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Foreword

The purpose of the Hudson Study Group on U.S.-Russian Relations was
to identify some of the core issues and make recommendations on ways
to prevent further deterioration of relations between the two countries.
The participants in this study group were Russian and American politi-
cal writers and scholars with long experience in U.S.-Russian relations.
The group met on March 26-27, 2007, in Washington, D.C. 

This report is divided into three sections: a joint statement with recom-
mendations for U.S. policy signed by four members of the group, four
papers presented at the conference, and an edited transcript of the March
27 discussion of U.S.-Russian relations.

The group was chaired by Hudson Senior Fellow David Satter and
made possible by a grant from the Smith Richardson Foundation. 
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Fifteen years after the fall of communism, Russia is
reverting to patterns of behavior characteristic of
the Soviet Union. This is reflected in foreign policy,

in domestic policy, and in the realm of ideas. 
In foreign policy, Russia increasingly seeks to frustrate

the goals of the West. On February 7, President Putin, in
a speech to the Munich security conference, accused the
U.S. of “overstepping its borders in all spheres,” and
imposing itself on other states. He accused the U.S. of a
“hyper-inflated use of force.” Insofar as the policies of
the U.S. have been undertaken either to protect the U.S.
and other countries against terrorism or to promote and
strengthen democracy, it is hard to interpret Putin’s
words other than as a call for the U.S. to forswear almost
all influence in the world and to leave the fate of democ-
racy to the world’s dictators.

In domestic policy, Russia has steadily destroyed polit-
ical pluralism. The Duma was reduced to subservience,
as were the courts. Oligarchic wealth was put at the serv-
ice of the regime, the free press was all but eliminated (a
few exceptions remain), and NGOs were placed under
bureaucratic control. With independent centers of power
in this way effectively neutralized, the fate of the country
is in the hands of a small group of rulers divided by their
hatred of each other and driven by their fear of losing
control over the country’s wealth.

In addition to a retrograde foreign and domestic poli-
cy, the Russian regime has made efforts to develop a new,
undemocratic ideology. Leaders of the Russian Orth o -
dox Church, which has become a pillar of the regime,
have denied the universal validity of human rights. The
Russian foreign minister, Sergei Lavrov, has declared
Russia’s neutrality in what he calls “the West’s supposed-
ly inevitable conflict with Islamic civilization.” At the
same time, Alexander Solzhenitsyn, now a strong sup-
porter of the Putin regime, has equated human rights

with the “right” of a caveman to “snatch a piece of meat
from his neighbor or hit him over the head.”

The danger of these developments is that they are capa-
ble of defining a durable system of anti-Western auth or -
itarian rule. Recent developments show that there is a
sharp divergence between Russia’s interests and the inter-
ests of the small group of people who run it. The result has
made Russia a disruptive and unpredictable force in inter-
national relations and a danger to itself. 

The best way to counteract authoritarianism in Rus sia
and the tendency, once again, to live in a world of illu-
sions is for the U.S. to demonstrate strict fidelity to its
own values. By demonstrating that we have principles
that we are ready to defend, we will positively influence
Russian policy and offer needed support to the liberal
minority in Russia that shares the values of the West.

• The U.S. should dispel any illusions that it is ready to
reach agreements with Russia at the expense of funda-



cooperation in the war on terror has been elusive, and
Russia’s policies have become increasingly anti-American.
This may be because the real source of Russian policies is
the Putin regime’s need to create the impression of an
external adversary in order to consolidate its own power.
If this is true, U.S. acquiescence in the face of Russian
human rights abuses is self-defeating. It does not lead to a
change in Russian policies, and it makes it difficult if not
impossible to address the underlying tendency.

• The U.S. and the European Union should develop a
strategy to prevent Russia from using energy as a political
weapon, including measures to protect against the conse-
quences of any abrupt and politically motivated cutoff of
supplies, coupled with the establishment of standards of
transparency, competition, and reciprocity. There should
also be a means to investigate attempts by the Russian
authorities to pressure Western companies to give up
their contractual rights as well as measures to support
affected Western companies in the event of abuses. 

• The U.S. should take Russian commitments seriously.
Rus  sian participation in Western clubs—principally,
NATO, the G-8 and the Council of Europe—gives the U.S.
the right to insist that Russia fulfill the obligations that it
accepted by joining these organizations, beginning with
the duty to adhere to democratic norms and respect the
rule of law. In the event of flagrant violations, for ex ample
the brutal suppression of peaceful protests or the carrying
out of assassinations on the territory of Western states,
Russia should be expelled from these organizations. 

• The U.S. should strengthen its contacts with Russian









The U.S. can regard Russia from two different points
of view and choose to interact with it accordingly. Russia
can either be utilized as an object for realizing current
U.S. goals or as a means of maintaining the global bal-
ance of power. These are different goals and paths.

Objectively, the first path leads to Russia’s destruction
and the shifting of global power towards U.S. adver-
saries, namely global Islam and especially China. China
can take over Siberia and the Russian Far East after
Russia weakens as a result of losing national control of
raw material deposits in the interest of global Western
business.

If, in following the first path, the U.S. attempts to
forcibly export Western democratic values to Russia and
impose their own ideals upon it, they can simply hand
Siberia and the Far East to China, just as they have
already given Shiite-populated southern Iraq to Iran.

After the Russian default of 1998, the U.S. chose the
second path, that of maintaining the global balance of
power, but it turned out to be too difficult. I am afraid that
today the U.S. sees only the Russian bureaucracy and does
not view Russia as an element of global balance and com-
petition. If you see only current Russian leaders, then, of
course, you cannot answer the question “why on earth
should we stand this nonsense?” and choose the first path,
the path of the nineties. Today, this path entails:

• The sustenance of Western-oriented liberals and Med -
ve dev in Russian domestic politics to serve as Putin’s suc-

-





I. Kremlin

The nature of the conflict over Putin’s successor
has not changed in the slightest in the past two
years. The succession problem of 2008 is quite

different from the succession problem of 2000. In 2000
the successor had to be marketed to an electorate 100
million strong. We all remember what a huge fireworks
display was required, involving Basaev’s raid on Dage -
stan and the blowing up of apartment blocks in Moscow.
In 2008 there will be no need to market the successor to
anyone. The electorate has been satisfactorily dealt with
and will now swallow anything. In any case, nobody is
going to ask its opinion. All that is required is for Putin to
reach agreement with the inner circle of his entourage,
five or ten of the boys of the Petersburg Brig ade. This is
where the problems begin.

The conflict is already spilling out of Churchill’s “rid-
dle wrapped in a mystery inside an enigma,” as the terri-
ble truth becomes evident to Putin’s cronies that he really
does want to get out: “Long has the weary slave planned
his escape.” In this “brigade,” however, a certain equilib-
rium has been established and “the Chief” cannot simply
give orders or make arrangements there, let alone ap point











Russia has also sought to limit the independence of
Georgia. It backs separatist governments in Abkhazia
and South Ossetia (while crushing separatism in Chech -
nya) and continues to occupy and reinforce Soviet-era
bases despite repeated international commitments to
withdraw. 

Ukraine and Georgia have reacted to Russian interfer-
ence by seeking to join NATO. In response, Russia has
warned that admission of Ukraine and Georgia to NATO
would trigger a crisis in U.S.-Russian relations, a further
indication that Russia does not accept the sovereignty of
Georgia and Ukraine.

Russia justifies the pressure it is exerting on Ukraine,
Georgia, and other former Soviet republics with refer-
ence to its “geopolitical interests.” In fact, Russia remains
blind to its real strategic interest that lies in an alliance
with the West.

Despite the tension in U.S.-Russian relations, the
Russia is a natural strategic ally of the West.
Both Russia and the West are interested in halt-

ing the advance of radical Islam, stopping nuclear prolif-
eration, and preventing the emergence of a Chinese
superpower. Yet the Russian regime, in its drive to regain
some of the status that was lost with the fall of the Soviet
Union, neglects steps that are vital to its future security.

The country that presents perhaps the greatest long-
term threat to Russia’s security is China, but Russia is
China’s leading arms supplier. Since December 1992, the
signing of the Sino-Russian agreement on military techni-
cal cooperation, China has purchased more weapons
from Russia than from all other countries combined. It is
now expressing interest in buying long-range Russian
bombers like the Tu-22 MC “Backfire” used in joint
Sino-Russian exercises that can carry conventional or
nuclear-tipped cruise missiles. Russia has furnished Iran
with sophisticated weapons and nuclear technology, has
turned a blind eye to Korean missile launches that endan-
gered its territory, and has delivered advanced anti-tank
weapons to Syria knowing, at the very least, that they
could (and probably that they would) be transferred to
terrorists.

The readiness of Russia to ignore its real geopolitical
interests in pursuit of the phantom of becoming a “great
power” by dominating its “near abroad” is a tribute to
the power of the Russian leadership’s ideological view of
reality. It also is a sign of the extent to which a regime

that denies the value of the individual understands that
it is not part of the West. 

Finally, the false values of the regime are reflected in
its various half-baked philosophical pronouncements, in
particular, the effort to deny the universality of human
rights. On April 6, 2006, the Tenth World Russian
People’s Assembly, a social forum organized by the Rus -
sian Orthodox Church, adopted a statement that explic-
itly rejected the priority of human rights. The statement
said that other values are as important as human rights
and that human rights should, in any case, not be al -
lowed to threaten the existence of the nation. Where
there is a conflict between human rights and the values
of the nation, the statement said, the state and society
should “harmoniously” combine them. 

In a speech to the meeting, Russian foreign minister,
Sergei Lavrov said he supported the position of the
Assembly on the question of human rights. He said that
Russia was emerging as an autonomous factor in world
politics, and he criticized those who were trying to put
pressure on Russia to define itself on the side of Western
civilization in “its supposedly inevitable conflict with
Islamic civilization.” He thereby suggested that the West,







zation of society, political exclusion of the population, a
leading role for technocrats in the setting of the econom-
ic agenda, and an active role for the special services (in
the Latin American case it was the military that played an
active role). The majority of these regimes failed to build
developed societies, and there is no evidence to lead one
to believe that Russia will do otherwise. The attempts of
Russian bureaucratic authoritarianism to perpetuate it -
self by returning to a superpower mentality and using
energy clout can hardly make it more sustainable.



However, like everything else in Russia, the economy
has a false bottom. The causes of the economy’s success
give no grounds for optimism, mainly because it is asso-
ciated with high oil prices and has partly been achieved
by sectors protected from foreign competition. A col-
lapse of the oil price could plunge the Russian economy
into recession, and people remember what a fall in the
oil price means. Yegor Gaidar has repeatedly reminded
us that the sixfold decrease in the oil price in 1986 led to
the collapse of the USSR, and the twofold fall in 1998
caused a financial crisis that almost finished off the bare-
ly breathing Russian economy. Many speak about an
inevitable devaluation of the ruble, which could take the
form of a crisis. Besides, wages and incomes in Russia
have been growing systematically faster than productiv-
ity. As a result, the share of consumption in GDP has
increased at the expense of investment (gross investment
amounts no more than 20 percent of GDP).

There are other causes for concern. The government
cannot get inflation down to below 10 percent; the
bank ing system is not fulfilling its role as a mediator;
financial flows in the raw materials sector are not being
transmitted to other sectors. The banks siphon money
off into the shadows, and they service rentiers living off
their dividends, and sometimes even criminal gangs. The
government has no idea what to do about the negative
impact of the flood of petrodollars, evident primarily in
a strengthening of the ruble that stimulates imports and
hits Russian industry. Russia has managed to pay off its
national debt, but the corporate debt of Russian compa-
nies has risen from $30 billion in 1998 to $216 billion in
2005. Russia’s foreign trade accounts for 45 percent of
GDP (in China this indicator is closer to 70 percent),
which ware5 The c8T*0.00u 612o 9bb7(.)nates imports and







nonpayment of wages to government employees in the
regions, student unrest, and another infrastructure
breakdown similar to the blackout in Moscow in 2005.
Such an accumulation of events could spur even the most
patient society to radical action. 

How certain can we be of continued stability when
just 42 percent of respondents to a recent poll said that
Russia was on the right path, while 38 percent held the
opposite view? When half of all Russians describe the sit-
uation in the country as tense (another 9 percent say it is
explosive), and just 28 percent describe it as calm? When,
of the 81 percent of Russians who approve of Putin’s job
performance, 56 percent believe that his government
does a lousy job?

V. Foreign policy as the servant
of domestic imperatives

Unexpectedly for many, Russia is not only regaining
confidence on the international scene but also posi-

tions itself as the opponent of the West. Putin’s Munich
speech in February 2007, which has puzzled and
shocked the Western world with its assertiveness, and
the “Cold Spring” of 2007 with the Kremlin’s saber-rat-
tling and threats to retarget the nuclear missiles at the
European states, only reconfirm the sour state of the
Russian relationship with the West and especially with
the U.S.  

What happened? How could a relationship so prom-
ising several years ago, which was described as a “strate-
gic partnership.” have so deteriorated? There are differ-
ent answers to this question. Some pundits believe that
the increased rockiness in the relationship between
Russia and the West and primarily with the U.S. is a
result of the new Russia’s confidence stemming from
high oil prices and the Kremlin’s attempt to overcome
the humiliation of the 1990s. That is only partially true.
Russia’s self-confidence is also the result of some exter-
nal factors: the confusion surrounding European inte-
gration; U.S. difficulties in Iraq; and world resentment of
U.S. hegemony and satisfaction over its decline. How -
ever, the most powerful factor explaining Russia’s new
assertiveness in its relations with the West is the logic of
the Russian system. The Russian state cannot consoli-



works to eliminate Western influence in the former Soviet
republics and consolidates Russian society around anti-
Western sentiments. 

Ukraine’s Orange Revolution has proved to be a water -
shed in the evolution of Russia’s post-Soviet identity and
foreign policy by provoking the Kremlin’s desire to recov-
er lost ground. The Russian elite now seeks to persuade
the West to endorse a Faustian bargain, in which the West
would recognize the former Soviet space as Russia’s area
of influence and would acknowledge its role as the energy
superpower. Regarding the latter role, Vladimir Putin at
the beginning of 2006 offered the West an energy security
trade-off between “security of de mand” and “security of
supply.” There are two parts to the bargain: first, Russia
would give foreign investors access to its major deposits in
exchange for allowing Russian companies access to for-
eign pipelines and retail networks. Second, the West
would legitimize the fusion of state power and business in
Russia by letting state companies like Gazprom act as
transnational majors. The G-8 in July 2006 failed to en -
dorse the energy security bargain, which pushed the
Russian president to make two more attempts to strike an
energy deal first, with Europe and then only with Ger -
many. Paris and Berlin again declined to support the idea
of “energy reciprocity.” But the Kremlin still believes that
it could implement it through bilateral relations with
Germany, Italy and France, and there are grounds to
believe that this plan is plausible.

How far is Russia ready to go to pursue its assertive
agenda? Is the Russian elite ready for confrontation with
the West? Definitely not. A significant part of the Russian
elite is not ready for serious conflict with the West. But at

the same time it is ready to continue to use anti-Western
rhetoric to consolidate society. In fact, it is trying to have
it both ways: integration with the West for themselves,
but not for the rest of society. There is a logic to this seem-
ingly schizophrenic behavior. The Russian elite can main-
tain their privileged status only in a society that is hostile
to the West. The question, however, could be raised: will
the Russian elite be able to control the consequences of
this dual-track policy? 

And will the West by the same token, be able to con-
trol the consequences of the distancing between Russia
and the West?

I would also mention the failure on the part of the
West to foresee Russia’s trajectory and to conceptualize
Russia’s challenge. When hope for Russia’s democratiza-
tion proved unfounded, no one—in the West or in
Russia  —seriously thought to confront the underlying
problems. The West’s response has been puzzlement,
inertia, and imitation of a partnership. 

There is, however, a positive element in all this: the
mood within the Russian society. Seventy-three percent
of Russians think that the country should cultivate a
mutually beneficial relationship with the West, while just
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