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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON. D C 20506 

May 24, 1993 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE 

THROUGH: ROBERT G. BELL vl.Kl 

FROM: RICHARD HOOKER 

SUBJECT: L e t t e r s of Congratulations 

We were asked to prepare l e t t e r s of congratulations f o r c e r t a i n 
general and f l a g o f f i c e r s nominated f o r promotion or ret i r e m e n t 
i n grade. 

Concurrence by: Kei t h Hahn 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memo f o r the President a t Tab I 

Attachments 
Tab I Memo t o the President 

Tab A L e t t e r s of Congratulations 
Tab I I Incoming Correspondence 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

W A S H I N G T O N 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE 

SUBJECT: Letters of Congratulations 

Purpose 

To per s o n a l l y recognize c e r t a i n general or f l a g o f f i c e r s r e c e n t l y 
nominated f o r promotion or ret i r e m e n t i n grade. 

Background 

We r o u t i n e l y prepare P r e s i d e n t i a l l e t t e r s of congratulations f o r 
f l a g and general o f f i c e r s when nominated f o r promotion, or 
reassignment or retirement i n grade. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the l e t t e r s of congr a t u l a t i o n s a t Tab A 

Attachment 
Tab A L e t t e r s of Congratulations 

cc: Vice President 
Chief of Sta f f 



T H E WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Dear Admiral Emery: 

I t i s a pleasure to send my personal 
congratulations to you on the occasion of 
your nomination for promotion to Vice Adiniral 
and assignment as Commander, Submarine Force, 
United States A t l a n t i c Fleet. Through long 
years of arduous service to our great nation, 
you have served f a i t h f u l l y in positions of 
ever-increasing resp o n s i b i l i t y and 
importance. The American people are indeed 
fortunate to be served by senior m i l i t a r y 
leaders of your stature and accomplishments. 

Hil l a r y and I wish you every success as you 
take up your new duties. Good luck, and best 
wishes for your continued service to the 
nation. 

Sincerely, 

Rear Admiral George W. Emery, USN 
Commander, Submarine Group Five 
San Diego, California 92106-3521 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Dear General Wolfe: 

I t i s a pleasure t o send my personal 
congratulations t o you on the occasion of 
your nomination f o r promotion t o Lieutenant 
General and assignment as Vice Commander, A i r 
Combat Command. Through long years of 
arduous service t o our great n a t i o n , you have 
served f a i t h f u l l y i n p o s i t i o n s of ever-
increasing r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and importance. 
The American people are indeed f o r t u n a t e t o 
be served by senior m i l i t a r y leaders of your 
stature and accomplishments. 

H i l l a r y and I wish you every success as you 
take up your new d u t i e s . Good luck, and best 
wishes f o r your continued service t o the 
nation. 

S i n c e r e l y , 

Major General Thad A. Wolfe, USAF 
Assistant Deputy D i r e c t o r 
f o r Operations 

National Security Agency 
Fort Meade, Maryland 20755-6000 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Dear General Jaquish: 

As your long and distinguished career comes 
to a close, I want to extend my personal 
thanks and warm congratulations to you for 
many years of f a i t h f u l and distinguished 
service. For more than three decades, you 
have set a standard for achievement and 
accomplishment i n peace and war. The 
American people are indeed fortunate to have 
been served by an o f f i c e r of your unique 
talents and a b i l i t i e s . 

H i l l a r y and I wish you every success and 
happiness as you complete your remarkable 
m i l i t a r y career. 

Sincerely, 

Lieutenant General John E. Jaquish, USAF 
Principal Deputy to the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force for 
Acquisition 

The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1060 



T H E WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Dear General Christmas: 

I t i s a pleasure to send my personal 
congratulations to you on the occasion of 
your nomination for promotion to Lieutenant 
General and assignment as Commanding General, 
I Marine Expeditionary Force. Through long 
years of arduous service to our great nation, 
you have served f a i t h f u l l y in positions of 
ever-increasing resp o n s i b i l i t y and 
importance. The American people are indeed 
fortunate to be served by senior m i l i t a r y 
leaders of your stature and accomplishments. 

H i l l a r y and I wish you every success as you 
take up your new duties. Good luck, and best 
wishes for your continued service to the 
nation. 

Sincerely, 

Major General George R. Christmas, USMC 
Director for Operations/J-3 
United States Pacific Command 
Camp Smith, Hawaii 96861-5025 



T H E V/HITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Dear Admiral Chiles: 

I t is a pleasure to send my personal 
congratulations to you on the occasion of 
your nomination for reappointment as Vice 
Admiral and assignment as Deputy Commander in 
Chief, United States Strategic Command. 
Through long years of arduous service to our 
great nation, you have served f a i t h f u l l y in 
positions of ever-increasing r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 
and importance. The American people are 
indeed fortunate to be served by senior 
m i l i t a r y leaders of your stature and 
accomplishments. 

H i l l a r y and I wish you every success as you 
take up your new duties. Good luck, and best 
wishes f o r your continued service to the 
nation. 

Sincerely, 

Vice Admiral Henry G. Chiles, Jr., USN 
Commander, Submarine Force 
United States A t l a n t i c Fleet 
Norfolk, V i r g i n i a 23511-6296 



T H E W H I T E H O U S E 

WASHINGTON 

Dear General Kross: 

I t i s a pleasure to send my personal 
congratulations to you on the occasion of 
your nomination for reappointment as 
Lieutenant General and assignment as 
Commander, Fifteenth Air Force. Through long 
years of arduous service to our great nation, 
you have served f a i t h f u l l y i n positions of 
ever-increasing r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and 
importance. The American people are indeed 
fortunate to be served by senior m i l i t a r y 
leaders of your stature and accomplishments. 

Hi l l a r y and I wish you every success as you 
take up your new duties. Good luck, and best 
wishes for your continued service to the 
nation. 

Sincerely, 

Lieutenant General Walter Kross, USAF 
Vice Commander, Air Mobility Command 
Scott Air Force Base, I l l i n o i s 62225-5363 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Dear General Johnson: 

I t i s a pleasure to send my personal 
congratulations to you on the occasion of 
your nomination for reappointment as 
Lieutenant General and assignment as 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower and 
Reserve A f f a i r s , Headquarters, United States 
Marine Corps. Through long years of arduous 
service to our great nation, you have served 
f a i t h f u l l y in positions of ever-increasing 
responsibility and importance. The American 
people are indeed fortunate to be served by 
senior m i l i t a r y leaders of your stature and 
accomplishments. 

H i l l a r y and I wish you every success as you 
take up your new duties. Good luck, and best 
wishes for your continued service to the 
nation. 

Sincerely, 

Lieutenant General Robert B. Johnson, USMC 
Commanding General 
I Marine Expeditionary Force 
Camp Pendleton, California 92055-5401 



T H E W H I T E H O U S E 

WASHINGTON 

Dear General Kearney: 

I t i s a pleasure to send my personal 
congratulations to you on the occasion of 
your nomination for promotion to Lieutenant 
General and assignment as Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Aviation, Headquarters, United 
States Marine Corps. Through long years of 
arduous service to our great nation, you have 
served f a i t h f u l l y in positions of ever-
increasing r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and importance. 
The American people are indeed fortunate to 
be served by senior m i l i t a r y leaders of your 
stature and accomplishments. 

H i l l a r y and I wish you every success as you 
take up your new duties. Good luck, and best 
wishes for your continued service to the 
nation. 

Sincerely, 

Major General Richard D. Hearney, USMC 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Requirements 
and Programs 

Headquarters, United States Marine Corps 
Washington, D.C. 20380-1775 
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Document No. 3^ 
WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

DATE: 05/12/93 ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE BY: 
1 . REAR ADM GEORGE W. EMERY, USN 
2 . MAJ GEN THAD A. WOLFE, USAF 

SUBJECT: MILITARY NOMINATIONS; 3, LTGEN JOHN E. JAQUISH, USAF 
4 . MAJGEN GEORGE R. CHRISTMAS, USMC 

VICE PRESIDENT 

McLARTY 

GEARAN 

PANETTA 

EMANUEL 

GIBBONS 

HALE 

HERMAN 

LAKE 

UNDSEY 

MONTOYA 

NUSSBAUM 

ACTION FYI 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

ACTION FYI 

PASTER 

RASCO 

RUBIN 

REMARKS: 

Do you have any o b j e c t i o n t o t h e a t t a ched? 

RESPONSE: 

The N a t i o n a l S e c u r i t y C o u n c i l s t a f f concu r s i n the a t t a c h e d m i l i t a r y 
n o m i n a t i o n s . 

Anthony Lake 

JOHN D. PODESTA 
Assistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary 
Ext 2702 



Document No. 

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

DATE: 05/12/93 

SUBJECT: MILITARY NOMINATIONS: 

ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE BY: 
1. VICE ADMIRAL HENRY G. CHILES, JR., USN 
2. LTGEN WALTER KROSS, USAF 
3. T.TCF.N RDRF.RT R. JOHNSTON. USMC 
4. MAJGEN RICHARD D. HEARNEY, USMC 

VICE PRESIDENT 

McLARTY 

GEARAN 

PANETTA 

EMANUEL 

GIBBONS 

HALE 

HERMAN 

LAKE 

UNDSEY 

MONTOYA 

NUSSBAUM 

ACTION FYI 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

ACTION FYI 

REMARKS: 

Do you have any objection to the attached? 

RESPONSE: 

The National Security Council s t a f f concurs i n the attached m i l i t a r y 
nominations. 

JOHN D. PODESTA 
Assistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary 
Anthony Lake ExL2702 
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THE DEPUTY S E C R E T A R Y OF D E F E N S E 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1000 

i MAY 1993 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Navy Flag Officer Nomination 

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, I recommend the 
assignment of Rear Admiral (Selectee) George W. Emery, United States 
Navy, as Commander Submarine Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet/Commander 
Submarine Al l i e d Command, Atlantic, and his nomination for 
appointment to the grade of vice admiral. Admiral Emery is 52 years 
old and is currently assigned as Commander Submarine Group FIVE. He 
w i l l succeed Vice Admiral Henry G. Chiles, Jr., who is being 
nominated for another position. 

In carrying out the duties and responsibilities of th i s 
assignment, a flag officer must have demonstrated highly effective 
performance i n a number of senior leadership positions. He must be 
able to control a l l U. S. submarines and attached personnel 
throughout the Atlantic Ocean area. He must be able to maintain 
combat readiness, conduct Anti-Submarine Warfare operations, and 
provide support to high-value task organizations. He must also be 
able tc advise the Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic on submarine 
matters and coordinate submarine planning within the Atlantic 
Command. Admiral Emery meets these requirements. 

;^proval of this nomination w i l l not cause the Navy to exceed 
the number of officers authorized to be serving in the grade of vice 
admiral. As required by t i t l e 10, United States Code, section 
601(d)(1), I have attached an evaluation of Admiral Emery's 
performance in j o i n t assignments from the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

William J. Perry 

Attachments 



T H E D E P U T Y S E C R E T A R Y O F D E F E N S E 

WASHINGTON. D C. 20301-1000 

3 MAY ZIJ 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Air Force General Officer Nomination 

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, I recommend the duties of 
Vice Commander, Air Combat Command and Vice Commander in Chief, 
United States Air Forces Atlantic, a position of importance and 
responsibility previously designated to carry the grade of lieutenant 
general, be assigned to Major General Thad A. Wolfe, and that you 
nominate him for appointment to the grade of lieutenant general. 
General Wolfe, who is 50 years of age, is currently assigned as 
Assistant Deputy Director of Operations, National Security Agency. 
He will succeed Lieutenant General Stephen B. Croker, United States 
Air Force, who is being nominated for another position. 

In order to carry out the duties and responsibilities of the 
proposed assignment, an officer must have demonstrated highly 
effective performance in a number of senior leadership positions 
involving the planning and employment of strategic forces and 
command, control, communication and intelligence platforms worldwide. 
General Wolfe meets these requirements. 

The above action will not result in the Air Force exceeding the 
number of officers authorized to be serving in the grade of 
lieutenant general. 

As required by t i t l e 10, United States Code, section 601(d) (1), 
I have attached an evaluation of General Wolfe's performance in joint 
duty assignments from the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

William J. ferry 

Attachments 



T H E D E P U T Y S E C R E T A R Y O F D E F E N S E 

WASHINGTON. D C. 20301-1000 

7 MAY 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Air Force General Officer Nomination 

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, I recommend you nominate 

Lieutenant General John E. Jaquish, United States Air Force, for 

appointment to the grade of lieutenant general on the retired l i s t . 

General Jaquish, who is 56 years of age, is currently assigned as 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 

Acquisition, Department of the Air Force. 

William J. Perry 

Attachments 



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D C 20301 

^ 3 MAY 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Marine Corps General Officer Nomination 

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, I recommend the 
assignment of Major General George R. Christmas, United States Marine 
Corps, as Commanding General, I Marine Expeditionary Force, and his 
nomination for appointment to the grade of lieutenant general. 
General Christmas is 53 years old and is currently assigned as 
Director, Operations J-3, United States Pacific Command. He w i l l 
succeed Lieutenant General Robert B. Johnston, United States Marine 
Corps, who is being nominated for another position. 

In carrying out the duties and responsibilities of this 
assignment, a general officer must have demonstrated highly effective 
performance in a number of senior leadership positions. He must be 
able to achieve and maintain combat readiness of assigned forces. He 
must be able to plan for and conduct contingency operations, 
amphibious and other ground exercises, and mission essential 
air-ground training. He must be able to act as the direct 
representative of the Commander, Marine Corps Forces Pacific, in a l l 
operational matters in the eastern Pacific/Southern California area. 
General Christmas meets these requirements. 

Approval of this nomination w i l l not cause the Marine Corps to 
exceed the number of officers authorized to be serving in the grade 
of lieutenant general. As required by t i t l e 10, United States Code, 
section 601(d)(1), I have attached an evaluation of General 
Christmas' performance in joint assignments from the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Willicim J. Perry 

Attachments 



T H E D E P U T Y S E C R E T A R Y O F D E F E N S E 

WASHINGTON. D C . 203O1-1000 

3 MAY 1993 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Navy Flag Officer Nomination 

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, I recommend the 
assignment of Vice Admiral Henry G. Chiles, Jr., United States Navy, 
as Deputy Commander in Chief, United States Strategic Command, and 
his nomination for reappointment to the grade of vice admiral. 
Admiral Chiles is 55 years old and is currently assigned as Commander 
Submarine Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet/Commander Submarine A l l i e d 
Command, Atlantic. He w i l l succeed Vice Admiral Michael C. Colley, 
who is r e t i r i n g . 

In carrying out the duties and responsibilities of th i s 
assignment, a flag o f f i c e r must have demonstrated highly effective 
performance in a number of senior leadership positions. He must be 
able to f u l f i l l the responsibilities of the Commander in Chief during 
that officer's absence and act as the principal assistant and advisor 
in the formulation of policies, plans, and directives. 
Admiral Chiles meets these requirements. 

Approval of this nomination w i l l not cause the Navy to exceed 
the number of officers authorized to be serving in the grade of vice 
admiral. 

William J. Perry 

Attachments 



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. O.C 20301 

3 MAY 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Air Force General Officer Nomination 

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, I recommend the duties of 
Commander, Fifteenth Air Force, and Director, Fifteenth Air Force Air 
Combat Operations Staff, Air Mobility Command, a position of 
importance and responsibility previously designated to carry the 
grade of lieutenant general, be assigned to Lieutenant General Walter 
Kross, and that you nominate him for reappointment to the grade of 
lieutenant general. General Kross, who is 50 years of age, is 
currently assigned as Vice Commander, Air Mobility Command. He w i l l 
succeed Lieutenant General John E. Jackson, Jr., United States Air 
Force, who has been nominated for another position. 

In order to carry out the duties and responsibilities of the 
proposed assignment, an officer must have demonstrated highly 
effective performance in a number of senior leadership positions 
involving the deployment and employment of military a i r l i f t forces. 
He must also possess a thorough understanding of operations, 
including the war planning process. General Kross meets these 
requirements. 

The above action w i l l not result in the Air Force exceeding the 
number of officers authorized to be serving in the grade of 
lieutenant general. 

William J. Perry 

Attachments 



THE DEPUTY S E C R E T A R Y OF D E F E N S E 

WASHINGTON, D C. 20301-1000 

3 MAY 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Marine Corps General Officer Nomination 

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, I recommend the 
assignment of Lieutenant General Robert B. Johnston, United States 
Marine Corps, as Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower and Reserve 
Affairs, Headquarters, United States Marine Corps, and his nomination 
for reappointment to the grade of lieutenant general. General 
Johnston is 55 years old and is currently assigned as Commanding 
General, I Marine Expeditionary Force. He will succeed Lieutenant 
General Matthew T. Cooper, United States Marine Corps, who is 
retiring. 

In carrying out the duties and responsibilities of this 
assignment, a general officer must have demonstrated highly effective 
performance in a number of senior leadership positions. He must be 
able to plan, direct, coordinate, and supervise Headquarters staff 
agencies on a l l matters relating to manpower planning, budgeting, 
policies and programs, personnel research and information systems, 
manpower management, and administration. He must be able to act as 
the principal point of contact in matters involving manpower for 
agencies external to the Marine Corps. General Johnston meets these 
recjuirements. 

Approval of this nomination will not cause the Marine Corps to 
exceed the number of officers authorized to be serving in the grade 
of lieutenant general. 

William J. Perry 

Attachments 



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D C 20301 

a MAY 1993 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Marine Corps General Officer Nomination 

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, I recommend the 
assignment of Major General Richard D. Hearney, United States Marine 
Corps, as Deputy Chief of Staff for Aviation, Headcjuarters, United 
States Marine Corps, and his nomination for appointment to the grade 
of lieutenant general. General Hearney is 53 years old and is 
currently assigned as Deputy Chief of Staff for Recjuirements and 
Programs, Headcjuarters, United States Marine Corps. He w i l l succeed 
Lieutenant General Duane A. Wills, United States Marine Corps, who is 
ret i r i n g . 

In carrying out the duties and responsibilities of this 
assignment, a general officer must have demonstrated highly effective 
performance in a number of senior leadership positions. He must be 
able to assist the Commandant of the Marine Corps in planning and 
coordinating staff a c t i v i t i e s on a l l matters relating to equipping, 
manning, training, and organizing Marine Corps aviation units and 
installations. He must be able to advise the Commandant on joint 
matters pertaining to aviation. General Hearney meets these 
requirements. 

Approval of this nomination w i l l not cause the Marine Corps to 
exceed the number of officers authorized to be serving in the grade 
of lieutenant general. As required by t i t l e 10, United States Code, 
section 601(d)(1), I have attached an evaluation of General Hearney's 
performance in a joint assignment from the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

William J 

Attachments 
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ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE 

THROUGH: ROBERT BELL 

FROM: 

SUBJECT; 

STEVEN ANDREASEN ̂ / f A ^ 

L e t t e r from McGeorge Bundy 

McGeorge Bundy wrote t o pass on t o you an advance proof of a 
Foreign A f f a i r s piece e n t i t l e d "Reducing Nuclear Danger" and a 
paper e n t i t l e d "The Nuclear Watershed of Spring 1993." 

The response from you t o Mr. Bundy thanks him f o r the m a t e r i a l , 
notes t h a t the issues ra i s e d i n these two papers m i r r o r the 
p o l i c y reviews c u r r e n t l y underway i n the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n , and 
encourages him t o b r i n g t o your a t t e n t i o n s i m i l a r items i n the 
f u t u r e . ,̂ 

Concurrences: Rose Gottemoelle!^and Dan~\1̂ ??neman 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the l e t t e r a t Tab I . 

Attachments 
Tab I L e t t e r t o McGeorge Bundy 
Tab I I L e t t e r from McGeorge Bundy 



Dear Mac: 

I want t o thank you f o r your l e t t e r , along 
w i t h the advance proof of the Foreign 
A f f a i r s piece and paper on the Nuclear 
Watershed. 

The subject headings i n these two documents 
m i r r o r the p o l i c y reviews t h a t are 
c u r r e n t l y underway w i t h i n the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
on p r o l i f e r a t i o n , nuclear t e s t i n g and arms 
c o n t r o l . Of course, the government i s a b i t 
behind you i n coming up w i t h concrete 
recommendations f o r the President. But we 
w i l l b e n e f i t from your perspective on these 
d i f f i c u l t problems as we work through them i n 
the days ahead. 

Let me close by n o t i n g t h a t nothing you 
send me i s " u n s o l i c i t e d . " I value your 
advice and counsel, and encourage you t o 
b r i n g t o my a t t e n t i o n s i m i l a r items i n the 
f u t u r e . 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Lake 
Ass i s t a n t to the President 

f o r National Security A f f a i r s 

Mr. McGeorge Bundy 
Carnegie Corporation 

of New York 
437 Madison Avenue 
New York, NY 10022 
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Carnegie Corporation of New York 
437 Madison Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10022 . (212) 371-3200 . Telex: USI 66776 . Fax: (212) 754-4073 

March 26, 1993 

Anthony Lake 
Assistant to the President 

for National Security Affairs 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Tony: 

I enclose a couple of documents that I have persuaded myself I would 
want to see if I were in your place. That's a severe test because what I 
remember most clearly about my own first months on that job is how nearly 
I collapsed under the weight of unsolicited documents from friends old and 
new. 

One of the documents is not urgent—it is simply an advance proof of 
a piece that Bill Crowe, Sid Drell, and I have done for Foreign Affairs; it will 
be out April 5. It shows where the three of us come out on some broad 
nuclear issues that I suspect will look easy and almost academic from your 
present perspective. 

The second and shorter paper is different. It is my own effort to 
dramatize the opportunity for decisive action the President has right now in 
this field. The wretched nuclear problem is going to look a lot better or a lot 
worse before the summer, and I really do think the result depends on one 
man—though I also think he has the best team ever to help him. So this is a 
memo designed for a single reader, but you can tell him, as I cannot, what the 
present state of play is in the relevant places. What I remember best, on this 
subject, is that even the most assertive officials, in and out of uniform, know 
that this is the President's own business in the end, so he can act. 

Sincerely, 

McGeorge Bundy 

Enclosures 
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REDUCING NUCLEAR DANGER 

McGeorge Bun(dy 

William J. Crowe, Jr. 

Sidney Drell 

A Dramat ical ly New Situation 

m o ENORMOUS EVENTS of recent years have 
opened the way for efTective worldwide action against 
the danger of nuclear weapons. The first is the end of 

the Cold War and Soviet communism. The second is the 
sharp double lesson of the case of Saddam Hussein: that a 
rich and aggressive tyrant could get close to building a bomb 
of his own, but also that his efTort could be blocked by efTec­
tive intemational action. There is now a real prospect that 
almost all countries—those with many warheads, those with 
few and those with none—can come together in a worldwide 
program to reduce the existing nuclear arsenals and to prevent 
their further proliferation. 

There are three immediate tasks: to execute the large bilat­
eral reductions in U.S. and Russian forces that have been 
announced in recent years, to assure that Russia remains the 

McGeorge Bundy is a Scholar-in-Residence, Carnegie Corporation of 
New York. He was Special Assistant for National Security Affairs, 
1961-66, and is the author of Danger and Survival. Admiral William J. 
Crowe, Jr., a fonner Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, is a Professor 
of Geopolitics at the University of Oklahoma, Counselor at the Center for 
Strategic and Intemational Studies in Washington, D.C. and Chairman of 
the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board. Sidney Drell, a physi­
cist and Professor at Stanford Uni\-ersity, is a longtime adviser to the U.S. 
government on technical national securitN' and arms control issues. He 
recently chaired a study of nuclear weapons safety for the Congressional 
Armed Services Committees. The three authors are joindy responsible for 
a forthcoming report of the Carnegie Commission, Reducing the Nuclear 
Danger. This essay is based on the concluding chapter of that report. 



bundy.ppl 3/10/93 10:09 AM Page 3 

NUCLEAR DANGER 3 

only nuclear weapon state among the successor states of the 
old Soviet Union, and to reform and reinforce the worldwide 
efibrt to reduce the spread of nuclear weapons by applying the 
lessons learned in the case of Saddam Hussein. 

In a dramatically new situation we must ask ourselves afi-esh 
the question that belongs to us all by the basic rules of our 
society: What should we ask of Washington in its policy and 
its behavior with respect to nuclear danger? What do present 
worldwide conditions tell us about what our government's pol­
icy should be, and what it should try to achieve, in the rest of 
this century? We have been led to the following proposidons. 

The United States should respect the reality diat as long as 
there are bombs, there will be a nuclear danger that is unique 
in all history. The bomb is uniquely dangerous because it is 
uniquely destructive—so destructive that in all the conflict and 
tumult of the Cold War no one chose to use it or to provoke 
its use by others. That reality must permeate American policy 
choices even more thoroughly in the future than in the past. It 
requires intense and continuous effort to reduce the danger 
that comes from the very fact that the bomb is technically 
possible. It requires respect and support for those who have 

r \ responsible control over such weapons. It also requires, at the - ( ^ 
^ other end of policymaking, a higher priority than ever for ' 

choices that can help prevent the possession of this weapon by 
international adventurers like Saddam Hussein. 

From Opponents to Friends 

WHAT UNDERLIES the great new Russian-
American arms control measures of the last two years, 

and gives promise of further progress, is a set of interlocking 
political decisions and actions that have turned the Russians 
and the Americans from opponents to friends. Their nuclear 
competition now has no cause but itself, and both sides, in 
their actions of the last few years, have shown their under­
standing that all tiiey need from these weapons, with respect 
to each other, is clear assurance that neither side will ever be 
able to achieve, without ample notice, any nuclear advantage 
that might be considered usable against the other. There is no 
short road to complete nuclear disarmament, but the road 
away from superpower confrontation has indeed been opened; 
the United States and Russia can walk that road together, to 
their common advantage, as they leam the art of cooperative 
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nuclear moderation under the first and second Strategic Arms 
Reduction treaties (START) and their exchanged announce­
ments of major tactical reductions. 

What is also important for the long run, and less often 
remembered, is that Americans have a parallel absence of 
underlying political hostility with all other announced nuclear 
weapons states. The United States does not think of any of 
them as potential enemies in war—not the British or the 
French, self-evidendy; not the Chinese because both countries 
have learned better over the forty years since Korea. The 
absence of direct hostility between China and the United 
States does not make that relationship the same as the 
American relation to England or France, or even Russia, but 
it is enough to mean that the nuclear danger between them 
that both have felt in the past no longer exists. Other differ­
ences with China persist, but it makes no sense for either side 
to let such differences prevent cooperation against nuclear 
danger. 

Americans can expect difierences with all four of the other 
permanent members of the Securit)' Council, but not warfare 
with any. The political changes required to produce a change 

-^y . in this expectation are very large. Before they could have a 
direct impact on nuclear balance or nuclear danger, there 
would be plenty of time for any necessary American response 
in either conventional or nuclear rearmament. The pmdent 
judgment for the present is that it should be both the 
American purpose and the American expectation that in the 
1990s the five permanent Security Council members should 
continue on their new course of cooperation against nuclear 
danger. In these matters they are not in hot competition, and 
there is no underlying political animosity that need prevent 
them from working together. Pride is another matter; so is 
greed; so is misunderstanding. Any one of the three can ham­
per or even prevent cooperation. But the common real interest 
is to work together against nuclear danger. 

The same general mle applies to our nuclear-danger rela­
tions with all other countries. Except for a few—perhaps Iraq, 
Iran, North Korea and Libya—all the world's governments 
now favor an end to nuclear proliferation. What is tme of the 
five announced nuclear weapon states is tme of the three oth­
er states that must be judged to have nuclear warheads of 
their own: Israel, India and Pakistan. Their formal status is a 
question of some difiicult)-, but neither their neighbors nor the 
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world can doubt that, in terms of what they could do in des­
peration, they are nuclear weapon states. Still they are not 
eager for nuclear competition or open threat, let alone for 
aggressive use of what they have. They can join in reducing 
their own contribution to nuclear danger. 

Still more clearly on the side of reducing nuclear danger 
are the scores of states, large and small, that have definitely 
rejected the course of obtaining their own nuclear weapons. 
The basic division in the world on the subject of nuclear pro­
liferation is not between those with and without nuclear 
weapons. It is between almost all nations and the very few 
who currendy seek weapons to reinforce their expansive ambi­
tion. 

A Doctrine of Defensive Last Resort 

NY AMERICAN first use of nuclear weapons should 
Lbe governed by a stringent doctrine of defensive last 

resort, which can also be adopted by all other nuclear weapon 
states. 

As matters stand at the beginning of 1993, there is no vital 
interest of the United States, except the deterrence of nuclear 
attack, that cannot be met by pmdent conventional readi- ' 
ness—there is no visible case where the United States could be 
forced to choose between defeat and the first use of nuclear 
weapons. This is one cmcially important meaning of the 
1989-91 transformation of Europe. 

In the foreseeable future, the American president will be 
able to accompany support for a doctrine of defensive last 
resort with the assurance that the president and commander 
in chief sees no present likelihood of any confrontation that 
would require this dreadful choice. Indeed the U.S. govern­
ment has already gone a long way in this direction. A doctrine 
of last resort was adopted by NATO in 1991, and in die NATO 
context the word "defensive" can fairly be taken for grant­
ed—by its own language the North Atiantic Treaty is a defen­
sive alliance. This new NATO doctrine gives reassurance to all 
members, both of support and of pmdence. It can do the 
same thing more broadly as a basic doctrine of the United 
States. 

Both nuclear history and present nuclear politics would sup­
port a doctrine one step more rigid—a doctrine that nuclear 
weapons should be used only in response to their use by oth-
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ers—commonly called no first use. This posture was urged by 
some for NATO when the dominant opinion was that only a 
readiness for first use would deter communist aggression.' 
President Carter moved toward this posture when he declared 
in 1978 that the United States would never use nuclear 
weapons against a non-nuclear weapon state unless that state 
were acting as the ally of a nuclear power. The last clause was 

aimed at the possible case of 

'In 1993 the clear an aggressive ally of the Soviet 
Union; the case lively in mem-

p r i o r i t y f o r ory was that of North Korea 
A m e r i c a n m i l i t a r y in 1950-53. In 1993 die clear 

1 • ^1 . priority for American military 
p lanners^ is t h a t t h e y ^ j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^̂ at they should 
s h o u l d a i m t o keep aim to keep their present 
t h e i r p r e sen t capa- capability to deter or defeat a 
h i l i ' t v t o de te r o r conventional aggressor by con-
b i l i t y t o ae te r o r ventional means. There is no 
de fea t a c o n v e n t i o n - early danger that this capabili-
a l aggressor b y con - ty will be lost, and accordingly 

, v e n t i o n a l m e a n s . " ĥe present leaders can reaf-
firm the 1978 assurance. 

^ • Indeed, taking account of the 
end of the Cold War, they can strengthen it. There is no pre­
sent obstacle to an American declaration against any use at all 
of nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear weapon state. 

In recognizing the possibility of a future case in which there 
might be justification for a use of nuclear weapons in defensive 
last resort, we are simply resisting the notion that our country 
can be certain, a priori, that there will never be a case when 
such use might be the least bad choice. The steady policy of 
the United States should be to do its part, by arms control, 
conventional capability and the general worldwide reduction 
of nuclear danger, to ensure that no such terrible choice ever 
becomes necessary. All of these lines of action can and should 
be pursued under a doctrine of defensive last resort. 

The doctrine of defensive last resort has one further advan­
tage. It corresponds to the nuclear policy of other nuclear 
weapon states much more closely than a flat policy of no first 
use. At present Russian possession of nuclear weapons helps to 

ISee, for example, McGeorge Bundy, George F. Kennan, Robert S. McNamara and 
Gerard Smith, "Nuclear Weapons and the .-Xtlantic .Mliance," Forngn Affairs, Spring 1982. 
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give the Russians confidence that they do not endanger their 
homeland when they accept the independence of Eastem 
Europe and the breakup of the old Soviet Union. As long as 
the Russians have the bomb, there is httie danger of large-
scale attack by others on Russia for the decisive reason that no 
one could expect them to accept any large defeat without 
resort to the bomb. There is a parallel protection for France 
in its nuclear capability; without it Paris might be deeply 
uncomfortable with its larger but bomb-free German neigh­
bor. The position of Britain is less clear-cut, because the sur­
rounding seas protect it from those nearby and because the 
possible threat from Russia is not only distant but more 
nuclear than conventional—requiring defense by deterrence, 
not by a last resort to first use. 

But it is not surprising that among the five permanent mem­
bers of the Security Council only China has declared an 
unqualified policy of no first use. The Chinese have become 
confident, after conflicts with Soviets, Americans, Indians and 
Vietnamese, that they can hold their own against all possible 
opponents without resort to nuclear weapons except as a 
deterrent to the nuclear weapons of others. If Americans had 
only themselves to defend they could make a parallel declara-

^ tion; no one is going to threaten the United States convention- ' 
ally on its own territory. But as it is, with contingent obliga­
tions overseas and friends who still rely in some measure on its 
nuclear protection, and with other nuclear powers sharing its 
caution for their own reasons, it makes sense for the United 
States to have a doctrine one step broader—a doctrine of 
defensive last resort. 

This doctrine also fits the requirements of the three unan­
nounced nuclear weapon states—Israel, India and Pakistan. 
The Israeli case is the clearest: the underlying motivation for 
the Israeh bomb is clearly the reality of vastiy oumumbering 
unfriendly neighbors. The fact that the Israeli bomb is not for 
casual use is evident both in the desperate conventional batties 
that have been fought without its use and in the intense Israeli 
commitment to conventional strength. Evidence on Indian and 
Pakistani policy is thinner, but the general weight of informed 
judgment is that each country is govemed more by fear than 
by ambition, and tiiat each feels its nuclear need primarily 
because of perceived danger from the other. In this situation 
the immediately urgent requirement is the reduction of the 
level of tension between the two; the first contribution that 
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nuclear policy can make is that of mutually recognized nioder-
ation in weapons development and deploynient. Sharing in the 
woridwide adoption of a doctrine of defensive last resort could 
be helpful here. 

The American interest in a woridwide effort against any use 
of nuclear weapons is clear and strong, and it is equally clear 
that it will take visible American leadership to ensure such an 
efibrt. 

Reducing Nuclear Reliance 

WE SUPPORT the new budgetary priorities that 
reflect the end of the Cold War and the need to 

attend to domestic concerns, but we also believe it makes 
sense to keep room, as a matter of the most elemental nation­
al defense priority, for a financially solid program of reducing 
nuclear danger. 

American budgetary priorities in action against nuclear dan­
ger should be shifted away from U.S. nuclear deployments to 
support cooperative reduction with Russia, encourage full 
acceptance of non-nuclear status by other successor states like 
Ukraine, and reinforce international action to prevent further - ( ^ 

^ proliferation all around the worid. 
The United States should think about all its national actions 

and expenditures affecting nuclear danger with a recognition 
that tiiere is no a priori reason to prefer arms to arms control. 
What is essential is to understand the particular advantages 
and disadvantages of particular choices and act accordingly. 

During the Cold War Americans tiiought die best way to 
reduce die Soviet nuclear threat was by a fully matching set of 
nuclear developments and deployments. Now die best way is 
cooperative reduction. The last Congress and the Bush admin­
istration bodi took remarkable steps in tiiis direction. 
Congress, with bipartisan support, assigned $400 million a 
year, in the Defense budgets for 1992 and 1993, to the task of 
assisting the nuclear weapons cleanup in the old Soviet Union. 
The executive branch in 1992 agreed in principle to purchase 
up to 500 tons of formerly Soviet weapons-grade uranium. 
These actions had general bipartisan support, demonstrating 
that there is wide understanding of their contributions not 
only to arms reductions but to the national security of die 
United States. They should also be seen as the first steps 
toward further cooperation, by all the nuclear-capable states. 
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to hmit the supply and control the diffusion of fissionable 
material. 

Need for action of this sort will continue and expand. 
American readiness to help will strengthen the hands of all 
those in Russia and other successor states who prefer the tum 
against nuclear danger to any more adventurous course. 
Moreover, actions of this kind, when they provide American 
dollars for activities in the common interest of reducing 
nuclear danger, can also be a general reinforcement to the 
economy of Russia and other affected states, and therefore 
serve the broader American interest in the political success of 
democratic and moderate govemments. 

A quite parallel value attaches to tiie strengthening of inter­
national arrangements for Umiting nuclear proliferation. If 
agencies like tiie Intemational Atomic Energy Agency are to 
have wider responsibilities and powers in this field, Ajnerican 
reinforcement will be essential, and the more so because both 
habit and interest will produce strong demands frorn other 
states that if the IAEA is to be stronger in enforcement it must 
also be stronger in its work for cooperation in peaceful nuclear 
uses. If the IAEA is to get a sufficient flow of information about 
trade in relevant materials and devices, tiiere must also be 
reinforcement of the most _ 
important single source of u ^ ^^e case o f 
information, American intern- „ TT 
gence—and indeed such rein- S a d d a m H u s s e m 
forcement has begun. i l lustrates ... the 

There is a complex ques- p o w e r t h a t b a c k s u p 
tion about the possible future ^ 
role of a separate agency of any ins i s tence o n 
the Security Council, function- u n w e l c o m e mspec -
ing hke the special commission t i o n i s l i k e l y t o be 
that h ^ been necessary in the j ^ g ^ j c i e n t un less 
case of Iraq. It is not clear 
that the IAEA, witii its inherited the A m e r i c a n s are 
ethos of tmst in those it moni- vis ibly able a n d 
tors, can do all tiie hard work help." 
alone. ^ *_ 

What is clear is that if there 
is to be timely intemational action against suspect states, there 
must be readiness to act in the U.N. Security Council, and 
here American support vrill be cmcial. When there is also 
need for a U.N. blue-helmet force, it will help greatiy if tiiere 
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is a new American readiness to participate. Similarly, if there 
is to be effective regional action that encourages restraint and 
penalizes its opposite, there must in most cases be American 
readiness for a share in such action. More generally, as the 
case of Saddam Hussein illustrates zdmost too clearly, the pow­
er that backs up any insistence on unwelcome inspection is 
likely to be insufficient unless the Americans are visibly able 
and ready to help. Fortunately it is probable that very few cas­
es will be as sharp as that of Iraq. What is largely missing so 
far on the American scene, and greatiy needed, is a major 
effort, always including leaders from both parties, to make it 
clear to the American people that U.S. assistance of this kind 
is as much a matter of attending to nuclear danger as any 
direct payment for American nuclear weapons systems. The 
funds for such work should somehow be considered a part of a 
national budget against nuclear danger, because treating them 
in this way will make clear not only what they are for, but 
how moderate they are in comparison with the tens of billions 
the United States will still be spending on all aspects of 
American nuclear weapons even as such forces are reduced. 

Phasing Out Nuclear Testing 

THE UNITED STATES can strengthen its own effort 
against nuclear danger by durable changes from its past 

policy on such matters as testing and strategic defense. 
The problem of nuclear testing presents both an obvious 

opportunity and a somewhat less obvious difficulty for the 
United States. The comprehensive test ban has been debated 
for more than thirty years. In principle the United States has 
supported it, but in practice the Cold War produced nuclear 
fear and competitiveness that prevented agreement. Now, with 
the end of the Cold War and the beginning of nuclear moder­
ation, the United States does not need tests for new warheads 
with either larger or smaller capabilities than those it now has. 
America's present large-yield warheads are quite destmctive 
enough, and at the lower end of the scale it would do much 
better to seek conventional weapons with improved accuracy 
and penetration. 

It is excellent that the Bush administration in 1992 mled 
out nuclear weapons tests for new designs, and it is wrong for 
anyone to encourage the nuclear weapons laboratories to seek 
support for such designs, except for safety improvements. 
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Programs of this kind, indeed, would sharply weaken the 
American effort to reduce nuclear danger. They would make 
it plain to the rest of the world that the U.S. pohcy of reduced 
rehance on nuclear forces was for export only. 

In this situation the most important past arguments against 
a comprehensive treaty fade, and the historic arguments in its 
favor come to the fore: it will help limit the spread of 
weapons; it vrill help dampen the competition among those 
who already have warheads. 

More generally, the end of testing has been an asserted 
objective of all members of the Nonproliferation Treaty for 
almost twenty-five years. In that time the United States, which 
has always found reasons of one sort or another for resisting a 
ban, has come to be perceived as deliberately hostile to an 
objective it formally accepted as part of the bargain stmck 
between states with and without nuclear weapons in that 
treaty. There is therefore a considerable political cost in any 
continued American opposition to a comprehensive test ban. 

For all these reasons we support the emerging U.S. pohcy of 
1992: a phased approach to an internationally agreed end of 
testing during this decade, an approach that permits a Umited 
number of tests in the 1990s, with the primary objective of 

^ safety. In this period overall safety will also be improved if the ^ 
deep reductions of START II are carried out as scheduled, 
because many present concems about safety center on war­
heads that will be retired in these reductions; in this sense 
nuclear arms reduction is itseff a contributor to weapon safety. 
For remaining nuclear weapons the most important safety 
goals can be achieved by the cut-off date, September 30, 
1996, that was enacted by Congress late in 1992. 

It may weU be tme, as partisans of testing often argue, that 
American testing is not a cause of nuclear ambition in a 
leader like Saddam Hussein; such leaders will want the bomb, 
if they can get it, with or without American underground tests. 
But the comment misses the real point: a great many people, 
in many countries, who are strong believers in a common 
effort against nuclear danger, have leamed over a long period 
to put a test ban high on their Ust of priorities, and to mea­
sure the seriousness of the nuclear weapon states by their 
readiness to support such a ban. The United States does not 
need new nuclear capabiUties, and it would strengthen its posi­
tion among people whose help it needs by supporting a 
nuclear test ban. 



bundy.ppl 3/10/93 10:13 AM Page 12 

12 FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

Still a Umited and temporary exception for safety testing 
makes sense. The safety of nuclear weapons is a common 
interest of aU states, and since we cannot expect an early end 
to the current stockpiles—only their steady and sober reduc­
tion—Umited safety testing is justified to reduce real concems 
about warheads remaining in the stockpile. A Umited and tem­
porary exception for underground safety testing will not seri­
ously affect the prospects for a comprehensive test ban treaty, 
especiaUy if the safety testing is conducted as openly as possi­
ble so that the intemational community of nuclear experts can 
be assured that safety is indeed the object of such testing. 

The need for safety tests is not good news for those who 
have both a deep commitment to early achievement of a com-

plete test ban and a long expe-
t(rpi TT 'A J * rience of delays defended on "The United States ^j^^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^ ^-^ 
does n o t n e e d n e w or that continued justification 
nuc l ea r c a p a b i l i t i e s , for testing. But die reaUty is 
a n d i t w o u l d '^^'^ Arnerican weapons 

" . . are not as safe as they could 
S t rengthen i t s p o s i - and should be. They can be 

(I) t i o n a m o n g p e o p l e made properly safe, but not 
whose help i t needs ""^ '^^^^^1 "^ITQA^"^. 

*\ tests. While the 1996 cut-off in 
b y s u p p o r t i n g a ĥe new law does not hold if a 
nuc l ea r tes t b a n . " foreign state tests after that 

date, it is a reasonable dead­
line for American safety test­

ing. The passage of this conditional test-ban legislation is a 
landmark showing the new post-Cold War priorities of the 
American govemment. 

A comprehensive test ban extending over generations would 
eventuaUy bring a gradual erosion of confidence in the reUa-
bUity of remaining nuclear warheads. (ReUabiUty in this con­
text means dependable explosion on command; it is not the 
same as warhead safety.) This would present new issues, and 
the proper response will depend on the degree of progress that 
has been made by then in reducing both nuclear danger and 
the traditional reUance on nuclear deterrence of high technical 
precision. 

The central point remains. The congressional action of 1992 
has laid the basis for American leadership in reaching a com­
prehensive test-ban treaty while also attending to real prob-
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lems of safety. Such a treaty, much more than a fragile mora­
torium, wiU weigh against proliferation, and indeed against 
enlargement of nuclear arsenals. 

Strategic Defense 

THE CASE OF STRATEGIC defense is one of tiie 
best examples of the requirement that we respect the 

reaUties of nuclear warheads. There is a recurrent tendency to 
ask technical experts to do more than nature permits—to 
make us safe, by science and technology, from what science 
and technology have made possible. Sometimes technological 
enthusiasts contribute to the confusion by advertising more 
than they can deUver. The case that is currentiy relevant is 
that of strategic defense. There reaUy is no present prospect at 
aU that aU-out defense can outmn aU-out offense in nuclear 
warfare, because of one simple reaUty: the overwhelming 
destmctiveness of every single nuclear warhead. A kiU-rate of 
even ten percent will defend you against ordinary aircraft with 
ordinary bombs—the largest bomber force wiU fade in a 
month of such continued attrition. But with nuclear warheads 
a kiU-rate of 90 percent—extraordinarily hard to achieve—is 
whoUy inadequate. Even 95 percent is not enough: for the ^ 
smadlest American and Russian forces in sight at the end of 
the century, it could mean some 150 warheads on homeland 
targets. And no one is now asserting that a defensive force of 
this quaUty is possible by any technology at aU. 

Once overaU strategic defense is put aside as currentiy 
impossible—which is in reaUty what the U.S. govemment has 
already done in the last two years—one can address more 
reaUsticaUy the question of what should be done. 

The United States can keep a sharp eye out for some real 
possibiUty of a technical revolution between strategic offense 
and defense; pmdence requires no less, and the United States 
should not aUow its bad experience with the Strategic Defense 
Initiative, as originaUy advertised, to make it impmdentiy inat­
tentive. It can also sustain an active and flexible program con­
sistent with the AntibaUistic Missile Treaty of 1972 on the less 
difficult but stiU demanding mission of defense against Umited 
strikes. In regional confUcts such defenses can have both prac­
tical and psychological value against short-range missiles with 
less-than-nuclear warheads, and die development and produc­
tion of such systems can proceed in accord with the ABM 
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treaty. There are stiU many outstanding questions about the 
potential effectiveness of nationwide defenses against only one 
or a few nuclear-armed missiles of intercontinental range 
launched, perhaps, accidentaUy. These can be addressed by a 
treaty-consistent research program. But effective defense 
against a large force of nuclear-armed missUes would require a 
whoUy different level of effectiveness simply because of the 
requirement of a kiU-rate near 100 percent. A gulf of igno­
rance and uncertainty stiU separates tiie United States from 
any prospect of a defensive capabiUty that would make it use­
ful to seek a change in the ABM treaty. It is important to 
remember that a basic principle undergirding die strategic 
reductions of recent years is that any nation remains 
inescapably vulnerable to a large-scale attack. It is hard to 
accept this reaUty, but not so hard to see tiiat all one can get 
from imperfect defense is the same simation vrith multipUed 
costs and fears. 

Lowering Weapons Deployments 

THE U.S.-RUSSIAN REDUCTIONS now under 
consideration should not be seen as the end ofthe road; 

Y in the long mn Americans should work for stiU further reduc­
tions and improvements. 

There is no higher priority for the reduction of nuclear dan­
ger than the orderly execution of aU tiiat is promised in START 
I and II and in the 1991 exchange of unilateral assurances on 
tactical warheads. Over the next few years the execution of 
these agreements and assurances should have operational pri­
ority, but die resulting level of 3,000-3,500 strategic warheads 
on each side should not be accepted as permanent. Any such 
acceptance, over time, could pin both sides into levels of 
expense that would be undesirable in themselves and destmc­
tive in their impact on the political relations between the two 
powers. 

If we should disregard the present size of the two great arse­
nals and simply ask ourselves what is the lowest level of strate­
gic strength, measured in warheads, that would give both sides 
ample assurance, both against nuclear attack and against the 
other side's breakout to any significant strategic superiority, we 
would not come out vrith the currentiy agreed range. That 
range reflects an understandable respect for existing habits of 
targeting, indeed for existing targets, that vriU not survive the 
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changes already in prospect. 
It may be better to examine the long-mn prospects for low­

er warhead ceiUngs by a fresh start upward from zero, with 
ample safety factors. Assume that the United States wiU want 
to be able to hit both miUtary and industrial targets, while 
keeping substantial forces in reserve and having insurance 
against losses from a surprise attack. Table 1 shows two alter­
native force levels for these purposes: 

If the reductions now being considered are carried out suc-
cessfuUy, the United States and Russia may well be ready by 
the year 2000—and perhaps sooner—to go to such still lower 
levels. Numbers like these might raise a question, in Moscow 
or Washington or both, about the comparative strength of 
British or French or Chinese forces. AU three in 1993 appear 
to be headed upward, toward numbers of strategic warheads 
in this same general range. But there is nothing immediately 
troubUng here. If a continuing improvement in superpower 
nuclear relations permits the big two to agree on such reduc­
tions five or ten years from now, there may weU emerge a par-
aUel preference for reductions elsewhere, but it may also 
become necessary for Americans and Russians to accept forces 
in those countries that become relatively larger as time passes. 
Any resistance to such a relative change would be based more 
on habits of thought than on tme national interest. Happily 
there is some evidence from the events of recent years that 
nuclear moderation can be as contagious as nuclear competi­
tion was in the Cold War years. 

To some arms controUers, even these reductions wiU seem 
like slow work. We can only remark that as it took time to get 

Number qf Strategic Warheads 

Military Targets 200 300 
Industrial Targets 200 300 
Reserve 100 150 
Doubled for 
Insurance Against 

Surprise Attack 500 750 

TOTAL 1,000 1,500 

(Table 1) 
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ourselves burdened by these enormous forces, so it wiU take 
time—though much less—to cut them back. Nor is 1,000-1,500 
warheads the lowest level obtainable by the early 21st century. 
Our concem here is simply to make it clear that there is no 
good reason to accept the much higher targets of 1992 as the 
best that can ever be done. 

The tme interest of both sides is that each step toward low­
er and less threatening deployments should be seen as a step-
forward by healthy majorities on both sides, so that nuclear 
moderation remains, for both, as it was in 1992, a broadly 
popular poUcy. In particular America should avoid the temp­
tation to use a season of great Russian economic stress to drive 
for one-sided advantages, either by negotiation or appropria­
tion. At any levels now in prospect such marginal advantages 
would have no real value, and their poUtical damage could be 
serious. Complaints against such "advantages" supposedly 
gained by the other side have helped hard-Uners to gain 
strength in both countries in the past. A time of general poUti­
cal success is not a time to risk that success by making the 
mistake of "piUng on." 

Finally, reductions in warhead numbers are not the only 
means of nuclear restraint. The same broad objectives can 

^ also be served by reducing vulnerabUity, improving controls, ' 
avoiding destabiUzing surprises and making a broad attack on 
controUing and Umiting weapons-grade material. 

Immediate Steps and Long-Term Progress 

MODERATE AND IMMEDIATELY practicable 
courses of action like those recommended here for the 

reduction of nuclear danger must also be held to the test that 
they should contribute to the prospect of stiU larger progress 
over the longer term. 

The question could be raised, why not go further? Can we 
not roU back or even end the nuclear programs of some exist­
ing nuclear states? Can we not insist that there must be 
absolutely no first use of these weapons by anyone, especially 
ourselves? Can we not get to numbers of warheads, even in 
the United States and Russia, that are weU below the four-fig­
ure levels we have considered? Can we not, perhaps, revive 
the old notion of putting aU nuclear weapons in the hands of 
an intemational agency? Could a properly arranged monopoly 
be operated by a selected govemment or govemments on 
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behalf of the United Nations? Should we not, in short, be 
more bold? 

We have two answers to this set of questions. First, by the 
standards of the past and by what we know of the ways of 
nations, our proposals are more demanding than cautious. We 
are asking for a sustained and genuine partnership of the 
nuclear superpowers in a shared program of national reduc­
tion, and of proliferation avoided in the other countries of the 
old Soviet Union. We are also proposing that the United 
States call on aU others to join in giving a new worldwide pri­
ority to the avoidance of further nuclear proUferation. We 
have argued that the nuclear moderation of every existing 
nuclear weapons state wiU be critical to any such program. 

Second, these short-term efforts must always be consistent 
with further progress later toward the further reduction of 
worldwide nuclear danger. We have examined aU our propos­
als by this test, and they aU make further steps easier, not 
harder. In particular it is right to urge greater strength for 
intemational agencies, greater use of open formal agreements 
governing numbers, safeguards and disclosure, and lower 
reUance on the threat of nuclear warfare. 

More generaUy it is right to begin to displace the inherited - ( ^ 
distinction between those with weapons and those without by 
a wider assertion that in reaUty aU the nations should be on 
the same side, against nuclear danger, whatever their present 
degree of reUance on nuclear weapons. This last proposition is 
so clear and strong that a steady respect for it is the best single 
guide to action for any countiy, both now and in the long 
mn. 

Leadership from Washington 

IN THEIR ACTUAL behavior recent presidents and 
Congresses have done much to reduce the level of nuclear 

danger in the world, but they have done much less weU in 
explaining and winning support for the new poUcy of partner­
ship against that nuclear danger that they have joined with 
foreign leaders to begin to create. Effective future action wiU 
require a stronger poUcy of pubUc explanation from American 
political leaders than ever before. 



THE NUCLEAR WATERSHED OF SPRING 1993 

A history looking back from the year 2001 

The great turning point in the twentieth century's stmggle for firm 

control over nuclear danger came m 1993. There are some scholars still who 

think the decisive year was 1992, when indeed the START agreements were 

signed, and when the process of real U.N. control of proliferation was begun 

in Iraq. That mistake was made by many contemporary observers. But the 

paper START agreements of 1992, broad and sweeping indeed, were not at 

all self-executing, and the new attention to Iraq was such a special case that 

it told nothing about the existence or non-existence of an effective 

international consensus to reduce the reliance of all states on nuclear 

weapons. 

The challenges which required decisive response came in 1993, and 

they did not come to an experienced President Bush, riding two friendly 

waves, one of unexpected and massive Russian concessions in START and the 

other the free ride against Saddam's bomb that was provided by victory in the 

Gulf. They came instead to a beginning President Clinton who had to rally 

his countrymen against the unavoidable dangers presented in early 1993 by 
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general crisis in Moscow and by direct challenge to the Non-Proliferation 

Treaty in North Korea. 

We all know what President Clinton did, and in retrospect it looks 

easy—as the Marshall Plan did afterward, and also Franklin Roosevelt's 

Lend-Lease. Clinton simply put the basic requirements of the problem of 

nuclear danger up front in his approach to the old Soviet Union and the 

question of North Korea. At the same time he underUned the reality of the 

internal U.S. position against nuclear danger by ending some bits and pieces 

of eariier nuclear policy that were still confusing the American message when 

he came to office. An example which was untimely but useful was the 

accident between blue and red submarines in March. The President 

recognized the problem presented when he read in the papers an explanation 

from an unidentified official at the Pentagon who said it was necessary to 

know where such Russian submarines were. Checking with experts who were 

numerous and alert, in his own staff and elsewhere in his Administration, the 

President confirmed his own judgment that this requirement was nonsensical 

in a worid in which neither side desired or expected or intended to be ready 

to "win" a general nuclear war. He understood that the decisive deterrent 

value of nuclear submarines, for both sides, was primarily that their location 
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on patrol was not known. So he publicly stopped this inherited activity and 

told the world why. This step was easy, because he could take it on his own 

authority—of course after consulting his own people, his Secretary of Defense, 

and the Joint Chiefs. While the records are silent on the point, the gossips 

of the day reported believably that he also consulted his friend Admiral 

William Crowe; Crowe had a veteran's knowledge of these naval exercises, a 

statesman's view of their present relevance, and a wise man's view of the kind 

of change that would make sense to all concerned. 

The North Korean affair looks easier to the historian, but for the 

Clinton White House it was probably harder. It required a sustained 

cooperation among China, Russia, and the United States that was then 

unfamiliar to all three, and in the end it also required its own resolution in 

the Security Council; from these two forces it developed a prospect of 

effective sanctions and inspections, and eventually there came a clear-cut 

North Korean decision against nuclear weapons. There were also carefully 

designed carrots, largely Chinese, to go with the sticks. The President 

correctly insisted that a single person be found to handle this job, with direct 

access to him, and Secretary Christopher's nomination of was 

inspired. 
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Handling the nuclear crisis in the old Soviet Union was the hardest 

because American action could be effective only as it was matched to the 

political realities of the relevant successor states, especially Russia and 

Ukraine. The eventual program is obvious looking back, but its constmction 

was a matter of intense and sustained staff work and diplomacy in which the 

deciding American mind (as always on nuclear policy) was the President's. 

The resulting arrangements are too familiar to be reported here. What we 

should note is their decisive component: a use of multlyear U.S. dollars as 

part of the sustained incentive to the Ukrainians to go away from warheads 

in Ukraine and to the Russians to go decisively down in Russia. Helping to 

pay for the nuclear good sense of others was offensive only to those few 

Americans who neglected the cost of not doing so. Here the Nurm-Lugar 

precedent, for all its operational weakness, proved a reliable guide to the 

Congressional response once the issue was fully understood, and the 

President's insistence that this money be seen as "dollars for nuclear defense" 

was recognized as a modem parallel to Franklin Roosevelt's lending the 

British a "garden hose" in the form of Lend-Lease. Putting these dollars in 

the Pentagon budget, directly under the Commander-in-Chief, was a joint 

triumph for Clinton, Aspin, and Nunn. 
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By the end of 1993 the comer had been turned on all three problems, 

and the world-wide reaction was that in nuclear matters a new age of sense 

had opened. In all this the decisive figure was certainly Mr. Clinton. As he 

explained to his staff when he put this set of actions in train, 'This is a case 

where I must act because I cannot delegate; this one has to come from the 

President and Commander-in-Chief, and for me not to act is to decide for 

failure." What the President did not say, but clearly understood, was that in 

all three cases responses produced only by adding up the special interests of 

particular parts of the government would have fallen very far short. 
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May 24, 1993 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE 

THROUGH: ROBERT BELL ^S:'^^ 

FROM: STEVEN ANDREASEN 

SUBJECT: L e t t e r from Congressman Dellums Recommending P h i l 
Schrag as CTB Negotiator 

Congressman Dellums wrote t o recommend P h i l Schrag as CTB 
neg o t i a t o r . 

The response from you t o Congressman Dellums notes t h a t Mr. 
Schrag has met w i t h senior members of your s t a f f , and t h a t he i s 
being s e r i o u s l y considered f o r the p o s i t i o n . 

Concurrence: Jeremy Rosner($^l 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the l e t t e r at Tab I . 

Attachments 
Tab I L e t t e r t o Congressman Dellums 
Tab I I L e t t e r from Congressman Dellums 



Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you f o r your l e t t e r recommending 
P h i l Schrag as the CTB n e g o t i a t o r . Mr. 
Schrag has met w i t h senior members of my 
s t a f f t o discuss the p o s i t i o n . As you 
p o i n t out, he c l e a r l y has the r e q u i s i t e 
experience and a b i l i t y f o r the job. He 
i s being s e r i o u s l y considered f o r the job. 

Given your own deep involvement i n t h i s 
issue, your recommendation w i l l f i g u r e 
prominently as we consider candidates f o r 
what w i l l be one of the most important and 
challenging p o s i t i o n s i n the Cli n t o n 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . 

I look forward t o working c l o s e l y w i t h you 
during the n e g o t i a t i o n . 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Lake 
Ass i s t a n t t o the President 

f o r N a t i onal Security A f f a i r s 

The Honorable Ronald V. Dellums 
Chairman 
Armed Services Committee 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 
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The Honorable Anthony Lake 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
National Security Council 
Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20506 
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Dear M 

It is with pleasure that I bring to your attention and enthusiastically recommend 
Professor Philip G. Schrag of the Georgetown University Law Center for the position of 
U. S. Representative to the Comprehensive Test Ban Negotiations. For your perusal, his 
resume is enclosed. 

Professor Schrag has worked on the CTB issue for more than two decades and is a 
recognized authority on the subject. He authored two books and several articles on test 
ban negotiations, and was the co-rapporteur for the Belmont Conference on Nuclear Test 
Ban Policy. His report recommended a gradual phase-out of nuclear weapons tests, the 
approach adopted by the Congress in last year's legislation. 

During the Carter Administration, Philip Schrag was Deputy General Counsel at ACDA, 
as well as the lawyer for the U. S. Delegation to the CTB negotiations. He has the 
experience necessary to represent our nation admirably. 

Philip Schrag was an early supporter of, and worker for, President CUnton. Of major 
importance is the fact that Professor Schrag continues to be a loyal and ardent supporter 
of the President and the Administration and can be counted on to not only provide 
invaluable input to the President, but also to support the President's policies and 
decisions. I wholeheartedly join my colleagues in both the House and the Senate in 
support of Professor Schrag. 

Having known and utilized Professor Schrag's expertise over the years, I can state 
unequivocally that he would be of immeasurable value to the Administration. I am 
pleased to ask your consideration of him as U. S. Representative to the CTB Negotiations. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald V. Dellums 
Member of Congress 
Enc. 

THIS PAPER IS MADE FROM RECYCLED FIBERS 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506 

May 24, 1993 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE 

THROUGH: ROBERT BELL i ^ ^ * 

FROM: STEVEN ANDREASEN 

SUBJECT: L e t t e r from T h i r t y - E i g h t Representatives on 
Nuclear Testing 

T h i r t y - e i g h t Representatives wrote to the President t o express 
t h e i r strong o p p o s i t i o n t o any comprehensive t e s t ban t r e a t y t h a t 
allowed f o r continued underground t e s t i n g of any nuclear weapons 
a f t e r September 30, 1996. 

The response from the President does not s p e c i f i c a l l y address the 
Representative's concern over continued underground t e s t i n g 
beyond September 30, 1996, as we have not made a decision on t h i s 
issue w i t h i n the USG. I t does note t h a t the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n i s i n 
the process of reviewing a number of issues p e r t a i n i n g to t h i s 
n e g o t i a t i o n , and assures the Representatives t h a t t h e i r views on 
t h i s matter are being taken i n t o account during the review. 

Concurrence: Jeremy Rosne:^^-V^ 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memorandum f o r the President a t Tab I . 

Attachments 
Tab I Memorandum f o r the President 

Tab A L e t t e r s t o Congressmen 
Tab B L e t t e r from Congressmen 
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T H E WHITE H O U S E 

W A S H I N G T O N 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM; 

SUBJECT: 

ANTHONY LAKE 
HOWARD PASTER 

Le t t e r from T h i r t y - E i g h t Representatives on 
Nuclear Testing 

Purpose 

To respond t o a l e t t e r signed by t h i r t y - e i g h t Representatives on 
nuclear t e s t i n g and a comprehensive t e s t ban. 

Background 

T h i r t y - e i g h t members of Congress have w r i t t e n you t o express 
t h e i r strong opposition t o any comprehensive t e s t ban t r e a t y t h a t 
allowed f o r continued underground t e s t i n g of any nuclear weapons 
a f t e r September 30, 1996. 

The response from you to the Representatives notes t h a t the 
ad m i n i s t r a t i o n i s i n the process of reviewing a number of issues 
p e r t a i n i n g to t h i s n e g o t i a t i o n , and assures the Representatives 
t h a t t h e i r views on t h i s matter are being taken i n t o account 
during the review. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the l e t t e r s t o the Representatives a t Tab A. 

Attachments 
Tab A Let t e r s t o Representatives 
Tab B L e t t e r from Representatives 

cc: Vice President 
Chief of S t a f f 



Dear Mike: 

I want t o thank you f o r your l e t t e r on 
nuclear t e s t i n g and a comprehensive t e s t ban 
and the work you have done on t h i s issue. 

As you know, my a d m i n i s t r a t i o n i s i n the 
process of reviewing a number of issues 
p e r t a i n i n g t o the n e g o t i a t i o n of a 
m u l t i l a t e r a l nuclear t e s t ban. I expect t o 
receive recommendations from the appropriate 
Departments i n the next few weeks on our CTB 
negotiating s t r a t e g y and the r e l a t e d question 
of whether t o conduct a f i n a l series of 
phase-out t e s t s c o n s i s t e n t w i t h Public Law 
102-377. 

I want to assure you t h a t your views on t h i s 
matter are being taken i n t o account during 
the review, and w i l l be foremost i n my mind 
as I consider recommendations on t h i s 
d i f f i c u l t issue. 

Again, thank you f o r advising me of your 
views on t h i s c r i t i c a l issue. 

Sincerely, 

The Honorable Michael J. Kopetski 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 



Congre^f^ of tfje ^niteb ^taM 
Saasfbington, BC 20515 

May 5, 1993 

President BiU Clinton 
Attention: Anthony Lake 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear President Clinton: 

We have leamed you may soon be presented with recommendations for the 
resumption of United States nuclear weapons testing that may run contrary to PubUc Law 
102-377. Therefore, we are writing to share with you our grave concem regarding the 
forthcoming recommendations on nuclear testing. 

As you know, this issue has been debated in Congress for many years. Last year on 
two seperate occasions, the House adopted overwhehningly legislation to impose a 
moratorium on U.S. nuclear weapons testing. Fonner President Bush signed H.R. 5373, the 
Energy and Water Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 1993 last October and we are now 
observing the nuclear weapons testing moratorium as outUned in the legislation. We wish to 
reiterate our continued strong support for P.L. 102-377. 

This legislation calls for an end to United States nuclear weapons testing after 
September 30, 1996. We remain committed to this date and a fmal end of U.S. nuclear 
weapons testing if other nations refrain also from testing. Any recommendations to continue 
nuclear testing beyond 1996 clearly are not consistent the law. Additionally, we beUeve this 
sends the wrong message to the international community and particularly nations who may 
consider the nuclear option, now or in the fiimre. Specifically, continued U.S. nuclear 
weapons testing threatens the extension of the Non-Proliferation Treaty which expires in 
1995. The United States must lead the world away from the nuclear threat and we are 
confident you share this goal. 

Mr. President, we respectfiiUy request that you reject any nuclear testing 
recommendations that run contrary to the letter and spuit of PubUc Law 102-377. We 
beUeve this law continues to enjoy significant support in the Congress. Further, we want to 
work with you to avoid what wiU surely be a divisive and difficult confrontation between the 
Executive and Legislative Branches of govemment. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Kopetski Ron DeUijMs Martin O. Sabo 





The Following Members signed the letter to President Clinton: 

Mike Kopetski Ron Dellums 
Martin O. Sabo Richard Gephardt 
David Bonior Barbara Kennelly 
Patricia Schroeder Vic Fazio 
Pete Stark Lane Evans 
Ed Markey Louise Slaughter 
Marjorie Margolies Mezvinsky Bill Je^erson 
Joe Kennedy Charles Schumer 
Bruce Vento George Brown 
Jack Reed Nancy Pelosi 
Neil Abercrombie William Coyne 
Bill Hughes Ed Towns 
Larry LaRocco Jolene Unsoeld 
Alan Wheat Elizabeth Furse 
Lynn Woolsey Sidney Yates 
Robert Matsui Jim McDermott 
Jim Bacchus Charlie Rose 
Ron Coleman Ron Wyden 
Patsy Mink Lynn Shenk 
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ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE 

THROUGH: ROBERT BELL -

FROM: STEVEN ANDREASEN 

SUBJECT: Le t t e r from Congressman Kopetski 

Congressman Kopetski wrote t o the President to express h i s strong 
opposition t o any comprehensive t e s t ban t r e a t y t h a t allowed f o r 
continued underground t e s t i n g of any nuclear weapons a f t e r 
September 30, 1996. 

The response from the President does not s p e c i f i c a l l y address the 
Congressman's concern over "permitted experiments" beyond 
September 30, 1996, as we have not made a decision on t h i s issue 
w i t h i n the USG. I t does note t h a t the Ad m i n i s t r a t i o n i s i n the 
process of reviewing a number of issues p e r t a i n i n g t o t h i s 
n e g o t i a t i o n , and assures the Congressman t h a t his views on t h i s 
matter are being taken i n t o account during the review. 

Concurrence: Jeremy Rosnei/^^ 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memorandum f o r the President a t Tab I . 

Attachments 
Tab I Memorandum f o r the President 

Tab A Le t t e r t o Congressman Kopetski 
Tab B Le t t e r from Congressman Kopetski 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H I NGTON 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE 
HOWARD PASTER 

SUBJECT: L e t t e r from Congressman Kopetski 

Purpose 

To respond t o Congressman Kopetski's l e t t e r on nuclear t e s t i n g 
and a comprehensive t e s t ban. 

Background 

Congressman Kopetski has w r i t t e n you t o express his strong 
opposition t o any comprehensive t e s t ban t r e a t y t h a t allowed f o r 
continued underground t e s t i n g of any nuclear weapons below a one-
k i l o t o n t h r e s h o l d a f t e r September 30, 1996. 

The response from you t o Congressman Kopetski notes t h a t the 
Adm i n i s t r a t i o n i s i n the process of reviewing a number of issues 
p e r t a i n i n g t o t h i s n e g o t i a t i o n , and assures the Congressman t h a t 
his views on t h i s matter are being taken i n t o account during the 
review. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the l e t t e r t o Congressman Kopetski a t Tab A. 

Attachments 
Tab A L e t t e r t o Congressman Kopetski 
Tab B L e t t e r from Congressman Kopetski 

cc: Vice President 
Chief of S t a f f 



Dear Mike: 

I want t o thank you f o r your l e t t e r on 
nuclear t e s t i n g and a comprehensive t e s t ban. 
The work you have done on t h i s issue has been 
instrumental i n b r i n g i n g us t o the b r i n k of a 
m u l t i l a t e r a l n e g o t i a t i o n t o r e a l i z e t h i s 
long-standing goal of U.S. arms c o n t r o l 
p o l i c y . 

As you know, my A d m i n i s t r a t i o n i s i n the 
process of reviewing a number of issues 
p e r t a i n i n g t o the n e g o t i a t i o n of a 
m u l t i l a t e r a l nuclear t e s t ban. I expect to 
receive recommendations from the appropriate 
Departments i n the next few weeks on our CTB 
n e g o t i a t i n g s t r a t e g y and the r e l a t e d question 
of whether t o conduct a f i n a l s e r i e s of 
phase-out t e s t s consistent w i t h Public Law 
102-377. Your l e t t e r has been very u s e f u l i n 
helping us understand Congressional i n t e n t as 
i t r e l a t e s t o the law. 

I want t o assure you t h a t your views on t h i s 
matter are being taken i n t o account during 
the review, and w i l l be foremost i n my mind 
as I consider recommendations on t h i s 
d i f f i c u l t issue. 

I hope I can c a l l on you i n the months ahead 
f o r advice on t h i s and other matters. 

Sincerely, 

The Honorable Michael J. Kopetski 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 



MICHAt^L J. KOPETSKI 
5TH OISTRICT. OREGON 

218 CANNON HOUSI OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. OC 20515-3705 

202-225-5711 
FAX: 202-225-9477 

COMMITTEE: 
WAYS & MEANS 

Congre£(£( of tf)e ?Hntteb States; 
j|ou£le of Eepreflentatibesi 

JBagfjington, 20515-3705 
April 30, 1993 

HOME OFFICE: 
THE EQUITABLE CENTER BUILOIN 

530 CENTER STREET. NE 

SUITE 340 

C O S A L E M . OREGON 97301 

C * 7 503 -588 -9100 
FAX: 503 -588 -0963 

CLACKAMAS COUNTV OFFICE: 

C i J 615 HIGH STREET 

OREGON CITY. OREGON 97045 

503-650 -1273 
TJ 

ORECim jOLL FREE: 1-800-548-7179 

J l . 

President Bill Clinton co 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

As the original sponsor of the nuclear testing amendment to last year's Energy 
and Water Appropriations Bill, I appreciate your administration's ongoing effort to 
complete the report to Congress on nuclear testing policy. I look forward to receiving it. 

It has come to my attention that the inter-agency group preparing the report will 
recommend to you that the United States pursue a one-kiloton threshold testing limit 
instead of a comprehensive ban on all tests. In my view, such a recommendation does 
not conform to the spirit or letter of the legislation. 

The legislation clearly states that the administration must prepare "[a] plan for 
achieving a multilateral comprehensive ban on the testing of nuclear weapons on or 
before September 30, 1996," and that "[n]o underground test of nuclear weapons may be 
conducted by the United States after September 30, 1996, unless a foreign state conducts 
a nuclear after this date, at which time the prohibition on United States nuclear testing is 
Ufted." 

As you can see, the legislation's intent is to help implement a multilateral 
comprehensive test ban treaty. It makes no provisions for substituting a one-kiloton Hmit 
for a comprehensive ban. If the report to Congress recommends a one-kiloton threshold, 
a contentious debate on the report is very likely, as is opposition to the report from many 
quarters. I strongly suggest that you not endorse the idea of a one-kiloton testing Hmit 
and support the original intent of the legislation: a multilateral comprehensive ban on all 
nuclear weapons tests. 

I look forward to working with you on this issue. 

Kopei 
Member of Congress 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



3765 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506 

May 25, 1993 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM H. ITOH 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ROBERT G. BELL V*̂ ^ 

STEVEN R. JONEsC^ 

FEMA Proposed Testimony on F^ood Insurance and New 
Federal Insurance Programs 

OMB forwarded the subject FEMA testimon/ (Tab I I ) f o r NSC 
comment. This i s the proposed statement of Mr. R e i l l y , Deputy 
Federal Insurance A d m i n i s t r a t o r a t FEMA before the House Banking, 
Finance and Urban A f f a i r s Subcommit]ree on Consumer Credit and 
Insurance. 

The testimony o f f e r s comments on/the National Flood Insurance 
Program and i t s p o t e n t i a l use £or other f e d e r a l insurance 
programs. I t points out d i f f e r e n c e s between f l o o d insurance and 
insurance f o r other n a t u r a l hazards, and l i s t s e v a l u a t i o n 
c r i t e r i a p r e v i o u s l y used f o v Federal insurance programs. I f i n d 
nothing c o n t r o v e r s i a l here/warranting NSC comment. 

Concurrence by,: 

RECOMMENDATION 

eremy Rosner 

That you sign the m«5morandum a t Tab I 

Attachments 
Tab I Memj^randum f o r Signature 
Tab I I Incoming Correspondence 



3765 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506 

MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES J. JUKES 

FROM: WILLIAM H. ITOH 

SUBJECT: FEMA Proposed Testimony on Flood Insurance and New 
Federal Insurance Programs 

The National Security Council has no objections t o the proposed 
FEMA testimony on f l o o d insurance. 
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TO: 

lXBCT»Xyi OFFICE 0^ T H J TOfllDWW 

nay 14, i f f ) 

LBOIBIATIVB RXFEKltAL HSMORMIDmi LSX #X-323 

LeglBlfttlvs Liaison Offioer -

AGRICCR - Robin »o"P««9? (^^^SiS^iSfJis; 
COMMERCE - Micbaal A. Levitt - '̂ 335 

HUD - Edward J. Murphy, J^.J- (202)708-1793 215 

SSERIOR - Ralph Hill - (";^,?Sf:!i;j,\'??7 
JUSTICE - Faith Burton - (202)514-2141-217 
TREASURY - Richard S. Carro r (202)622-1146 - 226 
Mcr- Silliam B. Itoh - (202)395*3723 - 249 
SIS . l^iiciSa Ob;J»ill«i - ("2)395*5036 - 242 
C ^ S EKOIHKERS - Suaan Bond - (202)272-0030 - 239 

- SoSrS. Robert. - (aoj)"?:̂ *̂ !" 
HEC * sonia Mathewa - (202)456-6722 - 429 
OSTP - Damar HawXini - (202)466-6272 - 288 
SBA - Chrietina swedin - (202)205-6702 - 315 

- 230 

PRĈ : JAMES J. JUKES (for); (LN- ^ , 
Asaiatant Director M Legialative Reference 

OMB COMTACT. JJJJJX^'i-JS; ^ S S T I S S ^ . re.pon.ea). 395-3454 

SuijECTt FEMA Proposed Testittony on Flood insurance 
T and new Federal insurance programs 

DEljoLXMBl 4FM May tt, 1.993 

aodcfrdaaoe with OMB oiroular A-19. 

piLae advise us if thit itam will affeot direot spending or 
lil!in4:. for ttumsas of the the "Pay-As-You-Oo" provisions of 

cc 
Ken Ryder 
StoVe Redburn 
Chiris Heiser 
ji]i |J6rdan 
juutirte Rodrigues 
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RB8P0M81 TO LBOXSLATXVE RBFBRRAL MBMORAMDUM 

If Vour response to this request for views is t ^ 5 i ; ( ; -
oon5ur/no cS»ent) we prefer that you respond by fajUj us this 
response sheet. If the response im eixgle and you PreJ«J ̂ o 
call, plaaae call the branoh-wide line shown below (NOT the 
ana:y8t's line) to leave a aessage with a secretary. 

You »ay also respond by (1) callihg the analyst/attorney's direot 
lin* (you will be connscted to voice mail if the analyst does not 
answer); (2) sending us a seno or letter; or (3) if you are an 
OAS- S user in the Eiscutive Office of the President, sending an 
E-»iil aessage. Please include tba nuaber shown above, and 
thejiubjeot sho«m below. 

TOt Jeffrey WRIM̂ ERO (399-3457) 
Office of Manageaent an|l Budget 
Fax Number: (202) 395-31109 
Branch-Wide Line (to reach secretary); 

FRO] 

(202) 395-3454 

_ (Date) 

(Naae) 

(Agency) 

(Telephone) 

SUBJECT: FEMA Proposed Testimony on Flood insurance 
and new Federal insurance prograas 

The following is the response of our agency to your request for 
viejvs on the above-captioned subject: 

Concur 

Mo objection 

No ooaaent 

See propoeed edits on pages 

Other: ' 

FAX RETURN of ' pages, attached to this 
response sheet 
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jlr. ONdzam distinguiiM eatev qC tte SidnnittaB on 

j:x«dit mA fivuEmBe, I m ixanele v. MalUy, npity A n̂inlBtxatGr of tte 
t 

^esani insuninot MtaOnlstratian, tne aincteante wltliin tm mtdaral 

^tgMKjY Ifciitty—eiit Agancy which etelnistars Ite tetionBl Flood Inmcwioe 

(MFIP) md tte redteal criae msusenoe frsgmu Nith at todby Is 

Mite tenomy, Itaysiiai aeiantlst wit̂  mei*u oftloe of BBKtt̂ pates anA 

I M M I Ikcaids Piuyiw Divlaian, and ik* danw nylcr, Ite RA's AsslstB* 

twialMehrsfccr tac ftiMfacand* Sî npcvt tar^lees. 

I m plmmta to te tern tAday to offar 0na*s on tte Nfttiowl Flood 

Itmswm progm. tWK, meter tte auoiarltlse oC toth tte Itatlonal nxxad 

Icraunvica Aot of i»68, as aaendad, wid Ite netnqunte Hazards iadurticn ABC 

Mr 1977, tea for sBiy ywxs lae«i liMtlWd in 

^MiSiiUal I M K B I InsimnM role with r̂ qpaot to otter latuntl haurda, in 

bdMitisn to flood, in taot, stuSits nvie aata in 1971, and agiln in 1981. 

Utlk xaqpaot to ite earthgiadce parU to wamijm just tSiis iaeqe. te 

WllSMe tte evalvtiDn lariteria Ctevslopid a raoult of tteas studiaa 

te awful to tte •utecmdttas in its oonsidrnftlon of tfa^ter ttece 

Is a zola toe ttie inrtarrt gtTMsnnnHiit. 

pat tef CSV X disouas tteee with you, z Itncw itet your suhncmli 

bo teev idisttea: tte MTtP is a good aodai ftv «n HHJUwiti touerd ottesr 

laAusal tesaeds. tta m P cfaistas as a joint vwt&ve Involvlny tte 

, looal g^wnaants aiid tte inairanaa iiidustry< 

role in tte •iK,nas« of tte MFIP. Ite M v « l 

Brogns iigaMnft rM«>ondbility, ida±iflai tte Iwd 

to sorieus flood riitc, aate tte einteai floo^lain sansgw 

to te edeptad and «nfcsaid ky itte local goweiiuiA. In 

ttcti haa 

haa 
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itf a oa^tlen toe aligihility xar pMttioipation in tte MFXP, emCiimm tte 

jliKBwae coMcag*, aets tte inniEmoa i|«tts and fcvoMlgataa tte legal 

Ugoinnaaa of tte irogrm Jay Mdnal tegulations. Jis a audition of HHP 

^rtioijpetia), tte looal gowttrasnU asUtbliab building p n i t wjf̂ mm and 

^ la^yialMa for adopting and anfocoljig laaot tte NF2P ainiwa flnorVlaln 

pirtiol{iBting in tte izogns wdor a f inazeial/eiteLdly 

,, inuxanoa agknta «nd tecte^ «nd Xosa edjustora ere tte 

^ i w y sourae of iMUtano* Mrvion to ̂ policyholdncs. Itet liilch 

dietlnguitfwe tte Mn? ttm othsr inauEsnDe pEognna Is Ite wiiv» UiAn^ 

ctf oaardinatad joint teaponslbmtl— of tte fadoKal vovoEinn*:, Icn l 

end tte Itewanoa induatzy pM îdtants in tte prô Pte. 

from tte point of viow of its flood plain aBnagBaent dojeotivaa, it 

iovtainly is a good aodol of tte potential inpaot tte atueliBbilitJf of 
i 

itadwal inmnnaa oonUmd wit3i other ridsnl it'ograws owi teve on tte 

jam SSI of looa cannitles to adopt far tetter land use and biilding 

BidBtte. Ite SFZF'B efCeotiWMpB zaeolts tToa tte oltea 

inbafEvtion of Ite fadKal twefUMHoa itandaxda wltH tte teaatd 

idaftifloBtlon md iteuEanoa â ieobs of tte prograa. ite role of tte stata 

mA local goMcraants as tte prlncdpal actor in future flood Xoaa rBA>±lcn 

is also SRvepriate for dtter natural hikMocds, vith tte fsdanl 

^fwlding ain|a» loaa-rittaatlon stondaida and strong tatfwifal 

A auooMSfUl nsbanl teUKda nitl^tlon'ivogEBa aould te otala to glw 

: tuteffi" to tte uaa «f good teiiding parfiBMUWB atandarda 

and teld tea aeaauEea tten tte MFXP elate, o r technical and legal 

l a m with both tte land uae md building iwawuao in tte WTP teve 
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our oavavt BtatuboKy 

tias. 

iim ii*oaB«ittea ahould also te sMera, hfwavar, of tte p«*»l«a i*dA « 

tttt Matlcval Flood mswawa Vjxqnat, l̂ iiXa ail naw oonstnirticn is rlifc 

Mt^, tte pcogcte Is iaguixed by sUtut^ to nto taasonably jrioad 

evailiOila to «dsting oonstructlon vithoot ragard to tte 

ildlnra full rilit pnaiua. fidstlng jsonsWn*!*!* is ootetnioticn 
i 

ixicr to tte publiootien of tte l̂ood Skwamoa Rate tep v 

31, 1074, l̂iCtevar Is Istar. ^UUsnally, MW teilding 

standards only m>3y to builjAlnga Muaa alart of ooratxuDtion 

idomed afttt tte of final iviP tegulidacy changas. Iteee 

•ft tte pidolic lUla asking prooass aA âob to 

i l ^ . currently 43 î etvant of tte MTXP pollovholdaca 
i 

oe otevgad on tte avaragt tfxut ss perdont of tte fvdl rlak p:aaii»* 

Oi aAiitien, 1st M point out two lialtstiora on tte mP statutory aiAteri^ 

tOohhww led to prô eta isauas tteit bkve bam tte MAijaet of aatv 

xny^ional tearinga pwar tte last tteas years. FlTift., tte MRP 

jMsa tet have tm autterlty to off ar iteurmoe oovac^ ^ intetdfy tte 

llMured for tte lin aaiart cost of repairing a atdsstarAially dmiegad 
i 

gilding te aast tte f loo^lain Mnaywant rahuiuing atandarda. itet 

Ust om te aatxaMly hUfx ($20,000 to $M,ogo tor a sirgle fasily hc«>). 

loila gip in ewailiMe inswanoa pcotoecticn for U.mmmm m ffcm tte MRP or 

Itte prî MtB insuranoa inavtiy tea virtually teltad tte xaoovaEy prooaea 

ia mmm eouth Deda oouity ems tac alaost a i ^ aontte «ith m rasoluticn 

in eifltt. 
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Ite teODiri itviilm ifm» la tte iffiP'a liadc ol author!^ to idmtify land 

irete sdajaot to tte thirty and sixty ySar arasion tSiraat. fte abemea of 

dlis sutaority prevants us froa idantlfyijq «t>ich buildings ahaild te 

Itarfrt m aAUtittwl aaount to oovar tte «trBaa risk liten aKosion of ^ 

liaM ĉKt Which tte bunding is looatod ioauaas Ite building to te in 

ef iaainanfc oollares duo to arosien. 

jm ^ t i c n , let te point out a Xsy distinctian batwaen flood inuaraa and 

oKSar natucal tacarda insutwxa. itere tes been, roc is ttera nov, 

pclMtm saoter flood inawwve railabli for bonai*«n». Ite IffXP ws 

caeatad in l e ^ a a to ttet pcttolaB. aii tte ether hand, notmlly tteona is 

prints aeotor wiid and aartiiqiiate inwdanoa availabla to hoaaouMaw. te 

rtiUpva that it is iagnatawt to elBrifylitet national pd»llo policy pvapoaa 

Mould te or Iteuld te aarvad before tmt\ tadaral lAogiaw era initiated, 

mth vaâ paot to flood insuranaa tte pUblio putpose was thcaafold, to 

idteltify tm risk, emoiae^ aitlgBtlon aeasuras at tte looal govaaannant 

lawai, md provida Inauranoa protection as « battar alt«natlva to diaa«:ar 

vaUaf. Marsas tte virtual ocsplsta aLaanna of flood insuresioa ws a 

Vital oonaidnation In aaaaialnj tte naed for fedaral flood insucanoa i t 

doas tnt p̂fMW to te M critioal a faobor ytmn it ooaas to o«ter typae of 

natiaral teaaaa inamnoa. BsweMr, #ie*har critioal facAar lAkiA Kawptad 

paaaega ef tte MFXF SBB tte banaf it of local flood plain awwgapatb 6ir*t*xA 

toiMiecd aitigating futureiflood loeaaa. i 
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tte MiCt, tte rm Dizeotor of tte radanl Baargeny 

temy, before tte U.S. Sanate cseaatlttaa! on Ot̂ vacneantal Affairs, 

pirn visw that baiiave ttet aitlgation web baooaa a reooydaad national 

plenty, itiila altigatlen aeJcea good sinas, i t oftm im't a priority for 

^taswdties. Na will woaSc to danga ttet eindaet and provida solid oost-

^taotlva tools and inDBRtivea to anoouKaga eitigctticn aotiona. 

^ mtlza naticn neeite to adca tte nrartltaert now to invest in tte long 

êaa p^cff of eitlgation md l plen tti' nOi to isovida laedarriilp to 

d̂CTH>11iii nam efBort. 
i 

|o ttet md, in ly lebbv to state and tecrltorial dlraobors, and to 

larlas oonstituan^ gtotva, I amounted ttet aitlgation would te tte 

jeOMrfetim for developing a strcnger aaargan^ aanagaaanfc ^TStm. X hsve 

Usp illanaaal tais laaw with sadvcs cif ay staff to bagin tte piuniaa of 

jima^al Iiy aitJgatloti into all our pcogngw Diara ara aavaral ftecgswrn 

^ Wmm. (such as tte NRP) tiiich ourrmtly anihaalaa •itigatim - ym naad 

Ibo build m ttesa provaas, aqpaoiaUy st state and local lavela. Ma icncar 

Uaft. aitigottian at all levels an balp Medusa dlsastar aeaistanoa 

Lt 

It this point, Mr. Oaikam, X wiU list tte eveiuetlm caltvia previiwiy 

Mtich w v ^ a t aaalaluiiie to iyoi in ravlai^ bills craeting nar 

iteuld te to 

Letabls 

afc faiiuHit pm ratiorale for tte pnpoaal 

a aarket faiiure, arlaing froa tte iitecwaiy 

of a oatMrtrtfhlo natural hasard, not to provida 
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a. ^̂ mt-4m̂  —. ^ prqpoaal atet utilise a rate staniobaee ttet 

xefleots tte level of rtec faoing ite inaaed policyholdar to tte 

— axbant pceotioal. 

3. î iiKAJRiblflBtiSDt Ite prcpoaal auSt includa jKovlBlans re^ilrliig. 

pvtledpetiiv Statm and ontBiitite to adc|A and anforoa anprcfrlat* 

Ivtf use md building oodi yrHrfff tteit will radooa tte risk of loas 

ef Ufa and dawga to pnparty. 

4. — i m m ^ i ^ ana gontroli Ite proposal wst olloa for vadaral 

ovecsigbt «tf ocntrol or funda coliactel and of tte cperotion and 

—•rj™-"* of tte p«a«nai(s). 

a. BtflflttJiai&aJltef over tlsa, tte proposal mat te dasî nad to te 

daficit Mubcal. 

5. rtmm wot te l«glt4aBte rtec aterlng on tte part of 

tte priveba inaaaraa Industry. 

iinaa tte Adainiatratim tes not parfocsad a datailad analysis of tte bills 

^urvently bafkxv Oongraw, X aw not in a positlm to ooana* at this tiae 

^ asy of ttea. 

Osiiram, ttet emelalw iv 

î iweikiM ahioh you or tte otter 

. I wUl te hisiy to addiaaa aiv 

of tte Subcxumlttae aey have. 

ave VK̂ '̂ oO; 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHINGTON. D C. 20506 

May 25, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR COL MICHAEL B. SHERFIELD 
Executive Secretary 
Department of Defense 

SUBJECT: Significant M i l i t a r y Exercise EASTERN CASTLE 93 

M i l i t a r y exercise EASTERN CASTLE 93 i s approved. 

i l l i a m H. Itoh / 
Executive Secretary 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506 

May 22, 1993 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM H. ITOH 

THROUGH: ROBERT BELL "p-̂ /y 

FROM: KEITH HAHN 

SUBJECT: S i g n i f i c a n t M i l i t a r y Exercise EASTERN CASTLE 93 
EGYPT 

Attached a t Tab I i s a proposed memorandum t o the Executive 
Secretary, Department of Defense, approving m i l i t a r y exercise 
EASTERN CASTLE 93. At Tab I I Defense recommends approval and 
State concurs. 

EASTERN CASTLE i s an engineer exercise conducted i n the U.S. 
Central Command area of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . S p e c i f i c elements of 
EASTERN CASTLE are s p e c i f i e d by the exercise name followed by the 
p a r t i c i p a n t country. I n t h i s case, the exercise w i l l take place 
i n Egypt^June 16-September 30. I t w i l l i n volve approximately 100 
U.S. and 25 Egyptian forces i n c o n s t r u c t i n g a l i v e f i r e range and 
a water w e l l p r o j e c t . 

The c r i t i c a l c a n c e l l a t i o n date i s June 1, 1993j^ 

Concurrences by: Mart and David b a t t e r f i e l d 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memorandum a t Tab I approving the exercise 

Attachments^;.. ' .."̂  
Tab I ' Memorandum,..for Signature 
Tab I I - OSD.-^xecuti.ve Secretary Memorandum, May 21, 1993 

DECLASSIFIED 
E.0.13526 

White House Guidelines, September 11̂  2006 
By VZ-̂  NARA, T)atel̂ /VjfL>\C 

' ^ ^ s s l l y ' o n : OADR ^ - ^ O N F I D E N T I AL" 
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3778 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHINGTON. D C. 20506 

May 25, 1993 

INFORMATION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ROBERT BELL 'f^'^'^'Tf 

KEITH HAHN Hff 
President's National Security Telecommunications 
Advisory Committee Events, May 26-27, 1993 

On Wednesday, May 26, at 6:30 p.m. you w i l l be attending a 
reception w i t h the President's National Security 
Telecommunications Advisory Committee (NSTAC) at the W i l l a r d 
Hotel. The reception w i l l be followed by dinner a t 7:15 p.m. 
l i s t of the NSTAC members who w i l l be attending these events 
provided a t Tab I I I . 

IS 

On Thursday, May 27, at 12:00 p.m. you w i l l be atten d i n g the 
NSTAC Executive Luncheon and Executive Session i n the Indian 
Treaty Room. You have also been asked to provide welcoming 
remarks upon the a r r i v a l of the members at about 12:15 p.m. and 
b r i e f remarks (about 10 minutes) a t about 1:05 p.m. f o l l o w i n g 
lunch. D r a f t comments are provided a t Tab I . 

As i n d i c a t e d on the schedule a t Tab I I 
w i l l f o l l o w you. Vice President Gore 
preside over the turnover of the gavel 
A l l e n t o incoming chairman Norm August 
the Vice President w i l l be engaged i n 
on the H i l l f o r the vote on the reconc 
t h i s period of time. In t h i s case, we 
you or Deputy Secretary Perry t o make 
remarks. 

, Deputy Secretary Perry 
i s t e n t a t i v e l y scheduled t o 
from outgoing chairman Bob 

ine. I t i s possible t h a t 
l e g i s l a t i v e n e g o t i a t i o n s or 
i l l a t i o n package during 
w i l l arrange f o r e i t h e r 

the appropriate ceremonial 

Attachments 
Tab I D r a f t Comments f o r May 27 Luncheon 
Tab I I Schedule of Events f o r May 27, 1993 Luncheon 
Tab I I I NSTAC Membership 



NATIONAL SECURITY TELECOMMUNICATIONS ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE WELCOMING REMARKS 

(At approximately 12:15 p.m. Once a l l are seated) 

On behalf of President C l i n t o n , l e t me welcome you and 

congratulate you on what I understand was another successful 

NSTAC business session. The President i s and i s 

unable t o attend. Vice President Gore w i l l be j o i n i n g us 

l a t e r during the Executive Session t o give his own views on 

the r o l e of the telecommunications i n d u s t r y i n our n a t i o n a l 

s e c u r i t y . As you know, the recommendations of NSTAC XIV 

were very w e l l received and have been forwarded t o the 

Executive Agent f o r implementation. I'm looking forward t o 

seeing your recommendations from t h i s NSTAC meeting as w e l l . 

Let me welcome you once again t o the Old Executive O f f i c e 

B u i l d i n g . I hope you enjoy your lunch here today. Bob? 



REMARKS TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE LUNCHEON 

Thank you, Bob. I t i s a pleasure t o meet w i t h the members 

of the NSTAC. I want t o take t h i s o p p o r t u n i t y t o commend 

t h i s committee f o r the c o n t r i b u t i o n s i t has made over the 

l a s t eleven years i n strengthening our n a t i o n a l s e c u r i t y and 

emergency preparedness c a p a b i l i t i e s . 

The years ahead, the United States must carry out i t s global 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s i n a dynamic environment. I n t h i s period 

of both e v o l u t i o n a r y and r e v o l u t i o n a r y change, advanced 

communications w i l l play an i n t e g r a l r o l e i n our Nation's 

a b i l i t y t o react t o events at home and abroad. During the 

past year. Hurricanes Andrew and I n i k i proved the value of 

the National Coordinating Center f o r Telecommunications 

established by the NSTAC f o r responding t o n a t i o n a l 

d i s a s t e r s . Without the assistance of the NSTAC companies, 

the Government could not have reacted so q u i c k l y t o provide 

assistance t o the communities devastated by the storms. 

So during t h i s past year, we witnessed sweeping changes i n 

Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. We have seen 

p o l i t i c a l unrest and human s u f f e r i n g i n the former 

Yugoslavia, and i n many other parts of the world. These 

events have increased our concern regarding the world's 

p o l i t i c a l and economic s t a b i l i t y . C e r t a i n l y , i n t h i s h i g h l y 

uncertain g l o b a l environment, the United States cannot 

a f f o r d t o r e l a x i t s n a t i o n a l s e c u r i t y posture. 

The r o l e of the NSTAC i n supporting the Nation's s e c u r i t y 

and emergency preparedness w i l l become i n c r e a s i n g l y 

important as world events v i e w i t h each other f o r a t t e n t i o n . 
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In t h i s f l u i d environment, the President needs advice and 

info r m a t i o n on telecommunications technologies t h a t w i l l 

help our government a n t i c i p a t e and react to r a p i d l y changing 

domestic and i n t e r n a t i o n a l s i t u a t i o n s . 

For the NSTAC to continue t o provide t h i s outstanding 

service t o the President and the Nation, i t i s incumbent on 

those of us tasked t o address n a t i o n a l s e c u r i t y concerns t o 

keep you informed on the President's goals. The broad 

o u t l i n e s of our n a t i o n a l s e c u r i t y p o l i c y are shaped by the 

changes i n the i n t e r n a t i o n a l order t h a t we are a l l so 

f a m i l i a r w i t h by now. Since 1989 the U.S. has: 

o S i g n i f i c a n t l y reduced the defense budget. 

o Drawn down our conventional forces. 

o Stood down many of our s t r a t e g i c nuclear forces. 

o Brought forces home from overseas. 

o Concluded a number of major arms c o n t r o l agreements. 

We have seen our s t r a t e g i c focus s h i f t from the USSR t o 

smaller, but s t i l l dangerous, r e g i o n a l contingencies. At 

the same time, pressing domestic concerns such as hea l t h 

care reform, a sluggish economy and major urban unrest now 

act as c o n s t r a i n t s on the amount of resources we can devote 

t o f o r e i g n p o l i c y issues. 

The size of U.S. forces w i l l continue t o decline t o a 

sustainable l e v e l . We w i l l continue t o seek arms c o n t r o l 

measures t h a t reduce nuclear weapons in v e n t o r i e s and c o n t r o l 

the spread of nuclear technology t o p o t e n t i a l l y h o s t i l e 

s t a t e s . Unquestionably, c o u n t e r p r o l i f e r a t i o n i s a high 

p r i o r i t y i n t h i s A d m i n i s t r a t i o n . We w i l l use our leadership 

i n the UN, i n NATO and elsewhere t o broker settlements 
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between p a r t i e s i n c o n f l i c t . And we w i l l use o p p o r t u n i t i e s 

to promote democratization and respect f o r human r i g h t s i n 

the developing world. 

But the growing t h r u s t of our n a t i o n a l s e c u r i t y e f f o r t s w i l l 

be on strengthening our economic and readiness base a t home 

and abroad. Foremost among our e f f o r t s w i l l be our goal to 

maintain and increase our advantage i n high-technology 

i n d u s t r i e s t o ensure t h a t our c i t i z e n s and property remain 

safe and v i a b l e . This i s where you come i n . Many of t h i s 

Administration's i n i t i a t i v e s i n the area of n a t i o n a l 

s e c u r i t y w i l l be based on our telecommunications 

c a p a b i l i t i e s . We are counting on you to continue t o see 

t h a t t h i s foundation i s secure. 

I look forward t o reviewing your NSTAC XV Report and t o your 

continuing advice and assistance. 
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1 I'l National Security Teiecommunlcstions Advisory Committee 

EXECUTIVE SESSION-AGENDA 
MAY 27,1993 
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1:00 p.m. 
^ 1 -.05 p.m. 

1:15 p.m. 
1:25 p.m. 
1:45 p.m. 

2:00 p.m. 

Welcoming Remarks Mr. Allen, Chairman 
Remarks by National Security Advisor Mr. Lake 
Remarks by Executive Agent 
Arrival/Remarks by Vice President 
RecognitkHi of Departing and 
Arriving Ciiairmen 
Adjourn 

Deputy Secretary Perry 
Vice President Gore 

Vice PresMent Gore 
Mr. Augustine, New Chairman 

. a 
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