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About the Camden Conference

E

very year since 1987 the Camden Conference has provided interested individuals
from Midcoast Maine and beyond an opportunity to learn first-hand from, and
engage directly with, renowned experts on issues of global importance. Each
year, a topic is selected and speakers from government, academia, international
organizations, the media and business are invited to participate in a three-day
conference in Camden in February, which is simultaneously streamed to audiences in
Belfast and Rockland. Each speaker addresses a facet of the year’s topic, answers
questions from the audience in all three locations, and participates in an exchange of
ideas throughout the weekend. All the talks are subsequently made available to all at
our website, www.camdenconference.org.
Previous Camden Conference programs have examined “Religion as a Force in
World Affairs”; “Global Leadership”; and “The Global Politics of Food and Water.” The
Conference has also focused on geopolitical areas including the Middle East, Asia,
Europe, and Latin America. The February 2016 Camden Conference will consider the
vast and diverse continent of Africa.
Exciting as the weekend is, the Camden Conference has over the years become a
much bigger presence in the educational and intellectual life of our area and state.
Dozens of events related to the annual Conference theme or promoting “informed discourse on world issues” are held in communities across Maine. These “Community
Events” include lectures, symposia, and senior-college courses; group discussions of
selected articles and film clips; and longer films, art exhibits, and other cultural programs. All are open to the public and most are free of charge. They are led by scholars
and other well-informed area residents.
The Camden Conference works to enhance teaching of global affairs in Maine
universities, colleges and high schools by subsidizing and encouraging student attendance at the February Conference—often in the context of courses directly related to
the Conference theme—staging student-oriented and student-led events around the
Conference, and developing teaching aids that use film clips from the Conference.
The Camden Conference is a nonpartisan, federally tax-exempt, not-for-profit
501(c)(3) corporation. The Board of Directors includes residents of several Midcoast
towns, all of whom volunteer their time, talent, and energy to organize the Conference
and related programs.
Financial support for the Camden Conference comes from attendance fees; memberships; individual gifts; and grants from institutions, foundations, and corporations.
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hat Russia is the topic is evident
from the front page of every major
newspaper and from radio, TV,
and web programming. The Camden
Conference is pleased to have participated in this national deliberation through
its numerous community events throughout Maine, educational programs in many
high schools, colleges and universities,
and annual three-day Conference. More
than 900 attended “Russia Resurgent”
over the snowy weekend of February
20 through 22, 2015, to hear nine distinguished speakers address a topic important to all of us as we attempt to
evaluate Russia’s place in the world.
This issue of Highlights distills the
messages of those speakers. It is not a
verbatim record (the Conference can be
viewed in its entirety on the Camden
Conference Website), rather, it seeks to
convey the sense of each speaker’s
presentation—wherever possible, in the
speaker’s own words—and to indicate
areas of agreement and disagreement
among the speakers. Every session, from
Matthew Rojansky’s keynote address to
the concluding panel discussion, is
included here. We hope Highlights adds
to your understanding and provides you
with a springboard for further discussion.
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2015 Keynote Address

The Riddle Inside
the Enigma:
Origins of Russian
Conduct at Home
and in the World
We need to understand
Russia’s view of itself
Matthew Rojansky
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R

ojansky’s theme was taken from a quote from
Winston Churchill. “Russia is a riddle wrapped in
a mystery inside an enigma.” Did his Camden Conference keynote address help unravel the enduring
Churchill observation? Perhaps not, but the thrust of his
analysis for understanding the Russian psyche did bring
to mind someone else’s memorable tagline—comic Rodney
Dangerfield’s “I don’t get no respect!”
The differences between our two countries, Rojansky
contended, are typically portrayed as sweeping but in
reality they are not altogether as vast as we might believe.
Both countries are geographically similar with oceans on
both sides of them. Both have an historic parallel in their
beliefs that a manifest destiny created them. And both
nations seek to live and enjoy prosperity, stability and a
basic set of freedoms.
So what is the source of American—Russian conflict
and misunderstanding? According to Rojansky, “Russia
seeks to be Russian. Russians are not interested in being
MATTHEW ROJANSKY, Director of the Kennan Institute at the
Wilson Center, is an expert on U.S. and Russian national security
and nuclear weapons policy. His work focuses on relations
among the U.S., NATO, and the states of the former Soviet
Union, particularly Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Moldova. From
2010 to 2013, he was Deputy Director of the Russia and Eurasia
Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.
He founded Carnegie’s Ukraine Program, led a multi-year
project to support U.S.–Russia health cooperation, and created
a task force on the Moldova–Transnistria conflict. From 2007 to
2010, Rojansky served as executive director of the Partnership
for a Secure America.

Americans.” Russians want to be respected for their Russian
character and their heritage and, Rojansky believes, we get
into trouble when we in their eyes disrespect them by failing to acknowledge and appreciate both their achievements and their sacrifices in the past, especially the cost
in Russian lives and the economic hardship the country
suffered in World War II.
According to Rojansky, we also fail to believe and appreciate that Russians do value freedom. In Russia, personal
freedoms have always come before political freedoms and
that is a distinction that is nearly impossible for Americans
to make but one Russians apparently accept. The freedoms
to speak, practice religion and travel are considerable for
Russians today. Freedom of political speech and protest are
clearly limited, if not all but nonexistent. But when we
assail Russia over its human rights policies, it sees that as
American hypocrisy and asks how we can be critical of it
yet tolerant, if not blind, to human rights abuses in other
countries like Saudi Arabia?
Further, “Russia has a very non-diversified portfolio and
that makes their experience brittle, unpredictable and
uncertain.” Despite the fact that Russians are enjoying a
better standard of living today than they ever did in the
Soviet era, it is a country very much reliant on the commod-

“Russia at this moment
is the only existential threat
to the United States that can
obliterate this country and
with it the world in under
thirty minutes.”
ity prices for petroleum and natural gas. Factor in the life
experience of those now running things, who remember
when the Soviet Union collapsed in the late 1980s, and, we
might better understand why their world still appears to be
an insecure and dangerous place.
These Russian elites have an additional reason to resent
the West. They harbor resentment about how little sympathy was shown for their country’s demise and fall at the end
of the Cold War. Plus, they remember bitterly, there was
even celebration in the West on its occasion.
“Russians are not willing to sacrifice what they view as
Russia’s independent foreign policy solely in order to have
partnership or approval from the West.” Although Rojansky
stated that working with the West is Russia’s first choice in
its interface with the world there is again the matter of understanding and honoring Russia’s view of itself as entitled
to sit unconditionally at the table of the great powers. In the
recent past, U.S. administrations have made different failed
attempts at improving relations, which for Russia didn’t adequately recognize the need, as Rojansky put it, to “feel big.”

President Clinton wanted to recast post-Cold War Russia
in our own image. President George W. Bush tried selective
cooperation in an attempt to build a normal relationship.
Both misfired, surmised Rojansky, because for Russia the
only relationship it aspires to have with America is a special
one that demands and receives special attention.
And when President Obama controversially referred to
Russia as a third rate regional power that doesn’t make anything; a growing sense of crisis, now badly exacerbated by
events in the Ukraine, all but destroyed the so called “reset”
in relations he had hoped to achieve.
“Russia at this moment is the only existential threat to
the United States that can obliterate this country and with
it the world in under thirty minutes.” And, Rojansky reminded us, in a refutation of Obama’s claim that Russia is
a country we can dismissively wave off, in fact it has global
capabilities that few countries in the world have and above
all, is locked with the United States in the ultimate existential relationship we have yet to resolve—two nuclear arsenals still operational and pointed at each other.
Rojansky cited that Russia is the second leading global
exporter of armaments, has a vote on the United Nations
Security Council and is a part of significant multinational
efforts to solve conflicts around the world. Even if it may no
longer see itself as a power that can unilaterally impose its
will, it still considers itself a primary player and broker in international affairs.
“Russia’s not going away. It really can’t be bludgeoned.
That’s likely to produce the kind of counter reaction that we
don’t want to see. “ However badly America might misunderstand Russia, Rojansky made the point that there is no
doubt the misconceptions may work both ways. Russia misguidedly (or maybe not) sees itself as a more rational state
actor than the United States because unlike us, its internal
politics do not impact its decision making when it comes to
foreign policy.
“At the end of the day America is bigger, more powerful
and wealthier. But the trump card that the Russians will
have in response is the burning of Moscow. It is the willingness to bring the house down around their ears to make the
point that Russia’s independent interests are inviolable.”
And no matter how much we might desire or wish,
Rojansky stressed, whether it is Putin or someone else as
its leader, there is not going to be a Russian government
that will lead to a pro America Russia.
So, is there room for hope that our two nations can find
a way out of conflict and on to a path toward conciliation?
“Our ability to secure cooperation from Russia depends on
taking them seriously.” Rojansky cited the Reagan era approach of “Trust but verify” as a policy that worked in the
past to reduce tensions and that pursuit of reciprocal commitments between our two countries would be a positive
means for rebuilding confidence. And he urged that
Americans need to make a better effort at educating ourselves as individuals about Russia, its people and its history,
imploring us to go see the country and gain our own personal perspective.


Reported by Peter Imber
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History Matters:
The Politics of the Past in Putin’s Russia
The Great Patriotic War as a unifying theme
Nina Tumarkin

A

fter first expressing tongue-in-cheek gratitude to
Vladimir Putin for the size of the sold-out Camden
Conference audience, Tumarkin launched into an impressive overview of 20th- and 21st-century Soviet and
Russian history and its impact on Putin and his mindset.
Tumarkin first explained her own “very deep personal connection” to Russia, having had parents who were born in
Saint Petersburg before the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution and
emigrated to Berlin, Paris, and then New York before World
War II. (In a twist of fate, she noted, they also died in St.
Petersburg—Florida.)

NINA TUMARKIN is Professor of History at Wellesley College
and a longtime Associate at the Davis Center for Russian and
Eurasian Studies at Harvard University. Her expertise includes
current Russian cultural politics; comparative national memories
of war; and official apologies for historical wrongdoings. She is
the author of several books, including The Living and the Dead: The
Rise and Fall of the Cult of World War II in Russia (Basic Books, 1995),
and Lenin Lives! The Lenin Cult in Soviet Russia (Harvard University
Press, 1997). Her current research project is titled “Coming to
Grips with the Soviet Past: The Politics of Historical Memory in
Russia, 2005–2012.”
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“Historical politics,” she said, has enabled Putin’s approval ratings to remain high—even as high as 80 percent
at the moment, despite great unrest in Ukraine. As a
“scholar of political memory,” Tumarkin has focused on the
ways that history has been used and/or manipulated, now
and in the past, to gain the support of the Russian people.
Tumarkin focused initially on the current Ukrainian crisis,
pointing out that the 2014 overthrow of Kiev’s pro-Russian
government was “depicted in the Russian press as the very
reincarnation of German fascism”—the sworn enemy defeated by the Soviets on Victory Day in 1945, an event commemorated every May 9th since. In the last year, she noted,
Putin and others in the Russian government “have continued to call the current Ukrainian government and its supporters ‘fascists.’” She stressed that “this is not just some
generic term for enemies, but rather a specific appeal to
the most powerful symbolic and historic event and moment in the modern Russian experience and political
mythology. It equates today’s Russia with the victorious
Red Army that defeated Nazism.”
Ukrainians are also using this kind of historical language, as shown when President Poroshenko pointed out
on Ukrainian Independence Day in August 2014 that

“Ukraine in the Donbas (eastern Ukraine) is engaged in a
great patriotic war” for the survival of the nation.
Tumarkin reviewed the way the Soviet-era leaders consciously adopted wars and other historical events to sway
public opinion throughout the nation. Then she segued
into the way post-Soviet leaders have done the same
thing—with Putin being a master of historical manipulation. “For Russia no event in its modern history has ever
mattered more than what is called The Great Patriotic
War—June 22, 1941, to May 9, 1945, the Soviet Union’s war
against Germany and Germany’s allies.”
Beginning in 1965, the early Brezhnev era, “Russia has
had a veritable cult of the Great Patriotic War—organized
venerational worship of an idealized version of the Soviet
Union’s experience in the war.” Such veneration, includes
relics, wartime heroes, and a large measure of “redemptive
suffering, which has always been an important part of
Russian Orthodox cultural tradition.” Eternal flames proliferated in villages and towns, and newlyweds would often
place a wreath or flowers at the local war memorial in commemoration of the 27 million who had perished in the Great
Patriotic War. At the outset of that war, after decades of
forced labor and deprivation, “there was always a sense
that it had to be an inspired battle, a sacred war.” Part of
that inspiration came from a song composed the day after
the first troop trains departed for the front. And with that,
Tumarkin delivered a stirring rendition of “Holy War”—to a
round of hearty applause.
“This cult was upended,” toward the end of the Soviet
period, “after Gorbachev rose to power, when many more
truths came out about the war.” Criticisms against Stalin
began to proliferate, eternal flames were allowed to burn
out, and the Soviet Union began to disintegrate. In the
first years after the 1991 dissolution of the Soviet Union,

his presidency in 2000, “identified himself personally with
the Great Patriotic War,” brought back the old Soviet national anthem and busts of Stalin, and frequently met
with veterans. In 2005, on the 60th anniversary of the end
of the Great Patriotic War, and in the wake of the Orange
Revolution in Ukraine, Putin also founded a new Russian
youth movement called Nashi (‘Ours’).
In the Soviet era, “the war was commemorated as a
source of both grief and pride, a source of loyalty, but never
a source of raw joy and exultation, as it has been in the
Putin era, especially in the past 10 years.” Putin’s renewed
cult of the Great Patriotic War has become “a celebration of
absolute good over absolute evil.” He has turned May 9 into
a Russian national holiday, in part “to justify the strengthening centralization.” The traditional ‘minute’ of silence,
once lasting 12 minutes, was cut down to 5 minutes—effectively meaning, “We just mourn a little bit and then immediately celebrate.” At the 2005 event, Putin’s closing words
were “Slava Rossiya!”—Glory to Russia! “The Great Patriotic
War cult has grown even more since Putin’s third inauguration in 2012.” In 2014, Russians started wearing black-andorange-striped ribbons—the so-called Georgian ribbon—not
just for special occasions but as an everyday sign of patriotism.
In 2013, wanting Russia also to be part of World War I
centennial commemorations, Putin began encouraging the
building of new war memorials and the organization of special events related to that war. Whereas the memory of
World War I had been largely obliterated in Russia, schools
now teach “lessons in bravery, a kind of cult of militarism.”
Seventieth-anniversary commemorations of the Great
Patriotic War have now begun in Russia and “they will be
fascinating to watch.” Tumarkin urged audience members
to go to the website kremlin.ru to follow events in Russia.

“Celebrations of military glory have
so penetrated Russian culture now,
that they help to explain why
Russians are so accepting of the
war in Ukraine. War is now looked
at as the policy that works, and
this is what’s most troubling.”
Boris Yeltsin devoted scant attention to the cult of the
Great Patriotic War. He restored the tricolored Russian
flag; renamed streets, towns, and cities; and spurred the
rebuilding of Christ the Saviour Russian Orthodox
Cathedral, built in 1883 as a memorial to the 1812 defeat
of Napoleon and then dynamited by Stalin in 1931.
Vladimir Putin, on the other hand, from the beginning of

“Celebrations of military glory have so penetrated Russian
culture now, that they help to explain why Russians are so
accepting of the war in Ukraine.” Concluding, she cautioned, “War is now looked at as the policy that works, and
this is what’s most troubling.”


Reported by Kathleen Brandes
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Post-Crimean Russia and
Prospects for its Future
A new political geometry in Russia
Nikolay Petrov

P

etrov began by saying about Russia “all the time it
can surprise you regardless of how well you know
what is going on.” It “now is a totally new country”
since the 2014 annexation of Crimea. The pre-2014 political
system was designed at time of financial well-being. Even
though he won the election of 2012, Putin concluded that
the old trajectory was not working and had to change. Now,
for example, he doesn’t listen to the political elites; “he is
much more like a Tsar.”
The political system has “changed in a very essential way,
the way that Putin is ruling the country.” The elites/ruling
class or “Nomenklatura” (a term from the Stalin era for persons who hold key administrative roles in all spheres of government activity and who are appointed only with the
approval of the communist party) are “much less capable to
make independent moves.” Under this “Neo-Nomenklatura,”
the elites are totally dependent on Putin who demands short
term time horizons for decisions and total loyalty. In addition,
the elites now include corporate leaders or oligarchs such as
the Chairmen of Roseneft and Yukos, the latter of which became disloyal and ended up both losing Yukos and spending
years in jail.
There are many problems facing Russia today, the dominant of which is corruption. But, with Putin’s move to asymmetric power, corruption and inequality are of less concern
to most Russians than in the past. There is a new political
geometry in Russia. This is a “more primitive one” that replaces that developed during the late 1990s, a time of financial well-being when most problems could be solved with
money. One characteristic of this new geometry is a higher
center of gravity, i.e. power, in the person of Putin. Another
is the sense that the leader is the only source of legitimacy
and that the loss of legitimacy is a disaster for the leader (and
perhaps the country). Lastly, a greater distance between
Putin and the elites than in the past. There is more differen-

NIKOLAY PETROV is a Professor in the Faculty of Politics at the
Higher School of Economics in Moscow and a Senior Research
Fellow at the Centre for Fundamental Studies, Laboratory for
Qualitative and Quantitative Methods of Analysis of Political
Regimes. He is the co-author and editor of The Dynamics of Russian
Politics: Putin’s Reform of Federal–Regional Relations, published in
2005, and co-editor (with Maria Lipman) of Russia 2025: Scenarios
for the Future, published in 2013. Petrov is the former chair of the
Carnegie Moscow Center’s Society and Regions Project.
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tiation between groups of elites and buying loyalty does not
work anymore.
There are major changes in Russia’s political system
which include:


Liberalism vs. Mobilization. Putin chose mobilization.
While the economy seems to work, it is fragile. The political system is both weak and fragile.



Hybrid vs. Authoritarian Administrative Systems. Putin’s
move is towards authoritarian systems. There is no longer
any need for democratic “window dressing.” Managers
and corporate leaders are removed for disloyalty. And,
Putin has taken control of the media.



Empire to Nation State. The move is to rebuild Russia as
a Nation State. This presents a number of problems. First,
it increases the risk of a failure to integrate Crimea and its
economy. Another is the strong sentiment remaining in
Ukraine to work with the EU. A third problem is in the
Caucasus where there is still much independent thinking.



Soft Power to Hard Power. Russia is operating with a war

mentality. It is being besieged by the West. Increasingly,
Putin is using language similar to Hitler. Examples are:
“Russia is a great power” and “Might makes Right.”


Westward (EU and U.S.) to Eastward (China). This move
presents many risks. Historically, the West has been a
very important factor in the Russian Economy.

“Russia has become hostage
to the Regime. The Regime
has become hostage to Putin.
And, Putin has become
hostage to the irreversible
changes he has instituted.”
Putin will have less and less
influence. The only ‘optimism’
is a bit of Russian wisdom:
“A horrible end is much better
than an endless horror.”

These changes are not reversible. “Putin is no longer the
subject who can make changes; he has become an object
who must react to the changes. The pilot no more is capable
of changing the trajectory of the plane.”
There are several problems existing for Russia. Crimea
represents a large risk for Russia. Strong sentiment remains
for closer ties to the EU. The economy is in trouble and corruption is rampant. The Crimean Tatars (about 10% of the
population) are openly hostile to Russia as evidenced by their
refusal to be ‘bought off’ by Putin. There is also a problem of
reintegrating Russian troops from service in Ukraine back
into Russian society. Through its actions in Crimea and
Ukraine, Russia is either cutting off its international ties or
having them restricted through sanctions or other actions.
This reduces access to needed international capital, technology and imports. Some older challenges remain: the
Caucasus are not pacified, there is poor and aging management throughout Russia, and a lack of competition that continues to plague Russian leadership.
In addition, Russia faces some new problems. In order
to maintain legitimacy, Putin sees military victories as
needed. While top level elites are doing well, the lower levels are losing the benefits of status. Reduced budgets,
even for the military, will soon be a significant issue leading to social tensions. There is no easy resolution in
Eastern Ukraine. If Putin compromises, he upsets hard liners. If he continues aggression, he risks more sanctions
and military support from the West for Ukraine. There are
issues with the treatment of non-ethnic Russians within
Russian boundaries such as Chechnya and outside the border in Kazakhstan.

Given this situation there are two major future scenarios.
In the first, Putin remains in power. “He cannot keep the
balance for much longer.” He has 1.5 - 2 years left. Watch
for new measures such as travel ban for elites; increased
sanctions; increasing disaffection of elites; aging, etc.
In the second, Putin is replaced. The replacement could be

a combination of some nationalists and the military/police. Another possible replacement could be the President
of Chechnya who is very dynamic and has a great following. Neither replacement will be better for Russia.
Major problems any successor will have include: continued degradation of institutions, continued degradation of the
elites, degradation of the society (the new generations have
been affected by Putin’s thinking and will have a difficult
time changing) and increased chaos and repression of personal liberties.
Since 2012, “Russia has become hostage to the Regime.
The Regime has become hostage to Putin. And, Putin has become hostage to the irreversible changes he has instituted.”
Putin will have less and less influence. The only ‘optimism’ is
a bit of Russian wisdom: “A horrible end is much better than
an endless horror.”
One of the questions addressed to Petrov was if he felt
any pressure from the authorities for openly expressing his
views. His answer: “The problem in speaking as I have done
here and for the last 15 years is not in speaking or writing but
in being listened to. During that time, I have had few listeners
and few complaints from the regime.”


Reported by Ward Wickwire
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The Russian
Economy and
its influence
on Politics
Economic Issues have
a big impact and the
future is uncertain

The current flurry to rally
around Putin is “not based
upon deeper belief in what
Putin stands for, deeper
support for his policies.
It’s based on something
more fragile, more
evanescent.”

Daniel Treisman

P

rofessor Treisman outlined his presentation to the
Conference with these opening remarks. “I’m going to
talk about the Russian economy and its impact on politics…(First) about how the Russian economy has changed
over the last twenty-five years…(Then) about the current economic crisis…(Finally) I will say something about the political
consequences of this crisis and how economic problems may
manifest themselves in politics.”
He noted that primary factors in the performance of the
Russian economy included the price of oil, international liquidity (funds available to borrow), and various global crises
along with two crucial internal factors—the legacies of the
Communist era and the actual economic policies followed by
the Russian government.
Treisman’s survey of the Russian economy over twentyfive years was anchored on a chart showing the fall and rise
of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) over the years from 1990 to
2014. GDP fell sharply from 1990 to 1998 in the aftermath of
the break-up of the Soviet Union and the dissolution of the
Communist system in Russia. From 1998 onward, GDP rose
steadily for some years due to an overall recovery in the
Russian economy, important market reforms, and sound economic policies. Putin was led by good advisors to cut taxes,
advance selected deregulation, and to curb inflation. From
2004 to 2008 the rising price of oil helped to boost GDP amid
excessive borrowing from foreign banks. Economic policies
swung toward rewarding Putin’s friends and favored oligarchs. The worldwide financial crash of 2008 staggered the
Russian economy and GDP growth faltered—not to the
depths of the 1990s but to sluggish growth along with poor
policy direction.
Treisman emphasized that the period from 1990 to the
present were not “wasted years.” A fundamental modernization of Russian society was achieved despite often wayward
policy guidance and external pressures. “Many indicators
show how much Russia has changed in that era—really a
breakthrough in multiple dimensions of the economy and so8 | CAMDEN CONFERENCE HIGHLIGHTS 2015

ciety.” Among the positive developments were: a rise in per
capita GDP from $7,000 to $20,000; average annual wage
rose from $3,700 to $14,000; widespread personal possession
of computers, cell phones, and personal cars; a doubling of
graduates from higher education; and twice as many
Russians traveled abroad.
The middle class that developed as a result of this
progress took to the city streets in 2011-2012 to protest election fraud and other forms of corruption. They were experiencing the ill effects of the change in “economic policy from
one that was quite sensible and market-oriented at first…to
one apparently aimed at helping out certain old acquaintances of Putin to be able to build palaces.” Conditions got
much worse toward 2014.

…the economic situation is
“an extremely severe crisis—
the worst since the end of
Communism in Russia.”
Treisman noted that the current economic situation is “an
extremely severe crisis—the worst since the end of
Communism in Russia.” GDP has dropped since 2012. With
the recent sharp fall in the price of oil (Russia’s sole major export is petroleum products) the ruble has also plunged in
value. Inflation has increased. A debt crisis looms with billions owed to foreign banks and agencies.
The situation is made more dire due to Western economic
sanctions imposed as a result of the Crimea/Ukraine crisis.
Some estimates suggest that one-third of Russian banks may
collapse. What seemed ample foreign reserves of the government could be drained rapidly. GDP could shrink in the com-

ing year by 10% or more. Government budgets will have to
be cut by at least 10%. Standards of living for nearly all
Russians have fallen, although Russians have proved through
the centuries that they are a long-suffering people who endure under duress.
Yet Putin’s popularity stayed higher than might have been
expected. His popularity enabled him to centralize power
and control to a remarkable degree, to reward his friends and
to punish his critics and adversaries. His high standing in the
polls was initially sustained by economic progress but as the
situation worsened, more Russians began to blame Putin personally for economic set-backs. By 2013 Putin’s popularity
was “down to 61%.” Most observers agreed that “the only solution in economic policy (was) Radical Reform”—to open up
the economy further.
Treisman noted that Putin and his friends “turned to a
new strategy—war.” Russian troops began to infiltrate
Crimea. Although many factors entered into Putin’s aggressive moves against Ukraine, the effort to divert attention from
economic distress was a central consideration. Putin’s popularity surged after the seizure of Crimea but Treisman
sounded a note of caution: “We should doubt that this popularity will be long lasting.” He made reference to other instances of “war euphoria” that proved temporary indeed. The
current flurry to rally around Putin is “not based upon deeper
belief in what Putin stands for, deeper support for his policies.
It’s based on something more fragile, more evanescent.”
In conclusion, Treisman said that more “turbulence” is inevitable in Russia, although we cannot predict its exact
terms and outcomes. Putin is locked in by irreversible decisions he has made in recent years. Treisman also observed
that a leader in an authoritarian state for a long time usually
begins to make mistakes and that the resulting damage
mounts up cumulatively. In the end he said of Putin, “I suspect that his current popularity could fail during this year as
the economic crisis worsens and/or the situation in Ukraine
gets messier.”

A questioner asked what support should be given to the
government of Ukraine in the current crisis.
Treisman responded that far more funds than have yet
been offered, much less provided, will be necessary to sustain Ukraine in the face of Russian pressure but the funds will
have little good effect unless Ukraine undertakes basic economic reforms and anti-corruption steps. Therefore conditions on support funding should be clear and specific.
European governments and the IMF should take the lead but
full U.S. participation is also required. There are no assurances of success because the really hard decisions must be
made by the Ukrainian leaders themselves.
During the Q&A someone observed that Russians play
chess while Americans play video games. As a result, the
Russians have patience for a “long game” in strategic terms
and Americans do not. Treisman took exception to this paradigm. “I think there is a big misconception that democracies
have no patience and that authoritarian countries have this
great long-term view. I don’t see evidence for that…(From
many who observe Putin closely) he operates day to day, he’s
practical, he doesn’t have a long strategy….(He may be good
at tactics but not at strategy)…A leader in an authoritarian
state has to worry every day whether he is going to survive
to the next day.”


Reported by Jim Matlack

DANIEL TREISMAN is Professor of Political Science at UCLA and
a research associate of the National Bureau of Economic
Research. His work focuses on Russian politics and economics and
comparative political economy. Educated at Oxford and Harvard
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served as a consultant for the World Bank and the European Bank
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Economics and a member of the Jury of the National Prize in
Applied Economics.
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Russia-Ukraine and the
Broader Implications
Is there a mutually agreeable way out?
Steven Pifer

P

ifer began his presentation with an anecdotal story in
which he reportedly asked a gathering of prominent
professionals: “What today is the single greatest
threat to Ukrainian national security?…pause…Ukrainians.”
Ukraine’s problem was the inability of the country to set an
objective, to have a strategy to get there, and then to implement that strategy…Ukraine is fragile, it’s vulnerable, it’s
weak first and foremost because of bad decisions made by
twenty years of Ukraine’s political leaders. They avoided decisions on political reform because they feared the political
consequences (and/or) they were far more interested in personal gain and furthering corruption.
The West’s broader Russian problem is that it is not just
about Ukraine. “The Kremlin has over the course of the last
year torn up the cardinal rule of the post war European security order and that was that you do not use military force to
change borders or to take territory from other countries.”
Russia has violated this principle by the taking of Crimea and
the use military force within eastern Ukraine.
In addition, Russia has asserted or has claimed ‘the right’
to defend ethnic Russians and Russian speakers wherever
they are located and whatever their citizenship. What does
that mean for Kazakhstan, Estonia and Latvia which are members of the NATO pact and where one-quarter of the population of each country is ethnic Russian? Provocative
interactions between Russian military assets and NATO defensive aircraft have tripled over the course of the Ukrainian crisis.
When combined with statements coming out of Moscow and
with Mr. Putin’s March 18, 2014 speech following the annexation of Crimea, a huge antipathy, even rancor toward NATO
becomes apparent. If the Russians take away from this that the
hybrid war within Ukraine is a successful alternative, do they
then conclude that ‘little green men’ will show up in Estonia
triggering a NATO, Article 5 treaty commitment?

STEVEN PIFER is the Director of the Brookings Institution Arms
Control and Non-Proliferation Initiative. He is also a Senior
Fellow with the Center for 21st Century Security and Intelligence,
and with the Center on the United States and Europe in the
Foreign Policy program at Brookings. A former Ambassador to
Ukraine (1998–2000), Pifer had a long Foreign Service career
that centered on Europe, the former Soviet Union, and arms
control and security issues. Pifer is coauthor of The Opportunity:
Next Steps in Reducing Nuclear Arms, published in 2012. He is a
senior adviser to the U.S.–Ukraine Business Council and a
member of the Nuclear Security Working Group.
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The question is, why should America care?

The first reason is that over the course of the past twenty
years Ukraine has been a good partner on international relations when the West needed their help. In 1991 when the
Soviet Union collapsed, Ukraine had on its territory the
world’s third largest nuclear arsenal. In 1994 Ukraine made a
decision, because the United States asked, to give up that
arsenal; the warheads were returned to Russia where they
were dismantled; the silos, bombers, and armaments were
destroyed in Ukraine. In 2003 when American troops reached
Bagdad, Ukraine contributed forces to the Coalition Stabilization Force making Ukraine the fourth largest contingency
force; not because they had interests in Iraq, but because
again the United States asked.
The second reason is the Budapest Memorandum on
Security Assurances (1994) in which the United States,
Russia and Britain committed to observe the independence,
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Ukraine and agreed
not to use force or threaten to use force. Russia has violated
all of those commitments and that, Pifer asserts, is an obligation of the United States and Britain to respond to their
‘Assurances’ obligations.
The third reason is the potential broader threat to
European security. If the Russians conclude that their actions
in Eastern Ukraine are a successful tactic because we don’t
push back, will they be tempted to try it somewhere else
where we have to respond according to our treaty obligations. Pifer defined the difference between assurances and
guarantees in treaty language. Guarantees are what NATO
members get; guarantees mean the 82nd Airborne.
Assurances are something less; Pifer stated that he thinks it
means we owe the Ukrainians some measure of support in
the current struggle.

“What today is the
single greatest
threat to Ukrainian
national security?
…pause…
Ukrainians.”

“The Kremlin has over
the course of the last year
torn up the cardinal rule
of the post war European
security order and that
was that you do not use
military force to change
borders or to take
territory from other
countries.”

As of now, how has the West responded?

In the first place there has been support for Ukraine.
There has been a lot of political support; Vice President Biden
has been to Kiev three times in the last thirteen months and
our European allies have been bolstering the international
status of Mr. Poroshenko and his government. In terms of
economic support, the U.S. and the EU have been working
very carefully with the IMF to get Ukraine to initiate necessary reforms and to make funding available.
Secondly, we have bolstered NATO and upheld the Wales
Summit. Forward deployed American and other forces in the
Baltic states and Poland exist which are intended to reassure
Western governments that there is in fact backing to the
NATO commitment to their defense and to clarify to the
minds of the Russians that there is a very clear and very red
line as respects NATO’s commitments.
Lastly, there have been moves to punish Russia by means
of economic sanctions with the goal of getting Russia to
change its policies toward Ukraine. Sanctions along with the
falling price of oil have caused significant damage to the
Russian economy. The theory and the hope are that these
sanctions will have a significant impact on the Russian population and that they will become uneasy, thereby eroding
internal support for Mr. Putin. We do not know if that will
happen. Some colleagues have argued that the Russian people will rally behind Mr. Putin with national fervor and Mr.
Putin will push back. Pifer continues his argument with the
statement that Russian behavior has been so egregious that
there should be punishment from the West.

very difficult reform agenda. “I hope that will happen but
I think the chances are unlikely given the actions over the
past ten days.”
Option 2: The worst-case scenario is that the cease-fire

breaks down and there is a resumption of all-out fighting;
this will mean many more dead on both sides.
Option 3: The most likely scenario is no true cease-fires, con-

tinued fighting in places, conversations but no real
progress on a political settlement. This may be Mr. Putin’s
goal which is to cause chaos and instability, thereby making it much harder for Mr. Poroshenko and his government to address the issues of reform and to deal with the
European Union. If that in fact is the Russian goal, it may
be hard to find a settlement.
What should the United States strategy be?
Part 1: Financial and economic support from the IMF and

European Union to Ukraine as long as they are doing the
necessary reforms.
Part 2: Sustaining and applying additional economic sanc-

tions on Russia with the objective of getting Russia to
change its behavior.
Part 3: Provide defensive arms to the Ukrainian military so

that they can take away, if not the military option, the
cheap military option from Russia and hopefully turn
Russia towards a negotiated settlement.
Part 4: The terms of a settlement, which is out there, is a set-

What might happen in Ukraine?

tlement in which Pifer believes will allow Mr. Putin to
claim victory, if he wants a way out. Which leaves us with
the question: Does Mr. Putin want a way out?

Option 1: Minsk2, the second cease-fire, actually gets imple-

mented, there is a political settlement and Mr. Poroshenko
will actually have some breathing space to focus on his



Reported by Fred Coulon
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Europe’s Russia Challenge
Germany has a stake in standing up to Russia
Constanze Stelzenmüller

S

telzenmüller began with the fall of the Berlin Wall in
1989. “Now” she said, “twenty-five years later we find
ourselves in the midst of the greatest challenge to our
prosperity, freedom and peace that Europe has seen since
1989, indeed in our lifetime. Ukraine aspirations are being
threatened by subversion and outright aggression…and
Germany finds itself a pivotal player in Europe. Europe is the
source of almost all of Germany’s wealth, influence and
power.” She observed that, “Key German politicians are declaring a shift in their foreign policy from one of deeply engrained restraint which is rooted in our history to one of
greater leadership, one which more closely matches its responsibility to its clout.” She said if anyone had Putin’s ear it
would be German Chancellor Angela Merkel. “German leadership still means German cheques; nothing much has
changed there. We remain the guarantors of the Eurozone
and of the sovereign debt crisis and we already are paying a
price for sanctions against Russia.” She said that Germans
know they will be underwriting the cost of transforming
Ukraine and supporting the European economies most vulnerable to Russian pressure, but also Germans “need to overcome our reluctance to use force.” Germany can no longer
get a “free ride on the liberal world order.”
Stelzenmüller describes the conflict in Ukraine as a “struggle between the West and Russia over a civil society’s right
to chart its country’s own course—over self-determination,
over the future of the European Union, of Russia and of the
land of the Eurasian continent in between. It is ultimately
about competing notions of modernity.” She described the socalled centuries-old special relationship between Germany
and Russia as one of “mutually delusional allure. The region
which has set the two powers at odds once more is the ‘Blood
lands’ the scene of the worst atrocities committed by both
Adolf Hitler and Joseph Stalin. These memories have been
hardwired into the collective memories of everybody in
Europe including Germans. There is cause for concern; this
is about people who are dying on the doorstep of Europe.”
“And yet some commentators appear to think that the

CONSTANZE STELZENMÜLLER is the inaugural Robert Bosch
senior fellow with the Center on the United States and Europe at
the Brookings Institution. Previously, she was a senior transatlantic
fellow with the German Marshall Fund of the United States, where
she directed the influential Transatlantic Trends survey program.
Her areas of expertise include: transatlantic relations; German
foreign policy; NATO; the EU’s foreign, security and defense policy;
international law; and human rights. She holds a doctorate in law
from the University of Bonn, a master’s degree in public
administration from Harvard University’s Kennedy School of
Government, and a law degree from the University of Bonn.
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biggest problem here is Germany. And I quote here from the
most recent issue of Foreign Affairs, ‘the crisis in Ukraine has
re-opened old questions of Germany’s relationship with the
rest of the West.’ I would say that Germany has answered
these questions pretty comprehensively. All of the recent
events have produced an historic turn-around of foreign policy in Berlin and created a sense of urgency not seen since
the fall of the Berlin Wall. Merkel’s government has agreed to
three waves of sanctions despite the opposition of German
industry. The Chancellor has said Germany’s strategic relationship with Russia is over for now. This is important because it signifies an end to Germany’s post-war foreign policy
based on diplomacy and trade, etc. It testifies to the personal
anger of senior leaders over Russia’s bluster and lies. Public
opinion has been harder to convince but the shooting down
of the Malaysia airliner and the disrespect shown to the remains of the passengers, most of whom were Dutch, were
game changers. National polls show a deep distrust of Russia
and majority support for tough measures.”
There are deeper reasons for this shift, “Germany’s economic dependence on Russia has long been overstated.
Germany’s trade with Russia represents less than 4% of
German exports. Germany depends on Russia for approximately one third of its oil and gas imports but Russia has
never been able to turn that into political leverage.”
“War has returned to Europe because Ukraine is part of
Europe. Arming the Ukrainians or not arming the Ukrainians;
that is the only question that matters right now. We stand before a classically tragic choice where all the choices are bad,
our understanding is incomplete and we feel compelled to
take a stand.” Stelzenmüller agrees that “Ukraine is the obvious victim of Russian aggression.” But “Ukraine’s legitimacy
and its fragile democratic institutions are being undermined
by the Ukrainians themselves, particularly the oligarchs who
act like warlords.”
About Russia she said “The realists never tire of reminding us Russia has the ability to pound Ukraine into submission and to cow the West into watching helplessly. And it
wouldn’t stop there. But this would poison its relations with
the West. It is not Russia’s strength we have to fear; it is their
weakness, their inability to compromise with the rest of the
world and to provide decent welfare for its citizens.”
Regarding the U.S., Stelzenmüller said it was good that
the United States has worked very constructively with
Europe and Germany and wisely let them take the initiative.
“The White House is weighing very carefully the pros and
cons of arming Kiev. The question I would ask America is
how far are you willing to go this time?” She asked why the
U.S. was not doing more to support a Ukrainian transformation and alleviate a growing Ukrainian humanitarian crisis.

“The realists never tire of
reminding us Russia has the
ability to pound Ukraine into
submission and to cow the
West into watching helplessly.
And it wouldn’t stop there.
But this would poison its
relations with the West.
It is not Russia’s strength
we have to fear; it is their
weakness, their inability to
compromise with the rest of
the world and to provide
decent welfare for its
citizens.”

As for Europe, “All of these questions can be asked with
much more justification of Europe. These are our neighbors.
Our responsibilities are greater and the stakes are infinitely
higher.” And while she conceded that “Ukraine is a mess by
any measure” there are compelling reasons for us to support
the Ukrainian quest for independence. “It is a civil society
claiming the right to chart its own course. A failing state with
forty million people on our borders could destabilize all of
Europe and threaten its prosperity. Conversely, if Ukraine
were to succeed in emulating Poland’s model of remarkable
democratic transformation it might develop an extraordinary
magnetic pull reaching even into Russia. That is what Putin
and his government fear the most. For why should Russia not
be able to achieve what Poland has done?”
Stelzenmüller concluded, “Berlin finds itself in the eye of
a storm. The sense of tension and urgency there is palpable.
If the U.S. arms Ukraine, the impact of that decision would
reverberate across Europe long before it is felt in the U.S.
Neither Germany, Europe nor the U.S. has done enough to
invest in the transformation of Ukraine. We must act together. More than five thousand people have been killed.
How can we stand idly by while there is so much suffering?
Whoever rejects the military option has the burden of proof
that we have done enough in the area of diplomacy and financial assistance.”

She finished on a personal note telling the story of her father and his brother who were taken out of school at ages
seventeen and nineteen and forced to fight for the Nazis. She
said her generation has enjoyed a long period of peace; we
owe it to her father and uncle’s generation that we stand up
to Russia. Her impassioned conclusion brought the audience
to their feet, “I damn well am not going to let this Europe be
taken away from me!”


Reported by David Jackson
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The Sino-Russian Honeymoon
Relationship based on mutual
feelings toward the West
Lanxin Xiang

P

rofessor Xiang began his remarks with the comment
that the “U.S. has miscalculated and alienated Russia
and China at the same time, so that these two countries, who historically have nothing in common, hate each
other…never trust each other and never understand each
other are somehow forming some kind of very intimate diplomatic, economic and geopolitical alignment.” Xiang thinks
this relationship “will last much longer than Western observers tend to believe.”
The new relationship is not simply an economic relationship with each using the other. “The Russian-Chinese relationship is moving into a very different stage, in which they
are seriously reviving a kind of diplomatic co-ordination visà-vis the West.”
Xiang reminded the audience that the Chinese have not
been silent on the subject of Soviet activities in Crimea and
Ukraine. Chinese President Xi Jinping told Putin, after the
start of the Ukraine crisis, ‘we understand the historic context’ and after Russia’s annexation of Crimea, ‘we fully understand the complexity and background of why you do this.’
“By Chinese standards these are very strong messages” even
though at the Security Council China only abstained from a
vote to sanction Russia. During the Cold War, China worried
about Soviet activities in neighboring countries. It is less concerned now; things are changing very rapidly between China
and Russia.
This change in China’s position can be explained in part
by looking at the current leadership in China. Today’s leadership represents a new generation. “It is a unique generation—it went through the most tumultuous events of the PRC
history…and understands China’s problems. This is a gener-
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ation that is not ultra-nationalistic; it is not necessarily an ideologically driven generation…its leaders look at China from a
much broader perspective than previous generations and
perhaps than future generations.” Although seriously concerned with domestic issues, this leadership focuses more
on its relationships with the outside world than have those
in the past.
The China-Russia relationship is influenced in part by the
belief, on the part of the Chinese, that they and Putin are of
the same generation and view issues of global governance
similarly. According to Xiang, China and Russia believe the
West has a double standard when determining who is or is
not “democratically elected.” He acknowledged that “since
the Arab Spring, Chinese are very much obsessed with
whether this kind of thing can take place in China” and cannot accept that you can have two standards as far as political
legitimacy is concerned. “The key issue is how you define legitimacy.” China is concerned with the “restoration of its own
culture and its own governance model” and its leaders believe the Western countries are trying to impose on the world
a single standard for legitimacy, based on Western values of
liberal democracy. “We cannot let that stand.”
From a geopolitical perspective, the China-Russia relationship today fits well with China’s Eurasian strategy started in
2003. China would like a European alliance extending from
Western Europe to the South China Sea and led by Moscow,
Beijing, Berlin, and Paris. These countries, said Xiang, “are
not necessarily lined up with America’s version of global governance.” China sees an opportunity to build on its Russian
relationship to strengthen this dream of an extended Europe.
China has moved from being fearful of the EU to holding it

China’s leadership is
“concerned with the
imperial instinct
and extraordinary
cunning of the
Russian diplomacy.”

up as a shining example because it is “the only part of the
West that seems to China to move beyond itself.” China now
treats its relations with the EU as a top priority.
Xiang summarized China’s Eurasian strategy as one of
trying to “build bridges.” In this regard, he spoke of three
bridges: Shanghai Co-operation Organization, or SCO, (a
Eurasian political, economic and military organization
founded in 2001 in Shanghai by the leaders of China,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan.),
the China-Russia special relationship, and China’s Strategic
relationship with the EU. “It seems to be working,” he said.
China has announced a “New Silk Road” program as part of
the SCO to provide multiple means for China to move westward to Europe. Again, Russia is critical here.
Putin is very popular in China, according to Xiang. But at
the same time, the relationship has problems. It is important
to China that Eurasian integration go forward and a healthy
Russian economy is critical to that. The Chinese Prime
Minister offered Putin economic assistance but Putin ignored
the offer, which was seen as an insult to the Chinese. And,
the most problematic part of the relationship is Putin’s way
of conducting diplomacy. China’s leadership is “concerned
with the imperial instinct and extraordinary cunning of the
Russian diplomacy.” On the domestic front, the Chinese leaders see themselves as reformers and are focused on anti-corruption. The anti-corruption campaign is expected to have
great influence on international relations as well as domestically. China and Russia are not compatible when it comes
to dealing with corruption and, as Xiang put it, this is not part
of China-Russia conversations.

But, from the Chinese point of view, Russia’s involvement
in European diplomacy for many centuries can benefit China.
Xiang claimed Chinese do not understand and cannot define
great power diplomacy. China wants to learn from Russia.
In summary, Russia-Chinese relations are reaching the
stage of becoming very comprehensive, involving “institution
building, personal connections, and economic training. It
looks like a win-win situation.”
In response to the question, does China have a position
on whether Ukraine should join the EU, Professor Xiang, responded, “China has a great relationship with Ukraine. China
has no problem whether Ukraine joins EU or not.” But, China
is concerned that it may have a similar problem internally.
Therefore, China cannot legitimize the overthrow of a regime
for domestic reasons. When asked, then, how China took the
stand it did on Crimea, Xiang responded, “Crimea is an exception to China’s insistence against outside interference.”


Reported by Judy Stein
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“The Ukraine crisis
has ushered in a
new era in U.S.Russian relations.
All the assumptions
we made about the
inevitable, albeit
slow, integration of
Russia into the
Western world have
finally been
upended.”

Rethinking U.S.–Russian Relations
A new approach for a new era
Thomas Graham

T

homas Graham began his talk saying, “The Ukraine crisis has ushered in a new era in U.S.-Russian relations.
All the assumptions we made about the inevitable, albeit slow, integration of Russia into the Western world have
finally been upended.” Graham said that no reset, no strategic partnership, no alliance is going to happen now. What is
needed is “a new approach for a new era.” One that deals
with “the real Russia, not the one we had hoped for.”
Graham described five basic aspects of the real Russia
and what challenges these pose for the United States.
“First, no matter how much we like to demonize Putin, he
is not our problem. Russia is.” Most Russians, including Putin,
believe in the “great power school of international affairs.”
That essential to Russia’s survival are sovereign states, inevitable conflict, hard power and balance and “being one of
the few states that determine the structure, substance and
direction of global affairs.” Putin’s strategic vision of Russia’s
place in the world is consistent with that of his predecessors
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whether “presidents, general secretaries or tsars.” Graham
said that even Boris Yeltsin, who we considered a friend,
worked to pursue a closer relationship with Germany and
France and thus blunt our influence when he realized that
the U.S. would not concede to Russia’s pre-eminence in these
territories. And he “reached out to China and India to form a
global counterweight.”
The second basic aspect of the real Russia is that our current problem is based in a values gap issue that emerged
some 200 years ago after the French Revolution. While across
Europe the values of the individual and individual freedom
were advancing, Russia remained an absolute autocracy. “As
before, the challenge for Europe, for the West more generally,
our Russia problem remains ensuring our safety in the looming presence of an essential actor in the European system
which can never be fully integrated politically, economically
or ideologically.”
Understanding how Russia thinks about its own security

was Graham’s third aspect of the real Russia. He said
Russia’s geographic vastness and population sparseness
have opened it to invasions throughout history. “To bolster
its security, Russia has pushed its frontiers outward to create
strategic depth, and it has stopped not so much when it ran
into formidable physical barriers, of which there are few, as
when it encountered well-organized, powerful states, that is,
the Germanic powers in the West, Great Britain and then the
United States in the South, and China in the East.” He said
these frontiers, Russia’s zone of interest and influence, include north central Eurasia and all of the former Soviet territory and the former Russian imperial space minus Finland
and Poland.
“In Russian eyes, the choice that faces countries in this region is not Russian domination or genuine independence; it
is a choice among great powers vying for influence over
them.” So Moscow will always seek to limit the presence of
other powers in these countries. “Russian primacy in—if not
necessarily control of—that region is vital to its own security.”
The fourth understanding about the real Russia, is that
“for the past twenty-five years, Russia has done what it can
to slow, if not reverse, the unification of Europe.” (Graham
said Russia sees itself as a player cooperating with but not a
partner with a united Europe.) “Russia could aspire to be the
equal of Germany, France or Great Britain. But it could never
be the equal of a united Europe. So today, we see Russia exploiting the socio-economic and political fissures in and between European countries—and between Europe and the
United States—to erode support for common action against
Russia over Ukraine.”
While there is a great deal of Russian foreign policy continuity across these four points, there is one huge discontinuity. “Russia is no longer the dynamic core of Eurasia.” It is
stronger and more active on the world stage, but “for the first
time in modern history, Russia, beyond its traditional geopolitical space is surrounded by states and regions that are
more dynamic than it is.” This fifth aspect of the real Russia
is one that Graham does not think is going to go away.
“Resurgent or not today, the future is troubled.”
Graham next presented an outline of a new approach consistent with today’s Russia. Graham believes we are facing a
manageable challenge. “We are not facing a rising revolutionary power intent on overthrowing the global system. Rather
we are facing a declining revisionist power seeking to improve its standing in the world by recreating the historical
foundation of its power.”
To accomplish a new approach, Graham said first, “We
and our European partners need to put our own houses in
order.” He included mastering short and long term domestic
challenges, restoring self-confidence and regaining respect
in Russia. Russia is exploiting these fissures in European societies: first, the “elites failure to treat popular concerns about
the European project with due regard and the continuing setbacks in restoring growth after the financial crisis of 20082009,” second, the acceptance of capital with dubious
origins, and third “a less than fully welcoming attitude toward ethnic Russian residents.”
“In other words, in the Transatlantic Community, the core

of the response to the Russia problem should be socio-economic.” While there needs to be a military component, “we
need to avoid militarizing our response to the Russia
Challenge.”
The second component of a new approach is to “help
build competent states and competitive economies along
Russia’s periphery to constrain its illegitimate expansionary
tendencies.”
Third, we should avoid a radical weakening of the
Russian economy. “A liberal, democratic breakthrough is not
generally the Russian response to extreme domestic unrest.”
History shows “a radically weakened Russia will be exploited
by China and others to their benefit and our detriment.”
Graham said we must take into account Russia’s relationship
with Ukraine. “Its interests are too engaged, its importance
to Ukraine’s economy too great and its capacity to destabilize
Ukraine too formidable for it to be otherwise.”
Graham’s fourth and last component of a new approach
features a necessity for the United States to accommodate
Russia’s interests more broadly. We should seek balance
within and across issues. To advance some of our issues, we
will need to help Russia advance some of theirs. “This will
not lead to ideal solutions, but to workable ones that will
leave us space to advance our strategic goals over time.”
Graham acknowledged that our current generation of policy makers is not prone to accept such an approach. “It lacks
the moral clarity that so many seemingly prize today. It requires trade-offs that are easily portrayed as compromises of
principles.” But that acceptance of such trade-offs led to a
multipolar world during the 18th and 19th centuries. “We
may lose our moral clarity, but perhaps we should remember
that the last age of great-power diplomacy was also one of
relative peace and security, of prosperity and progress.”


Reported by Richard M. Anderson

THOMAS GRAHAM is a managing director at Kissinger Associates, focusing on Russian and Eurasian affairs. He was Special
Assistant to the President and Senior Director for Russia on the
NSC staff from 2004 to 2007 and the National Security Council’s
Director for Russian Affairs from 2002 to 2004. Prior to that, he
served as the State Department’s Associate Director of the Policy
Planning Staff. Earlier, Graham was a Senior Associate in the
Russia/Eurasia program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and as a Foreign Service Officer, he had two tours
of duty at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow.
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Russia 2015:
Lost in Transition

“Russian activity in
Ukraine shouldn't
have been a surprise
because it was
taking place in an
international system
that was no longer
stable.”

Russia’s search for
self-identification
Fyodor Lukyanov

M

r. Lukyanov began his presentation with some of
the sly wit that characterized the rest of his
comments, noting that the large turn-out for the
Conference convinced him that “the U.S. has a broader
potential for foreign policy thinking than (he had come to)
believe from reading some official statements.” He added
seriously, that such citizen interest is important because “the
U.S. and Russia are key players in an ongoing process which
will shape our countries and the whole world.”
He explained that the transitions in his talk’s title referred
to two that have taken place over the past 25 years: that of
Russia since the Soviet Union’s collapse (a transition he felt
“had basically failed”) and the transition of the whole world
order during that same period, which he said had also failed.
Lukyanov rated both as failures because “we are not where
we had hoped we would be 25 years ago.”
Lukyanov referred to this period since 1990 as an
“Interregnum” due to the lack of consensual settlement at
the end of the Cold War and the vastly different assumptions
on the two formerly contending sides as to what had actually
happened, citing the “euphoric arrogance in the West.” He
noted that “the root for many problems between Russia and
the West” is the divergent views as to “whether there was a
so-called ‘New World Order’ (NWO) or not.” He pointed out
that when Gorbachev had originated the term in 1986 he
was picturing the “convergence of a transformed Soviet system and a transformed Western system,” something that
“didn’t happen.” George H.W. Bush’s revival of the term four
years later gave it a “completely different substance” that ignored Russia altogether. Therefore, when “the West sees
Russia as violating the rules of the NWO, Russia believes that
no rules were agreed to” but that “now is an appropriate time
to discuss such rules.”
Another feature of the current Interregnum, Lukyanov
noted, was the gradual erosion of the two-power stability that
had existed during the Cold War. “The Cold War was an ugly
period, but it also produced unprecedented stability, based
on the two superpowers” and their opposing ideologies.
When it ended a certain international “democracy” (independence) came into international relations that the unilateral
domination of the U.S. and the West was unable to control.
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Lukyanov thus contended that “Russian activity in Ukraine
shouldn’t have been a surprise because it was taking place in
an international system that was no longer stable” and was inevitable “due to preconditions created both by Russian history
and recent developments.” To illustrate the Russian viewpoint,
he quoted a fellow Moscow journalist who summarized the
Russian moves as having “destroyed the U.S. monopoly and violations of international laws.” Lukyanov clarified this statement by noting widespread Russian resentment of the many
U.S. and NATO interventions in recent years in the Balkans
and the Middle East, which Russians viewed as a concerted
“destruction of the old principles of international law.”
Another important component of the past 25 years’
Interregnum was the “profound undermining of the concept
of sovereignty, a core element of the old system,” a process
that Lukyanov attributed to three factors:


Globalization, undermining the ability of sovereign nations
to control their respective economic and monetary spaces;



Humanization, the perceived right of international bodies
or other nations to intervene to protect populations
abused by their own governments;



The success of the European Union.

All these factors “undermined the concept of national borders and created a new international environment. In Russia,
and many other places, this weakening of national sovereignty was not considered a good thing.”
In the midst of this, Lukyanov reminded us of the national
trauma that Russians had experienced in the past 25 years.
They’ve gone from being a respected pillar of international
stability to being a beleaguered recipient of charity from their
former adversary. Many parts of the old Soviet Union that had

“The world is changing and
hopefully Russia will change
with it and the next transition
will be more successful.”

been considered integral parts of the Russian nation have broken away to become independent, while some “20 million
(ethnic) Russians woke up one day to find themselves living
in foreign countries.” All these changes in what had been accepted ways of life and thought were traumatic for Russians.
He then asked the question: “What happens to Russia
now?” He pointed out that Putin was not blind to the continuing crisis of the failed transition of Russia and mentioned all
of Putin’s efforts since entering his second tenure as
President three years ago to “find a new conceptual ground
for Russian development.” Lukyanov described Putin’s new
conservative identity as part of his attempt to “fill this vacuum.” Eventually, Russia has to find a suitable self-perception
and place for itself in the new world in which it finds itself.
“It will be a painful process,” he predicted.
Lukyanov described this search as a process of self-identification, of deciding “what is Russia and who are Russians?”
The events in Ukraine and Russian feelers toward the creation
of some sort of Eurasian Economic Union, in which it would
play a key role, are all part of this effort at a meaningful selfidentification. He felt that Russia will be “forced to rethink its
traditional obsession with the West because the world is different now.” Three-quarters of Russian territory is in Asia, and an
Asia that includes China, is now more potentially important to
Russia. Some sort of cooperation with China will be essential.
To conclude, Lukyanov said that “the world is changing
and hopefully Russia will change with it and the next transition will be more successful.” The old U.S.-Soviet relationship
is no longer possible in a world that has grown beyond it.
Perhaps some new Congress of Vienna is needed to create
the next stable world order. He is hopeful, but not necessarily
confident, that we will find leaders with the needed ‘smartness’ to accomplish it.

During the Q&A Lukyanov was asked about his emphasis
on compromise for strategic solutions that give second priority to creating democracy in Eastern Europe, a top American
and Western priority. He opened his answer with a quote
from Winston Churchill that suggested the dubious success
of recent U.S. attempts at democracy-building elsewhere:
“Whatever your brilliant strategy is, you have to check the results from time to time.” He added that democracy and NATO
are both good and proper for Estonia and Latvia but maybe
not for Ukraine. So why not compromise on Ukraine?
Another questioner said that during his recent visit to Russia
he met many Russians who seemed very Western in their outlooks and technological savvy, fluent with iPhones and hash
tags; also expressing a desire to move Russia toward the West.
Will these people affect the Russian government’s attitude toward the US and West? Lukyanov’s response was that the questioner met a very narrow and unrepresentative segment of the
Russian people. Putin represents a large majority of Russians
and your contacts are from a minority he doesn’t worry about.
“I would also note that expertise with iPhones and hash tags is
not a precondition for representative democracy.”


Reported by Charlie Graham

FYODOR LUKYANOV is an international journalist and political
analyst based in Moscow. Since 2002, he has been Editor in Chief
of the journal Russia in Global Affairs, published by the Foreign
Policy Research Foundation. He is Chairman of Presidium of the
Council on Foreign and Defense Policy, the oldest Russian NGO,
providing expertise in security and foreign affairs. He is also a
Presidium Member of the nonprofit organization Russian Council
on Foreign Affairs. A graduate of the philological faculty of
Moscow State University, he is fluent in German, Swedish, and
English, in addition to his native Russian.
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Final Panel: Q&A
On Sunday morning, in the final hour and a half of the Conference all speakers returned to
the stage to answer questions from the audience.
Q: Why isn’t Ukraine welcomed into NATO
right now?

Lukyanov: I think we are gradually moving
towards something like a Franco regime in
Spain, which was authoritarian enough, but
not completely. Which was isolated enough,
but not fully. And very conservative, but
allowed some space for maneuvering. And I
think Putin will one day, one beautiful day, decide whether he would like to follow the Franco
example and find a guy who will not destroy
the system, but gradually deconstruct it.

Q: I’m interested to hear how you see Russia’s
view of her role in other conflict parts of the
world and what the chances are that the
West, Russia and China can join together in
the issues of ISIS.
Lukyanov: I think there is a good chance to
expect more efforts to find common ground
because ISIS is a rare case where no one, no
normal person, can have any sympathy. The
problem is that there is profound disagreement over what should be done. A very serious conversation is needed with all involved,
Europeans, Americans, Middle Eastern governments, Russians, Chinese, to try to understand how to combat this evil.

Q: What are the United States’ 2016 presidential prospects for improved relations with
Russia?
Burns: I think foreign policy may be more

Pifer: At this point, with Ukraine in an ongoing
conflict with Russia, NATO does not want to
bring in a country that immediately, from the
get-go, is an Article 5 contingency, and is therefore
not willing to consider putting it on a membership
track. This is the reason I believe that if Ukraine,
as part of a settlement process with the Russians,
wanted to say that NATO is off the table, they
aren’t giving up anything meaningful.
Burns: We made it clear to every state we’ve
taken in since 1997 that if you have a major
territorial division with one of your neighbors,
we just can’t take you in because we don’t want
to invite ourselves into somebody else’s war.
Q: Is there a chance for a genuine regime transition in Russia given the fact that this current
autocratic regime reflects past regimes?
Petrov: In my view, the regime can hardly
transform and survive by replacing Putin with
somebody else. The problem I see is connected with extremely weak institutions,
which will not enable the next regime, or the
transformed regime, to be essentially different
from what we have now.
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prominent than it normally is in 2016.
Graham: I don’t think we are going to have a
divisive debate about Russia in our presidential
campaign. Whether things will change once
that individual actually has the burden of responsibility for protecting and defending the
United States is another thing.

Lukyanov: I think we should assume that the
relationship might turn more productive, if
the new agenda is there. Sooner or later, we
will need to discuss the Arctic, the Middle
East and the situation in Asia-Pacific and East
Asia, but in a new way. And then I hope, the
American pragmatists will prevail and we will
have a new dialogue.

Xiang: Russia, China and the U.S. happen to
have common interests in dealing with ISIS
and the whole idea of Middle East reconstruction. So I think that it is quite a promising area.
Pifer: I do think there are a couple of stumbling blocks. First, Washington and Moscow
both have very different ideas about what
happens with Syria and President Assad. Second, after 9/11, we found that there were
some hesitations and some lingering Cold War
suspicions and getting the intelligence agencies to cooperate in a way that allowed for
action on intelligence was not so easy.
Graham: We conceptualized the terrorist
problem in radically different ways. But the
question I have is where we are as populations
and what has happened to the sympathy we
had for one another that has been damaged
over the last twelve months.
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Lukyanov: It’s a very complicated issue, because terrorism is connected to national security and national security is the most delicate
issue for each country and each government.

Q: What are the opportunities for individuals
like Samantha Smith to make a difference?
Rojansky: We are coming off a quarter of a
century of unprecedented connectedness of
Russia to the rest of the world. Technology—I
live part of my life online now, and get to observe my Russian friends talking to their
Russian friends, and that level of understanding was never possible before.

Stelzenmüller: There are two frameworks
that Europe has on offer. One is the membership framework. Another is a framework for
countries where we’re not contemplating EU
membership, at least for now, is what we did
with the Balkan Stability Initiative.
Rojansky: I think there is a sequence. First you
stop the fighting. Second, you make it very
clear that you need to use the urgent sense
of threat and turn that into political will to
undertake the reforms. Lastly, you’ve got to
undertake real internal reconciliation.
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Q: You said the West should get its own
house in order. What domestic issues should
the U.S. address to continue as a global
leader?
Graham: We still have the entitlements

Xiang: People like Samantha Smith actually
change the context of the conversation. They
have a different cognitive framework, so they
can start a conversation that cannot otherwise
be started.
Q: Returning to Ukraine, is it correct that
our policies should balance containment of
Russia with development of Ukrainian institutions, and if so, what should and shouldn’t
we do?
Pifer: I think the best thing we can do for
Ukraine is to give them the tools and the help
to build the institutions to become a successful
state, conditioned on Ukraine making the necessary reforms. We also have to help Ukraine
deal with the war in the east. The president
of Ukraine really needs some space to deal
with problems at home.
Treisman: Ukraine needs a large amount of
money, but it needs to be delivered in conjunction with a plan of reform which the
Ukrainians put together. The different political
forces within Ukraine will come to some consensus behind the necessary economic reforms
or they won’t. If they don’t then there really
isn’t any hope for stabilizing the country.

debate we have to reform. We have to reform
our political system, so that we actually get
a Congress that represents the people of the
United States. And I think we need better
infrastructure.
Pifer: If you look at the challenges industrial
countries are facing—demographics, things
like that—the United States is better placed
than anyone to deal with those, but we’re not
going to be able to use those advantages unless
we can make the political system work.


Reported by Katie Bernhardt
Conference Sponsors

Scholarship Support
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Africa Rising?
February 19-21, 2016

A

frica is home to the world’s poorest nations, but also has a dozen economies that maintained seven percent
growth rates over the last decade. Africa is the last major frontier for resource development, while simultaneously struggling with some of the world’s oldest, most corrupt and filthiest oil and mining ventures. While
Africa suffers from ethnic and religious violence and poverty, it is blessed with rich and creative cultures and
vibrant civil societies. These are only a few of the contradictions and conundrums that will frame the 2016 Camden
Conference on the theme of Africa, a massive and often mysterious continent.
On the economic front, the reasons many countries are making impressive advances include stabilization
after years of civil war, more effective economic management, transformation to open market economies, and
improved governance. Elsewhere, poverty is sustained by corruption and grievous economic mismanagement
under oppressive governments—not to mention wars and terrorism. What policies can best serve Africa’s
economic performance? What are the most pressing challenges facing Africa in a globalized economy, and
what should donor agencies do to help?
African politics are equally diverse and volatile. Free, peaceful elections have been held in Senegal,
Ghana, Zambia and most of Southern Africa, with the notable exception of Zimbabwe. In other countries,
elections are rigged by authoritarian regimes—leading to military coups in recent years in Mauritania, Guinea,
Niger and Mali. Somalia is still largely a failed state and others approach that status. What makes democracy
work in some countries and not others? Can the U.S and Europe intervene effectively to promote democracy?
At the same time, Africa’s climate is changing, forcing farmers to adapt their practices or even leave their
land altogether, adding to instability and fueling conflict. What can Africans themselves do to cope, and what
should the developing nations who created the problem be doing to assist? Should Africa be allowed to forego
environmental standards in the name of progress, since “First World” countries didn’t have such standards to
contend with when they were developing economically?
Africa is also the source of some major diseases, most notably AIDS and Ebola, that have not only killed
millions of Africans but also spread—or threatened to spread—across the globe. What can be done to confront these threats?
All of this is exacerbating traditional ethnic, sectarian and religious tensions, often leading to violence
and terrorism. The U.S. has military operations in at least 13 Sub-Saharan African states, and the United
Nations has nine peacekeeping missions. Yet Boko Haram continues to slaughter Nigerians, Al-Shabab
terrorizes Somalia and Kenya, and South Sudan is beset by civil war. What has peacekeeping and peace
building accomplished? What kinds of security does U.S. military engagement bring?
The Camden Conference Program Committee will certainly have no shortage of issues to examine as it
seeks to bring to Maine better understanding of this great but often beleaguered continent. We look forward
to seeing you here next year to witness and learn from the results.

Check the Camden Conference website for updates on speakers, programs, community
events, and registration: www.camdenconference.org
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