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OPINION

By Adrian Karatnycky

A

Kremlin spokesman told
ABC News on Friday that
despite the new administration in Washington,
Russian-American relations remain “at the lowest possible
point.” Yet the spokesman also suggested that if Donald Trump and
Vladimir Putin were to meet in person “there will be chance for our
volatile relations to get better.”
These are telling remarks, given
that only a few months ago Mr. Putin was salivating at the thought of
a Trump presidency. Mr. Trump had
extolled the Russian leader, declared
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization “obsolete” and hinted that the

The conventional wisdom
about a Kremlin-friendly
White House is dated.
Reality forced a change.
U.S. might accept Russia’s annexation of Crimea. A few years ago
Steve Bannon, an influential Trump
adviser, promoted the idea of a
grand alliance between the West and
a traditionalist Russia against secularism and Islam. Mike Flynn, a Putin-friendly recipient of Moscow’s
largess, was appointed national security adviser.
Yet as the investigations continue
into Trumpworld’s Russia connections, the White House has replaced
these friendly soundings with a sober, decidedly hawkish stance.
As the atmosphere shifts, Russia’s
state-controlled and state-directed
media have begun to turn against
Mr. Trump, suggesting that Moscow
no longer expects a cooperative rela-
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onald Trump and Xi Jinping
are set to meet this week in
an informal setting, rightly
lowering expectations of any major meeting of minds or concrete
outcomes. Yet there’s a lot riding
on prospects of the U.S. and Chinese presidents smoothing over a
war of words that, if it escalated,
could hurt both countries’ economic interests. The stakes for the
global economy are high, as a
rocky relationship between the
two leading economic powers
could prove disruptive to international trade and add to volatility
in financial markets.
The key challenge for Mr.
Trump will be to pick the right
fights with Mr. Xi, rather than revert to talking points from the
campaign trail. His continued attacks on China since taking office
are not healthy portents.
Mr. Trump seems determined to
put China on the back foot, ostensibly giving the U.S. a better negotiating position for the many eco-

tionship. Gazeta.ru, a Kremlin
mouthpiece, called Mr. Trump a narcissist not long after he took office.
Another, Lenta.ru, announced in
February the “end of illusions”
about a warming in relations, reporting that some of President
Trump’s “most ardent boosters” in
the Russian media were turning on
him. Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev told Russian television viewers
to expect the international sanctions
on their country to remain in place
“indefinitely.”
The shift has moved beyond rhetoric: Mr. Putin has escalated violence
in eastern Ukraine. Since early February, his proxies and fighters have
dropped a significant number of
missiles and ordnance on towns and
cities in the Donbas region. Moscow
has deployed a new cruise missile in
violation of treaty obligations. And
Russian pilots have resumed the
practice of buzzing U.S. ships deployed in the Black Sea.
Mr. Trump’s friendly comments
toward Mr. Putin have also brought
resistance from a unique coalition:
Republican hawks, Democrats angry
over Russia’s election meddling, the
national-security establishment and
intelligence community, and key European leaders. Together they have
applied enough pressure to profoundly shift U.S. administration
policy. For one thing, the president
was compelled by the weight of evidence to acknowledge in January
that Russian hacking had indeed influenced the American political process, even as he insisted this interference didn’t affect the election’s
outcome.
The expert consensus about Mr.
Putin is so negative that Mr. Trump
couldn’t have put together a Kremlin-friendly national-security team
even if he had tried. As a result, serious-minded Russia hawks are
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How Trump Became a Russia Skeptic

emerging in key posts. When Mr.
Flynn was forced to resign as national security adviser, H.R. McMaster took his place. The appointment
of Putin critic Fiona Hill to be the
National Security Council’s Russia
expert is pending.
Mr. Trump’s most senior appointees, including the vice president
and defense secretary, began criticizing Russian actions almost immediately after taking office. Secretary
of State Rex Tillerson and United
Nations Ambassador Nikki Haley
made clear that America will continue to back Ukraine. Last week Mr.
Tillerson declared that the U.S. and
its allies would remain “steadfast”
in their “support of Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity.” A
senior government official in Kiev
told me that Ukrainian President
Petro Poroshenko has been reassured by his direct discussions with
Mr. Trump.
Sanctions against Russia over its
annexation of Crimea and occupa-

tion of eastern Ukraine have also
been reaffirmed. Mr. Trump has proposed a $54 billion increase in
Washington’s defense budget. He has
made clear that he wants NATO allies to significantly boost their own
military spending. These moves cannot be welcome in Moscow.
The idea that Mr. Trump could
strike some sort of grand bargain
with Mr. Putin isn’t dead. Questions remain about whether Mr.
Trump or some of his advisers may
be vulnerable to Russian blackmail.
But so far the White House has
proved more susceptible to the
pressures that come from press
scrutiny, congressional oversight
and the elite consensus.
Mr. Trump’s early view of Moscow as potentially a close ally has
been routed. The president is now
beginning to articulate a policy toward Russia rooted in American
strength, albeit with predictable
digs at his White House predecessor.
He tweeted last month: “For eight

years Russia ‘ran over’ President
Obama, got stronger and stronger,
picked-off Crimea and added missiles. Weak!”
The bad news for Mr. Putin
doesn’t stop there. Despite Brexit,
the U.K. seems to be taking a hard
line, with Prime Minister Theresa
May and Foreign Minister Boris
Johnson championing Ukraine’s interests. In Germany’s election this
September, voters will choose between Angela Merkel, the toughminded chancellor, and Martin
Schulz, a Social Democrat with a
record of criticizing Mr. Putin. In
France, the likely winner in May’s
presidential runoff appears to be
the pro-European centrist Emanuel
Macron, who is comfortably ahead
of two pro-Russian candidates from
the right.
The American investigations remain critical. All leads concerning
Russian cyberattacks on U.S. political targets should be investigated.
Any contacts between Trump campaign advisers and Russia should be
followed up. Potential vulnerabilities
of administration personnel should
be fully explored. But it’s also important to understand that Russia’s
effort to gain an advantage from
meddling in the election appears to
have abjectly failed.
American institutions are working well. The security policies that
were shaped in the aftermath of
World War II and the Cold War remain firmly in place. Although it’s
unlikely that Mr. Putin helped
swing the vote in Michigan, Pennsylvania or Wisconsin, his hapless
meddling appears only to have
awakened American and European
hawkishness.
Mr. Karatnycky is co-director of
the Ukraine in Europe Initiative at
the Atlantic Council.

Push Xi Jinping to Open China’s Market
nomic and geopolitical tussles that
lie ahead. In itself, this strategy
may have some merit.
However, Mr. Trump is focusing
on high-profile but weak lines of
attack, such as his misguided
charge of Chinese currency manipulation and the size of the bilateral trade deficit. These issues resonate with Mr. Trump’s political
base, adding to the temptation to
claim a win by getting tough on
China, particularly to ease the
sting of the recent health-reform
debacle. Mr. Trump has repeated
the currency-manipulation charge
even as his Treasury Department
attempts a more deliberate and
calibrated approach.
The accusation that China is manipulating its currency to gain an
unfair advantage for its exports
isn’t supported by economic facts.
For nearly three years, China’s central bank has been intervening in
currency markets to prevent the
yuan from falling too sharply in
value against the dollar. Thus, if
anything, China has been doing the
U.S. a favor by not letting the yuan

depreciate as much and as fast as
the markets seem to want.
China currently meets only one
of the three criteria identified by
the U.S. Treasury in 2016 as necessary conditions to formally accuse

Liberalization of foreign
investment in key sectors
could help American firms
set up operations in China.
a U.S. trading partner of currency
manipulation: It has a bilateral
trade surplus with the U.S. of more
than $20 billion.
Among America’s trading partners, China has the biggest bilateral merchandise trade surplus
with the U.S., nearly $350 billion.
This is certainly a big imbalance,
but the battle should be fought
with the right weapons, rather
than with unsupported allegations
and protectionist measures. A formal charge of currency manipula-

tion or the imposition of tariffs on
imports from China would likely
elicit an immediate and aggressive
counterstrike.
The risk is that such actions
could spiral into a tit-for-tat series
of restrictions on bilateral trade
and investment that would hurt
both economies. China is likely to
take overt as well as covert retaliatory actions that could include restricting American companies’ access to markets and investment
opportunities, as well as disrupting
the supply chains of American businesses that rely on Chinese intermediaries. The U.S. economy, especially multinational corporations
that operate in China in one form
or another, could suffer significant
collateral damage if a trade war
were to break out.
U.S. economic and business interests would be better served by Mr.
Trump’s greater attention to issues
of real economic significance in the
bilateral economic relationship.
China could be prodded to provide
U.S. exporters greater access to its
large and growing markets.

Liberalization of foreign investment in key sectors, including financial services, could help American firms that want to set up or
expand operations in China. Soothing other irritants in the bilateral
relationship, such as theft of intellectual property, would also benefit
U.S. businesses.
Focusing on these issues would
garner broader international support for Mr. Trump in wresting
from China the narrative about
how to structure the global trading system in a way that spreads
the benefits more evenly across
countries. Taking the high road by
pushing for freer trade rather
than engaging in a protectionist
street fight would better help Mr.
Trump expand American jobs and
promote a more vibrant and dynamic economy.
Mr. Prasad, a professor in the SC
Johnson College of Business at Cornell University and a senior fellow
at the Brookings Institution, is author of “Gaining Currency: The Rise
of the Renminbi” (Oxford, 2016).

The Minimum Wage Should Be Called the Robot Employment Act

By Andy Puzder

E

ntry-level jobs matter—and you
don’t have to take my word for
it. In a speech last week on
workforce development in low-income communities, Federal Reserve
Chair Janet Yellen said that “it is crucial for younger workers to establish
a solid connection to employment
early in their work lives.”
Unfortunately, government policies
are destroying entry-level jobs by
giving businesses an incentive to automate at an accelerated pace. In a
survey released last month, the publication Nation’s Restaurant News
asked 319 U.S. restaurant operators to
name their biggest challenge for 2017.
Nearly a quarter of them, 24%, said
rising minimum wages.
It’s no surprise that restaurants
are rolling out the robots.

McDonald’s said in November that it
would install self-order kiosks in all
14,000 of its U.S. restaurants.
Wendy’s announced in February it
would add kiosks at about 1,000 locations to “appeal to younger customers and reduce labor costs.”
The trend toward automation is
particularly pronounced in U.S. areas
where the local minimum wage is
high. Eatsa, a 21st-century version of
the automat, now lists seven locations in four cities, each of which will
be subject to a $15 minimum wage
within the next 36 months.
Taking automation to the next
step, Miso Robotics and the owner of
CaliBurger announced in March they
have developed a robotic arm, called
Flippy, that can turn burgers and
place them on buns. CaliBurger plans
to install them over the next two
years in 50 restaurants world-wide.
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By encouraging automation, cities that significantly raise the minimum wage destroy opportunities
for the least-skilled workers. In
2015 a scholar at the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco released a paper summarizing the
available research on this effect.
“The most credible conclusion,” he
wrote, “is a higher minimum wage
results in some job loss for the
least-skilled workers—with possibly
larger adverse effects than earlier
research suggested.”
The loss of entry-level jobs also
worsens racial disparities. In a 2011
report from the nonpartisan Employment Policies Institute, two university economists examined nearly 20
years of data containing 600,000 observations. They compared how each
10% increase in the minimum wage
affected the employment of young
males without a high-school diploma. For whites, the drop was
2.5%. For blacks, it was 6.5%.
These are jobs America cannot afford to lose. In 2014 nearly 40% of

black men age 20 to 24 in Chicago
and almost 30% in New York and Los
Angeles were neither working nor in
school, according to a report last
year from the Great Cities Institute.

Mandating $15 an hour
doesn’t help poor youth.
It helps Flippy, the new
burger-grilling machine.
For white men, it was about 10%. Nationally, February’s unemployment
rate among white males age 16 to 19
was 14.1%; for young black males it
was 24.1%.
Bernie Sanders articulately described the solution to this problem
in 2013 when he spoke on the Senate
floor about the negative effect that
entry-level foreign workers have on
youth employment. “The best antipoverty program is a paycheck. Well,
let us give the young people of this

Notable & Quotable: Filibuster

From a floor speech by Sen. Elizabeth Warren (D., Mass.), Nov. 13,
2013:
We need to call out these filibusters for what they are—naked attempts to nullify the results of the
last Presidential election, to force us
to govern as though President Obama
had not won the 2012 election.
President Obama did win the 2012
election—by 5 million votes. He has
done what the Constitution requires
him to do—nominated highly qualified people to fill open vacancies on
the Federal bench. If Republicans con-

tinue to filibuster these highly qualified nominees for no reason other
than to nullify the President’s constitutional authority, then Senators not
only have the right to change the filibuster rules, Senators have a duty to
change the filibuster rules.
We cannot turn our back on the
Constitution. We cannot abdicate our
oath of office. We have a responsibility to protect and defend our democracy, and that includes protecting the
neutrality of our courts and preserving the constitutional power of the
President to nominate highly qualified people to court vacancies.

country a paycheck. Let’s put them
to work,” Mr. Sanders said. “But
even more importantly, let us allow
them to gain the job skills they need
so that they know what an honest
day’s work is about, and can move
up the economic ladder and get better jobs in the future.” I couldn’t
have said it better.
The importance of entry-level
jobs is hard to overstate. I can still
recall when the franchise owner of
the Baskin-Robbins where I worked
as a teen called me into her office
and handed me a key, telling me to
open up the place in the morning. It
was perhaps the proudest day of my
professional career. I felt the kind of
pride and self-confidence that can
keep a person working (or in
school) and off the streets. But to
get that experience you need the
first job.
In her speech, Ms. Yellen praised
the potential of a pilot program appropriately called Pocket Change. It
was designed to reduce youth unemployment in Somerville, Mass.,
“through internships, training in job
skills, and reinforcement of important soft skills such as punctuality
and effective communication.” If
high minimum wages didn’t price
young people out of the job market,
they could learn these skills in entry-level jobs, without yet another
government program.
Avoiding significant increases in
the minimum wage won’t solve all
the problems that face today’s jobseeking youth. But one thing is certain: If government policies substantially increase the cost of entry-level
labor, there will be more automation,
fewer jobs and less opportunity for
young people trying to get ahead.
Mr. Puzder is a former CEO of
CKE Restaurants.

