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OO0mue moJIoKeHud

[IporpaMMa BCTYNHUTENBHOTO WCIBITAHUS 110 MHOCTPAHHOMY SI3BIKY AJIsL TMOCTYIJICHUS Ha
oOyuenne no Bcem peanmzyembiM B MCKPAH mnporpammaM moAroToBKM Hay4HBIX W HAy4HO-
MeJaroruyeckux KaapoB B acnupantype (mamee Ilporpamma), copmupoBaHa Ha OCHOBE
(denepanbHBIX TOCYIapCTBEHHBIX TPEOOBaHMUN K CTPYKTypEe MPOrpaMM MOJITOTOBKH HAyYHBIX H
HAy4YHO-TMEAarornyeckux KaJpoB B aCUPAHTYpPE IO COOTBETCTBYIOIIUM CHEIIHATIbHOCTSIM.

IIporpamMmMo# ycTaHaBJIMBAETC:

- dbopma, ycioBUS ~ aTTecTallMM, CTPyKTypa U TMpoleaypa cAaudu
BCTYMHUTEIHHOTO UCIILITAHUS,

- IKaia OlleHUBaHMUS;

- MaKCUMaJbHO€ W MHMHUMAJIbHOE KOJMYECTBO Oa/uIOB Ui YCHEUIHOTO
MPOXOXKACHUS BCTYMMUTEILHOTO UCIIBITAHUS,

- KPUTEPUU OLIEHKH OTBETOB.

®opma, mpouenypa Ciadyd BCTYHMUTENBHOIO HCIBITAHUA, a TAKXKE INKada OLEHUBAHUSA U
KPUTEpPUU OLICHKU OTBETOB 3K3aMEHYEMOr0, YCTaHOBJIEHHBIE [IporpaMMoi, He 3aBUCAT OT A3bIKa
IIPOBEICHNS BCTYIIUTEIBHOIO UCIIBITAHUS.

1.2. Opranuzanuss ¥ TNPOBEACHHUE BCTYIHUTEIBHOIO MCHBITAHUS OCYILECTBISAETCS B
cootBercTBUM C IlpaBunamm mipuema, yTBEpKICHHbIMM mpukazom aupektopa HMCKPAH,
JEUCTBYIOIMMHU HA TEKYIIUN I'OJl TOCTYIICHHUS.

1.3. ITo pe3ynbpraTaM BCTYNMUTEILHOTO UCIIBITAHUS, TOCTYMAIOIWA UMEET MPABO MOAAaTh Ha
AllCJUIAIUI0 O HApYHICHHWH, MO MHCHHUIO IMOCTYHNAKOMICTO, YCTAHOBJICHHOTO IMOPsSAKa ITPOBCACHUA
BCTYNUTEIHHOTO HUCHBITAaHUS M (WJIKM) O HECOrJacHuM C IOJIYYeHHOM OIIEHKOH pe3ylbTaToB
BCTYIIUTCJIBHOI'O UCHIBITAHUS B MMOPAAKE, YCTAHOBJICHHOM HpaBI/IJIaMI/I npucma, I[CflCTB}HOH.IHMH Ha
TEKYIIUHA o]l TOCTYIJICHUSI.

dopma, cogepxxaHue U TPEOOBAHUS K BCTYNIUTEJIbLHOMY MCIIBITAHUIO

1. Henb sx3amena — OLEeHUTbh YpPOBEHD BJIAJICHUS] HHOCTPAHHBIM SI3bIKOM U OIIPEJIEIHUTD
CTENEHb €ro COOTBETCTBUS NPO(ECCHOHANBHBIM 3ajadaM, CTOSALIMM Iepe] nocrynamomum. B
YaCTHOCTH, HA BCTYIUTEIBHOM OJK3aMEHE IIPOBEPSETCA YPOBEHb PEUYEBBIX KOMIIETEHIUN
KaHAMJaTa, BKIIOYAIOIMe B ce0sl YTeHUe, rOBOpeHue (MOHOJIOIMYECKasi U JUalorndeckas peusb)
ayJIMpOBaHUE, a TAKXKE COOIO/ICHUE JIEKCUUYECKUX U TPAMMATHYECKIUX HOPM MHOCTPAHHOTO SI3bIKA
B PaMKax, HEOOXOAUMBIX JUIsl OCYIIECTBIECHUS HAYYHOU JEeSTEIbHOCTH.

2. YuuTeiBas NEPCHEKTUBBI IIPAKTUYECKON U HAYYHOU JEATEIbHOCTH aCIIUPAHTOB, HA
BCTYNUTEIBHBIX JK3aMEHAaX KaHIUAAaTaM IpeUIaraloTCcsl 3aJaHus, OLICHUBAIOIIUE CIEAYIOIUE
peYEBbIC KOMIIETCHIIUH:

I'oBopeHmue.
1. Kpatkuii pacckaz o cdepe HaydHbIX wuHTepecoB (1-2 MHUHYTHI). Bpemsa Ha
HOO20MOBKY 5 Mumym.
2. OOcyxaeHne ¢ 3K3aMEHaTOPOM BOIPOCOB, KaCAIOIUXCs CHELUATbHOCTH U Cepsl
Hay4YHBIX HHTEPECOB (2-3 BOmpoca OT IK3aMEHATOPOB)
3. OOcyxaeHne ¢ S5K3aMEHAaTOpaMM AaKTyaJbHbIX TEM, KacCaroIMUXCs COLUAIbHO-

MONUTUYECKON JKM3HHM oOmiecTBa. (3-4 Bompoca 3K3aMeHATOpoOB). be3 npedsapumenbHOl
Nn0020MOBKU.



OneHuBaeTcs yMEHUE MPEJCTaBIsATh CBOIO TOYKY 3PEHHS, aJeKBATHO BOCIPUHUMATh
BONPOCHl IK3aMEHATOpa M JaBaTh Ha HUX JIOTUYECKHM OOOCHOBaHHbBIE Pa3BEPHYTHIE OTBETHI;
coOIofieHre TpaMMaTHUYECKUX M JIGKCMUECKUX HOPM, a TaKXke COJIep)KaTeIbHOCTh, JIOTHYHOCTH,
CBSI3HOCTB, CMBICJIOBAsl U CTPYKTYpHAs 3aBEPIICHHOCTh BbICKA3bIBAHMUS.

IMepeBon. IlepeBon OpUTrMHANBHOTO TEKCTAa HAa WHOCTPAHHOM S3bIKE HAYYHOTO HIIH
0O0IIeCTBEHHO-TIOJIUTUYECKOT0 Xapakrepa oobemMoM 350-400 mewatHsIx 3HAKOB. Ilapacpag ons
nepesoda oaemcs 3apanee. Bpems mna nepeeoo - 10 munym. Ilepesod npedcmasnsemcs
9K3aMeHamopam npu ycmuom omeeme. Moowcno Oenamv 3anucu. Modxcno noav306amsbes
oymadicnvim crosapem. Hcnonv3osanue 3neKkmpoHHbIx coeapeii He donyckaemcs!

OrnenuBaetcsi 001Iasi aJeKBAaTHOCTh TEPEBOJAd, B YAaCTHOCTH OTCYTCTBHE CMBICIOBBIX
HMCKKEHUI U COOTBETCTBHUE HOPMaM sI3bIKa IepeBO/Ia.

AynupoBanme. [lpocnymmBaHue ayauo3amucH  OOIIECTBEHHO-TIOIUTUYECCKOTO  HJIH
CTPaHOBEAUECKOTO XapaKTepa JIUTEIBHOCTHIO 2-3 MUHYTHI U OTBETHI HA BOMPOCHI 3K3aMeHaTopa
(3-4 Bomipoca). Bonpocsi 8 nucbmeHHoM gude oaromces 3aparee. Ayouozanuce npociyuueaemces 08a
pasa.

OrneHrBaeTCsl yMEHUE BBIJCIATH TI1aBHYIO MBICIb M U3BJIEKATh HEOOXOIUMYIO
UH(OPMAIIHIO.

Yrtenne. UreHHEe OPUTHHAIBHOTO TEKCTa HAYYHOTO WM OOIIECTBEHHO-TIOJUTHYECKOTO
xapakrepa oobseMom 2000-2500 meyaTHBIX 3HAKOB U OTBETHI HA BOMPOCHI SK3aMEHATOPa 10 TEKCTY
(3-5 BompocoB). Ha ewvinoanenue szadanus omeooumcs 20 munym. MooicHo noav308amuvcs
oymadicnvim crnoeapem. Hcnonv3oeanue 31eKmpoHHbix cinosapeii He donyckaemcsa! Bonpocvl 6
RUCbMEHHOM UOe OarOMCcs Mecme ¢ MeKCMoM.

OreHnBaeTCsl YMEHHUE BBIIECNATH TJABHYIO MBICIh B TEKCTE, M3BJIEKATh HEOOXOIUMYIO
UHpOpPMALMIO, TPABWIBHO WHTEPIPETUPOBATh TOYKY 3pEHHs aBTOpa, a TaKkKe YMEHHUE
II0JI30BAThLCS CIIOBAPEM.

TpeOoBaHus K BCTYNIUTEJIbHOMY 3K3aMEHY
BerynurensHbii 5K3aMeH MPOBOAMTCS B MUCHbMEHHOW M ycTHOU (opme. s ycmentHo#M
CIa4X BCTYNUTEIBHOTO K3aMEHA B ACIIUPAHTYpPY 10 HHOCTPAHHOMY S3bIKY ITOCTYIAIOIIHUN JOJIKEH
BJIQJIETh IPAaMMATHYECKUM U JIEKCHUYECKMM MAaTepHaloM B COOTBETCTBUH C JACHCTBYIOIIMMHU
nmporpamMmamMu U O6Hal[aTb CJICAYIOUMHU KOMIICTCHIIUAMMU:

-YMEHHE TIPEJICTABUTH CBOIO HAYYHYIO paboTy 1 Oece1oBaTh Ha TEMBI, CBI3aHHBIC CO Chepoi
CBOMX HAYYHBIX HHTCPCCOB, C YUYCTOM IIPaBUJI PCUCBOr0 3TUKCTA, BCCTU AUAJIOI B CHUTyalluU
oHIMaNBEHOTO OOIICHHUS; BIaIcHHE HETIOATOTOBICHHOW AUAJIOTHYECKON PEUbIO.

-yMEHHE YUTaTh OPUTHHAIBHYIO JIUTEPATYpPy MO CHEUUATBHOCTH, U3BIIEKask HH(OPMAIHIO,
HEOOXOIUMYIO JUIsl HAYYHOT'O UCCJIEIOBAHMSI, U IPABUJILHO HHTEPIPETUPYS aBTOPCKYIO OLICHKY.

-YMCHUC YUTATb U NCPCBOAUTH JIUTCPATYPy MO CICHUAIIBHOCTH HAa WHOCTPAHHOM A3BIKC,
OPUECHTHUPOBATLCA B HAYYHOM HMHOA3BIYHOM TEKCTC, YMCHHE IOJIB30BATHECA CIIOBAPEM.



DoH/I OLICHOYHBIX CPEJCTB

Ha  BcrymurensHOM — 3K3amMeHe — Oyaymmii — acmupaHT  (COMCKaTenb)  JOKEH
IPOJEMOHCTPUPOBATh BIIQJICHUE MHOCTPAHHBIM SI3bIKOM Ha YpPOBHE, TIO3BOJISIIOILEM €My
OCYIIECTBIISITH HAYYHO-HCCIICIOBATEIBCKYIO IEATEILHOCTD 10 COOTBETCTBYIONIEMY HAIPaBICHUIO
UCCJICIOBAaHHI B paMKaxX HAyYHOW CIEIHUATbHOCTU MPOTrPAMMbI aCTUPAHTYPHI TIO PELICHUIO 3a/1a4
B c(hepe HaydHOTO U MPOGECCHOHATHHOTO OOIIEHUS C UCIIOJIb30BAHUEM HHOCTPAHHOTO SI3bIKa

Iocmynatowuii 01 NOLYYEHUS. NOLOHCUMENHOU OYEHKU OO0JIHCEH NPOSGUMb Cledyroujue
nokazamenu:

JIOTUYHOCTh M CMBICIIOBAsl TIOJHOTA BBICKA3bIBAaHWM, HAIMYUE MPUYUHHO-CIIECICTBEHHBIX
CBsI3€H, NCIIOJIb30BAHNE BHYTPUTEKCTOBBIX CBS30K;

5 6annoe (omauuno/xopowio): TpPE3CHTALMsI JIOTUYHA M COJAEP)KATENbHA, pPa3Jelibl
BBICTYIUICHHS OTJIMYAIOTCS 3aBEPIICHHOCTHIO W IMOCIENIOBATEIBHOCTHIO, AOUTYPHEHTOM
UCTIOJIB3YIOTCSI BHYTPUTEKCTOBBIEC CBA3KH.

3 bama (yoosremeopumenvHo): HEKOTOpbIE (parMeHTh TPE3EHTAUH MOTYT OBIThH
HEJIOTUYHBIMH, HEKOTOPBIE pa3zelibl He 3aBEPIICHBI M/UIU HENOCIEI0BATENbHbI, aOUTYPHEHTOM
PEIKO MCIIONIB3YIOTCSI BHYTPUTEKCTOBBIC CBSI3KH.

2 banna (HeyoogremeopumenvbHo): TIPE3SHTAIMSI HEJIOTMYHA, DPAa3/eibl BBICTYIIICHUS
HE3aBEPIICHHBIC WIH HETIOCIIEA0BATEIbHbIC, A0UTYPUEHTOM HE UCTIONB3YIOTCSI BHYTPUTEKCTOBBIC
CBSI3KH.

JICKCHYECKasl ¥ TpaMMaTH4YecKast KOPPEKTHOCTH;

5 6annoe (omauuno/xopowio): pedb aOUTYpHEHTA JIEKCUYECKH M TPAMMAaTHYECKU KOPPEKTHA,
aOUTYpHEHT TPAMOTHO CTPOUT CIIOBOCOYETAHUS M TMPEIJIOKCHHUS, HCIOIB3YET CIIOKHBIC
CHUHTAaKCUYECKHE KOHCTPYKLIMH.

3 6anna (yoosnemseopumenvho): B 1IEIOM pe4b a0UTYPHEHTA JIEKCHUECKH ¥ TPaMMaTHIECKU
KOppPEeKTHa, AOUTYpHEHT MOJXKET JIOIYCKaThb HE3HAYUTENIbHbIE OMIMOKU IpPHU IOCTPOCHUH
CIIOBOCOUYETAHUH U MPEIUIOKEHUH, UCTIOIh3YeT OJJHOTUITHBIE CHHTAKCHYECKHE KOHCTPYKIIHH.

2 banna (HeyoosnemeopumenbHo): 3a4acTyl0 abUTypUEHTOM JOMYCKAIOTCS JIEKCUYECKUE U
rpaMMaTHYeCKHe  OIMUOKH, IOCTPOCHHE CHHTAKCHYECKHMX  KOHCTPYKIUH  TPOHMCXOHT
MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO HEBEPHO.

COOTBETCTBHE BBICTYIUICHUS TEME, UCIIOJIh30BAHNE TEMATHUECKOTO BOKAOYIIsipa B peuu;

5 6annos (omauyno/xopowio): BHICTYIUICHHE aOUTYpPHEHTA B IOJHOM Mepe COOTBETCTBYET
BBIOPAHHOW TE€Me, UM aKTHBHO NMPUMEHSIOTCS TEMAaTHUECKUE JIEKCUIECKUE €TNHUIIBI.

3 6anna (yoosnemeopumenvHo): BBICTYIUIGHHE aOUTYypHEHTa COOTBETCTBYET BBIOPAHHOI
TEMe, MOTYT TPHUCYTCTBOBAaTh HE3HAYHTEIBHBIC OTCTYIUICHHUS, TEMATHUYECKHE JIEKCHUYECKHE
€IMHUIIBI IPUMEHSIETCS, HO MOTYT IPUCYTCTBOBATh OIIUOKH MPUMEHEHHS.

2 6banna (HeyoosremeopumenvbHo). BBICTYIUICHHE aOUTypUEHTAa HE COOTBETCTBYET
BBIOpaHHOM TeMe, TeMaTHYeCKUil BOKaOyJIIsip HE UCIIONB3YeTCs, TNOO MCIIONIb3YeTCs OIMO0YHO.

KyJIbTypa IMyOJHMYHOTO BBICTYIUICHHS, OPATOPCKOE MAaCTEPCTBO, COONIOJICHIE BPEMEHHOTO
permamenra;

5 o6annos (omauuno/xopowio): AOUTYpUEHT COOJIIOMACT KYJIBTYpPY ITYOJHMYHOTO
BBICTYIIJICHUS, CIIEAYET TPEOOBAHUSAM BPEMEHHOTO perjiaMeHTa.

3 o6banna (yoosremeopumenvbHo): aOUTYPUEHTOM B IIEJIOM COOJIIOMAaeTCS KYJIbTypa
MyOJINYHOTO BBICTYIUICHUS ¢ HEOONBUIMMH OTCTYIJICHUSMHU, MOXET HE3HAYMTEIbHBIM 00pa3oM
HapymaThCcs BPEMEHHOM PETJIaMEHT.

2 banna (neyooeremeopumenvho): aOUTYPUEHTOM HE COOMI0IAaeTCs KyIbTypa IyOJIUYHOTO
BBICTYIIICHHS, HE COOJTFOIaeTCsl BDEMEHHOM PEeTIaMeHT.
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IIpumepsbl TEKCTOB NIl BCTYNIUTEIBHOI0 3K3AMEHA 110 aHTJIMHCKOMY
A3bIKY

1. Trump and Putin Find Common Ground on One Issue: Biden

The Alaska summit between the U.S. and Russian leaders showcased their mutual
animosity for the former president.

By Peter Baker
The New York Times, August 17, 2025

URL: https://www.nytimes.com/2025/08/17/us/politics/trump-putin-common-ground-
biden.html

President Trump and President Vladimir V. Putin of Russia did not agree on a cease-fire to
the war in Ukraine during their meeting in Alaska. But they did agree on something else: They
both despise Joe Biden.

During their private meeting and their public appearance in Anchorage on Friday, both
leaders blamed Mr. Biden for the war in Ukraine, never mind that Mr. Putin was the one who
ordered troops to invade his neighbor and keeps authorizing strikes against civilian targets.

The Russian president complained that Mr. Biden did not accede to Russian demands
before the full-scale invasion three and a half years ago, and he played to the current president’s
ego by agreeing that the war would not have happened had Mr. Trump still been in office in 2022.
By Mr. Trump’s account, Mr. Putin behind closed doors also endorsed the lie that Mr. Trump
actually won the 2020 election, only to have it stolen by Democrats.

“I think that he respects our country now,” Mr. Trump said of Mr. Putin during a post-
summit interview on Fox News. “He didn’t respect it under Biden, I can tell you that. He had no
respect for it. [ was so happy when he said this would have never happened. This — all those lives
would be saved if they had a competent — if we had a competent president.”

It was unorthodox, to say the least, to see a sitting American president join a foreign dictator
accused of war crimes onstage in Anchorage to bash a former American president. But it
underscored that Mr. Trump, with his increasingly authoritarian tendencies, in some ways finds
more common ground with the repressive leader of Russia than he does with his own country’s
leaders.

Indeed, even though he expressed frustration with Mr. Putin in the weeks leading up to the
Alaska meeting over the war in Ukraine, Mr. Trump has still never publicly said anything as harsh
about the Russian leader as he does with great regularity about Mr. Biden — or, for that matter,
about former President Barack Obama and even, to a lesser extent, former President George W.
Bush.

In that, too, Mr. Putin is like-minded. He has long nursed grievances against Mr. Bush and
Mr. Obama, often venting during interviews and meetings about how he believes they mistreated
him when they were in office. Mr. Putin, who has dealt with five American presidents during his
quarter-century in power, has come to believe that they are all more or less alike in disregarding
Russian concerns, according to people who have heard his rants — all, that is, except Mr. Trump.

The shared animosity toward Mr. Biden provided a moment of enemy-of-my-enemy
convergence between the two leaders during their Alaska encounter. And while analysts said it
reflected genuine resentment on Mr. Putin’s part, it also underscored his penchant for finding ways
to play to the values and vanities of his foreign counterparts.



A former K.G.B. officer once charged with managing agents during a Cold War stint in
East Germany, Mr. Putin has long demonstrated a skill at adapting to the particulars of the person
across the table. He does his research. He reads his briefings. He figures out what matters to them.
And he finds ways of currying favor when it suits his interests.

When he hosted Strobe Talbott, a Russia specialist serving as President Bill Clinton’s
deputy secretary of state, Mr. Putin made a point of mentioning Fyodor Tyutchev and Vladimir
Mayakovsky, the Russian poets Mr. Talbott studied at Yale and Oxford. “He wanted his visitor to
know that he’d done his homework,” Mr. Talbott wrote in his memoir.

When Mr. Bush, a man known for his deep faith, first met Mr. Putin, a man not known for
his deep faith, in Ljubljana, Slovenia, in 2001, the Russian made a deep impression on the
American by relating a story about a cross his mother had given him as a child.

The cross was the only object to survive a fire that burned down Mr. Putin’s dacha, a sign
of its importance, or so he told Mr. Bush. Mr. Putin at the time was not actually wearing the cross
that was supposedly so dear to him, but a few months later took it to Genoa, Italy, to show Mr.
Bush at their next encounter.

Mr. Putin likewise played to European leaders, at least in his early years in office. But he
also used their personal vulnerabilities against them when he thought it would give him an
advantage.

Knowing that Angela Merkel, then the chancellor of Germany, was afraid of dogs after
once being bitten, Mr. Putin brought his black Labrador to a 2007 meeting and let it sniff around
his uncomfortable visitor. Ms. Merkel deemed it a power play and later wrote that Mr. Putin was
“enjoving the situation.”

As for Mr. Trump, Mr. Putin understands his insecurity and need for validation. During a
meeting in Japan in 2019, according to people in the room at the time, he listened as Mr. Trump
boasted that Poland planned to name a military base “Fort Trump” and Israel planned to name a
settlement “Trump Heights.” Mr. Putin replied drolly, “Maybe they should just name Israel after
you, Donald.”

Mr. Putin certainly knew what he was doing in Alaska when he aired his disdain for Mr.
Biden, grousing that the previous president did not defer to Russian concerns during the months
leading up to the 2022 invasion of Ukraine.

“I tried to convince my former U.S. counterpart that we should not bring the situation to a
point fraught with serious repercussions in the form of hostilities, and I said directly at the time
that it would be a big mistake,” Mr. Putin said, eliding over his own decision to order the invasion.

He went on, unasked, to endorse Mr. Trump’s counterfactual version of history. “Today,
we hear President Trump saying, ‘If I had been president, there would have been no war,”” Mr.
Putin said. “I believe it would have been so. I confirm this because President Trump and I have
established a generally very good, businesslike and trustworthy contact.”

Whether that is true is hard to say. Mr. Trump acts as if the war started with the 2022
invasion, but in fact it began in 2014 when Mr. Putin seized Crimea and territory in eastern
Ukraine. The war persisted at a simmering level throughout Mr. Trump’s first term and Russia
never backed off even with Mr. Trump in office.

If it is true that Russia would not have mounted its full-scale invasion in 2022 had Mr.
Trump still been president, Democrats maintain that it would have been because he was willing to
let Mr. Putin dominate Ukraine without having to use force.



But Mr. Putin’s statement on Friday was just what Mr. Trump wanted to hear. He has taken
to calling the Ukraine conflict “Biden’s war” — not “Putin’s war” — as he deflects blame for
failing to fulfill his campaign promise to end the fighting within 24 hours of taking office in
January.

During his interview on Fox with Sean Hannity after the Alaska meeting, Mr. Trump
described more efforts by Mr. Putin to stroke him behind closed doors.

“You know, Vladimir Putin said something, one of the most interesting things,” Mr. Trump
related. “He said, ‘Your election was rigged because you have mail-in voting.” He said, ‘Mail-in
voting, every election.” He said, ‘No country has mail-in voting. It’s impossible to have mail-in
voting and have honest elections.’”

According to Mr. Trump, Mr. Putin continued: ““You won that election by so much.” And
that’s how he got it. He said, ‘And if you would have won, we wouldn’t have had a war. You’d
have all these millions of people alive now instead of dead.” And he said, ‘And you lost it because
of mail-in voting. It was a rigged election.’”

In fact, dozens of countries around the world have allowed some form of postal voting —
including Russia, where Mr. Putin signed a law permitting it in 2020 during the Covid-19
pandemic. Mr. Trump himself has cast ballots by mail. No independent investigation has found
widespread fraud that would have changed the outcome of the 2020 election.

Whether Mr. Putin weighed in on domestic American campaign processes in quite the way
Mr. Trump described is unknown. Mr. Trump has proved to be an unreliable narrator of events,
often describing private conversations that supposedly substantiate his view of the world.

But if Mr. Putin gave the impression that he agreed that the 2020 election was rigged, he
was appealing to one of Mr. Trump’s signature fixations — and successfully changed the subject
from the demands that he stop the war.

During the interview with Mr. Hannity, Mr. Trump used the term “mail-in voting” 13 times
and the word “rigged” another three times. The word “cease-fire” never passed his lips.




2. “Prioritized Deterrence”: A Roadmap for US Foreign Policy

By Riley Moore

The National Interest, August 18, 2025

URL: https://nationalinterest.org/feature/prioritized-deterrence-a-roadmap-for-us-foreign-
policy

President Trump’s recent strike on Iran provides a model for America’s future military

engagement around the world—balancing strategic interests with industrial capacity and
political will.

On June 22nd, the United States Air Force and Navy conducted “Operation Midnight
Hammer” against three Iranian nuclear facilities: Fordow, Natanz, and Isfahan.

President Donald Trump’s bold and successful strike on Iran’s nuclear facilities put
America First foreign policy on full display—defending against a specific threat to American
national security with precision and restraint. This strike is also a potentially doctrinal defining
moment. Indeed, President Trump may have inaugurated a new era in American grand strategy,
one characterized by what I am calling “Prioritized Deterrence.”

The strike on Iran was not about nation-building or human rights. It was specific, targeted,
time delimited, and dependent on unique American technical capabilities. The result was denying
Iran the ability to threaten America and our allies with nuclear weapons, while opening the door
to a more stable future for the region. All of these reflect elements of Prioritized Deterrence.

What Is “Prioritized Deterrence”?

So, what is Prioritized Deterrence? Like realism, Prioritized Deterrence is girded by
restraint and guided by quantifiable and inherent constraints placed on the nation, its resources,
and our people. Acknowledging these realities forces decision makers to prioritize threats and
challenges based on urgency and severity. Decision makers then match questions of time and
interest to arenas of American technical dominance. America should strike where and when it can
deploy overwhelming force, but only at the highest priority targets and without open-ended
commitments in terms of time and resources—commitments we cannot afford given the existential
threat posed to America by the Chinese Communist Party.

PD thus retains the traditional deterrence model by sustaining a credible threat to an
aggressor and an unacceptable cost for aggression against the United States. Prioritization and
technical dominance limit the temptation to engage in games of brinkmanship with every agitator
nation, a necessary restraint given resource constraints and the ever-looming potential for
escalation. Kinetic military action must be credible, should always be a last resort, and always be
deployed on America’s timeline and terms.

Returning to Iran, the United States had a clear national interest in preventing Iran from
acquiring nuclear weapons. A regime that chants “Death to America,” funds terrorism throughout
the world, took a hit out against Trump’s life, and kills American servicemembers cannot be trusted
with long-range missiles carrying a nuclear payload. Further, a nuclear weapon would help Iran
deter the United States and our regional allies from retaliating against Iran and its proxies when
they engage in acts of terrorism. Concretely, an Iran that can strike the US with long-range
weapons carrying nuclear payloads is much harder to stop from holding the Strait of Hormuz
hostage.

This is an important interest, but it is not an unlimited interest. A specific, targeted strike
was warranted, and Trump made the decision to undertake such an operation. But when voices in
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the United States and Israel pushed to escalate further, Trump firmly declined. Respecting the
president’s leadership, the Israelis listened, and, despite some unsteadiness, have sustained a
ceasefire with Tehran. Stability has followed a brief period of dramatic, strategic clarification and
rebalancing. In this respect, the strike mirrors President Trump’s 2020 operation against IRGC
Quds Force commander Qassem Soleimani, which decisively eliminated a key Iranian target
without dragging American forces into a broader conflict. Then, as now, Trump wielded
overwhelming strength while managing escalatory risks. Unlike the open-ended interventions of
the past, both strikes had clear objectives and defined endpoints—Ileveraging America’s
unmatched military capabilities to accomplish what no other nation could, but without sowing the
kind of regional instability that can require open-ended commitments.

This is not to say that there was no risk with the kinetic actions conducted on the three
nuclear sites in Iran—or in the strike on Soleimani, for that matter. There is always risk involved
when bombs start dropping in the Middle East. But thanks to the skill and professionalism of our
forces, and the deterrence capabilities we have established in the region, the United States was
able to step off the escalation ladder and allowed Iran to save face internally.

Prioritized Deterrence Is About Managing Escalation

This ability to control the escalation cycle is key to successful PD. Consider the debate
over regime change in Tehran, either via direct US action or by assisting an Israeli assassination
mission. Killing the Supreme Leader, however justified, would ignite chaos, fracture the region,
and dramatically increase the odds of America being drawn into another protracted conflict. Such
an outcome lacks the support of the American people and would severely constrain American
resources. The Supreme Leader is no friend of the United States, and American policymakers must
be clear-eyed about that. But there are plenty of governments around the world who hate the United
States. Pursuing regime change would have risked repeating the mistakes of Iraq, where the 2003
invasion unleashed sectarian violence that disproportionately impacted Christians in the region,
fueled insurgencies, effectively handed control of the country to Iran, took more than 4,000 U.S.
servicemembers’ lives, and cost more than $2 trillion with little to no strategic gain. This
administration, in an example of Prioritized Deterrence, chose strategic clarity instead of
overreach.

The political foundations for PD are strong, at least within the Republican Party. Few
remember that then-Governor George W. Bush ran on a restrained foreign policy platform. In his
debate with Vice President Al Gore in October 2000, Bush said, “I don’t think we can be all things
to all people in the world. I think we’ve got to be very careful when we commit our troops. The
vice president and I have a disagreement about the use of troops. He believes in nation building.”
The democracy agenda-driven cycle of nation building, later championed by Bush, stands in stark
contrast to this campaign promise. Certainly 9/11 changed some of America’s strategic
imperatives. But a quarter century since the attacks, PD, rather than foreign adventurism, has a
clear and sustainable political base.

The Mechanics of Prioritized Deterrence

Given that American voters want elected leaders to prioritize our own interests, and only
to deter direct threats with military force when necessary, and when no other actors can credibly
do so independent of US action, policymakers need to prioritize two considerations.

First, the point of the US military is not simply to fight and win wars, but also to deter
conflict before it happens. This requires maintaining American technical superiority on a domain-
by-domain basis. In some arenas, exquisite platforms like stealth bombers, will be critical to
deterrence. In others, a massive advantage in raw materials will be the deterrent.
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To build any of these at scale, we need to have a much larger and more diversified industrial
base. The saying goes, “If you want peace, prepare for war.” This does not just mean building
more ships. It means building national capacity across the industrial sector so that in the event of
a major war, the United States can quickly retool civilian manufacturing to drastically ramp up
military production. During World War II, Ford and General Motors repurposed their car assembly
lines to produce aircraft, but less obvious industries chipped in as well; the Singer Sewing Machine
Company converted factories to make precision parts such as cockpit instruments and components,
and IBM pivoted factories to producing fire control systems and sights for bombers. America lacks
an equivalent latent capacity today, constraining the range of options even a PD driven president
can embrace. It is notable that the Chinese understand this concept well: it is noted in the
introduction to the “Made in China 2025” plan that, “Without strong manufacturing, there is no
national prosperity.” If a country cannot create the goods necessary to fight a war, it cannot
possibly challenge those countries that can.

Second, policymakers need to exercise humility about where they commit the United States
to act. There are countries that for a litany of reasons—historical, cultural, religious, or
otherwise— do not want or cannot become Western-style democracies, at least not on a timeline
or at a cost that the American people will bear. Policymakers should be mindful of this reality, and
resist the temptation to extend security guarantees around the world. Without robust popular
support, American foreign policy cannot be effective.

President Barack Obama’s “red line” in Syria is a case in point. By imprudently threatening
that the use of chemical weapons by Bashar Al-Assad would trigger a US response, Obama
exposed the United States to a potentially open-ended conflict on someone else’s terms. When
push came to shove and Assad used chemical weapons against his own people, Obama was
unwilling to face the consequences of meeting his open-ended commitment, and declined to
intervene. This was certainly the correct decision. Yet by showing that America’s “red lines” could
be crossed with impunity, Obama diminished America’s deterrent credibility and emboldened our
adversaries. Russia invaded Crimea less than two years later, initiating the war in the Donbas
region that continues today.

Realism and Prioritized Deterrence

Returning to the question of doctrine, how does PD differ from realism? Firstly, PD is
sufficiently specific that it can be assessed and debated both prospectively and historically. Did
decisionmakers rightly estimate America’s constraints? Did they match time and threat to domains
of technical superiority? Was a given intervention successful at resetting the international stage?
By contrast, realism can be something of an empty vessel. On the one hand, a kind of runaway
realism can provide endless justification for kinetic actions around the globe to disrupt and destroy
any threat to the United States—up to and including regime change. Indeed, many
neoconservatives do not identify themselves as such, describing themselves as “realists” and
finding realist justifications for neoconservative goals. On the other hand, a great number of self-
identified realists become fixated on ill-defined obsessions with second-order effects and
blowback, such that they wind up suffering from paralysis by analysis. We can roughly assess
risks and rewards. Pretending that we cannot is foolish.

Getting these answers right will require an open and honest debate among ideological
allies. PD, in other words, relies on a robust mutual commitment to hear out dissenting voices
within the movement. Indeed, it provides a series of key questions around which debate could
transpire. In contrast to the moralizing and supercilious debate leading to the Iraq War, opposing
voices in the debate over prioritization are critical to ensuring prudence, focus, and public support.
The days of National Review tarring war skeptics as unpatriotic should be left in the rearview
mirror for good.
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Our movement and this administration are at a crossroads. None of Iran’s proxies, partners,
or allies have come to Tehran’s immediate aid. As a result, the opportunity for peace may have
presented itself. With Iran isolated, there is a very small window to provide greater stability in the
region. This is not to say America can trust the Iranians—but with negotiations, confidence-
building measures, and a serious verification regime in place, we can make significant progress.
Crucially, that progress will be backed by a credible threat of massive and overwhelming force.

At the same time, only six months into President Trump’s second term, factions within the
Republican Party are already warring over who will take the mantle after his time in office comes
to an end. War hawks in the party are actively trying to claim the mantle of an “America First”
foreign policy and append it to a reckless neoconservative nation-building agenda. To defeat them,
Trump’s would-be successors would do well to model their approach to his successful strike on
Iran. American foreign policy should embrace Prioritized Deterrence—a calculation of political
will, national interest, deterrent effect, capital capacity, industrial capability, and strategic outcome
priority alignment.
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3. The Man Who Saw the Future of Africa
By Howard W. French
The New York Times, August 19, 2025
URL.: https://www.nytimes.com/2025/08/19/opinion/africa-future-kwame-nkrumah.html

Not long after John F. Kennedy was inaugurated as president, he received his first visit
from a foreign leader. He had chosen Kwame Nkrumah, Ghana’s first president. By today’s
standards, in which Africa seems to sit on the far margins of world affairs, the selection is
practically unimaginable.

But even as a senator, Mr. Kennedy had begun to see Africa— with its enormous landmass,
newly independent countries and young population — as a continent full of promise. By one count,
during his presidential campaign speeches in 1960 he mentioned Africa 479 times. As president,
he was keen to compete for influence there with the Soviet Union and even side with
anticolonialism, courting tension with America’s European allies.

Until Mr. Kennedy’s assassination, Mr. Nkrumah remained the American president’s most
important African interlocutor, a fact that reflects both the Ghanaian leader’s charisma and the
tremendous prestige he had earned on the continent by peacefully leading his country to
independence from colonial rule in 1957. Driven by his belief in Pan-Africanism, Mr. Nkrumah
worked tirelessly to overcome the Balkanizing impact of colonial rule across Africa.

As the world’s powers turn away from the continent, it’s a vision that may hold the key to
realizing Africa’s potential today.

The United States did not withdraw from Africa after Mr. Kennedy’s death, but the
continent was sharply downgraded in the hierarchy of Washington’s interests. America’s
involvement quickly narrowed to a policy of near-zero-sum competition with Moscow, in which
each superpower forged alliances with the aim of restraining the influence of the other. Most of
these involved military relationships and limited financial support to dictatorships of one kind or
another, with little regard for democracy, governance or long-term economic development.

Since the end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet empire, American
engagement with Africa has declined sharply and become largely limited to humanitarian
assistance. Under President Trump, even this is now in doubt, with the virtual elimination of the
United States Agency for International Development and apparent plans to end support for
PEPFAR, a program created by George W. Bush that has had remarkable success in combating
H.LV. in Africa.

This summer, a new nadir was reached when news outlets reported that the White House
was considering restricting entry to the United States from 25 African countries, in addition to the
seven that were covered in a ban announced in June. And even as Washington raises barriers to
immigration from Africa, it has begun to explore ways of using the continent as a dumping ground
not only for Africans deported from the United States but also for people from other continents.

It is tempting to see the United States as a complete outlier, but its withdrawal from Africa
reflects broader developments in the world. Europe’s involvement with the continent has also
declined. This is attested to by France’s retreat from a large swath of West Africa in the Sahel,
after years of failed efforts to defeat a variety of Islamic insurgencies. Today the biggest African
concern of the former colonizing powers — as well as of the European Union generally — is
preventing growing migration from the continent.

14



Even China, after more than two decades of a determined push to expand political and
economic ties to Africa, has put on the brakes and started to focus elsewhere. After expanding
rapidly from a tiny base, Chinese economic involvement with Africa has plateaued, as Beijing has
quietly reassessed the difficulties of realizing profits on the continent. Chinese lending to Africa
peaked in 2016, with its investment there now relatively flat.

In light of trends like these, Mr. Nkrumah’s logic about how Africa should engage the
outside world appears remarkably sound. His determined nonalignment was based on more than
the principled belief that African countries should be free to pursue their interests with whichever
partners they wished. He was leery of the proposition that any foreign partner — even a United
States led by Mr. Kennedy — would commit to Africa’s development in the long term. He believed
that this was, above all, the duty of Africans.

At the time, Mr. Nkrumah was opposed and derided by some fellow African leaders for
what they saw as his unrealistic dream of merging dozens of newly formed countries to form a
continental government, perhaps with him at the helm. His ideas were more subtle, though, and
his tactical vision more patient than he was given credit for in his day.

As long as the continent was composed of its legacy jigsaw countries, most of them small
in size and population — and many of them landlocked, condemning them to additional poverty
and instability — they would remain underdeveloped. The small size of their markets would make
it all but impossible to industrialize or to sustain engagement with the outside world on favorable
terms. This implies more than the kind of naked extraction of fossil fuels and minerals that is
commonplace now and a shift to local transformation of the continent’s resources and
commodities.

The Ghanaian leader saw this move toward larger units, both economically and politically,
as a matter of successive voluntary steps — with states joining to integrate their markets and road
and rail networks, then perhaps merging at the subregional level before any eventual attempt to
form a nation that would encompass, say, all of West, East or Southern Africa. If it were ever to
come about, a continental union lay in a distant future.

One surprising source for this vision was the Federalist Papers. While he was a college and
graduate school student in Pennsylvania in the 1930s and ’40s, Mr. Nkrumah became deeply
familiar with the history of how a group of small colonies bound themselves together to forge an
independent, federal country that became much richer and stronger than the sum of its parts. This
was the future he saw for his continent, as he explained to his peers at the founding summit of the
Organization of African Unity, held in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, in 1963.

Mr. Nkrumah'’s fellow leaders rejected his idea. But the continent’s subsequent history —
six decades of deprivation, poverty and corruption — has laid bare the costs of having a plethora
of small countries that largely turn their backs to one another. In the absence of collaboration, they
remain poor and condemned to engage as weaklings with the outside world.

In demographic terms, Mr. Kennedy was right that Africa is the continent of the future. Its
population will more than double before 2070 and by the end of this century could be larger than
India’s and China’s combined. It is up to Africans to unlock their economic future, matching that
population growth with development.

With no one in the world serving up favors to the continent, Mr. Nkrumah’s insight about
the gains to be had through federation is as salient as ever. What is lacking is sufficient action. The
time has come for a continent cut loose in the world to take the next step.
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4. The US Must Stop Enabling Israel’s Destruction of Gaza
By Christopher McCallion, and Rosemary A. Kelanic
The National Interest, August 14, 2025

URL: https://nationalinterest.org/blog/middle-east-watch/the-us-must-stop-enabling-
israels-destruction-of-gaza

Without imposing conditions on Israeli behavior in Gaza Washington risks stoking
international terrorism and entangling itself in another Middle East war.

With Gaza leveled, tens of thousands of innocent Palestinians killed, and famine gripping
the tiny enclave of over 2 million people, accusations that Israel is committing genocide in Gaza
have now gone mainstream, including by Israeli human rights organizations and prominent Israeli
Holocaust scholars. Yet the Israeli government is persisting with plans to forcibly expel Gazans
under the guise of “voluntary” emigration.

Shamefully, President Donald Trump continues to underwrite Israeli actions diplomatically
and fiscally. In 2024 alone, Washington granted Israel an extra $8.7 billion in military aid on top
of the nearly $4 billion the United States annually provides. The Trump administration expedited
those deliveries in March 2025. Just last week, the Senate rejected a bill to halt arms shipments to
Israel, with_ unanimous opposition from Trump’s fellow Republicans.

Condoning Israeli war crimes in Gaza is particularly inexplicable because it is both morally
unjust and harmful to US national interests. Moral considerations sometimes conflict with strategic
imperatives in international politics, with the result being that countries must swallow their ethical
concerns for the sake of national security. But in this case, both arrows point in the same direction:
the looming Gaza genocide is a moral abomination that also hurts US interests. It makes no sense
for the United States to support it, and Trump should stop doing so immediately.

The depravity of the Gaza situation is undeniable, given the massive loss of civilian life.
The Gaza Health Ministry has confirmed over 60,000 deaths, though the true toll is likely much
higher. The population of Gaza is now on the verge of mass starvation, and deaths from hunger—
particularly among children—are rising.

These numbers are driven in part by Israel’s cynical use of starvation as a weapon against
the Geneva Convention. Most of the meager food Israel has allowed in since ending its two-month
food embargo in May 2025 has been distributed by armed US security contractors and monitored
by IDF soldiers. These sites have become “death traps” where the UN estimates more than 1,000
people have been killed while queuing for rations. Egregiously, the sites are cynically located in
active war zones and are positioned to draw Palestinians away from the north of Gaza towards the
Egyptian border, functioning as a “fig leaf” for forced displacement.

And indeed, mass Palestinian emigration is the goal, according to Israel’s stated plans. In
May, the Israeli Cabinet approved maximalist war aims that explicitly include seizing Gaza,
forcing out its two million Palestinian residents, and permanently resettling the territory.

Since then, ominous proposals for the forced displacement of Gaza’s two million
Palestinian inhabitants have circulated among Israeli and US officials. These proposals
alternatively envision confining the Gazan population into a tiny “humanitarian city” in Rafah;
removing them to multiple “Humanitarian Transit Areas” in southern Gaza or outside the Strip; or
even sending them to third countries like Ethiopia, Indonesia, or Libya.

The United States cannot claim ignorance of what it is enabling in Gaza because Israel has
broadcast its intentions for months, unlike in other atrocities that unfolded quickly and with little
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warning. Trump himself has provided political cover for ethnic cleansing by suggesting that the
United States “take over” Gaza and establish a “freedom zone.” Such statements may be
chimerical, but they have real consequences: Israeli prime minister Netanyahu has been pushing
to clear Gaza under the mantle of the “Trump plan.”

Beyond the moral case against it, US assistance for Israel’s assault in Gaza raises two
significant national security risks.

The first is renewed terrorism. The destruction of Gaza has increased the threat of terrorism
to Americans at home and abroad, with potentially “generational” impacts, according to former
Director of National Intelligence Avril Haines. Multiple domestic attacks have been linked to the
conflict, and the threat will increase as the situation grows more dire. A full US “takeover” of
Gaza, as Trump has proposed, would “turbocharge terrorist recruitment and global anti-American
violence,” according to one expert.

Terrorism is not an existential threat to the United States, but we shouldn’t be endangering
the safety of American citizens by pursuing bad policies with no upside.

The second, greater risk is that Israel’s Gaza offensive could further entangle the United
States in unnecessary Middle Eastern wars. In fact, the United States has already been drawn into
three conflicts on Israel’s behalf as violence in Gaza raged. Israel’s campaign motivated the
Houthis to attack Red Sea shipping in retaliation, which spurred Washington into a foolish $7
billion air war that put US service-members’ lives at risk and caused multiple injuries.

Gaza also dragged the United States into a dangerous back-and-forth with Iran in October
2024, when US military assets defended Israel from Iranian airstrikes. Iran’s attack was retaliation
for the killing of Hezbollah and Hamas leaders by Israel as it tried to stop Hezbollah rocket attacks,
which began right after Israel invaded Gaza.

Finally, Israel successfully drew the United States into a preventive attack on Iran, which
derailed planned talks with Tehran over its nuclear program. While not directly driven by Gaza,
the Israel-Iran war underlines the risks of unconditionally close ties to Israel as it acts aggressively
towards its neighbors, from Lebanon to Syria to Iran and beyond.

Gaza is a clear case where moral and strategic considerations align. The United States has
no strategic reason—and therefore, absolutely no excuse—to help Israel commit war crimes in
Gaza. The American public understands this, which is why support for Israeli actions in Gaza has
plummeted. Why can’t Trump?
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5. A Haven for English in the Most French of North American Cities

For Quebec City’s tiny English-speaking community, a former jail turned library serves as
an essential sanctuary in a metropolis where the domination of French is enshrined in law.

By Ian Austen
The New York Times, August 11, 2025
URL: https://www.nytimes.com/2025/08/1 1/world/canada/quebec-city-morrin-centre.html

When Kristy Findlay moved to Quebec City after her American-born husband accepted a
job there, she soon developed a longing.

“I would go to parks with my young children, I would hear a little English spoken, and I
feel like: Oh my gosh, I’'m hungry for it,” said Ms. Findlay, who was raised in Ontario.

As the capital of a province that vigorously defends its use of French from the sea of
English that surrounds it, Quebec City has become a place where Canada’s otherwise majority
language is almost an afterthought: Just 2.3 percent of its population, about 17,000 people, identify
as primarily English speakers in Canada’s census.

A series of provincial laws enacted over the last five decades that were meant to assert the
dominance of French, along with Quebec’s separatist movement, prompted an exodus of many
English speakers to other parts of Canada.

But even in this Francophone redoubt, Ms. Findlay was ultimately able to find a place
where her craving for conversation in her native language could be sated.

At a former jail and Presbyterian college standing amid the cobblestone streets of the city’s
historic Upper Town, a discreet sign above the entrance, reading simply “Morrin,” gives no hint
of the linguistic heterodoxy taking place inside.

The Morrin Cultural Centre acts as a hub for Quebec City’s English speakers much the
same way as outposts of the Goethe-Institut do for Germans living abroad. It’s a place for books,
education, conversation and, above all, it’s a reminder to English speakers that they aren’t alone.

At its heart is the city’s only English-language library. With its cast iron balcony railings
and green leather chairs, it still has a decided 19th-century flavor, even if its wooden shelves are
filled with contemporary titles.

While the library is a wonder, and the center’s exhibitions, lectures and children’s
programming are welcome bonuses, the center is most important for Ms. Findlay and many others
as a sanctuary where English conversation flows without embarrassment or apology.

“We have this precarity with the government, but the Morrin Centre belongs to us — this
is ours,” said Ms. Findlay, who moved to Quebec City about 15 years ago. “It’s a place we can go
and hear English and speak English — a safe space.”

While the Morrin Centre has become the English-speaking community’s hub, it’s not the
only local institution helping bind the members: There’s a weekly newspaper, a local CBC Radio
station, English-language churches, English public schools and a junior college.

The position of Quebec City’s small English minority has not always been so comfortable.

Richard Walling’s memories of attending high school in Quebec City during the 1970s, a
peak time for Quebec nationalism, are not all fond ones.

“When you were outside of the school environment, you would not dare speak English in
public, on the city bus or anything like that,” said Mr. Walling, the head of Jeffery Hale
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Community Partners, a charity that provides health and social services to the English-speaking
community. “It was really a tough time.”

Diane Kameen, who moved from Manitoba to Quebec to study French in 1980 and never
left, recalled how the community generally kept a low profile in those days, trying not to ruffle
any feathers.

“We have a small but very dynamic population that’s managed to hang on and ride out that
storm,” Ms. Kameen said.

Still, official antipathy toward English continues. The provincial government recently
introduced a series of measures mandating French, including requiring most public servants to
work exclusively in French; limiting access to English services for immigrants; and introducing a
tough French test for English-speaking junior college students. And many more private companies
now must conduct business in French after the threshold was lowered to 25 employees.

But Mr. Walling said the general hostility toward English speakers in Quebec City has
dissipated, in large part because of the city’s economic transformation. During his high school
years the main employers were the provincial government, which did not value English-language
skills, and industries that mostly served other companies within the province.

Now the city is a center for video game developers and other tech companies that sell their
products worldwide and that have to recruit employees, many of whom are English speakers, from
outside Quebec.

Nevertheless, Mr. Walling offered English-speaking newcomers some advice for living in
Quebec City.

“If you come here thinking you’re going to be able to live everything in English, you had
better leave because you won’t be happy,” he said. “If you embrace both the English and the
French, it’s a wonderful place.”

With the exodus of English speakers in the 1980s, the Morrin Centre suffered something
of a slump, with much of the building uninhabitable and decaying.

Money was so tight, remembers Ms. Kameen, a board member at the time, that “the big
decision as a board member back then was if we would get an electric typewriter.”

A series of fund-raising events and government grants financed extensive renovations, and
the building’s history became an asset.

The cells from its days as a jail had never been removed from the basement, largely because
they held up the foundation. They were transformed into a claustrophobic, if evocative, museum
about the prison and prison reform in 19th-century Quebec.

The torrent of tourists who descend on Quebec City who now pay for tours of the library
and jail have created a reliable revenue source to maintain the building and fund programs.

On a recent evening, a lecture by Sandra Tomaylla, a local photographer and filmmaker,
attracted a diverse group of people — including a French speaker, Christian Shriqui.

Originally from Montreal, Mr. Shriqui said he belongs to a book club at the Morrin and
regularly attends workshops and poetry readings here — all in English.

“It’s a very rare jewel, a gem,” Mr. Shriqui said, adding that he regularly encounters other
French speakers at the events.
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Ms. Tomaylla, the night’s speaker, arrived in Quebec City at the age of 7 with her family
from Peru and was schooled in French, a requirement for most immigrants to Quebec. She had
known little about the Morrin Centre until she used the library for a photo shoot.

For someone like her, attracted to English-speaking culture, it has filled a void in her
Quebec life.

“I do appreciate Quebec culture, but it’s not my culture,” she said. “I just thought it was a
library and a museum and that they did some events like any other place. But I didn’t know they
had so many activities and that they had a community. It’s amazing. I should have come here
earlier.”
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IIpumep TekcTa HA ayAUPOBaAHUE

1. Ronald Reagan had a neat trick. When reporters yelled questions at him from a roped-
off distance, he would cup his ear and apologize that he couldn’t hear. In fact, he had some hearing
troubles. But when it came to many issues, he had perfect political pitch. Whether winning a crowd
with a quip, relating an anecdote to win points in a speech, or leading the nation in mourning, as
he did after the space shuttle disaster, Reagan was finely tuned into an admiring public that
genuinely liked him, as even his most begrudging critics acknowledged. But through his eight
years in the White House and in the period since President Reagan left office, many views of the
Reagan presidency have served up a different perspective.

They depicted a detached, disinterested executive who asked no questions, ignored details,
and allowed subordinates to run amok. Even the revelation that the first lady consulted an
astrologer, Joan Quigley, whose advice was taken seriously, seemed to slide off Reagan’s back.
As Bob Woodward later wrote, “the secret practice of making scheduling decisions based on
astrology was irritating and irrational. [ White House Chief of Staff Donald] Regan believed it was
the most closely guarded domestic secret in the Reagan White House.”

Almost every memoir by former administration figures—most notably those by David
Stockman and Donald Regan—as well as a number of books about Reagan’s administration by
journalists, such as Hedrick Smith’s The Power Game and The Acting President by Bob Schieffer
and Gary Paul Gates, present a picture of Reagan as ill informed and disengaged, with a poor
memory and little interest in details. Yet, through most of it, Ronald Reagan held on to
extraordinary public approval ratings, if national polls are to be trusted. Reagan’s uncanny ability
to keep the controversies and problems of his eight years in office from sticking to him prompted
the gently derisive nickname of “Teflon president.”
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