Originally Processed With FOIA(s): FOIA Number:
2012-3130-S 2012-3130-S

FOIA

MARKER

This is not a textual record. This is used as an
administrative marker by the George Bush Presidential

Library Staff.

Record Group/Collection:  George H.W. Bush Presidential Records
Collection/Office of Origin: National Security Council

Series: Blackwill, Robert D., Files

Subseries: Subject Files

OA/ID Number: CF00182
Folder ID Number: CF00182-007

Folder Title:
[Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

Section: 4 Position:

0 0




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet

(George Bush Library)
Doc. No./ Type Subject/Title Date Restriction Classification

Ola. Letter From Robert D. Blackwill, Re: Candidate for NSC staff position. 02/16/89 (b)(6)

(I'pp.)
01b. Letter To Robert Blackwill, Re: Candidate for NSC staff position. (2 02/11/89 (b)(6)

pp-)
Olc. Letter To Robert Blackwill, Re: Candidate for NSC staff position. (2 12/08/88 (b)(6)

pp-)
02. Form Re: Application for position in Bush Administration. (2 pp.) 12/08/88 (b)(6)
03. Vitae Re: Candidate for NSC staff position. (1 pp.) n.d. (b)(6)
04. Resume Re: Candidate for NSC staff position. (2 pp.) n.d. (b)(6)
05. Vitae Re: Candidate for NSC staff position. (1 pp.) n.d. (b)(6)
06. Article Re: Article from "Naval Intelligence Quarterly". (12 pp.) March 1988 (b)(1) S
07a. Memo To Kevin Callwood and Dennis Ross, Re: The Soviets' "new 08/29/88 (b)(6)

political thinking" and how the Vice President should think about
it [written by candidate for NSC staff position]. (1 pp.)

Page 1 of 3

Collection:

Record Group: Bush Presidential Records

Office: National Security Council

Series: Blackwill, Robert D., Files

Subseries: Subject Files

WHORM Cat.:

File Location: [Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

Pinksheet Number: RML8156

OA/ID Number: CF00182-007
Date Closed: 1/22/2013
FOIA/Sys Case #: 2012-3130-S

Re-review Case #:
P-2/P-5 Review Case #:




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet

(George Bush Library)
Doc. No. / Type Subject/Title Date Restriction Classification
07b. Memo To Kevin Callwood and Dennis Ross, Re: The Soviets' "new 08/29/88 (b)(6)

political thinking" and how the Vice President should speak to it
[written by candidate for NSC staff position]. (1 pp.)

07c. Memo From candidate for NSC staff position, Re: The Drug Problem. 09/26/88 (b)(6)
(1 pp.)

07d. Paper Re: Paper written by candidate for NSC staff positon. (1 pp.) 06/15/88 (b)(6)

07e. Memo To George Bush Campaign from candidate for NSC staff 09/10/88 (b)d)
position. (2 pp.)

07f. Paper To George Bush Campaign from candidate for NSC staff position 09/10/88 (b)(1)
[page 2 missing]. (5 pp.)

07g. Letter Senator Dan Quayle to Colleagues, Re: Ballistic missile 06/24/88 (b)(1)
proliferation. (1 pp.)

07h. Paper Ballistic Missile Proliferation Update 1988, by Dan Quayle. (2 n.d. (b)(1)
pp-)

07i. Paper Re: Checking Nuclear Proliferation. (2 pp.) n.d. (b/)(l)

08a. Letter To Vice President Bush, Re: INF [Intermediate-range Nuclear 12/08/87 (b)(/()
Forces] Treaty. (3 pp.)

08b. Paper Article, Re: "The Military Balance". (7 pp.) n.d. (b}d)

Page 2 of 3
Collection:

Record Group: Bush Presidential Records

Office: National Security Council

Series: Blackwill, Robert D., Files

Subseries: Subject Files

WHORM Cat.:

File Location: [Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

Pinksheet Number: ~ RML8156
OA/ID Number: CF00182-007
Date Closed: 1/22/2013
FOIA/Sys Case #: 2012-3130-S
Re-review Case #:

P-2/P-5 Review Case #:




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet

(George Bush Library)

Doc. No./ Type Subject/Title Date Restriction Classification
09. Resume Re: Candidate for NSC staff position. (2 pp.) n.d. (b)(6)
10. Resume Re: Candidate for NSC staff position. (2 pp.) n.d. (b)(6)
11. Resume Re: Candidate for NSC staff position. (4 pp.) n.d. (b)(6)

Page 3 of 3

Collection:
Record Group: Bush Presidential Records
Office: National Security Council
Series: Blackwill, Robert D., Files
Subseries: Subject Files
WHORM Cat.:
File Location: [Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

Pinksheet N'umber: iirML8]56

OA/ID Number: CF00182-007
Date Closed: 1/22/2013
FOIA/Sys Case #: 2012-3130-S

Re-review Case #:
P-2/P-5 Review Case #:




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
(George Bush Library)

Document No.
and Type

Ola. Letter
position. (1 pp.)

Collecition:

Record Group:  Bush Presidential Records
Office:

Series:

National Security Council
Blackwill, Robert D., Files
Subseries: Subject Files
WHORM Cat.:

File Location:

1/22/2013
2012-3130-S

Date Closed:
FOIA/SYS Case #:
Re-review Case #:
P-2/P-5 Review Case #:
AR Case #:

AR Disposition:

AR Disposition Date:

Subject/Title of Document

From Robert D. Blackwill, Re: Candidate for NSC staff

| OA/ID Number:
| Appeal Case #:

Date Restriction

02/16/89 (b)(6)

[Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

CF00182-007

Appeal Disposition:
Disposition Date:

‘ MR Case #:

MR Disposition:
MR Disposition Date:

RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)]

P-1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA]

P-2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA]

P-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA]

P-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or
financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA]

P-5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA]

P-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of
gift.

PRM. Removed as a personal record misfile.

Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

(b)(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA|
(b)(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an
agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

(b)(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA|

(b)(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

(b)(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

(b)(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

(b)(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]

(b)(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
(George Bush Library)

Document No.
and Type

01b. Letter
(2 pp.)

' Collection:

Record Group:  Bush Presidential Records
Office:

Series:

National Security Council
Blackwill, Robert D., Files
Subseries: Subject Files
WHORM Cat.:

File Location:

1/22/2013
2012-3130-S

i Date Closed:
FOIA/SYS Case #:
Re-review Case #:
P-2/P-5 Review Case #:

’ AR Case #:

AR Disposition:
| AR Disposition Date:

Subject/Title of Document

To Robert Blackwill, Re: Candidate for NSC staff position.

| OA/ID Number:

Date Restriction

02/11/89 (b)(6)

[Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

CF00182-007
Appeal Case #:

Appeal Disposition:

Disposition Date:

' MR Case #:

MR Disposition:
MR Disposition Date:

RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)]

P-1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA]

P-2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA]

P-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA]

P-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or
financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA]

P-5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA]

P-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of
gift.

PRM. Removed as a personal record misfile.

Freedom of Information Act - |5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

(b)(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]
(b)(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an
agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

(b)(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

(b)(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

(b)(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

(b)(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

(b)(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]

(b)(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
(George Bush Library)

Document No.
and Type

Olc. Letter
(2 pp.)

. Collection:

Record Group:  Bush Presidential Records
Office:

Series:

National Security Council
Blackwill, Robert D., Files
Subseries: Subject Files
WHORM Cat.:

File Location:

1/22/2013
2012-3130-S

i Date Closed:
FOIA/SYS Case #:
Re-review Case #:
P-2/P-5 Review Case #:
AR Case #:

AR Disposition:
. AR Disposition Date:

Subject/Title of Document

| To Robert Blackwill, Re: Candidate for NSC staff position.

| OA/ID Number:

Date Restriction

12/08/88 (b)(6)

[Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

CF00182-007
Appeal Case #:

Appeal Disposition:

Disposition Date:

} MR Case #:

MR Disposition:
MR Disposition Date:

RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)]

P-1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA]

P-2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA]

P-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA]

P-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or
financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA]

P-5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA]

P-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of
gift.

PRM. Removed as a personal record misfile.

Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

(b)(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]
(b)(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an
agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

(b)(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

(b)(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

(b)(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

(b)(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

(b)(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]

(b)(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
(George Bush Library)

Document No.
and Type

02. Form

Colleciion:

Record Group:  Bush Presidential Records
Office:

Series:

National Security Council
Blackwill, Robert D., Files
Subseries: Subject Files
WHORM Cat.:

File Location:

| Date Closed:
FOIA/SYS Case #:
Re-review Case #:
P-2/P-5 Review Case #:
AR Case #:
AR Disposition:
AR Disposition Date:

1/22/2013
2012-3130-S

Subject/Title of Document

Re: Application for position in Bush Administration. (2 pp.)

| OA/ID Number:

Date Restriction

12/08/38 (b)(6)

[Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

CF00182-007
Appeal Case #:
Appeal Disposition:

Disposition Date:

. MR Case #:

MR Disposition:
MR Disposition Date:

RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)]

P-1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA]

P-2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA]

P-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA]

P-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or
financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA]

P-5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA]

P-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of
gift.

PRM. Removed as a personal record misfile.

Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]|

(b)(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]
(b)(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an
agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

(b)(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

(b)(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

(b)(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

(b)(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

(b)(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]

(b)(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information




Document No.
and Type

03. Vitae

Collection:

Record Group:
Office:

Series:
Subseries:
WHORM Cat.:

File Location:

Date Closed:
FOIA/SYS Case #:

Re-review Case #:

Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
(George Bush Library)

Subject/Title of Document V Restriction

Re: Candidate for NSC staff position. (1 pp.) .d. (b)(6)

Bush Presidential Records
National Security Council

Blackwill, Robert D., Files
Subject Files

[Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

1/22/2013 ' | OA/ID Number: CF00182-007
2012-3130-S Appeal Case #:
Appeal Disposition:

P-2/P-5 Review Case #: Disposition Date:

AR Case #:
AR Disposition:

MR Case #:
MR Disposition:

AR Disposition Date: MR Disposition Date:

RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)) Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

P-1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA] (b)(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]
P-2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA] (b)(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an
P-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA] agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]
P-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or (b)(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA|
financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA] (b)(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
P-5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA] (b)(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
P-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA] (b)(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement

purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of (b)(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of

gift.

financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]
(b)(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information

PRM. Removed as a personal record misfile.




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
(George Bush Library)

Document No.
and Type

04. Resume

Collection:

Record Group:  Bush Presidential Records
Office:

Series:

National Security Council
Blackwill, Robert D., Files
Subseries: Subject Files
WHORM Cat.:

File Location:

1/22/2013
2012-3130-S

| Date Closed:
FOIA/SYS Case #:
Re-review Case #:
P-2/P-5 Review Case #:
" AR Case #:
AR Disposition:
AR Disposition Date:

Subject/Title of Document

Re: Candidate for NSC staff position. (2 pp.)

| OA/ID Number:

Restriction

(b)(6)

[Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

CF00182-007
Appeal Case #:

Appeal Disposition:

Disposition Date:

MR Case #:

MR Disposition:

MR Disposition Date:

RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)]

P-1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA]

P-2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA]

P-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA]

P-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or
financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA]

P-5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA]

P-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of
gift.

PRM. Removed as a personal record misfile.

Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

(b)(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]
(b)(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an
agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

(b)(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

(b)(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

(b)(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

(b)(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA|

(b)(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]

(b)(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
(George Bush Library)

Document No.
and Type

05. Vitae

' ééllection:

Record Group:  Bush Presidential Records
Office:

Series:

National Security Council
Blackwill, Robert D., Files
Subseries: Subject Files
WHORM Cat.:

File Location:

1/22/2013
2012-3130-S

7liate Closed:
FOIA/SYS Case #:
Re-review Case #:
P-2/P-5 Review Case #:
AR Case #:
AR Disposition:

| AR Disposition Date:

Subject/Title of Document

Re: Candidate for NSC staff position. (1 pp.)

Restriction

(b)(6)

[Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

| OA/ID Number:

| Appeal Case #:

CF00182-007

Appeal Disposition:
| Disposition Date:
' MR Case #:
MR Disposition:
| MR Disposition Date:

RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)]

P-1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA]

P-2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA]

P-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA]

P-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or
financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA]

P-5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA]

P-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of
gift.

PRM. Removed as a personal record misfile.

Freedom of Information Act - |5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

(b)(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]
(b)(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an
agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

(b)(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA|

(b)(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

(b)(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

(b)(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

(b)(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]

(b)(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
(George Bush Library)

Document No.
and Type

06. Article

Collection:

Record Group:  Bush Presidential Records
Office:

Series:

National Security Council
Blackwill, Robert D., Files
Subseries: Subject Files
WHORM Cat.:

File Location:

1/22/2013
2012-3130-S

Date Closed:
FOIA/SYS Case #:
Re-review Case #:
P-2/P-5 Review Case #:
AR Case #: 7
AR Disposition:

AR Disposition Date:

Subject/Title of Document

Re: Article from "Naval Intelligence Quarterly". (12 pp.)

| OA/ID Number:
| Appeal Case #:

Date Restriction

March 1988 (b)(1)

[Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

CF00182-007

| Appeal Disposition:

Disposition Date:

. MR Case #:

MR Disposition:
MR Disposition Date:

RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)]

P-1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA]

P-2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA]

P-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA]

P-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or
financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA]

P-5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA|

P-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of
gift.

PRM. Removed as a personal record misfile.

Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

(b)(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]
(b)(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an
agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

(b)(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

(b)(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

(b)(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

(b)(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

(b)(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]

(b)(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
(George Bush Library)

Document No. Subject/Title of Document | Date Restriction
and Type

07a. Memo To Kevin Callwood and Dennis Ross, Re: The Soviets' "new 08/29/88 (b)(6)
political thinking" and how the Vice President should think
about it [written by candidate for NSC staff position]. (1 pp.)

Collection:

Record Group:  Bush Presidential Records

Office: National Security Council

Series: Blackwill, Robert D., Files

Subseries: Subject Files

WHORM Cat.:

File Location: [Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

i Date Closed: 1/22/2013 | OA/ID Number: CF00182-007
FOIA/SYS Case #: 2012-3130-S Appeal Case #:
Re-review Case #: Appeal Disposition:
P-2/P-5 Review Case #: Disposition Date:
AR Case #: ' MR Case #:
AR Disposition: MR Disposition:
AR Disposition Date: MR Disposition Date:

RESTRICTION CODES
Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)] Freedom of Information Act - |5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

P-1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA] (b)(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]
P-2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA] (b)(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an
P-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA] agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]
P-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or (b)(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]
financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA] (b)(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
P-5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA] (b)(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
P-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA] (b)(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]
C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of (b)(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
gift. financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]
(b)(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information
PRM. Removed as a personal record misfile.




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
(George Bush Library)

Document No.
and Type

07b. Memo

Subject/Title of Document

To Kevin Callwood and Dennis Ross, Re: The Soviets' "new 08/29/88

Date Restriction

(b)(6)

political thinking" and how the Vice President should speak
to it [written by candidate for NSC staff position]. (1 pp.)

Collection:

Record Group:  Bush Presidential Records
Office:

Series:

National Security Council
Blackwill, Robert D., Files
Subseries: Subject Files
WHORM Cat.:

File Location:

1/22/2013
2012-3130-S

Date Closed:
FOIA/SYS Case #:
Re-review Case #:
P-2/P-5 Review Case #:
AR Case #:

AR Disposition:

AR Disposition Date:

| OA/ID Number:

[Resumes to Blackwill - NSC Staff Positions] [6]

CF00182-007
Appeal Case #:
Appeal Disposition:

Disposition Date:

, MR Case #:

MR Disposition:
MR Disposition Date:

RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)]

P-1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA]

P-2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA]

P-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA]

P-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or
financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA]

P-5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA]

P-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
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TOpT ¢ ~i0 iced cake; 2. (ka nocyde)
glaze.

-rad3niii (8 cAoMK. caosax, me npu-
6edénnbix ocobo) -eyed [-ard]; wanp.
6uctpoadsnfi  shdrp-éyed, quick-
-éyed.

raiupa x. awam. ténsil.

raac M. noim. voice; < ~ BONH-
ouwero s nycrude the voice (of one
crying) in the wilderness.

raac||ite (64. u 6e3 don.; zo0sopums)
say* (d.); (0 doxymenme u m. n.)
run®; (o saxone u m. n.) read®;
ROKYMEHT ~HT (caényiomee) the paper
runs as follows; mnocadsuna ~ir
the préverb says/ goes, uau has it
[...pro- sez...].

radcuo | npuas. kpamx. cm. radcauft
II

radcullo I1 mapes. piblicly [‘pa-],
épenjly. ~ocrs 2. publicit [PA-];
npendte ~OCTH (0K.) give licity
(to), make* public/ known [..."pa-
nounj (d.), pablish ['pa-] d.).
radcHui ruman. 1. npua. véwel;
~ sByk véwel sound, vowel; 2. u.
&kax cywy. vowel.

radcumit 1l (omxpamwd, nybaus-
wotd) pablic ['pa-], épen; ~ eya
public / épen trial.

radcumit I1]1 ». cxa. xax npus. mem.
mémber of thecity doma [..."s1- “dic-],
téwn-councillor.

raiyGepos: ~a cons mx. ed. Gléu-
ber’s salts [‘gloubaz...] pl.; xum. s6-
dium salphate.

raayxoma ac. med. glaucéma.

raawidrak ». ucm. town/ plblic
crier [..."pA-...], hérald ["he-]; (nepex.)
hérald, méssenger [-nds3].

raéruep M. glécier ['glaesia).

rasulla a. clay; 6énan ~, ¢ap
posan ~ kéolin, china/ pércelain
clay [...-sl-...]; miipuas ~ pétter’s
clay; xmpniiwsas ~ brick earth
[..x0); orueynépuan ~ fire-clay;
misate ~oft (ex.) clay (d.). - ~mcruh
cldyley; argilliceous [-fas] wmayun.;
~ucras néysa qupm) loam; ~mc-
Tufi caduen shale.

rannobirnmi clay (aftr.); pisé-
-willed (¢p.) ['ptzei-]; ~ xom mfd-
-house® [-s].

rannodém x. zum. alGmina [a'lje-].

rannteéfin x. milled wine.

raiusnjwik clay (attr.); (o mocyde)
éarthenwire ['x0-] (attr.); ~am mo-
cyna éarthenwire créckery; ~me ma-
nénun péttery sg., éarthenwire sg.

rminrrluu . mx. ed. uck. glyptics
pl. ~oréxa x. ucx. glyptothéca.

unicduo c. xecxa. mys. glissindd
-an-J.

: raiccep . (cydno) glider, hydroj-
plane.

ravcr x. worm; hélminth mages.;
aéutounmii ~ thpe-wdrm; l})jrml
~ réund-wdrm, ‘lscirid (pl. -dis

f-diz]). .
raucroréunflufi vérmifige (aftr.);

~oe cpiactso vérmifige; (¢ sude no-
powka) woérm-powder.

TAWDE)HE M. gl-)"cerine [-En]. ~ommA
RPUA. K TAHUEDHH.

raMuiHua a. 6om. wistéria.

ras6yc s. globe; ~ semndro mipa
terréstrial globe; ~ meGécuoit chépu
celéstial globe.

rROAETL (SH.; MPAK. & nepen.) gnaw

rabdec|ax. aunzs., 0p. g oss. ~dpuil
M. Aunca., wop. glossary.
raorilluwe c. swillowing; déigli-
tition nayun. ~veanmmi swillowing;
~TeNbHO2  ABHXEHHE swéllowing
méve| ment [...°muv-], gulp.
raorare (6x.) swillow &.); Sducn
po) bolt (d.); (xadne, moponsce gulp
down (d.); (wadno u wymno) gobble
(d.); (nepen.: «umams mnozo u
PY) {aaz devéur (d.); (noza0-
wams) swillow up (d.); ¢ ~ caéam
gulp / choke down one’s tears / sobs;
~ caosd mumble.
raérilxa x. 1. anam. gillet; 2. pasz.
(20pao) throat; ¢ so sco ~xy at
the top of one's voice; sarknyms
~Ky xomy-a. shut® smb. up; sarxmi
~xy! shut up!; hold your jawl; xpars
~&y (opams) yell, bawl.
uootnly'n cos. (en., pd.) take® a
sip (of).
raor|6x . (g;ink, m6ut'hlul; (ma-
Aenvxud) sip; Abwod) gulp; om no-
upociia ~ poasl he asked for a drink/
mbuthful / sip of witer [...'wx-]; on
BHNHA TéABKO OXiE ~ he 6nly had
one sip; nHTE MEANCHMHHMH ~KiMn
sip sléwly [...-ou-]; ommiim ~xém
at a draught [...draft], at one iulp;
caéaats ~ take® a sip / méuthful.
raéxnyrs I, oraéxuyrs become®/
grow® deaf [...grou def].
raéxuyrs 11, saraéxuyrs 1. (o ssyxe)
die alway, abite, subside; 2. (o cade)
grow* wild [-ou...], turn into a wil-
, run®/ go® to seed; (mpuxo-
dums e sanycmenue) decdy, grow®
lifefless.
rajéme cpasx. cm. mpus. cs. ray-
65xufi u wapes. cm. rayboxé I1.
rayunld xc. 1. depth; (nepen.: eye-
cmsa, nmepexcusanus mxc.) inténsity;
maicau, yma u m. n. mw.) profin-
lt'y; ua ~&pecars wérpos at a th
of ten metres; aare mérpos 8 ~¢ five
metres deep; namepsite ~y .) sound
(l.;. sound the depth (of), plumb
(d.); Tithom [-6-] (d.) (mxc. mepen.);
~ wyscrea inténsity / depth of féeling;
2. (seca, cmpans m m. n) beart
[bat]; (sasa « m. ») intérior; ¢ »
~& scxos in dncient days l...'un!-...),
in reméte dges; 8 ~& xywsi at %
in one’s heart of hearts; xo -~
Rym# to the béttom of one’s heart;
s ~ui aym:i from one’s heart, from
the béttom of one’s soul [...soul};
or ~a xymi with all one’s heart,
with one’s whole heart [...houl...].

ray6aun i 1. deep; (na e_msé
pexu, osepa u m. n.) diep-watar [.
(attr): (va zaySune MOp3) déep.z
(atir.); ~as 66MGa uop. dépth-ch;
fj aeoaJ. abyssal, hypoigéne; 3. (om,
AENRnd om yenmpa uau dopod Sle:
éut-o!-lhe-vqa'y. g )remoq,:
rayGoxlinik (s pasn. Sxau.)
(nepen mx.) proféund; ~an Tapiyst
séup-plate [’swp-]; ~am neudrs
4uzp. deep print; ~as newiny ded
sérrow; ~ con deep sleep;
Tumund  proféund / pérfect
[...'s'al-]; ~0e SHiHue .)  deepd
rro'lound / thérough — knéwleded
-.’0Ar3 ‘03] (of); ~oe mepéxen
proféund / crass ignorance; uméry, ;i
xSpun be déeply réoted; ~oik Geegss
in the late dutumn; 6uad ~ag
it was mid-winter; SaHHMATRCY
~0fi mS9n work far / deep into
night, work till late at night; b
the midnigat oil UGUOM.; ~of Béud
at the dead of night [...ded...], i
the small hours [...au3z); ~ crapgl
an aged man®, a very old
~a8 crdpocte extréme old age;
Xith X0 -~off crdpocrs live §
t / vénerable age [liv... grei:
ive to be very old; —as xp
héary inti1uiky.
ra 1. mpua.
ray6oxmfi; 2. npedux. 6ess.  jt
deep; uecs"~ it is deep here. 3
ray6oxé Napew. . g !
déeply, of6undly; ieep
wrics yréote({
cHRéTs B moORé (0 ne) be

S1lenep:

BKO

in the witer [..."wx-], draw®*
witer. 2

rayGoxoséammi  déep-water [-‘wa
§d:r.;; (o musywux ¢ mope) dé
aitr.).

=1

rayboxomuicsllenno wapew. thé
fully, with a théughtful air; o
with a wise air, I6oking (very)
~ennmfi proféund; (cepeezvmd)s
rious, grave; upom. wise.
profindity, insight; (axa
moucsed) depth of thought.
r. ysamfiemuuh (xax obpas

ar.

rayGs x. mx. ed. cu. rayGuus;
cxén ~ mosm. the deep; B ~ aetiy
into the depths/ heart of the fén
[.~-hat...”I>-]; » ~ crpams ink
raywljiiTecs, HOTAYMATHCS: (uad
mock (d.), jeer (at), scoff (af), ’:
o ‘('?;"'.o&h"""o bing (alf
ing (at), ng (at), gibing
~aismié moécking, jeering, scolfing
gibing; ~wismfk wenoséx
scéffer. 8
raynérs, noraynérs become® /|
stitpid / féolish [...grou...J. -
‘o:“-l]lél a. fool, blockhead [-hed)
raywirs pasz. make® a fook'dl
Oneisélf, be féolish / silly; we ray
don’t be fdolishl [sillyt
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TO: George Bush Campaign September 10, 1988

FROM: Patrick W. Murphy, 647-6784

SUBJECT: Nuclear electric power plants as potential targets of
conventional weapons

Dukakis, who is a strong opponent of civilian nuclear power
(cf. his opposition to the Seabrook, NH, plant), has apparently
recently spoken out on this subject, the highest-ranking Western
official of whom I am aware ever to have done so. The Soviets
have brought it up privately and possibly publicly to Western
interlocutors in recent years, since Chernobyl. It appears that
the Soviets see this issue as one of real concern, but also as one
which they can use against the West to increase even more the
opposition among Western publics to nuclear power plants--thus
undermining our economic, thus military, self-sufficiency. It
should be pointed out that such a Soviet propaganda campaign could
boomerang, because Chernobyl seriously sensitized the Soviet
population to the problems of nuclear power, and glasnost has has
increased the influence of public opinion beyond anything
previously known to Soviet policy-makers.

Until recently, amazingly enough, given that it is so
obvious, no public attention, e.g., from the anti-nuclear Union of
Concerned Scientists, has been given to the issue. This, in spite
of the fact that the Israelis attacked an unfinished Iragi reactor
in the early 19806s, and the Iragis themselves have also attacked
uncompleted reactors in Iragq more recently (the Iranians have
brought the issue up in the Geneva Conference on Disarmament,
apparently without much success).

And yet, this is a serious threat, if for no other reason
than that in the crowded conditions of West Europe--and East
Europe!=--it is probably more likely than not that nuclear power
plants will be damaged in a war, intentionally or otherwise
(remember the vast carpet bombings of World wWar II). Of course,

plants elsewhere in the world could also be destroyed in a local
war.

A nuclear reactor destroyed by a nuclear weapon would just
mean (comparatively speaking) a bit more radioactivity than
otherwise. But using a conventional weapon, say, a small rocket,
on a nuclear plant could release actually more radioactivity than
did the Hiroshima bomb, because of its being a ground burst (the
Hiroshima bomb was an air burst). Needless to say, the terror-
psychological effect of such an attack would probably be its most
dangerous immediate effect. Envision the catastrophic mess that
would occur if the Soviets blew up a nuclear power plant in West
Germany in the early days of a war. Millions of Germans already
would be fleeing, and the West German Government could not
concentrate all its resources on the nuclear-plant attack the way
the Soviets did at Chernobyl in peacetime, even so having to
suffer terrible losses! Even Soviet threats of such attacks could
have disastrous effects on Western morale.
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And such an attack, though carried out by conventional means,
becomes a quasi-breach of the conventional-nuclear firebreak, with
the thus increased possibility of (further) nuclear escalation.
Such well-armed non-nuclear states as West Germany and Japan thus
become quasi-nuclear powers themselves, if they decide to attack
civilian nuclear reactors or other concentrations of nuclear
materials (e.g., reprocessing plants). They thus can set off
nuclear escalation themselves--and, like the French, if they so
choose, trigger the larger nuclear weapons of the other Western
states such as the United States.

One of the most serious aspects of such an attack is exactly
its ambigquity: was it a deliberate attack on a nuclear power
plant as such--thus perhaps meriting a nuclear response--or only
the accidental result of a large bombardment? Who could say for
sure? After all, nuclear power plants represent perfectly
legitimate and attractive targets as capital-intensive large-scale
producers of electricity, for instance, for military factories,
just as do coal power plants.

There has been some talk of a convention to outlaw such
attacks, like the Geneva Convention against the use of chemical
weapons. And this might be a useful approach, especially in terms
of the campaign, should Dukakis bring it up again. It would be
another avenue of arms control. But as with chemical warfare,
probably the best deterrent to the use of conventional weapons
against nuclear installations is not a piece of paper but the
threat of retaliation--and Eastern Europe may well be more

dependent on nuclear power--with more targets--than Western
Europe.



TO: George Bush Campaign September 18, 1988
FROM: Patrick W. Murphy, 647-6784
SUBJECT: Nuclear and missile non-proliferation

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I am adding some points to the excellent attached papers on
nuclear and missile non-proliferation. The most important point,
though the last one discussed in my memo, is that Senator Quayle
has taken the lead on the missile technology control guestion, and
should be encouraged to speak out on this increasingly significant
arms control issue. I have attached a few of his comments on the
problem,

Summary of comments on nuclear non-proliferation:

l. The US policy of giving a lot of aid to Pakistan in spite of
the latter's continued efforts toward building a nuclear weapon,
undertaken because of Pakistan's importance in the Afghan war,
should be reconsidered in view of the winding down of that war and
the death of US ally President Zia.

2. The US may wish to adopt a policy of using force against a
terrorist state (like Libya) which gets nuclear weapons, but it
should be clear in its own mind what the ramifications of such a
policy would be.

3. Nuclear non-proliferation remains a fundamental US national
security and foreign policy objective, but sometimes (e.g., with
Pakistan or Israel) must compete with other fundamental
objectives.

4. The Democrats act as if the US still had a monopoly position
@s a nuclear supplier; in any case they rank the goal of non-
proliferation higher than that of the US's having a good
competitive reputation as a reliable nuclear supplier. President
Reagan and other Republicans like myself argue that, far from
being mutually exclusive, these objectives are mutually
reinforcing: the US does not have a nuclear monopoly, so that if
1t makes its nuclear export rules too restrictive, the foreigners
will simply buy elsewhere. We will have no control over their
possible proliferative activities, rather than at least having
some such controls.

5. For reasons of national security, not altruism, the US must
pay its obligatory assessments and 1its voluntary contributions to
the International Atomic Energy Agency (TAEA), the international
organization which operates the non-proliferation safeguards.

6. After a lull in the spread of nuclear weapons, there is the
danger today of renewed interest in such weaponry, especially
among Third Wworld states, and often in connection with the
development of ballistic missiles as delivery systems.
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no longer had a monopoly as a nuclear supplier, that they not only
badly damaged the US's reputation as a reliable supplier, but
worse, by doing so, actually undermined the US role in the non-
proliferation struggle itself. The Democrats refused to recognize
that, since the US had indeed 1lost its monopoly position in
nuclear trade, it could no longer dictate endless new, and even
retroactive (parts of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978),
rules to its nuclear exports--especially in the middle of a
worldwide energy crisis.,

The great tragedy of their position was that not only did it
damage US commercial competitiveness in this particular growing
field of international trade--a nuclear reactor is a few billion
dollars of foreign exchange--but worse, it actually ran the danger
of dealing the US out of the non-proliferation regime itself:
better to have some US controls on nuclear imports to third
countries, than none, because those countries got fed up with
endless new and even retroactive rules. An example of how small
our influence can be: by the year 2000 Japan alone will have
accumulated about 11.3 metric tons of plutonium not subject to US
control.

The Reagan Administration has tried to take account of these
realities in such areas as its agreement with Japan, which allows
long-term advance US consent to Japan's reprocessing of US-
supplied fuel (subject to strict non-proliferation, physical
security, and other rules). This provides Japan with a reasonable
degree of eommercial energy security, while strengthening the US's
"reliable supplier" image--and thus, ultimately even more
important, its non-proliferation leadership.

Along the same line, under the Reagan Administration major
steps have been taken toward the development of & reducede-
enriched uranium fuel to replace the weapons-grade "high enriched
uranium" (HEU) used in many reactors, especially research models,
in non-nuclear weapon states. The idea is that eventually these
countries will have no excuse for having HEU "on the property."

But there are a couple of areas where action will be required

by the next Administration. The International Atomic Energy
Agency is the international organization which runs the
international anti-proliferation safequard scheme. These

safeguards, and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) of 1968
which largely implemented them, are the embodiment of a major
worldwide arms control achievement. However, the 1IAEA is
endangered as an organization, for the very simple reason that the
US has refused to pay its full assessments in recent years. The
reason--another example of conflicting priorities--is the
unhappiness, shared by Executive and Congress alike, at the
politicization of many UN agencies, not least the IAEA itself
(Israel and South Africa, both key weapons threshold states, are
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in regular danger of being thrown out), and the feeling that the
UN and its specialized agencies are too bureaucratized and waste
too much money.

But: the UN's other agencies, like the Food and Agriculture
Organization or the World Health Organization, however much good
they do, do not touch a fundamental US national security concern
like nuclear non-proliferation. If the IAEA collapses, or if the
US loses its vote, which could happen, we would lose at least our
influence over the international inspection/safeguards scheme,
and we could even lose the whole safeguards system itself. One of
the new Administration's first priorities, as Vice President Bush,
a former ambassador to the UN would understand, should be to pay
up both the US's obligatory IAEA assessments and its voluntary

contributions, which 1latter go, for instance, for improved
safeguards technology To hark back to the attached nuclear
paper's first sentence: "Nuclear weapons proliferation poses a
direct threat to U.S. national security." The small amounts we

spend on preserving the IAEA, improving its safeguards system, and
strengthening US influence in the significant national security
issue of nuclear non-proliferation where we by no means have an
economic-technological monopoly, are probably among the most cost-
effective "defense expenditures" we make.

A couple of points to remember: non-proliferation has not
been as serious as many forecast it would be, twenty years ago.
The last new proven menber of the nuclear explosives club was
India in 1974. However, a new wave of "semi-" or "almost"-weapons
states, may be in the offing. We are all aware of Israel, South
Africa, and Pakistan as states which may very well already possess
nuclear weapons, but which for a variety of good reaons have
chosen not to prove it by testing them,

But the number of states which, based on their level of
nuclear technolgy, could probably build a nuclear weapon fairly
quickly, should they develop the political will to do so,
continues to increase. From West Germany and Japan (highly
unlikely) to Argentina and Brazil (which actually cooperate to
some extent in nuclear matters, surprisingly enough, but which
wave the nuclear flag mainly to get US attention rather than
because of any real desire to "go nuclear") to such terrorist
countries as Iran and Libya, the ability and/or the level of
interest in nuclear weapons has lately been increasing. And many
of these states are now in the missile business as well (see the
missile attachments).

This brings up another issue for the next Administration.
The US should try to enlist such emerging nuclear (and missile)
suppliers as China in the existing technology control regimes.
And we will very soon have to deal with the 1998 review conference
of the NPT. Of much greater significance is the 1995 conference,
which is not an ordinary review conference of the kind we have had
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in the past, but which, according to the NPT's Article 10, will

« « o decide whether the Treaty shall continue in force
indefinitely, or shall be extended for an additional fixed
period or periods. This decision shall be taken by a
majority of the Parties to the Treaty.

In other words, unless a majority of the Treaty parties
decides positively that the treaty should continue in force, it
would lapse. The IAEA safeguards system might survive such a
debacle 1in part, but its moral authority would be gravely
undermined if the NPT were not extended.

Luckily, the biggest single past complaint of non-weapon
treaty parties, that the US and the Soviet Union have not met
their obligations under Article 6 of the NPT "to pursue
negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear
disarmament . . . , " have themselves been disarmed by the INF
treaty and the apparent progress in the START talks. Nonetheless,
there is plenty of lobbying to be done to assure that (even though
most states recognize fully the importance of the non-
proliferation regime and accept it) the system--and the US--do not
suffer any undue embarrassment at the 1995 conference. I should
perhaps emphasize at this point that the Soviet Union has always
been quite cooperative in non-proliferation matters.

Finally, there is a nuclear non-proliferation subject which
is very sensitive but, partly for that very reason, must at least
be considered. That is that question of how the US and the other
developed powers should react if a relatively stable non-terrorist
Third World state "goes nuclear."

Specifically, should we actually offer aid to assure that the
command and control apparatus of such a country is equal to the
challenge of keeping its new nuclear weapons under a tight leash?
Should we help such a country, which has already gone against
fundamental US (and worldwide) policy, and has possibly broken US
laws or its own treaty obligations to do so, to at least keep its
new weapons under close (and hopefully reliable/rational) central
governmental political authority? Would this be seen as
"rewarding nuclear outlawry"? If so, would such a "reward” be the
price we should pay, once the nuclear deed had been done, to at
least preserve as much domestic and international stability in and
around the country in question as possible? That's one to think
about!

* * *
There is little to add to the paper on missile technology

control, except that Senator Quayle, our vice presidential
candidate has been the leader (see attached statement by the
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Senator) in trying to assure the Executive Branch's concern for
this increasingly important issue. Senator Quayle has every right

to speak out on this "can't lose" arms control issue, and 1I hope
he would do so.

Attachments
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CHECKING NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

Nuclear weapons proliferation poses a direct threat to U.S.
national security. The greater the number of fingers on the
nuclear trigger, the greater the chance for accidental or
deliberate attack on the U.S. Proliferation also increases the
chances, however remote, that weapons will fall into the hands of
terrorist groups hostile to the U.S. Nuclear technology is
widespread: about 50 countries now conduct nuclear research or
possess nuclear power programs. The spread of nuclear technology
and the growth of worldwide trade in nuclear fuel (primarily
uranium) are making proliferation easier. For the immediate
future, nuclear proliferation poses a danger primarily to states
involved in regional conflict rather than to the advanced
industrialized nations.

The U.S. 1is a signatory to the 1968 Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty (NPT), which bars it from transferring
nuclear weapons to other states. Non-nuclear weapon parties to
the Treaty submit to strict "safeguards" designed to prevent
their nuclear power programs from being used to produce weapons.
The Safeguards are administered by the International Atomic
Energy Association (IAEA). 1In addition to the Non-proliferation
Treaty, the U.S. has accepted additional export restrictions as
part of the Western nation's "London Suppliers Group" and under
the terms of the 1978 Nuclear Non-proliferation Act. Legislation
(1976 Symington Amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act)
effectively bars the U.S. from providing economic or military
assistance to any country suspected of developing a nuclear bomb.
The Non-Proliferation Treaty and export controls have been the
foundation of U.S. non-proliferation policy.

Pakistan has an active nuclear weapons program and probably
already has a bomb, although it has not exploded one. Congress
has waived restrictions on security assistance to Pakistan
despite its nuclear program because of its support for the

Mujahideen in Afghanistan. Zia's apparent assasination raises
important issues concerning Third Wworld instability and
proliferation. After Zia's death, and with the war in

Afghanistan winding down, the aid question is sure to surface.
Israel also has a clandestine program, is widely agreed to have
a nuclear arsenal, but has not exploded a weapon. There appears
to be a trend developing toward permitting U.S. assistance to a
country as long as it does not actually explode a weapon.

* The five nuclear weapon states: U.S., U.S.S.R., China, Britain
and France.

* The four "near-nuclear" states: Israel, Pakistan, South Africa
(all may have weapons) and India (which exploded a device in 1974
but says it has no military arsenal). Down the road: Iran,
Iraq, Argentina, Brazil.



THEMES

1s Maintain Strict Adherence to Obligations Under the Non-
proliferation Treaty and Non-Proliferation Act

* We should continue to maintain strict safeguards on the
export of nuclear-related equipment and technology to
any country that is not a full party to the Non-
proliferation Treaty. Any government receiving U.S.
assistance for nuclear power programs must accept
international safeguards at all nuclear facilities,
and must provide verifiable assurances that it is not
engaged in nuclear weapons development.

2. Reduce Incentives for Countries to Build or Use Nuclear

Weapons
* Nuclear weapons "races" tend to develop in areas of
high regional tension. U.S. economic and military

relationships with regional allies can reduce regional
tension. Cutting off military and economic assistance
under the Symington Amendment must be examined
carefully on a case-by-case basis. In some cases, it
may increase nuclear risk. In the case of Pakistan, a
continuing close relationship with the U.S. probably
has prevented the testing of a nuclear weapon.

3. Use Force as a Last Resort

* No U.S. President can permit nuclear weapons to fall
into the hands of a terrorist organization or terrorist
state. The U.S. must continue to devote resources to
special forces and anti-terrorist units capable of
acting on short notice to respond to a hijacking of
nuclear material or other act of nuclear terror. The
U.S. should not rule out {he use of force, under
extraordinary circumstances, to prevent a volatile
hostile state from producing or obtaining nuclear
weapons.

4. Deploy Strategic Defenses

* Nuclear weapons technology is spreading along with
ballistic missile technology. The number of countries
with the ability to build a nuclear weapon and deliver
it against the U.S. will grow. The United States
should take steps now to deploy a limited ballistic
missile defense in the mid-1990s as the first phase of
a comprehensive strategic defense system.
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power rivalry through the lenses of the two
Germanies is an important addition to our
understanding. As almost all of the authors
—and especially the German ones—suggest,
viewed from this angle, the world seems far
less bipolar, with the Western alliance in par-
ticular far more under the influence of ‘‘mid-
dle level states’” than what we gather in anal-
yses from Washington or Moscow.

Second, the individual papers are very well
done. Four, in particular, warrant special
mention. Andrez Korbonski and Mary N.
Hampton do first-rate jobs of charting the
evolution of the German Democratic and
Federal Republics, respectively. Werner Kal-
terfleiter provides an insightful analysis of
the forces leading to and hindering U.S. and
Federal Republic agreement, including a
clear presentation of conservative German
fears about the INF agreement. Finally,
James Rosenau presents an intriguing argu-
ment about the ways the two superpowers
have learned to adapt to each other during
periods of tension as well as détente. The
other articles, although providing less infor-
mation and fewer new insights, do a solid
job of analyzing German, Soviet, and Amer-
ican perceptions of and attitudes about each
other.

In sum, this volume is far from a compre-
hensive analysis of elite perceptions and po-
litical options about East-West conflict.
Nonetheless, any scholar concerned about
how that conflict might involve and any stu-
dent concerned about the role of the two
Germanies in shaping that relationship since
1949 would be well advised to read it.

CHARLES HAUSS
Colby College and the Beyond War
Foundation

Duffy, Gloria

Compliance and the Future of

Arms Control

Stanford, CA: The Center for International
Security and Arms Control

258 pp., ISBN 0-88730-277-7

Publication Date: 1988

This book is a review of perhaps the most
critical aspect of arms control. As the book
states, ‘‘Compliance with arms control
agreements is arms control in practice, and it
is critical for the arms control process’’ (p.
198). It is an extensive review of claimed
noncompliance under U.S.-Soviet arms con-
trol agreements going back twenty years or
more, though as it points out, most issues
have arisen since the late 1970s. The report is
the result of an eighteen-month study by an
expert working group, under the aegis of the
Stanford University Center for International
Security and Arms Control. Gloria Duffy
chaired the group and authored most of the
book.

As a detailed record of claimed violations
over the years, it is an excellent source. It
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goes into problems that have bothered both
sides, for example, Soviet encryption of mis-
sile telemetry that makes it harder for the
United States to understand the capabilities
of the missiles being tested, or the question
of whether new U.S. equipment at Thule
and Fylingdales represents modernization or
truly new radars (the latter being outlawed
by SALT II).

As the book makes clear, most of these is-
sues are based on ambiguities in the relevant
treaty, or are ambiguous actions or struc-
tures themselves. The group calls the Soviet
phased array radar at Krasnoyarsk an out-
and-out violation of the SALT I ABM treaty,
and it discusses at length the workings of the
Standing Consultative Commission, the bi-
lateral machinery set up by SALT I for the
settlements of claimed violations of the treaty
and used as well for SALT II.

It is at this point that the apparent prefer-
ences of the expert working group begin to
appear. For although it makes clear else-
where that SALT II was never ratified and
therefore never legally binding on either party,
it cannot resist stating that the United States
“withdrew from the treaty in November
1986”’ (p. 186). There was no treaty to with-
draw from. The authors speak of the ‘‘polar-
ization of the compliance debate,’’ especially
after 1982 (p. 192), but that is hardly surpris-
ing when they themselves admit an obvious
Soviet violation at Krasnoyarsk, which is
even yet unrectified. Perhaps such proarms
control bias is not surprising, given that
many of the members of the working group
share that position: Sidney Drell, Roger Mo-
lander, Gerard Smith, and Matthew Mesel-
son, for example.

Ironically enough, the book was apparently
completed just a bit too early to take account
of the fact that the Reagan administration,
which the book clearly sees as a major cause
of the decline of the arms control process,
has actually gone further toward arms con-
trol than any of its predecessors. In coopera-
tion with the ‘‘new political thinking’’ of
Gorbachev regarding verification, Reagan,
in the INF treaty, has achieved on-site in-
spection and the destruction of a whole class
of weapons.

PATRICK W. MURPHY
U.S. Department of State

Adelman, Jonathan R.

Revolution, Armies, and War: A
Political History

Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers, Inc.
268 pp., ISBN 0-931477-53-0

Publication Date: 1988

Revolution, Armies, and War: A Political
History by Jonathan R. Adelman, a profes-
sor at the Graduate School of International
Studies at the University of Denver, is a
work in the tradition of Crane Brinton, Bar-
rington Moore, and Theda Skopol of com-

parative analysis on revolution. It affirms
the value of using the revolutions in Russia
and China in direct comparison with the rev-
olutions in England and France. The author
rejects the cold war-generated model of the
Russian and Chinese revolutions as atypical,
the so-called ‘‘Totalitarian’’ approach. This
work systematically analyzes the role of war
and armies in the revolutions in Russia,
China, England, and France.

The essence of Jonathan Adelman’s the-
sis, identified through his analysis of four
major modern revolutions, is that war breeds
revolution and that revolution is a vehicle for
rapid social change. That revolutionary
change in all armies is remarkably similar.
The author identifies four stages in develop-
ment for armies in the course of modern rev-
olution. The first phase is one of defeat on
the part of relatively traditional armies. They
are hampered by serious internal restrictions
on their development and poorly supported
by an inefficient state. The second stage sees
the emergence of a new revolutionary army.
This occurs either before the seizure of
power (China, Cuba, Vietnam) or after the
seizure of power (England, France, Russia)
to defend the achievements of the revolu-
tion. The third stage, the consolidation of
the revolutionary army, is crowned with vic-
tory in the struggle against its domestic ene-
mies and in battles abroad. It has the back-
ing of an efficient and centralized govern-
ment, which marshals resources effectively in
support of the army. In the fourth stage
there is a tendency toward decline. The revo-
lutionary surge begins to subside in the army
and the government that supports it.

In the course of his excellent comparative
analysis, Professor Adelman stresses the sim-
ilarities he identifies in the experiences of ar-
mies in modern revolution. He sees a direct
correlation between revolution and enhanced
power on the part of the revolutionary state
in the international system, which is mani-
fested in the four great revolutions and also
in other revolutions such as the Cuban and
Vietnamese. He posits a correlation between
the ideological energy of the socialist revolu-
tions with the avoidance of the restoration of
the old systems in Russia and China, unlike
England and France.

This work is an excellent synthetic study
that ought to be in the collection of all aca-
demic libraries and of those who are inter-
ested in modern revolution.

LEE WILLIAMES
University of Scranton

Pechman, Joseph A., ed.

World Tax Reform: A Progress Report
Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution
294 pp., $11.95, ISBN 0-8157-6999-7
Publication Date: April 1988

This volume is part of a continuing series on
important contemporary public policy issues
published by the Brookings Institution. The
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nuclear in an exn*;lsivo wayv.”® Belgium has its branch of the Friends of the
Earth,” and the European Environmental Bureau, an all-European confedera-
tion of environmental groups. is located in Brussels to lobby the European Com-
munity headquartered there.” But such organizations do not seem to have been
particularly effective in stopping or slowing down the Government’s nuclear
rogram.

g Ogn the international front, Belgium has continued to back the rapid breeder
reactor. And, as a member of Euratom, it participated in that organization’s
refusal to indicate within the thirty days required by the legislation its willing-
ness to renegotiate the agreement for cooperation EURATOM has with the
United States. in order to bring them in line with the U.S. Nuclear Non-Prolifer-
ation Act of 1978.® Such positions would seem to indicate that Belgium is stand-
ing firm with other European countries in resisting certain aspects of the nuclear
non-proliferation policy currently being pursued by the U.S. Government under
President Jimmy Carter.

8. DENMARK

Number of power reactors, 1977 : None.

Number of power reactors listed as under construction or on order : None.

Denmark has no nuclear power reactors, either in operation or on order or
under construction. However, the Government is carefully considering the intro-
duction of nuclear power, as one means of cutting down on energy imports. The
biggest problem is that of radioactive waste, and the Government will not decide
definitely on nuclear power until that issue is resolved. The implication of one
recent report from Denmark is that the Danes do expect to have their spent fuel
processed. which goes agalinst present official U.S. policy on the subject.*

Denmark has an important nuclear research facility at Riso, which is carrying
on research in such flelds as reactor technology and safety, the nuclear fuel
cycle, and materials research.” The country is prospecting for uranium in Green-
land, but without mueh success so far.”

4. FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

Year of first power reactor: 1962.

Number of power reactors, 1977 : 10.

Number of power reactors, 1986 : 29.

Dominant reactor type: BWR/PWR.

Total output of power reactors (net MWe). 1977 : 6.105.
Total output of power reactors (net MWe), 1986 : 26,960.

A. Current program

The Federal Republic of Germany has one of the largest nuclear power pro-
grams in Europe, covering all aspects of the fuel cycle, and including experi-
mentation with nuclear-generated heat for chemical processing and for power
for merchant shipping. The Government and private industry have been involved
in peaceful nuclear research and commercial use since 1956. The current Gov-
ernment, a coalition of the Social Democrats (SDP) and the Free Democrats
(FDP), remains committed to nuclear power in the generating fleld, though
often against strong resistance within its own parties. By the end of 1977, about
11 percent of West German electric power was provided by ten nuclear reactors
having a total production of 6,105 MWe.? It is expected that by 1985 nuclear

1B Tnterview. cited.

18 “FaF Prodnce Tihange Seare.” Nuclear News. March 1978, pn. 65-66.

17 “Brunner Hearing—Psart 2. Nuclear News. March 1978. p. 67

W18 Government. “Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978, Public Law 95-242,
(Wachington). Mar. 10, 1978.

1 “Government Estimnates Fnergy Needs.” Berlineske Tidende, Copenhagen,~ Feb. 3,
1978. n. 8. Eneclish translation in the T1.S. Joint Puhlication Research Service.

20 Riso 1978/77. Annual report of the Riso Natlonal Laboratory, Roskilde, Denmark,

7

7 ] 8. Congress. “Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs and Honse of Renresenta.
tive Committee on International Relations.” Nwoelear Proliferation Factbook. Joint Com-
mittes Print. (Washington). Sept. 23 1977 pp. 158-159,

B Federal Renublie of Germanv. “Bundesministerium fur Wirtschaft. Energle-Programm
der Bundes-Regliernng : Zwelite Fortschreibung vom 14.11.” 1977 n.d.. n. 5; “World Lixt
of Nuclear Power Plants,” Nuclear News Buyers Gulde, mid-February 1978, pp. 51-52.
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rently ahead of the West Germans, Serena will have exclusive rights over the fast
breeder technology developed by France and West Germany.” The agreement also
provides for the exchange of detailed technical information on fast reactor re-
gearch and development and coordination of future work by a joint liaison com-
mittee of the French Commissariat a “Energie Atomique (CEA), and the West
German Interatom, a subsidiary of Kraftwerk Union and the Gesellschaft fur

Kernforschung Karlsruhe.”

D. Uranium enrichment

In 1970, the Federal Republic, the United Kingdom, and the Netherlands agreed
to cooperate in research and commercial deveolpment in the field of uranium en-
richment, using the gas centrifuge method. Two industrial companies, CENTEC
and URENCO, were established, the former to construct the necessary plants, the
latter to develop the equipment and to run the plants. Two demonstration plants,
each with a capacity of 200 tonnes of separative work units, have been built, at
Capenhurst, England, and Almelo, the Netherlands, and will reach their full capac-
ity in 1978. Noue was built in West Germany. at first. This was because of fears
of propaganda to the effect that the Federal Republic wished to build nuclear
weapons, since enrichment is a necessary step in the process of weapons construc-
tion. Apparently those fears have been overcome, for in December 1976 it was
reported that URANIT, the German partner in URENCO, intended to propose
to the German Federal Government the construction in Germany of a full-scale
enrichment plant, with a capacity of 1,000 tonnes of SWUs per year. Investment
would amount to DM 1 billion. These plans stemmed in part. from Dutch relue-
tance to expand enrichment capacity at Almelo, which in turn was due to ques-
tions in Dutch minds regarding the German-Brazilian deal for a complete fuel
cyele.®® German utility companies have contracts or letters of intent for enrich-
ment services with the United States, the Soviet Union and EURODIF, as well as

with URENCO.*

E. Nuclear research

The Federal Republic is active in a number of nuclear research areas. several of

which might be of special interest. In the field of uraninm enrichment, where addi-
tional capacity will be required by 1990 it is pursuing work on the senaration
nozzle technique in cooperation with NUCLEBRAS. and on the laser and plasma
rotation techniques, as well as on the gas centrifuge method already in use.®
Waste management includine reprocessing and transportation of fnels as well g
actual waste treatment and disposal, is receiving a great deal of attention.* This
is because. as noted earlier, both the courts and the state governments have made
the licensing of new reactor construction (not to speak of operation) virtually
impossible without proof of suitable waste disposal facilities being avai'ah'e,

The West Germans are continuing work on hizh temperature reactors (HTRs),
after their American partner firm dropped out for financial reasons. This is be-
cause the heat the HTRs produce can be used in the gasification of coal, of which
the West GGermans have large reserves. They have also heen working on the use
of a different line of HTRs for the production of electricity, and efforts are now
being made to draw together these two lines of research, to make the HTR truly
dual-purpose.

One aspect of this work, which could have particular significance in terms of
President Carter’s non-proliferation policy, is West Germany’s heavy concentra-
tion on thorium high temperature reactors.” The thorium frel cycle is seen bv
some to have several technical advantages over the plutonium cycle, in terms of
restraining proliferation.®

One other field that should be singled out for mention is the Federal Rennhlic’s
work in the field of nuclear propulsion for merchant shipping. The Otto Hahn, a

5 “French-German FRR Ties Strengthened by New Agreement.” Nuclear Engineering
Internntional. Augrst 1977, p. 10, .

2 “FBR Agreement Signed.” Nuclear News. Auenst 1977, n. 93,

3111 & Denartment of Enerev. “Federal Rennblic of Germanv.” an. it p. 6: on Holland,
gee “Doteh Delate Ultracentrifuge Proeram.” New Selentist. Tan. 20. 1977. n. 148,

31" & Dennrtment of Energv. “Faderal Renntlie of Germanv.” on. eft.. p. 7.

3s Federnl Renublic of Germany, Mintster for Research nnd Technology. Energy Research
and Fnergy Technologles Program, 1977-80, 1977, pp. 100-102.

3 Thid., pn. 103-109.

37 Thid, nn 101-111

39118 Congress. Office of Technology Assessment. “Nuclear Proliferation and Safe-
guards.” New York, Praeger Publislers, 1977, pp. 160-161.
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—.car scientists, was launched in October 1968. However, up to now, it has not
proven to be a commercial success, which the West German Government blames
on the difficulty in obtaining port permits and what it calls the growing world-
wide reluctance to build large high-powered commercial ships.™

F. Economics, opposition, and the future of nuclear poiwcer

At the beginning of 1975, one year after the OPEC oil price hike and Arab em-
bargo, the Federal Republic reportedly was planning on a total of 52,500 MWe
of nuclear power by 1985, but by July 1976, the fizure was down to 39 500 MWe ©
On March 23, 1977, the Federal Minister for Economic Affairs, Dr. Friederiohs,
set the figure at 33,000 MWe.* The major cause of the decline in the estimates
was probably the recession and stagnation of the world economy after the oil
price rise, which sharply slowed the West German growth rate, as well.

However, an additional factor, which may eventually cut the use of nuclear
power well below what would be a simply proportionate reduction. is the opnosi-
tion to nuclear power which grew rapidly during the post-1974 period in the Fed-
eral Republic, as it did elsewhere in Europe. In West Germany, which was per-
haps the hardest hit of all West European countries in this regard. the opposition
took two main forms. The first of these was that of Burger-Initiatives (BIs) or
citizen petitions to stop power plants, usually a middle-class response to the news
that a plant was to be built in the neighborhood. The BIs were an interesting and
in some ways very positive proof of the vitality of post-war West German demac-
racy. The other main source of opposition came from people, largely young and
on the left, who disapproved of nuclear power because they felt it was destructive
of the environment or was symbolic of the bigness and complexity of modern
life which they opposed. Following the advice of the slogan, “Better to be active
today than radioactive tomorrow,” * both the BIs and the radical protesters used
the courts and demonstrations as a delaying tactic; at times violence occured.
The effect of their opposition was so drastic that by September 1977, power sta-
tion contracts worth DM 10 billion were blocked by court orders. and it was ex-
pected that only 58 MWe of new generating capacity would be added to the grid
8ystem in 1978.“ In September 1977, it was reported that there were as many as
50,000 citizen action groups in opposition to nuclear power, and the Interior Minis-
try of the state of Lower Saxony, which had been the scene of some of the bhiggest
riots. concluded that extreme left-wing elements had penetrated the more moder-
ite citizen groups. It warned in particular agalnst certain neo-Marxist groups
and the German Communist Party.*

Construction on five, possibly more, nuclear facilities wag stopped by court
srder in the last year and one half, at least temporarily. A tvpical example was
hat of Brokdort, Sehleswig-Holstein, near Hamburg, a 1290 MWe power reactor
eing built by Kraftwerk Union. The stalling tactics deseribed helow during
hie winter of 1976-77 have already contributed to a delay of at least six vears
1 putting the plant into operation.® The plant was the scene of a battle in
‘ovember 1976, said to be the first such in Europe, in which at least 130 were
tjured and $209,000 in property damage’ done.* Following the incident a court
1ve local citizens a temporary ruling halting work on the plant, pendine a fur-
rer hearing in February 1977. The temnorary ruling itself was A resronea to an
wrlier ruling of October 30, 1976, which for its part had a lot to do with the
ovember riot. by allowing construction to proceed. The citizens vowed to fight
e case to the West German Supreme Court, if necessary.

At the same time, the activities at Brokdorf were somewhat indicative of

other aspect of the struggle, the fact that the local citizen groups did not
Vavs stay enamored of their radical allies—only 19 people arrested during
2 November riot were from Schleswig-Holstein ¢ February came and the

training order was continued in effect,* while in mid-month several thousand

::‘;ed;rall gzﬂ;':';)"c of Germany. Energy Research and Technologles Program, 1977-80,
. pn. -119,

°““ﬂhndnw on Nnclear Power.” Visfon. Mareh 1977, n. 31,

* New Energy Programme Announced.” Nuclear Engineering International, April 1977,

“Furone : Crusadine arainst the Atom.” Time. Apr. 25. 1977 p. 48.

i T.8. Department of Energv, “Federal Repnhijo of Germanv.” on. eit.. n. 5

“\Mre Antinnelear Demonstratione Planned.” Nunelear News, Sentemher 1977, n f/9.

“World List of Nuclear Plant<.” Nnelear Nows Buvers Gutde mid-Fehrnary 1972 p, 52,
German Nnelear Plants Under Sfege Eneineering News Record Mar. 21,1977 p. 9.

o, Smporarv Ston Ordered at Brokdorf.” Nuclear News. February 1977, p. 58-59.
Added Setback for Brokdorf.” Nuclear News, December 1977, p. 61

radicals once again tried to gtorm the plant site, and 10,000 local citizens orga-
nized a strictly peaceful counter-demonstration at another nuclear plant a few
miles away.” By June 1977 with construction still halted, the plant was costing
its owner, the utility NWK, about DM 11 million per month, about $5 million,
half of its due to penalty clauses due to the delay.” And in October 1977 a further
appeal by the ulility against the February continuance of the stay of construction
was turned down.*

Other events in the anti-nuclear struggle, one legal, the other illegal, were
reported by the “Engineering News Record” in March 1977, under the apt head-
line, “German Nuclear Plants under Siege.”  The first event was the nullifica-
tion by an administrative court of a two-year-old construction permit for the
1,300 MWe nuclear plant at Wyhl, on the Rhine north of Dusseldorf. The de-
cision faulted the plants lack of an absolutely burst-proof design (rather than
being proof against any credible internal explosion). It agreed that the chances
of a reactor pressure vessel bursting and then breaching the outer containment
were extremely remote, but stated that if such an event should occur, it would
be a “national catastrophe.” It added that cost considerations should not plav a
part in plant design, and that if technology did no allow burst-proof construe-
tion on large nuclear stations, they would simply have to be postponed. It was
this kind of perfectionist approach by the courts, and in fact by many of the
protesters that brought the issue onto the streets and into the courts in the first
place, which made things very diflicult for the West German nuclear industry.

The second event took place at the site of the 1,360 MWe Grohnde nuclear
station in Lower Saxony. About 2.000-3,000 militants broke out of a much larger
group of 15,000 which had beer, demonstrating peacefully at the site, and at-
tacked a force of 4,500 police, The radicals carried walkie-talkies, acetylene
torches, grappling hooks, and nail-studded boards, as they broke through a
double fence around the site. It took helicopters, water cannons, and finally
horse-mounted troops and police with rubber truncheons to quell the disorder.®
Both the violence, and the legal delays, were the result of an intense concern
on the part of a portion of the West German population with safety and environ-
mental issues, in connection with nuclear power, to the extent that in practice
they were often anti-nuclear, pure and simple.

As noted earlier, not only the courts, but also the state governments began
to respond to the public outcry, with much of the emphasis put on waste dis-
posal. Tronically, the courts made it nearly impossible to begin construction,
much less operation, of a nuclear plant, unless some provision had already been
made for the “back end” of the fuel cycle, waste disposal. When it was found
that the only sites geologically suited for nuclear waste disposal in the Federal
Republie (one of them Gorleben ) were located in the state of Lower Saxony,
the Minister President (or Kovernor) of the state, Ernst Albrecht, suggested
that the waste be shipped to the United States for disposition.® Later, he appar-
ently relented, as Gorleben is now the lemk'wn candidate for the integrated waste
disposal facility. -

G. The mood changes

Meanwhile, a slight reaction Legan to set in against the excesses of the “antis.”
In one case, the Administrative Court in Koblenz had partially halted construe-
tion on a 1300 MWe plant at Mulheim-Karlich in February 1977, pending the
hearing of the main case brought by nuclear protesters. A few months later,
the decision was reversed, after further arguments by the utilities.® And the
Bavarian Administrative Court rejected a suit which would have prevented issu-
ance of a construction permit for the construction of a 1300 MWe plant at Graf-
enrheinfeld. The court assessed the losers for costs, as well, which was expected
to be a deterrent to some further possible plantiffs.®

As the year went on, there Seewed to be a slight change among the puhllg and
in political circles, as well. Although there was a great deal of doubt about the
wisdom of a pro-nuclear power policy among the rank and file members of the

© “*German Police Stop Leftists From Invading a Plant Site.” Los Angeles Times, Feb. 10,
1977. -
~_®“Price Rise at Brokdorf.” Nuclenr Engineering International, June 1977, p. 9. N

®1 Added Setback for Brokdorf., Op. Cit., p. 62.

%2 NMar. 31, 1977, p. 9.

63 Thid.

& “The Power of Protest ' The Economist Jan 22, 1977. n. 48,

° “Court Order Delaylng Mulhefm Karllch Set Aslde.” Nuclear Englneering Interna-
tlonal. June 1977 1 ],

“ “Court Rejects Suit To Block Coy ‘truction.” Nuclear News, June 1977, pp. 98-99.
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..a to their position that nuclear energy was essvnt?nl fr‘\.rl;l‘r:‘ i?l‘:i‘(:(:f:::;gz:
German nuclear policy, when the issue wasg debated in Parliament on June 15,
1977. To back up the government, about sixty professors of economics pul»lished
a memorandum t{xe day before the debate, in which they asked the governﬁxent
and political parties to back nuclear power, as it was the only presently availabl
sm;rce ohl’ etnergy that could replace fossile fuels.” ¢
n what was a more politically potent show of strength. 14 -
demonstrators marched in the streets of Bonn in the fztll.' slh(’)(l)'(t)?y pggfg;flfg:
party congresses of the ruling SPD and FDP. The demonstrators, mostly nuclear
workers worried about their jobs, carried banners demanding th'e resumption of
work at the idle nuclear construction sites. This was said to be Europe's first
major pro-nuclear demonstration.® Shortly thereafter, the FDP, which had de-
manded a limited construction halt in June for nuclear plunt's. backed down
from that position and grudgingly agreed not to press for a moratorium.* Prac-
tically the next day, on November 10, 1977, the German Trade Union .Federa-
tion (DGB), which has always had close ties to the SPD, put 30,000 people, again
mostly power workers afraid for their jobs, in a soccer stadh'un in Dorfmlglnd
Perhaps symbolic of the slow shift in public concern away from possible dnnger:i
of nuclear power and in the direction of what would happen to the economy if
nuclear power was not well established a few years hence to fill the fossile fuel
gap, Eugen Loderer, president of the Metalworkers Union, the blggeét in the
Federal Republic, told the crowd, “We cannot and will not renounce the use
of nuclear‘energy in our land.” Tt was not surprising then, when a few days
later, the SPD at its congress followed the wishes of the Schmidt Government

and the party’s union allies, and like the FDP, grudgingly accepted the need '

for nuclear energy, as against the alternative of a i i

! . possible moratorium.
ltact that it took seven hours of debate to do so indicates how powerful 'It‘;::
ssue rema?ned in intra-party politics.*® The more conservative CDU/CSU re-
mained bnS}cally pro-nuclear, but all parties had their dissidents
H. The United States-German proliferation conflict ’

Not all of the opposition to West Germany’s commercial nuclea
from within the countryv. Shortly before the 1976 election, and partfvpl(:nuxc-:s;;g::
;? candidate Jimmy Carter's expressed concern with non-prolifératlon U.S
.lreqident Gerald R. Ford issued a lengthy policy statement on the subje;:t fn:
uding ::‘ request for a three-vear moratorium on the export of sensitive téch-
10logies.” The new Carter Administration took immediate steps to Implemént

serman Foreign Affairs Minister, Hans:Dieter Gensch i
A ster, er, had direct talks wi
::s}lggntECarter about the Bfazillnn deal, with no satisfactory agrelx:e:xl:
-adc ﬂ." ven hefoye the meeting, West German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt
written to President Carter, making clear the Federal Republic was willing

0 discuss tightening u b¢
id S e & up safety procedures, but would not g0 back on a legally

. The German-Brazilian project

The agreement to which Schmidt was ref:
, erring to was the “A
‘;)or;el(';tlon in the Field of Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy,” S;ir;:oer;elr:: trg;
ng Werman Federal Government and the Government of Brazil on July 27
" ‘i llest Germany has always felt a strong need to export, and it has l)een'
spetcin y successful in high-technology industries. German political and in-
:;sm li :ll nlsac;ie%r: nﬁeﬂeka tn'xaj(t); r;)le for the Federal Republic in the world com-
rxet in the future. The Brazilian contract wa ical
rototvpe of the kind of project they envisi e sscesateily
"‘;;:m:lgtm ot o v y sion the Federal Republic successfully
€ intergovernment agreement with Brazil, together with suhsj
‘ent‘z;vbetween the Brazilian nuclear energy company NUCLEBI:AdSla;Zdagi?:
:lt! est German concerns, included cooperation covering joint ventures, and
livery of equipment and technology, in the flelds of : T

7 “‘Fnergy Debate in Par'tament.” Nuclear Encineerineg Internatio

;‘_{“Yo’{keu Pro-Nuclear Demonstration.” Nuclear Engl ety 1977, ». 10,

neering International, November

) Kernenercte-Gegner uberstimmt.” [|uddeutsche Zelt

: “-:‘Mftlnx Nuclear Issue Nags Bonn.” Christian Rﬂ'enl({:;?fﬁ\'}:bg' 1

- 8. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.” Nuclear Policy. Oct 2819
‘The'Brnm.n-Germnn Deal.” Nuclear Englneering International April 1917.!!' p. 6
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(1) frospecung, mimng, ald processilly 0L Ulfdiiuin vles, a5 well ad wue piv-
duction of uranium compounds;

(2) Production of nuclear reactors and nuclear energy facilities, as well as
thelr component parts;

(3) Uranium enrichment and enrichment services; and

(4) Production of fuel lements and reprocessing of irradiated fuels.®

The total value of the work to be done over a fifteen year period was estimated
by the United States Department of Energy to be about DM 12 billion, or about
$6 billion, probably the largest single deal in the history of the Federal Re-
public.®* Others placed the total amount much higher, at $10 million.® Construc-
tion of eight 1,200-1,300 MWe PWRs of the German Biblis B type is planned.”

What is particularly significant about this agreement is that West Germany
has contracted to deliver a complete fuel cycle to Brazil, including the prolifera-
tion-sensitive enrichment and reprocessing technologies. Of special interest is
the fact that Brazil has refused to become a party to the Nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty, because, Brazil argues, the treaty is “of a discriminatory character.” ¥
Presumably in part to avoid criticism on this score, the two countries worked
out a system of safeguards even more extensive than those called for in the
NPT® and these were agreed to by both the United States (under the Ford
Administration) and the Soviet Union through the TAEA in 1976.” Both Brazil
and the Federal Republic were therefore upset and bitter, when the new Carter
Administration tried to get them to call off the more sensitive portions of the
deal. The sudden reversal of its stand by the United States gave rise to one of the
sharpest diplomatic conflicts between the United States and the Federal Republic
since World War II.

As one example of many that showed that the government and the nuclear
industry were not alone in their opposition to the tougher Carter stand, the
respected liberal West German weekly “Die Zeit” ran an article on March 18,
1977 that was highly critical of the U.S. stand in general and of Jimmy Carter
in particular. The article was all the more significant because it was authored
by the usually vehemently pro-American Theo Sommer. His arguments were
pointed, but more important than his argumentation was the intensity of the
emotions behind it.

Sommer argued, for instance, that the United States, in trying to put limits
on the kind of civil nuclear technology which could be exported, was “unilaterally
claiming the right to reinterpret the terms of the non-proliferation treaty as in-
disputably understood at the time of signing,” i.e. was changing the interpretation
of the treaty’s Article IV, which deals with technology transfer and speaks of
“the fullest possible exchange of equipment, . ..” ™ Another argument by Sommer
was that “the Bonn government concluded the deal with Brazil primarily in
order to help ensure future suplies of uranfum. America has proved a most un-
reliable supplier.” He mentioned specific examples where the United States had
indeed acted in a questionable manner, such as refusing, in 1974, to renew the
agreement to supply West German with enriched uranium beyond its 1980 date
of expiration. “How convineing is the U.S. argument that America can be trusted,
whereas Brazil cannot?” Sommer asked acidly.

Furthermore, he accused the United States of wanting to stop development of
the domestiec West German nuclear industry altogether. beyond the light water
reactor stage. He argued that the United States wonld prefer that West Ger-
many have no reprocessing units of its own, and, given the opportunity, Wash-
ington “wounld soonest dissuade or prohibit Bonn's development of fast hreeder
reactors.” Finally, because the United States “refuses to appreciate” that re-
processing could save 20-30 percent on uranium, it “maintains its reputation for
squandering energy resources.” ™ .

@ “Embassy of Brazil in the Federal Republic of Germany.” Das Kernenergle-Programm
Brasilfens. Mar. 10. 1977. p. 7.L'RS translation.

& 11.8. Department of Energy. “Federal Renublle of Germany.” op. eit.. p. 9. .

& “Brazil Embarrassed by Reactor Fire” Washington Post, Mar. 29. 1978.

% I1.S. Department of Energy. “Federal Republic of Germany,” op. cit., p. 10.

¢ Kmbassy of Brazll, op. cit., p. 13.

e Thid., p. 10.

® “Reactor Congress in Mannheim.” Nunclear News, Mav 1977, p. 58.

7 Theo Sommer, “U.S. Attitude on Nuclear Denl with Brazil Upsets Bonn.” Dle Zeft,
Mar. 18, 1977 in: The German Tribune, Apr. 3. 1977, p. 3: text of the non-proliferation
treatv in: U.8. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. “International Negotiations on
the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, “Washington, 1969, p. 168.

7 Sommer, op. cit.
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Carter answered some of the objections raised by Sommer and others in his
two lengthy statements on nou-proliferation policy issued in April 1977. He
promised to increase U.S. uranium enrichment capacity. And he explicitly stateq
that “We are not trying to impose our will on those nations like . . . Germany
which already have reprocessing plants in operation,” since they had less pe-
troleum than the United States.™ Such comments would certainly be welcomed
by the Federal Republic, but they came in the midst of long policy statements
and discussions of new legislation attendant thereto, which could only sow con-
tinued mistrust in Bonn and in Brazil.

For their part, both Brazil and West Germany stood by their agreements, and
in effect faced Washington down. About the same time that President Carter
announced his new anti-proliferation policy, the West German Government issued
the first export licenses for the Brazilian deal for pilot enrichment and reprocs
essing plants—™ and the Carter Administration resumed deliveries of highly
enriched uranium to the Federal Republic. This was after an interruption of
eight months, reaching back to the Ford Administration, which announced its
own non-proliferation policy in October 1976, after Carter had made an issue of
non-proliferation during the campaign. The official U.S. reason for stopping ship-
ments was safety problems. but many West Germans saw it only as another ex-
ample of U.S. unreliability.™ The West Germans, for their part, also backed down
somewhat. Shortly after issuing the first Brazilian licenses, the West German
Government announced a ban on any further exports of sensitive technology
after the Brazilian deal.™ And like the United States, the Federal Republic is a
member of the London Suppliers Group, and accepts the anti-proliferation guide-
lines worked out by the Group.™

But one year after the first discussions between the Schmidt and Carter gov-
ernments, the Federal Republic continues to hold steadfastly to complete fullfill-
ment of the original terms of the Brazilian deal, while the United States contin-
ues to exert pressure against parts of it. President Carter brought up the issue
with the Brazilian Government during his visit there in March 1978, but without
apparently changing any minds.™

The United States has provided a powerful new tool for itself to enforce its
will on the Federal Republic and other similarly situated countries in the Nu-
clear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978, signed into law in March of this year. The law
implemented Carter’s policies. The section of the law on punitive termination
of U.S. exports,”™ which applies to countries which export sensitive technologies
to third parties, would seem to affect West Germany. Unless the President finds
that embargoing enriched uranium, equipment, etc., to the Federal Republic
would be “seriously prejudicial to the achievement of United States non-prolifer-
ation objectives or otherwise jeopardize the common defense and security,” ™
such U.8. exports will presumably have to stop if Bonn persists in going through
with its deal. If the United States were to embargo the shipment of enriched
uranium to the Federal Republie, it could very well become impossible for the
latter to fulfill its own commitments to Brazil out of uranium enriched in the
United States or elsewhere. This is aside from the effect that an embargo would
have on Bonn'’s own domestic economy. It is, of course, possible that such an
American action very well could damage U.S. non-proliferation objectives or the
common defense, and the President (and Congress, which can veto the Presi-
dent’s permission to export) would have to weigh the outcome of such U.S.
actions carefully.

Even with this new and very powerful law on the U.S. books, there is still
hope that what one State Department official has privately termed the “learning
process” will continue, a learning process by which the Federal Republic and
other European countries and Japan are being sensitized to the proliferation

™ U 8. ACDA. Nuclear Power Policy, Apr. 7, 1977, pp. 2-3. See also U.S. ACDA, Nuclear
Non-Proliferation, Apr. 27. 1977.

™ “Export Licenses Granted for Brazil Deal.” Nuclear News, June 1977. p. 98.

7 “United States to Ship Highly Enriched Uranium.” Nuclear Englneering International,
Mav 1977, p. 7. Sommer, op. cit.

™ “West Germany Bans Export of Reprocessing Technology.” Nuclear Engineering Inter-
national, July 1977. p. 6.

™ For the guidelines. which were presented to the IAEA simultaneusly bv the Suppliers
Group members, see “U.S. Permanent Mission to the International Atomic Energy Agency.”
Nuclear Suppliers Group Gnidelines for Nuclear Transfers. Jan, 11, 1977,

7 “Carter Reaffirms Amity for Brazil Desnite Friction." Washington Post, Mar. 31. 1978.

™ U.8. Government. “Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978." Public Law 05-242,
Mar. 10. 1978. 92 Stat. 120, at 138-139.

™ Ibid., p. 139.

.

dangers of widespread enrichment and reprocessing facilities, while the United
States becomes more aware of the importance of export sales and relatively in-
dependent energy sources to the smaller but important powers that are its allies
and friends.

5. FINLAND

Year of commercial operation of first power reactor: 1977.

Number of power reactors, 1977: 1.

Number of power reactors, 1080 : 4.

Dominant reactor type: BWR/PWR.

Total output of power reactors (net MWe), 1977 : 420.

Total output of power reactors (net MWe), 1980 : 2,160.

Finland’s first power reactor, Loviisa-1, went into operation in the summer of
1977. Until recently Finland relied primarily on hydroelectric power, but it had
more or less tapped all of its usable water resources. Loviisa-1, the first of a
series of reactors scheduled for the next several years, has a capacity of 440
megawatts (MWe).® Loviisa-2, also for 440 MWe, is scheduled to g0 on line
within the next year, and two 660-MWe plants at Olkiluoto will go into opera-
tion within two or three years. A further 1000-MWe plant at Loviisa is a strong
possibility.®

An interesting aspect of the Finnish program is its use of Soviet reactors in
the first two, and probably the third, Loviisa station. This may have been in part
due to political considerations—Finland must continually walk a tightrope be-
tween the Soviet Union and the West—but the Soviet reactor seems to be oper-
ating quite successfully. The first Loviisa project also included equipment from
Finland itself, the United States, West Germany, Britain, and Switzerland.
Loviisa is being constructed by the state electric utility, IVO. In contrast, the
Olkiluoto project is owned by a private utility consortium, and the re-
actors come from the Swedish company ASEA-Atom, which is doing the archi-
tectural and engineering work and part of the construction. Unlike in most other
parts of Europe, the local communities are happy with the nuclear plants in their
midst, pnd would likely welcome further construction.® ;

The Toviisa project has a twenty-year fuel contract with the Soviet Union,
that includes the highly desirable feature of provision for return to the Soviet
Union of spent fuel.® TVO, the private utility consortinm at Olkiluoto, is hoping
to be able to keep open the option of recycling plutonium, but until the subject
is settled internationally, it will make use of its sizable capacity for storage of
spent fuel.®

8. FRANCE

Year of commercial operation of first power reactor : 1939,
Number of power reactors, 1977 : 10.

Number of power reactors, 1955 : 49.

Dominant reactor type: PWR.

Total output of power reactors (net MWe), 1977 : 3,398.
Total output of power reactors (net MWe), 1985 : 41,818.

A. French position

France is firmly committed to nuclear power in all its forms. The country is
short on coal and oil, which some other European states possess, but it is the
only country in Europe with large uranium deposits of its own, and it has ready
access to the uranium produced in its former colonies Gabon and Nicer.® Tt is
therefore perhaps not surprising that of a 1976 national energy budget of $101
million, fully $311 million is committed to nuclear power.

The French commercial program is heavily (but by no means entirely) cen-
tralized in the hands of the State. The Commissariat a I’Energie Atomique (CEA)
is responsible for Tresearch and, through its subsidiary COGEMA (Compagnie
Generale des Matieres Nucleaires), for industrial activities in regard to most
aspects of the nuclear fuel cycle, e.g., mining, treatment of the ores, and enrich-
ment. COGEMA is also eventually expected to take over the production of fuel

® “World List of Nuclear Power Plants.” Nuclear News Buyers Guide, mid-February
1978 n. 50. N

L UFinns Off to a Good Start.” Nuclear News, October 1977, pp. 73, 73, 76.

CRINEN

& Thid., p. 73.

8 Thid.. n. 76.

* U.S. Denartment of Interlor. Bureau of Mines. “Uranfum.” Reprint from the 1975
Bureau of Mines Minerals Yearbook (Washington). n.d,, p. 17.
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NEWS REVIEW

Europe doesn’t like US

policy says congressional

commi:itee

UNITED STATES: Western Euro-
pean nations see US nuclear policy
under President Carter as self-centred.
insensitive to their problems and poten-
tially disruptive in its foreign policy
aspects, the subcommittee on European
affairs of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee has been warned.

The member nations of Euratom are
particularly angered by American
threats to ban shipments of enriched
uranium to them unless they agree to
US control over spent fuel from their

plants. according to a report™ prépared ©

by the Congressional Research Service.
Under the Carter administration. tfie
report charges, US nuclear policy has
had profound impact on its foreign pol-
icy in three ways.

® While trying to show concern for the
risks of nuclear proliferation. the US
may have escalated international uncer-
tainty, leading to increased pressures
for proliferation.

e US credibility as a supplier of
enriched uranium appears to hdvé
dropped sharply. The drop has been due
to the confused and cumbersome nature
of its export licensing requirements,
inconsistencies in the direction of its
energy policy and by passage of the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978.
The latter is seen as an attempt by the
US unilaterally to change existing
agreements among these nations.

e While trying to take the lead in inter-
national safeguards. the US is running
the risk of isolating itself from the main-
stream of world nuclear policy.

US nuclear policy may be jeopardiz-
ing good relations with European allies
and the strain on these relations already
is being felt. the report comments. **The
issue of a secure fuel supply is vital to
the Europeans. who have already been
severely hurt once before in this decade
by an interruption in oil supply. For that
security to be jeopardized again. espe-
cially by its closest ally the United
States, would be regarded as an unpar-
donable slap in the face.™

Many Europeans feel that the US is
imposing more stringent and unrealistic
terms on Europe than on countries
which have been outside the orbit of
shared military, political and economic
relationships. Some suspect that US
policy is designed to improve the eroded
position of US nuclear reactor exports.

12

Basic policy differences also are
involved. the report points out. The
United States bases its nuclear policy
primarily on concern about war and pro-
liferation. European nations base their
nuclear policies on the need for inde-
pendent energy supplies.

While the US can wait to develop new
technologies. Europeans believe they
cannot. If the US continues to muke its
nuclear export procedures more restric-
tive. European nations will be more
inclined to go ahead with reprocessing
and breeder technologies.

Finally. the report emphasizes.
Europeans are not willing to hinder or
stop their economic growth to support a

rigid US non-proliferation policy.

US energy policy is having a debili-
tating influence. “lIrresolution over
domestic energy policy. particularly for
oil imports. and over nuclear power
weakens United States efforts to
restrain the spread of nuclear weapons
In fact. 1t could very well promote
exactly the opposite effect to that Mr
Carter 15 hoping to achieve From
Europe’s viewpoint, abandonment or
delay of the development of new nuc-
lear technologies coupled with the pres-
ent uncertainty in the United States as
to what directions it will take in the
1980s and beyond will only increase
international instability and foster divi-
sion among the United States. the other
industrialized nations and the countries
of the Third World.™ [ ]

*West European Nuclear Energy Development
Implications for the United States. available from
the US Government Printing Office. Washington.
D.C

Centralradiation control called for

UNITED STATES: An interagency
Federal Radiation Council is needed to
untangle the junsdictional conflicts
ameng the 15 or more federal agencies
engaged in using. studving and control-
ling radiation. according to a White
House task force.

The new council should be made up
of high-level government officials and
should have full power to co-ordinate
efforts to improve tederal research and
regulation of radiation. the task force
recommends. Its chairman should be
appointed by the President from among
the organizations comprising the task
force. These include Defense. Energy.
Labor. Health-Education-Welfare,
Environmental Protection Agency.
Veterans Administration and NRC.

Casual workers’
exposures now controlled

UNITED STATES: Under new Nuc-
lear Regulatory Commission regula-
tions. licensees are responsible for
ensuring that short-term transient
workers do not receive occupational
radiation doses exceeding NRC stan-
dards. It has been possible until now for
a worker to be exposed in cach of a
number of working locations. with the
combined dose possibly  exceeding
permissible levels.

Licensees must now obtain informa-
tion from prospective emplovees as to
doses already received during the
calendar quarter. Licensees must also
provide a departing emplovee with
estimates of his total exposure during
the quarter in which employment
cnds. L]

Other recommendations in the
1 10-page staff report call for:

e Formation of an interagency radia-
tion research committee.

® A programme to reduce exposure
from medical sources. which now
account for 90 per cent of man-made
radiation. ’

e Development of medical guidelines
to help resolve claims for radiation-
caused injuries.

® Re-assessment of all current expos-
ure standards and new legislation to
permit health researchers to have grea-
ter access to radiation records.

The staff report must be approved by
heads of the organizations making up
the task force before it goes to President
Carter. [ |

US utilities look at
operator training

Industry formation of a Nuclear Opera-
tions Institute to set training and opera-
ting standards and to monitor com-
pliance is likely.

The concept already has the tentative
approval of the special Atomic Indus-
trial Forum committee set up to compile
and assess technical data from the acci-
dent. The institute could serve as a
centre for accreditation of training and
operations programmes for nuclear
power licensees. A first step. according
to an AIlF spokesman., might be a
review of all existing utility programmes
and dcvelopment of a new approach
made up of the best elements of each.

This reaction is similar to that taken
by industry in forming the Electric
Power Research Institute. u
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4845 Crescent Street
Bethesda, MD 20816
December 8, 1987

The Vice President
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Vice President:

Last week you held your ground in favor of what should be one
of the biggest issues the Republicans have going for them next
year, the INF treaty. I am proud to say that I backed you in 19840
even "FBBI" (For Bush Before Iowa), spending many exciting hours
in your Alexandria headquarters (and as recently as October 28 of
this year I contributed to your present election campaign). Later
I joined the Reagan-Bush campaign. I am currently serving as a
Schedule C (political appointee) Intelligence Analyst in the
Department of State, Bureau of Intelligence and Research.

As _such I probably follow the difficult issue of the balance of
conventional forces in Europe, the great follow-on issue to INF,
at least as closely as any other Republican political appointee in
the Government, I would like to present some of my thoughts on
the issue to you.

First of all, you are right in defending the treaty. It is
certainly true that if nuclear weapons are drawn down,
conventional weapons become correspondingly more important, And
it is certainly true that in every major category of military
hardware except principal surface ships, the Warsaw Pact heavily
outnumbers NATO (of course NATO is a largely maritime-based
alliance--how but by ships would the U.S. deliver men and materiel
to Europe if a war should start?). At work I have about ten sets
of figures for tanks alone, some classified, others not (see
enclosed Military Balance and Soviet Military Power fiqures, for
instance). But no matter how one cuts it the Soviets have a lot
more firepower than we do. However, if we are behind by most
quantitative measures, we are ahead or at least equal (though
probably losing ground) by such qualitative measures as quality of
equipment, training, leadership, etc.

But if the Russians have more tanks to use if the war begins,
this treaty, by lessening tension, decreases the overall
likelihood of that horible event's ever occurring in the first
place. Equally important, the balance of the treaty itself is
heavily in our favor. According to the 1986-87 Military Balance,
the weapons at issue balance up as follows in July 1986:
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Country Type Launcher Number Warhead Number*
Us Cruise Missile 128 128
us Pershing 2 108 108

*There may be more missiles than launchers, but in any case the
SS-28s have three warheads on each missile, the US missiles only
one. So it 1is a very good deal, in terms of getting rid of
Soviet nuclear warheads!

And, of course, there is great concern about verifiability.
For the first time in history, this treaty includes on-site
inspection. This is a precedent the US has been trying to achieve
for forty years, one which could become extremely significant
should we achieve a chemical arms control treaty with the Soviets,
as well. Actually, the great problem is not verifiability--we
regularly catch the Soviets cheating--but just that, (non-)
compliance and, more especially, what to do about it! As to
verifiability itself, however, we should be pleased that we now do
have this powerful precedent.

Then there is the fear of "decoupling” the US from Europe
by removal of these nuclear weapons. But there are still
apparently about 4680 Western nuclear weapons in Europe, after
removal of only 2086+ US weapons (I do not know if the 4608 figure
includes the few hundred British and French weapons, or not.).
That should be enough.

The argument is made that the US would not use these other
air-dropped or artillery-delivered weapons, as it would have done,
ten years ago. But, aside from discounting the British and French
weapons, something the Soviets, on the same continent with the UK
and France most assuredly do not do, the political pressures on a
US President either to bomb or not to bomb would be just about the
same, whether the conventional balance is worse than it always was
(as is the case), or not. And even the threat of one bomb on
Leningrad or Moscow remains a powerful deterrent. In short, how
can the nuclear deterrent situation be that much different in 1990
after INF, than it was in 1976 before INF?

But in my opinion what has coupled the US to Europe for forty
years is not a certain specific level of nuclear tonnage, but the
300,908 US troops in Europe, the massive number of their
dependents, and the probably even more massive number of US
tourists, businessmen, and students in Europe at any one time.
Even in the dead of winter this probably amounts to over a million
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people, more than are in about ten states, and in the summer there
are lots more. We are not about to abandon all those people if a
war should begin, and there 1is most assuredly no way to get more
than a small percentage back, so we will have to fight for them.

And the Americans in Europe are themselves only a symbol and
proof for the most fundamental reason of all why we will fight:
it is a vital us interest to preserve the freedom of Western
Europe, the greatest concentration of ecnomomic power on earth,
and the historical, religious, cultural, and philosophical root of
most of our traditions and most of our citizens,

The INF treaty in no way damages the US-European nexus--
in fact, it probably strengthens it, given the popularity of arms
control among West European populations. The slight weakening of
the West's military position, if there is any such weakening at
all (remember the much larger cut in Soviet warheads) is probably
more than balanced off by the decrease in US-Soviet tension and
the accompanying lessening of the chances of a war, either
deliberate or accidental. Decoupling is a non-issue. The only
real problem I see with this treaty, as with most arms control
agreements, is the sudden euphoria that "peace is at hand." But
skillful public relations should help contain that problem,

Indeed, the biggest single result of this treaty will
probably be to give the Republicans a tremendous peace issue--1if
they--if we--do not throw it away. Sometimes I wonder if I am the
only person in the US (except for the Vice President, of course!)
who remembers that President Reagan said repeatedly in the 1980
campaign that he would buijld up the US military, and then try to
do an arms control deal with the Soviets. That is exactly what he
has done. The liberals tend to ignore the first half of that
statement, the conservative the second, Happily, you have kept
the proper balance.

If you or your assistants have any questions, you may wish to f
call me at the State Department, 647-1261 or 647-2365. I will be
glad to supply your office with any classified*or unclassified
material we have, And now, if 1 may, Good Luck next year, and
your friends look forward to your inauguration on January 26,
1989,

X»/Z%uﬁ/é/ww/ (/MM%/Z;_ Sincerely,

Patrick W. Murphy







NATO-WARSAW PACT Comparison*

4,500,000
121
2,600,000
90 24,250
19,600~
— __\
Total Military Division Main Antitank Guided
Including Naval Forces Equivalents Battle Tanks Weapons Launchers

6.000
1,250
950"
900
A
650
1
18,350 e
14,200 § ,

Armored Personnel Carriers Attack Helicopters Transport/Support
Fighting Vehicles Helicopters

Artillery/Mortar

WARSAW PACT"*

NATO"*
in Place in Europe and In Place in Europe and
Rapidly Deployable Forces [ ] Rapidly Deployable Forces e
NATO""* WARSAW PACT"**
Ak Fully Reinforced Forces

Fully Reinforced Forces

Excludes France and Spain
Warsaw Pact divisions normally consist of fewer perscnnel than many NATQ divisions but contain
more tanks and artillery, thereby obtaining similar combat power.

* US estimate of 1985 data.

** Rapidly deployable forces—Include those US forces whose equipment is stored in Europe and high-
readiness Soviet forces located in the Baltic, Belorussian, Carpathian, Odessa, Kiev. and North
Caucasus Military Districts.

*** Fully reinforced forces—Include North American reinforcements and all Warsaw Pact forces located
west of the Ural Mountains.

“Excludes armored command vehicles and other carriers.
*~Excludes transport helicopters that can be configured for attack roles.
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strategic submarine protection and homeland
defense remain dominate themes in Soviet
planned wartime operations, coordinated com-
bined arms/joint force operations within con-
tinental TVDs, especially in the Baltic and
Black Sea Fleets, are receiving increased em-
phasis. For the most part, these continental
TVD-oriented exercises appear designed to pre-
pare fleet units to protect the seaward flanks
of the Warsaw Pact, to seize key straits and is-
lands, and to conduct amphibious assaults in
support of Soviet land operations.

Recent naval exercises in both the oceanic
and continental TVDs have been conducted un-
der realistic conditions approximating a war-
time environment. In the Northern and Pacific
Ocean Fleets, they have focused on command
and control of multiple task groups and for-
mations, the deployment of large numbers of
warships and aircraft, and the establishment
of echeloned combat zones stretching into the
North Atlantic and Northwest Pacific Oceans.
These exercises also reveal that Soviet naval

operations are being conducted with larger and
more powerful forces at increasingly greater
distances from the USSR.

NATO and the Warsaw Pact

In 1984, the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization published the second edition of the
NATO and the Warsaw Pact Force Compar-
isons study. Charts from the 1984 NATO study
were published in Soviet Military Power 1985.

The following charts and tables present a
US estimate of updated data for 1985. Not in-
cluded in the data are forces of France and
Spain. Although both nations are members of
the North Atlantic Alliance, they do not par-
ticipate in its integrated military structure. In
an invasion of Western Europe by the Warsaw
Pact, France and Spain would defend their na-
tional sovereignty with the following forces:
approximately 20 divisions, 2,000 tanks, 3,000
artillery/mortars, 1,000 antitank launchers,
8,000 combat vehicles, 450 helicopters, 900
aircraft, and 100 naval warships.

NATO-Warsaw Pact Combat Aircraft*

Fighter-Bomber
Ground-Attack

Interceptor**

=

3.450

2,100

-

NATO
Fully reinforced

|
Inp

Excludes France and Spain.
Some interceptors can be used in ground-attack roles.

* US estimate of 1985 data.
* Excludes strategic interceptors.

Bombers

Reconnaissance

WARSAW PACT
Fully reinforced

In pl
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NATO and Warsaw Pact Maritime Forces in
the North Atlantic and Seas Bordering Europe.

1985°
Category NATO Warsaw Pact
Aircraft Carriers
VSTOL Carriers 10 —_
KIEV-Class Ships — 1
Helicopter Carriers 6 2
Cruisers 16 21
Destroyers,
Frigates, Corvettes 303 199
Coastal Escorts
and Fast
Patrol Boats 269 520
Amphibious Ships
-Qcean-going 50 21
- Other Ships/
Coastal Craft 69 181
Mine Warfare
Ships/Craft 264 360
Total Submarines
(All Types) 209 265
- Ballistic Missile
Submarines 35 47
- Long-Range
Attack
Submarines 70 150
- Other Types 104 68
- % Submarines
Nuclear
Powered 50% 50%
Sea-based Tactical
ASW and Support
Aircraft Including
Helicopters 831 145
Land-Based
Tactical and
Support Aircraft
Including
Helicopters 379 575
Land-Based Anti-
Submarine
Warfare Fixed-
Wing Aircraft
and Helicopters 462 220

Excludes France and Spain

*US estimate of 1985 data

Land-Based INF Aircraft Deployed
at End of 1985*

NATO
Aircraft
F-111, F-4, F-16, F-104,
JAGUAR, BUCCANEER,
TORNADO

WARSAW PACT
Aircraft =
BADGER, BLINDER, FISHBED, FLAGON,
FITTER, FLOGGER, FENCER, FULCRUM

* US estimate of 1985 data

e

Numbers reflect NATO systems deployed in NATO Europe and Warsaw Pact systems

opposite NATO

—

Short-Range Nuclear Forces
(SNF) Deployed at End of 1985°

_3.000

NATO
Missiles
LANCE
Artillery
155mm, 203mm

WARSAW PACT
Missiles
FROG/SS-21
Artillery
152mm, 203mm, 240mm

* US estimate of 1985 data

Numbers refiect NATO systems deployed in NATO Europe and Warsaw Pact systems

opposite NATO

Iy
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First Max Weapon Launcher
year Range  speed load total Warhead details (aircraft:
Category® and type deployed (km)®  (Mach) (000 Ib) 7/86 ordnance load) and comments
AIR
Tactical/
Land-based strike
Su-7 Fitter A 1959 1,400 1.6 8.8 90 2 bombs. Czechoslovakia (50),
Poland (40).
Su-20 Fitter C 1974 1,300 1.6 7 40 2 bombs. Poland (40).
MiG-23 Flogger F/H 1975/6 2,600 1.2 44 109 2 bombs. Bulgaria (45), Czecho-

slovakia (40), E. Germany (24).

2 IcBM = range of over 5,500 km; IRBM = 2,400—5,500
km; MRBM = 800—2,400 km; SRBM = 800 km or less.
Long-range = over 9,000 km; medium-range =
5,600—9,000 km; bomber = aircraft primarily designed
for bombing missions.
b Ranges given in km; for nautical miles, divide by
1.852. Use of maximum payload may reduce a
missile’s operational range by up to 25% of figures
shown. Figures for aircraft are theoretical maximum
unrefuelled range at optimum altitude and speed.
Higher speeds, lower altitudes and full weapons loads
reduce range, especially with strike ac; for instance an
A-6, at operational height and speed and with maxi-
mum weapons load, has a combat radius of some 1,870
km, compared with max ferry range of 4,700 km.
¢ Throw-weight is the weight of post-boost vehicle
(warhead(s), guidance systems, penetration aids) deliv-
erable over a given range.
4 Cep (circular error probable) = the radius of the
circle around a target within which there is a 50%
probability that a weapon aimed at that target will fall.
For obvious reasons, this is a figure with a rather large
degree of uncertainty attached to it.

¢ Warhead yields vary greatly; figures given are esti-
mated maxima. KT range = under | MT; MT range =
over 1 MT. Yield figures for dual-capable weapons
(which can deliver conventional or nuclear warheads)
refer to nuclear warheads only.

/Al the types listed are dual-capable. Total actually
available as nuclear strike aircraft may be lower than
the figure shown.

& Except for British and French weapons, nuclear war-
heads for these delivery vehicles are held in American
custody. No nuclear warheads held on Canadian,
Danish or Norwegian soil. In few cases is the M-109
likely to have a nuclear role.

Al NATO missiles of US origin, except SSBS, Pluton
and MSBS (French).

' Nimrod of British-origin; F-4, F-16, F-104, P-3
American; Mirage, Super Etendard, Atlantic French;
Jaguar Anglo-French; Tornado British-German-
Italian.

J Variable range; some for peripheral targeting.

k" Nuclear warheads held in Soviet custody. Ac all of
Soviet origin. It is uncertain how many are nuclear
capable.

2. NATO/WARSAW PACT POTENTIAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS SYSTEMS, EUROPE

NATO WARSAW PACT
Launcher Launcher
Countries  total total Countries
Category and type deploying  7/864 7/86 deploying Type
LAND-BASED
ICBM
b USSR SS-11/-17/-19
IRBM
SSBS S-3 D/TN-61 France 18 112 USSR SS-4
270 USSR §S-20
GLCM
BGM-109G USA 128
MRBM
Pershing 11 USA 108

For notes, see p. 208.




Conventional Force Comparisons: NATO and Warsaw Pact

N
[N
=N
NATO Warsaw Pact
Europe - NRal(l;o:P of Soviet Non-Soviet
—_— 8} 'ATO: Pact
North? South® (Spain) US (exct Spaum) Totals Total North¢ South? Northc South?
Manpower (000)
Total uniformed manpower® 1,629 1,319 (320) 2,144 5,092 1:1.23 6,290 5,130 717 443
Reserves (all services) 2,292 2,344 (1,085) 1,683 6,319 1:1.29 8,149 6,265 1,181 703
Total ground forces 990 1,017 (230) 7 2,779 1:1.02 2,827 1,991 498 338
Total ground force reserves/ 1,737 1,809 (800) 1,057 4,603 1:1.10 5,080 3,500 995 585
Total ground forces deployed 624 1,017 (230) 217 1,858 1:1.46 2,704 1,170 698 498 338
in Europe (500) (65)
Divisions*
Divs deployed in Europe  Tk* 12 2 - 2y, 16v, 1:1.94 31y, 15 6 8 2y,
manned in peacetime Mech 6 8 - 2y, 16v, 1:2.94 48 23 9 10 6
Other 2y, 2 - 14, 5%, 1:1.82 10y 5 ¥ 2% 2
Divs for reinforcement Tk 5 2 (1) 4y, 11% 1:.2.23 26 16 4 4 2
manned or on mobil- Mech 139, 21 (1) 8%, 43y, 1:1.48 64 16 26 7 15
ization of reserves’ Other 16v, 16 (3%) 15v, 46y, 35.0:1 1, - 1y - -
Total divs, war Tk 17 4 (1) 6 27 1:2.14 57, 31 10 12 4,
mobilized” Mech 21y, 29 (1) 11 613 1:1.82 112 39 35 17 21
Other 19y, 18 (3%) 16% 54 4.76:1 11y 5 1% 2, 2
Ground Force Equipment
Main battle tanks 8,981 6,333 (883) 5,000 20,314 1:2.29 46,610 19,500 12,700 9,770 4,640
Arty, MRL 4,086 4,218 (1,300) 670 8,974 1:2.68 24,035 10,000* 6,300* 4,300* 3,435*
Mor (over 120mm) 1,760*  500*  (400) — 2,149 1:2.83 6,072 4,000* 1,000*  422* 650*
SSM launchers
(dual-capable) ;65 6 - 216 387 1:3.19 1,235 693 185 203 154
ATK guns 80 - - - 280 1:5.54 1,550 570* 420* 190 370
ATGW launchers (crew-served, 885 126* - 800* 1,811 1:1.95 3,525 1,300* 1,035* 750 440
AFV-, hel-mounted)
AA guns 1,429 1,850* (414* 100 3,379 1:1.04 3,525% 1,100* 1,120* 1,350 1,250
SAM launchers (crew-):crved, 522 100 33) 164 786 1:6.83 5,365% 2,500* 1,620* 1,000 245
ground forces only
Armed helicopters 312 174 (44) 228 714 1:2.92 2,085 1,580 505 114 70
SN .t‘;m U':ietss cruise missile - = - oy o i . 2 _3 _3
ari ot :
o auack 8¢ 48 ® 5L 183 LIgd 54108 " 3 3
garﬁem 4 ; (2 1; :4 IS 21 14 7 - _l
Tuisers - 3 48 29 18 -
vl 2B o0y 8 % s 54 33 13 3 5
Frigues % & U 71 1162 115 41 29 30 15
Corvettes/large patrol craft 29 42 ( 2) r 154 1195 300 45 100 76 79
FAC (G/T/P) ,33 23 8 2; 3 212 1:1.45 308 185 65 54 4
MCM 0 -
Amphibious™ 85 140 (24) 25 250 1721 143 9 # &
Naval and Maritime Aricraft - -
I 1:5.41 200 100 100
e - 37 - - 37 : N
Att:lck " 97 10 (10) 170 2:; 1.51._1 18: 5_0 10_0 3: -
- S 5 - 'S e i 70 20 0 = -
1.24:1 154 99 45 10 -
MR/ECM 100 36 (20) 55 191 ‘ =
ASW hel 238 115 (25 30 383 4671 82 0 d i
Land Combat Aircraft” - -
.06: 210 210 -
o L S 40) e 2 Oilos 226 1025 s 41 230
i i fon 96 42 1238 1075 590 35 135 35*
Fighters 13 238 (107) 4 o 12089 1295 o o 810 485*
Interceptors - - LA !
i{‘econ:aissance 142 156 (20) 5 10 349 1:1.27 “63 22; 7§ 9.(_) 63
ECM ° 0 ¢ i ™
dards of efficiency. This table, however, shows equipment totals for listed Category |, 2 and
: g:;r;lup‘:\‘:cds ﬁﬁ::ay Denmark, W. Germany. Luxembourg. Netherlands and Belgium, 3 divisions only. _ : Armies: 3 brigades or regi are con-
and includes forces actually deployed from Britain. Canada, US (Atlantic), France (Army; £D are not_qm i smhan rmies; iga gl
Navy: Atlantic-deployed elms incl Naval air). ) :‘d"ed “’:’;' d'";' “deq ted divs: ‘Mech® includ — ized and
b Comprises Turkey. Greece. ltaly. Portugal. France (Navy). US Sixth Fleet and forces mo:r :‘n&u ‘glh‘:" indndes"mlifbom. air-portable, mountain, amphibious, light infantry
:!e(g‘l)o’;;i;\ss::‘l::;“ [E‘:‘m y and Czec h . and Soviet forces in those “ﬁo':r.l :::ancyime -l vty Sar s saaie s
Soumnes md‘;n - Lvltomn:uﬂ:!‘céulnnl and i‘:cdlu(;eerowel l:;n in Hungary and the lwo‘u B of i d inf : and ‘when mobilized” mest of aeccasity be
in(;::n g:e?n uhn: T’Y;ionh Caucasus and Trans-Caucasus MD. » judgmental, especially for NATO':; country entries for detail.
¢ -Uniformed manpower refers to main forces only and excludes para-military i?z";ﬁom:nﬁys':;‘mmﬁnvo - i idered primarily to be for
forces. = £ . _ : v field formatons.
A ¥ v jes have R obligations into middie age: where not otherwise airfield defence and not for use by
e coum emiy e yea posL<oNsrpt perod hasabiranlybeen seeced n ! Excudes spport craf ad inshore b "
calculating the numbers. In Pact countnies 2 large proportion of these older reservists are " OCU sircraft are included in these totals. o
probably assigned 10 ‘shadow' formations and units with stored obsolete equipment, poten- aircral 2

tially doubling the mobilizable forces from those shown but necessarily at very low stan-

2 Included in the figure above.
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