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Abstract:

This research project seeks to combine a Russian Language component with a
look at Russian foreign politics by performing a discourse analytical study of the Russian
mass media reaction to the November 2004 United States Presidential elections.
Discourse analysis is a method by which a language or speech sample is analyzed to
discover the greater social and societal meanings and implications hidden within those
words. The attempt was made to gain a greater understanding of Russian society and
culture through an analysis of answers given to the question “Are you for Bush or for
Kerry?”, posed to various members of Russian society in the November 18, 2004 issue of

the Russian weekly analytical magazine Vlast’.
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Introduction:

General Introduction:

The conception of this research project arose from a desire to combine my two
main interests, Russian language and international affairs, into one single project. Any
research project conducted in Russia and focusing on a Russian topic would involve the
use of Russian language, but I wanted to place an active emphasis on its involvement in
my research. The idea of doing a discourse analytical study of a political topic in Russia
made this a possibility. As the time came for my project to take shape, the abundance of
news and discussion about the upcoming U.S. Presidential elections helped to give the
project its final form. By analyzing the response in the Russian mass media to the
upcoming elections, I was able to combine an extensive study of the language involved,
as understanding the language is a vital part of the chosen analytical method, with a
chance to better understand the Russian reaction to the elections and the general mood in
Russia towards America and its President.

Before diving into the details of this research and its results, the shortcomings of
this project need to be elaborated upon. As I am not a student of linguistics, the analysis
conducted in my research was done at a very basic linguistic level, rather than taking a
deep look at specific usage of grammar and semantic details. While the mass media
responses that were analyzed could be looked at in a much more complex linguistic
manner to reveal much more than has here been uncovered, I was unable to conduct my

analysis at that level due to my lack of linguistic background and detailed knowledge of



the Russian language. As the type of analysis that was carried out is explained and the
results of the research is elaborated upon, the meaning of these shortcomings will become

more clear.

American Elections:

With the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the previously existing bipolar
world, the United States was left as the one remaining superpower, the most influential
and powerful country on the world stage. Whether economically, politically, militarily,
or culturally, the omnipresence of America has come to be felt around the world in all
spheres of life. As the leader of that powerful presence, the position of the President of
the United States is a figure recognized around the globe. The man filling that position
may be despised or loved, respected or ridiculed, slandered or praised, but regardless of
how the world sees him, his influence is unquestionable. With the growing list of
controversial actions taken during his first term in office, current President George W.
Bush has become an especially active and contentious figure on the international stage.
As a result, the Presidential elections on November 2, 2004 were watched intently around
the world, covered as closely around the globe as within the borders of America itself.
Many watched hoping that a man they have come to associate with needless warfare and
a new wave of imperialism would be brought down from his post. Many watched hoping
that a man who has vowed to fight terrorism and defend the ideals of freedom will be left

to continue his work. Many watched hoping that a figure they have grown familiar with



will remain in place. The fate of the most powerful man in the world was something in

which the whole world had an interest.

Media Source for Analysis:

The intense coverage of the election was no exception within Russia. From
newspapers to television news to conversations on the street, many people were forming
and expressing their preferences for the election outcome. Even weeks before the
election, the faces and names of the two candidates could be seen and heard in even the
most mainstream Russian media sources, a testament to the intense coverage and
importance of the American election results to Russian society. Bmacts (Vlast’), one of
the most respected and well-known analytical weekly magazines in Russia, poses a
question in each issue that is relevant and important to the present situation in Russia. In
the October 18, 2004 issue of Bmacts, the question was posed: “Bel 3a byma nnum 3a
Keppu?” - “Are you for Bush or for Kerry?”. The appearance of this question in such a
major Russian magazine over two weeks before the election itself attests to the intense
coverage in the media. A diverse list of people from Russian society submitted answers
to the question — politicians, business people, writers, and other prominent members of
Russian society. The responses varied in preference and intensity, but all of them were
highly revealing. There was more hidden in their comments though than just a simple
answer to a question of personal preference. Within the words of each respondent are
clues to a deeper understanding of many aspects of Russian culture, both directly

connected to politics and the American election and completely separated from it. To



uncover these clues though requires a deeper analysis of the responses than a simple
surface reading. This project was conducted to carry out such an analysis. Using a
discourse analytical method, the words of respondents giving a preference for the 2004
US elections were analyzed to uncover their deeper meaning with respect to the larger

societal picture.

Discourse Analysis:

The analytical method used in conducting this research was actually a variation of
a specific discipline of discourse analysis known as critical discourse analysis (CDA).
Discourse analysis, and CDA particularly, is a relatively new analytical practice, having
been created to analyze and better understand political speech and the way in which
different meanings and ideas are hidden within much of the discourse surrounding the
political arena. As noted above, a variation of CDA was used in the sense that the
linguistic limitations of the researcher kept the level of analysis above many specific
details at times and concentrated on overall collective meaning hidden in the words.

The term discourse itself is not easily defined, and the way in which to attempt to
define it depends upon the way in which it is being used. In defining the term, Garrett
and Bell refer to the following statement by Cook about discourse analysis:

[1t] is not concerned with language alone. It also examines the context of
communication: who is communicating with whom and why, in what kind of society and

situation, through what medium,; how different types of communication evolved, and their
relationship to each other.”

! Bell and Garrett. P. 3



Thus discourse is distinguishable from fext, defined here as nothing more than just the
words themselves as they are written or spoken and the associated intended meaning, in
the sense that it goes beyond simply the words initially written on a page or spoken aloud
and the initial meaning ascribed to those words at the moment of their conception. When
a reader is reading or a listener is listening, they each ascribe meaning to the words at that
moment, beyond and partly independent of the meaning intended for them by the writer
or speaker. Discourse carries with it an interactive sense, as meaning is negotiated
between the readers or listeners and the initial text.” In the sense of the question posed
about the election in Vlast’, the discourse that is being analyzed is the interactive
meaning ascribed to the responses, attempting to take into account both the meaning
intended by the speaker and the meaning ascribed to the words by the reader. As
mentioned in the quote from Cook above, discourse analysis as an analytical method that
examines this meaning beyond simply the semantic level and places it within the greater
social context within which it exists.

Many factors must be taken into account when attempting to understand the
meaning of words within any discourse. In his introductory text on discourse analysis,
Gee writes that “meaning is not merely a matter of decoding grammar, it is also,
importantly, a matter of knowing which of the many inferences that one can draw from
an utterance are relevant. And relevance is a matter deeply tied to context, point of view,

3
and culture.”

He defines a specific term which he calls situated meaning, which he
defines as “an image or pattern that we assemble ‘on the spot’ as we communicate in a

given context, based on our construal of that context and on our past experiences. They

2 Bell and Garrett. P. 2
? Gee. P. 34.



are often negotiated between groups of people, rather than being strictly an individual

definition.”*

When constructed between groups of people, much of what forms these
situated meanings is derived from history. Thus the literal meaning of a specific set of
words may contain a much deeper meaning within a certain social context, taking into
account the history of those words. A word or a set of words may have a history in the
sense that they may draw reactions or feelings when used that are connected with
historical events rather than with the actual literal use of the word.’

The condition of the present as it exists within any discourse is as vital as history
though. Gee writes that in any situation, the specifics of who is involved and what they
are doing in that instance are absolutely necessary to fully understand and analyze that
situation.® Gee notes that in any event there are a number of different aspects present,
one of which he calls a political aspect, defined as “the distribution of ‘social goods’ in
the interaction, such as, power, status, and anything else deemed a ‘social good’ by the
participants in terms of their cultural models and [d]iscourses, e.g. beauty, intelligence,
‘street smarts’, strength, possessions, race, gender, sexual orientation, etc.”’  The
presence of this political aspect and the way in which it develops is the main defining
factor of CDA, in contrast to the more generic idea of discourse analysis.

As mentioned earlier, the main reason for the creation of CDA as a practical
method was to uncover and analyze the uses of deception and hidden intentions within

political discourse. While the uncovering of deception is not the main focus of this

research project, when analyzing personal intentions of each respondent in giving certain

* Gee. P. 80-81
5 Gee. P. 54.
® Gee. P. 13.
" Gee. P. 83

10



answers, this aspect of discourse analysis will be utilized. Deception itself has no
linguistic form. Deceptive acts, as described by Galasinski, are “parasitic on other uses
of language in the sense of speakers non-overtly using conventionally anchored speech
acts to further their deceptive goals”.® Thus deception is detectable above the exclusively
linguistic level, and can be analyzed by looking practically at the meanings behind the
words rather than the grammatical peculiarities of the words themselves. In many of the
responses, the hidden reasons behind certain responses are as revealing and interesting as
the responses themselves.

The success of a discourse analytical study, as a study of the usage of language, is
dependent upon the quality of the language sample being analyzed. When doing an
analysis of a sample translated form one language to another, certain valuable intricacies
of the original language sample can be lost in translation. Fairclough, in an article about
discourse analysis, states that “discourse analysis papers should reproduce and analyze
textual samples in the original language, despite the added difficulty for readers”.” While
much of the analysis done in this project remained above the complex details of a deep
linguistic analysis, in instances where the inclusion of the original Russian text provides
more specific meaning than is available in a translation, the original language will be
used, with explanations included for speakers of the English language. In instances
where the relevant idea can be conveyed as well in a translation as in the original text, the
English translation will be included with a reference to the Russian original text included
in the appendix for those who wish to further investigate the source. As each response is

quoted, a footnote is given with a reference to the particular number in the appendix

¥ Galasinski. P. 115.
? Jaworski and Coupland. P. 186.
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where the original text can be found. This is done for the ease of the reader and to
improve the consistency of the paper, as it is written in English. In cases where the
translation is quoted, it will be placed in italics in order to distinguish it as a translation.
Within the context of this project and the responses given to the question posed
in Vlast’, “Are you for Bush or for Kerry?”, the use of discourse analysis takes into
special consideration a number of factors. The political situations in both Russia and the
United States, as well as relations between the two countries, need to be looked at as well
when analyzing the responses. For obvious reasons the specifics of American politics are
relevant to the question, but Russian politics are also vital, as a respondent may consider
the opinions of those in power, namely President Vladimir Putin and his administration,
when framing his response. Various cultural aspects specific to Russia are also vitally

important and will be considered as well during analysis.

Identity of Respondents:

Before discussing any of the responses, the people that submitted those responses
need to be introduced. They cover a wide range of backgrounds, from the former
Russian Foreign Minister to an American writer. In total, 22 responses were given in the

article in Vlast’. A list of the respondents and a brief description of each is given below:

Vasilij Aksyonov: Writer

Victor Erofeev: Writer.

Victor Geraschenko: Chair of the board of directors of company Yukos.

Vadim Gustov: Chair of the Federation Council committee on CIS affairs.

Leonid Ivanchenko: Vice head of the political bureau of the Communist Party of Bolsheviks for
Russia

Leonid Ivashov: Vice President of the Academy of Geopolitical Problems, General.

Anatolij Karachinsky: President of the group of companies IBS.

Andrej Kozyrev: Former Foreign Minister of Russia.

Sergej Leontjev: President of “Probusinessbank”

SNk W=

e
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10.
11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

Michail Margelov: Chair of the Federation Council committee on international affairs.

Ivan Mel’nikov: Vice head of the central committee of the Communist Party of the Russian
Federation.

Oleg Morozov: First Vice Premiere of a faction of “United Russia”

Boris Nadezhdin: Secretary of the Federal Political Council for the party Union of Right Forces.
Boris Nemtsov: Chair of the board of directors of conglomerate “Neftyanoi”.

Alexander Osovtsov: Project manager of NGO “Open Russia.

Sergej Rogov: Director for the Institute for the U.S.A. and Canada.

Evgenij Satanovsky: President of the Russian Jewish Congress

Michail Shvydkei: Director of the Federal agency for culture and cinematography.

Eduard Topol’: Writer, American citizen.

Julij Vorontsov: Former ambassador of Russia to the U.S.A.

Dmitrij Yakushkin: Executive Director of the Russian-American affairs council.

Vladimir Zhirinovsky: Leader of the Liberal Democratic Party of Russia (LDPR).

The list above is given in alphabetical order by last name, and the names of the

respondents are written in the Latin alphabet for ease of reading. The Cyrillic spelling of

the names listed above and the comments from each person are included in the Appendix

under the same number as in the above list.

Figure 1 below makes the distribution of the different backgrounds of the

respondents more clear.

Background Distribution of Respondents

Independent Political Party
Organizations, 5 Members, 5
Writers, 3 Business, 4
ST Current
Politicians, 2 Politicians, 3

Figure 1: Background Distribution of Respondents
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As is visible in Figure 1 above, the largest number of respondents are from the political
arena, either currently working in the government, having formerly worked in the
government, or members of various political parties. The category of Independent
Organizations includes the respondents from independent councils and boards residing

outside of the government.

Overall Summary of Reactions:

While responses were given both for and against either candidate, a large majority
of those given favored Bush. A significantly smaller number favored Kerry, and in a few
of the responses no preference was made clear. Figure 2 below shows the distribution of

responses, in terms of preference for candidate:

Distribution of Support for Each Candidate

Neither, 3

Kerry, 7 Bush, 12

Figure 2: Distribution of Preference by Candidate
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The number shown in Figure 2 above for those supporting Bush includes those who did
not strongly declare their support overtly but made comments that placed favor in his
direction. Two of those candidates that chose Kerry even noted that, despite their
preference, Bush would be a better choice for Russia as a country. These distinctions
will be elaborated upon later, but for now the number of those supporting Bush,
regardless of the level of support, are clearly much larger than those for Kerry. The
reasons for this extend beyond purely political preference, and some of the most common

reasons serve to reveal cultural and social trends that exist within Russian society.

Major Themes:

Aside from actual candidate preference, a number of common reasons were given
to justify responses either way. The nature of some of the reasons lend them to occur
more frequently in responses supporting one candidate or another, but generally they
derive from ideas independent of any particular candidate. The frequency of these
recurring reasons can be analyzed to reveal various important aspects of Russian culture
and society. The reasons being discussed here are only those that were overtly declared
in the responses. While there are more covert reasons hidden within the words of the
respondents that are also revealing, looking only at those reasons declared outwardly
allows focus to be extended beyond personal motivations to the level of societal beliefs
and trends. Listed below are a number of the most common reasons provided for

supporting either candidate:

15



Predictability and Stability

Personal Characteristics

Strength and Strong Leadership

Preference for Candidate Not Interfering in Russian Internal Affairs
General Support for Republicans versus Democrats

Personal Relationship with Putin

Figure 3 below shows the number of occurrences of each of those reasons listed above,

independent of stated candidate preference:

Personal Relationship with Putin

Personal Characteristics

Support for Republicans

Strength and Strong Leadership

No Internal Interference

Predictability and Stability

Figure 3: Frequency of Particular Reasons Given for Supporting a Candidate

There were instances when more than one reason was provided within a single response,
and in those cases, each instance of each reason was counted when determining the
numbers for Figure 3 above. As is visible in the figure, the most common reason for

giving preference to a particular candidate was a desire for predictability and stability.

16



The second most frequent reasoning was a desire to minimize the efforts of the United
States in interfering with internal matters within Russia. The frequency of these
particular ideas within the responses are far from coincidental. These reoccurrences
derive from specific ideas and values prevalent within Russian society. By analyzing
how and why these ideas occur within the responses, a better understanding of those

ideas and values can be reached.

Ilpeockazyemocms u cmaduibHOCMb:

Predictability and Stability:

As mentioned above, the most frequently occurring reason provided for
supporting a particular candidate was a desire for predictability. Because of this desire
for predictability and the associated desire to avoid change, this reason was used
exclusively to justify support for Bush. Part of the lure of predictability was a desire to
see a familiar figure sitting at the highest American post. There is no exclusive group
that favored stability either. Mention of predictability was made from all ends of the
political spectrum. Alexander Osovtsov, director of the pro-democratic organization
“Open Russia” said that he is “For Bush: he is more predictable than Kerry...”." Oleg
Morozov, United Russia party member and thus highly pro-governmental, stated that, “/

s 11

am for predictability and, that means, for Bush... Even Vladimir Zhirinovsky, head

12 See Appendix, Number 15
"' See Appendix, Number 12

17



of the extremely nationalistic LDPR party declared his support for stability, saying that
he is “For Bush. We already know him...”."?

References to the promise of stability should Bush again become president can be
found in responses not only from those who like Bush but from those who despise him as
well. Michail Shvydkoi, from the Federal agency for culture and cinematography,
answered that he imagined himself on Kerry’s platform personally, “...But for Russia,

513

Bush is more preferable — He is predictable and habitual. Vadim Gustov, chair of the

Federation Council committee on CIS affairs, said that Bush and Kerry are politically

”»”

equal, “...But Bush is more predictable...”, and thus he gives his support to Bush."

Dmitrij Yakushkin of the Russian-American affairs committee, said that he personally

“«“

likes Kerry better, “... But for Russia, Bush is more comfortable, because we have lived

through four years with him...”"

The statements made by these three respondents
mentioning the predictability of having Bush as U.S. President all begin with a
conjunction containing the equivalent meaning of “but,” revealing the attitude that, even
though they may not generally approve of or support Bush, predictability and stability are
important enough to allow some of his faults to be overlooked.

In a country where so many dramatic changes occurred throughout the past
century, from the communist revolution in its early years to the eventual collapse of the
USSR near the end, major changes are extremely unwelcome. Hopeful and promising

ideas of change in the past have resulted only in more troubles and disappointment.

Victor Geraschenko, chair of the board of directors for Yukos, said in his response that

12 See Appendix, Number 22
13 See Appendix, Number 18
' See Appendix, Number 4

15 See Appendix, Number 21
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“...From Bush we are not waiting any special surprises. Maybe Russia will not lose if he
is again elected.”.'® The last phrase in his response reveals that he is not enthusiastic of
the promise of Bush being reelected, saying that “Maybe Russia will not lose” rather than
something similar to “Russia will win”, but he regardless grants his support for
protection from any unwelcome changes in the form of “special surprises”.

When changes are mistrusted and stability is desired, there is no reason to want to
change something unless there is an absolute need. Reflecting this idea directly, Andre;j

¢

Kozyrev, former Russian Foreign Minister, asks in his response, “... Why would we want

a new President of the USA if good relations with the current are being formed?”."’
Political details and minor disagreements aside, relations between the U.S., with Bush as
President, and Russia are not bad, and the quality of life in Russia is better in many ways
than it has been in recent years. The Russian mentality of avoiding change and seeking

stability then holds the possibility of maintaining the current stability through the

predictability and familiarity of Bush as more important than any other issues.

He Bmewusaumeco 6 Hawu /lena

Interference in Internal Russian Affairs:

Second in number to comments concerning predictability were those dealing with
American behavior towards Russian internal affairs — specifically, supporting a candidate

that would avoid interfering in those affairs. Like the references to predictability

' See Appendix, Number 3
17 See Appendix, Number 8

19



described above, this track of reasoning tends to support Bush, due to the importance that
he places on the War on Terrorism, in which Russia is an American ally, at the expense
of other issues. The fact that some of the respondents recognize this is revealed in their
answers. Leonid Ivashov, a general and supposed authority on geopolitical problems,

3

noted as a reason for supporting Bush that “...[he] is interested little in our internal
problems, he is more worried that Russia support the foreign policy course of the
USA...”'® Zhirinovsky, in his support for Bush, notes as well that “... he interferes little

1% The importance of this issue is actually related with the issue of

in our affairs...
predictability and stability discussed above. Some of the predictability that comes with
supporting Bush is the belief that he will continue with his current policy of ignoring
Russia’s internal problems in return for support in the War on Terrorism.

This reasoning appears not only in comments directly supporting Bush but in
comments given specifically against Kerry as well. In his response, Julij Vorontsov,
former Russian ambassador to the U.S., says about Kerry that “...If he is elected as
President,, then he is going to torture us with his protests about human rights and their

1520
In

infringement in Chechnya. And Bush did not take notice in such political actions.
this response, no denial is made about the infringement of human rights in Chechnya, and
support is given for Bush because he will leave Russia to solve her own problems. In
another response, Victor Erofeev, a well-known Russian writer and public figure,
personally supports Kerry but feels that “...Although with Kerry the USA will relate

worse to Russia. There will be more moral components to our relations. Kerry will not,

like Bush, cynically excuse us for everything so that we also close our eyes to his

'® See Appendix, Number 6
1 See Appendix, Number 22
2 See Appendix, Number 20
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mistakes”.*' Erofeev ridicules Bush and his actions on the world stage initially but then
eventually admits that Bush as President is better for Russia, feeling that “better for
Russia” means an American President that leaves a moral component out of bilateral
relations between the two countries and excuses Russian problems, rather than putting
more pressure on the Russian government to address them. There is no attempt here to
hide the negative connotation of the actions that Bush would be excusing, and even a
writer, with no connection to the government itself, feels a defensive instinct to avoid
foreign intervention in Russia’s own internal problems .

This issue is actually elevated by some of the respondents beyond the individual
level to an issue concerning the two major American political parties. As mentioned
earlier, a number of responses were made that either supported the Republican Party or
denounced the Democratic Party, and these responses were made in a way that directly
relates to the matter of American intervention in internal Russian matters. Dmitrij

(13

Yakushkin adds as a final comment in his support for Bush that “..in general,

Republicans are traditionally less nagging towards the different nuances in our bilateral

. 122
relations.

What began with comments about Bush and Kerry elevate to the level of
political parties and support for the Republicans who are seen as less intrusive into
Russian matters.

An even larger number of responses reveal an outright negative view towards
Democrats and the increased role that they attempt to play in Russia’s internal issues.

I3

Sergej Rogov states directly that, “...if the Democrats come into power, they will

21 See Appendix, Number 2
22 See Appendix, Number 21
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"> He generalizes beyond the issue of any

interfere in the internal affairs of Russia...’
particular candidate and speaks out against the entire Democratic party. Vorontsov,
along with his comments mentioned earlier about Kerry, says that “...Besides that, he
belongs to the Democrats. And they are a nagging people...”, holding one of Kerry’s
faults to be his simply belonging to the Democratic party.”* Evgenij Satanovsky,

“«

President of the Russian Jewish Council, states strongly that “...The more democrats

there are in power, the worse it is for relations with Russia. The Democrats love us so
madly that they are ready to fight for the rights of our people to the very last person.”*
As a representative of the Jewish community in Russia, this denouncing of foreign
intervention is particularly strong, as foreign assistance, especially in the area of human
rights, has in the past been frequently directed towards helping Jewish persons. Again
though, the Russian distrust of intervention from outside forces and dislike of having its
own authority challenged in internal affairs overpowers any other feelings and the
Democrats are denounced for their desire to intervene.

In all of these comments, the fact that Bush is more likely to simply leave
Russia’s internal problems alone garners him increased support. Russia has been a
powerful and important country on the world stage for centuries, and for most of the past
century it reigned as one of the two world superpowers. Russia has dealt in the past with
foreign forces threatening the authority and power of the reigning government, including
nearby Germany twice in the last century. When the authority of the country to govern

itself and solve its own problems is challenged, the strong nature of Russia and her

people generates a strong reaction and desire to deal with their internal problems on their

2 See Appendix, Number 16
* See Appendix, Number 20
2 See Appendix, Number 17
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own. As was the case with the comments about predictability and stability, the wide
variety of respondents that expressed a negative view of American intervention in
Russian affairs show that this defensive trait extends beyond just the question at hand and

derives from a firmly held Russian cultural value.

Cuna

Strength and Strong Leadership:

Aside from the predictability that Bush has gained in the eyes of many Russians
as a result of his first term in office, his time as president has allowed other aspects of his
personality and leadership abilities to become known. During his first four years in
office, Bush acted in an argumentatively decisive and strong manner, and many see this
as a sign of his personal strength and strong leadership style. As strength and toughness
are important personal characteristics in Russian culture, a number of the answers given
in Vlast” provide support to Bush on the basis of his apparent strength. Kerry on the
other hand is a relatively unknown leader and has not had the chance to show whether or
not he too has this strength, thus all of these comments grant their support to Bush.
Bush’s relentless campaign against international terrorism have earned him a reputation
in the eyes of some Russians as a leader with exceptional strength. Boris Nemtsov,
former member of rightist political party SPS and current businessman, who personally

grants his preference to Kerry, follows his compliments for Kerry with the argument that,
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%% The juxtaposition of the comment

“...But Bush, by character, is a strong fellow.
about Bush’s strong character with the personal comments about Kerry serve to place the
above comment on an argumentative, and thus relatively equal, plane with the Kerry
comments that seem to dominate the answer. This juxtaposition combined with the
above comment appearing as the final words from Nemtsov place added weight and
importance to the reference to Bush’s strong character. Kerry may have other attractive
qualities, but Bush’s strength serves to contrast any qualities that Kerry may possess and
stand alone as support for the current American president.

The remainder of the responses that carried strong leadership and character as a

reason for supporting Bush addressed his actions as examples of his strength rather that

simple declarations of his character. Andrej Kozyrev gives his second reason for

3927

“«“

supporting Bush as his “...precise and decisive position in the fight again terrorism...
This seemingly strong position that Bush has taken against terrorism even garners him
support from those who do not generally support him or his actions. Vasilij Aksyonov,
another well-known writer, begins his response right away by saying that he has not liked
Bush from the very start of his presidency, then softens slightly by saying that, “On the
other hand, Bush gave a very worthy response to the terrorist attacks on September
11..”** Even Bush’s position as a militarily oriented President, beyond his actions
against terrorism, were used as a reason to support his reelection. Vadim Gustov noted
that “...During Bush’s time in office, the military expenditures grew strongly, and he has

»29

the powerful support of the military industrial complex... Just the importance that

%6 See Appendix, Number 14
27 See Appendix, Number 8
% See Appendix, Number 1
¥ See Appendix, Number 4
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Bush places on his own military and the support he has from the military that he has in
return demonstrate a measure of his strong and powerful leadership position to many
people, and thus serve to earn him the recommendation of a number of the respondents to
the question posed in Vlast’.

The decisive action that Bush has taken against terrorism since the tragic events
of September 11, 2001 and his position as a militarily oriented President earned him the
approval of some because of the value placed upon strong and tough leadership in
Russian society. Putin himself gathered support for his presidency early on with his
promises to act resolutely against Chechen terrorists in Chechnya. Russia has a history of
strong leaders, and those leaders continue to be admired and celebrated even today. The
strong cultural memory and celebration of Peter the Great, who defeated Sweden
militarily to found the city of St. Petersburg in the middle of a northern swamp, attest to
the honor and respect that strong leaders earn from the Russian people. While many
Russians disapprove of Bush because of his seeming disrespect for international law and
intrusive actions in many places around the world, there is still a sense of respect held by
some for his strong character and for the tough leadership decisions he has made.
Admiration of strength and power, especially in leaders, has a powerful root in Russian
history and culture that places strong character and actions above many other qualities

when judging a person.
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Juunvie Cumnamuu

Personal Characteristics:

The lure of strength and power is not everything that was considered in the
responses when analyzing the candidates. Personality, physical attractiveness, and
personal qualities that demonstrate the humanity of the candidates were held by a number
of respondents as important when answering the proposed question. Unlike the previous
three reasons, this particular one tended to support Kerry, who many of the those who
answered felt was personally and physically more attractive than Bush. Ivan Mel’nikov
a high member of the Communist Party of the Russian Federation, began his response

»30° Before

with a statement that “Purely on a personal level, I like Kerry more...
mentioning politics or foreign policy or any other issues, Mel’nikov expresses his
preference for Kerry on a personal level. Boris Nemtsov stated that, “personally —
meaning physiologically — I like Kerry more. He appears more educated and

. 31
attractive...”

Here, the commentary is even elevated to include strictly physical
characteristics and appearance. In Russian society, the appearance of a person is often
held as a reflection of that person as a whole. The actual Russian words used in the
answers mentioned above to express favor for Kerry are all forms of the word
cuMmnatuuHelidi  (simpatichnyi), which refers to the pleasantness of a person’s

appearance.’> There are other words in the Russian language than can express approval

of someone, but this word was still chosen by many of those who commented to describe

3% See Appendix, Number 11
31 See Appendix, Number 14
32 See the Appendix for actual context of the Russians words mentioned here.
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their preferred candidate. The frequency with which this word was used in these
responses is a testament to the value with which physical appearance is taken into
account in Russian culture when judging a person. The fact that members of Russian
society are comfortable with using physical appearance as a means of answering the
question of candidate preference in such a popular and important magazine serves to
demonstrate the general acceptance of this practice.

Aside from a pleasing physical appearance, actions can serve to reveal the
humanity that sometimes eludes politicians. Something as basic as a seemingly friendly
relationship between two politicians shows that even those in the highest parts of the
government can have friends, just like the rest of the population. In their comments,
some of the respondents referred to Bush’s personal relationship with Putin as a reason to
support him. Andrej Kozyrev said that “Bush is more comfortable to us because Putin
knows him well and, it appears to me, sympathizes with him. And how relations with

3 This coincides directly with the desire for

Kerry would form is unknown...’
predictability described above, but it has a sense of humanity to it as well. Kerry is an
unsure choice because he might not develop a friendly relationship with Putin. Dmitrij
Yakushkin, after his comments about the predictability in supporting Bush, comments
that, “..Besides that, Bush has developed good relations with Putin...”, again adding
personal relationships with the Russian president as a positive characteristic.**

Whether an attractive personality, pleasing physical characteristics, or simply a

friendly side, revealing a touch of humanity is viewed to be an important characteristic by

a number of respondents. For many Russians, it is much easier to relate to a politician,

33 See Appendix, Number 8
** See Appendix, Number 21
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and thus support him, if he shows this sense of humanity and is not separated from the
people as some inhuman force that makes no mistakes and wields the power of the
government. The occurrence of comments addressing this theme of humanity in the
Vlast’ responses again reveals a Russian cultural value that goes beyond strictly political
commentary. More than just for judging potential presidential candidates, the
characteristics that make someone appear human - physical appearance or friendly
personality — are extremely important in a society that values personal relationships so

dearly.

Reactions of an American Reader:

Conducting this research as an American and stranger to much of the peculiarities
of Russian culture, I was at a disadvantage in many ways. Having this foreign outlook
though did provide a unique perspective on the comments given by the respondents and
the greater meaning of those responses with regards to American and Russian politics and
culture. In this section I will elaborate on some of the impressions that I have and
conclusions that I have made after conducting my analysis of the Vlast’ question “Are
you for Bush or for Kerry?”.

I will begin with the expectations that I had before I even began my coverage of
the Russian mass media response. Before I left the United States, the general consensus
was that the rest of the world despised Bush and supported Kerry completely. During my

time in Russia before beginning this project, almost every person I spoke with about the
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election, members of the general population, upheld this idea and expressed dislike of
Bush, but almost everyone also showed a dislike for Kerry. The general idea revealed by
most people was that Kerry was the lesser of two evils. This was the impression of the
Russian reaction to the election that I carried into my research.

Right around the time I began to read the mass media coverage of the election,
weeks before it actually took place, Putin began to publicly express his support for Bush.
Stating that a loss for Bush would mean a victory for international terrorism, Putin placed
his full weight behind a Bush victory. It was not until I read the responses given in the
Vlast’ Question of the Week that I understood how popular this preference for Bush really
was in the higher levels of Russian society. As I looked closer and closer at the responses
during analysis, some of the findings ran very contrary to my expectations. A look at
these contradictions paints a troubling picture of both the current American and Russian
administrations.

The most immediately unexpected ideas were from those persons that voiced
support for Bush from positions which should seemingly want him removed from office.
The Russian political party SPS, the Union of Right Forces, despite being a party on the
“right”, is one of the most allegedly active parties in defending human rights in Russia.
Despite this reputation though, Boris Nadezhdin, a high official from SPS, wrote that, “/
am for Bush: He is on the right. He supports lower taxes and making niggers work. [
also support this...” Such a blatantly racist remark from a member of a political party
that supposedly supports human rights was shocking. The fact that he granted this jaded
support to Bush, who places human rights issues far behind the War on Terrorism, was

even more seemingly absurd. In another case of counterintuitive preference, Victor

3% See Appendix, Number 13
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Geraschenko, chair of the board of directors for Yukos, also admitted that, ““...Maybe

Russia will not lose if he is elected again.”.*®

The head of Yukos, a company under
attack from Putin and his government, does not have any hope for a change in the
American administration that could bring added pressure against Putin to stop his assault
on Russian big business. While the chance of this pressure making any difference is
extremely minimal, it is more than is imaginable with Bush as president. There are a
number of other responses that praise Bush for the lack of attention that he pays to human
rights abuses in Chechnya, and criticism for his actions in Iraq and elsewhere are
conspicuously left absent from many of the comments. As an American citizen, it is
slightly troubling that our current President can be relied upon to ignore human rights
abuses in exchange for support in his own foreign policy course. It is understood that
there is nothing Bush can do to help the situation in Chechnya and that it is not the place
of The United States to seek to actively preserve human rights around the world, but
having a President that is known to ignore their infringement without a word otherwise is
slightly disturbing.

The picture described above sheds a sad light upon the current Russian
administration as well. It was noted above that criticism of Bush’s actions in Iraq and
elsewhere remained conspicuously absent from many of the responses, but what needs to
be further remarked is that they are mostly absent from comments made by those
currently involved in the Russian government. The only strong criticism came from
writers, business persons, or members of opposing political parties — those people who

have nothing to fear from opposing the current party line or offending the American

administration. These opinions are consistent with those of the common people, from

3% See Appendix, Number 3
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whose views I formed my initial expectations. Those who currently have power ignored
Bush’s faults for one collective reason beyond those described earlier in this paper — to
preserve their own positions and status. It is disturbing to imagine what else is worth
ignoring by those in power as long as their paychecks keep coming and they have an
office to drive to each day.

In looking at my reactions to the answers given in Vlast’, I feel that the seemingly
close relationship that Bush and Putin have formed is symbolic of the relationship
between their two countries. In the West, the Russian government under Putin is framed
as a weakly disguised dictatorship opposed to the American ideals of freedom and
democracy, where Putin continues to grab power and do as he pleases. Yet Putin and
Bush seem to get along so well that perhaps the two governments are not quite so
different after all. I understand that it is ideological naivety that leads me to place these
high moral expectations on my government, but I still have not reached the point of
pessimism where I can completely disregard these ideals. 1 would like to hope that
American elections still provide real choices for the people, and that those elected are still
held accountable to those people once in office. Perhaps the situation in Russia is not as
desolate for democratic freedoms as has been portrayed in the West. Perhaps American
democracy has lost the meaning that it once had and Bush now runs his own form of
dictatorship from The White House. I cannot be sure which of these is closer to the truth,
but either way, my research in this project has taught me that our two governments are

not as different as I once thought.
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Conclusion:

While the answers given to the question “Are you for Bush or for Kerry” were
certainly revealing on a political level, the hidden trends revealed through taking a
discourse analytical look at those answers revealed values and ideas the extend beyond
that political level to the whole of Russian society and culture. Respondents from all
over the political spectrum, business world, and beyond considered certain important
factors when deciding whom to lend their preference. Stability and predictability carries
a high value in a country where gambling on change frequently brings even greater
problems. In dealing with their own internal problems though, Russians prefer to do so
themselves, without outside interference. A history of foreign assaults and interference
disguised as benevolent assistance combined with the rich and powerful history of
Russian statehood have led her people to mistrust aid and defiantly refuse when Russian
authority in dealing with her own problems is challenged. When considering Bush, his
predictability carries with it a promise of limited intervention. This desirable
predictability is derived from his first four years atop the Executive Branch, which in turn
gave him the chance to show the toughness of his leadership style and strong character.
These traits were picked up on as well by many of the respondents, as strong and tough
character are highly important traits in Russian culture. Strength is not the only quality
that can win the hearts of the Russian people though. A show of humanity, whether a
pleasing personality, welcoming appearance, or sign of friendship, can warm
relationships and create trust with the Russian people. All of these values have deep

historical and cultural roots, and manifest themselves even in a simple question of
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political preference for a foreign politician. By taking an analytical look at the answers
submitted in Vlast’, an understanding was reached far beyond the geopolitical issues at
hand — opening a window to the heart of Russian culture and the ideas that penetrate the

lives of the Russian people.
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Appendix:

Question Responses and Translations:
In Alphabetical Order by Last Name (Latin Alphabet)

1. Vasilij Aksyonov: Writer
Bacuinii AKCeHOB: mucarein

«bym MHe He HpaBUTCA ¢ CaMOro Hayajga, KoOrga MPOU30ILIO
MOILIEHHU4ecTBO ¢ BbliOopamu, a Keppu — aemaror. C apyroi croponsl, bym man
JIOCTOMHBINA OTBET Ha TepakT 11 cenrsOps. Keppu BHemHe cummarsara, HO OH MOJUTHK
80-X TOOB — TO CaTaHUCTOB IMOJACPKUBACT, TO JEBbIX. S ObUI C HUM 3HAKOM, OH
MPUHAICKAT K yIbTPAIEBOMY KpbUTy ceHata. I He yBepeH, 4To OH OyJeT HaCTOSIIUM
MIPE3UACHTOM.

“I did not like Bush from the very start when the swindle with the elections
happened, and Kerry is a demagogue. From the other side, Bush gave a very worthy
response to the terrorist attacks on September 11. Kerry is outwardly a nice guy, but he
is a politician from the 80’s — from Satanists to leftists, he supports them. [ knew him, he
belongs to the ultra-left wing of the Senate. I am not sure that he will be a real
president.”

2. Victor Erofeev: Writer.
Buxrop Epodees: nucarens.

« nHe moba0 Bbyma, modtomy Keppu MHe Oojiee cuMmaTu4deH. — 3TO
BOIUIOIIEHUE HWHTEJUIEKTYyaJIbHOW TYINOCTH, HArJIOCTU W IuHU3Ma. W3 Hero mper
aMEepUKaHM3M, KOrJa AaMEpUKAHCKHE LIEHHOCTH CTaBsSTCS BBILIE BCEX MMPOBBIX
neHHocted. Jlymaro, 4To MMEHHO 3TO W TOPOJAWJIO HCIAMCKUH (yHIaMEHTaIu3M. A
Keppu — 3710 BomsoeHue Toif AMepuku, KOTopasi O4HyJIach OT OE3YMHOTO CaMOJIIO0OusI.
OH mpiTaeTcs pazaensth MupoBblie IeHHOCTH. XoTs mpu Keppu CIIA Oyayt xyxe
oTHOCUTBCSI K Poccnn. B ux neiictBusx OynmeT Oobllle HPAaBCTBEHHOTO COJEPIKaHUS.
Keppu ne Oynert, kak by, IMHUYHO HaM Bce MPOIIAaTh, YTOOBI MBI TOXKE Ha €r0 MPOMaxu
3aKpBIBAJIM I1a3a.»

“I do not like Bush, therefore I like Kerry more. Bush is the embodiment of
intellectual stupidity, impudence, and cynicism. From him flows Americanism, when
American values are placed above all of the world values. I think that Islamic
Fundamentalism arose out of exactly this. But Kerry — he is the embodiment of that
America which regained consciousness from an insane self-love. He is trying to share
world values. Although with Kerry the USA will relate worse to Russia. There will be
more moral components to our relations. Kerry will not, like Bush, cynically excuse us
for everything so that we also close our eyes to his mistakes”.
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3. Victor Geraschenko: Chair of the board of directors of company Yukos.

BukTop [I'epameHko: npesicenarens coBera IUPEKTOPOB KOMIIAHHH
IOxoc.

«/daxe He 3Ha10, HO By Mo cpaBHeHHIO ¢ MaNoOi KAKOH-TO HexoOTéNma. A Tpo
Keppu ckazate uto-1160 cinoxHo. OT Byiia Mbl 0COOBIX CIOpIPHU30B HE KAEM. MOXKeT,
Poccust v He mpourpaeT, eciu ero onsiTh U30epyT.»

“I do not even know, but Bush in comparison to his father is some kind of duffer.
But about Kerry it is difficult to say anything. From Bush we are not waiting any special
surprises. Maybe Russia will not lose if he is elected again.”

4. Vadim Gustov: Chair of the Federation Council committee on CIS affairs.

Bagum I'ycToB: npexncenarens komutera Cosera ®emepanuu 1o jeiam
CHT.

«Ckopee 3a Byma, XoTsl NoJIMTHKUA OHU paBHble. Ho By Gonee npeackaszyem,
Uy Hero Oosblie maHcoB Ha modeny. IIpu HeM CHIBHO BBIPOCIH BOGHHBIE PACXOMABI, U Y
Hero MoinHas nogaepkka BIIK. KoHeudHo, ero ectb 3a 4TO MOpyrarb, Halpumep 3a
Upak, 3a cHmkeHre nokasaresieid sSkoHoMuyeckoro pocrta. A y Keppu Huuero Her — Hu
IUTFOCOB, HU MUHYCOB.

“Rather for Bush, although politically they are equal. But Bush is more
predictable and he has a greater chance of victory. With Bush in office, the military
expenditures grew strongly, and he has the powerful support of the military industrial
complex. Of course, there are things to criticize him about, such as Iraq, the reduction in
the economic growth index. But Kerry has nothing, no pluses, no minuses.”

5. Leonid Ivanchenko: Vice head of the political bureau of the Communist
Party of Bolsheviks for Russia

Jleonua UBaH4YeHKO: 3amnpen nonmur6ropo BKIIB.

«Keppu, mnoromMy UYTO  CerogHsIIHASI MHPOBAas  HANPSIKEHHOCTb,
IKOHOMHUYECKHUI CNajJ M BbICOKHELeHbl HA HepTh — 3aciayra aaMuHucTpanuu byma.
D10 mocnencTBus €€ arpecCUBHbBIX nericTBuil mocie 11 centsadps. K tomy ke bym mue
HE HPaBUTCS YUCTO MO-YEIIOBEUECKH.)

“Kerry, because today’s world intensity, economic slump, and high oil prices are

merits of the Bush administration. These are consequences of its aggressive actions after
September 11. Additionally, I do not like Bush personally.”
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6. Leonid Ivashov: Vice President of the Academy of Geopolitical
Problems, General.

Jleonua UBamoB: suie-npe3uieHT AKaJeMHUU F€ONOIUTHIECKUX
pobIieM, TeHePaI-TIOJIKOBHHUK.

«XpeH peabkH He ciaame, HoO Bym Bcé-taku MeHbmiee 3.10. HbiHemHss

anMuHHUCTpanus Oojnee OmarockimonHa K Poccun. bByma mamo wHTEpecyroT Hamm
BHYTpeHHUE TMpobiembl, ero Oonblie BOJHyeT, uToObl Poccusi moaaep:xkuBana
BHemHenoiautnyeckuil kype CIIIA. Ero okpyxeHue paccmarpuBaeT Poccrio kak HEKYIO
ABTOHOMMUIO, BKIIFOUCHHYIO B TJI00AIbHYIO nMIiepuio Bo riaase ¢ CIIIA.»
“Horseradish is no sweeter than radish, but Bush is over all less evil. The
present administration is more favorable towards Russia. Bush is interested little in our
internal problems, he is more worried that Russia support the foreign policy course of the
USA. Those around him consider Russia like a certain automaton included in the global
empire headed by the USA.”

7. Anatolij Karachinsky: President of the group of companies IBS.
Anarosmnii KapauyuHCKMI: npe3uienT rpymmnbl koMmnaunuii [BS.

«Ckopee 3a byma. Korma Keppu 3asBisier 0 ToM, 4TO HaJ0 JUIIUTH KOMIIAHUU
MpaBa MCIOIB30BaTh TPYJ MPOTPAMMHCTOB M3 APYTHX CTPaH, 3TO 3BYUYUT MO MEHbIIEH
Mepe CTPaHHO. ITOT TPy MPOCTO HE MOXKET YXYAIIUTH MOJOKEHUE TPYTUX KOMIaHUH.
3HayeT, HanpalrBaeTcs: OAUH BbIBOA: Keppu He oueHb XOpolIo 3HaeT 3KOHOMUKY. by,
KOHCYHO, TOXEC, MOKCT, 3HACT SKOHOMUKY HC JIy4dllC, HO OH, IO KpaﬁHeﬁ MCPE, TaAKUX
3asiBJICHUH cebe He TIO3BOJISET.»

“Rather for Bush. When Kerry says that there is a need to take away the right of
a company to use programmers from other countries, it sounds at least strange. This
work simply cannot make the position of a company worse. That means, one conclusion
arises: Kerry does not know the economy very well. Bush, of course, may not know the
economy any better, but he, at least, does not allow himself such statements.”
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8. Andrej Kozyrev: Former Foreign Minister of Russia.
Amnjpei Ko3bIpeB: GbiBiumii MUHHCTP MHOCTPAHHBIX 1€ Poccun.

«bym ynob6eH HaMm, Tak Kak ero xopoiuo 3HaeT IlyTuH u, kak MHe Ka:KeTcs,
CHUMINATU3UPYeT eMy. A Kak cioxatcsi oTHomeHus: ¢ Keppu, HeusBectno. Bo-BTOpbIX,
y by1ia uetkas u pemuTenbHas mo3uius mo 00ps0e ¢ Teppopru3MoM. 3adeM HaMm HOBBIN
npesunieHT CIIA, ecnu ¢ HBIHEITHUM CKJIQJBIBAIOTCS HETUIOXUE OTHOIICHHUS ?)

“Bush is more comfortable to us because Putin knows him well and, it appears to
me, sympathizes with him. And how relations with Kerry would form is unknown.
Secondly, Bush has a precise and decisive position in the fight again terrorism. Why
would we want a new President of the USA if good relations with the current are being

formed?”

9. Sergej Leontjev: President of “Probusinessbank”
Cepreii JleonTbeB: npesunent [Ipodusnectanka.

«51 3a Keppu. ITocne 11 centa6ps 2001 rona CILA B3sun Ha cebs poib 3TaKOro
«BCEMHUPHOTO  TOJIULIEUCKOTO», aIMUHHUCTpanus byma Qaktuyecku 3akoHYMIA
o(opMieHre MOHOIOJIIPHOTO MHpa, KOTopoe Havajock nocie pazaga CCCP. Hcxoas
u3 sToro, Poccun ropasfo BeIrojiHee oOLIaThesi ¢ MUPOIIOOUBBIM AeMokpaToM Keppu u
napaiesuieNbHO aepxaTh Kypc Ha EBpomy kak Hamiero GaukaiIiero reornoJuTHIecKOro
U DKOHOMHUYECKOTO COCEla, a TaKXKE Ha EAUHCTBEHHYIO pPEaJbHYI0 allbTEPHATHUBY
reremonun CHIA.

“I am for Kerry. After September 11, 2001, the USA took upon itself the roll of
such “world police”. The Bush administration actually finished the forming of the
unipolar world which began after the collapse of the USSR. Arising from this, for Russia,
it is much more favorable to communicate with the peace-loving democrat, Kerry, and
simultaneously hold course towards Europe as our closest geopolitical and economic
neighbor, and also the only real alternative to the USA hegemony.”
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10. Michail Margelov: Chair of the Federation Council committee on
international affairs.
Muxaunia MapresosB: npeacenarens komurera CoBera deeparuu 1o
MEKITyHAPOIHBIM JICTIaM.

«Koro 0b1 amepukaHubl HM H30pajdH CBOMM IPEe3HJIEHTOM, OH CTaHeT
3HAYMMbIM W BOWIET B HMCTOPHIO. A MBI OyIeM JOTOBapuBaThCS C JIFOOBIM
IIPE3UACHTOM.»

“Whoever the Americans choose as their president will become important and
enter into history. And we will negotiate with any President.”

11. Ivan Mel’nikov: Vice head of the central committee of the Communist
Party of the Russian Federation.

HNBan MejbHUKOB: niepsbiii 3amnpes LIK KITPO.

«Umnero mo-vyenoBeyecku MHe cumnatuyHee Keppu. Uto kacaercs BBICOKHX
IIeH Ha He()Th U MPOYEro, YTO HaM sIKOObI 0OECEeUUT BHEIIHAA NoiauTukKa byma, To Bcé
3TO BPEMEHHO. 3aBUCUMOCTh SKOHOMHUKHU OT BBICOKMX HE(TSIHBIX IIEH BPEIHA JJISI CTPAHbI
HE MEHbIIIE, YeM HU3KHUE LIEHbl Ha He(Th.»

“Purely on a personal level, I like Kerry more. What concerns high prices of oil
and others that Bush’s foreign policy allegedly guarantees us is all temporary.
Dependence of the economy on high oil prices is no less dangerous for the country than
low oil prices.”

12. Oleg Morozov: First Vice Premiere of a faction of “United Russia”
OuJier Mopo30B: nepsbiii 3ammpen dpakimu «Exunas Poccusiy.

«$1 3a mpeackasyemocTh W, 3Ha4MT, 32 Byma. K tomy ke pecryOnukaHIiies
MO>KHO OTHECTHU K KOHcepBaTopoM. A Hama naptus «Egunas Poccusd» Toxke yMepeHHbIN
KOHCEPBATOP.»

“I am for predictability and, that means, for Bush. Additionally, Republicans

ascribe to conservatism.  And our party, “United Russia” is also moderately
conservative.”
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13. Boris Nadezhdin: Secretary of the Federal Political Council for the party
Union of Right Forces.

bopuc HaxexauH: cexperaps @enepansroro nonurcosera CIIC.

«3a Byma: on ke npasblii. OH paryer 3a TO, 4TOOBI OBLIO MEHBIIIE HAJIOTOB, a
Herpsl pabotanu. S Toxe. A BooO1ie, HaM He BCE JIM paBHO, KOO BHIOEPYT aMEpUKaHIIbI?
N nna Keppu menkas tema — yBaxkats Poccuto mim Her. Ho 3T0 cknanbiBaercs HE U3
TOr0, KOrO MbI O0JIbIIIe JTI00UM, a U3 SKOHOMHUYECKUX COCTABJIAIOLINX, HAIIpUMEp LI€H Ha
HEPTH.»

“I am for Bush: He is on the right. He supports lower taxes and making niggers
work. [ also support this. And in general, does it really matter to us who the Americans
choose? For Bush and For Kerry, it is of no major importance whether or not to respect
Russia. But it is formed not from who we love more but from economic components, such
as the price of 0il.”

14. Boris Nemtsov: Chair of the board of directors of conglomerate
“Neftyanoi1”.
bopuc HeMuoB: npencenaresns coBera AMPEKTOPOB KOHIIEPHA
«HedrsHoi».

«B 1MYHOM M1aHe — B cMbIcie (pu3nOHOMUM — MHe cumnaTnyHee Keppu. On
BBITVIAAMT 0OoJiee 00pa3oBaHHbIM W NpHBJIeKaTeJbHbIM. A bym mo xapakrepy
KpEnKUi apeHb.»

“Personally — meaning physiologically — I like Kerry more. He appears more
educated and attractive. But Bush, by character, is a strong fellow.”

15. Alexander Osovtsov: Project manager of NGO “Open Russia”.

Agnexkcanap OCOBLOB: UPEKTOP MPOEKTOB OOMIECTBEHHON OpraHu3aiu
«OtxkpsiTas Poccusiy».

«3a Byma: on 0oJsee npeackasyem, yem Keppu. Xots mist Poccun Bcé paBHo,
310 BakHO i Mpaka unu CesepHoil Kopen. ¥V CIIIA HeT HU Bparos, HU Apy3€eH, a €CTh
uHTEpechl, U Poccust 11t AMEpHUKH — MEJTKMI UHTEPEC.»

“For Bush: he is more predictable than Kerry. Although for Russia it does not

matter, it is important for Iraq and North Korea. The USA has no enemies, no friends,
but it has interests, and Russia for America is a minor interest.”
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16. Sergej Rogov: Director for the Institute for the U.S.A. and Canada.
Cepreii Poros: mupexrop Uncrutyra CIIA u Kanap..

«00a xyxe. [IpyHIMNMATBHOTO pa3nInyus Mexay HUMHM HeT. Y byma cnabas
BHEIIHSS TOJINTUKA, Mo3uIms Keppu B 3TOM Bompoce OJike K POCCHICKOH, HO, €ciu
JI€MOKpAaThl NPUAYT K BJIacTH, OHU OyayT BMEIINBATHCS BO BHyTpeHHHUE Jiena Poccun. B
I000M ciydae mocje BEIOOPOB MPOU30IIyT U3MEHEHMs B OTHOLIEHHX ¢ Poccueit.»

“They are both worse. Principally there are no differences between them. Bush
has a weak foreign policy, the position of Kerry on this question is closer to the Russian
one, but if the Democrats come into power, they will interfere in the internal affairs of
Russia. In any case, after the election, changes will occur in the relations with Russia.”

17. Evgenij Satanovsky: President of the Russian Jewish Congress

EBrennii CaTaHOBCKHM: npe3unent Poccuiickoro eBpenckoro
KOHI'pecca.

«51 0bI rostocoBan 3a Byma. Yem Gonbuie nemokparoB y Biaactu B CIIIA, tem
Xyxe oTHouieHus ¢ Poccueit. JleMokpatbl Hac Tak 0€3yMHO JItOOAT, YTO TOTOBBI OUTHCS
3a [IpaBa HALLEro YeJI0BEKA 0 CaMOro MOCIEIHETO YEI0BEKa.»

“I would vote for Bush. The more democrats there are in power, the worse it is
for relations with Russia. The Democrats love us so madly that they are ready to fight for
the rights of our people to the very last person.”

18. Michail Shvydkoi: Director of the Federal agency for culture and
cinematography.
Muxaua HIBbIAKOM: pykoBoauTens MenepanbHOro areHTcTBa 1o
KYJIbTYpE U KHHEMATOrpaQuH.

«51 npencrasasiio cede miiargopmy Keppu u ero komanay, u 3a Hero Oyayr
roJIoCOBaTh JIKOJIH, MHE XOPOIIO0 3HAKOMbIe U CHMIIaTH4YHbIe, - HHTe s iMreHnus. Ho
s Poccun npennouturensHee by — oH npeackasyeM U MpUBBIYEH.»

“I imagine myself on the platform of Kerry and his team, and people whom [

know well and are nice to me — the intelligentsia, are going to vote for him. But for
Russia, Bush is more preferable — He is predictable and habitual.”
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19. Eduard Topol’: Writer, American citizen.
Anyapa Tomoas: nucarens, rpaxnanun CIIA.

«51 moka He pemIMJ 3TOT Bonpoc. Mou 3HAKOMbIE aMEPUKAHI[bl COBETYIOT MHE
rosocoBath 3a Keppu. Ho y MeHs ecTb BpeMms moaymarb, IIO3TOMY s HE CHEUly C
OKOHYATEJIbHBIM PELIeHUEM, KOMY OTJIaTh CBOI roJoc.»

“I still have not yet decided that question. My fellow Americans advise me to vote
for Kerry. But I have time to think, therefore I am not hurrying with the final decision, to
whom to give my voice.”

20. Julij Vorontsov: Former ambassador of Russia to the U.S.A.
FOumii BopoH1oB: GeiBuinii nocon Poccrnu B CIIA.

«Kak HuM cTpaHHO, 1 Obl oTaan npeanoyreHue bymy. Keppu Bcerma Obun
HE3aMETHBIM TMOJMTHUKOM, MIO3TOMY MbI Mayo 4uTo o HEM yHaeMm. Korma s pabortan B
Bammnrrone, 1o g naxe He oOpaliag BHUMaHMs Ha Kakoro-to ceHaropa Keppu. Kpome
TOT0, OH MPUHAAJEKUT K AeMOKpaTaM. A OoHM npuctaByuuil Hapoa. Ecnu ero nzbepyt
IIPE3UACHTOM, TO OH HAac 3aMy4yaeT CBOMMHU IPOTECTAMM IO MOBOAY IIPaB YEJIOBEKA U
yiemieHus ux B Yeune. A Byl B TakuX MOMYJIUCTCKUX JEHCTBUSAX 3aMEU€H HE ObUIL.»

“As strange as it is, I would give my preference to Bush. Kerry was always an
unknown politician, therefore we know little about him. When I worked in Washington, [
did not even take notice of such a Senator Kerry. Besides that, he belongs to the
Democrats. And they are a nagging people. If they elect him as President, then he is
going to torture us with his protests about human rights and their infringement in
Chechnya. And Bush did not take notice in such political actions.”

42



21. Dmitrij Yakushkin: Executive Director of the Russian-American affairs
council.
JAvutpuid SIKYIIKHWH: ucnoHuTebHbIi aupextop Pocckuiickoro-
aMEPHUKAHCKOTO JIENIOBOTO COBETA.

«JImyno mHe cummaTtuyHee Keppu. OH mnpousBogur BreyarieHue Oosee
OTBETCTBEHHOT0, JYMAIOILLEr0 U TPe3BOro noautuka. A Bot Ay Poccun ynoOnee by —
XOTs1 ObI TIOTOMY, YTO MBI C HUM YK€ NpPOXWIM ueTbipe roga. Kpome toro, y byma
CIIOKHWINCh Hemoxue oTHomeHuss ¢ [lytunsiM. Jla u BooOmie, pecmyOJInMKaHIIbI
TPaJMLMOHHO MEHEE NPHUIUPYMBBI K PA3NMYHBIM HIOAHCAM B HAIIMX JBYXCTOPOHHHUX
OTHOILIEHUSX.)»

“Personally I like Kerry more. He creates the impression of a more responsible,
thinking, and sober politician. But for Russia, Bush is more comfortable, because we
have lived through four years with him. Besides that, Bush has developed good relations
with Putin. And in general, Republicans are traditionally less nagging towards the
different nuances in our bilateral relations.”

22. Vladimir Zhirinovsky: Leader of the Liberal Democratic Party of Russia
(LDPR).

Baagumup KupunoBckuid: munep JIIIIP.

«3a byma. M MblI ero yxe 3HaeM, H OH MaJI0 BMEIIUBAETCHA B HALIM Aejia. A
Keppu 3asBuin, uto on OyaeT 3aHuMarbest ipaHoM, a HaM 5TO HEBBITOIHO.»

“For Bush. We already know him and he interferes little in our affairs. And
Kerry stated that he will look into Iran, and that is not advantageous for us.”
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