
CONTENT ANALYSIS

This article is a rehashing of the view that Russia is an eternal threat to the West.  The author’s feigned academic objectivity melts away quickly with the most cursory examination of the facts.  The possibility that the U.S. may have committed mistakes in its relations with Russia since the end of the Cold War is not even entertained.  Instead of the U.S. offering to reset its relations together with Moscow, the author argues that it is in fact Moscow that has controlled and damaged the downhill direction of the relationship after the Cold War and must change policies.  Fundamental issues such as NATO expansion are ignored and dangerous policies such as building U.S. military bases in Georgia or Turkmenistan are broached.
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Rethink Before You Reset
DANIEL KLIMMAGE
For almost a century, American conventional wisdom on Russia has been consistently, and sometimes catastrophically, wrong.

You can look back to as far as 1920, when Walter Lippmann and Charles Merz of The New Republic picked through the New York Times' coverage of the Russian Revolution and found articles riddled with ludicrous predictions of the Bolshevik regime's imminent collapse. "The news about Russia is a case of seeing not what was, but what men wished to see," they concluded.

As the century wore on, the wishful thinking got worse. For a time, even mass murderer Joseph Stalin improbably morphed into the jovial, pipe-smoking Uncle Joe. When the American establishment finally reversed course and accepted that the Bolsheviks were there to stay, it clung to that belief so adamantly that the collapse of the Soviet Union took the CIA by surprise. In the 1990s, foreign-policy hands were celebrating Russia's "transition" to free market democracy under the buffoonish but supposedly well-meaning Boris Yeltsin and his merry band of “reformers”7
 

The latest Washington consensus holds that Vladimir Putin has presided over a period of Russian restoration amid flowing oil and ebbing civil liberties. In a July 8, 2008 op-ed in the Washington Post, Henry Kissinger hailed "one of the most promising periods in Russian history" and described Russia's foreign policy under Vladimir Putin as "driven by a quest for a reliable strategic partner, with America being the preferred choice." A March 2009 report by the blue-ribbon Commission on U.S. Policy toward Russia developed this thinking further, concluding that "both countries' strategic interests require making a genuine effort at putting the U.S.-Russia relationship on a new high ground of cooperation, based on today's geopolitical, economic, and security realities and our many common goals
."3 In other words, Russia is back, a force to be reckoned with, and intent on reclaiming its lost share of import and influence among nations. We might not like everything we see in Moscow, but the United States should try to engage the Kremlin, build trust, and work together.

This new conventional wisdom is as muddled as its predecessors, and the policies it inspires are just as flawed. To see why, we need a Russian reality check. We need to critically examine our notions about Russia's recent history so that we understand exactly who we are dealing with in Moscow.

A transition did take place in Russia in the 1990s, but it was not toward liberal democracy, a free-market economy, and the rule of law
.3,2,7 Instead, the doddering bureaucratic authoritarianism of the late-Soviet period evolved into a flashier, more sophisticated authoritarianism whose defining characteristic I call "selectively capitalist kleptocracy." Russia today has a market economy subject to the whims of an elite that would be ripe for criminal prosecution in a free-market society with a functioning legal system and genuinely independent judiciary. Embezzlement of budgetary funds, graft and kickbacks, tax-evasion schemes, and grossly unfair business practices are not aberrations. They are the essence of the system
.3,2,7
This system began to take shape under Boris Yeltsin in the 1990s, matured under Vladimir Putin in the 2000s, and went on steroids as oil prices soared. But despite its muscle-bound exterior, the system lacks a coherent model of governance and is loath to acknowledge that it stands on feet of clay
.3,2,7

"Kleptocracy" evokes the loony larceny of states like Mobutu's Zaire. It's an imperfect term for Russia. Outright theft marred the early post-Soviet years, most grotesquely during privatization, but it's no longer a systemic hallmark
.3 In its petro-state incarnation, Russia has even boasted a swelling stabilization fund and substantial hard-currency and gold reserves. But the essence of kleptocracy is that the machinery of the state serves private gain before the public good, and this is as true in Russia today as it was in Mobutu's Zaire
.3 

Russia's kleptocratic capitalism is selective, meaning it mixes the free market with non-market-driven mechanisms and pervasive government corruption, particularly where state-controlled companies intersect with the global economy. State-run energy behemoths like Gazprom bring in hard currency from the global economy, use their profits to subsidize domestic consumers, and otherwise redistribute revenue without a hint of transparency or market logic
.8,3,7

Selectively capitalist kleptocracy blurs the distinction between high-level "businessmen" and "officials." The distinction evaporates completely when government officials run sizable companies. The boards of Russia's fattest cash cows, from gas giant Gazprom to oil major Rosneft, are studded with deputy prime ministers and ministers on double duty. Meanwhile, Transparency International's annual corruption surveys show a downward spiral in recent years, with Russia ranked a dismal 147 out of 180 countries in 2008. A May 2009 Ernst & Young survey of employees at companies with over 1,000 staff found that more than half of Russian respondents fingered top management as the most likely to commit fraud, with 64 percent expecting corporate fraud to get worse
.2,7

As in Soviet days, the real powers of formal institutions in Russia rarely correspond to their nominal functions. And when the beast went belly up in 1991, the Soviet Union's formal institutions imploded, but its informal components mutated, survived, and thrived. What emerged were influence groups. These are the real sources of power in Russia
.3,6,2,7

Influence groups can come together around an institutional affiliation, like KGB veterans, or shared business interests, like Oleg Deripaska's now ailing financial empire, or experiential bonds, like the group of friends in St. Petersburg who summered together in the 1990s, formed the Ozero cooperative to unite their out-of-town residences, and went on to immense wealth and power when one of their number, Vladimir Putin, became president in 2000. Most are held together by more than one type of glue. They form an invisible power structure parallel to the imposing marble ministries. They control assets, vie with other groups for assets, and tug the mechanisms of state power to further their interests. The influence they wield secures their hold on assets in the absence of real property rights.

The leader -- a function performed in Russia by Prime Minister Vladimir Putin -- is a fine example of a post with limited formal powers vastly enhanced by the informal powers of the man who holds it. He acts as arbiter and conspirator, resolving disputes and playing interests groups off each other to prevent threats to his power
.2,7 When Putin performs this task successfully, he keeps conflict under the radar and enhances his influence. When he stumbles, visible spats tarnish the veneer, as they did during a public polemic in 2007 between elite clans over KGB officers turned business moguls.

The same kleptocratic impulses that drive the Kremlin's management of its own economy inform the way it interacts with other states. In its foreign policy, Russia's guiding principle is not some abstract notion of national interest, but rather the narrower interests of the elite -- energy exports and cozy ties with likeminded regimes. The style has been thuggish, fed by the elite's three great formative influences: the gangland 1990s, the KGB inheritance, and a territorial, zero-sum understanding of relations between states taken directly from the Cold War playbook
.2,7

But make no mistake - the Cold War is over, and the Kremlin's playbook today looks more like a checkbook. The bottom line is that for Russia's mercenary-minded elite, it's all about the bottom line.

So how should the U.S. administration approach this corrupt, dysfunctional, undemocratic, and illiberal Russia? Unfortunately, there are few good options. 

President Obama has opted for a realist reset, hoping to use mutual interests to rebuild trust for subsequent engagement on thornier topics. But realpolitik lives and dies on the accuracy of its assumptions. The key assumptions here are that mutual interests exist, and that Obama can parlay them into fruitful cooperation on the sticking points. 

The harsh truth is that on crucial issues, real interests diverge
.3,2,7 On Iran, Moscow has every reason to maintain the uneasy status quo, not aid the normalization of U.S.-Iranian relations, and certainly not foment a breakthrough that could end Russia's lucrative status as the sole export conduit for Central Asian gas
.3 On Afghanistan, the Kremlin's interest is not stabilization, but rather tying the United States to supply routes contingent on Russian beneficence
.2,7 U.S. policymakers who seek to make common cause on Iran and Afghanistan should take heed that Russian talking heads and state-controlled media spend lots of time ranting about the dangerous Americans and very little about the mullahs or the Taliban
.2,8,7

The United States and Russia do have common interests today, particularly when it comes to arms control. Unfortunately, arms control agreements no longer pack the punch they once did. The greatest danger of the Cold War was that it might turn hot, and the jaw-jawing over arms control kept that threat at bay. The risk we run with Russia today is not nuclear annihilation, but a death-by-a-thousand-cuts erosion of the realm of common rules and values that we have fought so hard to wrest into being from the ruins of Soviet empire and Cold War confrontation. New arms control agreements, however welcome, won't mitigate that risk
.2,7

Building trust on scraps of common ground presumes a complete about-face in Moscow. The Kremlin's actions over the last eight years -- from its lavish sponsorship of anti-American propaganda at home to its energy blackmail and warmongering with neighbors -- suggest that it will view friendly overtures as signs of weakness and move aggressively to exploit them for concessions while pushing to safeguard its cash-cow energy exports through a privileged zone of Russian influence in neighboring countries
.2,7

Yes, Obama should present Russia with a good-faith offer of a constructive role in ensuring nuclear non-proliferation, energy security, and common solutions to the global economic crisis. But he needs a Plan B if Russia responds with rhetorical sops while continuing to undermine a rules-based system of international relations
.3

Plan B will involve measures aimed at dispelling the Kremlin's impression of Western weakness. If Russia sends the message that the road to Kabul runs through Moscow -- as it did when it enticed Kyrgyzstan to shutter a U.S. military base while kindly offering to facilitate a new U.S. supply line through Russia -- send a stronger message by exploring a new base in Georgia. Or Azerbaijan. Or even Turkmenistan
.2,7 If Russian energy skullduggery leaves European customers out in the cold, go after the ill-gotten assets of the Russian elite, targeting the sleazy offshore networks of individuals in leadership positions
.3,2,7

These are hard-nosed moves that don't need to happen in the full glare of public back and forth. Merely telegraphing a willingness to get tough -- through messages sent behind closed doors -- can create a new, more realistic, context for achievable cooperation on clear terms.

Moscow won't like any of this, but it will understand it perfectly. Hardball is a familiar game to folks who cut their teeth far from the polite confines of Washington's elite foreign policy conclaves.

Back in those hallowed halls, much of the Washington expert community will respond with predictable howls of outrage: "We need Russia!" they will say. Really? What, exactly, has Russia done for the United States on Iran? Afghanistan? Counterterrorism? Energy security?
3,2,7

Aggrieved, authoritarian Russia presents the world's democracies with challenges aplenty. Some will be easier met than others. But the challenge they must surmount immediately is to see not what they wish to see, but what is, and to use that as the basis for action.

Dr. Gordon M. Hahn – Analyst/Consultant, Russia Other Points of View – Russia Media Watch; Senior Researcher, Monterey Terrorism Research and Education Program and Visiting Assistant Professor, Graduate School of International Policy Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, Monterey, California; and Senior Researcher, Center for Terrorism and Intelligence Studies (CETIS), Akribis Group. Dr Hahn is author of two well-received books, Russia’s Islamic Threat (Yale University Press, 2007) and Russia’s Revolution From Above (Transaction, 2002), and numerous articles on Russian and Eurasian politics.
7 SLANTED TERMINOLOGY and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: The author uses the analogy with Tsarist and Soviet Russia in order to prejudice the American reader with slanted terminology and context.  This one-sided perspective corresponds with the school of thought that holds that Russia is ‘eternal Russia’; that no matter what era or what changes may have occurred in the Russian polity, society, and economy it remains virulently anti-Western, imperialistic, and autocratic.  The persistence of ‘eternal Russia’ is ostensibly conditioned by its political culture and geo-strategic position in the global and Eurasian heartlands.  Such a view relieves the West of all responsibility for Russia’s recent rollback of democracy and return to a more contentious relationship with the West – which was dictated by NATO’s expansion and other Western policies detrimental to Russia’s security, interests, and democratization.  


3 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA: This is no more the ‘new Washington consensus’ than is the author’s point of view.  The view of most of the Washington think tanks and NGOs is that Russia is a rather harsh authoritarian regime.  Those pushing a more moderate view consist largely of the new Obama administration, but even there a political struggle is underway between the view the author describes and the one he holds.  The Obama administration is seeking a ‘reset’ because it is believed that the priority U.S.-Russian security agenda issues such as the war against jihadism and non-proliferation are served better by a more cooperative relationship with Russia.  Since the author does not specify which commission on U.S. Policy toward Russia he is referring to (presumably it is the commission co-chaired by former U.S. Senators Chuck Hegel and Gary Hart), it is hardly representative of the Washington mainstream. 


3,2,7 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA, ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE, and OMISSION OF KEY FACTS: This is patently false and a gross falsification of the history of the 1990s.  Although Russia did not consolidate democracy in the 1990s and ceased democratization by 1999, it was clearly heading toward democracy until, at least, the 1996 presidential elections.  Throughout the 1990s there was a free press and unlimited right to association and free speech.  There was intense political competition, if not changeover of power from the Yeltsinites.  The article’s author has omitted information about the semi-free elections of 1989, the free union-wide and then federal-level elections of 1990, 1991, 1995, 1996, and 1999 and hundreds of free regional elections. The author has left out that the main reason for the stagnation of democratization and westernization was NATO expansion; a policy he and like-minded colleagues persist in pursuing despite (or perhaps because) it drives Russia away from the West.


3,2,7 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA, ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE, and OMISSION OF KEY FACTS: Although it is true that these elements are part of Russia’s quasi-capitalism, it is an overstatement to reduce Russian capitalism to these aspects or regard the chaos as a “system,” which implies that it has been designed this way by President Dmitrii Medvedev and his predecessor and present premier Vladimir Putin.  Moreover, Putin’s reigning in of governors and oligarchs in the early 2000s was intended to eliminate or at least limit some of these excesses inherited from the Yeltsin administration and subjected to little or no criticism during the Clinton administration.  Today, there are aspects of the ‘system’ mitigating these still prevalent negative aspects of Russia’s quasi-capitalist chaos.  Russia’s arbitration courts function fairly well, especially when they are dealing with cases not involving high-powered oligarchs.  Moreover, President Dmitrii Medvedev has initiated a significantly robust anti-corruption campaign that appears poised to become even more an aggressive policy in the near future.  Thus, by virtue of these and other omissions the author’s assessment is one-sided and inaccurate.  For more information on this issue see Gordon M. Hahn, Russia’s Revolution From Above: Reform, Transition, and Revolution in the Fall of the Soviet Communist Regime (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction Publishers, 2002), Chapter 11.  


3,2,7 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, and  ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: A system cannot acknowledge anything, but a country’s leadership can.  Assuming this is what the author meant to say, he is wrong.  The author’s presentation is one-sided because he omits that both Putin and especially now Medvedev have been quite clear about the deficiencies in Russian capitalism and law for years.  Hence, Medvedev’s still limited but important anti-corruption campaign.  Putin was less open about these deficiencies before foreign audiences.


3 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA: What the author describes earlier in the article is in fact stealing, survives until today in new forms, and constitutes cleptocracy; so the author is inaccurate in the sense that he contradicts himself. 


3 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA: Although corruption and cleptocratic behavior are rampant in Russia, it is inaccurate to say that level in today’s Russia corresponds to that extant in Zaire under Mobutu.  At least, it is not provable, since Mobutu’s regime fell in 1997 before Transparency International, for example, began to publish its corruption rankings for all countries.   


8,3,7 LACK OF COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE, INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA, and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: First of all, Russia is not the only Western or quasi-Western country that has state-owned companies.  Moreover, GazProm is not entirely owned by the Russian state and such private Western energy companies as Germany’s Ruhr Gas, own stock in GazProm.  The only other potentially GazProm activity or characteristic raised by the author is GazProm’s lack of business transparency or market logic.  Although it is true that GazProm is short on transparency and market logic, to state that it is “without a hint of transparency and market logic” is an overstatement.  Furthermore, when GazProm sought to sell gas to Ukraine at world market prices, Western commentary like that from The Economist characterized it as Russian imperialism.


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: To be sure, corruption is rampant in Russia and has been since the early 1990s.  However, the author omits the fact that a major campaign and crackdown against corruption is getting underway in Russia and, therefore, offers the reader a rather one-sided perspective.


3,6,2,7 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: The introductory phrase in this sentence – “As in Soviet days” – constitutes inaccurate and slanted terminology.  In the USSR, the Communist Party of the Soviet Union’s apparatus ran the entire country, and government ministries, the pseudo-parliamentary soviets, and courts were all controlled by the CPSU apparatus.  There is no such party apparatus today in Russia, and even Russia’s ruling party – Yedinaya Rossiya or United Russia does not perform this function.  To be sure, Russian institutions do not function in a proper democratic fashion nearly as often as they should for Russia to be called a democracy, and the executive branch interferes very often in the functioning of both the legislative and judicial branches.  However, many authoritarian regimes, including rather soft ones like Russia’s, function in this manner, and such regimes have nothing to do with ‘Soviet days’.  Moreover, at the level below the federal government, there are alternative power centers at the federal district, regional, and sub-regional level.  At the lowest level (and even at the regional level in those regions where power and any potential instability would seem threatening to the state or regime leaders), considerable democratic competition still remains in place.  Also, there is considerably more legislative and judicial independence than in the USSR, where there was truly none.   


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: These two paragraphs provide a somewhat exaggerated assertion regarding Putin’s power.  What is described is the typical patrimonial form of rule that comes with authoritarianism.  However, the author omits the following important qualification.  With Putin’s transfer from the presidency to the premiership and Dmitrii Medvedev’s assumption of the presidency, the standard patrimonial authoritarianism received a new wrinkle.  The Putin-Medvedev ‘tandem’ or ‘duumvirate’ creates a certain executive or institutional pluralism that mitigates some of the concentration of power that would exist if Putin still sat in the president’s office.


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: The author’s claim that Russian foreign policy is guided by energy export interests at the expense of Russia’s overall national interest is unproven and is supported by the omission of important facts.  First, Russia has been in the process of developing economic reforms that would restructure the economy so that it is not so dependent on such exports.  This rethinking began near the end of Putin’s second term but is consistent with Putin’s own doctoral dissertation, which proposed using energy export profits to finance manufacturing branches of the economy and overall economic restructuring.  Medvedev has established a modernization commission that will draw up a blueprint for such a transformation that will go beyond some of the piecemeal efforts initiated by Putin, such as the formation of the nanotechnology companies.  Indeed, in the 1990s the IMF and U.S. policy regarding economic reforms in Russia was as much centered on gaining access to Russia’s vast energy resources for Western energy companies as it was on encouraging Russia to restructure its economy. This was not something, to be sure, Western economic advisors had a clue about how to achieve given the Soviet economy’s truly perverse structure.  Regarding the supposedly energy sector driven foreign policy the authors claim, it must be noted that omitting such factors as NATO expansion and numerous other Western policies that ignored and damaged Russian interests, drove Russia to turn away from democratization and westernization and seek “cozy ties with likeminded regimes.”  For example, NATO expansion deprived Russia of arms purchasers among the West’s new allies in Europe, forcing Russia to seek arms sales to China, Iran, and Venezuela.  It is rather one-sided to accuse Russia of taking pages form the “Cold War playbook” when the West did exactly that with NATO expansion without Russia.


3,2,7 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: At a minimum, the U.S. and Russia have an overriding common interest in the defeat of jihadism, which threatens both countries.  Only russophobia in the West and Americanophobia/Westophobia in Russia can prevent common action against that common threat.  If we could cooperate with Stalin to defeat fascism, then we can cooperate with the much more liberal Moscow of today in defeating jihadism.  Those in the West not jaundiced by political correctness are aware of the jihadi threat to the West.  However, few in the West are aware and even fewer are willing to acknowledge the jihadi threat to Russia.  On that threat see: Gordon M. Hahn, Russia’s Islamic Threat (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2007); Gordon M. Hahn, “Islamism in Russia,” in Barry Rubin, ed., Survey of Global Islamism (Armonk, N.Y.: M.E. Sharpe, 2008); Gordon M. Hahn, “The Jihadi Insurgency and the Russian Counterinsurgency in the North Caucasus,” Post-Soviet Affairs, No. 24, Vol. 1 (January-February 2008), pp. 1-39; Gordon M. Hahn, “Anti-Americanism, Anti-Westernism, and Anti-Semitism Among Russia’s Muslims,” Demokratizatsiya, No. 16, Vol. 1, Winter 2008, pp. 49-60; Gordon M. Hahn, “The Perils of Putin’s Policies,” The Journal of International Security Affairs, Vol. 10, Spring 2006, pp. 63-71; Gordon M. Hahn, “The Rise of Islamist Extremism in Kabardino-Balkariya,” Demokratizatsiya, Vol. 13, No. 4, Fall 2005, pp. 543-594; Gordon M. Hahn, “The Caucasus Emirate’s New Jihadi Tactics,” Mideast Monitor, Vol. 3, No. 3, November 2008, www.mideastmonitor.org; Gordon M. Hahn, “The New Caucasus Emirate?”, Russia Profile, 29 November 2007, www.russiaprofile.org/page.php?pageid=international&articleid=a1196338989; Gordon M. Hahn, “The Caucasus Emirate’s New Tactics,” Mideast Monitor, Vol. 3, No. 3, December 2008, www.mideastmonitor.org/issues/0812/0812_4.htm; and Gordon M. Hahn, “Russia’s Counter-Terrorism Operation in Chechnya Ends – the Jihadi Insurgency Continues,” Russia – Other Points of View, 11 May 2009, www.russiaotherpointsofview.com/2009/05/russias-counterterrorism-operation-in-chechnya.html. On the common nature of the threat see Gordon M. Hahn, “U.S.-Russian Relations and the War Against Jihadism,” Century Foundation, Hart-Matlock Russia Working Group Paper, May 2009, www.tcf.org/publications/internationalaffairs/hahn.pdf. 


3 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA:  It is an inaccurate statement to state that Russia is “the sole export conduit for Central Asian gas.”  Turkmenistan has signed a deal to export gas and build a gas pipeline to China, and the German company RWE recently signed a contract that would export Turkmen gas to Germany and give RWE access to Turkmen gas in the Caspian Sea.


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: Actually, the Kremlin is interested in both.  Russia sees jihadism as a potentially grave threat to neighboring Central Asia states and itself and wishes to see the U.S. succeed against the Taliban.  However, it also wishes to control the Western and in particular the American presence in the region especially on a background of continuing NATO expansion along its western and perhaps southwestern borders.


2,8,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, LACK OF COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE, and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: The author omits crucial facts and a comparative perspective.   The author omits the fact that Russia has a jihadi movement on its soil and a comparatively large Muslim population relative to the U.S.  Thus, Russian state media do not focus on the threat from radical mullahs abroad and jihadis fighting the West in Afghanistan, Pakistan and Iraq because of its 16 million-strong Muslim population, which it seeks to placate on the background of a simmering jihad in the North Caucasus.  Much of our mainstream media outlets focus almost as much attention on the supposed Russian threat as on the jihadi threat.  Anti-American propaganda in Russia is driven in good part by American policies such as NATO expansion. It serves Moscow’s interest in assuaging Russia’s Muslims by putting Moscow on Islam’s side against U.S. policies. 


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: Omitted from the mention of the risk of Russia leveling “a death-by-a-thousand-cuts erosion of the realm of common rules and values that we have fought so hard to wrest from the ruins of the Soviet empire and Cold War” is that our expansion of “rules and values” was accompanied by breaking the promise not to expand NATO beyond reunited Germany.  Moreover, the same NATO expansion brought the West new arms and other markets and other forms of influence once part of Moscow’s economic sphere of influence.  What might ‘mitigate that risk’ is an end to NATO expansion without Russia, an issue suspiciously ignored throughout the entire article.


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: The reference to energy blackmail implies that Moscow for no reason decided to cutoff gas supplies to Europe.  This omits the fact that Ukraine was stealing gas, owed Moscow tens of millions of dollars for gas supplied, failed to conclude a contract which formed the legal basis for supplying gas through its pipelines and on to Europe.  Thus, the article offers a decidedly one-sided perspective.  On Russian anti-American propaganda see the previous footnote/commentary.  In mentioning Russia’s policy of protecting a sphere of influence in neighboring countries, the author omits the fact that many countries, including the U.S., maintain such a policy, if an unstated one.  One suspects if not knows that if Russia were hading a military alliance expanding to Mexico and other Latin American countries, we would here talk of the American sphere of influence in the region. 


3 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA: This statement represents an inaccuracy in that the author’s proposal of supporting Obama’s ‘reset’ policy contradicts everything he stated up until this point.


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: Omitted from this article and pertinent to this proposal is the issue of NATO expansion.  The very policy that has ruined U.S.-Russian relations the most over the last 15 years – NATO expansion – is now proposed in perhaps a new form (if one assumes that the new base in Georgia or Turkmenistan would not be a NATO base per se).  The author is proposing to continue the policy that, in effect, surrounds Russia with world history’s most powerful military alliance.  The irresponsibility of the proposal is all the more inexplicable if one recalls that placing a base in Georgia would be doing so in a state, which just initiated military operations against Russian peacekeeping soldiers and a war in August 2008.


3,2,7 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: On the inaccuracy, omission of key facts and one-sidedness promoted by this statement see the third previous footnote/commentary. 


3,2,7 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE:  This question implies that Russia has done nothing to assist the U.S. on these issues.  This is not only inaccurate but dishonest.  The author thus omits the following facts and thus offers a one-sided and deliberately false impression.  On “counter-terrorism” (properly called ‘the war against jihadism’, terrorism is a tactic, World War II was not a war against ‘blitzkreigism’), Moscow has cooperated in operations and provided intelligence with U.S. and other countries’ intelligence agencies, which helped prevent several plots in the West.  Up until autumn 2008, a joint U.S.-Russian Working Group on Counter-Terrorism provided a forum for exchanging intelligence and expertise on fighting jihadism.  On Afghanistan (and the war against jihadism), the Russian MVD has been training Afghan anti-narcotics police and has offered Russian territory for the transit of supplies, perhaps even military supplies to U.S. and other countries’ forces fighting in Afghanistan.  On Iran, Russia offered to establish a system that would have returned all spent uranium to a Russian or an international storage site so that Teheran would not be able to weaponize it.  Moscow has also slowed the delivery of supplies as well as the Bushehr nuclear energy station’s construction as tension with Israel and the West have grown over Teheran’s nuclear program.  Moscow has also backed UN-sponsored sanctions, albeit watered down ones, against Iran for its lack of cooperation with IAEA as a permanent member of the UN Security Council.  To avoid one-sidedness, the author might have asked the reverse question: What has the U.S. done for Russia?  The Soviet-era Jackson-Vannik amendment has not been repealed nearly two decades after the end of the Cold War.
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