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About the Camden Conference

T
HE CAMDEN CONFERENCE’S MISSION is to foster “informed
discourse on world issues.” We do this by means of our February
conference, our community events at libraries during the autumn and
winter, and our student education programs in high schools, colleges,
and universities around Maine. The February 25–27, 2022, conference,

Europe: Challenged at Home and Abroad, was our 35th. 
      The day before this conference, Russian President Putin’s troops invaded
Ukraine. This aggression toward Ukraine broke the norms of the world order we
have come to rely on. As we moved through the conference, our deeply knowl-
edgeable and capable speakers focused our attention on specific issues and put
them in context, ensuring that no one lost sight of the fact that many so-called
European issues have impact and importance well beyond Europe.
            Although the conference was live-streamed for a second year in a row due
to concerns related to the pandemic, we maintained our tradition of providing a
stimulating and informative experience that included robust question-and-answer
periods. In a conventional year, the conference is presented in the historic Camden
Opera House with livestreaming to audiences in Belfast, Rockland, and Portland.
Normally the venues are sold out before the conference, with a total attendance
of about 1,300. This year we estimate 676 households of one or more viewers
watched the conference, plus high school and college students in their homes or
schools or together at the University of Maine at Orono.
            The Camden Conference is a volunteer-driven organization. We have only
two paid staff members. More than a year before the conference, the Program
Committee identifies and develops the topic, and the Board reviews and approves
it. As the Program Committee fine-tunes the topic and identifies speakers, the
conference’s five other standing committees use the topic to guide their work for
the year. The Education Committee ensures that high school, college, and univer-
sity educators get early access to the program’s details so they can prepare a
related curriculum. Planning for community events in Midcoast Maine and
Southern Maine takes off in the early summer. And, of course, marketing,
fundraising, and financial stewardship are year-round tasks. 
            In recent years, we have covered topics as diverse as The Geopolitics of the
Arctic, The Media Revolution, Is This China’s Century?, the New World Disorder, and
Refugees and Global Migration. Our 2023 conference will explore the interrelation-
ships of resources, environment, distribution, labor, and capital that now shape
the world economy and have consequences for the 21st century’s global balance
of power and domestic needs and concerns.
            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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Moderated by David Brancaccio

The 2022 Camden Conference, Europe:
Challenged at Home and Abroad, presented
some of the world’s leading experts on

European nations’ economic and political chal-
lenges, the role of the European Union, and the
transatlantic relationship, including NATO. This
35th Camden Conference benefitted greatly
from the deft handling by moderator David
Brancaccio (host and senior editor of The
Marketplace Morning Report) of 11 speakers
from Berlin, London, Moscow, Washington
D.C., and elsewhere, and the many, many ques-
tions from attendees.

      

Brancaccio’s interactions with the speakers
were masterful, throughout a weekend in which
the news of Vladimir Putin’s invasion of Ukraine
simultaneously formed the backdrop to all that
was said and reshaped many of the issues dis-
cussed. His questions to the speakers wove the
conference together and highlighted key points
for the audience. Importantly, they also ensured
that no one lost sight of the fact that issues of
such importance have impact globally.
      In short, this year’s focus on Europe,
although selected some 14 months before the
conference began, became an amazing oppor-
tunity for discourse on critical world events as
those events were unfolding. Our speakers and
the conference—one speaker was added just 24
hours before we began—rose to the challenge.
While we are proud to have been able to pres-
ent such a timely conference, we hope that such
sad reality does not come our way again. 
      The conference was a technological chal-
lenge as the pandemic, once again, led the
board to decide in December to hold an entirely
live-streamed conference. With intricate plan-
ning by Executive Director Kimberly Scott;
Office Manager Lauren Lewis; long-time pro-
duction chief, Jim Ruddy; and Program Chair
Charlotte Singleton, it flowed with nary a hitch
over three days, February 25–27, 2022. 
        In this issue of Highlights we present the
main points made by our speakers under the
masterful moderation of David Brancaccio. To
view the 2022 conference in its entirety, go to
the Camden Conference website at www.cam-
denconference.org.
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STAVROS LAMBRINIDIS, Ambassador of
the European Union to the United States,
spoke to us from his embassy in
Washington. The ambassador showed the
agitation and concern we were all feeling

with the news received only days before of the Russian
invasion of the Ukraine. This event did not supersede
his planned topic but caused him to focus more on
how the crisis seems to be bringing the U.S.-EU
alliance closer together. Two days earlier, Lambrinidis
had covered similar topics on Maine Public Radio’s
Maine Calling, eliciting a wide range of listener opin-
ions on the Russia-Ukraine situation and the U.S.-EU
relationship. 
          Lambrinidis stressed that the Ukraine crisis,
along with crises of the past years, “have highlighted,
more than anything else, the indispensability of the
European Union–United States relationship,” as well
as “the indispensability of an international rules-based
system that can help countries of all different corners
of the world, cultures, religions, sizes, economic sys-
tems … address those crises together.” He said that he
would be covering five of the recent crises faced by
the transatlantic alliance—first, the Russian invasion
and the wider goals behind it; second, the COVID-19
crisis; third, the challenge of climate change; fourth,
the world economic recovery; and fifth, the challenges
to our Western democracy and values system.
          Lambrinidis sees the Russian invasion of the
Ukraine as “Putin’s unilateral attempt to tear up the
international legal and security order and to create in
its place a system of the rule of the strong.” The
speaker listed various East-West agreements, espe-
cially the Minsk agreements, signed by Putin himself,
which Putin “is trying, unilaterally, to throw out the
window and to create a new security architecture,” in
which 19th century spheres of influence are what
counts, not international law. Putin’s goals, according
to the speaker, were to challenge the U.S.-EU alliance
that is the main bulwark supporting the current sys-

tem and the NATO alliance that supports it militarily;
get rid of Volodymyr Zelensky; create a confederation
between Russia, Belarus, and Ukraine; “and then
potentially move on with equivalent aggression to
other countries in the region and potentially even to
European Union countries.”
          So why, he asked, does the EU care? And why
should the United States care?
          “Europe cares because this is existential,” said
Lambrinidis. “Many of our member states … members
of NATO as well, were under Soviet domination for
decades” and don’t want to go back. America should
care because it is, with its European partners in NATO,
“the biggest, strongest, most impressive military
alliance in the world.” And if the number-two or num-
ber-three big military power in the world can ignore
the number-one military power in the world, “It’s
going to be open game for everyone, and this cannot
be allowed to happen.”
          Lambrinidis followed with a summary of the fal-
sities of Putin’s rationale for the invasion and the
many ways in which the European Union and United
States would be working together to counter and to
punish Putin, his allies, and the Russian economy.
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          Turning to the COVID-19 challenge to Europe,
Lambrinidis said that the pandemic’s seriousness was
understood “immediately after it hit,” but “in the
first couple of weeks, we were scrambling, each of
the 27 countries separately, to procure the masks
and the ventilators and everything else we needed.”
Lambrinidis explained that while Brussels
had certain governance powers, health
matters “remained in the member states.
And we realized very quickly that that
wouldn’t work,” and that if there were to
be “fighting with each other over who’s
going to get the more masks, most of our
smaller member states would lose out
immediately.” The solution, Lambrinidis
said, was the EU members’ decision to
“pool our power and give it all to the
European Commission, which was able to
make the response more cost-effective and
efficient and fairer to all EU members.” This
is why, he opined, that COVID-19 never
became a political issue in Europe and why the vac-
cination rates are high (83%). Europe followed the
science immediately, he said, realizing that “we had
to wear those masks and that we had to get those
vaccines in our arms.” There are deniers in Europe as
well, said Lambrinidis, “but the numbers are much
lower,” although he saw the deniers becoming more
vocal, “because after two years, people are getting
tired.”
          The third challenge the ambassador saw being
tackled by the U.S.-EU was trade and economy, espe-
cially post–COVID-19. He characterized the U.S. and
the EU as “the biggest economic artery in the world
by far. Together, we’re close to 50% of world GDP”
and “close to 43% of the trade in goods and serv-
ices.” People generally know about the security
union, NATO, he said, but “rarely think that it is our
economic relationship that provides prosperity to
each other more than anything else. About 15 million
jobs … are created every year by the trade and invest-
ment that our companies make on each other’s
shores. European companies create about 7 million
jobs in the States.” Lambrinidis estimated that

between 55% and 60% of all foreign investment in
the U.S. comes from EU member states. “American
companies are creating an equivalent number of jobs
in Europe,” he said, “and they’re making more
money in Europe and more profits than they do any-
where else in the world.”

Also, regarding trade, Lambrinidis
pointed out that Americans’ focus on our
trade with China is missing an important
point, namely that, while Chinese goods are
in many ways the products of oppression,
i.e., their system of government, the
European goods Americans buy support
values that are the same as ours. Or, as he
put it, “In our containers we do not just put
our goods. Those you can see. We also put
our values. Those you can’t.” He referred to
specific values: labor rights, environmental
protection, and open competition.

The fourth major challenge on which
Lambrinidis saw the U.S. and EU cooperat-

ing is climate change. He noted that “It’s taken a
tremendous amount of political effort to bring the
world together, and Americans and Europeans did
this during the Paris Agreement. When the U.S. left
the Paris Agreement, it was a catastrophic and mis-
guided move.”
          On the challenges to Western democracy and
values, Lambrinidis stressed that we Europeans and
Americans “have to defend our own democracies
because they’re also in trouble,” largely because we
haven’t nurtured them, he said. He cited the recent
growth of authoritarianism in Europe and of
Trumpism in this country but added that the EU’s
populism “is dissipating quite rapidly, especially after
we dealt with the migration crisis and the COVID
crisis as effectively as we did.” He sees the same in
America following the shock of the January 6, 2021,
invasion of the U.S. Capitol. Nevertheless, Lambrinidis
feels that all these recent crises have only strengthened
the European Union, NATO, the transatlantic U.S.-
EU alliance, and the importance of the international
rule of law.
� Reported by Charles Graham
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I N ADDRESSING EACH OF THESE SUBJECTS,Dempsey gave conference attendees her interpre-
tation of today’s European Union, which offered

some contrasts with that of Friday evening’s keynote
speaker, Stavros Lambrinidis, Ambassador of the
European Union to the United States. 
        Dempsey’s conclusion on European integration:
“I still want it to work,” she said, “but it’s not going to
work because we have different threat perceptions.
And fundamentally of all, it’s not going to work
because we have completely different historical, cul-
tural experiences.”
        For the COVID-19 pandemic, Dempsey’s
observations described both success and failure. The
European Union response got off to a slow start, she
said, but “The good news is that the EU has put
forward an enormous financial package, a recovery
package, for all the member states, provided they
meet certain criteria.” Angela Merkel and Germany
stepped in, she said, pledging the financial support
that gave this package real economic muscle. In this
action, the EU achieved a true financial and indeed
political integration. Even so, Dempsey argued that if
you look at the situation now in Europe, “It’s actually
not particularly good.” She noted that there are bright
spots in Spain’s and Italy’s quelling of the pandemic
but that the vaccination rate is “extraordinarily low”
in countries such as Bulgaria and Romania.
        The uptake of vaccine is low in these countries for
reasons of suspicion of the state, fake news, lack of
communication, and corruption, Dempsey said.
Because EU membership bestows freedom of travel
among member countries, low vaccination rates in
certain countries make it difficult to stop the spread
of COVID-19 and its omicron variant. Equally
important has been the exodus of medical staff and

educated people from Bulgaria, Romania, Poland,
and the Baltic states to Western Europe, leaving a
vacuum where health care workers to care for the sick
should be. 
        Her second point on COVID-19 concerned its
political ramifications. The pandemic played into the
hands of populists, Dempsey said, and re-ignited the
particularly European problem of distrust of Brussels.
She described this as a huge debate between the role
of the state and how it presents itself and the role of
the individual and individual rights. “But at the end of
the day,” said Dempsey, “it is the role of the states and
local government, and indeed the media, to commu-
nicate what is at stake and why this is important.”
        In Germany, where Dempsey lives, this has been
extremely difficult, as “the lead scientists and virolo-
gists and specialists have been bombarded with hate
email and death threats.” So, while she acknowledged
the unifying influence in response to COVID-19, she
also saw the pandemic unleash a politically aggressive
element that highlighted the paucity of communica-
tion between EU citizens and their government. These
challenges, she said, will not go away even when the
pandemic subsides.
        Dempsey’s summary of the impact of COVID-19
was that it has fundamentally changed the political
discourse in Europe. “People don’t listen to each
other. The discourse has become very angry, very
abrupt, very rough. And it’s been an awful lot of dis-
regard for serious politicians who want to reach out.”
COVID-19 has not made the EU weaker, she said, but
it has spotlighted weaknesses, particularly in the often
vaunted area of health care.
        Dempsey next addressed the nine-headed Hydra
of climate change. She finds that climate change is not
being represented well in the EU. Governments are
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not telling the whole truth about the impact of cli-
mate change. She maintained that in order to address
climate change, Europeans, indeed everyone, must
change the way they live and that such changes will
take huge amounts of money. She also commented
that the EU has “this very special way of presenting
itself as the moral leader” in climate change. She
noted the example of Denmark, which has cut its per
capita emissions in half since 2000. This is good news,
but in the same period Denmark has outsourced
much of its manufacturing to China. According to the
Global Carbon Project, Danish imports have surged
in the same period, so that on a global basis, Danish
emissions are only down by one-third. So certain
countries in the EU are cutting back on all carbon
emissions, while exporting the production of carbon
emissions to other countries. Her bottom line on the
EU’s position on climate change is that “more humil-
ity by the European Union would go a long way in
telling the truth” about the true global nature of the
climate change problem. She emphasized that gov-
ernments need to explain the costs of controlling car-
bon emissions and face up to these costs. “And if we
don’t actually go along with these costs, we might as
well just close down the planet.”
        The next issue on Dempsey’s list
of monster problems was that of
migration. She was careful to explain
the difference between refugees and
migrants. Migrants are people leaving
their county to seek a better life.
There are many reasons for migration,
she said, ranging from conflict to
desertification, from climate change
to outright famine, but these people
are leaving their countries to have a
future. Refugees, as in the case of Syria and now
Ukraine, are fleeing an immediate threat to their lives.
Dempsey finds that the EU has failed to formulate a
coherent refugee or migration policy. She noted the
polar opposites of the Schengen system, “where in

theory, still partly in practice, you can cross without
any kind of controls,” contrasted with the fact that
“Hungary has its barbed-wire fence.” She sees some
ways out of this dilemma. “What’s wrong with quo-
tas?” she asked. But the lack of policy in the migra-
tion/refugee problem has “left the European Union
weaker, has left it more divided.” 
        Dempsey then moved to her fourth topic: cor-
ruption. For Dempsey, corruption in the EU is not the
garden-variety corruption evidenced in, say, handing
out visas to rich oligarchs coming to settle in Europe
without accountability for where their money comes
from. Rather it is a corruption of values that has infil-
trated the very language and debased words such as
peace, economic prosperity, and solidarity. “These
three words have become so abused, so misused, and
so corrupt that unless the European union redefines
or finds a new language that has meaning, that is not
thrown out lightly, that has depth, and that can be
followed through, the idea of European integration is
not going to work.”
        In summary, relative to whether the glass is half
empty or half full for Europe, Dempsey comes down
on the half-empty side. The Russian invasion of

Ukraine has provided new impetus to
truly integrate the EU, she said, but
noted that it was Poland and the Baltic
states that had the immediate empa-
thy to understand what’s happening
in Ukraine and actively take in
refugees. As for the rest of Europe, she
sees a tendency to “just keep our com-
fort zone intact.” Dempsey wrapped
up her Camden Conference presenta-
tion with a challenge for Europe: Will
it coalesce into a unified, modern

power or “just remain a disaggregate group of mem-
ber states with very little power and very little influ-
ence, which China, no doubt, and Russia will exploit.”
� Reported by Stephen Orsini
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The Illiberal Challenge to European
Democracies:  Who is Vulnerable?

A
FTER THE FALL OF THE SOVIET UNION
in 1991, there was a great rush to establish
democratic governments in the former
SSRs, first in the three Baltic states, which

declared independence in 1990 and later became
members of NATO and the European Union, both of
which expanded rapidly in the aftermath of the USSR’s
breakup and now include several post-Communist
Central and Eastern European nations. Russia itself
established a democratic form of government under
its 1993 constitution. 
        But, as Othon Anastasakis told the 2022 Camden
Conference audience, there has been backsliding.
Anastasakis, the director of South East European
Studies at Oxford University, noted “a growing discus-
sion on illiberalism” in Europe and a global trend
toward illiberalism and national protectionism. He
asked whether the European Union of liberal democ-
racies is threatened by “illiberalism and backsliding.”
        After two decades of “democracy becoming the
only game in town,” said Anastasakis, “the new talk in
Europe was about deconsolidation of democracy.” He
identified several reasons for democratic backsliding (a
term he credits to his Oxford colleague Professor Nancy
Bermeo), including a series of “existential crises” that
resulted in lower levels of trust by citizens in their gov-
ernments. The global financial crisis of 2008, a massive
influx of immigrants, Brexit, the COVID-19 pandemic,
and conflicts with Russia all affected the political stabil-
ity of many of the countries in South and Eastern
Europe. In 2014 Hungarian Prime Minister Victor
Orban declared his intention to build an “illiberal state
based on national values,” though still within the frame-
work of the European Union. Orban, said Anastasakis,
weakened media freedom, eroded the independence of
the judiciary, and worked to eliminate democratic
checks and balances. Orban’s illiberal alterations to
Hungary’s democracy have won him re-election time
and again, and his example seems to be spreading. Ser-
bian strongman Aleksandar Vučić “has consolidated his
power using similar methods with the Orban template”
and has built close relations with EU antagonists Russia
and China. In Turkey, President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan
has “subjected his country to a vicious repression of
freedoms” and has moved closer to the Vladimir Putin
model of wielding power in Russia.
        The rise of autocrats such as Orban, Vučić,
Erdoğan, and Putin has brought fundamental change

to the structures of their governments. The enlarge-
ment of executive powers allowed them to manipulate
electoral laws and voting procedures and engineer
constitutional changes ensuring their electoral majori-
ties and empowering the autocrats to exercise control
over the media and the judiciary. All of these strong-
men, said Anastasakis, “rule over socially conservative
parties, use nationalistic slogans, distrust media and
education, and react to the hegemony of Brussels.”
Controlling access to the media and state institutions
creates an uneven playing field that “does not allow
for an easy change of power.” The question then,
according to Anastasakis, is how much the systems of
government have been corroded and what it might
take to reverse the process.
        Another vulnerability in Europe’s democracies is
what Anastasakis defines as political stagnation, with
the Balkan states as examples, existing in what he
called “a never-ending state of transition that sees
their polities going one step forward and one step
backward.” Attempts at reform are stymied by resist-
ance from within, based on long-standing conflicts
with “ethnonational party politics and ethnonational-
ist agendas affecting the course of pluralist politics.”
There are examples, in Bulgaria and Romania, of this
kind of political stagnation being ended by popular
protest movements that go on for months and even-
tually succeed in delegitimizing and even toppling the
governing party.
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        Issues such as migration and European integra-
tion have given far-right movements traction in most
Western nations, Anastasakis said, but this is not a
new phenomenon, as far-right parties have been part
of the political spectrum since the 1960s, when the
“new right” appeared. Aided by crises, the far-right
parties have had varying measures of success as influ-
encers of political discourse and electoral outcomes.
In the second decade of the 21st century, Europe
came to see populism as “the biggest threat to main-
stream ... democratic politics.” The most surprising
example of Western populism, said Anastasakis, arose
in Europe’s oldest parliamentary democracy, Britain,
in the form of “Brexit, fake news, polarization, and
permissive and often extra-parliamentary, prime-min-
isterial scheming under Boris Johnson.” 
        European Union membership has always been
predicated on the existence of democratic institutions
and practices in prospective member states, but once
admitted to the EU, new members were not closely
scrutinized, said Anastasakis, and after its 2004
enlargement the EU did not have the means to mon-
itor their political progress or react to democratic
backsliding. New members, he said, “stopped being
scrutinized by the club as they became members of
the club themselves.” The accessions of Bulgaria and
Romania, countries that were not considered to be
fully prepared when they were admitted, forced the
EU to introduce mechanisms to monitor the new
members post-accession. Funding for those members
was then made conditional upon “appropriate imple-
mentation of the rule of law.”
        The EU faced criticism for degrading its own
political standards with the onset of the eurozone cri-
sis, or European debt crisis, which began in late 2009
when several member countries were unable to meet
or refinance their debt obligations. The EU’s focus on
the survival of the eurozone led to the imposition of
strict economic conditions on Greece and several
other states that jeopardized their political systems,
said Anastasakis, “especially in the case of Greece,
which saw the rise of a criminal far-right Golden Dawn
party.” Italy, too, experienced political instability and
the rise of extremism.
        The 2015 refugee crisis, during which 1.3 million
people sought asylum in Europe, brought a rise in far-

right parties in Western Europe, and the refusal by the
illiberal regimes in Poland and Hungary to accept
migrants ramped up ethnopopulism. The EU chose to
deal with the crisis by cutting a “special deal” with
Turkey to keep the migrants out of EU territory, allow-
ing Turkey’s Erdoğan to “blackmail” the EU, which
“turned a blind eye towards asylum practices that did
not respect conventions and human rights,” said Anas-
tasakis. In addition to those shortcomings, he said,
when faced with geopolitical challenges from Russia,
the EU eased its democratic monitoring in the West-
ern Balkans and began working with strongmen in the
region, promoting “stabilitocracy.”
        While the EU can put pressure on member states
to respect the rule of law, through “shaming tactics”
or sanctions, it does not have an effective means of
forcing the implementation of the rule of law short of
suspension of membership. “But this is the ultimate
option,” said Anastasakis, “and the EU does not seem
to go that far, even with Hungary, the most important
backslider.” 
        Though the growing illiberal world order poses
risks to European democracies, democracy is still per-
ceived as “the most attractive mode of governance in
Europe,” said Anastasakis. President Joe Biden’s
democracy summit in December of 2021 reestab-
lished the U.S. as the leading promoter of democracy
after what Anastasakis called the “traumatic experi-
ence” of the Trump Administration, which brought
political alienation from Europe’s traditional partner.
The Washington summit also brought into focus the
global conflict between autocracy and democracy, a
conflict we are witnessing in Russia’s “barbaric inva-
sion of Ukraine.” Russia’s strongman, Putin, has
sought to infiltrate the domestic politics of other
countries using misinformation and fake news, creat-
ing energy dependencies and pro-Russian political
parties to install puppet governments in neighboring
states, said Anastasakis. He warned that Europe’s
commitment to democracy may be at risk as citizens
become more apolitical and demand results from
their governments. Thus the task of democratic poli-
ties, he said, is to “convince their people that they can
deliver better than any other system on the needs of
their citizens.”
� Reported by Nick Mills
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BLYTH ACCOMPANIED HIS PRESENTATION
with PowerPoint slides, powerfully illustrating
challenges to Europe at home and abroad

beginning a decade ago with the European financial
debt crisis, followed by austerity measures that com-
pounded the problem. As the struggling economies
barely began to revive, COVID-19 struck, which
brought more financial woes. “And then just when it
seems we’re turning the corner on that, basically,
Russia is the spoiler that invades Ukraine and changes
the game again,” Blyth said. 

       The euro was introduced in 1999 and created
“a great convergence,” said Blyth. At that time, the
European Central Bank (ECB) came into being,
changing the way countries operated economically. 
       Blyth explained the EU account imbalance as
“the difference between exports and imports.”
Germany became the only country with a surplus,
and essentially the ECB became the “Deutsche
Bank über alles,” which led to states spending too
much because Germany’s good credit rating was
applied to the rest of the EU, even though some
countries had issued a lot of unserviceable debt.
“These governments, because the price of debt
became so much cheaper, issued a lot of debt. And
then they spent a lot of money, and that drove up
wages and prices. And that annual growth in gov-
ernment expenditure meant there was more
money around, so people imported more and
exported less. And all of this was made possible in
a way by that convergence, which we talk about as
the transfer of Germany’s credit rating to the
whole of Europe.”

        Germany’s credit role took away the usual risk
of inflation and devaluation, said Blyth. Yields con-
verged and countries over-borrowed. Wage compet-
itiveness was eroded as prices and wages went up.
Over-borrowing was accompanied by over-lending.
“The inevitable result was when the mortgage crisis
hit in 2008 and bank lending dried up, all of those
bond yields exploded.”
        Blyth displayed “a really scary picture” showing
the European GDP in 2012 on the left and on the
right the bank assets (or money lent) of Germany,
France, and the UK. These assets were about double
the annual GDP of the entire EU. 
       He showed another chart. “The term ’too big to

fail’ was coined in the United States. You see U.S.
GDP index at 100, and you see total bank assets in
America. It’s about 118. So it’s bigger than the coun-
try.” 
        The following chart showed an even larger issue
in Europe: “too big to bail.”
        “France was the exemplar of the ’too big to BAIL
problem,’” said Blyth. Its GDP index showed 100. Its
total bank assets in 2012: 430. “It’s four times the
footprint of the country! You don’t have too big to
fail. You have too big to bail. So if you want to stop a
bank run around the bond markets of Europe, as
everyone freaks out and dumps these bonds, what
do you have to do?”
        The answer: Go for austerity, the buzzword of
2012, defined as cutting budgets to stabilize bond
yields and increase investor confidence. But this
didn’t work. No one feels happy, said Blyth, about
“cutting budgets in the middle of a recession.”

Between the Devil
and the Deep Red Sea:
European Economies
Confront a Turbulent
World

� Mark Blyth Germany’s credit role took away the
usual risk of inflation and devaluation;
over-borrowing was accompanied by

over-lending.

The European Central Bank (ECB)
changed the way countries operated

economically.



Growth and real incomes fell throughout Europe,
and in 2012 the Union tightened up the budget
rules, deepening the recession.
        Blyth continued, “Austerity wasn’t loosened
until 2015, and the recovery didn’t kick in until 2017.
… But the recovery was export-led due to the euro
falling in value and wages falling. This led to a split in
the EU between southern consumption-led
economies and northern and eastern export-led
economies. This showed up as an external surplus
and internal deficits in the south.”
        Once austerity was discontinued, countries
began spending money. “The EU suspends the debt
rules because of COVID, creates a $700 billion recov-
ery. The green new deal actually becomes a real
thing, and the ECB becomes much more green-
growth focused. All of which is pushing Europe on a
much healthier growth trajectory.”
        The key domestic and international problem,
according to Blyth, is the distributional politics of cli-
mate change. Beyond the financial crisis and COVID-
19, the world has changed. The new
geopolitics after COVID-19 looks like
this: In the U.S., “Trumpism was not an
aberration. It’s coming back. Spoiler
alert.” Given this, “U.S. commitment to
decarbonization is in doubt over the
long term,” warned Blyth. “U.S. global
politics becomes globally destabilizing.”
The GOP in power would abandon cli-
mate change commitments and go on a
carbon binge. It would defend Taiwan if
China invades, and “give up on NATO and focus on
a Pacific isolation strategy with Japan, Australia, and
Vietnam.”
        In China, climate change is of the utmost impor-
tance, said Blyth, as China will be drastically affected
by higher temperatures and rising ocean levels. Blyth
commented, “Last year, China built more offshore
wind capacity than the entire world had installed in
the previous five years.” He said that China is com-
mitted to reunifying with Taiwan, and a U.S.-China
conflict here “will be devastating for global supply
chains.”
        Meanwhile, “The EU’s rightly worried by the U.S.

stance on China and also by China itself. The EU
exports, the bit that’s been growing since the crisis, are
crucially dependent on Chinese growth.” Green tech
can be a way to cooperate and compete with China,
said Blyth. The EU green transition is under way.
        Focusing on export/import capabilities, Blyth
said, “Countries with leading-edge, large export sec-
tors can adapt to green tech easier.” They have
industrial output as well as “enough organized labor
that you can effectively do coalitions that internalize
the cost of the transition. And that allows you to
make the politics of the transition much easier. The
U.S. doesn’t have any of that. It sent all its export
capacity to China.” 
        And then we have the wild card: Russia, the sys-
tem spoiler. Blyth sees two scenarios. The EU relies
heavily on Russian gas and oil, but Putin’s aggression
may encourage the EU to accelerate its green transi-
tion, perhaps becoming a leader in green tech. Its mil-
itary will be rebuilt, and the EU and U.S. could rebuild
the rules-based order. Or, if EU backslides, it will

become dependent on Chinese green
tech. A U.S. under the GOP abandons
NATO, and the EU fails to militarize.

“And what we get to is exactly
what Putin is after, the return of spheres
of influence. We are in the middle of
incredibly turbulent times. We have two
massive problems. One is you’ve got a
system spoiler that actually threatens
with nuclear weapons and is dangerously
unstable. At the same time, you have a

green transition, whereby the carbon budget is pretty
much being exhausted, and if you don’t get real soon,
you’re in the type of trouble that even Putin can’t
imagine. There has never been a more important time
for Europe to come together. There has never been a
more important time for Europe to act as one. If it
does it at this moment in time, it’s going to be cru-
cially important, because America’s going to be out
of the game for the next 10 years, in my estimation.
What then matters is the relationship that we have
with China and how we manage the green transition
and how we effectively isolate Russia.”
� Reported by Karin Rector
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David Brancaccio: What do we need to
know? Tell us what you think would help us
understand.

What I read from military analysts is that
Putin was looking at the U.S. operations
in Iraq and elsewhere and was hoping for
a sort of massive air attack strategy, and
then employing the infantry and the
tanks. They wanted to do it in two or
three days. They wanted to capture
Zelensky, and then the Kyiv regime would
fall, and then the country would follow.
They would install the Russian proxy
there, and then Ukraine would surrender
and follow Putin’s ultimatum. None of
this has happened. From some sources I
heard that Putin is in big stress, in the
Urals in a bunker. The war costs a lot,
approximately $20 billion a day, and they
have huge losses, unconfirmed. 
        Strategically, of course, I think it’s a
major event since the breakup of the
Soviet Union 30 years ago. We’ve seen
much happening in this part of the world,
but nothing of this magnitude ever hap-
pened. It’s a suicidal war, actually. I think
that Putin was driven by his own mania
and manic hatred of Ukraine, Ukrainian
independence, the Ukrainian language,
the Ukrainian state. From what I under-
stand, much of the military leadership
was against it. You don’t have a group of
forces sufficient for such a big land oper-
ation. It should have been at least twice
as big. There’s less than 200,000 people,
too small for a country like Ukraine. The
logistics are failing.
        Generally speaking, this could be the
end game of Putin’s regime. I don’t know
how long it will take and in which form

the regime will end. But my feeling is, in
the last three days, not so much pes-
simism, but the amazing acceleration of
historical time. Putin has moved the clock
forward, like 10 years ahead. 
        He was quite stable. He could have
sat in his chair for another 10 years at
least, 15 years. 2036 was his mark. He has
just installed a constitution which
allowed him to rule until at least 2036.
The state coffers were full. Oil stands
now at almost a hundred dollars a barrel.
The repressive appartus is in place. The
opposition is destroyed. Navalny is in
prison. The civil society is silenced. The
West is compliant. Finally, Putin has
made his authoritarian ways accepted in
the West, very grudgingly, but still
accepted. So he had everything in his
hands, but then his manic obsession with
geopolitics and the restoration of the
Soviet Union and the hatred of Ukraine
made him just go out and ruin it all. 

So this accounts for the surprise I hear in
your voice; you didn’t expect him to invade
Ukraine.

I have to confess, I did not. Russian ana-
lysts were split over this, and there were
many who were listening to the U.S. intel-
ligence. There were many signals and
there were many warnings from U.S. mil-
itary analysts. I was on the skeptical side,
because I think I overestimated Putin’s
strategic capacity. I thought, he is such a

KGB player, using his hybrid tactics all the
time, threatening war, selling fear. 

        You know, Russia’s prime export
commodity on the world markets is not
oil and gas—it’s fear. And Putin very skill-
fully capitalizes his fear. Just look at the
convoy of Western leaders visiting
Moscow in the past weeks, when he first
rolled out his absolutely amazing ultima-
tum to NATO and the West, demanding
to accept the Russian zone of influence.
Of course it was rejected. But then, after
this, by putting pressure on Ukraine, he
made the Western leaders travel to
Moscow, line up there where they were
accepted at the long table. 
        I would have expected him to
behave more smartly, understanding that
it was his brinksmanship, always pushing
the envelope, bringing it closer to the line
of warfare, but skillfully never crossing
this line. But then one morning he just
had to go out and ruin it all. And this
really came as a shock to me, as a sur-
prise. And I had to confess that my ana-
lytic capacity here failed. 

If you’re right, that things are not going as
well as Mr. Putin had planned, it could
make him even more unpredictable.

Absolutely so. It’s really a very tricky time
for the world. Never ever in my life have
I felt the proximity of a possible nuclear

Conversation with
Sergei Medvedev

2021 conference speaker talks about the
Ukraine invasion
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“Putin has moved the
clock forward, like 10

years ahead.” “Russia’s prime export
commodity on the world
markets is not oil and gas,

it’s fear.”

SERGEI MEDVEDEV, a speaker at the 2021 Camden Conference, was invited after
the Russian invasion of Ukraine to join this year’s speaker roster as a surprise guest.
Moderator David Brancaccio asked Medvedev, who was in Moscow, to offer his views on

the invasion, its background, and its potential consequences. Medvedev has since left Russia.



scenario. I think, in the end, he’s para-
noid. This is not a metaphor, this is a diag-
nosis. We’re all feeling this in the past
weeks, and his public speech and his
statements about Ukraine and in the
fateful decision three days ago. That’s
what the late opposition politician Boris
Nemtsov was saying about Putin shortly
before he was assassinated, seven years
ago tomorrow, that Putin is crazy, that he
is absolutely out of his mind. Some
Western leaders have seen this too. And
I think this has been in the conditions of
his personalist autocracy. He faces no
politics, really. He faces no opposition. He
faces no discussion. So it’s just absolutist
monarchy that we have in these days.
And he has lost touch with reality. His
justification for Ukraine was that there is
a Nazi government in Ukraine, that they
are fascists. He put it as a justification for
his aggression, and he was really thinking
that Ukrainians suffering under the fas-
cist regime will greet the Russian tanks
with flowers as it happened during the
liberation of Ukraine in 1944. In his head,
he is still living at the time of the Second
World War. 
        The memory of the war is a Russian
official ideology now. These days, we
have a new religion called the Ninth of
May, Victory Day. We have temples
devoted to this. We have processions
devoted to this, and Putin writes articles
devoted to the great victory. He sees con-
flict with Ukraine through the lens of
World War II history. And he’s sincerely
thinking that he’s liberating Ukraine from
the fascist regime, and that Ukrainians
will be happy and greet the Russians. 
        And this shows how, really, he has
lost touch with reality, how inadequate
he is. And now couple this with the
Russian nuclear capacity. 
        So we are really at a dangerous time
now. And what’s at stake in Ukraine is the

future of the free world. Because if we let
go on Ukraine, he will be up there at the
gates of the Baltic from Kaliningrad, from
the neighboring regions, and the gates of
Poland, and this will be a direct con-
frontation with a NATO state. So it’s not
just the fate of the free world, but it’s the
fate of the world in general.

When you start with a NATO nation,
there’s a pledge to defend the NATO nation
with the full might of NATO. 

Right. There’s Article 5 of the Washing-
ton Treaty. So if he moves into any of the
Baltic states, NATO will be faced with
Article 5. 

There was a suggestion yesterday here at
the conference that during the pandemic
Putin was perhaps even more isolated than
usual, that he may have had less human
contact. 

Exactly. I mean, he has a nickname in
Russia, “bunkernyi ded,” the bunker grand-
father. All through the pandemic, he has
hidden himself away in a bunker some-
where. And anyone approaching him had
to withstand the two-week quarantine,
including his closest associates. He never
probably took a shot of medication. He
was never seen wearing a mask. He is, I
think, a COVID denier, a vaccination
denier. Remember at the Beijing
Olympics, there were 30,000 people at
the stadium, and there was only one per-
son at the stadium not wearing a mask.
And this was Vladimir Putin. 
        We’ve already lost in excess of one
million people in Russia, which has one-
third of the American population. This
gives you an idea of how mismanaged the
pandemic was in Russia. Putin is more
detached from reality, more detached
from the Russian population, more
detached from the political process. He’s
up there in his fantasies, deciding the fate
of the world. He has huge contempt and
disrespect for all the politicians of today.
He thinks he is the master of the world,
that he is the only strong man. That’s the
image he projects to the broader world.
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It’s not just the fate of the
free world that’s at stake
in Ukraine, but the fate of
the world in general.

SPECIAL GUEST
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From your perspective, will the sanctions
make a difference?

Not really, it’ll make a difference for us,
people living in Russia. I discovered a
couple of hours ago at the shop that I
cannot pay with my smartphone. I have
to go back to a credit card. And I think
before long that we’re going back to
cash. But I think the elite and the regime
are quite prepared for sanctions. There’s
still a solid coffer, a financial pillow of
safety. 
        What’s important is the consolida-
tion of the Western world. I’m sort of a
pro-green, pacifist liberal in my thinking.
But I have to admit that Putin recognizes
brute force as it is happening now in the
fields of Ukraine. So the West has to
show some strong moral leadership, like
in the times of Thatcher and Reagan, and
to come up with a consolidated military
capacity that can stop this paranoia.

One of the things that Russia could do in the
face of sanctions is move closer to China. 

        It’s the state of affairs already. I
think Russia is the junior satellite of
China. And I think if anyone actually
could stop the aggression, it is Xi. I think
the fate of Russia’s operation is in
Beijing. Putin, of course, has patiently
waited until the end of the Olympics to
start his attack, as he did eight years ago
during the Sochi Olympics. He waited
until the last day of the Olympics to
announce his annexation of Crimea. So
this has happened once again. Russia
attacked Georgia in 2008, during the
Beijing Olympics, as well. So it’s always a

dangerous time for the world. So always
be aware when the Olympics come
around, and when oil hits a hundred dol-
lars a barrel, that’s when Russia becomes
really dangerous.

You led with your perspective that what’s
happening in Ukraine is not going according
to Putin’s plan so far, that it’s taking longer,
and that there’s resistance that perhaps Mr.
Putin hadn’t anticipated. Is that enough to
make any kind of geopolitical difference?

Not yet, but there is some hope. I hope
that Ukraine will hold on with the help of
the West. You know, Zelensky made a
great statement. When Washington
offered him evacuation from Kyiv, he said,
“I don’t need a ride, I need ammo.” So if
the free world supports Kyiv, if the free
world supports Zelensky, it will help itself.
So don’t be slow with aid to Ukraine.
� Reported by Ann Cole

“I don’t need a ride,
I need ammo.”

Volodymyr Zelensky

SPECIAL GUEST
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Constance Steltzenmüller:

I
HAVE TO SAY this is literally the
worst, the most consequential
and the most terrifying, not just
transatlantic crisis, not just
European crisis, but really crisis for

global order that I have ever encoun-
tered. I mean, we are dealing with a clear
aggressor who has lied to us, has insulted
us, and had lied to and insulted Ukraine,
and is now attempting to change the
government in Ukraine, all the while
attacking, not just the Ukrainian military,
but Ukrainian civilian dwellings and
defenseless people in Ukraine. There are
hundreds of thousands—I don’t know
exactly how [many], I’m not sure any-
body has the exact number—of innocent
Ukrainians on the move, fleeing inside
the country and across its borders. A
hundred thousand, I think, have already
arrived across the borders in Poland. The
international High Commissioner for
Refugees in Geneva is speaking of a
potential five million refugees that might

leave Ukraine in the coming days. At the
same time, we are seeing Ukrainians and
the Ukrainian government putting up a
truly heroic defense of their country and
of the capital city, Kyiv.
        And I have to say they’re really put-
ting everybody to shame who thought—
and that appears to include Putin
himself—that the Ukrainians, the
Ukrainian resistance, would be zero or
would just wilt in the face of a deter-
mined Russian onslaught.
        I remember before Christmas, peo-
ple saying to me who were, had been,
were already then, working very closely
together with the National Security
Council in the White House on designing
potential sanctions for the case of a
Russian aggression against Ukraine, I
remember these people saying, “The
Americans are consulting us like never
before, they’re working with us like
never before. And we have to rise to the
occasion, but this is going to be really,
really hard.”

CONSTANZE STELZENMÜLLER is the inaugural holder of the Fritz Stern Chair on Germany and Transatlantic Relations in the Center
on the United States and Europe at Brookings. Dr. Stelzenmüller was a speaker at the 2015 Camden Conference on Russia. An expert
on German, European, and Transatlantic foreign and security policy and strategy, she has been a Senior Fellow in the Center on the
United States and Europe, held the Kissinger Chair on Foreign Policy and International Relations at the Library of Congress, and served
as the inaugural Robert Bosch Senior Fellow at Brookings. Dr. Stelzenmüller was previously a Senior Transatlantic Fellow with the
German Marshall Fund of the United States (GMF) and former director of GMF’s Berlin office. From 1994 to 2005, she was an editor
for the political section of the German weekly DIE ZEIT, where she had also served as defense and international security editor and
covered human rights issues and humanitarian crises.

Constanze Steltzenmüller
Dougas Lute

Looking Ahead: A Dialogue

As the fighting in Ukraine escalated on Saturday morning, 
David Brancaccio moderated a discussion between Constanze Steltzenmüller and Douglas E. Lute 
on U.S.-Europe relations, with the hostilities in Ukraine occupying center stage at that moment. 

What follows is a partial transcript of their remarks, edited for length and clarity.

CS:“This is literally… 
the most consequential
and the most terrifying…
crisis for global order that I
have ever encountered.”

US-EUROPEAN RELATIONS



Douglas Lute:

I
THINK THERE’S A TENDENCYwhen
we face such significant change in our
lives, whether it’s our personal lives
or in this case, sort of a global per-
spective, that there’s an early instinct

to underestimate exactly the impact of
what we’re experiencing. We’re almost
too close to it. I would offer that Russia’s
attack of Ukraine over the last week will,
at the end of the day, rival 9/11, for
geostrategic impact. I think it will actually
exceed the impacts of 9/11. And this is
not to downplay 9/11 or the 20-year
aftermath of 9/11. After all, we, as
Americans, have just, at least temporar-
ily, closed one chapter of that with the
withdrawal from Afghanistan.
        But, and clearly for Americans, 9/11
will always be a signature event. And it’s
only the second time in our history, actu-
ally, that we were attacked by an external
force on our territory. So this is very close
and personal for Americans. But in terms
of geostrategic impact, I think this is bigger.

And here’s why. It’s widely appreciated
that we are in a competition between the
liberal democratic, market-based world
order and an authoritarian alternative.
Most of us imagine, most of the expert
opinion, most of the academic work has
opined that this would play out over
decades. And you’d see sort of a give and
take across these lines between rulers like
Presidents Putin and Xi and others, in the
Western world. And you’d see a mix of
competition and cooperation, and it
would play out as though it were a long,
slow-burning fuse. 
        Well, with President Putin’s invasion
of Ukraine, that fuse has now exploded,
and the competition that we imagined
that would be sort of gentle and gradual
and play out over long periods of time
has exploded on us. And we are in a knife
fight. The outcome of Ukraine, I think,
will dramatically flavor the rest of the
international system for the rest of our
lives, and I don’t think that’s an over-
statement.

DL: “With President
Putin’s invasion of

Ukraine, [the] fuse has
now exploded.”

DOUGLAS LUTE is Chair, International and Defense, for the BGR Group; CEO of Cambridge Global Advisors; McDermott
Distinguished Chair of Social Sciences, United States Military Academy, West Point; Senior Fellow, Belfer Center, Kennedy School
of Government at Harvard University; and Senior Advisor, Jones Group International. Ambassador Lute was United States
Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic Council, NATO’s standing political body, from 2013 to 2017. A West Point graduate
and a career Army officer for 35 years, he retired from active duty as a lieutenant general in 2010. During the Bush and Obama
administrations, General Lute served a total of six years in the White House, as Assistant to the President and Deputy National
Security Advisor under President Bush charged with coordinating the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. As a member of the National
Security Council staff in the Obama Administration, his primary focus was on South Asia. 

The moderator asked for an assessment of
how the Biden Administration has influ-
enced the U.S.-Europe relationship.

CS: The previous administration trauma-
tized a lot of people. It traumatized the
Europeans, especially, and no country
more than my own, Germany, because it
was obvious that the previous president
had a very special animus against
Germany and against its chancellor,
Angela Merkel. That was a little bit hard
to overlook, and then people watched
the election, looked at the polarization of
America, said, this is a really tight
squeeze, and whatever happens we need
to hedge against this reverting to the pre-
vious state. I think that’s the analysis here.
And some people still think that. I think
there is a concern that the polarization in
America is so structural. And certainly if

you look at January 6 and where things
have been going on the GOP side, I
understand why people would be wor-
ried.
        The Biden administration has also
made a complete, 180-degree turn-
around in terms of how it consults, not
just its European allies, but also media
and think tanks, me belonging to the lat-
ter groups. The NSC does briefings two
or three times a week for think-tankers
and asks for advice and answers ques-
tions, which is truly remarkable.

DL: I think that we have to give credit to
this administration for bouncing back
from that Afghan experience, because, as
Constanze outlined, I have never seen any-
thing in my professional life like the diplo-
matic surge of the last two months,
centered on Ukraine. And it’s not only

been persistent, it’s been broad, it’s been
deep, it’s been unrelenting. It has fea-
tured very prominently the trust-building
element of sharing intelligence and then
exposing that intelligence publicly. In
other words, we were so confident about
our intelligence, we’re not only going to
share it among the 30 allies of NATO,
we’re going to tell you that we’re sharing
it with you.

The moderator raised the issue of Europe’s
commitment to defense spending, espe-
cially with pressure to cope with the chal-
lenges of climate change. 

DL:The reality is that after the end of the
Cold War and the breakup of the Soviet
Union, European defense investment
took a break, they took a peace dividend.
There’s no question about that. The data
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show it very clearly. The U.S. took some
by recovering many of its troops out of
Europe, but not completely. But when
you compare [the U.S. and Europe], what
you see is the U.S. sort of sustained its
defense capability, and the Europeans
essentially took a dividend. And for good
reason. The Soviet Union had broken up.
If you look at the environment in the
nineties, there’d be a reason to question
why Europeans would stay as well armed
as they had been for the previous
decades. The reality is that that situation,
this disparity between U.S. defense capa-
bility and European defense capability,
resulted after decades of the U.S. spend-
ing about 70% of the total defense
spending inside the NATO Alliance. 
        There’s a lot of the U.S.’s 70% [that]
has nothing to do with Europe . We’d be
spending it even if there weren’t a NATO
Alliance, but the reality is you had this
70%-30% differentiation. The only thing
that actually changed that dynamic was
Putin’s invasion of Ukraine the last time
in 2014. And at the Wales Summit in
2014, just months after Crimea and the
Donbas and Baghdadi declaring the
Islamic state caliphate in Mosel, NATO
leaders for the first time took a decision
that they would aim at 2% of national
GDP as the target for defense spending.
So how are we doing? At the time, by the
way, there were only four allies who were
at 2%. Today I think the number is 14
allies out of 30. Not bad, progress, right?
        But what’s really telling is that in the
seven years since the Wales Pledge,
there’s been among European allies—set
aside U.S. spending—seven consecutive
years of real growth. So growth exceed-
ing inflation, and the result is hundreds of

billions of additional dollars, euros, as it
turns out, invested in defense. I think
that’s real progress.

CS: I think it’s important to keep in mind
that, in general, the political capital and
the sort of bandwidth of movement for
the Biden administration, as much as for
European government, is relatively nar-
row. And so the cost-benefit calculus of
what we’re about to do to punish or to
further deter the Kremlin in its actions
has to be exquisitely precise. That sort of
contextual framing was important to
answer your question. Because I think
what that means is that this new German
government needs to, at the same time,
reassure its constituents who voted for it,
not least because they felt that the previ-
ous chancellor in her 16 years had omit-
ted to set in motion transformational
changes in the way German governance
works and German climate governance
and energy policy works, had, in fact,
allowed the continuing sort of snarl-up of
German energy policy to continue.
        So, yes, they need to move on that,
but, at the same time, I think what they
can say is, if we don’t manage to deter
autocrats who are determined to upset
the institutional or the security order of
Europe, then, frankly, climate transforma-
tion is not going to be worth talking about.
So, we have to do a grown-up govern-
ment, as this government is now finding
out, able to do both those difficult things
at the same time. It’s just where we are.

In response to a question from the audi-
ence, the discussion turned to China.

DL:NATO has begun to understand that

it is in competition with China, whether
it wants to be or not. I like to say that if
you plot the Chinese Belt and Road initia-
tive, literally with the sea routes, the land
routes, and so forth, and you ask what
this is all about, my view [is that] it’s
about the Western European market
economy. The destination for the Belt
and Road initiative is not Turkmenistan,
It’s just not, sorry. It is Western Europe
with about a quarter of the world’s GDP,
a billion people and a flourishing market,
which is already dependent on China as a
trade partner.

CS: Well, true. So, two things. Yes, we are
seeing the Russians trying to align them-
selves with the Chinese, but the truth is
that the Russians and the Chinese have a
radically different take on Europe. The real
threat to Putin from Ukraine and from
Europe is democratic transformation. It’s
not NATO encirclement or any such bull-
shit, forgive my language, it’s democracy.
And there was never going to be an inclu-
sive European security order with Russia in
it, at least not as long as Russia was run by
Vladimir Putin. Because we’re now finding
out that Putin doesn’t want order. What
he wants is disorder. What he wants is a
failure of democracy. And what he wants
is a failure of cohesion, because that’s
what he can exploit and what helps him to
legitimize an increasingly dysfunctional
form of governance at home. He’s just
hideously badly mismanaged this pan-
demic. He’s currently, it seems to me,
quite badly managing this military cam-
paign, which is not to say he cannot still do
a great deal of damage.

DL:This is absolutely the key point. Putin
is playing a game of disruption. Xi
depends on a reliable international sys-
tem, which he intends to take advantage
of, all right? The Communist Party in
China has fueled 20 years of progress and
the creation of a Chinese middle class,
which now they have to respond to,
right? The government has to respond to
that middle class based on the existing
rules of the road. Now, China will fudge
the rules, press the margins and so forth,
but they don’t want to disrupt this sys-
tem, which has created the last 20 years
of progress.
� Reported by Matthew Storin
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MARK LEONARD began by
observing that over the last
few years he’s been question-

ing whether globalization, which our gen-
eration had assumed would bring the
world closer together, may in fact be
doing the opposite: “What we are seeing
is that the ties that bind people together
are literally being turned into weapons.”
        Starting with Afghanistan, he referred
to the disastrous departure of the last U.S.
troops from the airport at Kabul: “It was
a human tragedy, but also, maybe even
more fundamentally, there was a sense
that we were entering a new geopolitical
era, because the Afghan mission had been a product
of a different way of thinking about the world, a con-
nected world with a liberal international order, where
democracy could be spread right around the world …
a product of a more hopeful time.’’  
        Instead, he noted, ’’I came to realize as the troops
left Afghanistan that people might be seeing the end
of the forever war, but they certainly weren’t going to
enter a period of forever peace; in fact, quite the
opposite.’’
        Moving on to COVID-19, he observed that “one
would have thought that it would bring the world
together and bring out our cooperative instincts. But
in fact, what happened very quickly was we saw
instead the emergence of mask diplomacy and vaccine
nationalism, as countries hoarded and stockpiled their
own medical supplies and PPE, China in particular, and
then used those supplies to either curry favor with
friendly countries or to bully countries that were not
cooperating with them.”
        He then zeroed in on China, specifically the
Chinese company Huawei, which the Trump adminis-
tration put on a banned list. That, in turn, led China to
create its own list of banned American companies.
The result has been “a balkanization, not just of our

technology markets, but, in fact, even of
the idea of knowledge, as universities
have stopped working together in the
way they were before and researchers
have been expelled from different
places.”

Using slides, he discussed further
examples in today’s world, which he
specifically designated as “the age of
unpeace.” Globalization has created a
world in which “people are using all these
different points of contact with one
another to seek power and glory, to get
their countries ahead and to put other
countries down.”

        Connectivity—the bringing together of different
groups of people—has done much to create a more
prosperous and sophisticated world, but at the same
time, Leonard argued, it “has given people a motive
to fight each other and conflict with one
another.” Connectivity has created societies that
“have become polarized into different tribes that
don’t relate to one another, that live in different filter
bubbles, and even have a different sense of reality.”
        Leonard pointed out that when his generation
was young, “we tended to compare ourselves to our
neighbors,” whereas today, “the nature of the internet
is that everyone in the world can compare themselves
to the most privileged people anywhere else.” It has
led to a “sort of floating epidemic of envy, which is
creating a lot of grievances.” What’s happening is that
“people feel this connected world is out of control.”
        He next focused on China’s Belt and Road
Initiative, “a massive set of infrastructure projects
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worth several times the price of the Marshall Plan.”
It involved “roads, and railways, and pipelines, but
above all, digital infrastructure to connect the whole
of the world to China,” which of course permitted
China “to leverage those connections in
order to not just benefit itself economi-
cally but politically as well.”
        Even climate, Leonard suggested,
has emerged as a battleground: It’s
become “more of a zero-sum game
rather than a positive-sum space.” As an
example, he cited the European Union’s
talk about introducing a carbon border
adjustment mechanism in order to stop
carbon emissions—“carbon leakage,” as
they call it—from being exported to
other parts of the world. The Europeans see this as a
safety measure; others, specifically China, see it as
protectionist. A clear illustration, Leonard observed,
that what one had assumed would be a move
towards finding common international solutions, in
areas stretching “from politics to science,” has gone
“very much in the opposite direction over the last
few years.”
        Migration, too, has become a tool: “It’s some-
thing which allows weaker countries like Belarus or
Morocco or Turkey or Cuba to lord it over superpow-
ers, countries they could never take on with
bombs.” It’s a modern example of the “hyper-con-
nected nature of our universe,” he noted, adding that
Tom Friedman once described the new networked
world of globalization as “flat.” In fact, “it’s very
mountainous,” Leonard argued. “Some people are
much more connected than others, and it’s the
asymmetries in the system which allow people to
exercise power.”
        In concluding, he pointed out that there are
three great power centers “which can actually
change the whole way that our global networks

work”—the US, China, and the European Union.
Washington is the most powerful and most con-
nected country: “I call it the gatekeeper power.”
        The future geopolitics of these three “is going to

be a battle between their different ways
of thinking about connectivity,” as they
“increasingly try to bind other countries
into their way of doing things.” At the
same time, the world’s most powerful
individual countries—the United States,
China, and Russia—will be using “con-
nectivity conflicts as a way of exercising
power.”

Leonard was quite pessimistic
about what lies ahead in this big power
contest. “What I fear is going to happen

as this world dynamic takes off and unpeace carries
on defining so much of our lives—where all the things
that we had great hope would make the world into a
safer and more united place in fact become instru-
mentalized and weaponized by different players—is
that things could get out of control and you could see
all sorts of new conflicts emerging. … We could end
up in a really dangerous place.”

        And his closing remarks were hardly any more
optimistic: “Connectivity is a double-edged sword. It
gives us extraordinary advances in our civilization,
but it can also create an enormous amount of vio-
lence and danger.”
� Reported by Mac Deford

MARK LEONARD is the Director and Co-founder of the European Council on Foreign Relations, a council
of 300 European leaders including serving and former presidents, prime ministers, economics and foreign
ministers. His expertise and interests include geopolitics and geoeconomics, China, EU politics and
institutions. His most recent book, The Age of Unpeace: How Connectivity Causes Conflict, discusses how
geopolitics is reshaping the global economy as all the things that bind us together—supply chains,
infrastructure, migration, the internet—are turned into weapons and currencies of power. Mr. Leonard hosts
the weekly podcast Mark Leonard’s World in 30 Minutes and writes a syndicated column on global affairs for
Project Syndicate. Previously he worked as director of foreign policy at the Centre for European Reform and
as director of the Foreign Policy Centre, a think tank he founded at the age of 24 under the patronage of
former British Prime Minister Tony Blair. 
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WITH RUSSIA’S INVASION OF UKRAINE,
Vladimir Putin may have managed in one
day to accomplish what has eluded

European diplomats and politicians for more than a
half century—unification of Europe over critical issues
of defense and foreign policy. That is the assessment
of Pierre Vimont, former Ambassador of France to the
United States, speaking at the 2022 Camden
Conference.“It is an existential moment for Europe, a
turning point in European history, not only [for] the
European Union, but [for] the whole European conti-
nent, as we all understand that what has happened in
recent days has been a shattering moment, putting an
end to the European security order as it existed since
the Helsinki agreement in 1975, and I think opening a
new era for Europe.”

        Vimont sees a Europe with agreements and secu-
rity turned upside down. The Helsinki agreement and
all other agreements, he said, are gone. “We have to
accept that we are witnessing a change of the geopo-
litical map of Europe. If Russia … makes Ukraine a new
part of the Russian territory, then the borders with

Russia are totally different. Poland, Slovakia, Hungary,
Romania, which are members of the European Union,
will have direct bilateral borders with Russia. And,
therefore, the Russian threat becomes much more
imminent and much more difficult, much more urgent
to tackle.”
        The reaction of the EU and its member states to
the Ukraine invasion has been swift and unprece-
dented, Vimont noted. From sanctions on Russia to
banning Russian banks from the SWIFT network, to
the suspending of the Nord Stream 2 gas pipeline—all
decisions have gone against Russia. At the same time,
he said, the EU is bringing financial and military assis-
tance to President Zelensky and his government and
the Ukrainian population.

        “We are taking all the necessary military action
inside the NATO framework, the NATO organization.
to reassure and uplift our defensive posture in many
of the East European countries. This is moving fast
and in a very surprising way,” said Vimont. There is a
sense of urgency among Europeans that Vimont said
he has not witnessed up to now. And he hopes that
bodes well for what might be accomplished.
        “There is a lot of uncertainty still ahead of us,
uncertainty on the ground, uncertainty about what is
going to happen in Ukraine in the next few days. Will
it be regime change, as we feel this may happen
because of the huge military superiority of the Russian
military forces, or could it be a long, protracted insur-
rectional situation that we may see, with the popula-
tion of Ukraine fighting back and taking up arms and
resisting the Russian invasion? In other words, will it
be something very short … like we witnessed in
Czechoslovakia in 1968, or will it be something differ-
ent, more akin to the kind of resistance Russia faced
in Afghanistan, for instance, after the 1979 invasion.”
        If Russia does manage to get regime change in
Kyiv, what kind of future status are they thinking

A Difficult Path to 
Becoming a Relevant Actor

At long last, common ground in Europe’s 
defense and foreign policy
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about for Ukraine—neutrality, demilitarization, or
simple, comprehensive annexation of part or all of
Ukraine, Vimont asked.
       “Listening to Putin last Monday
on television, it looked very much like
the third option, like not only going
back to the Soviet Union, but to some
extent going back to the Russian
Empire of the 19th century or even
the earlier Peter the Great years
(1682–1725).”
        European foreign policy, he noted,
has been replete with disagreements,
denial, and fragmentation of policies
ranging from migration, to Brexit, to
how to deal with Russia. 
       Speaking of Russia, Vimont said, “After the
occupation of the two provinces in in the Donbas,
we were still thinking that maybe, through dialogue,
we would manage to find a way of bridging the gap
with Russia and slowly, patiently, finding new, com-
mon ground on which we could build something
together. Think what has happened and, more than
anything else, what we have heard with last
Monday’s speech by Vladimir Putin on television,
which has made a whole difference. And that what
has been heard there was not only dismaying for all
of us, but also forces us to look back again at the
way history has been unfolding in Europe for the
last 50 or 60 years.”
        In the context of history, Vimont said, people
must understand that European diplomacy and for-
eign policy are still in early stages of development.
European foreign policy was not part of the social
contract when European nations launched what was
to become the European Union, he said. The first
treaty, the Treaty of Rome in 1958, did not contain
a single word about foreign policy, security, or
defense, Vimont explained. The Maastricht Treaty in
1992 began to address these issues, but it was only
the Lisbon Treaty in 2009 that first created a diplo-
matic process to address foreign policy, security, and
defense. 

        Now, with the pressure of the war, discussions
and decisions are “going to move faster than we
imagine, because, once again, European security is

at stake here,” Vimont said. “And we
all understand that consultation with
our American partners has been accel-
erating also with a sense of cohesion
that I think we have rarely seen in the
past. There is not a day without phone
calls between President Biden and his
main partners in Europe, be it
President Macron, Chancellor Olaf
Scholz, and many others.”

How will Europe and the United
States work together in the future to
address the new imminent Russian

threat? With the new emphasis on Asia by the U.S.,
what will be the U.S. position in the months and years
to come, now that Russia has invaded Ukraine? 
        “How will we manage to consolidate and keep
the transatlantic relationship as it stands, as it needs
to stand up?” Vimont asked. “How will the
Europeans stand up to this new challenge, take their
part of the burden-sharing the Americans have been
asking for? How are we going to re-enhance and rein-
force their military capabilities and how can they,
more important still, how can they have a common
strategic culture about where to move, the common
assessment of where the main threats lie for them
and how should they respond to that?”
        The Russia challenge with the invasion of
Ukraine is testing the relevance of Europe as a global
actor and the ability of Europe to speak on the inter-
national scene and defend its own interests, Vimont
said.
        “If we accept that new reality, and if we are able
to work with our American partners on this, and if
Europe is able to live up to the challenge, as I think it
has been doing in the last week, then there is hope.
And maybe out of this crisis will come a more united
Europe, a Europe more able to defend its own inter-
est and its own values in the international scene.”
� Reported by Bruce Cole

PIERRE VIMONT is a Senior Fellow at Carnegie Europe. His research focuses on the European Neighborhood
Policy, Transatlantic relations, and French foreign policy. During his thirty-eight-year diplomatic career with
the French foreign service, he served as Ambassador to the United States (2007-2010), Ambassador to the
European Union (1999-2002), and chief of staff to three French foreign ministers. He holds the title
“Ambassador of France,” a lifetime honor bestowed on only a few French career diplomats. Ambassador
Vimont served as the special envoy for the French initiative for a Middle East Peace Conference in 2016-2017.
Previously he had been personal envoy of the president of the European Council, leading preparations for
the Valletta Conference between European Union and African countries to tackle the causes of illegal
migration and combat human smuggling and trafficking. Prior to joining Carnegie Europe, Ambassador
Vimont was the first executive secretary-general of the European External Action Service (EEAS).
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DANIELA SCHWARZER began by saying that
she wanted to do three things: 1) picture
China as it looks from a European perspec-

tive, 2) explain the policies that the European Union
(EU) or individual member states have so far
embarked upon, and 3) look at China and Russia,
because, from both European and U.S. perspectives,
it is of strategic importance how the relationship
between those countries will play out in the future.
        Schwarzer said she thinks the most important
thing to recognize is that Europe and some of its
member states, in particular Germany, have very close
and long-standing economic relationships with China,
including deep financial ties, direct foreign invest-
ment. It’s not only a trade relationship, she said, but
also close cooperation in the areas of research and
innovation. And this has grown over years.
        Schwarzer said that “what came as a theme too
late to the policy debate about China was this notion
of China being a strategic competitor to Europe and
the U.S., basically to the political West.” When the
United States took a more and more “realistic, but
then aggressive stance, vis-à-vis China, for Europeans
it was at the beginning quite hard to digest.” The U.S.
debate was seen with a lot of caution or even skepti-
cism in Europe. One example of this was the theme of
economically decoupling from China that was pushed
by President Trump. Schwarzer believes that this idea
of economic decoupling does not make sense for the
U.S. and makes even less sense for Europeans, because
“a complete decoupling of the economies would
come at a huge price and can’t be realized so quickly.” 

        A second example is that the U.S. introduced into
the European debate the idea that China is a security
threat. The issue where this became most visible was
on the question of whether the Chinese telecom com-

pany Huawei should be allowed to deliver 5G infra-
structure in Europe and could be included in the 5G
networks as a provider. “There was enormous political
pressure coming out of D.C. on some member states,
basically telling them that if they did this, then the U.S.
has to restrict its cooperation, for instance, in the area
of intelligence with those countries, because the per-
ception was that this procurement by the Chinese
would actually represent a substantive security
threat.” 
        The risk assessment of what China represents to
Europe is now much more aligned with the U.S.
assessment. There is “generally a quite solid transat-
lantic understanding that one has to protect not only
national democracies, but also institutions in the
international order, which was very much shaped on
principles of international law, that they have to be
protected against Chinese influence that seeks to
undermine them.” China, in that regard, is framed as
a competitor with whom one needs to cooperate. 
        There is a normative confrontation between the
group of democracies that the U.S. has built around
it, and China works against some of these norms. One
of the pushes came through the COVID-19 pan-
demic, in several ways. First is the health threat that
came from China. Chinese authorities were extremely
reluctant to cooperate with the World Health
Organization and other governments. That left a
huge degree of distrust. 

� Daniela Schwarzer

How Can Europe 
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        Second is the realization that Europe relies in
many ways on the procurement of medical material
from China, and China used this politically. Europeans
soon realized that it’s much better to procure for
themselves and stock for themselves in a way that
makes them less dependent in a crisis situation on
countries like China. 
        Third is the understanding that Europe was fac-
ing a period of economic recession and strong eco-
nomic troubles in a number of states. There was real
fear that China would buy into European value chains
and purchase companies that are relevant for
Europe’s autonomy in certain critical sec-
tors. It is now understood that EU pro-
curement should happen within the EU
or with close allies. 
        Schwarzer stated that, now, “There
is far more caution, vis-à-vis China, and
yet there’s also this enormous need to
cooperate.” In addition to global health
issues, there is also the huge issue of cli-
mate change, on which it is essential, she
said, to work with China. From a
European perspective, Schwarzer
believes that Europe is in a comparatively
lucky situation in that the Biden adminis-
tration “really wants to take a proactive
role in international climate negotiations
and also intends to work with China.”
        Schwarzer sees a triangle where we have sys-
temic competition between China and the political
West, but also “an interesting constellation of two
big economic blocs, the U.S. and Europe, cooperating
quite strongly and China seeing the need and com-
mitting in its own way to goals of CO2 reduction.”
She stated that climate transition is “not only a ques-
tion of energy delivery and technology. It is also a
huge societal challenge. So, managing a just climate
transition that actually supports the cohesion within
societies and between states is of huge political
importance for stability around the globe.”
        Schwarzer then turned to the recent invasion of
Ukraine. From a European perspective, the relation-

ship between Russia and China is closely observed.
Over the recent weeks and months, a closer energy
cooperation deal was struck with the building of an
additional pipeline to export gas towards China.
Financial ties have increased, and the Chinese
increasingly offer their currency as a trading currency
to replace the U.S. dollar. She believes that, “through
the current confrontation and, in particular, the
sanction packages that the West has imposed on
Russia, and rightly so, over the past few days, this
may actually accelerate.” Russia may find itself in an
even closer relationship with China as the sanctions

kick in and Russia has to find alternatives. 
Schwarzer does see a danger

shared by a number of European govern-
ments that increasing confrontation
between Europe and Russia over Ukraine
could actually push Russia closer to
China. However, she does not see that
there was a real alternative. The hard line
that the EU and the U.S. have taken vis-à-
vis Russia in terms of sanctions is deeply
justified and strong proof of the ability of
the EU to align when it has to. 

For Europe, this will “remain an
important geopolitical challenge and a
geo-economic challenge.” This conflict
will have consequences in terms of immi-

gration, financial support that needs to be extended
to Ukraine, and military support through arms deliv-
ery. There probably will be tough economic conse-
quences for Europe through the conflict and through
the sanctions that are being imposed.
        Schwarzer concluded by saying that while the
systemic conflict with China plays out in many areas,
the real overarching question is “whether Europe can
protect its own liberal democratic model and
whether this can actually also happen in those areas
where China puts the most pressure on us.” She
added, “We know we can’t unless we work very
closely with the U.S.”
� Reported by Jane Monhart

DANIELA SCHWARZER is Executive Director for Europe and Eurasia of the Open Society Foundations. An
expert in European affairs and Transatlantic and international relations. Prof. Dr. Schwarzer is an honorary
professor of political science at Freie Universität Berlin and a senior fellow at the Harvard Kennedy School’s
Belfer Center. Prior to joining Open Society, Prof. Dr. Schwarzer was director and CEO of the German Council
on Foreign Relations. Before this, she had served on the executive team of the German Marshall Fund of the
United States and worked at the German Institute for International and Security Affairs. She has been a
special advisor to European leaders such as EU High Representative Josep Borrell and to countries including
Poland and France during their EU Council presidencies. Prof. Dr. Schwarzer has also worked as an opinion
page editor and France correspondent for the Financial TimesDeutschland.
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JOHN HERBST, former U.S. Ambassador to
Ukraine and current senior director of the
Eurasia Center at the Atlantic Council, sent a
message to all at the Camden Conference:
The US and NATO cannot create “stable and

predictable” relations with Putin’s Kremlin, where dis-
cussions are invariably seen as signs of weakness and
are ignored. We must act with strength.
        Herbst began his presentation by reminding the
audience that although “Putin just invaded Ukraine
large this past week, he actually invaded Ukraine over
eight years ago … this is merely an escalation, and we
are now at a point … that the West is beginning to
truly understand the Putin challenge. … He is pursuing
a provocative, revisionist foreign policy, a foreign pol-
icy that he actually kind of laid out in his famous or
infamous Munich Security Conference speech in
February of 2007.” Herbst noted that Putin made it
very clear at several Valdai Discussion Club talks that
the rules would change or he would not play by any
rules and that he intended to directly challenge the
international security architecture agreed to after
World War II and revisited slightly at the end of the
Cold War. 
        Putin’s “aims are essentially to restore, if not fully
Russian control, then major influence in the entire
post-Soviet space, which happens to include three
NATO allies, the Baltic states, as well as [those] in the
Warsaw Pact, which includes a whole bunch of other
NATO allies.” Putin laid these goals out in two draft
treaties he sent to the United States and NATO in
December and in his “striking, even bizarre, speech
last Monday, where he laid out his aims in Ukraine.”
        In reminding conference attendees that Putin has
been pursuing a sharp challenge to major American
and European interests for over a decade, with very
little pushback, Herbst called the response when Putin
took Georgia “tiny, tiny sanctions.” Sarkozy, then
president of France, followed the sanctions by estab-
lishing the procedure for de-escalation, which the

Russians have “violated until now with no conse-
quences. “Putin took Crimea in 2014 and there were
sanctions, but they were laughable, and they were also
ignored. … Only after [Russia] began … the covert war
in Donbas [in the spring of 2014] did we begin to
respond with some seriousness.” And it was only after
the shoot-down of the civilian aircraft in July 2014
that the U.S. and the EU coordinated efforts. As
recently as the weapons debate in 2015–2016, there
was still incomplete understanding in the West, both
in Washington and in Western Europe, of the need to
respond strongly to Putin. 
        The policy, from the start of the Biden adminis-
tration until about a month ago, was inconsistent,
according to Herbst. While “Biden and his team
understood that allowing Moscow to dominate
Ukraine would be a disaster for us,” and that there was
a need to respond, they had a policy objective of cre-
ating stable and predictable relations with Russia. This
is not a new policy for the U.S. Angela Stent, former
director of the Center for Eurasia, Russian and East
European Studies at Georgetown University and a for-
mer national intelligence officer for Russia and Eurasia
in the State Department, has written that every
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administration going back to Clinton has tried to
reset relations with Moscow and failed. After trying
to reach “an understanding with the bad boy in the
Kremlin,” Herbst said, Biden’s team finally responded
“immediately and strongly” last spring when Russia
massed troops on Ukraine’s border. The ongoing
response, however, has not been consistent, he said.
When national security people in Washington called
their counterparts in Ukraine, and General Milly,
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, called his coun-
terpart in Moscow, Russia withdrew its troops. But in
April, when the U.S. suffered a string of cyberattacks,
Herbst said, the administration’s response was a
weak statement about private hackers in Russia.
Although by the Geneva conference in June Biden
had laid out a tough position on cyber issues, said
Herbst, “On our July 4 weekend we faced another
string of cyberattacks. So Biden’s tough words pro-
duce no real positive reaction in Moscow.”
        Herbst maintains that every attempt to try to
create a stable relationship is seen as weakness by
Russia and invites a response. When Bill Burns, the
CIA director, went to Moscow to express concerns
and warnings, he was shut down by Putin. Even when
the U.S. went public with its expectations about a
major escalation in Ukraine and laid out a three-part
response, which Herbst saw as “impressive at face
value,” he believed it was not quite as good on closer
inspection. “One, major sanctions on Moscow, if it
happens. Two, plussing-up NATO’s forces in the east,
if it happens. Three, arms to Ukraine, if it happens. …
The last two, to be effective, should not have been
for after Moscow invades.” Somehow, the U.S. still
thought we could reach an understanding with
Russia while Russia still thought we would back
down, Herbst said. When the U.S. started sending
weapons and strengthening NATO in the east, the
U.S. and Europe got stronger.
        On the positive side, as a result of this invasion
of Ukraine, according to Herbst, we have begun to
see a true change among the Europeans who, in the
past, have been reluctant to take strong measures
against Moscow. They jumped ahead of the U.S. to

kick Russia out of SWIFT. “Also,” said Herbst, “it’s
worth noting that the last time a senior U.S. official
used that fatuous phrase ’stable and predictable’
regarding our goals towards Moscow was in early
January. Tony Blinken said it. I don’t think you’ll hear
it ever again. But it shows you how late they held
onto this idée fixe, which was truly dangerous in the
current situation.” 

        Noting events taking place as the conference
participants were speaking, Herbst focused attention
on the nuclear threat just made by Putin and the vis-
ible discomfort senior defense people exhibited
when they heard it. The German increase in defense
spending and its ending of Nord Stream 2 won high
praise from Herbst. Looking forward, he said, “My
sense is that it’s critical for the West not to be intim-
idated by the nuclear threat. … The nuclear exchange
is every bit as dangerous to Moscow as it is to the
west, … and I suspect there are people in Russia who
understand that, including very powerful people. So
we need to make sure that we do all that we can.
We’re not talking about having a shooting war with
Russia over Ukraine, to defeat Putin in Ukraine. … We
should have no doubts, especially given his behavior
in the past week, his sights go to NATO members,
especially the very vulnerable Baltic states. And we
need to stay the course.” 
        Herbst ended with this warning: “China is the
greater long-term threat, but given Putin’s habit of
risk-taking, we have to defeat the shorter-term
threat in order to deal more properly with the
longer-term threat. You can be sure if we let Putin
have his way in Ukraine, we increase the odds that
China goes after Taiwan.”
� Reported by Judy Stein

JOHN E. HERBST is Senior Director of the Atlantic Council’s Eurasia Center. For 31 years, Ambassador
Herbst served as a United States foreign service officer, retiring at the rank of career minister. He was US
Ambassador to Ukraine (2003-2006), where he worked to ensure the conduct of a fair Ukrainian
presidential election and prevent violence during the Orange Revolution. As Ambassador to Uzbekistan
(2000-2003), he led efforts to establish an American base to support operations in Afghanistan and to
encourage the Uzbek government to improve its human rights record. In his last four years at the State
Department, he was the coordinator for reconstruction and stabilization, leading the US
government’s civilian capacity in societies in transition from conflict or civil strife. He oversaw the
establishment of the Civilian Response Corps of the United States for reconstruction and stabilization
operations overseas. He most recently served as director of the center for complex operations at National
Defense University.
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Moderator David Brancaccio: Doug Lute
said earlier that he had a very strong sense
that what is happening now in Ukraine and
the realignment of the entire global security
picture is bigger than September 11th,
2001. Is that how other people are feeling? 

Othon Anastasakis: I think that this is the
9/11 moment for Europe because, dur-
ing the last 10 years, Europe has been
learning to live with crisis and respond to
crisis. I think now is actually the end of
the age of innocence in the sense that no
one wanted really to believe that there
could be a militarization within the
European continent. 

Daniela Schwartzer: I think it is by now
widely recognized that this is about
more than Ukraine. I think it is the sys-
tems competition between democracy
and authoritarian states that we see. If
Putin gets his way and he is not only able

to occupy Ukraine militarily, but is also
able to [effect] a system change that
throws the country back 30 years, that
would be a huge and an enormous chal-
lenge to democracies worldwide, and in
particular in the Eastern neighborhood
of the EU. And the other dimension is
clearly one of security and the question
of what the Europe security order in the
future looks like. 

Mark Blyth: People said that the world
had changed after 9/11, but it hadn’t
really changed. It was the United States
that had changed. And obviously the U.S.
being the most powerful country in the
world, the changes within America had
big implications for everyone else. And I
think that this is Europe’s 9/11. But I
don’t think that this is something which
is particularly new or world-changing for
most people in most countries in the
world. It’s not the first time that bound-

aries have been changed as a result of
military force. I also think that there is a
very different situation emerging, at a
global level, where the chief competition
is not between democracy and autocracy
and between the United States and
Russia, but a competition between China
and the United States. That’s why the
Biden administration, whilst recommit-
ting to European security and showing an
extraordinary amount of leadership over
the last few weeks, is also very keen to
make sure that Europeans step up to the
plate and take more responsibility for
their own security. 

John Herbst: I think there’s no compari-
son between the pivotal point we face
today and 9/11, which was not nearly as
important or as dangerous as what we’re
seeing right now. And 9/11, I’m sad to
say, was the prelude to 20 years of bad
American foreign policymaking in the

Final Panel The following is excerpted from the final conference panel, edited for length and clarity.
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greater Middle East, which weakened us
to deal with the greater problem of rogue
great powers. And that’s what we’re fac-
ing now with China and Russia. It’s clear
that China is the greater long-term threat
to the United States and the West. But
that doesn’t mean t that Russia is not the
greater immediate threat. 

Pierre Vimont: As Mark alluded to, look-
ing at this crisis as a new 9/11 or a more
important, more significant 9/11, I’m
not sure that many nations see it exactly
the same way. For them, it is once again
the traditional infighting between Russia
and Europeans. And to some extent, I’m
not entirely sure that they want to get
involved in this. We have seen this with
the abstention from India, from the
Emirates, in the UN Security Council. 

Judy Dempsey: The Europeans have never
come to terms with how to deal with the
post–Cold War era strategically in the
relations with Russia, and particularly in
the relations with our Eastern neighbors.
Should they be part of the EU, not to
mention NATO? Germany is key for
developing a strategy, and Germany has-
n’t come up with really any ideas on how
to push the European Union towards
integration, leaving alone the whole secu-
rity and defense and foreign policy archi-
tecture. But there’s a sea change here,
and Russia’s attack on Ukraine is funda-
mentally going to change the European
security architecture. 

Moderator: What kind of off ramps can be
offered to Putin to avert the worst scenarios? 

Blyth: Pretty much everything that we do
in international relations is based upon
some assumption of rationality. You can
be venal and evil, but basically we assume
that you have a cost-benefit analysis and
it makes sense. And if you apply enough
pressure or pain, then you’ll get some
kind of result. And that’s a pretty good
guide, but to be crude, what if Putin’s lost
it, then you really have the Strangelove
scenario. And the calculus then becomes
very simply, are you willing to push this to
the max, which could include nuclear
warfare. If you’re not willing to do that,
then you have to have something else, an
off-ramp. 

Constanze Steltzenmüller: I’m skeptical
about this. I think we’ve offered a lot of
off-ramps and the off-ramps that Putin
wants are basically the rolling back of the
transformation of Eastern Europe, neu-
tralizing Western Europe, and the
Americans out of Europe. Those are non-
negotiable, nonstarters. So I do not see
an off-ramp. What I’ve been proposing
for a while is that the West start collect-
ing forensic evidence of all crimes and
make it very clear to the leadership circle
around Putin that a record of war crimes
will be compiled and that there will be
individual responsibility, from the ordi-
nary conscript all the way up to the top.
And I would expect that the political out-
come of this would be to reinforce a
sense of queasiness, shall we say, in
Putin’s inner circle. And I would expect
that some of these people are having
quiet conversations with each other
about piano wire or the equivalent. 

Doug Lute: Reflecting on the conversa-
tion this morning, I think I pretty much
stand by what I said yesterday with
regard to the geostrategic impact of
what’s happening now as compared to
9/11. But I think that this challenge to
the whole international system is actually
much more significant than 9/11. So we
could set that question aside. As for off-
ramps, I’d be very suspicious at this point.
If you can’t trust Putin at all, then what’s
the bargain?
        Rather than pursue an off-ramp, I
think we better be guarding against
potential spillovers. We’ve seen the
human spillover by way of refugee flows.
There will be economic spillovers. There
will probably be financial spillovers that
weren’t completely predicted by way of
some of these unprecedented financial
sanctions.
        But I worry about two others. One is
a cyber spillover. Cyberattacks in Ukraine
can spill over in any direction, on any sec-
tor. And then the other is this crazy
notion today about a potential nuclear
impact. These spillovers have to be man-
aged so that we don’t find ourselves on
some sort of escalatory ladder that really
defies the idea of off-ramps and actually
takes us in the opposite direction, of
escalation.
� Reported by Ann Cole



P.O. Box 882 • Camden, Maine 04843-0882
207-236-1034 • 877-214-8579 • info@camdenconference.org

www.camdenconference.org

CAMDEN CONFERENCE

February 17-19, 2023
Mark Your Calendars!

The 2023 Camden Conference will highlight the
importance of global commerce to our lives.
Speakers will explore the interrelationships of

resources, environmental protection, distribution,
labor, and capital that now shape the world economy
and have consequences for the global balance of power
and for domestic concerns about resilience, economic
inequality, jobs and migration.

Future challenges to America’s access to essential
resources and transformative technologies are being
exacerbated by climate change and the rise of populist
and nationalist movements. Risks for the economy and
national security have become apparent with disruption
of the global supply chain on which commerce depends.
In an increasingly polarized world, is a commitment to
the free trade model still in America’s best interest?

How can the interests of business and the public be
protected? Speakers will assess the viability of the pres-
ent rules-based regulatory structures, including the util-
ity of coercive (tariffs, embargoes and subsidies) or
collaborative (bilateral/multilateral) tactics to advance
national interests. Look for discussion of the role of
multinational companies, the US-China trade balance,
and the impact of artificial intelligence. 

Check the Camden Conference website for
updates on speakers, programs, community events,

and registration:

www.camdenconference.org


