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the States to maximize coordination and get
the job done.

Finally, in regard to sustainability, we all
know that Federal funding for rural develop-
ment is shrinking, In a single year—from fiscal
year 1995 to fiscal year 1996—funding for
rural development will be cut anywhere from
25 to 43 percent, depending on how USDA ar-
ranges its portfolio—ratio of grants to loans
and loan guarantees. With the possibility of
even deeper cuts coming in order to balance
the budget and to provide increased funding
for some programs that usually see annual in-
creases, rural development programs may be
sacrificed. What will rural towns, hospitals, and
water districts do when the money runs out?

The Senate bill would wait and see. Our re-
form bill preempts the problem. It transfers ad-
ministration of rural development to the States
and requires each State to establish a revolv-
ing fund to be used for rural development. By
capitalizing State revolving loan funds, which
grown in size and operate in perpetuity, States
can continue to provide rural development fi-
nancing long after Federal funding comes to
an end. In addition to sustainability, there’s
also efficiency in the State revolving fund.
Even EPA Administrator Browner agrees that
States—through State revolving funds—can
actually provide more money at lower interest
rates than traditional Federal programs—and
do it all faster.

One final point in regard to rural develop-
ment. I asked the administration and many
Democrats on the committee who had con-
cerns about this title to work with me to
achieve flexibility, State, and local planning
and decisionmaking, and sustainability. But, all
I ever heard was the status quo. In light of
GAO’s criticism of current programs, I think we
owe rural America better than that.

RESEARCH

The bill provides for a simple 2-year reau-
thorization of the research, education, and ex-
tension functions of USDA. Research should
be the cornerstone of our farmers ability to
compete in world market places. A simple ex-
tension of authorities will allow the committee
to finish the work we have begun on an exten-
sive review of the Federal research programs.

The Agriculture Committee has embarked
on an extensive review of the Federal re-
search effort. Last summer, I along with Rep-
resentatives ALLARD, DE LA GARZA, and JOHN-
SON sent out a comprehensive questionnaire.
We asked researchers and research users
what can be done better and how can we
spend the $1.7 billion annual commitment to
agricultural research and extension to make
sure producers and consumers will have a
competitive and safe food supply in the 21st
century.

In addition to the survey which I just dis-
cussed, the House Agriculture Committee has
had the General Accounting Office conduct
the first accounting of our Federal agricultural
research investment since 1981. This report
will be delivered to the committee by the end
of next month.

Finally, we have scheduled a series of hear-
ings this March and plan on producing a com-
prehensive rewrite of our Federal Research
Program. Unfortunately, the other body has
chosen to simply clean around the edges leav-
ing in place research policies that fail to meet
the needs of the agricultural sector as we tran-
sition into the free market. That is unaccept-
able and I urge my colleagues to support the

Agriculture Committee in our effort to modern-
ize USDA’s research program.

This is a board overview of the Agriculture
Regulatory Relief and Trade Act. Taken to-
gether, it’s a strong package that will relieve
the regulatory burden in rural America, reduce
redtape and provide a consistent and depend-
able export policy.
f
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Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, at a re-
cent executive session of the House Repub-
lican Policy Committee, which I chair, the
Salvatori Fellow in Russian and Eurasian
Studies at the Heritage Foundation, Dr. Ariel
Cohen, made a presentation on the state of
affairs in Russia and implications for American
foreign policy. He offered an analysis of the
December 1995 legislative elections and the
presidential elections scheduled for next June,
focusing on the growing influence of Com-
munists and ultranationalists. His observations
about Russia’s stalled economic liberalization,
military onslaught against the citizens of
Chechnya, and sale of nuclear reactors to Iran
force one to reconsider American economic
assistance programs for Russia. His briefing
report follows.

RUSSIA AND THE NEW INDEPENDENT STATES
[NIS]: PROMOTING U.S. INTERESTS

Briefing to the House Republican Policy
Committee, Hon. Christopher Cox, (R–CA),
Chairman

THE ISSUES

The Future of U.S.-Russian Relations Re-
mains Uncertain. The future of U.S.-Russian
relations is uncertain. Much depends upon
the outcome of the presidential elections in
Russia, currently scheduled for the summer
of 1996. In December 1995, elections com-
munists, nationalists and their allies cap-
tured over 50 per cent of the popular vote to
the Duma (the lower house of the Russian
parliament). Currently, President Yeltsin is
trailing the pack of presidential candidates,
with his popular support in single digits. The
most popular candidate is Vladimir
Zhirinovsky, an anti-American ultra-nation-
alist. Another dangerous contender is
Gennady Zyuganov, leader of the unreformed
communist party. He, too, could win the
presidency of the second largest nuclear
power on earth. Victory for either
Zhirinovsky or Zyuganov would gravely en-
danger Russia’s young democracy and mar-
ket reforms. A communist or a nationalist at
Russia’s helm could eventually place that
country, with its considerable military
power, on a collision course with the United
States in Central Europe or the Middle East.

Yeltsin’s Presidency Faltering. President
Yeltsin’s own prospects look grim. He has all
but announced that he is about to run for the
presidency, but his health is failing, and
Russia’s internal economic and political cri-
sis continues unabated. The war in the
breakaway republic of Chechnya, and eco-
nomic difficulties are eroding the popularity
of Yeltsin’s administration.

No one knows who will rule in Moscow by
the end of 1996, but the period of romantic
partnership with the U.S. and the West is
over. Russia is striking out on its own, tak-

ing a path that has already led toward con-
frontation with the West. In fact, Russia is
in the midst of a political turbulence fraught
with dangers for the West. The chances are
good that the next American president will
have to deal with a new set of players in
Moscow, different from the current team.
The U.S. cannot afford to appear partisan.
Washington should be firm in expressing
American support for democracy, elections,
free markets and the support of individual
rights in Russia. But the continuous and un-
questionable support that the Clinton ad-
ministration is providing Boris Yeltsin
makes less and less sense. Questions about
how closely and for how much longer Yeltsin
should be embraced need to be addressed.

From Sphere of Influence to Empire? Anti-
Western, anti-American, and xenophobic sen-
timents are growing in Russia. Moscow is at-
tempting to re-establish its influence in
neighboring regions that were once a part of
the Soviet Union. The Kremlin is employing
combination of economic, diplomatic and
military means to achieve a sphere of eco-
nomic and military influence in what Mos-
cow calls its ‘‘near abroad.’’ Yeltsin’s newly
appointed foreign minister, Yevguenii
Primakov, and other influential policy mak-
ers insist that the West scale down relations
with former Soviet states, including
Ukraine, and conduct these ties via Moscow.
But in fact, preventing the emergence of a
Russian empire in the lands of the former
Soviet Union should be a top Western prior-
ity. Nothing less than Russian democracy
and a future threat to vital Western inter-
ests are at stake. Moreover, an anti-Western
policy may lead Russia to forge alliances
with anti-Western forces in Iran, Iraq, China
and Lybia.

The War in Chechnya. One of the main
goals of the Russian attack on the quasi-
independent republic of Chechnya in Decem-
ber of 1994 was to ensure control of a vital oil
pipeline and stem illegal activities, such as
drug-trafficking and smuggling, that were
being conducted or condoned by the former
administration in the Chechen capital of
Grozny led by President Jokhar Dudayev.
Russia launched massive but covert military
actions to support Dudayev’s opponents. In
1994, Dudayev turned to radical Islamic ele-
ments in the Middle East and Central Asia
for support. This exacerbated the religious
aspect of the conflict between the Muslim
Chechens and Christian Orthodox Russians.
Overt Russian military action began on De-
cember 12, 1994, when the army marched on
Grozny. The city was destroyed by a brutal
aerial, tank and artillery assault. Since the
start of the campaign, over 30,000 people
have been killed, and more than 300,000 be-
came refugees. Hostilities continue, with
hostage taking crises having erupted in July
of 1995 and January of 1996. The southern
border region of the Russian Federation in-
creasingly resembles Lebanon or Yugoslavia,
replete with hostages, refugees and vendet-
tas.

The sale of nuclear reactors to Iran. The
Islamic regime in Teheran has launched a
bid to acquire nuclear weapons. It is buying
two Russian-made nuclear reactors that will
produce radioactive plutonium which can be
enriched to become weapons-grade raw mate-
rial for the manufacture of atomic bombs.
The Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs it-
self does not support this sale, which could
endanger both Russian and Western security.
Iran, with its formidable oil and gas re-
sources, does not need nuclear power. If Te-
heran wants an additional source of elec-
tricity, Russia could sell electrical power
from its own ample resources. In addition, to
compensate Russia for the lost reactor sales,
the U.S. could increase its Russian uranium
quota, or cooperate in building safer nuclear
reactors on Russian soil.
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Aid to Russia. The Bush and the Clinton

administrations have provided over $4 billion
dollars in aid to Russia since 1992. Over $20
billion has been provided by the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, the World Bank,
Western governments and multilateral orga-
nizations, such as the European Bank for Re-
construction and Development. Combined
aid monies and loans to the USSR and Rus-
sia for the period 1985–1995 amounted to over
$100 billion. The results of these aid pro-
grams have been mixed. The primary agency
which implements aid is the U.S. Agency for
International Development (US AID), which
often disregards Russia’s real needs and
pushes its own ‘‘development’’ agenda, utiliz-
ing personnel with expertise gained in Third
World countries. The AID approach is hardly
appropriate for Russia.

Technical assistance in the transition to
free markets and democracy is vital. It
should be administered by an independent
board of U.S. policy makers, Russian area
experts, and U.S. business representatives,
and with guidance from the U.S. Department
of State. The Russians need training in
Western-style finance, accounting, manage-
ment, law, and many other issues. They also
need support in the development of the
democratic institutions of an emerging civil
society, as well as student and scientist ex-
changes.

ARMS CONTROL TREATIES WITH RUSSIA

Four treaties were signed by the USSR and
the Russian Federation that require im-
provement, revision, rethinking. These are:

Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START
II). This treaty, limiting the number of stra-
tegic nuclear weapons on both sides, was
signed between President George Bush and
the last leader of the USSR, Mikhail Gorba-
chev, in 1990, and has not yet been ratified by
the U.S. Senate or the Russian Duma. In the
U.S., START II is facing a challenge in the
Senate. The senators understand that
START II makes sense in Washington only if
the treaty is compatible with a sound and ra-
tional policy that includes missile defense.
But the main obstacles to START II ratifica-
tion are not in Washington. They are in Mos-
cow, where a majority of deputies in the
newly elected Duma will probably refuse to
ratify. While raising objections based on
American intentions to build a missile de-
fense, the real reason for the Russian intran-
sigence lies elsewhere. The Russian military
establishment wants to keep large, land-
based multiple warhead missiles, such as the
SS–18, SS–19 and especially the mobile SS–24.
The reason for that is twofold. First and
foremost, the Russian elite mistakenly
thinks that these are the attributes of a su-
perpower, and that with these tools of de-
struction Russia will retain the place of its
predecessor, the USSR. Secondly, the Min-
istry of Defense wants to retain the level of
investments that were made during the So-
viet era. Such old thinking indicates that
the lessons of the past have not been learned.
Russia cannot become a superpower through
such a muscle-bound strategy. Only a demo-
cratic Russia with freedom, prosperity and
opportunity for all can build wealth and
strength commensurate with superpower sta-
tus.

Ballistic Missile Defense/Anti-Ballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaty. In an era of nuclear
proliferation, the American mainland needs
to be defended from accidental or terrorist
missile launches. This is especially pertinent
with Russia selling nuclear reactors and
China selling ballistic missiles and tech-
nology to the extremist regime in Teheran.
The efforts of Saddam Houssein to develop a
nuclear ballistic missile capability are also
well documented.

Ballistic Missile Defense is a limited and
achievable goal for the U.S. It should not be

thwarted by the obsolete 1972 ABM Treaty
signed with the USSR, a country that no
longer exists. Russia today claims to be heir
to the now-defunct Soviet Union, and is de-
manding that the U.S. abide by the 1972 trea-
ty.

Senators James Inhofe (R-OK) and Robert
Smith (R-NH) have informed Majority Lead-
er Robert Dole that they will ‘‘object to any
unanimous consent agreement that would
call up START II for final Senate action’’ if
either the treaty or the Clinton administra-
tion prevent the U.S. from deploying a bal-
listic missile defense system.

Despite what critics in Moscow and Wash-
ington say, a BMD will not cause a new up-
ward spiraling arms race. The deployment of
a defense system will lessen reliance on of-
fensive missiles and will allow the U.S. to
achieve lower levels of strategic arms as de-
lineated in START I and II. The limited Na-
tional Missile Defense will not be aimed
against Russia. It is a purely defensive sys-
tem, and, as President Reagan envisaged,
America can cooperate with Russia and its
Western allies on developing and deploying
such a system.

Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC). Rus-
sia joined the CWC and expects the U.S. to
do the same. America should support the cre-
ation of an arms control regime in the area
of chemical weapons. However, such a regime
needs to be enforceable and verifiable. Unfor-
tunately, this is not the case with the cur-
rent CWC, and therefore, the Congress should
oppose it and refuse to ratify. The CWC is
not verifiable because of the nature of chem-
ical weapons. The ease of secret production,
low tech equipment—all make verification
extremely difficult. Secondly, the conven-
tion is unenforceable, as it places this au-
thority in the hands of the U.N. Security
Council, which would be hampered from
doing an effective job as all of its permanent
members have veto power. It is easy to fore-
see this body becoming deadlocked precisely
when incidents of serious violation arise. In-
stead, the U.S. should propose a different re-
gime, similar to the NPT, which will divide
countries (including the permanent members
of the Security Council) into weapon states
and non-weapon states. Such a regime would
circumvent the issue to veto power in the
Security Council.

Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE). This
treaty places limits on the numbers of con-
ventional weapons, such as tanks and can-
non, permitted in the European theaters of
operation. It was signed with the now-de-
funct USSR in 1990, after more than two dec-
ades of negotiations. In the fall of 1995, the
U.S. agreed to Russia’s unilateral revision
upwards of the limits imposed by the CFE on
the northern and southern flanks of Russia.
However, the threat to Russia used to justify
these revisions is far from obvious. Beefing
up the numbers of tanks and cannon on the
borders of Russia’s neighbors, be it the Bal-
tics or in the Caucasus, raises questions
about Moscow’s intentions. This is especially
relevant with all the rhetoric currently cir-
culating in Moscow about reconstituting the
Soviet Union and denunciations of the ac-
cords which led to the dissolution of the
USSR. Moreover, Russia is far behind on
meeting the weapons system destruction tar-
gets stipulated by the CFE.

OTHER ISSUES ON THE U.S.-RUSSIAN AGENDA

Peacekeeping in Bosnia. Many conserv-
atives have misgivings about sending Amer-
ican troops to enforce peace in Bosnia. But if
the U.S. has to do it, it is better to keep Rus-
sia in than out. The Russian military will
gain experience interacting with NATO in
Bosnia. This is a positive development.
Peace in the region is in the interests of both
the U.S. and Russia. However, this peace-

keeping mission has to have clearly defined
goals and objectives. It must neither exacer-
bate differences on the ground between
NATO and Russian commanders nor magnify
them into a political confrontation. It is im-
portant to guarantee that the command and
control system in Bosnia ensure a close
interaction between NATO and Russia. Such
a structure should be able to withstand the
stresses and strains of a ‘‘worst case sce-
nario,’’ and keep tactical disagreements in
check.

The Partnership for Peace (PFP). This is a
gateway for NATO-Russian cooperation.
Through the PFP, Russia and NATO can
learn to work together, and learn about each
other. It goes without saying that after the
end of the Cold War the security architec-
ture in Europe is going to be redesigned, and
that a democratic and peaceful Russia
should have a place of honor at the European
table. NATO will feel more comfortable with
a Russia that is not entangled in a bloody
war in Chechnya, with a more democratic
military without the hazing of recruits, and
with a strong professional component.

U.S.-Russian security cooperation and
NATO Enlargement. The issue of NATO en-
largement to include Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic has become a bone of
contention in U.S.-Russian relations. NATO
expansion does not threaten Russia and is
not a move toward encirclement. It is not a
new cordon sanitaire. Simply stated, Central
and Eastern Europe is that area of the Euro-
pean continent where bitter confrontations
between the Slavs and the Germans have
taken place over the last several hundred
years. Two world wars have started there. If
NATO is not expanded, Russia and Germany
will find themselves locked in a new race
aimed at dominating this key area. In this
century the West abandoned the Poles, the
Czechs and the Hungarians, first, to Hitler’s
aggression, and next, to Stalin’s tyranny.
This should not and must not happen again.
These sovereign countries have the right to
apply for membership in NATO, and NATO
members should decide when and how new
members will be accepted. Moscow cannot
have veto power over this decision. The Re-
publican Party has decided to include NATO
expansion in its Contract with America,
which was enthusiastically endorsed by the
American people in the elections of 1994.
There will be support in the U.S. Congress
for NATO enlargement. And in the future,
when the time is right, Russia, too, can ex-
plore the possibility of full membership in
NATO.

The alleged promise that the Clinton ad-
ministration gave to Russia not to expand
NATO in order to secure Russian military
cooperation in Bosnia is a mistake. If a
hardliner comes to power in Russia or the
Bosnian operation concludes, the U.S. should
work to accept the three Central European
states into NATO and keep the doors open
for others if and when they are ready.

Crime and Corruption. Russia and other
New Independent States (NIS) have become
leading ‘‘exporters of crime,’’ together with
Columbia, Southeast Asia, Afghanistan,
Iran, and others. Law and order in Russia
has collapsed; organized crime is merging
with ‘‘legal’’ government structures, and it
is difficult to say where the mafiosi end the
government begins.

The main export items are weapons, drugs,
and illegally obtained raw materials, such as
oil, gasoline, timber and lumber, and pre-
cious metals. Today, organized crime syn-
dicates are taking over whole manufacturing
companies with tens of millions of dollars in
sales. The total criminal exports from the
NIS is in the billions of dollars.

Many Russian and Eurasian criminal orga-
nizations operate internationally, including
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in the United States and Western Europe.
Russian organized criminals and corrupt offi-
cials have access to weapons and technology
of mass destruction, including uranium,
chemical and biological weapons and the raw
materials and components for their manu-
facture, as well as scientists with specific
weapons-related expertise.

FACTS

On August 17, 1991, hardline elements of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,
the Russian army, and the KGB attempted a
coup against Soviet President Mikhail
Gorbachev. The coup was repelled by the
Russian people under the leadership of Boris
Yeltsin, President of the Russian Federation,
who had been elected only two months ear-
lier. The coup leaders were put on trial and
jailed—but were released in 1993. Yeltsin
emerged as the strongest political leader in
the USSR.

The Soviet Union dissolved on December
25, 1991. Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and
other Newly Independent States (NIS) ap-
peared on the map instead of the USSR.

On September 21, 1993, Boris Yeltsin dis-
banded the Supreme Soviet of the Russian
Federation (the Soviet-era parliament). The
recalcitrant Supreme Soviet became the site
of intense opposition to Yeltsin and his mar-
ket reforms. After a week-long standoff,
Yeltsin ordered the Russian to shoot at the
parliament building (the ‘‘White House’’). At
least 130 people were killed. The new par-
liament (the Duma) was elected on December
12, 1993.

Today, Boris Yeltsin’s health is failing. He
has had two heart attacks in four months.
His behavior is sometimes erratic; and intel-
ligence services report that he has a heavy
drinking problem.

Presidential elections are scheduled for
June, 1996, but it is not certain whether they
will take place. Hard-line nationalist and
communist forces are on the rise, and the
democratic reformers are retreating. The
main contenders include President Boris
Yeltsin; ultra-nationalist leader Vladimir
Zhirinovsky; economist Grigory Yavlinsky
(a moderate reformer); retired General Alex-
ander Lebed (an authoritarian and char-
ismatic nationalist); and Gennady Ziuganov
(leader of the communist party).

During the Bush and Clinton administra-
tions, Russia received over $4 billion in di-
rect US aid, over $20 billion total in Western
aid, and over $50 billion in loans from the G–
7 countries and multilateral financial orga-
nizations, such as the IMF, the World Bank
and EBRD. Together with the Soviet debt,
Russia owes just under $130 billion.

In 1994, Russia started a war in the break-
away republic of Chechnya, that has to date
killed over 30,000 people, made over 300,000
others refugees, and cost over $6 billion.

In the spring of 1995, Russia joined the
Partnership for Peace (PFP), a ‘‘halfway
house for some to join NATO.’’ However,
today there is little likelihood that Russia
will join in any time soon. Russia’s reaction
to NATO expansion East has been shrill and
hostile. Most Russian politicians are erro-
neously claiming that NATO has aggressive
designs against Russia and are using the
NATO expansion issue to build up national-
ism and anti-Western sentiments at home.

Russia agreed to cooperate with NATO in a
peacekeeping mission in Bosnia, allegedly in
exchange for a Clinton administration prom-
ise not to expand NATO, acquiescence to an
increase in the number of conventional
weapons in place on Russia’s northern and
southern flanks in violation of the CFE trea-
ty, and freedom of action in the former So-
viet area. Russia has over 2,000 peacekeepers
in Bosnia.

Russia’s unilateral violation of the CFE
treaty, signed in 1990, threatens other former

Soviet states, such as Ukraine, the Baltic
countries, Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia.
The build-up also jeopardizes the oil re-
sources of the Caspian Sea.

Russia has signed agreements to supply at
least two nuclear power reactors to the mili-
tant Islamic regime in Iran, which is imple-
menting a nuclear weapons program.

Trafficking in radioactive materials and
chemical weapons by corrupt Russian offi-
cials is well documented. Germany alone has
made over 100 arrests related to nuclear ma-
terial components exported from the NIS.
General Anatoly Kuntsevich, head of the
Russian Presidency’s Chemical Weapons De-
partment, illegally sold over 1600 pounds of
chemical weapons components to a Middle
Eastern country. Kuntsevich was subse-
quently fired and is currently under inves-
tigation.

One of the top Russian mafiosi, nicknamed
‘‘Yaponets,’’ is in U.S. custody on racketeer-
ing charges.

Russian organized crime in the U.S. netted
over $1,000,000 in medical insurance fraud and
hundreds of millions in gasoline tax fraud
from 1992–1995. A large portion of these ille-
gal proceeds is invested in Western and off-
shore banks and real estate in California,
Florida, and other locations.

The Russian mob is successfully building
ties to the Chinese ‘‘triad’’ gangs, Japan’s
Yakuza, the Sicilian La Cosa Nostra and
Central Asian mafias. The strategic airlift
capabilities of the former Soviet army are
often used for illicit transactions, such as
drug smuggling and stolen car transpor-
tation.

THE RECORD

President Clinton has made relations with
Boris Yeltsin too personal. As Yeltsin’s pop-
ularity plummeted, Clinton fed the flames of
Russian resentment toward the U.S. with his
unequivocal support of the Russian presi-
dent, especially after the dramatic shooting
at the Parliament building in October of 1993
and the beginning of the Chechen war. As a
result, the U.S. is now perceived by many in
the Russian political elite as partisan and
uncritically supportive of Yeltsin’s faltering
policies, such as the Chechen war. The Clin-
ton policy has endangered the ability of the
U.S. to maintain relationship with segments
of the Russian society that oppose President
Yeltsin.

The Clinton administration has also been
too slow to recognize the importance of
countries other than Russia. For example,
without Ukraine, the Russian empire cannot
be recreated and will have only limited ac-
cess to the heart of Europe. Azerbaijan con-
trols vital oil and gas reserves, while Georgia
is situated in a strategically crucial location
in the Caucasus. Nevertheless, the Clinton
administration has often neglected these
countries, promoting a ‘‘Russia-first’’ policy.

The Clinton administration failed to pre-
vent the sale of nuclear reactors to Iran, de-
spite America’s share in the massive finan-
cial aid provided to Moscow by the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, The World Bank,
and other multilateral financial institutions.
The reactors are a vital component in the
Iranian bid to acquire ‘‘Islamic’’ nuclear
weapons.

U.S. assistance to the reform efforts in
Russia and other former Soviet states has
been poorly executed. Much of the $4.1 bil-
lion dollars in U.S. assistance allocated to
date has been wasted. The Bush and Clinton
administrations made an error in choosing
the U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment as the main implementing agency for
assistance. AID has its expertise in the de-
veloping world, not in post-communist tran-
sitional economies.

The organized crime from the former So-
viet Union is becoming a global threat. In

FY 1995, Congress funded and the FBI estab-
lished a law enforcement academy in Buda-
pest, Hungary where law enforcement offi-
cials from the region will train. There is now
a small FBI liaison office in Moscow. The
FBI is allocating more resources towards
countering the Russian mafia than pre-
viously.

WHAT TO DO IN 1997

To promote democracy and the interests of
the United States in Russia, The U.S. should:

Develop a Russian policy based on the sup-
port ideas and interests, not on the fate of
individual politicians. The U.S. should sup-
port democracy and free markets, as well as
political forces advocating these ideas, not
controversial individual politicians such as
Boris Yeltsin. Yeltsin is the elected presi-
dent of Russia and was a key figure in bring-
ing about the collapse of the Soviet com-
munism. However, today some of his policies
and his personal style are controversial, and
his popularity is plummeting. Moreover,
there are other reform-oriented politicians
in Russia with whom a dialogue should be
maintained.

Advocate broad-based cooperation with
Russia and other NIS members to ensure
their integration into global markets and
the democratic community of nations. The
U.S. should continue selective and targeted
technical assistance programs and provide
support to prodemocracy forces and nascent
market institutions in the NIS. The U.S.
must design and implement trade, invest-
ment and assistance programs for Russia and
the NIS that reduce inflation, lower market
barriers and stimulate growth. Congress
should support these programs. Thriving
Russian and Eurasian markets would create
jobs and export opportunities for American
businesses. U.S. assistance programs should
be taken away from AID and given to an
independent board of policy makers, area
specialists and business representatives.
Such a board can be jointly appointed by the
president and Congress.

Condemn Russia’s interference in the af-
fairs of its neighbors. The survival, sov-
ereignty and territorial integrity of all NIS
countries are important to future peace and
prosperity in Eurasia. The U.S. should sup-
port the independence of Ukraine, Azer-
baijan, Georgia, and the Central Asian
states, many of which are being drawn into
the Russian orbit against their will. Wash-
ington should intensify its ties with
Ukraine, the Baltic states, and countries in
the Caucasus and Central Asia. The West
should provide them with support in develop-
ing foreign and domestic policy decision
making bodies and mechanisms, training
their bureaucracies, and increasing security
cooperation. Technical assistance in privat-
ization of industry and agriculture should
also be provided.

Make clear to Moscow that the use of bru-
tal force against states or areas of the
former Soviet Union, based on the model of
Chechnya, is unacceptable and will trigger
Western retaliation against Russian eco-
nomic and political interests. While the U.S.
should support the territorial integrity of
the Russian Federation, the West should op-
pose the brutal methods of the Russian mili-
tary in handling internal dissent, such as in
Chechnya. The Clinton administration
should cease issuing declarations of support
for Russia’s actions in Chechnya and boost
OSCE efforts to resolve the Chechen crisis
peacefully. A high profile OSCE mission to
Chechnya and Russia, followed by a medi-
ation effort, is in order.

Maintain Dialog with Moscow over NATO
Expansion. The U.S. should maintain a con-
stant dialog with Russia on this topic, point-
ing out possibilities for Russian-NATO co-
operation and stressing that NATO is not a
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threat to Russian security. While NATO en-
largement will occur, Russian participation
in the Partnership for Peace and the dia-
logue with Brussels should be expanded si-
multaneously. A secure Western border is in
the interests of Russia, Belorus and other
Eastern European countries.

Oppose Russian moves, such as sale of nu-
clear reactors to Iran, that threaten inter-
national security and the interests of U.S.
allies in Eurasia. The U.S. should take all
the steps at its disposal to prevent Iran, Iraq
and other rogue states from gaining nuclear
and chemical weapons capabilities. For ex-
ample, voluntary export controls, similar to
the COCOM regime during the Cold War, on
technology sales to these countries should be
put in place. Pressure should be applied
against the governments arming rogue
states, up to and including the imposition of
selective economic sanctions. At the same
time, other options, such as an increase in
Russian uranium sales and civilian space
launches, should be explored with Moscow,
that may bring about a voluntary cancella-
tion of the reactor deal. The U.S. should also
cooperate with pro-Western circles in Tur-
key and Azerbaijan to promote democracy
and oppose radical Islam in Eurasia.

Assist Russia and other NIS countries in
fighting against organized crime and corrup-
tion. This can include help with writing com-
prehensive criminal and criminal procedure
codes. Some of the old Soviet legislation
lacks important legal concepts, such as con-
spiracy to commit a crime. In addition, U.S.
law enforcement agencies should cooperate,
to the degree possible, with trustworthy and
reliable law enforcement personnel in the
East. In particular, they can assist in devel-
oping a witness relocation program. They
should strive to track and penetrate Russian
and NIS criminal rings dealing in weapons of
mass destruction and narcotics. American
law enforcement agencies should monitor
East-West financial transactions more close-
ly. Deposits that originate in the NIS should
be carefully screened and the legitimacy of
earnings established.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS:
Why should we provide aid to Russia?
The window of opportunity for the West in

Russia may be closing. While there is still
time, we should provide aid that strengthens
free markets and free minds. Communism
destroyed both of these for seventy years.
Many Russians still want to learn about de-
mocracy and capitalism, and we should pro-
vide them with a fighting chance before it is
too late.

What if hard-liners take Yeltsin’s place?
We should act now to strengthen relations

with all countries in the region, which will
be under even more threat than the West if
hardliners come to power in Moscow. We
should expand NATO to include Poland, the
Czech republic and Hungary, and prevent any
U.S. or international assistance to an ag-
gressive, anti-American or anti-Western gov-
ernment in Moscow, should one emerge. We
should still maintain a dialogue with Mos-
cow, explaining what we will see as unac-
ceptable policies and clarifying what price
Russia may pay if ‘‘red lines’’ are crossed.
Eventually, if the need arises, we may need
to plan for military contingencies.

Doesn’t NATO expansion endanger Russia?
No, it does not. NATO enlargement is

aimed at creating a zone of stability and se-
curity in Eastern and Central Europe, and to
hasten the integration of the Czech Republic,
Poland and Hungary into the West. NATO
expansion is also aimed at preventing com-
petition between Germany and Russia in the
area which triggered the two world wars.
NATO is a defensive alliance, and its posture
in Central Europe should remain defensive.

Why shouldn’t we be more cooperative
with Russia? After all, the cold war is over;
Russia is a democracy and a great power,
too. Why shouldn’t we allow Moscow a great-
er role in policing unstable regions, such as
the Caucasus or Central Asia?

We can cooperate with those in Russia who
are interested in building a market economy
and democratic polity. Democracy is still
struggling for survival in Russia. More time
needs to pass before we are sure that it is
there to stay. As for Russia’s role in the re-
gion, it will always be considerable due to
Russia’s sheer size and economic, political
and cultural weight. However, there are
forces in Russia that dream of re-establish-
ing the Soviet Union or the Russian Empire.
These circles are anti-Western and anti-
American. They cannot be ignored. We
should oppose Russia’s heavy-handed inter-
ference into the affairs of its neighbors and
attempts to violate their sovereignty and
territorial integrity.

In view of Chechnya, what should the U.S.
do to prevent Russia from invading its neigh-
bors?

We should boost our relations with
Ukraine, the Baltic States, and countries in
the Caucasus and Central Asia. There are as
many people there as there are in Russia. We
should draw ‘‘lines in the sand’’ and stick to
them. For example, we should tell Moscow
that we will block all IMF and World Bank
assistance if an NIS country is invaded. We
should clarify to Russia that the U.S. will
lead the international diplomatic campaign
to restore the independence of a violated
country. If Russia crosses these lines, we
should consider imposing restrictions on ex-
changes and economic and trade sanctions
against Russia. We should also demand from
Moscow that the war in Chechnya stop.

What about organized crime in Russia?

There is wide-spread crime and corruption
in Russia. Crime undermines reforms. People
mistakenly think that the cause of crime is
free market capitalism, but this is, of course,
not true. Crime is rampant because there is
no rule of law in Russia. Moreover, real de-
mocracy barely exists there, and the country
still has a long way to go before a free mar-
ket system is fully established.

Is Russian organized crime a threat to U.S.
and Western security?

Yes, it is, because Russian criminals are
very sophisticated, well-educated, and well-
connected world-wide. They often boast ad-
vanced college degrees, KGB and special
forces training. There is great potential dan-
ger in the merger of former communist, KGB
and criminal elements in that part of the
world. In particular, access of organized
criminals to weapons of mass destruction
and technology to produce those makes this
threat particularly acute.

How can we stop the Russian ‘‘mafia?’’

The Russian government will have to deal
with its own criminal organizations one day,
but many in the current Russian govern-
ment, including law enforcement officials,
are themselves corrupt. Until such time as
NIS governments are able to effectively com-
bat criminal organizations, the West has to
apprehend and prosecute criminals from Rus-
sia and the NIS affecting its interests.

Are all people from the former Soviet
Union criminals?

No, because many of them travel for legiti-
mate business, education and tourism pur-
poses.

STAND BY THE AMERICAN FLAG

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 28, 1996
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, last year this

Congress came so close to restoring the
American flag to its rightful position of honor
and glory. You might remember that an over-
whelming majority of my colleagues in the
House agreed with the overwhelming majority
of the American people and voted in favor of
my proposed constitutional amendment allow-
ing States and the Federal Government to
prohibit the despicable destruction of Old
Glory. Unfortunately, just three Senators
couldn’t find it in their heart to stand up for the
Stars and Stripes and provide the constitu-
tional protection that is necessary.

Mr. Speaker, let me tell you, this fight isn’t
over yet and it won’t be over until we win. Just
to demonstrate the support behind that state-
ment, allow me to submit the following piece
from the American Legion’s National Com-
mander Daniel Ludwig for the RECORD as evi-
dence of that organization’s resolve to correct
this gross injustice. It was the American Le-
gion and the Citizens Flag Alliance who car-
ried the flag and the flag amendment to within
three votes of this ultimate protection. Well,
Mr. Speaker, just like you might expect out of
a crew of old warriors, they’re not going to
surrender.

WE WILL CONTINUE TO STAND BY OUR FLAG

(By Daniel A. Ludwig)
By the time you read this, the

postmortems on the Senate vote on the flag
amendment will largely have subsided. The
media may finally have stopped smirking
their smirks of (supposed) intellectual supe-
riority. The constitutional scholars who
were thrust into an unaccustomed limelight
will have gone back to their universities to
continue the debate in quieter fashion. The
public-interest groups who took sides
against us—and, we always believed, against
the public interest—will have turned their
attention to other cherished aspects of tradi-
tional American life that need to be ‘‘mod-
ernized,’’ which is to say, cheapened or
twisted or gutted altogether.

Observers have suggested that we, too,
should give up the fight. Enough is enough,
they say. ‘‘You gave it your best, now it’s
time to pack it in.’’ Those people don’t un-
derstand what the past six years, since the
1989 Supreme Court decision, have really
been about.

From the beginning of our efforts, debate
centered on the issue of free speech and
whether the proposed amendment infringes
on it. But whether flag desecration is free
speech, or an abuse of free speech, as Orrin
Hatch suggests (and we agree), there is a
larger point here that explains why we
can’t—shouldn’t—just fold up our tents and
go quietly.

Our adversaries have long argued that op-
position to the amendment is not the same
as opposition to the flag itself, that it’s pos-
sible to love the flag and yet vote against
protecting it. Perhaps in the best of all pos-
sible worlds we could accept such muddled
thinking.

Sadly, we do not live in the best of all pos-
sible worlds.

In the best of all possible worlds it would
not be necessary to install metal detectors
in public schools, or have drunk-driving
checkpoints on our highways, or give manda-
tory drug tests to prospective airline em-
ployees. Indeed, in the best of all possible
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