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Facts about Viktor Bout. All of these facts can be cross-checked by using public records and various published material.
1. No allegations of illegal arms dealing against Viktor Bout have been so far tried, much less proven in court in any country. On the other hand, his legitimate air transportation transactions are well documented. 

2. No court in the world has ever considered any charges against Viktor Bout, with the exception of a court in Belgium which initiated an investigation of Bout on charges of money laundering in 2002 but dropped the charges for want of evidence in 2007, after five years of investigating. The fact that the case was dropped, and the reasons why it was dropped, largely escaped the attention of the World media.

3. In size, Bout’s air cargo business was much smaller than alleged by the Media and UN reports. At the highest point of his career as airline operator Bout owned fewer than 20 aircraft (including light aircraft and helicopters) and leased not more than 10 aircraft simultaneously. His annual income at the highest point of his career never exceeded three million US dollars.

4. Bout started his business in 1992 as a cargo freight forwarder. His company owned no aircraft and made its profit on the difference between the cost of aircraft rental by the hour in Russia and in Africa. In 1991 – 1993 the Russian ruble was not yet a fully-recognized convertible currency, so the difference between the cost of goods and services in the domestic market and in foreign markets was enormous. Hiring an airplane for a sum equal to 400 USD per hour in Russia, it was possible to rent it out in any non-CIS foreign country for at least 1,500 USD per hour. By 1994 Bout had enough money to purchase his first aircraft – a used Antonov-8. 

5. Viktor Bout’s own air transportation business started in 1994 and steadily evolved till 1998 when his airline became the second-largest operation at the international airport of Sharja, UAE, after Lufthansa. However the company and its several affiliates which all worked exclusively on contracts with government entities of many countries, suffered gigantic losses in 2000 – 2001 due to the inclusion of Bout’s name in the UN report on UN sanctions busting and arms trafficking. By 2001 Bout closed or sold all of his companies and sold all his aircraft (the one still left in his possession is still parked in the UAE. It has been on sale since 2001 but no one bought it so far), and moved back to Russia for good. Since 2001 Bout has never been involved in any international business dealings of any character.
6. Viktor Bout’s airline operation existed for about seven calendar years, between 1994 and 2001. Contrary to US allegations Bout never took part in any international business deals since 2001 and only left Russia four times for short periods (not exceeding 14 days): he went once to China, once to Montenegro, once to Armenia and once to Thailand where he has been incarcerated since his arrival in March 2008.

7. The legend of Viktor Bout, the arms dealer and ‘merchant of death’ was created between the years 2000 and 2007, i.e. at the time when Bout had no connection to any air transportation business and was busy with domestic projects of a medium scale in construction and agriculture.

8. Bout has never in his life been to the US or to Colombia. In his whole life he only went to South America twice on short trips, and the countries were Argentina and Brazil. He has never been to North America.

9. The company ‘Air Bas’ which reportedly carried troops and cargo for the Pentagon in Iraq in 2003 – 2007 had been founded and registered in the US in 2002. It did not and does not belong to Viktor Bout.

10. Viktor Bout has never had any dealings with the Taliban other than taking part in official negotiations for the release of the crew of the Russian Ilyushin-76 aircraft intercepted by the Taliban in 1995. The airplane belonged to a company registered in the Russian republic of Tatarstan, the crew members were all from that republic. The aircraft did not belong to Bout, the crew were not his employees. However Viktor Bout had chartered that aircraft on a contract with the Government of Afghanistan (the Rabbani government) and therefore felt responsible for the fate of the crew. Bout flew to Kandahar several times as part of a diplomatic delegation from the Russian Foreign ministry and administration of the Tatar Republic, headed by a Russian diplomat, Zamir Kabulov, who later was appointed Russia’s Ambassador to Afghanistan. Throughout the year the pilots spent in captivity, Viktor Bout brought them food, clothes, medical supplies and essentials. The negotiations failed. However, one day after a year of incarceration the crew overpowered the Taliban guards and flew their own aircraft from Kandahar to Sharja, the seat of Bout’s company headquarters. They brought three gagged and bound Taliban guards with them and handed them to the UAE police. The video recording of the landing of the IL-76 in Sharja upon the crew’s escape can be found on the Internet. It is impossible to presume that the aircraft left for a year without servicing or refueling could have taken off without help. It is apparent that someone had serviced it before the pilots’ escape. Douglas Farah and Stephen Braun in their book ‘Merchant of Death’ presume that Viktor Bout had made a deal with the Taliban and after the crew’s escape started supplying weapons to the Taliban. It may seem logical for a Western reader with embedded prejudice against Russia and Russians. Bout definitely had a lot to do with the escape of the crew. The escape was carefully prepared by him as mastermind and main sponsor. He was assisted in his efforts by the intelligence agency of the Rabbani government which had assets in the enemy camp. The aircraft was serviced, refueled and the crew allowed several ‘mock runs’ along the runway, one run a day. They did it for several days ‘to keep the bird airworthy’. Meanwhile Viktor Bout held air corridors open for them for five consecutive days by filing requests for overflight permits of the countries over which the aircraft was supposed to fly on the way from Kandahar to Sharja. On their fifth run the Russian pilots actually took off with three Taliban guards on board, overpowered them and made it safely to Sharja. All pilots received State decorations from the Russian state. Bout had close ties with the Rabbani government. His VIP-configuration helicopter and one fixed wing aircraft also outfitted for VIP travel were extensively used by high officials of the administration of president Rabbani for their foreign visits. The suggestion of the two American journalists that Bout had made a deal with the Taliban to free the crew and cargo may sound logical and appealing for a connoisseur of various ‘Russian KGB-trained Mafia’ stories, but being logical does not make it true. A gallant deed by a former soldier who doesn’t like the idea of his fellow countrymen, airmen, being left behind in the hands of the enemy was transfigured by Mr. Farah and Mr. Braun into an act by a ‘modern East-European arms dealer, a businessman without any principles who hungers only for profit’. It was in pursuit of this ‘new kind of enemy of America’ that they decided to undertake writing a ‘biography’ of Viktor Bout, which in fact became a sum of all allegations against Bout collected under the same book cover. Their version of events, most probably suggested to them by UN inspector Johan Peleman, the main creator of ‘the Bout legend’, spread widely in the World media. In this paper the public finds today the first ever true account of the events released since the day when these events took place.
11. Viktor Bout could not have supplied weapons to the Taliban and then enjoyed freedom and comfort in Russia. For Russia, the Taliban has always been the enemy, period. The current war in Afghanistan is undertaken by the US for the sake of the World community and for protection of American interests there. The latter is quite a vague notion, Afghanistan being thousands of miles away from the US. Even if we look at the danger of heroin flowing from Afghanistan into the World every day, we will see that it is not the main narcotics trafficking threat for the US. The US is much busier fighting South American cocaine than Afghan opium. For Russia it is different. For Russia the Taliban is a much bigger threat than for America. For Russia the Taliban is a mad dog in the next-door neighbor’s front yard, while the fence badly needs fending. Afghan heroin and shared-needle spread of AIDS are major problems in Russia. With all the shortcomings of Russian law enforcement, in Russia a Russian businessman providing weapons to the Taliban would have been promptly apprehended and locked up in a maximum security correctional facility years ago. No wealth or personal connections would have saved him. Besides, the peer pressure is very much against assistance to Taliban by a former military officer. A Veteran of the Soviet war in Afghanistan (many of them were among Bout’s classmates at the Red Banner Military Institute of the Ministry of Defense in 1988) could understand a fellow officer assisting the US effort there or the Rabbani government in the 1990s, but not working with the Taliban. The Russian Civil War created a lot of traditions in the Soviet and Russian military. The part of that war fought in the late 1920s in Central Asia was as much about social progress and civil liberties and constitutional rights for women as it was about the establishing of Soviet power.

12. Viktor Bout has never had either multiple passports or multiple identities. Every citizen of Russia has a domestic identification document which in Russia is also called ‘passport’. It even looks like a passport: a book of the same size as it is usual for a passport. It also bears national symbols pictured on the front cover, as a passport does. The difference is that all the information in that book is in Russian. Passports used for foreign travel are called ‘Foreign travel passports’ in Russia. So, in a way, it is possible to say that every Russian has ‘two passports’.

13. Russian ‘Foreign travel passports’ are issued for five years. In Soviet times the passport contained 18 pages. After the fall of the Soviet Union, Russia introduced first 32-page, and then 54-page passports. The latter kind of passport is not widely used yet. Russians need visas to enter most of the countries in the World. When a Russian citizen travels extensively he often runs out of passport pages before than the passport expires. By the regulations of the Russian Foreign Ministry, additional pages cannot be added to a passport. It means that a new passport has to be issued in both cases: when the passport expires (every 5 years) and when the passport runs out of pages (may happen as often as once in 2 years). Therefore a Russian businessman with a tight traveling schedule has to change a passport averagely once in three years. This is the real reason behind the notion of ‘multiple passports of Viktor Bout’. 

14. The US indictment and UN reports before it attribute several ‘aliases’ to Viktor Bout: Viktor Bout a.k.a. Viktor Butt, a.k.a. Viktor But, a.k.a. Bulakin, a.k.a. Aminov. As for the two latter names, they belong to real living people who worked in the UAE at the same time when Bout was there, but they certainly are not Viktor Bout. These names are most probably seen as Bout’s aliases due to a misunderstanding in the interpretation of some ‘product’ harvested from telephone intercepts by the US National Security Agency in 1999 or 2000. The others: Butt and But, are different spellings of the same Russian last name. In Russia Russians speak, read and write Russian, just as in Thailand Thais speak, read and write Thai. English is not Russia’s official language. Therefore, the spelling of Russian names in English is not firm, it may differ as mush as the English spelling of Thai names (consider street signs for the same road seen from different directions in Bangkok: Ratchadaphisek, Rachadapisek, Rachadaphisek, Ratchadapisek – four slightly different spellings copied from actual street signs). Before 1991, in Soviet times, official spelling language for passports in the Soviet Union was French. It remained so in Russian passports for several years after the collapse of the Soviet Union. In that system the last name pronounced as ‘Boot’ was spelled Bout because in the French language the sound [u:] is reflected in writing by a combination of letters ‘o’ and ‘u’, i.e. ‘ou’= [u:]. Later the Russian Foreign Ministry introduced English spelling in the stead of French, but at first issued no firm regulations about the spelling, leaving the details to passport and consular officials. In 1996 when it happened Viktor Bout was living in Belgium, so a Russian consular official issuing Bout a new passport chose a spelling with a double ‘t’ to make it sound more ‘Dutch’ and easier to pronounce for the locals. In or about the year 2000 the Foreign Ministry of Russia finally issued general regulations for anglicized name spelling in Russian passports, and in his yet another new passport Butt became But. The spelling of his name did not change by any evil design but ‘evolved’ together with the spellings of the names of all Russians having a more complex surname than ‘Ivanov’ (even that, in Soviet times spelled like ‘Ivanoff’). The current passport under which Bout was arrested in Bangkok in March 2008 reads ‘Viktor But’. Bout never used two passports simultaneously because a new passport can only be issued when the old one expires or runs out of pages. When a new passport is issued the old one is cancelled and cannot be used again: part of its cover is cut off at an angle by a consular official, and a stamp ‘cancelled’ is applied. On the last page of the new passport another stamp is applied, which reads in Russian: ‘This passport has been issued as a replacement for passport (number) held by (the name in Russian). In the previous passport the name was spelled in Latin letters as (old spelling)’. It is done to confirm the identity of the passport holder who has then to change the spelling of his name on his bank accounts, foreign driver’s licenses and name cards. We believe that the above circumstances contributed to the misunderstanding that gave birth to the theory of ‘multiple identities’ of Viktor Bout, which made it into the UN reports and US indictments.
15. Viktor Bout’s arrest in Bangkok was executed with multiple breaches of Thai law. The first arrest warrant for him was issued under the pressure of the US Embassy in Bangkok when the US had not yet produced a proper extradition request. Bout was arrested in March 2008 on the charges of ‘material support of terrorism’ according to Article 135 of the Criminal Code of Thailand, not on an extradition request. 

16. During the arrest the participating US officers (DEA agents Robert Zahariasevich, Derek Odney and others) insisted on searching the hotel room of Viktor Bout without a search warrant issued by a Thai Court. Thai police officials refused to take part in the illegal search, so the Americans did it by themselves and without any permission from the Thai side. During the arrest and the search no material evidence of any weapons-related dealings was found. The Thai police insisted on making a list of items taken from Bout during the arrest and search. Later the American side tried to submit to the court a few sheets of paper with notes allegedly made by Bout before the arrest and a thick pile of instructive materials for old Russian aircraft, a brochure for a Russian-made anti-tank weapon and some charts which in fact were all print-outs of material readily available on the Internet. None of these documents was on the list of items taken from Bout during the arrest and the search of his room. They were also not mentioned in the testimony of Thai arresting officers or in the testimony of the DEA agents before the Thai Court.

17. In April, one month after the arrest, the Prosecution concluded that there were no sufficient grounds or evidence to file a criminal case against Viktor Bout under Article 135 (terrorism) of the Criminal Code of Thailand. Bout was released for one minute, then the police put the handcuffs back on his wrists and announced Bout ‘provisionally arrested pending extradition’, because by that time the proper extradition request had already arrived in Thailand from the US.

18. The Criminal Court of Thailand rejected the extradition request of the US on the following grounds: political character of the case (Thailand and the UN do not consider FARC to be a terrorist organization and see it as a left-wing political movement), the lack of minimally sufficient evidence of the crimes allegedly committed by the defendant (no evidence whatsoever was presented to the Criminal Court apart from the US indictment, the US arrest warrant and an affidavit of the testimony by a DEA agent who didn’t take part in the arrest. The US side rejected the Criminal Court’s request for evidence of the wrongdoing on the grounds of the information being classified secret and presumed dangerous for national security of Thailand),  and impossibility to prosecute the defendant on similar charges in Thailand (the US charges do not correspond with any articles of Thai criminal law. The case is about a foreigner allegedly committing a crime against citizens of another foreign country in the territory of a third foreign country).

19. The extradition case of Viktor Bout was not about ‘returning’ a suspect to the US where he allegedly committed a crime but about transferring to the US a Russian citizen who has never been to the US, who came to Thailand as a tourist and is now suspected by the US of an intention to commit a crime against the US in Colombia where he has never been either.

20. The arrest of Viktor Bout on Thai criminal charges happened on the same day when he arrived in Thailand, having been here before only once in 1994. It is documented that from the airport Bout traveled straight to the hotel and spent the rest of the time before the arrest in his hotel room or in the hotel lobby or in the hotel business center. He didn’t meet with anyone apart from US agents posing as Colombian rebels and his former associate, Briton Andrew Smulian who at that time was also secretly employed by the US DEA. Therefore Viktor Bout could not have committed any crime in Thailand before his arrest unless the meeting with the American agent-provocateurs can be considered as such by the Thai law.

21. As Viktor Bout was acquitted by the non-prosecution order in April of the charges of material support of a terrorist organization by the Thai law (article 135), according to the Extradition law and the Thai – US Extradition Treaty he cannot be extradited to face charges under a comparable article of law in the US. In the opinion of the Russian legal team, these charges are the only ones in the US indictment that correspond with any article of Thai law. In qualifying the three other charges as incomparable to any articles of Thai law and not corresponding with any article of Thai law Viktor Bout’s Russian lawyers completely agree with the verdict of the Court of the first instance. However the Appeals Court cancelled this decision and ruled that all American charges correspond with Article 135 and other articles of the Criminal Code of Thailand. If there were a higher judicial body for extradition cases than the Court of Appeals, Bout’s defense would have stated this matter in its further appeal and would have tried to prove that the comparison is lacking grounds and misleading.

22. Articles on conspiracy in the US legal system consider a verbally expressed intention to commit crime practically equal to an actual crime. If brought before the court in the US, Viktor Bout may face life imprisonment. The Russian defense team doubts that Thai law would have been as severe. If one is to believe the ruling by the Criminal Court taken after a long investigation and interrogation of witnesses to be right about the fact that US charges do not correspond with any articles of Thai law, it means that in Thailand Bout could not have been sentenced on these charges to a prison term exceeding one year, for the reason of total absence of corresponding articles of law, therefore Bout cannot be extradited, according to the Extradition law and the Thai-US Extradition treaty.

23. The Appeals court ruling says that the US charges correspond with articles of Thai law regarding ‘attempted murder’, ‘illegal trading in weapons of war’ and ‘material support of terrorism’. But Viktor Bout has already been acquitted from the latter charges by the non-prosecution order in April 2008. As for the two former charges (attempted murder and illegal trading in weapons of war) the Russian defense team would like to point out that in the US charges in both cases the definition is ‘conspiracy’: ‘conspiracy to kill US citizens’ and ‘conspiracy to sell anti-aircraft weapons’. In the context of US law and with the ‘evidence’ gathered by the US side by the means of clandestine sound recording, illegal in Thailand, that means rather an ‘intention to kill US citizens and sell anti-aircraft weapons allegedly expressed verbally aloud’ than ‘attempted murder’ or ‘illegal trade in weapons of war’, therefore the articles of US and Thai law in this case hardly correspond.
24. The Appeals Court ruling was made on May 24, 2010, and only announced on August 20, 2010. It is hard to perceive the reasons for such a delay, as well as the fact that, given the completion of the ruling in May, the date of the reading of the ruling was appointed one week prior to the actual reading while in most cases the appointment of the date happens one month in advance.
25. The Russian side was informed by the Thai and Russian lawyers of Viktor Bout in late April, 2010, about the April 15th’ visit to him of the ‘special aide’ to the Prime Minister of Thailand and MP Sirichoke Sopha. As the process of the appeal was taking unusually long time, at the end of June Viktor Bout’s wife Alla Bout went to seek advice with Thai experts. Among other things, she told them about Mr. Sopha’s visit. On August 20, 2010, after the announcement of the verdict of the Appeals Court which canceled the decision of the Court of the first instance and ruled to extradite Viktor Bout to the US, and especially when it became known that the Appeals Court verdict had been issued on May 24, i.e. three months before the announcement, the visit by Sirichoke Sopha to Bout in mid-April appeared in a new and rather unsettling light. To Viktor Bout it became apparent that the 180-degree turn of the Judiciary in his case may have been related to his refusal to use the opportunity presented by Mr. Sopha’s visit as an instrument of his release and return home. Then, since August 24, 2010 when Thai Parliamentary opposition raised the matter of the visit in the Parliament, Mr. Sirichoke Sopha has been acting and publicly speaking in a way most harmful to Russian citizen Viktor Bout. Mr. Sirichoke Sopha has called upon the Thai public not to believe anything Viktor Bout says ‘because he is the Merchant of Death and well-known illegal arms dealer’ in his televised debate with Chairman of the Parliamentary Committee on Foreign Affairs Mr. Torpong Chaiyasan on September 7, 2010 on Channel 3, and later during the meeting of the Pariament’s Foreign Affairs Committee on September 8, 2010. Given that Viktor Bout is so far merely a suspect charged with an indictment of a US court, this statement sounds at the very least disturbing and unjustified. Mr. Sopha also allowed himself to suggest that Viktor Bout had lied to the MPs who visited him in jail to verify the details of Mr. Sopha’s April prison visit in order ‘to accuse the US government of injustice’. This statement was widely reported by the Thai Media. During the meeting of the Committee on Foreign Affairs at the Parliament on September 8, 2010, also extensively reported in the Media, Mr. Sopha started explaining at length, using charts and illustrations, that Viktor Bout is an international criminal and ‘Merchant of Death,’ and cannot be trusted. During his speech Mr. Sopha linked Viktor Bout, in the alleged capacity of ‘Merchant of Death’, to the weapons trade that, in his words, ‘Russia is pursuing all over the World’. As Khao Sot newspaper reported on September 9, during the meeting on September 8 Mr. Sopha also said that his ‘thorough investigation into the matter’ made him ‘totally convinced that the IL-76 aircraft with the cargo of illegal weapons from North Korea belonged to Viktor Bout’. It is necessary to note here that an official investigation by the Thai police found no links between Viktor Bout and the said aircraft, of which an official representative of the Thai police and Prime Minister Abhisit Vejjajiva both made official statements to the Media in late December, 2009 (consecutively on December 17 and December 22, 2009), i.e. five months prior to Mr. Sopha’s visit to the Bangkok Remand Prison. A statement to that effect was also made by Deputy Prime Minister for National Security Suthep Thaugsuban. In December, after an interview of a Danish expert stating that the aircraft arrested in Bangkok belonged to Viktor Bout was published in the British newspaper The Times, the Thai government ordered Thai law enforcement and intelligence agencies to investigate the matter. After a thorough and highly professional investigation Thai investigators concluded that there is no connection whatsoever between Viktor Bout and the captured aircraft. The case of the IL-76 was effectively closed after the Thai Government released the crew of the aircraft on February 13, 2010. What then was the reason of Mr. Sopha’s ‘investigation’ in April? It is also would be interesting to find out why Mr. Sopha made such haste about visiting Mr. Bout in prison, and did it on a day off during a very turbulent period of the ongoing political conflict in Thailand. The visit occurred five days after the clashes of April 10 when a lot of people died due to the use of war weapons in the streets of Bangkok. April 15 was part of the long Songkran holiday when the celebrations were supposed to facilitate the relaxation of political tensions throughout the country. Did Mr. Sopha choose the date for the reason that no visitors are allowed at the prison on that day, and during Songkran it was a chance for him to visit the prison with a 100 per cent guarantee that no one will see him enter or leave? Why did he need to make the visit in such a secretive way if he was conducting an MP’s investigation as he is saying now?  On September 7, 2010 the Khom Chat Leuk newspaper quoted Mr. Sopha as saying that before the visit to Bout he had prepared tricky questions containing traps for Mr. Bout, and that by asking these tricky questions during the meeting on April 15 he allegedly established that Viktor Bout ‘knows former Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra very well, but is concealing this fact’. What would have happened if Mr. Bout had decided, for the sake of his own freedom, to ‘fantasize’ on the matter and issue through Mr. Sopha a testimony framing the former Prime Minister? Would in that case Mr. Sopha have been so fierce in his urgings to the MPs and Thai public not to believe the words of Viktor Bout on the grounds that he is supposedly and allegedly an international criminal and ‘the Merchant of Death’? 
26. The charts used by Mr. Sopha during the meeting of the Parliamentary Committee on Foreign Affairs on September 8 were most probably copied from the Internet site of the US Treasury Department where they are placed in support of the 2005 US Presidential executive order number 13348 banning US businesses from entering in any commercial transactions with Viktor Bout. It is necessary to remember that a US Presidential executive order is an act of executive power, not a court ruling. The use of documents illustrating a US Presidential executive order in the Thai Parliament as evidence of Viktor Bout’s alleged crimes does not seem appropriate from any angle. Given the fact that during the visit to jail in April Mr. Sirichoke Sopha, who introduced himself to Bout as a ‘special aide to the Thai Prime Minister’, asked questions about the number and activities of ‘KGB agents’ in Thailand, the above mentioned actions and statements by Mr. Sopha may cause the Russian side to wonder: does Mr. Sopha actually work solely for the Thai Prime Minister, or does he have any other affiliations, of which the Prime Minister may not even be aware? Where does Mr. Sopha’s information about Viktor Bout being an international criminal and arms dealer come from, if even the US hasn’t yet proven that in court? What is he trying to do by using yet unproven allegations as evidence in the Thai parliament? It seems that Mr. Sopha is persistently promoting the negative image of Viktor Bout created by a few US state agencies and some US Media organizations. He is doing that with the full awareness of the fact that Russia considers Viktor Bout innocent of the crimes alleged by the US indictment. It may be the right time to ask Mr. Sirichoke Sopha, for whom does he work and to whom does he report: the Thai Prime Minister, the people of Thailand, or the US Intelligence Community? 
27. Russia supports Viktor Bout not because he knows state secrets (he does not know any) but because he is a Russian citizen who has been groundlessly accused of crimes. His accusers have not presented any evidence of these alleged crimes to anyone. They only use the Media to disseminate untrue information about him, repeating their accusations again and again on TV screens and newspaper pages in order to turn public opinion against their victim. When a US Attorney says in an interview after the introduction of the US sanctions against Bout in 2005 that ‘if Mr. Bout had any assets in the US, he would have lost close to 6 Billion dollars’ the Media message reads ‘the US has frozen 6 Billion dollars of American assets of Viktor Bout’. Bout never had assets in the US, and never had that kind of money. Thai and international journalists who stood for hours and days in front of the gate of the Bang Kwang prison in Nonthaburi have seen who goes there to visit Bout, who makes statements on his behalf and brings him food every day. They have seen Bout’s wife and 16-year-old daughter, a 70-year-old Thai lawyer and a couple of Consular officials from the Russian Embassy. The same small group of people is always seen around Bout on the days of Court hearings. Does not it strike those journalists as strange that a man reputed to be the World’s biggest arms dealer and Billionaire has such a poor entourage? Or is there something wrong with the reputation?
28. There is no Extradition treaty between Thailand and Russia. But things are not going to stay this way forever. There may come a day when such a treaty will become an established bilateral legal mechanism. Will that mean that Russia will have the right to cause a US citizen to be arrested in Thailand without any evidence against him but a ten-year-long smear campaign and a Hollywood movie? Will then Russia have the right to have that US citizen extradited to Russia where he has never been, on unsupported charges of an alleged intention to commit crime against Russia, as it is happening now with the extradition of Viktor Bout to the US? Will the Thai authorities cooperate? Or will they think twice before arresting and extraditing a citizen of one foreign country and sending him off to another country which is not his own, and which refuses to present any evidence of that citizen’s alleged crime to a Thai Court?                                                                                                                                                                                                             
