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Introduction

The Working Group on the Future of the U.S.-Russia relations presents its first Monthly Survey of current developments in Russian–American relations, devoted to their state and evolution in January 2012. This brief survey provides the general picture of the development of relations and touches upon the key components of the current US-Russian agenda, such as missile defense, Iran, Syria, Afghanistan, and nuclear disarmament. This survey as well discusses how to curtail peculiarities of the current US-Russia relations, above all their politization due to the election campaigns in both countries. The Working Group intends to continue preparing the similar surveys till the end of 2012.

1. General Political Issues of U.S.- Russian Relations

In January 2012 Russian-American relations entered an off-season, as election campaigns in both countries have gone into high gear and foreign relations have been made a tool of each country’s domestic political struggle. In Russia, there was a surge of critical rhetoric against the United States from officials representing the ruling government and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, and in the U.S., a tide of anti-Russian rhetoric by almost all Republican presidential candidates. As a result, each country decided to halt discussion of the majority of the most controversial issues of the bilateral agenda, and postponed the real negotiations of such issues as missile defense and further reduction of nuclear weapons for the year 2013. As a result of the election campaigns in Russia and the US, their diplomatic flexibility on the other important issues of their agenda, such as Iran and Syria, has diminished.

In the end of January, the Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin made several critical remarks about the U.S. Speaking in Tomsk on January 25, he said that the U.S. “wants to control everything,” that it “needs not allies but vassals,” and that towards this end, it interferes in the internal affairs of other countries and judges them in line with its own standards.

Another striking example of such artificial politicization of Russian-American relations was seen in the row that erupted in January 2012 over the new U.S. Ambassador to Russia Michael McFaul.[1] His first day in office, January 16th, coincided with a visit to Moscow by the U.S. Deputy Secretary of State William Burns. McFaul accompanied Burns during his entire visit. On January 16th, they had a meeting at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Government and the Presidential Staff, and on January 17th, McFaul also attended the meetings Burns held with Russian human rights activists and representatives of the opposition at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow. It has become a custom over the past few years for senior U.S. officials visiting Moscow to have successive encounters with the authorities and civil society representatives. However, since in this particular case Burns’ meetings with the opposition coincided with the intensification of the political struggle in Russia and the start of McFaul’s mission as U.S. ambassador in Moscow, a pretext cropped up for fanning a scandal to discredit the oppositional politicians who met with Burns and McFaul.[2]
However, the parties made it clear that this politicization is temporary and the rhetoric is likely to ease after the presidential elections in Russia, scheduled for March 4. Quite unequivocal statements to that effect were made by U.S. Under Secretary of State Ellen Tauscher in Washington on January 18th, and by McFaul in an interview with Kommersant on January 25th.

In January, both Russia and the U.S. indicated that they were determined to consolidate the positive state of bilateral relations and deepen cooperation wherever possible. This was demonstrated in the positive nature of the meetings William Burns had with the Russian leadership in mid-January 2012, during which he and Michael McFaul stated that the Obama administration’s clear intention is to continue the positive cooperation with Russia as a whole. In particular, U.S. Under Secretary of State Ellen Tauscher said on January 18th that the United States and Russia in 2012 would be holding regular consultations on thirteen different topics with the aim to ease the false stereotypes against one another. In turn, Burns and McFaul on January 18th declared U.S. intentions to work for building up trading and investment relations with Russia in the coming months and for the cancellation of the Jackson-Vanik amendment. For his part, Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov said on January 26th, that in the coming months, the positive component of U.S.-Russian relations will be complemented by a visa agreement, to be ratified by Russia in the near future..

It is also remarkable that in an interview on the Ekho Moskvy radio station on January 26th, Sergei Ryabkov described the current U.S.-Russian relations as an “unambiguous partnership” and stressed that the rivalry between Russia and the United States on some issues was not a dominant feature of their relationship, and the parties had a fairly broad, positive agenda.

Another meeting of the current presidents Dmitry Medvedev and Barack Obama – the last before the March elections in Russia – may have a positive effect on Russian-U.S. relations. Michael McFaul in late January 2012 confirmed the possibility of such a meeting. For his part, Sergei Ryabkov said that such a summit would be “extremely useful” for relations between the two countries and would, perhaps, serve as a catalyst for resolving a number of problems.

In January, the U.S. also said that it would remain committed to further improvement of relations between the two countries, including in the event Vladimir Putin became President of Russia in May 2012 again, and the U.S. did not consider Putin’s likely return to the presidency as a factor for inevitable worsening of relations. In January, Michael McFaul stated this position at least twice, adding that Vladimir Putin had been involved in efforts to improve relations between Russia and the United States over the past three years and that U.S. President Barack Obama, Vice President Joe Biden and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton had a very positive experience of personal contacts with him during this period. A clear indication of U.S. willingness to work constructively with Prime Minister Putin was seen in his meeting with former U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger in Moscow on January 10th. Over the past decade, such meetings, during which the parties share expectations, intentions and wishes addressed to each other, usually take place before the formation of new foreign policy teams in Russia and the U.S. and have become a tradition.

An important indication of U.S. willingness to interact constructively with Vladimir Putin as Russian President is contained in a new annual report by the Director of National Intelligence of the United States on the status of threats in the world, presented on January 31st. It says that Putin is likely to preserve the current political and economic system in the country, as well as ensure the continuity of its foreign policy. No drastic changes, including sharp deteriorations in relations between Russia and the U.S. were predicted. The report nevertheless makes a reservation that developing relations with Russia for the United States would be more difficult because of Vladimir Putin’s general distrust towards the U.S.  Also, the main Russian-American relational contradictions are expected to remain, including the missile defense issue, which will hinder the parties’ efforts to continue to reduce nuclear weapons. It also says that Russia is likely to furnish no real assistance to the U.S.in dealing with the problems of Syria and Iran, and will continue to look with suspicion at U.S. cooperation with the countries in the post-Soviet space.
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2.Russia-US Dialogue on Missile Defense

In January, Russia and the US continued active dialogue on the issue of missile defense. Negotiations on this subject took place when U.S. Deputy Secretary of State William Burns visited Moscow in mid-January, when Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov paid a visit to Washington in late January, and when the Russia-NATO Council met in session in Brussels at the level of the chiefs of general staffs. In addition, Russia’s chief negotiator on missile defense, Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov, gave two detailed interviews on this subject in late January. No fundamental changes occurred in the positions of either party, and negotiations as a whole are in a state of deadlock. The only change that has taken place since the end of 2011 was confined to the mutual recognition that a Russia-NATO summit in Chicago, back-to-back with a NATO summit in May, is unlikely to happen. In January, similar predictions were not only made in Moscow but also in the United States and within NATO, in particular, by the NATO Secretary General, Anders Fogh Rasmussen. On the Russian side, the low probability of a Russian-NATO Council (RNC) summit in Chicago was mentioned by Sergei Ryabkov in late January. He said the chances of achieving a missile defense agreement before May were slim, and without such an agreement, the summit would be meaningless.

In addition, Russia and the US recognize that, in the context of election campaigns in both countries, their dialogue on missile defense 2012 would be unproductive, and “real” negotiations would resume in 2013. As U.S. Under Secretary of State Ellen Tauscher announced on January 18th, in the coming months the U.S. and Russia will be negotiating more general issues of strategic stability, and during these talks, the U.S. hopes, some Russian concerns over the missile defense can be alleviated. A similar statement was made on January 13th by Russia’s newly-appointed deputy prime minister (previously Russian Ambassador to NATO) Dmitry Rogozin, who said that he was expecting an agreement on missile defense not now but in 2013, when “the old new U.S. Administration has more opportunities and a wider policy framework in order to give Russia the kind of response worthy of a true partner.”

In January, the U.S. reiterated that it would be impossible to extend Russia legal guarantees that a future missile defense system would not be directed against the Russian strategic nuclear forces. Moreover, Ellen Tauscher also stated (indirectly confirming Russia’s fears) it would impossible to guarantee future U.S. presidents would comply with the Obama administration’s promises. For his part, Burns reiterated the readiness of the United States to put on record a provision stating that the efforts of the U.S. and NATO in the missile defense sphere are not directed against and cannot pose a threat to Russia’s strategic nuclear deterrent, but without any details and not in a legally binding form. Moreover, he pointed out that this guarantee was the most the U.S. was able to give. Finally, in late January, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller said that Washington would continue its efforts to convince Moscow that its plans for missile defense did not constitute a threat to Russian strategic nuclear forces and that the best way to see this fact was to begin practical cooperation on missile defense.

The Russian position in January remained unchanged. Sergei Ryabkov told Kommersant daily and Ekho Moskvy radio station in interviews that, firstly, Russia favors joint efforts with the U.S. to formulate detailed criteria or parameters of a hypothetical U.S. missile defense in Europe, which would allow Moscow to interpret any trespassing of those levels as a threat to its strategic nuclear force. Secondly, he stated that the U.S. proposal for starting cooperation within the framework of two joint ventures – that of data sharing and joint operations planning – was not enough, because regardless the U.S. will carry on with its main missile defense activities beyond these hypothetical ventures and that they would remain closed to Russia anyway. Thirdly, Sergei Ryabkov reiterated Russia’s viewpoint to the effect that the implementation of the third and fourth stages of Washington’s declared “phased adaptive approach” [3] was seen as a threat to Russia’s strategic nuclear forces. Moreover, the deputy foreign minister said that even the existing anti-missiles SM-3 “in extreme situations” could intercept Russian ICBMs. For this, they “should be placed as far to the north and as close to the borders of Russia as possible.”

Fourthly, Sergei Ryabkov again expressed serious concerns about the possibility of anti-missile naval ships of the United States in the northern seas, where their missiles would be clearly directed against Russia’s strategic nuclear forces.  Washington refuses to guarantee that these ships will not be stationed there in the future. Ryabkov made it clear that, although those were speculations about the U.S. capability to move the anti-missile ships to the northern seas, and not about official plans, the lack of guarantees from the American side was fueling Russia’s suspicions. Ryabkov expressed the same argument in relation to the quantitative parameters of a hypothetical U.S. missile defense system, which also remained uncertain. As a result, said Ryabkov, Moscow judges these parameters by U.S. appropriations plans and the budgetary situation, which vary, and “there is no certainty that there will not be hundreds (of missiles to count) in several years’ time.”

Finally, Sergei Ryabkov reiterated Russia’s position that in the near future, Iran will not have missiles capable of delivering even conventional (let alone nuclear) warheads to targets at distances that would require creating a missile defense system within the guidelines the U.S. has declared. Accordingly, the Russian deputy foreign minister concluded, the missile defense’s task will be to “devalue Russia’s strategic nuclear force.”

The discussion of the missile defense problem in January was heavily influenced by the newly-begun Russian presidential election campaign. Russia significantly exaggerated the state of affairs to openly accuse the U.S. of intentions to reduce Russia’s strategic nuclear potential and undermine strategic parity. Apart from Ryabkov, other official made statements to that effect, namely Russian Security Council Secretary Nikolai Patrushev (in an interview to Kommersant on January 12th) and Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov (at a news conference on January 18th) devoted to the foreign policy results of 2011.

Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin in January came out with still harsher comments. At a meeting with Russian media editors on January 18th he stated that the U.S. missile defense plans were clearly a threat to Russia, that the distance of American missiles from Russia’s borders was of great importance to it, and that Russia would be forced to target its strike systems against those sites. In addition, in a dispute with the editor-in-chief of Ekho Moskvy Alexei Venediktov, Putin rejected opinions aired on Ekho Moskvy that such a U.S. missile defense system would not be a threat to Russia and that the distance of this system from Russia’s borders was unimportant.  Putin said that such views were “not information, but promotion of U.S. foreign policy interests.”

Putin made no less harsh statements in the documentary film Cold Politics, (anti-American in principle) shown by Russia’s Channel One on February 2nd. He said that “the missile defense, of course, aims to neutralize the strategic nuclear potential of Russia, because the radars, which are placed close to our borders, and the anti-missile systems will cover our territory as far as the Urals and the sites of our ground-based nuclear forces.” The reason for this U.S. intention, according to Putin, is that Russia is the only country in the world which has a strategic nuclear potential comparable with that of the U.S. This strategic balance, Putin said, is at the heart of many decisions of the United States aimed at containing Russia.

At the same time, Russia made it clear in January that all these statements should be attributed to the pre-election period, but in reality it has no intention to take any hostile moves towards the U.S. in retaliation for the missile defense impasse. For example, Sergei Lavrov, although criticizing the U.S. missile defense at the news conference on January 18th, stressed the idea that there were no grounds for a new arms race between Russia and the United States, and no reason for confrontation, let alone a new Cold War. The U.S. side, too, demonstrated the awareness that Russia’s tough rhetoric was a side effect of internal political struggle and, in general, responded calmly to it. On January 13th, Ellen Tauscher speculated that after the presidential elections, the talks on missile defense would continue with greater progress.

In January, some progress was achieved in NATO-Russia cooperation over theater missile defense. As the Chief of Russia’s General Staff, Nikolai Makarov, stated on January 18th following a meeting of the RNC in Brussels, Moscow approved of the work on NATO-Russia theater missile defense (TMD) computer exercises, which will take place, presumably, in the spring of 2012. This cooperation has enabled the United States (Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs, Phillip Gordon) to declare it would be wrong to say that the missile defense negotiations with Russia are deadlocked, and that preparations for the TMD exercises were an example of cooperation.

In January, the U.S. put on combat duty a mobile radar system, equipped with an X-band radar AN/TPY-2, in the southeast of Turkey – as part of the first phase of its plans for missile defense in Europe. At this point there actually exists in Europe a U.S. missile defense infrastructure, as represented by the Turkish radar and the sole anti-missile cruiser “The Monterey” in the Eastern Mediterranean.
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3.The Development of the U.S. Policy and U.S.-Russian Dialogue over Iran

In January, tensions over Iran continued to escalate, and there was growing evidence about a likely military strike against it by Israel or by the United States and Israel, presumably in the summer of 2012. The tensions soared further still after the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) confirmed on January 9th that the Iranian underground uranium enrichment plant at Fordu began to enrich uranium to a level of 20% (Uranium enriched to a point below 20% is only usable for energy purposes while uranium enriched above that level is considered weapons-grade). The U.S. interpreted this as another step bringing Iran closer to the capability of producing highly enriched uranium, suitable for the production of nuclear weapons. On the Russian side, Security Council Secretary Nikolai Patrushev officially recognized the likelihood of a war in an interview to Kommersant on January 12. Accordingly, the Iranian issue took a higher place on the list of priorities in Russian-American interaction.

In January 2012 the rift between the U.S. and Israel over Iran deepened, resulting in a higher risk of a unilateral Israeli strike. Since the beginning of the month, Washington has been making clear statements that it would prefer stronger political and economic pressure on Iran to a military solution. On January 9th, U.S. Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta said that Iran was not trying to make nuclear weapons, but that it sought to acquire nuclear capability (i.e. ability to get them after the relevant political decision), [4] and the best strategy in this regard would be “to continue to exert diplomatic and economic pressures.” As for a military strike, according to Panetta, Washington would resort to it in two cases: if Tehran begins to make nuclear weapons, and if it blocks the Strait of Hormuz. This position had not changed until the end of January. On January 27th, the Chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff M. Dempsey said he believed the use of military force against Iran would be premature, while economic sanctions and diplomatic pressure had proven to be effective.

For Israel, this position was new proof that the Obama administration (unlike most Republicans) does not share its assessment of the threat emanating from the IRI. Another indication of the fundamental differences between them on how and when to act on the Iranian issue came with the sharply negative reaction from Washington concerning the alleged involvement of the Israeli secret services in the murder of an Iranian nuclear scientist at the beginning of the month.

In the second half of January, Martin Dempsey, the Chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, visited Israel to try to persuade Tel-Aviv not to take unilateral military action. However, it ended inconclusively and even humiliatingly for Washington: the Israeli leadership promised to inform the U.S. of an attack on Iran, but no earlier than twelve hours before its start (obviously, with the aim to leave the USA no chance to prevent the implementation of the Israeli plans, but give it just enough time to alert its troops in the region.)

As a result, the U.S. changed its rhetoric; towards the end of January, it started talking increasingly often about the possibility of a unilateral Israeli strike on Iran, to which Washington would have no relationship, about its disapproval of such a move, and even, perhaps, about its non-interference. The U.S. hinted that it would intervene only if there was a direct threat to American troops in the region and/or large Israeli settlements. For example, when asked about what the U.S. would do in case of an Israeli strike, Leon Panetta said that the U.S. would protect its troops in the region. In addition, The Washington Post carried a report that in late January, Panetta said during a private conversation that there was a high likelihood that Israel would attack Iran in April, May or June, that is, before Iran starts to create an atomic bomb. Panetta did not deny that report. Moreover, he stated that Israel was considering military action, and the U.S. expressed its concern to Israel in that regard.

However, simultaneously, the U.S. was building up its military forces around Iran, obviously creating an impression that war preparations were on. [5] Against this backdrop, the American and Israeli media reported (with reference to representatives of the intelligence services of both countries) that the U.S. will be fully ready to start a military operation against Iran by June of this year. Remarkably, it will be during this period (July 1) when the European Union will impose an ultimate ban on the import of Iranian crude oil and petroleum products, a decision, which the EU Council adopted on January 27th. Iran has once again threatened to block the Strait of Hormuz. The EU sanctions complement the U.S. ban on the import of Iranian oil which Barack Obama signed into law on December 31, 2011. Also, in January 2012, Japan announced its intention to give up the importation of Iranian oil – after U.S. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner visited Tokyo.

Russia’s position on resolving the problem of Iran’s nuclear program remained unchanged throughout January. Moscow continued to criticize the introduction of unilateral sanctions against Iran, and insisted on an early resumption of six-party talks and, in general, on the resolution of the problem by political and diplomatic means. As Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov stated on January 18th, the Western sanctions are aimed at “strangling the Iranian economy” in order to provoke popular discontent and regime change. He also pointed out that a military strike against Iran would have the most serious and unpredictable consequences. On January 26th, Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov pointed to the need for resuming negotiations with Iran and the futility of attempts to address the problem only through sanctions.

Russia and the U.S. in January were discussing the Iranian issues almost continuously. On January 10th, there was a conversation on this subject between the Sergei Ryabkov and U.S. Deputy Chief of Mission in Russia Sheila Gwaltney. On January 16th, William Burns discussed Iran with Russian leaders in Moscow. Finally, in late January, negotiations on a variety of issues, including this one, were conducted by Sergei Ryabkov in Washington. In the context of the apparent preparations for military operations by the United States, it is noteworthy that Moscow is very calm in its dialogue with the U.S. over Iran. As Ryabkov stated on January 26th, “in the Russian-American dialogue, Iran is an example of how countries that not so long ago in historical terms were rivals and highly distrustful of each other can conduct a genuinely trustful dialogue.” And the net effect of this dialogue at this point is “rather zero than a negative value.”
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4.Dialogue between Russia and the U.S. on Syria

In January, Russia and the United States continued active cooperation on Syria, which featured high on the current agenda of bilateral relations. The United States continued to insist on the unconditional and prompt resignation of Syrian President Bashar al-Assad. U.S. President Barack Obama said this sentiment outright on January 25th in his annual State of the Union address.  Moscow strongly opposed that as an attempt at imposing a regime change, and insisted on a dialogue between the Syrian government and the opposition. In the meantime, that opposition, backed by the West and the Arab monarchies of the Persian Gulf, flatly refused to conduct a dialogue – as well as to accept Russia’s proposals for holding mediated negotiations in Moscow.

In addition, the U.S. pressed for the adoption of a tough UN Security Council resolution on Syria, which would, as a minimum, pin the blame for violence in the country on Damascus, introduce additional sanctions against it, including an arms embargo, urge Bashar al-Assad to step down, and, at most, would allow for the possibility of using military force.  Russia also strongly opposed these provisions. As Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov stated on January 18th, Moscow will not permit the UN Security Council’s approval of military intervention in the intra-Syrian affairs, as well as the approval in retrospect of those sanctions, which had already been introduced by the U.S. and the EU unilaterally (that is, the adoption of a resolution replicating the unilateral Western sanctions at the UN Security Council level). In addition, Sergei Lavrov expressed concern about the continued supplies of weapons to Syria for the militants, “who are trying to seize power in what would look like a popular uprising,” and sending to Syria of so-called “humanitarian convoys in the hope of provoking a reaction from government forces and border guards and trying to create the impression of a humanitarian catastrophe.”

Russia believes that with the help of all these measures, the U.S. and its allies are trying to implement “the Libyan scenario” in Syria, meaning a change in leadership initiated by force. The reason for this belief, as the head of the Russian Security Council Nikolai Patrushev said in an interview to Kommersant on January 12th, is rooted in “Syria’s reluctance to break the allied relations with Tehran.” That is, according to the Russian leadership, regime change in Syria is seen by the U.S. as a prerequisite for a U.S. military strike on Iran. According to Patrushev, the main role in the use of force against Syria will be played by the Middle Eastern allies of the U.S., especially Turkey, which, he says, is already working with Washington on a version of a “no-fly zone, where the armed forces of Syrian rebels would be able to build up muscle.”

In January, the UN Security Council had two drafted resolutions for consideration: Russian and the so-called “Moroccan” versions, developed by France and the United States. The U.S. Ambassador to the UN Susan Rice stated on January 10th that the Russian version, which insists on a dialogue between the government and the opposition in Syria and forbids interference in the affairs of that country from abroad, was not acceptable to them. The Moroccan draft that required Bashar al-Assad to resign (according to the Saudi Arabia-dictated plan of the League of Arab States) and did not exclude military intervention in the case of Assad’s refusal to transfer power to the opposition was unacceptable to Moscow, as Russian Ambassador to the UN Vitaly Churkin said as soon as the plan emerged.

Despite the objections from Russia and China, the United States decided to press ahead regardless; a move which ultimately resulted in a major diplomatic row. On the eve of voting, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, seeking to ensure the measure’s adoption, discussed the Moroccan draft resolution with the foreign ministers of all the key members of the UN Security Council. However, she was unable to discuss it with Sergei Lavrov and once again call on Russia not to use the veto. However, the Russian minister, as State Department spokesperson Victoria Nuland claimed on January 31th, remained unavailable for Hillary Clinton during the day. The American and Russian media made extensive comments, and Washington interpreted that as a signal of Moscow’s unwillingness to take a more constructive position on the Syrian issue. On January 31st, Sergei Lavrov explained he was “unavailable” for Hillary Clinton due to his negotiations with Australia.

Despite the fact that on the eve of voting in the UN Security Council Hillary Clinton and Victoria Nuland made several statements to the effect that in Syria the Libyan scenario would not happen again and that the U.S. was not organizing a foreign intervention in that country, Moscow did not change its position. On February 4th, together with China, Russia imposed a veto on the Moroccan draft of the UN Security Council resolution. That was a second veto by the Russian Federation on U.S.-backed draft resolutions over the past four months.
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5.Interaction between Russia and the U.S. on Afghanistan

Cooperation on Afghanistan in January remained one of the major positive components of the Russian-American agenda, although the strengthening of bilateral cooperation on Afghanistan proceeded alongside an upsurge in differences between them on certain aspects of the problem. As it became known at the beginning of February, in January, Russia, the U.S., and NATO came close to completing negotiations on the launch of a so-called ‘multimode’ (combining air and ground routes) return transit from Afghanistan to Europe through Russian territory. It will be used to move cargoes as U.S. and NATO forces begin to leave Afghanistan. As the Foreign Ministry has stated, in the near future Prime Minister Vladimir Putin will approve a government instruction to this effect.  Ulyanovsk was selected as a logistics center, where cargos from Afghanistan will be delivered by aircraft and then transported by rail to the ports of Tallinn and Riga.

Russia, which already transits more than 50 percent of all cargos of the international coalition to Afghanistan, is a key element of reverse transit, which will be a priority for the United States as of 2012. 23,000 U.S. troops are to leave Afghanistan (out of the 91,000 that are there now), but under the new plans of the Obama administration, presented by the head of the Pentagon Leon Panetta at the beginning of February, the U.S. should end the military operation in that country by the middle of 2013, after which the remaining U.S. troops will retain only a support role.

In addition, as the head of the Russian Federal Drug Control Service Victor Ivanov stated in late January, Russia and the U.S. agreed to sponsor the creation of an interactive digital map of the Afghan drug crops and laboratories, which is to display the fields of opium poppy and cannabis, opium bazaars and markets, drug labs, warehouses and drug convoys’ routes.

At the same time, the disagreements between Russia and the United States over Afghanistan intensified. On January 26th, Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov, speaking in an interview on the Ekho Moskvy radio station, listed Moscow’s main claims on this issue again: uncertainty over the duration of the U.S. presence in Afghanistan and Central Asian countries and the talk about the possibilities of keeping some military presence out there after 2014, failure to combat the Afghan drug threat, and the refusal of the U.S. and NATO to cooperate with the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO). In January, the U.S. gave Russia more cause for criticism over the most significant controversy – the duration of the U.S. presence in Afghanistan and Central Asia. In early February, U.S. Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta openly declared that U.S. troops would remain in Afghanistan indefinitely after 2014, when the main contingent has been withdrawn, to help the Afghan security forces to conduct counter-terrorism operations.
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6.Russia-US Dialogue on Tactical Nuclear Weapons

In January, the U.S. remained determined to take a pause on the issue of further reductions in nuclear arms, which, in its opinion, should include, above all, a reduction of the Russian arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons, and to postpone the start of discussions over the relevant issues “until better times.” In January, Washington declared the pause officially on the excuse of the pre-election situation in both countries. Ellen Tauscher declared this pause most clearly on January 13th. “We’ll get that work done, and as soon as we get the opening subsequent to their election and, perhaps, even subsequent to ours, off we go.” U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs, Phillip Gordon, although saying on January 10th that the U.S. and NATO were ready to discuss with Russia possible reduction of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, stressed at the same time that NATO would in any case remain a nuclear alliance as long as there were nuclear weapons in the world, thus making it clear that the American arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons would most likely not be completely removed from Europe.

However, the original U.S. negotiating position on tactical nuclear weapons has remained unchanged since 2010, when, after the signing of the START-3, Washington put on the agenda the reduction of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. As U.S. Assistant Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller said on January 27th, the U.S. asked Russia to reduce tactical nuclear weapons in exchange for the reduction (elimination) of the American arsenal of strategic nuclear weapons, removed from combat duty, but not destroyed and kept in stock. According to her, Russia has always expressed concern about the so-called “retrievable potential” of the U.S., and this is precisely why this version of the “swap” looks in Washington mostly attractive to Russia.
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VII. Dialogue on Conventional Arms Control in Europe

In January, there was certain convergence of Russian and U.S. positions on the issue of control over conventional forces in Europe. At the end of the month, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller made a straight statement that the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe was no longer adequate to the current security situation in Europe. She also pointed out that the U.S. decision to freeze implementation of CFE Treaty since November 2011 in relation to Russia was regarded by Washington not as a way to “punish” Moscow for its unilateral moratorium on the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) treaty, introduced back in 2007, but as a means to create conditions for exploring new opportunities for future conventional arms control in Europe. That was the first official recognition by the United States that the CFE treaty was hopelessly obsolete, and that instead of trying to “revive” it, the emphasis should be placed on creating a qualitatively new modern regimen of conventional arms control. Rose Gottemoeller also emphasized that it is premature to talk about the full-fledged negotiations on this issue so far, and the sides should start “from the bottom” and talk about basic concepts of conventional arms control and their contents.
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[1]In 2009-2011 he held the post of U.S. special presidential adviser for Russia and Eurasia, and was the “architect” of the “reset” of U.S.-Russian relations.

[2] The movement Nashi picketed the U.S. embassy building. Channel 1 of the Russian television showed a prime-time program, in which Michael McFaul was charged with intent to prepare a “color revolution” in Russia. Serious charges against the parties whose representatives met with U.S. diplomats January 17, came pouring from the United Russia and LDPR factions in the State Duma. Finally, on January 25, the episode drew a comment from Russian President Dmitry Medvedev who said that Michael McFaul “must understand that he is working in the Russian Federation, and not in the United States… as well as that every ambassador has one’s own mandate.”

[3] Accordingly, ground interceptors in Poland in 2018 and hosted in 2020 in northern Europe (in Poland), the SM-3 missiles Block 2B, which are still at the R&D stage, but, according to official U.S. plans, will be able to intercept intercontinental ballistic missiles.

[4] A similar assessment of Iran’s nuclear program was contained in the new annual report presented on January 31st of the Intelligence Community on the status of threats in the world. Specifically, it said that Iran was technically able to produce enough highly enriched uranium to make nuclear weapons if it so decides, but it is anyone’s guess whether Iran will make the final decision to produce nuclear weapons. Although the time frame in which Tehran can produce highly enriched uranium and nuclear weapons is not mentioned in the open version of the report, this assessment was the first occasion of the official U.S. recognition that Iran already possesses this ability.

[5] In late January, the aircraft carrier “The Abraham Lincoln”, accompanied by a missile cruiser and two destroyers, entered the Persian Gulf, to join the two aircraft carrier groups already present there. In addition, at the end of the month the Pentagon announced that by March it would move to the shores of Iran another – fourth – carrier group, led by the nuclear-powered aircraft carrier The Enterprise. In the summer of 2012, The Pentagon also plans to send to the Persian Gulf “The Ponce”, which by then will be converted into a mother ship to accommodate high-speed boats and helicopters. There were also reports that the U.S. Defense Department had urgently asked Congress to fund measures to improve the bunker buster GBU-57 MOP, and that hundreds of concrete-busting bomb, capable of destroying underground bunkers had been brought to the U.S. base at Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean. Finally, there is evidence that the strength of U.S. troops at bases in Kuwait and the Omani island of Masirah has been growing steadily.

