ures among the leading nations of Europe and the Americas,
has been the way in which anti-labor, anti-farmer, anti-experi-
mental-science trends among the most vocal of the 68ers led
to the shift from highly successful producer economies, to
presently rotting “services” economies. Worse than the obvi-
ous physical collapses which “post-industrial” trends in opin-
ion have produced, is the destruction of the ability of the mind
of the typical member of society to think rationally. Now,
nearly four decades after 1968, the lurch toward ruin of soci-
ety which erupted then, has virtually taken over Europe and
the Americas, with more broadly radiated effects which now
menace the planet as a whole.

This was not a result of some blindly chosen mistakes in
policy-trends. These effects experienced today were broadly
intentional back then, when the late-1960s shifts in policy-
trends first erupted to the surface of great events of that time.
Just so, the Sophistry by which those nations are being self-
destroyed today, was planted with the intent to produce effects
akin to the ruin being experienced today. The Delphic cam-
paign of Sophistry spread among Athenian and other youth
during the decades preceding the outbreak of the Peloponne-
sian War was paralleled, already, by a targetting of the genera-
tion born during the approximately 1945-1955 interval, in
western and central Europe and in the Americas. The relevant
forms of contemporary Sophistry were introduced chiefly in
the form of existentialism, such as those systemically irratio-
nalist trends of Bertolt Brecht and the Frankfurt School, under
umbrellas such as the Congress for Cultural Freedom, and Dr.
Alexander King’s 1963 OECD proposal for a (destructive)
reform in European education. These modes of corruption,
targetting the new-born generation of 1945-1955, were com-
plemented and reinforced by the terrifying effect of “Cold
War” moods.

So, today, political and comparable leaders in society will
capitulate to policies which they know are wrongful, merely
because they have been conditioned to believe that those poli-
cies correspond to trends which have become “inevitable.” It
is therefore said: “We must accept the fact, that we must learn
to live with current trends.”

Belief in the existence of a specifically “Iran Crisis” is
typical of the effects of such expressions of the current influ-
ence of modern forms of Sophistry.

The remedy is always to outflank generally accepted
trends in opinion, as Frederick the Great once, so famously,
flanked a well-trained, superior number of ably commanded
Austrian forces. Step outside the commonly shared assump-
tions of one’s time and place, to assume thus, a position over-
looking the conventional follies of one’s time. Even among
my own associates, I have rarely encountered a prevalent
opinion which was not ruinous; most of my signal personal
achievements have been the result of my resistance to the
wrongness of popular assumptions, even among my closest
associates.

The idea of an “Iran Crisis” is a case in point.
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Foreign Minister Lavrov:
‘Russia in Global Politics’

Moskovskiye Novosti (Moscow News), a weekly Russian
newspaper, on March 3, 2006 published this article by Rus-
sian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov. An unofficial transla-
tion issued by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs is pub-
lished here. Subheads have been added.

The heading of the article reproduces the title of a journal
published by the Council on Foreign and Defense Policy. As
with the journal, the title is no accident; it is this topic that
continues to disturb minds, both in Russia itself, and beyond
its borders—perhaps more so in the last few months than
before. And for good reason. The international situation con-
tinues to evolve, and with it Russia’s role in global politics.
Moreover, the process of crystallization in world politics has
intensified noticeably. Certain realities are becoming clear,
that have a defining significance for the emerging new archi-
tecture of international relations. Among them is the signifi-
cance of the Russian factor in the mainstream of international
life. This gives rise to a number of questions, some of which
I shall attempt to answer.

The Russian analysis of the international situation begins
from the assertion that in recent years, events have been devel-
oping in line with our ideas and assessments, that is, in the
direction of democratic multi-polarity. Also pointing to this
are phenomena like globalization’s acquisition of an “Asian
face,” and the expanding practice of engaging in “strategic
dialogues.” In today’s conditions, the correctness of our for-
eign policy’s founding principles—pragmatism, multi-vec-
torness, and the consistent advancement of national interests
without sliding toward confrontation—has been confirmed.
Formulated in the first year of Vladimir Putin’s Presidency,
these principles have spread more and more widely to the
foreign policy practice of other states, including the world’s
leading powers.

Contemporary international relations are difficult to un-
derstand if one does not bear in mind that they are in a transi-
tional state, which by definition excludes the possibility of
there being any kind of status quo (other than the fundamental
principles of international law). However, one does get the
impression that some of our partners are trying to secure their
own hegemony in any new world order. I’'m convinced that
an approach like this is anti-historical, an out-and-out utopia,
and is based on one of the myths of which so many arose
immediately after the end of the Cold War, including the myth
of “victors and vanquished.” The “winners” syndrome is not
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Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov: “Russia cannot take anyone’s side in the global,
intercivilizational conflict that is unfolding, even if it is the result of extremist actions,
provocations, and violations of international humanitarian law. However, Russia does not

intend to take up a position as a detached observer.”

simply a psychological problem; it has been showing up more
and more frequently in practical issues of world politics, when
the methods proposed to solve them have derived not from
an objective analysis of the situation, or from the general
principles of international law but from “political expedi-
ency” per se. By this logic, you can apparently endeavor to
win independence for one former autonomy, for example, and
demand its refusal for others.

Russia cannot cooperate on the basis of this view of the
world. Our criteria for cooperation are the same for all our
partners, including the CIS [Commonwealth of Independent
States] countries, China and India, the United States and Eu-
rope, and other leading world states, which means full equal-
ity and joint action from the very outset, that is, joint analysis
of threats, joint elaboration of solutions, and their joint imple-
mentation.

Evidently it has to be precisely stated that Russia well
remembers, from its own past history, the infatuation with
obsessive ideas about changing the world, and cannot identify
itself with the similar projects being put forward today, no
matter what they are called—whether “the universal advance-
ment of freedom and democracy” or “transformative diplo-
macy.” The world is undergoing a profound transformation,
and more and more countries are searching for their own ways
to engage in democracy, but it would be irresponsible to force
this process. We have chosen to adapt our own foreign policy
aspirations, as well as our domestic development, to the con-
ditions of globalization, which is engendering too many prob-
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lems as it is, for us to be creating new
ones artificially. Herein lies one of
the radical differences between
Moscow’s foreign policy philoso-
phy, and the approaches of certain
Western capitals.

The position of “constructive in-
determinacy’ is scarcely appropriate
when it comes to such cardinal dis-
agreements, especially in view of the
headlong development of events
which are creating a force-majeur in
global politics. Under these condi-
tions, as never before, maximum re-
sponsibility and far-sightedness are
needed in reacting to crises and con-
flict situations. I am convinced that
there is no reasonable alternative to
their resolution by political-diplo-
matic means.

NATO Photo

Avoid ‘Conflict of
Civilizations’

It must be noted that the majority
of events are occurring in the Near
and Middle East and have an inter-
civilizational dimension. This concerns the tension in the
Middle East settlement ever since Hamas came to power in
the Palestinian National Authority as a result of democratic
elections. This also concerns the serious lasting problems in
Iraq and Afghanistan, the exacerbation of the situation around
Syria, the internal Lebanese situation, and the current devel-
opment around Iran’s nuclear program. Must events really be
pushed further? Any settlement (if that’s what we’re striving
for) is possible only on conditions not of isolation but by
involving the states, regimes, and political forces concerned,
which also assumes criticism of what we don’t like. There is
one choice: either further coercion that escalates to “a conflict
between civilizations,” or a compromise, which would re-
quire that all international factors reject outmoded prejudices
and simplistic, one-sided views of the world, which do not
mesh with the new reality of the multilateral approach as the
optimal method for conducting world affairs.

By virtue of its history, geography, and culture, as well as
the multi-ethnic and multi-confessional nature of its society,
Russia cannot take anyone’s side in the global, interciviliza-
tional conflict that is unfolding, even if it is the result of ex-
tremist actions, provocations, and violations of international
humanitarian law. Neither does Russia intend to take up a
position as a detached observer. The only permissible ap-
proach for us is to implement an enterprising foreign policy
strategy aimed at maintaining international stability, and re-
ducing tension in the interests of arriving at negotiated settle-
ments that are acceptable to everyone. Russia is prepared to
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play the role of a bridge; our country has been just such a
cultural-civilizational bridge throughout virtually its entire
existence.

We can be a part of the efforts to reach a compromise,
which always takes time and patience, but we cannot support
dictates and ultimatums, which will drive us all into an im-
passe. This is the direction in which our proposals to interna-
tionalize services for the nuclear fuel cycle are going, as are
our initiatives to search for an outcome around Iran’s nuclear
program, and our contacts with Hamas, which are intended to
help lead this organization to accept the terms of the “Quartet”
of international mediators. Great Britain’s experience in
Northern Ireland suggests that this is not easy to do. Compro-
mises are possible only if they keep within the realm of legal-
ity, without damage to international security, and with uncon-
ditional respect for obligations under international
agreements, including the nonproliferation of weapons of
mass destruction.

Russia will not let anybody set it at loggerheads with the
Islamic world, a point repeatedly made by President Putin.
Speaking at a recent credentials presentation ceremony, the
Russian President said that “in dealing with any, even the
most acute issues in world politics, we shall unwaveringly
and consistently strive to settle them by political-diplomatic
methods and means, and by searching for compromises and
accords.”

Russia will not play the role of “front-line state” in the
“cold war,” which is now between civilizations. Noris Europe
likely to be ready for this role, where they have not yet fully
realized that they have also have become a part of the Is-
lamic world.

Dump Cold War-Style Dogmatism

Russia cannot take the side of a narrow, blindfolded view
of things that is alien to a creative search for compromise as
the main product of the art of the possible, and that rests on
postulates, sadly famous here, such as “I cannot renounce my
principles” or “Whoever is not with us is against us.” Since
the end of the Cold War, dogmatism and ideologized ap-
proaches to issues of international life are no longer attractive.
We cannot adhere to a strategy at whose base lies someone’s
desire to defend his prestige. History confirms that madness
can be collective. Thus, in the early twentieth century, Russia
allowed itself to be drawn into the confrontational logic of
European politics, which led to the tragedy of World War I,
and a national catastrophe for Russia itself. The experience
of the Twentieth Century demonstrates that it is every state’s
sacred duty to think for itself, and not to entrust its fate to
events outside its control. Our country’s foreign policy, espe-
cially cannot be held hostage to electoral cycles in other coun-
tries.

Many people are troubled by the mounting significance
of the energy factor in global politics. Those who are used to
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thinking in geopolitical categories even think that this devel-
opment alters the equation for strategic stability by reducing
the proportionate weight of nuclear containment. Nonethe-
less, everyone agrees on the soundness of Russia’s choice of
energy security as the priority for Moscow’s chairmanship in
the Group of Eight. This is a matter of our country’s responsi-
ble international leadership at a critical stage in the global
situation. At the same time, any consistent development of
Russia’s energy sector obviously excludes for the foreseeable
future the possibility of taking the energy resources of the
Near and Middle East out of the equation on the global energy
balance-sheet. The imperatives of global energy policy dic-
tate the need for a moderate and respectful approach to all the
problems of this region, including its socio-economic and
political modernization. On the larger scale, we have to
choose between stability in world energy, and a policy of
“controlled destabilization” and “transformation,” no matter
what it affects.

The energy topic is also relevant in the CIS. The changes
going on here are purging policy of its legacy of the past, and
falling in with the logic of consensus, which has been the
universal unifying principle for the globalizing world since
the end of the Cold War, and specifically, the consensus that
there is no alternative to democracy and the market as the
foundations for societal development, assuming, of course,
that the rates and forms of the transformations’ implementa-
tion are a function of the specific conditions of each individ-
ual country.

Oddly, noteveryone is willing to see that market prices for
natural gas within the CIS mean the end of the “old, nostalgic”
Commonwealth, and the beginning in the post-Soviet dimen-
sion of realistic, mutually advantageous policy, wherein all
the countries of this region are regarded as genuinely sover-
eign. We call on our international partners to adopt this ap-
proach as well. I admit that those who were counting on “re-
straining” Russia in global policy at the expense of drawing
it into a sticky confrontation in the CIS have been reluctant
to notice the new quality of the situation in the Common-
wealth. In the market’s reaction, including to the liberaliza-
tion of Gazprom shares, we see a vote of confidence in our
actions from business, which is apparently weary of the politi-
cization of energy issues.

Fifteen years ago, Russia won its freedom and the right
to view things broadly and without blindfolds, including in
international affairs. Those who study Russia professionally
(and not just Soviet studies), and are working out policy to-
ward it, must understand that it would be naive to expect from
us a readiness to be content in the world with the role of one
being led. We are prepared and want to be a team player,
and are open to well-argued debates, and to being convinced.
However, wherever there is a blatant shortage of far-sighted
leadership, Russia is not going to shy away from its responsi-
bility, and is going to offer its own analysis of the situation,
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its own vision of possible solutions, while acting, naturally,
within the framework of multilateral diplomacy and collec-
tive efforts. This is what our many partners expect from us,
and we have no right to cheat their expectations, especially
when there is so much on the table for the entire world
community.

We are far from trying to impose our approaches on any-
one. But we have to be aware that the Russian government,
like the government of any democratic country, is accountable
first of all to its people and is obligated to defend their inter-
ests. The Russian leadership’s current foreign policy course,
despite all the critical discussions on various aspects of it
(as one would expect in a democratic society), enjoys broad
support in the country. We see in this one of the foundations
for the public consensus that has taken shape here, a crucial
achievement for Russia’s development in the last few years.

Sixty Years After Fulton:
Lessons of the Cold War

This article, “Sixty Years of Fulton: Lessons of the Cold War
and Our Time,” by Foreign Minister Lavrov, was published
in the Russian daily Rossiiskaya Gazeta on March 6, 2006.
An unofficial translation, issued by the Russian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, is reproduced here. Subheads have been
added.

On March 5, 1946, Winston Churchill delivered the Fulton
speech, which was one of the most symbolic events of the
Cold War. Two weeks earlier George Kennan’s famous “long
wire” was received in Washington, the Iranian and Turkish
crises were developing in parallel, the Truman doctrine, the
Marshall plan, and much else were shortly to be announced.
But it was the speech by the former British Prime Minister
that is generally thought to have introduced clarity into the
development of events that had been brewing and eventually
came to be named “the Cold War.” It provided the most suc-
cinct definition of the new paradigm of international relations.
The date is so close to another date, May 9, 1945, that they
cannot be analyzed without close interconnection, although
it is obvious that they symbolize two totally different eras—
different in content, the view of the world and the very nature
of international relations, different in terms of their conse-
quences for European and world politics.

It would seem that now, 60 years on, when even the “post-
Cold War period” has acquired a history of its own, it is
possible to assess that turning point in world development
with a measure of objectivity, if not with total disinterest. But
the sources of the Cold War still remain obscure in many
ways. Thatis why itis necessary to sort out what had happened
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then, how the pragmatic policy that united the anti-Hitler
allies came to be replaced with a different policy, a policy of
confrontation based on ideas and principles that could not but
be divisive.

World Is at a Turning Point

Iam convinced that too much in present-day international
life calls for a critical review of the history of the Cold War,
and a renunciation of the apologia of that complicated phe-
nomenon of international life. The world is again at a turning
point. And the conclusions we draw will go a long way to
determine the future of the planet, and each individual coun-
try, including Russia. One cannot replay history, but one can
figure it out in order to try not to repeat mistakes. If a sharp
transition from allied policy to ideological confrontation was
inevitable and justified, then such an interpretation of history
will shore up similar approaches to problems in our times.
If the Cold War was an aberration in the development of
international relations, that logic can and must be reversed in
the politics of today.

The Cold War was essentially about rivalry of the two
systems led by the U.S.S.R. and the U.S., which had not only
political-ideological, but also social-economic and other di-
mensions. The origin of the Cold War is not confined to the
scheme prevalent in Western countries: the U.S.S.R. re-
nounced cooperation with the Western allies and reverted
to “communist expansion,” and the West responded to the
challenge of the Soviet threat. The slide toward the Cold War,
as confirmed by archive documents and studies by objective
historians, was at least a two-way process for which the U.S.
and Britain bore much of the blame. The choice they made,
based on premises that for the most part have not been justi-
fied, in reality initiated the creation of a new bipolar world
order.

The policy of the U.S.S.R. throughout the second half of
the 1940s, for all its toughness, was in many ways defensive,
and in its own way had a consistent and predictable character.
Mindful of the lessons of the Great Patriotic War, it was aimed
atcreating a protective belt of friendly states along the western
borders, gaining access to the World Ocean and ensuring
maximum defense depth all along the perimeter. Likewise,
one should not forget that the Soviet Union, which had made
the decisive contribution to victory over Nazi Germany, was
stretched to the limit at the end of the war. Moscow was
physically unable to come up with any initiative of confronta-
tion with yesterday’s anti-Hitler allies.

During the war, the U.S. and Britain showed a tolerant
attitude to the geopolitical claims of the U.S.S.R., recognized
the legitimacy of its security interests, and adhered to the
course of integrating the U.S.S.R. into the Western commu-
nity. The Victory dramatically changed the attitude of the
Allies to the Soviet security interests.

Joint occupation of German territory should have re-
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