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So, as I told you before, it is a strictly academic research and may I have authorization to quote you in my papers?
Yes, sure.
If you want I can send you the transcription of the interview.
That would be very helpful because sometimes I can add even more nuance on some details.
Oh, fine. Perfect.
Because that is what they do when I interview somebody.
Oh, it’s fine. So, I have some questions on your personal profile, on your ideas and some about think thanks here in DC.
And how many questions do you have?
About fifteen questions. About an hour. Could you please tell me briefly about your undergrad and grad studies. Where and when you did them.
So, I’m Kazakh, from Kazakhstan. I was born and raised in Kazakhstan. My first degree is in International relations from the University in Kazakhstan, and then I had mandarin and Chinese training in Taiwan for a year and all my graduate’s degree is from Great Britain. So, I actually came to the U.S. for my post-doctoral fellowship after I’ve already worked as a journalist and as a professor in Kazakhstan. And I had been working in the U.S. for the last 8 years. So in terms of education my foundational expertise in international relations focusing in international security and then more narrowly in nuclear policy. Region-wise, I am very interested in Latin America specially brazil, central Asia, Kazakhstan and emerging powers more broadly. So while doing my PhD I was keen on the U.S. and Russia, afterwards I became much more interested in all the other players. 
And how did you became interested in latin America and brasil specifically?
I would credit the program management here. It was just a very natural coincidence. So 5 years ago, almost 5 years ago, when I was interviewing for a job here at the nuclear policy program at Carnegie, in my interview I talked a lot about developing countries and how I’m interested in looking in other actors, not the stablished major players. And they’ve already just kind of launched the project on emerging powers and they were keen to look at brazil, turkey and do some work in India and Pakistan. So it’s kind of, I cannot say that I was wise enough to choose brazil myself like that. It was rather that they felt that I was interested in new players and they thought Brazil might be one of the countries that fits into this category and that’s how it started. What I didn’t realize back them is how engrossed they would become in brazil more generally, that my interest is now beyond brazil’s nuclear policy. I’m very interested in kind of societal dynamics and economy and politics and brazil’s relations with its neighbors and latin America more generally.
And how long have you been working here at Carnegie?5 years?
In july it will be 5. So you can say 4 and a half. 
And what kind of experience you have in Brazil? A few trips or another kind of longer term you spent there?
So, program-wise Brazil is a very good example of how I try to kind of pursue several goals at the same time. So in brazil, for example, there’s a very strong capacity building aspect. We are very keen to help brazil, especially brazil’s new generation of thought leaders policy makers to have better understanding of global nuclear issues. So one component of that is engaging younger people and giving them an opportunity to be exposed to established Brazilian experts, but also to established international experts. Then, also more generally, with expert community and policymaking community in brazil. Again we see this capacity building when we bring international experts, when we put together in one workshop people from itamaraty, people from nuclear industry, some international experts giving them a chance to be exposed to both international expertise but at the same time, also to expertise from other Brazilian sectors. So capacity building is one huge part of it, and in practical times how it was manifesting so far, we have conducted five policy workshops in brazil with participants ranging in the numbers from 30 to 60 and every policy workshop had its own angle. For example, one was strictly on brazil, another one was on emerging powers and we brought somebody from India and Turkey and so on. But that also fed very much into another goal which is research and better understanding of..
But those workshops you organize down there in brazil? 
In Brazil, always with Brazilian partners. So far we partnered with FGV, twice. With university of Brasilia, with PUC and with IPHAN. The latest workshop was with iphan. You can see mostly academic institutions. That very much also is tied into our goal of bridging the gap between stablished powers and emerging powers and kind of mutually education on nuclear issues. So we go there, we learn about brazil, we learn about brazil’s policy making and we try to educate policy makers here, we do the same in brazil. We kind of try to explain why U.S. policies are this way and what feeds into it. So that’s how kind of umbrella goal of facilitating the dialogue between stablished powers and emergent powers. And here comes the third component that feeds, both feeds this activity but also benefits from it. Because through this engagement is just such a unique learning and researching opportunity that, through this work for example I was able to conduct my own research and publish this book on brazil’s nuclear policy. So I think it’s a very nice…
[…]
So I think, for our program, our work in brazil has been a model example of how you pursue those goals simultaneously. But the fundamental goal has been to help brazil to be a stronger, more informed, new fresh player and to invest in to the new generation of brazil influent leaders.
How do you perceive the reception of these initiatives among what you are calling brazilian new generation?
The type of access and feedback we have been receiving has been overwhelmingly positive. I think specially, you know, both in the academic field and in terms of foreign ministry for example we have been welcome very warmly. The young people are especially vocal in expressing their gratitude, because for them I think Carnegie prides itself when it’s convenient. You know, before we started doing these workshops some of the participants would hear of each other but they have never met. For example, they worked in different universities or they knew this is the person who works on nuclear issues but somewhere else but they were never in the same room. So I think we really helped to solidify some of the internal networks there and again younger people were especially grateful that we would bring all this really “world class” (?) experts and expose young people to that, and kind of treat them equally because we don’t, our whole purpose is to have very mixed groups. You would have people very very stablished in their 60’s and you would have a PhD student who is very talented and writing a PhD in nuclear subject. So overall, it’s been really fantastic and just so friendly and nice. Of course maybe some of the, overall the space in which we’ve been operating has been extremely open.
That’s quite interesting and well, 
With that said of course, you know. I know… there are still people in brazil who perceive Carneige and other think thanks in the U.S. as a hand of the U.S. government. And with some is impossible to overcome this, even if you point out “look, you know so much criticizing is coming now of the u.s. government itself” or “Look, how views are divergent” or even on then one policy issue within our organization there can be a scholar arguing for this policy, there can be a scholar arguing against. There is still… but I think it’s a kind of all the generations. It’s more prevalent in one, the folks who… I wouldn’t call it ideological but they are still this slight, yeah you probably know what I’m saying. It’s a perception of the u.s. that everything has an agenda…
A cold war agenda and view of the world
Yeah, but I think at least with the people we’ve been working with closely. And specially I think after the publications like this, when they realized that we are truly trying to have their voices heard as well. That is really not about coming and imposing the u.s. agenda, I am not even American and I’m leading this project and not to mention that Carnegie is not a (?) of the government and sometimes our goals might be overlapping, sometimes they might not be. For example, our program fundamental got interest in brazil as a potential new voice in the evolving global nuclear order. Whether Brazil… (?)  I’ts a different question but we came more from this angle not because we needed to know “what is brazil really doing” but it was more to understand in order to kind of help.
And who is providing the resources for this program. It’s Carnegie as a whole or you have specific donor to this project?
We decide nobody imposes from the outside agenda on us. We have arranged different program priorities we decide ourselves, and them we go out and fundraise. And you know we have a number of different grant making organizations, foundations that we have to make our case to them and they are different. So it’s not that anybody came to us and said “this is what you should do”, we set our agenda and then we have to fundraise.
So it’s not from the Carnegie resources
No, it’s our resources because our program we have to fundraise to cover our project so there is an endowment. But For any projects we want to implement we have to seek funding.
And you interview a lot of people in brazil. But what kind of other sources you use to make your research on brazil?
So it’s, as any typical research it would be interviews, media, primary and secondary documents. FGV has been doing fantastic work together with Woodrow Wilson center on making available materials for example, so yeah, everything is kind of open source whatever is available but the most valuable insights of course they always come from interviews. It’s people who really know what they are talking about.
Your main sources are your interviewers… 
No, they are one of the main. They are one of the most valuable but, without studying everything who was already out there, I wouldn’t be able to ask some more nuanced questions but yeah, interviews I think are always important. 
And do you think that brazil is more of a Latin America country, a BRICS or a global one?
Neither. I think first and foremost brazil is brazil. I think Brazil is, in that sense, kind of similar to the US. It’s hegemonic, it’s exceptional, it thinks that it’s different from others. I don’t think brazil is a global power yet, I think it really has potential to be one. There was a downward tendency over the last 5 years, for many reasons, including the fact that I think for the current government foreign policy is not a priority. Out of this categories, I think when you look at Brazil from the outside you don’t realize how much the BRICS and IBAS are important. Here in DC nobody know what IBAS is. Of course, people know BRICS and they do think BRICS and IBAS are important to Brazil. But I don’t think it’s fullhard on the organizations, and I do think that while Brazil is a south American, is not Latin American, it’s a south American country, but it does stand on its own and it does both enjoy and pride itself on being separate from everybody else an it does think that’s quite exceptional.
In the last few years many people talk about Brazil as a rising country or power. Do you believe that… is Brazil’s rise an opportunity to the united states? Why?
An opportunity? To be honest, I think Brazilians think that the US thinks more often about them then the US actually does. I think Latin America and South America more generally is not a priority for the US. Not a lot of thought is put in to what is an opportunity for us there and what’s not. So actually, I would not be able to give anything specific in terms of “oh they saw an opportunity in this” and “this is how they view it”. I can only speak for the non-governmental aspect, nuclear thought community here. We, not representing the government, just us with values of being interested in a more sustainable, more fair global nuclear order with Brazil as one of the potential players, who can play a positive role in kind of participating in this debate in a constructive way. So for us, the opportunity lay there but I don’t think Brazil is doing that.
And why you don’t think brazil is…?
I think for a number of reasons. I think Brazil got excited about 5 years ago, now I think it was more of a fluke rather than... An indication that brazil was in a completely different path 5 years ago you had lula, amorim, extremely active foreign policy, diplomacy, negotiation with iran. With all it’s shortcoming and limitations but it was an exciting endeavor. We thought it was, you know, not in all the problems with Tehran declaration but just this whole premise of brazil showing its confidence. Saying “we believe in ourselves and we want to be a part of this conversation”. Domestically, you know, very active domestic nuclear energy program saying “we are gonna be building all this nuclear power plans” putting all this money in to the nuclear power submarine program. Which again has its issues, but just overall the image of brazil was of a very confident player with enough advanced nuclear technology, domestically in order to be taken seriously by these big guys and enough kind of ambition and aplomb. And it looked as though brazil might take of and kind of be very engaged in these conversations above the level of just rhetoric. What I think happened now is that, first you have a different government, you have president Dilma who is not taken on foreign policy and not to mention nuclear policy. You have all this fundamental issues with nuclear power program, all their constructors are now on investigation, you have issues with the submarine program, fundamentally, foreign policy is just not a priority anymore and brazil I think lost its confidence. You know when you have so many problems domestically that you kind of, you know there was a period when brazil didn’t even pay its dues to the international organizations so how can you be an important player if you can’t even afford to pay your dues to the international atomic energy agency? So as I see it brazil right now is in a very introverted state, really overwhelmed by domestic problems. I also unfortunately think that, on the global kind of nuclear diplomacy front, sometimes there is more rhetoric rather than very substantive engagement in issues. And I can relate very much to brazil’s rhetorical positions because I myself come from a developing country, from a non-nuclear weapon state. But sometimes it’s also an easy position to have kind of, you have this umbrella of there is not enough nuclear disarmament that’s why I don’t expect us to do anything. And it’s a valid position, but brazil is not offering anything in return of what or how can you go around… And again I don’t blame brazil. I think it’s a very complicated issue but my conclusion is that for many reasons, objective and subjective, brazil is not what we hoped it would be on the global nuclear scene. 
That’s a very interesting position.
But it might do a comeback. I certainly very much hope so.
Well, I believe. I’m not supposed to make comments on the interviews but I suppose once this crisis will be overcome and brazil will be able again to have a more active position, not necessarily the same or in the same direction but I suppose it’s a cycle we are in a downside moment well, and we will have another.. the house will be organized again one day. 
Ok. And is the Brazilian rise, does it pose any sort of challenge to the united states?
You see, it’s as though you came up with your questions some time ago and now it’s almost sad that you ask about brazil’s rise when it’s..
But a more active brazil, would be perceived, in your view, here in DC as a challenge to the united states? 
I think the US perception of itself is also legging (?) I think sometimes people here in the US still think of the country as a much more, it’s still a dominating player but I think it’s not as dominating as before. It’s not as unquestioned as earlier, now we have other very powerful players such as China. So I think due to the fact that the US overall still… its mentalities of itself as a dominating single super power it would not, for the time being, feel that threat. Brazil is not China for the US. Having said that, and that’s why I think the experience of the Tehran declaration was interesting. Brazil did create some kind of discomfort. I think of how it was perceived by more official side of the US is that Brazil interfered into what the international community was trying to do with Iran. But if you look at the fact it’s not what the international community at large, it’s more what the security council was trying to do. So in a way it was kind of a little bit like a new sense that “who do they think they are trying to come in into this, you know, big boys dynamic”. So while US never felt and I don’t think it will ever feel threatened by Brazil, I think at the same time those emergent powers become more vocal and trying to insert them into more important international issues that creates kind of new environment in which the US is not that used to yet.
And do you believe we are in a transition to a sort of multipolar order?
Yes. No, as I said I don’t think the US is the only superpower. I think it is still very important and still a superpower. There are tendencies, including the rise, the true rise of china that recalibrate the balance in the international system. Plus the rise of emergent powers and while Brazil might be having problems now, but look at India for example.  That’s a very interesting and important player. 
And Russia
Yeah. It is not that Eurocentric It is still quite Eurocentric but it’s gradually (?).
And this more multipolar order, do you think it is more it’s good for the united states such an environment?
If I were the US I would think that would be better for my country. Because I think multipolar world realizes some responsibility from the US in terms of, because right now everybody expects the US to act on all major crisis for example. So I think it is healthier and if I would be the US I would welcome it because I feel the multipolar world, in current conditions, is a more stable world but I really don’t know how the US views itself in that sense and whether being the only one is keen to them. I think there’s an evolution of the world order that is unstoppable and that evolution is leading to a truly multipolar world.
And in your opinion, what is and what could be the role played by brazil in south America?
I think it’s... I always thought: “oh it’s so keen for brazil to have a good relationship with the countries outside, it’s very important for brazil to be understood by outside players”. I’ve changed my opinion. I still think what the international community thinks of brazil is very important, I think what is even more important is what brazil’s neighbors think of brazil and whether they feel threatened and concerned, whether they welcome brazil’s rise or not. And what I’ve been observing is that it’s regionally where brazil has kind of, not more issues but... Well, of course Brazilians would say “oh, they are just jealous because...” But I think, you know, it’s your immediate environment, it’s your immediate neighborhood. It is important that mercosul works, for example, or that ABAC (?) is adapted to new realities. It’s important that, you know, you are kind of close and in a constructive relationship with Argentina. I think regional perceptions of brazil have a more immediate effect on brazil than the international perceptions of brazil. But I don’t think brazil feels this way. I think brazil is still looking up to the US and it gets more sensitive about what the US thinks, what the US does because… Yeah, I think you Brazilians look down on your neighbors and I think you shouldn’t kind of. And right now I’m working on an article of external perceptions of brazil’s nuclear policy and I want to use the US and Argentina’s key studies and it just kind of fun, you know. The dynamics and… But as I said your diplomats would just say “oh, they are just complaining they are not really worried about our submarine they just want to have more bargain power in mercosul.”
And in issues like south atlantic security, what you believe is the Brazilian role and what should be?
This is an area in which I can not tell you anything authoratively. I just know that for brazil kind of the potential intrusion of NATO and the US into the south Atlantic is kind of troublesome and that’s why it’s concerning. I kind of only know what brazil is feeling or doing. And it sound as tough south Atlantic security is a priority to brazil and it’s clear that brazil is the key player in that and I think that again goes back to… It’s how brazil puts itself in the eyes of the neighbors and whether is not seen as overtaking regional initiatives but being an equal nice partner and all of that. Because I think, fundamentally, what’s happening is that brazil perceives itself and behaves itself as a hegemon and that creates some tension. But it’s a very difficult balance to strike when you are objectively the largest country with the largest population and different. So is kind of, it’s a difficult balance to strike. Kazakhstan in that sense is very similar to brazil, in central asia we are the biggest, we are the richest, I really, you know, sometimes our guys they look down in our neighbors, which I also think it’s kind of not helpful. You have to invest into your region. I think the criticism that I heard and which was confirmed by experts is that brazil does not invest enough into the region on all levels that it talks quite a bit about.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Brazil does not act like the master, that is the general complaining. That’s a consensus among the experts. 
So Brazil’s foreign policy has some core values like sovereignty, non-intervention, quest for autonomy, whose understanding is often very different from that of the united states. Do you think these differences make relations with the United States more difficult to flow?
Well, I actually think that brazil, it’s not all differences between brazil and the us. There are many values that are similar, they are both truly democratic and so on. It is true that the values of how brazil and the US view the international system differs and I can give you an specific example from the nuclear field. For example why brazil tried to interfere into the Iran standoff, because fundamentally brazil doesn’t like, and I think rightly so, it doesn’t like doing military interventions. I think brazil was sincerely not keen on a new round of sanctions against iran. They were worried about potential military reaction by Israel, while the US, I think historically is more into more coercive matters than you know, its foreign policy is based on calculation. They calculated rightly that a new round of sanctions did facilitate the fact that Iran did come to the negotiation’s table. So, yes I think your premise is correct that there is some tension and the tension stands from different perceptions of the world but it should also be noted it’s because brazil’s environment and experience is very different from the US one. As you know, Brazil hasn’t been on war in 150 years, Brazil is living in a very peaceful environment. So in a way brazil can afford itself to be in a more higher ground and say “we can reach everything diplomatically and we shouldn’t intervene and all of that”. While the US is under greater pressure and the expectations of the US… Look at Syria and other cases that nobody is criticizing Brazil, nobody is saying “why brazil is not stopping human rights violations in Syria? People are dying.” I think the US is under the weight of responsibilities and under the weight of its own power and somethings that brazil can afford as its values and norms that the US cannot. So it’s kind of more complex but fundamentally there are differences in how they view the world and the values.
There is a very interesting point in the narrative about the Tehran declaration, that brazil was called naïve by secretary Clinton, had a lot of criticism. But turkey was also there and turkey is a NATO country and a country that faces threats from the region and well, they also were there. So how do you see the differences of approach and narratives?
You were telling that the narrative heard in brazil, that for brazil was very hurtful that they felt they were more underfired (?) than turkey and they would say it’s because turkey is an ally of the US. The US officials would disagree with that in very strong terms. They would say it’s insulting to them that brazil would suggest that. They said “we never, we never criticize brazil more.” We were.. The Tehran declaration was a joint issue we never said brazil was more at fault then turkey was. I only have access to what was said in print and there was never a separation saying “oh, brazil is worse than turkey.” But I think the way it was perceived in brazil, brazil was more hurt than turkey. But I don’t know how substantiated the perception is that brazil was criticized more. I just didn’t feel, at least from what’s available in print, there was no separation between brazil and turkey, but it’s clearly how they felt.
Do you believe that Brazilian close relations..
May I just add on turkey and brazil? There might have been, again it would not come through as Brazil is worse than turkey, but I think, for experts, may be the involvement of turkey was more justified than of Brazil. Because it’s turkey’s region and turkey’s interests were immediately affected, kind of maybe overall intangible perception of these two players was slightly different because turkey is perceived as having more direct stakes.
Do you believe that Brazilian close relations with china would be a problem to the united states? 
Again, I don’t think that the us is… I think, yes, for the angle of China and China’s huge advances and influence in Latin America, in Africa is something that the US is watching closely. But I think it’s more through the angle of China’s overall rise and its power in all these new regions, specially regions that, like Latin America, historically were the regions of interest for the US, but I don’t think that specifically “Oh Brazil is getting closer with China”. I’m sorry if it sounds bad, but I don’t think the US cares about brazil as much as brazil might want to think.
That’s true
But maybe other organizations might be telling you a different story because they would be more diplomatic but..
But that’s a point. Brazil has a light footprint here. I’ve been making a counting of papers released by think thanks, we had a search in the lula years and then it’s going down and you can’t compare with any other BRICS country. So turkey is much more…
India, China, absolutely
And in latin America, Mexico, Colombia and Golden Triangle have much more impact here in DC than brazil has…
Which is sad and whatever is happening here in DC, for example, even just…I’m also following this. GW for example has been trying to put good events but of course is a Brazilian donor so it’s almost an artificial created, it’s very good and very useful but it didn’t come because the Americans thought “Oh, it’s very important, it’s an important plan”. I can tell you with all.. Brazil is not seen as important here in DC, for people like us is almost as though you have to fight to put it on the map.
And why do you believe brazil is seen in such manner?
It’s very bad, it’s awful. I think it’s partially because brazil does not represent a problem for the US, it’s not a problematic country, it’s not a security threat. So very often it gets more attention you know look at how much coverage Iran... It’s not because of Iran’s foreign policy… it’s purely because it represents potential threat to the US national security for example. So in a way partly it’s because brazil is not a problem but also, I think it’s because brazil itself still fails to properly position itself. I still think that brazil is not using all the potential that it has. I don’t know where the problem lays because it has one of the best foreign policy, you know, foreign ministry core. Even before this crisis, it’s kind of as though, yeah until lula, and even, there was a search during lula, but it’s still kind of an unfulfilled promise or unfulfilled potential. And I cannot explain why it’s happening, but partly because it’s not a problem, but partly because it kind of fails to insert itself as much as it could have.
Well, I agree with you. Well, Brazil is enhancing its military capabilities, you know about that. Modernization projects, among them the nuclear powered submarine. How does a more military powerful brazil affects united states in your point of view?
Again, I think that question would be more relevant even 2 or 3 years ago. Now the relevance of it is kind of subsiding because even... Again I’ll use the submarine program if a few years ago, from the non-proliferation point of view, there were some experts who were saying “no, why is brazil doing this, how it’s gonna effect the power balance or non-proliferation context…” Right at this particular moment it’s almost as though is not relevant because these programs are either stalled or under risk to be stalled and I think for people who look closely at brazil’s military defense budget they would realize that as a percentage of GDP it’s still minuscule. And again it’s funny brazil neighbors would make a fuss about it, but look at it as a percentage of the GDP and you can’t possibly say that brazil is militarized. So I think, at least as far as I’m aware right now it’s not an issue.
Do you believe is there any kind of place for a Brazilian regional hegemony in south America?
I think it’s already hegemon. But it’s a hegemon almost by accident it’s as though it has not truly earned it. It’s because of its land, it’s because of its huge population. So I think the next step for brazil would be to be a hegemon based on what is doing in the region. So I think it passed the first stage through objective factors, now it needs to do something beyond just being there and being big. And again, you know, if you talk to Brazilians officials they will be saying that brazil is already doing a lot. And that is investing so much in south (?) and regional initiatives and I didn’t look at it very closely but from what I understand from the people I trust in brazil is that still as a relative value or as a percentage of what they could have been doing it’s still very much under its weight under it’s full potential.
Who do you believe, here in DC, is more prone to a close engagement between USA and Brazil?
The regionalists. You mean in terms of think thanks? Yeah, I think it’s the people who just have personal specialized interest in Brazil and if you look at statistics you would notice that most of them came from the background of being interested in the region first and then they ended up with brazil. Usually they are spanish speakers who then got interested in Brazil. There are very few brazilianists, but both brazilianists and regionalists are the key kind of promoters and those who keep the flame so it’s last from international security people kind of more world order people. It’s more the regionalists and brazilianists who still, I think, are hopeful.
Is there someone who act against a closer relation?
No
More an issue of lack of interest.
It’s more, it’s just very few find interesting or useful or having immediate policy impact. Nobody acts actively against it’s more that it’s not important.
And which think thanks do you believe are more influent on brazil issues here in DC?
I like what Brookings is doing, especially Harold Trinkunas, I think he’s great. Atlantic Council, Woodrow Wilson Center, GW is very good in terms of having these lectures and events. These would be the key, at least I would try, sometimes I cannot go but Gw and Atlantic council I’m usually wanting to go to their events.
Do you have contact with Brazilian think thanks?
Yes.
Which one?
FVG, Sebrae (?), IPEA, and the universities, PUC in Rio, before University of Brasilia, and kind of more individually with academics from different universities. I personally have.
And does Brookings have any personal contacts?
Are you asking me about Brookings?
I’m sorry… 
You mean formal relationships… Carnegie is not much into designing the memorandums just for the sake of, you know, we cooperate quite closely when we are putting events for example, we do not have formal agreements. We could do it, I think quite a few are interested but we are more in kind of tangible…
So it’s your network with Brazilian think thanks, not institutional your network with Brazilian researchers on think thanks
But I would say institutions also, but just not formalized in kind of paper and not only me because I’ve been involving my colleagues and sometimes it would be 3 or 4 of us flying to brazil. So, for example you know (não entendi o que foi ditto, IPRI?) Gusmão Foundation whenever they are in town their president came, Sebrae has a new president. I think the matter is not about whether there is a nice ceremony with a photo and a signed agreement. It’s more about whether you really do engage with these institutions and we do. 
Ok, that’s a point. I appreciate very much, thank you very much for this interview. Sorry to steal your time…
