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 Senator Cardin, Congressman Hastings, Members of the Commission; it is a great 

honor to appear before you again to testify about the prospects for democratization and 

human rights in Eurasia.  Despite all the rampant pessimism about the course of 

democratization, in fact during 2009 we have seen significant signs that Eurasia’s 

authoritarian reigmes are in as much if not more trouble.1  During the first half  of 2009 

we have already seen on several occasions that the authoritarian structures of government 

in Eurasia are still precarious.  Demonstrations in Moldova, Iran, and more recently 

Xinjiang both showed the power of the new information technology and social 

networking  programs, and that they can be used to  threaten corrupt and repressive 

regimes that seek to rule through  electoral fraud, repression, and in China’s case, internal 

colonialism.  There is also no doubt that these manifestations of unrest have serious 

repercussions beyond their borders.  Often the silence or restricted coverage by official 

media in neighhboring authoritarian states concerning these events  is itself an eloquent 

tesitmony to this impact because the rulers fear the impact of such news upon their 

populace.  We have evidence of such  deep scrutiny of Iranian events in neighboring 

Azerbaijan where the official meda was very quiet but independent media thoroughly 

reported the news from Iran.2  Indeed the Azeri government actually called for stability in 

Iran despite its wary relationship with Tehran, a sure sign of its anxiety over the 

demonstrations there.3  Similarly members of the Kyrgyz “Citizens Against Corruption” 

human rights group held a demonstration at the Iranian embassy in Bishkek on June 27.4 

 These reactions to Iran’s elections, or for that matter the Moldovan election crisis 

and the uprising in Xinjiang, all suggest that Eurasian societies (and Xinjiang is part of 

Central Asia) are still unsettled or are again entering a dynamic phase of political 
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development.  As they well know,  popular unrest is quite possible in many of these 

states, especially at a time of economic crisis, and too overt an effort to stage an electoral 

fraud could be a trigger for such unrest as in Moldova and Iran.   In fact, these episodes 

testify to the inherent fragility of anti-democratic regimes and their susceptibility to 

internal violence.   They also show that honest elections are increasingly likely to  unseat 

or defeat these parties.5  We saw large-scale electoral protests in Moldova thanks to the 

diffusion of social networking technologies followed by subsequent crackdowns and 

repression.    Meanwhile in Xinjiang we can see the fruits of a policy that can best be 

described as internal colonialism with the not unexpected consequences of ethnic 

discrimination and  a recourse to violence since all other avenues of democratic protest 

are blocked.  Here too the government’s immediate answer was large-scale force.  The 

most significant example, however is in Iran.  

 The Iranian government brazenly rigged its recent presidential election.  Then it 

launched high-handed and coercive efforts to strangle the protests that arose in its wake.  

But by doing so the Iranian government has, perhaps unintentionally, but nonetheless 

firmly, sent several messages  to the world.  First of all the Iranian government has made 

clear its determination to remain in power even at the cost of the regime’s legitimacy and 

authority.  Thus it now stands on the brink of becoming a regime that relies on nothing 

but force, fraud, and nationalist xenophobia rather than its previous legitimacy to stay in 

power.   Indeed, Mohsen Rezai a conservative who was defeated in his run for the 

presidency and a former Revolutionary Guards  commander, warned that “continuation of 

the curent situation would lead us to collapse from inside.”6  Second, the upheaval at 

home in the wake of this phony election has fractured the unity of  both the clerical 
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establishment and the political elite.7  As a result the actual ruling group is smaller and 

perhaps more cohesive than before but the wider political class is more fragmented and 

the ruling elite’s legitimacy has been undermined by its own actions making it a more 

isolated group.  That situation almost certainly implies a greater resort to  internal force, 

repression, and nationalist xenophobia if that regime is to stay in power.  As Jim 

Hoagland wrote in the Washington Post, about President Ahmadinejad’s likely future 

course, “His reasonable facsimile of a dictatorship is more likely to act as such regimes 

usually do.  They exhibit the same aggressive, chest-thumping behavior in foreign policy 

to intimidte or impress the home audience.”8   And that also would threfore entail a likely 

acceleration, if  it is possible, of the Iranian nuclear program if not iran’s support for 

terrorist groups abroad lkike Hezbollah and Hamas.   

 That conclusion is perhaps the most dangerous  possiblity in this situation.  

Indeed, Afghanistan’s President Karzai publicly worried that Iran’s turmoil might end the 

pattern of relative restraint in Afghanistan.9  But there are also other dangerous 

pontentialities in the current situation.  Iran is quite likely to step up its efforts to  

promote revolutionary Shia regimes and movements or radical anti-Western forces in the 

Gulf or the Levant, e.g.  Hamas and Hezbollah or its Iraqi proxies, suggesting more 

violence in the Middle East, if it feels its room for maneuver or domestic legitimacy is  

coming under atack.10  Indeed, it is likely to refuse to moderate its open anti-Semitism 

towards Israel even if that is a requirement for engagement with Washington.  As the 

International Crisis Group recently reported, 

In conversations with the Crisis Group, and even as they discuss readjustment of 
some policies, Iran’s leaders exclude any softening of their anti-Israel rhetoric and 
practice  which – together with their close embrace of the Palestinian cause – they 
see as pivotal to their growing regional influence.  The Islamic Republic long ago 
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concluded that its uncompromising hostility toweard Israel and support groups 
such as Hamas, Hezbollah, and Islamic Jihad enabled its significant inroads 
among Arab and Muslim public opinion and provided it with the means to 
pressure (and udnermine) pro-Western arab regimes.  For them, these are tools 
that, at this stage at least, are too precious to forsake.11 
  

And to the extent that it feels isolated in the West it will further strengthen what has been 

the dominant line of its foreign policy, namely an Ostpolitik that looks to solidarity with 

the  Russian and Chinese authoritiarian states rather than to the West.  That alignment, 

built on oil and gas, as well as a shared antipathy to democracy would mark an epochal 

realignment of Iranian political culture as Iran has looked West, not East, for inspiration 

for  several centuries.12  The Interntatonal Crisis Group’s report‘s conclusion is of 

particular interest here, namely, 

Bereft of a single, reliable ally, Iran is seeking to diversify and balance its 
relationships, both as a means of maximizing gains and as insurance policy.  Its 
interest in improving relations with the U.S. is a natural corollary; in theory, this 
would lessen any security threat; legitimize Tehran’s role in its immediate 
neighborhood (Iraq and Afghanistan); and, through the eventual lifting of 
sanctions, pave the way to full use of its energy potential despite Russian 
opposition (this refers to oil and gas where such full use would compete with 
Russia-author)  But, at least as is leaders currently view it, the partnership with 
countires such as Russia and China is not a temporary stopgap as Iran awaits 
restored relations with the U.S. and the end of sanctions; it reflects,  rather a 
strategic decision aimed at bolstering independence, vis-à-vis the West.  
Accordingly they put considerable weight on working through regional 
institutions such as the Economic Cooperation Organization, the D-8 group, and 
the Shanghai Cooperation Organization.13 
 

These considerations also help explain and lend weight to the community of interest 

among states like Russia, China, and Iran concerning the suffocation of all chances for 

liberal and democratic reform of the poltiical system, an opposition to democracy that is 

rooted both in these states’ internal  political structure, their ideologies that have 

significant points of overlap, and their common anti-American foreign policies.14 

 Thanks to the regime’s actions, I believe it has, in effect, signed its death warrant.  
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But while ultimately this system cannot survive, or at least its survival is now open to 

question, nobody can know how, when,or under what circumstances that transformation 

will occur.  Thus its end could well be a bloody one.  And the Iranian example, for good 

or bad, is likely to influence short-term political development in other nearby states, both 

in the Gulf and in Eurasia.  Third, by its no less high-handed efforts to blame the United 

Kingdom and the US and its threats to put British diplomats on trial it has shown not just 

its abiding paranoia and willingness to blame foreigners for its defects, it has also made 

clear that the ruling elite is not ready to enter into genuine negotiations with the West 

(including the US government) on its nuclear programs let alone stop them.15  Even if the 

government is now preparing its negotiating position, this position is unlikely to be one 

the West, not to mention Washington, can easily accept since it entails allowing Iran to 

enrich uranium and recognizing it as a regional hegemon in the Gulf and its 

neighborhood.16  Not surprisingly officials in Washington, if not elsewhere, have begun 

to realize that the Obama Administration’s efforts to engage Iran directly on this program 

will probably fail even if such efforts are still ongoing.17    Even if the Administration 

continues to pursue the will of the wisp of a serious engagement with Iran as appears to 

be the case, it is  quite unlikely, given Iran’s well-developed capacity for stalling and 

Sino-Russian support for it, that Tehran will feel truly pressured to resolve its differences 

with the West. 

 Therefore and fourth, it should be clear that the rigging of Iran’s presidential 

election did not occur exclusively for domestic reasons of staying in power.  The leaders 

of the regime, the Supreme leader Ali Khamenei and President Mahmud Ahmadinejad, 

do not want to engage in direct talks with Washington lest this expose the regime to 
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Western influence or slow or stop the nuclear program.  Indeed there were signs that the 

opposition, led by Mir Hossein Mossavi, campaigned on the platform of negotiations 

with Washington and of deemphasizing Iran’s nuclear project.18    But for the governing 

regime, “The greater tensions with Washington are, the easier it is for the regime to rally 

supporters, suppress dissent and invoke national unity against a common enemy.”19 

 Worse yet, from the regime’s standpoint, 

By contrast, normalization with Washington could entail serious political costs for 
the regime, possibly outweighing expected gains and triggering internal tensions 
within leadership ranks.  Engagement likely would bring to the surface non-
nuclear related issues where Washington’s stance might resonate more broadly 
with the wider public – including the human rights record – or support for 
militant Arab groups that has been questioned by ordinary Iranians.  Many 
citizens associate the launch of a U.S. dialogue with hope for internal 
liberalization and could seize the opportunity to press harder for domestic 
reform.20 (Bold, Author) 
 

That observation was made before Iran’s elections.  In the present climate it is even more 

to the point.  Under present circumstances the likelihood of an engagement with the US 

given this context is very small at best.  Indeed,  

The clampdown serves the purposes of those who feel their grasp is loosened by 
responding positively to President Obama’s offer to negotiate.  They raised the 
threshold of what Obama must swallow to get a deal to stop Iran from obtaining 
nuclear weapons.21 
 
In this context, it is not and should not be surprising to us that Iran’s friends, like 

Russia, stated in their official media that they believed the Iranian elections and 

subsequent protests were handled by the state in accordance with Iranian law and 

probably welcomed the suppression of the protests.  Certainly Moscow saw nothing 

wrong in immediately welcoming President Ahmadinejad to Russia, claiming that Iran’s 

election was merely an internal Iranian affair that is nobody else’s business.22  It has also 

made the same claim with regard to events in Xinjiang.23  Indeed, as long as Moscow and 
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Beijing see in Iran a potential partner rather than a threat we should not expect much 

progress with Russia or China on Iran.  Indeed, those partnership deals with Iran are 

continuing as China and Iran are presently working on a memorandum of understanding 

concerning China’s financing of major investments to expand Iran’s oil refineries at 

Abadan and Hormuz, a critical bottleneck in its industry. 24  

Russian analysts, diplomats, and officials are brutally frank as to why they see 

Iran as a partner. For example, Alexei Arbatov observes that unlike America, Russia does 

not view North Korea and Iran as potential enemies.  Iran also occupies the second or 

third place (depending on the year) among buyers of large lots of Russian arms, which 

has helped the military-industrial sector to survive in spite of limited defense orders for 

the Russian armed forces for many years. Finally, Iran is an extremely important 

geopolitical partner of Russia's, a growing “regional superpower” that balances out the 

expansion of Turkey and the increasing U.S. military and political presence in the Black 

Sea/Caspian region, and simultaneously contains Sunni Wahhabism’s incursions in the 

North Caucasus and Central Asia.25  Thomas Graham, formerly of the National Security 

Council, concurs in this assessment of Iran, seen from Moscow as the dominant regional 

power in the neighborhood that can project power into the Caucasus and Central Asia as 

well as the Persian Gulf.  Therefore Moscow values Iran’s refraining from doing just that 

by its pro-Iranian policies.26 Russian diplomats confirm this evaluation of Iran’s 

importance to it.  Thus Gleb Ivashentsov, the then Director of the Second Asia 

Department in the Russian Foreign Ministry, told a Liechtenstein Colloquium on Iran in 

2005 that,  

Iran today is probably the only country in the greater Middle East that, despite all 
of the internal and external difficulties, is steadily building up its economic, 
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scientific, technological, and military capability.  Should this trend continue, Iran 
– with its seventy million population, which is fairly literate, compared to 
neighboring states, and ideologically consolidated, on the basis of Islamic and 
nationalist values; with a highly intellectual elite, with more than eleven percent 
of the world’s oil and eighteen percent of natural gas reserves; with more than 
500,000 strong armed forces and with a strategic geographic position enabling it 
to control sea and land routes between Europe and Asia – is destined to emerge as 
a regional leader.  This means that the Islamic Republic of Iran will be playing an 
increasing role in resolving problems not only in the Middle East and Persian 
Gulf area but also in such regions that are rather sensitive for Russia as 
Transcaucasia, Central Asia and the Caspian region. This is why dialogue with 
Iran and partnership with it on a bilateral and regional as well as a broad 
international basis is objectively becoming one of the key tasks of Russia’s 
foreign policy.27 
 
Beyond these considerations Russian officials and analysts have long seen Iran as 

a useful partner for Russia in thwarting US policies in the Middle East and Gulf and in 

restoring Russia’s status there as a major player whose interests must be respected.  

Andranik Migranyan, an advisor to President  Boris Yeltsin and an unapologetic defender  

of Russian primacy in the CIS, then told Iran News in 1995 that,  

In many areas Iran can be a good strategic ally of Russia at [the] global level to 
check the hegemony of third parties and to keep the balance of power --- Russia 
will try to further cooperation with Iran as a big regional power.  We will not let 
the West dictate to Russia how far it can go in its relations.  Of course, we will try 
at the same time not to damage our relations with the West.28 
 

Similarly, at a 1995 Irano-Russian roundtable, speakers outlined the enduring 

geostrategic rationales for Russo-Iranian partnership, if not alliance.  These rationales 

endure to this day. 
  
The speakers alluded to the quest by Iran and Russia for an identity and to 
Russia's political determination to prevent any country from dominating the 
region [Central Asia and the Caucasus].  It was stressed that Iran and Russia are 
natural allies with distinctive natural resources and the predominance of any third 
power should be prevented.  This is related to the manner in which the two sides 
define their strategic objectives.  It was also stated that Russia's influence in 
Central Asia and the Caucasus should be treated with respect and if domination is 
not the objective cooperation is possible.29 
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International Implications 

Meanwhile Iran’s and Moldova’s election crises and the rioting in Xinjiang 

already have international implications going beyond the boundaries of their own 

countries.  Unfortunately those implications in the short-term are likely to be negative 

ones, insofar as prospects for greater liberalization, not to mention democratization, of 

these societies are concerned.  The experience of watching the Iranian elections and their 

aftermath as well as the rioting in Xinjiang will probably lead Eurasian rulers to conclude 

that they must act even more resolutely to ensure that future elections cannot under any 

circumstances lead to a change in regime.  As noted above neighboring Azerbaijan, itself 

a non-democratic state, has closely watched events in Iran.  It has limited state reporting 

of events there lest the idea of popular protest in Iran gain traction in Azerbaijan.  While 

the Azeri government has urged the return of stability at the earliest possible date, 

opposition and independent media have concentrated on the challenge to the Iranian 

regime clearly intending to use Iran as a stand-in for Azerbaijan.30  But it is by no means 

alone in its concern over Iran. 

This situation will probably replicate itself in other Eurasian countries where the 

official media and the government will seek to restrict knowledge of events in Iran and 

Xinjiang while opponents of those regimes will use those events as symbols of what they 

are criticizing in their own governments.  Indeed in Kazakhstan it is already happening as 

President Nazarbayev, despite OSCE appeals and the fact of prior promises of reform and 

democratization in advance of Kazakhstan’s becoming the OSCE Chairman in Office in 

2010, has just signed the restrictive and draconian internet law.  This law will allow local 

courts to block websites, including foreign ones, and to class blogs as media which makes 
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them susceptible to prosecution and repression under the law.31  This law would thus 

restrict freedom of expression via the Internet and has already aroused a large amount of 

controversy.32  Indeed, according to US experts this law is even more draconian than 

Russia’s law and could easily serve as a template for other Central Asian governments.33  

It also serves as a slap in the face to the US as it was signed right around the time that a 

high-level State Department delegation came to Astana.  Beyond the fact that Nazarbayev 

openly advocated limitations on the freedom of the Internet, there have been recent 

massive hacker attacks on opposition websites and internet resources.34  Andrey Richter, 

an expert from the OSCE, has confirmed that this law completely contradicts the 

promises made by Kazakh authorities concerning civil and human rights.35  But it clearly 

aims to forestall the kind of networking we saw among the opposition in Moldova, Iran, 

and Xinjiang.   

Therefore and more negatively, we can and should expect Eurasian governments 

to learn from these events that they must not under any circumstances allow truly 

authentic and free elections that can change the nature of their political leadership to take 

place.   It already is the case that the imminent elections for President in Kyrgyzstan 

appear to be a foregone conclusion and every effort is already being made to ensure that 

outcome.  But we may expect that elsewhere in Eurasia, including Russia, that the 

authorities will see to it that opposition candidates cannot run,  mobilize popular support, 

gain access to funding or media, and certainly gain any control over the actual counting 

of the votes.   Kazakhstan’s internet law is a case in point.   Likewise, the appointment by 

Moscow of Vladislav Surkov to represent Russia in a bilateral commission with the US 

government on problems of civil society indicates both Moscow’s contempt for us and 
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for democracy and its determination to squelch any such manifestations of an 

independent civil society or election campaign.    

Moreover, in any case these regimes will try to ensure beyond any doubt that the 

outcome is foreordained and then ratified as legitimate.  In practice this suggests the 

following developments across Eurasia: 

•We can expect increased interference with the operation of free media and in 

particular a crackdown on the information technology of social networking, i. e. the 

internet.   Again Kazakhstan exemplifies this trend but it is not alone as its law will 

inspire others to follow in its footsteps.    Authoritarian regimes’ success in this endeavor 

to date calls into question the hitherto unquestioned assumption that this technology 

inherently favors freedom and its supporters.36  This repression can also go beyond 

suppression of the free use of the internet and of other forms of information technology 

and social networking to include periodic or at least intermittent efforts to isolate the 

country from foreign media, including expulsions of foreign writers, denial or visas to 

them, interference with the internet, and increased threats if not use of repression against 

news outlets and their reporters.   These threats need not include violence, they can be 

effectively implemented by economic means, denying revenue from advertising, or by 

what Russians call telephone justice, i.e.  telephone calls from authorities to compliant 

editors.   This also means greater efforts to develop a “patriotic” media and mobilize 

popular support around those tamed and docile “house organs.”  So it is quite likely that 

those repressions of new and older media will also be accompanied by favoritism for the 

“patriotic” media and the systematic inculcation of nationalist xenophobia, something we 

see already in China, Russia, and Iran. 
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•Increased restrictions upon opposition political movements are also likely.  This 

repression will occur, not just in terms of their freedom of communication or access to 

the media, but also in terms of the right to assembly and publicly protest their condition.  

Invariably this also entails heightened forms of repression, not just in Iran or Xinjiang 

where thousands have been incarcerated for varying durations but also in Russia where 

the Ministry of Interior (MVD) and the Federal Security Service act together to repress 

dissent.37   In Iran we can already see that the regime has essentially blanketed the 

country with police forces and some officials have threatened the opposition with heavy 

jail terms or even with being labeled enemies of the state.38  And in Xinjiang the 

authorities have followed suit and threatened any demonstrators with the death penalty.39  

This likely trend also means more show trials and repressions like that of Mikhail 

Khodorkovsky that is currently taking place in Russia.  These kinds of show trials may 

also be used to settle factional and clan scores in Central Asia whose states are governed 

by clan and patron-client politics.40  Since the greatest danger is a division within the 

elite these trials have a “salutary and educational” effect upon any elite figure who think

it would be to his interest to defect to the opposition.  Thus in whatever form they appea

these trials will be, as Soviet rulers intended, both educational and a deterrent to political 

activity in their impact.   

Here we should remember that Russia once again has a Gulag with political 

prisoners in psychiatric institutions, repressiveness and insecurity of property and the 

reintroduction of a “boyar”-like retinue around an all-powerful ruler who rules through a 

state-sponsored cult of personality.41  The numerous reports of the Russian authorities’ 

fears of social unrest during a time of economic crisis and their adoption of new 
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repressive measures to deal with them suggests that a strong effort will be made to 

suppress any sign of political unrest in Eurasia at he first moment lest it connect with 

growing economic grievances.  Indeed, Russia has also recently enacted many new 

regulations designed to forestall and repress any expression of mass unrest due to the 

economic crisis.  Kazakhstan’s efforts to ban the book of Rakhat Aliyev, the internet law, 

and the current purge of former high-ranking officials on corruption charges also opens 

the door to the possibility of a larger campaign to stifle any potential political opposition.  

Similar phenomena can be expected and should not be ruled out in other Central Asian 

states, especially given a prolonged economic crisis that could shake the pillars of the 

state in these countries. 

•Along with the growth of repression and electoral chicanery we can also expect a 

growth in officially sponsored xenophobia.  All these societies have existing or potential 

ethnic conflicts or manufactured and readily available “foreign devils” that can be 

accused, as were the UK and US, of seeking to undermine the political integrity of the 

state and of its regime.  We already see a disturbing rise of ethnic violence in Russia as 

well as such officially sponsored campaigns against the US and the West.  For example, 

immediately after meeting President Obama, Prime Minister Putin donned an all-black 

outfit and gave political blessing to a groups of Russian bikers called “night wolves” 

(Nochnye Volki) who were riding down to Sevastopol to take part in a 65th anniversary 

of the city’s liberation from Nazism, but also to make the point that Sevastopol and the 

Crimea are Russian not Ukrainian.42   It would be easy for Moscow, which already has 

long conducted a campaign of vilification against Georgia, to do the same to Ukraine for 

allegedly selling out to the West and betraying the Russian people and nation.    
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We also see in China, for example, an apparently popular internet movement 

against the Uyghurs that expresses a strong Han nationalism.  Such sentiments also exists 

in Russia where an aggrieved Russian nationalism can easily be turned against Muslim 

migrant workers or other more traditional political targets and could easily be organized 

and channeled into a basis of mass support for further chauvinism and repression there 

and in China.43  And in the other authoritarian states it also would not be unduly difficult 

to manufacture such a campaign if necessary.  The rioting in Xinjiang shows us that 

authoritarian states, even reasonably well developed ones like China, cannot solve the 

problems of internal colonialism and ethnic minorities who are thereby oppressed by an 

undemocratic political regime.  Whereas in Iran or Russia the regime might find military 

adventurism abroad tempting, others may do so at home and target ethnic minorities.  

Certainly we are already seeing this in the wake of the current ethnic crisis in Russia.44 

Moreover, in many of these countries, including Russia, China, and Central Asia, 

regime leaders still accept the Leninist paradigm that their countries and governments are 

menaced by linked internal and external enemies.  Thus they regularly accuse of NGOs 

of being in the CIA’s employ and claim that these so called color revolutions really 

represent US efforts to undermine them and are instigated by the CIA, NGOs, etc.  

Indeed, the head of Iran’s largest think tank openly stated  that the “improved relations 

with Washington often ended up with “velvet revolutions,” political upheavals that were 

directly organized by the U.S. 45  Therefore he logically concluded that Iran may not 

draw any benefits form a dialogue or normalization with the U.S.46   

This statement clearly illustrates the linkage between domestic and foreign policy 

considerations in Iran and in similar governments.  And for those reasons ethnic violence, 
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directed against minorities or just simply protracted repression and discrimination against 

political opponents or targeted minorities are by no means out of the question.  But it also 

points to the following shortcoming of U.S. policy that will plague all efforts to improve 

our position in Eurasia until and unless it is addressed.  Since the US government has 

never bothered to develop a coherent information policy for any of these regions it has 

never bothered to acknowledge or deny these charges, leading the masses to believe that 

there is some veracity to them, especially as they are endlessly reproduced in keeping 

with the tradition of the big lie.  This failure precludes and inhibits our ability to work 

effectively either for US interests or for political liberalization, not to mention democracy 

in Eurasia.     

•This increased xenophobia will invariably reinforce preexisting disposition to 

display a hostile attitude towards the US on issues of foreign policy concern to us like 

Iranian proliferation or Russian foreign policy in the CIS and Russian policy towards 

Iran, and the enlargement of Europe, not just NATO.  Indeed, we can expect intensified 

efforts at still more collaboration on the part of these governments to set up not just an 

alternative value system and ideology concerning democracy and international relations 

more generally, but also counters to organizations like the OSCE.  The CIS’ use of 

member states’ election monitors to verify the “democratic procedures” of their elections 

and thus make a mockery of the OSCE and democracy will probably grow in frequency.  

Russia is already calling the Iranian election “an exercise in democracy” and respects 

their outcome.47 Gleb Pavlovsky, one of the most prominent “political technologists” of 

the Putin regime observed, as did analysts from the Public Projects Institute that in Russia 
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‘democratization’ as such is “redundant, if not harmful.”48  So while the system needs 

‘modernization’ “we will not let anybody touch this system to dismantle it.”49 

The point is that despite their confident statements’ to the contrary, these regimes’ 

behavior indicates that they are so aware of their inherent fragility that they know very 

well that the spread of democracy in any one nearby state immediately puts them all at 

risk.    As the Public Projects Institute report stated, democratization of Russia cannot be 

a priority.  Instead the priority lies in effective management for otherwise “any attempt to 

suddenly abandon the long-term trend of gradual democratization will only lead to 

political radicalization and further reaction.”  Moreover, preventive measures must be 

taken since during this crisis, as in war, everything will be changing very quickly and 

unexpectedly.50  These remarks underscore the governing elites’ sense in these states that 

while the regime might look unbreakable; any sustained reform push puts its viability 

into instant doubt.  Consequently to them ultimately there is no difference between the 

spread of democracy or military defeat in their peripheries because it will amount to the 

same thing, the loss of their power.  It is not for nothing, for example that in 2006 

Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov wrote that for Russia wrote that the greatest threat to 

Russian security was efforts to transform the “constitution” of any of the CIS members.51   

Therefore we can expect more resistance to the US’ calls for democratization and 

human rights, which, in fact, have been attenuated under the present Administration.  It 

makes no sense to demand that states like Turkmenistan conform to human rights 

obligations when we refuse to press China or Russia, the latter being a signatory of the 

Helsinki treaty, to uphold their treaty commitments.  Kazakhstan’s contempt for us and 

for its sovereign promises to the OSCE is another example of the problem.  Since Russia 
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is in many ways an alibi for other Eurasian states this makes pressing it doubly important 

even if Moscow does not like to hear it.  For if we refrain from doing so, this only tells 

Russian leaders that we are not serious in our commitment and that they can therefore 

disregard us with impunity on this and other issues.   

We need to understand that absent constant foreign pressure the upheavals in 

Eurasia can only frighten local leaders into clamping down even more because there will 

be nobody to stop them from doing so.  Furthermore the failure to date of the protest 

movement in Iran, though I believe its ultimate vindication is assured – although nobody 

can say how, when, or under what circumstances that triumph will occur --- will only 

stimulate greater authoritarianism and repression across Eurasia, greater solidarity among 

these states, and the consequent frustration of US interests.    After all these leaders will 

have learned that elections are even more dangerous than they originally feared and that 

repression and manipulation work.   

We should therefore remember that our interests and values are not opposed to 

each other as so called “realists” would have it.   The defense of human rights, especially 

those guaranteed by international treaties like the Helsinki treaty, is a paramount 

geopolitical interest and value of US foreign policy.  We support human rights and 

democratization not because it is moral, though we believe that, not because we are better 

than others, which is untrue, and not only because democracy works for the betterment of 

all communities though we believe we have seen the truth of that assertion.  In Eurasia, if 

not elsewhere, human rights, democracy and the right of foreign governments and 

organizations to scrutinize publicly the conduct of other signatories of the Helsinki treaty 

and its protocols are a matter of international law that binds everyone equally.  If we fail 
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to uphold the ancient dictum that “Pacta Sunt Servanda” (treaties must be upheld) on 

these issues then we should hardly be surprised that the perpetrators of those violations 

will engage in more truly destructive activities like nuclear proliferation, mass repression, 

ethnic violence and even the incitement of local wars.     

A continuing commitment to both human rights and to international dialogue 

affirms our ongoing seriousness of purpose and puts our adversaries and those who 

define us as their adversaries like Russia, China, and Iran,  on the defensive.  We should 

understand that the Fascist temptation in Eurasia is a strong one, in many cases it is the 

‘default option” of governments that cannot and will not govern democratically and 

therefore must resort to such means to stay in power. Therefore if we are silent in the face 

of those actions and policies we will neither achieve our interests, nor successfully defend 

our values. 
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