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In Brief: Tensions Mounting between Russia and the United States

Since Russian President Vladimir Putin’s infamous Munich speech in early February,
there has been much discussion and hand-wringing in Washington, Moscow and
European capitals about the state of U.S.- Russian relations. Journalists, think tank
professionals and politicians are talking about the Russian desire to be consulted more
frequently by the United States on our foreign policy decisions. At the same time, there
is growing concern in the West and inside Russia about the dramatic increase in acts of
violence against Russian journalists and those who oppose the Kremlin.

In this week’s update we have included several pieces about both issues, as well as
several stories describing issues affecting the Jewish communities of the former Soviet
Union. We remain concerned about the rise in extremism and xenophobia in Russia and
its impact on the Russian Jewish community. We have commended President Putin and
other senior officials on numerous occasions after they condemned acts of anti-
Semitism. However, it is our hope and expectation that the Russian government, in
addition to their strong words, will take appropriate action against those who engage in
anti-Semitic acts.

For those who have not seen NCSJ'’s latest informational pieces on anti-Semitism in the
former Soviet Union, please visit our web site WWW.NCSj.org .

As always, if you have gquestions and/or concerns about the situation in the region,
please contact our office.

Mark B. Levin
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Executive Director
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#1
Russia's chief rabbi calls for more active cooperation with Israel
Interfax, March 2, 2007

Moscow, March 2, Interfax - Russia's chief rabbi Berel Lazar has urged Israel to develop partnership
relations with Russia.

"Russia has influence in the Arab world and Israel should be taking the assistance that Russia may give in
promoting a dialogue in the Middle East into account,” he said at a Thursday meeting at the Moscow Jewish
Community Center with the new Russian ambassador to Israel Pyotr Stegny.

"The present situation in the Middle East and the rest of the world shows the need to expand Israel's
political and economic interaction with countries of the region," he said.

Stegny said that his priorities will be promoting Russian-Israeli cooperation in high tech and promoting an
increase in pilgrimages to the Holy Land.

The sides agreed that the expansion of business contacts between Israel and Arab countries with Russian
mediation can become an effective instrument for resolving many problems in the region, especially in
conditions of the growth of tension around Iran.



#2

Kremlin ties push nouveau riche ahead of 'oligarchs' on list of Russia's wealthiest
By Amiram Barkat

Haaretz, March 6, 2007

Last month, aluminum and weapons tycoon Oleg Deripaska surpassed oil baron Roman Abramovich, who
has a Jewish father, as Russia's wealthiest person.

According to the Russian magazine Finance, Deripaska's personal fortune, some $21.2 billion, is roughly
$200 million greater than Abramovich's. For the first time since the mid-1990s, the title of Russia's
wealthiest man has been handed to someone who is not of Jewish origin.

The small revolution carried out by Deripaska is part of a much wider phenomenon: If until four years ago
roughly half of Russia's billionaires were of Jewish origin, then by the beginning of 2007 that portion shrank
to roughly 10 percent, according to aliyah activist Alex Tantzer. "There is a clear process of Russification of
capital,” said Tantzer. "The new wealthy are 'our guys' who are close to those in power. The Jewish
oligarchs who were associated with Boris Yeltsin's rule have been forced to leave the country after Putin's
rise to power, and have remained out of the picture.”

At the end of the 1990s, Boris Berezovsky was Russia's richest man and was considered to have the
greatest amount of influence on Yeltsin. A short time after Putin's rise, the "Kremlin's godfather" was forced
to flee to Britain. His personal fortune was estimated in 1997 to be $3 billion and shrank by two-thirds to
roughly $1 billion by 2006.

Fate of Khodorkovsky's fortune unclear

An even more famous case was that of Mikhail Khodorkovsky, owner of the YUKOS oil corporation, who
was considered Russia's wealthiest person in 2003. Khodorkovsky, who publicly criticized Putin's leadership
and supported opposition parties, is currently serving a long term in a Siberian prison, and the fate of his
personal fortune is unclear.

Following the departure of the oligarchs who quarreled with Putin, the list of wealthy Russians continued to
be led by individuals of Jewish origin. In 2004, the three wealthies Russians were Abramovich, Mikhalil
Friedman and Viktor Vekselberg. But even though they were wise enough to maintain good relations with
the Kremlin, they were surpassed in recent years by a new group of oligarchs considered to be closer to
Putin and his associates. In 2007, Abramovich was the only man of Jewish origin among the top five
wealthiest Russians.

Taken with a grain of salt

The accuracy of figures regarding the size of Russian fortunes must be taken with a grain of salt. Inclusion
in the Forbes or Finance list of wealthy people is considered in Russia to be a recipe for trouble.

Rumor has it that people are willing to pay large sums to the lists' formulators to not mention their name, or
to reduce their reported wealth. But even if they are not accurate, much can be learned from the lists about
social phenomena in Russia.

Israeli sources who are in close contact with the Russian business elite say that this group currently
includes fewer and fewer Jews. They say this is not due to anti-Semitism, but rather to a changing of the
country's elite.

"Jews acquired wealth because they were the first to recognize the vacuum created and they had
advantages over the locals like foreign ties," they said. "Today the key to wealth is personal ties to the
Kremlin and its head."
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Jewish Agency: Neo-Nazi activities rising in Russian Far East
By Haviv Rettig,

The Jerusalem Post, March 4, 2007

Friday's vandalism of Vladivostok's only synagogue reflects a growing trend of xenophobia and neo-Nazi
association in the region, according to Rafael Heltzer, Jewish Agency emissary to the Russian Far East.

"There's a lot of neo-Nazi activity in the suburbs," Heltzer told The Jerusalem Post on Sunday. While he
doesn't believe it is well organized, "all sorts of youth and teenagers are drawn to it. There's a lot of
xenophobia also directed at Chinese residents."

Swastikas and anti-Semitic slogans were painted on the walls of the building. "Jews should go to Israel"
read the graffiti scrawled on the building's side and on the door.

On January 19, journalist and Jewish Agency activist Konstantin Borovko was beaten to death by unknown
assailants outside a pub in Vladivostok. While local police initially said the attack appeared to be a robbery
gone awry, the investigation gave strong evidence that it was a hate crime targeting those the assailants
believed to be homosexuals, with the attackers reportedly sporting neo-Nazi tatoos.

An Israeli citizen and a journalist at one of the city's largest television stations, Borovko, 25, ran several
projects for the Jewish Agency and was a well-known figure in the Jewish community.

In September, a synagogue in Khazarov, the capital of the Russian Far East, was attacked with stones and
Molotov cocktails and was also defaced with neo-Nazi graffiti.

"[Neo-Nazi] graffiti is very widespread in Khazarov," remarked Heltzer, "even though the region's Jewish
community is almost nonexistent."

Despite the Friday attack, Purim festivities reportedly went on as planned in the synagogue, and a larger
Purim celebration was held at a downtown theater on Sunday.

The synagogue is housed in a historically Jewish building confiscated by Soviet authorities in the 1930s. A
year and a half ago, the building, at the time a chocolate factory, was reclaimed by the local Jewish
community.

Rabbi Yisroel Silberstein of Chabad, the synagogue's rabbi, has been working to rebuild Jewish life in the
city with a Jewish community numbering - by optimistic estimates - around 3,000.

#4

Police and Protesters Clash in St. Petersburg
By Andrew E. Kramer

New York Times, March 4, 2007

ST. PETERSBURG, Russia, March 3 — An unusually large and unruly protest against the government of
President Vladimir V. Putin ended here Saturday in clashes with the police and the arrest of opposition
leaders. Rally organizers and the police said more than 100 people were arrested after a midafternoon
scuffle between marchers and riot police on the main street, Nevsky Prospekt, in the heart of the city’s
tourist district. St. Petersburg, Russia’s second-largest city, is Mr. Putin’s hometown.

The rally was held in advance of local elections scheduled for March 11. Opposition events typically draw
no more than several hundred people, but several thousand gathered for the rally in Vosstaniya Square.



Two leaders of what is left of Russia’s liberal opposition, Garry Kasparov, the chess champion, and Mikhail
A. Kasyanov, a former prime minister, spoke to the crowd. Then the protesters, accompanied by Mr.
Kasparov, marched most of the length of the street, pushing through three police cordons as sirens wailed
and Interior Ministry riot police scrambled to block their path.

The rally marked one of the higher-profile actions by Mr. Kasparov since he retired from professional chess
to dedicate himself to opposition politics.

“This is our first real victory,” Mr. Kasparov, speaking over a bullhorn, told the crowd on the muddy street,
surrounded by rows of police. “I congratulate you for overcoming your fear. We will have victory when we
get our Russia back. We have 364 days before the election in 2008.”

Minutes after Mr. Kasparov spoke and left the area, the police broke up the crowd, first arresting the
speaker who had taken Mr. Kasparov’s place.

Mr. Kasparov had handed the bullhorn to Sergey V. Gulayev, a member of an opposition faction in the local
legislature in St. Petersburg.

“The government is afraid of the slightest wind,” Mr. Gulayev he told the crowd. “The government is fragile,
and afraid, and will collapse with one push.”

As he spoke, riot police shoved through the crowd and grabbed the bullhorn from his hands, smashing it
against the wall of a building. A policeman put Mr. Gulayev, grimacing, in a headlock and dragged him into
a police vehicle as members of the crowd yelled “Shame! Shame!”

A wedge of police officers swinging nightsticks then divided the crowd and pushed it toward the sidewalks.
Some protesters fought back and a melee erupted, lasting about a minute.

At one point, a black plastic riot helmet torn from a police officer was flung into the air and clanged onto the
muddy pavement, as news photographers and other protesters scrambled away from the swirling fight.

On Friday, Mr. Kasparov, Mr. Kasyanov and Eduard Limonov, head of the National Bolshevik party, led a
meeting of the United Civil Front opposition group in St. Petersburg. Mr. Limonov, whose party is aligned
with the main liberal opposition, was arrested Saturday morning before the march. He said the group was
close to nominating Mr. Kasyanov as its candidate for president in the 2008 elections.

#5
Vladivostok Synagogue Profaned Again
FJC, March 5 2007

VLADIVOSTOK, Russia — Today, March 2, 2007, the Vladivostok synagogue was profaned. Anti-Semitic
slogans, such as "death to the Jews" and other symbols covered the door, facade and the walls of
synagogue and adjoining building.

The synagogue was vandalized before, about 4 months ago. Rabbi Yisroel Silberstein has been in touch
with the city administration, and is sure that they are doing everything possible to remedy the situation.

Despite this terrible event, the local Jewish community is holding a large Purim celebration this Sunday.
Vladivostok residents and local authorities are invited to show their unity and cohesion in the face of threats
of fascist thugs.



#6
Russian sentenced for anti-Semitic messaging
JTA Brief, March 9, 2006

A Moscow law student was sentenced to 150 hours of public service for sending anti-Semitic text messages
aired on local television in May. The Interfax news agency reported that Andrei Kachanov, 22, was
sentenced by a Moscow-area court Monday.

Kachanov sent a series of SMS messages to the Radonezh Municipal Television and Radio Company
attacking Jews and other non-ethnic Russians during a May 9 broadcast celebrating Victory Day. The
messages were displayed during the broadcast.

In a statement on its Web site, the Moscow Region Prosecutor's office called the messages "an affront to
the national dignity of representatives of the Jewish ethnicity and non-Russians as a whole."

#7

State Department says human rights abuses worsening in Russia
By Desmond Butler

AP, March 6, 2007

A State Department report said Russia's human rights record deteriorated over the last year as President
Vladimir Putin's government centralized power, restricted free speech and killed civilians in and around
Chechnya.

The State Department's annual global report on human rights singled out numerous politically motivated
killings including a central banker and investigative journalist, though it did accuse the government of
involvement.

"The most notable human rights developments during the year were the contract-style killings of pro-reform
Central Bank Deputy Chairman Andrei Kozlov and journalist Anna Politkovskaya, known for uncovering
human rights abuses in Chechnya," the report stated.

The report comes at a time of heightened tensions between Russia and the United States as Russian
officials including Putin have criticized the United States for ignoring the interests of other countries on the
world stage and meddling in Russia's domestic affairs.

Last year, Russia instituted a new law restricting work by non-governmental organizations amid domestic
criticism that foreign governments were using the groups to interfere in Russian politics. The State
Department report strongly criticized the move as setback to democracy that allowed the government to
"deny registration or shut down an organization based on vague or subjective criteria."

It said that near-total government control of media allowed the federal government to keep sensitive and
critical information from the public. The government also influenced media not in government control
through intimidation reinforced by killing of Politkovskaya and threats against other journalists by unknown
sources, according to the State Department.

The report made clear that reporting on human rights abuses in the Caucusus remained a dangerous
occupation. The report accused Russia of acting with impunity in Chechnya and directly tied the
government to abuses including civilian deaths.



"In Chechnya and other areas of the North Caucusus, serious human rights violations continued, including
unlawful killings and abuses of civilians by both federal and Chechen Republic security forces," it stated.

#8
Kazakhstan Mulls Gas Exports to Global Markets via Azerbaijan
RIA Novosti, March 6, 2007

Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan discussed the possibility of exporting Kazakh gas through Azerbaijan's pipelines
to international markets, the Azerbaijan's Foreign Minister said.

"There was a discussion of gas deliveries. As is known, Azerbaijan will launch the Baku-Thilisi-Erzurum gas
pipeline [to connect Turkey to the South Caucasus country's Shah Deniz gas field] this year. The Kazakh
side has expressed interest in this pipeline," ElImar Mammadyarov said following a meeting with Kazakhstan
President Nursultan Nazarbayev.

Mammadyarov said the project has to be seriously studied by experts in terms of tariffs, customs duties and
technical parameters.

Kazakhstan pays close attention to oil and gas transportation to international markets, as the energy-rich
Central Asian republic is expected to boost gas output to 40-50 billion cubic meters a year by 2010-2015,
from 27 billion cubic meters in 2006.

Hugues Mingarelli, director of the European Commission directorate for Eastern Europe, Caucasus and
Central Asia, earlier said the European Union intends to support the construction of a new pipeline from
Central Asia to Europe in an effort to diversify energy sources and transport routes.

At the same time, Russian Industry and Energy Minister Viktor Khristenko said a new trans-Caspian
pipeline could be built only after the littoral states defined the status of the Caspian Sea.

#9
In Case Of War Against Iran Armenia To Occur Cut From Whole World
PanARMENIAN.Net March 6, 2007

Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad constantly states that in case of U.S. military aggression Iran will
strike Washington's allies. And first of all these are Israel, Azerbaijan and Georgia," Levon Melik-
Shahnazaryan stated to a press conference in Yerevan. In his opinion, Iranian missiles can reach the above
mentioned countries without particular difficulties, while Americans need military bases in the Middle East.
"Already today Tehran has marked 900 targets in territories of Israel, Azerbaijan and Georgia. And if the war
breaks out Armenia will occur cut from the whole world, since Georgia too can be attacked by Iran. But the
danger of humanitarian catastrophe threatens not only Armenia, but Also Azerbaijan. Such a motion of
refugees will not sustain any economy, moreover the Armenian one.

Don't forget, there are 80 million population in Iran, almost half of which resides near Armenian, Azeri and
Turkish borders," Levon Melik-Shahnazaryan told.

As to Turkish "Incirlik" Air Base, in expert's opinion, it may become a terminal station for U.S. air forces, but
"Turkey, as usual, will demand concessions, particularly abolition of the Armenian Genocide resolution.
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U.S. Moves to Soothe Growing Russian Resentment
By Thom Shanker and Helene Cooper

New York Times, March 6, 2007

WASHINGTON, March 5 - The Bush administration has decided to reach out more often and more
intensively to Russia at a time when the leadership in Moscow is harshly criticizing American policy and
some scholars say the United States has not sufficiently tended to an important relationship.

Plans by the United States to base elements of a missile defense system in Eastern Europe, as well as
Washington’s support for expanding NATO, have compounded a sense of resentment within a Russian
leadership emboldened by a flood of petrodollars.

In the wake of criticism from President Vladimir V. Putin and his inner circle of political advisers and
generals, there is a growing acknowledgment among officials in Washington that the United States has not
responded as rapidly or eloquently as it might have to a widespread sense of grievance in Russia.

This frustration grows from a view, broadly held in the Kremlin and among the Russian people, that the
Russian leadership has accommodated many of Washington’s interests in the years since the Soviet Union
fell but that Washington has not reciprocated.

Senior administration officials said their initiative called for engaging Russian leaders in private discussions
to illustrate that the United States was putting extra effort into nurturing the relationship and that Russia
deserved a more thorough dialogue on American foreign policy and national security plans.

A senior administration official involved in developing the strategy said that under the program, “we’ll have
more consultation and we’ll do it more extensively and more intensively, so that there is a good
understanding of each other’s views.”

“That is not to say that every objection and concern has to be accommodated or that they have some kind
of veto over our program,” the official said. “What it does say is that we should be willing to sit down, both
Russia and the United States, in a real dialogue, and have a real dialogue where we try and address the
interests and concerns of both sides.”

Those mutual interests, administration officials said, include halting the nuclear ambitions of Iran and North
Korea, cooperating on counterterrorism and counternarcotics efforts and on building missile defense, which
American officials argue should interest Russia, which is within striking distance of both Iran and North
Korea.

Senior administration officials said the initiative would also involve a more intensive dialogue between the
Russian and American militaries, a forum that might lend itself to fuller technical exchanges about
Washington’s plans for missile defense.

Administration officials have said they will stand their ground in defending the United States against the
substance of the Russian critique. In particular, the officials say, Russian threats will not halt Washington’s
plans to place elements of a missile defense system in Poland and the Czech Republic, nor diminish
Washington’s support of NATO expansion.

The stunning directness of Moscow’s recent public complaints is viewed as undermining United States-
Russia relations. Equally worrisome to the administration is that the harsh tone of the Kremlin’s comments
has greatly troubled European allies caught in between, especially in former Soviet client states in Eastern
Europe that later joined NATO.

The new round of verbal attacks from Russia began Feb. 10 in Munich, when Mr. Putin used a keynote
address at a security conference to accuse the United States of overstepping its borders to impose its will



on the world through the unilateral application of military power. He criticized the American policies on
missile defense and NATO expansion.

Some analysts said initially that the speech had been intended for a Russian domestic audience. But there
now is a growing sense among Russia experts that the tough language was specifically aimed at the United
States and the NATO allies.

“We weren't paying attention. We were distracted, busy, with other problems in the world, in particular Iraq,”
said Michael A. McFaul, a professor at Stanford University who is a Russia scholar. “The administration is
now put in a position of playing defense, as we are finally seeing the international consequences of the
rather dramatic internal transformation inside Russia with the erosion of democracy, a new ruling class, a
massive transfer of property rights from so-called oligarchs to, basically, friends of Putin, most of whom are
from the old K.G.B.”

Senior administration officials said the new effort to reach out to Russia already had been put into action,
and included Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice’s consultation with her Russian counterpart, Foreign
Minister Sergey V. Lavrov, during meetings in Berlin on Feb. 21 and 22 about whether Russia had the
appetite to pursue a second Security Council resolution for sanctions against Iran.

The Berlin meetings were intended in large part to show Russia that the Bush administration was consulting
with Moscow before its diplomatic initiatives.

Ms. Rice and Mr. Lavrov have a peppery relationship. While the two have met often to discuss Iran, most of
the sessions have been in official formats including the five permanent members of the Security Council and
Germany, in contrast to the more ad hoc Berlin session with Mr. Lavrov and counterparts from Germany
and the European Union.

Ms. Rice’s meetings with Mr. Lavrov were followed in the same week by a visit to Moscow by Stephen J.
Hadley, the national security adviser. Although Mr. Hadley’s trip was organized before the remarks by
Russian officials, he used his visit to offer great detail about the administration’s agenda, including plans for
missile defense.

Mr. Hadley also gave a full description of a pending decision by the United States to build a new generation
of nuclear warheads, according to American and Russian officials. Mr. Hadley offered those comments
even before the Russians asked about the warhead program in that meeting.

NATO diplomats have also expressed frustration at Russia’s words of shock over proposals for basing
missile interceptors in Poland and radar in the Czech Republic, and they produced lists of sessions in which
officials from Moscow were briefed on the antimissile effort in NATO-Russia Council sessions and in
bilateral talks.

Russian officials complain that those meetings were not two-way consultations about American plans but
one-way notifications at which their concerns were not weighed.

The United States needs Russia if it is to succeed in its quest of ratcheting up the pressure at the Security
Council to block Iran’s nuclear ambitions.

The first Security Council resolution - passed Dec. 23 - took four months to complete, partly because Russia
balked at the much tougher package of economic sanctions that the Bush administration sought.

Moscow also balked over sanctions against a nuclear power plant that Russia is building in Bushehr, in
southern Iran.
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As Russians Feud, Putin Gains Pre-Election Bickering Bodes Well for Kremlin, Sidelines Opposition
By Gregory L. White

Wall Street Journal, March 7, 2007

MOSCOW -- With parliamentary elections less than nine months away, the political season in Russia is
heating up. But as the Kremlin moves to cement its political control ahead of presidential elections next
year, the campaign is a bit surreal.

Two of President Vladimir Putin's closest political allies are bickering over whose party is more loyal to the
popular president -- who doesn't belong to any party -- with each bloc denouncing the other for resembling
the former Soviet Communist Party. Meanwhile, opposition parties -- from pro-market advocates to the
Russian Communist Party -- complain they have been largely silenced, mostly ignored by the state-
controlled media. And in some regional elections slated for this weekend, the opposition has been stricken
from the ballot by authorities for technical violations.

This process is creating "a system of a few parties," says Oleg Kulikov, a member of the Russian
Communist Party's central committee. "The situation has become much more difficult for the opposition."

Since Mr. Putin took office in 2000, he has methodically squeezed out potential rivals, installing trusted
allies in key positions and reasserting state control over large swaths of the economy. Surging prices for
Russian oil exports, meanwhile, have triggered a powerful economic rebound that has emboldened the
Kremlin in recent years to take a more confrontational line with the West.

"The Kremlin has cleared the political field," says Sergei Ivanenko, deputy head of Yabloko, one of Russia's
oldest pro-market parties. Yabloko candidates have been pulled from ballots in several regions ahead of
Sunday's elections for reasons the party says are simply pretexts. New rules enacted over the past year or
so have made it more difficult for political parties to register and win seats in the national Parliament.

Kremlin officials say the changes are aimed at creating a stronger multiparty system. Privately, officials say
the Kremlin would like to marginalize both the Communists -- who continue to revere Soviet dictator Josef
Stalin -- and the liberal parties that got their start in the 1990s. Persistent divisions within those liberal
parties have prevented them from effectively mobilizing the small part of the Russian electorate that
supports their pro-market and pro-Western ideologies. Mr. Putin, meanwhile, has made it clear that he
wants to ensure his policies continue even after he steps down next year under a constitutional two-term
limit.

Thanks to Mr. Putin's 70%-plus approval ratings and tight Kremlin control over the media and the campaign,
analysts say the only real uncertainty in the December voting for Parliament is whether the pro-Kremlin
parties will win more than 75% of the seats -- as they now have and which gives them additional legislative
authority -- or just a simple majority. The higher-stakes battle comes three months later.

"The Duma campaign is the first round," says Sergei Mironov, speaker of the upper house of Parliament
and leader of one of the pro-Kremlin parties. "Based on the behavior in the fall of 2007, the contours and
personalities of the presidential elections will emerge."

The Kremlin is trying to lock up the political field, analysts and opposition leaders say, ahead of the March
2008 presidential vote, to ensure Mr. Putin's chosen successor prevails even though none of the likely
candidates enjoy anything like his popularity, either nationally or within the Kremlin elite.

"They need to minimize as much as possible the risk that the opposition could take advantage of conflicts
within the regime," says Alexei Makarkin of the Center for Political Technologies, a Moscow political
consultant. Within the Kremlin, speculation is rife over who will win Mr. Putin's endorsement. Two top
government officials are widely viewed as leading contenders, though neither has said he will run.
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In the Duma campaign, the only tension is between the two pro-Kremlin parties, one led by the speaker of
the Duma -- the country's lower house -- and the other by Mr. Mironov, both close Putin allies. With criticism
of the Kremlin off-limits, the parties have focused on lining up celebrity supporters and denouncing each
other.

The United Russia party, led by Duma Speaker Boris Gryzlov, calls Mr. Putin its "moral leader," citing his
support in building the party's dominant position in Parliament and regional governments.

But Mr. Putin isn't a member of any party, and he endorsed the creation last year of another bloc called Just
Russia, led by Mr. Mironov, who read out a warm letter from the president at his party's congress in St.
Petersburg last week.

Just Russia espouses what it calls "new socialism," including higher state pensions and other benefits; it
described United Russia as a party of bureaucrats akin to the Soviet Communist Party. United Russia says
it is Mr. Mironov's party that harks back to the Soviet era with its socialist slogans.

Political analysts say Just Russia is aimed at drawing votes from left-wing parties like the Communists. A
strong second-place finish in Sunday's regional elections would be a key sign of Just Russia's viability,
analysts say.

The byzantine party rivalry comes as the Kremlin is moving to introduce some carefully controlled
competition into the centralized political system, analysts say. Mr. Mironov, for example, has been pushing
legal changes that would introduce elections for members of the upper house of Parliament, now appointed
by regional governments.

"The pendulum is swinging back toward elections," Mr. Mironov said. But his plan, which he says is likely to
take effect next year, calls for the regional governments to screen potential candidates.

Pollsters say Russian voters are tired of politics and, with the economy growing strongly, there is little sign
of unhappiness with the Kremlin's stage-managing of politics.

"It's a show-democracy...an imitation," says Lev Gudkov, director of the Levada Center polling agency.
"People recognize this, but they want to believe in it like they want to believe in Putin."

#12
Boom and Gloom
Economist Intelligence Unit ViewsWire, March 8th 2007

Azerbaijan's economy, drunk on oil, is suffering rapid inflation

Azerbaijan is the world’s fastest growing economy, thanks to an oil boom, but it is already running into
serious difficulty. A huge expansion in budgetary spending has pushed inflation close to double digits—in
month-on-month terms—and there are early but ominous signs that the non-oil economy is losing
competitiveness. The economy is already showing signs of Dutch Disease—and the maintenance of
artificial monopolies throughout the economy will serve to exacerbate the problem.

Azerbaijan is in the midst of a dizzying period of economic expansion. Real GDP grew by 26.4% in 2005
and 34.5% in 2006, and is forecast to grow by around 21% this year. The main driver of this is the oil sector.
The BP-led Azerbaijan International Operating Company (AIOC) has been steadily ramping up production
from the Azeri-Chirag-Guneshli offshore complex and has now completed the Baku-Thbilisi-Ceyhan oll
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pipeline, which lays the foundations for yet higher output. Oil output grew by 41% in 2005 and 45% in 2006,
and is set for a similar performance this year.

The oil boom has fuelled other sectors of the economy. The non-oil sector grew by 11% in 2006, propelled
mainly by services. Baku, the capital, is in the midst of a construction boom that is impressive even by the
standards of the transition region. Yet already distress signals are apparent. In 2006 the government
increased budgetary spending by an astonishing 80%; a further 50% increase is anticipated this year. At the
start of 2007, the impact of the huge fiscal stimulus began to tell on inflation. In annual average terms,
inflation was 8.3% in 2006 and ended the year at 11.4% year on year. Doubt about the official number has
spawned a number of alternative indices, some of which suggest the 2006 inflation rate could have been as
high as 20%.

Even on the official measure, inflation is now surging. In January, the rate was 16.8% year on year and
6.4% month on month. Again, some private-sector economists grumble that the real rate is higher still.
According to one USAID-funded NGO, January inflation was 14.3% month on month, which is more than
double the official figure. Given that the government raised a host of regulated prices on January 8th—
electricity tariffs trebled, water charges more than doubled, gasoline prices rose 50% and public transport
costs increased by 30%—the unofficial estimate seems perhaps more credible than the official one.

Oil's curse

One of the dangers for Azerbaijan of rampant inflation is that it will put pressure on the real effective
exchange rate and thus undermine the competitiveness of the non-oil economy. In any case, the influx of
petrodollars has in the past two years forced the strengthening of the manat in nominal terms against the
dollar. In 2005 it appreciated by 8% against the dollar, and by a further 5% in 2006. According to the head
of the central bank, EIman Rustamov, the 2006 figure would have been significantly higher but for central
bank currency interventions to the tune of US$1bn.

Ostensibly, the growth of the non-oil economy in 2006 suggests there is as yet little to worry about with
regard to competitiveness. Yet that growth rate is primarily due to the success of non-tradeables such as
construction, which are barely affected by exchange rate appreciation. Azerbaijan’s tradeables, by contrast,
are already showing signs of strain. Agricultural output last year grew by just 1% and output of staples such
as cotton, rice and potatoes actually contracted. In Baku’'s markets, local fruit is beginning to lose ground to
Latin American competition; considering the cost of transport, this is a very worrying development.
Agriculture is on some measures the most important part of the non-oil economy, as it is the largest source
of non-oil exports. In addition to exchange-rate problems, agriculture is suffering from an outflow of labour,
as the construction boom sucks labour from the countryside into Baku and other urban centres.

Elsewhere in the economy, there are clear signs of strain. In 2006, for instance, tax receipts from the non-oil
sector actually fell in year-on-year terms—this despite a national headline growth rate of over 30%.
Agriculture is not the only sector that is losing ground in the home market to importers. Also, now that power
prices in Azerbaijan are sharply rising, following Russia’s decision to hike gas prices for its CIS customers, it
will be interesting to see how the energy-intensive metals sector, and particularly the country’s aluminium
enterprise, performs. Metals are the second largest source of non-oil related exports after agriculture, with
2.3% of total exports.

Wasting away

Although Azerbaijan is at an early stage of its oil boom, the signs of Dutch Disease—in essence, a loss of
competitiveness in the non-oil economy prompted by exchange-rate appreciation and other factors—are
particularly ominous. At this point, it is possible that Azerbaijan will make the transition from a sizeable
agricultural exporter to a major importer in less than the 15 years it took fellow Dutch Disease sufferer
Nigeria.
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In Azerbaijan’s case, several factors conspire to deepen and accelerate the problems associated with Dutch
Disease. First, its oil boom will be relatively short-lived on current forecasts: oil production will begin to
decline in 2012. At least while oil receipts are gushing into the state budget, Azerbaijan will be able to throw
money at some of the most obvious symptoms, as it is currently by hiking wages and offering to subsidise
fuel purchases for farmers.

Second, the country’s physical and financial infrastructure is underdeveloped and/or dilapidated, and this
puts the non-oil economy at a huge disadvantage. The banking sector, for instance, scarcely exists beyond
the major cities; this makes life harder for the country’s farmers as they seek to modernise and expand.
Electricity and water supplies outside the cities are also unreliable, and the road network is underdeveloped
and in a very poor state of repair. The government’s fiscal boom will alleviate some of these issues,
particularly with regard to the physical infrastructure, although this will not improve utilities and the financial
sector. Third, the country’s business environment is hazardous and getting worse and this makes life close
to impossible for the private sector. The headline problems include: rampant corruption on the part of state
officials, particularly in the tax and customs departments, as evidenced by Azerbaijan’s very poor rating in
Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions Index; a court system that is open to abuse, delivers
verdicts at odds with the country’s legal code and is often ignored by the authorities it relies upon for
enforcement; the maintenance of a number of artificial monopolies in the country, including the import of
basic commodities such as bananas, run for the benefit of well-connected individuals; and a high level of
interference in the economy by government figures.

A self-serving elite

This last problem is probably the most threatening, as in its scale it is excessive even by the standards of
countries such as Russia, Ukraine and Kazakhstan, as well as neighbouring Georgia and Armenia. Within
the last two years, a number of major enterprises have been subject to Yukos-style assaults by the
authorities. Downstream oil company Azpetrol, which was widely considered to be the best-run company in
the country, was taken over around the time of the 2005 parliamentary election and its major shareholders
were jailed. Barmek, the Turkish-run power company, was forced out soon after. These are merely the
highest-profile examples of a declining business environment. Although not reported in the international
media, since the second half of 2006 a stream of Azerbaijani entrepreneurs have migrated to Georgia and
Kazakhstan, because they find the business climate more attractive.

The phenomenon of well-connected Azerbaijanis muscling in on successful businesses has got noticeably
worse since Ilham Aliyev succeeded his father, Heydar, as president in 2003. At the time, Western states
hoped that Ilham would prove to be a modernising and liberalising force in the country. Instead, perhaps
because he has been unable to fully control some senior members of the government, the country’s political
elite has encroached further into the private sector. This magnifies the corrosive effects of Dutch Disease,
and at present it is more a matter of hope than expectation that the private sector will be allowed sufficient
space to develop.

Mr Aliyev's government is quite aware of the phenomenon of Dutch Disease, and has taken some sensible
preventative steps. A large part of the oil revenues are directed to a stabilisation fund, and institutions are in
place to support the development of the non-oil economy. Yet the best chance for Azerbaijan to avoid the
worst effects of Dutch Disease rests on Mr Aliyev implementing measures that he is politically unwilling or
unable to take—namely to break up the artificial monopolies, rein in budgetary spending, curb the business
empire-building of his inner circle, and promote anti-corruption and the rule of law.
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Ukrainian Jewish leaders welcomed a government decision to make Babi Yar a state-protected
memorial zone.

JTA Brief, March 8, 2007

In a March 1 statement, the Ukrainian government statement designated the site as a state historical and
cultural reserve. It will be administered by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism. The government said the
designation was trying to better commemorate the memory of the victims of World War Il and Soviet political
repression that were killed and buried at the ravine near Kiev.

More than 100,000 people were killed in Babi Yar during World War Il, including some 33,000 Jews that
were slaughtered in September 1941. Authorities said the borders of the state reserve would be delineated
this year.

Jewish leaders said the decision was a good start to commemorating Babi Yar victims. One of Ukraine's
chief rabbis said it marked the first time the Ukrainian government paid proper attention to the status of Babi
Yar. Ya'akov Dov Bleich added that the state should also resolve the issue of postwar construction in the
area that includes a stadium, garages and several buildings.

#14

The west must set a strategy for a resurgent Russia
By Anatol Lieven

Financial Times March 9, 2007

Soon after | arrived in Moscow as a correspondent at the start of 1993, Andrei Kozyrev, the then Russian
foreign minister, made a speech warning that if the west continued to ignore Russia's vital interests and
publicly humiliate the country, there would one day be a Russian reaction that would sweep away the new
partnership with the west that he and other Russian liberals were trying to build. A western colleague
scrawled on a transcript of his remarks: "More of Kozyrev's ravings." Thus were dismissed out of hand the
reasonable concerns of the most pro-western foreign minister that Russia has ever had.

Western policymakers therefore need to understand that the attitudes set out by President Vladimir Putin in
his speech in Munich will define Russian approaches to the west for the foreseeable future. This is not only
because the basic form of Russia's ruling order now seems set for a long time to come. It is also because
Mr Putin's remarks reflect those of a large majority of Russians - and indeed, a great many other peoples
around the world - and because the US has recently suffered serious blows to its power and prestige.

As soon as Russia recovered a measure of its economic strength, it was always going to seek to regain a
measure of its international influence. However, this will remain vastly more limited than that of the Soviet
Union. Russia is also bound to the west by dependence on foreign investment and the global economy.
This should be a deterrent to reckless moves by Moscow.

Nonetheless, we are living in a world very different from that of the 1990s, when the west expanded Nato
and launched the Kosovo war. Then, westerners argued that Russia could be transformed into a free-
market democracy that would be subservient to the US; and that Russia was so weak that even hostile
western actions would bring no effective Russian response. Today, western moves against what Russia
sees as its vital interests will bring very severe retaliation indeed.

In these new geopolitical circumstances, the main guidelines of western governments and organisations in

formulating strategy towards Russia should be: to reduce potentially dangerous western dependencies on
Russia; to avoid clashes with Russia except where these are essential either to the vital interests of the
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west or to international law and morality; and, on the territory of the former Soviet Union, to draw up
common rules of behaviour with a view to maintaining peace and stability.

The first principle requires reducing European dependence on Russian energy exports, which is also
desirable as part of the struggle against global warming. This requires both serious action and moral
courage on the part of European governments; above all, as Tony Blair, British prime minister, has argued,
when it comes to recognising the unavoidable importance of nuclear energy in this regard. What Europe
must not do is infuriate Russia by talking publicly about the alleged Russian energy threat, without doing
anything to reduce it.

The second and third principles require abandoning Nato enlargement to Ukraine and Georgia in favour of
mutually agreed restraints on western and Russian behaviour on the territory of the former Soviet Union.
Nato membership for Ukraine is opposed by a large majority of Ukrainians. Nato membership for Georgia
would commit the west to one side of unsolved and probably insoluble ethnic conflicts, with Russia
irrevocably committed to the other side. Both moves would ensure very damaging Russian attacks on vital
western interests elsewhere.

Instead, the west should seek to create with Russia the kind of relationship that the US has sought with
some success with China: one based on respect for both sides' vital interests with a common commitment
to the stability of the world economy. This is what John Hulsman and | have called "the great capitalist
peace".

In east Asia, these mutually agreed constraints and commitments have been developed in recent years to
deal with potential crises over Taiwan and North Korea; but their foundations were laid down many years
ago in agreements between Richard Nixon and Mao Zedong. Surely, if the US could achieve a mutually
beneficial set of international ground rules with the fanatical architects of China's monstrous Great Leap
Forward and Cultural Revolution, it ought to be capable of doing so with a Russian administration as tough
but also as pragmatic as that of Vladimir Putin in Russia?

#15

USCIRF calls on Russia to Withdraw or Substantially Modify Amended Law on Non-Governmental
Organizations

USCIRF, March 8, 2006

WASHINGTON-The U.S. Commission on International Religious Freedom calls on the Russian government
to withdraw or substantially modify its amended law regulating non-governmental organizations, as outlined
in a new, in-depth legal analysis released in advance of the legislation’s implementation. According to the
Commission study, the law places disturbing restrictions on NGOs and further circumscribes the already
limited role the government grants civil society in a country where democracy is under increasing threat.

The report, Challenge to Civil Society: Russia’s Amended Law on Noncommercial Organizations, provides
the first detailed legal analysis of the legislation and its impact.

“Key elements of the law are vague and open to arbitrary and discretionary interpretation and enforcement,
in many areas resulting in a dramatic expansion in government powers,” said Felice D. Gaer, the
Commission chair.

“Repeal of the law would alleviate most of the concerns raised by this report. At a minimum, the Russian
government should amend or clarify problematic provisions and regulations ... in a manner that ensures the
law’s respect for international norms related to freedom of association, freedom of thought, conscience and
religion or belief, and related human rights,” Gaer states in the introduction.
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Based on material drawn from a Commission delegation visit to Russia and subsequent research, the report
concludes that the law raises profound concerns for the continued viability of a diverse and representative
civil society in Russia. Further, it will increase significantly the involvement of Russian officials in the
formation of civil society organizations and the way in which these organizations raise money, plan and
initiate programs and activities. Some of the NGO law’s provisions also directly limit the human rights of
members of religious communities, including charitable activities, and have had a chilling-if not
freezing-effect on the overall climate for human rights monitoring.

The Commission also recommends that the law’s implementation should be closely and independently
monitored. This should include the law’s impact on religious organizations, which along with all domestic
NGOs are required to file their first reports on their activities and finances to the Russian government on
April 15.

It further recommends that the Russian government:

Develop and implement regulations that clarify and sharply limit the state’s discretion to interfere with the
activities of NGOs, including religious groups. These regulations should be developed in accordance with
international standards and in conformance with international best practices, including recommendations
made in the Council of Europe’s Provisional Opinion on the NGO law.

Establish an accountability mechanism for Federal Registration Service personnel independent of the FRS
to review and/or prevent arbitrary and excessive misuse of powers curtailing NGO activities, and ensure
that this mechanism provides NGOs with the ability to lodge complaints to trigger an accountability process.

Publish precise and transparent statistical data on a regular basis regarding FRS activities related to
implementation and enforcement of the NGO law.

Consult with civil society groups, Russia’s Human Rights Ombudsman and the Council on the Institutions of
Civil Society and Human Rights on their findings regarding implementation of the law and reassess, within a
reasonable time period, necessary amendments and/or other changes to the law as required.

Establish an independent NGO Legal Assistance Fund dedicated to paying for legal appeals brought by
NGOs in response to state actions such as denial of registration, warning letters, or other acts designed to
curtail and/or prevent legitimate NGO activities, including initiation of liquidation proceedings or removal
from the registry.

Ensure that all data related to the NGO law, including information available on official Russian web sites, is
accurate and up to date. For example, the comparative study of NGO laws prepared by the Russian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ Department of Information and Press should be amended or removed because it
is inaccurate in many instances.

The Commission has also recently published Policy Focus Russia. That report notes that political
authoritarianism, rising nationalism, officially tolerated xenophobia and intolerance, and the sometimes
arbitrary official response to domestic security concerns are jeopardizing human rights in Russia, all of
which are essential for the protection of freedom of thought, conscience, religion or belief. Those trends are
having a particularly harsh impact on Russia’s Muslims and other religious and ethnic minorities.

The Commission was created by the International Religious Freedom Act of 1998 to monitor violations of
the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion or belief abroad and to give independent policy
recommendations to the President, Secretary of State and Congress. Since its inception, the Commission
has focused on Russia because of the increasingly tenuous status of human rights as well as Russia’s role
as an example for other post-Soviet republics and countries in transition.
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Robert Blitt was the principal researcher and drafter of the NGO study, along with Tad Stahnke, deputy
director for policy. Catherine Cosman, senior policy analyst, drafted Policy Focus Russia.

#16

Mr. Putin's Enemies

It's becoming more and more dangerous to be one of them.
Washington Post, March 9, 2007

ANOTHER RUSSIAN journalist critical of the government of Vladimir Putin has died under mysterious
circumstances. lvan Safronov, a 51-year-old military specialist, had just returned to his apartment building
after shopping for oranges last Friday when he fell from the window of a fourth-floor stairwell. Authorities
quickly labeled his death a suicide, only to be contradicted by Mr. Safronov's colleagues at the newspaper
Kommersant, who said that he had no reason to take his own life -- but that he had been preparing an
explosive story disclosing plans by Russia to sell advanced missiles and fighter jets to Iran and Syria.

Normally it would be unwarranted to speculate that Mr. Putin's security services might have had something
to do with the journalist's death -- or, for that matter, with the shooting of Russian specialist Paul Joyal
outside his Prince George's County home March 1. But the instances of violence against journalists in Mr.
Putin's Russia and of the brutal elimination of his critics both at home and abroad have become so common
that it's impossible to explain them all as coincidences. Since the Russian president took office in 2000, 13
journalists have died in contract-style murders, according to the Committee to Protect Journalists, which
ranks Russia as the third most deadly country in the world for reporters.

Mr. Safronov's death was preceded by the slaying in October of Anna Politkovskaya, a fierce critic of the
war in Chechnya who was gunned down in her apartment building. The exiled Russian dissident Alexander
Litvinenko was investigating Ms. Politkovskaya's death when he died of poisoning in December; British
authorities have been unable to reach the two leading suspects in his death because they are being
shielded by Mr. Putin's government. Mr. Joyal was shot in the groin days after appearing in a television
documentary about Mr. Litvinenko. In it, he had said that the message to Kremlin critics was "no matter who
you are, where you are, we will find you and we will silence you in the most horrible way possible."

We hope Prince George's police and the FBI will soon be able to determine who shot Mr. Joyal and why. It's
hard to be optimistic that the case of Mr. Safronov will ever be cleared up, especially given that no one has
been held accountable for any of the other murders of journalists in Russia. In the meantime, it's interesting
to note that these strange events have coincided with a new effort by the Bush administration to reach out
to Mr. Putin, following the Cold War-style diatribe he delivered at an international conference last month.
Some blame Mr. Putin's ugly mood on the United States, which is said not to have done enough to ease
Russian resentment over such initiatives as NATO expansion and missile defense. Perhaps so; but, then,
what explains why so many Russian critics of Mr. Putin are dying?
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Poisoning of L.A. women in Moscow remains a mystery

A relative flew the antidote to Russia for treatment of the victims, a doctor and her daughter who
returned home Wednesday.

By Charles Proctor and Andrew Blankstein

Los Angeles Times, March 9, 2007

It was about a week after their arrival in Moscow that Marina Kovalevsky and her daughter Yana began
feeling sick.

First, stomachache and diarrhea. Then headaches followed by shortness of breath. Within a day, they were
in excruciating pain, particularly in their legs, said Leon Peck, Marina Kovalevsky's brother, Thursday.

The women went to a hospital. Worried doctors immediately sent them to a special institute for the
treatment of poisonings. There, doctors gave them hemodialysis and took blood and urine samples. But
their conditions did not improve.

Test results confirmed that the women were suffering from thallium poisoning. Doctors told Peck that they
were not sure that they would survive.

The hospital had no Prussian Blue, one of the few known antidotes to thallium poisoning.
So Peck, a Beverly Hills oral surgeon, decided to go to Russia himself. He purchased about $2,000 worth of
Prussian Blue, a drug derived from a blue dye used by artists and manufacturers, from a Santa Ana

pharmacy and flew to Moscow, where he administered the drug to the Kovalevskys.

The day before, Marina, a 49-year-old internist who is prominent in the Russian community in Los Angeles,
had called him on her cellphone, sounding distraught.

"She was crying. She was saying, 'Please take us home, please take us home,"' " Peck said.
After he administered the Prussian Blue, which absorbs thallium from the body, their health seemed to
immediately improve. By Wednesday, they were well enough to return to Los Angeles. They now are in the

critical care unit at Cedars-Sinai Medical Center in Los Angeles.

But the family was left with one question: Why were they poisoned? The women are not politically active
and have no business ties to Russia, Peck said.

"There was no reason in the world to poison Marina and Yana," Peck said. "They were not involved in
anything at all.”

Marina and Yana, 26, went to the 50th birthday party of friends soon after arriving in Moscow on Feb. 15.
They planned to stay for a wedding later in the month. Peck said the women spent the week before their
illness sightseeing, visiting museums, attending the theater and visiting friends.

The two women spent most of their time apart, although they returned every night to the Marriott hotel near
Red Square. Three days before they got sick, they had breakfast at a hotel restaurant, Peck said. Health
experts said it takes between 12 and 48 hours for symptoms of thallium poisoning to appear.

Moscow police have told the Russian media that detectives believe that the poisoning might be tied to the
theft of jewelry from the women.

But Peck disputed that statement. "Nothing was stolen," he said. "It's just an excuse to cover it up."
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Peck arranged to fly the three of them back to Los Angeles. But he could not get their passports because
the authorities had sealed the hotel room out of fear that the poison would spread.

Meanwhile, police and at least one man who said he was from Russia's intelligence service showed up to
interrogate Marina and her daughter about how they had been poisoned. Their hospital room was guarded
by armed police officers, Peck said.

Peck frantically contacted the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, representatives from the Los Angeles office of
Rep. Howard Berman and family friends for assistance.

When the Russian investigators learned that Peck planned to fly the Kovalevskys out of the country
Wednesday, they allowed them to leave the hospital and unsealed their hotel room.

Peck said the doctors at the Moscow institute tried to convince him that the poisoning had happened in Los
Angeles.

The plight of the women was the latest in a string of poisonings to rock Russia.

Thallium is a toxic metal used as a catalyst in certain metal alloys, optical lenses, jewelry and
semiconductors, as well as in dyes and pigments. Compounds that contain the metal have been used as rat
poison and insecticide, which is one of the most common sources of human thallium poisoning. The late
Iraqgi dictator Saddam Hussein used thallium against his enemies.

Alexander Litvinenko, a former spy for Russia and a vocal critic of that nation's leaders, fell ill in London last
year and died three weeks after being hospitalized with what doctors first suspected was thallium poisoning.
Later tests showed he had received a lethal dose of polonium-210.

FBI spokeswoman Laura Eimiller said Thursday that the agency was "in the initial stages" of a criminal
investigation into the Kovalevskys' case in conjunction with Moscow police and the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Health.

Dr. Jonathan E. Fielding, Los Angeles County's public health director, said the FBI had asked his agency to
assist in the investigation. Fielding said his agency had experience in investigating radiological and
chemical exposures, but he would not comment further.

Peck said that both women were happy to be back home, but that they were still very weak, becoming
exhausted after speaking for only five minutes. They hope that the hospital will get toxicological testing
results as early as today.

Meanwhile, still a little sleep-deprived and anxious, Peck has returned to work in Beverly Hills.

"So far," he said, "it's a happy ending."
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#1

Why The Cold Shoulder?

A Russian Plea for Collaboration
By Sergey Rogov

Washington Post, March 4, 2007

My generation arrived in this world when Russia and America were engaged in a Cold War confrontation.
I've spent 40 years -- all my adult life -- studying the United States and Russian-American relations, and
now I'm afraid that when my generation leaves this world, America and Russia will be adversaries again.
The Cold War ended nearly two decades ago. When communism collapsed, the expectations were high
that former enemies would become strategic partners. But it never happened. Why?

Many people in Russia blame America. Many people in America blame Russia. Unfortunately, both are
right. Nice but empty declarations cannot substitute for a clear strategy. Personal chemistry between
presidents cannot substitute for institutionalized cooperation and common policies. Predictably, the
backlash against the unfulfilled hopes and promises is strong today in both countries.

The 1990s were a very difficult time for Russia. Some in the United States saw the beginning of a golden
age of democracy, but Russians saw and felt the disintegration of a former superpower. President Boris
Yeltsin brought out tanks to fire on the parliament to impose his policy of speedy privatization of industry,
business and natural resources, so a few became super-rich and many were pushed into poverty. My
country nearly became a failed state. But the worst-case scenario was avoided. With a lot of help from high
oil prices, Russia has managed to begin an economic revival. Today the standard of living is going up, and
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the threat of a civil war is gone. We still face a long and difficult path to a mature democracy and a modern
market economy, of course. New mistakes can still be made, but Russia is on its way to recovery.

Meanwhile the United States has enjoyed the fruits of "victory" in the Cold War. Since the collapse of the
Soviet Union, Washington's strategy has been to prevent the emergence of a new peer competitor and to
extend "the unipolar moment" as long as possible into the 21st century. America has failed to resist the
temptation of unilateralism and preemption. A new surge of the arrogance of power brought the United
States into Iraq.

The relationship with Russia no longer dominates America's foreign policy. Washington has stopped
treating Moscow as an equal player. Instead, Russians have been lectured on the need for domestic
reforms, and sometimes given assistance when it directly served U.S. interests. But with the exception of
the Nunn-Lugar program to help the former Soviet republics dismantle nuclear weapons, there has been no
substantial assistance, no Marshall Plan for Russia.

In fact, Russia has had to repay all the Soviet sovereign debt plus International Monetary Fund and World
Bank credits. The flow of capital from Russia (including official transfers and the much bigger illegal and
unofficial flight of capital) has exceeded by many times all Western assistance and private investment in
Russia. Even today, Russia helps to finance the U.S. federal budget deficit, holding hundreds of billions of
dollars in foreign currency reserves (though not as much as China).

Ironically, while some Russian oligarchs make huge investments in America, the U.S. Congress has never
repealed the 35-year-old Jackson-Vanik amendment, which treats Russia as a centrally planned economy
undeserving of most-favored-nation trading status. This still stings in Moscow.

On issues of international security, Russia has been treated as a second-rate power whose complaints can
be ignored. At the end of the Cold War, President George H.W. Bush proposed a new security system "from
Vancouver to Vladivostok," but this idea was quickly forgotten. So was NATO's promise not to expand its
military infrastructure eastward beyond West Germany.

"The winner takes all" -- so despite Russia's objections, all former Soviet clients in Eastern Europe have
been admitted into NATO, including three former republics of the Soviet Union. And two more former
republics -- Georgia and Ukraine -- could be next. Russia's objections were also ignored when NATO
started its first war in Kosovo.

At the same time, the old arms-control regime is half-dead. The two strategic arms-limitation agreements on
the books will expire in 2009 and 2012. Today there are no serious negotiations between Russia and
America about any new arms-control arrangements, and the Bush administration says that there is no more
need for legally binding treaties. To demonstrate its point, the administration unilaterally withdrew from the
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, ignoring Russian objections.

Now the United States wants to deploy the components of missile defenses (interceptors and a radar) in
Poland and the Czech Republic. Now Russians are complaining that the deployment of American missile
defense systems so close to Russia could undermine Russian nuclear deterrence.

Many in Russia say that the United States violates a commitment to avoid a "substantial deployment of
forces" in Eastern Europe, which America and the West made, when the Russia-NATO Founding Act was
signed in 1997. The perception of violated promises and mistrust of American intentions produced calls in
Moscow to deploy nuclear and conventional medium-range missiles. This could lead to new tensions.

Unfortunately, Russia and America have never fully escaped from the Cold War doctrine of "mutual assured
destruction." Both pretend that they may someday confront each other with nuclear weapons. Meanwhile,
the nuclear club continues to grow ominously. It now has five official and three "de facto" members. North
Korea and Iran could also join, if diplomatic efforts fail. A new wave of proliferators would surely follow.
What used to be primarily a bilateral Soviet-American nuclear arms race during the Cold War already looks
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like a multilateral competition that might make a real nuclear war more possible. And with China's recent
anti-satellite test, we are threatened with a new arms race in outer space.

After Irag, the United States will not be able to act as the world's policeman. The American public does not
want to play that role. To avoid chaos, there must be a workable, multipolar international system based on
multilateral rules of the game that are accepted by all major players.

America and Russia have unique responsibilities here. If they revert to confrontation, we cannot expect,
say, China or France to lead efforts to create a new world order and control the proliferation of nuclear
weapons. Only Americans and Russians can lead the world away from the biggest dangers. To do so
effectively, they must begin serious cooperation in three areas:

First, a real effort to reinvent arms control. I'm not suggesting the restoration of old treaties. Both countries
should make a commitment to take seriously each other's security concerns and avoid actions that the other
side might perceive as a threat. The dispute over anti-missile equipment in Eastern Europe should be
resolved through a compromise, not a confrontation.

Even more important are Russian-American initiatives to invite other nuclear countries to demonstrate self-
restraint and abstain from the unnecessary buildup of their nuclear arsenals. Joint brainstorming is needed
to prevent the collapse of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, which is at serious risk.

Second, Russia and the United States must cooperate on bilateral and multilateral efforts to manage
regional conflicts. The success of the six-party negotiations on North Korea proves that when the United
States gives priority to non-proliferation instead of a regime change, solutions are possible. The same
approach should be applied to Iran.

Multilateral efforts must be expanded to prevent the Taliban from restoring its grip on Afghanistan. Russia,
China and India can help NATO politically and economically, and even militarily, if Russia can overcome its
"Afghanistan syndrome."

If the United States agrees that the way out of the Irag quagmire requires multilateral arrangements, Russia
also can help. And it can share responsibility for implementing the "road map" to an Israeli-Palestinian
peace settlement.

Third are the problems of democracy and values. Russia and the United States face serious problems
related to terrorist threats. It is premature to claim that either has found the best ways to expand human
rights and democratic freedoms. America hardly occupies the high moral ground that would enable it to
lecture others. Neither does Russia, which is debating a vague concept of "sovereign democracy," trying to
understand how to apply universal standards of human rights and democratic procedures.

It would be a great blunder to revive the spirit of the ideological crusade that gave us the Cold War.
Propagandistic campaigns should belong to history. While there are heated debates on these issues in
each country, we need a Russian-American dialogue instead of mutual accusations.

Russia is back as an international player. While it is not a superpower (except in the number of its nuclear
weapons) and is still amid a difficult internal transformation, no one should be surprised that Russia wants
to protect its national interests. Russia should be treated as a responsible player, sharing the rights and the
duties of membership in the community of democratic market economies in a globalized world. That was
President Vladimir Putin's message in the speech he gave last month in Munich. And Russia, if necessary,
should be criticized for her mistakes, as should America, or China, or other members of the international
community. But the goal should be a new cooperation, not a new Cold War.
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#2

Putin's Middle East Visit: Russia is Back
By Ariel Cohen, Ph.D.

WebMemo #1382

The Heritage Foundation, March 6, 2007

Vladimir Putin's visit to Saudi Arabia on February 11 was the first ever for any Russian or Soviet leader.
Putin also visited U.S. allies Jordan and Qatar. Coming from Munich, where Putin delivered his most
bellicose anti-American speech, he further delineated a Russian Middle Eastern policy at odds with
Washington's in an interview with Al-Jazeera. Putin reiterated Russia's opposition to the Iraq war and
disputed the justice of Saddam's execution. He was also critical of U.S. democracy promotion in the Middle
East, attributing the empowerment of Hamas and Hezbollah to January 2006 parliamentary elections
promoted by Washington. At the same time, he justified Russia's refusal to recognize Hamas and Hezbollah
as terrorist organizations due to their electoral victories.

Also during his visit to the Saudi capital, Putin stunned the world with an offer to sell Saudi Arabia "peaceful”
nuclear reactors. In addition, he offered 150 T-90 tanks and other weapons. During his Middle East tour, the
Russian president indicated Russia's willingness to sell helicopters, build rocket-propelled grenade (RPG)
factories, provide sophisticated anti-aircraft systems (the Carapace (Pantsyr), TOR M1, and Strelets), and
sell the Saudis expanded satellite launches and an opportunity to join the Russian satellite navigation
system, GLONASS.

During his visit to Qatar, the third largest natural gas producer in the world, Putin said that Iran's proposal to
form an OPEC-style cartel of gas producers was "an interesting idea" —after his minister had dismissed it
out of hand—and invited Saudi banks to open wholly-owned subsidiaries in Russia.

Putin summed up Russia’'s new foreign policy and Middle East policy as follows:

From the point of view of stability in this or that region or in the world in general, the balance of power is the
main achievement of these past decades and indeed of the whole history of humanity. It is one of the most
important conditions for maintaining global stability and security....

| do not understand why some of our partners [Europe and the U.S.]...see themselves as cleverer and more
civilized and think that they have the right to impose their standards on others. The thing to remember is
that standards that are imposed from the outside, including in the Middle East, rather than being a product
of a society's natural internal development, lead to tragic consequences, and the best example of this is
Irag.

This Realpolitik was praised in Arab capitals, where the old Soviet anti-Western and anti-Israel stance is still
remembered fondly. King Abdullah | of Saudi Arabia bestowed the King Faisal Award on Putin, calling him
"a statesman, a man of peace, a man of justice" —quite a turnaround from the jihad against the Soviets
funded by the Saudis 20 years ago during the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. It is also worth noting that
Saudi Arabia officially decries the 100,000 killed and 500,000 displaced Muslims in Chechnya, while private
groups based in the Gulf support terrorists there.

At Odds with the West

A number of factors drive Putin's recent rhetoric and actions in the Middle East. First, by embracing Middle
Eastern monarchies and Islamist authoritarianism in Iran, he signals Russia's ongoing movement away from
Western norms of internal political behavior. This has important implications, as 2007 and 2008 are election
years in Russia. Putin is loudly rejecting the American approach of democracy and human rights, which has
stumbled and sputtered in the Middle East.

Second, Russia is following the Soviet model of opposing first the British and then the U.S. presence in the
Middle East by playing to anti-Western sentiment in the "street" and among the elites. Putin's Munich
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speech, his Al-Jazeera interview, and his press conferences in Jordan and Qatar solidified the Kremlin's
public diplomacy message, emphasizing its differences with Washington.

Third, the Russian leadership is concerned about high Muslim birthrates in Russia, especially as the Slavic
Orthodox population is declining. Russia is facing an increasingly radicalized Muslim population along its
southern "soft underbelly," particularly in the North Caucasus, where two Chechen rebellions, even though
they were effectively crushed, led to the spread of Salafi Islam. Many young Russian Muslims view
themselves more as members of the global Islamic Ummah (community) than as citizens of Mother Russia.
Keeping Muslim powers such as Saudi Arabia and Iran at bay, preventing them from supporting
insurgencies in Eurasia, and toning down radicalization are unspoken but important items on the Kremlin's
agenda.

Finally, Russia is a high cost oil producer, the largest oil producer in the world, the largest oil exporter

outside of OPEC, and the largest gas producer. As such, it seeks to maintain high energy prices—usually

generated by tensions and conflicts in the Middle East. Russia is perfectly willing to sell weapons to both

sides of the growing Sunni-Shia divide. This was evidenced when it offered the same nuclear reactors and

the same anti-aircraft systems to both Iran and to the Arab Gulf states, which are increasingly nervous

about Iran'sgrowiQJ PLOLWDU\ SRZHU DQG QXFOHDU DPELWLRQV :V RQH 5XV
create allies. Russia is using weapons and nuclear reactors the way imperial Germany used railroads—to

bolster influence and to undermine the dominant power in the Middle East.

What Can Washington Do?

Clearly, the new Middle East—in which U.S. power and prestige are threatened in Iraq and where Moscow
is challenging America's superpower status—will be a more competitive and challenging environment.
Today's Middle East needs to be viewed with the realism and toughness that its history and culture require.

The U.S., as a status quo power in the Middle East, should bolster its relations with pro-Western regimes in
the Gulf. While some weapons sales and business projects will inevitably take place, only by maintaining a
security umbrella in the Gulf can the U.S. maintain more clout in the region than Russia.

The U.S. should continue dialogue with Moscow on issues of mutual concern, such as nuclear proliferation,
terrorism, and destabilizing weapons sales. But more importantly, it should provide military assurances to
Gulf countries against Iranian encroachment, which Russia is incapable of giving. It should expand
cooperation in the fight against terrorism, which threatens the Middle Eastern monarchies. And it should be
competitive in proposing cutting-edge economic ventures, an area in which Russia lacks expertise, while
granting access to U.S. capital markets for development projects.

After a 20-year hiatus, Russia is forcing its way back through an open Middle East door. Washington
decisionmakers had better take note.

#3

Russia under Putin: Democracy or dictatorship?
By Stephen Kotkin

Foreign Policy Research Institute, March 6, 2007

The answer to the question of today’s talk, “Russia: toward democracy or dictatorship?” is “neither.” Russia
is not a demaocracy, and it is not a dictatorship. Russia, like most countries of the world, has a ramshackle
authoritarian system with some demaocratic trappings (some of which are meaningful). Russia is not in
transition to or from anything. Russia is what it is.

Here in the U.S., it seems much harder than it should be to get good information on and insight into Russia.

For instance, while the U.S. is the world’s number-one country in the number of immigrants it receives each
year, Russia is second. Perhaps you knew that, but most likely you did not. “Immigrant nation” is not a way
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we in the U.S. talk about or understand today’s Russia. Most of the immigrants to Russia come from former
Soviet republics, like Ukraine, Armenia, or Tajikistan, though some also come from North Korea and China.
Today more than 500,000 and perhaps up to 1 million Muslims are thought to live in Moscow! At the same
time, more than a quarter million Russians live in London. These migratory patterns represent major shifts.
They are tied to the huge story of the Russian economy, which is transregional and global, but which we
often hear about through a political lens.

American reportage on Russia generally obsesses about the Kremlin and the leader, Vladimir Putin. Putin
dominates U.S. coverage of Russia far more than he dominates Russia. In the bargain, American media
rarely quote Russians other than so-called talking heads distant from the high politics being obsessively
covered. On policy matters there are almost no “senior Kremlin officials” quoted either by name or
anonymously in American dispatches. Similarly, there are almost no heads of major businesses quoted.
Court cases or tax cases do not cite law enforcement or state officials of any rank. Often not even agency
spokesmen are quoted in the reporting. To be sure, some foreign reporters working in English on Russia do
dig up facts, quote many sources close to events, and illuminate issues beyond the preoccupations of the
U.S. government and bilateral relations. And there is hope that the circumstance of a semi-competitive or
even simulated presidential election campaign will induce some Russian insiders to grant a degree of
access to foreign media.

Access does not guarantee insight-as we know from Washington reportage-but most reports on Russia
continue to be virtually unsourced. If pressed about access challenges and a conspicuous lack of good
sources, American reporters covering Russia might blame the Russians’ penchant for secrecy. They would
have a point. The hyper-secretive Russian government is a marketing nightmare, guaranteeing the country
as a whole a far worse reputation than it merits. In what follows-which is based upon firsthand observation
and discussions with Russian officialdom-I present some broad-brush comments on three dimensions of
understanding Russia: first, the phenomenon of so-called Kremlin Inc., the now fashionable notion that the
Putin regime is like a big, single state corporation; second, the uncannily stable nature of today’s Russian
society, something we hear far less about; and third, Russia’s new assertiveness, which has taken many
people by surprise and which is sometimes perceived as a new threat.

Kremlin Inc.

“Kremlin Inc.” is something that anyone can readily understand. It signifies that a KGB-dominated Putin
group has taken over Russia and controls the country politically and economically. It's a wonderfully simple
story, now perhaps the dominate view among U.S. commentators on Russia. But Kremlin Inc. is one of
those pernicious half truths.

The Russian political system lacks functioning political parties or other institutionalized mechanisms of elite
recruitment. Instead it has an extremely personalistic system. Russian leaders appoint to positions of
authority those people they went to school with, those from their home town, those from the places where
they used to work. Vladimir Putin came from St. Petersburg. Moreover, he was at the top levels in Moscow
for only a short period before he became president. To assert operative control over central state institutions
and state-owned corporations, he seeks to appoint people who are loyal to him (sometimes he gets lucky
and get both competence and loyalty, but often it's just loyalty). Such people naturally will come from his
hometown and former places of work, which happened to be the Leningrad KGB and the St. Petersburg city
government.

(Note: There are two main public contenders to succeed Putin as president in 2008. One, Sergei lvanov,
comes from the Leningrad KGB, while the other, Dimitrii Medvedev, comes from the St. Petersburg city
government. Most insiders suspect there will be a last-minute stealth candidate, in keeping with how Putin
himself emerged and how he operates; others suspect that any Putin step-aside in 2008 will be more
apparent than real. Only one person knows-if he in fact knows-whom he will be put forward as his
successor.)
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The popular idea of a KGB takeover of the Russian political system makes a certain amount of sense. The
Soviet KGB was a huge institution, with massive personnel, and so, inevitably, a lot of today’s movers and
shakers used to work there. But if Putin had worked in the defense ministry, the defense ministry would be
“taking over” Russia. If he had worked in the gas industry, those who have made their careers in gas would
be “taking over” Russia. It's wrong to assume that because Putin comes from the KGB, and because that's
where his loyalists come from, the whole system is moving in the direction of a security regime by design.
There is an element of that. Many of Putin’s colleagues sometimes do share a certain mentality-distrust of
the West-but even more significantly, they belong to competing factions.

And that’s the key point. Whereas “Kremlin Inc.” implies a team, united in a collective enterprise, most high
Russian officials despise each other. They're rivals, in charge of competing fiefdoms with overlapping
jurisdictions, and they're trying to destroy each other. Dictatorship 101 teaches that a dictator needs officials
to distrust each other, so that they'll tattle to him about each other. The ruler will say “Don’t worry, I'll take
care of him, he won’t bother you anymore.” Sometimes the ruler will impose a temporary truce. Often,
though, the ruler will instigate still more conflict, pitting already antagonistic interests against each other, so
that they’ll run to him for protection and become dependent on him.

Putin’s regime falls far short of being a dictatorship-in the chaotic conditions of the dysfunctional Russian
state and of Russia’s relatively open society-but Putin’s ruling strategy comes straight out of Dictatorship
101. To outsiders, the strategy looks like centralization of all power in a disciplined pyramid, but on the
inside the strategy looks like making sure that the ruling “team,” far from being united, is at each other’s
throats. Thus, “Kremlin Inc.” is a political system of surface stability but turmoil underneath. Its members
compete incessantly, and in Russian politics, offense is the best defense, so they proactively go after each
other’s property and people (in a so-called naezd) before waiting for rivals to go after them.

What keeps this divided, turbulent, unstable, misnamed Kremlin Inc. from spinning violently out of control is
dependence on Putin. Remove that one piece and pandemonium breaks loose in full view, rather than
remaining mostly hidden. But Putin has promised, many times, that he will not seek a third consecutive term
as president, which the 1993 Constitution prohibits. Putin has made this frequent promise even though he
could have kept quiet. He has done it inside and outside the country, in public and in private. Many talking
head commentators speculate that Putin is going to create a crisis and then use the crisis to remain in
power. In truth, he doesn’t need a crisis. He has something like an 80 percent approval rating-as elected
officials go across the world, that's mind-blowing this deep into a governing cycle. Putin can essentially do
whatever he wants. He doesn’t need to violate the constitution. If he wants, the Duma will change the
constitution in a heartbeat and he can have his third term, with broad public support. But he keeps saying
publicly that he doesn’t want a third term.

Putin’s insistence that he is stepping down has been frightening Russian business, international business,
and even many international politicians. These people are sincerely afraid that the president is actually
going to step aside in March 2008. If he does, the factions of the supposed Kremlin Inc.-a bunch of
scorpions in a bottle-will go at each other publicly. Some of them will refuse to be subordinated to a new
person. Some will want to be the new person. Many insiders want Putin to remain, to avoid the uncertainty
of a struggle to establish a new primus inter pares, or leading figure. To be sure, far from everyone hopes
the president will stay, but Putin has gotten an enormous swath of Russia’s population to pray, literally, that
he engineers a smooth “transition.” Because Russia’s political system is so fractious and dependent on a
single person, however, anything can happen in March 2008. Anything except democracy and rule of law.

From the point of view of many Russian insiders, the issue is, how does Putin manage a transition in which
he has exacerbated animosities as a method of rule but, when he removes himself, does not allow those
animosities to get out of hand? Posing the question this way should not be taken as an argument for Putin
to remain in power or against Russia holding a genuine election. This is simply an observation about the
state of play: the regime is unstable because all authoritarian regimes are ultimately unstable, and because
the president keeps insisting publicly that he will abide by the Constitution and step down, thereby exposing
the tremendous instability that lies at the heart of his outwardly stable regime.
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Russia’s Mostly Stable Society

The part of Russia that is stable is the society. Russian society is enormously dynamic. According to
professional studies by the Institute of Sociology of the Russian Academy of Sciences, something like 20-25
percent of Russian society qualifies as solidly middle class. Other studies-similarly measuring everything
from level of education, foreign language knowledge, travel and abroad to income, lifestyle and, most
important, property ownership-confirm this general picture. But the Russian middle class is something we
hear too little about (unlike the middle class in, say, China or India). Instead, we hear about “oligarchs.” The
latter number in the dozens, while the middle class numbers in the dozens of millions.

Russia’s middle class is not limited to the capital, although it's biggest there. You see it in all the regional
centers that have a dynamic economy. You see it in western Siberia, in St. Petersburg and in the north
around St. Petersburg, in pockets of central Russia, and in some border areas. That doesn’t mean that the
society has no poverty, that there aren’t deep problems like an overall decline of the population at all ages -
down to 142 million, and still shrinking, despite the immigration. But the country has a dynamic, stable
society, and it owns property. We tend to assume that there cannot be property ownership without rule of
law. But if that were true, Chinese society or Russian society would not exist. But they do exist. There is no
rule of law. But there is widespread ownership of property. For all the deep social problems-from drug-
resistant TB to persistent alcoholism-Russian society is simultaneously a source of dynamism and stability.

About half of the Russian middle class works for the state. They're bureaucrats and functionaries, law
enforcement officials and tax collectors, inspectors and education overseers. They work in the KGB
successor, the FSB, and in the big state-owned gas, oil, automobile, or defense companies. There’'s a
gigantic private economy in Russia (Russia’s economy is more private than China’s). But even those who
work in private companies usually work in very large corporations. A tiny fraction of the Russian middle
class owns their own businesses, but by and large, Russia’s middle class is not independent, small- or
medium-sized business owners. Whereas in the United States and Western Europe, 70 percent of
employment is in small and medium-sized businesses, Russia doesn’t even approach 25 percent for such
employment. Still, Russia has a stable, dynamic, growing, state and corporate middle class that has a
tremendous stake in stability.

Putin deserves some credit for the current sense of and desire for continued social stability, and he gets
such credit from middle class Russians and those aspiring to become so. Again, however, outsiders
sometimes miss or misinterpret this point, because they are looking for democracy. American political
science teaches that if a country gets a stable middle class, it is on the road to the rule of law and
democracy. This is true except in all the cases where it's not true, which is most of the world. The Russian
middle class knows Europe firsthand from traveling there, and for the most part its members identify with
the values and institutions of democratic Europe. But the Russian middle class is smart, and it knows that if
it gets political, it could lose its property and status. Individuals respond to incentives very well (economists
are not totally wrong), and for the most part Russia’s middle class is not ready to sacrifice its position to
push for the rule of law and democracy; rather, it is interested in preserving its wealth, in privileged access
for its children to educational institutions and to career paths. So there is no push in Russia for democracy
either from the top or the middle, even though much of the middle identifies strongly with European values
and institutions.

Consolidation of dictatorship is not happening either, and society is a factor in that as well. Russia has no
ideology like communism to unify people around a strong dictator, the Russian state lacks the capacity to
impose military-style discipline on itself, and Russia has a market economy that is extremely complex to
subordinate in part because it's globalized. Even though there is a strong current in Russian society
appreciative of order, few people mistake order for dictatorship. In fact, in conversations there is quite a lot
of criticism in Russia of Putin and of the country’s direction, especially from people who comprise the
Russian state. Meanwhile, Russian society is transforming the country’s socioeconomic landscape with its
hard work, entrepreneurialism, consumption patterns and tastes, demand for education, foreign travel, and
networking both domestically and globally. Russia’s social transformation is a big story, hiding, once again,
in plain view. It is enough to take in the commercial advertising throughout society and media, including on
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pro-Kremlin Russian television, to see that business interests are targeting something commentators are
not: Russia’s middle class.

Stepping on the Rake

In the 1990s, NATO expansion should have been defended on the grounds that it would increase the
strength and capacity of NATO. In the event, the expansion did no such thing. On the contrary, you could
argue that expansion has weakened NATO because you have all these militaries that were brought into
NATO that don’t meet NATO specifications and have little to contribute. One key argument against NATO
expansion in the 1990s was “It will anger the Russians and make them really mad at us, and they’ll do some
bad things. So placate the Russians and don’t expand NATO.” | found this argument to be wrongheaded. (I
was against NATO expansion, but | was against it because | thought it was bad for NATO.) But that's policy
under the bridge, as they say. Still, today when people say “Now Russia is flexing its muscles, it's again
trying to be involved in all regions of the world, NATO shouldn’t have expanded,” my response is that had
there been no NATO expansion, we would likely still have what we see now in Russia: a revived, assertive,
resentful power.

This revived, assertive, resentful Russia is nothing to fear. Russia has state interests that are different from
U.S. interests (or Japanese interests or Chinese interests). Russians are more assertive in pressing their
perceived state interests, but are they effective in doing so? Have they persuaded Europe that they’re a
partner in energy security by cutting off the gas to Ukraine, or are they using their energy muscle in a way
that could be compared to stepping on a rake? When you step on a rake, you smack yourself in the
forehead. That's Russian foreign policy. They smack themselves in the forehead.

Energy supply looks like a point of tremendous leverage for Russia, except energy’s a market, which entails
a kind of codependency relationship. Russian suppliers have to find customers, and those customers have
to not find alternatives, either in somebody else’s hydrocarbons or alternative forms. Silly talk about a “gas
OPEC"-Russia has refused to join the regular OPEC-is a diversion, usually failing to enumerate the various
ways that a gas OPEC is an impossibility, and the ways that the idea, not dismissed by Putin, goes down
well in Tehran. An even more fundamental point often missed is that Russia cannot be your old Soviet
economy anymore. Russia can form as many big state companies as it wants, but if Russia’s state-owned
companies fail to perform in market conditions, the market will eventually punish them. The old joke about
the State Planning Commission, so-called Gosplan, was that if you put them in charge of the Sahara, there
would be a shortage of sand. Well, Gazprom, the gas monopoly, is in charge of the gas in a country that
has around 33 percent of world gas reserves, and Russia may be running out of gas. The problem with a
market economy is that you actually have to run a company as a business, and if you do not, you will pay
the price.

When the Russia government gets assertive, mostly rhetorically, there’s little cause to worry, or even to
react. Sure, other countries need to try to understand what Russian state interests are, so that there can be
productive state-to-state relations based on mutual interests. But this is no different from relations with
China, India, or any major country that seeks a place in an international system that these major powers did
not create but that cannot function without their inclusion. A new cold war does not happen simply because
Russia is suddenly semi-assertive again. Russia’s military is a shambles. Russia’s territory is much
reduced, it controls no empire or satellites, and it barely has a sphere of influence. It lacks meaningful
alliances. Its current political-economic model does not appeal to developing countries. True, Russia’s GDP
has been growing at a rapid pace for eight years, but this is a good thing. In the belated recognition that
Russia is a petrostate, the degree of diversification of Russia’s economy (biotech, software, aerospace,
military hardware, food processing) is often missed. That, not posturing, will be the basis of Russian power,
or lack thereof.

Concluding Thoughts

The overall picture in Russia, therefore, is, first, a false stability in the regime but actual instability there. The
2008 problem (presidential elections) is one in which everyone sees Putin as a solution but he himself may
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actually upend their expectations. Second, Russia has a dynamic middle-class society that is stable, and
mostly apolitical. The middle-class in Russia understands that for now being apolitical is a winning strategy,
and so it is deeply apolitical, to the disappointment of human rights and democracy activists. Third, the
world will have to get used to the newly assertive Russia. Russia is hot what it was in the 1990s, when it
was free-falling, in an ongoing post-Soviet collapse, but rather it is a strategic power in a very important
location, with its own state interests, interests that are going to conflict with others’ interests sometimes.
Still, there is no need to be alarmed. The problem with viewing Russia as a major threat is that the threat is
mostly to itself, not to the outside world.

Russia is stepping on a rake in almost all foreign policy arenas. Russia is also remarkably friendless. The
only true friend Russia has is U.S. foreign policy, which is enormously effective at increasing anti-
Americanism. The anti-Americanism is there in the world already; U.S. foreign policy doesn’t create it. But
the goal of American foreign policy should be to decrease anti-Americanism. Instead, Washington seems
adept at increasing anti-Americanism. This is the basis of much of Russian diplomacy. Everywhere that
anti-Americanism is increasing, Russia sees an opportunity for itself to push into the conversation and be
involved in adjudicating global issues. So a policy of diminishing anti-Americanism is actually a policy of
diminishing Russian influence in the world. Still, some considerable degree of Russian power-like Chinese
or Indian or Japanese or German power-will continue to be felt.
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