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The article reviewed below was written for the Heritage Foundation by Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., who is Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Policy at the Katherine and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Policy at The Heritage Foundation.  Cohen regrets “U.S. concessions on New START, limitations on missile defense, and hands-off policies in Eurasia” because supposedly they “did not prevent Russia from pursuing policies that are often harmful to U.S. interests.”  He proposes a return to a hardline in U.S. policy towards Russia.  Our footnote commentaries assess the veracity, comprehensiveness, and practicality of the author’s policy critique and recommendations.
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October 26, 2010
Time to Revise Obama's Russian "Reset" Policy
ARIEL COHEN  
In March 2009 in Geneva, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov pressed the "reset button" to restart the frozen Russia -U.S. relationship. Since then, the Obama Administration has hailed the reset as a great accomplishment. However, U.S. concessions on New START, limitations on missile defense, and hands-off policies in Eurasia did not prevent Russia from pursuing policies that are often harmful to U.S. interests
.2,7
The New START 

According to the Administration, New START is a direct result of its "resetting" of U.S. Russian relations. The Administration views New START as a part of its "getting to zero" nuclear disarmament agenda while relying on unverifiable treaties to ensure compliance with a comprehensive nuclear weapons ban.

Additionally, the New START limits the U.S. ability to develop and deploy effective missile defenses to protect the homeland as well as America's allies
.3,2,7 There are concerns about the inadequacy of the New START verification regime: The degree of verifiability is low
4,3,2,7 and the treaty fails to account for Russia's 3,800-strong tactical nuclear arsenal
.2,7 Additionally, the treaty appears to exclude rail-based ICBMs and their launchers from coverage and could permit Russia to circumvent the limits the treaty imposes on such 
.3,4,2,7
"The Near Abroad"

Russia also increased its presence and pressure in Eastern Europe and Eurasia. As a result of the 2008 Russia -Georgia war, Russia recognized the independence of secessionist Abkhazia and South Ossetia, established five military bases there, and deployed long-range S-300 missile batteries, which allow aerial control over most of Georgia
.3,2,7
In Armenia, Moscow recently extended the lease of the Gyumri military base until 2044 and made commitments to protect Armenia's borders against Azerbaijan and Turkey. A recent Russian book on the Georgia war describes Gyumri as a staging area for an attack on Tbilisi, Georgia. The Russian-Armenian protocol makes Russia the dominant power in South Caucasus, as the U.S. and NATO are unwilling to commit to a long-term military presence there
.2,7 This arrangement is similar to the renegotiated lease for the massive Sevastopol naval base in Ukraine as it, too, prevents the country's future membership in NATO
.3,2,7 Russia continues to keep a contingent in Transnistria on Moldovan soil
.2,7
Russia is also expanding attacks on the authoritarian Belarusian leader Alexander Lukashenko in order to replace him with a more pliant, pro-Moscow (but not necessarily more democratic) president. 

To further strengthen its dominance in Central Asia, Moscow used its media muscle in Kyrgyzstan to facilitate the overthrow of President Kurmanbek Bakiyev. The move was payback for his refusal to evict the U.S. airbase at Manas airport
.4,2,7 Russia now demands to be allowed to deploy an "anti-narcotics" military base in Osh in FerganaValley, the scene of brutal violence in the summer of 2010
.3,2,7
Winning in Afghanistan is a vital U.S. national interest; the Manas Air Base in Kyrgyzstan, a major NATO refueling and transportation hub, has been critical to this effort. Nevertheless, the U.S. and Kyrgyzstan may negotiate a deal that would make Russia's Gazprom a key supplier of jet fuel for Manas
.2,7
The U.S. and governments of Central Asia recognize that Russia and China will have clout in the heart of Eurasia. Nevertheless, they have a critical common interest in checking these nations' influence in the region as well as denying terrorists and drug lords sanctuaries in Central Asia, especially after 2011. This has to be a part of a comprehensive, long-term strategy. The Obama Administration, however, is doing little to secure long-term U.S. presence in the region
.2,7
"See No Evil" Is Not a Policy 

Despite its laudable support of U.N. Security Council sanctions against Iran, Russia last August fueled Iran's nuclear reactor in Bushehr
.2,7 Furthermore, Moscow continues to increase its engagement with terrorism-supporting regimes such as Syria and Venezuela. Presidents Hugo Chavez and Dmitry Medvedev signed an agreement to sell Venezuela a nuclear reactor. And Russia announced that it is planning to provide Venezuela with satellite launch capability a dual-use technology that can be transformed into medium-range ballistic missile capability. 
Last month the Russian defense minister announced that Russia will supply supersonic P-800 Yakhont ram-jet supersonic anti-ship cruise missiles to Syria. These missiles are a major threat to the U.S. Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean and to America's staunchest ally in the Middle East, Israel
.2 By expanding weapons sales and maintaining ties with Hamas and Hezbollah
,3 Russia is trying to muscle its way back into the Middle East through the use of neo-Soviet tactics: arms sales and the support of radicals. 

Thus, the Kremlin is exploiting Obama's "see no evil" approach in Russia's expansion into former Soviet space and cooperation with anti-Western regimes. Russia has also prioritized its Arctic expansion and persists in its claim to a vast territory in the Arctic Ocean greater than Germany, France, and Italy combined. Moscow declared the Northern Sea Route around the northern edge of Eurasia as its territorial waters and is backing up its claim under the Law of the Sea Treaty with military force
. 5,2,7
Resetting the Reset 

The Obama Administration believes that it needs strong international support for its military campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq as well as for confrontation with Iran, and North Korea, and, in the long run, possibly China. And in doing so, the White House hopes to bring Moscow to the U.S. side. So far, any such success is minimal
.3.4.2.7
The Obama Administration's Russia policy will inevitably produce a massive loss of American influence in Eurasia and jeopardize the security of the U.S. and its friends and allies east of the Oder. Jeopardizing allies while empowering strategic competitors does not equal safety
.3,4,2,7 

Instead, New START should be replaced with an alternative arms control treaty with Russia that would be based on a protect-and-defend strategy.[4] The U.S. should build alliances to check the influence of America's geopolitical competitors
,2,7 be it great powers or transnational actors such as radical, violent Islamist movements.

Throughout Eurasia, the U.S. should strengthen its ties with pro-Western forces while promoting good governance, individual rights, and the rule of law in order to facilitate foreign investment. Congress is seeking sanctions against those responsible for the murder of crusading lawyer Sergey Magnitsky. The U.S. should also demand justice for assassinated journalist Anna Politkovskaya and release of the jailed businessman Mikhail Khodorkovsky
.2,7
Washington should expand its political- military cooperation with the countries of Central Asia while preparing for the new security environment in the heart of Eurasia. It should explore greater economic and political- military engagement in Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and Turkmenistan, including training and arms sales. The U.S. should also bolster economic, military, law enforcement, and government reform assistance to Kyrgyzstan and prevent Russia from controlling Manas. 

In the Caucasus, the U.S. should sell modern defensive military equipment to Georgia and Azerbaijan and boost support for trans-Caspian and East- West gas pipelines. The Pentagon should explore possibilities of deploying "lily pad" military bases in Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Central Asian states.
2,7
In the High North, the U.S. Coast Guard and Navy need to increase the U.S. maritime presence, improve cooperation with NATO allies, and engage Russia diplomatically. Given that the demand for oil and gas is expected to rise, the U.S. should expand Arctic Ocean mapping and facilitate geological exploration.
Putting American Interests First 

The Obama Administration should recognize that the U.S. Russia reset is happening only in the areas where Russia sees clear national interests (like Afghanistan) or where the U.S. is offering big paybacks, such as in the post-Soviet republics. 

The U.S. should review its policies concerning Russia and the post-Soviet republics based on a realistic assessment of Russia's intention and actions while giving top priority to American national interests
.2,7
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 Revolution From Above (Transaction, 2002) and Russia’s Islamic Threat (Yale University Press, 2007), which was named an outstanding title of 2007 by Choice magazine.  He has authored hundreds of articles in scholarly journals and other publications on Russian, Eurasian and international politics and publishes the Islam, Islamism, and Politics in Eurasia Report (IIPER) at http://www.miis.edu/academics/faculty/ghahn/report.
2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE SIDED PERSPECTIVE: It is partially true that U.S. concessions mentioned by Cohen did not put a halt to all Russian policies deleterious to American interests.  However, it appears the ‘reset’ has produced major Russian concessions as well, including expansion of the Northern Transport route through Russia bringing supplies to U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan, cessation of all arms sales to Iran, and some support for the American position in sanctions against Iran.  True, Russia continues to sell arms to Syria and Venezuela and is flirting with helping the latter develop a nuclear program, but these are secondary areas of U.S. interest compared to Afghanistan and Iran.  Second, the ‘concessions’ Cohen mentions were, in some cases, the result of bitlateral negotiations and agreements, and in all cases they either do not harm or enhance U.S. security.  New START has some value for the protection of U.S. interests; it is a bilateral treaty that somewhat constrains Russian strategic nuclear arms development.  The Obama administration’s new missile defense plans do not in anyway represent a less effective anti-missile configuration than that proposed by the Bush administration.  Cohen’s “hands-off policies in Eurasia” – that is, an implicit freeze on expanding the most powerful military bloc in world history to Russia’s borders and on sponsoring colored revolutions along Russia’s borders – is a result of the obvious failure of these Bush and Clinton administration policies.  The colored revolutions in Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan proved utter failures both in producing democratization and prosperity in these countries and in creating Western allies.  Moreover, going around Russia to develop these relationships and combining these revolutions in most cases with NATO expansion forced Russia to counter U.S. policies.  To expand NATO Eurasia one needed to go through Russia not around it.  The utter failure of Ukraine’s Orange Revolution, the election of its enemy, Viktor Yushchenko, as Ukraine’s president, and the resulting new long-term lease for Russia’s Black Sea Fleet puts the nail in the coffin of NATO expansion to that country for decades.  Although the Rose Revolution in Georgia brought some reform, particularly in the areas of corruption and the police, elections remain shaky.  More importantly, in terms of U.S. interests, the U.S.-sponsored Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili turned out to be more of a nationalist than a democrat.  His attempts to restore Georgia’s territorial integrity by force led to the permanent loss of Abkhazia and South Ossetia and the stationing of Russian troops in both of these breakaway republics, making NATO expansion there impossible. 


3,2,7 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, and ONE SIDED PERSPECTIVE: There is nothing in the New START that would legally bind the U.S. in any way in developing its missile defense.  The only part of the treaty that even touches on this issue is a statement that offensive and defensive weapons, like missile defenses, are inextricably related.  So far, there are no indications from Moscow that the new missile defense configuration proposed by the Obama administration that would combine components based on land (but not in Poland or the Czech Republic, as the Bush administration was proposing) and sea. 


4,3,2,7 CLAIMS UNSUPPORTED BY DATA/FACTS, INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, and ONE SIDED PERSPECTIVE:  Cohen offers no arguments, data or facts to back up his claim that the New START’s verification regime is weak.  The Union of Concerned Scientists has concluded the exact contrary: “One of the primary accomplishments of the new treaty is that it streamlines the verification measures from START I without sacrificing any essential information, while adding the most intrusive verification system ever implemented for counting nuclear warheads. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates testified to Congress that the formal verification assessment should find that the inspections regime in New START will give the United States all the data necessary to verify treaty compliance, while significantly reducing the complexity of the inspections process and the burden on the operators of U.S strategic forces. The treaty adds several new provisions that significantly improve confidence in U.S. knowledge about Russia’s nuclear arsenal.”  For more details on what appears to be a very robust verification regime under the New START, see www.ucsusa.org/nuclear_weapons_and_global_security/nuclear_weapons/technical_issues/verification-of-new-start.html.  


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: This statement simply muddies the waters to mislead the reader.  By definition, a treaty dealing with strategic nuclear weapons cannot include tactical nuclear weapons.  Moreover, such fear about only Russia’s tactical nukes is one-sided. As one American expert on the Russian military, Jacob Kipp, notes: “The Foreign Ministers of Sweden and Poland, Karl Bildt and Radek Sikorski, appealed to Moscow and Washington to quickly and radically reduce tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. Their proposal had a Baltic-Scandinavian focus, regarding Russian tactical weapons in Kaliningrad Oblast and the Kola Peninsula.” However, as Kipp adds, “Russia has already withdrawn its tactical nuclear weapons to central repositories and deploys no such weapons in Kaliningrad Oblast.” Jacob Kipp, “Russia’s Tactical Nuclear Weapons and Eurasian Security,” Eurasia Daily Monitor, Jamestown Foundation, Vol. 7, Issue, 44, 5 March 2010, � HYPERLINK "http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews%5Bswords%5D=8fd5893941d69d0be3f378576261ae3e&tx_ttnews%5Bany_of_the_words%5D=Jacob%20Kipp&tx_ttnews%5Bpointer%5D=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=36128&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=7&cHash=f3d6145f78" ��www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews%5Bswords%5D=8fd5893941d69d0be3f378576261ae3e&tx_ttnews%5Bany_of_the_words%5D=Jacob%20Kipp&tx_ttnews%5Bpointer%5D=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=36128&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=7&cHash=f3d6145f78�.  Thus, Russia’s “strong” tactical nuclear arsenal is not even deployed.


3,4,2,7 INACCURATE STATEMENT DATA, CLAIM UNSUPPORTED BY DATA/FACTS, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: First the sentence is inaccurate in that it is self-contradictory.  It states that the treaty simultaneously “appears to exclude” and “imposes” “limits” on rail-based ICBMs and their launchers.  Thus, the claim is also unsupportable.  Putting this aside, the claim is also otherwise left unsupported by data, facts or even argumentation.  This is because it is unsustainable upon reading the treaty.  As Russian nuclear arsenal experts note: “(W)hile non-deployed missiles are not limited by the treaty, they would have to be declared, tagged and open to inspections. Inspections would be able not only to count all non-deployed missiles, but also to track them wherever and whenever they go. Moving them covertly, even if it were possible, wouldn't help - there are inspection to prevent that. To suggest that in this situation anybody would be able to create a stash of unaccountable non-deployed missiles is simply ludicrous. Equally not serious is the claim that "reloading in wartime remains a real possibility for mobile systems, and wouldn’t take very long." Has anyone tried?”  On launchers, they note: “Article II of the treaty limits all launchers, deployed and non-deployed, and does not care whether they are mobile or not:


‘[II.1] (c) 800, for deployed and non-deployed ICBM launchers, deployed and non-deployed SLBM launchers, and deployed and non-deployed heavy bombers.’  As for the definition of an ‘ICBM launcher’, the Protocol is very clear: ‘28. (56.) The term “ICBM launcher” means a device intended or used to contain, prepare for launch, and launch an ICBM.’  There is nothing self-propelled here, so any rail-mobile launcher is an ICBM launcher and therefore would definitely be ‘caught’ by the treaty limit of 800 non-deployed launchers. Note that the definition does not require the launcher to be actually used for a launch - it is enough that it is intended to be used in that role.” “� HYPERLINK "http://russianforces.org/blog/2010/04/new_start_on_rail-mobile_icbms.shtml" �New START on rail-mobile ICBMs and reloads�,” Russian Strategic Nuclear Forces, Arms Control Blog, 30 April 2010, http://russianforces.org/blog/2010/04/new_start_on_rail-mobile_icbms.shtml.


3,2,7 INACCURATE STATEMENT DATA, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: These two sentences’ claims are inaccurate in that they regard events that occurred during the Bush administration and thus before any concessions made by the Obama administration.  Therefore, they have no bearing on the point the author set out at the outset to question the value of the Obama administration’s ostensible concessions because they supposedly were not met by concessions on Moscow’s part.  The author omits the time when these events occurred in order to one-sidedly assess the U.S.-Russian ‘reset.’ 


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: First, the author omits that it was Armenia that extended the least to Russia of Gyumri; Russia did not extend it.  The phrasing is clearly intended to put the onus on Moscow and give the agreement the appearance of a unilateral and thus imperialistic move by Moscow.  The author omits to tell the reader what Russian book described Gyumri as a staging area for an attack on Georgia.  There are many books published everywhere, saying lots of things.  The author does not tell us why this is sinister, while arranging words and tone to elicit readers’ suspicion and concern.  Additionally, it is one-sided to assume that Russia’s ostensibly becoming the supreme power in the South Caucasus is ipso facto damaging to U.S. interests.  Is this not the same zero-sum, 19th century thinking that many in the West accuse Russia of engaging in? Finally, given the enormous overstretched burdens of the U.S. military at present and the developing economic collapse, can the U.S. add more bases to its network of bases across the globe?


3,2,7 INACCURATE STATEMENT DATA, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: This statement is inaccurate and omits a key fact, and thereby it exposes the fundamental bias of the author.  It is not necessarily true that Ukraine cannot join NATO as long as Russia’s Black Sea Fleet remains based in Ukraine.  This is only true if Ukraine seeks to join NATO before and/or without Russia.  If Russia were to join before or simultaneously with Ukraine, then the fleet’s presence in the Ukraine would not likely be an obstacle. 


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: Aside from the less than voluntary nature of the Russian troops presence in Transnistria, as far as Moldova’s leadership is concerned, this statement suffers from the same types of omissions and one-sidedness discussed in the next to last most previous footnote commentary regarding Armenia’s extension of the lease of the Gyumri base to Russia.


4,2,7 CLAIMS UNSUPPORTED BY DATA/FACTS, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: The author provides no data, facts or arguments to support his claim that Russia seeks to replace Lukashenka in Belarus or used its “media muscle to facilitate the overthrow” of Bakiev in Kyrgyzstan.  The author omits that the U.S. and the West played much more aggressive roles in overthrowing regimes in Russia’s backyard in Kyrgyzstan, Ukraine, and Georgia and has attempted to do so in Belarus.  One wonders what Washington’s reaction would be to similar Russian actions in Canada or Mexico?  Would the U.S. attempt remove Russian-controled regimes there?  Did the U.S. decision to expand NATO and then facilitate colored revolutions prolong the zero-sum U.S.-Russian competititon?


3,2,7 INACURATE STATEMENT/DATA, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS, and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: This statement is inaccurate in that by putting the words “anti-narcotics” in quotation marks, the author suggests that Moscow seeks a new military base in Osh for purposes of imperial expansion rather than security.  The “brutal violence” to which the author alludes  and which took place in and around Osh in southern Kyrgyzstan is believed to have been driven by Bakiev’s political enemies in league with narco-mafia groups.  The region is part of the major narcotics smuggling and mujahedin transit route that runs through the Ferghana Valley.  Therefore, it is a zone of vital interest for Russian national security.  Add to this the fact that many across the world increasingly view Kyrgyzstan of a failing state, and the U.S. has urged Russia to assist the former’s anti-narcotics efforts in Afghanistan, then it becomes obvious that there are real security concerns behind Moscow’s move.  If Moscow really wanted to use the Kyrgyz crisis to expand its power to that country it would exacerbate the crisis and use it to send in troops.  In fact, Moscow rejected calls from Bishkek to send in troops to put down the riots. 


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: Curiously, the author leaves out some rather important Russian support for our efforts in Afghanistan; support that makes a GazProm jet fuel contract pale in significance.  Russia is allowing transport of supplies to U.S. and NATO troops through Russian airspace and on the ground, is set to sign a new agreement to enhance the transport route to Afghanistan by allowing the ground transport of heavy equipment to and from Afghanistan, has recently participated in an anti-narcotics raid, is set to sign a new agreement on opening up new counter-narcotics center in Russia for training agents from Afghanistan and other Central Asian nations, has agreed to finance jointly with the U.S. a trust fund for financing the training of Afghan maintenance crews for Russian-built helicopters operated by Afghanistan’s air force, and has provided crucial intelligence.  To be sure, Russia is acting in its own interest – as all states do – but leaving out these facts provides readers with an extraordinarily one-sided perspective on Russia’s role in Afghanistan.  


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: The author leaves out several exceedingly important issues and facts that ought to be considered when pondering whether the U.S. should attempt “to secure a long-term presence in the region.”  First, the U.S. already has a venue that could ensure its long-term presence in the region: the Manas air base in Kyrgyzstan.  Second, the U.S. has considerable political, economic, and cultural relations with all of the region’s countries.  Third, the regional powers, Russia and China are opposed to any greater long-term or permanent U.S. military presence in the region.  Fourth, given the U.S.’s current formidable financial foibles, it is unlikely that expanding the U.S. military presence in the region is even feasible.  Fifth, the U.S. won the Cold War and helped drive the USSR out of Afghanistan without a long-term presence in Central or South Asia.  Thus, it used an out-of-country strategy of providing assistance to the Afghan mujahedin to rollback the more threatening force of Soviet forces in Afghanistan.  Given both Russia’s and China’s interest in defeating the Taliban, such a U.S. strategy could work and be coupled with joint efforts with these two regional powers. 


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: Despite the author’s laudable mention of Russia’s “support of U.N. Security Council sanctions,” that mention is a bit superficial.  It is likely to suggest to readers only Russia’s UNSC vote in support of the sanctions.  However, Russian President Dmitrii Medvedev backed up this vote with even more aggressive action by issuing a decree forbidding all weapons sales to Teheran.  However, the author’s general point is well-taken: supplying Iran’s nuclear reactor with fuel is irresponsible, even if Moscow’s motive is simply commercial.


2 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS: Omitted is the fact that such policies are Russian tit-for-tat actions, a payback for expanding NATO to its’ borders in the 1990s despite the diminution of Russian security and the increase in defense expenditures this move forced on an economically-depressed Russia. 


3 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA: The phrasing of this question could give some readers the impression that the author is saying that, and therefore Russia is selling weapons to Hamas and Hezbollah.  The omission of the word ‘to’ between the words ‘sales’ and ‘and’ suggests that the author is not saying this, but this could be missed by readers.  That said, Russia’s arms sales to Syria are irresponsible since Syria is likely to pass some on to Hamas and Hezbollah.  Again, however, this is likely Russian payback for NATO expansion and is also motivated by commercial interests, rather than by any attempt to challenge Israel or the U.S.  It also may be in part a for Moscow to gain more leverage in the Middle East and thus remain a player at the table, as the author suggests, but this is not a Moscow policy new to the Obama era.  


5,2,7 SENSATIONAL CONTEXT, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: First, the use of the word ‘expansion’ to describe Russia’s putting forward a claim to the part of the Arctic shelf extending from its territory has negative connotations that do not comport with Moscow’s making a legal claim to the shelf based on internationally recognized parameters.  Second, the legalistic approach Moscow has taken is largely omitted except for the reference to “its claim under the Law of the Sea Treaty.  This makes the author’s presentation on this issue somewhat one-sided, though less so than in his discussion of most of the previous issues addressed in this article. 


3.4.2.7 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA, CLAIM UNSUPPORTED BY DATA/FACTS, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: The statement that U.S. benefits in Afghanistan resulting from Obama’s Russia reset have been “minimal” is simply untrue.  Please see the twelfth footnote commentary on this article.  Furthermore, the author’s claim is also unsubstantiated.  He needs to demonstrate that Russia’s growing role remains insignificant.  Thus, the author’s treatment again is one-sided.


3,4,2,7 INACCURATE STATEMENT/DATA, CLAIM UNSUPPORTED BY DATA/FACTS, OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: This claim is left unsupported by data and facts and could very well be inaccurate, not least because it is a prediction about the future not supported by argumentation.  The author overlooks or omits the possibility that Russia over time could be an important ally of the West in Eurasia rather than a competitor if we stopped looking at every assertion of Russian influence or power as a loss for the West, as the author often tends to do.  The author offers no evidence that U.S. policy is ‘jeopardizing’ allies.  The kind of policies the author supported in Georgia, for example, led to Georgia’s likely permanent dismemberment after its brutal attack on North Ossetia and Russia’s response.  This makes it virtually impossible that South Ossetia or Abkhazia will ever return to the Georgian fold.  It was a policy backed by the author that caused the hot-headed Georgian president, Mikheil Saakashvili, to overreach.  This policy was pursued despite the fact that then U.S. President Georgia Bush apparently knew Saakashvili was hot-headed, as President Bush writes in his new autobiography. 


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: The author omits the fact that it was these kinds of policies that led to the U.S.-Russian antagonism extant at the end of the President Bush’s term in office.  For an example, see the previous footnote commentary and recall the results of NATO expansion.  Moreover, putting Russia on the same plane with violent Islamist movements would be a strategic mistake.  


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: Of course, the U.S. should strengthen its ties with pro-Western forces.  The question revolves around how this should be done.  There have been firings of those responsible for Magnitsky’s death in a Russian prison, and criminal charges may be forthcoming.  The Medvedev administration’s newly independent Investigations Committee has extended the Politkovskaya murder investigation.  The second case against Khodorkovsky appears to be a sham, but the first had some substance; so his immediate release might not be called for.  The desired action in each of these cases may be less likely should the U.S. government conduct a high profile campaign to pressure Moscow, especially if such a campaign goes beyond those carried out with regard to Chinese, Burmese or other violations of human rights.   


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE:  Again, the author is ignoring the fact that this would be an intensification of the kind of policy approach that produced NATO expansion, alienated Russia, and led to failures in Georgia, Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan.


2,7 OMISSION OF KEY FACTS and ONE-SIDED PERSPECTIVE: Again, the author writes in such a way as to ignore and thus omit the fundamental fact of international relations: all states act only in their own interests.  They can be induced to do otherwise only by offering them something that addresses another interest.  
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