to be very warm towards Israel, considering it as the key ally of the United
States and supporting its defence in the case of attack. On the main issue of
whether the United States should dismantle its traditional multilateral com-
mitments abroad, most of the Republican voters said «no». Indeed, voters of
the Republican Party maintained preservation of these commitments more
than Democrats. Most Republicans supported the use of US troops to protect
US traditional allies, such as South Korea, Israel, and Taiwan, if they were
subjected to attacks. As for South Korea, for example, more than two-thirds
of Republicans said they would defend United States military assistance to
South Korea in the case of attack. Most Republicans also advocated a broad
extension of US strategic presence in Europe, East Asia and the Middle East
[11, p. 176].

The third foreign political group within the Republican Party is conser-
vative nationalists, the group that can go in various directions on issues
of the American big strategy, depending on the circumstances. Conservative
nationalists, for ex., Tea Party, have special support from the South, the in-
terior inhabitants of the West, white voters of the working class. During the
Obama period conservative nationalists like Michele Bachmann, Rick Perry,
Ted Cruz, formed the main tendencies that were spread in the USA House of
Representatives and at the top of the Republican Party. They supported the
mighty American military, did not object to the use of force against security
threats. As Bernardo Alvarez Herrera underlined, conservative nationalists
considered multiple aspects of a liberal internationalist tradition, including
foreign economic assistance, as naive, wasteful, threatening for US sovereign-
ty [12]. They regarded President Obama as weak and indecisive on national
security issues.

During 2009-2010 Sarah Palin and Tea Party supported the US military
effort in Afghanistan, providing significant bipartisan support to Obama’s
troops in that country. In 2011 they felt immediately to the ungrateful ally of
the United States, Afghanistan. It has made even wider controversy about US
economic support for such allies. In general, the good intentions of US inter-
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ventions in the Muslim world were sour. Nationalists suspected that American
military intervention was helping Islamist radicalism rather than fighting
it — and they announced this suspicion in the new debate over Libya and
Syria. Fearing that Obama would intervene in Libya in 2011, most national-
ists of the Republican Party opposed it. The same situation was repeated in
August and September 2013 in relation to Syria [13, p. 557].

Republican nationalists, like Senator Ted Cruz, openly disdained the style
of Obama’s leadership. Indeed, the biggest trick for the Jacksonists was the
opposition to President Obama, through the conviction that his domestic po-
litical agenda is a serious threat to American traditions of a limited govern-
ment. The intensity of this belief has had side effects in foreign policy and US
national security. Such presidential candidates in 2002 as Michele Bachmann
and Rick Perry supported conservative nationalism in external affairs just
like Ted Cruz, presidential candidate in 2016, and former governor of Alaska
Sarah Palin. Left-wing elites disregard them as «very conservative» [12].
However, this is their force in the Republican Party.

Particular attention deserves the connection of Tea Party with conserva-
tive nationalism. External observers often assume that the Tea Party should
be an isolationist or anti-interventionist in foreign affairs. Most, however, do
not do this. According to a series of public opinion polls, the set of foreign
policy views expressed by supporters of the Tea Party from 2009 to 2010
was a hawk American nationalism, sceptical about new interventions in Syria
and Libya, but undoubtedly supporting reliable counterterrorism campaigns,
strong national defence and firm position against numerous opponents of the
United States abroad. Most of the confusion on this topic is explained by the
fact that for supporters of Tea Party foreign policy is not their main task. The
Tea Party movement has evolved as a reaction to President Obama’s domestic
policy in 2009; the main problems were limited government, excessive federal
spending and constitutional conservatism. This, apparently, had some inci-
dental impact on US foreign policy. However, the main emphasis on internal
problems is not the same as the clear adherence to isolationism. In fact, the
majority of Tea party supporters are not isolationists at all. They just focus
on internal issues and pay particular attention to preserving US national
sovereignty [12]. The most dramatic symbol of the Tea Party (the historic
Gadsden flag with a coiled snake on a yellow background, which states: «Do
not tread on me») clearly expresses these different directions. The snake’s
statement can be considered as an advantage to non-intervention, if possible.
It can also be considered as a rejection of retreat and warning of a battle. This
very combination of instincts characterizes conservative American national-
ists to this day.

Conclusions. In the days of Obama, conservative anti-interventionists (for
ex., Senator Rand Paul) represented a significant political force within the
Republican Party. The Americans in the overwhelming majority were con-
cerned about internal and economic problems, not external affairs. The on-
going weak recovery after the 2008—-2009 recessions only strengthened this
tendency. The public was sceptical about new military interventions or na-
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tional projects abroad. This tiredness from foreign wars and international
spending has spread widely to the Republican Party. An important priority
was to reduce public spending of all types. International spending had fewer
defenders. A lot of conservatives complained that Obama’s appeal to the US
military current commitments and fight against terrorism is incompetent and
unconstitutional, and neglects the authority of Congress.

Conservative internationalists — from Henry Kissinger, John McCain,
Lindsay Graham, Jeane Kirkpatrick to Mitt Romney, Jeb Bush, Chris Chris-
tie, Bobby Jindal, Marco Rubio, Phil Ryan, and Rick Santorum, preferred
a strong presidential leadership when it was going about national security
policy. They were mostly optimistic about the latent capabilities of the United
States in relation to their opponents. They advocated a reasonable level of
defence spending, support for American military preferences and were con-
vinced that US military might establish a lasting international order. From
the point of view of the main strategic options for the United States, interna-
tionalists have opposed any deep reduction and preferred strategies of interac-
tion, containment, and sometimes regime change. They, as a rule, advocated
the support of traditional US allies abroad. Internationalists supported a suf-
ficient level of US foreign assistance as necessary for America’s influence and
role as a world power. They supported participating in international economic
institutions as a prerequisite for encouraging public economic order abroad.
Internationalists have been enthusiastic about free trade, which is beneficial
to the American economy. Equally important, they believed that the promo-
tion of trade leads to more free international system, more prosperous and
friendly to US strategic interests. They often preferred the promotion of de-
mocracy abroad for the same reasons. Internationalists often supported the
use of persistent diplomacy against American opponents abroad if it relied on
solid government. They advocated an electoral multilateral approach, which,
if possible, worked through international institutions without considering
such institutions as the veto power of the US national interests. Internation-
alists were not a dominant influence, but they were still a force that was quite
capable of fighting for the leadership of the Republican Party. Despite the
tendencies of recent years, conservative internationalists had more aggressive
views on a range of foreign policy issues that was rooted historically, politi-
cally, ideologically and institutionally.

Conservative nationalists (Michele Bachmann, Rick Perry, Ted Cruz, and
Sarah Palin) were concerned with military aspects of US foreign policy: de-
fence spending, latent actions, strategic alliances and preventive armed ac-
tions abroad, if needed. At the same time, they are extremely uncomfortable
with non-military aspects of US internationalism, including foreign assis-
tance, multilateral organization, state-building, humanitarian intervention
and diplomatic actions to other states. Historically, nationalists have opened
up various strategic options: from non-interference to regime change, but
did not have interest in classical liberal integration or placement strategies.
Nationalists were little interested in cosmopolitan projects of world order
and global governance. In fact, they valued the preservation of the national
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sovereignty of America. However, they believed in the necessity for US
military superiority over any opponent. In a word, they preferred the use
of foreign sticks, but not the carrots. This particular mixture of qualities
left them somewhat unclear, since they were neither internationalists nor
isolationists.

Consequently, all three factions of the Republican Party at one time put

forward interesting and theoretically effective alternatives to the Obama doc-
trine. But their inability to reconcile their thoughts and, even more, actions
actually provided Obama with two terms in the White House.
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JOKTPHUHA OBAMMU: YU ICHYBAJIA PECIIYBJIKAHCBKA
AJBTEPHATHUBA?

Pe3srome

CraTTa mpuUCBSAYEHA MOCIIIMKEHHIO 30BHIITHLOMOJITUUYHUX IOTJIALIB IIPEJCTaBHUKIB
Pecny6ikancskoi naprii y nmepiog 2008—-2016 pp. ¥ pecny6iikancbKiit maprii 6ysiu Tpu
OCHOBHI IITKOJIM YMKU: aHTUIHTEpPBeHIIiOHicTH, iHTepHanioHamicT # Hamionanictu. Bei
TpU IpPynu OyJaIu KOHCEPBATUBHI, aje BOHU He OyJIu 3TOAHI 3 HACHiAKaMU aMepUKAaHChKOL
«BeJIMKOI cTpaTrerii» mpu npesuneHTti Bapaxky O6ami. MeToro cTaTTi € HOCHiIKeHHA TaK-
TUKU pecryOJriKaHIiB 3a uaciB mpasBiinHa O6amMu ¥ BUABJIEHHS 0COOJIMBOCTEH iHTEJEK-
TyaJbHOTO BHECKY KOXKXHOI 3 TPHOX OCHOBHUX I'DYI Yy CIIPOTHB IapTil AeMOKPaTUYHOMY
mpe3useHTy. 3a JyaciB O6aMu KOHCepPBATMBHI aHTHiHTEPBEHI[IOHICTH ABIAJN CO00I0 3HA-
YHY IOJITUYHY CUJIY y paMkax PecnyO6iikaHcbkol mapTii. AMepuKaHIll y IepeBasKHili
GisnpmrocTi O6ysim cTypOOBaHI BHYTPIMIHIMU ¥ €KOHOMIUHUME IIPoGJieMaMu, a He 30BHIII-
HiMu cupaBamu. KoncepBaTuBHI iHTepHAIiOHATICTH HE Majau TOMiHYIOUOTO BILIUBY, aje
BOHU SK 1 paHimie OyJau CHUJIOI0, I[IIKOM 3JaTHOIO OOPOTHUCS 3a KEepiBHUIITBO Pecrry0.ri-
KaHCBhKOIO mapriero. He3Baskaroum Ha TeHAEHIiI OCTaHHIX POKiB, KOHCEPBATWMBHI iHTEp-
HaIioHAJICTHM Majau OiJbII arpecuBHi MOTJISAAW 3 IIJIOTO PAAY 30BHINIHLOMOJITUUYHUX
OUTaHb, 1110 OyJI0O YKOPiHEHO iCTOPUYHO, MOJITUYHO, ie0JOTiYHO # iHCTUTYIIOHATBHO.
KoncepBaTuBHi HalioHasmicTu mepeiiMaincss BOEHHUMH aclleKTaM! 30BHIITHBOI ITOJIiTH-
ku CIITA: ButpaTu Ha 0GOPOHY, IPUXOBaHi Aii, cTpaTeriuHi asbaHCU 1 IpPEeBEHTHBHI
30poiiHi nii 3a pybeskeM, AKIIO Ie He0OXimqHO. ¥ TOM Ke uac IM yKpail He3pyUHi HEBOEHHI
acmexTu inTepHanionanismy CIIIA, y Tomy uucii imosemHa gomomora, 6araTobiuHa op-
raHisamis, gep:xaBHe OYyJiBHUIITBO, I'yMaHiTapHe BTPYUYAHHA U JUIJIOMATUYHI TOCTYIIKU
inmum gepsxkaBamM. KoHcepBaTuBHI HaIlioHANICTH MaJO IiKABUJIUCSA KOCMOIIOJITUYHUMU
IPOEKTaMM CBITOBOTO MOPAAKY ¥ ryo6asbHOTO KepyBaHHsA. HacmpaBai BOHU I[iHyBaJIu
30epesKeHHa HAIliOHAJILHOTO cyBepeHiTeTy Amepuku. IIpoTe BoHU Bipuiau y HeobOXif-
HicTb BoeHHOI nepeBaru CIIIA Hang OyAb-AKUM CYIIPOTUBHUKOM.

KarouoBi caoBa: moxrpura O6amu, 3oBHimrHaA nosaituka, CIIA, Pecmybsikancbka
naprid.
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JOKRTPUHA OBAMBI: CYIIIECTBOBAJIA JIN PECITYBJIMKAHCRKAS
AJBTEPHATHUBA?

Pesrome

CraTbsa MOCBAIEHA UCCJIELOBAHUIO BHEITHETIOIUTUYECKUX B3TJIANOB IIPEACTaBUTEIEH
Pecny6nukanckoit maptunu B mepuon 2008—2016 rr. B pecny6iImKaHCKON MapTUU OBLIN
TPU OCHOBHBIE IITKOJIBI MBICJIN: aHTUNHTEPBEHI[MOHNCTEI, NTHTEPHAIIMOHAJINCTHI 1 HAI[1O-
HaaucTol. Bee TPU I'PYIIIIBL 6LIJII/I KOHCEePBAaTUBHBIMU, HO OHU HE 6BIJII/I COIJIaCHBI MEX Y
co00# OTHOCUTEJHLHO IIOCHEANCTBUI aMEePUKAHCKOIN «0OJBIION CTpaTeruu» IPU IPE3U-
neare Bapake ObGame. Ilenpio cTaTbu SABIAETCA UCCIEIOBAaHWE TAKTUKU PECHYOJTUKAH-
1eB B roabl npaBienus O6aMbl U BHISIBJICHUE OCOOEHHOCTEH MHTEJNJIeKTYaJIbHOTO BKJIALA
Ra)KI[OfI 13 TPeX OCHOBHBIX I'DYIIII B COIIPOTHUBJIEHNE IIaPTUU OEMOKPATUYECKOI'O IIPEe3u-
meuta. [Ipu Obame KoHCepBATUBHBIE AaHTUUHTEPBEHIITMOHUCTHI IPEACTaBIANIN CO00I 3HA-
YUTEJBHYIO MOJUTUYECKYIO CUJIY B paMKax PecnmyOauKaHCKOI maptuu. AMepUKaHIBI B
a0COJIIOTHOM OOJIBIITMHCTBE OBLIN 03a00YE€HBI BHYTPEHHUMU U SKOHOMUYECKUMU IIPOOIe-
MaMH, a He BHEIIIHMMMU [JeJIaMH. ROHcepBaTI/IBHLIe HNHTEPHAIMOHAJINCTEI HE MMEJIN OO-
MUHUPYIOIETO BAUAHNUA, OLHAKO OHU, KAaK U PaHbIIe, ObLIN CUJIOH, IeJTUKOM CIIOCOOHOM
60POTHCA 3a PYKOBOACTBO Pecniy0nKaHCcKo maprueii. HeBsupas Ha TeHIEHIIUU TOCJIE]-
HUX JIeT, KOHCEePBATHUBHbIEC NMHTEPHAIITMOHAJIICTHI UMEJIN 60J1ee arpecCuBHBbIE€ B3TJIAIBI II0
IeJIOMY DAY BHEIIHEIOJUTUYECKUX BOIIPOCOB, UTO OOBACHAETCA MCTOPUUECKUMU, II0-
JIUTUYECKUMU, UACOJIOTUUYECKMMU U MHCTUTYIIMOHAJBHBIMU KOPHAMM. ROHCEpBaTI/IBHBIe
HAIMOHAJIMCTHI BOJITHOBAJIKCH IIO IIOBOAY BOEHHBLIX ACIIEKTOB BHEINHEe! IOJUTUKU CH_IAI
3aTpaThl Ha 0OOPOHY, CKPBIThIE AEHCTBUS, CTPATETHUECKNEe aJbAHCHI U IIPEeBEHTUBHBIE
BOODPYJKEHHBIE AEHCTBUA 3a PyOEKOM, ecJi 3TO HeoO0XoaAmMo. B To »Ke BpeMs uM ObLIU
COBEPIIIEHHO HeCBOMCTBEHHBIE HEBOEHHBbIE acleKThl mHTepHanuonanusma CIIIA, B Tom
Yycje WHOCTPAHHAA IIOMOIIL, MHOTOCTOPOHHWE OPTaHUWBAIUM, T'OCYZAaPCTBEHHOE CTPO-
HUTEeJIbCTBO, 'YMaHUTAPHOE BMEIIATEJbCTBO U AUIIJIOMATHUYECKNE YCTYIIKKW APYIUM OepP-
sxaBaM. KoHcepBaTuBHBIE HAIMOHAJIUCTHI MAJIO MHTEPECOBAINCH KOCMOIOIUTUYECKUIMU
IPOEKTaMU MUPOBOTO MOPAAKA U IVIO0ATBLHOTO yIpaBieHusa. Ha caMoM mejie OHU IIeHUIN
COXpaHeHNMe HAIMOHAJIBLHOTO cyBepeHuTera AMepuku. OJHAKO OHU BEPUJIU B HEOOXOAM-
MoCTh BoeHHOTO mpeBocxoacTBa CIIIA Hanm J06BIM TPOTUBHUKOM.

Karouessie cioBa: noxtpura O6amel, BHemHAA noautuka, CIIIA, Pecnybiukanckasa
maprus.
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