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To Daniel and his peers around the world 
with the hope that common sense will prevail.
No man can ever step in the same river twice,
But it is possible to step twice in the same swamp.
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It is incredible how complex the modern world has become. Economies have never been as diversified as they are today. There is little clarity in politics, which intermingles with economic relations, resulting from or affecting them. Social contradictions related to cultural differences are accumulating. The natural environment is overstrained as never before. And all that hinders professional observation and analysis. Paradoxically, despite increasing knowledge regarding the nature of the ongoing phenomena and processes, social sciences get confused in their search for accurate answers and make theoretical generalizations that could prove practically useful. This is an extremely difficult period for these sciences.
At the same time, it is fascinating; there is so much to explore, so much to ponder. We have great understanding of what is going on—in economies and societies, in politics and culture, in countries and around the world, here and there—and yet, we have more doubts rather than fewer. Although we know a mass of answers to the questions we raise, the space between their fountain and the reservoir of doubt is widening. Although we are aware (or at least we think we are) of how things are and why they are the way they are, there is still more we do not know. In theory, almost every answer immediately brings new questions. In practice, every decision has consequences, often inconsistent with the intentions of decision-makers, who sometimes lack knowledge and sometimes imagination.
It happens, as if more often lately, that they are short of social responsibility. Although, considering the power of human intellect, we—individuals, groups, societies, and humanity—should behave rationally, far too often, we act unreasonably. Orthodoxy often prevails over common sense. Even if social sciences know right answers to the fundamental challenges of the modern era and the conclusions derived from this knowledge suggest decision-makers what to do and how to do it, politics does not take advantage of them. Because it cannot, because it does not want to. Because in the maze of rules governing there, it is not worth it.
Not a day goes by without coming across astonishing views and opinions from luminaries of the public narrative that defy common sense. It is puzzling how such views can prevail. A person can become insane, but not the world; meanwhile, the world is hurtling down into the abyss of irrationality. The herd behavior of people led by demagogues, of which there is plenty in politics, dominates. When times are tough—and the times we have lived to see are just that—when we face challenges piling up, charlatans emerge dazzling the masses with their nonsense. Even seemingly reasonable people fall for that, because how can you go against the tide?
Once, when I was engaged in active politics at the highest levels of government, I concluded that it is not enough to be right; one still needs the majority. In government, in parliament, in public opinion. Nowadays, this rationale is worth constantly asserting, because there can never be too much concern for rationality in social life. When we seem to know how things really are, it is necessary to share our observations with the wider public so as not to remain in the minority. To protect whoever we can from the falsehood of those who think they are right while they are wrong. Often because they are guided by ill-conceived political correctness, while the factual correctness is most important. It is necessary to ensure it before it is too late.
It is crucial not only to be right—in a dispute, in the arguments given, in the conclusions presented, regarding the effectiveness of the proposed actions—but to be right in the right place and at the right time. This observation applies to both economic and political deliberations. In other words, it is good to be right, but the best is to be right neither too late (like in the case of those wise after the event) nor too early. That is the point; it is possible to be right too early, or more precisely earlier than it is shared and appreciated by others. Thus, quite a few of the thoughts presented further—some of which are bound to be controversial—will not be immediately shared but will be accepted over time. This is the problem of a long-distance runner, who needs to be able not only to run more than one marathon but also to gradually convince others to one’s palette of opinions.
To formulate analyses, assessments, comments, and conclusions such as those presented hereafter, it is not enough to carefully observe the facts—individual events and processes stretching over time. There are plenty of them, so there is enough material for analyses. If they focus on what is important, and if they are followed by a correct substantive interpretation, then we know and understand a little more. However, this is not enough. I would not have discussed the issues and the conclusions resulting from their exploration the way I do were it not for a continued professional engagement in the study of economics, economic policies, political economy, as well as global affairs and international relations. It is also worth looking into the latest trends in the spheres of philosophy, anthropology, cultural studies, social psychology, sociology, political science, and ecology. All that because the most interesting things happen at the interfaces of man and society with the economy, technology, culture, politics, and environment, while each of these fields is investigated by scholars of various provenances. It is necessary to see things from their various perspectives to understand what is happening at these interfaces and try to interpret things interdisciplinarily.
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Professional circles should have no doubt that neoliberalism was the main cause of the global economic crisis of 2008–2010. This ideology, school of economics, and the economic policies based on it, cynically prey on such great ideas of liberalism as freedom of choice and democracy, private property, entrepreneurship, and competitiveness, favoring the enrichment of the few at the expense of the majority. This purpose is served by the biased deregulation of the economy placing the world of labor in a weaker position against the world of capital; the financialization of the economy taken to an absurd level, and the manipulation of fiscal redistribution in a way that is beneficial to the richer strata of society.
These were the objectives of the notorious tax reform adopted in 1986 under the presidency of Ronald Reagan, the 40th president of the United States. In 1979, when he first ran for the White House, the average hourly wage was USD 18.78, while in 2008, when the crisis hit, it was less than USD 18.52! (in 2008 dollars). Where have the fruits of significant labor productivity growth and national income growth gone? Well, as a result of neoliberal practices, they have been captured by narrow elites. This is confirmed by other facts, such as the one that between 1970 and 2010, the share of profits in the US Gross Domestic Product, GDP, increased by almost 10 percentage points, so that the share of wages and salaries consequently fell—from over 53 percent to below 44 percent. During the three decades, from 1979 to pre-crisis 2007, net incomes (after taxes and budget transfers) of the richest one percent of Americans increased by around 280 percent, while for the poorest 20 percent of the population, they increased by only around 20 percent, which is, from year to year, below the threshold of social perceptibility from year to year.
No wonder, then, that income inequalities have accrued to their greatest extent in the rich capitalist countries, while at the same time areas of social exclusion have expanded. As a result, people first got angry and then took to the streets, occupying the famous Wall Street as well. What was irritating was the nonchalance of some of the political elites together with the media and “well-known economists” that serve them, who tried to blame the blatant income and wealth inequalities caused by neoliberal policies on objective processes—on the modern phase of the technological revolution and globalization. In doing so, they managed to direct some of the anger at strangers—at foreign countries and immigrants, at the Chinese and the Mexicans, and elsewhere at the Muslims or Eastern Europeans. They managed to channel the mood of discontent against globalization and partly against its own establishment, which is by no means guilt-free. Waves of new nationalism, xenophobia, protectionism, and anti-globalization sentiments were intensifying.
Appropriate conclusions should have been drawn from that, but unfortunately it did not happen. People were increasingly incensed with the establishment. In 2017, the demagogic Donald Trump, the 45th US president, came to power and made an even more profound mistake than Reagan, as this time it happened already after the painful lesson of the crisis of the previous years, so everyone should all be wiser with the benefit of hindsight. So should neoliberals. Unfortunately, their signature greed blended with the naiveté typical of populism—both combined by the new resident of the White House—created a toxic mix that enabled the special tax bill to be pushed through the Congress. Pushed through, because by voting at night, Republicans defeated the opposing Democrats by only one vote, because they succeeded by buying off their own contesting senators in return for particularistic concessions, because the vote in the House of Representatives had to be repeated, as due to a race against time, the bill contained legal errors.
While Republicans were pushing their propaganda of success and the self-righteous Trump was shouting “Jobs, Jobs, Jobs!” on his Twitter account and writing that “This is truly a case where the results will speak for themselves, starting very soon”,2 Democrats unanimously contested the tax changes passed, even resorting to such drastic terms as “assault” and “scam.” Well, maybe not an assault, because it was all legal and the Constitution was not violated, but it does seem like a scam…
People sensed what was really going on. Only 27 percent of Americans supported that bill, while 52 percent were against the measures being implemented. They can do the math and are more likely to believe the pragmatic arguments of non-partisan pundits than biased pro-governmental experts and economists corrupted by the neoliberal lobby. When the latter announced a significant acceleration of economic growth because of the cuts in corporate income tax (CIT), independent centers—including governmental ones, some of which are truly excellent—calculated that additional GDP growth in the next few years would be negligible. According to an analysis by the Congressional Research Service, CRS, a CIT reduction by 10 percentage points (the law reduced it by 14 points, from 35 to 21 percent) could increase the long-term growth rate by a mere 0.15 percent annually. So, what was the point of the whole battle? It was about introducing other changes along the way under the trendy slogan of reducing taxes for companies that would enrich the few at the expense of the majority.
As a deputy prime minister and minister of finance of Poland, I also radically but sensibly reduced taxes, including CIT, first from 40 percent, with which I found the economy after the infamous shock without therapy, to 32 percent, and later from 28 percent to the current 19 percent. This, however, was accompanied by other fiscal changes that promoted not only capital formation and investment but also concern for desirable income relations and human capital development. Growth accelerated, income inequalities dropped, and public debt did not increase. This was not the case in the United States, although the reduction of the very high CIT rate, along with the elimination of many system-damaging reliefs loopholes had its advantages. Growth did not materially accelerate, the unemployment rate did not perceptibly fall, while inequalities worsened, and debt increased. What is puzzling is the level of disregard of the authors and supporters of the tax reform with which they approached the inevitable increase in the budget deficit and the consequent build-up of the already enormous public debt. Except for the apologists of the package, there was basically a consensus that in the next ten years, the national debt could increase by as much as USD 1.5 trillion, although it was already at 102.9 percent of GDP at the start of Trump’s 1.0 term, in the first quarter of 2017. When that term ended, it had already surpassed 124 percent of GDP.3
The fiscal package was structured in such a way that, in the coming years, a great majority of taxpayers, including those from the less wealthy strata, should benefit from reduced taxes and reliefs. The reductions were supposed to disappear in 2025, which has already arrived—with Trump 2.0—and it is now the poorer who will come to pay for the unexpired reductions to the rich. In total, throughout the decade of 2018–2027, the subsequent higher taxes, those to be paid in 2026–2027, are expected to neutralize the benefits of 2018–2025. As a result, after 2025, as many as 53 percent of taxpayers will pay more to the IRS, and these will be households from the lower tax brackets.
Impartial analysts (there are some) have calculated that the greatest beneficiaries of the reform will be the wealthiest—rich multinational corporations and commercial property owners. They must indeed have courage to impose tax solutions that do not reduce taxes at all for the poorest 20 percent of the population, after what has happened over the previous four decades. Pushing forward the ideas of Trump 1.0, it was estimated that by 2027 the benefit would be USD 10 per person in that quintile group, and for one per mille of the wealthiest, it would be as much as USD 278,000.
The four years of 2017–2021 passed quickly and, even though a bunch of supporters of the initiator of those tax changes attacked Congress, he had to leave the White House. Unfortunately, the policies of his successor, 46th president, Joe Biden, did not sufficiently improve the situation, so in a way that was hard to imagine in 2021, four years later, in 2025, Trump 2.0 came along. This time he will do a lot more damage. It will be so much easier for him because of the trifecta in Washington—a political arrangement in which one party holds executive power and controls both chambers of the legislature: President Donald Trump in the White House and Republicans with a majority in both the Senate and the House of Representatives.
Such an arrangement makes it easier to act. Just a month and a week after Trump moved back into the White House, the House of Representatives passed a 2025 budget bill inspired and supported by him, which includes proposals for USD 4.5 trillion in tax cuts (we know for whose benefit mostly) and slashing USD 2 trillion in spending (we know to whom they are primarily addressed). Most economists agree that this will further increase the deficit, which already stood at 6.6 percent of GDP in 2024. We will see how things turn out later, as more spending cuts are pushed through. In normal times, a sensible policy of balancing the revenue and expenditure side of public finances requires a symmetrical reduction in taxes and expenditure, but these are neither normal times nor is this normal policy. At the beginning of Trump's second term, he managed to push a fiscal bill, audaciously dubbed the “One Big Beautiful Bill,” through Congress. It did so because the Senate was evenly divided, forcing Vice President J.D. Vance to tip the scales. This bill has little to do with beauty, as it deepens divisions in American society while further indebted the nation. Despite this, Trump 2.0, with his usual pride, signed the bill into law at a crucial moment: Independence Day, July 4, 2025.
Trump became president again because he brilliantly exploited dissatisfaction with the status quo, which had its causes. The real ones had their roots, above all, in the neoconservative economic policy that lasted for years, under several presidents, not excluding himself. But it was not about the real causes that the rallies focused on. Trump cleverly exploited public bitterness not because he had a deep understanding of its sources—by no means—but because he accurately sensed the moods of various social and professional groups. He effortlessly told people that much of the trouble was caused by immigrants and his Democratic political opponents at home and abroad outside Israel, basically everyone.
Social engineering and demagoguery, the skillful use of cheap words that the dissatisfied wanted to hear and promises that the frustrated naively gave credence to, were enough. Quite a few people support politicians who preach falsehoods not because they trust their lies, but because they perceive them as supporting the political goals they believe in. That is the source of moral flexibility that can result in the effectiveness of political disinformation. That is what populists prey upon. Consequently, most voters have enormous trust in a candidate who moves easily in the public sphere. They will pay for that with huge disappointment in the wake of changing realities.
Notes
	1.
Trump to tax critics: ‘The results will speak for themselves’”, „Politico”, December 20, 2017 (https://​www.​politico.​eu/​article/​trump-to-tax-critics-the-results-will-speak-for-themselves/​; access 24.02.2025).

 

	2.
Federal Debt: Total Public Debt as Percent of Gross Domestic Product”, Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis (https://​fred.​stlouisfed.​org/​series/​gfdegdq188S; access 16.02.2025).
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Now we have lived to see an era, when the president of the United States, the most powerful country in the world, is proclaiming “a revolution of common sense,” making a series of nonsensical decisions. Their adverse consequences will be suffered not only by the society there. It applies to economic mercantilism and protectionist practices that are detrimental to economic growth and, above all, to measures that foster warming of the climate rather than actions that help limit the scale of this disastrous process. How can one preach a “revolution of common sense,” while in fact promoting its contradiction? Unfortunately, as it turns out, it is possible.
President Trump has plenty of wrong or downright crazy ideas on non-economic issues—starting with mass deportations through the elimination of solutions supporting employment of atypical people to the reduction of previously guaranteed access to some public services. Some of these intentions, such as questioning the right to citizenship of children born in the United States, are clearly against the Constitution. Others, such as agreeing to oil exploitation in the Arctic, still untainted by the effects of human greed, run counter to the imperative to protect the environment. Still others, such as the legislative hit aimed at the LGTB + community, are discriminatory and against the proper treatment of people from this group, as recommended by the results of research on psychosexual identity.
The United States is a state embracing the rule of law; a state that constitutionally limits the arbitrariness of the resident of the White House; and a federal state where many decisions made by Washington under certain conditions can be successfully challenged by state authorities. The American system is characterized by sophisticated checks and balances that limit the president’s discretion. President Trump does not like it, so his attack on this system continues. He is fond of making decisions of dire national and international consequences, disregarding the democratically elected Congress, signing a series of executive orders irrespective of the objections coming from the Senate and the House of Representatives. According to some US legal authorities, of the 73 executive acts signed in his first month in office, at least a few can be declared unconstitutional. There is little consolation in the fact that some of the chaotic ideas coming out of the US capital will encounter resistance from state authorities and may be blocked by them. Independent courts can also suspend or challenge certain presidential decrees. But Trump says he hopes the judicial system will allow him to do what he believes he needs to do, and if it does not, then they will “have to look at the judges”.2 When the first instances of blocking presidential decrees by authorized judges occurred, the White House spokeswoman declared that “these judges are acting as judicial activists rather than honest arbiters of the law” and that “the real constitutional crisis is taking place within our judicial branch”.3 This does not bode well.
Trump elbows his way, aiming for even more power than he already has. It is easy to see his almost dictatorial inclinations. One cannot shrug one’s shoulders at all of this, because it is not just an American thing. The trouble is that the various fancies and the fact that they are pushed by the White House are hurting masses of people outside the United States. All nations must be respected, even though one may not care much about what is happening in, say, Paraguay or the Gambia, in Montenegro or Laos—with all due respect to those small countries—but what happens in the United States can affect everyone. Even more disturbing are the autocratic aspirations of Trump, who, without any shred of self-criticism and deeper reflection as to the enormous responsibility that the head of the state has, wants to make his presidency all-powerful. “That fight is over the fundamental character of America. The president says he is clearing out waste, fraud and abuse from the bureaucracy, but his opponents warn he is wrecking the federal government. He says he is bringing peace to the world and prosperity at home; they warn he is shattering the alliances that keep the West strong. He says he is making America great again; they warn he is frogmarching the country into a constitutional crisis, or even a Trumpian autocracy”.4 He is already powerful, but he wants to be the most powerful. He does not have to hold a scepter—a golf club will do—but he wants a crown. Like an emperor. Unsurprisingly, he invoked Napoleon, declaring that “He who saves his Country does not violate any Law”.5
President Trump’s syndrome is that while some of his decisions seem ludicrous, their effects are real and serious. Thus, the foolish things he says and does cannot be ignored. He cannot suspend the law of gravity, but he can proceed against the laws of economics. Even though it is just an incident on a long path of time, economics needs to address his ideas and actions, above all to demonstrate the pointlessness of many of them. Economics is supposed to observe, analyze, and explain what is going on in the socio-economic space and why, and now a lot is happening. The fact that it is unconventional makes it even more necessary to take a stand, as traditional economic thought—the one focusing on laws objectively governing rationality in economics—may not be sufficient.
To realize how harmful Trumponomics and Trumpism are and what dangers these socio-economic and ideological-political concepts pose to the world, one cannot stop at the general statement that they are most simply illogical and, in fact, deny common sense. This is because the intellectual mediocrity and moral shallowness of many of them does not preclude the possibility of putting the solutions based on them into practice.
There are even opinions that some of the suggestions and decisions of the new Washington administration are close to fascist deviations. Perhaps this is the case with the presidential decree to expand a (concentration?) camp at a US naval base in Cuba to house 30,000 of the “worst criminal illegal aliens”.6 At least that many people they intend to send there. It is not known for how long, but it is known that the accommodation conditions there are different from in the surrounding Caribbean resorts. The Guantanamo camp is a rigorous prison opened shortly after the attack on New York’s World Trade Center on September 11, 2001. Several hundred people accused of terrorism have passed through that camp. In early 2025, fifteen people were still being held there without trial. Some previous presidents intended to close this prison, unsuccessfully, so the 47th president, instead of finally doing so, wants to expand it and incarcerate—also without trial—thousands of illegal immigrants, not terrorists.
Dismissing previously employed people under the diversity, equity, and inclusion, DEI, personnel policy may be unconstitutional, but it is effected based on a “historic,” as stated in the White House’s announcement, executive order.7 The resulting procedure is supposed to eliminate discrimination and foster equality, although it was introduced by Democrats for the same purposes in the wake of the initiatives of 35th and 36th presidents—John F. Kennedy (1961–1963) and Lyndon B. Johnson (1963–1969). The DEI policy—as long as it is not exaggerated—is intended to serve tolerance and fair treatment of population groups that are sometimes underrepresented or even discriminated against on the grounds of ethnic origin, race, social class, disability, religion, culture, gender, or sexual orientation.
Nonetheless, Trump can show empathy and be hospitable. For the chosen few, on a microscopic scale. Thus, while imposing sanctions on South Africa for “the violation of rights” by its government against some white citizens, he offered them refugee status, suggesting resettlement to the United States. The offer was addressed to Afrikaners affected by the change in the land ownership law. The bill signed by South African President Cyril Ramaphosa—in the public interest, according to Pretoria—is intended to serve as a means of eliminating huge disparities in agricultural land ownership by facilitating expropriation. More than three-quarters of its acreage is held by the white minority, who makes up just 7.2 percent of the population. Interestingly, while the white minority representatives challenged the bill as unconstitutional, at the same time they thanked Trump for his original offer, refusing to accept the invitation to emigrate and criticizing the withholding of all US aid and financial support to South Africa.
In the light of these tensions in mutual relations, the United States decided to boycott a meeting of the foreign ministers of the G20, which brings together the 20 largest economies. More specifically, there are 27 economies that make up the European Union and 19 largest economies in the world (including Germany, France, and Italy, which are members of the EU), but not exactly the largest, as Poland surpasses Argentina in terms of GDP, which at one time was invited to this body under the American pressure. In addition, the African Union gets invited to join the work of the group. In total, the entire complex is home to two-thirds of the globe’s population, which accounts for more than 80 percent of the world’s gross product. Now the United States is trying to take political revenge on the Republic of South Africa, which, while holding the rotating annual presidency of the G20, has suggested focusing attention on issues of global inequality, climate change, and debt burdening the poorest countries. Unsurprisingly, this does not suit the United States, so their Secretary of State Marco Rubio ignored the meeting because these are “very bad” targets. This must spoil the reputation of the United States in the wider world.
Trumponomics is economics of absurdities that confuses effects with causes, fails to grasp the essence of the cause-effect relationships and feedbacks objectively present in economic relations, both national and international, fails to correctly count the drawn-out costs and estimate the real effects of the economic processes set in motion in the spheres of investment, production, trade, distribution, and taxes. It is astonishing that such a bunch of nonsense could have been produced in a country that boasts some of the world’s leading minds in economic thought.
Trumpism is an ideological and political formation that, on the one hand, believes in the omnipotence of the United States, assuming its undisputed superiority in all respects over other regimes, and, on the other hand, ascribes to itself the right to use force to achieve its own selfish goals, without looking at the costs of US expansionism borne by others. It is astonishing how carelessly this insane trend distances itself from what were previously promoted as universal values and principles on which the world order should be based; the famous rule-based order.
A common feature of Trumponomics and Trumpism is the mastery of the populist newspeak, already known from earlier periods and other places, which replaces facts with repeated slogans. Because facts get in the way of politics, or more precisely politicking. It was British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan (he served from 1957 to 1963) who is believed to be the author of the apt observation that politics would be a pleasant affair if not for the facts. Propagandists of populism are convinced that even utter rubbish, if repeated aggressively enough, can get into more than a few people’s minds. A striking example of such social engineering is telling the American public that the clemency granted to 1,500 participants in the attack on the Capitol on 6 January 2021—which Donald Trump urged, having lost the previous election to Joe Biden—is the release of the “hostages”!
Now, after “four long, dark years” of the previous US president, according to the ideas of the megalomaniac leader residing in the Oval Office and his henchmen, there will supposedly be a new world order created, in which the United States—of course, first and great again according to the cries of America First! and Make America Great Again!, MAGA—will boss around as they wish. The Trump 2.0 presidency is stripping away the illusions of those who still had them, showing that the United States is driven primarily by selfish motives and will use its political and economic power, and if necessary military power, to achieve its goals, but certainly not moral power, which it is thereby losing.
A small fraction of what Trumpism is capable of in the international political arena was demonstrated in mid-February 2025 at the Munich Security Conference by its three cowboys. Vice President J.D. Vance warned the body of prominent politicians gathered there that “There is a new sheriff in town.” Although only in Washington, but as befits the world’s gendarme, others should not think they can escape his thorough guardianship. Well, the States, United by name, may be associated by some with the Wild West rather than a high-class, sensibly institutionalized state.
A lot of confusion among the presidents of countries, prime ministers of governments, foreign and defense ministers visiting Munich was caused by the unconventional and surprising statements of the new US Secretary of Defense, Pete Hegseth. Instead of feeling calmer and safer, the conference participants felt insecure and even more anxious than before.
They had to listen to some deputy sheriff’s ranting about democracy and freedom of speech and were advised not to be too concerned about the actions of yet another sheriff’s partner: “If American democracy can survive ten years of Greta Thunberg’s scolding, you guys can survive a few months of Elon Musk”.8 The problem is that the brave Swede has generally been right in her protests against policies that fail to effectively prevent climate change, unlike the wealthiest person in the world, who is often wrong in matters of political decisions and suggestions.
Contrary to the expectations of the audience, J.D. Vance, in his fiery speech (which, incidentally, he read from a prompter, as American presidents tend to do), basically said nothing about security (at a conference on security!). By contrast, he attacked Europe, claiming that the greatest threats to it—in his view, alongside mass migration, political repression (?), and restrictions on freedom of expression (?)—are internal, not external. In this judgment, he is far from being right, but he is more accurate, suggesting, not explicitly, that the greatest threat that Europe is currently facing is not coming from the East, as Russophobes and Sinosceptics promote. The United States is becoming such a threat—which, of course, neither the sheriff nor his troupe comprehend—dominated by the spreading tide of Trumpism, destabilizing the European political community and economic integration. Just as Europe, especially the central and eastern part of it, was once between the hammer and the sickle, it is now between the hammer of Putinism, we are exaggeratedly frightened with,9 and the anvil of Trumpism, striking while the iron is hot—as long as Europe cannot decide clearly where and how to go. Certainly not to the former and let’s hope not to the latter. Meanwhile, it happened that—as if mocking Poland’s special geopolitical position—first some Russian missile fell in some forest, and then some remains of an American one landed in a city. These incidental attractions may not be of concern, but what is worrying is the constant intellectual trash flooding us.
This vice-sheriff from Washington D.C., outdid himself when he met Alice Weidel, the leader of the far-right Alternative für Deutschland (AfD) party, while in Germany nine days before the federal election, thus ignoring Chancellor Olaf Scholz. Some people must have had shivers down their spines when they heard the chants of “Alice für Deutschland!”—a provocative limerick “Alles für Deutschland” (“Everything for Germany”), the banned slogan of the SA, a paramilitary wing of the Nazi Party. Especially on the streets of Munich…
Popular wisdom has it that “every cloud has a silver lining.” Then perhaps Trumpism will bring us something good, after all? There will definitely be more losses than gains from what he is doing, but maybe there are also some positive side effects of Trumpism? Well, there are. He awakens those who have not been sufficiently critical of the reality around us—both American and international—from lethargy. Many people here and there have said that it can no longer be like this—with regard to the economy, social relations, environment, politics—while the causes of the unfavorable phenomena have not been removed, the faulty mechanisms of the ongoing processes have not been corrected. In many ways, the world was moving away from the ideals it proclaimed, rather than towards them. And now is the chance to sober up and realize that things really cannot be the way they used to be.
Yet, they certainly should not be as Trumpism proposes, because that is not sobering but mind-numbing. It is necessary to look for a way out of the problems provided by neoliberal capitalism, misguided state interventionism, downsides of new technologies, uninclusive globalization, and overpopulation of some places and shortages of people in others, surpluses of capital in certain spheres and deficiencies of capital in others. The lack of proposals for good practices in these fields has escalated populism and new nationalism, the apogee of which—so far—is Trump. He came and turned the things upside down. There is no point in trying to put them back in order. When opposing the pathologies of Trumponomics and Trumpism, one cannot go back to the known patterns, which were tested but proved ineffective. New paths must be sought; the only thing left is to run forward. But to do so, one needs to know exactly where to go.
Meanwhile, a danger arises of the sick ideas coming from across the Atlantic spreading, although some of their symptoms occurred outside the United States earlier, before the conceited Trump became the number one global public figure. These concepts absolutely do not deserve to be compared with the great socio-political and economic theories that have had a significant impact on the course of history, but there is more to the story. Once, a long time ago, way back in 1888, when the ideology of socialism was gaining steam, British politician William Vernon Harcourt popularized the phrase “We are all socialists today.” Three generations later, in the mid-1960s, the American economist Milton Friedman used the phrase “We are all Keynesians now,” even though he himself was a critic of the then-popular theory of John Maynard Keynes, which suggested active state involvement in economic policy, including, in certain situations, financing economic expansion from budget deficits and national debt. The expression “We are all Keynesians now” was publicized by the 37th president, Richard Nixon, who did not necessarily understand Keynesian theory, but the policies of his administration were based on some of its trains of thought.
Currently—horror of horrors!—not everyone yet, but a growing number of people have become Trumpists. One of the commentators, referring to the public discussion and statements of leading Polish politicians, concludes that the “Trumpisation of the Civic Coalition and its presidential candidate continues at its best” (i.e., at its worst). “…Today, Donald Tusk’s party, like Jarosław Kaczyński’s party, would preferably see immigrants behind the barricades at the border. And those who have already arrived will be deported—if they have come into conflict with the law [and they have if they arrived illegally]. Unnoticeably, we are all beginning to speak a language that until recently was reserved for parties described as far right and anti-immigrant. But today we call it common sense. It is similar when it comes to environmental actions. The same Rafał Trzaskowski says that the Green Deal was not the brightest idea, because climate is climate—but undermining the competitiveness of the European economy is harmful. Again—two or three years ago, such language was reserved for populists and radicals. Today—it’s common sense.”10
The only consolation is that not everyone believes so, and the hope is that those inclined to think that way will turn out to be a minority. Soaking up with Trumpist paranoia has its limits, but it must not be ignored. At a rally in Madrid in early February 2025 under the slogan Make Europe Great Again! the leaders of the main national-conservative parties from France, Spain, the Netherlands, and Italy called on the European Union to emulate some of Donald Trump’s policies in America, while Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orban declared: “Yesterday we were the heretics, today we are the mainstream.”11
It must be worrying that an increasing number of people do not give credence to the scientifically proven facts that economic human activity based on generating energy from the combustion of fossil fuels is the primary cause of global warming. The arguments of some politicians, especially the unprofessional narrative sweeping across social media, are contributing to a surge in skepticism even among the younger generation, inherently more sensitive to long-term risks. In Poland, the number of denialists aged 18–29 who question global warming has almost quadrupled over the past two years, from 5 to 19 percent. Trumpists are certainly happy about this, and their guru, if he only knew, would be very pleased.
Heretics will not be burned at the stake—it is not that era—so they can feel satisfied, but I am convinced that in time Trumponomics and Trumpism, which are essentially denials of democracy and the free market, will end up where they belong—in the dustbin of history. Just as it happened in the past with various fixations attempting to stop the wheel of civilizational progress from rolling.12 Before that happens, some time will pass. Probably more than just the four years of a presidential term, as it will take a considerable amount of time to clean up the mess they have created. In turn, the losses that we will suffer because of these excesses will, in many cases, prove irreversible.
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In the past, all tides of extreme protectionism have passed over time, and all tariff wars have ended. It is only regrettable that they led to dramatic consequences, casting a long shadow over the following years. Let us then consider some past experiences.
In the late 1920s, the United States showed trade surpluses, but a false interpretation of the causes of the various economic difficulties of that period led it to make disastrous protectionist moves. In 1930, Herbert Hoover, the 31st president of the United States, signed a bill passed at the request of two Republican congressmen, Senator Reed Smoot and Representative Willis Hawley, after whom it went down in infamous history as the “Smoot-Hawley Tariff.” This act introduced an extremely protectionist US trade policy, which in most cases provoked other countries to apply tariffs in return on products imported from the United States. The subsequent tariff war resulted in a decline in US imports in 1933 compared to 1929 by an alarming 66 percent. Probably to the great surprise of the authors and supporters of that policy, US exports fell by 61 percent in the corresponding period. In 1934, all world trade was as much as two-thirds less than five years earlier, adding to the deplorable effects of the Great Depression of 1929–1933. It was only after Democrats won the election that the Congress passed, and Franklin D. Roosevelt, the 32nd president, signed, the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, RTA, in 1934. After that, many more years were needed to move to a completely new phase in international trade relations among Western countries, which only happened—and not immediately—after the Second World War.
Poland at the time suffered from a tariff war that was instigated by a hostile Germany in 1925, seeking to force submission in economic and territorial matters. In addition to import tariffs, Berlin applied an embargo on purchases of certain assortments of goods previously imported from across its eastern border. Warsaw has taken a similar approach to purchases across Poland’s western border. This clash affected the Polish economy more than the German one, as prior to the conflict, in the mid-1920s, Poland’s exports to Germany accounted for more than a quarter of total foreign sales, while in the case of Germany, their exports to Poland were only about 3 percent of their total exports. As far as imports were concerned, the value of banned imports from Poland in 1925 constituted an insignificant 3 percent of the Reich’s total imports, while the value of goods that Poland could not import from there as a result of the ban amounted to 16 percent of total imports. As a result, the tariff war did more harm to Poland than to Germany, which was exactly the point. Additional economic problems thus created suffered by Poland were conducive to the aims of the Reich, which wanted political destabilization of Poland. Attempts to resolve the conflict in a meaningful way lasted several years, and it was only after Adolf Hitler came to power that peace was made (for some time), with the signing of a relevant protocol in early 1934.
Is it not interesting that both trade wars of the time—of the United States with the rest of the world and the German-Polish one—ended in the same year, 1934? Even more interesting is the fact that they ended up under very different leaders—an American democratic statesman and a German fascist dictator.
Nowadays, blackmailing other states—including allied states with which bilateral or multilateral agreements have been concluded—with high tariffs that damage international trade, which is an important mechanism for driving economic growth, is supposed to be considered common sense? Is it allegedly rational to apply sanctions on other economies whose competitiveness cannot be met? Or maybe the tariffs are reached for with great vigor for aesthetic reasons, since “tariff” is “the most beautiful word in the dictionary.”2 Not surprisingly, this was heavily emphasized during Trump’s video speech at the World Economic Forum in Davos on January 23, 2025, just three days after his inauguration as president.
A few days later, the word became flesh. The first decision was taken to impose tough visa restrictions and 25 percent tariffs on imports of all goods from Colombia (with the threat of doubling them after a week to 50 percent if the reason for this sudden decision does not disappear). The reason was the refusal of Colombian President Gustavo Petro to authorize the landing of two military aircraft deporting the first tranches of Colombians illegally staying in the United States, Bogotá, unlike Washington, argued that if they had to, they should be transported decently—by civilian aircraft and not handcuffed. However, given the significant role that exports play in the Colombian economy and the fact that more than a quarter of its volume is exported to the United States (in 2022, this was USD 28.7 billion worth of goods), President Petro succumbed to the pressure from his powerful neighbor to the north (now on the other side of the Caribbean Sea and the Gulf not of Mexico but of America) and submitted to his dictum. In the coming weeks and months, Trump 2.0 will ruthlessly blackmail other countries—including the US’s closest political allies—with his “beautiful” tariffs, ranging from a relatively mild 10 percent to a terrifying 500 percent (sic!). Their particularly steep level amounts to a de facto embargo, completely blocking imports.
Threatening tariffs without implementing them may persuade some to make concessions as a way to avoid more serious consequences. Then the cost borne by the attacked party is less than it would be in the face of a tariff war. For Washington, in turn, this is a proof that the mere threat of using import tariffs results in the behavior it desires. What the outcome of this US game—both political and economic—will be, we ex ante do not know, because we are stepping on shifting sands. In the language of political science and diplomacy, there is the “madman theory,” which first appeared half a millennium ago, when in 1517 Niccolò Machiavelli wrote in “The Prince” that “it is very wise to simulate madness.”3 Although it is not wise, it can sometimes be effective. The addressees of someone’s extreme threats may consider them crazy, but they cannot disregard them. After all, the essence of madness is that a madman can act according to his mad promises but can also behave contrary to them. Some say that Trump casts a fog of misinformation by his statements and later denials. Caution is needed, as it is easier to get lost in the fog. In practice, it is also sometimes necessary to step back in order not to test if the threats are real, as the costs of realizing them would be catastrophic. This is the situation when someone scares people with the possibility of using nuclear weapons, as President Nixon did during the Vietnam War in an attempt to force the Viet Cong into submission. A little closer to the present, this was the case when Trump 1.0 and North Korean dictator Kim Jong Un were playing the game of who had a bigger red button on his desk.
The frantic geopolitical game has its specific economic implications. This is also the case when one threatens to apply restrictive tariffs. It is better not to check what the threatener is capable of, because if he fulfills his threats, it will be immeasurably more painful than making less severe concessions to him. There is this folk adage we could use here “it isn’t wise to stand in a fool’s way.” For this reason, in Bogotá, in Ciudad Mexico, in Ottawa, in Tokyo, and in many other places, not to mention Brussels, they do not want to stand in the way.
This by no means does not calm the situation because, in the face of behavior that qualifies as insane, changes in the economic situation are difficult to predict. Unpredictability entails uncertainty, which in turn negatively affects investment, production, and employment. Since nobody knows exactly what the costs and results will be, it is impossible to make a reliable economic calculation. This is already happening, and the consequences of that uncertainty will be felt for years to come.
The madman theory boils down to making seemingly unbelievable threats become believable. This is why President Vladimir Putin reached out to them when he publicly announced that Russian authorities could consider using nuclear weapons under the circumstances they had defined. According to the new Russian doctrine undertaken in November 2024, “nuclear deterrence is aimed at ensuring that a potential adversary understands the inevitability of retaliation in the event of aggression against the Russian Federation or its allies.” Furthermore, what is extremely important, an attack “by any non-nuclear weapon state with the participation or support of a nuclear weapon state will be considered as a joint attack.”4 Such a doctrine, even if it is considered insane, cannot be ignored. For the same reason—to frighten others—President Trump uses seemingly implausible threats, for example, when he warns that he could impose trade restrictions the world has never seen. We have reached the point when madman theory is being used by the residents of both the Kremlin and the White House, the leaders of great states that are permanent members of the United Nations Security Council.
As a result of various political chimeras, the way things are today may be different tomorrow; now we are making some assumptions that may soon become obsolete; we believe that the other side’s reaction may take a specific form, but then it turns out otherwise. In such cases, accurate current observation and interpretation can already prove to be misguided after a while. And so, during the Trump’s 2.0 presidency, when writing an opinion, the author may be right but may no longer be right by the time someone reads his words. Even when he emailed them. The situation can be so volatile that the content printed in today’s newspapers may already be out of date, that a listener to the morning radio service knows something different from a friend who watched the evening news program on television.
The nervousness of the situation is so great that dealers on foreign exchange markets, who are usually calm, are losing their heads and hurrying back and forth with their analyses and decisions. It is extremely difficult to forecast not only the scale but also the direction of the dollar’s movements against other currencies when there is nothing to base it on.
If import tariffs are introduced and maintained for an extended period, they will result in an acceleration of price increases in the United States. If inflation picks up there, interest rates will not fall, but the opposite can will happen. If relatively higher rates persist, the attractiveness of dollar deposits will improve. Should this occur, demand for dollars will rise. If the demand for the US currency rises, the price of the currency will increase, meaning the exchange rate will go up. At the same time, other factors—especially what is happening on the stock exchanges and capital markets—may cause a decline in demand for the dollar, putting downward pressure on its exchange rate. The problem is that, in an environment of political and information chaos, it is unclear what it will be like and what assumptions to make about these “ifs.” Some assume one thing, others assume something else, and the dollar exchange rate jumps up and down, and no one knows for sure what it will be tomorrow. No one can be certain in the morning what it will be like in the afternoon, whether to buy or sell? Thus, some dealers decide to buy, others sell, and then they are surprised that things happen differently from what they expected.
Donald Trump believes that by scaring foreign companies with high import tariffs, he will induce them to move their production to the United States: “Come make your product in America (…) But if you don’t make your product in America, which is your prerogative, then very simply, you will have to pay a tariff—differing amounts—but a tariff, which will direct hundreds of billions of dollars and even trillions of dollars into our treasury.”5 He is fundamentally wrong. Such a large relocation of foreign companies to the United States is not possible for numerous reasons. Partly also in the context of parallel deportations of people illegally residing there, as this perceptibly reduces the supply of labor required for production and service provision. If it were indeed possible to attract a large number of companies to the United States, it would quickly become apparent that employing only Americans would lead to labor barriers. Even more so considering that unemployment in June 2025 was at a very low level of 4.1 percent. In such a hypothetical situation, the IRS would not collect the much-coveted “trillions of dollars” from additional tariffs.
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Not everyone will succumb to blackmail and intimidation. Nor can everyone—and not everything—be bought. One must be meticulous about who and what is for sale and who and what cannot be haggled about. Who can be broken with money or blackmail, and who will prove to be relentless? While for some it is a time of barter, for others it is a time of trial.
Elon Musk pumping a huge amount of money—as much as USD 277 million according to official documents2—into the Republican and Trump’s election campaign through various channels—undeniably helped to make him president. It is probably no longer as cheap as it used to be, when it was said that the American electoral system expresses itself not so much by the principle of one man—one vote as by one dollar—one vote. Now, it is probably one hundred dollars—one vote. If so, 2.77 million of those votes could have been bought for 277 million. There were 77,284,118 votes for Trump, 2,284,952 more than for Kamala Harris, who was supported by 74,999,166 people. Musk may therefore believe that it is he who has bought Trump the presidency, because if only half of those voters who tipped the scale had voted for the Democratic candidate, she would have won. If indeed this is the case, it was cheap for Musk, as he achieved his goal even though her campaign cost as much as about USD 1.5 billion.3
Just as Musk’s achievements in the fields of technology may be awe-inspiring, his activism in the political sphere must be worrying. Delighted with this political elevation to the top, he began to meddle in other people’s affairs, using his powerful position in media communications. His remarks on cultural, social, economic, and political issues, rather than being ignored as they most often deserve, are strongly reinforced through the persuasive power of platform X (formerly Twitter) and widely quoted by insufficiently critical and unselective media. Musk attacked Prime Minister Keir Starmer, claiming he “must go and he must face charges for his complicity in the worst mass crime in the history of Britain” (while he headed the Crown Prosecution Service, CPS), several years ago. At the same time, he praises Nigel Farage, leader of the far-right Reform Party. In addition, he published a series of posts calling on King Charles III to dissolve parliament and order new elections, unconcerned about the fact that this simply ridicules him in serious circles. Instead, he is excited about the fact that it gets him publicity among idle spectators. At a time when Germany was preparing for elections, he pompously supported the Alternative for Germany, AfD. In his view, this quasi-fascist formation is “the best hope for the future of Germany,” as he said a month and a half before the Bundestag elections in a live interview on Platform X with AfD leader Alice Weidel.4 The following month, the recorded conversation was listened to, at least in part, by up to half a million people on the YouTube channel.
Trump’s macroeconomic ignorance lies in the fact that he believes in the microeconomic power of import tariffs. Tariffs, according to Trumponomics, are supposed to deal with three issues in one go.
Firstly, they are supposed to ensure a sufficient level of government revenue at the expense of foreign countries, even if domestic income taxes are waived. Completely unrealistic! If the general tariffs of 25 percent were applied, this would result (assuming the unrealistic scenario that the import volume is maintained) in a maximum of 12 percent of the previous tax revenue.
Secondly, the tariffs are supposed to even up the US trade balance, which has been in deep deficit for years. It is true that protectionist tariffs would reduce the imports of goods from abroad because they would become more expensive. But at the same time, as a result of the drop in imports, fewer dollars would be acquired abroad. Following the resulting reduction in the supply of the dollar on global markets, its strength would increase. When, in turn, the dollar would appreciate, the demand for US exports would decline. Consequently, the United States would import less, but at the same time export less, and the balance of trade would improve little, if at all.
Thirdly, the imposition of import tariffs on certain assortments of goods does improve the relative competitiveness of local companies operating in the protected sectors by limiting the influx of foreign goods onto the market, but at the same time it places a relatively greater burden on other domestic companies not sheltered by such protectionist practices. By intentionally rescuing some, others can be drowned, as their products may be in relatively lower demand while their production costs are higher.
All three reactions made their presence felt when protectionism was pushed through during Trump’s first term in office, from 2017 to 2021. Instead of learning the correct lessons from that experience, he and his acolytes prefer to continue with ineffective policies. They have learned nothing, for example, from the fact that tariff restrictions applied to steel imports into the United States have done nil to increase employment in this steel sector, but quite the opposite; employment in steel production fell from around 84,000 people in 2018 to around 80,000 two years later, at the end of the 2020 election year.
Moreover, Trump refuses to understand that it is not foreign countries that bear direct costs of the tariffs imposed, but US producers and consumers who buy the goods made more expensive that way. Others grasp this, for example, Congresswoman Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez (incidentally, when she was first elected to the House of Representatives in 2018 at the age of 29, she was the youngest ever woman in that body), who bluntly attacks the initiator of the tariff madness: “Trump is all about making inflation WORSE for working class Americans, not better. He’s lining the pockets of himself and the billionaire class.”5 Fortunately, he cannot deport her because, although she has Puerto Rican roots, she is a Native American. And yet Trump had already—in the summer of 2019—in one of his essentially racist comments, advised her and several other progressive congresswomen whose ancestors had immigrated to the United States from other than European countries to “go back to their original countries.”6
Whether he really means to favor the rich at the expense of the poor remains to be seen, but Ocasio-Cortez is right about the impact of import tariffs on real household incomes. The market redistribution mechanism operates in such a way that a relatively larger share of the consumption expenditure of people with lower incomes consists of purchases of goods rather than of services. For high-earners, the opposite is true; they spend relatively much on services, relatively less on tangible goods. When someone who is poorer spends a lot on products, whether buying clothes imported from China or a cheap car assembled in Mexico, a proportionately higher customs duty burden is imposed on them than on wealthier people who spend relatively much on domestically provided services, which are inherently duty-free. There is no duty in the price paid for an expensive private school; there is in the child’s imported and tariffed shoes; there is none in the price paid for a holiday abroad; there is in the tariffed clothing. Customs duties therefore act as an additional tax burden that is included in the price paid by consumers.
Economists who emphasize the inflationary effect of import tariffs are right. These imposed on imports of steel and aluminum will be felt, just as they did under the previous edition of practical Trumponomics. The costs and prices of building and renovating houses and flats have been pushed upwards. Big car companies, General Motors and Ford, claimed that, following the application of import tariffs in 2018, the production costs of each increased by around one billion dollars. The costs of commonly purchased canned foods and beverages have increased, because up to 70 percent of the aluminum used in these consumer industries is imported. Protectionist practices affected also white goods manufacturers. These additional burdens have been shared in varying degrees between producers and consumers. If the former are able to fully pass the increased costs of manufacturing on consumers, they will naturally do so, and it will drive inflation. If, in a deeply market, this proves impossible, their profits will fall, which in turn will entail a fall in the budgetary revenues from the taxes paid on these profits.
It is very upsetting, as considerable costs will be borne by masses of innocent people in so many places in this volatile world. An analysis of the past shows that in three-quarters of cases, the imposition of tariffs on imports from a country triggers a revenge. In response, most often symmetrical, such a country applies retaliation in the form of import tariffs against goods imported from the aggressor’s trading country. As a result of these actions and reactions, a trade war is escalating, hurting everyone involved. Not equally, as a matter of fact, but this is small consolation for those who are (or only think they are) in a relatively stronger position.
It must not be forgotten that it is much easier to start a trade war than to withdraw from it. Some are already wondering whether Trump’s 2.0 protectionist euphoria marks the end of the post-war free-trade world. By no means. The world has not gone crazy yet and, although it will suffer as a result of trade wars, the tides of protectionism are not going to last forever. We do not know how the trade war that the United States may launch with its allies to the south and north, Mexico and Canada, for whom the exchange of goods with the big neighbor in the middle accounts for as much as around 20 percent of national income, will turn out. With such a high share of foreign trade in GDP, the possible introduction of high tariffs would have to lead to recession and increased unemployment.
The protectionist import tariffs of 25 percent that the United States is blackmailing with are a violation of the rules of the World Trade Organization, WTO. They must be met with a symmetrical response from the states thus attacked. All of this can happen within an intentionally free trade grouping such as the USMCA agreement, United States—Mexico—Canada Agreement, which President Trump concluded in the last year of his first term. The USMCA was preceded by NAFTA, North American Free Trade Agreement—a trilateral trade bloc negotiated and concluded during Bill Clinton’s presidency in 1994—which Trump did not like, so it was modified according to his discretion. He did not like it because, as he put it in his style, it was “the worst trade agreement ever.”
Despite earlier harsh announcements in the first weeks of his successive administration, President Trump has behaved somewhat less aggressively towards a much more powerful China. He added not 50, as he had previously threatened, and not 25, but only 10 percent to the previously implemented tariffs on imports from there. As I advised, China has acted reasonably prudently. The day after the November elections, I wrote: “Beijing should not hastily impose retaliatory tariffs on US products. Instead, it should take the matter to the WTO.”7 What happens next remains to be seen. After Washington’s first tariff hit, Beijing imposed moderate tariffs on some US goods, basically marginal to overall imports: 10 percent on petroleum imported in small quantities, agricultural machinery, and cars with large engines, and 15 percent on coal and liquefied natural gas, LNG. These tariffs cover imports worth just USD 14 billion a year, while the US restrictions apply to as much as USD 450 billion in imports from China.
Beijing reacted with not a mass but a sophisticated response, as it mainly affects goods from Midwestern states known for their above-average support for the Republican president. According to the Brookings Institution think tank, industries subject to tariffs provide between 400,000 and 700,000 jobs and now some of these may be lost. Moreover, China’s Ministry of Commerce has informed that it will challenge the US tariffs at the WTO. Rightly so, although this will do little, as in recent years the arbitration of this international organization has more symbolic than real meaning. This is because its appellate body has not been functioning since the end of 2019 due to the refusal of the United States to support the nomination of new judges. Since these actions and reactions, the situation has changed several times. We have already gone through a brief period in which US tariffs reached an unusually high level of protectionism – 145 percent, while China's response to these restrictions was 125%. Subsequently, an agreement was reached to reduce US tariffs to 30 percent and Chinese tariffs to 10 percent. Although US Treasury Secretary Scott Bessent signed an agreement to this effect with Chinese Vice Premier He Lifeng in Geneva in June 2025, this deal, due to the whims of President Trump, may not be maintained at the time you read this.
A few years ago, in a dispute over tariffs imposed on imports of steel and aluminum, the WTO ruled in favor of China. Despite this, the tariffs were upheld, as the Biden administration ignored the ruling, maintaining the false claim that the tariffs were necessary for national security. This argument can be used at will by any American president, and Trump will excel in it. So, he does by announcing 25 percent tariffs on the imports of steel and aluminum from all countries without exception, not excluding the UK and European Union member states. The main exporters of these metals, especially Canada, Brazil, Mexico, and South Korea, which sold 6.0, 4.1, 3.2 and 1.5 million tons of steel respectively, will be hit hardest, and in the case of aluminum—Canada, which supplied its southern neighbor with more than half of its imports (3.2 million tons). It is worth mentioning that contrary to the intentions of the tariff frenzy in its previous edition, under Trump 1.0, according to official data from the US International Trade Commission, USITC, tariffs raised the average price of steel and aluminum by 2.4 and 1.6 percent, respectively, bolstering not the output but inflation.
Even if China were to buy twice as much from the United States as before, it would not offset their balance of trade if they were not able to competitively increase their own exports and as long as savings do not substantially increase. This is because their deficit is structural, not conjunctural. Americans should save more and spend less on the consumption of goods produced better and cheaper elsewhere. By saving more, they would finance more investments themselves out of their own pockets, rather than with funds from abroad thanks to the current-account deficit, which was as high as 3.4 percent of GDP in 2024, while others had positive balances, largely because of the excess of exports to the United States over imports from there.
China over the same period recorded a positive balance of 3.2 percent of GDP. The aggregate euro area economy noted 2.4 percent (including Germany as much as 6.3 percent) and Japan 4.2 percent. According to Trumponomics, countries with which the United States has trade deficits are cheating because they are supposedly fraudulently causing exports to exceed imports, while the reality is that they are simply able to produce what Americans want at lower costs. Interestingly, some economies with large positive trade balances with the United States are recording deficits in their overall balance of payments (which include other categories of international financial transfers in addition to the commodity turnover balance), for example, Canada -1.6 percent and Mexico -1.0 percent of GDP.
At least the Americans will use a little less metal, not wasting their alloys on minting coins. Their leader likes to make a fuss, but he was right when he ordered to cease production of the 1-cent coin, because it costs as much as 3.69 cents to produce and distribute it. This is not a joke, as the mass character of such unprofitable practice in the 2023/2024 financial year entailed an expenditure of USD 85.3 million.
With all this in mind, it did sound facetious when, at the World Economic Forum, Trump 2.0 tried to explain to the elites of business, finance, politics, and media commenting on economic relations, that the incorporation of Canada into the United States as the 51st state would eliminate the US trade deficit (not that big, at around USD 44 billion in 2024), because there would be no exports and imports between them in one integrated country. Wouldn’t it be simpler to unite accounting and statistical offices and pretend there is no border? How about adding the European Union, with which the United States has a much larger trade deficit (around USD 236 billion in 2024)?
Considering all this, it seems like an irony of history that before the conceited Trump came up with the idea of calling his idée fixe a “revolution of common sense,” a generation earlier the phrase became popular in Canada. Between 1995 and 2002, in the province of Ontario under Premier Mike Harris of the Progressive Conservative Party, these words were understood to mean balancing the budget while reducing taxes and limiting the size and role of the state. Such de facto neoliberal policies have not been very successful, but this is not the only lesson that was not learned.
Is it not an irony of history that common sense was first discussed in a pamphlet with the exact title: “Common Sense,” written an epoch earlier, in 1776, by Thomas Paine8? This British writer and thinker of the Enlightenment era, as well as a participant in the American Revolution and one of the founding fathers of the United States, advocated for independence and his publication played a considerable role in sparking the revolution that freed the colonies—only thirteen then—from dependence on Britain. And now the provinces of Canada were to lose their independence? Trump obviously did not think about the fact that the majority of the ten provinces and three territories there are governed by progressive circles, which, if Americanized, would inevitably strengthen the Democratic party and, consequently, Republicans would soon lose their majority in both houses of the Congress. There would certainly be enough votes for impeachment…
How about adding the incorporation of Mexico as the 52nd state to these idiosyncratic political and commercial proposals? Then, according to Trump’s “logic,” the problem of uncontrolled immigration from there should disappear, as all the inhabitants of such an enlarged country would be at home. It is a good thing that at least the French do not lay claims to Louisiana unwisely sold to the Americans in 1803, and the Russians do not demand the resale of Alaska, which they traded for a miserable amount of USD 7.2 million (equivalent to about 135 million today) during the time of Tsars in 1867. Not only Musk but also Trump himself could take out such an amount of his pocket. But they may not have enough for Greenland, because there is more to it than just money.
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In the long run, the results of rowdy actions may be quite different from those desired by their authors. They will surely be felt in the realm of geopolitics. The US aggressiveness will prompt Latin American countries to deepen economic cooperation—in terms of trade, capital flows, direct investment, and technology transfer—with other countries, primarily China, at the expense of the US. This will certainly not apply to Argentina—at least as long as libertarian President Javier Milei is in power there—but it will almost certainly be the case for the continent’s other major economies, notably Brazil with President Ignacio Lula Da Silva and Mexico with President Claudia Sheinbaum.
We will observe this elsewhere, too. Also, in Africa and especially in Asia, where, contrary to US intentions, large countries such as Indonesia, Pakistan, and Bangladesh will move even further towards deepening cooperation with China and with the European Union. Already during the 2014–2023-decade, China has invested more than USD 60 billion directly in Indonesia, twice as much as the US. Now these differences may become even greater.
India will remain key in this strategic geopolitical game, which, as it has been doing for years, will skillfully maneuver between the US, China, and Russia. They cooperate with all of them on various levels, trying to use the US-China, Sino-Russian (Russia and China cooperate in some areas and compete in others), and Russian-American rivalries to their advantage. It must be said that Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi does this with great skill; others should learn from him. When necessary, he meets President Putin in Kazan at the BRICS summit,1 negotiates with President Xi Jinping in Wuhan, or coquettes President Trump, who adores it. During his visit to the White House, where he was received as the fourth consecutive leader of a foreign country (Prime Ministers Benjamin Netanyahu of Israel and Shigeru Ishiba of Japan and King Abdullah II of Jordan were hosted first), Prime Minister Modi said: “Borrowing an expression from the US, our vision for a developed India is to ‘Make India Great Again’, or MIGA. When America and India work together, when it’s MAGA plus MIGA, it becomes MEGA—a mega partnership for prosperity.”2
Today the Chinese economy is no longer as tightly coupled with the US as it was just a few years ago.3 China has strengthened its international economic position by concluding trade agreements with several countries in Africa, South America, and Southeast Asia and is currently the largest trading partner of more than 120 countries. In this context, the erosion of US leadership and credibility caused by the destabilizing actions of its new administration will be beneficial to China. One of the reasons is that in the post-Covid-19 pandemic period, Beijing, unlike Washington, supported key international institutions such as the World Bank, the World Trade Organization, the World Health Organization (WHO), and the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), as well as the Paris Climate Agreement.
In the early days of Trump 2.0, US-European relations have taken the lead in global affairs due to the frictions resulting from the Washington administration’s protectionist moves on the one hand, and the growing dilemmas already occurring within the European Commission and NATO headquarters in Brussels, on the other. In the long run—once the tensions in North Atlantic relations subside—the most important aspect of international affairs, with fundamental implications for the whole world, will be the US-China relationship. Before this relationship starts to improve, which will not be so soon, it will first deteriorate. This will also happen in economic terms, with negative consequences not only for both ill-fitting parties to this creation sometimes referred to as Chimerica but also for other countries.
China will maintain its current political course. The greater the American Sinophobia is—and it will be fueled, as indicated by the selection of individuals, sometimes extremely anti-Chinese, to certain leadership positions in the new administration—the more they will seek to maintain and further increase their influence on the international stage. First and foremost, China will do it out of concern for its own interests, because it does not need to dominate over the outside world and to be a hegemon, which is either way unrealistic. China will want to continue its foreign economic expansion to sustain its economic growth rate at the highest possible level. The noticeable improvement in the living conditions of the population based on this growth legitimizes the mono-party political system there. The ruling party may still call itself “communist,” but it is in power not for ideological reasons, accepting private companies’ pursuit of profit, huge income and wealth inequalities, or significant unemployment, but for pragmatic ones. As long as the party delivers what the people expect—and they expect, first of all, continued improvement in their standard of living—it can stay in power.
Increasing economic openness, engaging in cooperation with other regions and countries, making inward and outward foreign investment, taking part in WTO rules-based trade, transferring technology, and strengthening people-to-people contacts—these are positive and pragmatic responses to development challenges. In an era of turbulent evolution of the international situation, every opportunity to improve external relations must be used wisely. China does this skillfully. For example, they used the BRICS + 4summit to discuss the launch of a system of international financial transfers that are not based on the US dollar. Now, in the context of the radicalization of the White House’s foreign policy, they will intensify conceptual and implementation work regarding an alternative settlement system. A growing proportion of Chinese exports and imports with various countries will be invoiced and settled not in dollars but in yuan. Their share of the foreign exchange reserves of many countries will also increase, although the dollar will continue to dominate.
China’s politicians and diplomats use various international forums to talk and strongly negotiate with countries seeking to resolve conflicts of interest, numerous not only in structures as loosely coupled as BRICS or Asia–Pacific Economic Co-operation, APEC, but also in far more deeply integrated European Union, with which China wants to maintain the best possible economic relations. The EU should exploit this pragmatically, without taking a biased position in the China-US rivalry, to which the latter will now push even harder. Such persuasions will be of little use because, with the aggressiveness of the politics practiced under the name of MAGA, which is anti-European in more than one respect, China may become de facto an economic ally of Europe, in particular of the European Union. The sooner this is grasped by the political elite in Beijing and Brussels, the better.
Rather than accepting the antagonistic division into the West, led by the United States, together with the European Union subservient to it, and the East, led by China—two great spheres of the world competing both directly and indirectly for influence in the so-called Global South—it is better to see two peacefully competing mega-systems: Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian. The European Union belongs to both and should effectively benefit from this fact for its own socio-economic development. Which is not necessarily certain, as the Economist Intelligence Unit, sister organization of the weekly “The Economist,” spells out “In the long term, one Western-bashing bloc (led by China and Russia) and one Western-leaning bloc (led by the US and the EU) will cement themselves into the geopolitical landscape and use economic and military levers to court countries that are not aligned with either side. We expect this competition for influence to expand rapidly beyond Asia and into Africa, the Middle East and Latin America, further accelerating the decoupling of the world’s two largest economies.”5 I am not at all sure that these blocks will “cement themselves”; not necessarily. Contrary to appearances, there are more differences and less in common between them. What we can be sure of is their internal evolution and shifts in external linkages both with each other and with external partners. I think we are facing the end of the West as we know it. And if not yet, with Trumpism and Trumponomics, it can happen quickly.
Someone may share the view that the only concern of the president of any country should be the welfare of its citizens. Maybe this could be true, if such a country is an island isolated from others. But this is never the case. In the modern world, countries and their economies are linked by a complex web of relationships, and it cannot be ignored that what is done in some of them affects the positions of others. It can be expected of the US president that, while caring first and foremost for Americans, he should not totally ignore others. But he does when he turns his back on his mercantilism and protectionism against the good side of globalization, which should not be tossed in the bin, but modified to enable the pursuit of one’s own goals in positive synergy with others, rather than at their expense. This is possible and desirable. After all, globalization has been the leading factor in the decline in the number of people living in extreme poverty, for less than USD 2.15 per day, from around 2 billion in 1990 to around 700 million a third of a century later, in 2024.
Now this trend may be reversed, and such remarkable achievement may be partly lost. The more President Trump talks about America First, the more often Chinese leader Xi Jinping repeats shuāngyíng—win–win, having inclusive globalization (in which, of course, China would play a leading role) in mind. Seeing and hearing all of this, others will draw practical conclusions for their own benefit. As a result, China will have more supporters in the world and the United States fewer allies. Deviations from such a trend will occur, if the US blackmail packages are convincing enough, as happened in the case of threats to Panama persuading it to withdraw from participation in China’s Belt and Road Initiative, BRI. It is always better not to have Chinese investment than to have the US military at home…
However, Latin anti-Americanism may be leaning some other countries in the region towards China. Colombia has joined the BRI and launched a new shipping route to Shanghai, using the Chinese-built Chancay port in Peru, the largest in South America, which opened in autumn 2024 in the presence of the Chinese president, who stopped there on his way to the G20 summit in Rio de Janeiro.
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Allies of common sense should care about balancing the major powers caught up in the geopolitical reshuffle, but be wary of taking too deep a turn, which could trigger a change from one state of power imbalance into another. While, to a certain extent, strengthening China’s relative position at the expense of the relative weakening of the United States may prove beneficial to the global geopolitical balance and foster meaningful development of the world economy, an excessive shift in the mutual alignment of Chimerica is by no means desirable. Strong China should not be our concern, but we should worry if it becomes too strong.
The dispute over the nature of the Chinese system is not new, at least outside China, where it has been consistently asserted for three generations that we are dealing with socialism, adding, at most, characteristics that change over time. When I was in the Middle Kingdom for the first time in 1989, I had no doubt that it was a socialist country, although the socialism there was different from the socialism we knew from Central and Eastern Europe. When I visit China today, I have doubts as to whether it is still socialism, and at the same time, I am not sure if it can already be called capitalism. So, what are we dealing with? Is it simply a period of transition from one formation to another or something systemically different, worthy of its own name?
Those who would like to attribute a capitalist system to China believe that property relations constitute the decisive criterion. At the beginning of this century, the private sector generated around 52 percent of national income there. Today, according to official Beijing sources, private business creates more than 60 percent of GDP and provides more than 80 percent of employment. The matter is more complicated, however, as it is hard to establish whether we are dealing with private or state ownership, as there are various intermediate and mixed forms. What is important here is not only the traditional understanding of the forms of ownership but also changes in the sphere of governance and state ownership supervision.
Non-economic relationships matter, as well. While some focus on the authoritarian system, others claim that it is a functional meritocracy. While some are thrilled about the sophistication of high-tech companies and their international competitiveness, others point out cases of non-compliance with the principles of intellectual property protection. While some fear that the grand New Silk Road program is a manifestation of Chinese imperialism, others emphasize the support provided to poor economies in their efforts to overcome backwardness.
Just as 35 years ago, with the end of the previous Cold War following the collapse of the Soviet Union, it was naïve to expect that the United States, using its economic, including financial, as well as political and military power, will “save the world” and effectively become its progressive leader, so it would be naïve today to expect something similar from China. They have neither the means nor—unlike the United States—the will to do so, as some suspect and others even accuse them of. China does not want to dominate the world but only to exploit globalization to its own benefit, not necessarily at the expense of others, but sometimes even helping them. But the concerns about dependence on China are understandable, given the large trade deficits with China and the risk of over-penetration of indigenous businesses and economic sectors by Chinese capital. It is also necessary to be careful not to fall into the trap of over-indebtedness. At the same time, unrealistic assumptions are being made in some capital cities that China will help them solve domestic problems that local authorities and entrepreneurs cannot cope with, and they are more attracted to China than China itself is attracted to them.
China’s economy has slowed down. In 2024, GDP increased by around 5 percent, which is admired by many but is significantly less than used to be recorded in the past. Also in 2025, GDP grows by about 5 percent. Beijing is attempting to offset the loss of development momentum by changing the internal drivers of growth from a massive investment expansion to more consumption-drawn growth, while increasing capital exports and pursuing various foreign direct investments. While some welcome such development because they need the capital and technology that China has at its disposal, others worry because their relative position in the global economy is weakening. There is no straightforward analogy here, but some comparisons with the Japanese-American rivalry of the past come to mind. Japan deservedly lost the war, and although it was occupied by the United States for seven years, it was quickly able to put its economy on a path of rapid growth. While in the decade of 1960–1969 the average annual rate of GDP growth was quite considerable at the level of 4.5 percent in the United States, it was as high as 10.4 percent in Japan (at this rate, income doubles after seven years). In the following decade, 1970–1979, the respective growth rates were 3.2 and 5.2 percent. In total, over the entire two decades of 1960–1979, Japanese GDP grew by 347 percent, while US GDP grew by 113 percent. The acceleration of Japan was the result of a policy of state interventionism, unique at the time, which some Southeast Asian countries later tried to emulate with varying degrees of success.1 However, the hegemonic position of the United States was challenged by the expansion of Japan, given the size of its economy and then still growing population. Although the two countries, lying on opposite sides of the Pacific, have moved closer together within the same political camp, their economic relations were tense. It would be difficult to describe them as friendly.
Peacetime had arrived, and the Cold War was being fought on other dividing lines. Japan and the United States became allies in that Cold War—and remained until today—but that did not stop Washington and Tokyo from waging a trade war. Michael Crichton, in an excellent thriller, evoked the statement circulating in the corridors of power in Tokyo that trade is war.2 Japan wanted to win it, or, more accurately, this was a way to pay back for the humiliating defeat suffered a generation and two earlier in the Hot War. In Washington, they understandably wanted to win the war as well. A series of restrictions and protectionism were meant to slow down the growth rate of the economy of a supposed friend, but nevertheless a rival. For a long period, this did not work, but together with other factors, over time, it has had the desired effect for the United States. In relation to Japan, it is often said that two decades were wasted. From the point of view of GDP levels, this is how it can be described. GDP of the Land of the Rising Sun in 2023 was only slightly larger than twenty years earlier, in 2003, at USD 4.61 trillion and 4.07 trillion, respectively. In those years, US GDP was worth 22.06 trillion and 14.48 trillion, respectively. In other words, while GDP in the United States grew by 56 percent over the two-decade period, it grew by 13 percent in Japan (World Bank data at constant 2015 prices).
Something similar is currently being dreamt of by the Americans in relation to China, but this time, it is a dream that is impossible to come true. The differences in growth rates of China and the United States in the next two decades will be smaller than in the previous twenty years, but unless some extraordinary circumstances occur, the average growth rate of the Chinese economy will still be higher than that of the United States. One of the main reasons for such trends is the relatively larger share of industrial production in China’s GDP, which, by its nature, is growing faster than services. The share of the latter has consistently declined but is still more than double that of the United States; the respective ratios are 38.3 and 17.6 percent (data for the most recent years for which verified data is available).
There is a big game being played to rationalize globalization. Alongside security and environmental concerns, this is the question of “to be or not to be” for our civilization. China can significantly help to co-shape the desired future, limiting global dangers and the risk of a major catastrophe far beyond the economic field. The world is likely to face such a catastrophe if the economy is directed back onto the neoliberal business-as-usual track on the one hand, and if the escalation of a new nationalism, including—or perhaps especially—that of the economic “Made in USA” is not contained. We can only hope that neither will happen, and this is largely—paradoxically for many—owing to China.
Of all the major countries, China has gained the most from globalization—understood as a long-term process of liberalization and integration of previously somewhat isolated national economies into an interdependent global market for goods, capital, and technology. The question immediately arises: did it contribute enough to return? Probably in terms of technology transfers, China has taken more for itself than it has given to others, although recently the situation has been changing in this respect, too. After an initial period of absorbing significant foreign direct investment, which China has cleverly—like no one else—used for structural modernization and driving technological progress, for several years now it has been investing more abroad than the outside world invests in China. While previously it attracted investment mainly from highly developed countries and transferred advanced technologies from there, now China locates investments primarily in poorer countries, supporting their development by providing its own advanced technologies.
Who is bothered by this? Why is it that instead of praising China for its contribution to the development not only of its own economy, but also for stimulating the development of the world economy and helping others, we often hear critical, even condemnatory opinions about the Chinese expansion? This causes irritation and unhealthy jealousy, especially on the other side of the oceans—the Atlantic, looking from Europe, and the Pacific, looking from Asia. According to some opinion-forming groups, China has hegemonic tendencies, and its economic expansion as well as political and diplomatic activities are supposed to serve them. “China has ambitions to create an alternative to the values enshrined in global institutions. It would reinterpret concepts like democracy, freedom, and human rights to suit its own preference for development over individual freedom and national sovereignty over universal values.”3
Even so, it is American “values, however imperfectly they are realized, [that] still attract people from all across the planet in a way that Chinese communism does not.”4 Well, now—during Trumpism—they will attract less and less. As a result of the pro-development nature of the Belt and Road Initiative, and particularly the positive example set by the achievements of the Chinese way out of poverty, American values are losing their attractiveness in the eyes of the less economically advanced countries, while Chinese values are becoming increasingly attractive. They are not imposed on anyone in the way that “Chinese communism” supposedly does, because there is no longer any communism there; if not since the collapse of Maoist ideology and practice two generations ago, then certainly since the beginning of the twenty-first century and China’s accession to the WTO.
The Chinese system is not communism, nor even “socialism with Chinese characteristics” (although the term is highly interpretative), as continually promoted by Beijing’s leaders and followed by countless social science authors. It is not capitalism either, adorned by some with the adjective “political.”5 It is an original regime, which I refer to as Chinism,6 which is a political and socio-economic system that, under authoritarianism and monoparty rule, but at the same time through meritocracy and technocracy, effectively, from the point of view of the overriding objective of rapid development, combines the forces of the famous invisible hand of the market with the visible (albeit too much visible in recent years) hand of the state.
Machiavelli, in “The Prince” (1513), argued that it is good when the people fear the prince. Erasmus, on the other hand, argued in “The Education of a Christian Prince” (1516) that it is better when he is loved, and to be loved, it is necessary to receive a good humanist education. Confucius took an even different approach two millennia earlier, believing that it is best when a leader is loved, but at the same time the people are somewhat afraid of him. The last model seems to be pursued by the Chinese leader, Xi Jinping. His counterweight, American leader Donald Trump, probably wants to be more and more loved, but this will not be the case. Love must be earned.
The position of the European Union has unfortunately been weakening in recent years. The US-China conflict, which will escalate in the coming years, represents both a threat and an opportunity for the EU. Without a clear strategic vision, coherent leadership, and efficient integration mechanisms, risks will prevail. Unfortunately, all these three factors are missing, and there is a risk that the European Commission in its current composition may not be able to deal with the cascade of challenges. The political and economic extravagances of the partner from the other side of the Atlantic are a time of great trial for it.
We found ourselves in an insanely complicated situation. Europe as a whole is becoming convinced that it needs closer cooperation across the borders that divide it. Today, it is not only failing to cope with the competitiveness of the US economy. Asian countries are also squeezing many European companies out of the global market. At the same time, they make it more difficult for the European companies to expand in their markets, being able to supply them with modern products. In response to these challenges, the European Union should deepen its internal integration with appropriate institutionalization and regulation in relation to technology, investment, population migration, environmental and climate protection, public finance and monetary policy, including the expansion of the euro area. As for the latter, there is more to it than just Bulgaria joining the common currency area at the beginning of 2025.
Conversely to what is happening under the influence of nationalism and populism, the powers of the European Parliament, the European Commission, and the European Central Bank should increase at the expense of reducing the prerogatives of member states’ authorities. In addition, it is necessary to deepen coordination with the United Kingdom after it unwittingly left the Union and with Norway, which did not wish to join. The European Union must be supported in every respect, including its enlargement and deeper integration and the accession to the eurozone of countries that have not yet done so. This will improve the Union’s competitiveness and its economic security.
The European Union found itself caught between powerful forces that are destabilizing the world for the sake of their selfish interests. While it is their concern that they are harming themselves by the imprudence of their own actions, for the EU their behavior is a nightmare. First, there was nationalist and aggressive Russia with its Rússkiy mir (Русский мир), Russian World, on one side, now the United States with its morbid MAGA on the other. A Russian war criminal in the Kremlin and an American political troublemaker in the White House…
The situation of Poland is special—it is extremely anti-Russian and at the same time pro-American in a servile way. While the Russophobia deeply rooted in the history is partly justified, the unproductiveness of servility towards the partner from across the Atlantic is only now coming out as the proverbial cat out of the bag. While the transition to a phase of good neighborly relations with Russia must take many years, if not decades, a genuine partnership with the United States also looks vaguely and far from mutually beneficial. Unless one is fooled by the patting on the back of Polish militarists by their US sponsors, who, after all, in their own interests, proclaim that Poland, with its record high military expenditure, sets a good example to follow. Some prominent politicians may fly to Washington to assure whomever is needed there that we are bravely proceeding to devote 5 percent of GDP or more to so-called national defense. However, even with simultaneous assurances that the lion’s share of the increased spending will go to the US arms business, this will not erase what the Polish Prime Minister unwisely said about the American President, suggesting “that he had Russian connections,”7 which is so eagerly recalled by the anti-government media in the heat of the Polish cold civil war. Unfortunately, they are not the only ones, as the world is also reminded of this. This is what happens when one of the most widely read weekly newspapers in opinion and decision-making circles writes: “Mr. Tusk unwisely insulted Mr. Trump when he was not in office.”8
During his visit to Warsaw, US Secretary of Defense Pete Hegseth said: “Poland is spending 5 percent of GDP on defense already, which is a model for the continent (…) These are first steps. More must still be done.”9 Well, so we are doing it, turning the matters upside down. This augurs badly if such a sensible person as the Minister of Funds declares that “We need to invest in security and mobilize the entire EU to do this (…) it is possible to divert 20 billion zlotys from investment in green self-governance to the arms industry. However, this requires dialogue with the EU.”10 Instead of to pro-development green transformation, to anti-development military spending. Instead of fostering European integration with its responsible strategic vision of a competitive, green and social Europe, we will be moving towards a Europe focusing on the military and armaments. Soon not Hungary, but Poland—additionally taking account of the anti-European course of the main opposition parties and the Euroscepticism of the new president of Poland, supported by President Trump, who has just been elected for a five-year term—will push the Union on a slippery slope.
MAGA with its ideas and interests will succeed if it is able to frighten the supporters of the Russkiy mir. This concept of the “Russian world,” which dates to the late Middle Ages, is identified with Russia’s geopolitical expansiveness, with the invasion of Ukraine being its most prominent contemporary manifestation. To the younger generation, unfamiliar with the Russian language, it is worth explaining that the word mir means both world and, paradoxically, peace. Russkiy mir somehow corresponds to MAGA, because someone could interpret the idea—and, unfortunately, more than once the practice—as Make Russia Great Again! When they both want to be great at someone else’s expense, pursuing that greatness in various ways, others can find themselves in an extremely uncomfortable position. And so, it happens.
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When Los Angeles was burning, when we have learned from scientific research by the World Weather Attribution, WWA, that climate change is the main cause of hot and dry weather causing devastating fires, and that the probability of such weather conditions is increasing by 35 percent as a result of a warming climate, is it sensible to withdraw from global mechanisms to combat climate overheating? When the oceans of the world, which help maintain the planet’s desired temperature, have a smaller layer of ice than has ever been recorded1—is Washington right to turn its back on those fighting with the burning of the global furnace? When the inhabitants of our planet have learned, based on the data from the International Meteorological Organization, WMO, that the Earth’s temperature has already risen by 1.55 degrees Celsius compared to the pre-industrial era (the average temperature between 1850 and 1900)—i.e., above the limit that climate scientists warn against exceeding, for the sake of maintaining bearable living conditions—is it common sense then to withdraw the USA from the Paris climate agreement?
This agreement was worked out with great difficulty in 2015, with the considerable participation of the 44th US President, Barak Obama. Today, from the mouth of the resident who followed him to occupy the White House in 2017, we hear the frivolous justification that that the act “does not reflect our country’s values or our contributions to the pursuit of economic and environmental objectives. Moreover, these agreements steer American taxpayer dollars to countries that do not require, or merit, financial assistance in the interests of the American people.”2 In doing so, this powerful country, which is responsible for as much as 11 percent of the greenhouse gas emissions that heat the Earth’s temperature, joined the only three countries that have not signed the Paris settlement. Alongside Iran and Libya, the three include Yemen, which accounts for a trace 0.07 percent of global emissions; as much in a full year as the United States does in two days.
A year after a quarter of a billion children in 85 countries, mostly those with incomes below the global average, were periodically prevented from attending schools due to various environmental and climate anomalies related to the overheating of the Earth, is it supposed to be reasonable to declare a “state of emergency in the energy sector” and stop to financially support the expansion of renewable energy infrastructure as part of the Green New Deal initiated a few years earlier by President Biden? And then, the order to remove comments about climate change from government websites smacks of childishness.
Worse still, these disastrous decisions will encourage other countries to follow this fatal downward trend. Distancing themselves from the imperative of green transition is already being advocated by some European political leaders, sometimes including those who until recently were advocates of moving as quickly as possible towards the use of renewable energy sources.
Is it reasonable to withdraw from the World Health Organization, WHO? Especially during the times, when the risk of various infectious diseases emerging and spreading around the world is so high. Public health experts describe this decision by President Trump as “catastrophic, disastrous and harmful.” Immediately after it was made, the BBC reported: “There is also concern among some scientists that this would leave the US isolated when it comes to access to programs such as pandemic preparedness and seasonal influenza strain sequencing, which is used to develop annual flu jabs. That could ultimately harm the health of Americans, and the US national interest.”3 It will do the harm, no conditional mode is needed. More so as the new Washington authority is eager to cut down expenses on certain public services which, because of political particularism and the associated media uproar, its electorate dislikes. The fact that 88 percent of Democratic Party supporters trust the Center for Disease Control and Prevention, while only 49% of Republicans do is not a result of professional analyses.
It is disconcerting to see an almost entire cessation of foreign aid by the new government of a country as wealthy as the United States, with an annual per capita income of USD 85,000. This is more than six times the world average; daily it is almost as much as a resident of the poorest country, Burundi, makes in a whole year. A State Department spokeswoman declared: “President Trump stated clearly that the United States is no longer going to blindly dole out money with no return for the American people.”4 So foreign aid is being blocked at his request, all in the name of making America great again…
Along the way, we learn that, according to President Trump transactional reasoning, the United States should get something in return, some kind of fair compensation. This was best expressed by Marco Rubio, responsible for the foreign policy, when he communicated that “Every dollar we spend, every program we fund, and every policy we pursue must be justified with the answer to three simple questions: Does it make America safer? Does it make America stronger? Does it make America more prosperous?”5 So it is about investments that are to pay off, not about help? Even so, that help was already extremely low. In 2023, it was only USD 72 billion: 63.7 billion in economic aid (less than a quarter of a percent of US GDP) and 8.3 billion in military aid. The lion’s share of the economic support, as much as USD 16 billion, went to just one recipient—Ukraine.
Almost entire, as military support for Israel’s 9.5 million population was maintained. In 2023, this amounted to USD 3.31 billion, which is slightly less than the aggregate economic support provided to a total of 325 million people in five poor African countries—Kenya, Congo (DRC), Mozambique, Tanzania and Uganda. The same amount for armaments as for a population over thirty times larger to fight poverty, hunger, disease, and illiteracy. Aid—also almost entire military in nature—to Egypt (USD 1.45 billion in 2023) was not withheld.
As if an exception has been made to these savage cuts, continuing some programs previously launched in extremely critical situations, as in the case of food aid to the desperate famine-stricken Sudan. The reality, however, proved otherwise. “The freezing of US humanitarian assistance has forced the closure of almost 80 percent of the emergency food kitchens set up to help people left destitute by Sudan’s civil war. Aid volunteers said the impact of President Donald Trump’s executive order halting contributions from the US government’s development organization (USAID) for 90 days meant more than 1,100 communal kitchens had shut. It is estimated that nearly two million people struggling to survive have been affected.”6 There is no doubt that far greater than the value of the bags of rice shipped there is the value of the arms supplied by the various intermediaries, not excluding the US. The conflicting parties in a civil war have to shoot at each other with something, even though they do not produce the weapons and ammunition themselves.
What is intriguing is that the prominent Anglo-American weekly “The Economist” goes even further in its criticism of this compromising decision, noting that rather than strengthening the US, the decision weakens them. And this is because “A poorer world will ultimately make America poorer too. American generosity is not just charity. Foreign aid that creates a more stable and prosperous world is in America’s best interest.”7 It is astonishing that a man of business like Trump does not grasp this particular issue. Unsurprisingly, the abolition of the government agency that coordinates economic and humanitarian foreign aid, United States Agency for International Development, USAID, is considered unconstitutional by some Democratic congressmen. Meanwhile, Trump himself accused it of being “run by a bunch of radical left lunatics”. Now, having been absorbed by the Department of State and made into a useful foreign policy instrument, it will be run, presumably, by a group of quiet right normal people. The discussion about who is crazy in the US will continue. It is getting stuffy…
The grim fact is that, although the scale is not the same as in the case of the US, others start to behave similarly. As if reversing their previously held values and positions, the oppositionist Tories protested the intentions of the UK’s ruling Labor party to increase military spending from 2.3 percent to 2.5 percent of GDP in 2027. This is to be done at the expense of a reduction in foreign aid spending, so their share in gross national income, GNI, is to fall accordingly, to a modest 0.3 percent. This is just four-tenths of what the UN recommends for aid transfers from rich to poor countries. But at least, unlike in other capitals, in London, they have the courage to speak openly about what the increase in the military budget is to be funded from. It is strange that this is done by a left-center government, but currently it is no longer clear where the left ends and the right begins, so it will be more prudent not to misuse these terms, because we will arrive at the oxymorons of a right-left or left–right party.
A kind of anarchy will proceed in the system of international organizations. It will result—as is already happening– in the lack of a body capable of effectively enforcing international law and the agreements made based on it. At the time, when the coordination and oversight functions of important organizations—notably the UN, WTO, and WHO—should be strengthened, they are being weakened. Irascible Republicans encouraged by their idol’s narrative, or perhaps directly persuaded by him, want to withdraw the United States from the United Nations. One senator introduced a bill in Congress entitled “Complete U.S. Withdrawal from the United Nations Act of 2025”. Its aim would be to terminate US membership of the UN and related agencies and stop all funding for them. “We should stop paying for it. As President Trump revolutionizes our foreign policy by putting America first, we must leave this sham organization and prioritize real alliances that ensure our nation’s security and prosperity,” said the petitioner. He is supported by a party peer, who implies that “The United Nations exploits American taxpayer dollars while often undermining our interests, attacking our allies, and supporting our adversaries.”8 Such opinions find fertile ground above all in circles sympathetic to Republicans, where only 34 percent view the UN positively. Among Democrats, over 70 percent share this view.9
In such a situation, instead of working together to address security, public health, climate, population migration, technology, and economic issues, countries will act on their own, in a regionally and globally disordered manner, increasing the cost of their actions and undermining their effectiveness. In an age where the imperative is to improve the regulatory functions of supranational institutions, their power is being selfishly eroded. It can be illusory to seek one’s own security—military, economic, social, and climate—by trying to weaken competing states. This is because they react symmetrically, taking care mainly about their own interests in such circumstances, and looking less and less at others. In the end, it will be worse and more expensive, because one cannot effectively isolate oneself from others, no matter how loud one would shout America First!, Vive la France! or Alles für Deutschland! Instead of moving towards parochial nationalism, we need to move towards inclusive globalization; instead of limiting ourselves in our dealings with others, we need to open more to them; instead of distancing ourselves, it is better to integrate; instead of trying to tip the scales to our own side, it is better to work in partnership with others towards a balance.
Going back to economic policy. President Trump and his government officials are right when they claim that the US economy is over-regulated. More specifically, it is badly regulated. Therefore, they do not need any kind of total, libertarian deregulation, but re-regulation, i.e., the elimination of many regulations that are harmful to entrepreneurship—orders, bans, and licenses—while at the same time the introduction of legal principles that stimulate fair competition as well as protection of consumers and natural environment. This should not be done with a strike of a baseball bat, or a vigorous swing of a golf club, but with the smooth movement of a lancet. This requires precision and sophistication, not deletion of regulations in bulk and mass dismissals of officials, which may result in some regulatory chaos and soon there will be a shortage of expert bureaucrats needed to keep a complex economy running smoothly.
The White House, federal agencies and departments will soon find this out, as employees are being dismissed en masse in the wake of a not-very-well thought out presidential executive order (this type of legislation does not require Congressional approval). This is happening according to rather clumsy but legally sanctioned principles of Trumponomics. They stipulate that after the end of the hiring freeze on any new employees in the federal administration (determined by an executive order signed immediately on the first day of the second term), agencies are to “undertake plans for large-scale reductions in force” and should not hire more than one person for every four who have left their jobs.10 And they are leaving. Some, because they were persuaded and encouraged with a quasi-bribe in the form of a benefit equal to one month’s salary for eight months after being made redundant. Others, because they were most simply dismissed.
The unceremonious mass downsizing, not to say throwing people out of work, backfired very quickly when it became apparent that there was a shortage of expert staff in critical areas. “The US government is trying to rehire [on Sunday] nuclear safety employees it had fired on Thursday, after concerns grew that their dismissal could jeopardize national security. The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) workers were among hundreds of employees in the energy department who received termination letters. The department is responsible for designing, building and overseeing the US nuclear weapons stockpile”.11 These are the consequences of acting blindly.
To act a little less intrusively, which does not necessarily mean more sensibly, Elon Musk, given the green light from the president before he withdrew from the decisive circles of the White House and had a nasty quarrel with its occupant, sent a laconic request to the tens of thousands of people employed in federal offices: “Please reply to this email with approx. 5 bullets of what you accomplished last week.” He immediately added that “Failure to respond will be taken as a resignation,”12 giving 48 h to respond. With such a dictum, instead of working, civil servants were thinking of what to write so as not to end up dismissed. And since there were thousands of these responses, it is likely that some artificial intelligence algorithm, AI, “read” them and indicated who needed to be let go and who needed to be retained. It is extremely original to have an HR policy that, instead of putting things in order by optimizing the workforce, causes even more mess.
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Neoliberal economics makes several illusory assumptions.1 According to the first, the market operates in a competitive environment. To some extent, it always does, but never under perfect competition, because markets are largely oligopolistic—from large retail chains and airlines through banks and insurance agencies to pharmaceutical companies and social media (X platform included). The pressure of neoliberal circles on deregulation has in fact consisted in demanding—and often obtaining—the deregulation they desire not so much to deepen the competitive environment as to facilitate their profit maximization through rent seeking—the exploitation of stakeholders and passing some of the costs incurred on them, while capturing income earned by someone else through various phases and channels of redistribution.
Every now and then deregulation comes down to making it easier to cut out relatively weaker competitors, which are inconvenient for stronger companies. In many cases, this is fostered by cynical policies that preach one thing and do something else. This must change, and the way to do this is to introduce regulations towards the social market economy and to take fuller account of the interests of medium-sized and small enterprises and their stakeholders.
The truth remains that the economy must continue to rely on the dominance of private enterprises, except that their functioning and expansion must be regulated by the state in the general interest. The state with proper market regulation, with the concern about the circulation of information and the fight against disinformation, is to encourage entrepreneurship to flourish and to encourage investment, but still to influence economic activity in such a way that it is consistent with the macroeconomic objective of improving the welfare of society.
Today, an important new element of economic activity is that sometimes access to reliable information is more meaningful to the formation and allocation of capital than that of ownership. This issue has both a technical and a moral dimension. Therefore, it is necessary to strive for integrity in economic activity and high ethical standards in business and politics. For the economy to be good, it must be fair, which once again raises the subject of healthy market competition and good state regulation.
It is not possible to eliminate the fallacies of composition assuming that the sum of microeconomic rationalities does not guarantee macroeconomic rationality, and the sum of macroeconomic rationalities does not yield global rationality. But they can be mitigated as much on the micro–macro level (enterprise—national economy) as on the macro-mega level (national economies—global economy). Little can be achieved without an efficient state in the first case and inter-state agreements in the second. The market alone cannot solve these problems; it intensifies them.
To move things forward, however, one must not be misled by the appearance of the private sector’s readiness to be almost charitable. This is not what private business is about. It can be described as an employer, but it must be remembered that it gives others work first and foremost to be profitable for itself. Milton Friedman was right when he said that corporate social responsibility is maximizing shareholder value,2 but Joseph E. Stiglitz is also right when he says that this responsibility is paying taxes.3 In a fair, well-regulated economy, one does not exclude the other.
Having been frightened by the wave of populism, chaotic reactions of some politicians, and anti-establishment sentiments, capitalists declare their willingness to look after the interests of others as well. But the impressions may be misleading, as it is nothing more than tactics in the fear of losing one’s own powerful position. The announcement by more than 180 high-ranking executives of major companies at America’s Business Roundtable, ABR, that their primary goal is not the maximization of shareholder value but the satisfaction of all stakeholders, is just pulling the wool over the eyes to weaken the determination of politicians to make regulatory changes so that they take more account of social goals. When big business heard the announcements of Bernie Sanders and Elizabeth Warren—Democratic contenders for the US presidency, which Trump 1.0 lost in 2019—regarding proposed systemic changes and re-evaluations of economic policy, it was inclined to declare an almost shift to quasi-socialist positions. For a while and on paper. Unless…
Unless, indeed, there is another great change coming under the influence of the coincidence of the growing grassroots pressure of significant parts of society dissatisfied with the state of affairs and the determination of some enlightened political leaders that it should and can be better than before. History knows such cases. Under the growing pressure of the increasingly organized labor movement and the specter of communism that loomed over Europe, the nineteenth-century capitalism became less nasty than that of its origins, although it was still necessary to fight for a ban on child labor or an eight-hour working day. Later, in the 1960s, the program of President Lyndon B. Johnson’s Great Society was a considerable push for the capitalism to new and better tracks.4 This was caused by a coincidence of mass protests against the fragrant injustice expressed, among others, in the existence of huge areas of poverty and racial discrimination, as well as the pressure arising from the perception of positive examples coming from a socialist economy characterized by full employment, free health care, universal education, state promotion of culture, and safety on the streets. The progressive changes that were introduced in the United States back then, which were also followed in some other countries, became permanent over time.
Will it be the same this time? There are plenty of protests against the unacceptable state of affairs. Are there enough enlightened leaders seeking genuine changes pro publico bono? It is questionable whether Trump 2.0 is such a leader. Do they have anything to rely on? Are there political ideas and programs growing out of the new socio-economic thinking that are sufficiently attractive but, most importantly, pragmatic? Will it be possible to force them through within their prerogatives, breaking the conservatism and resistance of vested interest groups? Will leaders determined to act be able to successfully overcome the constraints—informational, political, cultural, ethical, emotional, motivational—that limit the possibilities of their actions?
None of this is guaranteed by Trumponomics. This is indeed a crucial time, so care must be taken not to be deceived by the hypocrisy of some parts of the business and political elites, nor to fall into the trap of populism. If this can be done—if efficient and honest business and responsible politics prevail—capitalism will survive, although perhaps over time it will be of such a new quality that a new term will have to be invented. We must be very careful, because no man can ever step in the same river twice, but it is possible to step twice in the same swamp…
It is necessary to ensure that the trend towards deregulation, which is gaining momentum, is conducive to a comprehensive bundle of objectives and not just to one particular interest or another. The market economy must be based on the activities of private enterprise, but the point is that it should be properly regulated and not deregulated. A drive to maximize profit from the capital employed, natural to private ownership, must be surrounded by regulation that does not impede this, but at the same time prevents its excesses at the expense of other stakeholders—employees, consumers, members of society who are weak through no fault of their own, tax authorities, or the environment. Good regulation is a system that simultaneously promotes economic efficiency and social justice. It is difficult, but possible. However, it would be naive to put faith in Trumponomics in this matter.
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The recommendations that sound as if they were taken straight from the days of state socialism with its inherent centrally planned economy seem exceptionally “sensible,” are they not? Well, the American president immediately, on his first day in office, signed a directive requiring all federal departments and agencies to address the costs of living. The directive calls on the relevant authorities to consider ways to “lower the costs of housing, health care, and key home appliances, food, and fuel” and report back within a month.2 We can only wish we could do that elsewhere. But the US authorities are eager to blame inflation on their predecessors. In the memorandum, the first sentence reads: “Over the past 4 years, the Biden Administration’s destructive policies inflicted an historic inflation crisis on the American people.”3
There are plenty of Trump 2.0’s bizarre executive orders. He signed some of them publicly, fondly throwing the pen with which he made his signature into the crowd. Not because it was most likely Made in China, so it had to be disposed of as soon as possible, but because with that signature it took on a special value. I also had a presidential pen—an exclusive Sheaffer pen, which at one time was given to me (not thrown at me) by the 42nd US president, Bill Clinton. With his autograph on, I donated it in aid of the charity auction of the Great Orchestra of the Festive Charity, which “played” for the 33rd time in early 2025. It was auctioned for PLN 9,100, i.e., equivalent to approximately USD 2,500. I wonder if someday—and for how much?—pens (or, more precisely, markers, because they make the signature more visible on TV) thrown by the 47th president will be auctioned on similar occasions.
While urging for a reduction in obtaining energy from renewable sources, particularly wind, and for an expansion of environmentally damaging extraction of fossil energy sources, oil and gas—that famous drill baby, drill!—President Trump declared that this would cause energy prices and, consequently, all prices to drop. So, are we going to face deflation in place of inflation? After all, there were cases when the prices of energy carriers decreased, but nevertheless the overall level of prices did not drop. However, Trump thinks otherwise. The participants of the meeting in Davos heard from him: “With oil prices going down, I’ll demand that interest rates drop immediately. And, likewise, they should be dropping all over the world.”4
Premature and too deep a cut in interest rates by the central bank can have the opposite effect; the resulting relative increase in demand can pull prices even further up. Not so long ago, Turkey and Russia experienced this severely. By the way, the day after the US president’s appeal to cut interest rates, the Bank of Japan—the world’s fourth largest economy—raised them to their highest level in seventeen years. It is surprising that Trump did not impose additional repressive tariffs on Japanese imports as a punishment (except for steel and aluminum, whose imports from all countries except Australia were met with tariff restrictions). A week later, the US Federal Reserve System, Fed did not cut interest rates either. Over the next months, Trump 2.0's crusade against Fed Chairman Jerome Powell continued.
Oil prices will not go down on world markets just because Trump is calling on Saudi Arabia and the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries, OPEC, to reduce them. It is more than doubtful that they would want to do so, because that is why they have formed this cartel—to determine the prices by controlling the levels of extraction. A deep reduction in oil prices would perceptibly worsen Russia’s already difficult economic situation, making it even harder for it to finance the war with Ukraine. Like the United States, Russia is not a member of the OPEC but makes deals with it on pricing issues by participating in the so-called OPEC + agreements, a kind of extension of the cartel. In mid-February 2025, it was joined by Brazil, which, having overtaken the United Arab Emirates, became the world’s seventh-largest supplier of oil (the top six being the United States, Saudi Arabia, Russia, Canada, China, and Iraq).5 An additional impulse for Brazil to enter this cartel has been the protectionist moves against it made by Trump, who, moreover, should comprehend that cutting off such significant suppliers as Iraq, Iran, Libya, and Venezuela from the global market promotes rising energy prices. Let us add that similarly to crude oil, the situation is with gas prices, of which Russia is still a significant exporter. The United States is the largest gas producer (1.35 billion cubic meters, m3, in 2024), Russia is second (586.4 billion m3), Iran is third (251.7 billion m3), and the fourth place is taken by China (234.3 billion m3), whose own production is not enough, so they import gas, mainly from Russia and Iran. The largest gas exporters are, in order, the United States, Russia, Qatar, Norway, and Australia.6 Gas prices on world markets are also subject to large fluctuations, but it was certainly interesting for President Trump that reference gas price in Europe dropped by as much as 9 percent after he communicated his intentions to bring peace to Ukraine. It is even more interesting because he had previously believed that the price of fossil energy resources should be lowered in order to force Russia to abandon the war and enter peace negotiations. Yet, it turned out that the signal that such talks were underway pulled those prices down, the consequences of which were good for Europeans, who are importing more and more gas from overseas, but not so good for US extractors and exporters.
The politically influential tycoons of the US oil and gas exploitation lobby are not interested in falling oil and gas prices. They do great business when oil is getting more expensive, not cheaper. If anyone is dreaming of a barrel of oil at USD 30 (when Trump called for lowering the price, oil referred to as West Texas Intermediate, WTI, finished trading below USD 76), they need to understand that this would be a disaster for many US oil companies, especially those extracting from shale. Could it be that Trump does not realize that? He comprehends it perfectly, but what he probably means is that if oil prices fall, he will declare that he himself did it and when that does not happen, he will accuse others of this and that. Just as he does on a wide variety of issues.
The reality is that a big drop in the prices of oil on world markets would bring many of the oil-pumping companies below the profitability threshold set by the WTI price necessary for US producers to remain profitable. This would particularly apply to oilmen who intend to invest in new wells. In such situations, the cost of extracting a barrel of oil in 2024 ranged from USD 59 for shale production to an average of USD 66 for traditional pumping from wells in the prolific Permian region in the south of the country. In turn, the already-operating wells had a minimum threshold price of USD 38 per barrel. According to projections by the Energy Information Administration, EIA, daily production in the region should increase by 300,000 barrels to 6.6 million in 2025. Well, it will not increase if prices fall. The average monthly price of WTI oil in 2024 ranged between USD 77 and USD 81.
These prices are subject to significant fluctuations caused by a variety of factors, among which geopolitics is of great importance. It is worth mentioning that while it was USD 89.43 per barrel in September 2023, fifteen months later, in December 2024, it was USD 70.12, more than 21 percent less. With a more profound reduction, prices could settle at such a low level that, instead of producing more and more oil and exporting it profitably, the United States would again have to import it, which, instead of limiting the trade balance deficit, would cause it to increase. This would have two effects exactly the opposite of what Trumponomics erroneously assumes. And its preacher would have yet another absurd motive to support his false argument that foreign countries are cheating and taking advantage of the United States, because they continue to sell more to them than they buy from them and, in addition, the gap between one and the other is increasing instead of decreasing.
From a global point of view, it would not be bad at all if oil prices were to go down sharply. The trouble is that the US energy lobby is not interested in it. Perhaps this another bundle of contradictory demands came up only so that Trump could claim that, after all, he wanted to use oil dumping to force President Putin to end his reprehensible aggression against Ukraine and force favorable concessions for it, but others prevented him from doing so.
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President Trump dismissed the threat to the national security that TikTok allegedly posed. By blocking the closure of this hugely popular, especially among the younger generation, social video app, he showed signs of common sense. He responded to a provocative question posed to him in a Fox News television interview with a question: “Is it that important for China to be spying on young people, on young kinds, watching crazy videos?” And added that on a similar basis, almost anything coming from China could be accused of spying. This is actually a reasonable point, especially as someone somewhere else might argue that everything Made in USA is used for surveillance.
The whole of Trumponomics gets tangled up in a lack of definitional precision, in a multitude of inconsistencies and contradictions, it mixes causal factors with their consequences, confuses the means of policy with its ends. Not surprisingly, therefore, it is a denial of economic common sense, even though it should be based on it. And common sense should be immanently linked to rationality. Always, in the economic sphere, too. A rational person is the one who acts for his own benefit, given the information. Meanwhile, the leader of the United States finds it difficult to have a proper conception of the collective benefit of the country he has once again come to govern. It seems he does not always know what is economically and politically beneficial to the United States and its people—both in the short run, during his second term, and in the long run, to which, at least intentionally, he attaches great importance.
Although it appears that the US president should be the best-informed person in the world, the accuracy of the information provided to him as a basis for his decisions is sometimes limited. In addition, there are inevitable problems with its skillful processing and absorption. It has been reported from the inner circles of the Washington administration that it is not uncommon for politicians at the top of the US government—including the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense—to learn about some major decisions affecting their fields of operation from media reports or from posts on the Truth Social platform owned by their boss. At all times, also during talks with foreign partners, they have their smartphones open just in case, lest God forbid, they should be unaware of something already being discussed by journalists waiting outside the door for a briefing.
Some say that having had the rich experience of his own 45th presidency, when sometimes someone dared to disagree with the boss, the 47th US president surrounds himself with people who are above all loyal. Perhaps it is not as we know it from the state socialism past, when the principle of “mediocre but faithful” applied, because competence counts, but only when there is no doubt about loyalty. One can only hope that the view expressed shortly after the election victory, not by some American enemies, but by “The Economist,” that “Mr. Trump’s inner circle is composed chiefly of sycophants and chancers. A kakistocracy is a society governed by the worst and least qualified. It may be a useful word over the next four years.”1 Just four months after issuing this warning, the same weekly magazine was not afraid to name these sycophants and chancers. “Scott Bessent, the treasury secretary, and Howard Lutnick, the commerce secretary, are both financiers, but if they are trying to rein in Mr. Trump, they are not doing very well. Instead of being wise counselors, they come across as stooges, explaining why tariffs are essential and Wall Street doesn’t matter. Few businesspeople want to speak truth to power for fear of drawing Mr. Trump’s ire. And so, the president and reality seem to be drifting ever further apart.”2
However, Trump as President of the United States of America (still the one without Greenland, Canada and the Panama Canal…) seems to behave according to common sense, focused on vested American interests, consistently demanding increased spending on the so-called national defense outside the country. This time, along with his arrogance and buffoonery, imperialist cravings and unhealthy nationalism, and neoliberalism and populism, pragmatism kicks in. Only that it is American-centric, because it is reinforced by national interests that are to flourish at someone else’s expense for the benefit of domestic special interest groups. While not seeking to increase the US military budget himself, he diligently calls for other NATO countries to multiply what is commonly referred to as defense spending. And these calls find a favorable ear. He is calling not because he fears war. I think quite the opposite is true. He is calling as a pragmatist and a man of business, as he knows that tripling military spending by European countries would be an extremely lucrative business for his country. Yes, we are talking about tripling, because going from an average of close to 1.8 percent of GDP in 2024 to the postulated 5 percent is an almost threefold increase.
Europeans, especially those in the European Union, seem not to have caught on to this—naturally—pro-American game of Trump’s, who is getting two things done in one go. Firstly, his statements and actions undermine European integration, which fosters the strengthening of competitiveness of the US economy. Secondly, he sources US arms buyers among European politicians who do not understand the heart of the matter. By making the EU weaker through contributing to its political disintegration, he simultaneously gets naive Europeans to escalate the arms race in a way that is beneficial to the United States. European countries, on the other hand, will lose twice. In the first place, rising military spending will be financed by cuts in social spending to the detriment of social cohesion and the standard of living of people. In the second, governments will be forced to accept increased budget deficits, which will facilitate destabilization of economies. Unless they reach for a yet another solution, meaning raising taxes. This, however, is something that valiant politicians are afraid of, like the devil of holy water.
But the devil too, if he must, will dip his hand in the stoup; all in due time. And the time is slowly coming. We are after a series of parliamentary and presidential elections, so politicians in power are starting to get a bit more courageous. But for the time being, the gradual escalation of militarism continues. Step by step, billion by billion, year by year, percentage by percentage, state by state. The militarists in politics are doing their business, and the media that favors them is constantly turning up the heat, hoping—so far, sadly, they need not be disappointed—that the stupefied people will not oppose them. “Currently, the EU’s member states spend some EUR 325 billion (USD 340 billion) a year on defense, which comes to about 1.8 percent of the bloc’s GDP. (…) for Europe to be able to defend itself without the Americans—and in the longer term “The Economist” thinks expenditures will need to be more like 4–5 percent. (…) There are three ways to find the extra (…) defense spending (…) The first is by cutting spending elsewhere (…) on welfare, pensions and social protections (…) and/or raising taxes. (…) The second option is to borrow. (…) The third option would be to fund defense spending through the EU. (…) It would raise the debt burden of the bloc as a whole, even if such debt did not count towards national figures.”3 All three measures are beginning to be applied, although their proportions in subsequent years are unknown. The masses will not protest increasing public debt because they do not feel the burden thus imposed on them on an ongoing basis, but they will start to revolt when governments proceed to cut spending “on welfare, pensions, and social protections” and to raise taxes, which, with such expansive public spending, will become inevitable.
An arms spiral, detrimental to Europeans, is in line with common sense as seen from the Potomac. It serves the American economy well, increasing foreign demand for US-made military products and services. It is common sense also because by absorbing the huge amount of public money wasted on military equipment in other countries, it automatically limits their ability to spend money on alternative purposes. In particular, it applies to insufficient investment in research and development and co-funding of technological progress from the state purse, which limits the scale of economic growth. If less was spent on the military and more on lifting economies to a higher technological level, Europe would already be economically more competitive. But that is not what the US care about.
A huge part of the drastic increase in military spending will go towards American arms purchases. In 2024, the US sold a record USD 318.7 billion worth of arms and ammunition overseas, registering an increase of up to 29 percent over the previous year. In the five-year period 2019–2023, compared to the analogous period in 2014–2018, US arms exports sold to 107 countries increased by 17 percent, and their share in global exports increased from 34 to 42 percent. Most of these exports have gone to Europe, with one of the largest importers being Poland, which purchased nearly USD 30 billion worth of American military equipment in 2023 alone. This is and will be even more in the years to come, as the costs of maintaining and servicing the equipment being acquired are underestimated. This is also one of the reasons why manufacturers are so keen to sell hard equipment, as this automatically shoots up the demand for their services and spare parts in the future. For some arms ranges, this can be as much as one-third to one-half of the original purchase price.
At home, Trump would be happy to cut military waste; let the foreign losers pay. He therefore enthusiastically supports Musk’s ideas in this matter, as he also does in relation to other public spending, making him the head of the newly created Department of Government Efficiency, DOGE, to review Department of Defense spending: “Let’s check the military. We’re going to find billions, hundreds of billions of dollars of fraud and abuse”.4 The claim that they are committing abuse and fraud at the Pentagon is a truly serious matter. But it must be said that they are keeping up with the momentum. For some time, also in this sphere, Musk had been able to propose cut spending easier, having the chainsaw that President Milei, an Argentine anarcho-capitalist and staunch Trump admirer, gifted him in front of an enthusiastic crowd gathered at the Conservative Political Action Conference, CPAC, near Washington D.C. By the way, in the backstage of this conference President Trump met with then still the incumbent Polish President Andrzej Duda, which was a very brief, less than ten minutes, but good opportunity to reaffirm Polish interest in US arms purchases and the desire to continue the costly stationing of US troops in Poland.
At this point, it is worth noting that, according to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, SIPRI, European arms imports from the United States have been increasing for many years. Compared to 2014–2018 levels, when it was 35 percent of total European arms imports from abroad, it was already 55 percent between 2019 and 2023. Of course, Trump wants it to be even more. In his view, the more weapons cross the Atlantic from West to East, the smaller the US trade deficit will be. And he is right, except that it will be beneficial to the American economy at the expense of European taxpayers, because in the end they are the ones who pay for armaments, not politicians who, accompanied by the media, sometimes disregard their interests and manipulate their views.
Being aware of this—out of concern for the profits of domestic arms and munitions companies (not forgetting their generous financial support during election campaigns) and the interests of the highly influential military-industrial lobby—Donald Trump eggs on naive politicians abroad. And there are plenty of those who, under the pressure of a propaganda-driven message of supposed security, are in fact promoting, sometimes unknowingly, other people’s lucrative interests—both business and political—in NATO’s Brussels and in a few other capitals. To his tragicomic “drill baby, drill!,” Trump should add a cunning “buy baby, buy!” given that, as he says, American weapons are wonderful! To the great satisfaction of Donald Trump and the unhappiness of the populations of European NATO members, at its summit in June 2025 in The Hague, a decision was made to gradually increase military spending to 5 percent of GDP.
The situation is becoming increasingly dangerous because, instead of aiming to maintain a balance with the lowest possible level of military expenditure, the arms race is intensifying. When the Americans are rising their military budgets, the Chinese do the same. This statement can be reversed: when the Chinese are rising military budgets, the Americans do the same. In Beijing, they say that more must be spent on armaments, seeing that they flex their military muscles in Tokyo and Seoul, where the cause and effect are reversed. The same is true in Europe, where military spending is growing even faster, as we hear from Tallinn to Paris (in Bratislava and Budapest, Athens and Rome, and especially in Madrid and Lisbon less so) that we are threatened by Russia. While in Russia they hear that we are threatening them. Xenophobia is human, so central-eastern and western Europeans can fear Russia, and Russia has the right to fear them, except that the presumption that Russia will attack NATO is similar nonsense to Russia’s fear that NATO will attack them. An absurd psychological war is therefore underway, which is extremely costly in economic terms. The moral damage must not be overlooked either.
So, no one can be sure what the other really thinks, because in politics thinking one thing, saying another is normal. The same is probably true regarding views on Russian aggression against Poland, the possibility of which cannot be ruled out by politicians of parties that are in conflict on almost every other issue. An interesting comment was made by the President of Employers of Poland, recalling a telling sentence from a conversation with the then and current Prime Minister: “Donald Tusk spoke to me in 2014: You know, if I were to shake hands with Jarosław [Kaczynski, the leader of opposition party, Law and Justis, PiS], I think the Russians would have to stand at the border.”5 Well, they are not standing.
A completely opposite view is held by (too) many influential politicians, starting with US Secretary of State Marco Rubio known for his fierce anti-China bias. The new NATO Secretary-General, former Dutch Prime Minister Mark Rutte is not a dove either, which is understandable, as doves fit in NATO, just like hawks in a dovecote. Still, the attitude of Kaja Kallas, the new European Union Foreign Policy Chief, who is already known for her extreme anti-Russianism since her time as Estonian Prime Minister, should be of concern. In the Cold War atmosphere, this determined her Brussels mandate and, now that she has it, she says: “There should be no doubt in any of our minds that we must spend more to prevent war. But we also need to prepare for war.” Unless military spending is radically increased, in her view, each euro spent on “school, healthcare and welfare [will be] at risk.”6 It is surprising that, having managed the work of the government not so long ago, she does not understand that increasing the share of military spending as a proportion of GDP automatically results in a decrease in its relative level elsewhere, most notably spending on schools, healthcare, and welfare? Thus, we are indeed preparing—for war, not peace. That is because the Kremlin, in the words of “The Economist,” is home to “a murderous revanchist who invades his neighbors, sabotages infrastructure across Europe and interferes with democratic elections everywhere.”7 Across Europe? Everywhere?
Well, if that is the case, then undeniably we need to arm ourselves. And so, we do. Decision-making politicians are haggling over who will spend more. Today, even that 5 percent of GDP, as loudly advocated by President Trump, does not seem too much to some. Worse, they will soon start to claim that it is not enough. First, Poland, as the NATO leader in military expenditure relative to the value of national income, will proudly announce that it is the first country to have reached the 5 percent mark. To hasten this moment, the new head of Pentagon, Pete Hegseth (approved by the Senate, yet with the greatest difficulty; even three Republican senators voted against his nomination and, with a 50:50 result, Vice President J.D. Vance’s vote tipped the scales in his favor), made a special visit to Poland as part of his first foreign trip. And then Trump—with his self-praise—will claim all the credit for himself. How pathetic… But as the great American statesman Alexander Hamilton once said, “When the sword is once drawn, the passions of men observe no bounds of moderation.”
Ensuring security is not about exorbitant and ever-increasing military expenditure but about maintaining the level of defense that guarantees not a preponderance of military force—because this is seen as a danger by the other side—but a balance. It is necessary to spend just enough to maintain this balance. There are times when it is possible to spend less than previously, if it is spent wisely and efficiently. Without duplicating purchases, but coordinating their structure and sequence, ensuring comprehensiveness and compatibility. All these things are missing from NATO, and even more clearly from the European Union, not guns, tanks, planes, missiles, or ships.
Is it not puzzling that the Austrians, Irish, and Swiss—citizens of countries outside NATO—feel safest in Europe? Unwise and uninvited foreign advisers tried—and some still do—to get them to join the Organization, but they acted with common sense and did not allow themselves to be seduced by the suggestion. Sweden and Finland did things differently, which is interesting in that they particularly benefited from many years of neutrality, including during the years of the previous Cold War. With relatively more funding for socio-economic development, they had less to spend on the military. They allowed themselves to be persuaded to join NATO, which happened, not without difficulty due to the long-held reservations of Turkey and Hungary, in 2023 for Finland and in 2024 for Sweden. The effect is twofold. On the one hand, they do not feel safer at all because they have become enemies of Russia in the existing situation; at least they see themselves that way. On the other hand, they now must spend much more on armaments not to defend themselves against a potential invasion, but because NATO membership will force them to significantly increase the share of defense spending in national income. They could allocate modest funds for that purpose, but now they will have to spend many times more than neutral countries. According to SIPRI data, in 2023 the defense budgets of non-NATO countries—Austria, Ireland, and Switzerland—were 0.84, 0.22, and 0.70 percent of GDP, respectively. We should add that, when joining NATO, the Scandinavians thought it would cost them 2 percent of GDP annually, but now they realized that the financial burden on their wallets will be much greater.
Maintaining high levels of what is called defense spending is damaging to economic growth. The economic dynamics are even more inhibited when in the long term the economy is burdened with increasing military spending year by year. Such practices result in the diversion of public funds away from alternative uses, which slows the rate of economic growth compared to the growth path that could be achieved in a situation of alternative pro-growth resource allocation, which is particularly evident in the case of their financing by increasing the budget deficit. This is precisely the situation in the European Union, where most countries are increasing their military spending, despite already being subject to the excessive deficit procedure imposed by the European Commission. The most glaring case in this regard is Poland, which increased the share of defense spending as a proportion of GDP from 1.88 percent to 4.12 percent in the decade of 2014–2024, and this ratio continues to rise. In absolute terms, this means an increase from USD 10.1 billion to USD 36.2 billion, or as much as 258.4 percent. In 2025 it was already 4.7 percent of GDP and has been pronounced to exceed 5 percent in 2026.
For economic dynamics—both absolute and relative—it is not insignificant that, while over the course of this decade, European Union countries have raised military spending from USD 203 billion to USD 358 billion, or 76 percent, and its share of GDP has consequently increased significantly—in Germany from 1.19 percent to 2.12 percent, in the Netherlands from 1.15 percent to 2.05 percent—in the United States this ratio fell from 3.71 percent in 2014 to 3.38 percent in 2024. As might be suspected, this is one of the reasons for the differences in growth rates between the US and the EU. While the United States had an average annual GDP growth rate of 2.5 percent for the decade 2015–2024, the European Union’s was only 1.8 percent. In 2024, it was 2.2 percent in the US and a trace 0.2 percent in the euro area.
The mindset of advocates of high military spending is simple: the higher its share of GDP is, the more money they have at their disposal. This is logical, but only in the case of economic growth. In the opposite situation, with GDP falling, they would willingly and quickly move away from calculating the size of military budgets as a percentage of national income and would demand, if not an increase in absolute amounts, then at least maintaining their real value. This is because it is about real money, not percentages. However, the matter becomes more complicated in the long term, which is most often overlooked in calculations and in politics.
Let us consider the real and hypothetical case of Poland, which, with GDP approaching one trillion dollars in 2025, spends almost 5 percent of it on national defense. Hence, national defense consumes USD 50 billion, assuming the exchange rate is 4.00 PLN for USD. What is at stake are the billions, not the percentages; guns and tanks are bought with dollars, not percentages, military cadres and their facilities are paid in money, not percentages.
The years-long high absorption of funds by the military complex, sucking the money from other uses, particularly those that stimulate production, entails slower growth. As a result, year after year, national income, although rising, is less than it could be in a hypothetical situation in which less were spent on the military. It may therefore happen that in future years, with a high percentage of GDP but due to its lower absolute value, the amounts received by the military will be lower. When GDP is USD 1.25 trillion in certain year of the future, 5 percent for defense will equate to USD 62.5 billion. But if, on the path to this future year, less, say 4 percent of GDP, is spent on the military, and the funds thus freed up are transferred to improving economic infrastructure, this could dynamize the economy, bringing GDP to a value of, for example, USD 1.75 trillion. And then—with a percentage point lower share of military spending—it would receive USD 70 billion, as much as 12 percent more.
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Unfortunately, proper political and practical conclusions are not being drawn from the comprehensive report “The Future of European Competitiveness”1 prepared for the European Commission by Mario Draghi, former president of the European Central Bank and prime minister of Italy. It is a substantively valuable document produced by a technocratic team that understands what it is all about. Among other things—or mainly—it is about radically increasing investment in technological progress facing tough competition, primarily from the United States and China. Despite this, the European Union is preparing to transfer ever more money, some of which is to come from additional common debt, not to science and technology (at least not for civilian purposes), but to the military. This is not the way to go.
To see its consequences for the dynamics of economic development in the future, it is enough to compare research and development, R&D, expenditure and the amount of employment in R&D-supporting sectors in the core of the geopolitical system, i.e., the triangle of the United States, the European Union, and China. The United States is leading the way with a total of 3.59 percent of GDP spent on R&D in the private and public sectors. China, allocating 2.56 percent, is second, and the European Union, with the rate of 2.22 percent, ranks only third (data for 2023). Poland drags the EU average down, as R&D funds constitute a negligible 1.5 percent of GDP. Austria, Belgium, Finland, Germany, and Sweden are the leaders with the rates exceeding 3 percent. The world’s other major economies also spend considerable amounts on R&D; the UK 2.91, Japan 3.3 and South Korea as much as 4.91 percent of GDP (according to the World Bank for the most recent year for which comparable data is available).2 Moreover, while capital seeking investment opportunities is almost everywhere in the United States, it is scarce in Europe.
Instead of following in the footsteps of these countries and doubling R&D spending, Poland has doubled military spending in the past few years. This is a strategic mistake, also because the productivity gains achievable through greater investment in modern labor-saving technologies offset the negative effects of demographic processes. With an ageing population causing a decline in the labor supply, the associated loss in production dynamics can be more than compensated for by an increase in labor productivity stimulated by technological progress. Without this, productivity, so important for economic development, will not improve.
Where, in absolute terms, on the other side of the North Atlantic almost a trillion dollars a year is spent on R&D, on the EU side, which is home to around 100 million people more, it is less than half a trillion (411 billion in 2023). Notably, the fastest improvement in this respect is in China and the slowest in the European Union. In addition, China employs the largest number of people in R&D. When there were over 2.3 million people in China in 2023, there were 1.9 million in the EU, and 1.6 million in the United States.
It is just a pity that, in both the United States and China, a significant proportion of R&D spending goes to arms sectors. If the results obtained there are partly transferable to civilian applications, the progress achieved in this way can be obtained directly by allocating resources to the civilian sectors. Although not always, this is precisely the case for the vast majority of them.
And now, when we should be moving with increasing intensity towards a green and technological Europe, voices are being raised by those who are against a concentrated and well-targeted fight against global warming, and supporters of militarism. Instead of taking advantage of the unique opportunity of the coincidence of the Draghi Report and the Poland’s Presidency of the European Union, this opportunity has been wasted. In such circumstances it would be good to come out with demands to moderate the armaments frenzy and transfer the financial resources released there to environmental protection and the sensible strengthening of productive forces—technology and human capital—in order to improve the population’s standard of living.
Unfortunately, some politicians prefer—perhaps unwittingly—to improve this standard for someone else, far away, at the expense of those who live and work here. It is significant that, without caring enough about the quality of the flywheel of socio-economic development, meaning the scientific and technological progress, the European Donald, Polish Prime Minister Donald Tusk—no doubt making an allusion to the American Donald with his cry Make America Great Again!—speaking in the European Parliament as Prime Minister of Poland holding the EU Presidency, says that “Europe was, is, and will be great.”3 As one can guess, unlike the United States, which used to be and is supposed to be great, but for the time being, according to Trump, is not.
Let us hope that Europe will be great not only by virtue of its own culture but also a modern and globally competitive economy. The chances of this happening would have been far more serious if EU politicians had listened to the advice and suggestions of Mario Draghi rather than Donald Trump. An economy that spends many times more on military than on R&D cannot grow rapidly. The competition for socio-economic development and improved quality of life will be won by the economies that can spend more on R&D than on the military and armaments.
The American Donald, saying that the United States will be great because of him, likes to show up at the Oval Office with a portrait of George Washington, the US first president from 1789 to 1797, in the background. The Polish Donald, declaring 2025 as the year of the breakthrough, mentioned country’s first king a thousand years after he was crowned: “In fact, somewhat following the example of Boleslaw the Brave, we decided—and this is probably our kind of national mutual commitment—to start a new phase.”4 With a budget deficit in excess of 6 percent of GDP? With military expenditure three times that of research and development? Without a sustainable development strategy that meets today’s challenges? Without a good idea to strengthen the EU economy? George Washington and Boleslaw the Brave must be turning in their graves…
Apart from the authors and their propaganda background, no one will consider the economic policies of both the 2015–2023 “good change” and the 2008–2014 “green island” that preceded it to be strategic successes. Questions will now arise as to why no great benefit will be derived from Prime Minister Tusk’s declared “year of breakthrough,” which was supposedly meant to start some “new phase.” Much of the media hype was generated by the propaganda show organized by the government at the Warsaw Stock Exchange and the announcements made there by the Prime Minister that this “new phase” is initiated by the allocation of as much as PLN 690 billion (ca. USD 170 billion) for investment in 2025. Well, it is not “as much as” at all, but “only.” Such an amount would inevitably be allocated anyway, without the boisterous performances. These hundreds of billions may be impressive to the uninitiated, but it is only 17.5 percent of GDP.
I believe that for a real breakthrough on this front, some five percentage points more would be needed to reach an investment rate of 22–23 percent of GDP. Two real breakthroughs are needed to achieve this. One depends on the government; the other may be played out on the side of private business. The government could bolster the investment front by at least two percentage points—to 19.5 percent of GDP—with a bold decision to reduce unnecessary military spending. Yes, this requires more courage than the heroic participation in the Cold War, so it is probably difficult to count on such reorientation currently. Well-targeted government investment—primarily to develop economic infrastructure and strengthen the quality of human capital—would have multiplier effects, in turn encouraging private entrepreneurs to increase investment spending.
The deregulation of the economy announced by the government could increase the propensity to invest, provided it does not end in idle talk but is sensibly implemented. On this path, the investment rate could be increased by a further two percentage points, to the level between 21.5 and 22.0 percent of GDP. For this to happen, entrepreneurs need to see that the government has a comprehensive strategy for long-term dynamic development. Unfortunately, this is not the case. If they did, they would probably want to invest more, but willingness alone is not yet enough. Private businesses have money to invest, as they hold large capital resources in bank accounts, which is not very productive (what sort of entrepreneurship is this?); in the Q1/2025, it was more than PLN 500 billion (ca. USD 125 billion). If only a third of this was invested, the investment rate would increase by almost 4 percentage points.
It could still be raised by at least one more point if overall policy was conducive to increasing the savings rate, i.e., the share of household savings in national income. All of this should be compounded by an influx of foreign direct investment on a larger scale than before. In addition to its already increasing flow from the various economies of the West, it would be good to stimulate a more rapid flow from China as part of the Belt and Road Initiative. The government is doing nothing about this, probably following political rather than economic logic.
In any decent company, someone must hold the role of chief economist. The same is true in the national economy, especially during critical periods. If that person and his their team still base the policies they pursue on knowledge rather than emotion, if they look after the general interest rather than particularism, if they discuss rather than try to be smart, if they make unpopular decisions rather than courting popularity with posts on platform X, then they can be successful. Well, exactly: where is the chief economist of the Republic of Poland with a holistic view right now—in this complex and critical situation? Without one, it is difficult to have a concise economic strategy, let alone a successful one, as neither the market itself with its deregulated spontaneity nor the European Union with its uncoordinated interventions guarantees this.
In the case of the “Strategy for Poland,” which was a medium-term program of sustainable development linked to structural reforms and building market economy institutions, the holistic view prevailed.5 While implementing that concept in 1994–1997, which was as much a political and economic document as it was a technocratic one, the attention had been focused not only on the current internal and external conditions, but above all long-term strategic objectives. They boiled down to a constant and perceptible improvement in the living conditions of the population as a result of strengthening the competitiveness of domestic entrepreneurship. The economy was to develop in a threefold sustainable manner—economically, socially, and environmentally—while institutionally move towards a social market economy. The starting point was to formulate the goal correctly and not to confuse it with the means to get there. A rapid production growth rate and budget balancing, privatization of state assets and demonopolization of industry and services, exchange rate stabilization, and positive real interest rates—all these were seen as instruments of policy rather than its goals.
Every period has its own characteristics. Those days were very different from today, with Trump 2.0 further complicating an already difficult situation.6 Then, after the end of the previous Cold War, it was possible to discount the easing of international tensions and the progress of globalization liberalizing cross-border economic relations. The period of the “Strategy for Poland” saved the economy not only from its neoliberal twist inherent in the earlier “shock therapy,” but also from populist deviations. Unfortunately, these deviations—both neoliberal and populist—also made their presence felt later. Sometimes the former, at other times the latter predominated, and the worst was when both intermingled at the same time. This is what we are dealing with again, which is the main systemic reason why it is difficult to expect the breakthrough that is needed. Bland economic policies that are continuously pursued cannot be a recipe for success.
Politics is an extremely difficult art of making compromises. The point, however, is that there should not be rotten compromises, where everyone is more or less equally dissatisfied, but creative compromises, where the parties are equally but not fully satisfied. Politics is also about the ability to seize opportunities, abundant in a geopolitical setup that nowadays is getting complicated, while in the sphere of technological progress, in an international division of labor. Finally, politics is knowledge-based consensual decision-making to resolve conflicting situations affecting masses of people. The idea is to have as much knowledge as possible, as little dilettantism as possible, as much common sense as possible, and as little unhealthy emotion as possible.
The economy is not only over-regulated—or, to be more precise, poorly regulated—but, above all, over-socialized, and over-militarized. There are not enough resources for pro-development investments in infrastructure and human capital, but a significant pool is wasted on misguided social transfers and military spending that does not enhance security. Therefore, in order to outline a multi-annual political program and to specify the most important immediate economic tasks, it is necessary to start from a long-term vision of several years to come for the improvement of the condition of the interconnected state, society, and economy.
A good state is one that, while providing internal and external security for its citizens, at the same time fosters social cohesion and capital formation. In both cases, the situation is less than ideal. In the first case, social cohesion is weakening rather than thriving. Instead of integrating stronger, society is polarizing. The citizens are losing faith in the state and its institutions, especially the law, and the distrust in the mutual relations between different population groups is growing. Social relations are becoming increasingly aggressive and decreasingly conciliatory.
In the second case, from the point of view of development needs, the level of saving and investment is too low, both by private capital, which is not sufficiently stimulated to do so by regulatory as well as fiscal and monetary policies, and by public funds, which are far from being used optimally. In these difficult times, in view of the enormity of the accumulating internal and external challenges, a new comprehensive development strategy is an imperative.
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Just like an opportunity to do something useful on a wider, international scale is now being missed, an opportunity given to Poland during our first EU presidency—in the second half of 2011—was wasted. At the time, I unsuccessfully proposed the “Warsaw Initiative,” which was to involve coordinated European advisory assistance to less economically advanced countries. I wrote at the time: “Through its forthcoming European Union presidency Poland should inspire other regions of the world that seek their own development path (…) Poland has more to offer to the world than just one hundredth of global production and one two-hundredth of its inhabitants. We know how to use our own experience of implementing structural reforms, exercising regional integration to spur growth, establishing democratic institutions, and, finally, building a civil society. Now is the time—and a must—to show initiative in these areas. Where should it emerge from if not the European Union? Given the Polish presidency and our achievements this should be the Warsaw Initiative.
I do not claim that Poland has better experts than any other country; it doesn’t. But we do have experienced practitioners. Participation in the Warsaw Initiative is to take place on toutes proportions gardées basis, but it should be offered to the world during our EU presidency and in our capital city. Why? Because Poland has won a lot on European integration. Due to benefits resulting from the establishment of modern market institutions and opening to broad external contacts, cultural, political, and economic, this is a country of relative success. We have grasped many skills we should share, also with the nations of remote countries, on other continents. It is no doubt, however, that the channel of transfer of this unique know-how must be the European Union. Poland must not jump the gun on the one hand, but must not remain at the tail end, on the other. Since we are not able to help other nations financially, it is more natural to help them learn how to help themselves. We may have no money, but we should never run out of initiative. Polish initiative, European project, worldwide gains.”1
It is a pity, but this proposal was not taken up. The authorities back then (is it not an interesting coincidence that they are similar to the current authorities?) did not take the initiative, and unfortunately that presidency did not leave any significant mark. This time, perhaps, such a mark will be made—further deepening the militarization of politics and economics—except that it will not do much good. Instead, both the United States and China will further improve the competitiveness of their economies and strengthen themselves against a relatively weakening Europe.
Scientific and economic policy coordinators in the EU should support research and implementation more effectively than before. If the policy in this regard was truly European and integrated, rather than constituted a patchwork of policies pursued in 27 Member States, then, with the intellectual class of European scholars and the craftsmanship of entrepreneurs, the EU would repeatedly rank on a par with or even better than the United States, China, and Japan. Unfortunately, we are lagging in many fields, sometimes also far behind the technological lead of some Asian countries and Canada.
According to the analysis by the Australian Strategic Policy Institute, ASPI, which conducted relevant benchmarking based on a comprehensive review of the quantity and quality of patents and publications in leading scientific periodicals, when it comes to 44 technologies considered most relevant to development prospects, there is no EU country ranked first or second (neither is the UK), which should no longer be a warning sign but an alarm signal. Italy is in the third place three times, Germany twice, and France once. Thus, out of 132 places on these podiums (three medal places in 44 categories), only six are taken by European Union member countries. India takes as many as 15 places, the UK—13, and Japan one. Fourth places are dominated by Germany (13 times), joined only by Italy (twice) among EU countries; Iran is also there—twice. The UK is fourth in eight categories. In the fifth place, EU countries are listed in only seven cases and the UK in eight. In comparison, Asian countries were able to find themselves in these places as many as 17 times and Australia seven times. It is worth adding that Russia falls into these top five only once for 220 chances—in the last place in technologies related to, as befits it, “advanced explosives and energy materials.”2
Only seven times is the position of the leader held by the United States, and in these cases, China is second. In contrast, while China takes the lead in the other 37 categories, the United States is second 32 times. As for the other five instances of taking the second position, it is occupied four times by India (smart materials, advanced composite materials, high-specification processing, and biofuels) and once by South Korea (supercapacitors). Understandably, therefore, this is a matter of serious concern for the US authorities, regardless of whether Democrats or Republicans are in power.
What is important, China came out ahead of the United States in as many as six of the seven key defense technologies. These include advanced aircraft engines, drones and collaborative robots, hypersonic sensing and tracking, advanced robotics, autonomous systems, and space launch systems. The US leads only in the field of small satellites.
In addition, in the now high-profile technologies related to artificial intelligence, AI, the US is increasingly losing its lead over China. How spectacular in this respect was the shock of the success of DeepSeek, a Chinese AI start-up. Now—once the uproar over TikTok has calmed down—we will find out what a security threat DeepSeek, which hardly anyone has heard of before, is.
A week after President Trump, accompanied by three leaders of US companies involved in AI development, announced a monumental USD 500 billion investment in the sector (mainly by private business), a market panic on a single day, January 27, 2025, slashed the value of Nvidia, the world’s most expensive company producing sophisticated microchips, by almost USD 600 billion—a record sum in history. Only 25 countries enjoy an annual output with the GDP exceeding this amount. This shows how nonsensical stock market capitalism can be, when the stock price of a major company can fall by 17 percent one day and rise by 9 percent the next.
And Europe is spending more and more on armaments, skimping on science and technological progress. To make matters worse, the structure of R&D expenditure raises many concerns. In Washington and Beijing, they are rubbing their hands. And in the Kremlin even more so because certainly no one there cares about deepening European integration and strengthening the EU economy.
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The unique confluence of megatrends that shape the reality in all its dimensions—technological, economic, cultural, social, political, ecological, and security—provokes statements that are being repeated more frequently, both in ordinary language and in academic works that we have lived to see epochal transformations. The world is at the crossroads, and we are faced with the question of how to intellectually embrace these deeply and rapidly changing realities. Not for the first time in our lifetime. Nor is this the first time that we have heard that the world as we know it is ending. Some believe it has already ended. Neither is true, it continues to be, only that today it is more complicated than at any time in history. Therefore, it is necessary to seek to understand the new quality in which elements of continuity and change dialectically intermingle.
Having reached the next crossroads, it is impossible to stand at it for too long and wonder which way to go. It is certainly clear that there is nowhere to retreat to, but it is unclear what direction to take next. The lack of such clarity is grist to the mill of various political and economic charlatans who think they know what to do. It also feeds the credulity of the crowd, which is willing to put its faith in these charlatans.
The condition of the economy is so complex that economic thought needs to be pushed in new directions. It is necessary to reformulate its purpose, content, and method. It certainly must leave the current mainstream of thought for good, because the resulting models have moved too far away from the realities of economic life. What fits into textbooks does not cover everything that is happening, and science cannot ignore and oversimplify it. Trumponomics is an extreme manifestation of such simplification, and a considerable portion of the assumptions it makes is illogical.
Succumbing to the false alternative of neoliberalism or populism, and especially subordinating economic policy to nationalists and militarists, is a recipe for a civilizational disaster. The best answer to the challenges piling up is a social market economy. If we do not want the scale of the imbalances and resulting conflicts to get out of hand, this is the approach that should be seen as a systemic and political imperative of the next decades of the twenty-first century.
Conceptual noise and definitional clutter are rampant. Out of this chaos, some kind of coherent conception of a new socio-economic system, or rather new systems, may emerge, as uniformity will never exist again (in fact, it never existed in the past either) with all the consequences for economic science. Hence, we are now living in an era when a new reality is being formed, a new system that is different from the previous ones, which must be intellectually embraced, understood, and explained. Ways to influence its evolution need to be proposed to allow for the co-formation of its desired shape. Obviously, there are axiological disputes around its characteristics and that its appearance will be a function of resolving the accumulating conflicts of interest. Trumponomics and Trumpism on the long-term transition path is an accident at work that leads astray. All the more shame that some economists join these harmful trends.
It is worth pointing out the inspiring traits of modern economic thought that are relevant in the search for solutions to contemporary problems. To name but a few, Edmund S. Phelps’1 concept of “mass flourishing,” Justin Yifu Lin’s2 “new structural economics,” Jean Tirole’s3 “economics for the common good” or Joseph E. Stiglitz’s4 “progressive capitalism” should be mentioned here. New pragmatism—a proposal to integrate descriptive and normative approaches to economics that takes into account the imperative of an economy of moderation and comprehensively sustainable development—must also be placed in this sphere.
New pragmatism is an outline of a theoretical concept within the postulative trend of economic science based on the desire for a good economy.5 It is an original, heterodox profile of a paradigmatic economic theory created as a response to the challenges of civilization and the transformations of economic systems. An essential part of the economic paradigm shift is to move away from the dictates of profit maximization and production growth as the self-sustaining and primary goal of economic activity and to redefine it, considering the imperative of subordinating the short-term private capital interests to the long-term public interests. An important principle governing the economy of the future should be moderation, i.e., the conscious adjustment of the size of human, material, and financial flows and stocks to the requirement of long-term harmony.
To achieve the redefined objective of economic activity, it is necessary to follow the path of a threefold sustainable development—economically, socially, and environmentally. There are specific feedback loops between these three spheres. Neither of these balances can be maintained in the long term without the other two. The condition of the classic dynamic economic balance—between production and sales, public revenue and expenditure, savings and investments, imports and exports—even if it is achieved, is no longer sufficient.
What is needed is a social balance expressed in a high degree of social cohesion, satisfactory expenditure on social capital, and an acceptable range of income inequality. A range that should not be exceeded in both directions, downwards and upwards, which is one that favors the formation of capital, on the one hand, and which is not contested by people as being unfair, on the other. What is needed is an ecological balance that enables people to live their everyday lives where the water is clean and the grass is green, and that does not deplete natural resources in the long term and does not deprive future generations of access to them. The balance between today and tomorrow is even more difficult to achieve than that between the two sides of traditional balance sheets.
Descriptively, new pragmatism explains the essence of the process of socio-economic development, emphasizing not only the importance of individual drivers, but also their co-occurrence (coincidence). Normatively, it indicates prosperity in its broad sense as an objective of the economic activity process. Pursuing it requires:	economically sustainable development, i.e., in relation to commodity and capital markets and investment and finance markets, as well as the workforce;

	socially sustainable development, i.e., in relation to the distribution of income accepted by the population which is both fair and conducive to the accumulation of capital, and adequate access to public services;

	environmentally and spatially sustainable development, i.e., in relation to maintaining appropriate relations between human business activity and nature, both on an ongoing basis and in a forward-looking manner. The spatial aspect is also important, without which there can be no natural, architectural and urban harmony.





The normative (postulative) current of new pragmatism is otherwise known as applied economics. This is neither practiced economic policy on the macro level nor practical management on the micro level. This is theoretical knowledge of how to effectively implement good economic policy based on the knowledge acquired through the descriptive trend and how to effectively manage a company, from family-owned to transnational. New pragmatism binds together economic theory with proposals for economic practice at the level of the enterprise and the household, the state and the national economy, and that national economy in its relationship to the world economy.
The methodological phenomenon of economic science is manifested in the fact that it is a cognitive process different from that of other social sciences. First, there is describing (descriptive analysis), then comparing (comparative analysis) and valuing (axiological analysis), and consequently, recommending (normative analysis).
James Kenneth Galbraith6 sees new pragmatism as a continuation of the economic thought of his eminent father, John Kenneth Galbraith.7 He gave a lecture on “Old and New Pragmatism: Challenges and Opportunities for Economics”,8 and in an interview entitled “The key to creating an egalitarian society” stated: “I was talking about pragmatism in economics. This is the approach that my father, John Kenneth Galbraith, promoted, and which is continued by Professor Grzegorz W. Kolodko. Contemporary economics is a much ideologized, abstract field of science, full of theoretical concepts, which are difficult to relate to reality not only for a layman. Nothing like perfect competition or overall balance really exists. I believe that an economist should be useful above all.”9
Yes, new pragmatism as opposed to the chaos and nonsense of Trumponomics is useful. This economic thought creatively corresponds to real problems, rather than wanders around when faced with them. It is useful because it is heterodox in nature and not stuck in the corset of the remnants of the orthodox economics. Finally, it is useful because, based on comprehensive and comparative research, it proposes inclusive institutions and the regulation of entrepreneurship in such a way that economic activity best serves individual and collective needs.
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Unfortunately, new pragmatism is still a long way from taking deeper root in the economic, social, and political reality around us. Professor Andrzej K. Kozminski wrote at the very beginning of Trump 1.0, in February 2017: “In recent years, Professor Grzegorz W. Kolodko has been proposing a new approach to the study of economics and economic policy in his numerous scientific and popular publications, referred to as new pragmatism. Intellectually, there is not much to criticize, but when confronted with the increasingly widespread and gaining support ideology of new nationalism, Professor Kolodko is losing—for the time being.”1 Sad to say, but he was right about this losing, and unfortunately now, he is even more right. This “for the time being” may be of some consolation.
Donald Trump’s return to power in the United States takes us even further away from this. His economic dilettantism and megalomania, coupled with hegemonic tendencies of the still economically and militarily most powerful state, is a serious risk to the global stability. According to the market exchange rate, American GDP is still larger than China’s and accounted for 23.5 percent of the world output in 2024, while China’s accounted for 18.7 percent. However, this gap is rapidly melting; the respective figures were 28.3 percent and 5.7 percent in 2000 and 24.0 percent and 15.2 percent in 2016, when Trump won the previous election. The ratio has therefore fallen from around 5:1 a quarter of a century ago to just 5:4 today.
However, despite the cries of America First! it has not been first for some time now regarding GDP calculated according to purchasing power parity, PPP, a measure that tells us what the actual value of national income is, taking into account the price level, or in simple terms, how much can be bought with that income. The first is China, which of course is no reason for us to rejoice, but its people can certainly enjoy it. While the shares of global production calculated this way were 19.8 percent and 6.4 percent for the USA and China in 2000 and 2016, respectively, and 15.5 percent and 15.8 percent, currently they are 19.0 percent for China and only 14.9 percent for the USA. Well, you can call out First!, even if you have already been Second during the previous victorious elections.
There is no doubt that economically the Americans will lose due to the excesses of Trumponomics. But it will not be a total economic catastrophe for the whole world, because if the US unleashes a major tariff war, there will be a clash between them and their partners. Others will behave quite reasonably in their mutual trade relations—without proclaiming a revolution of common sense—and will not indiscriminately resort to the use of tariff barriers and other tools of protectionism. Mexico will not declare a tariff war against Brazil, neither will Nigeria against Egypt, Vietnam against Japan or Indonesia against Australia. The US will also lose politically from the litigiousness of Trumpism because, given their power, they are absolutely to be reckoned with but not necessarily respected, as it is impossible to take a frivolously behaving partner seriously.
The political machine is running. All the sudden, in the Congress, some Republican crawler is stepping out of line in the first week of Trump’s second presidency with a proposal to amend the Constitution to allow him a third term, although it may be presumed that the majority of the American society will have had enough of him by the end of his second term. The Twenty-second Amendment to the United States Constitution, adopted in 1951, says clearly that “no person… shall be elected more than twice,” but Trump talks about a third term. When asked in an interview with NBC about the possibility of seeking it he said: “there are methods which you could do it… I'm not joking… a lot of people want me to do it.”2
Decisions whether to support somebody or not change rapidly in these turbulent times, but it is nonetheless a surprise that according to an approval rating conducted less than a month after the inauguration, the dissatisfied with the president’s handling with various situations outnumbered those satisfied; 51 percent and 45 percent, respectively. It is amazing how huge a gap is between the percentage of his Republican and Democratic supporters: 89 percentage points! While the former accounted for as many as 93 percent, the latter constituted only 4 percent.3 Although one may wonder where this 4 percent came from among the Democratic party.
We shall see what happens next, but given his follies, the likelihood that Trump will not make it till the end of his second term cannot be ruled out. Even at the very beginning of his time in office, he happened to violate the Constitution, and it is possible that it will happen again. Not every extravagance will be tolerated with impunity by all Republican senators. There is such a thing as responsibility and honesty, dignity and a sense of shame, so there may be a situation where enough Republican members of the Senate join 47 Democrats and vote on a motion for the impeachment of the President. Some could not hide such shame at the very beginning of his term after President Trump's embarrassing behavior during a meeting with President Zelensky in the Oval Office, broadcast live by world television networks. Lisa Murkowski, the senior senator from Alaska known for her independent stance within the GOP have written on platform X: “I am sick to my stomach as the administration appears to be walking away from our allies and embracing Putin, a threat to democracy and US values around the world”.4 It would be strange if, before November 2027, such a proposal did not appear at least once. If Trump were removed from the White House in just such a manner, J.D. Vance would automatically become the 48th president, which, given his uncritical commitment to the ideology and practice of Trumpism and Trumponomics, would probably not change much for the better. Later, in the next election, there might be some reasonable candidate of an alternative political formation, some new Clinton or Obama.
If such an insane idea as Trump’s third term were to come true, by the end of that term, the Chinese economy would be even larger than the US economy, than it is likely to be anyway. This is because the long-term impact of Trumponomics will result in relatively slower economic growth in the US. In addition, inflation will be higher. Consequently, there may be a tendency for the coexistence of accelerated price growth and slower output growth, which means stagflation. Logically, therefore, the longer Trump would be in power, the more profound would be the relative deterioration of the US economy compared to an alternative situation in which macroeconomic steering is based on actual common sense rather than on fancies proclaimed under such a slogan.
The delusion of grandeur is not just the domain of Republicans and their leader, as Democrats too, President Joe Biden not excluded, have strongly succumbed to it. The issue is very serious because a strong complexes among the US political elites towards China have its considerable economic and political implications. The United States cannot compete peacefully and do not want to cooperate creatively with China because they prefer hostile competition. Caution is needed. Extreme US neoconservatives would preferably crush China altogether, pushing it from a powerful to a marginal position. This could happen through one of four scenarios: unreasonable, unrealistic, adventurous, or crazy.
It is unreasonable to continually impede the development of the Chinese economy along the lines of what has been going on for several years and which is now gaining in intensity. At most, the pace of Chinese expansion can be somewhat slowed down through various protectionist practices and political pressures, but it cannot be blocked.
The unrealistic scenario is the democratization of the political system. Politically and culturally, democracy is a wonderful thing, but in practice it is not necessarily so; this largely depends on the level of economic development already achieved. It is enough to compare the economic impact of the most populous democracy and the most populous autocracy. While in 1990 China’s total GDP was 120 percent of India’s, by 2024, it was almost four times as much, 470 percent. Per capita, relevant ratios are even more telling—94 percent and 480 percent, respectively. It is impossible to prove what would happen if…, but certainly China would not have reached its current level of development if it had introduced a democratic system 35 years ago. And this is because, ceteris paribus, its decision-making procedures inherent in it would complicate and delay pro-development decisions. If they were to move to democracy there now, internal disputes and endless debates would slow down the pace of growth. These observations do not, of course, rule out the usefulness of the transition to democracy, but everything should be done in its own time and not at the behest of foreign countries.
The adventurous scenario is the breakdown of the integrated statehood into parts. Some hope that this would happen, inciting separatism in Tibet, Inner Mongolia, Hong Kong, and especially the Xinjiang autonomous region. They claim that they are driven by concern for the people living there—which also happens to be the case—but the main motive is the desire for the economically damaging destabilization.
The crazy option is a destructive war, which is most easily achieved by getting Taiwan to declare independence and thus provoke China to invade it. Armed American intervention on Taiwan’s side and consequent military clashes with China would be devastating to both its economy and its international standing. With a far-reaching escalation of the conflict, its consequences for the world could be catastrophic.
But things are not bad everywhere, as there are some fields where one can expect sanity. I have no illusions that President Trump does not want a hot war with China, because not only does he know that it could not be won, but he does not want any major bloody and costly military conflict at all. He is right on this point, and all his anti-war statements and efforts—particularly those aimed at a ceasefire and Ukrainian-Russian negotiations—are worth supporting. The fact that the US may again become militarily involved in some smaller clashes—as it has often done in the past—is another matter.
The fear is that Trump will not shine a light in the dark Middle East tunnel. In the face of Israel’s unending disputes with its neighbors, including repeated incidents of bloody armed clashes involving scores of casualties, it would be common sense to recognize Palestine’s right to its own statehood. This is an absolute prerequisite for creating the rationale to solve the Middle East conflict that escalated over time. Already half a century ago, in November 1974, the United Nations passed a resolution recognizing “the right of the Palestinian people to self-determination, national independence, and sovereignty in Palestine.”5 Currently, the vast majority of countries with 95 percent of humanity are in favor of this, but the United States is still unwilling to accept it. In the May 2024 vote, just nine countries (in addition to the US and Israel, these included Argentina, the Czech Republic and Hungary, and four small Pacific island states—Nauru, Micronesia, Palau and Papua New Guinea—which, as may be suspected, were encouraged to do so with money, also small) voted against the resolution (25 abstained) to grant new “rights and privileges” to the Palestinian state and to call on the Security Council to reconsider the admission of Palestine to the UN as its 194th member.6 The compromising behavior of the Czech Republic and Hungary in this matter is puzzling.
In the course of the first 15-months of Gaza conflict, provoked by a heinous attack by Hamas militants in Ocgtober 2023, US diplomacy, then still under the leadership of President Biden, proved ineffective. Several visits to the region by Antony Blinken, Secretary of State, were of little use. Appeals were not enough. Perhaps a strong political protest and a freeze on arms supplies would have stopped Israel’s massive military action, which has left tens of thousands of civilians, mostly children and women, dead, one hundred and tens of thousands injured and nearly 1.9 million internally displaced. The US could now condition the continuation of its military support of Israel on its peaceful reorientation. A temporary ceasefire in Gaza and Lebanon is not enough.
But no. Trump has better proposals, especially the suggestion to relocate the two-million mass of hapless Palestinians to Jordan and Egypt. When these two countries strongly distanced themselves from such a weird idea, Trump blackmailed them with the withdrawal of the financial aid (mainly for military purposes) and even embarrassed himself further by suggesting that Palestinians should be settled in Saudi Arabia. In doing so, he has seriously irritated this kingdom, otherwise a strategic US partner in the Middle East. Understandably, therefore, these ideas of a de facto ethnic cleansing—according to some opinions equivalent to genocide, as defined by the UN—were immediately condemned by the wider world, as their implementation would be a clear violation of international law.
Not everyone was appalled. The Israeli Prime Minister called President Trump, not unreasonably, “the greatest friend Israel has ever had in the White House” and praised him for his ability to “think outside the box.” How pathetic was it to see Donald Trump hosting in July 2025 in the White House, for the third time since his return to power, a war criminal Benjamin Netanyahu, and accepting a letter in which he had proposed American President for the Nobel Peace Prize. As a token of gratitude for tolerating war crimes committed by Israel in the Gaza Strip? It does not matter that the UN’s International Criminal Court, the ICC, has held Netanyahu responsible for war crimes and crimes against humanity and issued a warrant for his arrest, for which Trump, in turn, by decree, imposed sanctions against the Court and its judges. Understandably, such an irresponsible move has then provoked a reaction from the leaders of states that generally honor the rule of law and respect human rights. Dozens of countries have expressed “unwavering support” for the Court, with such key US allies as the UK, Germany and France saying it is “a vital pillar of the international justice system.”7
Both Israel and the US do not recognize the jurisdiction of the ICC, and the American President is concerned about something else. In his out-of-the-box thinking he has outdone himself (or maybe not, maybe he will come up with something even sillier?) and announced the transformation of the completely devastated Gaza Strip, whose ruins look worse than Warsaw after the uprising, into a ‘Riviera of the Middle East’! Probably with several golf courses…
BBC world service editor aptly commented: “His statements are often more like opening gambits in a real estate negotiation than expressions of the settled policy of the United States.” The problem is that “He is the president of the United States, the most powerful man in the world—no longer a reality TV host and political hopeful trying to grab headlines.”8 While some are alarmed, a radical right-wing member of the Israeli government, Finance Minister Bezalel Smotrich, without a shade of embarrassment, says that “…we will act to finally bury, with God’s help, the dangerous idea of a Palestinian state.”9
First, however, more than 50 million tons of ruins have to be removed, because that is how much there is after the Israeli intervention; more than 70 percent of the buildings have been destroyed (as much as 90 percent according to some estimates). In front of shocked journalists gathered for a briefing after his meeting with Netanyahu, Trump modestly added: “I don’t want to be cute, I don’t want to be a wise guy—but the Riviera of the Middle East… This could be something that could be so valuable, this could be so magnificent.” Indeed, he does not want to be a wise guy, and he is successful in that, when he says: “Everybody I’ve spoken to loves the idea of the United States owning that piece of land (…) we’re going to develop it, create thousands and thousands of jobs, and it’ll be something that the entire Middle East can be very proud of.”10 Pushing through this Trump nonsense would be a clear violation of international law for two reasons: firstly, it would mean displacing Palestinians (which Israel would carry out) against their will, and secondly, the United States would be taking over a territory to which it has no rights. It is not surprising that not a single leader of any country other than Israel has supported this bizarre project.
We do not know who this “everybody” is, but undoubtedly Marco Rubio, who echoed his boss: Make Gaza Beautiful Again! It is possible that “everybody” includes also Israeli Defense Minister Israel Katz, who nonchalantly declared: “Countries such as Spain, Ireland, Norway, and others, which have falsely accused Israel over its actions in Gaza, are legally obligated to allow Gazans to enter their territory.”11 Well, they are not obligated to do anything of this sort. Not because they falsely accused, because they were right.
Neither the United States nor Israel will decide who should take in Palestinian migrants, as there is no doubt that there will be some. Not two million, as desired by those in power in Washington and Jerusalem (President Trump recognized Jerusalem as Israel’s capital in December 2017 in defiance of international law; even US allies such as the UK, France, Japan, Italy, and Sweden spoke out against that decision). If they want to send such a huge wave of refugees to other countries—especially European countries that are already failing to cope with the current influx of migrants—they will be deeply disappointed. Absurdities can be preached, but they cannot be made real.
If the United States really wants to help, then instead of making itself the “owner of this piece of land”—which, to put it bluntly, would amount to an illegal occupation of someone else’s territory—they should make a generous financial contribution to rise this country from the ashes. They can afford it, just as they could afford to subsidize Israel when it turned Gaza into a rubble-strewn disaster zone. Meanwhile, shortly after announcing this revolutionary common-sense project, Trump communicated that “the reconstruction will be funded by other countries.”12 Of course, the gigantic work of rebuilding Gaza will be an international affair, but he has not agreed anything with any country on this matter. Probably this time, too, he naively thinks that his vision, or rather illusion, will have the power to make a difference.
Well, no; Trump thinks he can do anything, but in reality he can only do as much as he can. Nothing more. He can say anything he wants but not do. This is unbelievable, how much can be messed up, how much damage can be done to one’s own country—its economy, society and international prestige. Just half a year of Trump 2.0 in office were enough to mess with almost the entire world. Almost, because the United States is now left with only one sole uncritical ally—Israel.
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When President Trump reiterates that if he were president, Russia’s attack on Ukraine in February 2022 would not have happened, although this is a very hypothetical thinking based on making debatable assumptions, it cannot be ruled out. He is a proponent of peaceful interests, not military adventurism, and it is reasonable to assume that, contrary to President Biden, NATO hawks and their de facto backers in London, the Hague, Tallinn, and a few other capitals, he would enter into a difficult dialogue with Russia over its objections to further eastward expansion of NATO and its intentions to admit Ukraine as a member. The Kremlin was all too clear in declaring that this was the red line for Russia, so it was necessary to talk, not to announce that these were non-starter objections—unacceptable in advance, as was being done from Warsaw through Brussels to Washington.
Alternate history—what if…—is fascinating, but it is also prone to various speculations originating from the realm of fantasy rather than realistic contingencies. It is also prone to talking nonsense that it attempts to present as wisdom. Especially one’s own wisdom, as Trump likes to do. On the eve of the third anniversary of the Russian invasion of Ukraine, he even accused the latter of starting the war! When, with Ukraine in mind, he says “You could have made a deal,” one can agree that it was necessary to negotiate for as long as possible, seeking a compromise solution that would be acceptable to both sides of the conflict. Yet, when he said in the previous sentence that “You should have never started it [the war],”1 one cannot be surprised that such a deceitful statement provoked outrage everywhere except Russia. This is how we learn from Trump 2.0 that if Trump 1.0 had served a second presidential term immediately after the first, Ukraine would not have dared to start the war with Russia…
It is terrible that it took three whole years of this absurd war, which has claimed hundreds of thousands of lives, to hear that “the United States does not believe that NATO membership for Ukraine is a realistic outcome of a negotiated settlement.”2 This is what US Secretary of Defense Pete Hegseth declared at a meeting of more than forty countries of the Ukraine Defense Contact Group on February 12, 2025—the 1085th day of the war… Opinions continue to be divided on this issue among the leaders of NATO countries. It is particularly interesting to note that while conservative politicians on the western side of the Atlantic are beginning to think more realistically, some of those on the eastern side of this ocean are sticking to their guns. This is the case even for a center-left politician like the Labor Prime Minister of Great Britain. To answer the US defense secretary’s statement—obviously agreed with President Trump—Keir Starmer reiterated “the UK’s commitment to Ukraine being on an irreversible path to NATO as agreed by allies at the Washington Summit last year.”3
With such mutually exclusive positions, it will be extremely difficult to reach a meaningful compromise. Perhaps it will consist of some poor substitute for Ukraine’s membership of NATO in the form of providing security guarantees satisfactory to it. Because that is what it is all about, formal NATO membership would only be a means to that end. Before the situation calms down and some sensible image emerges from the chaos caused by the Americans at the Munich conference, slanders and accusations on the one hand and unorthodox proposals on the other will multiply, among which the most peculiar is the idea of creating an army in which the United States would be replaced by Ukraine. Once from the Pacific to the Elbe, now from the Atlantic to the Dnieper…
Following President Zelensky’s earlier statements advocating the inclusion of Ukraine’s armed forces in a future European army, Prime Minister Denys Shmyhal spoke out, communicating that “Ukraine’s battle-hardened military could become an alternative to the US army, which currently has over 65,000 troops in the EU (…) By agreeing to Ukraine’s accession, EU countries wouldn’t just be expanding their own borders and boundaries. They would be gaining reliable defenders with extensive military experience, ready to be the first to take a hit not only from Russia, but from other possible military and political groups on Europe’s eastern borders.”4 That is a kind of deal: membership of the European Union in exchange for defense against invaders from the east. There was a time when responsible politicians used to first agree positions on serious matters in order to later communicate them publicly. Now they first present themselves in front of TV cameras and write their wisdom on Internet portals, and only then do they think about how to get out of the mess they have caused. The Kremlin could not harm NATO members as much as they harm themselves. What a joy this Euro-Atlantic uproar must cause in Moscow…
Furthermore, Hegseth rightly stated that “we must start by recognizing that returning to Ukraine’s pre-2014 borders is an unrealistic objective (…) Chasing this illusionary goal will only prolong the war and cause more suffering.”5 It is, of course, politically incorrect to share such an opinion, but unfortunately it must be acknowledged that Russia will not want to return occupied territories voluntarily, and Ukraine, together with its allies, is not in a position to force it to do so. Hegseth added that post-war security guarantees for Ukraine must not involve NATO troops there, but peacekeepers sent “as part of a non-NATO mission and they should not be covered under Article 5.”6 This is about NATO’s famous Article 5, which states (without citing in a footnote the famous maxim of Alexander Dumas’ “The Three Musketeers”—“one for all, all for one”) that “The Parties agree that an armed attack on one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all (…) if such armed attack occurs, each of them (…) shall render assistance (…) to the attacked persons by taking immediately (…) such action as it deems necessary, not excluding the use of armed force.”7
Such Washington’s position has been interpreted by many as outright betrayal of a just cause, but it only means that there is no point in fighting a war that is unwinnable. Well, unless someone says that we just need a little more time. Such views are abundant. We have already heard several times that some another Ukrainian offensive carried out with foreign support will drive the Russian invaders from the occupied lands, including Crimea. How much longer would it take? Another three years? Or maybe thirteen or thirty? How many casualties would this have to entail? It is more realistic to hope that someone will replace the ruler in the Kremlin sooner, because Putin is not geography; he is not eternal. It is a history that is passing. Let us hope that his successor will be someone closer in class to a great statesman such as Mikhail Gorbachev8—who did not support the Kremlin’s drive for Great Russia—and not someone like Yevgeny Prigozhin, the criminal head of the Wagner Group, who was an active participant in this drive.9
Immediately after the American declarations regarding the intentions and means of ending the Russo-Ukrainian war were presented, voices were raised in the media comparing the then still very vague consequences of the proposals made in Munich by Vice President Vance and Secretaries Hegseth and Rubio to some reminiscent situations from the past. As sometimes happens in unusual circumstances when nobody really knows what it is all about, people tend to look for analogies in history. And they are successful in that search, although the findings are not always relevant and insightful. Thus, the Munich of 1938 and Yalta have appeared millions of times in the world media.
It is puzzling that no one seems to have pointed out on this occasion that the Crimea, where Yalta is located, was then, in 1945, in the hands of Russia which was the core of the Soviet Union. During the post-war conference hosted by Joseph Stalin, it would not even cross the minds of Franklin D. Roosevelt, US President, and Winston Churchill, British Prime Minister, that they were in Ukraine, not Russia. Only in 1954 was Crimea transferred from Russian Federative Soviet Socialist Republic, SSR, to Ukrainian SSR. To this day, there is no clear opinion as to why this happened. At the time, it seemed to matter little; after all, this beautiful piece of Black Sea land belonged to the USSR anyway, which was to last forever… Had Nikita Khrushchev, the then-Soviet leader, known that this formation would fall apart after 37 years, in 1991, Crimea would have formally and legally remained Russian, and we would not have to think nowadays about how to break out of the deep impasse. In the meantime, much has been going on regarding the political status of Crimea, which is dominated by the Russian population. Back in the end of the USSR era, a referendum was held there on January 20, 1990, in which 81.73 percent of those eligible participated. When asked: “Are you for the restoration of the Crimean Autonomous SSR as a subject of the USSR and a party to the Union Treaty?,” as many as 92.26 percent responded positively. The voice of the people was disregarded.
Almost exactly 35 years later, the influential “The Economist” asks a different question: “… whether what comes next will most resemble a different Munich conference, in 1938, when Neville Chamberlain buckled to the ambitions of Adolf Hitler; Yalta in 1945, when America, Britain, and the Soviet Union carved up Europe; or something better. (…) As the reality of Mr. Trump’s lightning-fast move sank in, some European leaders began to fear that the real comparison for America’s plans might be Yalta, and a new partition of Europe into a Western and Russian sphere of influence. (…) if Mr. Trump truly wants a deal that will stick (…), he will need to commit America to Europe’s security, rather than sign up to a Yalta-like carve-up.”10 These analogies are extremely far-fetched, as the situation is very different now. But perhaps someone else will speak up, drawing parallels between the meetings of the highest-ranking US and Russian diplomats, Marco Rubio and Sergey Lavrov, in Riyadh in February 2025 and the pre-Yalta summit in Tehran in November/December 1943? Riyadh and Tehran are separated only by pieces of desert and the waters of the—Arab to some, Persian to others—Gulf. But in fact, we are separated by a long history from those times and, instead of looking for false analogies, it is better to focus on finding paths that lead along the shortest possible route to a peaceful future.
Was it a right move towards it when the American President contacted his Russian counterpart? Time will show, because no one—including Trump himself, who has telephoned Putin several times—really knows what this all is about or what will come of it. The cover page of “The Economist” of February 22, 2025, depicted just the two of them talking, sitting behind a long table where all other chairs were empty. The screaming title was also prominent: “Europe’s worst nightmare.”11 Confronted with the various voices coming from those terrified by Trump’s fraternization with Putin, Vice President Vance attempted to explain the White House’s conduct, writing that “We are negotiating to end the conflict. It is ‘appeasement’ only if you think the Ukrainians have a credible pathway to victory. They don’t, so it’s not.”12
However, this time, too, the issue is much more complicated. While, in the context of Washington’s dealings with Moscow, the attention of political and media commentators has focused on the relations taking place in the second great geopolitical triangle, namely the United States, Russia, and the European Union (the first being the aforementioned United States, China, and the European Union triangle), the Americans may be concerned with something else that is perhaps most important to them—relations with China. A possible controlled US-Russian rapprochement should be seen as part of the game in the third fundamental geopolitical triangle: the United States, China, and Russia.
It would be naïve to give credence to the idea that the United States wishes Russia and especially China well. They wish ill on both and to make these wishes a reality, they will resort to every possible means to spoil Sino-Russian relations. The worse they are, the easier it will be for America to be Great Again! Washington had already managed to drive a wedge between Beijing and Moscow once before, in the 1970s. This had far-reaching geopolitical consequences, favoring the strengthening of the US global position. The architect of that strategic game was Henry Kissinger, Secretary of State in the administration of President Richard Nixon. The problem is that the current Secretary of State, Marco Rubio, with his publicly demonstrated extreme anti-Chinese sentiments, is not a sublime Kissinger with his diplomatic grace.
Trumpism, which plays with China and Russia in markedly different ways, will not manage to antagonize them. For all their faults in Beijing and Moscow, they are too smart for that. From the point of view of US hegemonism, Washington’s strategy will prove misconceived. Eventually, the hostile course of the United States towards China will not weaken it because, as a result, China will modify its internal and external policies in a way that will relatively strengthen it over time. At the same time, the drastic turn that President Trump’s administration has taken compared to the behavior of his predecessor’s administration towards Russia is already relatively strengthening the latter. It will probably not make Russia great again!—which, apart from Russia itself, no one cares about—but it will not prevent China from becoming even bigger than it already is.
The Ukrainian-Russian war could have been ended much sooner, avoiding the deaths of masses of people—including thousands of civilian casualties—if wise, responsible people, advocates of peace, had been listened to. UN Secretary-General, António Guterrers, was right when, one year after the Russian invasion, he said: “This war is unwinnable. Sooner or later, it will have to move from the battlefield to the peace table. This is inevitable. The only question is: How many more lives must be lost? How many more bombs must fall? How many more Mariupols must be destroyed? How many more Ukrainians and Russians will be killed before everyone realizes that this war has no winners—only losers?”13 While diplomatically he did not add that the blood on their hands was not only of those who kill but also of those who contribute to prolonging the war, he rightly concluded that continuing the fighting was “morally unacceptable, politically indefensible, and militarily nonsensical.”14 These were not only his views, but it turned out that the peace advocates urging an unconditional ceasefire and peaceful negotiations, which I also repeatedly advocated, had too little clout. Will we prevail this time?
Considering Hegseth’s sound judgment, the argument by the American president made a day before, suggesting that Ukraine could lose its sovereignty to Russia, must be baffling. He added, which is completely shocking, that he expects to be compensated for the aid the US has given Ukraine. Again, he treats politics like a business—there is a deal to be done. It is a bit incoherent, but we can understand what he means when he says: “[Ukraine] may make a deal. They may not make a deal. They may be Russian someday, or they may not be Russian someday. But we’re going to have all this money in there [Ukraine], and I say, I want it back.”15
He did not add that he wants it with significant interest. In an interview with Fox News television, he communicated that in return for his support, he wanted “the equivalent of like USD 500 billion worth of rare earth [minerals], and they’ve essentially agreed to do that.”16 Leaving aside the nonsense about the supposed USD 500 billion equivalent, the total US aid to Ukraine for the three years following the Russian invasion on February 24, 2022 was worth an otherwise considerable USD 106 billion: 2.8 humanitarian support, 33.3 budget injections and 69.8 arms, equipment, and other military assistance. The willingness of Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky to discuss possible access to the commercial exploitation of these minerals (what else could he have done in response to such a dictum?) was by no means an acceptance of this, as Trump, in his style of putting his partners up against the wall, had expected.
Well, there will be much more turbulence in this matter, as interdependencies from various spheres become entangled and successive circles of connection in the globalized economy close (or fail to close). Technological progress increases the demand for certain raw materials, which are used in modern technologies: electronics, wireless communications, batteries for electric vehicles and wind turbines, and in the production of certain ranges of military equipment. The demand for rare earth minerals, of which China has the most, is therefore growing. In turn, China, in response to US trade restrictions and blocking of technology transfers, especially advanced chips, at the end of the previous administration, in December 2024, imposed an embargo on sales to the United States of such rare earth metals as gallium, germanium, and antimony.
Consequently, the United States has turned its attention to Ukraine, also lavishly equipped by nature with what US high-tech companies need. The Americans are therefore demanding access to Ukrainian minerals in exchange for military aid. In turn, Ukraine expects security guarantees in return for these minerals, especially lithium, titanium, and graphite. These guarantees, however, cannot be solely American. They should be coordinated with NATO partners, but the US President tells the visiting French President and UK Prime Minister at the White House that he has no objection to such guarantees being given by European countries, without United States’ involvement.
And then there is Russia, also ready to agree with the United States on the exploitation of raw materials it needs. The problem is that, apart from the deposits in Siberia and the Russian Far East, they do not own much of these resources, because the deposits are in the occupied Donbas. In the context of Trump’s pressure on Ukraine, Putin stated that they were ready to cooperate with foreign companies involved in mineral extraction, stressing that Russia “undoubtedly have (…) significantly more resources of this kind than Ukraine (…) We are ready to attract foreign partners to the so-called new, to our historical territories, which have returned to the Russian Federation.”17 Thus, Putin offers what he has to Trump, although it is not his, and Zelensky offers what is his, although he does not have it. Question: is the Washington dealer getting the same thing twice or not even once? Is it a wonderful deal! or no deal…?
Thus, the Americans were simultaneously offered two bids for the use of Donbas minerals. They can dig twice in one and the same place, because both conflicting sides—Ukrainian and Russian—agree. It is surprising that Trump has not suggested to resolve the conflict by taking over regions rich in rare earth elements into American ownership, as he has done for Gaza, which he would like to convert into a riviera under American control.
Populists and nationalists—including those influenced by Trumpism—may not like globalization, but their “common sense” cannot isolate them from it. The problem is that such non-exclusive globalization is detrimental to the sustainable development of the world economy and may not be conducive to peaceful coexistence. Applying severe sanctions while seeking to limit the scale of technological progress and economic development of its great rival, trade retaliations are inevitably provoked, which in turn prompts the original aggressor to impose a political and trade contract in another part of the world on the weakened state invaded by that rival’s ally. To avoid complicating matters further, I would just like to point out that the brutal war taking place in eastern Congo, which does not receive weapons and ammunition produced in richer parts of the world for free, is also linked to the efforts to gain access to rare earth ores, particularly cobalt, which is used in batteries for electric vehicles, among other things, and of which Congo is the world’s largest producer. Nature was generous with these metals there, as in the case of Ukraine and China. These are kind of seemingly down-to-earth—literally—things that prove that human, physical, and financial capital alone may not be enough. Raw materials are still needed. And above all, the goodwill of mutually beneficial cooperation. Let us also have no doubt that the involvement of the USA in attempts to resolve the armed conflict between the Democratic Republic of Congo and Rwanda, along with the M23 rebels it supports, is related to the desire of American business to gain access to the abundance of rare earth elements lying in the conflicted territories.
The tangle of Ukrainian-Russian contradictions will continue for years. Numerous states have been heavily involved in this conflict in various forms; far more on the side of Ukraine than Russia, which can count on just a few countries, such as Belarus, Iran, and North Korea. The Central Asian post-Soviet republics—Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan—will continue to behave relatively neutrally. Similarly, Azerbaijan. However, relations with the internally deeply conflicted Georgia, Armenia and Moldova regarding their pro-Russian or pro-Western course are still not clearly resolved.
The most important thing is to keep this turmoil running peacefully. Once the shooting stops, once the drones and missiles stop flying, once the bombs stop falling, territorial issues will become paramount. Experience shows that resolving these issues can drag on for decades, as the people of Eritrea, East Timor, Kosovo, or South Sudan experienced before gaining state independence in 1991, 2002, 2008, and 2011, respectively. Outside Timor, border problems persist. Elsewhere, political independence has still not been achieved, including in the northern part of Cyprus or Somaliland. These issues will now return, and I will not be at all surprised if President Trump pushes forward the matters of their independence and international recognition. He should do so, and others should support him.
As for the territories formally occupied by Russia that are part of Ukraine, referendums on autonomy or preferred statehood should be repeated there. This time, they should take place under international supervision agreed by the parties concerned, and the majority decisions of the population living in the disputed territories—including the people who fled from there due to the ongoing fighting and who should be entitled to vote—should be respected by Russia and Ukraine and recognized in international law. If such a solution could be negotiated between the conflicting parties with the involvement of the United States and the European Union, it would be a big deal. If not, the conflict will be frozen and may last even longer than the 70 years (1922–1992) of coexistence between Russia and Ukraine in the Soviet Union.
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The contradiction in what the American President and his Secretary of Defense are saying is thought-provoking. Where is the logic in claiming that the US will, by political means and through diplomacy, quickly bring an end to the war in Eastern Europe while at the same time encouraging the European members of NATO to further radically increase their arms expenditure? This is the reason for the Russia’s military row to end, so that its ability to invade other states increases? So that these states must arm themselves to the teeth to frighten Russia and discourage it from further aggression? After all, once the Kremlin is forced to end the war with Ukraine, there will be peace on the European continent, while the possibility of another war should not increase. Well, this logic is outside the box, beyond this scheme, and it is to keep the cold-war amok running, because this brilliantly drives the prosperity of the US arms industry. They do not want hot war, but cold war is fine. The saying “if you want peace, prepare for war,” which has been publicized ridiculously often in recent times, is extremely silly, but it works. Perhaps precisely because it contradicts the statement “if you want peace, prepare for peace.”1 The logic of cooperation should not be mixed with the logic of war, within which paradoxes are normal; the good way is bad because it is predictable, and the bad way is good because it is harder to predict.
Where is the logic when President of the European Commission, Ursula von der Leyen, declares at the Munich Security Conference that she will propose to activate the exit clause to facilitate a significant increase in defense spending by EU Member States, which have already raised this spending in the previous three years—from around USD 200 billion in 2021 to around USD 320 billion in 2024. The exit clause exempts countries that exceed the budget deficit and public debt limits allowed under the Stability and Growth Pact, 3 percent and 60 percent of GDP, respectively, from the obligation to introduce fiscal adjustments limiting excessive financial imbalances. In other words, it means loosening the existing rules of public finance discipline and in fact accepting expenditure that increases the already excessive budget deficit. Without this instrument, exceeding a budget deficit of 3 percent of GDP triggers the Excessive Deficit Procedure, EDP. In 2025, eight EU countries were covered by this procedure: Belgium, France, Hungary, Italy, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, and Romania. Poland and the Baltic states of Estonia, Lithuania, and Latvia are particularly active in advocating such an unreasonable change in the rules of the game.
While the clause was rightly invoked during the COVID-19 pandemic—it was a lifesaver—it is deeply wrong in a situation of military psychosis. If it would indeed be necessary to increase military expenditure, this should be done either by raising funds through tax increases or by cutting other expenditure. Both are very unpopular with the public and require political courage. The worst solution is inflationary financing by increasing budget deficits and, in addition, sanctioning this with regulatory softening of the system.
Where is the logic when Trump incites the non-US members of NATO to radically increase their military spending, while at the same time declaring: “At some point when things settle down, I’m going to meet with China, and I’m going to meet with Russia, in particular, those two, and I’m going to say there’s no reason for us to be spending almost a trillion dollars on military” (right!) and that he would want to reach an agreement between all three countries on reducing current military spending by 50 percent: “I want to say, let’s cut our military budget in half. And we can do that.”2 They are the ones who can cut it in half, while the European members of NATO are supposed to triple it!
Of course, the United States will not halve their military spending. Gladly, Trump has instructed the Pentagon, after just one month in office, to identify spending that could be cut by 50 billion in 2026; an amount not to be underestimated, as it equates to around 8 percent of the US military budget. The resulting funds would be redirected to purposes “in line with the president’s priorities,” which in turn is worrying given his preferences.
It is often said that Europe needs to increase its military spending to overtake Russia in this respect. Let me repeat that the art of taking care of security lies not in aiming to increase dominance, but in keeping the balance of power at the lowest possible level of spending for this purpose. It is incorrect to say that Russia spends more on military than Europe. Just the opposite is true, as political leaders—presidents, prime ministers, foreign, and defense ministers—should be aware of. If they are not, it is a shame, because as professional politicians they should. But I think they know it perfectly well, and therefore if they are consciously proclaiming untruths, they are simply lying. An even worse shame! For the facts are that 2024 was the tenth consecutive year in which the military spending of European NATO countries increased, reaching the equivalent of USD 476.2 billion (the US military budget was more than twice as much, USD 968 billion; Canada spent USD 25.1 billion). In the same year, Russia allocated much less, according to reliable data from the London-based International Institute for Strategic Studies, IISS, only (or as much as) the equivalent of USD 145.9 billion.3
Compared to Europe, this seems shockingly low, but one must consider the differences in currency values. Considering the purchasing power parity, Russia’s so-called defense spending is estimated at USD 462 billion. In other words, for the equivalent of each billion dollars, three times as much military equipment can be bought in Russia as in Europe. This is a trace USD 5 billion more than the combined defense budgets of the European Union and the UK of USD 457 billion, but when talking about Europe, one still has to include the spending of Norway (USD 9.79 billion) and Turkey (USD 14.3 billion) and the small NATO but not EU member states of Albania, North Macedonia, Montenegro, and Iceland with aggregate spending of USD 1 billion. Switzerland, with a defense budget of USD 6.2 billion, can be left aside. The case is different if one considers only the expenditure on the purchase of armaments, since the share of personnel expenditure in the military budgets of European NATO countries is much higher, perhaps even twice as high as in Russia.
Thus, we do not need to chase Russia with military spending because we are already ahead of it. What is necessary is more economical dealing with these resources through better coordination of investment, production, and procurement activities. It is amazing how poorly this coordination looks both within NATO and within the European Union. The point is not just how much is spent, but how it is spent. Today, instead of holding politicians and their bureaucrats accountable for this costly lack of coordination and flawed governance, we have to listen to the militarists that they need even more money. Contrary to the facts (except for the UK), they claim that there is no need to cut other spending, failing to add that it is from our taxes, because it seems to them that it is possible to finance all this from the budget deficit and increasing public debt with impunity. Not really, and dragging these practices out constitutes another threat, this time real—that of the financial crisis.
It is even more intriguing that European politicians allow themselves to be talked into increasing military spending by the United States, instead of taking the opportunity to shift funds from military objectives to supporting the competitiveness of economies and aiding their sustainable development. Europe’s armies—or more accurately, the armies of the European countries, as long as only the command of them and the management of supplies and logistics are coordinated—are already strong enough to effectively deter Russia from aggression, if there is anyone, who still believes that it might feel like doing so after the political and military embarrassment suffered in the clash with Western-backed Ukraine.
Things have become very complicated, as the European members of NATO become more confident that the loyalty of the United States tainted by the deviations of Trump 2.0 cannot be counted upon. In extreme cases, opinions can be encountered that this is the end of NATO as we know it. Perhaps. Even if European partners want to give in to Washington and import more and more costly weapons from across the ocean, they have already learned that the White House policy, instead of being based on reason and honoring concluded treaties, is guided by the moods of its residents and does not respect established principles. Critical in all this confusion is the behavior of some European countries, starting with Great Britain, which declares its readiness to possibly send troops to Ukraine to ensure its security after the suspension of hostilities with Russia. It is well known that under such circumstances, without the consent of the United States, they cannot be stationed there under the NATO flag. The situation has become even more difficult now that Russia has made it clear that it will not accept any peace deal if there are any Western troops in Ukraine.
If the principle of all for one, one for all ceases to apply, it is indeed the end of NATO as we know it. The questions then arise: is there any chance that things will get back on track, or will they continue to follow unknown paths with uncertain final solutions? The declaration made by the leader of the winning party in the German elections, which coincidentally took place exactly on the third anniversary of the Russian invasion of Ukraine, is meaningful. Friedrich Merz communicated: “My absolute priority [as a German chancellor] will be to strengthen Europe as quickly as possible so that, step by step, we can really achieve independence from the USA.”4 Referring to the NATO summit planned for July 2025, he said he did not know whether the member state leaders gathering there “would still be talking about NATO in its current form or whether we will have to establish an independent European defense capability much more quickly.”5
A few months later, on June 25, 2025, at the NATO summit in The Hague, the euphoric propagandists of this political-military pact heralded a supposedly “historic success”. It was decided to increase defense spending to 5 percent of GDP, with at least 3.5 percent being strictly military spending and 1.5 percent for infrastructure and other defense-supporting factors. This exorbitant level of military spending is to be reached within ten years, by 2025. Member states therefore have a full decade to deceive themselves, just as they did by failing to spend, in numerous cases, starting with Germany, the 2 percent of GDP on defense decided at the 2015 NATO summit. According to the SIPRI Yearbooks, global expenditure qualified as national defense relative to national income fell by half between 1985 and 2000—from 4.3 percent of aggregate world gross product to 2.2 percent. This was made possible by a year-by-year gradual relaxation in international relations, first under Presidents Ronald Reagan in the United States and Mikhail Gorbachev in the Soviet Union, then, in the decade of the 1990s, by putting an end to the previous Cold War. In the historic year of 1989, which went down in history with the success of the Polish Round Table and the fall of the Berlin Wall, it was 3.5 percent, but in 1996, it was only 2.4 percent. As a result, during just six years, some USD 600 billion (at today’s prices, that is more than 1.3 trillion6) could be shifted from military purposes to funding economic development, benefiting billions of people around the world.
Over the next two decades, between 2001 and 2020, the share of military expenditure in gross world product remained, with minor fluctuations, relatively stable at 2.2 percent.7 In 2025, it was already 2.5 percent, and this rate is growing at an increasing pace. Currently, every percentage point of global GDP equals over a trillion dollars. How much good can be done for a million million dollars! It is therefore necessary to do everything humanly possible not to return to the level of military expenditure (everywhere called defense expenditure; in Russia, too) of the first Cold War era, and to use the funds thus saved for sustainable development. It is a pity that this is not the case.
Back then, healthy impulses came from both the Kremlin and the White House. Now, it is impossible to expect that; unless one chooses to believe President Trump that he will cut US military spending and persuade Russia and China to do the same, which could be easier to him because they do not buy US weapons, so losses are small. It seems that it might be possible to bet on Europe, but relying on Europe is proving even more illusory. Ex ante we do not know how many years will be wasted before the next positive breakthrough will be reached and usher in the next demilitarization of the world. Ex post we will wonder why it took so long.
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All that in no way changes the fact that the despicable Russia attack on Ukraine is inexcusable and condemnable. It could have been avoided, although it seems less obvious. But there are plenty of opinions that Russia by its very nature was and is imperialist and nothing will stop it from expansionism, including war escapades. However, I was not the only one who assumed that an attack on Ukraine would not happen.
The aggressor cannot be excused, but Kyiv’s nationalist behavior harassing the Russian language cannot be approved either. It is obvious that Ukrainian is the primary language in Ukraine, but Russian should also be freely used in administration, science, culture, and media, since about 17 percent of the population considered themselves Russian,1 and about 30 percent declared Russian as their first language; in some regions, including Donbass, it was the vast majority. Autonomy for regions with a dominant Russian population could have been accepted, if that was what they wanted. Nevertheless, it does not justify an invasion called a “special military operation” by the Kremlin.
I was wrong because, in terms of rationality, it seemed impossible. I believe that it could have been avoided still some few days before the outbreak of the war. This was also the view of French President Emmanuel Macron and German Chancellor Olaf Scholz, who visited Moscow almost at the last minute; the former eighteen, the latter just nine days before the invasion. If they thought it was inevitable, they would not have met with President Putin at the time. The statesman and prominent diplomat Henry Kissinger held a similar view to the end of his days, and prominent American professors of political economy James Kenneth Galbraith, John Mearsheimer, and Jeffrey Sachs still share this opinion today.
I had to agree with Kissinger when he said that “Far too often the Ukrainian issue is posed as a showdown: whether Ukraine joins the East or the West. But if Ukraine is to survive and thrive, it must not be either side’s outpost against the other—it should function as a bridge between them. Russia must accept that to try to force Ukraine into a satellite status, and thereby move Russia’s borders again, would doom Moscow to repeat its history of self-fulfilling cycles of reciprocal pressures with Europe and the United States. The West must understand that, to Russia, Ukraine can never be just a foreign country.”2
When talking about this thriving of Ukraine, I saw things similarly. At the Kyiv Economic Forum in November 2021—three months before the war broke out—looking into the eyes of the politicians gathered there, the top of Ukrainian business and finance, as well as media luminaries, I said that the sine qua non condition for long-term prosperity is good cooperation with Russia. Unfortunately, things were going in the wrong direction, as some politicians were fanning the flames. Kissinger was absolutely right when he argued—as I also had the opportunity to see during our personal contacts—that “To treat Ukraine as part of an East–West confrontation would scuttle for decades any prospect to bring Russia and the West—especially Russia and Europe—into a cooperative international system.”3 It is a shame that this has happened; these prospects have been wasted and we may only hope for these decades to be as few as possible.
Mearsheimer argues that “the trouble over Ukraine actually started at NATO’s Bucharest summit in April 2008, when George W. Bush’s administration pushed the alliance to announce that Ukraine and Georgia ‘will become members.’ Russian leaders responded immediately with outrage, characterizing this decision as an existential threat to Russia and vowing to thwart it. According to a respected Russian journalist, Mr. Putin ‘flew into a rage’ and warned that ‘if Ukraine joins NATO, it will do so without Crimea and the eastern regions. It will simply fall apart.’ America ignored Moscow’s red line, however, and pushed forward to make Ukraine a Western bulwark on Russia’s border. That strategy included two other elements: bringing Ukraine closer to the EU and making it a pro-American democracy.”4 The issue of NATO was critical and membership of this military pact should not have been mixed with participation in an economic integration grouping such as the European Union.
Jeffrey Sachs goes even further, attributing quite a lot of blame for the war in Ukraine to conservative forces in the United States, while exaggerating with absolving Russia from blame. “In the course of 2014, Putin called repeatedly for a negotiated peace, and this led to the Minsk II Agreement in February 2015 based on autonomy of the Donbas and an end to violence by both sides. Russia did not claim the Donbas as Russian territory but instead called for autonomy and the protection of ethnic Russians within Ukraine. (…) Following the definitive collapse of the Minsk II agreement, Putin again proposed negotiations with the United States in December 2021. By that point, the issues went even beyond NATO enlargement to include fundamental issues of nuclear armaments. Step by step, the US neocons had abandoned nuclear arms control with Russia, with the US unilaterally abandoning the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty in 2002, placing Aegis missiles in Poland and Romania from 2010 onwards, and walking out of the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) Treaty in 2019. In view of these dire concerns, Putin put on the table on December 15, 2021, a draft ‘Treaty between the United States of America and the Russian Federation on Security Guarantees.’ The most immediate issue on the table (Article 4 of the draft treaty) was the end of the US attempt to expand NATO to Ukraine (…) [It was possible] to avoid a war in Ukraine by accepting Ukraine’s neutrality, rather than NATO membership, which was a bright red line for Russia. The White House flatly rejected the advice, claiming remarkably (and obtusely) that NATO’s enlargement to Ukraine was none of Russia’s business!”5 Sachs is correct, though, when he challenges the American—and, more broadly, Western—claim that the issue of possible NATO membership is none of Russia’s business. It was, it is, and it will be. One can fundamentally disagree with Russia on many issues, but one cannot not talk to it about matters that concern it.
It is intriguing that President Trump now holds a similar opinion. At least that is what his somewhat vague statement suggests: “Russia has gotten themselves into something that I think they wish they didn’t. If I were president, it would not have happened, absolutely would not have happened, and it didn’t happen for four years. If you look at what has taken place under President Bush, they lost a lot under President Obama. They lost Crimea. Under Biden, it looks like they could lose the whole thing. Under Trump, they lost nothing. Ukraine lost nothing. They didn’t give up anything. (…) Now, Russia has taken over a pretty big chunk of territory, and they also have said from day one, long before President Putin, they’ve said they cannot have Ukraine be a NATO. They said that very strongly. I think that that was the thing that caused the start of the war. And Biden said it, and Zelensky said it, and I think that was one of the reasons, one of the starts of the war. But from long before Putin, they said you cannot have, you cannot have Ukraine going in, in any way, into NATO. And I start from that standpoint. I think everybody knew that now, if a better deal can be negotiated, if they’re able to make a deal where they can do that, that’s fine with me.”6
He took the opportunity to say that after Russia was removed from the G8 in 2014 following its occupation of Crimea, he would like to invite it to return to this group of countries, which brings together the largest highly developed capitalist economies—the United States, Germany, Japan, the UK, France, Italy, and Canada. Russia was added to the G7 in 1998, during Bill Clinton’s presidency, as if as a reward for its progress in the transition to market-oriented economy and the democratization of its system. In later summits of G8, Russia only participated in debates on economic issues, because politically it did not fit in. Similarly, for systemic and political reasons, China has not fit into this group until today. Its economy measured in terms of production currently matches the aggregate GDP of the six non-US, members of the G7 (calculated nominally in current dollars at 19.53 and 20.99 percent of world production in 2024, respectively).
Just as it was highly debatable to include Russia in this group, it was reasonable to remove it after the annexation of Crimea. Now Donald Trump thinks that “it was a mistake to throw them [Russians] out;”7 probably because it was President Barack Obama’s decision. And the most interesting thing about all this is that the Kremlin has been saying since 2018 that it is not interested in a possible readmission to the G7. Now they say that too. I think that it is not because with its GDP of no more than 2.2 percent of world production, it ranks outside the top ten globally—in eleventh place between Canada and Mexico (before Russia, of course, there is China, as well as India and Brazil). Neither because the necessary consensus on this issue cannot be counted on within the Group of 7, but because in Moscow—unlike in Washington—they are aware that they fit in like square peg in a round hole.
The possible admission of Ukraine to the European Union—provided that it meets all criteria without exception, as was required in cases of accession of other Central and Eastern European economies and as is expected of aspiring Balkan states—does not, by its very nature, jeopardize good relations with Russia. President Putin claimed—and in this case there is no reason not to believe him—that “We have nothing against it, it is not a military bloc. And we were never against it. We opposed the military development of the Ukrainian territory and had no objection to economic integration.”8 Similarly—because how could it be otherwise?—the matter was presented by Sergey Lavrov, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Russia: “Our position has always been that the European Union is not a political block, unlike NATO. The development of its relations with any countries that wish to do so does not create any threats and risks for us.”9 These views were echoed—which is not insignificant, on the exact day of the talks between the heads of Moscow and US diplomacy in Riyadh—by Kremlin spokesman Dmitry Peskov: “This is the sovereign right of any country. We are talking about integration and economic processes, and here, of course, no one can dictate anything to any country. We’re not going to do that. But our stance on matters related to security, defense or military alliances is completely different. There’s another issue there, and it’s well known to everyone.”10
As in the years leading to the Russian invasion, I still believe that it was a fundamental mistake for the West to try to drag Ukraine to its side by identifying it with a fundamental turning away from Russia. Ukraine’s raison d’état was political and economic westernization, which should consist of integration into the European Union, but not anti-Russianism, and especially not of complicity in shifting NATO’s eastern borders to Russia’s western border. It was possible to build good relations with the West without bad if not downright hostile relations with Russia. Beforehand, back in January 2014, I wrote: “The European Union and its leaders were unable (and unwilling) to make a clear declaration before the November 2013 summit in Vilnius that Ukraine would be admitted to the Union if it fulfilled all membership criteria. That may be in the third or fourth decade [of 21st century], but it will be accepted. This was not said, which also shows the hypocrisy of the ‘free world’ policy. Also the policy that sees Ukraine as a pawn in the game of conservative forces in the West against Russia’s geopolitical position, which they consider too strong.”11 When I met the protesters occupying Maidan at the time and asked how long they would be there, they said nothing about Moscow, but answered that they would be there until the corruption dominating Kyiv ended.
I was wrong about the Russian invasion also because I did not think that the Moscow ruler would prove so foolish and unleash a military fight that he was not, is not, and will not be able to win, or even partially discount on his terms. Although it depends on the interpretation, on the definition of victory.
Certainly many, especially President Putin himself, will perceive Russia’s retention of annexed Ukrainian territories as victory. But it will be a Pyrrhic victory. After his “victory,” King Pyrrhus of Epirus no longer wanted to wage any war; after the battle against the Romans in 279 B.C., he said to the commanders who congratulated him: “One more victory like that and we are doomed.” He no longer dreamt of any war. Putin, after the lesson we have taught him, is probably not dreaming of yet another such “victory,” which he supposedly achieved in Ukraine. Perhaps a neologism “Putin victory” will emerge; seemingly a victory, but one that has come at such a huge cost that it is nonetheless a defeat and moral failure. Nothing will change the fact that he is a war criminal, as ruled by the ICC.
With all of this, many accuse both Russia and Putin personally of imperial ambitions. Once—with nostalgia, as one might suspect—he said that “those who do not regret the collapse of the Soviet Union has no heart…” But few people notice what he said right away: “those who want to restore it to its former form have no head.” 12 Well, it turns out that some people do act like they do not have a head.
Although sometimes, albeit in a completely different context and in reference to different aspects, the current US President seems to have lost his head as well, he must be supported in all his efforts to end the Russian-Ukrainian war as soon as possible. It does not matter that it was ludicrous to announce its rapid completion in its first 24 hours in office; one day is far too short to do so. He was right when he wrote (February 12, 2025) on his social media platform Truth Social that “It is time to stop this ridiculous War, where there has been massive, and totally unnecessary, DEATH and DESTRUCTION.”13
It could have been ended much earlier, in spring 2022, shortly after the Russian invasion. An agreement was then close to being reached, which, with the mediation of Turkey and its President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, was negotiated in principle in Istanbul. Both Kyiv and Moscow were willing to conclude it, opting for a ceasefire and further negotiations, but the meddling of external factors—notably the United States under President Joe Biden and the Great Britain with Prime Minister Boris Johnson, but Poland, as well, unnecessarily stirred—torpedoed the opportunity there.
Then too—much too soon!—I took a position on the issue of economic aid to post-war Ukraine. In April 2022, I wrote: “According to Ukrainian Prime Minister Denys Shmyhal, considering the damage already done and the expected fall in production in coming years, the losses will exceed USD 1 trillion, of which the destruction of infrastructure amounts to USD 120 billion. Even if these estimates turn out to be exaggerated, the losses are indeed enormous. These will be lower the sooner the war ends, which should be strived for in every possible way, and the more successful the long-term economic consequences of the war can be mitigated. In the current phase of the crisis, humanitarian and military aid is most urgent. There will come a time, however, when the shots will cease. The day after, not only immediate help but long-term support will be essential.”14 Now, when such a day is coming, the issue is much more complicated because the losses are overwhelming.
Rebuilding Ukraine’s most devastated eastern regions, which Russia occupies, is its concern. There, the costs will be monstrous. Rebuilding the much smaller damage in the remaining territory is our concern. The problem is that Ukraine is now much poorer than it was three years ago and at the same time much more indebted. All the more reason for the international community to help. The West can afford a far-reaching reduction in Ukraine’s foreign commitments. Such an intention should be publicly declared, linking the stages of debt reduction to progress in de-oligarchization and the building of a social market economy in place of corrupt state capitalism. The European Union should show a much greater interest and take a clear initiative on the matter and then monitor and supervise the debt relief process. In this respect Kyiv cannot count on the United States.
However, debt relief alone is not enough, and I reiterate the suggestion made in the “Financial Times” of creating a special European Fund for Reconstruction of Ukraine, the EFRU, which should be recapitalized by the European Union with the participation of the Great Britain, Switzerland and Norway. This needs to be worked on urgently, in parallel with the creation of a system of security guarantees for post-war Ukraine, as both are of fundamental importance. Ukraine will not be safe unless it is secured economically. It will not be able to do it on its own. So far, nothing suggests that things will go this way.
Voices are being raised in favor of measures to retain Ukrainians who fled the war in large numbers. Then, the previously commendable humanitarian aid given to them, after the cessation of hostilities would turn into a permanent drain on manpower. Should improving its balance in the EU countries be at the expense of worsening it in Ukraine? Instead of preparing an appropriate institutionalization of the EFRU, other ideas are being pushed to supposedly help Ukraine. The increasingly hawkish “The Economist” magazine, accompanied by European militarists, suggests that “Europe should unilaterally exploit the EUR 210 billion (USD 220 billion) of Russian cash frozen in European banks. That would pay for Ukraine to fight on or rearm as American funds dwindle.”15 Ignoring the fact that such confiscation of other people’s money would be contrary to the law of international finance, it is therefore not a matter of helping to rebuild an economy badly strained by the war, but of financing further armaments and the continuation of the war. “Fight on,” for how long? Until not one stone is left standing?
I still uphold my suggestion that China, too, could significantly help in bringing Ukraine out of the post-war collapse. As I wrote, “as soon as a ceasefire is announced, President Xi Jinping should call President Volodymyr Zelensky and invite Ukraine to join the 16 + 1 group and declare his readiness to help rebuild the shattered economy. Such an act would not be anti-Russian or anti-EU, nor a sign of Chinese expansionism, but an expression of China’s willingness to join the process of overcoming the Ukrainian crisis. It could also revive the somewhat rickety course of the Belt and Road Initiative in Eastern Europe. Also, to the benefit of the European Union, as its companies would be happy to participate in various design and construction works co-financed by China and sometimes also by the European Union, in particular the European Investment Bank, EIB, and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, EBRD.
China has significant overcapacity in the construction sector (which was one of the factors behind the launch of the BRI) and is looking for opportunities to use it abroad. It has extensive experience in infrastructure investments, including roads, bridges, tunnels, ports, airports, railway lines, power grids, and internet networks. Learning quickly, Chinese companies have shown that they can adapt to the most diverse conditions—from their own vast country through South Asia and the Middle East to Africa. They have also built something in Europe, not just in the Central and Eastern part of the continent.”16
So—even if oil prices are not sharply reduced—this war will end. By the way, is it not intriguing that several days after Trump called on Saudi Arabia to reduce oil prices in order to prevent the Kremlin from funding the war with Ukraine, he announced a meeting with the Russian President, which would take place right there in Riyadh? They cannot meet halfway between Washington and Moscow, in the Icelandic capital Reykjavik, as Reagan and Gorbachev did, because Putin, as a war criminal, would be arrested under the ICC verdict. Is it not a twist of fate that once Stalin met with Roosevelt in Tehran and now Putin can meet with Trump in Riyadh?
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The tragic killing will stop, but the conflict will continue for a long time to come. For a very long time. Russia will not want to return seized territories to Ukraine, especially Crimea—even if the West were willing to lift the severe sanctions imposed on Russia—and Ukraine will understandably not want to accept this for years, if not generations. Sanctions must be maintained until Moscow agrees to a deal that Kyiv is willing to accept. The international community should support any agreement worked out by both sides in the Ukraine-Russia conflict without conditioning it on any additional reservations.
As far as sanctions are concerned, their dosing is very intriguing. For such a reprehensible act committed by Russia, it was impossible not to punish it with commercial and financial repressions. But why are they applied in slices, rather than with a powerful strike that would force it to stop its military aggression as soon as possible? How is it possible that on the third anniversary of the invasion—February 24, 2025—the European Union is launching its 16th package of sanctions? Some kind of drip to sustain the addressee’s condition instead of a strong blow that changes the rules of the game? Every two months or so, another tranche of sanctions is imposed, as if the nodal part of them could not be severely concentrated in a short time? Similarly, in successive, limited portions, sanctions were applied by the UK and the US. This happened because the upper hand was not taken by those who really cared about the imminent cessation of this tragic war, but by those who had their economic and political interests in its continuation. Economic, because many Western companies have found it profitable to continue lucrative contracts with Russian partners. They have lost a lot in cutting these deals, as sanctions to some extent also harm those who impose them. Economic and political, because it was brilliantly exploited by the circles of politicians corrupted by the manufacturers of arms supplied to Ukraine. US arms producers made around USD 70 billion from this. Political, because as Lloyd Austin, Secretary of Defense in President Biden’s administration, said, they would like to see “Russia weakened to the degree that it can’t do the kinds of things that it has done in invading Ukraine,”1 which he said very early on, exactly two months after the outbreak of the war, which is when an agreement to ceasefire and enter into negotiations was in hand.
According to Kirill Dmitriev, well-educated at top US universities Stanford and Harvard close associate of President Putin, US companies lost as much as USD 324 billion in 2022–2024 due to the withdrawal from Russia enforced by the sanctions.2 Suspiciously precise is this figure, presumably to make it more authentic. At the same time, it seems highly overstated to impress and influence President Trump’s political decisions allowing American companies to return to doing business with Russian partners. Something would also drip from it for the Kremlin, as has happened before. This is why Dmitriev attended the meeting between Secretary Rubio and Minister Lavrov in Riyadh.
One day, when several generations will have passed, Russians and Ukrainians may become good neighbors. Just like over time—unfortunately, after three wars, including two world wars—this relationship between Germany and France changed. At first, they were killing each other over Alsace and Lorraine, and today hardly anyone pays attention to which of these countries these provinces belong. Will it be the same with Crimea and Donbas one day? This may sound like heresy today, but Ukraine cannot have a good, prosperous future without establishing if not friendly, then at least reasonably good relations with its large neighbor. More analogies from the past could be drawn, such as the conflict between Italy and Austria over the land called Alto Adige by the former and Südtirol by the latter, or the US-Mexican relationship, not to mention the history of Poland and Germany. Before it happens, however, Russian-Ukrainian relations will be more like the current relationship between India and Pakistan over Kashmir or between Congo and Rwanda over Kivu province. This is far even from what is currently taking place in the relations between Azerbaijan and Armenia, neighbors that have been embroiled in disputes for many years, including unfortunate military conflicts, over the Nagorno-Karabakh region, which was finally incorporated into Azerbaijan after its military action in 2023.
The global contextuality of the wartime conflict in Eastern Europe escapes the attention of many analysts. There are other vicious armed clashes going on, involving much more serious humanitarian crises than in Ukraine and causing relatively greater economic damage. These include the catastrophic results of Israeli-Palestinian war in Gaza, but also the appalling situations in Sudan and the east Congo. The Ukrainian crisis is, however, most significant because of the implications for the geopolitical shifts. Someday, in the distant future, history will look at it primarily from this angle. Why have the world’s major powers behaved in this particular way? How has their global position changed? How did mutual relations after the war transform? How did the political, economic, ecological, social, and cultural threads couple with the military ones? The direct reason for the war is known, but who wanted to win what, and what did they want to achieve? While some count the casualties of war and the costs incurred,3 others consider their financial gains and political benefits. While some are concerned about forcibly shifting visible borders, others are shifting invisible borders on the geopolitical map of the world.
It sounds threatening when Trump, with his vaunting ambition, exposes his superpower illusions as realistic visions and says that “Nothing will stand in our way.” This cannot be ignored. For he is still unable to grasp that the time of American domination is over, that the era of multilateralism has irreversibly arrived, and it is necessary to deal with others in the name of common interests rather than to try to subjugate them, further destabilizing an already sufficiently unstable world system.
Situations will become more complicated and aggravated in the United States, in its near and distant neighbors, and in many other places of this turbulent world, as the ties that bind it are being broken. If the entire term of the 47th president is fulfilled, the situation will be perceptibly worse on January 20, 2029. If the Trump 2.0 episode ends sooner—due to the possibility of impeachment, small but feasible, or some other circumstance—the damage will be somewhat less. If, on the other hand, the possibility of Trump 3.0 were to materialize, the damage would be much greater, for it builds up over time, not linearly but exponentially.
Under normal circumstances, the Trump 3.0 option would be a fantasy, but we are experiencing abnormal conditions. Perhaps, next time, in the struggle to stay in power, he will not stop at persuading an exasperated crowd to march on the Washington Capitol. Extraordinary circumstances may arise that would entitle the president to a legitimate extension of his term of office. This is what happened in Ukraine, where, according to the constitution, elections could not be held in 2024 because there was an ongoing war initiated by the Russian aggression. Trump did not understand this, unjustifiably describing President Zelensky as a dictator, but he may be tempted to become one himself. A war with China would be a good excuse (or rather bad one). It could be brought about by provoking Taiwan to declare independence and then he could stand up for it and for the right to sit in the White House longer.
If President Trump does not want a hot war with China, he should be wary of anything that might provoke armed conflict around the Taiwan issue. Completely unnecessarily, relations with Beijing were irritated after the phrase “we do not support Taiwan’s independence” was removed from the Department of State’s website as early as during the third week of the new administration. Instead of occasional saber rattling and inciting it to declare independence—which has also happened to Democratic Party politicians and which, as President Xi Jinping announces, would result in a Chinese invasion and the return of Taiwan to the motherland by force—the One-China policy should be honored, in accordance with the agreements reached between Washington and Beijing. Since the current generation may not be able to definitively resolve the Taiwan issue peacefully, it is best to preserve the status quo and leave the matter to the next generations, as the reformist leader of the People’s Republic of China, Deng Xiaoping, wisely advised.
The most likely option is a full four-year term for President Trump. Historically speaking, 1,461 days is not much, but enough to do a fair amount of damage. Probably something good will also be done, but the bad sides of Trumponomics and Trumpism will prevail and will continue to make themselves known for many years to come. This will be experienced differently in various places. A huge reshuffle will take place in the arrangements of the Big Five, meaning the United States, China, India, Russia, and the European Union.
Taking the beginning of 2025, when Trump 2.0 started, as a reference point, India will do best, benefiting from two specific dividends. The first is a peace dividend, if they do not get too much involved in an arms races and avoid military conflicts with Pakistan and China. I believe that these caveats can be met. The second is the demographic dividend. Unlike in the aging societies of the other four, there are plenty of young people in India, who feed the rapidly growing economy with the labor force it needs. While the median age (the age threshold that divides the entire population into halves) is 38.9 in the United States, 40.2 in China, 41.9 in Russia and 44 in the European Union, it is only 29.8 in India.
China will be fine. Russia will lag. The European Union, with its enormous potential, may fail to make use of it. It may lose the most in relative terms unless it gets to grips with the structural and institutional problems plaguing it. If it deepens integration and invests heavily in improving economic competitiveness, it will win; if it fails to improve the mechanisms that unite it and spends too much on armaments, it will lose. It must reasonably reset its relations with the United States in a pragmatic way. As Henry Kissinger used to say, “it may be dangerous to be America’s enemy, but to be America’s friend is fatal.”4
Even more than the European Union, Ukraine experienced it after a meeting between President Zelensky and the “new sheriff” and his cowboys, during which the whole world could see an undiplomatic scuffle arranged by the White House. The Kremlin must have been delighted with this one-of-a-kind show, having already been convinced for some time that the war with Ukraine was going their way, they further strengthened this belief. Presumably, the Russian president was not greatly concerned when the US president shouted—precisely, he shouted, not said—at the Ukrainian president: “You are playing with the third world war!”5 Dmitry Medvedev, a former Russian president (from 2008 to 2012, when Vladimir Putin was prime minister) and also former prime minister of Russia for many years (2012–2020), spoke immediately after the show that took place at the Oval Office. Not only undiplomatically, but rudely, as has happened to him before, or even downright boorishly, he declared: “For the first time, Trump told the cocaine clown the truth to his face: The Kyiv regime is playing with the Third World War. And the ungrateful pig received a strong slap on the wrist from the owners of the pigsty. This is useful. But it’s not enough—we must stop military aid to the Nazi machine.”6 The exchange of opinions continues…
There will not be a big war, but there will be—already are—a trade war and a second Cold War. Trump 2.0 will unfortunately contribute to their escalation and all those who, like it or not, are drawn into this will lose. In the clash of the titans, contrary to the intentions of the American president and his supporters, the United States will suffer more than China, which will be yet another proof of the irrationality of the “revolution of common sense” and the policies based on it.
Fortunately, in addition to the euphoric advocates and supporters of MAGA, Make America Great Again!, there are still 7.8 billion people living outside the United States. The world neither begins nor ends with this country, whose superpower will not be gone, yet it will not be—it already is not—an all-power capable of subjugating everyone else. There are other nations and states. Furthermore, there are many millions of truly sane Americans who see a little more than the tip of their own nose and who think a little better because they are smarter and more practical than those in charge. And it just happened that they chose such authorities and not others… Not everyone voted for them, and although those voters turned out to be a minority in November 2024, in time they will become the majority.
For now, given that as many as 61 percent of Americans put their faith in astrology, it is not too surprising that way too many of them also put their faith in demagogues and political hucksters. A huge portion of what Trump preaches is so primitive that, unfortunately, it may attract the intellectually uninspired voting masses in specific American circumstances. Such a harsh judgement does not mean that Trump does not attract millions of rational people with his personality and proclaimed intentions, if only because the other side of American politics has been unable to offer either a sufficiently attractive alternative program or a figure that would be convincing to voters. Quite a lot of smart, educated, enterprising people are on the side of Trump 2.0, not because they have been delighted with his unconventional ideas and got carried away by his original narrative, but because they had simply had enough of the previously pursued policy inept in various aspects. Lessons from this must also be learned ahead of time in other countries if the spread of Trumpism is to be effectively suppressed.
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For now, Trumpism is winning because of the profound changes in the nature of the party divide in the United States. In the distant past that only historians deal with today, when Harry Truman was 33rd president, from 1945 to 1953, and Dwight Eisenhower as 34th president sat in the White House from 1953 to 1961, this division was blurred. Now, there is a very sharp polarization, which did not start under President Trump, but already during the term of his predecessor, President Barack Obama. During his first term, Trump gave this polarization a dynamic that President Biden was unable to slow down. Currently there is already turbo-polarization along party lines.
Some US commentators see a major axis of the political division in the phenomenon of an intensifying sense of identity at the expense of interests. Viewed in this way, Trumpism can be seen not so much as the excesses of an unconventional leader, but as the consequences of the profound political and cultural changes taking place in the United States. “The American political system—which includes everyone from voters to journalists to the president—is full of rational actors making rational decisions given the incentives they face (…) We are a collection of functional parts whose efforts combine into a dysfunctional whole.”1 This kind of transformation is not only taking place in the United States, as glimpses of something like Trumpism can be seen in some other countries, except that they are not powers, so they cannot blackmail others with economically devastating tariffs or make damage on a larger international scale with other whims.
It is a pity, as Trumpism is also a great crisis of democracy. What else can it be if not a big blunder if a megalomaniac and narcissist, a liar and tax dodger, a misogynist and racist, and a neoliberal and populist is elevated to the highest state office? All these qualities are mercilessly reproached to him not only by opposition politicians but also by serious media and major intellectuals. What is it, if not a failure of free elections, to elect a man who, with the help of his acolytes, bought votes and won over the electorate with obvious deceptions and empty promises to be the president of the great country? What is it, if not a failure of the rules of people, to appoint a criminal validly convicted of his misdeeds as the head of a great state?
In some countries, with democracy functioning, it seems lately that this system creates more problems than it solves. In many cases, it fosters new nationalism, which stands out for its anti-globalization deviation, and intensifies populism, which in turn hinders long-term sustainable socio-economic development. The glorious exceptions, such as Switzerland, are decreasing in number. In countries where autocracy is doing well, it has felt even better faced with the frictions that characterize democracy. If authoritarianism is not accompanied by meritocracy, the people living there may have even worse life prospects than before. The glorious exceptions, such as Singapore, are also decreasing in number.
It is not easy to explicitly assess the regimes, and the policies practiced within them, but some professional analytical and research centers attempt to do it. The comparative ranking that has been presented annually since 2006 by the Economist Intelligence Unit, EIU, constitutes a reliable analysis. The democracy index, estimated on a scale of 0 to 10, is based on five categories: electoral process and pluralism, functioning of government, political participation, political culture, and civil liberties. Based on the review of sixty specific indicators included in this framework, countries are classified into one of four categories: full democracy, flawed democracy, hybrid regime, and authoritarian regime. According to these assessments, in 2023, only 7.8 percent of the world’s population living in 24 countries enjoyed full democracy (with the index of 8.00 upwards), while its flawed form (with the index between 6.00 and 7.99) was experienced by 37.6 percent of humanity living in 50 countries. Hybrid regimes (with the index between 4.00 and 5.99) accounted for 15.2 percent of the global population in 34 countries, while authoritarian regimes (with the index below 4.00) accounted for as much as 39.4 percent of world population in 59 countries (the EIU classifies 167 countries, omitting the least populous ones.)2 Norway and New Zealand are in the lead with the indices of 9.81 and 9.61, respectively, while Myanmar and Afghanistan are at the very end with the indices of 0.85 and 0.26, respectively.
The overall global democracy index fell from 5.56 in 2015 (the maximum for the eighteen years analyzed) to 5.23 in 2023. Let us not be deluded that the downward trend has been halted. By no means. The state of democracy has certainly degraded in 2024, and this negative tendency continues. Now this trend will be further exacerbated by Trumpism, which will result in the deterioration of many sub-indicators taken into account in evaluations. The United States, with an unimpressive index of 7.85 ranking it only 29th in the world among other flawed democracies, will continue going downhill. Attempts to make American great again will drag the overall US index down. How deep, it remains to be seen, but perhaps even below the periscope depth, which, let’s assume, is set at the level below 6.00 that Paraguay was at in 2023 and Bangladesh, with an index of 5.87, was no longer able to reach. The process of US immersion continues. May they drag down as few other countries and societies as possible.
Indeed, the world neither begins nor ends with the United States of America. Others are also important. Some countries more, some less, but no one should be ignored, and certainly not those whose voice means quite a lot in geopolitics, given their population, economic, raw material, or military potential. Their cultural potential should also be kept in mind. International political and economic alignments are therefore reshuffling; the relative position of states is changing. While some are getting stronger, others are weakening. This reshuffling causes various tensions, with certain conflicts dying down and others becoming more acute.
It is therefore worth understanding what is happening and why. Particularly because political and economic institutions and mechanisms, which until quite recently seemed proven, are failing, and countries where good practice seemed well-established are in serious trouble. This is the case, for example, in Japan, Germany, and France, where crisis phenomena are clearly discernible. The same is true in less economically developed countries, for example, Peru, Nigeria, or Pakistan. Liberal democracy is wobbly, the traditional model of capitalism is failing, and some mechanisms regulating international relations are proving dysfunctional. There is, therefore, much to ponder. It is never too late for critical and creative thinking.
Times when reason loses are horrible. A side effect of the current wars—the hot ones and the cold one—is that decision-making about the economy is increasingly affected by politics, which is not always rational, and too little by economics. I continue to teach students that economics is the knowledge of rational economic activity, although this rationality has been missing recently.
The next generation may admire us, but they may also curse us. It will depend on how we proceed in our remaining years. In 1999, an excellent folk-rock duo of guitarists and vocalists Zager & Evans beautifully sang the song “In the Year 2525”3:
In the year 2525
If man is still alive
If woman can survive
They may thrive



A quarter of a century has passed; it is 2025, and we are only five hundred years away from that distant future. Unimaginable progress can be made during this time, but irreparable damage can also be done. A long time is always made up of short stretches of it. Hence, a lot depends on what we do and how we do it now, so that the people who will live in this distant future will be able to continue to progress. It is unfortunate that the balance of these acts is not always favorable. Especially because this is not due to a shortage of knowledge, but because those who decide on our behalf do not always do it for our benefit.
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