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RAND-Analystin offenbart US-Endziel in Ukrainekrieg 

Eine hochrangige RAND-Mitarbeiterin hat die wahren Ziele der USA in der Ukraine verdeutlicht. Unter 

anderem erklärte sie: "Wenn wir uns auf einen möglichen zukünftigen Konflikt mit China vorbereiten, 

gibt es zwei Welten, in denen wir ihn austragen könnten." 

Von Rainer Rupp 

16.7.2024 

https://gegenzensur.rtde.world/meinung/212483-rand-analystin-offenbart-us-endziel/ 

 

Auf der Webseite der RAND-Corporation erschien Anfang dieses Monats ein Interview mit der 

hochrangigen RAND-Mitarbeiterin Ann Marie Dailey unter dem Titel "The United States, NATO, and 

Geopolitical Strategies" (Die Vereinigten Staaten, NATO und geopolitische Strategien). Die RAND-

Corporation ist die berühmt-berüchtigte, gigantische Denkfabrik, die von der U.S. Air Force im Kalten 

Krieg als geostrategisches Analysezentrum gegründet worden war. Im Laufe der Zeit mutierte RAND zu 

einem der einflussreichsten Zentren der US-Kriegstreiber, die mit dem militärisch-industriellen Komplex 

Hand in Hand zusammenarbeiten und von letzterem großzügig finanziert werden. Hier ein prägnanter 

Auszug aus dem Interview: 

"Apropos US-Hilfe für die Ukraine: Sie haben davor gewarnt, dass das Ausbleiben der US-Unterstützung 

für die Ukraine eine 'Serie von amerikanischen Niederlagen' einleiten würde. Inwiefern?" 

Antwort von Ann Marie Dailey: 

"Es gibt Leute in Washington, die sagen, dass wir die Ukraine nicht weiter unterstützen können, weil dies 

unsere Fähigkeit untergräbt, uns auf China vorzubereiten. Aber wenn wir uns auf einen möglichen 

zukünftigen Konflikt mit China vorbereiten, gibt es zwei Welten, in denen wir ihn austragen könnten: 

• Das eine ist eine Welt, in der die Ukraine verliert. In dieser Welt werden alle unsere europäischen 

Verbündeten sich darauf konzentrieren, sich vor dem nächsten Angriff aus Russland zu schützen. 

Die Vereinigten Staaten werden diplomatisch isolierter sein, weil diese 31 NATO-Verbündeten 

viel mehr um ihre eigene Sicherheit besorgt sein werden als darum, den Vereinigten Staaten in 

einem Kampf gegen China zu helfen. 

https://gegenzensur.rtde.world/meinung/212483-rand-analystin-offenbart-us-endziel/
https://www.rand.org/pubs/commentary/2024/07/the-united-states-nato-and-geopolitical-strategies.html
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• Die andere Welt ist eine, in der die Ukraine gewinnt. Dann haben Sie eine Ukraine, die die größte 

und fähigste Armee in Europa sein wird und als Bollwerk gegen russische Aggressionen dient. 

Die siegreiche Ukraine gibt den Vereinigten Staaten eine starke europäische Flanke im Osten. 

Dort haben wir Länder, die nicht nur von ihrer eigenen Sicherheit überzeugt sind, sondern auch 

von der kollektiven Fähigkeit der NATO, Aggressionen abzuschrecken und zu besiegen. Sie 

werden eher bereit sein, uns beizustehen, wenn sich die USA in einem Krieg im Indopazifik 

befinden. Die Vorstellung, dass die Hilfe für die Ukraine uns dabei behindert, uns auf einen Krieg 

mit China vorzubereiten, bedeutet, die Welt als flach zu sehen, obwohl sie rund ist." 

Die Rand-Analystin macht kein Geheimnis aus dem Endziel der USA und über den eigentlichen Sinn und 

Zweck des blutigen Krieges mit Hunderttausenden Toten ukrainischen Soldaten und geschätzt einer 

Million Verwundeten. Auch sie will den Krieg gegen China. Aber sie weiß, dass die USA die ökonomische, 

politische und militärische Hilfe ihrer europäischen Vasallen benötigen, um gegen China anzutreten. 

Wenn der Krieg in der Ukraine mit einem Sieg Russlands endet, dann werden die USA an Einfluss in 

Europa verlieren. 

Um China zu bekämpfen, müssen die USA ihre Kontrolle über Europa stärken, unabhängig von den 

menschlichen und wirtschaftlichen Kosten auf dem europäischen Kontinent. Die globale Hegemonie der 

USA steht auf dem Spiel. Frieden ist für RAND und seine Geldgeber in Washington und im Militärisch-

Industriellen Komplex ein Gräuel, weil er eine neue, multipolare Weltordnung einläuten würde, und dann 

könnte nichts die europäischen Vasallen davon abhalten, sich zu emanzipieren und amerikanischen Joch 

zu befreien. 

Aber wie kommt Ann Marie Dailey zu einer derartigen Analyse, die einen Tunnelblick mit 

außerordentlicher Skrupellosigkeit verbindet, denn die Folgen ihrer Politikempfehlung in Gestalt zahlloser 

Menschenopfer scheinen ihr keine Überlegung wert. Dabei ist Ann Marie Dailey offensichtlich eine 

hochintelligente, vielseitige und effiziente Frau. Sie hat einen Master-Abschluss in internationaler 

Wirtschaft, ist anschließend zum Militär gegangen und wurde Hauptmann bei den US-Pioniertruppen, um 

anschließend Politikberaterin zu werden, wobei sie unter anderem als leitende Beraterin des 

stellvertretenden US-Verteidigungsministers für internationale Sicherheitsangelegenheiten mit 

Schwerpunkt Russland, Europa und Eurasien tätig war. 

Zugleich scheint Ann Marie Dailey der lebende Beweis dafür zu sein, dass hohe Intelligenz nicht vor 

dummen oder gar verheerenden Schlussfolgerungen schützt, etwa wenn man gegenüber dem russischen 

Gegner voreingenommen ist oder gut dafür bezahlt wird, scheinbar schlüssige Analysen anzufertigen, die 
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im militärisch-industriellen Komplex hochgeschätzt werden, weil sie zukünftige Profite sichern, wie ihre 

Politikempfehlung im Interview zeigt. 

****** 

The United States, NATO, and Geopolitical Strategies: Q&A with Ann Marie Dailey 

RAND 

July 3, 2024 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/commentary/2024/07/the-united-states-nato-and-geopolitical-strategies.html 

 

Ann Marie Dailey is an expert on some of the most pressing questions now facing the United States and 

its global allies: How to help Ukraine. What to expect from Russia. How to position NATO for the next 75 

years.  

She's a policy researcher at RAND and a nonresident senior fellow at the Atlantic Council. For more than 

two decades, she has studied the political, military, and economic drivers that underpin global security. 

She served as a senior adviser to the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs on 

both Russia and Ukraine, as well as on NATO relations with Ukraine and Georgia. She also joined the 

U.S. Army in 2015 and now serves as an engineer captain in the Reserves.  

You've advised military leaders on both Russia and Ukraine. What's your assessment of the war in 

Ukraine right now, and what are you watching for in the coming months?  

If you look at the battlefield, there's an artificial inflection point that's been brought about by the long delay 

in approving more U.S. aid to Ukraine. The Russians are going on the offensive. But if the Ukrainians are 

able to fend them off through the rest of 2024, then I think systemic factors are going to turn in Ukraine's 

favor. Russia will face increasing difficulties in its defense production, especially its production of armored 

vehicles. You'll see increasing U.S. and European production coming online. You'll see the introduction 

of F-16s, which will at least give Ukraine some additional flexibility. Ukraine's strategy through 2024 is 

going to be to play defense, and hopefully that puts them on a footing for a possible offensive in 2025.  

https://www.rand.org/pubs/commentary/2024/07/the-united-states-nato-and-geopolitical-strategies.html
https://www.rand.org/about/people/d/dailey_ann.html
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Speaking of U.S. aid, you've warned that failing to support Ukraine might kick off an “American losing 

streak.” How so?  

There are people in Washington who say we can't keep supporting Ukraine because it undermines our 

ability to prepare for China. But if we're looking at a potential future conflict with China, there are two 

worlds we could fight it in.  

One is a world in which Ukraine loses. In that world, all of our European allies are going to be laser-

focused on protecting themselves from the next attack from Russia. The United States will be more 

diplomatically isolated, because those 31 NATO allies are going to be much more concerned about their 

own security than about helping the United States in a fight against China.  

The other world is one in which Ukraine wins. Then you have a Ukraine that is going to be the largest and 

most capable army in Europe acting as a bulwark against Russian aggression. That gives you a strong 

European flank to the United States' east. You have countries that are confident not only in their own 

security but in the collective capability of NATO to deter and defeat aggression. They are going to be more 

willing to contribute if the U.S. finds itself in a war in the Indo-Pacific. This idea that somehow helping 

Ukraine leaves us less prepared for a war in China is just seeing the world as flat when it's not.  

There's been a lot of talk about whether NATO should begin the process of bringing Ukraine into the 

alliance during its summit in Washington this summer. What do you think?  

It needs to either bring them in or make it clear they're not going to be a member. Leaving them in 

diplomatic limbo just makes things worse for Ukraine and undermines NATO. Personally, I think Ukraine 

must become a member, but a bigger question right now is, What does NATO need to do to ensure 

Ukraine wins this war?  

A victorious, unified Ukraine would be the most capable military in Europe, and at that point it would just 

be foolish not to bring them in.  

A victorious, unified Ukraine would be the most capable military in Europe, and at that point it would just 

be foolish not to bring them in [to NATO]. 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/commentary/2024/03/help-ukraine-win-or-risk-kicking-off-a-us-losing-streak.html
https://www.rand.org/pubs/commentary/2024/03/help-ukraine-win-or-risk-kicking-off-a-us-losing-streak.html
https://www.rand.org/pubs/commentary/2024/06/a-bridge-for-ukraine-into-nato.html
https://www.rand.org/pubs/commentary/2024/06/a-bridge-for-ukraine-into-nato.html
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What does NATO need to do to ensure Ukraine wins the war?  

Increase its defense industrial base. As long as Russia sees that it's outproducing the combined 

capabilities of the United States and its European allies in NATO, it will see that it can continue to fight 

this war. As soon as the United States and Europe match those numbers, the calculus changes.  

I'd also like to see NATO air defenses providing a shield over western Ukraine. You've seen Russia fire 

missiles and attack drones that actually overfly NATO territory. And rather than air defenses from those 

nations firing at them and shooting them down, they've relied on Ukraine to use its air defenses to do that. 

The idea that you wouldn't protect NATO skies by engaging those missiles and drones—it's not only not 

helping Ukraine, but it's undermining NATO's Article 5 deterrence. I'd also support France's proposal to 

start bringing troops into western Ukraine, far from the front lines, to provide training on the ground to 

Ukrainians.  

How do you think Russia would respond?  

The same way they've responded so far, which is with a lot of nuclear bluster. They know as soon as they 

mention tactical nuclear weapons, it will freeze decisionmakers in some capitals.  

Longer term, as NATO celebrates its 75th anniversary this year and looks ahead to the next 75 years, 

what do you see as the most important challenges it faces?  

We're seeing an increase in threats below the level of military action—massive amounts of disinformation, 

illicit finances being used to undermine political processes. NATO has been so successful over the past 

75 years that its enemies are trying to use other ways to attack or undermine the alliance. It's going to 

struggle to define what constitutes an attack, and then to ensure it has the capabilities it needs to respond. 

You've seen China and Russia engage in these threats below the level of what you would consider 

conventional military actions. NATO needs to make itself a harder target by developing more capabilities 

that are below the threshold of direct military confrontation and demonstrating a willingness to use them. 

But it needs to do that while also upholding the democratic ideas of freedom and openness.  

You joined the Army a little later in life, after you were well-established in your career. What made you 

decide to enlist?  

I had considered joining at several points in my life. Then, in 2015, I was the senior adviser on Russia 

strategy, and I'd participate in these wargames, where Russia was attacking NATO. I was always 

advocating for more NATO forces forward and, in particular, more U.S. forces. We also consistently found 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/commentary/2023/11/nato-needs-a-plan-for-military-and-nonmilitary-instruments.html
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that the U.S. Army had not nearly enough large-scale engineering capabilities. My mom used to always 

say, 'If you want something done right, then do it yourself.' I decided to join as an Army engineer, not just 

because I thought it was important for me personally. I was advocating moving forward U.S. military 

forces, essentially as a tripwire, and I wasn't comfortable doing that if I wasn't willing to put myself in that 

position.  

How has your Army experience informed your research at RAND?  

One thing the Army has taught me is how the military approaches risk. It doesn't get to decide which 

missions to pursue. It just has to look at how to assess and mitigate risk, with the understanding that it 

will always have to accept a certain level of risk to complete the mission. That's something military leaders 

understand very well, but it's not necessarily deeply engrained in civilian culture. It's also helped me think 

more broadly about defense and security problems—not just looking at things and platforms, but at people 

and leadership.  

More generally, was there any experience that you see now as a turning point, that set you on this career 

path?  

I was a big Detroit Red Wings fan when I was a kid. Hockey fans might remember, back in the '90s, the 

Russian Five. It was this line of five Russian players who were brought to the Red Wings and ended up 

winning several Stanley Cups. Growing up, I would watch Tom Clancy films with my dad, where the 

Russians were always the bad guys; and then I would watch the Detroit Red Wings, where the Russians 

were the good guys. It caused this cognitive dissonance in my mind, this contradiction that I wanted to 

study more. So I pursued Russian studies and international relations in college, and I guess the rest is 

history.  

 


