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FOREWORD

Many might argue that this is a singularly
inauspicious time to assess the prospects for U.S.-
Russian security cooperation. Arguably, the prospects
for bilateral cooperation lay buried under the wheels
of Russia’s invasion of Georgia in August 2008. As
Vice-President Richard Cheney has said to Georgian
President Mikhail Saakashvili, “Russian aggression
must not go unanswered,” and that “its continuation
would have serious consequences for its relations with
the United States.”! Undoubtedly this invasion will
have repercussions across the broad bilateral agenda,
most of all insofar as regional security in the Caucasusis
concerned. But ultimately, given their power, standing,
and nuclear capability, dialogue and cooperation will
be resumed at some point in the future. Therefore, an
analysis of the prospects for and conditions favoring
such cooperation is an urgent and important task that
cries out for clarification precisely because current
U.S.-Russian relations are so difficult. Russia, despite
claims made for and against its importance, remains,
by any objective standard, a key player in world affairs.
It possesses this standing by virtue of its geographical
location, Eurasia, its proximity to multiple centers of
international tension and rivalry, its possession of a
large conventional and nuclear force, its energy assets,
and its seat on the UN Security Council. Beyond those
attributes, it is an important barometer of trends in
world politics, e.g., the course of democratization in
the world. Furthermore, if Russia were so disposed,
it could be the abettor and/or supporter of a host of
negative trends in the world today. Indeed, some
American elites might argue that it already is doing so.
Even so, if U.S. policymakers and analysts see Russia
moreas aspoiler thanasa constructive partner (whether



rightly or wrongly), the fact remains that during the
Cold War the Soviet Union was an active supporter of
threats to world order such as international terrorism,
and carried on a global arms race with the West. We
negotiated productively with it on issues like arms
control and proliferation.? Today, no matter how bad
Russo-American or East-West relations may be, no
such threats are present or immediately discernible on
the horizon.

Therefore the chapters in this volume represent
both a tribute to a vision of political order based upon
such cooperation and a call to action to revitalize
that cooperation. While the labor is arduous and
unfulfilling and is unlikely to be completed on our
watch; because of those stakes and scope we cannot
abstain from carrying it out, for then everybody loses.
George Kolt understood this truth deeply, and it was
his combination of patriotism, wisdom, and concern
for the larger issues that transcended personal interest
that drove him to launch these conferences in the hope
that they would facilitate the labor of bringing about
this sorely needed cooperation.

We offer these chapters and the hope of subsequent
similar conferences and publications in the same spirit
that he did and look forward to the continuation of the
dialogue.

DOUG?AS C. LOVELAé, JR.
Director

Strategic Studies Institute
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Stephen J. Blank
Introduction.

Many might argue that this is a singularly
inauspicious time to assess the prospects for U.S.-
Russian security cooperation. Arguably, the prospects
for bilateral cooperation lay buried under the wheels
of Russia’s invasion of Georgia in August 2008. As
Vice-President Richard Cheney has said to Georgian
president Mikhail Saakashvili, “Russian aggression
must not go unanswered,” and that “its continuation
would have serious consequences for its relations with
the United States.”! Undoubtedly this invasion will
have repercussions across the broad bilateral agenda,
most of all insofar as regional security in the Caucasusis
concerned. But ultimately, given their power, standing,
and nuclear capability, dialogue and cooperation will
be resumed at some point in the future. Therefore, an
analysis of the prospects for and conditions favoring
such cooperation is an urgent and important task that
cries out for clarification precisely because current
U.S.-Russian relations are so difficult. Russia, despite
claims made for and against its importance, remains,
by any objective standard, a key player in world affairs.
It possesses this standing by virtue of its geographical
location, Eurasia, its proximity to multiple centers
of international tension and rivalry, its possession
of a large conventional and nuclear force, its energy
assets, and its seat in the United Nations (UN) Security
Council. Beyond those attributes, it is an important



barometer of trends in world politics, e.g., the course
of democratization in the world. Furthermore, if
Russia were so disposed, it could be the abettor and/
or supporter of a host of negative trends in the world
today. Indeed, some American elites might argue that
it already is doing so. Even so, if U.S. policymakers
and analysts see Russia more as a spoiler than as a
constructive partner (whether rightly or wrongly), the
fact remains that during the Cold War the Soviet Union
was an active supporter of threats to world order such
as international terrorism, and carried on a global
arms race with the West. We negotiated productively
with it on issues like arms control and proliferation.?
Today, no matter how bad Russo-American or East-
West relations may be, no such threats are present or
immediately discernible on the horizon.

Therefore the chapters in this volume represent
both a tribute to a vision of political order based upon
such cooperation and a call to action to revitalize that
cooperation. The vision is one that emerged out of the
end of the Cold War and was based, as Jacob Kipp's
chapter indicates, on the aspiration that a new era of
Russo-American cooperation was dawning. In that
new era, it was hoped that the two superpowers of the
time would establish some kind of ill-defined, but no
less real condominium in world politics based on their
joint cooperation. In any event, this cooperation failed
to take shape for multiplereasons and causes emanating
out of both states’ political choices. Nevertheless,
some important elements of this vision have been
salvaged and continue to this day. Presidents George
Bush and Vladimir Putin recently signed a framework
agreement outlining areas of cooperation, for example:
counterterrorism, arms control, and proliferation. Both
sides routinely declare (what they do may be quite
different, however) that they are not enemies and see no



reasonfor war between them. Arms control negotiations
continue, and, despite much hostile rhetoric, observers
have discerned the growth of practical East-West
cooperation in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO).? Likewise, Russia continues to say publicly
that it wants the dialogue to continue under the next
administration, especially in regard to issues of the
overall arms control agenda: a new strategic arms
reduction treaty (START) and missile defenses, mainly
in Europe, but probably also in Asia.* Similarly, at
least some prominent Russian Parliamentarians like
Retired General Viktor Zavarzin, who was Russia’s
Ambassador to NATO and now chairs the Duma’s
Committee on Defense, emphasize the ongoing need
for continued cooperation against terrorism and the
contribution of the NATO-Russia Council’s plan of
action in this field as important signs of the value of
such cooperation and the need for extending it.” Finally,
Russia’s new Foreign Policy Concept of July 2008
emphasizes the great importance of Russo-American
relations for global strategic stability and the overall
international situation, not just the importance of
large-scale bilateral and multidimensional economic,
scientific, and other cooperation.®

Nonetheless, obviously the rise of Russia and its
outspoken resistance to several U.S. policies have led
to talk of a new Cold War, not least by Russian leaders.
For example, in his press conference before the annual
G-8 conference in Heiligendam, Germany, in June
2007, Putin told reporters that Russia and the West
were returning to the Cold War and added that,

Of course, we will return to those times. And it is clear
that if part of the United States’ nuclear capability is
situated in Europe and that our military experts consider
that they represent a potential threat then we will have to



take appropriate retaliatory steps. What steps? Of course
we must have new targets in Europe. And determining
precisely which means will be used to destroy the
installations that our experts believe represent a potential
threat for the Russian Federation is a matter of technology.
Ballistic or cruise missiles or a completely new system. I
repeat that it is a matter of technology.”

Or, as BBC correspondent Paul Reynolds wrote at that
time in 2007 that based on such threats, “President
Vladimir Putin’s threat to target missiles at Europe
indicates that the hostility between Russia and the West
ismore than a passing phase. It has become a permanent
part of world diplomacy.”® Similarly, despite its call
for strategic dialogue and partnership on the basis of
Russia’s proverbial (and hence unrealizable) demand
for equal security, the foreign policy concept breathes
hostility to all kinds of U.S. policies.’

Thus the threats that we now hear about targeting
the Czech Republic and possibly Poland for placing
elements of a U.S. missile defense system in their
countries, to cite only a few of Russia’s bottomless well
of threats to unsupportive European states, are already
a matter of routine. Although Russian Foreign Minister
Sergei Lavrovand Deputy Prime Minister Sergei I[vanov
have both explicitly ruled out the Cold War as a label for
Russo-American relations, their subordinates are not so
soothing.!” Thus Deputy Foreign Minister Aleksandr’
Losyukov, speaking in Tehran, said that Washington
was using Korea and Iran’s proliferation as an issue to
consolidate its global strategic position, i.e., invoking
those two states to justify its missile defense program.
If this issue cannot be resolved by diplomatic means,
he warned, Russia will carry out a series of military
acts to balance and establish security. And this could
prompt an arms race." This frosty warning, rather than



the calculated and misleading efforts to invoke Russo-
American partnership, more accurately characterizes
the present state of Russo-American relations even
if they are far from the Cold War. President Dmitry
Medvedev’s initial moves, challenging U.S. hegemony
in international financial institution and vetoing a
draft resolution on condemning Zimbabwe’s President
Robert Mugabe for his domestic brutality suggest as
well a desire to strike at Washington and resist it rather
than to find areas of practical cooperation. Certainly
the Zimbabwe affair even before the Georgian war that
only intensified concerns as to who really is in control
had already caused observers to wonder if Medvedev
really controls Russia, and if East-West cooperation is
genuinely possible.'?

Indeed, Russianleaderslike Foreign Minister Lavrov
have made clear their view that America is a power in
moral decline that should no longer be entitled to the
status of sole superpower, and Russia’s new President
Medvedev has already made that clear, along with his
attack on America’s economic, financial, and political
leadership and a demand for an equal role for Russia.”
Itis hardly surprising, then, that Russian commentators
now regularly say that “Russia’s strategic worldview
is fundamentally at odds with the American one and,
perhaps, with American perspectives on international
security.”!* Indeed, Lavrov stated that the United
States was perhaps Moscow’s “most difficult” partner
and should learn from its mistakes in world politics.
Furthermore, U.S. influence is allegedly declining,
and its hoped-for unipolar world cannot come into
being. Instead, a multipolar world where Russia is a
free standing independent actor is taking shape. In
that context, Russia’s independence is the primary
achievement of Russian foreign and defense policy.'
Lavrov also observed in 2005 that,



We can come to the conclusion that the whole complex
of our (foreign) relations, the weight of existing military
and strategic links between Russia and the (US.) . . .
will be constantly declining. We will never separate, but
drifting away from each other could have irreversible
consequences."’

Thus we are currently in a period of rising tension
that covers arms control, proliferation issues, and the
rivalry for regional influence in Europe, the former
Soviet Union, the Middle East, and even to some degree,
East Asia. The intensification of debate over the failure
of Russia to democratize and its regression instead
back to a system all too redolent of the Tsarist autocracy
with some Soviet admixtures has compounded these
issues and lent an ideological cast to the concurrent
geopolitical rivalry. Indeed, many observers, including
this author, would argue that it is the nature and logic
of this system that exercises a decisive influence upon
the goals, tactics, and operating principles of Russian
foreign policy.”® Nonetheless, even an understanding
of Russian (and of U.S.) foreign policy that takes into
account domestic, structural, and ideological factors as
majordriversintherelationshipneed notand should not
exult over the downturn in Russo-American relations.
The experience of the Mikhail Gorbachev period 1985-
91 (encompassing both Presidents Ronald Reagan and
George H. W. Bush) strongly suggests that Russo-
American cooperation breeds further cooperation
between these two and possibly other states and has a
profound impact on outstanding international issues,
perhaps particularly arms control and proliferation."
And, at the same time it has become abundantly clear
to all but the most prejudiced or intractable observers
that a diplomacy that places competing values above



shared interests as the goal of foreign policy is neither
realistic nor successful in achieving either interests or
values. When first principles become the daily stuff of
diplomacy, states” most vital interests are immediately
engaged and in a most hostile way. Thus diplomacy
is “wrongfooted” from the start. The deterioration of
the overall international security environment that
we see today is testimony to that fact. Neither should
we think that ideological grandiosity is a uniquely
American failing or a distinctly American foreign
policy tradition, or one that should be extolled and thus
absolved of responsibility for our current predicaments
or reviled for causing those predicaments.”® Neither
is this addiction to ideological universalism confined
to the right wing of American politics. Rather it is a
disease that is no less entrenched on the left, as several
observers note.”!

In fact, Russian foreign policy as currently con-
ducted, suffers from a similar addiction to grand
ideological perspectives which is no less rooted in
earlier Russian history, both Tsarism which saw
itself as the gendarme of Europe uniquely
appointed to prevent revolution in the 19th
century, and in the Soviet period which saw itself
as the avatar of such revolution on a global scale.
Although Russian spokesmen claim Russia no longer
conducts foreign and defense policy based on ideology
but purely on the grounds of pragmatic interest, they
constantly feel impelled to lay out an ideological
schema of trends in world politics just as their Soviet
and Tsarist predecessors did.* In this respect, they are
not merely emulating the Bush administration which
might be the most self-consciously articulate exponent
of an ideological, even millenarian view of the tasks of
U.S. foreign policy which calls for the global triumph



of democracy and involvement, if not intervention in
other countries’ affairs to encourage that trend. Rather,
while they do emulate it, they are also responding
to equally deeply rooted trends in Russian history
and politics. Still, the particular brand of ideological
universalism championed by the Bush administration
openly proclaims our duty and right to intervene in
the affairs of other states that were hitherto regarded
as purely domestic matters and thus “sacrosanct,” at
least as external observers were concerned. As former
Secretary of State Colin Powell wrote, in the current
threat environment,

This means we must do something statesmen have
been reluctant to do since the birth of the modern state
system. We have to understand and try to influence not
just what states do outside their borders, but in some cases
what goes on inside their borders. This marks A strategic
rebalancing made necessary by circumstances.” (Italics in
the original.)

Under the circumstances, we can hardly claim that
today’s deadlock was unforeseeable. Given Russia’s
determination not to answer or account to anyone
for its behavior at home (or abroad for that matter)
and its determined regression towards a neo-Tsarist
autocracy with some Communist admixtures at
home and in foreign policy, America’s insistence on
universal principles of democracy obviously represents
a fundamentally antagonistic posture and a profound
challenge to Russia. And, as other analysts point out,
a diplomacy that places its priority emphasis on a
ringing affirmation of universal values of democracy
that license American intervention (or so it is seen) into
the domestic affairs of other countries and which is
prepared to use force to achieve that democratization,



cannot but be seen as a threat to the most basic and
vital institutions of those states.* Consequently, calls
for restoring mutual confidence to East-West relations,
e.g., German Prime Minister Angela Merkel’s recent
call for closer NATO-Russian ties, represent efforts to
swim upstream or to limit the damage, not initiatives
based on well-founded optimism.”

Yet despite the difficulties we now perceive in
obtaining genuine security cooperation between
Moscow and Washington, many elements of the
previous vision have not been wholly lost. One of
the key elements that continues and of which this
monograph is a product is the idea of a regular
strategic dialogue between Russian, American, and,
if possible, European specialists on topical security
issues of the day with a view towards outlining the
grounds on which cooperation and understanding
may be built. Such conferences among experts not only
provide an atmosphere for developing both intimacy
and candor, but also serve as a resource from which
political leaders may ultimately elicit or extract useful
ideas or suggested policy approaches to advance such
cooperation. This is why these chapters represent a
tribute to a vision of just such collaboration. A major
reason why these dialogues have been able to continue
was the efforts of the late George Kolt, the National
Intelligence Officer (NIO) for Russia during the Clinton
and both Bush administrations, to whom this book is
dedicated. Having attained the rank of colonel in the
Air Force, George subsequently became one of the most
outstanding intelligence analysts of the Soviet Union
and then the Russian Federation, rising to the post of
the NIO for Russia during the first Bush presidency.
Apart from his human qualities which this author was
privileged to see, George believed passionately in the
value of bringing experts from all sides into regular



dialogue with each other, and into the policy debate on
how the United States should relate to Russia. Through
his leadership and sponsorship, we were able to hold
such conferences annually from 1992-2003 at the Naval
Postgraduate School, led by George and Professor
Mikhail Tsypkin of the Naval Postgraduate School in
Monterey.

These conferences were not only for the exchange
of ideas, they also built and extended lasting personal
ties among these experts, among whom this author
was privileged to be one. They established a valuable
channel by which experts in and out of governmental
service were able to carry on a frank but professional
dialogue on the issues of the moment and to build
further insights as to what was happening either in
Moscow or Washington. In the truest sense of the word,
these conferences built international understanding
and remain a valuable instrument for continuing
to do so, and for giving our respective governments
greater insight into what can and should be done and
what might be achieved through dialogue and Russo-
American cooperation. Though these conferences
lapsed due to George’s protracted final illness and
the usual difficulties of obtaining sufficient funding,
in March 2008 we were able to resurrect this program
at the U.S. Army War College. On March 6-7 speakers
from the United States, United Kingdom, and Russia
met at Carlisle Barracks to present papers and conduct
discussions on issues of Russo-American relations in
light of the more orless concurrent presidential elections
in both countries; arms control; nonproliferation; and
regional security in both the Black Sea basin (comprising
both Ukraine and the Caucasus), and Central Asia. The
papers presented here are thus a tribute to the enduring
vitality of the vision of dialogue that hopefully leads to
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better mutual understanding lasting relationships, and
lasting practical cooperation between Russia and the
West in general and with America in particular. It is our
hope that we will once again be able to institutionalize
these conferences and present their products to our
audiences in service of this vision of civil, humane
dialogue and practical efforts to enhance international
security that George Kolt embodied in his life and
service to his country.

A Call to Action.

At the same time, this volume, and hopefully
succeeding ones in the years to come, also represent
a call to action because of the grave need to avert
further East-West hostility and the pressing need for
international cooperation as new governments take
center stage in Moscow and Washington. As we have
noted, in the current environment, it is easy for both
sides to attack each other not just because their foreign
policy is driven by resentment, an over-inflated sense
of Russia’s importance to the world and to Washington,
and even revanchist emotions as in Moscow’s case,
but also for reaffirmation of support from engaged
domestic constituencies.” Among the most entrenched
of such constituencies are clearly the Russian military
and more broadly the Siloviki caste that Putin
promoted into power. Numerous observers have cited
the purely self-seeking use of this threat inflation in
Russian politics. And besides the consolidation of a
domestic bloc around the government, such rhetoric
also reinforces the deep-rooted great power mystique
of Russian elites concerning Russia’s global role. As
the Russian philosopher Sergei Gavrov writes,

11



The threats are utopian, the probability of their
implementation is negligible, but their emergence is a
sign. This sign —a message to “the city and the world” —
surely lends itself to decoding and interpretation: we will
defend from Western claims our ancient right to use our
imperial (authoritarian and totalitarian) domestic socio-
cultural traditions within which power does not exist to
serve people but people exist to serve power.”

Vladimir Shlapentokh has written that an essential
component of the Kremlin’s ideological campaign
to maintain the Putin regime in power and extend it
(albeit under new leadership) past the elections of 2008
is anti-Americanism. As he wrote,

The core of the Kremlin's ideological strategy is to
convince the public that any revolution in Russia will be
sponsored by the United States. Putin is presented as a
bulwark of Russian patriotism, as the single leader able
to confront America’s intervention in Russian domestic
life and protect what is left of the imperial heritage. This
propaganda is addressed mostly to the elites, particularly
elites in the military and FSB [Russian federal security
service] who sizzle with hatred and envy of America.?®

Minxin Pei of the Carnegie Endowment similarly
observes that besides serving domestic purposes of
legitimating and reinforcing the domestic turn towards
authoritarianism, a domestic turn towards autocracy
has also driven the Russo-Chinese rapprochement.

The rapid improvement in ties and growing
cooperation between China and Russia owes, to a great
extent, not to any Chinese new initiative, but to Russia’s
changing relationship with the West under Putin’s rule.
As President Putin became increasingly authoritarian,
he needed China as an ally in counterbalancing the
West. The net strategic effect of Russia’s reorientation
of its policy toward the West has been tremendously
positive for China.”
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Indeed, already in the 1990s, the same convergence
of opposition to democratization as well as to the
supremacy of American power helped forge the Sino-
Russian entente that began then.** Thus we cannot
simply say that it is America’s fault that Russia has
taken a so-called wrong direction.®® The domestic
dynamics of Russian politics and Putin’s, as well as his
confederates’, ingrained anti-Americanism cannot be
simply excluded from the equation.*

Nevertheless American policy likewise has much
to answer for. On the U.S. side, it is not just a question
of ideological universalism run amok without due
regard to the realities, let alone the interests of other
players, it also is, as many have noted, the sheer refusal
to take Russian interests into account that eroded the
partnership that supposedly replaced mutual hostilities
after September 11, 2001 (9/11). After that date, not
only did the United States move into Central Asia,
it abandoned the antiballistic missile (ABM) treaty,
negotiated a strategic offensive reductions (SORT)
treaty on arms control that decoupled the two nuclear
superpowers from each other, expanded NATO,
unilaterally invaded Iraq and disregarded Russian
interests and equities there, leading to a quagmire
that Moscow fears might lead to war with Iran or a
kind of Huntingtonian clash of civilizations. Putin, in
his speech of June 27, 2006, to the Foreign Ministry,
emphasized the increasingly threatening nature of the
international system, the unilateral American use of
force and supposedly indiscriminate attacks on Islam,
and the possibility of proliferation as major threats
coming closer to Russia. Thus he said that,

We need to be fully aware that, despite all our efforts,
the potential for conflict in the world continues to grow.

13



After the collapse of the bipolar world order, there exists
a lot of unpredictability in global development. Perhaps
this is why we continue to hear talk of an unavoidable
conflict of civilizations that could become a long-
term confrontation on the lines of the Cold War. I am
convinced that we have reached a point today where the
entire global security architecture is indeed undergoing
modernization, and you have probably noticed this for
yourselves. If we let old views and approaches continue
to hold sway, the world will be doomed to further futile
confrontation. We need to reverse these dangerous trends
and this requires new ideas and approaches. Russia
does not want confrontation of any kind. And we will
not take part in any kind of “holy alliance.” . . . I must
say, too, that the causes fuelling the desire of a number
of countries to acquire weapons of mass destruction and
carry out other military programs include notjust national
ambitions but also the overblown importance given to
force in international relations that is being foisted on
us all. In this respect, the stagnation we see today in the
area of disarmament is of particular concern. Russia is
not responsible for this situation. We support renewed
dialogue on the main disarmament issues. Above all,
we propose to our American partners that we launch
negotiations to replace the START Treaty [Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty], which expires in 2009.%

From Moscow’s point of view, Washington also
mounted support for color revolutions, and finally it
sought to supplant Russia in the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS). From Russia’s standpoint,
then, it got little or nothing out of the alliance, while
America, not Russia, became the rogue elephant of the
epoch. Under the circumstances, a recovering Russia
not only resisted U.S. policy, it pushed back and
pushes back today with increasing anger and force. It
is hardly surprising, then, that the most basic demand
from Moscow to Washington is that it be listened to
and treated as an equal. Moscow has similarly issued

14



an endless stream of complaints that America does
not take Russia sufficiently seriously, i.e., at Moscow’s
own self-serving and inflated valuation of itself. Putin’s
presidential envoy for relations with the European
Union (EU), Sergei Yastrzhembskiy, stated that this
was Russia’s main objection to recent developments
in world politics.** Similarly, Russia’s Ambassador to
America, Yuri Ushakov wrote that,

What offends usis the view shared by some in Washington
that Russia can be used when it is needed and discarded
or even abused when it is not relevant to American
objectives. . . . Russians do not need any special favors
or assistance from the United States, but we do require
respect in order to build a two-way relationship. And we
expect that our political interests will be recognized.®

Following in this vein, in a televised address by
Foreign Minister Lavrov, he again denounced U.S.
unilateralism and demanded “total equality, including
equality in the analysis of threats, in finding solutions,
and making decisions.” Therefore we should not
be in any doubt that Russia sees itself once again as
a sovereign, i.e., wholly independent, actor in world
politics that should be regarded as a superpower equal
to America and be able to constrain its policies while
remaining free from such constraints on what matters
most toit, i.e., the CIS. Indeed, Putin, in his now famous
Munich Wehrkunde speech of 2007 (and even earlier as
well), called for a new “architecture of global security,”
and his actions before and after that speech indicate
that Russia is acting to bring such a structure —which
it deems to be a multipolar one —into being.*
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In light of the foregoing strategic environment,
we have sought to address at least some of the most
important and even possibly contentious issues in the
bilateral relationship. Even if we do not agree with
Moscow as to its role in world affairs, there can be
no denying its intrinsic importance to international
relations or the benefits of such cooperation and the
costs of its absence. While the chapters cover a broad
range of issues, they do not, and in the space of a
single conference obviously cannot, address the entire
bilateral agenda. This does not mean we are offering a
comprehensive overview or set of presentations. For
instance, we did not, at this conference, discuss energy
issues or Russia’s call for a new global architecture of
international relations, or the international significance
of its revived economy. Still, this volume offers an
ample opportunity for interested audiences, whether
they be specialists, policymakers, or merely interested
laymen, to get a sense of unofficial perspectives from
U.S,, Russian, and in one case, British analysts. Such a
perspective is necessary because, among other things,
it is clear that one of the factors that most exacerbates
the current tension is the lack of an accurate perspective
on both sides of the other. American neglect of Russian
interests, focus on millenarian values rather than
concrete interests, and bureaucratic dissensions speak
for themselves.’” But on the Russian side, we also find
thattheleadershipis quite badly informed. Medvedev’s
remarks that the United States is undergoing a
depression betrays such ignorance and eagerness to
exaggerate America’s current problems. But it also fits
in with a general and quite possibly sinister situation
on the Russian side. As defense correspondent Pavel
Felgengauer reports,
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Russia has a Prussian-style all-powerful General Staff
that controls all the different armed services and is more
or less independent of outside political constraints.
Russian military intelligence—GRU, as big in size as
the former KGB and spread over all continents—is an
integral part of the General Staff. Through GRU, the
General Staff controls the supply of vital information
to all other decisionmakers in all matters concerning
defense procurement, threat assessment, and so on.
High-ranking former GRU officers have told me that in
Soviet times the General Staff used the GRU to grossly,
deliberately, and constantly mislead the Kremlin about
the magnitude and gravity of the military threat posed
by the West in order to help inflate military expenditure.
There are serious indications that at present the same
foul practice is continuing.*

Similarly, Putin complained around the time of the
2007 Munich Wehrkunde conference that American
politicians are invoking a nonexistent Russian threat
to get more money for military campaigns in Iraq
and Afghanistan. Putin’s remarks represent a wholly
fabricated analysis of Defense Secretary Robert Gates’
testimony to Congress, but signify that he wants to
believe the worst about American intentions as do
the General Staff and like-minded Russian political
leaders.”

Given such, dare we say, institutionalized
misperception, it is important to let analysts and
officials speak for themselves as is the case here.
Indeed, these chapters should serve as an opening
round in seeking to institutionalize a platform from
which all the issues in that bilateral, or multilateral if
we include Europe, agenda can be addressed. There
is an immense need here, if not in Russia, for doing
so because our present debate about Russia is limited
to a narrow range of issues that distorts what is really
happening in world politics and which badly serves
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our understanding of global trends and ability to
deal with them constructively. A comparable myopia
arguably affects Russian officialdom.

Chapter 2: U.S.-Russian Relations, 1991-the Present.

In Chapter 2, Jacob Kipp traces the trajectory of
U.S.-Russian relations since 1991 through the present,
highlighting the key issues like Kosovo, Iraq, and
missile defenses that have led to current tensions. He
also examines the differences in the campaigns for
choosing successors to the previous presidents that
were roughly concurrent as of the spring of 2008.
While mindful of the difficulties and asymmetries
of perspective on both sides, he clearly holds out the
possibility of the resumption, if not of a real strategic
partnership, of a meaningful strategic dialogue on
key issues like Eurasian security and arms control.
He concludes his assessment with the prospect of this
revitalized dialogue on existing and new issues like
the Arctic which has become an issue in 2007-08. This
dialogue would permit the United States to sustain the
Transatlantic community of democratic values while
addressing key issues for Russia of arms control and
disarmament.

A new look at U.S.-Russian relations should begin
with a strategic vision encompassing multilateralism
and regional interests, including those just emerging
in the Arctic as a result of climate change. Russia
and the United States may end up being more than
neighbors across ice fields and have to share a new
maritime highway and energy and resource potential.
Being true to Western values, even as we compete in
the emerging global economy, would permit us to
sustain the Euro-Atlantic community and promote
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open societies, the rule of law, and human rights, while
retaining the capacity for humanitarian intervention
with international legitimacy. We would still share
with Russia and the other nuclear powers the task of
managing nuclear proliferation and disarmament well
into the 21st century.

Chapters 3-6: Arms Control and Proliferations.

Historically, and even now, the arms control
agenda represents the heart or foundation of the
bilateral relationship, and even here we see contending
perspectives. Whereas the Bush administration has
stubbornly upheld the principle of unilateralism in
force development, Russia, as stated in its Foreign
Policy Concept, evaluates this dimension of the
bilateral relationship not only for what it means to
the two governments, but also for what it contributes
to global strategic stability and peace, in particular
regional balances and security in Europe and Asia.*’
Russia, like many American scholars but unlike the
Bush administration, sees these issues of arms control
and disarmament, and even proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction (WMD) as being fundamentally a
complex and interactive process involving all three of
these issues. Moreover to the extent that one or both
sides abandons thatinteractive perspective and tends to
see weapons deployments and strategy, disarmament
and proliferation as discrete, unconnected issues,
the danger is that these force deployments on either
side become not an instrument for strategic stability
but rather they become instruments of increased
destabilization and insecurity.*

These differing perspectives emerge in the chapters.
Yetatthe same time, they offer the possibility of bilateral
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agreement provided a serious negotiation occurs. Thus,
Ambassador Linton Brooks holds open the possibility
for agreement by both states on verification modalities
for a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty where he says both
sides have similar interests, but which has stalled
because the administration does not discern adequate
measures of verification in existing draft treaties.*?
Brooks also notes that with regard to nonproliferation
of WMD both sides cooperate much of the time. “The
United States and Russia routinely work together to
strengthen this regime, often working through the
International Atomic Energy Agency [IAEA], which
implements and monitors safeguards agreements
with states operating nuclear facilities.”* Other areas
cited by Brooks include the cessation of nuclear testing
since 1992, both sides” work in the Cooperative Threat
Reduction Program (CTR), both sides” adherence to the
Global Nuclear Energy Project (GNEP), and bilateral
support for the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear
Terrorism.*

Nonetheless, there are substantial differences
between the two states even though much nuclear
cooperation will continue into the next administrations
inboth countries. Brookslaysoutthetwosides’ differing
approaches to the renegotiation of the START-1 Treaty
that expires at the end of 2009 but emphasizes, as do
other Bush administration spokesmen, that the U.S.
position is not based on arms racing with Russia, quite
the contrary.” Instead, Washington has been reducing
both its nuclear arsenal and the role of nuclear weapons
in American strategy. Similarly, Brooks reiterated that
Washington does not see Russia as an adversary and
even remarks that arms control is for adversaries,
echoing Lavrov’s point but disputing his assessment
of the bilateral relationship. Therefore our planned
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missile defense in Poland and the Czech Republic are
in no way intended to threaten Russia’s nuclear forces
or territory.*

From a Russian standpoint, Alexander Pikayev
concurs with Brooks’ assessment of the values of
previous arms control negotiations and treaties
between America and Russia. In this context, he openly
relates the progress after 1970 on arms control to the
conclusion of the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) of
1968, explicitly displaying the interactive aspect of the
relationship between arms control and disarmament
on the one hand and nonproliferation on the other.
Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, however, though
armed confrontation has disappeared, noncooperative
competition and partnership have emerged as the
dominant aspects of the bilateral strategic relationship.
Subsequent discords over NATO enlargement, missile
defenses, Kosovo, etc., thus led to a situation where
force postures, though vastly reduced, remained in a
deterrent, i.e., adversarial, mode targeted against each
other. Russia’s sense of vulnerability grew immensely,
and, given the huge imbalance of power between
America and Russia, Russia had to rely ever more on
nuclear weapons in its strategy even as its ability to
maintain them shrank at an alarming rate until 2000.

Paradoxically, after 2000 Western power
fragmented, Russia recovered and successfully tested
new systems with which to replace its aging deterrent,
and as a result has become more able to think about
resuming arms control which had been discredited
due to developments in the 1990s. Of particular
interest is renegotiating the START-I treaty and
possibly globalizing the Intermediate-range Nuclear
Forces (INF) treaty of 1987. In other words, while it
may not be as urgent as was the case a generation ago
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to negotiate such treaties, arms control opportunities
are again coming into focus for both sides.”” At the
same time, there exists a critical relationship between
arms control and issues of nonproliferation. At the
diplomatic level, it will be impossible to sustain the
NPT regime at the next Review conference of 2010 if
there is not progress on major power disarmament.
That has already been proven at the 2000 and 2005
conferences. While such failure is not decisive in
and of itself in persuading a country’s leaders to go
nuclear; it removes some important political obstacles
to their doing so. Second, in view of the centrality of
the arms control agenda to the bilateral U.S.-Russian
relationship, failure here to move beyond the Cold
War relationship impedes the Russo-American unity
that is needed to persuade would be proliferators to
desist from doing so, as was the case in the “golden
decade” of 1987-96 when such unity was effective in
retarding or blocking many countries’ aspirations for
nuclear weapons.* Indeed, given the heightened U.S.-
Russian tension, it is not surprising to find that recently
“Yuri Yekhanurov, Ukraine’s defense minister, has
intimated regret over his country’s “foolish” decision to
give up all its nuclear weapons after independence.”*
As it is clear that a nuclear armed Ukraine represents
the greatest possible and conceivable threat to Russia,
the centrality of agreements such as the 1994 Tripartite
Treaty among Kyiv, Washington, and Moscow stands
out as an ideal to be striven for in subsequent cases.
North Korea already is a nuclear weapons state, even if
we lack precise estimates of its weapons capability. And
Iranian proliferation would uproot the nonproliferation
regime especially in the two most troubled regions of
the world the Middle East and South Asia. Thus there is
a link between our chapters on the arms control agenda
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and the chapters by Alexei Arbatov and Stephen Blank
on proliferation issues and the prospects for bilateral
cooperation on that agenda.

Arbatov and Blank both concur that there are
positive opportunities for cooperation between
Moscow and Washington on these issues,
but the fundamental asymmetry of Russian
and American views on why and how such
cooperation should take place is quite visible in
their chapters. Arbatov, for example, reviews
the sources and reasons for Russia having a very
differentidea of the degree to which proliferation
threatens it than does the United States, and
concludes that based on that perspective we can
expect the following policy orientations from
Moscow. Specifically, he writes that Russia has
an interest in enhancing the nonproliferation
regimes, but this is not the main priority in its
foreign policy or security strategy.

Russia views with a lot of skepticism the
global strategy of nonproliferation and
counterproliferation declared by the United
States, seeing in it a policy based in the practice
of double standards and an attempt to veil other
political, military, and commercial interests,
including nuclear exports, with the goal of
nonproliferation.

Russia is not inclined to sacrifice its own
economic and political interests in peaceful
nuclear cooperation with other countries for
the sake of the abstract nonproliferation ideal
(especially in the wunilateral interpretation
of the United States). It will not initiate any
further tightening of the regime (especially one
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associated with economic losses), while at the
same time observing the letter of the provisions
of the NPT, IAEA safeguards, and agreed-upon
norms for nuclear exports.

Relations with the United States are of
considerable significance for Russia (including
CTR and GNEP programs), and it is prepared
within certain limits to take U.S. demands into
account.

At the same time Moscow will resist
Washington’s pressure to abandon its dealings
with other countries that are legal from the
standpoint of the NPT, even if these countries
at this point in history are not to the liking of
the current U.S. administration and even if
there is suspicion about the military nuclear
proclivities of Russia’s foreign partners. In this
sense, the continuation of the Bushehr project
and its possible expansion have gained not only
practical significance for Moscow ($5 billion in
income), but a sense of principle and political
significance as well.

Russia will object, as will the majority of U.S.
allies, to using force to resolve nonproliferation
problems (although for political considerations,
it has supported the Proliferation Security
Initiative [PSI]), and will give preference
to diplomatic and economic instruments in
reinforcing the NPT. Russia has supported
recent United Nations Security Council (UNSC)
resolutions on Iran and People’s Democratic
Republic of Korea (PDRK) but will resist
“hard sanctions” (i.e.,, oil embargo, cutting
communications, etc.) and will veto the use of
force.
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* Russia’s nonproliferation policy (just as defense
and arms control postures) will probably stay
passive and mostly reactive, except when
promising direct economic benefits (as with the
multilateral uranium enrichment plant in the
Siberian city of Angarsk). Without initiatives
from outside, Russia would hardly initiate or
readily endorse more strict export controls,
embargoes on sales of nuclear fuel cycle
components or more intrusive JAEA guarantees.
However, it may use nuclear and missile
proliferation as a pretext for withdrawing from
some treaties, foremost the Intermediate Range
Nuclear Forces-Strategic Rocket Forces (INF-
SRF) Treaty of 1987, apparently motivated by
other military and political reasons.”

Stephen Blank, on the other hand, underscores the
many and diverse ways in which the proliferation of
not just nuclear weapons but also of missiles represents
serious threats to both American and Russian interests
and therefore the urgency of joint action undertaken
on behalf of both sides. He cites over 10 reasons why
such cooperation is necessary in the Middle East,
South Asia, and Northeast Asia, clearly articulating
the American sense of the urgency of the issue that,
according to Arbatov, is not felt so strongly in the
Kremlin. Nonetheless, both authors concur that for
nonproliferation cooperation to take place and to be
successful, the next administration will have to depart
from the Bush team’s perspectives. Both authors agree
that we can expect continuity, rather than change, from
the Medvedev administration on this issue. Therefore
the change that will have to take place will have to
come from the White House. Specifically, according
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to Blank, future efforts at nonproliferation and at
inducing both bilateral and multilateral cooperation
to achieve it, must renounce using nonproliferation
policy as an attempt to impel or coerce regime change
from without. Arguably the more recent U.S. policy
towards North Korea, and possibly Iran, suggests
this is already happening. Blank offers an analysis
derived from contemporary political science thinking
as to why reaching agreements with potential or
actual proliferators actually may set in motion a
process leading over time to substantive alteration in
the makeup of those governments. But this does not
mean we will get democracies in proliferating states,
although hopefully better government and more pro-
Western policies from those governments will develop
over time.” The important points of agreement here are
that first, unilateral answers will not work and impose
greater costs than benefits across the international
system; second, regime change cannot be the stated
or even implicit goal of such exercises; third, coercive
military means will, unless absolutely necessary, fail
and can only succeed if they enjoy multilateral backing
and legitimacy. These conclusions are based on hard
practical experience and will not, in and of themselves,
necessarily lead to a convergence of Russo-American
perspectives on why proliferation is a threat, to what
degree, and what should be done about it. But from
those starting points arrived at in those conclusions,
we can get to a point where the practical policies of
both Washington and Moscow overlap sufficiently
so that they can devise coordinated and cooperative
responses to the threat posed by proliferation.
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Chapters 7-8: Issues of Regional Security in Eurasia.

Regional security is one of the most contentious
issues in Eurasia as the current crises over Georgia’s
and Ukraine’s desire to enter NATO illustrate. And
thanks to the war over South Ossetia, it will be even
more contentious. Although Moscow’s line here is that
Georgia was an aggressor that committed war crimes
and therefore does not deserve to rule over South
Ossetia and Abkhazia, the story is more complicated.
Close analysis of the Russian and world press
reveals the following scenario. After a long series of
provocations and Russian attempts to isolate Georgia
and overthrow its government, Moscow reacted
forcefully to the NATO-EU decision to recognize
Kosovo’s independence and to consider Georgian
application for a membership action plan (MAP) from
NATO. Russia reacted by unilaterally dispatching
Russian forces to Abkhazia and offering Abkhazia and
South Ossetia consular and legal status. Thus, Russia
has initiated a typical example of coercive diplomacy.
Russia clearly sought to coerce Georgia into renouncing
NATO membership and any hope of regaining
those two territories under its sovereignty. It also
sought to force Georgia to negotiate these provinces’
destiny exclusively with them and Moscow, thereby
conferring upon it a dominant status in the Caucasus
and excluding NATO and/or the EU from that
negotiation which the EU clearly seeks to influence.”
Otherwise, as it had done since the 1990s, it steadfastly
blocked any effort by Georgia to negotiate with these
provinces directly without Russian interference. By
pursuing that exclusive status, Moscow also shows
just how little concern it has for Abkhazia’s or South
Ossetia’s self-determination. The principle of their
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self-determination is merely camouflage for eroding
Georgia’s sovereignty, integrity, and independence,
and for augmenting Russia’s power in the Caucasus
and elsewhere in the CIS. In this respect Russia follows
Soviet precedents of using self-determination to
destroy competing governments and to reunify their
peoples around the Russian state.”

As part of its diplomatic campaign at the recent
St. Petersburg CIS conference in June 2008, Russia
once again admonished Georgia and Ukraine not to
join NATO, called such membership a breach of the
Russo-Ukrainian treaty of 1997, threatened to double
Ukrainian gas prices, and piously stated that, while it
is up to Georgia to improve bilateral relations, there
was no problem between them that could not be solved
if they met bilaterally and did not involve others in
their dispute.® While demanding that Georgia meet
with Abkhazia and South Ossetia and renounce the
use of force, Moscow, of course, threatened both sides
in these projected talks with violence and demanded
its full participation and the exclusion of all other
actors from those talks.” Thus Russia sought to isolate
Georgia from its Western supporters by defaming
Georgian policy abroad, separating it from European
support, and then intimidating it by bringing the full
weight of its power to bear on an isolated regime. Then
that intimidated regime would have had no choice
but to yield to Russian pressure and accept a Russian-
dictated truncation of its sovereignty, integrity, and
independence.

However, the situation became progressively more
complex by July 2008. Here we must consider the nature
of the Russian government and of its satrapies in South
Ossetia and Georgia. In both of these provinces, thelocal
regime was essentially an FSB regime controlled by
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ethnic Russians and/ or officials of the FSB, a hallmark
of Putin’s regime. Moscow reportedly has also placed
FSB officers throughout Abkhaz President Bagpash’s
entourage and even threatened his life if he negotiated
with Georgia.”® Moscow reportedly tries to exercise
similar kinds of pressure upon South Ossetia.”

The primary interests of these “South Ossetian”
officials lay in holding power, profiting from the
widespread racketeering that they lead, and in blocking
any rapprochement with Georgia. Resumption of
direct talks or ties to Georgia was, in their eyes, a
sign that Moscow was selling them out. Thus they
were willing collaborators with Moscow and the
Siloviki who commanded the power structures and
were themselves getting rich off the proceeds of this
pervasive criminality. Moscow provided them with
weapons, and gave passports to their citizens so it
could claim with no justification that they were Russian
citizens whom Moscow was obliged to defend. Thus
the Russian peacekeeping forces in these provinces
were anything but peacekeepers. Rather, they were
conscious instruments of a policy intended to prevent
conflictresolution and eventually move these provinces
into formal reincorporation into Russia. Itis natural that
Georgia bitterly resented this and believed that Russia
was behind every effort to block it from regaining
its sovereignty, apart from the visible emotionalism
and inflated rhetoric of the Georgian regime and
political culture. Not surprisingly, there had been
a pattern of escalating Russian provocations going
back years, including assassination attempts against
Saakashvili’'s predecessor, Edvard Shevarnadze,
boycotts, bombings, subversion efforts to overthrow
the Georgian government, missile launches, and more
recently military buildups and the moves of March-
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April to establish direct ties between the government
in Moscow and these provinces. However, perhaps
due to the pressure generated by Russian provocations
and Georgian counterprovocations, the Russian
government announced its support for direct South
Ossetian-Georgian negotiations in July.

But at this point, the nature of the Russian govern-
ment became a factor in this equation and a decisive one
at that. There have been multiplying signs of a devel-
oping rivalry, if not struggle, between President Med-
vedev and Prime Minister Putin. Although the issues
joined were domestic political issues, it is clear that
Putin was also trying to control Russian foreign policy
and relying upon the Siloviki, the same people who
supervised the officials in South Ossetia and Abkhazia.
A close reading of the military press, for example,
would suggest that the military (and presumably
the intelligence services) were itching for a chance to
destroy Saakashvili’s power, and show him and NATO
who’s boss in the Caucasus. These officials” pecuniary
motives, always uppermost in their minds, also stood
to lose if there were direct negotiations between Thbilisi
and the South Ossetians in Tskhinvali, the provincial
capital. Indeed, Russian officials contributed to the
buildup of tensions by publicly dismissing a peace
plan offered by German Foreign Minister Frank-Walter
Steinmeyer after privately praising it, and having
the commander of Russian airborne forces raise the
possibility of their descent into the area in support of
South Ossetia.

Thus it appears that the South Ossetian leaders
decided, with support from their friends, to ratchet
up the already high level of armed provocations to
deliberately incite a forceful Georgian response that
could then be used to justify Moscow’s retaliation.
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The size, swiftness, and scope of the operation, plus
its widening objectives cited above, all lend credence
to this assessment.”® Although Saakashvili had offered
Russiaarole of a guarantor of South Ossetian autonomy
within Georgia and a cease-fire, for reasons not yet clear,
within 3 hours Georgian forces invaded Tskhinvali.”
Allegedly, this humiliation by force of Russia and its
new president could not be accepted. But it is clear
that Russia was ready and waiting for this. At least one
Russian commentator has hinted at the likelihood that
Moscow, or more specifically the Siloviki, had planned
a grand provocation here. Writing on August 8, the
newspaper Gazeta observed that,

Therelative passivity of official Russia has already made a
decisive impact on the events of recent days. The Foreign
Ministry’s wrathful tone and theatrical curses from
parliament deputies do not count. As long as the military
fist is not engaged, this is all just a noisy background
for the advancement of Georgian troops. The Russian
forces in the region, including the nominal peacekeepers
deployed there, have failed and may even never tried
to put an end to tribal feuds in South Ossetia. Yet, it
would not have been a problem for them only several
days ago to stop the Georgian Army at the beginning.
Contrary to the usual cast of roles. It was never done.
What is the reason? Artful foreign-policy maneuvers
by Saakashvili? Putin’s Olympic absence? Medvedev’s
tour of the Volga region? Or a decision, made in advance
and being implemented in cold blood, to let events run
their own course? If so that would be the greatest turn
in Russia’s Transcaucasian policy in the past 15 years.
If not and if a forcible intervention is eventually to take
place, its cost — both political and the one paid with blood
of all the conflict participants —will prove much higher
than it could have been only just recently. If it is not a
turn of the course but just a delay in the intervention, the
reasons for the delay may be very banal. Apart from the
usual mess, there is also no full clarity as to whose order

31



the Siloviks (Power Officials) should receive. Although
the conventional wisdom is that they are commanded
by the premier, it is still the new president with all his
constitutional powers who is the official commander in
chief. And Dmitry Medvedev is the one who will bear
most of the political responsibility for whatever decision
will be made and whoever will make it. It is possible that
he needs time to answer himself a question of whether he
is ready to take it on his shoulders.*®

These remarks underscore not just the possibility of
a conspiracy or provocation launched by Siloviki in
Moscow to get Medvedev, possibly against his better
judgment, to support a war in Georgia, but they also
point to the enduring crisis potential that resides in
Russia’s failure to institute democratic controls over
the power structures.

Consequently, this operation also confirms what this
author has said before in other forums.®' A regime such
a Putin’s represents a permanent standing invitation
to military adventurism. The absence of democratic
controls over all the instruments of force—regular
military, paramilitary, internal troops, and intelligence
forces—renders Russia permanently vulnerable to
domestic and external coups as in 1994, 1999, and
now in 2008. Just as the Chechen war of 1999 was in
many respects a provocation and coup d’etat against
more democratic elections and accountability, so, too,
today’s operation partakes of elements of the Siloviki’s
unremitting desire to seize and hold power even at the
risk of foreign war.

Admittedly, throughout the entire period Georgia
hasdisplayed alamentable penchant for stormy rhetoric
and its own brand of provocative action compelling
Western leaders to restrain Georgia repeatedly. It even
contemplated a military action against South Ossetia
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and Abkhazia in 2006. But contemplation is not action,
anditsprovocations werefarsurpassed by the consistent
and escalating nature of Russian provocations dating
back several years. In this confrontation, Georgia was
the bull in the ring responding to the Russian matador’s
red cape. Russia was by no means the offended party
as its leadership wants to make out.

Neither is it likely this war will end with whatever
denouement plays itself out in Georgia. We can expect
heightened Russian pressure against pro-Western
states in the CIS like Azerbaijan and Ukraine. Indeed,
Ukraine is already being threatened by Moscow. At
the NATO-Russia Council in Bucharest in April 2008,
President Putin told President Bush, “But, George,
don’t you understand that Ukraine is not a state?”
Putin further claimed that most of its territory was a
Russian gift in the 1950s. Moreover, while Western
Ukraine belonged to Eastern Europe, Eastern Ukraine
was “ours.” Furthermore, if Ukraine did enter NATO,
Russia would then detach Eastern Ukraine (and the
Crimea) and graft it onto Russia. Thus Ukraine would
cease to exist as a state.®? Putin also said that Russia
regards NATO enlargement as a threat, so if Georgia
received membership, Moscow would “take adequate
measures” and recognize Abkhazia and South Ossetia
to create a buffer between NATO and Russia.®®

So nothing that has occurred since then should
have surprised us. Russian politicians are using every
resource at their disposal to meddle in Ukraine’s
politics and extend the Black Sea Fleet’s presence there
beyond 2017; and they are now attacking Ukraine for
its alleged arming of Georgia to the teeth and support
for genocide. Ukraine, for its part, has said it may bar
Black Sea Fleet ships that participated in this conflict
from returning to their base, opening the way to further
recriminations with Moscow.*

33



Thus evenif one believes, as does Andrei Tsygankov
in Chapter 8, that possibilities for such cooperation exist,
it still must be admitted, as he does, that the obstacles
to it are formidable.®® Indeed, given Ukraine’s pro-
Georgian role in this war, those obstacles are likely to
grow. Although these lines are being written during the
war in Georgia, it is entirely conceivable that a Russian
move on Thilisi could lead to a new insurgency in the
Caucasus which can little afford it. Alternatively, even
if a new government replaces the Saakashvili regime, it
is quite likely that it will be an irredentist government
in outlook even if it is incapable of regaining its
territories. Russia may well find that, despite a victory
that makes it preen as if it was the boss of the CIS, again
it has stepped on a rake. Tsygankov largely attributes
these obstacles to psychological and cognitive factors
in both countries” policymaking processes that prevent
them from seeing each other clearly. Nevertheless, he
argues that Washington and Moscow could contribute
together to jointly assuring the integrity and stability
of states menaced by threats to those attributes, e.g.,
Georgia, Ukraine, and Azerbaijan. Joint cooperation on
economic development and reduction of poverty might
also be possible. He also raises the point of whether it
might be possible to find a way to avoid crises over
Georgian and Ukrainian membership in NATO which
is a red line for Moscow precipitating what its leaders
consider to be a threat to Russia’s vital interests.

For instance, in response to Russia’s concerns,
President Victor Yushchenko has recently suggested
that he has no plans of stationing any foreign military
troops on Ukrainian territory.®® If NATO is indeed a
political organization and not merely a military alliance
as many in the West claim, then such solutions should
not seem unfeasible. Enforcement of the Article 5 in
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such cases should be a subject of a separate negotiation.
Other joint security arrangements, with or without
NATO participation, must also be considered.®” Much
of this analysis, however, may turn out to have been
superseded by events.

Tsyagankov also contends that both sides could
collaborate on assuring the integrity of the threatened
states — Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Ukraine—and work
together to bring about poverty reduction and economic
development, helping to demilitarize the Caucasus
which is awash in conflicts and armed forces. But first,
of course, the two sides, and particularly America,
will have to overcome the cognitive and psychological
blinders that impede cooperation.®®

James Sherr, on the other hand, though he agrees
that Russian policy is rooted in the psychological and
cognitive dispositions of its elites, argues that this
psychology combines resentment with an excessive
self-confidence that masks the fact that Russia’s regime
feels threatened by developments like the Orange
Revolution in Ukraine or Georgia’s Rose Revolution
because those events engender repercussions within
the Russian Federation itself. And those repercussions,
especially towards democratization, are anathema to
the ruling elite. Meanwhile, these states” own internal
weaknesses have long since drawn both East and West
into their internal affairs as rivals. Thus the bilateral
antagonism that we now see in regional security issues,
as well as elsewhere in the bilateral agenda, is rooted
in a clash pertaining to the nature of the state in the
East and West or to what he calls the culture of power.
Thus this conflict is rooted in the intrinsic nature of
the rival polities, making it all the more difficult to
overcome and resolve. But not only does this condition
lead to conflict over regional security, energy, and
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defense issues, given the nature of the Russian state
and its permanent ongoing intrigues and rivalries,
foreign policy issues are implicated in the very fabric
of those domestic rivalries, e.g., the recent succession
to Putin.®

Thus it is as much for domestic reasons as foreign
policy and defense considerations that Russian elites
from Putin on down do not consider Ukraine (or
any other CIS state for that matter) to be a genuinely
independent, self-standing, and sovereign state.

Under the circumstances, and as we see in real life,
restoring cooperation on the regional security points
of the agenda or on any of the other outstanding issues
touched upon here will clearly be difficult both for the
Bush administration and for its successor. Nevertheless,
given the stakes and scope of the issues that encompass
this agenda, there is no alternative. While the labor is
arduous and unfulfilling and is unlikely to be completed
on our watch; because of those stakes and scope we
cannot abstain from carrying it out, for then everybody
loses. George Kolt understood this truth deeply, and
it was his combination of patriotism, wisdom, and
concern for the larger issues that transcended personal
interest that drove him to launch these conferences in
the hope that they would facilitate the labor of bringing
about this sorely needed cooperation. We offer these
chaptersand thehope of subsequent similar conferences
and publications in the same spirit that he did and look
forward to the continuation of the dialogue.
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