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horrific events the world has ever seen: the in-
duced famine that was forced on the Ukrainian
people by the Soviet government between
1932 and 1933. Ukrainians live all over the
world now, but their homeland was under a
non-conventional attack whose purpose was
to eliminate the Ukrainian nation from exist-
ence. Seven million people were killed through
starvation while a surplus of grain sat in ware-
houses. Despite the magnitude of this crisis,
the Ukrainian Famine remains largely un-
known outside the Ukrainian community. The
truth has been hidden from us for far too long
and now it must be brought to light.

Under the reign of Josef Stalin, the Ukrain-
ians resisted the unimaginable atrocities that
befell them. After the heroic efforts of the
Ukrainian independence movement toward the
end of World War |, Stalin forced a famine on
the “breadbasket of Europe,” Ukraine. One-
fourth of its population was killed during this
horrendous act of genocide.

A reporter from the Manchester Guardian
managed to slip inside the famine area and
described it as, “A scene of unimaginable suf-
fering and starvation.” He witnessed the terror
and suffering that the people endured and at-
tempted to show it to the world. Until 1986,
the Soviet government did not admit to the
man-induced famine. For two years people
starved to death and the survivors were forced
to eat rodents, eat the leather from shoes, and
in extreme cases they were forced to eat the
dead. The seven million deaths over two years
was the highest rate of death caused by any
single event, including any war that the
Ukrainian people have ever fought. There is
no precedent of such a hideous act in re-
corded history.

Ukraine and the United States have wit-
nessed human suffering and newly inde-
pendent Ukraine is helping the United States
during our time of mourning. Ukrainian Ameri-
cans lost people in the attacks of September
11 who were as innocent as those that died in
the famine. They will join together on Novem-
ber 17 at St. Patrick’s Cathedral in New York
to commemorate the terrible acts perpetrated
upon Ukrainians nearly three-quarters of a
century ago. The survivors will always remem-
ber the past in order to prevent such suffering
from occurring ever again.

——

DR. HENRY KISSINGER’S EXCEL-
LENT ANALYSIS OF OUR WAR ON
TERRORISM

HON. TOM LANTOS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, November 6, 2001

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, today’s issue of
the Washington Post includes an excellent
oped by our nation’s former National Security
Adviser to the President and former Secretary
of State, Dr. Henry Kissinger. He gives an out-
standing strategic analysis of our current war
on terrorism. In particular he emphasizes the
importance of recognizing that our objectives
in Afghanistan are limited, and we must real-
istically limit what we seek to do there. His
analysis of our tasks beyond our action in Af-
ghanistan is equally prescient.

Mr. Speaker, | urge all of my colleagues to
read Dr. Kissinger’s brilliant article “Where Do
We Go From Here?” and | ask that the full
text be placed in the RECORD.
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WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?
(By Henry Kissinger)

As the war against the Taliban gathers
momentum, it is important to see it in its
proper perspective. President Bush has elo-
quently described the objective as the de-
struction of state-supported terrorism. And
for all its novelty, the new warfare permits
a clear definition of victory.

The terrorists are ruthless, but not numer-
ous. They control no territory permanently.
If their activities are harassed by the secu-
rity forces of all countries—if no country
will harbor them—they will become outlaws
and increasingly obliged to devote efforts to
elemental survival. If they attempt to com-
mandeer a part of a country, as has happened
to some extent in Afghanistan and Colombia,
they can be hunted down by military oper-
ations. The key to anti-terrorism strategy is
to eliminate safe havens.

These safe havens come about in various
ways. In some countries, domestic legisla-
tion or constitutional restraints inhibit sur-
veillance unless there are demonstrated
criminal acts, or they prevent transmitting
what is ostensibly domestic intelligence to
other countries—as seems to be the case in
Germany and, to some extent, the United
States. Remedial measures with respect to
these situations are in train.

But the overwhelming majority of safe ha-
vens occur when a government closes its
eyes because it agrees with at least some of
the objectives of the terrorists—as in Af-
ghanistan, to some extent in Iran and Syria
and, until recently, in Pakistan. Even osten-
sibly friendly countries that have been co-
operating with the United States on general
strategy, such as Saudi Arabia, sometimes
make a tacit bargain with terrorists so long
as terrorist actions are not directed against
the host government.

A serious anti-terrorism campaign must
break this nexus. Many of the host govern-
ments know more than they were prepared
to communicate before Sept. 11. Incentives
must be created for the sharing of intel-
ligence. The anti-terrorism campaign must
improve security cooperation, interrupt the
flow of funds, harass terrorist communica-
tions and subject the countries that provide
safe haven to pressures including, in the ex-
treme case, military pressure.

In the aftermath of the attack on Amer-
ican soil, the Bush administration resisted
arguments urging immediate military action
against known terrorist centers. Instead,
Secretary of State Colin Powell very skill-
fully brought about a global coalition that
legitimized the use of military power against
Afghanistan, the most flagrant provider of a
safe haven for the most egregious symbol of
international terrorism, Osama bin Laden.

The strategy of focusing on Afghanistan
carries with it two risks, however. The first
is that the inherent complexities of a track-
less geography and chaotic political system
may divert the coalition from the ultimate
objective of crippling international ter-
rorism. Though the elimination of bin Laden
and his network and associates will be a sig-
nificant symbolic achievement, it will be
only the opening engagement of what must
be viewed as a continuing and relentless
worldwide campaign. The second challenge is
to guard against the temptation to treat co-
operation on Afghanistan as meeting the
challenge and to use it as an alibi for avoid-
ing the necessary succeeding phases.

This is why military operations in Afghan-
istan should be limited to the shattering of
the Taliban and disintegration of the bin
Laden network. Using U.S. military forces
for nation-building or pacifying the entire
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country would involve us in a quagmire com-
parable to what drained the Soviet Union.
The conventional wisdom of creating a
broadly based coalition to govern Afghani-
stan is desirable but not encouraged by the
historical record. The likely—perhaps opti-
mum—outcome is a central Kabul govern-
ment of limited reach, with tribal autonomy
prevailing in the various regions. This essen-
tial enterprise should be put under the aegis
of the United Nations, with generous eco-
nomic support from the United States and
other advanced industrial countries. A con-
tact group could be created composed of Af-
ghanistan’s neighbors (minus Iraq), India,
the United States and those NATO allies
that participated in the military operations.
This would provide a mechanism to reintro-
duce Iran to the international system, pro-
vided it genuinely abandons its support of
terrorism.

The crucial phase of America’s anti-ter-
rorism strategy will begin as the Afghani-
stan military campaign winds down, and its
focus will have to be outside Afghanistan. At
that point, the coalition will come under
strain.

So far the issue of long-term goals has
been avoided by the formula that members of
the global coalition are free to choose the
degree of their involvement. A la carte coali-
tion management worked well when mem-
bership required little more than affirming
opposition to terrorism in principle. Its con-
tinued usefulness will depend on how coali-
tion obligations are defined in the next
phase. Should the convoy move at the pace
of the slowest ship or should some parts of it
be able to sail by themselves? If the former,
the coalition effort will gradually be defined
by the least-common-denominator com-
promises that killed the U.N. inspection sys-
tem in Iraq and are on the verge of elimi-
nating the U.N. sanctions against that coun-
try. Alternatively, the coalition can be con-
ceived as a group united by common objec-
tives but permitting autonomous action by
whatever consensus can be created—or, in
the extreme case, by the United States
alone.

Those who argue for the widest possible co-
alition—in other words, for a coalition
veto—often cite the experience of the Gulf
War. But the differences are significant. The
Gulf War was triggered by a clear case of ag-
gression that threatened Saudi Arabia,
whose security has been deemed crucial by a
bipartisan succession of American presi-
dents. The United States decided to undo
Saddam’s adventure in the few months avail-
able before the summer heat made large-
scale ground operations impossible. Several
hundred thousand American troops were dis-
patched before any attempt at coalition
building was undertaken. Since the United
States would obviously act alone if nec-
essary, participating in the coalition became
the most effective means for influencing
events.

The direction of the current coalition is
more ambiguous. President Bush has fre-
quently and forcefully emphasized that he is
determined to press the anti-terrorism cam-
paign beyond Afghanistan. In due course he
will supplement his policy pronouncements
with specific proposals. That will be the
point at which the scope of the operational
coalition will become clear. There could be
disagreement on what constitutes a terrorist
safe haven; what measures states should
take to cut off the flow of funds; what pen-
alties there are for noncompliance; in what
manner, whether and by whom force should
be used.

Just as, in the Gulf War, the pressures for
American unilateral action provided the ce-
ment to bring a coalition together, so, in the
anti-terrorism war, American determination
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and that of allies of comparable views are
needed. A firm strategy becomes all the
more important as biological weapons ap-
pear to have entered the arsenals of ter-
rorism. Preventive action is becoming im-
perative. States known to possess such fa-
cilities and to have previously used them
must be obliged to open themselves to strict,
conclusive international inspections with
obligatory enforcement mechanisms. This
applies particularly to Iraq, with its long
history of threats to all its neighbors and the
use of chemical weapons.

The conditions of international support for
a firm policy exist. The attack on the United
States has produced an extraordinary con-
gruence of interests among the major pow-
ers. None wants to be vulnerable to shadowy
groups that have emerged, from Southeast
Asia to the edge of Europe. Few have the
means to resist alone. The NATO allies have
ended the debate about whether, after the
end of the Cold War, there is still a need for
an Atlantic security structure. Our Asian al-
lies, Japan and Korea, being democratic and
industrialized, share this conviction. India,
profoundly threatened by domestic Islamic
fundamentalism, has much to lose by aban-
doning a common course. Russia perceives a
common interest due to its contiguous Is-
lamic southern regions. China shares a simi-
lar concern with respect to its western re-
gions and has an added incentive to bring an
end to global terrorism well before the 2008
Olympics in Beijing. Paradoxically, ter-
rorism has evoked a sense of world commu-
nity that has eluded theoretical pleas for
world order.

In the Islamic world, attitudes are more
ambiguous. Many Islamic nations, though
deeply concerned about fundamentalism, are
constrained by their public opinion from
avowing public support, and a few may sym-
pathize with some aspects of the terrorist
agenda. An understanding American attitude
toward traditional friends of America, such
as Saudi Arabia and Egypt, is appropriate.
Their leaders are quite well aware that they
have made compromises imposed on them by
brutal domestic necessities. The administra-
tion clearly should make every effort to help
them overcome these circumstances, to im-
prove intelligence sharing and the control of
money flows. But it must not undermine
these governments, for in the short term,
any foreseeable alternative would be worse
for our interests and for the peoples in-
volved.

Yet there are limits beyond which a seri-
ous policy cannot go. There is no reason for
treating as members of the coalition coun-
tries whose state- supported media advocate
and justify terrorism, withhold intelligence
vital to the security of potential victims and
permit terrorist groups to operate from their
territory.

These considerations apply especially to
Iran. Geopolitics argues for improved U.S.-
Iranian relations. To welcome Iran into an
anti-terrorism coalition has as a prerequisite
the abandonment of its current role as the
leading supporter of global terrorism as both
the State Department and the bipartisan
Bremer Commission have reported. An Ira-
nian relationship with the West can prosper
only when both sides feel the need for it.
Both sides—and not only the West—must
make fundamental choices. The same is true
to a somewhat lesser degree of Syria.

The war on terrorism is not just about
hunting down terrorists. It is, above all, to
protect the extraordinary opportunity that
has come about to recast the international
system. The North Atlantic nations, having
understood their common dangers, can turn
to a new definition of common purposes. Re-
lations with former adversaries can go be-
yond liquidating the vestiges of the Cold War
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and find a new role for Russia in its post-im-
perial phase, and for China as it emerges into
great power status. India is emerging as an
important global player. After measurable
success in the anti-terrorism campaign,
when it does not appear as concession to the
terrorists, the Middle East peace process
should be urgently resumed. These and other
prospects must not be allowed to vanish be-
cause those that have the ability to prevail
shrink from what their opportunities re-
quire.

HONORING ALLEN NOSSAMAN
HON. SCOTT McINNIS

OF COLORADO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, November 6, 2001

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | would like to
take this opportunity to honor San Juan Coun-
ty Judge Allen Nossaman, as he celebrates
his retirement. After 16 years of service,
Judge Nossaman has stepped down from his
position in Silverton, Colorado. It is my pleas-
ure to recognize the many years of dedicated
work that Judge Nossaman provided to his
community.

Allen Nossaman has decided that, due to
health reasons, he will resign from his position
as a judge and move to Durango, Colorado,
where he will work on his writings of the his-
tory of San Juan County. Judge Nossaman
has long been a champion of preserving Colo-
rado’s history and its historical landmarks.
While in Durango, Allan will help expand the
San Juan County's current three-volume his-
tory that he has already penned, preserving
Colorado’s past.

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to pay tribute
to Judge Nossaman for his contributions to the
Western Slope of Colorado. Allen Nossaman’s
service as a judge and commitment to pre-
serving Colorado’s history deserves the praise
and recognition of this body. | wish Allen the
best and send my warmest regards to him and
his family.

———

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE SECU-
RITY AND RESEARCH DEVELOP-
MENT ACT

HON. SHERWOOD L. BOEHLERT

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, November 6, 2001

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, last week,
joined by Representative BRIAN BAIRD and six
other colleagues, | introduced H.R. 3178, the
Water Infrastructure Security and Research
Development Act. Senators JEFFORDS and
SMITH, the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Senate Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee, introduced the com-
panion measure, S. 1593.

This bipartisan, bicameral legislation is a di-
rect response to the physical and cyber
threats facing our drinking water and waste-
water treatment systems. H.R. 3178 author-
izes and coordinates Environmental Protection
Agency assistance ($12 million a year for 5
years) to public and private nonprofit entities
to research and develop technologies and re-
lated processes to increase protection of
America’s water resources. Research projects

November 6, 2001

will include improved vulnerability assess-
ments, methods for real-time detection and
monitoring of chemical, biological, and radio-
logical contaminants, cyber security measures,
and information sharing and analysis. The bill
will also have multiple benefits outside of the
terrorism context as water managers and pub-
lic officials gain more tools to detect, monitor,
and respond to contamination and other prob-
lems confronting infrastructure.

Water is the lifeblood of a community. Water
lines form the lifelines for citizens and their
families and for local, regional, and national
economies. Terrorist attacks, whether physical
or cyber, are a clear and present danger. We
can mitigate that danger with a coordinated
program of research and development.
Science, technology, and appropriate dissemi-
nation of information are keys to building,
maintaining, and operating secure and sus-
tainable water systems.

| urge my colleagues to join the growing list
of cosponsors and supporters of H.R. 3178. |
also want to thank water management profes-
sionals, such as the Association of Metropoli-
tan Water Agencies and the Association of
Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies, and engi-
neering and scientific research organizations,
such as the American Society of Civil Engi-
neers, for their help on the bill. | look forward
to working with all of my colleagues, both on
and off of Capitol Hill, as the legislation ad-
vances.

HONORING BETTY FEAZEL
HON. SCOTT McINNIS

OF COLORADO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, November 6, 2001

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with a sol-
emn heart that | would like to take this oppor-
tunity to recognize the life and memory of
Betty Feazel, who recently passed away at the
age of eighty-five. Betty was from Pagosa
Springs, Colorado where she was a longtime
resident and a strong voice for the environ-
mental movement.

Betty began spending her summers in
Pagosa Springs when her family bought the At
Last Ranch in 1922. Later she studied philos-
ophy at Wellesley College, graduating in 1938,
and eventually started a family with her hus-
band Earnest. He died in 1976, and she relo-
cated permanently to the At Last Ranch where
she began her conservation and preservation
efforts.

Betty played a large role in preserving open
spaces in her county and was instrumental in
establishing the Southwest Land Alliance,
which is a non-profit organization, created to
provide tax incentives to land owners who do-
nate their land’s developmental rights. In order
to honor her memory and recognize her ef-
forts, the Betty Feazel Open Space Fund has
been created. This fund will continue to aid
landowners that choose to donate the devel-
opment rights of their property.

Mrs. Betty Feazel dedicated an incredible
amount of time and effort to preserving our
nation’s open spaces to ensure that future
generations would have the opportunity to ex-
perience and appreciate them. Betty fought
long and hard for this noble cause that will
continue to be fought in her name. My
thoughts and prayers are with Betty's family
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