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And	I	got	into	government.	
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to	think	anyway—it’s	given	me	a	lot	of	different	perspectives,	having	seen	some	

of	the	same	geopolitical,	political,	and	military-security	issues	from	a	number	of	

different	angles.	

BEHRINGER:	That’s	a	great	summary	of	a	quite	deep	background	in	the	subject	

matter	here.	So,	to	jump	right	into	your	position	as	head	of	OSCE's	mission	in	

Moldova—I	believe	from	June	1999	to	November	2001	and	then	again	from	

January	2003	to	July	2006—could	you	speak	to	OSCE's	role	in	bringing	about	a	

settlement	between	Moldova	and	Transnistria?	[00:06:00]	Did	the	U.S.	views	of	

the	frozen	conflict	there	evolve	between	your	first	and	second	terms?	And	how	

did	that	affect	U.S.-Russian	relations	overall?		

HILL:	Sure.	The	conflict	in	Moldova	was	one	of	several	that	sprang	up	around	the	

periphery	of	the	Soviet	Union	when	the	USSR	fell	apart.	And	generally,	these	

had	to	do	with	territory,	places	where	internal	borders	in	the	Soviet	Union	

didn't	match	ethnic	divisions.	In	the	case	of	Moldova,	it	was	more	a	case	of	

some	linguistic-ethnic	differences—a	larger	Russian-speaking	population	on	

the	left	bank	in	the	Transnistrian	region—but	also	control	over	resources	and	

what	the	fate	of	the	region	would	be	after	the	Soviet	Union	fell	apart.	Would	it	

[Moldova]	be	independent,	or	would	it	become	part	of	Romania?			

In	any	case,	the	CSCE/OSCE	sent	missions	to	a	number	of	these	former	

Soviet	states	where	there	were	these	internal	conflicts.	There	was	a	mission	to	

Georgia,	a	mission	having	to	do	with	Nagorno-Karabakh—actually,	we	hoped	

to	have	a	peace	conference	between	Armenia	and	Azerbaijan,	which	was	

thwarted	by	the	outbreak	of	major	hostilities	in	1992—Ukraine	over	Crimea.		





 
 

 7	

[Moldovan]	President	[Petru]	Lucinschi	and	then	[Moldovan]	President	

[Vladimir]	Voronin	that	they	might	want	to	look	at	some	sort	of	federalism,	

some	sort	of	federal	solution.	And,	after	some	thought	and	debate	in	2002,	in	

my	absence—during	the	interlude	between	my	first	and	second	terms—

Voronin	accepted	the	premise	and	tried	to	move	forward	with	negotiating	a	

federal	relationship	between	Moldova	and	the	Transnistrian	region,	also	

including	the	autonomous	region	of	Gagauzia	that	would	result	in	a	political	

solution.		

Both	the	OSCE	mission	and	the	OSCE	but	also	the	U.S.	supported	a	

federal	solution	to	the	problem.	It's	not	surprising.	We're	a	federal	country.	We	

tend	to	be	supportive	of	our	version	of	federalism.	The	problem	that	arose	in	

Moldova	is	that	there's	more	than	one	type	of	federalism.	First	of	all,	federalism	

was	very	unpopular	among	significant	portions	of	the	population,	especially	

[the]	Romanian-speaking	population	in	Moldova	because	of	the	Soviet	legacy	

where	the	Soviet	Union	was	allegedly	a	federation,	but	it	really	wasn't.	The	

states	in	republics	of	the	Soviet	Union	had	the	right	to	secede,	but	really	they	

didn't.	And	they	had	the	right	to	run	their	local	affairs,	but	they	didn't,	because	

they	were	run	from	[00:12:00]	Moscow.	And	so	a	lot	of	Moldovans	remembered	

this	and	thought	that	a	federal	solution	would	be	a	way	for	Moscow	to	
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we	basically	had	agreement,	but	we	couldn't	implement	the	agreement,	and	

eventually	it	was	rejected	in	2003.	And	then	things	gradually	began	to	fall	apart	

from	2004	on.	This	happened	locally,	
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Certainly,	I	could	see	that	because	of	the	Russians	I	dealt	with.	The	two	

most	prominent—in	mid-2000,	President	[Vladimir]	Putin	appointed	former	

Prime	Minister	Yevgeny	Primakov	as	his	special	representative	for	Transnistria.	

And	I	dealt	personally	with	Primakov	for	a	year	and	a	half,	from	mid-2000	until	

I	left	in	2001.	And	we	had	a	close	relationship.	I	had	his	cell	phone	number.	I	

could	call	him	up,	and	he	talked	with	me,	and	he	worked	closely	with	me.	I	was	

a	mid-level	American	diplomat.	I	had	a	nice	title,	but	I	was	nowhere	near	where	

Primakov	had	been	in	the	hierarchy.	He	was	the	level	of	importance	that	Russia	

attached	to	Moldova,	and	I,	I	think,	accurately	reflected	the	level	of	importance	

that	the	U.S.	attached	to	Moldova.		

The	same	thing	[when]	Kozak	came	in.	In	early	2003,	Voronin	asked	me	

about	a	federal	solution	and	wanted	to	know	if	the	OSCE	could	support	it.	I	

told	him	I	thought	we	could,	and	he	told	me	he	was	going	up	to	Moscow	to	talk	

with	Putin,	and	he	told	me	he	was	going	to	ask	Putin	to	appoint	a	special	

representative,	[00:18:00]	because,	as	he	said,	MID,	the	Russian	foreign	

ministry,	was	useless	and	wasn't	doing	anything.5		And	so	he	did,	and	eventually	

in	mid-2003,	first	[Alexander]	Voloshin—he's	the	head	of	the	[Russian	

presidential]	administration—showed	up,	and	then	a	couple	weeks	later,	Kozak	

showed	up	and	started	working	with	the	Moldovans.	And	I	met	Kozak	

indirectly	in	the	sense	that	the	Russians	were	working	on	this.	They	wanted	to	

keep	this	in	a	bilateral	channel.	Voronin	had	met	with	Putin.	Putin	took	his	

request	and	sent	Kozak	down,	but	he	envisioned	that	the	Russians	and	the	

 
5	In	Russian,	MID	stands	for	!"#"$%&'$%()*"#)$%'+##,-.*/&0.	
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Moldovans	would	just	work	together,	cut	a	deal,	and	everybody	else	would	be	

then	presented	with	a	fait	accompli.	

And	they	almost	got	away	with	it.	But	we	found	out	[that]	the	

Moldovans	were	leery	about	this—the	guys	in	Chisinau—and	the	

Transnistrians	too,	because	they	both	were	suspicious	of	Moscow	trying	to	

orchestrate	a	deal	at	their	expense.	And	so	first	the	Moldovans	and	then	the	
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of	weaponry	and	equipment	in	the	Transnistrian	region.	And	in	the	Ministry	of	

Defense	in	Moscow,	my	working	contact	was	the	deputy	minister	of	defense	for	

logistics,	the	upravlenie	tyla,		[General]	Vladimir	Il’ich	Isakov.	And	he	had	me	a	

number	of	times	up	to	his	headquarters.	We	met	down	in	Moldova.	But	I	

signed	an	exchange	of	letters	with	him	that	allowed	us	to	help	to	finance	and	

monitor	the	Russian	withdrawal	of	equipment	and	weaponry	from	Moldova.	

We	did	a	lot	with	him,	so	these	were	regular	contacts.	

I	saw	the	Russian	ambassadors	in	Moldova,	
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enough	guy,	and	other	American	diplomats	had	worked	with	him.	And	I	used	

to	see	him	all	the	time.		

The	next	Russian	ambassador—the	last	one	there	who	was	there	during	

my	tenure—was	Nikolai	Ryabov.	And	Ryabov	was—well,	it	was	funny.	Alexei	

Borodavkin	once	told	me	that	Kolya	Ryabov	was	somebody	that	you	scared	

little	children	with.8	He	said,	“If	you're	not	good,	Kolya	Ryabov	will	come	after	

you.”	He'd	actually	worked	in	Transnistria	with	the	Transnistrians	during	the	

time	of	the	initial	fighting.	He	had	s
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disillusionment.	[Russian	President	Boris]	



/Dedman/Research/Institutes-and-Centers/Center-for-Presidential-History/CMP/US-Russian-Relations-under-Bush-and-Putin/Thomas-Graham
/Dedman/Research/Institutes-and-Centers/Center-for-Presidential-History/CMP/US-Russian-Relations-under-Bush-and-Putin/Thomas-Graham
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheet/cfe#:~:text=CFE%20members%20signed%20an%20adaptation%20agreement%20in%201999,with%20a%20system%20of%20national%20and%20territorial%20ceilings
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheet/cfe#:~:text=CFE%20members%20signed%20an%20adaptation%20agreement%20in%201999,with%20a%20system%20of%20national%20and%20territorial%20ceilings
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exceedingly	badly,	but	they	had	a	real	enemy.	The	problem	with	that	[00:32:00]	

was	that	the	Russian	military	may	have	been	guilty	of	many	things,	but	the	

Chechens	were	not	good	guys	either,	and	they	had	a	number	of	real	enemies,	

and	we	know	now—the	Russians	told	me	this	at	the	time,	that	they	had	folks	

from	al-Qaeda	and	others	in	there,	Islamic	radicals,	and	we	know	now	that	a	lot	

of	that	was	not	self-justification.	It	was	real.		

So	anyway,	Clinton	ended	up—it	was	a	difficult	relationship,	and	then	

Bush	tried	to	put	it	back	together.	But	again,	looking	from	afar,	I'd	say	Russia	

was	not	the	most	important	thing	for	the	Bush	administration	coming	in	in	

2001,	even	before	9/11.	And	after	9/11,	when	people	like	me	talked	to	

Washington	from	the	field,	they	saw	everything	through	the	prism	of	9/11.	
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think	of	the	decision	for	the	U.S.	to	refuse	to	ratify	the	treaty	before	Russia	

fulfilled	its	commitments?	Were	you	arguing	for	earlier	ratification?	Who	was	

arguing	against	it?	And	if	you	could	start	by	just	telling	us	what	it	was	that	was	

the	main	issue	at	stake	here?	

HILL:	It's	complex,	because	the	original	CFE	treaty—Treaty	on	Conventional	Armed	

Forces	in	Europe—was	negotiated	at	the	end	of	the	1980s,	when	the	Soviet	

Union	still	existed	and	when	the	Warsaw	Pact	still	existed,	and	it	was	basically	

a	way	of	demilitarizing,	ending	the	conventional	military	standoff	between	

NATO	and	the	Warsaw	Pact	in	[the]	center	of	Europe.	And	it	reduced	the	

number	of	tanks,	armored	personnel	carriers,	artillery,	fighters,	and	attack	

helicopters	held	by	all	the	members	of	these	alliances.	The	problem	is,	by	the	

time	it	entered	into	force	in	1992,	it	was	obsolete,	because	the	Warsaw	Pact	had	

fallen	apart.	And	the	quotas	that	applied	increasingly	as	states	like	Poland,	

Hungary,	the	Czech	Republic,	Slovakia	sided	with	the	U.S.	and	then	entered	

NATO—their	quotas	under	the	original	treaty	were	still	assigned	to	the	Russian	

side,	the	Warsaw	Pact	side,	but	they	were	basically—the	Russians	considered	

them	aligned	against	Russia.	

So,	from	the	very	beginning—we	undertook	with	the	Russians,	we	told	

them	as	we	ratified,	the	treaty	entered	into	force—almost	from	the	very	

beginning,	it	was	[00:38:00]	implicit	with	the	Russians	that	we	would	have	to	

renegotiate	the	treaty	or	the	regime	governing	conventional	weapons	in	

Europe.	And	that's	what	the	adapted	treaty	was	about.	We	really	negotiated	

two	revisions	to	the	treaty.	There	was	one	in	1996,	the	Flank	Agreement,	which	
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their	forces	dramatically,	most	dramatically	Germany,	but	lots	and	lots	of	

others—they	were	way	down.	

The	other	thing	that	the	CFE	Treaty	had	were	mechanisms	for	

transparency	and	confidence	building.	There	were	data	exchanges,	obligatory	

visits,	snap	visits	to	bases	in	other	countries.	The	Russians	could	ask	to	visit	

American	bases	in	Europe,	or	we	could	ask	to	visit	Russian	bases,	and	they	had	

to	let	us	in.	We	had	all	sorts	of	mechanisms	of	keeping	track	of	one	another	and	

building	confidence.	It	was	collaborative	and	cooperative,	and	it	was	a	regime	

that	everybody	really	wanted	to	keep,	because	we	had	a	good	relationship	in	

the	’90s,	and	this	was	part	of	making	Europeans	in	general	feel	much	more	

secure	against	the	further	re-outbreak	of	war,	surprise	attack,	or	anything	like	

that.		

So	we	started	negotiations	on	adapting	the	treaty	in	early	1997.	I	know	a	

bit	about	it,	because	I	actually	wrote	the	first	draft	of	the	adapted	treaty	that	

was	then	negotiated	in	Vienna,	the	Joint	Consultative	Group16	on	the	margins	of	

the	OSCE.	And	the	Russians	wanted	this	too.	One	of	the	other	reasons	the	

Russians	really	wanted	it	is	that	the	original	treaty	covered	territorially	the	

Soviet	Union,	the	Warsaw	Pact,	and	the	countries	in	NATO	at	the	time.	When	

the	Soviet	Union	fell	apart,	because	of	international	recognition	and	other	

things,	Estonia,	Latvia,	and	Lithuania	[00:42:00]	were	never	party	to	the	

original	CFE	Treaty.	So	here	were	countries	that

https://www.osce.org/jcg


 
 

 23	

going	to	get	into	the	EU	and	probably	get	into	NATO,	and	they	weren't	covered	

by	any	arms	control	regime	whatsoever.	And	if	you	look	at	the	Baltics,	Estonia	

[is]	90	miles	from	[St.]	Petersburg,	which	is	the	major	economic	hub	of	Russia	

out	into	Europe.	So	the	R
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country	agreement	to	foreign	military	forces.	In	particular,	a	number	of	

countries,	the	newly	independent	states	out	of	the	Soviet	Union—Ukraine	and	

Moldova	and	Georgia	were	among	the	most	important	of	those	states—three	of	

the	original	GUAM	states.17	Look	at	the	countries	where	Russian	forces	

remained	after	the	collapse	of	the	Soviet	Union,	and	those	are	countries	that	

really	wanted	host-country	agreement,	because	they	wanted	to	get	the	Russians	

out.	And	so	we	made	ratification	of	the	Adapted	CFE	Treaty	contingent	upon	

the	Russians	reaching	agreement	with	the	Georgians	on	the	withdrawal	of	

forces	and,	in	Moldova,	on	the	actual	withdrawal	of	the	Russian	forces	from	

Moldova.	

And	by	2005,	we	had	gotten	the	Georgian	problem	settled,	but	there	was	

never	agreement	on	Moldova,	because	the	Russians	have	first	a	small	

peacekeeping	detachment	there	dating	from	a	formal	agreement	between	

Chisinau	and	Moscow,	[signed	on]	July	21st,	1992,	but	they	also	have	the	

remnants	of	the	Soviet	14th	Army,	the	operative	group	of	Russian	forces	that	

was	basically	there,	after	1992,	to	guard	the	arsenal	that	would	have	provided	

weapons	for	Soviet	forces	on	the	southern	front	of	World	War	III	in	Europe,	if	

that	had	ever	been	fought.	There	had	just	been	enormous	amounts	of	arms	

stored	in	Moldova,	in	particular	the	Transnistrian	region.	To	put	pressure	on	

the	Russians	to	withdraw	from	[00:46:00]	these	countries	was	something	that	

 
17	GUAM	states	refer	to	Georgia,	Ukraine,	Azerbaijan,	and	Moldova.	The	grouping	comes	from	the	
GUAM	Organization	for	Democracy	and	Economic	Development,	an	economic	and	security	group	
between	the	four	states	(along	with	Uzbekistan,	starting	in	1999)	that	started	in	relation	to	CFE	
negotiations	in	1996.	https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/military-cooperation-between-georgia-
ukraine-uzbekistan-azerbaijan-and-moldova-guuam	

https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/military-cooperation-between-georgia-ukraine-uzbekistan-azerbaijan-and-moldova-guuam
https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/military-cooperation-between-georgia-ukraine-uzbekistan-azerbaijan-and-moldova-guuam
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staying	in	CFE	and	fulfilling	the	commitments,	became	more	acute.	But	

nonetheless,	Moscow	continued	to	stay	in	the	treaty	for	a	long	time.	It	wasn't	

until	the	late	2000s	that	they	suspended	their	participation,	but	they	stayed	in	

the	treaty Bt	
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BEHRINGER:	I	wanted	to	pivot	now	to	give	you	several	of	the	broader	policies	from	

the	Bush	administration	and	get	your	reaction	to	them	as	an	official	in	Eastern	

Europe	at	the	time.	To	back	up,	the	first	meeting	between	President	Bush	and	

President	Putin	famously	takes	place	in	Slovenia	in	2001.	Do	you	remember	

your	reaction	to	the	meeting	in	the	moment?		

HILL:	Yeah.	I	was	working	closely	with	Primakov	at	the	time.	We	were	down	in	the	

weeds,	engaged	with	beating	up	on	the	Transnistrians	who	were	resisting	

Russian	efforts	to	get	their	military	equipment	out	of	Moldova	by	the	end	of	

2001.	I	didn't	pay	a	lot	of	attention	to	the	details.	I	talked	with	the	Russians	

about	it,	but	they	were	happy,	we	were	happy	with	it,	and	locally	I	didn't	see	a	

lot	that	affected	me	immediately.	And	I	have	to	say	my	attitude	to	that	

[00:52:00]	was	pretty	parochial.	I	was	engaged	locally	in	details	that	weren't	

particularly	important	to	the	summit	level,	but	it	was	a	positive	push.		

What	it	was	for	folks	like	me	and	Primakov	is	it	gave	us	license	within	

our	governments	to	come	and	say,	“Hey,	listen,	we're	working	with	the	

Russians.	We	need	to	do	this,	we	need	to	push	this,	we	need	to	get	this	money,	

we	need	to	get	this	done,	we	need	to	send	this	person.”	And	I	was	successful.	

That	summer,	I	mean,	my	mission	for	what	we	had	to	do	in	terms	of	inspecting	

and	dealing	with	the	Russian	withdrawal—I	was	drastically	understaffed	and	

so,	indeed,	Washington—State	Department,	Department	of	Defense,	in	

particular,	the	Defense	Threat	Reduction	Agency,	that	had	a	bunch	of	military	

[personnel]—sent	me	a	whole	bunch	of	people	in	the	late	summer	and	fall	of	

2001	in	order	to	beef	up,	to	help	the	Russians	conduct	their	operations	
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destroying	equipment	or	shipping	it	out	of	Moldova	in	time	to	make	the	first	of	

the	deadlines	set	by	the	Istanbul	Summit.	They	had	to	get	their	treaty-limited	

equipment	out	by	the	end	of	that	year.	And	they	did,	for	the	most	part.	We	

gave	them	an	extension	on	some	other	stuff—the	2002	deadline,	the	Porto	

meeting	in	December	of	200[2].18	But	basically,	we	were	working	with	them,	

working	hard.	And	that	summit,	the	Ljubljana	Summit,	helped	with	that.	It	was	

basically	a	positive	thing.		

If	you	want	to	go	in—I	didn't	hear	[it	directly	but]	I've	seen	the	video	of,	

“I've	looked	in	his	eyes	and	got	a	sense	of	his	soul.”19	I	mean,	individual	leaders	

speak	ex	tempore	sometimes	[00:54:00]	and	go	places	where	their	staffs	are	

horrified.	And	I	think,	from	what	Condi	Rice	and	Bob	Gates	said	afterwards,	

clearly	they	listened	to	this	and	said,	“Oh	my	God,	why	did	he	say	that?”	Putin	

put	on	his	best	face	for	him,	and	it	was	effective,	and	it	wasn't,	at	that	time,	

necessarily	a	bad	thing.	It	set	the	stage	for	then	Putin	to	be	very	helpful	after	

9/11,	and	we	worked	closely	on	a	number	of	things	well	into	the	decade.	So	not	

the	first	and	the	last	encounter	between	senior	leaders	where	one	or	both	of	

them	will	simply	wander	off	where	their	people	are	just	not	prepared	or	think	

it's	unwise.	But	for	the	time,	I	didn't	think	a	lot	about	it.		

 
18	

https://www.osce.org/files/f/documents/b/f/40521.pdf
https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2001/06/20010618.html
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I	was	living	in	Moldova,	and	with	what	I	was	doing	with	Russia,	I	was	

living	in	a	Russian	media	environment.	So	you	have	to	remember,	I	had	already	

gotten	a	real	heavy	dose	of	Putin	and	of	people	around	Putin.	And	at	that	time,	

the	Russians	really	liked	Putin.	When	he	became	president,	most	of	the	Russian	

officials,	almost	all	of	the	Russian	officials	that	I	knew,	were	really	happy.	

Whatever	their	bent—liberal,	conservative,	whatever—they	were	really	happy	

to	have	him	as	president,	and	that	lasted	for	quite	some	time,	because	he	was	

looked	at	as	decisive,	capable,	intelligent,	well	prepared,	many	things	like	this.	

And	so	I	looked	at	it,	and	Bush	saying	this	about	[00:56:00]	Putin,	I	don't	

remember	a	strong	reaction	about	it.	I	remember	being	happy	that	we	had	the	

push	to	do	what	I	was	doing.	Now,	if	that	was	too	much	in	the	weeds,	so	be	it.	I	

still	look	at	it	and	say,	I've	seen	other	presidents—our	own	and	others—say	

things	that	have	been	far	more	stupid	or	damaging	than	that.	But,	overall,	just	

relatively	positive	as	those	things	go.		

BEHRINGER:	And	one	of	the	things	that	the	Bush	administration	did	in	that	first	
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three	years	earlier,	shortly	before	I	went	out	to	Moldova,	I	was	playing	golf	at	a	

golf	course	down	south	of	Virginia,	and	my	son	and	I	got	put	in	a	foursome	

with	two	guys	from	the	Ballistic	Missile	Defense	office—and	I	had	been	

working	for	the	Department	of	Defense,	seconded.	And	so	we	got	talking,	and	

they	were	asking	me	about	the	missile	defense,	my	views	[as]	a	State	

Department	guy,	and	I	told	him	I	was	basically	supportive	of	what	they	were	

doing	there.	They	got	big	smiles,	and	I	said,	“Of	course,	before	you	talk	about	

deploying	it,	[00:58:00]	I	want	to	make	sure	that	it'll	work,”	and	I	watched	their	

faces	fall.		

[George	W.	Bush’s	Secretary	of	Defense	Donald]	Rumsfeld	ran	an	

initiative	in	the	’90s	on	the	missile	defense	gap—basically,	a	long	project	that	

called	for	more	missile	defense.	And	I	belong	to	that	school	of	American	

officials—I	look	at	it	and	say,	“There's	nothing	wrong	with	this,	but	we	had	a	

perfectly	good	agreement	that	was	working.	It	didn't	prevent	research.	Why	the	

hell	we	had	to	go	and	tip	over	the	apple	cart	before	we	had	something	that	we	

were	really	sure	of,	something	that	we	could	provide	a	really	good	explanation	

for,	and	that	would	not	upset	a	relationship	that	was	basically	in	good	shape?”		

You	have	to	remember	that,	in	1992,	with	the	U.S.	and	Russia,	we	said	

that	we	weren't	going	to	target	each	other	anymore.	And	we	became,	partners	

and	friendly.	



 
 

 31	

that	accomplished,	I	think,	was	to	erode	some	of	that	mutual	trust.	And	in	that	
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But	Clinton	came	in	with	a	bunch	of	guys	from	[the]	RAND	

[Corporation]	who	had	been	thinking	about	it	and	were	convinced	that	

expanding	NATO	was	the	way	to	transform	Central	Europe.	And	I	looked	at	it,	

having	come	out	of	the	six	or	more	years	dealing	directly	with	the	growing	

crisis	in	Yugoslavia,	then	the	Balkan	Wars,	I	looked	at	it	as,	what	could	we	do	to	

stabilize	Central	Europe?	And	I'm	an	historian,	and	if	you	look	at	the	history	of	

Central	Europe—Poland,	Hungary,	Czechoslovakia,	Romania,	Bulgaria—

between	1918	and	1941,	it's	not	a	pretty	picture.	By	1939,	they're	all	fascist	or	

proto-fascist.	The	democratic	experiments	have	really	failed	in	all	of	them.	And	

they	have	long-term	enmities	between	each	other	as	well	as	with	Russia.		

In	1988,	I	visited	Hungary	and	Romania	during	a	time	when	hostilities	

were	brewing	between	the	two	over	Transylvania	as	the	Warsaw	Pact	is	starting	

to	disintegrate.	We	were	worried	about	what	[Secretary	of	State]	Warren	

Christopher	called	a	security	vacuum	in	Central	Europe.	And	as	the	debate	

began	over	NATO	enlargement,	[01:04:00]	I	was	persuaded	by	the	argument	

that	was	made	especially	by	Ron[ald]	Asmus,	[F.	Stephen]	Steve	Larrabee,	and	

others—especially	in	my	book,	I	use	their	Foreign	Affairs	article,	because	it	was	

a	convenient	statement	of	the	general	argument,	general	line	that	we	need	to	

somehow	encourage	a	successful	transition	in	Central	Europe.20		

And	when	people	like	[Secretary	of	Defense]	Bill	Perry,	[Chairman	of	the	

Joint	Chiefs	General	John	Shalikashvili	come	up	and	say,	“What	about	Russia?”	

 
20	Ronald	Asmus,	Richard	Kugler,	and	F.	Steven	Larabee	were	senior	analysts	at	RAND	when	they	
coauthored	“Building	a	New	NATO,”	K)'&"B#*5::+"'$,	vol.	72	(September-October	1993),	28–40.	Asmus	
would	go	on	to	become	deputy	assistant	secretary	of	state	for	European	Affairs	in	Clinton’s	second	term.	
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the	answer	was,	basically,	we	can	do	both.	W
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Serbia	[and]	Montenegro	in	1999;	and	then	finally	NATO	deployment	to	

Afghanistan	post-2002.		

NATO	developed	an	expeditionary	capability—both	an	expeditionary	

ideology	in	a	sense,	or	at	least	provisions	in	official	NATO	documents	that	

allowed	for	NATO	military	activities	[01:08:00]	outside	of	NATO	countries	that	

were	not	defensive,	whether	peacekeeping	or	war-making,	and	NATO	engaged	

in	such	operations	in	Bosnia-Herzegovina,	Kosovo,	and	then	Afghanistan.		

So	the	Russians—especially	after	the	second	wave	[of	NATO	expansion],	

they	look	[and]	NATO	is	not	only	expanding,	but	its	troops	are	engaged	in	

military	operations	in	third	countries,	sometimes	in	making	war	against	these	

third	countries	or	elements	in	these	third	countries.	And,	to	my	perception,	this	

conditioned	the	basic	Russian	attitude	towards	NATO	as	much	as	the	act	of	

political	expansion.	Including	Russia	to	the	extent	we	could—in	PfP,21	and	the	

[Permanent	Joint]	Council,	and	the	NATO-Russia	Council—including	Russia	in	

the	dialogue	were	good	steps.	But	you	can't	get	around	the	problem	that,	if	

NATO	is	a	political	and	military	alliance	that	is	not	only	defensive	but	explicitly	

adopts	a	posture	that	it	can	and	will	conduct	peacekeeping	or	peacemaking	

operations	in	third	countries—[this]	was	something	that	I	think	really	made	the	

Russians	sit	back	and	think	about	this.	They	still	worked	with	NATO	closely—

joint	exercises,	other	cooperation—well	into	2013,	but	they're	looking	at	this,	

 
21	Partnership	for	Peace	(PfP),	which	Russia	joined,	was	officially	established	in	1994.	According	to	
NATO’s	website,	PfP	enables	“participants	to	develop	an	individual	relationship	with	NATO,	choosing	
their	own	priorities	for	cooperation,	and	the	level	and	pace	of	progress”	
(

https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_50349.htm
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_82584.htm
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HILL:	Basically,	the	OSCE	had	to	be	neutral	because	authorities	from,	Ukraine—for	

example,	the	Orange	Revolution—[former	Ukrainian	President	Leonid]	

Kuchma	is	represented	in	the	[01:12:00]	OSCE.	The	Russians	are	represented,	

others	are.	We	were	basically	supportive,	because	certainly	the	Rose	Revolution	

and	the	Orange	Revolution	were	in	the	direction	of	support	of	democratic	

standards,	anti-corruption,	and	the	like,	and	these	are	principles	that	we	had	

been	supporting.	Officially,	American	and	Western	NGOs	were	deeply	

involved.	The	countries	were	not	formally	involved	in	supporting	them,	but	I	

think	certainly	we	welcomed	the	results.		

The	Rose	Revolution,	interestingly,	occurred	the	same	weekend	that	the	

Kozak	Memorandum	crisis	came	to	a	head.	In	fact,	Shevardnadze	was	carried	

out	of	the	parliament	the	same	night	that	I	was	acquainted	with	the	articles	in	

the	Kozak	Memorandum	about	the	military	presence	and	sent	them	off	to	

colleagues	in	The	Hague,	in	Brussels,	and	in	Washington.23	And	so	I	followed	

that,	but,	indirectly.		

I	first	heard	about	it	later,	from	a	senior	Western	official	who	visited	

Georgia	in	January	of	2004	and	came	back,	and	he	had	dinner	with	me—this	is	

somebody	from	the	Council	of	Europe,	[a]	senior	official.24
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OSCE	official.”	And	he	said,	“You've	got	to	do	something	about	this	guy,	you've	

got	to	restrain	him,”	[01:14:00]	because	Saakashvili	was	full	of	himself,	and	he	

was	going	to	pull	Adjaria,	Abkhazia,	and	South	Ossetia	back	into	Georgia	very	

quickly.	The	Russians	sent	[Foreign	Minister]	Igor	Ivanov	down	to	help	him	

out.	The	Russian	reaction	to	the	Georgian	Rose	Revolution	was	not	hostile	

immediately,	and	they	actually	helped	Saakashvili	get	rid	of	[chairman	Aslan]	

Abashidze	in	Adjaria,	but	his	demands	for	reintegration	of	South	Ossetia	and	

Abkhazia	rapidly	became	too	much	for	the	Russians,	and	the	relationship	

turned	really	hostile	during	the	course	of	2005–2006.	Saakashvili	tried	to	take	

South	Ossetia	back	by	force	in	2006,	for	the	first	time,	and	by	2008,	they	[the	

Russians]	
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democracy	activists	in	Russia	and	other	stuff,	and	the	Russians	are	looking	at	

this	and	thinking,	“Where	is	this	going	to	end?”	At	least	some	Russians	are.		

It	takes	a	while,	because	there	are	many	good	aspects,	working	aspects	

to	the	relationship.	But	ultimately,	especially	both	Rice	and	Gates	had	and	have	

considerable	residual	mistrust	of	Russia	as	an	authoritarian	state	stemming	

from	their	study	of	Russia	and	work	with	Russia	in	the	Soviet	period.	I	knew	

Gates	when	he	was	in	CIA,	and	I	remember	battles	that	State	INR	[Bureau	of	

Intelligence	and	Research]	had	over	how	to	interpret	things	the	Soviets	were	

doing,	and—I	don't	want	this	to	be	too	pejorative,	but	they	tend	to	look	

[01:28:00]	with	suspicion	at	Russia.	And	so	they	looked	[with]	suspicion,	I	think,	

with	Putin.		

The	Gates	response	to	the	Munich	speech,	you	know,	that	“he	looks	in	

his	eyes	and	he	sees	KGB”—	[his]	later	response.	The	initial	one	was	good.	Just,	

“We've	had	one	cold	war.	That	was	enough.”28	Leave	it,	and	let	him	blow	off	

steam,	and	then	go	and	see	what's	really	behind	it.	They	may	have	thought	of	

themselves	as	pragmatists,	but	Rice	moved	over	from	NSC		to	State	for	the	

second	administration,	brought	with	her	a	whole	host	of	folks	that	had	been	

working	with	her,	especially	on	Europe,	the	so-called	baby	DASSes	[deputy	

 
28	At	the	time,	in	response	to	Putin’s	speech	in	Munich,	Gates	said,	“One	cold	war	was	quite	enough,”	
https://www.dw.com/en/us-defense-chief-to-putin-one-cold-war-was-enough/a-2344298.	In	his	
memoir,	Gates	wrote	that	he	privately	told	his	colleagues	“that	I’d	looked	into	Putin’s	eyes	and,	just	as	
expected,	had	seen	a	stone-cold	killer.”	Robert	M.	Gates,	L2%,8*!&;)"'$*):*+*C&?'&%+',*+%*7+'	(New	
York:	Alfred	A.	Knopf,	2014),	168–69,	Vice	President	Richard	Cheney	wrote	in	his	memoir,	commenting	
on	the	first	meeting	between	Bush	and	Putin,	“When	I	looked	into	his	eyes,	I	saw	an	old	KGB	hand.”	
Richard	B.	Cheney	and	Liz	Cheney,	H#*!,*=";&8*5*J&'$)#+0*+#/*J)0"%"?+0*!&;)"'*(New	York:	Threshold	
Editions,	2011),	326.	The	late	Senator	John	McCain	(R-AZ)	often	used	the	following	line	during	his	
campaign	for	president	in	2007–08:	“I	looked	into	Mr.	Putin's	eyes	and	I	saw	three	things	--	a	K	and	a	G	
and	a	B.”	Jackie	Calmes,	“McCain	Sees	Something	Else	in	Putin’s	Eyes,”	7+00*C%'&&%*M)2'#+0,	16	October	
2007,	https://www.wsj.com/articles/BL-WB-3322.			

https://www.dw.com/en/us-defense-chief-to-putin-one-cold-war-was-enough/a-2344298
https://www.wsj.com/articles/BL-WB-3322
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assistant	secretaries	of	state]—[Assistant	Secretary	of	State	for	Europe	and	

Eurasia	Daniel]	Fried	and	the	crew	that	had	been	working	with	him.	And	they	

were	hardline.	And	they	were	looking	to	other	parts	of	Europe,	other	than	

Russia,	and	[were]	relatively	supportive	of	other	parts	of	the	former	Soviet	

Union	and	Europe	and	relatively	suspicious	of	Russia.	So	they	can	point	to	

things	they	tried,	and	there	were	things	they	tried	with	the	Russians,	but	I	

think	the	Russians	picked	up	on	some	of	that	too	and	couldn't	get	through.	It	

was	a	more	ideological	administration.	And	I	think	things	like	pushing	for	the	

MAP	[NATO	Membership	Action	Plan]	for	Georgia	and	Ukraine	in	2008	was	a	

real	indication	of	this.	This	was	not	practical	politics.		

BEHRINGER:	Yeah,	I	wanted	to	go	there	next.	So	what	did	you	think	of	the	ultimate	

compromise	that	came	out	[of	the	April	2008	NATO	summit	in	Bucharest]	

where	they're	not	quite	offering	MAP,	but	they're	also	saying	[01:30:00]	

[Georgia	and	Ukraine]	“will	be	part	of	NATO”	at	some	point	in	the	future?	

HILL:	Worst	of	all	possible	worlds.	It's	a	message	[to	Russia]:	attack	now,	because	

sometime	in	the	indeterminate	future,	they'll	have	Article	5,	but	they	don't	

now.29		

We	never	should	have	gotten	into	that,	because	I	just	still	don't	

understand	to	this	day—and	I've	heard	people	talk	about	it—I	don't	

understand	how	the	White	House	could	not	have	understood	the	depth	of	

French	and	German	opposition	to	offering	membership	to	Ukraine	and	

 
29	Article	5	of	the	NATO	Treaty	states	that	an	attack	on	one	member	of	the	alliance	will	be	treated	as	an	
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Georgia.	And	I	can't	understand,	first	of	all,	how	they	didn't	know	that,	or	how,	

knowing	that,	they	still	decided	that	they	would	go	ahead,	that	it	was	a	good	

idea,	because	you're	splitting	NATO.	NATO	has	to	make	that	decision	

unanimously,	and	something	that—it	required	a	hell	of	a	lot	more	spade	work.	

The	polls	in	Ukraine	did	not	show	it	as	being	very	popular.	Saakashvili	had,	in	

the	fall	of	2007,	conducted	massive	reprisals	against	opposition	in	Georgia,	so	

even	by	NATO's	own	standards	of	democratization	in	the	NATO	[Enlargement	

Study	we	did	in	1995],	they	didn't	fit	a	number	of	the	criteria.	Why	we	pushed	

ahead—it	was	foolish,	because	it	guaranteed	Russian	opposition,	but	it	also	

disrupted	the	alliance.		

And	then	the	effort	to	paper	over	with	this	statement—“Well,	we	won't	

do	it	now,	but	eventually	they	will”—thrown	out	as	a	sop	to	Georgia	and	

Ukraine	[01:32:00]	is	also	a	message	to	Russia—“act	now	while	you	can.”	And	

certainly	in	Georgia,	I	think	they	were	inclined	anyway	to	do	that.	Putin	tried	at	

Sochi,	which	came	almost	immediately	after	the	summit	in	Bucharest—he	tried	

to	explain	to	Bush	why	there	was	a	problem	with	Ukraine	and	Georgia.	But	

Putin's	historical	arguments—it's	something	that	just	did	not	resonate	with	

anyone	in	the	American	delegation.	“You're	talking	about	Russian	history,	

imperial	history.	No,	no,	these	are	free	countries,	and	we	have	a	statement,	

OSCE	in	1990	and	other	OSCE	documents	that	states	can	make	their	own	

security	arrangements.”	And	so	we	just	pushed	ahead	with	that.	And	the	

Russian	answer	to	that	is—the	other	OSCE	document	that	[Russian	Foreign	

Minister	Sergey]	Lavrov	loves	to	quote:	“You	cannot	have	security	for	one	at	the	
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as	part	of	Serbia-Montenegro.	So	the	Russians	have	this	deal	in	the	UN,	UN	

Security	[Council],	as	close	to	an	international	law	as	you	can	get.	And	so	
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While	I	was	still	in	Moldova	talking	to	the	Moldovans	and	the	

separatists,	I	manfully	maintained	the	diplomatic	line:	“This	is	not	a	precedent.	

This	is	different."	But	I	have	to	say,	I'm	looking	at	it	and	saying,	“This	is	a	step,	

that	if	you	do	this	unilaterally,	where	you	have	committed	in	the	UN	Security	

Council	to	the	Russians	for	a	very	different	solution—if	you	just	ignore	that	

commitment	and	recognize,	you've	established	a	precedent	for	the	Russians.	

They	are	going	to	use	it.”	And	what	you	should	do	is	read	the	Russian	[01:38:00]	

documents	recognizing	South	Ossetia	and	Abkhazia	from	August	of	2008.	They	

mimic,	they	copy	what	the	West	wrote	about	Kosovo	in	February	of	2008.	It's	

very	clear.		

Again,	this	is	one	of	those	things	that	I	think	the	result	for	Kosovo	was	

something	that	was	preordained.	You're	going	to	have	to	get	there	somehow,	

eventually,	because	the	Serbs	and	the	Albanians	will	not	live	together	in	the	
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It's	just	something	that	clearly	I	could	see	on	the	horizon	that,	by	the	

way	we	did	it,	that	we're	simply	giving	license	to	the	Russians	to	abrogate	some	

UN	and	other	commitments	they've	made	and	then	say,	you	did	this	and	so	

you've	shown	that	this	precedent	holds.	And	they	dreamed	up	a	lot	of	legal	

gobbledygook	to	justify	what	they	did	with	Abkhazia	and	South	Ossetia,	but	it	

ultimately	comes	[01:40:00]—the	way	we	handled	Kosovo	had	a	lot	to	do	with	

it,	unfortunately.	I	wish	we	could	have	found	a	better	way,	and	a	way	of	

hanging	on	longer	and	working	towards	a	more	gradualist	solution	that	

provided	less	opportunity	or	motivation	for	mischief	on	the	part	of	the	

Russians.		

BEHRINGER:	And	then	of	course,	in	2008,	war	does	break	out	in	Georgia.	Do	you	

remember	where	you	were	when	the	war	broke	out?	

HILL:	Yeah.	I	was	teaching	at	the	National	War	College	at	the	time.	My	former	deputy	

from	the	mission	to	Moldova,	a	guy	named	Ryan	Grist—a	Brit	who	had	worked	

for	me	for	several	years	in	Moldova,	and	he'd	been	my	deputy	in	his	last	posting	

in	my	mission.	He	was	the	deputy	head	of	OSCE	mission	in	Georgia	when	the	

conflict	broke	out.	And	as	a	matter	of	fact,	he	was	in	Tskhinvali	along	with	

several	OSCE	mission	members	who	were	being	shelled	by	the	Georgians.	This	

is	how	I	know	that	the	Georgians	started	it.	They	actually	started	the	main	

phase	of	the	hostilities.	There	had	been	sniping	going	on	for	about	a	month.	

You	could	see	this	conflict	building.	And	Saakashvili	tried,	in	the	middle	of	one	

night,	tried	shelling	Tskhinvali	and	moving	troops	in	to	take	South	Ossetia—

overwhelm	the	Russian	peacekeepers	and	take	Tskhinvali	before	the	Russians	
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looking	at	that,	and	gradually	you	can	see	him	thinking	more	and	more	that	

“Russia	gives	all	these	things,	and	we're	not	getting	anything	back	from	the	

West.”		

If	you	read	the	description	of	the	long	speech	that	he	gave	[to	President	

Barack]	Obama	when	they	met—Obama	went	in	2009,	and	they	met	for	a	

breakfast,	lunch,	whatever.	They	met	on	the	roof	of	the	new	Ritz	Hotel	there	in	

Moscow.	And	Putin	went	for	over	an	hour	before	any	American	could	get	a	

word	in,	a	litany	of	grievances	to	Obama.	And	Obama's	listening	to	this,	saying,	

“What	is	this?”	[01:50:00]	Putin	has	the	continuity.	He's	seen	all	of	this	go	and	

grow,	and	he's	gradually	developed	the	conviction	that	I	think	is	different.	He	

came	in	thinking	he	could	work	with	the	West,	and	he's	gradually	developed	a	

conviction—"The	West	will	just	promise	you	all	sorts	of	stuff	and	then	either	

not	fulfill	them	or	do	other	stuff.”	And	one	of	the	greatest	things	was	just	after	

that—the	2011	UN	vote	on	Libya	and	then	what	we	did	with	[Libyan	leader	

Muammar]	Gaddafi.	And	Putin—that's	what	really	convinced	him,	I	believe,	

with	a	number	of	people,	to	come	back	and	take	the	presidency	back	from	

Medvedev.	And	his	attitude	on	this—I've	heard	this	from	other	Russians—is,	

“This	is	what	you	guys	in	the	West	do.	You	take	a	vote,	we	give	you	a	vote	on	

something	that's	supposed	to	be	moderate,	you	go	in	and	wreck	everything,	

and	you	just	can't	be	relied	on.”		

I	think	Putin	has	gone	through	this,	and	he	was	at	a	stage	of	this,	where,	

at	Munich,	he	both	denounced	the	West,	but	he	said	George	Bush	was	his	

friend	and	a	decent	man.	He's	not	all	the	way,	he's	caught	between.	But	[there	
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are]	tremendous	resentments	that	Russia	is	just	being	excluded,	not	listened	to,	

is	giving	cooperation	and	concessions	and	not	getting	anything	back.	In	the	

West,	the	Bush	administration—we	were	so	focused	on	other	things,	and	then	

we	were	then	focused	on	the	abuses	of	the	Russian	regime.	And	indeed,	

democracy	shut	down	during	his	[Putin’s]	second	term.	And	this	was,	NGOs	

were	started	to	[be]	restricted,	independent	political	thought,	[Russian	

journalist	Anna]	Politkovskaya	is	assassinated,	[former	Russian	FSB	officer	

Alexander]	Litvinenko	is	assassinated.	[01:52:00]	The	security	services	are	

coming	back.	I	could	see	myself.	The	Russian	commander	that	I	used	to	be	able	

to	meet	in	a	cafe	and	have	coffee	or	beer	with	alone—the	last	time	I	saw	him	in	

’06,	he	was	commander	of	Russian	peacekeeping	forces,	and	the	only	time	we	

were	able	to	talk	individually	was	walking	between	buildings	when	we	could	

get	away	from	the	giant	entourage	of	security	guys	he	had	around	him.	The	

security	services,	civilian	and	military,	all	returned	with	a	vengeance	and	a	

traditional	mistrust	of	especially	the	West	and	especially	of	Americans.		

And	we	could	perceive	that,	and	it	gave	support	to	hardliners,	those	in	

the	United	States	who	were	inclined	to	be	mistrustful	of	Moscow,	because	they	

were	mistrustful	of	Moscow	in	the	’70s	and	’80s.	And	so	we	also	started	to	

revert	towards	a	default	position	that	was	more	suspicious,	less	cooperative,	

less	collaborative,	and	less	understanding	of	Russian	desires.		

And	it's	epitomized	that	Medvedev	makes	this	proposal	in	2008	to	

change	the	European	security	architecture.	And	the	proposal	itself,	the	treaty	

that	they	proposed,	is	just	god-awful.	But	I	talked	with	the	Secretary	General,	
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Marc	de	Brichambaut,	of	OSCE,	others	in	our	delegation	out	there	in	Vienna,	

who	were	thinking	we	should	take	advantage	of	this	and	talk	with	them	about	

some	of	the	things	we'd	like	to	do	and	draw	them	out	on	what	they	would	like	

and	see	if	we	can	get	anything	out	of	this.	And	the	response	instead	was,	

[01:54:00]	both	Condi’s	response,	and	then	[Obama’s	Secretary	of	State]	Hillary	

Clinton	later,	was,	“Well,	we	like	the	current	security	architecture.”	Maybe	we	

do	like	the	current	security	architecture,	but	when	you	look	at	it	that	way,	you	

more	or	less	ensure,	sooner	rather	than	later,	that	Moscow	is	going	to	try	to	

work	against	it.		

And	that's	what	they're	doing	now.	It	[was]	maybe	not	inevitable	from	
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HILL:	I	can't	think	of	anything	right	now.	Something	may	occur	to	me,	but	I	think	
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advantage	or	to	improve	their	political	position	inside	a	country.	They	can't	

really	just	care	about	free	elections	or	something	like	that.”		

And	it's	in	this	sense	that	the	two	ships	miss	each	other	by	default.	And	

so	that	actually	getting	them	to	meet	and	semi-understand	one	another	is	to	

my	mind—those	are	really	great	diplomatic	achievements.	And	in	that	sense,	I	

don't	want	to	sell	Bush,	in	particular	the	Bush	people,	short,	but	they	were	

really	looking	in	other	ways	that	I've	indicated,	and	one	somehow	at	times	

wishes	we	could	have	those	eight	years	back	and	work	on	them	again.	And	I	

know	that	I	wish,	I	think	they	wish,	that	they	could	do	a	little	bit	more	in	

August	of	2001	in	terms	of	investigating	terrorists	in	the	U.S.	But	there	are	

many	things	like	that	that	you	just	look	at	and	say,	“Wow,	we	understand	it	

better	now	and	hope	it	helps	us	in	the	future.”	
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