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[Begin	Transcription]	

BEHRINGER:	I'm	Paul	Behringer	with	the	Center	for	Presidential	History	at	Southern	

Methodist	University.	

MILES:	I'm	Simon	Miles,	assistant	professor	of	public	policy	at	Duke	University.	

ZELIKOW:	I'm	Philip	Zelikow.	I'm	the	White	Burkett	Miller	Professor	of	History	at	the	

University	of	Virginia.		

BEHRINGER:	Thank	you	so	much	for	being	with	us	today,	Professor	Zelikow.	I	was	

wondering	if	you	could	begin	by	just	describing	your	various	roles	in	the	George	

W.	Bush	administration.		

ZELIKOW:	Sure.	I	had	two	jobs	in	the	Bush	administration.	One	was	unpaid	and	the	

other	was	a	full-time	job.	I	served	as	a	member	of	the	President's	Foreign	

Intelligence	Advisory	Board,	later	renamed	the	President's	Intelligence	Advisory	

Board,	dropping	the	word	“foreign,”	from	late	2001	until	the	beginning	of	2003.	

At	that	time,	the	board	was	chaired	by	Brent	Scowcroft,	and	we	were	active	on	a	

number	of	intelligence	issues,	especially	some	of	the	intelligence	issues	that	flowed	

out	of	the	9/11	attacks.		

Then,	at	the	beginning	of	2003,	I	resigned	from	the	board	because	I	was	

appointed	as	the	executive	director	of	the	9/11	Commission.	And	the	scope	of	that	

work	is	publicly	well	known.	That	work	was	pretty	all-consuming	during	2003	and	

2004.	At	the	end	of	2004,	having	done	a	lot	of	work	to	assist	and	work	and	

facilitate	the	passage	of	the	legislation	that	enacted	some	of	the	Commission's	

recommendations,	I	was	approached	about	and	agreed	to	join	the	Bush	
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So,	I'm	taking	a	broad	interest	in	things.	But	I	had	no	privileged	information	

about	it,	and	so	my	perception,	like	the	perception	of	many,	was	that	Bush	and	

Putin	were	trying	to	reboot	the	relationship.	I	did	play	a	role	later	in	2001	as	an	

unpaid	private	adviser	to	Condi.	So,	for	instance,	in	late	2001,	she	asked	me	as	an	

unpaid	private	advise
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ZELIKOW:	Really,	others	have	more	insights	on	this	than	I.	Above	all,	Steve	Hadley	

would	be	the	best	person.	Rice	followed	those	issues	too	naturally,	but	Steve	

followed	them	with	a	real	intensity	because	of	his	longstanding	involvement	with	

those	issues.	

In	general,	it	was	the	view	of	the	group	of	people	who	were	working	on	that,	
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But	it's	important	to	understand	that	Bush	and	Rice	were	uneasy	about	the	

Kosovo	experience.	They	did	not	feel	a	strong	emotional	stake	in	defending	those	

policies	or	defending	the	way	Russia	had	been	treated	in	that	period	about	which	

Rice	had	some	[00:16:00]	qualms.	And	so	there	was	a	real	basis	then	for	rebooting	

U.S.-Russian	relations	for	a	host	of	reasons	in	2001.	And	I	think	the	aftermath	of	

9/11	strengthened	that	momentum.	So	that	actually,	the	various	damages	and	

legacies	and	wounds	inflicted,	including	the	wounds	to	Russian	pride,	which	[are]	

very	important—by	the	end	of	the	1990s,	that's	turning	around.	Putin	himself	

takes	power	with	the	mission	of	rebuilding	Russia	and	rebuilding	its	pride.	Bush	

and	Rice	very	much	accept	that	mission,	understand	it,	and	are	trying	to	adopt	

policies	that	are	sympathetic	to	that	while	pursuing	an	agenda	that	they	think	

Russia	will	also	agree	with	and	understand,	and	things	were	actually	in,	I	think,	a	

quite	promising	condition	between	the	United	States	and	Russia	after	9/11	and	

going	on	into	at	least	2002.	

BEHRINGER:	And,	in	Afghanistan,	the	Russians	give	some	or	facilitate	some	of	the	U.S.	

invasion—	

ZELIKOW:	They	do,	and	that	does	not	go	away.	That's	persistent.	It's	useful	to	

understand.	And	I	became	involved	in	these	issues	partly	through	the	9/11	

Commission.	I	went	to	Afghanistan	in	that	work	in	2003	and	then	would	get	

involved	in	these	issues	in	other	respects	later.		

The	more	the	U.S.	commits	to	Afghanistan,	the	more	it	is	utterly	dependent	

on	lines	of	supply	to	sustain	this	presence	in	the	middle	of	Eurasia	in	one	of	the	
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most	geographically	[00:18:00]	inaccessible	places	for	the	United	States	that	you	

could	find	in	the	whole	world.	You	either	run	it	through	Pakistan	or	you	run	it	

through	the	former	Soviet	space.	We	were	relying	on	both.	So	there	was	a	heavy	

line	through	Pakistan,	which	then	involved	all	sorts	of	difficult	trade-offs	and	

political	problems	with	the	Pakistanis,	which	itself	is	a	large,	fraught	problem,	or	

you	ran	it	through	the	post-Soviet	space.	At	the	outset,	we	tended	to	have	two	

main	air	corridors	running	into	Afghanistan.	If	my	memory	is	right,	one	was	

through	Kyrgyzstan	and	one	was	through	Uzbekistan.	I've	spent	time	in	both	

places.	And	neither	of	those	air	corridors	could	run	without	Russian	support.	They	

pass	through	Russia	to	get	to	those	places,	and	the	governments	in	both	of	those	

countries	are	extremely	sensitive	to	Russian	views.	

BEHRINGER:	And	what	did	the	Russians	expect	in	return,	and	did	the	United	States	offer	

more	support	for	its	counter-terrorism	operations	in	Chechnya	due	to	Al	Qaeda-

Chechen	connections	or	anything	like	that?		

ZELIKOW:	It	really	gets	into	the	details	of	the	specifics.	I'm	not	a	good	authority	on	what	

the	Russians	asked	for	in	return.	For	instance,	when	the	Russians	had	their	Beslan	

attack,	the	United	States	[asked],	“Is	there	anything	we	can	do	to	help?”	And	the	

Russians	offered	help	on	some	issues,	[00:20:00]	we	were	happy	to	help	them	on	

some	issues.	But	then	you	would	get	into	details.	For	example,	we	would	get	

occasional	troubling	intelligence	reports	about	possible	leakage	of	highly	enriched	

uranium,	for	example,	from	the	post-Soviet	space	into	potentially	very	bad	hands	
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that	might,	if	you	had	the	right	relationship,	be	an	issue	one	would	raise	with	

Russian	counterparts.	

BEHRINGER:	Since	you	mentioned	the	reset	in	



 
 
 

12	
 

while	the	Balkans	were	burning,	if	I	may	put	it	bluntly,	especially	involving	

Richard	Holbrooke.	And	so	I	actually	wrote	an	article	that	was	published	in	the	

journal	Survival.	I	wrote	two	articles,	one	called	“The	New	Concert	of	Europe”	that	

I	wrote	at	the	beginning	of	the	Clinton	administration,	which	actually	mentions	

the	notion	of	the	need	to	create	some	kind	of	coalition	on	this,	and	then	the	

notion	of	holding	a	seat	open	for	Russia	when	it	was	ready	to	take	it	[00:24:00]	so	

that	Russia	did	not	feel	excluded.	You're	not	creating	a	new	sense	of	exclusion.	

You're	not	creating	what	the	Russians	refer	to	historically	as	a	new	Versailles	

system,	which	they	take	as	a	synonym	of	exclusion.	Then	I	wrote	another	essay,	I	

think	in	’95,	called	“The	Masque	of	Institutions,”	m-a-s-q-u-e,	which	is	a	reference	

to	a	theatrical	display,	shall	we	say,	in	Renaissance	terms,	where	I	regarded	the	

NATO	enlargement	issue	as	almost	a	deliberate	distraction	for	more	important	

matters.		

So	in	that	sense,	I	clearly	wasn't	ardently	for	it.	I	also	wasn't	particularly	

ardently	against	it.	I	thought	the	issue	was	being	rushed	a	little	prematurely,	that	

these	things	should	move	in	a	more	of	an	evolutionary	and	cooperative	way.	

That	was	my	view	at	the	time.	Now,	to	separate	it,	my	view	as	a	historian	is	

not	actually	all	that	dissimilar,	except	that	I	believe	that	the	issue	was	managed	

especially	with	the	help	of	the	Germans—and	the	German	role	in	regulating	this	

process,	I	think,	is	generally	underplayed	by	American	scholars	because	the	

Germans	are	exquisitely	sensitive	to	Russian	concerns	and	Polish	concerns	for	lots	

of	reasons	and	are	extremely	well-positioned	both	to	govern	the	pace	of	the	NATO	
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in	a	kind	of	
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So	you've	got	that	faction	of	the	Republicans.	You've	got	another	faction	of	

Republicans	that	include	people	like	Brent	Scowcroft	and	probably	someone	like	

me,	who	kind	of,	a	little	bit	of,	like,	“What's	the	rush	here?”	And	“Don't	we	have	a	

lot	of	other	things	that	we	can	worry	about?”	And	not	spending	a	whole	lot	of	

"
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they	professed	to	believe	what	the	Americans	were	saying	they	were	doing	in	Iraq,	

when	they	made	those	decisions	at	the	beginning	of	2003.		

And	then	that	had	just	continued	to	get	reinforced.	As	the	United	States	

then	leaned	a	little	bit	more	on	the	United	Nations	to	help	us	in	Iraq—though	

then	the	United	Nations	mission	in	Iraq	was	attacked	in	August	of	‘03—but	the	

Russians	are	increasingly	distancing	themselves	and	now	profess	to	be	suitably	

disillusioned	about	American	plans.	They	come	to	the	view	that	the	Americans	are	

very	full	of	themselves,	enraged	and	arrogant,	and	that	we're	becoming	somewhat	

dangerous.	They	said	those	things	freely,	and	I	think	the	leadership	believed	those	

things.	So	by	the	time	I'm	coming	in	at	the	beginning	of	2005,	that's	all	settled	

from	the	Russian	point	of	view.	And	they're	very	clear	in	their	views	on	all	of	that.		
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way,	in	a	way,	even	the	Baltic	republics	were	not,	and	those	are	issues	they	take	

quite	seriously	in	every	respect—both	on	the	formal,	nominal	side	of	their	policy	
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designed—this	part	of	the	speech	was	ignored	in	the	public	commentary—but	it's	

the	one	that	Rice,	and	others,	spent	a	lot	of	time	on,	is	there	is	a	listing	of	the	non-

negotiable	demands	of	human	dignity.	You'll	actually	notice	that	speech	actually	

says	very	little	about	democracy	in	that	context.	These	are	about	core	attributes	of	

human	dignity	that	all	forms	of	government,	of	varying	systems,	need	to	respect.	

And	even	that	is,	by	the	way,	not	a	prime	motive	for	the	invasion	of	Iraq,	which	has	

other	routes	and	sources.		

During	2004,	Iraq	is	going	very	badly.	What	they	now	have	to	do	is	try	to	

rationalize	a	story	of	what	they're	trying	to	do	in	Iraq.	The	United	States,	when	it	

took	over	Iraq,	then	faced	the	fundamental	choice—basically,	do	we	just	get	out	

and	throw	this	to	whatever	tyrant	can	grasp	the	apples	of	power?	We	scatter	the	

apples	of	discord	and	let	the	tyrants	fight	it	out.	Or	do	we	actually	try	to	help	the	

Iraqis	facilitate	the	Iraqi	development	of	a	new	kind	of	government?	By	the	way,	

both	we	and	the	Iraqis—it	never	occurred	to	anyone	except	to	try	to	do	[00:46:00]	

this	in	democratic	forms.		

And	this	was	very	much	true	among	the	Iraqis.	It's	not	an	American	import,	

especially	among	the	Shia	Muslims.	The	Shia	had	long	been	advocates	of	

democratic	ideals	in	Iraq,	for	reasons	I	won't	go	into	a	lot	of	detail	aboutthi
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ourselves	doing	it,	and	say,	“Well,	see,	this	is	part	of	a	positive	agenda	we	have.”	

My	point	is	that	you'll	understand	the	context	of	the	second	inaugural	better	by	

putting	it	in	the	context	of	what's	happened	in	Iraq	in	the	last	year.	Just	as	the	

January	‘02	thing	is	written	in	a	way	that's	responding	to	al	Qaeda,	the	January	‘05	

thing	is	written	with	respect	to	what	we've	just	been	doing	in	Iraq,	in	getting	

elections	held	there	and	so	on.	It's	not	
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people.	In	my	view,	that	circle	basically	consists	of	Dan	Fried	and	Bill	Burns	and	

just	about	full	stop	after	that.
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don't	approve	of,	like	Roz	Ridgway2	and	Tom	Simons.3	And	Fried	and	Rice	form	

this	partnership	on	Poland	and	what	to	do	about	Poland	early	as	March,	April	

1989,	and	that	link	and	friendship	and	sense	of	mutual	respect	doesn't	go	away.	

And	then	he	is	her	key	adviser	on	Europe	for	eight	years,	really	at	all	times.	And	

he's	a	career	diplomat.	He’s	very	capable.	But	he	comes	in	with	some	very	strong	

views.		

BEHRINGER:	And	notwithstanding	the	fact	that	Rice	can	handle	the	Russia	issue	herself	

given	her	expertise—	

ZELIKOW:	By	the	way,	I'm	not	saying	that	she	was	right	to	believe	she	could.		

SIMON:	Yeah,	that	was	going	to	be	my	question.	I	want	to	jump	on	that.	So	you	worded	

that	carefully	with,	you	know,	“belief”	and	“felt”	and	things	like	that.	Flagging	that,	

can	I	invite	you	to	elaborate	on	your	word	choice	there	to	frame	it	as	perception,	

not	necessarily	reality?	

ZELIKOW:	Yeah.	Well,	she	felt	relatively	confident	and	therefore—in	general,	she	was	

not	very	good	at	doing	policy	staff	work.	This	just	gets	into	a	longer	discussion	of	

her	strengths	and	weaknesses.	And	she	has	formidable	strengths,	but	like	all	of	us,	

she	also	[00:56:00]	has	weaknesses,	and	sometimes	they	are	the	flip	sides	of	the	

strengths.	And,	on	a	good	day,	people	are	conscious	of	their	weaknesses	and	do	

things	to	compensate	for	them.	So,	for	example,	Jim	Baker—to	use	a	contrast,	and	

it's	an	important	contrast	in	this	particular	period—Jim	Baker	knew	what	he	was	

 
2	Assistant	Secretary	of	State	for	Europe	and	Canada	Rozanne	L.	Ridgeway	
3	Deputy	Assistant	Secretary	of	State	for	Eastern	Europe	and	the	Soviet	Union	Thomas	W.	Simons,	Jr.	
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good	at	and	knew	what	he	was	not	good	at.	And	Baker	would	lean	a	lot	on	people	

like	Bob	Zoellick	and	Dennis	Ross	to	do	a	lot	of	policy	staff	work,	and	Baker	set	a	

very	high	standard	on	what	he	meant	by	policy	staff	work.	And	he	had	a	system	for	

how	he	did	that,	which	I	understood,	but	I	think	Rice	did	not	really	understand.	So	

Rice	was	quite	comfortable	with	just	managing	something	like	Russia.	I	think	her	

experience	with	Russia	gave	her	perhaps	a	bit	of	complacency	about	her	ability	to	

understand	and	manage	that	portfolio.	

SIMON:	With	what	consequences	do	you	have	in	mind,	and	do	you	have	a	sense	of—	

ZELIKOW:	At	the	time—this	is	now	retrospective.	At	the	time,	frankly,	I	was	so	

preoccupied	with	other	things	that	even	though	I	was	on	these	trips	with	her	and	

was	following	the	issues,	I	did	not	attempt	to	actively	play	on	these	issues,	either	

way.	I	didn't	attempt	to	foment	or	stop.	I	also	knew	Fried	and	respected	Fried,	and	

I	just	watched	what	was	going	on	and	mused	a	little	bit	about	it.	Perhaps	if	Bill	

Burns	and	I	had	[00:58:00]	connected	directly,	and	if	he	and	I	had	the	chance	to	

just	sit	together	and	talk	for	an	hour	or	two	about	his	concerns,	he	could	have	used	

me	to	intervene	more	effectively	in	the	Washington	policy	debates.	I	think	it	did	

not	occur	to	him	to	do	that,	because	I	think	he	would	ultimately	realize	that	his	

views	were	not	carrying	enough	weight.	I	would	have	been	the	perfect	conduit	for	

him	to	change	that	calculus,	but	he	did	not	alert	me,	and	therefore	I	didn't	get	

alerted	and	engage	on	these	things.		

	 	 I	did	engage	with	[some]	Ru
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UN	Security	Council	resolutions	to	begin	pressuring	Iran,	which	is	a	series	of	

moves	in	the	P5+14	in	early	2006.	So	I'm	involved	in	Russia	indirectly	in	that	way.	

So	I	say	all	that	as	a	preface	to	explaining	that	the	insight	I'm	offering	you	is	

a	hindsight	insight.	It	does	not	reflect	the	views	that	I	was	arguing	at	the	time.	

With	hindsight,	I	think	that	the	issues	that	were	merging	with	Russia	in	‘05	and	‘06	

were	becoming	increasingly	great,	and	that	therefore,	actually	inspired	by	the	

experience	we'd	had	in	the	Bush	41	years,	[01:00:00]	we	needed	to	invest	

energetically	in	a	process	to	work,	
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the	creation	of	the	CFE	Treaty	to	begin	with.	And	so	I	followed	those	sets	of	issues.	

To	someone	who	is	sensitive	to	European	security	issues,	that	is—we	just	had	this	

experience	with	the	pandemic:	at	what	point	did	we	know	a	pandemic	was	

coming?—at	what	point	did	you	know	that	relations	with	Russia	were	starting	to	

go	really	south?	That	CFE	suspension	in	early	’07,	which	goes	with	the	Munich	

speech.		

At	a	minimum,	it's	a	plea	for	attention	[01:02:00]—at	a	minimum—and	

maybe	much	more	than	that,	you	see,	because	all	the	mil
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Now,	I	will	say	that	I	think	that	the	really	grave	phase,	the	truly	serious	

phase	of	this	crisis,	develops	after	I've	left	government,	beginning	of	’07,	and	is	in	

the	year	2007	and	then	on	into	’08	and	beyond,	by	which	point	I'd	been	replaced	

by	Eliot	Cohen,	who	has	a	very	different	view	of	all	these	issues	than	I	do	and	

basically	[01:04:00]	detests	Putin	and	the	Russians	and	doesn't	give	a	damn	what	
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having	to	do	with	nuclear	arms	control,	ballistic	missile	defense,	Iran,	Afghanistan,	

possible	counterterror	cooperation,	developments	in	this	or	that	Russian	

neighbor—say,	Uzbekistan	might	be	in	the	news	in	2005.	So	there's	a	list	of	things	

you	go	through	on	which	the	Americans	have	a	position.	And	then	the	positions	

are	written	up	as	talking	points	in	which	we	simply	tell	the	other	side	what	our	

positions	is	on	eight	different	subjects.	That's	not	really	a	proactive	diplomatic	

agenda.	It's	not	a	purposeful	effort	to	work	together	to	get	at	some	further	result.	

How	should	we	solve	this	problem?	It's	not	a	dynamic.	Each	side	states	its	

positions,	and	then	you	have	digressions	into	various	other	things.	

But	I	want	to	stress,	I'm	not	in	the	most	sensitive	meetings.	Really,	the	only	

American	in	those	meetings	[other	than	Rice]	is	Bill	Burns.	Usually,	they	would	

conduct	their	major	business	just	with	Rice	or	Rice	and	Burns	at	a	dacha	or	

something,	and	then	[01:12:00]	there	would	be	a	formal	meeting,	but	the	formal	

meeting	would	not	be	as	important.	Then	Rice	has	her	own	meetings	with	

[Russian	Foreign	Minister]	Lavrov,	which	are	pretty	sterile	and	probably	

frustrating	for	both	sides.	By	this	time,	the	American	opinion	of	Lavrov	has	gone	

down	a	good	deal—rightly	or	wrongly,	I'm	not	in	a	position	to	judge,	but	that's	just	

the	impression	people	had.		

But	stepping	back	from	it	all,	the	sense	is,	relations	with	Russia	are	more	or	

less	on	autopilot,	unless	we're	working	with	the	Russians	on	some	particular	

positive	thing.	For	example,	in	the	spring	of	2006,	we	were	working	with	the	

Russians	on	a	particular	agenda	we	had	with	Iran	and	how	to	reactivate	the	
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diplomacy	on	Iran,	but	also	get	the	UN	Security	Council	back	in	the	game	on	Iran.	

And	by	the	way,	the	Russians	ended	up	going	along	with	us	in	the	spring	of	’06	and	

the	crucial	UN	Security	Council	resolutions	that	provide	all	the	groundwork	for	

the	entire	Iran	sanctions	regime,	[which]	were	adopted	in	‘06.	The	Obama	

administration	later	built	some	significant	further	addition	to	that	building	in	‘09,	

but	the	basic	building	was	in	’06,	and	the	Russians	were	with	us	on	that,	and	that	

would	be	something	we	would	spend	a	lot	of	time	talking	to	them	about.		

But	there	was	almost	a	sense	of,	we	shouldn't	discuss	Ukraine	too	much	

with	[01:14:00]	them	because	it	would	cede	too	much	of	the	impression	that	

Russian	views	on	Ukraine	are	dispositive	somehow.	And	it	nurtures	Russian	belief	

in	their	post-imperium	space—so	there	is	a	certain	complacency	and	drift	in	parts	

of	that	agenda.	Maybe	one	can	argue	when	one	views	the	record	that	that's	

excusable	in	‘05	and	‘06,	because	the	issues	weren't	grave	enough	yet.	I	don't	know.	

They	for	sure	become	more	urgent	in	’07.		

BEHRINGER:	And	I	did	want	to	go	in	a	little	bit	on	Iran,	since	you	mentioned	that	you	

were	involved	in	getting	the	Russians	onboard—	

ZELIKOW:	Oh,	and	let	me	just	comment	before	I	got	off	that—this	is	one	reason	why	you	

see	I'm	so	supportive	of	your	project	because	the	general	tendency	in	the	

scholarship	is	to	focus	overwhelmingly	on	the	1990s	as	the	key	period	in	which	to	

understand	the	alienation	of	Russia.	And	while	I	think	that's	interesting	and	

important	in	various	ways	in	setting	some	background	circumstances,	I	don't	think	

it's	the	decisive	period.	
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BEHRINGER:	I	wanted	to	give	you	a	chance	to	speak	a	little	bit	more	about	the	Russian	

role	in	Iran,	since	that	was	one	of	your	main	issues	that	you	worked	on.	Was	there	

anything	you	wanted	to	expand	on	in	that?	You	mentioned	the	Russians	went	

along.	Was	it	hard	to	get	them	to	go	along,	or	was	this	relatively	something	where	

the	Americans	and	the	Russians	were	on	the	same	page?	

ZELIKOW:	Yeah,	I’d	say	it	was	hard,	it’s	always	hard	at	this	point,	but	they	did.	And	so	

Rice	spends	time	with	Lavrov	on	this,	[01:16:00]	and	they	worked	it,	and	there	was	

some	work	done	at	the	UN,	and	Burns	is	doing	some	work—Nick	[Nicholas]	

Burns,	not	Bill	Burns.	Nick	Burns	in	his	job	as	under	secretary	for	political	affairs	

also	had	an	important	role	in	the	Iran	diplomacy	for	the	United	States.	I'm	a	little	

more	behind	the	scenes	in	the	conceptualization	of	the	move	and	the	policy	move.	

Nick	is	more	out	there	in	running	the	P5+1	diplomacy	supporting	Rice,	and	then	

we've	got	John	Bolton	at	the	UN.	And	there	were	some	worries	about	this	or	that	

Russian	relationship	with	Iran.	But	this	was	an	area	where	the	notion	of	

cooperation	against	new	threats	had	still	survived	to	some	degree.	

MILES:	Can	I	sneak	in	one	last	little	question	about	that	‘07	speech,	right?	Putin’s	Munich	

Security	Conference	speech	in	February	of	2007	was	very	critical	of	the	U.S.,	calls	it	

a	destabilizing	power.	There's	a	lot	of	references	to	the	invasion	of	Iraq,	both	

explicit	and	more	implicit.	Can	you	talk	a	little	bit	about	how	you	understood	that	

speech,	how	you	made	sense	of	it,	how	others	in	the	administration	made	sense	of	

it	and	particularly,	there's	a	lot	of	daylight	between	what	Putin	is	saying	at	Munich	
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and	the	early	years	of	Bush	saying,	“I've	looked	into	Putin's	eyes,	and	I've	seen	his	

soul.”	
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That	would	actually	be	a	good	question	for	Bill	Burns.	“Were	you	surprised,	or	did	

you	see	this	coming?	[01:20:00]	If	you	saw	this	coming,	did	you	communicate	that?	

To	whom?”	There	may	be	some	evidence	in	declassified	cables	and	so	on	that	shed	

some	light	on	this.	And	I	think	this	was	a	case	where	we	needed	to	look	hard	and	if	

we	did	not	see	it	coming,	shame	on	us.	If	we	did	see	it	coming,	then	we	needed	a	

proactive	way	of	addressing	it	unless	we	just	didn't	take	Russian	power	seriously	

anymore.	


