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Abstract. China, Russia, and the United States are the three most active 
geopolitical actors today. One central question is whether the three powers 
can replicate the American-Chinese-Soviet strategic triangle of the 1970s that 
refashioned the global geopolitical landscape. That earlier triangle emerged as 
a consequence of a U.S. policy decision to reestablish relations with China as part 
of a strategic design to enable the United States to exit the war in Vietnam “with 
honor,” restrain the Soviet Union’s burgeoning power, and stabilize East Asia. 
Through deft diplomacy, Washington advanced its goals, but the triangle endured 
for most of the 1970s because it also advanced Soviet and Chinese interests. 
Today, the return of great-power competition has sparked debate about the 
emergence of a new strategic triangle. One does not now exist, primarily because 
the United States is not interested in establishing a working link with Russia. 
Because Washington does not believe that Russia adds much to the challenge it 
faces from China alone, it is unwilling to do much to disrupt growing Russian-
Chinese alignment. Whether a strategic triangle comes into being depends 
largely on Russia. It has to convince both Washington and Beijing that its policy 
choices can significantly shift the balance between the two now and in the future. 
Neither capital believes that now, largely because they doubt Moscow’s ability 
to revitalize the economy to generate the resources it needs to back up its great-
power ambitions in the long run. 
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China, Russia, and the United States are the three most active geopolitical actors 
on the global stage today. Their policies and interactions are reshaping the vast 
Eurasian supercontinent. In China, Russia, and to a lesser extent the United States, 
the expert communities are engaged in intense investigation of triangular relations 
among them. One central question is whether this relationship is the contemporary 
equivalent of the big American-Chinese-Soviet triangle of the 1970s that refashioned 
global geopolitics in the 1970s. Do their relations today form a strategic triangle, as 
they once did 40-50 years ago?

https://doi.org/10.17976/jpps/2020.06.05


63

Полис. Политические исследования. 2020. № 6. C. 62-72

The answer depends in part on the meaning of a strategic triangle. For purposes 
of this essay, such a power relationship does not connote simply interactions among 
three countries, but trilateral ties where shifts in relations among the poles can 
profoundly alter the global balance of power rather. As such, trilateral relationships 
are common, but strategic triangles are rare. For them to emerge, certain objective 
conditions have to obtain. To start, at least two poles of the triangle have to be 
dominant global actors of roughly equal power, and the third has to be of at least 
sufficient geopolitical weight to shift the balance between the other two through its 
strategic choices. Second-tier powers do not form strategic triangles even if shifting 
relations among them bear significant consequences for the three countries involved 
because their relations do not impact the overall global balance of power. In this light, 
bipolar and tripolar world orders are conducive to strategic triangles, and perhaps an 
essential condition for their emergence.

But objective conditions alone are not sufficient. Statesmen in the leading powers 
must appreciate the possibilities of triangular diplomacy to advance or thwart their 
strategic ambitions. They must be willing and able to maneuver adroitly to shift the 
balance within the triangle to their advantage. In this sense, strategic triangles are 
a matter of policy choices. They do not exist naturally; they must be constructed as 
part of a strategic design. 

* * *

This is what happened in the 1970s due in large part to the strategic vision of two 
American statesmen, President Richard Nixon and his National Security Advisor, 
Henry Kissinger. As they considered America’s strategic imperatives, three stood out: 
ending the war in Vietnam “with honor,” minimizing the negative consequences of the 
Soviet Union’s achievement of nuclear parity with the United States, and stabilizing 
the geopolitical situation in the Western Pacific, or East Asia. The acute tension in 
Sino-Soviet relations provided them the opportunity to advance all three through 
deft triangular diplomacy among what were then the world’s three key geopolitical 
actors—the Soviet Union and the United States were the two superpowers; China 
may have lagged far behind in material power, but it alone of other major countries 
was of such weight both within the world communist movement and on the global 
stage that its choices could alter the global power balance. 

As is well-known, Moscow’s relations with Beijing began to deteriorate 
rapidly in the mid-1950s ostensibly over ideological issues. The split intensified 
throughout the 1960s, as China developed its own nuclear arsenal, the two 
countries vied for leadership of the world communist movement, and China 
raised claims to Soviet territory the Russian Empire had seized from the 
declining Qing dynasty in unequal treaties in the mid-19th century. The 
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 and the subsequent articulation 
of the so-called Brezhnev Doctrine, according to which the Soviet  
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Union had the right, indeed obligation, to protect the gains of socialism in any 
country that had joined the socialist camp, raised alarms in Beijing about Soviet 
intervention in their internal affairs. The tensions exploded in border skirmishes 
in the spring and summer of 1969. The most serious episode, over the Damansky 
Island in the Ussuri River in March, left hundreds of soldiers on each side dead.

By 1970, traditional great-power rivalry had thus come to characterize Sino-
Soviet relations. More important for Nixon’s and Kissinger’s purposes, China 
had come to see the Soviet Union as its principal threat, greater than the one 
posed by the imperialist United States.1 Its nightmare was a Soviet-American 
strategic condominium to contain it. And, curiously, the Soviet Union had come 
to a similar conclusion about China even though it was locked in a bitter cold 
war with the United States. The Soviet attainment of nuclear parity had greatly 
reduced the risk of war with the United States, but the threat of catastrophic 
nuclear war did not appear to be as much of a deterrent on the, from the Soviet 
perspective, fanatical Chinese. The Soviet Union and the United States, 
moreover, had never engaged one another directly in a shooting war, and Moscow 
had just gone through such a conflict with China. So Moscow saw China as posing 
the gravest near-term threat, and its own worst nightmare was a Sino-American 
strategic alignment against it.

The strategic opportunity for the United States was obvious. The question 
for Nixon and Kissinger was how to best exploit it. They had no interest in 
exacerbating Sino-Soviet tensions. That would have raised the risk of a major 
military confrontation that could escalate to the nuclear level, with devastating 
consequences not only for the two belligerents. Aligning with one against the other 
also made no strategic sense. What would the United States gain by obligating itself 
to protect China against Soviet attack? Why should Washington align with its main 
strategic competitor, the Soviet Union, against a power that was sapping resources 
Moscow could use against the United States?2 The policy the American leaders 
devised was more subtle. They sought to create incentives for each country to seek 
better relations with the United States by nourishing each one’s fear of an American 
strategic alignment with its rival.

To implement such a policy, however, the United States had first to establish 
relations with China, that is, it had to construct the Sino-American leg of the 
strategic triangle. This was no mean task. Distrust between the two countries 
had run deep from the moment the communists took over China in 1949.  

1 See, for example, the July 11, 1969, report by four Chinese marshals, prepared at Mao’s request, which asserted 
that “the Soviet revisionists have made China their main enemy, imposing a more serious threat to our security 
than the U.S. imperialists.” The military leaders deemed all-out war unlikely, but they believed that the United 
States would like to see a Sino-Soviet conflict and that the West was easing tensions with Moscow with that 
goal in mind. The text of the letter is available at https://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/117146.
2 See [Kissinger 1979].

https://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/117146.
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Beginning in 1969, Nixon sent feelers through the French, Romanians, and 
Pakistanis about his desire for better relations. Although he withdrew American 
forces from Vietnam and reduced the American military presence in the Western 
Pacific largely for domestic political reasons, he also hoped that those steps would 
lead Beijing to see the United States as less of a threat. Nixon initiated other 
measures—such as ending the constant patrolling of the Taiwan Strait—to signal that 
Washington was downgrading the China threat. Those signals eventually opened 
up more active diplomacy with China, which culminated in Kissinger’s secret 
trip to Beijing in July 1971 and Nixon’s visit in February 1972. It was a marriage 
of convenience, to be sure, not grounded in enduring values and principles but 
a shared geopolitical need to contain Soviet expansionism. On that basis, the 
strategic triangle was born.

It produced results for Washington. Both Moscow and Beijing distanced 
themselves from Hanoi. That played some role in facilitating a US-North Vietnamese 
agreement in 1972 that ended American participation in the war in Vietnam. The 
opening to Beijing encouraged Moscow to accelerate the pace of strategic arms 
limitation talks, leading to the signing of the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and 
the interim Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT 1) in Moscow in May 1972. The 
Chinese also agreed to the establishment of US listening posts in Northern China to 
monitor Soviet military activities in Asia. 

Manipulating the strategic triangle required delicate diplomacy on the part of 
Washington. Nixon and Kissinger had to satisfy both Moscow and Beijing that it was 
not colluding with its rival while it was seeking to improve relations with that very 
rival. Yet, at the same time, they had to nourish doubts in each capital that if it did 
not work with Washington, then collusion with its rival was always an alternative.3 The 
American leaders’ task was eased somewhat by the constant suggestions it received 
from both Moscow and Beijing about forming an alliance of sorts against the other. 
But it was complicated much more by the domestic turmoil in the United States 
over the war in Vietnam and eventually the Watergate scandal that drove Nixon 
from office.

Nevertheless, Kissinger largely managed this feat. As he negotiated SALT 
with the Soviets, he kept the Chinese well-briefed to ease their anxiety. The 
United States gained intelligence sites in China, but avoided more provocative 
security and defense cooperation that would have truly rattled Moscow. That 
the United States, under Nixon and his successor Gerald Ford, renounced 
any attempt to undermine the Soviet and Chinese systems from within 
also enhanced the level of trust with its communist counterparts. From the 
American standpoint, the triangular diplomacy was largely a success, but it also 
enabled both Moscow and Beijing to advance their strategic interests, as long 
as Kissinger was overseeing US foreign policy. With detente, Moscow gained  
3 See [Kissinger 1979].
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recognition of its geopolitical gains in Europe and American acceptance of the Soviet 
Union as an equal, at least in the nuclear realm. China, for its part, gained enhanced 
security vis-a-vis the Soviet Union and more distant American ties with Taiwan. That 
all sides gained something, even if the United States garnered the most, is one key 
reason why the strategic triangle initially worked. 

The effectiveness of the triangle deteriorated rapidly after Jimmy Carter 
succeeded Ford as President, and Zbigniew Brzezinski took over as National 
Security Advisor, in January 1977. Carter’s promotion of human rights, and 
his desire for deep cuts in nuclear arsenals far beyond the levels the Kremlin 
had agreed to with the previous administration, fueled concerns in Moscow. 
Brzezinski’s eagerness to rapidly improve relations with Beijing, to play the “China 
card” against Moscow, also eroded the Kremlin’s confidence in Washington. The 
Carter administration was not using the triangle to improve relations with both 
Moscow and Beijing; it was moving towards China to put pressure on Moscow to 
concede to Washington’s positions. 

That led to the demise of detente, which the Chinese-Soviet-American strategic 
triangle had bolstered. The triangle became less of a factor in the 1980s and vanished 
as an element of global diplomacy in 1991 with the collapse of the Soviet Union. It was 
no longer of use to any of the three capitals. Great-power competition lay dormant. 

* * *

The reemergence of great-power competition after the global financial crisis of 
2008/2009, accelerated by the eruption of the Ukraine crisis in 2014, has revived talk 
of a China-Russia-US strategic, or “big,” triangle in world affairs. Russia and China 
have drawn ever closer in strategic alignment to challenge American domination 
of the international system, to blunt America’s separate campaigns against each 
one of them—in Europe for Russia, and primarily East Asia, but more broadly, for 
China—and to establish a new global balance of power. Their trade and security ties 
have improved dramatically. They are conducting joint aerial and maritime exercises 
in strategic locations in both Asia and Europe. They actively coordinate positions in 
international organizations, notably the UN Security Council. Not surprisingly, there 
is much expert interest in this triangle in both China and Russia.

Nevertheless, we have not yet witnessed the resurrection of the China-Russia-
US strategic triangle, largely because Washington has refused to acknowledge its 
existence as a matter of policy concern. To be sure, there is a consensus in the 
United States that both China and Russia are strategic competitors. The most recent 
worldwide threat assessment issued by the American Intelligence Community in 
January 2019 warns that “China and Russia are more aligned than at any point 
since the mid-1950s, and the relationship is likely to strengthen as some of their 
interests and threat perceptions converge, particularly regarding perceived U.S.  
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unilateralism and interventionism and Western promotion of democratic values and 
human rights.”4 Their competition with the United States, it notes, “cuts across all 
domains, involves a race for technological and military superiority, and is increasingly 
about values.”5

The US National Security Strategy issued in December 2017, however, has nothing 
substantive to say about Sino-Russian cooperation as a threat to the United States. In 
a more recent example, the top arms control official at the State Department writes 
about a growing strategic challenge from China and Russia but treats them separately, 
as if their cooperation does not add another dimension [Ford 2020]. Instead of 
dealing with Sino-Russian cooperation as a serious threat, the policy of the Trump 
administration so far has pursued what could be described as “dual containment.” 
That this approach has driven the two countries into a tighter embrace appears to be of 
little concern to American policymakers and, with rare exception,6 American experts.

Two reasons lie behind Washington’s position. First, Washington, simply put, does 
not respect Russian power. Since the end of the Cold War, it has considered Russia 
to be a declining power. Russia’s recovery since 2000 under President Putin and its 
much more assertive behavior on the global stage since 2012 have done nothing to 
shake that assessment. Washington sees a country with a stagnating economy that 
is lagging technologically and has convinced itself that Russia at best poses a short-
term challenge that will fade away as this decade progresses. At least on issues of 
importance to the United States, Washington sees Moscow as more of a nuisance 
than a major threat. Tellingly, Russia has become a domestic political issue in the 
United States—President Trump’s political opponents use his allegedly close ties to 
Russia in an effort to erode his political standing; members of Congress compete in 
advancing further sanctions against Russia to demonstrate they are tough with little 
thought as to how those sanctions might actually impact Russian conduct abroad. 
Much less attention is devoted to dealing with Russia as a foreign policy challenge per 
se to American interests in Europe, the Middle East, and elsewhere.

Second, Washington doubts the durability of Russian-Chinese strategic cooperation 
even when both countries are under sustained pressure from the United States. It puts 
little credence in soaring rhetoric about their alignment that accompanies Putin-
Xi summits; it doubts the value of Russia to China in Beijing’s own eyes. Bilateral 
trade may have risen sharply to over $110 billion in 2019 (from under $65 billion 
in 2015),7 and China may now be Russia’s largest single country trading partner.8  

4 Coats D.R. 2019. Worldwide Threat Assessment of the US Intelligence Community, Statement before the Senate 
Select Committee on Intelligence. URL: https://www.dni.gov/files/ODNI/documents/2019-ATA-SFR---SSCI.
pdf (accessed 13.10.2020).
5 Ibidem.
6 See, for example, [Allison 2018].
7 See Value of Russian trade in goods (export, import and trade balance) with China from 2007 to 2019. URL: 
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1003171/russia-value-of-trade-in-goods-with-china/ (accessed 13.10.2020).
8 See Russia: Exports, Imports, and Trade. URL: https://oec.world/en/profile/country/rus/ (accessed 
13.10.2020). See also [Nabil 2020: 21-27].

https://www.dni.gov/files/ODNI/documents/2019-ATA-SFR---SSCI.pdf
https://www.dni.gov/files/ODNI/documents/2019-ATA-SFR---SSCI.pdf
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1003171/russia-value-of-trade-in-goods-with-china/
https://oec.world/en/profile/country/rus/
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But Europe as a whole still remains Russia’s, most important trading partner and 
the primary source of foreign direct investment, even if the absolute numbers and 
relative importance have declined since 2012 because of both drops in the price of 
oil and sanctions levied in response to the Ukraine crisis.9 Moreover, commercially, 
Russia is not that important to China. It does not rank among China’s top ten 
trading partners, and US trade with China is more than six times larger.10 Washington 
sees little possibility that the Eurasian Economic Union and the Belt and Road 
Initiative can be harmonized—as Moscow and Beijing claim—because the former 
is fundamentally protectionist in spirit and the latter is an ambitious project of 
expansion and integration. 

Furthermore, Washington has seen that China has been reluctant to support 
Russian actions in Europe, where Russia poses the greatest challenge. It refused to 
follow Russia in recognizing the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia in 
2008, and it has not acknowledged Russia’s incorporation of Crimea in 2014. In the 
view of American policymakers, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) is 
more of a talking shop than a serious forum for joint policymaking, as China has 
resisted Russian efforts to turn it into a NATO-like organization. 

Washington also remains convinced that there are strict limits to the degree of 
Russo-Chinese strategic alignment that are grounded in historical antagonism linger-
ing from Russia’s exploitation of China in the 19th and 20th centuries, its disinclina-
tion to play the junior partner over the long run, racial prejudices in both countries, 
and the fundamentally nationalist orientation of each country’s foreign policy. While 
both might chafe at perceived US global domination and prefer a multipolar world, 
Washington detects an essential divide in their views on the proper world order. Russia 
appears intent on overturning the current order and replacing it with a concert of great 
powers based on spheres of influence; China, which has benefitted greatly from the 
rules-based order, appears more inclined to reshape the balance in its favor in part by 
playing a larger role in determining the rules—to create, one might say, a rules-based 
order with Chinese characters. 

In the end, Washington is convinced that the United States is radically more im-
portant to China’s economic and security interests than Russia is. Beijing is therefore 
not about to sacrifice its complex and delicate relationship with the United States to 
defend Russia against US reactions to what Beijing often sees as ill-advised, overly 
aggressive Russian behavior (e.g., in Georgia or Ukraine). And Washington has yet 
to change that view, even as the competition between China and the United States 
grows toxic in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic.

9 See the European Commission’s overview of trade with Russia. URL: https://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/
countries-and-regions/countries/russia/ (accessed 13.10.2020); For EU FDI in Russia, see [Domínguez-
Jiménez 2020].
10 See China: Exports, Imports, and Trade. URL: https://oec.world/en/profile/country/chn (accessed 
13.10.2020).

https://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/countries-and-regions/countries/russia/
https://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/countries-and-regions/countries/russia/
https://oec.world/en/profile/country/chn
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To put Washington’s reasoning in its bluntest form, it simply does not believe 
that Russia adds significantly to the challenge it faces from China alone. Distancing 
Russia from China would thus not bring sufficient additional leverage over China to 
justify the cost of seeking to do that. In this light, Washington sees no need to acti-
vate the Russian-American leg of the China-Russia-US triangle; indeed, it sees no 
pressing need to reestablish normal, functioning diplomatic relations with Moscow. 
In its effort to contain China, Washington looks first to its long-standing partners in 
East Asia (Japan, South Korea, Australia) and to India—that is part of the reason 
why it is pushing the Indo-Pacific strategy. It also looks to its European allies, and 
recent years have seen increased pressure from Washington on European partners to 
reconsider and restrict their reliance on Chinese technology, especially in the infor-
mation-communication field, witness the burgeoning campaign against the Huawei. 
With regard to containing China, Russia is at best an afterthought for Washington. 

None of this means that China and Russia do not gain any strategic benefit from 
their alignment. They obviously do. But the alignment does not fundamentally 
alter the strategic landscape, at least from Washington’s standpoint and perhaps 
from Beijing’s—there is no evidence of its seeking to play a “Russia card” against 
Washington. Only Moscow might seriously hope to exploit its budding relationship 
with China to alter the balance with the United States in its favor, but so far to little 
effect. In this light, for the moment at least, trilateral China-Russia-U.S. relations 
do not form a strategic triangle. 

* * *

The above analysis suggests that the future formation of a strategic triangle depends 
primarily on Russia, which prides itself on being a great power, that is, a country that 
governs itself and rejects outside interference while pursuing an independent foreign 
policy to advance its national interests. It values its strategic autonomy, which it seeks to 
preserve, if not enhance, under all circumstances. The challenge will undoubtedly grow 
in coming years as competition sharpens between the China and the United States, the 
rising superpower and the reigning one. How can Russia resist the pressure to take sides 
and sacrifice its strategic autonomy?11 One obvious answer lies in creating a position 
from which Russia can balance between the two giants and manipulate that balance for 
strategic advantage, that is, in the creation of a strategic triangle. 

In broad terms, Russia’s task resembles that of the United States fifty years 
ago. It needs to build incentives for the United States and China to improve 
relations with it by sparking concerns in both countries that it might align 
with one against the other. Of course, since Russia already enjoys good 
relations with China, the more specific, immediate task is to create concerns 
in Beijing that it might move closer to the United States, and that that shift  
11 For discussions of this issue from a Russian perspective, see [Karaganov 2020], and Trenin D. 2020. How 
Russia Can Maintain Equilibrium in the Post-Pandemic Bipolar World. – Carnegie Moscow Center. URL: 
https://carnegie.ru/commentary/81702 (accessed 13.10.2020).

https://carnegie.ru/commentary/81702
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would have serious negative consequences for China. In other words, Moscow 
needs to convince both Washington and Beijing that its choices could tip the balance 
between the two. Neither capital believes that is the case now. 

Such a maneuver does not necessarily entail Russia’s breaking with China. 
Indeed, that would be counterproductive. For years to come, Russia will need good 
working relations with a rising China for reasons of its own security. But it needs to 
avoid an over-reliance that would cramp its strategic room for maneuver. And to 
do that its needs options that give it leverage in its dealings with Beijing so that any 
negotiations, political or commercial, end in better agreements from the standpoint 
of Russian national interests. 

What does Moscow need to do to carve out the position of strategic balancer for 
itself? First, and most important, it needs to demonstrate that it can generate over 
the long run the resources necessary to sustain itself as a great power. That entails 
developing and implementing a set of policies that break out of the current period 
of economic stagnation and enable Russia to compete effectively in the accelerating 
technological race. That will require both economic and political reform to unleash 
the creative talent of the Russian people. It will also require normalization of 
relations with the West, because the latter remains a critical source of the investment, 
technology, and management skills Russia needs to modernize and revitalize its 
economy. China is not prepared to provide those ingredients on its own, at least not 
on the scale Russia requires, and in many areas what it has to offer remains inferior 
to what the West can contribute. Moreover, China has no real interest in helping 
Russia to develop to the point where a threat to end partnership would jeopardize 
China’s strategic interests.

In these circumstances, normalizing relations with the United States should 
be on Russia’s agenda. Despite its current problems and political dysfunction, the 
United States still has more of the technology, management skills, and financial 
resources that Russia needs than China or any other Western power. Renewed 
relations would also create the US-Russian leg of a future strategic triangle. Russia, 
of course, has repeatedly stated its interest in improved relations, but so far it has 
shown very little flexibility in dealing with the issues that most vex ties today, such 
as American concerns about Russian meddling and Ukraine. At the same time, 
Washington has shown little desire to restore normal working relations, even as 
it began to engage Moscow on strategic stability issues this past July. Congress 
continues to be intent on levying further sanctions on Russia because of its alleged 
“malign behavior.” 

In the absence of a viable American option, at least for the time being, an 
alternative would be enhancing relations with Europe, especially with Germany 
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and France, with the aim of fashioning a Europe-Russia pole in a strategic triangle 
with China and the United States. That would, however, appear to be an uncertain 
enterprise given Europe’s continuing ties to the United States, the much smaller power 
potential of Europe’s leading nations compared to the United States, and the widely 
divergent strategic ambitions and attitudes towards Russia among European states But 
it is perhaps not an impossible task, particularly if the new administration continues 
to erode America’s ties with its European allies and Europeans feel compelled to 
establish an independent strategic identity. Consummating such a relationship 
would constitute a diplomatic revolution that would capture bothWashington’s and 
Beijing’s attention. The combined entity could aspire to eventual power parity with 
both China and the United States. It would thus lay the foundation for a genuine 
strategic triangle, not the one that Russia seeks today to be sure, but one that in many 
ways is more promising for the advance of its strategic interests.

* * *

A China-Russia-US strategic triangle will have to be Russia’s handiwork. Neither 
Washington nor Beijing has a profound reason for seeking one. Their sharpening 
bilateral competition will play itself out on a broader global stage, where Russia is 
only one among several other major powers. In Washington’s and Beijing’s eyes, the 
goal is to build productive partnerships with as many of those powers at possible. 
The competition is over the accumulation of major partners, not in gaining any one 
possible partner in particular, and the edge will go to the country that is the more 
attractive power across a range of political, economic, technological, cultural, and 
ideational matters. To convince Washington and Beijing to think otherwise, Russia 
will have to demonstrate that it matters in a unique way, that its power is of a different 
order than, for instance, Europe’s, India’s, and Japan’s. So far, it has failed to do 
that. And the drama for Russia in the 2020s will concern its effort to showcase its 
continuing worth as a top-tier geopolitical actor. 
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треугольник 1970-х годов, действия которого кардинально изменили мировой геополитический 
ландшафт. Тот треугольник возник в результате политического решения США восстановить 
отношения с Китаем в рамках стратегии по выходу США из войны во Вьетнаме «с честью», 
ограничить растущую мощь Советского Союза и стабилизировать Восточную Азию. Искусная 
дипломатия Вашингтона позволила ему добиться своих целей, но треугольник сохранялся 
большую часть 1970-х годов, поскольку служил в том числе продвижению интересов 
Советского Союза и Китая. Сегодня возвращение соперничества великих держав дало почву 
для дискуссий о появлении нового стратегического треугольника. Однако на данный момент 
такого треугольника не существует, и в первую очередь потому, что США не заинтересованы 
в установлении рабочих отношений с Россией. Поскольку Вашингтон не рассматривает 
действия России как вносящие значимый вклад в угрозу, которую для США представляет Китай, 
он мало что предпринимает для сдерживания растущего сближения России и Китая. Именно 
от России будет в основном зависеть, образуется ли такой стратегический треугольник. Россия 
должна убедить и Вашингтон, и Пекин в том, что своими политическими решениями она 
способна существенно менять баланс сил между ними – как сейчас, так и в будущем. На данный 
момент ни в Вашингтоне, ни в Пекине не верят в то, что Россия способна на это. Прежде всего – 
поскольку сомневаются в способности Москвы оживить свою экономику и наработать ресурсы, 
необходимые для подкрепления ее великодержавных амбиций в долгосрочной перспективе.
Ключевые слова: США, Китай, Россия, Киссинджер, геополитика, стратегический треугольник.
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