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Some say that issuance of central bank digital currencies will transform the international monetary status quo by 
eroding the US dollar’s dominance of cross-border payments and greatly reducing transaction costs. But this is 
not going to happen. 

BERKELEY – August 13-15 marks the 50th anniversary of “the weekend that changed the world,” when US 
President Richard Nixon suspended the dollar’s convertibility into gold at a fixed price and rung down the 
curtain on the Bretton Woods international monetary system. The subsequent half-century brought many 
surprises. From a monetary standpoint, one of the greatest was the dollar’s continued dominance as a vehicle 
for cross-border transactions. 

For decades, the American political class has intervened relentlessly and recklessly in countries whose people 
they hold in contempt. And once again they are being aided by America’s credulous mass media, which is 
uniformly blaming the Taliban victory on Afghanistan’s incorrigible corruption.  

Under Bretton Woods, the dollar’s supremacy was readily explicable. America’s financial position coming out 
of World War II was impregnable. Changes in the price at which dollars could be converted into gold were 
unthinkable, first because of that financial strength and then, as the country’s monetary position weakened, 
because of the possibility that one devaluation would create expectations of another. 

Many thought that Nixon’s move would diminish the dollar’s international role. With the currency fluctuating like 
any other, it would be too risky for banks, firms, and governments to put all their eggs in the dollar basket. They 
would thus diversify by holding more reserves and conducting more transactions in other currencies. 

Why this didn’t happen is now clear. The greenback had the advantage of incumbency: the fact that one’s 
customers and suppliers also used dollars made it awkward to move to alternatives. What’s more, the 
alternatives were – and remain – unattractive. 

As for the euro, there is a shortage of AAA-rated euro-denominated government bonds that central banks can 
hold as reserves. Those authorities are therefore reluctant to allow those they regulate to do business in euros, 
since they are unable to lend the currency to banks and firms in need. China’s capital controls complicate 
international use of the renminbi, while there are justifiable fears that Chinese President Xi Jinping could 
abruptly change the rules of access. And smaller economies’ currencies lack the scale to move a large volume 
of cross-border transactions. 

Some say that issuance of central bank digital currencies, or CBDCs, will transform the status quo. In this brave 
new digital world, any national currency will be as easy to use in cross-border payments as any other. This will 
not only erode the dollar’s dominance, the argument goes, but also greatly reduce transaction costs. 

In fact, the conclusion doesn’t follow. Imagine that South Korea issues a “retail” CBDC that individuals can hold 
in digital wallets and use in transactions. A Colombian exporter of coffee to South Korea can then be paid in 
digital won, assuming of course that nonresidents are permitted to download a Korean wallet. But that 
Colombian exporter will still need someone to convert those won into something more useful. If that someone 
is a correspondent bank with offices or accounts in New York, and if that something is the dollar, then we’re 
right back where we started. 

Alternatively, the Colombian and South Korean central banks could issue “wholesale” CBDCs. Both would 
transfer digital currency to domestic commercial banks, which would deposit it into customer accounts. Now 
the Colombian exporter would end up with a credit in a South Korean bank rather than in a South Korean wallet 
– assuming this time that nonresidents are allowed to have Korean bank accounts. But, again, the exporter would 
have to ask the South Korean bank to find a correspondent to convert that digital balance into dollars and then 
pesos in order to have something of use. 

“WILL CENTRAL BANK DIGITAL CURRENCIES DOOM DOLLAR DOMINANCE?” 
(Project Syndicate – Aug 9, 2021) 

 
Barry Eichengreen, Professor of Economics at the University of California, Berkeley, and 
a former senior policy adviser at the International Monetary Fund. He is the author of 
many books, including the forthcoming In Defense of Public Debt. 
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The game changer would be if CBDCs were interoperable. The South Korean payer would then ask its bank for 
a won-denominated depository receipt, and a corresponding amount of CBDC in the payer’s account would 
be extinguished. That depository receipt would be transferred into a dedicated international “corridor,” where 
it could be exchanged for a peso depository receipt at the best rate offered by dealers licensed to operate 
there. Finally, the Colombian payee’s account would be credited with the corresponding number of digital 
pesos, extinguishing the depository receipt. Voilà! The transaction would be completed in real time at a fraction 
of the current cost without involving the dollar or correspondent banks. 

Unfortunately, the conditions for making this work are formidable. The two central banks would have to agree 
on an architecture for their digital corridor and jointly govern its operation. They would have to license and 
regulate dealers holding inventories of currencies and depository receipts to ensure that the exchange rate 
inside the corridor didn’t diverge from that outside. And they would have to agree on who provides emergency 
liquidity, against what collateral, in the event of a serious order imbalance. 

In a world of 200 currencies, arrangements of this type would require many thousands of bilateral agreements, 
which is obviously unworkable. And corridors of many countries, though sometimes imagined, would require 
rules and governance arrangements considerably more elaborate than those of the World Trade Organization 
and the International Monetary Fund. This, clearly, isn’t going to happen. 

CBDCs are coming. But they won’t change the face of international payments. And they won’t dethrone the 
dollar.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Over a single weekend in August 1971, US President Richard Nixon and a crack team of advisers set in motion 
developments that would inaugurate a new world order. Though there was little choice but to end the dollar's 
convertibility into gold, how the US went about it holds lessons that remain valid today. 

NEW HAVEN – At 2:29 p.m. on Friday, August 13, 1971, US President Richard M. Nixon walked out of the White 
House, boarded Marine One, and traveled to Camp David, where several members of his administration were 
waiting for him. His chief-of-staff, H.R. Haldeman, had organized the meeting just one day before and given 
everyone instructions not to tell anyone – not even their families – where they were going. On arrival at Camp 
David, they were ordered not to phone anyone outside of the retreat. 

For decades, the American political class has intervened relentlessly and recklessly in countries whose people 
they hold in contempt. And once again they are being aided by America’s credulous mass media, which is 
uniformly blaming the Taliban victory on Afghanistan’s incorrigible corruption.  

Still, on the previous day, one of Nixon’s top advisers had foreshadowed the significance of the gathering, 
suggesting that the weekend would bring “the biggest step in economic policy since the end of World War II.” 
Similarly, another adviser, on his way out of town, let it slip to a journalist that, “This could be the most important 
weekend in the history of economics since Saturday, March 6, 1933,” the day Franklin D. Roosevelt closed all 
the banks in America. 

They were not exaggerating. Between Friday afternoon and Sunday evening, Nixon and six top officials (backed 
by nine senior staff members) made a series of momentous decisions that the president would then announce 
in a quickly arranged prime-time televised speech. Forty-six million Americans, a quarter of the population, 
tuned in, while finance ministers, central bankers, and market makers from London to Tokyo huddled around 
their radios. 

“WHEN AMERICA REMADE THE WORLD ECONOMY” 
(Project Syndicate – Aug 13, 2021) 

 

 Jeffrey E. Garten is the author of Three Days at Camp David: How a Secret Meeting in 1971 
Transformed the Global Economy, published last month by HarperCollins. He is Dean Emeritus 
of the Yale School of Management where he teaches courses on the global economy. He 
previously served in the Nixon, Ford, Carter, and Clinton administrations, and was a managing 
director of Lehman Brothers in the 1980s and the Blackstone Group in the 1990s. 



PROJECT SYNDICATE FOR THE COUNCIL FOR THE UNITED STATES AND ITALY – August 2021 - I
  20 

4 
 

What Nixon said rocked the US and global economies, sending shockwaves through America’s allies in Western 
Europe and Asia that were as deep and unsettling as his announcement, the previous month, of his planned 
trip to China. That “Nixon Shock,” as it came to be called, is the subject of my new book, Three Days at Camp 
David: How a Secret Meeting in 1971 Transformed the Global Economy. 

THE NIXON SHOCK 

In response to a simultaneous escalation of inflation and unemployment in the United States – America’s first 
experience with “stagflation” – Nixon announced that his administration would freeze all wages and prices. The 
government would intervene in American businesses as never before in peacetime, a move that was even more 
stunning coming from a Republican president who had vehemently denied that he would ever take such 
measures. To pump up employment, Nixon also promised significant tax reductions and investment incentives 
that would be available only to US companies – an act of overt discrimination that enraged America’s trading 
partners. 

Even more consequential and long-lasting were the Nixon administration’s decisions concerning the US dollar. 
The president announced a new arrangement to enhance US competitiveness at a time when imports and 
outsourcing were threatening American jobs, and when Congress was churning out highly protectionist 
legislation reminiscent of the 1930 Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act. 

But Nixon’s most drastic step was his decision to sever the link between the dollar and gold. He thus took a 
sledgehammer to the 1944 Bretton Woods Agreement, which had mandated that all dollars would be freely 
convertible into gold at a rate of $35 per ounce, and that other currencies would be firmly linked to the dollar. 

Nixon’s announcement duly led to a sizable devaluation of the dollar in international markets – the first official 
dollar devaluation since the end of World War II – and a dramatic strengthening of the West German Deutsche 
Mark and the Japanese yen. 

IT HAD TO BE DONE 

As momentous as Nixon’s decision was, the truth is that his administration had no choice but to cut the dollar 
loose from its gold anchor. America was running its first trade deficits since 1893, and dollars were flooding the 
world economy. With US inflation eroding the dollar’s purchasing power, the administration feared that other 
governments would try to cash in their excess dollars for gold at the US Treasury, as they had a right to do under 
Bretton Woods. The problem was that America didn’t have enough gold to make good on its commitment. 

Throughout the previous 16 years, US dollar liabilities had been growing much faster than its gold reserves. In 
1955, for example, US gold reserves were 160% greater than the volume of dollars held abroad. But by August 
1971, America had only enough gold to cover 25% of those dollars. Under those circumstances, if any country 
had decided to demand a major conversion of dollars to gold, it could easily have triggered the equivalent of a 
bank run. Aside from the possibility of being humiliated, the US worried that breaking its commitments in the 
monetary arena would undermine confidence in its promises to come to its allies’ military defense – an especially 
dangerous prospect at the height of the Cold War. 

Nixon’s team wasn’t trying to move to floating exchange rates, though. Its goal, rather, was to introduce a fixed-
rate system based on new parities: namely, a cheaper dollar and stronger counterpart currencies, especially the 
D-Mark and the yen. These currencies would underpin a new multilateral monetary agreement to replace the 
Bretton Woods system. 

To force West Germany, Japan, and other US allies to negotiate immediately and seriously, Nixon imposed a 
10% across-the-board import tariff. By undercutting a 25-year US crusade for lower trade barriers around the 
world, this policy shift shocked US allies as much as the closing of the Treasury’s gold window had. 

Nixon had at least three motives for bringing such pressure to bear on US allies. First, America was confronting 
increasing competition from West Germany and Japan, especially in manufactured goods. Rather than 
acknowledge its own problems, it attributed its declining competitiveness to an overvalued dollar and to West 
Germany and Japan’s failure to open their markets to US exports as much as America had done for theirs.1 

Second, the administration believed that the US was no longer powerful or rich enough to shoulder the full 
burden of managing the global economic system. In effect, America was declaring the end of the era of the 
Marshall Plan and its determination to begin forcing its allies to share responsibilities for managing the global 
economy. Hence, in his epic history of the Federal Reserve System, William Greider noted that, “If historians 
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searched for the precise date on which America’s singular dominance ended, they might settle on August 15, 
1971.” 

And third, Nixon was worried about losing the next presidential election, and wanted to demonstrate to 
Americans that he could steer the US economy to a better place. 

NIXON’S MONETARY SHOCK TROOPS 

Around the table at Camp David’s Aspen Lodge that weekend was an exceptionally talented group of men 
representing an impressive range of passionate opinions. Nixon was the undisputed captain, but economics 
wasn’t his thing. His primary focus was on creating a new US foreign policy, one that would be more stable and 
less expensive to maintain. But in the trade-off between inflation and jobs, the latter was much more important 
politically. The global monetary system was causing too much tension among the allies, so something had to 
be done. 

Aside from the president, the most powerful man at Camp David was Secretary of the Treasury John Connally, 
a stridently nationalist three-term former Democratic governor of Texas. Described by Henry Kissinger as “a 
man of swaggering self-assurance,” Connally was Nixon’s battering ram. Once asked about his overall 
philosophy, he replied, “It’s simple. I want to screw the foreigners before they screw us.” 

Connally’s wingman was Paul Volcker, the under-secretary of the Treasury for international monetary affairs, 
who would later become a legendary chairman of the Federal Reserve. Volcker was the only one in the group 
who understood how the intricate plumbing of the international monetary system worked. He, too, wanted the 
dollar to be devalued; but he also envisioned a quick return to fixed exchange rates. Though gold would be 
gradually phased out as an anchor of the monetary system, he hoped to see stronger rules and institutions that 
would expand global commerce. 

Also at the table was Fed Chair Arthur Burns, who was convinced that traditional fiscal and monetary policies 
could not control inflation, because the problem was being propelled principally by costly wage settlements 
resulting from aggressive bargaining by powerful industrial unions. While arguing for wage and price controls, 
he backed devaluation but, like Volcker, also favored fixed exchange rates, owing to his concerns about the 
chaos that could ensue if the dollar’s gold backing was removed. 

Burns wanted the Fed to be independent, but he also craved Nixon’s friendship. Striking this balance would 
prove to be impossible. (In the event, many financial experts eventually concluded that Burns’s submission to 
Nixon’s demands for low interest rates was largely responsible for the soaring inflation of later years.) 

The only true conservative in the group was George P. Shultz, the director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, who would later emerge as one of America’s most admired contemporary statesmen. He hated wage 
and price controls and wanted to see a totally new monetary system based on floating exchange rates (implying 
the elimination of gold as an official asset in world finance). Shultz kept arguing his case, but he was outvoted, 
whereupon he fell in line like a good soldier. 

Finally, there was Peter Peterson, the assistant to the president for international economic affairs, who later co-
founded and chaired the Blackstone Group. Less fixated than the others on money and trade, he thought that 
America needed a long-term industrial policy to achieve technological dominance, as well as major new 
programs to retrain workers for the coming era of advanced automation. His ideas were glossed over by the 
group. 

These men, together with a small staff, talked for three days about the direction America would take, and about 
precisely what Nixon would announce to the world on Sunday night. Despite their philosophical differences, 
they emerged as a coherent team and unanimously supported Nixon and Connally. 

A strong subtext to their deliberations was the idea that America remained committed to the spirit and 
institutions of an open world economy and the rule of law. By the end of the weekend, Nixon’s team knew that 
their immediate objective was to launch negotiations on a major currency realignment, a significant 
liberalization of trade, and more sharing of the military expenses needed to confront the Soviets in the Cold 
War. But there was internal disagreement on the precise negotiating targets, the weighting of trade-offs, and 
the vision for longer-term arrangements. The Camp David meeting (and all the secret studies and preparation 
that preceded it) thus demonstrated the limits of governments’ ability to anticipate developments in the world 
economy. Under such uncertainty, the key to success is to consider all the contingencies, maintain flexibility, 
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and remain coordinated. 

THE FALLOUT 

Nixon’s team certainly was not oblivious to the turmoil that would follow from the changes agreed during the 
weekend. The trade and financial arrangements that the US was uprooting had driven the phenomenal post-
war recoveries in Western Europe and Japan, serving as the glue that held the free world together. As soon as 
Nixon announced the changes that Sunday, he called Kissinger, his national security adviser, to help keep 
America’s alliances intact. Kissinger and Nixon proceeded to do precisely that, sometimes behind the scenes, 
and sometimes in high-profile face-to-face meetings. 

The Camp David meeting led to a new world order. For the first time in the post-war era, America’s allies and 
trading partners agreed to share more of the economic burdens of leadership. Yes, the wage and price freezes 
led to years of government control and ended in disastrous economic distortions that contributed to years of 
inflation. But of greater long-term significance were the negotiations that Nixon’s speech set in motion, which 
resulted in a system of floating exchange rates, the opening of major global trade negotiations (the so-called 
Tokyo Round), and continuous allied discussions of ways to share defense costs more equitably. 

Ultimately, serious protectionism in the US was averted, and floating rates gave the world a flexible tool to 
navigate what would become a more intense phase of globalization. The new system eliminated the central and 
highly constraining role of gold in the world financial system while still preserving the dollar as the world’s 
preeminent currency. 

To be sure, abandoning fixed exchange rates came with costs. The world economy became riskier, more 
complex, and more prone to crises. There were hardly any global banking crises during the 1950s and 1960s; 
but from the Latin American debt debacle in the late 1970s to the financial crash of 2008, massive upheavals 
have since been a regular feature of the global system. 

Moreover, novel hedging instruments were created in response to the new exchange-rate fluctuations, leading 
to a surfeit of ever-more complex variations of swaps, options, and derivatives (even derivatives of derivatives). 
A large swath of the global marketplace became a de facto casino. 

Because currencies were no longer backed by tangible assets, value became abstract. The worth of a dollar or 
euro or yen came to be based wholly on the credibility of the issuing country’s government, central bank, and 
other laws and institutions. Most importantly, the Nixon team’s weekend at Camp David showed that the US 
could unilaterally change how the world was organized. The events of August 13-15, 1971, both transformed 
the global economy and saved it. Had the dollar not been freed from gold, US protectionism would have gotten 
out of hand, trade would have suffered a fatal blow, and the neo-isolationism that had been growing in America 
as a result of the Vietnam War would have gone mainstream. 

In this sense, the Camp David meeting was a resounding success. As economic historian Harold James notes, 
between 1970 and 1980 trade in goods and services grew from 12.1% to 18.2% of global GDP. At the same 
time, consciousness of global interdependence soared, leading to the establishment of the G7 and enhanced 
coordination on such global issues as energy, food, population, and relations between developed and 
developing economies. 

PARALLELS AND DIFFERENCES 

There are many parallels between August 1971 and today. Now, as then, inflation looms and wage rates are 
increasing, and these two phenomena are once again wreaking havoc on our understanding of the trade-offs 
between prices and employment. Likewise, the US budget and trade deficits are growing again, causing 
concerns about debt and the future costs of servicing it. 

Moreover, America is again emerging from a long costly war, desperate to focus on overwhelming problems at 
home even as critical global problems demand its attention. It is also facing a major adversary, though China is 
far more formidable than the former Soviet Union ever was. And foreign relations are becoming increasingly 
difficult. In 1971, US allies were nervous about America’s role in the world, wary of it being either too engaged 
or not engaged enough. The same is true today. Japan is as sensitive about being isolated and bullied as it was 
50 years ago, and reaching a consensus among diverse European countries poses a major challenge, just as it 
did in 1971, even though the European Union is far more integrated economically than its predecessor, the 
European Community. And just as West Germany was key for Nixon, today’s unified Germany plays an outsize 
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role in US strategic considerations. 

But, while the world is facing another transition from the end of an era to the beginning of a new one, there are 
also major differences between 1971 and now. We are witnessing fiscal and monetary activism on a scale not 
seen in our lifetimes. Nationalism is growing in place of globalism. With the US political system mired in extreme 
dysfunction, global power is becoming increasingly diffuse. Digital payments and cryptocurrencies are 
challenging fiat currencies, with unknowable consequences for the infrastructure of the global financial system. 

Moreover, today’s policy agenda is even more formidable than it was in 1971. For starters, America and its allies 
must refashion the trade regime to deal with the systemic threat from China’s state-oriented system, with its 
rampant and often opaque subsidization of key industries. 

In addition, the growth of public-sector investment in strategic industries such as health, energy, and high-tech 
manufacturing means that governments around the world will be acutely sensitive to others’ attempts to gain 
an advantage from currency depreciation. Most likely, a new set of monetary accords will be needed. 

After all, the post-pandemic era will be shaped by debilitating national debts around the world, which could 
lead to new financial crises if interest rates rise. The dollar’s preeminent status could be threatened not just by 
China and Europe’s efforts to relax America’s tight grip on the global financial system, but also by a new world 
of central bank digital currencies. 

In 1971, America could act unilaterally. The Nixon administration’s overwhelming focus was on forging an 
agreement with a few developed countries, principally West Germany, Japan, and the United Kingdom. By 
contrast, America today needs many more partners to meet its strategic objectives. The G7 world has given way 
to one in which the G20 is the predominant global economic grouping. 

As the US addresses the current challenges confronting the global economy, let us hope that it can muster talent 
of a similar quality and variety that Nixon did. Once again, it will need to push for arrangements conducive to 
more trade and investment, while also keeping its alliances intact. The challenge America faces today is 
essentially the same as it was a half-century ago, only far more daunting. 

 

 

 

 

Despite overwhelming evidence that vaccines are safe and effective against COVID-19, sizable minorities in 
many countries remain unconvinced or even hostile to this proven public-health measure. But while advanced 
economies grapple mainly with the problem of vaccine resistance, poorer countries’ immunization programs are 
lagging far behind. 

In this Big Picture, Harvard University’s Jeffrey Frankel crunches the data to highlight the potentially fatal 
consequences of US Republican voters’ greater reluctance to accept COVID-19 vaccines. But Daniel Gros of the 
Centre for European Policy Studies argues that many Americans’ decisions to refuse the jab are based rather on 
fundamental beliefs, and thus will be difficult to change. And historian Michael Burleigh warns that anti-vaxx 
sentiments could become a key pillar in a dangerous new form of populism. 

Even so, Hugo Drochon of the University of Nottingham suggests that since censoring bizarre beliefs and 
misinformation tends not to be effective, vaccine mandates might be the only solution for the final holdouts. 
Likewise, Peter Singer of Princeton University points to compulsory seat-belt laws to show why governments are 
justified in requiring immunization during a pandemic. 

But most advanced economies at least have enough vaccines. Ngaire Woods and Anna Petherick of the 
University of Oxford’s Blavatnik School of Government show how the rich world has exacerbated the pandemic 
and is now prevaricating about getting vaccines to countries that need them most. And Rosemarie Muganda of 
PATH urges governments and donors to double down on immunization against other diseases besides COVID-
19. 

 

 

“THE ANTI-VAX POX” 
(Project Syndicate Big Picture – Aug 12, 2021) 
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America’s Republicans Are Killing Their Voters 

JEFFREY FRANKEL 

Despite mounting evidence that vaccination leads to lower COVID-19 mortality rates, many in the US remain 
skeptical, if not downright hostile. An analysis of the data that isolates the causal effect of voting patterns clearly 
shows the heightened danger Republicans face. 

CAMBRIDGE – On May 14, 1962, the agriculture commissioner of Montana, Lowell Purdy, launched what would 
become one of the century’s great platitudes. “If we can put a man on the Moon,” he declared, seven years 
before the United States achieved President John F. Kennedy’s goal, “we surely are capable of seeing that our 
temporary surplus agricultural products are placed in many hungry stomachs of the world.” 

Since then, the formula has become a cliché – precisely because it often makes a pretty good point. Today, for 
example, one might point out: “If we can produce vaccines that drastically decrease the transmission and 
severity of COVID-19, we surely are capable of ending the pandemic.” And yet, we have so far been unable to 
do so, largely because people simply refuse to be vaccinated. 

To be sure, in some cases – especially in lower-income countries – the primary impediment to large-scale 
immunization is limited vaccine availability. But in a country like the US, the main problem is vaccine hesitancy, 
even hostility. Although the Food and Drug Administration has granted emergency approval to three vaccines 
– a process that demands rigorous testing – many are convinced they are still “experimental,” and thus unsafe. 

As Anthony Fauci, the head of the National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases at the US National 
Institutes of Health, put it, there are two Americas, and their perceptions regarding vaccination are separated 
by a wall. For the America that mistrusts vaccines, the expertise of remote authorities and the logic of the 
scientific method are unconvincing. 

Perhaps more tangible, real-world evidence can change their minds. It is certainly piling up: recent data show a 
strong negative correlation between vaccination rates and rates of infection, hospitalization, or death from 
COVID-19 across the US. In the week that ended on June 22, counties where 30% or fewer residents had been 
vaccinated suffered 5.6 new COVID cases per 100,000 people, whereas counties where more than 60% of 
residents had been vaccinated experienced just 2.1 new cases per 100,000. 

On updated data, a one percentage-point increase in the share of adults (and teenagers) who were fully 
vaccinated in a given county as of June 9 was associated with a significant decline in the COVID-19 death rate – 
0.06 per 100,000 inhabitants – over the subsequent 30 days (to July 9). That represents 2% of the total monthly 
coronavirus-related deaths. One could extrapolate from this that the statistical effect of reaching 100% 
vaccination would be to bring COVID-related deaths close to zero. 

But, of course, correlation does not prove causality. The apparent beneficial effect of vaccination could, one 
might argue, be the result of some third factor, such as poverty. Low-income people are at higher risk of 
becoming infected with and dying from COVID-19, owing to a range of factors, from housing conditions to 
types of employment. If they are also less likely to get vaccinated, it could create the illusion that lack of 
immunization is the problem. Yet the beauty of econometrics is that one can control for third factors, such as 
the poverty rate or local temperature, to isolate statistically the effect of vaccination rates. 

But this does not fully resolve the causality question. There is also the possibility that the simple observed 
correlation between vaccination and mortality understates the true impact of the vaccines. After all, those living 
in a high-risk context – say, near a transport hub – are more likely to know people who have suffered from the 
coronavirus, and thus might be more likely to get vaccinated. This “reverse causality” could lead to an apparent 
– and excessive – positive correlation between vaccination and death rates. 

And, in fact, this could partly explain why earlier studies, conducted as recently as the beginning of June, did 
not find a clear negative correlation. But, as the highly contagious Delta variant gains traction among the 
unvaccinated, the correlation between immunization and lower COVID-19 infection and death rates is 
strengthening. 

Still, to have a chance of convincing the vaccine skeptics, it is vital to disentangle causality from correlation. The 
key is to look at variations in vaccination rates that have nothing to do with where and how the coronavirus 
spreads – indeed, have nothing to do with the coronavirus at all. In technical parlance, we need an “exogenous 
instrument.” 
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Party affiliation or voting patterns are an obvious choice. Throughout the pandemic, Republican governors have 
been less likely than their Democratic counterparts to support public-health measures, such as mask mandates. 
Not surprisingly, Republican voters (45%) are less likely than independents (58%) and Democrats (73%) to 
accept vaccines. In counties where then-President Donald Trump won by a margin of 50 percentage points or 
more in the 2020 election, the vaccination rate was below 25%, as of April 17. 

The “partisan gap” – which continues to widen – holds even after accounting for income, race, and age, as well 
as population density and the local infection and death rates. According to my calculations, when controlling 
for the poverty rate and other relevant variables (particularly age and temperature), a one percentage-point 
increase in the share of a county’s residents over age 12 who were fully vaccinated as of June 9 is associated 
with a death rate that was 0.05 lower per 100,000 inhabitants during the subsequent 30 days. 

To ensure that the results are not distorted by reverse causality, I also performed another calculation, based on 
the same data. Accounting for variation in the vaccination decision attributable solely to partisan political affinity 
– and controlling for variables like poverty – I found the difference in the COVID-19 death rate to be 0.04 per 
100,000 inhabitants. 

I used voting patterns not to target any particular group, but rather to provide a better estimate of vaccine 
effectiveness on anyone. But I hope that at least some skeptics notice that members of their political “in-group” 
are dying at a higher rate, and decide to give vaccination a chance. As Rochelle Walensky, the director of the 
US Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, recently observed, “This is becoming a pandemic of the 
unvaccinated.” 

 

That Old Time Anti-Vaxx Feeling 

DANIEL GROS 

The best single predictor of vaccine uptake per US state is not political affiliation, but the share of the population 
that believes the human race has always existed. Such findings do not bode well for the global effort to boost 
vaccination rates. 

BRUSSELS – Vaccination is the best protection against COVID-19, and the evidence for that is overwhelming. 
While protection against infection or transmission is not guaranteed – especially with the Delta variant raging – 
getting vaccinated substantially reduces the risk of severe illness, hospitalization, and death from the 
coronavirus. Widespread vaccination is thus the key to enabling responsible governments to relax public-health 
restrictions, thereby allowing the economic recovery to continue. But this seems increasingly to be out of reach. 

Researchers estimate that 70-85% of the population needs to be vaccinated (or otherwise immune to COVID-
19) to end the pandemic. Yet even in Israel, which was leading the world in its vaccination drive at the beginning 
of 2021, the share of the population that has been vaccinated has stalled at just over 60%. In the United States, 
only about half the population is now protected, and vaccination rates have plummeted from 3.2 million doses 
per day in April to fewer than 700,000 doses per day as of early August. 

The US case is particularly interesting, because the country-wide average obscures large differences among 
socio-economic groups and across states. Whereas over 63% of people in Massachusetts and Maine are fully 
vaccinated, only 34% of people in Mississippi and Alabama are. Across towns and counties, the disparities are 
even larger. 

This is less a problem of access than of acceptance. It has been widely observed that, at least in the US, the 
willingness to be vaccinated is correlated with political affiliation. Polls show that only around 54% of Republican 
adults have been vaccinated, compared to 86% of Democrats. In counties that voted for Donald Trump, a 
Republican, in the 2020 presidential election, vaccination rates are more than ten percentage points lower than 
in counties that voted for Joe Biden, a Democrat. 

But while the statistical link between political affiliation and vaccine hesitancy is strong, correlation does not 
equal causation. Moreover, anti-vaccine sentiment is nothing new: the NoVax movement existed long before 
the COVID-19 pandemic. The question, then, is whether people are refusing the COVID-19 vaccine merely 
because of their political beliefs, or whether those political beliefs and their stance on the vaccine reflect other, 
deeper factors. 
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A look at people’s broader attitudes toward science and trust in the establishment (scientific and otherwise) 
could help us to find the answer. One useful indicator here is the acceptance of evolution. Surveys have found 
repeatedly that a substantial minority of Americans reject the scientific consensus that humans are the product 
of a long process of natural selection. 

Belief in evolution is strongly linked to acceptance of vaccination. Indeed, the best single predictor of vaccine 
uptake per US state is the share of the population that believes the human race has always existed. 

Interestingly, religious beliefs do not seem to be decisive here. The link between vaccine uptake and the 
prevalence of the belief that divine intervention steered evolution is rather weak. Furthermore, political 
partisanship, as measured by voting patterns in the 2020 presidential election, loses its predictive power over 
vaccine uptake after one accounts for belief in evolution. 

The implication is that attitudes toward vaccination are rooted not in party allegiance, but in a latent mistrust of 
science. This may reflect how democracy works more broadly. As Christopher H. Achen and Larry M. Bartels 
argue in their 2017 book, Democracy for Realists: Why Elections Do Not Produce Responsive Government, it is 
not that political parties present their programs, and rational voters choose which to support; instead, parties 
represent existing identity groups. 

In the US, the Republican Party has positioned itself so that it captures the segment of Americans who do not 
accept science if its results collide with their worldview. This type of person does not believe in evolution 
(roughly one-quarter of the population, on average) and tends to reject COVID-19 vaccines. But the GOP is not 
necessarily responsible for those stances. So, contrary to Jeffrey Frankel’s recent assertion, America’s 
Republicans probably cannot be said to be “killing their voters.” 

In a sense, this is bad news. If people’s decision not to get vaccinated is based on fundamental beliefs, it will be 
much more difficult to change than if it was based on political partisanship or health concerns. Disseminating 
more factual information – more studies, more statistics – will not make a difference. After all, evolution has been 
taught in schools for generations. 

Financial incentives, like lotteries, might sway some of the doubters. But a substantial community of hardcore 
anti-vaxxers is likely to remain – and not only in the US. Compulsory vaccination elsewhere, such as in France, is 
also being met with strong resistance. As the Delta variant fuels new COVID-19 outbreaks, governments in 
countries with a strong anti-vaxx movement have few good options left. 

 

A Dangerous New Variant of Populism 

MICHAEL BURLEIGH 

Although populist governments have been further discredited by poor performances in the face of COVID-19, a 
new strain of the same politics is already taking shape. Anti-vaxxers and other conspiracy theorists are finding 
common cause with voters who are worried about the implications of climate policies. 

LONDON – Most of the “geopolitical” threats, real or confected, that capture headlines in the West nowadays 
are exogenous – emanating from China, Russia, Iran, and so forth. But others lie within the world’s democracies. 
Among these are the US Republican Party’s embrace of Trumpian authoritarianism, which is eroding the 
country’s democracy, and the possibility that new unanticipated variants of populism will take hold around the 
world. 

One new variant of populism might involve hostility toward both costly green policies and vaccination against 
COVID-19. And it would be driven by a combination of genuine concerns about pocketbook issues and the 
kinds of conspiratorial lunacy that thrive on the internet. 

Anti-green populism is particularly likely to flourish in the more fossil fuel-dependent economies of Central and 
Eastern Europe, in response to the European Union’s new strategy for reducing greenhouse gases by 55% by 
2030. Indeed, the so-called Fit for 55 plan would seem to call for the wholesale remodeling of these economies. 

Consider Poland, which generates 70% of its energy from coal and receives additional supplies through a gas 
pipeline from Russia. Coal is especially abundant in southern Poland, where it is used to fuel giant power stations 
that provide industry with cheap electricity. 
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If it is to meet EU emissions targets, Poland is going to have to decarbonize more extensively and rapidly than 
anyone else. The government recently set an ambitious goal of reducing the proportion of coal in the country’s 
energy mix from 70% to 11% by 2040. But that will have massive implications for mining, which employs some 
100,000 heavily unionized and politically influential workers. 

Moreover, with little wind or sunshine in winter, Poland is ill suited for renewable-energy deployment. Instead, 
it has set its sights on “solutions” like nuclear power and the “Baltic Pipe” gas pipeline – subsidized by the 
European Commission to the tune of €215 million ($251 million) – to import gas from Norway via Denmark. 

But neither of these options has gone down well in Germany. If Poland’s efforts to align with EU policy put it at 
loggerheads with key neighbors and trade partners, it will be damned if it does and damned if it doesn’t. The 
conditions are set for a thriving anti-green populism. 

Yet this populist threat is hardly limited to Central and Eastern Europe. Opposition to climate action could just 
as easily spread to Europe’s more established democracies if costly items like air source heat pumps and smart 
meters are rendered technologically redundant, or if vehicles with internal combustion engines are forced off 
the road by government fiat. 

In fact, France was briefly the epicenter of an anti-green backlash in Europe, with the rambunctious giletsjaunes 
(yellow vest) protests that began in 2018. Angry citizens who rely on cars to get around their country districts 
eventually forced President Emmanuel Macron to rescind a new tax on diesel fuel. They had a point, considering 
that the infrastructure for more expensive electric vehicles simply does not exist in France (or anywhere else). 

More recently, a significant share of this cohort seems to have joined with militant anti-vaxxers (many of them 
on the far right) who have adopted various libertarian poses propagated on the internet. This confluence of 
grievance may have traction, especially as more conventional populist movements have begun to take a 
battering, notably in Hungary, Poland, Slovenia, and elsewhere. People have grown weary of authoritarianism, 
corruption, and divisiveness during the pandemic – a crisis that was grossly mishandled by populist 
governments, in particular. The likes of Hungarian Prime Minister Victor Orbán are the elite, not some anti-
systemic opposition to it. 

Opposition to vaccination is as old as inoculation itself. The English city of Leicester used to be a hotbed of it. In 
1885, 100,000 people there attended an anti-vaccination rally, complete with a child’s coffin and an effigy of 
Edward Jenner, the pioneer of smallpox vaccination. Such movements were often based on a fusion of 
fundamentalist Christianity (which opposed interference in God’s work) and suspicion of powers being 
arrogated by the modern state, which made vaccination mandatory for infants or children entering school. 

The only unique contribution of our current age is the role of social media in amplifying the views of crank 
medics and scientists, as happened after The Lancet published (and then retracted) Andrew Wakefield’s false 
claims that there is a link between the measles, mumps, and rubella (MMR) vaccine and autism. 

Nowadays, any online search of vaccines immediately reveals a disproportionate number of anti-vaccination 
sites, as well as pernicious guff claiming that the barring of unvaccinated youth from nightclubs is akin to Jews 
being sent to Auschwitz. Versions of that analogy have long appeared in the British Daily Telegraph, courtesy 
of its dogmatically libertarian commentators, who have made common cause with the likes of the Fratelli d’Italia 
(Brothers of Italy), Italy’s homegrown fascist movement. Any enemy of the EU is their best friend by default. 
Although the overwhelming majority of Italians support the government’s green pass initiative, the Fratelli’s 
leader, Giorgia Meloni, loudly does not. 

In the homeland of Louis Pasteur, such militants are particularly exercised by the government’s vaccine-passport 
rules, which exclude the unvaccinated from concerts, cinemas, museums, swimming pools, theaters, and 
restaurants where 50 people or more are gathered. More trouble may ensue if nurses (only 50-58% of whom 
are vaccinated) are prevented from working until they receive two doses; or if railway workers raise objections 
about having to enforce vaccine-passport rules on local and commuter trains. No job should involve the risk of 
being headbutted or punched in the face. 

It was perhaps inevitable that the parasitic populist right would latch onto these issues. Although Marine Le Pen 
of the far-right National Rally party has typically hedged her bets, her former right-hand man, Florian Philipott, 
was very vocal at the biggest of the many anti-vaccine rallies in July. These are growing in size by the month, 
with 200,000 attending the first one in August. This “movement” flourishes among the semi-educated in small 
towns and in cities like Marseille, where obdurate pastis guzzlers and religious immigrant communities also 
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contribute to its ranks. 

However, it is worth stressing that 62% of the silent majority in France supports vaccine passports, and 70% want 
all hospital and care-home workers to be fully vaccinated. That is probably why Macron has stuck to his guns: 
he hopes that rationality will prevail and that any increase in economic activity will benefit his campaign in 2022. 
Let’s hope he is right. 

Still, one can see the outlines of an emerging political fusion between irrationality and pocketbook issues. As 
anti-vaxxers and anti-greens join forces, any number of stray populist demagogues might seek to lead such a 
movement. That underscores the importance of UN initiatives such as Team Halo, which has brought together 
scientists to publicize the importance of vaccines, especially on social media platforms. 

 

On Liberty, Conspiracy, and Vaccination 

HUGO DROCHON 

Now that vaccine hesitancy has emerged as a major threat to achieving herd immunity, public authorities might 
be tempted to crack down on the conspiracy theories that are fueling it. But before they do, they should revisit 
John Stuart Mill's famous defense of free speech. 

PARIS – Although countries like Israel, the United Kingdom, and the United States have done particularly well 
getting COVID-19 vaccines into arms as fast as possible, vaccine hesitancy remains a serious hurdle. In the US, 
it has already derailed President Joe Biden’s goal of administering at least one vaccine dose to 70% of the US 
population by July 4. 

In a CNN poll in April, about 26% of US respondents said they do not intend to get vaccinated at all. That is a 
big problem, given that near-universal vaccination is the only reliable way to end the pandemic. Assuming, for 
example, that COVID-19 variants as contagious as measles become dominant, achieving herd immunity could 
require that 94% of the population is immune. 

In these circumstances, policymakers might be tempted to try to suppress vaccine hesitancy – much of it fueled 
by conspiracy theories. To believers, the real danger is not COVID-19, but that Bill Gates is using vaccines to 
implant microchips in our brains. 

But aren’t conspiracy theories just another form of free speech? In his classic defense of that principle, On 
Liberty, John Stuart Mill offers two arguments: those who hold erroneous beliefs are more likely to abandon 
them in a free exchange of ideas, while vigorously contesting a true belief prevents it from becoming an 
unexamined prejudice or dogma. 

In fact, conspiracy theorists rarely abandon their beliefs through a free exchange of ideas. Conspiracy theories 
have a “self-sealing” property, whereby new information that challenges the belief comes to be seen as further 
proof of it. If you try to convince a “9/11 truther” that the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks were not, in fact, 
an inside job, they will probably lament that you have been brainwashed, too, and urge you to read a report or 
watch a documentary showing that the official version of history is a lie. 

The point to remember is that conspiracy theorists genuinely believe that a small secret group of people – a 
cabal – controls the world. With this as one’s premise, it makes sense to interpret all new information as validation 
of it. 

Should we therefore stifle conspiracy theorists in the interest of facilitating a rational exchange of ideas? Mill, 
who opposed all forms of censorship, argued that such a public intervention is justified only on the basis of the 
“harm principle.” As he famously put it in On Liberty: “the only purpose for which power can be rightfully 
exercised over any member of a civilized community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others.” 

Considered in isolation, many conspiracy theories do not fall afoul of Mill’s principle. Simply believing that aliens 
have landed at Roswell, New Mexico, or that no one landed on the moon doesn’t hurt anyone, though otherwise 
harmless conspiracy theories can of course encourage harmful acts. For example, the belief that 5G 
technologies help to propagate COVID-19 has led people in the UK to burn down cell towers. 

Moreover, conspiracy theories sometimes do inflict direct harm, as is often the case when they are linked to anti-
Semitism. It might not matter that the British conspiracy theorist David Icke believes lizards are ruling the world; 
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but it does when he lashes out against “Rothschild Zionists.” Going back at least as far as the notorious Czarist 
secret police fabrication, The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, Jews have been the conspiracy theorist’s cabal par 
excellence, which helps to explain why figures such as George Soros remain the subject of conspiracy theories 
– and the target of threats and defamation – to this day. 

Similarly, many of those who violently attacked the US Capitol on January 6, 2021, subscribe to the QAnon 
conspiracy theory, which holds that Barack Obama, Hillary Clinton, and Soros are part of a Satanist, pedophilic 
child sex-trafficking ring. In this case, the US has a number of legal measures designed to encompass the 
negative effects of conspiracy theories, such as “breach of peace” ordinances and laws against disorderly 
conduct or “hate speech.” 

But, again, these statutes address individual actions, not the beliefs themselves. The problem with vaccine 
hesitancy is not the belief that Gates is trying to implant a microchip into your brain; it is the act of not getting 
vaccinated. What, if anything, can the state do about that? 

Evidence from the UK suggests that as more people get vaccinated, vaccine hesitancy declines. The UK and US 
both started with similar levels of “anti-vax” sentiment last summer, but such views have plummeted in the UK, 
and the country is now outpacing the US in vaccinations. This suggests that as more people get vaccinated and 
see that everything is okay, others may be more likely to follow suit. 

The best way to create this virtuous cycle is not to censor conspiracy theories but rather to vaccinate more 
people and spread the message that vaccines are indeed safe and effective. Seeking to prevent false beliefs 
from being aired simply gives ammunition to those claiming that the state is out to get them. 

For the final holdouts, vaccine mandates might be the only solution, particularly if countries remain far short of 
herd immunity. With the highly contagious Delta variant ravaging communities with lower rates of vaccination, 
this would be a true application of Mill’s “harm principle”: to prevent harm to others. 

As Mill observed, all beliefs are either wholly false, partly true, or wholly true. In the case of conspiracy theories, 
we should remember that many are often based on some grain of truth, or at least on a legitimate impulse to 
challenge the elite consensus. No, Gates doesn’t want to control our minds with microchips; but it is perfectly 
reasonable to worry that today’s tech giants have too much influence over the way we think. 

Exploring these nuances is what Mill meant when he advocated for the vigorous public contestation of true 
beliefs. Though we might beat the pandemic eventually, the battle for critical thinking will go on. 

 

Why Vaccination Should be Compulsory 

PETER SINGER 

Although the first compulsory seat-belt laws met with strong objections when they were introduced 50 years ago, 
nobody bothers to complain about such a commonsense rule anymore. In mandating vaccination against 
COVID-19, governments today can offer the same basic justification for protecting both individuals and society. 

MELBOURNE – I’m writing from Victoria, the Australian state that became, in 1970, the first jurisdiction in the 
world to make it compulsory to wear a seat belt in a car. The legislation was attacked as a violation of individual 
freedom, but Victorians accepted it because it saved lives. Now most of the world has similar legislation. I can’t 
recall when I last heard someone demanding the freedom to drive without wearing a seat belt. 

Instead, we are now hearing demands for the freedom to be unvaccinated against the virus that causes COVID-
19. Brady Ellison, a member of the United States Olympic archery team, says his decision not to get vaccinated 
was “one hundred percent a personal choice,” insisting that “anyone that says otherwise is taking away people’s 
freedoms.” 

The oddity, here, is that laws requiring us to wear seat belts really are quite straightforwardly infringing on 
freedom, whereas laws requiring people to be vaccinated if they are going to be in places where they could 
infect other people are restricting one kind of freedom in order to protect the freedom of others to go about 
their business safely. 

Don’t misunderstand me. I strongly support laws requiring drivers and passengers in cars to wear seat belts. In 
the US, such laws are estimated to have saved approximately 370,000 lives, and to have prevented many more 
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serious injuries. Nevertheless, these laws are paternalistic. They coerce us to do something for our own good. 
They violate John Stuart Mill’s famous principle: “the only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised 
over any member of a civilized community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others.” The fact that the 
coercion is for the individual’s own good is “not a sufficient warrant.” 

There is a lot to be said for this principle, especially when it is used to oppose laws against victimless acts like 
homosexual relations between consenting adults or voluntary euthanasia. But Mill had more confidence in the 
ability of members of “civilized” communities to make rational choices about their own interest than we can 
justifiably have today. 

Before seat belts were made compulsory, governments ran campaigns to educate people about the risks of not 
wearing them. These campaigns had some effect, but the number of people who wore seat belts came nowhere 
near the 90% or more who wear them in the US today (with similar or higher figures in many other countries 
where not wearing them is an offense). 

The reason is that we are not good at protecting ourselves against very small risks of disaster. Each time we get 
into a car, the chance that we will be involved in an accident serious enough to cause injury, if we are not wearing 
a seat belt, is very small. Nevertheless, given the negligible cost of wearing a belt, a reasonable calculation of 
one’s own interests shows that it is irrational not to wear one. Car crash survivors who were injured because they 
were not wearing seat belts recognize and regret their irrationality – but only when it is too late, as it always is 
for those who were killed while sitting on their belts. 

We are now seeing a very similar situation with vaccination. Brytney Cobia recently posted on Facebook the 
following account of her experiences working as a doctor in Birmingham, Alabama: 

“I’m admitting young healthy people to the hospital with very serious COVID infections. One of the last things 
they do before they’re intubated is beg me for the vaccine. I hold their hand and tell them that I’m sorry, but it’s 
too late. A few days later when I call time of death, I hug their family members and I tell them the best way to 
honor their loved one is to go get vaccinated and encourage everyone they know to do the same. They cry. And 
they tell me they didn't know. They thought it was a hoax. They thought it was political. They thought because 
they had a certain blood type or a certain skin color they wouldn’t get as sick. They thought it was ‘just the flu.’ 
But they were wrong. And they wish they could go back. But they can’t.” 

The same reason justifies making vaccination against COVID-19 compulsory: otherwise, too many people make 
decisions that they later regret. One would have to be monstrously callous to say: “It’s their own fault, let them 
die.” 

In any case, in the COVID era, making vaccination compulsory doesn’t violate Mill’s “harm to others” principle. 
Unvaccinated Olympic athletes impose risks on others, just as speeding down a busy street does. The only 
“personal choice” Ellison should have had was to get vaccinated or stay at home. If the International Olympic 
Committee had said that only vaccinated athletes can compete, that would have freed thousands of athletes 
from a heightened risk of infection, and would have justified overriding Ellison’s desire to compete without 
being vaccinated. 

For the same reason, rules announced last month in France and Greece requiring that people going to cinemas, 
bars, or traveling on a train show proof of vaccination are not a violation of anyone’s freedom. This past February, 
when the Indonesian government became the first to make vaccination mandatory for all adults, the real tragedy 
was not that it was violating the freedom of its citizens, but that richer countries did not donate the vaccines it 
needed to implement the law. As a result, Indonesia is now the epicenter of the virus and tens of thousands of 
unvaccinated Indonesians have died. 

 

The Rich World’s Super-Spreader Shame 

NGAIRE WOODS, ANNA PETHERICK 

G20 countries have failed the rest of the world during the pandemic, not least by serving as viral super spreaders. 
To make up for it, they must follow through on global vaccination commitments and establish new international 
standards for pathogen surveillance and travel. 

OXFORD – G20 leaders will meet in Rome at the end of October, in part to discuss how to deal with future 
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pandemics. But the truth is that their countries’ actions have largely fueled the current one. 

Many G20 countries have been COVID-19 super spreaders. Following the coronavirus’s transmission beyond 
China, which initially sought to quash reporting of the outbreak, the United States and other rich countries 
chalked up early failures that greatly contributed to the virus’s worldwide spread. Had they acted sooner, they 
could have at least slowed its transmission to poorer countries. Worse still, their failure to commit to vaccinating 
the whole world as quickly as possible has created a self-defeating cycle where more transmissible and harmful 
variants of the virus are likely to be unleashed. 

Statistical models show that international air travel was the key factor in the global spread of COVID-19 until 
early March of last year. This is borne out by the charts below, which detail the spread of the Alpha variant (also 
known as the UK or Kent variant) and the frequency of air travel to different countries from London airports in 
October 2020. Prominent in the Alpha variant’s spread were Spain, Italy, and Germany. 

Data from earlier in the pandemic enable us to see how different viral strains emerged over time. If we put this 
information alongside data from the Oxford COVID-19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT) regarding 
government policies, we can pin down the details of disease spread. Among G20 countries, the failures of the 
US and the United Kingdom stand out. 

New York was one of the early super-spreader cities. It recorded its first confirmed COVID-19 case on February 
29, 2020, about a month after the US restricted travel from parts of China. But even though COVID-19 was 
raging in Italy, the US introduced restrictions on people arriving from mainland Europe only on March 13, two 
days after the World Health Organization declared a pandemic; and not until March 16 did it extend these to 
arrivals from the UK and Ireland. 

The viral sequence data demonstrate that the virus did not move directly from China to New York. Instead, US 
hesitancy to clamp down on travel from Europe was largely responsible for multiple introductions of the virus, 
which seeded the city’s huge death toll. 

Moreover, interstate travel within the US largely continued during lockdowns. OxCGRT data show that 17 US 
states have never stopped it since the pandemic hit. The similar mix of viral lineages from early in the pandemic 
across the US indicates that reintroductions of the virus were common even in places that had eliminated an 
original strain. Research combining air-travel data and genomics has concluded that the spread of COVID-19 
within the US resulted more from domestic introductions than international air travel. 

The UK was another super spreader with an achingly slow pandemic response, given where and when 
genomics now tells us the virus was circulating. In that regard, the COVID-19 Genomics UK Consortium (COG-
UK), the largest of its kind in the world, has sequenced more than 26,000 viral isolates from people who caught 
COVID-19 in the UK’s first wave, and compared these sequences with those from other countries. 

Two main conclusions emerge. First, Europe was the source of initial infections in the UK. Up until late June 
2020, 80% of imported viruses arrived in the month-long period from February 27 to March 30, and these were 
overwhelmingly from Europe. One-third of them came from Spain, 29% from France, and 12% from Italy – and 
a mere 0.4% from China. 

Second, inbound travel fueled the arrival of many new genetic lineages in the UK, with the rate of these 
appearances among the infected population peaking in late March 2020. When the UK then finally brought in 
non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) en masse – causing the country’s score on the OxCGRT Stringency 
Index to rise from 17 out of 100 to almost 80 in just one week – the diversity of viral isolates began to decline. In 
other words, the NPIs succeeded in extinguishing many of these lineages in the UK. 

These failures cast doubt on G20 countries’ pandemic management more broadly. Had the world’s large, 
advanced economies stopped new arrivals earlier (especially travelers from Europe), and had they limited 
internal travel, they would have reduced their own COVID-19 devastation. 

Restricting the export of infections would have slowed or perhaps even largely prevented the disease’s spread 
to poorer countries until vaccines were developed. That, in turn, might have averted costly lockdowns in places 
that could ill afford them. G20 governments have focused on preventing the import of the virus, not its export. 
With hindsight, the virus would have been contained had they required repeat negative tests for anyone getting 
on a plane or emerging from a quarantine facility. 

Having accelerated the spread of COVID-19, richer countries are now prevaricating about getting vaccines to 
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those who need them most. Wealthy countries have stockpiled doses, prioritized vaccinating children who are 
at relatively very low risk from COVID-19, and are even preparing third “booster shots” for which there is no 
evidence yet of widespread, near-term need. 

Meanwhile, COVID-19 is ravaging developing countries, where frontline health workers are dying because they 
have no access to vaccines. The pandemic has already killed more people globally in 2021 than it did in 2020. 
Many experts harbor grave concerns about the further spread of the Delta variant, as well as other variants to 
come, especially in regions where vaccination is progressing slowly. 

G20 countries must make up for their COVID-19 failure and commit to vaccinating those at most risk across the 
world. And as super-connected countries, they must also establish new international standards for pathogen 
surveillance and travel protocols to ensure that they never super-spread again. 

 

Investing in Global Vaccine Equity Acknowledges Our Shared Fate 

ROSEMARIE MUGANDA 

Vaccines are among modern medicine’s greatest innovations, allowing billions of people to lead healthy lives. 
But stopping outbreaks of vaccine-preventable disease – and not only COVID-19 – depends on achieving critical 
mass with immunization campaigns. 

NAIROBI – The extraordinary global effort to develop safe and effective COVID-19 vaccines in record time 
highlights the power of vaccines to bring us closer to our loved ones and to a more prosperous, equitable world 
in which everyone has the chance to achieve their full potential. Vaccines are among modern medicine’s 
greatest innovations, allowing billions of people to lead healthy lives. But stopping outbreaks of vaccine-
preventable disease – and not only COVID-19 – depends on achieving critical mass with immunization 
campaigns. 

Consider polio. The shuttering of classrooms to protect children from COVID-19 outbreaks might seem 
unprecedented, but a 1937 polio outbreak in the United States inspired school-by-radio programs – an early 
innovation in remote learning. In those days, polio was thought to afflict only industrialized countries, until a 
major outbreak in South Africa in 1948 led to the establishment of the first African foundation for polio research 
and catalyzed greater awareness of the disease’s global burden. In the 1950s, polio paralyzed an average of 
600,000 people each year. 

Fortunately, scientists developed the first polio vaccines later that decade. And since the launch of the Global 
Polio Eradication Initiative in 1988, vaccines have reduced the global incidence of wild polio cases by more than 
99%, from hundreds of thousands annually to a handful of endemic cases in just two remaining countries: 
Afghanistan and Pakistan. In 2020, Africa was certified as being free of wild polio, giving the continent a much-
needed glimmer of hope amid the COVID-19 pandemic. Strong vaccine coverage has made it possible to 
believe that polio could become the second disease – after smallpox – to be eradicated through vaccination. 

But the polio clock has not stopped ticking: back in 2014, the World Health Organization sounded the alarm 
when it designated the disease as a Public Health Emergency of International Concern. In particular, areas with 
low immunization rates, and thus low levels of protection, are also vulnerable to rare but increasingly frequent 
outbreaks of circulating vaccine-derived poliovirus (cVDPV), which occur when the weakened pathogen 
originally contained in oral polio vaccines eventually regains virulence. 

Today, cVDPV outbreaks outnumber wild polio cases. Although we are closing in on the virus, we are struggling 
to maintain the strong vaccine coverage needed to stop these outbreaks before they start, owing to a lack of 
resources, conflict or civil unrest, and pandemic-related disruptions to immunization drives. 

The COVID-19 crisis has so far caused the postponement of 57 lifesaving mass vaccination campaigns in 66 
countries, affecting hundreds of millions of people, mostly African children. In November 2020, the WHO and 
UNICEF called for emergency action to avert a secondary crisis of measles and polio outbreaks caused by 
disrupted vaccine access. 

Even as we rally together against COVID-19, PATH and other partners continue to call upon national 
governments and donors to double down on immunization against polio and other vaccine-preventable 
diseases. The newly launched Immunization Agenda 2030 global framework has a crucial role to play both to 
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make up for lost time and to boost our collective resilience. As the pandemic has shown, cross-border spread 
of infectious disease is an ever-present threat. All therefore have a strong interest in international immunization 
coverage. 

Investing in disease prevention through vaccine development and delivery protects us all and will pay dividends 
for years to come. We should thus feel heartened by the stunning speed with which the scientific community – 
helped by many previous years of research into other coronaviruses – came together to develop effective 
COVID-19 vaccines. 

These investments are bearing fruit not only for COVID-19, but also for polio. Last year, after a decade of 
research and development, the novel oral polio vaccine against type 2 (nOPV2) became the first vaccine to 
receive a WHO Emergency Use Listing. Researchers expect that nOPV2 will be less likely to seed new cVDPV2 
outbreaks, thereby helping to hasten the eradication of polio. 

When it comes to highly infectious diseases such as COVID-19 and polio, our fates are bound up together; what 
affects one part of the world affects us all. Investing in tools for a single country does little to a control or eliminate 
such global health threats. Instead, we must keep global vaccine access at the center of our efforts. Strong 
national commitments and financing for the Immunization Agenda 2030 framework can help get us there. 

Globalization has already brought us closer together. With a commitment to equitable immunization access, 
the world can advance toward a shared future of health and prosperity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Although the United States clearly could have done a better job of managing its departure from Afghanistan, the 
tragedy playing out this month has been 20 years in the making. From the outset, America and its allies embraced 
– and never reconsidered – a top-down state-building strategy that was always destined to fail. 

ISTANBUL – The United States invaded Afghanistan 20 years ago with the hope of rebuilding a country that had 
become a scourge to the world and its own people. As General Stanley McChrystal explained in the run-up to 
the 2009 surge of US troops, the objective was that the “government of Afghanistan sufficiently control its 
territory to support regional stability and prevent its use for international terrorism.” 

Now, with more than 100,000 lives lost and some $2 trillion spent, all America has to show for its effort are this 
month’s scenes of a desperate scramble out of the country – a humiliating collapse reminiscent of the fall of 
Saigon in 1975. What went wrong? 

Pretty much everything, but not in the way that most people think. While poor planning and a lack of accurate 
intelligence certainly contributed to the disaster, the problem has in fact been 20 years in the making. 

The US understood early on that the only way to create a stable country with some semblance of law and order 
was to establish robust state institutions. Encouraged by many experts and now-defunct theories, the US military 
framed this challenge as an engineering problem: Afghanistan lacked state institutions, a functioning security 
force, courts, and knowledgeable bureaucrats, so the solution was to pour in resources and transfer expertise 
from foreigners. NGOs and the broader Western foreign-aid complex were there to help in their own way 
(whether the locals wanted them to or not). And because their work required some degree of stability, foreign 
soldiers – mainly NATO forces, but also private contractors – were deployed to maintain security. 

In viewing nation-building as a top-down, “state-first” process, US policymakers were following a venerable 
tradition in political science. The assumption is that if you can establish overwhelming military dominance over 
a territory and subdue all other sources of power, you can then impose your will. Yet in most places, this theory 
is only half right, at best; and in Afghanistan, it was dead wrong. 

“WHY NATION-BUILDING FAILED IN AFGHANISTAN” 
(Project Syndicate – Aug 20, 2021) 

 

 Daron Acemoglu, Professor of Economics at MIT, is co-author (with James A. Robinson) of Why 
Nations Fail: The Origins of Power, Prosperity and Poverty and The Narrow Corridor: States, 
Societies, and the Fate of Liberty. 
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Of course, Afghanistan needed a functioning state. But the presumption that one could be imposed from above 
by foreign forces was misplaced. As James Robinson and I argue in our 2019 book, The Narrow Corridor, this 
approach makes no sense when your starting point is a deeply heterogeneous society organized around local 
customs and norms, where state institutions have long been absent or impaired. 

True, the top-down approach to state-building has worked in some cases (such as the Qin dynasty in China or 
the Ottoman Empire). But most states have been constructed not by force but by compromise and cooperation. 
The successful centralization of power under state institutions more commonly involves the assent and 
cooperation of the people subject to it. In this model, the state is not imposed on a society against its wishes; 
rather, state institutions build legitimacy by securing a modicum of popular support. 

This does not mean that the US should have worked with the Taliban. But it does mean that it should have 
worked more closely with different local groups, rather than pouring resources into the corrupt, non-
representative regime of Afghanistan’s first post-Taliban president, Hamid Karzai (and his brothers). Ashraf 
Ghani, the US-backed Afghan president who fled to the United Arab Emirates this week, co-authored a book in 
2009 documenting how this strategy had fueled corruption and failed to achieve its stated purpose. Once in 
power, however, Ghani continued down the same road. 

The situation that the US confronted in Afghanistan was even worse than is typical for aspiring nation builders. 
From the very beginning, the Afghan population perceived the US presence as a foreign operation intended to 
weaken their society. That was not a bargain they wanted. 

What happens when top-down state-building efforts are proceeding against a society’s wishes? In many places, 
the only attractive option is to withdraw. Sometimes, this takes the form of a physical exodus, as James C. Scott 
shows in The Art of Not Being Governed, his study of the Zomia people in Southeast Asia. Or it could mean co-
habitation without cooperation, as in the case of Scots in Britain or Catalans in Spain. But in a fiercely 
independent, well-armed society with a long tradition of blood feuds and a recent history of civil war, the more 
likely response is violent conflict. 

Perhaps things could have turned out differently if Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence agency had not 
supported the Taliban when it was militarily defeated, if NATO drone attacks had not further alienated the 
population, and if US-backed Afghan elites had not been extravagantly corrupt. But the cards were stacked 
against America’s state-first strategy. 

And the fact is, US leaders should have known better. As Melissa Dell and Pablo Querubín document, America 
adopted a similar top-down strategy in Vietnam, and it backfired spectacularly. Places that were bombed to 
subdue the Viet Cong became even more supportive of the anti-American insurgency.  

Even more telling is the US military’s own recent experience in Iraq. As research by Eli Berman, Jacob Shapiro, 
and Joseph Felter shows, the “surge” there worked much better when Americans tried to win hearts and minds 
by cultivating the support of local groups. Similarly, my own work with Ali Cheema, Asim Khwaja, and James 
Robinson finds that in rural Pakistan, people turn to non-state actors precisely when they think state institutions 
are ineffective and foreign to them. 

None of this means that the withdrawal could not have been managed better. But after 20 years of misguided 
efforts, the US was destined to fail in its twin objectives of withdrawing from Afghanistan and leaving behind a 
stable, law-based society. 

The result is an immense human tragedy. Even if the Taliban do not revert to their worst practices, Afghan men 
and especially women will pay a high price for America’s failures in the years and decades ahead. 
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As more commentators warn of a coming military conflict between the United States and China, it is easy to 
believe that war is inevitable. But while history suggests that rising powers will often clash with incumbent ones, 
there are important exceptions and unique present circumstances to consider. 

BIRMINGHAM, ALABAMA – In the year 2034, the United States and China become embroiled in a series of 
military conflicts that escalate into a devastating tactical nuclear war. Other countries – including Russia, Iran, 
and India – get involved. Suddenly, the world is on the verge of World War III. 

This is the scenario described in 2034: A Novel of the Next World War, an engrossing work of speculative fiction 
by NATO’s former supreme commander, Admiral James Stavridis, and Elliot Ackerman. The book is part of a 
growing chorus now warning that a clash between the world’s current rising power and the incumbent one is 
almost unavoidable. Graham Allison of Harvard University has dubbed this phenomenon the Thucydides Trap, 
recalling the ancient Greek historian’s observation that, “It was the rise of Athens and the fear that this instilled 
in Sparta that made war inevitable.” 

True, throughout history, when a rising power has challenged a ruling one, war has often been the result. But 
there are notable exceptions. A war between the US and China today is no more inevitable than was war 
between the rising US and the declining United Kingdom a century ago. And in today’s context, there are four 
compelling reasons to believe that war between the US and China can be avoided. 

First and foremost, any military conflict between the two would quickly turn nuclear. The US thus finds itself in 
the same situation that it was in vis-à-vis the Soviet Union. Taiwan could easily become this century’s tripwire, 
just as the “Fulda Gap” in Germany was during the Cold War. But the same dynamic of “mutual assured 
destruction” that limited US-Soviet conflict applies to the US and China. And the international community would 
do everything in its power to ensure that a potential nuclear conflict did not materialize, given that the 
consequences would be fundamentally transnational and – unlike climate change – immediate. 

A US-China conflict would almost certainly take the form of a proxy war, rather than a major-power 
confrontation. Each superpower might take a different side in a domestic conflict in a country such as Pakistan, 
Venezuela, Iran, or North Korea, and deploy some combination of economic, cyber, and diplomatic instruments. 
We have seen this type of conflict many times before: from Vietnam to Bosnia, the US faced surrogates rather 
than its principal foe. 

Second, it is important to remember that, historically, China plays a long game. Although Chinese military power 
has grown dramatically, it still lags behind the US on almost every measure that matters. And while China is 
investing heavily in asymmetric equalizers (long-range anti-ship and hypersonic missiles, military applications of 
cyber, and more), it will not match the US in conventional means such as aircraft and large ships for decades, if 
ever. 

A head-to-head conflict with the US would thus be too dangerous for China to countenance at its current stage 
of development. If such a conflict did occur, China would have few options but to let the nuclear genie out of 
the bottle. In thinking about baseline scenarios, therefore, we should give less weight to any scenario in which 
the Chinese consciously precipitate a military confrontation with America. The US military, however, tends to 
plan for worst-case scenarios and is currently focused on a potential direct conflict with China – a fixation with 
overtones of the US-Soviet dynamic. 

 

“THE US AND CHINA ARE NOT DESTINED FOR WAR” 
(Project Syndicate – Aug 17, 2021) 

 

 Charles C. Krulak, a retired four-star general, is a former commandant of the 
US Marine Corps and former president of Birmingham-Southern College. 
 
Alex Friedman is the co-founder of Jackson Hole Economics and a former chief 
financial officer of the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. 
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This raises the risk of being blindsided by other threats. Time and again since the Korean War, asymmetric 
threats have proven the most problematic to national security. Building a force that can handle the worst-case 
scenario does not guarantee success across the spectrum of warfare. 

The third reason to think that a Sino-American conflict can be avoided is that China is already chalking up 
victories in the global soft-power war. Notwithstanding accusations that COVID-19 escaped from a virology lab 
in Wuhan, China has emerged from the pandemic looking much better than the US. And with its Belt and Road 
Initiative to finance infrastructure development around the world, it has aggressively stepped into the void left 
by US retrenchment during Donald Trump’s four-year presidency. China’s leaders may very well look at the 
current status quo and conclude that they are on the right strategic path. 

Finally, China and the US are deeply intertwined economically. Despite Trump’s trade war, Sino-American 
bilateral trade in 2020 was around $650 billion, and China was America’s largest trade partner. The two 
countries’ supply-chain linkages are vast, and China holds more than $1 trillion in US Treasuries, most of which 
it cannot easily unload, lest it reduce their value and incur massive losses. 

To be sure, logic can be undermined by a single act and its unintended consequences. Something as simple as 
a miscommunication can escalate a proxy war into an interstate conflagration. And as the situations in 
Afghanistan and Iraq show, America’s track record in war-torn countries is not encouraging. China, meanwhile, 
has dramatically stepped up its foreign interventions. Between its expansionist mentality, its growing foreign-
aid program, and rising nationalism at home, China could all too easily launch a foreign intervention that might 
threaten US interests. 

Cyber mischief, in particular, could undercut conventional military command-and-control systems, forcing 
leaders into bad decisions if more traditional options are no longer on the table. And Sino-American economic 
ties may come to matter less than they used to, especially as China moves from an export-led growth model to 
one based on domestic consumption, and as two-way investment flows decline amid escalating bilateral 
tensions. 

A “mistake” on the part of either country is always possible. That is why diplomacy is essential. Each country 
needs to determine its vital national interests vis-à-vis the other, and both need to consider the same question 
from the other’s perspective. For example, it may be hard to accept (and unpopular to say), but civil rights within 
China might not be a vital US national interest. By the same token, China should understand that the US does 
indeed have vital interests in Taiwan. 

The US and China are destined to clash in many ways. But a direct, interstate war need not be one of them. 
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	Some say that issuance of central bank digital currencies will transform the international monetary status quo by eroding the US dollar’s dominance of cross-border payments and greatly reducing transaction costs. But this is not going to happen.
	BERKELEY – August 13-15 marks the 50th anniversary of “the weekend that changed the world,” when US President Richard Nixon suspended the dollar’s convertibility into gold at a fixed price and rung down the curtain on the Bretton Woods international m...
	For decades, the American political class has intervened relentlessly and recklessly in countries whose people they hold in contempt. And once again they are being aided by America’s credulous mass media, which is uniformly blaming the Taliban victory...
	Under Bretton Woods, the dollar’s supremacy was readily explicable. America’s financial position coming out of World War II was impregnable. Changes in the price at which dollars could be converted into gold were unthinkable, first because of that fin...
	Many thought that Nixon’s move would diminish the dollar’s international role. With the currency fluctuating like any other, it would be too risky for banks, firms, and governments to put all their eggs in the dollar basket. They would thus diversify ...
	Why this didn’t happen is now clear. The greenback had the advantage of incumbency: the fact that one’s customers and suppliers also used dollars made it awkward to move to alternatives. What’s more, the alternatives were – and remain – unattractive.
	As for the euro, there is a shortage of AAA-rated euro-denominated government bonds that central banks can hold as reserves. Those authorities are therefore reluctant to allow those they regulate to do business in euros, since they are unable to lend ...
	Some say that issuance of central bank digital currencies, or CBDCs, will transform the status quo. In this brave new digital world, any national currency will be as easy to use in cross-border payments as any other. This will not only erode the dolla...
	In fact, the conclusion doesn’t follow. Imagine that South Korea issues a “retail” CBDC that individuals can hold in digital wallets and use in transactions. A Colombian exporter of coffee to South Korea can then be paid in digital won, assuming of co...
	Alternatively, the Colombian and South Korean central banks could issue “wholesale” CBDCs. Both would transfer digital currency to domestic commercial banks, which would deposit it into customer accounts. Now the Colombian exporter would end up with a...
	The game changer would be if CBDCs were interoperable. The South Korean payer would then ask its bank for a won-denominated depository receipt, and a corresponding amount of CBDC in the payer’s account would be extinguished. That depository receipt wo...
	Unfortunately, the conditions for making this work are formidable. The two central banks would have to agree on an architecture for their digital corridor and jointly govern its operation. They would have to license and regulate dealers holding invent...
	In a world of 200 currencies, arrangements of this type would require many thousands of bilateral agreements, which is obviously unworkable. And corridors of many countries, though sometimes imagined, would require rules and governance arrangements co...
	CBDCs are coming. But they won’t change the face of international payments. And they won’t dethrone the dollar.
	Over a single weekend in August 1971, US President Richard Nixon and a crack team of advisers set in motion developments that would inaugurate a new world order. Though there was little choice but to end the dollar's convertibility into gold, how the ...
	NEW HAVEN – At 2:29 p.m. on Friday, August 13, 1971, US President Richard M. Nixon walked out of the White House, boarded Marine One, and traveled to Camp David, where several members of his administration were waiting for him. His chief-of-staff, H.R...
	For decades, the American political class has intervened relentlessly and recklessly in countries whose people they hold in contempt. And once again they are being aided by America’s credulous mass media, which is uniformly blaming the Taliban victory...
	Still, on the previous day, one of Nixon’s top advisers had foreshadowed the significance of the gathering, suggesting that the weekend would bring “the biggest step in economic policy since the end of World War II.” Similarly, another adviser, on his...
	They were not exaggerating. Between Friday afternoon and Sunday evening, Nixon and six top officials (backed by nine senior staff members) made a series of momentous decisions that the president would then announce in a quickly arranged prime-time tel...
	What Nixon said rocked the US and global economies, sending shockwaves through America’s allies in Western Europe and Asia that were as deep and unsettling as his announcement, the previous month, of his planned trip to China. That “Nixon Shock,” as i...
	THE NIXON SHOCK
	In response to a simultaneous escalation of inflation and unemployment in the United States – America’s first experience with “stagflation” – Nixon announced that his administration would freeze all wages and prices. The government would intervene in ...
	Even more consequential and long-lasting were the Nixon administration’s decisions concerning the US dollar. The president announced a new arrangement to enhance US competitiveness at a time when imports and outsourcing were threatening American jobs,...
	But Nixon’s most drastic step was his decision to sever the link between the dollar and gold. He thus took a sledgehammer to the 1944 Bretton Woods Agreement, which had mandated that all dollars would be freely convertible into gold at a rate of $35 p...
	Nixon’s announcement duly led to a sizable devaluation of the dollar in international markets – the first official dollar devaluation since the end of World War II – and a dramatic strengthening of the West German Deutsche Mark and the Japanese yen.
	IT HAD TO BE DONE
	As momentous as Nixon’s decision was, the truth is that his administration had no choice but to cut the dollar loose from its gold anchor. America was running its first trade deficits since 1893, and dollars were flooding the world economy. With US in...
	Throughout the previous 16 years, US dollar liabilities had been growing much faster than its gold reserves. In 1955, for example, US gold reserves were 160% greater than the volume of dollars held abroad. But by August 1971, America had only enough g...
	Nixon’s team wasn’t trying to move to floating exchange rates, though. Its goal, rather, was to introduce a fixed-rate system based on new parities: namely, a cheaper dollar and stronger counterpart currencies, especially the D-Mark and the yen. These...
	To force West Germany, Japan, and other US allies to negotiate immediately and seriously, Nixon imposed a 10% across-the-board import tariff. By undercutting a 25-year US crusade for lower trade barriers around the world, this policy shift shocked US ...
	Nixon had at least three motives for bringing such pressure to bear on US allies. First, America was confronting increasing competition from West Germany and Japan, especially in manufactured goods. Rather than acknowledge its own problems, it attribu...
	Second, the administration believed that the US was no longer powerful or rich enough to shoulder the full burden of managing the global economic system. In effect, America was declaring the end of the era of the Marshall Plan and its determination to...
	And third, Nixon was worried about losing the next presidential election, and wanted to demonstrate to Americans that he could steer the US economy to a better place.
	NIXON’S MONETARY SHOCK TROOPS
	Around the table at Camp David’s Aspen Lodge that weekend was an exceptionally talented group of men representing an impressive range of passionate opinions. Nixon was the undisputed captain, but economics wasn’t his thing. His primary focus was on cr...
	Aside from the president, the most powerful man at Camp David was Secretary of the Treasury John Connally, a stridently nationalist three-term former Democratic governor of Texas. Described by Henry Kissinger as “a man of swaggering self-assurance,” C...
	Connally’s wingman was Paul Volcker, the under-secretary of the Treasury for international monetary affairs, who would later become a legendary chairman of the Federal Reserve. Volcker was the only one in the group who understood how the intricate plu...
	Also at the table was Fed Chair Arthur Burns, who was convinced that traditional fiscal and monetary policies could not control inflation, because the problem was being propelled principally by costly wage settlements resulting from aggressive bargain...
	Burns wanted the Fed to be independent, but he also craved Nixon’s friendship. Striking this balance would prove to be impossible. (In the event, many financial experts eventually concluded that Burns’s submission to Nixon’s demands for low interest r...
	The only true conservative in the group was George P. Shultz, the director of the Office of Management and Budget, who would later emerge as one of America’s most admired contemporary statesmen. He hated wage and price controls and wanted to see a tot...
	Finally, there was Peter Peterson, the assistant to the president for international economic affairs, who later co-founded and chaired the Blackstone Group. Less fixated than the others on money and trade, he thought that America needed a long-term in...
	These men, together with a small staff, talked for three days about the direction America would take, and about precisely what Nixon would announce to the world on Sunday night. Despite their philosophical differences, they emerged as a coherent team ...
	A strong subtext to their deliberations was the idea that America remained committed to the spirit and institutions of an open world economy and the rule of law. By the end of the weekend, Nixon’s team knew that their immediate objective was to launch...
	THE FALLOUT
	Nixon’s team certainly was not oblivious to the turmoil that would follow from the changes agreed during the weekend. The trade and financial arrangements that the US was uprooting had driven the phenomenal post-war recoveries in Western Europe and Ja...
	The Camp David meeting led to a new world order. For the first time in the post-war era, America’s allies and trading partners agreed to share more of the economic burdens of leadership. Yes, the wage and price freezes led to years of government contr...
	Ultimately, serious protectionism in the US was averted, and floating rates gave the world a flexible tool to navigate what would become a more intense phase of globalization. The new system eliminated the central and highly constraining role of gold ...
	To be sure, abandoning fixed exchange rates came with costs. The world economy became riskier, more complex, and more prone to crises. There were hardly any global banking crises during the 1950s and 1960s; but from the Latin American debt debacle in ...
	Moreover, novel hedging instruments were created in response to the new exchange-rate fluctuations, leading to a surfeit of ever-more complex variations of swaps, options, and derivatives (even derivatives of derivatives). A large swath of the global ...
	Because currencies were no longer backed by tangible assets, value became abstract. The worth of a dollar or euro or yen came to be based wholly on the credibility of the issuing country’s government, central bank, and other laws and institutions. Mos...
	In this sense, the Camp David meeting was a resounding success. As economic historian Harold James notes, between 1970 and 1980 trade in goods and services grew from 12.1% to 18.2% of global GDP. At the same time, consciousness of global interdependen...
	PARALLELS AND DIFFERENCES
	There are many parallels between August 1971 and today. Now, as then, inflation looms and wage rates are increasing, and these two phenomena are once again wreaking havoc on our understanding of the trade-offs between prices and employment. Likewise, ...
	Moreover, America is again emerging from a long costly war, desperate to focus on overwhelming problems at home even as critical global problems demand its attention. It is also facing a major adversary, though China is far more formidable than the fo...
	But, while the world is facing another transition from the end of an era to the beginning of a new one, there are also major differences between 1971 and now. We are witnessing fiscal and monetary activism on a scale not seen in our lifetimes. Nationa...
	Moreover, today’s policy agenda is even more formidable than it was in 1971. For starters, America and its allies must refashion the trade regime to deal with the systemic threat from China’s state-oriented system, with its rampant and often opaque su...
	In addition, the growth of public-sector investment in strategic industries such as health, energy, and high-tech manufacturing means that governments around the world will be acutely sensitive to others’ attempts to gain an advantage from currency de...
	After all, the post-pandemic era will be shaped by debilitating national debts around the world, which could lead to new financial crises if interest rates rise. The dollar’s preeminent status could be threatened not just by China and Europe’s efforts...
	In 1971, America could act unilaterally. The Nixon administration’s overwhelming focus was on forging an agreement with a few developed countries, principally West Germany, Japan, and the United Kingdom. By contrast, America today needs many more part...
	As the US addresses the current challenges confronting the global economy, let us hope that it can muster talent of a similar quality and variety that Nixon did. Once again, it will need to push for arrangements conducive to more trade and investment,...
	Despite overwhelming evidence that vaccines are safe and effective against COVID-19, sizable minorities in many countries remain unconvinced or even hostile to this proven public-health measure. But while advanced economies grapple mainly with the pro...
	In this Big Picture, Harvard University’s Jeffrey Frankel crunches the data to highlight the potentially fatal consequences of US Republican voters’ greater reluctance to accept COVID-19 vaccines. But Daniel Gros of the Centre for European Policy Stud...
	Even so, Hugo Drochon of the University of Nottingham suggests that since censoring bizarre beliefs and misinformation tends not to be effective, vaccine mandates might be the only solution for the final holdouts. Likewise, Peter Singer of Princeton U...
	But most advanced economies at least have enough vaccines. Ngaire Woods and Anna Petherick of the University of Oxford’s Blavatnik School of Government show how the rich world has exacerbated the pandemic and is now prevaricating about getting vaccine...
	America’s Republicans Are Killing Their Voters
	JEFFREY FRANKEL
	Despite mounting evidence that vaccination leads to lower COVID-19 mortality rates, many in the US remain skeptical, if not downright hostile. An analysis of the data that isolates the causal effect of voting patterns clearly shows the heightened dang...
	CAMBRIDGE – On May 14, 1962, the agriculture commissioner of Montana, Lowell Purdy, launched what would become one of the century’s great platitudes. “If we can put a man on the Moon,” he declared, seven years before the United States achieved Preside...
	Since then, the formula has become a cliché – precisely because it often makes a pretty good point. Today, for example, one might point out: “If we can produce vaccines that drastically decrease the transmission and severity of COVID-19, we surely are...
	To be sure, in some cases – especially in lower-income countries – the primary impediment to large-scale immunization is limited vaccine availability. But in a country like the US, the main problem is vaccine hesitancy, even hostility. Although the Fo...
	As Anthony Fauci, the head of the National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases at the US National Institutes of Health, put it, there are two Americas, and their perceptions regarding vaccination are separated by a wall. For the America that ...
	Perhaps more tangible, real-world evidence can change their minds. It is certainly piling up: recent data show a strong negative correlation between vaccination rates and rates of infection, hospitalization, or death from COVID-19 across the US. In th...
	On updated data, a one percentage-point increase in the share of adults (and teenagers) who were fully vaccinated in a given county as of June 9 was associated with a significant decline in the COVID-19 death rate – 0.06 per 100,000 inhabitants – over...
	But, of course, correlation does not prove causality. The apparent beneficial effect of vaccination could, one might argue, be the result of some third factor, such as poverty. Low-income people are at higher risk of becoming infected with and dying f...
	But this does not fully resolve the causality question. There is also the possibility that the simple observed correlation between vaccination and mortality understates the true impact of the vaccines. After all, those living in a high-risk context – ...
	And, in fact, this could partly explain why earlier studies, conducted as recently as the beginning of June, did not find a clear negative correlation. But, as the highly contagious Delta variant gains traction among the unvaccinated, the correlation ...
	Still, to have a chance of convincing the vaccine skeptics, it is vital to disentangle causality from correlation. The key is to look at variations in vaccination rates that have nothing to do with where and how the coronavirus spreads – indeed, have ...
	Party affiliation or voting patterns are an obvious choice. Throughout the pandemic, Republican governors have been less likely than their Democratic counterparts to support public-health measures, such as mask mandates. Not surprisingly, Republican v...
	The “partisan gap” – which continues to widen – holds even after accounting for income, race, and age, as well as population density and the local infection and death rates. According to my calculations, when controlling for the poverty rate and other...
	To ensure that the results are not distorted by reverse causality, I also performed another calculation, based on the same data. Accounting for variation in the vaccination decision attributable solely to partisan political affinity – and controlling ...
	I used voting patterns not to target any particular group, but rather to provide a better estimate of vaccine effectiveness on anyone. But I hope that at least some skeptics notice that members of their political “in-group” are dying at a higher rate,...
	That Old Time Anti-Vaxx Feeling
	DANIEL GROS
	The best single predictor of vaccine uptake per US state is not political affiliation, but the share of the population that believes the human race has always existed. Such findings do not bode well for the global effort to boost vaccination rates.
	BRUSSELS – Vaccination is the best protection against COVID-19, and the evidence for that is overwhelming. While protection against infection or transmission is not guaranteed – especially with the Delta variant raging – getting vaccinated substantial...
	Researchers estimate that 70-85% of the population needs to be vaccinated (or otherwise immune to COVID-19) to end the pandemic. Yet even in Israel, which was leading the world in its vaccination drive at the beginning of 2021, the share of the popula...
	The US case is particularly interesting, because the country-wide average obscures large differences among socio-economic groups and across states. Whereas over 63% of people in Massachusetts and Maine are fully vaccinated, only 34% of people in Missi...
	This is less a problem of access than of acceptance. It has been widely observed that, at least in the US, the willingness to be vaccinated is correlated with political affiliation. Polls show that only around 54% of Republican adults have been vaccin...
	But while the statistical link between political affiliation and vaccine hesitancy is strong, correlation does not equal causation. Moreover, anti-vaccine sentiment is nothing new: the NoVax movement existed long before the COVID-19 pandemic. The ques...
	A look at people’s broader attitudes toward science and trust in the establishment (scientific and otherwise) could help us to find the answer. One useful indicator here is the acceptance of evolution. Surveys have found repeatedly that a substantial ...
	Belief in evolution is strongly linked to acceptance of vaccination. Indeed, the best single predictor of vaccine uptake per US state is the share of the population that believes the human race has always existed.
	Interestingly, religious beliefs do not seem to be decisive here. The link between vaccine uptake and the prevalence of the belief that divine intervention steered evolution is rather weak. Furthermore, political partisanship, as measured by voting pa...
	The implication is that attitudes toward vaccination are rooted not in party allegiance, but in a latent mistrust of science. This may reflect how democracy works more broadly. As Christopher H. Achen and Larry M. Bartels argue in their 2017 book, Dem...
	In the US, the Republican Party has positioned itself so that it captures the segment of Americans who do not accept science if its results collide with their worldview. This type of person does not believe in evolution (roughly one-quarter of the pop...
	In a sense, this is bad news. If people’s decision not to get vaccinated is based on fundamental beliefs, it will be much more difficult to change than if it was based on political partisanship or health concerns. Disseminating more factual informatio...
	Financial incentives, like lotteries, might sway some of the doubters. But a substantial community of hardcore anti-vaxxers is likely to remain – and not only in the US. Compulsory vaccination elsewhere, such as in France, is also being met with stron...
	A Dangerous New Variant of Populism
	MICHAEL BURLEIGH
	Although populist governments have been further discredited by poor performances in the face of COVID-19, a new strain of the same politics is already taking shape. Anti-vaxxers and other conspiracy theorists are finding common cause with voters who a...
	LONDON – Most of the “geopolitical” threats, real or confected, that capture headlines in the West nowadays are exogenous – emanating from China, Russia, Iran, and so forth. But others lie within the world’s democracies. Among these are the US Republi...
	One new variant of populism might involve hostility toward both costly green policies and vaccination against COVID-19. And it would be driven by a combination of genuine concerns about pocketbook issues and the kinds of conspiratorial lunacy that thr...
	Anti-green populism is particularly likely to flourish in the more fossil fuel-dependent economies of Central and Eastern Europe, in response to the European Union’s new strategy for reducing greenhouse gases by 55% by 2030. Indeed, the so-called Fit ...
	Consider Poland, which generates 70% of its energy from coal and receives additional supplies through a gas pipeline from Russia. Coal is especially abundant in southern Poland, where it is used to fuel giant power stations that provide industry with ...
	If it is to meet EU emissions targets, Poland is going to have to decarbonize more extensively and rapidly than anyone else. The government recently set an ambitious goal of reducing the proportion of coal in the country’s energy mix from 70% to 11% b...
	Moreover, with little wind or sunshine in winter, Poland is ill suited for renewable-energy deployment. Instead, it has set its sights on “solutions” like nuclear power and the “Baltic Pipe” gas pipeline – subsidized by the European Commission to the ...
	But neither of these options has gone down well in Germany. If Poland’s efforts to align with EU policy put it at loggerheads with key neighbors and trade partners, it will be damned if it does and damned if it doesn’t. The conditions are set for a th...
	Yet this populist threat is hardly limited to Central and Eastern Europe. Opposition to climate action could just as easily spread to Europe’s more established democracies if costly items like air source heat pumps and smart meters are rendered techno...
	In fact, France was briefly the epicenter of an anti-green backlash in Europe, with the rambunctious giletsjaunes (yellow vest) protests that began in 2018. Angry citizens who rely on cars to get around their country districts eventually forced Presid...
	More recently, a significant share of this cohort seems to have joined with militant anti-vaxxers (many of them on the far right) who have adopted various libertarian poses propagated on the internet. This confluence of grievance may have traction, es...
	Opposition to vaccination is as old as inoculation itself. The English city of Leicester used to be a hotbed of it. In 1885, 100,000 people there attended an anti-vaccination rally, complete with a child’s coffin and an effigy of Edward Jenner, the pi...
	The only unique contribution of our current age is the role of social media in amplifying the views of crank medics and scientists, as happened after The Lancet published (and then retracted) Andrew Wakefield’s false claims that there is a link betwee...
	Nowadays, any online search of vaccines immediately reveals a disproportionate number of anti-vaccination sites, as well as pernicious guff claiming that the barring of unvaccinated youth from nightclubs is akin to Jews being sent to Auschwitz. Versio...
	In the homeland of Louis Pasteur, such militants are particularly exercised by the government’s vaccine-passport rules, which exclude the unvaccinated from concerts, cinemas, museums, swimming pools, theaters, and restaurants where 50 people or more a...
	It was perhaps inevitable that the parasitic populist right would latch onto these issues. Although Marine Le Pen of the far-right National Rally party has typically hedged her bets, her former right-hand man, Florian Philipott, was very vocal at the ...
	However, it is worth stressing that 62% of the silent majority in France supports vaccine passports, and 70% want all hospital and care-home workers to be fully vaccinated. That is probably why Macron has stuck to his guns: he hopes that rationality w...
	Still, one can see the outlines of an emerging political fusion between irrationality and pocketbook issues. As anti-vaxxers and anti-greens join forces, any number of stray populist demagogues might seek to lead such a movement. That underscores the ...
	On Liberty, Conspiracy, and Vaccination
	HUGO DROCHON
	Now that vaccine hesitancy has emerged as a major threat to achieving herd immunity, public authorities might be tempted to crack down on the conspiracy theories that are fueling it. But before they do, they should revisit John Stuart Mill's famous de...
	PARIS – Although countries like Israel, the United Kingdom, and the United States have done particularly well getting COVID-19 vaccines into arms as fast as possible, vaccine hesitancy remains a serious hurdle. In the US, it has already derailed Presi...
	In a CNN poll in April, about 26% of US respondents said they do not intend to get vaccinated at all. That is a big problem, given that near-universal vaccination is the only reliable way to end the pandemic. Assuming, for example, that COVID-19 varia...
	In these circumstances, policymakers might be tempted to try to suppress vaccine hesitancy – much of it fueled by conspiracy theories. To believers, the real danger is not COVID-19, but that Bill Gates is using vaccines to implant microchips in our br...
	But aren’t conspiracy theories just another form of free speech? In his classic defense of that principle, On Liberty, John Stuart Mill offers two arguments: those who hold erroneous beliefs are more likely to abandon them in a free exchange of ideas,...
	In fact, conspiracy theorists rarely abandon their beliefs through a free exchange of ideas. Conspiracy theories have a “self-sealing” property, whereby new information that challenges the belief comes to be seen as further proof of it. If you try to ...
	The point to remember is that conspiracy theorists genuinely believe that a small secret group of people – a cabal – controls the world. With this as one’s premise, it makes sense to interpret all new information as validation of it.
	Should we therefore stifle conspiracy theorists in the interest of facilitating a rational exchange of ideas? Mill, who opposed all forms of censorship, argued that such a public intervention is justified only on the basis of the “harm principle.” As ...
	Considered in isolation, many conspiracy theories do not fall afoul of Mill’s principle. Simply believing that aliens have landed at Roswell, New Mexico, or that no one landed on the moon doesn’t hurt anyone, though otherwise harmless conspiracy theor...
	Moreover, conspiracy theories sometimes do inflict direct harm, as is often the case when they are linked to anti-Semitism. It might not matter that the British conspiracy theorist David Icke believes lizards are ruling the world; but it does when he ...
	Similarly, many of those who violently attacked the US Capitol on January 6, 2021, subscribe to the QAnon conspiracy theory, which holds that Barack Obama, Hillary Clinton, and Soros are part of a Satanist, pedophilic child sex-trafficking ring. In th...
	But, again, these statutes address individual actions, not the beliefs themselves. The problem with vaccine hesitancy is not the belief that Gates is trying to implant a microchip into your brain; it is the act of not getting vaccinated. What, if anyt...
	Evidence from the UK suggests that as more people get vaccinated, vaccine hesitancy declines. The UK and US both started with similar levels of “anti-vax” sentiment last summer, but such views have plummeted in the UK, and the country is now outpacing...
	The best way to create this virtuous cycle is not to censor conspiracy theories but rather to vaccinate more people and spread the message that vaccines are indeed safe and effective. Seeking to prevent false beliefs from being aired simply gives ammu...
	For the final holdouts, vaccine mandates might be the only solution, particularly if countries remain far short of herd immunity. With the highly contagious Delta variant ravaging communities with lower rates of vaccination, this would be a true appli...
	As Mill observed, all beliefs are either wholly false, partly true, or wholly true. In the case of conspiracy theories, we should remember that many are often based on some grain of truth, or at least on a legitimate impulse to challenge the elite con...
	Exploring these nuances is what Mill meant when he advocated for the vigorous public contestation of true beliefs. Though we might beat the pandemic eventually, the battle for critical thinking will go on.
	Why Vaccination Should be Compulsory
	PETER SINGER
	Although the first compulsory seat-belt laws met with strong objections when they were introduced 50 years ago, nobody bothers to complain about such a commonsense rule anymore. In mandating vaccination against COVID-19, governments today can offer th...
	MELBOURNE – I’m writing from Victoria, the Australian state that became, in 1970, the first jurisdiction in the world to make it compulsory to wear a seat belt in a car. The legislation was attacked as a violation of individual freedom, but Victorians...
	Instead, we are now hearing demands for the freedom to be unvaccinated against the virus that causes COVID-19. Brady Ellison, a member of the United States Olympic archery team, says his decision not to get vaccinated was “one hundred percent a person...
	The oddity, here, is that laws requiring us to wear seat belts really are quite straightforwardly infringing on freedom, whereas laws requiring people to be vaccinated if they are going to be in places where they could infect other people are restrict...
	Don’t misunderstand me. I strongly support laws requiring drivers and passengers in cars to wear seat belts. In the US, such laws are estimated to have saved approximately 370,000 lives, and to have prevented many more serious injuries. Nevertheless, ...
	There is a lot to be said for this principle, especially when it is used to oppose laws against victimless acts like homosexual relations between consenting adults or voluntary euthanasia. But Mill had more confidence in the ability of members of “civ...
	Before seat belts were made compulsory, governments ran campaigns to educate people about the risks of not wearing them. These campaigns had some effect, but the number of people who wore seat belts came nowhere near the 90% or more who wear them in t...
	The reason is that we are not good at protecting ourselves against very small risks of disaster. Each time we get into a car, the chance that we will be involved in an accident serious enough to cause injury, if we are not wearing a seat belt, is very...
	We are now seeing a very similar situation with vaccination. Brytney Cobia recently posted on Facebook the following account of her experiences working as a doctor in Birmingham, Alabama:
	“I’m admitting young healthy people to the hospital with very serious COVID infections. One of the last things they do before they’re intubated is beg me for the vaccine. I hold their hand and tell them that I’m sorry, but it’s too late. A few days la...
	The same reason justifies making vaccination against COVID-19 compulsory: otherwise, too many people make decisions that they later regret. One would have to be monstrously callous to say: “It’s their own fault, let them die.”
	In any case, in the COVID era, making vaccination compulsory doesn’t violate Mill’s “harm to others” principle. Unvaccinated Olympic athletes impose risks on others, just as speeding down a busy street does. The only “personal choice” Ellison should h...
	For the same reason, rules announced last month in France and Greece requiring that people going to cinemas, bars, or traveling on a train show proof of vaccination are not a violation of anyone’s freedom. This past February, when the Indonesian gover...
	The Rich World’s Super-Spreader Shame
	NGAIRE WOODS, ANNA PETHERICK
	G20 countries have failed the rest of the world during the pandemic, not least by serving as viral super spreaders. To make up for it, they must follow through on global vaccination commitments and establish new international standards for pathogen su...
	OXFORD – G20 leaders will meet in Rome at the end of October, in part to discuss how to deal with future pandemics. But the truth is that their countries’ actions have largely fueled the current one.
	Many G20 countries have been COVID-19 super spreaders. Following the coronavirus’s transmission beyond China, which initially sought to quash reporting of the outbreak, the United States and other rich countries chalked up early failures that greatly ...
	Statistical models show that international air travel was the key factor in the global spread of COVID-19 until early March of last year. This is borne out by the charts below, which detail the spread of the Alpha variant (also known as the UK or Kent...
	Data from earlier in the pandemic enable us to see how different viral strains emerged over time. If we put this information alongside data from the Oxford COVID-19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT) regarding government policies, we can pin down th...
	New York was one of the early super-spreader cities. It recorded its first confirmed COVID-19 case on February 29, 2020, about a month after the US restricted travel from parts of China. But even though COVID-19 was raging in Italy, the US introduced ...
	The viral sequence data demonstrate that the virus did not move directly from China to New York. Instead, US hesitancy to clamp down on travel from Europe was largely responsible for multiple introductions of the virus, which seeded the city’s huge de...
	Moreover, interstate travel within the US largely continued during lockdowns. OxCGRT data show that 17 US states have never stopped it since the pandemic hit. The similar mix of viral lineages from early in the pandemic across the US indicates that re...
	The UK was another super spreader with an achingly slow pandemic response, given where and when genomics now tells us the virus was circulating. In that regard, the COVID-19 Genomics UK Consortium (COG-UK), the largest of its kind in the world, has se...
	Two main conclusions emerge. First, Europe was the source of initial infections in the UK. Up until late June 2020, 80% of imported viruses arrived in the month-long period from February 27 to March 30, and these were overwhelmingly from Europe. One-t...
	Second, inbound travel fueled the arrival of many new genetic lineages in the UK, with the rate of these appearances among the infected population peaking in late March 2020. When the UK then finally brought in non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) ...
	These failures cast doubt on G20 countries’ pandemic management more broadly. Had the world’s large, advanced economies stopped new arrivals earlier (especially travelers from Europe), and had they limited internal travel, they would have reduced thei...
	Restricting the export of infections would have slowed or perhaps even largely prevented the disease’s spread to poorer countries until vaccines were developed. That, in turn, might have averted costly lockdowns in places that could ill afford them. G...
	Having accelerated the spread of COVID-19, richer countries are now prevaricating about getting vaccines to those who need them most. Wealthy countries have stockpiled doses, prioritized vaccinating children who are at relatively very low risk from CO...
	Meanwhile, COVID-19 is ravaging developing countries, where frontline health workers are dying because they have no access to vaccines. The pandemic has already killed more people globally in 2021 than it did in 2020. Many experts harbor grave concern...
	G20 countries must make up for their COVID-19 failure and commit to vaccinating those at most risk across the world. And as super-connected countries, they must also establish new international standards for pathogen surveillance and travel protocols ...
	Investing in Global Vaccine Equity Acknowledges Our Shared Fate
	ROSEMARIE MUGANDA
	Vaccines are among modern medicine’s greatest innovations, allowing billions of people to lead healthy lives. But stopping outbreaks of vaccine-preventable disease – and not only COVID-19 – depends on achieving critical mass with immunization campaigns.
	NAIROBI – The extraordinary global effort to develop safe and effective COVID-19 vaccines in record time highlights the power of vaccines to bring us closer to our loved ones and to a more prosperous, equitable world in which everyone has the chance t...
	Consider polio. The shuttering of classrooms to protect children from COVID-19 outbreaks might seem unprecedented, but a 1937 polio outbreak in the United States inspired school-by-radio programs – an early innovation in remote learning. In those days...
	Fortunately, scientists developed the first polio vaccines later that decade. And since the launch of the Global Polio Eradication Initiative in 1988, vaccines have reduced the global incidence of wild polio cases by more than 99%, from hundreds of th...
	But the polio clock has not stopped ticking: back in 2014, the World Health Organization sounded the alarm when it designated the disease as a Public Health Emergency of International Concern. In particular, areas with low immunization rates, and thus...
	Today, cVDPV outbreaks outnumber wild polio cases. Although we are closing in on the virus, we are struggling to maintain the strong vaccine coverage needed to stop these outbreaks before they start, owing to a lack of resources, conflict or civil unr...
	The COVID-19 crisis has so far caused the postponement of 57 lifesaving mass vaccination campaigns in 66 countries, affecting hundreds of millions of people, mostly African children. In November 2020, the WHO and UNICEF called for emergency action to ...
	Even as we rally together against COVID-19, PATH and other partners continue to call upon national governments and donors to double down on immunization against polio and other vaccine-preventable diseases. The newly launched Immunization Agenda 2030 ...
	Investing in disease prevention through vaccine development and delivery protects us all and will pay dividends for years to come. We should thus feel heartened by the stunning speed with which the scientific community – helped by many previous years ...
	These investments are bearing fruit not only for COVID-19, but also for polio. Last year, after a decade of research and development, the novel oral polio vaccine against type 2 (nOPV2) became the first vaccine to receive a WHO Emergency Use Listing. ...
	When it comes to highly infectious diseases such as COVID-19 and polio, our fates are bound up together; what affects one part of the world affects us all. Investing in tools for a single country does little to a control or eliminate such global healt...
	Globalization has already brought us closer together. With a commitment to equitable immunization access, the world can advance toward a shared future of health and prosperity.
	Although the United States clearly could have done a better job of managing its departure from Afghanistan, the tragedy playing out this month has been 20 years in the making. From the outset, America and its allies embraced – and never reconsidered –...
	ISTANBUL – The United States invaded Afghanistan 20 years ago with the hope of rebuilding a country that had become a scourge to the world and its own people. As General Stanley McChrystal explained in the run-up to the 2009 surge of US troops, the ob...
	Now, with more than 100,000 lives lost and some $2 trillion spent, all America has to show for its effort are this month’s scenes of a desperate scramble out of the country – a humiliating collapse reminiscent of the fall of Saigon in 1975. What went ...
	Pretty much everything, but not in the way that most people think. While poor planning and a lack of accurate intelligence certainly contributed to the disaster, the problem has in fact been 20 years in the making.
	The US understood early on that the only way to create a stable country with some semblance of law and order was to establish robust state institutions. Encouraged by many experts and now-defunct theories, the US military framed this challenge as an e...
	In viewing nation-building as a top-down, “state-first” process, US policymakers were following a venerable tradition in political science. The assumption is that if you can establish overwhelming military dominance over a territory and subdue all oth...
	Of course, Afghanistan needed a functioning state. But the presumption that one could be imposed from above by foreign forces was misplaced. As James Robinson and I argue in our 2019 book, The Narrow Corridor, this approach makes no sense when your st...
	True, the top-down approach to state-building has worked in some cases (such as the Qin dynasty in China or the Ottoman Empire). But most states have been constructed not by force but by compromise and cooperation. The successful centralization of pow...
	This does not mean that the US should have worked with the Taliban. But it does mean that it should have worked more closely with different local groups, rather than pouring resources into the corrupt, non-representative regime of Afghanistan’s first ...
	The situation that the US confronted in Afghanistan was even worse than is typical for aspiring nation builders. From the very beginning, the Afghan population perceived the US presence as a foreign operation intended to weaken their society. That was...
	What happens when top-down state-building efforts are proceeding against a society’s wishes? In many places, the only attractive option is to withdraw. Sometimes, this takes the form of a physical exodus, as James C. Scott shows in The Art of Not Bein...
	Perhaps things could have turned out differently if Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence agency had not supported the Taliban when it was militarily defeated, if NATO drone attacks had not further alienated the population, and if US-backed Afghan el...
	And the fact is, US leaders should have known better. As Melissa Dell and Pablo Querubín document, America adopted a similar top-down strategy in Vietnam, and it backfired spectacularly. Places that were bombed to subdue the Viet Cong became even more...
	Even more telling is the US military’s own recent experience in Iraq. As research by Eli Berman, Jacob Shapiro, and Joseph Felter shows, the “surge” there worked much better when Americans tried to win hearts and minds by cultivating the support of lo...
	None of this means that the withdrawal could not have been managed better. But after 20 years of misguided efforts, the US was destined to fail in its twin objectives of withdrawing from Afghanistan and leaving behind a stable, law-based society.
	The result is an immense human tragedy. Even if the Taliban do not revert to their worst practices, Afghan men and especially women will pay a high price for America’s failures in the years and decades ahead.
	As more commentators warn of a coming military conflict between the United States and China, it is easy to believe that war is inevitable. But while history suggests that rising powers will often clash with incumbent ones, there are important exceptio...
	BIRMINGHAM, ALABAMA – In the year 2034, the United States and China become embroiled in a series of military conflicts that escalate into a devastating tactical nuclear war. Other countries – including Russia, Iran, and India – get involved. Suddenly,...
	This is the scenario described in 2034: A Novel of the Next World War, an engrossing work of speculative fiction by NATO’s former supreme commander, Admiral James Stavridis, and Elliot Ackerman. The book is part of a growing chorus now warning that a ...
	True, throughout history, when a rising power has challenged a ruling one, war has often been the result. But there are notable exceptions. A war between the US and China today is no more inevitable than was war between the rising US and the declining...
	First and foremost, any military conflict between the two would quickly turn nuclear. The US thus finds itself in the same situation that it was in vis-à-vis the Soviet Union. Taiwan could easily become this century’s tripwire, just as the “Fulda Gap”...
	A US-China conflict would almost certainly take the form of a proxy war, rather than a major-power confrontation. Each superpower might take a different side in a domestic conflict in a country such as Pakistan, Venezuela, Iran, or North Korea, and de...
	Second, it is important to remember that, historically, China plays a long game. Although Chinese military power has grown dramatically, it still lags behind the US on almost every measure that matters. And while China is investing heavily in asymmetr...
	A head-to-head conflict with the US would thus be too dangerous for China to countenance at its current stage of development. If such a conflict did occur, China would have few options but to let the nuclear genie out of the bottle. In thinking about ...
	This raises the risk of being blindsided by other threats. Time and again since the Korean War, asymmetric threats have proven the most problematic to national security. Building a force that can handle the worst-case scenario does not guarantee succe...
	The third reason to think that a Sino-American conflict can be avoided is that China is already chalking up victories in the global soft-power war. Notwithstanding accusations that COVID-19 escaped from a virology lab in Wuhan, China has emerged from ...
	Finally, China and the US are deeply intertwined economically. Despite Trump’s trade war, Sino-American bilateral trade in 2020 was around $650 billion, and China was America’s largest trade partner. The two countries’ supply-chain linkages are vast, ...
	To be sure, logic can be undermined by a single act and its unintended consequences. Something as simple as a miscommunication can escalate a proxy war into an interstate conflagration. And as the situations in Afghanistan and Iraq show, America’s tra...
	Cyber mischief, in particular, could undercut conventional military command-and-control systems, forcing leaders into bad decisions if more traditional options are no longer on the table. And Sino-American economic ties may come to matter less than th...
	A “mistake” on the part of either country is always possible. That is why diplomacy is essential. Each country needs to determine its vital national interests vis-à-vis the other, and both need to consider the same question from the other’s perspectiv...
	The US and China are destined to clash in many ways. But a direct, interstate war need not be one of them.
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