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Facilitate linkages between civil society groups

The administration should facilitate broad civil society engagement between the United 
States and Russia. Cooperation between organizations in both countries offers the potential 
to strengthen Russia’s civil society through knowledge transfer and sharing of best practices.

Center for Strategic and International Studies Senior Fellow Sarah Mendelson suggests 
allowing these relationships to evolve organically, according to the needs of parties 
on both sides.50 She advocates facilitating meetings between, inter alia, environmental 
groups, veterans associations, and public health organizations from both countries. The 
United States should also include U.S. and Russian anticorruption and government 
accountability groups in these events. The Obama administration should provide the 
funding and facilitate the issuance of visas to these groups in order to get these pro-
grams off the ground as soon as possible. 

The United States should seek to further expand these meetings to include organizations 
from other countries. Their inclusion could mitigate the negative effects of the troubled 
history associated with U.S. efforts to work with Russian civil society. The United States 
could invite civil society groups from the world’s other vibrant democracies, including 
countries like Brazil and India, as well as our European allies. 

Balance public and private diplomacy

The administration should strive to find the right balance between public and private 
diplomacy on democracy and human rights issues. The hectoring and finger-wagging char-
acteristic of the conservative approach to Russia only embolden hardliners in Russia and 
create backlash among the political elite. But rights advocates and democratic activists feel 
abandoned when we are silent about efforts to restrict political activity or media freedoms. 

The administration should always speak out against gross violations of human rights and 
democratic principles. But harsh public condemnations by top officials such as the presi-
dent and secretary of state are best reserved for the most egregious abuses. The administra-
tion should also use its public diplomacy to acknowledge positive changes in Russia, such 
as the revival of the Presidential Council for Assistance of Civil Society Development and 
Human Rights and the formation of a working group to review a restrictive law on non-
governmental organizations. 

Human rights violations are best addressed through private diplomacy during meetings 
between our top officials, including the presidents. The administration has apparently 
already adopted this approach, as demonstrated by Obama’s expression of concern during 
his private meeting with President Medvedev in April about the beating of a human rights 
activist. Senior administration officials briefed the press on background on this exchange—
thus providing for some public accountability while avoiding the appearance of lecturing.
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The administration can also address abuses multilaterally through international institu-
tions. For example, the U.N. Human Rights Council’s Universal Periodic Review process 
reviews all member states’ human rights records every four years and issues recommenda-
tions for improvements. The review for Russia was issued in February 2009.51 And the 
United States is in a much stronger position to press for implementation of recommenda-
tions that emerged from that review after its recent election to the council. 

Finding ways to cooperate with Russia in the former -Soviet region 

The Obama administration faces a dilemma in its relations with Russia’s neighbors. On 
the one hand, the United States has enduring economic and strategic interests in the 
region. On the other, a U.S. presence in Russia’s “near abroad” produces hysterical 
reactions in Moscow that damage the bilateral relationship. Russia considers practically 
any U.S. involvement in the region a threat to its interests and often structures its policy 
agenda for the region as a zero-sum game. The result is that the region has become a 
locus for competition between the two countries.

Our relationship with Russia will never determine the nature of our ties with its neighbors. 
But the administration should attempt to mitigate the competition dynamic in the region and 
demonstrate to Moscow that cooperation and win-win solutions are possible on certain issues. 
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Seek dialogue partner status in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization

A first step toward developing a cooperative dynamic in the region is to seek “dialogue 
partner” status in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization,52 which brings together China, 
Russia, and the Central Asian states of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan. 
This move will give the United States a chance to institutionalize ties between our country 
and these states and further our efforts to ensure stability in Afghanistan, which shares 
a border with China, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan. It will also have the auxiliary benefits 
of opening a new diplomatic channel with China—one of the SCO’s most powerful 
members—and with Iran, which participates in the SCO as an observer state. 

The SCO’s mission centers on coordination to confront emerging threats and instability, as 
well as cooperation in trade, technology, and law enforcement.53 The SCO holds regular 
meetings between top government officials, as well as yearly summits among member 
countries’ heads of state. The organization has a permanent subagency, the Regional Anti-
Terrorist Structure, to coordinate member actions to counter terrorism, extremism, and 
separatism, with a focus on information sharing and analysis.54

The SCO charter outlines two paths for nonmember states to associate themselves with 
the organization—observer status and dialogue partner.55 The United States alleg-
edly informally inquired about applying for observer status in 2006, but the Kremlin 
reportedly discouraged U.S. officials from making a formal bid.56 With new presidents 
in Washington and Moscow committed to improving relations, now is the time to 
approach the Kremlin informally again, this time about dialogue partner status, which 
was not created until two years after the alleged first attempt.57 Although Russia does 
not formally control the SCO, it wields great sway within the organization, and it would 
therefore be prudent to consult with Moscow before making a public application so as 
to avoid a diplomatic scandal.

Official SCO documents state that dialogue partners may request to target their coopera-
tion to certain issues or committees within the SCO. This is the ideal option for the United 
States, as it will allow the Obama administration to begin cooperation slowly, and only 
in areas of mutual interest. The United States must be mindful that opacity is still very 
much a hallmark of the SCO, but this should not be a barrier to cooperation.58 Rather, the 
United States should take advantage of the SCO’s institutional fluidity to define the role 
that best meets its needs and best facilitates cooperation with the member-states. 

The United States’ role in the SCO

If accepted as a dialogue partner by the SCO, the United States should begin its relation-
ship with the organization through the Regional Anti-Terrorist Structure. Engagement 
with RATS has the potential to bolster U.S. counterterrorism operations in Afghanistan. 
The United States and SCO have already established their mutual interest in stability 
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in Afghanistan—the one official U.S. contact with the SCO occurred when Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of State Patrick Moon attended the organization’s conference on 
Afghanistan in March 2009.59 

The United States should also consider engaging the SCO on counter-narcotics operations 
in Central Asia. The SCO and Afghanistan signed an action plan at the March 2009 meet-
ing in which they committed to cooperation on such issues as drug and precursor traffick-
ing, training anti-drug personnel, and interagency information exchanges.60 This could be 
a potential second area of involvement for the administration to consider.61  
 
Cooperation with the organization will benefit the United States’ relationship with 
Russia in addition to the practical gains that could be achieved on enhancing security in 
Afghanistan and the broader Central Asian region. Working with Russia under the aegis of 
the SCO will foster a greater institutionalization of the bilateral relationship. The United 
States should not expect this to resolve Russia’s concerns about U.S. operations in the 
former Soviet region, but building a pattern of regular interaction in a multilateral forum 
could ease tensions by making such relationships more transparent to Moscow. 

Applying for dialogue partner status in the SCO would also have significant symbolic 
value, which could yield long-term, practical progress for U.S. relationships in the region. 
It would demonstrate that the United States is willing to enter an organization where 
Moscow’s power outweighs its own and thus counter Russia’s narrative of regional politics 
as a zero-sum game, in which the United States’ gains must be Russia’s losses. It could also 
limit the extent to which Central Asian states will consider better relations with the United 
States as coming at the expense of their ties with Russia. 

Possible complications 

The SCO has often been cited as an anti-Western or anti-American alliance. The group’s 
ultimate goals remain somewhat unclear, but the SCO is mainly structured to confront 
internal rather than external threats. Moreover, the organization lacks the internal cohesion 
to become truly anti-Western or anti-American. Russia and China, the SCO’s power centers, 
have very different relationships with the United States, and the organization has done little 
to actively oppose U.S. interests.62 However, if and when the Obama administration inquires 
about applying for dialogue partner status, it should not assume that Russia will readily agree. 

Developing solutions to Arctic-related challenges

The Arctic is emerging as a key locus of both competition and cooperation between Russia 
and the United States. The reduction in the ice cap creates new possibilities for sustainable 
resource extraction and shipping while at the same time posing vexing environmental and 
governance questions. 
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Russia’s primary Arctic policy objective has thus far been to promote and protect its claims 
to continental shelf territories beyond the 200 nautical mile economic exclusion zone pro-
vided by the U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea, which governs such claims, in order 
to exploit the potential natural resources located there. 	

Explorer and Duma deputy Artur Chilingarov’s 2007 planting of the Russian flag on 
the North Pole seabed served to symbolically reinforce Russia’s claims to the area. 
Russia has since continued to gather data to support its claims and made noises that it 
is preparing to defend them militarily.63 However, Foreign Minister Lavrov later walked 
back these statements, insisting Russia was “not planning to increase [its] armed forces’ 
presence in the Arctic.”64 

For now, Russia is moving forward with the claims process created by UNCLOS.65 
Contrary to public perceptions of a Russian grab for Arctic riches (created largely by the 
Chiligarov expedition), Russia appears to be working within the established international 
framework for resolving Arctic disputes.

The United States must be ready to defend its interests in the region, but it should simulta-
neously pursue new modes of cooperation with the four other circumpolar states—Russia, 

A titanium capsule with the Russian flag 
after it was planted in August 2007 by a 
submarine on the Arctic Ocean seabed 
under the North Pole. 

AP Photo/Association of Russian Polar Explorers
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Canada, Denmark, and Norway. As part of this effort, the administration should intensify 
its bilateral cooperation with Russia on a range of Arctic issues.

Ratify the U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea

The United States, as a non-signatory to UNCLOS, cannot participate in the legal delib-
erations determining Arctic governance. Secretary of State Clinton has committed to 
persuading the Senate to consent to ratification of UNCLOS,66 and the administration 
should make this a priority. Doing so will allow the United States to voice its objections 
to what it considers the excessive claims of other nations, including Russia, as well as 
make its own claims.

Recapitalize the icebreaker fleet

The U.S. government’s icebreaking fleet consists of three Coast Guard icebreakers, only 
two of which—the Polar Star and the Polar Sea—are designed to break heavy ice. By con-
trast, Russia has four nuclear-powered icebreakers, one new-build and three of which have 
been recently refit, in addition to two smaller river icebreakers. The United States needs to 
recapitalize its aging icebreaking fleet in order to maintain access to the Arctic. And given 
its role at both poles, it should in the long term attempt to match the Russian fleet of four 
ships. U.S. icebreakers should remain under control of the Coast Guard in order to prevent 
militarization of Arctic operations. 

Engage Russia in collaborative exploration expeditions

Surprisingly little is known about the Arctic and the impact climate change will have on 
it.67 Acquiring scientific knowledge about the Arctic should be a priority for the United 
States and a point of cooperation with Russia. The United States and Russia should launch 
a program of scientific discovery in the Arctic in the same way we have cooperated on 
efforts in space. Joint U.S.-Russia expeditions could yield valuable ecological and naviga-
tional information for use in preserving the Arctic in the face of climate change and devel-
oping it without damaging the ecosystem. Other circumpolar nations should be invited to 
join these efforts, as well. 

Continue and intensify environmental cooperation

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency currently cooperates with Russia on reduc-
ing stocks of pesticides, mercury, and other environmentally hazardous materials via the 
Arctic Contaminants Action Program of the Arctic Council.68 The EPA has also worked 
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with the U.S. Department of Defense and the Russian Ministry of Defense since 2006 
to establish a mercury recycling system for the Russian Navy’s old mercury lamps, thus 
reducing the potential for future mercury release into the Arctic.69

The administration should continue these programs and initiate a broad-based Arctic 
environmental dialogue with Moscow. We should engage with Moscow on issues includ-
ing creating Arctic shipping standards, in particular regulating “black carbon” and other 
pollutant emissions from Arctic-going vessels;70 limiting fishing in international waters; 
and ensuring environmentally safe natural resource extraction. Furthering bilateral 
environmental cooperation with Russia could help lay the foundation for an Arctic-wide 
environmental governance regime.

Create a jointly managed international park

The United States and Russia operate two national parks/nature preserves on opposite 
sides of the Bering Strait: the Beringia Nature Ethnic Park in Russia and the Bering 
Land Bridge National Preserve in Alaska. Despite an agreement in 1990 between Soviet 
President Mikhail Gorbachev and U.S. President George H.W. Bush to establish an inter-
national nature preserve and national park in the Bering Strait, this idea has not advanced 
beyond the concept phase. 

The Obama administration should revive this proposal and work toward the establishment 
of a joint heritage and natural preservation park in the Bering Sea region. The bilateral 
administration of such a park could help regulate practices harmful to the Arctic environ-
ment such as overfishing; serve as a means for further U.S.-Russia cooperation in the 
Arctic; and preserve the rich cultural and natural heritage of the Bering region.

Engaging directly with Russian society

Many Russians are profoundly wary of U.S. intentions and often subscribe to myths 
about American society and foreign policy. Anti-Americanism—which is both a result 
of Bush administration policies and the Russian government’s propaganda—has unfor-
tunately become prevalent. 

A January 2009 BBC poll found that only 7 percent of Russians think the United States 
is a “mainly positive” influence in international affairs, while 65 percent think the 
United States has a “mainly negative” influence.71 The Russian state media reinforces 
these attitudes. For example, Russia’s largest national television station, state-owned 
Channel One, broadcast a program in 2007 claiming that 9/11 was an “inside job.”72 
And the news programs label the Georgian and Ukrainian presidents as American pup-
pets, especially when they make statements perceived as “anti-Russian.” At the same 
time, Russians appear to be cautiously open to the prospect of better relations with the 
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United States—47 percent of Russians said they believe President Obama will improve 
the United States’ relations with the rest of the world.73

The Russian leadership often ignores public opinion, but it can affect policy on the 
margins. The impact of societal attitudes is currently amplified by the leadership’s fears of 
popular unrest that could result from the economic crisis. Antagonism toward the United 
States in Russian society could therefore make it more difficult to forge a lasting, substan-
tive relationship with Moscow, while a more balanced view of American policies and 
society could prove an important ballast for improved bilateral relations. 

The administration should engage Russian society directly to counter anti-Americanism 
and misperceptions about U.S. intentions, particularly the notion that we seek to encircle 
and weaken Russia. President Obama should begin this process while in Russia for the 
July summit by holding a town hall meeting similar to the one he conducted in Strasbourg, 
France, during the NATO summit in April.74 

A town hall meeting would allow President Obama to speak directly with the Russian 
people, providing him an opportunity to debunk some of the myths about the United 
States and its policies. As with his speech in Cairo in June, he can also use the example of 
his own life story to demonstrate the vibrancy of American democracy. 

President Obama’s town hall at Strasbourg provides a model that would be effective for 
engaging with Russian society—a primary focus on questions from the audience follow-
ing very brief opening remarks. University students—including ones from outside of 
Moscow— should be invited to the meeting, as was the case in Strasbourg. And Russian 
media should be encouraged to carry the town hall live, or at least to rebroadcast the 
president’s opening remarks. The president’s unique ability to level with foreign audiences 
about how the United States sees the world and how the world sees the United States 
could help “reset” the Russian mind-set. 

President Obama can use his opening remarks to make the case that we need a strong 
Russia as our partner in order to dispel the notion that the United States conspires to 
keep Russia weak. He should make it clear that the United States does not seek to encircle 
Russia through its policies in the former Soviet region.

President Obama should also make an effort to acknowledge American mistakes—both 
on living up to our own ideals (for example, the abuses at Abu Ghraib) and in our Russia 
policy, including practical failures such as the continuing difficulties that Russians face in 
obtaining U.S. visas and the humiliation involved in the process. 

One town hall will not radically change Russian society’s attitudes, but it would be 
a good start in a broader effort to engage Russians directly. The U.S. long-term goal 
should be to try to have the Russian people be a supporting foundation for better rela-
tions between our countries. 
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Building a legislative compromise to repeal Jackson-Vanik

The Obama administration should “graduate” (exclude) Russia from the Jackson-Vanik 
amendment to the Trade Act of 1974 and grant it Permanent Normal Trade Relations, 
or PNTR.75 The Jackson-Vanik amendment forces the president to renew annually a 
certification issued in 1992 that states there are no restrictions on freedom of emigra-
tion in order to grant Russia normal trade relations.76 The legislation’s original intention 
was to put pressure on the Soviet Union to provide the right of free emigration to its 
citizens, in particular to allow Soviet Jews to leave the country. Jackson-Vanik now has 
little practical impact because of the annual exemption, but it is still a symbolic issue of 
U.S. unwillingness to let go of the past. 

Repealing the amendment would eliminate a long-time irritant in the relationship and 
improve the atmosphere for bilateral relations by demonstrating goodwill. It would allow 
the two countries to focus on the present, instead of rehashing a Cold War-era dispute. 

The United States stands to lose nothing from repealing Jackson-Vanik; doing so would 
simply make permanent the status quo. Former Presidents Clinton and George W. Bush 
both promised to graduate Russia from the amendment, but they made little progress in 
pushing the relevant legislation through Congress, in large part because members believe 
that it provides them with leverage over the Russians. Despite this perception, Jackson-
Vanik in fact provides no leverage over Russian actions.

The Obama administration will need to address Congress’ concerns if it moves to graduate 
Russia from the amendment. These concerns are important, but they are outweighed by 
the prospect of improved relations and can be more effectively addressed in other forums. 

Trade issues

Many in Congress have concerns about Russia’s trade policies and its implementation of 
the bilateral protocol on Russia’s WTO accession. The protocol, signed in 2006, granted 
U.S. approval for Russia’s membership in the organization in return for certain conces-
sions and guarantees. Congress has focused on enforcement of intellectual property rights 
protections and agricultural issues.

A bill introduced in 2003 to repeal Jackson-Vanik that was sponsored by Sen. Max Baucus 
(D-MT) and Congressman Charles Rangel (D-NY)—who chair the committees that have 
jurisdiction over the issue—offers a way to address these trade issues.77 It applies to Russia 
a provision in the law granting PNTR to China for protecting U.S. industries against 
import surges. This provision could be expanded to provide similar protections if Russia 
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were to violate provisions of the WTO accession protocol or other bilateral agreements. 
The administration could also include in the legislation a mandate that the executive sub-
mit an annual report on Russia’s trade policies. 

Human rights 

Some members of Congress are concerned about Russia’s human rights record. They 
argue that Jackson-Vanik should not be repealed until these issues are addressed since 
the amendment concerns a human rights issue relevant to the time when it was passed. 
However, discussion of human rights within the context of Jackson-Vanik is no longer 
effective, as many rights advocates have acknowledged. Further, as Stephen Sestanovich 
notes, “Leaving this symbol of long-gone issues on the books keeps us from thinking 
clearly about today’s concerns.”78 

Yet Congress’s concern about human rights is legitimate, and the Obama administration 
should propose other forums and mechanisms to provide ways of addressing these con-
cerns. The administration should include in its proposal the measures in the 2003 Baucus-
Rangel legislation that would require the executive branch submit to Congress extensive 
annual reports on a range of human rights issues in addition to those it already compiles. It 
should also propose a provision to create a new government body exclusively devoted to 
these issues, such as the Congressional-Executive Commission on China, which monitors 
human rights and the development of the rule of law.79 

The Schneerson Collection

The Chabad-Lubavitch Hasidic Orthodox Jewish movement seeks to use the Jackson-
Vanik amendment as leverage to push the Russians to return a collection of books and 
archival materials considered sacred by members of the group. The collection, known as 
the Schneerson Collection for the Rabbi to whom it belonged, was seized by the Soviets, 
who took the books following the Bolshevik Revolution and the archive after World 
War II. Chabad has sought to have the materials returned since the early 1990s, and has 
successfully lobbied the executive and legislative branches of the U.S. government to 
support its cause. 

Chabad members and their supporters in Congress see the Schneerson collection’s return as 
being in the spirit of Jackson-Vanik, interpreting the amendment’s “freedom of emigration” 
provisions to apply to Jewish holy texts in addition to human beings. But the Russians claim 
that returning the materials would violate their laws and set a dangerous precedent, allowing 
any foreign diaspora group to demand that certain books and archives be returned. 
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The administration should include provisions to create an interagency Task Force to pursue 
this issue with the Russian government and help find a solution satisfactory to both sides.80 
The bill should also require the Task Force to report to Congress about its activities. 

WTO membership precedent

Finally, there is a precedent that countries are generally not graduated from Jackson-
Vanik—the amendment was applied to all former Soviet republics after 199181—until 
they are either in the WTO or on the cusp of membership.82 If the United States does not 
have PNTR with a WTO member, we do not enjoy any of the benefits of the organization 
vis-à-vis that country, such as access to dispute resolution mechanisms, and the member 
is under no obligation to comply with WTO rules or the bilateral accession protocol, 
thus hurting U.S. businesses. In other words, only when a country is in the WTO does 
Congress have a major incentive to lift Jackson-Vanik. Because Russia’s membership seems 
a distant possibility, many in Congress see no need to act.

But there was one exception to the linkage between the timing of WTO accession and 
Jackson-Vanik: Ukraine. Congress graduated Ukraine from the provision two years before 
the country became a WTO member. This step was taken in response to the Orange 
Revolution and the perception that Ukraine had taken strides towards democracy.83 

Although the circumstances are very different from the Ukrainian case, lifting Jackson-
Vanik before Russia’s WTO accession is important. It would improve the atmosphere of 
the relationship and thus make it easier for the United States to cooperate with Russia on 
issues such as Iran and Afghanistan that are critical to our national security. 
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Conclusion

It is critical to U.S. national security to have a productive, stable, and substantive relation-
ship with Moscow. Russia is our only peer in terms of weapons of mass destruction and 
therefore our most important partner on controlling their numbers and preventing their 
proliferation. It plays a major role in many regions that are strategically important to the 
United States—from the Arctic to the Middle East. It is also the world’s largest exporter 
of hydrocarbons and the third largest consumer of energy and is a key actor in the future 
of the international climate regime. It is a member of many international bodies that are 
critical for realizing our broader foreign policy goals, including the UN Security Council, 
the G-20, the G-8, the Six-Party Talks, and the Middle East Quartet. 

It would have been highly damaging to our national interests to permit the tension that 
characterized bilateral relations in the final months of the Bush administration to continue. 
Obama administration officials recognized this and moved quickly to improve the atmo-
sphere of the relationship, or, as they called it, to “press the reset button.” 

The administration’s efforts have been largely successful thus far. Discussions on issues 
of mutual concern are underway and disagreements are being managed. The ambitious 
agenda outlined in the London statement demonstrated this progress. 

The reset is a good start. But the administration should now articulate a strategy in order 
to ground its agenda in a broader framework, ensure more coherent decisions and avoid 
its predecessor’s mistake of neglecting Russia policy. 

Of the three possible strategies for U.S. Russia policy—progressive, conservative, and 
realist—the administration should adopt the progressive approach since it offers the best 
prospect for creating a stable and substantive relationship between our two countries. In 
adopting the progressive strategy, the administration should vigorously reject the inevi-
table criticism of being “soft” on Russia; the progressive strategy is smart, not soft. 

The United States must also broaden and deepen its Russia’s policy agenda. Both at the July 
summit between Presidents Obama and Medvedev and beyond, the administration should 
adopt the recommendations outlined in this report, which cover often overlooked issues 
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such as climate change and the Arctic. U.S. officials should also expand upon activities 
already underway, such as renewing our commitment to partners in the former Soviet region.

The success of these proposals depends to a great extent on the Russian side’s willingness 
to work together with the United States. And there is no guarantee that it will, especially 
given Moscow’s recent assertiveness in its foreign policy and its history of attempts to 
thwart U.S. initiatives. Russia under the Putin-Medvedev tandem is likely to remain a dif-
ficult partner even if relations continue to improve. 

But failure to act would be a mistake. The Obama administration should now move beyond 
the reset to ensure that our relationship with this key partner continues to improve. 
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Appendix
Summary of the U.S.-Russia Joint Statement 
Issued in London on April 1, 2009

Discussed measures to overcome the global economic crisis.•	

Agreed to pursue immediately a successor to START. •	

Discussed mutual cooperation on missile defense and the relationship between offensive and defensive arms.•	

Announced intention to bolster the NPT.•	

Expressed support for the IAEA and stressed the need for universal adherence to IAEA comprehensive safeguards system  •	

and the Additional Protocol.

Agreed to deepen cooperation on combating nuclear terrorism.•	

Expressed support for negotiating a treaty to end the production of fissile materials. •	

Confirmed President Obama’s commitment to work toward U.S. ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty  •	

and the 123 Agreement.

Expressed intent to continue collaboration to “improve and sustain” nuclear security. •	

Declared goal of implementing U.N. Security Council Resolution 1540 to prevent non-state actors from acquiring nuclear weapons.•	

Agreed to work bilaterally and at international forums to resolve regional conflicts.•	

Agreed that Al Qaeda and other terrorist groups in Afghanistan and Pakistan pose a common threat and that the United States  •	

and Russia should pursue a new international response to Al Qaeda and other non-state actors.

Agreed that international measures are needed to develop new methods to promote stability, reconstruction, and development in •	

Afghanistan and to counter the narcotics trade there.

Reiterated support for the Six-Party Talks and the need to pursue denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula.•	

Agreed that Iran has a right to peaceful nuclear power but no right to nuclear weapons and needs to “restore confidence” •	

in its program’s peaceful nature. 

Called on Iran to implement relevant UNSC and IAEA resolutions and reiterated support for a diplomatic solution.•	

Agreed to continue efforts toward a “peaceful and lasting solution” to conflict in Georgia.•	

Welcomed the resumption of activities of the NATO-Russia Council and U.S. participation in the Shanghai Cooperation  •	

Organization’s March 2009 Conference on Afghanistan.

Discussed Euro-Atlantic and European security including framework proposals made by Medvedev in June 2008.•	

Agreed that future bilateral meetings should include discussion of transnational threats such as terrorism, organized crime,  •	

corruption, and narcotics.

Agreed to establish a bilateral intergovernmental commission on trade and economic cooperation.•	

Pledged to finalize Russia’s WTO accession as soon as possible.•	

Pledged to promote the implementation of the 2006 Global Energy Security Principles.•	

Affirmed the need for more structured bilateral government-to-government contacts.•	

Expressed a desire for greater cooperation on scientific research, more educational and cultural exchanges, and increased  •	

cooperation between NGOs.

Full text available at http://www.state.gov/p/eur/rls/wh/121291.htm

http://www.state.gov/p/eur/rls/wh/121291.htm 
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