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MEDVEDKOV:	No,	the	arms	trade	is	always	a	completely	separate	article—it	is	a	separate	

department,	a	separate	campaign,	and	we	had	nothing	to	do	with	it	at	all.	

GREK:	There	were	many	factors	that	strongly	influenced	politics	and	relations.	Let's	go	

through	them	and	ask	if	they	influenced	trade	in	any	way.	And,	in	particular,	one	

of	the	first	important	events	of	this	kind	was	September	11—one	of	the	key	

moments.	Of	course,	at	first	there	was	Slovenia,	where	everyone	looked	into	each	

other's	eyes.	But	at	such	
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within	national	borders.	Until	then,	we	remember	how	Russia	was	constantly	faced	

with	waves	of	terrorist	attacks	within	the	regions	for	quite	a	long	time,	but	the	

West	was	not	affected	by	this.	And	when	this	happened,	unfortunately,	there	was	

[00:08:00]	a	feeling	that	we	are	finally	in	the	same	boat,	despite	the	fact	that	this	

boat	is	so—in	general,	it	floats	on	the	waves	of	a	very	great	tragedy,	it	can	help	us	

concentrate	our	forces,	unite	these	forces	for,	in	order	to—starting	with	the	joint	

fight	against	terrorism,	and	then	solving	other	problems	that	are	global	in	nature.	

These	were	the	feelings	in	the	first	months	after	this	tragedy.	

GREK:	After	September	11,	history	often	goes	first	to	Afghanistan,	then	to	Iraq	sequentially;	

Russia,	 together	 with	 Germany	 and	 France,	 first	 supported	 the	 entry	 into	

Afghanistan,	where	there	was	some	kind	of	consensus,	and	opposed	the	American	

invasion	of	Iraq.	And	the	American	invasion	of	Iraq	gave	oil	a	new	political	meaning,	

additionally.	Can	you	describe	what	 the	economic	consequences	of	 the	 Iraq	War	

were	 for	 Russia,	 whether	 there	 were	 any?	 Was	 it	 actually	 influential?	 And,	 in	

particular,	concerning	the	topic	of	oil	more	broadly	by	2005,	when	it	has	already	

become	an	appreciable	resource?	

MEDVEDKOV:	Yes,	exactly	the	topic	of	oil—it	was	in	the	center	of	our	attention	among	

our	analysts,	economists,	who	looked	at	the	development	of	events.	I	remember	that	

the	majority	was	inclined	to	believe	that	if	these	hostilities	were	not	of	a	prolonged	

nature,	then	for	us	it	would	pass	more	or	less	unnoticed

	



 
 

 6	

changes,	 even	 medium-term	 changes	 in	 the	 market	 environment.	 There	 were	

obviously	short-term	changes.		
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negotiations—you	know	how	a	car's	engine	stalls	when	it	runs	out	of	gasoline,	then	

by	inertia	it	drifts	for	a	little	longer	and	then	stops.	We	had	this	[00:20:00]	several	

times—starting	 from	 such	 important	 periods—an	 important	 stoppage,	 a	 long	

stoppage	associated	with	the	well-known	conflict	with	Georgia,	when	negotiations	

were	suspended	for	almost	a	year;	then	we	had	a	long	break	due	to	the	fact	that	in	

2006	our	 leaders	of	Russia,	Kazakhstan	and	Belarus	announced	 the	creation	of	a	

customs	union,	and	negotiations	were	suspended	for	a	long	time.	

	 	 And	in	general,	all	this	accession,	if	we	are	already	looking	in	retrospect,	we	

joined	the	WTO	absolutely	by	a	miracle,	because	at	that	time,	in	those	months,	we	

had	a	fairly	cloudless	sky,	as	much	as	it	can	be	cloudless	in	international	politics—

here	in	these	months	everything	was	relatively	calm.	As	soon	as	we	joined	something	

started	again.	So	if	we	had	not	had	time	for	some	reason,	even	technical,	I	think	we	

would	still	have	been	conducting	these	negotiations:	either	we	would	have,	or	we	

would	have	abandoned	this	idea,	most	likely.	

GREK:	That	is,	it	turns	out	that	you	“hit	the	window.”	

MEDVEDKOV:	We	“hit	the	window,”	that’s	how	the	cards	turned	out—yes,	in	general,	it’s	

good	that	it	happened,	as	they	say.	

GREK:	You	drew	attention	to	some	of	the	key	political	events	that	are	associated	with	the	

color	revolutions	in	the	post-Soviet	space.	[00:22:00]	In	many	ways,	at	least	in	many	

other	areas,	 in	almost	all,	 they	have	been	of	tremendous	importance	in	changing	

policy,	behavior,	 and	 so	on.	Did	 they	 influence	your	activities?	You	have	already	
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drawn	attention	to	the	negotiation	process,	can	you	tell	us	a	little	more	about	how	

the	color	revolutions	were	perceived	in	your	field,	in	Ukraine	or	in	Kyrgyzstan?	

MEDVEDKOV:	Well,	here,	where	there	was	an	obvious	influence—this	is	Georgia,	

Ukraine.	Georgia—since	it	was	after	the	acute	phase	of	the	conflict	was	over	and	

all	subsequent	actions	related	to	the	severance	of	economic	relations	were	taken—

Georgia	announced	that	it	intended	to	block	negotiations	on	Russia's	accession	to	

the	WTO.	This	blockade	lasted	until	the	last	moment,	and	here	it	is	necessary,	for	

the	sake	of	justice,	of	course,	to	note	that	it	was	transformed	into	some	kind	of	

agreement	between	Russia	and	Georgia	on	the	settlement	of	some	mutual	

problems	in	the	field	of	customs	regulation,	largely	thanks	to	severe	pressure	from	

the	European	Union	and	the	United	States.	That	is,	if	this	pressure	did	not	exist,	

then	Georgia	also	had	the	right	to	veto	our	accession	to	the	WTO—everything	

happens	by	consensus	and	it	is	unlikely	that	the	Georgian	negotiators	would	have	

retreated	from	the	political	directive	that	they	obviously	had.	[00:24:00]	But	what	

happened,	happened—an	acceptable	form	of	a	trade	solution	was	found,	and	

therefore	Georgia	did	not	oppose	accession.	The	process	of	accession	to	the	WTO	

was	completed.	

As	for	Ukraine,	the	Ukrainian	events	took	place	after	Russia's	accession	to	

the	WTO,	but,	of	course,	they	influenced	mutual	trade,	because	what,	in	fact,	was	

the	catalyst	for	this	influence?	The	catalyst	for	this	influence	was	Ukraine's	

intention	to	join—to	sign	with	the	EU,	to	start	implementing	a	free	trade	
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agreement	with	the	EU,	practically	an	association	agreement	in	the	old	sense	of	

the	word.	And	the	main	question	we	had—how	will	Ukraine	fulfill	its	obligations	

under	the	free	trade	agreement	with	Russia	in	the	CIS	and	under	the	agreement	

with	the	EU?	In	many	ways,	these	obligations	are	mutually	exclusive.	

And	we	had	a	lot	of	consultations	before	the	well-known	events—after	

these	events,	already	under	the	auspices	of	the	European	Union,	we	did	not	find	a	

common	language.	We	could	not	find	a	common	platform	for	resolving	these	

disagreements,	because	in	commercial	law	you	cannot	sometimes	marry	things	

that	are	simply	multi-vector.	This	does	not	happen	if	you	grant	a	certain	trading	

regime	to	one	and	make	a	commitment	that	you	will	not	present	to	the	other,	and	

also	make	the	same	commitment	to	yet	another—you	have	to	choose.	[00:26:00]	

And	the	Ukrainian	colleagues	at	first	told	us,	“Don't	be	afraid,	when	everything	

happens,	we	will	choose	you.”	We	knew	that	they	were	saying	the	same	to	our	

colleagues	from	Brussels,	“Don't	worry,	we	are	there,	Russia	and	the	rest	are	

somewhere	else,"	And	when	there	was	a	moment	of	truth,	then	we	made	decisions	

that—well,	you	know,	there	are	sanctions	exchanged	and	restrictions	on	the	

application	of	agreements.	They,	of	course,	influenced	trade.	

But	this,	too,	was	not	a	radical	influence,	since	trade	circulation	even	now	

with	Ukraine	remains	at	a	fairly	high	level,	and	with	Georgia	it	is	even	growing	and	

grew	in	certain	years.	And	
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sphere,	
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But	they	are	very	cheap.	And,	when	at	the	end	of	the	nineties,	the	question	

arose	that	we	would	need	to	somehow	develop	our	poultry	farming,	because,	well,	

to	put	it	another	way,	how	can	we	feed	a	country	with	140	million	consumers?	It	

turned	out	that	the	share	of	domestic	poultry	production	for	consumption	by	this	

time	was	no	more	than	40%,	and	the	rest	was	imported.	Yes,	it	was	impossible.	

And	when	we	talked	with	poultry	farmers	and	those	investors	who	were	ready	to	

invest	in	the	development	of	this	industry,	of	course,	they	were	pointing	at	

numbers,	at	a	very	simple	picture—“We	are	ready	to	invest	money,	we	have	the	

opportunity	to	build	new	production	facilities,	but	you	look	at	the	prices,	we	will	

never	be	able	to	enter	this	market	with	such	prices	for	legs—they	simply	will	not	

buy	anything	from	us.	And	we	need	three	years	for	this	production	to	start	

working	and	at	least	another	three	to	four	years	in	order	to	get	this	money	back
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not	domestic	chicken.	And	this,	indeed,	was	one	of	the	most	difficult	negotiations	

on	market	access.	Why	did	we	agree?	Because	I	think	that	our	American	

colleagues—
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studied	helped	us	solve	this	problem.	But	I	know	that	American	suppliers	did	not	

lose	out.	They	found	other	markets	quickly,	and	they	were	probably	even	more	

attractive	than	the	Russian	ones,	so	this	probably	explains	the	fact	that	the	

American	negotiators	did	not	fight	for	this	chicken	to	the	end.	

With	pork,	about	it	was	roughly	the	same	story,	but	the	nuance	was	that	

Russia	applied	certain	measures	to	pork,	sanitary	measures	that	were	absolutely	

not	satisfied	by	American	colleagues.	And	negotiations	on	to	what	extent	to	freeze	

a	pig	carcass	in	order	to	get	rid	of	trichinella—they	reached	the	highest	level,	these	

were	fantastic	negotiations,	when	major	political	leaders,	Russian	and	American,	

discussed	the	topic	of	combating	pig	trichinosis.	As	a	result,	as	they	say,	a	

compromise	was	found,	and	these	negotiations	also	ended	with	conditions	that	

allowed	the	United	States	to	continue	to	control	exports	in	certain	volumes	and	to	

develop	Russian	industry,	and	also	to	be	somewhere,	very	close	[00:36:00]	in	

covering	their	needs	for	pork.	

GREK:	Despite	all	the	changes,	some	swings	and	so	on,	statistics	show	that	the	trade	

turnover	with	the	States	was	growing	steadily.	Here	it	grew	until	2008,	then	

everything	collapsed,	of	course,	then	it	grew	steadily	again	right	up	to	2014—let's	

put	this	graph	in	our	head.	And	could	you	comment	on	the	first	one?	In	parallel	

with	this,	many	institutions	collapsed,	especially	political	ones—that	is,	roughly	

speaking,	politics	is	all	going	down,	but	the	economy	is	still	going	up—well,	again,	

except	for	2008.	Could	you	comment	on	this?	Did	you	really	just	exist	in	the	
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GREK:	Thank	you	very	much.	

[END	OF	AUDIO/VIDEO	FILE]		


