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[Begin	Transcription]	

GREK:	When	George	W.	Bush	became	president	in	January	2001,	what	was	your	job?	How	

did	you	come	to	that	position?	Tell	us	about	your	professional	path?	

LUKYANOV:	In	2001,	I	worked	for	a	newspaper	called	“Vremya	Novostei,”	a	daily	political	

newspaper.	 I	 was	 the	 deputy	 editor-in-chief,	 dealing	 mainly	 with	 international	

information.	Hence	the	subject	of	 the	election	campaign,	 the	American	elections	

and	 Bush	 in	 particular,	 this	 spectacular	 drama	 with	 the	 vote	 recount	 and	 the	

recognition	 and	 non-recognition	 of	 Gore's	 victory—it	 was	 all	 in	 my	 area	 of	

responsibility.	

But	 it	was	very	 interesting,	we	were	 following	America	at	 the	 time	with	a	

sense	 as	 if	 it	was	 really	 about	us,	 too.	There	was	 a	 lot	 of	 interest	 from	both	 the	

audience	and,	of	course,	 from	the	professionals.	Bush	as	a	 figure—at	 least	 in	our	
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And	 so	 the	 arrival	 of	 the	 Republicans	 was	 interpreted	 by	 some	 as	 an	

opportunity	 for	 a	 new	 beginning.	 Moreover,	 there	 was	 a	 legend,	 though	 not	

anymore,	that	Soviet	and	Russian	leaders	found	it	easier	to	deal	with	Republicans,	

who	were	more	concrete,	more	substantive,	they	liked	iron—material	things.	Then	

there	 are	 Democrats,	 who	 are	 always	 coming	 up	 with	 some	 ideological	

superstructure.	

And	 there	were	 some	breakthroughs	and	détente	with	 the	Republicans	 in	

Soviet	times,	I	don't	know—Nixon	was	remembered,	Eisenhower	was	remembered,	

but	with	the	Democrats	just	not	so	much.	If	you	think	of	Kennedy,	in	the	beginning,	

or	Carter.	 In	short,	Bush's	arrival	was	received	with	 interest.	 I	wouldn't	say	there	

were	very	high	expectations,	but	at	any	rate,	there	was	a	sense	that	something	would	

change,	but	then	it	did	change,	but	certainly	not	quite	the	way	some	had	predicted.	

GREK:	How	did	you	feel	about	
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I	mean,	well,	yes,	he	was	the	director	of	the	FSB,	sort	of	a	very	high	position,	

but,	first	of	all,	the	FSB	at	that	time	was	not	yet	playing	as	prominent	a	role	as	it	did	

later	on.	And	secondly,	Putin	was	simply	a	very	non-public	person.	And	when	this	
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imagine	 such	 people	 being	 involved	 in	 decision-making,	 even	 if	 only	 for	 a	 short	

while.	It	has	happened	in	our	country.	

Well,	schools	of	thought	were	determined	by	the	situation.	On	the	whole,	as	

I	said,	speaking	of	Putin	of	the	first	period:	the	dominant	view	was	that	we	had	to	

somehow	 integrate	 into	 this	 world	 that	 the	 West	 and	 the	 United	 States	 were	

sculpting.	How	do	we	fit	in?	There	were	different	opinions:	there	were	people	who	

were	more	moderate	in	their	views,	who	believed	that	we	should	not	run	ahead	of	

the	 engine,	 and	 there	were	people,	many	of	whom	 then	 changed	 their	 positions	

completely,	who	believed	that	we	should	become	the	United	States'	main	partner.	

Let’s	say,	jumping	ahead	a	little—there	were	very	interesting	discussions	when	in	

late	2002,	early	2003,	it	became	clear	in	the	U.S.	that	the	Americans	were	preparing	
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And	in	general,	the	dominant	position	was—yes,	the	Oriental	school	played	

an	 important	 role	 in	 shaping	our	views	on	 the	war	 in	 Iraq	and,	at	 that	 time,	 the	

relatively	 young	 and	 capable	 Igor	 Maksimovich	 Primakov,	 who	 was,	 of	 course,	

categorically	 against	 the	 war.	 But	 he	 was	 against	 the	 war	 not	 just	 because	 he	

personally	knew	Saddam	Hussein	and	had	spent	many	years	in	Iraq,	but	because	he,	

his	colleagues,	and	his	like-minded	people,	they	generally	had	an	idea	of	what	this	

would	entail.	

And	 in	 retrospect,	 the	 Russian	 analysis	 of	 the	 Middle	 East	 and	 what	 U.S.	

intervention	 would	 lead	 to	 was	 absolutely	 correct	 and	 accurate.	 Some	 of	 our	

American	 colleagues	 would	 later	 admit	 in	 conversations,	 "Well,	 yes,	 of	 course	 it	

turned	out	that	you	were	right	and	we	were	wrong.”	Because	I	remember	very	well	
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GREK:	And	this	is	where	moments	of	unpredictability	come	into	play:	trust	and	distrust,	

and	when	we	talk	about	the	period	of	the	relationship	between	Putin	and	Bush,	we	

tend	to	think	of	a	great	relationship	all	the	time.	What	are	the	limits	of	their	personal	

relationship	 and	 how	 might	 it	 have	 affected,	 again,	 trust	 or	 the	 development	 of	

relations	between	the	countries?	

So,	here's	the	first	highlight	of	the	record—the	meeting	in	Slovenia	in	2001,	

when	 they	 had	 what	 some	 experts	 argue	 was	 a	 personal	 chemistry,	 which	 was	

expected	a	lot,	when	others	at	the	same	time	said,	"There's	not	going	to	be	anything	

special	about	 it."	Do	you	think	there	was	any	chemistry?	Was	there	any	reaction	

from	the	presidential	administration	to	the	established	relationship	between	Putin	

and	Bush?	And	as	a	further	analogy,	could	you	compare	the	Yeltsin-Clinton	and	the	

Putin-Bush	relationships?	

LUKYANOV:	As	for	the	chemistry,	it	seems	to	me	that	there	was	chemistry.	Well,	what	is	

chemistry—	it's	quite	hard	[00:18:00]	to	understand	at	all,	it's	such	a	beautiful	word.	

In	fact,	there	was,	in	my	opinion,	certain	sympathy,	a	human	sympathy.	What	it	was	

connected	to	is	a	complicated	question.	I	think	that	to	really	understand	this	you	

have	to	know	well	
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that's	what	was	said	at	the	time.	It	sounds	plausible	enough,	though	of	course	we	

don't	know	whether	it's	true	or	not.	

Generally	 speaking,	 that	 period—not	only	Bush,	 but	 also	Putin's	 relations	

with	other	Western	leaders—became	clear	and	convincing	proof	that	chemistry	by	

and	large	does	not	change	anything.	Whether	it	was	chemistry	or	not	chemistry	with	

Bush,	 in	 general,	 it	 was	 some	 kind	 of	 a	 normal	 human	 relationship.	 Which,	 for	

example,	we	categorically	never	had	with	Obama.	That	is,	with	Obama	they	were	

not	[makes	hand	gesture	indicating	they	were	not	connected].	
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sworn	in.	They	went	drinking	beer	together	in	a	beer	house	in	Moscow.	In	general,	

everything	was	very—.	

This	 leads	me,	as	 someone	 involved	 in	 international	 relations,	 to	what	we	

teach	students:	that	there	are	actually	iron	laws,	theories	of	international	relations,	

which	 still	 manifest	 themselves	 in	 one	 way	 or	 another	 in	 any	 situation.	 And	

everything	else	is	extraneous.	

Specifically	 with	 Bush.	 Well,	 Putin	 is	 a	 man	 who	 is	 quite	 impressive	 in	

communication,	 that	 is,	 with	 his	 erudition,	 his	 memory,	 his	 knowledge	 of	 the	

material.	And	able	to	hold	a	conversation,	able	not	only	to	talk,	but	also	to	listen	

when	he	wants	to.	I	think	he	made	quite	an	impression.	He	still	does,	I	guess.	Quite	

strong	[00:22:00]	especially	then,	after	Yeltsin.	Well,	with	Yeltsin,	the	conversations	

were	extremely	peculiar,	when	they	occurred
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that	we	have	to	behave	like	America,	but	now	this	is	how	they	behave,	and	this	has	

to	be	taken	into	account,	and	we	have	to	prepare	for	this.	

GREK:	 If	 we	 move	 to	 the	 level	 of	 events	 and	 their	 impact	 on	 relations,	 then	 the	 first	

question,	and	probably	one	of	the	first	hot-button	issues,	was	the	withdrawal	of	the	

U.S.	from	the	2001	ABM	Treaty,	which	took	place	against	the	backdrop	of	its	NATO	

expansion	agenda.	How	did	Russia	react?	How	much	has	this	changed	the	attitude	

toward	the	U.S.?	

LUKYANOV:	You	know,	this	is	a	very	interesting	point.	Why	is	it	interesting	now,	looking	

back	from	2021	to	20	years	ago?	At	that	time	many	people	were	surprised	at	Russia's	

calm	[00:28:00]	and	seemingly	indifferent	attitude.	All	the	statements	were	made—	

"This	destroys	the	foundations	of	strategic	stability,"	"This	is	very	bad,"	"The	United	

States	is	destabilizing	the	international	situation,"—but	they	were	made	and	made.	

There	was	no,	in	fact,	no	retaliation,	as	it	seemed	at	the	time.	Russia	simply	took	

note.	Then	there	began	a	long,	multiyear	debate,	or	squabbling,	I	would	say,	over	

the	U.S.	missile	defense	system,	which	was	at	the	center	of	the	discussions	for	quite	

a	long	time.	Now,	by	the	way,	it's	interesting	that	no	one	remembers	much	now—

apparently	because	it	didn't	work	out	very	well	with	the	missile	defense	system,	and	

in	general	the	agenda	went	in	entirely	different	directions—but	it	was	an	important	

element	 of	 the	 discussion	 that	 "You	 are	 creating	 a	 missile	 defense,	 you	 want	 to	

achieve	invulnerability,	then	excuse	me,	we	will	proceed	from	that."		
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Putin,	by	the	way—by	the	way,	this	was	with	Bush,	then	it	somehow	went	

away—was	making	all	sorts	of	suggestions	to	Bush,	“If	you	say	that	missile	defense	

is	 directed	 at”—who	 was	 mentioned	 there—"Iran,	 North	 Korea—all	 right,	 that	

worries	us	too.	Let's	go	together.”	There	were	proposals	to	include	some	of	our	radar	

stations	 in	 this	 system,	 but	 nothing	 came	 of	 it	 in	 the	 end,	 though	 there	 was	 a	

discussion.		

So	now	looking	back	and	seeing	what	we	have	now,	and	remembering	Putin's	

brilliant	speech,	when	was	that?	In	[20]19?	In	[20]18?	[00:30:00]	When	he	showed	

pictures	of	rockets	that	fly,	and	these	new	weapons—hypersonic	and	so	on.	Anyway,	

it	 turns	 out,	 of	 course,	 that	 the	 reaction	 wasn't	 really	 like	 that	 at	 all.	 So	 we	 can	

assume	that	at	that	point	the	Russian	leadership,	without	making	this	public,	came	
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out	an	old	enemy,	to	avenge	the	dad,	as	they	said	back	then	that,	“Here	he	wanted	

to	kill	the	dad,	I'll	kill	him.”	And	accordingly,	let's	say:	a	fairly	widespread	version—

primitive,	but	what	can	you	do?—was	that	it	was	exclusively	a	war	for	oil,	that	the	

Americans	wanted	to	grab	all	the	oil	in	the	Middle	East	under	this	sauce.	Perhaps	

there	was	such	a	motive,	but	certainly	 it	went	deeper	 than	 that.	So	 Iraq	was	not	

perceived,	either	by	the	government	or	by	the	public,	as	a—so	it	 is	 just	a	case	of	

using	a	false	pretext	to	implement	one's	policy.		

And	9/11	itself,	of	course,	it	was	a	shock,	like	everywhere	else.	Of	course,	these	

pictures	that	we	were	all	watching,	almost	live—well,	it	was	hard	to	believe	that	this	

was	even	possible.	I	remember	that	evening	very	well.	It	was	9:00	in	New	York,	and	

in	Moscow	it	was	5:00,	and	I	was	working	at	the	newspaper,	and	we	were	in	the	final	
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everything,	“But	somehow	it	will	get	sorted	out.”	But	after	a	while,	 it	was	already	

clear	that	it	would	be	resolved	in	a	completely	different	way.		

And	on	the	whole	it	 is	probably	[00:36:00]	correct	to	say	that	the	reaction	

was	rather	sympathetic—well,	
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demonstrative	use	of	 the	terrorist	 theme	against	 Iraq	and	the	resolution	of	some	

other	issues,	of	course,	already	began	to	dilute	things	greatly.	And,	as	a	matter	of	

fact,	in	the	United	States	too,	the	topic	of	the	struggle,	the	war	on	terror—it	started	

to	give	way	to	other	things	after	a	while.		

To	 summarize:	 at	 the	moment	when	 this	happened,	 it	was	perceived	as	 a	

chance	for,	at	last,	a	new	kind	of	interaction,	but	it	was	not	enough	for	long.	

GREK:	The	next	chronologically	important	point	is	the	beginning	of	the	color	revolutions	

in	 the	 post-Soviet	 space—the	 color	 revolutions	 in	 Georgia,	 Ukraine,	 Kyrgyzstan.	

What	do	you	think	about	the	genesis	of	these	revolutions?	How	did	the	Kremlin	and	

the	 international	community	perceive	 these	revolutions—that	 is,	 the	people	who	

professionally	deal	with	this	topic?	

LUKYANOV:	Well,	the	Kremlin	perceived	these	revolutions	unequivocally,	meaning	that	

it	 had	 already	 started	 to	 realize	 that	 the	 expansion	 of	 the	 West—expansion	 in	

different	senses,	whether	 it	 is	military	or	political,	but	the	main	thing	 is	 that	the	

spread	 of	 the	 sphere	 of	 influence	 outside	 of	 the	 former	 Soviet	 bloc	 and	 on	 the	

territory	of	the	USSR	will	continue	and	one	must	proceed	from	this.	Тhat	is,	there	

are	no	limits	to	the	appetites	[00:40:00]	of	Euro-Atlantic	institutions.	And	since	in	

Russia	at	this	time	a	kind	of	new	philosophy	was	beginning	to	take	shape,	something	

that	had	to	do	with	the	failure	of	attempts	to	integrate	into	this	Western	world,	this	

was	perceived	as	a	threat,	of	course,	especially	Ukraine,	this	Orange	Revolution	of	
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2004,	and	as	a	necessity	to	work	seriously—not	primarily	in	the	international	arena,	
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this,	 both	 in	 our	 neighboring	 countries	 and,	 most	 importantly,	 at	 home.	 And	 in	

general,	since	then,	this	line	has	only	solidified.	

GREK:	This	brings	us	gradually	to	the	issue	of	domestic	non-profit	organizations	and	U.S.	

support	for	them.	In	2005,	during	a	trip	to	celebrate	Victory	Day,	Bush	met	with	a	
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Again,	in	the	United	States,	it	seems	to	me,	when	they	analyze	this	period	

[00:50:00],	they	don't	connect	everything	that	was	going	on	then	enough—meaning,	

as	it	were,	Iraq	is	Iraq,	so	there's	this	kind	of	framework	in	Iraq,	the	Arab	Spring	is	

something	else,	Palestine,	and	so	on.	Here	are	the	different	elements	and	that’s	it.	

And	in	fact	everything	that	happened	from	the	early	2000s	to	Maidan,	this	second	

Maidan,	to	[20]14,	here—and	I	wouldn't	say	that	this	is	some	kind	of	paranoia,	it's	

just	 a	 kind	 of	 holistic	 assessment—was	 perceived	 as	 a	 course	 for	 the	 maximally	

broad,	by	any	means:	from	military	to	non-military,	from	the	hardest	force	to	the	

softest	force,	the	spread	of	Western	institutions	and	spheres	of	influence	wherever	

possible.	
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it	 to	 everything.	 And	 accordingly	 [00:52:00],	 in	 this	 context,	 the	 imperative	 of	

American	 or	 European	 politicians—that	 we	 must	 talk	 to	 civil	 society—it	 was	

perceived	as	something	malicious,	if	not	now,	then	for	the	future.	It	was	tolerated	

for	quite	a	long	time,	but	then	it	was	fought	in	the	sense	that	it	was	somehow	thrown	

out	into	the	open.	Every	time	there	was	some	kind	of	internal	aggravation,	as,	for	

example,	 in	2011-2012,	 they	started	to	actively	emphasize	that,	 “Look,	 there	was	a	

U.S.	embassy	representative	at	this	rally,”	and,	“Look	at	this	newsreel,	there	is”—I	

don’t	know—“an	opposition	figure	is	meeting	with	a	representative	of	the	Swedish	

embassy,”	and	so	on.		

Now	 here	 we	 come	 to	 a	 situation	 where	 this	 is	 the	 fundamental	 point,	

especially	when	the	Biden	administration	came	in	and	went	back	to	these	slogans.	

Trump	had	 little	 interest	 in	 this,	 but	Biden	 is	 sort	of	 recreating	 this	 value-based	

approach,	and	so	are	the	Europeans—they	always	do	this.	And	before	that,	Russia—

Putin	or	Lavrov	or	some	other	politicians,	they	used	to	argue	that,	“No,	you	shouldn't	

do	that,	and	here	you	criticize	us	for	that,	and	that's	not	like	that.	Chechnya—no,	

look;	Yukos—no,	this	is	it,"	and	so	on	and	so	forth,	all	of	this.	Meaning	some	of	those	

narratives,	 for	 which	 Russia	 was	 criticized:	 this	 criticism	 was	 rejected,	 but	 as	 if,	

"Look	here,	in	reality,	you	don't	want	to	listen	to	us."	

Now	we	have	reached	a	 fundamental	point	where,	 let's	 [00:54:00]	say,	 the	

Navalny	story,	or	some	other	story	of	this	kind,	the	Americans	or	Europeans	say,	

"But	you	have	this,"	and	they	say,	"This	is	none	of	your	business,	get	out	of	here!	
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thing	Putin	did	when	he	became	president,	he	demanded	that	everyone,	the	Finance	

Ministry	and	others,	pay	all	debts	at	an	accelerated	pace
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historic	speeches	in	Germany:	One	he	gave	in	the	German	Bundestag	in	the	fall	of	

2001	 in	 the	 German	 language,	 which	 was	 particularly	 emphasized	 at	 the	 time,	

causing	simply	ovations,	applause	from	everybody.	It	was	after	9/11,	he	talked	about	

how,	“Now	we	see	who	the	real	enemy	and	what	the	real	threat	is,”	and,	"Come	on	

already,	yes,	we	have	disagreements,	but	they	are	absolutely	not	insurmountable,	

we	can	agree	and	deal	with	real	problems,"	and	it	was	received	simply	to	cheers.	If	

you	 compare	 the	 text	 of	 this	 speech	 and	 its	 content	 with	 the	 Munich	 speech	 in	

2007—in	terms	of	the	set	of	topics,	and	even	assessments,	they	are	identical.	It	is	

the	same—the	same	problems,	the	same	statements	that	we	have	common	threats	

which	need	to	be	dealt	with,	but	we	are	occupied	with	something	else	instead,	the	

same	list	of	Russian	dissatisfactions—there’s	missile	defense,	NATO,	and	so	on
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Gorbachev	and	later	adopted	by	George	Bush	the	elder,	was	the	following	template	

and	axiom:	the	Cold	War	is	over,	we	will	now	have	a	new	world	order.	Gorbachev	

had	a	utopian	picture	of	this	order,	but	it	was	a	convergence	of	the	two	systems—

we	 stop	 competing,	 but	 we	 see	 who	 has	 what	 is	 better	 and	 somehow	 bring	 it	

together,	connect	it,	so	that	we	get	good	there	and	good	here.	It	was	pure	utopia,	

but	in	any	case,	he	described	it	somehow.	But	the	new	world	order	in	the	American	

way	was	never	described	anywhere,	as	if	it	went	without	saying.	But	it	is	clear	that	

now,	as	one	would	say,	“The	end	of	history	has	arrived,	our	model	is	correct,	and	

now	everyone	else	has	to	understand	what	is	right	and	let	them	get	closer,	while	we	

will	help	them	in	this.”	

The	nineties,	actually,	went	under	this	flag,	including	here—Russia	did	not	

argue	with	this,	a)	because	it	couldn’t;	b)	because	there	were	still	political	forces	that	

thought	so	too.	And	then	as	problems	with	this	model	grew—not	only	between	us	

and	America,	 but	 in	 general,	meaning	 there	were	questions,	 but	 these	questions	

were	not	answered	by	the	West,	in	the	sense	that	the	West	would	not	give	up	this	

basic	premise.	As	a	result,	we	have	come	to	the	point	where	now	when	no	one	in	the	

West	thinks	that	the	Western	model	will	be	extended	to	the	whole	world,	and	now	

there	 is	 a	 [01:06:00]	 real	 confrontation,	 because	 Trump,	 strictly	 speaking,	

proclaimed	 this,	 but	 Biden	 has	 not	 reversed	 it—great	 power	 competition.	 Biden	

simply	 put	 another,	 precious	 hat	 on	 it,	 as	 before,	 but	 in	 essence	 nothing	 has	

changed.		
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a	 little	bit	different,	although	I	don't	know,	I	am	not	sure.	But	the	subject	of	 the	

negotiations,	 again,	 as	 it	 seems	 to	 me—from	 the	 Western	 side	 the	 idea	 of	 the	

negotiations	was	this,	as	I	described	it,	that,	"We	do	what	needs	to	be	done,	and	let's	

talk	 to	you	about	how	you	will	 adapt	 to	 it,	 if	 you	want	 to,	and	 if	not,	we'll	do	 it	

anyway."	Well,	this	kind	of	negotiation	ceased	to	be	perceived	as	a	negotiation	at	

some	point	by	Russia.	

GREK:	Did	Putin's	 transition	to	Medvedev	have	any	significant	 impact	on	the	 format	of	

U.S.-Russian	relations?	

LUKYANOV:	 Well,	 it	 certainly	 did,	 because	 the	 Putin	 and	 Obama	 relationship	 was—

actually,	there	was	no	relationship.	And	when	they	did	happen	sporadically,	they	

were	obviously,	visibly	hostile.	Medvedev's	relationship	with	Obama,	just	speaking	

of	chemistry,	was	obviously	 so	positive.	 It	 seems	 to	me	 that	Medvedev,	who	was	

always	comparing	himself	to	Putin	and	probably	thought	that	he	had	to	assert	his	

status	as	the	most	important	Russian	on	the	world	stage—he	was	very	interested	in	

maintaining	good	relations	with	Obama	because	he	thought	that	this	would	raise	

his	status	[01:10:00]	as	well.		

But	given	that	Obama	came	at	a	very	low	point	in	Russia's	relations	with	the	

United	 States,	 after	 the	 war	 in	 the	 Caucasus,	 plus	 there	 was	 the	 financial	 crisis,	

which	 of	 course	 overshadowed	 everything	 else	 for	 the	 West—but	 still	 being	 a	

generally	pragmatic	man,	Obama	thought	it	necessary	to	resolve	some	issues	with	

Russia	and,	well,	to	reduce	the	importance	of	Russia	as	a	problem	for	America.			
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Medvedev	 was	 a	 suitable	 interlocutor	 in	 this	 sense.	 Perhaps	 another	
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intransigent	position	on	Syria,	are	that,	"No,	that's	it,	we're	done	with	you,	you	got	

us	involved,	never	again."	Well,	actually,	we	can	see	that	the	situation	in	Syria	has	

developed	quite	differently	than	in	other	Arab	Spring	countries.		

In	 short,	 under	 Obama,	 thanks	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 was	 Medvedev	 and	 not	

Putin—Medvedev	was	just	the	face—it	was	possible	to	do	this	reset,	which	solved	

problems	in	a	sense.	So	what	was	the	reset?	The	reset	was	a	package	deal:	several	

topics	were	put	on	the	table,	some	of	them	were	important	to	the	Americans,	some	

of	them	were	important	to	the	Russians,	and	of	these,	in	the	center	of	it	all	was	the	

Iranian	problem	and	 the	problem	of	 the	START	 treaty.	Аnd	 through	all	kinds	of	

swaps	and	formal	or	not-quite-formal	arrangements,	this	kind	of	compact	package	

was	 reached,	 which	 included	 [01:14:00]	 Russia's	 accession	 to	 the	 WTO,	 Russia's	

agreement	to	sanctions	against	Iran,	an	 informal	reduction	of	U.S.	activity	 in	the	

post-Soviet	 space.	 It	 was	 not	 written	 down	 anywhere,	 but	 in	 general	 it	 was	

understood	that	this	was	part	of	some	kind	of	agreement.		

So,	yes,	 the	START	treaty	also	worked,	but	 it	worked	as,	 I	don't	know,	an	

episode	for	some	kind	of	a	brake	on	the	slide	down.	Then	what	happened	was	what	

happened.	As	it	turned	out,	the	START	treaty	itself,	unlike	what	it	was	during	the	

Cold	War,	 is	 no	 longer	 the	 core	 of	 the	 relationship.	The	 relationship	used	 to	be	

strung	on	this.	And	now:	"Well,	yes,	it's	a	good	deal,	and	that's	great,	yes,	it's	good,"	

but	in	general	it	has	changed	nothing.	Just	like	the	five-year	extension	of	START,	

which	everyone	wanted,	and	thanks	to	Trump's	departure	it	happened	and	what?	
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Nothing.	It	didn't	change	the	atmosphere	of	the	relationship	in	any	way,	it	didn't	

change	the	agenda,	it	didn't	create	new	opportunities,	that's	why—.		

And	for	the	rest,	and	then—well,	we	can	argue	about	Obama	for	a	long	time,	
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of	2008	subsided	a	little	bit,	first	of	all;	and	secondly	the	global	financial	crisis	was	

blazing,	and	Obama	was	clearly—Georgia	was	not	very	high	on	his	list	of	priorities.		

The	Georgian	conflict	itself	was,	in	general,	the	quintessence	of	everything	

that	had	happened	before.	By	the	way,	it	seems	to	me	that	the	last	meeting	between	
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there	was	an	acute	discussion	between	the	United	States	and	European	countries—

Germany,	 France—about	 the	 advisability	 of	 Georgia	 and	 Ukraine	 joining	 NATO.	

And	a	decision	was	made,	which	was	then	[01:20:00]	interpreted	as,	well,	so	to	speak,	

a	victory	for	Russia,	although	in	fact	it	was	not—on	the	contrary,	it	created	an	even	

worse	situation	for	war,	when	an	action	plan	for	NATO	membership	was	not	given	

to	Georgia	 and	Ukraine.	Germany,	 France	 stood	 firm,	 said	 "No,"	 but	 in	 the	 final	

declaration,	the	memorandum	was	written	that	Georgia	and	Ukraine	will	become	

members	of	NATO,	someday.		

And	they	presented	it,	especially	the	Europeans,	as	a	concession	to	Russia.	

On	the	other	hand,	if	you	look	at	it	more	objectively,	what	is	the	concession?	The	

Membership	Action	Plan—it's	clear	that	it's	a	formality,	but	it's	still	a	set	of	criteria	

that	you	have	to	fulfill	 in	order	to	join.	You	could	theoretically	get	stuck	at	some	

point—theoretically.	And	here	they	didn't	give	you	a	plan,	but	they	wrote,	"They	

will	be	members	of	NATO.”	And	 I	 think	 this	played	a	 role	also	 in	 the	actions	of	

Saakashvili	who	thought	that,	since	it	was	written,	if	anything,	of	course	they	will	

not	leave,	but	it	was	his	naivety	and	stupidity—but	nevertheless	he	proceeded	from	

the	fact	that,	since	it	was	written,	since	they	say	that	America	is	with	Georgia	and	

everybody	is	with	Georgia,	then—.	
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same	here,	 that	here	 it	 is	 “unwavering	 support.”	 Saakashvili	 also	 thought	he	had	

unwavering	support,	then	it	turned	out	that	he	did,	but	only…	

[01:22:00]	So	it	has	all	been	deepening—and,	again,	the	West	somehow,	for	

some	reason,	tends	to	divide	it	all	and,	yes,	“Here	is	aggressive	Russia,	which	has	

been	waiting,	waiting	for	a	pretext,	and	finally	that	fool	Saakashvili	gave	that	pretext,	

and	that's	when	they	got	involved.”	But	it	was	actually	going	toward	this	logically,	

step	by	step,	when	they	recognized	Kosovo's	 independence.	 In	general,	 from	our	

side—I	don't	remember	on	what	levels,	on	expert	levels	for	sure,	but	I	think	there	

were	hints	on	official	levels	as	well—that,	"Guys,	well,	I'm	sorry,	if	you've	opened	the	

box,	 well,	 then	 here	 you	 go.”	 And,	 in	 general,	 many	 said	 that	 now,	 in	 general,	

Abkhazia,	South	Ossetia	are	the	next	places	for	discussions,	at	least.		

The	 same	 thing	with	 this	NATO	membership—if	 in	all	previous	years	 the	

automatic	expansion	of	NATO	to	 the	east	was	going	on	and	when	we	got	 to	 the	

point	that	now	Ukraine	and	Georgia	were	next	in	line,	well,	I	guess	if	you	think	more	

deeply	 you	 would	 understand	 that	 it	 is	 not	 going	 to	 end	 that	 easily.	 But	 it	 is	

interesting	that	it	is	not	over	as	well,	because,	in	2008,	yes,	the	Georgian	war	was	a	

bit	of	a	shock,	but,	to	come	back	to	your	question,	but	by	and	large	we	managed	to	

get	out	of	it.	Well,	Russia	didn't	go	all	the	way,	which	was	what	everybody	feared,	

that	now	 they	will	 take	Tbilisi	 and	 Saakashvili	will	 be	hanged	 like	Mussolini—it	

didn't	happen.	A	couple	of	months	passed	there,	and—yes,	plus	it	was	recognized	

in	the	West	that	he	had	instigated	all	the	same—he	had	thrown	the	match,	he	was	
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a	fool,	he	was	crazy	and	so	on.	And	somehow	it	all	calmed	down	again.	Sarkozy	at	

first	arranged	[01:24:00]	a	ceasefire	agreement,	then	a	kind	of	establishment	of	a	new	

status	quo	and,	apparently,	nobody	drew	the	final	lessons,	because	if	they	did,	then	

Ukraine	of	2014	as	it	was	would	not	have	happened,	but	it	did	happen.		

And	 unfortunately,	 this	 period,	 from	 2008	 to	 2014—this	 time	 after	 some	

relaxation,	here	is	the	reset,	somewhere	in	2009-2011,	maybe	the	beginning	of	2012—

no,	2011,	before	our	Bolotnaya	Square,	there	was	a	kind	of	détente.	Then	everything	

began	to	come	to	a	head—Putin's	new	term,	a	new	wave	of	talks	about	the	need	to	

develop	Atlantic	institutions	further	and	so	on,	and	then	Ukraine.	

Ukraine,	of	course,	became	a	turning	point	because,	when	it	became	clear	

that	this	automatic	expansion	to	the	east	is	fraught	with	serious	risks,	serious	ones—

because	Georgia	never	brought	any	serious	risks	to	the	West,	but	Ukraine	brought	

risks,	especially	to	Europe—some	kind	of	new	stage	began.		

But	getting	back	to	our	topic,	this	Bush-the-younger	period	was	a	time	when	

the	problems	of	 the	worldwide	situation	began	to	escalate	quite	 rapidly,	and	 the	

decision	of	the	world's	leading	countries,	primarily	the	United	States,	was,	"We	have	

to	reinforce	what	we	did	before"	[01:26:00]—
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with	 growing	 anxiety—anxiety,	 which	 in	 the	 beginning	 thrust	 rather	 toward,	

"Somehow	like	this,	just	so	we	don't	get	hurt."	And	then,	when	it	became	clear	that	

the	United	States	was	starting	to	fail	with	this,	it	didn't	work,	that	is,	the	problems	


