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Charles de Gaulle famously said that countries
have no friends, only interests. He forgot to add:
interests as they are perceived and interpreted by
the elites and—in democratic regimes and only in
the cases of long-term and expensive policies—by
public opinion.

In turn, perception and interpretation of
national interests are determined by the ideology
of the regimes, that is, by their leaders’ ideas of
how their countries should live and what they
should strive for. Thus, the relations between one
country and another usually reflect the regimes’
ideologies. The latter dictate foreign policy goals
and shape the dealings with other countries
depending on the roles they play in the attain-
ment of these objectives.

The relations between the United States and
Russia today are no exception. No cabal, plot, or
personal ill-will is to blame for the fact that their
ties have deteriorated markedly in the past three
years and are likely to continue to get worse
before they improve. Instead, the current state
of affairs is the result of each side’s pursuit of its
ideologically determined strategic agendas and
of its perceptions of each other’s reaction to the
implementation of these agendas.

Neoconservative Foreign Policy

The ideology that guides the foreign policy of
the Bush administration has been shaped by two
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interrelated factors, both traceable to the tragedy
of September 11, 2001. The first is the preoccupa-
tion with Islamic extremism, the risk of another
terrorist act in the United States, and, especially,
with the possibility of the transfer of weapons of
mass destruction (first and foremost, nuclear) from
unstable, anti-American or fundamentalist states
to terrorist organizations.

The other ideological “birthmark” of the Bush
White House is its neoconservatism. There is
much nonsense in the talk about the supposedly
near-Bolshevik orthodoxy of the “neocons,” their
alleged “philosophy,” and the unanimity of their
views. Any objective observer would find all of
this unrelated to reality. Neoconservatism is at
most a sensibility, a set of general beliefs, not a
coherent doctrine, much less, in James Q. Wilson’s
words, “a program of action.”!

Yet to the extent that there are principles of
a neoconservative foreign policy, three seem to
be central. First, a world in which liberty is tri-
umphant is a world in which America’s security is
much easier to maintain. A free world is Ameri-
ca’s best defense. This correlation has been the
thrust of virtually every major national security
statement by President George W. Bush in the
past five years, including, most recently, his com-
mencement address at the United States Military

A longer Russian-language version of this essay will
appear in the May—June 2006 issue of the Rossiya v
Global'noy Politike [Russia in Global Affairs| magazine,
Russia’s premier journal of foreign policy and interna-
tional relations, published by the Council on Defense
and Foreign Policy.
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Academy at West Point, where he said: “We have made
it clear that the war on terror is an ideological struggle
between tyranny and freedom.”?

Of course, neoconservatives are far from being the
first to emphasize the connection between the spread of
liberty and U.S. security. The link had always been a
major theme of U.S. foreign policy, including Jimmy
Carter’s human rights crusade and Ronald Reagan’s fer-
vent and so effectively expressed belief in the eventual
victory of freedom over totalitarian tyranny. This leitmo-
tif’s most powerful expression was President John E
Kennedy’s 1961 Inaugural Address, in which he let
“every nation know, whether it wishes us well or ill, that
we shall pay any price, bear any burden, meet any hard-
ship, support any friend, oppose any foe to assure the sur-
vival and success of liberty.” But the Bush administration
reemphasized the urgency of this goal.

Second, a regime’s foreign policy is an extension of its
domestic behavior. Hence, the character of the regimes
is crucial in determining their place in U.S. foreign pol-
icy and relations with Washington. Following from these
principles is the third element of the neoconservative
foreign policy—its activism. Demolished together with
the Twin Towers on September 11 was the school of
thought called foreign policy “realism,” which postulated
stability as the overarching goal and which this White
House inherited and initially adopted from the “realists”
of George H. W. Bush’s administration.3 The mainte-
nance of the status quo suddenly turned out to be an
unacceptable risk. America, which only a month, a
week, a day before had rested on the laurels of the vic-
tory in the Cold War and seemed so invulnerable, so
utterly self-sufficient, suddenly found itself on the hard
and cold earth: bleeding, shaken but defiant, and look-
ing for allies—genuine allies, not business partners like
Saudi Arabia, where fifteen of the September 11 hijack-
ers originated.

It was then that Russia suddenly burst upon the
scene—crisply and competently, as if it had waited for
this moment and had done all the “homework.” From
President Vladimir Putin’s call to Bush minutes after
the attack in New York (the first expression of condo-
lences by a foreign leader on that day), to the permission
by Moscow to overflights of Russian airspace by U.S. and
NATO planes on the way to Afghanistan, to Moscow’s
effective acceptance of U.S. bases in the former Soviet
Central Asia, to the sharing of Russia’s vast intelligence
sources in Afghanistan and the links to the anti-Taliban
Northern Alliance, Moscow acted decisively and

generously in every instance, without preconditions or
diplomatic horse-trading. Along the way, Russia closed
the Lurdes military complex in Cuba, which had been
Russia’s largest military base and electronic listening post
in the Western Hemisphere, and shut down the eaves-
dropping post and naval base in Cam Rahn Bay, Vietnam.

When the character of the political regimes became
essential for the conduct of U.S. foreign policy, Russia in
the fall of 2001 looked hopeful: a country with political
freedoms, real opposition, and many political parties;
freedom of religion; free press; uncensored culture; and a
stream of free market reforms. It was a coincidence of
some basic values and, as a result, of some key (although
even then far from all) national interests that seemed to
have given post-9/11 U.S.-Russian relations the charac-
ter of a long-term, strategic partnership, perhaps even an
alliance.* There followed a rapprochement between
Moscow and Washington—unprecedented since the end
of World War II—which included the first ever visit of a
Russian leader to a U.S. president’s home.”

A Modified Ideology

Yet it was precisely this neoconservative focus on the
nature of domestic political systems that was to become
an issue between Moscow and Washington when Russia
began to modify significantly its ideological priorities
and, as a result, its international behavior.

Beginning approximately with the second half of
2003, it became clear that the Putin Kremlin was no
longer dedicated to the continuation of the strategic “line”
of the revolutionary 1990s in politics and economics—
albeit in the much advertised “cleaner,” “more civilized,”
and “socially responsible” fashion. On the contrary, it
seemed that the ideology of the regime was increasingly
shaped by deep shame for what was now referred to as
the “chaos” of the previous decade and, most of all, for
the weakening of the Russian state.

In this emergent perspective, the policies of the 1990s
were seen not as a consequence of a free and conscious,
although far from perfectly implemented, choice of the
majority of the Russian people—a choice confirmed by
the election of Boris Yeltsin to the presidency of a still
Soviet Russia in June 1991; the April 1993 referendum
on economic and social policies; and the results of the
June—July 1996 presidential and the December 1999
Duma elections, which removed the choking grip of the
leftist “popular patriotic” majority on the Russian parlia-
ment. Instead, these and other fateful events were seen
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as products of a vast plot, in large measure forced on
Russia from outside, paid for by the super-rich “oli-
garchs,” and implemented by the venal (or, at best,
shortsighted and weak) political leaders.

The traditional postulates of Russian state philosophy
were returning in force: the state is tantamount to society,
all that is good for the state is automatically good for the
country, and the strengthening of the state means the
strengthening of society. (Only two Russian leaders,
Alexander Il and Boris Yeltsin, understood that the
weakening of the Russian state might be beneficial for
the Russian society in a long run. Peter the Great
[1682-1725] and Joseph Stalin [1929-1953] epitomized
the opposite tendency.)

From this perspective, a state functionary, a bureau-
crat (of course, enlightened, intelligent, hard-working
and a model of probity), is a far more

Putin declared “a major geopolitical disaster of the
20th century.”®

The integration of Russia into the family of Western
capitalist democracies was no longer accepted even as a
distant goal. Hence, the 1990s efforts to bring Russian
domestic and foreign behavior in line with this objective
have been discontinued. For instance, where Russia can,
it will resurrect and strengthen the former Soviet ties.
Those of the newly independent states that assist this
effort will be rewarded. Those that oppose it are punished.

Of course, this does not amount to the recreation of
Soviet foreign policy. The restoration of the “common
political and economic space” on the formerly Soviet ter-
ritory fits rather well into an imperative of national secur-
ity of all large continental powers from ancient Babylon,
Persia, China, and Rome to the United States until the
1970s: stability and friendly (if not vas-

effective and consistent agent of progress
than a free press (so corrupt, sensational-
ist, and concerned with profits instead of
the good of the country); a voter (so
naive, uneducated, and fickle); an inde-
pendent judge (such a bribe-taker); or,
God forbid, a private entrepreneur.

The Kremlin now saw the radical

Moscow may rail at
the score, but it is
unlikely to endeavor
to change the rules of

the game.

sal) states along the borders to be main-
tained by all manner of bribery and
roguery. Hence, Moscow’s equivalent of
the support of what the U.S. decision-
makers used to call “a son of a bitch but
our son of a bitch” (as FDR said of the
Nicaraguan dictator Anastasio Somosa in
the 1940s) in the Belorussian autocrat

decentralization of politics and econom-

ics undertaken in the 1990s as wrong in principle and
harmful to the country’s interests. The situation had to
be redressed by establishing an unchallenged prepon-
derance of the executive branch over the legislature
and the judiciary, bringing television and much of the
print media under the state control or ownership,
restoring Moscow’s authority over the formerly self-
governing provinces, reclaiming the “commanding
heights” of the economy, and returning the “diamonds”
in the country’s economic crown to its rightful owner:
the state.

A Russia-First Realpolitik

The changes in foreign policy have followed logically.
As with domestic reforms, the generally pro-Western
vector of the previous regime was attributed not to the
commonality of interests, the “all-human values” search
for “a path to the common European house,” or making
for Russia a place in the “civilized world.” All these
Gorbachev-Yeltsin desiderata were now perceived solely
as a result of the weakness brought about by the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union—an event that President

Alyaksandr Lukashenka.

In contrast to the Soviet Union, Russian foreign pol-
icy today is pragmatic. It is aimed at creating the greatest
possible freedom of action, positioning oneself “above
the fray” for a greater advantage. Not to bind oneself
with abstract principles (“Western civilization,” “democ-
racy,” “liberty,” “human rights”), but to maneuver. Not
to enter “ideological” alliances, but to “work” with other
nations bilaterally. Again, very much unlike the USSR,
long-term results are far less important than the role in
the international process that Russia manages to arrogate
for itself today and the dividends that accrue in the
process. In Napoleon’s words, which Lenin liked to
repeat, “On s’engage et puis on voit!” [Let’s get into a
fight and then we shall see!] In short, realpolitik.

To follow the fashion for business terminology in
the current Russian political parlance, a key instru-
ment of this strategy is asset leveraging, that is the
most effective (although often risky) deployment of
available assets. The character of the political regimes
is unimportant; the comparative advantages are para-
mount: nuclear technology for civilian use, conven-
tional arms, and, of course, energy resources. Another
integral part of Russia’s post-2003 behavior in the
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world is engaging in a diplomatic arbitrage between
conflicting actors in international affairs. Again, disre-
garding the substantive merits of their cases, Moscow
seeks to arrogate for itself an indispensable role in the
conflict resolution, with the goal of gaining maximum
international prestige and, where possible, gaining or
expanding export markets.

The Middle East and Iran

This approach is illustrated by Russia’s recent steps in
the Middle East. The delivery to Syria of tactical air-
defense missiles last year is viewed in Moscow as a means
of restoring its influence in the Middle East after the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union. The visit of the leaders of the
terrorist organization Hamas to Moscow earlier this year
was seen as a step in the same direction—as well as an
attempt at a diplomatic arbitrage in the hope of obtain-
ing important concessions (for instance, the recognition
of Israel’s right to exist and denunciation of terror) and
thus achieving the reputation of an indispensable media-
tor between East and West.

The locus classicus of this strategy is Moscow’s rela-
tions with Tehran. Russia has almost completed the
$1 billion construction of the Bushehr nuclear power
plant and continues to oppose any sanctions aimed at
forcing Iran to halt uranium enrichment, which is a key
step toward making a nuclear bomb. Despite insistent
requests by Washington, Russia resumed arms sales to
Tehran, which were suspended by Yeltsin in the summer
of 1995. The most recent arms deal, signed in December
2005, will provide Iran with mobile air defense missile
systems, MIG fighter jets, and patrol boats. The esti-
mated size of the transaction is $1 billion, with the
delivery completed by 2008.

With Russia’s gold and hard currency reserves
approaching $300 billion, the money, although impor-
tant, is hardly Moscow’s primary objective. Nor, unlike
the Soviet Union, is Russia driven by ideological opposi-
tion to the U.S. “imperialism” or to its closest Middle
Eastern ally, Israel. While the Kremlin staunchly defends
Iran’s right to a “peaceful development of nuclear
energy” and resists all “non-diplomatic measures of pres-
sure” on Tehran, on April 25, a Russian rocket launched
from a Russian cosmodrome in the Far East carried into
orbit an Israeli spy satellite which undoubtedly will
“monitor” that very “peaceful” effort by Iran.

Instead, Moscow’s Iranian policy is an instance of the
same overarching purpose: the enhancement of Russia’s

role in the world. According to a leading Russian expert
on Iran, Russia “has a unique and historic chance to
return to the world arena once again as a key player and
as a reborn superpower. If Russia firmly stands by Iran in
this conflict [with the United States] Russia will imme-
diately regain its lost prestige in the Muslim world and
on the global arena at large . . . and no lucrative propos-
als from the United States can change this situation
strategically.” 7 Hence, too, Russia’s diplomatic arbitrage
between the United States, Britain, France and Ger-
many, on the one hand, and Iran on the other. For as
long as possible Moscow delays the “moment of truth,”
when it will have to chose sides, postponing the “sale”
of Russia’s support in order to bid up the value of its
diplomatic assets.

Different Times and Values

In other times, this policy may have not caused serious
complications in the relations with the United States.
After all, Washington did get used to (although never
without irritation) the diplomacy of France, which also
tried to compensate for the loss of its superpower status
after World War Il by practicing similar pragmatism
and arbitrage in its relations with the opposing sides in
the Cold War.

But the times are different—and so are the values.
The post-9/11 activist U.S. foreign policy, which per-
ceives the promotion of liberty and democracy as the
key strategic means of ensuring America’s security, can-
not but be increasingly at odds with the Kremlin’s post-
imperial “restoration,” the essence of which is political
and economic recentralization at home and an omnivo-
rous realpolitik abroad. Even on the territory of the for-
mer Soviet Union, where under different circumstances
the United States may have been more inclined to be
indulgent of the Russian interests, Moscow’s opposition
to democratization and liberalization in the post-Soviet
space, which tends to create pro-Western regimes
(Georgia and Ukraine)—now viewed by the Kremlin
as inherently anti-Russian—and its support for some of
the region’s most repressive governments (Belarus and
Uzbekistan) cannot but cause serious friction with the
United States.

The Anchors of Common Interests

As a result of the growing divergence in values, the ships
of U.S. and Russian foreign policies began to drift away
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from each other. That they have not yet moved as far
apart as to lose visual contact is due to the anchors of
each side’s strategic assets that are central to the other’s
national interests.

For the United States, Russia is crucial in the global
war on terrorism; nuclear nonproliferation; the world’s
energy security; and the containment of a resurgent
authoritarian China, which increasingly threatens the
interests of the United States and its allies in South-
east Asia.

In Russia’s strategic calculations, America is featured

sufficiently sustained and renewed by ideological com-
monality. The anchor chains have started to rust.

From Washington’s point of view, in the past year
Russia’s reputation as a partner in the antiterrorism cam-
paign has been significantly compromised by Moscow’s
attempt at forging its own position vis-a-vis Hamas; the
sale of air-defense systems to Syria, a terrorism-sponsoring
dictatorship; and by the export of fighter jets and heli-
copters to Sudan, which is on the State Department’s list
of terrorist states and which practices genocide against its

own population.

as an ally in the struggle against domestic
terrorism emanating from north Cauca-
sus. Second, Washington is expected to
show an “understanding” of Russia’s “spe-
cial role” (and, therefore, “special inter-
ests”) on the post-Soviet territory, where
25 million ethnic Russians live outside
Russia and where most of the people and
industry are kept warm, lit, and working
by Russian oil, gas, and electricity, until
recently provided essentially on credit.
Third, Moscow hoped for the U.S. deci-
sive assistance in Russia’s integration into
the world economy.

But perhaps the key American
resource, the most desirable thing the
United States can give Russia is esteem
and equality. No matter how much
America is castigated in the pro-Kremlin
or Kremlin-owned newspapers or televi-
sion channels; no matter what is being
said about “Asia” or “Eurasia” as new
national destinations, today, as under
Lenin, Stalin, Khrushchev, Brezhneyv,
Gorbachev and Yeltsin, for people as well

Although a massive
confrontation and a
descent into a new
Cold War are highly
unlikely, the situation
is not likely to
improve and may
get worse. The ships
will not collide. But
there will be a great
deal of tossing,
rocking, pitching,
and seasickness. Don
the lifejackets and

stay calm.

In nuclear nonproliferation, Russia’s
assistance in restraining a former Soviet
client, North Korea, has proved disap-
pointing. Still more frustrating for the
United States was Russia’s reluctance to
join the opposition to Iran’s effort to
develop nuclear weapons. It is possible
that here Russia has already passed the
point of no return, when no amount of
hedging could avert serious losses when
Moscow is forced to abandon its position.

Unwilling to jeopardize the G8 sum-
mit in St. Petersburg, Russia in the end is
likely to vote with the United States,
Britain, and France for the sanctions
against Iraq in the UN Security Council,
or at least to abstain. Iran is almost cer-
tain to respond by formally abandoning
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty
regime and thus triggering a set of puni-
tive measures that are likely to target not
only civilian nuclear projects, but also
cooperation with Tehran in conven-
tional defense, finance, or investment in
nonnuclear energy development, such as

as the elite, a parity with America—be it

in strategic nuclear missiles or corn, meat or steel,
democracy or coal, outer space or Olympic medals—and
its appreciation of Russia have always been a key legiti-
mizing domestic political factor. When it comes to Rus-
sia’s national self-respect, no one else—neither Europe,
nor Asia, nor yet Germany, China, France, or Japan—
even comes close.8

. . . and the Rusting Chains

This list of core mutual interest is hardly new. A novel
development is the erosion of the assets’ value, no longer

natural gas.? In all these areas, Russia

today is invested more deeply than anyone else,!0 and it
is hard to imagine a scenario in the unfolding Iranian
saga in which Moscow can avoid very considerable long-
term damage to its prestige (not to mention its purse).

In energy security, the change of economic policy has
resulted in the Kremlin’s scuttling the Western Siberia—
Murmansk pipeline that would have carried oil from
Russia’s largest field to its only all-year-round deep-water
port for export to the United States. Erasing the
prospect of a significant substitution for oil imports from
the Persian Gulf, the Kremlin’s action was in effect a
veto on all private alternatives to the state-owned
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pipeline monopoly, Transneft, which is notoriously inef-
ficient and corrupt, and already incapable of handling
the current output, let alone any future growth in Rus-
sian oil production.!!

A few years later, the concerns about the reliability
and expansion of Russia’s energy supplies were heightened
by the de-facto renationalization of the country’s two
most modern, transparent, and profitable private com-
panies, YUKOS and Sibneft. The increase in production
fell from the average of 8 percent between 1999 and 2004
to 2 percent in 2005. In the same year, for the first time
since 1999, the volume of Russian oil exports fell in
absolute terms.

No sooner had Europe gotten over the shock caused
by the sudden decrease in the flow of Russian natural gas
last January (due to the interruption of gas exports to
Ukraine because of the price dispute and the siphoning
off of the “European” gas by the Ukrainians), when in
April the heads of the state-owned natural gas monopoly
Gazprom and Transneft threatened Europe with the
decrease of Russian energy supplies (and their transfer to
the East, mostly China) if the Europeans continue to be
less than enthusiastic about Gazprom’s efforts to acquire
retail assets in the West. A few days later, Vladimir
Putin repeated the warning.12

Finally, even if one takes with a very large grain of
salt the Sino-Russian protestations of friendship, the
massive and incessant flow of weapons and defense tech-
nology from Moscow to Beijing—the largest buyer of
Russian weapons and defense technology—renders illu-
sory any common U.S.-Russian position vis-a-vis China.

The Devalued U.S. Assets

A parallel drop in the value of U.S. assets in Russia has
been just as steep. Instead of “sensitivity” for Russia’s
“special interests” on the post-Soviet territory, Moscow
saw these “interests” neglected or challenged by the anti-
authoritarian and anti-corruption “color revolutions,”
which are perceived as aimed against Russia and inspired,
if not orchestrated, by Washington. (Permeated by cyni-
cism, so typical of post-revolutionary restorations, be it
Charles II in England or Napoleon III in France, the
Kremlin leadership seems to have completely forgotten
Russia’s very recent history and appears incapable of
imagining a mass popular protest not engineered and
paid for “from outside.”) After the lightning-fast accept-
ance of the former Soviet republics of Estonia, Latvia,
and Lithuania into NATO, Moscow interprets the U.S

“sponsorship” of future Ukrainian and Georgian mem-
berships!3 as the establishment of NATO’s monopoly
over Russia’s “sphere of influence.”

The hopes for support of Moscow’s antiterrorist fight
have been largely frustrated as well. Instead of help—at
least moral support or silence—the State Department,
U.S. nongovernmental organizations, and mass media
continue to expose and criticize human rights violations
in Chechnya and refuse (as do most Russians) to see the
“Chechnization” of the war as a lasting solution. In addi-
tion, following the example of Great Britain, Washing-
ton has shown no desire to cooperate with Moscow on
the extradition of those whom Russia accuses of assisting
Chechen terrorists.

Almost as disappointing for Moscow was Washing-
ton’s third strategic asset: help with the integration into
the global economy. On the contrary, America turned
out to be perhaps the largest block on the road to Rus-
sia’s membership in the World Trade Organization
(WTO). Among around thirty issues that U.S. busi-
nesses want to be resolved before Russia’s admission, two
are particularly important: enforcement of copyright pro-
tection in entertainment industry and the end of ram-
pant piracy of intellectual property (music, films, and
computer programs), which cost the U.S. businesses
about $2 billion in 2005 alone; and the access to Russian
retail banking and insurance, including the unlimited
ability to open branches in Russia.l4 Here the White
House follows powerful economic interests, rather than
leads, yet the Kremlin, which is by now used to lording
it over entrepreneurs, blames Washington for the failure
to pacify America’s “oligarchs.”

The difficulties with the WTO have reopened the
old wound of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment. The
1974 legislation denies the normal Most Favored
Nation (MFN) trade status to countries with non-
market economies that restrict their citizens’ right
to emigrate. Post-Soviet Russia has removed all the
restrictions on foreign travel and immigration and was
found to be in formal compliance with the emigration
provision of the amendment in 1994. Even after the
effective renationalization of the two largest private oil
companies, YUKOS and Sibneft, at least 65 percent of
the country’s GDP today is generated in the private
sector.!® Still, unlike China, which was granted the
MEN status in 2000 despite the clear noncompliance
with both requirements, the affront to the Russian
national dignity continues in violation of the letter of
America’s own laws.
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Corroding in and of themselves, all these unfulfilled
expectations eat away at the most important American
resources: equality and respect for Russia. As a result,
there have been calls in Moscow to force the United
States into arms control negotiations by accelerating
the construction and deployment of the Topol-M (SS-
25) multi-warhead intercontinental ballistic missiles.
As the current Russian cache of strategic weapons is
many times over what is required for effective deter-
rence, the main objective seems to be making the
United States reckon with Russia as an equal. “Of
course, no one is planning to attack Russia,” one of the
advocates of this strategy explained on Russian televi-
sion last March. “But they also refuse to conduct nego-
tiations with her.”16 Two months later, in his 2006
state-of-Russia speech to the joint session of the cham-
bers of the Federal Assembly, President Putin endorsed
this position.

No Cold War 11

Built into the ideology of the regimes, the alienation
between the United States and Russia will not diminish
till at least 2009, when new administrations take over in
both countries. Until then, the tension is likely to
increase because of the political calendars in both
Moscow and Washington.

In the United States, Russia has been “lost” every
four years, as the contenders for presidency rake the
White House incumbents over the coals for the many
failures on Russia’s road to free market economy and lib-
eral democracy. This time the cycle will start earlier
because of the December 2007 Duma election, in which
there are almost certain to be more than enough viola-
tions of democratic procedures to justify censure. For his
part, Putin’s anointed successor for the presidency will
have to return the fire—in addition to the dose of anti-
Americanism initially prescribed for the 2008 campaign
by his “political technologists.”

Yet the probability of a frontal confrontation and a
new Cold War remains very remote for at least three rea-
sons. First, despite the erosion, the countries’ geopolitical
assets are still very weighty, as the bedrock issues of anti-
terrorism, nuclear nonproliferation, and energy will con-
tinue to force them to seek common ground and at least
limited partnership.!?

Second, the “restorationist” foreign policy notwith-
standing, the three basic elements of the 1992-1993
national consensus on the foreign policy and defense

doctrine remain largely the same. Russia is to stay a
nuclear superpower and the regional superpower, but it
seems to have settled for the role of one of the world’s
great states, rather than a global superpower engaged
in a worldwide competition with the United States.
While these desiderata will continue to cause occa-
sional sparring with the United States, they are no
longer dedicated to the attainment of goals inimical
to the vital interests of the United States and are not
likely to ignite a relentless antagonistic struggle to the
bitter end.

Lastly, despite the muscular rhetoric emanating of
late from the Kremlin, unlike the Soviet Union twenty
years ago and China today, Russia is not a “revisionist”
power. It does not seek radically to reshape the geo-
political “balance of forces” in its favor. Moscow may
rail at the score, but it is unlikely to endeavor to
change the rules of the game. For that, one needs a dif-
ferent ideology and, as a result, a different set of priori-
ties. Yet even in today’s Russia flush with petrodollars,
the share of GDP devoted to defense (around 3 per-
cent) is not only at least ten times smaller than in the
Soviet Union, but also below the 1992-1997 average
in a Russia that inherited an empty treasury from the
Soviet Union and that was, like every revolutionary
government, unable to collect taxes. Calculated in pur-
chasing power parity, Russia’s defense expenditures in
2005 ($47.77 billion) were less than one-eleventh of
what the U.S. spent ($522 billion).!8

Divergent Paths

Changed sharply since they were discussed in these
pages four and a half years ago,!® U.S.-Russian relations
have followed the trajectories of shifting ideological
priorities in Moscow and Washington. Formerly coin-
ciding or running in close parallel, the paths began to
diverge or even cross. This state of affairs will continue
until one or both sides revise the vision of their
nations’ interests.

Although a massive confrontation and a descent
into a new Cold War are highly unlikely, the situation
is not likely to improve and may get worse. The ships
will not collide. But there will be a great deal of toss-
ing, rocking, pitching, and seasickness. Don the life-
jackets and stay calm.

The author is grateful to AEI research assistant Igor Khrestin and
AEI editor Scott R. Palmer for their help in editing, researching,
and producing this essay.
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