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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20508

0667

February 17, 1993

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE

FROM: ROBERT BELL @@@/

SUBJECT: Defense Budget

Per your request, attached at Tab I is a memorandum from you to
the President describing how the Administration’s FY 1994-1997
defense spending plan is consistent with his campaign position on
this issue.

RECOMMENDATION
That you sign the memorandum to the President at Tab I.

Attachment
Tab I Memorandum to the President



THE WHITE HOUSE
0667
WASHINGTON

INEORMATION
MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE

SUBJECT: Overview of Defense Budget

The $1.03 trillion Fiscal Year (FY) 1994-1997 defense budget
(Budget Authority) contained in the economic plan you will
present to Congress this evening is fully consistent with the
positions on military spending and reducing the Federal deficit
you took during the campaign. Your proposals for military
spending reflect defense program reductions from the revised
$1.12 trillion Bush/Cheney FY 94-97 baseline of $59.968 billion.
This figure is just under the $60 billion you pledged to trim
from this mark. Your proposed defense budget also projects
actual expenditures (Outlays) in FY 1997 of $249 billion. This
means that defense will contribute its fair share ($37 billion)
to the $145 billion in total reductions to Federal spending for
that year -- thereby meeting your pledge to cut the FY 1997
deficit by half (as compared to the August 1992 CBO estimate for
that year).

There are, however, two aspects of your military spending
proposals which critics will point to in claiming that you have
slashed military spending well beyond the level you promised
during the campaign and which, therefore, will require careful
explanation.

First, in addition to the $60 billion in program cuts, your
military spending plan for FY 1994-97 includes roughly $18
pillion (BA) which we are calling "Pay and Benefits Adjustments.®
Critics will add this to the $60 billion and charge that the
resulting total -- $78 billion -- is 27% deeper than you pledged
during the campaign. To rebut this charge, Administration
officials and spokespersons must emphasize that military and DOD
civilian workers are not having their pay cut, nor are they being
singled out for special treatment. Rather, lixe all government
workers, they will not be receiving the same amount of pay
increases as had been projected by the last administration. This
adjustment is being levied government-wide as part of your
austerity program.

Second, critics will point to the $10 billion (BA) debit which we
are labelling "Reductions to offset underpricing of Bush
programs" and charge (a) that these additional reductions can
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only be achieved through program cuts and (b) that in combination
with the pay adjustment and the original $60 billion in program
cuts, you are proposing to slash military spending over the four
years by $88 billion -- 43% more than advertised. We must
explain that:

-- At the time you made your $60 billion reduction pledge, you
assumed that the Bush/Cheney defense spending plan for FY
1994-1997 would reflect honest budget assumptions.

- Serious questions have since been raised as to whether the
Bush/Cheney plan is significantly underfunded due to
overestimation of potential management reform savings and
underpricing of weapons acquisition programs.

- We do not know if the program is underfunded or, if so, the
extent of the underfunding. Secretary Aspin has, however,
established a special task force (the Odeen panel) to get to
the bottom of this.

-- We hope the Odeen panel will report that there is no
shortfall. But as a prudent hedge against the possibility
that there is a substantial shortfall, we have increased our
estimate of the cost of the FY 94-97 Bush/Cheney baseline by
$10 billion (BA) and projected a possible requirement to
offset this through additional reductions of the same
amount.

-- We have made no decisions how this $10 billion (BA) offset
would be achieved if it turns out that a shortfall of this
magnitude exists. If we do have to identify another $10
billion in reductions, we would consider many options,
including finding additional efficiencies in defense
overhead or operations or achieving greater savings through
increased streamlining of Armed Forces roles and missions
(changes that go beyond the modest changes recommended in
General Powell’s recent report).

In sum, both Congress and the military appear favorably disposed
to support your defense spending plan as long as it can be shown
to be consistent with the position you articulated during the
campaign. In this sense, then, our success on the Hill and in
the Pentagon will in large measure rest on our ability to explain
why the $18 billion in pay and benefit reductions and $10 billion
in Bush/Cheney shortfall offsets should pot be seen as going
beyond your campaign position.



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 0704

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

February 18, 1993

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM H. ITOH

THROUGH : ROBERT BELL e

FROM: KEITH HAHNij(/

SUBJECT: Transportation Proposed Testimony RE: HR 57,

United States Merchant Marine Utilization and
Preference Act

Tab I provides the Department of Transportation’s proposed
testimony for a February 24 appearance before the House
Subcommittee on Merchant Marine. Most of the testimony describes
Transportation’s views on cargo preference issues relating to the
Governments of Kuwait and Israel.

Regarding the specific legislation contained in HR 57,
Transportation feels that since the Maritime Administrator
(MARAD) has the legislative authority to establish rules under
which preference programs operate, it should be given the
opportunity to resolve the issues raised by HR 57 through a
collaborative process within the Administration. This is
consistent with the views of the Departments of State and
Defense.

Concurrence by: Don Gross

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the memorandum at Tab I concurring in
Transportation’s proposed testimony.

Attachments
Tab I Memorandum for Signature
Tab II Incoming Correspondence



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 0704

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506

MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES J. JUKES

SUBJECT: Transportation Proposed Testimony RE: HR 57,
United States Merchant Marine Utilization and

Preference Act

The National Security Council staff concurs in the proposed
Transportation testimony on HR 57.

William H. Itoh
Executive Secretary
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFPFICE OF MANAGENENT AND BUDGET
Washington, D.C. 20503

February 17, 1993

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MENORANDUM

TO: Legislative Liaison Oofficer -

AGRIC-CR - Robin Rorapaugh (all testimony) - (2
COMMERCE - Michael A. Levitt - (202)482-3086 -
DEFENSE - Bamuel T. Brick, Jr. = (703)697~1305
JUSTICE - Faith Burton - (202)514-2141 - 217
STATE - Matt Winslow = (202)647-4463 - 225
TREASURY - Richard S§. Carro - (202)622-1146 - 2
AID - Robert M. Lester - (202)647-8371 - 202
NSC - William H., Itoh - (202)456-6534 - 249
CEA - Francine Obermiller - (202)395-5036 -~ 242
LABOR ~ Robert A. Shapiro - (202)219-8201 - 330
FMC - Russell A. Rockwell - (202)523-5911 - 307
L
JAMES J. JUKES (for)/
Assistant Directorcﬁor Legislative Refe
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RESPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MENORANDUM

If your response to this
concur/no comment) we prefer
response sheat.
call, please call the branch-wide
analyst’s line) to leave a message with a secretary.

You may also respond by
line (you will be connected to voic

request for views is simple
that you respond by faxi
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LRN FI-48

(e.9.,
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(1) calling the analyst/attoxney’s direct
e mail if the analyst does not

answer); (2) sending us a memo or letter; or (3) if you are an
OASIS user in the Executive Office of the President, |sending an
E-mail message. Please include the LRM number shown|above, and
the subject shown below.
TO: Jim BROWN
Office of Management and Budget
Fax Number: (202) 3953109
Analyst/Attorney’s Direct Number: (20R) 395-3473
Branch-Wide Line (to reach secretary): (20R) 395-3454
FROM: (pate)
(Name)
(pgency)
(relephone)
SUBJECT: TRANSPORTATION Proposed Testimony RE: HR 57,
' United States Merchant Marine Utilization jand

Preference Act

The following is the response of our agency to your
views on the above~captioned subject:

Concur
No objection
No comment
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P002/009

DRAFT

STATEMENT OF THE ACTING MARITIME ADMINISTRATOR

RICHARD E. BOWMAN

BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE

OF THE COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

OVERSIGHT HEARING ON FEDERAL AGENCY COMPLIANCE WITH

AND ENFORCEMENT OF CARGO PREFERENCE LAWS

FEBRUARY 24, 1993

Mr. Chaimﬁn. man%bam of the Committes, my name Is Richard

Bowman and 1 am tha Acting Maritime Administrator of t

hI
Department of Trarisportation. | am here today at your requast to

comment on cargo preference issues and respond to your Questions.

U.S. eargo prefenﬁce programs are part of the overall statutory

scheme to support the privately owned and operated, U.6.-flag

merchant marine., 'fhey require that o certaln percentoge

govemment-impelled cargo be carried on U.8. vesselo. This is a very

Important ptdgrém for the maintenance of o U.S. merchant fleet. .

Our Nation éontinu%s to require militarily useful U.8.-flag Tesaeli_..
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As this Committee knows well, the ships that carry thase datgoes

provide Importafu j&bs for American seafarers.

In your letter of .!nvfltatlon, Mr. Chalrman, you requested that the
Department of f}ansponaﬂon axpress Its views on cargo p[eference
as it relates to the éovernment of Kuwsit's efforts to rebugd its
country, and to ’thef Government of Israel’s use of U.S. goads and

services In connectlon with the five-year loan guarantee program

passed by Congiesfs last year.

MARAD is oxtre;neiy disappointed that the Government of|Kuwait
has avoided slgr;\lﬂcant utilization of U.S. carriers In the rejuilding of
its country. The reiponu to our attempts to secure Kuwalt’s
reconstruetion dargo has been particularly disheartening given the
ma]m; role that tﬁa U.S. military played in helping to free Kuwalt from
iraql aggusslon: and the role of the U.S. merchant marine|in carrying

military cargo td support that effort.
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U.S.-flag ships have been virtually excluded due to a clause in

Kuwait's Councll oi. Minister's Resolution 47/86 which gives the
right of first refusa!: for cargo to the United Arab Shipping Gompany.
For almost two yea:'rs MARAD has worked with the Department of
State to encourage Kuwait to rescind this discriminatory palicy, A
MARAD repmsa’nta;tlve and State Department officials met many
times trylng to conf_vlnce the Kuwaitis to change thls policy; The
U.S. Ambassador t§ Kuwalit was personally involved. At hjs most

| recent meeting witi\ Kuwaltl government officials on January 6, he
relayed a letter frorb the former Maritime Administrator denying
Kuwalt a retroactive waiver to carry Export-import Bank cargoes on
Kuwalti-flag vesée!#. MARAD’s denial of the walver was Hased on
Kuwalt's continued discriminatory treatment of U.S.-flag vessels.

Unfortunately, thesio efforts have produced no results.

Woe are also concerned about tha absence of specific carge
preference r‘aquirenfmms in the program for loan guarantees to Israel

that was astabilshad by Titls VI of the Foreign Operations

3

Approprlatloris Actffor FY 1993. These guarantees provide 8
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significant economic benefit for Israel, and the law anﬂcipats that

the amount of U.S. Investment goods and services purchased for

lerael’'s use will :utsstantlally increase. Loglcally,

U.S.-flag vessels should benefit.

On December 3, 1§92, the former Administrator wrote to the
Assistant SGcret'ary: of State for Near Eastern Affalrs requesting his
assistance In ensudng that specific cargo preference language be
included In the 616_ billion agreement. The Maritime Adminjistration
recelved & re:spo"m;o-i on January 8, 1993. The Department jof State
pointed out that the authorizing legislation did not contain any
preference roqul:ren'é\ent. and further stated that individual projects
would be extremely difficult to break out. Subsequently, we wrote
to the Minister fo: ficonomlé Affalrs at the Embassy of Israel on
February 17, 19933 requesting & meeting for the purpose af drafting
a side letter that w@:uld assure utilization of U.S.-flag vessels to
transport commaodities generatad by the loan guarantee program,
With your péimlisslén. Mr. Chalrman, | have copies of thesp lettdi:rs to

be submmod'fo; thfa record of this hearing.
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Mr. Chalrman, y’ou ihave also requested the Department’s views on

H.R. 67, lntfo'duice& by Congresswoman Bentley, to amend|the Cargo
Preference Act 6f 1;904 in title 10 of the United States Code, to
clarify the prefer‘enéa for U.S.-flag merchant vessels in the carriage
of Department of Dfefenso (DOD) cargoes. The 1904 Act rJequlras
only U.S.-flag vésséls to be used In the transportation by water of

supplies bought for the armed forces, unless the frelght charged for

those vessels Is iexéesslvo or otherwise unreasonable. This bill
would revise the 1504 Act to update and codify the Wilson-Weeks
Agreement of 1964 between the Secretary of Defense and the
Sacretary of Coﬁmierca, dealing with the utilization, transfer, and

allocation of me;rchfam ships for use by DOD.

The Department’ believes that, before any legislation desling with

the Important Issues ralsed in H.R. 67 Is considered by iml
Subcommittee, ihe’Secrotary of Transportation should be given the

opportunity to a:lterf'npt to resolve these lssues through the
I .
collaborative hr&ceis within the Administration. The guiding

principles are 1o;preserve the military’s flexibility to meet
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international cﬂsﬁas ‘and to proscribe compoetition by the government

i H
with the commerclal sector.

As we noted at lthls Subcommittes’s first oversight hearingjon cargo

preference lssue;. MARAD takes Its mandate to monitor th
implementation %of the cargo preference laws by other govenment
agencles very séﬂo;usly. MARAD has the legislative authority to
establish rules uir\dér which prefal:ence programs operate; however,
our lack of enfor!cet:nent authorlty Impacts our effectiveness. In spite
of this, our roco:id t?f achieving compliance for military cargoes s
close to 100 pergceﬁt. At hls Senate confirmation hearing, Secretary
Pefia stated his Luﬁpon for our Natlon’s cargo preference lgws.
MARAD will con:tinile to aggressively monitor compliance by both

military and clvllian ‘agencies.

| .
Mr. Chalrman, this completes my statement and | will be glad to

answaer any dues‘tlohs that you and members of the Subcommittes
P i
. may have. . ! : !
P |

£
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

February 19, 1993

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR NANCY SODERBERG

FROM: DANIEL PONEMAN

SUBJECT: GAO Information Request

Attached at Tab A is information on NSC staff travel expenses in
support of Nunn-Lugar, in response to a January 6 request by GAO
(Tab II). The total was only around $10,000, plus Mil Air. Such
administrative information has been provided in the past and we
are advised by the State Department Legal Advisor’s office that
there is no legal or prudential impediment from an Executive
Branch perspective to complying with this GAO request.

We are more concerned, however, about the precedential effect of
providing the additional "interagency decision documents" GAO
seeks in its letter. We are continuing to consider that
question, with a view to withholding documents that are
deliberative or pre-decisional in nature.

Meanwhile, GAO has obtained travel information from the agencies
and has told us that, if they do not have the information at

Tab A by Monday, February 22, they will include a footnote in
their report to Senator Hank Brown that NSC failed to report.

Senator Brown, who is disappointed that Nunn-Lugar monies have
not flowed more quickly to U.S. companies such as Bechtel and
Westinghouse,wants GAO to show that the Nunn-Lugar bureaucracy is
bogging the system down. As noted above, though, the NSC figures
are quite modest and it may be more harmful to be criticized as
uncooperative rather than simply providing the information.

st ﬁ% QG
Concurrences by: ncy Ménan, D Gro, s,‘ﬁﬁb e&i’

Rose Gott,emoe
RECOMMENDATION /4?n

That you authorize Will Itoh to sign the letter attached
at Tab I.

Approve Disapprove

Attachments
Tab I Proposed Letter to GAO

Tab A NSC Staff Travel Information
Tab II Incoming from GAO
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506

Dear Mr. Toureille:

Attached please find the data concerning NSC staff travel to the
Former Soviet Union in support of the Soviet Nuclear Threat
Reduction Act requested in your letter of January 6, 1993.

We understand you need this data first, and we are continuing to
review the request for additional materials.

Sincerely,

William Itoh
Executive Secretary

Mr. Pierre Toureille

Senior Evaluator

General Accounting Office
1215 Jefferson Davis Highway
Crystal Gateway 3, Room 1101
Arlington, VA 22202

Attachment



NSC STAFF

TRAVEL IN SUPPQRT OF THE SOVIET NUCLEAR THREAT REDUCTION ACT

NAME

Director of
Defense Policy
and Arms Control

Director of
Defense Policy
and Arms Control

Director of
Defense Policy
and Arms Control

Director of
Defense Policy
and Arms Control

Director of
Defense Policy
and Arms Control

Senior Director of
Defense Policy
and Arms Control

Senior Director of
Defense Policy
and Arms Control

Senior Director of
Defense Policy
and Arms Control

DESTINATION DATES TOTAL COST PURPQSE WHO PAID
Kiev 1-10 Oct 92 $2,235.00 Meetings NSC
Moscow

Paris

Moscow 14-22 Jan 92 $1,423.75 Meetings NSC

Kiev (Mil Air provided)

Minsk

Alma Ata

Brussels

Moscow 13-17 Dec 92 Meetings DOE
Moscow 15-25 Jan 92 $2,764.50 Meetings NSC
Moscow 3-17 Mar 92 $4,305.64 Meetings NSC
Moscow 13-17 Feb 92 Meetings Air Force
Moscow 12-14 Jul 92 Meetings Air Force
Moscow 4-9 Oct 91 Meetings Air Force
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Mr. Daniel Poneman

Director, Defense Policy and Arms Control
National Security Council

Old Executive Office Building, Room 389
Washington, D.C., 20506

Dear Mr. Poneman:

As you know, the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee and
Senator Hank Brown have asked the General Accounting Office
(GAO) to review the implementation of the Soviet Nuclear
Threat Reduction Act. The topics that we have been asked
to address include the following.

-- Executive branch plans to help Russia design and build a
fissile material storage facility.

-- Executive branch consideration of non-storage options
for disposing of Russian plutonium and comparisons of
their long-term costs with those of storage.

-=- U.S. plans to use Russian highly enriched uranium, or
products derived from such uranium, to produce low-
enriched reactor fuel.

-- The executive branch’s development of a prioritized list
of all factors affecting the destruction of former
Soviet nuclear weapons.

-- The number, length, total cost, and source of funding of
all executive branch travel to the former Soviet Union
in support of the Act.

To insure that GAO can fully address these topics, it will
require access to

-- interagency decision documents concerning the ultimate
disposition of Soviet weapons grade fissile material and
the construction of a Russian fissile materials storage
facility;



-- linteragency plans or budgets for allocating all Nunn-
Lugar funds; and

-- data concerning NSC staff travel to the former Soviet
Union in support of the Act.

Access to these documents and data should be provided as
soon as possible to allow GAO to meet its scheduled
reporting obligations to the Committee and Senator Brown.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me at (703) 557-1503.

Yours truly,

P .
Pierre Toureille
Senior Evaluator
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MEMO TO: Nancy Menan
cc: Tony Lake/Sandy Berger

FROM: Nancy Soderberg
DATE: 2/5/93
RE: GAQ Review

Can your office please review the attached GAO request for
interagency decision documents, interagency plans for Nunn-Lugar
funds and data concerning NSC travel and advise me on how we
should respond?

The GAO wants the information, at least about NSC travel
expenses, by the middle of next week.,

Thanks.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 20, 1993

Dear Sam:

Thank you for your letter of February 19 on my
defense spending proposals. 1 appreciate your
kind words about my speech Wednesday night and
look forward to working with you in securing
Congressional approval of our plans for economic
renewal and reducing the deficit.

I was concerned to learn that you have questions
about the defense budget but am confident that
our numbers and economic assumptions will stand
up to close scrutiny. I have asked Secretary
Aspin to get in touch with you immediately to
discuss our Fiscal Year 1994 - 1997 defense
spending plan in detail.

Please let me know how I can be of further
assistance as we work together on this and other
matters.

Sincerely,

7L'1/(/L___

The Honorable Sam Nunn
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Howard Paster
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506

February 22, 1993

INFORMATION

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE
FROM: TORKEL PATTER56;K¥>

SUBJECT: Your Meeting with Ann Mills Griffiths --
3:00 p.m., February 23, 1993

Ann Mills Griffiths, Executive Director of National League of
Families of American Prisoners and Missing in Southeast Asia,
wants to discuss with you U.S. policy towards Vietnam. Ann has
heard that there will be a Deputies Meeting on Vietnam and absent
appropriate level contacts at DoD and State, wants to ensure that
you are aware of the National League of Families’ views prior to
the meeting.

There are at least two issues that may come up in the meeting.
The first is the nature of this administration’s Vietnam policy.
The second, 1is what role, if any, private sector groups should
play in intergovernmental policy debates.

KEY POINTS TO BE MADE

-- We sincerely appreciate the good service you have done for
your country.

-— Our Vietnam policy is currently under review. POW/MIA
policy is an essential part of that review. President
Clinton strongly supports the fullest possible accounting of
POW/MIA’s.

IF ASKED ABOUT IWG/DEPUTIES COMMITTEE PARTICIPATION:
- We understand the necessity to accurately convey your
feelings and those of the family members of POW/MIA in our

governmental discussions.

I assure you that your views will be taken into account.

Our policy toward Vietnam is currently under review. While not
precluding any options, the IWG paper that will be forwarded to
the Deputies later this week takes a more activist approach to
resolving the current impasse, in light of the fact that our
leverage has rapidly faded and that U.S. economic interests will

DECLASSIFIED
' E.0. 13526
CONPIDERTHAL White House Guidelines, September 11, 2‘086
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suffer significantly if the economic embargo is maintained. The
Deputies will have an option, supported by Treasury, State, 0SD
and JCS, for the U.S. to take initial steps to improve relations
with Vietnam as part of a strategy to move the POW/MIA issue off
dead center. Ann will strongly urge that the Administration take
a firm line against Vietnam. This will also be an option -- but
it has almost no interagency support.

Ann may also seek to have a seat at deputies meetings or IWGs.
During the previous two administrations she participated in an
interagency group and was able to significantly influence
administration policy. DoD, State and the NSC staff strongly
oppose continuing outside participation in the IWG and oppose any
standing IWG on Vietnam or POW/MIA.

;/QX) 1sh

Concurrences by: Rob8§% Bell,
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506

February 18, 1993

ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE
FROM: TORKEL PATTER86;R%7

SUBJECT: Reply to Senator Rockefeller Concerning Informal
Working Group on Japan

Senator Jay Rockefeller has written you asking for the
establishment of an informal group with representatives from
relevant agencies, the Congress and the private sector to make
recommendations concerning Japan policy. He suggests that the
group meet for two months and then make its report privately and
directly to the President.

This would have been a better idea during the transition. At
this point there is not much enthusiasm for it among USTR, State
or Defense. There have been press stories about this in general
terms, labeling it a call for a "Team B" approach, and some of
the names associated with it in the press articles would not be
supportive of the administration, although I presume we would
have some say in who would be on such a group.

I recommend that we include the establishment of such a group as
an option for the deputies to consider when they review Japan
policy in the next few weeks.

The reply at Tab I expresses appreciation for the idea and
indicates that the suggestion will be revieggd at a senior policy

level. Cﬁ{é/ ng%/

Concurrences by: Robert Bell, Don Gross, Helen Walsh,
Michael Fromajf{).

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the letter to Senator Rockefeller at Tab I.

DECLASSIFIED
Attachments F.0. 13526
Tab I Reply to Senator Rockefeller White House Guidelines, September 11, 2006
Tab II Incoming Correspondence BLIL;NA&%DﬂLﬁEﬂ?
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Senator Rockefeller:

Thank you for your letter suggesting the
establishment of a special group to advise
the President on Japan policy.

I strongly agree with you that the U.S.
relationship with Japan is very important.
We are currently reviewing administration
policy toward Japan and I will ensure that
your suggestion is fully considered at the
appropriate senior policy level.

Sincerely,

Anthony Lake

Assistant to the
President for
National Security
Affairs

The Honorable Jay Rockefeller
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510
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.JOI:IN D. ROCKEFELLER IV O q §3

WEST VIRGINIA

United States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4802

February 3, 1993

Dear Tony,

I am writing to follow up my previous correspondence with
President Clinton last December regarding the idea of setting
up an informal working group to develop a policy toward Japan.

As you may know, I have had a long standing special
interest in Japan stemming from my years there as a student in
the late 1950s and have worked hard over the years to promote
good relations and an honest dialogue with the Japanese. I
want to do what I can to continue that role in a way that will
be supportive of the Administration.

In the short term, the change in administrations as well
as the changed international situation in the wake of the
disintegration of the Soviet Union provides an excellent
opportunity to make a serious effort to develop a Japan
policy. The Bush Administration had no coherent vision of
what shape the relationship should take and usually contented
itself with reacting to the various sectoral crises that came
along. The new world we face opens the door to a policy
reappraisal, and Japan’s record trade surplus last year, not
to mention our increased bilateral deficit, are creating the
political demand for it. With trade legislation likely at
some point in 1993, it is important to have a coherent
Administration view on how to deal with Japan.

To help develop that, I have in mind an informal group
that includes insiders from the relevant economic, foreign
policy and national security agencies, as well as people from
the Congress and the private sector. There is a wealth of
talent in the country on Japan which has not been well-used
over the past four years. When the group’s work is finished,
which should be only a few months, it should report to the
President directly and privately. The idea is that this is a
policy exercise, not a rhetorical one.

I also discussed this idea with Warren Christopher in
December, and I hope you are all prepared to move forward with
it. It’'s overdue and would send the right signal to American
business and the Japanese that we take the relationship
seriously. S : :



Mr. Tony Lake
February 3, 1993
Page 2

I am prepared to follow up on this directly with the
President and with Warren, but it might be simpler to start
the process in your shop, if you think it’s a good idea. I

would welcome your comments on the suggestion and your advice
on how to proceed.

Sincerely,

John D. Rockefeller IV

Mr. Tony Lake

A - Al [
National Security Advisor \M. ‘) l.est \(e‘\ M N

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW ¢ Aand R [)M WJ\M'GJ\.
Washington, D.C. 20500 -
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20508

0819
February 22, 1993
ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE _
THROUGH: ROBERT G. BELL @[ﬂcf
FROM: STEVEN R. JONEié
SUBJECT: Letter from Senator Bumpers with Recommendation

for NSC Staff

At Tab II is a letter from Senator Dale Bumpers recommending
Captain Nicholas Naclerio, USAF, currently at DARPA, for the
newly established NSC staff position overseeing defense
conversion efforts. This is the Director position within Defense
Policy and Arms Control that I have recently filled.

At Tab I is a proposed reply, informing Senator Bumpers that the

position has been filled, and thanking him for his interest in
this matter.

Concurrence by: Don Grossﬁ;£2ﬁ/

ECOMMENDATION

That you sign the letter at Tab I to Senator Bumpers.

Attachments
Tab I Letter to Senator Bumpers
Tab II Incoming Correspondence



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Senator Bumpers:

Thank you for your recent letter recommending Captain Nicholas
Naclerio as a candidate to serve on the National Security Council
staff. I agree with your view of the importance of ongoing
defense conversion efforts and other industrial and technology
base issues. I have established a position within our Defense
Policy and Arms Control Directorate to assist in overseeing and
coordinating this important area.

We have, however, already filled this Director position. Colonel
Steve Jones, USAF, who is coming to us from the Defense
Conversion Commission, will be the NSC Director responsible for
defense transition, and will be working very closely with the
National Economic Council on these issues.

I appreciate your interest regarding this matter, and have asked
my staff to keep Captain Naclerio in mind for any defense
transition or technology positions that we may become aware of in
the future.

Sincerely,

Anthony Lake
Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs

The Honorable Dale Bumpers
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510
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DALE BUMPERS COMMITTEES:
APPROPRIATIONS

ARANSAS
ENERGY ANO
NATURAL AESOURCES
SMALL BUSINESS

Rnited Ktatee Kenate

-2
The Honorable An ’7%£°<*—- .
Natlonal Securit
Exocutive Office

Washington, D.C.

Dear Dr. Lake:

I understand that yuu aiv wuawawee— om0
the National Security Council statt that would oversee and
coordinate interagency efforts for defense conversion and other
industrial and technolagy base issues. I think this is an
excpllent idea and heartily endorse such a step. At the same
time, I wanted to encourage you to select Captain Nicholas
Naclerio to head this office.

Captain Naclerio has an ideal background to handle the
responsibilities of such a position. He combines a strong
technical background, holding a PhD in electrical engineering and
having worked at IBM’s Corporate Research Labs, with in-depth
military experience managing high technology R&D programs in such
areas as software, electronics, and manufacturing, most recently
at the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency.

Beyond Nick'’s technical competence is his experience and skills
in interacting across a broad aspectrum of the electronics
industry. This industry i{s an important and representative
example of the problems of defense conversion. Nick has had
first-hand experience at DARPA with the major retrenchment in the
deffnse electronics sector, as the country adjusts to a poet-Cold
War world. At the same time, he is intimately familiar with the
exploding commercial electronics sector and knows well all its
key elements, including technology issues, infrastructure issues,
global competition, and the roles that industry, government, and
academia need to play to assure a strong U.S. competitive
position.
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The| Honorable Anthony Lake
Janpary 26, 1993
Page Two

in Fhort, Nick would be an extracrdinarily effective member of
the' NSC staff and a real assaet to you and Sandy. I strongly
encburage you to recruit Nick for your teamn.

- 8incerely,

C \/ 0,

Dale Bumpers

DB: pbwm




NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506

0819
February 22, 1993
ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE
THROUGH : ROBERT G. BELL @[NQ{
FROM: STEVEN R. JONEig
SUBJECT: Letter from Senator Bumpers with Recommendation

for NSC Staff

At Tab II is a letter from Senator Dale Bumpers recommending
Captain Nicholas Naclerio, USAF, currently at DARPA, for the
newly established NSC staff position overseeing defense
conversion efforts. This is the Director position within Defense
Policy and Arms Control that I have recently filled.

At Tab I is a proposed reply, informing Senator Bumpers that the

position has been filled, and thanking him for his interest in
this matter.

Concurrence by: Don Gross<2§2ﬁ/

RECOMMENDATTION

That you sign the letter at Tab I to Senator Bumpers.

Attachments
Tab I Letter to Senator Bumpers
Tab II Incoming Correspondence



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Senator Bumpers:

Thank you for your recent letter recommending Captain Nicholas
Naclerio as a candidate to serve on the National Security Council
staff. I agree with your view of the importance of ongoing
defense conversion efforts and other industrial and technology
base issues. I have established a position within our Defense
Policy and Arms Control Directorate to assist in overseeing and
coordinating this important area.

We have, however, already filled this Director position. Colonel
Steve Jones, USAF, who is coming to us from the Defense
Conversion Commission, will be the NSC Director responsible for
defense transition, and will be working very closely with the
National Economic Council on these issues.

I appreciate your interest regarding this matter, and have asked
my staff to keep Captain Naclerio in mind for any defense
transition or technology positions that we may become aware of in
the future.

Sincerely, .

Anthony Lake
Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs

The Honorable Dale Bumpers
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510
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COMMITTEES:

DALE BUMPERS,
APPROPFRIATIONS
ENERQY ANO
NATURAL RESOURCES
SMALL BUSINESS

Writed States Denate

WASBHIMGTON, DC 206 10-0401

January 26, 1993

The | Honorable Anthony Lake

Natlonal Security Advisor
Exocutive Offica of the President

washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Dr. Lake:

I understand that you are considering creating an office within
the!National Security Council staft that would oversee and
coordinate interagency efforts for defense conversion and other
indfistrial and technology base issues. I think this is an
excellent idea and heartily endorse such a step. At the same
time, I wanted to encourage you to select Captain Nicholas
Naclerio to head this office.

Captain Naclerio has an ideal background to handle the
responsibilities of such a position. He combines a strong
technical background, holding a PhD in electrical engineering and
having worked at IBM’s Corporate Research Labs, with in-depth
military experience managing high technology R&D programs in such
aroas as software, electronics, and manufacturing, most recently
at the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency.

Beyénd Nick’s technical competence is his experience and skills
in {nteracting across a broad spectrum ot the electronics

i:g§atry. This industry is an important and representative

example of the problems of defense conversion. Nick has had
first-hand experience at DARPA with the major retrenchment in the
defénse electronics sector, as the country adjusts to a post-Cold
War!world. At the same time, he is intimately familiax with the
exp*oding commercial electronics sector and knows well all its
key' elements, including technology issues, infrastructure issues,
global competition, and the roles that industry, government, and
academia need to play to assure a strong U.§. competitive
posfticn.
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The| Honorable Anthoany Lake
JanLary 26, 1993
Pagae Two

In khort, Nick would be an extraordinarily effective member of
the NSC staff and a real asset to you and Sandy. I strongly
encourage you to recruit Nick for your team.

-fincerely,

‘ AR

Dale Bumpers




NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 0438

WASHINGTON. D C. 20506

February 23, 1993

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR SAMUEL R. BERGER
THROUGH : ROBERT BELLW
FROM: STEVEN ANDREASEN %‘

SUBJECT: Letter from Senator Harkin on LTBT

Senator Harkin wrote to bring to your attention a report by
Parliamentarians for Global Action on using the amendment
mechanism of the LTBT of 1963 as a vehicle for rapidly concluding
a global ban on all nuclear weapons tests.

The response from you to Senator Harkin notes that Bob met with
three representatives of Parliamentarians for Global Action last
week to discuss this process in detail and that amending the LTBT
is one of the ideas we will take a close look at during the
policy review on nuclear testing and a CTB.

Concurrences by: Donald Gross ygb

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the letter to Senator Harkin at Tab I.

Attachments
Tab I Letter to Senator Harkin
Tab II Letter from Senator Harkin



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Senator Harkin:

I want to thank you for bringing to my
attention the proposal by Parliamentarians
for Global Action for using the amendment
mechanism of the Limited Test Ban Treaty of
1963 as a vehicle for rapidly concluding a
global ban on all nuclear weapons tests.

Last week, Robert G. Bell, Special Assistant
to the President and Senior Director for
Defense Policy and Arms Control, met with
three members of Parliamentarians for Global
Action to discuss their proposal. As we
begin reviewing our policy on nuclear testing
and questions relating to the forum and
modalities for negotiating a CTB, amending
the LTBT is one of the approaches we will be
looking at.

I look forward to future discussions with you
on this and other issues.

Sincerely,

Samuel R. Berger

Deputy Assistant to the
President for National
Security Affairs

The Honorable Tom Harkin
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510
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January 11, 1993

Samuel R. Berger

Director, National Security Department
1120 Vermont Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20270

Gz

Re: Multilateral Negotiation for a Comprehensive
Dear Sandy:

As a follow-up to my December 16, 1992 letter regarding a
CTB, I am enclosing a more detailed description of the proposed
process by Parliamentarians for Global Action. This is the
organization composed of parliamentarians from around the globe
that first proposed using the amendment mechanism of the Limited
Test Ban Treaty of 1963 as a vehicle for rapidly concluding a
global ban on all nuclear weapons tests. '

As I summarized in my previous letter to you, the advantages
of this multilateral negotiation process include:

* The ability to capture 117 nations "wholesale" through
the LTBT amendment process, not "retail" through
nation-by-nation negotiation;

* Celebration of the 30th anniversary of JFK’'s LTBT
achievement by convening an amendment conference in
Washington on August 5, 1993;

* Demonstration of the new administration’s willingness
to utilize a multilateral forum; and

* Optimizing the chances for a successful NPT extension
in 1995 (or before the 1996 election) by concluding a
verifiable, global CTB by 1994.

I commend the more detailed description of this process by
the Parliamentarians for Global Action to your attention.

Sincerely,

-

Tom Harkin
United States Senator

210 WALNUT ST. 880 LOCUST ST.
ROOM 733 FEDERAL BLDG. SUITE 125
DES MOINES, iA 50309 DUBUQUE. 1A 52001
(515) 284-4574 (319)582-2130

307 FEDERAL BLDG. BOX 734884 131 € 4TH ST. FOURTH AND JACKSON STS.
BOX H LINDALE MALL 3+42 FEDERAL BLDG. 901 BADGEROW BUILDING
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 0814

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506
February 23, 1993
ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE
f“049/

THROUGH : ROBERT BELL
FROM: STEVEN ANDREASEN P
SUBJECT: Letter from Former Congressman Bill Green on LTBT

Former Congressman Bill Green wrote to the President during the
transition to bring to his attention a report by Parliamentarians
for Global Action on using the amendment mechanism of the LTBT of
1963 as a vehicle for rapidly concluding a global ban on all
nuclear weapons tests.

The response from the President notes that Bob met with three
representatives of Parliamentarians for Global Action last week
to discuss this process in detail and that amending the LTBT is
one of the ideas we will take a close look at during the policy
review on nuclear testing and a CTB.

’

Concurrences by: Donald Gross;Q%’

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the Memorandum for the President at Tab I.

Attachments

Tab I Memorandum for the President
Tab A Letter to Bill Green
Tab B Letter from Bill Green
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE

HOWARD PASTER
SUBJECT: Letter from Former Congressman Bill Green
Purpose

To respond to former Congressman Bill Green’s letter to you on
nuclear testing and a CTB.

Background

Former Congressman Bill Green wrote to you to bring to your
attention a report by Parliamentarians for Global Action on using
the amendment mechanism of the LTBT of 1963 as a vehicle for
rapidly concluding a global ban on all nuclear weapons tests.

The response from you notes that Bob Bell met with three
representatives of Parliamentarians for Global Action last week
to discuss this process in detail and that amending the LTBT is
one of the ideas we will take a close look at during the policy
review on nuclear testing and a CTB.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the letter to former Congressman Bill Green at
Tab A.

Attachments
Tab A Letter to Bill Green
Tab B Letter from Bill Green

cc: Vice President
Chief of Staff



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Mr. Green:

I want to thank you for bringing to my
attention the proposal by Parliamentarians
for Global Action on using the amendment
mechanism of the Limited Test Ban Treaty of
1963 as a vehicle for rapidly concluding a
global ban on all nuclear weapons tests.

Last week, Robert G. Bell, Special Assistant
to the President and Senior Director for
Defense Policy and Arms Control, met with
three members of Parliamentarians for Global
Action to discuss their proposal. As we
begin reviewing our policy on nuclear testing
and questions relating to the forum and
modalities for negotiating a CTB, amending
the LTBT is one of the approaches we will be
looking at.

I want to thank you for all of the work you
have done over the years on this issue, and I
hope I can call on you in the months ahead
for advice on this and other matters.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Bill Green
Suite 702

14 East 60th Street

New York City, N.Y. 10022
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President-Elect Bill Clinton
Governor’s Mansion
Little Rock, Arkansas, 72203

Dear Mr. President-Elect,

I take this opportunity to write to you about my longstanding
interest in the nuclear test-ban issue, because I believe that your
interest in this matter is motivated by the same concern that has
motivated me these many years: fhuclear proliferation. I regret to
say that the two previous Administrations failed to appreciate the
central role that a nuclear-weapon test ban ought to have in U.S.
non-proliferation efforts. As a result U.S. policy was hamstrung
and precious years were lost. I write in the hope that this error
is not perpetuated another four years.

I also write because, stymied in Washington, I have had to
look beyond the Beltway, indeed beyond our shores, for
encouragement to press on against the odds. This I found in
abundance, and would like to share with you.

Easily the most impressive international initiative for a test
ban in the 1980s has been the Partial (Limited) Test Ban Treaty
Amendment Conference. It embodies the determination of
international community not to let the test-ban issue fade into
obscurity. In 1988, on the 25th anniversary of the LTBT, six
nations did something unprecedented in the annals of nuclear arms
control: they proposed a substantive amendment to a treaty. Within
seven months, 40 parties to the treaty had requested a conference
to consider the amendment, establishing another precedent: non-
nuclear nations setting the nuclear arms control agenda. So it was
that the U.S. Government was obliged to sit down with a hundred
other states in January 1991 to discuss ending all nuclear weapon
testing. It is a pity that the Amendment Conference was so
overshadowed by the Gulf War.

Allow me to mention my personal involvement in these
developments, although I must emphasize that I am far from being
alone among my Congressional colleagues, on both sides of the
aisle, in this work. When resolutions were adopted in the UN
General Assembly in the mid-80s advocating this new approach to
test-ban negotiations, I join over 70 other Representatives in
writing to Secretary of State George Shultz. We raised with him
our concern that U.S. opposition to the proposal must not
compromise the longstanding U.S. policy of scrupulously adhering to
our treaty responsibilities; in this case to convene an amendment
conference if so requested by one-third of the then 118 parties.

In 1990, I became particularly active on this matter. I was



concerned that the United States was pursuing a test-ban policy
that could seriously jeopardize the future of the nuclear non-
proliferation regime. My sense of urgency centered on the upcoming
Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference. In June 1990, I
attended the "Organizational Meeting" for the Amendment Conference
at UN Headquarters. The warning signs could not have been clearer.
State after state criticized the failure of the nuclear powers to
fulfill the pledge they had made in 1963 and reiterated in the NPT
to continue negotiations for a CTB. The State Department,
nonetheless, went into the August NPT Review Conference confident
that all was well. As I saw for myself in Geneva, all was not
well. The refusal of the United States to acknowledge any
obligation to begin CTB negotiations within the first term in force
of the NPT led to a total deadlock. To many countries Article VI
of the NPT means what it says: "pursue negotiations in good faith
on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms
race at an early date." In their minds, the test ban is the
foremost "effective measure relating to the cessation of the
nuclear arms race," and if "an early date'" does not mean within the
treaty’s initial 25-year term, it means nothing. One can hardly
take issue with this.

In November 1990, I Jjoined a delegation of Soviet, British,
and U.S. legislators to our respective capitals. We had with us an
Open Letter addressed to President Mikhail Gorbachev, Prime
Minister Margaret Thatcher, and President George Bush. Circulated
by Parliamentarians for Global Action (the group which pioneered
the amendment approach) in the legislatures of over 40 non-nuclear
countries, this 1letter had gathered over 2200 signatures,
representing over a quarter of a billion constituents. President
Gorbachev received our delegation for almost an hour; later he sent
a personal message of support to the Amendment Conference. We were
in London on the day the ruling party changed leadership and were
informed by Deputy Foreign Minister Douglas Hogg there would be no
change in the British position on testing. The delegation’s final
appointment was in the White House with Brent Scowcroft. He stated
his belief that proliferation could be successfully controlled
without any "concession" on nuclear-weapon testing.

At each stop, we proposed that sanctions be part of any
agreement prohibiting nuclear explosions. We could see little hope
of the United States leading international efforts against testing
by a new nation as long as testing continued in Nevada. If, on the
other hand, we would practice what we preach, America’s claim to
leadership would be greatly enhanced.

In January 1991, I was one of several members of Congress who
went to UN Headquarters for the LTBT Amendment Conference. By the
end of the conference it was clear that the United States and
Britain were badly isolated. None of our allies would join us in
opposing continuation of the amendment effort. Seven Western
states broke ranks and voted for the motion put forward by the non-
aligned states. By that motion, the Conference President, Foreign
Minister Ali Alatas of Indonesia, was empowered to call the parties
together to resume to work of the Amendment Conference "at an
appropriate time."



Many states, and many of us on the Hill, are wondering whether
the appropriate time has now come, given the support you have
expressed for bringing nuclear testing to an end. On 7 December
1992, the UN General Assembly voted for a special meeting of the
parties to the LTBT to look into the "feasibility" of resuming work
in 1993. 1In short, Mr. President-Elect, they await your signal.
I think you should give it. Here is why.

of course, you could negotiate a brand new CTB treaty. But
who in the end would sign it, when would they sign it, and what
would they expect in return for signing it? It took years (even a
decade or more) and considerable bargaining to get key countries to
sign the NPT. Still a number of crucial states are not parties.
It is all too easy for states to postpone from year to year tough
decisions. In the states we worry most about, the internal
politics are very tough indeed. Leaders will want to be able to
show something in return for renouncing the option of testing
nuclear weapons. This will mean bargaining with a wide range of
countries. This is a long and difficult route.

It is also completely unnecessary. Through the LTBT amendment
process you will lock up nearly every threshold state in one shot,
at no charge. Often when people learn this they say it is too good
to be true. But it is true, it is right there in black and white
in Article II of the LTBT. Paragraph two stipulates that at the
moment a majority of the parties have ratified an amendment the
amended treaty enters into force for all parties. The only
qualification is that the United States, Britain and Russia must be
part of that majority; which of course protects us from having an
amendment imposed upon us. We cannot lose, and we have the world
to gain.

The countries that proposed the amendment, that requested the
conference, that voted for the conference to continue, etc. are
fully aware that at the end of this process they will have a test
ban enter into force upon them in this manner. That is how much
they want testing to stop.

It is a rare to have an opportunity of this magnitude.

Are there complications? Of course, one. France and China
are not parties to the LTBT. Neither is likely to become parties
while an amendment to the treaty is under discussion They can, of
course, observe the Amendment Conference, but that might not be
enough to ensure that they will be willing to adhere to the treaty
once it is amended. Parliamentarians for Global Action has
advanced a proposal which should resolve this matter. After
extensive consultation with diplomats at the United Nations, they
propose that in 1993 the Amendment Conference commission the
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva to undertake the detailed
negotiation of the amendment text (verification protocols, sanction
provisions, etc.). When the Conference on Disarmament is ready to
report on the results of its efforts, the Amendment Conference
would meet for a final time and approve the draft amendment. What
this would mean for France and China is that, as members of the



Conference on Disarmament, they would have equal input into the
final form of the amended treaty.

The only other important states that are not parties to the
LTBT are North Korea and Kazakhstan. (Belarus and Ukraine are
parties.) But these states, as well as France and China would have
to make independent decisions about signing a test ban agreement
whether it were a new treaty or an amended one. But all the other
threshold powers or nuclear aspirants - Argentina, Brazil, Iran,
Iraq, Israel, Libya, Pakistan, South Africa, and Ukraine - are, as
I have said, locked up.

I should advise that, as you and your officials discuss with
the declared nuclear powers such things as how much more testing is
really required to wind things up, you press them immediately on
this question of multilateral negotiations. Mr. President-Elect,
you hold a strong hand. By law, Britain can test at most three
more times in Nevada — and only if you support their request and
Congress allows it. As new parties to the NPT, France and China
too are under an obligation to pursue negotlatlons for a CTB.
Standing in the way of such multilateral negotiations would only
isolate them again. Russia? Russia wants a test Dban.
Furthermore, all these powers can see as well as us the advantage
of binding the threshold powers to a CTB. In my judgment, if the
United States wants to proceed this way, it can succeed.

Although, because of my defeat on November 3rd, I will not be
among their number, I am sure that Congress will support you if you
take the LTBT route. The votes on the testing amendment to the
FY1993 Energy and Water Appropriations demonstrate that. The
Senate, I suspect, will be particularly pleased to know that when
it comes time to give its consent to ratification of the treaty,
that act will bind not just the United States, but the entire list
of parties, to a total ban.

You, no doubt, appreciate that there is a particular urgency
to this matter. March 1995, when the NPT will expire unless
renewed by its parties (Article X), is not that long from now. If
open multilateral negotiations are not zeroing in on a CTB
agreement by that time, the NPT Extension Conference could be a
fiasco. 1993 is the 30th anniversary of the LTBT; why not get of f
to a fast start?

I have just touched on a “§mall part ot thE”history ‘of~the~LTBT "
amendment effdrt. I should be happy to provide further details.
However, this history is a mere prelude to what could be
accomplished with real American leadership. The stage has been
set; it is for you, Mr. President-Elect, to act.

Youfs jtruly,

WA

ill Green
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Mexico Signals
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_Clinton Before Meetiny

Salinas’s Cabinet Shifts Anticipate U.S. Debate on Free Trade Pact

By Tod Robberson

Washmgton Post Foresgn Service

MEXICO CITY. Jan. 5—Mexican
President Carlos Salinas de Gorean
nas removed two high-prafile cab-
inet ministers just before his meet-
ing this week with President-elect
Clinton, underlini ; a
crackdo re QN O prrup-
tion, human 1 rug

ng.

—Goverament afficials and poiitical
analysts described Monday's ouster
of Attorney General Ignacio Mo-
rales Lechuga and [nterior Minister
Fernando Gutierrez Barrios as a
signal that Salinas is pressin? 10
improve Mexico's image before
U.S. debate on the North American
Free Trade Agreement, which
awaits ratification.

Congressional critics have used
Mexico's history of electoral iraud.
corruption and human nights abuses
to argue that the United States is
Dbeing too hasty in joining Mexico in
the pact, which already has been
signed by the leaders of Mexico,
Canada and the United States.

A Mexican official said recently
that the Salinas administration was
preparing for an onslaught of bad
publicity in Washington preceding
Senate debate oa the pact. “They're
going to drag all of the skeletons out
o the closet for this,” the official
Said.

* Salinas appointed as attorney
general Jorge Carpizo MacGregor,
who was head of the government’s
commission on human rights and
Yhus in charge of investigating hun-
dreds of cases involving police tor-
ure and official corruption.
- Replacing Gutierrez Barrios in
the key security post of interior
aminister is Patrocinio Gonzalez Gar-
zido, governor of the southern state
of Chiapas.
- The ministry also oversees fed-
eral, state and local elections, and
fience Gutierrez Barrios policed
litically disastrous period during
which three governors from Sali-
aas's [Institutional Revolutionarv
Party (PRI) were ousted amud op-
position charges of electoral fraud.
- *There are Gefinité messages to
be seen in the arrival of these new
men” a presidential spokesman
<aid. “The mancate is very clear.”

Cemniims it

stzengthen the fight against [offi-
ciall impunity and carry on the
struggle for respect of human
rights,” he added.

Joan G. Healey, executive direc-
tor of Amnesty Internauional
US.A.. said: “We would hope that
the person who nas ceen the in-
creasing  documentation of human
rignts abuses in Mexico will now, as
attorney general, see the need to
prosecute the abusers. Without this
{evel of commitment, human rights
violations will continue.”

Although the presidential spokes-
man denied there was any correla-
1ion between the shake-up and Sa-
linas's meeting with Clinton in Aus-
tin on Friday, other analysts said
replacement of the attorney general
cleariy was meant 0 send a mes-
sage to Washington.

~Carpizo’s appointment obviously
was intended for the international
audience, to send a message that
Mexico is trying (o take a stronger
stance on human rights and drugs.”
said Mexican political scientist De-
nise Dresser. “Salinas has always
heen particuiarly effective in send-
ing signals at opportune moments.”

The replacement of Gutierrez
Barrios also was s&en as a political
mareuver by Salinas in preparaticn
for the presidential election in
1994. The PRI, which has ruled
Mexico for six decades, traditionally
allows the presideat to name the
party’s next presidenual candi-
date—which has been tantamount
to naming his successor.

Political analysts say the jockey-
ing already has begun among con-
tenders secking Salinas’s tavor. Gu-
tierrez Barrios had been rumored
as a potential contender, but his
ouster appears 1 have ended his
presidential aspiratiuns,

“He was follcwing his own agenda
and not the agenda of Salinas,” said
a ioreign political analyst.

A government source said Gon-
zalez Garrido, the new interior min-
ister, can be considered a contender
for the presidential candidacy. along
with such longtime hopeluls as
Mexico City Mayor Manuel Cama-
cho Solis, Treasury Secretary Pe-
dro Aspe and Social Development
Minuster Luis Dunaido Colosio.

As governor of Chiapas. Gonzalez
Garrido had a checkered record res
aqpiiny numan NERts and politeal

openness, according to several ob-
servers. “He’s not the person to have
a dialogue with if you're in the op-
position.” the foreign analyst said.

Also on Monday, Salinas named a
close friend, Emilic Lozoya Thal-
mann, as secretary of energy and
mines. He aiso is regarded as 2
strong presidential contender, var-
jous sources said.

Dresser described the shake-up as
one of “a series of smakescreens”
that will be used by Salnas to keep
the contenders off balance and main-
tain his control over the PRI as the
presidential race approaches,
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U.S. ‘Concerned’ Over Iraqi Missile Deployments

3y R. Jelfrey Smith
Washington Poss Stafl Weides

White House spokesman Marlin
Fitzwater said yesterday the admin-
istralion is “very concerned” about
a new [raqi grouping of surface-to-
air missiles in the southern part of
the country patrolled by U.S. and
allied warplanes.

“We're monitoring the missiles,”
- Fitzwater tokl reporters traveling
with President Bush to West Point,
N.Y., yesterday morning. Other
officals said the antiaircraft weap-
ons were Russian-made SA-2s re-
cently deployed in three major
groups along the 32ud parallel, the
northern border of a zone where
the U.N. Security Council has
bacred Iraqi military flights.

Officials said the administration s
reviewing military options for re-
sponding to any lraqs missile attack
against US. and allied warplanes.
But a sewior official, speaking on
condtion of anonymity, sad “no
immiment action will take place.”

Iraq's action ollows the downing
of an Iraqi MiG-25 by an American
F-16 on Dec. 27 and is assumed by
some officials to he in response to
that event. It may also be timed to
signal defiauce to the incomiog Clin-
ton administeation, which takes of-
fice later this moenth.

While Fitzwaler’s remarks raised
the possibility the United States
would do something to respond 1o
the Iraqi deptoyment, Defense De-
partment spokesman Bob Halt ap-
peared to play down the develop-
ment in a midday briefing for re-
porters,

“In and of itself, it's not that big a
deal,” lall said, adding that frag's
action was “an item of particular
interest” only when taken together
with other recent [raqi moves that
he said were aimed at mulermining
U.N. authority in the area.

Mlicials 2tid these actions in-
clude imterference with lwananitar-
ian relief for Kueds in northern Iraq
and with U.N.-ordered inspections
of suspected weapons sites, as well
as continued attwcks against Shiite
rehels m southern lear.

VWithin the past few days, Hall
said, Iraq has flywn a few wacplanes
along the 32nd Paralle) and gone
*across it some days” in an opura-
tion aimed at “teasing” Western
forces.

Nall said Iraqi antiaircraft mis-
siles previously have been deployed
within range of {1.S. and allied air-
cralt that fiy near the 32t paralled
1o enforce the .N.-mandated “no
(ly" zone. He added that sonwe Iraqi
antiaircraft missifes also have been
deployed south of the :32nd parallel
inside the zone where lragi aircralt
are forbidden ta Hy,

The new missile deployments
were [ist reported yesterday by
CBS News anud the New York
Thues.

The no-fly zane was created in
August 1992 aftee Baghdad inten-
sificd military flights agaiwst Shiite
rebels in southern leaq. But the de-
plovinent of Jrayi antidicerlt nis-
stles previously has not been a sub-
ject of comtroversy between Wash-
ingtun and Baghdad.

In  the  cat-uwkmouse  game
played by Traqi and Western mih-

tary aircraft in the region, the Bush
admanisteation has objected only to -
Iraqi flights inside the prohibited
region and to the switching-on of
missile-related radars as  US.
planes flew overhead.

Alter a 11.S, warning in April that
it would not talerate such radar vp-
eration, lraq halted the activity.

Iraq has not tnrned on any radars
associated with the new deploy-
ments, officials said. Bul one cau-
tioned that the groupings “apgear to
have some purpose” and another
stiod “it i the most coherent avtion”
taken by lrag to threaten Western

planes.
“let me, as a generiv
point . . .say that we have made it

very clear to the Iraqis that we are
determined to enforce the ao-fly
zones,” Hall said. "We will do it in
the safest pousible way for our pi-
lots, and we will not allow theoa to
be piat at risk.”

In the past two weeks, US. war-
planes have Oown 661 sorties over
lraq, making 32 to 73 fights cach
diy, the Pentagon said.
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February 23, 1993

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE
~
Y

THROUGH: ROBERT BELL
FROM: STEVEN ANDREASEN Sflé/
SUBJECT: Letter from Former Congressman Bill Green on LTBT

Former Congressman Bill Green wrote to the President during the
transition to bring to his attention a report by Parliamentarians
for Global Action on using the amendment mechanism of the LTBT of
1963 as a vehicle for rapidly concluding a global ban on all
nuclear weapons tests.

The response from the President notes that Bob met with three
representatives of Parliamentarians for Global Action last week
to discuss this process in detail and that amending the LTBT is
one of the ideas we will take a close look at during the policy
review on nuclear testing and a CTB.

Concurrences by: Donald Gross;Q%/

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the Memorandum for the President at Tab I.

Attachments

Tab I Memorandum for the President
Tab A Letter to Bill Green
Tab B Letter from Bill Green
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE

HOWARD PASTER
SUBJECT: Letter from Former Congressman Bill Green
Purpose

To respond to former Congressman Bill Green’s letter to you on
nuclear testing and a CTB.

Background

Former Congressman Bill Green wrote to you to bring to your’
attention a report by Parliamentarians for Global Action on using
the amendment mechanism of the LTBT of 1963 as a vehicle for
rapidly concluding a global ban on all nuclear weapons tests.

The response from you notes that Bob Bell met with three
representatives of Parliamentarians for Global Action last week
to discuss this process in detail and that amending the LTBT is
one of the ideas we will take a close look at during the policy
review on nuclear testing and a CTB.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the letter to former Congressman Bill Green at
Tab A.

Attachments
Tab A Letter to Bill Green
Tab B Letter from Bill Green

cc: Vice President
Chief of Staff



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Mr. Green:

I want to thank you for bringing to my
attention the proposal by Parliamentarians
for Global Action on using the amendment
mechanism of the Limited Test Ban Treaty of
1963 as a vehicle for rapidly concluding a
global ban on all nuclear weapons tests.

Last week, Robert G. Bell, Special Assistant
to the President and Senior Director for
Defense Policy and Arms Control, met with
three members of Parliamentarians for Global
Action to discuss their proposal. As we
begin reviewing our policy on nuclear testing
and questions relating to the forum and
modalities for negotiating a CTB, amending
the LTBT is one of the approaches we will be
looking at.

I want to thank you for all of the work you
have done over the years on this issue, and I
hope I can call on you in the months ahead
for advice on this and other matters.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Bill Green
Suite 702

14 East 60th Street

New York City, N.Y. 10022
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President-Elect Bill Clinton
Governor’s Mansion

Little Rock, Arkansas, 72203
Dear Mr. President-Elect,

I take this opportunity to write to you about my longstanding
interest in the nuclear test-ban issue, because I believe that your
interest in this matter is motivated by the same concern that has
motivated me these many years: ‘huclear proliferation. I regret to
say that the two previous Administrations failed to appreciate the
central role that a nuclear-weapon test ban ought to have in U.S.
non-proliferation efforts. As a result U.S. policy was hamstrung
and precious years were lost. I write in the hope that this error
is not perpetuated another four years.

I also write because, stymied in Washington, I have had to
look beyond the Beltway, indeed beyond our shores, for
encouragement to press on against the odds. This I found in
abundance, and would like to share with you.

Easily the most impressive international initiative for a test
ban in the 1980s has been the Partial (Limited) Test Ban Treaty
Amendment Conference. It embodies the determination of
international community not to let the test-ban issue fade into
obscurity. In 1988, on the 25th anniversary of the LTBT, six
nations did something unprecedented in the annals of nuclear arms
control: they proposed a substantive amendment to a treaty. Within
seven months, 40 parties to the treaty had requested a conference
to consider the amendment, establishing another precedent: non-
nuclear nations setting the nuclear arms control agenda. So it was
that the U.S. Government was obliged to sit down with a hundred
other states in January 1991 to discuss ending all nuclear weapon
testing. It is a pity that the Amendment Conference was so
overshadowed by the Gulf War.

Allow me to mention my personal involvement in these
developments, although I must emphasize that I am far from being
alone among my Congressional colleagues, on both sides of the
aisle, in this work. When resolutions were adopted in the UN
General Assembly in the mid-80s advocating this new approach to
test-ban negotiations, I Jjoin over 70 other Representatives in
writing to Secretary of State George Shultz. We raised with him
our concern that U.S. opposition to the proposal must not
compromise the longstanding U.S. policy of scrupulously adhering to
our treaty responsibilities; in this case to convene an amendment
conference if so requested by one-third of the then 118 parties.

In 1990, I became particularly active on this matter. I was



concerned that the United States was pursuing a test-ban policy
that could seriously jeopardize the future of the nuclear non-
proliferation regime. My sense of urgency centered on the upcoming
Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference. In June 1990, I
attended the "Organizational Meeting" for the Amendment Conference
at UN Headquarters. The warning signs could not have been clearer.
State after state criticized the failure of the nuclear powers to
fulfill the pledge they had made in 1963 and reiterated in the NPT
to continue negotiations for a CTB. The State Department,
nonetheless, went into the August NPT Review Conference confident
that all was well. As I saw for myself in Geneva, all was not
well. The refusal of the United States to acknowledge any
obligation to begin CTB negotiations within the first term in force
of the NPT led to a total deadlock. To many countries Article VI
of the NPT means what it says: "pursue negotiations in good faith
on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms
race at an early date.” In their minds, the test ban is the
foremost "effective measure relating to the cessation of the
nuclear arms race," and if "an early date" does not mean within the
treaty’s initial 25-year term, it means nothing. One can hardly
take issue with this.

In November 1990, I joined a delegation of Soviet, British,
and U.S. legislators to our respective capitals. We had with us an
Open Letter addressed to President Mikhail Gorbachev, Prime
Minister Margaret Thatcher, and President George Bush. Circulated
by Parliamentarians for Global Action (the group which pioneered
the amendment approach) in the legislatures of over 40 non-nuclear
countries, this 1letter had gathered over 2200 signatures,
representing over a quarter of a billion constituents. President
Gorbachev received our delegation for almost an hour; later he sent
a personal message of support to the Amendment Conference. We were
in London on the day the ruling party changed leadership and were
informed by Deputy Foreign Minister Douglas Hogg there would be no
change in the British position on testing. The delegation’s final
appointment was in the White House with Brent Scowcroft. He stated
his belief that proliferation could be successfully controlled
without any "concession" on nuclear-weapon testing.

At each stop, we proposed that sanctions be part of any
agreement prohibiting nuclear explosions. We could see little hope
of the United States leading international efforts against testing
by a new nation as long as testing continued in Nevada. If, on the
other hand, we would practice what we preach, America’s claim to
leadership would be greatly enhanced.

In January 1991, I was one of several members of Congress who
went to UN Headquarters for the LTBT Amendment Conference. By the
end of the conference it was clear that the United States and
Britain were badly isolated. None of our allies would join us in
opposing continuation of the amendment effort. Seven Western
states broke ranks and voted for the motion put forward by the non-
aligned states. By that motion, the Conference President, Foreign
Minister Ali Alatas of Indonesia, was empowered to call the parties
together to resume to work of the Amendment Conference "at an
appropriate time."



Many states, and many of us on the Hill, are wondering whether
the appropriate time has now come, given the support you have
expressed for bringing nuclear testing to an end. On 7 December
1992, the UN General Assembly voted for a special meeting of the
parties to the LTBT to look into the "feasibility" of resuming work
in 1993. In short, Mr. President-Elect, they await your signal.
I think you should give it. Here is why.

Of course, you could negotiate a brand new CTB treaty. But
who in the end would sign it, when would they sign it, and what
would they expect in return for signing it? It took years (even a
decade or more) and considerable bargaining to get key countries to
sign the NPT. Still a number of crucial states are not parties.
It is all too easy for states to postpone from year to year tough
decisions. In the states we worry most about, the internal
politics are very tough indeed. Leaders will want to be able to
show something in return for renouncing the option of testing
nuclear weapons. This will mean bargaining with a wide range of
countries. This is a long and difficult route.

It is also completely unnecessary. Through the LTBT amendment
process you will lock up nearly every threshold state in one shot,
at no charge. Often when people learn this they say it is too good
to be true. But it is true, it is right there in black and white
in Article II of the LTBT. Paragraph two stipulates that at the
moment a majority of the parties have ratified an amendment the
amended treaty enters into force for all parties. The only
qualification is that the United States, Britain and Russia must be
part of that majority; which of course protects us from having an
amendment imposed upon us. We cannot lose, and we have the world
to gain.

The countries that proposed the amendment, that requested the
conference, that voted for the conference to continue, etc. are
fully aware that at the end of this process they will have a test
ban enter into force upon them in this manner. That is how much
they want testing to stop.

It is a rare to have an opportunity of this magnitude.

Are there complications? Of course, one. France and China
are not parties to the LTBT. Neither is likely to become parties
while an amendment to the treaty is under discussion They can, of
course, observe the Amendment Conference, but that might not be
enough to ensure that they will be willing to adhere to the treaty
once it 1is amended. Parliamentarians for Global Action has
advanced a proposal which should resolve this matter. After
extensive consultation with diplomats at the United Nations, they
propose that in 1993 the Amendment Conference commission the
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva to undertake the detailed
negotiation of the amendment text (verification protocols, sanction
provisions, etc.). When the Conference on Disarmament is ready to
report on the results of its efforts, the Amendment Conference
would meet for a final time and approve the draft amendment. What
this would mean for France and China is that, as members of the



Conference on Disarmament, they would have equal input into the
final form of the amended treaty.

The only other important states that are not parties to the
LTBT are North Korea and Kazakhstan. (Belarus and Ukraine are
parties.) But these states, as well as France and China would have
to make independent dec151ons about signing a test ban agreement
whether it were a new treaty or an amended one. But all the other
threshold powers or nuclear aspirants - Argentina, Brazil, Iran,
Iraq, Israel, Libya, Pakistan, South Africa, and Ukraine - are, as
I have said, locked up.

I should advise that, as you and your officials discuss with
the declared nuclear powers such things as how much more testing is
really required to wind things up, you press them immediately on
this question of multilateral negotiations. Mr. President-Elect,
you hold a strong hand. By law, Britain can test at most three
more times in Nevada — and only if you support their request and
Congress allows it. As new parties to the NPT, France and China
too are under an obligation to pursue negotiations for a CTB.
Standing in the way of such multilateral negotiations would only
isolate them again. Russia? Russia wants a test ban.
Furthermore, all these powers can see as well as us the advantage
of binding the threshold powers to a CTB. In my judgment, if the
United States wants to proceed this way, it can succeed.

Although, because of my defeat on November 3rd, I will not be
among their number, I am sure that Congress will support you if you
take the LTBT route. The votes on the testing amendment to the
FY1993 Energy and Water Appropriations demonstrate that. The
Senate, I suspect, will be particularly pleased to know that when
it comes time to give its consent to ratification of the treaty,
that act will bind not just the United States, but the entire list
of parties, to a total ban.

You, no doubt, appreciate that there is a particular urgency
to this matter. March 1995, when the NPT will expire unless
renewed by its parties (Article X), is not that long from now. If
open multilateral negotiations are not =zeroing in on a CTB
agreement by that time, the NPT Extension Conference could be a
fiasco. 1993 is the 30th anniversary of the LTBT; why not get off
to a fast start?

I have just touched on a Small part of the’ "History-~of the-LTBT ~
amendment ‘effort. I should be happy to provide further details.
However, this history is a mere prelude to what could be
accomplished with real American leadership. The stage has been
set; it is for you, Mr. President-Elect, to act.

Yoyfs |truly,

W2

ill Green
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Mexico Signals Clinton Before Meetin

Salinas’s Cabinet Shifts Anticipate U.S. Debate on Free Trade Pact

By Tod Robderson

Washmgton Post Foreign Service

MEXICO CITY. Jan. 5—Mexican
President Carlos Salinas de Gorean
has removed two hign-profile cab-
inet ministers just before his meet-
ing this week with President-efect

Ciinton, un pl a
crackdo ré On rrup-
tion, human 1 rug

1cking.

——Goverhment officials and political
analysts described Monday's ouster
of Attorney General Ignacio Mo-
rales Lachuga and [ntenor Minister
Fernando Gutierrez Barrios as a
signal that Salinas is pressing o
improve Mexico's image before
U.S. debate on the North Amencan
Free Trade Agreement, which
awaits ratification.

Congressional critics have used
Mexico's history of electoral iraud.
corruption and human rights abuses
to argue that the United States is
being too hasty in joning Mexico in
the pact. which already has been
signed by the leaders of Mexico,
Canada and the United States.

A Mexican official said recently
that the Salinas administration was
preparing for an onslaught of bad
publicity in Washington preceding
Sepate debate on the pact. “They're
going to drag all of the skeletons oct
of the closet for this,” the official
Said.

* Salinas appointed as attorney
general Jorge Carpizo MacGregor,
who was head of the government’s
commission on human rights and
Yhus in charge of investigating hun-
dreds of cases involving police tor-
ture and official corruption.

- Replacing Gutierrez Barrios in

the key security post of interior

‘minster is Patrocinio Gonzalez Gar-

7ido, governor of the southern state

of Chiapas,

- ‘The munistry also oversees fed-

eral, state and local elections, and

tience Guuierrez Barrios policed
golitically disastrous period during
which three governors from Sali-
nas's Institutional Revolutionary

Party (PRI) were ousted amud op-

position charges of electoral fraud.

- “There are defipite messages to

e seen in the arnval of these new

‘men” a presidental spokesman

'§_aid. “The mancate is very clear.”
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strengthen the fight against [off-
cisl] impunity and carry on the
struggle for respect of human
nghts.” he added.

jonn G. Healey, executive direc-
tor of Amnesty Internanional
US.A.. said; “We would hope that
the person who nas seen the in-
creasing documentation of human
rignts abuses in Mexico will now, as
attorney general, see the need to
prosecute the abusers. Without this
level of commitment, human rights
violations will continue.”

Although the presidential spokes-
man denied there was any correla-
tion between the shake-up and Sa-
linas's meeting with Clinten in Aus-
tin on Friday, other analysts sud
replacement of the attorney general
cleariy was meant to send a mes-
sage to Washington.

~Carpizo’s appointment obviously
was intended for the :nternational
audience, to send a message that
Mexico is trying to take a stronger
stance on human rights and drugs.”
said Mexican political scientist De-
nisé Dresser. “Salinas has always
been particuiarly effective in send-
ing signals at opportune moments.”

The replacement of Guuerrez
Barrios also was seen as a political
marneuver by Salinas in preparaticn
for the presidential election m
1994. The PRI, wiich has ruled
Mexico for six decades, traditionally
allows the presideat 10 name the
party’s next presidential candi-
date—which has been tantamount
to naming his successor.

Political analysts say the jockey-
ing already has begun amang con-
tenders seeking Salinas's favor. Gu-
tierrez Barrios had been rumored
as a potential contender, but his
ouster appears to have ended his
presidential aspirations.

“He was following his own agenda :

and not the agenda of Salinas,” said
a ioreign poliucal analyst.

A government source said Gon-
zalez Garrido, the new interior min-
1ster, can be considered a contender
for the presidential candidacy. along
with such longtime hopefuls as
Mexico City Mayor Manuel Cama-
cho Solis, Treasury Secretary Pe-
dro Aspe and Social Development
Minister Luts Dunaido Colosio.

As governor of Chiapas, Gonzalez
Garnido had a checkered record re-
ayrding human rignts anae pelitcal

e e e o s e

openness, according to several ob-
servers. “He’s not the person to have
a dialogue with if you're in the op-
position,” the foreign analyst said.

Also on Monday, Salinas named a
close friend, Emilic Lozoya Thal-
mann, as secretary of energy and
mines. He also is regarded as a
strong presidential contender, var-
jous sources sand.

Dresser described the shake-up as
one of “a series of smokescreens”
that will be used by Salinas to keep
the contenders off balance and main-
tain his control over the PRI as the
presidential race approaches,



By R. Jeffrey Smith
Washington Poss Stull Weises

White House spokesman Marfin
Fitzwaler said yesterday the admin-
istration is "very concerned” about
a new Iraqi grouping of surfsce-to-
air missiles in the southern part of
the country patrolled by U.S. and
allied warplanes.

“We're monitoring the missiles,”

- Fitzwater told reporters traveling

with President Bush to West Point,
N.Y., yesterday morning. Other
officials said the anliaircraft weap-
ons were Russian-made SA-2s re-
cently deployed in three major
groups along the 32nd parallel, the
northern border of a zone where
the U.N. Security Council has
barred lraqi military flights.
Oficials said the administration is
reviewing military options for re-
sponding to any lraqi missile attack
against US. and allied warplanes.
But a senior official, speaking on
condition of anonymity, said “no
imminent action will take place.”

Irag’s action Inllnws the downing
of an Iraqi MiG-25 by an American
F-16 on Dec. 27 and is assumed by
some officials to be in response to
that event. It may also be timed to
signal defiance (o the incoming Clin-
ton administration, which takes of-
fice later this manth.

While Fitzwater’s remarks raised
the possibility the United States
would do something to respond to
the Iraqi deptoyment, Defense De-
pactment spokesman Bab Hall ap-
peared to play down the develop-
ment in a midday bricling for re-
porters.

“In and ol itself, it’s not that big a
deal,” all said, adding that raq’s
action was “an item of particular
interest” only when taken together
with other recent lraqr mnves that
he said were aitned at windermining
U.N. antharity in the area.

Officials zaid these actions -
chule interference with hamnitar-
ian relief for Kueds in northern lraqg
and with U.N.-ordered inspections
of suspected weapons sites, as well
as continued attacks against Shiite
rehels m southern frae.

Within the past few days, Hall
said, Iraq has flown a few wacplanes
along the 32nd Parallel and gone
“across it some days” in an opera-
tion aimed at “teasing” Western
forces.

Hall said Traqi antiaireraft mis-
siles previously have been deployed
within range of {1.S. and allied air-
cralt that Ny near the 32nd parallel
to enforce the 1J.N.-mandated “no
(ly” zone. He added that some Iraqi
antiaircraft missiles also have been
deployed south of the 32nd parallel
inside the zone where ragi aircraft
ave forbeddea to Hy,

The new misile  deployments
were (irst reported yesterday by
CBS News and the New York
Thmes.

The no-fly zane was created in
Aungust 1992 after Baghdad inten-
siflicd military flights agaimst Shaite
rebels in southein g, But the de-
plovinent of g antiaiceralt mis-
siles previously has not been a sub-
ject of comtroversy between Wash-
ingtun and Baghdid.

In the  cat-ambmouse  game
played by Tragi and Western nnl-

tary aircraft in the region, the Bush

adwministration has objected only to -

Iraqi flights inside the prohibited
region and to the switching-on of
missile-related radars as  US.
planes flew overhead.

After a 11.S, warning in Apuil that
it would not talerate such radar op-
eration, Iraq halted the activity.

Iraq has not turned on any radars
associated with the ncw deploy-
ments, officials said. But one cau-
tioned that the groupings “appear to
have some purpose” amnt another
<aild it s the mnst coherent awtion”
taken by huyg to threaten Westemn
plmes.

“lel me, as a generic
point . . say thal we have made it
very clear to the Iraqis that we are
dctermined to enforce the no-fly
zanes,” Hall said. “We will do it in
the safest possihle way for our pi-
lots, and we will not allow thea to
be put at risk.”

In the past two weeks, .S, war-
planes have Jown 661 sorties oves
Iraq, making 32 to 73 fMlights cach
dity, the Pentagon said,
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CC:
From: Center for Security Policy
Subject:

# of Pages (including this cover sheet) 1

Message:
ﬁ
Frank J. Gaffney, Jr., Host, and Christine MJ Dolan, Executive
Producer of THE WORLD THIS WEEK are pleased to invite you to
watch the debut of this new weekly PBS television series on
international security policy issues beginning the weekend of
February 27/28, 1993. The first show, The Future of the Defense
Industrial Base, will feature former Defense Secretary, Caspar
Weinberger, Chairman of Martin Marietta Corporation, Norm Augustine,
and Senators John McCain and Jeff Bingaman, with commentary by
Jack Kemp. Please check your local listings or call The Center
for Security Policy at (202) 466-0515 for more information.
Viewers in the D.C. area can see the show on station WNVT, Tuesday
at 8:00pm, or on WETA at a time to be determined.

General inquiries concerning the Center and specific name or fax

number changes should be directed to extension 268 at the number
below.

[ 1f you do not receive all pages, please call back immediately.
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