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Preface 
 
This collection of documents complements the official history of Secretary of Defense Harold 
Brown by making available a selection of the documents cited in the notes of Harold Brown: 
Offsetting the Soviet Military Challenge, 1977–1981. The author selected documents based on 
their historical significance, with a preference for material created by the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense, and those not included in Foreign Relations of the United States volumes for the 
Jimmy Carter administration.  
 
The documents are arranged by chapter and may be accessed by clicking on the document title in 
the table of contents. Readers will find that some of the documents bear sourcing notations by the 
Historical Office of the Office of the Secretary of Defense that were not present at the time of the 
document’s creation. While every effort has been made to remove such notations, those instances 
where this proved impracticable are noted. All of the documents are either unclassified or have 
been properly declassified. The views presented in the documents included in this collection do 
not necessarily represent those of the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 
 
Erin R. Mahan 
 
Chief Historian, Office of the Secretary of Defense 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON D. C. 20301 

.February 14, 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR TrlE PRESIDENT 

As I have told Ha� Jordan, I am proposing for nomination 
as Dire�tor of Defense Research and Engineering Dr. 
William'l>erry of California. Bill Perry, a Democrat, 
is in my view 1;:he. q�st po,s��b+e Pt:rso,1t �for, this,. job. · He 

. ��•:!: tgcJ.;l.no�o�:f_'si:1 ·,W��\ k1:fo�� ,d�vel�.�
en�, production, ci,Iltf, 

i' ··. business, having bui'.lt the electronics company he founded, 
ESL, Inc., to $45 million sales annually. I have spoken 
with Alan Cranston,who agrees with the appointment. 

Perry's company is not a large defense contractor like 
Lockheed or General Dynamics. However, virtually all of 
the business it does is with the Defense Department 
(intelligence-collection systems). Perry's assets are 
in the stock of his company, which is thinly traded; 
were he to try to sell it at the same time he leaves 
the company, the price drop would be devastating for 
the other shareholders, most of whom are employees of the 
company. 

I have asked Perry to place his stock in trust and to 
forgo any gain (with an allowance for inflation) which 
might occur during his tenure in DoD; he has agreed to 
do so. I hope that this version of the "Packard arrange
ment" will be acceptable to the Stennis committee. If it 
is, I would want to approve an exception to your guidelines 
to permit this arrangement. 

Almost all the other persons whom I considered for this 
position would be from large defense contractors, and 
would raise even greater seeming conflicts of interest 
in the public eye than would Perry. I believe that an 
agreement along the lines described above, to enable a 
relatively small and independent businessman to serve in 
this position, is consistent with the spirit of your guide
lines. It also will fill the job with the person who I 
believe is by far the most able. 

/ 
/1 

F<;_.-/3 
J 

Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, White House Central Files, Subject File, 
Box FG 106, Folder FG 13, 1/20/77–4/30/77

. . ~ .· . ~ . .. . 

1



Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-80-0017, Box 18, Folder 110.01 (Jan) 
1977.

• , . 

• ...,, -
... " 

THE SECRf;::TARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. 0. C. 20301 

.: • 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF THE AP.MY 
SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 

JAN 211977 

DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH & ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND EVALUATION 

SUBJECT: 7?¥ 1978 Budget Revisions 

' The President has directed me to review the FY 1978 Defense budget now '-.. 
before the Congress and make those changes I believe necessa;ry to: ~ 
(1) ensure that the U.S.. ·military posture is fully adequate to meet our·· ,. C). 
national security needs, and (2) eliminate those p:cograllls 1:ha:t contribyte· 1 '-

ror&!B!.~ly j:O . our; si:icurity, or. (3) d·efer . them where .' a . qliestion exists as 
o how much value they have. In 11.ght of the pressure of the schedule 

for · consideration of tlle budget by the Congress, this review will of 
necessity be brief. 

I 

Many of the fundamental issues affecting our national security require-
ments cannot be addressed in this time frame. President Carter is planning 
to direct a series of comprehensive reviews of our bas~c national s~curity 
policies and strategy, and the programs needed to sustain them. These 
reviews will continue over the next several months. I also plan to ask 
you to look in depth at several areas where I believe costs can be reduced 
with little effect on our strength, freeing funds for higher priority 
Defense needs. I wish, in particular, to take a careful look at the sup
port structure, headquarters, and other overhead operations, manpower and 
manpower costs, and our base structure in the United States and abroad. 
President Carter has repeatedly emphasized the importance of taking all 
necessary actions to ensure our military forces are fully adequate to their 
tasks, but at the same time, are lean and efficient. I will need your ideas 
and support in this critical endeavor, the results of which will be reflected 
in po~sible future adjustments to the FY 1978 budget and in the FY 1979-1983 
program. 

In carrying out the review of the FY 1978 budget and program, there are four 
criteria I plan to use in evaluating the current program and proposed changes: 

1. Greater emphasis on combat readiness, of manpower and material, 
to ensure our forces are prepared should they be needed. 

2. Continue essential modernization of our forces, while scheduling 
such actions to ensure that we receive full measure of increased effectiveness 
for the costs of the new equipment. 

2
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3. Identify and eliminate support and overhead programs that contrib
ute marginally to real military effectiveness, to ensure that our forces 
grow in efficiency as well as effectiveness. 

4. Ensure that reductions do not affect the morale or well-being of 
~urmilitary personnel and their dependents or the civilian work force. 

During the past weeks, the Defense Transition staff, working with 0MB 
Director Lance and his staff, reviewed the proposed FY 1978 budget. Based 

· on this review, and in accordance with guidance from 0MB, I have developed 
· a proposed set of budget changes which I believe are consistent with the 
~ foregoing criteria. These tentative revisions will be provided to you by 

the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller). However, you will be 
given full opportunity to review these tentative decisions and recommend 
other changes as appropriate. 

The President has asked me to submit my recommendations to 0MB on 
January 31. To meet this schedule, I plan the following review process: 

1. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) will issue 
PBDs reflecting my tentative budget decisions today. 

2. The Service Secretaries should submit their positions with 
respect to these tent~tive decisions by close of business, Wednesday, 
January 26. I will consider these alternatives in making my final 
decisions. 

3. On January 28 and 29, Deputy Secretary Duncan and I will meet 
with each Service Secretary and Chief of Staff to discuss any unresolved 
issues. 

4. On January 31, I will submit my recommendations to the President 
and provide you with my final decisions at that time. 

I regret the ' limited time available for this review and recognize the 
strain it imposes on you and your staffs. However, final decisions of 
the President are expected in time to permit a revised budget submission 
to Congress by mid-February. 

cc: CJCS 

, .... 
3
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHING.TON . 0 C . 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: FY 1978 Budget Revisions 

- , · · · " ,·: -, -: r E i I :: E ,· I ..;., L,.. . , l 1_, U '- -

In accordance with your directions I am currently reviewing the FY 1978 
Defense budget now before the Congress. Upon completion of this review 
I will be recommending specific changes which I consider appropriate to 
(1) ensure that the U.S. military posture is fully adequate to meet our 
national security needs, and (2) eliminate those programs that contribute 
~arginally to our security, or (3) defer them where a question exists as 
to how much value they have. Attachment A is a paper which describes the 
basis for my review and summarizes the major changes resulting from tenta
tive decisions I have made. I will transmit my final recommendations to 
the Office of Management and Budget shortly after February 1, 1977, follow
ing my consideration of the positions of the military departments and my 
discussions with each service secretary and military chief and the Chairman, 
JCS. 

Attachment B contains a summary of all of the proposed budget revisions. 
The budget would be reduced immediately by $2.578 billion for FY 1978 and 
$.399 billion for FY 1977 and prior - a total of $2.977 billion. Exten-
sion of my tentative decisions through FY 1979 - FY 1982 indicates the poten
tial for further reductions of $6.127 billion during that period. 

Many of the fundamental issues affecting our national security requirements 
cannot be addressed in the timeframe established for this initial budget 
revision. Therefore, I plan to initiate a number of studies of strategy, 
force levels, and support requirements which are likely to result in further 
changes to the FY 1978 budget and Five Year program. Examples are contained 
in Attachment A. 

Key force structure, readiness, and procurement issues appropriate for a 
brief NSC meeting, in my view, are: 

a. B-1/MX/Cruise missiles. 

b. F-15. 

c. NATO Readiness and Mobility Forces. 

d. Ship construction program. 

OS .D,, 3;} D , ft, - DO 17, bu.,. ,'; 
Attachments 

.. . .• 
. ~ 

. ~ 
., 

.!" 
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Changes have been based on the following criteria: 

Greater emphasis on combat readiness, of manpower and materiel, 
to ensure our forces are prepared should they be needed. 

Continue essential modernization of our forces, while scheduling 
such actions to ensure that we receive full measure of increased 
effectiveness for the costs of the new equipment. 

Identify and eliminate support and overhead programs that 
contribute marginally to real military effectiveness. 

Ensure that reductions do not affect the morale or well-being of 
our military personnel and their dependents or the civilian work 
force. 

Strategic Forces 

The pace of modernization of some of the U.S. strategic programs has 
been slowed somewhat pending a review of the objectives of the strategic 
force and the progress of SALT. Specifically, the FY 78 costs of strategic 
forces have been reduced through the following actions: 

Reduction in the pace of production of the B-1 in FY 78 from 
8 aircraft to 5. 

Deferral of the start of engineering development on the M-X 
ICBM, thus delaying initial operating capability until the 
mid-1980s. 

Cancellation of production of the Minuteman III missile in 
FY 77. 

Deferral of overhauls for two Polaris submarines, initial · 
funding for a follow-on aircraft to the F-106 air defense 
interceptor, and restart of the SRAM production. 

Deferral of the anti-ship version of the TOMAHAWK missile in 
favor of effort on ground launched TOMAHAWK for the Theater Nuclear 
role. 

Reduction in AWACS procurement from 6 aircraft to 4 pending review 
of force structure requirements and NATO interest • 

... . \ii :, ..._ .... .. 
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Ground, Tactical Air and Mobility Forces 

Changes to the General Purpose Forces emphasize readiness, especially 
NATO readiness, at the expense of reductions or deferrals of certain 
programs that can be delayed with acceptable risks. Specifically, the 
FY 78 funding for General Purpose Forces has been adjusted through the 
following actions: 

. -~ 

o Land Forces 

-- £ubstitution of two Reserve Component brigades for two late 
deploying active Army brigades. 

-- Cancellation of Non-Nuclear Lance procurement in FY 77 and 
FY 7'8 and Hawk battery sets. 

Reductions in marginal Army equipment procurement. 

Delay CH-53E helicopter procurement. 

Delaying the Advance Attack Helicopter (AAH) development. 

o Tactical Air Forces 

-- Slowing F-15 production to permit evaluation of the high
low fighter mix and potential alternatives. 

-- ·Termination of A-7E production. 

-- Reduction in the number of fighter/attack aircraft in the 
three Marine Corps wings. 

o NATO Readiness 

-- Acceleration of aircraft shelter construction in NATO for 
U.S. aircraft. 

-- Provision of additional storage facilities for increased 
prepositioned combat equipment and materiel in NATO. 

0 Mobility Forces 

-- Increase the funding for Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) to 
permit modification of eight aircraft in FY 1978 (vice 4) • 

.. • 
6



•. 

Manpower 

fOR OFFiC!AL U8~ orH:Y 

Cancellation of plans to build the nuclear powered strike 
cruiser (CSGN). 

Deferral of the production of one attack submarine (SSNs) 
in FY 78. 

Deletion of funding for two patrol frigates (FFG-7s) in FY 78 
in favor of long-lead item funding (thus retaining deployment 
schedule). 

Restructuring the Patrol Hydrofoil and Surface Effects Ship 
(SES) programs to technology-oriented efforts. 

Deferral of funding for additional nuclear reactor components 
from naval vessels. 

3 

Shifting 40,0QO naval reservists in lower priority mobilization 
billets to the Individual Ready Reserve category. 

Deferral of a plan for retirement reform pending ·further study. 

Investment 

Changes have also . been made to programs that cut across the Military 
Departments and combat missions of the forces. These include: 

Increased funding to step up the number of ship overhauls and 
the pace of equipment repair. 

Restoration of $200 million of construction funds for certain 
selected projects. 

Deferral of lower priority communications and electronics 
programs. 

Deferral of certain equipment programs recognizing fact-of
life procurement delays or the need for further study where 
the risk of delay is acceptable. 

Further Actions 

The above actions are a result of a brief review of the FY 78 budget. 
Further revisions and adjustments to the FY 78 budget and Five Year Program 
are possible after more comprehensive study and analysis through the re
maining year. Listed below are examples of those activities which could 
result in additional budgetary adjustments. 

•' 7
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National Security Policy for Strategic and General Purpose 
Forces. 

Review of Mission for Guard/Reserve Forces. 

Requirements for Domestic Base Structure. 

AWACS Force Levels Requirements. 

Review of }fanned Strategic Aircraft Modernization. 

·' 8



------~------:::::umma-r-y-e.f- P-roposed- Budg et ~ev I s ions 
FY 1978 

($ Millions) 

Strategic Nuclear Forces 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

B-1 Bomber: Stretch out production to reduce 
number requiring retrofit of avionics, procuring 
5 rather than 8 with FY 1978 funds. 

MX ICBM: Defer full scale engineering development 
based on a fiscal year 1985 IOC. 

Follow-on Interceptor: Defer until FY 1979 funds 
for the Air Force follow-on interceptor program, 
pending examination of CONUS Air Defense 
requirements. 

AWACS: Revise production schedules pending 
reevaluation of the program. 

5. Minuteman I I I Production: Cancel FY 1977 Minute
man I I I production. 

6. Polaris Submarine Overhauls: Defer 2 Polaris 
submarine overhauls and reduce operating tempo. 

7. SRAM-8: Defer restart of SRAM-B productton, 
indefinitely, pending evaluation of related 
programs. (FY 1977 - $20M) 

8. Cruise Missiles: Defers the anti-ship version of the 
TOMAHAWK missile in favor of effort on ground 
launched TOMAHAWK for the Theater Nuclear Role. 

Subtotal 

Ground, Tactical Air and Mobility Forces 

-340.0 

-160.0 

-26.3 

-100.0 

{-101. 7) 

-28.6 

-58.4 

-713.3 

1. Substitution of Reserve Component for Active Brigades: -67.0 
Replace 2 Active with 2 Reserve component combat 
brigades. 

2. Non-Nuclear Lance: Eliminate Non-Nuclear Lance 
procurement. 

FY 1977 

3. HAWK: Cancel procur~ment of 6 HAWK battery sets. 

4. AAH: Slow AAH airframe development. 

. . . .. 

-77.7 

(-64.6) 

-35.3 

-100.0 

9



5. F-15: Temporarily slow F-15 production to the 
--.=e"quirements of a 5-wing F-15 force (72 

aircraft funded in FY 1978) pending review of 
the tactical aircraft mix. 

2 

($ Millions) 

-460.0 

6. A-7E: Terminate production after FY 1977 funding. 
FY 1977 ($9MJ 

]. CH-53E: Delay FY 1978 procurement, since delay in 
~arding FY 1977 inilial buy provides for 

production until FY 1979 funds are available, and · 
reduces concurrency. 

8. NATO Tactical Aircraft Shelters: Accelerate program 
to provide shelters for NATO-deploying aircraft 
in 2 rather than 5 years. 

9. Marine Corps Fighter Attack Force: Reduce force to 
96 rather than 144 UE. 

-24.4 

-76.o 

+60.0 

-12 . 0 

10. Civil Reserve Air Fleet Modifications: Finance 8 +15.0 
~odifications in FY 1978 and 42 in FY 1979-82. 

11. Storage for Prepositioned Unit Stocks: Provide +50.0 
storage for additional stocks and to better protect 
previously authorized material. 

Subtotal 

Naval Forces 

-727.4 

1. CSGN: Delete long-lead funding for FY 1979 ship -187.0 
and cancel construction plans on basis of 
excessive cost for capability. 

2. SSN: Defer one boat based on production limitations -230.0 
which make FY 1978 financing unnecessary. 

3. Patrol Hydrofoil Program: Delete support ship in -43.0 
FY 1978; restructure and reduce prior year program. 

4. Surface Effects Ship: Reduce SES to a technology
on 1 y p rog ram . 

.. 

-30.0 

10



.. -...-.v v - -me=--. 

3 

( $ Mi 11 i on s) 

5. Frigates: Defer 2 FFG's from FY 1978 in favor of ~282.0 
long lead items, with no change in force objectives. 

6. Reactor Components: Reduce FY 1978 on basis of more -149.9 
than adequate component levels funded through 
FY 1977. 

Subtotal 

Manpower 

J. Naval Reserve: Reduce paid dri 11 strength by 40,00·0 
shifting lowest priorities to Individual Ready 
Reserve. (Two weeks annual training) 

2. Retirement Reform: Do not submit current legis
lative proposals pending review in a broader 
context. 

Subtotal 

Investment 

-921 • 9 

-50.0 

-25.0 

-75.0 

1. Equipment Readiness: Provide for most urgent of +280.0 
FY 1978 unfunded overhaul and repair of equipment. 
(Army $115M--Navy $120M--AF $45M) 

2. Communications and Electronics: Defer programs of -168.0 
low priority or high risk, or the requirements for 
which should be reexamined in the light of common 
service requirements, including TACFIRE. 

3. Army Equipment: Reduce FY 1978 Army programs where -452.4 
inconsistent with efficient, economical production 
practice; where development is still incomplete; 
and where requirements and effectiveness should be 
reevaluated. 

4. Construction: Restore projects deleted from FY 1978 +200.0 
pending review of base plans, but urgent in terms 
of operational, environmental and energy conserva-
tion, and unlikely to be affected by such a review. 

Subtotal -140.4 

Total -2,578.0 

1/22/77 
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Strategic(B;~~r· ;orce Modernization 

A. Executive Summary 

(U) The United States maintains a diversified force of 
land and sea launched ballistic missiles (ICBMS and SLBMs) 
and strategic bombers to· provide a high confidence deterrent 
against nuclear attack or coercion. No single element of this 
deterrent force can satisfy all of the required strategic offen
sive tasks; rather, each provides UJ1ique capabilities which, 
in combination., insure our ability to · respond effectively under 
all circ~tances, including that of an enemy surprise attack. 

(U) The strategic bomber is an integral element of the. 
US deterrent posture and provides important contributions 
not,available with our ballistic missile forces. 

(U) Current intelligence estimates for the post-1980 
_period identify Soviet offensive and defe~sive developments 
which co~ld result in serious reductions. in the. ability of 
today's force to survive an attack on its bases and penetrate· 
Soviet air defenses. 

(U) Threats to bomber force launch survival from Soviet 
Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile (SLBM) forces can be off
set by the B-l's faster escape speed, greater resistance to 
nuclear effects, and shorter take-off distance to permit dis~ 
persal to a larger number of airfields if required. The 
effectiveness of projected Soviet defenses will be seriously 
degraded by the B-l's high penetration speed at very low altitude 
and low radar cross section in combination with high quality 

DECLASSIFIED IN P..ARl 
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electronic countermeasti;~s. The superior· B-1 launch survival 
and penetration characteristics .combined with its improved 
accuracy· and larger payload capacity> compared to the B-52, will 
provide a highly ef~ective contribution to the future US 
strategic deterrent posture. 

(U) Additionally, the B-l's design · provides the operational 
flexibility.and growth. poten~ial necessary to reduce· its sensi
tivity to threat variations and continued evolution. The B-1, 
for example, possesses the electric.al power, cooling capacity 
and space for additional offensive or defensive avionics which 
may be. required during its long lifetime.· Further, the B-1 will 
be capable of employing modified tactics, including high altitude 
supersonic flight, and improved weapons. In short, the B-1 has 
been designed with the necessary flexibility and adaptability 
(historically associated with the US strategic bomber force) . 
to remain effective into the .21st century. 

(U) The critical need.and primary justification for commit
ting substantial national resources to the deployment of the B-1 
remains its role in deterring nuclear war. However, moderniza
tion with the B-1 also preserves and enhances an important 
capability to use str.ategic bombers in other roles. Unlike 
the other bvo components of our strategic deterrent -- ICBMs 
and SLBMs -~ the manned bomber contributes to deterrence in a 
broader dimension due to its versatile capability for a variety 
of non-nuclear missions (e.g., conventional bombing, ocean 
surveillance, mine laying and anti-shipping). 

(U) The B-l's performance characteristics will permit 
accurate delivery of large payloads to major areas of potential 
conflict while operating from US tases. Should forward deploy
.ment be required, the reduced ramp space, taxiway/runway width 
and load bearing requirements permit qperation from bases 
unsuitable for the B-52. Further, the B-l's self sufficiency 
characteristics (APU, set£ test equipment, on-board oxygen genera
~ion equipment) reduce the requirement for inplace or deployed 
gr_ound support equipment. -

(U) The conventional potenrial of the B-1 will be a key 
element of its total capability, providing the combination of 
an advanced aircraft and new conventional weapon technology. 

(U) In determining a prudent bomber modernization prograa, 
several strategic bomber alternatives, in addition to the B-1, 
have been studied extensively since the start of development 
in 1970. Alternatives to the B-1 including "stretched" FB-llls, 
updated B-52s., and stand-off wide body cruise missile carriers 
have been examined as well as various cruise missile employment 
concepts . The results of t~ese studies support a concept employ
ing a mb..:. of penetrating bombers c..:1d crui .:; e missiles. 

ii 
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(U)· When the cruise missile is ·ioyed a~ a complement 
to the p~etrating bomber, the enet11y ~ prevented f:om co~cen
trating defens~s to counter the cru18/ issile. This cruise 
missile employment concept~ which all m iaunch before or. 
following penetration of the GGI/SUA't'1!~; line, provides 
additional operatiqnal flexibility alld: 

o Complicates enemy air defenses -... 

. ' 

o Reduces bomber threat exposure and increases 
bomber survivability · · .. · 

Ui o Widens and extends effective flight path of I penetrating bomber 

.. 0 Reduc~s,tanker requirements 

Improves strategic Air-to-Surface missile 
hard target k~ll capability . 

o All<?Ws e~fe7tive u~e .of shorter range 
cruise missile ·u .:::x. 

Decreases cruise missile exp08\lre to. area 
defenses ; · ,., . 

0 

o ~ermits cruise missile use agatnst lightly 
defended/undefended targets . 

(U) The.Joint Strategic Bomber Stud conducted during . s 
the 1973-74 time frame examined the cost !ffectiveness of vari.ou 
US alternative bomber forces:against a 198s postulated threat. 
·Results of this study were updated durtn November 1976 
to reflect costs in FY 77 dollars for ·th~ period 1977-91. The 
co~clusions remained basically unchang~d i.e., forces con-

. taining larger ni.nnbers of B-ls provide l~~er costs per wdapff 
deliyered than alternative forces, including an a:11 st~ -o v 
cruise missile carrier force. The most cost effecti'!e orc7 
examjned contained penetrating B-ls· and, :s-S2s employing cruise 
missiles. ~ 
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(U) Gonsidered in the context of the arms limitation 
environment, the B-1 represents a normal foree modernization 
program and is complementary to our.National objectives. The 
B-1 Program: 

- ~ 

~ . ·-
~ - ... 

-~ •'•. 

,..;JI •. • 
:::, ..., 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Would not violate provisions of current ·or foreseeable 
agreements. 

Provides a highly visible step in modernizing the 
strategic force. · · 

Reflects national resolve and determination. 

Does not constitute disarming first strike capability. 
' Permits achievements of agreed foTce levels. =€a: 5 o...: .. 

.,:; a:, .s Keeps. pressure on Soviets to continue negotiations .. _ 

Allows t~a US to retire older, less effective systems, 
if reduced levels are negotiated. · 

~:S:i: m cacec.:aet 
0 

o· 

(U) The B-1 has had the benefit of more careful prepro
duction planning and exhaustive component and vehicle testing 
than ·any previous military or civilian aircraft at the same 
-pr~curement decision milestone. The test program has confirmed 
the accuracy of analytical predictions of perf~rmance. · 

(U) The major structural components of the aircraft ·:have 
been subject to static tests at loads which exceeded by 50% 
those which would be experienced in flight. Fatigue tests to 
several lifetimes of expected aircraft service have ·been 
accomplished . Fatigue ~esting on all major str:uctural assemblies 
will be completed over two years before the first production B-1 
is delivered .. The successful static and fatigue testing already 
completed provides high confidence that the B-1 is · structurally 
capable of performing its strategic mission. 

(U) The flight test program has now accumulated over 562 
hours and has successfully explored all mission requirements. 
The operational modes of the aircraft have been demonstrated, 
and ·extensive high speed, low altitude, automatic and manual 

iv 
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terrain following activities have been reliably and safely 
executed; .as well as supersonic flig~ts to speeds above Mach 
2.1. Routi~e refueling with KC-135 tankers has been accom-
plished on most flights. • 

· (U) The Air Force Test and -Evaluation Center has reported 
operational . effectiveness and suitability are good and that all 
deficiencies that have been identified are ·correctable and 
being worked. Based on data obtained from the flight test 
program, the B-1 will provide the capability and operational 
flexibility necessary to effectively modernize the strategic 
bomber force. 

(U) Current Air Force costs are based on procurement 
of 244 B-ls (four RDT&E and 240 production aircraft), of 
which. 241 wil+ be deployed for operational use. The planned 

.. B-1 force level is based on initial program estimates made 
in the late 1960s which indicated that about 244 B-ls were 

··required to offset bo~ber force aging and to meet an increas
ihgly sophisticated threat ." . 

(U) At the tim~ of the B-1 development decision 
(June 1970), the program cost estimate was $9.9 billion in 
constant 1970 dollars- The 
estimate in then year dollars, which takes ±nto account 
predicted inflation over the program period, was $11.2 billion. 
The program estimate in conBtant 1970 dollars givep to the 
Defense System Review Council (DSARC) III on l·December 1976 
in~reased from the original $9.9 to $11.1 billion. A number of 
program changes had occurred since 1970; however, there was 
no real cost growth since 1973. ~n then year dollars, the 
.effects of actual inflation from 1970 to ·1976 and predicted 
inflation from 1976 to end of the program in 1988 caused a 
much larger increase from · the original estimate of "$11.2 
billion to the DSARC III estimate of $22.8 billion. 

·. · (U) Production rates either above or below 'four. aircraft 
per. month could be selected for the B-1 program. A rate 
higher than the currently planned four aircraft per month 
would require additional construction of facilities at the 
B-1 production plant and higher funding levels on a yearly basis. 
Lesser rates could be accomodated within the production 
facilities and woul.d reduce yearly funding levels, but procure
ment at these rates would increase total program costs. If, 
for example, a rate of two aircraft per month were selected, no 
savings would result i~ FY 1978 but a reduction in funding.of 
$3 billion· would occur over the next five years. However, with 
this option, the total program cost would increase $3.3 billion 
above ~he current program. · 
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(U). ~ decision on a production.rate above two aircraft 
per month is nqt required until December 1978 for the FY so· 
budget. Total force levels can be evaluated on a year-by
year basis.· This allows us to set the pace and level of the 
program based on a continuing assessment of the projected 

· Soviet threat, strategic arms limitations agreements, and 
periodic review of national priorities and fiscal constraints. 

.. 
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON, D .C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

l MAY 11 I 2 ~ I 
OFFl:E uf THE 

JCSM-223-#CREYARY Of DEFEN~ 

20 May 1977 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div. WHS 
Date: ' 

Subject: Defense of the Panama Canal (J6"J DEC 3 D 2014 

1. <!_) It is the view of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that a 
new treaty which modernizes the US-Panamanian relationship 
and provides a basis for development of a friendly relation
ship between the two countries is of significant importance 
in insuring that the Panama Canal will continue to be avail
able to the United States when needed. 

2. (1) After discussion and review of the US military 
interests in the Panama Canal, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have determined that the primary military concern is in 
use of· the canal, not ownership. There£ ore, as a minimum, 
in order to provide reasonable assurance that access to and 
security of the Panama Canal are protected in time of war 
and peace, the United States and Panama should agree in the 
new treaty to the following provisions: 

a. That the United States will operate and have primary 
responsibility for the defense of the canal through 1999. 

b. That there be established in the treaty a permanent 
joint US-Panamanian guarantee that, upon termination of 
the new treaty, the canal will remain open to all world 
shipping at reasonable tolls, without discrimination, 
in accordance with specific rules of neutrality agreed 
to in the guarantee and that Panama would take no action 
that would hamper the efficient operation of the waterway. 

c. That each country commits itself to protect and defend 
the canal after the termination of US operation. 

Cla sified 
SUBJ 0 
SCHEDULE 0 
AUTOMATICA 
YEAR IN VALS 
DECLASSIFIED ON DECEMBER 31, 1985 
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3. SJ1J It is critical to safeguarding US security interests 
that the universally recognized historical precedent that 
the neutral character of the Panama Canal is defined by 
treaty rules unique to the waterway be perpetuated. 

4. ~ With these minimum acceptable provisions, US military 
interests should be adequately protected by us defense rights 
and military presence through 1999, a sufficiently lengthy 
period of time to assure the formation and institutionaliza
tion of the US-Panamanian partnership essential to the long
term US use of the canal. After 1999, legal and political 
arguments could be made to support a unilateral· US intervention 
in th~ event any nation, including Panama, threatened the 
nondiscriminatory operation or security of the canal in 
time of war· or peace. 

5. ~ The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that the views 
stated above be conveyed to the US Negotiators by the Panama 
Canal Negotiations Working Group in a memorandum substantially 
like that contained in the Appendix. 

Attachment 

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

~1~ 
Chairman 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 

DECLASSIFIED II fUU. 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-80-001, 
Box 77, Folder Panama, 821 (27 Sep–10 Nov) 1977. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
W~SHINGTON . D C . 203 01 

MEMOrlANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: U.S. Military Utilization of the Panama Canal 

Cntc 1CJ March :!002 
Chief. Dcclass Br. Dir & Rec \VHS 

2 .:! AUG 13/7 

This memorandum provides a brief description of the Department of 
Defense's past use of the Panama Canal and the canal 1 s potential impact 
on defense planning for various conflict scenarios. 

United States' military use of the Panama Canal ·has two broad strategic 
aspects: 

lnteroceanic transfer of warships and their supporting 
aux i 1 i a ri es. 

Logistical support (movement of supplies and equipment) for 
U.S. and allied forces in Europe and the Pacific. 

A review of historical data shows that during a nine year period of the 
Vietnam conflict, 1964-1972, the canal averaged 123 warship and 645 
milrtary logistical transits (about four million tons of military cargo) 
per year. For the four year period between 1973-1976, the averages ·for 
warship and logistical transit§ were reduced approximately two-thirds to 
42 and 219 (about one million tons of military cargo) respectively. 
During the peak 1967-1969 period, approximately 49 percent of all US · 
Government cargo arriving in Vietnam passed through the canal. The 
highest this figure ever reached was in FY 1968 when 69% of this type 
of cargo passed through the canal. These figures represent all naval 
ship transfers between the Atlantic and Pacific fleets. The largest 
naval transit was the 39,000 ton amphibious assault ship USS TARAWA in 
1976. Tab A provides a detailed breakout of US Government ship_ passages 
from fiscal year 1964 to 1976. 

Our plan_12ed wartime and contingency use of the canal (Tab B provides 
details and is classifi~d SECRET) is based on a strategy which permits 
rapid augmentation of forces in the Atlantic or Pacific theaters. Canal 
use improves availability of surface escorts, amphibious shipping, and 
logistical support. Its use reduces transit times and this equates to 
increased defense force availability in the early period of a conflict. 
Current planning reflects programmed use of the canal; however, alternate 
routes and measures are part of military planning in the event the 
United States is denied its use. Attack carriers and their escorts 
already use routes such as those around Africa and South America although 
this adds an average of 15-21 days to their transit time. 
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In a NATO conflict, significant numbers of cruisers, destroyers·, frigates, 
and a substantial portion of amphibious lift for Marine Corps forces 
would transit the canal. This would reduce the time to achieve avail
ability by 15 to 21 days for the Atlantic-Mediterranean theaters when 
compared to ship transits which did not use the canal. The canal also 
assists in the movement of military cargo from West Coast ports and 
facilitates the assembly of shipping in the Atlantic. The use of the 
canal results in a net increase in cargo capacity of 30 percent during 
the first month of mobilization. 

The escort requirements are not as significant in a Pacific ·only scenario. 
However, because of West Coast port limitations (safety and capacity), 
current plans require approximately 75 percent of certain critical cargo 
to be shipped from the East Coast during the first thirty days of a 
conflict in the Pacific. During the 60-day initial period, use of the 
canal facilitates assembly of shipping and improves delivery of critical 
cargo by 18-25 percent. The canal also reduces the time required to 
assemble amphibious shipping by approximately 30 percent. Tab B provides 
a classified examination of the effect of canal closure on operation 
plans. 

The paper does not address long term alternatives which might be under
taken to compensate partially for the unavailability of the canal. In 
sum, assured ability to transit the canal remains of military importance, 
though rather less than in the past. Therefore, the principal military 

' · interest is to assure that ability. ~ agree with the JCS that the pro-
posed canal treaties are the best way to do so. 

Attachments 
a/s 
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Talking Paper for the Secretary of Defense, the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, and the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, (Policy Review 
Comnittee, 23 March 1977) 

Subject: PRC Meeting on Review of U.S. Policy Toward Latin America 
(PRM 17) 

PURPOSE OF MEETING: To consider the response to Presidential Review 
Memorandum NSC-17, Review of United States Policy Toward Latin America. 

ISSUES: 

Do the 11 didactic stark options" set forth in the Overview 
correspond to the real choices available to us in Latin America and 
are they consonant with the detailed presentation of the Issues and 
options contained in the basic paper? 

Does a North-South, East-West focus provide a useful frame of 
reference for dealing with the problem of pluralism, e.g., the emergence 
of socialist and Marxist regimes and political change in the hemisphere? 

Has proper attention been given to the problem of providing the 
Latin Americans with the sense of security which is essential for their 
development and will permit a reduction of local tensions? 

- Will severing or further diluting our mllftary-to-military 
ties with Latin America contribute to our ability to advance U.S. 
national Interests in the region? How do we manifest U.S. national 
resolve and reliability In light of actual and perceived withdrawal? 

Is there an alternative to the military governments of the 
region? What ts the impact of likely successor regimes on our national 
Interests? 

Regarding human rights, will military sanctions, such as an 
embargo on arms sales, be any more productive than similar efforts on 
other issues, for example, the embargo of Cuba? 

RECOMMENDED POSITION: 

OoD believes that the Overview paper does not provide the 
perspective and balance necessary for presidential consideration of 
our full range of options towards the governments of Latin America. 
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The North-South, East-West focus obscures the principal Issue, 
i.e., the degree of acceptable pluralism In political change in the 
hemisphere. 

Everyone agrees that economic, political and social develop
ment is the key to stability in Latin America. 

We further agree that pluralism is acceptable, and indeed 
exists at this time. 

However, there are certain limits beyond which we perceive 
the Congress and the people are unwilling to go with regard to 
acceptance of pluralism (e.g., a conmunlst Mexico, Panama, or 
Brazil or a uniformly and totally hostile Caribbean). 

2 

The real issue then is whether we are willing to accept the 
universal application of the principle of pluralism and pursue 
political, economic and social development without reference to 
ideological considerations, or whether we pursue such develop
ment but define the areas of U.S. self-interest where pluralism, 1, 
cannot be accepted. 

Our ~ilftary-to-military relationships should be preserved • 

These have already declined to a point where the Latin 
Americans perceive us to be withdrawing from the hemisphere. 

Until Latin American governments feel themselves to be secure 
they will continue to divert scarce resources from development to 
defense, thus undermining our efforts to promote stabi1ity and to 
reduce the possibility of local conflict. 

Given this erosion in our influence with the Latin American 
military we have little leverage left to affect their behavior 
in desired directions. 

Into a position of "voting ~ We should not, at this meeting, be forced 
fo~' speciftc opttons, but should assure the stated purpose of the paper, 
"to elicit guidance from the PRC on general pol icy directions." (Should 
--4-iscbssi&A -,,f Options become unavoidable, specific positions are set forth 
in the Enclosure to this Talker, page 5.) 

BACKGROUND: 

Our relations with Latin America are at a low ebb. 

Factors contributing to this situation (covered in the basic paper) 
include: 

~ 

The failure of our policy in Cuba and Vietnam and the upheavals 
of Watergate, CIA revelations, etc., raised doubts about our 11will 11 

and our capacity to lead; 

25
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Pursuit of detente with the Soviets, and the Latins' misunder
standing thereto, and question·s about our conmitment to hemispheric 
security confused threat perceptions and caused previously muted 
regional tensions to come to the fore; 

Our inability or unwillingness to provide either the favored 
economic treatment or the basic security implied in our rhetoric 
about the 11 specia1 relattonshlp11 existing between the U.S. and 
Latin America led our neighbors to reconsider the value of our 
association. 

Reports emanating both during and after the campaign stated that 
Latin America was to be an area of prime importance for President Carter. 

Despite this favorable outlook for the future of hemispheric 
relations, initial actions by the Administration have been interpreted 
by the Latin Americans as infringements on their sovereignty and inter
vention in their internal affairs: 

Publicly expressed concerns about human rights conditions in 
several countries; 

Reductions in FMS credits for Argentina and continuing pro
hibitions for Uruguay and Chile; 

Talk of rapprochement with Cuba, a country still viewed as a 
significant threat by many Latin American nations; 

Veto of the proposed sale of Israeli aircraft to Ecuador; 

Efforts to modify the FRG's agreement to provide nuclear 
technology to Brazil, and the human rights statement that caused 
a unilateral Brazilian refusal of U.S. security assistance; 

Allegations of CIA payments to President Perez of Venezuela 
and former President Echeverria of Mexico; 

Criticism of Guatemala and El Salvador for human rights 
violations which led to their rejection of military assistance. 

DISCUSS ION: 

DoD believes that in stressing the political, economic and human 
rights issues, many of the alternatives addressed In the paper serve to 
erode our security interests and the paper itself does not give the 
President a full and balanced understanding of these Interests, viz: 

Prevent the introduction of hostile forces and influence; 

Protect lines of comnunication; 
Seek Latin American cooperation In defense matters; 
Maintain necessary defense installations. 

5flfflf1DENI1Ae'" 
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The paper has broad optio~s within· the "conceptual" (page 3) and 
"specific11 issues !fections (page 6) which are, in fact, baskets of options; 
some features of these conglomerations are acceptable, some not. lnls 
approach obscures some very valuable optl'ons in the basic paper, which 
were not brought forward in the Overview. 

The thrust of the paper appears to emphasize one U.S. interest-
increased respect for human rights--to the detriment of others which are 
no less important (protection of U.S. national defense interests; promo
tion of economic, political and social development; reduction of regional 
tensions which threaten stability; cultivation of support in global fora). 

Some of the discussion included in the paper and several of the 
directions suggested for future policy seem to reflect the same paternalis
tic and condescending approach we seek to eliminate in structuring a new 
wholesome, respectful and constructive relationship with the governments 
of the hemisphere. 

In seeking innovative and positive ways to deal with old adversaries 
such as Cuba, we must be sensitive to tpe need not to antagonize and dis
hearten old friends • 

The military in Latin America have played and will play a key role 
in the area's development for the foreseeable future;we need to focus our 
attention on creating the kind of relationships with this Institution which 
will influence its behavior in directions consonant with u.s,. global ob
jectives. 

Discussion may arise regarding the value of our "military 
influence." State holds a strong view that it is minimal and 
that "even military governments take _pol icy decisions out of 
•••• national interests rather than purely on the basis of 
mi'l itary relationship to the U.S." The foregoing is not a 
balanced argument. Military governments give more weight to 
security when viewing their national interests. In dealing 
with these governments, the attainment of total U.S. military 
influence Is not a practical goal or one we seek. The U.S. 
military is exerting a moderating and constructive role through 
our military-to-military relationships, and there are signifi
cant benefits accruing to U.S. interests well beyond the level 
of military representation we maintain in Latin America. 

Approved 
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ENCLOSURE: JOINT TALKER, PRM-17 

The following conments regarding the several "Issues" addressed in the 
response to PRM-17 augment the Talker and are provided for information 

5 

and use in the event a discussion of those issues is unavoidable. This 
does not alter the recOOUTiendation in the Talker that 11vo9.ng for'~ iecific 
options is to be avoided. . .V ~ .... 

Ill. ISSUES FOR DECISION '~ 
r 

A. CONCEPTUAL 

1. Special Relationships (p.4) 

Direction A: Not preferred ••• calls for eventual with
drawal from all regional institutions notwithstanding 
their importance ••• a blow to collective security. 

Direction B: Preferred ••• permit President greater 
flexibility in developing new relationships, primarily 
economic, with Latin America • 

2. North-South or East-West Approach? (p.S) 

Choices unacceptab 1 e: (See Ta 1 ker) 

B. SPECIFIC ISSUES 

1. Intervention (p.8) 

Choices unacceptable ••• stress need for redrafting. 
Example of the conglomerate "basket options" which do 
not permit realistic choices. Direction A is less 
objectionable. (Additional conments in Talker). 

2. Relations with Military Regimes (p.9) 

3. 

Direction A: Preferred al though very vague ••• "types 
of programs" not defined. 

Direction B: Tilts against military regimes regardless 
of their behavior. 

Arms Transfer (p.11) 

Direction A: State Department position ••• would continue 
to reduce arms sales regardless of effect on U.S. interests • 

CAWEI PEt!TI PL 
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Direction B: Preferable ••• provldes President needed 
flexibility to be able to influence Latin American govern
ments in positive ways and defuse regional tensions. 

4. Human Rights (p.12) 

Both directions are paternalistic. Direction Bis the 
better of the two. Another example of conglomerate options 
obscuring the basic Issue. 

Recent actions reveal that Latin American governments 
are particularly sensitive on this score ••• they perceive 
this as intervention 1n their internal affairs. 

5. Private Investment (p.14) 

NOT primary concern to .DoD ••• Direction B probably 
preferable in terms of long-range U.S. interests. 

6. Development Assistance (p.16) 

• NOT primary concern to DoD, but ••• 

• 

Direction A: Status quo which is not working. 

Direction B: Probably be more effective in attacking 
problem of social development--the real cause of in
stability in the region. 

7. Cultural Exchanges (p. 17) 

NOT primary concern to DoD. We believe exchanges are 
useful ••• promote mutual understanding. Support expansion 
of such programs. 

8. Style and Attention (p.18) 

Direction B: Preferred ••• Greater high level attention 
is needed to counter the negative atmosphere created by 
Latin reaction to the recent U.S. hemispheric policy. 

DtCLASSffitO iK ::llLk. 
Authorit~r: ff 1.352~ 
Chief, t<ecurcls ~ i)r,r.iass Div, WHS 
Date: 

..Citli I B&IIT I P:l. 

8BNFl6!NT1ftl 

( ;f11:e qf the ~L'LTL' 1:•r\ ()r Dcrcnsc 
Chier. RDD. I-SD.\·\ i JS S-k1-f:.. $11;,, 
Date: ~ !!IC_ Authority: EO 135:6 
Dccl:lssiJi: .,>-5::..__ Deny in Full: 
Dcclassrl~· in Part: ···---
RcJson : 

-==7-;----=:--:---:-------J\.·1DR: ~Tvl- Ot/.J-6 

29



Declassified Documents Reference System, CK3100146753. 

~ 
~ 
cc· ..... 
~ 

0::: 
LI.I 
t-, 
er: 
c,lj 
u. 
>c.. 
0 u. 

. 

l 

--------- -"'~·- · .. - -- · · - - -----=-n1-f•"~~~---"-----•~ ?->t .- ......... ----,~· -~------
' -- ---; ~ 

SE6RET 
~· . .. ..,. 

-r. 
POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE MEE':tlNG 

Wednesday, March 24, 1977 

Time and Place: 3; 30 - 5: 00 p.m., White House Situation Room 

Subject: Latin America 

Participants: 

State 
w;en Christopher 
Terence. Todman 
William Luers 

Treasury 
Anthony Solomon 
Edward Bittner 

Defense 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
Leon Sloss 

Charles Duncan 
Major Gen. Richard E. Cavazos Commerce 

Frank Weil 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 
General George S • Brown 
Lt. General William Smith 

CIA 
· Deputy D~ector Enno Knoche 

NSC -Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski 
David Aaron 
Thomas Thornton 
Robert A. Pastor 

Overall Approach: Should the U.S. Move Away From the Special 
Relationship? 

Deputy Secretary Christopher opened the meeting by saying that the 
new Administration had been dealing with many specific Latin American 
p~blems - for example, Panama, Cuba, and Mexico - but we had not 
had an opportunity to develop an overall approach, particularly with 
respect to those eccmomic issues which were of greatest concern to the 
Latin Americans. 

. .. ....s;eeny 
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He suggested that the best overall policy may be,a non-policy. To follow 
the remarks in the President's United Nations speech, the U .5. should 
treat Latin America in a global context, rather than think about a regional 
policy. The President's Pan American Day speech on April 14 provides 
the natural culmination of this process and the opportunity to· suggest 
this approach. 

He then initiated a discussion of whether the U .5. had a special relationship 
with Latin America or not. 

Assistant Secreta"ry Todman suggested that we drop the rhetoric about a 
special relationship and deal with Latin America on bilateral, regional, 
or global levels depending on the issues, In the major economic areas, 
it is necessary to deal on a global basis and develop a single policy, and 
this is also the case on nuclear proliferation and immigration. But because 
of the geographical proximity, Latin America impinges on us more directly 
than other areas. For example, we share a border with Mexico and that 
requires special policies, We have certain regional institutions, and they 
require special policies . 

Under Secretary Anthony Solomon agreed that we had special problems 
with respect to Mexico and Brazil, but the question of the special relation
ship relates to the region rather than to individual countries. He suggested 
that we would need special policies to these two countries. He said that 
the arguments against an overall special relationship to the region are 
very powerful. 

Enno Knoche said that the possible consequences of ending the special 
relationship would be that it would tend to encourage Latin America 
to form blocs against the U .5 . , but he added that since this would not be 
in Latin America's long-term interest, he felt such blocs would not endure. 

Deputy Secretary Charles Duncan said the U .5. has had a special relation
ship with Latin America, and it still does. General Brown agreed, but he 
said that our special military relationships are eroding, and that we are 
going to miss them when they are gone. He said that this relationship -
for example, the training assistance program for foreign air force 
persollilel -- provides an opportunity for us to influence these govern
ments on human rights and other matters • 
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Intervention 

Todman said that this issue aroused the greatest interest and controversy 
in Latin America where the U. S . has had a long histor:y of intervention -
most recently in the Dominican Republic and Chile. Now, we are being 
accused of intervention on behalf of human rights. The question is: to 
what extent do we need to intervene? 

Duncan said that we first needed to define our interests in the hemisphere, 
and said such a definition would be necessary to decide on the need for a 
"special relationship. 11 Then, he prefers the option of 11 limited intervention. 11 

Brzezinski returned to the question of whether we should have a special 
policy to Latin America. He said that the notion of a special policy is · 
ahistorical. In the past, it has done nothing more than lock us into a 
cycle of creating unrealistic expectations and then having to live with 
the.subsequent disappointments. The Monroe Doctrine which underlines 
this approach is no longer valid. It represents an imperialistic legacy 
which has embittered our relationships. 

He recommended that if our relationships are to become healthier, then 
we ned to put them on a more normal footing. He said that we can do 
this by stressing our bilateral relations and in seeing the region Is problems 
in a global context, as the President said in bis UN speech. And we should 
use this as a point of departure in the Pan American Day speech .. What 
was needed was a normalization of our relations with Latin America. We 
did not want another Alliance for Progress • 

Christopher said that he agreed with Brzezinski 1s assessment. 

General Brown agreed and said that we should put the statement in the 
context that we have recognized that Latin America had reached adulthood. 
Brzezinski warned, however, that such an approach was also patronizing. 
Instead, he said that ~e should encourage Latin America to diversify its 
relationships with other countries and regions, and that we, in turn, 
should differentiate our approach to different governments. 

Duncan agreed that a bilateral approach makes sense, but he said the 
relevant question on intervention is how should we react to the Soviets 
in this hemisphere, 

SESftEY -
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Brzezinski said that we should not react reflexively; rather we should 

~ 

judge our response in terms of the likely consequences if the U.S. did not 
intervene. Nevertheless, he does not see a great likelihood of the U.S. 
intervening in Latin America in response ~o Soviet probes . He said that 
individual. governments have a good sense of their own independence and 
therefore our reactions should be contingent on the way the other Latin 
Americans respond • . But we cannot accept a blanket policy fer all cases. 
Later, he said, and Solomon agreed, that a statement oz:i nonintervention 
might be misinterpreted. 

Leon Sloss of ACDA said that he agreed with Brzezinski's emphasis on 
a global and a bilateral approach, but he said that we should not discourage 
some regional institutions which have potential to contribute to the solutio;n 
of .certain problems -- for example in arms control areas • 

Brzezinski agreed that we should not discourage regional institutions, 
but he suggested that the healthiest approach would be a hands-off one, 
where the Latin Americans would approach us -- instead of we, them -
to pay attention to the regional. institutions • 

Solomon and Brzezinski agreed that the President should redefine our 
relationship rather than renounce it. Solomon ir;aiq that the only viable 
regional economic institution was the Inter-American Development Bank, 
and a sign of its relative importance is the fact that ·secretary Blumenthal 
will attend its a.np.ual ministerial meeting whereas he would not attend the 
one at the Asian Development Bank. Even the IDB has diversified its 
relationships -- bringing on donors from Europe and Japan -- although 
we are still the biggest contributor. But in trade or aid, it is hard to see 
a special relatio~hip. · 

David Aaron pressed the issue of the special relationship a couple of 
step's further. One implication of a change in strategy would involve 
a shift in the distribution of U .S . resources abroad. Secondly, he noted 
that there was, in fact. a collective consciousness in Latin America. 

Brzezinsld. said that we should not deceive ourselves. The consciousness 
is only collective when it is negative and in opposition to the U.S. Con
s~uctive relations. demand greater specificity. 

In ideology, we want to show an affinity for democratic states. 

'"SBCUI -
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Security considerations demand that we recognize the geopolitical 
importance of Brazil and perhaps the special importance of the 
Caribbean to the United States, 

Economically, we need a more diversified strategy. 

However, Brzezinski said we should not try to package these clusters 
of interests into a single policy. 

Weil from Commerce agreed. 

Relationships With Military Regimes 

Christopher applied the approach suggested by Brzezinski to this next 
issue. He suggested that we adjust our relations so as to differentiate 
according to the kind of regime: warm relations with civilian and democratic 
governments. normal relations with-nonrepress:Fveni'i1ftary ··regimeii-~ and -
cool but correct"'flelafions- wrtll-repr essivegovern:me!fflf:--""'-·s••""~Q·-· 

Brzezinski agreed. noting that Brazil was not so repressive as is commonly 
thought. Duncan and General Brown also agreed with Christopher and 
repeated the need to distinguish between kinds of military governments. 

David Aaron suggested joining the two agreed approaches -- the movement 
toward globalism and establishing a closer affinity with democracies - by 
a Presidential trip to selected democraci~s, say in Latin America as well as 
in Africa or Asia. 

Aaron also said that if we are going to be sincere about moving toward a 
global approach, we must make clear that our policies with respect to . 
democracies or repressive regimes must be the same in Latin America 
as in Africa or Asia. Given the special constituencies in the U.S., that 
would not be easy. We will have to go out of our way to do that, 

Human Rights 

Christopher said that it was very important for us to stay committed on 
our policy on human rights, but at the same time, we must explore 
affirmative ways to express our policy. 

---- --- ·. ·-- ·--··- .. 34
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Solomon said th.at we should work with Congress. to :tnake clear why they 
should not be thinking about a Latin American policy on human rights, 
He and Christopher agree~ on the need to obtain more discretionary 
authority and make ,more relevant distinctions in the application of our 
policy. If we define gross violations as torture or degrading treatment, 
instead of denial of due process, then we only single out seven-t~n 
countries rather than 60 - 80. Then, we can have some impact. 

Todman said that we should look at aid as a way to improve human rights 
conditions in very poor countries, For example in countries like Haiti, 
·violations of human rights occur often because of impoverished conditions, 
and it does not make much sense for us to cutt off aid in these circumstances. 

Arms Transfers 

Christopher aslced whether the United States , as a declining source of 
arms to Latin America, is justified in adopting a special policy on arms 
transfers to Latin ... America • 

..........___ 
. 

General Brown reminded everyone that in the early K~edy years we 
tried to get Latin American governments to ~ft defense expenditures to 
nation-building, but as sovereign states, they just turned to other sources 
to buy arms . ~s long ~ tll~.Y al".e going t~ b ~y, he preferred that they 
buy from us rith; r -than the Russians. ·· ·· · · ~-· ·· -· - · .. ·-

. -- - ~ .- .. 

Sloss· from ACDA said that we must approach this problem globally at 
both ends. Discuss it with the Soviets and with other suppliers, and at 
thEt same time urge restraint by purchasers. If this does not work , he is 
inclined to agree with George Brown. · 

Organization of American States 

Christopher asked whether the OAS was part of the special relationship. 

Todman thought the OAS was useful, but that it wasted a lot of time 
because it is not well-focused. He said he would like to see it strengthened. 

Christopher suggested that we alter our relationship to the OAS to the 
way we relate to. other regional organizations, like CENTO or ASEAN . 
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Solomon asked Todman how he would str"engthen the OAS, and Todman 
answered that h'e would. eliminate the Permanent Council and reduce the 
U.S. co:p.tribution, but we should do so after consulting with the Latin 
Americans. 

Solomon said that in his experience in State and in ARA, every Administration 
had tried to strengthen the OAS and tried to make it more efficient, by cutting 
personnel and reorganization. The trouble is that the Latin Americans are 
very sensitive to their "perks, 11 and they perceived every effort to ·strengthen 
the OAS as an attempt to we~en it. He concluded that the OAS was useless , 
and there was nothing that could be done. 

David Aaron said that if we want to follow the global approach to its 
logical conclusion, then our involvement in the OAS , which once played 
the role of a mini-UN. should be phased out. We really do not need it 
any longer. We should say we want to deal with Latin America like 
other regions . 

Solomon acknowledged that that would indeed be perceived as the end 
to the special relationship. but noted that before doing that, we should · 
look at the political ramifications and the domestic reaction, which he 
predicted would be negative. In converations he has had with Latin 
American leaders. they all acknowledged privately that it was a worthless 
organization, but at the same time, they were horrified at the prospect 
of its being abolished. But he did not see anything we could do. 

In fact. Latin Americans use the global North-South forum more and even 
take the SELA more seriously than they do the OAS • 

Christopher said that the OAS was one of those institutions which would 
not die a natural death. Whenever it looks like it will, somebody turns 
the oxygen back on, and it has another life. · 

Aaron said that rather than try to leave it, abolish it, or resuscitate it 
with new ideas, the U.S. should just ask the OAS to justify itself. 

William Luers from State said that we should be careful in formulating 
our policy to the OAS and more generally to the hemisphere, least our 
new policy be perceived as a massive rejection of Latin America. 
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Cultural and Educational Exchanges 

Todman said that the value of individual contacts is very important to 
increase mutual understanding. 

Christopher asked whether we should return to a more enlightened and 
generous policy with respect to cultural and educational exchanges with 
Latin America. Todman nodded yes. 

· Technical Assistance 

Christopher asked whether we should put more money into technical 
assistance to Latin America. 

Weil from Commerce said that question brought the discussion back to 
the beginning: What are our interests? If they are not special, then 
we should not give special assistance. 

Summary and Miscellaneous 

Christopher noted that Todman will be meeting with the Cubans in New 
York, that the Canal Treaty negotiations will be continuing, and that we 
should be increasingly sensitive to Brazil. Any overall statement needs 
to take into account our concern for special problems • He noted that the 
discussion was a little more philosophical than usual, but that we were 
probing for a relationship which adapted to the new realities . 

The next step is the speech at the Organization of American States. 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-81-0202, Box 
52, Folder Argentina, 1978.
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Dear Cy, 
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I am concerned that continuing our present policy on arms sales to Argen
tina may not be contributing to our human rights objectives, and about 
the adverse effects ft may be having . on our overall long~term interests. 
Ambassador Castro has stated that ·the. effect of U.S. sanctions pol icy to 
date has helped to sensitize Argentine leaders to international concern 
for human rights, but has not significantly ameliorated specific wrongs. 
He also points out that the sanctions approach Is Influencing adversely 
our other major bilateral objectives~~ non-proliferation, good security 
relationships, and cooperation on multi-lateral economic and political 
issues. I think we need to reex~mfne carefully how we are proceeding. 

A 1 though Pub 1 i c Law 95-92 requ f res a tota 1 embargo on security ass i .stance· 
to Argentina after September 30, 1978, our policy over the past year has 
been an early embargo on all for~s of security assistance. I think it is 
clear that the intent of the Congress in establishing a delayed effective 
date for termination of security assistance to Argentina was to give the 
Administration some flexibility in working with the Government of Argentina 
to encourage significant improvement In human rights practices in that 
country. I suggest that we now use the remaining maneuvering room made 
available to us by the statute. 

What I propose is that we app.e.a}l to the mil itary's interest in maintaining 
their force capabilities by selectively approving som~ requests, with a 
specific appeal to the military leaders that our ability and willin~ess 
to approve additional requests will be conditioned entirely by their,near 
term performance in the human rights area. We would, also indicate that we 
hope, if they move meaningfully in the right direction, to take measures 
to change the embargo legislation. After the initiaY- demarche we would 
be prepared to complement the State Department by dispatching senior U.S. 
military men to make our position cyrstal clear. 

In specific terms, I urge that you approve, at a minimum, release of 
the training which Argentina has requested to purchase, as well as 
all pending requests for spare parts for U.S. or191n equipment. As 
you know, Ambassador Castro has strongly· been urging approval of the 
training requested. 
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Such an initiative should not be difficult to explain to the Congress, 
especially in light of our restrictive policy over the past year. 
We would be making use of remaining available time and flexibility 
granted to us by the Congress and of the most immediate and likely 
channel of influence on members of the Argentine leadership, the 
military. We would make a limited contribution to the Administration 
goal of limiting conventional arms transfers by the provision of 
spare parts for U.S. origin equipment--thus delaying the need for new 
acquisitions. Approval of the sale of spare parts and training would 
have a very minimal Impact on the ceiling. 

October is soon upon us--1 believe we should give this approach a 
try while the law permits. We have the authority. We· have credibility 
from past actions, and we have plausibility for these actions. Most 
importantly, we have the possibility for some measure of success. 

. • 1· \ . c· , ·n:tarv ot" Dcfcnsc L"IJ,,,L, ~ 0111cc o t 1c ,..,cl : . r, 1"' 
Chief. RDD. LSD.\\ I \S : ,. [O 13526 

' ,. . "''"' .. \uthunt~_. -1).1tc. J.:.~ - lkn, m \-u\\: __ _ 
Dcc\aNly: X - --· · 
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Re:.ison: __ _ -- -------
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Washington National Records Center, 
SecDef Files, Acc 330-81-0202, Box 
54, Folder Brazil 092, 1978.THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON . D C . 20301 

The Honorable Cyrus R. Vance 
Secretary of State 
Washington, D. C. 20520 

Dear Cy, 

~ 5 APR 1978 
OECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief. Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: 

DEC 31 2014 

As you know, during his recent visit to Brazil the President and 
President Geisel agreed on the desirability of improvement of 
bilateral military cooperation. 

I believe we should move promptly to follow up on this agreement, 
capitalizing on the very productive atmosphere created by the 
President's trip. Specifically, I think our Departments should 
jointly consider and formulate proposals which our new Ambassador 
can be authorized to discuss with the appropriate Brazilian 
authorities shortly after his arrival in country. 

The Brazilians are interested in cooperating in areas involving 
reciprocal benefit, a proposition in which we totally concur. 
In thinking about such areas, a few possibilities come readily 
to mind: 

Intensification of personnel exchange programs covering 
all Services and a wide range of professional skills and 
special ties; 

Institution of a high level Brazil-US Lecture Exchange 
Series (senior Service and War College level); 

Encouragement of visits to the US by top level Brazilian 
military authorities under JCS and Military Department annual VIP 
programs (we would, of course, be prepared to reciprocate if 
invited); 

Consideration of the execution of memoranda of understanding 
'between counterpart Services (and agencies like the Defense Mapping 

Agency) which would facilitate exchanges of ideas and informa.tion 
and participation in training, education~ Joint exercises and 
activities in both countries; 

Consu,ltation at the JCS/Brazilian Armed Forces General Staff 
level on matters relating to hemispheric security interests. 
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Additionally, I think we should begin to consider an appropriate 
organizational framework completely different from the past. 
Within this framework our cooperative efforts could be discussed, 
and joint programs formulated and coordinated, Again, several 
possibilities involving senior military and diplomatic officials 
suggest themselves: 

An arrangement similar to that we have with Canada, l .e., 
a binational Defense Board consisting of diplomatic, political 
and military representatives to meet periodically for study and 
discussion of common security problems, with a subordinate Military 
Cooperation Committee composed of military officers responsible 
for planning. 

A more loosely structured relationship, perhaps folded in 
under the 1976 Memorandum of Understanding, whtch would involve 
periodic high level consultations on defense matters. 

At this point in time 1 do not believe that we should regard any 
of these approaches as definitive or all-inclusive. Moreover, since 
greater equality is one of Brazil's principal aims in putting her 
military relationship with us on a new footing, I believe we 
should be as receptive and responsive as we can to any suggestions 
the Brazilians may have to offer. 

~s an opening mov~,lsuggest we act promptly to approve the commercial 
exportso'f lliose items on the Munitions List which have been pending 
for some time now. Delay only adds an unnecessary irritant into our 
relationship at this juncture and tends to undercut the President's 
successful Brazilian visit. 

Office of the Secretary of Defense S,t • C , 
Ch. f 4'•J, • 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-81-0202, Folder Argentina, 1978.-~. ·"' 

THE SECRETARY OF DEF,~E~N~S==:E ___ ,._:------:::-:-----~ 

-------------------WA-SHl;6;~'iJG ~780301 2 4J 

Honorable Cyrus R. Vance 
Secretary of State 
Washington, D. C. 20520 

Dear Cy: 

As a follow-up to the August 17 discussion between you, Zblg, and 
me concerning our deteriorating relations with Argentina, I would 
like to recommend some positive steps which I believe should be 
taken on an urgent basis to reverse the recent sharp downturn in 
those relations. __ ,,,,. 

..... 
I believe there was general agreement between us that our relations 
with Argentina have very seriously deteriorated. I believe the 
recent Argentine Navy decision to withdraw from UNITAS may represent 
just the first of negative steps which the GOA will feel forced to 
take unless we moderate our approach. While our human rights policy 
is very important, we need also to take into account that Argentina 
is a key n·ation with respect to our non-prol lferation pol icy and . 
that a go-it-alone Argentina -- whetlt6r that might mean formation 
of destabilizing ties with Peru, a more provocative stand on the 
Beagle Channel issue, withdrawal from the Rio pact, or enhanced 
relations with Soviet bloc countries -- is not in our interest. 
Further, It may wel.J be at this point that some modification of 
our approach, if properly explained, will actually help on the 
human rights Issues. 

I welcome Secretary Vaky's proposed September visit. But in addition, 
concrete actions are needed. On the military side, I recommend we 
moderate our position by approving before September 30 all the pending 
Argentine spare parts requests, including but not limited to those · 
which are safety related, offering this as a gesture of U.S. good 
faith at a time when what Ambassador Castro characterizes as "out
raged nationalism" seems to be the governing factor in Argentine 
politics. Also, to the extent our law allows, I believe we should 
approve the pending requests to purchase DoD training· courses. 

There have been several developments since a hold was put on these 
transactions. Argentine public reaction to the denial of the $270 
million EXIM Bank loan for the hydroelectric project and to the 
public testimony by Pat . Derian before the House Subcommittee on 
Inter-American Affairs has been, as we understand it, very negative. 
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The terrorist bombing of Admiral Lambruschini's residence, resulting 
in the death of his teenage daughter, has a 1 so served to st re_ngthen 
the argument of minority hard-line elements of the Argentine military 
that reforms are premature. The alleged Tyson statement reflecting 
USG support for the Montonero terrorists, even though totally false, 
has done further serious harm to our efforts to promote democratiza
tion. The GOA has, in fact, taken some positive s~eps to meet the 
conditions laid down during Dave Newsorn's visit by initiating an 
invitation to the IAHRC, by agreeing to _a majority of conditions 
necessary for such a visit, and by continuing to consider the remain
der. Finally, in view of the new junta-president power relationship 
established August 4, power plays between the president and junta, 
and within the Junta itself, will probably continue for the near term, 
delaying the resolution of key policy issues. · 

- · - / 

~nl ike the EXIH Bank decision, our dec.,i-sion to withhold training and 
spare parts has not been made public here or in Argentina. For this 
reason, I thfok we could safely modify our current position without 
seeming to vacillate. We need to do this immediately -- or at the 
latest by the time of the Vaky visit be~ause of the administrat~ve 
lead-time prior to the legislated embargo date of September 30 which 
would be needed to implement any go-ahead decision. In connection 
with such a decision we could inform the GOA privately that: (1) 
we recognize the internal political .difficulties which have recently 
developed, (2) we are offering these approvals as concrete evidence 
of our good faith and determination to work together toward mutual 
objectives, and (3) we hoP,e and expect they will see fit to develop 
and implement a set of substantial human rights initiatives soon. 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-82-0205, Box 7, Folder 
Chile, 1979.
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

OCT 2 4 1979 

SUBJECT: Proposed Retaliatory Ac~ions Against Chile as 
the Result of the Letelier Decision 

I strongly disagree with implementing the military re
lated actions proposed by Cy Vance in the Chile case, which 
would amount to· severing our military-to-military relations. 
(The Defense Attache Office, which is proposed to be kept, is 
correctly regarded as principally an intelligence activity.) 

I recogniz~ the fact~ and agree, tha~ we must show some 
displeasure with the Chilean Supreme Court decision. However, 
I believe that our respons~ must be carefully measured and not 
contrary to national security interests. To overreact,in terms 
of military relations with a government whose leaders are mili
tary men, would in my judgment be contrary to our best interests. 

Recognizing. that mil.itary relate·d actions are simple to 
initiate•~and, perhaps, politically agreeable domestically-~ 
I am convinced that any military-related countermeasures are 
not desirable for the following reasons: 

Chile's geographic location is strategically 
important to us and is becoming increasingly 
so. 

Since the Chilean government is a military 
government, we would be inflicting both a 
political and a military wound. Political 
wounds take years to heal, are not easily 
remedied, and will end up making us work 
through third parties to achieve objectives. 

Any military sanctions which force disassocia• 
tion will result in long-term Chilean decisions 
and commitments. Logistics, materiel, training 
and funding commitments will be irreversible in 
the short to midterm. 

Acts of withdrawal/disengagement equate to long
term loss of influence and control. 
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Denying spare parts for Chile's current weapons 
systems would force them to acquire new and more 
sophisticated systems, creating an unwanted arms 
race in the region. 

We can· ill afford creating additional vacuums in 
the hemisphere for the Soviets or other third 
parties to fill. 

We can ill afford signaling further disengagements 
in the hemisphere. 

For the reasons stated above. and in keeping with the 
policies you outlined to the nation and the world in your 
l October speech, I s 1;ronglv;.,~gmlJUUli .. ..thi\!-.,,wm.il,i,t.a.~ 
related actions not'Qe includ~in any short-term retalia
n"aff""'cttr·;:cti!a:'''t'afirti"'. Chite. Splteifica:i~-e-.. ·sitourd-inrt· 
teTlllinate tlie ms·i,·tprii:mr"on the Mil Group, or deny 
validated licenses. for exports to the Chilean armed forces. 
The long-term security interests of the United States are 
paramount and overrid~ ·the short-term option of using 
military disas·sociation as a sanction. 

cc: Secretary Vance 

Olfo:c of the Secretary of Defense 51/,S, C ,SS'l. 
Chief, RDp1 ESD, WHS + 
Date: 1J jle( ?,i)l'f Autho:ity: EO 13526 
Declassify: X Deny m Full: __ 
Declassify in Part: __ _ 
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Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, Brzezinski Collection (Donated Material), 
Subject File, Box 34, Folder Mtgs Muskie, Brown, Brzezinski, 10/80–1/81.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

OCT 2 7 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: U.S. Policy Toward Argentina (U) 

(S) In July, the PRC recommended improving our relations 
with Argentina, and your reaction was that you were "inclined 
to move faster" than the PRC had recommended. Secretary Muskie 
has now proposed cutting back on our initiatives because of the 
Argentine support for the coup in Bolivia and the lack of 
Argentine cooperation on grains export restrictions to the 
Soviet Union. This approach strikes me as counter-productive. 

(S) We have long known that the Argentines did not support 
the grain embargo. Indeed, one of the factual predicates for 
the PRC recommendation was our inability to influence the 
Argentines to join in the embargo. That lack of influence demon
strated the need to improve relations. The Argentine support for 
the Bolivian coup is regrettable, to say the least, but again we 
are not likely to improve our ability to influence their actions 
by limiting our opportunities to talk to them. 

(S) Such limitations, however, are, in effect, what the 
State Department nemorandum proposes. Leaving aside the signa
ture of the Agricultural Cooperation Agreement, which is outside 
the national security area, the other proposed actions are 

to avoid talks on security and hemispheric policy issues, 

not to extend invitations to Argentine military officers, 
and 

not to send a high level U.S. military delegation on a 
visit to Argentina. 

(S) General Goodpaster's earlier visit demonstrated the 
important positive effects which can be achieved by high level 
personal contact between U.S. military officers and the Argentine 
government. The Argentines have a military government. If we 
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are to bring Argentina. closer to our iriews, the best chance 
rests in talking to that government and using military to mili
tary channels as appropriate conduits for our messages and views. 

(C) I therefore strongly opp~se the proposed postponements 
of military-related initiatives reco.mmended by Secretary Muskie. 

Copy to: 
Secretary of State 

/' ,./.:' ) ./1 
.· l I '~ .:_.ca.Lr e~ ., 

\ v\ 
W.. Graham Claytor, Jr. 
Deputy Secreta:zy of Defense 

~EGRET 
COPY CARTER LIBRARY 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-82-0203, Box 9, Folder Cuba (Jan-Aug) 
1979.
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THE SECRETARY OF OEF~NSE 
WASHINGTON. O . C. 20301 

2 2 JUN 1979 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT TO THE l?RESIDENT FOR 
NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS 

In my memorandum of May 14, 1979., I recommended an 
sec meeting to review our policy toward Cuba in connection 
with the Summit. Even though such a mee·ting was not held 
before the Summit. I continue to believe we need to review 
our Cuba policies, particularly in light of Cuba's buildup 
of its conventional.military forces and its increasing 
adventurism in Central America and· the Caribbean. 

There has now been distributed on an interagency 
basis the DOD background paper,. which I referred in my 
memorandum of May 14, as well as a subsequent paper pre
pared by the Dep·artment of State. I recommend a mid-July 
sec, based· on these papers updated as appropri..ate. 

Office of the Secretary of Defense S-u.5.l. ..r~ 
Chief. ROD, ESD, WHS ~ 
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BACKGROUND PAPER 

REAPPRAISAL OF U.S./CUBA RELATIONS 

Summary and Conclusions 

Recent Cuban arms modernization, including MIG 23s, naval base construction 
and the acquisition of submarines, together with Cuban activities in the 
Caribbean and in Africa all pose serioy;; security policy questions for the 
U.S. 

- The rapid buildup of Soviet-furnished conventional offensive weapons 
since early 1976 and the increased Soviet navy presence in the Caribbean 
increase Soviet-Cuban military capabilities in this hemisphere. The acqui
sition of HIG-23/Flogger aircraft, the Foxtrot and Whiskey submarines·,.add 
the development of the naval facility in Cienfuegos exemplify this trend, 
which could be taking place without violation of existing agreements with 
the USSR. 

- Based on the potential capacity of the new naval facilities and sub
marine/minelayer capability, Cuba could establish within lt to 2 years a 
capability to interdict our non-Arab petroleum supplies (Nigeria, Venezuela, 
potentially Mexico), our bauxite supplies (Jamaica, Surinam, Guyana) and 
ocean-to-ocean transit (Panama Canal). 

- Therefore, in the event of contingencies in·a NATO scenario, CINCLANT 
would be obligated to provide forces to protect our southern flank against 
Cuba. Both CINCLANT and the Joint Staff have indicated that the U.S. forces 
required to neutralize an increasingly modernized hostile Cuba could cause 
an important reduction in U.S. forces available to NATO. 

- Cuba has been an .influential communist regime and in some cases 
directly supported Soviet objectives by providing troops and direct aid to 
revolutionary movements elsewhere. Cuba 1 s,revglutj9nary+sro9 11 £a~~tl:Y 
mvstique gives it entree into liberation struggles more easily than the USSR. 

- The successes of these efforts and Cuba's continuing role in Africa 
encourage those antagonistic to us even in countries where Cuba has not 
actually sent troops. Recent developments in Central America and the Eastern 
Caribbean (Grenada, Jamaica, Guyana) are providing Cuba with new targets of 
opportunity in the Western Hemisphere which she has demonstrated a willing
ness to pursue. 

- In sum, Cuba provides the USSR a cheap ~ro~y to cari::y out Soviet 
policy objectives with little direct Soviet commitment. 
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In the face of these problems our policy is drifting. We have neither 
developed carrots nor sticks with which to deal with Castro. The embargo 
is an irritant to Cuba but has not · brought them to revise their policies, 
and it does reinforce their dependence on the Soviets. Our efforts toward 
normalization of relations and other partial efforts to solve our problems 
have not paid off. Cuban initiatives In Angola and Ethiopia have not 
evoked a forceful response from the U.S. nor have they deterred the estab
lishment of a new Cuban presence in South Yemen, and Mozambique. We have 
mounted a political challenge in the NAM through friends but this has not 
really undercut the Cubans and our efforts are flagging. We have not con
veyed clear signals regarding the Cuban activities in Africa, the Cuban 
military buildup, or on Central American or Caribbean issues. 

In short, the Cubans have many irons In the fire and may believe they are 
free to expand their activities at will. Therefore, a reappraisal of our 
relations with both Cuba and the USSR is in order and we need to redefine 
the agreement or "understanding" under which the placement of nuclear and/ 
or offensive weapons in Cuba is precluded. 

Obviously actions we take vis-a-vis Cuba will have a Soviet dimension and 
could impinge adversely on U.S./USSR relations. The purpose of this paper 
is to stimulate discussion of the joint Cuban-USSR strategy as we see it, 
to describe comprehensively the pattern of Cuban action, and to catalog 
possible U. S . . responses. 

Disturbing Trends in Cuban Actions 

- Continued buildup of Cuban military, civilian advisory and training 
personnel abroad in unprecedented numbers. (Some 39,000 military personnel 
and 11,000 civilian advisors in 20 countries.) Notable deployments include: 

Mil i tary Civilian Advisory 

Angola 20,000 7000-9000 

Ethiopia 13,000 600 

Mozambique 600 300 

Iraq UNK 400 

S. Yemen 500 200-300 

Vietnam UNK 200-300 

Laos UNK 50-150 

Grenada 70 200 (anticipated shortly) 
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Note: The trends hav·e been upward in each of the countries cited above in 
recent years. Increases in civilian advisory personnel are anticipated in 
each of these countries and a presence in Afghanistan may be expected this 
year. 

- Continued acquisition of sophisticated offensive military weapons 
systems which represent an increase of potential threat to the U.S. (MIG-23s, 
Foxtrot submarine and Whiskey trainer, with Cienfuegos base construction, and 
possibility of additional submarines and missile patrol boats are examples.) 

.... 
- Increased mi 1 i ta ry capab i 1 i ty has.:,i ncreased Cuban options for poss i b 1 e 

military action against the U.S., especially in a global U.S.-USSR conflict 
or in support of destabilizing the Caribbean as a surrogate force for the 
Soviets. These actions generally support Soviet foreign policies, but could 
also support independent Cuban objectives -- a fact that suggests that we 
may need to deal with Cuba as well as the Soviet Union in forestalling prob
lems. 

- Strenuous efforts to control the NAM Summit and establish firmly 
Castro's leadership. (In 1970 Cuba had diplomatic relations with 7 African 
nations, in 1979 with 36. It now has relations with 66 of the 88 NAM nations.) 

- Conclusion recently of long term economic arrangements with the USSR, 
keeping Cuba in the Soviet camp for years to come. 

Note: . Though Moscow is trying to reduce the burden in 1981-1986, they will 
find it diff.icult to hold aid to Cuba below $3 billion per year. With such 
a subsidy constituting 20-30% of Cuban GNP, intensification of Cuban-Soviet 
planning for 1981-86 period cannot but have an effect on Cuban policy. The 
largest subsidies are paid by the Soviets on sugar, nickel and petroleum. 

- A record of unbroken success has given Cuban leaders greater confi
dence in overseas expeditionary forces as evidenced by their increased pres
ence in the Middle East (S. Yemen), Southeast Asia (Vietnam, Laos), poten
tially in Afghanistan and now in the Eastern Caribbean (Grenada). 

- More sophisticated ability to influence events by indirect methods -
infiltration, organization and training in Cuba, advice, and funds -- rather 
than direct intervention with personnel and arms. (Witness their behind the 
scenes approach in Central America. Also their sophisticated marshalling of 
support for radical movements in Puerto Rico and attempts to make Puerto Rican 
independence a major U.N. issue.) 

- Continued revolutionary and terrorism training in Cuba and in some 
cases (Jamaican trainees) encouraging them to immigrate to the U.S. to foment 
revolution. 
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Cuban Objectives 

From the record of Cuban actions over the past few years, we interpret 
their objectives to be these: 

- Establish Cuba as a major leader in the Third World, the NAM, and 
North-South fora through an extensive network of pol itlcal, military and 
economic ti es. 

- Demonstrate Cuba as a Convnunist s~ccess story and example for the 
Thi rd World, especially Lat in America. •. 

- Remove U.S. trade embargo and force U.S. withdrawal from Guantanamo 
without appearing to capitula.te to U.S. pressures for quid pro quo. 

- Expand their influence in various Third World conflicts through 
process of "revolutionary support, 11 while neutralizing Western or Chinese 
reactions by branding them as "illegal," imperialist," "interference," 
in other countries• internal affairs, and relying on Soviet strategic 
power as a deterrent against retaliatory actions directed against Cuba. 

- Maintain domestic support for various foreign 11crusades 11 while 
minimiz.ing domestic repercussions, e.g. heavy combat losses, or steady 
attritio·n of fprces, find employment for returning veterans, etc. Secure 
Soviet aid to finance ventures. · 

U • S. Poi i cy D i.1 emma 

Basic U.S. response: We have attempted to make clear we are not fundamen
tally hostile, are prepared .. to work toward accommodation, and as an indication 
of our intent, established interest sections as a signal of our willingness 
to normalize eventually. In addition we took a number of practical steps 
such as concluding fishing agreements, easing travel barriers, obtaining the 
release of some ·politica·l p·risoners, reunit.ing families and other moves. 
However, these steps were taken against the backdrop of actions and objectives 
cited above which run directly counter to u.s~ global interests -- doubtless 
causing the Cubans some confusion as to our intent. Indeed, we have shown 
no su·ccess in containing Cuban military ass·istance to revolutionary govern
ments in Africa, the Midd1e East and Latin America. Our policies have 
vasci11ated, as in Africa. First we intended to ignore the Cuban presence, 
then c1aimed their role was helpful, later tried to join their side unti1 
there were serious conflicts and finally came down hard on their interven
tion. We have made withdrawal from Africa a pre-condition for forward 
movement and this has led us to an impasse in our re)ations. We have indi
cated that we will withhold lifting the trade embargo and that diplomatic 
relations will not be reestab1ished until: 
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(1) There is a dramatic improvement in their African/Middle East posture 
and 

(2) We reach agreement on compensation for expropriated U.S. properties. 

It is clear, however, that these po1 lcles have not" proved effective. They 
do not appear to place a high priority on normalization. The Cubans continue 
to expand their military capabilities and overseas ventures, are 1 inked more 
solidly than ever with Soviet economic aid, and continue to enhance their 
position with the Third World. Under t~ese circumstances, what should be 
our policy objectives and strategy? ~ 

Desirable U.S. Pol icy Objectives 

- Reduce and ultimately remove Cuban military forces from Africa 
and the Middle East and halt the introduction of these forces elsewhere. 

- Undercut the Cuban drive for leadership in the Third World, cooperating 
with our Western Allies, the Chinese and moderate NAM members to identify 
Cuba for what it often is -- a proxy for the Soviets. 

- Halt the introduction of new and sophisticated offensive weapons 
into Cuba from Soviet sources and the construction of new bases capable 
of supporting them. 

- Increase Cuba's economic difficulties at present through concerted 
economic measures while holding out prospect of cooperation in event t~eir 
po 1 i ci es change. 

- Meanwhile, actively seek a more meaningful dialogue with Cuba aimed 
at genuine normalization of relations. 

Actions to Achieve Our Policy Objectives 

If we accept that Cuban actions are a cause for concern, that their apparent 
objectives are inimical to our basic security interests, that we have desirable 
contrary objectives, then there are several different contexts in which we 
can take political, military or economic actions to achieve our objectives. 
For discussion purposes we have grouped some examples of the types of actions 
we might take to achieve our objectives either on the spot, in areas of 
intervention, with the Soviets, through the NAM, in the economic field 
or as lpnger term measures. 

Actions to Neutralize Cuban Activities on the Spot 

- Expand our intelligence capabilities to detect subversive activities 
in support of revolutionary regimes in Third Countries and furnish convincing 
evidence thereof. (Example, Grenada) 
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- Exchange this Information promptly with our allies and opponents of 
Cuba. Indeed, share it with existing leftist but nationalistic governments 
which Cubans may be subverting~ 

- Mount an Information campaign to publicize Cuban subversive efforts 
as soon as they occur, making them pay in world opinion for every action. 
(Caution should be exercised so as not to generate sympathy for the under
dog being 11bul 1 ied 11 by a super power.) 

- Increase military exercises and lntelligence gathering activities 
in Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean area, wit.b an emphasis on demonstrati_ng 
appropriate counters to Cuban military capabilities. 

- Recall the head of our Interest Section in Havana and fully brief 
him on our efforts. Instruct him to make a demarche to the Cubans pointing 
out our concerns over the trend of Cuban act ions and our intent .to take 
remedial steps. 

- Approach all countries with some leverage on Cuba. Point out 
political, economic and other measures, both positive and negative, we 
might be prepared to take to obtain a reduction of Cuban presence. 

Actions To Take With The Soviets 

Approach the Soviets at the highest level and review the entire situation 
of the influx of offensive weapons to Cuba and the joint Cuban/Soviet 
involvement overseas. 

- We should be prepared to tie the approach to major U.S./USSR issues, 
includi_ng economic steps as well as political and military moves. 

- Redefine the agreements and understandings which precluded the intro
duction of nuclear and offensive weapons into Cuba. 

- Point out where the use of Cuban forces overseas are contributing 
to deterioration of our relations and outline steps we feel might alleviate 
the situation and steps we may be forced to take to counter s·uch actions 
if they continue. 

Actions To Take Regarding the NAM 

- .Orchestrate a diplomatic offensive against Cuba, through al 1 posts, 
and particularly through the U.N., OAS, OAU and moderate NAM members. 
Encourage the Yugoslavs and Chinese to take the lead in criticizing Cuba. 
Attempt to discredit in every way Cuba 1 s non-aligned status and Castro 1s 
right to lead the NAM, especially as the Havana Summit approaches. Charac
terize the Cubans as a Soviet proxy whenever possible. Raise the specter 
of Soviet manipulation of the Cubans so as to expose their effort to esta
blish a 11natural al 1 iance" of the NAM and the socialist bloc. Isolate Cuba 
in the NAM. 
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- Weaken the Arab/Cuban connection. Use moderate Arabs such as Saudi 
Arabia, Kuwait and Jordan to educate more radical states on the dangers of 
Cuban revolutionary influence in Islamic states. 

- Carefully solicit .Chinese initiatives with third countries to neu
tralize Cuban and Soviet actions. The Chinese can be very effective per
suaders to a broad spectrum of NAM nations. 

Economic Actions 

- Approach Cuba's major trading partners, especially ~apan, seeking 
their·· reassessment of trading policies w·ith Cuba and those countries which 

.have Cuban troops present. 

- Play on Cuba's shortage of hard cur.rency. Urge cancellation of 
credit links; make them a bad lending risk. Work with major Western credi
tors, i.e., British, Canadians and Japanese. Make the Soviets b~ll Cuba 
out. 

- Prevent Cuban membership in the Caribbean Development Bank. 

Urge inactivation, postponement, or cancel lat ion of al 1 Western 
. _ eco~o~ic and technical cooperation agreements with Cuba by those nations 

. ·. Awho agree_ ~-~at steps ~ust .~e taken to halt _Cuban overseas ventures • 
.:. ·-·:..'.;:. . ,; . · .: .. -. ". .:..:. . ... _ ..... . - ,.- . ....; .. .. ... . ' ..... . .. . 

- Maintain our own strict embargo -- urge others to reconsider. Set·.up 
a special restrictive COCOM category for Cubans (this will do little econom
ically but will isolate them more politically). 

- Revive the black list of third country ships trading with Cuba. 

- Attempt to keep world sugar and nickel prices at current low level, 
recognizing that we are also sugar producers. 

Longer Term Actions 
. 

Take on the Cubans directly in the U.N. on the Puerto Rico issue. 
Start early, take the initiative from the Cubans and remove issue from U.N. 
agenda. Refuse to give an inch. 

- Form 11groupings 11 with Western Al 1 ies and moderates of concerned 
nations to counter Cuban/Soviet influence and take actions, exerting poli
tical, economic, and, when necessary, military force in different geographic 
areas. (For example, in Africa utilize the French, Portuguese, Belgians, 
West Germans, British and Italians and coordinate with Morocco, Algeria, 
Sudan, Kenya, Somalia, Nigeria and Zaire. Another example: Seek to tie 
European support for projects in African nations hosting Cuban 1 s project to 
reducing Cuban military presence there.) These efforts should include some 
contingency planniqg by participants for allocation of resources and activa
tion in the event of intervention by the Cubans. 
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- Analyze the potential ideological differences between (1) Cuban 
and emerging revolutionary groups ·(example, Central American) and (2) Cuban 
and Soviet· objectives and ·atempt to exploit them in order to create friction 
in the international party apparatus. 

Why These Courses of A~tion? 

We believe that our current efforts toward normalization with Cuba, while 
achieving 1 imited domestic benefits, have damaged our long term strategic 
interes.ts. If our intelligence is correct, the Cubans now do not expect 
significant improvement in U.S./Cuban relations over the next few years. 
Therefore, they feel they have much to gain and nothing to lose by con
tinuing their present course on issues of concern to the U.S. In order to 
make them moderate their actions, this perception must be reversed. Strong, 
across-the-board but progressively measured actions as outlined above will 
lay the groundwork for the United States to respond to disturbances in the 
Third World fomented by the Cubans and Soviets. Keeping the Cubans and 
Soviets 11honest, 11 even at a short term cost to normalization, would be 
preferable to the unopposed activism of the Cubans and Soviets. It might 
well advance us more toward normalization with Cuba in the long term. It 
would increase U.S. prestige and credibility worldwide. And it would, most 
importantly, force reconsideration of what appears to be a joint Cuban/ 
Russian attempt to project force in this hemisphere, i.e., introduction of 
offensive weapons, construction of bases. 

lmpl !cations for U.S.-USSR Relations 

If we depart from the premise that Cuba 1s actions are motivated both by 
Castro's 11 revolutionaryl 1 zeal and the level of support received from the 
USSR, then we need to either decrease the level of USSR support or in-
crease the cost perceived by the USSR, since we have no ready way of counter
ing Castro's mind-set. That is the purpose of the possible actions listed 
above, all of which in turn have a cost to us in.terms of our relationships 
with the USSR. The point is that the Cuba-USSR joint program which we now 
consider poses serious policy considerations.for the U.S., will not be 
moderated unless we find a way to exacerbate subtle ideological differences 
between the USSR and Cuba, or increase the cost to the USSR compared to the 
benefit of using Cuba as its surrogate, as has been so comprehensibly de
scribed in both DIA and CIA studies (SNIE 85-79 and TCS 2315-79/1). Just 
as Cuban actions can only be viewed in a Cuban/USSR context, U.S. counte·r
action must also be viewed in a U.S./USSR context. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL 
SECURITY AFFAIRS 

Subject: Ways to Enhance US Military ~resence in the 
Caribbean 

A Special Coordination Committee (SCC) convened on 
July 20, 1979, to consider various courses of action in 
response to the Cuban military buildup and increasing 
interventionism in the Third World. From that meeting, 
DoD was tasked to develop, and submit to the NSC, proposals 

i 
on ways the US can enhance its mi;itary pre~e~ce in the nFCLAS~!Fl\:Dlt-'Fl.'LL 
Caribbean in order to promote regional stab1l1 ty and ~lhorlly:EO 13526 
demonstrate US interest in the region. Chlef.Recoros&DeclassDiv,WHS 

oate: JAN 3 l 2015 
The current military presence in the Caribbean is as 

follows: 

~. Major Bases: US military bases are at Roosevelt 
Roads, Puerto Rico, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba and the Canal 
Zone. No operational fleet units are permanently based 
at these locations; however, there are virtually 
continuous US Navy training missions in the Caribbean 
and occasional large exercises conducted in the region. 
Port calls throughout the Caribbean by US Navy ships 
are limited by operational/training considerations. 

b. us Naval Facilities: The US has maintained naval 
fac1l1ties 1n Antigua, Barbados (closed March 31, 1979), 
Turks and Caicos and the Bahamas. These facilities 
provide sound surveillance intelligence data on Soviet 
submarine operations in the Western Atlantic. How-
ever, as a result of improved technological developments, 
these facilities will no longer be required. Closure of 
the facilities at Turks and Caicos and the Bahamas is 
programmed for 1980. The Antigua closure is programmed 
fo~i984. The US Navy .Atlantic Under~ea Test and 
Evaluation Center (AUTEC) at Andros Island in the --
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Date: JAN 3 1 2015 
Bahamas, which conducts acoustic research and weapons 
development, will be retained for the indefinite 
future. 

c. Air Force Sites: The Air Force Eastern Test Range 
sites are located at Antigua, Grand Bahama Island and 
Grand Turk. These sites a~e involved in supporting 
ballistic missile test programs. They will be 
maintained for the foreseeable future. 

The options below detail ways in which US military 
presence and operational readiness can be enhanced in the 
Caribbean, particularly in the eastern region. These 
options are feasible for implementation within the Atlantic 
Command and can be conducted within the constraints 
of operational tempo, fuel allocation, budgetary consider
ations and other deployment commitments; e.g., DPQ submitted 
to NATO. 

a. Shift the centroid of fleet exercises from the 
Atlantic seaboard southward to the Caribbean. Short 
training periods in home waters can be combined into 
fewer but longer duration periods of coordinated exercises 
in the Caribbean. Exercise units can be scheduled for 
increased visits throughout the Caribbean. 

b. Deploy amphibious shipping, with a landing force 
embarked, to conduct additional amphibious training in 
the Caribbean. This will provide an opportunity for 
increased port visits both before and after the exercises. 

c. Conduct bilateral maritime patrol aircraft (MPA} 
operations with Netherlands patrol aircraft stationed 
in the Caribbean. 

d. Renew efforts to encourage Latin Ame~ican and NATO 
navies with interests in the hemisphere to expand their 
participation in the annual readiness exercise (READEX) 
in the Caribbean. This is a follow-on exercise to the 
previous SPRINGBOARD exercises in which various countries 
from Latin America, the United Kingdom, Canada and the 
Netherlands participated. Participation has decreased 
in recent years because of a variety of factors, but it 
is believed this can be reversed. 

e. Obtain staging rights for periodic surveillance 
missions of US maritime patrol aircraft out of Barbados 
and Brazil. Present staging is out of Roosevelt Roads, 
Puerto Rico. Staging rights in the eastern region/South 
Atlantic will increase surveillance area coverage and 
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0ate:JAN 3 l 2015 
provide wider US presence in the hemisphere. DoD is. 
proceeding to approach State with a proposal on patrol 
aircraft staging in this hemisphere as well as other 
areas. 

f. Increase of mid-training break period for ships 
undergoing training at Guantanamo Bay Naval Base to 
permit expansion of port visitation program. 

g. Provide military support for civic action programs 
after natural disasters. Funding for operations of 
this nature would be required from non-DoD sources. 

h. The possibility exists for the establishment of a 
naval reserve unit in Puerto Rico. However, there are 
a number of factors that need to be addressed before 
proceeding with this endeavor. 

In addition to the above options, DoD is now 
studying the most effective use for the basing assets of 
the US naval complex at Key West, Florida (which supports 
Navy and Air Force TACAIR). 

An option on the diplomatic side would be to pursue 
the establishment of a regional Defense Attache (DATT) 
accredited to the eastern Caribbean islands. The DATT 
could be stationed in either Barbados or Trinidad and 
Tobago. 

My own view is that we should proceed with the 
majority of the above options, selecting them on the basis 
of their expected diplomatic and perceptual benefits and 
possible disadvantages. 

As related information, US Navy/US Coast Guard Caribbean 
deployment port calls since 1976 are listed in Appendix I. 
This summary shows that the greatest US military presence 
has been in US territories. Elsewhere, particularly the 
eastern Caribbean, the US military profile. is quite low. 
Major fleet exercise activity in the region is summarized in 
Appendix 2. This list does not include the almost continuous 
exercise/training activity that is conducted at Guantanamo 
throughout the year. 
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APPENDIX I 

US NAVY PORT CALLS/EXERCISES IN THE 
CARIBBEAN, 1976-July 1979 

PORT CALLS - CARIBBEAN 

!1Fi.LA$$llC:l!';Cl •.t,1 FLILL 
Avlhonty: EO 13526 
Chief, R~l'ds & Oeclass Div, WHS 

Date: JAN 3 1 2015 

Numbers denote total annual inport days of one or more 
USN, USNS and USCG ships. 

Country 1976 1977 1978 1979 - (to July) 

Anguilla 3.3 9.2 
Antigua 10.2 7.6 20.4 46.0 
Barbados 8.9 1.0 3.1 9.0 
Dominican Republic 36.4 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba 828.7 476.4 764.3 199.8 
Haiti 76.8 47. 2 33.6 24.7 
Jamaica 90.5 5.7 41.4 1.4 
Martinique 3.6 3.6 
Netherlands 46.5 167.3 195.8 95.1 
Antilles 

Puerto Rico 762.3 629.4 573.8 394.2 
St. Croix 253.0 569.2 685. 3 199.0 
St. Lucia 3.0 
St. Thomas, VI 50.9 63.8 76.8 46.0 
St. Vincent 31.9 2.0 
Trinidad & 49.6 3.4 19.0 18. 6 

Tobago 

TOTAL 2,213.2 2,012.2 2,413.5 1,040.4 
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SUMMARY OF NAVAL EXERCISES IN THE CARIBBEAN Date: JAN J 1 2015 

YEAR 

1976 

1977 

EXERCISE 

CARIBEX 
Safe Pass 
Solid Shield 
UNITAS XVII 

COMPTUEX 1-77 

Springboard 
CARIBEX 1-77 
Solid Shield 

CARIB Ops 
South America 
CTVG Ops 
UNITAS XVIII 
COMPTUEX 5-77 
COMPTUEX 1-78 

1978 READEX 1-78 
ASWEX 1-78 

COMPTUEX 2-78 

COMPTUEX 3-78 

UNITAS XIX 
Solid Shield 

COMPTUEX 4-78 

COMPTUEX 1-79 

1979 READEX 1-79 

COMl?TUEX 2-79 

Sol id. Shield 

UNITAS XX 
READEX 2-79 

* 
** Joint: 

nation 

LOCATION 

Caribbean 
Caribbean 
Caribbean/US 
Caribbean (portion) 

Caribbean/ 
Jacksonville Area / 

Caribbean 
Caribbean 
West Atlantic/ 

Caribbean 
Caribbean 
Caribbean 
South Atlantic 
Caribbean (portion) 
Caribbean 
Caribbean/Western 
Atlantic 

Caribbean 
Caribbean/Western 
Atlantic 

Caribbean/Western 
Atlantic 

Caribbean/Western 
Atlantic 

Caribbean (portion) 
Caribbean/Western 
·Atlantic 

Caribbean/Western 
Atlantic 

Caribbean/Gulf of 
Mexico 

Caribbean/Western 
Atlantic 

Caribbean/Western 
Atlantic 

Caribbean/Western 
Atlantic 

Caribbean (portion) 
Caribbean/Western 
Atlantic 

DATES 

22Jan-5Mar 
9-19May 

12-27May 
7-lSAug 

20-30Nov 
l2-220ct 

17Jan-4Mar 
10Jun-7Feb 

9-27 May 

20Jun-20Jul 
9Jun-18Jul 

7-lSAug 
12-26Aug 

210ct-15Nov 

lFeb-lMar 
6-16Mar 

10-2.0Apr 

6-23May 

22Jul-2Aug 
19-30Jun 

TYPE OF 
EXERCISE 

Combined* 
Combined 
Joint** 
Combined 

US Navy 

Combined 
Combined 
Joint 

US Navy 
US Navy 

Combined 
US Navy 
us Navy 

Combined 
Combined 

US Navy 

US Navy 

Combined 
US Navy 

31Jul-1SAug US Navy 

14Nov-3Dec Combined 

15Jan-13Feb Combined 

2-13Apr 

9-25May 

20-25Jul 
12-23Jul 

US Navy 

Joint 

Combined 
US Navy 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL 
SECURITY AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT: US Military Presence in the Caribbean 

This is in reply to your memorandum conce.rning follow-up 
actions on Presidential ~i~ective/NSC-52, US policy to Cuba. 
I have also included .replies to queries from your earlier 
memorandum concerning actions which could be taken by the 
Department o'f Defense to ·enhance. our military · presence and 
relations in the Caribbean. · 

rn·response to PD/NSC~S2, the measures below have been 
taken or are being planned to increase us· military presence 
in the Caribbean. In view of the present reevaluation of US 
policy towards Central America, US military measures to be 
taken in that region will be addressed at a later date. 

- A permanent, £ull~time C~ribbean Joint Task Force was 
established at Key West, Florida, . on October 9. · The JTF 
will be responsible for planning, exercising, and op_erating · 
forces in the Caribbean. 

- A reinforcement exercise began at the US Naval Base, 
Guantanamo on October 17. The Marines will remain in 
Guantanamo approximately one· mon·th, conducting unit maneu
vers within the confines of the base. 

- Three US Navy ships, now in the Mediterranean and 
returning to the US approximately November 12, will be 
sent through the Caribbean, and may conduct a port visit. 
In addition, the Mediterranean Amphibious Ready Group and 
embarked landing force, leaving for the Sixth Fleet in 
January, will be routed through the Caribbean and conduct a 
port visit. Subsequent Ready Groups will also pass through 
the region. 
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- The Commander in Chief, Atlantic is planning a more 
diversified ship port call program to include the less . 
frequently visited islands commencing next January. Planning 
for 1980 also includes shifting the centroid of fleet exer
cises from the Atlantic seaboard southward to the Caribbean. 
Exercise units can then be scheduled for increased visits 
throughout the Caribbean. 

- US military personnel (both active ~nd reserv~ and 
equipment have been utilized for civic action programs after 
natural disasters in Jamaica, the Dominican Republic and 
Dominica. 

We plan to encourage Latin American and NATO navies 
with interests in the hemisphere t~ expand their participa
tion in the annual readiness exercise in the .Caribbean. 

In further reviewing options for bolstering US objec
tives in the region, several additional initiatives have 
been developed to supplement those previously submitted. On 
the diplomatic side, we should pursue the establishment of a 
regional defense attache accredited to the eastern Caribbean 
islands. This action needs to be addressed through diplomatic 
channels. The US Reserve and National Guard units in PueTto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands,· because of their language and 
cultural affinity with nations in the region, seem well 
suited to play a useful role in enhancing the US military . 
presence in the area. (Recently, for example, elements of 
the Puerto Rican National Guard were fed~ralized . for a 
period of approximately three ~eeks and provided helicopter 
support for the disaster relief effort in the aftermath of 
Hurricane David.) Through continued face-to-face coopera
tion, they may be used to provide the Caribbean nations with 
further positive signs·of US interest and resolve. Talks 
with authorities at appropriate levels should be undertaken 
as initiatives are further developed. 

Initiatives involving Puerto Rican/Virgin Island 
reserve component forces are as follows: 

- Improve the readines.s of US Army Reserve and National 
Guard in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands in order to 
provide a signal of US resolve in the r~gion (this action 
also will provide a more technically proficient force to 
work with Caribbean nations) and hold US joint exercises in 
the Caribbean, which include these reserve component forces. 
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Develop personnel and small unit excha~ge programs 

between reserve component forces and the armed forces of 
selected Caribbean countries, to increase cooperation ana 
interoperability. Through these exchange programs, the US 
reserve component forces would help upgrade indigenous 
capabilities. (On a broader plane, we should consider the 
use of both active and reserve military components to conduct 
small scale, combined military exercises with friendly forces 
in the region.) 

Naturally, the extent to which the above initiatives are 
carried out within current national security policy priorities, 
is contingent upon present and future DoD resource .limitations. 

With respect to the ex gratia payment t'o Barbados, the 
· payment has been funded, a check has been drawn and is awaiting 

p_ayment pending the. receipt of an appropriate release from 
the Government of Barbados.. The following are responses to· 
the remaining queries · in the August memo: 

- The preliminary draft of an ongoing e~vironmental 
impact statement study, conducted for·the Commander in Chief, 
Atlantic has concluded that Vieques is the preferTed site for 
amphibious tTaining exercises. The evaluation included 
operational. Tequirements, environmental impact and ·cost. 
Other areas covered in the st~dy, which were considered less 
preferable in overall suitability, are the islands of Culebra .. 
(PR), Mona (PR), Isla Saona (DomRep), and Anegada (UK). Aside 
from suitability problems, the initial costs to purchase land 

. and set up facilities at those alternat~ve locations would have 
a significant adverse budgetary impact. 

- Concerning the reexamination 6£ the proposals to phase 
out and close the several US Navy sound surveillance facilities 
in the Caribbean, it is not ·practical to keep these -facilities 
open because there is no longer any military requirement for 
their use. Because of improved technology these facilities 
are no longer '. needed. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE~ 

WASHINGTON. O.C. 20301 

AUG 1 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL 
SECURITY AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT: Return of Cuban Undesirables - Military Options ($) 

(1) The attached me~orandum from the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff presents military options to return approximately 1500 
undesirable Cuban refugees from the United States to Cuba. 

Cl) None of the options offers a good prospect of 
success and several involve a significant potential for the 
need to use military force. I concur in the JCS' initial 
assessment of ·the attached military options that indicates 
it would be very difficult to penetrate Cuban wate~s or 
airspace and accomplish the mission undetected; if detected, 
risks are high, appropriate reaction difficult, and the 
propaganda value to Cuba would be significant. 

(l) Accordingly, at this time I recommend against 
going forward with any of these options. 

Attachment 
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INT ERNATIONAL 

SECURITY AFFAIRS 

WASHINGTON. D .C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3 O JUL 1980 

In reply refer to: 
1-23828/80 

SUBJECT: Return of Cuban Undesirables - Military Options (Jr) -- ACTION 
MEMORANDUM 

I 

(1) During the deliberations considering possible actions to be taken to 
prevent the flow of Cuban refugees aboard third country vessels, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff were tasked by the NSC Staff to provide military options to 
return approximately 1500 undesirable Cuban refugees. The attached options 
paper has been forwarded to you in response to that request. 

C,) After a review of the attached paper, we agree with the Joint Chiefs of 
1taff that none of the options ·deserve recommendation. The risks and escala
tion factors inherent in such operations are very high for the ends to be 
achieved. The Coast Guard option is interesting, but unlikely to work (i.e., 
the Cubans need not let the vessel land, thereby demonstrating US impotence) 
and could even pose the risk of another hostage situation {which although 
unlikely could be escalatory). 

~ Attached is a memorandum from you to Dr. Brzezinski. 

Attachments 
a/s f'r:rnldin D, Kr nmor 

. ;~-~-.;;.. _____ _ 

Acting Assist:rnt Secret~ry of ~efense 
ln1.~rnaticn.:i.1 Security Affa.rs 

cc: USDP 
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~---~------!HE-JOINJ-CMIEF-S-OF-S:r.AF-f-----,.--------------
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Military Options v{j 

11 July 1980 
CM-676-80 

1. (f) This memorandum responds to a request for military options 
to return approximately 1500 undesirable Cuban refugees now detained 
in the United States to Cuba. 

2. Cf) Four military options and one non-military alternative have 
been reviewed. Of the military options, two are based on the use 
of sealift to return the aliens, while the other two rely on airlift. 
The fifth, a non-military alternative, was suggested by the Coast 
Guard. 

OPTION 1 - Major clandestine return via sealift 

This option envisions anchoring a seized refugee boat or 
MSC vessel in Cuban waters with the aliens on board. Specifi
cally, the detainees would be staged at a base such as NAS 
Pensacola, where they would be loaded aboard ship for move
ment to Cuban waters. The vessel could be one such as the 
recently seized BLUE FIRE (capacity only about 500), or prefer
ably, a larger MSC "expendable" ship like the TOWLE (currently 
awaiting turn-in for scrapping), capable of carrying all 1500. 
Both vessels are operable and would proceed under their own 
power. 

A SEAL detachment would be responsible for security while 
a USCG team would be responsible for movement of the vessel. 
Once loaded, BLUE FIRE or TOWLE would proceed to Cuban waters 
with the final portion of the voyage under cover of darkness. 
Upon arrival inside Cuban waters, the ship would be anchored and 
its steering and propulsion systems disabled. The SEALS and 
USCG team would then depart via small boats to a USN ship in 
international waters. The aliens would be released from below
deck detention by timed lock devices set for release subsequent 
to departure of the security force. 

Forces required: 

1 MSC ship or seized vessel 
1 Escort ship (DD/FF) 
USCG ship control team and USN SEAL detachment 
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The principal advantage of this option is minimal use of 
direct military force. Its major disadvantages are the diffi
culty in masking intentions, the potential for charges that the 
US had violated customary international humanitarian law and 
the Safety of Life at Sea Convention, and the ease with which 
the Cuban Government could thwart the entire operation by 
towing the ship outside Cuban waters. 

OPTION 2 - Smaller, multiple vessel clandestine sealift 

This option envisions the return of small groups of Cuban 
undesirables via boats previously seized by the USCG. The 
concept would be essentially the same as that for the larger 
sealift option, requiring smaller crews and security elements. 

In addition to the advantage of minimal use of direct mili
tary force, this small boat option would be more difficult to 
thwart and would probably result in less adverse international 
reaction. The small boat option woul~however, only be useful 
in moving a limited number of a~iens. 

OPTION 3 - Small scale clandestine insertion by airlift 

This option would use C-130 aircraft for movement 
of about 50 aliens from a base, such as Eglin AFB, to an airfield 
or suitable landing area in Cuba. Specifically, 2 C-l30s would 
depart Eglin AFB at night, ostensibly destined for Howard AFB, 
Panama. Once south of Cuba, the C-130 with the aliens aboard 
would turn north and land at a predetermined site in Cuba, while 
the other C-130 continued to Panama. After landing, the C-130 
would discharge its passengers and depart under cover of dark
ness. If the C-130 entering Cuban airspace were detected, Cuban 
air defense radars would be jammed by carrier-based EA-6Bs, while 
TACAIR support would be available from an on-station carrier. 
An airborne warning and control aircraft (AWACS) would provide 
warning and control to the C-130 and carrier aircraft in the 
event of a Cuban military reaction. 

Force required: 

2 C-130 aircraft 
1 Aircraft carrier within 100 miles of Cuba 
1 E-3A (AWACS) 
Security force aboard the C-130 

The principal advantage to this option would be speed and 
minimum warning it allows for Cuban reaction. The major problems 
are maintaining security on the C-130, avoiding detection and 
subsequent Cuban reaction, and the likelihood of casualties and 
general escalation if detected and engaged. 

2 
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c:>:J?TION 4 - Major clandestine insertion by air -- This option envisions sequencing approximately 18 C-130s with 
ea,...11 of the aliens, a ground security force, and a combat control 
~eam into a suitable Cuban landing site. This operation would 
~e accomplished under cover of darkness and would require the 
~a.ck-up forces mentioned in Option 3. The likelihood of detection 
c:L-:nd probability of escalation resulted in elimination of this 
C)l]?tion from further consideration. 

t,.1on-Military Alternative - Coast Guard overt return via ship 

The Coast Guard suggested an overt alternative with prior 
I"1-otice to the Government of Cuba. It assumes, however, that 
~ourt challenges to the return of the aliens have been success
fully answered. 

The aliens would be gathered at a convenient southern port 
a.n,d loaded aboard an unarmed US vessel with a Coast Guard crew. 
security would be provided by Coast Guard personnel or us 
~arshalls. The vessel would be considered expendable, such as 
(JSNS TOWLE mentioned above. It would sail directly for Havana 
u.tilizing an appropriate escort as far as Cuban waters. 

This alternative carries minimum risk of military opposition, 
out it would run the risk of the US crew being held by the Cubans. 
,rhe major advantage of this alternative is its overt character, 
demonstrating publicly but non-offensively firm US resolve not 
to accept excludable aliens. 

3. c,) The initial assessment of these military options indicates 
that it would be very difficult to penetrate Cuban waters or air
space and accomplish the mission undetected. If detected, risks 
are high, appropriate reaction difficult, and the propaganda 
value to Cuba would be significant. DIA has been tasked to 
provide a more detailed assessment of the military risks and 
no option is recommended in this paper. 

4. Ul"1 Moreover, there are complex legal implications and obvious 
humanitarian issues which present additional serious problems. If 
these military options are to be pursued further, an Interdepart
mental Task Force should be formed to address these critical 
issues. 

LEW ALLENJ JR. 
General, USAF 
Acting Chairman, 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 

3 
DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: JAN 2 8 201S 

69



, A

Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-82-0204, Box 38, Folder 337 
WH (Aug-Dec) 1979.
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

JUN 2 5 1979 

SUBJECT: Limitin&. :the Conse~uences of a Sandinista Victor~. 

As you are aware~ there are a variety of steP-s being_ taken 
to ·deal with the situation in Nicaraiua. However. we ough.t to 
consider the consequences ii we are unable to achieve a satis-
factory solution. It therefore seems to me desirable that we ·t 
begin immediately to examine what we might do to prevent the . 
destabilization of neighboring countt.ies, especially El Salvador, . . . 
Guatemala. and Honduras. '-

Should the Sandinistas prevail in Nicaragua, and especially 
if the resulting government goes Marxist-Leninist ·> we are likely 
to see two types of general effects. The leftist oppositions 
in El Salvador, Guatemala. and Honduras will pe encouraged i~ 
their efforts; Nicaragua likely will b~ available to them as a 
base of operations, possible safe haven, and source of, or con
duit for, materiel support. The right in El Salvador, Guatemala, 
and Honduras will likely react sharply to protect their positions; 
they (including especially the military) will want to take measures 
to ensure that "it can't happen here." In sum, a Sandinista 
victory will strengthen the leftist insurgents and .increase the 
likelihood of left-right confrontations in these other countries. 

It would be useful specifically to take account of these 
possibilities in our policies toward El Salvador, Guatemala, and 
Honduras. The recent PRC on Central America made specific recom
mendations concerning these countries (Tab A), but, at that time, 
a near-term Sandinista victory seemed less likely than currently 
is the case. The situations in El Salvador, Guatemala, and 
Honduras actually differ substantially, making different strategies 
appropriate: 

In El Salvador, the current president, Romero, is 
one of the very few El Salvadoran military leaders 
who would be receptive to United States' suggestions 
for internal political liberalization. He faces a 
very significant (and recently quite successful) 
leftist opposition -- the take-overs of the Vene:uelan, 
French, and Costa Rican emba5sies are only the most 
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recent manifestations of the very substantial 
internal terro~ist threat -- who almost certainly 
will be emboldened by the Sandinista (and their 
own) successes. Concurrently, his military will 
want to. crack down hard on this opposition and 
will want to replace him if he does not respond. 

The US cannot reasonably expect a better govern
ment in El Salvador than President Romero repre
sents and our near term efforts should be directed 
toward maintaining Romero in power. El Salvador 
is, however, a tinderbox and help~ng Romero may 
require both providing. him assistance (beyond the 
aid loan recommended by the PRC) to demonstrate 
that his "dialogue" with the US Embassy pays d,iv
idends and looking the other way somewhat if, to 
offset the terrorists, he takes steps that also 
violate rights in country. This would require 
our adopting (especially in forums like Deputy . 
Secretary Christopher's committee which reviews 
our many non-military assistance programs) a 
policy toward El Salvador designed toward encourag
ing stability by giving more weight to actions 

2 

that would buttress Romero and less weight to actions 
which would squeeze him because of human rights 
violations. · 

In Guatemala, the military and ruling elite are 
sufficiently strong and the opposition suffi
ciently weak that a Sandinista takeover likely 
will have only long-range, rather than immediate, 
significant effects. Given the substantial involve
ment of the government in assassination of potential 
moderate leaders, we probably do not want to do 
more than the PRC recommended ($6 million rural 
enterprise loan, helicopter for President). Indeed, 
long-range United States strategy may best be served 
by selecting moderate military leaders and seeking 
to protect them from government attack. 

In Honduras, as in Guatemala, there is no signifi
cant leftist threat. Indeed, the advent of the 
Sandinistas in Nicaragua could remove them from 
their safe havens in Honduras and thereby elimi
nate one of the significant problems the country 
now faces. The other significant problems (apart 
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from Honduras' general politico-socio-economic 
plight) are the influx of refugees from Nicaragua 
and the Honduras-Bl Salvador bord~r dispute. 
Neither of these will be much affected by a 
Sandinista victory in Nicaragua. 

Our strategy in Honduras 11 • therefore, should be 
directed to ensuring that the military do not 
(in reaction to the Nicaraguan situation) r~fuse 
to go through with its plan shortly to hold elec
tions. One useful thing t~e United States could 
do would be quickly to implement the PRC strategy 
to "try" to increase economic aid, PMS, and IMET 
levels. This would be· a demonstration of US 
support at a time when the Honduran military might 
most appreciate it. 

3 

In sum, the strategy laid out by the PRC and approved by 
you is sound so far as it goes, but it should be expanded as 
outlined above .. 
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Washington National Records Center, 
SecDef Files, Acc 330-82-0000217, Box 7, 
Folder El Salvador, 1980.
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

CIA HAS NO OBJECTIOiil°TOO DECLASSIFICATION 
ND/ORD RELEASE OF THIS DOCUMENTD DATE: 

02-24-201 s I 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE. PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Secur~ty Assistanc~ to El Salvador (U) 

DEC , 0 lset) 
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~Secretary Muskie's recent memorandum to you concerning assist-· 
ance to El Salvador focused heavily on the economic situation in 
that country. Your app·roval of continued economic aid._ non-lethal 
FML pipeline military equipment and continued training of Salvadoran. 
officers in Panama and the U.S. will be helpfµl. There is. how
ever, a further military dimension which also deserves consider
ation. 

~ El ·Salvador's national security establishment consists of some 
17-,goo personnel divided between the military (12,000), national 
guard (2,000), the security police (2·,000), and the treasury police 
('500) .. These forces have limited training and are ext:remely short 
on equipment and materie1 (for example, many soldiers lack boots, 
and the entire force has only_ three small operational helicopters);. 
the officer corps is very thin, and central control over the forces 
has been limited. The objective of·these · forces is to eliminate or 
neutralize a guerrilla insurgent force which has grown in the last 
year from Z,000 to 5,000 and which has been able to increase the 
size of its operations frqm attacks involving a few people to oper
ations involving one or two hundred. "The guerrillas have recei.ved 
training in Cuba, Nicaragua, and by the PLO, and are receiving arms 
from Cuba, Nicaragua, Ethiopia, Viet Nam and Eastern Bloc countries, 
either flown in from neighboring countries or brought in.by sea. 

~ The mil~tary situation is . precarious. Government forces are 
. not able to p~event the guerrillas from conducting significant 

operations throughout the country, although the guerrillas them
selves are not yet strong enough to prevail in open battles with 
government forces. An increase in strength by either side could 
make a significant difference·and, as indicated above, the guer
rilla forces have been growing in strength and we anticipate this 
will continue. They are reportedly organized £or attacks designed 
to disrupt this year's harvest, and are seeking to topple the 

· p~esent government within the next several weeks. Thus, there are 
both long-term and immediate reasons counseling military assistance 
which had not earlier existed. 

~ A special United States' military planning team was recently 
in El Salvador and developed with the Salvadoran military a plan 
to protect the crucial present harvests. Protection of the harvests 
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an generation o foreign exchange from them are essential to keep 
El Salvador from economic chaos. The critical elements of the 
plan are centralized control of the military, national guard, 
treasury and se~urity police; division of the entire country into 
five military zones with single commanders responsible for all 
operations in the zone; and use of increased mobility, especially 
helicopters, by the Salvadoran forces to let them quickly bring 
forces to bear against guerrilla operations. Effective implemen
tation of the plan would require United States advisers for central 
head~uarters and each of the zonal co11Unanders (about five per head
quarters, 30 total) and release of programmed materiel assistance and 
the helicopters. 

):'!tf. .. Such a plan is judged by the JCS to allow the security forces 
to conduct effective military operation against the guerrillas. 
There is also a political dimension to such action which needs 
addressing. Our entire strategy in El Salvador is premised on 
supporting the Christian Democrat/military coalition. It was the 
military itself which, in overthrowing the Romero government some 
14 months ago, brought civilians into government. Since then, 
there has been continued pressure by some elements of the military 
and other security forces to eliminate civilian participation. 
Twice before, we have averted right-wing military coups--with sig-

. nificant help from senior military leaders in the high command. 
Again, in the last two weeks, the announcement that we had sus
pended aid produced significant pressure for a right-wing takeover 
·o~ the government. T~e leader of our planning team for harvest 
prote~tion was working full time with the high command, and his 
personal observation is that such a coup was ·averted only by the 
intervention of Colonel Garcia, the Minister of Defense; Colonel 
Carranza, the Sub Minister, and Colonel Castillo, Chief of Staff. 

~ The conditions we have laid down for the resumption of military 
aid, however, demand the removal of some or all of these persons 
from positions of responsibility. We should recognize that·, were 
that to happen, there likely would be no one to restrain the pres
sure for a right-wing coup. 

t}tf!f') Our Ambassador in El Salvador has eloquently argued that govern
ment participation in or condonation of right-wing violence must 
cease if the government is to win the support o·f the pe~ple. I 
wholeheartedly agree. He has also argued that withholding of mili
tary aid can be used as a stick to cause the military and security 
forces to bring about the necessary reforms. Here, I disagree. 
The military needs greater control from the center to police itself 
and assistance in mechanisms to make that central control effective. 
Insistence by us on elimination of the few officers capable of 
controlling the entire military/security force establishment will 
exacerbate, not solve, the problem. Moreover, the withholding of 
United States military assistance strengthens the right-wing by 
providing substance to its argument to the officer corps that there 
is little benefit in cooperating. with the United States. 
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~ In sum, I would advise that we resume military aid to El 
Salvador because 

there is an immediate military necessity for such 
aid, and 

~ politically, the resumption of such aid is more likely 
to avoid a right-wing coup than its withholding. 

~ The sec had earlier recommended that we resume our mili.tary 
assistance to El Salvador if the Christian Democrats were satisfied 
with the arrangements that they had made with the militarY.. I 
propose that: 

We·injorm the Christian Democrats that we are willing 
immediately to renew security assistance if they 
desire. I_f they accept our offer, we inform them 

-that the following measures will take place in the 
next few weeks: · 

The FY81 FMS loan agreement will be released 
next week and shipment of needed individual' 
clothing and equipment will begin 1 January 
1981. 

In order to assist in improving the control of 
all security forces, we will redeploy a five
man operations and planning team to work with 
the Ministry of Defense by 1 January, and 
dispa~ch similar teams to each of the five 
operational zones as quickly as possible, 
certainly by late January .. 

The two-man advance party for the helicopter 
training team will deploy at once with the 
helicopters, and associated training personnel, 
to deploy as soon as possible thereafter. 
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OFFICE ;;~CRETARY OF DEFENSE 

29 December 1980 

Memo For Dave 

SUBJECT: El Salvador Military Assistance 
Pipeline 

Your information from Dave Newsome is in
correct. The President, on Saturday, not 
only specifically approved continuing de
livery of the pipeline from FY 80 FMS as
sistance but also the training of El Salva
dor officers and men in Panama and t.."-1.e U.S. 
scheduled to begin in Jan 81. This was 
achieved by a message to Dr. Brzezinski in 
response to a memo sent to the President 
with our cooperation. Bob Pastor informed 
me of this this morning and was about to 
telephone Bill Bowdler. Pastor had been in 
touch with Tarnoff in State yesterday and 
apparently Sec Muskiers concern was about 
lethal equipment. Pastor assured Tarnoff 
that no lethal equipment was in the pioe
line and this satisfied Tarnoff, who s~id 
that Sec Muskie would probably also be 
satisfied. 

The President insisted that if any announce
ment were made about the training, b~at the 
limits on U.S. military assistance to El 
Salvador should be made clear, i.e., that 
there is no lethal equipment being de
livered and that there is a freeze on the 

~ 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY Of DEFENSE 

Memo For·------------------+-\-

\ 

FY 81 FMS program, including the heli j l 
copters. Pastor and I see no reason 

I 

why there should be any announcement, 
although the caveats must be stressed 
·if there is any leak. Frank Kramer 
will be informed as soon as he comes 
in. 

-We 
Fred 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

MEMO FOR------------------

Ct L 
~IP'<J ,..,£__ 

)~~c__ \ 
. ·"··· .. -·- .. -. - ..... ·--·!· ''W-arren, 

The situation in El Salvador is 
getting critical. I hope you can 
Teconsider your position on the 
enclosed, whi~h is being sent to 
the President. I would. also hope 
that State will promptly approve 
our going forward with Panama and 
US !MET programs, as the President 
has already approved. 

Graham 

30 Dec 80" 
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Library of Congress, Harold Brown 
Papers, Box 47, Folder Intelligence.

.. 

' . 

lt.-lE DIRECTOR QI! CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

WASHINGTON, l>. C. 20505 
.. -·-

' 1 JUN fiT/ 

. . 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Assistant to the President for National. 
Security Affairs 

SUBJEC'l' 
~ ... -.......... ~,--~ ...... ~ .. 

: PRM/NSC-;-11,(Task 2 Repor~~-~ 
0 

~. " .. • '•• 14f ~, ....... ~~,,~,.,.,. • 

1. Submitt~d herewith is the subject report as directed 
by the President. I believe it provides an instructive over
view of the functions, powers; and problems of the Director 
of Central Intelligence (DCI), particularly in his role as 
leader of the Intelligence Conununity. 

· 2. On the bas.is of my past experience and all I have 
learned since becoming DCI, I have formed some strong vimJs 
on what is needed in the way of improv·ements to Communi.ty 
structure and to DCI authority to make the Community more 
effective and efficient; and to assure that its activities 
are demonstrably proper. I have expressed such views in 
this report. 

3. Not surprisingly, there are those who differ sharply 
with some of my views. Representatives of the Depa;rtment of 
Defense, in particular, take exception to some of them in the 
attached report. Secretary Brown and I have had an extensive 
·and constructive exchange on these matters. I believe the 
time has come to submit them to the test of review and debate 
in the Special Coordinating Committee. · 

~.~~c....., 
"fl .'5 (t:.) 

Attachment: 
TCS-889426/7"1 
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DECLASSIFIED IN FULL .. • 
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Chief, Records & Dectass Dlv, 
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FOREWORD 

In PRM/NSC-11, the President directed a comprehensive 
review of the missions and structure of United States intel
ligence entities with a view to identifying needed ·changes. 
As part of this review, the Director of Central Intelligence 

.. 

(DCI) was directed to chair an interagency subcommittee of 
the Special Coordination Committee (SCC) of the National 
Security Council "(NSC) ~o analyze his ·own role, responsibilities, 
and authorities. i ~· 

. T~is subconunittee was comprised of representatives of 
the DCI (Central Intelligence Agency, National Intelligence 
Officers, and Intelligence Community Staff), the Defense 
Department (Office of the Secretary of Defense and th~ joint 
Chiefs of Staff), the Department of State (Bureau of Intel
ligence and Research), and the NSC Staff. 

Specifically, the PRM/NSC-11, Task 2, cal.led for a report 
that reviews "the responsibilities and powers of the DCI in 
his role as Foreign Intelligence Advisor to the President, 
central authority fpr the production of national intelligence 
and manager of the national foreign intellige~ce program and 

. budget. This examination should include an analysis of the 
mechanisms for: 

planning, evaluating, and improving the Intel-
1igence Community performance; 

identifying intelligence requirements and 
t~sking all sources; · 

proce~sing, analyzing, producing and distributing 
intelligence for anticipated activities, warning, crisis 
support, current and estimative intelligence and net 
assessments; 

-- evaluating intelligence production performance." 

Because this report is devoted, as tasked, to the roles 
of the DCI, who is but one of several senior authorities 
repponsible for the activities of the Intelligence Community, 
it cannot completely treat the roles of other such authorities • 

iii 
&ii I! IE 15 §a. 

,. . . ' • 
I - • ' : ,"I( 

... / 
/ 

/ 
I . 

79



·· ... 
~-

~ill'l' 

Representative~ df the Department of Defense (DOD) believe 
this is particularly the case regarding the -·roles of the 
Secretary of J;>~fgn..ae, .who manages- near-3.y--80 percent of. the 
'fif1anciai. i.es.ources of the National fQt"eign In1;:~lligence 
~ro~;-·who is executive agent for several major intelli
gence programs of great importance to national as well as 
to DOD's intelligence concerns, and whose principal functions 
re9uire intimate involvement in national intelligence affairs. 

DOD wishes, further, to state the following: It should 
finally be noted that the text was changed in many respects 
at the direction of the·ocI after the last Subcommittee 
meeting. In DOD I s view, these c.hanges serve 1:o make this 
report principally a vehicle for the expression of the DCI's 
views on the changes he believes are appropriate in the Intel
ligence Conununity structure. DOD also believes that the 
Executive Summary does not represent a balanced presentation , ... 
of the main text. ·· ZCP'" •• - •• •·~11···.,., _.,,._, .... _.~t,f'MRtL,.,,..~............, 

.~llr ..... 
• ..., HtW.,WC!CAlitW·~-
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Date: MAY 1 0 2017 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY* ... -

lntelllgence is a diversity of collection and production 
organizations serving a variety of customers with varying 
needs from the President down to military commanders and 
diplomats in the field. 

-- The Central Intelligence Agehcy (CIA) and 
the position of the Director of Central Intelligence 
(DCI) were created to afford a degree of unity amid 
this organizational diversity. · 

-- The roles of the DCI and of the other officials 
with whom he interacts in this federated community of 
organizations evolved, and the size and diversity of 
US intelligence have grown over. thirty years. 

-- The Department of Defense (DOD) retains a 
very large role in US national intelligence affairs, 
with management custody of some 80 percent of .the . · 
National Foreign Intelligence Program (NFIP) bu4.9~t ,: · · •. 

· including major national technical collection ;ptcrgrams; 
and DOD has major specialized intelligence·needs in · 
the areas of force and weapons development and tactical 
operations. 

In recent years, largely as a result of the Community's 
size and diversity, questions have arisen about the adequacy 
of the organization and management of the Intelligence Community 
and of the role which the DCI plays within it. The key struc
tural questions are: 

-- Whether the responsibilities of the DCI are 
clear and sound, particularly as they relate to 
intelligence entities within DOD. 

-- Whether the authorities and powers of the 
DCI are commensurate with his responsibilities. 

Of the DCI's many roles, the most important are: 

-- Principal advisor to the President and the 
National Security Council on foreign intelligence 
matters; 

DOD doe9 not concur in this Executive Summary. 
Note espeOially Page iv (FOREWORD) and Pages 58, 60, 
and 69. 

V 
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Producer of national intelligence; 

Leader of the Intelligence Community; 

Head of the CIA. 

· The first of these roles has important implications for 
Community structure. 

-- To the extent that there is a perceived need 
for someone to organize and manage the intelligence 
affairs of the US Government as a whole, there is a 
tendency to look to the DCI. 

-- In·one view, held by the DOD, this tendency 
can lead to an unwise deepening of the DCI's involve
J'!lent in the management of other agencies' intelligence 
affairs, and an unhealthy dilution of the DCI's 
primary substantive role. 

-- The DCI believes, however, that this tendency 
is both natural and legitimate. The resulting 
expansion of DCI responsibility can be appropriately 
handled through delegation of duties to subordinates. 

The DCI's substantive role as producer of national infel~ 
ligence originates with the duty given the CIA in the National 
Security Act of 1947 to "correlate and evaluate intelligence 
relating to the national security." 

-~ Although there are weakne~ses in this area, 
the DCI has significant power to remedy or alleviate 
problems; improvements are frequently more a matter 
of judgment and management attention t~an of au~hority. 

-- However, the DCI has little power over the 
departmental contributors on which the analysis and 
production of national intelligence so heavily relies. 

• The DCI's resource management responsibilities in the 
Intelligence Community have two time dimensions: the use 
of existing collection and processing resources to meet 
current and near~term intelligence needs; and the develop
ment of new resources to meet future intelligence needs • 

. DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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-- Ce11t'ralized mechanisms for the guidance of 
major current collection activities exist at the 
national level, under the DCI, in the case of 
technical collection assets. DCI powers are strong 
and prescriptive in the area of imagery; somewhat 
less strong in the case of SIGINT. Many argue that 

· difficulties here arise not so much from lack of 
DCI authority or from failings of Community structure, 
although the fragmented structure of the Community 
has helped to instill in each collection discipline 
a dispositi9n to want to manage its own affairs with 
only general guidance. Frequently., difficulties are 
in defining problems and designing workabl~ improve
ment mechanisms -- for example, managing collection 
tasking during the transition from peac~ to war and. . . ... 
assuring reliable cooperation between the ·community·. · · . .- ... ·. : . . . ··'..A 
and overt human source collectors outside of ··inte1-··· · · · . ·. · .:' •· :·:: 
1igence (e.g., in the foreign Service). 

-- A greater challenge for ·us intelligence manage
ment is to develop the best overall mix of future 
capabilities needed to perform effectively at reasonable 
cost. A fundamental problem is one that is common to 
other functional programs in government:· the absence 
of a set of measures for assessing the value of outputs 
and the relative contribution of inputs in terms that. 
find general acceptance and lead to confident decisions. 

In his role as head of the CIA, the DCI has strong manage-
ment powers, but the augmentation of the DCI's role as Community 
leader has been perceived, in recent years, to cause increasing 
tension between the two roles. 

-- Some in the Community see the DCI as bound 
to favor CIA in any Community deliberation on pro- · 
duction, requirements, or resources in which CIA 
has an interest, and therefore argue for some degree 
of DCI separation from CIA. · 

-- Others contend that part of the problem sterns 
from the imbalance between the DCI's broad responsi
bilities and his more limited decisionmaking powers 
in the Community arena; this forces him into a posi
tion where he must appear to neglect the CIA to be 
effective as a negotiator in the Community. Those 
of this view tend to favor enhancing DCI authority 
over other Conununi ty elements •. 
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Most of the'DCI's other roles are subsidiary to these four 
primary ones and have fewer implications for Community structure. 

-- To help protect the security of intelligence 
sources and methods, past DCls have sought new 
legislation to punish damaging disclosures of sources 

·and methods information; other initiatives -- such 
as reinvigoration of the classification system within 
the Community -- are also needed. 

-- The DCI is a participant in us foreign counter
intelligence policies and activities; there is a clear 
need for a national level policymaking and coordinating 
structure in this area. 

-- As an officer responsible for the propriety of 
US foreign intelligence activities, the DCI has an 
Inspector General and the normal mechanisms for discovery 
and investigation of impropriety within CIA. Although 
charged under Executive Order 11905 to ensure effective 
Inspectors General in other agencies, he has little 
power to act on this charge and is generally not equipped 
to assure propriety in the behavior of agencies other 
than CIA. 

-- Occasional confusion about the DCI 's responsi- . 
bilities as coordinator of liaison with foreign intel
ligence services would appear to require some 
clarification in pertinent regulations. 

-- With respect to his role as principal spokesman 
to the Congress on national foreign intelligence, one 
of the foremost problems for the future may be to find 
a way in which the DCI can respond to the proper demands 
of Congress without j~opardizing Presidential preroga
tives and DCI relations with the Executive. 

-- Regardless of the organi2ational configuration 
of the Intelligence Community, the DCI almost certainly 
will be expected to continue the trend toward greater 
openness and to accept a continuing role as public 
spokesman on national foreign intelligence. 

Three basic criteria, especially pertinent to the roles 
of the DCI, can be used in assessing the adequacy of manage
ment and authority structures within the Community: propriety, 
effectiveness, and efficiency . 
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-- Irr tbe view of DOD, these criteria, as discussed 
in this paper, do not fully address other criteria 
important to the roles of the Secretary . of Defense, 
especially ~~ee\f~£-~WUA~il'i.a~l!Ban~r-
~~~*~---~~!-....._.~:!!::J~l.1£~,,.~~~\.~.:!!:!:"!.,,.~~~P.llg}l.~t\¥~,~::: 
.'~. 

Assuring the propriety of intelligence activities is not 
solely -- or, in the view of some, primarily -- a matter of 
Community structure or authority. It is a matter of po~itical 
or constitutional standards, law and regulations, oversight, 
and professional ethics. The DCI cannot, at present, be held 
directly responsible for the actions of agencies which he 
does not directly command. 

-- Although legal responsibility for the propriety 
of intelligence operations runs from the President down 
through the line manag~rs of the several intelligence 
agencies, the DCI believes that the President, the 
Congress, and the public expect him to act as virtual 
guarantor of the propriety of all United States national 
£oreign intelligence activities below the President. 
In the DCI's view, his authorities to satisfy these 
expectations are now less than adequate,except in the 
case of CIA. 

Improving the overall effectiveness of national intel
ligence production does not rest mainly on structural change 
or redistribution of management authority. Improvement 
requires problem recognition and steady management effort at 
all levels and i11, all producing agencies.. But e_fforts to 

.. . . 

improve intelligence production do have implica-t;.ions for:·. . ..... ·: -:-.. ···· :
Community structure, and changes in structure sought for · . : ·. ·'(;. · :;#\ 
other reasons could affect the quality of intelligence 
·production. Effective ser.vice to consumers requires a 
diversified set of producing organizations, some of which 
are directly subordinate to consumer entities, all of which 
are able to act in concert when required. The Intelligence 
Community today affords such a structure • 

-- The DCI believes that the diversified structure 
of. the national intelligence production Community 
existing today is generally sound. In his view, however, 
more effective national intelligence production requires 
enhancing the DCI 's authority to: 
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outside CIA for national intelligence production; 

b. Task national collection assets that 
lie outside CIA but support national intelligence 
production; 

c. Control the program management of the 
major NFIP elements. 

-- DOD disagrees with this view. It believes, 
moreover, that such enhancements of DCI authority 
could materially degrade the responsiveness of DOD 
collection and production elements to oqn needs. 

Achieving the most efficient allocation of resources is 
mainly a matter of managing collection and processing resources, 

·, · because that is where most of the money and manpower are. 'l'he 
challenge is to provide the necessary coverage of target problems 
and adequate service to consumers, while avoiding unnecessary 
effort and undesirable duplication. 

-- With regard to the management of current col
lection requirements, priorities, and tasking, the 
DCI believes that, notwithstanding his central r9le 
respecting technical systems today, enhanced DCI 
direct tasking or line authority over major national 
collection entities is essential to improve their 

·responsiveness to all consumers ·and to eliminate 
the high degree of competitive overlap that presently 
exists. 

-- DOD disagrees with this view. It maintains 
that such enhanced DCI authority would probably work 
t~. reduce the responsiveness to DOD needs of those 
major collection entities within DOD. 

Historically, programming and budgeting aspects of US 
i~1telligence resource management, as well as line control, 
have been largely decentralized, both in the Community as 
a whole and in DOD, where most of the resources reside. But 
pressures to centralize the process of managing those resources 
labeled "national" have been increasing for several years, 
culminating last year in Executive Order 11905. 

-- The programming and budgeting decision system 
initiated by Executive Order 11905 is essentially 
collegial (in the PRC[!]) and rests· on the cooperative 
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interaction• of the DCI·, departmental aµ.thori ties, 
their staffs, and intelligence program managers. 
To a large extent, it places the initiative in the 
hands of program managers and outside critics.. As 
a by-product, it places some strain on the dual 
roles of the DCI as a Community leader and as head 
of CIA. It also, as a practical matter, requires 
that departmental authority over departmental 
intelligence elements in the NF~P be compromised; 
the Executive Order does not eliminate the statutory 
·responsibilities of the department Secretaries over 
their intelligence activities. 

-- Refinement of the programming and budget 
process created by that order is one way of enhancing 
the integrity of national intelligence resource manage
ment in the future; it has the significant virtue of 
an evolutionary approach that builds on existing organiza
tions and accumulated experience. Better definition of 

. goals and rules is desirable to make the process of 
persuasion inherent in the collegial approach more 
constructive. 

In deciding whether significantly to change this regime, 
several issues are relevant, such as: 

-- How much emphasis should be placed on 
efficiency as compared with other goals; 

-- What intelligence activities should be 
involved; ' 

-- How much and what kind of centralized 
.· authority is desirable? 

The last question involves at least four conceptually 
distinguishable management activities: definition of require
ments and priorities, and issuance of guidance; reviewing 
and vetoing Community programs; controlling programming and 
budget decisions; and exercise of line management. Each 
activity could, in theory, be centralized or decentralized, 
could be unilateral or collegial, could be mandatory or 
advisory. The relevant options and responses are addressed 
in other parts of the PRM/NSC-11 response. 
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· 'l'he DCI believes, however, that present arrangements give 
him responsibilities in intelligence resource management that 
are beyond his management authority to fulfill. Although formal 
responsibility for the contents of the NFIP rests with a 
collegial body, the PRC(I), as Chairman and as DCI he is 
expected by the President and the Congress to develop and 
take responsibility for an NFIP that is rigorously efficient 
and displays a close relationship between resource inputs and 
intelligence product outputs. In the DCI's view, achieving 
the goals of efficient national intelligence resource manage
ment requires his having stronger central authority over 
national intelligence programming and budgeting decisions, 
and, in the case of key national programs, line authority 
as well. 

DOD disagrees with this view. It maintains that the 
degree of centralization under the DCI implied above would 
be unwise and would severelf prejudice the ability of major 
collection programs in DOD to meet important Defense needs 
in peace, crisis, or wartime. 
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Library of Congress, Harold Brown Papers, Box 47, Folder Intelligence.

MEE'f{NG __ Qf_. THE SPECIAL COORDINATION COMMITTEE 

June 15, 1977 

4: 30-6: 30 p .m., White House Situation Room 

PRM/NSC-11 -- Intelligence Structure and Mission 

The Viee Presicilent 
A ; Denis Giift 
Fritz Sehwarz 

Sill~ 
Warren Ghristapher 
Mart;id Saunders 
Msri5ert Hanseii 

~P.J~ 
seeretary Brawn 
Giiaries W , Ihincan 
Davia E. Mcfiilfert 
~eanne Seilner 
Lt 1 • Gener ai W iiiia.m Y • Smith 

fflA 
Afilnirai Stansfieid Turner 
tTames Taylor 

0MB 
James McIntyre 
Edward R. Jayne 

Justice 
Attorney General Bell 
Frederick Baron 
John Harmon 

NSC 
Zbigniew Brzezinski 
David Aaron 
Samuel M. Hoskinson 
Robert A. Rosenberg 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

The twst meeting of the full sec on PRM/NSC-11, Intelligence Structure 
e.R@ ~Ussieni I\leusetl oh the Part III Study, and in particular, on Section III 
of the report r1structurai bptions. 11 

BSlh. Haroi€l Br'Own ana the Attorney General's Subcommittee (Part I) had 
'f'ecommenaea an early start in our inter-relationship with the Congress, 
fi.t.~l with th~se p1ec:ee of charter legislation concerned with safeguards against 
aiuse•. T~:e SGG tchsensus was that the Administration •s own thinking was 
m~st ailvahceci ln lhis area and this was a proper course of action. The Vice 
~'.f~l"d~n\ e.tlii'e<l 'tha.'t his own discussions with Senator Inouye were along the 
§tirte hnes~ 'tha't hls corifmittee is most concerned with first addressing 
. %afeguara tegisia:t1on ·, 
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--~1 1=-------TneSCC then approved the establishment of a senior workinA-lt'\'Cl 
Coordinating Committee chaired by David Aaron to bi·tl'\g to thc- polnt of 
decision the work done on non-structural pi-oblems such as: 

The overseas counterpart of the domestic foreign intelligence 
electronic surveillance bill 

Foreign intelligence physical search legislation 

Restrictions on covert action and clandestine collection 

Oversight mechanisms 

Counterintelligence activities, 

There was substantial deliberation over the eight structural options, focused 
on resource management, line authority, consumer requirements, tasking, 
production and accountability, 

The debate resulted in a consensus that there are really somewhere between 
two to four realistic options to pursue in a follow-on meeting , 

Harold Brown favors an option that essentially modifies E .O. 11905 
by enhancing PRC(!) and DCI resource management authority by 
removing ambiguities. 

Stan TUl:'ner. supports a complete restructure of the intelligence 
community (except departmental analysis) under line, resource 
management and tasking authority of a 11 Director of Foreign 
Intelligence. 11 

Warren Christopher agreed with Stan Turner's approach generally 
except that he proposed establishment of a 11 Board of Directors" to 
which Stan Turner reports for review, guidance, and approval. 

The consideration of a "Consumers Union, 11 chaired by the National 
Security Advisor, that would establish intelligence collection and 
production requirements and priorities was proposed, This would 
provide a means to assure that consumers, :rather than the intelli
gence community, set the needs from intelligence. 

It was agreed that these options should be further developed for consideration 
by the SCC during the week of 20 June prior to presentation to the President. 
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It was also agreed to develop a third option which, in addition to 
incorporating some of the above features, would be based upon 
concern for improving the quality of intelligence--in particular, 
political intelligence--as well as one which would focus on strict 
control of the clandestine service, 
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Library of Congress, Harold Brown Papers, Box 47, Folder Intelligence.

Notes on sec June 28 Meeting on PRM-11 

(N.B. The discussion often outran your scribe's pencil, 
·so these notes are not co~p 1 eti::) 

Zbig: (1) identified" last time six issues - wants 'to continue 
·discussion around those issues - ··resource management, line 
authority, tasking, accountability, requirements, output: 

. . 
~ 

• · (2) wants areas of agreem~nt and disagreement to present 
to President. · 

(3) Asks for Brown and Turner to summarize t.{leil
proposals. 

Brown: (1) What we put together w~s ln response to Zbig~s 
thoughtthat there should be as:i option whic.h starts with presen.t · .. 
structure and tries to improve it. · May be other. ways;tt, do ibis. . -: 

(2) PRM-11 mentfoned many problems of which 2 solvable 
by.organizational change. 

(a) On budget i. ssue, DC .1 needs data acces.s..; · that I s 
what Option A p~oposes. Option A also has a fenced b4dget and 
DCI monitoring. Turner's paper of last week to program managers 
o~ zero based budgeting wa~ an example of effective resource 
control under pres~nt system. 

(b) Requirements setting - most in need of ·improvement 
to get consumer input. Describes Option A consu~ers committee. 
Question is how· far to extend this consumer concept ioto the · 
tasking~ Senior people can't task. Option A provides for 
tasking· committees into DCI. as cha.i rman~ with user consultation, 
plus appeals to consumer committee. · 

(3) To assure data access, we should try to remove 
excessive need-to-know barriers. 

(4) Abuses - desc~ibes ·_opt.ion A, 

(5) Military responsiveness - I have specJfic re?ponsi
bilities - intelligence systems ~an 1 t help but be both tactical 
and na~ional - no such distinction in collection systems-~ 
only in how material is used - this makes It all the more 
important to accommodate DCI and SecDef. Have to have close 

' linkages all the way down ·the line - not Just principals in 
Washington. Some of systems that collect missile information 
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~~~~~~~~-,crre-aiso cr i tical for indications and warning. Unnecessary and 

possibly dangerous to change line authority. In SIGINT, bad to 
split NSA from service SIGINT operations - would create duplication 
NRO is increasi~gly ~fficien~. 

(6) Response-to DCI tasking exists now. Describes his 
visits to NSA, NRO - clear that t'hey are responding to DCI -
what Is not happening is responsiveness to techni'cal change. 
This will come naturally with technological advance. · 

• (7) Monolithic department of intelligence will not solve 
problems; w!ll create others which will be bad. 

Bel 1: What is tasking? Change it? Five pe9ple over· l)Cl1 

Brown: Priorities setting differs from tasking. DCI has. ~aski.ng 
authority now. NRO responds to DCI . 

• 
Turner: Raises question re NRG . response 

; 
:t· .. : 

~: What if SecDef says no. 

Brown: SecDef would· have right to appeal under Option A~ this 
Is new. Refusa,l of DC I tasking has never happened·. "' 

Turner: We are close to agreement on what problems are -
consumer committee1 centra1ized tasking, data access, bu_dget -
but disagr~e on how to do it. 

Option A relies on "restatement" of access. DCl •s right 
of access already stated in National Security Act and 11905i 
i.e. for 30 years we've been enttt_led ·to data which we sti 11 
don't have. Almost as vulnerable today as in 1941. More words 
won't work. DCI must have clout. · 

Thought he could work out compromise. But don.-t have 
11communi ty11 • Information bei'!19 withheld, C~mgress ts- taking 
advantage of divisiveness. Centralization needed for acco·unt
ability. Present system goes back 30 years. Same arguments 
have been made time and again over 30 years. lntelligence
hasn I t imp roved. Now ts not the moment for pa rt I a 1 ·biting of 
bullets. Middle ground is a quick-sand, not an improvement. 

Zb i g: 'sees major movement on resources·; · DoD opt ion a 11 ows 
more central lzation. · 

Turner: No - has to have data and line authority is required 
for this. 

Zbig: Appears 'to be agreement re setting of ·requirements 

' 
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Saunders: (State) - Vance wou..1..,Lag.r-ee-w-i-t-h- p·r-oposa-ls on setting 
priorities. In present system, although recognizing tactical 
needs, present system collegiality leads to too much material 
collected, etc. Need more centralization of resource management 
and line authority. 

Zbig: What's your (Saunders•) view? 

Saunders: Little exposure personnaly; Vance speaking from DoD 
experience. 

J;eorge Brown: Three points: (r) If go to central izatlon, easi.er 
to downplay dissent - this is bad. (2) tactical user needs 
(3) read i ne-ss for war. 

Lance: If centralize, will have to face how to keep military from 
recreating transfered reorganizations 

Jayne: - notconvinced one year trial enough. Would cenlra·l ize. 
lludget and tasking, but no 1 ine a·u~hority·; Describe~. QMB oP"l:ioii. 

Zbig: describes NS.C option, ·including emphasis on not 1·oading 
DCI with management authority. 

. 
Aaron: NSC option is designed to avoid nat_ional/tacti.~al, problem 'F 

operationally; 1·same division re budget 

Jayne: We don't dis.agree with consolidating technical collection 
by taking from CIA its technical collection functions 

Turner: Great disservice to suggest that technical collection ·1s 
primarily military. 

Aaron: Outstanding'characteristics of collection programs are 
high dollars and need for tri;ide"."offs, therefore it 1s sensible 
to consolidate. May be some loss In not bringing in HUMINT too -
but no option is perf~ct. · · 

Bel 1: Agreement on priorities board, - except perhaps shou·ldn't 
be run out of White House. Redefine tasking ~o include some line 
authority· - but NSA, NRO would still be operated by military -
but NSA head ought to report to DCI - but NSA would still be a 
military organization. 

Brownf can we see other optlons!l)elled out. 

~: let's look in detail at priorities board; also we agree on 
DCI tasking - except how to do It. pu.dget authority - relattvely 
minor differences. 

; 
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DCI ANALYSIS FOR THE PRESIDENT ON .IN'l;ELLIGENCE·COMMUNI!l'Y REORGANIZATION 

1. In considering the alternativ.es for reorganization of the 
Intelligence Conununity, I support placing the present Central 
Intelligence Agency (CIA), the National Security Agency (NSA), the 
National° Reconnaissance Program (NRP), 

under th 
of Central Intelligence. In addition, I believe some functional 
integration of major collection systems operated by the$e entities 
is desirable. For reasons well developed in the basic PRM 11 itself, 
departmental analysis units (Defense Intelligence Agency) and the 
State Department•s Bureau of Intelligence and Research (INR)} should 
remain basically independent of DCI control. These centers provide 
dissenting views and independent intelligence judgments. The analytic 
process is strengthened by such competition, and there ·is no serious 
argument to consolidate departmental analysis units with tnose under 
my authority today. Further, I do not believe the DCI should control 
those intelligence collection activities now under the control of 
DoD that are primarily tactical in nature. My reasoning in support 
of these positions is set forth below. 

2. From outside, the Intelligence Community looks more cohesive 
and manageable than it does to those more familiar with its actual 
operation. Before taking this job, I had not realized that the 
ability of the DCI to weld together diverse agencies and functional 
collection systems is so closely linked to a collegial, "management 
by committee, 11 process and the corresponding requirement for broad 
Coillqlunity consensus. It is not that the Intelligence Community 
functions so poorly, but rather that it does not work as well as 
it might. I reached this conclusion shortly after I began to match 
my present authorities against my repponsibilities. I believe my 
job includes responsibilities in these areas: 

~Advisor to you and the NSC. 

--Executive direction of the Central Intelligence Agency. 

--Pr9(:luction of national intelligence for civilian and military 
needs, including crisis reporting. 

~The conduct of covert action when directed. 
~ us.t. s--'~ I . 
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----------:oor.dir-iat--ion-of-ctan es ine and counter intelligence activities 
, outside the US. 

~control of intelligence-related liaison with foreign governments. 

3. By virtue of my line control over CIA, I can meet these 
responsibilities and carry out my primary duty to you as your foreign 
intelligence advisor. I do not have the same confidence in my ability 
to carry out these additional responsibilities which I also held: 

--Protecting intelligence sources and methods. 

--Ensuring that intelligence activities are conducted in a manner 
compatible with our democratic system and policy objectives. 

--Reviewing Intelligence Community programs and budgets and 
evaluating the effectiveness of those programs. 

~Acting as the principal spokesman of the Intelligence Community 
before Congress. 

--Ensuring·responsiveness of Community collection systems. 

4. The reasons I estimate that I lack adequate authority in 
these six areas are: 

a. In protecting intelligence sources and methods, Ir\Y authority 
is limited to CIA, and the authority is itself weak. 

b. In ensuring that intelligence activities are conducted 
in a manner compatible with policy directives and our democratic 
system, my authority is effective only over CIA. At present 
the DCI has authority only to be assured that Inspectors General. 
of the non-CIA elements of the Intelligence Community are doing 
their work. He does not even have access to their reports. 

c. Executive Order 11905 and the establishment of the 
Policy Review Committee gave the DCI added budgetary influence 
in another collegial forum over elements of the Community not 
under his line control. But these improvements still fell 
short, in my view, of providing the authority that is essential 
to meet the responsibilities of the office. Budgetary authority 
has limitations as a management tool, particularly if line 
corranand authority is retained by another whose unit has a different 
primary mission. Beyond this, in overall evaluation of the effort 
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--------ef-t non- IA elements of the Cormnunity, the DCI simply cannot 
g~in adegu~te access to data. to.permit a reasonable evaluation. 

d. As long as the principal management of major portions 
of the National Foreign Intelligence Budget is lodged with 
the Secretary of Defense, there is no possibility that the 
DCI can speak effectively for the Conununity befo{e Congress. 

e. In directing Community collection assets, I have the 
authority to "task" but can guarantee only that CIA will respond. 
Elsewhere in the Community, responsiveness to tasking is directly 
related to the existence of consensus regarding the collection 
"trade-offs" required in most targeting of national systems. 
My direction to DoD collection assets must, at least tacitly, 
have DoD concurrence. For example, if I should decide that 
the needs of national intelligence require more economic reporting 
and less military reporting from NSA, I can issue collection 
guidance or requirements to "task" collection systems to increase 
their economic reporting. No one will question my right to 
issue collection guidance. In the last analysis, if the Director, 
NSA, and the Secretary of Defense agree with me, the necessary 
·adjustments will be made. If they do not agree, the collection 
ratio between military and economic coverage might remain unchanged. 
At this point, I might appeal to you to ask Defense to honor 
my request to collect more economic intelligence. Since such 
a question is not likely to be brought to you for decision, 
I would then have to try to use my present limited budget powers 
over the Community. It is, however, difficult to find an effective 
place within NSA to use that budget power to cause a shift 
from military to economic reporting. The same collection and 
processing systems serve both reporting categories. There is 
nothing to veto, no unit to deprive of funds. The choice often 
is to cripple NSA's ability to collect intelligence at all 
or to accept the practice of selectively responding to my collection 
guidance. All the tools available to me today can prove ineffective 
in bringing collection activities into line with national 
intelligence needs. -

5. In considering fundamental changes in the existing Community 
structure, we must have clearly in mind what we hope to improve by 
making such changes. PRM 11 sets forth the important criteria: 

~The Conununity must be structured and managed so as to provide 
responsive intelligence support to numerous consumers at many 
levels. 
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-,us intelligence must be timely and responsive. It must meet 
-today's needs, and it must.be'responsive to needs not yet 
fully ·appreciated by consumers. 

--US intelligence must be candid, accurate, and analytically 
penetrating and unbiased by policy preference. 

--Intelligence, particularly expensive intelligence collection 
and processing programs, must be cost effective. 

--our intelligence system must be able to share data and judgment, 
and, on major issues, to collaborate in disciplined agreement 
or disagreement. 

--us intelligence must be able to support the conduct of war 
with minimum disruption. · 

~us intelligence must be organized to minimize any potential 
of subverting constitutional principles and basic individual 
rights. Its activities must be demonstrably consistent with 
US legal and political standards. 

These criteria constitute benchmarks which we can use to measure 
the soundness of arguments for changes in the present structure. 
I believe my proposed changes satisfy these benchmarks. 

6. There have been several recent reviews of the management 
structure of the Intelligence Community. Prior efforts, and the 
present P.RM 11, have all identified four basic sets of possible 
changes: 

First, we could abandon the effort to develop a capability 
for central management of the Intelligence Community, based 
on an assessment that there is no acceptab;I.e way to give one 
individual authority to manage the bulk of the Intelligence 
Community. Thus a sensible approach would be to return to the 
arrangements which applied before an effort was made to give 
the DCI a budget role in the Intelligence Conmunity. This would 
be an admission that only Congress can cope with the managerial 
and budgetary issues which arise within the Community. I believe 
this approach is inconsistent with your public position to 
seek improvements in the operation of our programs through 
reorganization where desirable. 

Second, we can consider improvements which do not alter 
!present lines of authority, i.e., minor adjustments in the existing 
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Executive Order 11905. PRM 11 identifies possible improvements 
a( this type, and Secretary Brown supports this basic approach. 
This might smooth somewhat the existing unsatisfactory arrangement, 
but as explained above, I believe this will only marginally, 
if at all, improve the performance and responsiveness of the 
intelligence process.· · · 

Third, we could. consider giving statutory authority over 
the Cormnunity budget or a large part of it to the DCI. This 
is a position which has been advanced by 0MB staff. However, 
giving the DCI statutory authority over budgets outside CIA 
without also giving him line·authority would mean that the 
Directors of the NSA, the N80,lilllllllllllllwould have two 
bosses: one to whom they repor~ment and policy 
issues, and one to whom they responded on budget matters. We 
should recall that President Johnson tried this mechanism in 
the early 1960s with the.Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) 
program. The concept was that funds would be appropriated 
to OEO but that responsibility for program operations would 
generally remain with other existing departments. In fact OEO 
was only rarely able to get those departments to focus on the 

· programs OEO thought most important. More importantly, this 
approach cannot give me the tools I believe are necessary to 
solve two important problems: the need to develop a unified 
tasking mechanism to give coherence and priority to our e,cpensive· 
collection programs, and the need to resolve pervasive and 
long-standing strife within the Comrnunity over access by analytical 
elements to timely and complete data from collectors. 

The fourth basic choice, which I support, involves consideration 
of whether line authority should be given to one individual 
for management of the bulk of the Intelligence Community. Line 
authority is sometimes an elusive concept. Fundamentally, however, 
it includes the ability to give direction and ensure that it 
is carried out; to control the management of personnel and 
funds; and to have access to any information available within 
the organization. The principal argument against this solution, 
if the DCI is given line authority, is that the vital interests 
of DoD in intelligence might be neglected. The presumption 
behind this concern, that a DCI would naturally favor other 
consumers to the detriment of DoD, is not bound to be the case. 
In fact, the DoD might find greater responsiveness from national 
intelligence assets under such conditions. Today the DCI's 
mechanisms instinctively assume that the.Secretary of Defense's 
line authority over NSA, NRP,llllllllwill protect his equities. 
t 
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Pl~cing clear responsibility upon the DCI for fulfilling the 
Secretary of Defense's requirements, I believe, would result 
in closer attention to DoD requirements than occurs in the 
present competitive abnosphere. · 

7. If we should place national intelligence collection components 
within a unified organization, five other steps would require our 
ilranediate attention: 

a. A National Intelligence Tasking Center jointly manned 
by civilian and military personnel should be provided to task 
all national intelligence collection systems. It would also 
be responsible for ensuring that the resulting intelligence 
flow would be routed immediately to relevant components and 
coJTDTiands. The Tasking Center wou!d normally be under my direct 
authority. However, suit~le arrangements could be worked 
out under which the Secretary of Defense could assume this 
responsibility in time of crisis or war if you so directed. 
Thus a smooth transition from peace to war would be ensured 
since the mechanism would not change, just the direction of 
it. 

b. A high-level consumer conmittee ·is needed to identify 
priority national intelligence needs, subject to your approval. 
I recommend that a policy level group including the Secretaries 
of Defense, State, and Treasury, the Attorney General, the 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, and 
the DCI be established for this purpose. There is agreement 
within the NSC on the desirability, in principle, of this step. 

c. While I have argued above against the present 11management 
by committee" of the budget process, it is essential that the 
principal users of the intelligence product have an opportunity 
to compare proposed programs with their needs. Representatives 
of the Departments of State and Defense, the National Security 
Advisor, and others as appropriate, should participate in a 
formal review of the intelligence budget. This review should 
be structured to allow full debate and discussion. 

d. An inunediate effort should be undertaken to review issues 
relating to the flow of information within the Intelligence 
Corrununity, especially between producers and consumers, to ensure 
that present problems are eliminated, consistent with sound 
security practices, and that related new problems do not develop. 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 

Date: MAY O 6 2016 
6 

·SECREf--

100



SECRET ... . . \ 

· e. Finally, we would need to. establish a strong Inspector . 
General corps, responsible for policing a~l intelligence activities 
under DCI authority, with unrestricted access to all parts 
of the new organization. · 

8. Perhaps the essence of the debate ls whether centralizing 
authority under the DCI would jeopardize the legitimate needs of 
noo, especially military commanders, for intelligence. There are 
two additional types of safeguards against such a possibility: 

a. Tactical intelligence collection assets woula remain 
under DoD control. The integration of national assets with 
them would, in all probability be more effectively achieved 
under a clearly defined responsibility than under the present 
divided and competitive situation. 

b. There are numerous institutional hedges against neglect 
of DoD interests: the Secretary of Defense is a Cabinet Officer~ 
the DoD has strong support in the Congress; all long-term budgetary 
decisions are subject to intense and varied scrutiny in our 
system qf government; and short-term, crisis type decisions 
concerning military matters will continue to receive obvious 
and natural priority. 

9. Implementation of my proposals could be accomplished largely 
under the Reorganization Act and by Executive Order. The reorganiza
tion plan would transfer NSA, NRO,-to !,:he Director of Central 
Intelligence. The existing EKecutive ·Order 11905 would be rewritten 
to be consistent with the plan. Integration of like functions within 
the consolidated organization would be addressed in a measured way 
to reduce disruption to continuing important activities. Legislation 
on abuses and charters which we do not believe can be addressed 
by Congress this year would be considered in the context of the 
new organization. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEF"ENSE 
WASHINGTON D C: 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF HANAGEHENT ANO BUDGET 

~ .. :r·, =. ·:;:-; 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS 
DIRECTOR, ARH~ CONTROL ANO DISARHAMENT AGENCY 
CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

SUBJECT: PRM-10 Forc:e Postur_e Study (C) 

The PR~/NSC Force Posture Study has served a useful purpose in focusing 
attention on the value of developing a strategy to guide th~ evolution 
of our military forces for the next decade and in raising a number of 
key mi I itary strategy issues. I do not think the study provides the 
basis for a selection of an overall int.egrated military strategy at this 
time. None of the notional AIMS is completely satisfactory. Instead, I 
see the study as the first step in a process of refining our strategy 
choices and of eliciting initial Presidential policy guidance on key 
military strategy issues. 

The President's guidance needs to insure our flexibility p~nding the 
definition of an overall US national strategy. The importance of the 
choices ah~ad of us, the size of the investments involved, and the 
possible consequ_ences of misjudging th_e Sovi .ets all warrant that we do 
nothing now to foreclose our ability largely to determine the nature of 
our long-term competition with the USSR, rather than to react to their 
initiativ~s in a context set by them. 

The PRM-10 study and the Presidential guidance which follows will 
provide a framework for my review within DoO of specific program and 
budget issu~s. Establishment of guidance on military strategy issues 
will also provide on~ of the bases for the conduct of our foreign pol icy, 
our arms control n~gotiations, and prioriti~s for our intelligence 
efforts. This study do~s not provide a sufficie1Tt basis for specific 
decisions on US military force structur.es or force planning. 

With this in mind, I attach an Agenda defining "Issues for Discussion'' 
for the two PRC me.et i ngs on the Force Postur.e Study. 
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I would like the first meeting on 8 July to cover the first four sections 
of the Agenda, I.e., the AIMS and general purpose forces issues. The 
second meeting on 13 July will address the AIMS and strategic forces 
Issues. 

I attach as TAB A of the Final Report an analysis prepared by the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the "Military Implications of 
the AIMS." rhis analysis evaluates the AIHS on the basis of the objec· 
tives spelled out in the Defense Guidance. 

Enclosure 
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AGENDA 

PRC HEETINGS ON PRM/NSC-10 

MILITARY STRATEGY ANO FORCE POSTURE REVIEW 

Issues for Discussion 

I. US Hilitar Strate y for Europe (Key Questions 1 and 2, 
Section IV of the Final Report 

11. 

• How should the US deal with the threat of Soviet 
aggression? In particular, what should be the 
relationship between nuclear and conventional 
forces for deterrence and defense? 

What should be US military strategy in Europe 
to (I) deter a Warsaw Pact attack (or intimi
dation) and (2) to terminate conflict success
fully if deterrence fails? 

For deterrence, is it necessary to plan military 
capability to restore the original borders or 
only to blunt an initial Warsaw Pact conventional 
attack? 

Is it necessary to have a military sustaining 
capability greater than that of the Warsaw 
Pact? 

If deterrence fails, what conventional military 
capability is required? To what extent should 
the US rely on the early first use of nuclear 
weapcns? 

• To what extent should the US for political or military 
purposes state objectives for securicy in Europe which 
are inconsistent with the interpretation or implemen
tation of NATO strategy by other members of the Alliance? 
Specifically, does it make sense for the US to plan 
military capabilities in excess of those of our NATO 
Allies? 

US Hilitary Strately Outside Euroee In Relation to US-European 
Hilitary Strategy Key Questions 1 and 3) 
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• To what extent should the US acquire military capa
bilities, above those required for the European 
theater, to undert~ke military operations (either 
offensive or defensive) against the Soviets In a 
US-USSR war? 

• What should be US military strategy toward China? 

II I. US Hilitar 
Local Wars 

Crisis Hana ement and Potential 

2 

• What should be the planned extent of US military forces 
(and supplies) available for crisis management or inter
vention in local wars? 

To what extent should these forces (or supplies) 
be available without drawing from those required 
for a major US-USSR war? 

In what individual reaions of the world should the US 
plan for the use of US military forces in crises 
and potential local wars (Hiddle East, Korea)? 
Are there any regions where the US should plan 
for the use of land combat forces? 

IV. US Military Strateay for East Asia (Key Question 5) 

• What should be the US military strategy in East Asia? 
Should the US maintain the current military presence 
or include additional adjustments in US forces in 
Korea and the Philippines? 

V. US Military Strategy for Strategic Forces (Key Question 6) 

• To what extent should the US procure nuclear forces, 
above and beyond those required to achieve other US 
objectives, in order to respond to US-Soviet force 
asylTITletries? What serious options should the 
President consider? \Jhat should be IAe trend in 
US strategic forces: (a) to stay ahead or equal in 
major indices of strategic power or (b) to deemphasize 
the importance of advantages in the major indices of 
strategic power? 

• What kind and level of retaliatory capability is 
necessary for deterrence of Soviet conventional 
and nuclear aggression? 

• To what extent should the US acquire an efficient 
hard-target-kill capability and for what purposes? 
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• Should the US acquire forces for a Strategic Reserve 
Force, i.e., forces in excess of other requirements 
or for protracted withholding in a strategic nuclear 
war. 

• What should be the relationship between the choice 
of a Strategic Force substrategy and the other com
ponents of an overall US military strategy. What 
difference does it make for a us nuclear strategy 
whether the US chooses a limit-loss strategy in 
Europe or something else; chooses a strategy 
requiring an increase or reduction in forces outside 
Europe, etc. 7 
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EXECUTIVE SUHHARY 

Purpose. The purpose of the P~H-10 Force Postures Study Is to elicit 
policy guidance from the President on key Issues pertaining to national 
military strategy. The scope of this study Is Intentionally broad. It 
partakes of al 1, but exhausts none, of the numerous topics and factors which 
enter Into the determination of national military strategy. It Is designed 
to provide .a solid basis for further detailed work on defense force struc
ture and program Issues, using either the Jntergency proc-.ss or the normal 
PPBS decision process, as appropriate. 

Ayproach. In order to develop alternative Integrated military strategies 
(AIMS , Substrategy building blocks were constructed to identify a range 
of options In each of five analytical areas: 

1. NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict In Europe (Including the NATO Flanks 
and the North Atlantic). 

2. Operations outside Europe during a NATO-WP war. 

3, East Asia. 

4. Peacekeeping activities and potential local wars. 

5, US-USSR nuclear conflict. 

The major Issues in each analytical area, or conflict category, were 
isolated. Then, using this building block technique, the substrategies 
shown below were developed to focus on what the US should achieve as well 
as the threats to that achievement. 
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Alternative lnte Strate !es (AIMS) -.ere formulated 
frOffl the an1 ytica area su strateg es y exc ud ng unworkable con-bin1-
tlons of substr1tegles. Eight fln1l AIMS -.ere selected for detailed 
evaluation In tenns of their military, econOffllc, political (both In tech
nical and domestic) ind arms control Implications. Each Al"S addresses 
In I different way the major mllJt1ry Issues facing the United States . 
The range of Al"S Is Intentionally broad so that they will provide 1 
cc:mprehenslve analytical fr~work for ev1lu1tlon of the major elements 
of defense policy. 

The ·comp0sJtlon of the eight final AIMS In terms of their analytical 
1re1 substr1tegles Is shown In the table below: 
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Each of these strategies has• specific ratlon•le !,sir linking 
bul !ding blocks Into coherent Al"S, as s~rized below. 
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AIHS E - This AIHS Is based on the premise that US objectives can be 
achieved with somewhat reduced reliance on military force, but the US 
still would retain the capability to wage a major conventional war of 
short duration with the USSR. US strategic nuclear capabilities would 
be somewhat reduced; not all US advantages would be maintained, nor would 
an extensive, efficient hard-target kill capability be pursued. The nuclear 
threshold would.be about the same as it is currently. In conjunction with 
NATO Allies, the US would plan to have the conventional capability to hold 
a determined Warsaw Pact conventional attack at the Weser-Lech River line 
for about 30 days. (A defense which stabilizes along the Weser-Lech line 
yields to Pact.forces about a quarter to a third of the FRG territory east of the 
Rhine River). In addition, the US would maintain a limited capability 
to confront the Soviets worldwide In the event of European war. A reduced 
presence in East Asia (no US forces in Korea or the Philippines) would 
reduce the potential for certain regional involvements and would reduce, 
but not negate, the US ability to Influence great power relationships 
there. Other global Interests would be advanced primarily by diplomatic 
and economic efforts, and any limited military intervention would require 
drawing down forces dedicated to other purposes. 

AIHS F - This AIHS Is based on the premise that US objectives can be 
met through a strategy achievable by approximately the current US military 
forces, but with a capability for sustained combat comparable to that of 
our NATO All les. US nuclear capabilities would be somewhat enhanced; all 
present US advantages in strategic nuclear force balance indices would be 
retained, with the expectation of a hard-target kill capability against 
all Soviet silos. The nuclear threshold would be about the same as it is 
currently. As In AIHS E, the US, in conjunction with NATO Allies, would 
plan to have the conventional capability to hold a determined Warsaw Pact 
conventional attack at the Weser-Lech River I ine for about 30 days, thus 
Involving loss of NATO territory. In addition, the US would maintain 
a limited capability to confront the Soviets worldwide In the event of 
European war. In contrast to AIHS E, the current progra~d military 
deployments In East Asia, less land forces In Korea, would be retained. 
Other global interests would be advanced by a moderate capability for 
unilateral military action without drawing down on forces dedicated to 
other purposes. 

AIMS F Variant - This AIHS rs based on the premise that US objectives 
can be met by a modest Iner.ease In US military capability and a substantial 
increase In sustalnabl llty by our NATO Allies. This-strategy rs Identical 
to AIMS F except that In a European war, sustainability Is comnensurate 
with that currently programmed for US forces, with a requisite Increase 
In sustalnabll lty by our NATO All les. In conjunction with the NATO All les, 
the US would plan to have the conventional capability to hold I detennlned 
Warsaw Pact conventional attack at the Weser-Lech River llne for about ,o 
days, still Involving loss of NATO territory. Both sides are asswned 
to have the capability to employ additional forces In Central Europe 
beyond the first m:>nth of conflict, so this Al"S requires more forces 
than Al"S F. Al"S F·Varlant requires forces at least comparable to 
those In the current US Five Year Defense Program, but In excess of those 
currently prograffllled by the NATO Allies. 
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AIMS G - This AIKS Is based on the premise that achievement of US 

objectives both Inside and outside Europe would be enhanced by a stronger 
conventional military capability outside Europe. US strategic nuclear 
capabilities would be somewhat reduced; not all US advantages would be 
maintained, nor would an extensive, efficient hard-target klll capability 
be pursued, The nuclear threshold In Europe, however, might be raised 
because of the enhanced conventional capabilities outside Europe. As in 
AIMS E and F, th~ US, In conjunction with NATO Allies, would have the 
conventional capability to hold a determined Warsaw Pact conventional 
attack at the Weser-Lech River line for about 30 days,. thus Involving 
loss of NATO territory. Contrary to previous AIMS, however, the US 
would maintain naval and air forces capable of taking conventional 
initiatives outside of Europe against the USSR. In East Asia, approxi
mately the current prograrrmed military deployments--Jess land forces In 
Korea--would be retained. Other global Interests would be secured by a 
significant capabll lty for unilateral military action without drawing 
down on forces dedicated to other purposes. This Intervention capability 
would be capable of direct confrontation with Soviet forces If necessary. 

AIMS H - This AIMS Is based on the premise that support of US objectives 
requires a raising of the NATO nuclear threshold through a stronger conven
tional defense, while reduced reliance on military force Is possible else· 
where. This raised threshold is assumed to permit a slight reduction of US 
nuclear capabilities; not all US advantages would be maintained, nor would 
an extensive, efficient hard-target kill capability be pursued. In Europe, 
and in conjunction with NATO Allies, the US would have the conventional 
capability to absorb a determined Warsaw Pact conventional attack and 
restore the pre-war borders within about 90 days. In addition, the US 
would maintain a limited capability to confront the s~viets worldwide 
In the event of European war. A reduced presence In East Asia (no US 
forces In Korea or the Philippines) would reduce the potential for certain 
regional Involvements and would reduce, but not negate, the US ability to 
Influence great power relationships there. Other global Interests would 
be advanced primarily by diplomatic and economic efforts, and any limited 
military Intervention would require drawing down forces dedicated to 
other purposes. 

AIMS I - This AIMS Is based on the premise that support of US 
objectives requires a raising of the NATO nuclear threshold through 
a stronger conventional defense, while maintaining a_fproxlmately current 
capabilities outside Europe. The raised nuclear threshold would be 
accompanied by a slight Increase In the current strateglc nuclear levels. 
All present US strateglc advantages would be retained, with assurance of 
a hard-target kill capability against all Soviet silos. As In AIMS H, 
the US, In conjunction with NATO Allies, ,-ould have the conventional 
capability to •bsorb a determined Warsaw P•ct conventional attack In 
Europe and restore the pre""'lifar borders within about 90 days. (T"'° 
excursions, to size US war reserve stocks for 180 days and for an 
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indefinite time, but without change to combat forces during those 
periods, were evaluated.) In •ddltlon, the US "'°"Id awtlntaln a limited 
air and naval capability to confront the Soviets worldwide In the event 
of European war. In contrast to AIHS H, essentially the current pro
granmed military deployments In East Asla--less land forces In Korea--would 
be retained. O~her global Interests would be advanced by a moderate capa
bl 1 ity for unilateral military action without drawing down on forces 
dedicated to other purposes. 

AIHS J - This AIHS Is based on the premise that decreased levels of 
strategic nuclear forces are desirable. A significant and sustainable 
conventional military capability permits such decreased nuclear dependence. 
Thus, US nuclear capabilities would be reduced to the level of assured 
retaliation only--the capability to substantially destroy Soviet economic 
and leadership resources--and minimal counter-military capability would 
be provided, with no attempt made to match or offset strategic force 
asynvnetries In the Soviets' favor. As In AIHS Hand I, the US, In con
junction with NATO Allies, would have the conventional capability to 
absorb a determined Warsaw Pact conventional attack In Europe and 
restore the pre-war borders within about 90 days. US war reserve stocks, 
however, would be sized to provide for Indefinite combat to avoid NATO's 
having to resort to nuclear weapons should the Pact be able to sustain 
the conflict beyond 90 days. Contrary to AIMS Hand I, the US "'°uld 
maintain naval and air forces capable of taking conventional Initiatives 
outside Europe against the USSR which would further enhance deterrence 
in Europe. In East Asia, approximately the current prograrrrned military 
deployments--less land forces In Korea--would be retained. Other global 
Interests would be advanced by a significant capability for unilateral 
military action without drawing down on forces dedicated to other purposes. 
This Intervention capabi llty would be capable of direct confrontation with 
Soviet forces If necessary. 

AIHS H - This AIHS Ts based or the premise that significant, sustainable 
conventional power capable of responding to any Soviet conventional attack 
combined with clear US nuclear superiority Is required to support achle·.:,.·.:nt 
of US objectives. US nuclear capabilities and threshold would be raised to 
near rnaxln.im 1-.vels; US strategic capabilities would exceed that of the 
Soviets In 111 significant lndlces--forces, modernization, and options for 
major active defenses. Such a nuclear posture would be designed to deter 
Soviet first use and provide political leverage. _Should Warsaw Pact 
aggression occur In Europe, the US, In conjunction with NATO Allies, 
would defend In Central Europe while the US would Initiate an attack 
against less heavily defended Warsaw Peet territory on the flanks to 
secure negotiating lewerage. Major conventional capability Is also 
maintained elsewhere to assure fulfillment of US global Interests with 
a high probability of success. This would call for an Increased military 
presence In East Asia and a 11ajor Intervention capability In other regions. 
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The range of general purpose forces estimated to accomplish each 
AIHS is shown In the table below: 

ESTIHATED FORCES FOR AIHS 

Air Force Harine Hav:t 
Army Tactical Amphibious Aircraft Surface 

Al/'IS Di vi"s ions Fighter Wings Forces Carriers Combatants 

E 21-22 31-37 2-4 1/3 6-18 42-310 

F 21-23 33-39 3-4 1/3 8-18 100-310 

F (Variant) 25-27 36-42 3-4 1 /3 10-18 204-310 

G 26-27 51-57 4-4 2/3 I 2-21 121-366 

H 33-42 36-42 3-4 1/3 9-23 190-366 

33-42 38-44 4-4 1/3 12-23 211-365 

J 35-48 53-62 4 2/3-5 14-25 245-40i 

I'\ 39-57 63-74 5 2/3-6 2:.-28 37~·4SI. 

End-FY78 24 36 4 13 195 
Program 

The range of estimated five year costs (total obligational authority) 
for each AIMS is shown in the chart below. The high end of the range is 
influenced both by the high range for force estimates but also by the 
rate at which the forces are procured. These cost estimates do not show 
the total cost to achieve a force posture, only that portion of the cost 
which would be obligated In the first five years. Nevertheless, these 
costs give an Idea of the expense incurred by adoption of an AIMS. 
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to US policy and 
are not va 11 d, a 
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SECRET 
The study Is based on six fundamental assumptions as 

the International environment. If these assumptions 
reappraisal of these AIHS would be required. The major 

I. The Soviet Union will continue to pose the primary threat to 
the physical security of the United States and to US interests worldwide. 

2. The United States will continue to view the security of Europe 
as a vital· Interest and will continue to participate actively In the de-

• fense of NATO; which ls threatened by the Warsaw Pact. 

3. The United States will continue to regard aggression against 
Japan as a threat to vital Interests. 

4. The~ C and the Soviets will not effect a rapprochement sufficient 
to allow significant reduction in forces oriented towards each other. 

5. So long as Sino-Soviet hostility persists, the US will not need 
to procure specific conventional forces to counter a PRC military threat. 

6 . In an interdependent environment, the US will continue to have 
major global Interests. 

Limitations. The study has several limitations, s~ inte:itional, 
others due to constraints on time or Information. 

--It is not based on overall US national objectives because no 
agreed set of national objectives exists. 

--It does not evaluate the Soviet threat; best available national 
intell lgence on the threat was used in estimating force postures and 
evaluating the alternative strategies. 

--It does not study manpower or industrial mobilization prepared
ness. 

--It does not address specifically theater nuclear forces Issues. 

Current Capabilities. An analysis of the capabJ.ll~y of the FY1978. 
force structure was accomplished for a worldwide war with the Soviet Union 
and also for sone lower level contingencies. 
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--In Central Europe, the chance of NATO stopping a Warsaw Pact 
attack with minimal loss o# territory and then achieving Its full objec
tive of recovering that land which had been lost appears remote at the 
present time. It Is also considered unlikely that the Warsaw Pact would 
achieve Its full objective· of defeating NATO forces In Central Eurooe 
and reaching the French border and North Sea Coast. 

·-If HATO·could stabilize a defensive line In Central Europe 
the flanks could probably be defended, though not without some loss of 
territory. The establishment of a full NATO air and ASW barrier in the 
Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom Gap would probably result In significant 
attrition over t.ime of Soviet forces attempting to interdict the North 
Atlantic SLOC. The naval campaign on the Southern Flank would depend 
initially on the ability of the Allied forces to absorb the Initial Pact 
attack, but It is judged eventually to result In Allied control of the 
Mediterranean. 

--The overall ability of US and Allied forces to prevail against 
Soviet forces outside of Europe is uncertain. 

--The results of a major nuclear exchange between the United 
States and the Soviet Union are that both nations would suffer very high 
levels of damage and neither could conceivably be described as a 1\.#inner. 11 

Further, there is no decisive advantage to either side In terms of residual 
resources. Today, this Is true regardless of who strikes first, or 
whether the attack Is a surprise or occurs after a period of warning. 
With some slight variations, It is true regardless of the targeting 
policy adopted by either side. In the three cases examined In the analysis, 
the US suffers at least 140 million fatalities, and the Soviet Union 
suffers at least 113 million fatalltlei. Both the US and the USSR would 
incur over 70% destruction to economic recovery resources. 

Examination of three lower level contingencies reveal~ the following: 

--The US would likely prevail against the Soviets If the two 
powers fought one-on-one In the Hiddle East. 

--The US would have substantial advantage over the Soviet Union 
In the deployment of combat forces to sub-Saharan Africa. 

--If the North Koreans were to obtain tactical surprise In a 
major attack on South Korea, It Is possible that the-r-could at least 
temporarily attain their most likely major objectlve-·the capture of 
Seoul. However, the North Koreans would probably not be able to gain and 
sustain major breakthroughs or wear down the ROK In sustained combat. 
With US contributions In tactical air and materiel support, the US and 
ROK would prevail against North Korea In the longer term. 

9 

toe SECRET:. 
119



.J4W: ... SECR.El-
Key Questions for Presldentl•l Consideration. Six key questions for 

PresTdentlal consideration •re dfscussed In the conte•t of the AIMS, 
The Intent ls to Illuminate the various aspects of each question, rather 
than provide a single "right" answer. The questions are Interrelated 
and should be addressed completely before final judgments are rendered 
on any of them. 
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QUESTION ONE. 

Question. How should the US deal with the threat of Soviet aggression? 
In particular, what should be the relationship between nuclear and conven
tional forces for deterrence and defense? If deterrence falls, to what 
extent should the VS rely on the early use of nuclear weapons? 

Discussion. The major threat to US Interests and security is posed 
by Soviet power worldwide. A US national military strategy must address 

· the need to deter a US-USSR war and the ability to wage war in such a way 
as to terminate-conflict on conditions acceptable to the US. Europe, 
because It Is where the US and USSR have substantial interests and confront 
each other militarily, is the area of principal military concern.* Thus, 
while any US strategy to deal with the threat of Soviet aggression must be 
worldwide in scope, it is appropriate to focus the military elements of the 
US national strategy on Europe. 

For illustrative purposes, it is anal.ytically useful to group the AIMS 
described in Section Ill into three broad categories. 

AIMS E I F I G 

In AIMS E, F, G (Group One), deterrence is based on both conventional 
and nuclear forces which are designed to make the costs of military 
aggression outweigh potential gains. 

NATO conventional forces to resist a Soviet attack are planned to 
deny the Soviets the prospects of a quick, inexpensive, low risk victory. 
They are not ~lanned to deny the Soviets territorial gain. While Warsaw 
Pact sus,ainabi~ity and short term mobilization capabilities may exceed 
NATO's,* in conv~ntional conflict with NATO destruction of a significant 
element of Soviet military power would occur, The conventional forces, 
through their ability to engage in high intensity combat, would also 
Increase the credibility of a US/NATO nuclear response. While the Soviets 
might hope that the mutual hostage effect of the US-USSR strategic system~ 
would make an American use of nuclear weapons in Europe unlikely, they 
could not be c~rtain, Moreover, Soviet planners would have to consider 
British and French nuclear systems. Finally, deterrence is enhanced by 
the-fact that the Soviets must consider their relationship with the Chinese 
and divide their finite military resources between wldely separated 
~llltary regions. 

* Continuing Sino-Soviet hostility both requires the Soviets to allocate 
their military resources between Europe and Asia and limits the Soviet 
•blllty to directly threaten Us Interests in Asia. This Sino-Soviet host ii itv 
_permits greater relative American concentration on Europe. 

** Warsaw Pact logistical doctrine calls for each front to maintain enough 
supplies for 30 days combat, prescribes strateg'yo1'"'2 to 3 months supply 

rt,,'CLAt:~iFJEOfor a theater, and calls for national reserves of war materiel. If alfflluni-
• w... tlon and POL storage capacity ar• used as an Index, the Pact could have 

available 2 to 3 months of POL and more than two months anmunition, includ
ing that stored in the western USSR. Great uncertainty attaches to such 
estimates of Pact sustainability, however, as they assume optimal stockage 
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If, in spite of the considerations outlined above, conflict should 

occur, this group of strategies does not provide, at a high level of 
confidence, the capability to defeat a determined Warsaw Pact conventional 
attack. Whether the Soviet objective of a victory within several weeks 
could be achieved Is uncertain. The Soviets may be able to sustain combat 
for longer than the 30 days for which these AIHS provide.* If the Soviets 
can persist in thtir attack, a US/NATO conventional defeat in Central 
Europe Is likely.* In that event the US could be forced to: 

elsewhere. 

Negotiate an end of the conflict. 

Resort to first use of nuclear weapons. 

Fall back from Central Europe and continue the war conventionally 

The probability of NATO obtaining a satisfactory negotiated settler:ient 
to European hostilities is slim, since the Soviets would be winning 
militarily. 

If NATO's first use of nuclear weapons, rather than terminating 
host ii ities, provoked a Soviet nuclear res~onse, the consequences are 
not clear, but it is doubtful that US/NATO would thereby obtain a military 
advantage and be able to reverse the losing situation. If war escalated 
to strategic nuclear exchange, major destruction would result without any 
foreseeable US advantage. 

Finally, the US would find it exceedingly difficult to continue the 
war by conventional means, since its forces would have been sized and 
sustained only 'for the initial battle in Central Europe and not for a 
protracted worldwide conventional struggle. 

AIMS H, I, J 

In AIMS H, I, and J (Group Two), deterrence rests on the US/Al 1 ied 
capability to repel a Soviet conventional attack without resort to nuclear 
weapons. The bbjective of ~IATO forces is to deter a Soviet attack through 
a clear conventional capability to defeat it rather than to make a conven-
tTonal "victory" too costly for the Soviets. _ 

* The OHB representative believes that because of the large uncertainty 
In Pact sustaining capability, it cannot be confidently predicted that the 
Pact could conduct an offensive operation longer than NATO could sustain 
• Jess militarily demanding defense. The uncertain reliability of non
Soviet Pact forces (which contribute over one third of the total Pact 
forces) contributes to this judgment. The OHB representative also 
believes that AIMS E, F, and G significantly upgrade NATO early combat 
capabTlities. 

** If NATO forces succeeded in containing a Soviet attack and establishing 
• stable defensive line. the eventual outcome is not clear • 
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~ECRE~ 
If conflict should occur, the US '"'°uld have planned the capability to 

defeat • Soviet attack without resort 'to nuclear weapons. In Central Europe 
these strategies are designed to allow the US/NATO to move back to the 
original borders after first blunting and stopping the Soviet/Pact attack. 

Having achieved their war objectives, the US/NATO could then initiate 
negotiations for conflict termination. Although the Soviets would not 
have achieved their war objectives, they might choose to limit their 
own losses and terminate the conflict. If not, the US/NATO would still 
have conventional and n1 1-1ear forces which could be used to threaten the 
Soviets. If a ·period of prolonged stalemate ensued, the superior economic 
power of the US, NATO, and Japan, could be brought to bear. 

AIHS M 

In Group Three strategies (AIMS M), deterrence rests on the threat of 
offsetting a Soviet attack in Central Europe with a capability to seize 
other territory, supported by superior US strategic forces. The threatened 
response to Soviet aggression in Europe is not confined to that theater; 
rather, Soviet aggression would be countered by US military initiatives 
against the Soviet· Union itself. Should conflict occur, the probability 
of Soviet success is remote. Unlike the options available in Group Two, 
AIMS H provides sufficient conventional and nuclear forces to obtain a 
military advantage over the Soviet Union. US/NATO, possibly in cooperation 
with China, could either threaten or actually use these capabilities to 
force a termination of hostilities. 

Pol icy Tens ions 

The basic policy tension Is that, on the one hand, Group One strategies, 
which can be supported within current defense expenditures and are con• 
slstent with the capabilities of our NATO Allies, promote deterrence; bu~ 
If conflict occurs, probably would not provide satisfactory options for 
conflict termination. On the other hand, Group Two strategies, which 
offer more sat~sfactory options for conflict termination and lessen the 
probability of nuclear war, would require large increases in US and Allied 
defense spending and may provoke adverse Soviet.!!?! Allied reactions. 

Affordability of military forces depends on the perceptions of the 
US/NATO as to the urgency of the situation. If It were perceived that 
• major Soviet/Pact conventional attack were intended, great expenditures 
for defense would be acceptable to the NATO governrrents. At present, such 
• perception does not exist. It is not that the US and Its Allies cannot 
"afford" great 1y Increased defense expenditures but rather that the 
perceptions of the Soviet threat do not justify radical Increases. 
Furthermore, while the US and NATO possess th~ necessary resources, 
there is Intense domestic competition for these resources in non-defens~ 
sectors. 
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~ECREf 
The Allies desire an American cOlffllitment to a restoration of the 

status quo ante but, unlike the US, show 1 ittle inclination to provide 
conventional forces to accomplish such a goal. (The NATO Alli~s currently 
provide no more than 30 days of arrmunition and supplies.) For them, 
deterrence appears assured by US military involvement in European security 
affairs and the potential escalation of any conventional conflict to 
strategic nuclear'war. Given such views, dramatic increases In conventional 
forces and sustainability, such as in Groups Two and Three, would probably 
be viewed as either Inconsistent with the Soviet threat or undermining 
deterrence. 

However, if Group One AIMS were interpreted as reducing the US 
cor.rnitment to Europe, this would probably provoke serious Allied concern, 
especially in the FRG. Significantly increased German perceptions of 
vulnerability can only jeopardize the US ability to influence FRG defense 
policies, including German nuclear decisions. Moreover, the flank allies, 
perceiving a reduction in US support for the defense of their territorial 
integrity, may seP.k security assurance outside of NATO. Groups Two and 
Three strategies avoid these difficulties through the US commitment to 
restoration of the status quo ante. However, US/NATO movement to acquire 
and deploy forces capable of first absorbing and then defeating a Soviet 
attack might provoke a similar Soviet counter-buildup. Thus, while Group 
Two and Three strategies might provide the basis for stable deterrence if 
the capabilities described in the strategies existed, movement from current 
capabilities towards the increased force levels might actually be 
destabilizing. 

Elements of a Solution 

A number of ~ays exist to try to reconcile the policy tensions posed 
by the different AIMS. These approaches are not mutually exclusive; in 
fact, the US currently pursues portions of a niinber of them. In seeking 
resolution: 

. 
The US could· have as its declared strategy a restoration of 

the status quo but acquire forces for a more modest strategy. A public 
NATO commitme~t to forward defense and restoration of the status quo ante 
would ease anxieties in the FRG even without full US or Allied funding 
for the necessary forces. US reassurance of European allies concerning 
US nuclear reliability forces the Soviets to consid~ the consequences both 
of a failure to ac!~ieve their objective in a timely fashion and NATO nuclear 
response to a conventional attack. (See Question Two.) 

The US could acquire conventional forces to exploit Soviet 
vulnerabilities outside the European theater. AIHS G, for example, provides 
forces specifically to undertake non-European initiatives against the USSR. 
Because this AIHS also plans for heavy intervention in local wars, additional 
forces could be available for initiatives. (The~e same forces, if employed 
in Europe, could provide a limited enhancement of the conventional 
capability NATO possesses in Group One strategies.) (See Question Three.) 
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The US could, Individually or In cooperation with NATO, expand 
the conventional sustainability ~f Group One forces to delay or avoid 
reach I 19 a nuclear decision point. AIMS F(v), for example, provides the 
US/NATO with 90 days of sustainability, This would not pe.·mit restoration 
of the status quo ante; but, If also attained by the Allies, it might avert 
a conv~ntlonal oefeat. Increased US sustainability above that provided by 
the All les may be useful as an example for them and to provide the US 
additional non-nuclear options should conflict occur. 

The US could enhance its nuclear capabilities to Increase 
the deterrent value of the various groups of strategies. AIMS F, F(v) 
and I include strategic forces which maintain US advantages in certain 
indices. AIHS H seeks clear superiority in strategic forces. (See 
Quest ion S Ix.) 

The US could undert~ke political, economic, and arms control 
Initiatives to promote Soviet-American cooperation and thereby decrease 
the like! ihood that war would break out in Europe. Or the US could 
undertake foreign policy Initiatives which seek to undermine the reliability 
of the military contribution of the Eastern European countries to Warsaw 
Pact strength. For example, the US/NATO might adopt a public TNF targeting 
practice which excludes either non-Soviet Pact forces not participating in 
attack on NATO; all East European targets except Soviet military formations, 
Installations and logistic support; or both. 

The US could actively seek closer security links with the PRC 
to force the Soviets to devote additional resources against China. Such 
a US China policy might include military sales, intelligence sharing, or 
other Sino-American security ties. 

Th~ US, in conjunction with its NATO Allies, could plan to 
maintain in peacetime the forces and sustaining capabi llty needed to 
stabilize a defense line in Europe and plan to create in wartime the 
additional forces needed to counterattack to restore the original borders. 
This would require manpower and lndustriaf base mobilization plans and 
capabilities sufficiently responsive to generate new forces on a timely 
basis. At pre.sent we do not have such capabilities; neither our manpower 
mobil lzation capability nor our Industrial base have been planned on this 
basis. To estimate the cost of such a capability would require study of 
(1) Warsaw Pact capability to sustain its existing farces in protracted 
combat while simultaneously creating new forces and (2) the cost to the 
US and NATO of maintaining in peacetime the capability to create forces 
on various schedules. Insufficient work has been done on such total 
mobilization planning in recent years to permit even gross estimates 
of the costs involved. 
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QUESTION T\10. 

Question. To what extent should the US, for political or military 
purposes, state objectives or fund programs for security in Europe which 
are Inconsistent with the interpretation or Implementation of NATO 
1trategy by other.members of the Alliance? 

* Discussion. NATO's official strategy, expressed in HC-14/3, calls 
for preserving peace and providing for the security of the NATO area by 
malntalning a credible deterrent effected by forces which would cause 
the Warsaw Pact· to conclude that, if they were to launch an attack, the 
chances of a favorable outcome would be too small to be acceptable,and 
fatal risks could be Involved. Should aggression occur, NATO's objective 
would be to preserve or restore the integrity of the NATO area by employing 
such forces as might be necessary within the concept of forward defense. 
NATO's response to aggression could take the form of: 

Direct defense--a response in kind to deny the attacker his 
objective; 

Deliberate escalation--raising the scope and intensity of 
combat to raise the cost and risk, not solely to defeat the enemy, but 
also to weaken his will; or, 

General nuclear response. 

While direct defense would be NATO's first response to any aggression short 
of full nuclear attack, NATO should always be prepared to escalate; and the 
rnaln deterrent to aggression is the threat of escalation. As a result, the 
strategy calls for conventior.al forces to be designed to deter and counter 
a limited non-nuclear attack and to deter any larger non-nuclear attack by 
presenting the prospect of non-nuclear hostilities at a scale that could 
Involve grave risk of escalation to nuclear war. 

Within the ambiguities of this statement, the US has been able to 
urge improvements in NATO's conventional capabilities and the Allies 
have been able to rely heavily on the nuclear deterrent. None of the 
AIHS considered in this study is completely consistent with a strict 

* Thls paragraph paraphrases portlons of ~C-14/3 relevant to the 
Issue at hand. 
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reading of the NATO strategy, although the force capabilities of al I 
I • • but AIMS H cou d be interpreted as adequate to execute the strategy. 

However, certain AIMS require a level of conventional capabilities which 
considerably exceed those presently planned by our NATO Allies, and it 
might be difficult to persuade the Allies to procure the capabilities 
needed without raising questions about strategy. 

In AIMS E, F, or G, the US would, Jn essence, be adjusting its 
planning for conflict in the European theater to correspond more closely 
to that of the Allies. Consequently, there would be no need to challenge 
the current acquisition policy of our tlATO Allies. The small decreases 
Jn total US forces that might result in AIMS E and F could, if desired, 
be explained as a way to obtain funds for increases in capability to 
reinforce Europe rapidly in the early days of a war. NATO's conventional 
capabilities would continue to be inadequate to implement the wartime 
objective of preserving or restoring territorial integrity against a 
large scale attack, and first use of nuclear weapons would be uni ikely 
to provide a satisfactory solution. Many of the adverse political 
Implications of adoption of these AIMS probably could be avoided if 
the US continued to publicly support MC·l~/3, particularly with reference 
to forward defense and restoration of the status quo ante. The fact that 
the Warsaw Pact is aware of NATO's formal strategy may be an additional 
reason for the strategy to espouse goals and intentions other than those 
which would actually govern ttATO force planning in AIMS E, F, or G.** 

* One divergence between formal NATO strategy and all the AIMS considered 
in this study is the concept of accepting, either temporarily or perma· 
nently, a significant loss of NATO territory. The arrount of loss of 
NATO terri~ory contemplated in all AIMS ls 1 ikely to be viewed by the 
Allies as inconsistent with the concept of forward ~efense. Conseque~tly , 
regardless of the AIMS pro;,osed, there will be the question of whether to 
continue to subscribe to the concept of forward defense in our declara
tory policy or whether to reconcile declaratory policy and capability. 
As we presently model land warfare, iinp.lementation of a defense at the 
~est German border would reQuire significant increases In NATO's peace
time deplqyed forces and in their day-to-day readiness posture. Such 
changes are unlikely to be politically acceptable given the current 
assessment of the likelihood of an attack. In addition they might appear 
threatening to the Pact and thus be counterproductive. Failure to address 
with our Allies the problem of reconciling strategy and capabilities ma~es 
war planning difficult. Yet it cannot be addressed without also raising 
the question of the circumstances under which the US would be willing to 
Initiate nuclear warfare. 

** The JCS representative believes that adoption of any of these AIHS 
contains the high risk of the loss of Western Europe or early initiation 
of a nuclear response, should deterrence fall. 

'JNCLASSii=IEC 

- tEF9 ~T 11 
L..: ......... . 

. . . ,- .. , 
... -· -· ..... . 

127



On the other hand, Implementation of AIHS H, I, or J, which cal 1 for 
the development of conventional forces adequate to restore lost NATO 
territory "'°uld require major increases in Allied as well as US capa
bilities., It Is uncertain as to ~hether the Allies could be persuaded 
to make such increases (given current public perceptions of the threat) 
without opening up the Issue of strategy. If a strategy debate should 
develop, it might. be divisive and might guarantee that the US would not 
be able to persuade the Allies to make further force improvements. 

AIHS F(v) falls between these two categories. The Allied forces 
required are not much larger than those currently planned, and the 
principal difficulty would be obtaining the necessary sustaining capability 
for the Allies. We might succeed in persuading the Allies to make the 
necessary improvements in their capabilities if we did not question NATO 
strategy but continued to urge improvements in the conventional leg of 
NATO's TRIAD in reaction to Pact activities. Mechanisms such as a corT"r.lC>n 
NATO war reserve stockpile have been suggested recently. If the Allies 
could not be persuaded to develop the needed capability, the US coul~ 
consider planning to supply them in wartime from its own stocks, rec~gr.izin~ 
the problems associated with cor:'t"1onal ity. Congressional appropriations for 
a policy of stockpiling for the NATO Allies is, however, doubtful. 

If neither of these solutions is achievable in the near ter~, the 
question arises as to the extent to which the US is willing to fund 
sustaining capability in excess of that of the Allies. Some greater 
capability might serve as an inducement to greater Allied effort and 
would be avai !able for use in other, perhaps rrore likely, contingencies. 
In addition, no contingency considered in this study other than Su!tainec! 
conflict in Europe generates significant stockpile and industria 
base requireme~ts. If such a contingency is not to be planned for, it 
must be decided ·1,ow much (or hew little) sustaining capability is 
enough--a question somewhat analqous to the political sufficiency Question 
for strategic forces. 

SUMma ry 

In surrrnary, the US could i~plement AIMS E, F, or G witnout questioning 
formal tlATO st"rategy,because the Allied capabilities required correspond 
roughly to those currently planned. Full implel"lent~ion of AIMS F(v) or H would 
require Allied cooperation,but such cooperation might best be obtained 
by working within current NATO strategy. Implementation of AIMS H, I, 
or J requires Allied cooperation in making major increases in capabilities . 
There Is doubt about whether such Allied cooperation could be obtained 
without raising the Issue of strategy. Thus, choice of a strategy which 
requires a major Increase In Allied capabilities would require a decision 
on whether to raise the issue of strategy within NATO. 

* The JCS representative believes that a variant of AIHS I which relaxed 
the criteria for early restoration of pre-war borders and provided for 
D-day to P-day sustainability, vice 90 days, would not require the major 
Increases in active NATO peacetime forces. 
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SECRET 
QUESTION THREE. 

Question. To what extent should the US acquire military capabilities, 
above those required for the European theater, to undertake military 
operations (either offensive or defensive) against the Soviets in a US-USSR 
war7 

Discussion. Recent strategic planning has necessarily focused on 
Europe and there has been I ittle analysis of the conduct of the non-European 
aspects of a worldwide war. However, the steadily growing ability of the 
USSR to employ military force worldwide makes it prudent for the US to 
assess the need to confront them on that basis and determine whether the 
US should provide more forces either to counter Soviet initiatives or to 
take Its own initiatives. 

A major purpose of operations outside Europe would be to promote US 
objectives in a European war. At a minimum, the US would undertake operations 
to Insure that the war In Europe could be prosecuted effectively. Additional 
forces might permit the US to put off the decision to use theater nuclear 
forces or could provide hedges to reduce the risk inherent in any European 
strategy. If the NATO defense in Europe were unsuccessful or a stalemate 
were achieved, operations outside Europe·might improve the US negotiating 
position. 

The AIMS as presented all reQuire "Limited Action" or "Initiatives" as 
the options for outside Europe operations. Essentially the two categories 
represent the limits of a range of defensive and offensive capabilities. 
AIHS E and Fare basically deterrence strategies and provide a limited 
military capaoi lity to counter Soviet initiatives outside Europe. 

All'IS Hand'!', which also have "Limited Action" as the outside Europe 
option, are less dependent on nuclear deterrence and provide a more 
formidable conventional warfighting capability for a longer period of 
time. In these two AIMS, "Limited Action" is designed to allow the US 
to focus on Europe but prevents the Soviets· from concentrating on Europe 
by confronting them worldwide. 

The other ·three AIMS, G, J, and H, have "Initiatives" as the outside 
Europe option. In the case of AIHS G, also basically a deterrence strategy, 
"Initiatives" raise the nuclear threshold and provldea hedge against 
failure In Europe. 

In AIP'IS J and H, "Initiatives" and Increased presence outside Europe 
,oupled with a strong conventional defense in Europe provide the US with 
• credible conventional deterrence. Additionally, AIMS M provides a sub
stantial capability to wage war and defeat the Soviets worl<h,,lde. 
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Representative forces envisioned for operations outside Europe are 
shown be low.* 

TABLE IV-1 

forces (Representative) 

Army Divisions 

L !ml ted Act ion** 

2**** 

*** I n I t I a t i ve s 

2 **** 
Tactical Fighter Wings 
Navy Carriers " 6 

20 
9 

Harine Amphibious Forces 3/9 1 3/9 

As earlier indicated, al I of the AIMS contain some air and naval 
forces for operations outside Europe in the context of worldwide conflict. 
H0"1ever, AIMS G, J and M, which have initiatives outside Europe, also have 
heavy Intervention for potential local wars. Some of the forces perform a 
dual role and are not completely additive. 

US-Soviet Advantages/Disadvantages 

It Is useful to note the relative advantages that each major power 
enjoys when considering options to pursue in a worldwide war. Essentially 
the USSR has near term energy self-sufficiency, and the US and its allies 
are Increasingly dependent of foreign sources of e~ergy. The USSR has 
either internal or short length SLOC's and LOC's to the potential area 
of conflict while the opposite is true for the US. 

•• 

*** 

**** 

'. 
The JCS representative believes that given the limitations of the 
methodologies and assumptions used In preparing the illustrative 
force postures and costs, they are not appropriate to use In 
discussion of notional military strategies. 

Limited fction forces were sized to accomplish the following tasks: 
protection of oil SLOC's; 1 imited conventional attacks against Soviet 
facilities and deployed air and naval forces; extensive mining to 
deny Soviets free use of the seas; assistance-to allies in maintaining 
Pacific SLOC; and assistance In the defense of South Korea with 
forward deployed forces. 

Initiatives forces were sized to do the Limited Action tasks and, In 
•ddltion: Increased attacks on Soviet facilities, as well as air and 
naval forces, and attacks on Soviet fishing fleet. Harlne forces are 
employed In support of naval tM!lpaigns. 

Army force structure provides two divisions as part of the NATO 
requirement, which are planned only for employment In the Hid-East. 
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On the other hand, the US has greater open access to the seas than do 
the Soviets. (Soviet limited access to the sea may be a disadvantage on 
the offensive but an advantage on the defensive, since the sea avenues of 
approach are also limited.) As opposed to the Soviets, the US is free 
from hostile neighbors and has relatively reliable allies; has greater 
Industrial, economic, technological and agricultural strength; greater 
power projection capability; and does not need to withhold considerable 
~11 itary power to defend national borders or control internal situations. 

Sovie~ Initiatives 

The Soviet Union has a capability to take Initiatives against US 
Interests outside Europe. The problem for the US would be compounded 
If the Soviets undertook a variety of different initiatives sim~ltaneously. 

' Potential Soviet initiatives include: 

Attack US nuclear caoabi Ii ties (carrier, submarine, air forces 
and support bases) in the Pacific to limit damage from US attack. 

Attack Japan's sea lanes of cor.munication and air and naval 
bases In order to tie down US forces in the Pacific,as well as limit 
Japan's war supporting potential. 

Support a North Korean attack on South Korea. 

Threaten Persian Gulf oil by attacking oil SLOC's or 
conducting land/air attacks on these oil sources. 

Attack US SLOC's to Hawaii and Alaska, attack US bases, and 
conduct raids on US territory. 

US In it I at i ves 

The US has limited forces available, after European requirements are 
met, to do what current strategy* calls for: 

Defending SLOC's to Hawaii and Alaska • 
• 

Attacking c•ployed Soviet naval and air forces. 

* Present planning also requires that some US forces deployed worldwide 
"swing" to reinforce the European war. The concept of "swinging" forces 
Is rrore credible if a US-USSR war starts In Europe or rf the swing ls 
started as soon as Pact rrobilization is detected. However, if conflict 
ts Initiated by crises in other areas and expands subsequently to a 
NATO-Pact war In Europe and worldwide US-USSR conflict, then considerable 
portions of the swing forces may already be engaged and not readily 
available to l!Dve to the North Atlantic/European theater. Also, in the 
case of a short war (less than 30 days), naval swing forces may not be 
able to reach the European theater in sufficient ti~ to accomplish 
designated tasks. On the other hand, If the war Is extended, then 
these forces become critical. 
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Conducting limited attacks against Soviet facilities when 
beneficial to do so. 

Assisting allies In defending Pacific and Indian Ocean SLOC's. 

At Issue Is whether additional forces should be acquired to take 
Initiatives against the Soviet Union to exploit Soviet vulnerabilities 
and for better defense against Soviet Initiatives, The US could consider 
a number of different Initiatives: 

Attack Soviet air and naval facilities. Considerable advantage 
accrues to the pc~er that can attack first in areas outside Europe, as the 
other must adopt a defensive posture, thereby immobilizing a large portion 
of hls forces. The ability to deny the Soviets free use of the seas or the 
ability to conduct air attacks against US forces would be enhanced by des
troying forces before they deploy. Preemptive strikes or actions such as 
mining passages prior to Pact 0-day, however, might not be desirable 
politically. More forces will be required, and more US losses taken in 
attacks on Soviet bases after 0-day, but it may be prudent to determine 
Soviet intentions before attacking. 

Defend Persian Gulf oil SLOC's and oil fields. The continued 
flow of Persian Gulf and Nortn African oil is crucial to the war capa~ility of 
the NATO Al 1 iance. Consequently neither the Soviets nor ourselves could 
Ignore the importance of these resources, and US forces could be called 
on to counter Soviet attempts to interdict oil SLOC's or take over the 
oil fields themselves. 

Deny seas to Soviet merchant and fishing fleet. Attacks on 
the Soviet merchant fleet would limit critical logistic support to the 
northeast Soviet provinces. The Soviets also rely heavily on food from 
the sea, and attacks on the fishing fleet would create problems in terms 
of a long war. The northeastern provinces are particularly vulnerable 
and denial of economic and military reinforcement by sea renders the 
maritime provinces susceptiable to possible PRC initiatives. 

POwer projection into Soviet I ittorals. The principal goal 
would be a diversion of Soviet resources dlsorooortionate to our own 
Therefore, 1 imited objective operations with the purpose ot tying down 
Soviet defensive forces and possibly encouraging s,wpport from other 
powers would be more appropriate than a unilateral attempt to open a 
second front. In this regard, Petropavlovsk and the Kuriles are 
pro$pective objectives. 

In addition to actual combat 
operatfons, the mere threat o sue operations and unconventional warfare 
operations can tie down Soviet defending forces. 
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Deep Interdiction of Soviet territory. If reinforcement and 
supply by sea of the maritime provinces has been disrupted, t~e only 
alternative transportation from the Soviet Union's western economic and 
Industrial heartland Is the Trans-Siberian railway which can be Inter· 
dlcted by the US or PRC. Attacks of this nature against Soviet territory 
would provide mllltary, political, and psychological benefits. However, 
In thls context, as In all major US-USSR conflicts, there is a corresponding 
rlsk to US territory. 

Sunvnary 

The US currently has the capability to perform limited operations, 
both offensive and defensive, outside of Europe during a worldwide war 
with the Soviet Union. A greater capability could be retained by delaying 
the "swing" of PACOH forces to NATO with an attendant risk for the 
European war. 

The USSR has the capability to conduct a range of initiatives against 
the US to which the US should be able to respond with those actions 
necessary to protect vital interests. There are increased initiatives 
that the US can consider based on the objectives desired and the relative 
costs/benefits derived. 

The key issue Is whether the US should plan for only those actions to 
protect vital interests or should the US plan for specific actions (which 
will require additive forces and incur Increased costs) outside of Europe 
In an overall strategy for worldwide war against the Soviets. 
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guESTION FOUR. 

uestion. To what extent should the US plan to have military forces 
(or supplies available for crisis management or intervention in local 
wars? To what extent should these forces (or supplies) be available 
witho~t drawing from those required for a major US-USSR war? 

Discussion. The focus of previous questions has been on deterring 
or waging a major war with the Soviet Union. While consideration of this 
critical dimension remains central to US national security planning, other 
militarily significant events are more likely. International crises and 
local wars, variously affecting US interests, have punctuated the years 
since the last war between great pO\,ers. The probability is high that 
during the next decade similar conflicts will occur which, while not 
directly threatening the territory of any major power, may warrant the 
use of US military power. 

Potential US actions in these circumstances range from cr1s1s manage~ent 
or peacekeeping activities--where military presence provides a complement to 
diplomacy--to armed intervention in order to prote~t US interests. The 
utility of military action, as 1o1ell as the degree of involvement which is 
appropriate, is a function of ~ar.y variables. Physical proximity to the 
US Is a dimension, as is the extent of US COIT'fTlitment, whether via formal 
treaty or perceived obligation. The significance of interests in some 
regions, such as the Middle East, ~~Y justify a degree of military involve
ment under any circumstances, ~tii le other areas may assume sufficient 
importance only in a great power context, Thus, an insurgency in Rhodesia 
might not warrant US military presence unless the USSR introduced forces 
there. This dimension, which could produce a direct confrontation between 
US and Soviet units, continues to gain importance as Russian involvement 
In the Third World grows and their capability to project military power 
beyond their borders increases. 

The Importance of Planning 

A de facto capability to deal with crises and local wars would exist 
even if forces were acauired only to deal with a major US-USSR war. 
However, in the absence of an independent decision establishing planning 
guidance for l0<;al wars, drawing on these sizable forces might not provide 
a satisfactory capability for crisis management or-tntervention. For 
example, to make sure that these major war forces were in Europe when 
needed, significant portions of the force and its equipment might be forward 
deployed with the remainder tied to strict, time-phased mobilization and 
deployment schedules. If it were subsequently decided to employ these 
forces In a crisis or local war, the capability to make initial, forcible 
entry, such as that possessed by airborne and amphibious forces, might be 
lacking. Appropriate basing and rights of passage might be unavailable. 
Additionally, the strategic lift available might be Inappropriate to deploy 
these "European" forces and equipment in a timely manner. Their training 
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and equipment might be unsuitable for a non-European envirorvnent, and 
they might have Inadequate logistic support to accomplish the local war 
mission. Such potential shortcomings might be consciously accepted as 
the result of a planning decision. They should not come as "surprises" 
ba,ed on the assumption that large forces acquired for one purpose are 
1utomatic1lly empJoyable for other missions. 

Planning Levels 

A planning decision on peacekeeping and local wars can be made by 
establishing a level of effort which forces and supplies in the structure 
must be capable of supporting. Implicit in this approach Is the possibility 
of employing other available forces to support higher levels of effort should 
US Interests warrant, but the capability to do so would not be prograrrrned. 

A set of representational levels of effort were defined In the study and 
are outlined below. They describe three points on the capability planning 
continuum and provide the components of global flexibility (strategic 
mobility, initial entry capability, environmental suitability and sustain· 
ability) in varying amounts. These levels and the resultant forces reflect 
approximately the three general groupings which emerged from the analysis 
of several !ocal war force POSturing scenarios, postulated in the 1985 
tlmeframe. (Amounts of sustainability, though rather arbitrarily assigned, 
are consTstent with the options described and provided a basis for costing.) 
The levels of effort for planning are: 

Limited Action - The US would plan to have the capability to 
provide logistical support- and 1 imited naval and tactical air forces to 
support US interests anywhere in the world for 90 days. The corrrnitment 
of US land combat forces would not be planned. (AIMS E and H incorporate 
this planning concept.) 

Light Intervention - The US would plan to have the capability 
to provide logistical support and moderate ~aval and tactical air forces, 
but only limited land combat forces anywhere in the world. Supplies to 
sustain US and host nation forces for 180 days would be planned. (AIHS F, 
F(v}. and I i111corporate this planning concept,) 

Heavy Intervention - The US would plan to have the capability 
to provlde logistical support and considerable lancr;- naval and air power 
anywhere In the world, Supplies to sustain US and host nation forces for 
360 days would be planned. (AIHS G, J, and H incorporate this planning 
c.onc:ept.) 

* Supplies would be planned to sustain both US and host nation forces. 
Currently, except for certain nations, the acquisition of such war 
reserve stocks for use by non-US forces Is prohlblted by law. 
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The chart below depicts representative forces associated with the 

three planning options.* 

TABLE IV-2 

Forces (representat Ive) 

Arrrry Oivisi'ons 

Air Force Tactical Fighter Wings 

Harine Amphibious Forces 

Aircraft Carriers 

Wide-bodied Aircraft 

L 1ml ted 
Action 

0 

0-1/9 

Additional Forces versus Drawing Down 

Light Heavy 
Intervention Intervention 

1-2 3-8 
,. 

9 

1-3/9 3-1 

2 " 
130 260 

Once a planning level of effort has been specified, the forces and 
supplies required to support it need not increase the total structure. 
In many cases, tne capability ~equired may already be present in the 
forces provided for other purposes. Where there are deficiencies, e.g., 
In strategic lift or sustainability, the shortfall would constitute, at 
a minimum,.the additive requirement to achieve that particular level of 
planned effort. Beyond this, it may be desirable to acquire further 
additive capability at additional cost to reduce the need to draw on 
other assets in order to cope with crises and local wars. Such decisions 
must span the considerable range of choice from completely inclusive forces 
for "limited action" to completely additive forces for "heavy intervention." 

The balance struck between drawing down and acquiring additive 
capabilities depends on the significance attached to several inter
related factors. These include force redeployability, sequence of 
events, available sustainability, relative force sizes, source of forces, 
and the desirability of flexibility/hedging. 

-
Force redeployablllty, or the ability of forces_to disengage and redeplo~ 

rapidly, can best be appreciated by posing two conditionals. If the US 
does not want to draw down major war capabilities for crisis management 
and 1 oca 1 wars : 

Land combat forces and associated support must be additive, 
since they can only be disengaged and redeployed slowly, If at all. 

* The JCS representative believes that,glven the limitations of the 
inethodologies and assumptions used in preparing the illustrative 
force postures and costs, they are not appropriate to use In 
discussion of notional military strategies. 
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Some tactical air forces must be additive. While such units 

•re easily redeployable, complete withdrawal would leave land forces 
without air support. In addition, attrition of aircraft in loc•I wars 
must be considered. 

Naval· forces and strategic mobility forces need not be 
additive, since they can be disengaged and redeployed relatively quickly 
and easily. 

Alrborborne and amphibious forces may or may not be additive 
depending on whether the US plans to corrrnit such forces to sustained 
combat or use the~ for initial entry only. 

If the US is willing to draw down: 

The requirements for local wars may affect the mix of forces, 
e.g., numbers of heavy and light divisions. 

Local war planning may influence the deployments of forces 
acquired primarily for other purpo~es. For example, the requirement to 
structure a single force for both local and major wars may lead to a 
different mix of POMCUS and airlift for Europe tha~ would be optimum 
If Europe were the only contingency. 

As noted above, local wars may still generate the largest 
requirements for certain types of forces, e.g., airborne and a~phibious 
forces. The Increment between local war and other requirements would have 
to be additive. 

DlfferenceS·in redeployabillty are the operative factor in considering 
the pos~ible sequence of events between a local and a worldwide war with 
the USSR. If US intervention in a local war occurred prior to the outbreak 
of a war with the USSR, some Intervention forces would not be available 
rapidly for employment against the Soviet-s ·In Europe or elsewhere. If the 
Intervention forces are additive, no adverse impact would occur in the 
US-USSR war. If the intervention forces are Inclusive, there would be 
a reduction I~ US forces available for the US-USSR war. The effect might 
be. to limit US capability in the critical early days of the major war.* 
On the other hand, if the US-USSR war started before the local war, the 
US would have already comnitted inclusive forces t"""the US-USSR conflict 
and presumably would not want to undertake an intervention. In this 
situation, any additive intervention forces would be available as a central 
reserve to be employed in Europe or elsewhere to Influence the war outcome. 

* This problem might be offset at least partially by ll'l)billzlng reserve 
forces In ni.anbers corresponding to those active forces committed to a 
local war. In this way, readiness for the Initial phases of a major war 
could be maintained, possibly providing sufficient time for local war 
forces to redeploy in the event of a major US-USSR war. There could, 
ho.,ever, be significant political ramifications of such a reserve 
call-up. 
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Another factor Is the amount of available sustainability. In most 
cases, even though forces may exist elsewhere which can be dr~wn down to 
wage a local war, adequate logistic support will not be avail~ble. Major 
draw downs of stocks for a protracted local war may prove disastrous if a 
maJor war occurs. Thus, even if intervention forces are even partially 
rnclusive, attentton must be paid to the possibly additive sustainability 
needs, both for US and host nation forces. 

The degree of risk associated with relying on Inclusive intervention 
forces, if a ~~jor war follows a local war, is a function of relative 
force siz~s and resultant margins for error. Thus drawing down on a limit 
loss defe~se in Europe (AIMS E, F, F(v), and G) to completely satisfy the 
requlre.-~nt for a heavy intervention would invite disaster. The diversion 
of forces frc~ a European direct defense (AIMS H, I, J, and M), especially 
If the intervention forces were taken from CONUS reinforcements, (perhaps witr. 
compensating activation of reserve units~ would not be as significant. 

If the forces for initiatives against the Soviet Union in the event 
of a worlc~ice war are acquired (AIMS G, J, and H), a source of forces 
for certain as~ects of crisis management and local wars has already :een 
created.* If these initiative forces are to be used for intervention, 
some delay i~ cor.rnencement of actions against the Soviet Union would have 
to be acce::;:acle. It should also be noted that in several instances, a 
local war re~uiring significant US participation might already involve a 
direct confrontation with the USSR. In such situations, the question of 
relative l~verage (who is tying down whom) must also be considered. 

Ultir~tely, the degree of draw down which is acceptable represents an 
assessne~: of the probability and impact of military involvement in crises 
and local ~ars, 'with appropriate hedging against uncertainty. The desire 
for sufficient flexibility to provide the optimum response to any military 
continsency ~st be balanced against such constraints as political and 
fiscal feasibility. Any resultant risk of Inadequate military response 
must be acce~table. 

Sur:r~ ry 

Planning for peacekeeping and local wars represents an Important 
dimension in developing a US military strategy. Es~blishment of a level 
of effort for planning is essential. Beyond this, it is necessary to 
decide to ~~at extent the capability to support this level will be 
additive or drawn from forces planned for a major US-USSR war. 

* It should be noted that the reverse Ts also true--the acquisition of 
•dditive intervention forces creates a source of some initiative forces. 
This potential for partial interchangability becomes particularly useful 
at "Heavy Intervention" levels. 

. '"' '"'' :_ I ~l.,;• /,} l~·~,.,l~c 
- •., •· l-lC. 

138



-~REf-
_QUES Tl ON F' I VE. 

_Question. \lhat should be the US military strategy in East Asia? 
Should the US maintain the current military presence or include additional 
edjustments in US forces In Korea and the Philippines? 

Dlscussion. In the years following the Korean War the US maintained strong 
sea and land oased forces forward deployed In the Western Pacific to combat 
Sino-Soviet inspired and supported aggression against a weakened Japan, 
Taiwan, South Korea and throughout Southeast Asia. The situation today 
Is quite different, As Sino-Soviet relations have deteriorated from 
alliance to r.ii11tary confrontation, a similarlty of Sino-American security 
Interests vis-a-vis the Soviets has evolved. The threat of a Taiwan 
Invasion has noderated because of Chinese hostility toward the USSR, 
preoccupation with internal economic problems, and the advent of a less 
radical C~ir.ese leadership. Japan has become the third largest economic 
and Industrial power in the world. The Republic of Korea has developed 
Its econo~ic and military capabilities to the point where it is less 
reliant upcn the US for lts security needs. 

As the circumstances in East Asia have changed, the primary US 
objective in that region has become a stabilization of the current, 
relatively favorable balance arnong the great powers as opposed to 
contain~~~t of a Sino-Soviet threat. Defense links with US Asian 
allies er.hance the stability of this East Asian great power balance. 
The US strategy ln the Pacific should, in addition to supporting US 
political interests, provide for military requirements such as protection 
of the a~~roaches to the continental United States and LOCs to deployed 
US forces. 

The Soviet Unlon Is perhaps less sensitive to changes in US deployments. 
Although they are as concerned as the US about the security of the sea 
approaches to their homeland, they are partlcularty concerned about China. 

Of the major powers, the PRC is perhaps least sensitive to changes in 
US force deployments In East Asia but has demonstrated considerable 
'sensitivity to US global military posture vls-a-vls the USSR. Chinese 
5ecurlty needs are dominated by thelr Soviet requirements. Inasmuch as 
the PRC does not appear, at this time, to constitute a threat to US 
Interests, it would appear to be advantageous for the US to avoid a 
threatening posture relative to China, 
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In this political envlrorvnent, the PRC can play an Important role In 

• US worldwide strategy for dealing with the Soviet Union. The nature 
of the Soviet security problem, which confronts them with powerful 
adversaries in both Europe and Asia, is an important American advantage. 
Perhaps paradoxically, US military policy and actions in Eurooe may have 
• lnOre irportant ~ffect on the Chinese ability or inclination to remain 
hostile to the USSR than US military presence in Asia. A strong US/NATO 
position in Europe forces the Soviets to allocate substantial forces to 
that theater. But Increases in US air and naval forces in East Asia could 
prompt Soviet buildups In the Far East which China would not view as 
desirable. Substantial increases In US forces deployed to East Asia 
could result in a conflict of Interest between the US and PRC at the 
expense of the mutual interest of deterring aggressive Soviet behavior. 

US interests in East As:a are defined In terms of both great power and 
reqional considerations. The exact causal relationship between the level 
of US peaceti~e military presence and degree to which US regional interests 
In East Asia are secured is not known. However, five basic reasons for 
peaceti~e for~ard deployments are to: 

Acco,:,plish initial wartime tasks against the Soviet Union 

Protect US interests. 

Pron:>te regional stability. 

Discourage nuclear pro! iferation. 

Enhance US influence. 

The presenc'e· of US military forces in East Asia der.-onstrates tangible 
US military ;:,cffer and provides a sense of security to our friends. The 
visible evide~ce, provided by US presence, and active US involvement in 
regional security affairs inhibits aggression, provocation and coercion 
by local or outside powers and discourages nuclear proliferation. While 
US Influence is not measured solely by our military presence, It does 
contribute to pur influence. 

The vlsibi I lty of Involvement 
Increased East Asian 
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The East Asia forces generated for all AIMS were developed primarily 

to satisfy wartime requirements against the Soviet Union and, secondarily, 
to provide air and naval combat support during Korean host I II ties or other 
local wars for the appropriate AIMS (AIMS F, f'(v), G, I, J, H). The 
minimum military mission requirements against the Soviet Union In East 
Asia are the same In Reduced and Current East Asian Presence substrategies. 
Increased forces for use against the Soviets as in AIHS G, f' and Hare 
the result of planned initiatives during hostilities. Forces were not 
generated to s~tlsfy peacetime presence requirements in support of US 
pol ltlcal interests in East Asia over and above those needed to satisfy 
military requirements, except in the case of AIMS E and H in which the 
low range of carrier forces was based in part on maintaining a peacetime 
presence In Asia. 

As can be seen in the table below, the forces provided In all AIMS 
Insure that the US would retain significant anti-Soviet military capa
bi II ties in the Western Pacific. 

Reduced Presence 
E H 

Army Div 0-1 1 

TFW 3 3 

HAF Ashore 1 

HAF Afloat 1/9-2/9 1/9-2/9 

CTGs 1-2 1-2 

Harl time • 2-lt 2-lt 
Patrol Sqdr 

TABLE IV-3 
Forces Deployed in the Pacific 

Current Presence 
(Without wartime 
initiatives) 
F/F(v) I 

1 

" " 
1 

2/9-3/9 3/9 . . 
2 2 

" " 

Current Presence 
(With wartime 
Initiatives) 

G J 

3 5 

1 1 

2/9-3/9 3/9 

2-3 2-3 

Jt ~ 

Increased 
Presence 

M 

1-Ji 

5 

3/9-6/9 

3-Ji 

6-8 

What may be of considerably greater significance than the actual combat 
power of US forces deployed to the Western Pacific is East Asian perceptions 
of the nature and extent of US participation In regional security affairs 
that US force levels convey. In the altered East Asian political environ· 
inent, the forces allocated to East Asia have declined steadily from the 
pre-Vietnam posture. Vietnam aside, the US has already withdrawn one 
division from Korea and announced plans to remove all remaining ground 
combat forces; the airborne brigade has been withdrawn from Okinawa; 
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deployed carrier task groups have been reduced frOIII three to two; US 
forces have been removed from Thailand and significantly reduced In Japan; 
US military presence in Taiwan has been significantly reduced; the 
level of military assistance to East Asian nations has declined; and 
the US Is publicly committed to consideration of proposals which 'WOUid 
limit US military· presence In the Indian Ocean. 

Both US all les and potential adversaries are keenly aware of these 
trends and It may -be difficult to persuade Asian nations of a continuing 
US Involvement In regional security affairs. The exact point at which 
further reductions may hann US interests is not known. The question is 
whether further reductions in either US deployed forces or retrenchment 
In the US base line can be made without risk to US regional interests. 

There are differing views whether reductions in US forces and/or 
retrenchment in the US base line (AIHS E and H) could be conducted in 
a manner which would continue to provide for major US security interests 
vis-a-vis the Soviets without upsetting regional stability or discouraging 
Chinese hostility towards the Soviets. Further, such reductions might 
encourage Japan to do more in its own defense and assume a greater regional 
military role, There Is no question but that Japan could contribute a much 
greater share of its national effort to its own defense. This may be 
desirable and could, ultimately, permit further reductions in wartime 
requirements for US air and naval forces in East Asia. 

The current situation is relatively favorable to the US. The US is 
moving towards an offshore military posture which avoids automatic 
lnvolvement in regional hostilities but is capable of combat operations 
throughout East Asia; the Soviets are In check; China persists in its 
anti-Soviet attitude and military orientation while showing l lttle 
Incl I nation towards aggressive action against Taiwan; nuclear prol iferatlon 
lncentlves in Japan, Korea and Talwan are not perv"fsive; North Korea must 
take Into account powerful US air and naval assets In any decision to 
attack the South; Japanese-American relations are close and cooperative; 
and ASEAN cooperation is both relatively high and hostile to ORV expansion. 
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QUESTION SIX. 

Question. What constltues an adequate strategic force posture? 

Discussion. Assessments of alternative strategic force structure 
should begin by specifying objectives: What Is it the United States 
expects to accomplish with these forces? Clearly, satisfying our 
strategic objectives depends on many factors; declaratory policy is 
no doubt fundamental,* as are operational factors (I.e., where the 
weapons are deployed and their operational readiness). 

Specific objectives for US strategic nuclear forces are: 

Deter nuclear attack on the US, our forces, our allies, and 
others whos.e security Is important to the US. 

In conjunction with general purpose and theater nuclear forces, 
enhance deterrence on non-nuclear aggression, particularly against NATO an~ 
our Asian allies. 

Should deterrence fail and nuclear conflict occur, control 
escalation, limit dar.cge to the degree possible, and terminate the conflict 
quickly on acceptable terms. If escalation cannot be controlled, obtain 
the best possible outcome for the US and its allies. 

Insure that the US, our allies, and others whose security is 
Important to the US can act without intimidation sterrming from perce?tions 
that the strategic balance favored or was increasingly favoring the USSR. 

* Five distinct but Interrelated elements of nuclear policy can be 
Identified. 

Declaratory statements on policy: how we describe our nuclear 
policy to the public, allies, and adversaries. 

Acquisition policy: the planning criteria for both developing 
and procuring nuclear weapon systems for the fut.M.re. 

Employment policy: how available weapons are targeted and 
planned for use In the event of nuclear conflict (addressed by NSDH 242). 

Deployment policy: how we deploy nuclear forces. 

Arms control policy: how we seek to maintain a stable force 
balance and, If· possible, reduce force levels through negotiations • 
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Alternative force structures were derived by selecting a combination 
of criteria, one for each objective. All told, there are more than one 
thousand possibilities. The lnteragency Working Group has illustrated 
these possibilities by grouping combinations of criteria! into "substrategies," 
each representing a logical combination. Substrategy 1, for example, 
utilizes the least demanding criteria for each objective. Substrategy 4 
utilizes the most demanding. The other two substrategies lie between these 
two extremes and Illustrate the high and low side of the range of capabilities 
that could be derived from current US pol icy and plans. 

Even with agreement on the criteria appropriate for each substrategy 
the derivation of force structures which could satisfy it requires that 
a number of additional assumptions be made, e.g., as to the capabilities 
of Soviet forces, the desired diversity/redundancy in US forces, and the 
alert status of VS and Soviet forces. The National Intelligence Estimate 
(NIE) of Soviet capabilities for the mid-1980's was applied in all cases; 
the sensitivity of results to these assumptions was not tested. The 
target data base was derived from the 1977 National Target Base revised 
to reflect projected changes in the number and hard~ess of Soviet silos 
and related facilities for the 1986 time period. Growth rates of other 
types of targets were ignored. The conse~uences of maintaining various 
forms of diversity in US forces, in terms of the resulting costs and size, 
were de1T1onstrated by configuring alternative forces* for each substrategy 
based on differing combinations of existing or planned strategic force 
components. 

Current policy is to maintain a TRIAD of strategic forces--lCBH's, 
SLBM's and manned bombers. This TRIAD provides mutually ~einforcing 
and partially overlapping capabilities which give hign confidence that 
the US can achieve current US objectives. 

* The JCS representative notes that the pl~nning factors used in 
developing forces to test the notional strategic substrategies 
fail to ta~e Into account significant current nuclear tasking 
requirements. The current nuclear tasking criteria which are 
Ignored are the requirement to achieve 90% damage against Soviet 
military recovery resources and the requirement-to al locate some 
alert weapons against the nuclear threat · and conventional military 
forces of the Varsaw Pact and PRC. Additionally, the modeling used 
to generate forces does not recognize real world consideratlocis such 
as: HIRV footprint constraints, target base growth (no growth or 
hardening of industrial sites was considered), cross targeting or 
timing considerations, operational bomber loadings, availability of 
strategic nuclear material, and sensitivities of the planning factors 
to uncertainties in the Soviet threat. Given these factors, the JCS 
representative believes the force postures and costs that are displayed 
ere not appropriate for use in discussion of notional strategic forces. 
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The TRIAD also poses major problems to a Soviet planner contemplating 

a first strike. Because Soviet ICBH's and SLBH's would have different 
flight times to their targets, one or the other would provide enough 
warning time for the US to launch one of its two land-based components 
while still maintaining theoptions to employ sea-launched missl les. For 
example, If Soviet SLBH's and ICBH's were launched simultaneously, the 
SLBH's would detonate first--probably on US bomber bases and colfflland/ 
control--thereby creating the option for the President to launch the US 
ICBH's In the 15-20 minutes prior to arrival of the Soviet ICBH attack. 
Alternatively, if the Soviet ICBH's were launched first, there would be 
additional warning to US bombers on alert to enhance their escape from 
their bases. 

The central acquisition issue related to force diversity is whether 
or not the US needs a TRIAD with relatively e·••al legs. The major 
alternative would be a force with the requir~u retaliatory capability 
primarily residing In two legs with equal capabilities. This issue has 
arisen because of the projected vulnerability of fixed silo ICBH's. The 
US choice is whether (a) to modernize our land-based missile forces with 
a mobile ICBH (H-X) to maintain a fully hedged TRIAD, or (b) to permit 
the present ICBH force to become less survivable and to rely to a greater 
degree on SLBH's and bombers, or (c) rely on a launch-on-warning policy 
for the present ICBM force. 

Objectives 

Assured Destruction and Counter-Recovery Criteria. The US 
approach to achieving deterrence is, and has been for some time, to 
maintain forces which could sustain a massive Soviet first strike and 
survive with swf.ficient capability to inflict retaliatory damage which 
"-Ould be regarded as unacceptable by Soviet leaders. There is, however, 
no universally agreed set of criteria for "unacceptable" damage. Possible 
criteria would Include the destruction of 50% of the enemy's economic and 
political resources critical to recovery,,o.r the destruction of 70% of the 
economic, political, and military resources critical to recovery. 

Various other criteria have been cited publicly by US 
officials in the past. In 1965, then Secretary of Defense McNamara 
stated that he believed an aggressor would be effectively deterred by 
knowledge that an adversary had the capability to ~stroy one fourth 
to one third of his population and two thirds of his Industrial capacity. 
These criteria were modified in 1968 to one fifth to one fourth of the 
population and one half of the industrial capacity. Even so, the actual 
employment pol icy, set forth at one point in the National Strategic 
Targeting and Attack Policy (HSTAP), was ma!erlally different. It 
contained no specific criterion with respect to population, but set a 
damage expectancy of 70% of the war-supporting economic base and 90% 
damage expectancy against nuclear threat targets as goals, recognizing 
that damage levels would vary (no single US d~llvery system at that time 
could achieve a 90% damage expectancy against a hardened Soviet silo). 
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US pol Icy today Is oriented on maximizing US post-war power and influence 
relative to the Soviet Union.* Thus, while there have been differences 
In views of deterrence criteria, these apparent differences are not as 
Important as are the similarities; namely, that retaliatory forces are 
planned ii be adequate to lnfl ict some specified level of damage to Soviet 
society. 

* Current US policy (as defined in NSOH 242 for the employment of US 
nuclear forces and In the Secretary of Defense Nuclear Weapons 
Employment Policy (NUWEP}) defines the targets In terms which emphasize 
the objective of reducing to the minimum the strategic power and 
Influence of a potential enemy in the pest-war era and to prolong 
post-war recovery. To this end, the targeting Is defined under four 
criteria: 

a. Damage 70% of the war-supporting economic base. 

b. At least one weapon on an industrial facility In the tope 250 
urban areas of the Soviet Union. 

c. At least one weapon on major centers of government, 

d. Neutralize other targets, including military targets, critical to 
post attack recovery not covered above. 

In this light, the levels of damge to resources critical to post-war 
recovery have been further defined as: 

a. Inf! ict· that damage to the industrial sector of the economy critical 
to post-war recovery which will reduce the assessed value of the 
national output by approximately 70% of the USSR. 

b. Place special emphasis on targets,. t-he loss of which would cause 
economic bottlenecks and extend recovery time. 

c. Oamage•approximately 90% of the military resources crit:~al to 
postwar recovery in the USSR. 

d. Damage other targets critical to post-war rec~ery not covered above. 

These levels were chosen to maximize US post-war power and Influence 
related to the Soviet Union. 

** An alternative way, not examined In the PRH-10 Study, of defining 
deterrence criteria could emphasize the relative post-war balance of 
usable power (which Is suggested by Soviet writings on warfightlng) 
1s opposed to absolute measures. 
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limited Attacks. A second US objective is to deter smaller 
nuclear attacks. Forces acquired for this purpose are additlo~al to those 
obtained to deter massive attac~s. so that the latter can be held in reserve 
to deter escalation to a massive exchange. The general rule adopted in the 
,tudy ls that the US should have some capability to respond to limited Soviet 
attacks. The substrategies differ as to whether the US should acquire forces 
capable of matching or offsetting any limited Soviet attack, i.e., to be able 
to respond with a comparable number of weapons against a comparable set of 
targets. The most demanding requirement would be to match Soviet capabilities 
to destroy hardened targets, especially missile silos and associated launch 
facilities. The criteria utilized range fron an ability to deliver up to 
200 weapons against relatively soft targets, to an ability to deliver up to 
~.ooo weapons--including a capability to destroy up to 90% of the 1,300 
Sovtet ICBH silos and 400 associated launch control centers. 

Deterring Attacks on Our Allies. The next objective, the use 
of strategic forces to contribute to the deterrence of an attack on our 
allies, proves to be relatively less important for force sizing. Strategic 
forces are maintained to enhance the deterrence of conventional or nuclear 
attacks against US allies in Europe and East Asia by threatening nuclear 
strikes, primarily against the East European members of the Warsaw Pact 
and China. Insofar as these strikes are envisioned only following the 
outbreak of large scale conventional crisis or war, it was assumed that, 
for the purpose of evaluating force requirements to meet these objectives, 
US strategic forces would have been placed on a generated alert.* 

Given this assumption, no additional strategic forces were 
found to be necessary to satisfy this objective. Some of the der..and was 
already met by , forces acquired to deter limited Soviet attacks; in most 
cases, the same strategic forces which could satisfy the other objectives 
when In a day-to-day alert posture, could also satisfy the rest of the 
demand when placed on generated alert. Thus, US objectives in Europe and 
Asia resulted In no significant additiona,1.demands for strategic weapons. 
This result ls currently being tested in greater detail. 

Damaie llmitino. Fulfillment of the objective of limiting 
damage to the US should deterrence fail was addressed by a range of possible 
R&D programs and deployments. The capabilities directly applicable to 
damage limiting range from a modest civil defense p,'ogram, to the deployment 
of ABH systems, to the acquisition of offensive counterforce capabilities. 
Limitation of damage via passive defensive programs, i.e., civil defense 
and Industrial hardening, provides an approach which is controversial and 
would tnvolve uncertain costs and effectiveness. The civil defense approach 
requires sufficient warning time (about one week) for implementing protection 
measures. Passtve ABH defense programs .tlich do not rely on such warning 

* Today, the US covers targets in the non-Soviet Warsaw Pact and Chlna 
using day-to-day alert planning factors. 
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times, and so hedge against surprise attacks, are costly and \oiOuld likely 
be politically unacceptable in the US unless the nature of US·Soviet 
relations changed. 

Political Sufficiencv. The keystone In US strategic policy 
Is deterrence. In addition, the US and its allies need to be free from 
any Intimidation which could occur as a result of perceptions of an eroding 
strategic balance. This requires the perception by ourselves, our allies, 
and the Soviets of an undiminished US ability and willingness to counter 
Soviet actions against US interests. A necessary element of this is a 
retaliatory capability that we perceive as adequate. But is this politically 
sufficient? 

There Is general agreement that US strategic forces should be 
postured to provide freed(XTl from intimidation, but what is at issue is 
whether major asyrrrnetries in US-Soviet force levels, or perceived offensive 
and defensive capabilities, have political utility (e.g., for intimidation) 
and, if so, how should the US deal with such ~cjor asymmetries. 

Current US declaratory policy states that the US maintains at 
least rough equivalence with the Soviet Union in aggregate force measures. 
Alternatives co this pol icy go from an active declaratory policy deempha
sizing the significance of static ~easures or prograrmiatic imbalances 
favoring the Soviets to an acquisition policy seeking clear superiority 
In strategic power. Even if a policy of rough equivalence were continued, 
a collateral force issue si 11 arises: should the US simply respond to 
Soviet programs in kind, or take initiatives (e.g., development and/or 
deployment of improved cruise missile technology) to offset major asyr:rnetries 
and place the Soviet Union in a responsive position? A case of particular 
Interest involv'e·s hard target capabilities. A significant hard target 
asymmetry favoring the Soviets might lead to a perception on their part 
that they possess an important edge in warfighting capability and thus to 
a perceived imbalance. 

The study utilizes several alternative sufficiency criteria, 
Including both Indices that ~re static (i.e., indices of strategic power 
prior to a nuc)ear exchange) and dynamic (i.e., measures of strategic 
power after a one-sided exchange). The resulting forces are affected 
In various ways by the application of sufficiency ccJteria. In most 
cases, especially those involving DYAD forces and substrategies with 
relatively low military requirements, the impact of sufficiency criteria 
was to add substantially to the size of the total force. The Impact was 
considerably less for balanced TRIAD and augmented DYAD forces, particularly 
as military requirements increased. 

Strategic Reserve Forces. Current US employment policy directs 
that survivable strategic forces be taken from forces generated by other 
requirements and be held back for trans and post attack protection. An 
alternative approach would be to buy additional forces with the desired 
characteristics and maintain them as the strategic reserve force. 
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The SRF ls a hedge against wartime uncercainties--previously 

unknown Soviet threats, unexpected failures in US forces--as well as a 
force to cope with post-war contingencies (e.g., attempted initimidation 
by other powers after a US-USSR exchange). Knowledge by the National 
;OITVTland Authority that a survivable, capable SRF if available could, in 
some circ..-nstances of less than massive attack, provide additional decision 
time thereby aiding in the control of escalation. 

The most Important characteristics of an SRF would be sur
vivability, responsiveness to political control, flexibility for operating 
In varying environments, versatility made possible by availability of a 
range of yield and accuracy in both aircraft and missiles, and the 
avatlabil ity of both HIRV and non-MIRV systems. 

Alternative Substrategies 

Four substrategies were defined for strategic forces. Substrategy l 
would meet the least demanding set of criteria; substrategy 4 the most 
demanding. Not surprisingly, the four substrategies are similarly ranked 
In terms of the pace and scope of modernization programs necessary to 
provide the forces for which they call. 

Substrategy 1 would provide an assured retaliation capability 
against Soviet political and economic recovery resources. No early 
strategic force modernization is required. Force levels could be reduced 
by retirement of the older B-S2D's, Tital 11 'sand Polaris SSBN's. 
Defensive capabilities remain at current levels or are slightly reduced. 
The ability to respond flexibly is limited, and little countermilitary 
or damage limiting capabilities are provided. This substrategy assumes 
that domestic and foreign perceptions would not be seriously affected 
as a consequence of large disparities in US-Soviet force postures, even 
If no SALT agreement were reached which would constrain Soviet force 
modernization and growth to the US force levels associated with this 
posture. Consequently, there is no atten"ti'on to forces for political 
sufficiency. 

• Substrategy 2 would provide a capability against Soviet political, 
economic, and military recovery resources; a more extensive flexible response 
capability; and the appearance of US-Soviet strategic balance essentially by 
maintaining force levels at SALT limits and some countermilitary capability 
(Including retaining some of the current counter silo potential). Some 
strategic force modernization is necessary to provide the required retalia
tory capability (e.g., one or more of ALCM, B-1 and H-X). Defensive levels 
remain at current levels or are modestly increased. The most distinctive 
feature of this substrategy, which lies at roughly the low to middle side 
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of current US policy, ls its decision not to pursue a highly effective 
hard-target-kill capability against Soviet silos and associated launch 
control facilities. Forces to maintain equivalence depend upon agreed 
SALT limits and Soviet deployments. Expected Soviet deployments within 
the Vladivostok ljmits would require additional new systems. Overal I 
sufficiency requirements are to retain the US lead or equality in total 
warheads (RV's + bomber weapons) while maintaining forces at or near 
SALT 1 i mi ts. 

Substrategy 3-·which combines an assured retaliation capability 
against Soviet political, economic, and military recovery resources with a 
full range of flexible response options--would enable the US to respond 
directly to the potential Soviet hard-target-kill threat with an efficient 
hard target capability of our own, while at the same time actively pursuing 
maintenance of some current areas of US advantage in the strategic balance. 
Early strategic force modernization is necessary to provide the required 
retaliatory capability (e.g., M·X and/or 0-5 for a time-urgent, efficient 
hard target capability, plus B-1 and/or ALCM}. Defensive capabilities are 
maintained at about current levels with p~rhaps so~e modest increase. The 
most important strategic judgment associated with this alternative, which 
lies roughly at the high side of current policy, is that a matchina US 
response to the Soveit hard target threat is important for deterrence and 
that the Soviets would not act as if it were an unacceptable threat to their 
strategic forces. Political sufficiency options are to retain a US lead or 
equality in static measures (RV's + bomber weapons, MIRV'd launchers, and 
hard target kill} or status~ dynamic measures (surviving RV's and 
bomber weapons, surviving missile throw-weight and bomber payload). 
Retention of current force balances alone could reGuire substantial 
deployments of new systems, although requirements for equivalence depend 
upon Soviet deployments. 

Substrateay 4--which combines an assured retaliation capability 
against Soviet political, economic, and military recovery resources, with a 
full range of flexible response options-~would enable the us to respond 
directly to the potential Soviet hard-target-kill threat with an efficient 
hard target capability of our own. Early strategic force modernization is 
necessary to provide the required retaliatory capability (e.g., H-X and/or 
D-S for a time urgent efficient hard target capability, plus B-1 and ALCH). 
Defensive capabilities would remain at current or s~bstantially increased 
levels. This substrategy represents initiatives on our part to restore 
clear US superiority over the Soviet Union In strategic nuclear forces. 
Political sufficiency objectives are to maintain or acquire US superiority 
In all indices, both static and dynamic. Acquisition of associated forces 
would require substantial deployments of our new systems. 
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Alternative Forces 

Alternative Illustrative forces are surrrnarized In Section F of 
Annex 0. For each, nllT!bers and types of delivery vehicles are given. 

Variations ln,costs within substrategies will depend on whether It is 
required to maintain three relatively equal components of strategic 
offensive forces (ICBM's, SLBM's, and bombers), or if the diversity 
provided by maintaining two components of equal capability Is considered 
sufficient. Variation in costs also will be strongly related to the 
scope and pace of modernization. The greatest variation in costs, 
however, wil I occur in relation to which criterion of political sufficiency 
Is selected. In this study, the measure of sufficiency is based on a 
variety of publicly discussed indicators of both the quantity and quality 
of forces. Each of these indices can be faulted as being biased or mis
leading. ~e know that these indices can affect (and have affected) the 
perceptions of different audiences in different ways, but we do not know 
how these perceptions are formed or how consequential they are. Although 
they are only representative, the indices for offensive force appear to 
bound the problem sufficiently for this analysis. The decision to meet 
requirements for political sufficiency (if these indices or ones like them 
are used) can, in some instances, result in strategic nuclear forces 
signifi~antly larger than those that analysis shows are needed to meet 
the target destruction goals established in this study. As noted earlier, 
such increased occur primarily in cases involving DYAD forces in sub
strategies having relatively low military requirements. The impact is 
considerably less pronounced for TRIAD and augmented DYAD forces, 
partlcularly as the military requiremetns increase. Nevertheless, 
differences in force requirements caused by the application of political 
sufficiency criteria justify the most careful and rigorous assessment of 
the relative importance of this objective of US strategic forces. 

US Declaratory Policy, Military Strateoy and Acauisition Policy 

A continuing problem with US policy for strategic forces has been the 
degree of consistency and conscious coordination among the three major 
elements that•constitute US strategic policy: our declaratory policy (what 
we. say about our strategic force objectives, plans, and capabilities); our 
military strategy (actual plans for employing US strategic forces); and 
acquisition policy (the guidance for procuring strategic forces. 

There exists today, for example, some discrepancy between US declaratory 
policy and US military strategy with regard to what we will do in the event 
of a massive Soviet nuclear attack. Our declaratory policy is that we do 
not target people per se; we target recovery resources. Yet there are large 
numbers of people living In close vicinity to many If not most of the Soviet 
"recovery resources" targeted. Consequently, US assertions that we do not 
target people simply are not credible to the Soviets (or Americans). Hore 
Importantly, we do not tell the Soviets exactly what would be entailed in 
the destruction of the political (leadership), economic, and selected mili
tary resources critical to the recovery of their post-war power, influence, 
and economy. 
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At Issue Is how specific should US officials be In defining US strategic 

policy objectives? There are occasions when ambiguity In declaratory 
pol Icy may make sense (e.g., as to exactly what the US response would be 
to a limited nuclear attack on the US), but is there any case for being less 
than (ully explicit ebout the kind and extent of the destruction that the 
US plans and has the capability to produce in the Soviet Union in response 
to I massive attack on the US7 Once we have determined these plans and 
capabilities, some argue that deterrence would be improved If the Soviets 
knew precisely what our targeting plans were and were told in painful 
clarlty the total amount of death and destruction the US would have the 
capability to produce. Others argue that providing details of US tar
geting plans could trigger unwanted Soviet responses; e.g., accelerated 
defensive measures, industrial hardening, .etc. They suggest it would be 
better to leave the Soviets with uncertainties, relying on the conservatism 
of Soviet planner to '""1orst case" their own estimates of our capabilities. 

There also exists today an imperfect flt between US strategy and US 
acquisition policy as they relate to the objective of deterring a massive 
Soviet attack on the US. In response to Presidential guidance, our cur
rent military strategy Is defined in terms of the kind of targets (recovery 
resources) to be destroyed and the level of destruction (70%) to be 
achieved. But the President did no~ that time, decide that this 
strategy could be used as guidancefor acquisition policy. Indeed, the 
last Presidential guidance on acquis;tion policy was NSOH 16 In 1969, 
which was concerned with a different military strategy (the requirement, 
Inter alla, that the US would not Incur more deaths and Industrial damage 
than the USSR). 

There Is at p~esent, then, no Presidential guidance on acquisition 
policy that matches our military strategy. As a result, the number and 
kind of US forces needed to execute this strategy are open to interpreta
tion. This point is not without so,:,e consequence, since our present 
111il itary strategy is aimed at a "moving target"; i.e., Soviet recovery 
resources are continually lncreasing in number and varying In kind • 

Sunrnary • 

To define what constitutes an adequate US mllitar't._strategy and acqui
sition policy for strategic forces, the following specific questions need 
to be answered: 

What kind and level of retaliatory capability Is necessary 
for deterrence of Soviet conventional and nuclear aggression? 

To what extent should the US acquire an efficient hard-target
kill capability and for what purposes? 

. ,~· ':""• ' ....... . ... ... -""- · .. ~ ... .. ,,~'r-o . · '- '- • • .. r C · 

42 

152



• 

,_: ;· .~ ..:. : - ·- . . . . . : :: . ..... 
• . ' • ·- "4 

-leP SEeREf 
against Soviet forces in the Far East after planned redeployments of US air 
and naval forces to the European theater upon NATO mobil izatlon. It assumes 
that conflict does not break out between North and South Korea. The ability 
of NATO to protect the flow of Hiddle Eastern oil Is not considered on the 
assumption that, in the event of oil SLOC interdiction, NATO would depend 
upon existing POL stockpiles until forces could be freed from other theaters 
to counter this additional threat. 

While the war In Central Europe Is, of course, the conflict of greatest 
importance, the outcome of the worldwide conflict influences foreign support 
(resources and bases) necessary for US prosecution of the war, the stance 
adopted by the PRC, and negotiations to terminate hostilities. The overall 
ability of US and Allied forces to prevail against Soviet forces outside of 
Europe Is uncertain. US advantages are based primarily upon control of 
critical maritime choke points, access to bases in Japan (including the 
Ryukyus) and South Korea, and the ability to threaten the territory of the 
USSR itself through naval and air attack. These advantages are offset by 
the difficulty of establishing effective anti-air and anti-submarine barriers 
in the face of intense Soviet opposition. Although essential military shipping 
to Japan could probably be maintained, the possibility exists that the USSR 
could cut the economic and resupply LOC's to Japan, endangering Japan's con
tinued support of US military operations. This would make the US task in the 
Pacific considerably more difficult. 

There is always a possibility that the PRC, North Korea, Vietnam, or 
other nations might take aggressive actions during or in the aftermath 
of a conventional war between the US and the USSR. Both sides, however, 
have multiple deterrents to such actions, ranging from threats (on the 
low end) to using nuclear weapons (on the high end). It would appear that 
these measures are adequate In FY 1978 to discourage any such peripheral 
activities. 

The major problems for the US are the need to disengage forces under the 
current "swing" strategy (which requires redeployment of significant US naval 
and some air forces from the Pacific to the European/Atlantic theater upon 
mobilization), the limited Japanese defense capabilities, and the strong 
Soviet forces available in the Far East. Soviet problems Include the need 
to maintain substantial forces opposite the PRC, the difficulty of sustain
ing extended naval operations in the Pacific and the vulneratbillty of 
Isolated areas to US air and naval attack. Hajor uncertainties for both 
sides are the nature and Impact of Soviet measures to deny Persian Gulf oil 
to the West, Soviet naval deployments prior to hostilities, Japanese strength 
and determination, and the actions of third parties during the conflict, pri
marily the PRC, but Including North Korea and Vietnam. 

US-USSR Nuclear Conflict 

The results of a major nuclear exchange between the United States and 
the Soviet Unio~ are that both nations would suffer very high levels of dam
age and neither could conceivably be decribed as a "winner." Further, 
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there ls no decisive advantage to either side in terms of residual resources. 
Today, this is true regardless of who strikes first, or whether the attack 
is a surprise or occurs after a period of warning. With some slight vari
ations, it Is true regardless of the targeting policy adopted by either 
side. In the three cases examined In the analysis, the US suffers at least 
l~O mill ion fatalities, and the Soviet Union suffers at least 113 million 
fitali ~les. Both·the US and the USSR would Incur over 70% destruction to 
economic recovery resources. 

The results of several limtted nuclear attacks on Individual force com
ponents of both sides reveal the following outcomes: 

Whichever side initiates a limited nuclear attack against the 
ICBM forces of the other side will not find itself better off In terms of 
the residual number of ICBMs, ICBM RVs, and throwweight, 

In SLBH attacks on bomber bases, the US would not lose a sig
nificant number of Its bombers on alert. 

The 1 imited nuclear attacks have been executed in Isolation with the 
objective of maximizing damage on the particular delivery systems involved 
without regard for other targeting requirements. An attack on any single 
force component would result in the alerting of the remaining two force 
components; thus the results of the one-to-one exchanges should not 
be aggregated since they may not be achievable In combination. In fact, 
the targeting in an all-out exchange might well differ significantly from 
that in these 1 imited attack scenarios. 

C. OTHER CONTINGENCIES 

Middle East 

The contingency scenario 
the Middle East between 

The scenariQ Investigated here Is consfdered Illustrative 
probable course of events. opportunity to~blllze 
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This Hldeast scenario does permit• comparison of 

Sub-Saharan Africa 

This contingency examines the ability of the US and Soviet Union to 
introduce and sustain moderate levels of combat forces in sub-Saharan 
Africa and to prevail in a limited conflict there. It examines a notional 
scenario Involving US assistance to Zaire In combating an Angolan attack 
which is supported by Soviet and Cuban forces. Neither the US nor the 
Soviets mobilize or employ air or ground forces deployed In Europe. 

In the past, the Soviet Union has avoided direct military confronta
tion with US forces In non-contiguous regions, and would probably attempt 
to use "covert" assistance, shipments of military equipment, and surrogate 
forces to further their interests. It Is considered unlikely that the 
USSR would attempt to match a US force buildup In sub-Saharan Africa If 
the us conrnited its forces first, and the possibility of escalation to 
direct conflict between Soviet and American units were present. The reverse 
may not be true for the US. Although the US has been cautious In those 
contingencies with significant escalatory potential, It has In the past 
risked direct confrontation with Soviet forces -- e.g., Cuba In 1962, 
Haiphong mining In 1972, and the worldwide alert during the 1973 Mideast 
War. The ability of the US to project forces over great distances and to 
establish and protec-t Its reinforcement/resupply rou-tes Is well known and 

* The following notional US combat forces were c:onrnltted to this contingency: 
3 carrier task groups, 1 Harlne Amphibious Force(HAF) 3 Army divisions 
and 17 Air Force fighter squadrons. ' 
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gives the US the flexibility to support Its natlon3l policies essentially 
where It wishes. Thus, even If the Soviets were given a headstart In the 
buildup of military forces In Angola, the US would probably be a~le to 
match and surpass the Soviet efforts.• 

If both superpowers were to co1T1T1ence deployment of combat forces to 
sub-Saharan Africa, either from a standing start or after a period of 
tension, the US would have a substantial advantage owing to: (1) Its more 
direct, less encumbered LOCs; (2) more mobile, projection-ready forces 
backed by extensive strategic and tactical lift assets; (3) better expedi
tionary equipment and experience; and (4) amphibious assault capability, 
If conflict were to occur during or after the deployments, the US would 
likely prevail: we would be able to Interdict Soviet sustaining air and 
sea LOCs, while at the same time protecting our own relnformcent/resupply 
I ines. 

Despite its overall advantages, the US would experience problems 
initially in maintaining POL stocks for its forces deployed by air and 
in rapidly clearing any Soviet mining effort in Zairian coastal waters. 
Soviet problens are much IT'Ore extensive. Their ability to rapidly air
lift forces ls highly sensitive to overflight and landing rights, their 
projection forces (airborne and naval Infantry} are not structured to 
11fight their way" Into a hostile area, and they would be unable to either 
maintain their own sustaining LOCs or Impose an effective blockade of US 
deployed forces. 

Korea 

This contingency examines a surprise North Korean attack on South 
Korea. The US provides Initial air and naval support at 0-day. In-place 
US ground forces Initially take action only In self-defense but are fully 
c01m1itted by 0+7. The USSR and PRC provide only logistic support to North 
Korea. 

If the North Koreans were to achieve tactical surprise, It is posslble 
that they could at least temporarily attain their most l~kely major objec
tive--the capture of Seoul. However, the North Koreans would probably 
not be able to gain and sustain major breakthroughs or wear down the ROK 
in sustained combat. The ability of the US to project military power Into 
Northeast Asia Is the critical factor In this assessment. If the North 
Korean reserves could be prevented from arriving at the DHZ, the US/ROK 

* The following notional US combat force "packages" were examined for 
possible connltment In this contingency: 1-2 carrier task groups 1 
Marine Amphibious Brigade (3/9 HAF), 1 Army division, and 2 Air F~rce 
fighter squadrons. 
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defense could probably stall the Initial North Korean attack north of 
Seoul. With the US contributions of land--.and carrier-based tactic.at air 
ass~cs and materiel support, it would appear that the US and ROK would pre
vail against North Korea In the longer term.* 

The level of forces which could be brought to bear 1t the front on 
D·day would generally favor North Korea over the ROK fn all categorfes. 
The North Koreans would have the •ddftfonat benefits of the Initiative, 
an unconventional warfare capabllfty, pre-establfshed LOCs wfth both the 

• PRC and USSR, and peacetime deployments whfch are conducive to tactfcal sur
prise. The ROK has widely spread Infantry forces with lfmfted mobility and 
vulnerable stocks of war reserve materiel. Major uncertainties associated 
with this contingency are the actions of the USSR and PRC, and the efffclency 
and maintainability of Soviet and PRC LOCs into North Korea. ROK forces, 
supplemented by US assistance, have the lead In number of tactfcal afrcraft 
and in overall payload capability after about one week of conflict. In addi
tion, the US/ROK naval forces (practically all US) are generally superior. 
Other US/ROK advantages are the avallabtllity of Japan es a staging area, 
prepared defensive positions, stronger manpower reserves and economic/ 
mobilization base, more capable all-weather aircraft, precision-guided 
munitions, the availability of the US Harlne .Amphibious Force (HAF), and 
a good capability for long-term sustainability, ft ;hould be eff1)haslzed 
that despite South Korea's ongoing progress In strengthening Its forces, 
certain forms of US military support still are required for a successful 
defense effort. The ROK Army appears capable of self-defense without 
large-scale support from US ground ;ombat forces. However, the ROK still 
requires US tactical air, air defense, naval, logistic, conwnand and con
trol, intelligence and c01T111unicatlons support. 

* The following notional US combat forces were conwnltted to this contin
gency: 5 carrier task groups, 2 Hartne .Amphibious Forces, 1 ArfffY division, 
and 2ZiAlrForce fighter squadrons. 
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To formulate composite AIMS, substrategies were combined in a style 
that took one from the first column, one from the second, and so forth. 
A process of elimination led to the eight AIMS analyzed in this report. 
Out of the 216 possible AIMS variationi; these eight were chosen as the 
set best encompassing~ broad range while addressing in different ways 
the major military issues facing the US. 

C. CONTENT OF AIMS. The final eight AIMS and their component substrategies 
are shown in Table I 11-2, below. The dotted line represents a rough 
approximation of current US capability in the terms of the substrategy 
elements listed. The sustainability dimension--which refers to the nominal 
length of ·ime the US or NATO is prepared to support a conventional conflict 
from stocks plus initial production--is not apparent from this table (see 
footnotes), but it is the key variable between AIMS F (providing for 30 oays) 
and F Variant (providing for 90 days). Of the eight AIMS, F Variant 
calls for forces closest to the goals established In the present US Five 
Year Defense Program (FYOP). 

Each of these strategles has a specific ratlona+e for 1 inking building 
blocks into coherent AIMS as summarized below. Detailed descriptions ahd 
implications of AIHS are in Annex C. Strategic nuclear forces and related 
Issues are discussed In detail in Annex D • 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 
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SUBJECT: 

Introduction 

INFORMATION 
July 6, 1977 

Z BIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI 

JAMES THOMSON~~:/ 
VICTOR UTGOFF -vw-
PRC Meeting on PRM 10 -- Friday, 
July 8, 1977, at 10-:00 A. :M .• 

43Z6 

This is the first of two PRC meetings scheduled to discuss the PRM-10 
Military Strategy and Force Posture report (Tab B). In this meeting, 
Harald Brown wants to cover the first five of the six key questions dis
cussed in Section rv of the report -- those related chiefly to our general 
purpose forces posture. His memorandum and agenda paper are at 
Tab A. The second meeting, scheduled for Wednesday, July 13, will 
cover the last key question, which is related chiefly to strategic forces. 
The key questions are part of the agenda paper at Tab A. 

This memo discusses our tentative views on each of the five key quei,
tions. In the process, we build an AIMS (less the strategic nuclear com
ponent) that we feel would be an appropriate goal for future defense policy. 
Acceptance of this goal does not imply acceptance of the associated forces 
and costs for two reasons: (1) the study has not precisely defined forces 
and costs; and (Z) it is possible to get goals, while providing only enough 
funds to partially achieve them. Our recommendation, which is displayed 
on the attached chart, calls for: 

-- More emphasis on NATO's conventional deterrent with goals of 
minimum territorial loss and a capability to sustain conventional conflict 
longer than the Warsaw Pact. 
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Largely foregoing plans to take initiatives against Soviet territory 
outside of Europe during a NATO/Warsaw Pact war, while trying to pre
vent Soviet initiatives against US interests. 

-- A minimal capability to intervene in local wars, providing only 
some specialized capability for forcible entry and relying on. diversi. on 
of US forces oriented toward Europe. 

-- Maintenance of current US force levels in East Asia following 
the withdrawals from Korea., at lea.st for the near term. 

In addition to presenting a detailed exposition of the arguments leading 
to this g-oal, this m-emo also: 

-- Describes a potential DOD attempt to scuttle the AIMS and to 
discuss the key questions without reference to the AIMS (we do not feel 
this should be permitted since the AIMS are needed to understand the 
inlplicati ons of answering the questions); 

-- Discusses the problems associated with the forces and costs 
estimated for the A™5; and 

-- Suggests additional reading that would be useful preparation for 
the meeting. 

We believe it would be useful to discuss this memorandum with you before 
the meeting, and ~ave scheduled a half hour for this purpose at 6:30 p. m., 
Thursday, July 7 • 

The AIMS Analysis 

The Alternative Integrated Military Strategies (AIMS) are alternative 
answers to the key questions; and the study's analysis of the AIM.S describes 
the consequences of ilnplementing the AIM.S. These potential consequences, 
in terms of forces and costs and of impact on foreign policy, arms control, 
and Soviet attitudes, limit any strategy choice. This analysis is sum
marized in Section III .of the main report. 

The study analyzed eight AIMS (actually seven plus one variant that was 
created to answer a criticism you made at the May 19 meeting with the 
President). The AIM.S are displayed schematically on page ID-3 of the 
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report, in terms of their substrategy ,.components. The substrategies 
were discussed in Harold Brown's earlier memorandum to the President 
(Tab C). Beginning with AIMS E, the AIMS become increasingly demand
ing until they reach AIMS M. 

There is strong pressure within DOD to abandon the AIMS analysis totally 
and to carry on an academic discussion of the key questions, hoping to 
lead only to the broadest (and vaguest) Presidential guidance on military 
strategy. There is some substance behind this move: Many are con
cerned that the AIMS are not suitable for Presidential choice of a strategy 
or force posture. The latter is certainly true because the study failed to 
resolve disputes in the Pentagon and left each AIMS with a wide range of 
estimated force postures; thus, the President cannot at this stage choose 
a precisely defined force posture. Also, because the AIMS cover such 
a broad range (as required by the PRM), the choices among the AIMS a.re 
stark and the President will probably not be able to find his strategy in 
one of the AIMS. But this is n·ot a fatal flaw, because a strategy can be 
found by combining AIMS. 

The pressure to abandon the AIMS is mainly bureaucratically motivated . 
First, there is an attitude of 11not invented here 11 among many officials 
who came into DOD well after the study was launched and beyond their 
control. Also, the b:road range of AIMS, together with the force posturing 
exercise, stung the services -- especially the Navy -- by opening up such 
controversial issues as the allocation of roles and missions among the 
services and among branches within the services. Finally, there is a 
standard DOD concern, accentuated by the "not invented here 11 problem, 
that the President will provide detailed guidance to DOD and constrain 
DOD I s freedom-of-action; the AIMS were designed for such guidance. 

We believe you should oppose any attempt to surpress Presidential 
decisions. The first sign of such an attempt may be either an argument -
probably from Defense -- that the AIMS are inappropriate for decision 
or, more simply, an attempt to discuss the key questions without 
reference to the problems of iinplementation -- i.e., without reference 
to the Allv1S. 

Forces and Costs 

A quick inspection of the forces and costs in the report reveals that the 
range of forces and costs estimated for each AIMS is large, espe.cially 
for the less demanding AIMS and especially for the Navy. Mainly, the 
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high estim.ates we re made by the individual military services and the 
low estimates· by the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). The 
reasons for these differences (see pages ID- 7 tJ:?.rough m-lZ) reveal 

4 

a need for further work on force posturing assumptions by both the UOD 
and the intelligence community; for exa.m.ple: 

-- Army forces are influenced by assumptions about: (1)' the alloca
tion of Warsaw Pact forces against Central Europe; (Z) the ability of 
those forces to sustain themselves in combat; and (3) the time available 
for NATO to prepare for combat. Agreed national intelligence on these 
questions does not currently exist • 

.,..- .. Nav.al . .f.orce.s .ar.e . .strongly ... affected by aasUinptions about the role 
of the Navy in short European wars (AIMS E, F, G) and about the capa
bility of Allied forces, and by differing views on the ability of land-based 
aircraft and submarines tc;> substitute for sea-based aircraft. 

Also influencing the force and cost estimates is the question of "risk'' 
(or uncertainty); i.e., the degree of confidence that a given set of forces 
can successfully execute the military strategy. All estiinators were 
ostensibly guided by the same 11risk 11 

-- prudent risk, as opposed to the 
more conservative minimum risk criterion. But one man's minim.mn 
risk is another's prudent risk. And "risk" explains why it is (and has 
been) possible to state one strategy, but only be able to execute a less 
demanding strategy with high confidence. Thus, the President can choose 
a demanding strategy, but not provide a level of funding adequate to 
achieve "prudent II risk. 

With the exception. of the naval roles and missions questions, the forces 
are based on current military employnient doctrine. The costs do not 
include any estimate of the effect of efficiency actions. As a consequence, 
both forces and costs could be lower than shown if novel employnient 
doctrine or increased efficiency were considered. 

The ranges of forces and costs for each AIMS are unfortunate, since the 
costs of supporting a military strategy is a major constraint on the 
strategy choice. Without re);i.earsing all the arguments, we believe that 
you can safely use the low estimates as a guide for com.paring the relative 
costs of implementing an AIMS, if not for the absolute nmnbers. The 
high estimates are patently absurd: as shown by the cost chart on page ID-19, 
the high estim.ates imply that the de!ense budget is independent of strategy 
choice and must be about ZS% higher than today's for any strategy. This 
absurdity is mainly· driven by the high naval force estil:nates ma9e by the 
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Navy. Basically, the Navy is arguing that even for Allv1S E (a strategy 
considerably less demanding than today's), it must have about SO% 
more forces than it bas today. This conflicts directly with the CNO' s 
statement to Congress earlier this year that current forces are capable, 
albeit marginally, of cal'rying out their current missions. 

Questions 1 and 2 (Page IV -2 - IV-9 ) 

The questions focus mainly on the defense of Europe: the degree of 
reliance on the threat of early nuclear first-use for deterrence and the 
ability of the US to convince the Allies to emulate our approach to 
deterrence. Here, the strategy choice falls between two groups of 
AIMS: 

-- In AIMS E, F, and G, NATO would hope to deter conflict by 
having the capability to make Warsaw Pact conventional aggression costly, 
backed up by the threat of nuclear .first-use to enhance deterrence of 
conventional attack and deter Soviet first-use. In the event deterrence 
fails, NATO would attempt to absorb a conventional attack, fall back, 
and stabilize a defensive line. NA TO would be able to sustain the con
ventional conflict for about a month (consistent with current Allied 
planning). NA TO would always have the option to use nuclear weapons if 
the conflict went worse than anticipated or ,if it appeared that the Pact 
could sitnply outlast NATO (current estimates of Pact capability to sus
tain conflict are quite uncertain, but it is believed that the Pact could 
sustain conflict for greater than a month). Defense of the Flanks is left 
to the Allies. 

-- In AIMS H, I, and J, NA TO would hope to deter conflict by having 
the capability to throw back a Warsaw Pact conventional attack. In the 
event deterrence fails, NA TO would attempt to absorb a conventional 
attack, stabilize a defensive line, and counterattack to push Pact forces 
out of West Germany in a campaign lasting less than three months. 

Nuclear weapons would assUine a lesser role, existing mainly to deter 
Soviet first-use, to provide another option if conventional defense fails, 
and to help deter conventional attacks. * 

* Beyond general statements of the relationship of theat-er nuclear forces 
(TNF) to deterrence, this study did not review the purposes and struc
ture of TNF. Such a review should be a high priority follow-on to this 
study and will be the subject of an initiative that we will provide you. 

---
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In an attempt to bridge the chasm between these two alternatives, 
AIMS F (variant),. which purports to be close .to the Five-Year Defense 
Plan {FYDP), was proposed. This AIMS is almost identical to F but 
provides a capability to sustain conflict for three months. 

The study thus pre~ents a dilemma: 

_ -- Almost all agree that increased NATO conventional capability 
is needed to enhance deterrence and provide better war termination 
options. But the AIMS offerred by the paper are· too expensive (Allv1S H, 
I, and J cost about $30 B per year more than E, F, and G); would cost 
the Allies more as well (and they would almost certainly refuse to bear 
-the c·ost - they·are··currently·cn-ly'Willing-to stock 30 days uf supplies); 
and would raise Allied fears that we are planning to confine conventional 
conflict to European soil (which is exactly what we would be doing). 

-- On the other hand, lower cost strategies (E, F, and G) that we 
and our Allies could more readily support financially; rely heavily on 
the threat of nuclear first-use for deterrence and, if deterrence fails, 
would cede territory and permit the Warsaw Pact to outlast NA TO in a 
conventional war. But, the Allies could not support these strategies 
politically because they contemplate territorial loss. . 
But, US strategy for Europe is not really such a dilemIDa: 

-- This study did not discover the problem; it has existed for years. 

6 

Within the ambig\J.ities of NA TO' s declaratory strategy of forward defense 
and flexible response, all have been able to live 'with the low confidence 
in NATO's ability to prevent territorial loss in a conve"'lm.onal conflict; 
the US has been able to argue for increased emphasis on conventional 
defense and to pull NATO slowly in that direction; and the Allies have 
been able to resist providing a high confidence conventional defense, while 
relying on the threat of nuclear first-use for deterrence. 

-- The cost differential may be overstated. It results in pa.rt from 
the requirement to restore NATO's territorial integrity within 90 days. 
The force sizing analysis assumed, moreover,. that -- according to 
current NA TO operational planning -- NA TO would give up territory before 
stabilizing a d~ensive line and would have to go on the offensive to regain 
territory. Regaining territory -- according to the study's methodology -
would require achieving a significant force superiority over 130 Pact 
divisions within 90 days. But, the methodology is shaky; alternative 
d,efense concepts, such as establishment of a forward defensive line 

---
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armed with precision-guided munitions, might require fewer forces; 
and a search for greater efficiencies might lower the cost. 

7 

-- Since NA TO on~y needs to outlast the Pact and we do not know how 
long the Pact can sustain conflict, it may not be necessary to plan to 
sustain conflict for three months. The intelligence community needs 
to apply additional resources -- both collection and analysis .;._ in order 
to give an explicit answer to this key intelligence question. 

To some extent, the President has already set US strategy for Europe: 
His statements at the NATO Summit and at the May 19 meeting on PRM 10 
have described our goals; these include: 

-- A reaffirmation of NATO strategy of flexible response and forward 
defense; 

-- A recognition of the need £or continued iinprovement in the conven
tional deterrent; 

-- A stated goal of maintaining the territorial integrity of the NA TO 
area if deterrence fails; and 

-- A stated goal of sustaining conventional conflict for 90 days if 
deterrence fails, together with a statement to our Allies that while the 
US supports this goal, it will only go as far toward achieving it as the 
Allies will. 

According to the ·study, the forces and costs associated with the latter 
two goals are beyond both our Allies and our own ability to support and 
would mean reinstitution of the draft, but the paper's forces and costs 
need not be the r·esult. First, the goals can be viewed as long-term 
objectives. Second, more work is needed to determine the programmatic
implications of im.plementing the goals. However, it must be recognized 
that these goals imply smnewhat more US military capability oriented 
toward Europe than at present, which in turn means less (or at least no 
more) capability will be specifically available for other purposes if we 
are fiscally c~:>nstrained. 

As you will see in our discussion of later questions, including the strate
gic forces question, we believe it is possible to emphasize conventional 
capability for Europe m.ore than at present, particularly since forces 
oriented toward Europe can be employed elsewhere if needed. More-

. over, we believe this reorientation of priorities to be consistent with 
.-·-') 
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our strategic interests: Except for the protection of the US homeland, 
Europe rexnains the area of our greatest interest, but the contingency 
assessment showed that of all military contingencies, Europe is the 
area where we are least confident of securing our objectives. 

In short, the strategy goals we describe would be consistent with a 
combination of ADAS H and I. 

Question 3 (Page IV -10) 

8 

This question concerns the extent to which we should plan separate mili
tary capabilities to undertake military operations against the USSR outside 
Eurppe .. ,dur.ing.,a . .NA.l'.0./W..axsaw.P.u:t w.ar.... The paper pr-esents . .two basic 
options: 

-- AIMS E, F, H, and I, which provide for "liinited action" ; and 

-- AIMS G, J , . and M, which provide for 11initiatives. 11 

We are not convinced that planning to take initiatives against the USSR in 
a NATO/Pact war has any strategic merit worthy of the costs. 

. -- The US.SR is confined to the Eurasian land mass, while US interests 
stretch far from its shores. The US would have enough on its hands 
coping with Soviet initiatives against those interests and for that reason, 
has an interest in preventing a NATO/Pact conflict from spreading world
wide. Taking initiatives against the USSR would only increase the proba
bility of such spread. 

-- Initiatives would be valuable if they could hurt the USSR enough to 
cause the diversion of significant resources away from Europe or to 
bring the USSR to sue for peace. Only initiatives against Soviet territory 
could have a such an effect. But even here, our options are not great. 
Land attacks that are not prohibitively costly would at the sa:me tim.e not 
gain Soviet territory that would be of great consequence to the Soviets in 
the context of a war for Europe -- the Kuriles are often suggested. Con
ventional air attacks against Soviet military bases on the Soviet perimeter 
might be of smne psychological value, but only limited military value unless 
the Soviets were caught by surprise -- that is, by preemptive attack. 

-- The Soviets dt> not have a eonventional capability to take action 
against US territory in response to US attacks against Soviet territory. 
This "capabilities gap" might force the USSR to consider using nuclear 
weapons against the US homeland. ---
"':FOP SEC:REI._XGDS 
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In consequence, we feel that US strategy should concentrate on defending 
its vital interests outside Europe and preventing the worldwide spread 
of a NATO/Pact conflict, if possible. According to the contingency 
assessment, we have the capability to defend our interests now, given 
Soviet inability to sustain its own initiatives against deployed US and 
Allied forces and US interests. In the language of the PRM-10 report, 
the "limited action" capability provided by ATh1S E, F, H, and I is 
roughly equivalent to our current capability. 

Question 4 (Page IV -15) 

This question concerns planning for crisis management and intervention 

9 

in local wars. It asks to what extent we should plan on these contingencies 
... an~ if :we do, whether w-e "Soould have anindependent ·int:eTVention capa

bility or instead rely on forces that have been procured for other purposes 
(e.g., Europe). The question addresses the one-hal'.f war component of 
previous two and one-half and one and one-half war US military strategies. 

Given the Vietnam experience, a military strategy calling explicitly 
for some intervention capability must be approached with caution. Yet, 
the US is more likely to see a need to employ forces outside the NATO/ 
Pact context than in it. The most obvirus possibility is the Middle East: 
US interests there continue to grow as Western access to oil becomes 
more important; the possibility of conflict, potentially involving the USSR, 
remains higher there than in orther parts of the world. The contingency 
assessment revealed that US capability to project power considerably 
exceeds that of the USSR in most areas of the world, including the· Middle 
East, but that the US would face the greatest difficulty projecting power 
into the Middle E~st. 

The US cannot avoid the potential need to intervene, if not in the Middle 
East, then perhaps elsewhere. But the question remains: To what extent? 
Intervention capability comes by the yard: Unlike capability for Europe, 
which is estimated on the basis of a specific mission in a specific place, 
intervention capability is planned to sustain a given level of effort anywhere 
in the world. The study selects three illustrative purchases (see table on 
page IV -17). · 

-- AIMS E and.H provide for 111imited action": materiel support to 
participants in local wars, together with a small amount of US naval and 
air forces, but no land forces. 

-- AIMS F and I provide "light intervention": materiel support plus 
. moderate amounts of naval and air forces as well as some land forces 
(Z_ divisions) • 

TOP SECRET XGDS 
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-- AIMS G, J, and M provide for "heavy intervention11 : a healthy 
independent capability including eight Army divisions. 

This question is closely coupled to the others, for a military capability 
planned for Europe can be used for military operations elsewhere if need 
be. For example, if, as we suggest, the US continues to incTease con
ventional capability oriented to Europe, there is a reduced need to plan 
an independent capability for intervention. Still, there are limits to 
which this so called "drawdown" planning can be carried: 

-- Forces designed for Europe may not provide capabilities needed 
for intervention -- particularly forces needed for forcible entry -- air
borne or amphibious units. 

-- Drawdown may not be possible if the European conflict precedes 
the intervention conflict. Or, once an intervention conflict begins, US 
capability oriented· toward Europe but diverted to the contingency would 
be less available. This latter problem, which occurred during Vietnam, 
is more im.portant for land forces than £or air and naval forces, which are 
more easily redeployed. · .... ..........._ 

Given the contingency assessment's judgment that current capability 
(roughly "li.Inited action") is adequate for most contingencies and given 
that we have argued earlier for increased capabilities- for Europe, we 
feel that the US can ·plan for ·a capabi)4-ty roughly between "linlited action" 
and "light intervention"; that is, between AIMS H and I, so long as the 
US maintains an independent land-force capability for forcible entry. 

Question 5 (Page IV - 20 ) 

This question concerns US military strategy in East Asia following the 
withdrawal of ground forces from. Korea. · The only real issue is whether 
the US should draw down peacet:iine presence further, should retain the 
status quo, or should increase peaceti.tne presence. 

Question 5 ahnost disappeared from the key question list numerous 
ti.Ines, but it was retained because Secretary Brown and others want 
to use the PRM-10 paper to argue for no further reductions of US mili
tary presence in the Western Pacific. It was ahnost dropped because 
considerations of peacetixne presence in East Asia did not influence the 
forces required for the Ailv15: Forces required for the missions asso
ciated with Questions 3 and 4 could support the East Asian peacetime 
presence associated with the AIMS; additional forces would not be 

( -·required to support peacetim.e presence. 
' · 
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.. -- AIMS E and H would draw down US presence by withdrawing all 
force.a in the _Philippines and Korea. 

-- AIMS F, I, G, and J would maintain current presence. 

-- AIMS M would add deployed forces -- tactical aircraft, carriers, 
embarked marines and maritime patrol aircraft -- and woulq. seek some 
form of security ties with China. 

Excluding the transitory US presence brought about by Vietnam, US 
military presence in East Asia has steadily declined over the last two 
decades. The question at hand is whether further reductions can be 
accomplished without upsetting regional stability, causing the Chinese 
to -reassess relationti·with the USSR; ·-oT encoura-ging a niajor Japanese 
rearmament, perhaps including nuclear weapons. 

11 

Proponents of further reductions argue that the small reductions contem
plated would not unduly harm stability. They argue that a carefully 
managed trend toward some Japanese rearmament would be a positive 
step, since the Japanese are able to lift some of the burden from the US 
and provide for their own defense. Finally, they feel that an East Asian 
drawdown would be consistent with a Europe-first US strategy, but would 
not impair US ability to carry out wartim.e missions. 

While we are attracted to these notions, we feel that with plans for US 
withdrawal from Korea now underway, this is not an appropriate tune to 
consider further withdrawals. After the effects of the withdrawals from 
Korea have settle.d, the US can take another look. 

Additional Reading 

In addition to this m~mo, we suggest that you also: 

-- Read or at least scan Harold Brown's memo at Tab A and the 
Executive Sum.mary -- this will be the common reading of all participants; 

-- Become familiar with the AIMS" as displayed on the chart on page m-3; 

-- Become familiar with the general purpose forces and costs 
estim.ated for the AIMS (see the forces chart on page m-9 and the table on 
page m-8 as well as the cost charts on p~ges m-19-Zl); 
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-- Scan, beginning on page m-7, the causes for the ranges of 
estunated forces for each AIMS; and 

-- Scan the comparative AIMS analysis between pages m-Z7 and 
III-45. 
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SPECIAL COORDINATION COMMITTEE MEETING 

April 4, 1979 

Time and Place: 1:45-3:00 p.m., White House Situation 
Room 

Subject: Strategic Forces Employment Policy (U) 

Participants: 

State 

Cyrus Vance 
Secretary 

Defense 

Harold' Brown 
Secretary 

ACDA 

Spurgeon Keeny 
Deputy Director 

JCS 

General David Jones 
Chairman 

White House 

Zbigniew Brzezinski 
David Aaron 

CIA 

Admiral Stansfield Turner 
Director 

NSC 

Victor Utgoff 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

The Chairman opened the meeting by noting that this meeting 
is the first of several ta discuss strategic farces employ-
ment policy and related issues. He stated that the series 
would probably lead to an NSC meeting in which the SCC's 
recommendations would be presented to the President, and 
ultimately to a new or updated PD on strategic forces policy. (S) 

DOD gave an overview of their study of strategic forces targeting 
policy done in response to PD-18. The main points were: 

-'f'OF BECRE-T 

that while we don't know exactly what deters the 
Soviets, some Soviet strategists appear to believe 
that nuclear war is in some sense winnable; ;:,,~ 
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that deterrence should be strengthened by improving 
our capability to defeat possible Soviet objectives 
in nuclear war; and 

that major changes in our targeting policy are not 
required to achieve such a strengthening. (TS} 

DOD also stated that the study does not argue that nuclear 
war can be controlled or that the Soviets are correct in 
thinking nuclear war is winnable, and it does not propose 
that we shift from a deterrence to a warfighting posture or 
that we shift from targeting urban/industrial targets to 
targeting military forces. (TS} 

State and ACDA questioned DOD's interpretation of the study 
arguing that it seems to call for a shift away from urban/ 
industrial targets and toward placing more emphasis on 
targeting military forces. DOD did not agree. (TS) 

DOD summarized a number of follow-on efforts it has underway. 
These efforts include: (1) studies on alternative criteria 
for targeting several general classes of targets; (2} work 
to improve the flexibility of the SIOP by structuring it in 
terms of building blocks that are finer grained than the 
current SIOP options; (3) construction of some SAOs for 
targeting conventional forces in Eastern Europe; (4) develop
ment of a launch-under-attack option; (5) development of 
options for damaging and disrupting Soviet forces on the 
Chinese border; (6} development of plans for targeting China 
by means of regional nuclear forces rather than SIOP forces; 
(7} a program to improve the crisis management process by 
involving senior officials in exercises that would include 
planning of non-SIOP nuclear options; (8} development of 
plans to improve our c3, and (9} efforts to improve the 
target data base. (TS) 

The Chairman noted the large number of is.sues to be discussed 
and suggested that the discussion be framed in terms of 
three general questions: What are the requirements of (1) 
stable deterrence at all levels; (2) crisis bargaining; and 
(3) effective war management? {S) 

After some discussion it was agreed that the following 
specific issues should be discussed in terms of the above 
framework: 

(1) removing China ~m the SIOP; (2) potential asymmetries 
in population fatalities;, targeting leadership and the 
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control apparatus; targeting to regionalize the Soviet Union; 
(3) economic targeting to prolong Soviet recovery vs. targeting 
war supporting industry and the broad industrial base upon 
which Soviet post-war power might depend; (4) the requirements 
for time-urgent and non-time-urgent hard-target kill capability; 
(5) launch under attack; (6) the impact of our targeting 
policy upon our European Allies; (7) implications of any 
changes in employment policy on declaratory policy; (8) 
implications of employment policy changes for acquisition 
policy. (TS) 

The Chairman noted the group's apparent agreement that 
increased flexibility and endurance for our strategic forces 
are desirable. It was also noted that the specific purposes 
of increased flexibility will be discussed in the next 
meetings. (TS) 

The Chairman asked DOD to prepare issue papers on each of 
the above eight topics. These papers will be the basis for 
the next meetings and, given their sensitivity, will be 
handled in such a way as to insure the minimum possible 
distribution. (S) 

Finally, DOD suggested that the group receive brtefings on 
four topics: (1) the SIOP, (2) the RISOP, (3) C connectivity, 
and (4) the M-X. (C) 

153. 
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MEMORANDUM 

Clf OP SE 8¥'.f 

ACTION 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

April 5, 1.979 

.MEMORANDUM FOR: ZBIGNIEW BRffZINSKI 

VIC UTGOFF 'VL FROM: 

SUBJECT: sec on strategic Forces Employment 
Policy (U) 

In preparing the attached material I noted that two issues 
were not explicitly identified for discussion in the next 
sec meetings on this general topic: 

Targeting moving general purpose Soviet forces 
(which is the most important flexibility issue)1 and 

Secure reserve force/c3r requirements (which is 
probably the most important endurance issue and 
could have some significant implications for 
acquisition policy). (TS) 

The PD that is written at the end of this process should 
include guidance on both these issues. In light of this I 
have added a paragraph to the memo at Tab B suggesting that 
Harold start thinking about preparing background papers on 
these issues as well. At Tab Care my detailed notes on 
the meeting. {U) 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you approve the Summary of Conclusions at Tab A. (U) 

That you sign and forward the memo at Tab B. {U) 

Classified by z. Brzezinski 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

2096XX 

Strategic Forces Employment Policy 
and Related Issues (U) 

In Wednesday's sec on strategic forces employment policy, we 
agreed that the next meetings on this general topic should 
be based on issue papers on the following specific topics: 
(1) removing China from the SIOP, (2) potential asymmetries 
in population fatalities; targeting leadership and the 
control apparatus; targeting to regionalize the Soviet 
Union; (3) economic targeting to prolong Soviet recovery vs. 
targeting war supporting industry and the broad industrial 
base upon which Soviet post-war power would depend; (4) the 
requirements for time-urgent and non-time-urgent hard-target 
kill capabilities; (5) launch under attack1 (6) the impact 
of our targeting policy upon our European Allies; (7) implications 
of any changes in employment policy on declaratory policy; 
and (8) implications of employment policy changes for acqui
sition policy. (TS) 

I suggest that we plan on discussing the first three of 
these topics in the · next meeting and time permitting, begin 
discussion of the fourth. (U) 

You might also ·begin thinking about developing two additional 
papers for sec discussion -- one on targeting moving Soviet 
forces, and one on the re~irements for a secure reserve 
force and its supporting CI. (TS) 

Finally, while it is clearly appropriate for DOD to draft 
these papers, I would like our staffs to cooperate in their 
preparation, particularly with respect to framing the questions 
that should be discussed under each of the above topics. (U) 

Zbigniew Brzezinski 

a!fOl' SECltE'f' -
Review April S, 1985 
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PD on Nuclear Force Employment 

Proposed Revision 

In PD-18, I directed a follow-on study of our targeting policy for 
nuclear forces. I have reviewed the results and considered their impli
cations for maintaining deterrence in the present decade, particularly 
In light of the growing Soviet strategic weapons arsenal and Its 
capabilities. 

The most fundamental objective of our strategic policy remains nuclear 
deterrence. I reaffirm the directive of PD-18 to that effect. The purpose 
of this directive is to outline policies and actions in the nuclear force 
employment field to secure that continuing objective. 

Our strategic nuclear forces must be able to deter nuclear attacks 
not only on our own country but also on our rorces overseas, as well as 
on our friends and allies, and to contribute to deterrence of non-nuclear 
attacks. To continue to deter in an era of strateglc nuclear equivalence, 
It is necessary to have nuclear (.as well as conventional) forces such that 
in considering aggression against our interests any adversary would recog
nize that no plausible outcome would represent a victory on any plausible 
definition of victory. To this end and so as to preserve the possibility 
of bargaining effectively to terminate the war on acceptable terms that 
are as favorable as practical, if deterrence falls initially, we must be 
capable of fighting successfully so that the adversary would not achieve 
his war alms and would suffer costs that are unacceptable, or in any 
event greater than his gains, from having initiated an attack. 

The employment of nuclear forces must be effectively related to 
operations of our general purpose forces. Our doctrines for the use of 
forces In nuclear conflict my,st insure that we can pursue specific policy 
objectives selected by the ~ational Corrmand Authorities at that time 
from general guidelines established In advance. 

Entire contents TSS. 
1 

COPY ---·-····· -fP? -,~...,cer..;=T 
: f'. -- ,.·,-.. -: : ,. · , '1 ,· 

C -n ~n .. ..,,.,r., ,.,.. 
f• • ~ I' A • .. ·'[ ·· ,'= *,. p·~ 

P • ••. \. · , f ~' . H 

~ 

\Jw w ~ .3w v, ~cl..o /,.._ A.~a.rc.f/ n..~ VAu):f./ ... 1:,, a';d 176



... 

T~"ff SE!;SiTIVE 

2 

These requirements form the broad outline of our evolving countervailing 
strategy. To meet these requirements, improvements should be made to our 
forces, their supporting C3 and intelligence, and their employment plans and 
planning apparatus, to achieve a high degree of flexibility, enduring surviva
bility, and adequate performance in the face of enemy actions. The following 
principles and goals should guide your efforts in making these improvements. 

Pre-planned options.· The Single Integrated Operational Plan will provide 
pre-plann~d targeting for strikes against the Soviet Union, its allies and 
its forces. It should provide for retaliatory strikes that will be effecti've, 
even if the Soviets attack first, without warning, and in a manner designed 
to reduce our capability as much as possible. It will be developed with 
flexible sub-options that will permit, to the extent that survival of C3 

Flexibility. In addition to pre-planned options we need an ability to 
design nuclear employment plans on short notice in response to the latest and 
changing circumstances. This capability must be comprehensive enough to allow 
rapid construction of plans that Integrate strategic force employment with 
theater nuclear force employment and general purpose force employment for 
achieving theater campaign objectives and other national objective~n 
pre-planned _response options are n~_t _ _j_udge~L~ul~ol~·1e in the ci rcumstances::J 

To assure that we can design such plans, our goal should be to have the 
following capabilities on a continuing basis in peacetime, during crises, and 
during protracted conflict: 

Staff capabilities to develop operational plans on short 
notice and based on the latest intelligence existing within 
all unified and specified commands which have nuclear forces. 

Staff capabilities at the seat of Government to support the NCA 
for coordinating and integrating the nuclear force employment 
for all commands • .,.... 

Intel I igence and target development capabilities which permit 
damage assessment and acquisition of a broad range of targets, 
fixed and mobile, on a timely basis for military operations. 

,J(o) 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
TOP SECRET/SENSITIVE 

\ 
INFORMATION 

April 17-, 1980 

-~~ w>- ~ ~--'-- -J -~ 
ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI ,/ 1-' J- ~ 
WILLIAM ODOM~ C- _.vt j 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JASPER WE.LCH (>} ~ ~ t"f-1 
Draft PD on Nuclear Employment Policy (TS) ( ll 

We have completed our initial review of Harold's memorandum 
commenting on our draft PD and enclosing his proposed revision. 
We would make the following general · points: 

(1) He did respond, and in a constructive manner. (TS) 

(2) He characterized our draft as "sound an approach and 
consistent with" current thinking in the Pentagon and ongoing 
implementation. (TS) 

(3) His proposed revision retains the structure of our draft 
and most of the language. (TS) 

(4) His proposed revision does include a fair number of 
modifications to the concepts in our draft as well as some 
additions. (TS) 

We find some of the changes helpful, some of them confusing, 
and some of them, in our judgment, counterproductive. Walt 
Slocombe has af.fered to explain their rationale behind the 
changes, and we intend to take him up on that offer today if 
possible. After we confer with Walt we will be in a better 
position to advise you as to which of Harold's changes you 
should object, which to modify, and which to accept. (TS) 

On balance, we expect that a mutually agreeable draft can be 
achieved without a major struggle. There is the possibility, 
however, that our conference with Slocombe could uncover under
lying differences of view, not clearly evident in the language 
of the proposed revision, which would require resolution. (TS) 

We have attached a copy.._pf Harold's memo and his revision in 
which important points ~nd changes are highlighted. (U) 

TOP SECRET/SENSITIVE 
Review on April 17, 2000 
Extended by Z.Brzezinski 
Reason for Extension: NSC 1.13(e) 
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1. This paragraph should be omitted. It introduces a number of 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

points which are at odds with the overall thrust of the PD: 

It puts the emphasis "first of all" on "industry and 
cities." We retain this city-busting option in the 
pre-planned options section. No need for it up front. 

"Controlling escalation" is used here in its traditional 
sense of exchanging LNOs for psycho-political effects, 
precisely the kind of thing which is wholly uncredible . .(.&t-

Specific reference to Cuba, SRV, North Korea, and the PRC is 
added to provide a basis for targeting these states. Our draft 
excluded them because they can be treated in the implementation 
section under review of pre-planned options. We can accept 
this or we would replace it with: "All countries now targeted 
with pre-planned options shall remain so, subject to annual 
review as prescribed in the implementation section below." ~ 

This is the "launch from under attack" section. Brown seems 
committed to it. You have heard my protestations. It is 
operationally a very dangerous thing. And it is an eventual 
excuse for not deploying MX. This PD is probably not the 
place to debate this issue. ~ 

Brown added this clause about pre-planned options. It is 
vintage Brown, hedging against a clear commitment to flexi
bility of the sort in this section. Not a critical point to 
debate. (.91 

"At the seat of government" is Brown's language designed to 
prevent this staff role from accruing to the NSC staff. My 
original reference mentioned the JCS. Accept Brown's language. 
We want a better staff in the Pentagon, not at the White 
House. .(.81 

We said pre-planned options should be "without use of weapons 
designated for the reserve forces." Brown's language allows 
the use of some but "leaving a substantial force in the secure 
reserve." At issue is the size of the reserve. You would 
seek a larger one sooner. The last sentence about "most sur
vivable" is an addition. We can accept it • .{.S-r 

Brown has omitted our sentence about a significant increase 
in the next two years. lS-,-" 

Debate this one wi1M'l him. His own concept of a countervailing 
strategy seems to ~equire a larger and coercive reserve. It 
can be notionally targeted, but in principle it should be held 

oecLASSIFIED ~ '!J!!'a :~ ik: :r:ARA,OA1~ f/-2/14 
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for "flexible" use to "countervail" against any surprising 
enemy operations as a conflict unfolds. We can accept this 
language but you need to insist on some schedule for increasing 
the reserve. Brown can take the weapons from the "urban
industrial" targets, i.e., city-busting/economic recovery, 
which we are trying to move away from. ~ 

7. and 8. "Categories" versus "priorities." Brown wants to avoid 
a ranking of priorities, and he wants to re-insert the city
busting category. Again, vintage Brown, on the fence, looking 
first to one side and then the other. ~ 

9. 

We should seek a compromise by accepting "category" in exchange 
for deletion of the clause, "While preserving a major force 
capability for either early use or urban-industrial targets • 
Brown gets the effect of this clause in the later paragraph 
beginning, "In addition, pre-planned options ••• on general 
industrial capacity." {..St 

"In the near term, ••• " has been added. This puts the emphasis 
on "fixed" instead of "mobile" targets. We can ask Brown to drop 
this and leave it for his internal DOD implementation guidance. 
He is mixing implementation in the wrong place. This PD should 

II 

be more brief and general, not loaded with implementing detail. ~ 

10. Brown omits our statement, "This consideration should not be 
allowed to prevent effective attacks against targets that would 
not otherwise be struck under our countervailing strategy." 
Discussion with Slocombe revealed that Brown may have misunder
stood this. His substitute, "In order to permit the NCA .•• 
methods of estimating collateral damage ••. should be improved" 
does not perform the function of our sentence, a function sorely 
needed: it tells the planner that when he has a problem of 
limiting collateral damage in striking key military targets, 
the President would generally prefer to destroy the military 
target anyway. These trade-offs are so frequent that planners 
can't refer them all to Brown. Thus, a general criterion, like 
our statement, i's an important clue for the planner. Brown 
will probably accept a revised version. '-St--

11. Brown added the underlined, "commensurate with those of the 
forces themselves ••• " This is gratuitous, another imple
menting concept better left to DOD internal guidance. He might 
be willing to drop it • .c.s-r 

12. Brown left out "and general purpose forces" and added the under
lined phrase, "needed ••• " He believes it asked for too much 
to tie nuclear employment policy to acquisition policy of tanks, 
ships, and airplanes. We can let him have this point, but the 
tie is important,~.g., "EMF-hardening" of aircraft, anti-radiation 
characteristics qf tanks and ships. Failure to make the tie let 
us buy NEACP without EMF-hardening. Now we are paying for that 
modification. ,C$-t 

13. The changed wording in two implementing procedures is of no 
great consequence. We can accept it. J&r' 
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THE SECR;TARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGT_oN O C 10)01 
2 4 OCT ~80 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
ASSISTANT ·sECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE· 
DIRECTOR, NET ASSESSMENT 
DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE AGENCIES 
COMMANDERS·IN·CHIEF OF THE UNIFIED 

AND SPECIFIED COMMANDS 

SUBJECT: Policy Guidance for the Employment of Nuclear 
Weapons _(NUWEP) 

To enhance deterrence and thereby reduce th·e dangers of 
nuclear var -- which is at once a military, a political, and 
a moral objective -- we must continue to pursue an integrated 
policy of force ~odernization, equitable and verifiable agree· 
ments on arms limitations, and more credible doctrine and 
plans for the e~ployment of nuclear weapons. To insure 
achievement of the latter, the attached Policy Guidance for 
the Employment of Nuclear Weapons (NUWEP) sets forth in accord
ance with national guidance (PD-59) policy for the employment 
of nuclear weapons. • • 

Nµ)IEP bas important elements of continuity with past 
guidance, but it is intended to yield improvements in employ-
ment flexibility, provide the basis for strengthening endurance 
~f forces and supporting c3I, and produce better interaction 
betwee,i policymakers and military planners. We shou~d seek ,_;,;:!,. 
through plans we develop, the forces and c3I systems we procure,·· ,1/ 

.the exercis~s-that we conduct, and the operational practices :~ 
. we employ to convince our adversaries that they could not and 
•ou:i,d not "win" a -nuclear war in any meaningful sense, however 
·they may define winning. To this end each of you should fully 
lfnderstapd and carefully take into account the attached policy· 
auidanc:e·i~ future actions. 
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of nuclear ·weapons and provides planning guide! Ines consluent with · \:,:;-.:,-. 
national pol Icy. It reflects current real I ties of power relationships .fr:f \'\t-: .. 
among the United-States and Its al lies, the Soviet Union and Its allies, 1:,,. ··\_•_ .... ,. 
and China. This guidance Is Intended to strengthen the defense posture 

1
<T- \'. ·,· 

of the United States through the development of greater flexlbll lty and ~ ·' 
endurance In our forces and supporting c31 systems, and In the plans for 
their employment, It sets forth the principles for the planning needed 
to Implement a f(!JJ(~)"' "''i, , jstrategy-·an abllt!}' to deter by a 
manifest capability to carry out a broad range of nuclear attacks such 
that In considering aggression against our Interests any adversary \oiOU\d 
recognize t~at no plausible outcome '°'°uld represent a victory by any 
plausible definition of victory. To this end and so as to preserve the 
possibility of bargaining effectively to terminate the war on acceptable 
terms that are as favorable as practical, If deterrence falls lnltlatly, 
we must be capable of fighting su~cessfully so that the adversary "'°uld 
not ~leve his war alms and would suffer costs that are unacceptable, 
or In any event greater than his gains, from having Initiated an attack. 
This capability must be maintained even after absorbing an Initial 
Soviet surprise attack optimized to reduce U.S. retaliatory capability 
and even through a prolonged series of exchanges. 

~I. BACKGROUND 

j>fl/' Hat.Iona I pol Icy for the employment of, n~ear weapons Is set 
forth ,In PD/NSC-59 which directs that US targeting ..,Jans" provide flexible 

1· 
l 
! 
i 

s~b·optfons In ways that will nable us, to the exttrit· that survival of 
C I 11 lows, to employ nuclea. · .. -·· _ ~~Jf,b._o!,1.1:....a~t.f.vn~· L"'!---~ 

~ the co'ur$e of the confl let. ~!i)(1 

j;s,llf The Nuclear Targeting Policy Review (HTPR) reconrnendatlons 
which were approved have also been Incorporated In the develo 
this pol fey guidance d.ocument. · '!t .:'" ia= . 

_:· '. :.{ · . . 
• .l 

. r ."· t. "\ ·. 

: .. ·· 

;-1: 
ti' · ... (U) The guidance herein Is to bo used by the OSD staff as appropriate(.' ' 

and by the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the preparation of capabilities , ~: 
plans for. the employment of nuclear weapons. The Joint Chiefs of Stiff ~ ~ 
.wtt 1 Insure that this guidance Is reflected In the Single Integrated· • // 
iOperatlon11 Plan ,(SIOP) and In al I other pl1n1 for the employ,neift of _. · · 
11uclea'r weapons, ·· - \ .· ... - . ,. . 
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Ill, 08J£CTIVES 

A. O,terrenc~ 

(U) The most fundamental objective of our policy for the employme_~J 
of nuclear capable forces Is the deterrence of nuclear attack against 
the U,S,, Its forces, and Its allies and friends; and, In conjunction 
with conventional forces, deterring non-nuclear aggression as welt. 
PD/NSC-59 reaffirms the directive of PD/HSC-\8 In that respect, Also, 
our nuclear capable forces must support NATO strategy as expressed In· 
HC-14·3, We must continue to make the prospect of nuclear war even more 
remote by remaining capable, In a\\ plausible scenarios, of fighting, 
successfully so that the adversary w:>uld perceive that he could not 
achieve. his war alms, and should he Initiate an attack, he would suffer 
losses that were unacceptable or, In any event, greater than his expected 
gains. We seek to make a Soviet victory, as seen through Soviet eyes 
and measured by~ovlat standards, so Improbable over the broadest plausible 
range of scenarios that the Soviets will be deterred. 

e. Crisis Stability 

(U) In a crisis, we must ensure that the USSR has no'lncentlve to 
Initiate a nuclear attack and that the U.S. Is not under pressure to do 
so. We must minimize vulnerabl\ _ltles In our forces and supporting c31 
systems, Improve our ability to detect and assess a Soviet attack (or 
preparations for an attac~} and enhance our ability to respond appropriately. 
The latter must Include effective options to reach and maintain higher 
levels of force readiness, launch under attack If directed, and conduct 

'a prolonged and controlled nuclear exchange. 

C. War Objectrves 
/ 

D. 
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IV... STRATEGY FOR EHPLOYMEHT 

~.1 -A.-·. ·. Flexlblllty 

SECRET 

. · 1 
(U) The U.S. must have the cap11bll lty to respond appropriately and 

effectively to any level of Soviet aggression, over the continuum of 
.nuclear weapon employment options, ranging from use of a small number of 

strategic and/or theater nuclear capable weapon systems In a contingency 
operation, to a war employing alt elements of our nuclear forces In 
attacks against a broad spectrum of enemy targets. The 11blllty to 

3 

respond with selectivity to lass than an all-out Soviet attack In keeping 
with the needs of the situation Is required In order to·provlde the 
National Corrrnand Authorities (NCA) with suitable alternatives, strengthen 
deterrence, and enhance the prospects of l lmltlng es·calatlon of the 
conflict, In addition to pre-planned options we need an ability to 
des lgn .ampl,oyment plans on short not Ice In response to the latest and 
changing circumstances. To advance the goal of flexibility, planning 
will provide an objective-oriented series of bulldlng block options for 
the employment of nuclear weapons In ways that wlll enable us to employ 

.them consonant with our objectives and the course of the conflict. 

'·f. 

~ As It evolves, the building block approach should provide 
plans which satisfy a hierarchy of targeting objectives and which will ; ·l 
provide the NCA an Improved capability to employ nuclear weapons effectlvet./~ · 
In as measured and .controlled a manner as feasible In case of a limited / ; 
conf1 let,· It should provide complementary elements which can be combined ( 
In an Integrated and di sc:rete manner to provide larger and more comprehenslv 
plans for achieving polltlco·mllltary objectives In specific situations. 
The building block approach plac:es emphasis on the Individual elements, • ':" ' 
their objective utility, and our ability to employ them separately or In , .. \ 
total. · However, this does not Imply that the total plan be finely , !/ 
dlvlsJble--practical real ltiu cannot be Ignored, The desire fo_r enhanced(. -4 
flexlblllty In employment must be balanced by practical consideration of · 
the Increased complexity Incurred In plannln·g and ~peratlons, tho need 
to avoid compromising the effectiveness and workablllty of the larger 

. options, and the need to maintain a resppnslve declslonmaklng and fcirce : 
execution pro~ess. · / · 

~ .! ....a. Endurance ( 

. .Pl( Endurance of forces and supporting c31 can strengthen the US : · 
defense posture'by: (1) ensuring that the U.S. Is not placed In a "use .. _,r 
or 1osa" situation that might rasult In an un'!!~rranted escalation of the 1·,· 
conflict; (2) providing a hedge that allows us to Adapt the ~Jo~nt . · t' our _forces across the spect~~um of nucl.ea.rJ!1r; anct (3) @)(1) - - -'._ ... ~::,( .. 
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C. Escalation Control 

(U) U,S, nuclear weapon employment pl1ns should provide the NCA 
with th~ abll lty to conduct military operations at various levels .of 
conflict In ways that will be militarily effective and will maximize the 
chance of control I Ing escalation. Plans for the controlled use of 
nuclear weapons should $eek In conjunction with other political and 
military actions to: (1) provide the U.S. and Its allies with leverage 
for a negotiated termination of fighting; (2) reverse or stalemate an 
unfavorable mlJ)tary situation, at least temporarily; (3) diminish the 
enemy's expectations of success both by the direct military effect of 
the attacks and by evidencing U.S. wllllnaness to respond as appropriate, 
while-Indicating clearly the limited character of the U.S. response 
executed to that point; (4) convinc~ an enemy that previously calculated 
risks and costs were In error and that early termination of the conflict 
or a reconsideration of his course of action Is the most attractive 
elternatlve; and (5) leave the enemy with sufficient remaining political, 
mllltary and economic resources clearly still at risk so that he has• 
strong Incentive to seek conflict termination. 

D, Targeting Objectives 

;er Planning for s·1pP . attack options will be In accordance with 
the overall objectives set forth below. (For relative prlorltl.es for 
allocation of weapons against these objectives, see page 13), These · 
objectives are consl5ten"t with PO/NSC-18, PD/NSC-S9 and HTPR initiatives 
as subsequently approved by tho Presldeht and contained In the SecDef 29 
January 1979 Implementation Instructions, 

than the SIOP will 
for which they are 

The Under Secretary of Defense for Policy ln coordination · 
wfth the Jo· nt eh of Suff wlll propose l!ICUures to insure that SIOP 
and non·SIOP plans complement each other to the maximum feasible degree. 

~ - ... ..c,er.: It Is recognlzad that the abll lty to achieve many of the 
.lndlvldiji) objectives will require the suppression of selected en~niy 
\defense, not a part of th• objective. ltsolf. · 
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(Ul. ,O.talls of spec! fie near term objec;tlves for providing Increased 
flexlblllt9 In current employment plans against the USSR and Its allies 
and China are contained In Section V. ·,' \ 

• .PJSf Cen'eret target object Ives are: 

I. USSR and Allies 

~---·-J.!)_~j(b)(1) 
---------- -

< b) P5"1 Rb1t1r 
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F. Exerclsu 

(U)· To ensuro continuing assessments of nucle1r employment plans, 
evaluations In regular exorcl,e, must be pursued. To this end, periodic 
exercise~ shall be conducted to test the \µltablllty of Implementing 
preplanned and ad hoc nuclear weapons plan,; to familiarize senior 
civilian officl~th the overall objectives of the plans; and to test 
future concepts of weapons employment to Include the use of mobile 
comnand centers and simulated stress· environments. Exercises for 
nuclear employment operations sha·11 include Interaction between the · 
Department of Defense and other federal agencies, as appropriate. At 
feast two exercises Involving the National Conrnand Authorities should be 
conducted each year to evaluate our capabilities and our eraployment 
doctrine. 

v. 
A. 

PLANNING CONCEPTS 

Pre-planning and Review 

(U) It Is essential to.pre-plan nuclear employment optlons ·to the 
extent practicable for Important reasons: (I) to permit consideration 
and balanced treatment of the key factors Involved; (2) to enhance the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the planning process and the forces 
used; (3) ~o provide for rap1d and effectJve conrnunlcatlons of NCA 
ex1cutlon orders; and (4) to develop a rrore comprehensive ability for 
estimating the consequences of executlo~ given specific scenarios. 

J)t{ Structured plans, and especially the SIOP, will be pre-planned 
for use In circumstances where vital natl~nal Interests clearly "'°uld be 

rl · rail targeting planning appropriate to Implement a 
strat1gy will result In a ca ' ablllt to' choose to put 

:;.,..--lii~=:...:i 
Njor weight .of the Initial response on IU,l;iWl/,li.i..;;..==.....:.,~l.l:111=~=== 

· To Che e~tent appropriate for Individual plens, · and specifically for the 

9 

,SIOP, each. wi1 I comprise an Integrated ut of options for atucklng · ~~·--:. 
coherent sets of objec:tlve"related targelS. Ideally, the number of / ._ .,., .. !1' 
attack options to be developed to provide _the HCA with a range of alternattves ,/ 
should be I lmlted only by conslderatloN of the allsoclated complexities . · i . .,,,.~ 

In planning and,5xecutlon, the constraints Imposed by operational charac:terAstfcs 
o; US weapon syst~s, and the capabilities ani limitations of U.S. and' ~ · ' 
Soviet warning, attack characterization and CI systems. . 

Cu) Wher~ only general plans can be prepa1'ed In advance, appropriate 
organizations and procedurel should be established by all nuclear tlNts 
and exercised to Improve .the ~apabillty for the rapid development, 

~ '· 

a••~•sment and execution of specifically tailored options. 'This capability 
mu,t bt compr~henslve enough to allow rapid construction of pla~s th~t 
Integrate. strategic: fore•· employment with theater nuclear force and / 
general purpose force employment for achieving theater ~antP•l9n objectives, . . 
and other natlon.1 obJectlvs, when pre-planned response options are not · 
Jµd9ed suitable In th• clrcumsunc:es. · · 

/ 
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(U) Periodic review by the NCA and senior defense advisors of the·. 
potential rlsk1, limitations and effectiveness of nuclear employment 
options In meeting national policy should be undertaken td' promote · 
understanding and facilitate reaching timely and appropriate decision, 
·In crisis and conflict situations. 

B. Force Planning Postures 

10 

~ The U.S. must maintain the caparll lty to Increase and maintain 
force readiness levels so as to react promptly to warning and force 
employment directives, Hlnlmally provocative force and c3\ readiness 
alternatives should be available which provide the NCA with the ability 
to: (\), signal Increased milltary readiness and national resolve; (2) 
enhance capability and flexibility to respond to attack; and (3) support 
the timely re-establlstvnent of lower force readiness postures after 
relaxation of tension, Plans for the latter situation should not prejudice 
our ablllt;V .to, Increase force readiness again In the near-term should 
subseque~t·developments require such actions. In general, force readiness 
levels )hiitr te geared to Jhe perceived threat and the need for survivable 
and enduring forces (and C I)' capable of reacting In a timely manner, 
taking Into account the ability to support and malntaln specific force 
readiness postures, 

c. Attack Option Structure 

be structured 
1 

(U) Attack options st.all be structured to take advantage of the 
Inherent flexibility and capability of U.S. forces, so as to permit the 
U,S, to respond appropriately to any level of Soviet/Warsaw Pact or· 
Chinese aggression. The attack option structure should provide plans 
for a number of objective-oriented attacks that satisfy a hlerar~hy of 
polltlcat/mllltary objectives and consist of: · 

~ 
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o. Targeting Constraints. 
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[. Weapon A\\ocatlon Planning 

~!(6Rrr---·· 

~ •' 

(U) Hore detalled guidance for the weapon a11o~atlon process wlll 
be Issued separately. · , 
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F. Plaonlng Actions 
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. ~L _ _____.______ _J 
J. (U) · Revisions of Employment Plans for the Near Term J 

(U) The following near-term changes and .Improvements 
wi ll be made to the existing plans. · · 

a . 
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2, (U) Revis Ion of Employment Plans for the Long-Tenn 

(U) Huch of the employment flexibility which Is th.e 
major objective of this 9uld.1n,e will req.u\re Improvements In endurance. ~ 
and capability of forces and Cjl {In accordance with PD/NSC-53 a, "\. 
appl !cable), as well as addltlonai researc;h·1ndh,9 tc. ·the ·Improvements 
of target data bases and tatgeting -concepts. Th~se actions .are.necessary 
to support further development .of building tilock options ·for 'the~IOP 
and other nuclear plans, as appropriate, and should be developed,ln 
·parallel, 

Pl( The fol ·lowlng efforts should proceeil" .at _. ·. ·· 
deliberate pace to provide the following specific Improvements, with 
full recogntt~on of the practical ~lmitatloni Involved and the need to 
maintain the ability to execute effective\y•the full range of op_tl!)ns: / 

• a. (U} further development of the bulldlng 
block 

0

plannlng ~pproach and .structure:, 'J 
b. M =~=.....:..a...:..i...~~~~~~:.£1 

f, 
I' .. ., : 

-- g, (U) more effective ut11 lzatlon In the 
employment plans of Improvement! In the endurance of U.S. nuclear ; _ r 
capable. forces and supporting C 11 · 
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VI. RELATION TO OTHER POLICY 

)le'{" The fundamental nuclear weapons employment pollct concepts. atltl 
targeting objectives detailed herein have · lmpl lcatlons for acquisition, 
declaratory, deplqyment and arms control policy. 

A. Acquls It Ion Pol Icy · .... 

% Our abll lty to tupport our strategic _objectives ~ ultl111ately 
determined by how well we coordinate acquisition and employment po11cles • 

. ·Accordingly, obJectlves for nuclear weapon employment and the required · 
flexlbll lty, survlvabJlliyJ enduranc~- and tar~t. destruction caP-abll lty 
f!_eede.d to support 1 _ • ___ ·---~~~--~ · 1: . 

-~~~·- I · 
---~l and their supporting cY1, as set forth In the- Ck!°fense 

Pol Icy Guidance, th_e Consol !dated Guidance, and related long-range_ 
pla~lng documents • . Every effort should be made to strengthen th8 
syne lst,lc affect of acquisition and employment efforts through stronger 

· · analy s of how well our nuclear capable forces, both current and future, 
measure up to the task of achieving the employment objec\lves, and offer 
additional flexibility for potential future changes 1 1n employment policy. 
OSO, the Service Secretaries, and directors of the relevant defense 
agencies will Insure that the employment concepts described herein are 

. fully considered when .planning for research, develQpment, and acquisition 
ol nuclear weapons and delivery systems, related cJ1, and 1ssoelatod 
support syste111s. 

,. 

--., B ,.. . Declaratory Policy 

~ Declaratory policy consists In part of the numerous statements 
and public reports by u.~. officials which describe the objectives and 
capabllltles of our nuclear forces. S~nce declaratory policy, de facto,\ 
also Includes the Inferences drawn from our exercises and operational 
and training practices, their Impact on p«rceptlons of our capabilities 
and determination should be accounted for In planning. A major objective 
of declaratory policy Is to enhance deterrence In the eyes of our enemies . 
and our allies alike by convoying U.S. determination· and capability to deny an 
adversary, particularly the Soviet Union, the prospect of successful · 
military adventurism • 
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• _ . . ubllc statements rel1ted to objectives and capabllltles 
o our nuclear forces, sho"uld conform to the declaratory pol Icy 1et forth 
In those documentsl1nd other authoritative public statement~ on the 
subject. 

c. Deployment 

-f!t" In Implementing the llllployment objectives, nuclear weapon 
deployments or adjustments to deployment postures will be consistent 
with national guidance contained In PD/HSC-60 (or as subsequently clwhged) 
and the Secretary of Defense's Annual ~eapons Deployment Plan, a1 approved. 

0, Arms Control 

(U) In order to meet our own national security needs, force phoning 
•• ·and force posture decisions should accor:mo·date equitable arms control 

agreements, provide the U.S. effective responses to potential Soviet 
violations and be able to continue to meet our national security objectives 
1n the absence of such agreements. In turn, arms control and Um.lut Ion 
proposals, which are evaluated on the basis of their contribution to our 
defense posture (PD/HSC·SO), should take into account their Impact on 
the employment objectives contained In this guldan~e, or their attainability, 

VII. CONTINUING POLICY REVIEW 

.(.8f" Past experience shows tha·t whenever changes occur to nuclear 
employment policy, ques~lons and Issues arise from planners regarding 
points of Interpretation, toc:hnlcal Issues, adequacy of nuclear forces 
to meet guidance objectives, and testing' and exetcls'lng of plans developed 
during (mplementatfon, The Under Secretary of Defense ·for Policy wftl . . 
have overall staff responsibility for actively monitoring the Implementation 
and continuing review of this policy and supporting e.nployment plans to 
ensure an orderly progress. His responsibility will Include, but not be 
limited to, coordination of supporting stud°les and analyses, the review 
and cocmlent on planning reports and the annual assessment of the Joint 
Chiefs of .Staff, and recomncndatlons on revisions to the employment 
policy, as appropriate • 

..£.&,)"' The~olnt Chiefs of Staff will submit.to the Secretary of 
Defense for'"fpproval a proposal for each SIOP development cycle, Data 
should Include, but not be limited to: (I) planning assumptions (posturts 
and damalr criteria for ~annln9); 12) changes In st.ze, compos It ton or 
tasklng[~{{f[ 9 

' _. -"' ,,:;j (3) new or revised optlons;n:.,-!'l.,= =---~ 
reconmendatlons 'to adjust the number of weapons targeted agalnst ui:=.,;;.,(1)...,: "-'-'---' 
£0 acC'ClrllnOdate changes In threat; and (5) changes, If any, to priorities 
and obje;tlves for waapon allocation or for fatalltlos/collatera1 dAl!llge 
constraints, 
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(U) The Joint Chiefs of St~ff shall also provide an annual assessment 
. to the Secretary of Defense on the status and progress of tb_!__ develo nt 

of nuc~~t plans Including, but not I lmlted to,[(tf(J~ ··.J 
· [llii(4i) ~....;---:-~~.,,.~---:~ ;:J the degree of employment flulbll lty available; 

limiting factors In achlevlnq flexibility, and the s,atus of programs t6 
provide Improvements. An .Integral part · ot the asseument wili oe • 
'jatement on the expected capability of deployed for:es and supporting 
C I to accompl lsh the objectives stated In this guidance. -The JCS 
assessment wilt Include: (1) an evaluation of the results of exercises 
lthd tests of the plans developed Jn support of thl.s pol Icy; (2) an · · 
evaluation of the ablllty of tVTrent plans to achieve the obJeL.tlvcs 
specified and the fatal lty est I mates (bQth 1>rompl mt! ·th:hyed) ·21·uoctat·ed 
with each option, (3) Intelligence data base gapsi (~) progr•ss cade 
toward Implementing an objective-oriented building block approach; {51 

. def I cl enc les In force empl'oyment that may ex l st; ( 6) tile ab 111 ty to 
constrain collateral damagt and fatalities and the Impact on achlevfng 
the stated objective~; (7) inoa,ure~ t~At should bo taken to.correct any_ 
·force employment deft~h:incles; (8) questlonl of lnt•rpretatlon and 
potential application of this and other guidance; and (9) rec0ff11lenoatlons 

· on any suggested revisions to this policy. 
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Library of Congress, Harold Brown Papers, Box 15, Folder SALT: 
Modified Proposal, Apr 1977. Reproduced from MSS collections, Lib. of Congress 

.-
THE 

1¢~ 
i,EcJETARY OF DEFENSE 
'WA~HINGTON. D. C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

2 2 APR 1977 

EXEMP 129~8. Sec J 4 (bl, <=l , 
0SD F.S 212 D lorch 2W3 I 

SUBJECT: ALCMs on Aircraft other than Heavy Bombers Rc\·iew/Dcclnssiry On 31 Dec _ ., 
Other Agency Equi1y TBO 

Having given further thought to this issue, I now suggest that any 
new proposal not include a provision barring ALCMs of range greater 
than 600km from aircraft ~ther than hea.vy bombers. 

Using the 2500km range across th~ board as a line of demarcation 
between strategic and other applications of cruise missiles makes 
sense from a military point of view and gives our position an 
important simplicity in presentation and negotiation. Moreover, 
a single limit, though not solving the verification problems with 
cruise missiles (different ranges with different payloads, nature 
of payload) at least does not make them more difficult • 

. ?! Cl The other-than-heavy bomber provision introduces a potentially 
~ controversial complexity, the rationale for which appears largely 

~ S historical. In a sense, the provision is a.survivor of the period 
~~i ~hen the idea was to have as many 60Dkm-like categories as possible 
:!:~~ C'Jand to treat longer ranges as specially justified exceptions. 
Clo"' ~ 
!:!::! L&J 'E ~ .. 8 NAs I have indicated earlier, a 600km 1 imit could be advantageous to the 
~~& fbus with respect to the Backfire problem, by barring an easy means of 
S ~...: ;,,,v, range extension and penetration of a modest US air defense. However, 
~~:E«i Soviet adherence to a 600km 1 imit would be practically unverifiable. 
occuQ The same 1 imitation might be obtained through a· more specific col-

lateral constraint, applicable only tq Backfire. 
. . I 

On the other hand, the 600km limitation would have considerable 
potential adverse impact on US and Allied use of cruise missiles: 

-· -- First, if applied to "armed11 CMs, it would bar employment 
of Tomahawk-style cruise missiles from aircraft in conventional 
roles (e.g., anti-ship). Though anti-ship use at ranges of 2500km 
are at present greatly 1 imited by targeting capability, this will 
not always be the case. To avoid such a prohibition, substitution 
of ••nuclear armed 11 for 11armed11 would be required in defining cruise 

Is---,..._ .. /flJ 'I 
(l- \ 

miss i 1 es. ISA :R-e:r,:r;:-~.-n1.l"c1~d Cy l!fo. _-2._ ___ _ 
-- Second, even for theater nuclear 'ft>J.~9.~n~thc)P,:-heavy/J

bomber aircraft offers mobility, flexibility, and easy disper·sa'Flwttn
out the range requirements of sea-basing or the "public interface11 
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problems of GLCMs. At present we know very 1 ittle about how, if at all, 
w~ would use CMs for theater nuclear roles: That counsels against 
foreclosing a platform option except for very good reason. At the 
very least, the backdoor restriction on FBS will be of some concern 
to the Allies. 

In short, the case for the 600km provision seems weak, it poses some 
substantive mi 1 itary and Al 1 iance prob.lems, and it could create 
difficulties both for negotiation and for ratification. 

I have come to these views despite the nonsensical charges in a column 
earlier this week about the treatment of this issue at the Moscow 
meetings. 

uf CU~SfFIED IN fUU. 
Au~honty: f O 13526 g:;:~· Records & Decfass Div, WHS 

SEP 2 0 2016 

of Defense Office of the Secretary . ~ 

Chief, ~~{rAA'~~;th~rity: EO 13526 
Date:-: ~ Deny in Full:---
Declassify: .&:. -
Declassify in Part:----
Reason: - .,. M \Ct!,~_ 
MOR: l:, - -·__:::;:...a,._.._-
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Folder 
USSR 388.3 
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

oECL~SS\f\EO IN fUll 
Authority: EO 13526 • IIS 
Chief' Records & Dec lass Div, W 
Date: JAN 2 7 2017 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: BACKFIRE (U) 

2 z SE? ·i·J// 
~Fr ~r~ HAS SE~~ 

2 l Jf.P 71 · I 8 5 I 
(; _:. : t: L: 

s.,i:;_ .. :,r..i:A. ., ·1, .-,·r-u"~ Jc::::>M""" S'/'l'-'·7 J.:. . i: ,, .:i::. 

21 September 1977 

"/,,~ 
..., !,.- . 

-'f - ,.- ./,..-~~~.-- ....-. , 
t,. .. r-r~k~, ~.tc 

• .,.., . .., ~ W~•"-S ""~ ~rj . IJ,._...., . ('. 

o- fl,~ ~-,t. I~ • ., 

i+:.~ ~,,,,.,."" ~.:Jr 
~ e ~ ,;,1..v,..,h- v+S-,... 

.f'/1.!~!itl' wt .,,e.. IJMi--<, ~ 
l. (~ The Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that . BACKFIRE shoulct~-t f."'4f.~ 

coui:it~ . .in:-.the_: SALT _i;;~rategic nuclear delivery. v~h~cle · (SNDY) ;;~"~ii: 
aggrega ~e. BACKFIRE has .r~nge/payl_oc;td . capab1.l1. ties equal to c;,1.,iot~- _ 
or greater than other heavy bombers the Soviets agree should .,.. .. ·-"-r..., 
count. Under all inte11igence assessments of range, BACKFIRE.'ih«111~~. 

can_. reach significant por~ions of the Uni~ed States on I;igh- l~, ... :;:;:,.0 

altltude, unrefueled missions when operating from certain ' · 
Arctic bases and recovering in third countries. Further, J').o .rl~ 

within present technology, BACKFIRE could be given unverifi-
abl' improvements which would increase its range capabilities 
by fO percent. Projected soviet production of 425 BACKFIREs 
couid ··aqcount for . a 30- to 40-percent increase in Soviet 
megatonnage (or a 20- to 25~percent increase in equivalent 
megatonnage) in 1985 if all BACKFIRES were used for strikes 
ag~inst the United Sta~es. 

·2. C'I/> The Unit~d Stat.es has -sou~ht to mitigate the p~~en2 
tial ·impact of BACKFIRE's strategic capability by proposing 
temporary production limits and coll·a-t;~:i;:a;t. constraints and-

·a:ssura.rfces that BAC~):RE .would not be used as a strategic_ . 
-·weapon. ·· In spite of the assertions ·made.- by -the Soviets con
cerning the.intended mission of BACKFIRE, they have not been 
forthcoming on even these minimal limitations which are <~~ 
directed at constraining strategic employment. The Joint · ~--t""' 
Chiefs of Staff believe that Soviet refusal to accept such ) ....;.,t.il::t-•'f 
limits is sufficient justification to reconsider the us posi- / i ... '1.~..;t 
tion reflected in the March and May ·proposals not to count l 
BACKFIRE in the aggregate. 

3. (~) It is the view of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the 
BACK~IRE should be counted in the SNDV aggregate. If, for 
other than military reasons, a decision is made not to count 
BACKFIRE in the SNDV agg~egate in future proposals, then a 

~:::·~w>tekoc 
GtrieK Qnlnssifir?!ias Pin i&inn, >Jill& 1 

: :..: - --:.:... ----...-·-- -.. -:;;. . -· . -. 

OSD Rev Na. •• 4-~-~ .l 
Olassified by Olfectdt, cr=S-
MEMP'i' PROM GENERAL BECY'9Sii'I~N 
~CHi:i>ULE 0F EXECO'flVE ORDER 11652 . . 
~EM!T!CM CA'l'EGORY ( 3 J 
DBCL~SS~i'Y CM DECEMBER 31, 2081 

ls-,,.,._, ~I' "I:>-

-=SECRET- 2728 
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~SECRET 
restrictive production limit, not to exceed 100, can be sup
ported militarily. The US May 1977 proposition, that 
BACKFIRE not be counted in the SNDV aggregate during the 
period of the Protocol but .instead be subjected to a 250 
production limit during that period, posed no production 
constraints on the Soviets. Since that overall package was 
not accepted by the Soviets and the JCS view to count all 
BACKFIRES was not adopted, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe 
that, as a fallback position, the number of BACKFIRE deployed 
in excess of 100 should count in the aggregate both during 
the.period of the Protocol and the Treaty. While collateral 
constr_aints and h;i.gh-lev~l assurances would: not negat~ .. . . .. .. · . 

. . · ~. . . . BA:C~~ilm:-.' ~ ·· ipterconti.nen.ta:l .. capab.i,.l·ity .. ~ga;':i,,nst; .t.he '..United .. ::,·: · .. 
•:.:. ~-: ·,:: . ,·.·:· : ::· :States:;.fn ._, -time of_: war, they are a desirable supplement to ··· · 

a p;oduction limitation~ 
~ . 

4. (U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff request that you endorse 
the~e views and forward them to the President. 

( 

" ~ For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 
- ' .. . . . ... · . . 

·. .\ ...... .-:.:. ..... . .. . . -· .-.· '·. 
'<~:, :"'-~:. r·.::<..· :_·"· __ · ... . -! 

DIA Reviewed this document and h a s no ~ 
objection to its declassification. Our review 
subject to results of concurrent reviews of JS 

· and State/l/w':j//29 S e p 2015. ___ _ __ _ 

2 

Office of the Sccrclary ofDec. 
(··1 · 1cnse .:i.o 
- 11cf. ROD, ESD, WHS ·r 

Date·z:r '-t 
D 1

. ~ llA4l 'Ol7 Authority: EO 13526 cc ass, / · . . y. Deny m Full· 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-80-0016, Box 4, Folder USSR 388.3 
(Nov-Dec) 1977.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON D C 20301 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: OCT O 8 2075 

. MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: SALT 

2 9 NOV 1977 

Office of the Secretary of Defense S0.5,(. § S 5~ 
Chief, RDQ,~SD, WHS + 
Date: oi OU~~ Authority: EO 13526 
Declassify: X Deny in Full: __ _ 
Declassify in Part: ___ _ 

Reason:,_;:---:---r,i-7-.71,-------
MDR: Is -M- IGzQI 

The attached memo states the views of the JCS on current SALT issues. 
As General Brown's cover memo notes, their positions on these and 
other issues were known to you when you made your decisions in the 
course of the September talks. 

~ . . '-" , , .. 
As I advised you in my 6 October memo, it is my personal view that 
their substantive concerns have been adequately reflected in your 
positions, though not always in the precise ways the JCS (or I, for 
that matter) would have preferred, had the U.S. been able to dictate, 
rather than negotiate the terms of the agreement. The present JCS 
statement first states their view on the degree to which their con
cerns have been accommodated. It goes on to review the critical 
outstanding issues on which acceptance of Soviet positions would be 
strongly adverse to our interests. 

General concerns. 

1. Overall Levels. The JCS stress that (because of the greater 
proportions of MIRV systems in US forces and programs, and the lack 
of a new US non-MIRV, non-ALCM system) the 1200/2160 combination will 
require that the US depart somewhat from current programs to reach 
the 2160 level. This is an important problem and I believe it has 
been recognized consistently in our deliberations. We can maintain 
the 2160 level by retaining older forces (Titan I I, Polaris) -- though 
at considerable cost and with relatively low marginal benefit. As we 
consider our strategic policy under an agreement, we wil 1 need to 
decide whether on mil itiary and/or on political/perception/leverage 
grounds we need a new non-MIRV system or systems to fill out the per
mitted SNDV aggregate. In making that decision, the technical possi
bilities, their costs and military utilities -- which the JCS advise 
they have under study -- will be an important consideration. 

2. ALCM Range. The JCS stress their view that an increased 
ALCM range wi 11 be required in the post-Protocol period, even without 
11 dramatic11 Soviet air defense improvements. Different opinions on 

1. 

·, 
I -~ 

' . j 

~--., L"'~' .. ~ 

R1 n""""~i':; ,r ~edc. I!\" . · · rr11r 
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the effect of establishing our definition of cruise missile range, 
the likely pace of Soviet air defense improvements, and the prospects 
of significant air defense limits in SALT I I I obviously influence this 
issue. However, the basic principle -- that we need to be free to 
have longer ranges in the future -- is protected by our position, 
under which the 2500 km range 1 imits on ALCM are for the period of the 
Protocol only. I fully agree that in this context as in others, as the 
JCS stress, a provision which is tolerable in the Protocol would pose 
very serious questions if regarded as a precedent for later agreements. 

3. ALCM Flexibility. The JCS note that increasing the ALCM heavy 
bomber (AHB) force beyond the "set aside" would require difficult choices 
between additional AHBs and full adherence to our current MIRV expansion 
programs, and they state their view that imposition of the 820 1 imit on 
MIRVed ICBMs (MICBMs) does not "adequately counterbalance" the proposed 
treatment of AHB. Clearly these are issues of judgment. In my own view, 
the AHB position gives us adequate flexibility. (And I would not agree 
that reducing MM I I I or Poseidon to increase numbers of ALCM-carrying 
aircraft, whether B-52s or other aircraft, would be appropriately 
described as "phasing out of newer US strategic systems while older 
systems are retained in the force.") Moreover, in my view the MICBM 
I imit adds a significant new category of subl imit, holds the Soviet 
MICBM force below estimated levels, and substitutes an agreed limit 
for an intelligence prediction of the size of this most threatening 
element of the Soviet force. Therefore, I believe, the MICBM sub limit 
helps attain US arms control objectives in ways that cannot be ignored 
in measuring the acceptability of the limits on US forces, including 
AHBs. 

4. Cruise Missiles (GL/SLCMs). The JCS underscore the serious 
problems for US and Al I iance interests in theater nuclear forces of any 
impression that the Protocol 1 s severe limits on GL/SLCM limits would 
permanently limit Allied options for improvement of TNF. I fully agree 
with these observations, but I would add that the apparent Soviet accept
ance of our position on testing gives u:_!~e options we ~eed. I would also 
add that we must, with our All ie~rously pursue pol rtical, military, 
and arms control decisions on this matter. By so doing we can take 
advantage of these opportunities which we have held open, either to 
deploy an appropriate Al 1 ied medium range force or to constrain by 
agreement the corresponding Soviet forces. 

5, ICBM Vulnerability and Mobile ICBMs. With respect to the 
Protocol ban on mobile ICBMs, the JCS again express their concern at 
possible precedential effects. I share their view that we should 
continue to keep the mobile ICBM option open. I would note that the 
agreement terms we are now seeking to work out would be fully consistent 
with this position because they would explicitly recognize that mobiles 
would be permitted once the Protocol expires, unless the parties affirm
atively decide otherwise. 

~ 

,: . ..,, 
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6. Backfire. The JCS reaffirm their consistent view that 11 the 
Backfire should be counted in the $NOV aggregate, 11 and state that 
11 none of the •assurances• under consideration in the current approach 
would be adequate to insure that Backfire could not be used against 
the United States in time of war. 11 As in prior statements on the 
subject, they call attention to the potential of the aircraft to increase 
substantially the Soviet megatonnage available against the US, if the 
Backfire were employed entirely for CONUS missions. They also observe 
that the Backfire•s potential assumes still greater significance at the 
lower SNOV level we hope to achieve in the future. 

I agree that the Backfire is a matter of serious concern and that the 
preferable result would be to count it in the aggregate -- which remains 
our formal JOT position. Any future judgment that this preferred result 
is not essential wil 1 rest, of course, on the specificity and character 
of the assurances the Soviets offer. As I have stated earlier, on 
balance, I believe a firm production rate limit and other assurances 
wi 11 meet the basic concern that Backfire not 11 run free, 11 but the points 
the JCS make underscore the importance of the issue. 

Outstanding Issues. 

Turning to the current negotiations, the JCS, despite these concerns, 
state that they 11 bel ieve -- as communicated earlier to [the Secretary 
of Defense] and to the President -- that the agreements reached with 
Gromyko in September provide the basis for concluding a workable SALT I I 
agreement. 11 They stress, however, the importance of avoiding erosion 
of critical US stands or agreement to unacceptable positions the Soviets 
have taken on a number of outstanding issues. Broadly, I agree with 
their positions on these issues. In that connection, they identify: 

a. Proposals to adopt a "type rule 11 rather than an aircraft-by
aircraft rule for defining AHBs: As you know, the SCC has directed the 
preparation of language designed to meet both our verification concerns 
that units not distinguishable from each other be similarly counted and 
our concern that the equipping of limited numbers of B-52s (or other air
craft selected for the purpose) not result in counting large numbers of 
related but non-ALCM equipped aircraft as AHBs. 

b. Soviet proposal to ban 11 development11 of cruise missiles capable 
of ranges in excess of 2,500 km. I agree that it is essential that our 
development work on longer-range cruise missiles not be inhibited in 
significant ways, given our potential long-term need for longer stand
off distances. Maintaining our definition of 11 range 11 is of great impor
tance in t9is context. 

I 
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c. Soviet insistence that they be allowed to deploy the SS-NX-17, 
SS-NX-18, and Typhoon SLBM in exchange for the US right to deploy 
Trident I. I share the view that it would be unacceptable to permit 
Typhoon -- an untested missile -- in return for only the Trident I. The 
recent instructions to the Delegation on this point are fully consistent 
with the JCS view -- which I believe is shared by all the sec members. 

d. Soviet attempts to ban transport aircraft as nuclear delivery 
vehicles, thus eliminating the US option for a wide-body ALCM carrier 
(CMC). Again I note that there appears to be no dissent among your senior 
advisors from the proposition that the CMC option must be protected, 

e. Continued Soviet resistance to a MIRV ICBM launcher "type" rule. 
For the future viability of the agreement, it seems to me very important 
that we adhere strictly to the position that units which cannot meaning-
fully be distinguished count the -same. I would not, in this context, 
exclude the US offering cooperative measures going beyond NTM to resolve 
any alleged Soviet doubts about U.S. systems, to avoid the alternative 
of locking ourselves into inflexible counting rules for CMCs. 

f. Soviet intransigence on the bomber variants issue: I believe 
this issue is of importance also in connection with the bomber and AHB 
counting issues, and that, however the current variants are treated, we 
must adequately block such possibilities or incentives for the Soviets 
to design future "variants" that would not count in the aggregate but 
could be quickly converted to bomber configuration. 

g. Soviet insistence that limitations apply to all armed air-to
surface cruise missiles for the full period of the treaty. Some US and 
European observers of the NATO scene have also stressed this issue, 
because of their belief in the longer-term potential of conventional 
cruise missiles in the European theater. 

In sum, the JCS statement underscores the importance of achieving our 
objectives in the issues they list, as well as meeting their general 
concerns. Their "outstanding issues" are a subset of the 1 ist con
sidered by the SCC; meeting their "general concerns" is a matter of 
the overall U.S. - USSR strategic balance and our unilateral force 
structure decisions within SALT restrictions, as well as a matter of 
the specific provisions of SALT agreements. 

Attachment 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

March 27, 

Office of the Secretary of Defense5().S.C . .§S5 
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8 
Date: OS' 0CI ~OIS Authority: EO 13526 

19 7 Declassify: X Deny in Full: __ _ 
Declassify in Part:. ___ _ 

Reason:~-------,,.,------
MOR: \5 -M- J(aS l 

SUBJECT: SALT I I: Strategy for Completing the Process 

_,--
The memo Cy Vance and Paul Warnke have sent (Tab A) outlines a strategy 
to resolve the remaining.,SALT issues within the pattern of meetings we 
now foresee: continued negotlations at Geneva, a Vance trip to Moscow, 
a Gromyko visit to the: us .-at .the time of the SSOD, and a subsequent Surrmit. 
The scenario assumes ·we. can·- actiie.ve a satisfactory resolution of the 
various issues at the ." indtc;ited :level. Of course if we cannot handle 
them at the levels ind.tc·at~d~';:'they will have to be discussed, and if 
possible resolved, at· ·a ·h)gher level. · 

In addi"tion, the strategy outlined makes some implicit assumptions about 
what is a satisfactory o~tcome· for a number of the issues--and there are 
no doubt some interagency. d~ff~r~nces on that. 

. . 

The JCS have also recently completed a memo (Tab B) stating their views 
on SALT generally. Looking through this will provide useful background 
in ·thinking about the issues that must be decided as we prepare for the 
fi na 1 stages. 

Substance 

I would divide the outstanding issues as follows: Broadly, these relate 
to the levels proposed to handle them but the correspondence is not 
identical. 

Those issues th~t are vital militarily, in the sense that a significant 
departure from our position would prevent our achievement of programs, 
either forces or of options, that we consider necessary to our strategic 
posture: 

o heavy bomber definition, treatment of bomber variants
1
ALCH-equipped 

B-S2s, and CMCs (cruise missile carriers). This requires that there be no 
over-counting of B-52s with ALCMs, that CMC flexibility be assured, and 
that we have adequate confidence that current and future Soviet 11vari ants" 
actually have a non-bomber role. 

I.lo ·: c:;""1 '!')j :.,: -1. ( ~".1tt r:;;ltJ ,,r IL i;d'I 
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o cruise missile range. This requires an effective launch to target 
range in ope rat iona 1- terms of 2500 km for ALCMs and 600 kms for GL/SLCMs 
during the Protocol, with subsequent needs to be determined. 

o the 120 11gap" before ALCM-carry i ng heavy bombers count as MI.RVs. 

On these issues, projected for resolution before the Summit, we must 
prevail if we are to carry out our critical ALCM program. 

Those issues that are vital with our Allies, in the sense that success 
. on them Is essent'ia l to our efforts to persuade the At 1 i es that we are not 

.. sacrificing their Interests:··· . 
. . 

o non-circumvention:· ac~eptance of our "fall-back ... formula ~tthout 
.any restrictive tnterpretatlon.lnconshtent with what we have told the 
·Allies .• thus not allowing·· th- Soviets to spll t the All I es , from us. (Vance 
: f n Moscow). Going beyond,'.di:ir. t'.fal I-back" on non-c.J rcumven.tlon would \tiolate 
our· repeat~i as~urance .fc,·t~:e, ·'Ail ies. ' · · ·. · · ··· · :. · .. . ·. " 

o "crulse missile def.iriftton, 11 which means ·confirmi~g there are to be 
no limits on conventionally armed ALCMs on ·non-heavy bomb.ers after ·the 
Protocol exp I res. (Sunmlt) .' in my view, inclusion c;,f 1 lmits on cqnventlonal · · 
CMs after the Protocol expires would seriously undermine our argument that 
the Protocol holds open cruise missile options and, does not set unacceptable 
precedents. (This Is an area of clear 1nter-ag~ncy dispute.) · · 

Those whose resolution, tn addition to importan·t mn itary and/or 
Al 1 iance effect, has a articular Im act on ratification,. i .e;, those that 
are symbols of who the negot at ons: 

o Backfire: The precision and effectiveness of the Soviet obligations 
in this area--not proper.ly described as merely a ".1etter11--wi11 strongly 
affect perceptions of how.wel 1 we have negotiated. (Sununit) 

o Remaining verification questions: Clarifications that the MIRV 
launcher type rule means that, in the future, launchers for single RV 
missiles must be externally distinguishable from those.for MIRVed missiles; 
stronger assurance against telemetry encryption; and verifiable standards 
of what modernization of ballistic missiles is banned. Success on these 
issues will greatly strengthen our ability to demonstrate that the agreement 
is adequately verifiable. (This issue is not explicitly addressed in the 
Vance/Warnke memo.) 

o Reductions completed before Protocol expires: We cannot.afford to 
lay ourselves open to the argument that the Soviets will try to force 
extension. of the Protocol by being able to delay their reductions to or 
even past its end. (Sunvni t) 
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o The single-RV exception? The question-mark is meant to indicate 
that while this is another area in which simply agreeing to the Soviet 
position would appe~r to be an improper concession, there may be entirely 
different formulations that could be acceptable. (Vance in Moscow, if 
possible; if not, Sunvnit). 

Finally, those where some splitting of the difference is likely to be 
acceptable on both substantive and ratification grounds. These include the 
SNDV aggregate, the Joint Statement, and probably some elements of the 11new 
types" package. 

Process 

The Vance/Warnke ::memo outJ Jnes a method of working through these issues. 
It Is also, impHcitly, ·a·n ·· assessment of the difficulty of the issues 
(e.g., CM range,jJ~f.lnltlon would be resolvable· at .Geneva; the aggregates 
probably must·:awaJt·.a,Suminit).: Obviously, only·events will show·how we can 
go .fr(?m,1;issue.}t~~lsµe·;~J!l~~'should do what we can at lower leve 1 s but if we 
cannot'-resolve a:·:t'lowe·r ·.:-tevel". issue, it wil 1 have to be escalated. 

• l /:<{t·tir:~:1,·~·:f i~·=·;-.t~~~~:! 1

··: 

T~ start to)mpl~rilen(the overall plan, we should: 
;: .. :. ,;···· .,j. :. 1'.·"· ... 

o On the Geneva:, i'ssues,' .deci de on and pass to Paul Warnke the 
instructions necessary .t:o ,nail some of these down before Cy Vance goes to 
Moscow. This requires · decisi.ons on cruise missile range definition and 
on definition of modernization barred by the new types ban. New 
instructions on bomber de.finition reflecting your latest guidance have 
been sent recently. 

. . : :._:A~ ..... :. . . 
o For Moscow, decide on the position Cy Vance is to carry on the 

11new types" and Stateme'nt:':'of Principles issues. The others (non-circumvention, 
timing, Backfire, crulst(nj)ssile definitions, and aggregates} are covered 
by instructions that there~;~t,s no need to reassess. 

: \,!)~1:;i,';t\ : . : 
o Ftnal ly, as to ~·-:sp'rfng Summit, we should recognize that we wi 11 

have to be ready to modify our game plan if things go worse than we hope. 
It is important that a Summit dealing with SALT occur only if we are quite 
sure beforehand that at it we can get an agreement that meets our require
ments on.equivalence and on ratifiability. If we're not that far this 
spring, late summer or after the election are alternate targets. This 
implies we should avoid any public commitment to a SALT-oriented Summit 
until we have that confidence, i.e., any announcement should be made only 
after the Vance trip. 

have these specific conments on the scenario: 

o I generally agree with the plan to deal at Geneva with the more 
technical issues (the bomber issues, CM range, and new types-modernization 
definition). But these include items that are vital militarily; if we 
can't resolve them there, they will have to go higher. 

···1 ' ... , 
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a Backfire is projected to be "pre-cooked" in Moscow--i.e., sharpened 
fqr decision at the Su1TU11it. That is realistic as far as a guess as to 
where we will reach the final settlement, but I am concerned about the 
implied suggestion that we will make no progress on this until the Summit. 
The issue is technically complex as well as politically sensitive, and it 
is important that we gradually move toward a settlement in a way that 
wlll build support as we go. We should not plan to accept a process that 
will leave this issue where it is now until a Summit. 

o The "cruise missile definition" issue, i.e., limits on conventional 
ALCMs, is shown as a Sul'!lfflit' issue. That may reflect an estimate that the 
Soviets won't yield short of the Summit. But we should try hard to get 
them to do so, and should be under no illusions that a compromise on our 
p~rt is possible at any .level without severely adverse effects on the 
All fes and on ratificatiqn :prospects. ,:: , . ., ,. ' .;: .- . . . ' ... • 

· =. · ·other Issues ·: · :· ··. · :, "'..'· -·: · ·· ~·i-:.}tl: '.:' .. ,. .. '. :' ·. -··.:.:. ''·: ·· • ·. · ... ', • 

' • . . j • • • ,• . : : •• ·_t ·.:·.r: ,~ : ~it( : . . . ' 

· ·in addition to planning for completion of the ·negotlattons we need to be 
thinking before signature about an issue that I have raised with you and 
that the JCS identify .in the· attached paper--the k)nd of· convnitment to 
strategic programs we will want to .make as a means· to assure the Senate, 
the nation, our Al 1 ies/and indeed the Soviets, that we wi'l l take advantage 
of the flexibility the agreement will offer. A major ratification issue 
will be the charge that the Protocol wilt become permanent. A conunitment · 
to particular programs ·may be import.ant to lend conviction to our position 
that the Protocol is only ari interim measure, that· it wilt not be converted 
or extende~ automatically, and that restrictive longer term limits on 
some of the issues it addresses (e.g •• mobiles and cruise missiles) would 
·require limits on the .Soviets that go well beyond the .limitations placed 
on them by the Protocol: :· Such convnitments may be 'important on other issues 
as well. For example, a 1',relatively modest increase in our air defense 
force structure could significantly reduce the potential ·of Backfire both 

· mi 1 itari ly and in terms· .of ratification • 
. . ' ,. 

I raise this issue not to recommend now what the convnitments ought to be, 
b~t only to call attention to the probability that we will want to make 
them at about the time the agreement is signed--and to the need .to consider 
what we would say. 

i will plan to talk about the substantive SALT issues with the Chiefs latei 
this week, so that their views can be considered in your decisions following 
your return. It is important to keep the Chiefs involved, particµ·larly as 
we approach the final decisions that will have to be defended in the 
ratification process. 

Attachments 

- • : • I 

. . •:.•: . 

. ...• -~··· 

:., . ' .: · 

214



Washington National Records 
Center, SecDef Files, 
Acc 330-81-0212, Box 5, 
Folder USSR 388.3 (Apr-May) 
1978.

T_!-iE SECRETARY O~DEFENSE 

DECLASSIFIED IN PART WASHINGTON. D C 2·::>301 

Auflrorlty: EO 13526 
Ctlief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: MAY O 1 2017 

' 

May 27, 1978 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRES I DENT 

SUBJECT: SALT lmpl ications of Multiple-Aim-Point ICBM Systems 

This memorandum outlines: 
.. 
the reasons for a p,ogram to rebase our ICBM force in a multiple- · 

aim-point/mobile system mode; and 

the relationship of such an approach to SALT. 
'\ii" 
'-' The Need 
~ .. ---- ' 

'-..J It is now generally ag,eed that there are no plausible programmatic or 
M arms control measures whi°ch can assure the ability through the mid-l980 1 s 
tll of the Minuteman force, in its present deployment rr.ode, to ride out a Soviet 

preemptive attack. Indeed, with the recent tests of Soviet SS-l8 1 s and 
SS-19's demonstrating imp,oved accuracy,. there is probably no hope of 
significantly delaying the development of the threat to Minuteman beyond the 
1983-85 period, with or without .SALT IL Vulnerability of Minuteman is ·not, 

., ......... 

'~·\) '-·-

of course, ~y~onymous with the vulnerability of the United States ~or with 
tb~_loss of our capabflity for dete,rence of general nuclear war. It is~ howeve;
a serious problem both in military terms and in terms of perceptions of the 
balance. This points to two needs. One is to ensure that SALT does not--in 
fact or in perception--preclude us from a deployment mode that \'1ould solve 
this problem (assuming that we have or can find a technically and economically 
feasible solution). The other Is to move ahead at a deliberate pace with the 
development of a program to assure preservation of a survivable, land-based, 
ballistic missile leg of the Triad. 

.. (• ,• ..: · .. 
~- i ') • \ , .. 
.... - ... --·-----··· 
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Our basing studie~· have included various missile .options. These include 

the Minuteman I I I, a modernized Minuteman I I I, a common ICBM/Trident I I 
missile, and the largest U.S. missile consistent with SALT agreements--an 
object the size of the Soviet SS-19, Total system costs are rather in.:lif
ferent td the choice of missile (for a specified residual capability after 
absorbing a Soviet attack); ten percent variations seem to be the bound, 
\·1ith a large missile bei .ng favored because of economy--of-large-scale effects. 

It is important to keep in mind that the decision to rebase our ICBM 1 s 
does not necessarily include the decision to deploy new, larger or more 
accurate missiles. We could> for example, use existing Minuteman Ill missiles 
and add more shelters. The basing and missile decisions can be kept separate, 
in both the policy and programmatic aspec~s. 

Our technical analysis is still not ft..rl ly complete, and it would be 
premature to offer in this memo the judgments on the important and difficult 
policy, programmatic .and b~dget issues involved in developing and deploying 
a MAP mobile ICBM system. But I believe- it important to avoid a situatiqn 
where SALT bans such an option. · There is a big difference between being 
uncertain whether we would choose to deploy a MAP mobile system and conceding 
!hat SALT prevents us from doing so~ In this regard, I \-10uld like to note 
two additional favorable features of MAP systems. First, MAP systems allow 

e Soviets to determine the survivabilit level of our strate ic 

MAP and SALT 

The U.S. has taken the position in SALT n~o--and the Soviets have 
agreed--that ''after the date on which the ?rotocol expires, mobile ICBM 
launchers should be subject to the relevant provisions of the Treaty which 
are applicable to ICBM launchers, unless t~e Parties agree that mobile ICBM 
launchers should not .be deployed after th2~ date. 11 

·:rs 3. '3 (b)(s-) 
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We have repeated!{ assured C~ngress that we have protected the ICBM 
rebasing option in SAL1 TWO (Treaty and Protocol) and that we have thereby 
offset the unwlll ingness of the Soviets to accept limits on their ICBM 1 s 
that are drastic enough to preserve Minuteman survivability. 

There are, as we have long acknowledged, problems in fitting mobile 
MAP ICBH systems within the current and traditional procedures and lexicon 
of SALT: The problem involves two elements: 

The rules for MAP mobile ICBM 1s, i.e., how they are limited, and 
\·that elements a·re counted _against the appl icabl~ limits. 

The means of verifying compliance with those limits. including 
counting -rules, cooperative measures, and the like. 

SALT Accommodation 

There is agreement that mobiles would be permitted after the Protocol 
expires, unless the Parties agree to a different result. But certain 
elements of the current SALi Joint Draft Text (JDT) create questions for 
any MAP mobile system. The issue Is, in a sense, whether those provisions 
would permit that apparent option to be exercised. 

Th'e pr~ncipal questions a_bout MAP mobile sy"stems under the JOT are; 

The 1 imits on fixed ICBM 1 s (as with SLBM's and bombers) are on 
launchers, and not mi"ssiles,-lt and the JDT contemplates permitting and 
counting "mobile ICBM launchers." For a fixed ICBM system, the launcher 
is in the silo (or, -for soft systems, on the pad). For a MAP mobile system 
it is less clear what is the launcher. ls it the vehicle that moves the 
missile from point to point? (This is assumed to be so for trucked systems 
1 ike the SS--20 or Pei--shing.) Is it each place frorn which a missilet having 
been moved, could be 1 aunched after return i ng'l Does it make a difference 
how much equipment is at the place and how much moves .with the missile'? 
If launcher means any spot from which a missile can be launched, most 
land-mobile systems (which usually use pre-surveyed launch points) and 
MAP systems (which have multiple shelters for each missile) are effectively 

'banned. However, if launcher means the transporter and the whole set of 
equipments, including the shelters associated with ~·missile, MAP systems 
~re permitted. They are·atso permitted if the launcher is considered to 
be the canister and associated launch equipment that would be moved from 
shelter to shelter. Either of these would be reasonable ways to count for 
SALT purposes. I propose we pursue these interpretations. (In the past 
it has been assumed that the transporter for a mobi 1 e wou 1 d be the counted 
i tern. ) 

-.·, Th!.: limits on air-·to-surface ballistic nissiles are on missiles, not 
l,.1unchE!1-5, so it is \·Ii thin the SALT con::.ext for us to consider li;;1iting 
tnobil1::·-~rii:.,siles rather than launchers br mobile lCllM's. 
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No new fixed launchers can be built, nor can existing ones be re
located or expanded by mo1·e than 32% in volume. If each shelter or pre
surveyed launch point is considered a fixed launcher, no mobile or MAP 
system can be built. This would be equally true of a tunnel or of the 
garages for an SS-20 (or mobile SS-16) type system. However. if a MAP 
mobile system i~ not a fixed ICBM system at all, the provision does not 
apply. The definition and counting rule proposed in the preceding paragraph 
could solve this problem. · 

Deliberate concealment practices are barred. If this means a ban on 
efforts to make it hard to locate a system once it is deployed, all MAP and 
mobile systems are banned. But it is not a violation to subm~rge SSBN 1 s, 
so the deliberate concealment ban should not be read so restrictively. It 
would be consistent with this and with the foregoing proposed definition of 
a launch~.- for us to adopt the position tha.t concealment means such things 
as the deployment of a mis~ile outside of the shelters normally associated 
with the missile or in other facilities, or interference with measures 
necessary to count the number of missiles and launchers systems constructed 
and deployed. 

In short, the problems in squaring the limits in the current JDT with 
a MAP systems become insoluble only l°f the system is treated like a fixed 
ICBM,. and if the political agreement that ~obiles are permitted and counted 
is ignored. The answer to these questions ls, l ; think, not semantic analysis 
of what a launther is but recognition that, for MAP mobile systems. the 
limits will have to be applied to the equipment (including the missile) that 
is moved from shelter to shelter (and perh3ps the whole set of shelters 
associated with one such missile and equipment unit}, and that MAP mobile 
systems do not involve deliberate conceal~ent so long as the numbers deployed 
can be counted adequately in other ways. 

Verification 

The problem of the SALT accommodation of MAP/mobile ICBMs is quite 
distinct from verification problems, i.e., the very important need to 
confirm that the 1 imits--\vhatever they are"- are not being violated. If 
we wish to have such a system we need to have an arrangement that would 
satisfy us that an analogous Soviet system is adequat.ely verifiable. As 
\·1ith the legality issues, the problem of verifying HAP mobile systems in 
SALT must begin by recognizing that MAP rr:-obile syste'ms are not fixed - silo 
ICJ3M 1 s and therefore cannot necessarily be verified in the same \·1ay. 
Clearly there would be ve~ification problems, perhaps serious ones, but 
I believe they are soluble. 

The issue of v~rifying MAP/mobiles is usually formulated in th"".! 
follm·1ing \.·1ay: If ICBM 1 s are made mobile ::ir moved among shelters to gain 

c smm ·=- - ffl -··' • 
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'survivability through ·position uncertainty, 1.,.on't it be impossible to count 
the numbers deployed?. This formulation is defective because it assumes 
that mobile ICBM 1 s must be counted in the snme \•Jay that fixed ICBH's are 
counted> i.e., by seeing them after they have been deployed in the field. 
That won't work for an effective MAP mobile system. By definition, once 
it is deployed, if it is successful, one cannot tell Giithout some 
cooperation) exactly where the missile is. With fixed silo ICBM's, we do 
count the launchers in the field. Present mobile systems, however, are 
not counted in this way: SLBM submarines are counted as they come out of 
their construction halls and begin sea trials. An analogous provision 
intended to apply to mobile ICBM's is included in the JDT.* Heavy bombers 
are counted as they are deployed to their operational bases where they sit 
in the open and carry out training missions. SLBM 1 s and heavy bombers 
\•Jould be more difficult to count (perhaps impossible) in the ocean and in 
the air. Therefore; this lssue of counting systems that cannot be monitored 
continuously after deployment is not unique to mobile ICBM's, but is shared 
by all mobile systems. Mobile ICBM's, hm•Jever, are the most recent system 
to be considered for deployment and we do not yet have set procedures on 
how they will be assembled, deployed and based. 

Of course, there a re differences between MAP mobile ICBM I s and present 
mobiles or truck-mobile ICBM 1 s: SSBN's are very large compared even to 
ICBM transporters. Bombers are parked in the open. The pre-surveyed 
launch positions for SS-20 type mobiles cannot h:ide a missile. We have 
relatively low confidence in our estimate of the nurilber of strategic. 
missiles produced, as distinct from the number deployed. But we do have 
considerable confidence in our overall counts of many types of military 
equipment not continuously subject to observation which are relatively 
much srnal 1er than would be the combinations of missile transporter and 
canister for a HAP mobile system. 

One approach to resolving the verification problem for MAP mobile 
ICBM 1 s i5 to call for the special cooperative measures required to count 
the missiles in the field, i.e~, duplicating the silo .verification r::odel 
if possible while preserving the survivability of the system. A concept 
·.;Jlong these lines is that ·on demand we would agree to open the group of 
shelters associated with a single MAP-based missile. thereby s·howing to 
an observer (satellite or on-site) that all but one c!te empty. Measures 
1 ike this should be carefully considered. \.le should."rer.:ognize that it 

.f r~ may be har·d to get Soviet agreement to schemes to count in the field 
~l- p>ve the schemes require some level of cooperation involving exposure 

Jf~ (,t, 

~ r *ArtTcfe-vr:--paragraph 2(c) is intended to apply to heavy bombers and 
mobile ICBM's and reads, 11 ••• other strategic offensive arm:; \·Jhich 
are finnlly assembled in a shop, plant, or other facility after they 
havA been brought out of the shop, pl~n:, or other facility where 
their final ,1ssembly has been perforr·ed.:' 
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. .. of ope Fa -tional system:.. However~ no more exposure than we current It 
· experience with both sides h~ving Sdtellite photography is involv~d here, 

so we should not be Linduly pessimistic rega1·ding cooperative measures. 

A second> alternative or supplemental, approach to verification may 
be r.:ore prom1s1ng. It uses the analogies of SLBMs · and bombers. We r.iay 
be able to deliberately design features into a MAP mobile ICBM system to 

r:s 

al low it to be more easily counted at other stages--perhaps as the missiles 
are assembled or through cooperative 1r:easures as they are being deployed. 
These are the stages at which we_ now count SLBMs : and bombers. 

Verification aimed at production or movement to the field could also 
be supplemented by cooperative measures that fall short of on-site inspec
tion or displaying operatioryal systems, e . g., identifying assembly plants, 
requiring exposure of missile/transporters at producti~n facilities and in 
the pro:cess of transporti .ng them· to deployment areas. Cooperative measures 
to support production and/or deployment monitoring need not be less 
negotiable 01· effective than those presently conceived for counting in the 
field. Present means of intelligence and collection and more frequent 
observation would help this approach, especially at the produc~ion site. 

Summary 

In summary, this is a difficult problem, but it need not be an impos
sible one. Moreovar, I do not think that it ca~ be simply ignored in 
SALT 11; we must find a way to address it. If an option for a MAP system 
is not adequately preser.vedt We will face serious p1·oblems in military 
terms, in perceptual balance-of-power terms and> more immediately, in 
gaining congressional approval "for SALT. 

I believe the JDT preserves the option~-both in the legal sense, and 
more impoa-tantly in the political sense that the Soviets have agreed that 
"mobile ICBM launchers" are permitted \·Ji thin the l lmits after 'the Protocol 
expires. However, since one could argue the contrary on a purely legalistic 
basis, some clarificatlon of our position that the option for a HAP mobile 
system is preserved seems in order. To that end, neither detailed negotia
tion of MAP systems nor any change in the JDT is needed. We should> however, 
state unequivocally and at a hi~h level to the Soviets that our interpretatipn 
of the matter is that MAP syst.ems ·are entirely compatible with the JDT under 
·general definitions of launchers suggested in preced"fng paragraphs, and that 
any necessary details to support verification can be worked out during the 
Protocol period as a part ·of the SALT 11 I effort. Furthermo1·e; \•Jc should 
state that we will decide, on the basis of our assessment of thre3t and 
need as we see it, whether to move ahead during the Protocol period with 
full-scale development of a MAP system, a~d that there. are no SALT constraints 
on our d~cision. These statements 1,,1ould b~ made to the Soviets, the Co.ngrcss, 
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. to the members of the defense communitv, and to the public; as appr!?priate. 
·it.is this approach that lies behind the draft statement proposed for Cy 

Vance to make to Gromyko (attached). 

I should add that while I am not making any recommendations now, 
believe we need to follow up with program actions the statements preserving 
this option in SALT, in order to have high confidence in Congressional 
support for SAb-T -appt"ova1. It may be-that -we wi 11 want to ..go to ful 1-sca I e 
development and deployment of M-X in Minuteman silos while continuing work 
on developing a MAP deployment mode. A de~ision on whether to enter full
scale development of a HAP system probably will be appropriate late 
this year, militarily and politically. By then the technical and economic 
feasibility should be clear. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
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Th e JCS have conducted an assessmerit of ·the emerging SALT II 

SUBJECT: JCS Assessment of SALT 

agreement, the conclusions of which are stated in the attached 
JCS Memorandum and its Annex. 

In summary, the Joint Chiefs' assessment is that -- asswning 
certain specific issues (discussed. below) are d!{alt with favor
ably -- "SALT II (is) a modest but useful framework which, gives 
the United St~tes flexibility to regain ultimate ~trategic parity, 
out it is -by no means a risk-fre~ panacea nor a substitute for 
modernization programs." They note their preference for "more 
extensive mutual reductions and constraints than SALT II will 
impose," and their concern at the failure of SALT II to reduce 
Soviet heavy ICBMs or include Backfire within the SNDV aggregate. 
They warn that Soviet programs will continue even with SALT and 
that "primarily as a consequence.. of actions and inactions extend
ing back at least a decade, essential equivalence will be lost 
in the early 1980's, with or without the emerging SALT agreement." 
They call for "longer-term resolve to avoid the mistakes of 
previous years, ..• which have brought the nation to the certain 
prospect of strategic inferiority," and for "prompt and resolute 
action to arrest, and ultimately reverse, the steady erosion of 
our relative strategic posture" as "an objective of the highest 
national priority." 

They raise the possibility of "restructuring the treaty" but 
recognize that this is not a feasible course. They also note 
the calls by some for disapproving it so that "the American 
public can be 'shocked' out of ... complacem;y and induced to 
support the necessary measures to restore parity." The JCS 
reject this approach, concluding instead that "the more appro
priate course" is regarding SALT "in a balanced and realistic 
perspective" as a "modest but useful framework" that gives us 
the necessary flexibility· to carry out the programs to restore 
the balance. 

My own assessment parallels that of the JCS in most respects, 
though I do not believe the US faces the prospect of certain 
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strategic inferiority. In particular, I strongly share the view 
that the US must recognize that the prospective SALT II agree
ment is not a basis for complacency, but rather an occasion for 
resolve to do what is needed to meet the challenges we face. We 
must not risk falling into the trap of believing that SALT II 
will relieve us of the unpleasant necessity to expand our 
strategic programs to maintain parity with the USSR in strategic 
forces -- even if the Soviets merely carry out the programs they 
now have underway. I believe the principal benefits of the 
Treaty lie: in its prevention of still greater problems result
ing from Soviet buildup that would go further than its present 
programs in numbers and in new types; in the Treaty's contribu
tion (through the RV limitations) to the feasibility of more 
survivable basing for our ICBMs; ·and in maintaining the process 
by which we can seek more significant future limits. Thus, I 
believe that the ·SALT II treaty · will provide a moderately better 
military situation for the US than no treaty, if we do take the 
appropriate steps, which SALT II permits, to build up our 
strategic forces. 

In my own assessment, I would also add a factor not explicitly 
addressed .by the JCS: A refusal to sign (assuming outstanding 
issues, especially related to verification, can be resolved) or 
a Senate rejection would, I think, critically damage the inter
national sta·nding of the US, in addition to its negative effects 
on US-Soviet relations. 

I fully agree that we must, in our efforts to gain support for 
the Treaty, avoid exaggerating its benefits, or minimizing the 
problems we will face even with it, and that we must match our 
efforts to secure for support for SALT with resolution to carry 
out necessary programs to correct the problems it will not solve. 

I also share ··- - and welcome - - the implicit JCS judgment that 
"restructuring" the agreement on major issues is not feasible, 
however desirable such action might be, and that resort to the 
alleged energizing shock effect of rejection is inappropriate -
and, I would add, very dangerous. 

Verification. The Annex includes a detailed discussion of the 
JCS' views on verification of the agreement. They note that the 
prohibitions on interference and deliberate concealment mean 
that "the United States is better able to monitor Soviet mili
tary activities, particularly those relating to strategic 
systems," and they call attention to the utility of the data 
base's provision of indicators of strategic force levels. They 
conclude that "We have reasonable confidence in our ability to 
monitor certain important areas where Soviet cheating may take 
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place," but they warn of the uncertainties in monitoring covert 
deployment of MIRVed SLBMs in Delta- I and II SSBNs, mobile ICBMs, 
SS-16 production, and cruise missile· characteristics and internal 
ALCM deployment. 

The JCS do not make an overall assessment of the significance of 
these uncertainties or their acceptability. I agree of course 
that any Soviet cheating would be a matter of the gravest concern, 
whatever its direct military significance, but I believe that an 
assessment of the acceptability of the monitoring uncertainties 
listed must take into account the significance of cheating in 
these areas for the military balance, the desirability of US 
flexibility in certain of the areas involved (including notably 
mobile ICBMs and cruise missiles), and the potential of US pro
grams (including R&D hedges) for response to violations on a 
scale large entiugh to affect the balance. Measured by that 
standard, which I consider the appropriate one, I believe the 
agreement is adequately verifiable. That is, undetected cheating 
could not be on a large or broad enough scale to affect our 
security. 

My conclusion depends heavily, of course, on the assumption that 
we will maintain present monitoring capability, restore as soon 
as possible the collection capacity lost with the closure of the 
Iranian sites, and maintain the vigorous procurement, development 
and research programs needed to have adequate responses to 
detected violations; adequate measures to provide readiness to 
respond to detected Soviet cheating or breakout are a separate 
matter from the programs needed to maintain strategic equivalence 
in the face of overt Soviet efforts. My conclusion also depends 
on the proposition that the US will be prompt to protest Soviet 
actions that give rise to uncertainty;·we need not be able to 
prove Soviet violation beyond a reasonable doubt within the US 
Government to be justified in raising an issue with the Soviets. 

All these factors are also identified by the JCS. The JCS annex 
stresses the importance of adequate .monitoring capability to 
verification -- and to the overall problem of monitoring Soviet 
military developments not limited by SALT. They also call for 
us · efforts to gain Soviet agreement to an increased role for 
cooperative measures for SALT verification. (Their position 
with respect to the still~unresolved issue of telemetry encryp
tion is described below.) 

Modernization Programs. Contrary to widespread charges, the JCS 
do not condition their attitude toward SALT II on a commitment 
by you to MX or any other specific program. They do, however, 
particularly in the annex, make clear that both the strategic 
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balance and future arms control are related to our programs. They 
note that "the existence of SALT aggregate limits and sublimits 
reduces the level of uncertainty in projecting the future Soviet 
force structure, allowing the United States to better formulate 
the necessary modernizations." The Five Year Defense Program 
for 1980-84 -- which includes full pre-deployment work on MX 
(including initial procurement funds) and Trident II -- contains, 
they conclude, "programs which, if followed through, would 
ameliorate the adverse trends in the strategic balance" but they 
warn that "deletions or slippages" would pose serious risks to 
our national security. They call for "modernization programs 
across the full spectrum of military capability," including 
"deployment of MX- in a survivable basing mode, improvements in 
SSBNs and SLBMs, modernization of the air-breathing leg of the 
Triad beyond the deployment of B-52 ALCM carriers, and aggressive 
R&D programs" as well as modernized c3. They point out that 
our leverage in SALT III will be determined in large part by our 
programs. 

The JCS stress that an adequate and increased US strategic fore-es 
program will be necessary with or without SALT II. However, I 
do not regard the JCS statements on the importance of, and the 
need for, the modernization programs discussed as conditioning 
their attit~de toward SALT II on an express commitment by you 
to MX, Trident II, a new bomber, or any other particular program. 
However, I fully agree with the stress they place on the need to 
increase our efforts in strategic forces even with a SALT agree
ment, if we are to maintain (the JCS would say "reestablish") 
essential equivalence. My view is that the increase necessary 
would be even greater in the absence of SALT II. 

Specific Issues. In addition to these overall judgments, the 
JCS address a number of specific points. 

First, they list a number of "ambiguities" which "unless ... 
favorably resolved before the treaty is signed" will mean 
"SALT II cannot be considered to serve the national security 
interest." These are: 

Explicit Soviet acknowledgement that the maximum number of 
RVs tested on Soviet MIRVed ICBMs is for the SS-17 -- 4, ror 
the SS-18 -- 10, and for the SS-19 -- 6. I agree that such 
acknowledgement is desirable, and, indeed, I believe we may 
need additional clarity to deal with the uncertainty recently 
created with respect to the maximum capacity of the SS-18 Mod 4. 

Access to unencrypted telemetry that is essential for 
verification. Recent Soviet statements on this subject incline 
me to the belief that we will need to secure additional Soviet 
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agreement in the area of telemetry. I am still considering 
this issue and will make my specific recommendations at the 
forthcoming sec meeting. 

-- Protocol not ~recedential. Recognizing the impracticality 
at tliis stage of ropping the Protocql entirely, the JCS warn 
that "extending Protocol limitations on SLCM and GLCM without 
suitable Soviet concessions would be very harmful to Western 
security," and call for a Presidential declaration that 11no 
restrictions in the Protocol will be precedential." I agree 
with both the assessment of the dangers of extending the 
Protocol and the utility, both in the US and with our allies, 
of a statement by you -- repeating the position taken by our 
negotiators -- that its provisions are not precedential. 

Non-circumvention. Urging that the non-circumvention 
clause must not "interfere with our options to share with our 
NATO allies the technology required to counter the Soviet long
range theater nuclear threat," the JCS call for a Presidenti"al 
declaration of our policy. The US has already agreed to present 
to the Senate and to NATO an authoritative statement of our inter
pretation of the non-circumvention clause. I think it appropriate 
that that statement be endorsed by you in the document trans
mitting the Treaty to the Senate for its consideration. 

MX basing. The JCS call for a Presidential declaration 
embodying the US interpretation-that SALT II will not bar de
ployment of MX "in an appropriate multiple protective structure 
(MPS) mode." While I am not yet ready to make a recommendation 
on the basing mode issue, I agree that i~ must be the position 
of the US that SALT II does not foreclose the MPS option, subject 
of course to the requirement that any new system, US or Soviet, 
must be so designed as to be adequately verifiable. It would, 
I believe, be usef.ul for you explicitly to repeat that interpre
tation, either in your transmittal document or, as suggested 
in the Annex, before signature. · 

Outstanding issues. The Annex to the JCS paper stresses the 
need to resolve all the outstanding issues, but the JCS identify 
the following three issues as those of "greatest concern" to 
them: 

• "The armed definition of ALCM (should) not be allowed 
to be applied to GLCMs and SLCMs, except as the United States 
has specified in the Protocol." After the Protocol expires, 
the Treaty provides no limits on GLCMs and ALCMs. The US has 
made explicit in the negotiations that our agreement to the 
"armed" definition for ALCMs for the entire treaty period does 
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not constitute a precedent for possible future limits on GLCMs 
and SLCMs. Our formulation of the definitions would re-enforce 
our position. I fully endorse the JCS position, but I believe 
no further action is required provided the Soviets accept our 
formulations. 

• "UPVs should not be included in SALT." I understand 
from Secretary Vance that Amb. Dobrynin has indicated Soviet 
agreement with the US position on UPVs. This should promptly 
be confirmed through the Delegations in Geneva. 

• "ICBM new type limits should be constrained so there 
truly would be only one new type." We must, I agree, insure 
that the Soviets are not permitted both a modern successor to 
the SS-11 non-MIRVed system in the guise of a modification of 
an existing missile and a new 10-RV MIRVed successor to the 
SS-17 and SS-19. Thrs-issue is still under negotiation and we 
should be appropriately cautious in any relaxation of our posi
tion that reductions (as well as increases) in characteristics 
be limited to 5%. We should also recognize that Soviet objec
tions to including additional parameters in the limited category, 
in combination with their insistence on greater than 5% ''down
side" flexibility, may well relate to seeking to avoid having 
to choose between a modernized single-RV missile and a 10-RV 
light ICBM. 

Finally, the JCS request an opportunity to meet with you and me 
to discuss these issues before final action is taken on consum
mation 0£ a SALT agreement. I strongly endorse that request, 
and I hope we can meet with the Chiefs during the coming week, 
before you make final decisions on the outstanding issues. 

Attachment 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. 0 C. 20301 

, 8I FIi iJ 21 MNN~L 
April 19, 1979 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Two Remaining Issues 

""""-1 This memorandum outlines two actions 1iieve ~hould 
be~en between now and the signature of agreement: 
(1) Inclusion in your forthcoming SALT spe ch of a statement 
of the US position that the Treaty will p rmit mobile systems 
of the various kinds we have been consi ring, if they are 
designed so as to be verifiable by NTM; informing the Soviets 
that you will raise the telemetry issue with Pres. Brezhnev 
at the Summit; (3) making it clear that on one or ·two iss:ues, 
precise wording of the agreement, and understandings about 
the meaning a£· that wqrding, must be reached before signature. 

1. ~ SALT Impact on MX Dec~sion. In Congressional 
discussion of SALT, the issue frequently arises whether 
various mobile options are really permissible under SALT II, 
or whether we would accede to Soviet objections (such as 
they have made in the negotiations) purporting to be based 
on SALT consideration: Whatever decision you ultimately 
make on MX, it is important to maintain the principle that 
the mobile ICBM systems of the kinds we are considering-
including multiple shelters, ground mobile, trench, air
mobile--are permissible under SALT II (after the Protocol 
expires), with the important proviso that they be designed 
so as to be subject to verification by national technical 
means. Last summer, in speaking to the American Legion, I 
made a statement to that effect, in terms approved by the 
SCC as the position of the Administration. As you recall, 
the JCS, in their recent summary assessment of the agree
ment, proposed that, prior to the signature of the agree
ment, you should underscore that position in a public state
ment. I believe it would be useful, both in terms of 
ratification and of emphasizing to the Soviets the serious
ness with which we view the problem, for you to make such a 
statement. Your forthcoming speech on SALT would be an 
ideal opportunity. 

2. ~ i:~1_cme..!.!Y. Your March 2 7 letter to Bre zhncv was 
"de~:ig1~ to express the agreer,;ent that we believe exists" 
on telemetry. Instead of agreeing, the most recent Soviet 

d J PI :r O!Blh#EL 

• ~ :· I ~ • • • ' ~ ._ I• ' i . . · I I( I . - . ,.... ' .. -·. . ' . -· 
I I ; • I ,· . I I. I ..• 

l.-.'~.\.)1\.t-s V ~l,Val:,t_ 

-~) 
229



I 

~ .. 
·=-· : -. 

SEMSlTl~'E 
Mil 5117 I ill ¢ .i.. 

2 

note on SALT says that "taking into account the (U.S.) 
President's letter of March 27 and L. I. Brezhnev's letter 
of March 11 the Soviet side considers the question of 
telemetric information closed." The most recent Soviet 
communication can therefore be considered, in substance, a 
reaffirmation of the positions taken jn Brezhnev's March 11 
letter. 

(~ I agree with Cy Vance that nothing more can 
usefully be done in diplomatic channels. But I also believe 
that we must return to the issue at the Summit, to seek 
Soviet agreement to the points made in your letter, and I 
think the Soviets should know in advance that you will be 
returning to t.he issue for that purpose. 

~ Telemetry will be a major issue in the debate 
over the verifiability of the Treaty. The Senate will, 
quite reasonably, want to know what, if anything, we have 
agreed with the Soviets, beyond the Common Understanding 
that will appear in the Agreement itself. The current 
situation, where we have to rely on a series of letters is 
unsatisfactory from that point of view. We would have to 
inform the Senate not just of your March 27 letter (and the 
accompanying oral note) but of Brezhnev's March 11 letter as 
well--and possibly the earlier exchanges as well. 

~ · I believe there would be a highly unfavorable 
reaction ·to both the tone and the content of Brezhnev's 
letter. Indeed, it is cast in such terms that the less one 
kno.ws about the subject, the worse it sounds. Even--rn-its 
precise statements, however, there are problems: For 
example, he claims a "right" to encrypt "information about 
those parameters which ar·e not regulated by th.e agreement"-
even though information "about" non-regulated parameters 
like acceleration may be important to monitoring regulated 
matters like throw-weight. (Your letter said the p'iotection 
extends to "telemetry that provides information concern:ing" 
compliance.) Similarly, he describes the obligation as not 
to encrypt information that "could become necessary" to 
verification--not whose denial could "impede" yerification, 
which is the standard to which both sides have in the past 
agreed. 

~ Tli.e Senate, after considering these exchanges and 
focusing on the problems with the Soviet formulation, would 
be very likely to insist on amendments which ~ould be hard 
to resist on the Hill, but which would probably he impossible 
to sell to the Soviets. 

7e/;~ To forestall this ratification problem- - and 
strengthen the verifiability of the Treaty--1 urge that you 
plan, at the Summit, to raise the telemetry issue with 
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Brezhnev, and seek his assent to the basic propositions of 
the U.S. March 27 communications: 

certain telemetric information is relevant to 
verification because it provides information concerning 
compliance, and denial of such information is prohibited; 

-- .other telemetric information is not relevant to 
verification and its denial is not prohibited; 

-- some of the encryption on the 
lllllll_tests would, in the case of a new or modified missile, 
impede verification of specific characteristics limited by 
the agreement; 

the above propositions are agreed by the sides and 
in connection with the agreed Common Understanding. 

~ Ideally, the Summit discussion would result in a 
joint statement embodying these points that would operate as 
an authoritative interpretation of the Common Understanding, 
and wipe the slate clean of the conflicting positions con
tained in the various earlier negotiations. 

. -1 .. I 

~ Since I believe it is important·that we do this 
at the Summit, I also believe it is important not to give 
the Soviets a false impression that we are satisfied with 
the negotiating record as it stands. The more justifiably 
the Soviets can maintain that we assented (by silence) to 
the statement (in their last note) that they consider the 
matter closed, the more you will be placed in the role of 
creating new obstacles at the Summit. Therefore, I believe 
we should pass the ,~ord through Amb.. Dobi-ynin that you plan 
to discuss this, along with other verification issues, at 
the Summit, to forestall any Soviet mis impression that we 
consider the issue definitively closed on the basis of their 
latest communication. 

3. {.'tirir,l Language Is-sues. For similar reasons, I believe 
t]rnt when a Summit is announced, and when you make your SALT 
speech, it should be made clear that exact SALT language and 
understandings (both of which are important) still need to 
be reached. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: JCS Judgment on SALT II 

•' ~·· 
' 

In the attached memorandum, th~ JCS support the agre~ment 
you are about to sign as a "modest but useful contribution 
to our national interests." They do so with some reserva
tions and concerns. Two of the Chiefs do not agree with the 
summary judgment of "modest but useful" and s~pport the 
agreement only on broader, essentially non-military grounds: . . . 

The Commandant of the Marine Corps (Gen. Wilson) 
believes 11that the agreement as negotiated does not contribute · 
to our national military interests. However, he accepts why 

·the broader national interests of the United States may b~ 
served by the treaty and supports it in this context." 

The Chief of Staff of the. Army (Gen. Rogers) "agrees 
with (the JCS) judgment concerning our broader national 
interests, (but) believes that the agreement contributes 
only marginally to our military interests." 

All the Chiefs join in calling attention to concerns about 
future US actions and the resolution of outsta~ding issues 
and ambiguities concerning the Treaty itself: 

As to US actions: They warn that "the limits ... in. SALT 
II are sufficiently permissive that the· .current ·and projected 
moJT'entum of Soviet strategic nuclear programs will shift the 
strategic balance in favor of the Soviets in the early 1980's." 
They emphasize that "a continuing commitment by the national 
leadership to the programs to regain a strategic balance in 
the 1980's is vital" and that the lack of such programs would 
lead to "increasing instability in crises and an unfavorable 
negotiating position for SALT III." 

They do not refer to any specific program. They do, 
however, - call for "resolve to provide adequate capabilities 
to maintain strategic equivalence , 11 and they warn against "a 
perpetuation of ·public complacency" from SALT II. I share 
these views. 
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As to outstanding SALT II issues: 

1. On verification generally, they state their belief 
that ''before the agreement is signed, it must be made clear 
to the Soviets in unequivocal terms that the issue is of the 
utmost importance and that the agreement cannot survive if we 
determine that our mqni to ring efforts are . being impeded." ,I 
believe this is absolutely true and I recommen9 that you include 
a statement to that effect in·your general remark~ about SALT 
which you will make prior to signature. . 

2. On telemetry, they state that in their judgment, "the 
US Government must receive an unambiguous commitment from the 
Soviets that both sides will have access to unencrypted 
telemetry that · is necessary for verification." The need to 
obtain from Brezhnev explicit confirmation of Soviet agreement 
with the US position, as stated in your letter to him of 
March 24, was agreed to by all the members of the sec, and I 
fully share that view. Again this can be done in connection 
with your meeting with Brezhnev prior to signature. The JCS 
also observe that it is "critical for the Soviets to understand 
that encryption such as that practiced in July 1978, December 
1978, and April 1979 would impede verification if extended to 
new or modified rcm.!s." However, they do no'!; call for express 
Soviet agreement to this proposition. In my view the state
ments of the US, most recently in our oral note of April 25, 
amply make clear the US position in this matter .. 

3. On the Protocol, the JCS call for "statement by you 
at the Summit "reaffirming the· nonprecedential nature of the 
Protocol," and for tb.e public reiteration of that view. The 
JCS does not view this as mandatory ("should'' not "must"), 
and I believe th~ US view that the Protocol is non-precedential 
is entirely clear'to the Soviets. Nonetheless, I agree that 
it would be useful for you to repeat the point at the Summit 
and to include it also in tr.e transmittal documents. 

4. On cruise missile definition, they state that they 
"strongly support'' the current PS position. I agree that this 
issue is important as a symbol of tJ,e proposition that tte "armed!' 
definition agreed to in the specific context of this agreement . 
(for ALCMs for the Treaty period, and for GLCHs and SLCMs only 
for the Protocol period) does not predetermine the definition 
that might be applied in future agreements, if any, affecting 
those systems. I join in ~rging that we hold firm to our 
current formulation. (From the latest Soviet offer, it appears 
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that the Soviets will accept our formulati .. on.) 
,• 

As to SALT III, the Chiefs urge that,~ALT II be regarded 
as "only another step in a long-range process." They note 
their regret that the SALT II agreement will not result in 
lower SNDV, MIRV ICBM and heavy ICBM levels than those agreed, 
and note the importance of effective US programs to SALT III 
negotiating position. They call for, in addition to adequate 
programs, "vigorous efforts to achieve further substantial 
reductions" in future talks. I support those views, although 
I believe we should not limit our SALT Ill goals to reductions 
alone. 

The Chiefs' statement has somewhat reduced the urgency of 
a meeting with you prior to your departure for Vienna, but I 
believe such a meeting would still be useful. If it takes 
place, I recommend that you concentrate on your plans for 
resolution at the Summit of the important issues and concerns 
addressed in the Chiefs' ~tatement, as listed above, and your 
thoughts on SALT III. 

. Attachment rt4 
1oi 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & De class Div, WHS 
Date: MAR O 6 2017 

Office of the Secretary of Defense S" (). S.G, S"5 2 
Chief, ROD, ESD, WHS + 
Date: O~MAf..'Zl>l7 Authority: EO 13526 
Declassify: X Deny in Full: __ 
Declassify in Part: __ _ 
Reason: 

--:-:::c:-----:--::----c------
MDR: ____lL-M- /6/S: 

234



Library of Congress, Harold Brown 
Papers, Box 11, Folder Alpha 
Channel File, 12/78–7/79.

-· --··:,·--.. 
S.JVV-::I....J....J.JV....) \ ,,,,..J 

l. 
r 

•A 

' 

'f' :··\.L; :''". Rt ~. •••• :·· ••:'•• 

~!~ · .· .. ,: , r I, 11 • , 

!, ... : .; . .. ...... 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

DECLASSIFIED IN FU°Lt . 
Authority: EO 13528~ .. . 

t c t ._. ... ...,,~.It t 

1 

Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: NOV 2 3 2015 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
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DOCUMENT DATE: 
~9-Sep-2015 

It has become evident that we have won the debate on 
SALT II in the Senate hea'ri:ggs . and with the media (and 
,probably .. the ·public). But '4e- have not yet won .. ·tne Semi"te 
voj:~· There will be di'ffictil t ·bargaining·~ in the process;· of 
,fchieving a two- thirds vote of approval in the Senate, over the 
issue of defense programs and budgets. Sam Nunn speaks for a 
group witbout whose votes we probably can't get Senate approval 
of SALT. He clearly believes that the present five-year defense 
program is inadequate, and that the financial plan won't fund 
even the present five-year program. He will demand a commit
ment, whose exact nature he can't yet specify, to an annual 
growth in the defense budget of at least three percent (per
haps more) after actual inflation. At the same time, _ others 
such as George McGovern could well be brought to vote"against 
SALT II by such a commitment. And whether the Congress would 
actually be willing to put money where some.of its members' 
mouths are is questionable. John Stennis wants to support 
SALT II and is for a stronger defense program, but is more 
influenced than Nunn by fiscal cons~rvatism; his views may 
provide a good vehicle for compromise. 

My present thought is that one way to meet the Nunn position 
may be to revise the fiscal guidance for ·the Five Year Defense 
Plan (1981-5) to assure a genuine after-inflation annual budget 
growth rate of three percent. The Congress has those figures, 
and it is on the basis of the claimed growth rate and assumed 
inflation rates contained in it, along with the past effects 
of underestimated inflation rates, that Nunn has taken his. 
position. Another (and they are not mutually exclusive) way 
would be to submit a FY 1980 supplemental. This could cover 
the amount of Congressional cuts (which I anticipate could 
well be 1B$ or more -- the House Defense Appropriations Sub
committee will recommend a 2B$ cut) and/or the unprogrammed 
increases in fuel costs (which will amount to 0.9B$ for FY 
1980). 

In this situation, I believe it would be useful for vou 
to consider the findings of a DOD examination of the millinry 

.halance, specifically the military investment balance. I 
' ' , , . ' ••--·-·• -· .J C) 
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described these findings at the June 4 NSC maeting which 
updated the ComprehensJve Net Assessment maJe in P~l-10 
a1td reflected in PD-18. I have had the priacipal conclusions 
of that DOD study bo~led down to a few pages; they are 
attached. 

My judgment is that those conclusions are essentially 
correct. In some ways they may be too pessimistic. In 
particular, I think that if we exert the efforts necessary 
to put some of our advanced technological concepts into 
operational hardware, we can make the trend of the balance 
somewhat less adverse -- but I also believe the Soviets are 
likely in the next five years to confront us with some tech
nological surprises of their own. In any event, I believe 
the highly probable dangers of the prospective military 
balance fully justify an annual growth in the defense program, 
after inflation, of at least three percent annually through 
1985. Moreover, I believe that the Congress as a whole would 
support that growth if such a program is put forward vigor
ously by the Administration. I recognize the major problem 
posed by House Republicans voting in the Budget Resolution 
process to increase defense, and then voting against the 
Resolution. But I do not believe that a defense budget set 
at the level of the median view of the Democratic Party will 
satisfy either the defense needs of the country or the demands 
of the electorate. Your leadership can, in my view, produce 

-

Congressional support for the necessary program. We ~hould /( 
be reticent in responding with compromise to what Sam Nunn 
(and Kissinger) are saying about the defense program. That 
should be saved for the end game. But I believe that ptograrn 
and process can be elaborated during the next month or two, 
and that they will need to be reflected in some joint Presidential
Congressional statements and actions before Congress adjourns 
this year, if SALT II is to be ratified. 
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THE ~.f IL IT ARY I NVE ST:·.iE:'.';T B.-\L.-\>; C: E 

\i~ h:1.ve Teccnt ly assessed the US-USSR :-!ili tary In-restr.1ent Balance. 
SoQC military expenditures contribute only to current capabil i ty, 
others - - in varying degrees - - to future as h-~11 .1s prc>s~~nt Etil i
tary capabillty, and ought to be considered as inrestments. The 
assassment concentrated on future-oriented activities such as 
RDT&E, procurement of long-lived weapon systems, and the construc
tion of military facilities. It examined those current investment 
flows, and the accumulated stock of past investments, which con
tribute to future military capability. The assessment, thus, is 
an indicator of the future military balance. 

The main message of this balance is that continuing current trends 
in and differences between US and Soviet military efforts .for 5-10. 
years will place the US in a clearly inferior military posiXion. 
Focusing on investment makes this clearer, providing a picture 
less favorable to the US than does comparing overall efforts. 

The assessment is based on CIA-produced dollar estimates of Soviet 
military programs. Those show that: 

-- Soviet military efforts measured in dollars have exceeded 
ours by a steadily widening margin since 1969 and arc now 
almost 45% greater. 

-- The Soviets have out-invested us for 10 years and, for 
the last few years, their investment effort has been about 
75% larger than ours. 

- - Projecting current Soviet trends and US plans into the 
future shows only a slow reduction in the gap in the rate 
of investment, and even that reduction is uncertain. 

The Soviet advantage is growing even more rapidly than is revealed 
by the respective rates of current investment flow, since: 

Soviet investment stock value 1s now about 25% more than ours. 

That differential is expected to increase to 40-60% by the 
mid 80's, depending on assumptions about the depreciation profile. 

The stream of Soviet investment dividends can be expected 
to exceed those of the US for many years. 

The analysis also examined several possible, but not very con
vincing, arguments as to why these investment trends need not be 
c:ius ·:- For concern. 

i\.clding allies' defense efforts to both sill-:s cha'.1g ·.·s tl:~ 
cornp:1rison, but much l e ss in the i1n--:!stmcnt a r ~'a th:in ·.,·1H!n 
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tot ::i. 1 cle fens e e ff or ts arc: com Jl are J . l n cit L. er case 1,; c 
think th1:)rc is more unproduc tive c.luplic1tion among ;.;,i._iO than 
:mong \'iarsc1w Pact programs, l·,hj_ch are ::.:entrally direct::.·d. 

2 

- - US technological le-ads 3.re being crod -~d by mass i. Ye, broacl
basetl continuing Sovd~t R&D programs, increasingly in high-
r i s k , high - co~ t , potent i a 11 y high -pay o f r are as . rI 0\...- e v c r , as 
I have indicated earlier, we ourselves have two or tI1ree 
efforts unden...-ay that I consider of major potenti3.l effect. 

-- The fundamentally stronger underlying US economy is offset 
sornewhat by Soviet design and manufacturing processes which 
facilitate n1ilitary surge production. Further, the relevance 
of industrial mobilization is questionable in many cases. 

Trying to assess the balance from the Soviet perspective suggests 
they probably measure their efforts against those of the US, the 
NATO Allies, and at least Japan and China. Therefore they may: 

- - Believe they face total defense efforts greater than their own. 

-- A11tl see reasons to sustain or even increase the rate of 
growth in their defense efforts in the recent reversal of the 
downward trend in the US defense efforts, the NATO commitment 
to real defense growth and the US-PRC rapprochement. 

The assessment also notes our uncertainty about how Soviet defense 
efforts will be constrained by demographic, energy and economic 
prohlems. This is a possible future bright spot for the US and 
is a critical area for further study. 

However, Soviet gains in the military balance are likely to be 
even greater in the future because: 

Soviet investment flows have continued to grow while ours, 
in general, are lower than in the SO's and 60's. 

The fruits of the Soviet differential in military invest
ments have yet to be realized due to the long lead times be
tween large investments in R&D and visible, deployed weapons. 

Finally, the assessment addresses the consequences if current 
trends persist. The following three scenarios outline some 
possibilities: 

- - Continuation of current US and Soviet military trends into 
the mid - eighties, followed by slackening in the Sovjet military 
buildup be cut1se of economic, demographic and oth2r problems . 

-·- Continuation of current trends throughout t h(:~ 80'~ r.o a 
~.ituation of c le.'.lr US military infe riori t y with r e :=;pcc': to tlw 
So v .i c t s . Th i '.::i is u n 1 i k el y to h c a s t ab 1 e :; i t t tat j on , h .1 \../ever . 

~ L. 
~ , .. ,. 1 · . . 

. • ; i -·. ,· · .. : 
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-- A najor confrontation a few years hen~e triggcreJ by the 
Soviets aggressively pt1shing their advantag~ some~herc. 
Depending on the nature and severity of the crisis an<l the 
politi.c.:11 reaction in· the US to the crisis or to consc!quent US 
losses, a major increqse in US defense expenditures and a more 
competitive US-Soviet relationship may result. (In the past 
four decades, 40-200% increases have occurred three times 
each following a crisis involving combat.) 

ti. J ,'/4&.1~• The assessment concludes that the consequences of any of these · · ~ ~ 
scenarios are enormous. They will likely impact directly on Wnh ) 
our ability to defend our interests and our allies. Also, since -~ 
the US has been the core around which western alliances have -'~~ 
formed, allied perceptions of US inferioriti are lik_ili to lec!d ~q:ni,f 
t~ere stresses - - at the very least - - in these alliances,. -l.,~,. 
They could break, others could be formed, and there could be '~-
hedging and increased compliance with Soviet desires on the part 
of former allies. The US has had such a central role in organi:-
ing the western world that repercussions would likely be felt 
throughout the world. 

I found this assessment, focused on expenditures and investment, 
to be particularly useful. The adverse overall trends indicated 
are generally confirmed by the changes we see in more det,iled 
assessments of various military balances: 

-- We see deterioration in the strategic nuclear balance by 
all the common indicators, static and dynamic which will 
very probably continue until we daploy the ALOI and, later, the ?-IX. 

-- NATO's ASW forces have probably improved relative to the 
Soviet submarine force, and the Central Region ground force 
balance has been roughly ~tatic, but the balance has deter-
iorated in theater nuclear forces, tactical air forces, and 
forces on the flanks (particularly the Southern Flank). 

-- (The perceived balances in the Persian Gulf and Korea have 
also deteriorated, but these have resulted from revolution in 
one case and new intelligence in the other rether than from 
differences in US and Soviet military investments.) 

In the context of policy, all this implies that we have not and 
will not maintain an overall balance of military power between 
the United States and its allies on the one hand and the Soviet 
Union and its allies on the other at least as favorable as that 
existing in early 1977, the central requirement laid down i11 PD - 18. 

\\c kn·c yet to achieve a 3% annual real growth in defense sp~~nJ 1.ng. 
1·1ie FY75-79 av,.;r:1ge is less than O.Vs. ~;o ye3.r re:1ched. even 2~. 
[ F H '-1 con t i nu e that t rend b e ca us e o £ in ~; u f f i c i en t p r o vi s i o 11 for 
inrL .. ,tion, competing demands for n~tional resources, or n.ny other 
c:1ust.~, the 111ilit ,1ry balance will become rerilo1.1s over the nc,xt 
r i. Ve )f C :t r S . 

, :-T · .... -£ 
• ' I 

~~ ... ~ :: .. .. .. . 
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On the o-ther hand if \•;e and our >!ATO allies ac.hi.<_;\'<." a 
gro· . .:th rate, the m.i l'Ltary bal;:i.nce lih.:l;: ,~·ill roug;11y 
after a few years. Even then jt would still nat Deet 
criteria. 

3i real 
s t J. b .i. 1 i :: e 
the rn-1.~ 

-- We would have essential equivalence in strategic nuclear 
forces, but the general purpose forc~s situation would be 

4 

far less satisfactory, in (small) part because of the diversion 
of resources to the higher priority strategic force investments. 

-- The conventional force balance would give us only a 
questionable ability to stop a Warsaw Pact attack and practically 
no confidence in our ability to restore prewar boundaries. 

Our ability to cope with some plausible crises involving 
local and Soviet forces in the Middle East, Persian Gulf or 
Korea would still be severely limited, depending both on 
generous warning times and on freetlon from crises elsewhere, 
particularly in Europe. 

To redress the balance and meet the criteria of PD-18 by 1990 
will require an average annual real growth in the US defense 
program well in excess of the 3% we have discussed; it would also 
require increased allied efforts. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Strategic Deterrence 

This is a brief status report on an ongoing analysis we are conducting on 
alternative ways of maintaining our strategic deterrence in the face of 
the growing Soviet counterforce capability. 

I am exploring a number of R&D and acquisition alternatives that will pro
vide a timely solution to this problem. Accelerating the M-X is the major 
alternative but one in which I still have serious concerns because of the 
technical problems I see and the cost problems I expect to see. J~e will 
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·continue an intensive effort (DRE, AF, and DSB) to develop a technically 
·acceptable MX program. In the meantime, we are pursuing at a conceptual 
:level alternatives to MX. These concepts, if pursued, would entail the 
following programatic actions: 

. l. Expedite the TRIDENT II program. 

a. The TRIDENT II missile would be accelerated to allow an IOC of 
1984. 

b. The advanced development phase could be run as a design competi
tion between the TRIDENT contractors and the MX missile con
tractor(s). 

Redirect the MX missile program. 

. a. The MX missile would be a TRIDENT II missile plus an additional 
stage (an extra stage would be inserted between TRIDENT 1 s first 
~~d second stage). It would also have a 1984 IOC • 

. 3. Redirect the MX missile basing program. 

a • . 

b. 

·4. Consider deployment of a 11 thin 11 ABM system. 

2 

a. Complete development of the new light-weight non-nuclear interceptor. 

b. Install this system for a thin defense of one MM wing (Grand Forks) 
with an IOC of 1984. System would include PARS already there plus 
100 interceptors (to be compatible with SALT). 

c. The deployed system could stop (at most) 100 RVs, but provides a 
base from which an effective ABM system could be quf-!lt-y made 
operational.,...., .; ,1 "'""'-r ·:>, ...;,,J..),.__,fr,.~,.,. ~.,-::-, :,, ... , . 
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d. Accelerate R&D in non-conventional (Garwinian) "bloody-nose" 
defenses of individual silos as a backup to ABM deployment. 

5. MM II 

a. Left-over MM III missiles could be deployed in MM II silos (com
patible with SALT restrictions) during the gap period between 
POSEIDON phase-out and TRIDENT phase-in. This option may be 
particularly important if our TRIDENT ship construction problems 
worsen. · 

b. Develop a more effective use of our SALT quota of SNDVs than the 
present MM II. 

Some combinations of the programs just outlined would lead to a reduction 
of ICBM vulnerability by 1984 with high confidence because the technical 
risks are not high (with the exception of the ABM, which does hot seem 
difficult but involves more unknowns). These programs in aggregate would 
be less expensive than the MX alternative. The cost of the ABM develop
ment is more than offset by the R&D savings effected by a single missile 
development. The cost of deep silo deployment is more than offset by 
avoiding the cost of deploying the MX trenches. Also this approach is 
compatible with present SALT agreements and gives us a good nego.tiating 
position for future agreements. 

However the concept has a major weakness to the extent it depends upon 
ABM, as long as we are limited to 100 interceptors. Therefore our major 
objective continues to be finding a technically sound approach to MX 
basing. The trench looks less and less attractive and a number of other 
alternatives are being seriously examined by the Air Force and· DSB. I 
will give you a status report on this effort in a week or two. 
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The land based IC~M force currently plays a unique role in the U.S. 
Triad of strategic forces. It is not. potentially vulnerable to Soviet 
ASW breakthroughst and it does not currentl de end on launch-on-warning 
fr urv sour bombers do Mor ov r 

It is c ear tha can do , e o sow ,s ec ,ne. 
Even with a SALT agreement. I judge_ th~~ there is a 50% chance that the 
~~m~~r of Minuteman survivors in 1980 would be belowllllland, bY, 1985, 
at-least an even chance that'-"this number could be reducecl below- . 

There are a number of options available to us to respond to this 
increasing vulnerability. These options are all under study in our 
follow-on efforts to PD-18. The Triad study, the primary focus for this 
effort, is scheduled for completion in mid-September. Further, we 
should know considerably more about MX basing options by the end of the 
summer. It would be premature, therefore, to draw any final conclusions 
now. However, I would not exclude the possibility of deciding before 
then to accelerate the missile development while leaving open which 
basing systems it will be deployed in. All of the options require a new 
missile, and we could decide on one basing system without foreclosing 
others. 

Before going into the list of alternatives we are currently considering, 
I want to emphasize that we .face no immediate crisis. Our strategic 
offensive forces are highly survivable today. By, any reasonable reckoning 
they are, overall, fully the equal of those of the Soviet Union. In 
addition, the modernization of the bomber force with large numbers of 

. . , air-launched cruise missiles and the SLBM force with Trident I missiles 
· : and the new Trident submarine (albeit at a somewhat slower pace. than 
~.: anticipated) will significantly increase the overall effectiveness of 
; · : the Tri ad even in the face of some decrease in the survi vabi 1 i ty in the 

I : ICBM leg. We have time to study our options and determine the best 
: course of action. The Soviets wi 11 in any event have to reckon with 

the possibility of ICBM launch under attack. This preserves ICBM 
·· '.: . deterrent capabi 1 i ty to some extent for some time, though I think we 

\~ :.· \. 
should seek to reduce their vulnerability. 
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In addition to a more survivable ICBM in mobile basing (MX)., which 
is the focus of our current study efforts, the following options are 
under consideration in the PD-18 follow-on studies. They are listed 
here in two categories: options available within a SALT TWO agreement, . 
and options assuming a breakdown or major alteration in SALT. 

Options Within SALT TWO 

1. Accelerate the Trident II (D-5) missile • 

. .. P.Qt~.ati ~ 1 l.9_83::-l.9.84 10.C .. ( cur.rent IOC is 1988); 

accuracy for hard target kill may not be available until 
later. 

2.. Deploy MX in silos until alternative basing concept is proven. 

potential 1983-1984 IOC (current IOC is 1986); 

puts more capable missiles in vulnerable silos. 

3. Develop a smaller and cheaper SSBN than Trident. 

could make up for reduced launcher levels projected in . 
late l980s/early 1990s due to Trident slowdown and 
Poseidon phase out; · 

potential 1990 IOC. 

probably of only short-term value; 

SALT status also needs study. 

Options Assuming a Breakdown in SALT 

1. 

mid-1980s IOC. 

DECLASSIFIED IN PART 
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late 1980s IOC; 

probably .cheap but needs much study. 

4. Defend the ICBM force with ABMs. 

late 1980s IOC and very expensive; 

cost-effectiveness probably favors the attacker. 

3 

The choice between these various alternatives will be difficult, 
involving many complex factors of cost, technical feasibility and 
performance. We should not make that choice before these factors have 
been adequately studied. 

-rs "'3. 3 (I?) (':J.) Cs) lf>~ 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

8 SEP 1978 C.J/1 

EO 13!126 3.5(c) 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Memorandum for the President on Numbers 
and Capabilities of Soviet Strategic Warheads 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on your draft memorandum to 
the President. Although I have a number of comments, I believe there 
are few, if any, disagreements between us. First, let me point out 
that my paper dealt with the fractionation Issue, but not with Minute
man survivability. I am concerned that although we seem to be counting 
very heavily on an RV lead to offset perceptions about such matters a·s 
the Soviet threat to Minuteman survivability, the throw weight balance,~ 
etc., that RV lead could be largely elmlnated by the Soviets within a 
relatively short time. Our projections of Soviet fractlonatlons 
(even "high estfmates11

) are by no means upper bounds -- . they may indeed 
be ood estimates of what but they could also be o tlmistic 

Your draft memorandum gives the impression that It would be difficult 
for the Soviets to eliminate our RV·iead, and mentions availability of 
special nuclear materials, the Soviet need to consider a range of mili
tary objectives, etc. I believe these difficulties are real but should 
not be exaggerated. Far from representing fractionations, 
the illustrative future payloads I ment 
within. the current state of the art --
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In summary, I am concerned that the Soviets may decide to seek strategic 
advantage In the only major index in which we currently lead. Mill
tari ly, that might mean very little, but In the world of politics and 
perceptions it could be very damaging. 

Turning briefly to your ~iscusslon of MM survlvabllty, let me first 
say that, as I suggested in our discussions, I believe it appropriate
for you to go on record In this way now that your staff has completed 
their review. Although there have been a number of alarms rung already 
(Including the SALT interagency study dated 30 April), they have been 
cautious not to over-state how certain the near-term threat is. 

My staff have a few further comments on the MM portion of your memo. 
These do not affect the overall Judgment. First, the Severe Damage 
criterion that you continue to use is appropriate for a Soviet planner. 
For moderately US-conservative planning -- we should also note the 

e Li ht Dama e criterion 

econd, your August 10 draft memo may g ve a t too muc.h prom nence 
to the modeling issues. Although your new model is indeed consistent 
with DOD models, and presumably more accurate than the original model 
which was developed a decade ago, the uncertainties due to differences 
in models are not as significant as uncertainties in future Soviet CEP, 
future Soviet yeilds, US silo hardness, etc. Finally, I believe it 
would probably be useful to give the President some further feeling 
of how good the overall calculations are, assuming that our estimates 
are not wholly wrong because of some catastrophic reliability problems, 
etc. The 30 April SALT paper (to which your staff contributed greatly) 
provided a mechanism for doing this. 

I hope some of these comments will be useful. believe they are · 
consistent with what we have told the President. 
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Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, 
Subject File, Box 43, Folder Missiles, 10/79–3/80. 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

February 26, 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Meeting with Governors List and Matheson 

This is the follow-on MX paper I promised you in the 
memorandum I sent you on Saturday about the Senator Garn 
letter. 

Your meeting with Governors List and Matheson is timely 
in that support for MX needs to be expressed now from the 
highest level. The_NX,_s.ystem faces serious cbstacles_ in _. 
Congress -~nd also in NeYada and Utah. Thesa obstacles can 
be·-overcome, but only 'if .s.t'rong 9Upport is given now, the 
Admini~tration's previous commitment is reaffirmed by you, 
and continuing active support is offered at high levels over 
the months ahead. The meeting with Governors List and 
Matheson provides an ideal opportunity for such reaffirma
tion. (In this connection, I believe it would be helpful 
for you to issue a statement to the press in support of MX 
following your meeting with the Governors, or provide the 
press a summary of your meeting.) 

Attached is a paper on several issues of concern to 
the Governors, and a draft statement for your use with the 
Governors or with the press. 

Here is my personal assessment of where we stand. In 
the Congress, members who are normally advocates of strong 
national security conclude that something like MX is needed, 
but think the MX system is too complicated and too expensive. 
The Senators from Nevada and Utah mistakenly see (or claim to 
see) the MX basing mode as arising from SALT considerations. 
To the extent that opposition to MX can be used politically to 
question the Administration's competence in strategic matters, 
it will be so used. Congressional "liberals" question the 
need for the system altogether. They view it as posing a 
first strike threat and, therefore, as destabilizing. They 
agree, erroneously, with many who previously endorsed the 
system, that in a no-SALT context MX may not be survivable. 
They also are most concerned about the disruption of the 
environment. 

Should we actually get into real difficulties in the 
land withdrawal process or in the environmental area, and 
face much longer delays, I think it probably would be possible 
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to obtain special legislative relief, particularly if our 
relationship with the Russians stays on its current course. 
There is good precedent for such an outcome in the Alaska 
pipeline case, where legislative relief from the National 
Environmental Policy Act ~as finally obtained as the oil 

2 

supply situation in the country worsened. But it is desirable 
to avoid having to take that route if we can solve the problems 
under the present rules. 

We are designing the missile so that it can be deployed 
in Minuteman silos--"silo stuffing"--as a hedge against the 
kind of delays we may encounter in the environmental assess
ment and land withdrawal processes. We are also working to 
improve our strategic indications and warning systems to 
enhance the credibility of this option. 

Engineering studies continue on the basing mode, as 
required by the Stevens Amendment and in line with our own 
desires to improve the design. We have evolved a variation 
of the horizontal shelter system which allows the trans
porter to be separated from the erector-launcher, thereby 
reducing complexity and cost (perhaps by as much as several 
billion dollars). However, we do not intend to make a major 
issue out of this variation, because it could be misconstrued 
as another "change of mind." 

In Nevada and Utah, the Governors and members of Congress, 
with one exception, have raised objections to MX deployment. 
(The exception is Congressman McKay who has supported the 
system, and who deserves recogn~tion.) I believe the opposi
tion of these "national level" leaders is not fundamental; they 
are testing the wind. However, they are trying to create a 
situation where the federal government will guarantee that 
any adverse environmental, social and economic impacts of 
deploying MX will be appropriately alleviated with generous 
doses of federal funds. 

Local leaders--mayors, county commissioners, state 
legislators and business groups--are far more supportive of 
MX. These officials see the economic benefits, and can 
evaluate possible environmental impacts realistically. What 
concerns them most is possible changes in their life style 
that will be caused by an influx of large numbers of people 
from out cf state to construct and operate a system of this 
magnitude. With them too, federal assurances that the 
strain on public facilities will be mitigated by federal 
assistance will go far towards easing their concerns. 

Attachments 
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THE SECR-ETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

, 

Di'AR.evlewed and Determined we have No Objection 
to Declassification. Our review Decision Is subject to 
the results of the Concurrent reviews of DOE, Air 
Force and Joint Staff/w(:Jf/01 March 2016. 

·MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

1 June 1978 
~a~ . 
EO 13526 3.3(b)(1)>25Yrs 

I attach a copy of a memorandum from the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
on (PD)/NSC-38., announcing your _decisions as to the U.S. "negotiat_ing 
position on/ CTB. They have ask~d that I forwa.rd it to you, ~·s an 
expression of their strongly held views. I believe that the JCS 

>-. --

N 
memorandum ~ccu rate 1 • · · mi li ta ry factors 
invo1ve.d4 -...aCJ.te .... ~wl th some. but .not everv 9ne .. o.f the Ir eva 

..: - ,. · 
. 

--:-- ..-:1 

A CTB involves some level of military risk. However, I b~lieve that -......___\ 
j · 11 the probability that a CTB would. adversely aff~ct the reliability of . the ~ \ . 
~ R af I 3, warheads for our important strategic systems is low enough during a three- r-l-. 

.
·I i!j U( ·year (or, less clearly, even a five-year) period so that for such a 
!il I h a!ff period the military risk in itself is acceptable. Of some weight also ~ 
:~ :·· ·-~ is the fact t~at. we would become aware by continued stockpile inspection ~'-.. 
,~.· ~; :i, i if a question of such reliability· arises and, in principle, could in- C4> 
o t -1 voke the sup·reme-natlonal-lnteres.t withdrawal clause~ ; 
!'!·~:; :1" i · I · · · · -; 
i .~ LJ ~!I : I emphasize that there would be· a serious question of continued E 
~-----'stockpile re.1 iabi 1 ity on the U.S. side if there were an indefinite CTB. : co 

The greatest risk,. ther-efore, fol lows -from the tendency of a 1 imited- 1 ij c:; ~ 
term agreement to be extended. The statement of intention to resume - a.~~ c:, 
tests at the end of a 1 iinited-term in order to assure stockpile re- ::~..a ('t) 

1 iabil itY can somewhat ameliorate that problem. But the pressure at ·ffio~ :z 
the time' of expiration to renew (and also pressure not to do so) will ~~8 ~ 
probably be very great despite ~nything we say now. ·Such a concer_n ~~~ 
about extension is likely to be expressed by opponents during the :3},im 
ratification process. This aspect, in my judgment, makes the prospects ~ =ts «i 
for approval of a CTB substantially less favorable than those fo_r ·sALT, cc:i: c 
and also less favorable the earlier a CTB is concluded. · 
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I believe that the JCS paper understates the potential advantages 
from a CTB for non-proliferation (which many of us see as its main 
benefit). However, those advantages have yet to be articulated suf
ficiently. In my view it would be useful for the State Department 
and ACQA ·to set forth the. criteria by which they believe we would be 
able to judg.e after a five-yea·r period whether proliferation had indeed 
been inhibited by the CTB, and therefore whether there would be reasons 
supporting renewal to counter the milita.ry ·and·technical needs for 
reliability tests. · 

A great concern of mine is the possible irretrievable dissipation 
of our nuclear scientific and technological talent if a- CTB is per
ceived_ by them ~s being of long or indefinite duration. To be 'able to 
test for stockpile reliab-i li.ty after a previously set time period of 
some years, and to correct ·deficiencies, the capabilities of the 
nuclear design laboratories have -to be maintained. From this point of 
view there are two matters. that particularly trouble me. (1) The 
decision to 1 imit experiments to a few pou·nds of high explosive 
equivalent -- rather th~n, for example, a few hundred tons -- limits 
sharply the degree of interest of such exper-iments to the scientists 
and technologists on whose continued skills and continued professional 
dedication to nuclear weapQns design we would depend when tests are 
resumed. (2) Second, the five-year period ·of the treaty instead of 
a three-year. period that had alternatively been proposed also reduces 
the chances of keeping viable nuclear· laboratories t~gether. The 
laboratory directors have told the JCS that, given a commitment to 
resume testing, they can maintain relevant laboratory effectivenss 
for three years, but probably not ·for five. I therefore urge that 
these two issues be reexamined as part of the developmenl of the 
safeguards program you requested by June 30:· 

Attachment 

()\ D :3 3{b)( I ) 
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THE JOINT CH.IEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

DIA Reviewed and Determined we have Ntt Objection to 
Declasslflcatlon. Our review Decision Is subject to the 
results of the Concurrent reviews of DOE, Air Force and 
Joint Steffl//wcjl/01 March 2016. 

MEMORANDUM FOR :THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

. . 

JCSM-188-78 

. 3 0 MP.Y 1978 

,(_, . 
\; /"> uo 

subject: Presidential. Decision on Compre~ensive· Test Ban . CU) 

. . . 

.... . .. 

1. (.St-Presidential Decision (PD)/NSC 38 announc.ed that in 
view of th~ importance o.f maintaining confidence in safety and 
reliabilit!' of us. stockpiled nuclear weapons, the President h·as · 
decided th t the United States should propose. a fixed-duration 
Comprehen .ive Test Ban (CTB) treaty of 5 years, with provision 
for nucle~r weapon experiments of a few pounds yield. In for
.warding the. tr~aty to the ~.enate for ratiffcation, the · Presi
dent would state that.the Unit~d States intends to ·resume 
testing at the expiration of the treaty, for safety and 
reliabi~ity purposes only, unless testing is shown n9t to be 
necessary. Any further agreement on testing limitations 
after the s~year treaty would be presented to the Senate for 
ratification. . . 

2. (~ T~e Joint. Chiefs of Staff consider that the test ban, 
as outlined, would involve sig~ificant military ri.sks. In a 
memorandum* which you ·forwarded .to the President on 22 April 
1978, the Joint Chiefs of ~taff stated they believe that a test 

.ban mus~ allow continued testing at a level sufficient to: · 
' 

a. Maintain high cor;ifidence in the reliability .of US nuclear . 
weapons anq hence confidence .in .th~ us .nuclear deterrent. 

b. Avoid undesirable asymmetries which are o·ther~is·e likely 
to resu1t due to the inability of the United S1:ate~ to 
verify compliance with the test ban:. · 

3. (-s-,-Recent discussions which the Joint Chiefs of Staff have 
held with Department of Energy officials and their laborat~ry 
directors, upon whom the United States must rely for · technical 
judgments concerning the reliability of· US nuciear weapons, 
have· further underscored the requ~rement for cont.il'.lµed t .e.sting· 
to maintain stockpile reliability. These experts have stated 
that, under a CTB with zero testing over an extended period,· 
stockpile reliability will be degraded. They have taken the 
DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
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position that the mo-st cur·rent nuclear warheads and bombs in 
the OS stockpile cannot ·be maintalned without nuclear testing. 

·Their current best estima.te is that the required nuclear 
yield for that purpose is at least 3-5 kilotons. With .. 
nuclear testing . perm"itted at ·3-s: kilotons., ·it is · likely that 
the current.nuclear weapo~ stockpile c:oula be maiptained "in 
·a safe and reliable· c.ond"ition. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have· 
fouqd tljese asse~sm~nts persuasive. · 

. . . . 
· 4.~B~sed on a~ailable information, S~viet .reliability · 
problems may not be· as severe, since the Soviets' typically 
heavier .weapons and larger payloa~s .have allowed ·them to use 
coarser desig~ criteria which are ~~t ~s susceptible. to 

· p_roblems· .. ·as the high-technology os designs. · This is. likely· 
to cause . an asymmetric degradation of the· s.tockpiles .• ·· ·. Assum-
· ing· that the soviets· recognize this, they may evantually ··. 
perceive a:· strategic advantage; and the c!,Synimetry thex:efore 
would become destabilizing. · · · 

s.~T~e a~nouncea i~tention to restrict resumption of 
testing tq tha-t necessary for weapons safet,y and reliability 
appear·s to preempt decisions concerning weapons development 
which are better made in the context of other arms control . 
agre~ments. · The ·united States may be unilaterally restricting 
development of ne~ strategic weapons, without any similar 
restraint · upon the. Soviets if a SAL agreemen-1: . or. other 
agreements reached do not restrict new strategic weapons 
development. ·Moreover, such an unfavorable asymmetry may 
_also be imposed on the development of new theater/tactical 
nuclear weapons, at least until an arms control agreement with 
recipro~al restr~ints ~ight be achieved. · 

tion wherein the Soviets could test without detection and the 
United States will not test--a situation ~hat could lead to 
asymmetries detrimental to the credibility of t~e us deterrent. 

JSD 3.3fb)l~I: 
CI~ 3.3(~)(.._\) 
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7.~) Experience with the nuclear stockpile has demonstrated 
that~rious problems can arise during a 5-year ban on nuclear 
testj.ng. The decision in PD/NSC' ·38 does not provid~ for 
testing to address stockpil~ reliability problems which may 
arise during the period of the t .reaty. :rn . the .event that a 
serious problem arises, the. Uniteµ St'cites would either have 
to exercise the .. supreme national interest11 withdrawal clause 
or depend on a less reliable deterrent force. The .Joint Chiefs 
of staff .believe that, rather than accept the prospect of · 
placing the United States in ~his undesirable situation, the · 
United .States should initia~ly seek to negotiate a treaty which 
lowers the• testing thresho~d to the level of verification 
capability/. Such a lcwered threshold could pr(?vide an oppor-.· 
tunity to.[earn how to deal more con~idently ~ith stockpile · 
reliabilit/y problems in an environment of restricted ·testing, 
while at ~he same -time observing Soviet performance under the 
treaty and upgrading us monitoring capabilities. 

·s. ~ JCS discussions ~i th the nucle~~ labora~ory directors 
also have confirmed the belief of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
that retention of skilled scientists and engineers at. the 
OS nuciear weapons laboratories is essent.ial to maintain the 
.stockpile and retain a nuclear weapons design capability. 
The Join~ Chiefs of Staff concur with.the judgment of the . 
laboratotfy directors that it is unlikely that. the necessary· 
number of skilled scientists and engineers can be retained : 
throughout a 5-year test. s~spension, even under the incentives 
of a strong safeguards program. 

9. ~ In addition to the military and techniqal considerations 
expressed above, there are also politico-military implic~tions 
which should be · given consideratiol}.. ·Th~ Joint Chiefs of Staf·f 
recognize that it is in the us national interest to stop nuclear 
proliferation. However, they are not at all certain the balance 
of considerations with respect to a test ban, as outlined, 
would contribute substantially to nonproliferation. Further, 
if US allies · were to lose confidence in the ·ability of the 
United States to maintain a c~edible and .reliable stockpile 
and, hence, in the deterrent quality of US nuclear guarantees, 
bhey could be disposed to develop or increase nuclear stocks •. 

10.~The Joint Chiefs of Staff judge the ·military risks to 
nationa~ security to be serious. The issue is considered to 
be the adequacy. of the US nuclear deterrent forces--both 
perceived and actual--and the equivalence of those forces to 
those of the Soviet Union. The magnitude of. the risks and 
the potential consequences compel the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
to conclude that the negotiating position could result in a 
treaty whi9h would adversely affect the national security 
interests of the United States. 

. 0 
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11. ~The Joint Chie_fs of Staff request that you forward 
this memorandum to the President. 

Reference: . 

For the Joint Chiefs o~ Staff: 

f)~e.Q~ 
· . BAVID C. JONE[( General, USAF 

Acting. Chairman 
Joint chiefs of Staff. 

·* JCSM-119-78, 18 April 1978, ncomprehensi-ve Test Ban (U) 11 

• 

4 

Office oflhc Sccrc'tan nl Dckn~c 
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DEPARTMENT OF 1·HE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON 
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OFFICE C'JI' TIii! UNDt:R Sl:.CJtETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Space Operations for Military Purposes 

Dear Harold: 

On September 19, 1977, you received a Jetter from the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget concerning the cost effectiveness and the 
planned military uses for the new Space Transportation System (STS) or the Space 
Shuttle. In our response to this inquiry, Charles Duncan indicated that a further 
·study would be performed of the military uses that might be possible with the 
new Space Transportation System. He also directed that a Steering Committee, 
with myself as Chairman, be established to provid~ broad policy guidance for 
the planned study effort. The study group was headed by Lieutenant General 
Thomas P. Stafford and it included several former astronauts who brought their 
space flight experience to bear on the study effort. Four mission oriented panels 
were established to study the requirements, capabilities and utility of possible 
mis5ions that could be conducted using the Space Shuttle. The final report resulting 
from these efforts is attached herewith for your consideration. 

Jn contrast to prior studies which concentrated on asking whether there 
was a need for man· in space, the current study started with the assumption that 

· man would be there in any event. The most important new feature of the Space 
Transportation System is that people will be present on every flight. Thus, the 
question now is not to justify the need for "man in space," but to determine what 
should be done of military value once he is there. In reviewing the situation which 
we are Jildey to face in the 1980s, the members of the Steering Committee and 
the Study Group concluded that there would indeed be military value to having 
men in spnce and that human judgment applied to the situations we are likely 
to face would eventua1ly be of great value. 

The Committee also concluded that operations in space performed by this 
nation would be oi incr~asing importance in the next decade. In an era of "essential 
equivalence" of strategic forces between ourselves and the Soviet Union, surveillance 
from space becorncs much more important than it was at a time when we·had 
oven'.'helming ::.tratcgic superiority. In addition, one of tlie important elements 
of strategic stability in this era of "essential equivalence" will be Arms Control 
Treaties that very probably will contain provisions dealing with verifkation and 
monitor im! using space-based sensing devices. 
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Another factor that will become more important in the next decade is that 

our land-based nuclear deterrent force is likely to become more vulnerable to a 
first strike before a new land-based system is bullt. In your speech before the 
Commonwealth Club of California last June, you indicated that in the coming 
years, the Soviets would have to consider the possibility that our strategic missiles 
would no longer be in their silos when theirs arrive. In order to make the Soviets 
believe that we may actually adopt such a doctrine, a warning and attack 
assessment system is required which is very much more capable than the one we 
have at the present time. This warning and attack assessment system will depend 
on significantly upgraded sensing systems placed in earth orbit. In addition, the 
new Space Transportation System will give us the possibility of introducing man 
into the assessment at an earlier phase and thus to apply the crucial factor of 
human judgment in space rather than on the ground. I should add that in no sense 
do we regard the creation of a better warning and attack assessment system as a 
substitute for a land-based strategic deterrent force that is invulnerable to a 
Soviet first strike. We look upon an upgraded warning system as a stopgap measure 
until a new, less ·vulnerable land-based strategic deterrent is fielded. 

Consequently, it is our view that space operations for military purposes will 
indeed be increasing substantially during the next decade. It is fortunate indeed 
for the United States that the new Space Transportation System will become 
available in this time period since it will give the United States the unique 
advantage over the Soviets in space operations. It is quite possible in our view that 
the advantage provided by the Shuttle for the development of space observation 
platforms will give us a strong hand in leading the search for new Arms Control 
Agreements and in developing strategic warning systems that may be necessary 
should a "breakout11 of Soviet strategic forces occur. 

The operation of the Space Shuttle system that will become commonplace in 
the mid-l 980s .will be domin~ted by the presence of man. The use. of people in 
space to perform military missions and the proper blend of manned and unmanned 
systems were the central issues on which this study was focused. In each case the 
military importance of the missions was also consid~red. The findings and 
recommendations of the study are based on two principles that were inherent in the 
Presidential Directive Number 37 (PD- 37) that has recently been issued: 

1. The Defense Department or any other government agency that has a 
requirement to go into space should be able to do so using the new transportation 
system. This means that any agency with a mission requiring space operations 
should be free to establish its own requirements and should develop an organi
zational structure that will permit it to use the new Space Transportation System 
to its best advantage. 

2. The technology employed by the public and private organizations that 
operate in space must have the highest degree of commonalty while maintaining 
each organization's ability to independently ·develop mission peculiar requirements 
and independently perform i:nission operations. Office of the Secretary of Defense c ~ 1 
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The findings and recommended actions of the study developed specific 
requirements for organizations within the Department of Defense to carry out the 
national military effort in space. The first study finding was concerned with the 
need for the development of ~ doctrines for space operations ~ the Department 
of Defense with the attendant organizational and programmatic decisions required 
to implement them. The second study finding determined that the Department of 
Defense will require military ~ in space to provide improved operational 
capability and positive Department of Defense command and control of military 
space missions. 

The actions recommended by the study follow from these two findings. The 
commitment for the Department · of Defense to undertake ·the development of its 
own doctrines for space operations is derived from the first finding-More 
importantly, however, is the need for the Department of Defense to establish an 
organizational focus for space operations at the unified or specified command 
level. If the study is approved as written, it states that the Department of Defense 
will designate an operational command to implement military space policy. In 
addition, the study states that the Department of Defense will designate flight 
crews and establish a centralized training facility for all Department of Defense 
Space Shuttle payload operations specialists for near term missions. Finally, as a 
result of the first finding, one of the most important recommended actions 
commits the Department of Defense to establishing a secure, dedicated mission 
control facility for command and control of Defense Department missions which 
use the new Space Transportation System. As long as the Space Shuttle is in its 
experimental stage or is used only as a launch vehicle, then the "Controlled Mode11 

operation at the Johnson Space Center can probably provide adequate support. 
However, once the Space Shuttle becomes a mission platform, as it will, in which 
the interface between the payload and the vehicle is highly complex ~nd in which 
men go aloft to perform military missions, then a separate mission control 
capability is absolutely essential. Specific missions that will require such a facility 
include the inspection of hostile satellites, reconnaissance and some missions 
dealing with military research and development. 

Based on the second finding of the study, the Department of Defense should 
designate the following missions as essential and critical: 

a. Launch and recovery of military payloads, using the Space Transportation 
System which is more cost effective and effi<:ient than current limited launch 
vehicles. 

b. Terrestrial reconnaissance missions, allowing flight crew on-scene opti
mization of target selection and data simplification. 

c. Satellite inspection missions, which will provide early identification of 
foreign satellite functions, missions and capabilities. 
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d. Repair and servicing of military payloads, wiJJ incorporate man-on-the
scene for more efficient utilization of existing. and evolving military space 
resources. 

e. Military research and development programs, including · for example, 
Surveillance and Warning RDT&E, in which investigation of the use of multi
sensors in a man-augmented role is most promising • 

.The study also designated those missions which are viewed as highly desired: 

a. Achieving a space-based ASA T capability unless an agreement is reached 
with the Soviet Union to control ASAT activities. 

~ · 
b. Deployment and support of large structures ln space intended for military 

purposes. 

c. The support of space-based non-nuclear' weapons. 

Finally, the Department of Defense will develop its requirements for mid and 
far-term space systems while also determining the adequacy of the follow-on or 
growth Versions of the new Space Transportation System to support mid and far
term missions. It is especially vital for representatives of the Department of 
Defense to be heavily involved in the develoment of future versions of Space 
Shuttle technology and of the launch vehicles that might be based on that 
technology. · 

These are matters which we draw to your attention in this study so that you 
can bring them to the attention of people at the appropriate level within the 
Department of Defense and other places in the Administration. The actions 
recommended in the study report will permit the Department of Defense to take 
maximum advantage of the operational opportunities and the resource efficiencies 
offered by the Space Shuttle. We believe that the implementation of these actions 
will give us, through the use of the Space Shuttle, the ability to conduct those 
independent military operations in space required for the national defense. I would 
very much like to have the opportunity to meet with you personally and to discuss 
the contents of the study with you in more detail. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D . C. 20301 

ECLASSIJ=IED IN FUJ l 
•llfllontr: E.o J3Slb 
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Date: JAN 2 7 2D15 

Honorable James T. McIntyre. Jr. 
Acting Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D. C. 20503 

Dear Mr. McIntyre: 

2 NOV 1977 

/ 

.)( .,-?7/ 7 , 

This is in response to Mr. Lance's letter of September 19, 1977, 
concerning the cost-effectiveness and utility of the Space 
Shuttle for military space missions. I believe these are im
portant issues, and am pleased that Mr. Lance posed the question 
not only in terms of cost-effectiveness but also in relation to 
the value of new capabilities inherent in the Shuttle. 

Enclosure 1 provides our current perspective regarding the cost 
of Shuttle operations. The conclusion to be drawn is that the 
cost-effectiveness of the Shuttle depends on the traffic model 
assumed. Our experience, both with major weapon systems and 
space launch vehicles, reflects lifetimes in excess of the ten 
year model used. If an increase in traffic is projected, and 
the period of use is extended, I am confident the · Shuttle will 
prove to be significantly more economical and effective than 
current systems. 

The unique capabilities of the Shuttle derive from its nature 
as a highly reliable, manned system capable of revisiting pay

-~ 

' 

loads on orbit and returning payloads to earth, either for 
planned operations or in mission abort situations. Further, v·.J 
the Shuttle provides greater throw weight and volume capabilities. 
The expected utility of applying these and other capabilities 
to potential defense missions is discussed in Enclosure 2. 

I believe that the unique capabilities offered by the Shuttle 
are the major justification for the program and will provide us 
with an entirely new way of doing business in space. During the 
nineteen-sixties, a number of studies were conducted to evaluate 
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the employment of man in space. Eventually it was concluded 
that whatever military and reconnaissance missions had to be 
conducted could be done more effectively with automated 
spacecraft. It is now a decade later and the time has come to 
re-examine this question. We have sent men into space for non
military reasons and now have experience that demonstrates the 
value of man in space. 

Most of the people who have been in space are trained military 
officers. It is important, in my opinion, to bring the 
experience and the judgment of these people to bear and to 
consider again the military value of man in space. I am 
creating a committee having experienced astronauts among its 
members. This group will be asked to make the judgment of the 
military value of man in space and to provide a report to me in 
approximately three months. 

A decision establishing an adequate Shuttle fleet size will 
allow us to proceed with planning for its more ambitious use. / 
The DoD fully supports the acquisition by NASA of a five V 
Orbiter fleet operating from both eastern and western launch 
and landing sites to accommodate total national space 
transportation needs. 

Sincerely, 

2 Enclosures 
1. Shuttle Cost 
Effectiveness Chart (¥} 1) N <--
2. Shuttle Applications (~) 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

RESEARCH AND 
ENGINEERING 

l O NOV 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: 0MB Options for Space Shuttle 

Attached is a paper which you requested discussing Space Shuttle 
options which 0MB is considering and may submit to the President 
for decision. These options have a major impact on DoD planning 
for Shuttle use. 

We understand that 0MB and NASA will be meeting with the President 
on November 15, 1977 to discuss the Shuttle budget. You may wish 
to attend this meeting to express DoD's point of view. 

Admiral Turner has supported the Shuttle program and we understand 
that the NSC staff has recommended proceeding with five orbiters 
and two launch sites. You may wish to consult with Admiral Turner 
and either Dr. Brzezinski or Mr. Aaron prior to the November 15 
meeting. 

Attachment 
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SPACE SHUTTLE 

Reasons for DoD Interest 

DoD's interest in the Space Shuttle continues to increase as the NASA Shuttle 
development program proceeds on schedule toward a 1980 IOC at Kennedy Space 
Center. The Space Shuttle can support the launch of all projected DoD s a 
systems in the foresee e · new 
technological opportunities which can lead to more effective and flexible 
military space operations. Compared to our largest current space booster, 
the Shuttle can deliver twice the payload weight and three times the payload 
volume to orbit. We can use this increased capability to incorporate re
dundancy in critiqal subsystems, thereby improving the life of our space
craft ·on orbit. We can also improve the capability of our spacecraft by 
prudently adding sensors and communications links. We can improve the 
survivability of our space systems, in a natural or hostile space environ
ment, by selecting from a number of Shuttle-related options. These sur
vivability options include placing spare spacecraft on orbit, carrying 
additional on-board propellants for spacecraft maneuvering, or perhaps 
placing on orbit more spacecraft of a simpler, lower cost design. The 
Shuttle capabilities offer the opportunity to achieve greater spacecraft 
modularization and standardization of subsystems while avoiding costly 
weight reduction programs. 

The reli'ability of placing a satellite in its desired orbit projected for 
the Shuttle (.995) is higher than we are experiencing today on our current 
expendable boosters (.88 to .98). The benefits of this improved reliability 
include greater mission success and timely replenishment of priority DoD 
space systems. We anticipate that the Shuttle can be used routinely as 
a development test bed for vartous sensors and subsystems thereby reducing 
the development time for new space systems and enhancing our capability to 
respond rapidly to changing needs. 

Initially, we will use the Shuttle as we would a larger replacement launch 
vehicle. However, should the Shuttle arrive on-orbit with a payload that 
did not check out properly, most payloads could be returned to earth for 
adjustment or modification. In the future, we can design our payloads so 
that the Shuttle can retrieve them from low orbit when the mission is complete 
and return them to earth for refurbishment and reuse, diagnostic purposes, 
or technological update. Another option which might be equally attractive 
in the Shuttle era is on-orbit servicing of payloads. Spacecraft designed 
for automated subsystem replacement could be serviced while in low orbit 
depending on mission requirements. 

In the long term, the Shuttle will open the way for many new technical 
advances in the military use of space. 
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2. 

DoD Shuttle Program 

Present plans are to transition all DoD payloads from launch on current 
expendable space boosters to Shuttle launch after the Shuttle becomes 
operational in 1980. The Air Force is developing an Interim Upper Stage 
which will be operational by mid-1980 for use on both the Shuttle and the 
Titan III booster during the transition period. The Air Force is also 
developing the Shuttle launch and landing capability at Vandenberg AFB, 
which will be operational in June 1983. Some Titan III boosters will be 
procured as a backup for our critical launches in the event that the Shuttle 
encounters delays during development or early operational use. When the 
Shuttle is fully operational, expendable boosters will be phased out of 
the inventory. Current DoD planning is predicated on the timely availability 
of an adequate orbiter fleet, assumed to be 5 orbiters based on NASA's 
national traffic projections for Shuttle use. DoD funding for Shuttle use 
through FY 1983 totals $2.3 billion including $429 million for payload 
transition, :$161 million for Interim Upper Stage, $853 million for 
Vandenberg, and $358 million for backup boosters. 

Shuttle Cost Effectiveness 

NASA, with significant Air Force inputs, conducted a study on the cost 
effectiveness of the Shuttle and the need for additional orbiters. The 
study was based on projected national traffic of 487 flights by 1992, 
including a DoD portion of 111 flights. While there is some uncertainty 
in the national traffic estimates, the NASA analysis shows that the Shuttle 
remains cost effective, when compared to expendable vehicles, even if the 
national traffic estimate is reduced to 300 flights by 1992. The NASA study 
concludes that five orbiters and two launch sites (East and West coast) 
provide the most cost effective system to support future national needs. 

0MB Position 

0MB apparently has considerable concern that the national Shuttle traffic 
projected by NASA (487 flights by 1992) is inflated. 0MB also questions 
the validity of the NASA cost analysis. 

Two Shuttle program options are apparently being considered by 0MB for 
Presidential decision. 

Option 1. Do not build the Shuttle launch and landing facility at 
Vandenberg AFB. Operate the Shuttle out of Kennedy Space Center 
with only 3 orbiters. 

Option 2. Provide for two site operations but provide only 4 instead 
of 5 orbiters in the Shuttle fleet. 
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3. 

The DoD Position 

The principal DoD interest in the Shuttle is motivated not by cost
effectiveness arguments, but by the significant new opportunities 
provided by the Shuttle. Our analysis shows that DoD investment is not 
quite offset by the Shuttle cost savings obtained with 111 DoD launches 
by 1992. However, additional launches or an extended traffic model 
period would provide the offset. Thus, Shuttle cost-effectiveness 
does not appear to be a major driver for the DoD. 

The signific~t new capabilities offered by Shuttle include: increased 
payl.oad capability, which can provide increased performance with greater 
on-orbit reliability and survivability; improved launch reliability, 
providing greater mission success and timely replenishment of priority 
DoD space systems; flexibility, allowing for responsive development 
tests of new subsystems and the ability to recover payloads; and the 
opportunity for fundamental advances in the military use of space. 

0MB Option 1 - Eliminate Vandenberg AFB, and eliminate orbiters 
4 and 5. 

DoD requires a Vandenberg launch site for its polar orbiting 
heavy payloads. DoD would need to maintain current boosters 
at Vandenberg while using the Shuttle at Kennedy. Current 
boosters would require substantial upgrading as payload 
weights grow. Maintaining this dual capability would be 
inefficient. Current boosters could not be phased out, and 
DoD operating costs would increase as other users moved to 
Shuttle launch. 

Exploitation of space would be seve~~ly limited. Assuming 
the loss of one orbiter would reduce the fleet to two. 
Two orbiters could not effectively support launch operations, 
and the Shuttle would be reduced to an R&D program. Neither 
DoD nor NASA would be able to exploit space to its full 
potential. 
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OBM Option 2 - Provide for two site operations with only four orbiters. 

The size of the orbiter fleet must be based on total national traffic. 
For the traffic projected by NASA, procurement of a 5 orbiter fleet 
appears prudent. A 5 orbiter fleet would allow for appropriate 
orbiter maintenance, turn around times, acceptable scheduling, and 
potential loss of an orbiter. 

With only 4 orbiters, DoD would probably maintain more backup 
boosters for a longer period of time, and would be concerned that 
one orbiter would be lost. The risk and cost to DoD in using the 
Shuttle would increase. 

If 0MB determines that national traffic requires only 4 orbiters, 
it would be prudent to provide long lead materials for a fifth 
orbiter in the event of loss of one orbiter. Two site operations 
may not be effectively sustained with 3 orbiters. 

An additional issue which might be raised concerns DoD funding of orbiter 
4 and 5. This does not appear to be a reasonable approach for the following 
reasons: 

There is no practical way to place funds for additional orbiters 
"over ceiling" in the Defense budget. Further, DoD must fully 
fund -- $1.2 billion in a single year for two orbiters. 

Orbiters must be justified in terms of total national Shuttle 
traffic. Orbiters are not unique to DoD, but are used for foreign, 
civil, and DoD payloads. DoD alone cannot justify additional orbiters 
to Congress. 

The "fair share" argument makes no sense since the more NASA costs 
increase in bringing the Shuttle into operation and the more national 
Shuttle traffic drops, the greater DoD 1 s "fair share" would become. 
Other U.S. government and civil users do not plan to invest in the 
Shuttle. DoD has never planned to invest in orbiters. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR ~ss I STANT TO 'THE PRES I DEN.T FOR NAJ" I ONAL SE CUR ITV AFFA I 1\5 

SUB.JECT: U....S....._PositiQn Regarding ASAT Po1"icy ,(U) 

~ This memorandum Is In reply to your correspondence of February 25, 
f978, requesting my views regarding the deletiqn of space test restric-
-tions from the existing Presldenti-al Directive on Arms Control for ASAT f._ 
Systems. · '1'). 

~ For the reasons which you have cited, I agree that i t wou 1 d be ~ 
wise to modify the Presl·dentlal Directive along the lines that you have ,, 
suggested. Our program, ·as currently planned, does not require a change_ I 
in Presidential guld~nce until 1980; however, It Is necessary that the \.\J 
Congress support our budget requests if we are.to maintain· .our option 
for flight tests in 1981 •. Although I think that i~ is unlikely that the 
FY 1979 budget requests will not be fully approved as a·consequence of 
the test.ing restrictions, the removal of these restrictions would 
eliminate any such possibility. Removal of the testing restrictions 
also has the advantage of enhancing the likelihood of ~oviet acceptance 
of U.S. propo~als by Indicating our firm intent to achieve a high-
performance ASAT capability as quickly as possible •. 

(I) If we are to achieve ·an ASAT interceptor capability of which we 
a\.e con-fl dent, we must test' .against targets in space •. Therefore, I 
view.space testing as essential to the test and. evaluation process and 
a necessary phase· in the weapon development cycle. It would be 
preferable, then, that any authorization to test not contain a 
restrl ct Ive clause that 11ml ts tests to demonstratl'on purpose~, a~ ma.y 
have been suggested in your ·memorandum. My concern is that development 
flight tests m_ight be deemed not to be al lowed. 

('/') If d~sired, as a means for impressing upon the Soviets our resolve 
and ability to develop an ASAT weapon, we could conduct an ASAT flight 
test demonst~ation ·cusi'ng MINUTEMAN, as I mentioned to you and the 
President) within about 12 months for about $50 M. This effort would 
be quite different from the program we are now pursuing. The interceptor 
would be assembled from avallab·l~ components, would lack the performance, 
and would be more costly than the approach we are now taking. While a 
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single-shot demonstration may provide an incentive to the Soviets to 
accept our proposals, however, it may also divert resources away· from 
our present program that could provide an effective system, if needed. 
I therefore do not recommend it. 

.., 
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Reason: 
MDR: I S--~~-MCr-~- -;;r.)~S-;:;:'lo-.;-3---:---~ 
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Washington National 
Records Center, SecDef 
Files, Acc 330-80-0017, 
Box 45, Folder 370.64 CBR 
(Aug-Dec) 1977.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D . C. 20301 

2 2 NOV 1977 

The Honorable Cyrus Vance 
Sectetary of State 
Washington, 0. C. 20520 

~f8EllMRU. 
~f£0Ul28 . 
Chief, R&CORll&8Jdilllll. 
Date: NOV O 4 2015 

.Dear Cy: 

I have read your letter of October 21~ 1977, regarding chemical munitions 
with great interest and share your concerns in the critical area of chem
ical warfare (CW). As you know, I have issued policy guidance to imple
ment PD-15, which supports the current CW negotiations while preserving 
our potential ability to produce our own binary chemical weapons if 
negotiations fail to show progress. 

First, let me assure you that there are no funds included in either the 
FY 1978 or FY 1979 defense budget for . facilities for production or pre
production of binary chemical weapons. We have included some limited 
research and development funding for binary weapons. The only plans 
that we are developing for production are contingency plans of the sort 
we have for any conceptual weapons system, not firm plans. 

To place our CW program in perspective, I want to emphasize that the 
major effort of our present programs is to provide improvements in our 
protective posture, both in research and development of new items and 
procurement of standard equipment; These programs have been fully sup
ported by Congress and I plan to continue them. We would be pleased to 
provide you and your staff a complete briefing on the programs and the 
DOD assessment of the CW threat at your convenience. 

Even while we are negotia~ing a treaty to ban chemical warfare, the threat 
of the use of chemical" warfare against our forces remains great. Several 
of our Unified Command commanders have recently communicated to me person
ally their concern about the minimal nature of our protective posture and 
about the need for improving our CW posture in line with the threat facing 
US forces and our Allies. Nevertheless, we have already demonstrated 
considerable restraint in our own offensive capability. I hope this will 
provide a favorable climate for negotiations. Since 1973, we have uni
laterally demilitarized more than 7,000 tons of chemical agents and a 
large number of munitions. This stockpile reduction, coupled with the 
fact that no chemical weapons have been produced since 1969, should have 
already achieved the psychological advantage you mentioned. Perhaps it 
will elicit a Soviet response to the US initiative. However, our combined 
intelligence analysis has continued to show no abatement of the rather 
significantly expanded Soviet activity in the chemical warfare field. 

If 17 
,s-,,,-,-o5'r-

3330 
DEF CO~TR U o. X--::--~~.=.::::.! 
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I do not feel it would be prudent to forego the necessary long-lead 
planning required for the research, development, and pilot production 
of binary munitions. We do plan to follow the guidance provided in 
PD-15, supporting to the fullest the on-going negotiations, and 
preparing for a review and reassessment at the beginning of the FY 1980 
budget cycle unless significant progress is made in Geneva prior to 
that time. 

Sincerely, 

0£CUSSAFIEO IM FUU. 
Amboui1lJ: IEO l~ffl 
Chief, RecORls &8eclmDlr, • 
Date: NOV O 4 2015 

Office of the Socrctory of Defenae 5lJ,S.(. § 55a 
Chief, RDD !;SD, WHS -\-
Date: DY Nov aO\S Authority: EO 13526 
Declassify: X Deny in Full: __ _ 
Declassify in Part: ____ _ 
Reason: 
MOR: ~,---M--""""'o,....s:n,(o,-.d,~---
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-80-0017, Box 42, Folder 370.64 
(Oct-Dec) 1977.

- - -- -- - -- - - - - -

-- ----- -

.• _J.,-

.. l.ee?iFIDENT\Al 
THE SECRETARY ol)DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT 
FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT: Binary Chemical Munitions Facility 

SECRET 
WllE?~ WITH ATTACHMBJ~ 

r4 OCT \979 

My memorandum of-May 24, 1979 pointed out the concern 
felt by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and myself 
regarding the need to maintain effective means of monitoring 
compliance with any agreement which is reached with the 
Soviets to ban chemical weapons. It also requested review 
of the 1978 decision to defer funding for the binary munitions 
facility. Your response suggested we examine this decision 
in connection with the FY 1981 budget review process. 

We have been participating in the bilateral negotiations 
with the Soviets since 1976 and see little or no ·movement on 
their part to resolve critical differences. In view of the 
continuing degradation of our deterrent stockpile and the 
serious asymmetry of capabilities in this area, I directed 
that the binary chemical munitions facility be included in 
the Department of the Army basic budget submission in the 
amount of $19 million. I believe this action will provide 
the Soviets a clear indication of our dissatisfaction with 
the negotiations. and will ·signal the increasing difficulty 
of exercising restraint in our own chemical warfare capa
bilities while negotiations toward a comprehensive ban 
continue without progress. 

Please inform the other concerned agencies of this 
action and solicit their views. If any agency forwards a 
nonconcurrence, then the SCC should resolve the ~ssue in 
time to insure a decision prior to forwarding the FY 1981 
budget to the President. 

,JECLASSIFIED IN FULi. 
Authority: EO 13526 
Ghief, Records & Declass Div, WH~~ 

f)ate: APR 2 5 2016 
3 3o - ~ 1- - O).<->'-f t.>.w<.. <f2. 3 7o. '-'i 
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.: : ;~it~tlJ}i,t~Jitf Ji1~f f lli!t ;§:~1;Jilf i:ii.f {\Y: ;~::/ :::· _: · '.· :·· .... :: ·.'.., I:: 
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. : ·.· . MEMORANDUM FOR THB ASSISTANT· TO THB. PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL ... 
•• ~'~ • ::·· • .: ·: •• •• 1 ': ........... _ ·-•. · •• •• · SECURITY AFFAIRS · ,; ... • ... ·p: .. ·.;·. ·r:-: .. •,r..-.· ·:.'"'.~:.~:.~::·:· ... :.:·!·,·~-. ·,.- • . • •• ~ ·.:'r.' . 

· ~: _: ~ .;_- ··.::c.:_',>l,;r/;f:>~·.'.!t._,-tf,/.:~:-?:·r/ / . .-,:'·!~t··•::<!::•:·"' •.. · · · • ··. -.~--- .. · : ·_: :·.·. ·-~··.··. '. 

:.,:~l .·· · SUBJECT:.-·· U. s·.'-Soviet Chemical Weapons Negotiations 

~J , :9}):HitJ.~tt~gtti~tr;~:~~(t?'.1'.\;\~) ,;· \~;~.L: ' · · .. 
.. .,;:·:--- :~_::,·>· "t: I.' enclose' for· your· cons·ideratiori ." and for transmi ital to· 

. · the· President a. copy of a March 14, 1979 memorandum from the·. 
. . ·:. 'Joint Chiefs of· Staff concerning U. S •. -Soviet chemical weapons· 
~ ~: ... : ·-. negotiations .. ~:~·'.l·~i~,:.i~:--..·,1,~· ,,· .... ,:-....- ... .:,.~~!;· .. :~;··.:".~~~:\·· :;.::·~, .. ·: .•. ,~~:·:,.. . ,. ·"'. . · 

-~- ~_: .:;·h, . :·>: .ft:f .. r~ ·,;'FZ·, ?t~_:--r~.;J~f; ~~~~:-~·:.:f.{~~:~:} ::/: .( :'.: ~: .t\:(: ··:':: .... :_~·:i~i·· ·:· · .. · · 
::;-.. .-:i.:°..;/~:,J::'~=:1·=.··~;/,iThe memorandum ·underscores the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

· ··· .. concern· that the. U .:S. maintain· effective means for monitoring~ 
~. _,:.compliance. with any a:greement which is reached in our negotia· 

.. :;; ·. tions ·wi 'th the· Sovit ts to ban chemical weapons. The Chiefs ·. 
' ·also.ask £or. SCC :revlew~ prior to this fall, of the decisions 

·to-maintain U.S." che1.1ical warfare forces without force improve 
men t ,. and. not1- to .. seeK-... funds for t.he binary inuni tions facility. 

';,• 

:.: ·. :.._:.-.:•: .... •.\ ',! ·. ::~,t• · .... : .. ~ .. ,.:_../::-;.,,.-· . •. ·.\. - .. :· 
. ::::_·.:~-;;j'_- 'support;. :thes·~--·views of the JCS. 

~. -~~~-:,i~~'!Iit?]it1~1~11r~i ;frr~ :, i ~A ~ 
~ I,;: ' • ~.. • • ............ t ' ., '... · , j. • -
:." .... ~ ,_._,. _,_,.. ... . . ·: .• ... ·:·. - .-· \:.:-:: .... ·: '• 

!."~ Enclosure· l:,.· _. . · -:·· · .-. .-
~~ Cy of JCSM-57~79 
j~ 14 March 1979 

.•.. 

cc: CJCS. 
., .. 

.... 

·-""':-.:·. -... · ... ·; .. ~- . . . ~- ,' ,. .,,- . . ., 

. . : . "' - . . 

,:':,:.}::i)?;} )<:. ' 
DtC1,:ASS1F1ED lb! fUll., .... ··. • 
Authprlty,:_EO 13626 . 
Chief, Records· & Declass Div, WH$. 
t)nte·: APR 2 5 2016 . 

Gleselflad by BBS B:SF 

Deel,aslfy oil ________ _ 

24 '.Nay 1999 

!!.,t!ml.:d by ______ _ 
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,.,6, I '' 273



' - - - --- -
I - -- --- - -

I .. . . • u 1r, 
"• ' .. ,. . ' ·SECREf I 

. . . . ' ... 
~ , ... u ·. J - :. . •, ,.. . 

• 

.. .. _ 
. ' . ·- ~ 

THE JOINT CHIE~ Of STAFF SECi,E. ih;i't Lr L•:.,·L::~~ 
. WASHINGTON, ·o.c. 20301 . -

JCSM-57-7 9 . 

14 March 1979 

..... - - - . 
-· . . .... -- . -- . -

-- -. - . . . - I • -

MEMORANDUM FOR.:. THE SECRETARY O}f_ DEF EN$E. · · - - -. .. . .. .. 
~ -=--:.---· .. -;:..-·- ... 

Subject: us chemical l_'J_eap~ns · N~gotiatin~ Pos~_tion (U)--

1. ~Review.·o·f the ·us -nego~iating posi~ion surn~ary._dev~l; 
.. oped by the Chemical- Weapons Bac.kstopping .Committee· indi-
~ cate~ that an·~greement fully incorporating all elements in 
!this position would meet the objective of-a chemical weapons 

-- · ·prohibition· set-£orth in-Presidential Directive/NSC-15. 
·However, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that the current ... 
·and projected asymmetries in chemical warfare·_capability 
favoring tbe--ussR-provi-de-no inc~.nt"lves for· the Soviets .to -

- :o.:,,.,_ ;1..>- , u • .•• agree to any . meaningful-- prohibitions ·on.chemical _weapons •. -. . . . . .:~ . ~ . =-- :-- - ':. -
·2. J,e'( The Joint Chiefs of Staff :note that~ the. chemical 

. - weapons-negotiations.,-· in seek-ing---to eriminate an entir.e_ _ 
-~ means of warfare, constitute a disarmament--as opposed 

··--·- -· ·---to an arms contro1--undertakingi-__ Theref.ore,..:=it is vital _ -. · -
to nationai··security that .strong, -effective provisions_be._ -

·· ·_·_· _made for monitoring···compliance with::any agreement resulting 
···-·-:-..,....- ".from such an undertaking.···- ------ - . 

--~-· .. ~-, •.. ,., . ~3. · ~The~-e ~;e-seri.ou~ r isks-:·inberent :-in::-thi~ _ . 
disa{mament effort. 

r.-

DECLASSIFIED IN PART 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Oeclau Div, WHS 

Date: APR 2 5 2016 
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4. ~While the position summary i.qcluqes the essential us 
.- element_· requiring onsite international, access ·for adequate 

-~- - verification, the Soviets have indicated this approach to · 
--.-:, chemical .. weapons ·verification· is unacceptable.- ·In· view of 

this real and critical difference and of the absence of any 
compelling reasons for the Soviets to resolve this difference, 
it will be important for tbe US Delegation to remain resolute 
in its negotiat1ng effort. Further, · 1 t is essential that . 

_ the Special Coordination Committee review again, pr_ior .to 
the fall of 1979,·the decision:to maintain us chemical -
warfa~~ forces without force improvement.and. ~he. decision 
not to seek·f~nds for the binary munltions facility.:-

. - -- . ·- - .- . 

5. (U) . The Joint Chiefs of Staff r·equest that you· support 
their views and that you also convey these views to the 
President. _ . .. . - _ 

e • 

;_ 
. .. . .- . ·t 

-·~·~;~ . _·- ~ 

.. · ...... 

.. Copy to: 
-- .. -- - ·- - , . • USCINCEUR -

• ·' '. • • :I 

... 

DECLASSIFIED IN.FULL 
Authority: EO 13528 
Chief, Records & Declass Div WHo 
Date· • '"' 

. APR 2 5. 2016 

For the Joint Chiefs ·of Staff: 

S .E. DALTON _: 
jor Genera1, USAF 

Vice Director.., Joint Staff 
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Washington National Records 
Center, SecDef Files, 
Acc 330-80-0016, Box 10, Folder 
091.3 (May-Jul) 1977. 

/ 
" · ·-·· · .. --. SECRET ·-

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. 0 . C. 20301 

3 MAY 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 
AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT: Pre.sidenttal Directive on Arms Transfer Policy 

, ~) On further reviewing the draft Presidential Directive on,Anns 
Traosfer Pol icy, it . seems to me -that it may, in two cases·, inadvertently 
fall to express what I understand to be the decisions made. 

~ First it should be worded ·so as to make clear that it does not 
Include more restrictive controls than Intended on the transfer of newly
developed weapons to NATO and our other allies and friends. In particular, 
I recommend that· NATO countries, Australia and New Zealand, and Japan 
be excluded from all three controls relating to newly-developed advanced 
weapons systems. If applied in the past, such controls would have precluded 
the F-16 arrangements with NATO. 

C,) I further suggest that the controls with regard to newly-developed 
weapons systems include, as do several others, a clause permitting a 
Presidential waiver. 

(1) Further, the language of paragraph 2.b. on page 2 raises some 
potential problems. Commitments to foreign military governments to sell 
weapons are often made well ahead of .the time these weapons are scheduled 
to arrive in the US inventory to insure an orderly production schedule 
and to lower the unit costs of the weapons systems. I am not clear 
whether the draft language really reflects the intended decisions. If 
t~e decision is to delay the transfer of new weapons until they have 
entered the US inventory, then I suggest . the following change: 

I 

"Commitment for sale, coop~rative research and 
development, or coproducti6n of newly-developed 
advanced weapons systems is prohibi~ed where such 
a commitment would result in deltver prior to 
t et me the.systems are operationa ly dep oyed · . 
wl th US forces •11 

· · 

If the decision is to put off any commitment for sale until after the 
weapon enters the US inventory, then there should~explicit reference 
to a President i a 1 waiver, for th Is wi 11 be requ i r:ed in certain cases, 
such as Iranian AWACs. 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Re~Q.rds & Dec lass Div, WHS 
Date: JAN 2 6 2015 
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t.:;;{U} As a final point, you will recall that last week I offered a wording 
change (substituting "approval for transfer" or "commitments for transfer" 
for "transfers") for the first control dealing with dollar volwne. I 
asswne this kind of change will be incorporated in the final directive. 

cc: Secretary of State 
... .. , ..... 

Of~ce of the SccrL'rarv ur Def. . ~~ - . 
Chief, RDD, ESD, W~1S Lnsc v .,.,J, C... $$ ~ 
Date· ~y,P\.. ., - r 
Deel~ ·fy-~.,.~- Authority: EO 13526 

SI - ~ Deny . F 11 Declassify in 'Part: · m u : __ _ 
Reason: 
MDR: kL__ -M- 0 3'"""34'.'.' -
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•. . SECRET-
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON,D.C. 2030f 

DECLASSIFIED lN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: 

JAN 2 6 2315 

In reply refer to: 
1-21964/77 
8 0 APR 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Presidential Directive on Arms Transfer Policy -
ACTION MEMORANDUM 

I MAY 1911 

(I) After reviewing the draft PD (TABB) on Arms Transfer Policy, I 
think we may have inadvertently failed to express clearly the decisions 
which have been taken, particularly with regard to the transfer of newly 
developed advanced weapons systems. 

(I) If implemented, the policy controls suggested for the transfer of 
newly developed advanced weapons systems would preclude F-16-type arrange
ments with NATO or the transfer of such systems to other allies and 
friends, such as Israel. 

C.,) In addition, it is not clear what the draft language regarding the 
"Commitment to sale ••• 11 of newly developed weapons systems (paragraph 
2.b. on page 2) really means. If the decision is to prohibit the transfer 
of weapons until after they have entered the US inventory, then I propose 
some new language. If the decision is to prohibit the sale, then I 
strongly recommend including a reference to a President~watver. 

(U) Reconunend you sign the memorandum at TAB A. You may wish to also 
send a copy to Mr. Vance. 

Attachments 
a/s 

~~~~-
H,fA - .£.~ rMaj C: .,,. .. ~ t...'k ' ~l' 1l. . 

kAfb' ~\-. m~. 

t,S:;..Ji5 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-81-0202, Box 9, Folder 091.3 
(1–25) Jan 1978.

t . .f 
. . 

7;..;:: s::c~.==1 ~.R~- o:=- ~E:F==r,: s:: 

.2 1 SEP 1S77 

:MEMOR.l\...~"Dl.TM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: . Report on Goverru:::!.e:o.t Proc~du.res Which May Pr~:oot-e 
the Sale of Arcs 

{$) You a.sk~d that I review government procedu:::-es which t.:1ay pi-o::ote 
the sale of a;:-::z;,s and :report the resull:S of my review. This mecorani:.t:.:1. 
:respQ:l.cis to tha~ requ.est. 

(U) As a. ~st step~ I asked the heads of the various co:r:.pone!ltS of 
the Deiecse Depa...">-'i::!lent t::> re-,,-:iew and co.:c.mer..t on tb.e proced.u:e? of 
tJ:..is Depa:t U.....:.ent. I also asked the heads of other governn:::en.t depart-. 
me:,.ts and age!l.c:ie.s to :review and cc:u:nent on their procedures. The 
attached :repcn su.,....""ia:rizes the :results of those :relli~ws and. lists 
thirt-ee:i propcs~ • 

. (1) . Two p~oposals affect procedtr:es wi&"n the Depa.rttl:l-ent of 
Defense a:.:;.d. I a,.,.. cilrec:ting their i!:lplement:J.tion, including the 
p:repa.rati.o:c. o:f l:::gisla.tia::. to give effect ~o the first: 

(1) Depasi~ in th~ Treasury's Mi.s~ellaaeous Receipts Accoll.!!.t all . . 
sums reeei"l'ed by De.fease Depa...~~nt agencies as reir::b~se
ment far nonrec:-..... '""l! ;..,.,,g research, d~y·elopment and produc.ti.on: 
costs. 

. . 
(2) Exercise tighi: co-::x.t:rol over ba.ilment of USG-oW!!ed military 

equip::ien.t to US defen.se cor.tractors for· sales p::-omotio:.!. 

pu.."'"Poses. 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 · 
Cbief, Records & De class Div, WHS 
Date: JAN Z .6. 20i5 . 
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c,) Sev·en proposals affect. procedur<?s of the Depa..!"trnent of Defense
a.:?cl the D~art:.c.en~ of Sti.te, and ,-r,e will jointl;· work out 2.rr2..:..gez::i.~cts 
for their bplem~n.:ation: 

(3). - Elbi:::ia-:e USG sup?ort for ? ... 1uniti.o~s List ite!ns in inter:iatior..tl ai= 
shows, inclu.d.LT1g the ba.il!::eo.t. a£ mili~y equip!!:.;?n.t., gra:..-iting e:q:,ort 
licenses for dei=.on.stratio:c. pu:-poses, 2.~d 2.tteo.d.az::.c:e by high-level 
US milita.:-y 2.n:d civilia:i Defanse offi.ch 1 s. 

(4) - Req-:~i.,..e fo=eign cormt:-i~s - aside :c.-oo. NATO~ .Australia, Japan and . 
New Zealand. - b use q.plc:i.::a.tic. c}t...a.m:.els in fo?"'Wa:rc:1ng requests for· 
purcbses of m.ajcr d.~fer.sa equipment. 

(5) Require t!?e Depart:ceo.ts of State and. Dcle:se to -review all proposed. 
sales ci it2Ins o:a the Mu:r.itio:c:i.s List for foreign forces to d.ata~~e· 
whetb.a: t..".:e proposed sa.les should. go tl:!=ougb. govern~ent-to
govarr:-e~t cha.."'U1als (FMS) 02" should. be direct sales by con.o:-acto::-s. 
(NATO. Australi~:. Japa.I:. and New Zeala.Zl.d would be excepted. fro= 
this p:::-oc~c.uze; Stata a.r..d D~ense coulci. 2.gree on categCll"ies of i~e:s 
also to be e~cepted.) • · 

(6) - ·Speed -u.p the inte..-a.ge:cc:y review process of all significant. ar;:::is 
:i-equas-:s, acting irn'!-edh.tely upon receipt of a sigriAca.:..t :reques: .- . · 
mth not"f"eatio:l. tc the President w"it.1-rl.n 30 days. 

(7) Desig'!'!a.t~ specific:· poi..,ts of contact in the Depart::.lents of State at;d. 
Defe::isa t:l work with indus_.:ry on arms sales mat-::e:::-s. 

{8) Reqo,i:-e p::io=" USG approval befo~ US co.c.trac,ors ·may enga.ge in an; 
ac:tivi:ies. desig:a.acl. 1::) promote sig~c:::a.:lt s.tles of co:nbat equipc~?:t. 

(9) ·- Cu...-ttll USG mvolvemen!: ~ e..""'Cc:ept for NATO, Australia .. J2.pa:1 ~=
N~w Zeal..a.:!.d. -in. offset ar.rangac.ents uncier whlcll gbren. levels of. 
proc:ure~ent i..-i a. foreign. corntry by. the US or its cont:?."2.c::o:s ,;:;oclc. 
part.;_a.lly co:pe~~~e for a foreign gove~e::::t.t1s purchases f=o::::1 t.~e 
United So.tes. 

QI) Four proposals would. requi=e ac:tio: by ot..'"!.e:!" Agec.cy Heads er i,::,te::
age::icy resolutio.::i: 

(10)- Exte:::.d the De£ense Depa.rt:::ent "St2.~6rc:!.s of Conduct11 to go~.re:-:?. 
relations betwe~n all USG person.!!el inYolve'd \,;.ith arms sal~s and. 

~ • i:i.c.ust:::-y. DECLASSIFIED IN FULl 
Authority: ·Eo 13526 . · 
Chief Records & Declass Div, WHS ' . 
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.. 
(l"i')- Pe~:rtit the use of USG credit or credit gu2.!"antees to fina=-ic~ rcpah-s 

and other items need.~ci to support e..xisting inventories of t..li.e less~r 
develop~c. countries, in. lieu of financing pll!'cha.ses of new m:i.jor 
items of ar.:.::.a:.=.ents • 

. / (12)- Provide credit only as a supstitu.te foi; gr2.nt. aid, but contL'lue to 
provide such credit at the int~est rates currently beLl"'lg chargec! by 

· the Federal FL.'"'l.a..""lcin.g Batt..'-;.. ~hic:h are less than. the rates ch~gec. 
by co ..... .,...erc:ia.l .b .2.o...1·d;,g institutioc.s. · · · 

(13)- Elir;,il::,ate US 2....-ms e~"'Po::-t:s froz:;:;, the p::r:ogra.z::i of ta:~ b~nefits (DISC) 
desig:c.-::d to encourage oyerill U~ e:~ports. 

(U) I i-eccc:u::tenc:! th.a~ the 12.~e:r four proposals be referred. to ~ inter
agency re .. .riew, unde.?' the auspices of the NSC, for the prep2-i-ation a£ 
ao-orooriate :ic.":llementi..""?9: d.et~::"I:li.c.ations and directives. -- . - -

· .. Cji) Ea.ch of-::he fo:r.egoi=tg p:ropos~s· shocld. serve to in.."iibit incentives., 
within C-over-....:= .... t at1.d·o:c. the p.u:1: of contrac:.tcrs, to press unv.-arranted. 
foreig:c; t:tilit:t..-;- sales. The atta.c:...."l:d :::-·eport also r..otes procedures., such 
as the int~--age:=.cy revievr process, designed to guard 2.gainst unv.arract~d 
sales. Non~tl:.~ess., 2.n w:i.de::lying problem. re:oa:ins. Foreign :;t!.ili~y 
sales a.re most often driven by ge:c.ui..-i.e £oreig!l. policy objectives. This . 
prime iz.tc:en.t:ive w'ill co:i:lti-:ua unless we can find a. substitute in ?::teeting 
foreig1:1 polic:.y obj ecti.ves now se::-ved by foreig!l r.iilitaz-y sales. The task 
v.rill not ba easy - given ilia l.!llportance that other cou."l.tries attach to 
.m.eetins their i""iHta...ry needs -- particularly in those cases ,-1he.re the 
count:ies de .not have their o'w"'n production capabilities or an acceptable 
alternate sou:c:e of supply. Until we do so., however., t."-ie reduction in 
sales is likely to be qcit.e :cnargi.~al. 

.. ... 

C
·-;, _· _ ,• 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Si""'G!lECf' 
DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: E0-13526 November 23, 1977 
Chief, Records & Deel ass Div, WHS 
Date: 

}.,,IEMOR..-'\l\.DillA: FOR JAN 16 2315 

SuBJECT: 

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

~epo:rl: oti. Goverm:c.ant Procedures 1,'T.a.ich . 
May P:roznote the Sale of Arm.s 

. . 
~ OU:r :repo:rl: O!l. gove:rr:u:ne.I!.I: procedures which ma.y promote the sale of 
arms and. £01. ........ al agency co:rnmec.ts which were prepared o::t it have b~en 

. reviewed. '\Yi.th. :refe:renc_e to you:r memo at _Ta.b A 1 you should p_r~cead 
-..vit:b. th~ follo .... ~g steps:. 

1 .. · Impleme11t reconm::.eilda.tions 1 and 2. 

2. : Ia coo=dina.tion with the Depa.r!:mec.t of State.,. im.plemea.t . 
reco':"!"'mec.dation 3.,. modHied to read.: 

· uc!osely review requests for USG suppo:rl: for 
}.JI.unitions List i!:ems in interna.tioa.al, air sho,..,s.,. 
supp~rtiil.g ~cly tho~e in the na.tio:::ia.l ic.l:eresl:. rr 

3. Coordinate with the Department of State to implement: recom-_ 
_menda.tio:a.s 4., 7 2.0.d. 9. . · 

. . . 

'4. · Continue-to monitor reco:mJ:nenda.tion 8 which ha.s already· 
been implemented. by·a chao.ge in the ITAR. · . 

. . - .. .. . 

5. I:cnple.mec.t recomm.ecd.a.tions 19 and. 13 through the Arzns 
Export Control _Board. 

.. .. .. 
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Date: JAN 21 2015 DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
WASHINGTON 

\ I·, ' 

I , • .. , 
August 14, 1979 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Assessment of U.S. Arms Transfer Policy 

We have recently assessed our experience of the 
past two years with the arms transfer restraint policy 
established by PD-13. On the whole, we believe the 
policy has supported U.S. interests in restraint without 
denying us the capability to meet our foreign policy 
requirements and the defense needs of our allies and 
friends. 

There has been considerable criticism of the policy 
from several quarters. Some allies and friends perceive 
the policy as being_ artificially restrictive to the point 
of denying legitimate access to U.S. military equipment. 
U.S. industries complain that it disadvantages them in 
international markets vis-a-vis other exporters. Most 
significantly, however, members of Congress continue 

/) 
~ 

, to be skeptical of the policy. · Some believe its only 
'achievement has been cre9tiye ggokkeepiI1Q'; others feel . ~ . . 
that arms transfers are no longer being used as an effective 
instrument of foreign policy. We believe that all these 
criticisms have been overstated, but we nevertheless expect 
them to emerge once more as Congressional studies currently 
under way are completed and the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee moves to hearings at the end of the year. 

Our own principal conclusions are: 

-- The policy has required the creation of a planning 
system that allows us to look at the flow of U.S. arms 
transfers over a multi-year period and to establish 
priorities. 

~- The machinery created to implement the policy 
ep9µres that the Executive Branch takes a wide range of \ 

, ...... factor§._-..:- political, security,. arms control, economic~ 
r@a.ji:ufuan ~ghts ::: ·1nto account-in aI1 maj"o'f arms t'raflsfer 
cases. 

:. 
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-- The policy 'has imposed measurable restraint 
on us arms transfers. 

-- Even though we have sold less than we could 
have, there has not been a subsequent reduction in the 
total volume of the world's arms trade. 

(U) In the course of this policy reassessment, we 
have identified the following issues that will require 
attention in the near future. 

Qualitative Controls 

(fl) The qualitative controls of PD-13 have been 
generally effective. Nevertheless, there are a couple of 
questions that may require decisions over the coming months. 

(j) 1. We are currently considering whether to 
authorize the development of an intermediate fighter air
craft solely for export. (The F-SE currently fills this 
role.) If we decide that this is a good idea for policy 
reasons, we shall then have to decide whether it requires 
an exception to PD-13. 

(I} 2. Several countries are expressing interest 
in the F-18L, a land-based version of the Navy aircraft 
modified solely for export. In 1977 an Iranian request for 
the F-18L was denied because the aircraft was not oper
ationally deployed with US forces. It is necessary that 
we review our position on this at an early date because of 
renewed interest in the aircraft. 

Cl) Another area of concern is co-production. We 
have chosen to make exceptions to this guideline in a number 
of instances. This is a basic dilemma for us policy. 
As our non-NATO friends and allies continue to expand their 
own production capabilities, the long-term task of arms 
control becomes more difficult; on the other hand, co
production provides us a measure of control that would be 
lost if other suppliers sold the concerned equipment. An 
interagency study, chaired by ACDA, is currently under way 
to examine the trends in Third-World arms production capa
bility. 

Cf) A related problem has been the reluctance on the 
part of some NATO countries to enter into RSI co-production 
arrangements because of our control over third-party sales 
outside of NATO. These controls have their foundation 
~.,-

... 

-SE6RE+ 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 · 
Chief, Records & Dec lass Div, WHS 
Date: 

JAN 2 7 2015 

284



•.. 
. l \ ' • ' -

.. 

', 1': ,I· ii" .. ~_,. ·}. .. ,.., 
- 3 -

in our statutes as well as in the arms policy. We are 
trying to work out these problems on a case-by-case basis. 

Quantitative Control (The Ceiling) 

(?) The ceiling on sales to non-exempt countries 
has been the most controversial aspect of PD-13. Its 
positive features include its visibility as a symbol of 
the US commitment to arms transfer restraint and the 
managerial reforms associated with it. While it has not 
led to the rejection of any specific arms transfer requests, 
it did achieve its purpose of reducing sales in FY 78 
compared to FY 77. In FY 79, because of cancellations 
by Iran, total sales could drop significantly and come in 
well unde.r the ceiling. This could lead to pressure to 
lower the base for calculating the FY 80 ceiling. Such 
pressure should be resisted because in FY 80 important 
sales to Israel, Egypt and Saudi Arabia could largely 
fill the gap left by Iran in FY 79. 

(1') In any case, we believe that no further reductions 
in the ceiling should be made unless there is evidence of 
progress in our multilateral restraint effort. After four 
rounds of negotiations with the Soviets we have no tangible 
evidence of Soviet restraint, and our European allies have 
made future restraint on their part (they have not shown 
any in the past) contingent on our ability to get restraint 
from the Soviets. We will be submitting our formal recom
mendation to you later this summer in the context of our 
FY 80 plan. 

Multilateral Cooperation 

(.p) PD-13 recognized that achievement of the objective 
of a worldwide reduction in arms transfers required the 
cooperation of other suppliers and recipients. We have not 
yet made concrete progress toward such cooperation although 
our efforts will continue. Nevertheless, we believe that 
the qualitative controls in PD-13 support US nationalr 
interests regardless of such cooperation. The substantive 
and procedural benefits of the qualitative controls, as 
distinct from the FY 80 ceiling level noted above, are not 
vitiated by the lack of multilateral progress. We shall 
be assessing the results of the multilateral restraint 
effort and commenting on its implications in a report due 
to the Congress by December 31, 1979. 
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Conclusions 

(/) We believe that PD-13 continues to support our 
national objectives in ar·ms restraint and that the policy 
should be maintained with no further reductions under the 
ceiling. As noted above, our experience suggests that 
certain aspects of the policy will raise questions of 
interpretation as circumstances change. We will continue 
to review PD-13 to ensure that it remains in consonance 
with our basic foreign policy needs and arms control 
objectives. We will also continue to tailor carefully 
rhetoric about the policy and specific policy decisions 
in order that it reflect realistically the objectives 
and achievements of PD-13. · 

(U) The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 
Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency concur in 
this memorandum. 

(', 
\ ) ,~ 

I 

' 

• 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: JAN 2 7 2015 

. -· . .. 
- - t:- r ! \ . , • ~ ~ ! 

' • ·-· I • • • ti I ;E, 

~ ·· -· 1 '} • j ·, a ' J r.,;.l) J ·. ,, ' : ' 

r"\ r- n 1~ ':"' ... ,.. 

' • . . .• i .-

Vi....Ji \_, 

Office of the Secretary of Defense .ru,Sr£. S-f.:J 
Chief, RDD, ESD, w_Hs .,.... 
Date: d-1~ ~I:, Authority: EO 13526 
Declassify: X Deny in Full: __ _ 
Declassify in Part: ---
Reason: 
MDR: J-r:--:-:M:---=-o-:s-,=:y:-:y-=-------

286



Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-82-0216, Box 10, 
Folder 100.54 (20–30 Jul 1980.

·"'"' 111 I L.J LI 't I lr\L. 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

JUL 2 2 1980 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE AuthoriW: EO 13526 

Chief, Records & De'class Div, WHS 
SUBJECT: FY 82 Security Assistance Program (U) Date: JAN 27 2015 

(¢) The increased challenge to our national security has led us 
to increase significantly the defense budget. We will need to 
pursue that path further, recognizing that it will intensify 
budget problems at a time of fiscal stringency. But our military 
capability, central as it is to our security, represents only 
part of our national security effort. Another critical element 
is our security assistance program which in recent years has been 
diminishing in real terms. I recommend that this too be sub
stantially increased. Specifically, I think we should seriously 
consider the following, recognizing that until we can examine the 
budgetary implications we cannot make final judgments. 

Not phasing out MAP, but instead increasing it by 
$100M over FY 81 levels. 

FMS Credits 

Concessionary Credits: Instituting a $1B program 
of direct loans at low interest rates. 

Total FMS Credits: Increasing total FMS credits ~ 
to approximately $4B in FY 82 (from $2.8B in FY 81). 

- -IMET be effectively doubled over FY 81 levels. 

({t) 'MAP and Conces·siona·ry Credits. For some years now, we 
have been considering whether to phase out MAP. Circumstances 
have significantly changed since the tentative decision was taken 
in that direction, and last year the President agreed to keep open 
the possibility of MAP for some countries. Now, we should consider 
retaining and increasing MAP, along with the addition of a program 
of concessionary credits, in the FY 82 budget for a number of 
countries. As prime examples, neither the Turkish nor the Portu
guese economies can support the military modifications so critical 
to improving their NATO posture with ordinary credits alone. 
Thus, Turkey in FY 1980 is scheduled to receive $ZOOM in FMS 
guaranteed loans but its interest and principal repayments to the 
U.S. from previous loans are $125.lM so that the net cash flow to 

roo. ~r; ( ~o~ 3 o ()v I) 
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Turkey on security-related loans is less tha.n $ 7 SM. For countries 
'like Turkey and Portugal and certain economically strapped LDCs, 
the rejuvenation of MAP or MAP-equivaleat programs is the only 
meaningful way of having a military assistance relationship ~nd 
thereby contributing to our political objectives. Where the 
countries in question ·host U.S. bases of importar.ce to our 
strategic posture, there is even more reason to make sure we·have 
great flexibility in the military assistanc~ we can offer. . 

(~) FMS Credits.· The high inflation rates of recent years have 
not been adequ~tely reflected in our annual security assistance 
budget. Since 197~, total FMS credits have actually decreased 
slightly (if one puts aside the unique requirements of Egypt and 
Israel), while inflation over the same period has been significant. 
As a result, n~merous countries have, with some justification, 
complained that our support to them has been dropping in real 
terms at the same time that they face increased security risks. 
World-wide we face an increasingly aggressive Soviet challenge, 
and while FMS credits are not the only way to respond, they are 
an important element of any credible response. We should not 
shrink from providing the credits necessary to meet the security 
challenge. 

(~) !MET. The small but vital IMET program has high payoff. 
We anticipate that pending legislation, which will alter !MET 
accounting rules, will increase the amount of training we are 
able to provide by approximately 40-50% with no increase in fund
ing. We should go further and . double the program. Every report 
that I get· shows that, for a rathe_r small amount of money, !MET 
forg.es solid "people-to-people" relationships of great long-term 
value to our defense and foreign policy interest~. Something on 
the order of $48M would be justified in FY 82. 

(~) I have listed some of the countries for which I believe 
significant increas~ in assistance is warranted in the attachment 
to this memorandum. My staff will provide more complete detail 
to State, NSC, and 0MB staffs. We should discuss the matter and, 
together with economic assistance, raise it with the President. 

Attachment 

cc: Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs 

Director, Office of Management 
and Budget 
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,• EXAMPLES OF COUNTRIES REQUIRING ADDITIONAL 

FY 82 FMS CREDITS 

- Portugal. Portugal is critical for our access to Southwest 
Asia. Yet we have had recent difficulties with the Portuguese on 
this issue. In substantial part, this difficulty arises from a 
Portuguese perception that we are not being fully receptive to,. 
their needs. A significantly increased security assistance program 
will be an important element in shaping Portuguese attitudes. ~he 
money can and will be well spent. For example, with assistance 
from its NATO allies, the Portuguese Navy plans to modernize its 
outdated ASW frigates at a cost of over $400M. The responsibility 
for providing assistance in procuring these ships re~ts primarily 
with our European allies. In meetings with the NATO ministers, I 
have indicated that U.S. willingness to make a significant contri
bution to this effort is contingent upon full participation by the 
Europeans. Nonetheless, a significant U.S. contribution for the 
frigates would be very well received by the Portuguese. 

,.~ -.-·-· 

- Egypt. Egypt h~s been critical to our Mid-East strategy and 
would be equally critical to any Southwest Asia contingency. We have 
promised to provide $BOOM in FMS credits to the Egyptians in FY 82 
t~ support their efforts to·modernize their armed forces. This 
represents an increase of $2SOM over the FY 81 level. These credits 
will be used to purchase systems such as F-16 aircraft and M60A3 
tanks to replace rapidly deteriorating and unsupportable Soviet-

•

provide.d equipment. 

- Turkey. The Turkish economy is in a shambles. A significant 
increase in FMS credits, at concessionary rates, is necessary if the 
Turkish government is to meet its modest force modernization goals· 
during the 1980's. Without such modernization, the Turkish armed 
forces will remain unable to carry out their NATO mission on the 
important Southeastern flank. 

- Thailand. In an effort to deter or raise the cost of future 
Vietnamese aggression, the Thai government is attempting to restruc
ture and strengthen it~ small, ~ounterinsurgency-oriented armed 
forces as rapidly as its limited resources will permit. A s ignifi
cant increase in FMS credits for Thailand is essential to help the 
Thais meet the heavy financial burdens associated with major new 
military equipment procurement programs . 

- Tunisia. In the wake of the Gafsa incident, Tunisia has 
asked the U.S., France and Saudi Arabia for increased assistance 
to help with its a r med forces moderni zation program. So long as 
Qaddafi remains in power in Libya, the threat is real and warrants 
our increasing FMS credits in FY 82. 

~aragrapas in t.his attachme1:rt'" 
a-re cle.s:,ified COM'.FIDEl4T!AL 
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Clnief, Records & ll)f)t:~m ~ii, 
25 October 1977 

Date: SEP 1 ~ 2015 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Military Forces Counter-Terrorism Capability (U) 

1. (U) This memorandum provides for your information, and 
for possible discussions with the President, a report on 
our current capabilities to cope with terrorist actions 
using military forces and our plans for the improvement of 
these capabilities. 

2. }tf5'f_ We currently possess a capability to plan and conduct 
certain counter-terrorist operations. The designated primary 
ground force is built around the two Ranger battalions aug
mented by Special Forces and other specialists. One of the 
Ranger battalions is constantly on alert status. It must be 
recognized that the Rangers are not organized solely for 
counter-terrorist operations. Therefore, non-standard exotic 
type· devices and highly qualified experts necessary for the 
more sophisticated operations must be provided in time to 
permit force training prior to employment. 

3. ~The US Air Force Special Operations and Military Airlift 
Conunand Units have trained personnel and specialized equipment 
to support such operations to include all-weathe~ low-level 
approach and darkened airdrop and airlanding capabilities. 

4. }tff) Command and control will be provided by a well-trained· 
Joint Task Force Headquarters provided by the Readiness Command. 
A deployable air mobile communications package (Jackpot) is 
available but is limited in deployability in that it is capable 
of installation only in a slow C-130 aircraft at this time. A 
C-141 capability is necessary. 

5. ~Over the past 15 months, counter-terrorists exercises 
have been conducted by Readiness Conunand on the average of every 
two months covering a variety of terrorist situations to include 
hi-jackings. These exercises are all no-notice in nature and 
have included specialist augmentation such as nuclear and 
demolition experts, translators, interrogation, and medical 
specialists. At Enclosure is a sununary of these exercises. 

"'ta,,,-,,.· ·~ed by ___ CJCS ---------=------
SUBJECT L FICATION 
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6. '~While these exercises have demonstrated a credible 
capability, the availability of special items of equipment, 
specially skilled personnel from other agencies, and time 
to conduct effective final integrated training of the force 
remain a matter of concern. To improve further our capa-
bility, the Army is developing~ specially trained small force G·t~-. . --,"'· (172 pers.onnel) of experienced and mature personnel with a ... 
wartime special operations mission and a capability for the 
prompt and successful execuuion of those·counter-terrorist mis~ions 
for which no other DOD force is specifi,cally trained or struc
tured to ex~cute. In the near term, the Army will continue to 
train and exercise augmentation personnel with their Ranger 
battalions. 

7. (U) As a related matter, Mr. Brezinski has requested a 
briefing on our current capabilities and future plans. This 
presentation will be available later this week. 

Attachment 
a/s 

"'1-~~ 
GEORGE s. BROWN, General, USAF 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
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DATE NAME 

• 
Nov 76 CRUSADER 

Dec 76 GOBLIN 
SENTRY 

Apr 77 CELTIC 
MURPHY 

Jul 77 BLACK 
LIGHTNING 

Sep 77 RAPID 
RETRIEVER 

eECR.ii'l' - CE.OSEI IIOf:rD 

COUNTER TERRORISM EXERCISES 

UNIT 

2/75 Ranger Bn 
(Bn size) 

1/75 Ranger Bn 
(Bn size) 

2/75 Ranger Bn 
(Bn size) 

2/75 Ranger Bn 
(Co size) 

1/75 Ranger Bn 
(Co size) 

REMOTE MARSHALL- EXERCISE 
ING BASE (REMAB) AREA 

Fairchild AFB Ft Lewis 

Ft Bragg 

Holloman AFB NM Ft Bliss 

Fairchild AFB Ft 
Richardson 

Hunter AAF Indian 
Springs, NV 

DECLASSIFIED n~ FULl 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, !Records & IOet~ass lDewp \W/ilHi 
Date~ SEP 1 ~ 201S 
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~ 

SCENARIO SUPPORTING 
FORCES 

Rescue victim/ MAC 
nuclear FORSCOM (XVIII 

Corps) 

Hijacked acft/ MAC 
rescue/nuclear FORSCOM (XVIII 

Corps) 

Mission MAC 
recovery/ FORSCOM (XVIII 
rescue Corps-9 Inf) 

TAC/REDCOM 

Rescue MAC 
9 Inf/TAC/AAC 

Hijacked MAC/FORSCOM 
airliner 
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Talking Paper for the Chairman, JCS, on an item to~ et;tsM:ASS&m,, 
at a meeting of the NSC sec on 13 January 1978 

SUBJECT: Status of US Military Capabilities to Conduct 
Counter-Terrorist Operations (U) 

PURPOSE: To provide the Chairman, JCS, with the status of 
US military capabilities to conduct counter-terrorist oper
ations for discussion with the NSC sec. 

CONCEPT PLAN 

- A JCS concept plan published on 15 March 1977 provides the 
concept for US military operations to counter terrorist 
activities overseas. 

CONPLAN was developed by the Joint Staff and covers a 
wide spectrum of possible terrorist activities. 

CONPLAN provides National Command Authorities with mili
tary options to counter terrorist acts against us 
citizens and property overseas. 

- Unified conunands have been tasked to develop supporting 
plans for con~ucting counter-terrorist operations. 

JCS has reviewed and approved the plans of USCINCRED, 
CINCLANT, CINCPAC and USCINCSOUTH, subject to incor
poration of certain directed changes. 

USCINCEUR CONPLAN is in final draft form and will be 
provided JCS for review on 30 Jan 78. 

Pending JCS approval of EUCOM supporting CONPLAN, 
USCINCEUR will continue to use the counter-terrorist 
plan prepared by Support Operations Task Force, Europe. 
(SOTFE CONPLAN 4 305) 
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- There are a number of terrorist acts that might trigger a us 
military response, Possible military missions range from the 
rescue of hostages from a hijacked US aircraft to recovery/ 
neutralization/destruction of stolen nuclear weapons. (See 
TAB A for possible missions.) 

- Each terrorist incident involving the US overseas must be 
analyzed to determine if a military response would be effective. 

COMMAND AND CONTROL 

- Command and control elements exist on national and unified 
command level, and have been exercised. 

-- On the national level, a terrorist action team has been 
formed within the Joint Staff to monitor terrorist incidents 
and to implement NCA decisions for deployment of military 
counter-terrorist forces. 

Unified commands have established compartmentalized cells 
within their crisis action system to respond to terrorist 
activities. 

A joint task force (JTF) will be formed by the unified command 
to conduct counter-terrorist operations. 

Readiness Command has a small joint operations and 
intelligence staff, devoted to support of the joint 
task force. This staff may augment counter-terrorist joint 
task forces under unified commands. 

During the execution phase of counter-terrorist operations, 
Commander, Joint Task Force will be under operational 
command of a unified command or report directly to 
NCA through JCS • 

- Secure communications links have been established and exercised 
for control of counter-terrorist operations through the World
wide Military Command and Control System (WWMCCS). 

- A deployable airmobile communications package is available to 
provide direct communications from NCA to deployed counter
terrorist force. 

- Special intelligence data files and procedures have been 
established by DIA on airfields, civilian and military aircraft, 
key overseas installations, maps, and terrorist activities • 
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- CINCLANT, USCINCEUR, CINCPAC, USCINCRED, and CINCSO, in 
coordination with CINCAD, CINCMAC, and CINCSAC, are tasked by 
the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan 78 (JSCP) to plan, 
develop, and maintain a capability to conduct counter-terrorist 
operations outside the United States. 

Overseas unified commanders have trained and equipped 
forces to conduct counter-terrorist operations as a 
secondary mission. (See TABB for USCINCEUR C-T forces). 

- Time permitting, counter-ter·rorist operations overseas which 
exceed the capability of the CINC's forces will be conducted by 
CONUS forces. 

Selected us military units maintain advance alert status 
and can be employed in a counter-terrorist role. (See 
TAB c for specific forces). 

The two US Army Ranger battalions provide the commando 
type muscle for counter-terrorist operations. 

US Forces with specialized training, such as Army 
Special Forces, Navy SEALS, and Marine Reconnaissance 
Teams, may be used. 

US Air Force Special Operations Forces and Military 
Airlift Command units have trained personnel and 
specialized equipment to support counter-terrorist 
operations, to include all-weather, low-level approach 
and darkened airdrop and air-landing capabilities. 
(See TAB D for specialized equipment) 

- Depending on the nature of the mission, the size of us military 
forces may range from a small element to a larger task force. 

- Over the past 16 months, counter-terrorist exercises have been 
conducted by USCINCRED on the average of one every two months. 
(See TAB E for a list of major exercises.) 

Units were moved to remote sites to prepare for their 
mission and to protect the secrecy of their operation. 
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-- All missions required surprise insertion, rapid execution 
and e~traction prior to compromise in the objective area. 

- While our exercises have demonstrated a credible capability, 
the availability of special items of equipment, specially
skilled personnel from other agencies, and final integrated 
training of the force remain a matter of concern. 

- USCINCEUR designated counter-terrorist force (38 Special Action 
personnel, Berlin Detachment Alpha Special Forces) has concentrated 
on developing special skills and techniques for conducting such 
operations. 

completed a special demolitions school 

4 individuals have completed 7 days of exchange training on 
counter-terrorism by UK Special Air Service (SAS). 

Cross training on individual specialist skills has been 
provided FRG Border Group 9 by the Berlin Detachment. 

Hos~age rescue training is regularly conducted by the unit 
on a US Boeing 707 aircraft. An effort is being made to 
expand the training to include other US aircraft types, 
including joint train~ng with FRG Bord~r Group 9. 

20 personnel have attended a two week course conducted by 
FRG Border Group 9 on counter-terrorist tactics and tech
niques. 10 additional personnel will complete the training 
in January. 

CURRENT ACTIONS 

- For several months, the US military capability to respond to 
terrorist incidents has been under review. Hijacking of the 
Lufthansa aircraft highlighted the continuing threat of terrorism 
throughout the world. 

- An American interagency team visited Bonn on 7-8 December 77 
and The Hague on 9 December 77 to discuss counter-terrorist 
operations with FRG and Dutch officials. Valuable lessons 
were learned from the German operations in Mogadiscio and the 
Dutch operations against Moluccan terrorists. 

- To further improve our counter-terrorist capability, the Army 
is developing a specially trained, small force (172 personnel) 
of mature and experienced personnel, dedicated to counter
terrorist operations. (See TAB F for details) 
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Special Forces Operational Detachment Delta (SFOD-DELTA) 
will offer a high degree of assurance for the prompt and / 
successful execution of those missions for which no other 
DOD force is specifically trained or structured to execute. 

SFOD-DELTA will have an interim capability on 15 July 78 when 
two teams of 20 men each complete training. The Army Ranger 
battalions will provide backup for SFOD-DELTA when a larger 
force with more muscle is required. 

- Pending SFOD-DELTA becoming operational, a dedicated force of 
75 men from the 5th Special Forces Group at Ft Bragg, NC, aae- I.S$S/4J~ 

't#a,~fbeen asei~aed a-p!.4ma5y mieaieR to conduct precision counter
terrorist operations. When SFpD-DELTA becomes fully operational, 
this unit will resume its normal mission. 

APPROVED BY 

Prepared by: 

~_J~~~~~~~~~!:..,,_~~- Director, Joint Staff 
. ~~JJ...,. 

COL. COOPER, USMC 
Joint Operations Division, J-3 
Ext 52994/10 Jan 78 

ATTACHMENTS . 
TAB A - Possible US Military Counter-Terrorist Missions 
TABB - USCINCEUR Counter-Terrorist Forces . 
TAB C - US Military Forces with Counter-Terrorist Capabilities 
TAB D - USAF Specialized Equipment ,.· 
TAB E - Major US Counter-Terrorism Exercises 
TAB F - Special Forces Operational Detachment Delta 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
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~ Typo. 

Cn. ~/.i 
Subject: Est'ablishment of a Joint Task Force (U) 

1. J,2!} At the time of the seizure of the American Embassy in 
Teheran, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had a concept plan which 
provided options to the National Command Authorities (NCA) for 
a military response to terrorist incidents. In addition, the 
unified commands had supporting plans for response to terrorist 
incidents in their assigned areas. 

2. J,8"( A special task force was formed for the hostage rescue 
mfssion within the context of the existing plan. This task force, 
consisting of personnel and equipment from the Army, Navy, Air 
Force, and Marine Corps, was responsible for the planning, training, 
and conduct of the mission. 

·3. iP"f The Joint Chiefs of Staff have examined the organization 
established for the rescue of the hostages in Iran and have concluded 
that a permanently established force is necessary to achieve an 
effective response to future terrorist incidents. 

4. ~The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that you approve the 
establishment of a Joint Task Force (JTF) with the following mission: 

Conduct military operations to counter terrorist acts 
directed against US interests, citizens, and/or property 
when directed by t!,'> NCA, either unilaterally or in support of 
a unified command( ). 

.;. 

5. J,81 The JTF will be under the direction of the NCA through 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and commanded by an Army general officer. 
Headquarters for the JTF will be at Fort Bragg, NC. 

0

The headquarters 
will be manned by assigned personnel from the Army, Navy, Air Force, ~ -~ 
and Marine Corps. The headquarters will perform joint administrative • 
intelligence, operations, training, logistics, planning, and 
communicatio~s functions for the force • 
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6. J...8'1 Pending determination of security aspects, the planning for 
the establishment of this JTF is being done on a strict need-to-know 
basis within the Services and the Joint Staff. It is requested 
that the distribution of information on the JTF be similarly 
limited within your office. 

7. J.,,81 The operating components of the force will consist of 
specially organized, equipped, and trained forces under the 
operational control of the Commander, Joint Task Force. Additional 
forces will be available for assignment to the force if required. 
Dedicated communications and administrative air transportation support 
will also be provided for the force. 

8. J,S,1 The operational functions of the JTF will be performed by 
Service components. These components will be: 

~ Army. 1st Special Forces Operational Detachment-Delta. 

~ Navy. SEAL command organized from Navy assets • 

..c,s-r Air Force. A composite command of fixed and rotary wing 
aircraft organized from Air Force assets. OIJ 

ori, 

9. ~ The JTF established for the hostage rescue mission has · (~q~ 
been retained. Its mission and worldwide counterterrorism operations M.

1
•· 

will be assumed by the JTF described above when it is operational. J ~~~'. 

10. ~ The impact of the establishment of a JTF on presently 
authorized appropriations and manpower has not yet been determined. 
Should fiscal initiatives or billets be required, they will be 
coordinated with the Services and subsequently submitted to you. 

11 • .(.S1'The establishment of the proposed JTF is a matter of 
high priority for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
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Assistant to the President for 
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Dear Mr. Brzezinski: 

As you know, the Department of Defense has been concerned 
for some time with the continuing erosion of high seas 
freedoms through unilateral claims by coastal states. 
These claims, if embedded into law and international 
practice, pose a real threat to the unimpeded movement 
of U.S. forces on, under and over the oceans of the 
world. We are hopeful, of course, that the UN Law of 
the Sea Conference will produce a comprehensive treaty 
which will serve as a widely accepted legal basis for 
the protection of essential high seas rights. Even if 
an acceptable treaty is concluded eventually, however, 
it probably will be three or four years before it 
becomes effective. IE the meantime, a new bodx of 
~ustomary international Iaw cia:uns could become so 

....-widespread and :f:orce1ul as to c;l ~~rli__Q..~ i:a.coropatJhle 
w'ith basic U.S. security"interest. Indeed, some 
coun ries now ta e po 1 ion that expanded territo-
rial sea claims already have become valid as a matter 
of customary law. It therefore is now imperative that 
the U.S. actively assert its position on high seas 
rights lest they erode by default. 

The Navigation and Overflight Policy paper which you 
approved on 20 March 1979 provides clear guidance on 
this matter with regard to diplomatic protests and the 
assertion of rights. Accordingly, and in response to 
your memoranda of both 20 March and 2 July 1979, DOD 
has embarked upon a comprehensive plan of action which 
will bolster our general posture and legal position by 
dispelling any impression that we have in practice 
acquiesced in excessive and illegal claims. To the 
best of my knowledge, however, with the exception of 
delivery of a long-pending note to France, there have 
been no diplomatic protests issued since the Navigation 
and Overflight Policy Paper was approved on 20 March 
of this year. 
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I am convinced that effective implementation of this 
important policy will require a more vigorous program of 
authoritative diplomatic initiatives. Informal consulta
tion with other states typically results in no more than 
pro-forma consideration of U.S. Law of the Sea concerns 
and does little to resolve basic problems. Further delay 
of formal protests, or diplomatic action of equivalent and 
immediate effectiveness, means that the effect of coordinated 
DOD action vis-a-vis a given state to strengthen our general 
posture against these excessive claims will be weakened. 

In keeping with the spirit and intent of the Navigation and 
Overflight Policy Paper and using the criteria outlined in 
that paper, DOD has compiled a list of coastal states whose 
cla~s are illegal and unquestionably excessive and which 
pose a significant challenge to U.S. security interests. 
I have attached this list for the earliest possible consid
eration by the Law of the Sea Contingency Planning Group on 
Navigation and Overflight in the hope that the claims 
involved will become the subjects of formal diplomatic 
protests, or diplomatic action of equivalent and immediate 
effectiveness, in the near future. 

It is recognized, of course, that in a certain few instances 
there may be compelling reasons for delaying action. For 
the most part, however, I would envision that this initiative 
reasonably could be completed with regard to most of the 
countries listed over a period of the next twelve months. 
Moreover, consideration could be given to the use of a 
circular note as appropriate which sets forth maritime claims 
which the United States recognizes and which reserves our 
rights and those of our nationals in the premises. 

I cannot over-emphasize the importance which DOD places 
upon timely implementation of our Navigation and Overflight 
Policy. You have assurance of our full support in this 
regard. 
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Territorial Sea Limits Greater than 12 ~autical ~iles 

Angola - 20 miles 
Nigeria - 30 miles 
Togo - 30 miles 
Cameroon - 50 miles 
The Gambia - 50 miles 
Madagascar - 50 miles 
Tanzania - 50 miles 
Mauritania - 70 miles 

Gabon - 100 miles 
Senegal - 150 miles 
Benin - 200 miles 
Congo - 200 miles 
Ghana - 200 miles 
Guinea - 200 miles 
Peru - 200 miles 
Somalia - 200 miles 

Archipelago Claims 

Cape Verde 
Fiji 
Indonesia 

Phili;ipines 
111auritius 
Solomon Islands 

Sao Tome & Principe 

Baseline, Historic and Internal Waters Claims 

Burma (222 mile line closes Gulf of ~artaban) 
Libya (300 mile line closes Gulf of Sidra) 
Guinea (120 mile single baseline) 
Panama (Gulf of Panama claimed as historic bay and 

its waters internal) 
Madagascar (123 mile baseline) 
Argentina/Uruguay (closing line across mouth of Rio 

de la Plata) 

States Requiring Prior Permission or Notification for 
Warships to Enter their Territorial Seas 

Algeria 
Bangladesh 
Barbados 
Brazil 
Bulgaria 
Burma 
China (PRC) 
Ecuador 
German Dern. Rep. 
India 

Attachment 

Indonesia 
MaldivP.~ 
'1auritius 
\'lauritania 
Pakistan 
Somalia 
so,riet Union 
Sri Lanka 
Sudan 
Yemen (Aden) 

Page determined to be Unclassified 
Reviewed Chief, ROD, WHS 
tAW EO 13526l Section 3.5 
Date~EP O 2 2015 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY SECRET ''i7.,I~ 

.. ~A 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 2.0350 

11 November 1977 l l l-hv 11 I 7 5 3 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subj: Draft Issue Paper on Naval Forces - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

I am most appreciative of your consideration in affording 
me the opportunity to review and conunent on OMB's issue paper. 
As you suggested, I am working with Russ on the response, and 
more detailed comments than contained herein have been passed 
to him. The attachment is a talking paper on the subject that 
I think you will find useful. 

My initial reaction to the paper was to question its pur
pose. My impression is that 0MB is concerned with the budget 
at hand, wherea£ the paper concerns itself more with outyear 
progranuning issues, principally those relating to carriers. The 
FY 79 budget is even now undergoing review, and the Decision 
Package Sets are being processed in full coordination with 0MB. 
If the paper's purpose is to address carriers in the context of 
the FY 79 budget, the DPS process would seem to me to be a more 
appropriate vehicle. It is one thing to trim a budget; it is 
another to restructure the Navy after exhaustive OSD review. 
There is, however, little money in the FY 79 budget for carriers. 
The total consists of $75M for long lead materials and $32M for 
the carrier service life extension program. The issue then is 
related more to outyear force structure than budget year review. 

If the purpose of the issue paper is to affect consideration 
of the FY 80 budget, I question its timing. The paper correctly 
notes that the Navy has undertaken two significant efforts, both 
of which will contribute to the understanding of the carrier 
issue. One, the Assessment of Sea Based Air Platforms, is being 
conducted at the request of the Congress, and will array relative 
costs and effectiveness of a variety of air capable platforms. 
Contra ry to the assertion in the paper, the Navy fu l ly expects 
to meet the Congressional deadline of 1 February. The othe r, the 
Nav a l Force Planning Study, will incorporate and expand on the 
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results of the Sea Based Air Assessment, and should have pre
liminary results available in January, not May as stated in the 
issue paper. Thus, the President will have ample opportunity-
and information--to address the carrier issue well in time to 
affect the FY 80 budget should he choose to do so. 

If the purpose of the issue paper is to illuminate the 
carrier issue, then! have serious reservations as to its thesis 
and conclusions. The paper's thrust is that certain roles and 
missions performed by carriers can be assumed by a combination 
of land-based aircraft and reduced numbers of carriers, at lower 
costs, and with no attendant diminution in the security of the 
United States or its allies. I consider that unilaterally and · 
arbitrarily reducing the number of carriers to eight has dangerous 
political and foreign policy implications. Little need be said 
concerning the critical reaction that would follow a decision to 
reduce capability, under the guise of cost savings, when faced 
with a formidable threat in an increasingly unsettled world. My 
reservations extend beyond that, however, in that such a decision 
stenuning from the issue paper would be based on an imperfect under
standing of the issue. Let me comment on some of the assertions 
made. (0MB assertions underlined.) 

• The carrier is vulnerable. The issue paper assumes that the 
carrier (and by implication all surface vessels) is becoming 
relatively more vulnerable to conventional weapons with each 
passing year. This is a popular theory not supported by 
facts. Given the sciences and skills upon which naval com
bat depends, there is no technological determinism which 
favors the Soviet offense over the U.S. defense. If anything, 
the opposite is true, particularly since the defense of our 

· carrier task force is, in tactical terms, entirely offensive. 
In this regard, the presence of a carrier would be critical 
to the survival of other naval forces operating in its 
proximity. 

• Alternative ship types could substitute for carriers in the 
presence role. This is a rather cavalier treatment of a 
sensitive variable. Much of a ship's usefulness in a peace
time presence role depends on the credibility of its combat 
capability. LHAs, LPHs and the like simply do not compare 
with the strike potential of the modern carrier. Further, 
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there is no consideration given to the disposition of the 
embarked Marine units and the primary mission for which the 
ships were designed. The foreign policy implications of 
having not four but two CVs forward deployed deserves more· 
serious treatment. 

• Force sizing criterion. The issue paper is couched in terms 
of a NATO war of 30 days duration. I am uncomfortable with 
this criterion as the basis for naval force planning. A 
ninety day war is the current approved criterion, and while 
OSD has initiated a Sustainability Study to address this 
issue, no prudent planner can accept an arbitrary cut off 
point--he must take a long war into consideration. 

• Bases required to support land-based air will be available. 
The overseas bases necessary to support land-based aircraft 
are becoming expensive, both economically and politically. 
Political instability (Portugal, Spain) or conflicting 
national interests (Iceland) may cause the U.S. to lose a 
degree of control over the size and employment of forces 
based in foreign countries. Excessive reliance on air
craft based on foreign soil should be avoided when possible. 

• Land air bases are militarily defensible. Long range 
aviation, cruise missiles and precision guided munitions 
all combine to make fixed bases increasingly vulnerable to 
attack. Accordingly, the continued effectiveness of land
based aircraft depends on an uncertain ability to defend 
their bases successfully from a sophisticated threat. 

• Land-based air alternatives will provide cost savings over 
carrier air. The substitution of significant numbers of 
new design, land-based aircraft for carriers will be a 
costly and time consuming initiative. No cost data whatso
ever are offered to indicate that such a program would provide 
savings. 

• Soviets will allow a permissive air environment for employ
ment of U.S. land-based air. Long range, land-based aircraft 
of the sort required to perform sea control are inherently 
vulnerable to attack by missiles and fighters. Thus, the 
survival of U.S. land-based air in an expanded sea control 
role is contingent upon the questionable availability of a 
permissive environment within wh:lch to operate. 
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With these considerations as prologue, suppose we did only 
protect a SLOC in Europe by reducing carrier levels and basing 
more aircraft in Iceland? When the war concluded, however that 
might happen, the Soviet fleet might be relatively intact. Would 
that be a satisfactory conclusion? Despite the paper's assertions 
about surface ship vulnerability, the Soviets have good reason 
to be concerned about the offensive capabilities of our carrier 
strike groups and SSBNs. The loss of their navy, and perhaps 
more, is a price they might very well have to pay for aggression 
in Europe. The paper also acknowledges that with one third fewer 
carriers the sea lines to Japan would be severed. Where does that 
leave Japan, our foremost Asian ally with the world's third 
largest GNP, at war's end? Let me put forward one very inter
esting perspective not even a part of the paper's framework. 
Our intelligence community is in basic agreement that the Soviets 
will pursue in the future a more global and opportunistic for
eign policy. Outside the Eurasian land mass--most of the world··
where U.S. and Soviet interests conflict, our naval forces will 
be deployed in future crises. The Soviets are building towards 
8-12 VSTOL carriers. The Navy is investigating region by region 
future U.S./Soviet surge deployments in a crisis to analyze which 
side would have clear force superiority. They are doing this 
under two parameters~-superiority at sea, and superiority if 
land·-based air is employed by both sides. The latter variant is 
considered as an escalatory step, since both sides would prefer 
not to have to involve use of their homelands or an ally's per
mission in order to gain superiority. We wish to determine if 
there are scenarios in which the President would be foreclosed 
from preferred options or forced to escalate due to a lack of con
fidence in U.S. military capabilities. Such crises are not beyond 
the pale, as the Sixth Fleet Commander's experience in the Mid 
East War of 1973 attests. 

Our preliminary analyses indicate that, depending upon the 
severity of the Soviet naval buildup and the proximity and numbers 
of Soviet naval air (especially the Backfire), three and perhaps 
four carrier task forces would have to be surged to assure us of 
regional superiority. The issue paper acknowledges that such 
crises, especially in the Mid East, are possible and that we 
might use land-based air in Israel or Iran; or that, with only 
a few carriers available to surge from an eight carrier base, we 
might have to admit such operations are "risky." Well, given the 
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overall volatility of the international environment over the next 
quarter century, the pressures OPEC might exert over our allies 
in a crisis, and the threat the Soviets would pose to the nation 
from which our land-based air was to fly, I do not believe we can 
assume away the issue of Soviet/U.S. naval interaction as a lesser 
included case of NATO SLOC protection. In terms of the types of 
forces most useful and the nature of their employment, SLOC pro
tection and crisis management are not generically the same. 

But to get back to some specifics outside the context of 
the carrier issue, I am uncertain as to the impetus for inclusion 
in the issue paper of the CGN 42, the cable layer, and two de
stroyer tenders. Even though the last three are non combatants 
which the paper purports to address, their deletion from the FY 79 
budget is propos~d :Li( an offhand manner with little by way of 
supporting rationale. Again, I'-,wuld expect an issue of this 
sort to be treated as part of the budget process, such as with 
the current Program Decision Sets. 

memo. 
In summary, three questions were asked in the forwarding 
In reply: 

• 
• 
• 

The analysis is neither accurate_g_or adequate . 
tlie:=cfprJppc:, are .Jl.Ot aP.P.ronriate, a~d-... . 
~ ---- • _ ___ :_r_. __ ..,_..!- =,-,.1 

The President __ s~~~ld _be afforcied-· ·1;ne o~tu~~_ty 1_~~~ 
review th~ __ t.:indi-ggi; __ Qf -.t.l:ie.-NaY.al~J!:.g_;r~~ -J>lanning Study. --~-- -·· 
While acknowledging that the carrier force structure is~ 

policy issue that should be discussed with the President, I 
recommend doing so in February or March, at which time the re-

sults of our analysis JJ.11· be ava_'-':!'}ej , ,f, L 

Attachment 

c J\.~/Y).;w. (r a1/',r),Z 
W, Graham Claytor, Jr. 
Secretary of the Navy 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, 
Acc 330-80-0017, Folder 1110.01 (14–21 Dec) 1977.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: The U.S. Defense Budget 

December 2, 1977 

COHF1e~r4TlAL-

The attached set of charts (in constant FY 79 dollars} is worth 
your consideration in approaching the FY 1979 U.S. Defense budget. 
It shows the following: 

The Congress has (Fig. 1) cut substantially the Defense 
budgets submitted by the President every year for the past 
ten years. The enacted budget is what our Allies and 
adversaries look at as the financial index and, for many 
observers, the index of our military posture. 

Under any projection shown (Fig. 2), your budget would meet 
or better the criterion of being lower (in 1979 dollars) 
by $5 to $7 billion than the FY 79 Defense budget figure 
submitted by former President Ford with his FY 78 budget. 

A FY 79 budget recommendation at the lowest figure proposed 
would be less than your FY 78 amended budget request, with 
obvious SALT, NATO, and domestic political consequences. 

In this connection, the historical comparison of defense
related outlays with those of the U.S.S.R. is instructive. 
I mentioned it to you late last month, and it is shown in 
Fig. 3. Outlays both lag in time and smooth out the changes 
in budget TOAs. A comparison of investment outlays (procure
ment, ROT and E, construction) is even more unfavorable to us. 
The numbers are not exactly comparable with those of Fig. 1, 
but it is the trends that are important. 

We have emphasized in the formulation of the FY 79 U.S. Defense 
budget the strengthening of the forces immediately assigned to NATO, and 
I believe the composition of the budget I will propose reflects this 
emphasis. However, an attempt to segregate costs for this purpose would 
be of very limited meaning. lri the event of conflict, all available 
forces -- including our strategic forces and even our Pacific fleet --
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would be utilized to achieve NATO objectives. In dealing ,,..,ith our 
NATO Allies, any attempt to focus on only some fraction of the U.S. 
Defense budget as meeting our commitment 11 to raise the 1 eve 1 of defense 
spending by approximately three percent per year in real terms along 
with our Allies 11 (PD-18) would, in my judgment, negate our efforts to 
put them on that road. 

Attachments 

I'. s. 
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Washington National Records 
Center, SecDef Files, 
Acc 330-81-0202, Box 48, 
Folder 560.1 (17 Feb) 1978.

~ 

·THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20350 

OEClASSaRm Hi fiii.li.. · 
~:E013528 
Clllaf,Raconls& Doom~~ 
llJataseP 1 6 201s 

The Honorable Warren G. Magnuson 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

17 FEB 1978 

Office of the Secretary of Defense Sct,C.S'Sa 
Chief, ROD ESD, WHS + 
Date: lQ,, ~ 86\f: Authority: EO 13526 
Declassify: X Deny in Full: __ _ 
Declassify in Part:. ___ _ 
Reason:....,,,,__ ___ ,......,,,,,,....-----•• 
MDR: {S -M- (C,$ 

The 1978 Defense Authorization Act directed me to undertake the 
conduct of comprehensive evaluation studies of the costs and combat effec
tiveness of Sea-based Aircraft Platforms for both the short and long term 
nee~s of the Navy. Specifically, the studies of at least four sea-based 
air platforms, the CVN, CVV, VSS and the air capable DD 963(H), were to be 
sufficiently advanced to provide Congress information necessary to the 
authorization of any one of the ships in fiscal year 1979. These studies 
have been completed, and I am pleased to forward our report to you. 
Identical reports have been sent to the Chairman of the other Defense 
Committees. An executive summary is contained in the section immediately 
following this letter. Formal transmittal of the reports will be made by 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

I believe you will find the report responsive. Every effort was made 
to provide the best possible cost estimate of each of the platforms. deemed 
technically feasible by our Navy design teams. All of the designs will be 
sufficiently advanced by the time you complete your budget deliberations 
this summer so that any one of the platforms could be authorized, though 
not necessarily contracted for, in fiscal year 1979. 

The combat effectiveness studies examined one or more of each platform 
type in specific combat scenarios designed to test a range of capabilities 
of each platform and its embarked aircraft. Although your tasking did not 
specifically mention aircraft, I believe the evaluation of the ship and 
airwing as a weapon system was implicit in your directive. As an example 
of the insight gained by this approach, the costing revealed that in a 
typical force mix, aircraft life cycle costs exceeded those of ship platforms 
by a two-to-one ratio. 

Limitations 

The study is not presented as providing the definitive answers to all 
questions as to which sea-based air platform is "best." It deals concep
tually with ships and aircraft in a setting more than 15 years in the 
future. Uncertainties exist, and the number of variables is myriad. 
Given these limitations, I consider that the study provides a sound basis 
for the selection of additional sea-based air platforms for the immediate 
future. 
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It should be recognized that cost and performance estimates associated 
with CVNs and CVVs are of considerably higher confidence than are those 
for future VSTOL platforms, such as VSSs or air capable DD 963(H)s. 
Additionally, the cost and performance estiµiates of future ships are 
considered to be far more accurate than the estimates for future aircraft. 
This is so because the ship designs are firmer and the technologies 
involved are better in hand. 

As is typical of studies of this scope, a grea~ many assumptions were 
required, some primarily to limit the total effort to reasonably manageable 
proportions. For example, the equal-cost forces that were compared for 
effectiveness were single-platform forces (i.e., all CVN, CVV, or VSS) 
rather than mixed forces such as CVN/CVV/DDV or CVN/CVV/VSS. In actuality, 
any future direction in aviation ship design other than indefinitely 
continuing construction of large deck CVs or CVNs aione (together with 
conventional takeoff and landing aircraft) implies a mix of platform 
aircraft types for a quarter century or more. The comparison of single 
platform types in various scenarios was made for two reasons: first, to 
make the problem tractable in the time allowed, and second, to isolate and 
highlight the capabilities of each ship design in a variety of applications. 
We believe that information now available is sufficient to form a basis 
for decisions concerning aviation ships in the immediate future. Further, 
we will have ample opportunity to examine and refine interim force mixes 
and ultimate force compositions during the extended period of transition. 

Additional assumptions were applied to achieve a perspective on the 
relative worldwide utility of the alternative types of platforms and 
aircraft, the equal-cost forces were distributed to theaters of operation 
around the world, and the alternative forces in each theater were engaged 
by a defined cotmnon threat to assess their effectiveness. Thus, although 
we can thereby gain some insight as to the advantages of strategic dispersion, 
this issue was not treated in any rigorous quantitative fashion in this 
study. Within each theater, however, the advantages and disadvantages of 
tactical dispersion were taken into account. Also, there was simply not 
time to analyze all the cases possible, including more types of engagements 
in each theater. Thus air defense capabilities, and limitation, were 
assessed in one scenario, while vulnerability to torpedo attack was the 
focus in another. On the whole, I think this was a reasonable approach, 
but consequently it is important to avoid becoming diverted by such questions 
as "why that force and that threat at that place used in that way?" or the 
fundamental lessons can be lost. In reviewing the study I found it helpful 
to isolate strategic dispersion considerations and to review the combat 
effectiveness arguments independent of geography. 

Finally, the study looked only at non-nuclear conflicts. Tactical 
nuclear warfare at sea poses a complex analytical task; this question is 
now being assessed in other studies. The advantages of dispersed aviation 
platforms (and of submarine forces) may well be significant in such a 
case. 
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While no study can answer all the questions about the relative 
potential contributions of the different ship designs, this study does, in 
my view, provide a variety of useful insights and a wealth of quantitative 
data on those features that are quantifiable. The study also has examined 
a number of candidate platforms that have been proposed from time to time 
and rejected those that proved unpromising. 

Discussion 

CVN 

The CVN possesses, ship for ship, both the greatest unit capability 
and survivability of the ship types examined. This study thus confirms 
many previous findings in that regard. Further, a variety of CVN designs, 
from present configuration through one with maximum passive (structural) 
protection, were examined. The increased protection was found to offer a 
high payoff in survivability against all threats relative to its additional 
cost. Another interesting point is that the CVN makes quite an effective 
VSTOL platform when its inherent survivability is combined with VSTOL 
freedom from cyclic operations and the ability of VSTOL aircraft to operate 
from slowed or damaged platforms. The predictable shortcomings of the CVN 
were its high unit cost and correspondingly smaller numbers, which constrain 
both strategic and tactical dispersion. 

cvv 

The CVV, although below the CVN in both llllit capability and surviv
ability, offers a variety of offsetting advantages. It is, by any account, 
a highly capable weapon system and, at a ratio of 3CVVs to 2CVNs, it signif
icantly enhances simultaneous deployment options and strategic dispersion. 
It is specifically sized for operation of both conventional and vertical 
takeoff aircraft, so that, however the CTOL/VSTOL transition develops, 
continued high CVV utility is assured. The CVV, in our cost-effectiveness 
analyses, did not surpass but was generally comparable to the CVN, and it 
must be considered as an attractive alternative because of its overall sea 
control and projection contribution and its ability to support both the 
near term CTOL force and a long term VSTOL force. It should be understood, 
of course, that more CVVs will be needed than CVNs for equal capability. 

vss 

The VSS represents the end of the spectrum opposite the CVN in most 
respects. It is less capable and survivable on a ship-for-ship basis, but 
is much more affordable at 3.5 to 1 ratio, and lends itself well to a much 
greater degree of strategic and tactical dispersion. The long-term value 
of the VSS, of course, rests on the successful development of at least 
some mission-capable VSTOL aircraft. Given such success in VSTOL, the VSS 
would provide unique flexibility to the development and employment of sea
based aviation. I found it most interesting and revealing that the VSS 
fared exceptionally well in the projection role, as well as in war at sea. 
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AB in the case of the CVN, a modified VSS design was developed during 
the course of the study with significantly more passive protection than 
the baseline configuration. Again, as in the improved CVN design, the 
increased protection proved highly effective for the additional cost. 

Surface Combatants 

Surface combatants, such as SPRUANCE class destroyer derivatives with 
VSTOL capability, are not fully comparable with major aviation ships, and 
therefore are not compared to them in all roles. They were highly effective, 
however, in selected sea control scenarios and demonstrated well the large 
benefit from improved air capability in the surface combatant force. 
Advantages were shown both for occasional tactical dispersal of aircraf~ 
from major aviation ships and for increased use of aircraft in executing 
the surface combatants' primary missions • . 

Conclusions 

I believe that the findings of the capable people who worked so hard 1 
on this set of studies are the best conclusion I can offer you. For your .{ 
convenience I am attaching to this letter portions of classified executive· 
summaries of the three parts of the assessment. 

You will see that there is no single or dominant answer to the question 
of how best to utilize aviation at sea in the future. This outcome was not 
completely unexpected. The sea-based aviation forces which we are comparing 
will support a large number of missions against a large number of threats, 
none of which are predictable with confidence, into the 21st century. 
There is no single key or driving consideration to this highly demanding 
set of tasks, whether nuclear power, VSTOL, or any other. Had there been 
such an accessible answer to the sea-based air question, the impetus for 
this study would have been considerably reduced. But we must not give up 
in our efforts to plan for such a distant future merely because it is hard 
to do. We should avoid making the easy assumption that our children and 
grandchildren will be called upon in the 21st century to re-fight the wars 
of the recent past, such as the WWII battle of the Atlantic, Vietnam, or 
any other. 

We are all faced with the difficult job of deciding today what 
platforms and aircraft to design and build for this dimly perceived future, 
and I feel that you deserve my best personal assessment in making that 
decision. I believe that the keynote must be flexibility and ability to 
adapt to uncertainty. This is the source of my own interest in VSTOL 
aircraft and my predilection for a more numerous force of smaller carriers 
than we will be able to have if we decide now to remain perpetually with 
large-deck car'riers and CTOL aircraft. This study provides a beginning in 
assessing the costs and benefits of such flexibility. If we are able to 
effect a gradual transition to VSTOL there will be a very lengthy period 
during which mixed CTOL and VSTOL aircraft will operate, with both large 
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and small ships to carry them. This mixed force may well have many 
strengths. We should thus not neglect to build other needed CTOL-capable 

.carriers merely because of the promise of VSTOL and more numerous smaller 
ships in the future. 

I realize that the question of whether any additional such carrier 
should be a CVN or a CVV is one of great importance, but in my view it is 
of less importance than getting some kind of CTOL-capable carrier built 
in the reasonably near term. This debate -- CVN or CVV - has, with minor 
variations, been going on for twenty years or so. Our study found, with 
certain variations and updated data, what most previous ones have found: 
ship for ship, the CVN is the more survivable and effective platform, but 
it is also the more expensive, by a ratio of about 3 to 2. The two ships 
are relatively comparable in equal-cost mixes. Given the budgetary 
constraints we will continue to face and our need for more rather than 
fewer ships, my own preference continues to be for the CVV. 

Attachment 
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Je~~~ 
W. Graham Claytor, Jr. 
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I have given further thought to the question whether the defense 
authorization bill should be signed or vetoed. In terms of its effect 
on our defense posture, directly and through the reductions it forces 
in funds for procurement, readiness, sustainability, and research and 
development, the bill has a debilitating effect on our defense posture 
as compared with the budget that you submitted for Fiscal Year 1979. 

In particular, addition of a nuclear carrier in the bill has two 
very serious effects. First, it caused the Appropriations Committees, 
in order to stay within the Congressionally approved budget limits for 
defense, to displace a number of more important and urgent needs men
tioned above. Second, it continues the trend toward larger and more 
expensive ships -- which inevitably means fewer ships -- in the Navy; 
this is true both of the CVN itself and of the (nuclear) escorts for 
it that the Congress will presumably feel impelled to insert into future 
budgets. Thus, on substance, a veto is in order. 

If we are to sustain the coherence of the defense program in support 
of the Administration's priorities and the defense needs of our country, 
the Congress must be encouraged to produce a better final outcome than 
now looms in its defense authorization and appropriation. A veto offers 
some chance of that, depending on how well we are able to articulate our 
objections. It does not offer a certainty, and there is a real possibility 
that the result will be worse. There is also the likelihood of inflaming 
our relations with the Congress; one must set against this the need to 
restrain the Congress from even more erosion of defense needs to meet 
their own more immediate political prssures. There is also the question 
of how confident we are that a veto can be sustained. Major adverse 
consequences to our ability to manage the defense program will follow 
if a veto is overridden. 
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A serious concern ls that a veto could be seen as an Administration 
move toward a weaker defense posture. Our public statements, and 
particularly your veto message, would be a key in countering such a 
misapprehension. I believe that we probably can show that a veto is not 
intended to weaken defense, by including in the veto message a number 
of points, including all of the following: 

a. concentrating on the nuclear carrier, about whose wasteful
ness we have laid a substantial predicate over a period of six months; 

b. making it clear that we urgently want to restore the more 
important items that were deleted in the Congressional authorization and 
appropriation process to make room for the CVN within the budget; 

c. including in our proposed restoral Navy ships -- some 
deleted by the Congress and some that we had anticipated funding in 
future years -- to show that we can indeed get more ships if we avoid 
spending too much on a few ships. 

d. making it clear that we want the Congress to appropriate 
funds in the full amount of $126 billion, which was your budget proposal. 

We would all, of course, work hard to persuade the Congress to 
return to the $126 billion level through the bill which would replace 
one vetoed. But if the Congress did not, a supplemental request would 
be essential, and the intention of seeking one in the event the $126 
billion level is not reached in the basic bill would be a necessary part 
of a veto strategy. It is also important that this not be the only 
authorization or appropriation bill vetoed. 

A clear Congressional, media and public understanding of our reasons 
for a veto would be absolutely essential. The public and the Congress 
would need to understand that you are firmly convnitted to a $126 billion 
level for defense for FY 79. The nature of the veto message is an 
essential element in establishing such a position. I believe that with 
the message whose text is attached, a veto would be appropriate. 

Attachment 
DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
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Budget FY 1979–1980, Folder Fiscal Year 1979 Authorization (2).  

OrHE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

August 31, 1978 

Honorable T\tqmas P. O'Neill, Jr. · 
Speaker of the House 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Speaker: 

I have received questions from several Members of Congress 
concerning the President's veto of the Defense Authorization Bill, 
and the effect of the veto on other legislation now pending before 
the Congress. The attached information sheet provides brief answers 
to some of the most frequent queries. 

There are, in my judgment, four essential points: 

The President vetoed the Defense Authorization Bill because 
it was causing the elimination during the on-going appropria
tion process of $2 billion of high priority defense items in 
order to provide for a $2 billion nuclear-powered aircraft 
carrier. 

The President plans to request a conventionally-powered air
craft carrier for Fiscal Year 1980. That ship is estimated 
to cost $1 billion less than the nuclear-powered carrier 
authorized in the Defense Authorization Bill. 

The President does not seek any deletions in the remain1er 
of the Defense Authorization Bill passed by the Congress. 
All he is requesting is deletion of the authorization for 
the nuclear-powered aircraft carrier and restoration of 
the higher priority procurement, readiness and research 
and development defense programs which its inclusion in 
the Defense budget would eliminate. 

W~ must stop the trend of the past ten years toward a Navy 
of fewer and fewer, more-and-more-expensive ships. To 
allocate defense dollars to build the most costly ship in 
history is not the way toward the future Navy our country 
needs. 

Next week the House will consider the President's veto. I 
firmly believe a vote to sustain the veto will help preserve a 
balanced defense program that will signif:i_cantly improve our de
fense posture in Fiscal Year 1979. 

Sincerely, 
J'SD 1/,J~ ho;x 60 3 / f'"y 71 Pb) Au..-J.. z.n (2) 

Attachment ~ ~ 

. ..... 

322



<:) Information on 
Veto of the Defense Appropriation Authorization Bill 

I • • ' ... I 

1. Why did the President not wait, .stgn the Authorization Bill, and 
later veto the Defense Appropriation Bill instead? 

The Congress had not completcid action on an appropr~ation bill. 1he 
appropriation bill had passed the House, but was not expected to receive 
final Senate.action and completion of a conference for several weeks. 
The authorization bill was the only bill before the President. It con
tained a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier that the. President has often 

_and consistently said is unneeded and an inappropriate expenditure of 
defense funds. 

The inclusion of the carrier displaced $457 million in needed programs 
in the authorization bill alone--programs that could not have beP,n restored 
if the President had failed to veto the authorization bill. In addition,, •. 
it was clearly displacing another $1.6 billion in programs in the defense 
appropriation bill that passed the House and was under consideration by 
the Senate Appropriations Committee. The President had to act on the 
authorization bill to preserve a well-balanced defense program. By doing 
so he also gave the Congress the maximum time available to pass an authori
zation bill deleting the carrier and making possible restoration of mor~ 
urgently needed Defense progrcms. 

If one works with a Defense budget fixed at a total of approximately 
$126 billion--approximately the level set by the Congressional budget 
cornmittees--it is clear that a $2 billion increase for one item as was 
contained in the Defense authorization bill inevitably forces a $2 billion 
decreilse in others (some of which require authorization and some of which 
do not). 

The President's veto of the authorization bill gives the Congress the 
opportunity to reconsider the effect of its defense allocations before it 
finishes work on the Defense appropriation bill, and it gives the Congress 
the opportunity to do what the President urged in his veto message: to 
take out the nuclear-powered aircraft carrier and restore to the defense 
program higher priority readiness, procurement and research and development 
funds. 

2. Is the President's veto based only upon objection to the inclusion 
of the nuclear carrier in the Defense Authorization Bil 1? 

Yes. His position is that the carrier should not be funded and that 
the higher priority defense programs the carrier replaced should be 
restored. Although he does not agree with all the other changes, the 
President does not seek by the veto to revise or call into question at 
this time the rest of the authorization bill, including other changes 
made in the programs he requested. 
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3. Does the Presi!~nt support continuation of a twelve-active-carrier 

Navy? 

Yes. Inclusion of a conventionally-powered aircraft carrier in the 
FY 1980 budget, as scheduled in the Mavy shipbuilding program, will pro
vide for a·twelve-active-ca'rrier force through the end of the century. 

4. What are the estimated costs for the nuclear and the conventional 
carr i ers1 

In FY 1979 dollars, it is estimated that a nuclear-powered carrier 
(CVN) would cost $2,453,000,000 and that a conventionally-powered carrier 
(CVV) would cost $1,480,000,000--a difference of $973 million. In FY 1980 
dollars, the nuclear carrier is estimated to cos~ $2,611,000,000, while 
the conventional carrier is estimated to cost $1,575,000,000-~a difference 
of $1,036,000,000. The difference, in other words, is about $1 billion •. 

5. How do you respond to claims that the conventionally-powered carrier 
proposed by the President for FY 1980 will cost about the same as a 
nuclear carrier? 

Such claims are inaccurate. The conventionally-powered carrier will 
cost $1 billion less to build. Moreover, besides costing about $1 billion 
more to build than a conventional carrier, the nuclear-powered carrier also 
costs more to operate over its life cycle. 

Construction Costs. H.R. 10929 authorized $1.93 billion for construction 
of a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, a figure which is $1i50 million in 
excess of the estimated cost of $1.li8 billion for a conventionally-powered 
design. In addition, $268 million of FY 1977 procurement funds already 
obligated for nuclear-carrier parts would have to be used. Those FY 1977 
funds are not a sunk cost that can properly be credited and used to reduce 
the price advantage of the conventional carrier. The parts built with those 
funds will be needed for existing nuclear carriers, and should be replaced 
if used for building a fifth nuclear-powered carrier. The Chief of Naval 
Operations testified that it would be prudent to maintain this level of 
key spare nuclear components for the existing Nimitz-class carriers. The 
Administration's earlier rescission request stated that this $268 million 
would purchase spares for the Nimitz-class carriers. 

The nuclear-powered aircraft carrier contained in H.R. 10929 also does 
not have the i!dclcd protection fc;;itures \-Jhich the Navy's Sea-Based Air 
Platform Study showed ~re needed in order to provide the nuclear-powered 
carrier with vulnerability-reducing features roughly equivalent to those 
in the conventionally-powered design. These added protection features 
would add another approximately $200 mi 11 ion to the funds needed for the 
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier above the $1.9 billion authorized in 
H.R. 10929. 

The above two adjustments alone, when added to the $450 million 
differential and consistently priced in FY 1980 dollars, account for a 
total direct difference in procurement costs of about $1 billion. 

. . 
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Fuel and Other Opet~ng Costs. It has been suggested that a 13-year 

fuel supply should be added to the price of a conventional carrier since 
the useful life of the. nuclc.ir core of a nuclcur-powered carrier is thirteen 
years. It has been further suggested that a 13-year supply of fuel for a 
conventional carrier (in FY 79 dollars) would be $355 million. Neither 
suggestion is sound. 

It is cor~e~t that the oil equivalent of a 13-year core fuel supply for 
the nuclear-powered carrier is 11 million barrels of oil--whtch at today's 
prices would cost about $360 mi 11 ion to buy, store, and del tver to a con
ventionally-powered carrier. That, however, is enough dil to run a con
ventionally-powered CVV carrier for nearly 30 years at peacetime operating 
rates. To run the conventionally-powered carrier for 13 years at peacetime 

· rates would cost $150 million or less. 

Moreover, fuel costs are but one element in a ship's operating costs. 
In spite of the cost of fuel oil, the initial cost difference between th~ 
nuclear-powered and conventionally-powered CVV carrier grows with time. 
The Navy's Sea-Based Air Platform Assessment estimated that, u·sing con
ventional aircraft, the 30-year cost difference betHeen the former and the 
latter is about $6 billion {including air wing and underway replenishment·'· 
group factor). If only the cost of the ship, its direct operations and 
unden•1ay replenishment costs for 30 years are considered, the difference 
in cost would be $1.4 billion, according to the Navy study. 

6. Isn't a nucle£Jr-pm·1ercd carrier more cupable than a conventionally
powered aircraft carrier? 

A nuclear carrier has some operational advantages over a conventional 
carrier in some situations. The issue is whether these advantages are 
worth the great added costs. 

As part of the planned twelve-active-carrier force, the Navy already 
has three operating nuclear-pm·ien'!d aircraft carriers, and a fourth is 
under construction. The Navy has enough nuclear-powered carriers to meet 
the narrow range of military situations in v1hich they have an advantage-
situations calling for traveling a very long distance in a very short time 
to fight for a short period. After such an engagement, the nuclear-powered 
carrier must be resupplied with aircraft fuel and--even more critically-
with ammunition, just as a conventionally-powered carrier must. There is 
no reason to spend $1 billion extra in construction costs alone (the cost 
difference between a nuclear and con~entional carrier) to duplicate a 
capa~il ity that we alrc~dy possess in sufficient quantity--particularly 
when, as noted above, the likely life-cycle costs of equipping and operating 
that nuclear carrier can be expected to exceed conventional carrier costs 
by billions more. 

7. If we need another carrier, why delay its authorization until FY 1980? 

There arc more pressing short-term dcfcns.e needs in the areas of rc.:idi
ness, procurement, and research and development demanding attention in the 
FY 1979 budget. In any event, even if a new conventlonQl carrfer were 
~uncled in FY 1979, it would not be completed earlier than if funded In 
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FY 1980. Thus, to fur.~ carrier in FY 1980 will not, .,ult in a delay 
in its entering the force. In fact, a conventionally-powered carrier 
funded in FY 1980 woulp be delivered to the fleet sooner than a nuclear
powered carrier authorized in FY 1979. 

8. Is the rest of the naval ship construction program in the defense 
authorization.bill affected by the veto? ·~ ~ 
No. As noted earlier, the only ship construction ltem--lndeed, the 

only Defense program--to which the veto was directed was the nuclear
powered aircraft carrier. 

9. Have reductions occurred in Air Force procurement programs for weapons 
and equipment as a result of adding the nuclear-powered aircraft 
carrier to H. R. 109297 · 

Yes. The House Appropriations Committee has recommended a reduction 
of $221 million in Air Force procurement programs other than aircraft arid 
missiles. Those are programs not requiring specific authorization, but 
which were reduced in the appropriations process to make ,room for a 
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier within the Defense budget ceiling. 

10. What reductions has the addition of a nuclear-powered aircraft 
carrier caused in Army procurement of weapons and equipment? 

' . 

The addition of a nuclear carrier within the DoD budget total of $126.0 
billion has caused drastic reductions to the programs for procurement of 
Ar~y weapons and equipment, including: 

Loss of 28 needed helicopters 

Deletion of 360 armored personnel carriers 

Reduction of 70 M60 main battle tanks 

Reduction of 80 U.S. ROLAND missiles 

Reduction of $230 million in ammunition stocks 

Reduction of $142 million of Army tactical vehicles, engineering, 
electronic and medical support equipment 

Loss of these items will seriously degrade the Army's combat readiness 
and weaken NATO preparedness. 

11. How does H.R. 10929 affect research and development funds? 

The President requested a $12.5 billion budget for research and 
development. The Authorization Bill passed by Congress included $12.3 
billion for research and development, a net.xcduction of $200 million. 
It eliminated $611 million of research and development programs requested 
by the President. · 
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The action tuken U~ the Senate Appropriat1uns subcommittee 
indiccJtes that it has redu,. , research and development funds to $12.0 
billion by further deletions of more t~c1n $300 million. 

Therefore, unless corrective action is taken by the House and Senate 
during the remaining review of the defense budget, there ls a strong 
probability that ~csearch and development will be funded at about 
$12 billion--~ decline in real progiam value when compared to FY 1978, 

. and far frorn the three percent increase which the President requested. 

12. Could approximately· $1 bi 11 ion of funds for the nuclear-powered 
aircraft carrier be provided from funds programmed for the delayed 
Trident submarine program? 

No. All funds which might be available from 'the Trident delay-
$912 millitin--were more than used up by other changes which H.R. 10929 
added to the President's budget request. H.R. 10929 added a total of . 
approximately $1.4 billion to the President's defense budget request for 
items in addition to the $2 billion inserted for the nuclear carrier--
items such as additional aircraft. l .. .. 

Those additions are not challenged by the veto, but their cost more 
than exceeded the amount of funds requested for the Trident in fiscal year 
1979. 

13. Could approximately $600 mi 11 ion in pay "savings" be used to 
absorb part of the cost of the nuclear carrier? 

No. The $600 million estimate of civilian and military pay raise 
~@Ying~ r@~ult~ frPm holding p~y I~~r~q~es tQ s.5 p0rcent ~nd t~~n 
absorbtng ih Unspectfled program reductions a portion of the total amoUht 
required. The congressional budget committees have already used this as 
a basis to reduce the budget target for national defense within the 
congressional budget resolution. This action by the Congresr remo~ed 
that amount from the total defense budget. There are no "savings" to 
apply to the nuclear-powered carrier or any other program. 

14. Are $500 million of the cuts caused by H.R. 10929 in other defense 
programs offset by allocation of part of the Defense budget to a 
currency reevaluation fund,? 

No. The Appropriation Bill would designate $500 million of the Defense 
budget for a currency rec.vcJluntion fund. That fund, if est;:iblishccl, \·:ould 
deal only with fluctuations in the exchange rate of the dollar relative to 
foreign currencies. It does not make one penny more of funds available 
for defense programs, and does not in any way offset the $500 million or 
more of very real readiness cuts to which the President referred • 

.. -..... 
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15. Does the President support the substitution of a conventionally

powered carrier fo.r the nuclear-powered carrier in the FY 1979 
budget7 

No. At one point during the consideration of H.R. 10929 in committee 
the Admi1nlstratiqp , ~xpr,e~~ed the preference that if a carrier were to 
be added by th_e(Congress in FY 1979; that carrier should be of the 
conventionally-powered rather than the nuclear-powered design, because 
of the $1 billion cost differential. That was at a tim~ early in the 
congressional budget process and before it had become apparent what other 
defense programs would be cut, through the interrelated authorization and 
appropriation process, to make room within the Defense budget celling for 
a carrier. Now, several months later, it is clear that the programs which 
would be cut are of higher priority than the funding of a conventiona11y
powered carrier in FY 1979. That conventionally-powered carrier was and 
is in the Navy shipbuilding progrilm for FY 1980. To fund it In FY 1980,. 
as previously noted, wi11 not delay its delivery to the fleet. But to 
cut or eliminate other Defense programs in order to fund it In FY 1979 
would cause more time-critical Defense needs to go unmet. : . 

....... , 
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HEHORAHDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: ,.Pr~llmlnary Cost Estlmates for Repl_lcating lsrae11 Hll ltary .. 
. :. lnstallatlons.:ln· .the Sinai ·.= ... • 
.. . . 

Set out below are our preliminary estimates for replicating Israel's 
·mtlttary lnsta11atlons tn the Sinai. Considerably higher costs have 

been mentioned both within DOD and by the lsrae11s, but.these· have, 
I believe, been based on assumptions going beyond ·replication; we 
have been·careful to make clear both In the Pentagon and to the 
Israel ls that no corr-.:nltment has been made except with respect to ~he 
airba~es .and then onlv on a repltcatlon ba~ls at most.. · 

•. ·\··_,! :: _.... ·~·· . . :' .... ·. . ~ 

:,:'·:~:. ($ mll 1ion) · ... 

Etam. and Etz ton ·a I ·rbases 
. . '· 

. - · · Ground .force -1nsta11attons 
' 

·. .,, . 

. . ·::~;\ . . .. .. :· .. ~:. 
. ... .. .. . 
.· : : · .. t; . 

····~r. { .. 
$1 ·.220 

1-20-- :, ·- · . -;:---:::'-·, ' 

Nava 1 fac 11 I ty at· Sharm-et'"IShe-1 kh .' :·". · 95 . · · .'. 
·• · , .. • • · ... t ,·,.· · : ,~,.;·;:-::; .·•. ·.v:.-::-1, .1 • -~·I' ;:!,.>.:. .. :·•t.:.1.•,:: . 

. · .. · .. : . .· . . . ·:·\\Ji. $~ ~"
1t: . :.'~:;}\/; >;_ ..... ·. 1 

~-:1.~- addit.1011~- _the _lsraell~ .. ~1_11 probably wa~~d ne~~ ~ mil 1i,r1 .~d, 
·:with· latera·ls· tG- bases,. parallel Ing the N~41!¥-:~lna1 border~. ·qur. .estlmate 

· -~:for·thls ·IS.)$34S,.mlllfon.,· based on 400·1cmt. ·· -·~· whlchdiraaFsays ·1t · 
o . , ..l'lfl' , \' ' '" ' ,., o • • I • ,.., 910•, • • • t o • '•' ...... ' • 

.... :3i!teedS·; :~:.-a:-~~qu.tr~n~· whf~·.may wel I ;b~.:~. .-~l:ed.~ .. ;.• .. ~ :.'~~~°!-?,, _.C?f. 
'. ,-::.~these:-:f'und$'.wou1d ''need·to· be··expended' as3: ~ursor: :,to construction of 
'·.',:~tthe,.fac111t:les~ : .· · .i.,: :· .. /'. ' · · · ::·· ... ·.-_:~ ": :·: :?~-·; . .'. ·:-};\)!,·•}·•.:.v.;:,·: . 

,. J·: : ... }};.;~'.r.\'f~-:~· .. . : .... · :,.<·:·· .. · . . ,· ·. . .: ... ;.:: ··r,:.. . ·t< .···,}~t!f ... ····. -'T1l?/??~-.'- ·. 
· ·,_:The-;estrmates· assume .r-epl tcatton of· curre,, :;. '-'ratlona.f:capablllty and 

support:faclllt1es, as best as these can· ber,~~termlned frcm aerial 
photography and other data sources. The es't.Jihate for the ground force 

. ' 

· Jnstal latfons could be lower tf based on ·the;tentatlve Israel t plan to · 
transfer one of the two Sinai regular dtvtstons to the reserves; It also 
could be reduced by taking advantage of the fact that many of the 
structures are relocatable. The other Sinai airbases, all small, are 
not costed stnce no alrcr•ft are pern,anently deployed there and the bases 

. probably wlll not be replicated; cost$ for any possible replication of the 
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J-1 early warning station have not been estimated. Costs of pro~ 
vlding water and power are Included but are especially uncertain. 

The estimates. take tnto account geQgraphlc locatlon, Inflation .(at 
US rates), ·time compression (three year design and construction · 
period), and other factors; but the uncertalnltles are necessarily 
large. In particular, If .the constructlon ttme ·was shortened from 
three to two years, costs might rise by as much as 50%. · Also some 

·degree of In-country procurement of material and labor ts Inevitable 
and, given Israel's high Inflation rate, this will drive costs up. 

I can provide further details on these estimates If you wish. 

~-u~ .... r•~<t.."'«-...... --
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COSTING APPROACH 

These cost estimates were derived by adjusting what It would 
cost to replicate the Sinai faelllties In the United States by 
factors for 1) geographic location, 2) cost growth, 3) data 
reliability, 4) contingencies and admln1stratlon, and 5) spec1al 
conditions. 

Normally, these factors are based on experience tn similar loca
tions and circumstances. In this case, we have no direct 
experience of this sort In Israel; therefore the above factors 
are prelimlnary only. The location factor used Is an estimate 
based primarily on experience In Saudi Arabia, and adjusted for 
expected cost and productivity differences between Saudi Arabia 
and Israel. Likewise, special condition factors are estimates 
of .adjustments needed for unique site charaeterlst1cs (remoteness, 
etc.)', time compress Ion, and for avallabll lty of skll led labor. 
All of these estimated factors will be refined followlng our 
assessment team's visit during the next several week. 

The cost growth factor underlying this estimate assumes an annual 
Inflation rate of 6.5 percent, which ts significantly less than 
Israel's Inflation rate of about 42 percent. In view of the over
heated nature of the Israeli economy, and at least the lsraelts• 
belief that the Sinai withdrawal will exacerbate this condition, 
the final costs of the proj~ct will be very sensitive to how much 
of the resources will be provided from within Israel, and how much 
wiH be available from external sources. If the US were to provide 
all resources, then the co~t growth factor of 6.5 percent might be 
reasonable and the Jocatlon factor could be reduced. If, on the 
other hand, a significant portion of the resources are to come from 
the Israeli e~qnomy, the estimates are·,probably liow; 

Finally, the estimates assume a three year design-construction 
period. Costs might well be as much as 50% higher If this period 
were compressed to two years. : 
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December 16, 1978 

HEHORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
. . • ' ·. 

.SUBJECT; ·Relocatl_ng lsraelt Al rbase~ frem the Stnat to tf\e N.egev 

At Camp David you Indicated that, subject to C~ngresslonat approval of 
the necessary funds, that the United States would help In the relocation to 
the Negev of Israel ls two Stnal airbases at Et tam ~nd Etzlon, In pursuance 
of this agreement. on September 28, 1978, I sent a letter to Israel's defense 
minister proposing that our two governments consult on .the.scope and costs 
of the_two new airbases. In November 1978. I sent .a . survey team to Israel 
to· begin these consultations. A sununary of the team•s report ls attach~d. .. . 

. . 
Elta~ and ~.tzl'on p_resently ae~date ~p ~o four al rcraft .:sq~~c$rons. 

( 12Q p 1 anes.) • Is rae 11 p 1 ans had. ca 1 ~ ed for expansion_ .-to fi v~ -squadrons 
in ·.1979 _wlth. ·subsequent further expansion to an eventual 8 squadrons. · . · 
Israel ts asking for U.S. assistance In building airbases to accomniocf~te 
5 squadrons withln three years. This would require constructing three 
bases~ given the available land In the Negev. The cost would-~ about. 
$1.5 billton. · · .. , 

. . 
I recommend we confine any assistance on our part to no more than the 

basing. of the It squadrons now at Eltam and Etzion. and 1.~ave to lsra~l the . 
full expense of any expansion. This would entail construction at two sites 
In the Negev (Ovda and Matred) rather than three. The cost for construction 
of the two bases, accomnodatlng two squadrons eac:h, would be. $988 ml1.11on· 
for operatlo.-.al facll I ties and $57 mll llon for necessary· (family· 'hous·lng and 
recreattona) facllltles for exan,p_le)' but non-~_1sston ~ssentlal° faclll.t,les~: _. 
for a total of $1.045 blllton~ 'This does not' Include costs for.off-base . 
lnfrastruciu~ a~d ·related expenses 0

S!JCh as raai iconsfruetft.n an'ci ma·intenan~~ 
ut.11 Jtt'es. port and tenntnal expenses; and the like., whlch we have assumed 
Israel would bear. One way we could reduce the U.S. contribution · 
(alternative forms of which are discussed later In this memo) below $1 billion 
would be by agreeing to fund only the operationally essential factl i_tle~ 
($988 mlllton). These costs Include Inflation based on the assumption of 
construction over the three year period CY 1979-81. · 

If the two new airbases are to be operationally ready in -three years . 
it will be necessary for DoD to undertake overall management responsibfllty 
and to use accelerated construction techniques; Israel lacks the management· 
experience to comple~e the task In, three years. Also., a non-Israel I con
struction firm will be required to· do the work because Israeli fi·rms lack 
both experience and capacity. Almost all the essential Ingredients --
management, equipment, manpower, materials -- will have to be impo~ted. 
If a U.S. contractor ts awar~ed the contract, the "bul~ of the money will . 'lJ 

be sp~nt tn the United States. -:z.sv-"""'-'l Doo. I - 3 )...' /7 7 J t'\{ 
J paeQ995' 3~o -f-1 -O'.)..() l-, l, O)< t:;7. =::.t;tt ,.,,z= !£> · _ · 
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The re~ulrement to have operationally-ready bases In three years Is 
a sub.sta~~lal task having Important budget and legislative lmpl I cations. 
If a treaty were signed ln December 1978, funds would be required as follows: 
$5 million lnmedlately for site Investigation and planning; 49.5% of total 
U.S. costs '(roughly $500 mlllton) by Harch 1979; 39.5% In FY 198~ and 
the remaining 10.5% In FY 1981. Thus, money for the first year must be 
from FY 1979 funds and available In March 1979, ff.the peace treaty Is 
signed this month. A delay In signing obviously would allow~ corresponding. 
delay In funding. 

There are, of course, varfous ways of reducing the cost to the United 
States either by cutting· back on the scope of the assistance or by the 
method of financing. The:fonner Is connected with broad political questions. 
As· to· the latter, there are at least three ways the costs could be funded: ' 

.· ·. t.. DI rect grant for the ful 1 amount. This Is the simplest and most 
convenient way to assure the construction Is funded adequately and on time, 
and therefore.holds open ·tha best prospect that. the "40rk would be completed 
on schedule. 

· 2.. FMS Credits C 01 "for tven" .; Israel now gets $1 bl 11 ton annually. 
This coul e Increase· or ·per. aps In part reprogrammed) for FY 1979-1981 
to cover the U.S. share of the airbase costs, I.e., of the total U.S. share 
of about $1 billion, Israel would recel.ve $500 mil lion as grant and the 
remainder as a long tenra loan on current FMS terms (no payment on prln~lpal 
for 10 years, pay.back over the next 20 years,prevatll_ng Interest rates)~ 

3. Long tem loan for the full amount. Th~ terms might correspond 
with the FMS loan arra~geme~ts, or be separately negotiated. 

The e:,xtent and method of assistance are matters ~hat w111 require your 
decision, and you may want to reexamine them In the light of recent events. 
I am_undertaktng on a close-hold basis the necessary preparatory work so 
that we are ready· when you decide, and when a peace treaty ts In hand, to 
complete negotiations with Israel and to prepare and support legislation 
before the Congress. DoD personnel have been Instructed to ma·ke no COlll'lllt
ments to the ·1sraelts on amount, or nature of assistance. and I believe 
they_ have observed those Instructions. 

Attachment: 
Survey Team Report.(draft) (,) 5 \l!,,c.· s,i 
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To Harold Brown 

THE WHlTE HOL:SE 

W.\Sl-11:--GTO:-- 1<, / '1'/"1 'f 

The immediate purpose of your trip is to restore 
and reinforce confidence in the United Stat~s 
among our friends in the region •. In doing so, 
you should begin to lay the basis for security 
collaboration among the U.S. and key states in 
the region -- Israel, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and 
Jordan. Consistent with our strategy in the peace 
negotiations, we should be aiming for a situation 
in which Egypt and Israel are not isolated from 
the rest of the region. 

To that end, you should place very high emphasis 

(! 

on the need for the rapid conclusion of an Egyptian
Israeli peace treaty as the first step in a wider 
process of Israeli-Arab accommodation. You should 
make it clear that our ability to develop regional 
cooperation will be severely handicapped, and per
haps even negated, by continued Israeli-Arab hos
tility. That hostility intensifies internal strains 
in the Arab countries, contributes to growing radi
calization, and opens doors to the reentry of the 
Soviet Union. You should, therefore, indicate that 
the United States expects a forthcoming attitude 
from our friends on this issue in order to facilitate 
greater regional cooperation on wider strategic 
matters. 

With the foregoing as a key point of departure, you 
should forcefully express our recognition of the 
strategic importance of the region, its strategic 
location, its vital resources, and its crucial role 
in establishing healthy patterns of internal develop
ment and North-South relations. Make it clear that 
we see the region to be under serious threat from 
Soviet power which is systematically exploiting in
ternal instability as well as regional conflicts. 
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With or without a grand plan, determined Soviet 
efforts, as evidenced in the Horn of Africa, the 
PDRY, and Afghanistan, now abetted by turmoil in 
Iran, could lead to general disorder or the impo
sition of dominant Soviet influence, which the 
o.s. and its friends cannot tolerate. 

To counter these threats, the United States sees 
the need for an integrated strategy for regional 
security to which it is prepared to make a strong 
political and military contribution. This strategy 
should be comprised of several elements: 

-- Rapid progress in bringing peace between Israel 
and her Arab neighbors, first and foremost between 
Israel and Egypt, but in a manner which progress
ively draws support from Arab moderates for sub
sequent peace negotiations. 

-- New forms of bilateral and multilateral collab
oration in security management, including military 
assistance, intelligence cooperation, and contin
gency planning. 

-- Increased U.S. military presence in the region, 
possibly including increased naval presence and new 
collaboration on basing arrangements. You should 
explore reactions to possible forms of enhanced 
U.S. presence, without making any specific conunit
ment at this point. Upon your return, I expect a 
full report on steps that can be taken to strengthen 
our position in the area. 

-- Concerted measures to counter radical forces that 
now provide a base for the intrusion of Soviet 
influence. 

-- Cooperation in oil matters that builds on the 
common interest of the U.S., its allies, and the 
region's moderate states in security and economic 
development. 

You should emphasize our conviction that a new 
strategy for peace and security in the region will 
require new policies on the part of the U.S. and 
the govermnents of the region, demanding the re
solve to effect them at home and internationally. 
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We will do our part, but will expect in return en
hanced cooperation from each of the states that you 
will be visiting. · 

Saudi Arabia 

In addition to a review of regional security along 
the lines indicated above, you should discuss with 
the Saudis the nature of the "special" relationship 
they say they desire. You should seek their views 
on specific security concerns. At their initiative, 
this could include discussion of oil field security. 
You should.agree to more systematic security consul
tations, including the possibility of some joint 
contingency planning directed at threats from Soviet 
surrogates in the region. 

In conversations with Saudi leaders it should be 
emphasized that it is vital that American policy 
have the support of the Congress and the American 
people. You should note that it is a reality of 
our political system that the success of our coopera
tion with them on security issues is dependent in 
considerable measure on u.s.-saudi cooperation in 
the peace process and on economic issues. 

With regard to specific arms transfer issues, you 
should indicate that a decision on air munitions 
will be made by me after my conversations ~ith 
Fahd. You might also indicate to the Saudis that, 
subject to my final approval after the Fahd visit, 
we expect to continue with the modernization pro
gram for two Army brigades and four National Guard 
battalions. Following the discussions with Fahd, 
I will review also the issue of nominal FMS credits 
for third country military assistance. 

Egypt 

President Sadat believes that Egypt can play a con
structive regional role in support of moderate states 
and in limiting Soviet influence, provided a peace 
treaty with Israel can be achieved and Egypt receives 
.American support. Egyptian leaders should be en
couraged to think realistically in these terms, 
consistent with their objective of alleviating 
Egypt's economic problems, and to focus on specific 
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situations, such as Sudan, Oman, the Emirates, and 
Yemen where an Egyptian contribution to security 
may be possible. We should seek to initiate the 
development of a close U.S.-Egyptian security rela
tionship for the post-treaty environment. It is 
particularly important that the Egyptian~ understand 
that our ability to sustain a long-term security 
relationship with Egypt depends upon peace with 
Israel. 

With regard to specific arms transfer issues, you 
can offer to send a survey team to survey Egyptian 
air defense requirements; .indicate to the Egyptians 
that the United States will review the question of 
FMS in the light of regional developments; and that 
I am prepared to consider favorably the sale of 800 7 
APCs for Egypt in the context of progress on the 
Israeli-Egyptian'peace treaty. You should make the 
Egyptians understand the congressional sensitivity 
on this point, and reiterate again the connection 
between regional security and Israeli-Arab acconuno
dation. 

Israel 

In your meetings with Israeli leaders, you should 
provide assurance that the U.S. commitment to Israel's 
security remains firm. You should seek to gain under
standing of Israeli perspectives of their security 
problems, especially those that would arise from a 
reduced military presence in the West Bank and Gaza. 
You should also encour~ge Israeli leaders to develop 
a regional. approach to security matters, building on 
the common interests of Israel and the moderate Arab 
states in limiting hostile Soviet and radical in
fluences within the area. The critical relation
ship between the Arab-Israeli peace process and 
regional security should be emphasized. 

On specific bilateral issues, you should: 

l. Convey the conclusions of the survey for the 
relocation of two Israeli air bases from the Sinai, 
but without commitment as to the extent or terms 
of U.S. financial assistance; 

2. Agree in principle to provide equipment and tech
nical_a._ifsistance in overcoming the loss of intelli- · ... 

· ·gence and early warning stemming from Sinai withdrawal, 
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the details to be developed in the course of ongoing 
security consultations. 

3. The air base relocation aside, avoid any commit
ment i~ regard to Israeli requests for FY 1980 finan
cial assistance in excess of the $1 billion in FMS 
and $785 million in security supporting assistance. 

4. You can indicate to the Israelis that I am pre-
pared to consider favorably the sale of 960 APCs and ? 
200 Howitzers in ... t.he context of progress on the Israeli
Egyptian peace treaty. You should make ·the Israelis 
understand the congressional sensitivity on this point, 
and reiterate again the connection between regional 
security and Israeli-Arab accommodation. 

Jordan 

King Hussein will he seeking both general assurance 
of American support and specific commitments to supply 
arms of greater sophistication. You should encourage 
him to adopt a supportive role toward the peace nego
tiations, particularly as they turn to the west Bank/ 
Gaza issues. You should also open the prospect of 
greater U.S. assistance in meeting his legitimate 
security needs in the future as Jordan becomes more 
actively involved in the peace process. You should 
specifically: 

1. Discuss Jordan's security requirements now and 
during a period of protracted negotiations about the 
future of the West Bank, reaffirming our commitment 
to continue with military modernization programs 
which have already been agreed. 

2. Agree to consider Jordan's additional defense 
needs, but without commitment to a favorable outcome. 

3. Agree to continue detailed defense consultations 
through the existing Joint Military Cormnission in 
the spring with regard to Jordan's future security 
requirements. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

February 19, 1979 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Middle East Trip Report 

You know from my personal messages about the highlights 
of my meetings with Sadat, Begin, Dayan, Weizman, Hussein and 
the Saudi Princes. I will therefore confine this report to a 
general assessment and some suggestions for future action. 

Conclusions 

My overall conclusions are these. First, we must press 
forward as quickly as possible to an Israeli-Egyptian accord. 
Time _~_p~~bab_ly_ .!.~J?.JAg __ ~gainst succe:?.?. To make this step 
~adat ·aigestible to the other -modera~~ -.Arabs, we need to 
do three things besides portraying the treaty as part of a 
process designed to achieve a compreh~nsive peace: be forth
coming on regional economic development; be forthcoming on 
arms supplies, although not nearly to the extent of the 
announced demands; and find some form of US military presence 
which will provide reassurance without carrying the political 

·burdens of a presence so intrusive as a US military base. 

These actions will also lay a basis for a greater degree 
of regional security cooperation, with US support. That co
operation will come, if at all, on an evolutionary basis un
less the perception of the threat intensifies. All the 
countries were concerned about the events in Iran; but there 
was no panic and, indeed, less anxiety than I had expected. 
None of the leaders thought we should do more than ·~ait and 
see" on Iran for the moment. 

My second conclusion is that the most likely threats lie 
in internal violence supported from across borders or from 
internal political, economic, and social instability. The 
first will hardly, and the second not at all, be cured by 
major military hardware, which can however inhibit direct 
aggression across borders. We need to promote regional 
security cooperation, particularly where there is a threat 
from a Soviet surrogate as in North Yemen, and perhaps Oman, 
from the PDRY. · And we need to continue forcefully to assert 
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our willingness and ability to oppose direct Soviet aggression 
in the area. But most important of all, we need to do our best 
to forestall development of internal instability. Our influence 
is necessarily limited on this score, but the steps outlined 
above may help to enhance it. In particular, assistance in 
sensible economic development is needed. Several leaders 
stressed in private that this took_priority over arms, though 
this wisdom did not extend to moderating their own long lists 
of arms requests. 

My trip had four main objectives. Pursuant to your instruc
tions, the first was to restore confidence among the moderate 
states that the United States understands the dangers to the 
region and intends to act to protect its interests. This was 
achieved. But there will be backsliding unless we now follow 
through on the commitment to play a more active role in the 
Middle East -- in frustrating Soviet interference, in display
ing some modest presence of our own, and in cooperating more 
actively with the moderate states in security terms. 

The.second objective was to stimulate the development of 
a general strategy for the region. I outlined the major ele
ments: close cooperation between the.United States and the 
individual states, concerted actions among moderate states, 
bilateral politico-military consulfations about hypothetical 
contingencies, a potentially greater US military presence, 
cooperation on economic issues (oil) and economic assistance, 

.. and, above all, rapid progress on Arab-Israeli peace. 

In response, the countries' 1¢aders acknowledged a com
monality of interest. However, not surprisingly, the Arabs 
do not see Israel as having a regional security role,and tend 
also to criticize each other's·efforts. Several urged a US 
military presence in other countries "which are weak and need 
i t 11 but see it as a lightning rod in their own (the exception 
was Israel, which would welcome such a presence for reasons 
both plain and, to us, unattractive). It is quite obvious as 
well that each country views US interest in promoting regional 
security as a lever to obtain more US arms for itself. This 
presents opportunities for the United States as well as prob
lems, for we may be able over time to establish some degree of 
implicit linkage between bilateral arms supply relations and 
regional cooperation. 

The third objective was to emphasize the peace process, 
and its importance for regional strategy. I did this at each 
stop. I pressed hard the argument that sustained progress 
toward peace would make an essential contribution to the 
security of the region. While all professed dedication to 

S~CREl/SENSilIVB DECLASSIFIED IN FULl 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: MAR O. 6 2017 

340



- ,~·. -- --·- -- __ -----_ ---=------------------- --

• , 

• 

• 

' 

•' I 3 
6~GRli:P/SIUISITll!s I 

i , 

peace, recognized the threat to stability posed by its absence, 
and wished to exclude the Soviets from the negotiations, reac
tions to the Camp David Agreements were along pr~~ictable lines. 

Sadat and the Israelis are wedded to the Camp David process,· 
but holding to their positions that progress be on th~ir terms. 
Each is seeking maximum reward in US security support ·as an 
incentive for moving forward. Hu$sein· and tpe Saudis are con
vinced that the Camp David pro~ess carries mor~ immediate 
danger than eventual safety. They appear to have no construc
tive·, practical alternatives and have difficulty focusing on 
the threat that stalemate in the peace process poses to their 
security. Neither wants to close the door completely -- their 
desire fo.r our support in security matters precludes this · -
but they both seem to be hoping somehow that the moment of 
decision will go away. I believe concentration on Gaza with 
respect to the autonomy issue would be a good tac~ic. 

. The final objective was to strengthen bilateral relation
ships. Overall, I sought to convey the idea that a comprehen
sive peace settlement and other forms of defense cooperation 
are far more important to regional security and well-being 
than additional arms. I qade. ver.y few commitments, handling 
most requests by undertaking to consider them on my return to 
Washington or to arrange for US teams to survey requirements 
or make staff visits in order to arrange for US teams to survey 

·· ·requirements or make staff visits in order to examine the need 
in greater depth. In some cases, I was frank in warning them 
not to expect approval. 

In the main, however, offers of consultations and joint 
planning and intelligence exchange were welcomed but were not 
enough. We wer·e judged in this functional area by how favor· 
ably we responded to arms r~quests. My approach was all right 
as a stop gap but will not work for more than a few months. 
No one was satisfied. E~eryone had his ii.At~ Saudi Arabia 
renewed earlier requests for advanced systems, such as the XMl 
tank, without addressing quantities or timing. Jordan pre· 
sented a $Z billion plan for filling shortfalls and for force 
modernization, including F-16 aircraft and ROLAND missiles. 
Israel scrapped MATMON C, substituting a new eight-year force 
development plan for equipment which could cost $6-8 billion. 
The new plan does cut back significantly on MATMON C's planned 
force expansion and is said to be 20-25\ less expensive, but 
most of the savings appear to be in the later years. Egypt 
listed equipment which would total $15-20 billion, in effect 
an "Americanization" of Egyptian forces . 
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I'm sure none of these nations expected us to respond fully 
to their requests. We cannot ignore them, however. I believe we 
should now approve military hardware items at a somewhat faster 
rate. (w~thout increasing dollar levels where iredit is involved) 
fhan we have in the .recent past for Israel, Jordan and· -Saudi 
Arabia. I believe we need to plan for a sharply increased 
arms supply to Egypt, including FMS credits, although not to 
anything like the extent of Egypt's full request. The Egyptians 
have a genuine self-defense need to reverse the continuing de
cay of their military forces flowing from loss of Soviet sup
port. And, with Iran gone, Egypt's role in regional security 
becomes more important; no other country in the region can play 
a comparable role. The expanded relationship must, of course, 
be paced by the peace talks; our survey teams will tide us 
over until May-June. Also, we will face a difficult task in 
adjusting Egyptian appetites downward to fit the threat. and 
competing economic development needs. 

You also asked that I report on the view of the regional 
states toward a greater US military presence. Israel favors a 
US presence, preferably one in Israel, but even one in the Arab 
states would be all right with the~. Dayan and Weizman raised 
the possibility of our t~king over the Sinai air bases. Weizman 
distinguished between a naval base at Haifa, which hi said would 
not be antagonistic in an Arab-Israeli context, and other kinds 
of ground or air bases which would be. 

Neither.Egypt nor Saudi Arabia wants a base on its soil, 
although they might acquiesce in ·a·US base in some other Arab 
country. Sadat thinks a US base would be a sign of Egyptian 
weakness and showed no interest in a US presence in the Sinai. 
The Saudis did not think direct Soviet military action suffic
iently likely to warrant the political risks to them that, in 
their view, would follow from a major US military presence. 
Some Saudis thought a US presence somewhere else in the Gulf 
was worth considering, but it is by no means clear this represents 
a consensus. 

It may be that, on reflection, one or more of the Arab 
countries may be interested in a form of US presence less 
intrusive than a military base, such as periodic aircraft de
ployments, joint exercises, and the like. It may be that we 
can develop arrangements for use of ·facilities in a crisis, 
perhaps with some pre-positioning of critical items. This 
would give us some of the military advantages of a base with 
fewer of its political bur"dens. We will l<farn more about this 
as our security consultations progress. 

............... ~. ·-···· 
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There remain two other "presence" questions. First, 
the possibility 0£ base facilities in another country, such 

s 

as Oman. In 1977 Oman agreed in principle to our use of 
Masirah, the former British base, but at a very high cost. I 
did not get a clear view of Saudi Arabia's or Egypt's attitude 
on sue~ a base, although I understand Crown Prince Fahd had 
expressed reservation about the idea in late 1976. We should 
examine this further within our government and perhaps with 
Saudi Arabia, to see whether the question should now be re
opened with Oman. More importantly, I believe we ought to 
promote assistance from moderate Arab states to Oman to replace 
the capability withdrawn by Iran. The sooner this is done, 
the more South Yemen will be discouraged from seriously con
sidering renewed efforts against Oman. 

Second is the question of increasing US military presence 
off-shore. I believe we should carefully consider augmenting 
the Middle East Force (which now consists of 3 ships) and 
expanding the facilities on Diego Garcia. This is not for 
purposes of r.eassuring the moderate Middle East· states, who 
showed little interest. Rather, its justification would rest 
on broader gee-political grounds or on improvement in our 
rapid deployment capability. I will send you a separate 
memorandum on this. 

• 
My impressions of the military capabilities of these 

~ countries can be only very sketchy ones, but I'll give them 
·anyway. 

• 

Israe1 1 i forces are very cap~ble, very tough, and very 
ready. · In a short war with Egypt and Jordan, they should 
n~ve no trouble winning, but could .take casualties substantial 
for their small population. I have no way to judge their 
expressed strong concern about Syrian ·and Iraqi capability 
(the latter is touted in many of the countries of the region 
as the coming military power) but I hypothesize that during 
the next few years this would not change the outcome. 

Egypt's forces have rather good morale, are quite large, 
and claim to be ready. I doubt the last, and their denials 
of equipment unreadiness are undercut by their expressed 
concerns about spare parts. They are competent technically 
and professionally. I think they'd do well against any-
one in the area except the Israelis, if we help them solve 
their equipment problems. 
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The Jordanians show spit and polish, are probably well 
trained (I saw only the honor guard!) but their forces are both 
small and very modestly equipped. They probably have consider
able defensive·capability, but would be wise to stay out of 
offenstve operations. They can make a useful military advisory 
contribution in the Peninsula (there are said to be about 1500 
Jordanian military personnel seconded to various countries in 
the Gulf and North Yemen). 

The Saudis, though they are moving ahead toward a profes
sional air force, seem to me a military zero at this time. 

Recommendations 

Our assurances of greater US interest and involvement are 
perishable. We need to follow through: 

1. By means of the follow-on security consultations with 
the four countries to which I have agreed, we should: 

(a) Further explore forms. of US presence -- short of 
permanent bases -- which would be politically acceptable to 
host nations and militarily useful to the United States in 
deterring Soviet adventurism or enhancing our cap~·~ility for 
rapid deployment of US forces in a crisis . 

(b) Lay the basis for multinational regional security 
cooperation. We should concentrate on situations where sta
bility is threatened by Soviet surrogates, in particular North 
Yemen and potentially Oman. 

2. We should modestly step up the pace of our arms supply 
approvals within present dollar levels with Israel, Jordan, 
and Saudi Arabia. In the case of Egypt, we should substan
tially increase our program, post-treaty, both quantitatively 
and by extending significant FMS credits. We should not, however, 
lend our assistance to force structure expansion in any of the 
four countries, and we should in particular encourage post
treaty force structure reduction in Egypt in exchange for our 
help in modernizing its forces. In Saudi Arabia we should 
encourage the development over time of a more professional 
army, not based solely on heavy and sophisticated equipment, 
but equipped and tailored to the environment and the Saudi 
capabilities to absorb. We should recognize that, at least in 
the case of the Army, the prospects for real military capa
bility are very limited. 
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3. · We should not encourage at this stage build-up of 
arms in the ~ulf states. This issue needs further analysis. 

4. The most serious threat to security is likely to 
be internal instability. We should review in depth our 
assessment of the political, economic and social conditions 
in Saudi Arabia, Egypt and the Gulf states to make sure 
our policies are best designed to minimize the development 
of internal instability in those countries. Th~s is par
ticularly important in the case of Saudi Arabia, for reasons 
that are self-evident. It is also true in Egypt, where former 
MOD Gamasy told me privately he is worried about the effects 
on Army morale and attitudes of an eroding economic position 
military personnel experience in their personal lives. Where 
we have to make a choice we should give priority to economic 
assistance designed to promote internal stability over arms 
transfers. 

5. We should plan further speeches and statements -
by you and others -- built around the themes of my visit. 
This declaratory policy will help maintain momentum and 
credibility. In doing this, we shou.ld recognize that de
claratory policy is no substitute for action and, indeed, 
can be counterproductive~£ not matched with concrete imple
menting steps . 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

SUBJECT: 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Your Middle East Trip Report 

Attached is a copy of your Middle East trip report to the 
President. I thought you would want to see his conunent .. 

Zbigniew Brzezinski 

Attachment 
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SUBJECT: Supply of Arms to Egypt and Israel in Cormection 1rith the 
Peace Treaty 

During our trip I discussed the supply of anns and_other facilities 
and services and their ft.mding with Egyptian Minister of Defense Kamal Ali 
and with Israeli :Minister of Defense Ezer Weizman. With the Egyptians, I 
described an implied release, after a peace treaty was concluded, of a 
number of equipment i terns (Tab A) , with USG financing of $1. 0 to $1. S bil
lion over three years. The funding would be part cash, part R-1S credits, 
the mix and tenns to be detennined. With the Israelis, I indicated that. 
in the case of a peace treaty, we would make certain equipment items avail
able (Tab B) and would assist in the relocation of air bases from the Sinai 
to the Negev. The total funds ·wou1d (in addition to the current annual 
$1. 785 billion) be $2.0 to $2.S billion over three years. Again, the mix 
of grants, credits, and sales was to be detemined. With both, I stressed 
that the U.S. Government was prepared to make these conmitments in the con
text of the Peace Treaty and subject to consultation with and approval of 
Congress. (Weizman will be :in· Washington Friday for discussions on this 
subject.) · . ._ .. 

Financing will be critical to accomplishment of these conmi:bnents. 
1he options for financing as I see them now are as follows: 

Egypt ($1.S billion) 

Tenns: credits 

cash 

Israel ($2.S billion) 

Tenns: grants 

FMS credits 

Other loans 

.,: ' "' -· r. l O "'O,... 1·:, " . l.> .,.. L; -' I -< ,, 

401 ($0.6B) 

60% ($0.9B) 

none 

·, $2.0B 

$0.SB 

OPTIONS 

B 

50% ($0. 75B) 

50% ($0.75B) 

$1.0B 

$1.SB 

none 

.c 

601 ($0.9B) 

401 ($0.6B) 

•• 
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We should begin negotiations on a conservative level of U.S. com
mitment, but be prepared. to move to a level.you now decide on. For 
Israel, I would strongly recommend that you decide now that we will be 
prepared to seek grant aid for the airbase relocation, in the amount of 
Sl.O billion. Since the U.S. intends to perfonn all the work on the 
contract, much of this amount would be spent in the United States and 
not adversely impact on balance of payments. 11le rest, $1.S billion, 
would be FMS credits (of which half is customarily forgiven). This 
extra $1. S billion could be spent, in a mix to be determined by the 
Israelis, among equipment, extras for 'the relocated airbases,, and other 
Sinai relocation costs. For Egypt, I recamnend a 50-50 creclit-!=ash . 
split. The cash for sales would have to be fcn.md by them, presumably 
from Saudi Arabia, though this is chancy given likely violent Arab League 
-reactions to the Peace Treaty. We could also seek grants from other 
western countries and from Japan. If Egypt obtains such a Saudi or other 
grant, then their tenns would be equivalent to the terms we extend Israel 
for FMS credits, i.e., half forgiven. .Alternatively, we might' extend 
:Egypt the FMS terms {half forgiven, the rest paid over 20 years beginning 
10 years later, at conmercial interest terms) that we customarily provide 
Israel. 

'Dle total package shown amounts to $4. 0 billion over the three year 
period, al though the amounts required to be appropriated would be much 
less. Toe first year costs and their financ:ing will ha.ve to be determmed 
based on hew quic:lcly we can ge1; programs going. We can envisage, for 
instance, that an Egyptian program, front-loaded, might require $300 
million in S1S financing: in the first year. The airbase relocation will 
require as mw:h as $500 million in the first year, in order to .insure 
canpletion within the three year limit. These would require an FY 1979 
supplemental to get going, while other initial costs might be accomplished 
by a c:hange in the FY' 1980 budget proposal. 

The U.S. Government will also need to consider economic aid £or Egypt. 
Egypt's economy is not :in good shape,· and such aid might be very important 
to Sadat's political survival. He may·well:- have difficulty in obtainiDg 
contimled assistance from other .Arab states, including Saudi Arabia, which 
in the past has mnmmtecl to around $500 million a year in non-military aid. 

Reconmendation: That you authorize me to negotiate financial ar.range
ments (coverll'lg a three year period) with Israel and Egypt up to, but not 
exceeding the following: 

a. Israel: 

b. Egypt: 

$1.0 grant assistance for airbase construction (Israel 
would pay all costs above this amount), and $1. 5 billion 
FMS (half forgiven) credit. 

·, 
$750 million (none forgiven) FM.S credit, and 
$750 million in cash sales to be financed. by others. 
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EG'iPT: EQUIPMFNT 
$ Million 

INDICATED AS Lil<ELY TO BE AVAILABLE (but requiring 
choices among them by the Egyptians to stay 
within l.SB$) 

One cruiser { the .ALBANY) 

Up to four Gearing Class Destroyers {two for 
active service; two for cannibalization if 
necessary). 

34.5 

34.7 

Reasonable quantities of Armored Personnel 125.0 
Carriers (e.g., 1000) c.t...+ ~ ~ 

Twelve I-Hawk missile batteries 

.Additional P-5 aircraft {SO) 

Additional C-130 aircraft (20) 

Clf-47 "Chinook" helicopters (40) 

Pressure test of Egyptian Soviet-built 
submarine bulls 

500.0 

500.0 

230.0 

350.0 

12.0 

Technical Data Package £or retrofitting current 300.0 
Egyptian tanks 

TO BE ccwsmERED: 

F-4 airCTaft m moderate numbers (35) 

One or two diesel submarines (Guppy type ar Tang class) 

1llRNED OOWN: 

F-15 or F-16 aircraft 

Attack helicopters 

M60 tanks RPa1~ determined to be Unclassified 
ev,ewed Chief RDD WHS 

IAW EO 13526 Section 3 5 
Date: ' · 
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ISRAEL: EQUI~1ENT 

INDICATED >S LIKELY TO BE AVAIL~LE 

Acceleration of 55 F-16 aircraft. but keeping the same 
original total of 75, with deliveries to begin in 
January 1980 uistead of .April 1981. 

600 AC?-1-65B (MAVERICK) Precision-guided bombs 

600-AIM-9L air-to-air missiles 

200 M60A3 Tan.ks 

800 Mll3 Armored Persormel Carriers 

200 Ml0.9 Annored Self-Propelled Howitzers 

14 Phalanx Close-bl-Weapon Systems 

24.0 

56.0 

231.0 

108.0 

33.2 

65.0 

15.0 

TABB 

4 Encapsulated. Harpoon Fire Control Systems 

Intelligence and Early Warning Equipment lndef. . ·- ..... . 

TO BB OJNSIDERED: 

Adding to the 75 an additional nl.DDber of F-16 aircraft 500.0 
up to SS for a total up to 130. 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 
330-82-0205, Box 9, Folder Egypt (Jan-Jul) 1979.

~ --' -.---------------------'---------------------------

\. -SECRET -
THE SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON . D C . 20301 

2 3 MAR 1979 

His Excellency 
General Kamal Hassan Ali 

61J.,r,{,,5~ 

Office of the Secretary of Defense ~ 
Chief, ROD, ESD, WHS 

Minister of Defense and War Production 
General Commander of the Armed For~es 
Arab Republic of Egypt 

Date: {)61'fcll'~O\\, Authority: EO 13526 
Declassify: X Deny in Full: __ _ 
Declassify in Part: ___ _ 

Dear Mr. Minister: 
Reason:;-=:----~=--------
MDR: 1"1- -M- OC\~0 

In the context of the peace treaty between Egypt and 
Israel, the United States is prepared to enter into an ex
panded security relationship with Egypt with regard to the 
sales of military equipment and services and the financing 
of at least a portion of those sales, subject to such Con
gressional review and approvals as may be required. 

With respect to financing, the President is prepared 
to recommend to Congress that the United States provide 
military equipment and services during the next three years 
of a value of $1.5 billion, with up to $500 million annuaily 
in Foreign Military Sales (FMS) credits. The credits will 
be made available on the following terms: current interest 
rates 7 a ten-year deferment of payments on principal, and 
twenty years to repay the loan thereafter. 

The United States is prepared in general to supply the 
items of equipment we discussed and which are listed in a 
classified attachment to this letter. In this connection, 
the United States agrees to dispatch teams to Egypt in the 
very near future to survey and discuss Egyptian needs for naval 
forces, air defenses~ and ground force armored and other vehic
les. The United States is also pleased to receive an Egyptian 
team in Washington in the near future to discuss the needs of 
the Egyptian Air Force. 

Sincerely, 

Attachment rj) 
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The United States is prepared to approve the sale of the foliowing equipment 
and services to Egypt: 

- Jet Training Aircraft (e.g., of the T-38 type) 

10 Additional C-130 aircraft. 

16 CH-53 Helicopters. 

Aircraft ECM Pods. 

12 Improved Hawk Batteries-

4 TPS-59 Three-Dimensional Radars. 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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4 Destroyers of the US Gearing Class, henceforth to be referred 
to as 11 frigates. 11 

Harpoon and Phalanx Weapons Systems for Installation on Frigates, 
number to be determined. 

Pressure testing of diesel submarine hulls. 

Boo M113 Armored Personnel Carriers. 

Technical Data Package to Upgrade T-54 and T-55 Tanks. 

Lorries and Tractors, number to be determined. 

The United States is willing to consider favorably the following items of 
equipment, subject to further discussion and definition: 

F-4 Phantom Aircraft 

Radars for detecting low-flying aircraft, of a type to be determined 
by the Air Defense Survey. 

Diesel Submarines of the Guppy Type, following evaluation of the pro
gram for pressure testing existing Egyptian submarine hulls. 

AuxilJiary Equipment (e.g., Ground Radars, Communication Equipment, 
Forward and Side Looking Camera, Equi~ttent for Frogmen). 

Patrol Boats 

The United States also maintains its offers of the foliowing equipment: 

Cruiser (USS Albany) 

CH-47 Helicopters 

Additional F-5E Aircraft 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE rRESJDEN'l' 

SUBJECT: Milil'ary Assistance.for Egypt 
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You asked about the possibilities for enhanced military 
~·assistance for Egypt. We conclude that it is important for 

the Unitod St~tos to move beyond the immediate program of 
assistance agreed during the Treaty ne9,,otiatons. 

As you know, during Mubarak's June visit we undertook 
to develop a longer term (five year) military assistance 
plan with Egypt. We are now preparing for the first round 
o! talks in Cairo on this plan, with the aim of completing 
the plan by October 1st. In the planning process we will be 
reviewing Egypt's force structure and missions as well as 
equipment reguire1nents. It will be our aim to encourage 
Egypt to make reductions in its force structure and to limit 
equipment requirements to those needed for replacement and 
modernization of obsolete or unsupportable Soviet equipment. 
Wa will severely djscouragc force expansion • 

Moreover, wherever possible, we will encourage Egypt to 
make the most of the Soviet equipment it has now, and will 
offer technical assistance for this purpose. We are looking 
at ways to help Egypt's defense industries adapt and maintain, 
and otherwise kP.ep operating, Soviet equipment now in the 
Egyptian inventory. A DOD team bas already visited Egypt 
for this purpose. Wo expect to have specific proposals by 
October 1st. 

Nevertheless, some new equipment will be a contjnuing 
requirement, and we should be prepared to continue our 
financial and material help. In this regard we will b~ 
considering further FMS credits at about the $500 million 
per year level, beginning with the FY 1982 budget. This is 
the financial guide we propose to use in our long-term 
planning for Egypt. Such an approach would begin a proqram 
of regul~r military funding aid for Egypt outside the peace 
package. This aid would be similar, to but less than, 
the annual aid to Israel. ---
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We may have a problem with the public and Congress 
regarding an enhanced program. If we should propose to 
prov;de $500 million a year in further PMS ~redits beginning 
in FY 82, critics may argue that our one-time package was 
authorized for the period through FY 82. In addition, Israel 
might argue that our total economic and military.· assistance 

..programs for Egypt would be approaching parity with Israel's 
and~ therefore, might seek new increments for itself. We 
believe these are managaable problems. 

We have also considered the terms on which FMS credits 
are offered. At present we have agreed to finance military 
purchases over a 30 year period, with an initial ten year 
grace period on principal, but we believe that debt service 
will be a growing problem, depending on bow quickly, if at 
all, the economy prospers. It is preferable that military 
equipment be- given second Friori ty af.ter Egypt's economic 

... : de:velopment needs. 

So far as equipment releases are concerned, Egyptian 
requests for modern tanks, antitank helicopters, and advanced 
figh~cr aircraft cnuld run into regional balance or arms 
control problems on the Hill. While our sale of such articles 
to Eqypt may not be advisaJ)le now, we llily have to consider 
them in the longer term • ..i'he Egyptians would see any joint 
planning which omits such equipment as a serious indication 
that the U.fi. w:i.11 not. supPOrt Egyptian force modernization. 
The consultations we plan will give us an opportunity to 
channel Egypt1an d~Rires i~ directions we can politi?ally· 
manage. 

Our longer-ter:n planning will take place within our 
previously stated policy tbat the U.S. is prepared to provide 
a substantial amount of Egypt's military equipment needs, 

~ but not all. Egypt abould be encouraged to develop perhaps 
smaller but neverLhcless significant supply programs with 
Europeans and others to c~plement our own activities. 

·· -· . .l 

In carrying out this policy, we need to begin conditioning 
both Congress and the public to the faot that Egypt has 
legitimate defense requir~ents in addition ~o needs for 
support in jts Pconomic d&Velopment program and tpat both of 
these aspec:t!; of our effort serve U.S. national interests 
and aro closely int~rtwined. 

In our judgment, u.s.-Egyptian defense relationships 
are deve.loping in productive ways, al though the supply of 
equipment is naturally not as extensive, as inexpensive, or 
as fast as Egypt desires. 
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-- We wi11 deliver before October 6 the first of the 
F-4 aircraft, plus other equipment and, if Egypt makes a 
firm decision, a Gearing Class destroyer. These first 
deliveries are a high priority for Sadat and we have made 
every effort to make them available in time for this politically 
important date. 

-- We are exchanging a number of expert military teams 
on Egypt's high priority items, such as air defense. 

-- We have defined with Egypt the equipment priorities 
and delivery sch~du]P.s for the full $1.5 billion already 
agreed. 

~ 

We are starting work on the longer term plan decided 
above. While this will not initially provide commitments 
for financing and delivery, it will continue the military 
dialogue and help to cement defense relationships between 
our two countries. 

In addition we onrlier promised saaat and Ramal Ali 
that we would welcome the opportunity for close defense 
consultations. To that end we would expect to have annual 
meetings at the Defense Minister level and periodic staff 
consultations during the year. 

We believe we are well started on the road to enhanced 
defense relationship~ with Egypt. We will have to consult 
closely with congrP.ssional leaders as we go along. 

~\t.-':,.l.-55"-
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Date: MAR O 6 2017 . MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Egypt: Long TeTm Security Assistance Program 

At your request we sent you a memo on October 25 on 
long-term security rel&tions with Egypt. The first step in 
this long-term relation~hip, going beyond the initial $1.5 
billion peace treaty package, will be incorporated in your 
decision on the sum to be included for Egypt in the FMS 
budget for FY 1981. You indicated that you wanted this 
issue to be considered in the context of the overall FY 1981 
FMS budget and that is being done. 

Other decisions on the program for Egypt fall outside 
the FY 1981 budget framework, but must be taken before we 
proceed in planning with Egypt. These were posed in our 
earlier memorandum and include the issues of release of F-16 
aircraft and M-60 tanks, the limited use of cash flow financing 
to facilitate earlier de~veries, and the levels of financing 
for FY 1982 and thereafte·r. 

Tlie F-16 and M-60 programs would take the greater part 
of the financing we plan. These programs are responsive to 
the priority needs of Egyptian armed forces. We have singl~d 
out F-16 and M-60 because they represent first-line although 
not top of the line equipment we have for sale. The F-16 
seems to be the most practical alternative if we are to 
deliver any aircraft in the near future. Egypt feels strongly 
that F-Ss are not adequate against the threats they face. A 
putative successor to the F-5 would take too long to develop 
and result in a politically unacceptable delivery gap. We 
cannot prudently strip more F-4s from the U.S. Air Force. We 
do not believe for political and arms control reasons that 
we should sell more sophisticated aircraft like F-15 or F-18 
to Egypt. 

As for the M-60, we need to begin a program soon - by 
spring, 1980 - if a production line break is to be avoided. 
Some 900 of Egypt's force of 2l00 tanks are obsolescent 
(T-34s and T-54s), and our willingness to sell M-60s would 
begin to fill this gap. We also plan to work with the 
Egyptians to upgrade their T-SS tanks • 

.a, !. ,:
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Selected use of cash flow financing in FY 1980 and FY 
1981 would permit us to make an early start, adequately 
finance, and deliver in timely fashion M-60s and F-16s if 
you approve our sale of these items. We would use funds 
from the $1.5 billion ieace package which we would repay 
from financing appropriated in subsequent years • . 

Finally, we seek your deciilon on funding for FY 1982 
and the four years subsequent to.that. We have recommended 
a level of $800 million a year, based on our analysis of 
priority Egyptian needs. It would be difficult for us to 
plan a coherent program without your support for this annual 
level of financing. While we would not make a multi-year 
commitment to the Egyptians, it is essential to use notional 
levels in planning discussions with the Egyptians in order to 
keep their expectations within reasonable bounds and to permit 
rational planning. (Note that the F-16 and M-60 programs 
could take up to $3 billion of the $4.35 billion planned.) 

Since youT letter of June 7, lj79, to President Sadat 
indicating willingness to enter into a longeT term security 
assistance relationship, the Egyptians have been waiting 
patiently for us to make definitive planning proposals. We 
bad a meeting with them (in August) to obtain a better under
standing of their needs. This was followed by Vice President 
Mubarak's visit here in September. We urge you to make your 
decisions now so that we can meet our commitment to continue 
planning discussions with the Egyptians. 

-. ~ : .... : \ ;"; \, ... ~ 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Long-Tenn Military Relationship with Egypt 

Issue for Decision 

You asked for a decision paper exam1ning the implications 
of a long term milit~ assistance program for Egypt along 
the lines proposed by the ·pac, and alternatives. In this 
paper, we have taken into account. the budget impacts of 
continuing security assistance for Egypt,. as you requested. 

BACKGROUND 

Following Vice· President Mubarak's visit last June, you 
wrote to President Sadat suggesting that our two governments 
work closel.y to plan a longer-term.military supply relationship, 
in order that Egypt could satisfy a greater proportion of 
its military equipment needs over the next several years. 
You also indicated at that time the hope that Egypt would 
assign highest priority to economic development rather than 
to military programs. DOD began the planning process with 
Egypt in August. Based on its report of the results of ~is 
first exchange, the PRC met on September 20 to consider the 
issues and make some recomlilendations. 

The DOD report validated Egypt's priority military 
needs for the defense of its homeland. The analysis showed 
that whatever assistance we could provide within feasible 
financial assistance levels would not meet all their needs 
and would not create a significant threat to Israel; Egyptian 
force structure would in fact be less than that in the 1973-
79 period. It is also clear that, with the cessation of 
Soviet assistance earlier and Arab assistance at the time of 
the Peace Treaty, the US is seen by Egypt as not only chief 
supplier of military equipment but practically the only 
source of substantia1 credit assistance. In view of present 
political circumstances and Egypt's economic situation, the 
us is likely to remain in this position for a while to come. 

b.J-x 9
1 
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our decisions on the scope of a longer term arms supply 
relationship thus have significant politica1 content. This 
is true not only of the size of the program, but also its 
pace. The deliveries in the current "three-year" program 
are front-loaded. Therefore, if we simply phase in a five
year program after "the three-year program,• we will have a 
sev~re interim "delivery gap" of 2-3 years which will put a 
serious strain on our overall relationship. 

The PRC recommended a multi-year security assistance 
program for Egypt, involving $350 million in FMS credits in 
FY. 1981 and.$800 million annually for the five years thereafter, 
FY 1982-86, borrowing from the unspent portion of the $1.S 
billion peace package to assist earlier starts of selected 
new programs in order to minimize the gap in deliveries of 
equipment, and relying- on future appropriations to ensure 
full funding of approved programs. The PRC also recommended 
that we agree to sell F-16 aircraft and M60A3 tanks to 
~gypt, as well as~ few more F-4Es (i.e., about 15) if 
necessary. 

ihere are several issues that require your decision: 

The multi-year nature of the US commitment1 
Annual funding levels1 
Whether to begin additional funding in FY 1981; 
Use of "cash:..f1ow• financing: · 
Sale of F-16 aircraft and M60 tanks. 

· The Nature of ·the us Commitment 

With the Peace Treaty, the $1.5 billion FMS program, 
and your decision to enter into joint planning, we are 
already well on the road toward a long term security assistance 
relationship with Egypt. To move the planning process 
beyond this point, we need to indicate to Egypt what level 
of credits we might provide in future years. 

Given extensive and pressing Egyptian modernization 
needs, and the h~gh costs of the programs involved (e.g., 80 
F-l6s for $1.8 billion or 900 M60s for $1.2 billion), we 
would not be able to fully fund the most important programs 
with a single year's credits, nor delay the start of programs 
till the requisite credits had been accumu1ated. This means 
we must start selected major programs with available credits, 
e.g., drawing upon the unspent portion of the $1.5 billion 
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program, taking the risk that Congress will appropriate in 
subsequent years the· credits necessary to continue those 
programs (this is called the "cash-flow" approach). Neverthe
less, we do not propose a formal mu1ti-year budget commitment. 
Rather we recommend that we continue the planning process 
with Egypt, indicating the specific level of FMS financing 
we intend to seek from Congress in FY 1981 and FY 1982. We 
would make clear that financing is subject to annual Congressional 
authorization and appropriation. We would point out that we 
do not have a formal multi-year commitment with Israel. We 
would indicate that we intend to request substantial levels 
for the out-years, suggesting we use the FY 82 figure (and 
by implication its extension in future years) for planning 
purposes only. As programs are. planned by the US and Egypt. 
together under these sums, the us would carefully control 
the flow of letters of offer to them in order to avoid 
overcommitment. 

FY 82 Funding Levels 
. 

We· have studied Egypt's military needs and priority 
equipment requests· in great detail. We examined alternative 
annual funding levels to see what militarily justified types 
and quantities of equipment could be bought by Egypt with 
our credit assistance. Illustrative a1ternatives are as 
foll.ows: 

- $500 million a year would permit purchase over five 
years of some SO F-16s, 300 M60s, 4 patxol gunboats, but a 
severely cut-down list of vehicles and other equipment, and 
no additional air defense. This is well. under the quantities 
Egypt has said have priority and which we believe are justified 
from a military point of view. 

$650 million a year would allow us either to add 
somewhat to the numbers of aircraft or tanks Egypt could buy 
or to offer a more substantial amoun~of the smaller equipment 
items the Egyptian services would like so much to have and 
we believe they urgently need. 

$800 mill.ion a year would permit purchase of the 
full. quantity of priority F-16s (80), but still only 300 
M60s, plus other equipment, but no more aircraft and no more 
air defense weapons. This amount would neatly replace Arab 
military aid, which was $800 million a year. 
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$1 bill.ion a year - President Sadat's request and 
the same as Israel now receives - would pei:mit the purchase 
by Egypt of 80 F-16s, the full priority complement of 900 
tanks, additional air defenses, but no additional. aircraft 
or frigate-type ships. 

The PRC recommended $800 million a year. 

None of these alternatives meet all of Egypt's needs or 
priority requests. They would, however, provide some of 
Egypt's requirements for advanced weapons (which we support) 
over the next six years. Nonetheless, the lower alternatives 
shown above wou1d result in considerable delays in the 
delivery of equipment, because of the slow pace of programs 
required. While we are also embarking on a program of 
limited production assistance to Egypt, it will have minimal 
impact in satisfying Egyptian requirements for the foreseeable 
future. 

The budgetary impact differential among these annual 
funding levels is not great, assUJlli.?g no nforgiveness• 
(grant aid) is involved. For FMS credits extended by the 
Federal Financing.Bank, the annual. appropriation must cover 
only the guarantee fees·, which equal 10 I of the loans. 
Thus, the budget appropriation would range from $50 million 
to $100 mil.lion a year. 0MB already assumes, in its budget 
projections for FY 1982, credit funding at the $500 million 
a year level. (The possibility of FY 1981 funding is discussed 
below). 

We are sensitive to the "proportionalityn of the annual 
funding level to that of Israel. As it approaches Israel's 
$1 billion, Israel will undoubtedly feel the case for 
additional security assistance it has submitted is even more 
justified. They have asked for an additional $800 million a 
year, but we do not believe the accelerated pace of military 
equipment deliveries which this would imply is necessary, 
and we have not encouraged them to think they will get it or 
even a portion of it. An increase for Israel, assuming that 
it contained the usual SOI forgiveness, would add greatly to 
the budget impact; e.g., an additional $800 million a year 
for Israel would require an additional budget appropriation 
of $440 million. If this initiative with Egypt did result 
in our also increasing assistance for Israel, we would want 
to strongly resist extending any forgiveness in that increase. 
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We do not recommend forgiveness for Egypt. Egypt's 
external financing deficlt appears just about balanced by 
the external assistance they receive. Egypt should be able 
to manage the interest and subsequently the principal repayments 
if we offer the same terms provided for under Peace Treaty 
package--10 year grace period and 20-year repayment of 
principal thereafter. By the same token, however, we do not 
recommend that Egypt directly fund a major portion of approved 
purchases from their own resources. It would merely divert 
resources from priority economic development. In our judgment, 
these recommendations would not lead to a requirement for an 
increase in currently projected U.S. economic aid levels to 
Egypt. 

FY 1981 Funding 

. The original $1.S billion treaty package was supposed 
to c.over a three-year period, but it is already committed 
and it satisfied only a small portion of Egypt's priority 
needs. If we do not begin the new assistance program until 
FY 1982, we would face a politically difficult two-year gap 
before we can even announce a new sale to Egypt, and a three 
or four-year gap between completion of major deliveries from 
the $1.S billion program and the start of new deliveries. 
In the meantime, Egypt's Soviet equipment will be seriously 
deteriorating, with attendant decline in Egyptian military 
morale. 

There will be unspent credits remaining from the $1.5 
billion package--either $520 million in FY 1980 or $320 
million in FY 1981 and we could draw upon those to start new 
programs for Egypt ("cash flow") • However, we would have to 
pay them back out of subsequent years• appropriations. 

Therefore, the PRC has recommended some new funds be 
made available in FY 1981 to permit a transition to be made 
to the new longer-term program. The PRC speeifical.ly suggested 
$350 million for this purpose. 

Additional credits for Egypt in FY 1981 could have 
serious implications for the overall FMS credit program. 
State and Defense have requested a global level of $2.304 
billion for FY 1981 (the present 0MB mark is $1.98 billion). 
$1 billion of this is for Israel, $175 million.is for treaty 
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commitments to Spain, Philippines, and Panama; $250 million 
is for Turkey, leaving onl.y $879 million for Greece,. Jordan, 
Thailand, and numerous smaller but crucial. programs around 
the world. A program. for Egypt cannot be undertaken with 
the security assistance. financing levels cited above. A 
decision to begin a regular program of FMS financing for 
Egypt means the level will have to be raised by the amount 
earmarked for Egypt, for FY 1981 and beyond. 

Alternatives for FY 1981. funding are as follows: 

- No new credita in FY 1981. We could make some minor 
new program: starts.by borrowing from the unspent portion of 
the $1.5 billion, but this alternative would. probably be 
insufficient to start any maj.or program, like E'-16. Egypt 
would see cash flow financing alone as simply an accounting 
sleight of hand. Some new o. S.. resources need to. be committed 
to meet our foreign policy objectives. 

- $22S million in new credits in FY 1981. This would 
make available a total of $545 million in credits in FY 1981, 
permitting some new program starts. However, at the pace 
these amounts would pexmit,. the delivery gap could be 
reduced in p~haps on1y one major program. The budget 
impact would b~· onl.y $-22.5 million (lOI) additional. 

$350 mil1ion in new credits in FY 1981. This would 
make available up to $670 million, and would allow substantial 
new starts and acceleration. of deliveries to close the 
delivery gap. It would impose less of a "cash flow" payback 
burden in FY 1982 and thereafter. The budget impact would 
be only $35 million (101) additional. The PRC recommended 
this alternative. 

Use of Cash Flow Financing 

The foregoing alternatives for FY 1981 funding have 
assumed tbe use of cash flow financing to minimize the 
deliveries gap. Objections to cash flow financing, which we 
utilize in the Israeli program, have been raised because of 
the financial risk to the us involved unless a long-term FMS 
financing program at substantial levels were established. 
Because of this risk we do not recommend cash flow financing 
across the board; rather we propose this method of financial 
implementation only on a selected basis to begin important 
programs in FY 80 and Bl and only drawing on committed but 
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not yet spent funds from the original $1. 5 billion program. 
We believe that limiting the use of cash flow financing in 
this manner· meets previous objections and limits our financial 
exposure to an acceptable level. Cash flow financing (up to 
$320 mill.ion available) in combination with new FY 81 funds 
(e.g. $225-350 million) would make available up to $545-670 
million to begin new programs in FY 1981. This will help 
bridge the gap until a more substantial program can begin in 
FY 82. 

Equipment 

Only F-16 aircraft and M60 tanks pose po1icy issues. 
Their release poses no serious al:1JlS control or arms transfer 
issues given the quantities under consideration and the 
quality of equipment in neighboring countries. We have sold 
identical or superior equipment to other friendly nations in 
the area. Tactically, rsrael could object. in hopes we will 
provide it more equipment and we wi+l need to conduct extensive 
consultations with Congress before any formal proposal is 
made. Because of production line problems the tank sale may 
have to be notified to Congress relatively soon. P-16s 
might wait, although we need a decision in principle to 
permit us to continue our discussions with the Egyptians. 

we have looked at less capable equipment such as F-4s 
and M48A5s from the U.S. inventory, but have concluded we 
cannot strip U.S. forces without adversely affecting U.S. 
combat capability. We might be able to provide up to 15 F-4s 
and some M48A5s if we can buy back M48s from Jordan. This 
may change over time and we will keep the situation under 
review. 

Congressional and Israeli Implications 

A substantial continuing FMS program for Egypt will 
come as no surprise to either Israel or to the Congress. 
Israel will probably not object as long as the program does 
not threaten its security -- which any feasible programs do 
not -- but it will certainly bring pressure to increase its 
own security assistance level. Congress has been supportive 
of our security assistance to Egypt. We will have to guard 
against Congressional attempts to wedge the Egyptian program 
in under the overall level or to cut crucial programs in 
other countries. Once we have your decisions, we plan to 
consult closely with key members and committees about the 
emerging program. 
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• 
l. That we continue our five-year planning discussions 

with Egypt, without seeking A multi-year appropriation from 
Congress, on the basis of anticipated annual FMS credit 
amounts of up to: 

• 
$1 billion (equal to Israel) 

. . 
$800 million (recommended by PRC) 

· • -.. ·---s·6SO milli.on -----------------
$500 million ---------------

.. 
2. That we begin new PMS £inancing in FY 1981 at: 

. . 
$350 million (budget impact $35 million) 
(PRC recommendation) 

$225 md.llion (b~dget impact $22~5 million) 

· --- · ·· ·-~ot-&'- -···- --· -H&i:5 · · ,&IC.L 

- -·~· ·-·- ---· 
.- ....... ;~~~bat ~he- amount of financing for· Egypt in FY 1981 

antF·11f' sul>seguant years .be added to t.he projected FMS 
· f incmcing-·level • 

. -·--...;. .. 
Disapprove --------

4. That the •cash flow• approach be used in FY 1980 
and FY 1981 to,facilitate selected new program starts and 
sustain the momentum of programs. 

· Oth·er 

:i . 

.. 

.. . .. 

. . -. ~ 
-· Approve ------ -------- ... . . .. 
s. That you approve in.principle t:he sale of F-16 

aircraft and M60 t~~ks. 

Approve Disapprove --+------ ----------

0 c:J.a,,I\ a11.111d 
SECRErAR~ OF DEFENSE 

·, OCT 17 1979 
l 
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Subject: Egyptian Military Supply Relationship (U) 

Participants: 

State 
David Newsom (chaix:man} 

Under Secretary for Political Affairs 
Lucy Benson,. 'Cnder Secretary for Security Assista..,ce, Science 

and Teclinology 
Harold Saunders, Assistant Secretary,_ Bureau of Near Eastern 

and South. Asian Affairs 

OSD 
Secretary Harold Brown 
Graham Claytor, Deputy Secretary 
David McGiffert, Assistant Secreary-, International Security Aff~ . 
Robert Murray, Deputy Assistant s_ecretary, Near Eastern African, 

and South Asian Affairs 

JCS 
Lt.° General. John Pustay, Assistant to the Chairman 

0MB 
John White, Deputy Director 
Bowman Cutter, Executive Associate Director for the Budget 

ACDA 
Spurgeon Keeny, Deputy Director 
Barry Blechman, Assistant Director, Weapons Evaluation and 

Control Bureau. 

White House 
David Aaron 

NSC 
Rebert Hunter 
Gary Sick 
Robe.."'"t Kimmi tt 
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Review on S~ptember 20, 1985 
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSION 

J •. 

The PRC recommended (with 0MB to connne~t separately} that 
a U.S. delegation resume talks with the Egyptians in early 
November. This delegation should be authorized to discuss 
a five-year U.S.-Egyptian military supply relationship 
based on a proposed level of U.S. support as follows: 

l. $350 million of additional credits in FY 81. 

2. cash flow financing of the Egyptian program. 

3. $800 million in credits per year for five 
years (FY 82-FY 86}. 

4. Approval in principle to sell F-16 aircraft 
and M60A3 tanks. (S) · 

Discussion 

Secretary Brown reported to the· PRC on the results of . 
the high-level delegation which visited Egypt in mid-August 
for discussions with the Egyptian military leadership, and on 
subsequent discussions he had conducted with Vice President 
Mubarak in Washington. It was. his judgment that Egypt has 
very substantial legitimate security needs. Given the 
withdrawal of Arab financial support from Egypt, the fact 
that Sadat has in effect burned his bridges by turning to us, 
and our own political cormn.ttment to Egypt as part of the 
on-going peace process, he saw no alternative to the United 
States accepting a major program of support for Egypt for 
some time to come. This analysis was endorsed fully by the 
Department of State, the JCS, and the NSC. Admiral Turner 
added that, without substantial u.s. support, Sadat might be 
in trouble domestically. (S) 

Secretary Brown noted that Egypt was previously reported to 
be receiving $800 mi.Ilion per year from ~ab sou,rces. Tha,t 
funding was assumed to be available when we proposed the 
$1. S billion, three-year "Peace Package•r for Egypt. Although. 
Egypt has requested at least $8 Billion of military equipment, 
our own analysis of Egypt's security needs indicates that it 
requires a mi.litary program of about $4 eillion through FY 86. 
He proposed that th.e United States consider a program of FMS 
credit~ over a five-year period (FY 82 through FY 86) of 
$800 million per year. He also noted that some additional 
assistance would be required oefore FY 82 in order to permit 
Egypt to begin working out its military priorities and to 
begin placing orders. Otherwise, there would oe no tangible 
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progress on the Egyptian program during ,the next two critical 
years. ~e proposed that this be accompiished in two ways: 

That we agree to finance the Egyptian program on a 
"cash flow" basis. This procedure, which is now µsed with 
Israel and Jordan, permits available credits to be used to 
cover actual expenses in a year, with the implicit under
standing that additional credits will be available in future 
years. (The Egyptian program is now handled on a "full funding" 
basis in which credits are set aside from the start to cover 
the entire cost of a program.} By shifting to the cash flow 
basis, some of Egypt's credits under the $1.5 billion "Peace 
Package" would be freed to cover start-up costs on additional 
programs. 

-- That an additional $350 million in credits be added 
to the FY 81 budget. This additional increment, plus cash 
flow funding, would smooth out the two-year gap until addi
tional funds became available in FY 82. If this course of 
action were adopted, we would have to explain to Congress 
that the withdrawal of Arab support from Egypt required us 
to request additional funds before the end of the three-year 
period previously anticipated for the "Peace Package." It 
would also -provide leverage for Israel to request an increase 
in its own funding level. (Sl 

Al.l agencies except 0MB agreed that this level of funding 
was consistent with Egypt's needs. 0MB representatives 
stated that they would want. to take a much closer look at / 

V 
the concept of cash flow funding. 0MB indicated that they 
would submit their comments on this and the budgetary impli
cations of this very large proposal to the President separately 
since they had not had time to study it sufficiently. tSl 

0MB. questioned the need to seek a decision on this issue now, 
rather than during the regular budget review process in 
December. Secretary Brown noted that we had ~romised General 
Ali to resume talks in early Noveml:ier. At that time we 
would have. to be ahle to provide some indication of the size 
of the program we were prep~red to offer. It was also noted 
that the proposed sums--althougfl.. very large--required an 
appropriation of only ten percent of the total amount as a 
credit guarantee. CSl . 

The PRC reviewed the list of items wh.i:cb. Egypt has requested. 
A11 agreed that we could not support its request to purchase 
F-15 aircraft at this t.pne. Kowever, all agencies, including 
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ACDA, supported the OSD/JCS proposal th~ we indicate our 
willingness in principle to sell F-16 aircraft and M60A3 tanks 
to Egypt. Other items on the list, e.g. APCs, air defense, 
ships, etc. , did not pose a significant problem in terms of I-
arms transfer policy. The exact number, mix, and.timing of 
any purchases would have to oe worked out with Egypt. This 
program would not permit Egypt to purchase as much as they 
had requested, and further negotiations would be required 
to permit them to work out their own priorities. (S) 

All agreed that consultations should be undertaken with the 
Congress as soon as possible after the President had had 
the opportunity to review the PRC recommendation and take 
a decision. We would probably wish to inform President Sadat 
personally of the President's decision at approximately the 
time we begin consu1tations on the Hill, but we should avoid 
leaks coming from Egypt before the Hill had been informed. (S) 

-SECRE'P-
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. 0 .C 20301 

2 8 JAN 19~0 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Expedited Deliveries of Equipment to Egypt cj) 

As we discussed at breakfast on January ZS, Defense has 
analyzed the options for expediting delivery of F-16 air
craft and M60 tanks to Egypt (see attached paper and tables). 
The options are illustrative and designed to show a range 
of possibilities from which the Egyptians would be invited 
to choose when a US team visits Egypt the latter half of 
February. The object then would be to reach agreement on 
the sales which would constitute the initial increment of 
an Egyptian long-term defense program. The precise components 
of the program should be left to the Egyptians. A preview of 
the options could be presented to Ambassador Ghorbal and 
Defense Attache Abou Ghazala at the end of January. 

The options show that: 

(1) At the approved PMS credit levels the Egyptians could 
expedite aircraft deliveries if they are willing to limit 
themselves to a small number of M60 tanks and forgo other 
new programs until FY 1982. The more they accelerate air
craft deliveries, the fewer tanks they can buy. If they 
insist on F-16 deliveries beginning in December 1980, they 
could buy only 40 M60 tanks, and they would not be able to 
order more later because the production line will have shut 
down. 

(2) With an additional $200 million in FY 1981 credits the 
Egyptians could expedite an 80 F-16 aircraft program somewhat 
(beginning in December 1982) and still buy 700 tanks and have 
some $70 million a year in FY 1980 and 81 to begin other new 
programs. Greater acceleration or insistence on F-15 aircraft 
would severely limit the total number of aircraft, tanks in 
some instances, and other new programs even with an additional 
$200 million in FY 1981. 

(3) The approved $1.S billion limit on cash flow financing 
does not affect our ability to expedite aircraft deliveries, 
but it does prevent us from offering initially more than a 
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small fraction of the 120 F-16 aircraft and 900 M60 tanks 
requested by Egypt. If this limit were raised to $2.7 
billion and the Egyptians opted for F-16 deliveries beginning 
in 1982, we could sign Letters of Offer and Acceptance in 
1980 for 80 F-16's and 700 tanks. 

In a working level meeting during Vice President Mubarak's 
visit we gave the Egyptians tables of aircraft and tank 
delivery options assuming the approved FMS financing and 
normal production leadtimes. As the meeting progressed, 
the Egyptians appeared to gain a better appreciation of the 
way in which financing constraints and production leadtimes 
limit our ability to expedite deliveries. We think this 
understanding could be further improved by the discussions 
which Dave McGiffert will lead in Cairo in February, though 
the political importance attached by Sadat and Mubarak to 
early F-16 deliveries and/or F-15 sales is unlikely to change 
as shown by Ambassador Atherton's cables of January 26. 

The following changes from the constraints already given the 
Egyptians would be improvements resulting from the Mubarak 
visit which, along with our willingness to accelerate F-16 
and M60 deliveries, would give the US team a good basis for 
achieving agreement on the initial sales package for the 
long-term program: 

(1) $550 million of FMS credits in FY 1981 instead of $350 
million. This adjustment could be made during the foreign 
assistance hearings or submitted in a later supplemental 
($20 million extra in obligational authority 1 $0 in outlays, 
covers the extra $200 million in FMS credits). 

Approve Disapprove 

(2) $2.7 billion limit on cash flow financing instead of 
$1. S billion. 

Approve Disapprove 

(3) Willingness to discuss options £or providing F-15 air
craft, subject to your final approval. Given the late delivery 
(second half of 1983), high cost ($1450 million for 19 aircraft), 
and potential for disapproval by you or Congress, the Egyptians 
may decide against going ahead with F-lS's at this time, though 
my guess would be that they'll then press for early (and many) 
F-16's and the F-lS's later. 

Approve 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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(4) Diversion of equipment in production for US forces 
instead of normal production leadtime assumed in discussions 
to date with Egyptians. (Secretary of Defense will approve.) 

Attachments 
a/s 

cc: Sec State 
Dir, 0MB 
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\~\ SECRl:1 
>- . TABLE I I: .. . . . · .· 

OPTIONS WITHIN.APPROVED FY 1980-81 FINANCING ($550 MILLION TOTAL) 
.. CCI ; ... 

{$ in Millions) -' 

" 1.1..1 

Total Last PAYMENTS ~ 
Item · Price Deliver FY 80 FY 81 FY-82 FY 03 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 cC • u .. > ... 

Option 1 --.... '_\ 8 ;·· 
y 19 F-16 Aircraft ~ 532 Nov 83 43 128 192 160 9 

280 M60A3 Tanks 443 Aug 82 114 . 263 66 ..... . 
' Other New Programs 2 0 :~~ ~:gy 791 800 800 aoo··. · .. a 

Available Credits 1 15gl/ 39111 800 800 000 aoo -----·-·-- ~· 0,P.tion 2 -·-
1,92% :fr-f6Aircraft Dec 82 Jun 87 49 162 385 532 407 277 111 

!>50 M60A3 Tanks 8644 Dec 80 Feb 83 123 378 271 92 
Other New Programs 0 0 217 273 268 393 523 689 

Option 3 ·\ 
19 F-16 Aircraft i 498 May 81 121 377 
40 M60A3 Tanks~ 61 Jun 81 16 36 g 
Other New Pr~~rams 0 0 641 750 800 800 800 800 

Option 4 :') 19 F-15 Aircraft Sep 84 116 421 653 260 
370 M60A3 Tanks Oct 82 123 307 126 30 
Other New Programs 4 0 103 67 540 800 800 800 

,I 

_NOTES: Y Sum of FY 80 and 81 financing limited to $550M ($20DM unspent from $1.5B Peace Package credits and $350M 
new credits in FY 81 Budget). Except for distribution of $550M between FY 80 and 81, available credits 
are the same for all four options. · 

'!:/ Net of $BOOM new credits in FY 82 minus $150M payback of borrowed Peace Package credits, 
Y. Net of. $800M new credits fn FY B3 minus $50M payback of borrowed Peace Package credits. 
Y Ordering both aircraft and tanks in 1980 requires raising limit on cash f.low financing from $1.SB to $2.58. 
~ Ordering both aircraft and tanks in 1980 requires raising limit on cash flow financing from $1.58 to $1.78, 

I 

'"8£CRCT· 
- -· - . -·· - ·- ·-----·- ·---··-... ---·-·-- .. - .. . . ... ... .. - .. -· .. ····"' 
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-= srert~t · 
TABLE II 

OPTIONS WITH ADDITIONAL $200 MILLION.IN FY 1981 ($750M TOTAL IN FY 1980-81) 
{$ in Mil 1 ions) 

. 
Total Ffrst Last PAYMENTS 

Item Price Delivery De11verv FY 80 FY a1 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 

\ 

-- ·· - J;." ~ .--~n.1 .. -.. 
'\ F-16 Aircraft \ 532 Dec 81 · Nov 83 43 128 192 160 9 

700 M60A3 Tanks 1,097 Dec 80 Jul 83 123 436 390 148 
Other New Programs / \_ .. 20 0 68 442 791 
~44ilb~e-Credits·~ .. 1861/ 5641/ 65o'Y 75o'» 800 ~... . . _,. -=--2"'- ...... - . 
~bt~~l6 Aircraft l,923Y Dec 82 Jun 87 49 162 385 532 

700 M60A3 Tanks 1,097y Dec 80 Jul 83 123 436 390 148 
268 her New Programs 77 65 98 217 

0~- ...... 

( "' 19 F-16 Mrcra~ 498 Dec 80 May 81 121 377 
185 M60A3 Tanks , 259 Dec 80 ~ May 82 79 173 42 
~, -Programs/ \ 608 750 800 

\ . 
\ ,•' ... ./ . ~ 

Option 4 
1.4sot 19 F-15 Aircraft Dec 83 Sep 84 116 421 653 260 

610 M60A3 Tanks 9&oY Dec 80 Apr 83 123 412 320 115 
Other New Programs 0 0 0 0 540 

( 

FY 85 FY 86 

800 800 
800 800 

407 277 

393 523 

800 BOO 

.... ~~. 

•' ~ .. 
·t: .. 5 :. 
I • ~ 
'• a: 

,•: I.I.I • 
j;·· Ix ... 

FY 87. :.~:~; 
~=:,:: .. 

5 ,. 
> . . 
0. •• 
C · ., 
(.J :,-= 

~;\~·. .. . . ..... 
.. :t: 

800 
800 

111 

689 

800 

NOTES: J/ Sum of FY 80 and FY 81 f1nanc1ng limited to $750M ($200M unspent from $1.58 Peace Package credits and 
$550M.new credits fn FY 81 budget). Except for distribution of $750M between FY 80 and FY 81, avail• 
able credits are the same for all four options. 

Y Net of $800M new credits 1n FY 82 minus $150M 'payback of borrowed Peace Package credits. 
'# Net of $BOOM new credfts 1n FY 83 minus $SOM payback of borrowed Peace Package credits. ' 
~ Ordering both aircraft and tanks in 1980 requires raising limit on cash flow financing from $1.SB to 

$2.78. · 
El Ordering both aircraft and tanks fn 1980 requires raising limit on cash flow financing from $1.5B to $1.9B. 

.. . . . . . .. . . . 
DECLASSIFIED IN FULl 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Deolass Div, WHS 
Date: MAR O 6 2017 

374



Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, 
Acc 330-82-0217, Box 17, Folder Saudi Arabia (May-
Jun) 1980.

.. 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON . DC . 20301 

VIA ALPHA CHANNEL 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: My Meeting with Prince Sultan of Saudi Arabia -
Approval to Offer AIM-91 and PATRIOT (S) 

(S) A critical aspect of my meeting with Prince Sultan on 
June 26 in Geneva will be the response I am able to give to 
Saudi equipment requests. In addition to the answer we give 
on the Saudi request for F-15 accessories and an aerial 
refueling capability, I would like your agreement to offer 
the AIM-91 SIDEWINDER air-to-air missile for use on Saudi 
F-lSs to Prince Sultan. Further, in the mutual interest of 
the U.S. and Saudi Arabia, I would like your agreement to 
raise the US Army PATRIOT missile system with the Saudis as 
one we would at some future time (when available) be prepared 
to consider for sale. 

THE PATRIOT: 

(S) The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and continued political 
turmoil in Iran have significantly increased the threat to the 
Kingdom from the East. I am concerned that the Saudi military 
modernization program must provide for the continuing development 
of a unilateral Saudi capability to counter this changing 
regional threat, especially in the vital eastern province oil 
installations. This system would not only help protect our oil 
access but be quite valuable in defending forward bases that 
would be needed by US forces in a Persian Gulf contingency 
involving the USSR. As a sophisticated modern system, it will 
also show the Saudis that we are prepared to sell them advanced 
hardware, yet as a defensive system it should ease (though not 
avoid) the problem of Israeli political reaction. 

(S) The HAWK missile and F-15 aircraft programs were undertaken 
by the Saudis based on recommendations contained in our 1974 
DoD surveys of Saudi defense needs. At the time those recommenda
tions were made, a lesser threat existed to the Kingdom than we 
perceive today. I plan to use this rationale, coupled with a 
statement of our long-term confidence in U.S. - Saudi cooperation, 
as a basis for offering to consider the PATRIOT air defense 
missile system, which offers greater range and target engagement 
capability than their I-HAWKs, for sale when available. 
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VIA ALPHA CHANNEL 

(S) While final production schedules are not yet firm for the 
PATRIOT, this system could be available for delivery to Saudi 
Arabia by as early as 1985 if production proceeds according 
to current planning. I would conclude with an offer for US 
and Saudi experts to begin examining now appropriate plans 
for the eventual introduction of this system into the Kingdom. 
On the issue of PATRIOT, Ed Muskie has not had a chance to 
comment; by copy of this memo I am asking him to do so. 

CONCUR: NON-CONCUR: 

THE AIM-91: 

(S) The Royal Saudi Air Force (RSAF) is manpower constrained, 
has a vast territory over which to provide protection, and will 
have only 60 F-15 aircraft. It is essential that maximum 
effectiveness be gained by depending upon quality of equipment 
rather than quantity. The AIM-91 version of the SIDEWINDER 
represents an increase in capability over the AIM-9P3, which 
is currently in production for use on the Saudi F-lSs, because 
of its all-aspect capability. The improved seeker and improved 
warhead of the AIM-91 would enable the RSAF to attack and 
destroy attacking fighter aircraft in the forward hemisphere 
(head-on), thus lessening the vulnerability of the Saudi F-lSs. 
The improved probability of kill for the AIM-91 over the AIM-9P3 
would actually reduce F-15 SIDEWINDER War Reserve Munitions 
requirements by just over 20 percent. 

(S) Delivery of AIM-91 would probably not occur until 1984 
(given production lead-time) if Congressional approval were 
obtained in 1981. The AIM-91 has already been released to 
Israel, and is being co-produced by the EPG (European Production 
Group). W~ will be selling it also to the Egyptians. The 
Saudis have expressed interest in acquiring it and we expect 
to receive their formal request momentarily. I recommend that 
we inform Prince Sultan of our willingness to move forward 
during 1981 on the sale of AIM-91 for the RSAF's F-lSs, subject 
to the results of consultations with Congress and the conclusion 
of a General Security of Information Agreement of the kind we 
have with other countries. I have a note from Ed Muskie con
curring on AIM-91. 

CONCUR : NON - CONCUR: 

cc: Secretary of State 

VIA ALPHA CHANNEL 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 
330-82-0217, Box 17, Folder Saudi Arabia (May-Jun) 1980.

·SECR[TtSEf·~31TIVE 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D .C . 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: F-15 Items for Saudi Arabia 

VIA ALPHA CHANNEL 

JUN 1 8 1980 

(S) You will remember that at a Friday breakfast late in 
May, you approved my telling Prince Sultan at our meeting in 
Geneva next week that we are willing to move forward next year 
on the sale of both conformal pods and an aerial refueling capa
bility for the F-lSs subject to the results from consultations 
with Congress which would be undertaken at the end of the year. 
You also agreed that I should tell the Prince that the question 
of providing multiple ejection racks (MERs) would be considered 
after the question of providing conformal pods and aerial 
refueling had been resolved. 

(S) I continue to believe that this is the best approach 
and have incorporated it in the attached expanded talking points. 
(The talking points also provide for a forthcoming position on 
the AIM-9L which I have covered in a separate memorandum to you.) 
I have discussed these talking points with Zbig and Ed Muskie. 
They agree with the approach with one exception. Ed believes 
that we should not tell Sultan we will consult the Congress with 
respect to refueling capability of any kind; he thinks that to 
do so would carry us too far from my earlier assurances to the 
Congress and create severe Congressional problems which could 
impact on the peace process. I recognize the problem -- indeed 
I feel it strongly since I will be the one who has to tell the 
Congress that changed conditions have caused me to recommend 
changing the restrictions I assured)hem about in April of 1978. 
But I do not share Ed's conclusion. I believe that, were we to 
reject both the refueling and MERs requests there would be a 
very substantial adverse effect on our relations with Saudi 
Arabia. ' Both items will be attacked domestically, but in my 
judgment the refueling capability will be less controversial 
than MERs, which are associated with an air-to-ground capability 
rather than an air-defense capability. As you will note from 
the talking points, I propose to limit my affirmative response 
on aerial refueling to KC-130 tankers which have relatively 
limited fuel-carrying capability. If the Saudis ask for more 
than that I will respond that we would have to consider the 
matter further. 

DECLASSIFIED 
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VIA ALPHA CHANNEL 

(S) The forthcoming attitude I would express to the Saudis 
on conformal pods, aerial refueling, and AIM-9L would in all 
cases be explicitly conditioned on the results of consultations 
with Congress. In that sense, no commitments are involved. 
Further, I propose that we make no public announcement at this 
time but simply say in response to the inevitable inquiries 
that the Saudi desire to obtain various F-15 accessories is 
longstanding and well known, that the matter has been discussed 
with the Saudis periodically over a long period of time, that 
no sale commitments have been made, and that Congress will 
certainly be consulted before any are made. 

(S) I would appreciate your reaffirmation of your earlier 
decision to handle the Saudi requests along the lines indicated 
above and in the attached talking points. 

Attachment 

cc: Secretary of State 

VIA ALPHA CHANNEL 
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ENTIRE TEXT 

TALKING POINTS 

1. A clear commitment was made by Saudi Arabia to the President and Sec 
Def to accept the F-lSs without the additional items. SecDef made an 
explicit commitment to the Congress on this subject. Without that com
mitment, there would have been no F-15 sale. Obviously, we cannot depart 
from that commitment without further Congressional consultation. 

2. It is true that the situation has changed in the region,.giventhe 
collapse of the Shah and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. 

3. Although the largest military threat to the area is the Soviet 
threat -- a threat only the US can handle -- there would be military 
utility for Saudi Arabia in certain of the additional F-15 items requested. 

4. We also appreciate the deep Saudi desire to purchase those items. 

5. Accordingly, we are willing to move forward next year on the sale 
of conformal pods and an aerial refueling capability for the F-lSs, 
subject to the results from consultations with Congress. The outcome 
of these consultations will affect the timing of any sale. 

6. With the same understanding on Congressional consultations, we are 
also willing to move forward next year on the AIM-9L for the F-15s 
should you request it, subject to conclusion of a security of information 
agreement of the kind we have with other countries. 

7. Specifically as to aerial refueling, 

- the capability we are prepared to consult Congress about would be 
to provide Saudi C-130s with boom refueling capability for the F-lSs 
(this could be done with existing or new Saudi C-130s; if existing C-130s 
were modified, the probe and drogue capability for refueling F-Ss would 
be retained on the same aircraft). 

- although we are prepared to go forward on this item as indicated, 
we believe we should jointly consider the potential impact on the 
regional military balance. We have consistently refused to provide 
such capability to states in the region such as Israel, because we have 
felt that the long-range strike capability involved would be destabil
izing and we did not want to give the Soviet Union reason to provide 
to its client states in the region such refueling capability as it may 
develop. 

8. It will be a difficult task to gain the necessary consensus during 
the Congressional consultations, given the previous commitments not 
to pursue these items (except AIM-9L). But because of the changed 
circumstances, we believe a good case can be made, and we are prepared 
to carry out those consultations at the end of this year. 

9. After the question of conformal pods and aerial refueling capability 
has been resolved, we can look at the question of providing MER~ which 
poses much more difficult problems.. We have doubts about the w1~dom 
of MERs from a military point of view; perhaps we should engage 1n a 
joint study 0£ this issue. 

VIA ALPHA CHANNEL 
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Folder Iran 091.112, 1977.
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 14 NOV 1977 

.. ~--·~ ( . . ., l .• . 
-A·- · ,.__ . 

INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY AFFAIRS 

Chief, Records &-Declass Div, WHS 
Date: 0 5 MAR 2095 EO 13526 3.3(b)(1)>25Yrs 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Your Meetings with the Shah of Iran (U) -- INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

TIME AND PLACE: Tuesday, 15 November 1977, Working Luncheon, James 
Madison Room, (8th Floor, State Building) 1300-1430 
(discussion could last to 1500) and 1530-1630 
(+ 30 minutes buffer) at Blair House. 

(FYI. Issues are likely to be raised by the Shah at either or both of the 
following meetings with you. End FYI) 

WORKING LUNCHEON PARTICIPANTS: See Tab B. 

BLAIR HOUSE PARTICIPANTS: 

us 

Secretary of Defense "'"""· ,10t.c.-~ 
ASD/ISA McGiffert 
Ambassador Sullivan 
LTG Fish 
DASS/NESA Sober 

IRAN 

Shahanshah Mohammed Reza Pahlavi 
PHONETIC: Pah-la-VEE 
ADDRESSED: Your Imperial Majesty 

Ambassador Zahedi 

~\ ( . " . ·-t .. 
-;,... · 
\ . 

( . 

\.,J 
. I' 

,: \ 
\ · ,·, .. 

' ' ;-
' \.} 

DASD Janka -- notetaker 
RADM Hanson 5 l).S .C....§':62.... 

CHECKLIST: 

Nuclear Energy·(raised by State) 

Human Rights (raised by State) 

Indian Ocean (raised by State) 

Office of the Secretary of Defenss ··+-
Chief, RDD, ESD, WHS :·~ 
Date: O~fe.b 20 l'1Authorlty: EO 13526 .2. 

Declassify: Deny in Full: -=-:.,1 

Declassify in Partl ~ 
Reason: 3 • ~~=i.) · ·.: 
MDR: \ ';) ~-C "2..q 2. 

Purchase of 140 additional F-16s (raised by President in AM) 

Replacement aircraft for F-4s and F-5.s (raised by President in AM) 

Release of electronic warfare items (DoD if raised by Shah) 

Coproduction of surface-to-surface missiles (DoD if raised by Shah) 

Command, control and communications (recommend DoD raise) 
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r SETTING 

The Shah's last visit to Washington was in May 1975 at which time he 
requested the AWACS and participated in a flight of the E-3A. This 
trip follows the more than two year review process which culminated 
in the October 1977 signing of the AWACS LOA by the Government of Iran. 
Fresh on the Shah's mind, therefore, will be the Administration's struggle 
with the Congress over the Iranian AWACS and what impact that struggle 
will have on future arms transfer policy regarding Iran. 

This visit comes at a time when the mood in Congress clearly calls for 
restraints in arms sales by the USG in general and to Iran in particular. 
It can be expected that behind the Shah's requests for particular 
defense related items will be his search for a signal of reaffirmation of 
the continuity of USG resolve to continue to serve Iran's military needs 
as perceived by the Shah. Our challenge is to assuage both the Shah and 
the Congress. 

It is expected that the President will personally discuss with the Shah 
the arms transfer policy in general as it relates to Iran, his decision 
on the 140 additional F-16s and the replacement aircraft issue. All 
other defense related issues probably will be deferred to you for 
discussion at the working luncheon, immediately thereafter with Secretary 
Vance and Mr. Brzezinski or by you at the Blair House meeting. 

BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS 

)!!J Personal Notes and Observations: A stock biography of the Shah is 
at Tab A. Not included in the biography is that the Shah is a very 
persuasive individual. This is a key point in that past Administrations 
have found it extremely difficult to say "no" to the Shah unless it could 
be clearly shown that the turndown (1) was in the best interests of Iran; 
(2) was not released to any foreign government; and (3) would be reviewed 
again in the future. He is also an impatient man who desires to see the 
results of his White Revolution (discussed later) in his lifetime. He 
is on a force building timetable that cannot necessarily be reconciled 
by traditional USG threat analysis. It has been said that the Shah is 
driven by a great need to prove his worthiness as heir to a long-family 
tradition of fighting men. The Shah is a self-proclaimed divinely 
ordained man with a mission, who easily perceives denial as a serious 
challenge to his self-esteem. 

Therefore, in negotiating with the Shah, it may be assumed that any 
statement or action which might be construed as a personal affront will 
be so construed by him. Denials must be couched very carefully so as to 
avoid the implication that the USG does not fully agree with his percep
tions of Iran's destiny. 

fr~ The Role of the Iranian Military: The Shah's stated goal is to 
~;ate by the mid-1980s an Iran comparable to any one of the major 
nations of Western Europe of the mid-1970s. His White Revolution (as 
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opposed to a Red Revolution which suggests blood letting) encompasses 
land reform, economic development, literacy and public health. The role 
of his military is multifaceted and related to the White Revolution. He 
sees modernization of his military first and foremost for defense against 
any potential enemy. The rapid military modernization is also looked 
upon as complementing economic development, improving the nation's 
literacy and improving public health. A large modern military (Tab D) 
encouraged in part by the USG's Guam Doctrine -- is also to provide a 
symbol of Iran's sovereignty and independence. The Shah's emphasis on 
his military tends to put a strain on Iran's limited supply of technically 
trained military manpower. The heavy demand of private industry for trained 
personnel at higher wages makes it difficult for the armed forces to keep 
those who are skilled in modern technologies. The Shah is aware of our con
cerns in these matters and yet has stepped up his military recruiting pro
grams. He sees his military training programs as a major tool in nation 
building because in many cases the once illiterate and unskilled conscripts 
are returned to the civilian sector after two years of military duty as 
more useful citizens. 

The backbone of the military is the career noncoounissioned and regular 
officers -- augmented by the "homafar" (a long-term, contracted technical 
warrant officer type). The officers typically come from the provinces 
and have a civilian high school education, followed by training at a 
military academy, one or more service schools and in many cases training 
in this country (Tab F). 

The officer corps as a whole is conservative and by the time one reaches 
flag rank he has been exposed to the Western culture -- specifically, 
American. The military is apolitical and strongly loyal to the Shah. 
The chain of command, to hinder a military coup by an emerging strong 
military leader, is intentionally diffuse. The Shah personally is 
"Chief of Staff" of each of the Services with a joint-like Supreme 
Commanders Staff maintaining only coordination authority with the Services. 

As far as military equipment is concerned, the Shah buys only the 
most modern equipment available (Tab G). He also purchases military 
equipment from several countries to further his own foreign policy. He 
purchases ~ehicles and automatic weapons from the Soviet Union, missiles 
and tanks from the UK, helicopters from Italy, small arms from Israel and 
the Swiss, and ships from France. The preponderance of equipment, however, 
especially aircraft comes from the U.S. Although he prefers American 
equipment, he has gone and will go elsewhere if necessary. 

Despite much discussion on the subject, it is believed the USG has 
little leverage over Iran when it comes to the Shah's plans for 
modernizing its military. 

~- Iran's Foreign Relations: 

The Shah, although pro-Western, maintains a balanced approach in inter
national affairs -- as indicated in part by his third country arms 
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purchases discussed above. Additionally, he has sought and consummated 
economic agreements with Iran's historical "enemies." Nonetheless, he 
worries about the Soviet Union and its influence in Iraq's radical regime 
and Soviet influence in Afghanistan. He is particularly concerned with c, C") :a::, c, 

the current problem of leadership in Pakistan, fearing that a collapse ~==-~~ 
there will invite Soviet intervention. ~~I~ 

O> =-·c,> 
While we in the USG strain to articulate specific Iranian threats 

CDQ° Cl) 
c.,, c:, • • :;; 

"3: Cl -~ a'"rn ;JCJ en Oc, in order to determine the validity of Iranian military hardware 
requests, the Shah is looking as far as 30 years into the future to 
develop capabilities of meeting any threat -- which we cannot begin to 
define now. Therefore, given the Shah's other reasons for acquiring a 
modern military and the impossibility of conjuring future threats to 
Iran, attempting to justify his purchases on threat analysis alone 
could be a futile exercise. Nonetheless, discussion of the U.S. per
ception of Iran's current threat is at Tab E. 

_ ..... _ 
1 ..--w:z 

~i'~~ 

One of the other reasons, alluded to above, for acquiring a modern 
military is related to the Shah's objective of becoming the dominant 
power and arbiter in the Persian Gulf. He sees this as an economic neces
sity in that he believes that only Iran can defend the vital oil routes 
through the Strait of Hormuz -- through which pass most of the oil 
for the Western world and Japan. Moreover, recent Soviet and Cuban 
incursions into Africa have alarmed the Shah, causing him to expand his 
scope of interest along those oil routes well into the Indian Ocean. We 
are unaware of any U.S. official discouragement of the Shah's recent 
utterances on this subject. Our silence in this matter, especially in 
view of our discussions with the Soviets regarding superpower demilitari
zation of the Indian Ocean (Tab I), could form the basis for undeclared 
U.S. support for the Shah's "new" Indian Ocean p_hilosophy. 

Close relations with the U.S. remain the cornerstone to the Shah's 
foreign policy. His perceptions formed on this visit could very well 
influence our relationships with Iran over the near term. If he is led 
to believe that the President's arms transfer policy and the mood in 
Congress have caused a swing in our historic and traditional relationship, 
we may find him very difficult to deal with in regards to present and 
future desired U.S. rights, authorizations and facilities arrangements 
in Iran. We have been unsuccessful generally in convincing the Congress 
that U.S./Iranian relationships have increased in importance following the 
Turkey/Greece conflict, vis-a-vis, potential USG objectives in Iran. 

2. .... = r-cn 
Cl! -· :c 
== = 1(1» 

We must.begin to articulate exactly what our national security objectives 
are relative to Iran. A suggested starting point is to reconcile differing 
U.S./Iranian understandings of the 1959 Bilateral Agreement (Tab J) between 
the USG and GO!. The Shah views this agreement as a USG commitment to 
meet Iran's defense needs, while the USG believes that it merely 
provided the USG a vehicle to become involved with the Central Treaty 
Organization of the UK, Turkey, Iran and Pakistan (CENTO). Identical 
agreements were signed with Turkey and Pakistan. Additional politico
military prognosis information is at Tab K. 
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(U) COURTESY POINT 

If you have not had the opportunity to listen to the Shah's viewpoints 
on the politico-military situation in his region, you may want to begin 
with a request for his evaluation of the situation in his area of interest. 
(The Shah received his annual DIA regional balance briefing from LTG Tighe 
mid-Oct 77) 

ISSUES AND TALKING POINTS 

1. Purchase of 140 Additional F-16s 

Three years ago the Shah first expressed interest in acquiring 
300 F-16 aircraft to augment his Air Force. In early 1976 he 
divided this request into two segments as a result of financial 
pressures owing to a temporary oil lifting shortfall. The 
initial purchase was to be limited to 160 aircraft of which we 
notified the Congress that year. Shortly after we made the 
notification, he added the remaining 140 planes to his request. 
We advised Congress of the request for 300 F-16s, but did not 
increase the sale proposal to include the additional aircraft. 
The Shah plans that 160 F-16s will provide a two-for-one ratio 
with his 80 expensive F-14s (in accord with the U.S. concept of 
high-low mix). The 140 F-16s at a cost of about $2 billion 
would be deployed mainly at the new bases Iran is constructing 
in the south and the east. 

USG Position 

(FYI. No Presidential decision was made at the time of this 
writing. Also the President's "going in" position could be 
modified during his personal meeting with the Shah. End FYI) 

It is anticipated that we will agree in principal to supply 140 
additional F-16s at the rate of four per month as a continuation 
of the delivery of Iran's first order for 160 aircraft. Therefore 
the second increment would start about mid-1983. We would 
however choose the timing of sending the formal notification to 
Congress between now and 1980. 

Your Talking Points 

-Your Imperial Majesty,. I believe the President informed you 
of our willingness to agree in principle in providing the 
additional 140 F-16s. 

--but would retain flexibility in our formal notification 
of Congress between now and 1980 

-SECREI= 
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-This would allow us to measure the pulse of Congress and 
better manage a perceived balanced world-wide arms sale 
reduction. 

-Even if we had to wait until 1980 for the notification this 
would not impact on a smooth F-16 delivery schedule for Iran. 

--Because of production limitations and other commitments we 
could not support more than four F-16s per month for foreign 
military sales. 

--This would allow the second F-16 increment to follow in 
tandem with the first 160 F-16 increment -- which ends 
about mid 1983. 

Alternative USG Position 

No commitment for 140 additional F-16s now. We will study the 
request later. 

Your Talking Points 

-Your Imperial Majesty, I believe the President informed you of 
his decision to restudy your request for 140 additional F-16s. 

-I assure you that this decision, which I support, does not 
signal a USG change in our policy toward Iran. 

-The President indicated continuity of US/Iranian relationships 
when despite his vowed pledge to reduce arms worldwide, he 
vigorously supported Iran's request for seven AWACS. 

-But it is exactly that reason, why we must show restraint now. 

-To submit another major arms request to Congress at this time 
would be counterproductive. 

--Congress may disapprove the request. 

--It would dilute the President's credibility in his attempt to 
reduce arms worldwide, thereby reducing the importance of any 
future requests pertaining to Iran. 

-I note that the approved 160 F-16s will continue to arrive in 
Iran until mid-1983. 

-Therefore, we have until mid-1980 to decide. 

SECRFf 
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SECRET 
2. Replacement Aircraft for F-4s and F-Ss 

Although Iran is still taking delivery of 209 F-4s and 169 
F-Ss, the Shah desires to replace both aircraft in the mid-
1980s. Candidates are F-16s for the F-Ss and the F-18A, F-16, 
F-15, Europe's multirole combat aircraft (MRCA or TORNADO) and 
the MIRAGE 2000 for the F-4s. The USG previously had denied 
250 F-18Ls as a replacement for the F-4 on PD-13 grounds. The 
Shah appears to favor the F-18A. 

USG Position 

(FYI. No Presidential decision was made at the time of this 
writing. Also the President's "going in" position could be 
modified during his personal meeting with the Shah. End FYI) 

With the exception of 28 F-4Ds, both the F-4s and F-Ss have 
useful lives until the early 1990s. We would prefer that the 
Shah keep these capable aircraft at least until the late 1980s 
for absorptive capacity reasons. Nonetheless, it would still 
be premature to make specific commitments on types of replacement 
aircraft for the mid-1980's. Moreover, it would be a PD-13 
exception to commit the F-18A until it became operational in 
our own forces -- about 1982. 

Your Talking Points (agreement in prinicple) 

-Let me assure His Imperial Majesty, that the Department of 
Defense agrees with long range planning for modernization of 
military forces. 

-And we agree in principle to replace Iran's American aircraft 
with follow-on American aircraft. 

-I would like to point out that our long range plans call for 
employing the F-4s, a very capable aircraft, into the 1990s 
and we will be logistically supporting other nations' F-4s 
into the 1990s. 

-We would hope that Iran would therefore keep this capable 
aircraft with growth potential until the early 1990s. 

-The F-18A may not be operational until about 1982, therefore, 
I cannot make any commitment for that aircraft until we are 
certain where we are going with it. 

-We are prepared, however, to indicate our willingness to 
discuss specific types, amounts and delivery schedules when we 
get within three to four years of initial delivery. 
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Alternative Talking Points (~ agreement in principle) 

-Let me assure His Imperial Majesty, that the Department of 
Defense agrees with long range planning for modernization of 
military forces. 

-I would like to point out that our long range plans call for 
employing the F-4s, a very capable aircraft, into the 1990s 
and we will be logistically supporting other nations' F-4s 
into the 1990s. 

-We would hope that Iran would therefore keep this capable 
aircraft with growth potential until the early 1990s. 

-The F-18A may not be operational until about 1982, therefore, 
I cannot make any commitment for that aircraft until we are 
certain where we are going with it. 

-I share the President's view that the USG should be sympathetic 
to Iran's need to replace its aging force with American 
aircraft when necessary -- but that it is just too soon to 
address the specifics. 

Electronic Warfare (ALQ 131 and PAVESPIKE) and COMSEC Releasability: 

The Government of Iran has repeatedly sought a more liberal, 
blanket policy concerning the release of advanced electronic 
warfare equipment and training. DoD periodically has re-evaluated 
our position and reaffirmed a policy of case-by-case review. 
Nonetheless, the Shah is expected to press for a liberal overall 
policy and the latest in technology and training in order to 
establish credible capabilities in ECCM and Signal intelligence 
(SIGINT). He may also press for the latest communications 
security (COMSEC) equipment. 

USG Position ~OF8RN) 

The areas of electronic warfare (EW) and COMSEC encompass the 
most sensitive equipment and procedures in the USG arsenal. 
Despite this, we have been very liberal on a case-by-case 
basis, on what we have released already to GOI. The joint EW 
program reconunended by the MAAG and clea·red by our own Joint 
Electronic Warfare Coordinating Group and the recent decision 
on COMSEC by the interagency US/COMSEC Board (U.S. commercial 
only) represent programs suitable to Iran's needs. We must 
preserve a policy of case-by-case review to protect USG interests. 

Your Talking Points 

-With regard to COMSEC, we have just formed a joint US Army, 
Navy and Air Force team that will work with US industry to 

SECRET ~ 
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develop commercial equipment that is compatible with SPRUANCE, 
AWACS, TSQ-73 Missile Minder (command and control for I HAWK), 
and other weapo~s systems, and suitable to prevent compromise 
of your tactics and our systems' capabilities. 

--My appropriate agencies will certify that the selected equipment 
does provide sufficient protection from compromise and will allow 
interoperability of weapons systems before we recommend 
specific purchases to Iran. 

-Also, I believe, the joint EW program developed by the MAAG in 
cooperation with the Iranian Services is a good program. 

-We will continue to evaluate each Iranian request and will look 
favorably on approving those items which are releasable to our 
friends. 

(FYI: Should the Shah press for reconsideration of PAVE SPIKE (TAB N) 
and the ECM Pod, ALQ 131 previously denied, use the following 
Talking Points. The Shah believes -- erroneously -- that Israel 
has approval for the ALQ 131. End FYI) 

-We have re-evaluated the previous denials on PAVE SPRIKE and LATAR 
and we may be prepared to release price and availability on them 
(TAB N). 

--approval of the sale, however, may require Congressional 
notification. 

-The ALQ 131 pod has yet to be fully integrated into our own forces. 
Therefore, we have not released it to any foreign government. 

4. Coproduction (TAB P) 

The GOI currently has USG approval to coproduce Bell 214 helicopters, 
TOW missiles and launchers, MAVERICK (AGM 65A) missiles and to 
repair F-4 components. Under review are coproduction arrangements 
for 2.75 in. rockets and an M-47 Tank modernizatipn program. We 
have, despite repeated requests, denied coproduction arrangements 
and sale of the AGM 65B. HARPOON, REDEYE and STINGER missile 
coproduction arrangements also have been denied. (Moreover, REDEYE 
and STINGER and encapsulated HARPOON have not been released to 
Iran.) The Shah desires to enhance his defense industry by seeking 
other coproduction arrangements. He is currently negotiating with 
Israel (TAB P) and is expected to seek an arrangement with the U.S. 
on a surface-to-surface missile. 

DECLASSIFIED I~ FULIL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, Wff $ 
Date: fi' ~ MAR ~ 
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USG Position 

PD-13 prohibits coproduction arrangements with non-exempt countries 
on all but high usage spare parts and minor assembly of subcomponents. 
Because of absorptive capacity considerations and possible economic 
disadvantages for the U.S., no new coproduction arrangement commitments 
with Iran should be made now. 

Your Talking Points: 

-The President's arms transfer policy which he has committed his 
Administration to implement, allows coproduction arrangements only 
for high usage spare parts and assembly of subcomponents where 
"significant weapons, equipment, or major components" are concerned. 

-My research and engineering organization is presently examining 
possible coproduction arrangements within the scope of the 
President's arms transfer policy. 

(FYI. If raised by the Shah, acknowledge that this examination 
includes a review of Iranian request for coproduction of 2.75 
inch rockets and on M-47 tank modernization programs. End FYI). 

-I note that in the past we have approved coproduction arrangements 
on Bell 214 helicopters, MAVERICK AGM 65A missiles and TOW missiles 
and launchers -- as well as approving Iranian repair of F-4 components. 

-But until our review is complete, and the limits of the new policy 
more clearly defined, I no not believe we can make any specific 
additional comments. 

5. WILD WEASEL/SHRIKE 

WILD WEASEL (TAB T) is a specially modified ECCM aircraft for seeking 
and destroying surface-to-air missile (SAM)/radar complexes. We 
expect the Shah may request this system now because impending F-4 
production line closing requires a foreign government's decision to 
buy F-4s by December 1977. We do not know what specific number of 
aircraft he has in mind, but estimate that the number would be 
enough to equip at least one American size squadron (18 aircraft). 
This would be enough to form two Iranian squadrons of F-4 WILD 
WEASEL aircraft. 

USG Position: 

WILD WEASEL can be considered an offensive weapon system which 
would be difficult under normal circumstances to sell under 
the security assistance program. Moreover much of its EW 
equipment and associated tactics are unrealeasable. 

--- SECREI-
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Your Talking Points: 

-The WILD WEASEL is a specially modified aircraft with systems 
considered by many as offensive in that the aircraft is designed to 
cross borders to seek out and destroy fixed missile complexes, 

-Specially designed aircraft for offensive missions are not available 
for sale. 

-There is a valid need,_however, for a nation to be able to counter 
mobile SAM emplacements ·that penetrate borders. 

-Therefore, there are some models of an anti-radiation missile 
(ARM) that we may be prepared to consider (SHRIKE). 

--These missiles can be loaded on your present aircraft and 
would provide you a capability against mobile SAM sites. 

--This, of course, may also be subject to a review by our 
Congress. 

6. COMMAND, CONTROL AND COMMUNICATIONS (C3) 

Obb 
2,.3(.b1_1) 
r:; j _f\.· 
\ :?~·/);\ ~ /:~: 

(FYI. If the situation presents itself this subject should be 
raised by you. End FYI). 

General Azhari, Commander of the Iranian SCS -- Supreme Commanders 
Staff (a JCS-like coordinating staff but w~thout command authority), 
in 1975 requested a co~and and control (C) team to assist Iran 
to develop a national C capability. On the eve of departure of 

· the OSD level team, Ambassador Helms cancelled the team, reportedly 
at the request of General Toufanian, Iranian Vice Minister of War. 
The request has periodically been raised since then -- most 
recently this past summer. This time, however, Ambassador 
Sullivan and General Touf~nian are in agreement that help is 
required t estab is C program which will net or electroni-
cally link the commercial Bell International satel-
lite commllill.ca ions s stem, AWACS, ground radars, I HAWK 
missiles, UK RAPIER Missiles, data link and non-data link 
fighters and Naval systems such as SPRUANCE. This request is 
fraught with danger of enmeshing us in Iranian parochialisms. 
Do we net these systems under the Imperial Iranian Air Force 
which its commander desires, or under the Imperial Iranian Navy 
(IIN) for maritime operations which the IIN commander may desire, 
or under the SCS Commander who has no command authority, or under 
a non-existent joint command? Seasoned Iranian watchers believe 
that the Shah intentionally wants the Services to be separately 
commanded by him -- to diminish the likelihood of a coup. If 
this is indeed fact, ~hen a3logical joint integration of systems 
into a well planned C or C (plus communications) architecture 
is indeed a very difficult if not an unresolveable problem. 
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USG Position 

Before c3 interfaces are addressed, doctrinal issues must be re
solved. Logical joint integration of systems would suggest estab
lishment of joint battle commands under a well defined National 
Command Authority (NCA). Only the Shah can decide th3se doctrinal 
issues which are basic and preliminary to designing C architecture. 

Your Talking Points: 

(FYI. This is a delicate subject. We believe an organizational 
structure must be designed first which will have command and 
control over combined land, sea, and air forces before the 
weapon systems purchased by Iran can be effectively netted. 
However, it is not for the USG to recommend foreign military 
organizational structures. End FYI.) 

-Your Imperial Majesty, we have an Iranian request for assistance 
in integrating all your data link and voice systems into 
a command and control system with appropriate communications 
security. 

--Our DoD jargon refers to this as c3 for command, control and 
communications. 

-c3 is a function of a command structure beginning with what we 
call the National Command Authority. 

-In our case, the National Command Authority is exercised by the 
President or me directly to the joint or unified commands and 
finally down to the combat unit commander. 

--JCS are the agents. 

--Our combat unit commander is under command and control of 
his unified or joint commander, not his military service. 

-As I understand the Iranian command structure in Iran, the 
National Command Authority begins with the Shahanshah and 
goes directly to each of the Services -- and there are no 
joint commands. However, 

--to effectively use weapons systems requires integration which 
would suggest joint battle staffs. At any rate, the answer to 
this organizational question determines the systems architecture. 

UECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records &,Deel ass Di,, WIIS 
Dat&o5 MAR 2ffli 
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--This poses a problem which we believe only the Shahanshah can 
solve. 

-Although we have asked our JCS to recommend options for c3 there 
still remains the doctrinal issue of command structure which 
must first be addressed at the highest level. 

--It is not for the U.S. Government to recommend the establish
ment of joint commands. 

--It would also be difficult for us to recommend integration of 
systems -- for example, netting AWACS/SPRUANCE/FIGHTERS for 
maritime operations without first knowing what organization 
will have command authority over maritime operations involving 
aircraft -- or for that matter ground operations.involving 
aircraft. 

-We seek your advise in this matter. 

DECLASSIFIED 1N FULl 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records &,Declass Diva WUI$ 
Date:-o 5 MAR 2016 

David E. McGiffert 
Assistant Secretary of Defense 
International Security Affairs 
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MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION O~ta: DEC 2 4 2014 

SUBJECT: The Shah of I ran Meetl_ng with Secretary of Defense Brown 

TIME & PLACE: 1530 to 1635 hours, 15 November 1977, Blair House 

· ·Attendees 

United States 

The Secretary of Defense 
The Deputy Secretary of Defense 
ASD/ISA McGiffert 
Ambassador Sullivan 
LTG Fish 
DASS/NESA Sober 
DASD/NEASA Janka -- notetaker 
RADH Hanson 

·Iran 

Shahanshah Mohammed Reza Pahlavi 
orr~tnQR·,1~a:sl~fc1 ~~~1=r<1lfcn~c . 
Chief: RDD. FSD. \i i-IS . S-<AJ~ Sl'°l-
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The Shah began by stati_ng that our two countries have an extensive relationship 
together which he explained in some detail to the President and Secretary Vance 
this morning. He also repeated why Iran cannot take any chances with its ' 
security.· There ls no time to mobilize forces and there are enemies on all 
sides who want to destroy Iran. However~ Iran is very Important to the Western 
World because of its.dependence upon the energy it produces. He also said 
that the Strait of Hormuz will be very important to the flow of the world's 
oil. Five-to-ten years from now Iran will be a nation of fifty ·mt1Hon people 
with lots of oi 1, natural gas, steel, and petroleum chemical industries. If 
plans work out, I ran wi 11° be a pi 1 lar . in Western Asia and· can help create a 
zone of peace and stability. Iran would be contributing Its strength to the 
Northern ti er of tlie Indian Ocean and the Wes tern ti er ·of Asia. looking beyond 
that region, Iran hopes that South Africa . will get itself disentangled from 
the awkward position in which they have put themselves. The Shah indicated 
thls morning that he was discussing SALT 11 with Secretary Vance, and had a 
questipn he could not answer. Why are the Soviets being cooperative on SALT 
now? Is it for economic reasons? Is it part of a desire to reach strategic 
parity which will give them great conventional superiority? The Shah would 
answer this chalt'enge by looking for ·unity in Western Europe along with the 
improvement of the European economies, the defeat of terrlorism and most Im-
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portantly~ to have the Europeans show· their will to defend the continent. 
Turkey must be br~ught back into the Western Al 1 iance so that we can couple 
·it with Iran's strength. Looking to the East, the Shah believes that Chlna 
wi 11 always be natfonal istic an·d wi 11 act on its own interests against the 
Soviet Union. 

As for Iran's concerns, the.Shah. said that Iran. has a legitimate defense 
need. The Shah said that he~erstood,. and even sympathized with our 
Administration's announced policy of reducing global arms sales. But this 
understanding does not solve his legitimate. needs for a. strong defense for 
I ran. Therefore, we need to see what can be· done to meet th.ese needs. How 
much can the U.S. supply? The Shah said that he preferred to have American 
supplies and especially preferred American equipment for the Air Force 
which is very oriented toward America. As a demonstration of this American 
orientation he plans to send his son to a United States Air Force school 
this summer as part of his military . training. After that, he will also be 
initiated into the activities of· the other S~rvices. If we agree, that is 
his plan. 

Secretary Brown indicated that this can be arra_nged. 

The Shah then referred to his discussion at lunch. · There are 7,000. kilo
meters of land borders. · He asked what then are Iran's calculations for the 
defense of its airspace and how many aircraft will be necessary, both day 
and night, to defend those extens.ive borders? He sat d that it is a 24-hour 
Job. · He went on to say that some of Iran's potential enemies have weapons 
that Iran does not have, such as surface-to-surface missiles.and extensive 
surface-to-air missile defense systems. He said he recognizes that if there 
is ~n unprovoked attack from the other side th~y will.have some initial .. 
success and that the only way Iran can strike back quickly is to neutralize 
their strike capabilities, to hit their facilities for launching attacks, 
and to defend Iran's skys against their intrusions. He said that some of Iran's 
enemies have MIG-23s and may even be getting MIG-25s and knows that the Soviets 
have huge quantities of other weapons--tanks, planes~-they will be anxious to 
sell for cash. These weapons will be moving into the forces of Iran's enemies. 
He said that Iran must attach great importance to, given the huge distances 
in Iran, airlift capability since it takes one month for a division to cross 
Iran. There must be some standing army forces everywhere in Iran and also 
capability to beef up those for~es by rapid airlift ·1( needed. But, th~ Shah went 
on to say, this airlift activity requires tight air defenses, so for at least 
the next five years . or more Iran must ask ff we will be willing to provide 
even the bare minimum for. Iran's air defense forces and striking back capability. 
Iran's current air defenses are based upon the F-16 and the F~14s armed with 
the PHOENIX missile. In this connection, the Shah said that he heard the 
Germans are working on an improved SPARROW missile for the F-16. 

Secretary Brown replied that something li~e that will be needed to give the 
F-16 an all-weather capability, but not for all Iran's forces. lt must be 
realized that most of the attacking forces are equipped for daylight fighting 
only. · 
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The Shah then went on to say that to defend the tremendous atrspace ·even with 
AWACS and air-ref~eling c~pability, Iran must worry about seven times as much 
air space as Germany. 

Secretary Brown said that he realized there is some need t~ .\o!-~~ry about attacks 
from a11 quarters, but that threat ls only in the future. For -example, there 
is no present danger frorna'ir attacks along the Eastern border. 

The Shah said that the minimum numbers of aircraft decided upon is 300 F-16s 
along with .80 F-14s and 188 F-Ss, but that these F-Ss should be replaced. He 
understands that the F-4 aircraft will be good until the 1990s. ·He said that 
if we are going to build the F-14·with the ·new engine, that he would forget 
about replacing the F-Ss and·tnstead to add· enough additional F-14s to yield a 
ratio of one-to~two F-14s to F-16s. He would then. need an additional 70 F-14s 
for the air defense forces. He would'wait until after 1985 to discuss how to 
replace the F-4s, but that he will need something to replace the 28 F-4Ds which 
are being diverted for use as las·er des_lgnator ~ircraft. 

. . 
The Shah said that he will ~lso .need ECM equipment and the WILD WEA~EL aircraft 

. with the HARM missile to go after the enemy SAMs and their SCUDs. 

Secre~ary Brown stated·that the Shah meant going after ·the enemy -SCUDs before · · 
they ~re launched and go~ng through the enemy.'s ·air defenses. The· Secretary 
stated that we have riot even _decided ·ourselves whether to buy the HARM missile 
yet. He reminded the Shah that the w1·Lo WEASEL is designed to go after fixed 
missile sites and therefore · · o. · ff.ensive capability. He ) 
went on to say . that HARM is stl 11 in the early stages· o deve opme the_u 
two items represent a whole different ca~egory 9f weaponry than have been dis- ~ ~ ..., ;a . ....... 

With respect to ECM equipment, Secretary Brown said that we have· been very 
careful -not to put ou~ most advanced equipment into the field where we run:the 
risk of compromising it.· He said that Iran already has the 119 equipment .and 
the 131 POD is not yet In our -own forces·, therefqre, the Shah· ,could see that 
It is _a question of timing in ·most of these cases. We are.ourselves u?'i.ng 
the SHRIKE missile until we ma~e a ·decision with regard to HARM. 

· The Shah said that th~- SHRIKE has a problem with short range. 

Secretary Brown· said that nevertheless; it :rs all that we h~ve_.operable ~ight 
now. He added that we have -not decided ourselves on the question of developing 
the F-14B because we·are having difficulty deciding on· the F-18, the A-7, or 
the A-18 versus · a new F-14 wfth up~graded engines·. He said that ·if we go with 
the F-18 and A-18, we probably won't upgrade the F-14 engines. The . problems 
with the TF-30 engine have been·resolved and it r:iow wor.ks quite well but still 
does not have enough thrust to make the F-14 a fighter, which of course, It was . 
not designed to be. Secretary Brown said the_quesdon of a new ~ngine will not 
be decided until well into next year. 

Secretary Brown then deferred the matter of additional aircraft to the Shah's 
talks with the President later. 
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Secretary Brown then went on to indicate our desire to reduce arms sales but 
said that we realize that there are countries where we have real security 
interests in building up their defenses. He pointed to problems with our 
Congress and referred to the beating we took on the AWACS sale. He said we 
therefore have to be very cautious· with regard to new sales•-,arid· they will 
have to be spread out over a longer period of time and· to d"i"scuss this wl th 
the President. Secretary Brown said that after mid-1983 we will have the 
capability to produce F-16s beyond the .160 ,e~wes$. Therefore, we have lots u~~
of time to make a decision. 

Secretary Brown said that we will certainly want to study carefully the Shah's 
idea of letting the F-5s go out of inventory in advance of acquiring more F-14s 
supported by ·the F-16. He pointed out that the F-5s have ·1ots of ·1 i fe left in 
them and that the ·MIG-25 is used more fo~ surveillance. 

The Shah then agreed that there Is time to pursue these matters and we should 
stay In close contact. He then stated that he intended to go·with whatevec we 
decide on the YC-14 or YC-15 for air transport. 

Secret~ry Brown : replied that we may in fac~ go for a new C-130 because It is 
so much cheaper, and tn that case, Iran may want to think about prepositioning 
large equipment. He said we may make a decision on new transport aircraft fn 
the 1979 budget within six weeks, or could decide to. delay any buy for another 
year. Both agreed that even though the C-130 is about five Inches too narrow 
that they are cheap. The Shah Indicated that if the C-130 was chosen that he 
would need many more of them than the.YC-14 or YC-15. 

The Shah then went on to request help in establishing arms industries in Iran 
and asked if there was any possibility Qf allowing ·1ran to coproduce the DRAGON, 
In addition to the already approved TOW and MAVERICK. Secretary Brown said 
that we have not looked into coproductlon of the DRAGON but we do have a policy 
that strongly discourages coproduction agreements. He said we looked on these 
requests on a case-by-case basis and we will take a hard look at the DRAGON 
issue. 

The Shah then pointed to the coproduction contract with Bell on the 214 heli
copter, and said that Iran n~eds permission for coproduction of a newer model 
of helicopter, the 214-B, for h.lgher altitude operation. Secretary Brown said 
that in all of these matters we have to look at the question of technology 
transfer, and we have to look at each issue on a case-~y-case basis. 

The .Shah responded that if Iran can get these. kinds of thi_ngs from the U.S .. 
that he is not going to start an aircraft industry in Iran. However, he 
does want to devefop extensive maintenance facilities If he can_ get the air
craft that he needs from the U.S. He does want to manufacture helicopters, 
however. 

With regard to the Navy, the.Shah said that Iran is waiting for the SPRUANCES 
and ts also looking for the best Escort Destroyer to go with them. In the 
Indian Ocean Iran can provide alr cover, especially ·with its refueling capa-
b i 1 i ty. He said .he may need a few more tankers and add it i ona 1 707s to h~ 1 p 
with logistics problems, but they cannot take the place of the YC-14 or ¥C~l5. 
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The Shah said that the ability of the Iranian fleet to move deep into the 
Indian Ocean will contribute to stability ·1n that ~egion. 

Secretary Brown pointed to the discussions with the Soviet Union on Indian 
Ocean arms 1 imitations looking towards a reduction of our fleets • . The Shah 
said with less of our presence there is more of a requirement for Iran to 
be there with strength. He then said that the training on the SPRUANCES and 
the submarines is ·going quite well and is on schedule. The.Shah said that 
Iran is buying some 1°300 ton submarines from the Germans which are small but 
quit~ good and that no fleet can do without submarines. 

Secretary Brown _agreed that a fleet needs_ good air defenses and ASW capability. 

The Shah said that Iran can pretty well control the Persian Gulf with existing 
aircraft and patrol boats ·and helicopters even though Iraq may have the super 
French Frelon helicopters armed with EXOCET missiles. 

The Shah said -that he Is .awaiting new British engines for his tanks and that 
the new .1~00 horsepower engine ·is quite:. good, b·ut now there is a problem with 
the transmission. He said that he recognizes that the future is with turbine 
engines and has asked the U.S. for one. He said that if the sale Is agreeable 
to us that the engine change can be worked at the same time as Iran works with 
the British to s·o 1 ve the ·transmission prob 1 em. 

Secretary Brown responde~ that the fit is probably alright, .but the power train 
is a question and that we have not yet looked at that problem. 

The Shah "..then: _s.p:oke .. :,,ab ou t ·i.. the Soviets brt_ng i_ng into their inventory and 
on to Iran's borders the T-72 which he said is a very good tank. He said Iran 

· ts planning to adapt to I rans tanks. ·the very accurate 120mm. British gun, which 
Is accurate up to 3,000 meters versus 1500 for the Soviet gun . . The Shah said 
that he did not plan to attack tanks only with other tanks but to attack from 
the air and wl th infantry armed with TOWs and DRAGONS. · Secretary Brown sa 1 d 
that we have much the same concept and we are also -looking into minelaying by 
artillery in order to lay down mine fields in front of attacking tanks. 

The 'Shah then said that Iran will have to augment the number of guns In its 
art i 11 ery forces because the Russ ·i ans pu.t g·reat emphasis on hug·e numbers of 
artillery in their forces. He polnted ·out that against the F.inns, they had 
on~ gun for every meter. Iran ts aski_ng for more self-propelled 155s and will 
also need the extended range gun we are working on. He said that he informed 
us that Iran is working with the Israelis to ·develop some kind of missiles 
but is stopping short of developi_ng some of the longer range mlssi les they 
would like to build. He said Iran is reluctant to get involved be~ause of 
their policy toward Middle. East peace settlement. He said that instead Iran 
Is staying within the range of th~ simple rockets, about 70 kilometers, a 
range th.ey already have. · ·secretary·Brown agreed that long range missiles 
would create real problems in the Middle East context and pofitical problems 
in the United States. The Shah said, moreover, Israel already has the LANCE 
missile. -
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The Shah went on to say that he is buyi.ng some Soviet equipment and APCs In 
particular are excellent. He said.a newly acquired one has the 73mm smooth
bore gun, and a 3,000 meter wire~guided ' missile. · The'Shah said that. he Is 
now ·thlnkt.ng of developi_ng a supersonic laser . .;.guided an.ti tank missile. The 
Shah said when he visited ·czechoslovakta recently they·showed him their Soviet 
supplied equipment. On the. basis ·of that visit the .Shah thinks Iran's. land 
armies cou.ld face any non-nuclear forces · in the region. He said he would 
never surrender, would face any threatening forces and that everyone in the 
r_eg ion knows th i s • · · · 

Secretary Brown then raised the issue 6f command, control and communication. 
He said that ~e have been asked · to help des_ign a c3 system for I ran to inte-

. grate forces ·with voice and data transmission systems. He pointed out that 
this is a very challenging task ·whlch every military organization faces and 
we have found that in designing such a system we need .. to know first how the 
conunand and control itseff wi°ll.work in operation.··sectetary.' Bi"own satd ·that 
in this country we have ·the Joint Chiefs. of Staff along with unified and 
specified commands, which include so~e ~egional convnands. Secretary. Brown said· 
that as he understands tihat'.:thenHsnothtng comparable in Iran to integrate 
commands. He said our people are excited about buildl_ng s.uch a plan for Iran 
but we would need to. know Iran's organization • . The .Shah replied. that in Iran 
the Commander-in-Chief is also the Head of State, and as such, he Issues orders 
through his Chief of General Staff, who · in.turn, issues orders to the three 
services. He pointed out that the. Shah and Crown Prince are professional 
soldiers. 

·secretary Brown said that in the United States orders do no~ go to the Services-
I ns tead they. go to the Joi nt Commands. 

The Shah said that he · is_ goi_ng to set up four army commands In the Central,. East, 
West and South regions.· The orders will go. directly from the Shah through 
the General Staff to each army, but separate orders will also ·go to the Air 
Force. · · 

Secretary·Brown responded by saying that our concern is how the land armies 
will communicate with the Air Force. If a command and . control system is not 
set up from the b_egtnni_ng one could: have problems where forces · in the field 
can only conrnuntcate by · going ba~k up. to headquarters. Ho~ever, we .cannot tell 
your country how to ~rg·anize-' its forces. The ·~said that Iran could create 
special task forces or authorize· the units to communicate with each other. 
Secretary ·BrCMn _agreed, but said that Iran must · first des.ign that system. 
The .Shah replied that that ls.why. we should ask · USAF/ESO to do it. He then 
added that he planned to set up headquarters in the north and in the south. 

· 'Ambassador Sullivan said that there are two different teams with two different 
tasks to carry out. The ESD team i's for developinq security for the air defense 
system. He said there will be a secqnd team for command and control but that 
we needed to know more about lran 1 s needs on the · latter subject~ 

The ' Shah then said that he can sum it up by pointing out that direct orders 
flow from the Shah to the . General Staff to the land forces and armies, but for 
Joint operations a task force wi 11. be· formed · t~ get orders direct; otherwise 
Iran would need .our advice on communicatl_ng am~ng the services. 
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Secretary Brown responded that he . raised this only to alert the Shah to the 
problem and that only he can answer · it. The.Shah repeated . that this was his 
answer and that he will await our reconimendatioris now. 

Secretary Brown concluded that it .is v~ry ~seful to know l'~a~•"s .ov~rall.needs 
since we need this to present to:our Congress~·.He said that it is useful to 
lay them all out comprehensively for us· to. decide what. we cari do to meet· Iran's 
needs. We need to work out a comprehensive picture over ·a period of years · and 
that the Shah can be assured that we . in the · United: States Government fully 
understand how important our two ·countries ·are . to each.other's security. 

The Shah closed by sayi_ng thank you, and that he · enjoyed the meeti_ng. 

The me~ti_ng ended at 1635 hou.rs. · 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

PAGE 2 -&¥-Ce~ 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

MESSAGE CENTER 

6 E 6 R E T 

2. TO MY SURPRISE, WE WERE THEN JOINED BV BRITISH 
AMBASSADOR (WHO LATER TOLD ME HE HAD BEEN SUMMONED 
QUITE UNEXPECTEDLY). SHAH SAID HE WISHED REVIEW CURRENT 
SITUATION ~ITH THE TWO OF US ANO WOULD VALUE OUR CANDID 
ADVICE. 

3. WE THEN ~ENT THROUGH A TWO HOUR SESSION WHICH 
LOOKED AT ALL THE MAJOR PROBLEMS CURRENTLY FACING 
IRAN ANO EXAMINED SEVERAL OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH 
THEM. ThE ONLY INTERRUPTIONS WERE THREE TELEPHONE 
CALLS TO THE SYAH REPORTING INCIDENTS IN QOM AND AHWAZ. 

4. IT SEEMS THAT THE PRIMARY STIMULUS FOR THIS UNUSUAL 
MEETING WAS THE CONTINUING STRIKE AT NIOC PRODUCTION 
ANO REFINI~G FACILITIES IN AHWAZ AND ABAOAN. SHAH 
SAID THAT HUSHANG ANSARY, WHO WAS STILL IN AHWAZ, HAO 
BEEN "I~PRISONED" NIGHT OF OCT 23 BY CLERICAL 
STAFF UF OSCO ANO HAO "ESCAPED" ONLY BY RUNNING OUT A 
BACK DOOR WHE~ HE HAO GONE TO TAKE A TELEPHONE CALL. 
HE SAID TECHNICIANS ANO LABORERS WERE PREPARED TO 
RETURN TO WOR~, BUT CLERICA~ STAFF WAS PROLONGING 
THE STRIKE BY INSISTING ON "POLITICAL" RATHER THAN 
ECONOMIC UEMANDS. HE SAID STRIKE LEADERS WERE YOUNG, 
JUNIOR "CLERKS" WHO HAD ARROGATED CONTROL OF THE ACTION 
TO THEMSELVES. HE CLAIMED THERE WAS ALREADY A 600,000 
BARREL LOSS dF NIOC PRODUCTION OCTOBER 23. 

5. BEYOND THIS SITUATION, HE SAID HF- WAS CONCERNED BY 
RIOTS IN HAMAOAN, UNREST AT THE UNIVERSITIES, AND THE 
CONSTANT STREET DEMONSTRATIONS BY SECONDARY SCHOOL 
STUDE~TS. THE REPORTS FROM QOM WHICH CAME IN WHILE 
WE TALKED TOLD OF "SNIPER FIRE" FROM THE TOPS OF BUILDINGS 
WHICH HAO ALREADY WOUNDED THREE OR FOUR SOLDIERS. 

6. FACED WITH ALL THIS, SHAH SAID HE WAS REVIEWING 
SEVERAL OPTIONS. ONE WAS TO I~STALL A MILITARY GOVT. 
HE PERSONALLY FELT THIS WAS A NON•STARTER, THE MILITARY 
COULD NOT EVEN BEGIN TO RUN THE OIL INDUSTRY. IF THEY 
TRIED, EVERYTHING ELSE WOULD SHUT DOWN AND THEY WOULD 
HAVE TO TRY TO RUN THE WHOLE NATION, AT BEST, A 
"MILIT4RY SOLUTION" WOULD BE A VERY SHORT•TERM FIX. 
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7. A~OTHER OPTION, HE SAID, WOULD BE TO TRY A COALITION 
GOVT. HE HAO NO RPT NO CONFIDENCE SUCH A MEASURE WOULD 
SUCCEED. FIRST, HE DID NOT KNOW HOW "LOYAL" SUCH A 
COALITION WOULD BE. SECOND, HE HAD NO ASSURANCES ABOUT 
THEIR COMPETENCE. BUT, SUCH A MOVE MIGHT HAVE PSYCHOLOGICAL 
EFFECTS WHICH WOULD CALM DOWN THE CURRENT "FRENZY," 
HE ASKEO FOR OUR VIEWS. 

8. BRITISH AMBASSADOR AND I, IN MUTUALLY REINFORCING 
STATE~ENTS, SAID THE FOLLOWING! 

(A) WE DID NOT RPT NOT SEE THE SITUATION QUITE AS 
DARKLY AS THE SHAH, ALTHOUGH THERE WERE DISRUPTIONS, 
LIFE WAS GOING ON MORE OR LESS NORMALLY IN MOST OF THE 
COU~TRV, PEOPLE WERE AT WORK, SERVICES CONTINUED, 
SHOPS wERE OPEN, ETC. WE ADMITTED THAT THE NIOC STRIKE 
ANO THE INDISCIPLINE AMONG SCHOOL CHILDREN WERE TROUBLING, 
BUT ~OT NECESSARILY FATAL, 

CB) wE AGREED THAT A "MILITARY SOLUTION" IS A NON• 
STARTE~. IT wOULD MERELY CREATE WORSE PRESSURES, WHICH 
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MIGHT LEAD TO A REAL EXPLOSION. 

(C) ~E HAO VERY LITTLE BASIS ON ~HICH TO JUDGE THE 
COMPETENCE OR LOYALTY OF THOSE WHO MIGHT ENTER A 
"COALITION" GOVT. WE NOTED SOME POLITICIANS WERE 
CONSULTING IN PARIS WITH KHOMEINI. HOWEVER, LATTER 
SEEMED Tn BE ADAMANTLY ANTI•SHAH. WHILE IT MIGHT BE 
ADVISAbLE TO BRING SOME OPPOSITION ME~BERS INTO CURRENT 
GOVT IF THEY WOULD AGREE, WE THOUGHT THAT DISMISSAL OF 
GOVT .AT T~IS STAGE IIIOIJLD AE FURTHER DESTABILIZING. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

MESSAGE CENTER 

PAGE 2 5PESAT SE e ~ET' 
CO) wHAT SEEMED MOST NECESSARY AT CURRENT STAGE WAS 
APPEARANCE OF POSITIVf, PROGRAMMED ACTION BY GOVT, 
PUBLIC PERCEPTION OF GOVT CURRENTLY WAS ONE OF DRIFT 
AND PASSIVITY. GOVT NEEDED TO PROPOSE ANO ANNOUNCE 
SOME SOUND ANO POSITIVE STEPS SO THAT IT COULD LEAD 
RATHE~ THAN FOLLOW, 

(El AS FA~ AS NIOC STRIKE WAS CONCERNED, WE DOUBTED 
GOVT WOULD BE WISE TO CAPITULATE ON "POLITICAL" DEMANDS 
(PRIMARY DEMAND IS LIFTING OF MARTIAL LAW NATIONWIDE), 
IF A STRIKE DID FORCE OIL INDUSTRY TO SHUT DOWN FOR 
AWHILE, IT NEED NOT BE FATAi., IN FACT, IT MIGHT BRING 
SOME PEOPLE TO THEIR SENSES BY FORCING THE REALIZATION 
THAT ALL THESE DISRUPTIONS COULD REALLY BEGIN TO HURT 
THOSE ~HO WERE CARRYING THEM OUT, 

9, SHAH, WHO WAS SOBER, BUT NOT DEPRESSED, THROUGHOUT 
THIS CONVERSATION, THANKED US FOR OUR VIEWS ANO FOR OUR 
REACTION TO HIS VIEWS, HE SAID HE WOULD WORK WITH HIS 
PEOPLE TO SOLVE THE IMMEOTE ISSUES ANO HOPED HE COULD 
CALL US IN AGAIN "WITHIN A FEW DAYS" FOR FURTHER 
DISCUSSIONS. 

10, COMMENT: IT WOULD SEEM, FROM THIS MEETING, THAT 
SHAH REALLY FEELS HI~SELF WITHOUT ANY CLEAR PLAN FOR 
THE IMMEDIATE FUTURE, IT WOULD ALSO APPEAR THAT HE 
FEELS HIMSELF WITHOUT RELIABLE IRANIAN ADVISERS FROM 
WHOM HE C AN GE T . 0 BJ E C'T I VE R EA C T l ON S , I BEL I EV E THE 
MILITAkY, WHO WOULD LIKE TO TAKE OVER IN THEIR OWN 
WAY, ARE DELIBERATELY FEEDING HIM THE DARKEST POSSIBLE 
VIEWS OF THE CURRENT SITUATION, HIS FEAR OF AN NIOC 
SHUTDOWN REFLECTS MIS "CONSPIRACY" VIEW OF COMMUNIST 
INTENTIONS, I HAVE ASKED THE OSCO REPRESENTATIVE TO 
GET AN 08JtCTIVE APPRAISAL OF THE STRIKE SITUATION IN 
AHwAZ AND GIVE ME A BRIEFING OCTOBER 25. I WILL REPORT 
THE RESULTS OF THAT COVERSATION IMMEDIATELY. 
SULLIVAN 
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POLICV 

!!)f~ ·objection ~o qeo1~,slflcatl~\i84n· ~t~1 ~A · . t?' il.! ,;-; .. _; t /U'i-t··c: 
t"a reeulte of CQnol.lrr~nt Joint a $ . .: 
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ft I 

. ""·}'1 .::l.,, t...' ? r ~ r, ~~ .. ;,\ ... --··· 
MIM)RANDUM FOR nm SECRETARY OF DEFENSE n-l ·+l-1n-.. . 

SUBJECT: Sensitive U.S. Military Equipment in Iran 

Attached: is a paper from the Joint Chiefs of Staff together with a cover 
memo from Dan M.lrphy on the sensitive U.S. military equipment in Iran. 

You will note from the JCS paper that EUC<>t is identifying the precise 
location of all sensitive items and that ISA and R&B may add to the list 
of sensitive equipment. 

Wednesday night, December 20th, Ike Pappas of CBS news reported that 
"sources say the United States is prepared to take what .they called 
appropriate action, possibly removing the F-14's and Phoenix missiles, 
or destroying them on the ground if it appeared they might fall into 
hostile hands in Iran." Tom Ross has no· idea where this story came 
from. 

3 ~ . J • J. I ¥ {: ,1, I ') /_ . ~ 
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Stanley 1<.. Resor 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, O.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE {POLICY) 

SUBJECT: Sensitive U.S. Military Equipm~nt in Iran 

21 DEC ,978 
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Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & DaclaA Div, WHS 

Da~: APR 1 2 2016 

Attached is an expanded Joint Staff paper on sensitive equipment. We 
have been working closely with them in its development. I believe the 
paper addresses the questions raised as a result of your previous review, 
but I want also -to provide you with the following amplifying remarks as 
background: 

- · "High sensitiv-ity11 items in the paper were so identified to safeguard 
our advanced technology. Irt non-technical terms, loss of those sensitive. 
items associated with the F-14 aircraft and Phoenix missile would assist 
the Soviets in developing equipment or mrathods · to counter the tactical 
advantage the systems give us. Compromise of the. AN/AWG-9 fire control 
system on the r-14. for example, would reveal the technology that permits 
us simultaneously to track· and shoot dow~ multiple targets with a single 
interceptor. This is an area 1n which we now have an estimated 6-10 year 
1 ead over the USSR. Compromf-se of the electronic countenneasures (ECM) 
equi pment···on- the F-14· would · revea 1 to the Soviets the degree to which we · 
have exploited their· radar systems and the degree to which we are able to 
react to their defensive threats. Such a loss would increase the vulnerability 
of all our aircraft (not merely the F-14) in combat to a degree that cannot be 
quantified, but would m:>st 11.kely be grievous. 

- Items identified as having "medium sensitivity" are those which an 
enemy can exploit through examination to develop s1m1.lar types for his own 
use {a process known as "reverse engineering"). The HARPOON and HAWK missiles 
fall into this category. 

kev1ew eR 29 Qee 1998 
tteason Z-301 (C) (6&7 )' 
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18fsECREf ffl om.¥: 
More guidance is required on whfch of these options, ff any, need to be 
developed further. It is also irnpqrtant .to remember that time for detailed 
planning will be required before any operation could be initiated. 

, . : 

Attachment 1 
a/s 
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

J3M I 5 9 9 1~,t> 
13 DEC 1978 

THE JOINT STAFF 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
. FOR POLICY 

Subject: Sensitive Equipment,. Iran -E-6-}- · . JS 3.3(b)(5-), (~)' 

I. ~ Pursuan:t to your request, the followi~g information 
-···· · on ·possible disposition of sensitive us· manufactured military 

equipment presently in· the Iranian inventory is provided • . 

. " - .. 

3. • Th~ ··· attached preliminary point paper, which addresses 
the recovery of certain sensitive .. US military equipment under 
Iranian control~ is provided for informationr 

. --
4 • • The attached military options d~ not appear attractive ... 
It is evident if this matter is to be pursued further detailed 
study would be required. 
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POINT PAPER 

. -
:t. SUBJECT: Sensitive US Military Equipment in Iran (TSi• 

II. PURPOSE: To aodress recovery of ce~tain sensitive US 
manufactured military equipment currently under Iranian control. 

:CII. MAJOR POINTS: 
,_ .. _. 
A. Classi~ication of Sensitivity 

- Based on three discreet effects if item is compromised: 

. -- High Sensitivity: Ability of USSR to identify and 
·.·· : · exploit capabilities of new systems (before US 

· ·:. could modify.or .replace). 
~ '.· •• ..,. : ~ ' .;, ' • r : ·"-:. • '"\• • 

·-~ Medium Sensitivity: "Reverse engineer" equipment 
· · . . to compromise a - US technological advance. 

-- Low. Sensitivity: Employment of equipment in a 
mean& antithetical to US interests. 

Ass.ume the items identified as High and Medium 
sensitivity will remain so but other equipment not 
yet identified·. will be placed on list. 

- EUCOM is presently identifying the precise location of 
all known Highr Medium, and Low sensitivity items. 

-·ISA and DDR&E are expanding the list of sensitive 
equipment. It is not complete at this time. 

B·. Security 

- US - Iran General Securitt and Information Agreement, 
June 1974, prohibits disc osure of information to a 
third country without prior consent of the government 
which furnished the information. 

-- Agrees to materiar security inspection of furnished 
equipment and information. 

I 
I/ 

Latest Iranian inspection, August 1978, covered AWACS 
support. Security was considered adequate. 
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- Next DSAA inspection of TAFT - Iran is scheduled for 
mid-January 1979. 

- us technicians ~ssist in maintaining the F-14A and 
Phoenix missile and have access to most components 
and associated publications. ·· 

c. Sensitive Equipment (see Attachment) 

--· - The F-l.4A Interceptor and associated Phoenix (AIM-54) 
· missile are considered highly sensitive in Iranian hands. 
Sensitiva- component sub-systems include: 

. ,4 , . 

-- AN/AWG-9 FCS. ..: . ~ 

... ,- . :·'J' ·~-.. ;.:., .· -- AN/AWM-23 test set ... 
-·--:--··- .. - ... :-1.-:·:· · .. . , ~-- ... 5 ., ... ·'. ". . · ... - .. . ·· . . 

~ AN/ALR-45 {V) ECM set • . 

·.;;_ AN/ALR-50 (V) ECM set. 

- -~/ALQ.-100 ECM. set .. 

DECLASSIFIED IN PART 
AuthOrily: eo 13S26 · . · ~ 
Chief. Records & Oectasa Div, WHS 
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· ~- DSM~l30_ test set (Phoenix.Missle). 

-. ·\':··· 
. · ,~ --.l.: . 

• "..c-.· ... ...... 

t;'l ·' . . 

,:; .. 
r . . ., 

· · :.. The- HABPOON surface/ail:: to surface. missile (RGM-84A) 
·· · · and the improved HAWK missile with the AN/TsG~73 

mis&ile.min~e~ are- of a medium degree of sensitivity. 

D. Political Considerations 

- Equipment. is under the sovereignty of Iran even 
though ~f US origin. 

- The only legal action is re-purchasing the equipment 
from the existing Iranian Government. 

E. Conditions under which action may be taken 

- rranian military ~emains loyal to the Shah (no ~/ 
action required). . . . 

. 
-- Neutralist government with potential compromise of 

US equipment. · 

-- Negotiation for return of equipment by re
pur(?hasing. 

2 -~" 1fftLSECREf ~ SENSITIVE ::UES ONLY • 
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sq 

-- Request sanitizing equipment. 

- Marxist government with likely compromise of us 
equipment ·to USSR .. _ 

-- Some Iranian military remains frie~dly to US • 
. ,_.;:. 

~RET-
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SENSITIVE US MILITARY EQUIPMENT OWNED BY IRAN 

High Sensitivity 

System 

F-14A 

AN/AWG-9 FCS 

AN/AWM-23 Test Set 

AN/ALR-45 (V) ECM set 

AN/ALR-50 (V) ECM set 

AN/ALG-10 0 ECM set 

AIM-54A Phoenix Missile 

DSM-130 Test set 

Medium Sensitivity 

System 

I-HAWK Btry 

I-HAWK Missiles 

AN-TSQ-73 Missile minder 

HARPOON Missile (RGM-84A) 

SM-1 Missile 

Number 

77 

107 

6 

86 

85 

93 

2.74* 

2 

Number _ 

36 

1448 

4 

13 

130 

Location 

Isfahan**/Shiraz 

.. 
n 

II 

n 

II 

Isfahan/Shiraz 

II 

Location 

Bushemr/Vadati 
Semnan/Kharg Island 

n 

n 

Bandar Abo.as 

Bandar Abfi.as 

* 340 additional PHOENIX are to be delivered over next three years. 
** Some operations and technical manuals are located at IIAF 

headquarters r Tehran.. " r r4' s l).~ .~. ~.::, ~ 
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SUBJECT: Conversation with General Huyser 
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After this morning's meeting, I called General Huyser on the secure 
phone and asked his views on a number of questions that had been raised 
at the meeting with you. 

He said that he had just finished an emergency meeting with the senior 
military people in a group. They had told him that their conclusion 
was that a civilian government ls the only way to go. They are not 
prepared to conduct a coup at this time. They believe that the military, 
under the direction of the Bakhtlar government, need to 1 ink up with 
Khomeini. They want the U.S. to support them in doing so. 

Huyser urged that we do all we can to get Khomeini to support such an 
effort, in order to avoid bloodshed. 

I asked his view of whether the Shah was planning to undercut the 
formation of a Bakhtlar government so as to create the conditions for 
a military coup. He said that there is some possible evidence that 
the Shah has such a hope, but that such a course is not supported by 
the Iranian military. He believes that the military have now been 
persuaded to substitute for, or at least add to, their loyalty to the 
Shah a loyalty to the nation. 

I asked whether the Bakhtiar government could succeed if the Shah re
mained in the country. General Huyser said for Bakhtiar to succeed 
the Shah would have to leave. Moreover, Khomeini, if he does not sup
port Bakhtiar, must at least be silent if the Bakhtiar government is 
to have a reasonable chance. Under those circumstances, Huyser believes 
that the military would probably be able to provide enough security in 
the oil fields, for example, so that a civilian government would have 
a good chance of reviving production. 

He reiterated that it Is important for the religious faction and the 
mi 1 itary to get together. (This is more or less what Ambassador Sullivan 
said to Cy this morning. I continue to regard as unrealistic the 
Iranian military view, apparently shared by Sullivan and Huyser, that 

Jc N:..A ~-LJ' , 11i;-{ D{.(.t_R h--r f(o<:, lN" ei'"Z- 0,-vl.1 ~ 7 r ~r"5 ~ {;k~) 
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Khomeini can be brought around to supporting Bakhtiar and cooperating 
closely with the military, but they are on the scene and may be correct.) 

I asked whether it was possible to separate the religious faction from 
Khomeini. He said that as a result of al I the emotion that has been 
generatep, with pictures of Khomeini everywhere, he did not think this 
was feasible. I asked whether the Shah's departure would make it more 
so. He said that even for a considerable time after the Shah leaves it 
will not be possible to separate the religious faction from Khomeini's 
influence. 

Huyser volunteered that for the first time in his long relationship wit 
the Iranian military he sees absolute unity among the service leaders AL.~~//,/-
and the Supreme Commander's Staff. Hebel ieves that is something we 
can build on as a positive factor. 

With respect to a Regency Council, I asked whether it should include a 
military member. General Huyser said it should and that probably the 
best person would be General Gharabaghi, the recently named Chief of 
the Supreme Commander's Staff. He is very able and highly respected 
by al 1 the others among the mi 1 itary. I asked whether under these cir
cumstances General Djam might reconsider his refusal to serve as War 
Minister. Huyser said that he believes that General Djam has left Iran, 
probably to return to London. A substitute is being named from the 
active duty ranks. General Huyser said that he does not know who it 
is, but that the individual is junior to the present Minister of War, 
General Toufanian. Toufanian had planned in consequence to resign 
but Huyser believes he has persuaded Toufanian to stay. 

Huyser will discuss with Sullivan the idea that they should be together 
at the meetings (to convey U.S. Government positions) with the Shah, 
the individual political leaders (Bakhtiar, perhaps Sanjabi and others), 
and the military leadership. Sullivan has an appointment with the Shah 
at 11 :15 tomorrow morning. 

Husyer repeated the importance of contact with Khomeini by the U.S. 
I told him you were calling Giscard to arrange to have the French see 
Khomeini on our behalf. Huyser believes that it would be a good idea 
to have a U.S. contact made directly. I told him this might be done 
after we got a readout from the French. He reiterated the urgency of 
a Khomeini contact. 

In a subsequent conversation with Dave Jones, Huyser said the Iranian 
military are much more concerned about possible Soviet military inter
vention than we are, and would be greatly heartened by an American statement 
that we wi 11 react in kind if that happened. The Iranian military is 
greatly concerned by what they regard as the false and pro-radical content 
of the BBC broadcasts in Farsi. They also believe that the religious 
elements in the population need to be separated from the radical political 
groups and brought closer to the military. IJECLASSIFIEDINFULL 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Reason: ---· 

SUBJECT: Conversation with General Huyser MDR:b=_-M-~-

General Huyser called me at 2:00 PM Washington time today to report 
on his activities of today and his assessment of the current situation. 
He said that he met this morning for three hours with General Rabii (Air 
Force Chief) who had been designated for this meeting as a spokesman for 
the group of five senior military leaders. Rabii urged that the military 
take over when the Shah left, saying that the military could come apart 
rapidly otherwise. Huyser held firmly to the line that the military must 
give Bakhtiar a chance to form an effective government and to try to get 
the country in order again. Rabli finally reluctantly Indicated that 
they would follow this course. · 

During the conversation, the Shah called telling Rabii to have his 
aircraft promptly readied because he intends to leave earlier than he had 
previously indicated. Rabii attempted to dissuade the Shah from doing so 
on the basis that country clearance for the aircraft had not been arranged, 
but the Shah said he could if necessary fly out via Saudi Arabia. Huyser 
believes that the Shah wants to make sure his aircraft is fully ready 
and is putting pressure on Rabii by telling him that he intends to leave 
before the Wednesday date. In any event, the Iranian military now think 
the Shah will leave on Monday. 

Following the Shah's call, there was extensive discussion of the 
military working more closely with some of the religious leadership, with 
Huyser pressing it and Rabii not inclined to do so. 

Huyser met again in the afternoon with the military group, Toufanian 
leading it in the absence of Gharabaghi, who was working with the Shah 
on the presentation of the Regency Council. 

Today there was a meeting of the military with Bakhtiar in a National 
Security Council session. They went over the problems expected when the 
Shah leaves, in the way of disorders. Bakhtiar said he would go on tele
vision and take the responsibility for restoring order. He was prepared 
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to do this through crowd control measures -- rubber bullets and tear gas. 
The military pressed him as to what he would do if that did not work. 
He said he was not prepared to go farther than that today, as regards 
for example the use of lethal force, but will meet with the military again 
tomorrow to reach a conclusion on this question. Huyser concludes that 
it is a good sign that Bakhtiar met with the military to discuss the 
issue of maintenance of order, but a bad sign that he had not thought 
through how far he was prepared to go. 

The military believe that Khomeini's return on the Shah's departure 
would be the worst thing that could happen, greatly increasing the chances 
of chaos. They want to know whether we can do anything to stop it. Huyser 
also urges that we stop that return if we can and has sent a wire (net A, ,,,r11r() 

yet- -Fee-e-·hted-) to that effect. I told him that I would see that the matter 
was considered by you, although my own judgment was that even if we ap
proached the French they would not be willing to stop his return. I then 
asked why, if Khomeini's return would be such a disaster, the military 
wanted us to approach Khomeini to urge some sort of cooperative relation-
ship between him and the military. Huyser said that though Khomeini's 
return would be a very disruptive event, he (Huyser) is trying to get 
the military to work with the more moderate religious leaders in country. 
Huyser will meet with Gharabaghi at 8:30 tomorrow morning Tehran time 
to try to get him to meet with such religious leaders. Ambassador Sull i
van•s agents are meeting with those religious leaders to the same end. 

The rest of the afternoon meeting with the military group was to go 
over various options for the future to show that there exist options other 
than a military coup. Huyser told them that there could be other civilian 
governments if the Bakhtiar government lasts a few months and manages to 
improve the situation somewhat. 

I then said to General Huyser that it remained very important that 
we not imply to the military that there would never be a basis for strong 
military action, or that any civilian government, whatever its composition, 
would be better than a military coup. I repeated that he needed to walk 
a narrow 1 ine to prevent a military coup against the Bakhtiar government 
but not to encourage the military to stand idly by if the situation de
teriorated continuously. He said he understood those to be his instructions, 
that he agreed with them, and that the immediate problem is to get the mil i
tary to support rather than to overthrow the Bakhtiar government. I then 
said that he does need to keep the military psychologically and physically 
ready to do what is necessary if the government falters, and asked ·-how 
that stood. He replied that h~ has them planning for possible military 
action. But he is telling them that they must measure their preparations, 
and decide on their future actions, in terms of the degree of the success 
of the Bakhtiar government; in the meantime they must give it full support. 
The military plans, with his agreement, to go to a higher level of readi
ness in preparation for the Shah's departure. 
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I asked General Huyser what leadership pattern is emerging in the 
military. He said that the group of five which is speaking for the 
senior military consists of Gharagabhi, Toufanian, and the three service 
chiefs. They are working closely together. He regards it as a collective 
leadership, arriving at collective opinions. By law the leadership falls 
to Gharabaghi, but Toufanian is looked to by the others as the oldest and 
most senior in grade. The new Defense Minister is not in the group, and 
Huyser believes there is some hard feeling between him and Gharabaghi. 
In any event, he has not been brought in; Huyser thinks it is not a problem 
now, but if it comes to be he will take action. 

I asked about reactions of the military at lower levels. He says 
that the Navy seems to be in complete accord on the course of action that 
the group has laid out, and the Army in at least some aspects of it. The 
lower levels are not fully read in yet. Huyser thinks that the more junior 
military levels (down to major) will support the Bakhtiar government. 
Below that, the officers are more subject to emotional reactions than to 
a carefully considered position. They are more affected than their seniors 
by their daily contacts with the religious and political elements outside 
of the military. 

asked whether it would be useful to contact Oveissi, now in this 
country. Huyser, who knows him well, said that it may be useful to get 
his views of the military people in Iran. However, Oveissi probably has 
little future potential in Iran because the military leadership has ruled 
him out on the grounds of him having left the country in times of its peril. 

I asked him whether he knew the whereabouts of General Djam. Huyser 
believes he is back in the UK. The Shah says that Djam's capabilities 
were overrated. But all the other military with whom Huyser has contact 
respect Djam, and Huyser thinks he could be a potential player when the 
Shah leaves. He cautions that he does not know Djam, and is repeating what 
others tell him. 

There was discussion (with General Jones on the line) of the Shah's 
itinerary. Huyser says that the Shah wants his arrival in the U.S. to be 
as low-key as possible -- no honors, low visibility. Under these cir
cumstances, the three of us agree that the landing points in the U.S. 
would be first Loring (with Plattsburg or some other northeast base as an 
alternate), and Twentynine Palms or another base near Palm Springs, with 
helicopter to Palm Springs. This information should be held very closely 
as long as possible. In Iran, only the Shah, Huyser, and Rabii will be 
informed. 

General Jones asked General Huyser to get a feel for Iranian attitudes 
on the various elements of our FMS program. I said he should tell the 
Iranian military that we are prepared to continue FMS. We want to proceed 
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on the basis of what the new Iranian government and the military think 
they need in the light of their judgment of economic and military cir
cumstances. Huyser indicated that he could get a feeling for this, 
without asking specific questions, over the next ·two or three days. 
All statements from the Pentagon on future deliveries will be transmitted 
by my office of International Security Affairs, not from the services. 

Attachment: Cable just rec'd 
from Gen. Huyser 

cc: Secretary Vance t[YH Obll Y~ 
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SUBJECT: Conversation with General Huyser on January 17, 1979 

l. General Huyser called at l :30 EST today to report on the current 
situation. He said that he had spent considerable time today with the 
military leaders. Their attitude is one of sorrow at the Shah's departure, 
but morale and discipline at this point is good. The meeting between the 
military and the religious leadership is set for tomorrow. ---

2. He said he is proceeding with actions to assure distribution of 
diesel and mogas fuel in country if we can get it to the ports. On a re
lated matter, the military found that there were 8,000 trucks held up near 
the Turkish border with food supplies and had concluded that this was too 
big a problem to try to handle. Huyser urged them to take the matter up 
with Bakhtiar, who said he would join with them to get the supplies moved. 
There are also wheat ships in the Persian Gulf that need to be unloaded to 
bring food to the Iranian people. When the military put it that way to 
Bakhtiar, he agreed to have them unloaded under military supervision. 
There was discussion of the efforts to get fuel to the ports. Huyser 
believes that Bakhtiar will give his agreement to having a U.S. auxiliary 
ship come in with fuel for the Iranian military vehicles. All these pro
ceedings suggest that Bakhtiar and the military are working increasingly 
closely together. 

3. Huyser and Sullivan have agreed on what answers they would recommend 
to Yazdi •s questions, and have wired their views to the State Department. 

4. Huyser said that the military continued to be most worried about the 
possible return of Khomeini. However, they have been conditioned to the idea 
that after there is some progress on ending the strikes, and as Bakhtiar 
moves ahead to consol I date the authority of the government, the military 
could then accept a return by Khomeini. Moreover, Huyser believes that they 
could then accept further changes in the government. This would be along the 
outlines of the Option B* he mentioned in the wire describing his understand
ing of the alternatives. 

*From Huyser 1 s wire of 13 Jan: 11 l 1 m not the expert in this field but so you 
will know how my mind is functioning, here are my thoughts on the types of 
government desired. List from best under current circumstances to worst. 
A - Successful Bakhtiar government. B - Bakhtiar operates with some success 
for a period of time (months) but fails. Another civilian government appointed 
(Shah is out of country) that is more acceptable to Khomeini and the religious 
faction. This alternative could repeat Itself under certain circumstances. 
C - A military coup. D - A Khomeini government - Islamic Republic. E - A 
Communist govern ent . 11 
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5. At this point I raised the issue of Option C. I asked whether he 
thought we might not fall into a situation of a gradually worsening 
complexion in a series of changed governments, while at the same time the 
Iranian military lost cohesion, and the ability to take over. He said he 
was aware that could well happen. 

6. I then asked what circumstances he envisaged as necessitating a 
coup by the military. When would they have to act or else lose the chance 
to act? His response was that in the present circumstances, Option C 
becomes viable and necessary if Khomeini returns next weekend or in the 
near future. If Khomeini does not return in the next two or three weeks 
and the Bakhtiar government makes progress in consolidating its authority 
and in ending strikes, Option C becomes both less feasible and, in his 
opinion, less necessary. There could nevertheless then occur a sudden 
surge toward communist power or toward unilateral rule by Khomeini; 
Option C could then become necessary again, and, in his opinion, would 
then also become more feasible. I asked whether we could know in advance 
that such a shift was about to occur. He agreed that it would be difficult 
to know; if Khomeini were to come back suddenly, even at a later time, with 
the intention of taking power, a decision on the part of the Iranian military 
and ourselves would probably have to be made before or immediately upon his 
landing. 

7. I asked how much lead time we would need to have in reaching a 
decision for Option C. He said that if Khomeini were to return soon, we 
would have very short time. If we proceed along the lines of Option B, we 
gain lead time with respect to a decision on a coup, but it would be less 
likely that we would need to use that lead time. He reiterated that, though 
he prefers Option B from his limited perspective, he recognized (in response 
to my query) that it could be a slippery slope and the military could lose 
the ability to affect the course of events. 

8. I asked whether the military are ready psychologically, physically, 
and in terms of planning if they had to go to Option C and, if not, when 
they would be. 

9, He said that the military are ga1n1ng in planning and physical 
capability. In a week they will be much readier than they are now. At the 
moment, they are relying on Huyser to tell them whether or not to exercise , 
Option C. He has them psychologically prepared to act if it appears that 
the constitutional government is slipping away. They would then act 
preferably under the direction of the Bakhtiar government. But if they 
cannot get instructions from Bakhtiar, they should be prepared to act 
themselves. 

10. In response to my question of whether the Iranian military command 
structure is adequate, Huyser said that Gharabaghi is growing in authority 
and could probably lead. Huyser in his daily contacts with him presses him 
for decisions and is trying to transfer the habit of decision from himself 
to Gharabagh i. In response to a further quest ion as to whether there is a 
coherent plan for a takeover, he said that it is not yet complete. However, 

. 
.;/JI" ,t DECLASSIFIED IN FULL l 

.._wr Authority: EO 13526 
-7-;-:;;,,:---=============::i:i~z::;J~~ Ghief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 

· Date: DEC Z 4 2014 I 
422



3-----t--

they are working on plans 24 hours a day, and will have a complete plan in 
two or three days. It would involve taking over the operations of various 
facilities so that the military could assure the population of what the 
latter needs -- food, fuel, power, transportation. Moreover, they are now 
working on annexes to the plan dealing with public affairs, finances, etc. 

II. asked whether he thought they could actually run the country if 
they had to, or get civilians to run it for them. He said that the answer 
was yes in Tehran; if protection were provided, people would go back to 
work. In the oil fields many foreigners who have left would have to come 
back to work; again the critical factor was providing protection, which he 
thought could be done. He did not address the issue of sabotage. 

12. I asked whether a military coup would involve many casualties. He 
said there could be considerable casualties during the period until there 
was a clear assumption of power, with someone in charge. 

13. I told General Huyser, in response to his telegraphed question, that 
did not want him to even consider returning to Stuttgart until after Friday, 

which is a time of considerable danger. After that, we would discuss the 
matter again. He would have to condition them to his departure and it was 
my judgment that even if he did return to Stuttgart, he should probably 
plan to return to Tehran after about a week. I said that General Jones and 
I thought the psychology would be better if they knew he would be returning 
to Tehran and not abandoning them. He said that he was of course prepared 
to stay as long as we thought necessary. He agreed that Friday was a 
critical time, and he expected to be with the five senior military at the 
Army Headquarters all day. For that reason, he was not sure when he would 
be able to call on Friday, but he would call about the same time tomorrow. 

cc: Secretary Vance (Eyes Only) 
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SUBJECT: Conversation with General Huyser on January 21, 1979 

1. General Huyser called me at 1400 EST. He began by saying that though 
there were many negatives in Saturday's events, it ended in a better under
standing between Bakhtiar and Gharabaghi. Gharabaghi called Huyser today 
to come and see him. Huyser had waited to hear from Gharabaghi rather than 
taking the initiative because he had had to be rather rough on Gharabaghi 
Saturday in helping to persuade him to stay on. When Huyser arrived today, 
Gharabaghi met him together with the service chiefs. Gharabaghi described 
his conversation last evening with Bakhtiar, for much of which Ambassador 
Sullivan was present, and which ended with Gharabaghi agreeing to stay on 
as Chief of the SCS. Gharabaghi had made several complaints to Bakhtiar 
about apparent misunderstandtngs, and indicated why he had felt that com
munications between Bakhtiar and the military had been inadequate. He 
mentioned several items: the fact that Gharabaghi had not been consulted 
on the press release Bakhtiar had made implying that the alternative to 
himself was a military coup; arrangements for newspaper publication; and 
the replacement of a provincial governor in the south of Iran, a military 
man, without consultation with Gharabaghi. Huyser said that he now thought 
that the air had been to some extent cleared between Bakhtiar and the senior 
military. 

2. asked Huyser whether he had thought further about the cohesion 
and steadfastness of the military. He replied that there were some questions 
in his mind about whether Gharabaghi would be prepared to carry out Option C, 
in view of some of the things Gharabaghi had said to him yesterday. On the 
other hand, he had no doubt about the willingness of the service chiefs and 
of Toufanian. If a decision were made that the time had come to exercise 
Option C, then there might have to be a change in the choice of the leader 
of the military group. Huyser will continue to watch this matter carefully. 
He had thought hard about possible replacements and wants to do more before 
making any recommendations. It will depend very markedly on the circumstances. 
Gharabaghi is probably the right person to take military actions under 
Bakhtiar, including the use of the military to operate vital functions. In 
less revolutionary times, Gharabaghi would be an excellent SCS Chief. None 
of the senior military so far have shown a very good understanding of the 
relationships between military and political factors. They tend to think 

straight military terms, and not how military power and authority can be 
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used to advance the political goals of Iran. Huyser has passed to Sullivan 
and through him to Bakhtlar his views of Gharabaghi 's actions yesterday and 
of what they say about Gharabaghi 'sown nature. 

3. I asked what interactions were taking place among the military 
leaderst the religious groupst the Bakhtiar governmentt and the National 
Front. Huyser said the military-religious dialogue continuest and the 
military-Bakhtiar relation is now good. He doesn't know how much Bakhtiar 
is talking to the National Front. 

4. In response to my concern that the military were proving a weaker 
support to western-oriented government and to stability than we had hopedt 
Huyser said that he still thinks they are rather reliably oriented toward 
Bakhtiar and toward the U.S. Ambassador Sullivan's opinion differst but 
was formed largely on the basis of seeing Gharabaghl during 30 minutes when 
the latter was under extreme stress. The service chiefs had a different 
attitude from Gharabaghi on his attempt to resign. Moreover, the Ambassador 
reads agent reports pointing out trouble areas. Many of those are realt but 
Huyser also is informed about the commanders' follow-up actions to fix them. 
There is little Indication of loss of loyalty, except for some loss of 
personnel. Shortages of fuel inhibit training, and therefore capability 
to some extent. Huyser sees them as still an organized and loyal force, and 
is working with them to clean up trouble spots. For the first time, the 
high command is putting out newspapers to inform the troops. The generals 
are learning that they must pay attention to the needs of their troops, and 
also to make sure that their orders are followed up. 

5. A Security Council meeting was to take place late the evening of 
January 21, with the service chiefs present. They were to give a briefing 
on the status of forces in each service, as well as their planning for a 
situation in which the military could have to operate the essential functions. 
This would give Bakhtiar an idea of how he would be able to exert authority 
through the military. 

6. The headlines all say 11 Khomeini will return on Friday. 11 This has 
the military leaders very concerned; it gives them a sense that their goals 
could be completely defeated. Huyser told them Khomeini, as a religious 
leader, is entitled under the Constitution to return. It could happen and 
they should plan for it, on the basis of keeping troops on alert, as last 
Firday -- out of contact with street demonstrators, but protecting key 
installations. Bakhtiar has told the military that if Khomeini appointees 
try to take over government functions he will arrest them. 

7. A Khomeini return provides many possibilities of disaster. Religious 
groups not devoted to him, the Communists, and others could all clash to 
produce chaos. Huyser will need to know as soon as we have clear indications 
of a time for Khomeini's return, so that the troops can go to alert. I note 
that we in Washington should try to keep him away, and simultaneously plan 
what we want to urge (and to do} if he returns. 
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8. On January 22 Huyser will discuss with the military leadership what
ever occurred at tonight's Iranian NSC meeting, and will force them to 
consider plans for Khomeini 1 s return, even though they regard that return 
as unthinkable. Every day of delay helps. 

9. Most ministers got into their offices today, and more people are 
working, with more cars on the streets. Some opposition strike leaders are 
working to put people back to work on domestic-only functions. The banks 
are transacting domestic-only business three days a week; the refineries 
are putting out more product for internal use. The troops did get paid, 
in an abnormal way (cash, instead of deposits by computer). Bakhtiar's 
11 no work, no pay" rule also begins for government employees; it has yet 
to be see whether it will be enforced. 

10. said some people are suggesting we make more military movements 
to the region, and going on alert in Europe, and asked his view. He said 
the present naval forces and the F-15 visit were enough for now. A large 
increase would be counterproductive; Bakhtiar does not want to appear a 
U.S. puppet. We should save our chips in Europe until there are signs of 
an external threat to Iran; we will need them if that happens. 

11. I noted our concern about preserving our i nte 11 i gence sites in I ran, 
which are both fragile and important, but indicated that they should not be 
raised if, or in a way that, jeopardizes the political situation. He said 
he and Sullivan have this problem in mind. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

, ., 

I had a very frank discussion with General Huyser at 1630 our 
time today in which we concentrated on the question of whether or not 
he should leave Iran. · 

The two issues influencing the decision .are the impact of Huyser's 
presence on the safety of Americans and on our continuing ability to 
influence the Iranian military leaders. 

With regard to the first point, the Ambassador feels a very deep 
responsibility for the safety of_.the Americans and there is concern 
within the community that Huyser's presence may be jeopardizing their 
safety. I did not get the impression that the word "revolt" was 
appropriate but the concern is very real. In the past 4 or 5 days the 
presence of Huyser has been highlighted and he is the focus of much of 
the anti-American feeling. The opposition is giving Huyser the credit 
for the bloodshed i'n Tehran. 

As to the second·issue, a key concern is how one views the situation. 
Huyser believes the mi'litary retains a reasonable capability to implement 
Option C and that the threat of Option C is the only leverage Bakhtiar 
has with the opposition. Sullivan believes Option C is not viable and 
therefore an accommodation with Khomeini is almost inevitable. Both 
believe Bakhtiar is.the preferable solution but Huyser has greater hope 
for success, espec;i'ally if backed to the hilt by the military. 

The mi'l itary is holding together but there are differences of view 
with Gharabaghi and Admiral Habibollahi being reluctant to take strong 
action and Generals Rabii;.and Tou.fanian urging·.stronger action. ·· .. _Huyser 
has been able to keep them unified by stressing the need to support a 
legal government {Bakhtiar) with as much might.as needed and that the 
unity of the military - and their continuing ability to take strong 
action - is in the best interest of Iran; Strong action, when required, 
may well mean the saving of millions of Iranian lives in the long run. 

Huyser also stated that their (Huyser and Gast) contacts with the 
military leaders is the only continuous, intimate tap into the Bakhtiar 
government. The military leaders are very open with Huyser and Gast •. 
Furthermore, the military is very suspicious of the Ambassador, believing 
that he was a key factor in the Shah's leaving. 
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As to the question of continuing influence on the military if he 
should leave, Huyser says nothing is certain in Iran these days. Clearly 
he has their confidence and they remember that the Shah told them to 
listen to Huyser. On the other hand Gast has been a full participant 
in all discussions with the military and they and he have confidence in 
Gast. If Gast has the same access to Washington as he has had, Huyser 
believes Gast would do well. Huyser and Gast have the same view of the 
overall situation and Huyser is convinced he would present his views in 
an unfiltered way. Huyser recognizes that it is a close call on whether 
or not he should come out. The Ambassador's view should not be taken 
lightly - he may be right. 

In view of Khomeini's press conference tomorrow morning and Huyser's 
meeting with Gharabaghi also in the morning, I suggested he make a call 
earlier tomorrow {0700) so that if a decision were made for him to leave, 
he could get out while the airport is open. He will not tip his hand in 
any way as to the possibility of leaving. If a decision is made shortly 
after the 0700 call, he should have time - although it will be close - to 
discuss his departure with the military leaders before he had to leave for 
the airport. He fully recognizes that he is to stay until a decision is 
made otherwise. The earlier call gives us an opportunity to address the 
issue before another day passes. in Iran and for Huyser to take action as 
required on any Washington decision, whether·it relates to his staying in 
Iran or to the fundamental issue of what is the next move for the military. 

I have passed the word he is to call the situation room in the White 
House at 0700EST and should have Gast with ·him if possible. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
ChiGf, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Data: DEC 2 4 2014 

Secretaries Vance and Christopher, Dr. Brzezinski, General Jones and 
had an extensive discussion with General Huyser at 0700 on Saturday, 

February 3. Major General Gast was with General Huyser but was not on 
the phone since they had but one instrument. 

In response to my request for an update, Huyser reported that in a 
long serious discussion this morning, Gharabaghi (and Admiral Habibollahi 
who is the head of the Navy and acts as a translator when Gharabaghi uses 
Farsi) expressed positive views about Bakhtiar's strong behavior at the 
previous night's NSC meeting and about the unity of the military in support 
of the legal government. It is clear that the military leadership considers 
Khomeini to be a demagogue and that an Islamic republ le would be a disaster. 
Under such a government, the armed forces capabilities would dwindle and 
there would be a 60% chance the country would go Communist and 40% that it 
would turn nationalistic (Huyser believes the likelihood of an Islamic 
republic eventually going Communist ls even higher than 60%). 

Gharabaghi and the other military leaders believe that Iran can best 
be served by having a Social Democratic government patterned after Sweden, 
Norway and Denmark - with a King who rides a bicycle. They are firm in 
resisting a Khomeini takeover. If Khomeini forms a government but its 
members stay out of the way, Bakhtiar is inclined to ignore it. However, 
if Khomeini's "government" tries to take over the Ministries, then Bakhtiar 
intends to take strong action, and the military support him in that intention. 

Gharabaghi 1 s view is that as long as Khomeini was in Paris he was a 
voice from afar and unified the opposition. Now that he is back in country, 
his influence may wane as a result of a power struggle within his camp and 
disagreements among the opposition groups. Gharabaghi is worried about 
the weapons stashed around the country and if Khomeini calls for armed 
conflict, there will be bloodshed. The Tudeh party will use the religious 
element to incite violence. 

Huyser does not have a full translation of Khomeini's press conference 
this morning, but it is clear the rhetoric was much the same as in the past. 
Khomeini said the government was illegal, but also that he thought a peace
ful solution was possible. 
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I asked General Huyser the following questions: 

1. Do the Iranian military leaders think you should leave or stay and 
how would they view your departure? 

Answer: Gharabaghi (with Habibollahi present) raised this subject him
self this morning. He said that Huyser has more information than Gharabaghi 
and should make the judgment, but In Gharabaghi 's view, now was a good time 
for departure. Gharabaghi did state that General Huyser was very prominent 
in today's press and as a result he believed that Huyser's staying could 
become counterproductive. Gharabaghi and Habibollahi are supportive of 
his leaving but he has not had a chance to talk to the others today; however, 
Huyser believes they will understand and support his departure. They had 
previously accepted the thought of his leaving, though reluctantly. Now, 
however, having come through the traumas of the Shah's departure, the massive 
march of January 19, and Khomeini's return, they are more self-reliant and 
ready to carry on without Huyser. If Huyser goes and Gast takes on his 
role, the Iranians say it is especially important that Gast be able to talk 
daily to Huyser and Defense officials in Washington. The military leader
ship is now more self confident, determined, and capable and for the first 
time they are planning more than one day ahead. 

2. Do you think you should leave? 

Answer: His personal view was that now was the best time to transition 
to Gast. He is confident the military will work with Gast, who is locked 
in sol idly with them and who shares Huyser's views. 

3. How would your leaving impact on the ability to execute Option C 
(a military takeover, on Bakhtiar's behalf, or on their own)? 

Answer: They could do it with Gast 1s help. We discussed the capa
bil lty extensively and they are confident they can do what is necessary. 
Huyser does not believe his departure would have an impact on their capa
bility to execute Option C. 

4. What impact will your departure have on our ability to influence 
a decision by the Iranian military about Option C ~- to hold It back or to 
encourage it? 

Answer: Much the same as above. This is a judgment question but he 
believes that Gast would have much the same effectiveness as he would have. 

5. Do the military leaders believe that C is a viable option? 

Answer: Yes. If they lose Bakhtiar, they believe there is no way to 
have a legal government unless they are there to help in enforcement. Huyser 
said he would be less than honest if he indicated 100% confidence in the 
willingness of Gharabaghi and Habibollahi to use force. 
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6. How does he see the current political-military situation? 

Answer: Khomeini has been gaining in strength and what is important is 
for Bakhtiar to be able to compete on equal terms. The military hate 
Khomeini -- they call him 11 the devil. 11 At this time Khomeini has the upper 
hand. Khomeini has religion, power over the economy (through strikes), and 
most of the media on his side, as well as support of the masses. Bakhtiar 
has the military. The key is to erode Khomeini's influence. There is hope 
that what the military call the "solid majority" will soon become more 
responsible and there are the first indications that the upper class is 
starting to help. Much of Khomeini's support is fragile. Many people 
recognize that the Mullahs have sapped the country and many are not ready 
to go back to the dark ages. The military believe that religious feeling 
,n Iran, where the state predates Islam, is not as deep as in the Arab 
countries. 

The hope rests on dividing the opposition and making small progressive 
steps in restoring normality. People are not suffering as much now as in 
earlier weeks. Heating oil and gasoline are available. A few more shops 
are open. There Is a tendency for the people to settle down. A key action 
is a full reopening of customs. Bakhtiar intends to take a couple days more 
in negotiation, but if this Is unsuccessful, to have the military take control. 
There are 1000 trucks backed up to the Turkish border and 60 ships waiting to 
be unloaded. Movement here could be very helpful. 

7, Do the military leaders think they can hold together? 

Answer: Yes, particularly if they can make some progress in restoring 
normality. 

8. Is the ability of the Iranian military to execute Option C increasing, 
decreasing, or staying about the same? 

Answer: Their plans have been formulated quite well and Huyser believes 
they can take over and restore law and order in a capable manner. He has 
continuing concern about the lack of sophistication of the military leaders 
in trying to run a government. There would be problems until they could get 
them sorted out. There have been isolated cases of disloyalty In the lower 
ranks, but Huyser believes that, for the most part, the military remain 
disciplined and loyal to their commanders. As long as major elements of 
the military are underemployed, there will be problems. He would rate the 
Imperial guard very high with well over 90% loyalty. The Infantry is good 
and their training continues. The Artillery is a question mark because many 
were trained by the Russians. The Air Force is solid down to a certain level 
and the fact that they flew 110 sorties the other day demonstrates they can 
still fly. There is the problem of keeping the technicians busy. He would 
rate 75-80% of the Air Force being loyal and disciplined. The Navy has given 
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them very little trouble and when trouble has arisen, they have been able 
to isolate it. The overall situation is not changing much either way. 

They have instituted the American system of "commanders calls" to 
counter the adverse propaganda. Gharabaghi is meeting today with the 
officers of the SCS to tell them what they can and cannot believe. Rabii 
has been doing likewise with homafars and found many of their concerns had 
some foundation. 

9, Is there a single military leader among the 5 or 6 who is dominant 
and any more likely to lean towards Option C? 

Answer: The answers to the two parts of the question are different 
individuals. There is no question that Gharabaghi has taken the leadership 
role and the other top military will follow him. Gharabaghi and Habibollahi 
are calculating and generally cautious. Baderi is a solid soldier who 
clearly understands the situation. He says little, but when he speaks it is 
meaningful; he is dedicated to the nation and to the soldiers. Rabii is a 
fighter pilot and a 11 ramrodder. 11 He is more extreme and outspoken than the 
rest. He might be a leader of an Option C. Toufanian is the senior officer 
and, for the first few days, ran the group. He is smart and thinks ahead. 
Without question,' he would support Option C if that became necessary. 

10. What about the attitudes of the Americans, especially the MAAG? 

Answer: The Americans are apprehensive about Khomeini's statements on 
Americans. They are trying to get all but the essential personnel out and 
those staying are working hard. There is~ problem of cohesion and 
discipline within the MAAG. Huyser has been using the senior officers in 
the MAAG to get feedback. Despite the apprehension, personnel are acting 
in a very responsible manner. 

After answering the above questions, Huyser raised the subject of the 
FMS Memorandum of Understanding, stating that they may be able to achieve 
a breakthrough today. He has put on a full-court press with Gharabaghi. 
The military wanted to be assured of our continuing support despite the 
change in the MOU and Huyser gave them such an assurance. Gharabaghi told 
Toufanian to get on with the MOU. Although we are not assured of a signature, 
this is the first sign of optimism in a week. 

Huyser reported that Ambassador Sullivan has been very helpful in 
providing him with support, and fully cooperative. Both of them want to 
be sure the press handling of Huyser 1s having left is handled carefully, 
taking into account the perceptions in Iran. We will work on this. 

Secretary Vance, on behalf of all of us, thanked General Huyser for 
his outstanding performance under very difficult circumstances. 
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General Huyser was asked to hold the line open while a decision was 
made as to his staying or leaving. A few minutes later he was instructed 
to depart either today or tomorrow morning. The option was his. Today 
would be OK if he could leave gracefully, to include making the necessary 
departure arrangements with the senior military. He was to proceed to 
Washington as soon as possible after departure from Iran. We have a 
report that he was airborne in a C-130 at 0935EST enroute to lncirl ik, 
Turkey, whence he will proceed to Stuttgart, and then take a C-135 to 
Washington. The present estimate is for a 2000 departure (local time) 
from Stuttgart, arriving Andrews about midnight Sunday. Zbig is trying 
to arrange a meeting with you early Monday morning, February 5, Dave Jones 
is checking further on the schedule with General Gast and will pose to him 
the same questions we asked General Huyser. 

cc: Secretary of State (PIES ONLY) 
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THE.WHITE: HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

818 xx 

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 

SUBJECT: . 

PARTICIPANTS: 

DATE, TIME 
J:\.ND PLACE= 

Meeting with the President on Iran 

President Jim.my Carter 
Vice President Mondale 
secretary of ·State Vance 
secretary of Defense Brown 
Dr. Brze~dnski, Assistant to· the· 

President for NatiQnal Security Affairs 
General David Jones, ·chairman, Joint · 

Chiefs of staff 
Admirai Turner, ·Director of Centr~l 

Intelligence 
Charles Duncan, Deputy S~cretary of 

Defense . 
warren Christopher, Deputy secretary 

of State · . . · 
General Huyser, Deputy Commander in Chief, 

European Command' 
Hamilton Jordan,. Assistant to the 

P:r:esident 
Gary Sick, NSC (Notetaker) 

February 5, 1979~ 4:20· - 5!15 p~~. 
The Cabinet Room 

The President met privately in the oval Office with General 
Huyse~ from approximately 4:10 to 4:20 p.rn. (U) 

The President opened the meeting by·expressing his thanks to 
General Huyser for the superb job -that he had done du~ing his 
time in Tehran. The mission he had perfo;me_d was above and 
beyond the call of duty. He ask~d Dr. Brzezinski-to prepare 
a letter of commendation for General Huyser. He had arrived 
in Tehran at a time of great disarray and uncertainty. · As a 
result 0£ the superb work that he had done with the Iranian 

·military, the President had developed great respect for him 
for his commitment, his steaoiness and the great contribution 
he had made to us policy. General Huyser had established 
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in the Iranian generals elements of the kind of constructive 
patriotism that we have learned to associate with the United 
States military. When General Huyser arrived, the President 
had had a sense of relief, and he was never disappointed by 
his performance while there. He noted that they had just com
pleted a private talk in which General Huyser had expressed 
his view that the Iranian military is capable of maintaining 
order in Iran, and that our current instructions to the Em-
bassy were the proper instructions under the existing situation. 
He had described one concern of his, however, and the President 
asked him to repeat that concern for the group. ~ 

General Huyser noted that the Embassy operated very well in 
Tehran and had been very supportive of him. He and Ambassador 
Sullivan had known each other for a long time. However, they 
had two basic differences. The first was a difference of 
opinion about Iranian military capability. He noted that this 
is perhaps something that could be expected between a political 
man as opposed to a military man; however, he could perhaps be 
pardoned for believing his own appreciation was better. 
General Huyser's largest concern was an evaluation of what 
objective would most favor the United States. He thought he 
clearly understood through conversations with Secretary Brown 
every night what the instructions were. Those were to support 
Prime Minister Bakhtiar and his government up to and including 
action by the Iranian military forces to see that he was success
ful. This was a view that Sullivan did not share. ·Ambassador 
Sullivan thought that it was probably better to get the military 
forces aside and let the political forces fight it out among 
themselves and settle the issue, and then accept whoever won. 
Sullivan believed that if Khomeini established an Islamic 
Republic, the drift was going to go toward democracy. General 
Huyser, however, thought that the drift would be toward commu
nism. He had told the President that he thought his point 
should be made clear so there would be no misunderstanding.~ 

The President said this had somewhat disconcerted him; however, 
he was not amazed. There had been some early problems in 
getting instructions through to Sullivan. From his messages to 
the President and through a newsman, the President had wondered 
if Sullivan was taking these instructions. He was not doubting 
the integrity of Ambassador Sullivan; however, when he and 
Secretary Vance had jointly drafted instructions, he thought 
that there was no question about US policy. General Huyser's 
understanding of those instructions was exactly what he had 
wanted. For us to back away from Bakhtiar would be a breach 
of our commitment. We had backed the Shah, and then had backed 
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Bakhtiar as his legitimate successor when the Shah left. The 
President wanted to make damn sure there was not a disparity 
of thought between Ambassador Sullivan and General Gast at 
the present time. General Huyser had assured him that General 
Gast had a good understanding of the situation. He also had 
the trust of the Iranian military. He had been involved in 
all of the conversations which General Huyser had held. ~ 

Dr. Brzezinski asked whether General Gast shares General Huyser's 
views. 

General Huyser said, yes. And he noted that with Ambassador 
Sullivan it was only a question of degree. He understood that 
our policy was to support Bakhtiar, and he supported Bakhtiar. 
However, where he differed was how far and how much force we 
would be willing to support in backing Bakhtiar's government.~ 

The President said that both of those differences that he had 
noted were profound differences. If Ambassador Sullivan thinks 
that Khomeini would lead Iran toward democracy, that was a very 
profound difference from our views. We support Bakhtiar, and 
we believe that the military should support Bakhtiar. There 
should be no equivocation in that position. He asked Mr.Christopher 
(Secretary Vance was delayed in ~~ing at the meeting) to 
ensure that this was the case. ~ 

Mr. Christopher said that the State Department will make sure 
that there is no equivocation in the instructions to Ambassador 
Sullivan.~ 

The President said he remembered very well sitting with Secretary 
Vance on a couch at Camp David discussing the nature of the 
instructions. 

Dr. Brzezinski wondered when the Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State was going out to Iran. 

Mr. Christopher said Mr. Twinam was going out in the immediate 
future. He had been the Ambassador in Bahrain and was going 
to accompany Secretary Brown on his trip to the Middle East, 
so he was being sent out a week early. This would give us 
a chance to hear another viewpoint from Iran. Ambassador Twinam 
had not been closely associated with the events in Iran, and ,~ 
perhaps that was an advantage under the present circumstances.ye, 

General Huyser wondered whether we had heard this view before 
from Ambassador Sullivan. 
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Mr. Christopher replied that we had never heard it as clearly 
as General Huyser had just stated it. 

The President noted that in a recent New York Times report on 
Professor Falk's visit to Iran, there had been an interview 
with Sullivan in which he was quoted as referring to his 
"ill-advised superiors" in Washington and other such comments. 
So we were aware what General Huyser had described were indeed 
very profound differences. Any tangible evidence of US 
equivocation in our policy would endanger a cohesive approach 
to the problem in Iran,and the firmness on the part of the 
military and Bakhtiar was the best approach to prevent massive 
bloodshed. We should use our influence to get them to stand 
firm. We should encourage consultations and let Khomeini 
channel his i~e~of an Islamic Republic into a shadow
government . .%J 

At that point, 4:55, Secretary Vance arrived. 

Secretary Vance apologized for being late, noting that he had 
been on the Hill, and that he had finally succeeded in getting 
rid of the Committee. 

The President wondered how had gotten rid of them. The Secretary 
had gotten his hopes up (joking). 

The President then briefly summarized the meeting up to that 
point, noting that General Huyser says that he thinks there are 
two profound differences in interpretation of instructions 
between himself and the Embassy. Ambassador Sullivan believes 
that it is best to permit Khomeini to become the Prime Minister, 
while the military stands aloof. General Huyser thinks the 
military can re.store order while Sullivan does not. Sullivan 
thinks that a Khomeini takeover would lead to democracy, 
whereas General Huyser thinks it would lead to communism. 
The President said he wanted to make damn sure there was no 
remaining misunderstanding. He thought that Mr. Christopher 
had been taken somewhat aback by this report. ~ 

General Huyser clarified his view as being that Ambassador 
Sullivan believes the Bakhtiar government is the best solution 
for the US Government at this point, but there was a question 
of how far we would go, specifically, would we be willing to 
condone the use of military force in support of him.~ 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Recor.ds & Declass Div WHt 
Date: ' ·-

JUL 2 5 2016 

437



-5-

Secretary Vance wondered whether there was a lack of clarity 
in his understanding of his instructions, or whether these 
were simply his own views as opposed to his instructions. 

General Huyser said that he cannot speak for the Ambassador, 
however, in his view the end objective of the process was not 
the same in the two cases. The General 1 s understanding was 
that we would go to the wall to support.-J3akhtiar, including 
condoning the use of military force.~· 

Dr. Brzezinski wondered if Mr. Bakhtiar understands that 
position. 

Secretary Brown said that he should understand it through the 
military. General Huyser had not met himself with Bakhtiar, 
but the message that he had relayed to.-:t.he military should have 
gotten through to Bakhtiar in turn.~ 

Dr. Brzezinski noted that if Bakhtiar gets a different view else
where, perhaps he would be less than clear on what our position 
was. 

Secretary Brown said that he had told General Huyser to relay ,~ 
the view that our support included the use of force if necessary.(~) 

General Huyser said that the military had in fact passed the 
message to Bakhtiar. General Jones had recently talked to 
General Gast in Tehran and said that General Gast had advised 
the Ambassador to underline the support and loyalty of the ,,./ 
Military for Bakhtiar during his meetings with the Prime Minister.}'°) 

The President said he thought that when Bakhtiar closed the air
ports, he had shown resolve for the first time in a long time 
in Iran. The correct way was to show strength and force such 
as closing the airport, then,~let Khomeini back in, in effect, 
with Bakhtiar's permission. )!OJ 

Dr. Brzezinski said that for Bakhtiar to show ~e~lve, he must 
feel that we and the military back him fully.~ 

Secretary Brown said that for that reason, letting the political 
elements fight it out among themselves with the mi!j..tary standing 
aside, would produce a foreordained conclusion . ..-,t,Sj 

The President agreed, noting that the military was the only 
strong support which Bakhtiar had to rely on.~ 
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Admiral Turner wondered if Bakhtiar's card of sending the 
military into the streets was likely to be called soon. 

General Huyser said he would not have put it in those terms. 
He had encouraged the military leaders never to call the troops 
out into the streets; rather, he had had advised them to 
prepare to protect key installations, and to reduce the chances 
of violent conflict as much as possible. They were not certain, 
however, how much a minority might be able to start a violent 
confrontation or who that minority was or where they might lie. 

Admiral Turner noted that, if Bakhtiar should arrest Bazargan 
as he has threatened,and the opposition take to the streets 
with rioting, would it not be necessary to turn the military 
loose to restore order. 

General Huyser said that his advice had been that, if the mob 
wants to burn and destroy Tehran, let them do it. 

Secretary Brown noted that Bakhtiar had said to us recently 
that he did not intend to arrest Bazargan who was an old friend 
of his. However, if the opposition tried to take over the 
ministries, they will meet that with violence, if necessary. 

The President asked if the key installations included the 
ministries, and did the Military understand that. 

General Huyser said, yes. 

Dr. Brzezinski asked, if all else fails and the military 
must go to "option C" as we have come to call it, what kind of 
resistance could they expect to encounter? What kind of planning 
had been done for actions to follow a takeover? 

General Huyser said that he had helped them conduct planning 
on a different mode. When he had first arrived, ·the military 
was planning to hold a coup, if and when the Shah left. However, 
they had no plan at all. They did not even know where the key 
installations were located, including the key installations in 
the oil fields. He'd persuaded them to give up the idea of a 
coup and begin planning for taking over key facilities, which 
included banks, ministries and key installations in the oil 
fields, and to ensure that they would know how to make them work. 
There were indications that, if the army were able to provide 
protection, the workers, many workers, would come back to work. 
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At the present time, they were facing intimidation. He knew 
this for a fact. For instance, we had had two checks signed 
for military equipment. Within a few days, copies of those 
checks were circulating downtown, and the person who had 
signed them was being threatened. He felt that the military 
cannot run a sophisticated government like that. He did not 
know where, if any place, the military has the capability to 
run that kind of a government. However, the concept was to 
restore order at key points and to start from there to develop 
a functioning government. 

Dr. Brzezinski wondered how long it would take to accomplish 
such a takeover. 

General Huyser said that in the case of oil and power it would 
would be almost instantaneous. 

The President asked whether the military controlled those 
facilities now. 

General Huyser said, no. 

Dr. Brzezinski wondered whether some areas might have to be 
conceded. 

General Huyser said he felt they could control most of the 
country. In an old plan that was drawn up 15 years ago, they 
had planned to go south, and then fight their way back to the 
north. He had discouraged this kind of thinking, but they 
still keep it in mind. 

Dr. Brzezinski wondered if they could seal off the north. 

General Huyser said, they could. 

Secretary Brown said that they presumably assume there will be 
no outside intervention or we would come to their help. 

General Huyser said that he had counseled them to concentrate 
entirely on the internal developments and leave the Free World 
to take care of outside intervention. 

Dr. Brzezinski wondered how much resistance they could expect 
to encounter. 
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General Huyser said that the resistance would not be purely 
religious. However, there was a third party underneath the 
religious element, and he did not know how large it was. 

Secretary Brown said that this was the radicals, the Tudeh 
Party and the PLO. 

Dr. Brzezinski wondered if there had been any defections from 
the army. 

General Huyser said there had been some. 

Dr. Brzezinski wondered if option C could be done quickly. 

General Huyser said, yes. They could seize control quickly and 
then begin building. 

The President wondered what was the highest defector to date. 

Secretary Brown said that two names had been mentioned to date 
as not being entirely loyal to Bakhtiar, General Firuzi and 
Col. Azardarzin. He also noted that the retired Admiral Madani, 
whom Khomeini intended to appoint as his Minister of the Interior, 
was reported to have begged Bakhtiar not to arrest him. He saw 
no pattern in these events. 

General Huyser agreed that he saw no pattern. He thought there 
may be a few defectors, and there may be some generals. 

The President wondered if there were any generals that he was 
concerned about. 

General Huyser said that at the beginning he had been very 
worried about General Gharbaghi and wondered whether he would 
in fact be willing to follow through if it should come to 
option c. He seemed to lack any determination. Recently we 
went through a threat by Gharbagi to resign. He did not know 
whether this was simply a Persian way of ensuring that he had 
support. 

The President recalled that Gharbaghi had threatened to resign 
after Bakhtiar had made a statement at his press conference 
regarding the military without first checking it with Gharbaghi. 

General Huyser said that was correct, and said that Gharbaghi 
more recently had shown a willingness to take action if there 
was a takeover or an other than legal government. 
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Secretary Vance wondered if General Huyser knew anything about 
the parliament. 

General Huyser said that he did not know much, that they were 
essentially inactive at the present time. 

Secretary Brown noted that General Gast had reported concern 
that Khomeini might pressure enough members of the parliament 
to resign, that there would no longer be a quorum, thereby 
bringing down the government. 

General Jones said that another concern was that, as Bakthiar 
sent up various bills to the parliament, they might attempt to 
get a no confidence vote on Bakhtiar, and thereby bring down the 
government. General Gast did not seem too worried about this. 
He thought that the opposition would see the dangers of a 
military takeover and back away from that. Gast reports that 
Khomeini might take some "bold action 11

, and this fact worried 
them. However, they were not able to define just what that 
bold action would be. 

The President wondered how much conversation there had been 
between Khomeini and the military people before he came back. 

General Huyser said there had been two contacts: the first had 
been General Mogadam with Behesti, in which the military had 
expressed solid support for the constitutional government. 
The second had been a meeting to prepare for Khomeini's return. 
There had been pressure for Bazargan and Behesti to meet with 
the military since that time. However, it had been suggested 
to Gharbaghi not to accept such meeting, except in the presence 
of the Prime Minister, and that had not happened thus far. 

Dr. Brzezinski quoted from a cable in over the weekend which 
noted that General Toufanian was nervous and wished to leave 
the country. He thought that the senior generals shared his 
views, and that all wanted to leave on the same plane. He 
noted that they would say one thing to you and do something else, 
and thought they could not be trusted. 

General Huyser said that report was based one one day's con
versation with General Toufanian,whereas he had had 25 to 30 
conversations with him. He had his ups and downs from one 
day to the next; however, he was still there. General Toufanian 
did not even have a passport, and he is one of those, he knows 
what will happen to him if someone else takes over. He has 
a rope around his neck because of charges of corruption. 
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General Huyser had spent a long time with Toufanian in his house, 
where he had discussed comrniting suicide and gave him a con
fession of his life, was very emotional. He thought the Iranian 
generals overall had been extremely emotional. He had met with 
them for seven hours straight after the Shah had left, and he 
thinks he understands them as well as an American can. 

The President wondered whether they would be reliable in a 
crisis. 

General Huyser said, yes. And General Touf.anian would be in 
there with them. In fact, he might try to emerge as a leader 
of the group. That would be a sure way to save his neck. 

Dr. Brzezinski said if all else fails and option C proves to 
be necessary, what are the command steps which are necessary 
for them to execute the plan. 

General Huyser noted that the original plan was one that they 
started on one morning and planned to do on the next. The 
troops were already on alert and could move quickly. It does 
not take that many troops to seize the oil fields. 

The President noted that there had been a threat of a coup when 
the Shah left. He wondered what other times there was a possible 
threat of a coup taking place. 

General Huyser said that the generals had looked on the mass 
marches on the 19th of January as a national referendum, and 
they feared that this would represent the-beginning of a new 
government on the basis of people marching in the street. 
They were tempted to preempt at that point. Also, at the time 
when Khomeini returned, they felt everything was going to 
collapse. They felt they would lose the solders to the religious 
faction. They could not see their way through that valley. In 
each case, they were tempted to try a coup. 

Secretary Vance wondered what accounts for th~ different views 
held by Sullivan and General Huyser. 

General Huyser said there was a very different view with regard 
to the stamina of the military forces. Ambassador Sullivan 
questioned whether the troops would actually respond to an order. 
The fact that they would respond to an order was proved when 
they were ordered to protect the Armory. However, Ambassador 
Sullivan thinks that they will go to Khomeini's side. 
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General Huyser said that he had watched the soldiers on the 
various military bases that they have visited in other areas. 
They snap to, they salute, and there is a general sense of 
discipline. A good number of people disagreed with the idea 
of a show of force prior to Khomeini's return. But the military 
was extremely efficient and showed an effective capability to 
operate. General Huyser felt that there were two different 
opinions about the army. He felt that was .perhaps good, and 
maybe the truth was somewhere in between. 

Admiral Turner noted that General Huyser's view was considerably 
different from a number of analysts who are in town. Many 
analysts felt that the public was so overwhelming in its support 
of Khomeini that even if the military controls the key in
stallations, the public will be able to defeat them, even if 
it's only a passive opposition. 

Secretary Brown noted that that is indeed the way it is now. 

General Huyser noted that, when he arrived in Tehran, the city 
was at a complete standstill. Although Tehran was noted for 
its massive traffic jams, when he arrived by airplane, he looked 
out at the city and could identify only ten cars moving in all 
of Tehran. Today, it is much improved. Some people thought it 
was crazy to plan pro-government demonstrations; however, by an 
honest count, they felt that between 250,000 and 300,000 people 
turned out to support the Bakhtiar government. This was without 
paying anyone, and only 48 hours notice. The reaction was 
extremely good. The opposition, by contrast, brought their 
people in by buses from outlying areas, and the figures of 
demonstrations were in fact exaggerated. On the 19th of January, 
the press reports indicated that one to three million people 
were demonstrating in Tehran. They observed the whole demon
stration by helicopter,and using a very strict formula about 
how many people could be fit into a square meter, they 
determlllerl that the crowds amounted to between 500,000 and 
750,000. However, there was no denying that the demonstrations 
were well-planned and it was a very orderly crowd. 

Admiral Turner noted thdt there may be very major differences of 
opinion. 

General Huyser noted that the number of people who were anti
Shah was extremely high. But, now the Shah is gone. 

Admiral Turner wondered if a military takeover would not revive 
the same feeling. People would look at a military takeover as 
a repeat of 1953. 
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The President noted that talking of a military government is 
in our view talking of Bakhtiar with a military force under 
Bakhtiar's order. Our policy was not to throw Bakhtiar out. 
The first priority of all of our plans is to keep Bakhtiar 
strong. On his orders, the military might take over key in
stallations, including the oil fields. But that is very 
different from a coup, very different from throwing out Bakhtiar, 
and very different than a military takeover as such. 

Secretary Vance agreed that this was a very important point, and 
it was important to make that distinction. The word military 
coup was frequently used to describe an alternative to Bakhtiar. 

The President noted that that was even stronger grounds for 
support of the Bakhtiar government. 

Dr. Brzezinski wondered whether Bakhtiar's chances would not be 
increased and the military's .ability to support him would not 
be maintained better if the Shah should resign in favor of his 
son. 

General Huyser said that that was a very heavy question to be 
asking him. He felt that such a change would probably be 
acceptable to the military. In that respect, it was unbelievable 
how they progressed in their thinking since the Shah had left. 
They now refer to the Shah in has-been terms. The military 
accepts that there must be changes in the government. The King 
should be a constitutional monarch; they talk about him riding 
on a bicycle like the King of Sweden. There has to be some 
form of democracy. However, the effect of an abdication in 
favor of his son as far as the opposition is concerned would 
be zero. Khomeini is bent on destroying the entire Pahlavi 
dynasty, and a change in favor of his son would not change that. 

Dr. Brzezinski wondered,if option C should be 
would not be less suspicion of the motives of 
intentions if the Shah had in fact resigned. 
simply as a hypothetical case. 

chosen, if there 
the military's 
He posed this 

The President said that his own belief was that it would not. 
In his view, people had written off the Shah. He had asked 
General Huyser in the Oval Office what communication there 
had been with the Shah and whether he was still in touch with 
the military. The Shah had told Sadat, while he was in Egypt, 
that he had had no communications with the military since he 
had left as a result of what he felt was his commitment. It 
was never entirely clear what his commitment really was. 
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The Shah now appeared to be passive and not at all vigorous. 
For him to step down now in favor of a strong young fighter 
pilot could in fact raise fears that he would make a comeback. 
It could arouse hopes on the part of the military and fears 
on the part of the opposition that in fact the monarchy was 
in the process of making a comeback. 

Dr. Brzezinski said that was a good point. The fact was now 
going to be bad. He wondered whether perhaps later it would be 
different. 

The President said that a government under Bakhtiar would be 
best for us. His replacement with the Crown Prince would 
probably disturb the situation. 

Secretary Vance said that General Waters had recently been in 
Morocco and had seen the Shah and had talked with him. He felt 
that the Shah had not been in touch with anyone. 

Admiral Turner said that he would respectfully like to disagree 
with the President that the people generally assume the Shah 
was gone for good. 

The President said this was only his opinion, but it was based 
on Admiral Turner's reports. (Laughter) He . said that his im
pression was that the Shah was not a vigorous man today. He 
noted that General Huyser had said that the military now referred 
to him as a has-been. For a while after his departure he felt 
that the Shah considered going back, but that this was no longer 
true. 

Admiral Turner said he would certainly agree that the Shah was 
gone for good. He would only disagree that most of the people 
in Iran believed that the Shah was gone for good. 

General Jones said that replacing the Shah at this point with 
the Crown Prince would merely serve to raise the profile of the 
monarchy and draw attention to it. 

The President said that it was all right for us at this point to 
talk about various options, but that it was important that the 
military support Bakhtiar whatever comes. 

General Huyser said that the senior military now were even critical 
of the Shah about not doing what they felt was necessary prior to 
his departure. 
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The President noted that in retrospect there are certainly 
things that the Shah could have done a hell of a lot better. 
The Shah had gone to pieces in early December or mid-December. 
He had turned into tqe shell of a man. However, despite that, 
he had never been diverted from his idea that he wished to 
avoid bloodshed. When the President had watched to CBS news 
report talking about the tape recording which they attributed 
to the Shah and in which the Shah called for civil war and 
asked the military to shed lots of blood, the President knew 
immediately that it was a forgery, quite apart from the experts. 
It was exactly opposite of what the Shah had in fact been urging 
entirely all the way through. Even to save his own ass, the 
Shah had not been willing to order massive bloodshed. CBS had 
really messed up on that report. 

Mr. Jordan asked how long Khomeini would have to be back in 
order for him to be perceived as part of the problem. 

General Huyser said that is already happening now. He recognized 
that he was an eternal optimist. He had been there in Iran work
ing with a group of generals who were eternal pessimists, and 
he had to be success-oriented in order to do his job. However, 
Khomeini was going to have to show. something was happening soon, 
or he would lose. At the present time, there was no structure, 
and it was merely up to whoever could grab the most. Friction 
was already beginning to develop between Bazargan and Khomeini. 
Bazargan understands the political equation in Iran. Things 
are improving daily. Each day while he was there in Tehran, 
General Huyser had noticed people were beginning to sweep the 
streets, pick up the garbage, even open up shops. Day by day, 
more shops were open. What was required now were some positive 
moves. He had recommended taking over the customs; there are 
currently a hundred trucks sitting in Turkey, waiting to get 
into Iran, and a hundred and sixty ships sitting and waiting 
in the harbor, which are carrying food and other items. The 
military could easily take over the customs. The only thing 
that Bakhtiar now controls is the airport, and he already 
showed that he could close that, if necessary. Opening the 
customs, however, would be a humanitarian thing, and he had 
urged Bakhtiar and the military to go for the humanitarian 
aspects. If the strikes were broken and people went back to 
work, a number of people would actually support the idea. 

Secretary Brown wondered how long it would be before Khomeini 
would show a substantial drop in popularity; would it be days, 
weeks, months. 
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Secretary Vance asked about Ayatollah Shariat-Madari. 
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It seemed that he was flipping in his views. Previously, it 
was reported that he was keeping his distance from Khomeini. 
However, he is now reported saying that an Islamic Republic 
is not as bad as people think. 

General Huyser said that, while he was there, Shariat-Madari 
seemed very moderate. He felt there was considerable difference 
between him and Khomeini's views. However, it is possible his 
view changed since General Huyser left. 

General Jones noted that there was one small indicator over the 
weekend. They had released a tanker. They had decided that it 
was impossible to unload the Diesel oil from the tanker properly, 
and also decided that they had no need for it. Now they had 
suddenly asked for the tanker to turn around and come back. 
This may indicate a change. The ship was Norwegian and Defense 
went to State to ask the ship to turn around. This may indicate 
that the military is in fact planning to move. Also, there was 
a US Navy ship due in to deliver munitions to a naval port which 
did not receive a clearance to offload. However, this was a 
different situation, since the Navy was not ready to receive 
munitions. So this was a different situation than a denial 
of the National Iranian Oil Company to get permission for the 
Norwegian tanker to offload its products. 

The President wondered if the Memorandum of Understanding had 
been signed. 

General Huyser said, yes, it had been signed just before he left. 

General Jones noted that the Iranians were not willing to do the 
same for the British. 

Secretary Brown noted that the British may just have to cancel 
their military orders. This may be a reflection of the in
structions which their new ambassador has just received, which 
told him not to opt for either government. 

The President wondered what effect the BBC had had. 

General Huyser noted the tremendous change that had taken place 
as far as the press was concerned. Previously, the Iranians 
had had no free press and no access to alternative sources of 
information. Suddenly they had an open press and also the BBC 
presenting them with a wide variety of information. They found 
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this difficult to accept. For a long time, they had been 
critical of our own press for printing information that was 
not favorable to them. General Huyser specifically remembered 
the case of Ramsey Clark when he got back and saying that 
99 percent of the people in Iran supported Khomeini. They 
found that very hard to take, and he found it quoted to him 
every place that he went. However now the senior military 
people are beginning to recognize that it was news and they 
are treating it accordingly. General Rabii went out to talk 
to the Hornofars to try to convince them to change their point 
of view. It was a hopeful sign. 

. 
The President asked what were the Homofars exactly. 

General Huyser said that they are the technicians. They are in 
for 12 years at a time. 

The President wondered what was their function. 

General Huyser said that they wear uniforms and they perform 
the technical support on aircraft. Although there are some of 
them in the army and the navy, the primary support is in the 
air force. 

The President asked, if in case the military must take over in 
order to support Bakhtiar, would that include controlling 
the radio and television facilities? 

General Huyser said, yes. 

The President noted that General Jam in one of his conversations 
had noted that he had, when he was Chief of Staff, devised 
a plan to take over the key places, if necessary. He wondered 
if this was familiar to General Huyser. 

General Huyser said that General Gharbaghi had referred to this 
plan on several occasions. 

The President wondered how the senior generals viewed General Jam. 

General Huyser said that they were somewhat disenchanted. When 
he came back to Tehran, he stayed with a retired general, who 
was not on the side of the government. Some viewed him as 
something of an opportunist. 

The President said he felt the same. He wondered what General 
Huyser's plans were at this point. 
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General Huyser said that he planned to return to Stuttgart, 
his post. 

The President asked that a confirmation of Sullivan's in
structions be sent to Tehran. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUMMARY 

~ A review of steps we might take In Iran reveals nothing new, nothing 
that will strengthen the Iranian government quickly or similarly Improve 
our diplomatic and military relations with It. Nevertheless, we should 
frame a pollcy--and take some steps now--to Improve our position fn Iran 
over the longer term. This memorandum suggests four steps which .we con
sider basic. 

% The Pol Icy DI lemma 

In a memo we sent you. six months ago we said the crucial question was 
whether the departure of the Shah was a change of government or a revolu
tion. The latter, we said, would mean that new elites and new principles 
of rule had replaced old ones. It seems clear now--although only ~Ix 
months has elapsed--that the Iran of the fu.ture Is going to be radically 
different from the Iran of the past two decades. Little wlll remain of 
the Ideas or the old structure of economic and political order when the 
present movement Is finished. The immediate prospect, however, Is for 
another year or more of divided governmental authority, a weakening 
military, anti-Western religiosity ~s the principle ~f state.and growing 
radlcaJ leftist and separatist sympathies. TAB A describes conditions. 

~he situation will get worse before It gets better. It could well 
come to a conflict between the religious right and the secular left, The 
large urban and lower class groups which overthrew the Shah In demonstra
tions and strikes will be the object of the conflict. This polarization 
Is the core problem our policies In Iran must address, because the radical 
left could easily win. A government In Tehran like the one In Iraq and 
Afghanistan would alter the power balance In the Gulf ominously. Such a 
government would be worse than the other three outcomes. We see: 

More of the semi-chaos which exists now, perhaps even a further 
loss of control over the non-Persian minorities by the Persian speakers. 
At the worst, this could lead to the division of Iran Into tribal, Turkish, 
Kurdish, Arab and Baluchl statelets, or 
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- A weak military regime,~ la Pakistan, or 

- A rel lglous state like Saudi Arabia but with Institution of rule 
provided by a stronger government rather than a royal family. 

~ The prospect of an Invasion of Iran (from Iraq or the Soviet Unl~n 
or a strengthened Afghanistan) seems remote. All these states could 
decide, however, to provide arms aid and political support to client 
groups Inside Iran to promote a radical leftist take-over, or prevent a 

7
,~ .,tu:(, 

rightist one. Al 1 the.se states would probably hope, however, as we ,~~·< 
should, to see the restoration of Persian power wielded by a strong and ra::::I::.'.,.,. 
friendly government. Bazargan and Khomeini's movement offers the best ~'1;'"" 
potent lal for such an outcome, , .;;w: __ . __ ~"1; 

el.~'~, 
~ Clearly the Bazargan and Khomeini camp fs aiming at the rel lglous ~ ~~ 
state mentioned above. While their religious orientation Is strong, ~~ 
Khomeini and company are on the way to framing a constitution, holding ~.) ':'1 
elections, re-directing and re-staffing the government and the economy to ~~"'-CC.,r 
support their views of an Islamic commonwealth, Their perception of 4

~J~ 
threat Is still focused on the Shah's regime, not on the left, not on ~~/Ni.'t:i 
foreign foes (except as they are connected with the remnants of the Shah's 
government or military) and not on internal separatism. In this view of 
the world, the Komltehs are an essential device In dealing with a govern-
ment and a military which they believe oan 1 t be trusted. In a restructured 
state, we can perhaps assume that, as Khomeini has said, the Komltehs would 
have a lesser role, the government a greater one. 

J.5-r" Given the options outlined above, the US Government should begin to 
put Itself In position to help the evolution of the Khomeini state, accept
Ing the collateral possibility of the emergence of a strong military man 
In time, The Islamic content of the state should not obstruct our policy, 
notwithstanding American hopes for the rights of women and distaste for 
the chador. Those are Internal matters and we can hope In time to facili
tate the cooperation of the Islamic movement with moderate secular leaders. 
This option Is better than letting events slide toward a polarization which 
could produce a leftist government or a split-up of Iran • 

.f..81' We see four areas--pol itlcal, security, covert action and economic 
advlce--ln which specific actions could be taken now to put US policy on 
the right course. 

% Political 

The reasons that the government of Khomeini sees us as an important part of 
the opposition goes beyond their anti-Western biases to some hard perceptions 
of realpolitik. After the military collapsed, we showed more concern for 
the victims of Khomeini than for his government. We have never acknowledged 
any constructive aspects of Khomeini •s revolution. We have never even sent 
an official emissary to Khomeini. We tarred ourselves with the Image of 
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oppos It ion in these efforNs J. st as much as we d td l.n support Ing the 
Shah as long as we dtd, .. -a frlend- .. told Ch.argel Lal.ngen tn early 
July that the bas tc prob 1 em o · the us· ls that t ran tans th.Ink that wh 11 e 
we have recognized the revolution, we nave not accepted tt. This 
should probably become the Initial objective of a new policy. 

~ow, six months after the Sha~ has departed, we should look to deal 
with the real power tn Iran. This Is sttll Khemelnl and his movement. 
It should be possible to develop some areas of agreement and common 
concern , i • e, , 

Our steadfast policy of non-Interference in Iran's Internal. 
affairs and, moreover, our expl lcit recognition of the Ideal ism and the 
constructive elements of the revolution, 

Our Interest In Iran's territorial integrity and economic welfare. 

Our apprehension over the alms of adjacent states. 

Our concern over the Impaired ability of the Iranian army to defend 
the country and our wtlllngness to cooperate In military matters with Iran 
through whatever procedures they choose. 

Our perception of a large and growing threat from leftists and 
separatists In Iran. 

~This message should probably be· delivered by a special emissary whose 
religious and pol ltlcal outlook allows him to be sympathetic to Khomeini's 
reformist and nationalist goals. The emissary's visit should follow a 
major speech In the US stating our support for the revolution. Bazargan 
and Yazdl can pave the way with the Ayatollah. Neverthele~s, It should not 
be expected that Khomeini's personal reaction will be favorable, In fact, 
lt will be unfriendly In the extreme. He Is bitter and Ignorant about the 
U.S. Still, we should take this step now In order to broaden the base of 
our contacts In Iran and establish a new credibility and relationship. Over 
time, wlfh further steps, we can hope for reassessment among Khomeini 
advisors and perhaps eventually by the Ayatollah himself. Those actions 
would be useful as a prelude to the assignment of the new Ambassador, who 
should be charged with the new mandate of establishing a supportive and 
understanding relationship with the regimes In Qom and Tehran. 

,.ktrJ Secu r I ty -;J A- ~"'t'° +/,J ~rJtr,;{ 
~ .. ~ ~~~ i.U:-J. 

Despite the hostility and suspicion of Khomeini and others toward US con
tacts with the lranlan military, we should encourage the tentative steps 
that have been taken to reestabl lsh logistic support arrangements. We 
should publicly and candidly describe our policy and procedures. 
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In the long run the Army may yet prove to be a decisive factor. 
We should concentrate our advl"sory effort on establishing firm but 
quiet professional ties with the emerging leadership of the ground forces. 

By law, the USG can fund only six MAAG positions In Iran. Since 
It Is un 11 ke 1 y that I ran wt 11 renew any personne 1 support cases by the 
end of this fiscal year (September 30) our advisory mission will consist 
of a maximum of six people. These officers should be carefully selected, 
Farsi-trained where time permits, and to emphasize our concern for the 
Iranian ground forces, headed by a US Army (not Air Force) 0-6. (The 
Army in lran--not the Air Force--ls decisive politically.) 

Now that Congress has passed the FY 1979 Supplemental, we should 
proceed with our plans to offer emergency supply of repair parts provided 
Iran deposits funds In advance ($5 million suggested) and to deliver un
classified repair parts and other minor Items already paid for from the 
FMS trust fund and awaiting shipment, 

- We should continue to keep the Iranian authorities Informed of FMS 
trust fund status and to encourage them to send a team to the United States 
In order to resolve outstanding problems and establish a sound basis for 
resumption of normal FMS financial management (for example, quarterly 
billing and payment In advance to cover progre~s payments and termination 
llabll ity). The target date for such a meeting, In either Washington or 
Tehran, should be no later than mid-September, when we will have completed 
our analysis of trust fund status following reimbursement from the 
U.S. Navy for the SPRUANCE-class ships and the Iran I ans wl 11 have completed 
their Ramadan religious break. 

- We should respond positively to Iranian requests for technical 
assistance, including discreet requests for advice on Improving operational 
effectiveness within a more constrained supply reglme, providing the GOI 
can guarantee the safety of personnel and assure their ability to work In 
a non-hostile and constructive environment. 

- We should be willing to discuss buy-back of US-supplied equipment 
In response to Iranian Initiatives. 

As a general policy we should encourage government-to-government 
arrangements and discourage commercial arrangements as we resume our military 
supply relationship In order to foster government-to-government relations, 
to avoid a recurrence of the widespread abuses which resulted from previous 
commercial relations, and to assure the security and constructive nature of 
US activities In Iran. 
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Y Economic 

A World Bank team might be able to provide some encouragement and advice 
for the government In launching Its new development program. The basic 
obstacles faced by this program lie In a lack of order and a Jack of 
administrative machinery, but Iran does have a banking system which--while 
now under national control--could be used to provide loans for equipment 
and agricultural schemes in the countryside, The World Bank should be 
able to help with advice on food subsidies which do not undermine the 
position of the traditional farmer and on construction programs which soak 
up the excess and discontented labor of the cities, It might help estab
lish wage and benefit guidelines which bring some more order and discipline 
to management-labor relations, which are presently chaotic, Although Iran 
does not need foreign exchange and has high and perhaps rising levels of 
national Income, the IMF might advtse on a stabilization program to deal 
with Inflation on one hand and currency flight on the other, We should 
also consider offering us~only teams whtch could provide assistance In 
agriculture, road construction, and maintenance of power generation facili-
ties, · 

(U) Other Actions 

See sensitive attachment, 

~ recommend you suggest to Cy and Zblg that we need a PRC meeting on 
Iran to consider specific steps we could ·take on Iran, Stat·e would chair, 
but we should offer to circulate a DOD paper to supplement State efforts. 
(You could also give them a copy of this memo If you wish.) The paper wll 1 
spell out specific · steps along the lines outlined above, to cover a three
to-six month pertod, and end our ad hoc approach to the problems In Iran. 
I have directed the Iran Task Force, which was established last November 
under Bob Murray, to oversee all DOD activities vls-a•vls Iran. 

~'>l4~ 
Davld E. MoOiffert 

AHlstant Seoretary of Defense 
International Security Affal·ra 
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~Covert Action 
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We have so few such projects, and so little chance of mounting any that 
meet the tests of Impact and denlabllity that It may be a waste of time 
to suggest opportunities here. However, we need to build some support 
around some Ideas and some Individuals. Specifically, we would like 
public comment on Soviet strategems against Iran and the anti-Islamic 
character of the Soviet regime, the need for a strong Army subordinate 
to a strong state, the mutuality of some US and Iranian Interests In 
economic and security measures, the compatibility of Islam with economic 
progress and a parllamen political life, We should look f a closer 
but very discreet tie to other 
reformist clerics as well as emerg ng mllttary leaders. The am overall 
would be to create circumstances which would facilitate cooperation of 
the Islamic movement with moderate secularlsts--rather than force a 
polarization of the country between the right and the left. 

Gless If i ed bt P.&9. I &A 
Re'v 1·ew on 7 1,-79 
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THE SECRET.ti.RY OF DEFEl'JSE 
WASHINGTON, O.C. 20301 ~L 

November 19, 1979 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

·SUBJECT: Possible Additional Military Forces Deployable 
into the Arabian Sea 

As we think ahead to what may be a long crisis, we should 
contemplate additional military capabilities in the Arabian Sea... 
and surrounding areas beyond what we have already discussed. 
The times required for some of them are considerable and there
fore decisions involving them would have to be taken well befor~ 
we wanted to assure their availability. Examples follow: 

1. Additional aircraft carriers. The USS KITTY HAWK, now 
in port in Subic, can transit to the Arabian Sea in about 13 d());::\~ 
from decision. · The USS CORAL SEA, now in Hawaii, could be int~ 
Arabian Sea in 20 days. The USS INDEPENDENCE (6th Fleet) now 
near Sardinia, can transit around the Cape of Good Hope to the 
Arabian Sea in about 27 days. The NIMITZ, near Naples, could 
reach- the Arabian Sea in 19 d,ays. The NIMITZ and the KITTY HA'vll( 
(which happen to be the two closest) carry F-14s.; the INDEPEND E.NC.<=-
and CORAL SEA carry F-4s. 

2. To deploy land based air to the region quickly probab l'j 
the best option is to deploy some of the F-lllEs and Fs, now in 
the UK, to whatever land base is available. My thought is that 
Egypt would be willing to provide such basing under these cir
cumstances. We could have a squadron of F-llls (about 18 airc,a{+ 
there within four days. They should be accompanied by two or 
three E-3s (AWACS) which could come from the United States or 
Western Pacific and could arrive in less than four days. 

3. We have a squadron of B-52Ds on Guam. These have rel~
tively short range. We could put the first B-52Hs there within 
·4s hours. These have much longer range and could reach the 
area of the Arabian Sea with fewer refuelings. B-52s cannot 
operate out of Diego Garcia in any event flecause of runway and 
parking apron limitations, but Diego Garcia could handle KC-13.5 
tankers to refuel the B-52s in flight. 
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4. Amphibious forces. The nearest is the embarked Marine 
amphibious unit (MAU) in the Mediterranean (approximately 
battalion size). It could come through the Canal and reach the.. 
Gulf of Oman in about 12 days. There is also a MAU in the 
Western Pacific which could arrive in about 13 days. 

5. We have four AC-130 gunships on Guam flying missions 
to Korea to exercise with US and ROK forces there. Three of 
these aircraft could deploy to Diego Garcia in about two days. 

In my view, some of these actions should be begun now; 
oth~rs should not. There is also consideration of how they m~7 
affect actions in Tehran. I am prepared to be more specific 
verbally by secure telephone. 

-

Pag~ determined to be Unclassified 
Reviewed Chief, ROD, WHS 
IAW EO 13526, Section 3.5 
Date: 

DEC 2 3 2014 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

... 

RtLPIIA GWAAWal.. 

November 19, 1979 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Deploying Additional Forces 

I believe that we should do the following now: 

Move the KITTY HAWK to the Arabian Sea. This 
will also allow us to move some large helicopters 
closer to the scene (with less risk of compromise 
than with other methods we've considered). The 
process would be rather complex. We disassemble 
six RH- 53s. at Norfolk (unfortunately they don't 
have the special navigation devices of the Air 
Force HH-53s which are not appropriate to use 
off carriers for other reasons), load them in 
C-SAs, send them to Diego Garcia, reassemble and 
fly them to the KITTY HAWK as it passes near Diego 
Garcia. We might make another transfer from KITTY 
HAWK to MIDWAY, to save a day or two. 

Move the CORAL SEA to Subic Bay and defer for 
another week decision to move it on to the 
Arabian Sea. In the meantime we can examine 
options such as a port call to Singapore which 
may allow us to defer final decision longer. 

Deploy a contingent of three or four KC-135 
tanker aircraft to Diego Garcia. This will 
improve our confidence that we can later carry 
out the AC-130 or B-52 options smoothly. 

The CJCS believes that deploying B-52s to Guam should 
be a "medium" option, something we don't need to start today, 
but could well start in a couple of.days. 

We should defer decisions on the MAU, AC-130s and F-llls 
until, at least, late this week. In the meantime, Dave Jones 
and I will examine them in more detail to see if any of the 
response times can be reduced below what I have indicated 
here. I also recommend that Cy and I begin immediately to 
formulate a demarche seeking Egyptian cooperation in logistics 
support, Suez transit of a MAU, and F-111 basing. 
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Finally, we should start thinking about what we will want 
to say to the Soviets about such reinforcements and about 
potential U.S. military actions, before or when (if) they 
happen. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

December 1, 1979 ~----
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: The Dynamics of the Hostage Situation 

Pursuing the diplomatic options and'applying the pressure of 
world opinion to the Iranians is clearly the right approach 
over the next several days. The question of the Shah's de
parture from the U.S., the UNSC and ICJ proceedings, the 
religious fervor of Muharram, the Iranian vote on the new 
constitution, the continued international perception of the 
U.S. as the aggrieved party -- all argue that it is too soon 
to move to "other means." 

- -
But as time goes on, the Iranians, and the world though not 
the American people -- are likely to begin to see the holding 
of the U.S. hostages as the natural state of things, rather 
than as an abomination. There may then be more international 
pressure on the U.S. to "confess our sins of espionage," and 
to promise amnesty to Iran, than on the Iranians to release 
the hostages. At home, the general support for oµr policy 
(strong pressure with peaceful means, holding military action 
in reserve) will begin to fragment~ On one side there will 
be calls for extreme military actions, on the other for meeting 
some or all Iranian demands. 

Your press conference of Wednesday evening (the most effective 
of your Presidency thus far) has held the situation together_ 
for an extra week or so. Early in the week of Dec. 3, I believe 
it will be time to push our Allies and friends to adopt some 
of the strongest economic measures we ·can devise. Apparently 
ac·tion by the European and Japanese banks similar to our own - -
blocking, defaults, etc. -- would soon have increasingly severe 
effects. But those countries correctly view such action as 
risky and painful to themselves. They will take it, if at all, 
only if they believe the alternative is military action by us 
that is even more risky to the~ in economic and political terms. 
We must be prepared to threaten such action. 

)-If we cannot persuade them to take such economic and political· 
action, o~· if it fails to secure release of the hostages, we 

I will have to consider military options very seriously. Our 
-approach should be to make it painful to Khomei~i to hold the 
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hostages (so far it hasn't been painful -- world public 
opinion doesn't bother him much), and prospectively much more 
painful to him if they are harmed. Then he may be pushed 
toward a face-saving solution (e.g., expulsion with or without 
a quick trial). Though many suggest blockade, mining of harbors 
through which most Iranian imports flow is clearly, to my mind, 
less risky and less escalatory. With mining, we need not stop 
ships with our own ships; our forces are there to be shot at 
only briefly; and ships which might be sunk must·themselves 
take the last move that has that result. Mining is the mildest 
military action I have found. We are seeking others, for 
example various acts to demonstrate. how we could damage Iran, 
but I doubt that we will come up with any that are effective 
without being at the same time more escalatory. 

Mining, like blockade,is an act of war -- though a bloodless 
act of war, like invading an embassy and taking hostages. 
There would be a real risk of upsetting our Allies, and a 
greater one of upsetting or even severely alienating other 
Muslim states in the Gulf region and elsewhere. 

It could derail the negotiating process, such a~ it is, although 
it might also revive that process. And it would certainly 
increase the- risk to the hostages -- probably severely, for a 
time, though not as likely fatally so as a rescue attempt would 
do. But it .would show we are not to be trifled with and that 
we will not accept a status quo that has some· of our people 
hostage without corresponding pain to those who hold them 
hostage. It would avoid a situation that might otherwise 
drag on, where the U.S. is hurting and Iran -- or at least the 
Iranian leadership -- is not. Mining would -- over a couple 
of months -- affect the Iranian economy significantly. It would, 
by the implicit threat of further escalation, get the attention 
of Iranian leaders, and convince them we are not bluffing, 
much faster than that. 

The question on which your advisers will probably divide is 
""(hen?" That judgment will turn on: our estimates of the 
likely course and outcome -- both for the hostages and for 
perceived American standing in the region and elsewhere --
of diplomatic negotiations that last for months; whether the 
hostages are put on trial; the outcome of UNSC and !CJ .pro
ceedings; the willingness of others to join us in non-military 
actions and the effect thereof on the Iranians; how well we 
think we can make our case to the moderate Muslim countries. 

My own jud_gment is that we can go for a period of ten to -----) 
fifteen days along the diplomatic/economic route, if it appears 
to be moving in a promising way, . and if-there is not evidence 
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THE PRESIDENT "fl, 
ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI'~~ 
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SUBJECT: Getting the Hostages Free 
Date: DEC a 9 Mf5 

The steps announced on Monday bought us some time and set a new 
process in motion. We need to think now about what we will do 
with the time we have gained and how we manage the coercive 
process. ~ 

Having taken these initial steps, we must be prepared to back 
them up or else risk a further loss of credibility. Iran does 
not believe that we will use force. The measures announced 
Monday have raised some doubts in their mind, but those doubts 
will soon be put to rest unless followed by additional measures. ~ 

Gradual escalation makes sen~e only if it is part of a strategy 
which has some promise of freeing the hostages. In my view 
there are two strategies available to us which could succeed: 

1. A graduated application of force designed to persuade 
the Ayatollah and his followers that the continued 
holding of the hostages is self-defeating because it 
endangers Iran's wellbeing. 

2. A rescue operation which deprives the Ayatollah of 
his bargaining leverage and punctures his aura of 
invincibility. j;P8"r 

Both strategies entail significant risks and both are clouded by 
uncertainties. The following is an effort to examine systematic
ally the risks and prospects. (U) 

Graduated Pressure 

It is now clear that the diplomatic option is closed. The hostages 
are going to be held at least until the Majlis convenes in June, 
and the prospects that a new Parliament dominated by the clerics 
will vote to release them on terms even marginally acceptable 
to us are very remote. In short, unless something is done to 
change the nature of the game, we must resign ourselves to the 
continu7~imprisonment of the hostages through the summer or even 
later. xo, -:re. NSC SfJ 'Y'tl { &IP Pr~$ tr Brz.. ~l 
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Accordingly, a sharp increase in the pressures on Iran is one way 
of changing the environment. For example, we could undertake a 
deliberate program of increasingly severe steps every week or two 
weeks until the hostages are delivered. We might wish to inform 
the Iranians in advance of the schedule, or we could simply 
proceed step by step and let them draw their own conclusions. 
The following steps represent an illustrative program: 

1. Sharply increased surveillance of shipping enroute 
to and from Iranian ports, combined with some 
overflights. 

2. Declaration of a state of belligerency with Iran, 
coupled with a screening program of Iranian nationals 
in this country. 

3. Technical interruption of power at a key point, e.g. 
the refinery complex in Abadan or cities such as 
Tehran or Qom. 

4. Mining of harbors, leaving the Kharg Island facility 
untouched. 

5. Closure of Kharg Island and/or occupation of the Tunbs 
and Aub Musa at the mouth of the Persian Gulf. 

6. Selective air strikes on economic targets. ~ 

The objective of undertaking such a program would be to free the 
hostages before the program had to be carried to its logical 
conclusion of outright hostilities. However, once embarked, we 
would have to be prepared to persevere or else be perceived as 
paper tigers • .J,,e7' 

There are several difficulties with this strategy in terms of 
getting the hostages released. First, the deliberate progression 
of actions, even if fairly rapid in succession, will encourage the 
Iranians to seek some counterpressure to force us to stop. The 
recent threat by the militants to kill the hostages in the event 
of U.S. military action represents the kind of pressure tactics 
we can expect to encounter . .ke1 

The second problem is the uncertainty of the political reaction 
inside Iran. The Ayatollah would attempt to use this program 
to arouse public opinion and to unite the nation against the 
common enemy. He might succeed, at least initially, but over 
time, as it became clear that the Ayatollah was unable to prevent 
the disruption of the internal economy and as the citizens begin 
to bear increasingly heavy penalties because of his obstinacy, 
the mood might begin to shift from defiance of the U.S. to 
discontent with the irresponsibility of their own leaders. lre'f" 
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A third, very serious problem is the danger that our actions 
will inspire the tribal elements and other opposition forces to 
rise up against the clerical regime, with a complete breakdown 
of public order or even civil war. Not only would this situation 
endanger the hostages, but it would sorely tempt the Soviets to 
move across the border. The Soviets might cite our military 
actions as armed intervention, permitting them to invoke the 
1921 Treaty. They might also be able to assemble a Tudeh-dominated 
government in Azerbaijan or even in Tehran in the name of pro
tecting the Islamic Revolution. The Soviets have steadily been 
building their military capability near the Iranian border, and 
they have been accumulating political support by their support 
of Khomeini against the U.S. A small, disciplined group with 
outside resources can be very effective in conditions of anarchy 
and political collapse. J,81 

Finally, even if we succeed in pressuring Khomeini to strike a 
deal, we will have a problem in extricating ourselves from the 
confrontation. In short, though superficially cautious and 
controlled, it is a high-risk strategy which sets in motion 
forces that are dangerous and beyond our power to control. ~ 

Rescue Operation 

The alternative is to force the issue to a resolution by uni
laterally seizing the hostages away from the Iranians. From a 1 
golitical point of view, this course of action has enormous a . 
It is quicR and a total on r su en strike 
it e so ·e objective of rescuing our people would be understood 

-- and perhaps applauded -- by regional states and allies alike. 
It would provide almost no opportunity or excuse for the Soviets 
to intervene. And it would embarrass the Ayatollah and show him 
and his regime to be inept. ~ 

The difficulties of making a decision turn almost entirely on 
questions of capability and risk. Can we get in and out before 
the Iranians can react militarily? Can we get all the hostages? 
Do we believe that we could act swiftly enough to avoid having 
many of the hostages executed? Can we avoid losing many of our 
own military people? ~ 

•· I am struck by the evaluation of some of those closest to the 
situation. My staff assistant, Gary Sick, who has been living 
with this issue day and night for the past five months, has 
personally and privately urged me in the strongest terms to adopt 
this course of action, and has proposed this memo. He has also 
informed me that the three best Persian-speaking officers in the 
Foreign Service have recently gone to Cy with the same recommenda
tion. They all believe that the risks of continued incarceration 
or of military escalation are far greater than a surprise rescue 
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operation. They are convinced that true surprise is possible 
and that penetration of the Embassy is a realistic prospect. ~ 

I find this argument persuasive. There may never be a better 
moment to undertake such an operation than the next few weeks. 
The security at the Embassy must have settled into a routine by 
now, and the Iranians are almost contemptuous in their certainty 
that rescue is not a feasible option. Even the U.S. press has 
totally accepted our explanations that such an operation is 
impossible. The Iranian military is in nearly total disarray and 
preoccupied with the Iraqi threat. The chance of maintaining true 
surprise is good, and with true surprise, our chances of a 
successful operation grow. ~ 

We have no risk-free options. Even the risks of inaction are 
considerable. No other option offers as many potential benefits 
or gives us as many opportunities to keep the timing and control 
in our own hands. We could even build in a little protection for 
any hostages who might not be freed by "arresting" some of the 
militants and bringing them back under kidnapping and even murder 
charges. ~ 

In my view, a ...91,refully plam1eo..-illld .. J;20J.dli executed ~scue opera
~ re~~ellts the only realistic pros2ec(;that tn[r1osta~s -- -· 
any of_~~--~Ee freea···rrc··e-nE§ fores.eea'.ble future. -Our policy 
~raint has won'us''we!!-deserved und;~stan~fng"throughout the 
world, but it has run out. This is the painful conclusion we must 
now face. ~ 

I understand that your preference is not to undertake a rescue 
except as a reaction to the killing of our hostages. But that 
is really tantamount to dismissing the rescue option altogether. 
Please consider the following: the lead time on any rescue 
operation is a minimum of eight days. If a hostage is killed, 
there will be an immediate outcry for retaliation; there will 
be mass hysteria; there will also be a heightened state of alert 
in Tehran and perhaps even additional killings. I very much 
doubt that we could afford to wait for days to undertake a 
rescue operation, and could be thus forced to retaliate, which 
would then further reduce the element of surprise which is so 
crucial to a successful rescue. ~ 

Post-Rescue 

It is essential that we be ready to react to any post-rescue 
consequences. These would include threats to the lives of any 
hostages left behind, or to any prisoners taken in the operation, 
or to any Americans available in Tehran. In addition, we have 
to consider the need to react to any large-scale failure that 
could occur, and which could maximize the foregoing complications . 
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Accordingly, in addition to the rescue operation, we should be 
prepared to initiate almost immediately large-scale retaliatory 
strikes against key Iranian facilities. Upon the completion 
of the rescue operation, the Iranian government should be in
formed, and we could also make it known publicly, that the U.S. 
will initiate large-scale retaliatory action if any reprisals 
follow the rescue. If the rescue operation itself fails, we 
might want to initiate such retaliation in any case in order 
to reduce the negative consequences of the aborted undertaking. 
I believe that the U.S. 9ublic will be with us whatever happens. 
~ 

Procedure 

I would recommend that at some point soon you consult with your 
advisers on the above. If you decide to undertake the rescue, 
I would suggest that you inform your advisers that you have 
decided against it. Afterwards, a much smaller group could 
meet with you to initiate the actual plans and to monitor their 
execution through completion. I would think that such a small 
group would be confined to the Vice President, Vance, Brown, 
Jones, Turner, and myself, as well as perhaps Ham and Jody. 
At the very last minute, additional advisers could be brought 
in, but it would be essential to enforce iron discipline and 
minimum participation (on a need-to-know basis). ~ 

Conclusion 

The above recommendation is not easy to make. It is even more 
difficult for you to consider and accept. However, we have to 
think beyond the fate of the 50 Americans (and also some Iranians) 
and consider the deleterious effects of a protracted stalemate, 
growing public frustration, and international humiliation of 
the United States. 1,81' 
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POLICY 

-·-.··· 

-SE8RElt8~N~lfl·V[ 
THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

. \ 
WASHINGTON, D.C. /?0301 S 

25 AUG 1980 I S . - 57 

. or:,·1u: OF fHE 
SE~RETARY"OF DEFENSE 

l-24418/80 

23 August 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR DUSD/PR 
DUSD/PP 
DIRECTOR, J-5 

csa 3.30)( 1 >. (»} 
CI/\ 3.3(b)(l) 

Shouldn't w~ .. J~.~. w9rking on plans to keep the Afghan 
resistance going on a long term basis- -.for. y.ear!f:Tf-~'s-

.. sary--.:. to J!laintaj.n a ~teady dra_in on S"civiet resources? To · 
·me' the best way to do" lhfs -over time, as the . large popular 
~esistancb is gradually swallowed, is by skillful hit-and
run tactics (a la Vietnam) on a modest but still significant 
scale. 

This would involve requires tr~ining small professional 
guerrilla teams of the type that could conduct small raiding 
and sabotage op~rations of a potentially quite visible type. 
There's plenty of excellent human material from which to 
recruit say a 1,000 and then 2,000 man force. 

cc: SecDef•-Cs--~~~~~~~
DepSecDef 
CJCS 

_,,_. ·- --
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Pakistan, 1979. 
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WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

··· s:oLICY 2 5 OCT 1979 

MEMO FOR SECDEF~~ ... -~. 
. ,.,._,,,. 

I emphatically endorse the hard-line ISA 
position for PRC on Pakistan . Nuclear ·.-Rroblem 
and disagree with JCS position: 

. 1. The non~proliferation issue is :·far larger 
than Pakistan alone, however regrettable that we -must 
single out Pakistan pour decourager les '.autres. ·_ \ 

. . . . . · 1 . ·· -- ' 
· 2. The· us· ~ilitary' s romantic attachment to the 

stalwart Pakistani.remains unshakable> despite the 
£act that they aiways used us more than we used 
them. The . only real help we ever got from.them was 
Peshawar and U-2, and when they finally kicked us out 
in '66 we should have reciprocated in kind. Ergo, if 
we ever want to get something more from the Paks (other 
than the.few things going now) a hard~line.will in · 
my experienced judgment~roduce mote than a s~ft one. 

3." In any· case a .. ~091 . calculation of our strategic 
interest in the ·subcontinent shows that a billion 
Indians ·~re far more- important ·to our oirer~ll inter.est 
than 150 million Paks. Our consistent- tirt toward 
i>akis.tan 1950-65 was . a major· factor driving India 
to rein-sure ~with Soviets. Why do we want to keep 
pushing De~hi toward Moscow (especially when Beijing 
seems warming up toward -Delhi)~ unless there is 
some large~ gain in prospe~t.than I . can see now? 

. · ·. 4. In fact I'd even. argue· for ··economic pressure 
on Pakistan ·through the Weste1·n . aid consortium as the 
mostlipowerful non-proliferation lever available. Why 
shouJ.d DOD always have to carry_. the can? . 

· · c-1c.J> · · tf Pl;f 
CC: AJ>tJ/~A R. W. Komer 

~~~ 
Office of the Secretary of' Defense- 50.S{; §~Sch ···· -
Chief,l{t>D, ESQl.WHS t .. 
Date: '!f oq oOlS Authority: EO 135U · 
Declassify: . X Deny in Fu!J:---

. Declassify in Part:. ___ _ 
Reason: __________ _ 

MDR: l 5 -M- \ Co.Jci 
-······--- p--

IDEGfL/ASS[1r;r1ED-[1f;{~ rmtL ..... 
Auttmirnfy: iso 13526 . 
Chief, raccorns t!c Deciass Div, WDIS 
Date: OCT 2 7 2015 

t 

' 

0 4. 'J" ,· q 

:\ 

469



Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, 
Acc 330-82-0217, Box 14, Folder Pakistan (1 Jan–16 Apr) 1980.  

• 

~ • 

,. 

POLICY 

SECRET 
-EN'fIRE T~Xl= 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

11~ FE3 1s:~o , 1 

(! :· f- IC t. 'Of 'i 'l: . 
SEGRE l"AttY .Of l.JlEfl:.NSf 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 In reply refer to: 

I-20224/80 Chief, Records & Dec lass Div, WHS 
Date: 0( T O 6 zatS 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECDEF 

14 February 1980 

. 1 S Ff 
SECD[f Ji B i-J& 

~..f+-v 

"""4-f sec~ 
-f' (I; "("f-<-,-1.,( I 

AS Stf{f 'O 

My reaction to Tuesday sec meeting is that in light of 1 
Pak response to Brzezinski mission, we should lay off · 
chasing the Pakistanis. Two broad alternative explanations 
of Pak conduct are: (1) they genuinely believe it better to 
rely on Islamic/PRC ties and not get too close to US; or (2) 
they are playing us to get more aid. Probably elements of 
both are involved. In either case, why not sit back a while 
and see if they come to us? 

-- /'rlj 

Though some reports (probably planted) talk about a 
third Pak option of "accommodation" with the USSR, I'd 
heavily discount this. The Paks have played this card 
before and found Moscow much more interested in 650 million 
Indians than in 75 million Paks (as in analogous Ethiopia/ 
Somalia case). Moreover, Pak Army wouldn't stand for it, 
and Chinese would be affronted. So basically Paks have 
nowhere else to go but in our direction, since neither China 
nor Islamic world can offer them enough security against 
USSR plus India. 

Nor do I see much early military threat to Pakistan. 
By reaffirming the 1959 "commitment" we have already clearly 
told the USSR that Pakistan is under our security umbrella. 
This will serve as a deterrent. In any case, a direct 
Soviet push into Pakistan seems unlikely (as opposed to hot 
pursuit across the border or subversion in Baluchistan 
and/or Pathan areas--don't forget Kabul's favorite "Push
toonistan" theme). Direct aggression (or even large scale 
military action on the borders) would further harden Islamic 
and other opinion against the USSR, confirm the US position 
about Soviet expansionism, and really worry India. Much 
better for Moscow to play a subtler game exploiting Pak 
minority problems, economic instability and Zia's fragile 
political base. 

If above is broadly correct, then a lot of heavy mili
tary equipment should not be high on our priority list of 
what Paks need. A guaranteed supply of Islamic oil at dis
count prices would be more immediately desirable--and should 
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perhaps be made part of our economic aid consortium package). 
So too would be light internal security type equipment, not 
tanks and advanced aircraft. 

cc: CJCS 
ASD/ISA 
Mr. Gaffney 
Dr. Wolfowitz 

R. W. Komer 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-82-0217, Box 14, Folder Pakistan 
(17 Apr–Dec) 1980. 

I 

' . ,.s~f!E. 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 

2 9 SEP 1980 

I 

Office of the Seaetary of Oefe~ ·slric. § S'5'~ 
Chief, RDD,_ESD, WHS ,t 

Date: OCT O 6 2015 

Date: or, (&T )O\S Authority: EO 13526 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Military Sales to Pakistan 
Reason:..,...., ___ .,..,...,,..,. ____ _ 
MOR: 15 -M- l (o S°a 

As your meeting with President Zia-ul-Haq approaches, I 
believe it very important to our strategy interest in SW 
Asia that we keep open the door for renewal of close security 
ties with Pakistan. My concern is heightened by the Iraq/Iran 
conflict and the threats to stability which it poses. 

We can and have indicated a willingness to sell to Pakistan 
certain military equipment for cash including M60 tanks. We 
have transferred two old destroyers, and have pursued the 
defense industrial cooperation program initiated last February. 
However, we cannot .give them the· security guc1rantees they 
desire and it is probably infeasible at this time to persuade 
Congress to remove the legislative barriers to grant aid and 
FMS credits, even if we renewed our earlier decision to turn 
a blind eye to their nuclear weapons program, In the absence 
of sales, we have had practically no strategic or military-
to-military dialogue with them. · 

There is, nevertheles,s, one move w·e could make which would 
Qe taken by Pakistan as very positive evidence of our con
tinued concern for Pak security and would thereby reinfo~ce 
other cooperativeprog·rams. That move would be to agree to 
their long standing request that we sell advanced aircraft 
and, specifically, to offer to sell the F-16 for delivery in 
1984 or 1985. Pakistan has also shown an interest in F-15. 

In light of the threat to Pakistan, posed by the Soviets in 
Afghanistan, a good case can be made for Pakistan's acqui
sition of either the F-15 or F-16. Pakistan's air defense 
problem has been accentuated by the arrival of high performance 
Soviet Air Force aircraft in Afghanistan, as well as continued 
modernization of India's Air Force through recent receip~ of 
Jaguars and reported plans to acquire the MIG-23.and MIG-25. 
With its strength comprised of obsolescent Chinese built F-6 
(MIG-19) and a modest number of· Mirage III and V aircraft, 
and with very limited surface-to-air missile capability, the 
Pakistan Air Force (PAF) is no match for its neighbors, and · 
is practically unable to maintain sovereignty over its own 
air space. 

-Q.s.ssifiee. :til:,· See Be-P .. 
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Almost two yea·rs··· ago, we. advised Pakistan that we we.re prepared 
to sell F-SE aircraft on a nne-for-one basis to replace the 
PAF's Korean wa.r.-vintage F-86s. Subsequently, Pakistan has 
been cleared to. receive presentations o.n the F-X but they have· 

· ·expressed no intere.st. Surplus F-4Es are unavailable and. 
would be· unsuitable: against the threat· •. · The. F-16, which you 
considered but deferred la~t January, may be a: practical 
option. Though the. p·-1s. might be even. more appropriate for 
the de£en$e- task Pakis.tan faces, it costs far more than the 
Ar3:bs se·em willing. to· furnish;. I do no.t recommend it. 

·Expression of our·willingness to sell advanced· aircraft would 
have· great symbolic. value.. It would help to dispel the· 
Pakistani impre.ss.ion that ·we accord them second class status. 
Pakistan· would s.tilL be· required to, come up· with the cash for 
the t .ransaction· and the· cost· involved - - over $1 billion 

. .,. for 40 F-16s.. N'ormal production leadtime· ·would. preclu,de 
delivery.· a.f the p:...16· or F-15 until mid.-1984. 

. .. 
I reco.gnize· tha1;:· India would react negatively to US agr·e·ement 
to· sel.1.. Pakistan: the- F·-16 .. · However., we have· also resumed. 
selling· anns to: India.. ·and ,:ouid demonstrate our South Asian 
evenhandedness:·by·· o££e;-ing to release the ~-16 to New Delhi as 
we·11, .. even. though:. ·it.:is; unlikely.- the··Indians. would be interested .. . . 

L urge~ yotL to;.-.cons.ider o.f.fe.ring to: .. sell the F-16 to. Pakistan. 

·- .. 

cc:. The Secretary of State· 

<xFF RFT 
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SECRET 
' THE SECRETARY or;oEFENSE . 

t • 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: F16s for Pakistan 

OCT 1 1980 

I urge you to reconsider your decision.not to offer to 
sell Fl~s to Pakistan. My reasons · are contained in my 
memorandum to· you of September 29 (attached) • I want to 
reemphasize that -

Pakistan has a well justified military case: all 
its neighbors have advanced aircraft, including most 
prominently the Soviets in Afghanistan. 

We are; quite properly, unwilling to broaden our 
security. commitment or seek .FMS credits at this time. 
This leaves agreement to sell advanced -~ircraft as_ the 
only politically significant step we can take on the · 
security side of our relationship. It would be an 
important step: we need to encourage the Paks to resist 
increasing Sovj,et pressure for · accornmodation; we need to 
encourage regional states to believe in our commitment 
to oppose Soviet expansion. 

Our hopes that reluctance to sell Pakistan advanced 
weapons would help in bringing India to resist·soviet 

· aggression more robustly have proved idle. In my judgment, 
continued reluctance won't stiffen the.Indians and a sale 
of F16s (which we can also offer to India) won't push them 
into Soviet arms. 
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SUBJECT: U.S. Policy in the Middle East 
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I just returned from the Middle East and Africa, as you know, where 
met with, among others, the heads of government and military chiefs of 
Iran, Saudi Arabia, Kenya and Sudan. I found in each country c great 
appreciation for what the United States had done to contribute to the 
peace and security of the region, and a desire for a closer relationship 
with us. 

I also found grave concern in Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Sudan about the 
threat from the Soviet Union. Each leader saw himself and his country 
on the front lines of opposition to Soviet encroachment.and dor. ,ination. 
Each had clearly in mind the scope and speed of Soviet arms supply 
demonstrated in Ethiopia, a.nd the Soviet propensi~y for subver·sion and 
political intervention accomplished in Afghanistan.· Each thought we 
seriously underestimated the weight of t~e Soviet threat to the region. 
Each, in one way or another, professed not to understand the objectives 
of the United States in the region. They argued that we are equivocal 
in declaring and pursuing· our objectives and in supporting our friends. 

I explained that American policy was indeed aimed at building~~ and 
supporting our friends. I said we were not ·indifferent to Soviet activi
ties. I said you personally had taken a number of actions that made this 
clear--for example, in Zaire; in arms supply to Egypt, Sudan, Yemen, 
Turkey; in the F-15 sale to Saudi Arabia; and in your efforts to bring 
about a resolution of the Arab-Israel conflict, which would do much to 
limit Soviet opportunities in the region. The leaders acknowle~ged these 
strong steps. 

I recognize that most of what I heard is a familiar story to us. I recog
nize also that the nature of these governments, and their relatively small 

·size and close proximity to the Soviet Union or to Soviet activities in 
neighboring states, makes them more fearful than we believe is warranted. 

Nevertheless, I recommend we carefully weigh their message. The area of 
t~e Persian Gulf-Arabian Peninsula is a fragile and potentially explosive 
one, as events in Iran suggest_. The ri.sks of instability are significant 
and Russian opportunities for meddling are substantial. My preliminary 
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judgment is that, for a small additional investment of political and 
financial capital, we could constructively ~dvance American purposes 
in this area. For example, we might make stronger and more frequent 
statements of Ar.lerican interest and policy, do more consulting with 
the governments, develop a more elaborate web of defense and other 
contacts (ship visits, military exercises and the like), and consider, 
for the poorer countries, additional financial assistance. 

In view of the extreme importance of this area to U.S. and Allied 
national security interests, I recommend we undertake, on an inter
agency basis, a prompt review of U.S. policy toward the area, to see 
what measures we might take to strengthen our position there. I know 
Harold Brown shares my view and I believe he also recommended such a 
study. 

cc: Sec State 
Sec Def · 
Asst to President 
for National Se~urity 
Affairs 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRES I DENT Reason: ----......-,:-w-,.------
MDR: )S -M- l':f-a~ 

SUBJECT: US Access to Facilities in Egypt (U) 

JJ,'5"f By your note on the report of the 30 November 
meeting between Ambassador Atherton and Egyptian Vice Presi
dent Mubarak, and separately in a telephone conversation with 
me, you asked for a report on how the US could, and wheth~r 
we should, help develop naval and ,air base facilities for 
Egypt on the Red Sea, usable by the US in future emergencies. 
This memorandum contains a preliminary analysis. 

;.:!sf Recent events reinforce my conviction that an ex
panded US military presence in the Middle East/Persian Gulf/ 
Indian Ocean region is a strategic necessity. In the long 
term, the appropriate level of such presence will require 
access to a small number of selected air base and port 
facilities in the area. I will shortly submit my proposals 
on these broader measures to enhance our flexibility for 
rapid deployment and sustained operations in the area. 

Ii ~In the shorter term, as you know, we are in the 
J1f process of obtaining a very modest foothold in Egypt by 
~ virtue of the limited access to Wadi Kena Air Base extended 

...:.1 I by the Egyptian Government. We have proceeded quietly to 
alee> ~ insert a base warm-up team and necessary equipment to support ~ii operations by two E-3A AWACS aircraft. We will soon withdraw ~lc?Jc:c> the personnel but leave behind under Egyptian Air Force care
!!!fa ~ taker status, the modest support infrastructure items now in 
M: b: fb place at this Egyptian field. Thus, we will be able to =Ii en introduce E-3As into Wadi Kenna with supporting personnel 
cS 1·,i with little notice and be able to conduct operations shortly 
Z l!'a after arrival. 

----

~During our consultations with Vice President Mubarak 
regarding Wadi Kena, he repeated President Sadat's earlier 
suggestion of the desirability of having the US upgrade the 
Red Sea port/airfield complex at Ras Banas (Berenice). Pre
liminary information (see attachments) indicates that this 

' _ Sig1rc1 ... . _____ _____:. 

. . 

-- ;I=Sf)E c~~ 

:::~:_::" :::::-::i;:~ :.:z·1 ·£-r 
.JI,,& e :clssJli f Oil 5 I ocE .!t11R 
.-')ti ; ; ftq . TDD 

VIA ALPHA CII.MHHH~ 

Pena 
. 3 ... CO:PTF,~. 

477



Reproduced from MSS c:ollP.ctions, Lib . of Congress 

· . · · l1JP SECRET SENSITIV[ VIA ALPHA CMAmrnL 2 

complex is very austere and would require a substantial effort 
to develop a permanent base. Both the port and airfield lack 
a potable water source and a reliable fuel supply system .. The 
harbor would require some dredging in order to berth destroyers 
and frigate-sized ships at the single dock. On the other hand, 
a collocated port and airfield (less than three miles apart) 
on the Red Sea would offer some attractive operational possi
bilities. Moreover, the remote location (140 miles from the 
nearest significant population concentration at Aswan) would 
serve both US and Egyptian political interests. 

~It would be premature to define a concept of opera
tions for the use o~ Ras Banas at this time. We will have to 
weigh the costs versus the benefits of two options. One is 
a substantial investment of money for base development at 
this austere airdrome. The other is a more modest investment 
of funds to improve existing facilities at a less remote, but 
more developed air facility such as Wadi Kena. I will be able 
to give you a more definitive recommendation in this regard 
after we have analyzed the findings of the facilities survey 
team which I recently sent to Egypt with Vice President 
Mubarak's concurrence. 

~ Further, we should recognize that there are likely 
to be significant political limits on our use of Egyptian 
bases which we will need to weigh against the costs of making 
those bases useful to us. My conversations earlier this year 
with President Sadat and Vice President Mubarak lead me to 
believe that they wish to avoid the permanent presence of US 
personnel. They have emphasized to me the political liabilities 
associated with foreign presence and their desire not to repeat 
the ·experience with the Soviets, who sent a large number of 
military personnel to Egypt. Their concept has been that the 
US would improve Ras Banas for Egyptian use in normal times 
and US use in an "emergency". We will need further to explore 
whether these limits to their political tolerance for our 
presence still apply. 

~In the near future, I will provide in cooperation 
with the Department of State a detailed proposal for how we 
should respond to the Egyptian suggestion. 

~~ 

cc: Secretary of State 

kl£ClftSSifiED JPJ fUli 
Autbority: EO 1!!26 
Cbl&f,Records&Doom~~ 
9818~ SEP 1 6 2015 

Attachments 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

SUBJECT: 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON, C,C, 20506 

. .., . 
' . .. .. 

February 28, 1980 

T~E VICE PRESIDENT 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE~ 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF AANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
DIRECTOR, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

Additional Item for Friday's sec Meeting 
o~ Security Fram~work...L,e'r 

Attached is an oso staff overvie~ ·and synthesi~ of the 
needed security f;i:-amework for Southwest Asi:a. such a 
comp.x::~.hensive act~on pr~g~am would obviously h~ve to be 
remanded for.further analysis probabiy by an inter-agency 
working grdup.. However, tl?-e Seqretary of Def~n.se would 
first like the preliminary reaction~ of ~he sec principals 
as to whether a comprehensive document like this would. 
be . ope·ra tionally useful. ~ . . . . 

' ·- - ·- ·- - - -·- -·--
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Security Framework for Southwest Asia 
(A DoD Viewpoint) 

R. W. Komer 
27 February 19: 

Since our key objectives are not really at issue (access 
to oil, etc.), this analysis will focus on how pest to 
achieve-them. Th,is fs a much trickier proposition than in 
Euiope or Northeast Asia, becaµse we never built up a US 
presence in the region to compensate for the slow post-WW II 
British· withdrawal. · 

Instead, largely ~ecause of the anti-colonial sensitiv-· 
ities of the newly independent states of the area, we relied 
on bu_ilding up the security capabilities of :the "northern 
tier" states--linking·them together yia CENTO, with its 
ambigu~us US ba,cking (we never became a full member)~ 
tater, ~nder the Ni~on Doctrlne (and beca1,1se Iran's esca
lating o.il weal th fed the Shah's military nionomanfa in any 
case) we tended to rely chiefly on Iran as the protector of 
the Gulf, because of our post-Vietnam inhibitions about 
assuming a more direct US role . 

· This policy worked for·many · years (at relatively low 
cost to the US). The reasons for. it? ultimate fail~re are 
instructive~ To oyersimplify: (1) all three ~orthern tier 
regime~-·Iraq pulled out iri ··19ss~-pr~ved mor~ or less in-. 
tei_nally tins table, so unable to build up. adequate local 
power; (2) all three paid far less attent~on to the Soviet 
threat than to other ~xternal prqbl~ms-~Grejce/Cyprus in the 
case of Tur~ey, India/Kashmir in the case of Pakistan; and 
the PG (chiefly Iraq) in the C$.Se of Iran; (3} the gene·rous . 

· US arms subsidies designed to build up their c~pabilities 
declined sharply in the 1960s an.d 19i0s .for· vartous· r.eas·ons-
us · preoccupation with $EA, ph~si~g out of grant ~~~Paid, · · 
various political reasons- - till· only Iran could a.fford to 
buy the· arms needed; (4) th.e . us f_ocus·se<! .. ~ore .. 1n the 70s. on 
access· to of! a~aoni-ts price ~ha~ on ·prot.~C'tlngit; an:a-- 
(5) the overall;- shift in the East/West military balance 
1965-!0, •spe~iilly the advent of-nuclear equi~aie~~eJ the 
declin~ o.f -us· ma,ritime superiority, a.nd the rela1:ive gro·wth 
of .Soviet. ;orce projection ca.-pabili ties encour~g.ed: 1;he U:~SR 
to· adopt a mol'.e. forwa:z:d policy in· the ·vol~ tile and vulner-

·. at?+~ PG/ ~O area. . . 
. Wh~n : Sadat Is expulsion of the s.-o.viet·s· and .the Camp .. 

David breaki:hrouQ:h·. limi te·d Soviet abili 1:v 1:0 exoloi t the 
.-\rab- !sra!!li p~iibl°e:n ag·ai:ist us' the. USSR Ii:~\·ed· tc com;:e:i
sate by _wooing Ethiopia and PDRY, and giving ye~ more arms 
;o Syria and IrJ~. · 

In a sense· the whole PG/IO oroblem snea.ked··uo on u~ 
while our ef!orts were focussed ;1sewhere. We no~ have to 
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make up for lost time. Let me take up various aspec~s of 
the problem sequentially. 

2 

r. Deterring Direct Soviet Intervention. This is the 
most dangerous though least likely dimension of the problem. 
l'/hile overt Soviet invasion still seems unlikely (even after 
Afghanjstan),. the ~isk of Soviet intervention in a local. 
co~frontation or to ·counter perceived Western action is much 
highe~. Iran is a good case in point . 

Only the perceived risk of thereby precipitating a 
direct US response is likely to deter Moscow in such cases. 
Therefore, our problem is to create a credible US security 
umbrella over the tegi_on, which, wi+l serve the added functions 
of (1) reassuring edgy local.states that they need not be so 
fearful of the USSR; and (2) enabling ·us to use this umbrella 
as leverage in getting what we want from area states. 

II. What Sort of Secur1ti UmbTella? ~o revival of 
CENTO or evin the RCD i~ feasi le, even with strong US 
backing. Nor are the PG states likely to favor any defense 
coalition, even among themselves (as the Iraquis vaguely 
propose). The locals are too skittish about formal "treaty" 
relationships, and their interests too disparate. The only 
useful thing that might emerge over time could be . a lo~se 
under.standing among the lowe_r Gulf states (Saudis, UAE, 
Qatar, Bahre'in, Oman, probably not Kuwait) that an attack on 
.one would lead all to respond--chiefly by allowing US access. 
Moreover, adding weakness to weakness won't deter anybody. 

The same applies to A~lied participation. Regard
less of the fact that they are far more dependent on PG oil 
than we, our ~ATO Allies and Japan simply will not risk 
joining us in formal security guarantees (except ·maybe the 
UK) • _ Nor do they have much ca,pabili ty to support us. 

--- - Thus -tlie s ecur1 ty umEretia lvi"lr-lia.ve to be-an----·-··-·-··--·--· 
American one, fleshed out by understandings with threatened 
local states. The first step (American-style) must be a 
strong declaratory policy, as outlined by the Preside~t in 
his 1980 State of the Union Message; It is impor'tant that 
we· not dilute this message by refining it too much. Artful 
ambiguity is needed· on th.is._ scor.e, rather ·than too mucn 
clar1.ticat_ion o.f wheTe we will and won't draw the lin~. 

But what backs this up and makes.it _credible? ~ot 
too. much :at· .p·.res en 't, since· C 1 )' ·nuclear ec:.ui valei,.ce means we. 
can't get too ·far with nuclear retalia-e.ory threa:ts; ( 2) as 
of npw w~ have very limited prese~ca in the PG/IO and only 
marginal rapid fo-rce pt'ojection· cap'abilities against· ·a: · . 
Soviet attack. · 

· Hence we ~ust hint that: (1) it may not be 
possible to keep a~ confr~ntation localized, p~rtly because 
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we Americans may choose to retal.iate elsewhere (e.g. naval 
blockade) where our capabilicies are greater; .(2) we will 
exact cos ts elsewhere, e\ren if not mili carily; and (3y--I't 
the Soviets appear to oucgun us in a conventi'onal confronta
tio1_1 escalation to use of' nucleat weapons obv:f~usly cannot 
be precluded when such vital interests are at stake •. Even 
hinting at such dire possibilities will find so.me resonance 
in Moscow. Besides, what other near-term options do ~e 
have? 

III. Building a US Resnonse Canability · in the PG/IO. 
But the main task of lending credibility to our declaTatory _ 
deterrent policy ·will have to rest on the buildup of US 
capability to respond. · ~l\t present we lack a game plan, 
thcugh all the things we are doing to date ~eem useful to 
the broader effort needea. 

A. Obviously we m~ed an enhanced •·nermanent 
presence" in the region. This is already in t_rain, but 
let's be realistic. Most of it will have- to be naval. It 
would be politically very dif.ficul t and economically very 
costly to build up a sizable peacetime US base structure in 
the region itself. The locals will be leery, and little 
usable real estate is available. A grea·tly expanded Diego 
Garcia is probably the limit of near-term options. 

B. Hence we must relv a ma·or force 
projection caua l itv. T.1s too - is un_erway, ut even 
currenc projections 1980-85 are insufficient. Naval power 
(with its flexibility) is indispensable, but we must. hold 
ground too .. Hence we must think in tez:ms of ability to 
deploy--and sustain-:-for.;es on the scale of 2-3 ·division 
equivalents plus tacair wit.bin t~o weeks and 5-7 divisions 
within a month/six weeks if we are, for example, to be a~le 
t 9-h-e-1-d-Se-u-~h-e!ffl.--I-ra-n-. -t-he·s-e-fo-rc:-es-.-mu·s-t-b-e:--c-a:p·ab-l-e-o·f--
defending against such Soviet (Iraqi?) armor as is deploy
able within such timeframes. To projec~ forces on this 
scale does not require a larger US combat force structure; 
rather the problem is to get them there fast enoug~, with 
their equipment, and sustain them. The key desiderata here 
are (1) adequate access and transit rights ·; .(2) more rapid 
air and sealift; and (3) prepositioning equipment in the . . . 
area. 

3 

C. Prenositionini is the key. Our ability to 
projec_t foTce to the P~rto. u.ust like·Ol,lT abi.lity to.rein-. 
force NATO rapidly) will depen<;i critically· on having the 
heavy equipment already in t~e area. Because .of the geo
graphically widely separated contingencies to w~ich we might 

.have to respond, (Yemen-Somalta to Pakistan), together with 
local political inhibitions about onshore prepo, mariti~e 
prepo seems by far the best answe= (with some exceptions-see 
below) . It ensuTes flexibility, reduces. pol:._tical problems, 

·" 
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take years to complete our fleet of new ~-!PS ships, Def ens a 

4 

is pushing ahead with interim quick fixes (e.g. RO-ROs) to 
gi~e us some near term preposit~oning. This must be pressed. 

D. Immediate access· to forward bases is irnnerative, 
though they need. not tiv tne US flag. Ii we are co depend 
pr1rn~rily on proJection' torces,.qu1ck access to facilities 
from which we· can operate is vital. Indeed, _if·we· _can get 
in before the balloon goes up, we may even be able to deter 
hostile ac;ticin. ~ut we must m~ke the _necessary arra·ngements 
well in advance with area.states, including their upgrade of 
facilities as we can operate from them immediately in a 
crisis (adequate runways, taxiways, POL, WRSK, shelters, air 
defen~e, etc.) . 

Given the sensitivities of local states, we 
should not seek to fly our flag over these facilities. ~tuch 
better toleaye them under local con1:rol (with perhaps a few 
US "advisors'' around), since if they don't want. to let us 
use th~ facilities in an emergency, we coulcfriT't do so anyway. 

E. MoTeover, such a forward base structure 
uartl exists or Host PG states are 

alrea y u1l ·ing largely wit ·t e1.r own funds--a major 
~dvantage) quite a·pase structure we can use. The COB 
concept we use .in ~ATO is relevant here. For example, · the 
elaborate Saudi construction program (to ·accommodate forces 
mostly equipped with compatible US arms) could readily 
accommodate U~ forces too--especially if suitably overbuilt. 
Moreover, aside from major Saudi/Kuwait/Omani/Bahrein air
ports, there are six.major airports built or building in the 
UAE alone which could ta.,~e up to C-Ss. Our task is to -~ 
ensure discreetly tha"t these facilities will be suitable--
and available. Our arms sale program must be carefuliy 
d:o·ve-ta-i-i-e-d-e·o-our--s-t·r·crte-gt-c-n-e-e-a:s- fo·r-drt-s--p·urpo-s-e-;-- b-u-i:- we-·· -·
must avoid publicizing this. 

F. We need a majo~ Rear Sase area too. We 
cannot logistically support the forces needed for a major 
contingency from Subic, Rota, and Diego Garcia. They will 
be invaluable but are real es1:ate-limited ·(especally Diego) 
and much too far away. What we need to have available if 
needed is a major "base" complex relatively .near the area 
which can draw on substantial local infTast"ructure and 
skilled laboT. Since ::0Tw2.rd bases in the .PG. area. would be· 
highly· vulrierable to So~~et . air ~ttack~ we would use this 
rear base for staging, repair and resupply (analogous to 
IJSAFE's rear A-10 base in t!le UK with FOBs forward in the 
FRG). Su~h a rear base· area ought to be on the shoTtest 
ALOC or SLOC from co~ms. Eq;vut fits all these requi r·eme:1.ts , 
Sadat is probably willing, and we might as well get more for 
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ail the money we're going to have to invest in Egypt_anyway. 
Hence I see Egy~t as our best future . main base area tor 
major PG contingencies. Indeed, we may be able to get 
Egyptian/Israeli agreement to 1e·t us use the two Sinai 
airbases instead of demilitarizing them. Turkey is the only 
logic~l alternative, but I just can't see Ankara agreeing 
(especially any government in which Ecevit and/or Erbakan 
participate). · · 

G. Transit and refuelling rights . are vital. No 
matter how much prepositioning we do, peop_le airlift and 
s_ubs t"antial cargo airlift as well will be indispensable ·for 
flexibility and quick response. We should look at ways of 
using Allied and local airlift to co~plement our own. But 
adequate en route tr~nsit rights, pre-arranged to the maxi-

. mum extent feasible are critical to quick and adeq~~te 
response. We would have to--. use both the trans-Paci·fic 
and Atla~ tic/ Mediterranean- ALOCsin ~ major contingency • 
Hence we should work on both, and hedge against ri~k by 
seeking alternative en route basing (e.g. Spain, Portugal, 
and maybe Morocco just in case one proves unavailable). 
iliis is already undeTway, but must be made ·_more precise as 
our contingency plans develop • 

H. Homeporting one or maybe two more carriers 
forward is very valuable. Since it would take us many years 
to build new ·carriers (and old carriers can~t carry today's · 
fighters), this is the best way to maintain forward deploy
;nen ts in three oceans instead of two . . Rota, Augusta, 
Lisbon, Subic, and Sasebo look to be the best bets . 

I. Fre uent deolovme~t and exercisina in the 
area is essentia. n i 1n t 1s way can we ace imate our 
projection forces, acclimate the locals to operating with 
them, and signal the Soviets that.we mean business. 

------·----------------·--··-----
IV. We ~ust Pav.the Securitv Assistance Price. Cur

ren~ aid ava1!abi!1t1es are tlatiy inadequate to sustain 
this strategy. Much greater aid to Turkey, Egypt, Yemen and 
maybe Pakistan is clearly indic~ted at a minimum (economic 
as well as military). Access and facility rights will 
require US s_ubsidy in many cases (fortunately the oil-rich 
can and will..prefer to pay their own bills). .. 

We must also seek relief from the web of legis-:
lati ve and ot:her rest.r"ic-:ions ·whi·ch rob ·us of fle::;ie,ibili tv· to 
respond. At present, we · simply cannot meet the dema11,ds foT 
quick celivery, subsidized prices, withdrawal from US 
stocks, cheap training and the· like which are essential to 
make our PG/IO policy work. 

The uotential role of Turkev deserves suecial 
mention. At present Ank~ra is adamant' ag_~.inst use· of 
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Turkey's foTce structur~ and sheer geographi~ location make 
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it a major threat to the flank of any Soviet march south\,ard 
to the PG. Moreover, the Afghan crisis should reduce US 
domestic inhibitions to aiding Turkey. Mayhe we cari repair 
our relatjons with the Turks sufficiently to at least help 
create a thre~t in being to any Soviet LOC through Azerbaijan. 
Given our·severe proble~s in ge~erating effe~tive PG/IO · 
deterren·ce, we ought to make the tTy. But only if· we' re 

. willing to f~ce up, along with our Allies, to the enormous 
costs involved. · 

V. We Must Also Deal with Ke Collateral Areas of 
Risk. It is easy to see ow oviet or surr·ogate use o PDRY 
bases could interfere \ti th out' plans. So could Libva. . -SO-
could Ethiopia in the Red Sea or against So~al~~. A fflajor 
effort to tioo Irdq or at least. secure its neutrality is 
equally indicate • In a Pakistan contingency, the role of 
India will be critical. We need a damage-limiting counter 
or containment strategy in each case. 

Unquestionabiy, our ability to secure the coopera
tion of Arab (and most Islamic) states is also partially 
hostage to our Arab-Israeli policy. Th~s our ability to 
devise a viable security framework in SWA cannot ignore this 
factor, whic~ also bears heavily on. VI below. 

VI. We ~eed an Oil Strate v to Com'Olem.ent our Deterrent 
Strategy. It t e is to e en t e G oil pro ucers .ram 
outside attack (which will cost us plenty), can we afford 
not to link this massive effort to an assured flow of PG oil 
at reasonable price? At the least, we have .nothing t-0 lose 
by trying. We must get a.cross to the PG state~ that OPEC 
price rises and pToduction cu1:backs can undermine our capa·-
bili ty to defend them_~------------·--------·----·-···------·---·----·-· 

VII. The Role of Allies. Granting the political 
necessity of seeking European and Japanese help in our PG/IO 
e~forts, realism dict~tes that the most we are likely•to get 
is some economic and military aid, maybe token forces from 
the OK and France, and · at best moral support. !herefoTe, 
the chief price we should exact from thes~ Allies is more 
defense help in NATO and ~E Asia, partly to enable .. us 

4 
to do 

·more in the PG/IO. · . · 

Since local s.tate.s will. feel direct.ly ·threatened-,. 
they w:f.11 probably do m.ore. .l.t the least· we can get them to .. 
strengthen their own defense capabilities, and upgrade 
facilities for US use. 

VIII. Last but not least, we·need oro~Tams to deal 
with the th~eat o~ internal instabilitv/subvers1on · in 
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vulnerable ME/PG/IO states. The consensus of DoD as well as 
other area experts is that the P.Toblem of internal breakc.lown 
(d la Iran), perhaps abetted by external subversion, is a 
.far greater- immed~ate risk to . our area interests .than overt 
Sovie~ .or ~urrog.ate attack. Moreover,. it could create 
ambiguous situa~ions which, if we did not respond, could b~ 
exploited by the USSR to increase the threat to our hold on 
ME oil ·, etc. A br·eakup of Iran is an obvipus case in point. 
Anoth~r would be growing internal instability in Saudi 
Arabi~ or Kuwait. In short weak traditional regimes will be 
a constant proble~ for us over the next decade .. 

Above ali~ this ~equires ~ pos~-hos;ige prog~a~ 
for rebuilding some kind of relationship with Iran, which is 
the best road to· the P~rsian Gulf. No matter how ~e look at 
it, the integr"ity of Iran (so long as it remai~s inde.pendent) 
is preferable to a bre~kup exploitable by_ the USSR. So long 
as even a n·eutral I ran exists it bars direct Soviet access 
to- the Gulf~ But we I!\USt also be pTepared to react to a 
collapse if it nonetheless occuTs by retaining a buffer area 
in the south. . · · · 

Clearly DoD programs can have o~ly limited impact 
on local stability. Promoting th-is . must be the primary 
responsibility of other agencies. Nonetheless, by develop
ing a credible military presence and response capability, 
DoD can strongly .discourage external military meddling in 
any such internal crises. we · can also contribute to strength
ening local military establishments as stabilizing elements 
and even to strengthening local security forces (though past 
experience suggests t}?.at,. this is not the strong suit of the 
US military). In any c~se the point is that any security 
framework for Southwest Asia must vigorously address in- __ _ 

-------·-t-e-1'nai-as welTasexterna·lt lireats to. our security interests. 

The above is merely an outline of a viable security 
framework for Southwest Asia. It alone is a tall order, 
but it still may not be enough. However all of its elements 
must necessarily be part of any even larger effort reguired. 
Since the st~kes are so great in any case, it is the minimum 
we should aim a~·-as a_matter of urgency·-now. 

IX. AN ACTION PROGR..~.M 

In the light of. the above, the following short and 
longer te-rm actions- should be laid in train: 

State/Defense 

1, Ex~and our hi~h level strategic dialogue 
with kev area states -· t~ explain the broad outline of this 

·"' 
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security policy and seek their participation. At present 
there is confusion about our purpqses, questio11in& about our 
resolution, and igno~ance about ~here they fit in. We 
should take special pains with Turkey, Sa~di Arabia, Egyp~, 
Israel, maybe Pakistan and.India. · 

· 2. Develop lists of our short and lonfer 
term reauirements -- in each key area state, and coro !ary 
list~ ol what we (and others) are willing to p~ovide in 
r~turn. 

3. Further elabo.rate ·our declaratorv · 
deterrent policy -- in speeches, articles, and testimony. 
Tie this ·to. the concTete measures we are taking to enhance 
its credibility. 

4. Energetically pursue en route transit/ 
refuelling r.ifhts in Atlantic/Mediterranean and. Pacific. 
Push ·through aj es upgrade package. . . 

S. Immediately survey preferTed homeporting 
~acilities, for early ~osting and decision. 

. 6. Explore possibilities for ":facilities" 
access at TrincomalU(ex-Amb. Wriggins says this mfght just 
be politically fe~sible now.) 

7. Prepare urgently (together with Allies) a 
separate military aid package for Turkey plus a corollary 
list of what we want ln return from Turks . 

I 

8. Develop urgently a post-hostage program .' 
fo·r repairing our relati,ons with Iran, togeth.er with alter
nate poli~ico-military contingency plans in case of breakup. 

····---- ·--·· ------ - -- -·---. -9-.-Prepare a next pnase program vis- a-vis 
Pakistan, related appropriately to our aims vis-a-vis India. 

·10. Develop~ proposal for an FY 80 security 
assistance supplemen~al to meet needs requiring immediate 
funding. 

11. Explore ways of relating our energ~ needs 
and Ara~-lsraeli·policy:t6·our.secuiity heeds in the PG.· 

8 

li. Press our Eurooean ·· and Ja.oanes e · allies to 
par'ticipate ap!)ropriate_ly in our game p.ian. · 

...... ..; a rs, a 

-~ 
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Defense 

1. Press ahead with interim IO maritime 
prepositioning. 

2. Develop tailDr~d RDF force package~ 
for specified contingencies. 

3. Press vigorously for the full FYDP 
packige of.MPS ships, airlift (includint CX), and relate~ 
measures. Examine ways of expediting roes . 

4. Develop more detaiied contingencv
re lated facilities ·access plans for .PG. forward basing, 
is the basi~ for reqtiests to local stat~s . 

5. Develop "rear base area" plans for 
Egypt/Sinai, sized to support a ~ajor effort to hold . 
Southern Iran. 

9 

6. Develop plans f~r overbuilding the Saudi 
base structure and airfields, etc. in Bahrein, Qatar, UAE. 

7. Dev~lop programs for enhancing the local 
defense capabilities of appropriate area states in ways 
compatible with our own contingency needs. 

8. Develop an expanded exercise/training 
program in the IO/PG area. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20)01 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Rapid Deployment Forces (U) 

JAN 26 1980 
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A~ you know, as part of our efforts to improve our capa
billtics to project forces in contingencies, I hav~ directed the 
JCS to develop specific sets of Rapid Deployment Forces, and a 
controlling Joint Task Force headquarters. The purpose of this 
memorant!um is to keep you abreast of the developments in th-!s 
area, spc~ifically RDJTF command arrangements. (U) 

The .TCS have developed a general structure for the RDJTF 
hca<lqu~rtcrs. It will be commanded by Major General (Lieutenant 
General sclectee) Paul X. Kelley, USMC, and will be established 
at Maclli.l l Air Force Base by March 1, 1980. It will als..o have »,. 
ll~-~-~-~.£1_ Staff here in Washington .. . T:Ite Comll_lander of the RnJTF 
w1.l l havean exercise budget under his control . .)R:'f' . 

In peacetime, the RDJTF headquarters will be subordinate 
to the Readiness Command, but during contingencies it will 
transfer with its subordinate units to an appropriate Unified 
Comm:inder (CINC) or wi1"1 operate directlY. under the National 
Command Authorities, as appropriate. J)ilf 

i 

/\•;. ~IT!.. _intc;gra!_paI:t .. .Q.f .JJ;.~ _(~.~~t~-~~,_ the headquarters 'i.ill 
?-S !iumc pl anru.n~..._~oordin_~_tihg, and imtlementing TJ:.s.p_Q!).~_ibi 1 i ties 
for mi I i ta fY-.~-~crC!?.e~.- ~n t e Mrrne ast' as well as planning 
~rid ex ec11t ion of· combat ~~rations 1n tfui. region. This wITI"""b.elp 
Us_ d7tcrminc·:thc n~~~for a separate unified command for this 
cr1t1cal region. ~J 

\•fr have made considerable progress to date in our work on 
the· RD.JTF and we expect to meet our deadline of March l for 
th c act iv :it ion o .f the RD.JTF hcadqua rt ers. I wi 11 keep you 
informed. % 

>~~:6 - :.: 7 ;,' .J ' -~ _. ... l ~) """" ... ·-~ ...- • Jd"V)< 3o 
/ ./ 

32{)~ 2 AD,;::· i 1 J-t.> 

R,w Lr!··. ;>f, :Jau 1986 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE.PRESIDENT 

l 
I' 

1 2 FEB 1980 

SUBJECT: Near-Term Enhancement for Rapid Power Projection~ 

~ The Joint Chiefs of Staff and I agree on the strategic 
necessity for major improvements in the US capability to project 
military power rapidly into the Middle East/Persian Gulf/Arabian 
Sea region. 

~ Our airlift capability is significant, but it will prob
ably be at least five years and possibly as long as eight years 
time before additional outsize-capability airlift to carry tanks 
and helicopters is available. In any case, airlift by itself 
can provide only a small part of the lift capability needed. 
People can be moved quickly and in large numbers, but there are 
limits on the amount of land forces fighting equipment, munitions, 
and other sustaining cargo that can be moved rapidly and cost
effectively by air, even with enhanced airlift. This category of 
materiel requires prepositioning to achieve a substantial early 
capability. It also requires the higher volume and capacity of 
ships to support sustained conflicts. During the period before 
regular sealift arrives it could be important to have additional 
materiel prepositioned. Similarly, land-based aircraft can be 
flown to the region very quickly. However, sustaining any meaning
ful tempo of air combat operations would require substantial quan
tities of munitions, fuel and other support; most of this materiel, 
in our current logistic posture, would have to come from the CONUS 
and would require nearly a month to assemble and ship to the region. 
These problems will be alleviated somewhat by the new Maritime 
Prepositioning Ship (MPS) Program in the FYDP, but the MPS will 
not begin to be available until 1983. 

~ By combining Marine Corps amphibious uni ts normally 
afloat in the Mediterranean and the Western Pacific, we could 
rapidly assemble and deploy a small Narine Amphibious Brigade 
(MAB). This would provide some limited near-term presence and 
combat capability ashore. We are looking at ways further to 
augment these forward deployed units from other locations. 
Additional amphibious forces could reinforce these units, but 
using current amphibious lift it would take up to 30 days (depend
ing on use of warning time) to assemble and deploy 'CO the Persian 
Gulf region a Marine Amphibious Force (>L.\l:) from existing assets 
in their present areas of deployment. Additional Narine sustain
ing supplies and equipment (Assault Follo\\-on Echelon (AFOE)) using 
merchant shipping would also begin arTiving in about 30 days. 
Deployments above the MAB l~vel could be sustained for only a 
few weeks without causing severe personnel rotation and equipment 
maintenance problems. 

1'eel.ail sa.f'y 12Fee8~ 
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~ Therefore, we badly need some near-term options until 
the new MPS become available (and to complement them thereafter). 
An attractive near-term option that would reduce deployment times 
is to accelerate the pre-positioning of combat materiel and 
initial resupply in a manner consistent with the MPS program. 
After reviewing a number of near-term alternatives, I strongly 
favor the following course of action (further details are at 
Enclosures A and B): 

Charter with option to purchase two "Maine" 
Class roll-on/roll-off (RO/RO) ships, built in 
1976 and 1977, capable of handling the USMC 
armored vehicles, artillery, and other large 
items of rolling stock that place the largest 
demands on airlift. 

Establish a seven-ship pre-positioned force 
afloat in the vicinity of Diego Garcia, composed 
of these two newly available RO/RO ships along 
with three break-bulk ships, one fuel tanker and one 
fuel/water tanker from existing Government re
sources. 

~ This force could provide an in-theater logistical 
presence with unit equipment, supplies, fuel, and water suffi
cient to support roughly a Marine Amphibious Brigade for two 
weeks. Ammunition to sustain several USAF fighter squadrons 
for 10 days would also be included. After being alerted at 
Diego Garcia, for example, this logistical force could sail to 
a designated Persian Gulf area port in about 5 days. There, it 
would be met by the combat troops who would have arrived by air
lift. From this rendezvous point, they would draw their equip
ment and proceed to the objective area. The RO/RO ships could 
most conveniently and efficiently off-load alongside fixed piers 
or docks, but could be provided with portable crawler cranes that 
would enable them to be unloaded, like the breakbulk ships, onto 
floating causeways, lighters or Landing Craft Mechanized (LCM) 
in any protected harbor. During a developing crisis, the illus
trative closure time could be significantly shortened by early 
movement of this logistical force closer to the designated port. 
The specific USMC units and equipment sets to be deployed under 
this concept will be studied and decided in the immediate future; 
an illustrative list is included as Enclosure C. Use of USMC 
units entails less adverse impact on US capabilities in NATO 
than would diversion of Army equipment. 

~ If we act now, the seven-ship pre-positioned force 
could be acquired and in place within at most several months. 
Estimated costs of this initiative (in constant FY 80 Dollars) 
are as follows: 
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Operating Costs: !/ 

RO/RO Acquisition 
(incl. spares): 

FY 80 

$60.9M 

FY 81 

$87.0M 

$56.0M ~/ 

Current estimate (includes charter costs). 

FY 82 

$8S.9M 

!/ 
~/ Cost quoted by owner; Maritime Administration states 

ships may be obtained at lower cost. 

3 

~ Given the urgent need to increase our power projection 
capability in the near-term, I propose, with your concurrence, 
immediately to commence negotiations for the acquisition, by 
charter and option to purchase, of the two RO/RO ships and to 
obtain Congressional reprogramming authority for approximately 
$60 million in O&M funds to cover those costs to be incurred 
in FY 80. We will assemble USMC equipment for a brigade size 
unit to place aboard these ships as soon as the ships are ready 
to receive it, keeping to a minimum the impact on our capability 
to reinforce NATO. 

~ We would contemplate restoring by an FY 1980 supplemental 
the O&M funds reprogrammed to cover the current charter and 
operating expenses listed above,· and would propose an FY 1981 
budget amendment to cover the acquisition and operating costs 
to be incurred in that fiscal year. However, the issue of source 
of funds should not hold up the decision to charter the two RO/RO 
ships with option to purchase. 

~ In addition, we are actively exploring further means 
of substantially improving our near-term sealift surge capability 
through the acquisition by the Maritime Administration of eight 
comparatively new SL-7 Class container ships. These ships were 
built in the 1970's as high speed (33 knots), high capacity 
commercial ships. They have significant utility as container 
ships for rapid lift of reinforcements from CONUS. They are 
capable with minor alteration of carrying unit equipment, in
cluding tanks and APCs, when equipped with racks and portable 
crawler cranes. The cranes, and racks for wheeled vehicles 
including heavy trucks, are currently available. Special racks 
for tanks and APCs have been designed and could be obtained in 
quantity in a few months. These ships would have even greater 
fle~ibility if converted to RO/RO configuration; such conversion 
is clearly feasible, but would require about a year to accomplish 
at a cost preliminarily estimated at $50 to $60 million each. 
Studies are now in progress to determine more definitively the 
costs and time required for such conversion. 
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~ The SL-7 Class container ships have become unprofitable 
for their civilian owners because the rising costs of fuel have 
made their continuous operation prohibitively expensive. Accord
ingly, they may soon be either-phased out or converted to slow 
speed diesel power. As an alternative, their owners have made 
application to the Maritime Administration to trade in these 
ships for allowance for credit for new ship construction under 
the provisions of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, and we have 
urged the Secretary of Commerce to consider favorably their 
acquisition. The price quoted by the owner is $285.0 million 
for all eight ships, including spares, but Maritime Administration 
believes they can make the acquisition under the Merchant Marine 
Act at lower cost. General Jones and I recommend that this acqui
sition be expedited so that these ships can be available as early 
as possible. They would be the fastest existing sealift to deliver 
from CONUS, or to sustain, forces in either Southwest Asia or 
Europe. 

~ Acquisition cost of these ships under the Merchant 
Marine Act would be in the Department of Commerce Budget; opera
ting and conversion costs would be in DoD budget. On the assump
tion that ships could be acquired in the near future, and would 
be converted to RO/RO's in FY 1981 and FY 1982, operations and 
conversions would be funded by a DoD FY 1980 supplemental appro
priation and a DoD FY 1981 budget amendment approximately as 
follows: 

SL-7 Operating Costs 

SL-7 Interim Alteration 
Costs (Incl. $.9M for 

loading exercise) 

SL-7 Conversion 

FY 80 

$10.0M 

$ 4.lM 

$ 1.2M 

FY 81 

$20.0M 

$23.6M 

$240.0M 

FY 82 

$20.0M 

$240.0M 

~ Also probably available for acquisition in FY 1981 
are two additional "Maine" Class RO/RO ships and one SEABEE 
Class barge carrier. This latter is a versatile platform for 
moving large quantities of unit equipment, outsize items, 
ammunition, and supplies. It would give us the option of 
prepositioning up to 35,000 tons of supplies in humidity
controlled barges, and it is the only ship large enough to 
carry the Delong Pier, which would be useful in areas where 
port facilities were inadequate for normal unloading operations. 
The cost of acquiring the two additional Roll-On/Roll-Off ships 
is estimated at $56.0 million, and the cost of the SEABEE, in
cluding barges, is estimated at $56.S million; if acquired, they 
would be funded by an FY 1981 budget amendment. No decision with 
respect to acquisition of these additional ships needs to be made 
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at this time, but I will continue to monitor our forward deploy
ment and sealift requirements and will make a recommendation 
within the next several months with respect to acquisition or 
charter of these vessels. 

~ In summary, I recommend your approval to proceed as 
follows: 

Promptly establish a seven-ship pre-positioned force 
afloat in the Indian Ocean. I plan to lease the two 
RO/RO ships, with an option to buy.them, right away, 
unless I hear otherwise from you this week. The 
question of replenishing the $61M in reprogrammed 
FY 1980 operating funds can be settled soon there
after. 

Direct the Department of Commerce to proceed with 
the acquisition of the eight SL-7 ships on an 
expedited basis. 

~ The extent to which this will improve our current surge 
capability is summarized in Enclosure D. In evaluating the 
major improvement provided in deployment capability, it should 
be noted that an armored division equivalent requires about 
100,000 tons of lift to deploy with about 5 days of combat 
support. 

Enclosures 

cc Secretary Vance 
Dr. Brzezinski 
:-.1r. :McIntyre 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
AU1horily: EO 13826 
Ohief, Records & Oeciate Div WHS 
Da~: . 

NOV 2 2 2016 

494



ENCLOSURE A 

SEALIFT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL (U) 

~ FoY"lard pre-positioning afloat 

Df:CLASSIFIED IN FUU 
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- Ship Mix: Two Maine Class Ro/Ro 
Three MSC Breakbulk 
Two MSC Tankers 

- Cost !/ FY-80 $60.9M 

NOV 2 2 2016 

FY-81 $143.0 (includes purchase of (2) Ro/Ros) 
Subsequent year operating cost $85.9M 

- Availability: Near .term {ships could be readied for outload 
in several months if decision is made now). 

- Principal Advantages: 

-- Acquires two high capacity, relatively new, Ro/Ros 
for near-term gap-filler for Maritime Prepositioning 
Ships (and complement them thereafter). 

-- Ro/Ros are in good material condition, require 
no modification, and can achieve controlled humidity 
with "on-the-shelf" units (not included in cost). 

- Principal Disadvantages: 

Requires MSC to time charter ships to replace 
two MSC tanker ships dedicated to the pre
positioning force, and to lease replacements 
for the break-bulk ships or accept a reduction 
in the current CONUS sealift surge capability. 

1/ (U) Dollars in millions without escalation. All cost 
estimates include one--time acquisition/conversion if applicable, 
O&M costs and reimbursement to MSC for time charter differential. 
(See attached Enclosure B for summary of costs.) 
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Enclosure B
Proposed Sealift Enhancement Initiatives rt 

Estimated Costs (Without Escalation) 

• ,r znmrft'.,,Jfi&£E4&Ma:,w s ?«? 9 i fF f E rtr:zl,$ .~~.~.!,lion:? Men .c=::::: _.1.,,L,..._IIIDI _ _._._ ... .., 

FORWARD POSITIONING I/ 

Vessel Acquisition 
2 RO/Ros (I @ $30; 1 @ $25) 

(Plus spares) 

Vessel Charter and Hire 2/ 
O&M reimbursement to MSC Industrial 
Fund for Time Charter differential 

FY 80 FY 81 

55.0 
I. 0 

cost for three C-4s & two tankers 10.0 13.0 

Vessel Operations lf 
O&M reimbursement to MSC Industrial 
Fund for operation of seven vessel 
fleet 

2 RO/ROs - Time Charter from 
I March 1980-1 January 1981 

2 RO/ROs - Civil Service 
operation 

3 c-4s 
I POL Tanker 
1 POL/Water Tanker 

E ui ment Packa in , Handlin 
Storage, & Transportation PHS&T) 
and Annual Maintenance 4/ 

17.3 7.4 

19. I 
17,4 25.8 
5,6 8.3 
5,6 8.4 

5,0 5.0 

FY 82 

13.0 

25.4 
25.8 
8.3 
8.4 

5,0 

FY 83 FY 84 

13.0 13. O 

25.4 25.4 
25.8 25.8 

8.3 8.3 
8.4 8.4 

5.0 5.0 

FY 85 FY 81-85 TOTAL · 

13.0 

25,4 
25.8 
8.3 
8.4 

s.o 

55.0 
1.0 

65.0 

7.4 

120.7 
129.0 
41. 5 
42.0 

25.0 

55.0 . 
1.0 

75.0 

24.7 

120.7 
146.4 
47. I 
47.6 

30.0 

TOTAL FORWARD POSITIONING 60,9 143.0 85.9 85,9 85,9 85,9 486.6 547,5 
1/ After initial positioning all seven forward positioned ships will be operated with full crews and 

at anchor 50% of the time. 
2/ This reimbursement to MSC is required to allow the Industrial Fund to recover the additional unbudgeted 

cost it will incur due to the necessity of chartering five replacement ships (three C-4s; two tankers) 
for the day-to-day mission of the peacetime fleet. The C-4s and tankers were Jong-term chartered by 
MSC 8-10 years ago. The replacement ships will be chartered at today's rates; estimated to cost an 
additional $13 million per full year in FY 80 dollars. 

3/ Based on 31 Jan 80 fuel costs 
4/ U.S. Marine Corps initial cost estimate between $10-12M additive for preparation and loadout . 
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February 19, 1980 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Near-Term Enhancement for 
Rapid Power Projection 

I approve in principle your proposal to establish a seven 
ship prepositioned force in the Indian Ocean. Acquisition 
of the two Maine-Class RO/ROs should be accomplished in 
cooperation with the Secretary of Commerce, taking into 
account current ship market supply-demand circumstances. 
The Secretary of Commerce has been directed to begin dis
cussions for the acquisition of eight SL-7 container ships 
at the lowest cost to the government.~ 

You should work closely with 0MB and the Commerce Department 
to develop an appropriate strategy for the negotiation of 
acquisition of these ships. When the best prices have been 
determined from discussions with the ship owners and when 
the studies that are to more carefully define the time 
required and conversion costs of SL-7 program are completed, 
we can decide on the sources and amount of funds to be 
committed to near-term sealift enhancement. 'ts.l 

---·- ·--· a1-L 
cc: Director, Office of Management 

& Budget 

-SECRE'!!-
'Re ~1ew Peb~ttary 14, 1,ee 

.. 
.,c--,,. .A- - " ...... - \ - "\ 

Offi,·c or the Sec retary or Dcf'cnsc + 
Chief, RDD. L\D. \\ 11\ 
Datc:n J\\\\\I ao,, 1\11thoritv: EO 13526 
Dcclassif') : - ~-- Deny in -Full: __ _ 
DcL,,,~sit'y in l'a,t. __ _ 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

-~·. 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 _J' 

AUG 4 1930 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

.ft8"J Following additional JCS review of the Rapid De
ployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF) concept, I have just approved 
t'wo further important steps toward streamlining the planning 
and command relationships involved. As you know, these issues. 
have proved among the most controversial of all those involved 
in the development of a credible deterrence/defense posture 
in the Persian Gulf/Indian Ocean lPG/IOJ area. 

~ Originally HQ RDJTF·was charged with responsibility 
for planning and executing operations in several areas of the 
world. In ~raciice, however, it has had to focus d lmost ex
clusively on the PG/IO because of the urgent nature of the 
potential demands on us in this vital area. Therefore, on 
JCS advice, I have approved narrowing the mission of HQ RDJTF 
to coping with the ·threat· in the key area. For the .foreseeab'le 
future, the range of threats in Southwest Asia seems likely to 
present the greatest challenges, and it appears prudent to 
dedicate HQ.RDJ~F exclusively to preparing to meet 1:_hem. 

"81 ~s foreshadowed in my March 6 memorandum to you, I 
have also approved. the JCS re·commenda tion to transfer respon
sibility for all Southwest Asia contingency planning to HQ 
RDJTF. This step will further ~larify planning responsibilities, 
although close coordination will be maintained with EUCOM and 
PACOM planners, because both EUCOM and PACOM must for the 
foreseeable future be major·supporting commands for any sizable 
contingency in that region. 

!,»1' However, I agree with the JCS that HQ RDJTF should 
remain under the operational command of REDCOM, principally 
because REDCOM is in a better position to deal with other 
unified commands than HQ RDJTF, and because this ens~res a 
close relationship with the REDCOM elements that would have 

- to deploy to support HQ RDJTF in a contingency. The Comman
dant of the Marine Corps was the only dissenter from this 
JCS recommendation, preferri~g that HQ RDJTF report directly 
through the JCS. Ho~ever, I agree with the Chairman and 
other three Chiefs that this would not be a viable course of 
action, unless the JCS organization were modified to provide 
the indispensable support to HQ RDJTF that REDCOM already can. 

330- '62- o-i.., '-, ~ ~o RO F /'7 Ml 
/ 

Clessifiaa by; ~ee Bef ..--
tleeles:!Jiey: ea: 3 !zlilE§P".{19~ 

', 

~ 
/S'-n,-119-D 
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Such a chang·e in OJCS would require considerable and 
duplicative staffing. 

,., : 
. •"-"~ t.\.-. 

l 

expensive 

· ~· I view the above meas~res as add~tiona~ steps in the 
evolutionary .. process of developing the optimum command and 
control cal)ability to meet new needs in the critical Southwest 
Asia Area - - a process which may eventually lead to certain ·.~. 
changes in the Unified Command Plan. Ultimately it may become 

2 · 

more feasible to establish a separate unified command somewhere 
in the region. For the time being no appropriat'e locale is 
available; establishing .a new unified command without a land 
location would in my judg.ment both call attention to and ~xacer
bate the political proolems connected with too high a U.S. military 
pxofile. Moreover, so long as the great bulk of the ground and 
air forces earmarked for the RDJTF are located here in the United 
~tates, there are strong operational as well as training reasons. 
for keeping HQ RDJTF here as well. i.-

Office of the Secretary of Defense ·5\)S(, SS'a 
Chief, ROD, ESD, .WHS .,-
Date: IS SEf ao\S" Authority: EO 13526 
Declassify: X Deny in <FuD: __ _ 
Declassify in Part: 
Jeason: '-----
MOR: 15 -M- }1&.Q, 

..; 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

"'Et~! 014Lt 

i-3 Al>\ , 1112 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRES I DENT Office of the Secretary of Defense Slt(.S',S 
Chief, ROD ESD, }:YHS t 

SUBJECT: The Defense Program--Request for Guidance Date:.R: 5Ep iMl5.Authorlty:EOl3526 
Declassify: )C, Deny in Full: __ _ 
Declassify in Part: 
Reason: ·----

This is the memorandum promised you in my note o¥1ltga\f 7.-M-1 t~:fC(S: 
purposes are to report to you on progress to date on the formulation 
of the FY Bo-84 Defense five-year program and, more importantly, to 
obtain your guidance as we move to the next step in this process which 
so vitally affects the security of our country. 

As was explained in my note, I directed the preparation this year 
of balanced five-year defense programs at three different fiscal levels, 
to permit comparison of how much change in military forces (and, as a 
result, in military risk) each involves--the effect not only during 1980-
84, but implications for subsequent years as well. 

The three fiscal levels used are termed the basic, enhanced and 
decremented. The basic level was developed last November in coordination 
with 0MB, by starting with the $126 billion you requested for defense for 
FY 79, plu~ real growth of slightly under 3%, plus a 6% allowance for 
inflation based on the estimates then available. The resulting level in 
FY 79 is $137.6 billion in FY 79 dollars (although it does not adequately 
allow for the inflation rate now forecast, as is noted more fully hereafter). 

The enhanced level adds approximately 4%* to the basic defense pr~gram 
for FY 1980, with slightly greater additions in each intervening year so 
that the enhanced level by FY 1984 is 6% greater than the basic. The 
decremented level is calculated in a converse manner--it is 4% less than 
the basic in FY 1980, 6% less by FY 1984. These three program levels 
(covering a range of some $95 billion in total program through FY 1984) 
permit us to consider a reasonably wide range of defense programs, and to 
have a better understanding of the implications of different levels of the 
Defense program. 

The next step is one of particular importance. The three are program 

Ill ~19 ... m 
--:a RO..,. ~,-

benchmarks to define what capabilities would be added at the higher levels, Cl 
_or sacr.i.f-i-ced-.a-t the lower. Recognizing the other claims ·on our national II~ 
resources (though no other claim can match in importance that of protecting I 
our physical security), I need your guidance as to what the level of the 
Defense program for the next five years, and the budget for the next year, 

*The enhancement was obtained by adding 5% for FY 1980 to the Service programs, 
which do not affect such other fixed DoD accounts as retirement pay, on up to 
9% for FY 1984. Because these enhancements affected only part of the DoD budget, 
the divergence from the basic level DoD budget is only, as noted, 4%-6%. 
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is to be. Your sele~tion of a level now, followed by my staff's pre
paration of the balanced program corresponding to it, will lead to the 
final step in the process: preparation of the FY 80 budget for submission 
to the r.ongress next January.* 

. 
have prepared this memorandum in three parts. The first summarizes 

briefly the present military context in which your decision will be taken, 
and the trends which have led to that military posture. 

--------. 

Part II, the main portion, summarizes the conclusions from eight 
months of intense effort by me and many others in the Department, including 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the JCS, and the Military Depart
ments. It describes the implications, mainly in hardware and force 
structure terms, of the choice of one or another level of five-year defense 
program--what really happens to our forces and defense capability, and in 
what particulars, if you decide to expand or contract the commitment to 
the country's defense. 

Finally, in Part Ill I have appended my thoughts on the domestic and 
international considerations of a nature not entirely military which bear 
on the implementation and the effects of the defense decisions which you 
take. 

I. BACKGROUND FOR DECISION 

A. The Military Balance 

Our military capabilities relative to the Soviets' are still in the 
zone of "essential equ Iva 1 ence" that you directed in PD-18,"t*, but the 
general trend of the military comparison is quite unambiguously against 

_____ _..!:,u!.:i!s~,_....awa~d'--'-i ..... s._wlde.1-¥--r..et:G>gn~~ed-a-s-s-t1c-h-bottrhe re anda t> road . 

This degradation is not due to any sudden surge on the part of the 
Soviet Union. The Soviet Union has been increasing its defense expenditures 
in real terms at a steady rate of 3% to 4% every year, compounded, for the 
past 20 years. 

*These programs of course represent only three specific points on a continuum 
of possibilities. Because of the large effort involved, I have not tried to 
build other properly balanced programs intermediate to these. By preserving 
these three as points of reference, we will be able to accommodate quickly to 
any intermediate level you might choose now, or adopt later. 

-._'t*"The United States will maintain an overall balance of military power between 
the United States and its allies on the one hand and the Soviet Union and its 
allies on the other hand at least as favorable as that that now exists.'' 

DECLASSlflEDIN fUli. 
aulhftrltu: EO 13528 
&iiiiconts&Dtcl&SS-11$ 
Data: SIP 1 '7 1JltS 
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What we are see'lng today is the cumulative payoff of those many years 
of steady effort on their part--an effort whose persistence is matched 
only by its breadth. In strategic offensive forces, the Soviets have 
deployed new IC~Ms, SLBMs, and manned bombers, with a large and continuing 
R&D program for the future. In strategic defensive forces, they have a 
serious civil defense effort, are deploying new SAMs and interceptors, 
and continue R&D in the ABM fi~ld. Their theater nuclear forces now 
include camouflaged mobile S5-20s, able to strike all the capitals of 
Europe, deployed in the Soviet countryside. In land forces, they have 
deployed large numbers of new tanks, armored personnel carriers, self
propelled artillery, and attack helicopters. Their tactical air forces 
used to be limited primarily to defense; but now they are being equipped 
with offensive aircraft more nearly like ours. The Soviet Navy, having 
moved well beyond coastal defense, now is taking tactical aircraft to 
sea, and developing modern ships and landing craft for amphibious assault. 
The pattern of growth seems ·to touch all areas of the Soviet armed forces, 
and though there may be doubt as to its purpose, there can be no doubt 
whatever as to its presence. 

The Soviets now spend substantially more on defense than we do-
this year 20% to 40% more, depending on how the calculation is made. 
In terms of that portion of defense spending that represents investment 
in military weapons and R&D, the Soviets are outstripping us even further. 
Much more of our Defense budget than of theirs, of course, goes simply for 
pay and retirement. Their investments in military forces, as measured by 
the hardware output, are about double ours. (See Figure 1, page 4.) 

Overall spending is a crude measure, representing a combination of 
present capabilities (current ~ccounts) and the piling up of future ones 
(investment accounts). But its very crudity makes it the simplest and 
most visible measure of military power. And we see the cumulative effects 
in many specific additions to Soviet military capability, as noted above. 
At the same time, over the same twenty-year period, our defense spending 
in real terms, after rising because of costs of the Vietnam War, has 
steadily declined. (See Figure 2, page 5.) It now is lower than it was 
when John Kennedy took office. Our Army has fewer personnel than it did 
before the Korean War. Our Navy has fewer ships than at any time since 
before World War II. 

do not wish to sound unduly pessimistic. I fully recognize that 
there are other factors--for example, the contributions of our allies and 
the fact that some Soviet forces are stationed on the PRC border--that 
tend to mitigate the trend toward imbalance. I am concerned, however, 
not just by the current balance but by the trends. They do, in my opinion, 
involve increasing military risk to the security of the United States. 
(See Figure 3, page 6.) 

DECI.ASSiFiED Iii Ml 
AutllliJJ: EO 13528 
;11111,Raconls&Daclm~-
Date: SEP 1 7 2015 
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Figure 1 

DErENSE INVESTMENT OUTLAYS* 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR DR. BRZEZINSKI 

Two errors crept Into the copies of my 

,i,),'[S 8ULY"' 

August 14, 1978 

President.on the Defense Program which were distributed yester
day. I would appreciate your havlng them corrected. 

f>age 1, third paragraph, J lne 6:· 11 FY79" should be changed 
to "FY8011 at both places it appears in the line. 

Page 19, last fu\ \ paragraph on the page, 1 ine 6: "non
defense" (first word in the line) should be ~hanged to "defense." 

I regret any inconvenience, and request that you pass these 
correcti~ns a,so to the President for his copy. 

cc: Secretary Vance 

PS"CL t ESll"UiB 
nacho, 1tJ. ee 1 _ua 
D r JI F ~ u ) JDOJ 

.g.· F; ih:11111 Ar D' «· n c WHS 

'-- ··---------' 

DECUISUFIED ii fllili. · 
AullloritJ: EO 13528 
;lllar.liconls&Daclas~IU 
-Data: SIP 1 7 ans . · 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON . 0 C 20301 

5 MAY lr,8 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRES I DENT · 

IBUSSIFIEDIN FILL 

•
ii:E013528 
liclldl&Plcl11111t,. 

llllli SEP 1 7 2015 
A number of events this week suggest that public attitudes 

toward ·our defense situation, as wet'l as our foreign pol lcy.are 
changing. It also seems to me that these Issues may play a larger 
part than usual In an ' off~year Congressional election, although I 
continue to believe that domestic economic issues, particularly 
inflation, will be the most important. 

Three votes on the budget resolution in the House on Wednesday 
are worth considering. A proposal to shift $4.8B from Defense to 
other purposes lost by more than 3 to 1 (313-98). A proposal to add 
$2.4B to the budget, earmarked for Defense, lost by slightly under 
2 to 1 (262-142). Most significant, Congresswoman Holt's proposal 
to cut all the budget except Defense by 2% came within 6 votes of 
carrying (202-197). These votes are consistent with my conclusion 
that (1) because of inflation there is an overriding concern in the 
House about the size of the budget deficit, and therefore a re
luctance to add to the overall budget; . (2) there is greater support 
than ever in recent years for shifting more expenditures within the 
budget total toward Defense. 

note also that Joe Kraft in his column yesterday said that 
although he has long supported detente, he now is deeply concerned 
about Soviet military and political gains. Such a change of position 
is consistent with the Congressional indications. Both suggest to me 
that while public sentiment will still support your decisions about 
the level of the Defense budget over a substantial range around our 
level, there is now much less leeway on the down side of that level 
than there was a year ago. 

A group of Republican Senators, after an Easton, Maryland con
ference, has issued a lengthy "Declaration" critical of Administration 
national security and foreign policy. They announced that all thirty
eight of the Senate Republicans support it, though several have not 
yet signed it. This looks to me like an opening gun of a major 
campaign. I have said to Zbig that (whether we use it now or pieces 
of it later) he, Cy, and I need to put together for our use and 
yours a response to the major points raised. 

R-l 
l. .. ________ Sac;:_ :Cef _____ --- - ----------

t., I. • 
........ ·v 

--------------·----------
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I also see a confluence of questioning and some loss of confi
dence among our allies which compounds and feeds back into the 
domestic concern about these issues. 

I report these attitudes rather than analyzing their causes 
or suggesting detailed solutions at this point. We have had suc
cesses -- the Panama Canal Treaties, the 8-1 decision, the beginning 
of programs to revitalize NATO -- and are likely to have more. 
I believe that most of our foreign policy and defense decisions, 
taken singly, have been correct and that all have been justifiable. 
Taken together, however, they have been distorted by some into signals 
of a weakening in our strength and resolve. 

Part of the problem is, as we have all noted before, that the 
public and the Congress do not have a clear picture what we consider 
the relative proportions of the competitive and cooperative aspects 
of our relations with the Soviet Unlon, or of precisely where we 
propose to cooperate and where to compete. We should, and I will, 
place more emphasis on the new things we are doing in the defense 
area, to counter the charges that we merely kill programs. I urge 
that we try to present a uniform policy along the lines of your 
Wake Forest speech, and that our actions on foreign policy issues 
as well as on Defense program and budget issues be as consistent 
with that approach as we can make them. Visits by you to U.S. forces 
in Germany, and to Ft. Bragg or to Ft. Hood and Nellis Air Force 
Base, which I am proposing in detail in a separate memo, can re
inforce this approach. 

I believe it would be extremely useful for us to talk about these 
observations, which I take very seriously, along with Zbig, Cy, Ham 
Jordan, Frank Moore, or anyone else you think should be present. 

Office of the Secretary of Defense S l.)SCSS~ 
Chief, RDD, ESD, WHS t 
Date: )J:,$P ao,S' Authority: EO 13526 
Declassify: X Deny in Full: __ _ 
Declassify in Part:. ___ _ 
Reason: 
MDR: ti\ 5=---::-M-::-_-.::\j.-:5:=-:g~---
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THE SECRETARY OF D~f:ENSI: _ 
WASHl~GTON, o.c. 20301 

rfovember 30, 1978 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Fiscal Vear 1980 Budget and· Fiscal Year .1980-1984 Defense Program 

The issue of the Fi sea I Vear 1980 Defense Bu·dget, in .the 1 i ght ~,f 
domestic program needs and of the need to· hold the Fiscal 1 80 defici t, to 
$30 Dillion, has received considerable attention 'in the press dur.ing ~last 
week and this week. So far I have been able to ensure, as is eviden~ from 
the articles, that. this Department has not fueled the controversy. ~ will 
be· sending you a detailed analysis this weekend of the defense program as 
rt has emerged from the budget scrub, for discussion at Monday morning's . · 
meeting. However, I wanted you to know now how-I have approached th~ 
budget and the program and what my views are on the current debate. r 

ii _. My. own approach has been -In terms of what programs are needed for our 
~ ~ military s~curity in a period during which the balance will .continue ~o 
I · '· move · in a direction not in our favor. It will always be a matter of judgment ia ··_.· how much military capability we will really need five or ten years from now; : . >. it is difficult enough to ju~ge what we need right now. ·unfortun~telv, how 

! 
1
-~ ~~~:";e e~:~:;a!e t~:!d t~:e~~~~~'":7 t;!r:i ~:~ ~!a~;c!~!~:~ n!::!d w~o~~~,~ :~w. 

. I the lowest possible cost. 
C 

. My own judgment has been and remains that we need to do more in crefense. 
I believe we have been Improving our efficlen~y, but over the.last twd years 
we have· not significantly in~reased our budgets in real terms. Even flrom a 
purely .U.S. point of view, I believe that 3 percent annual growth in ~eal . 
terms represe~ts, if anything, not enough in tetms of urgent program n~eds • 

.,. • , •I 

But there are two separate points that need to be made. One is that the 
commitment ·made by the Alliance members in 1977 and reiterated this yJ~r will 
fall apart if we are seen ·as backing away from it, becaus.e all the oth0al" 
members wi 11 consider that their economic and po 1 it i ca 1 ··c I rcums tances ~re at 
least as difficult as those of the United States. Quite aside from thr. 
resulting loss of Al 1 iance investment ·in defense, which I estimate at SlO to 
$20 billion over the next five years and which would come mostly ~ut oW hard
ware and combat capability, I believe that our efforts toward ration-alhation, 
standardization and interoperability would come to nothing and that political 
cohesion would suffer severely. · 

In domestic terms, I am sure a failure to meet the 3 percent co1111l -' tment · 
would affect SALT ratification adversely. How adversely, I cannot be sure, 
but I am convinced that it would strongly affect swing votes such as Senator 

3g c> - R-1 -0'2.o:'l.., ~ 1 'f I' o. r:1, ( n Urv - 7 '/)Ac.) I "'1-7t;;-
See-De:r- -= ' · ., 

:tf ied CY-.:~-:-:;:-;.:-.::~~.:~:--:-:---~ --~~~:.-.-~-OF- J,pm.-d,~ 
iECT l t:' .:. . • ..: - • • .., • -~ · - ~ ' "'"'. ., ... · . " :i ! ·' 11 ":"" IT 

. , : • : ':. ; .i ~ 11 
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Nuryn, Senator Bentsen, and Senator Hollings. The sijme considerati~ns apply 
to electoral pol itic~ .. ,in the areas represented by such modarate Senators". 
I recognize that imµo.i:tant Democratic constituencies have strong feelings 
in the other direction. 

In the end, I simply see no way around our nation~l defense n~eds, and· 
from that point of view the 3 percent real increase not only in Fi~cal 1980 
but in subsequent years is a necessity. But I want to reemphasize that my 
approach has been to look at programs, whose content you will be seeing. 
Charles and I have not added in order to reach such a figure, but have cut 
back as sharply as possible both by e!iminating programs and scrubbing 
budgets, in order to try to stay within such a limit. 

DECLASSIFIED 1M FUU. ....... ' . - .......... .. 
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ZBIGNlEW B.RZEZINSK! 

\i ,v 
M!l{E A!UviACOST , \ :• 

INFOR.tvfA 'I'lON 
February 9. 1977 

lntelli..g:ence CQmmvnity .Evaluation o! the 
Military Balance fo Korea 

As_ I indicated tn the evening report yesterday/ we confront a pote_mia~- _ 
Eroblum of some seriousness hl PRM~D. A consensus has eme1:ged 

·~within _¢IA and·DIA during t.he past six months that North Ko:rea enjoys 
a Sttbstantial military advantagµ_~aga\nst South Korea alorrn (i, e. if one 
1;;.lves U, S. forces out of the equation). and that the North will re::ain 
a··signHi:cant edge over the South thl'O'J.gh 1982 under their respective 
cu-n.·cnt and proJected :Cerce i:n)p:rov-cmenl: programs. CIA/DL\ contend 
that Pyongyang has acbit:vce·d its rel.t.tive advantage since 1970 through 
a c<msd.ous ,µi·ogram o.( doD1estl.c military weapons prorl'uciion and 
accelerated weapons imports. Thc.y believe the North holds a sub
stantial -advantage in armor, fire powert ·and mobility of ground foxccs; 
{fl.' {ft_,;(l.1'2inJy~:r:-s tff'"its t.il'c.ra'..ft c.>:Tid ni:ival forces; and in its ai-:r defense 
c.npabilities. Conversely, they argue that-South Ko·raan de.pendence on 
tl.S. air, naval, an_d logistic support leaves serle:us gaps in thei_r 
capaJ:.~_!,~.tie.s; the proximity of S~oul to the D1viz~·rcstricts the South 1s 
ability to __ c_tnploy a defense in depth and martenve1.-·; and that South 
Korea 1s advant"age in the nUffiber o! men unde:r ar"ri1s is decreasing. 
Obviously, this assessme.nt of North-South capab-ilitie;;. could complicate 
the decision for ground iorce :reductions. And "there is no "D teamn 
xcpo:rt~ 

When the initial intelligence community- study on this subject first suda_ced 
la.st summe:.r, Dill Gleysteen and I raise.d serious reservations about the 
analysis, Essentially, 01,;,:r resel'.vati.ons we:re of"th:ree kinds: 

-~ The net assessment underestimates the e;xtent to which d~ficiencies 
in SouLh Korean capabi.litien are reri"H'.:tliable. It. is clea:r that the South 
has major ,vcnknesses in its command and control, tactical i"ntcHigcncc, 
air support, and logitt:i.cs capabHities. T:1c.:rc -i!:l a good reason fo1· thia. 
We have proyi<lpcl for thos!s functions in the past1 and t.hc RdK has been 

~GDS . -
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able to save money by leaving then, to us. To the eA1:cnt that we indicate 
a disposition to turn tbesc £unctions ov~r to the ROK, they wi.11 be. foxced, 
willy nilly, to devote resources to them, Tl1cy are not intrinsic weak
nesses; they reflect rather the post pattern of US-ROE burden sharing; 
tlwy can be ovcrc01ne -- and, I would subIT?,it, before 1982. 

-~ The CIA/DIA analysis too often relies upon 11 bean coui:its 11 , That 
iEi, they compare No1·!:h and South Korea simply in ter:ns, for cxatnplc, 
of the numbers of tanks or air defense system.s they possess, concluding 
from these con1parisons that the North maintains significant advantages.· 
The more relevant question is how de South Korea 1 s anti-tank 
defenses stack up against North I<orea 1s capabilities for tank assaults 
across the D11Z. This kind pf question -- which is illustrative -- has 
not been analyzed systematically. 

-- The analysis focuses far too narrowly on n1ilitary forces-in-being 
without sufficient reference to the underlying strength of the hvo economies, 
In the past, South Korea 1s defense policy has been comparable in many 
1,v.iys to Japan ts. By relying heavily upon the U.'S., the ROK has limited 
it~ investment in current miiitary·capabilities in order to d·cvelop a ·much 
§>tronger economic base -- thus n1ilitary mobilization base. The result 
i,s_ that the ROI< economy is now roughly 3 1/2 times the size of the North 1 s; 
~(is ·g_rowing more rapidly; it enjoys preferred access to \Vestern civilian 
and military technology; its credit worthiness is not in doubt; its industrial 
de,~elopment programs have concentrated on those key industries such as 
Si:"eel, shipbuilding, electronics, and petrochemicals whi.ch represent the 
sinews oi genuine. military potential. The North, by.contrast, has deep 
Strains" in its economy, faces acute debt p!'oblems, and has found both 
{he. Soviet Union and China niggardly when it comes to providing advanced 
i:i.iii"!:ary ·eq{;ipment. When one looks at thes:e factors, a very dif£e-z:,cnt 
picture o! relative North-Soutb strength begins to emerge. From this 
point -of view it would appear that in most ITlcasUre·s of natioilal 'pci'Wer, 
the South enjoys absolute advantages which are growing in relative terms, 

)'" 

We will attempt in the PR1v1 to develop a more balanced assessment of 
North-South militar'y capabilities. At some point, however, we may · 
Wish to think of having someone from the outside -- e.g., Rand Corpora
tion, _!_DA, or Brookings -- take a look at tlw CIA/DIA analysis and offer 
an independent critical asseSsmcnt of its validity." Albert \\rohlstettcr 
!ln.S .don<: quite a bit of work on this subject over the past two years, and 
rnight be n logical critic. I will Le back to you on the subject in a !cw 
,vceks when ~he PRM is farther along. · 
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1HE DEPUTY SEO:ETARY OF DUENSE 

WASHINGTON, D~ C. 20l01 

HEHOMIIDUM FOR THE PRES I DENT 

SUBJECT:. U.S. Pol'icy in Korea 

1 G l,!AY 1977 

This mcroorandum responds to your request of Hay 5· for a _detai Ted plan 
for the withdrilwal from· Korea of- the first two brigades of the 2nd 
Infantry o;vision. 1 a s'chedule for , and a 

- .... ~ ___ p_ropos.i I . .fo.-z:: )ni.1 iJary assistance to the ROK. 

a. Ground Force \.Ii thdr~wa Is 

Our withdraNal plans are tentatiye and we may· recorr.mc:nd some 
changes depending upon our own later evaluat·ion. and the results of our 
·detailed consultations··with the ROK. Within your guidance for withdrawals 
In 1978 and 1980, JCS has sought to preserve and maximize the combat 

c:_icJ !J' 
.-· ~·; 11.! :-;; power of the remaining ground forces. As a result the remaining· ·combat 

br:igade in 1980 is an effective fighfing force capable of defending 

'·- . 
..J ' 

Itself • 

. - Initial reduction of one brigade of the 2nd lnfontry·Oivision 
with appropriate support and.programc.d FY 77/78 reductions/transfers 
(6,000 spaces) by 31 December 1978. (See TAB A for detail plan.) 

• i... ~.'.. - Beginning sometime, next year We· Would wi·thdr.::iw a 
headquarters, bio infantry battalions, an artillery battalion, ·m. 1 C 

~- ·1 
~ .. 

(.) 

>, 

0. 
o? 

9 

l . . 

and 'their supporting elements (2.900 spaces). 

. .. Selected nondivisional support activities (engineer, 
transportation, and maintenance"units) would be reduced, turned over to 
the ROK, or returned to CONUS throughout thC period ~3, 100 sp.:iccs). 

-- Second withdrawal increment of 
reductlons {9,000 spaces) by 30 June 1980. 

another brigade 
(See TAB B.) 

plus clddition.il. 

- Dudng the period January 1979 to July 1980 wr. would pu11 
from the division an additional brig,1dc hc.:Jdqu.:Jrtcrs, two infontry 
biJttnlions, t\>10 artiJlcry b.:1ttalions.~ ;;in .:Ji·r dcrt•nr,;t• h,itt,1litm, ,wi.1tinn 
b,1tt,11inn, ,ind support units {6,300 !ip.:Jccs). Thi-. ~-muld h•.1v1• in f~111,•,1 

thl! division hr.!.Jdqu.:irtcrs and a scpilr.:itc brigaJc crn1sbti1111 nf LM• ,1111111" 
, ~attalions, .:a ·cavalry squadron, omcJ ·two mcch.:mi1:c:d inr.inlry li.11 t,ili1111", 

,-,, · · ' c,\ u nn.\t 
r1":r::-:1 n~··r !-··. ----··-··"t~lti: 0 _____ ____________ ttc _., ... , .. '\~. 
?':'l .i: .,.. '; I ·, . "·, : · : " :: ..• ··: ;·•:::. ::.:: ,,,,• ~ (' .. • .) •", 
•,·.·.•.· ., .•• ". •, •• •• • . Cl • • " 1 . . . : .:···.··,::~ . .. : ... :::J .· ·• .• 
J;r '.:_,~~I\,:,., Joo!'.•.•,•• I••••, "•'" (••f-~I Lto·(: •,"•\ ~I I • ) •~ /t'• ······• ••.•• , ••.•• ,. -···' • - •••• - •••.• &, r~)... -· . ...., ... 

a -• . , ,,., .. ,ul'' :::::: .1•:::- e .. : .. :; :,.,., .!:-__:._:_;,_ • , r / 
• , ........... :• .. 1• •••.• 

----------'---------· ,., .. . .::, .·--
... - ... .. . .. ;.;-··. ::.;/~/,~-· .. , .. 
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SUfirmrtrd hy a composite ilrtillcry battillion .ind .lppropriatc c.ombat scrvic.c 
'Support c I cmcn ts. 

- An additional 2.700 spaces would be obtai~cd from other 
non-divisional support forces. 

The turnover of responsibilities and functions caused by these 
early withdrawals will nOt be easy. The ROK will have to revise its force 
structure and.logistics plans, and will find it difficult to establish 
maintcn.:mcc and supply systems to.-accomme>datc the equipment provided them 
from the Znd Infantry Divisi"on and Other sources in ·the period. The 
requirements for a·dditional tr.ained ROK-manpower will be·particularl)' 
difficult to meet. It iS qllestibnable wheth·er·or not the .. ROK Will be able 
-to achieve fully· counte~b'alanc:ing · capabi 11 ti'es in this cpmpressed time frame . 

c. RDK Arms ReQuirements 

bur analysts focused On-, ROK force requirements generated by the 
removal of U.S. ground combat forces. Because the withdrawal of U.S • 
groUnd forces not only means loss of firepower and support .but also some 
reductiorl in deterrence. we examined further improvements in R_OK Qround 
force deficiencies. Options for funding Of these requirements -- whether 
by th~ U.S. or the ROK -- are. being proposed by the East Asian lntcragency 
Group. This analysis assumes that the 'RoK·Force Improvement Program ($5-
6 billion over five years) to help modernize its forces will be funded by 
the ROK with some U.S. credit assistance. (See TAB D for details.) . 

We believe ROK'ground forces will need at a minimum the following 
amounts of ground force equipment over the next five years: 

. '~- '" 

Eighth U.S. Army Assets 
NC'w P reduction from CON US. 
Equipment Di rcctcd from 

'Other Programs 

-- ..... ~. 

$200-250 million 
200 mi 11 ion 

100-150 mi 11 h111 
$~00-600 mi 11 ion 

1 . ...... 
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Thls funding t,/ill provide the f011owing major it:ems: 
17 TO\J a!'-ti-tank. companies, two Hawk battal'ions,· and 

• 

3 

llJ artillery b;1ttalions 1 

106 ·uti11ty helicopters. 

We consider these levels to be rock bottom needs to replace lost 
capubilitics .. - Depending upon consultations with the ROK and rurthcr evalua
tion of technical constraints, we should al.so consider makinq av.1i lab le 
another $200 mi"llion in equipmc.nt to furthc.r improve cr-itical arcns: 
arti 1 lcry, ani: i- tank, ai.r/ground tactical mobi 1 i-ty., and ground air dc'fcnse. 

Estimates were arrived at by examining ·RoK ground vulncrubilities, 
programmed ROK equipment acquisit·ions,_ U.S. pr.oductiOn capabi,litic!>, pros 
and cons· of turning over certalti equipment from our units, and thl' 'impact of 

----dJvcrtlng Cquipment· to Korea ·from .other FHS case? or U.S. Army proqr.ims .. 
'Also constdered in determining the equipment to be left were the ovcral l 
critical needs of the U.S. Arrrr;. Where. 'for various reasons our ns!.cl'.:i in
country were not suitable to turn over, we recommended other equipment to 

., 
~ 

.Q 

_, 

a, -., 
0 

>, 

C. 
0 
g, 

provide similar capability. · 

Our abillty to provide the proper tra1n,lng will be -o m..,jor foctor 
tn ROK abillty to effectively put t:O .use the equipment we prnvidl.:·. Training 
l.s expensive and was riot factored into the above cos·ts. Troininq h, ulso 
constrained by ROK abili"ty -to_provi.de- English-·speilking stutl(rnts.with the 
proper skills ·and our abilitV to provide enough quot;:ls.ut high dcnmnd schools. 

The JCS has recommended significant increases in war rr."icrvc 
material (\.IRM) in Korea .. As' in Europe, deficiencies cxic;t inclu,linq munitions. 
The- -dcpartun~ of our ground forces wi 11 

lllalshortfalls Of \.IRK. lam sti.Jdying the J_C? r.ccomint-nd,1ti1111. ·111crt•,1 .. us 
ln WRM need not necessarily be funded by the U.S_. Wi:o a·l"in· h.w,• tn 1•x;1miru.: 
the problem of managing or ~urning Over U.S .• ~ncd W_RM. in Kun•,1 wlwn our 
forces depart. 

I want to emphasize the preliminary nature of thh ~n.,1y•,f'•. r,f 
Korean equipment needs. More ,..iork needs to be dune, tt,1..• Y.nrt•,m r11rn· Im~ 
provements Program must be . reexamined, and our think. i ni1 cm,1,t he• .ti Ir<. l rd 
by consultations with the -R.OK. However, 1 bclit-vf:-thr ,wn••r,il m.11111i.1111lr nr 
requirements set forth hcire ·is appropriate, \.le pl.,n tu pn•·.,•111 v1111 I in.11 
rec~ndations in early Jul_y. 

F1nal1y let me stress tha't.: 

-- Funding to m.,intain nur fnrc1! wlll b1• n,•1•drd f11r A.11.,., 
equipment turned over cost-free to the P.OK, 

-- ROK defense needs 
to limit arms sales a~roiild. 

must bl.• ,1cc:n1111:1111l,1t1•1I \"1i 11,in •·••' ,- 1 I., I I •, 
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The problc:r,1 i!:. to define whnt is required to rcpli1cc the c~,pubiTitics 
of the 2nd lnf,:intry Divi5inn ,incl the other con;bc1t suppc,rt ur1its in Lbe 
Eighth Arniy .is thC:}' urc withdr,:1·111 from Kcl/",.,•u's force :;tructurc:. In 
aclditicin, IL is 11C'c1..:~:.ilry to irlc:ntify rcculi~,r vulnc~r.ibilitic:; in the r.01~ 
armed fore.cs th.:it wil I he more exposed l·1hcn,our forces .ire withdr.:?1-111. 
These vulrn;raUili,tic:; lie in the urcil of tnnks, clnti-t.:ink cilpuhility, 
ab i I i ty to t rnn!:.por t forces rcJp i cl l y, air de: fensc, su rnd J 1 uncc, st~curc 
con1ml!nic,1ticms ~nd t,,cticcJJ cnrly wnrning. Fin.:illy ilrc there other up-
grading rn~~u~urc:; nc:~clcd to further reduce the loss in deterrence ilnd r.01:: 
sc-lf confid.::ncc.? The l~ttcr is obviously il highh· jud~r.ientol mutter. To 
assure th.:it vulncr.1bilities ucrc met 1·1ith the proper L<e1lancc: of forces, 
We sought the ;;:dvicc of the Joint Chiefs on the. ovcr..il 1 prudent ris" force 
level n~cdcd by 1932. 

This anc1lysis..,is prel imincJry. Mc1ny uncertainties still exist c1s to 
the required force improvcr.:c.nts. We must also 1-,~igh R.OK .:in.ulysis of 
defense requircrn:.-nts. Our analysis assumes that th~ ROl~'s o;·,n torce 
Improvement Pl.:.n ~-10..1ld continue to receive t,he necessary funding uncl 
5upport for co::;pJction on schC:cluJe. However, th.at plan also nc~ds recon-

,;. ·s :I de ration in 1 i gh t of our rco1ovil I of. forces. Requ i rcments ilrc over ~nd 
1,., above currently planned improvements • ., 
~ We 
• - needed. 
....I 

estimDtc 
Another 

i3 oinim.il level of 
$20~ million i1ould 

$5D0-6bo m'iI1ion inequipr..cnt is 
be an important insurance factor • 

1,., The recommended n:ec1ns/costs involved in providing theequip:i:~nt for 
a, the required ROI\ force upg r.:ic.lc a re as fo 11 o,..,s: -~. - Trilnsfor to the r.01~ of ct'!rtuin 2nd Infantry Division .,nd Eiqhth 

0
us Amv rquiri:•··nt. The US is t.:iking the most po1·:erful division out at 
the l(orciln ckifonsc st n1c ture. The F:.ot\ wi 11 clcnumd its rep 1,accn:cnt .1nd ni 11 

»almost certainly n.~qucst the transfer Of as much <IS pos~;ible of ttiis 
O.equipms?nt. In dctCJrmining what might be turned :over, our on.'.llysis 1.,;,1..i~ced 
o ~he cri ti cul need of the! US /1.rmy for pc1rt of the~ r.quipme.nt against tile 

Q...ru.•:-cds of the r.mi.. It wils determined thot most of the. .:irtillcry {3 105 
How Dns, 1 155 llo~·t Bn and 1/3 Bin SP How Dn) 0111 t1f thci TOH .:inti-tilnk 
missIJcs (7 comjh1nics), 90 UH-IH helicopters, .16 CH-11] hcliccrlcrs, six 
-nrmorcd vehicle lc'.1U11ch bridges (/\VU:), miscellaneous survui l luncc, 
target crcqu is i lion nnd n i r,ht obscrv.1 ti on i tcr:ts., .::nd · s,omc rn I .i Lml comrnu11 i c;:i
t ions 1:quipm.:-11t should !Jc tr.in::.forrcd. The alrc·.:i<ly pronrm,1111cd tr.:m!'>fcr 
of h~o cir tflc thrr.t'. Ht,\./':. lnlttul ions siltisfics tht~ r.rrn, fNJuirr·nh~tlt for ;:dr 
dcf,·ns,· mis~;ilcs of Lh,1t type. The rcplc1ccn,~.!nt Villue: of lhi:. ,.. .. quil'at~·nl 
is. ;;ippr-u:d1:i~1lt·lr $)00 mi 11 ion. 

The M-60 L.tnks.·s,fiouTJ t,c bro1111ht b,icl: \:ith our fore<.'!. r..iuc ... ~ tlu•y ;11·<· 

er i l i c.i I J y 11 ... •c,.h~d ,;·y ·\lie /\nny ;me/ ~<1ou Id llt· 1111r.11p('nr l ,1ft J ,. hy t hr fmK 1111 I(·~~: 
iJ st•p;w.:ill' lu~1i~tic !•)'.'i.tt.·rn l·1.i:, d11 Vtilop1·d. T/i,.•.Hilh,lr.,1...-11 of the fi1q,n11,•f 
of tl.1•·;,, t:ml;•~ \·:iL11 _t/, .. ir· H•!,:,~11 <HIil:, i!, m:,•·,1 r•rrv,.li\.',·ly (.11,:;wu•,:tll·d l•y 
m1 $If. 11i I l i1,n ((y/_i: d11T l,1ri.) "i';,r;id,· nf i'r.1 r.{1:: r:.'.3 /.I t,111!., l" th,: 1-i',O 
c-~11:,:1r;1hlt· /;11~1 r,:,, \·:l1i1l1 ,:<.· r,·ni::;;:i,:11tl, ·/\J,,1, 1~·1u;·11i1,:1 l·:i1h 11111 f,u-,..:,.:, 515



,,_. 
"' ·.·'·· 

Ql 

"' 0 

>, 

°" 0 

q 

•, •• 
.... '., . . . l \.,._ ..... -

· • Y , wou Id he such 111,,j or' i L1·111s- us 170 arrnnrcd p~r!",nnnc 1 c:.:a~r icrs (/\re) , 11 
bo1LLcric:-. of vulciJ.n/..:h:ip.Jr'rC'l uir dcf,,ni.a: w,•npm1s, hcnv\• cn~1int.•r.r cc1uip
mcnt1 radic,-.., ,:md hclir.:opl.cr~. Tltci;c·h\1lico11tcrs indutlc 35 UH-Ill (truop 
Cilrric•r) 17 CH-l:7 (l~i::avyl i rt), 110 011-5G (ub!.crvnticm) ilnd 27 All•IGs · · 
(attnck). This equipment is eill1cr above rcc01nm~nd rc.:quircmr.!nts, 
unsuilnblc.: for the ROl{,or by the tirr.a our, forc1,-. arc prcpnrcd· to turn nvl.!r 
needed i tcm::., the ROK 11i 11 hnvc procured under the fore~ l1•1provcmr.nL rrc,~1r-:im 
rcca:;:mcndctl 1 eve Is of thc-r.c or other more- .:appropr h1 te. 1·1;:;.1rc,ns and c>qu i 1•mc11 t. 
The ROI\, hrn,,~Vt!r, is almo!it" certain to insist. uµon the turnover of such 
items.as /\PCs.· We cnvi:.ion that sensitive criUcill c«pnbilitics 

. Support i!cquisi tion .of new unpro;trummC'.d cqu-ipm~nt by the :r.OI~ frn::i .j 

US prC1cfocticm. So.110 ROI~ needs fur cquip.T.1.!nt by 19~2 can b~·s.:lti~ficc.l 
routine:Jy fro::i US arms production capab"ility not afready ·committed to 
·either fi'rin FJ1S crl~es or US Army progr;:ms. Mlljo·r ctlurpr..cnt in this 
category includes 9 1/3 .S-in. ha,..:itzcr battol ions, an arr:,orcd vehicle 
launch br-itlgc and 10 TOU anti-tank mis·s·ilc companies at .::i cost of c,;bo_ut 
$200 million. One problem to be dealt with here is prioritiznt.ion for 
allocation of this production between ROI\ requirements .:lnd projected .but 
.not firm FHS cases for other countries. Further analysis will be required 
to determine the pressures we wi l1 fa~e. 

- Adtlitionril units/equipment. To achieve the necesso::ry r.OK force 
for 1982, so~~ e:quipment CEln only be.provided through· accelcrilterl dcliv~ry 
and d Iver:; ion or assets fro:n othc:r FMS cus·to;:icrs c:md/or /1.rmy progr"m:.. 
Our anal~·sis has not ·progress.ed far enough to identify po~cntiu11y , 
.affected FMs· customers or asses!- the resulting pressures. Diversion fror.1 
Arrrrt pro9 rams, hol\•ever, w i I J aggravcitc. a 1 ready er i ti ccl 1 shor tagcs of these 
Items. Hcljor equipmc,;nt items: included i_n this cutt•gor'y arc L\·.'O hc-.id
quartcrs hcltferics for a field artillery groupt six target acquisition 
·batteries an·d one battery 'of short ran;e air de:fcnr.e missile~. Rcl.1tivc to 
overall Army rcquf:-ement:., howc:vcr~ potential diversion!;; arc smnll . .:ind 
would.have little: negative impact. 

• 

Support incr-r..JSC"S in war rcservc,s. \./hc.tht"r or not US ground forct>s· 
arc in KOrc.:i, ~.ignificailt shortages exist i'n war-reserve 1_11ilturial slock
f>ilcs tn horcll. 

Ammunition stock.pi Ins m.:iy uho 
need si9nific.::int .zc.lditiuns, though when the FY7G ~uthori;:;:,,fion for ll$-
titlcd Wnr ncis .. ·rvu Stocks for Al I ics is ilpprovcd, ii 30-dn~· ~uprlY of" ~1rrn.md 
force munitions uilJ nC'nrly be. complete .C">:ccpt fnr 
som~: spt>c i fi c l ypr.·s of ;n:rmm i Lion. Th1? JCS- rccc1n!lm•mJs Llwt 
stocl:r,ilc in .:111 \!Im c.:1t,·~1nr.i,·:.. !w m.iin1.1in1·d •. 'rl1i~ r,n,vi,I._~·· .: u:ir 
·fighting c.:ip.ihility 1·1hii1• .i 

lo!Ji~tic pipeline 

. -·· 

2 
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AJthuurJh uur .irnly5i~ chi.irly indiC:.:1lc!. !~(11\IC \Hi.H d~:ric:icncy, \,tt•.h,wc 
not.yr:l b':'t·n uhlc to ott11ch prc·ci!,c dull.:1r fiuun·~. It s·cc111~ lil-.:.L·ly th,,t 
thcr,t: rc•!,lirvc·'i cou Id he .111!.Jllldl l rd to somt~ 1 eve I Liy J 9~:2 
with ·continu\·d crft,rls p.J!it lli.it d,,tl~. It m.:ty bt.•. Lhill Llic Uull: c,f Lht! 
co::.t c.in be born<.· [;y the r.Ot~ thr-0~1;1h FUS cm:c purchns~ or locul 111~.nuf.-:1c;ll1rc • 

..-:bc'lut URI\ ~ncl \"Ii th the 
withdrn~·t.:il o( US groun·d combat forces. In ,•,ny c\~t.~nt, more .:in;;:ily::i5 is 
required before we can provid~ prcc.isc ·rc..o:;o::1:a~:ud.1Liuas. 

Support for P.O!~ tr.,ininn. The key f.ictor in thn .11.Jil ity of the 
Ro1, to ~hsarb ne:t·t c:,1uip;;:cnt into its .:irm;:d forces is tr.:iining. r.m~ 
personnel h.:iv~ D1rc.icly re;ccivcd a wide variety of US J\rmy professional 
mililaq• cc.luc.:ition ~n<I resource r:1nm19cmcnt tr.lining. Our prim.:iry effort 
no\·/ must he to upnr-.1.:fo specific militnry ;:md technical skill$. The problem 
is thnt r.01::. und US schools .:ire opcruting nc~Llr cap,,city omd the trc1ining 
est.:blblimcnt in the US either facc5 competing priorities .or no Jon er 
offers n:::quirc,d courses for older equipm~nt, We 
need to bee,f up ·trriining c~pobiliticSfiCrc and in Korcil. Both i'.J pion for 
the ph)'sicul ir.:.prov:.::mf.:uts .:ind considcrntions rcg.:irding fundin8 rcql1ire 
study, As u gcnernl principh::, honcvcr, we ,bcl icvc tli~t the truining 
should he fundc:d by u combimaion of the 1:ilitary·Education nnd Training 
Program Dnd th~"? ROI\ through Fr:S cuscs. Further anulysis to identify costs 
!s being initiilt.cd • 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

TOP SEGPJ::'r • May 28, _1977 

TO: 

FROM: 

The President 

General Gcorg:is. Brown, Chairman, Joint 
pq..,,Chiefs of Staff 

Philip C. ga,aib, Under Secretary of State 
for Political Affairs 

SUBJECT: Troop Withdrawal from Korea 

~n compliance with your instructions, we held 
consultations in t.~e Republic of Korea and in Japan 
on the Presidential decision to withdraw United States 
ground forces from Korea. Detailed reports of the 
discussions held have been filed with the Secretary 
of State and the Secretary of Defense. The following 
are our principal observations and conclusions. 

KOREA 

President Park and bis principal ministers 
now have a clear understanding of the 
Presidential directive concerning troop 
withdrawal from Korea. Al.though they would 
prefer no change in force levels, they unde=
stand specifically that the United States 
Second Division and supporting elements are 
to be withdrawn from Korea in a phased manner 
within a period of 4-5 years. 

While the United States program is accepted, 
there was clear concern for the risk of instability 
on the Korean Peninsula unless ncompensatory 
actionsn were taken in conjunction with the 
withdrawal so as to maintain an acceptable balance 
of military power during and following our 
ground force withdrawal. 
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~compensatory actions" is a term used by 
the Koreans to include the transfer of 
additional U.S. military equipment and 
the expansion of Korean ability to produce 
arms and other military requirements. 
The specific items and quantities of 
equipment are yet to be defined but 
include such things as anti-tank weapons, 
artillery, communications equipment, air 
defense weapons, etc. We did not discuss 
quantities or the value of assistance to 
be provided. We stressed the necessity 
for Congressional approval and appropriation 
for any compensatory action. 

It will therefore be essential that 
Congressional support be secured for the 
programmed withdrawal of our forces. 
Specifically, Congressional agreement 
should be sought for those compensatory 
actions which should be agreed upon and 
defined in general terms at the forthcoming 
Ministerial Security Consultative Meeting 
which is due to be held in Seoul in July. 

In our discussion of Command arrangements, it 
was agreed to plan for a combined U.S./ROK 
Conunand. The character and functions of 
the Command will be the subject of consultations 
between General Vessey and Korean military 
authorities with the objective of agreeing on 
the new structure at the forthcoming Security 
Consultative Meeting. The Command will be 
formed and operating when the initial increment 
of U.S. ground forces is withdrawn from Korea 
before the end of calendar year 1978. 

It was generally accepted that a U.S. Officer 
would command the Combined Command so long 
as the bulk of the Second Division (defined 
as two Brigades plus the Headquarters), remains 
in Korea. Command arrangements beyond that 
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point will require further discussion. 

In view of the Korean attitude toward 
Command arrangements and in response to 
President Park's specific request, it is 
recommended that when the second increment 
is withdrawn, no later than the end of June 
1980, it should be so structured that the 
Second Division Headquarters and two Brigades 
remain. This will still allow for the 
projected 15,000 ground personnel to be 
withdrawn in the first two increments. 

JAPAN 

The discussions in Japan with the Foreign 
Minister and Self Defense Agency were "pro 
forma• because of the number of people 
involved and the danger of leaks to the press. 
The discussion with 2rime Minster Fukuda was 
substantive and informative. 

In general the Japanese also would prefer 
maintenance of the status quo. However, 
they seemed to accept our explanation of 
why U.S. ground forces were being withdrawn 
and our determination to maintain security 
on the Korean Peninsula. 

Prime Minister Fukuda emphasized the importance 
of reassuring all the friendly countries in 
East Asia of the continued presence and 
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and commitment of the United States to the 
security of the region. We delivered to 
Fukuda the President's message concerning 
the importance of Japan's contribution to 
Korea's security. The Prime Minister 
understood and asked that the President be 
assured that Japan would contribute, as it 
could, to South Korea 1 s economic and political 
strength through Japan's decisions on trade 
and investment and in the way in which Japan 
would publicly handle relations with North 
and South Korea respectively. 

Both in Japan and Korea, in describing the 
proposed U.S. course of action, great stress 
was placed on the following points: 

l. The United States would remain a 
Pacific power with substantial 
military capability in a forward 
position; 

2. The United States com.'llitment to the 
Mutual Security Treaty with the 
Republic of Korea remains firm; 

3. The United States would withdraw 
ground forces in a phased manner 
so that the military balance would 
generally be maintained and 
instal:iility would not result; 

4. We were confident that the program 
could be carried out successfully 
based upon the economic strength of 
Korea, the Korean people's will to 
resist Communism and the deterrent 
capability of the Korean and U.S. 
forces remaining in the area. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D, C. 20301 

MEMORANOUM FOR THE PRESIOENT 

SUBJECi: My Trip to Korea 

'·"' 
1 2 JUL 1977 

; . 

I am going to Korea on July 22 for the annual Security Consultative Meeting 
of Defense Ministers, which will also continue the consultative process set 
in motion by Phil Habib and George Brown. This meeting is particularly 
important because 1t formally initiates a major change in our military 
presence in Korea. I will need to go over again with the Koreans the 
dimensions of our withdrawal of ground combat forces, assure them publicly 
of our commitment to their security, and assuage their concerns regarding 
the timing of our withdrawal and its impact on deterrence. The koreans 
will also want some indication of the tailgi-ble measures we will take to 
help them improve their forces and better insure continued deterrence on 
the peninsula. It is imperative that this meeting demonstrate to Asia 
and to the world US/ROK agreement on carrying out our withdrawal program. 
I will also touch on -- and only with President Park -- the relationship 
between human rights in Korea and our ability to maintain support ln 
Congress and in the public for our Korean efforts, I need your guidance 
on a number of issues. (Security assistance is being handled in a 
separate memorandum from ·the Secretary of State and myself.) 

Decisions 

1. Troop Withdrawal. On accepting our overall force withdrawal schedule, 
President Park stressed the need to keep two brigades in the 2d Infantry 
Division structure until the last withdrawal. Park believed this was 
of the highest psychological importance. He accepted that the two 
brigades would be below their authofized strength and that we would not 
change the present withdrawal numbers (6,000 in the first phase, 9,000 in 
the second). To make tetehtion of a second brigade more attractive to us, 
Park indicated that as long as the bulk of the division remained (i.e., 
the division headquarters and two brigade headquarters), the US commander 
would maintain operational control (OPCON} over South Korean forces. You 
have approved in principle Park's reqUest and to this end allowed for 
7,000 combat spaces to be held for the final withdrawal. You asked that 
we withhold telling him that for the moment. I think my visit is a 

C 1 ns s tr! 0 d. by-~ ~£.Jl@L ___________ -------_ ------_ 
E.'TI::t.PT FR)M GE!'!Ent,L D:C·'.3~.-t\SS!FIC,',T!Q!l SCHEDULE OF 
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critical point for Park,, and I bait eve it ls essentlal that I be' allowed 
to transmit to him In Seoul your agreement to his request. He expects 
an answer. Unless 1 communicate to hfht;..your favorable response, we will 
have major difficulties over the establl~ment of adequate conrnand ar
rangements and the atmosphere for discussion of other thorny issues 
will be sedously damaged. JP' 

2. Combf ned Conmand and OPCON. President Park's wl 111 _ngness to 1 et the 
US keep DPCON over ROK forces as long as we maintain the 2d bl vision Head
quarters and two brigades gives us what we want on command arrangements. 
Park also agreed to early negotiations at the military staff level on 
creating a new conmand structure -- a US-ROK combined staff·- Which would 
come Into existence by the time the ftrst US ground forces are withdrawn 
in 1978. It was also agreed that this combined structure would be in 
addition to the present UN Command, which we would maintain until suitable 
arrangements are made to continue the Annistlce Agreement or to replace 
it with mutually acc~ptable peacekeep,lng arrangements on the peninsula. 

We have begun work on establishing the combined command with the 
Koreans and have reached some general conclusions on- the structure. It 
would be commanded by an American with a Korean as deputy. The target date 
for its inception would be October 1. 1978. The ma.Jof problem to work out 
is what US forces, If any, are to be assigned In peacetime to the combined 
conmand. We have to be careful on this score. 1 propose to review with 
the Koreans, concur In the terms of reference (TAB A), and encourage the 
Koreans to continue developing with us the details of the corrmand's 
organization and functions. I will at this time make no colllllitments on 
Inclusion of any US forces. We.will also begin consultations with the 
Congress on this subject and the scope of the proposed bilateral agree
ment that will establish this combined conmand. 

Disapprove ----------

-fOP SEBRET SENSITIVE 

526



,._ 
~ 
"' -...., 
"' w 
I;; 
"" '-' ,._ 
g; 

.u, .. 

3 

4. Other Supplementary Measures to ·shore Up Wlthdrawal. While primary 
Korean attention will be focused on t,he transfer of equipment from the 
2d Divls1on and sales ,of hardware under the Foreign M111tary Sales 
Program, I believe that some supplementary measures to derronstrate our 
commitment·, c11nd our capabl Ji ti es to carry out our corrmi tment, would be 
useful. These other measures, outlined briefly below, would be designed 
to serve as a warning to North Korea and provide reassurances to the South 
Koreans on our capability and willingness to employ military forces on 
their behalf. 1 propose to tell the-ROK that we will be taking these 
measures over time. 

- Improved Air Force Posture in Korea. The ROK has proposed that 
we double our tactical air presence to reinforce deterrence. I do not 
believe that is necessary. I propose rather to increase at an appropriate 
tlrne the USAF tactical fighter strength in Korea from 60 to 72 aircraft 
(72 aircraft is equivalent to one full wing) with the planes to come from 
CONUS. The costs of thls move would be modest -- some $7 million. I 
will also propose to the Koreans that they undertake a program to upgrade 
facilities at those air bases designated to receive these and potential 
US augmentation forees. · 

I will also inform the Koreans that the E•3A AWACS aircraft, which 
will be deployed to Okinawa in 1980, will be available to respond quickly 
to any emergency In Korea and to exercise under the combined co~nd. 

- Exercises and Deployments. As a dem6nstratlon to both Koreas and 
to Japan of US commitment to the security of South Korea, I propose to 
upgrade and Increase our military exercises in the area. Temporary 
deployments of US ground, ·naval and air and mobility assets will be 
gradually Increased in size, frequency and duration concomitant with US 
ground force withdrawals. Costs of these Increased exercise deployments 
will require specific budgetary support from the Administration and the 
Congress for the service budgets. To gain the maximum impact from this 
incr~ased exercise program, we propose to increase public affairs coverage 
of each military exercise in the Korean area. Carefully orchestrated 
pubflcity will help reassure our Northeast Asian allies while simultaneously 
contributing a measure of deterrence to North Korea •. New training exercises 
will be coordinated with State and NSC. 
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5. US Arms Transfer Pol Icy. Presid,ent Park and other senior ROKG 
officials are upset about Korea•s excl~slon from the list of close allies 
having a special relationship in termS•of our arms transfer policy. 
President Park asked that his personal concern be conveyed to you on 
thl s. 1' 

would not recormnend attempting to include the ROKG in our overall 
arms transfer policy on the same terms as our NATO, Japan and ANZUS 
partners. I wi 11 reiterate to the ROK that we wi 11 sympathet i ca 11 y 
cons l der legitimate l<orean defense needs. I be 1 I eve, however, we have 
to come up with forthcoming language in my joint communique which 
indicates that under our existing policy ROK needs, with regard to 
procurement of mi11tary equipment, will be met. Given your wish to 
encourage development of appropriate ROK defense Industries, Including 
co-production, I would also include some favorable, although carefully 
couched, language on this score. 

Cy Vance concurs with this memo. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE. 

WASHINGTON 

:rop SEGRE'!' /SENSITIVE 

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 

PARTICIPANTS: 

DA TE' Tilv1E I 
& PLACE: 

SUBJECT: 

President Garter 
Secretary of Defense, Harold Brown 
Zbigniew Brzezinski, Assistant to the 

President for National Security Affairs 
Michael Armacost, NSC Staff Member 

July 14, 1977: 2:00 - 2:30 p. m. 
Oval Office 

Security Consultative Meeting in Korea 

The President reached the following decisions concerning issues expected 
to arise at the US-ROK Security Consultative Meeting scheduled to take 
place in Seoul, Korea, on July 25-26: 

1. Troop Withdrawal Schedule 

Secretary Brown is authorized to inform President Park that two 
brigades and the Division Headquarters (but no more than 7,000 2nd 
Division personnel) will remain in South Korea until the third and final 
increment of our withdrawal. 

2. Command Arrangements 

Secretary Brown is authorized to negotiate with the Republic of Korea 
command arrangements along the lines of the attached terms of reference, 
and to include an appropriate reference to this in the SCM Communique, 
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4. SuPplementary Measures to Shore Up Deterrence 

The President indicated general approval for some future augmenta
tion of U.S. Air Fan:e "!atti cal fighter strength (from 60 to 72 aircraft), the 
deployment of E-3A AWACS aircraft to Okinawa, and more frequent and 
visible military exercises, provided the implementation of these steps is · 
coordinated closely with State and the NSC. 

5. Arms Transfer Policy 

The President authorized Secretary Brown to express in the SCM 
Communique (subject to the President 1 s approval of the language) a forth-

' coming attitude toward support for several Korean arms transfer requests, 
a'.nd U.S. support, with appropriate caveats, for the development of the ROK 
defense industry, including co-production, 

6. _Military Assistance 

The President indicated his desire to develop a comprehensive five
year program of military assistance for South Korea, noting that we stand 
a better chance of obtaining Congressional support for a substantial program 
now than later when the impact of cuTrent investigations may undermine 
support for Korea on the Hill, The President suggested that Secretary 
Brown undertake meetings with Congressional leaders, in the coming week _ 
to develop a better sense of Congressional attitudes toward the mix between -
equipment transfers and FMS credits in the overall assistance package we 
present to the Koreans at the Sdvt The President suggested that Secretary 
Brown candidly explain to the Koreans these Congressional reactions~ and 
our need to fashion a program which takes them adequately into account. 
In addition, he suggested that Brown remind the Koreans that their perform
ance on the human rights front will have a direct and immediate bearing on 
our ability to secure Congressional approval !or such concrete measures 
as we eventually propose. 

The President indicated that if Frank Moore arranges a meeting next 
week between Secretary Brown and Congressional leaders in the Roosevelt 
Room, he would be glad to drop by • 
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7. Future of the 2nd Division 

Secretary B:rown noted that it is not necessary to deciQ.e at this point 
the future of the Znd Division, but stated his owq belief that it: should be 
returned to the U.S._ and programmed against worldwide contin_gencies. 
Acknowl<!:dging that a decision need not be made at this time, the 
President agreed with the view -- shared by Zbig Brzezinski -- that 
Secretary Brown had just expressed. 

:'!2!: !z:SC!,,Jj;+(.SENS!TIVE - XGDS 

531
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10RANDUM -EONFIDENTIAL 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

--OONFIDENTIA±, INFORMATION 
July 21, 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKil.51 

SUBJECT: Congressional Reactions to our Korean Policy -'-._, .. 

The reaction of Congressional 'leaders to Harold Brown rs Korean briefing 
this morning was_y~,~:Y--~f:i.Hly. ~ot ,on

1
e Se:qator or Congressman spoke up 

in support of .!J:ie_ trOop \.\'.:~th9-r_ay,,al. ¥anY e·xpre~-$;-ed 'rSUfl''i'glit"'oppcrsition 
~r _:gpted 'sJ_g~1Jf{ca;nt m)s givl11gs. It iS_.,ciea:t'<t-b.3} :.&;:; -· fas:: e· an uphill' 
b<:1-_~ttes~P.~tJ1,i's: is_sue 'Yi.th Congre.!'j~, "Some al'e 'Sti.li' u~·-eas'y with the man:~er 

T~ Which the decisioll was m·a·cre:··' Others are still waiting for a convincing 
rationale, There have been a variety of explanations why troop withdrawals 
are not a bad idea, but no compelling case has been presented as to why it 
is a good idea. 

N.oA, B,7_ 

We heard some of the results this morning. Derwinsky, Tower, Glenn, 
and Stratton all expressed concerns about the impact of the withdrawals 
on our reputation as a great power. Case and Humphrey acknowledged 
misgivings that our w:ithdrawal was not made conditional upon reciprocal 
moves by North Korea to stabilize the status quo. Don Fraser noted that 
the policy would save no money, yet would relinquish a source of !eve-rage 
in relation to internal political reform inside South Korea. Lester Wolf, 
Clem Zablocki, and others echoed these concerns. 

ln short, sentiment in favor of troop withdrawal is at best lukewarm and 
passive. This is bad enough, but worse yet are the indications that it 
will be very difficult to secure the needed military assistance to upgrade 
ROK defenses as we withdraw. To withdraw without providing such 
assistance would be disastrous to our Asian policy and our reputation as 
a serious world power. Yet support for an aid package is going to be 
difficult to muster, George Mahon and Chuck Percy both suggested that 
there could be no less propitious moment to ask for additional aid for 
Korea. Some, lilce Fraser, will oppose on human rights grounds, Others 
because they are against military assistance per se. Still others because 
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t.h:ey oppose the withdrawal. And many Congressmen may vote against 
a ±eque-st to prove to the folks back home that their vote has not been · 
bought. Les Aspin is p-exsuaded that these groups togethei: constitute 
a rnajority of the House of Representatives. 

One is forced by these considera,tions to several conclusions: 

-- First., in talking to the Koreans next week, Harold Bro'WU 'Vn.11 
have to pull his punches a bit~ He will have to indicate ou-r dete:nnina~ 
tion tb supply sul;)stantial military-assistance, but should leave :fle:xible 
the mix of equipment transfers and FMS credits. (I belie,re we will 
have to emphas.ize the former, :mimmiz.e the latter.) And he will need 
to avoid saying precisely when we will pr.esent a request for assistance 
to the HilL 

-- To secure support fo:r aid, the Administration will have to mount 
a very major effort involving the expenditure of significatjt political 
capital without any ce:r.tainty that such an effo:rt .can suc~eed o~ the Hill. 

-- Cong:ress considers the ·pxesence of U. S~ troops essentially 
in terms of our. defen;,e interests, but assesses n:d.lita.ry assistance in 
terms of othe:r: :factors. We sa.y we cannot remove U.S. troops without 
aug;m-enting ROK military capabilities. Congres-s buys the proposition, 
but would prefer to a.c;conunodate it by leaving troops there rather than 
by'·~·,:i-pro_priatin15a la:rge--·ne:w-a·Ssistance-package·.; - --" -"'- -

-- Finally, all of the above as well as the Korean scandal in Cong_ress, 
may warrant some adjus-trrient. in our with4ra:wal po.Hey. Such an adJust
ment could come th1•ough a stretchout i_n the schedules or by making its 
implementation conditional upon steps by North Korea. We have pre
se:rved flerlbility for such a contingency·by avoiding a fixed date for 
the completion of withdrawals. We-need.not £_all.back now, but I wanted 
to alert you to the fact that we may·li'a.V~-t-0 fa"~~: th~~'E{"fO·ugh chokes 
when Harold BroV,fll comes back f:rOni.his di_scussionS htSeoul. · --

-COfUIDEl~ - GDS 
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July 29, l977 

MEMOAANDUM FOR RillllGNiEl~NSKI 

FROM: MICHAEL ARMAGOST 

SUBJECT: Addendum to Weekly .Report 

Security Consultative Meeting in Seoul 

Harold Brown1 s meetings {July 25 and 26) with. President Park and 
ROK Defense Mhilater Suh Went rather smoothly. Korean anxieties · 

~~i"l'.:!U.J'.,..troop withdraw.al.a re.me~. i:i!'.ep·~~n':l Pe_~~-!'~- 'Bi.tt·:""th·~ ""' 
ROK Government, rather than challengBlg the premises of the withdrawal 
ltseli, chose to press hard £or items it wanted - ... partlcula.rly the 
completion of a compensatory package prior to the withdrawals, 
President Park welcomed your letter 6[ reassurance, your decision to 
leave two brigades and the division headquarters untll the last with
drawal phase, tt1e prospect of some augmentation of our air units, and 
the promise 0£ larger, more frequent, and more visible joint military 
exercises in the future. Agreement was reached on tb.e terms of 
reference for a combined command to be created by October, 1978. 
Secretary Brown provided Suh wltb. a list 0£ items the U.S. plans to 
transfer to the ROK on a cost-free basis, subject to Congressional 
approval; the equipment on tb.e list has a replacement value of roughly 
$ZOO million. The South Koreans sought addltlonal items, notably 
M·60 tanks and additional helicopters; and we agreed to produce by 
mid .. Qctober, on the basis 0£ consultations with the R.OK and Congress, 
a comprehensive list of R.OK equipment needs, indicating whether 
specific items would be provided vi.a c-oet .. £ree transfers; FMS credits, 
or case sales, He noted that we would continue to seek FMS credits 
at roughly current levels to support tb.e FIP. Brown indicated a 
geµerally forth.coming attitude toward helping th.e ROK develop its 
defense industries. (with caveats, however, toward development of 
export capabilities and efforts to acquire advanced weapons production 
capabilities.) He expressed willlngness to sell th.e improved Chaparral 
for dellvery in 1981; to provide F-16 data now and consider sale in 
1981·"1982; to contemplate coproduction of the Vulcan anti-aircraft 

1' OP SECij;EJi:/ SENSITIVE XGDS 
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system; and to consider sale of A .. 10 aircralt. He disclosed that we 
would not approve the sale of the Lance or Stinger systems to the 
ROK. Brown foreewore discusalona of the Korean problem with tb.e 
North in forums which exclude the ROK. (And he indicated our 
dlsposltion to seek adllitlonal FMS credits Lor Korea while continuing 
to support the FIP with FMS credits at roughly current levels. ) In 
a private session with Brown, 

Harold will probably wlsh to discuss this 
am.i:r questions -- as well as Congressional dlecu.aalone o.f our Korean 
policy -- with you on Tuesday. 

•. '!'OP S:l!!CltE'I' /SENSITIVE 
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..P?Nf'tllElqTI t, L 

MEUORANDU}.f OF COXVERSATI0); 

President Park Chung Hee PARTIC_IPANTS: 
lo.fr. Choi Kwang-Soo, Chief of. Protocol, Blue House-

Secretary of Defense Harold Brown 
Ambassador William H. GlPysteen, Jr. 

DATE AND PLACE: November 7, 1978; Combined Forces Command Head-· 
quarters, Seoul, Korea 

SUBJECT: Korea's Im3g~iJI, the UO""i ted States/the Human Rights 
Problem 

·After the cake-cutting at the President's tea for the 

new Combined Forces Command, Secretary Brown had a brief private 

conversation with Pres'ident Park. Picking up fi:··::ini his ear.Ii.er 

comments about the need to broaden the base of public support 

in the United States for th~. US/ROK relationship, the· Secreta.ry 

suggested there was no substitute for direct observation if one 

~ere ~o appreciate f~lly Korea's tremendous economic progI"ess 

and th·e way the bE(nefi ts of this progress were distributed to 

Various elements of the. pop,ulation. He was 'convinced that the> 

.(. 
~ !:: 
.0 

American picture of.Korea would benefit far more from·. the na tura..C ?,,, 
' 1..2} 

process of Americans comi"ng to see Korea than by high pressure 

information campai~ns mounted by the Korean Government in the 

Wu ~. 
L 

• u 

United States. He went on to say that Korea's economic accomplish

ment.s werf> rin important U8p?.Ct Of human ri!:rhts which WU.!:> Often 

inadequatc•ly uppr<·(·iat,c~d hy Americans. Ur· nffr)rl'd to he: ;L!-; 

helpful as he could in bringing this point llomi:~ to AmerlE.'ans. 

In turn, PrenidF>nt Park would appreciate, as Ambassador Gleysteen 

.CONFIDE:TIAL DECLASSIFIED . 
.0.12958, sec.1.5 
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had re.cent ly e:•:plaintrd tu him, th0 conc.t:rn or tllf:' ;\meritmn 

pe,;:iple antl tl10 Admi.rtistration over human rig-hts~ He was sure 

the Presidnr.t was r;ivJng thoug_ht a.s to hnw progTP~.H could be 

made in this field. 

President Park agre!i?d that there was a p1:oblE>m in 

" 
American apprcci.at ion pf Krn:•ef.V'('a,t1sed_ by the recent scandals. 

they -had' caused serious difficulty. He agl"r_,(?d that travel _to, 

Korea by Americ~ns generally had a very favora_ble impact and· 

not ?.d that Korea wo.s making e~forts to inc>1·c:as1? the 'exchange 

of scholars and scientists-. Nevertheless, certain elements 

in America - had unfairly tarnished Korea's image. Last night~ 

for example, h~ had be<m·rtS.ding section::; or tht" Frn:.,:er ReJ'}ort. 

and round a number of astoundingly inaccurate, .:tsscr-

tians about Korean Government 

tha·t C6ngressional Committees 

activity.. Secretn.rv Brown comm,~nr 

gave the Admini;;:;tra~ion, as well ·, !'I 
L 

as foreign governments, a certain amount of trouble. but we 

had learned 1;0 live ,vith Congress-ional critic ism as a part of 

"' ·-
-., " L 0. 
~ 0 
-'-' 
L 

the detnoCra tic process., 
~ 

We appreciated the difficulty.sometirnP.s1 

caused for fared i-;n 1-;o .. :ernments. 

of the Combined Forces Command and asked th::it thu Secretary 

convey persona11y to -Prr-.side(!t Ca-rter his tb!tr:ks for the various 

measures discu.s;.-;ed <:arl ie-r in the- day. 

•CO!ffIOii:YTUL 
....... ---·-
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

--cc. 'V I'"'\ Ci
G107 c,' _,-

?/Q'&f,, -' 
October 20r 1979 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

Report to the President from Secretary Brown (U) 

The President has ·read Harold's acr.rmnt of his meeting with 
President Park in which Barold presented the President's 
letter on human rights and noted that while it was not 
our intention to allow the current situation to affect our 
~ecurity ties with the ROK, as a practi~al matter it would 
be difficult for us if there was no -:Pturn to a liberal 
~rend. Park said he is prepared to aLlCdpt private and 
informal u.s. advice on domestic matters, but not if the 
U.S. publicly criticizes his government by strong statements 
and actions such as the Ambassador's recall. (S) 

The President responded to this by noting "We will dedide 
how to react. 11 (C) 

Zbigniew Brzezinski 

-* c/<.31c,<>5"\'l~i!'J(, bJli':~ 
-SEel':ET ~ 

Review on October 20, 1985 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-80-0017, Box 66, Folder China (Reds) 
0092 (Jan-May) 1977. 

' ----·-~--- THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. O. C. 2.0301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

S FEB 1977 

SUBJECT: The People's Republic of China and US National Security Policy 

The security policy of the US is, and I believe should continue to be, 
cast primarily within the framework of the Soviet-American political and 
military balance. At the same time security planning must increasingly 
reflect the more complex character of the international system. This is 
particularly true with regard to our policy towards the People 1s Republic 
of China. Whatever the virtues of 11triangular11 diplomacy, China constitutes 
a growing power center of continuing importance. 

We have gained important security benefits irom our new relationship with 
Peking. We have substantially reduced the danger ofa conflict in northeast 
Asia and eliminated the friction that our China policy caused with major 
allies such as Japan. At least by comparison with what would otherwise 
have been the case, the Soviets have so far been forced to di'vide their 
military strength. Though this is a consequence of Soviet-PRC tensions 
rather than better US-PRC relations, the two are not unconnected. Thus, 
the most important factor for the next decade is that the US-PRC relation
Ship will be a major-influence on US-Soviet relations. 

I therefore conclude that this Administration must foster a relationship 
with Peking which gives greater global b_c1_l?.11.c.~ to our national security 
Position. Fai 1Ure to do so might grve us some short term benefits with 
the Soviet Union but ·at the price of potentially larger long term costs. 
Retrogression in·our China relations could also have major political costs 
for you and hinder your management of both domestic and foreign affairs. 

Security Concerns in the Evolution of China Policy 

·in terms of our security interests as seen from my vantage point at Defense, 
_there are three major policy areas of interest which will be affected by 
the evo]ution of China policy and the conduct of our relations with Peking: 

- US-PRC Relations and Our Dealings with the Soviet Union. Our policies 
regarding the Chinese will be a growing factor in Sino-Soviet relations and 
in our efforts to deal effectively with the Soviets. While to date the 
Russians have·been reserved in their responses to the more constructive 
relationship between Washington and Peking, changes in this relationship 
are llkely to stimulate important reactions from Moscow. Improvements in 
US~PRC relations and heightened levels of Sino-American cooperation may 

. , , (F,,1,\, 092-_f() 
331) - \;-o- 0017, hv•- {,{ ~ D~LASS1FIED \._' :-"'- -

~ { -',. "'J /\uthofl<\' EO 1295& 

S D 
.p Dat< I Much 2002 _ WllS 

l!l:::i~ if .i.<::'cl "1-.c.• __ • ____ •. eC ••. e.l ______ --·· ----- CMof, Q,clo.ssBr,Dtr &Roe 

Ii 7} 

.:~:cu,.,_ 1. .. -. ·: 
'"L"'"- · c· 3lDec2007 ~\., ..... .:..1., ·• ·• ----- ... -· 
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lead Moscow to inject the "'China factor 11 into future SALT negotiations 'and 
other aspects of the diplomacy of detente. This could cause them to seek 
parity as compared with the US .e.!.~.2 ... China _in arms agreements, or could 
make them more eager to reach such agreements with us and to ease relations 
with us. Stagnation or deterioration in US-PRC relations could relax 
Soviet anxieties, harden their negotiating postures with Us, and create 
opportunities for imp~ovements in Sino-Soviet relations. · 

\ - Effects of "Norma 1 i zat i on 11 of US-PRC Re 1 at ions. As you decide how 
\ to pick up the unfinished task of establishing a stable basis for future 

US-PRC relations, key issues of concern to the Defense Dep·artment will be 
the timing, the phasing, and the manner in which our present relatio·nship, 
with the Republic of China or Taiwan -- with whom we maintain a security· 
treaty -- will be altered; the future.disposition ~f certain in'telligence' 
functions and regional communications facilities on the island; the impact 
of any changes in our relationship with Taiwan on key Asian allies, es- 1 

· pecially Japan; and.what actions we might be willing to take to ensure 
that there is a peaceful settlement of the Taiwan question by the Chinese 
theritselves, 

- US-PRC Relations'and Third Country Issues. There are a number of 
third country areas -- Korea, Japan, South Asia, the Middle East and 
Europe -- where the Washington-Peking dialogue has led to parallel policies 
which. have served the security interests of both sides. Defense, of course, 
has great interest in this process and of how the China relationship might 
be used to reinforce .our security interests on issues 1 ike Korea or in 
response to any future crisis which might affect both countries. 

Issues for Immediate Consid_eration 

Our security interests in the evolution of our China po.licy are clear. 
They may loom larger and acquire greater importance over the next ten years 
as our present, / 1semi-normal 11 relationship with Peking matures. However, 
-there are some issues that I believe should be addressed early. These are: 

- The impact of an enhanced US-PRC relationship on Soviet-American 
r~lations and particularly on future SALT negotiations; 

- The effect of our actions with the Soviefs on our ability to pursue 
an effective China policy in the future; 

- The security of Taiwan under conditions of normalized US-PRC 
relations; and 

- The handling of our security relations in Asia (to include our 
policies towards friends~ allies and the PRC) in the interim, while our 
longer term China policy acquires shape and direction. 

J· recognize that China policy raises difficult questions and there may be 
great uncertainties involved in answering them. But I believe that they 
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need to be addressed in a thorough manner and that this process should 
begin soon. They have significant implications for our security policy 
and obviously for the Defense Department in particu1ar. 

In the previous Administration China policy was formulated in a very 
restricted forum by a very few individuals. I recommend against continu
ing that practice.· Our China policy is an integral part of American 
fo~eign policy and should no longer, in my view, be managed differently 
than other major elements of US national security policy. Beyond that 
there is the need to fashion a broad policy consensus on China policy 
within the United States Government. Nor does the.previous Administrption•s 
practice in this regard fit with the work style you have established for 
your Administration, a style th~t produces particularly enthusiastic 
support. among those who have experienced both. 

I believe there is a need to bring a broader systematic a·pproach to China 
policy. You may wish to establish a formal or informal group to review 
the various aspects of China policy. I have explained all this in greater 
detail in a separate memorandum to Zbig. 

cc: Secretary of State 
Assistant to the President 

for National Security Affairs 

• 

£EGRET EYES ONLY 
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Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, Brzezinski Donated Material, Geographic File, Box 9, 
Folder PRC Normalization (12/18/78–12/31/78).

. ,-• ' 
·__; '-• \ __ ; i. -- ..... l: 

/ 
THE SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON D C. 20301 (l 
DEC 2 1978 

MEMORANDUM FDR THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

SUBJE.CT: Normalization of Relations With the People 1 s Republic of 
China (U) 

\ 

% 1 have carefully reviewed your memorandum of 20 November, 
JCSM-335-78, which restates the Joint Chiefs of Staff support for nor
malization of U.S.-PRC diplomatic relations. I particularly noted several 
con cl us ions. 

- That normalization--if managed properly--should have a positive 
impa~t on Asian stability and may facilitate the mai.ntenance of a sub
stantial and constructive U.S. influence in the Pacific. 

- That the end 
can be compensated 
ti es to Taiwan. 

of diplo!Tlatic relations with the ·Republic of China 
by a continuation of st_rong economic and cultural 

- That if adeq1,Jate prov.Lsions_for th~_££!l!)nuir!Jl securi 1:Y._ of Taiwan 
are developed, the Mu..3!~] . ..Q.~fel!§.,~--S£..~ated. -

- ThaJ tQf.LJL._~-._sJ10-J!,l cL..P.L'?.Y.L£!e S_E!£..l!~1:§~Jg-Tujwan in the 
past-no rmtl,Lz.,.e.:J;l2D .... PSC..L<1.tj • 

c.sr These points are of central importance; I wi 11,bear them in mind as 

I 
we rrove toward normalization. I know you recognize that with respect to 
assurances concerning the security _of Taiwan, t_he. PRC -leaders havia 

-~~~·~ffnf~~"tF!e~~~·~~}l.-~h=~·.P c~~:~l-1~~ t /;~,::ltn~·:?!~t=,~~: 7~n !~~Tr~future . . 

- .. ' ' ~ -- •.. OJCS --------- --· ---
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301 

-,, __ -

December 9, 1978 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Normalization of Relations Hith the People's 
Republic of China (U) 

I am forwarding, for your information, an exchange 
of correspondence between me and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. It indicates that ~l.c ...... ctt:tLtLJsk ___ t~,,. .... D..PJ:f!13tL-
ization can be helpful, pro'VidinQ we conce_ntrate on th~ 

'baS"ic conclu_sion that they favor normalization and keep 
1:ne·:tr cOnce·r·i-is "in···minc!. · ", .. , 

Attachments 

(
> ,, 1', ' i .. , 

.c ... I S,c't al / ,:~ ... 

·; __ ._ l .. ',]' 

- \· _..,,, 
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' 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Harold Brown 

Trip to China 

September 16, 1979 

The time has come to develop a strategic dialogue and military 
c_.Onta"Cts with China to parallel arTangement~. we flave with the 
USSR. A visit to Beijing during my trip to Korea and Japan 
next month would provide a timely opportunity to initiate the 
pro.c_e_s_s. Fritz Mondale's discussions with Deng and Hua Guofeng 
ir1dicate that the Chinese welcome my visit. Our current dif
ficulties with the USSR (over the brigade in Cuba) and with 
the Congress (on SALT ratification) enhance the utility of an 
early trip. 

I would envisage a relatively brief stopover in Beijing --
2-3 days -- for talks with PRC leaders. I would not expect to 
engage in the kind of global tour d 1 horizon of shared political 
and security concerns which characterized earlier conversations 
with PRC leaders. Rather 7 I believe my substantive exchanges 
with them should concentrate on _the, global military. balance 
with emphasis on I) trends in the Soviet defense buildup, 2) 
the inherent strengths (as well as some vulnerabilities) in 
the US military posture, 3) the appropriate size and character
istics of China 1 s military capabilities, and 4) arms control 
issues of mutual interest (to emphasize this latter aspect I 
suggest having George Seignious accompany me). While I would 
also hope to see a bit of China, I would certainly avoid visiting 
any particularly sensitive geographical areas or military instal
lations. 

The principal purpose of such a trip would be further to broaden 
and deepen our bilateral relationship with China. Our relation
ship with Moscow has long contained a security component (i.e., 
arms control negotiations), and there have been occasional 
military-to-military contacts. During my discussions with 
Defense Minister Ustinov in Vienna, I invited him to visit the 
US. He said this was not the time to discuss such a visit. 
With the full normalization of our ties with Beijing, comparable 
arrangements with China are now appropriate. 

---------------------------

IHTL,\S;!rl[lJ 
,,,,,ha"'! i:c., 1:s<ji 
Jlo" lj M,•c!• ""J 
\'O,d. [),c< • ..,, B,. 0" ,\ ~" Wtl~ ~------~---j 
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Beyond this, however, I believe a trip at this time would help 
us with the Soviets although tl1ey will doubtless express dis
comfort. Indeed I believe it will help us because they will 
probably feel some discomfort, or at l~ast apprehension. The 
inference that Sino-US ties could take on more concrete security 
overtones in the future should provide the Soviets a powerful 
inducement for greater r.estraint and sensitivity to US interests. 
This lever is one of the few we have; it is perhaps the only 
one which the Soviets will immediately take seriously. And 
it would vividly demonstrate that failure to take our interests 
into account in areas of special geographic and historical 
sensitivity (e.g., Caribbean) can precipitate disquieting US 
actions toward their own neighbors. 

To be sure our relations with neither China nor the USSR would 
be advanced if my trip appeared hastily contrived for tactical 
advantage. But that is neither the fact nor our purpose. 
The trip was conceived, discussed and broached with the Ch.inese 
before the issue of the Soviet brigade in Cuba surfaced as a 
serious problem. Obviously we should emphasize that in any 
public statements about the trip's origins and objectives. 
At tl1e same time we cannot afford to allow the current state
of-play in US-Soviet relations to obstruct policy moves vis-a
vis Beijing which make sense on their merits -- as I believe 
this does. If we fail to follow up promptly on their positive 
response to the Vice President's soundings, the Chinese will 
very probably conclude that our concern about neg.ative Soviet 
reactions is the reason. This and other similar signs of US 
timidity could well influence the manner in which the PRC 
plays the US/USSR/PRC triangular relationship. 

In the light of these considerations, I believe we should 
immediately accept the Chinese invitation, and consult with 
them with a view to announcing sometime this week dates for a 
mid~October visit to China. That would permit time for orderly 
planning, allow for sufficient advance notice to key allies, 
avoid any connection with a,. possible "second lesson 11 China 
may contemplate administering to Vietnam, and enable the. visit 
to be added to my previously scheduled trip to the region. 

--~ffiRH/StNSlHVE 
·-~·-------------545



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D. C, 20301 

MEMORANDUM FDR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: HAROLD BROWN 

SUBJECT: Trip to Chinq 
I 

The time ·has come to develop a strategic; dialogue and military contacts with 
China to parallel arrangements we have with the USSR. A visit to Beijing 
during my trip to Korea and Japan next month would p~yide.a timely.op
portunity to initiate the process, FGLJ:z Mondale 1 s .~with Deng and 
Hu'a.Guofeng indicate that the Chinese~~ welcome my visit. Our current 
difficulties with the USSR (over the brigade in Cuba) and with the Congress 
(on SALT ratification) enhance the utility of an early tr-ip. 

I would envisage a relatively brief stopover in Beijing -- 2-3 days -- for 
talks with PRC leaders. l would not expect to engage iQ the kind of global 
tour d 1horizon of shared political and security concernS which characterized 

' earlier conversations with PRC leaders, Rather, I believe my substantive 
exchanges 1;11 th them should cohcentra te on the g loba I mi Iii ta ry balance with 
emphasis on 1) trends in the Soviet defense huildup,, 2) \the inherent strengths 
(as well as some vulnerabiHties) in the US military poslture, 3) the appropriate 
size and characteristics of China's military capabiHtie1s, and 4) arms contra! 
issues Of mutual interest (to emphasize this latter aspe1ct I suggest having 
George Seignious accompany me), While I would also hope\ to see a bit of 
China, 1 would certainly avo'id visiting any particularly\sensitive geograp~ical ·~ 
areas or mi Ji tary ins ta\ Jations, · l>k .~~~ 

l ")M;)-'t' t1-"-- S,.,..!4 ~ ~ 
The principal purpose of such a trip would be further tolbroaden and de en 
our b

0

1lateral relationship with China. Our relationship\with Moscow ha long 
contained a security component (i.e., arrn.s control negotiiations), and t ere 

' have been occasional military-to-mi1ittJ:Y~~£9ntacts, Duri\ng rnY fe.eLiil '1s-
cussions with Defense Minister Ustino~,,. 111n,!.,ited him to 

1
visit the US, With 

the full normalization of our ties with Beijing, comparab;le arrangements with 
China are now appropri~t:· , :;r~;t-..:4'1.,P. ·,,_.;, 1,e~,-.,,'rl':'7,,,,:u'l>f.t,,.l,/.,/c,.( 

., . ~.£a,! ·-T ....,,,.q,_.,,..r~J~f~~' 
Beyond this, ho1vever, I believe a trip at thi~ time wo !help us ~,ith the · ·· · 
Soviets although"they will doubtless express,;cliscomfort:: ,The inference that 
Sino-US ties could t,cike on more concrete security overtOnes in.the future 
should provide the Soviets a powerful inducement for greater restraint and 
sensitivity to US interests. This lever is one of the fe0 we have;~ 

[.Se-vi·e·l'-->-tonduc.t~,-i·nte,r....:.a.1-i-a.,.-i.n-Cuba.,-A.f.ghan.Ls.tan-and-V.i.e.tr\am-rnak!;$- ls an 
- ' "'"' , I • -appr:op·:i·ate-t·tme ~t:em-~lid=.~E.!_-~J::::i:~-u~9-s.f..f-0-r.t~-O.,~~--t ,t1.r.~.1.- 1 n 
.the--Th 1-rd-Wo r-\·d t{w 1-th-m!±_l.ta·r:y-asse-t·s,ass,i·s·tance ,:::.9£:R rox.res})-fo -um+a tera 1 
.P.o.l.i -"t;-i-ca·l--ad Va n't ag e-w 1 ·l ·l -1 ·eaQ-to-con seq uences-they-wi's h-to-avo l·d, 
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To be sure our relations with neither China nor the USSR would 3e~vanced if 
my trip appeared hastily contrived for :tactic.al advantage, ~ that 
is_ ~Our purpose.'[!-hough :the timing may yield ancillary bargairli_ng leverage;} 
Th;,:;r\p was conceived, discussed and ~roached with the Chinese before the issu'e 

f the.Soviet brigade in ·cuba s~rfaced as a serious problem. Obviou~1Y we 
~ ~oulp ~mphasize that in any public statements about the trip's origins and 

;.i,_:n .. i,., ~;~,1' At the same time we cdnnot afford to al low the current state-of-f,L;JY 
,i}__t.,~ n us.:..soviet relations to obstryct policy moves vis-a-vis Beiji_ng whi~h make 

____... sense 9n their merits--. as I believe this doe,s. 'I+ i.-~ fo ~'-"'F~'e'.ILI.. ,.,. -Jw... t•'-""" ~-" -f- 'f<..>v,u-p;,,.,·.u.,t••··.-~s, .,,._.. ~ .. ,J.;,ee;.,,.i,.,, -,....,,~-.7.e.' 
d,...h ~ ~ ~~ -~ ~ ~~ -~ ..-1.t'4C~" \i ~-_.-'';:,_:::,.-, · -·~ 1; .:.-_~:;'f 

(..,h• I would expect these ad~itiqna'j 1be~eft._ts-from an early v.i_sjt: ~-r:.,~:,-,•j tr/ 
j ~u:.f..:.c. z( ·. v.~ . .J....i+dd..""t l:-LJ 

Substanti~•~changes during my vis" .:: and inte!ligence.shari_ng ~.;,;~ 
that may flow from thern-~- can expand our pab1, ity to mon1 tor Soviet .ljolc.t:~~ 
activities and capabilit.i~,l . , . ....:.....;.. ";J-. : ·~· , . .- ).:;.., ~.LJ.i,~'Pl:c 

i:-,.. ·: . -·" · • · 1,·, Y' , 'l£L .uSi'Jvt,RJe 
-- The visit should s~~~t domestic pol itlcal su!)port or ou~~~ :'et· 

policy efforts'by deroonstrating ·a a.pacity to deal with the realities of , ... 
triiangular politics on a hardh ided Basis across a broad spectrum of issues, .... 
This should help particularl with SAL, but the political benefits would .. 1,' 1 1 J .,,'I ''f.ll extend beyond that. ...-.,..( __ ,.,,;,"::_,,&. ,; 

·t:1-. -- ii 

An evolving aiogue with the Chines on defense matters ca~\roduce, :'q' , i"lf r< .., 
over time, greater b efits in terms of adjustmen 1n the global balance o.f 
forces, the comple ntarity of our respective defen ~~fforts, a greater 
measure of US in· uence·over PRC secur'1ty policies, a a more responsible 
Chinese attitu towards arms control. · 

I • , 

!It wi 1 ! be importaQt to) minimize risks associated with the t.rip thr:ou9h careful 
l attention to the dci'tails. To this end, l will: ,.,.. ... / 

\\ 1 . / 
-- Not generate\Chine.se expectations that we may .... oe unable to fulfill.--

particularly on the niati:'e-r- of arms sales. , .. / . .,. . 
' I \._,",' ' - • ,.-• • 

/- ''.j_ __ . __ • __ :-. \ ·:~:\:--... :..t._! '" s~ ~""-""11 
-- Stay away f.ro!l;.any 9..ratui taus· 1-.1'b'a:,'thtg of the Pilir Beaf,$!'J in con

nection with the trip, and empH-9..size thaJ..-·it hcilances parallel arrangements 
and/or initiat!ves-fttrlr-.p,•linvitationY'with the Soviets, ' )< To us~~ 

-- Plan :or tii:riely adva}c!f not-i~e to key US all leS of the trip and 
close con·sul tat ions wt th t~m"'on the suq__stance,_ ,_ 

/ " . 

Cf.-S .. 

Consult with'key Congressional 1eaders to avoid any misunderstanding 
about the objectives'"of the trip_:_J. ~ . . . _ . , ,lkv,M'(J\.

1 ~ ~-. ··~-- < .,7tcLCl!...;r, · ,<-,, c.t.....,,.f,.,,,.. a.ul 
In the light of these considerations, I beli.eve we· "shoul!"immediately,.~

1 

· · · ,, That would 9-H-H permit 
--,:::.,-> ~ orderly planning, a·Hmrf "' a vance notice to key al J ies, avoid any 

connection with a pOSS'l?le 11 sec6nd lesson 11 China may contemplate administering 
to Vietnam, and enable the visit to be added to~reviously scheduled trip 

' to the r.egion, 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

December 29,· 1979 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: My Trip to China 

)' 

I depart on January 4. for a week·long visit to China., During 
my four days in Beijing, it is likely that I will meet with 
Hua and Deng, as well as with leading members- of China's 
defense establishment. Subsequently, I am scheduled to visit 
v.arious Chinese military units, schools, 'installations, and 
defense industries in Wuhan and Shanghai. On my way back, 
I shall s.top, in Tokyo and Honolulu to debrief the Japanese 
government and CINCPAC; I plan to return to Washington on 
January 16. 

The broad objectives of my trip to China are: 

To develop an institutional framework for wider con· 
tacts and exchanges between the U.S. and Chinese defense 
establishments. 

·---· 
To broaden and deepen the s·ecurity dialogue ·between 

our· governments by shar;i.ng assessments of the trlilita.ry 
dimensions of the Soviet ch·allenge, and exchanging views .on 
our respective strategies for cot1;nteri.ng that challenge. 

To discuss regional security issues of immediate 
·concern (e.g., Korea, Indochina, Afghanistan, Iran and 
Pakistan) with an eye to coordinating our policies in those 
areas to the extent possible. 

To draw the Chinese into a more s·ophisticated dis
cussion of arms control matters of mutual interest. 

' 

To convey to the Chinese, the Soviet Union,·interested 
allies, and the domestic public that we regard modest steps 
toward defense cooperation with China as 'a natural by-product 
of a normal political relationship. We want further to convey 
that our relationship with China will evolve as we each' see 
in our own interest, where those interests run parall~l; we 
do -not intend to be provocative to the USSR, but w.e will not 
let the Soviets dominate the relation between the,U.S. and 
the PRC. 

REVIEW: 29Decl985 

D~CI..ASSIF!ED 
M1hon1y HO 129SS 
o,1e.1lMarohlOOJ 

\. Cl,ior, D~d:rs, Pr, Dio & Rec WHS 
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We have agreed with the PRC to discuss the following agenda: 
Trends in the global 3nd regional military balance, arms· 
co'ntrol issues, regional security problems, and bilateral 
questions a£ mutual concern. 

1. Assessment of the military balance. I plan to provide 
PRC leaders with a hardheaded rundown on Soviet strategic and 
conventional military capabilities, emphasizing the dangers 
'implicit in current Soviet attempts to exploit opportuhities 
in·the 11 arc of crisisn running fl'o'm the Middle East through 
Southeast Asia. I shall detail the actions we are taking to 
counter the Soviet challenge, with special emphasis on our 
expan4ed defense budget, recent NATO decisions· on TNF, our 
moves to carve out a n.ew and expanded security role in the 
Middle East/Persian Gulf area 1 and measures we are taking to 
develop a Rapid Deployment Force, In return, I shall seek 
to obtain a. better reading on Chinese assessments of Soviet 
s·trengths and weaknesses; a fuller appreciation of PRC 
strategic doctrine; and a clearer understanding of where 
defense fits into China's modernization priorities, and how 
these priorities will shape their plans for importing modern 
military equipment and/or dual-use technology from the West. 

Z. Arms control. Aside from providing the Chinese a 
picture oI how the Administration's arms control efforts fit 
into our broader national strategy, I will encourage PRC 
leaders to recognize the political as well as strategic bene
fits of a more activ-e PRC role on international arms control 
issues. More specifically, I plan to: 

Offer to establish.special communications facili
ties between Beijing and Washington (a "hot line 1

') in order 
to permit rapid and confidential exchanges between our govern
ments during international crises. I would have in mind a 
"full time 11 circuit, but less sophisticated and less expensive 
than the MOLINK. I plan merely to make a general offer as a 
basis for discussion, leaving the details to be worked out 
later. 

Urge the Chinese to move their nuclear testing 
program underground as expeditiously as possible, and indi
cate a willingness to provide unclassified data concerning 
underground tests (but not diagnostic materials or restricted 
information on technology) as an induce~ent. 

' 
Sound out the Chinese about their accession to 

multilateral arms control agreements such as the Seabeds 
Treaty, and Outer Space Treaty. 

-- ----- ------------------~ 
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Suggest that the PRC ,implement swiftly its 
expressed intent -to take a seat in the CCD. 

3 

3. Regional secllrity issues. Unlike previous trips 
where U.S. and Chinese leaders have engaged in a global 
tour d'hol'izon on s·ecurity and political issues, I plan to 
concentrate o.n a few areas of spe·cial and immediate concern. 

On Korea,' I shall take note of recent Chinese 
assurances that North ·Korea will not seek to exploit the· 
recent political changes in the ROK, emphasize the importance· 
of continued DPRK restraint, remind the Chinese that direct 
discussions between authorities in Pyongyang and Seoul are 
indispensable to promote coexistence on.the peninsula, and 
encourage them to urge the North Koreans to reconsider their 
attitude toward our proposal for Tripartite' Talks which 
remains on the'table. I will add that we are not prepared 
to initiate direct colltacts w1th· the North -·- however· informal -
to discuss Korean issues without ROK representation.,. 

With respect to Indochina, I will confirm our · 
position that the -U.S. and China share many common objectives 
in Indochina, acknowledge our continued understanding and 
acceptance of the division of political/military labor dis
cussed during Vice Pres ident-.,Mondale·' s trip, noting however,· 
political problems the U.S. may face in sustaining current, 
policy efforts if Sino•Thai collaboration in support o_f Pol 
Pot forces'becomes too blatant and visible, In this latter 
connection, I intend to Tea£firm.ouT conviction that the 
Pol Pot forces should not be the sole focal point of resist·
ance to the SRV, and explore with PRC leaders the possibility 
of diminishing the_ role of Pol Pot and his close associates 
in order to facilitate the development of a more broadly
based Khmer resistance ·· perhaps with S_ihanouk playing an 
increasingly prominent. role as a "third· force' 1 capable· of 
galvanizing indigenous resistance and wider external supper~. 

With respect to Pakistan, I illtend .to inform the 
Chinese of our intent to improve relations with Islamabad, 
and explore how they might be helpful in this regard. In 
addition, I plan to discuss how U.S. · Pakistan and ·Sino
Pakistan relations may be useful in dealing with current 
difficulties in Iran and Afghanistan. I shall restate our 
concerns about Pakistan's nuclear activities, but without 
high expectations a£ securing Beijing 1 s cooperation in · 

C'EERrr. :,r Cl· ---------------- ---~----------------------
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turning them off, and will note 'that (in Warren Christopher I s. 
year-end trip to Pakistan) we reiterated our position about 
the Pakistani nuclear program but said we would not let it 
stand in the way of military sales or other cooperation 
except as we are bound legislatively (e.g., no FMS credits). 

- As for Afghanistan, I shall share with the 
Chinese information on Soviet military activities, indicate 
to them how we plan to respond to recent developments, and 
consider with them ways to concert our efforts to counter 
the Soviet's blatant interventionism and force Moscow to 
pay a high political price for it internationally. I plan 
to raise the possibility of joint U.S.-PRC-Saudi action 
through Pakistan in affecting the situation in Afghanistan. 
As part of our effort to make the Soviets pay for their · 
actions in Afghanistan, and perhaps to contain them, I will 
make plain in my public statements that the subject of 
Afghanistan was discussed with the PRC. 

With respect to Iran, I will give the Chinese a 
rundown on late developments~ seek to elicit PRC support 
£or further U.S. moves to isolate Iran, secure the release 
of U.S. hostages, and diminish Soviet opportunities to 
exploit'the situation. 

4. Bilateral securitt issues. As I indicated -in my 
memorandum. to you of Decem er 14, r believe the nature of 
our future security connection with China should be left 
somewhat ambiguous and the attitudes of both-sides open
minded. However, I do not intend to encourage any Chinese 
illusions that we are prepared to contemplate arms sales, 
joint military planning or formal security arrangements 
at this stage. I do plan to propose a modest expansion of 
contacts and. exChanges between our defense establishments, 
and convey USG decisions on key technology transfer cases. 
Specifically: 

With respect to contacts, I plan to invite my 
counterparts (Defense Minister Xu and/or Geng Biao 1 Secretary 
General of the Military Conunission) to visit the United 
States, expand our respective military attache offices on 
the basis of reciprocity; increase cooperation in the field 
of medical research; suggest a more extensive pattern of 
visits (including professional lectures on modern military 
programs and tactics) between our National Defense University 
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and the PRC Military Academy; re.affirm our willingness to 
have U.S. Navy ships visit Chinese ports_; and offer in due 
course to have U.S. experts discuss with Chinese counterparts 
our. experience in such support areas as communications and 
medicine •. 

As for 'technology transfers, I shall convey our 
decision on the Landsat D case as an earnest of our intent 
to differentiate between the technology we are prepared to 
~xport China on the one hand· and that wh1ch we are willing 
to authorize for sale to the Soviets on the other. I do 
not plan to foreshadow to the Chinese the specific approach 
we will adopt to implement a China differential within COCOM. 
I will reaffirm our intent :to initiate _such an effort after 
the U.S.-PRC Trade Agreement is ratified by the Congress. 

With respect to the future trajectory of Sino-U.S. defense 
cooperation, I intend to convey to the Chinese our belief 
that the·re is ample scope for exchanging views, contacts, 
and some dual-use technology as a by-product of normal 
political relations, leaving consideration of more sensitive 
forms of cooperation for circumstances in which bur mutual 
security interests are more directly and ominously challenged-. 
I shall indicate that this incremental approach is not only 
most likely to exert a saluto-ry deterTent effect·on the 
Soviets, but insure domestic and allied support for br~ader 
Sino-U.S. defense cooperation if·it should become necessary 
in the future. 

cc: Secretary of State 

SECRET 
--~----·----------------·--------------------·- -
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MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION WITH VICE PREMIER DENG XIAOPING 

THIE: 10:00 a.m., 8 January 1980 

PLACE: Great Hall of the People 

ATTENDEES: US SIDE 

' 

Secretary Brown 
Ambassador Woodcock 
Ambassador Komer 
Mr, McGiffert 
Mr. Holbrooke 
Mr. Armacost 
Brigadier General Smith 
),Ir. Oksenberg 
Mr. ·P.'latt 
Colonel Gillil_.l.and 1 the Defense Attache to Beijing 

Chinese Side 

Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping 
Plus an equal number of others on their side 

_ __,_ .• -DENG '1fs~ Since the Shanghai Communique of 1972, our 

::' n{lations have developed in a satisfactory way. 
"' 

Only last year 
~ 

.ewe realizeC the normalization of~ U.S. relations; I visited 

'°' :he United States and later .. -
Vice President Mondalt visited 

i...China. 

"' 
Our subsequent relations have continued the momentum begun 

"b h . . ~ y,t ese visits. Secretary Brown, you have come to visit us as 
C. . 
0 ~~e United States Secretary of Defense and therefore your visit 

" ~::,se) .. f is of major significance. So I would like to extend 

a cordial invitation to you, your colleagues and your friends 

here. 

'. 

C 

"' DR. BROWN: Thank you very much :Mr. Vice Premier. I t has now ·been 6 ,q LJ.J t.:, w ---··--·-
one year and one week since 

normalization is not merely 

normalizatio~~·d fhe great value of 

the establish·~ent of government 

ci:; g 
(.';J -

~2?, g 
_,JO; ~ 
C."' l'•. .... 

\i 
D 

c.:.ic• 
relations but the strategic advantages which accrue to both u1 

W:i ~-: ~ 

countries which follbw £Tom my previous conversations with Vice ~ 
w ,._ 

~+fp: /{ u . ..l{t J ~ i: , ,;,.cc,im4. c.~·,n/ k.c.. / DDg.S {A}r"P ?J;:,F = PDKS--:. ;) . .76,7~omch~,. 
-J...1 ' , • ' '-I,\ ~ .. 

V ' a -Tl \D c11 r,n 14=- Pd,.,~~-ef ,3/, 1 

Premier Geng and you. 
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NOTE: At this point the photographers departed and the meeting 

was continued without further int.erruption .. > 
-h m<Vc" 

VICE PREMIER DENG: This is ap, event fo1' time""". 

DR. BROWN: Yes, our visit is taking place when new things ·are 

happening in the world. This is proof of the utility of our 

relationship. 

VICE ·PREMJER DENG: (spoken · as hot towels were being passed). 

China has nothing to export but hot towels such as we are using 

nCfw, 

DR. BRO'li'N; Not so~ ·these are also used in our country where we 

all know that thi~~/comes from China. 

VICE PREMIER DENG: You and Vice President Geng have covered a 

>.g'!'eat variety of subjects in the two sessions you have had with 
~ 

~ ea=h other. I would like to engage in further discussions with 
.0 
=you on matters of mutual concern. Do you have any topics to raise? 

,!DR. BROWN: The day of recognition is now fifty-three weeks behind 
~ 

~us.' I know that yo::, Mr. Vice Premie;i played a central role in 

~no~malization. The strategic value of relations between the 

0 
uPe·ople' s Republic of China and the United States has since become 

to all of us. Vice President Mondale said 

when he was here that normalization means not only establishment 

c: a relationship but also close consultation in global matters. 

My trip at this particular time and my discussions with the 

officials of the People's Republic show the true .value of 

normalization and the need for each party to take actions. Ne 

have been discussing a long list of items in these-past two days but 

-+BP SECRET 
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I would like to tell you what has been happening in the United 
; ;, I. _, ,, •. ,- I, 

States recently with regard to public opinion illd public opinion 

' regardin"g\the United States position in the world. Soviet 

behavior in the last year or more - - use of Cuban and Vietnamese 

proxies for military purposes in the Third World -- ha£ had an 

effect on U.S. public opinion. Soviet fortification of islands 

off ~ Hci!k~i.·ao have also had an effect on American opinion. The 
' . .~ 

continuous Soviet military buildup has finally sunk in to American 

3 

COilsciousness as an important fact. Eut most of all events in Iran 

3.nd Afghanistan have crystal1ized the U.S. mood. We were increasing ,, 
our defense budget 

European allies to 

and we will increase more. We persuaded our 
fl<() "'\.V-Y C( 

agree to long range theater nuclear forces 

' >,on.their territory. We intend to increase our military presence 
~ 

~in the Middle Ee-stJ il"-1. t~ Arabian Sea area. 1~e have accelerated 
.a 
-ou! plans to have rapidly deployable military forces. We have 
~ 

!p.lanned to increase arms supply to Pakistan. The United States 
~ 

at. . . 
ois. uniting behind President Carter in these things, and is 

~ekinning to play such a role with our allies to organize opposition 
0 
0 t:o: Soviet expansion. 1~e have a long list of topics. Perhaps you 

would say which ones need attention.I or perhaps you would like to 
" 
:espond to anything that I have already said. 

YICE -PREMIER DENG: With respect to global strategy, it can be said 

that within the last few years China has been making ·its position 

clear. Besides.we have pointed out that the Soviet Union is the 

source of international turbulence and crisis and is a threat to 

.... ~r .. ~, 
,..;-t, .•. J ~ 
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peace and secuTi ty in the world. We have pointed out clearly 

the 5oviet policy of hegemony and global expansion. There is 

only one way to cope with the Soviet Union -- all of us should 
•,.,. I 

get-un-ft-etl in dealing with the Soviets in an earnest fashion. 

In the past, people tended to read China's point of view as an 

attempt.:::.. to divert atten;tion to other areas. But this was an 

incorrect point of view. They thought that the Soviet Union's 

focus was on China. When Chairman Mao was still alive there 
t: ~ ·-¥<"!,('· ,'f 

we.:re a number of occasions -they expounded that the Soviet focus 

was in Europe (including the Middle East, North Africa 1 the 

Meditterranean, and even the Persian Gulf). The strategic focus 

in Europe meant that the Soviet· Union's strategic focus is on 

4 

the United States. At that time the Soviet Union had one million 
>, 
~ ·':, •"; . :, 

thatf6i\e ca troops in the east, but C.CH:ll·d it be said million troops 
~ 

~ directed against China? We have said against the United States. 
' 

were 

~China and Japan are the next targets.and people ask questions like -=,:what 
f'... :::c(··· ~-

should be said ·ilia:t Soviet strategic forCe"s ~ in the west - ~ 
0 

>iln:Europe? Three fourths of the Soviet Union's military strength 
C. 
~s ;directed against the We.st. Basically, the Soviet stance has 

·not" changed. What has happened in Afghanistan, Iran, Africa, 

·soµth Yemen, Ethiopia, and the Middle East show that Europe and 

the [w~st still remain$ the strategic focus of the Soviet Union. 
I 

My .Personal judgment is that for a long time the West has not 

offered an effective response to actions of the Soviet 

so the Soviet Union has strength left to apply against 

Union, 

the .fast. 

The Soyiet Union has beefed up it.s Pacifi'c Fleet. Meanwhile 
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s 
the Soviets have used Vietnam ("the Cuba of the East)•: to engage 

in a direct invasion of Kampuchea, to control Laos and pose a 

threat to the ASEAN countries. Meanwhile the Soviet Union 

has redoubled its efforts to pursue a policy of southward thrust 

toward the Indian Ocean which was the policy whro'l~,as followed 

by the Soviet Union from the time of the Czars until the present 

leadership. Such a line of action by the Soviet Union does not 

contradict the constant focus on the ~est, but has limited 

,sJ;rategy in the west and strategy in the Asian and Pacific region . 

. I think that Vice Premier Geng mentioned that we Bel.:.xn :t=tR¥t vre 

consider Soviet policy to be like a dumbbell -- in the Pacific 

·they cue trying to increase their strength of the naval fleet 

a~d in the Indian Ocean area they are accelerating steps toward 

~ get.ting access to the Indian Ocean. This strategic policy is 
~ 

.c c strategic policy of a southward drive. Thus they will have two 

t eiges 1 and the line linking them is the Straits of.Ji.~. If -~ t~ere are troubles this line could be cut immediately. 
0 

>. :;. BROWN: Vice Premier Geng and I did discuss this. Our concepts 
0. 
O G.,re very much alike but we did have some differences in detail. 
0 

-I>cOnsider it very important to coordinate our policies to try 

to keep the peace. There are some particular areas where it is 

'most important to coordinate our policies -- Afghanistan and 

Pakistan and Iran. We may want to discuss thes.e some. more. 

VICE PREMIER DENG: What I was driving at wasTRflhoughf Soviet 

' strategic focus remains ~n the ~est 1 issues of the Asian and 

Pacific region have now linked together with those of Europe, and 
' 

.,:-.. ::- (\ f'"": f'"': 
( • I • 

,._l~\.-'l\L. ;, 
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this is the recent change in the situation. For example, during 

my trip to the United States I expressed to President Carter 

that only if Japan, China, Europe, and the United States get 

united will they be able to deal with the Soviets. Of cour~e this 

also involves unity of Third lforld countries situated along 

this geographic line. Besides we have always emphasized the 

point that treaties and agreements with the Soviet Union will 

be of little value. I made the point in the United States that 

Clilna is not opposed to negotiations or treaties but these will 

riot restrain the Soviet hegemonistic acts. We need to do something 
- . - . _ >hr~,~ 

down to earth. _In .thi.s--GOR~,i-t.ed sjgning tbe--tree:.-of 

.. Sino-U.S. FrieJ:18.~l.ip h thi.S 1s;,1hat I ME~TI 'O'j "down- tO t%rth 
< 

,""1,.w.aw.cv~e~s~-~A~i.-t:11£! L'"'±me. I also talked about hbt±:t.Riilx2~x:t.Esx the U.S./ 
~ . 

~NATO Alliance and how to inc:..e:_sStrength with Western European 
.c 
-countries. I also talked about the need to increase the defense 

!capabilities of the Japanese. On other occasions ·1 also said 
~ 

~th~t increasing Chinese military capability will help maintain 

d}eJce and resist Soviet hegemony. I even said that according to our 
0 
QfoJOE!rican friends there are one· million Soviet troops in the east 

which we don't think are directed solely against China. If we could 
t ,.J 
.p.en down two million Soviet troops 1 what harm would that do? You 

must be aware of my thoughts. 

DR. BROWN. Yes. We are doing all of this. We are increasing our 

defense capability. The European defense capability is being 

increased. Japan is increasing its defense expenditure. US/Chinese 

cooperation is also in~,a~.-1:.n~~= . ..- .. ~, ··.""""', .,.. 

E 
f '" • .. ' ; j c.....1:1""' ,._ .-~ :, .. ' ... , 

..- ~e1 C:;,._':...~-·., t 
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VICE PREMIER DENG: We are satisfied with what Japan, Europe, and 

the United States have done~.¥-that this is the correct line of 
" 

action. It would have been better if this could have been done 

even earlier. If so 1 some events could have been avoided. 

-1Please don't regard this as a critical c0mment1. 

DR. BROWN:We must take visible parallel actions. Regarding 

Afghanistan, we have agreed to follow-on talks and parallel 

actions. For example, we've been giving support to Afghanistan 

refugees and we are also going to help Pakistan. 

VICE PREMIER· DENG: The· only correc1:- -~ppro~ch to Afghanistan 

is to give \~.~-d __ to the resistance _f~rce_s ,'" and we should work 

·together on t}:lis, I 1 d emphasize}£1Hs kind of aid must be more 
- "°''" , _ _. -.--,,......-"-" 

.than SYTI1Jwlic. ____ .... --· I must note that Soviet aggression is a question 
>, 

whole nation . Facts in Afghanistan prove that ... concerning the .. 
~ ":;.![ 

~most of Afghan troops have leaned toward the resistance forces. 

~Th~ Afghan people have been fighting fiercely7§8~~~f aggression . ., . -~W_:,_rnust turn Afghanis·tan into a (tuagmire in which the Soviet 

u 
UIUon is bogged down for a long time, engaged in guerrila warfare. 

>, 

"- . oDR. BROV,'N: Our actions will have that effect 1 but we must keep 
u 

our. intentions confidential. 

be given much more publicly. 

' _the Pakistanis about this. 

With regard to Pakistan, aid will 

We are beginning communitations with 
~. I 

1'ie lraire aske,i.. Congress to amend ft.i...... otuJ 

~..--limiting military assistance to Pakistan, and we expect Congress 

to be cooperative. As soon as we have an agreement with President 

Zia on the amount of assistance, we will start our deliveries. 

- f ''Y' ! ~.; :.,..\)-;.·,, ':; 

/ 
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C. : ' ~· j ~ " ..fr, ~ 11.1-' 7,,. ..... 
,~- ..... 8 

Vice Premier .. iifii_g ~ tha1;f/i~l!1$~~ more than symbolic, tlEU.. 
" / Is 

there would be no difficult1 in using ~-~~?ese overflight.as 

one way of delivering. It is also important that the PRC supply ···~, 

the P...al:ie bi!-i'.,"l'.'~,--F-r-e-edom --.F-ig.h-teT-5- .with a.r.ms ... ----We. :w-0uld .. like t.n .. - ., - _,,. ,_ 

know your plans in that regard. 

VICE PREMIER DENG: Since the southward drive strategy of the 

Soviet Union is to seize warm water ports along the Indian Ocean, 

Pakistan has become the next target on the Soviet list. 

Personally,. I must have said it at least ten times to my American 

friends that the United States should aid Pakistan. With regard 

to questions on Southern Asia, there is no other way except 

giving aid to Pakistan. As you know, it has always been our 

view that Soviet policy favoring India over Pakistan is not 
>, 
~ . 
~ a;?ropriate. Regarding India, we have always felt that the United 

::!s:ates should try to cultivate good relations
1 

and this has had a 

d)·gocid effect.. But India is not a stabilizing factor. You a.lready 
---·-··--••~•"-•-•••-'-•••--•-•--•- ,,.,_, __ •-••·--"'·'"-' '°'_'_ '-•~••••---•••--•••·-'0"-•"-"••-M•--•- .,-,.,-, __ ,,, _____ ,,_,_~_,,_, ___ ,,, __ ,,_,, ___ ,, ______ • __ , ____ -

~ 1.--n-:iw the general election results, 
0 

>,DF.; BROWN: 
a. 

If there is no majority, perhaps you can. say how that 

Ow ill come out. 
0 

--1/ItE ·PREMIER DENG: Indira Gj{'anfi has gotten 70% of the vote. 
. , It 

·is very difficult to 

Glan,fi should follow 

judge_at this time how India will go. Indira 

I ' 
India 1 s previous policy; still India is not 

the most stabilizing factor in southern Asia. Let's no-t talk 

about Indira GrfanJi. The present government is thinking of 
{~ w,,J;,.,,. 

recognizing the d ~ Regime. Perhaps after Pakistan has been 

yr 1"' I e • ,. '\ ·= 
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strengthened, India will become a more stabilizing factor. What one 

should try to achieve is to make Pakistan a genuine stabilizing 

factor in south Asia. We hope the United States will give 

since-re t·hought to this question-. If one does not get this. clear;. 

tlre-n the reaction from ·1ndia will make one vacillate in one I s 

position. In the past the United States has refrained from 

aiding Pakistan} probably because of a fear of offending India. 

Since you now~decide!to aid Pakistan, I am sure India will 

s-trong ly object. 

DR. BROWN: Our big problem with Pakistan was their attempts 
/ 

to get a nuclear program~although we still object to their doing 

So, we will now set that aside _for the time being and concentrate 

on strengthening Pakis·tan against potential Soviet action . ... 
~ 

a:, VICE PREMIER DENG; That is a very good approach. Pakistan has 

~ its own reasons for developing a nuclear program. We ourselves 

~ 
moppose this because we believe it meaningless to spend money on -~ 
«osuch a program. Pakistan has its own arguments, i.e. , India has 

" ' 
>oexplo(ded a 
CL 

~about this. 

nuclear device but the world has not seemed to complain 

So now you have decided to putJR~ide and solve the 

'-q-u:e'Siian of military and economic aid to Pakistan. We applaud 

"'this decision. We give large amounts of assistance to Pakistan. 

bne can say _that great amounts of military equipment now in the 

hands of Paktstani troops comes from China. 

In order to strengthen our linkswith Pakistan., we have built a 

highway in the most difficult terrain through the mountains. 

The q~estion of continuing Chinese aid to Pakistan does not 

) L... l 
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exist. , Moreover, Chinese armament... are rather poor in quality. 

\ihile the United States has decided to give aid to Pakistan, 

you should try to convince Pakistan this is a sincere and genuine 

U.S. effort and make them believe that they will benefit from 

modern U.S. weapons. 1 know that the Pakistanis have many 

grievances against the United STates. This has developed to 

the point that Pakistan has withdrawn from CENTO. Have you 

approached Pakistan on the aid question? 

DR. BROWN: We have given them some information and will give 

them more. Pakistan has indicated that they 11dnot wish to have 

a survey team until they have received answers to their 

questions. (How large a program and what we are willing to 

su7ply). 
>, 
... VICE PREUIER DENG: You should directly approach Pakistan to 

"' ~ ~raise this question. I would like to cite an episode. It was through 

~the work of Pakistan that Henry Kissinger came to China to talk about 
Cl> 

~no~malization. Since you were able to talk with t7emabout this, 

0 yo1,1 should be able t;'.'~he~~- now. 
>< . 
~llR: BROWN: I am aware of this Pakistani 

" ,pllt· aside some of our reservations. 

help and this 
/ 

will help 

,VICE FREMIER DENG: You may recall that I raised the question of aid 

to Pakistan with XNli President Carter. He said the U.S. will give 

aid in proportion to cooperation of the two countries. I said this 

was not feastble. -Pakistanis and tJ:r.e Indians are~ afraid of 
IJC,ci] 

' ~ . I 

each other. If the population ratio formula should be augmented 1 

Pakistan wi 1roer··tn· ··an."·'1:ncrea·s-±ng-1y·· i·nf eri-or--·-p-os·i·t-ions -We--hop-e 

that since the United States decided to give aid to Pakistan, 

-·····"'"';~ _,,,."'···ff" .. .: ,, /L., I 
'1, t ' ; :. " i»• • '"' 1' ' • ,..,. ...,. ' • ' \ l 
~ '• ~-v• 
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this will satisfy Pakistan 1 s requirements. We hope the U.S. will 

not be affected too much by India's reaction. We hope the US will 

not mention the Pakistani nuclear program because India has already 

said that the United States has supplied them with information 

on uranium. 

DR. BROWN; 1\1e will continue to maintain our position against 

Pakistani nuclear development, but we will also provide aid to 

Pakistan. Soviet actions are directed not only at Pakistan 

but.. at Iran. The United STates is in a different position vis~a-_y~~ 

Iran. So long as the hostages are held, we cannot have good relations. 

We need Chinese support on the United Nations sanctions because if 

there is no vote for sanctions there will be increasing pressure 

on the United States to take unilateral action against Iran. That 
>, 
~ a,:o~ld be damaging but necessary. In that event US-Sino relations 
~ 

:S.·o-i.:ld be strained. We were grateful for Chinese cooperation 

~n December in the United Nations Security Council and I hope -~ at.h:.-5 will continue. We need an affirmative Chinese vote in the 

" ::it.TX :Security Council. 
Cl. 

~··!c,E PREMIER DENG: May I return to Pakistan? I believe it is 

be:lter if U.S. would enter direct discussions with Pakistan. 

Chinese policy with regard to aid to Pakistan has been consistent 

f'ar the past twenty years. Regarding Chinese aid to Afghanistan 
; 

we are support·ing the refugees through Pakistan .. Regarding how 

the U.S. feelsabout giving aid to resistance forces in Afghanistan 
/ 

you may wish to discuss. 0with the Pakistanis. There are perhaps 
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~ : ,. ' : :· ; 

already Y400 thousan_d. Afghan refuge!='!s 
-- . {'p;,1).1( ;( 

t?.e '.r -es 1 • 1 n of the UN Securi tyl\ vote 

living in Pakistan. Regarding 

on Iran 1the government~ , 

departments concerned in China are still studying this question. 

When one considers India, you should7fSst take into account. 

>, 

the present circumstances. You should also take into account 

the larger v~ew. One thing to be considered is how much 

practical effect sanctions will have. If the sanctions should 

fail tougenerate great practical effect, I think it would be better 

no~ to have a resolution than to have one. As far as China is 
the UN should 

concerned, if AkRrRxixxaxYNIRxfmxxxxxKA±NRXxXNRxRx±xxa vote for 

sactions, this would cut off communications between China and Iran. 

Ayatollah Khomeini is anti-Chin,ese now, but the Iranian people 

still have ties to the Chinese people. So the question is 

:Owhether this channel of communication between China and Iran 

~should be blocked or retained so that China could play a 

~future role in U.S./Iranlan relations. -Csti.U--1:J.~.d._contacts .with Iran--not long 
u . ---;---~:-;: 
>do~s not have much influence on 
Q. • 

gc~nd'-~r/ 
-s o.:..pe'r-haps-your-a-:i:d-t:o·-P akis tan~-w.i-1 L--a t-~- ·C·ertain point ·have an 

·-:effect ·on'"corftactsDetweerr-Paflstan aild ·1ndia_;..', If China should 

,:Ote for UN Security Council sanctions and the Soviet Union then 

casts a veto, sanctions would not come into effect. Then China's. 

word would carry far less weight in the Arab world but the Soviet 

\ 
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Union would benefit in the process. 

DR. BROWN: I have heard these arguments and discussed them with 

your Foreign Minister yesterday. I would like to make three 

points. First, nobody has good communications with Khomeini. 

Second, sanctions will be voted on one way or another. Thus 

it is not a question of whether there is a vote but o:f solidarity 

between the United States and its friends, including the People, s 

Republic of China. If sanctions are voted down without a Soviet 

·------·-y~to~hi~i:-1-1~9-e--a-----g--r--e-a-t-v-i--G.t..o-r~y-...:f0.r.._t.b._e .. _S.ori_e_t.s .._. __ Ki.dn app in &.L ____________ ., ____ " 

yill continue to control U.S./lranian relations. This is a bad 

thing. Th.e..J:..e-is iA-O i·ar for the U,S. to compete ,;nth the"'SOViet 

'U!.l..i.P_n -in-.,lran. As long as hostages are held, the American people 

~ill demand some action. 

"' 
The Soviets will have more opportunity 

~ to' influence and perhaps 
"'{j~..:.r . 

take over Iran. ~ would be worse 

..a than if the Soviets took Afghanistan because of access of Persian 

~ Gulf oil in the case of lran. 
" -:0 VI_CE PREJ,IIER DENG: There is another possibility. AVeto of the 
u ' 
~U~ Security Council resolution would lead to extended Soviet 
ii 
o influence in Iran. Khomeini still tells the Soviets that a veto 
0 < 

. may- ~bring Khomeini and the Soviet Union together. The Soviet 

- Union has partisan forces in Iran 
·•.,-.. ~ 

- - Tud"ah 
' 

Party. The Soviet 

Union has considerable influence on mass organs such as trade 

units and student organization. I would like to a:3.vise the ~nited 

States not to act irrationally, and I think you should slow down 

the pace of the sanctions issue. It is so complicated~ 

• -, ~· t . r ·- , \ ,._;,_ ,./ l ', 1_. 
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there are many factors working. Regarding Cnina, it is a question 

of maintaining contact with the Iranians and this vote will also 

affect China's relations with Islamic countries. It is a 

complicated issue. You should go slow. You should study it 

more. Reconsider. I hope the United States will think this 

through carefully and weigh the various aspects. Dont 1 rush. 

Christmas is already over, so you now have ample time. 

DR. BROWN: The United States has been quite patient with regard 

to unilateral action. It is not easier for us if our friends 

h ld b 
. th r 

say we s ou e patient ~ ln 
s n ~e-l'lf! While 

good contacts with the Iranians is i.moortant, how can we do 
• I, I 

' ·- ,~,.:,...i-
future business with ;-I-r-an---w--i-1:h ;an Iran )H1b thinks kidnapping 

···is an acceptable action. :f'Nm.s::exwN&Xl!;l}l!pl'!l:S:RXSNl!:kxax But I hear 

~you. We will consider the matter carefully. Avote is inevitable/ .. 
~ but I ·don't know how fixed the timing is. 

~ DENG: I think the issue could be pursued in a prudent way . ., 
~ Give us more time . .. 
0 DR'. BROWN: Would timing affect the Chinese vote? l'lould a delay 
>, ~ 

g-in the vote increase the chances of a favorable PRC v,ote? 
0 

DE;NG-; We will continue to study this matter. It is far too 

complicated. 1 have already made my positionYEl~ar. Since there 

is not much time left I would like to raise three points. First 

the Kampuchean question. I hope the United STates will stick to 

its present position, 1 say this because some countries (for 
,;,··.-<.. 

example the United Kingdom) b~~ taken an inappropriate postion 

(the recognizing of Kampuchea), There are some countries working 
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for a potential Sihanouk government to replace the DRK government. 

The answer to the question is that in Kampuchea the 
~ q,1. ·v 

Ki er it'~ 

force remaining to fight the Vietnamese is the DRK force. If we 

should adopt inappra,riate measures, 
' t~e forces in Kampuchea, 

has the effect of 

that would disintegrate_ 

Actually, what Prince 
~,rT>'1 

helping the .-:Yc3-{I Sihanou~~ 

and the ~.N ----- as well. We do not take Sihanouk's role lightly 

and think there may be a future role for him. But not now. He 

re.fuses the cooperation of various resistance forces, which is 

not realistic on his part. The Vietnamese objective is to wipe 

out the resistance forces during the dry season offensive. Three 

dry season months have already _passed and there are only three left. 

» A:::yw a y ) .. we hope to reach a~ understanding with you that neither 

m"-"ill do I hope the anything injurious to the resistance forces. .. 
.Q . t:'-= Ur.1 ted States ~-...,vernment will consider our vie'i'i·points. Japan 

:;; sees Jhiftifferently than China. Japan gives aid to 1(:i)~ -.. 
as ar.d in our view this will do harm. Second 1 as you know 1 Vice 
0 ., o. 
.~Pr~sident MRbp1rak is here. We talked about the Middle Bast issue. 

~\le: have told him that we show understanding for the Egyptian 

"';ic\iiiion but what both China and the United States should realize 

~is, that this puts us in an isolated position vis-,a.-vis the A~ab 

World. This provides approval for Soviet exploitation. I repeat 

"hat I told President Carter. I hope the United States will help 

Sadat by applying pressure on Israel so that Sadat can carry out 

his own program. if the United States does not heed these points 
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Sadat will be in more difficulty. 7X5~ for example, 

relations with Egypt have deteriorated. The third poi~t is 

the question of bilateral relations. In that regard we hope 

that there will 

« will not 

be substance ~na~O~lopment. 

mention purchase of F-15 or F-16 aircraft an)more.~ 

Regarding technology transfer, we hope the United States will adopt 

a more open approach since this comes under your cognizance) 

Mr. Secretary. 

DR. BROWN: I would like to respond. I 'have made my views 

on Indochina clear to the Foreign Minister. We recognize Pol 

P.ot 1 s military contribution;but there is no way he can be 

.. T,einstated in power·, thus, we should think about the longer 
>, 
'-term relation which could well involve Prince Sihanouk -~---------
~ 

DDEr~G: From a longer term point of view, a political solution 

~involving Sihanouk 7anb~ ruled out> but we don't like what he -:i;is doing now. 
0 

DR~ BROWN: Regarding Egyptian/Israeli relations, the US is 
>i ' 
D. . 
oc.onv1nced that the solution to the Palistinian problem is a 
0 . 

. nec~S.5ary part of reaching a comprehensive peace settlement. 

-We are w'?rking with Sadat in moving the negotiations along. 

VICE PREMIER DENG: Good. 

DR. BROWN: On technology transfer, I have explained th.at we 

have drawn a distinction between the Soviet Union and China, For 

example we will agree to provide LANDSAT D to China~ but not 

to the Soviet Union. 
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DENG: I think the scope of technology transfer is too narrow. 

DR. BRONN: This will be discussed in some detail by our experts, 

U.S. policy on arms saleS is that we won 1 t sell arms to the 

People's Republic of China. But this does not apply to a11· 

military equipment. lr·-a:m-cl:raw":i:ng 'S ·d".i."5-t~~,i on ht:tw.een. i...i1al 

surveillance and warning equipment. F.er-e·xamp-J.-e over - the~horizon , 

radar. I am prepared to discussJOith your technical people 

This is a new topic separate from on- a very private basis. 

'the issue of technology transfer. . ' 
DENG: Good. We will discuss this later. Ne will discuss this 

·--~ f his evening, 

»later. 

If it is not.solved then, maybe it can be addressed 

~ 

~ DP.. BP.Dt/N: 
.a 
=or F-16s. 
~· 

I agree. This is not the same as discussing F-15s 
\tv.,u..-C-

But we J;r.n:tl: a chance to discuss other things. l'ie have 

,!a long relationship in front of us. 

~DE~G; The visit by Vice President Mondale has opened and deepened 

>. .:. . 
a.our ties. 
0 

I thank you
1
Secretary Brown ,for coming to visit us. 

. / 

or i>sk that you convey to President CArter and Vice ·Ptesident Mondale 
' 

--m-/;;rsonal regards. I think that71 time like this we need to 
.., ... 

-: ·'increase our contacts. Thank you . 
. ... 
1)P .. BROWN: Thank you. I will convey your words to President 

• Carter and Vice President Mondale . I hope my visit will move us 

a few steps'further to even a closer relationship. 

DENG: Your coming here itself is of major significance because 

you are the Secretary of Defense. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, 0 C. 20301 

1 0 MAR 1977 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: U.S. Aims for Japan's Defense Posture (U) 

In the papers being prepared for your use during Prime Minister Fukuda's 
visit, with respect to defense matters we recommend you tell Fllkuda that: 

Japan should increase ·its de:(ensive capabilities and the 
effectiveness of its forces by funding greater qualitative 
improvements in equipment and logistics.. Particular emphasis 
should be given to air-defense and to ASW. 

Japan should assume a share of our soaring defense costs in 
Japan (e.g., labor costs and other housekeeping expenSes). 

We &re prepared to expand substantive cooperation in defense 
matters, to the extent the Japanese find it politically -
acceptable, 

Some time ago you asked me to study where we Want Japan ~o be in defense 
in five or siX years. I have attached a brief statement of my prel.iminary 
thinking on this point. It should prove use~u).. .as background fcrr the 
Fukuda visit. In general• we want Japan t-o' exJ>·and its capability within 
the present US-Japan "secu:rt°t§. fr~mew~rk __ _;-_ .. not to reantl in any' major 
seifse:·;-~·hut to· contribute' n'ldre to its owh defense and to· oUr Over'ai1 
conventIOUal military de'terrent. At the_: end of the five-year period·, /' 

' J3.paii. should be able' tc:i' ·perrom with confidence the air defense role, 
broaden its ASW coverage and assume a greater shar~ of Northern Pacific 
sea lane defense, and improve the logistics support of its forces to 
enhance their capability for sustained operations. 

All this can be implemented within the dual constraints of political 
and fiscal reality, but the Japanese have been moving very slowly. We 
are particularly disturbed by protracted delays in their air defense 
and ASW procurement. The percent of GNP Japan will devote to defense 
this year is declining from its already miniscule 0,9 percent. I 
believe we _need to step up our efforts to get Japan t.o increase its 
defensive capabilities; this will be particularly important as we 
proceed to plan a draw-down of US ground forces in Korea • 

{ t{. B,r,flJJ':/' C)! f ~J I C1J J., 
I Attachment oooopJ Di ·.(fd.+' 1 Dob Eackground Paper: U.S. Aims 
? for Japan's Defense Posture 

1

1~1- _,.,,, , • ., _______ .. __ Sec_ Def. _____ .,_. _______ _ 
;:,::·~~ ~; .- . ' ,. . . .. - - .. ' ···? ', 
• '. ~ ~ - - .l .' • .', • '" 
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US AIMS FOR JAPAM' S DEFENSE POSTURE 

We are in something of a Catch 22 situation with the Japanese on their 
defense programs. Over the years the Executive Branch and many legis
lators have publicly urged the Japanese to increase their defense capa
bilities beyorld tf':ieir ste_qdy tortDise-1 ike pace. \fo haven 1 t been too 
successful since the Japanese perceive little threat and the US millta1·/ 
pr,esence in the area seems assured. Altering either condition would 
probably be an unmanageable shoe~ to the Japanese. For our part we must 
tread cautiously given the importance of Japan to us. 

The Japanese Perspective 

The latest Japanese Defense White Paper does not envision an external 
threat to Japan within the next ten years. The Soviets are distrusted 
and annoy the Japanese with minOr harassments, but they do not generate 
foar. While concerned over the growth of Soviet power in Asia, the 
Government does not see a realistic scenario involving a·Soviet mili
tary threat to Japanese security. Japan· be] ieves th-e ~RC is weak and 
inhibited by the Sino-Soviet dispute, but they fear China may damage 
Japanese economic interests in Southeast Asia. Japan 1 s most pressing 
security concern is the prevention of hostilities in Korea; they are 
deeply concerned over expected US force reductions. 

Despite this generally relaxed orientation the Japanese see themselves 
as uniquely vulnerable and feel they must maintain the US-Japan security 
relationship. Japan carefully watches the US-Soviet strategic balance 
and the US military posture in Asia. Over time Japan has developed 
519nific€1nt;:·though small, ·conventiorial forces in order to reduce the• 
posS i bi lit i es Of po 11 ti ca I bl ackrna 11 and to hedge a-ga inst major changes 
in.US:defense policy. 

Japan 1 s 1 imited defense also reflects political and constitutional con
straints. These powerful domestic restraints have led the Japanese to 
focus exc.lusively on homeland defense missions, avoid the desi'gnation of 
a specific external threat, and keep defense expenditures under one per
cent of GNP. However, Japan 1s concern about security has been chariging 
over time, particularly since the fal1 of Vietnam, and the political 
i'"estr?lrits; ei:'9·,·.the/one percent limit, may be diminishing. 

The US View 

For its part the US has never been too sure of what it wants from Japan 
in the security field. Many Americans still fear a revival of Japanese 
militarism and are concerned over 11 too big 11 a defense buildup, Because 
of these worries and because we highly value political stability in Japan, 
we have wisely chosen not to challenge Japanese political constraints nnd 
have not pressed them hard on defense or to take on broader defense re~ 
sponsibilities in Asia. 

U~U..ASStfJEll 
A,cl1m>Ly ro 1l~l8 
D,oe 1~ f<O••»Y l<'fll 
n;<r, ll<cla" u,. rnr, it Rco WIJS 
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In our defense dealings with Japan we have'not attempted to define a role 
for them in countering the Soviets, nor have 1-1e discussed a NATO contin
gency or our plans to reinforce NATO from the Pacific. Japan may ·remain 
neutral during a NATO/~inrsaw Pact war, and w.ithout use of bases in Japari 
our ability to bottle up the Soviet Pacific fleet would be Impaired. We 
would not want to depend on the Japanese for important military functions 
which they might refuse to perform once war started in Europe, and this 
uncertainty makes it difficult to pursue a serious division of defense 
labor. Further, any effort at this time to define an anti-Sovi·et· defense 
role would lead to a political crisis in Tokyo. 

Nevertheless, the situation in Asia is changing. The growth of Soviet 
power and the decline of US military power make the Japanese increasingly 
nervous but not, apparently, to the point where they want to make a sig
nificant increase ln their defense capabilities. \1e are partly the cause, 
since we play down the significance.of our .redeployments and point to our 
remaining capabilities. · 

Given the present level of threat in Asia, we Cannot support making the .. \ 
lagging Japanese defense effort a major Political issue betwe'en our two 
countries. Nevertheless, we definitely should continue our quiet steady 
pressures on them to increase their capabilities. Modest Increases in 
Japanese forces are an addition to the power of the alliance and we should 
welcome them. Moreover, failure of the Japanese 11 to do more 11 in defense 
could adversely affect American attitudes toward Japan and Contribute to 
significant political strains bet\,;een the t1-10 countries, particularly if 
the economic issues bet\,;een us should become exacerbated. 

US Objectives for Japanese Defense 

Over the next five years we want Japan to expand the capability of its 
defense force within the present US-Japan relationship. ln this framework 
increases in Japanese defense wi 11 not appear threatening· to other countries 
of Asia. This does not argue for Japan nre-arming 11 in the ·usual sense, 
Rather we want to encourage Japan to improve the capability of its con
ventional forces along I ines that develop greater complementarity betwee~ 
US an~.J_aP,anese. forc;:es. At_ t~e end_.of the _five-.year pe_riod Japan shou-ld be 
·ab1e· to perform the air defense role with confidence, broaden its ASH cbv
erage and as"sume a greater share of Northern Pacific ·sea lane• defCnse, and 
beef up the logistics capability of its forces to make them a more credible 
military deterrent. The funds required to do this are not very large, a 
level of$ I bill ion or so above the current $5.6 bill Ion fund in~. Such 
an increase is marginal, ih terms of Japan's GNP, raising it to slightly 
over . .l percent. 

We also 1-mnt to increase our military cooperation and planning with the 
Japanese. We want to increase the scope of bilateral exercises, opera
tions, and exchange activities, and conclude a bilateral plan for the 
defense of Japan as a basic document for greater and eventually more task
orientecl military cooperation. This increased cooperation and greater 

2 
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complementarity of forces should give us more mileage from our forces in 
Northeast Asia as well as further the :uti J ity of the Jiipanese. in our, 
mutual security interest. 

Attached is a brief outline of some specific measures we believe Japan 
should take to improve its defense capability. 

\4hat i,,;e recommend wl 11 not be easy to attain, Even though Japan does 
not need to make a quantum jump in either defense expen-di tu res or scope 
of defense responsibilitfes, almost any enlargement of milftary capability 
will be difficult to achieve. The constraints are many: the ruling 
Liberal Democratic Party has been weakened,; building a consensus concern
ing a threat and an appropriate response is a slov,t task in Japan; and the 
Japanese are concerned about the perceptions of their n~ighbors. 

T1<10 Contingent Concerns 

A Regional Role for Japan - Japan has shunned any direct regional 
security effort. They have allowed us (\-Jith some limitations) to Use our 
bases on their soil and contributed individually through economic aid. 
We, in turn, are not sure what regional security contribution Japan should 
undertake. Any notion of using ·Japanese forces on foreign soil in the 
area is, of course, nonsense.· However, we may be able to involve the 
Japanese in building up the defense capabilities of friendly Asian coun
tries either through military grant aid or through the provisl·on,. in 
untied form, of something akin to our supporting assistance program. 
Any effort to move in this direction may very well be seen as politically 
impossible in Japan. Japanese specialists· in the agencies are deeply 
divided over the wisdom and feasibility of this general proposal. While it is 
not a matter of urgency, you may wish to have a review of this problem at 
an appropriate time. 

U.S. Marines from Okinawa in Korea. Because of the uncertainties 
associated with the removal of U.S. ground forces from Korea, it might 
be important periodically to demonstrate our commitment to South Korea 
and our ability to respond in a crisis by deploying U.S. air and ground 
forces into Korea. As the USMC Division on Okinawa will be the only 
ground combat force in East Asia once U.S. Army forces move out of South 
Korea, one such deployment alternative would employ Okinawa-based Marines. 
\4e may also want to consider periodically rotating to Korea some of our 
Marine air units in Japan. These steps would cause some adverse political 
reaction in Japan because they would openly link Japan to the active 
defense of Korea. You may wish to explore in detail the implications of 
such moves. 

Appendix: A Program for Increased Japanese Capability. 

3 

,-·
' . 

' \._} i,~ ,~. ·, .,-

-------------- ------·---- -------··----·-- - -----~--"- ----~--·- -

573



C' LC·'"",--m:vrtf.:-};: 
A Program for Increased Japanese Capability 

A significant increase in Japanese capability can be achieved within 
the current Japan Defense Agency manpower ceiling. Money is·a greater 
constraint than manpo\·1er. The Japan Defense Agency budget has remained 
between .8 and .9 percent of the GNP slnce 1972. !n absolute. terms, 
the budget has growp from $2.6 billion to $5.6 billion over the same 
period. This growth has kept pace with inflation but has not provided 
for much real growth, in capability or funded many major new v1eapons 
procurement programs. With a six percent annual GNP growth, defense 
funding at one percent of GNP fof the years FY 77-81 1t10uld average 
$6\6 billion annually--enough to make a significant start on necessary 
improvements despite moderate inflatioh, 
'\) ;·1 '1 i 

Such higher funding \Voul d have its emplias is on AS\./, air defense, and 
missile programs. Major programs already In the JDA 1 s FY 77-81 plans 
include: F-15 introduction (about 125); introduction of P-3C ASW 
aircraft; importation of 12 E2C AE\~ aircraft; productioh of 56 F-1 
fighter aircraft; 28 to 32 additional attack he! icopters; acquisition 
of improved HAWK; introduction of shipboard SPARROH and HARPOOU; a fleet 
Increase to 60 destroyer-type- ships. The FY 77 JDA budget no\'J in final 

11scrub,' 1 however, does not provide a very auspicious b·eginning: F-15 
has been delayed a yeari the ASW aircraft has funds only for further 
study; the F-1 request has been reduced; and shipbuilding requests have 
been reduced. ·He need to work for a reversal of this budgetary stag-
nation next year and beyond. · 

·Some Specifics for US-Jupan Cooperation 

Anti-Submarine Warfare (ASW} - Japan's dependence on sea lines of 
communication increases her vulnerability to submarine warfare. Japan 
thus needs to acquire first rate ASW capability. Conversely, that capa-. 
bility could be used to deny Soviet exit from the Sea of Japan in the 
event of a conflict. \~e need to increase the scope and frequency of 
Combined US-Japanese operations and standardize doctrine and tactics. 
Japan should acquire greater ASW capability through introduction of the 
P-3C or equivalent equipment, and greater ASW surface capability through 
acquisition of more ships and better sensor technology. Japan also should 
acquire more defensive mining capability and help augment our own limited 
capa·bil ity. We should increase the exchange of technological data and 
increase joint efforts to improve ASW command and control. 

----··------A-TT-Defe11Se Japan shuut""d pot tlle F-l)i111.'tl service as-soon as pos
sible, ns well as increase procurement of air defense missiles for their 
present F-4EJ. She needs to acquire an airborne early warning capability, 
better communications. a more powerful ground radar system, and improved 
electronic equipment to enable airborne and surface- radar to combat jam
ming. Japan should acquire the improved HAWK as soon as possible and 
initiate study of an advanced close'-in missile defense system. 

-SEGRE+ DECLASS!fl!;;D 
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Intel l igenr.c and Survei I lance - \Je should expand our in tel I igence 
cooperation with Japan and seek to have the Japanese do more open ocean 
and Soviet maritime province surveillance. The Japanese could mount 
(with our assistance) greater technical intelligence efforts. Navy 

ASW inte 11 i gence programs with the Japanese Navy are an exce J lent examp 1 e 
of what can be done. 

Commonality of Forces and Improved logistics Capability - He should 
develop with the Japanese mutually supporting logistics systems so that 
in a contingency situation our· f_?rces can be supported from either coun
try1s system. Japan also should expand its logistics system and develop 
greater strategic stockpiles. He should initiate increased combined 
training and exercises with 'Japanese ·forces. He could also accelerate 
and improve planning in current discussion forums to achieve a better 
division of labor 'in an emergency, as well as develop common communi
cations, tactics, 1-Jeapons systems, and support operations. 

The Problem of Cost Sharing - Recognizfng that political realities 
may prevent Japan from achieving the increased capability We would like, 
we also should pursue cost sharing alternatives. The Japanese,may Instead 
find•:it more palatable to·assume·a greater share of al.Jr collectiVe·defense 
costs. These operational costs are rising rapidly and the impact ls 
beginning to affect our force posture. labor costs, for example, have 
risen from $140 million in 1968 to $400 million· in 1975 despite an 
almost 50 percent reduction in Japan employees. We now pay al 1 these 
costs under the Status of Forces Agreement. We should seek to have Japan 
assume a sizeable portion of them. We further should seek increased but 
carefully controlled joint use of military bases with the Japanese mil i
tary forces, with the latter assuming a larger share of base housekeeping 
costs~ There are political obstucles to cost sharing, but not Insur
mountable ones. We are in the early stages of cost-sharing negotiations, 
and high level US interest should be helpful ln nudging the Japanese. 

2 
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JAPAN SELF DEFENSE FORCE 

PERSONNEL 

AIR FORCE 

Air Self Defense Force 43,000 (97% of 44,575 ceiling) 
Maritime Self Defense Force - 40,000 (97% of lil,400 ceiling) 
Ground Self Defense Force - 155,000 (86% of 180,000 ceiling) 

TOTAL 

MAJOR UN I TS 

- 238,000 (89% of 266,000 coiling) 

MAJOR EQUIPMENT 

AIR FORCE 

7 Fighter Wing~ ... 0..?." Squadrons 
... 536 "Aircraft) / 

- 83 F-4EJ Fighter 
- 196 F-104 Fighter 
- 238 F-86 Fighter 

14 RF-4E Reconnaissance 

3 rro:lin-if19 ·wi~gS-(356 Aircraft) 
l Transport \..Jing (411 Aircraft) 
5 Air Defense Missile Groups 

(162 NIKE Launchers) 
86 T-2 Trainer/Ground Supp~rt Fighter 
30 C-1 Transport 

NAVY 

Fleet Escort Force (4 Flotillas, 
49 ~o·es trOye·rs·) / 

5 Fleet· Air \:fiiiQS·-·(190 Combatant 
Aircraft) 

NAVY 

49 Destroy.er/Destroyer Escorts 
16 Submarines 
36 ·~1Tn~·s·\;eeperS ... 7 
3Ii P'a1:'r0_1_ Cr~ft · 
68 P-2J ASH Ai re raft ·2 Minesweeper Flotl llas 

2 Submarine Flotillas 
Fleet Training Command 

- 123 Other ASW Aircraft (S2F-l; HELO) 

ARMY 

- 12 Infantry Divisions 
1 Mechanized Division 
l Field Artillery Brigade, 

4 Separate Batta] ions 
l Tank Brigade 
l Airborne Brigade 
1 Helicopter Brigade. 

- Ii Anti-Aircraft Artillery 
Groups (Includes HAWK) 

5 Engineer Brigades 

ARMY 

- 790 Tanks 
- 640 Armored Vehicles 

80 Self-Propelled Guns 
- 310 Helicopters 

Sources: 1976 Japan Defense Agency White Paper 
DIA Military Intelligence Summaries 

" .. ----- ---------------·-··--"·--- ---- --------
___ ,_ __________ - - ----- - -
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~ ·\ . ·~'ii~ ~ - 4 F.ebruary 1977 · 
~1,C . . 

SECRETARY OF DEFl;NS_E . 

Since Dave Jones concedes t~at hfs diagnosis 
·of the problem fs better than hfs proposed 
solutions, I als6 attach a brt~f chit I dtd 

as 

for yo~r transttton team which goe$ further. 
My reaso~ for raising this issue now: ls that 
you may act on DoD reorganfzatfon before I 
address · the NATO aspect In my·action proposals. 

.....i- You raise this with the reorganizers 

--- This problem Is under control 

. i . 
i . . 

( . 

. ' .,:-, 
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Chief, RDD,..E.SD, WHS . .f, 
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WASHII-IGTON, D.C, 20330 
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~· ., · · ··_. · :13 Ju 1 y l 97 6 
· ..... Chief, Records &·Declass Div, WHS 
' Date: OCT 2 3 2016, : 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

StlBJECT: NATO and Multilateralisfu· 
• • • ••• ·••• 1 

.. .. . . . 
, . . This memo is the requested follow-up to. our discussion 

on the ·disconnect bet\'lecn pol icy and practfce. in the. NATO 
. ~rena. The diseonnect is by no means confined tQ the 

·. Depa_rtment of Defense, nor. even the U;S. Gove·rnment, :but 
I believe the U.S. Defense ·community.can play a larger role . 

. · in influencing better NATO integration, in-house nnd Alliance-
. wide. ··-· 

. . Many ·o~ the di sco.nnect symptoms derive from a uni late,~~. l ism 
which,-to a greater ~r lesser extent, colors the ccinduct Qf all 
sovereign nations. Governments may typically act in What·. 
appears to be.the national interes~, but wheh such inter~sts are 
too narrowly defined, broader interests can be sacrjficed for 
the sake of short term advantarre. In many NATO nations,-we see 
abundant evidence that the tail of domestic political and· ec·onomic 

. expediency wags the dog of Alliance solidarity, multilateral ism, 
. . . a 11 d J n t e r o p e r a b il i t-y • F o r ex a in p 1 e : ·· · -. . · · · 

. . . . . . 
• . . ,c.;- r:c ·.a..· .. ~ ~-~~'Cl · .. ,i;:~ .. ;·,.,.lo':;-.~··· .,.. . . . •.. • ,. • 

· .. .d.~fert:e~;jffl'tf'9·:e··t:-s·-~ · d r:. i v en. a l mo s t ex c l u s i v el y ~by . 
. dQJlM~~::t~i e· · if'o'l,i;t i'c"ci'l .. cons t ra ir(ts; NATO a reluctant a f.te r thou g 11 t·. 

• ·~~":;c;; ~:,-- • .. • ••• • ·:,. • • • • • • • • 

.. fQ_rce structure .. :--_--.-·sa·me · story~:. wjth the addit.ional 
complicatio1~ of 11 a ·1ittle bit of ev~rything 11 thrown .in. 

~ . . 
> . - we1pons development: fragmented~ uncoordinate&~ 

dq_pl ·icativ'e\· .. ·of"ten · comp·etitive,~~f,;· Vehicles-'.using different 
fti~ls, guns with different ammunition, incompatible aircraft 
armament, etc. Standardization, if considered at alli worked 
after the fact rather than at inception; the U.S. is as guilty 
as anyone in this regard. · · 

cQ.mmuni'cations: worse than weapons; analog fs· . 
dj'ig~l_tcf;\,; enormous economic and manpower resources tied up in 
nationil-only systems whic~ overlap each other (and NATO comm) 
without the redeeming advantage of redundancy; n~tional arltl , .. 
. N·f\·J·O towers ·stand ··side-by-side on many German hilltbps.. . ....... . 
• ... •• • • • 1 • : : ; •• 

- ~ommand and control: myriad ·systems\ designed ·in , 
national and/or service vacuums; speak different "languages," 
can't be netted except manually or .with costly buffering; ~ome 

·· individual improvements but bas-ic problem ·persists. .... 

. in tel 1 igcnce: as with command/control/communica-'tions ,. 
\{' 

suhstantlal resources concentrated wit~ national-only orientation 
although no ~lly capuble of national-only defense. .{ ., 
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----:---- . ----------- -·-·-·-··· -.. ----. ·-··---;--

.In many instances, the U .• s. is the most te11cicious :p·'ractitio 
of the· "go-it-alone" school, and with understanqnblc reason: 
worldwide interests and commitmen~s have necessarily pro~uced . 
a national ~ecurity apparatus organized, trained, and tonditi~ne, 
to support -dnilateral. action at any level o~ conflict, wheriver 
required. 

~ .. ... _ .... . '• 
· As I sec it, the problem wi~~ this ap~atatus i~ that ~t doe~ 

its job too well. - The .system emphasi·zes u.s." global stan'd-alone 
capabilities whereas, in a sub-nuclear Euro~ean context, 
~.~.ila,,.t~J:Al ..... Udt action makes no sense. Moreover, it would do 
us 1 i t t 1 ·e,_. g O o.d ~w i i1 II the O. s . p 1 ec e Of a NATO war by h Q l d i n g 
the U.S. front if the line caves elsewhere in .the C~ntral . Region. 
Yet ·we tend to devote more -energy to · the. question .of . how to 

. further strengthen the strongest, heavi~st links in.the defens~ 
chain rather than how to firm u~ the weakest • . ~N!-:~'.' :· . 

An ironic illustration of this per~asive· "blinders-..on" 
p~rspective in Washington is the recent . GAO report ·- whfch · · 
criticized the Army fo.r _ shortages of equ·ipment, munitions; 
·trained manpow~r, etc. The underlying implication of these 
.findings--that NATO i~ weakened by marginal shortages in U.S. 
forces--is first cousin to the .unilateralism which afflicts much 
o_f our own planning and misses the broader ·11 weak 1 ink 11 p·oint~. · . 

We ce~tainly should continue ~ursuing · ou~ efforii ·to .insure 
· that our own manning and stockagc objectives are l9gical and.con~ 
sistent and then to fulfill them. But we should do so within· 

l
the context that, in absolute termss our forces are · in good· . 
shape and in relative terms, .we're like a . 280 pound tackle.· 
in a 150 pound average line. · for. example, .although the U.S. · 
considered itself short of HAWK missiles (and was, based on the 

.air threat), my experience in Europe was that, by the second or 
·third day of an exercise, 2 ATAF ·would be re·questing redfstri-
bution of HAWK resources from the 4 ATAF area • . In fact, we 
found that the U.S. stock~.accounted for about 80% of the riir 

·,. de.livered munitions in Europe, even though we had less than 25% 
of the tactical aircraft (about 50% with augmentation).· My Army 
counterpart reported comparable ratios wjth ground force 
munitions. Yet, I'd say that 90%· of our staff effort•and 
attention focuses on U.S. requirements and only 10% on the 
broader imbalance. We should not reverse those ratios, but 
clearly a more balanc.ed institutional appf'.oach to the bigge_r 
issues is called for. 

.. ~ -. , 
· Fortunately, Gen Haig and his senior officers in Europe " 1•· 

have a keen appreciation for these broader issues. Many 
inte1·11gent, innovative people on both sides of the Atlantic 

-arc working these problems ·hard and striving to overcome or 
. DECLASSIFIED. IN FULL. . . 
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work around the impediments to improved integration. The 
fact that ,.,e do as ,,,ell as we. do ·.is a tribute to a generation 
of dedicnte.d, internationalists. Many sol·id improvements 
have been made, including:the formation of AAFCE and the 
introduction of U.S • . grou·nd forces into NORTHAG. Issues 
such as rationalization and standardization hkv~ been 
isolated and are being worked, albeit slowly~ As yet, 
however, we have not evolved a mechanism for dealing with 
equally important and perhaps more fundument~l problems. 

For·example, all of NATO is afflicted by-djffereot individ~ 
in.t~ ere fa ti on s of o u r no m i n « 11 y c omm on MC 1 4 / 3 s tr a t e g y . The 
philosop1ica1 ~ivision over what deters and how flexible should 
be our response spills over i~to a whole range of practical 
.policy issues. The Europeans believe visible f9rce structure 
and a low nuclear -threshold deter best. ·· Consequently, when 

. facing decisions on .resou~ce allocation, they tend to opt for 
· thinly supported numbers and apparent capability rather than 

smaller numbers with hard punch and staying power. 

Our·view, of course, is far different. We believe 
recognized determination and good capability to s~stain a firm 
defensive campaign are th~ best insurance against aggression. 

Another related disconnect is our ~ . .tY~.r.9filJ.:t._th_reat ass_g...§..~
ment, particularly ·in terms of probable warning time. Tneu.s. 
has·unilaterally promulgated its national estimate of 23 days 
warning, whereas most of NATO expects no more than a couple of 
days. (At issue here is · not ·whether 23 days is wrong, for 
good -intelligence and perceptive analysis may ind~ed provide that 
much time or more. What is wrong, in my view, is that once this 

~ figure becomes enshrined in our planning, the whole DOD program 
and the success of our strategy for Europe tend to revolve around 
that figure. What NATO needs is the flexibility to defend with 
little or no warning, along with the capability to take· advantage 
of .whatever warning is available. This doesn't necessarily imply 
big increases in forces, but might well s~ggest chaQges in deploy-
ments, equipment, stocks, and logistics schedules.) . 

Pursuing these and other conflicting con~riptions produces 
many anomalies. The bottom line fro~ the standpoint of readiness 
is illustrated by the different WRM objectives mentioned earlier: 
the U.S. working to keep its forces reinforced and support~d 
through the 90th day of a NATO war and beyond, while some of .. . 
our Allies (on whom the overall sutcess of the defense depend~' ' 
every bit as heavily as on U.S. forces) would fold logistically 
by the 10th day or earlier. ;•.. ''- · -

oM.:l'...-... • ._~www • a r , .--
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. . . 
There is still another fundamental problem, linked to both 

unilateralism and divergent strategic intcrpretntions, whicl1 has 
similar ·troublesome implications.'· The Allies, includ·ing the U.S 
are conte11t''with· ·total rel ·iance on one another to defend the 
<:1 s s i g n e d ·geog rap hi c pi e c es O·f the fro n t , but have been i n cap ab 1 e 
of meuningful progress toward mutual reliance-Sor logistics 

-~ !J.Q._Q.t.f!§y s u Pp or t . Whether t t;fs--;:'ii usrts-...o ... r·~i.;-fsuTfs'fr o'in ~·1-ac k 
· of s:tandaraization is a "chicken and egg" argument. None of 

these ~roblems I have sketched can be treated in isolation; 
they call for corrective action across the board. 

In my view, the solution is a gradual process .6f edutation, 
change, and initiative. Although these problems do not lend them 
selves to a single bold stroke solution, the rework of HSSM 3 
currently underway presents a timely qpportunity to correct many 
overarching problems at the highest policy guidance level. We 
ought to exploit this opportunity to insure that the old uni
lateralism will not be perpetuated in the new strategy options 
bejng ·developed. . 

To this end, I believe it is necessary to better clarify, 
define, and centraliz~ responsibility for HATO defense affairs 
within the Pentagon. We can thereby get our own house in 
order as well as create the mechan:i sm for encouraging 
constructive change in other departments and in Europe. I 

.agree that more teeth shoul~ be put into ISA's role as thi 
OSD kingpin on NATO-related activities in the building. 
Within this strengthened charter, ISA might take the.lead in 
coord-inating a high level ree.xamination of the defense related 
aspects of NATO, warts and .all. Composed mainly of people in the 
building, with . some help from U.S. authorities in Europe, this 
could be expected to identify many of the fundamental problems 
·(including some we may cause.ourselves), which : have hot yet 
been·surfaced by the vertically orgsnized, functional · bureauc
racy. With a clearer in-house version of our own "sins of 
omission and commission" and corrective action visibly under
way where appropriate, we will then be.in a stronger and more 
credible position to wade into the areas ,involving Allied 
shortcomings. 

Among other tech n i q u es for · sharpen i n g the NATO focus w i th i n 
DOD might be an extension of the ~urrent practice for improving 
FMS; for example, periodic breakfast meetings, attended by 
appropriate principals, to deal with both broad and specific -..... 
issues, report pr·ogress, and signal continuing high-level ,ii, 

interest. - · · , 
. Somehow, we also have to get a hand(e on better coordination 

1_
1
.,)1, ·of weapons system development. Perhaps at the phase of formalizing 

jfJt-' · requir-emcnts at early DSARC's we need to institute a specific 
. DECLASSIFIED IN FULL . 
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·evaluation of suitnbility/interface with NATO's ~equirements. 
In all cases (but particulnrly with rcquiren1ents primarily NATO 
related) we should examine Europian systems in develbpment oi 
production which·might satisfy our needs. If so, we should · . 
tonsidir European procurement, joint development, or.co-productic 
as serious alternatives. Because of global ml~s1on needs we m~y 
occusional1y have to proceed with. unique and/or incompatible 
systems, but if so, it., is better 't'o do so as"-a·conscious choice, 
rather than inadvertently contr_ibuting to the interoperability 
prob·lem. · . · . . · : 

It v/oulcr also be beneficial to bqth OSD and the mil 1·1:ary . 
to have better focal points. in Europe for .integrating US-NATO 
activities. There are already myriad committees working 

· pieces of the problem, composed of military, civilian, U.S., 
and. European representntives in ·vario.us combinations. H:oweyer, 
these bodies lack the cohesiveness which might be affdrded by, 
for example, elevating the status and responsibility of · t~e· . 
DEFREP to U.S. Mission NATO (perhap~ to the equivalent of· 
Deputy Chief of Mission level). In his broadened role the·DEFREP 
could be invaluable as the integrator· of the various u:s·. defense 
initiatives as they interface ~ith NATO programs--and . . 
vi'ce .versa. In the longer term, the.NATO or.ientation of US .Forces 
in Europe, would be greatly strengthened by collocating EUCOM. · 
and SHAPE Headquarters. · 

"Finally, it has been my expe~ience that the A1liance does · . 
best, in terms of working mutual problems joiTitly and equitably, · 
when operating through the NATO Infrastructure system {HADGE and 
TAB VEE shel.ters are two significant examples). Although· 
the sys tern is cumbersome and imperfect, the II output 11 

· has ex.hi bi ted . 
a far better degree of standardization and consistency than most 
other NATO pr6~rams. Perhaps now is the time to re-examine 
the Infrastructure system for possible broadened scripe and 
wider participation in major.system deve1oement • 

. · I s~nse a growing recog~ition everywhere that thi day of 
lip-service solutions is past. The Warsaw Pact forces grow more. 
formidable yearly, many major NATO and Allied systems ~re due · 
for replacement or modernization in the 1980s, ·and the climate 
for more integrated action is better than it has been in years. 
As the Alliance leader, we ought to seize this opportunity to 
strengthen the favorable currents of chang.e by demonstrating 
in word and action that we take seriously the "two way street". 

·nature of our professed multi'lateralism. ::1, 

~~~o~ 
DAVID c. JONES, 6'neral, USAF 
Chief of Staff 

5 

.~ ,, . . . . .~· ' • ' . 

...... . 
::.. . . ~· 
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--.... HOW TO REORGANIZE ·DoD TO GET ADEQUATE FOCUS ON NATO PROBLEM 

Why This Is Essential 

Despite the fact that the bulk of our GPF (thus the largest single 
chunk of DoD budget) are primarily siz~d and configured for the ~ATO 
scenario, DoD has never organized itself to give commensurate emphasis 
to NATO-related issues in its real-life decision process. In fact, 
the present system produces almost the opposite result. Though SecDefs 
personally pay a lot of a~tention to NATO issues (at least two minis
terial meetings a year and lots 9f visitors), these issues then almost 
'invariably get submerged in basically US-oriented decision processes. 
As a result NATO aspects usually get raised too late or too diffi
dently to ~£feet real life decisions as much as they should. In effect, 
the Pentagon machine ignores NATO considerations in 90% of what it 
really does. 

Thus each SecDef finds that the bold words he utters to his fellow 
ministers, and the directives he issues, get lost in the vast Pentagon 
bureaucracy. If revamping NATO's feeble con~entional posture is high 
on the new SecDef's agenda, he must find better institutional means of 
getting adequate follow through. 

What Can Be Done? 

The trouble is that the NATO problem area cuts across just about 
every Pentagon activity. Almost every ASD, and most elements of each 
serviceJhave pieces of the action. So NATO .is everybody's business and 
no one's. A separate ASD for NATO wouldn't solve the problem, because 
too many other offices have legitimate interests. 

While ISA has traditionally had the con on NATO affairs, this made 
more sense back when NATO was regarded as essentially a politico-mili
tary problem. But the crying need today is for a broadly rationalized 
NATO defense posture (with more combined R&D, joint weapons develop
ment/procurement, interoperable equipment, doctrine, tactics, etc.). 
This emerging requirement has grown far beyond ISA's ability to manage 
alone. 

Even if his ISA shop were greatly strengthened (which it should be), 
ASD/ISA is only on the same lev.el with the other ASDs.· He can't really 
order around these autonomous feudal dukedoms. Above all, ISA can't 
beat up DDRE (which needs it most). 

Schlesinger first tried to solve this problem by having his own 
Special Assistant (Bob Murray), with a small staff, drive the Pentagon 
toward NATO. It worked for a while, but was so widely resented by the 
ASDs and services that Jim abandoned it after a year. At present, 
there is only a DoD Rationalized Steering.Group really chaired by a 
two-star ISA office director, who does splendid work but simply lacks 
the clout to force NATO-oriented needs down anyone's throat. 
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The Optimum Solution 

1. Given the way NATO issues cut across everyone's bow, a high
powered NATO rationalization task force is probably the best way to 
pull all the dukedoms together. Make relevant ASDs and service 
secretaries sit on it (on the DSARC model) in· ·order to bring their 
d~partments into line. 

2. To put enough steam behind a Task Force, have it chaired by 
a Deputy Secretary of Defense as one of his major functions (again 
on the DSARC model). Since the senior Deputy already has a full 
time job with programming, the new second Deputy is the logical man. 
This also ties in well·with the Fitzhugh Panel proposal that he be 
the operational deputy dealing with NSC, JCS, State, etc. 

3. Give DepSecDef and his Steering Group a strong charter from 
SecDef himself, which clearly speils out what he expects. At a 

.minimum this charter should make the Deputy responsible for super
vising NATO-related matters, and the channel to SecDef on them. 
It also should require that NATO aspects be taken into account in 
all relevant R&D (DSARC) and programming decisions, and charge the 
DepSecDef with monitoring this. 

4. Give DepSecDef his own modest staff of bright operators 
(half military) to prepare the papers and do the indispensable 
follow-through. Without such full-time eyes and ears, he'll never 
be able to keep ab~east of what's· going on, much less guide it. 
To head the staff, find a bright able civilian of stature and give 
him a three star deputy. 

5. First job of new Task Force should be to draw up a NATO-wide 
action program as basis for a major US initiative at May 1977 NATO 
meeting. 

Let ·1sA, P&E, I&L, DDRE, etc. continue to do what they're doing 
now (ISA for example, wou;d continue to handle day-to-day NATO actions) 
in addition to supporting the new Task Force. In sum, this proposal 
would add an expediting level with real clout above them as the best 
way of making sure that the NATO angle gets ground in throughout the 
Pentagon machine. 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF , DEFENSE . IJ ~~'1' £ -Jt,,-o ,.Ja Jr~ ,- • ,,.., \ 
. /J.' f'(i, t ~\,..f 

- p-, . • IJ /J • I :'t\ 
Enhancement (U) ~ l~i'~ 

~\ ""....w ,~~ 
Subject: European Capabilities 

1. (U) On 30 June 1976, LTG James F. Hollingsworth, us Army, 
completed a report entitled "An Assessment of the Conven~ional 
Warfighting Capability and Potential of the US Army in Central 
Europe." On 13 July 1976, the Secretary of Defense and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff were briefed on LTG Hollingsworth's 
assessment. The report rendered by LTG Hollingsworth 
offered more than 90 recommendations, however, the Chief 
of Staff, US Army, . selected five issues which he felt 
warranted the attention of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
the Secretary of Defense. They are contained in Appendix A. 

2. ~ The Joint Chiefs of Staff examined these issues, and 
their principal conclusions are: 

a. Warning Time. It is estimated that the Soviets would 
seek to· optimize 'their advantage in force ratio prior to 
attack. It . is not clear at what point the Soviets believe 
they would achieve their optimal advantage, but it is 
the estimate of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that it would 
occur no later than 14 days after the beginning of 
Warsaw Pact mobilization. Within the.context of NATO's 
Central Region, a 7/14-day mobili \a·tion assumption couia 
be used for force planning and p1:ogramming. However, 
this examination has not validated this assumption within 
the context of worldwiae defense planning and programming. 
Consequently, a 7/14-day mobilization assumption, as 
applied worldwide, should be evaluated. 

S\lX?Sn 
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b. Initial Fifteen Days of War. There is a strong requiz 
ment to stop a large-scale Warsaw Pact attack without 
major loss of friendly territory in the initial 15-30 
days of war. However, the requirement also exists to 
be able to continue the conflict and successfully defend 
for as long as the Soviet Union and its allies are capablt 
of fighting. While it does not appear appropriate to 
identify a specific constraint within the 180-day period, 
logistic planning guidance should recognize that there 
may be as much as 30 days of high intensity conflict at 
the onset of hostilities. 

c. Northern Arm~ Group, Europe, Corps. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff recognize the insufficiency of immediately 
available ground forces in the Central Region and support 
the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR), in his 
initiatives to correct the situation. Sufficient divi
sions will be in the active force structure by end FY 1980 
to meet t~e additional requirement for a~ Allied Forces, 
Central Europe, reserve corps. However, without 
pre-positioning of material configured to unit set and 
improvement in strategic lift, the corps could not be 
deployed to Europe by M+30. Notwithstanding these 
factors, a NATO common solution is required. 

d. Forward Defense. It is in the best interest of the 
United States for NATO to adopt a coherent concept of 
defense and force dispositions that has the capacity for 
a swift; violent reaction to any vio.lation of NATO 
territory with inherent capability to defend successfully 
against a Warsaw Pact attack as near as tactically 
feasible to the inter-German boundary (IGB) in the 
Central Region. Whatever decision is reached, it must 
be a NATO decision not a unilateral US decision. 

e. Assessment of US Forces South of the Alps. A require
ment exists for a US Army headquarters south of the Alps 
to control US Army units throughout the Southern Region 
because of the geography and distance from Headquarters, 
US Army Forces, Europe. 

A more detailed discussion of the conclusions is contained 
in Appendix B. 

----
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3. Jiff The Joint Chiefs of Staff recollllllend that: 

a. warning Time 

Cl) The Department of Defense, in connection with 
ongoing National Security Council studies, undertake 
a detailed evaluation of the validity and implications 
of a 7/14-day mobilization assumption as the basis 
for Defense force planning and programming. 

(2) Collective Alliance efforts be vigorously pursued 
to find ways to increase the warning time before a 
Warsaw Pact attack. 

b. The Initial Fifteen Days ~ f War · .. . • 
., 

(1) Logistic support planning for at least 180 days 
be retained in the Defense Guidance.* 

(2) The first 30-day operational stockage-planning 
factors be based on consumption rates for a very 
intense conflict. 

(3) War reserve stockage policy be designed to satisfy 
anticipated combat demands fully through 6 months of 
a NATO war. Stockage objectives should continue to 
be based on the assumption that combat continues for """ 
~O days at intense rates an~ .an additional 9Q days at c., 
sustained ~tes. - E'urthermore, planJillng constt!@rattons , 
must include provisions for assessing production Ct..i 
wartime requirements beyond D+l80. ~~~ 

c. Northern Army Group, Europe, Corps ~ ~ .. ~~ , ~--~ 
(1) The requirement for a corps-sized reserve be 
supported. The Joint Chiefs of Staff strongly recom
mend that this issue be addressed at the NATO Spring 
Ministerial meeting (May 1977) to seek a common NATO 
solution to recognized inadequacies in Northern Army 
Group, Europe. 

(2) In the interim period, through 1980, the United 
States continue to maintain the additional US Army 
forces in the "Other Forces for NATO" category. In 
no event, however, should these forces be "earmarked" 
until agreement is reached on a satisfactory Alliance 
solution. 

~ -
3 
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(3) The Strategic Mobility Enhancement Programs be 
continued. 

d. Forward Defense. NATO consider adopting the concept 
of a forward defense along defensible terrain at, or as 
near as possible to, the IGB in the Central Region. To 
the extent possible within progranuned resources of the 
United States and NA~O allies, the United States continue 
to support USCINCEUR/SACEUR efforts to achieve a NATO 
concept of defense well forward along the IGB in the 
Central Region. 

e. Assessment of US Forces South of the Alps 

(1) The current us Army Southern Europe Ta~k Force 
(USASETAF) organization continue essentially: . unchanged 
in structure but with economies in size where possible. 

(2) The forward strategic logistic support base in 
USASETAF be retained in support of NATO contingency 
plans in Allied Forces, Southern Europe, and, with 
the concurrence of the Italian Government, as an 
alternate support base for US unilateral, non-NATO 
contingencies. 

4. ~ The ap9ve conclusions ·and :r::ecommendations were arrived 
at with the tull consideration that the Hollingsworth report 
dealt with the US Army participation in a possible conflict 
in the Central Region1 it did not attempt to address the 
joint or combined aspects of the defen~e of NATO Europe or 
the total strategic or resource implications which relate 
thereto. Wh~le this assessment, of itself, should not 
serve ~s a basis for JCS recommendations to modify strategy 
or force planning·, it will be useful in the subsequent 
developme~t of JCS-recommended strategy and force posture 
within existing planning, programming,. and budgeting system 
and Alliance planning procedures. 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY 9P OEF~NSE 

SUBJECT: The Nunn-Bartlett Repo.rt: 
INFORMATION MEMORANOUM. 

CIA HAS NO OBJECTION TOL DEClASSIF 
ND/ORL RELEASE QF THIS DOCUMENT! 

01-15-2015 ~ 

NATO and· the New Soviet Threa·t---

This memorandum presents a relatively unvarnished P&E critique of 
the Nunn-Bartlett report on the state of NATO's defenses and proposals 
for future action. It concentrates on those areas where we have major 
disagreements with or reservations about what the Senators have said. A 
copy of the report is attached, By separ·ate action we are preparing 
your formal response to the e_ight recomnendations in the ri!port, a·s 
requested of you by Senator Bartlett. 

Overview 

. . The foundation for the repor~' s reco111T1endatio~s 1~ _.t~e ~-~11,.~f, that 
~-bSi}!q_fJ,AW . .:f-!S~ .. ":£!!.l~;l;I_Mtmb.i,l\~'}~tt~9~ With 5Q ,di vi s10ns without g1 vfog 
N"tJ?~flh~miti :"4.(Pd1(:fUfJ•'\W~rnlng ~ We-are conc~rned -t~at this is a "worst 
case" overstate!TIE!nt of the threat that could Jeopard1ze support for a 
more realistic long-term co111T1itment to strengthen NATO's ~onventional 
force.s. Such a co111T1itment is required because existfog real U.S. and 
NATO defense problems cannot be corrected quickly without major funding 
increases. Acceptance of the Nunn/Bartlett "worst case" threat could 
breed despair when the additional cost implications are realized. Such 
a situation could suggest sharply reduced conventfonal forces, increased 
reliance on nuclear weapons, with all the danger and instability implied 
by such a major reversal of U.S. policy. 

s~rio~, ... Bt:~~l~!Jl~":, §~j.ft. i_t:1 ~"'u.r9p~. Prepositioned war r~serve ~9yipR1E 
stocks ··ar_·e~Virt_•~'-tt,,. 'non"."J!'{,1st~f!t; fprces are less than ~pt1mally dep1oyE 
amniUijJ,f1Qti1it?{1ii --a~<f i \Qflgij 'faciHties are about half of w~at .is 
current1y ·estimated as required; and units must move to stor_age sites to 
pick up an,nonition befor~ going to defensive positions. These are but a 
few of the recognized problems that are bei_n_g corrected as quickly as 
funding constraints and production capacities will allQw. These problem~ 
exist in the context of both unreinforced attack and the 23/30 day 
mobilization scenarios. 

Perhaps the most serious omission from the report is an adequate 
consideration of costs. While on the one hand the Senators state that 
the NATO problem they describe can be overcome "within the framework ~~~bu 

! ~ 
\~ 
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the political, economic, and military resources now available to the 
Alliance 11 {.pg. 2) and that 11This should be done without weakeni.ng 
_powerful-he_dges in NATO force structure _against a protracted war11 (pg. 
18), on the other hand they propose a "quantum jump" in conventional 
firepower in the short term. The obvious inconsistency is not explained. 

Threat 

The intell.igence and foreign policy conmunity's universal judgment 
is that significant deteriorat.ion in East-West rel at ions would be· 
required ·before the Pact would resolve to go to war with NATO. Such 
political warni_ng was recently described by the U.S. Ambassador to NATO 
as "an article of faith" amongst our allies. A significant deterioration 
in relations would· both-alert NATO's intell.igence· reporting and polit
ical decision-maki_ng systems and· lead military conmanders· to take such 
steps as are within their authority to improve the peacetime readiness 
of their forces. Such measures shoul~ greatly improve NATO's capability 
to respond quickly should the Pact begin to mobilize and/or move toward 
attack positions. · 

The report's descriptions of th~ growth and improvement of Soviet 
ground forces and of the improvement in the. ground attack capabilities 
of Soviet tactical aircraft are .. broadly correct. However, we are not 
prepared to acc~.e.t the description of "a Pact capability to launch such 
an /unreinforce,W attack from virtually a standing start" (pg. 6). 

I ,;.. -~..._ --- ' 

Even if an attack is to be launched prior to refnforcement from the 
USSR, non-Soviet Warsaw Pact forces, which are significantly less ready 
than Soviet forces. must be mobilized a.nd assembled. Extremely complex 
movement of forces and supplies must take place on an unprecedented 
scale. Based on our familiarity with the transportation RX>del being 
used by DIA, we have serious doubts about the validity of recent esti
mates of Pact combat unit buildup capability. We are additionally 
concerned that the pre-attack buildup of munitions and other essential 
supplies has not been adequately considered. Furthermore, a prudent 
Pact comnander would likely take other measures, such as increasing the 
fraction of naval forces at sea, prior to an attack. Early attacks may 
minimize NATO's warning time but they also maximize Pact risk if the 
initial attack fails. We and the intell_igence conmunity are studying 
how long Pact preparations might take and how quickly NATO ~ight see 
them, ·pursuant to- PRM-10. Based on what we know now, we doubt that the 
Pact could assemble a force of 58 divisions (all the forces in Poland, 

· Czechoslovakia, and the GDR) in such a way as to catch NATO prior to 
RX>bilization (pg. 11-12). 

I 

Employment of Forces (pg. 9) 

Any NATO posture short of continuously. manni_ng all major defensive 
·positions in peacetime will depend for .its success on some warni_ng. If 
the Pact really could assemble a very la_rge force before NATO conmanders 

-SECRS· 
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deploy to defensive positions, then the senators' statement that our 
coveri.ng forces are not adequate would be accurate. If, however, Pact 
buildup capabilities are less than asserted, then it is more likely our 
coveri~g fortes will be able to do their job. In either case, it is 
inaccurate to picture the wi thdrawi.tig coveri.ng force as 11 havi.ng suffered 
the agony of defeat" or Pact fortes as "flushed with the- thrill of 
v1 ctory". A coveri.ng force is ·not expected to ho 1 d. ground. It trades 
l1mited ·space for the time needed by the main defensive forces to occupy 
and prepare their positions. 

Political Implications 

We share the senators' concern with the cumbersome nature of NATO's 
routine decision-mak·ing process (pg. 10}. However, in a major crisis 
procedures probably would b~ greatly accelerated or bypassed and decisions 
by U.S., UK. and FRG 1,eaders to mobilize would drive the process. This 
does not mean that the machinery shouldn't be improved. It should. 

It is difficult to say what each Ally's "potential contribution" 
is; however, contrary to the senators' contentions (pg. 2}, the defense 
spending of our European allies has been increasing in real terms since 
about 1970. · 

Military Implications 

In most cases, the areas of weakness in NATO's posture discussed in 
the report (pg. 11-16} are long-standing and widely recognized. Programs 
are underway and others are being considered in every area. The U.S. 
posture which the Senators saw ·in Europe was largely the result of 
programs funded in FY 73 and .earlier. During that time U.S. involvement 
in SEA seriously affected our capabilities in and for Europe. Programs 
since then aimed at improvement are only now b.eginning to show up i~ the 
field. 

The seriousness of the East-West malpositioning of NATO forces (pg. 
12} depends on just how 11 few 11 days of warning NATO will realistically 
have. In addition, the significant differences in ability to ITK>Ve 
forces quickly to the battle area attributed to NATO and the Pact 
appears to be a classic case of the 10 foot tall enemy.* 

There certainly have been instances when for~ign sales depleted 
U.S. stocks or delayed U.S. acquisition. However, contrary to the 
report's charge {pg. 14 and 16}, shor~ages in war reserve stocks are not 
primarily the result of limited production capacity and fore.ign sales. 

\)ECLASSIFIED IN PART 
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The total investment i~volved in modern1zi.~g and expandi.ng forces and 
fi 11 i.ng WRM requjrements. -swollen . by· both . recent upward revisions and 
new types of weapons;, · is en~rmot,s • .- L 1m1 ted budget, have forced us to 

. get we11 slowly~ One ~19.~t, ho~eyer, question the ·pr1or1t1es ·currently 
ass.1gned both. to fundi.ng var~ous. par~s of the totaJ requ1·rement and to 
the. ge.ograph1c allocation of the .new :U,S. equipmen.t. · 

We do not .agree with the rep·or~'s assea.sment that 0..1:U' .,A.1~ c1t(P.tl$.,s 
~r'1, tB.dti~U,OW (pg. 15}. We · be 11 eve the · authorf zed wa.r ·reserve 1 evel 
fQ~·Haw~ missfles t,o be too h)gh since most studies have shown that the 
Pact cannot· sustain a h.19h intensity threat fo·r more than a few days. 

Force ·P1annin9 ·Guidance 
;,ir• - -

·~\ _· ,. _ . --'- ··-- Jb_e~_ SA:nator.s ~seem to ·be m_istnformed about the nature and purp~se of 
~.;:~ ---- · }.~!-t Fla.;~i\t~~-~$SU19Pt1on~. · The . ~ssumption that NAT~ would have thr.ee 

\~; .. · ,. ,-Je.~~~: ,9_f warn~,~? ~-~ . ~i~d: t~ -the estimate that the Pact would need a 
~"}~, · · ·. ·, ··~O. 4$P.lq.yJJtt~ ·- effe~t1v~:41visions. ·· This may st111 be a. good _ 
~ . · · · -aS,$qmptTirn. Tffe poss 1 b11 i ty of attacks sooner by sma 11 er, 1 ess 
.: ::{ ,,;,~'.~·· ·_1_~:t,~r~~~-has ~lways been rec.ognized and conti.ngency plans have 

. , \"!·, ~~:-~.. ~-Jfl made for- such atta~ks. 
- \ ~ .. ; .... ~ ... ' ~ ·- :. '~· t?, .. t ... : ) ,. It • 

,.,:_.·'tt:"<.i·.i. ~i · ••• ,~ (~QU.~p,w. iO re~pons~ to PRM-10 we are tryi.ng to determine what 

4 

~--·1; .. ,1· ., -, ... - ,;.-.i i.fiblt; fl.;elil')h!;t.f.q t,~tor.s WQUld be ~st appropriate in 1_1g~t of the current ~" · : ·· ,ff _ 1) 1\~f9 /.tlj:·i1J.1.s we ·m.µst estimat, as. a minimum (1) how fast the Pact ., · . ·. ·;),l ~°' • · ·1,Aifqj~J~ F\.rqdup fo~c,,s ~1th appr~~rfate levels of. s~ppli~s at 
::. ; t.tt~L-__ .1:--• ·l:2~l ~th~-1J~ t1.me tsatweetJ the start of th1 s Pact• s nnbil i zation 

·,art~~-.'N. .[O}'.s, .(;) tlie:, d.e9.ree to ·which pr.j~r polit1cal warn1.r\g should be 
exeec.t•cl :to 'alter -the pr4!-II\Obilizat1on posture on both sides, and (4) 
the crt t,t'i on· '(.e.g. • thQt ~f!r force ratio) to be used 1 n j udg1 ng the 
adt§quacj ot··,NA1'Q''$ response. While warning t1me--the time ·between the 
b_e-ginnf:ng of NATO's .mo~1l 1;zation and the war--may b, t~e factor of 
gr;atest concern te th• conrnander in the field, the· other f4ctors are 
equally (if not mote)' important 1n lo,ng ra.nge force plann1.ng. . . 

In discussing changes in NATO's deployment posture, the senators 
fail to mention at least one other factor which must be cons1dered--the 
impact a major eastward movement of NATO forces and an increase in ~heir 
peacetime readiness might have on Warsaw Pact threat perceptions. We 
forget too often that in their eyes we {or at least t~e FRG) are the bad 
guys. Congressman Aspin made this point rather well 1n his comnents on 
the report. The P&E view 1s that. all things considered, any major 
redeployment of forces in Gennany should b·~ much more thoro.ughly tho.ught 
through ' then has been the case to date. 

. ·~Pr·~ 

Attachment 

Milton ·A. Margolis 
Acting Di rector 

Planni_ng and Evalutation 
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rttii:; 5EC~ETARY OF DEFENSE· 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301 -

11 APR ·1977 
., . . 

MEMORANDUM FOR. SECRETARY OF THE . .AJUiy· . . 
- - · Sl;!CRETAR,Y OF THE NAVY _. - - -

SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCB . . . 
CHAIRMAN, .JOINT· CHIEFS OF ·-sTAFF '. '. .~ . . _: . . . 
DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE RESB.AACH ANl) ·J;!NGINEERIN8 ..... 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMM_UNICATIONS, 

COMMAND, CONTROL AND lNTBLLIGENCB) · · 
ASSISTANT SBCRBTARY .OF DEFENSE {INSTALLATIONS 

. AND· LOGIS.TICS) . _ . . .. - ·~. 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DBFEN~~ _"(INTERNATIONAL 
- · SECUR~TY AFFAlRS) . · '.· . ·. :·_. . . : . 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (MANl?OWER ':flND ' ·. 
RESERVE AFFAlRS) · _ . - -. -

Dl·:fIBCTOR FOR _PLANNING -AN)) EVALUATION. 

SUBJECT: NATO Act~on Program 
•I 

~ . . .~ 
I broadly endorse .Ambassador Komer' s imp-ressive NATO action _ -~ 
program and request ~11 con~erned DoD elements to take it as 

. providing general guidelines- for -our NATO-oriented activities·. 
Amo~g oth~r thi~gs ~ it provides· a s·pund basis for proposing 
to the NATO Def~nse Planning Committe~-a maj.or long-term de .. 
fense program e~ercise along the .lines· indicated.· · 

Please provide ·me ·with any comments you may have on the report 
by 20 April 1977. I am particularly i1;1.teTested in practical 
recommendations on how to proceed to carry out the ·proposals · 
made. 

Meanwhile Ambassador Komer wi11 stay on through May at my re
quest to· assist me in appropriate follow through. He, working 
with the Assistant Secretary .ISA, will personally supervise 
the measures necessary .to launch the DPC initiatives called for, 
and establish adequate follo-w . through machinery for the .U.S. 
inputs. ·· 
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Report to th~ Secretary of Defense 

ACTION PROGRAM FOR REVAMPING NATO'S DEFENSE POSTURE 

Here is my brief overall report on the kind of action program which 
will enable you to get a firm b,andle on what to do about NATO deterrence/ 
defense--not only the US contribution but, even more important, that -~f 
our Allies. It seeks to provide you as Secretary with a broad "systems 
architecture~' for tjie comprehensive long term effort required if NATO is 
to maintain a credible deterrence/defense posture at politically acceptable 
~ost. It will be supplemented by a series of Tabs el~borating the support
ing arguments and making specifi.c action proposals (some of these you 
~ve already seen and acted upon) • 

. Given the magnitude and comple~ity of this IS-nation problem, it · 
requires a comparably multi--faceted, mult~-year approach. I don't 
pretend to·have covered all the important issues involved. Rather 

en I've sought to provide a co~erent framework for tackling these problems, 
~ plus specific guidelines for dealing. with certain key priority areas 
;; (~anagement by exception, -if you will). · 
a 

_. Z: co Nor does my report confine itself to initiatives the US might 
s co~ ~ launch at the forthcoming NAC S~it and· DPC meetings, important as 
u.:;:.! M these are. Rather it ·sets the·se within the context of the much larger 
!:~~ _.and longer term collegial effort that is needed to achieve our puq,oses. 
~o~ . . 1.1.1...,... ...l 
5: .. g ::,Such an effort must encompa~s not only better focussed multilateral 
=€& --,planning and a higher degree of Allied cooperation but better NATO 

-. ;,gi; a:; , machinery for getti~g the requisite performance. While NATO hc1;s always 
1.1.1 '5:i:.'lr. been long on statements· of good intentions, 'all too often they have not 
acz:~ , been carried out in practice .. Hence the thrust of my report is quite 

programmatic. But it is in my judgement quite consistent with emerging 
national policy in PRMs 9 and 10, and other places. Indeed I see my 
report as complementing these by providing a practical blueprint for how 
DoD can best carry out such national policy objectives. 

I. WHY A MAJOR US INITIATIVE IS IMPERATIVE 

I start from the premise that a credible NATO deterr~t/defense 
posture remains central to our own security interests. Moreover, as PRH 
119 says, there is no need to review NATO's basic flexible response/forward 
defense strategy. In4eed doing ~o ~ould even be counter-productive. 
Hence I see the key issue as rat.her how to gederate a posture adequate 
to carry out this strategy--in an era of nuclear parity. · 

Nor do I see much need to dwell on~the Warsaw Pact "threat." The 
hard evidence is more than sufficient to show evolving WP capabilities, 
especially for short warning unreinforced attack. Opinions may differ 
about the se~iousness of this buildup, but few would disagree that NATO 
must address this issue to forestall divisive political argument 
both in the I Europe. 

:;::iz:r::~~~:;~•iet ~ 
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--ButNATO-, s problem is not just the growth i~ WP capabilities. It 
arises even more from NATO's own internal weaknesses and lack of cohesion . . 
Despite roughly comparable NATO/WP active manpower and resource inputs, 
NATO's actual defense posture is far weaker and more fragmented than 
such comparable inputs would imply. While part of the problem lies in 
our higher manpowe; costs, it results even more from NATO's £a~lure to 
allocate defense inputs optimally toward creating the flexible response 
capability its own strategy calls for, in particular an adequate conven
tional leg to iis ·deterrent Triad. Nor, though the Alliance itself is 
premised up9n pursuit of a coalition strategy, bas NATO ever developed a 
coalition posture to mesh effectively its disparate national forces. 
Waste and dµplication abound. Hence, as NATO's own assessments amplJ 
bring out, its forces lack sufficient readiness, flexibility, WRMJ C, 
interoperability and timely reinforcement capability to offer hign 
confidence defense. 

The NATO commanders and other NATO bodies are currently working 
these problems (I cite their efforts where germane), and gradually. 
achieving some constru~tive results. But.by themselves they can ·only 
propose solutions. In a classic alliance of .sovereign states like NATO, 
only the nations themselve~ can generate the needed collective effort. 
The Allies are· groping toward means for gr~ater "Alliance Cooperation," 
especially given the persistence of sharp fiscal constraints at a time 
of escalating costs. But, despite the hopeful rhetoric ana much 
activity, not much concrete will happen in timely fashion without a 
major added_push to build on these beginnings. 

A US initiative and consistent US leadership are indispensable 
to .this end. Throughout NATO's history the Allies have looked to the US 
lead. Generally only US initiatives have succeeded in.moving NATO. 
This remains a fact of life. Therefore, if a rev~mping of-NATO's defense 
posture is high on our agenda, we ourselves must initiate it and push it 
home. 

This May's DPC is the time -to launch this effort, to set the tone 
which the Allies are awaiting from a new US Administration. Moreover, 
since the US itself has been the Ally most guilty of the go-it-alone 
syndrome, we now must prove -- by deeds as well as words -- th~t we really 
believe in collective defense. We can't let our suspicious Allies 
continue to believe that all our talk is really just a cover for US anns 
sales (they see us as inflexibly pursuing our own economic interests 
with XM-1, AWACS, F-16, PATRIOT and the like). 

A-last reason why_ a new US initiative is·essential is that NATO's 
traditional "business".as usual" approach has proved demonstrably inade
quate to pull together Allied efforts sufficiently to meet perceived 
needs at acceptable cost. It suffers f~om the sin of incrementalism. 
Ministers periodically approve guidance saying all the right words. 
Force goals are biennially presented. But performance usually falls 
short. Clearly something more is needed. Experience suggests that 
only some kind of concerted and carefully orchestrated long term program, 
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st;artiug-«ow, will suffice. to galvanize our common efforts. Since this 
will only happen under US sponsorship, it is a made to order initiative 
for a new US Administration dedicated to strengthening the Alliance. 

II. THE KIND OF NATO ACTION PROGRAM NEEDED 

The issue then becomes one of what kind of US action program is 
best calculated to achieve .the desired results. Here we must also learn 
from experience. NATO has agreed to many long term defense programs, 
but few have been carried through to fruition. The last such exercise, 
AD-70, is a good case in point. It was too vague and unspecific; priori
ties were loose; nor was there much attention to follow-through. Largely 
for these reasons its impact was diluted. To avoid these pitfalls this 
time, any new US proposal for another long term program should be framed 
around the following guidelines. · 

A. It must focus squarely on how to bring our Allies along with us 
in' a truly collective effort. Indeed, the crux of the problem is far 
more the Allies than the US. Their forces (even the FRG 111) are in far 
less satisfactory shape than ours. Post-Vietnam, we have done more to 
improve our contribution than any of them. One result is a growing 
imbalance between hi h tecbnolo US forces and less well-e ui ed Allies. 
For example, CENTAG where our forces are located is in much better 
shape than NORTHAG. We have more and better equipment, far more WRM, a 
far larger combat reserve structure. But this imbalance could be an 
invitation to disaster; we would lose Europe just as ~urely if the 
Allies collapsed, even if our forces held. · 

Thus·it would be a fatal flaw if the US focussed pr~arily on 
jacking up its own NATO contribution without devoting comparable effort 
to galvanizing the Allies to do the same. Nor can we afford to risk 
that as the US increased its share other Allies would slack off. And it 
would be 'politically impossible to sell our Congress and electorate on 
the US alone doing most of the job. But the traditional ways of using 
the leverage from our own inputs to generate parallel Allied performance 
have not been terribly effective. We must find better ways to put clear 
focus on Allied shortfalls and provide incentives for performance. 

B. It must· stress AFFORDABILITY. Except in event of a sharp rise 
in tensions, parliaments are quite unlikely to fund big increases in 
defense budgets to rectify NATO deficiencies. As USNATO recently reported, 
we can "expect a tough struggle even to maintain exis1:ing real levels of 
defense spending." Hence there is· no point in seeking massive add-ons 
not realistically in sight. In fact this could be counterproductive. So 
the Allies must be forced to face up to the fact that if they won't 
increase real defense spending, they must find ways to use such resources 
as are available to much better effect. 
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large budget increases are not in the cards, the only via le alternative 
is to overcome the historic waste and inefficiencies inherent in NATO"s 
duplicatory and poorly coordinated national defense establishments. 
Since interdependence has become a fact of NATO life, we should build on 
it, not ignore it. Creating more of a balan~ed coalition posture out of 
the present individually ·balanced national postures is the only way 
anyone has come up with y~t to get credible dete·rrence/defense in the -
80's at politically acceptable cost. Such rationalization of NATO's 
defense posture, by leading to increased efficiencies, less overlap-and 
duplication, and elimination of marginal national inputs, would enable · 
NATO to meet many needs via tradeoffs and reprogramming rather than add
ons. 

D. To these ends any new plan qust be far more. programmatic than 
previous NATO plans. Broad goals can give a sense of direction, but : 
are simply an inadequate stimulus to the concrete. measures required. So 
are the traditional NATO calls for acros~·the-board percentage increases 
in overall defense outlays_. To get the desired real life impact, any 
new plan must be as specific as possible about what each Ally is expected 
to chip in, with proposed time phasing. These inputs must be packaged 
in such a manner as to facilitate monitoring of perfo:rmance. 

E. It must call for tQugher choice among priorities, and reprogram
ming where essential. If affordability is the key criterion, and an 
Ally can't provide everything the NATO commanders want, the latter must 
tell us more precisely what is needed most. Given resources constraints, 
NATO must focus on first ~hings first -- buying primarily those capa· 
bilities we just can't do without, if necessary at the expense of lower 
priority efforts. So these last also ~ust be more clearly identified in 
the planning process, and tradeoffs explicitly proposed. 

F. The plan must give first priority to initial counter-blitzkrieg 
defense. Again, this is simply a matter of first things first, given 
the affordability problem. Obviously, as the PRM f/9 draft points out we , 
must worry about sustainability. But until the .Allies can perceive a 
high confidence initial defense capability, they will be. deaf to this US 
concern. 

G. The plan must include relevant machinery for implementation. 
Since NATO's present macltj.nery and procedures are not up to the tasks of 
framing and carrying out the proposed action program, strengthening them 
is indispensable to its success. The US must insist that this aspect be 
included. Above all, means must "be devised for consistent Ministerial
level follow through ~o forestall another "paper" exercise. 

H. The plan must stress a_ualiti oyer quantity. Since NATO combat 
forces will probably remain mu sma ler than those of the WP, we must 
find compensatory "force multipliers" to give us qualitative superiority. 
Advanced technology offers many possibilities which should be system
atically exploited on a collective basis (especially since sophisticated 
systems are so costly that only via cooperative funding ca.n the allies 
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field them_on-an-adequate- se:l~). -But-other- ~ft~-ir-iower cost means of 
preserving qualitative superiority, such as better training, should also 

·be exploited. Many studies suggest that training rather than equipment 
is often the decisive variable in force effectiveness. 

I. Finally, NATO's long term plan must be consistent with its 
MBFR stance, and vice versa. These are really two sides of the same 
coin in terms of mutually reinforcing the common aim ot stable deterrence. 
What follows is consistent with NATO's current MBFR position. 

All this -is a tall order. While I'm convinced that it is 
feasible to carr; out a program along the above lines over time, there 
is no blinking the enormous difficulties facing such an effort. To 
overcome the tuilt~in political and institutional obstacles which have 
so limited effective Allied cooperation for 27 years will take a consis
tent long term effort, on a scale never attempted b~fore. The broad 
Allied consensus required will be particularly hard to reach on practical 
cooperative measures, many of which will inevitably be at the expense of 
cherished national programs. We Americans will find it hard to overcome 
our own go-it-alone proclivities._ Even thoug~ we are a special case in 
that we have global commitments beyond those of any other Ally, we too 
could go a lot further toward rationalizing our own NATO contribution 
along the above lines -- and using this as a lever to bring along our 
Allies. Moreover, despite all the difficulties, what viable alternative 
do ~e have? 

And, as noted previously, NATO as a whole is groping in these 
directions--as in the call for greater Alliance Cooperation mandated in 
its own innovative Ministerial Guidance. But a more concrete long term 
defense program is vital to flesh out this guidance and provide concrete 
prescriptions for collective action. The rest of this report is devoted 
mainly to how to provide the necessary impetus -- in prograDDDatic terms. 

III. KEY ELEMENTS OF A CREDIBLE NATO DETERRENT/DEFENSE POSTURE 

This section of my report briefly cites what key priority programs 
seem essential to any such posture for· the Eighties. It covers both 
what the US should do and what we should ask from our Allies, particularly 
those in the crucial Center Region. I have not sought to include every
thing important--only what in my view is indispensable. I have framed 
them largely around SACEUR's Three Rs (Readiness, Reinforcement, Ration
alization), which should help enhance their salability. 

A. Greater Readiness es eeiall a ains short-warnin attack. 
Fortunately NATOs ne~d is not so much for more forces as for etter 
managed, better equipped, more compatible and readier forces. Clearly 
one of its •higher priorities must be readiness to deter and if necessary 
cope with a short warning attack without much of the prior mobilization 
we ha:ve previously counted on. The US and FRG are progrBlllling along 
these lines, but this is not enough if other key allied sectors lag far 
behind. 
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1. We might promote a NORTHAG improvement program aimed 
chiefly .. at getting UK and Benelux forces up to snuff. We could hinge 
proposed US deployments to NORTHAG to their per!ormance. 

6 

2. Allied Crisis mana ement and alert rocedures also need 
overhaul to meet short warning contingencies. Tis is especially impor
tant to the US, since we may need to use Allied reception facilities for 
US reinforcements before they would be made available under present 
procedures. More rapid call-up of key rese·rvists may be essential. And 
key parts of the system needs to be exercised ft least occasionally 
(this happens rarely except in CPX's). Civil emergency planning in NATO 
needs overhaul to conform to the possible need for more rapid transition 
from peace to war footing than exists today. 

3. Maldeployment of active combat forces too far away from 
EDP positions is another longstanding problem (which Senator Nunn has 
agitated). The FRG and Dutch are planning some corrections, but large
scale peacetime redeployment would cost billions which probably could be 
better spent on higher priority needs! A more cost-effective alternative 
would be higher peac·etime readiness, so that M-day forces could reach 
their EDP positions earlier. Moving more ammunition to forward storage 
sites (FSS), being funded via the NATO Infrastructure Program, will 
facilitate quicker movement to EDP positions by easing ammo uploading 
and resupply delays. But this program should be expedited. 

4. Increase Density of Anti-Armo~ Systems. While NATO's 
deficienc~es are legion, the only way to get sufficient concerted action 
on them is to pick out a few of the most critical and mount a special 
effort. One such is anti-armor, which has long been identified (in AD-70 
and Basic Issues) and is especially important to deterring or halting 
armored blitzkrieg. Currently programmed US holdings per division will 
be far higher than those of any other Ally (including FRG). Let's use 
this as a lever to get Allied add-ons, by designing a proposed anti
armor package, including air munitions, with each nations's share clearly 
identified. NATO-sponsored studies show that it would cost only about 
31 of NATO's 10-year defense outlay at p~e~ent levels, and using available 
technology, to deny the WP the prospect o~ quick blitzkrieg victory in 
the Center Region, chiefly via proliferating ATGMs in APCs and helicopters, 
air munitions, and scatterable mines, along with new tanks now prograDDDed. 

5. Jack Up wm(Levels. ~other top readiness priority must 
be ·to overcome what Gen Haig calls "one of our most serious deficiencies 
in ACE today." There is no point in arguing about sustainability or 
long vs short war when-in some respects Allies lack enough WRM to fight 

1 more than a few days (especially in new improv~d munitions with much 
higher effectiveness). If anything calis for special remedial action 
this ranks high. But we must be careful that the new NATO consumption 
standards reflecting Yom Kippur war experience not be so high as to be a 
disincentive. Better to set .sights lower and build up in phases. 
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6. Many other important measures could be taken to enhance the 
readiness of NATO forces. Since good training is such a cost-effective 
force multiplier, a great deal could be done to exploit the veritable 
revolution in training techniques and devices. Much mo·re could be done 
to exploit the increasing urbanization of Westem Europe by more planning 
and training for military operations in built up areas (MOBA). Optimum 
use of·built-up areas, perhaps supplemented by barrier systems, could do 
much to slow down the blitzkrieg-type attack favored by the Soviets. 

·All these.issues are examined and recoDDDendations made in Tab A. 

B. Quicker Reinforcement and More Allied Reserves. 
This is also essential to deter or cope with short warning 

attack, or even one after 30 days. Again, it should be a joint enterprise 
with our Allies, lest we find them slacking off because the Americans 
are coming more quickly. Moreover, rapid reinforcement would enhance 
deterrence if time were available prior to D-day, besides being a needed 
hedge in case MBFR results in US withdrawals from Europe. · 

1. Posture for Quicker US Reinforcemeni. We can and should 
be able to deploy a lot of tactical air and some ground forces to Europe 
within 48 hours, as a crisis hedge. But even forces arriving as late as 
D+l5 or even D+30 could still be in time to help meet an initial blitzkrieg 
thrust. Since we can't predict in advance the likely degree of prior WP 
reinforcement, hence the likely waming time we'd have, your directive 
that we program reinforcements against a spectrum of contingencies from 
48 hours notice on will help firm up our programming. 

In my judgement we should shoot for a 1980 goal of getting at least 
one division equivalent and 39 tac air squadrons to Europe within 48 
hours, and five more divisions and 90 tac air squadrons there by M+lS 
at the latest. This is ambitious but quite feasible, especially if we 
enhance readiness, cut back preparation and marry-up time, streamline 
unit structures to optimize initial defense capabilities, and perhaps 
restructure POMCUS (maybe emphasizing outsize and oversize items). The 
optimum mix of enhanced POHCUS/WRM/airlift/sealift to meet th.is program 
goal will require detailed analysis. 

2. But we also need a lot more help from our Allies to make 
this quicker reinforcement possible. We should spell this out in 
programmatic terms amd aggressively insist on such quids for this US quo 
as: (a) better reception and LOC facilities; (b) more collocated operating 
bases (COBs) for ground as well as air forces: (c) more Bost Nation 
Support (HNS) on an assured wartime basis; and (d) carefully worked out 
NATO-blessed peacetime agreements to assure that all this is firmly 
available in timely fashion when we need it--th.is is a job for SHAPE. 
All this is cheap at the price (it involves mostly wartime allocation of 
Allied civil assets). 

SE8RET 

OECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief,_ Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: JUL · 1 3 2016 

600



•. 
--- _____ .. _______ --··- 8 

-----------------
--~3. The us ·should hinge its quicker reinforcement to 

quicker European movements forward too. We.should call for presently 
earmarked British, Canadian, Dutch and Belgian reinforcements to deploy 
more quickly, perhaps as part of a NORTHAG improvement program. 

4. NATO further. needs firm plans and programs for early use 
of European intra-theater and even inter-theater airlift to supplement 
ours. NATO plans on using Allied shipping, why not Allied civil aircraft 
as well? SHAPE and other NATO authorities are actively working on 
pooling Allied airlift assets. Perhaps a European CRAF should be set up 
on the US model for intra-theater use, to lift Canadian forces -like 
their ready air-transportable brigade, to lift European resupply from 
CONUS, and maybe even to supplement our own lift of US forces. All this 
should be pulled together into a combined NATO framework, with eve~one 

. contributing, not just us. · 

5. Beyond this most Allies have large unstructured reserve 
~ which could be used to provide reserve combat forces for sustain
abIIIty but equipment is lacking. At present the US is the ofy Ally 
with reserve divisions in its structure (except for one Dutch; in fact 
if a war lasted past D+180 we'd be providing literally half the total 
divisions in the Center Region. SHAPE is addressing the reserve problem 
in a study due July 1977. We should back 1ts hand by urging greater 
integration of reserves (they are mostly at present under national 
command, not earmarked to NATO) into NATO planning and programming. But 
we must move carefully to avoid worrying Allies that we contemplate an 
extended conventional conflict for which they are not prepar~d. Nor 
should we stress reserves at expense of highest-priority on initial 
readiness (e.g. Allies lack even WRM for first 30 days). 

These issues are addressed and recommendations made in Tab B. 

C. Rationalization throu Greater Alliance Coo eration. 
Along wit al the o er nee s cited in this report we must 

face up to the fact that, though NATO pursues~ coalition strategy, . 
its national contingents are far from adequately postured to fight 
together effectively in coalition war. Unfortunately the Soviet dominated 
and tightly controlled WP forces seem far better prepared to do so. The 
NATO Commanders are alert to this problem and trying to address it, but 
few concrete res~lts have emerged as yet. Hence this too must be a 
major thrust for the Eigh~ies. 

A few key points need to be more widely recognized. First, 
rationalization is vital at least .as much on grounds of militaro . 
effectiveness as of cqst-saving. SACEUR's stress on the need <>r greater 
flexibility to enable using Allied forces wherever most needed is a 
major case in point. Greater Allied cooperation aay not yield major 
budget dividends for a long time, but it will assure greater cost
ffectiveness for our outlays. 
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' Second, such rationaliz~tion entails a lot more than standardi· 
zation or even joint R&D and procurement! Important as these are, they 
are likely to be the hardest to achieve and to take the longest time. 
So they are no panaceas. Indeed, interoperability is more feasible over 
the short term than standardization, thus an important halfway house. 
More combined logistics, coDDDunications, training, exercising, etc. can 
also provide early dividends, as can greater harmonization of doctrine, 
tacti~s, procedures and force structures. 

Third, in accord with the basic guideline that we must get the 
Allies to do more, we should not let our own desire for greater defell.$e 
cooperation on an Atlantic basis get in the way of encouraging greater 
coo eration aJDon the Euro eans themselves. General pripciples don't 
ec1 e concre e cases, u . a os an 1ng which pulls the Europeans 

closer together is in our own interest, ex~ept where we can make an . 
overwhelming case that it is far less costly and more efficient for the 
US to participa~e fully. 

Above all, we should encourage rationalization of European R:&D and 
defense industry, even at some cost to ourselves, in order to make 
Europe competitive--an essential prerequisite to any larger Atlantic 
rationalization. We must be very sensitive to European suspicions we 
seek to dominate the arms trade. This means inter alia supporting the 
European Program Group (which also ~erves the important purpose of tying 
France closer to its Allies). 

It als9 means going for more of a "two way street" in reciprocal 
arms purchases.· This is imperative if we are ever to get collJ!Donality 
in practice. We must find better ways of convincing our own reluctant 
Services, Congress, and industry (as well as those of our Allies) that 
the practical advantages of compatibility among Alliance forces often 
far outweigh modest differences in technical equipment -characteristics. 
And the only way we'll ever convince anyone that we're serious is to 
find some good specifics to demonstrate our bona £ides. I will propose 
a menu of them in Tab C. 

More of a two-way street is also defensible on straight coomercial 
grounds. Given our enormously greater R&D effort and industrial base, 
we will inevitably sell Europe far more than we buy. Right now we are 
trying to sell AiACS, imp~oved HAWK, more F-16s, PATRIOT, HARPOON, 
TENLEY/VINSON, JTIDS, our·RoLAND version, and the like. To protect this 
huge export potential and overcome deep European suspicions that standard
ization mans "buy American" to us,. we-simply DJUSt be free-traders in 
defense equipment too !and change restrictive laws and regulations on 
both sides of the Atlantic). 

We further need to ov~rcome those Inhibitions about technology 
release which are based more on coDDDercial protectionism than valid 
security considerations (in fact some of the latter are dubious as 
well). DoD paid for most of this technology in the name of the common 
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licensing should become a firm policy, not leas~ to upgrade the quality 
of Allied systems and correct the dangerous technological imbalance 
between us and our Allies. 

More ~ecialization is esse~tial to an optimum collective 
posture.ough Dutch efforts to use thi~ concept to reduce their own 
defense burden have given it a dirty name, it does make military and 
economi.c sense. Smaller Allies waste resources by attempting to maintain 
full spectrum national forces. Some functions (e.g. air reconaissance, 
some EW) should be assumed by the larger powers (as we do in strategic 
nuclear field) or funded collectively by the Alliance· (like C3) so that . 
all can reap the economies of scale. 

As for the US, we need to NATO-ize our posture more, to encourage 
the Allies by example to do so too. We are cast as the leaders in NATO, 
and have the greatest leverage, so we must take the lead here too. 
Since the US has until recently been the greatest exponent of the "go
it-alone" syndrome in NATO, we have a lot of suspicio_n to overcome. 
While OSD, JCS, the Services and the relevant CINCs are now working 
the problem far more than is visible in any other Allied capital (or even 
all the rest put together), _we still have a long way to go. 

My recommendations as to the kind of multi-faceted a·ction prog-ram 
you should direct along these lines appear at Tab C and numerous other 
places in this report. Besides buying European, cross-licensing, greater 
technology release; they include: 

1. Easing restrictions on offshore purchases. 

2. Ratifying the NATO STANAG on reciprocal low-cost training 
and directing greater US participation iJ;l Allied training 
programs. A two-way street is needed here too. 

3. NATO-izing our European command structure by collocation 
of US and NATO Hqs. Several good options exist. 

4. Pres.sing Stage B cross-servicing (arming) of NATO aircraft, 
which in turn requires a common family of air.munitions. 

D. REVAMPING NATO'S MARITIME POSTURE 

I need hardly go into ~e "growing Soviet naval threat" to 
justify arguing that NATO's maritime posture fteeds revamping too. The 
difficulty lies in de~ding what is feasible within likely fiscal con
straints. Meeting presently framed naval requirements has been and 
remains so expensive as to be a non-sta.rter. 
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Ther~fore, we must cut the coat to fit the cloth. Perhaps we 
must decide between sea control and force projection in the NATO context. 
Naturally the Navy prefers both, but what if NATO can't afford both? 
Moreover, isn't force projection becoming less and less feasible in an 
increasingly high tntensity NATO/WU conflict environment? Can and need 
we plan to risk high cost ships like carriers in low payoff situations? 
While our US Navy must posture for many non-NATO contingencies, 
its relationship to early defense in the NATO scenario needs to be 
sorted out. 

This issue. also cuts across that of fast sealift, which SACLANT 
urges be more fully analysed. While fast sealift could not meet earliest 
deployment needs (and is unnecessa~ if there is adequate POMCUS), it 
shoula be thoroughly explored for later deployments and initial resupply. 
To this end we should press NATO to make selected Allied shipping available 
on M-day instead of on D-day as at present. 

Nor has NATO yet managed to pull together its impressive 
total maritime assets into the more effective collective naval posture 
which affordability dictates. Since our Navy so dominates the NATO 
naval picture, it should have the leverage to get more done along these 
lines. This may, entail among other things, more release of high tech
nology and more US support of Allied naval force postures, especially 
for closing off crucial "choke points" like the Dardanell'es and Baltic 
exits. 

Lastly, we must find better ways to use the hig~ly ready US 
Marines more optimally in the NATO scenario, especially in the crucial 
early period. Since we're going to retain a strong USMC, let's plan to 
use this asset from the outset, not just reserve it for later 
contingencies. 

Further details and recommendations on the above issues are at 
Tab D. 

E. Key Functional Areas 

Aside from all the above, there are several high priority 
functional areas .where special remedial action is urgently needed, and 
which are well suited to ~ollegial action. Indeed I doubt that we can 
ever get the Allies up to snuff on them unless they are addressed colle
gially. The following list is by no means exhaustive, but it's the most 
I believe NATO could be gotten to ,tackle seriausly in the near future, 
even as part of a long- tenn defense plan. Moreover, these issues are 
already being worked in NATO right now, so may be ripe for a further 
push. .. 

1. Better C3. This is rightly one of SACEUR's and S~CLANT's 
top priorities (SHAPE is working up a c3 plan), because it is so central 
to the unified yet flexible employment of NATO's disparate national 
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___ _wc.es__in_.coal-i:t-icn- war-. - Tlrey-mnsran be tied together via effective 
-.--~ warning, ADP, battle management, and even target acquisition systems. 

So cJ could be a great force multiplier. But a ~ommon systems archi
tecture is imperative to guide national programs. Moreover, advanced cJ 
systems are so frightfully expensive that only via a common (and probably 
commonly funded) program could most Allies afford them. Thus here's a 
near ideal area for collective action (see Tab K for details and recom
mendatfons). 
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2. ~nteroperable Tactical Communications. This related 
field, perhaps equally critical to effective and flexible coalition 
operations, is currently a scandalous mess (so much so that it can be 
used as a great object lesson of the costs of "go it alone"). Many 
tactical radios can't operate on the same frequencies, and there is no 
agreed secure tactical voice. Worse yet, no less than seven different 
new largely incompatible.national systems (including. our own TRI-TAC) 
are coming on line, thus postponing real standardization until the 1990s 
in this critical field. My proposals are at Tab E. 

3. Air Defense. Here is another logical area for collective 
action, especially since it is being worked by the MC and SHAPE right 
now. It i~ also one of the few areas where NATO has a good record of 
common approaches in NADGE, the Nike and HAWK belts (and co-production) 
and hopefully now AWACS as a new force integrator and multiplier. Since 
future systems like PATRIOT will be very expensive, we need a common 
family of SAMs and guns for affordability's sake .alone (this would also 
help solve our own NIKE Hercules withdrawal problem). Common C3, and 
adequate air-ground interface (e.g. common !FF) are part of the problem. 
My proposals are at Tab F. 

. 4. Electronic Warfare. Another key area · which is highly 
susceptible to combined NATO planning/programming. The US may be ahead 
technologically, but the WP is way ahead of NATO operationally (and we 
are highly vulnerable). Indeed only the USAF has a respectable current 
capability, and the Allies may never get one unless we take the lead via 
NATO. My proposals are at Tab G. \ 

5. Greater Consumer Logistics Cooperation. Here we must 
seek a better balance between traditional national responsibility and 
multinational measures to secure quick response and adequate flexibility. 
NATO can't have national logistics in peacetime and still shift rapidly 
enough to NATO logistics :i..n wartime, especially in case of short warning 
attack. The US has been way out in front on this issue, because of our 
need for more combat strength foEW~rd and the.gradual attrition of our 
peacetime tail in Europe. So we'd be the greatest beneficiary of the 
proposals at Tab H (wliich you have already approved). 

S!CR!t 
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An. NATO-izin of lo istics must also address the 
critical WRH deficiencies. Given persistent Allied s ortfa s, I'm 
convinced that the only way to remedy these is via some form of conunonly 
funded NATO .stockpil~, perhaps for a cODBDon family of mooer~ munitions. 
We've always resisted this lest it-five poorer Allies a free ride and 
reduce their incentive to build up their own stocks. But minimum essential 
WRM stocks are so crucial as to require changing DoD policy in my view 
(Congress has always resisted, and would have to be brought around too). 
But there should be ways o·f meeting the free-ride problem, such as 
putting th~ stockpile under firm SACEUR control and making it additive 
to national stocks. Funding such .a WRM stockpile via some kind of cost
sharing formula like that for NATO Infrastructure could provide the 
necessary incentive for participation. 

6. Theater Nuclear Warfare (TNW) Modernization. Given 
perennial Allied nervousness lest we're intent on decoupling, such 
modernization is in my view an indispensable corollary to validating our 
conventional emphasis. Moreover, we want to modernize in any case to 
(a) achieve greater stability and survivability; (b) reduce obsolete 
unst~ble systems and unneeded warheads like NDQ!:; (c) save manpower; and 
(d) firmly orient important dual purpose systems like nuclear capable 
aircraft and artillery to initial conventional uses. You know this 
issue better than I do, but I address it briefly at Tab I. 

IV. HOW TO GET ALL THIS ACTUALLY DONE--PROPOSALS FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

Little of the above is new. Practically all of it has been addressed 
before in one way or another, both here and in NATO, since· at least 
1964. And in faj.rness I'll say that the NATO military authorities are 
tackling most of these issues more vigorously than either NATO's civil 
authorities or national defense establishments. SACEUR has been particu
largly energetic. But NATO commanders and civil organs can onli propose, 
they c~nnot dispose. Onl national authorities actin colle ia l can 
put their plans into effect and a locate t e necessary ~esources. 

So not enough will actually be achieved in practice unless we face 
up to the real problem, which is that we simply cannot get the indispens
able national decisions and funding required from today's feeble NATO 
machinery, which-is not really designed for this purpose. 

This system does not give the NATO defense ministers enough of a 
basis to frame concrete collegiai actions. While they say all the right 
things in their Ministerial Guidance of 1975 (~nd the biennial revision 
coming before the DPC ~his Hay), this guidance is far too generalized to 
serve as much of an explicit guide to concrete action. Its call for 
across the board real increases in defellSe outlays by specific global 
percentages is acrimoniously haggled over, but then all too often 
ignored. Though such broad goals are needed to give a sense of direction, 
they are an inadequate stimulus to the concrete measures needed. 
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The biennial NATO force goals, which are supposed to meet this 
requirement, do not -- and cannot as the present constituted. They are 
useful at the margins but are mostly just a collation of existing national 
plans. They are too short tenn to affect _national program~ optimally, 
loose in priority emphases, and ignore tradeo.ffs. They deal with o~ly 
part of what's neede~, since it is hard to fit rationalization, flexi
bility, interoperability, standardization, common logistics, or other 
collective measures into the force goals exercise. So these have had to 
be addresse~ separately. 

Granted that the underlying problem of parochial national attitudes 
(not least our own) can only be changed gradually over time. But we · 
will never get these changed sufficiently unless we attack them vigorously 
and consistently, by such means as trying to lock nations into agreed 
multilateral program packages, and devising machinery and procedures 
which will both facilitate this and put a more effective spotlight on 
national deviations from it. Surely we can find better ways to get all 
the Allies to read off the same sheet of music, instead of each tending 
to go its own wasteful and inefficient way. 

Thus perhaps the most important new thrust of this report is 
toward suggesting better ·means to generate such collective action. It 
stresses how to provide the indispensable machinery to facilitate 
carrying out agreed plans effectively in practice collectively--at 
politically affordable cost. Unless the US faces up to this fact of 
life, we risk ending up having proposed just another in a long series of 
sterile·HATO "paper" exercises. For more detail on NATO's organizational 
hangups and proposed remedies see.Tab I. 

A~ NATO Needs a PrograDBDatic Long Range Plan to Flesh Out its 
Ministerial Guidance. 

Since the traditional fragmented NATO planning system is 
demonstrably inadequate to meet perceived needs in the BO's, NATO ought 
to try another long term plan to define key needs as programmatically as 
possible, set firm priorities, timephasing, and tradeoffs--and address 
the added planning ~d implementing machinery needed to carry out the 
'programs proposed. Hence ray first recommendation in this key area is 
that you propose to the DPC in May such an exercise, for submission to 
it by the Spring·l978 meeting. A draft outline proposal is at Tab J. 

B. Structure Master Plans and Pro ram Packa es for each Priorit 
Area--ano er bane of is aun ry ists w • get ip service 
but are seldom really implemented.· Hor do priority measures get enough 
visibility in NATO's present force goal cycle, which produces 1,100 
separate national force goals which ministers can hardly grasp in toto (or 
even in the Flexibility studies which pFoduced over 800 proposals). My 
way around this problem is fo·r each of the key priority areas in the new · 
NATO long range plan to .be structured as a separate master plan and 
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program package to enable sufficient visibility and efficient program 
management. They should if possible define national inputs, propose 
funding and time phasing, and cite tradeoffs. They might vary widely in 
specificity, detail and financial coDDDitment depending on the degree of 
consensus reachable. Even .a set of broad agreed guidelines in each -
priority area would greatly facilitate the search-for interoperability 
and standardization. They would provide a means of stacking up proposed 
US inputs alongside proposed Allied inputs, so that we could use this as 
a means of leverage to get parallel commitments from our Allies. Last 
but not least, such program packages would greatly facilitate showing 
Ministers periodically what is happening, that they can do something 
about it if necessary. 

Each NATO-ized ro ram acka e should be assi ned as ecific NATO 
"program manager. rogramming follow-trough cannot-be eft to umbrella 
committees like the MC, CNAD, or EWG, or for that matter to any coDDDittee. 
Nor should it be allowed to get lost amid a thousand force goals. 
Someone must be .explicitly in charge. Even if he -doesn't control 
funds, he must be responsible for monitoring and reporting. The more· . 
line management than can be brought to bear the better. Each program 
alJo needs a "shadow" US program manager on whom DoD and JCS can rely to 
keep tabs on NATO and prod if needed. 

Hence the US should propose that as part of the comprehensive 
defense pl~n such program packages should be devised in at least the 
following priority areas: 

1. NATO Readiness, Training, and Excerise Program Package Perhaps 
this is too big to be digestible, in which case it co~ld be broken 
down into such packages as anti-armor, WRM, training, exercises, etc. 
(see Tab A). 

2. A Quicker Mobilization and Reinforcement Packa e. This would 
provi ea ramewor for getting reciproca Allie actions parallel to 
our own ·(see Tab B). . 

3. A NATO c3 program package. This p~an should build on existing 
programs wherever possible, but propose funding, including reprogram
ming of national assets where needed (see Tab E). 

4. A NATO Tactical Communication Pro ram Packa e. Perhaps designed 
by Cl , ut wit a specific program manager not a co1111ittee) to run 
it (see Tab I). 

• 
5. A NA'l'O Air Defe,J1Se Program Package. (See Tab F) 

6. A BATO EW Package (see Tab G) • .. 

SliCAliT 

' ... - . 

KlECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief r Records & Deel ass Div, WHS 
Date: JUL 1 3 2016 

608



i 

\ 

\ ---

\ 

i 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

16 .. 8E8rti!'i' -----------
---- -------

7. A Consumer Logistics Program Package, designed by a civil/ 
military logisticians working group, with the ASYG fo+ Defense 
Support as overall program manager, and SHAPE as program manager 
for the WRM stockpile (see Tab B). 

8. A TNW Modernization Program Package, w_ith DoD in effect as 
program manager and NPG as advisory council (see Tab I). 

No doubt some of these packages should be split up or structured 
differently. Morever, some might take longer to develop than the year 
alloted for the "long term defense plan" exercise; however, a year 
should be more than long enough to at least assess feasibility and 
develop tentative outline proposals ; 

C. Other Essential Institutional Changes. 

These don't fit readily into the program package format, but 
t~ey are nonetheless equally importan~ to energizing NATO. 

1. Better Machine for Coordinated Plannin /Pro raDBDin 
of R&D and Procurement. Cleary this is vital to long term stan ardization 
and ultimate cost-saving. The present CHAD system is inadequate, though 
the national armaments directors try hard. We need something better 
than the present ad hoc case-by-case patching together when someone 
wants to sell a new system. Since many new systems are so expensive 
that NATO can only afford to fund them adequately on a multilateral 
basis (e.g. PATRIOT, AWACS), we must find better means of doing so. 

A. first step is the NATO study now underway on a Periodic 
Armaments Planning System (PAPS) to harmonize national plans over the 
next 5-10 years. Due this fall, it will show the opportunities for 
standardization interoperability, joint R&D, and production sharing. But 
it is only a first step. Who will then decide how io divide up the R&D 
and procurement pie optimally? Who'll have the clout? This is basically 
a four-nation problem, since the US/UK/FRG/France produce 85%-90% of 
NATO equipment. Many ar~ dabbling in this area (EUROGROUP, EPG, CNAD, 
even EEC), but no adequate ~olution is remotely in sight to reduce 
wasteful duplication. 

Since ~d hoc co-p~oduction and offset schemes are more costly 
than single source procurement, we should try and develop some kind of 
matrix which would show how each participating ally could get its fair 
share over time on a ~lti-project·basis, ratHer than balancing the books 
on each project. OSD/i?&E tried a larger matrix scheme out on NATO but 
it was ignored. We also need a Na.to-wide policy on low cost/no cost 
cross-licensing, agreed procedures for ,etter technology exchange, and 
better machinery for developing agreed military requirements as the 
basis for multilateral programming (perhaps via strengthening the Military 
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Agency for Standardization under the MC, which now deals mostly in 
software. All these issues are addressed in more detail in Tab C. 

2. Better machinery is needed to promote interoaerability -
which deserves to be pressed hard because it is quicker an easier to 
get than full standardizat~on. A high level NAC ad hoc committee-very 
usefully spotlighted some key aspects (though reactions to their efforts 
show the enormOU$ obstacles too). We must institutionalize some such 
means of providing consistent high level focus, and reporting to Ministers 
(see Tab C). 

3. Stronger NATO logistics machinery is another imperative -
if we are ever to NATO-ize logistics in ways highly beneficial to the US 
(you have already approved my proposals at Tab H). 

-
4. The NATO force planning system should eventually be 

expanded to a FtDP process--to enable collective focus on all nat~onal 
resource allocation, not just on earmarked forces. Only in 
this way can NATO get a comprehensive handle on rationalization (see Tab 
K). . 

5. NATO also needs better means of determining real priorities 
and proposing tradeoffs. Tb.is will be like pulling teeth, and to date 
the NATO authorities have balked at this hurdle because of feared national 
reactions and the desire to cover everything. But Ministers must insist 
they take this jump (see Tab IC). 

6. More multilateral fundi mechanisms are vital to common 
proffEams. Every successfu y execute program to te nfrastructure, 
NAD , NICS, etc) reflected ·required prior agreement on cost-sharing. 
Hence we should try to apply this technique wherever feasible to the new 
common "program packages." Congress may look askance (though it has 
already strongly supported the Infrastructure Program), but it must be 
convinced that even increased US contributions are truly cost-effective 
in terms of bringing the Allies alo~g· (see Tab K). 

7. Lastly, Pentagon .civil and military machine~ for dealing 
with NATO needs matters needs to be strengthened. Though~TO-configured 
GPF programs take the largest single h~of your DoD budget, DoD is not 
adequately struct.ured to give their NATO aspects commensurate focus. 
Nor are we well-enough organized to exert the needed influence or leverage 
on our Allies. We need: (a) better institutional and procedural means 
to educate all concemed t~ "think NATO"; (b) to strengthen the NATO 
"cells" in DoD and service components; (c) bet.Ler coordinating machinery 
to ensure that these VJrious components are knit together better on NATO 
issues (often not the case today) and to assure more consistent follow
through. I have already proposed to yo~ separately a series of modest 
steps which I beleive would cumulatively result in major improvements 
along these lines. 
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V. OTHER IMPORTANT MATTERS 

This section is a catch-all for a few other important issues that I 
believe you should make part of your own NATO initiatives program, but 
most. o~ w~cb sbould ·not be handled in NATO channels yet. 

A. Discreetly Seek a Hore Effective Fre~ch Contribution to 
Alliance Defense. lt is argu~ble that an early reliable French contribution 
regardless of whether France formally rejoins the NATO team) is well nigh 
indes ensable to .hi h confidence conventional defense at affordable cost. 
Otherwise the rest of us wi 1 have to pay far more. A great deal of 
quiet contingency planning has been done already through US and NATO 
military channels. But the French forces are not only the least well
equippea of any major Ally but the least compatible and interoperable. 
Thus much needs to be done to harmonize French forces with the rest of 
NATO's to facilitate coalition operations. Since France is a major arms 
supplier, her participation in standardization and ·in rationalization of 
R&D and defense production is also critical. 

Since only nations (not NATO) can offer the necessary quid pro 
quo incentives, thi~ should become a major but quiet enterprise by the 
US, UK, and FRG in concert (we should not get out in front). I am 
~ssured that this whole problem is being worked sep.arately (e.g. in PRM 
#20), but I wonder if it is yet being tackled on the b~oad scale suggested 
above. Therefore, I urge that you personally assure that this French 
matter is being pre~sed vigorously. Even if Giscard's political dif
ficulties and the upcoming French elections require us to move slowly, 
we stll need to have a long te:rm program aimed at getting what we want 
when we can. 

B. Press NATO Exploitation of New Technology on a Systematic 
Basis. NATO's new Ministerial G~idance logically calls for precisely 
this as a key means of improving NATO's qualitative edge over the WP. 
But not much has been done yet to systematize this search witllin a NATO 
framework and then use the results to promote rationalized R&D. 'As a 
first step, I urge that you endorse a study the UK will probably propose 
to assess the effects of new technology on tactics and force structure. 
We are already conducting bilateral studies on the subject with the FRG 
end Norway. 

To tie together all the new technology efforts in the US R&D 
co11111unity, in order to provide leadership to the NATO effort, we should 
lay on a DoD study of how advanced.technology eight be exploited to help 
generate a more credilue NATO deterrence/defense posture. A lot of 
relevant ideas are now· circulating in the defense c0111Dunity, and Herb 
York believes that they merit "very sertous further review." He will 
give you his best preliminary judgement about them before the May DPC, 
and he and I believe that after the DPC you should lay on a structured 
study along these lines to help guide the NATO effort. I suggest that, 
in view of his interest, you ask Dr." York to head this study. 
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C. Develo a Better Intelli ence Gras of WP erational 
Capabilities. a ormer inte igence estimator, ve ong been 
depressed at the thinness of the defense intelligence effort devoted to 
stJ,ch analysis. After a cursory review, I am still convinced that while 
we are great ~t bean c~gn!iDg_111d technical analysis, we still have a 
long way to go in realistically analyzing WP operational capabilities. 
While there are a few tale~ted people working these matters and their 

_ results are indic t ve of what might be done, the vast bulk of.,. 
. analytic resources are devoted to other s. 
'l'hus the sophisticate new assessments so badly needed as a guide to 
operational ~.la·~,pfn« U:~ JrO•f~lllli~ cannot reaµy be done. 

D. Other Issues Dese, Analysis. Several other important 
issues need to be analyzed iDe search for an optimum KATO deterrent 
posture, and the optimum US contribution theteto. Hopefully some of 
these will be addressed in the PBM #10 exercise, but they will probably 
also need further DoD analysis in depth. 1'h:e following are illustrative: 

1. We need to analyze (in unconstrained fashion at least 
initially) the optimum lonfeterm bala~ce between US and Allied defense 
efforts. I am not talking re about burdensharing (a political issue), 
but· about kinds of investment. In a real sense, we may be taking a less 
cost-effective (though more feasible) route by investing so much in high 
cost US forces instead of investing more in programs·designed to strengthen 
Allied capabilities (such as doing more R&D for NATO but subsidizing the 
Allies to produce the end-items, contributing more heavily to joint 
procurement, or other joint programs such as WRH stockpiles). Doing 
much about all ~s aay be quite another matter, but if our analyses 
came up with interesting answers, we'd at least have more incentive to . 
try. . 

2. How 111uch sustainability in Eurffe should we program for 
if tJie Allies won't d&'tli~ same? Our DPPG ca ~ for 180 days stocks (90 
days in Europe), but lllies are still below even 30 day interim 
levels in many key respects. Despite the importance of sustainability, 
could JlATO successfully defend in Europe after our Allies ran out of 
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gas? This is not a theological issue of short vs longer war, but a very 
practical one with large dollar implications. Of course, to the extent 
NATO had standardized equipment and compatible munitions, our far larger 
stocks would serve as reserves for the Allies. But all too often this 
is not the case (which is an argument for more standa~dization/inter
operability and for subsidizing Allies). This also suggests converting 
some of our War Reserve Stocks to prepositioned unit stocks -i_nstead of 
making added buys. 

3. - Simila·r11, why maintain so many reserve divisions- which 
are not de lo able unti7 well after the Allies ma run out ·of as? Most 
of them cant get there unti M+90. So do we need so many reserves, 
especially since the reserve manpower pool is declining? This too 
suggests that encouraging the buildup of Allied reserves through contributing 
to multilateral equipment programs be more cost-effective .from our 
standpoint. 

4. What is •the optimum balance between the size and weight 
of equipment and its strategic deployability? As we move into an airlift 
age, with a growing premium on quick deployment, have our weapons designers 
and logisticians paid enough attention to the high penalties associated 
with outsize and oversize cargo? · 

I d~n't have good answers on the above, but if you agree they 
are good questions, why not ask P&E, DDR&E, and JCS jointly to recoD111e~d 
how best to analyze them and who should do it? 

VI. TACTICAL GAME PLAN 

Assuming you find the above the kind of NATO initiatives program 
you want to press dur~ng your tenure, there remains the question of how 
best to lay it on -- both in Washington and in NATO. Though much of the 
payoff will be long term in nature, with results visible only over an 
extended period, if you want to see some of these results on your watch 
the time to start is now. 

Much of what I recoDDDend to start the ball rolling is contained in 
my recoDDDendations in. Tabs A-I (some of which you have already approved). 
But you also need a corollary game plan to push key elements through the 
Washington burea~cracy, get White House and Allied approval, and then 
ensure adequate follow-through. Congress will also have to be brought 
appropriately into the act, because much of what we ought to do will 
depend on Hill approval too. Moreover, what needs to be done must be 
carefully time phased so as not t~ overload~ circuit. 

However, since we can't achieve our NATO purposes without Allied 
collaboration (indeed the Allies are really the chief target), the .. 
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up~oming NATO Summit and then DPC/NPG offer a splendid opportunity to 
start the educational process. Therefore, I urge capitalizing on the 
novelty value o.f a new Administration (and DoD team) by calling for NATO 
to design a comprehensive NATO long te:rm defense plan over the next 
year. To avoid spooking the -Allies unduly, we should only be suggestive 
at the· _out:_set about what this plan should comprise. - But we would expect 
during the exercise to introduce a number of our major initiatives under 
the guise of US inputs. 

As you know this process is already underway and I have been 
participating in it with ISA, State, and NSC. PRM #9 already calls for 
such a major NATO defense planning exercise, and the President has 
approved mentioning it in advance consultation with Allies as a potential 
US initiative. Since· time is short between now and the Summit and DPC a 
great deal of prompt action is required to assure that all the US actors 
read from the same sheet of music. I will submit shortly as Tab J a 
proposed scenario and sequential approach. -

I am also_working up in conjunction with ISA and others, a few. 
possible short term "quick fix" measures which you might propose to your 
fellow Ministers for prompt approval at least in principle. I quite agree 
with Secretary Vance's 4 April letter that these should be economically 
practicable within existing fiscal constraints, ye~ have significant impact. 
I have suggested an anti-armor package, a WRM package, and possibly quicker 
Allied reinforcement m.easures , to complement what we are already programming. 
1 will deal with these in Tab L of my report. 

VII. IN CONCLUSION, THIS NATO INITIATIVES PACKAGE TRIES TO DO THE 
FOLLOWING: 

-- it outlines in actionable programmatic terms what you need to do 
to generate a more credible NATO deterrent/defense postur~ at afforda~le 
cost--a goal vital to our national purposes and commensurate with the 
huge proportion of DoD's budget invested in it. 

-- it provides you with a coherent "systems architecture"--an 
orchestrated set of short and longer term guidelines for the multiyear 
effort needed to move a sluggish NATO toward this goal. 

-- it translates these guidelines into a set of digestible program 
packages which will greatly facilitate achieving the desired results. 

-- it specifies the changes in NATO and DoD machinery indispensable 
to convert planning into performance and avoid yet another sterile 
"paper" exercise. 

.. 
-- it provides a basis for launching the kind of productive initiatives 

needed at the Hay DPC. 

SliCRET 
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SECREr 
-- if nothing else, it serves an important educational purpose in 

showing both the new team and the old bureaucracy what must inevitably 
be done to revitalize NATO--sooner or later if not now. . 

22 

Last of all, GOOD LUCK! It was mine to propose but yours to dispose. 
My proposals are admittedly ambitious, and will inevitably get watered 
down, not just here in Washington but even more in NATO's 15-nation 
paper mill. But my intuiti~e. feeling is that starting out big is the 
best way to stimulate so important a process, and that even halting 
performance in many aspects would be eminently worthwhile. In the last 
analysis, the need for a more credible NATO deterrent/defense posture is 
so ·central to our security interests.that we can hardly afford not.to 
try the most prolliising route. It's.b~ ~i~p devise one. 

{( J ~OMER 

~· 

Special Consultant to Secretary 
of Defense on NATO Affairs -
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THE MILITARY BALANCE IN EUROPE 
(NATO and Warsaw Pact) 

f'ap d8l0DIIIIHIO W 08 UICIISSified 
ReilaW8d Clllaf, RIJO, WHS 
IAWE013528,S9CtlOllU 
Dale; OCT i 3 2015 

Ten years ago, the U.S. advantage in strate&ic and theater nuclear 

weapons dominated any assessment of the military balance in Europe. 

Today~ the situation is fundamentally changed, and the conventional 

balance is much more important. Throughout this period, the NATO 

policy has been to develop a conventional posture that would maintain a hi 

nuclear threshold while maintaining a credible linkage between conven

tional and nuclear forces. But the introduction of Soviet combat 

forces into Czechoslovakia in 1968, along with major force moderniza

tion efforts by the Warsaw Pact, have more than offset NATO efforts to 

improve the comparative balance of conventional forces. 

The balance we see in Europe today is not the result of sudden, 

unexpected improvements in Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces which have 

been ignored in the West, but the result of steady, long-term Warsaw 

Pact efforts to improve their conven~ional and theater nuclear capa

bilities which have been neither fully matched nor offset by the 

modernization of NATO forces. The rough parity that exists today in 

strategic forces has reduced the range of aggression those systems 

alone can deter. There is a rough standoff in the overall .capability . _.....__. 

of theater nuclear forse~ of NATO and the Past as well: al~hough there 

are important asymmetrie~ 1n' these forces, both sides could use theater 

nuclear weapons effectively. 

The balance of conventional forces is a mixture of factors, some 

favoring NATO but more, ~oday, favoring the Warsaw Pact. During the 

past ten years, the Soviets have introduced a new main battle tank, a 

617



\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

I 

\ 

I 
\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 

\ 

rag&0818111HIUO W DI UIIClaSSifled 
Reile181Hlief, ROD, WHS 
IAW EO 13528, secuon3.5 
:otlel~ OCT 2 3 2015 2 

sophisticated infantry combat vehicle, two new models of self-propelled, 

armor protected field artillery, new anti-tank weapons, the most 

comprehensive ground-based air defense system in the world, and at 

lease five new combat aircraft. Warsaw Pact forces have ~ndergone 

similar but less rapid modernization programs. These improved capabili

ties are consistent with evo~ving Soviet doctrine which stresses an 

approach to the offensive, different than we had tended to believe in 

the past emphasizillg speed, maneuver, and suprise wherever possible. 

These factors lie behind much of the current concern over the possibility 

of a sudden attack which would deprive NATO of any extended warning. 

There have been improvements in NATO forces as well, particularly 

in FRG active and territorial forces, and in the U.S. contribution. In 

NATO, during the past decade we have seen the introduction of 3 new 

tank models, at least 8 perso_nnel carriers and infantry combat vehicles, witl 

variants, 5 new versions of self-propelled artillery, 6 new major 

anti-tank weapons and 10 new types of air defense weapons. TI>.ere 

is a difference, however. Where Warsaw Pact weapons have, in nearly 

every case, been introduced into the forces of nearly every member of 

the Pact, many NATO systems have been developed and introduced in 

parall~l, leading to the problems of logistical and operational incom-
. ' 

patibii~ty that cause so much concern today. Since the mid-1960s, real 

defense expenditures by European NATO members have generally increased 

faster than- those of the U.S., although most of the increased resources 

have been consumed by higher personnel costs in NATO forces. 
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Arraying various quantitative measures of NATO and Warsaw Pact 

forces in the Central Region of Europe side-by-side for representative 

years fro~ 1965 to 1975 shows NATO trailing in most areas. The 

3 

growth in NATO forces has been more than offset by growth in the Warsaw 

Pact. 

KEY: 

NATO Total/'Wl' Total 
(US) (USSR) QUANTITATIVE BA.LANCE 

1965 1970 1975 

Personnel 800/750 770/820 780/910 
(Thousands) (220} (320) (180) (390) (190) (480) 

Divisions 26/53 25/58 25/58 
(5) (22) (4) (27) (4) (27) 

Tanks 1 .5800/12,600 6000/14,600 6100/16,000 
(1600) (6200) (1400) (8000) (1400) (9100) 

APC 2 l0,600/11,900 13,300/15,000 14,700/17,600 
(2800) (6000) (2900) (7700) (3700) (11,000) 

.Anti-tank Weapons 3 2500/1900 3200/3400 4500/6100 
(700) (700) (600) (l300) (2400) (3400) 

Artillery Weapons 4 1800/3700 l900/S400 2.589/5695 
(600) (1700) (550) (2700) (500) (2800) 

Air Defense Weapons 5 1600/3200 2200/4900 3200/4800 
(400) (900) (700) (2100) (700) (2300) 

1 Includes medium and heavy tanks (e.g., U.S. M-60 series, Soviet 
T55/T62/T72). 

2rncludes tracked and wheeled vehi~les used for infantry combat, 
reconnaissance and command. 

31ncludes vehicle and ground mounted AT missile launchers and guns. 
Includes those armored fighting vehicles, counted above, which mount an 
anti-tank guided missile system. 

4Includes tube artillery and multiple rocket launchers. 

Sincludes air defense missile systems and guns. 

619



I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

• 

4 

Pact growth includes the increases in Soviet forces resulting from 

the introdu~.tion of the Southern Group of Forces into Czechoslovakia in 

1968. The Soviet decision to keep these forces in Czechoslovakia 

resulted in the following increases: 

SOVIET SOUTHERN GROUP OF FORCES (CZECHOSLOVAKIA) 

Inventories (1970) 

Personnel 58,000 

Divisions 5 (three motorized 
rifle; two tank) 

Tanks 1,200 

APC 1,600 

Anti-tank Weapons 290 

Artillery Weapons 480 

Air Defense Weapons 340 

There has been considerable growth in Soviet forces beyond the 

introduction of five divisions into Czechoslovakia. Most of this growth 

has been in combat support units above the division level and through 

increasing the numbers of weapons within divisions. 

Tactical aircraft would, of course, provide important combat power 

for both NATO and the Warsaw Pact in any conflict in Europe. The 

number of aircraft available to both sides is highly dependent on the 

actual situation as it develops. Today, the Pact could make available 

approximately 5,400 combat aircraft, compared to approximately 4,500 

for NATO. In this area in particular, the quantity of weapons must be 

\ .... --------\ 
\ 
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evaluated in light of their characteristics, the operational doctrines 

of both sides, and the skills of pilots, crews ana aircraft control. 

When these factors are considered, it is possible that NATO 

an overall advantage in tactical aviation. 

5 

Today, in Central Europe, the Warsaw Pact has numerical superiority 

in: 

Troops 

Divisions 

Tanks 

Armored personnel carriers (troop carriers, armored reconnais

sance vehicles, armored command vehicles and armored fighting 

vehicles) 

Major anti-tank missile launchers and guns 

Artillery and multiple rocket launchers 

Air defense missile launchers and guns 

Air defense aircraft 

Reconnaissance aircraft 

Ground attack aircraft 

NATO has numerical superiority in: 

Tactical nuclear weapons, both artillery and air delivered 

Helicopters 

If deterrence shald fail, and the Warsaw Pact should attack, there 

would be important qualitative asymmetries as well. Here the Pact 

has the advantage of: 
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The initiative in choosing the time, place, and nature of the 

attack. 

More standardized weapons across the alliance. 

A more tightly organized, better protected chain of command. 

Sophisticated, extensive CBR capabilities. 

Readily available reserve forces. 

NATO has qualitative advantages in: 

A defensive mission with adv~ntages of familiar terrain. 

Superior individual aircraft capabilities, tactical air pilot 

skills, and aviation couunand and control. 

Superior alliance cohesion, for an attack on one would indeed 

be an attack on all. 

6 

Most assessments of the Central Front focus on the quantitative 

balance or the trends in modernizing Warsaw Pact forces. These are 

important factors which must be understood and countered by NATO, but, 

in fact, numbers are not the dominant problem. More important problems 

are in the organization and coordination of forces at the operational 

level and in our changing understanding of how the Soviets and their 

allies would fight. Our understanding of Soviet tactical doctrine is 

not complete, but much has been learned in the last few years. 

Much more needs to be done to understand how the Soviets 

would use the forces at their disposal in a conflict and 

what vulnerabilities they would have t~at NATO could exploit. Numbers 

and technical characteristics of weapons are only part of the problem. 

622



7 

It is important that the adequacy of the conventional posture is not 

measured in isolation from other components of the TRIAD. The critical 

function of conventional forces is to deny an aggressor confidence in a 

quick win; and by confronting him with the requirement to make a major 

conunitment, prevent him from discounting the risk of escalation. 

=. oetaruuM m oe M:l8Uffled 
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.f./J-~/ . 
Henry Owen, in his memorandum of May 16, 1977, asked that I indicate 
how I intend to carry forward the defense initiatives outlined In 
your 10 May speech at the NATO Sunnnit Meeting. 

As you are aware, NATO's Defense Ministers adopted my proposals· that 
NATO design a Long•Term Defense Program to flesh out these initiatives. 
We are now developing s·pecific work plans In ten key priority areas.· 
NATO also adopted our proposed short-term initiatives for improving 
anti armor holdings, selected war reserves·, and readiness for forces 
by end-1978 on a scale to be agreed at the December NATO meeting. 

Our plan is to stay at least one step ahead of the NATO action by 
er~v! ~·~-jJ-~_~yieW:~ "iy_ff_i c;j~n~_iy-Tn~~~~~!'c~- ~"f-NATQ_ ~~-~.fo.ns ·t~ .:J>e.'f~-i t 
us to exercise a strong influence on the NATO development of the 
i ni ti at Ives, without giving the en:ti re program a. 11made-i n-OSA" Tabe I. 
At my- ·reque.st, Ambassador Komer, who was the chief desrgner of the 
s·hort and long-term initiatives, has stayed on temporadly to lend 
his energy and initiative to this· task, We will call on Ambassador 
Bennett and his staff and on our Ambassadors in capitals to lend 
support as needed. A summary of our organizational approach is in 
the enclosure. 

We are following through on the defense production initiative as 
an integral part of the Long-Term Defense Program, in coordination 
with the Department of State where appropriate. 

While we• re off to a good start, you should know that actually re
vamping NATO's defense posture along the lines we seek will be a 
long uphill fight. I intend to keep them moving in the right 
direction, looking forward to a NATO Summit in Washington in late 
spring 1978. 

-CBNFIDENllAI. 
SEC DEF CONTR.No. 

Kl 
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NATO Su111t1Jt Follow-Up 

1. Defense Improvements 

a. The Long-Term Defense Program 
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Following up the President's proposal that NATO set about 
development of a long-term defense program, the Defense Planning Committee 
(DPC) in Ministerial Session on 17 May 1977 agreed to prepare a long-
term defense program for approval by Ministers in the spring of 1978. 
Ministers called for submission to them of a progress report in December 
1977. They also agreed to consider the need for strengthening NATO 
machinery in order to ensure effective follow-up action on the programs. 

The NATO Defense Planning Committee in Permanent Session 
set the development of the long-term defense program ln motion on 3 June 
by accepting all ten of our propo~ed program areas, making the NATO 
Executive Working Group the steering group, and calling for establishment 
of a task force in each program area (readiness; reinforcement; reserve 
mobilization; ratlonalt~ation-standa~dization/fnteroperablllty; maritime 
posture; air defense; C; electronic warfare; logistics; and tactical 
nuclear force modernization). They established an outline timetable 
for development of the proposed long-term defense program, and also 
charged the Executive Working Group with the task of recommending 
strengthened programming and implementing machinery where appropriate. 
NATO action to date has been fully consistent with US objectives. 

Within the Department of Defense, we have established 
program groups paralleling each NATO program area, to recommend appropriate
actions for the United States in those fields, to recommend initial US 
views on appropriate NATO programming In the field, and to assess NATO 
organizational machinery and procedures. The scheduling of defense program 
group actions is such as to facilitate strong support for our Mission to 
NATO in development of the NATO long-range program. 

b. Short-Term Defense Improvements 

The Defense Planning Committee in Ministerial Session also 
agreed to our proposals that the NATO Military Authorities should 
reco111t1end real ls tic interim objectives, by nation, capable of being met 
by December 1978, aimed at (1) increasing holdings of antiarmor systems; 
(2) increasing holdings of selected war reserve stocks; and (3) improve
ments where critically needed in the readiness of NATO forces and in 
Allied capabilities for rapid reinforcement. 

We expect that the Defense Planning Committee will review 
the short-term improvement recommendations when received and invite 
countries to include them in their formal planning. Follow-up on national 
decisions will occur during the NATO Annual Defense Planning Review to be 
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held in the fall. with results to be reported to Ministers in December. 
Many of our Allies already have informed the Military Authorities that 
they intend to agree to significant improvements In their national 
programs as part of the short-term Improvements. 

As with the long--term defense progra·m, the Department of 
Defense has organized a program group for each of the three short-term 
improvement fields, to recommend US actions and US positions for NATO 
action. 

2. Defense Production 

a. Increased Purchase of European Equipment 

The Department of Defense has taken the following steps 
to assist in carrying forward the President's pledge at the London 
Summit meeting that this administration's decisions concerning develop- . 
ment, production and procurement of defense equipment will be -taken with 
careful attention to the interests of all members of the Alliance: 

At the NATO Defense Ministers Meeting on May 18, the 
Secretary of Defense reiterated the President's point, and emphasized 
the US intention to consider procuring European systems as part of 
agreed p,rogram packages, such as common famll i"es of tac ti ca 1 commun i ca
tions, air and ground munitions, air defense weapons, and electronic 
warfare equipment. He noted that the primary aim of US purchases from 
our NATO partners is not economic, but promotion of the combined military 
effectiveness of the Alliance. 

As noted above, NATO has now begun the development of 
a Long-Range Defense Program to adapt the deterrent and defense posture 
of the Alliance to the needs of the 1980s. Among the areas to be included 
are rationalization of NATO's defense effort and increased standardization/ 
interoperability of Its military equipment. The question of increased 
purchases of European defense equipment will receive full consideration, 
both in the NATO task force and in the parallel DoD organization. 

- The Secretary of Defense has approved a new Department 
of Defense Directive which establishes policy and assigns responsibilities 
for achieving standardization and interoperability of equipment with NATO. 
Among other things, the Directive requires all DoD components to consider 
available European systems throughout the system development and 
acquisition cycle. 

In addition, the Secretary of Defense has directed the 
Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air Force to review available European 
systems and provide recommendations and/or proposals. The Arrrr.t has 
already submitted a comprehensive study evaluating the potential of 112 
European systems for possible US procurement. The OSD staff is reviewing 
the Army study, and will do the same for the other services. 

--CONFIDEN-TW. · 
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- DoD is working to facilitate technology transfer between 
ourselves and our NATO Allies, and has sponsored external research both 
on this subject and on coproductlon and licensing. 

Congressional rhetoric in support of our standardization 
policy, including procurement of European armaments, has been strong. 
1976 legislation directs the DoD to provide for the acquisition of 
equipment which is standardized or interoperable with our NATO Allies 
and to seek to arrive at cooperative armament agreements in the interests 
of standardization. But great difficulties arise when we address 
specific systems withtbe·.Congress. In fact, provisions introduced 
by the House and Senate into the FY 78 Defense Appropriation Authorization 
Act make equipment cooperation with NATO more difficult. DoD has helped 
reverse some of these provisions; however, others remain. 

We are also ha~ing some difficulties In executing Memoranda 
of Understanding that would promote NATO standardization. There are 
conflicts between our desire to limit sales to third parties and the need 
for our NATO partners to meet a competitive price by making such sales, 
thus expanding their production runs. State Department wishes to submit 
MOUs to Congress for approval; that will make them much more difficult to 
reach. I will submit a separate memorandum on this problem. 

We ·are seeking to exempt from the Specialty Metals provision 
of the Annual Department of Defense Appropriation Act procurement actions 
which further NATO standardization. This legislation requires that US 
military equipment use only specialty metals mined and smelted in the 
United States. It serious Ty 1 imi ts freedom to procure equipment from 
members of the Alliance, and makes cooperative programs more difficult. 
DoD is again seeking relief from this provision, and we are reasonably 
optimistic concerning the outcome. We plan next year to seek relief 
from current restrictions on procurement of clothing and naval vessels 
or major portions thereof. 

As to regulatory practices and defense procurement procedures, 
with publication of the recent DoD Directive on standardization and 
interoperability, · the Defense Department's house is fairly well in order 
and the Department is in a much better position to consider acquisition 
or licensing of European systems on an equitable basis. The difficulties 
will likely appear in two areas: first, identification of European 
systems which are cost effective when compared to systems available 
from domestic sources, and second, when such systems are identified, 
convincing the Congress that the overall Alliance interests in NATO 
standardization/interoperability and the two-way street outweigh any 
short-term economic and political liabilities. 

. : . . : • . ;1 
"'- ,_. -~ . . ,_ . ... . .. . : .. 
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2b&c. European Cooperation and a Transatlantic Dialogue* 

These questions are treated together because our ability 
to encourage greater European cooperation is related to our success in 
realizing a genuine Joint examination of how to improve cooperation on 
a transatlantic basis. We intend to continue and expand several ongoing 
forms of dialogue on NATO arms development and production with the 
Europeans, while initiating broader explorations with our Allies on 
underlying polit_i_cal and economic questions. Such actions would Include: 

(a) a concentrated effort to include In the long-term 
NATO Defense Program measures to promote standardization and inter
operability, Including a comprehensive, effective plan~ing system; 

(b) expanded bilateral exploration and joint examination of 
political and economic obstacles to improved cooperation in development, 
production, and procurement of defense equipment; 

(c) continued bilateral negotiation of cooperative agreements; 

(d) support for the EPG's work, as expressed by the President 
at the NATO Summit; and 

(e) possible US purchase or licensing of European equipment, 
hopefully as part of "program packages" called for in the Long-Term 
Defense Program. 

In addressing the question of a joint examination, as with 
other aspects of the President's defense initiatives, we are working 
closely with the Department of State at both the policy .and working 
levels. We have achieved a consensus to press forward on bilateral and 
multilateral fronts with a transatlantic dialogue in any forum in or out 
of NATO that Is agreeable to most, if not all, of our European Allies 
including at least the UK and FRG. Our purpose is to find ways to 
strengthen cooperation in development, production, and procurement of 
defense equipment. During the same period we hope it will be possible: 

- To have initiated improvements in NATO's planning 
procedures to define weapons requirements and to develop and produce 
these weapons. 

- To have taken concrete steps to promote a more balanced 
transatlantic trade in defense equipment. 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
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* This section was prepared in conjunction with the Department of State. 
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To initiate a joint examination we need to take into account 
both the methods by which the examination of improved cooperation might 
proceed and the substantive content. The specific aim of our initial 
discussions with our Alliance partners in the weeks ahead is to discover 
with whom, on what particular topics, in what forums, and when we can 
begin or increase a dialogue leading to understandings on what needs 
to be done to improve cooperation in development, production, and pro
curement of Alliance defense equipment. Exploration should pay particular 
attention to possibilities of involving the French, who, along with UK 
and FRG as major European defense producers, are essential to trans
atlantic cooperation. We want to involve them as early as possible but 
not allow them to stifle the process. 

We also want to exert gentle pressure on the EPG in its 
September meeting as it discusses how to approach transatlantic dialogue 
from its side. (We are not hopeful that dialogue with the EPG itself 
will be possible by next May, given the apparently strong French preference 
to have the EPG go more slowly.) Bilateral discussions with Allies should 
be aimed at developing common viewpoints. The practical work going on 
in Alliance forums on standardization/interoperability measures under the 
long-term defense program will progressively define concrete defense 
equipment issues. 

In terms of substance, our strategy for exploration should 
be cast in terms of following questions: 

- What are the obstacles to improved transatlantic coopera
tion in weapons planning and production, and how might they be overcome? 

- How can North America relate to European cooperation on 
armaments planning, an·d how can both of our efforts strengthen NATO 
defense? · 

- What methods should we use to promote cooperation in R&D, 
production, and procurement? 

- Is new organizational machinery needed to facilitate this 
cooperation? 

In bilateral discussion of specific cooperative weapons 
programs we intend to stress our interest in extending coope~ation beyond 
a bilateral basis. We should make use of the potentially large size of 
the US market. That market should give us leverage to expand European 
interest in NATO standardization as opposed to simple bilateral sales 
to the US. 

__ ... ~ .. -, ................. :,.. .. ..... '·l' 
• \:1,., ..J • .,. ;_. i.~- ...:..=- _; _; L .. I..~ 
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The US should continue to keep the Europeans advised, both 
bilaterally and through established NATO channels, of the progress we 
are making in getting ourselves organized to deal seriously with them in 
cooperative defense production. Doing so may have the beneficial effect 
of suggesting parallel actions which could be expanded whenever the 
Europeans choose collectively to coordinate defense production. 

The single most useful step the US could take to bolster 
its credibility in this. area would be to procure one or more significant 
European weapons systems. Such a decision would greatly facilitate 
resolution of the issue of how and where to pursue our dialogue with the / 
Europeans. The Department of Defense will work to identify such systems 
before the May 1978 Washington Summit Meeting. 
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In preparing our FY 79 budget and FY 79-83 FYDP, we have paid special 
attention to improving our contributions to NATO. This is consistent with 
the emphasis you have placed on having this country lead the Alliance to
ward an Improved military posture that will mean greater security for all. 
Although we still have a long way to go, the situation is a hopeful one. 
Continuation of our progress will depend in part on decisions we make now 
on the FY ·79 budget. Accordingly, I think it is useful to step back from 
the details of the budget review to take a broad look at the improvements 
we and our Allies are planning. 

The end of U.S. involvement .In Vietnam permitted a healthy shift of our 
attention to Europe. Studies of the military picture there Identify two 
principal concerns. The first ts that our current rough parity with the 
Soviets in strategic forces may make \hem bolder about using their conven
tional forces, or make our Allies less confident in resisting Soviet 
pressures. Our second concern ts that th~ change in the strategic rela
tionship has not been accompanied ·by any reduction in the Soviet advantage 
In conventional forces. To the contrary, since tne late 1960's Soviet 
military resources have been increasing steadily, while U.S. defense 
spending declined until last year. The Soviets have been out-producing 
the U.S. in tanks by nearly six to one, tactical fighters by two to one, 
and artillery weapons by eight to one, to cite just three important 
examples. When we Include our Allies the picture improves, but the basic 
problem remains. The capability of Soviet forces in Europe and the speed 
with which they could mount an attack have · increased markedly. 

We should not and probably cannot meet this danger by increasing our 
present relian~e on strategic forces. It would be very risky to let the 
Soviets take a substantial and visible lead in strategic forces. We will 
have to continue to respond appropriately with actions . of our own to 
their strategic forces changes, while striving for stabilizing SALT 
limitations. But ari attempt to rely on stronger strategic forces to 
offset the Soviet conventional force buildup would be dangerous, Incon
sistent with our arms control efforts, and probably futile to boot. 
Instead, we must improve NATO's theater forces, particularly those that 
would be available in the early stages of a war that starts with little 
warning. We must also make sure that the Soviets see no military advantage 
in the use' of tactical nuclear weapons. 
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This Administration inherited and has expanded a substantial program for 
modernizing our conventional forces and Improving their capabilities to 
fight against Soviet forces in Europe. If we carry through with our 
programmed modernization and procurement, we will .have 11heavied up" eleven 
of sixteen Army divisions and fleshed out a full 26 tactical fighter wings. 
From FY 77 to FY 83 we are planning to purchase roughly 5,000 tanks and 
18,000 anti-tank guided missiles for the Army, and more than 2,000 
advanced tactical aircraft (A-lO's, F-15's and F-l6 1 s) for the Air Force 
alone. 

We must continue that modernization and perhaps even accelerate it in key 
areas. But this Administration has recognized that it is not enough just 
to increase resources for NATO. We must make sure that those resources 
are used effectively. · Buying the heavy equipment that an Army dlvisJon 
needs to fight effectively in Europe is of little value if that division 
takes months to get ready for combat or If it arrives only after a failure 
of NATO's conventional defenses has forced us to resort to nuclear weapons. 
Nor is that investment of much value unless the division can fight effec
tively with our European Allies. These premi.ses set the themes for my 
guidance to the Services in the preparation and review of this year's 
Defense Program: reinforcement, readiness, and coalitJon warfare • 

• As I survey t~e resulting defense program, I see some real progress being 
mad~. Probably the sln_gle most impQ.rJ;~nt ~ec;i.~IQn. this year was to 
accelerate planned improvements fn .U.S. reinforcement capabilities. By 
the end of FY 83, these plans will result in a dramatic increase in the 
speed with which U.S. Army ahd Air Force rein"forcements could arrive in 
Europe. Currently we could only·augment our deployed ground forces by a 
little over one division within ten days of a deployment decision; by 
end-FY 82, we plan to be able to deploy five reinforcement df vi's ions in 
that time. At present, we ·could probably get 40 tactical air squadrons· ·. 
from the United States to Europe In a week; by end-FY 82, we plan to move 
60 squadrons. The resulting increase in U.S. ability to reinforce NATO 
is summarized in the table below. 

Current 
FY 83 

Current 
FY 83 

REINFORCEMENT IMPROVEMENTS 

Army Division Equivalents 
(1 Brigade= 1/3 Division) 

H-Day H+lO -
5 2/3 
5 2/3 

6 2/3 . - 7 1/3 
11 

9-10 
15-16 

Air Force Fighter Squadrons 
M-Day M+7 H+30 

100 
108 

28 
26-34 

68 
86-94 
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Dramatic as these results are, they will be achieved without large cost 
increases. In the case of the Army, we will reallocate war reserves and 
equipment not needed for training US ~based forces to prepositioned storage 
in Europe, ready for the all-important units that arrive early. In the 
case of the Air Force, we plan to exploit the greater availability of 
tanker aircraft made possible by your decision on the B-1. 

Our changes to this year's defense program also included a wide range of 
measures to improve the readiness of our early-deploying forces. We 
increased manning of critical combat equipment, such as tanks and aircraft, 
and the density of artillery and anti-tank weapons. More ammunition will 
be loaded on combat vehicles, and we plan to continue improving the realism 
of our training exercises. Finally, our readiness benefits from Improved 
morale and a continuing reduction in drug and race-related discipline 
problems. In sum these changes should significantly improve the day-to
day readiness of our forces in Europe. 

Our European Allies, who supply the major portion of NATO's conventional 
combat capability, have not been standing still either. Non-US NATO 
anti-tank guided missile launchers in Central Europe.will increase next 
year by almost 2,000, and stocks of the missiles themselves by 14,000 • 
..G..e.rma.n__s_to.ck _alone .of anti-tank misJiles wtl 1 total .lt0,000 by 1982-. 
The United · Kingdom, Belgium, and The Netherlands all report plans to 
improve their reinforcement capabilities. 

In order to eliminate duplication in these individual plans and make sure 
that NATO can fight effectively, this Admin-istration launched two Improve
ment efforts at the NATO Ministerial meeting In May. Our Short-Term 
Initiatives Program has already produced proml.sing_!~!,IJ_ts in three critical 

' areas -- readiness and reinforcement, anti-tank capabilities, and war reserve 
munitions. The NATO Long-Term Defense · Program wl11 Integrate long-range 
programs in ten critical areas of NATO's conventional and theater nuclear 
capability. That effort will challenge many ·vested Interests and cherished 
but costly commitments to 11go-lt:-_~1cm~' 1 national programming. But If we 
are successful, we should get a ·further increase in NATO's effectiveness. 

I am optimistic about our prospects, but· it wil 1 take a sustained effort 
to realize these plans. Greater efficiency is necessary, but efficiency 
alone is not enough. It will not do much good to get forces to Europe 
faster if they lack the modern equipment necessary to be effective in 
European conditions against Improved Soviet forces. This modernization 
requires an increase In Defense expenditures, although not as large an 
increase ·as the Ford Administration programmed. Our early "scrub" of 
the FY 78 Ford budget cut $3 billion -- before the further $1 billion net 
reduction in the FY 78 B-1 amendment. We have continued working this 
year to reduce projected spending for FY 79-82. In FY 79 alone these 
reductions amount to about $6 billion in constant FY 78 dollars. This 
stili leaves us with a gradual increase in real defense spending, ~ut 
we need this increase to continue our major conventiona1 force · 
modernization efforts. 
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We also need that increase if we are to maintain the momentum of our NATO 
initiatives. At the May NATO Ministerials we secured with some difficulty 
a Joint commitment to a 3 percent real increase In defense spending. We 
did not want a greater U.S. effort simply to become an excuse for our 
Allies to do less, with no overall increase in the conventional capability 
that we need. In the recent past, of course, it has been the United 
States that reduced its efforts. Between FY 71 and FY 76, U.S. real 
defense spending declined by about 2 percent per year (even after excluding 
the drop in Southeast Asia expenditures). while the European allies · 
combined achieved increases in real defense spending averaging around 2 
to l percent per year. I do not think we can continue to get needed 
increases from our Allies without a real increase of our own. 

The only measure of budget that our allies or our adversaries will credit 
is· the total budget. Much -- perhaps all -- of the real increase which 
we plan will go to strengthen forces directly connected with NATO. But 
the strength of NATO forces is not separable in a meaningful way· from the 
totality of our defense. We .could not force others to accept only certain 
budget accounts as the proper measure In assessing our defense commitment, 
even if we believed -- as I do not -- that such an assessment would be 
meaningful. Moreover, playing with ~locations is too easy a game -- and 
all can play at it. If we were to tell others, for example, to disregard 
the size of our research and developmeni, or intelligence, or central 
support services, then our Allies could say the same. In the end we would 
U nd_ tha-t everyone- had dec-l"eased -h i-s- -rea 1 efforts-wh Ile p-retemltng "to -
Increase them. 

Perhaps even worse, our credibility would be questioned -- and that 
credibility is central to the success of the entire effort. Our Allies 
never have been as enthusiastic as we about improvements In conventional 
forces. We have had some success in pushing such improvement, in part 
because they value the overall U.S. commitment. That commitment has been 
enhanced by the actions of your Administration. The NATO initiatives of 
last spring, and your reaffirmation this summer in PD-18 of the commitment 
to 3 percent real growth .of the U.S. Defense budget, were greeted in Europe 
as a demonstration of our seriousness and our credibility. The Europeans 
at last have begun to b~lieve that we are serious. If we were to back 9ff 
now, I am afraid we would see a reduction and fragmentation of European 
efforts. Some Alli~s would be likely to put more emphasis on their ,,,
independent nuclear capabilities and less on conventional force improvements. 
Others could well seek a political accommodation with the Soviet Union on 
the latter's terms. It would be a long time before we ever could put the 
pieces back together again, or recreate a framework as promising as the 
present one. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

MAR 14 1978 

SUBJECT: NATO Long Term Defense Program (LTDP) - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

Over the past two months some of IT\Y people have been helping Bob Komer 
with various aspects of the NATO LTDP. This memo summarizes what we 
have been able to glean from the Task Force reports after a one-week 
review. Although we expect substantial changes will have to be made 
later, Bob and I thought a brief sununary of the general magnitude and 
affordability of the LTDP, as we know it to date, would be of interest 
to you. 

Principal Observations 

We identified a list of 35 programs that appeared to us as the ones of 
greatest military benefit. The total cost of this PA&E list amounts to 
around $14 billion for the U.S. and $22 billion for the Allies during 
the first six years (1979-84) of the LTDP. (All dollar amounts are in 
1977 constant prices.) For 1985-93 the costs, although sketchier, are 
$6 bilHon and $19 billion, respectively, for the U.S. and the Allies. 
Three important points are worth noting: 
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-- i • First, in the context of total defense spending by the Alliance,~~-e -
we are not talking about a lot of money. The U.S. share is only 2%, and ~ ~ 8 c 

VJ - -. Cl) C the Allied share is only 7%, of projected defense expenditures over ~:ec: , 
1979-84. ....:.i _g ";,j; ~ 

, Second, all but about 25% of the U.S. cost for 1979-83 is 
already in the U.S. FYDP, whereas over 60% of the Allied portion is 
apparently not progranmed, though we do not have full data on Allied 
programs. Thus we would have to shift less than one percent of our 
program to cover the U.S. share of these LTDP initiatives, but the 
Allies would have to move about 5%. (Of course there are significant 
variations from this Alliance-wide average. For the Center Region 
countries the unprogranuned average is slightly less. The main problem 
is on the Northern Flank, where Denmark and Norway's unprogrammed 
portion averages 15%. See attached table.) In 11\Y view. this generally 
confirms that we are much further along than the Allies in correcting 
critical deficiencies in NATO's defense posture. It also validates Bob 
Komer's intent that the LTDP be our lever for getting Allies to join in 
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this effort. But we must be careful about the use we make of these 
numbers, since our Allies might incorrectly interpret these figures to 
mean that the LTDP is asking more of them than of ourselves. 

, Third, notwithstanding the small percent of total projected . 
budgets cited above, we should not assume it will be easy to get the 
Allies to make firm commitments for this amount. Spending plans for at 
least the next five years are probably quite firm for most of these 
countries; therefore, increased spending (above current plans) and/or 
reprogramming will be necessary if they are to accommodate the unpro
grammed costs we have identified. Current long range spending plans for 
all of the non-US NATO nations combined translate into an average real 
increase of roughly 2.8% per year. To cover their unfunded LTDP costs 
in the near-term entirely b* budget add-ons, the Allies would have to 
achieve real increases int eir total defense spending of around 4% per 
year. This is a reason why we need to stay flexible about what items we 
designate as high priority. It is also a reason why we need to keep up 
our share of the bargain, such as the cormnitment to 3% real growth. 

Program Content 

The high priority programs selected for costing will provide important 
improvements in a number of critical areas. A partial listing by task 
force of those programs we in PA&E consider of highest priority is shown 
below: 

Task Force 1 (Readiness): Armor/anti-armor improvement program 
and thirty days of air-to-surface war reserve stocks. 

Task Force 2 (Reinforcement): Increased prepositioning for 
U.S. ground forces, accelerated deployment of the Canadian Air/Sea 
Transportable Group to Norway and cargo modification of wide body 
passenger aircraft. 

2 

- Task Force 4 (Maritime): Improved interoperability and security 
of maritime c3, better air defense for warships, procu_rement of lightweight 
ASW torpedoes, and elimination of deficiencies in NATO's mining capability. 

Task Force 5 (Air Defense): A variety of improvements including 
a much improved IFF and c3 capability and a better balanced all-weather 
interceptor capability. 

Task Force 6 (C3): Increased interoperability of tactical 
conmunications and improvements to NATO's commonly funded long haul 
conmunications network (i.e., the NATO Integrated Communications System). 

Task Force 7 (EW): A variety of improvements including low 
cost conmunications ECM for ground forces and EW harassment drones to 
assist in countering the Soviet/Warsaw Pact air defense syst~m. 
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- Task Force 9 (Logistics): Thirty days of ground munitions 

(excluding anti-armor), and a SACEUR controlled common war reserve 
stockpile (above 30 day level). 

Caveats 

In reviewing this material please keep in mind the preliminary nature of 
our analysis. You should be aware of the following caveats. 

We addressed only what we (PA&E) consider to be the highest 
priority elements·of each program. These represent roughly half of the 
total number of LTDP reconmendat1ons {not including low cost/no cost 
procedural and policy reco~endations), but about three quarters of the 
total cost. 

- Detailed information is not yet available for R/S/1 (Task 
Force #8) and TNF (Task Force #10); therefore, these programs had to be 
excluded from our analysis. We don't expect to see a TNF input before 
April and even then, I am told, it will not contain any progranunatic 
reconunendations. I fear that some of our Allies, particularly those 
that want an excuse for foot-dragging, could construe this to mean that 
improvements to our theater nuclear forces will not keep pace with 
conventional improvements. 

Costs are very rough. Where the Task Force drafts failed to 
provide necessary details we developed estimates based on our own as
sumptions. Further analysis may result in significant changes to the 
costs for some programs. 

Assessment of unprogranuned cost is uneven. The very high 
proportion of unfunded Allied costs could be due in part to a lack of 
knowledge (by the NATO Task Forces and ourselves) concerning the details 
of Allied long range plans. Our assessment of U.S. programmed costs is 
based on the current FYDP. We would expect to see some shift in these 
amounts as a result of adjusted fiscal guidance and programming decisions 
this sununer. 

Future Efforts 

We will refine this analysis as we continue our review of the final Task 
Force reports. As you know, the NATO Executive Working Group (EWG) will 
meet on 21 March to obtain preliminary national views and to begin 
preparing a report that ultimately will be approved by heads of state. 
This report may segregate task force reconunendations into at least three 
categories. The first would contain reconmendations that countries 
firmly agree to incorporate into national programs. The second would 
include proposals for which the commitment would be less binding, while 
the third might be a catchall for proposals not ripe for decision. In 
11\Y view our principal PA&E efforts in preparing for the EWG meeting 
should involve determining into what categories we would like to see 
each of the task force reconmendations placed. D::CtASSffl~D UJ FULL 
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Final judgment about what should go into each category will have to be 
based on feasibility as well as priority. In other words, we may have 
to put some lower priority programs in Category I if there is Allied 
consensus on doing them, whereas more important programs may have to be 
relegated to Category II if too many Allies balk. 

Attachment 

~M~~ 
Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Program Analysis & Evaluation 

cc: Under Secretary of Defense for Research & Engineering 
Advisor to Secretary of Defense for NATO Affairs 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security Affairs) 
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Total Cost of 
L TgP Pr2gr1115 

($) jAs S of Tot $ As Io 
Def Spend1nJ Total Cost 
(2} + (1 {3} ~ ,~) 

$14.4 I 2.21 $3.5 24.21 ·1 

$14.1 I 6.51 I $7.7 I 54.M I 

S3.2 I 21.51 ·I $2,2 I 68.81 I 

$4.4 7.91 $3.9 88.61 

$21.7 6.6% $13.9 63.91 

$36.0 3.71 $17.3 48.H 
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SUBJBCT: MBFR .. Next Stf;)ps end Possible Discussion at a 
Summit Meeting 

With SALT II approaching a conclusion, we face the question of what impetus 
should be given to our other ams control negotiations with the Soviets. 
One nego~iation in particular -- MBFR -- is ffli a critic;!!_ j~un.c~. At 
the Sunni t, you may therefore want to take opportunity toaiscuss 
where we are and what is required to get progl"ess in the negotiations. 
In addition, independent of what we tell the Soviets , MBFR raises issues 
which the Administmtion will have to address in the coming months. 

What follows is a brief discussion of the current objectives of the West 
in MBFR, some of the issues these negotiations raise, an outl:ine of the 
next steps in MBPR. analysis here in Washington and in NATO, and a recom
mendation for discussions on MBFR at the Stmnit, If you are· satisfied 
with yom state of knowledge on the first two items I (envy you and) 
suggest that you may wish to move directly to section C on pag~ 4. 

A. MBFR Objectives and the Current NATO Position 

The overall NATO objective in the MBFR negqtiations is to increase 
the staJ>ility of the.military situation in Central Burope through an 
agreement on withdrawals and reductions of NA.TO and Warsaw Pact forces 
and through agreement on related stabilizing measures. NATO seeks an 
agreement that would diminish the Pact's 2 to 1 peacetime advantage in 
tanks in Central BUTope (larger in the period after the Soviets begin 
mobilization) and essentially eliminate the Pact's superiority in 
peacetime manpower. Despite these withdrawals and reductions, an MBFR 
agreement would not rec:tify the Pact advantage in mobilized strength. 
MBFR accordingly only complements and cannot replace our plans for 
strengthening NA'ID' s forces, especially through the Long Tenn Defense 
Program. 

In June of this year the Wusaw Pact accepted the concept that an 
MBFR agreement should result in parity between NATO and the Pact in both 
total military manpower· and ground force manpower in Central Burope. This 
wauld be established by collective limits for the forces of each side set 
at overall totals of 900,000 for air and ground force personnel and 
700,000 for grotmd force manpower alone, Unfortunately, the sides differ 
sharply on what Pact present manpower is, 

SEC'DE~ CONXR Ho. 

, r-ti,t." o) 

1ZI 
_o o 2 6 s 

X -------

640



. '· .. 

. . 
NATO and the Pact have also agre~d that force reductions would 

occur in two phases -- the first involving only the US and the Soviet 
Union and the second including the other participants on both sides with 
forces in Central Europe. NATO position on how these reductions would 
take place is: 

In Phase I: 

The Soviets would withdraw 5 divisions, 68,000 men and 1,700 
tanks. Soviet groimd force manpower and tanks would be limited at the 
level remaining after withdrawals. 

· The US would withdraw 29,000 ground force manpower and a 
package of 3 nuclear elements -- called Option III -- consisting of: 

- 36 Pershing ballistic missile launchers; 
- 54 F-4 nuclear-capable aircraft; 
- 1,000 nuclear warheads. 

US ground force manpower and US nuclear annaments of the type 
withdrawn would be limited at the level remaining after withdrawal. 
C111ise missiles would not be limited under the NATO proposal. 

In Phase II, both sides would reduce grotmd forces by the additional 
amounts necessary to reach the agreed coDD110n ceiling levels.· 

For several reasons, NATO bas sought to confine armament limitations 
in MBFR to Soviet tanks and the three specifie_d US nuclear elements. The 
Warsaw Pact's large superiority in m.unbers of most major annaments -
e.g., aircraft, tanks and artillery -- appeared to make infeasible the 
objective of equality in all armaments. NATO wished to retain the flexi
bility to increase its armaments through the prepositioning of US equip
ment and the equipping of European reserve forces. 

B. MBFR Issues 

The Data !!asse. The Warsaw Pact bas accepted the concept that both 
sides should r~uce manpower to parity in the form of an equal ceiling on 
military manpower on both sides. There is sharp disagreement, however, 
over the size of reductions the Pact should take to reach this ceili,ng. 

The Pact asserts that it now has 987,000 air and grotm.d manpower in 
Centml Europe. This figure is approximately equal to ours, and thus, 
according to Pact data, both sides would have to take equal cuts -- about 
90,000 - - to end up at a 900,000 ceiling. NATO data, however, shows the 
Pact to have 1,176,000 personnel, meaning that they would have to reduce 
their forces by around 280,000 to reach the MBFR ceiling -- a reduction 
much higher than the amount NATO would have to take to reach the same 
level. 

2 
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'11le East's refusal to accept significantly larger Eastern than 
Western man.power reductions is the central issue of the Vieµna negotiations -
one on which no progress has been made thus far. Western experts believe 
the Bast has deliberately tabled incomp,lete figures on its military man
power as a device for avoiding larger Eastern than Western manpower re
ductions. 

Armament Limits. Throughout the negotiations, NATO has asked for 
reductions and !imitations of Soviet tanks. In December 1975, the West 
introduced Option III (the .3 US nuclear elements) as an additional 
inducement to the Warsaw Pact t~ make the .asynmetrical reductions in 
manpower described above, as well as to accept reductions and limits on 
Soviet tanks. However, some people, including some of the Allies, now 
advocate changing our position on Option III, arguing that wJdle reducti(?ns 
and limits on Pact conventional £orces would be · valuable, the US should 
not limit its flexibility to deploy Pershing launchers. and nuclear-
capable aircraft in Central Bm;ope in view. of the &;,viet deployment of 
the SS-20 and the Backfire. 

Limits Oii Mil~ Fonnations. The Soviets have indicated a will
ingness to make wi :wals in the fonn of tmits -- i.e., divisions -
which could in,clude equipment. If this were to take place, reductions 
of manpower and annaments, in addition to tanks, would also occur. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that the West · seek residual 
limitations on the number of Soviet divisions remaining in the area 
·after reductions take place. Such a provision would place limits on 
the Soviets' ability to increase their-military capability by restruc
turing their forces un~er a m;mpower ceiling. L:imits on Soviet divisions 
would also be more easily verifiable than manpower limits. 

\ 

Limits. on military fonna.tions are Clll'Tently tmder consideration; but 
they pose two potential problems.. First, the Soviets would. almost cer
tainly require reciprocity in limits on NATO military fonnations- which 
could severely limit NATO's flexibility. Second, to date, the Federal · · 
Germans-have opposed any limitations on the number of units in the area. 

Stabilizing Measures. In ad.di tion to force reductions, NATO seeks 
stabilizing measures to facilitate detection of Soviet force buildups, 
improve verification capability and give NATO leaders a better picture 
of Soviet intentions in a crisis. NATO's present negotiating position 
includes four stabilizing measures applicable to US and Soviet grotmd 
forces: (1) notification of movements into the area of reductions; 
(2) notification of major exercises; (3) limitations on the size of major 
exercises; and (4) exchange of observers at major exercises. 

The US has proposed an expanded set of stabilizing measures which 
NATO has been reviewing since July of this year. The expanded set of 
measures would apply to all parties to an agreement. The Soviets have 
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made clear that they will not discuss stabilizing measures tmless they 
apply to all parties, particularly the FRG. In addition to ·the types 
of measures in NATO's present position, this set would include a limit 
on the ntJ?!Qer of· exit and entry points into the MBFR reductions area, the 
provision for ground and aerial inspection, a requirement to exchange 
in;omation on manpower and major changes in force structure, and the 
establis~nt of a follow-on organization to deal with implementation ·· 
of a reduction agreement. 

The Allies recognize the military value of these measures, but to 
date the FRG has objected to the application of several of the measures 
to their forces, lest the agreement appear to have constituted the re
duction. area as a special disannament zone. These measures are important 
in the US in that MBFR critics on the Hill look on them as the most 
positive· aspect.of NATO's current position. 

C. Ne~ Steps 

We in Defense are currently reviewing the Western MBFR position 
with particular emphasis on the Option III offer. Our analysis is 
looking at a number of possible ways. to achieve the negotiating goal 
of reducing and lillti. ting Pact conventional forces, while protecting US 
flexibility to deploy theater nuc~ear forces~ Some of the approaches 
are: 

· 1. Maintaining Option III withdrawals but excluding future 
longer-range missile launchers which might eventually 
replace the current Pershings. 

2. Setting limits on Pershing missile latm.chers at levels 
, comparable ~o future SS-20 deployments. 

3. Removing Pershing Missiles from Opti~n III .. 

4. Withdrawing Option III entirely. 

If the scope of Option III is reduced, it may be necessary to revise 
NATO's demands for reductions and limits on Soviet and/or Warsaw Pact 
manpower and armament~. ~ 

I believe the issue of the future of Option III in MBFR deserves 
interagency review at an sec meeting the first part of next year. If 
the US decides to reconmend a change in the MBFR position, we would 
next seek NATO approval. 

D. MBFR Discussions at a Sumit 

Since MBFR is an Alliance negotiation, any US proposal at a Summit 
should be consistent with the Alliance position. DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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The best use of US-Soviet high level discussion on MBFR would be 
to press the Soviet l~adership to address seriously the requirements for 
the East to take larger reductions than the West in manpower to achieve 
the objective of a comnon ceiling. Larger Eastern manpower reductions 
are called for by the Pact's acceptance of the principle that a reduc
tion agreement should result in parity of military manpower and by the 
real fac~ as to the present levels of manpower in the area. These 
reductions are reasonable in view of the geographic situation of the 
USSR which is directly contiguous to the area of reductions and in view 
of the military significance of the proposed reductions.and related 
post-reductions limitations the West is willing to accept on its forces. 

I:t would also be useful to make clear to the Soviet leadership 
that the US cannot accept the data the ~t has tabled on the size of 
its forces, and. that agreement on the number of Eastem military man
power in the area .. - the detenninant of the size of Eastern reductions 
- - is a requirement of any agreement. 

I would suggest a cautious (because of FRG sensitivities) exploration 
of whether the Soviets would be prepared to reduce the readiness and 
offensively oriented disposition of their forces (especially the group 
of Soviet forces in Germany ..... 20 divisions) as part of a package of 
stabilizing measures. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 'illE PRESID, : 

$JBJECT: MBFR - Discussii at Sunmit and at Guadeloupe 

Discussions at Summit 
i 

After reviewing again the status of the MBFR negotiations, I con
tinue to believe that the most us~ful position to take with President 
Brezhnev at a summit meeting ~ould be to press him to address seriously 
the requirement for the East to take significantly larger manpower 
reductions than the West. The negotiations are at a point where the 
n~xt logical step would be for one side to stai:t bargaining about the 
size of the Bast's additional reductions. It would be more-favorable 
for the West if the Soviets made the first move to bargain. It is 
unlikely that the Soviets will start to bargain l.Dltil after a SALT II 
agreement has been ratified and has thereby endorsed a continuation of · 
East/West detente through arms control. Therefore, I believe the US 
should await this event~ and possible Soviet moves to bargain, before 
the US itself indica:tes any willingness to reduce its reduction demands. 

. ·1£ Brezhnev were to indicate that the East might be willing to take 
significantly larger manpower reductions than the West, although not the 
very large asynmetry of reductions (:S to l) called for by Western data, 
this would be a useful development. · 

At that point, you might indicate to Brezlmev that the United 
States would be willing to reconmend to its allies that the West not 
:insist that the East reduce its entire superiority in ground and air 
manpower, but instead be willing to discuss the amount of Eastern 
superiority which J1U.1St be elinrlnated. 

Depending on the reactions of the Europeans at Guadeloupe to ex
panding the set of stabilizing measures (limits on maneuvers, limits on 
deployments out of casernes, etc.), it would be appropriate to press 
Brezhnev to move forward on such measures. 

Mxlified Phase I Agreement: You have asked for a concept for a 
construe ti ve and fair proposal. A modified Phase I reduction agreement 
which deferred reaching agreement on manpower data to Phase II, but 
which included a conmitment by both sides to reach a conman collective 
ceiling on manpower in Phase II, could be developed to meet this objective. 
Attached is an outline of such a concept together with a list of some of 
the advantages and disadvantages of such a course. 
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Tiris kind of a proposal would constitute a significant departure 
from the·current Westen1 objective of a comprehensive MBFR Phase I 
agreement! As such, it should be studied in an interagency review and 
discussed first with the FRG and UK, and then with other allies before 
being advanced to the East. 

It would offer the prospect of reaching agreement sooner. Such a 
proposal may be useful in the future if disagreement on data continues 
to block negotiations for a comprehensive first agreement. However, it 
should not be considered tn1til after a SALT II agreement has been rati
fied. There are at least three reasons for this. First, it was only in 
June of this year that the East agreed for the first time that both 
sides should reduce manpower to parity in the fonn of equal ceilings on 
military manpower on both sides. 'llle West should continue to press the 
Ea.st for a longer period to acknowledge that acceptance of this princi
ple and the real facts as to the present levels of Eastern and Western 
manpower in the reduction area together call for significantly larger 
Eastern reductions. Second, after ratification of a SALT II agreement, 
the East may be willing to address this issue seriously and agree to 
take significantly larger reductions if they are convinced that this is 
required to get progress toward an agreement. Finally, during the 
period of debate on ratification of a SALT II agreement, the US should 
not reduce significantly its MBFR objectives lest it be subject to 
domestic political criticism for alleged weakness. 

I should add that there are serious reservations within DoD about 
this approach. Many feel that it would hinder future allied efforts 
more than those of the Warsaw Pact. There is also concern because the 
Soviets could return forces more quickly at the end of the five year 
period if the agreement lapsed. Nevertheless, I think this approach 
worth considering. 

Discussions at Guadeloupe 

Stabilizing Measures. 'llle new element which should be added now to 
the West's position in Vienna is an expanded set of stabilizing measures. 
An agreement in NA.TO on such a set is currently held up by FRG concerns 
that these measures, if limited to the reduction area specified in MBFR, 
would discriminate against West Gennany as a special disannament zone. 

Discussions at Guadeloupe present an opportunity to urge Chancellor 
Schmidt to join the other MBFR participants in agreement to the expanded 
set of measures in view of the fact that they will improve the security 
of the NATO-allies, especially the FRG, by enhancing warning time, 
facilitating detection of Soviet force buildup and improving verification 
capability. Before discussing these measures with the Soviets at a high 
level, the allies need to be consulted and indeed to agree. 

2 
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President Giscard would not be helpful in a discussion with Chan
ecllor Schmidt on this subject because the French have encouraged the 
FRG in the concept of opposing the application of stabilizing measures 
to the FRG unless the measures extend into the Soviet Union itself. 

Attachment 
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Outline of Modified Phase I Agreement 

A modified Phase I agreement might provide for Soviet withdrawals 
of 30,000 ground force manpower, in the fonn of three divisions, and 
1,000 tanks, and US withdrawals of 14,000 ground force manpower and 
1,000 nuclear warheads. The agreement would include a conmitment by 
both sides to reach a conman collective ceiling on manpower in Phase II. 
The size of Phase II reductions on each side would be dependent on 
agreement reached in Phase II as to the existing levels of Eastern and 
Western manpower. It would provide that if such an agreement is not 
reached within five years, the Phase I agreement would automatically 
tenninate. Tirl.s time element would be designed to meet repeated Soviet 
objections that they cannot conmit themselves to pennanent limits on 
their forces without assurance that the FRG is also conunitted to reductions 
and limitations. Because the data necessary for manpower limitations 
after Phase I withdrawal would not have been agreed, the Phase I agreement 
would provide that US and Soviet divisions and the overall number of 
Eastern and Western divisions would be limited at the level following 
Phase I withdrawals, pending reaching agreement on manpower data in 
Phase II. The allies of the US would undertake no binding comnitrnents 
other than this temporary collective limit on divisions. Soviet tanks 
and US nuclear warheads would also be limited at the levels after 
withdrawal. 

The agreement could provide for symbolic Allied and East European 
manpower reductions in Phase I without a limitation on the residual 
level of manpower. The allocation of such reductions between the 
participants and the other modalities would be left to each side to 
detennine. 

The agreement should contain provisions for stabilizing measures. 

The present Western reduction proposal would continue on the nego
tiating table as an alternative to the modified Phase I proposal • 

.Advantages of a Modified Phase I Agreement 

It would be a first step, albeit a small one, in reducing the 
military confrontation in Europe and establishing some limits on the 
continuing military competition. 

Deferral of the resolution of the manpower data disagreement should 
make possible a Phase I agreement without relinquishing the Western 
position on parity of manpower as the outcome of the MBFR process. 

The agreement would fonna.lize Eastern acceptance of the principles 
of manpower parity and collectivity. 

Soviet reductions twice the size of US reductions would be politi
cally significant, of some military value, and of some precedental value 
for Phase II· D~Gi .. ASSIFIED m FULL 
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The East would have an incentive to move on the data issue in Phase 
II, if it wished to obtain significant Western European reductions. 

Limitations on the post-reduction level of divisions would be 
verifiable. 

Disadvantages of a ~lodified Phase I Agreement 

Western agreement to postpone resolution of the manpower data issue 
might be subject to domestic political criticism as a sign of Western 
weakness. 

The FRG, which has opposed limits on units, would probably see 
division limits as a bad precedent. 

There would be concern about the possible adverse impact on NATO's 
Long Tenn Defense Program of euphoria resulting from Soviet reductions. 
This is a problem inherent in any reduction agreement. It should be 
possible to handle it by a balanced public presentation and focus on the 
large residual Soviet forces. 

The Soviets would not be enthusiastic about this proposal, since it 
would not guarantee significant West European reductions of manpower or 
of any West European armaments and would not restrict the FRG's ability 
to increase its divisions if there were subsequent unilateral reductions 
of divisions by its allies. However, the Soviets appear to want a first 
agreement of some kind. The choice presented between this proposal and 
the present Western proposal would probably incline them toward the new 
proposal. 

There would be concern that if the agreement lapsed at the end of 
five years, the Soviets could more easily return forces than the US. 

There would be a question as to whether the size of the Soviet 
reductions justified the risk of slowing down allied modernization 
that is entailed in entering into an agreement with the Soviets. 

The fact that the US would be the only Western participant to make 
other than symbolic reductions might be of concern to those Western 
European p~.rticipants under budgetary pressure to reduce forces. 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-80-0017, 
Box 77, Folder NATO 471.94 (Jan-Jul) 1977.

i I ·, 
THI: DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. Q. C. 20301 

8 July 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THt PRESIDENT FOR 
NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT: Enhanced Radiation Warheads 

In view of recent publicity on the subject of "neutron bombs, 11 

I thought the attached might be both informative and helpful. 

It is important to note that enhanced radiation weapons are not 
a new development. Testing has been conducted since 1961, and the 
potential for use of enhanced radiation warheads has been 
discussed in the NATO forum for several years. Detailed information 
and rationale for development of the warheads was provided to the 
Nuclear Planning Group {NPG) Ministers of Defense in January 1976. 
We also provided technical information to the NPG permanent 
representatives in the fall of 1976. The NATO authorities have 
supported this program as necessary to improve the effectiveness 
of NATO's t~eater nuclear force posture. 

Should we move ahead with the enhanced radiation warhead program, 
the advantages we see are as follows: 

~:;ot:1t:1t:1no -- These weapons are designed to enhance deterrence. but if 
d ~~~ff [3 deterrence fails. to satisfy dual criteria: 
;;,;qg ,.in PI · · _..., ~ •• ::s "' •• 
!vi · · ~ ~ f3 :, - Fi rs t, to enhance our capabi 1 i ty to inflict s i gni fi cant 
I' s·r·· 9[ military damage upon an aggressor. The credibility of 
~ ~ }'~W our deterrent is rooted in a visible military utility. 

I ;:i ... 0 q 
~ ·· -~! -Second, to minimize damage and casualties to individuals 

~ 0 not in the immediate target area, including friendly troops · 
~ ~ cl -·· .. -'~ and civilians~ . This should enhance the prospects for 
~- g· ~ · ··controlling escalation should deterrence fail. 
::I :::1. ::I 
'Tl~ "' S:: • • CD 

l
;:;: ~ ; ..... .. 

w.&.• 
u, "Tf' 

~ ~ 
\j 

NATO is a defensive Alliance and might have to fight on 
its own territory. An aggressor should be faced with 
uncertainty as to whether NATO would use _nuclear weapons 
against its forward echelons. For these purposes, a 
capability for discrete application of force must be 
maintained and improved. · 
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Attachment A is an extract of information provided to our NATO 
allies. Attachment Bis a fact sheet about the warhead. 
Attachment C portrays the military effectiveness and safety 
aspects of the warhead. 

Harold comme~ted on this subject in an interview on July l with 
NBC News: 

" ••. it (the enhanced radiation warhead) is a useful military 
adjunct -- .•.• That's how I look at it JT\YSelf. lt is not 
designed to lower the threshold for nuclear conflict, and I 
don't think it will. The use of nuclear warheads in Europe 
would be a very, very large step towards escalation, and 
it would not be taken lightly. The enhanced radiation warhead, 
because of its characteristics which limit the damage to people 
and to objects to a fairly well specified radius, would al.low 
it to be used in military situations of interest, against tanks, 
for example, without doing as much damage to people and to 
things outside that radius. That gives it some military utility." 

We have referred to this memorandum in our Weekly Report to the 
President and following is what was in the report: 

"I am sending Dave Aaron an interim paper which discusses the 
"neutron bomb," emphasizing facts about the weapon's characteristics; 
rationale for its development, and our judgment that it is 
not a totally-new kind of weapon, but a more effective one for 
some uses. The paper may be·useful in dispelling emotional 
misperceptions already generated. Some Members of Congress, 
citing the B-1 vote, have expressed concern about supporting 
the enhanced radiation warhead program without being assured 
that you ultimately will decide·toproceed. This argues for 
setting forth a ·clear Administration position relatively soon." 

Attachment Dis a proposed Administration position on the issue. 

, . ._ ... · - ~ ~ _.'. - .· . ~ 
. . :.. - . . 

. . 
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Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, 
National Security Affairs, Brzezinski 
Material, Subject File, Box 16, Folder 
Enhanced Radiation Weapons and 
Radiological Warfare, 6–9/77.
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' '-· 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: JUL O 1 2016 

This letter report is in response to your request for a review of 
the req~irement for tactical nuclear weapons, to include those employing 
enhanced radiatiori. My conclusions are that: 

Theater nuclear forces make an essential contribution to 
deterrence.of Warsaw Pact attack on Europe. They should 
be -maintained and modernized. This should not require 
higher yields, but should be aimed at making them more 
responsive and more effective, with fewer collateral 
casualties to civilians and friendly military, and less 
susceptible to being destroyed by a Warsaw Pact non
nuclear attack. 

Theater nuclear forces provide a relatively inexpensive 
hedge on NATO having to match Warsaw Pact forces on a 
one-for-one basis because of the uncertainty they cause 
for the Warsaw Pact planner. Specifically, they force 
the Warsaw Pact to posture and deploy their forces so as 
not to enhance their vulnerability to nuclear weapons. 
In general, this requires them to disperse their forces, 
which in turn ·makes it easier for NATO to defend against 
them with conventional weapons. Our NATO Allies, most 
of whose forces are conventional, say that the continued 
presence of strong theater nuclear forces enables th.em 
to plan practically and without undue discouragement for 
the long-term improvement of those forces. . . 

Those battlefield support weapons referred to as tactical 
nuclear weapons - artillery and missiles - shore up one 
end of the deterrent spectrum provided by theater nuclear 
forces. They provide an essential deterrent through their 
threat to Warsaw Pact front-line troops and some possi~ility 
of escalating in a controlled way. and stopping the conflict 
in case of failure of deterrence of a conventional attack 
by the Warsaw Pact and of NATO failure to contain such an 
attack by conventional means. The modernization of such 
weapons should be part of the program. 

Document Transmitted 
Herewith Contains 
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Enhanced radiation (ER) technology in some of our battle
field support weapons should Increase the credibility of 
NATO's nuclear deterrent by Increasing military effec
tiveness against the threat. They also have the potential 
of reducing collateral (unwanted) damage and avoiding 
unwanted casualties to noncombatants and friendly troops. 

The political difficulties associated with ER weapons 
have stemmed from uninformed commentary. We may well be 
able to ease some of them ~Y pointing out that ER weapons 
are not a new kind of weapon, but a .modified nuclear 
weapon with damage-limiting characteristics, and that !· 
they remain under your control. Furthermore, careful 
consultations with our Allies before deploying such 

. weapons would help to overcome some of their difficulties. 

Alternatively, you might want to undertake specific consultations 
before you make your decfslon. However, doing so before you make an 
August 15 decision on production could require a public statement that 
you were doing so. In turn, that might, i ase of an affirmative 
decision b to commit at leas 

Respec.tful ly, 

2 

/ 

t ' 

5 o.s.c. 55~ 
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Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, National Security 
Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Subject File, Box 17, 
Folder Enhanced Radiation Weapons and Radiological 
Warfare, 2–4/78.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROt-1: 

SUBJECT: 

,_ .I 51· 3/ / 
j 

THE PRESIDENT 

Harold Brown 
Cyrus Vance 

; 

DEPARTMENT OF STA'rE 

WASHINGTON 

.... ,~ 
'---.... l}~ --. -

~ 

ERW and Alliance Consultatiort~. 
' \ 

. We have been working with the NSC to prepare 
a plan for Alliance consultations on your three-part 
policy on enhanced radiation weapons: a US production 
decision, an offer to forego ER deployment if the 
Soviets will forego deployment of the SS-20, and 
Alliance willingness to accept deployment of ER in 
two years if arms control is unsuccessful. We are 
seeking to implement the policy in meetings of the 
North Atlantic Council on March 20 and 22. 

We have agreed to a British draft summing up -
statement to be made by Secretary General Luns at the 
conclusion of the March 22 meeting which would express 
an Alliance consensus in support of the policy. (Tab 1). 
The FRG has not agreed to this draft statement even 
though the Germans want an expeditious resolution of the 
issu~. While the FRG s~pports _production and deployment, 
it prefers a linkage to Soviet tanks outside MBFR and 
wishes to present their arguments during the consultations. 
However, the FRG has said that if an Alliance consensus 
develops ·around the SS-20 linkage, they will join it. 
It is not clear whether the Germans will hold to their 
tank argument until the second NAC meeting, which could 
jeopardize a consensus, or whether they will fall off 
during the March 20 preliminary meeting. 
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I am going to communicate with Foreign Minister 
Genscher today and try to persuade him to follow 
the FRG to join us in supporting the SS-20 linkage 
on March 20, after they have made their case for 
tanks. 

We are still having varying degrees of difficulty 
with the Dutch, Danes, Belgians and Norwegians over 
deployment element. However, we beiieve clear FRG 
support for production and deployment will help bring 
these Allies around or at least induce them to remain 
silent so that a consensus can be expressed. 

Our plan for next week is for the preliminary 
March 20 meeting to demonstrate an Alliance concensus 
supporting our approach and to set the stage for a 
conclusive meeting on March 22. Assuming we are 
successful, I propose that a White House announcement 
of the three-part ER policy be made the morning of 
March 23 along the lines of the draft at Tab 2. Also 
on March 23, Secretary General Luns would make a 
supportive statement in Brussels. 

While ACDA does not object to the development 
and deployment of ER weapons eer .!!:!, as part of a 
NATO modernization prog~arn, ACDA believe~ that coupling 
this· action with SS-20 is not a credible arins control 
trade off, and that serious consideration ther.efore 
should be given to the German proposal to link ER 
to Soviet tank reduction outside .MBFR. ACDA believes 
such a proposal, which involves closely related limita
tions, would be more credible to public opinion and 
have. some chance of leading to useful negotiations. 

USUN opposes production of ER weapons on the 
grounds that it would seriously jeopardize our credi
bility and our whole effort at the upcoming UN Special 
Session Disarmament. 

SE:GREF 
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We continue to support your decisions made 
beginning last November in your letter to 
Chancellor Schmidt and which we have pursued since 
then. 

The issue has festered too long already at 
considerable cost to Alliance unity. The decision 
will be made more difficult the longer we wait to 
follow through in giving the clear lead the Alliance 
expects of us. The SS-20 offer is an appropriate 
arms control move for the reasons it was originally 
advanced in November. The German proposal is 
potentially highly complex - outside MBFR but what 
new form? How big a reduction? Covering what area? 

To defer pressing for final Alliance action now 
on our proposal would mean a long delay, until at 
least after the SSOD and the NATO summit, and such 
delay would make the problem worse not better. 

OECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, 
Acc 330-81-0202, Box 60, Folder Lance 471.94 (Jan–20 Apr) 1978. 

/ 
THE SECRE·T-ARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON D C. 20301 

April 3, 1978 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: ERW 

.. 

) 

I understand that Genscher on April 4 Is likely to convey a declsfon 
by t~e FRG Secu~ity Council to ask you to ·deploy,enhanced radiation 
weapons In Germany. Such a move, together ·.wlth FRG and UK concerns 
expressed to·Warren Christopher about how the decision is to be 
publicly handled, reinforce my .bel lef that ·-~~ere wi 11 be very severe 
costs to _an·.~xpllci.t .~tnal decision now a~i:llnst ER. These Include: 

· .. .... ,.i"r {,1.j:;,::, ~ :_ J •~I.·., t~: ·:~: • ••• ,:,•fi•,:.,,: I ,ii"A'/,li;-:tJ. , , , 

• FRG moves wt·l 1 teni ~o -~ake the US~:~nd YO':' .Pers~~~lly'."'-ta.k~.I 
al 1 the heat for a "n~·-·.: . .. ::/".:;: I ' 

.... .. ~ ...... !. 

• ·i"here will be charges of •~r uni lateral restraint", that 
could undermine support at home f"or forelgri_-·policy initiative·s;·· 
Including SALT and possibly even -the Panama Canal Tre~ties. 

• Our best·publlc argument.for a 11no11~..:.the divisive effect of · 
producing and deploying ER on publ le support formo.i-e important defense 
p·rograms--wl 11 be seriously undercut by the 1 ikely German posi tlon. 

:• ,·. 
I suggest that tn light of the rapid changes in the· picture since your 
trip began, we ·should deJay any public announcement until after Minister 
Genscher•s visit gives us a chance to consider the FRG position and 
perhaps to take some further Congressional soundings. · 

In the period before an announcement fs made, I urge you to consider 
a decision that would start work on modernized weapons for Lance 
while leaving open a final decision on whether to complete the lnstal
latlon of the ER feature. This would mean producing the Lance weapon 
(W-70 Mod3) Intended to contain the ER system, without now committing 
to Install the elements that make it an ER weapon. Technically, the 
Lance weap·ons that have J,een des lgned to contain the ER features _can 
be bu i 1 t without them .• 

The ER features· 
Pres i dent I a 1 

... 
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While it is -ciear tha t wew ould also need to modernize the 811 system-
the other immediate candidate for ER--to improve range and safety, the 
same option (of producing the newly-des ,gned weapon and leaving out 
the ER feature) may not be available. 

A decision to go ahead with the production of the Lance W 70 Mod 3 
without committ'ing to completing the ER features would respond to 
the very real mi11tary need to continue to modernize the Lance system. 
It would also reassure the all Jes that the ER issue dOC;!S not imply 
abandonment of the b~ttlefleld nuclear forces, which failure to 

I modernize wou1d be 1 lkely to be read as implying. To achieve these t · 

ends, an effective and practical program of modernization would be 
needed even with an absolute and final decision against ER. 

I ~~lleve combining such a deferral option for Lance with a call f~r. 
some .''eqtilvalent11 Soviet action (If we can define "equivalent" w-ith .. ... 
the rtgh·t degree of precision or Imprecision) would reduce criticism· 
of "unila·terallsrn" or ''give away•.•·. For that reason, I suggest you 
consider joining a deferred decision with a call on the Soviets to 
show restraint in .deployments of forces related to the security of 
Europe that will make It unnecessary to consider whether to incorpo
rate ER features into our'modernized battlefield weapons. Such a 
position would not commit the US to ER If the offer is not taken up, 
but would make clear that our future decisions In this area depend 
In part on their conduct. · 

The announcement could be cas.t In the following form: The Presfdent 
has decided not to proceed now with enhanced radiation features in 
the nuclear weapons we will be modernizing. He calls on the Soviets 
to show restraint In force deployments relating to European security, 
and his future decisions on ER will depend ·on their actions. 

Office oflhc ~ccretary of Defense SC~ 5'52.. 
Chief, RD&~~rif~HSA h 5-tyU· ·Ea 13526 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-81-0202, Box 
66, Folder NATO (Jan-Dec) 1978.

ADVISOR ON NA TO 
AFFAIRS 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

?1 August 1978 

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDERSECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY 
~ . 

A powerful case can be made that credible NATO deterrence 
in the '80s demands a Ion -ran e· theat r n c ear ca a 1 1 to 
com lemen asis on conventional defense. Hence o 
oug t to press hard to kee 15 optionwl<le'"cijr'en i~ the sec 
on PRM #38. This won~t be . easy, because PRM #38 so feebly and ' 
ambivalently_ .esents martice4''i-nffes '"-afrecffliB_~~=tha't"one
t:ioul.d hardly know so much was at sta e: --........... - . 
_.- -:: e c a,.,,., rr,Na c ==+1,U..o~ 

1. It seriously .underplays why the "~rey area" issue 
has become such a live one--chiefly that the sift from US 
strategic superiority to parity inevitably reduces the credibility 
of the US nuclear umbrell~'over NATO. Coupling just can't be 
as credible as before. To add to the problem, the USSR is 
fielding a new range of highly visible long-range theater systems 
(while we are not) . · · 

2. This has inev{tably led to declinin~ Euro~ean 
cenfidence in the US umbrella, a fact on which t e evi ence is 
so overwhelming as to make me wonder why the PRM treats it so 
gingerly. 

3. Nor can the PRM #38 problem be treated in isolation 
from our other NATO initiatives, MBFR, and SALT. These are all 
linked in terms of their impact on Allied and Soviet perceptions. 
For example, European concern that a theater nuclear imbalance 
is developing could: (a) further degrade Allied confidence in 
coupling; (b) lead key Allies to strike out on their own in TNF, 
as the French already are: (c) heighten Allied and Hill fears · 
that we are giving away too much in SAL'f and MBFR; {d) erode 

__ Allied sup_por.t_ _f.o_r __ c_on.v..ention-al £o~G-e -i-mp-I"-oveme-n-1:s, -i-nc-lu-d-ing
the LTDP; and for all the above reasons (e) badly strain Alliance 
cohesion at a time when we can ill afford yet another schism 
among Allies. 

4. TNF modernization could also be a valuable perceptual 
offset in case the next US defense bud et falls below 3% real 
~rowth a phenomenon w ich would further shake Allied confidence 
1n US leadership--and in the Carter Administration). 

In sum, the overriding problem on which we must firmly fix 
our sights is that of maintaining Allied confidence in (and 
Soviet respect for) NATO's deterrent capability, while seeking 
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to stabilize a satisfactory balance via arms controls (SAL, TAL, ~ 
and MBFR). This key issue is far too obscured in PRM #38 to 
provide a valid basis for discussion, much less choice. 

In my own view a medium-sized GLCM force would best meet 
this overriding need: (a) optimum 1.mpad: on Allied an"d Soviet 
perceptions; (b) least provocativeness, .hence greatest stability; 
(c) early timing; (d) cost-effectiveness; and (e) a lever to 
help us bargain for iimits on Spviet theater nuclear expansion . . 
I also find inane the concern expressed in PRM #38 that this would 
be seen as "decoupling." A credible theater-level deterrent would 
enhance coupling, while preserving greater US freedom of strategic 
action. 

But GLCMs ar.e not the issue at this point. All we need right 
now is a positive US decision to endorse the HLG consensus and 
move on to the next stage. True, this (together with funding 
FY-82 GLCM IOC) would be a bfg step down the road. ·but let's look 
at the alternative too. US failure after several months to 
embrace even the very caubtously worded HLG con$ensus would be a 
grievous blow to Allied confidence, especially since (as PRM #38 
does make clear) we have no viable arms control option to offer 
in its place--only a renewed assertion that the Allies can still 
rely on Uncle Sam. How can SecDef defend this position at the 
next NPG and DPC (where it would shoulder aside the LTDP as Topic 
No. 1)? 

Recommendation. That you make a strong case along above 
lines at sec. 

cc: SecDef 
Chairman, JCS 
Mr. McGiffert 
Mr. Murray 
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Washington National Records 
Center, SecDef Files, Acc 
330-82-0205, Box 19, Folder 
NATO 471.61 (Jan-Jun) 1979.
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1ilte: DEC 3 0 2014 

THE SEc°F~ETAR
1

Y OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

May 9, 1979 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

trom: .• Cyrus Vance ~~ 
Harold Brown .l'Q ,-

Subject: TNF Modernization -- us Diplomacy,. 
~~ Role and. the Schmidt Visit · 

Background 

Soviet theater nuclear ·modernization efforts, .coupled 
with Soviet attainment of strategic parity, enhance the 
significance of the situation in which NATO does not have 
missiles on the continent of Europe that can strike Soviet 
territory. Although this situation has existeQ since the 
early 1960s, it now has political, as wel~ as military, 
significance: vocal Allied -- (especially West Gennan) 
con~erns about the SS-20 and Backfire and about the SALT 
II protocol constraints on US cruise missiles manifest 
this. Chancellor Schmidt defined this issue politically 
in a 1977 speech. · 

- In order to meet both political and mil;tary require
ments, we believe that the US needs to take the step of 
deploying new long-range nuclear system~ on t;he European 
continent -- either Pershing ballistic missiles or cruise 
missiles, or perhaps some combination~ This would main
tain a perception of a firm US conunitment to the defense 
of Europe, £orge Alliance unity, and strengthen -deterrence 
by providing credible escalation options. Wi-tmout prodding 
-from us, the NPG High Level Group (HLG) has reached the 
same conclusion. The HLG believes that deployments of 200 
'600 additional long-range warheads are all that is needed; 
there is no need to match the large Soviet long-range 
theater force, and doing so might be $een as "decoupling" 
us strategic forces from. Europe. The total number of US 
nuclear warheads in Europe would be held constant and might 
even decrease. 

Diplomacy 

We are embarked on a course designed to secure by 
December an Alliance consensus for new deployments. ·The 
Allies must share in the responsibility for the decision; 
they agree and are calling for a consensus themselves, 
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There are risks for us as well. For instance; the 
political. reaction from Moscow will strain us-soviet rela
tions. The Europeans' desire for complementary TNF arms · 
control efforts could burden the SALT process, even if . we 
are. able to devise a workable proposal for negotiating TNF. 
But, if we fail to take this step, the problem will remain 
with the Alliance, seriously aggravated by the knowledge -
here, in Europe, and in Moscow -- that NATO was unable to 
respond. 

Your Role 

Your personal role -- first in private and l~ter in 
public -- will be p_ivotal iri influencing the outcome. 
Until you have communicated your views to the European 
leaders, we are likely to find ambivalence as we consu1t 
with their governments on how to proceed·. These °leaders 
are influenced by the legacy of the neutron bomb affair. 
For this rea.son, once leaders in Europe are prepared to 
deal w~th the issue, it will be necessary for you to go on 
recdrd publicly. · 

. . 
Even though a formal, public NATO consensus ·would not 

be reached until year's ~nd, at the earl.iest, it'.s impor
tant for you personal.ly to become Emgaged·now. If Al.lied 
leaders see US leadership, they'll assume that in the end 
NATO will decide for deployment, and they will begin to 
-work toward that end. If they are unsure of where. you 
stand, they will try to put off a decision and not become 
politically exposed. 

Alternatives · 

Recognizing the ri$ks, we could, of course, decide now 
not to pursu~ this potentially rough course and ~dopt a 
fall-back position. For example, we ~ould stand aside from 
the leadership role and· hope that the issue subsides. Or, 
we could seek only new deployments at sea (of SLCMs) or in 
the UK (of GLCMs); or, we could commit more SSBNs to NATO. 
But these fall-backs, if adopted now, would not be seen 
as answering the challenge posed .l:>y ·Soviet deployments. 
Nor would they ease European doubts about US political will 
and commitment to European security; on the contrary,_ these 
doubts could even increase. The ultimate outcome could be 
a weakened NATO and a Western Europe more independent of 
the United States. More immediately, s~ould it become 
known that the US was attempting to side-step the issue of 

SESREl 
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new long-range TNF deployments, chances for SALT ratifica
tion would clearly be harmed. 

Some of these fall-backs (SLCM) might be more politi
cally acceptable if the Europeans conclude in the face of 
US leadership that a consensus on Continental systems is not 
possible. 

Schmidt Visit 

If you agree with the course outlined here, your persona1 
role in our diplomacy should begin with the Schmidt visit. 
Schmidt has got to be convinced of both our constancy and our 
willingness to accept the responsibility of leading the 
Alliance -- and Germany -- to a consensus for deployments in 
the face of political wavering in Europe and hostility from · 
the Soviets. 

You should also give the Chancellor an opportunity to 
tell you if he sees real problems for Qermany in following 
the course toward eventual deployments. If he has strong 
misgivings, or if he has ideas on how to respond to the 
problem militarily in ways different from the consensus of 
the HLG, we should know now. 

Schmidt's domestic situation encourages procrastination 
and equivocation on his part. The Left Wing of his own 
party -- the main source of his problem -- wants to avoid 
deployments, largely because of fear of damage to Ostpolitik; 
the opposition and his coalition partner (the FDP) favor 
deployments. Schmidt's strategy for managing this situation 
involves his conditions for deployments in the FRG: it must 
be an "Alliance decision;" at least one other NATO country 
on the Continent must participate concretely in deployments; 
a deployment decision must be accompanied by sincere arms 
control attempts. 

We share Schmidt's interest in SPD party unity and the 
political and humanitarian gains of Ostpolitik for the German 
people. But at the same time, Schmidt has to realize that 
there are stakes that transcend the vicissitudes of German 
politics. Schmidt probably agrees: he wants an Alliance 
consensus and US leadership to help contain the problem on 
his Left and to limit the impact of Soviet political and 
propaganda _maneuvers. 

In June, you should tell Schmidt that you believe that 
the Alliance faces an important military and political 
problem and that some deployments are needed to correct it, 
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including deployments in Germany -- probably of the Pershing 
II missile •. You should tell him that the US intends to work 
with other countries on this basis and to move to an Alliarice 
consensus by December. You will have to convince the Chan
cellor of your determination to bring about the conditions 
(including second country p~rticipation in deployments and a 
serious TNF arms controi approach) that would make a deploy
ment consensus as painless as possible for him and for 
Germany. You wi11 want to make clear to Schmidt that you 
are sensitive to his -- and Germany'~ -- political probiem 
on· tl'iis issue, and that you are therefor·e willing t.o 
accept primary responsibility, though his support of our 
efforts is necessary. 

Ideally, it would be desirable if Schmidt responded by 
giving you unconditional agreement to deployments in Ge:r::many. 
He will almost certainly not do so, at least partly out of 
concern that we would only make a perfunctory effort to meet 
his conditions1 but we can expect him to be fairly positive 
and to indicate his support. He does not want the burden 
Qf derailing deployments after you ·have indicated that you 
think there's a ·need, especially since he was instrumental 
in raising the issue in the first place. · 

Even.if we can't expect an unconditional agreement to 
deployment in Germany, presenting your thoughts to Schmidt 
will show him that you have assumed a firm lead and that the 
burden for not going forward with deployments will be that 
much more on his shoulders. A1so, having given him this 
chance to state misgivings, he'll feel he has less freedom 
to maneuver later on if he does not give you a· negative 
signal. 

The ·chainnan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff concurs with 
the· thrust of this memorandum. 

Office of the Secretary of Defense ,1.1,J, t,,, si"'.J.. 
Chief RDD, ESD, WHS .,.. 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, 
Acc 330-82-0205, Box 19, Folder NATO 471.61 (Jan-
Jun) 1979.

MEMORANDUM FOR 

SUBJECT: 

... - n1111c. nvu::,t. 

WASHINGTON 

May 18, 1979 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

TNF Modernization Jli!'J 

The President has approved the general approach outlined i~ 
your memorandum of May 9, and, more specifically, he has 
authorized: j,lr) 

-- sec studies aimed at pulling together by the end of 
, June an initial TNF modernization proposal which will be 

discussed bilaterally with the allies in July. ~ 

- -- A letter to Schmidt outlining the U.S. approach to 
the TNF problem as described in your memorandum. This 
letter could also preview a possible link between TNF and 
MBFR progress, making -it.clear that the latter would not 
be an obstacle to the necessary steps on TNF.within the 
con text of the LTDP. (,j>) 

r will have my staff by in touch with yours regarding the 
proposed text of such a letter, which we could submit to th~ 
President in time for dispatch to Schmidt, so that Schmidt 
~an consider it before coming to Washington. -'«) 

Office of the Secretary of Defense ,u.J.t. ST>- 1,L:r LY 
Chief, RDD, ESD, WHS . r 6 • 
Date:~t1& :J,l'f Autho_nty: ~O 1352 , 
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Dec assi · Zbigniew Brzezinski 
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r111~ S.FClll~TARY OF DEfENSE: 
WASHINCJTON. 0 . C. 20:SOt 

DECLASSIFIED II FULL 
Authority: EO 13528 
Chief, Records & Deel ass Div, WHS 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT Date: JUL O 5 2016 
SUI\JECT: Long- R.lnge Theater Nuclear Forces 

I JUL 1379 

In response to your request, this memorandum outlines 
my recommendation for the modernization of NATO's long-range 
theater nuclear forces (LRTNFs). I believe the US should· 
take a firm lead in bringing the Alliance to a decision on 
both TNF modernization and a parallel arms control approach 
by the end of this year. • 

The program I recommend, which is set forth at Tab A, 
is designed to serve as the basis £or bilateral consultations 
with-key Allies in July and thereafter as the program to be 
submitted for review to· the NATO High-Level Group. At this 
stage we would not be asking our Allies for definitive 
political approval--that should come in December. Rather, 
we should be asking them only to approve placing the program 
before the High-Level Group, an expert body not invested 
with .political authority, for analysis and recommendation. 
We should recognize that this consultative process may lead 
to program modification and be prepared, within reason, to 
accept that result. • · 

Progra~. £or - NATO LRTNF ~1od~I_!1ization 

(1) Systems Mix: The program I propose consists 
of a mix of PERSHING II ballistic missiles and ground-
launched cruise missiles (GLCMs). Such a force would have 
military advantages--hedging against the failure of one.type 
of system, flexibility to select the best weapon for each 
mission--and the political advantage of a£fording opportunities 
for widespread participation among the Allies. This latter -
consideration in particular argues against a pure PERSHING 
force since its range vs. the Soviet Union would be too 
limited to allow deployment in the UK. Finally, the program 
provides a reasonable basis from which to pursue an arms 
control approach; in particular, by including cruise missiles 
with which the Soviets have been s·o concerned in" SALT II, 
the program should provide a basis for leverage in any arms 
contro1 negotiations. 
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Introducing more systems into the mix to be initially 
p~oposed to the Allies, e.g., air-launi~d or sea-launched 
cruise missiles or a new medium-range ball is tic missile, 
would not in my view be appropriate at this time. ALCMs 
have the same pre-launch vulnerability problems as aircraft; 
if their range were over 600 km (which for military reasons 
would be desirable given Warsaw Pact defenses), any US air
craft on which they were deployed (plus all US aircraft of· 
the same type unless observably different) would count under 
SALT II. Only with a greatly accelerated program could the 
MRBM be available by 1985 and therefore it should be viewed 
as a follow-on to the PERSHING II. As to sea-launched cruise· 
missiles, the point you made to Schmidt about playing down 
these systems to discourage Allies from avoiding participa
tion still holds. However, we should keep sea-based systems 
in our back pocket in case the PERSHING 11/GLCM approacn 
fails to receive allied support. Our current R&D program 
for SLCM preserves this option, and sea-based forces may 
ultimately be required to achieve .the required degree of 
survivability in the force. 

(2) Force Size: The High-Level Group recommends a 
net increase of 200-600 in NATO LRTNF warheads. l support 
that conclusion both from the point of view of prnviding a 
credible military capability and of responding to Soviet TNF 
modernization. At this ti~e I recommend we propose to the 
Allies a LRTNF program involving 476 additional warheads, 
anticipating that the Allies may somewhat cut it back. My 
reasons for recommending this level of increase are that: 

It would provide a significant addition to 
our military capabilities and hence to 
deterrence. 

It would give us flexibility to let ·the Allies 
argue us down modestly on numbers and yet ·still 
-have a signif~cant program. 

~ 

It would give us flexibility within the para
meters of the H.LG consensus to go up, if Soviet 
deployments continue to increase, or to go down 
in the context of an arms control agreement 
while still accomplishinB the minimµm necessary 
modernization. 

·-
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It is large enough to show the Soviets that we 
mean husiness and the Allies that we are· serious 
about preserving their security. Yet it is not 

• • . I 

so large as to provoke the Soviets into _an arms 
race · or u·nduly frighten European publics· over~ ·.. . 
an increased emphasis ori nu·clear defense iI( . . ,·.~..;- . :·: : / '.-~:-! . :.: ~ . . E . -- . -. ~· . . . . . . . . . -. ... . . . • •. : . . . . • . : .... .. ..: .. . , urope ... ·. -· ·" ·· · . - .. . . · -~ ; ... -· ·-·.: ·• _.· . . 

=· .·:-... · .~:--,: :-: ··/,··: ·_ . .. :_-:_ .. : .·. ._. ,. -<: :·=: -·:.~ .·. :·· ··~~.:(\_:.: .. / :·:·(.\-~ -;:: . ~- ·._ .. . / _.:_.:· : .: 
The Joint Chiefs of Staff rec9mmend .. going. in with' ·a· , ·_ -> . .- _ . ~.-: .- · 

. larger for'ce because 0£ the uncert~ainties . assoc"iated ·w·i th ..... ;" ~_ .. . _. · . . •.>_?:-·-
.. _futur.e ·allied. p~rt_icipa tion -a~~ . ar~~ .-£.~~!!~! -~r:iv~Jvi-~g -_ LR!NF.~if:;>:+}"I?· 
. If the US could be f1S~ured -of acb1.ev1ng a net increase of. ·400-~.:.-·'".°!··\..-.:J~ 

. 500 land-~-ased _ long·~range_ ~~rhea,~s ~-~J~·e::·-!C~ rnfgh(; supp~rt" ··a.~f :~.-,~ :~· .:/~ 
· program s_imilar to the one at •• Tati _'A/, · . .:when· augment~d by SLCM ._;-·":--· ·; .. /-.· ·'ff.. 

. to achieve _the . size force reco~end·ea "in . th'e.,.Joint. St'rategic · , ··_ .!~ • . ~-~ 
·:: Planning ~ocument:~:-. A~ "!'ab_. !:..;i~-1:hij;.}io"jf~1f-!ht{I J., _:w?u!d, ~-:.~:- : ... : · · 

.. , .. _prefer._as a. starting point.~-;, er. ' treasonable·.·. ,M1l1tar1ly;-- ;.. 
·. : .. and pra.ciica_lly :·spe~k.ing~)~~- :,. ':c -z:~~_oinmen;a~tio7i'r. ·a·: my '·"owit-~ . .:: . ,,_ ::·:· :: 

-~--.'differ little~- ~he real- 'issue--is .-whatt: mix1ana .1:evifi·,-:.:is· ·be"st :·~-- :_· ·.- .,- : 
. as .a · going..:in pos·ition for· negotiation. with .. ···our···Al1ies~}_-;-.~-: ·'. ·. :: . ,. ' . . 

. . _ · ... :·.::." -:-;·,. · .-r.,:' ::5':_.-...~. · . , .• _. ~:,: .... ;_.:,~~·-,.-:r~ l"-,.tI~::i;-.:·.~-~::_. _ .. · .... .... -.. · .. 
(3) Basing and Participation:~ ..... P.ermanent:.-.wide'-spreac;l ---~:· _ :·~.:~<· 

basing of LRTNF would be the mos~ significant ·_:f.orm of .LRTNF._ ~..,_. -· _ ·-4 ·:·-=-~::. . 
. participation. - Five :C~untries are~ . rinc1 al 'a candidates~· £_ox;":_:.· .. - .... ... _; 
such basing: FRG., UK, :·Our·::::--~.::_=-~ 

,-_preliminary. consul tat ions ,_suggest.- -t. ·at : thex:e _·is\a\-reasonaQ.le .. ,-(-:~~:~-·; /:/ 
·possibility of·::basing. inte~_.c;h of:.-these comj._tiies~",bµt :on1y:~£..(,~:\:-~~--:-=~i~:~! 
·the deployment is carefully )nanaged.>(individ~a:ll_y~·~na.:.col~l-ec?·:~.:.~;?'::;·~·/:~. 
tively) from a political poin_t of vie~.; .:,;:~;-"··-~ :< .. ~-;; .;; ~---~ .. .-5.,.s:f-.:,-'~~-.. ·~:;.:··.:·: . . '-:.. 

. . . . .. ·. . ·. ..~ . _. _ .. _ ·. . / ·. ~--· . . .• .\ ·\:- : -. .- .. _;: :-:: ;:: :"!:"·-..::,-·· . . . 
The program I propose :-inc·ludes- basing in ·each · of these , .. __ :: ~~ 

countries. While basing ·in a11· these countries~·:is· not ·essen~· ·: . :--.-~ ·; 
__ tia~ fo: a vi'able PII/G_:LCM .:~,!<?gram,-"~~'ne_ed at··.a ·l!'inimt.ini. : .C~.J~f-::)::~: · .-'t 

basing 1n the FRG , · ,. (2) .- plus, · 1:.n order. :.to mee_t_ -th~· German: con:(\,:f>- :-:-1 
··.· dition that . at least one other."continental count·ry parficipat~~-~-~~.:- ---·-; 

_. _.J>!s1ng either in , . an~:..(.~):'J.>'as}~g,.-~~~;;.·_;-:J 
-either- the UK or -in -order-·to -achieve .adequate· .. numbers!;:f.t\,;,,,~·-~-:-:a.~:-; 

.. . . . .. . :·· . . . . · .. _·:;·.':'.-.:· -~-. ··.. . . . :.-:,:,.::;r,;~·./ /.1f"°·~.-~;~~:,-.:.-:-~(:::.~.:1 
The· LRTNF presented to the Allies ·should -be. structured · · : ·:1 

·.so that all partjcipating countri~s receive their: first LRTNF .-,.~: t .~ 
'deployments as nearly simultaneously as possible·. · .-.In _this· .. ·-i::_ .... .,:-:-~:- e_t_~ 
way, all will undertake. ·the poli ti~a'l burden· at: .the ·sam~. time· __ ·· · · - ::· 

· and none will believe -it can make an .initial commitment' .. that · 
"it can later avoid. . .. 

a.·. : . • ·.In -th-e..-case of the F
0

RG ;tcb~nc·~~~o~. ~~hmr~;~~tr-~,~~~ed 
· wha·t ma.y..d),e...-..-a. new dimension -'during_ his 'I'·eeen,-t~nv-ersation 
. with IQ.e 1·;~~..::e., "liis 'desire_ "that no wea on!t -:~ . ..,- "" -~~;-·n ·the FRG 

be abl"_ :': -:- ~ ..: r1ke Moscow. 

; . 

668



.-wMW SF 
\...-·L•_• • •'-1 ... 

'~ 
~ 

~ 
:i;' • a; (l,d§) 

proposing only PERSHING I Is for believe, however ~ ci 
that" we should"initially ask the FRG to accept GLCM in . ~ :.~ 
addition "tc,... PER .. e. wide-sprea4. -~~· . .-s~:. 
partic_ipation:_ . J~~ll probably_ :_-:->'!'·..-t~ :....i 

·. · pref~r. ~~CM~ /: ·~n par ... or .. cost. reasons, u will. almost -.:..-.. · ··eg~. => 
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==-~\ : .. . : also .pa_~_e .. ~--~-~-G.ermany:··. More~yer, ... 1_~. J.ll~Y .. well. be t .h~t ... ,\o!e ) , "' .=.€~-·: 
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; ~~ ~- ·. .as·· airec·t:parti'c_j. ants 'becaus'e:·of""their eacetim ~ : . 
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.. ~· ."· ... >:.:: ·:~:~:(4) .. Costs and ·cost Sharing: '.'"I estimate that 'the· 
· ,Program· outlined above will .-cost ~ . .(in 1979 :$) about $370 - · . .. '.:· 
. ·million for:: ·R&E: in add~t-ion: to -costs a~ready . sunk~· ·.$1391;,,..·· .. :--- · 

mi~l~on· for· procuremel)t.,· and $Z.40 mil1ion ~e~ch year ··for · . 
oper'at1o~s _and· maintenance. once. th.e .force "is fully.,fie:J_ded .. · .. _ · ~,. .· 
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: .~:,;-wh_et~~! _:any\.o.~ ···;tne_ .. sys-te~~- are -~~dual-k~y'.'~;: ·_1:e., ; ·· the .. laup.chers_, .. :, .=~: • 
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·.· .· ·: -. of the·warbeaas. · Since ·the user c9untry would presumably :' · .. :·' .·· 
<- -- =·.;>·pick up. the launcher .. procurement -costs -.a.nd subsequent. O&M, · · · . 

. . :. -- .: suc1i ·an ··arrangement· would . cut .the costs to the US.·.· On : the . 
L·;.;: ·i~{_.:_.oJher:·h~!.1,a./:_a'Ja}:Js.ey·::~z:range~en~s·. might: mak~ ·s:ubsequen~ 8:r~s·,=.··~ .- :: 
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UQit based on its soil. If it eventually turns out that our 
LCM/PERSHING II approach fails and we rely on US sea

launched cruise missiles to augment . NATO LRTNF, there are 
no obvious ways for cost sharing by the Allies. 
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• GLC"/PERSH I NG I r LRTNF FORCE HIX 

r;al!~ :.Motes: f,J :If lJI ~ 
I; !l:i ;, ·1 ' I ·"' I 

.. J ,, . • ~l]dc~structlon could be picked up by NATO Infrastructure Funding Into which the US pays 
· ·,ilha fie. 

!I ~~ jp~rat Ing & Support cos ts cou 1 d be pa Id by those A 111 es wh I ch own and man LRTNF 
· '\t1-'Jij: territory. US manning would probably require the US to pick up these costs. 

,~, . 1:l~~ J•dtons could be provided by those Al 1 les which own and man LRTNF stationed on 
J :.fl!: -.::}~l~fr,.fwhl le US manned LRTNF would require that the U.S. provide this manpower. 

,1~~~j1i1for:: security could be largely provided by the All led country concerned regardless of 
dR!the U.S. or the Ally owned and operated the LRTNF systems. 

. i. . . 
(Costs are In ml I I Ions of FY 79 dollars. Unsunk R&D costs are $300H for Persht"ng 11 and $7411 for GLCM) 

1i '"t: j ~ ... - . ..;: ,: 
i:~L.!....=-..,_,_ ,_!___,_ 

~-,1··x·~. · ·t1-1 , T"I I ', · .,': J~(H1~!l'~~I ' rfl ·;: · - l~! j~ ,\[°[f \~ ,f~ ~ 
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LRTNF FORCE HIX 

, (Costs are In millions of FY 79 dollars. Unsunk R&D costs are $300H for Pershing II and $75M for GLCH) 
,·;~1,.1k!]_./ ;. j ,il , 1 • i j . 

Iii °f llib.tti1f,~~!tl?•;: :Notes : 

11,llj!li!!J~~nhstruc~lon could be picked up by NATO Infrastructure Funding Into wblch the US pays ,,ii are. 
................. li l,·~d l1o~ratlng & Support costs could be paid by those Al lies which own and man LRTNF 

.
1~~~1,· terr I tory. US mann Ing wou 1 d probab 1 y requ I re the US to p I ck up these cos ts. 

,,. .. IIKIUOIIIU~'~p~t•ttons could be provided by those Al 1 les which own and man LRTNF stationed on 

l
.!llriff.!~Dry 1whl1e US manned LRTNF would require that the U.S. provide this manpower. 

)1 l i1IJ'~J I ' ;, I 

. . .~\,'', J: f~,-: securl ty could be largely provided by the Al 1 led country cq,nferned regardless of 
J~Wi>l ij~h ·r ::' tt:ie U.S. or the Ally owned and operated the LRTNF systems. 

' 

~ 
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• 
.. GLCH/ALCH LRTNF FORCE HIX 
• 

·• ·1+ . r 

' ·f1 .. j ., ' I 
~bas of F~ 79 do11ars. Unsunk R&D costs are $175 H for ALCH and $74 M for GLCH) 

I HI(• 
llU1t j1, 1 • 

".!~~li allrcraft. Number of aircraft correspond to the current number of UK Vulcans whl~h will 
a~b,1~11rcraft In the earJy 1980s. . 

Ha~ready available to support aircraft are sufficient to acco111110date additional requlre-·11~lffll 1 ··,lll'J.illj•W i1 . · : , lj1:i,~t '. ~ I 
3 . · : • · • ; • ·I ·1' I i i ' ' . 
! ~!1,~11"~: ,.,; ,. '. .... ''.!'(.a.~!- nominal launch aircraft and charges all O&S costs of the aircraft to the LRTNF mission. 

11ft To '1b )p : .v, ~l!d 1 ater. - ·3S 33('o)(b) + G.d.l~_ 
I 6 50 5ct: ~/1/ r; t? ('fj 

• 

• • 
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SECRET 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20301 

3 SEP 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: September 4 sec Meeting on TNF Arms Control 
ACTION MEMORANDUM 

D[CUSSIFIF.D 1M FULL 
Authoii iv; EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WH! 

-Bate: DEC 3 0 2014 

The purpose of the September 4 meeting Is to aRprove a strategy for pre
liminary exchanges with the Soviets on TNF arms control, and . to make 
some final decisions on modalities for such exchanges to ptopose to the 
Soviets. An agenda paper for the meeting, prepared in the Working Group, 
is at Tab A-1. 

The meeting comes a bit late in a sense, given the President's reply to 
Brezhnev's letter to the President (Tab E). The procedure adopted by 
Brezhnev in this and the apparently similar letters he sent to the heads 
of state of our NATO Allies was obviously designed to make propaganda 
points by depicting the US as stalling. The President's reply to Brezhnev 
(Tab G) should serve to close off this particular Soviet gambit. It also 
provides the basic confirmation -of the SCC's July 31 conclusion that the 
US should move forward with talks with the Soviets on long-range theater 
nuclear systems, a confirmation reinforced by proposing an initial meeting 
in early October. 

Strategy for the Preliminary Exchanges 

The agenda paper (p. 2 of Tab A-1) sets out a six-point set of guidelines 
for conducting the exchanges. These guidelines are consistent with and 
incorporat~ the July 31 SCC conclusions, and we recommend you approve 
them* as the basis for consultations with the Allies In the sec and, 
subsequently, for the initial round with the USSR. Briefly, the guide-
1 i nes state that: 

Our. objective in the exchanges will be to discuss, and to the extent 
possible, define with the Soviets the scope of the negotiations on TNF 
which will take place in SALT II I. 

The US position will be based on the principles for arms control 
involving TNF decided by NATO Ministers last December. 

- We w 111 not tab 1 e a specific propos a 1 during the pre 1 i mi nary exchanges. 

- We will begin by presenting our view of the framework for negotiations 
involving TNF and thereafter describe and present rationale for the specific 
principles reflected in the US position. 

674



2 

SEQRE-T I . 
We wi 11 put down a marker on Backfire --h-ut----net i11 tl'ie preliminary 

L-- ------~e~ ......... H.g.es-d--i-s-cuss specific ways of dealing with this system. 

We will reject Soviet efforts to limit US 11 FBS 11
, insisting that the 

first step in negotiations should be limited to long-range land-based 
theater nuclear missiles. We would say that this would be without prejudice 
to the question of whether US and Soviet aircraft would be addressed in 
a ·subsequent step. 

The 11 FBS 11 formula warrantis speci a 1 attentl on. Quite apart from Soviet 
pressure on "FBS" (Brezhnev's recent letter spoke not only of dealing 
with such systems but also of eliminating the 11bases 11 fiom which they 
operate), we can expect close questioning by Allies on our attitude toward 
inclusion of aircraft at some point in .the negotiations and some pressure 
from the FRG and others to espouse early the general proposition that 
aircraft on both sides could be limited. The formula above is designed 
to temper any Allied inclinations to soften on "FBS" by hewing firmly to 
the NATO principles, and leaving open the question of whether the US 
would be prepared to take up aircraft in the negotiations after an agree
ment on missiles. We have not answered that question specifically for 
ourselves (although the IDD reflects a general disposition to expand the 
scope of negotiations in subsequent steps}--and my personal inclination 
is that we· should not make an Issue of the abstract desirability of 
limiting aircraft someday. HCMever, tactically, it would be unwise to 
begin our consultations with tlte allies by a major shift in our position 
(and wildly unrealistic to th.ink we can have a different line with the 
Allies and with the Soviets on so central an issue}~ I think our line 
with the Allies at the SCG should be: 

Of course we recognize the abstract attractiveness of putting some 
limits on aircraft that are l~ng-range and nuclear capa~le. 

BUT 

Limiting aircraft is immensely complicated--and the Allies should 
be learning through the SCG that limiting missiles is complicated enough. 
Unlike missiles, aircraft raise all kinds of dual use 1and POC problems. 

Missiles really are the dynamic and (from both sides' perspec
tives) critical part of the LRTNF problem. 

There is no clear way of bringing in aircraft and g1v1ng the US 
and NATO an advantage in the talks. (On most reasonable ways of looking 
at US and Soviet aircraft of similar capabilities, the US doesn 1 t close 
the gap that exists looking only at missiles.) 

Tactically, indicating any flexibility would be bad: 

First and foremost, the Soviets aren't talking about limiting US 
and Soviet aircraft, but only US aircraft. There is no reason to believe 
they have the slightest interest in a genuinely mutual and reciprocal 
aircraft limit. Putting mutual aircraft limits Into the play could/would 
be as likely to slOII and complicate the talks as advance them past an 
obstacle. 

O~tll.\SSfflED It-\ fULL 
'.!'., • f.0 13526 

~t\1~onty; d o Declass Oiv, WHS 
Chi~~ Recor s °' 
oata; . oEC i Q 16\~ -~SRtT 
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The Soviets have advanced the FBS point before in both SALT I and 
II and eventually dropped it. There's no proof they'll do so again, but 
equally no reason to decide now that they wi 11 collapse the talks over 
FBS. 

These are preliminary talks, not the actual negotiations. Before 
we think seriously about either expanding the scope of the talks vastly 
beyond what NATO decided in December in the IDD principles and/or hinting 
at compromise on a fundamental issue of principle (equality and reciprocity 
of limits) we should hear out the Soviet position and present our ONn. 

Finally, the proposed 11element11 is far from slamming the door permanently 
on some kind of aircraft limits: It proposes, consistent with the 
December principles, to start with missiles, without prejudice to possible 
later limits on other systems. 

We must recognize that our Backfire position makes us slightly pregnant 
on aircraft--especially to the extent that we would consider seeking 
limits on Backfire In the negotiations as a 11TNF11 system. HONever, the 
July sec conclusion and the proposed "element" are appropriately vague 
on the issue--and leave our Backfire principle as some counter-weight to 
their FBS point. 

In any event, it will be important that we establish a firmly grounded 
interagency set of talking points on this nexus of issues for use with 
Allies (especially at the September 15-16 SCG) and, ultimately, with the 
Soviets. We recommend that you encourage the sec to direct that this be 
done by the Working Group (headed by NSC staff) or by the SCG Delegation 
(chaired by Reg Bartholomew). ---------

-You s hould also note that the guidelines set out in the agenda paper 
govern our approach at a minimum for the opening round of talks. Whether 
we can or should stick with those gul de 1 Ines th rough out the period of 
preliminary exchanges cannot be foreseen now. Once we have set out In 
full the US position and heard Soviet views, we may reach a point where 
we must decide whether any part of our current position is negotiable in 
the pre 1 i mi nary exchanges. The A 11 i es may quest I on us on this. We · 
recommend that our response should be that at the present time we-a-o not 
envisage altering our current position during the preliminary exchanges. 
You may want to raise this point with your SCC colleagues to see if they 
agree. 

At Tab C is a background paper on strategy for the preliminary exchanges. 
Although reviewed in an earlier draft by the Working Group, it is largely 
a State product--much too wordy and prematurely venturing into "talking 
points" wh i cti need not and should not be addressed unt i 1 the sec addresses 
actual instructions to our negotiating team--and has not been cleared at 
staff level. You should avoid having the sec give "approval" to this 
paper. 

OEtUSSlflED I~ f~LL 
~uUaority: EO 1.,52~ . s 
'ch°fo1, Records & Ooclass D1v, WH 

SeSRET 
Date: DEC 3 0 201~ 
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Moda 1 i ti es. 

The agenda paper (p. 3 of Tab A-1) lays out a recommended set of modali
ties for the talks--teams of "senior officials" meeting in Geneva, with 
the first round starting in early October and lasting for about a month 
and a second round "during the winter." Spurgeon Keeny would head the 
US team. We recommend you approve this approach. Further, we should 
te 11 the Soviets who wi 11 head our team, so that they kno.rJ what leve 1 of 
"senior officials" we have in mind. 

The agenda paper also sets out a good formula for consulting our Allies. 
We would use regularly scheduled SCG meetings, as well as briefings in 
the NAC as we did in SALT I and II. 

Announcements. 

The scenario envisaged in the agenda paper involves delivering to the 
Soviets here in town our proposals for modalities (to the extent not 
already done in delivering the President's reply), and suggesting to 
them that formal agreement might be made and announced at a meeting 
between Muskie and Gromyko at the UNGA during ~he latter part of September. 
We see no problem with this procedure, recognizing, ho.rJever, that the 
Soviet response could be quick, leaoing to an earlier announcement. 

The agenda paper (p. 4 of Tab A-1) contains draft texts for both joint 
and unilateral statements on the talks. It is difficult--indeed impossible-
to envisage agreeing with the Soviets on a joint text that would fully 
meet US needs. Thus, we must anticipate making a unilateral statement, 
regardless of what, if anything, we agree with the Soviets. We see no 
need for the SCC to put these texts in concrete at this stage. We wl 11 
need to fine-tune them in light of circumstances at the time of their 
use. 

!Juu:11~ 
WALTER SLOCOMBE 
Di rector 
DoD SALT Task Force 

O[tt;ssmEO !~ FULL 
!\3A,~oriW: EO 1.,52; . HS 
·chie1, Records & Oeclass D1v, W 

Date: DEC 3 0 201~ 
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·--4-.. _ 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE - .. -...-,~,. . -~~ 

... ..__ 
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM (U) _____ _, 

I 
SUBJECT: Zaire - Uncertain Future 

,st( The month-long invasion of the'Shaba Region has cast into doubt 
~ire's future unity and stability by eroding the prestige and authority 
of Mobutu and his government, upsetting Zaire's economic stabilization 
program, and increasing Zaire's already excessive foreign debts. 
Nigeria's diplomatic initiative and OAU action . appear to hold little 
promise for Immediate resolution of the situation. France's influence 
in Zaire, and possi·bly other African states, Is at a new high as the 
result of its response to Mobutu's requests for m11itary assistance. 
On the other hand US (and to a lesser degree Belgian) influence in 
Zaire and among African moderates has suffered somewhat, at least in 
Zairian eyes from the limits we have placed on our aid. Introduction 
of Moroccan military forces last week added a new dimension to the 
conflict. The outlook is uncertain. Hard policy decisions for the 
USG may be in the offing. 

j,l({' General US objectives are: 

Prevent, preferably by diplomatic means, the partition of Zaire. 

Avoid making Zaire appear as a test of American will or a major 
Ea.st-West confrontation. 

-. Prevent,' if possible, a situation which would be perceived as 
another victory for USSR/Cuba and further destabilize the tense southern 
Africa situation just as we start our new initiatives on Rhodesia and 
Namibia. 

Encourage improvement in Zaire's relations with neighboring 
states, including Angola. 
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Favor, in the "post-invasion" era, a more broadly-based and 
effective government for Zaire. 

tslf Current US policy is to provide qualified support to Zaire's 
~~tral government. The President has approved State's consultations 

with Congress on a program that would extend further tangible support, 
but in a precisely limited manner. It would: 

Provide Zaire additional military support only in the amount 
already approved by Congress, i.e., the approximately $30 million 
remaining in FY 7T and FY 77 FMS credit plus the residue of earlier 
fiscal year credits. 

Restrict equipment deliveries to non-lethal items. 

Approve $13 million in requests now pending, including 
approximately $9 million in FY 76 credit for a C-130 aircraft to be 
delivered in May. 

2 

Accelerate implementation of approved economic assistance ($14.9 
million for PL-480 food and $16.6 mill ion in security supporting assistance 
for commodity imports). 

~ The degree of US influence over events in Zaire is very limited. 
Events which could necessitate a US reaction include: 

Seizure of Kolwezl by the invaders (would dramatically alter the 
military and psychological situation in Zaire). 

Confirmed use in Zaire by third country (e.g., Morocco) forces of 
US equi pm~nt. 

Abortl.eit of Nigerian and allied diplomatic initiatives designed 
to amel iqrate the situation within Zaire. 

Zaire's exhaustion of all remaining FMS credits with concomitant 
pleas for more. 

Request by Zaire for lethal equipment readily available only 
from US sources, e.g., M60 tanks. 

Strong signals that Mobutu is likely to be ousted by a coup, 
voluntary departure, etc. 

Pressures by Belgium, France, or others for the USG to do 
more. 

Serious escalation of the fighting with resultant requests for 
US aid to help beleagured Moroccan or other friendly troops. 

• •- .- .••I r-: "' , . .. • 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULIL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WIIS 
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~f events in the fluid situation warrant, the most likely types of 
US reaction options to review would include: 

Maintaining our present posture. 

Extending additional political support for third country, OAU, or 
UN mediations (or even interventions). 

Providing lethal items to Zaire or to third countries involved 
In Zaire. 

Increasing US FMS. This would involve reallocating FMS credit 
from other country programs or requesting a supplemental security 
assistance appropriation. 

Enclosure - 1 
CIA assessment 

Prepared by: 
Mr. Milton H. Hamilton 
X-79755, OASD/ISA(NA) 

Office of the Secret;iry of Defense S"tOSC,55"~ 
Chief, ROD ESD, WHS 
Date: JI( SSP i,O\S' Authority: EO 13526 
Declassify: X Deny in Full: __ _ 
Declassify in Part:. ___ _ 

Reason:~.------=-------
MDR: \S' -M- 03~7 

-~ .:.~•;" t,: I - ~~ •' 

~Vj <lwJtl~ 
David E. McOiftJh 

Assistant Secretary of Defense 
International Security Affairs 
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WABHINGTON;D,C. aosOI ·. . ... .. . t .. : . l 

.• 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: U.S. Policy Towards Zaire 

22 May MA~!2 3 1978 

OtP SEC HI\S SEE1' 

At the NSC working Group meeting this morning, Chaired by Dave Aaron·,. 
the·re was considerable discussioh of the U.9~ intermediate and' longer 
t~r'rn pc>"l icy with respect to ~a I re. The two alternatives po~ed• were:: 
'(a) the U.S. should be greatly concerned about the future of Zaire andi 
the pb·l itical, economic, securf ty, and diplomatic steps we mfg-h1! take 
to ensure Zaire's solvency; and (b) Zatre ls essentially a European
African problem, and our role should be mlnlmat. State is preparing a 
p~per now for interagency review on this subject. The paper is to be 
·ready by Wednesday, a·nd another Working Group meeting is scheduled for 
Thursday. An sec meeting m~y be scheduled on Friday. 

The second major topic of discussion was Zaire's security situation. It 

i 

\ 

ls felt that the 2:ai ·tean armed forces are not able to provide the essen .. 
thil security env'irohnrent for the return of the expatriate community. te., 
Kolw·ezl-. (It may be that expatriates working elsewhere in the country 
wt:111 1take the Shaba eonfllct as a sign that they ought to leave.) This 
me·ans great di ff i cu 1 ty for Za t re's economy. It was dee I ded that U.S. 
support for an International peacekeeping force was a desirable thing; 
however., we could not dec·ide on the character of our support for an. imter.
natlonal force until we had a clearer idea of our longer run objectives 
In Zaire. (We will work with DIA· to develop our own4 1deas on possible 
peacekeeping forces.) ~6 

0 ffice of the Sccrctmy of Defense ""'"'- ~-n 
Chief, ROD, ESD) \VHS .,.-

f.f:Ct~s:m=tED m Fm.IL 
".::'·~arity: EO 13526 

Date: J, 41. ;,,It/ Authority: EO 13526 
Declassify: /C Oenv in Full: 
DeclassitY in Pan: · ---

Ch:-:-·r, Records & Declass Div, WBS 
C~te: 
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-:;-----:""7""'"-=-=--------

MDR: !('.'. __ -M- e117'f 

/~4r--
Copies to: SecDef, 
ASD/ISA, Africa Reg/lSA 

Robert J. urray 
Deputy Assfstant.S~cretary 
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.MELKtl 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

May 30, 1978 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Anticipated French Request for Airlift 

---·-· -- -- ~ 

I understand from General Haig that the French Government is likely to 
approach us through Ambassador Hartman In Paris for airl 1ft of the Ir person
nel, and of the bodies of. victims, out of Zaire. Zblg tells me that thl·s Is. 
consistent with, although not definitely agreed at, your discussion last 
Friday with President Glscard. The indications are that the French will need 
up to 10 more sorties than were required to br,lng them in. Those ·numbers 
were 20 C-141 sorties plus one C-5 sortie. There were an additional 10 to 
move our own people Into position. A specific request is likely later today. 

I be 11 eve that s i nee th Is Is an. a I r 11 ft for w i thdrawa 1 of French forces , 
and we have already helped them In a similar way on the way in, approval of 
their request can be justified. In fact not agreeing now would probably lose 
us a good deal of whatever good wll 1 we have gained so far. Removal of 
personnel and bodies would be a further example of U.S. willingness to stay 
Involved in a humanitarian effort. Moreover, It would enable the French to 
devote more of their alrlift·assets to bringing In the multinational force. 

Therefore, I would urge that we respond favorably to such a French 
request. If we do so, I would further suggest that you give general approval 
of this magnitude of effort rather than approving It piecemeal. The latter 
tend·s to undercut the pol I ti cal credits we can but ld up. (though I doubt that 
we can count on much public thanks). 

A more fundamental question Is likely to ·arise In connection with the 
needs for airlift support that we can expect from the multinational African 
force that we believe Is being formed to replace the French and Belgium 
military forces. That response Is likely to· slgnal our degree of long term 
lnvolvel"l'.lent. I do not bel leve that an affirmative response to t·he French 
request for airlift In support of their egress from Zaire conunlts us to a 
similar affirmative response In connection with bringing In multinational 
African forces. To some ~xtent, as explained above, It may temporarily 
avert some of the French pressure to do so. 

The decision on U.S. support for the multinational force depends upon 
our conclusions with respect to the longer term prospects In A~rlca, and 
about our relations with the Soviet Union. To some extent, I think we are 

·-- ··- --------
· · · ·:·;:1,z OF 

. ·- -- ~-~·~.,: __ 3 ___ _ 
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l - ,--· - committed by the rhetoric that we have already used about the Soviets and 
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the Cubans in Africa. If we. fail to su · 
from combat su ort or even ·a visors, bel 1eve we wi 11 be seen y t e west 
Europeans, t e Soviets an t e nese; as weii &! tne Africans and the 
Middle Ea-stern countries as a1·1 words and no actions. 1· would make such 
support, however, . contlngc:nron the Tong rangeplan'li"y the French, the 
Belgians, and some African countries for stability In Zaire. So far, no 
satJ"sfactory plan has been forthtoming--lnd~ed the Belgians and French 
w~re not on speaking terms about· it last week. 

There is considerable doubt in my mind that feasible actions by the 
U.S. in Africa alone constitute a real response to Soviet and Cuban actions 
th~re, whether the latter are part of a long range plan or a varied set of 
examples of opportunism. I think we have to find a way to punl"sh the Cubans 
economically (which will require more cooperation from other western 
countries than has hitherto been forthcoming). In the case of the Soviets 
I believe the steps already underway to bring us Into closer tollaboratlon 
with the PRC as regards the Soviet Union are the most Important single "-
initiative that we can take. 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef 
Files, Acc 330-80-0017, Box 66, Folder 
Ethiopia 091.3, 1977.  - ----=-=.:==.:-

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301 

2 1 APR 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIR 

SUBJECT: Suspension of Ethiopian Security Assistance Program~ 

. . - I (I t1(!\ -
~) I have reviewed t~ Ethiopian situation In light of your query re
garding the President's instructi .ons that we suspend security assistance 
for Ethiopia and am reluctant to see the USG take so precipitate a step 
at this time. The PRC decision to progressively restrict our relations 
with the radical Menglstu regime by delaying delivery of lethal equipment 
In the pipeline (a modified Option 4) still appears more in keeping with 
our principal objective of preserving our residual position in Ethiopia 
for the contingency that friendlier, pro-western elements eventually may 
return to power. A sudden US suspension of security assistance, coupled 
with the impending reductions in the US military presence in Ethiopia, · 
could adversely affect our relationship with whatever moderate elements 
remain and jeopardize our position in the future. 

(1) I also fear for - the safety of American citizens in Asmara and Addis 
Ababa if we suddenly announce a suspension of US military assistance to 
Ethiopia. Earlier this week our Charge was instructed to inform the"EPMG 
of our intentions to reduce the MAAG and close Kagnew Station, with nego
tiations on the latter beginning as soon as possible. DoD estimates that 
cemplete withdrawal of both personnel and high priority equipment items 
from Kagnew can be completed within thirty days of the conclusion of 
negotiations. 

(I) While I agree tha~ we should review the situation regularly and be 
ready to modify our plans on short notice, I still believe the risks to 
US interests and personnel would rise sharply after a sudden suspension 
of security assistance. I therefore urge that we continue on the measured, 

Office oftJ~JJlA!i;1i1tTmcHfs~e set by the PRC. . ,.~,d> 
Chief, ROD, ESD, WHS .,.. 
Date: ii, IJ«,,1,)/1,/ Authority: EO 13526 ~ 
Declassify: X Deny in Full:--~ -· 
Declassify in Part: __ _ 

Reason:----~------~ 
MDR: --1£_-M- c; 'f 7 ~ 

~ LL~ t -r S[6RET 
; /<;., 

D!ECV1SSWIED 1M FULL 
:1~~t~ritl(: EO 13526 
Cha~J. Records & Declass Div. w1 
Date: • · 

DEC 3 0 2014 

1 1 8 n 
SEC DEF CONTR No. X---------.ll 

684



Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-81-0202, Box 52, Folder 
Africa 092 (Jan–9 Feb) 1978.
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, nc JUINT CHIEFS OF STAFF !·

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 
t = ~ 1 , • .' . I • , ,·. S :: i 

GM~l796--78 
30 January 1978 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: US Forces Which Can Be Deployed to the Horn of Africa 
\ 3?/t// ,;:? 

The attached background paper updates the memorandum I gave 
you on 23 December and which you forwarded to the President. 

~~.ft::~ 
d'~~rman, Joint Chiefs of 

Attachment 
a/s 

USAF 
Staff 

Office of the Secretaiy of Defense S"".j~. $3~ 
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28 January 1978 

Bac~_gt:ound Po.per for use by the Secretary of Defense 

SUBJECT: US Force Which Can Be Deployed to the Horn of Africa J,A 

1. US military forces which could be made available, if required 
include: 

- Air 

Tactical Air Fighter Squadron (24 F-4) from USEUCOM 
can launch in 12 hours after notification and arrive 
8 hours later. 

Tactical Air Fighter support for a ground division 
DECLASSIFIED IN FULi\. (3 squadrons/? 2 F-4 fighters) plus 6 aircraft 

.. Ol3526 RF-4 recce element from USEUCOM can launch with 
ACuh~hfr~y. ~ds & Declass Div, Wl4»i tial elements 12 hour~ after notification. 

10 , eco Last squadron can close in about 7 2 hours. 
Date: DEC 19 201~ 

Tactical Air Fighter support for a division (3 
squadrons/72 F-4 fighters) from CONUS can launch 
within 24 hours after notification with last 
squadron closing in about 96 hours. 

- Naval 

Carrier Task Group from WESTPAC can steam from Subic 
to vicinity of Horn of Africa in· 13 days: from 
Yokosuka in 14-19 days. 

Cruiser Task Group can steam from Mediterranean to 
Horn of Africa via Suez in about 6 days. 

LPH (helicopter carrier) Task Group can steam from 
Mediterranean in about 8 days. 

Marine Amphibious Unit (MAU) with 1,200 troops and 
supporting helos aboard 5 ships can steam from 
Mediterranean to Horn of Africa via Suez in 8 days. 

- Ground 

Airborne Battalion Combat Team with 1,100 troops can 
be airlifted from Italy to Horn of Africa in 2 days. 

82d Airborne Division can begin deploying by air in 
18 hours with division closing Horn of Africa in 
about 14 days .with 15,000 troops. 

101st Air Mobile Division can begin deploying by air 
in 18 hours closing Horn of Africa in about 18 days 
with 18,000 troops. 
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2. Constraints: 

- Airlift availability precludes simultaneous movement 
of both Army divisions and associated TACAIR. 

- Overflight and en route landing clearances will be 
required for airlift. 

Prepared by: 
COL J.C. Conlin, USMC 
Chairman's Staff Group 
X75257 
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INTERNATIONAL 

RCURITY AFFAIR• 

- - OFF\CE OF THE SE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFEN~CRETARY OF UEFEN 

WASHINGTON,D.C. 2030! - . 

0 3 NOV 1979 

In reply refer to: . . .. . -. 
1- 23377179 ·s~:: ~·:.i· ,,,,.) 

8 , ... . 
J. I • 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Sa 1 e of Defensive Arms to Soma 1 "fa - ACTION MEMORANDUM 

Subsequent to your luncheon discussion October 26 with Secretary 
Vance and Dr. Brzezinski, Secretary Vance sent the memo at TABB to 
the President (DOD was not asked to coordinate). Cy recommends we 
offer to sell two Cl30s and to carry out certain Cor·ps of Engineer -
supervised construction projects, both financed by Saudi Arab'ia. Cy 
also recommends sending a military survey team. ISA and JCS agree on 
the projects proposed. JCS also agrees we should send the survey team. 
I SA dhagrees. 

The Joint Staff favors sending the military survey team now 
because, as we increase our Indian Ocean presence, Somalia becomes more 
important to U.S. interests as a source of support, and we should make 
our own independent assessment of Somali needs. The Joint Staff 
recognizes the constraints of Saudi funding, but feels that this should 
not deter us from making our survey. Implicit In the JCS view (describe 
at TAB C), Is that we should be prepared to spend our own money if 
necessary. 

The ISA view is that sending a survey team raises Somalia expect~ti 
we 11 beyond any U. S • capacity to fu l f 111 ( there ts ·no FMS money ava r 1 ab 1 
and perhaps well beyond any Saudi interest in fulfilling {Siad Barre 
has been a supporter of Sadat and it is far from clear that the Saudis 
will treat him more generously than Nimeirf in Sudan)~ We con4~cted 
a military survey in Sudan over two years ago and have twice negotiated 
letters of offer and acceptance for an air defense program with the 
Sudanese, only to have it fall through when the Saudis did not fund 
lt--although we had received assurances that they were prepared to do 
so. Also, ISA Is concerned that a military survey would put us out 
ahead of the Saudis, and that this would lessen whatever chance exists 
for Saudi funding·. Accordingly, ISA recommends against a survey team 
until we are clear about the financial prospects with Saudi Arabia. 

: 

S£8REf 
330 - & 2 - 0 2 .\_)<.::" k ..... J.. l,/ s ( 1 7,; 

1 , - / ~ r 

Office of the Secretary of Defense ;t1,-;.,.d'. 
Chief, RDD, ESD, WHS I 't . EO 1:fs26 
D t -~,~i4/V Aut ,on y. 
n:c~~~;f~X Deny in Full: __ _ 

Declassify in Part : ---
Reason: __ ------::;_-.--------:-

MDR: J.L_-M- D~4 j " ( 
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We believe step one should be to inform Saudi Arabta that, In 
response to their repeated requests, the USG ts prepared to provtde 
certain equipment (2 Cl30s) and military related projects (Corps of 
Engineers) ff Saudi Arabia is prepared to fund them. We should keep 
the Saudts in the lead, and not appear more anxious to move ahead thin 
they are. We will want to consider the timing of our approach to the 
Saudis carefully, in light of our decisions on Morocco, Sudan, and 
perhaps Yemen. We don't want to overload the Saudi circuit. 

One final caution: Somalia Is hip-deep In supporting the Ogaden 
insurgency. At some point the Ethiopians will be back on the attack, 
and the Somalis may be looktng to us for help. Almost surely we will 
be loath to Involve ourselves. If we are too generous In our military 
assistance, however, we may unintentionally imply a commitment we do 
not intend to honor. 

If you agree, 
Secretary Vance. 

recommend you send the letter at TAB A to 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority- EO 13526 -
Chief, Records & Dec lass Div, WHS 
Date: DEC 2 9 2014 

3 Attachments 
a/s · 

~J_~~~ 
David E. McOiffert 

Assistant Secretary of Defense 
International Security Affairs 
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Washington National Records Center, 
SecDef Files, Acc 330-82-0205, Box 21, 
Folder S[omalia], 1978. 

-----,--.... -- ... - ' 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

. ~ . 

8 NOV 1979 

The Honorable Cyrus Vance 
Secretary of State. 
Department of State 
Washington, D. C. 20520 

Dear Cy, 

With reference to your October 28 memo to the Presiden 
on the sale of defensive arms to Somalia, my feelings are·.-. 
that we· should move ahead with the 2 C-130s an.d -:with one or 
both of.· the Corps of Engineers projects (I would. give pri-\ 

· ··: ori ty·, t9 the Merca port project). PJ;:esident Siad told .:, .1 · .· 

Am.bassador·Petterson only a week ago ·that he was eager to 
have these projects started. As an initial .step (and befor, 
there are any further-consultations with the Somalis), we 
should obtain a firm assurance from the Government of Saudi 
Arabia that it is prepared to provide funds for this purpos1 

I believe, and recall. general agreement at the October 
VBB lunch, that we should ·n:ot send a milit·ary. survey · team- nc 
Once the engineering project'Ts) and C-130 program are under, 
a survey might be useful, but only if we have firm assuranc1 
that Saudi Arabia is prepared to fund additional Somali pur· 
chases. This will help us avoid a repeat of the embarrassiJ 
situation we have encountered with Sudan, where we conductec 
a military survey over two years ago and, on the basis 0£ 
assurances of Saudi funding, have twice negotiated letters 
of offer and acceptance for an air defense program, only to 
have it fall through because Saudi Arabia changed its mind. 

DECLASSIFIED Ill FUll 
Authority: ErtlO 1&3~!1ass Div WHS 
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Sincerely, 

~.JJ,,ff!ce of the Secretary of Defense ff 
. .Chief, RDD, ESD, WHS . 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-81-0202, Box 68, 
Folder South Africa 092, 1978.  

'·' 
THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

,, 

16 MAR ,g~ 

UNDER SEC.RE.TARY OF DEFENSE FOR RESEARCH AND ENG.INEERlNG 
DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: Polley Guidelines for Official Relations with the Republic 
of South Africa ~ 

~) The racial policies of the Government of South Africa, which 
violate internationally accepted standards of human rights, have 
resulted in a gradual deterioration In relations between South Africa 
and most nations of the world, including the United States. There is 
at present no evidence that the South African Government is likely to 
alter its policies sufficiently to reverse this trend toward Increasing
ly strained relations with the United States in the near future. 

~) Based on the US Government's 1977 embargo on the transfer of arms and 
military related goods and services to South Africa, and on recent policy 
guidance provided by the Assistant to the President for National Security 
Affairs through specific decisions on defense oriented relationships, it 
is essential that no actions or statements by officials or elements of the 
Department of Defense present even the appearance of a new or higher level 
of cooperation between the United States and South Africa. 

(t) The following guidelines are not all-inclusive and are presented only 
as examples of the 1 Imitations currently imposed on US-South African military 
contacts: 

(.(} The US Air Force Eastern Test Range Tracking Station near 
Pretoria will not be used without clearance through OASD/ISA. 

\ 

..../. 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 > 
Chief, Records & Declass Div. WHS 
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~ Specially instrumented aircr~ft of the US Atr Force and 
US Navy, designed to collect geomagnetfc or satellite telemetry data, 

2 

will not be staged out of South. Afrtca without clearance through OASD/ISA, 
whfch can be anticfpated only If the mission is essential to national 
Interests and cannot be performed by other means. 

(t, US Navy ships will not use South African port facilities 
without clearance through OASD/ISA unless such use ts demanded by emergency 
conditions and circumstances do not permit formal approval procedures. 

~ South Africa rs not eligible to participate in any phase 
of the US Security Assistance Program--involvlng materiel or training; 
grants, credits, or sales. 

~ An embargo has been established on the export of all US 
origin commodities and technical data to South African armed forces 
or police entities. 

(V) Commercial safes of military-related Items to South African 
civilian buyers are subject to close scrutiny by the Departments of State 
and Commerce. This restriction Includes spare parts which may have been 
provided for under pre-1977 sales contracts. The objective Is to preclude 
the possibility that any sale by an American firm would lead indirectly 
to an increase in South Africa's military or paramilitary capabilities. 

(JI) South African citizens, military or civtltan, will not be 
enrolled in any US military school or course, either as resident or 
correspondence students; neither will they be enrolled in any resident 
or. correspondence course supported by DoD elements, such as those offered 
by the Defense Clvtl Preparedness Agency for civilians representing 
friendly countries. 

(t) Invitations from representatives of the South African Government 
In the United States to attend ceremonies, dinners, receptions, cocktail parties 
or similar offlclal or semi-official functions will not be accepted by personnel 
above the grade of 0-7 or GS-16 without clearance through OASD/ISA. 

(t) Official visits to South Africa are strictly controlled and will 
continue to be cleared through OASD/ISA in accordance with existing directives. 
Non-essential visits will not be approved. Visits by general or flag 
officers will not be approved if their missions can be performed by personnel 
of lower rank. 

Gt) Letters of congratulations and similar correspondence, such as 
may be sent routinely to senior counterparts in a friendly country on 
national holidays, will not be sent to South African officials without 
clearance through OASD/ISA. 

-OQ~fflB£HTIAl -

DECLASStFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Dec lass Div, WHS 
Date: DEC 3£ 2014 
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(¥) Support (financial, logistical, or other) wi 11 not . be provided 
for any International sporting event, without prior clearance through OASD/ 
ISA, if South African citizens are expected to participate ln the event. 
Similarly, the Services will not fund official travel for US participants 
in a sporting event if South Africans are expected to take part. The 
private, Individual participation by a serviceman on leave, traveling 
at his own expense, would not require such official clearance but should 
not be encouraged. 

(l') Research and other contracts between DoD elements and civilian 
firms or Institutions will not Involve cooperation with the South African 
Government or contacts between DoD personnel and South Africans without 
clearance through OASD/ISA. 

(J) Since all contingencies cannot be covered In this memorandum, action 
officers should not hesitate to contact OASD/ISA, telephone 697-9755 or 
697-9753, for specific guidance. 

DICLAlllflfD IN PULL 
Author.!tJr EO 13121 =· Roaards & Dtclass Div, WHS 

DEC 3:t 2074 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL. 
WASHINGTO_~• D.C. aQSOIL -iaSRD'i'/S!!MS::C'f!W

!3-'ES 911!.:'2 - ;· :, u'" .. .., ... 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: JUL 1 1 2016 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

SUBJECT:-

-October 22., 1979 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
TU SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

. iftm. OIU<::TOR, ~S CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT 
·AGENCY· ·· · . 

TRE C9.IRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF· STAFF' 
'?HE DIRECTOR OF CEN'1'RAL INTELLIGENCE 
'rim DIR$CTOR, OFFICE. OF SCIENCE AND 

TECHNOLOGY. POLICY 

So~th At-J.antic Nuclear Event ~ 

Att-ached is:· an- uncleared discuss.ion paper prepared by the 
State Department for use at the mini-sec meeting tomorrow, 
October 23. CU) 

a.u_ 
. Christine Dodson 

$taff Secretary 

Office of the Secretmy of Defense 
s u.~.c. SGc). 

Attachment 

IA HAS NO OBJECTION ·ToL . 
ECLA~IFICATfON AND/ORL 

LEASE OF THIS 
. CUMENTL DATE: 
13-Jan-2015 

b~o-~~~O~DS 1 . U 
J~ , 

SECRB'!'/SE~tSIWIJ.tE 
~YES 9Hl:a¥ 

, ... ·-. .. . 

Chie(.RDD, ESD, WHS -I" 
Date: It ~vi "M\\' Authority: EO l3S2G 
Declassify: Deny in Full: · 
Declassify in Part: · x 
Reason: '}.~ (. \.)__,la-,,),__ 
MDR: ..l.L_-M- 1)1\\')§. 
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SituatiQn 

any more · · - o~·-lftal:m 
at. all.. .. . . 4. 

I • 

EO 13526 
3.3~b)(1)>2~rs 

. We are unlikely . 
event in the near· •' 

, 

OUr infcmnation has not became public, :but it could. 
leak at any.. t:ime·. ~ i.t c!oes,. most abseners. wili ass~· . 
that- $outh· Africa; te11tad a miclear 4evic41. Public: attention 
will also. focus· on what.-the:.-DSG: ha& done about .the evellt, 
an4 on- implica~on •.. for: 1:he efficacy t>f U .-s. intelligence 
sy~tems. g•erall:r .and test ban mmiitoring cap~ilitie~. 
specifiDally .... -. ~-· . . -~ :_;~ . 

Effects OD U·~S. Policies_ 
. - . . . _-: . - . ,. - . -

TJie· likelihoocl that an~imospheric nuclear explosion 
4id occur: ~ 1:h~ -possibility that -South Africa has tested a: · 
nuclear de~ce, imp-il.lge on our global. nonproliferation and . -- · 

~ African policy i:sit•ests· . ~ n5)11Prqliferation policy. · is· to · 
:= prevent. any non~nu~iaa.z: ~s s-t:ate &'.om acqu;l.ring n11Qlear 
~ mq,losives _m: the •• to. P.roduce them. · In countries at or 
i5 near the nuclear thr•ol.4;.··.we seek constraints on nuclear .,,...·.J-.:a facilities and activities so- as to impede thei-r use · i1E:.af·i in explosive programa. · Xn the eveq.t a non- · 

:z~ ... nuclear weapons- state succeeded with a nuc~ea:r explosives 
- .... -: _ progra111, we woalc! seek an iDtemational reaction that d.is-
m,al?...,. courage others·_ fr«. followin9. the same pa1:h. 

111~·1•= .. Afri~f :OcJ:. -:~~to ~~=t 
:a= .g · plant (whic;:b, il ·soutb Urica has tested a devi.ce, is 

almost certainly the source of the material used) and to 
obtain its adherence to the NP'!. We believe South Africa 
only recently has begun to consider seriously.j:he economic and otb 
consequences, including inability to c~lete two nuclear · . 

-~-iJB8N!l!:z1BBlf9!pwl 
-::::-: 

I <\f;S. 

~· 
!If., 
"'.:"· 
'- --· ~· .;.-.: .... 
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poweJ;'. reactors now under col}struction near Cape Town, if it 
fails- 1:0 meet· these conditions .. But in the absence of these 
controls, South Africa f'a~es no significant impediment to 
establishing a nuclear weapons. capability,. i£ it is prepared to 
pay a political price. South ~ica might then support nuolear 
weapons programs in other politically isolat~cl states, such as 
Israel and 'l?aiwan. · 

The nonproliferation stakes coulcl: be 
Sept.er 22 n .. . . ure· ·in om: nuclear negotia-

• · w · · ·south Africa. But, failure- to take- action in 
response to the September 22·event could make more difficult 
efforts to deteJ: proliferatioJX elsewhere,.. e.g. Pakistan and 
India.. · · 

Public clisc-losure of a probable- nuclear· explosion in '$1--J,/ 
the South Atlantic: region wil1. leact most African states to a4, -~or 
urge strong action against. South Africa, almost certainly J.>l_ t'/J.~ 
going beyond nuclear-related· sanctions.. We already face ~ ~t., 
the immediate- pmspect of. a: Unit~ Nations. AJ:ms: Embargo .. ~. 
Comd:ttee report calling. for the encl of all. forms of nuclear 
. collaboration between UN member states and South Africa. 
Shoulcl the n'QC1ear ·e~t leak, it will make even more · diffi
cult the daunting.job of prckiucing a cb:a~ resolution which 
WesteJ:D members of ~e Security Council could accept.! 

' 
Publia clisclosur~ of Wor-.t!on about t:he nuclear 

event would also coma at a &ad time for efforts to 
achieve settlements in Rhodesia' and Namibia. · In. Rhodesia, 
disclosure. of a possible Sbuth African nuclear capability · 
might have some .cautionary effect on the negotiating positions 
of the•parties at Lancaster Bouse, but most likely would 
sharpen the lines al.reacly drawn. 

With respect to Namibia, the South African response 
·to the most r~cent Contact Group demar~e will, when known 
to SDPO and 1:he Prent Line, confirm already strong African 

. suspicions that the SAG intends to work toward an internal 
settlement while stringing along the West and the ON as 
long as possible. Disclosure of the nuclear event would 
further aiminish, and perhaps finally end, Front Line will
ingness to pursue implementation of the ON pl~~r 

I 

r,. . 

DEClASSIFIED IN FULL 
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't. , .• Tactica1 Issues· 

'\.. 

The following elements must be· considered in developing 
a . Q .. S. response to the Sept:embe~ 22. event that minimizes 
pote~~ial damage to our nonproliferation and African 
policies. 

COngresl!J and the- Public 
I 

Because of the likelihood that info:rJDation on the 
Septelllber 22 event. will become public, we should very soon ~ 
inform key members- of Congress (in addition to the leader- -
ship of the Select In.t~lligence Comm'.ittees, alre:ady briefed) -~ 

· of our in~lligence, our conclwrions concerning the nature· lffftc#!I 
of the event, the, foreign policy implications of the presen.
situation,· ancl actions we are taking.. so as not: further to ~ 
enhance~ likelihooc!. 0£ a l.eak, these consultations should~ 
be conducted with- lDembers· only (excluding staff) and with ~ 
the lllin.immlr nmaber of members. We should. stress. the extreme -7"' , 
sensitivity of the in(cmaation anci the perhaps irrepa;-able ~ 
haat that_ a· leak woulcf ca~~. to u .• ~. interests, _particularly~ 
to other Af"ri~ and nonproliferat10n policy izutiatives. 
Appropriate members. would.ma the Senate- and Bouse le!adership, 
perhaps the chairmen· and ranking minority members of the 
foreign affairs committees,~~·pq,sibly a few oth~r members 
with strong l.dentif:i.ahle interest in the problem.· 

We should have available~ new contingency_statement 
for use in case. o,~ leak. Such· a statement $_houl.d cotifirll\ 
that .the u.s. has-data pointing to a nuclear explosion, ..J.&u 
that no -corroborating ~idence has come to light, and ~at 
we are in consultation with ·concerned governmen~. (Proposed 
con~ngency statement at Tab A) • .;J,, ~;f{;-j,,' e,,·~~" ) r.:. £..,. ~ In any public discussion of the nuclear event, we must e1r 

be in: a position to respond to criticism of .our test verifi
cation capabilities Can approach to 'this problem is at Tab B). 

.. 
Interna:t;ional Consu1tations 

We have already informed the tJK, France,· -the FRG, 
Canada and Australia of our initial satellite information, 
and have sought their assistance in obtaining corroborating 
information. The ox and France, in particular, have politi-. 
ca1 interests that will be affected by the way we handle 

"' · .EJBSMIJl,'SJRT&l~I i!J 
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this problem, part:icularly i~ it becomes a public- issue. 
The British: have- recorded. their concern regarding · 
the need to consult with. them on ho~ we. plan to handle· this 
issue. They have suessed the importance of arriving at a 
coo.rdinated position cQVerinq. public response, handling in 
the ON,. and approaching the South Africans .. 

We should consult scx,n with the tJK and France, 
and. ~ some ~me: with otJiea,. Spec1£.1..-

--------ea-e-~y, we: sliouicr iDfoDi app=i,riate govermnents: of the· 
status of our· evidentiuy base, and discuss with'them the 
~ctical. implicatiQtiS, of our inuiiity to prove or. disprove 
that South Africa: has tested a ·n~clear device. While we· 
should· be preparec! to take into account the concerns, and 
ideas of other govemmentsr- 1:!le U.S. -- as t:he potentially 
most poll ticall.y exposed nation - cannot a:llow other govern- . 
:ments to significantly modify a course of action designed to 
meet U •. s. obj actives. 

!}?Prgach· to DG' · 

Saa.th Africa is. the most: likely responsible party by 
virtue of its geo~aphic-locat:ion, its advanced nuclear 
status which· includes a uranium enrichment capability, and 
evidence that it has actively explored ·development of·a 
nuclear explosives.capahil.it.y~ -~o ot:her threshold state 
2Deets all these con4i1:ions (al.though we must consider the 
possibility that Israel could have d•tonated a device in 
this remote geographic area). 

~ -case can &e made for not going to the South Africans on 
this issue: On the one hand, the evidence is not strong . ,,,,. 

·enough to· permit a ~tegorical accusation: on the other 
hand, the south Africans are likely to treat our raising of 
the subject in ~y form as an accusation. If the Sou1:h _,,, 
Africans are •gu.j.1ty•, they are unlikely to admit it and in 
all probability will deny it vehemently. If they are not 
guilty, we must assume they will .react violently and pro.. ... 
bably conclude that there is no further point in discussing 
broader nuclear issues with tlie o.s. 

. 
Not tQ go to the SAG, however, leaves us vulnerable -

particularly if the intelligence on the ~eptember 22 event 
becomes public -- to charges that the OSG did not respond . 

· with prudence or t:hat we are unwilling to confront the ~ .. ~. 
~ . . 

wL(:!J_~~t: 
,SBeN!P!)SBHS!!'!'JB [ ~. . -~ . .. :,·,&) . - ")ti. H· .,_...__ ' 
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likeliest perpetrator. On bal.ance, there seems more to be 
gal:lled. than lost by addressing the sU:J)ject with the SAG. 

Modali, ties.. Nuclear policy issues in general are 
treated Sy an extremely smal.J.. circle 0£ officials in the 
south African government. In a matter ccmcerning nuclear 

-..;; weapons development, we- should assume. that very few govern
ment officials below the Prime- Minister (who ·is also Minis
ter of ·Defense) and a, few atomiC' ene,:gy offieials would be 
involved, It is enti.r:e-ly possible that the !'<;>reign Minister 
would be unaware of the nuclear test, and quite probable · 
that .S•cretuy for Foreign Affairs, Brand Fourie (our usual 
contact on nuclear matters), would be.unaware, even though 
the latter i$ a member· of the: south. African Atomic Energy 
Board .. . 

For ~um effect:iveness., an approa~ should be to 
the Prime Minister, the most responsible official and who 
witho"Q.1:. questioJ:r· knows whether South·Africa has tested. The 
approach _should.he· on as.restricted a-basis as possible --
1:he: session shou1d be· ~rivate and. other officials. should not 
be a.ware of it.. ~e Prime Minister thus would have· the 
grea~st; flexibi1ity in responaing, and would have less· 
reason to stage a hostile reaction for-domestic consUlDPtion. 
Pina1ly, raising the matter with. tbet "Prime Ministe1: avoids 
using th~ ·~annel tFourie) in whfc:h our nuclear negQ'tiations 
have. been conducted. · 

we should avoid exs,licit. · 
linkage.between the D'!1Cl.ear test problem and the nuclear 
negotiations. 'l'he importance of the test issue transcends 
that of the details of the negotiations and shoula be 

·addressed accordingly. In ad.clition, if the South Africans 
are nqt •guilty•,. they will be disposed to look for any hint 
that we are trying to increase the stakes involved in the . 
nuclear negotia~c;,n. A proposed approach to th~.-~AG is at 
''fa]) c. ,. 

Since our creclibili1:y with the~ is low 
and particularly so on nucle~ issues, we should.consider 
asking the tJK and France to Join us in a demarche. Both have 
standing in the matter: the me is the only other depositary 
power for the LTBT with which the SAG has diplomatic rela-

. tions and the ox has important political interests in the re~ion, 
France is currently South Africa's most impo~t nuclear 
supplier. Both, are nuclear weapons states. A ..... 
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tripartite demarche would under1ine the distance between this 
subject and. our own nuclear negotiations, and it probably 
would not be lost on the SAG that the three parties concerned 
are the three· Western members of the Security Council. 

Effect on Nuclear Negotiations. Separate from the 
tactical issue of how to approach the SAG in a manner that 
preserves the possibility of. reaching an accommodation with 

~\ the SAG on broader nuclear issues, is the question of whether 
oar negotiat,i.ng objeat:ives should change. 'l'he o~jeetives we 
now seek, NP'.? adherence and. full-s , ish 
a reaso · on regime for South Africa's· 
nuclear program. Adding- fu.rthe.t·conditions would almost 
ce;tainly disrupt the negot:iat:ions. 

-Nonetheless, our own suspicions and likely puhlici ty 
conceming the September 22 event will increase the difficulty. 
of justifying- continuing nucleai:: cooperation wit:h South Africa 
and o:f defending it politically in the u.s. and elsewhere. 
rn. the absence-of clarification of the nature of the suspect event 
it is dubious that. the· Congress -would accept a proposal to 
continue nuclear coopeJ:iltiOn-"' The policy choice here is between 
maintaining a- willingness. to c~tinue nuclear cooperation under 
adverse-political. circmastances· or abandoning effor:t:s -to reach 
a nuclear accommocation. with South Africa and thereby relin
quishing all prospects- - slim as :they may be -- of attaining our 
nonproliferation otpecti i1es in Soutl1'· 1Africa • 

• 'I • • 

I£ we oou1d offer the SAG a convincing case that-we 
knew it had tested a nuclear 4~vice, we would be in a strong 
position to demand more from the SAG in return for continued 
U.S. nuclear cx:,operation,to demand ~tit meet certain con
clitions as a prerequisite for resuming negotiations on 
nuclear cooperation, or we could stop the negotiations-- with 
the onus on the SAG. Our evidentiary basis, however, does 
not support such approaches. 

In.forming the So•iets 

We need to decide whether to infoDl the USSR of the 
situation. It is possible, although not likely that the 
Soviets have relevant information. They seem already aware 
that we haw some nuclear related concem toward.South Africa, 
and may learn more as a result of our consultation~ with 
other governments. If in these cirC\JJllStances we· fail to 

-bring the Soviets into our confidence, we would leave them 
unrestrained to use their information in whatever way meets 
their own interests. We would also damage the continued · 

.:.• - . 
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effectiveness 0£- US-Soviet cooperation: on nonproliferaiion, 
a subject we have tried to bring the Soviets to view in terms 
other than their own parochial interests. 

Informing. the- Soviets, cannot be done without risk; in 
providing· our evidence and its implication$ to the So~iets, 

..,.. we may fail to restrain them. from seeking political capital. 
For this reason, we should defer a. decision on consul · 
Soviets until. e ongess, met with key 
a 1es,. and raised the issue- with the SAG. · 

ON Sanctions 

We do not have enough evidence- to accuse South Africa 
0£ having tested a nuclear device, but once our information 
becomes public. others· will. demand sanctions,. Since our evi- , 
dance points to. the·· possibility that South Africa conducted ;· 
a nuclear test, it will: be· difficult to argue credibly against . 
adoption of· some form c;:,f. sanctions against south Africa ~- ,r~ 
particularly since-_ the: SAG' has- not mee our conditions for Sfl 
nuclear cooperation aft~ two years of talks •. 

Any UNSC response-to debate on a South African test 
will. reflect the mood in the General Assembly, although in 
practical texms, the-W~stern pow~s c;:an- exercise some control . 
through the prospept. of vetoing-an unac·ceptal:»le resolution. 
We could intro4uce a resolution 'Dath £or the 
aaaed political benefit of taking the initiative, and 
in the interest of shaping the outcome to confom to our 
objectives. .. 

It would be ad~tageous to buiid into a resolution ·a.n 
. automatic· termination 1mder defined conditions. Such condi
tions presumably would be, at least, South Africa"s immediate 

·pledge of no· (or no further) testing, adherence to the . NP'l' 
and placement of_ all its nuclear facilities under inter-. 
national safeguards. This would pe consistent with our nego
tiating position with south Africa, although as a precedent 
for other proliferation cases it would go bey~nd the requi~e
ments of o.s. law. A stiffer resolution would •outlaw• South 
Africa until it had dismantled all nuclear facilities of 
military significance and pez:mitted international verifica
tion of its action. 'l'hi.s would be more acceptable to the 
Africans, but our support for it would imply that: we believed 

· South Africa had tested. South Africa would undoubt:edly reject 
such conditions in a resolution. 

,. 
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An appropriate· self-te%Dlinating resol~tion would give 

the· South Africans. a.way out· of their situation and some 
inc~ntive to take far-reaching actions of nonproliferatiqn 
significance~. It is doubt£u1 that they· would take advan-· 
tage of such an opportunity. Sanctions of unlimited duration, 
howe•er, would confirm for South Africa that its place in the 

..... wor14· community is. unten~ler this would reduce any prospect 
of a chang~ of course in Pretoria. 

Finally, the· South·Africans- have the· ca 
iate a · · . e ect.. Whether they would 
wish. to db so is question~le, in view of- the importance of 
uranium sales: to South Africa's: foreign e,c:change earnings. 
The threat Qr fear or such action. could, however, significantly 
influence the attitudes· of our allies. '?lie OK, for e~ample, 
receives- something.more than 50 percent of its uranium from 
South Africa; there are- financial. relationships involved as 
well. . Similarly, t:h~ West Gel:mans look to South Africa· for 
nearly ha1f their uranium, the .Japanese would view with alarm 
any.major dislocation i:n the world uranium suppiy market, and 
a number of other countries would be affected to varying 
degrees-. The- o-.s .. could make· up any uranium shortfa11 caused 
by Sou~ Africa's withdrawal from the world 111&rket, but only 
by aip,ping into the, strat~gic. stockpile •. · Australia and 
Canada have the resources to make up t;he difference,--but we 
do not know what. their, attitudes. would be. (We_ understand 
the ·Canadi·ans are- looking -into f:his issue.) 

Should information on the September 22 event not become 
public, and the.u.s. therefore does not raise the issue in the 
UN, there is still the-possibility at an appropria~e point of 
introducing a sanctions resolution ~n response .to lack of 
prog1:ess in our nuclear negotiatiQns with South Africa. 
There ·is also the .likelihood that we.sc;,on will have to take 
a pos~tion with respect to a nuclear cut-off resolution intro
duced by the African States. In the absence of a leak regard
ing the September 22 event, we should fa9e· that contingency 
in the context of us-SAG nuclear negotiations. 
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. 
Contingency Statement 

I:f asked:. 

The u.s. Government has indications suggesting the 
possibility that a low. yield nuclear explosion occurred on 
September 22 in an area of the Indian Ocean and South · 
Atlantic:- including portions of the Antarctic contin 

• orro rating .evidence 
has been. ~eceived to date. We are- continuing efforts to 
determine whether such an event took place, and are in 
consultation with other governments .. · 
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When knowle4ge· o:f the September 22 signa1 becomes 
public:, critics of nuclear test bans, may comment.on the 
significan~e of this. event as an indicator of u.s. capa
hilitie& to -verify test ban treaties. If. hy that time we 
have additiona1 high-confidence infomation which resolves 
the ambiguities, in the event's- , 

· , e ngress, press, and. public are 
likely to conclude that the eveat illustrates strong u.s. 
capahilit:y· to detect and identify ev~ small nuclear 
explosions in the- atmosphere. _ 

However, i£ any of these three ambiguities are not 
resolved before the• event hecome·s pubiic., critics may 
attempt to use it- to· deprecate u.s. verification capabili
ties, both for atmospheric. tests and more broa.dly. Acbainis
tration spokesmen shoul'c!. be- prepared to respond promptly 
along- the following: lines: 

l. '?he- tr. s. has several: sy~tems. capable of det(;!ctinq 
nucleu explosions in the aQBOsphere, aDQ plans 
to deploy additional systems with even greater 
sens11:iv1-ty • .' Al~ sudl. syst:ems inherently provide 
higher confidence o:f detection for large explo
sions than for very small explosions. 

2. If the September 22 event was a nucl•ar explosion, 
·• it was· of such a low. yield that we would not have 

expec:ted it io be reliably detected by the o.s. 
systems covering that region of the globe at that 
time. Therefore, there is no reason to conclude 
that u.s. monitoring systems were not operating \ 
at their expected ,1evez ~f ~;J!.:... ~ _ ~ "t' . 

3. On the contrary, this event illustrates the impor
tant fact that even very small explosions which 
may be.below the 'noxmally expected sensitivity 
threshold of monitoring systems have some chance 
of being detected. Thus, any state wliich attempts 
to hide such a small explosion runs a risk that 
it will be detected. Even when the information is 
ambiguous~ as in thi case, it can alert ·States to 
the possibility of an losion which they may be 
able to investiqate usi: other methods. In the 
present case, s ,;ch inves ·gation.s are co~tinuing. 

- .• . f,v/' ~~ 
GE1GMW/Smt&IT£TJB f.MN/~~~ 

--~- ---- -
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TAB C 

Approach_to South A.£ricans on Nuclear Event 

. . · ('.ro be- handled with Pz:ime- Minister P. W. Botha) 
':." ' .... 

""'• "" • - . j - J. ....,,~1' .,, . 1,:r-- ,._-...... , ~ 7'""""' .. - w- ~,.. 

- We ~···Qoncemect -about: how the ,vent ·w11r b~ viewe~ 
by-·the intenational; CODlllltlJ;lity when _it ·becomes. 
pub1ic knowlec!ge ·that an .atmospheric- nuclear 
explO$ion· had t"aktm place Within an .area which 
indlldes South: Africa. · · 

- We .. are DOW engaged ip.: h~gh.J..3 r~stricted co~s-ulta:
tion with•·other concerneC,. states regarding the · 
implications of 1:he information. 

- Reca~iing the statements made by Prime Mini•ter 
Vorster,in August 1971 regarding the S~Gls - · 

• nuclear -intentions and mindful of. the obligations 
of the parties to the LDT, my government invites 
the SAGs comments. 

If Asked: 

Q. 

f. 

Are you accusing South Africa.of conducting a nuclear 
test in the atmosphere? 

I 

i 

----
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

I have described the conclusions
0

that one draws 
from our technical evidence. · 

Do you intend to maJce ·this public? 

No. But. we cannot excluc:le that it will become so. If 
it does, we intend. to respond to inquiries along the 
following lines: (read and/or hand over contingency 
pres~ guidance). 

Q. Does. the u .. s .. now intend. to make additional deniands on 
South Africa. for nuclear c9operation? 

A. We believe the arrangements set forth in the Joint 
Minute of June l97J provide for a reasonable nonp~o
liferation regi1¥?1. we intend to stick by them. We are 
under no illusion, however that completion o~ th~ 
arrangements will be made much more difficult if the 
information should leak. We are taking every possible 
step· to prevent thi.s fram. happening, and should it 
leak we will. vigorously support whatever agreement we 
~ach. There would. be· a greater-_possibility that the 
Congress would reject the s•tt::lement 9n the bi!l,sis·?f 
suspicions that South Africa has tested. The sinni.1-
taneous c1osing aspect of the.proposed .settlement pro
tects South Africa from ~9 irrevocable steps in a 
situation in which the u.s. cannot complete its side 
of the arrangement. 
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• rn;; .-JCLt1t: I ARV OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

CIA HAS NO OBJECTION TOL 
DECLASSIFICATION AND/ORL 
RELEASE OF THIS 

DOCUMENTL DATE: 
09-Jan-2015 

OCT '1 1978 

SUBJECT: Nkomo, Mugabe, and the All-Parties Conference (APC) (U) 

~ State Department and CIA reporting from southern Africa suggests th 
Joshua Nkomo, President of ZAPU, is unlikely to join an APC because he 
represents a minority ethnic group and is not confident that he could wi 
a free election. H~ seems more confident of his military option, based 
on continued military support from the USSR and Cuba, and on the persona 
loyalty of President Kaunda in Zambia (ZAPU 1s safe haven). Nkomo is als1 
depicted as a personality who does not wish to share political power. 
The other leaders, lnc_ludlng Robert Mugabe of ZANU, al 1 of whom represen· 
the ethnic majority, apparently fear and distrust Nkomo and probably are 
not anxious to share power with him. 

Jtt!{"' The field reporting also seems to Indicate that Mugabe, because of 
his relatively weak political and military positions, might be willing 
to attend an APC without Nkomo. It is . possible that Mugabe's chief 
supporters--Tanzania, Mozambique, and China--might endorse an APC withou1 
Nkomo because they are uncomfortable with the Soviet Influence they see 
in ZAPU. 

~ If all of this is true, I think we should consider a "Mugabe option' 
of supporting an APC despite the possibility that Nkomo would not come. 
The other four nationalists would be representattve of the majority in 
Rhodesia. Th~ disadvantage of a settlement without Nkomo would be his 
continued pursuit of a military solution with Soviet/Cuban support. 
However, there would, I think. be a good chance that the prospect of 
being left out plus the pressure from the front-line Presidents would 
then bring Nkomo to Join an APC; If so, so ~uch the better. 

Office of the Secretary of Defense · S~5S a. 
Chief, ROD ESD, WHS + 
'Qate: l'i SE~w Authority: EO lS526 
Dedasify: J(__ Deny in Full: __ _ 
Declassify in Part:...._ ____ _ 

Reason:--------~-----
MOR: JS -M- 0'101 DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 

Autrrority: EO 13520 
CIJletReoo~s&DeciassD-WIS 
Date~ SEP 1 ( 2015 
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Washington National Records Center, 
SecDef Files, Acc 330-82-0205, Box 52, 
Folder Rhodesia, 1979. 

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

The Honorable David D. Newsom 
Under Secretary of State for 

Political Affairs 
Department of State 
Washington, O.C. 20520 

Dear Mr. Newsom: 

FEB 2 0 1979 

The situation in Rhodesia appears to be getting Increasingly 
difficult. Repeated efforts to promote a negotiated settlement have 
yet to show any substantial promise of success. 

Under these conditions, It might be useful to begin considering 
alternatives that would earlier have seemed unlikely. One which has 
been put forward by my staff Is to try to gain the participation of one 
of the two Patriotic Front leaders In l~ternatlonally monitored elections. 
Mugabe would appear a more likely candidate than Nkomo. 

We recognize that this approach has drawbacks and would be difficult 
to accomplish. Both Nkomo and Mugabe view themselves as candidates to be 
the future head of a black revo lutlonary government. It would be hard to 
Involve either In the election process. It would also mean splitting the 
Patriotic Front and having one guerrilla leader In opposition. Neverthe
less, this solution would seem preferable to Its appar~nt alternative: 
a- Salisbury government faced by two guerrilla leaders with gr<Ming Soviet/ 
Cuban support. In any case, It would seem easier to involve one guerrilla 
leader than to gain the support of both, as In our current "all parties" 
approach. 

A menx:> elaborating these Ideas Is attached. suggest that, In any 
event, we should have a look at where we go next on Rhodesia, considering 
this as well as other possibllties. 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, 
Acc 330-81-0202, Box 52, Folder Africa 092 
(Jun-Sep) 1978.

IHTERNATIONAL 
IIECURITY AP"FAIR• 

iEBREf, ----ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON,D.C. 2030! (i J(J. . 

srcnr; ~ 1910 
lfAs s 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL o , JUJ> rit7£ . lEtt 
Authority: EO 13526 "" 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS CP 1 µ " . J.,..;,... 
Date: DEC 3 O 2014 rt'(.aJ,1... 'd-

~ .... ,,,t,,. 'c. 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: PRM 34 - US Relations With Morocco and Algeria 

The PRC will meet June 8, 1978, at 1630. The agenda for the meeting 
ls attached. The central issue is whether or not the US should . allow 
Morocco to use US military equipment in the Western Sahara and Mauritania. 
An interagency working group has prepared a background paper for discussion 
by the PRC (TAB A). A memorandum of law on this subject is at TABB. 

Morocco 

This problem has been brewing since late last summer when the Pol isario 
insurgents, bolstered by increased supplies of Soviet weapons from Algeria's 
inventory, began to increase the frequency and magn.ttude of their ope rat ions. 
It became an issue here last fall when the Moroccan government, seeking an 
effective defense against the insurgents, requested US approval for the 
purchase of OV-10 aircraft and Cobra helicppters specifically for use in 
the Western Sahara and Mauritania. Although the State Department and DoD 
favored the sale, informal discu~sions with key members of Congress 
disclosed there was considerable opposition there, stemming from the 
unresolved question of self-determination in the Western Sahara. Subse
quently, the House Committee on International Relations held hearings on 
this question but the results were inconclusive and no further action was 
taken for several months. With the controversy growing over US atrcraft 
sales to the Middle East, the State Department decided it was unwise to 
press the issue with Congress, and in March 1978 informed Morocco that we l 
had decided not to proceed with the sale "at this time." Meanwhile, French 
intervention with fighter and reconnaissance aircraft to protect French . 
citizens in the area had taken the pressure off Morocco and brought about 
a temporary military stalemate (TAB C). 

Now the situation has changed. The issue over the Middle East aircraft 
package was resolved favorably, and the attack in Zaire by Soviet/Cuban 
trained rebels has created a more receptive mood in the Congress towards 

330- 61 -t>2. o'l-1 ~ ~-i.. 
J A k, """ 6'f 1,, ( qlk\. -Ser 'J ''i,, 8: 
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us assistance to AfrLcan countries. The change has come none too soon. 
King Hassan appears to be questioning the value of a close relationship 
with the US, and we must find a way to allay his concern or risk permanent 
damage to US interests in a country we consider strategically important. 

There appears to be general agreement among State, DoD and NSC Staff that 
we should be more forthcoming.towards Morocco, but it is not a simple 
decision matter. State and DoD lawyers have agreed that we must amend 
our bilateral agreement with Morocco if US equipment is to be used out
side its borders. 

Algeria 

If we agree to Moroccan use of US equipment in the Sahara there is a 
corollary issue--the impact on our improving relations with Algeria 
which have been carefully nutured by both Algiers and Washington. 
Although our political interests are greater in Morocco, Algeria with 
its large oil and gas reserves, and a growing market for US goods and 
services, is more important to us economically. Algeria appears to be 
backing the Polisario primarily with the hope of establishing a client 
state in the Western Sahara to facilitate the export of Algerian minerals 
via the Atlantic, but there are other facets. Algeria's Sahara policy 
reflects the personal views of President Boumediene, and any move by the 
US to be more helpful to Morocco in the Sahara will have a debilitating 
effect on US/Algerian relations. 

There has been 1 it~le international interest in the Sahara dispute. 
Only one country, the Ivory Coast has recognized Moroccan and 
Mauritanian sovereignty in the Western Sahara. The UN and the OAU 
have avoided the issue for two years. US behavior in the disputes 
between Morocco and Algeria, however, will influence attitudes toward 
the US of friendly Middle Eastern, European and African countries. US 
policies will have a negative impact on many of these countries to the 
extent they are perceived as part of a US "failure" to oppose effectively 
the growth of Soviet/Cuban military influence In Africa. 

Towards a New US Approach 

The principal elements of the present US strategy are: 

No US weapons for use in the Western Sahara and Mauritania. 

Suspension of approval for new arms transfers to Morocco. 

No US recognition of Moroccan sovereignty in the Western Sahara. 

t, 

No US role in mediation. U~,~~·¢•4,.,
Formal US neutrality on the merits of the Sahara dispute. 

SE8RET -
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In response to PRM 34 the interagency working group has ~uggested two 
alternatives to our present strategy: 

Closer alignment with Morocco (a complete turnabout from our 
present strategy including recognition of Moroccan and Mauritanian 
sovereignty over the Western Sahara). 

More active US promotion of a negotiated settlement. 

3 

A complete turnabout in our present strategy seems infeasible at this 
point, because it would mean de facto US recognition of Moroccan 
sovereignty over the Western Sahara. That t-5-5tie would leave us in a 
difficult position with the Congress. In addition, the US has said that 
it will not take a public position on the ' self-determination question 
because the UN has asked the OAU to deal with the entire issue. Active 
US promotion of a negotiated settlement, however, is In line with the 
growing inclination in the US to do more in Africa, and it appears there 
would be some chance of success. The Moroccan and Algerians are reported 
to have met on two occasions earlier this year to discuss the dispute. 
Unfortunately, this approach alone will not solve our immediate problem 
with Morocco. 

Recommended DoD Position 

I recommend that you decide on a strategy that includes both an aggressive 
US effort to promote a negotiated settlement, and closer alignment with 
Morocco, but short of a complete turnabout from our present strategy 
because of the attendant Congressional problem. I believe we should: 

(Moroccan arms request) 

(but not 
would be 

Agree to Mor~ccan use of US military equipment in Mauritania 
in the Western Sahara), and seek ~~~J!~~a;::;: thaf the use 
so 1 imi ted. :cw~~ AJ~,C.,...· ft'~ ,1, ,1,.,... • ..( •pr,a«' 

Revise our bilateral military assistance agreement to permit 
Moroccan use of U.S. equipment in Mauritania. 

- Agree to the sale of OV-10* aircraft and Cobra helicopters 
for use in Mauritania (and expedite their delivery). ~ 

Lift the suspension in effect on new arms transfers to 
Morocco. 

* Evidently King Hassan now wishes to purchase only helicopters, 
but the formal request for OV-10's is still pending. 

8EBRET-. 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13528 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: DEC 3 0 WJ~ 
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(Recognition of Moroccan/Mauritanian Sovereignty in the Western Sahara) 

Emphasize in statements to the two governments that US approval 
for use of US equipment in Mauritania does not mean the US has recognized 
Moroccan and Mauritanian sovereignty in the Western Sahara. ~ 

Go on record with a clear public statement favoring self-
determination in the Western Sahara. a.,,_..c. 

(US Role in Peace Negotiations) 

Actively promote a negotiated settlement of the dispute in 
the Western Sahara--but avoid direct participation. a..,.~~.AJ-

(Defending our relations with Algeria) 

Make no concessions, but explain our position on the 

\,! 

Western Sahara clearly--that we are in favor of a negotiated settle- ~t,,...... 
ment, and we are providing arms to Morocco for defensive purposes only. 

(Visit by a Special Emissary) 

Dispatch a special emissary to Morocco, Algeria and 
Mauritania to explain US actions and to explore the possibility of a 
negotiated settlement. 

Enclo.sure - 1 
1. Agenda 

DECLASSIFIED IH FULL 
Aii~i)orlty: EO 13526 
8!;::· Records & Declass Div, WHS 

DEC 3 a 2014 

~ fftl,vJ ..... ---
DAV ID E. M~l~F~RT~ 

Assistant Secretary of Defense 

Office of the SecrC'tarv of Defense 
Chief, RDD. ESD. \VHS •"'·''-~ 
Date: Z."4 A-~l'-j Authority: EO 1 /s26 
Declass,_fy: . X Deny in Full : 
Declass1fv 111 i3art· ---
Rea~on : · · ---

MDR: ....LC_-M- ~ '{I-.. 

" 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-82-0205, Box 16, Folder 
Morocco, 1979.

/\ I I • I I WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301 

17 October 1979 
In Reply Refer To: 

1-23376 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL 
SECURITY AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT: Arms Supply Policy towards Morocco - "Option Three" 

In accordance with decisions reached at yesterday's PRC meeting, the 
Department of Defense has p_rep_ared a brief for "Option Three." f!,. copy 
is attached for your use In prepar~ng the presentation to the P~e~ident. 
As I noted tn the meeting, Defense strongly supports this option; ··1, 
understand that Secreta'ry Brown also gave it his personal endorsement in 
his discussions with you and Secreta.ry Vance last Friday. If we can do 
anyth i_ng e 1 se to assist, p 1 ease 1 et me know • 

" .. 

cc: Secretary Vance 

• 

Office of the Secretary of Defense S"·<i•'- sr-~· 
Chief, RDD, ESD, WHS . .,- · 
Date: l,,t:J«,19/'f Auth~rity: EO 13526 
Declassify: .X Deny m Full: __ _ 
Declassify in Part: __ _ 

DECL~SSIFIED m FULL 
il\~thority: EO 13526 • WHS 

Reason: ------"7.-.-------~ 
MDR: JL__-M- O'flt 

Chie1, Records & Declass D1v, 
Date: 

DEC 3 Q 201~ 

3 DC>' ~'2. •· O"l.c> ~f b-~ f {..,., ~OC.co / 1 7 ~ 

;~;;~ ~- .. _ _ £[9fftt -
0 4 6 0 4 

Sea Def Cont Nr. X------------

--C 
; 
C 
( 
( 

C 
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OPTION THREE 

This option will be helpful in restoring a military .balance 
and will substantially improve Morocco's general military 
capabilities vis-a-vis Algeria. F~rther, it will a1so improve 
Moroc~o's military capabil iti'es in support of western · 
objectives in selected military security situations through
out Africa, ·e.g., Zaire. It would also greatly please the 
King and improve our access and leverage with him. Of equal 
importance, it would be- a clear signal to the POLISARIO and 
their supporters th.at the US was willing ·to stand by the King, 
thereby inducing a greater willingness to negotiate. 

All agencies agree that a diplomatic rather than a military 
solution ·to the Western Sahara conflict is required. However, 
before negotiations· are possible, the military situation must 
stabilize. ·rhe King must feel confident enough to negotiate, 
and the POLISARIO and their supporters must realize that they 
cannot win .a military victory. Given the POLISARI0 1s recent 
escalation, including increasingly frequent attacks jnto 
Morocco ·proper, t~e US Government should now liberalize its 
arms sales policy to include sale of OV-10 aircraft and other 
equipment and training useful to Morocco not only in the 
Western Sahara but in mpintaining the balance vis-a-vis Algeria. 

~ 

Some as~istance can and~should be rendered immediately. but 
the full package1nust· 6·e conditional on the King's willingness 
to negotiate. We favor a comniftmen.t to provide Morocco at least 
6 OV-10 aircraft, Cobra-TOW helicopters, and other material. 
useful to his defense-in the Sahara, but the OV-l0 1s will not · 
in fact be delivered until an actual start is made on negotia
tions~ ·This package, as well as ~ssociated training and 
technical assistance will not win the war for Rabat. But it 
will help staliili'ze the situation in the near term and encourage · 
60th sides to come to the negotiating table. While this option 
runs the risk of tempting King Hassan · toward greater intransi
gence and will meet s·ome resistance in Congress, it more nearly 
serves US objectives in North Africa and provides greater 
possibilities for starting negotiations. 

. DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
t\uthority: EO 13526 . HS 
Chief' Record, & Declass 01v, W 
Date· 

• DEC 3 .. 0 2Dl~ 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, 
Acc 330-80-0017, Box 33, Folder 320.2 (Jan-May) 1977.

i • 

s1:c 
DI:p Jr4,.. 

~1..:J Sr:-, 
• <.,.(!,,, --

m1~cructl] 
SANJA MONICA, CA. '>0-10& 

1 ,., 
( r· 

J ~,. •• • ;,·,. ,.1 v, 

~,,..., 
)lfN P. WHITE 

March 14. 1977 co - , 
or Vice President 

The Honorable John H. Sul 1 Ivan . 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower 

and Reserve Affairs), Designee 
Department of Defense 
Washington, o.c. 20301 

Dear Jack: 

' 

~ .,,,,. .,w 
~7:f~~ ~~ 

~"""' ../~c·"'c., .,1,o,,.,,~ ,~_;L,vt' 
. I "- __ r ,.,...ot.t S. e4 ,~' L;.,.,t,J..C.N" r l • 1 

-r~, f-:1..eM"'"~ ~J 

~-~,.,-t" -~~.;h~ 
. c1.cc;.v-- , • .s>-fL, ,~ • ~~ ... .s 

'B~f.~o ~ :;t;~-~ 
~ti ·"'t ~ v,,--

As per your request, enclosed ls a paper that discusses our view of tHe · ~~(~l .f-~&:,,.l 
manpower problems facing the OoD. We have tried to keep it short, but trust J.tf3 
that it· is understandable. Rick Cooper, who heads our manpower group, and I \).) 
are the principal authors and we will be pleased to discuss it with you if ~' 
that would be useful. ~ 

In my Judgment, the problems that most deserve the attention of the Assistant 
Secretary and provide opportunities for the largest returns are: ~ 

.·.-

1. Effectively managing and Institutionalizing the AVF. The AVF fk;~ -~? 
-works, but it wi11 not achieve its full promise without active r.-,1.·r""··''i""111·\7 
management at~ention from the highest levels in OSD. ....- u.~~'i!-~ ..... ~ (-~ 

• ., -.c> ·t,(C. • 
~.:,~IA, ~.t~ 

2. Adjusting manpower requirements to meet the changes that have 4t~~•~1• · 
occurred in the defense structure and in relative manpower and 
equipment costs. This will require strengthening OSD's role in 
the establishment of requirements. Probably the single largest '/~s-~ 
change to be made is to increase the size of th~ career fo.rce at ~ •I :f ~I 
the expense of first.;.termers. . :·-· ,f;AJ+-~ J...-1.:.-; J.i.>M:-

IM ~ ~v,UC .. 

3. Integrating and modernizing the compensation and retirement sys
tems in order to increase management flexibility while assuring 
equitable pay. The historically separate treatment of these two 1. ~'. 
basic elements of manpower compensation has caused major ineffi-~..,.......,.,f-.,41'<t•J 
cicn~ies. Without this integration promotion and tenure can~ot J,-.J :z:...,...d 
be tied back to actual requirements. The current structure 1s ~ ~~ 
so inflexible that senior management cannot exercise any mea~-~ ...... ~:~~,.:.; ~* 
lngful control. -· :-~\.,,~J ,(,~o.4f·' 

~.:;J, ~,c..(s.,> 
I fully appreciate that this Is a very tall order. But the alternative 1s ·to '"'f~~r,, 
devote a lot of energy to adjustments· that are 11eas11y doable" (e.g., adver· 
tlslng budgets, enlistment und reenlistment bonuses, commissary and PX priv
ileges, etc.) but fall to address the fundamental problems. · 

I hope that you will find this helpful. 
you on Thursday. 

Don and I are looking forward to seeing 

320. ]. ( 

Slncerp 1y,/ .. · . 
. · II (qc.~ ?.1vl~~el 

~ ;& C...( &- C6]) ?f-~ D f; v - D,O I "/, 

~~~·JJ,· .. ·. 715
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MAJOR Mi\NPOWER ISSUES 

* I. INTRODUCTION 

v.: • .,."',··. ,..... . ......... • ....•• ' ;. 

March 14, 1977 

This paper is intended to provide a broad overview of the major man

power issues currently facing the Department of Defense. It is directed 

at important problems, and opportunities for improvement, that will face 

M&RA over the next several years. It is a guide to where general changes , .. 
appear warranted and not a prescription for specific solutions. Naturally, 

the changes themselves will require substantial, specific examination. 

The paper is limited to manpower issues, with emphasis on the possi

bilities for increased efficiency and reductions in overall manpower costs. 

The issues are examined in the specific context of enhancing mission per

formance or holding mission performance constant while reducing costs. 

Broad policy changes of the kind suggested here could lead to long-run 

annual manpower cost savings of over $5 billion. 

Skyrocketing manpower costs, tight defense budgets, and the advent of 

the All-Volunteer Force have all served to make defense manpower one of the 

most important concern~ in the Pentagon and on Capitol Hill. It is common 

for tho~e in Washington to observe that manpower represents 60 percent of_ 

the defense budget. It is uncommon, on the other ban~, to hear any careful 

and articulate discussion of why these costs are such a large share of the 

total budget and how they might be reduced while enhancing (or at least not 

degrading) mission effectiveness. In fact, despite growing manpower costs, 

there has been too little effective adjustment in DoD management and programs 

as reflected in the patterns of labor usage and compensation. The DoD con-
' 

tinues to use its human resources in ways consistent with a set of prices 

and assumptions that are no longer realistic. 

There have been important underlying changes in the last decade that· 

have been reflected in this increase in manpower costs and are at the root 

of the problem. First, the size of-the forces has shrunk significantly 

~ince Vietnam to the current level of 2.1 million, largely by reducing 

"teeth." Second, and more importantly, the number of units of equipment and 

the size of the various operating units, as well as the proportion of time 

that they operate, have been markedly reduced, without proportionally reducing 

* Tables A, B, C, and D provide background data on the sizP ~n~ ro~po-
_ _,,i. ,'.i - - _.. Lt - A 
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headquarters and support establishments. Third, the fundamental national 

decisions to pay first term servicemen a market wage and to pay all DoD 

personnel (military and civilian) earnings equal to average pay in the pri

vate sector (comparability) has meant a significantly larger wage bill than 

was true in the past. This has been combined with an ever increasing cost 

1~ current dollars or commitments made earlier for retirement benefits. 

The final change over this period, although paradoxically not the most funda

mental, has been the introduction of the All Volunteer Force (AVF). 

However, the AVF provides an important backdrop to be used by OSD mana

gers examining manpower issues. AVF symbolizes the shift in our basic 

national philosophy to providing defense forces at their market cost. There

fore, it should be used as a vehicle for assuring that the policies adopted 
' for manpower and personnel are cost effective. Up until now the AVF has 
I 

been viewed as a problem of meeting accession requirements (e.g., recruit-

ing objectives, advertising budgets, etc.). But the real implications of 

ending the draft are much larger, and a fundamental _reexamination of how 

the DoD utilizes human resources is called for. Consequently, this paper 

focuses on three overriding issues: (1) the requirementsprocess, (2) per

sonnel management and (3) the management of traininJ. Before turning to 

these, it is helpful .to summarize the progress of the AVF to date. 

"II. THE VOLUNTEER FORCE 

Background 

In the late 60s, the volunteer force emerged as one of the few alter

natives for dealing with growing inequities in the selective service draft. 

The increasing number of young men reaching military age each· year and 

relatively constant (or decreasing) force sizes meant that a smaller pro

portion were facing induction. (See Figure 1.) Because the pay for junior 

military personnel was substantially below that ·for comparably aged and edu

cated civilian workers (see Figure 2), those who were not serving (about 80 
n':'.,,. 

percent of the military aged male population) benefitted substantially at 

···. the expense of those who were. · I 
The Congress accepted the argument of the Gates Conunission that those 

. . . . . . 
who served should not have to pay a large financial price in addition to the 

I 

.;. 
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other burdens of involuntary service and accordingly raised first-term 

pay in November 1971. Interestingly, raising pay to the market level 

was sufficient to attract the number of volunteers required and this has 

been the case throughout the 70s, with only minor . exceptions. 

Early Experience with the Volunteer Force 

The All-Volunteer Force has worked. The first few years without the 

draft have shown that the military services can attract a socially repre

sentative mix of the desired quantity and quality of new recruits without 

the pressure of the draft. A brief review follows. 

~- The cost of the AVF per se and the few hundred millions 
of dollars that could be saved from the return to the draft are 
a relatively small factor in the recent increase in manpower costs. 
Most of the increase in manpower costs can be attributed to two 
decisions by the Congress: first, the decision to make caree~ 
military and DoD civilian pay comparable to private sector pay, 
and second, expensive retirement benefits.* 

Quantity. With the exception of modest recruiting shortfalls in 
the Army and Marine Corps during the first year of the AVF {and 
more recently during the transition quarter), the Services have 
successfully met their quantitative recruiting objectives. More
over, the early difficulties were not indicative of long-term 
fundamental problems, but rather reflected shortages of recruiters 
in the field, unnecessarily restrictive quality standard~, and unu
sually large accession requirements. 

Enlisted Accession Requirements. The key AVF issue is not manpower 
supply at the current pay rates, but rather manpower demand--i.e., 
accession requirements. Contrary to what should be expected under 
a system of considerably increased pay per accession, the accession 
requirements have increased over those of the draft era through 

.deliberate Service policies that limit the flow into the career 
force. (See Table 2.) 

Quality. The quality of new recruits, as measured by such indi
cators as mental aptitude ~nd educational attainment, has increased 

* To illustrate, defense manpower costs increased ·from $24.1 billion in 
fiscal 1964 to $57.2 billion in fiscal 1976--nearly a 150 percent increase. 
Of the $33.1 billion increase, $14.2 billion went to civilians, $5.1 billion 
went to retired personnel, $1.7 bill~on went to the reserves and family 
housing budget accounts, and $9.0 billion went for active duty personnel pay 
increases that would have occurred anyway under the draft. Thus, even if the 
_1971 pay increase for junior militnry personnel is counted as· an AVF cost 
increase (which it properly should not) , the $2. 0 million A.VF costs in . 
fiscal 1976 represented only six perc~nt of the total $33.1 billion larger 

·total costs in FY 76 vs. FY 64 (sec Table 1). 
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since 1971 and substantially so since Fiscal 1975. (See Table 3.) 
The real quality issue is whether the current standards, driven by 
the Services' policy of quality maximization, are too restrictive 
and whether the right balance among . individual quality criteria are 
being maintained. Current quality standards are considerably higher 
than they have been in the past and probably higher than they should 
be, given other considerations. · 

Unemployment. High unemployment rates, though certainly aiding the 
recruiting effort, are not responsible for the success of the AVF. 
The future of the volunteer force does not depend on continued high 
unemployment. In fact, a 10 percent increase in the unemployment 
rate for young males results in only a 2 or 3 percent increase in the 
number of enlistments. On the other hand, the Services have used high 
unemployment rates to achieve unusually high quality standards, and 
there should be concern that they will unrealistically base future 
quality standards on what has been achievable during the recession, 
rather than on what is required. 

Social Representation. A steady increase in the number of blacks 
entering the military during the 70s is not a result of AVF policies. 
The proportion of blacks in the force would have been approximately 
the same with the draft. Instead, the increase is a result of the substan
tial increase in the proportion of black young men found eligible for mili
tary service, the unusually high unemployment rates experienced by 
blacks (relative to whites), and the lower wages paid to fully em-
ployed blacks relative to whites. (See Table 4.) At the same time, 
this increase in black representation does not indicate that the AVF 
is manned by the poor. Today there are as many recruits from middle 
and high income areas as there were during the lottery draft. (See 
Table 5.) In addition, regional composition and urban/rural makeup 
of current accessions is remarkably similar to what was ~xperienced 
under the draft. 

·While the AVF has been fundamentally successful; there are still prob

lems. Anr system that attempts to attract several hundred thousand new 

people per year, under a wage system that is relatively slow to adjust, 

will face mangement problems. These management problems are solvable, but 

it will be necessary for OSD to do a better job of identifying the right 

number of accession requirements, the quality mix, quality standards, and 

necessary adjustments to market changes. The Services tend to maximize 

both the quality and quantity of initial accessions, then attribute failures 

to inadequate resources or the illegitimacy of the fundamental concept. 

OSD's management role is therefore critical to the continued success of AVF • 

.,. ... 
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III. MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS 

As indicated earlier, manpower requirements are a· fund~mental issue 

in terms of the overall cost and effectiveness of the force. Naturally, 

manpower requirements should be determined in broad terms by the overall 

missions and consequent force structure--that is, the actual numbers of 

divisions, ships, wings, etc., and their makeup (e.g., the mix of armored 

and infantry battalions and the mix of tactical and strategic aircraft), as 

well as by the support structure necessary to assist the operating forces 

in peace and war. A major element of this structure in the determination 

of manpower is the amount and type of equipment used by the forces. The 

number, quality, and skill level of personnel required is largely deter

mined by the capital intensity of the force, the degree of automation, and 

ease or difficulty associated with the operation and maintenance of the 

equipment. 

Manpower represents about 60 percent of operating and support costs. 

Although it is very difficult to determine exactly what percentage of the 

force performs support functions because of definitional and data problems, 

a rough breakdownis possible. About 40 percent of all DoD personnel are 

actually engaged in manning and direct maintenance of combat related forces. 

About 30 percent of all DoD personnel (and a much higher proportion of the 

civilian work force) are engaged in central support activities, such as 

training, medical services, centralized logistics, headquarters adminis

tration, etc.; another 15 percent are engaged in major command and base 

operations activities, and about 15 percent.more are in a transient status 

(e.g., trainee, patient, prisoner) at any one time. 

Over recent years, the mission, nature of the force structure, and the 

actual equipment being employed in terms of both numbers and sophistication 
, 

have changed significantly. Unfortunately, with these changes and the parallel 

adjustments in operating forces, there have not been complementary changes 

in the support structure. For example, ·the actual number of platform~ ~hat 

require support has been markedly reduced and yet reductions in the numbers 

of bases and depots that support this equip~ent, par~icularly in the CONUS, . 

have been consistently resisted. The result has been an ever increasing 

...... __ 
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share of defense costs for support, at the expense of combat forces. Thus, 

the fixed costs have been spread over a decreasing number of units of equip

ment (UE). This is compounded by the fact that many of the current approaches 

to structuring and posturing the forces were developed for specific and dif

ferent missions and environments than is currently the case. For example, 

during the 50s and 60s, the strategic forces were oriented towards a single 

strike counter-value mission (massive retaliation) while the general purpose 

forces were postured for a long slow build-up to war in Europe. In the 70s, 

as these doctrines have been called into question and the forces have been 

adjusted accordingly, the support structure has Qeen slow to follow suit. 
0 

There are a number of reasons for this lack of adjustment besides the 

usual bureaucratic lethargy. First, the determination of the number of main-
I . . 

tenance personnel required and the distribution of those personnel in various 

facilities is dictated by policy rather than by intrinsic mechanical main

tenance of safety requirements. These policies tend to be conservative and, 

more importantly, there is very little incentive to experiment with more 

cost effective policies. Second, the number of bases in the CONUS is often 

driven by political consideration~. The actual closing of bases is -diffi

cult for all the obvious reasons and this difficulty is compounded by the 
I 

fact that a very large proportion of the support personnel are civilians • . 
Third, the variety of specific tools and approaches used to determine 

requirements such as management engineering teams, ecf nometric modeling, 

and simple analysis of previous requirements, do not embody strong -incentives 
' C) 

for experimentation. The requrirements process is seen largely as house-
I keeping. All too often, the approach is to take a snapshot of the world 

and try to duplicate the image in new organizations or in support of new 

systems_. This procedure makes it difficult to break out of existing man

power utilization patterns. 

Finally, the manpower requirements function in the Service is organi

zationally separated from personnel management. As a result, the require

ments process is insensitive to rising personnel costs, increasing· training 

requirements, and changes in quality mix, thus making it difficult for the · 

personnel system to meet requirements. The personnel syst.em, when faced with 
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cost or other difficulties, is unable to review a wide range of options, 

including the fundamental need, and is forced instead to look for solu

tions limited to its own domain. As long as the organizational entity 

that actually carries the cost is precluded from questioning the demand, 

it is unlikely that there will be fundamental changes, at least within the 

Services. 

It should be obvious that the personnel structure should be determined 

by requirements. The characteristics of the personnel structure--that is, 

(1) the mix of military, civilian, and contract hire personnel used; (2) 

the experience mix; (3) the quality mix; and (4) the individual skill ~ix 

(including skills received through training)--should change with changes in 

the mission requirements and costs of the force. The basic problem in the 

DoD is that the numbers and kinds of personnel used to perform given func

tions have remained remarkably the same over time, with the result that 

large amounts of resources are probably being wasted. Consequently, the 

new administration has~ major opportunity to effect significant efficiencies 

and cost savings by altering the mix of personnel types and, possibly, the 

mix of personnel and equipment. ·Three separate kinds of tradeoffs will be 

discussed here: first-term/career substitution, military/civilian substi

tution, and capital/labor substitution. 

First-term/career substitution. Changes in the mix of first-term 
and career uniform personnel, particularly enlisted, probably offer 
the most significant .opportunity for major improvements. With the 
end of the draft and the increases in pay and recruiting costs, the 
cost of first-term personnel has risen dramatically relative to that 
of career personnel. (See Table 6.) Yet the Services continue to 
rely on the same mix of first-term and career personnel that they 

.had during the pre-Vietnam era. (See Table 7.) A substitution of 
career enlisted personnel for first-termers would not only help to 
reduce the enlisted accession requirements, as previously discussed, 
but would result in increased efficiency and substantial cost sav
ings as well. A shift from the current mix of 60 percent first
termers and 40 percent careerists to a 55-45 mix or a 50-50 mix 
would lead to better utilization of j~nior personnel by having them 
in jobs for which they are better suited and, as a result, would 
lead to major cost savings, probably over a billion dollars. 

., .. 1, . .... . ~ .. 
.. -t "· 

~ ,• 
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Military/civilian substitution. Should civilians be substituted 
for military, given the increase in the cost of military personnel? 
Probably not. Rough estimates indicate that substituting direct
hire civilians for military personnel would yield only marginal 
cost savings, at best, because direct-hire civilians are also very 
expensive. (See Table 8.) On the other . hand, it does appear possi- · 
ble to make significant cost savings by contracting out for many of 
the more than one million direct-hire and indirect-hire civilian 
positions. This issue involves a number of important policy and 
efficiency questions, as well as cost, and should be examined with 
considerable care, but an examination would be timely. 

Capital/labor substitution. There should be opportunities for sub
stituting capital for the now higher priced personnel. There has 
been little response in terms of changing the mix of manpower and 
equipment over the past decade even though the cost of manpower 
relative to the cost of equipment has risen by some 40 to SO per
cent. (See Figure 3.) Considerat'ion ought to be given to finding 
ways of substituting equipment for manpower, such as the development 
of less maintenance intensive systems and automating currently labor 
intensive support functions. Significant changes will take a great 
deal of ·time because it is unlikely that there are many situ~tions 
in which high payoff changes can be made by making modifications 
of current weapons and equipment. Consequently, the changes that 
must take place are in the development of new i~ems of ~quipment. 

Much has been written about.the potential for reducing life cycle 
costs by making "correct" tradeoff decisions early in the system· 
development cycle. The methodology for making these tradeoffs is 
still in its infancy. Not only is it very difficult to predict the 
increase in mean time between failure of an item for a given invest
ment in research and development, it does not necessarily follow 
that maintenance manpower will be reduced. As discussed above, 
organizational variables dominate the requirements for manpower. 
And there is very little incentive, given current budget practices, 
for managers to substitute equipment for people. This is not simply 
a DoD problem but, in fact, has some of its causes in the way the 
Congress examines programs and appropriates funds. Nevertheless, 
the introduction of new weapon systems does provide a potential 
opportunity for changing the. support structure. Given the large 
changes in relative prices, adjustments certainly would have been 
made in the private sector. 

These three examples illustrate ways that basic changes can be made 

to achieve either increased capability or cost savings or both. In summary, 

because the determination of manpower requirements is the key to the con

trol of manpower costs, the management problem is to develop effective 

strategies and procedures for setting manpower requirements. Only major, 

chanaas i,ritl make a ma.joro difference. 
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IV. PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 

In addition to coordinating the personnel management system with the 

manpower requirements process, as discussed above, there are major oppor

tunities for improving the personnel management system. Currently, recruit

ing, training, assignments, promotion, and compensation are a complex patch

work of' prior marginal adjustments to spect_f ic problems. However, signifi

cant improvements will not be made until OSU addresses both the specific 

subsystems (compensation, recruiting, etc.) and the connections between 

these subsystems. 

Up to the present, the three basic military personnel subsystems--the 

promotion and tenure system, the retirement system, and regular military com

' pensation--have been largely uncoordinated and often used inconsistently. 
' The last Administration proposed changes in both (1) 1 the promotion and tenure 

system (Defense Officer Personnel Management Act [DOPMA] and (2) the retire

ment system (Retirement Modernization Act [RMA]). Even though the subjects 

are intrinsically related, these two proposals were offered separately to, 

and considered separately by, the Congress. Neither act was passed. In 

addition, the last Administration was required by law to undertake a "quad-
! 

rennial review of military compensation." By all accounts the review is 
! 

less than a landmark study. The new Administration now has the opportunity 
I 

to. consider all these elements systematically and propose major improvements. 
I 

In doing so, a number of basic problems should be understood. 

Promotion and Tenure 

The personnel policies developed over the past 30 years reflect a manage

ment orientation geared more toward structuring an internally coherent per

sonnel system than toward achieving the desired force structure in terms of 

requirements. They are based largely on notional standards and the provision 

of predictable career patterns followed by early retirement. To illustrate, DOPMA 

(and the supporting enlisted personnel management plans) was largely an attempt 

to tidy up the present ~ystem ~y using internal personnel logic focused on 

career progression, rather than a restructuring in response to the changes 

.that have occurred in the overall environment. 
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Fundamental ~hanges in the system ought to be considered. Yet, 

there is the persistent tendency to focus on symptoms rather than causes. 

For instance, the up-or-out system helps prevent the military from en

countering all the problems associated with the Civil Service System and 

yet it is continually questioned. The problem with up-or-out is not the 

basic concept, but rather the ways that it has come to be applied over 

the years. We will give just one example. A recent survey _shows that 

nearly 50 percent of all enlisted personnel would prefer to remain technical 
"> 

specialists rather than assume supervisory responsibilities, but the pro-

motion system either forces them into supervisory positions _or out of the 

Service altogether. By developing a personnel management system that 

allows senior service members to meet the requirements for both technical 

and supervisory positions, the integrity and basic intent of the up-or-out 

system could be maintained by broadening the policy to allow for promotion 

within the skilled areas while simultaneously meeting mission requirements. 

Compensation 

The military compensation system has many of the same problems as the 

promotion and tenure system •. It was developed for the needs of a different 

environment. It emphasizes rewards for time served rather than accomplish

ments. In addition, there have been marginal adjustments to solve specific 

problems over the years (e.g., bonuses, proficiency pay, flight pay, etc.~ 
•'• 

so that the current system is a patchwork of separate legislative and regu

latory changes. Adjustments are needed that will allow the DoD to meet 

dynamic supply and demand conditions in the market and shifts in its own 

changing needs. This should mean more emphasis on performance and less on 

tenure. OSD should avoid the mistake of the last Administration of focusing 
' 

on small budgetary item, such as commissary privileges and reenlistment 

travel benefits. Such '.'reforms" save little money and cause great dissatis

faction among the troop~ •. 

The amount of military pay is clearly a major issue. Under current 

law, pay is set according to the so-called comparability principle. Al

though originally intended to keep Federal pay (military and civilian alike) 
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competitive with the civilian sector, the actual result of the current 

system is to pay far more than necessary. Indeed, summing all of the 

components of the compensation package reveals that military officers earn 

about 70 percent more, and enlisted personnel about 30 percent more, than 

comparably aged and educated civilian workers. (See Figures 4 and 5.) The . 
comparability principle, as it has been rigidly inter~reted, focuses on 

average pay. This ignores the realities of the market where there are wide 

differences in compensation for different o~cupations. The appropriate mar

ket analog is competitiveness, not comparabi~ity. 

The composition of the pay package is another major issue. Numerous 

studies ·indicate that military personnel do not value the many hidden and 

not-so-hidden benefits that make up the pay package as much as these elements 

cost the government. Accordingly, the DoD ought to consider revising the 
I 

package so that the individual recipients place the appropriate value on 

what they receive (i.e., basic pay, allowances, tax advantage, medical care, 

retirement, and so forth). 

A preferred approach to compensation policy would be, first, to inte- · 

grate the numerous elements of the overall package into a cohesive whole 

and, second, to base pay levels on competitiveness, rather than on compara

bility. This means, for example, more extensive us~ of discretionary differ-. 

ential pays such as bonuses and revising the current pay-table approach to 

setting military pay. 

service pay table to a 

creased flexibility in 

. 
Specifically, changing the current 

• I 

rank and years-in-grade pay table, 
i 

the promotion points (particularly 
j 

rank and years-of

coupled with in

at the junior pay 

grades), could provide incentives for the most qualified personnel to remain 

and simultaneously provide adequate compensation fJr the less outstanding 

but still useful members of the force. The end re~ult would be increased 

efficiency at substantially reduced compensation rates. 

I 

I . 
Retirement 

Retirement costs are one of the fastest growing and largest.component~ 

of manpower costs, having grown from $477 million in FY 56 to more than $9.0 

billion in FY 78. (See . Table 9.) The present retirement system is based 

... 

726



-12-

on a series of conditions that no longer prevail, such as a small standing 

military, a heavy concentration in the combat arms, and limited pay. Orig

inally retirement pay was viewed more as deferred payment than as retire

ment benefits are viewed in the private sector. Now that military pay equals 

or exceeds civilian pay, the retirement system should be reexamined in terms 

of its basic purposes. 

The actuarial cost of the current retirement_ system adds between 40 

and 50 percent to regular military compensation for those who retire in 

contrast to between 5 and 20 percent of salaries and wages for standard pri

vate retirement programs. (See Table 10.) Yet, the Services have no incen~ 

tive under the current policy to economize on retirement costs, both because 

these costs do not enter the Services' own budget accounts and because they 

. enter the DoD budget when paid rather than when incurred. Even more impor

tantly, the nature of the provision of retirement after 20 years of service, 

and not before, means that there is very little t~rnover between the 8th and 

20th years, followed by large losses. Consequently, the DoD has practically 

no flexibility in adjusting personnel to · meet requirements for those serving 

between the first term and the 20th year. At the same time, strong financial 

incentives for early retirement mean that many outstanding officers and en

listed men are lost to the Service during their most productive years. 

VI. MILITARY TRAINING 

Military training is one of the most costly and important functions 

performed by the DoD. In FY 77, 18 percent of all military personnel were 

engaged in or supported formal training, at a cost of about $6.25 billion. 
I 

The cost of all traini~g is much larger because there is extensive on-the-job 

training (OJT) to teac~ skills needed for actual job assignments that are not 

provided in formal training. Though it.is difficult to pinpoint the exact 

amount of OJT, rough estimates place the value of instructor and trainee 

time spent in OJT in the neighborhood of an additional $3.5 billion. 

Given its cost, Congress has recently started to monitor and authorize 

the amount of military training. Unfortunately, Congress and other critics 
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of the cost of training tend to dwell on symptoms, such as student-staff 

ratios, rather than on causes. The key to gain~ng a succEssful hold on 

the totality of training costs and effectiveness lies in integrating 

training policy (both formal and on-the-job training) with manpower re

quirements and personnel management. 

The four dominant elements of military training are: (1) enlisted 

entry training (both recruit and skill training), currently costing about 

$3.5 billion; (2) initial officer training and professional development, about 

$900 million; (3) flight training, about $1.2 billion; and (4) career skill 

and NCO training, about $400 million. Large training costs result from: 

the number of people trained, the breadth and scope of military training, 

and the organizational incentives facing the training establishment. The 

emphasis here will be on enlisted specialty training, but there is evidence 

to suggest that significant improvements could also be made in initial.officer 

training and professional educational development. 

In the simplest terms, training requirements are driven by the numbers 

of people trained each year and by the amount of training given to each. 

The number of people trained each year is in turn largely a function of 

accession and retention policy, given the emphasis on entry level training. 

Consequently, high training costs can largely be traced to the relatively 

large accession requirements that have resulted from the continuing policy 

of a first-term oriented enlisted force. Training cost could be reduced . . ., 
substantially by moving to a more career intensive force, because fewer 

accessions means fewer trainees. 

Further cost reductions could be obtained by training first termers 

less and careerists more. The current emphasis on broad-based entry level 

training stems largely from three factors:· 

First-term orientation of the force. Given the current first-term/career 
mix, first~termers are often. used in jobs that would be much better per
formed by careerists. Consequently, it is necessary to attempt to pro
vide first-termers with a wider range of technical skills than would be 
the case if they could be limited to entry level jobs. 

Career orientation of training. There has been a tendency to interpret 
the need for a wide range of technical skills to mean that entry level 

.... 
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skill training should provide the knowledge base that the individual 
will need throughout his entire service career. However, only a 
small fraction of the entrants (between 15 and 25 percent) actually 
make the military a career, and, of those who do, some change special
ties. 

Assignment flexibility. Personnel planners like a broad, knowledge
based approach to training because, in principle, it facilitates 
flexibility in assigning personnel across weapons systems and among 
locations, and can be used as the basis for career advancement test
ing. Unfortunately, the variety and complexity of the weapons sys
tems means that the presumed -flexibility of broad training may be more 
myth than fact. , .. 

The result of this approach is that entry level training is too broad, 

stresses "theory" rather than practical, job-related skills, and is often 

irrelevant to actual tasks, thus leading to extensive OJT. Fewer entrants 
I 

and more careerists would allow a basic change in training philosophy. 

Teach new entrants only the skills necessary to do entry level jobs and pro

vide careerists with the broad knowledge base necessary to perform more 

sophisticated jobs and provide supervision. 

A change in philosophy will be resisted by the training establishment. 

The training establishment--by design or default--generally defines the needs 

for, develops, carries-out, and evaluates training. Qbviously, it has little 

incentive to reduce training activities and there has been no adequate insti

tutional push from the outside to force it to do so. /At the next level, the 
f 

Services tend to view dollars lost from training as n~t transferable to other 
I 

Service needs, so there is little incentive to cut the size of the training 

establishment. Finally, a significant portion of the training establishment 
I is civilian (about one-third) which increases the problem of closing bases. 

Consequently, OSD will have to play a larger role in training management 

if new approaches are to be adopted. This is doubly true because the train

ing problem can only be worked in the context of an improved requirements 

pr~cess and personnel ma.nagement system. 

~· 
...: 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301 
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10 JUN 1977 
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MANPOWER, 
RESERVE AFFAIRS 
AND LOGISTICS 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Study of Use of Military Manpower - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

This memorandum reports the results of the study on Use of Military 
Manpower which you directed on January 27, 1977. Seven supporting 
studies have been conducted by the MRA&L staff as part of that overall 
effort. Brief summaries are provided at the tabs indicated below. 

NAME OF STUDY TAB 

(1) Use of Women in the Military A 

(2) Use of Civilians in Place of Military Personnel B 

(3) Stability of Assignments C 

(4) Revised Medical Standards for Accessions D 

(5) Contracted Base Services E 

(6) Geographical Consolidation of Bases F 

(7) Length of Recruit Training G 

The above list contains six of the seven studies you requested in your 
January 27 memorandum. The seventh, "tying together of reserve and 
active forces" is being handled by PA&E in their study of reserve and 
guard forces. We have added a recruit training study, and have iden
tified at Tab H other important aspects of manpower use. 

Two major conclusions stand out. First, our annual requirements for 
recruiting young men can be reduced by as much as 15-20% through use of 
more women, conversion of military positions to civilian, and stabili
zation of assignments through reduced attrition of first-term enlisted 
people. This reduced demand for young men can be an important factor in 
making the all-volunteer force continue to work in the face of a de
clining youth population. It can also save training costs and 
avoid the need for greatly expanded recruiting expenditures. 
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Use of Women in the Military 

The number of enlisted women in uniform has increased four fold 
from 1966 to 1976. Women as a percentage of the force have increased 
from 0.8% to 5.3% in the ten year period. This represents more than 
double the percentage of women at the height of WW II. Most of the 
growth has been since 1971. 

For the most part the growth has been efficient. Women are being 
promoted at about the same rates as men, in all occupations open to 
women. They continue in Service at about the same overall rates as men, 
although they have higher loss rates than men in non-traditional occupa
tions, and lower loss rates than men in traditional occupations. 

Women are much cheaper to recruit than high quality men -- in fact 
we do not now accept all the high quality women who are willing to 
enlist. Further expansion in the use of enlisted women can improve 
quality and avoid increases in recruiting budgets. 

All Services are planning increases in the number of enlisted women 
in 1978. The Army's current plan, however, calls for no growth in en
listed women after 1979. We believe the Army can effectively use more 
enlisted women in the 1980s and beyond. This issue will be raised in 
the July manpower issue paper. The Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps 
plans continue significant expansion in the use of women through 1982, 
as shown on the attached table. 

The number of women the Navy can use is limited by the law that 
precludes women from serving on Navy ships. The Navy's growth plan 
approaches that limit by 1983. Many additional Navy positions could be 
filled by women if this law were changed or repealed. 

During floor debate on the Military Procurement Authorization Bill, 
Senator Proxmire offered an amendment to authorize the Secretary of De
fense to expand the job classifications to which female members of the 
armed forces may be assigned. DoD supported the amendment, but recom
mended minor language changes (copy attached). During the debate, 
Senator Proxmire modified his amendment to accommodate Senator Nunn. 
The amendment, as passed, requires us to study women in the military, to 
report within six months a satisfactory definition of the term "combat", 
and to recommend appropriate legislation to open more positions to 
women. Our study for you on use of women in the military could form the 
basis of the required response to Congress. 

Our background study concludes that there are still many unanswered 
questions, including: What are the costs in terms of flexibility, re
sponse to uncertainty, readiness, and deployability of having more women 
in the military who are precluded from combat service? What is the 
impact of women with small children on these factors? What is the 
comparative lost time of men and women? In the coming months we will be 
working with the Services to find answers to these questions and others. 
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Substitute for Senator Proxmire's Amendment 

Sec. (a) Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, the Secretary of 
Defense is authorized, under such regulations as he shall prescribe, to 
expand the job classifications to which female members of the armed 
forces may be assigned. The Secretary of Defense may include, but is 
not limited to, the following types of duty within the job classifications 
to which female members of the armed forces may be assigned: 

(1) permanent duty assignment to hospital ships, transport ships, 
and other ships of the Navy of similar classification not expected to be 
assigned combat missions and temporary duty assignments to any other 
vessel not likely to be used for combat mission purposes during such 
temporary duty assignment; 

(2) permanent duty assignment as pilots and navigators in aircraft 
not likely to be used in combat missions; and 

(3) such other temporary or permanent duty assignments as the 
Secretary of Defense determines can be made to eliminate discrimination 
against female members of the armed forces without adversely affecting 
the ability of the military departments to carry out their respective 
missions. 

Nothing in this section shall be construed as requiring the Secretary of 
Defense to place female members of the armed forces in positions where 
they are likely to be personally involved in combat. 

Sec. (b) The Secretary of Defense shall define the terms "combat" and 
"combat mission" for purposes of this section and such terms shall apply 
uniformly to all branches of the Armed Forces of the United States 
except in cases where the Secretary of Defense determines uniform 
application is impracticable and authorizes exceptions to be made. 
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The second conclusion 1.s that there is room for further economies in our 
base structure and base services. Attempts to make any significant re
alignments will encounter broad political opposition. Overcoming this 
opposition will require the support of the Services, as well as personal 
involvement of you and the DSD. 

The following table summarizes the study results. It shows potential 
changes that could be made from FY 1977 levels of military and civilian 
strength, and annual male accessions. The savings shown are based on a 
relatively favorable FY 1977 recruiting market. The market is expected 
to be much tougher in the 1980s. Should the Services be unable to 
recruit the required number of high school graduate men, we would be 
faced with choosing from among four alternatives: (1) a return to the 
peacetime draft, (2) a reduction in the strength of the armed forces, 
(3) a reduction in the quality of accessions with associated higher loss 
rates and a less reliable force, or (4) an increase in enlistment bonuses 
and other recruiting expenditures. The last alternative is expensive. 
For example, an increase in cost of $5,000 per male high school graduate 
accession would add more than a billion dollars to manpower costs an
nually. Taking the initiatives listed below would reduce the propensity 
of being forced to choose from among those four undesirable alterna
tives, as well as providing the savings shown. 

Potential Long-Term Changes from FY 1977 Levels* 

2 

Strength Annual Male Annual Savings 
Military Civilian Accessions $FY 77 Millions 

1. Women -16,000 - 50 
2. Civilianization -57,000 +50,000 -13 ,000 - 90 
3. Stability -18,000 -35,000 -210 
4. Medical Standards 0 
5. Contracted Services ** ** ** ** 
6. Base Consolidation ** ** ** -280 
7. Recruit Training 5,000 1,000 - 40 

TOTAL -80,000 +50,000 -65,000 -670 

* These studies have been conducted independent of each other. There 
may be some overlap in the reductions shown. 

** Not available at this time. 
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Some of the actions required to effect the changes on the above table 
are already planned by the Services. In eddition, the Services are 
permitted to propose broad changes to their approved programs in their 
Program Objective Memoranda (POMs), which are now being submitted. 
Their new proposed programs may change our estimates of potential sav
ings. We will evaluate their POMs and submit potential issues for your 
decision in the manpower issue paper in July. Any overlap in the reduc
tions identified in the table above will be resolved during the POM 
review process. 

Enclosures 

John P. White 

3 
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NUMBER OF WOMEN ON ACTIVE DUTY AT END FY (OOOs) 

Actual Projected 
FY 76 FY TQ FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 

Army 
Officers 4.8 5.1 5.9 6.7 7.3 7.9 8.5 9.0 

Enlisted 43.9 44.4 46.3 48.4 50.4 50.4 50.4 50.4 

Subtotal 48.7 49.5 52.2 55.1 57.7 58.3 58.9 59.4 

Navy 
Officers 3.5 3.6 3.8 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.6 4.8 

Enlisted 19.2 19.3 19.6 20.5 22.5 24.7 26.4 28.5 

Subtotal 22.7 22.8 23.5 24.5 26.7 29.1 31.0 33.3 

Air Force 
Officers 4.8 5.0 5.4 5.8 6.5 7.2 7.9 8.6 

Enlisted 29.2 31.0 34.6 40.2 42.3 44.3 46.3 48.2 

Subtotal 34.0 36.0 40.0 46.0 48.8 51.5 54.2 56.8 

Marine Corps 
Officers 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 

Enlisted 3.1 hl .hl 3.7 4.6 5.3 5.8 6.7 

Subtotal 3.4 3.5 3.9 4.2 5.1 5.8 6.3 7.3 

DoD Total 
Officers 13.1 14.1 15.5 17.0 18.5 20.1 21.6 23.0 

Enlisted 95.4 97.8 104.0 112.8 119.8 124.7 128.9 133.8 

TOTAL 108.5 111. 9 119.5 129.8 138.3 144.8 150.5 156.8 
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Use of Women in the Military + '/D ~~ / , JIA 
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The number of enlisted women in uniform has increased four fold 
from 1966 to 1976. Women as a percentage of the force have increased 
from 0.8% to 5.3% in the ten year period. Thia represents more than 
double the percentage of women at the height of WW II. Moat of the 
growth has been since 1971. 

For the most part the growth has been efficient. Women are being 
promoted at about the same rates as men, in all occupations open to 
women. They continue in Service at about the same overall rates as men, 
although they have higher loss rates than men in non-traditional occupa
tions, and lower loss rates than men in traditional occupations. 

Women are much cheaper to recruit than high quality men -- in fact 
we do not now accept all the high quality women who are willing to 
enlist. Further expansion in the use of enlisted women can improve 
quality and avoid increases in recruiting budgets. 

All Services are planning increases in the number of enlisted women 
in 1978. The Army's current plan, however, calls for no growth in en
listed women after 1979. We believe the Army can effectively use more 
enlisted women in the 1980s and beyond. This issue will be raised in 
the July manpower issue paper. The Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps 
plans continue significant expansion in the use of women through 1982, 
as shown on the attached table. 

The number of women the Navy can use is limited by the law that 
precludes women from serving on Navy ships. The Navy's growth plan 
approaches that limit by 1983. Many additional Navy positions could be 
filled by women if this law were changed or repealed. 

During floor debate on the Military Procurement Authorization Bill, 
Senator Proxmire offered an amendment to authorize the Secretary of De
fense to expand the job classifications to which female members of the 
armed forces may be assigned. DoD supported the amendment, but recom
mended minor language changes (copy attached). During the debate, 
Senator Proxmire modified his amendment to accommodate Senator Nunn. 
The amendment, as passed, requires us to study women in the military, to 
report within six months a satisfactory definition of the term 11combat11

, 

and to recommend appropriate legislation to open more positions to 
women. Our study for you on use of women in the military could form the 
basis of the required response to Congress. 

Our background study concludes that there are still many unanswered 
questions, including: What are the costs in terms of flexibility, re
sponse to uncertainty, readiness, and deployability of having more women 
in the military who are precluded from combat service? What is the 
impact of women with small children on these factors? What is the 
comparative lost time of men and women? In the coming months we will be 
working with the Services to find answers to these questions and others. 
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Use of Civilians in Place of Military Personnel 

The cost of people on the job (that is, given they have been re
cruited and trained), is about the same, on the average, whether they 
are military or civilians, as long ~s they are doing the same job. The 
savings from conversion of military jobs are in recruiting, training, 
and other personnel support. These savings include reductions in 
military strength in addition to the jobs converted: a reduction of 
military positions in operating units generate additional military 
strength reductions in recruiting and training activities. Overall we 
expect to save about $2,000 per year for each position converted from 
military to civilian. Further savings may be possible if the demili
tarized function can be performed by a contractor. 

The Services tend to oppose civilianization for three reasons: 
First they fear, with some justification, that civilian spaces are more 
likely to be cut than military. Second, military manpower provides a 
better hedge than civilian manpower against the uncertainties of mobil-
ization. Third, civilians are generally considered less responsive than 
military. In addition military positions in the United States p~o~td~ 1o~~'t'" 
jobs for military people between overseas or shipboard assignments ~ 
This is particularly important in the Navy and Marine Corps. .~'+(,..__s 

The study identified about 50,000 positions, currently filled 
military, which probably could be shifted to civilian without any 
measurable reduction in military capability. Conversion of these 
positions could result in reductions in strength, annual enlisted 
accessions, and cost, as follows: 

LONG TERM CHANGES FROM FY 1977 LEVELS 

~ v,_,tA ~ ---by .. ·-·~~ 

1:::..~~(: 
.3-t:,c¥~ .:: J. 

I ' . .1.Vft.--t/ , - ··-' ~ \• ~ ,J'..., .. 
... t, ,,,,I 

STRENGTH ACCESSIONS/YR COSTS ($ FY 77 MILLIONS) 

Army -15,000 - 4,200 - 36 
Navy -14,000 - 3,400 - 23 
Marine Corps 
Air Force -28,000 - s, 000 - 29 

-57,000 -12,600 - 88 

We are comparing Service POMs to the study recommendations and will 
examine options to convert more military positions to civil service or 
contract. If any of these options make sense, we will present them in 
the manpower issue paper. 

TABB 
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Stability of Assignments 

The stability of assignments study addressed two main issues: (1) 
permanent change of station (PCS) moves, and (2) first-term attrition, 
the loss of individuals from the military before the completion of their 
initial term of contracted service. 

The number of PCS moves in FY 1978 is projected to be 14% less than 
in FY 1975. This saves $220 million compared to the cost that would re
sult were there as many moves budgeted in FY 1978 as in FY 1975. These 
savings resulted primarily from lengthening tours ~--~?,~:~}~· 

Table 1 (attached) shows recent trends in n~aer of PCS moves~ 
type of move. The moves associated with bringi-q,g· new people on active 
duty and training them prior to their first as,ignment (accession moves) 
and moves to send people home after the comp~etion of active duty (separa
tion moves) account for 60% of total moves. Accession and separation 
moves are independent of the length of time people serve at each duty 
station, but are very sensitive to changes in first-term attrition. 

The remaining 40% of the moves (rotational, operational, unit, and 
training moves) are correlated directly with the length of time people 
spend at each assignment. Table 2 shows the trend in the average time 
on the job between PCS moves for all people whose tour is terminated by 
one of these types of moves. This average is up from 26 months in FY 75 
to 29 months in FY 78. The average includes people on "short tours" 
(such as 12 month tours in areas where wives and families are not per
mitted), as well as those on normal tours of 36 months duration. It 
also includes people whose tours are extended and those whose tours are 
shortened because of hardship transfers and other special circumstances. 

We have been successful in lengthening average tours. There 
appears to be little potential for further curtailment of PCS moves for 
career personnel, without adverse impact on readiness and morale. 
However, we can achieve savings by reducing first-term attrition. 

First-term attrition is now higher than at the peak of the Vietnam 
War. By reducing first-term attrition, both the number of young people 
who must be recruited and the number of accession and separation PCS 
moves can be reduced. There is a potential to achieve gradually a 
reduction in accessions of 35,000 per year with an annual savings of 
about $210 million ($150 million in training and PCS costs and $60 
million in recruiting costs). 

The first-term attrition projections in the Service POMs are being 
evaluated. The manpower issue paper will contain alternatives addressing 
first-term attrition. In addition, Rand is currently studying this 
issue, and a report is scheduled for completion in October 1977. 

TAB C 
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TABLE 1 

PERMANENT CHANGE OF STATION MOVES 
(000) 

Actual Estimated Percent Change 
FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 From FY 75 to FY 78 

Ty2es of PCS Moves 

Accession a/ 512.8 472.3 489.7 463.6 - 10% 

Separation b/ 519.1 497.0 460.6 437.4 - 16% 

Rotational .s:l 406.4 388.2 395.4 349.7 - 14% 

Operational d/ 145.5 149.5 143.0 131.0 - 10% 

Organized Unit~/ 8.8 15.6 17.1 19.9 +126% 

Training!/ 131.1 84.4 90.8 87.0 - 34% 

Total 1,723.7 1,607.0 1/~9~.6 1,488.5 . . ~ 14% .,...(. ,/ lt-....l-l. 
'l. . ~ .... -;-,,t~ 'lt,A>'.. -;,;· ,~-~ . ~ (~.,~,.,,, , . ..,.1.~... l"'. r.;.~ 

a/ 

b/ ct 
d/ 
e/ 

!/ 

Accession moves bring people on ~ct':t;~a> duty, trans£ er them as neces- '·· .,.. . 
sary for initial training and take them to their first permanent w O ~u, u.~ 
duty station. y j;.e.J't. l!.· ..... ft,.. 
Separation moves send people home who have been discharged. Jt ~._. . .:-; 
Rotational moves transfer people from CONUS to overseas and back. -, 
Operational moves transfer people within CONUS or theater. 
Organized unit moves result from permanent transfer of an entire 
unit from one location to another. 
Training moves send people to and from schools for training in excess 
of six months (except for initial training counted in accession 
moves). 

TABLE 2 

AVERAGE MONTHS BETWEEN PCS MOVES a/ 

Percent Increase 
FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 FY 75 to FY 78 

26 26 27 29 13.3% 

a/ For people who have completed initial training and who continue 
on active duty • 
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Revised Medical Standards for Accessions 

This study examined the potential for increasing the size of the 
qualified applicant pool through changes in existing medical standards. 
Current medical standards result in the disqualification of about 15 
percent of the mentally qualified male applicants. The medical condi
tions leading to disqualification are numerous but eight conditions 
account for more than two-thirds of the total disqualifications (see 
table). 

Disqualifying Medical Conditions (Applicants) 

overweight 14% 
Underweight 7% 
Orthopedic 14% 
Eye 8% 
Ear and Mastoid 8% 
Skin 7% 
Blood Pressure 4% 
Other Circulatory 5% 

All Others 33% 

The largest potential payoff would come from revising the weight 
standards. Weight standards account for 21 percent of the medical re
jections of applicants. The weight standards for retention are substan
tially more restrictive and result in the forced release of trained per
sonnel who are otherwise qualified; thus increa~ing accession require
ments. 

A 10 percent change in weight standards for accessions would permit 
about 7,000 applicants now rejected annually to serve. The Services 
would oppose any relaxation of entry standards for overweight since 
these men generally have a higher attrition rate than others, are be
lieved to be less physically fit, · and are considered to present a poor 
military appearance. The Army is the only Service currently accepting 
overweight men. All Services enlist large numbers of underweight men. 

The study recommends that four-year test programs be established to 
determine the cost-effectiveness of revised medical standards for 
enlistment. For purposes of these tests, 2 percent of the male high 
school graduate accessions should be men who do not meet current DoD 
medical entrance standards. Sufficient numbers of marginal cases in 
each medical rejection category should be included to permit statistical 
evaluation of the cost and effectiveness of lowering medical entrance 
standards. By initiating the tests now, we will be able to judge the 
relative effectiveness and costs of revised medical standards as we 
strive to meet accession requirements faced with the declining youth 
population of the 1980's. ~·/ ~ --r2u~? ;tU ~ 

.. _, I L.1 ...J-t~-!5l:.~' .. ~'~v~'l IJ 

- 1,~-::- , ... .;.. ~ ,.__ .! .;,"? .. TAB D ' ·'"1 '- _,. V, {:. ,r i 
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Contracted Services 

Currently there are a number of initiatives for converting in-house 
functions to contract performance within the military departments and 
Defense Logistics Agency. For example: 

o The FY 1978 civilian authorization request reflects 
anticipated savings of 3,800 civilian manpower spaces 
from economical contracting. 

o A memorandum to the military services and defense agencies 
was issued by the DASD (Installations and Housing) strongly 
urging increased contracting in base operations. 

o A redrafted instruction has been prepared to improve our 
implementation of the 0MB circular on contracting. These 
revisions should lead to more contracting of coDDllercial 
and industrial-type functions. 

The passage by the House of Representatives of Section 809 of the 
House Authorization Act restricts additional conversion to contracts 
until 15 March 1978. If not eliminated in the Senate-House conference, 
this Section would delay our pending conversions until 15 March 1978. 
After 15 March 1978 Congress may extend the moritori1DD and impose ad
ditional restrictions on contracting-out. 

We are working with Legislative Affairs and Comptroller people to 
eliminate this restrictive Section of the Bill. It is important to 
convince the Congress that: (1) DoD needs to find economies, and (2) 
contracting out, in some circumstances, correctly applied, can produce 
savings; but that (3) DoD will not take an arbitrary and wholesale 
approach to contracting out. 

At this time, we cannot project savings that would result from in
creased contracting. However, our studies of Vance AFB which operates 
under contract shows that when jobs were converted to contract about 20 
percent of the in-house civilian manpower costs were saved. 
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Geographical Consolidation of Bases 

As reported to you by ASD(I&L) on 15 February 1977, considerable . 
progress has been made in tightening up our base structure. Since 1969, ' 
over 500,000 military and civilian positions have been eliminated through 
reductions in nonessential overhead and support functions including the 
closure of over 400 activities and installations in the United States, 
with an annual cost avoidance of $4.5 billion. 

Mr. Duncan has already acted on the I&L recommendations by approv
ing the base realignments listed in the memo of February 15, 1977. The 
realignments covered have the potential of reducing annual Defense costs 
by more than $280 million, if fully implemented as proposed. In addi
tion, Mr. Duncan tasked the Military Departments for another base re
alignment package on March 12, 1977. This new package, together with 
the results of the Domestic Long Range Base Structure Study due to be 
completed in August 1977, should identify the extent that geographic 
consolidation of bases can be accomplished. MRA&L is working with the 
Services to implement these actions. 
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Recruit Training 

The length of recruit training is different for each Service: Air 
Force - six weeks, Army - seven weeks, Navy - eight weeks, Marine Corps 
- eleven weeks. There are reasonable explanations for most of the dif
ferences in length of recruit training, but the study shows that the 
Navy and Marine Corps programs could be reduced by one week with little 
impact on the readiness of operational units. 

The Navy and Marine Corps each devote one week of recruit training 
to KP duties - called service week. The Army and Air force have elim
inated service week, relying instead on contractors to operate food 
services. It would appear that the Navy and Marine Corps could follow 
the same procedure. Elimination of service week would permit reduction 
of Navy and Marine Corps recruit training by one week, saving training 
costs of over $40 million per year, and reducing military strength by 
5,000. 

We expect the Department of Navy POM to propose reducing Marine 
Corps recruit training to ten weeks, but to continue Navy recruit train
ing at eight weeks. In the July manpower issue paper, we expect to 
present for your consideration alternatives which would reduce the Navy 
to seven weeks and, if necessary, the Marine Corps to ten weeks of 
recruit training. · 

1' 

V 
i 

I 

I 
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Other Important Aspects of Manpower Use 

There are four aspects of manpower use, not discussed in other parts of 
the study on the use of military manpower, that merit mentioning: 

1. Increased accessions of recruits with below average mental test 
scores. Can we use productively a larger number of people who score 
below average on the mental standards teat? During the draft period, t 
all Services used much higher percentages of men scoring below average ··:/_. lrA " •-t+'•'' 'Ve,< 
on mental tests than they do now. As part of the all-volunteer force~ • 
study, we will be examining the quality requirements for initial ac- .,,..f e-L.. 
cession, to insure that they do not result in unnecessary coats~ ...,._. -,~LI ~r 

...,.,.,.. .... c..,t i- lJ...A-,r,/ J ~ "T"'"'' 'f ti ... ~'"' ~ 

2. Increased reenlistments. Should we continue to bar from reenlist-
ing some willing enlisted people who perform adequately in their jobs, 
but do not meet current reenlistment standards? These people fall into 
three categories: 

(a) Those who have not been promoted to meet the "up-or-out" 
standards. 

(b) Those who have not obtained high school diplomas. ~ 5,,4-,,,fJ.~ 
a'-<:/~. 

(c) Those who do not meet medical standards for reenlistment 
(especially weight) which are more stringent than the 
entrance requirements. 

It may be possible to reduce accession requirements by allowing such 
individuals to continue serving in those jobs for which they are quali
fied. This issue will also be considered as part of the assessment of 
quality requirements in the all-volunteer force study. 

3. Efficiency of the training establishment. Can we save money 
through consolidating operations, shortening courses, and reducing staff 
and overhead? We have already moved to have the Army conduct all under
graduate helicopter pilot training. We have completed a study on re
ducing the length of Navy and Marine Corps recruit training. During the 
POM review and in subsequent months, we will be looking at ways to 
reduce staff and overhead costs in the training establishment, with 
emphasis on the validity of staffing standards. 

4. Efficiency in other support forces. can the number of people in 
central supply and maintenance be reduced? Currently, 36% of DoD civil
ians work in these areas. There will be pressure to reduce the number 
of people committed to these functions as part of President Carter's 
desired reduction of the federal work force. The MRA&L staff will be 
focusing attention on these support forces in the coming months. 
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Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, White House Central Files: Executive, 
Subject File, Box ND 29, Folder ND 8, 1/20/77–1/20/80.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON . D C. 20301 

1 DEC 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Conserving Male Manpower in the Air Force 

You asked for my comments on the attached paper. 

A DoD study performed at my direction and published in May 1977, 
entitled, Use of Women in the Military, generally supports the analysis 
in the Binkin/Bach study published by the Brookings Institution. There 
are about 320,000 positions in the Air Force which could be filled by 
either men or women. While any of these positions could be filled by 
women, no analysis has been made of the impact of filling all or even 
most of them with women. 

Binkin and Bach in their study were not making any such sweeping 
proposals. They argued that many positions were open and that further 
progress in the use of women should be made in the Air Force and in 
the other services. Our study showed the same facts and reached the 
same conclusions. Based on this evidence, I have directed major 
increases in the use of women by Fiscal Year 1983. The projected 
growth is shown in the following table. 

Female Enlisted Personnel (OOOs) and Percent 
of Total Enlisted Force, by Service 

FY73 FY77 
No. % No. % No. 

Army 17 2.4 46 6.8 80 
Navy 9 l.9 20 4.4 40 
Marine Corps 2 J. 1 3 2.0 7 
Air Force 15 2.6 35 7.3 72 
DoD-wide 43 2.2 105 5.9 199 

FY83 
% 

J J. 8 
8.7 
4.2 

15.0 
1 J. 1 

-. ""'--
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There is obviously a potential for use of even more females than 
currently programmed. But it takes years for people to develop into 
qualified noncommissioned officers. A too rapid rate of growth in 
accessions can result in an imbalance of women in the junior ranks. 
There may also be supply limitations in the number of females who 
w i 11 en 1 i s t . 

The attached paper also raises the issue of whether a decrease 
in the demand for males by the Air Force would materially aid recruit
ing in the other services. Because the Air Force may, in fact, be 
quite different and more civilian-like than the other services, par
ticularly in peacetime, few enlistees may be willing to accept enlist
ment in the other services. Moreover, those enlistees gained by the 
other services from the Air Force would be unlikely to enlist in the 
combat arms or the Navy engineering ratings -- the main recruiting 
problems for ·the active forces today. 

Although the Air Force may differ from the other services in 
peacetime, wartime is a different matter. Almost all Air Force per
sonnel assets have to be deployable to any part of the globe to fight 
under widely varying combat and climatic conditions. We believe that 
female military personnel can be so deployed. However, civilians 
cannot be used in these circumstances unless they are simultaneously 
members of the Selected Reserve. Moreover, there appear to be many 
instances in the blue-collar area where civilianization is more 
expensive in the long-run. 

Attachment 
a/s 

'"-..._ 
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u."s~ AIR FORCE 

. Z·//. ~~--
P/ ~~-

· . .:re. .(~ 
0 
"'i',;' 

A significant opportunity to consel:Ye milita;ry male manpower may.exist · 

in tha Air Force. A recent Brookings Institute study indicated that 

""'-

t-
~I . 

. ~--::n:. 
. ff" 

while ~t considerati(lllS ~- limit Navy/Marine Co~ to only. ab~ut _ /:Ii 
8-9% women, USAF· bad the potential to absorb up to 761 w.r..thout arr/' . ., .· ... ::.;~·.· 

· · changes ta .current la~. -~ .... When thb is .;.i~ed in ~ril~tion 1dth ce~:· .;'.·. ·/~f {:: 
. . . . . . .\ . ._. . . . . :_ . ·.. . .. . . . - ~ ·~ . . .. . - .. ·.·- _:_ .. ··-.. . . . : ~ .::~·-:.!:~i:. : 

other recruiting and .~et~tion statistics, it appears that unnecessaiy : ··.· -~~- = ::: 
. . . •. ·. .. . : . . ' ,. . . . - -. . . . .-·: ~---·= :. ~--: .;:j~:- -~ .. 

demands· are being imposed by the Air Fon:e on _the dwindling national.. .···: · .. . ·.-··-_:·_.·:_.' 

male ;outh pooi. ~e;~ '·demands·i, · in; tum,- are ~·s~g · s·ca;ce T~s~~~ ·<l~\/ 
. _. ·.. . .. . ·. _· ': :._ .. -;·-~- -: . ... · . . . · .,, : . .· .. .. . -·. ·.-_ --: . - . ·. . .. : _ .... · ... :·;·~i~-~~~:.: 
of the ArIU:/ and Navy· to compete among themselves for the leftovers. ,_. __ · · .·. ·· '·"<-"/:·::,~ 

.· ·A&Rti~y; ~~ h~:;i~~~;~y easie; ~- ~~~~·::~rlli~-Ji~ · ~- ~ J~-\·;~:~/£: 

USAF~ .• ·• -• ·- : ._. . ··- :: __ ;:;:,i:'?t ; t<t · ·. ·. '. :_t_{)i;K· ·_:: :: •· . :~; jr: f I 
This amclusion can be drawn from the aforementioned. non-combat environ-· · :,·.-·,:':·: 

· ·ment .in.whic:h mo~\I~---;cl from yarious publish~':indicies: · For·~~-.<-~:.)~.~·_:·: 

ample, the USAF is ~~;:·~t~d·~· ~ in-~ lm1er·~~tal groups·~--~~ ·:~: ~;;?~~~-:
the .other.Se~ce~;.~e~-~-~~~ ha~ a probl~.-~--re~~ peop~~ ~·~ .·::·/.ff/ 

. - : . ·~ . .... 

. their career fo~; . they do ru>t have· a deserter or mauthorized absentee 
. .. •:. 

problem; they achieve nearly 100% high scltool . or · high school graduate . : 

.·: ·- - ..:·· . 
···.· .. · 

• ,.: ~ •: I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 

eql.tlv21:ents in recruiting; ~eir extens.ive base complex within the 

United States offers a· home-near-home arrangement which can hardly be 

·. - ~ . 
. . . ,· . _:.:~::: 

. . 

· considered equivalent to the arduous military existence of the combat · · · 

anns or sea duty people m the other Services.· As a matter of fact, it 

may well be that extensive civilization, in addition to significantly 

.euhanced utilization of women, could be acheived to further minimize 

. unnecessary drain on male youth. All of this should be reviewed and new · 

nro~rams initiated. 
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Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, White House Central Files: Executive, 
Subject File, Box ND 29, Folder ND 8, 1/20/77–1/20/80.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

-~ 

WASHINGTON. C.C. 20503 --
.. ·---- -- ·- -- -- --- · - ~= AiR ii' 1,:ri, · 

. I . 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: James T. McIntyre :lSisned}~.J~ 

SUBJECT: Report on the All-Volunteer Force (AVF}. 

As you know, 0MB performs in-depth analytical studies of selected 
subjects as a part of the budget review process. As a part of our 
detailed examination last fall of Defense .manpower and training, 

! 

0MB began a review of the current All Volunteer Force (AVF). Becaus~ 
of growing public and Congressional interest in the AVF, we have 
examined future military manpower requirements and compared alter
.native ways to meet those requirements: the AVF, a modified version, 
a reserve draft, an active duty draft, and universa.l military service. 

\ 
'• 

- - - . Tb_e __ AY.F_h.as_ been h:{ghl.y -sucGess-f-ul -to··date in-meet·;ng-its·-cwant-itafive / · - . -
,and qualitative goals for the active force (bu-t not the Army Res.erves'.' · 

I'/ _.,,,. and National Guard). However, some modifications in the management 
• of the AVF appear to be necessary to avoid very large cost increases 

in future budgets as the size of the prime recruiting pool of military-, 
age males starts to decrease in 1980. Unless policy changes reduce 
present standards and allow larger numbers of enlistments from lower · ,/ 
entrance test score categories, we estimate that an additional budgetary 
cost of $14 billion per year could be required by 1985 to maintain the 

./ current _gua 1 i ty · and qu·anti ty of military manpower through vo 1 untary . 
enlistments. Other than the areas where ooo· is already moving forward }~ 
(e.g., increased use of women), our. principal suggestion would be to µ-.t.r . ..., . 
gradually reduce active d1:,1ty military foi=-ce levels, substituting ,,...... Ji,,r-•f"'-· 
increased contractlllg out of support functions at bases within the U.S. 

The cost of the AVF is a cont;oversial issue./ The GAQ___r_e.c.entl.y_con=----
----- -ll:Jeed-t-h-a-t-the-move--to-the "ti.VF causea annual budgetary cost increases 

of more than $3 billion. DOD, however, believes that GAO greatly 
overstates the costs and understates the savings attributed to the 
AVf. A central objective in our study was to develop a methodology 
for estimating the true cost of alternative military manpower policies. 
In addition, we addressed the social cost of the utilization of man-
power for Governmental purposes (i.e., by calculating _the value of 
these manpower resources in their alternative use in the private 
sectot:"). 
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. . . - --- / · 
- We -have -reviewed "OlIT' stuoy an-a fts con-cf usions with Defense/rise) 

staff, and the Domestic Policy Staff. DPS has raised a conc~-
which we will examine closely -- as to the impact on youth unemploy
ment of any efforts to ease recruitment shortages by replacing young 

1 

males with women or older men. The relationship of AVF modifications I 
to youth unemployment is not readily apparent, since so much depends ~ 
on whether unemployed youth would have the capability to perform 1 

required military tasks. \ 
t 

We will be hearing more in the coming months on the AVF. Senator 
Nunn is likely to hold another set of hearings to examine the alter
native of national service, and the Congressional Budget Office will 
soon release a report on the same subject. Because of this continuing 
attention, I believe you would be interested in glancing at the - · 
attached six page executive summary of the 0MB Report on the ·All 
Volunteer Force. We will , continue to work with your other relevant 
advisors to assess the AVF and suggested alternatives to it. 

Attachment 

· .... .. 
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February 7, 1978 

Summary of the Report on the All-Volunteer Force (AVF) 

Since 1973, the United States has used the All.-Volunt:eer Force (AVF) 
approach for meeting military manpower requirements. Recently there 
has bee.n an intensification of interest in the ·AVF in all quarters. 
Congress and its staffs, academia, research groups, the Department 
of Defense, and the Press are all concerned about the question of 
whether or not the AVF is successful now and can be successful in 
the future at an affordable cost.. In response to Senator Nunn' s con
tinuing interest in the AVF, the General Accounting Office has recently 
completed a study of the cost of the AVF, and a study is expected soon 
from the Congressional Budget Office on national service programs. 
The purpose of this report is to give the President a preliminary 
analysis of the problem now, before having to react to proposals from 
outside· the Executive Branch. 

Prior to the increased involvement of the United States in international 
affairs, the U.S. was able for many years to avoid the creation of a 
large professional military force. Conscription was only used during 
times of extraord~nary national emergency (the Civil War and World 
War I). Ho~ever, World War II necessitated the draft on a large scale, 
and with a short break in 1947-48, the draft stayed in effect due to 
the continuation of the cold war and the conflicts in Korea and Vietnam. 
Because of the use of conscripts in the highly unpopular and traumatic 
Vietnam War, the draft came under increasing criticism in the 1960's. 

On February 20, 1970, the Gates Commission on an All-Volunteer Force 
reported in favor of abolishing the draft and relying upon voluntary 
enlistments. The Gates Report stated that the All-Volunteer Force 
" ••• is a system for maintaining standing forces that minimizes 
governmental interference with the freedom of the individual. •• " 
The Gates Report also stated that the draft" ••• has been a costly, 
inequitable, and divisive procedure for recruiting men for the Armed 
Forces •• " With the cessation of the Vietnam War in 1973, the All
Volunteer Force became a reality. 

At its inception, the AVF was opposed b,y many who said it would be too 
costly and composed too much of poor and minority people. The lack of 
a draft would cause the Reserve components to fail to meet their manpower 
needs. The quality of recruits would decline. Despite these predictions, 
however, it is fair to say that the AVF has been highly succes.sful to 
date in meeting its quantitative and qualitative goals for the active 

·forces, but not for the Army Reserve and National Guard. Nevertheless, 
future recruitment problems are predicted for the AVF be.cause of the 
projected decline (beginning in 1980) in the population of non-prior 
service males between the ages of 17 and 21: 

-~ I 

\ 
( 
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Projected PoEulation Estimates 
{MilTions) 

Males Males --
Year Age 17 Ages 17 to 21 

1976 2.1 10.7 
1980 2.1 10.7 
1985 1.8 9.6 
1990 1.6 9.0 
1995 1.8 9.7 
2000 2.1 10.3 

The downward demographic trend in the prime recruiting pool pf 
military age males, plus the possibility of decreased unemployment 
rates for teen-agers, will combine to intensify the recruitment 
problems of the military services in the next few years. In order 
to compete for the declining pool of available young males, the 
study estimates that very large salary increases (e.g.., an additional 
$14 billion dollars per year by 1985) would be necessary to maintain 
the current quantity and quality military manpower mix through 
voluntary enlistments unless policy changes {see below) are instituted. 

The major alternatives analyzed in the report are sunnnarized .below: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

The Current AVF: This aiternative assumes that the manpower needs 
of the military will continue to be met by voluntary enlistments 
with no significant changes in policy. Because of the decreasing 
size of the pool of non-p.niior service males, this approach assumes 
constantly increasing recruiting and advertising ·costs and higher 
salaries and bonuses to compete with the outsid.e market. 

The Modified AVF: This approach considers the effect of changing 
policies with regard to such factors as entrance st~ndards, use of 
women, attrition rates, use of civilians, and the ratio of first
term to career enlisted personnel. 

The Reserve Draft: This provides for a registration and three months' 
training program for enough personnel to make up Individual Ready 
Reserve shortfalls, which is the most serious deficiency of the 
current AVf approach. 

The Active Duty Draft: This alternative would reinstate the Selective 
Service System for males, using a lottery. Wages for first-term 
enlisted personnel would be reduced. 

National Service: The option analyzed in the report is compulsory 
military service for males. Other options could include either a 
voluntary {"minimally coercive") or compulsory national service 
that meets both civilian and military manpower needs. 
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¢"on~erning the Curllnt _ _AVF, ...!.h~ -~~p_Q_~~~~n~l:'!~~~ _that~ he AVF has 
·'been able to furnish sufficient numbers of personnel for the Active 
Forces (99% of authorized strength). The quality of personnel provided 
by the AVF for the Active Forces is also adequate in -terms of DOD's 
existing phys~cal and mental requirements. In terms of mental capa
bility, while the services have achieved fewer enlistees who score 
above ave~age on tests, they have greatly surpassed the expected number 
of those who score in the average range and significantly reduced 
the percentage of those who score below average (from FY 1974 to 
FY 1976, the Army was able to reduce the percentage of recruits 
scoring below average from 19 percent to 8 percent of total accession). 
In addition, the AVF has provided an Active Force which is broadly 
representative of our society in terms of income and geographic 
distribution: 

Percent Distribution of Earnings of Parents of Recruits (May 197'5) 
Compared with U.S. Family Income (March 1975) 

U.S. Family 
Marine Air All Earnings 

Army ~ Corps Force Services March -1975 

$ 0 -$ 2,000 8.7 3.9 8.9 3.6 6.4 5.3 
3,000 - 7,999 24.0 17.8 20.6 17.7 20.5 21.0 
8,000 - 10,999 19.6 16.3 17.1 17.8 18.1 14.5 

11,000 - 13,999 15.2 17.8 16.2 19.4 17.0 14.8 
14,0"00 - 19,999 18.7 23.1 23.5 25.3 22.0 22.3 
20,000 + 13.9 21.1 13.6 16.2 16.0 21.8 

Although the proportion of blacks in the services has increased sin~e 
the inception of the AVF, this trend has leveled off in the past 
three years. The increased percentage of blacks in the AVF represents 
a significant increase in the number ~f blacks scoring high enough 
on the standardized tests to qualify for entrance, as well as the 
decision of blacks to take advantage o·f employment opportunities 
offered in the military se.rvices: 

Black Representation 
(Percent) 

Marine 
DOD Army Na~ CorEs Air Force 

Year OFF ENL OFF ENL OFF ENL OFF ENL OFF ENL 

CY 1964 1.8 9.7 3.3 11.8 0.3 5.9 0.3 8.7 1.5 10 .. 0 
CY. 1974 2.8 15.7 4.5 21.3 1.3 8.4 2.5 18.1 2.2 14.2 
cY 1975 3.1 16.1 4.8 22.2 1.4. 8.0 3.0 18.1 2.5 14.6 
cY 1976 3.4 16.6 5.2 23.7 1.6 8.0 3.4 1-7 .o 2.8 14. 7. 

The biggest problem for the current AVF appears to be in meeting 
the manpower requirements of the reserves. As shown on the following 
table. the~e are growing shortfalls in several categories of Selected 
R~serve forces: 

I . 
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_A_µ_t:ltorized Versus Actual Average Strength - Selected Reserves 
(Thousands) 

FY 1975 FY 1916 -- · FY 1977 
Manned Manned Manned 

Com:2onent Auth (%) Auth (%) Auth (%) 

Army National Guard 400 98.5 400 94.8 390 93.3 
Army Reserve 225 102.3 219 96.8 212 91.5 
Navy Reserve 106 101.9 106 92.4 96 100.0 
Marine Corps Reserve 37 86.5 32 96.9 34 85.3 
Air National Guard 95 98.9 95 97.9 93 97.8 
Air Force Reserve 51 92.2 52 96.2 52 92.3 

Total 925 97.8 904 95.5 878 93.6 

The Individual Ready Reserve (IRR) (which would provide replacements 
during a mobilizatiQn situation) is diminishing rapidly in size. 

4 

This fall-off has been caused primarily by the fact that two-year 
draftees used to serve four years in the reserves after completion of · 
active duty tours. Current enlistees serve 3 to 4-year active duty 
terms, leaving only 2 to 3 years of reserve service. With the completion 
of the reserve obligation of most Vietnam veterans, the Army IRR was 
down to 165,000 enlisted personnel in early FY 1977 (compared to 
a 1973 total of 685,000). However, the $eriousness of this shortfall 
is difficult to estimate until DOD completes on-going requirements 
studies • . 

The Modified AVF would take steps to minimize the projected cost of 
maintaining the AVF by making policy changes to reduce the required 
number of accessions of non-prior service males in the average or . 
higher mental categories. Possible changes include increased utili
zation of women (highly promising), relaxation of mental/edqcational 
standards, relaxation of physical standards, reduction of first-term 
attrition, the use of more civilians in support positions (primarily 
contractor personnel), and increasing the percentage of career (as 
opposed-to first-tenn) personnel. 

By putting together various combinations of policy modifications to 
the AVF, it appears feasible to hold the projected cost of the AVF 
in line wit·h the increases in real wages expected in the civil sector. 
This would be accomplished by placing less demand on the decreasing 
supply of military age males by substituting from other sources. For 
example, assuming a 15 percent youth unemployment rate in 1985 (compared 
to the 1975 actual rate of 20 percent), the effects of a series of 
possible policy modifications on the military compensation cost of 
the AVF would be as follows (dollars in billions): 
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Manpower Cost of Un.~odified AVF 
i 

·1 
! 

• •' • 4 • • 

(frDfil 32,CJQ in 19I7 to 6!1.,000 in 19$0). 

Reduce Attrition Rate to nor, Objective 

Contract Out 50,000 Support Positions 

. ... ;...• 

Recruit 40,GOO (107.) fro~ crose Scoring 
Below Average on Hental Tests • • • 

Revised Total (Modified -AVF) 

5 

33 ._7 

- 4.5 

4.8 

1.7 

- 5.6 

17.1 

* Co.npared -with 1975 railitary co:r.pensation costs of $19-.SB. 

* 

* 

It should be c~?hasized that th~ · po3s!ble policj ~~difications outlined 
above are ·not n~ce:ssa:rily reccm!!lended at this time. Further analysis is 
ne:~ced by D:)~ en tr . .: s;,.::~ifi.:". effects of such cha:1;es. However, assm1ing 
that so6e of the policy c:.a:i.ges are desirable and can be successfully 
accol!l~lished, a r.!odifiec ;..'."T could E;reatly allev~ate or even potentially 
avo:d the substanti.:.l cc::;t incrc:iscs ~-hich '1.-:ou!.d othen.ise be necessary 
to n?.et future ~~npo~er r.equir~~ents on a volunt~ry basis. 

Recent Secretary of Defens~ decisions indicate the DOD is moving in the. 
right direction on most cf the policy change~ which appear to be desirable 
for the AVF. An excP.ption ap~ears to ~e the slm,"Oess of DOD to proceed 

•. -/·,,., 
) 

·i 
I 

I 

I 

I 

i 
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with civilianization of additio~al military iupport billets at do~estic 
i.nstallatic~s. Bec~use of tr-e c~E'~p:;r cost of contractor personnel, this 
ac.tion could si;nificantly reduce dire:t personnel costs. In addition, 
reduced military accession require~ent3 would lead to decreased recruitment 
and training costs. The report reco,..r.:-?nds that active duty military force , 
levels be reduc~d by the substitution of about 50,000 contractor personnel f 
performing sup;.>ort function·s at 'Ll. S. bases over a thr_ee-year period. 

Concerning the Re~ve d~a:t, the report cuncludes that it would be 
pre~ature to i~pose a drait for reservists. DOD is currently reassessing 
the assign..:1e:nts, capabili~y. and requi:-er.ients of its Reserve Forces under 
current scenarios. DOD i~ consideriag more imaginative approaches to 
filling the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR) directly by voluntary means 
(e.g., enlisting high sch':lol juniors. and seniors for four months active· 
duty, annual ·retainer· pay, educational assistance). In addition, the 
Reserve Co.upensation System Study is studying the relationships of the 
market, the ~ission, the current requi~ements, and compensation alterna
tives. Until these studies are completed, it would be too early to make 
major policy decisions on how to meet the personnel needs of the Reserve 
Forces. 

The reactivation of the Active Duty Draft is not recommended in the study 
because of the high social costs involved (e.g., disruption of education 
and job pla~s; ctJerci:.'er:e~s; .'.!..,c i:.1? n.c;·:tion of a .,conscrirtion t.:1:-:" c~ 
dro.ftees reprt:!sentir.g lb~ difference b~twee"n what t~ey cculd ear:i in the 
~ivilian market place and their military service pay levels). The amount 
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of bud~ctary savin6s resulting fro~ ,1 reinstitution ·of the dn:ft would 
vary d-:·pending on the Wa)~C rates which the Governnent would pay and the 

' .:d tern01ti·.;e c.:;ai~-:t .. ·!-.ich ::l:"' cl raft . j .':, CODpare:d. Assuraing t;lat draftees' 
;-_c:· i,·~s r:!c!1,c ... c ~o the: :;i;,:.::\.<;;, ·,:age J .:;;cl~ the nE:ar-tE::rm budgetacy savlngs 
from a -reinstater•,c nt -of - fhc -·craft -,.,cn!ld 1:,e less- t-hnn $3 billic-n per y~ "j. 
hoi:e·:er, it pi:.j· J..c:::.- e:~~ :.:..:: :=i:b~-t.:...:.'1 il~1:3C!"J.nt:l -·~re not. reC.uc..cd beluw 
current rates t:lere would b(· , ,, s:! rr:i.f i.cn:1.t ne~-:--ter~ sa;,.ings. Of course, 
unless so:ne of tiie p·::>licy cha~r.es outlined previously for a modified AVF . 
~ere i=?le~ented, the co~t of cl1e all-~clunteer a?proach would escalate 
greatly in future years, &nd the savi~;s from having a draft ~ould 
iu=rcase cc~~~rably. 

The cost of a ~ati0:·l.:11. Se::-·\'ice: approai:.'.1 to oeeting military ma::ipower 
requirer.1ents 1..'ould be very high. Alth~ugh there are many possible variants 
of national ~ervice:, the scucy focusetl en compulsory national :..ilitary 
Si::rvict oi 2bout o:,e million men per y-~ar. Under this option. bud.getary 
costs of r..iilita:-y ~anpoi:cr by 1930 "'-Culd increase by ab::>t1t $10 billion per 
)"i:!ar. ov2r current lo::vels :::.f tii~se personnel \~ere: paid at the r..ir.imu~ 'Wage. 
Howe~er, the bu~gatary cost i5 only a portion of the tru~ social cost 
~hi.ch i3 .:.2.:?.!>t!?".:d b::; fr,i! ·;alue cf these? Sc.me manpower re:sourc~s in their 
ne:xt best alten~ative use (i.e., the pri'\'cite secr.c,r). Here th: model 
used calcul:Hed t:-1e SC'c:i.al coa:t of nat .:.onal military service to be $78 
billion in 1935. ~orEover, camµ~lsory national service ~ould gener2te 
more -;:;a:-,?o· .. ·e:- th.:;:1 :r.2 :.:il:::. t.'.;.r:-· ser·,•ic,!s could usefully aj,;orb. If the 
national service pro;;:-a=i \.."ere voluntat:• and ir.cluded civilian sector 
service, the nilitary's recruitcent ?roble~s would be intensified because 
of the need to co=;ete ~ith civili3n s~rvice tor ~an?o~er. 

The report _reco~en.;.1_~ that the D.;;partment of li£!fense continue to operate 
i.'it'!-, t:-.~ A1.'"f and i;::i;l, ... :::~nt t.,e follo-...-iug ~aila.=;u,ent initiative~;: 

An •.qd.atc of DOD' s Ja~uary 197l1 ?.eport cm quality re=tu1re::-.e~:.s for the 
AVF based on job analyses which will enable DOD . to estinate hot.: many 
rno~e Category I\' 1 s {bel9·., average o.e:itally) and/or 110n-high school 
graduates are acceptable ~ 

A review by DOD cf specific support functions at domestic bases (now 
perforned by ~ilitary persc,nnel) -..h:..:h can be accomplished more e.c.onoc
ically and effectively by civilian contractor personnel. An objective 
should be established to reduce the active duty force levels by about . 
50~000 oilitary personnel ever a three-year period as a result of 
increased contracting out of support functions at dome~tic bases. 

The conduct of experiments · to evaluate the perforcance of wo~en in a 
wide range of occupational specialities,with the objective of substan
tially increasing the number of women in the services as the pool of 
available young tilen d.ecreases in size over the next several years. 

- . The i.mplementation of the recommendations of t;he DOD study on physical 
standards to make the maximum feasible utilization of people wanting 
military careers who are no.., denied the.'11 because of marginal Yeight or 
orthopedic restrictions. 

Further revieY by DOD of personnel requirc~ents and co~pensaLion O?tions 
for the Reserve Force: 

·' ,, 
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2i( 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 111) 
SUBJECT: Active Force Enlisted Recruiting--Trends and Outlook 

Active force enlisted recruiting results thus far in FY 1979 are a matter 
of concern to us and all of the Services. None of the Services achieved 
their December or first quarter FY 1979 recruiting objectives. This was 
the first quarter since the draft ended in which no Service made its 
objective. Shortfalls are also expected to be reported for January. 

Although total recruiting objectives last quarter were only 2 percent lower 
than in the same quarter last year, total accessions declined 9 percent. 
New female accessions were 11 percent above last year's total, but the 
Services had programmed a 13 percent increase. New male accessions were 
12 percent below last year while the Services had programmed a 4 percent 
decline. The high school diploma graduate proportion among new accessions 
remained high, though below last year's proportion, for all Services except 
the Marine Corps. They were also the only Service recruiting a larger number 
of graduates than in the same quarter of last year. The number of high 
school graduates entering the other Services declined by about 15 percent 
over the year. 

We have discussed these unfavorable trends with the Services and tentatively 
concluded that current recruiting problems are the cumulative result of a 
number of factors: 

a. Tougher Recruiting Market. The market is more difficult to work 
due to increased employment among 18-19 year old males and a tripling of 
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) enrollment over the last 
year. Male likelihood to enlist, as evidenced by our market surveys, has 
declined and remains low. Also, the military offering has become less 
attractive. The eligibility for G.I. Bill educational benefits terminated at 
the end of 1976. The Veterans Educational Assistance Program (VEAP) benefits ~ 
are far less valuable. Further, entry military pay has not kept pace with 
changes in the minimum wage, median earnings of 18-year old workers, and '-~ 
changes in consumer prices. ~ \ 

, .. ,. .. . , .... ,. 
b. Emphasis on Maximizing High School Diploma Graduate Accessions. A ~ 

tougher FY 1978 market was masked somewhat by lower overall accession require- '{1 
ments and continued success in attracting relatively high percentages of high 
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school graduates. The Army, Navy, and Marine Corps emphasized the accession 
of high school graduates by limiting non-graduate enlistments. Subsequent 
inability to recruit the numbers of graduates desired resulted in FY 1978 
recruiting shortfalls in the Army and Navy. Concentration on the high 
school graduate market appears to have degraded our recruiting effectiveness 
in the non-graduate segment of the market. 

c. Other Factors. An array of additional factors appears to be con
tributing to the overall problem: 

(1) Efforts by the Services to more evenly flow accessions into
their training bases -- thus impairing their ability to take maximum 
advantage of the seasonal nature of the recruiting market. 

(2) Recent highly publicized instances of recruiting malpractice
and subsequent Congressional hearings. 

(3) The continuing debate on the All Volunteer Force (AVF) (with
the attendant criticism of the quality and representativeness of military 
personnel) and discussion of a possible return to mandatory registration 
and the draft itself. 

(4) Widespread unfavorable publicity on living conditions for
Service personnel overseas. 

Recruiting prospects for the balance of the year are highly uncertain. With 
no change in market conditions, significant quantity or quality shortfalls 
are likely. There are, however, reasons to look for an improvement. The 
Army has dropped its numeric restrictions on recruiting of non-high school 
graduates. The Army and Air Force are adjusting their recruiting goals to 
take advantage of the historically better recruiting periods in the third 
and fourth quarter of the fiscal year. The number of 18-19 year old unem
ployed males may very likely increase in the months ahead. The CETA build
up is over, and program participants should be coming back into the market. 
Finally, preliminary data indicate that this year's freshman college enroll
ment (male) declined more than did the population. 

We were aware of these trends (as well as the potential for change) during 
the budget review. However, we believed it would be premature to recommend 
substantial increases in recruiting resources based upon data available at 
that time. We are still not ready to make such a recommendation. However, 
if the Services' recruiting efforts continue to falter, we are prepared to 
examine a range of alternatives from increased resources to readjustment of 
quality goals/entrance standards. 

The on-going dialogue within the Congress and the media on the "deficiencies" 
of the AVF and the possible restoration of the draft will continue to hamper 
our recruiting efforts. Nonetheless, we still have confidence in the AVF 
and our ability to sustain it through such supportive management actions 
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(e.g., attempts to reduce attrition, lump sum re-enlistment bonuses, en
hanced educational benefits and shorter initial enlistment tests) as have 
recently been taken. Should you wish to discuss this matter with the 
Services in the Armed Forces Policy Council, a talking paper is attached. 

Attachment 
As stated 

~ 
ROBERT B. PIRI~ 

Principal Deputy Aaaiatant Secret&'J' 
of Defenae .(MRA&L). 
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TALKING PAPER 

Subject: Active Force Enlisted Recruiting 

Current Status: 

Strengt}:t 

At the ~nd of FY 1978 and the first quarter of FY 1~79, all 
Services were within 1 percent of planned end strengths. 

Recruiting 

October-December 1978 was the first quarter in the AVF period 
in which no Service made recruiting goals. 

All Services failed in January to meet goals. 

Recruiting has been 1ess effective over the last year due to 
market conditions; unfavorable publicity; some of our own 
management actions; and the AVF, registration and draft 
debates. 

We hope for some improvement in the enlistment market in the 
months ahead. 

We see no likelihood of additional recruiting resources 
at this time. 

Action Required: 

It is imperative that every effort be made to turn the recruiting 
situation a~ound within existing resouces. 

At this time of critical national debate on the AVF, it is 
particularly necessary to insure that we are doing everything 
possible to achieve realistic recruiting goals. 

I see no e~sy road back to conscription under any circumstances, 
short of mobilization. Should recruiting falter due to uncon
trollable market conditions and after prudent adjustment of quality 
goals, it must be clear to all that we in DoD have exhausted every 
reasonable recourse to bring about a maximally effective recruiting 
pr ogram to get the necessary accessions . and maintain strength. ------· 

I remain confident in our ability to sustain the AVF through 
dedicated and supportive management actions. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 203!50 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

\} 9 JWl 2 2 t,;.\ 11: S::: 

21 r.yne l9(!JA. -~· .• · ... . . 
I" . 
I 
l 

. JUN251979 
Subj: Parity Policy for Navy Recruiting - INFORMATION .MEMORANDUM 

; jlEe SEC HAS SEE~ 
Based on our recent discussions, I have directeqj a thorough review of 

the current Navy policy to achieve parity for racial :~nd ethnic groups in 
recruiting. We are giving high priority to exploring tfie legal issues in
volved, defining precisely the manpower and personnel implications of the 
policy, and developing and analyzing the impact" of alternative policies. I 
have asked my staff to complete this work in order·that I might provide a 
comprehensive paper to you not later than 30 July 1979. 

The current Navy policy is designed to ensure that each of the four 
groups--caucasian, black, hispanic, and other--are enlisted in such a mix 
as to allow each group comparable opportunity for upward mobility in the 
Navy. The policy ensures that a particular group does not shoulder the 
burden of the less desirable jobs on a proportional basis that is drasti
cally out of line with the proportion of its members in the total force. 

The Navy requires that 83% of its new recruits be eligible to attend 
initial skill training. This percentage of school-eligible personnel has 
proven, over time, to be a valid predictor of quality. Obviously, we 
would like 100% of our recruits to be school-eligible but we recognize 
that this is simply not realistic. Basically, school eligibility status 
can be achieved by scoring sufficiently high on the entry tests. 

The current parity policy requires that the Navy, while maintaining 
83% school eligibility of all those being enlisted, also maintain a mini
mum of 75% school eligibility in each of the four groups mentioned above. 
In so doing, the Navy assures that the significant majority of the re
cruits in each group that we do bring in will have reasonable opportunity 
for upward mobility and long term success and that we will not develop a 
disproportionate number of individuals of any one racial group in the 
non-school eligible segment of the force. 

A bit of his~ory helps in understanding this issue. In the early 
1970s, before parity was adopted, the Navy had a disproportionate number 
of minorities in the less desirable occupations and large numbers of 
them, due to failure to meet minimum school requirements, had little or 
no chance to move out of these jobs and advance. As a result of several 
incidents of a racial nature, the Navy undertook a careful study of equal 
opportunity practices and policies. Some of the more publicized incidents 
took place aboard USS KITTY HAWK (October 1972), USS HASSAYAMPA (October 
1970), and USS CONSTELLATION (November 1970) and at the Naval Training 
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Center, Great Lakes {July 1970), Naval Station Kaflavik, Iceland {October 
1970) and Naval Station, Midway Island {November 1972). 

A key finding of the investigations was that a lack of upward mobility 
and employm~nt in the least desirable jobs were important factors in the 
unrest and· severe personnel problems. In October 1972, school-eligible 
goals were set at 81% for majority personnel, at 67% for minorities. In 
April 1973, after the Hicks Subcorrmittee report was issued, the goal for 
all personnel, majority and minority, was set at 81%. The Navy Affirma
tive Action Planning Task Force convened in October 1975 and reviewed the 
representation of minorities in all Navy ratings. They found a serious 
underrepresentation of minorities in a number of occupations. The parity 
policy, coupled with management actions to ensure that qualified minorities 
are enlisted and attend schools in these underrepresented ratings, was 
adopted to correct the problems that contributed to the incidents the Navy 
experienced. , 

Prior to the Navy Affirmative Action Plan (NAAP) promulgation in July 
of 1976, the leaders of NAACP were contacted and asked to review the docu
ment. The recruitment policy was explained and statistical information 
was presented which showed that blacks and other minorities were beginning 
to increase in representation, show greater upward mobility as a group, 
receive fewer "less than honorable" discharges, and in gen.eral, were in
creasing in the petty officer ranks. The NAACP endorsed the Navy Affirma
tive Action Plan at its annual convention in Memphis in June of 1976. 
Contacts with the Black Congressional Caucus in 1974 through 1976 also 
explained the parity policy. It was first viewed with disapproval but 
was accepted after the statistical indicators showed improvements for 
minority personnel. In fairness, I understand that the term 11 parity 11 was 
not used in these discussions with the NAACP or the Black Caucus. Rather, 
the policy was explained as an equal opportunity initiative to prevent the 
clustering of minorities in the unskilled areas and to avoid recognized 
problems which led to earlier racial unrest. 

As I mentioned at the outset, we are actively reviewing all aspects 
of the current policy and the legality and impact of any alternatives. I 
will keep you fully informed and will provide the results of our analysis 
by July 30. 

• James Woolsey 
Acting Secretary of the Navy 

2 

761



Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, Acc 330-82-0204, Box 39, 
Folder 340, 1979.

., I •• . . 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

. 2 7DEC 319 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Career Retention 

The broad attention being given to our recent recruiting 
shortfalls has obscured what may well be a more serious 
problem in terms of the readiness of our military forces: 
the alarming drop in the retention of our mid-career per
sonnel. While this issue may become entangled in the public 
debate about registration and the draft, it is actually 
unrelated to it. These men and women are now volunteers, 
have been so in the past, and would be under any future 
military manpower scheme, including the draft. However they 
are now electing not to remain in increasingly greater 
numbers. If this trend persists it will have grave con
sequences for the armed forces. 

The problem is this: retention rates at the second enlist
ment point were until last year typically between 60% and 
70%; they now are measured at 55% or below. Similar trends 
can be seen at later enlistment thresholds. This drain of 
experienced personnel hurts our ability to man and train an 
effective force, and this is magnified by the resultant 
increase in our recruiting requirements. In short, we are 
losing experienced supervisors and instructors and are being 
forced to replace them with new recruits who need instruc
tion and supervision. This spiral very quickly will lead to 
a noticeably less effective military establishment if deci
sive action is not taken. 

I believe the key to appropriate action lies in enhancing 
both the real value and the perceived value of a military 
career in the eyes of the American people. This can be done 
through better and more competitive compensation, through 
improvements in working and living conditions, and, of ,great 
importance, through demonstrated interest and concern by top 
national leadership. 
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Our servicemembers who joined the All-Volunteer Fore, in the 
early years are reenlisting at the end of their initial term 
at a satisfactory rate. On the other hand, we have seen a 
significant decline in the retention of more experienced 
career military personnel--people who are critical to the 
operation and maintenance of an increasingly complex military 
force. The problem is particularly serious at the second 
reenlistment point, which tends to signal the member's 
intentions with respect to longer term career plans. This 
drop and its effect on the pool of experienced personnel is 
further aggravated by abnormal peaks in the number of per
sonnel reaching retirement eligibility. The following table 
reflects the downward trend in second term retention: 

Second Term Retention Rates (%) 

Fiscal Year Army Navy Marine CorEs Air Force 

1975 57 65 46 68 
1976 55 63 44 65 
1977 53 59 47 65 
1978 49 54 44 57 
1979 48 51 46 53 

The attached chart displays the impact of these retention 
trends on the experience mix of each of the Services. In 
the Army, the number of soldiers with over four years of 
service has increased by almost 40,000 since 1974, yet the 
Army remains below its experience objective because of a 
shortage of people with 8-18 years of service. Navy career 
content was below the required experience level in 1974 and 
has remained so over the last five years despite an increase 
in the number of sailors with 5-10 years of service. The 
overall deficit is more critical today because it is now 
concentrated in the later career years. Marine Corps trends 
and current status are very similar to the Navy's. The Air 
Force, on the other hand, currently meets its overall career 
objective because of high procurement and retention in past 
years. Recent second term reenlistment trends, however, 
coupled with a programmed decrease in the size of the first 
term force indicate this favorable condition may be jeopar
dized in the immediate future. 

The net result of these deficienci es is both an increase i n 
the need for new recruits and a reduction in the r eadiness 
of our Armed Forces. For example, in November 1979 the 
number of Navy ships with substandard readiness ratings 
because of manning considerations was 43% above the level in 
1977. 
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Our research indicates that economic considerations are a 
paramount contributor to the decline in career retention. 
To combat this I have initiated actions aimed at paying 
bonuses at critical decision points to those whose skills 
are in the shortest supply. We started paying reenlistment 
bonuses in lump sum rather than installments in April of 
1979. The FY 1981 budget request provides for a 51.4% 
increase in reenlistment bonus funds; funds for second term 
reenlistments were increased to $119 million. In addition, 
we are drafting legislation to increase the maximum level of 
reenlistment bonus from $12,000 to $15,000 (from $15,000 to 
$20,000 for Navy nuclear personnel) and to extend bonus 
eligibility to 14 years of service rather than the present 
limit of 10 years. While these bonus actions may assist in 
stemming the flow of critical personnel, they may also 
exacerbate problems in those areas to which they do not 
apply. 

Bonus actions deal more effectively with distributive pro
blems than with general career enhancement. We must also 
deal with the more general problem. Inadequate wage growth 
compared to most other sectors of the American economy 
during this decade coupled with largi and highly visible 
inequities in the reimbursement of travel and housing costs 
are seen as major contributors to our present deteriorating 
state. The FY 1981 budget contains an added $122 million to 
reduce by about one-eighth the amount which military per
sonnel must pay out of their own pockets when they are 
reassigned from station to station. The budget also con
tains a 7.4% pay raise for military personnel, while 6.27% 
is allocated to civilian personnel. 

These things will help, in themselves and as a signal of 
interest and concern. They will not, as a one-shot effort, 
erase the serious conce~n that prevails on compensation 
issues in the armed forces. -After all, the 7.4% pay raise 
is likely to be less than inflation and as such probably 
could not be differentially distributed to especially com
pensate mid-career personnel, even if that were legally 
viable. The travel reimbursements are still far from 
compensatory, and ·far below what we pay civil servants of 
equivalent seniority. The basic pay of entry level per
sonnel will fall even further behind the minimum wage. Thus 
I believe that we will need to continue to press to improve 
military compensation generally. 
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Two pieces c - legislation now before the Congress will make 
it easier to adjust military compensation to meet our needs. 
The Civil Service Pay Reform Act will sever civilian and 
military pay scales, making it possible to provide needed 
raises to the military without providing automatic increases 
to civil service workers. The Uniformed Services Retirement 
Benefits Act, an outgrowth of the Zwick Commission, would 
increase incentives for mid-career personnel. I am, however, 
pessimistic that either act will pass in the next session. 
The first is bitterly opposed by the Civil Service unions. 
The second, because it reduces 20 year retirement benefits, 
was opposed in this building by the military services, and 
outside by the various military and veterans associations. 
I . have been working to secure acceptance of the Act by the 
Services, but I'm not sure how successful my efforts will 
be. A highly visible and contentious public fight over this 
issue would not help our retention problems. However, the 
structural changes embodied in the act would be very useful. 
On balance, I believe the two bills would be beneficial and 
we should press for passage early in the next session. 

Beyond compensation improvements, I believe we need to 
enhance further our campaign of positive leadership. We 
need to appear as active in support of our military per
sonnel as we are, in fact, active in improving military 
quality of life. Actions such as conducting a retirement 
ceremony for a senior enlisted member of the Armed Forces in 
the White House would be useful. Strong administration 
support of pro-military personnel initiatives before Con
gress will present another positive aspect. As the Commander
in-Chief, your support and the rejection of unjust or inac
curate criticisms of military personnel would make important 
contributions. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D .C. 20503 

January 4, 1980 

MEMORANDUM TO: Jasper Welch 

FROM: John w~ 
SUBJECT: SECDEF Memorandum for the President on Career 

Retention 

A close reading .of Harold's memorandum reveals a mixed picture on 
enlisted retention. Retention rates are down but the number of 
people being retained in the career force is up (see attached graph). 
Between 1974 and 1979, the career force grew by 11,000, at a time 
when the total enlisted force was being reduced by 100,000. Both 
first term retention rates and first term retention increased over 
this period. Second term retention rates decreased but second term 
retention was about the same due to the increased number of 
first-term reenlistees reaching their second reenlistment point. 
This pattern is entirely consistent with the experience distribution 
we predict will emerge from the proposed military retirement reform. 

Enlisted Force Size (000s) by YOS 
1-4 5-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 

Current Steady State 1,000 395 185 160 40 10 
Retirement Proposal 1,000 410 185 140 45 10 

Specifically addressing the points you raised in your note: 

o While retaining more personnel to the 10-year point and then 
encouraging them to leave will not produce the current 11 objective 11 

profile contained in the memorandum, Harold and I both agree that 
it will produce a lower cost (apout 20% savings in steady state) 
and equally effective enlisted force. It will reduce requirements 
for NPS acce·ssions, increase the availability of journeyman level 
skills and mitigate pressures to carry excess numbers of 
supervisors and senior technicians to the 20-year retirement 
point. Stated differently, it will eliminate the discontinuities 
at 20 YOS that characterize each of the "objective" profiles 
contained in the memorandum. 

o We are not prepared, however, to allow second term retention, 
particularly in the Navy, to fall below current levels. To hedge 
against the possibilities that the retirement legislation will not 
be enacted or that first-term retention will slip, we have 

( increased second-term (Zone B) reenlistment bonus commitments by 
\ 200% in real terms($ 1980) from $38M in 1979 to $119M in 1981. 
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With respect to the rest of the memorandum, we support the 
Secretary's recommendations to enhance both the real and perceived 
value of a military career and to further demonstrate the interest 
and concern of our top national leadership in military personnel. We 
believe that the compensation initiatives in the 1981 budget are 
sufficient to meet our manning objectives. Ceremonial actions of the 
type recommended should be considered. However, the Department 
should be particularly careful to avoid understating the value of 
military compensation. 

If the military ·readership continues to denigrate military compensation 
programs, then it will be extremely difficult to convince the military 
people that they are receiving a fair shake. The perceived value of 
their military pay will fall further below actual levels and adequate 
recruitment and retention performance will be achieved only at much 
greater cost. ' 

If you and Zbig decide to forward Harold's memo to the President, 
please include this paper as an attachment, since I believe the 
President would be interested in our assessments of the Secretary's 
points. 

Attachment 

- ";"; l _ --- - -~--:_· - - _ ............ _ . ; ·- ·- -
- - ·----·-
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

\ 
TH E \\' H I TE H OU S E 

\"l A S H I N GT O N 

February 29, 1980 
---- ----, 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Career Retention of Enlisted Personnel : 

I want to provide assistance where I can to alleviate 
the serious problem we face in retaining mid-term military 
personnel. 

I would therefore appreciate it if you would take the 
initiative in suggesting good opportunities for speeches, 
visits ?.nd statements that will make clear my own personal 
support for the men and women.in the armed forces. I am 
more than willing to eliminate unjust and inaccurate 
criticisms of military personnel or military life. 

The constant drum of negative statements from Defense. 
Department officials and top military officers rega.I;".q,ing 
U.S. capability is a severe depressant on morale~~ ~oach 
would never denigrate his own athleti~ team as a ploy to 
increase budget allotments. - ~....-

Also, excessively frequent transfers of military personnel 
should be eliminated. I understand that the average stay 
of a person at any one post is very brief. 

' 

You should assess other factors involved in low reenlistment 
~l(<t,•'C"'.~L--~ 

E~blerns. When I served in the Navy, money was not the 
predominant concern. -~--

,.._ 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

EXECUTIVE 

41) 7 
THE WHITE _HOUSE ;1/,LJ 

WAS H I NG TO N ,"' /) ?- ? 
. ,;V',c., ?-.s..,. 

February 23, 1980~~~.J" 

THE PRESIDENT 

STU EIZENSTAT ~1\tv 
STEVE SIMMONS~ 

r~ 15 

Brzezinski and Brown Memos re Career 
Retention of Enlisted Personnel 

We agree with Harold Brown and Zbigniew Brzezinski that more 
needs to be done to enhance "both the real and the perceived 
value of a military career". However, we believe it would be 
very ill-advised to elevate the civil service pay reform and 
military retirement legislation to White House priority status 
at this time, and strongly recommend against it for the following 
reasons: 

The issue of whether you should personally announce the 
Messages to Congress on these two initiatives was explicitly 
discussed in an extensive decision memo in May, 1979. 
Arguments pro and con on your personal involvement in this 
as a high -White House priority were outlined, and you decided 
against such personal involvement. If anything, the legis
lative situation with respect to these two initiatives is 
worse today, and the arguments against your personal partici
pation are even stronger. Also, after an extensive decision 
making process these initiatives were approved just last 
month only as "must pass departmental" items. 

As Frank Moore suggests, neither of these initiatives will 
pass this session. Despite all of Scotty Campbell's efforts 
to find a leader on the House Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee such as Mo Udall was on civil service reform, he 
has not succeeded for pay reform. A key House staffer told 
us it will be "virtually impossible" for the House Committee 
to report this bill, there is no Committee Democrat pushing 
for it, and only the Republicans support it. The bill is still 
at the subcommittee hearing stage, and Subcommittee Chair Gladys 
Spellman is opposed. On the Senate side there has also been 
no pay reform leader found and only one hearing has been held. 
Scotty Campbell, who is our designated leader on this matter, 
tells us he is "neutral" about getting you and White House 
staff involved personally. Legislative prospects for the 
military retirement proposals are also bleak. 

RECEIVED 
·; 
I'\. 

APR 3 19~0 
ND g-

~; CENTRAL FiLES 
•. 
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We cannot simply "discount opposition by Federal employee 
unions" as suggested in the Brzezinski memo. These unions 
strongly oppose the pay reform legislation and have a 
critical influence on the House Committee. They perceive 
it as cutting future pay raises, and they are right. 
Opposing this legislation is their number one priority. 
As Harold suggests in his own memo, the retirement legisla
tion has been opposed by the military services and various 
military and veterans associations. This is certainly not 
the year to push legislation that might upset these 
constituencies. An~ for you to support both of these 
would only combine opposition to both packages, joining 
veterans with Federal employees. 

If you or White House staff become significantly involved 
in pushing these initiatives, when they fail this will appear 
as a personal loss for you which will not help our legisla
tive record. Also, we have a full legislative platter as 
it is. We simply do not have adequate resources to take 
on such a divisive issue, especially in light of its prospects 
for passage. 

We believe that as a policy matter both of these initiatives are 
needed, and that we have served a valuable public policy goal by 
stimulating debate on them and getting the legislative process 
started. They should be priorities for us next Congress. But 
for now, we strongly recommend that Scotty Campbell continue to 
take the lead with respect to pay reform (we will continue to 
keep track of this initiative), and Defense should continue to 
push for the retirement proposals. We recommend you check dis~ 
approve on both the check boxes provided by Zbig, and Frank Moore 
strongly concurs with our recommendation. 

However, we do agree with Harold that it is of "great importance" 
to demonstrate "interest and concern by top national leadership" 
for the military. Thus we agree that your personal participation 
in ceremonies supporting the armed forces, personal rejection of 
unjust criticisms of military personnel, and personal support for 
increases in military bonuses and allowances you already approved 
in the budget process would be helpful. Such actions would be good 
policy as well as good politics. We recommend you send the 
attached memo to Harold suggesting this. 

Attachment 
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National Archives and Records Administration, Archives II, Records of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff (JCS), Official Records of JCS Chairman David Jones, 
  Acc 218-92-0030, Box 5, Folder 010 OSD, 8 Jan 81–22 Jan 81. 

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 
SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

JAN 16 1981 

I am promulgating today a change to DoD Directive 1332.14 
(Enlisted Administrative Separations), including a completely 
new Enclosure 8 on Homosexuality. 

The revision contains no change in policy. It reaffirms 
that homosexuality is incompatible with military service. In 
order to provide workable policies and procedures for all the 
military departments, however, and to provide the strongest 
possible basis for supporting these policies and procedures 
in court, it is important that applicable provisions be both 
clear and uniform. 

Under heretofore existing DoD Directives, discharge of 
homosexuals was not mandatory. The revision, however, makes 
discharge mandatory for admitted homosexuals and establishes 
very limited grounds for retention in·the event a member who 
claims not to be a homosexual solicits, attempts or partici
pates in a homosexual act or acts. In order to justify 
retention under these circumstances the member must prove 
affirmatively that the conduct was a departure from his or 
her usual behavior, that it is unlikely to reoccur, that it 
was not accompli·shed by force or coercion, that the member is 
not a homosexual or bisexual, and that his retention under the 
circumstances would not adversely affect discipline, good 
order or morale. The purpose is to permit retention where it 
is shown, for example, that the act occurred solely as a result 
of such matters as immaturity, undue influe~ce, intoxication, 
or a desire to avoid or terminate military service, and the 
other required findings can be made. This means, of course, 
that in the case of multiple acts, the burden of justifying 
retention will be even more difficult. The net result of 
the new provisions will be a clarification and strengthening 
of DoD policy, with safeguards that should enable the Depart
ment to sustain its position in the courts. 

I have personally worked on this problem from time to 
time during most of the four years I have served in the 
Department. I firmly believe that t.rie most important aspect 
of our policy is the ability to keep homosexuals out of the 
service and to separate them promptly in the event they are 
in fact enlisted or commissioned. The revised procedures 
accordingly make it clear that the mere fact of homosexuality 

.· f· .--~ . J-· 
\;. o-s s·, __ ~rt 

~-·· ~ ,. ' v-·-;\ 
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does not provide a basis for processing for Misconduct, but 
that if homosexual acts occur in circumstances where, for 
example, comparable heterosexual acts would have constituted 
Misconduct under applicable DoD or service regulations, those 
acts can, as in Misconduct cases, result in less than honorable 
discharges. In other words, while homosexuality cannot alone 
be grounds for a less than honorable discharge, the fact that 
the member is a homosexual or that the conduct involves homo
sexuality cannot be used to exempt the member from disciplinary 
action or administrative proceedings that would otherwise be 
appropriate. The Directive also gives the individual services 
some latitude in providing for secretarial review. 

Various helpful comments and suggestions about the content 
of these regulations have been received from the military depart
ments, some of them conflicting. All have been given careful 
consideration, and as many as possible incorporated in the final 
regulations being promulgated herewith. I am satisfied that the 
Department's problems in this area can be more effectively and 
efficiently handled under these uniform procedures than has been 
possible heretofore. The military departments should promptly 
revise their appropriate personnel policies and procedures to 
conform to this revision. 

(J' ~AtiiAA 
W. Graham Claytor, 

/' J I~ I c..b '1 · en.,.-:: 
Jr. i.~ 
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MANPOWER, 
RESERVE AFFAIRS 

AND LOGISTICS 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEF6~,{ 1;!.i·::.;· ~;·. ~~/UEl: 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Peacetime Registration 

In answer to the three questions I understand you put 

1. Registration could be resumed by executive order. Legislation 
would be required to reinitiate the draft. 

2. Legislative exceptions to the privacy act would be required if 
we were to undertake "passive registration" by use of existing social 
security, income tax, or other data files. 

3. Present legislation authorizes only the registration of males. 
Registration or drafting of women would require new legislation. Any 
male only registration or draft scheme would face uncertain prospects 
in the face of a sex discrimination suit. 

On the larger issues, you may find the attached draft memorandum and 
associated tabs helpful. I discussed this memorandum with the 
Mobilization Steering Committee (chaired by Mr. Resor, participated in 
by the JCS, the Service Under Secretaries, Service Vice-Chiefs and OSD 
officials) this morning and would with more time have modified the 
paper to take account of views expressed there. In brief, I recommend 
that DoD take a position that emphasizes that we are a consumer of 
Selective Service outputs, rather than manager of the Selective Service 
System. As a consumer, we have articulated our requirements. It is 
universally agreed that the Selective Service System cannot now meet 
those requirements. Many observers (CBO, the President's Reorganiza
tion Project, the acting head of the Selective Service System himself) 
have concluded that the system could meet our requirements without 
peacetime registration if various planning and ADP improvements were 
made. Under the circumstances, a concerted effort should be made over 
the next months to introduce these improvements and assess their effects. 
If their effects are not so substantial as has been predicted, or if 
our requirements change, then by the end of this calendar year we 
might recommend registration to the President • 

.§ -~Cl , 8- Z- ...-o-i. o YI' J... -- - 8/ _ t? 
~ b_ ~ '2 7~ /Cj7f 

./ -_ .. --·-------...._ 
UPON REMOVAL OF . ACHMENTS THIS~"£BN-flBENTIAl:-
.QO.C.U,vlENT BECO S UNCLASSIFIED } 

..... _,,..,.. ... 
~ ....... ____ , ______ ,,,,_..,.,,.~ 

-
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I recommend this position because I think that the potential divisiveness 
and volatile feeling associated with the draft make it important not to 
recommend peacetime registration unless and until we can demonstrate that 
it is a necessary means to achieving clearly articulated ends. The 
discussion this morning, and over preceeding weeks, makes it clear to 
me that we are not yet in that position. As I see it, three types of 
considerations might justify a request for ~eacetime registration. 
Though many in the Services and the JCS find those considerations com
pelling, I think we are not yet in a position to press them. 

1. Our goals for receipt of inductees. A debate about whether registraton 
is needed if the Selective Service is to meet our wartime goals for 
receipt of draftees obviously could pivot around the goals themselves. 
By this view peacetime registration would accelerate our wartime receipt ... 
of draftees by fifteen days. If~~ould trei,n dra~tees fifteen days ~~~ 
faster than we now say we could train them, and if tne consequent ·"Y ~ . 

marginal gains in our supply of trained manpower from M+lOO to M+150 (.~~~ 
were significant, then registration might be advisable. ..,,_,~ 

~~" ;___~ . ·,r·P 
Last year we reviewed our requirements for inductees and set them high l~~I!) 
enough to generate full utilization of training base capacity. This led ~ ... 
to a greatly intensified set of requirements for the Selective Service jt~ 
System, as follows. ~· 

Old 
New 

Selective Service Delivery Schedules 

1st Inductee 

M+llO 
M+30 

100,000 Inductees 

M+150 
M+60 

6-Month Total 

390K 
650K 

Our calculations suggest that if inductees came faster than this there 
would be no room in the training base for them. Tab B of the attached 
memorandum articulates our assumptions and calculations. 

This morning General Kroesen suggested both that we ought to change these 
often articulated and previously agreed upon goals and that the Army 
could take steps that would substantially expand the training capacity 
bottleneck. He favored registration on these twin assumptions. I would 
favor exploring these assumptions -- including our real capacity and 
the costs and time required to achieve the alleged higher capability 
before committing ourselves. 

• 
2. Our assessment of the means for achieving induction at the required 
rate. Projections of the capabilities of the Selective Service System 
are theoretical. The procedures for reactivating the draft have not 
been designed or tested. There is uncertainty about the post-mobilization 
responsivene~s of Selective Service. The more elements of the draft 
system that are exercised in peacetime, the less uncertainty there will 
be. Therefore, it may be said, the Department of Defense ought to 
minimize risk by pressing for registration now. 
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It is certainly possible that this may prove to be a correct argument , 
but I think now is the wrong time to press this point of view. This 
morning, Jim Woolsey urged that we press for a local test of the Select1t 
Service process, and endorse peacetime registration if the system fail• 
that test. I am inclined to the view that we should have some such 
evidence before pressing for registration. 

JJ 

3. The collateral goals allegedly furthered by peacetime registration~ 
Arguably, the symbolic and collateral effects of peacetime registratioa 
are so desirable that we should undertake it for these reasons even if 1:. 
is not required to achieve wartime mobilization. In conversations witpr 
the Army and the JCS staffs I have frequently heard this notion, alth. 
it has not been fully articulated. By this view, registration is 
desirable because it will provide useful recruiting information, r~ 
citizens of their basic obligation, produce contact with recruiters 
possibly leading to recruitment, induce uncertainty that may at the .• 
margin encourage reserve enlistment, etc. For the moment, at least, . 
do not dispute these goals, although I think it is questionable to wha:~ 
extent they would be accomplished by registration. The overriding 
point, however, is that in the debate that will ensue if registration.. ·' 
proposed, these collateral goals in themselves cannot justify registr 
to Congress and the public. The only thing that can justify peacetime, 
registration is the central function of registration itself: it is a 
means to provide inductees on a realistically required timetable. 

In this circumstance I think it is wisest to pursue collateral goals 
straightforwardly and separately. I would emphasize two points to thl: 
Chairman and others who value the symbolic and collateral effects of 
registration. First, an intense national debate over registration w 
confuse, perhaps undermine, and certainly divert energy from other mo-. 
pointed initiatives that we will advance in regard, for example, top 
trained manpower. Second, because at present the case for eacetime 
gistration is flawed at the core l if we raise t e issue now we run 8.d 

'slibstantial risk of losing it. That loss would have innumerable ad~ 
effects. Not only will it be divisive and disconcerting, it woulds 
the worst kind of signal to our allies., to our enemies, and to our own 
citizens. Worst of all, it would severely retard efforts to reinstat 
registration if and when circumstances made the case for it vastly 
stronger. 

Enclosures r ·. ! , . • • • • · : . .. . .. ~ • 

• • ,- ~ ·. . . - . ·· ~ ,.,'· ,:t~ ' 
Prmc1pal ,.;.:;,,: , :· . .' : · .· · . · ·· •· ··' · ·~ 

o·f Ch:fa;r;:~~ ( ~:.:-: . . ~ Li. 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef Files, 
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THE SECRETAf<Y uf J~?E:;, .; 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ,Sc-... . .- ;;0 
(. ; )r (...,.,_ ~ct: I WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301 

'--. 1-1.,s • 1.9.?9 ~ 
.:,("~;:/ "' 

. f 0 
MANPOWER, 

IESERVE AFFAIRS 
ANO LOGISTICS.. 

•-•LC 10 (., 1& OCT 1979 ..,.,. /a.._ 
t\l~ ,,,,et:.,..,/J. -.. 

MEMOBANDU!f FOlt The- S"ecretary o:f Defense 

SUBJE<:r: Adequacy- of: Pay I'ssue-

'7scd4-~~~ Ji .. $,,,..£ ~ ~..-t.... 

,,; ~ ... '°1~.- -Pe&. 
~~ ... s. .. ~~· . . ,._,...(.J.~~-- It~ 

We- have compl.etect the high-intensity study of the mil.itary 
pay adequacy issue- that you asked us. to do last Jul.y. To 
enabl.e us· to. meet the requ±.rement :for substantive supporting.
material.. during- the eun:ent Program/Budget cycle> J: intentionally 
narrowed. the focus- o-J! the study and concentrated on only the· 
most severe problemsp 

In. support or your neect f'or in:fonnatiozr in this area prior to 
your discussions with. the Director of 0MB and the President, 
r am forwarding the- attached tentative decision paper (Tab· A) •. 
Tl?i.s paper summarizes the- study e:ffort ilr very abbreviated 
terms· and. indicates stl:d~ recommendations-. r am not yet 
ready to make recommendations, and prefer to wait unti1 
Service comments are in and r have had a.. chance to talk to 
the Services about them. The full study report, together 
.with formal Service comments and my recommendations, should 
be available to you by the end o:f the month. 

Attachment 

I 

et·~ L---
Robert B. Pirie, Jr. 
Assista.~t Secretary of Defense 
(Ma.n:power. Reserve Affair:, & Logistics) 

l 'o ., . I I . •:.) I 
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TENTATIVE DECISION PAPER 

o Background 

- In recognition: of economic:. perturbations, pa.y adjustment 
policies, and recommended changes to military retirement, 
Sec Def asked for study o:! pay adequacy in terms of 
~fecta on. attraction and retention. • 

... 
' - ASD(MRA&:L) organized OSD/Servica task g,:oup to perform 

study-. 

-Iim.ited time (six - eight weeks) 

-:-limit~d scope (gen~raL. adequacy plus spe~ifi~ problem 
areas) . . . : ·. ·. . . 

~goa.l: recommendations for legislative program to be 
submi ttect in. ..ranua..ry 1980. 

o Study Resul..ts 

- Kiiita.ry- reaI.·income- has· not-, since 1972, kept pace with 
real income or representative· non-military U.S. workers. 

-infiation. has impa.c:.te<f. on. nearly al.I-out real. income
comparisons showr mi.Iita.ry- Iagg±ng- others by 7$ to. 15$. 

--a return to. 1972: relationships could require $2-4 billio~ 
in added annual compensation. ~ 

--military as a "calling" becoming financially less 
appealing to volunteers considering entering or remaining 
compared to non-military alternatives. 

- Stratified analyses suggest that comparative shortfalls 
are slightly more severe in the 25-34 year old range 
(officer and enlisted mid-career) . 

- Inventory versus requirements analyses indicate that 
shortfalls are most severe in very early enlisted and 
mid-career officer and enlisted areas. 
·---- -- · - -----·-· -··---

- wide geographical differences in CONUS housing costs 
impact unevenly and substantively on compensation of 
military. 
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- Frequency of moves coupled witll amount of reimbursed 

PCS travel. costs takes a. large- and unevenly· distributed. 
bite out o~ compensation 

-reassigned: members personal.ly- absorb as much as: $1. billion ((' 
annua1lr in unre-imbursed costs: •. 

--a. quarter billion dollars- of this- occurs during the /J 
actua.I transit event. 

--mileage rates (only movement costs reimbursement) If 
have not changed since 19. 7fI :to:rmemb\:::j 1974 ·:tor ;14 
dependents. ~ · J,,,,,. 'PC.~+~' 

W-"-'c_.· ·J,i-u--~~" 
The.._ s~11dy s,;ggests !!4d. the·, st~~;}tiQ:th OSD., _a,nd Sertj,';",. ~:2U 
agrees that attraction, retention,· motivation; productivitJ ~ • · . 
and manpower readiness can be effectively enhanced by • 
rea11stic and meaningful inc+eases in selected compensation.S...,.,c 
elements. : +- •. Ji· ·• 
Suggested.llterna.ti.nis - - t=~-~~- • 
- V~riable- Housing- Al.lowance. A hignTr:?ori"t:y ,:,fJ'f;if!etlJ:J:i• 

aimed. at a major source- o:t dissatisfaction. Deserves c, •. 
immediate attention: in a. manner compatible w.i.tl:t overseas 
precedent and. i.tt keeping with. earlier (PCMC' at seq.) 
dec:isions. 

-Al.terna.tive- I .: Provide a. VRA to all members equaI to 
the difference-between authorized BAQ and local 
housin~ costs. Annual cost estimated at $600 million. 

~Alternative a~ Provide a VHA to all personnel equal 
to the difference between local housing costs and 115% 
of authorized BAQ. Annual cost estimated at $300 million.~ 

~Alternative 3: Provide a VHA to all members equal to .J,f,\ 
one-half the difference between local housing costs 
and 125% of authorized BAQ. 

--Staff Recommendation: Submit authorizing legislation 
(amending Title 37 to extend overseas station allowance 
enabling language to CONUS -- no numbers/dollars 
included) and propose initial implementation for FY81 
at Alternative 2 level. 

---- -- - ------ · - - - ·- ---··---- . 780
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- PCS' Cost Reimbursement. All. essential corrective action 
to rectify a major inequity universally viewed as a 
disincentive· to· reenlistment/extension -- particularly 
when. compared to civilian, both .federal a.nd: private-, 
practices. Deserves visible, m~~~g~ui __ ai~~ention in both. 
short and long term. 

--A1ternative 1: Administratively. implement the authorized, 
but not currently used; concept of monetary allowance 
in lieu. of transportation (MALT) plus per diem ($35 
per ciay plus. 7<;: per mile) in place of' the current 10~ 
per mi1e· flat. rate- for members. Annual cost estimated 
a.t $111 million. 

. . . :--41terna:tive .a: .. ·Reorient reimbursement structure· to . . . ... ,, . ·pa.f nrlieage ·for .:faniily:-uni i' c,r· ·single me.incer . only a:t:•: 
18.S~ per m:i:le. ~ logical per diem for food and. 

· lodging in tr~~t1 ( $45 per day :for· sponsor /member 
and $1S per da-,=-~or each. additional family member). 
Anllua.l.. cost esti.ma.ted at $22S million -- use of 15~ 
per mile vice 18.5~ per mile reduces, estimate to 
$190- mil.llo1r. 

--Alternative a: In addition to actual movement cost 
reimbursement, pro vi.de, a. per diem :for pre-move- and 
post-mo.ve periods. when. members/ families. must utilize 
non-permanent lodging: :facilities. Annual. costs 
estimated at- $31 mil.I.ion: per day authorized ( data 
indicat-es average used is· a. total. of 20 days before
and after). 

--Sta.ff Recommendation: Implement the ltALT plus per diem . 
(Al.ternative 1) in FYSO identifying resources in the 
current budget cycle AND submit legislation to implement 
the· 18.5~ per mile plus $45/$15 per diem alternative 
in FY81. Additionally, include in the legislation 
provision for a maximum of four days (normal "proceed" 

. · .. 

time) of pre-and post-move per diem. Estimated cost --~ 
profile: . FY 1980 - $111 million (reduced as time .,,..---,, 
lapses before implementation) and FY 1981 - $350 ~~~ 
million ( $240 million above FYSO if "MALT plus" were 
implemented). 

- Basic Paz Line Adjustment. Recognition that the general 
level of regular military .compensation has eroded 
substantially vis a vis a spectrum of non-military 
measures, that the erosion is not uniform across all 
members. and that increased compensation can effectively 
attack specific attraction retention problems. Deserves 
consideration as a real and a perceived positive step 
toward enhancement of military service as a professional 
alternative. 

- - ·-- . --781
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-ilterna.tive !.: Submit legislation. to provide a. general., 
across the boa.r!i,, out-of-cycle- pa.y increase to a.11 
personnel. A. number increase· rates could be considered. 
Estimated costs izr FYSO are $27& million per percent 
increase. The- 3..181, increase- needed to achieve the 
10· .41$. total.. increase· initially- recommended by the 
Pa.y Agent wou1d: require $880 million. 

-Al.terna.tive- a: Submit legislation to- selectively 
·increase basic pay !or ~ff1cers and enlisted personnel 
1n. the 6 to 12. year of service (YOS) career segment 
a.u.4 for entry. level enlisted members as. a means of 

·· ·· · , ·· ,. : enh~cing ·-collipensa.ti-oir· at er± ti.cal. . career· decisiQit: . · . · :· · 
points ·and encoura;ging: the retention of higher quality./
pe~oilnel. Estiaia.ted FY 1981 costs a.re ~150. _million. 

0 

-Sta.t~ Recommendation:- Submit legislation to authorize 
an average' 2% basic pay- increase: !or mid-career . 
o:!~icers.,_ an average 2$ b~e; pay increase for enlisted 
members with 4 to 10 years of service-, a.nd an. average 
3i$ increase ta entry Ievel. eniisted personnel (Alterna
tive- 2.). 

- VHA :- Alt' 1 - fulI supplement of BAQ 
Alt 2 - full supplement of BAQ 

with. 15% "deductible," 
Alt 3 - i supplement of BAQ 

with. 25% "deductible." 

- PCS Reimbursement 

Alt' 1 - MALT plus per diem in FY80 
Alt 2 - 18.5¢ per mile plus $45/$15 

per diem for move 
Alt 3 - Per diem for pre- and post

move periods (4 days) 

- Pay Line Adjustment 

Alt 1 - 3.18% across the board 
increase 

Alt 2 - selective basic pay 
increase 

$600M 

$300M 

$100M 

$111M 

$225M 

$125:M 

$880 M 

$150 M 
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- Recommendations. 

VlfA - Al.t Z 
PCS - Al.t I.

Al.t 2: ' . 
Al.1: 3: 

Pay - ilt Z 

. . ... ,: .. . . . .. ~ ' . . . . : . . . .... . .. :· : . 
• ·~ ,! • • • 

• · · . ! • 

----- - --- --

FY 1980 

· $11I.. ?L 

$111. H 

. ... . : .. .. ·• · . . 

5 

FY 1981 

$300 M 

$225 M 
$12& 1l 
'$'150 K 

$800 K 

. . :. ....... . : . ~ . ,· . 
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TIIE WIIITE IIOl~SE 

To Secretary Harold Brown 

As you know from our previous discussions, I am committed to 
fhe principle that a career in the military should be at least as 
rewarding as a career elsewhere in cur society. The Warner/Nunn · 
amendment, which incorporates a number of the initiatives first 
proposed in our January budget, should be supported with the 
modifications you have indicated. We should also continue to 
seek enactment of the other legislative proposals we have 
submitted to the Congress. · 

In order to offset the many challenges and hardships of military 
duty, I would also like to make further improvements in the 
present health care program. For example, your suggestion of 
providing dental care for dependents seems to me a desirable 
step • 

Finally, we should continue to press for Civil Service pay reform 
to allow us to reflect the differences between military.and civilian 
government service in future pay decisions . 

Sincerely, 

--~///7 
The Honorable Harold Brown 
· Secretary of De ense 
Washington, D.C. 203 

LY . 

-.. . . 
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Washington National Records Center, SecDef 
Files, Acc 330-80-0017, Box 5, Folder 020 DoD 
(May-Sep) 1977.

- . .;;, 

-----.----------------------__, __ AL7-tl--ll..All!17.,_·_· ---~--
. ~ 

THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301 

OFF!Cf. ,1; rnr 
SECRET,,RY OF (IEF-£HSE 

r 
----a-esM-S-3--"l-"7·--~-- ··-·--·--

4 March 1977 
-. ----

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3/,. 
:;k - 1 _ . , / 7 

;£ ,~-d{ ,.{A. ?/1"..t! ~ 
F -- . ·J ~ /U>v"Ci-. ~ 

Subject: Presidential Pardon Program ~~---;-'.! . · · 
fl.t: P.-u_ .k:~: t!k!-~ ~:':!:::"L . 

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have ~n~d~h;l·P~~~~~~ 
expansion of the pardon program that the President announced .Lc.&.«'t.. 

on 21 January 1977 and have assessed the potential impact ou -.to~~ 
on the Services. ~i uh cYt.-19.:.., o/'tf.,c 

d,,_iuu.1 ~~ ~ ~ . 
2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff do not recommend expansiontf~I -~ 
of the program already announced by the· President. Howe1er,~4q. 
a Presidentially directed review of ~ischarges granted to ~ /~ 
Service mem1:)ers during the Vietnam era following guid~lines.>t,"li-.~ . 
which President Carter announced on 24 August 1976, 11 

••• that LLz:.~, ::lee,..,_ 
each case should be handled on an individual basis in ( oKu,.,t- w...i.~~ 
accordance with our nation's system of military justice, 11 -'.~i"<, r/?..<.T<':> 
which would be initiated upon application by the former ~c.:>J)"~ 
Service membe7 would be supported br the Joint Ch~efs of ~2~ 
~taff. Granting. blanket o7 ~~!:~_gQ~J,.~~-t- ~ µ~m::cJ-.9.~. -~-~-~~!1~~~'=.~'.:?~~--~ 
in a way th~fai~'Eo_ ~t1!~.Z..~ .. ~~e .~x1st1ng system, __ 2-_nclu~g~~ 
~1:~~y_J?«?a:d~--, -~~~!:,ef>_!..i-..s.b.~d by ~l}~-~-<?E>figr·~s~ "''aqp. .. ~hl9_h "'f~·4""·· 
o~e~ te und~r~. ~12:._1 ~!E.~n-.:.P~ILa£~~E:-~~- ,_g1:;1~ct~,l~!}.~~ ~ could impact /~~,;;;-~ 
acfverse""ly-on · 1:ne ai.sc1pl1ne wl.thin us military forces. 4 .SC:. . ~ 
Specifically, such action could: . ~ t!'~ ·~·~< · 

•• , -'-e • /J. ";'1.?-1?..e'( ~ 
. fr'c..:-~ ~ 

a. ~!:~§ .. L<;.2.I_'!lPM.~-q.-~e ., w~.t,.J:i_. Jl!!,!! t~,F.Y_g~, whicJ:i i~ *7 .:&.-L~M4--r;, 
essential for proper m1l1 tary f~nct1on1ng and ~1sc1pI1ne · 4!..-~ 

at the present time and in the future.. W~,.q .,...: . .L...:,/ 
' ~ -~q.~ 

b. Be counterproductive to efforts to reduce abserire~-7'!,.:·c.?- ; · 
and desertion. --'l cf..f P--:/ 'fCLl-c-< 

p--J'~&r-r-'PC.l._t'l.- - . 
' • 4:e;E'-=°"'rr·'~l' ~ /-u· -lf7~ 

c. R~_du_~~- t!].e . .!~pqg~_!!:~Q!l_ ,fo.r . hono..r.g,QJ.e_~.f?..~r..~tJ;:;.~ . o:r~t.b.e: t? 7 . - -. 
vast majority of_ f.ormer Service members who successfully <€L..c._/. -
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. d. Make deser;t:i,ng or evad:i..ng seem a viab e op..tion-to-:- -y------ --'- --
------ -:-·----some-j_--na:iviauals oroered to military duty 1.I) Elie e vent, 

of a future mo_bilization. · · _,,., 

r .·, r 

e. Provide the cloak of · respec_tabili t:Y _to miJ. i t_~r.Y 
offenders wh·ose offrmse had· no -connection with -the 
Vietnam war. 

3 • . The Joint Chiefs of Staff support a program that would 
insure that the public is fully aware of discharge review 
procedures currently established. Furthermore, they believe 
that the Services are prepared to consider any request 
initiated by an individual to have a discharge reviewed 
with the objective of having it upgraded in character. 

4. The Joint Chiefs of Staff request their views be made 
a part of the DOD position on the President's Pardon Program. 

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

Chairman 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 

,1' 

2 
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Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, 
Subject File, Box 44, Folder MIA, 4/77–9/80.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON . D C . 20301 

May 26, 1977 

Status Reviews for Servicemen Missing in 
Southeast Asia 

,, You have asked for my recommendations concerning status 
for MIAs. 

. . 
, As· you know, since mid-1973 DoD has conducted status 

. . 
~views only upon the written request of a missing service

'a.n's primary next of kin or upon receipt of conclusive 
evidence of death, such as the return of his remains. The 

. Woodcock Commission concluded (as had the House Select 

.·· Committee on Missing Persons in Southeast Asia, ~nd the 
>· Department of Defense) that there is no evidence that any 

American servicemen are alive and being held against their 
will in Southeast Asia. 

It is true that the Southeast Asian governments probably 
have significantly more information about our missing men 
than they have given to us. There is no reason to believe, 
however, that continuing to carry servicemen as missing in 
action puts _pressure on Hanoi to provide information on our 
missing men. In fact, the opposite probably is true; it puts 
pressure on us to make concessions to Hanoi . 

Status review, and obtaining of a complete accounting, 
are two distinct issues. An accounting that confirms death 
.PY_ direct evidence validates- a . declaration or presumption of 
death for a mi~~ing serviceman, but it is not a legal prereq
usite to a status chan~~-

Given the overwhelming probability that none of the MIAs 
ever will be found alive, I believe the time has come to allow 
tne Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air Force to exercise 
tnei'rresponsibi:lities for status reviews as mandated by law 
even though we have not received a full accounting. 

Reinstitution of reviews will of course be controversial. 
Certain members of the Congress, some families of the missing 
men, and others will charge that it is an abandonment of our 
MIAs. 

... 

. . , , ___ 

/ 
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: -~ Should you agree wi.th this reconunendation, the· status 
1ews will be accomplished in a way which minimizes the 

guish to the families. This will require detailed plan-_. 
i\ng and coordination among your staff and the Departments 
bf Defense and State. At a minimum, I would see~ to ensure 

. /that: 

- the resumption of reviews will be preceded by (1) an 1 

expression of our strong commitment to obtaining further 
information about the missing men and (2) careful prepara
tion 9f concerned groups for the change of policy. 

- the decision will be discussed forthrightly with the 
National League of Families. 

- appropriate Se.nate and House lea4er..s and key members 
will be given advance notice. 

- the procedures for status reviews will be uniform ., 
among the Military Departments, in accordance with legal 
requirements, and announced through simultaneous . letters 
from the Service Secretaries to the PW/MIA families. 

- the public will be informed of the reasons for rein
stituting status reviews and assured tha~ this does not 
detract from our determination to obtain an accounting. 
(I suggest that the public announcement would be most effec
tive coming from you, but I am prepared to make it instead.) 

Your decision: 

1. Reinstitute status reviews in accordance with the 
foregoing: 

Approve Disapprove Other 

2. Presidential statement to apprise public: 
' 

Approve Disapprove Other 

3. Prepare for your approval a detailed plan of 
procedure: 

Approve Disapprove Other 

\ 
~ ~· ·'-,. 
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Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, National Security Affairs, 
Brzezinski Material, Subject File, Box 44, Folder MIA, 4/77–9/80.- -

I 

-
•. ..SJ!;GRE"f'/GDS 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 16, 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

SUBJECT: 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Status Reviews for Servicemen lv1is sing 
in Southeast Asia 

The President has approved your recommendation of May 26, 1977 
that the Departm.ent of Defense reinstitute status reviews for service
men missing in Southeast .Asia. In this connection, the President 
directs the Department of Defense to prepare for his consideration 
a detailed pla11 of procedure for implementing the policy. The Depart
ment is instructed to proceed with case work on the files in the 
meantime. The President will decide the date for an..."'l.ouncement by 
the Department of Defense apprising the public of the reinstitution of 
case reviews. 

Zbigniew Brzezinski 

................ _. 

., 
'-· 
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Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, White House Central 
Files: Executive, Subject File, Box ND 15, Folder ND 7-2, 
1/20/77–1/20/81.

:EXEe.UT IVE 
/V £} 7-- ;1_.,, 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ~C/.5 
rE3' 

The President 
· The White Rouse 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

WASHINGTON . 0 . C . 20301 

11/£)/t 
}IJL2.2 19J7 // 

F?~, 

A Defense Review Committee for the Code of Conduct has completed its 
evaluation of the efficacy of the guidance provid.ed to Servicemembers 
by the Code since its establishment "71'resident Eisenhower in 1955. 

The Committee -has revalidated the Code of Conduct and has·proposed 

/ 
,I , 

two Executive Orders to ,strengthen it. These proposed Executive Orders 
are being forwarded through the Office of Management and Budget, with 
my recommendation for your approval. 

A copy of the Committee's Report, provided herewith, contains back
ground and rationale for the proposed Executive Orders. 

Respectfully yours, 

Enclosure 

11,t, ii ;2.ft tl -
{/ 

\,.. ;:-
v · ( I l_ . ~ . .) - '( , e.1x NO 7- 2 

/ ; • Jo .,' .,.' 
U·t;. f: 
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EXECUTIVE ORDER -----

AMENDING EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 10631, A CODE OF CONDUCT 

FOR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES OF THE UNITED STATES 

The Code of Conduct has been an established standard of behavior for 

all members of the Armed Forces of the United States for more than twenty 

years. It has helped individuals in captivity to sustain their moral and 

physical strength and to survive extreme torture and abuse. However, 

experience indicates that certain words of the Code have,on occasion, 

cau·sed confusion resulting in training divergencies. Therefore, it is 

appropriate to clarify the meaning of those words. 

Accordingly, by virtue of the authority vested in me as President 

of the United States, and as Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces of 

the United States, Article V of the Code of Conduct for Members of the 

Armed Forces of the United States, prescribed by Executive Order No. 

10631 of August 17, 1955, is hereby amended to read as follows: 

"When questioned, should I become a prisoner of war, 

I am required to give name, rank, service number and 

date of birth. I will evade answering further questions 

to the utmost of my ability. I will make no oral or 

written statements disloyal to my country and its allies 

or harmful to their cause." 

The White House, 

'""-- -~-
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PRESCRIBING AMENDMENTS TO THE MANUAL 
FOR COURTS-MARTIAL, UNITED STATES, 1969 

. (REVISED EDITION) 

Members of the Armed Forces of the United States who are captured 

and held prisoner by a hostile armed force are effectively outside the 

direct operational control of United States military authorities. 

Recent conflicts involving members of the Armed Forces indicate a need 

for establishing and maintaining a chain of command among prisoners of 

war or detained personnel. The senior member of all Services must be 

provided the necessary command authority over all members of the Armed 

Forces with whom he is imprisoned or detained. The present wording in 

the Manual for Courts-Martial should be amended to provide such authority. 

By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Uniform Code of 

Military Justice (Title 10, United St.ates Code, Chap. 47) and as President 

of the United States, I hereby prescribe the following amendments to 

the Manual for Courts-Martial, United States, 1969 (Revised Edition), 

prescribed by Executive Order Number 11476 of June 19, 1969. 

Section 1. The third paragraph within paragraph 168 is amended by 

striking out the third sentence and inserting the following in place 

thereof: 

"A commissioned officer of one armed force is not 'his superior 

commissioned officer' with respect to a member of another armed force 

merely because of higher rank. However, a commissioned officer of one 

armed force is, within the meaning of Article 89, 'his superior com

missioned officer' with respect to a member of another armed force if 

duly placed in the chain of command over that person. In addition, when 

members of more than one armed force are prisoners of war or otherwise 

detained by a hostile entity so that circumstances prevent resort to the 

normal chain of command, a commissioned officer of one armed force who 

is not a medical officer or chaplain is 'his superior commissioned officer' 

with respect to a member of another armed force who is his junior in rank." 

.. 

'--. 
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Section 2. The first paragraph within paragraph 170a is amended 

inserting the following after the second sentence: 

"A warrant offi~er, noncommissioned officer, or petty officer of 

one armed force who is senior in rank to a member of another armed force 

is senior to that member under the same circumstances that a commissioned 

officer of one armed force is the superior commissioned officer of a 

member of another armed force for the purpose of Articles 89 and 90." 

See 168. ·· ' ~-

Section 3. The first paragraph within paragraph 171b is amended by 

inserting the following after "See 138b": 

"A member of one armed force who is senior in rank to a member of 

another armed force is the superior of that member with authority to 

issue orders which that member has a duty to obey under the same circum

stances as a commissioned officer of one armed force is the superior 

commissioned officer of a member of another armed force for the purposes 

of Articles 89 and 90". See 168. 

The White House, 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON D C . 20301 

000rable Thomas B. Lance 
Director, Office of Management and Budget 
~ashington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Bert: 

JUL 2 5 ~77 

In compliance with Executive Order No. 11030, I am enclosing proposed 
amendments to Executive Order.Nos. 10631 and 11476. The first would 
amend the Code of Conduct for members of the Armed Forces, clarify its 
meaning and reduce conflicting training practices. The second would 
amend the Manual for Courts-Martial, United States 1969 (Revised Edition),. 
so as to support interservice command authority under conditions of 
military necessity such as captivity. I recommerid that the proposals be 
submitted to the President for his signature. 

The Code of Conduct was established on 17 August 1955, when. President 
Eisenhower signed Executive Order 10631. The Code was the product of 
the Defense Advisory Committee on Prisoners of War (PWs), appointed by 
the Secretary of Defense to evaluate the experiences and conduct of PWs 
during the Korean conflict. Almost twenty years later and after numerous 
captivity experiences in Vietnam, North Korea, Cambodia, Laos, and the 
People's Republic of China, enough controversy and speculation had 
developed to order a review of the Code to reaffirm its validity and to 
recommend any necessary changes in its phrasing or allied training 
guidelines. 

On 4 May 1976, a Defense Review Committee for the Code of Conduct was 
convened to review the Code. This Committee heard extensive testimony 
concerning guidance the Code provided to members of the Armed Forces who 
were PWs in Southeast Asia, as well as on captivity problems created or 
exacerbated by the Code. 

Following testimony by returned PWs and other experts in PW matters as 
well as extensive deliberations, the Committee concluded the proposed 
executive order amendments are critical to adequate future training and 
support of P.m.erican PWs. 

The full Report of the Defense Review Committee is provided for 
information. 

Enclosures a/s 

--~-· .. ·----~·.::·•·,,..•;.- r.T ATT,yurn . "\. I ;;::;7 -··-- . ---; .• "\ J rA 
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1976 [EC ~O ~ 15 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301 Oi·;: S[CY :F VEH.NSE:: 

MANPOWER ANO 
RESERVE AFFAIRS 17DEC1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR TEE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Report of the Defense Review Committee for the Code of Conduct 
--DECISION MEMORANDUM 

Reference: Decision Memorandum, 8 Mar 76, Subject: Review of the Code 
of Conduct 

On 26 March 1976, the Deputy Secretary of Defense chartered the Defense 
Review Committee for the Code of Conduct, " ••. to formally review the Code 
••• and to reaffirm the validity of the Code of Conduct for its intended 
purposes or to recommend changes as necessary." 

Members of the Committee included: 

Mr. John F. Ahearne, Acting ASD(M&RA), Chairman 
Lt. Gen. A. P. Clark, USAF (Ret.), former PW, Vice-Chairman 
Mr. Vernon McKenzie, Ac;,ing ASD(HA) 
Honorable Richard A. Wiley, General Counsel of the Dept of Defense 
Dr. Roger E. Shields, DASD(IEA) 
Maj. Gen. Travis R. McNeil, USAF, replaced on 15 Nov 76 by 

Maj. Gen. Charles G. Cleveland, USAF 
Rear Admiral W. P. Lawrence, USN, former PW 
Brig. Gen. R. C. Schulze, USMC, replaced on 25 May 76 by 

Brig. Gen. J. V. McLernan, USMC 
Colonel George E. Day, USAF, former PW 
CW02 Donald J. Rander, USA, former :EW 

The Defense Review Committee held twenty-one plenary sessions during which 
50 individuals were interviewed. Four permanent subconunittees concentrated 
their deliberations on specific issues. To assure a broad spectrum of views 
concerning the efficacy of the Code of Conduct, those interviewed included 
ex-prisoners of war from World War II, Korea, and Southeast Asia: individuals 
detained by hostile forces during peacetime, representatives or organizations 
concerned with PWs, experts in PW behavior, and personnel associated with 
the work of the 1955 Defense Advisory Committee which drafted the Code of 
Conduct. 
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On 16 August 1976, the Defense Review Committee completed its report and 
provided the final draft, for comments, to the Joint Committee on Military 

• Justice (JCMJ), and to the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), who in July 1975 
requested that they be given the opportunity to review the findings of 
the Defense Review Committee prior to implementation. The JSCMJ comments, 
concerning the legal aspects of the Review Committee recommendations were 
received 10 September 1976, . and the comments of the JCS were provided 
6 December 1976. 

Committee consideration of the JCS and JSCMJ comments is provided at 
Section VI of the report. 

In summary, the Report's recommendations include: 

a. Clarifying word changes to Article V, to reduce ambiguities and 
restore the originally intended meaning. The implementing vehicle for 
this clarification is a proposed Executive Order. 

b. Clarification of the command authority of the senior PW. The 
implementing vehicle for this is a proposed Executive Order modifying the 
Manual for Courts Martial. 

c. Promulgation of a thorough revision of the DoD policy directive 
concerning training in support of the Code of Conduct. A proposed re
vision has been provided as part of the Report. 

d. Procedures for debriefing repatriated PWs to insu.,..·e that any indi
vidual having information on violations of law, regulation, or policy must 
report such information to proper authorities. 

These recommendations followed extensive deliberation. Especially in the 
case of the clarifying word changes to Article V, significant emotional 
issues surfaced. Accordingly, the Committee took great care during its 
review to try to determine a course of action with the greatest potential 
for benefit to the individual soldier, sailor, airman, and Marine subjected 
in the future to the misfortune of capture. Throughout the history of the 
Code, a variety of training adjustments have failed to eliminate confusion 
stemming from the present wording. The Committee concluded that the cur
rent wording of Article V, "When questioned should I become a prisoner of 
war, I am bound to giv.e only name, rank, service number, and date of birth ••• " 
is widely misunderstood. The originally intended meaning of this Article 
could best be restored by modification of the wording to read, "When 
questioned should I become a prisoner of war, I am required to give my name, 
rank, service number, and date of birth ••• " The Committee favored this 
clarified wording in addition to (not in lieu of) renewed emphasis in 
training. 

Article IV of the Code states in part, 11 
••• If I am senior, I will talce 

command ••• " The original framers of the Code assumed this injunction, 

•, ,i. ~ 

• 
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backed by the Uniform Code of Military Justice, was sufficient to insure 
· support of the senior military member in a captivity situation. The 
'verbiage in the Manual for Courts Martial is subject to extensive debate 

on this point. There is significant support for the interpretation that 
an individual servicemember is only required to obey the orders of a 
superior of another Service when both servicemembers are assigned to the 
same military unit. The proposed Executive Order amends the Manual for 
Courts Martial to provide the senior servicemember command authority over 
all other servicemembers in captivity. 

The most consistent, unsolicited statement made by the testifying returned 
Southeast Asia Prisoners of War (PWs) concerned the need for uniform, 
consistent Code of Conduct training by the Services. The absence of such 
training resulted in animosity between individual IWs and groups of PWs 
who behaved according to variations in instructions issued by the different • 
Services. Ambiguities and periodic changes in training conducted within 
an individual Service served to exacerbate the situation. The resulting 
confusion was not anticipated by the framers of the 1955 Code of Conduct, 
who expected that training in the articles of the Code would be uniform 
within the Services and monitored by DoD to insure continued consistency. 
However, DoD only issued brief and general training guidance, and its imple
mentation by the Services has not been effectively monitored. 

During the sessions of the Committee, the problems encountered by the IWs 
were specifically addressed. The deliberations led the Committee to con
clude that the training problems can be resolved. The first step is OSD 
remedial action in te;rms of clarified training policy guidance; the second 
step is effective continuing monitorship of Service training programs to 
assure consistent interpretation of the Code of Conduct. 

M:>st of the Vietnam IWs interviewed by the Committee expressed great 
bitterness that there were no prosecutions of those IWs who were charged 
with serious violations of the UCMJ. The Committee learned that debrief
ings were structured to avoid the collection of information which might 
incriminate the IW. As a result, investigations were passive and were 
initiated only in response to formal charges by IWs. Further, there 
appeared to be a clear disinclination to prosecute. The Committee first 
considered mandating investigations through a proposed Executive Order, 
but reconsidered and chose the alternative of recommending specific 
debriefing procedures to surface information regarding misconduct. 

Proposed letters to the Director of the Office of Management and Budget, 
transmitting a copy of the Report (for information of the President) and 
the Report's two proposed Executive Orders (for signature by the President) 
are at Enclosure 1. Also at Enclosure 2 is a proposed memorandum to 
Assistant Secretaries, OSD, approving the Report for implementation plan
ning and directing commencement of such planning. 

.,, • ··~- T" - " 
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It is recommended that you: 

Sign each of the transmittal letters at Enclosure 1. 

Sign the Memorandum to Assistant Secretaries, OSD~ 

1. 
F. Ahearne 

Chairman 
Defense Review Committee 

for the Code of Conduct 

4 

1 
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Library of Congress, Harold Brown Papers, Box 
4, Folder Alpha Channel File, 12/78–7/79.

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13626 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 -VIA ALPHA CHANNEL 

Chief, Records & Decl~.Dlv, WHS 
Date: MAR 1 1 2ou; 

April 30, 1979 

\ 
1\fE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL , 

SECURITY AFFAIRS tf'.'E& 0Nt:-'ft 

CNA-78(U) 

A. .k~ The Comprehensive Net Assessment, 1978, is a much needed review 
of th~ elements of our competition with the Soviet Union. However, I be-
1 ieve that in m<1ny ways it paints too optimistk a picture of our current 
position. In particular, your assessment of world attitudes, although 
correct as of today, does not consider adequately the relation among the 
dislike, the respect, and the fear with which - the USSR is regarded. Is 
it better to be feared or loved (or rather, not disliked)? ·11 Tfie Prince" 
gave one answer. Another comparison that is i nade·qua tely addresse'd, I 
think, is the respective vulnerability of the US and the USSR to economic 
and political forces over which we may have little control. In a number 
of areas we, perhaps more than the Soviet Union, face serious risks that 
could significantly alter the current balance. I would like to note some 
of these for your consideration. Further, in keeping with the format of 
your assessment, I would like to comment on the military balance, where I 
would again take some exception to the picture you present; in some cases 
it seems too optimistic, in others perhaps too pessimistic. 

~ The most important changes in the non-military aspects. of our 
world position vis-a-vis the USSR, have been (not necessarily in order of 
importance): 

. 
' , 
• ,I . (:\ 

!._ ::,~ 

1. The President's stress on human rights. which has 
been instrumental in improving our image through
out the world. 

2. Our increasing energy vulnerability, coupled with 
the recent upheavals in Iran and Soviet penetration 
of Afghanistan and the Red Sea area. 

3. The achie~~ment of an Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty, 
reaffirming the'--(J~roJe as the only major power who 
can talk effective-ly ' tb- most if not all of the 
significant Middle East players. 

' 4. The widening PRC door to the West, including the 
Sino-Japanese treaty, and a major (though tactical 
and perhaps temporary) PRC attempt to play "the 
American card." 

COJ>Y 

~EGRET EYES OHLY~SEC 
., 
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---------- 5. Continuing US-Soviet competition in Africa, with 
the Soviets setting the pace, increasing their 
influence and also African apprehensions about 
them. 

6. Continued and perhaps increasing strains in the 
Warsaw Pact alliance. 

7. FRG reexamination of its policies toward Eastern 
Europe and the USSR, prompted both by internal 
politics and perhaps a perceived change in the 
balance of external factors. 

8. Continued turmoil in Southeast Asia and increased 
Soviet influence there. 

9. Aborted US efforts to establish normal relations 
with Cuba, and the increasing violent opposition 
to repressive regimes in Central and South America. 

10. The growth of Euro-communism and terrorism, with 
increased general political instability from 
Portugal to Turkey. 

2 

B ~ Although the President's personal involvement and moral leader
thip have given the US again an image of decency and fairness in world 
affairs, we cannot count on friendships alone to preserve US interests. 
In areas where changes have occurred, even to our benefit, there remain 
serious risks. My review-of the above list suggests to me we live in a 
less benign world than we did two years ago, and that we face-increased 
cnances for maj'o.r, political andi ec,onom'i~ setbac.ks; The .que,i;(tiQn "ls how 

~-nat~.ons now ,fr;en,~ly to, us, wfl,l .behav~ if faced with ·:internal ':upheaval ------
or external threats backed by Soviet power. As but one example, we have 
more friends in Africa today than two years ago, but the Soviets and their 
Cuban allies are more of a military force in that area because of their 
successful operations in Ethiopia and their demonstrated willingness to 
intervene militarily in their interest. Thus, I do not believe that any 
estimate of the numbers of our friends in the world, as provided in your 
assessment, is a reliable measure of our influence -- especially as in 
that table Botswana, Belgium and Brazil are counted equally, 

l. ~ Of central ~oncern is our continuing vulnerability to 
interruption (political or military) of oil from the Persian Gulf. In 
spite of the Administration's intensive efforts to produce a coherent 
energy program with Congress, we cannot foresee independence from Gulf 
oil for more than a decade -- perhaps much longer than that, Our Allies 
will remain dependent through the turn of the century. Should that oil 

-~Sf:CRH EYES OHL't' 
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---f-low- be- c-ut- ofr,the- western al 1ance would have few alternatives but to 
try to reopen the Gulf by military force or to accommodate politically 
in whatever way was demanded to restore the flow. The prospects of 
successful use of military force to this end are at best uncertain. Con
tinued loss of Gulf oil would not only destroy western economies, it would 
threaten fragmentation of the alliance itself. I believe that this situa
tion poses a most grave risk to us, one which has increased dramatically 
in the past two years, and with no counterpart that the Soviets face. 

~ There is the additional economic threat posed by even the 
current oil situation. Our and our allies' economies are vulnerable to 
major oil price increases -- say of a factor of two or more in real dollars. 
In the long run such a price rise would create alternative energy sources; 
in the short run it would be disastrous. We now pay $45 billion to foreign 
nations to import oil -- roughly one third our Defense budget. That number 
will surely increase this year with adverse effects on our balance of pay
ments and further stimulation of inflation. So long as these trends continue, 
our own economic health lies in the hands of others. The Soviet Union's 
energy problems are not of this magnitude, nor so susceptible of manipulation . 
by others. · 

2. ~ Oil is not our only strategic import. We must likewise import 
cobalt, chrome, and a variety of other materials which may be subject to 
cut-off or arbitrarily increased prices. We will be increasingly dependent 
on world trade in the coming years. Again, though the Soviet empire is not 
at times self-sufficient in agricultural commodities, it remains so in raw 
materials. And it can accommodate, albeit painfully, to agricultural 
deficit by shifting its ratio of consumption of meat to cereal. 

3. J:&cr' I am convinced that, as your assessment notes, we will con
tinue to maintain and expand our world trade and political leadership in 
international affairs. The appeal of western concern for the individual 
citizen and his economic welfare remains in stark contrast to Soviet 
oppression. Vet it is this very contrast that, in my view, continues to 
pose problems for the Soviets -- problems they may choose to solve inter
nationally by subversion or force, their own or surrogates'. Thus, it is 
in part because of our political and economic appeal, and their lack of 
it, that we may face increased risk of the use of military force from the 
Soviets. 

4. ~Ina different way, our international economic competition 
with the USSR is affected strongly by the Soviet concentration on military 
research and development. The opportunity cost of this concentration is 
a deprived non-defense industry which cannot compete in the worldwide 
commercial market. Soviet technology might instead be used to improve 
production of commercial aircraft, autos, trucks and oil, and to develop 

- SECRET EYES Of·JLY 
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a petro-chemical industry -- but it is not. We and our Allies, in contrast, 
exploit our technology in non-defense industries to develop and sustain a 
clear competitive advantage vis-a-vis the Soviets in world markets. In the 
past two years, we have maintained this advantage, with concomitant inter
national, economic and political benefits. For example, China's interest 
in normalized relations with us has been driven in part by US technical 
superiority. This coupling of our commercial leadership with a free, 
polit.ical tradition is, in my view, our strongest international asset. 
Thus, I would be loath to trade to the Soviets our technical lead in any 
area for short-term or unsure political accommodations. In this regard I 
differ with some of the suggestions in your assessment. 

C. {~ On the g~neral military balance, I believe your assessment may 
be in some places too stark (on strategic forces) -.arid in others too opti-
mistic {general purpose forces). · 

J'S 3.3(b)( 5 ) 
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~ I do not wish to imply I am content :.With our strategic position. 
Indeed~-lhe trends are quite bad over the next. ftve years. Deficiencies 
in our c3 survivability and ·endurance are particularly troubling. And we 
cannot be other than greatly concerned about sovTet aa·vfntages-in many 
measures of strategic force capability -- and in TNF and conventional 
forces as well -- in the early-to-mid 1980 1 s. A confident, aggressive 
Soviet leadership is likely to have a relaxed attitude toward precipitating 
crises, and in them. The potential for miscalculatio~ and catastrophe will 
tie ·s~bstan':tial. I t~~r.efor,e: _thi!Jk we need· to ·i ncrei<1Se .bur:-, · strat,egjc,: fcfrc~ · , 
pl"o,gr,.ms abpve ,wh.at · .. ;s now ~·pprov<cJ.,· ·without that;, I 'fore·see·grave ,d.iff.i::.. 

·cultfe~. But I 1do·riot. fee1 'thc1t -tne·natioA is,now in peril ' because,of the. 
s.trategi~ ·balance ·?r that we · are · now so perteived'by our friends and All,i'es-.. 

2. M" Conversely, ·1 am concerned about your estimate that we ,have 
begun to achieve a better balance, in NATO. I certainly agree that the L'fr~P 
is a great step forward, but it is as yet only promise. The actions of both 
Congress and inflation on our FY 1980 budget are yet to be seen. We have 
not yet achieved any major changes in our actual capabilities in Europe. 
The Pact strength grows on the basis of its previously established momentum. 
Soviet thea~er nuclear forces are being modernized to the alarm of our 
Allies. In addition to strengthening our forces and our lift, we must 
improve our c3, electronic warfare, and intelligence. All of this will 
take time and money, which we have decided to provide but whose results do 
not yet show. The US will need to exer.cise vigorous leadership in NATO on 
the LTDP, and especially on theater nuclear forces. 

~ Currently, the Soviet Union fields forces that would cost us 
40 perce~ more than we are now spending annually, and is increasing its 
expenditures by not less than three percent per year. In total, NATO and 
the Warsaw Pact today spend about the same amounts on defense. Unless we 
can match Pact expansion in the long term, we will slide behind rapidly 
in military capabilities across the board. In five years, certainly before 
ten years time. the military balance will in that case have shifted adversely. 
But well before it does, 1t will cast before it a political shadow. In any 
era of strategic nuclear parity (which is the most favorable situation we 
are likely to have at any time in the 1980's), Soviet conventional capa
bilities will be more able to threaten our global (what used to be called 
"strategic") interests. 
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W Because of their larger military forces, and because many 
of the areas for potential military action are near Soviet borders, the 
Soviets hold some advantage over us in mounting limited intervention 
operations. Key areas of concern include the Mid-East, Persian Gulf, and 
Korea. We are pressing development of quick reaction plans and capa
bilities, but remain limited by our strategic lift. 

3. ~ I must stress that planned funding will not by itself allow 
us to maintain the precarious military balance that now exists, if the 
Soviets continue their trends of the past fifteen years. Our FY 1980 
obligational authority, the best measure of our long term funding, in
creased only l .7 percent in real dollars over 1979 based on 6.5 percent 
inflation. Our actual FY 1980 obligational authority may show little or 
no real increases over FY 1979. Furthermore, if current inflation rates 
persist, the preliminary budget targets for FY 1981 would allow for no 
real growth. It is unlikely that we will be able to sustain even current 
force levels should this no-growth policy continue. At the same time, 
opportunities exist (and will have to be exploited in any event) for 
greater Allied contributions to military efforts, better cooperation with 
them to produce greater effectiveness, and several areas of opportunity 
for exploitation of technological breakthroughs. If we can exploit these 
various potential advantages while avoiding political dissolution in our 

. alliances and the perhaps even greater risk of an attitude, associated 
with some 1n the new generationt that sees little to choose between 
democratic and dictatorial values, we may be able to avoid a military
political crisis that would require a return to a ·defense share of GNP 
corresponding to that of the 1950 1 s and 1960 1 s (or even the early l940's). 
It is less likely that we will be able to hold to the present share. I 
will present a more detailed analysis of some of these issues in the forth
coming PRC meeting on Defense Consolidated Guidance. 

4. J:8f In the past two years, the Savi ets have continued to stress 
technology to improve significantly their military capabilities. Military 
R&D in the Soviet Union is of high priority; the current level of effort 
as measured in dollars approaches twice that of the US. They are moving 
forward with an intensive and comprehensive program of development -- and 

~------·~-d-e.ypl-o;yman-t-----of--sys-tems-:-stralegic ~act1cal; ground, air and naval; 
nuclear and non-nuclear weapons. We are just now seeing the results of 
this emphasis in systems being deployed or in advanced testing: 

a. Their new ICBM guidance systems (SS-18 and SS-19) 
will have approximately the accuracy of Minuteman III. 

b. Their new SLBM (SS-N-18) has a MIRV system 
comparable to TRIDENT I. 

JS 3 .. 3(b )(5 ) DECLASSIFIED IN PART 
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mounts so_a.ppar-en-t1-y- does- thei-r- wi-1-1-fo·g-nesr-to use mflitary forces to 
~~~~-~~~~~i =nt~e=r~v:-:ene on a global scale. Thus, I feel we are entering an era where 

direct military confrontations between the US and the Soviet Union will 
become more rather than less likely. Should that be true, it js my firm 
belief that we must be prepared to meet the Soviets wherever we.must 
rapidly and with whatever military capabilities are necessary. The first 
task of US forces must be to deter military action; they can only do so 
when it is clear that they are capable of success in any ensuing conflict. I:: 
Today our military forces are marginal for such deterrence. Tomorrow they 
may be inadequate. 

~ In light of these problems, I believe a major review of US 
policies and forces and budgets should be undertaken by the National 
Security Council, based on a further assessment of the risks we now face, 
and the details we will present to the PRC on our programs. I concur 
that PD-18 remains a valid framework for national strategy, but I believe 
the problems we now face demand more than the "certain changes in emphasis" 
that your assessment recommends. 

cc: Secretary of State "("£YES 6Nl:.-Vt' 
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Library of Congress, Harold Brown Papers, Box 11, Folder Secretary Brown Eyes Only, 
Jul-Dec 1979.

--~----..~EeRfflSENSlf-!Vf-· -
i • ', ..-'THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

D_ECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div WHS 
Date: MAY O 2 2016 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: FY . 81-85 Defense Program 

-

SEP 5 1979 

. . 
I anticipate that we will soon need to discuss (withJ 

widening audience and an increasing degree of specificity and 
commitment) defense programs as well as the overall level of 
defense spending, in the course of our efforts to gain support 
for SALT II ratification. To prepare for these discussions, 
I have highlighted in the attachment the major features of the 
FY 81-85 Defense Program as it now stands at the Basic Level. 
This is what I recommend we present to illustrate (but not yet 
commit to) what our program is likely to be in responding to 
various senators' questions in the course of the SALT II .debate. 

The Basic Level program .that I describ~ in the attachment 
· · ·---i:s-··--in-t-endeci-t-o--i--e-f-l-e-ct--an-annuai---5-t· · Te a 1 gr owtir-ra-te·;--·· Howe v er , -· ·· · 

• 
at this relatively early stage in our annual ZBB process (before 
the FY 1981 budget scrub), · the Basic Level program is still · 
somewhat more ambitious than that. As you see below, a 3% 
pr~gram is roughly midway between the Minimum and Basic Levels. 
(Incidentally, the $11B TOA spread for FY Sl · corresponds to less 
than _a $3B difference in outlays.) 

Outlai Growth TOA ($B) 

80-.81 80-85 FY 81 FY 81-85 
' 

Basic Level 4.0% 3'-.9% 161 957 
NAT_D_c_ommitm.en.t 3% 3-% IS-7- 9-2; 
Minimum Level 2.0% 2.4% 150 881 

' 

During the next three months we will converge on a program 
between the Basic and Minimum Levels that meets our NATO commit
ment· to 3% real growth: 

- By late November we will have ranked the programs by 
priority within each level. 

-::::::" ::st::.t!:iioJrt:) 
a, ·, m 1 d\ o II a,:!lf9 
Ortr tan . s Ii cai:J :an-
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edrniRisti,ttioc attd c!'iftltftal sauctious. 

' Handle e)I Rcsttkted Baca 01, fo1eig1r 
disseftlHl~,e11. Seccton 114b, Atontic 
ERG'M Atit 19S 4. . .. 
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- ·As the FY 81 budget is prepared between now and early 
December we will carefully reexamine the costs of each program. 
This "scrub" will reduce the Basic Level program by, perhaps, 
$3B in FY 81 TOA. 

- As a final step in preparing the detailed program to 
submit to Congress, a program that will meet our NATO commit
ment, the lowest priority programs in the November ranking 
will be dropped. 

The attachment provides highlights of the ·s-year program 
that I believe we can fund at about the Basic Level. It should 
be suitable for your meeting with Ed Muskie and Bob Giaimo 
tomorrow. You may not want to use all of the detail shown. 
With your concurrence and after you have decided how to handle 
the broader aspects of SALT II Tatification and Defense spend
ing, I intend to provide the same information to the chairmen 
of both Armed Services Committees and to other key senators, 

' including Senator Robert Byrd, who h~s written to ask me for 
such material. I will make certain that they understand that 
while this is illustrative of our programming at the moment, 
it is neither a substitute for our formal submission of the 
FY 81 budget next January, nor a guarantee that every item on 
the list will survive the remainder of the budgetary process. 

As to FY 1980, an amendment to bring the budget up to a 
3% increase in expenditure will not add any new programs to 
what we submitted in January 1979; it will enable those programs 
·to be funded in the face of the inflation levels experienced 
in 1979 and anticipated in 1980. 

· SECIETJSENSJTIVE d 
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• HIGHLIGHTS OF THE FY81-85 DoD PROGRAM AT THE BASIC LEVEL 
JSJ.3(b)(5 )(q) -1- ,.~{~ 

STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES 

ICBMs: MX full scale development starts in 1980, first operational 
units in 1986. All Minuteman improvements ccmpleted by 1985. 

SLBMs: First Trident missiles deploy in Poseidon submarines in 1980. 
First Trident submarine deploys in 1981. One new Trident SSBN funded 
each year through FY83, SSBNX (new.ballistic missile sub) starts in 
FY84, 1~ SSBN per year thereafter. By 1985, Trident I missiles in 8 
Trident SSBNs ·and 12 of the 31 Poseidon ,SSBNs. 

. . 

Airbreathing Leg: By 1985, 80% of the 150 B-52Gs will carry 12 cruise / 
missiles each. New Cruise Missile Carriers are scheduled to be operational 
in FY87, but R&D is hedged to be able to accelerate that date if necessary. 

Strategic c3: By FV85, provide 6 E-4Bs for airborife conunand posts, ALCS 
(air launch control system) for 200 MM Ills, two-way UHF conmunications 
via satellite to ICBMs and bombers, enough additional TACAMO aircraft t 
(f.or communicating with submarines) to permit 100% airborne operations 
in Lant and Pac, and 6 mobile ground terminals for DSP satellite readout 
to ent,ance survivability of tactical warning of enemy missile launchings • 

• THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES 
1 

Ballistic Mi$siles: Pershing II initial procurement in FY81; operational). 
in 1983, an 198 Pershing IAs replaced by P-II by erid FY85. 

Cruise Mi~siles: GLCM initial procurement in 1981; operational by 
December . §aj, in hard shelters in 5 countries by end FY86. 

~· - C - -

ARMY GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES 

Structure and Equipment: Activate 3 new tank battalions and a new 
National Training Center in 1980. Start procurement of a new armed 
armored personnel carrier (IFV/CFV) in 1980. Procure 3900 XM-1 tanks 
and 3700 IFV/CFVs by Mid-'80s; also activate 10 new maneuver battalions 
(6 tank, 4 mechanized) in existing divisions; convert 5 existing infantry 
battalions to tank or mechanized. 

Fire Support: In 1981 start buying Copperhead semi-active laser guided 
155nm projectile in quantity. By m1d-'80s buy 180 General Support 
Rocket System · 1 aunchers, complete a force of about l 000 TOW-equ·i pped 

• 

AH-1Shelicopters, and procure about 300 attack helicopters eq.uipped with 
the new Hellfire missile. 
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Air Defense: Start Patriot .Procurement in 1980. At a cost of almost ~4 
billion, by FY 85 procure about 100 Patriot and 100 Roland SAM fi~e 
units, 500 DIVADs (division air-defense) anti-aircraft gun units; and 
1100 Stinger man-portable SAM launchers. 

. ' 

,_./ 

- . 

Sustafnabil itf By Mid-' 80s, achieve an inventory of war reserve munitions 
adequate to 1 preserve our current ability to support US and ROK forces 
in Korea for 30 days, 2) increase the sustainabi'lity of US forces in 
Europe from the current 30 days to 60, and 3} add a capability to .sustain , 
selected US forces in a non-NATO contingency for 120 days of combat. In 1 

addition to this growth in sustainability, much of the inventory will be 
modernized in the process and, as a result, additional amounts of some 
older, less effective types of ammunition will also be available. / 

Reserve Readiness: Increase the manning level of'our reserve components 
through enlistment and reenlistment incentives, and fund increased full
time manning of selected reserve units to improve readiness. 

NAVY GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES 

Shipbuilding Plan: 

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 Total 

Trident SSBN 1 1 1 0 () 3 
New SSBN 0 0 0 1 2 3 
SSN-688 1 1 1 1 0 4 
SSN-FA 0 0 1 0 2 3 
DDX 0 0 0 0 1 1 
DDG-47 2 3 3 4 4 16 
FFG-7 3 3 0 0 0 6 
LSD-41 0 0 1 0 1 2 

;. ·~-·. MCM 0 1 0 4 4 .9 
TAGOS 5 0 0 0 o-- ··5 
T-AO 0 0 2 2 0 '4 

..... . .. T-AKX 1/ 1 2 1 2 1 f7 
ARS 1 2 1 0 0 4 

Total ,~ 13 11 L4 15 61-

11 For USMC administrative 1 ift. 

Ship Deliveries: By FY85, we should take delivery on a CVN, the final LHA, 
42 FFG-7s, 9 DD-963s, 6 DDG-47s, 24 SSNs, and possibly 4 DDG-993s ordered 
by Iran. 

Ship Force Levels: At end FY79: 535 ships (458 active, 54 reserve, 23 
Military Sealift Conunand (MSC)); by end FY85: 563 ships {506 active, 
13 reserve, 44 MSC). 

::l!l~· Surface Ship ASW: By FY85, 60 ships will have towed sonar array that 
~JIJ' will greatly enhance surface ship ASW, 200 LAMPS MK III AS\.J helicopters 
' are funded .for use on th~se ships through FY85. 

-SECREI 
... .. "'~·----·---·- ----
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• Maritime Patrol Aircraft: P-3C production to continue through FY85. 
Two P-3 squadrons equipped with Harpoon anti-ship missiles now, all \24, .. 
a<:tive squadrons equipped by FY85. ·• . 

Tactical Air: Tactical aircraft procurement (for Navy and USMC) about . 
800 for FYBl-85: F!A-18s, F-14s, KA-6Hs, E-2Cs, and EA-6Bs. This wi-11 
support 14 Carrier Air Wings (12 Active, 2 Reserve), and 4 Marine Air i 
Wings (3 Active, 1 Reserve). ' 

MARINE GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES 

Amphibious Assault Lift: Even with no new amphibious ship funding, the 
FY85 lift capability would meet our objective of a 1.15 division/wing 
team assault lift capability. To permit modernization we have also 
programmed 2 new LSD-4ls (FY83 and FY85). Funds are also provided to 
examine an alternative amphibious ship design, and to carry on the 
development of the air-cushion landing craft in FY8l. 

AIR FORCE GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES 

Aircraft Procurement: Procure about 900 aircraft in FY8l-85: F-16s, 
A-lOs, F-15s, TR-ls, E-3As, and EF-lllA conversions. 

TacAir Force Structure: In FY80, US F-l5s will first be stationed in 
Japan (stationed in Europe in 79). In FY81, the first USAF F-l6s will 

• 
be stationed in Europe. During FYBl-85, the force structure will grow 

· from 35 wings to 40~; the active forces will _gain 7~ squadrons and the 
reserve 10 squadrons. 

/ 

Readiness: . During the FYSl-85 period the combat training activity rates 
of fighter and attack aircrews in the ~ctive force will be increased at· 
an average annual rate of 6.6%. By FY85, the average aircrew will be .·· 
receiving 38% more cockpit training time than in FY80. 

MOBILITY PROGRAMS 

Strategic Airlift: The first KC-10, allowing very long range deployments 
___ oL_t.a.c.tlcaLa...lLfo.r.ces-,_wjJ...l-be-de-l-i-¥e-r-ed-i-n-F-Y-B-l-.--T-t:le-G-5-w.:i-n·g-med-i-f-i--------• 

cation, extending service life from about 8,000 hours to 38,000 hours, 

• 

will be executed in FY82-87. The program to stretch the C-14ls to 
increase capability by about 30%, and to add air refueling, will be 
completed by FY82. Cargo handling features for about 36 commercial 
passenger aircraft in the CRAF enhancement program should be funded 
through FY85. 

Sealift: Arrangements for the surface analogue of CRAF have been made 
for 600 NATO ships to augment existing plans for the use of about 27'0 US 
flag ships in wartime. For rapid deployment, particularly for non-NATO 
contingencies, in addition to the Marines'- amphibious assault capability, 
funds are provided to permit administrative, over-the-beach landing of 
enough equipment and supplies to support a full Marine brigade from pre
loaded dedicated ships, probably of commercial design. 

smRET 
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Army Deployment to Europe: Divisions by M+ l 0: 
(10 days after US 
decision to reinforce 
and NATO decision to 
mobilize). 

FV79: 
FV82: 
FV86: 

3 
6 
9 

This tripling of our early deployment capability will be achieved principally 
through the pre-positioning of Army equipment in Europe. 

Air Force Deplobment to Europe: US-based tactical aircraft available 
for deployment y M+2: FY79: 1050; FV85: 1500 (+450 aircraft, +42%). 

USMC Deployment to Euroae: Starting in 1981 supplies and some duplicate 
equipment pre-positione in Norway and Iceland will reduce deployment 
time from a matter of weeks to a matter of days. 
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Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, National Security Affairs, 
Brzezinski Material, Agency File, Box 6, Folder DoD, 11/79.

' I 

J•t t. t , .. :.:.. 1 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

-

SUBJECT: FY81 Presidential Review, Department of Defense 

I am concerned that the 0MB paper, subject as above, does not 
by itself provide an adequate basis for your consideration 
0£ the FY81 DoD budget and FYBl-85 program. In particular, 
the £irst two ·sections ("Overview" and "Issue #1: Level of 
the Defense -Budget") represent a perception so different from 

. my own, and bear upon matters of such fundamental impo'J:_t:ance 
to the security of the nation, that I believe you are erititled 
to these additional views as a matter of fairness to you in 
the decision-making process. 

It is of course true that the level of the Defense budget 
always has been, and always will be, decided in the. light 
of other demands that compete for our national resources. 
But, it is just as true that the choice -- unlike much of the 
rest of the federal budget -- must also reflect demands over 
·which we have little control because they are imposed o~ us 
by the Soviet Union and its allies. In my opinion, the treat
ment in the 0MB paper of this latter factor -- the Soviet 
threat, the balance, and the trends in that balance -- is -
inadequate and misleading. · 

The situation we face today is the result of 15 years or more 
of failing to match a steady, resolute, and comprehensive growth 
in the Soviet Defense program. During each of those yea.rs, 
when the budget was being forumulated, similar arguments to 
those contained in this week's 0MB analysis could be and were 
made. They were made successfully, and the present situation 
is in part the result. - While we were spending hundreds of 
billions of dollars in Vietnam at the expense of building 
our forces for the future, ··the Soviet Union was building the 
unprecedented force we face today. While we have stopped the 
decline in Defense spending and -- much to your credit -- have 
even turned it around to real growth,~it is important to under
stand that the results of a 15 year trend cannot be repa"ired 
in one, or even five years. In my view, the 0MB paper does 
not address that key point satisfactorily; the problem did 
not start last year or the year before, nor will it be cured 
in the next five. We must broaden the horizon from such a 
narrow concentration on this budget year. 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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The situation in Europe, in my opinion, is far from satis
factory. The 0MB paper, on the other hand, states that the 
military balance will show continued improvement even at the 
Minimum budget level. That is correct but -- because it deals 
only with trends in the balance, rather than the balance itself 
is seriously misleading. The trend in the balance -- now badly 
adverse -- will improve; the balance itself will remain adverse 
and by many measures will not improve. In the material we 
prepared for the PRC last week on the Defense budget -- which 
I take to be the source of the OMB's statement -- there was 
only one indicator in which NATO showed a superiority in 1985, 
given-ui"e Minimum level program. That was in the maximum 
number of air-to-ground capable aircraft, where we showed a 
superiority of 1.3:1. However, under the same conditions, 
we would also be outnumbered in air-to-air capable aircraft 
by 2.3:1, raising a serious question as to the survivability 
of our superior number of air-to-ground aircraft, and the 
significance of that sole area of superiority in Europe. 

In all the other measures we calculated, the Warsaw Pact would 
have an advantage over NATO: a slight advantage in total number 
of tactical aircraft, a 10% faster rate of tactical aircraft 
modernization, a 70% advantage on the ground on the Southern · 
Flank, a 100% advantage on the Central Front, a 180% advantage 
on the Northern Flank, and a 3:1 or 4:1 advantage in sustain
ability. Those balances are what we will face in 1985, in 
spite of the "improvements" tl)at the 0MB has highlighted. In 
my opinion, they are seriously unfavorable. 

I al-so caution you not to be misled by OMB's table showing that 
"our projections of Soviet forces' readiness against NATO has 
declined sharply as more and better intelligence has become 
available." What you see there . is not a marked reduction 
that has occurred in the readiness of Soviet forces, but a 
marked increase that did not occur. Actually, part of that 
is because we have changed our counting rules·. The 0MB com
parison als~fails to note that in 1970 we predicted that the 
effectiveness (i.e., measured in Armored Division Equivalents) 
of a Soviet division would increase by about 15%; now that 1979 
is here, we find that it has increased by twice that much. 
But all of that is quite beside the point. No matter who 
predicted what how long ago, today NATO is at a disadvantage 
on the grol.!n,_d in Central. Europe at M+lO -by a £-actor o-f 2. 2: 1, 
wnich in my opinion is cause, not for complacency, but for 
deep concern. 

Another example that I consider seriously misleading -- even 
if literally correct -- is the statement that our projections 
show continued impr9vements in the ratio of ROK/US ground forces 

. . . . . l 
- 'ii ( , 4 
~ ~. :L.J, J .I. _.. 
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versus North Korea in the next decade even at the minimum level. 
At the minimum level, that balance will by 1985 still be 1.74:1 
in favor of the North Koreans. In 1977 (when in PD-18 you di
rected a policy of no further degradation in that or other such 
balances), we had thought the ratio was 1:1, or slightly 
better. But now, at the current rate, the balance will still 
be 1.46:1 against us and the ROKs as late as 1990. The fact 
that the balance is improving should not be allowed to obscure 
the fact that it is currently unsatisfactory and likely to 
remain so for some time to come. 

And in one final geographical assessment, I consider the treat
ment of the Persian· Gulf area totally inadequate. The PRC 
material, which the 0MB has, points out that if we had to counter 
the Iraqis alone -- quite apart from any Soviet or Cuban forces -
today, we would be at more than a 2:1 disadvantage on the ground 
(measured in Armored Division Equivalents) for at least 3 weeks, 
even if we could devote our whole current mobility force to 
the deployment. If there were also to be a simultaneous NATO 
crisis (perhaps orchestrated by the Soviets), the 3 weeks would 
grow to 5. Our capability for intervention with more than a 
token force in that area of the world today, therefore, depends 
on 1) weeks of advance warning, 2) immediate action on that 
warning, and 3) no simultaneous crisis elsewhere -- far from 
an impressive capability and, in my opinion, quite unsatisfactory. 
The 0MB paper gives no inkling of that, but I think it must enter 
your deliberations. 

Beyond the question of specific military balances, there is the 
far larger issue of US leadership. The 0MB paper cites a 
decision by the FRG to limit its real growth in defense spending 
to 1~-2% (we feel that a higher ·figure is likely for 1980 
before that year ends), points out that the Japanese have been 
reluctant to increase the allocation ·of their resources to 
defense, and notes that the US allocates more to defense on 
a per capita basis and as a percent of GNP than Japan, Germany, 
the UK, or France. Though perhaps not intended, one possible 
inference~- the most likely one, I think -- to be drawn from 
all that is that if our allies are devoting less to the common 
defense than we are, we should cut back. 

We must press (and we will) for greater efforts on the part of 
our allies. But I urge you not to abandon our position as 
leader of the free world's military alliance. If we elect to 
cut the burden we bear to no more than that borne by any of 
o~r allies, we will have become a follower rather than the 
leader. We will have said that our alliance is like a convoy 
in which the speed of all is set by the speed of the slowest 
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member. We must continue to lead and continue to spend what 
is truly required if we are to maximize the incentive for our 
allies to hold up their end. If we fall back, there is, in 
my opinion, no chance that they will carry on without us. 

We must not look at this issue as making sure that no slacker 
takes advantage of the United States. Rather, we must continue 
to recognize that the common defense is not only in our own 
interest -- even if we should have to bear an extra measure 
of the load -- but is actually a matter of the survival of 
our world. I urge that you not let recitations of our allies' 
performance distract you from the real issue. We will work on 
our allies, and have been far more successful during the past 
thirty months in pushing them to greater efforts than ever 
before. But we must maintain our leadership to be able to do 
so, or for there to remain any point in our even trying. 

I mentioned that we held a PRC meeting last week on the Defense 
budget and program. With the exception of Jim McIntyre, whom 
I did not press because I recognize that doing his job requires 
him to take a different perspective, every participant at that 
meeting agreed that a growth in defense significantly higher 
than the earlier projected 3 percent per annum is needed. I 
think that view has also become a consensus of the country at 
large. It clearly is shared by some key members of the Congress 
and other persons of influence. Yet the position recom~ended 
by the 0MB staff in this paper is wholly at odds with such a 
view. I recognize that the 0MB has its own responsibilities 
to you, and that they must play the Devil's advocate. But the 
contrast between their position and the vast majority of other 
responsible voices, my own included, is very great. Moreover, 
I remain concerned that we will be correctly seen as justifying 
inadequate defense program growth by using questionable, arith
metic. 

l ;f;eel qui.te sure, were you to adopt anything 1 ike the 0MB 
sta£f.• s recommend·ed analysis, budget level or program, that 
all chance foT the Tatification of SALT II would vanish. 
The consequences, political, military, and international, 
would be many and damaging, As one of them, I have no doubt 
that in the afteTmath our requirements for strategic forces 
would r:tse, We would then face the choice between paying for 
them by cutting oack on our general purpose forces, or increas~ 
ing the defense budget 1 or some combination thereof. Given the 
unsatisfactory nature of our general purpose force balances 
as outlined above, the former would, in my opinion, be un
acceptably risky, The latter would face you with a far greater 
economic problem than the one before you now. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: ' 

SUBJECT: 

November 15, 1979 

THE PRESIDENT 

ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI 

FY 81 Defense Budget Review 

Attached is Harold Brown's memorandum to you on the 0MB 
Defense budget book. In addition, I wanted to give you my 
own views on the program that I believe is required to meet 
our strategic military and political requirements. I 
strongly believe that whatever "percentage" increase results 
should be derived from our programs and not vice versa. 

The Program 

A zero based budget is a major accomplishment of yo~·Admini
stration, but it is important to recognize that it is biased 
against innovation and new investment. This is because over
head, O&M and continuing activities are always protected in a 
minimum program. 

This year, Harold is trying to protect crucial new nuclear 
programs such as LRTNF and, in particular, MX by placing them 
well within the mi,nimum program. As a consequence, procurement 
for general purpose forces has been pusheg to the ·mar9in where 
you must decide among a welter of programs and activities whose 
military importance may not be immediately self-evident. 

OMB's answer is to push for less capable systems {e.g., FFG in 
· place of AEGIS ships) and cut back procurement programs directly / 
related to our allies' support for the NATO emphasis of our 
general purpose forces -- war reserve stocks and items we 
would buy in the two-way street program. 

To help you through this thicket, these are ~he programs I consider 
it essential to inc:lude' ·and .:t:he reasons therefor: 

(1) Basic nuclear modernization -- MX, LRTNF, strategic 
cruise missiles, TRIDENT. 

§§QPEW1 
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(2) Adequate naval power. In particular, we should go 
forward with two AEGIS ships to guard against the greatest 
threat to our navy -- the Backfire bomber. To drop one 
AEGIS and substitute three additional FFG's (whose main 
mission is ASW where we are in good shape) makes no military 
sense, and carries the "perceptions" argument too far. 

(3) Continued procurement of major military items -
particularly fighters -- close to the FY 80 projected level. 
You should be aware that apart from a few modest increases, 
Harold's "Basic" FY 81 program will generally slow the rate 
of procurement below what we asked for in the FY 80 budget. 

(4) War reserve stocks. There must be an adequate pro
gram to reduce what is the major vulnerability and weakness 
in our NATO posture recently underscored by NIFTY NUGGET. 
Real capability to fight requires a better balance between our 
weapons systems and the ordnance .and spare parts they consume. 

(5) AV8B (U.K. HARRIER) and ROLAND (French a.i.r defense .... . . 
system). Substantial procurement is essential for survival of 
the NATO two-way street, ·one of your key contributions to a 
more rational allied defense effort. 

(6) Rapid Deployment Force programs. In particular, we 
need to go forward with pre-positibned Marine Corps stock·s on 
ships, more KC-10 tankers and begin R&D on new CX long-range, 
large-size cargo aircraft. -

(7) Procurement of the EF-111 to cope with the extremely 
intensive Soviet air defenses in East Germany which protect 
their blitzkreig capability. · 

The Al tern a ti·ves· 

I have directed my staff to look hard at alternatives. 

We could cut back military construction, but most of 
it is directly related to needed force modernization. 

We could hold down readiness; however, this has been one 
of your highest priorities. 

We could postpone new starts in ships, guns and aircraft 
and reduce production rates in ongoing programs. But is is 
essential to acquire adequately capable systems. Whether in 
NATO, at sea or in the Third World, we now confront either 
Soviet forces equipped with the most modern weapons or other 
nations so equipped by the Soviet Union. In the Middle East, 

S§Qp79 a 
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Soviet clients are now receiving their most advanced equip
ment -- T-72 tanks . and MIG-25 aircraft. As our analysis of 
our options in the Persian Gulf make• clear, without continued 
modernization we will have difficulty meeting these threats 
let alone the test of the central front in Europe. (For 
example, there are questions whether some of our most modern 
equipment, such as TOW, can even penetrate the armor of the 
T-72.) 

The Budget Level 

Both Harold and Jim have kept their personal positions close to 
their vests and rightly so. But it is our clear impression that 
the 0MB staff is pushing for Band 1 which, in our judgment, Ji9Ulj.. 
kill SALT outright; and DOD is pushing for Band 4 or 5 which1.s 
"t:Iearly excessive.~ The program I recommend involves an expendi- _ 
ture ,iri the area of Band 3; that is, $156. 4 billion TOA, $143. 6 
billion outlays (current dollars). This would provide total 
growth of 5.8 percent in TOA and 4.1 percent in outlays. This 
presumes Jim McIntyre is correct that he can squeeze $3 billion 
out of a vigorous budget scrub. 

In my judgment, any less will not make clear our determination 
to reverse recent military trends and over the next decade 
eliminate the most important deficiencies and imbalances. As 
Harold points out, this is where OMB's analysis is most deficient. 
It is these trends that have fueled the political pres~ure for a 
more vigorous program to modernize our military posture. If we 

o for less ot believe we will have the broad s to 
support bot SALT and an adeguate yet pru en e ense program -
a consensus tliat lias eluded~§ since the war -in Uietnam and 
w1iicn you have an opportunity to forge, not '6nI:i7£or FY a1 but 
for the difficult decade ahead. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT 
FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT: Budgeting for the RDF and Southwest Asia 

JUL 2 1 1980 --------
.(t') This memorandum responds to your request for our ·perspectives 
on where we stand at this stage of the budget .process in supporting 
the RDF and. Southwest Asia Security Framework decisions. 

(J!() As you know, the ORB just completed its initial review of 
the Se~ice POMs; th~ process involving Service reclamas and 
further decisions by the Secretary of Defense is- soon to get 
underway. In general, the Services'· POMs we~ highly resp~nsive 
to the Consolidated Guidance directiv~!:_~~1:: .. readji~ess ~e impreyed \ 
c;t.t the expense of modernization anq. force structure; i(-ii~"i:.:e~3~_qry 1 
As a result, we now expect that those ~ombat and support units 
that might be· sent to Southwest Asia will be highly effective 
U1>9µ_ arriva,1.. It is important to understand however tha.t-·e'ar.ly 
US combat capability in Southwest Asia is now limited by the 
finite amount of lift capacitf, not by the number of available 
forces or their peacetime .readiness. For this reason many of our 
program changes deal with the lift problem through a combination 
of lift enhancements and prepositioning. 

(I') It is no more·possible to characterize· a portion of the 
Defense Program as exclusively for the RDF than it is for NATO. 
Many of , our general purpose forces could be made available for a 
conflict outside of Europe, given adequate deployment time. This 
memo does not attempt to cover the bulk of the effort that Doc is 
putting into RDF-related (but not RDF-specific}- forces, such as /VJ 
full funding of the Navy's carrier and amphibious assault forces. 
Nor does it describe major RDF-oriented program enhancements that 
preceded this summer's POM review, including such major decisions /\I\ 
as last fall's C-X and MPS program commitments and the decisions 
in the CG this spring to increase RDF flexibility by designating 
6 1/3 active divisions (4 light and 2 1/3 heavy) for possible RDF AA 
deploymentf while reducing previously planned prepositioning in ,~, 
Europe. 

<1> What we haye done in this memo is to provide a sense of what 
changes we tentatively have decided to make in seven programs 
that are directiy related eith·· . . r to the RDF or to our power 
projection and sustainability capabilities more generally. These 
changes give a reasonable estimate of RDF requirements that were 
not fully reflected in the Service POMs. These few programs at 
issue do not constitute a major fracti.on of the resources that 
the POM's commit to the RDF, but not all of these programs could 
be provided for at the Minimum Level budget without major adverse 
impact on important NATO and strategic programs. ,,,,,,., .. i:,,,-~ / 

~ _ , f ..... loo. ~'t (2o ....- Bo ~rJ I) nK"o .---=::, R,l 
:-J? ~- ~ 2. ~6

7., 
1 C., b~ ;:. f"\ L I, ~ "Q-PPJ;;,i="f- Classified by , ~~p _ S~c ~:~ .. 1-·· 

' .. 

( 

t 
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1. Items included within this program constitute an omnibus 
support package for t?e RDF in the areas of Army service and 
engineer support, medical support, munitions, war reserve spares, 
and "special equipment" such as water purification and port 
handling equip~ent and camouflage gear. · 

2 • . The POMs provide only an austere leve.l of support for a 
. · 3 l/3 division, 4 TFW, 3 CVBG RDF sized to defend Kuwait and 

Saudi Arabia from an invader other than the Soviet Uni.on. In 
fact, the level of support is so austere that the means of moving 
supplies along captured lines of communication, as well as the 
levels· of medical supp~rt, prepositioned munitions and spares, 
and wa_ter-related equipment, would limit the employment of this 

· force to areas relatively close to friendly ports and airfields. 
Furthermore, deployment of existing support to Southwest Asia 
would leave NATO short ·unless additional re-serves were · to be 
activated or further progre~s maae in Host Nation Support. 

·3. we . believe that .·additional funds are required if ·this 3 
1/3 division ''baseline" RDF is to. be fully effective at distances .
from ports that may -well prove to be necessary. These funds, 
tot·alling gbout $200-300M in FY 82 and $1 •. SB in F:Y 82-86, would 
do the fo+iowing: 

provide operating costs for 20,000 European HNS reservists"')... 
as · well _as·· the funds needed to procure equipment · for, and enhance y• 

- the readiness of, US RDF-designated reserve ~nits; 

. . -- ____ ,erovj..~':_..funds for. twelve aeromedical. surgerr facilities 
l·eiqh1: . USN anc! two USAE'1hosP.1 a s, . . an one hos tal • a 
.L...:...-~-·~ · - -~+lJ &' 4/IIY\ "\.M 

-- . prov~de funds f~r 3d days supply and.~E_~ ositi . cr ofl 
USMC an Y.-~ .. 1o~s, .. aIL. ~:3 oc pi 1.ng or an additional 30 days 8' 
supp y of mu:p.itions in CONUS. --·~·-·---- ·-· " ...... -.~- -·~····- ~···-·· . ·-·- - . .. 

6 1/3 division RDF sized against a limited attack by the Soviet ~ 
4. In order to provide the necessary support for an expandeJ, 

·· Union, .we estimate it will require another substantial funding C 
increment in FY 82-86 depending on the extent to which we choose 
to drawdown on our support for NATO. 

B. Bases for RDF Operations: 

1. The POM contains about $33M in FY 82 and $119M FY 82-86 
partially funding the DoD program to construct a pier at Diego 
Garcia for offloading MPS ships and to make selected airfield 
improvements. 

2. The .ORB has recommended. full funding for the SecDef
approved programs at Diego Garcia and -Lajes ("a key enroute base). 
In addition, it recommended funding to: 

820
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upgrade facilities in Oman and. Kenya cons·istent with 
'expressed commitments and US needs. 

3 

construct. a rear-staging facility and one-division 
cantonment at Ra·s Banas in Egypt: and 

l 
plan and design only.for the po~sible upgrading of 

Diego Garcia to enable B-52 operations. 

JJ 

5 
The cost of these additions to the POM is about $400M in FY 82 
and $700M in FY 82-86. . - . 8UIJ. 0 2. ~ If P,+" /JIIS~ JI ' 
C. JCS Directed ana Coordinated · Exercise Progr¥1: . d-F111t"rll~~ , C 

. VP~lftltl7~ D~. . . 
1. The Service POMs were developed before the establishment 

of the RDJTF command structure and hence do not explicitly . 
provide· for RDJTF exercises. As a result, RDJTF exercises could 
only b~ held under the POM guidelines at the expense of other ~/ 
needed exer~ises, and, owing to the nature of the JCS exercise 
program, those of EUCOM in particular. .Given .the need to exercise· ' 
ou:r; European force·s and the US commitment to the LTDP and to 
European security more generally, such a trade-off is not acceptable. 

2. Accordingly, the ORB has recommended providing additional 
f~ds to support one major RDJTF exercise (consisting of a headquarters 
battalion ·and squa.dron-sized .Army and Air Force ·components, and a 8 
MAU) in the Persian Gulf/Indian Ocean per year. The funds will 
also permit the exercising 9f the maritime pre-positioning ship 
concept. The·cost of doing the above will be about $60M in FY 82 
~nd $600M. FY 8.2-86. (It should be noted that the relatively high 
costs of RDJTF exer·cises reflect the cost of needed· airlift and 
sealift to the theater.) 

o . . · Indian Ocean Naval Forces. 

1. The POM, providing $3274.M in FY 82 and $l9670M FY 82-
86, funds ship operations at the his tori.cal average of about 4 5 
days per quarter. This would not meet the Indian Ocean presence 
requirements established in the 16 April 1980 White House Memorandum. 
Moreover, any attempt to meet these requirements at the current 
funding level could only be achieved at the expense of operating 
tempos elsewhere or other programs. 

2. Consistent with the White House guidance and other US 
commitments, the DRB has recommended allocating an additional /V'\ 
$157~1 in FY 82 and $1223M FY 82-86 to permit the continuous 
presence in the Indian Ocean of one carrier battle group and, at 
least 70% of the time, one amphibious group. This funding would 
also permit the retention in the active forces of CORAL SEA as a £$ 
deployable carrier through FY 86. This will ease our carrier 
availability problem as well as improve ~orale and retention by 
reducing time away from horneport. 
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~ 3. In addition, we have estimated that to maintain a 
second c~rrier battle group in the Indian Oqean on a continuous 

~basis would require another funding increment of $134M in FY 82. 
and $742M.FY 82-86. · . 

E. Near~Term Prepositioning Ships (NTPS) 

4 

' The Navy ·poM provided adequate funds to support the operations 
and mai·ntenance (O&M) of the NTPS program. T~ese "seven ships (3 
RO/ROs, 2 Break-bulk, 2 tankers) wili provide' a large portion of 
the equipment and support of a 12,000 man MAB. The NTPS program, 
scheduled to be in effect by the end of this month, costs $104.9M 
in FY 82 and $583.7M FY 82-86, not including the possible need to 
replace USMC equipment stocks drawn down in CONUS. 

" I 

F. SL-7 Funding: 

1. The POM does not provide funds for the procurement of 
the eight ship SL-7 program, assuming instead that funds for 
.procurement will come from MARAD or FY 81 DoD dollars. It does, 
however, program conversion of these fast container ships to 
RO/ROs at the rate of two in FY 82 and six in FY 83. Yet the 
funds included in the PO~ ($216M in FY 82 a~d $233M in FY 83, or 
$449M FY 82-86) would, as the PCM itself reqognizes, not be 
sufficient to accomplish the conversions. 

2 •.. T.he DRB has recommended funding these conversions in 
full, although it has extended the p~ogram one year to lessen the 
financia1 impact in FY 83. Conversions will now take place at 
the rate of two in FY 82 and three per year in FY 83 and ·F~ 84. 
The costs above the POM are $2.4M in FY 82 and $251.2M FY 82-86. 
Like the POM, it has been asswned that no FY 82 DoD dollars will 
be required for procurement of the ships. · 

a. CRAF Enhancement Program~ 

1. The CRAF Enhancement Program provides additional inter
continental cargo airlift capability during emergencies. The DoD 
commitment to the LTDP is for 65 new convertible aircraft. 
Through FY 81, funds for. 13 of these have either been made available 
or have been requested. 

2. The POM provides funds ($100.JM in FY 8~ and $783.6M FY 
82-86) for the additional 53 aircraft modifications. Yet the POM 
has distributed the dollars in such a way that only 12 of the 52 
aircraft modifications are likely to be funded. Thus, it would 
be more realistic to state the POM funding for the CRAF Enhancement 
Program as $20M in FY 82 and $228.2M in FY 82-86. 

3. The ORB has recJnmended a restructuring of the funding IZ 
profile of the CRAF Enhancement Program so that 37 of the~52 J.I 
aircraft would receive funds. This would add $65.8M in FY 82 and 
$302.lM FY 82-86. 
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4. In order to fulfill the LTDP conunitment. completely, an 
~additional funding increment of $14.SM in FY 82 and $253.3M · FY 

82-86 would be required. 

As the FY 82-86 DoD program is refined, further changes may prove 
. to be appropriate. . As you know, the Odeen ·procedure provides 
for a potential mini-PRC review. of the Program. a~ter the Amended 
Program Decisions are promulgated in late August. It may be 
appropriate to review RDF~related issues again at that time. 

W. Graham Claytor, Jr. 

Offic~ ofthc Secretary of Defense f I,{, (. r~';J 
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POLICY RBVI'EW COMMITTEE MEETING 

December 2, 1980 

' Time and Place: 2:00-3:00 p.m.; White House Situation Room 

Sµbject: 

Participants 

State 

Defense Budget 

Secretary Edmund Muskie 
Reginald Bartholomew, Director, 

Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs 

OSD. 
Secretary Harold Brown (Chairman) 
Dep. Sec. W. Graham Claytor, Jr. 
Amb Robert Komer 

Under Secretary for Policy 
Russell Murray, Asst. Sec. for 

Program Analysis and Bvaluation 

JCS 
General David Jones 

DCI 
Aclmiral Stansfield Turner 
John Koehler, Dep. to the Director 

for.Resource Management 

0MB 
James McIntyre 
Bdward Sanders, Assoc. Dir. for 

National Security and 
International Affai~s 

ACDA ... 
Spurgeon Keeny, Deputy 
William Ashworth, Ass~. Dir., 

Weapons Bvaluation and 
Cc;,ntrol Bureau 

·OSTP 
~enjamin Huberman 
John Marcum 

White House 
Dr, Zbigniew B+zezinski 

NSC 
General -Jasper Welch 
General William Odom 
Victor Utgoff 

CIA HAS NO OBJECTION TOL DECLASSIFICATION 
~ND/ORL RELEASE OF THIS DOCUMENTL DATE: 
04-10-2015 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

Harold Brown, as Chairman, asked that the- group comment on.the Defense 
paper that provided an e~timate c;,f the size and scop~ of the collec.:. 
tive Defense program facing the free world and the United States, 
as its leader, if current national security guidance is to be fol
lowed and its goals achieved. Brown explained that the purpose 
of the paper was to set the context for consideration of the 
Defense budget. Ce? 

Re .-{eu 'Qeeemllel' 2, 2888 
Bx1:enaed b7 z. Bt zeziuskr 
Rea:9eft feI Bxtc.1uieB:: MSG I.13 Ce) 
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The paper developed estimates of what it will take in ground, air, 
and naval forces of the U.S. and allies to produce various force 
level ratios between them and the Pact in critical geofraphical 
and functional areas. This also describes what theseorces will 
cost the U.S. and its allies in money and manpower to implement 
current national security policy. The quantitative estimates are 
developed for two levels of assurance that the free world's forces 
are ad~quate; for two dates, 1987 and 1995, for achieving either 
level of assurance; and for two levels of contributions by the rest 
of the free world - one reflecting more equitable sharing of burdens 
by all nations, and an alternative where other nations continue 
on their current course. He noted that the alternatives which seemed 
most realistic to him in resource terms do rovide for simul-
taneous con l1cts 1n Euro e an SWA at orce ratios tat wou 

Brown first asked Stan Turner for an estimate of Soviet reactions 
to the various free world build-ups presented. Tur.ner replied 
specixically with regard to the chart o~ strategic balance indi
cators that showed a steady and substantial Soviet advantage from 
'75 to '81, followed by a significant erosion of that Soviet 
advantage from '81 to '87. (The indicator in question presented 
the ratio of residual forces following a Soviet first-strike 
counterforce and a U.S. retaliation counterforce.) Turner noted 
that this particular indicator showed a much earlier and more dra
matic erosion of the Soviet advant_age than other analyses with which 
he was more familiar. Others agreed wit~ this observation. ~) 

Brown replied that this particular indicator is merelt one mea~ure. 
It em1hasizes the effects of U.S. advantages, particu arly in cruise 
missi es and SLBMs, and perhaps overemphasizes them. Turner then 
said that such an _erosion of the Soviet advantage would encourage 
the Soviets to respond, although he thought that they would also 
look to the results of a U.S. first-strike. Brown noted that a 
U.S. first-strike case would not show such a dramatic erosion of 
Soviet advantages since cruise missiles could not be counted upon 
in that case. Tu~ner replied that in any event the growing U.S. 
capability to attack Soviet silo-based missiles would encourage 
the Soviets to rebase their missiles to a mobil mode and to attempt 
defenses or other c~unters against the· U.S. cruise missile program. f8'1 

General Jones thought the paper useful as a whole but thought that 
it understated our difficulties in the strategic balance. In 
particular he thought that looking ~nkI at ratios of residual stra
tegic force ob$cured the heavier weig t of the Soviet attack in 
megatons, assumed away current deficiencies in c3, and assumed that 
the U.S. five-year program would continue to schedule contrary to 
what has happened in tne past. Russ Murray said that some monies 
were added in the financial accounting to cover c3 improvements 
and other modernization, and that needed readiness improvements 
were funded before force structur.e growth. General Jones replied 
that in his !iew the analysis underestimated the resources needed 
to correct C deficiencies and readiness shortfalls. ~ 

.. 
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Harold Brown and Jim McIntyre both noted that difficulties in 
increasing U.S. military manpower will eventually constrain force 
structure i'iicreases. Russ Murray indicated that the analysis 
recognized this difficulty and chose programs which minimized 
the need for additional military manpower. Much of the increase 
in armored division equivalents, for example, was obtained through 
modernization rather than increases in nwnbers of divisions per 
se. Brown and McIntyre expressed skepticism as to whether further 
increases in pay could attract commensurate increases in recruits. 
(U) 
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In Brown's opinion the key issue raised by the paper is the role 
of the other free world countries -- what can we expect they will 
do, how should we proceed to encourage them to do more, and what 
should we do if they fail to respond as we would want them to. 
Ed Muskie agreed, seeing little hope for major increases even if 
the Soviets invade Poland. Turner added that intelligence reports 
do not lead to an expectation of much outrage ~n Western Europe 
over an invasion of Poland. Komer was in some disagreement and 
thought that there was the distinct possibility of a right-wing 
coalition developing, particularly in the FRG. ~ 

Jim McIntyre thought the FRG was more apt to react in a way best 
calculated to protect its East European trade. Brzezinski agreed 
on this point but added that the FRG could well find that an 
increase in their defense budget would be a necessary part of 
that strategy becaus.e the FRG· would also have to maintain good 
trade relations with France and the United Kingdom. France and 

4 

the UK might well stop trade with the Eastern bloc and.' increase 
their defense budgets in reaction to a Soviet invasion of Poland. (H) 

Muskie then asked what we were to do if the Allies in fact do not 
make.an increased contribution. Brown replied that was indeed 
the crucial question and that in his judgment we should let the 
NATO theater absorb the shortfall in capability, which is what we 
have told them we would do. In Komer's view the Allies will 
even·tually react when they see we are serious and when other 
external factors threatening their security occur as they surely 
will. Brown continued, proposing that we maintain our budget as 
if the Allies were doing their share but that we reallocate our 
forces away from NATO and towards Southwest Asia since only we 
can effectively shore up that theater. The Allies will not do 
more if we do less, and we cannot get to a point where Western 
European military security from the Soviets is a greater concern 
for us than it is for the Western Europeans. ~ 

There was agreement by all that we should continue to press the 
Allies, that their reluctance to increase their defense budget is 
due in large part to the current economic situation, but that if 
the Allies do not make larger increases, Brown's proposal is the 
proper one (that is, let the shortfall occur in NATO and re
allocate U.S. forces away from NATO).~ 

Brown then turned to specific issues, first the binary chemical 
weapons plant. Turner predicted that there would be opposition in 
Europe to deployment of binary chemical weapons simply because 
it is a change. Brown replied that if so, we should adopt a 
course which breaks the decision into small steps and put off the 
question of deployment until we had stocks in being. Korner agreed 
that the plant decision should not hinge on prior approval for 
forward deployment; the advantages of the new weapons would accrue 
in large measure even without peacetime forward deployment. ts') 
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Brzezinski asked how long would jt take to deploy the weapons in a 
crisis (Answer: two weeks or so by sea, a few dats bt air), and 
would special construction be needed to receive t emAnswer: No). 
Bartholomew stated that we could manage allied reactions with a 
proper approach, the elements of which included emphasizing the 
safety of the new weapons and assuring our All~es that we were 
proposing no new doctrine on chemical warfare nor anticipating 
any greater dependence on chemical warfare than at present. (i8".l 

Brown proposed that we adopt a course as follows: Accept the 
Congressional adds for the binary facility for FY-81, which are 
expected to fund initial plant construction and the initial tranche 
of equipment, but announce that no further decisions will be 
taken for some time. If any minor FY-82 monies are needed, we 
would treat as. part of the decision to accept the FY-81 Congressional 
adds. Brzezinski agreed with this approach and no others expressed 
opposition. Bartholomew added that a program which emphasized 
aerial-delivered bombs rather than the current emphasis on artillery 
shells would facilitate management of Allied reaction. General 
Jones expressed support for a program that inclµded both. ~ 

Brown then turned to the Nuclear Land Attack Tomahawk program. 
There is concern that moving to procurement in this program in 
FY-82 could complicate implementation of NATO'·s LRTNF program. 
Brown proposed that by retaining $3-4 million in RDT&E we could 
protect a FY-84 IOC and minimize any potential difficulty. This 
was agreed" by all. k61 . 

Brown raised the question of the proper level of military con- , 
struction in Southwest Asia £or FY-82. - Bartholomew voiced concern 
that the currently proposed levels are systematically below those 
that we have previously announced to Oman, Somalia, Kenya, and 
to the United Kingdom for Diego Garcia. Brown replied that the 
levels proposed were chosen in light of~ judgment that the . 
Congress would finance only a limited amount of military construc
tion in Southwest Asia and the reductions from previous goals 
elsewhere were needed to fund the Ras Banas construction in Egypt. 
Bartholomew, in response to a question from Brown, expressed con
fidence that we could have an access agreement for Ras Banas with 
Egypt in time for Congressional action in the spring. Welch ex
pressed concern that there was disconnect between what was needed 
in facilities and what appeared feasible to get Congress to fund. 
Brown agreed but said we cannot get out of the game and must pro
ceed as best we can. C,8') 

Brown raised the general issue of funding for joint programs with 
our European allies, the problem being that we will not be able to 
pr·ovide funds for these programs as expected in all cases. In 
particular, for Poland he proposed that we request only $65 million 
in FY-82 vice the $355 million planned and defer the rest of the 

--------,---- - ·--· -·-· -· -828
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planned program into the out years. It appears as though the FRG 
may also fall out of the Poland program due to the need to finance 
cost growth in the Toronado fighter bomber. This proposal was 
accepted. k81 

Brown pointed out that POMCUS set 7 was being delayed because of 
a lack of sufficient equipment and that the siting of set 6 was 
not yet firm, raising the possibility of a delay in that set also. 
Brown asked whether State was agreeable to defer POMCUS set (pre
positioned Army unit equipment) 7. Bartholomew agreed, stating 
that that ~as consistent with the general decision to let capa-
bility shortfalls appear in NATO.~ · . 

With respect to the security assistance enhancement package for 
Southwestern Asia previously recommended by the sec, it was noted 
that State has filed its formal support with 0MB. McIntyre sug
gested that OMBchair an inter-agency group to review this issue 
in detail prior to the scheduled 8 December meeting with the 
President on the defense and foreign affairs budget. This was 
agreed. ~ 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D. C . 20301 

July 20, 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: The Case for Continuing with Two Cruise Missile Programs 
.-' ')<. ?~f /~ 

You asked for comment on whether or not Tomahawk and ALCM a re 
unnecessarily duplicative systems. 

Attached is a point paper which s~ts forth the argument for 
continuing both development programs for the time being. Now that 
we have opted for the cruise missile system in preference to the 
B-1, I believe that it would be unwise to terminate either cruise 
missile program until we have achieved the operational capabilities 
on whose prospect the decision was based. 
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20 July 1977 

POINT PAPER 
ON 

CONTINUATION OF BOTH ALCM AND TOMAHAWK PROGRAMS 

The principal considerations are: 

1. Risk: The risk represented by the ALCM program is different from that 
of the TALCM (TOMAHAWK Air-Launched Cruise Missile) program. The ALCH is less 
mature in its development and test program, having had only six flight tests of 
which ·four were successful, although all tests have been in conjunction with a 
B-52 bomber. The TOMAHAWK, on the other hand, has had 22 flight tests, 18 of 
which have been successful; however, it is untested and unevaluated In the con
text of the B-52 operational weapon _system. 

The cruise missile will now be crucial to maintaining the bomber leg of 
the TRIAD. I am therefore convinced that it is appropriate to minimize the risk 
by maintaining both of these progr~ms In parallel until either or, preferably, 
both have completed comprehensive tests in the B-52 environment. Furthermore, 
cancellation now (or soon) of a cruise missile program could raise questions 
about the B-1 decision, and about our determination to pose a severe air-breathing 
threat to the Soviets Into the 1990s. In the long run it may indeed prove to be 
economical to pick only one for the Inventory, though depending on the number of 
different applications (ALCM, GLCM, SLCM - nuclear and/or antiship), several 
different designs may be appropriate for the inventory. 

2. Competition: Continuing both ALCM and TOMAHAWK in RDT&E will create a 
healthy competition between the two missile configurations as strategic air
launched cruise missiles. We expect, as a result, both programs will achieve 
better performance and lower cost .than if there were only one program. 

At about $1M per missile In recurring costs (for a buy of 3000 to 5000 
missiles), even a 10 to 15% cost reduction by virtue of competition will realize 
a savings to the government of $300M to $750M. Such a savings in procurement 
costs, together with the Importance of reducing risk by having a back-up pro
gram, is a worthwhile trade for the additional RDT&E expenditure required to 
carry both programs at least to the point of final production selection. 

3. SALT Aspects: Dropping ALCM could result in foreclosure of air launched 
cruise missile options during SALT as a result of constraints on TOMAHAWK. 
TOMAHAWK, having an Identical external configuration for SLCM, GLCH, and bomber
launch (including B-52 and cruise missile carrier) application, may create 
weapon counting complications. Should there be a SALT constraint on GLCMlSLCM, 
the bomber-carried TOMAHAWK may be also constrained. ALCM, having an entirely 
different configuration from that of TOMAHAWK, and not being launchable from 
submarines, will avoid any potential SALT entanglement between sea-launched cruise 
missile and ground-launched cruise missile from a strategic air launch cruise 
missile system. Such an option should be preserved until the SALT situation Is 
clarl fied. 
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4. Legal Aspects: If signed into law, the Defense Appropriation 
Authorization Act, 1978 directs that: "Competitive cruise missile development 
programs shall continue until the Secretary of Defense certifies to the Com
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives that (1) 
a single airframe for the cruise missile can be selected which meets all 
operational requirements, and (2) cost data clearly establish that termina
tion of the competitive cruise missile development programs will result in 
lower development and procurement costs for the cruise missile." 

5. Asymmetric Strengths: The two systems have different strong points 
and, thus, are not Jon% comparable: 

a. TOMAHAWK: 
Longer range (2000 nm vs 1500 nm}. 
Probably cheaper in missile unit cost. 

- More matured in missile tests. 
Essentially common missile for SLCM and GLCM missions. 

b. ALCM: 
- More matured in system test for B-52 Launch. 
- Avoiding entanglement with SALT constraint which might be 

placed on GLCM/SLCM. 
Single-Service management and thus, better system integratlon. 
Compatibility with existing SRAM support equipment. 

As time goes by, many of these will be resolved one way or the other, 
and a decision between them should then be possible for this application. 
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MDR: .1£.._-M- r7 "1&!{: MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT~ Choosing a Single ALCM Development Program 
' "7 : )' 1 1 . - , L 

Your memorandum of August 5, 1977, raised questions about our plans 
for parallel development of the cruise missiles for the B-52. As 
I indicated in our conversation last week, I do not believe that we 
are ready to select with confidence one design (and contractor) for 
the air- launched cruis.e missile mission. Nor could we defend ade
quately a selection of either missile and contractor at this stage. 
The ALCM missile has yet to be modified to its long range (ALCM-B) 
version. The modification is rel~tively straightforward, (basi-
cally "stretchi ng 0 it by adding two sections). But a successful 
flight test of the modified missile -is indicated before this missile 
could appropriately be selected. The TOMAHAWK (TALCM) missile has 
had sufficient flight tests to tell us about its flight character
istics, but has never been mated to or launched from the B-52. Again, 
we believe the mating· is a straightforward engineering task. But 
until it is demonstrated, we cannot convi nci ng.ly argue that TALCM is 
the preferred missile. To arrive at the point where we could select 
either missi .le with the required confidence will take a minimum o.f 
6 to 9 months of testing to conduct the necessary flight tests and 
evaluation of each. Based on such preliminary test results, a 
selection could be arrived at by a year from now, in mid-1978. How
ever, with this much additional .effort required for parallel programs, 
I believe it will probably make good management sense to carry the 
programs in parallel all the way through as a carefully conducted 
competitive flyoff. with selection by October 1979. The savings 
that could be achieved by not carrying the parallel program through 
a flyoff is about $200M to $300M, depending on how soon the parallel 
program is terminated, and which missile is selected. The benefits 
to be expected from maintaining the parallel program through the 
flyoff are as follows: 

(1) The competition can be fairly detennined on an objective 
basis from the operational tests conducted by SAC crews 
on B-52s. 

(2) The technical characteristics of the successful missile 
will probably be superior because each contractor will 
be working hard to maximize his "score" on the indicated 
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perfonnance parameters, including radar cross section, reli
ability, guidance performance (the guidance systems are only 
about 70% conman), and operational flexibility of the tech
nique for mounting in the B-52. The merits of a stacked rack 
(9 TAI.CM) and a rotary rack (7 TALCM or 8 ALCM) for internal 
carriage are debated. A competitive flyoff will let the 
competition settle the argument. · 

(3) The unit cost of the successful missile will probably be 
lower because of each contractor's motivation to incorporate 
manufacturing economies into his design • .. 

In sunmary, I expect the life cycle cost of the program will be less 
with a competitive flyoff in spite of the i nc·reased R&D cost; as a 
bonus we should get maximum performance and minimum risk of contractor 
protests. Finally, we hedge against program disaster in the unlikely 
event of one contractor ·completely failing to meet program objectives. 

You asked when we could certify to the Congress that the requirements 
of language in the FY 78 Authorization Bill have been met. The clearest 
case for assurance of meeting operational requirements and for knowledge 
that the tennination would produce minimal cost is at the end of the 
flyoff in October 1979. Prior to. that we c·ould make the certification 
based on our internal estimates at almost.· any time·, conceivably even 
before the preliminary development flight tests from the 8-52 are 
completed for both missiles. I question, however, whether we could be 
convincing to the Congress. There is likely to be protracted acrimonious 
exchange with the defenders of the missile that was selected out; making 
a choice after flyoff would greatly reduce (though not eliminate) the 
points of argument~ I have attached answers to the other questions 
you asked with the exception of tentative deployment plans. I assume 
you were asking about numbers, intended utilization, and basing. We 
are still sorting these out and I will provide an answer later. 

Attachment 
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CRUISE MISSILE DEPLOYMENT AND COSTS Date: JAN l 7 2015 

Either ALCM-B or TALCM is capable of meeting a limited roe of 

one aircraft with six production missiles by March 1980. Full 

operational capability on a completed modified B-52G with 

twenty missiles and six spare missiles is currently scheduled 

for June 1981. The initial deployment buildup is tied to the 

planned availability of updated B-52Gs by mid-81. A modifica

tion rate of at least three B-52s per month is planned. 

Air launched cruise missile production rate is planned to reach 

twenty per month by the end of 1980 and forty per month by 1981. 

The cost estimates shown below reflect a conservative government 

estimate of development costs for the air-launched cruise mis

sile program: 

Development 

ALCM-B 
TALCM 

FY 78 

$173.9M 
103.0 

FY 79 

$139.6M) 
98.2M) 

To Complete 

$29.9M 

A concurrent expenditure of production funds of $111.7M in FY 78, 

$149.lM in FY 79 will be required. The TALCM funding requirement 

is contingent on the concurrent TOMAHAWK missile programs. If 

the schedules and funding levels of the TOMAHAWK programs should 

be changed, this TALCM funding has to be adjusted accordingly. 

An earlier decision between these air launch options would reduce 

the apparent funding requirements. At the same time it would 

significantly increase both technical and cost risks, and would 

deprive the government of an alternative should technical problems 

arise with the selected option. 
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ALCM PROGRAM PLAN 

During its validation phase, the AGM-86 or ALCM-A suc

cessfully demonstrated compatibility with the B-52 weapon 

system and operational flight envelope. 

... .:,• .. .. 

During the proposed competitive flyoff, ALCM develop

ment stresses the engineering design of the ALCM-B or ex

tended range ALCM with emphasis on the aerodynamic charac

teristics of the vehicle, its flight characteristics during 

ejection from both the B-52 bomb bay and pylon, verification 

of both the extended range capability and radar cross section 

of the production design of ALCM-B, and producibility demon

strations for production cost verification of the ALCM-B 

system. 

Contractor flights of ALCM-B are expected to conunence 

by Feb~uary 1979 with government demonstration flights by 

SAC crews to conunence by mid calender 1979. 

Pag~ determined to be Unclassified 
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TALCM PROGRAM PLAN 

The purpose of this competitive flyoff is to insure selection 

of the cruise missile option that provides the optimum mix of 

operational performance, flexibility and life cycle costs to 

the user with minimum adverse impact to the current bomber 

force. 

Given its maturity of missile design and demonstrated flight ,. 

performance, the TALCM demonstration will emphasize its compat

ibility with the B-52 as a standoff launch platform. Initial 

wind tunnel and actual flight tests will explore and demonstrate 

the TOMAHAWK capability from a va~iety of B-52 operational 

flight envelopes including both bomb bay and pylon launches. 

Demonstrations will include exposure to the entire strategic 

bomber weapon system maintenance cycle to insure total insight 

into the op·erational performance capability of the TOMAHAWK in 

an air launch mode. 

Captive flight tests will begin three months after Convair re

·ceives a B-52, initial contractor launches will commence five 

months after B-52 availability with SAC crew launches commenc

ing by mid calendar 1979. 

UNCWSIFIID 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

S~ptember 11, 1978 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Weapons Systems, Htl I tary Capabll It I es, and Perceptions 

Q -

• You will recall the meeting of the NSC on August 15, on the subject 
of U.S.-Sovlet competition with special reference to ihe military balance, 
The issue of the relatlonshtp of U.S. ·weapons systems programs to pub I le 
and governmental perceptions of the U.S.-Soviet balance has been raised 
at that meeting and stnce. 

I· have been giving further thought to this matter, and have reached 
a number of prel lmlnary conclusions. These are listed ~elow and are 
followed -by a 11st of s;pectffc systems. I belleve we.need to proceed 
with .a substantial selection of these In order to respond both to -mi 1 i tary 
needs and to political perceptions • 

• 
. 1. Though each of the major (-and some of ·the ·mt nor) programmat I c 

cancel Ja,tlons and deferrals effected by this Administration was m~de for 
sound progranvnatle reasons, cumulatively .they have combined with .the 
relat·lve paucity of new starts to convey the impression, both to our allies 
and to some of our own publ f.c, of un.reclprocated uni lateral restralnt--our 
det,ractors would say, unilateral disarmament. We do not know how the 
Sovfots view these matters, but we should also be concerned about their 
perception. 

2. We need to begin some systems that can be Identified as Initia
tives of this Administration. Di.ffering degrees of program commltment-
ful 1-scale development, production, dep1oyment--are appropriate for 
consideration, depending on the particular case. But nothing less than 
full-scale deployment wlll count In the actual military balance, and at 
least some of these systems wl 11 have to be deployed If we are to change 
perceptions. · 

3. Military utility, relative effectiveness, and cost should be 
the principal criteria for going ahead with such new systems. But 
anticipated political effects, particularly effect~ on our allies or on 
the Soviets, can weigh heavily in such decisions. These effects Include 
such considerations as the creation of parity In a geographical area or 
at a particular level of escalation; the promotion of arms control agree
ments;96~ ~~ conveying of a sense of U.S. technological superiority. ::ij- ~C\""7 
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4. In general, strategic systems w111 have the greatest effect on 
perceptions, though there are exceptlons--ERW, for example. 

* * * 

'Here are some examples of systems whose Implementation would 
affect perceptfons es well as military -capablllttes. Because they are 
not equtvalent In nature, I (Jo not ,present them as alternatives. ttowever, 
I belteve we wll1 have to move forward with a substantial number of them 
to have a slgnlflcant effect. 

I emphasize that funds for the next steps have be.en.programmed 
for, very few of these systems. Thus any encouragement engendered by 
the thought that these systems exempl Hy the lead we ~ould have over the 
Sovtets In technology should be severely temper.ed. Yhat thh memorandum 
conta1ns ,ere ~deas, potent1at development programs. ,nd possible 
prospective dep1oyments. These by no means offset the Soviet forces 
,fn be1 ng, or the Soviet systems f n ser,l~I production. 

Moreover, the systems described below are' not a substitute for 
an .tncre~se ln the sh:e ·Of tt-e d~fonse prog,ram. They. are the part of 
what wouhl constl tute an tncreased program, spec I fl c reasons for .Increased 
expend I tur~s: In no way could they subs t I tute for the r-est of our forces 
and dAfense oosts; they are examples of the addttlons that need to be made 
In <>rdeir to ~ffset the illlUU.ary and ,perceptual advantage-s that the Soviets 
have b$el1 accumul at fog. They a-re opportunt t I es: advantageous tf taken 
(or, rat,her, bougttt}; u~e t ess If forgone.. · 

1. M .. X. ,Next .cfechlon ls.full.:.sca1e develppmen·t, separately or 
In a Jolnt p·rograrp wf't.h Trident c .. 5 missile. Without J.t, we will not have 
even by the late 19·80• s a qui ek-re·sponse hard-t,rget capabl Uty comparable 
to t'h~t the SovletJ wl ti possess early In the 1980' s, A re.lated question 
h su-rvtvablllty, both short .. term and enduring. 

2. Alternate launch point land~based system. Some mobile system 
of thl s kind ( there are two or three al ternat Ives) can assure a survlvab le 
land-based ICBM, not de.pendent on w~rnlng, provided a solution can be. 
found to the outstanding technical and cost problems. Other al ternatlves 
for Increasing surv1vabll1ty will have comparable costs, but different 
balances of military value and polltlcal difficulties. 

3. B-X. A new bomber, of range and payload comparable with that 
of Backfire, but more effective, because of recent 'very significant 
technological advances, of which you are aware. This bomber would be 
greatly superior to the Backfire (and the B-1) In ability to penetrate 
air defenses because of a combination of low detectability features, 
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Improved countermeasures and Improved defensive systems. It would be· 
part I cularly effect Ive In comb I nat Ion wl th a cruise ml ss i le attack because 
the 11flxes 11 to the So..,iet air defense required for the cruise missiles 
would be at cross-purposes with those required for the bomber (and vice 
versa). As you are aware, we could start ful I-scale development of such 
a bomber as early as 1979 and achieve IOC by 1984. Juxtaposition with 
B-1 could pose some pol itlcal problems. but also has some potential for 
political Justlflcatlon--as you know, we had It In mind when the B-1 
was cancelled. · 

4. ERW. f>o11tlca1 perception exceeds pu'rely military effect. 
Production of modernized 811 and Lance nuclear warheads that can be 
deployed without ERW but converted In months to ERW is a feasible an(j 
low-dollar-c9st option (gfven the need to modernize in any event), at 
the cost of some deg.radatlon In ml I itarv effectiveness If the ERW 
conversion never Is made. 

5. GLCM. One way to offset Soviet long-range theater nuclear 
forces. At the protocol deployment Um-It of 600 km, GltMs (and SLCMs) 

·')V' 
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~~· 
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cannot rea:eh the Soviet Union from the FRG, though Soviet 600-km GLCMs d,,? 
from E.ast Europe (or SLCMs) can reach al 1 of FRG. But at the 2500-km 
test range I Im it, G LCMs can reach much of .European U. S • S. R. from the FRG 
and the U.K. (as can SLCMs of that range from the oceans adjacent to Europe). 
These systems are In fuU-scale development--the next Issue 1s deployment. 
To de,ploy Jn the early 19801 s will require acceleration of the process of 
making b~sl .ng arrangements, planning targetlng, · etc. 

6. Persh,lng It (XR-extended range).. R~nge to · 1500 km. Not 
1-1 ml ted by !SALT, but NATO o.pti on 11 I offered to the Sov1 ets In MBF.R 
reduces numbers of Pershtngs by 36 and limits the U.S. to 72 launchers 
for SS'Ms of ·range g.reater than 500 km. Would be a new development; much 
larger and less mobile than GLCM • 

. 7. Tactical cruise missiles of radius In the 1000-km category, 
with terminal guidance (10-foot accuracy or better), carrying conven
tional warheads, and reusab le--to reduce costs greatly. Needs a bit 
more thought about targets (I am pushing the concept hard) but could 
soon be ready for full-scale development. 

1 

8 . . Cannon-launched Guided Projectiles (Copperhead). Introduc
tion of laser guidance to artillery shells will allow us to employ the 
thousands of artillery tubes already deployed as precision guided weapons o-.J.' 
capable of making a direct hit on a moving tank at ranges In excess of 
10 kilometers. We will begin production of laser-guided.shells In 1979, 
reaching l~C In 1980. 
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9. Assault Breaker. This program Is a new initiative intended 
to break up an assault of massed armor without using nuclear warheads. 
It applies the MIRV concept to tactical forces: a tactical missile is J. 7_ 
launched at a column of tanks; as it approaches the column, its warhead /fV,,

separates into 20 or 30 bomblets, each of which has a heat seeker which 
guides that bomblet to an individual tank. Development has just started. 
but we have the program on an accelerated pace to achieve a field 
demonstration In 1981 and to begin production In 1983. 

10. Advanced Medium Range Air-to-Air Missile (AHRAAM). This will 
be our first "fire and forget" missile. It wl11 allow USAF and naval air 
to achieve air superiority even if outnumbered. This missile will out-
range missiles on Soviet aircraft and allow our F-15s and F-16s to engage ,/_? 
two or three aircraft at a time since the radar guidance system in AMRAAM 
bec'omes autonomous shortly after launch (current air-to-air systems are 
either short-range or require the aircraft's radar to track the target 
during the entire flight of the missile). We have just begun an accelerated 
development of this missile and expect t~ begin production in 1984 • 

. 11. SURTASS. The Surface Towed Array Survillance System is a 
new submarine -detection and tracking sensor that i~ the result of a major 
breakthrough In acoustic array technology. This 8000-ft-long line array 
will be towed behind surface :;hips accompanying carri·er task forces, or . 
can be used i.n conjunction with the present SOSUS bottom-mounted arrays 
to extend the coverage and accuracy of the SOSUS system. Whereas previous 
ship sonars or arrays were limited to detecti ran es of the or er of 
10 to 100 miles, SURTASS will have a range o depending 
on propagation factors. SURTASS .can be used so to provide a bmarine \ 
surveillance or ASW capability in remote regions where we do not have 
bott~m-mounted arrays, e.g., the Indian Ocean. The system will become 
operat1ona1 In 1981 on the TAGOS shtps. 

* * * 

As the progranvning and budget pr9cess proceeds, I shall be considering 
systems and Ideas that we will want to implement. Technology offers us one 
possible way to offset some of the advantages the Soviets hold in so many 
aspects of the military balance; but unless we move .from the idea stage to 
tangible Iner.ease~ in c~pabillty, the ideas will not mean_very much. -

A number.of··t-hese Initiatives ~an take major steps toward-"lncorp...oratton 
Into our military tapabiHttes in the FY 80 program. Others' 'wl"H -do s-o 
later. I and~at--nel!:s:·1-n DoD will be considering with Cy and··,Zo~Jj-c-. 11ow to 
make max imumc,-u -..... <;.- :·; ··se act Ions I nternat Iona 1 ly, ~nd ·witb'~~iw.+.tf.d~·-·Pres i dent 
In terms--of=.-l:f,_· ·.--:.: -eptJons. At some key internal---de· :- ."':"'~:-fflt~ you 
will wj,~fr-} · ·'=;"'"":_."inputs on the lnteractlon ·o_f .0

' ~v:-o~ 
prggr~~~~{:~~ -~&e th~ key announcemenlt~ 

• ·:-:,· :::"'i...""="i _r-=:.:. -: . . ~~ f' 
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Washington National Records Center, 
SecDef Files, Acc 330-82-0216, Box 
44, Folder 471.94 (Jan-Apr) 1980.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

' 

J 
2"6 'FEB 198Q 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: ALCM Competitive Flyoff Results 

This is the expanded report on flyoff results I promised 
you earlier. Judged in terms of the mission objectives of the 
twenty free flight tests, twelve were completely successful, 
six were partially successful and only two were unsuccessful. , 

In the two failures the missiles did not fly because of 
malfunctioning deployment or unfolding mechanisms. This prob
lem was compounded in one failure by faulty flight computer 
logic. At any rate these problems were ~liminated by improving 
quality control and changing the computer logic. 

There were six missions which terminated early but during 
which the missiles flew long enough to provide a total of seven 
hours of successful flight data. Two of t~ese had test-peculiar 
problems related to range safety of no operational significance. 
Two missiles stalled out because their flight control computers 
commanded them to fly at too steep an up angle. One missile 
engine failed because of an overheated bearing cavity and the 
guidance system of another missile failed. These problems are 
typical of missile development programs and not evidence of any 
generic design or engineering shortcoming. In all cases, the 
problems have been identified and remedied, and quality- control 
procedures have been intensified. There is every reason to 
believe that the missile performance we ·expected will be achieved. 

During the twelve completely successful missions over 47 
flying hours were acaumulated and 20,000 nautical miles flown. 
Among the capabilities demonstrated in this fly,off pro.gram were; 
full missile speed, altitude and range capability; accurate 
navigation ability (over 120 navigation updates were made using 
terrain contour matching); terrain following capability over 
water and very rough mountains; ability to launch from B-52s 
whether carried internally or externally; and the compatability 
of missile and warhead. 

These competitive flight tests, along with simulation and 
ground testing, have confirmed the integrity of both ALCM designs 
and their performance capabilities. We are fortunate to have 

,I 
,,, ... . i l 9 O QR 
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two designs that will meet our .performance requirements. The 
tests provide data adequate to select the best system for 
production. Also after source selection, we plan to conduct 
nineteen follow-on test and evaluation flights with the selected 
cruise missile to further improve our confidence in system 
reliability and provide the Strategic Air Command with mission 
planning experience. 

We anticipate meeting production and deployment schedules, 
which provide for First Alert Capability (first B-52G modified 
on the regular production line, equipped with twelve missiles) 
in September 1981 and initial operational capability (first 
squadron of B-52G equipped with 12 external ALCMs) in December 
1982. We will be producing 480 ALCMs per year at this point to 
equip all B-52Gs with external ALCMs by late 1986. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT I 
\. 
l ..., 

. . 
t . 
! 
! 

' 
\ """-. ... ; .• 

FROM: RICHARD)I..MOE / ~ 
SUBJECT: U.S. SERVICEMEN KILLED UNDER 20th CENTURY 

PRESIDENTS 

Because we are all starting to talk publicly about your 
record of maintaining the peace; I asked the Library 
of Congress to r~search ·the records of your predecessors 
and thought you w~uld be interested in the results: 

• You are one of only three presidents in this 
century who did not commit U.S. troops to combat. 

• Yours is the first administration in '56 years 
(since Harding.) during whi,ch not a single American 
serviceman has lost his life in combat'. 

Here are the specific foreign involvements by administr.at.ion: 
·, • . t ~ 

Ford ' -- Mayaguez 
Kennedy/Johnson/Nixon -- Vietnam 
Truman/Eisenhower -- Korea 
Franklin D. Roosevelt -- World War II 
Coolidge/Hoover ,(January, 1927-January 19:33) 

136 Marines killed in Nicar.agua 
Harding -- No troops killed in combat 
Wilson -- World War I ·, ·- . Taft -- 7 Marines killed in Nicaragua 
Theodore Roosevelt -- No troops killed in combat. 

Because of our recent history and because of the many · 
pressures and temptations facing any president, your 
record in this area deserves to be emphasized in the : 
coming months. 

cc: . Hamilton Jordan 
Jody Powe'll / 
Stu Eizenstat 

t.l1)-, _, 
/ 

·zbigni:ew· Brzezinski 
Rick Hertzberg 

l • !_. \. , ..... _; j 
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Library of Congress, Harold Brown Papers, Box 80, Folder Transition˗Issues for President-elect.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WA~HINGTOr~ . 0 C 20301 

DEC 2 3 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: The Carter Administration Defense Legacy 

Since 1977, the Carter Administration has been funding 
steady and significant increases in defense spending--to offset 
a continuing 20 year growth of Soviet military capabilities and 
to compensate for the underinvestment in U.S. defense that 
characterized much of the Vietnam and post-Vietnam period. The 
record is four annual real--after inflation--defense expenditure 
increases in a row. 

During the decade of the 70s, the Soviets invested approxi
mately $240 billion more than we did in defense equipment and 
technology. Recognizing this challenge, we planned for real 
growth in defense expenditures. Our strategy also recognized 
that it would be tremendously expensive, and probably wasteful, 
to compete directly with the Soviets in terms of quantities of 
equipment built. Instead, we aimed to offset the Soviet advan
tage in numbers by applying technology to equip our forces with 
weapons that outperform their Soviet counterparts. We also 
emphasized meeting the need for more and better equipment to our 
Allies, along with a Long Term Defense Program that provided for 
real growth in the defense expenditures of our NATO Allies. 

Strategic Moderniz~tion Program 

When this Administration took office, our nation's ability 
to maintain the unambiguous strength of its strategic deterrent 
was being eroded by two alarming trends: the first was the 
massive buildup of Soviet strategic forces over the past 15 
years, and the second was the progressive obsolescence of our 
own strategic forces, most of which had been produced and deployed 
in the 1960s. The first priority of our strategic modernization 
program was to restore confidence in the survivability of our 
strategic forces. To do that, this Administration implemented 
a comprehensive program to modernize all three legs of our 
strategic TRIAD. 

In 1977 we were faced with a choice between modernizing 
our bomber force by replacing the B-52s with the B-1 bomber, 
or by augmenting the B-52s with cruise missiles. The cruise 
missile was selected because of its superior ability to penetrate 
Soviet defenses. The cruise missile poses a fundamental problem 
for the Soviets by forcing them to deal with a large number of 
targets with very small radar signatures, as opposed to a few 
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bombers with large signatures. The first cruise missile will 
be deployed on an alert B-52 next year. This program has been 
a major achievement, and one on which I am confident the new 
Administration will build. 

While our submarine systems are not faced with a near-term 
survivability problem, the previous Administration correctly 
hedged to a degree against a future antisubmarine threat by 
initiating the development of a quieter submarine (TRIDENT) and 
the development of a longer range missile (TRIDENT I). Management 
controls established during the past four years have resolved many 
of the problems of the TRIDENT submarine program--one, USS OHIO, 
is undergoing sea trials now--but some further delay in attaining 
initial operational capability is still anticipated. The longer 
range of the TRIDENT I missile allows it to cover all of its 
targets while greatly increasing the area that anti-submarine 
forces must search. The TRIDENT I missile is now operational in 
five POSEIDON submarines, and we plan to convert seven additional 
POSEIDON submarines to carry the TRIDENT missile. 

Our modernization program also had to deal with the surviv
ability of our Minuteman ICBM force, which was threatened by the 
combination of a three-fold increase in quantity and two-fold 
improvement in accuracy of Soviet ICBM warheads. We completed 
the design of the M-X missile and basing system in response to 
this threat and initiated a full-scale development in 1979. We 
have made major accomplishments in carrying the program this far. 
It will require the full energy and persistence of a new Admini
stration to carry out this complex, but critical, program. 
Alternative solutions would introduce different, but equally 
difficult issues. 

In the aggregate these programs will double the spending on 
strategic systems in comparison to the early 70s, but will still 
be far less in real terms than the amount we spent for strategic 
systems in the early 1960s. These new systems, in combination 
with our refined strategic employment doctrine, will enable the 
U.S. strategic forces to preserve deterrence and maintain equiva
lence in the face of the persistent and long term Soviet challenge. 
While these systems will lead to improved military capability, 
our first priority has been to increase substantially the surviv
ability of these forces, thereby discouraging any hopes the Soviets 
might have for a successful disarming surprise attack. We have 
also been aware that expenditures on the strategic forces, beyond 
those needed to assure strategic equivalence, would probably come 
at the expense of the conventional forces. 

Conventional Forces 

We have vigorously pursued the strengthening of our 
conventional forces--providing more modern equipment, actions 
to improve readiness, and significant increases in the levels 
of many of our fighting forces. We have substantially increased 
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our ability to reinforce rapidly our allies in Western Europe. 
Primarily by prepositioning equipment, we will be able by 1984 
to double our ground forces in Europe, and triple our air forces, 
in less than two weeks. Our ground forces now include more tank 
and infantry battalions, and more artillery tubes--an augmenta
tion that will continue through the next several years as the 
result of procurements undertaken during the past few. 

We have enhanced readiness and combat endurance by improving 
the Reserve Components. Some reserve personnel are now equipped 
with new equipment and reservists are assigned to units structured 
to complement and provide needed depth to our active forces. 

We have produced modern, guided-missile equipped surface 
ships; we have begun deployment of ship-, air- and submarine
launched HARPOON cruise missiles; and we have continued improve
ment of our anti-submarine warfare capability. Equally important 
to our strength at sea has been our success in reducing the 
chronic backlog of ship overhauls, and our resolution of $2.7 
billion in long-standing shipbuilding claim disputes. 

The program we leave for the new Administration to execute 
during the FY 81-84 period will field an active Air Force of 26 
fighter and attack wings and will modernize--and in some cases 
enlarge--the active and reserve components of Air Force, Navy, 
and Marine Corps tactical aviation. (This constitutes the 
first full-scale modernization of U.S. tactical air forces 
since the 1960s.) 

Strengthening the NATO Alliance 

At its outset this Administration launched several major 
initiatives to strengthen NATO's deterrent and defense capa
bilities, which had languished during and after the Vietnam 
conflict. We have forged a new commitment within the NATO 
Alliance to meet the Soviet challenge--by increasing defense 
spending throughout the Alliance, by launching an ambitious 
Long Term Defense Program, by modernizing our theater nuclear 
forces in Europe, and by taking the first steps toward nego
tiating mutual limits on NATO and Soviet nuclear weapons in 
Europe. We have begun the collaborative design and production 
of new weapons, and also proposed an innovative concept of 
jointly developing "families" of new systems, under which Europe 
would take the lead in some and North America in others. 

Burden Sharing 

Because our strategy is heavily dependent upon full partici
pation by Allies, the Carter Administration has given consistent 
high priority to measures that would lead to parallel allied 
increases in defense effort. We have energetically pressed for 
at least 3% real annual growth in NATO defense budgets. We have 
similarly urged that Japan increase its spending on its own 
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defense and its contribution to the support costs of U.S. forces 
in Japan. Through seeking increased Host Nation Support--in 
peace and war--from our allies, we have managed to secure major 
increases in such support and thus avoid future support costs 
that the U.S. itself would otherwise have to incur. 

Forces for Rapid Deployment 

We are developing a long overdue capability to respond 
more q~ickly and effectively to threats to our vital interests 
in other parts of the world with our Rapid Deployment Forces. 
Four years ago, we had little such capability. Today, there are 
a number of programs underway that are designed to improve U.S. 
capability and to deploy and sustain our rapid deployment forces. 
These initiatives include: 

• A program to procure Maritime Prepositioning Ships, 
which will provide operational flexibility and allow us to 
avoid the problems of large, permanent U.S. bases overseas in 
sensitive areas. (In the interim, we have assembled a seven
ship force of commercial-type vessels that already provides 
us with an immediate maritime prepositioning capability in the 
Indian Ocean.) 

• Several important airlift improvement programs, such 
as C-5 life extension, CRAP enhancements, and the C-X and KC-10, 
to strengthen significantly our power projection capabilities. 

• Obtaining the cooperation of key states along deployment 
routes to provide access and overflight rights essential for an 
effective U.S. response to distant contingencies. In the regions 
where our interests are most threatened, the Persian Gulf/Indian 
Ocean, we have energetically and successfully sought access to 
facilities needed in a crisis from Oman, Somalia, Kenya, and 
Egypt. 

• Improving the facilities at Diego Garcia--the only base 
to which we now have access in the Indian Ocean area. 

Defense Technology 

During the past four years we have made major advances in 
critical military technology. Examples of major accomplishments 
include development of precision guided weapons to offset Soviet 
armor, and major advancements in low observable technology to 
defeat the massive air defense system developed by the Soviet 
Union. We are also exploiting the more than 5 year U.S. lead 
in microelectronics for leverage in future military systems. 
Thus we leave the next Administration an invaluable legacy on 
which they will undoubtedly expand. 

But it is important to note that these technologies will, 
in general, not appear in deployed systems until the mid-80s. 
Getting our modern technology deployed in the field now will 
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depend on successfully bringing into production many 0£ the 
systems and technologies developed in the early-to-mid 70s. 
There has been considerable progress during this Administration 
in our major modernization programs, but there is also much 
to be done in the future. 

Military Capability 

Our armed forces today are better able to carry out their 
assigned missions than they have been at any time since the 
Vietnam War. Our total military capability is greater because 
of: 

• Force structure improvements. The combat capability of 
our 16 Army divisions has been enhanced significantly; eight 
combat battalions have been added to the active force, and five 
light infantry battalions have been converted to armored or 
mechanized units. Additional combat support units have also 
been added. The net result is an Army that can now generate 
significantly more combat power than five years ago. As for 
the Navy, we are just now ending a long period during which the 
size of the fleet was allowed to shrink drastically. Today the 
Navy is growing once again. This year we have 540 ships in the 
fleet, and the program we recommend to our successors provides 
for another SO ships by 1984. Since 1976, the Air Force has 
shifted its procurement balance to tactical aircraft, adding 
about 100 fighter and attack aircraft as of this year, with 
about 400 more scheduled for the next few years--part of a 
planned force increase to 40 wings. 

• Investment in modernization. This Administration saw 
at the outset that heavy investment in long-overdue, essential 
modernization would be necessary. Our military investment over 
the past four years has paid dividends in military capability 
today, and will do so well into this decade. 

• The Carter Administration built up war reserves of 
spare parts and munitions, and encouraged our NATO allies to 
do the same; ammunition storage in Europe was increased by 
nearly 55% since 1976. 

• Increased readiness. Our deployed strategic forces 
(intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine - launched 
ballistic missiles and strategic bombers) are fully combat
ready. With respect to our conventional forces, some of the 
most important readiness improvements were: 

-- The reduction of maintenance backlogs. For 
example, the backlog of ships awaiting overhaul was reduced 
from 68 in '76 to fewer than 20 at the end of 1980. 

-- Enhancing our ability to move forces rapidly to 
where they would be needed in time of war. 
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Increasing and improving the training our troops 
receive. 

Major progress was made in all these areas, progress that 
must be sustained into the future. 

The major readiness problem the Administration confronted 
has been the shortage of experienced military personnel. Much 
of this shortage is due to a history, since 1974, of inadequate l 
pay for our men and women in uniform. The Administration's Fair 
Benefits package, the 11.7% pay raise, and the passage of the 
Nunn-Warner Amendment have resulted in an increase in military 
compensation in FY 81 that will significantly narrow the gap 
between the military pay and pay in the civilian sector for the 
first time since the mid-70s. This correction is already having 
a tangible and positive effect on recruiting and retention. 

In summary, the accomplishments of this Administration 
in strengthening our national security have been significant. 
Particularly in the areas of strategic forces, Alliance defense 
efforts, and high technology weaponry, we have set programs in 
motion that will assure the security of the United States and 
permit effectiv~ pursuit of our foreign policy interests during 
the decade of the 1980s and beyond. We have increased the real 
resources devoted to national security in response to the 
continuing growth of Soviet defense spending, and we have faced 
up to the tough decisions on how best to allocate these resources. 
And, in many cases, we have invested in technology and Alliance 
cooperative programs that will contribute to our security in 
far greater measure than their actual cost. 

Over time, I expect the past five years, of which four were 
the Carter Presidency, will be seen as a watershed period for 
U.S. defense--a time when America's post-Vietnam concerns about 
defense excesses matured into a public conviction that our 
military forces must be unambiguously strong and reliable, yet 
carefully employed. I think that we can all take pride in having 
contributed to the creation of this sound and balanced national 
consensus. 
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o Should we maintain the viability of our lCBM force 
by developing a new missile with survivable CONUS
basing during the 80s? Even if we proceed at a fast 
pace, we will have almost a 5-year period of high 
vulnerability of the ICBM force, during which we 
must .depend more stro.ng1y on the SLBM and bomber· · 
force. Al so, at that dev~.1 opment and prod~cti on 
pace, we will introduci a significant funding bulge 
in the 84-86 period. · 

.. 
o Should we· develop the new ICBM as a "mostly common" 

missile so that major subsystems of it (including 
the engines) could be used to upgrade the missile 
in the TRIDENT submarine? 

o Should we develop a cruis~ missile carrier to replace 
(in the late 80s) the 150 B-52Gs now programmed to 
carry cruise missiles? · 

*/o What is the future of the penetrating manned bomber?? 
J J 

o Is there an opportunity to, and should we, point SALT 
III to achieving a major quantitative drawdown in 
strategic forces with the objective of getting older 
forces, costly to maintain, out of our system while 
still maintaining essential equivalence with the 
smaller modernized force remaining? 

, .. .. 

rrnccr-·:TtJilE1I 

This paper describes a modernization plan for the strategic deterrent 
forces of the United States. The plan is designed to maintain essential 
equivalence in the face of the buildup of strategic forces in the Soviet 
Union within the anticipated mutual constraints of SALT II. The require
ment for modernization of our strategic forces is driven by three factors. 
First, force obsolescence; i.e., the need to replace aging elements of 
the force in order to maintain current capability. Second, force 
vu1nera::ii1ity; i.e.: the need to increase the survivability of the forces 
in order to maintain c.irrent capability in the face of· a qro\\•ino Soviet 
CCl:.Jr,terforce three~. Third, force ba1ance;T.e:-:-theneed to increase 
L~e cE:aJilitv o~ :~e force to keep pace with force increases under way in 
the Soviet Uniory. I \·,·iil discu~s each of these factors in turn. 
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l. Coping With Force Obsolescence. ln plcrining for the maintenance 
of the strategic forces, one must cbnsider a 30-year or even 40-year 

.planning cycle. It tal~es on the average, 10 years from the time system 
·development begins until full operational capability (FOC) is achieved. 
The useful operational life of these forces is on the order of 20 years 
with some systems lasting 30 years. Thus, the forces operational today 
and in ihe early 1980s were developed in the 1950s (B-52s) and the 1960s 
(Minuteman and Polaris/Poseidon). In that respect, we are confronted with 
a catch-up problem, in that no sign1ficantly new vehicles have been 
introduced into the bomber force for about 20 years, nor in the ICBM force 
for about 10 years. By contrast,· the Soviet Union has maintained a 
continuoys program of developing new systems and modernizing their forces 
throughout this period: We have, in effect, been living off the fat of 
our development efforts _in the 50s and 60s; now, in order to maintain the 
force into the 90s, we must undertake the development of several systems 
simultaneously, thereby causing a strain in R&D funding requirements during 
the first five or six years of the BOs, at the same time we have peak 
procurement fund requirements for the TRIDENT submarine and C-4 missile. 

The obsolescence problem is diff~rent for each leg of the TRIAD. The SLBM 
force is in good shape . . We are completing the d~velopment of a new missile, 
the C-4, and beginning the proouction of a new submarine, the TRIDENT. Both 
of these ~hould l~st beyond the end of the century. 1, 

The ICBM force has had a pause of dbout a decade in modernization. The MM II 
missile began development in 1953 and began deployment in 1965. The second
stage engine is al ready showing signs of deterioration and \~e can expect by 
the ffiid-BOs to be faced with the alternatives of retiring the force, 
replacing the force with new missiles, or undertaking an expensive overhaul
ing of the missiles. The MM III missile~began development in 1965 and 
deployment in 1970 and has essentially t'he same second-stage engine as MM I I. 
\Je can expect to have aging problems with it in the late 80s and may be 
required to replace or overhaul it by 1990. Since it takes about ten years 
to bring a new missile tq FOC, it is time now to consider the development of 
a replacement missile for the Minuteman force. 

The bac~bone of the strategic bomber force is the B-52 which was developed 
in ~he early 50s and entered the operational force in 1955. The age of 
present B-52Gs and B-52Hs range from 16 to 20 years, and we estimate that 
these aircraft will be structurally sound until about 1990. We are under
taking a major replacement of the electronics , in these aircraft t.o reduce 
the downtime and expensive ~!intenance now required; to ex~end the ~seful 
life of the B-52s much beyond 1990 may require structural modifications 
(reskinning) and reengining, both of which would entail major expense with 
dubious results. A better a 1ternati ve would be the. development of a new 
airplane designed to achieve FOC in the early 90s which requires a start 
i~ the early 80s. A new airplane would be appropriate whether we want the 
bomber force to penetrate only, to be a carrier of cruise missiles only, 
or to be capable of both missions, although the optimum design of the air
craft will be dramatically different depending on which of these alternatives 
is selected. 
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In sum, the development in the 80s of both a new missile and a new airplane 
would be required to maintain current capability in the ICBM and bomber 
forces. The submarine (TRIDENT) and missile {C-4) already under development 
will be sufficient to maintain capability in the SlBM force beyond the end 
of the century. 

2: Limiting Force Vulnerability. The Soviet Union has made ~ajor 
advances in the past five years in .the development.of~ strategic counter
force which by the early 80s will pose a serious threat to our ICBM force 
1in their silos) and by the mid-80s to -our bomber fqrce (at their·air bases) 
Additionally, they con~inue to make major investments in strategic air 
defense which wil1 increasingly threaten the ability of our bombers and 
cruise·missiles to penetrate in the late 80s. On the other hand, while 
they have an extensive R&D program in ASW, we do not anticipate that they 
will be able successfully to attack our at-sea SSBN force during the 80s 
(beyond that it is difficult to forecast). 

threat to our Minuteman force has 
the Defense Science Board and ot 

T us, ,nor er to maintain t e present retaliatory capability o ou 
force without being forced into a launch under attack po~t~re, we must find 
a more survivable way of basing our ICBMs. ~,ith the quahtity of RVs and 
with the accuracy the Soviets will have by the early 80s, fixed basing is 
not survivable. We have studied a variety of mobile basing systems of which 
the most promising in, the medium term are multiple aimpoint (MAP), air mobile 
and ground mobile systems. Any of these could provide new bases for our 
ICBM forces by the mid-BOs which would effectively restore the capability 
of the surviving force to its present l~vel. How~ver, all of these basing 
systems entail considerable expense (on.the order of $10B in procurement 
alone, excluding costs of any new missile and excluding operating costs of 
the system, which will be particularly high for air and ground mobile systems 
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The penetrativity of our bombers and cruise missiles is being challenoed 
by a new generation of Soviet strategic air defense systems that will 
begin to enter their forces in the early BOs. We are developing ari 
improved ECM system (based on the B-1 ECM design) and intend to upgrade 

~ the B-52 ECM in the early 80s. However, this is probably a losing battle =:. with the enormous radar cross section and limited low-altitude performance 
;s of the B-52. On the other hand, our cruise missiles, with rada_r cross = sections 1/10,000 that of the B-sis; will defeat the .currently deployed 

Ii: J! C:: air defense systems, and seriously ~ tr~ss the new air defense sys t~ms. In 
if~ .i ~ addition I we are developing a second genera ti on cruise pli ssil e which \tie 
:!~oas rn expect to defeat the new air defense system. .... . a o -= C'.'!) • • • • • ~ ·: 

5~ g fuWhile we do not· anticipate a serious threat to our SSBNs during the BOs, 
t:~& (l')We must be concerned t_ha.t an !\SW breakthrough could occur by the late 80s 
:5 S...: ci:i that could pose a problem in the 90s. Therefore, the SSBN TRIO 
21:a-t; being reduced to re lace the POSEIDON force in the mid-BOs 
QCUCI 

At the same time, a new missile (C-4) has been. 
1 excess of 5,000 n.m., so the subm~rine 1s patrol 

area is increased by an order of magnitude over the POSEIDON/C-3· combination, 
thereby. greatly complicating the ASW ·task and requ· 
to have reater detection ran e than they now have 

he have some conc~rn about Soviet potent1a use of non-acoustic etect,on 
systems; it is too early to know when and whether these will become 
important. The corresponding detection phenomena become increasingly 
effective against larger submarines. Thus, we will want to explore smaller 
submarines than TRIDENT as possible fo).low-ons. · 

In sum, a new basjng system is needed for our ICBM force by the early to 
mid-BOs. Additional dispersed bases are needed for the bomber/cruise missile 
force. Even with the new ECM on the bombers, the B-52s will probably 
seriously decline in ability to penetrate after the mid-80s; also, they 
probably cannot be hardened to facilitate base escape. For both of these 
reasons, a new bomber is indicated by the late Bos. These actions are 
needed to maintain present capability. Cruise missiles will successfully 
penetrate air defenses into the late BOs, but a second generation system 
1·:i th reduced cross sec ti on is needed by then in order t'o maintain the force 
enhancement presently projected for cruise ~issiles. The present rn~~erniza
tion program for the SSBN and SLBK force is adequate to maintain force 
survivability through the Bos, and possibly into the 90s. 
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3. Force Enhancement to Maintain Equivalence. Sin~e 1970, the Soviet 
Union has embarked on a strategic force modernization program of impressive 
proportions. They have increased the number of ICBM RVs sixfold by t•',IR\'ing 
the SS-17, -18 and -19, the last two of which are particularly significant 
because of their large throw-weight and accL;racy'. They are int.reducing 
E!..Cl~FIRES into their force at the rate of c:bo~t three c m:>nth, althc:.;;r. 
they assert these will not be used to attack the United States; also, they 
apparently have a new larger bomber under development which will be 
una:-::bi guously strategic. They are testing a ne\\' MI·RV system for their 
ss-:;-1e, which will give them seven RVs per SLB~~ in the early 80s, and they 
t-.l;ve a new SSBN (TYPHOON) and probable M!RVd SLBI·~ under development (and 
probably a s~ngle RV replacement for the SS-N-6 as well). 
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Therefore, in order to maintain essential equivalence, we would have to 
do more than maintain present capability as discussed in the previous two 
sections; we must be prepared to increase the capability of our strategic 
forces to offset the force enhancements being made 'by the Soviet Union. 
We do not, however, have to copy their modernization program; we need only . 

!a to match it by what we consider to be appropriate aggregate measures. Our 
II:. Force modernization program should emphasize features {such as gui~ance ;s technology) in which the U.S. excels and we should -take.advantage of 
=:""'programs needed anyway (for obsolescence~or vulnerabtlity reasons} to get = -a ~ the desired enhancement as a part of these force replacement effor-ts. The !f!.! -.~ fol lowing section _describes a representative force modernization program 

-::lei O that: . . . . 
,:a C) .,, 
........ 1:! 0. 
C: 0 LI.I 
-••UC,/) "'b• "'·-a= :5 :S...: .. 
u:S,!!S 
.... :a .a: "' ac:u.::a 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

is balanced across the TRIAD to maintain essential equivalence 
through the 80s and beyond, assuming both sides are subject to 
SALT II constraints; 

accommodates with the minimum number of programs the combined 
problems of force obsolescence, force vulnerability and force 
balance; · 

reaches a "steady-state" total spending of about $9B per year 
{compared to FY 79 funding of $5.48), except fo

1
r. aJfunding bulge 

in 1983-85 caused by the overlap of the TRIDENT C-4 production 
program wind-down and the new· ICBM program start-up. This · · 
bulge is unavoidable unless we push the new ICBM IOC to 1990 
or beyond; · 

exploits to a maximum extent U.S. technological leads (in guidance 
technology, low-detection technJques and advanced aerodynamic 
materials, e.g.,), and phase~programs for maximum production 
efficien.cy (i.e., selects production.rates for lowest unit cost). 

4. A Representative Strategic Force Modernization Program. The ICBM 
modernization program is surrmarized in Tab A. It includes the development 
of a new missile (called the mostly common missile and designed. so that 
the TRIDENT program would be able to use many of its subsystems) beginning 
in FY 79, with an IOC of 1985 and FOC in 1990 .. Also, a new basing mode would 
be developed for this ~issile. A parallel development program would begin 
in FY 79 of the ~~P and either or both of air mobile and ground mobile basing 
systems. Full-scale developraent of th s~ ~tern would start.in FY BO o 
achieve IOC in 1SS5 with FOC b 1 19SS. 

owever, we ave reasonably 19 con, ence o e 
these wo forces during that period, and we tan incre~se the alert posture 
of the bombers to further enhance that confidence. Because the bomber and 
even the SLB~ force will begin t6 be subject to possible erosion in the late 
1980s and afterwards, we need to rebuild the ICBM leg before then. 

. - ...... . 
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The SLBM modernization program is already ,unden·;ay with the TRIDENT 
submarine and C-4 missile. The plan envisions building 15 TRIDENT 
submarines during the 80s (7 of which are already funded), and con- . 

7 

·currently beginning R&D on a new smaller and che~per submarine with the 
same size missile. If the submarine resulting from the R&D program 
promise~ to produce a more effective force, we would have the· option of 
beginning production on this new submarine in place of additional TRIDENT 
production. Beginning in 1979, the C-4 missile (also called. TRIDENT I) 
will be produced for backfitting on the P,OSEIDON submar,ne and, as 
submarines become available, for insta·Uation on TRIDENTs. This C-4 will 
allow much larger patrol areas than the present C-3 missile because it 
has about. twice .the r · for a iven load · also, it will have improved 
effecti'veness because· A development program 
would be started in 1 o use subsystems developed for the "mostly 
common" ICBM to upgrade ·the C-4. By replacing . the C-4 first stage (and 
possibly second stage} with the larger stages developed for the ICBM we 
could ex loit th tia of the RI b 

,n fact, the R&D 
expense o th, s modi f1 ed C-4 would be less than ·1hat has been 
projected for the 0-5 (TRIDENT II) missile; the modified C-4 could enter 
production in 1982 (without interfering with the production schedule of 
the "mostly common" ICBM), reach IOC by 1984 and FOC in the 90s, at about 
the time the POSEIDON submarines would begin phasing out ofJthe force 
(we believe we will be able to extend POSEIDON life to rJnge from 25 to 
30 years). Further incremental improvements to the modified C-4 are 
technically feasible for deployment in 980s or earl 1990s 
these have not be costed in 

The bomber modernization program includes the development of a cruise 
missile carrier (CMC) beginning in 1981 with an IOC of 1988 and an FOC in 
the early 90s. The CMC is not conceive~ as a force enhancement program, 
but as an equivalent replacement for. the 150 B-52Gs rather than accepting 
the reliability and penetration problems and expenses involved in maintain
ing that fleet beyond 1990 (by which date the B-52Gs will be 30 years old). 
We would expect to modify a transport-type aircraft for this application, 
thereby minimizing R&D expenses. The major options are (a) a wide-body 
commercial jet (like the 747) which could carry 60 or zo cruise missiies 
and probably cost about SlOO millions and. (b.) an AMSi-like transport 1•.•hich 
could carry 20 or 30 cruise missiles and probably cost abou: S:-0 r.,iliior., 
fsr a total acquisition cost (in either case) of about SS biliion; most G7 
these expenses would be incurred after the peak funding for the ICBM 
acquisition program. We also.envis.ion moderate expenses for upgrading the 
B-52Hs (including new avionics and a new ECM system) to maintain them as a 
penetrating bomber farce until the end of the century, when they \'Ii 11 be 
40 years old. Forty new austere inland bases are planned to al low dispersed 
basing of the bomber and cruise missile carriers. This overall program is 
directed to maintaining the capability of the bomber force by solving the 
dual problems of obsolescence and increasing vulnerability. 

. DECLASSIFIED IN PART 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 

- . - .- ..... -- Date: C[ n O ~ ?n17 
\,/ - 1 · !JI t , l: 

... . '·-- · 

859



--- --- --- --· ----- ---- ----· ---·--
·--------·· -----

:n nm 

.. . . . . .. 
---.--__..a.,,..-••---rL- --;---....!..,_-----

Additionally, the program envisions producing 3,000 cruise missiles 
beginning in 1980 with an IOC of 1982 and FOC of 1988. As we start 
production of the cruise missile, we would also begin development of 
second generation cruise missiles with reduced detectability. The second 
generation missile would be phased to enter the force with or before the 
new CMC-in the late 1980s (IOC), achieving FOC in the early 90s. After 
the B-~2Gs were retired from the force, the first generation missiles 
would be transferred to and carried only on the B-52Hs,4whicb would 
function as a CMC or penetrating bomber,~or both. The first generation 
cruise missiles represent a significant enhancement over our present 
bomber capability; the second generation cruise missiles maintain that 
enhanced -capability in :the face of the improved air defense· expected by 
the late aos·. . ·. . . 

5. Commentary on the Modernization Program. Each of the modernization 
programs is detailed in Tab A, with a spread of year-by-year costs, deploy
ed capability, and surviving capability after a counterforce strike. ·rt 
can be seen that the force buildup during the period unambiguously maintains 
equivalence, even after riding out a preemptive strike: Such a force 
requires significant increases in funding for strategic programs, to a. 
11 steady-state 11 total spending of about $9B per year, except for a significant 
bulge in the 83 to 85 period. This bulge reflects the catch-up problem we 
have after "idling" for the past 10 years. However, ~Ve') the bulge year 
spending is far less than estimated for the Soviet's strategic program and 
less than our own strategic program during the years (late 50s, early 60s) 
\•,•hen we \'Jere building our strategic force. 

He have considered severaf options for decreasing the fundi.ng demands while 
still maintaining the basic thrust of the plan. rhe least damaging Qption 
(to maintaining equivalence) is to limi~the Cruise Missile Carrier and the 
C-4 improvement programs to R&D only, ihaintaining an option to begin 
production in the late 80s or early 90s. The production decision would be 
a force enhancement issue and could be decided on the basis of Soviet actions 
in the 80s. Slipping these two programs doesn't, however, eliminate the 
funding bulge in the 83-85 period. That can be done only by eliminating the 
survivable basing ICBM program which is close to giving up the ICBM leg of 
the TRIAD. We believe t e TRIAD conce t has served the countr well and 

maintained. 

We have also considered several options for force enhancement which treat 
the contingency of a collapse in SALT followed by a Soviet "breakout" in 
strategic forces. We would have several relatively inexpensive options for 
quickly building on the baseline forGe. The quickest would be to triple 
the production rate of the cruise missiles, achieving 3,000 missiles by 
1985, and 6,000 missiles* by 1988; in that case, we would also move the IOC 

'*These increased production requi· rements exceed projections of special nuclear 
material availability. However, if the DOC: is provided timely notification, 
options are available to support the added requirements . ... -£- C: :- .... . . -- !. 
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of the cruise missile carrier to 1984. This program would cost an extra 
$3 billion and compress spending in the early 80s. The other option would 
be to accelerate the development of incremental improvements to the · 
modified C-4 missile. This option would not add cost to the baseline 
program but would concentrate the spending more in the early years . . 
It is"interesting to speculate on the reaction of our allies to a.signifi
cant U.S. thrust in strategic programs. We may be able--·and are trying hard, 
to get our NATO allies to spend more on.conventional·weapons for the defense 
of Europe: But, we can expect no eff~ctive assistance from them on maintain· 
ing our strategic deter.rence. They have not developed'the technology or the 
industrial base.necessa.ry for strategic weapons, and it would take them a 
decade to achieve it; Moreover, they recognize this and count on us to 
provide strategic deterrence as the backbone of our overall deterrence to 
aggressive action by the Soviet Union. They also recognize the very 
significant fallout that occurs to the Theater Nuclear Forces as a result 
of our strategic programs {GLCM for example, derives directly from ALCM/SLCM) 
In sum, we believe that our allies will respond quite positively to the U.S. 
embarking on a vigorous (and visible) program to modernize strategic forces. 

The modernization program presented reflects SALT II constraints, but was 
designed with an eye to SALT III. Assuming that SALT III will bring 
reductions in SNDVs and MIRVs, the obvious opti'ons for t~el U.S. would be 
to schedule an early phase out of those elements of our force that were 
aging, were getting expensive to maintain and had less effectiveness. 
Candidates for early phaseout (on a reciprocal basis with Soviet reductions 
in SALT III) are: . 

SNDVs 

SNOVs and MIRVs 

Minuteman II (450) 
Ti.tan ( 54) · · 
B-52Ds 

MM III {phase out completely after 
the new ICBM instead of on 
a one-for-one replacement 
basis). 

POSEIDON (phase out at 25 years 
instea~ of stretching 
so~e ta 30 years) 

If we could agree to a significant reciprocal drawdown of forces in SALT 
III, we could phase those systems out of our forces with a worthwhile 
reduction in operating expenses but without suffering a serious disadvantage 
in balance, inasmuch as our remaining forces would be as modern and as 
effective as the remaining Soviet forces. 
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A. Introduction 

1. Guidance for General ~urpose Forces 

o When we had strategic nuclear force superiority, we· could 
tolerate some conventional force inferiority with less risk 
than we can today. 

0 

Today our strategic nuclear forces are·in a condition of 
essential equivalence, arid their planned modernization is 
needed just to hold our own, not to regain our former 
superiority (which is beyond our grasp in practical terms). 

Thus, though we must improve our strategic nuclear forces, 
it would be.very dangerous to do so by sacrificing the 
capability of our conventional forces, which now must be 
relatively stronger than they·were in our era of strategic 
nuclear superiority. 

(Aside} The loss of our strategic nuclear superiority has 
also degraded the credibility in the eyes of our NATO allies 
of our willingness to use our strategic forces in the defense 
of Europe. This has made the potential effectiveness --
and thus the credibility -- of our theater nuclear forces 
more important now than in the past. 4 

Explicit policy guidance for the General Purpose Forces is 
contained in the Consolidated Guidance. 

2. General Purpose Forces .Funding Trends 

o In FY79, the General Purpose Forces account for roughly 
$808 -- or a bit over 60% -- of the DoD budget when most 
central support costs are allocated to primary mission areas. 

o Fairly rapid growth over past few years will taper off to 
something under 2% in real terms over the next 5 years, 
given the Basic Level program. 

3. Threat 

NATO 

o In keeping with steady Soviet growth in other fields, both 
the ground and air threat to NATO have grown for at least 
the past 10 years: 
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In 6uantity, mainly by expansion of structure of ground 
com at units, plus growth in numbers of support units. 

In quality, by significant equipment modernization. 

o By the mid-'70s, this growth had.reached the point that the 
Pact, in the judgment of US intelligence conununity, would 
not believe it necessary to complete reinforcement from the 
Soviet Union before attacking NATO. We have thus changed 
our assumptions regarding how much warning we can expect, 
and this, in turn, has had profound effects on our strategy 

. and the design of our forces. 

o Ratio of Pac-t-to-MATO ground force firepower: 

Now -- unfavorable, especially in first few weeks 
Mid-'80s, without NATO action, worse because of 
projected 20-25% increas·e in Pact firepower. 
Mid- 180s, with programmed modernization, somewhat 
better, but still not conducive to confidence. 

Against odds like these, NATO must fight as a coalition, not 
a loose band of independent forces. This means, among other 
things,,improved rationalization, standardization, and inter
operability. 

0 In tactical air: 

Total aircraft, NATO outnumbered by about ·35% in 
terms of in-place forces, but has slight advantage 
after mobilization and reinforcement. Same picture 
in mid-'80s as now. 

_In air-to-air capable a/c, outnumbered by 90% in 
in-place forces, 25% after mobilization. Picture 
worse in mid- 180s. 

In air-to-ground, NATO has a lead in range-payload, 
but it's shrinking. 

- We have a lead in training and combat experience, better 
avionics and ordnance. They have advantages in more 
potent ground defenses, ECM, and aircraft simplicity 
and maintainability. 
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Naval Threat 

o Soviet land-based naval air will overtake their submarine 
force as the most dangerous threat in certain scenarios. 

o Soviet General-Pur ose Submarine force ~i11 drop from about 
26 oa snow to about 22 ,nm d-'80s, but increase from · 
about a third nuclear to more than half, and from about a 
quarter to about a third with cruise missiles. But NATO's 
ASW capability will continue to grow relative to this 

· threat in the '80s. · 

o Soviet Surface Fleet will drop from about 265.to about 235 
major combatants, but increase in capability with better 
new ships. 

o Soviet Amphibious Assault capability is growing to global 
capab 11 i ty, though much sma 11 er than ours. Either of these 
forces, if first to arrive in a third country, could face 
the'other superpower with a fait accompli, or a direct 
military confrontation. · 

B. Europe-Oriented Issues 

1. Issue: What to Do About Short Warning? 

Land Forces • 

o Prepositioning. Current DoD program prepositions 5 .division 
sets of equipment in Europe, with tentative plan to go to 
8 by 1986. (Would preposition all active Army divisions and 
brigades except: those already in Europe, the 82nd Airborne, 
the J01st, the 2nd Mech., and units in Panama and Alaska.) 

Only practical way of coping with short warning: a 
tenth the cost of buying enough strategic airlift to 
get to Europe by M+lO. 

Not inherently more vulnerable than having the same 
equipment arriving in theater by airlift after D-Day. 
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• 

(But we still need strategic airlift: 
For non prepositionable items (e.g., helicopters) 
For redeployment 
Most of all, for non-NATO contingencies.) 

Considering prepositioning USMC equipment on flanks. 
Norway may request such action, and provide facilities. 

A problem is Congressional reluctance to prefinance 
NATO infrastructure funding. 

o Increasing Army manpower in Europe by 8000 by 1984. 

o Increasing manning leve~ of Army combat units from 95% to 97%. 

o Adding essential early support manpower and equipment. 

Air Forces 

o Expanded USAF access to Allied bases will enhance reinforce
ment rate, survivability, and operational flexibility, 
without higher US manning. 

0 Increasing facilities and storage to support high surge 
rates early in war. (1.3 sorties/day/aircraft at Basic 
Level; at Enhanced Level, 2.6 for first week, 2.3 for 
rest of month.) · 

. . 
Issue: How to Offset Increases ,n Pact Force Strength? 

o What we do has multiplier effect in Europe through influence 
on Allies. ' 

Force Structure 
-
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Why? 

Soviet firepower requires the protection and 
cover provided by the heavy units' tanks, APCs, 
and SP artillery. (Pact artillery up 50% since 
1965.) 

Far better tactical mobility of armored and 
mechanized units needed for smaller NATO forces 
to cope with local Pact breakthroughs • 

Light units have better strategic mobility -- weigh 
30% less -- but poor tactical mobility and great 
vulnerability to heavy, protected Pact units. 

Same kinds of threat now exist in other theaters. 
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How? 

,,,.,,~ 5 ~ .... 

Converting 3 active divisions (24th, 9th, 2nd.) 
(US active divisions will be 37% light instead of 
53%; total: 46% instead of 57%) 

Adding 9 (7 at Decremented Le~el) active heavy 
battalions (by ~aking advantage of existing command 
structure, more efficient than adding new brigades 
or division) • 

. - (Note: Army studying light/heavy mix; interim results 
11/15, final results in March; near-term budgets not 
affected by outcome.) 

o Increasing artillery density (126 tubes added: about 1/3 
increase in 155mm SP tubes). 

o Army redeploying a heavy brigade from southern Germany to 
northern as precursor to US corps-sized reinforcement in 
weakest area of Center Region. 

Equipment Modernization 

0 Anny entering period o~ major equipment modernization. 

XM-1 tank: more mobile, much better armor, better 
firepower. " . · 
IFV to accompany XM-1. Must protect troops, need 
firepower (TOW) of IFV. (Congress has funded IFV 
in FY79.) . 
155nun SP production and TOW-equipped AH-1S well along. 
In prospect: AAH, Patriot, Roland, Copperhead --

_all major improvements. Problem is accommodating 
funding. 

o USMC modernizing, too: cQnverting from 105mm to 155mm, 
adding TOWs to helicopters, etc. {Future landing craft 
uns.ettl ed.) 

· o USAF: replacement of F-4s with A-lOs, F-15s, and F-16s 
,greatly increases capability with little increase in peace-
time manning. 
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C. Other Issues 

1. Issue: What Is the Proper Allocation of DoD Funds Between Long
term Investment in Ships and Urgent Near-Term Programs? 

o The Navy generally agrees.with the mix of ships in the 
building program, and with its 5-year funding relative 
to the rest of the Navy budget. The issue is the total 
funding. 

o The Basfc Level program funds 67 ships, implying a long
term force level of no more than 400 ships. 

o The Decremented Level program funds almost as many (64), 
but retires the 42 least-capable ships in the Navy early. 
Effect on real capability' liable to be less than on 
perceptions. 

o The Enhanced Level buys 94 ships, implying a long-term 
force level of perhaps 550 ships. 

o More ships could be built: 

FFG-7s; current program 6-8/yr; capacity 11-12/yr 
DD-993s for non-Aegis car.rier escort~ 
AOs 

o Possibilities for lower cost ships being examined: 

- SSBN alternative to Trident 
SSN alternative to SSN-688 class 

_ DDX as replacement for DDGs, DLGs, CGs. 
Conventional carrier for FY80 budget. 

2. Issue: Are We Allocating Enough of Our Resources to Readiness 
and Logistic Support? 

o The ability of our standing military forces to fight effectively 
on and shortly after D-Day depends strongly on the routine. 
day-to-day condition of their equipment (aircraft, ships, 
tanks, ~tc.), and their training on it. 
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o Readiness depends on adequate stockage of spare parts, proper 
funding for overhauls, properly trained manpower, and the 
necessary facilities. Partly because of the complexity of 
these activities, but also because of the great difficulty 
of eliminating subjectivity from the measurement of actual 
readiness, neither we nor any nation has been able to 
determine precise input/output relation~hips between funding 
and readiness. . 

o Certain things, however, are clear: 

·- Our material readiness leaves much to be desired. 
The trends have not been encouraging. 
Additional funding would help. 
A dollar invested in repairing equipment we already own 
is liable to buy more combat effectiveness than a dollar 
invested in buying still more equipment. 

o Therefore, the FYBO program selectively increases the FY79 
funding for maintenance activities by about a half-billion 
dollars. We believe this is vitally important to assure 
that we have a real fighting capability, although it is 
neither a glamorous activity, nor susceptible to rigorous 
analysis. 

0 These funds are vulnerable. They are controlled through the 
appropriations process only, not requirin9 authorization. 
Over the years, glamorous procurement items added in the 
authorization process tend to end up being paid for by 
reductions in appropriations of this kind. 

3. Issue: How Much USMC/Amphibious Lift Should We Maintain? 

o Our amphibious lift force is expensive. Its tonnage exceeds 
that of the entire Soviet major combatant force. On a 
long-term basis, buying and operating the ships alone 
(i.e., without the helicopters, boats, etc.) costs about 
$1.2 billion per year. 

o More than 40 amphibious lift ships -- representing about 
$14 billion investment at today's prices -- will have to 

· be retired in the late 190s, so the costs of keeping this 
lift ca~ability will not be trivial. 
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o Our lift in the '60s was enough for 1-2/3 Marine Division/ 
Wing Teams (or "MAFs"}. It subsequently dropped to 1-1/3, 
but was modernized to an all-20-kt force. Our program now 
-- at the Basic Level -- is for 1.15 MAF lift (the .15 
being an allowance for ships "trapped" in overhaul). At 
the Decremented Level, it would drop to·l.00 MAF lift, and 
we would cancel the planned construction of 3 LSD-41 class 
ships. 

o The utility, and even the feasibility, of amphibious assault 
·against modern defenses has been severely questioned, and 
we know it is an expensive capability to maintain. But we 
also know that Marines afloat have been most useful as 
pe~cetime evidence of US presence. What we decide about 
our amphibious fleet may well depend on developments in 
the no-longer embryonic Soviet capability for amphibious 
assau.lt in remote areas of the world. 
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An Investment Strategy for Defense R&D .. 
q How should we best respond to the continuing disparity in 

Soviet-US defense investment? 

o What is the rote of and long t~rm funding strategy for 
defense R&D7 · · 

o How should we develop and apply the defense techno1 .ogy 
base? 

o _How can we .bes·t exploit the advantage of our b·road commercial 
technology base? 

o What strategy should we pursue to translate our technological 
edge into operational advantage in the field? 

Cumulative effects of a JO-year disparity in capital investment 
have resulted in the Soviet- Union achieving. about a 2-l adtantage over 
the US in military hardware deployed with their ground forces. In the 
past, our technological edge tended to offset their numerical advantage. 
However, now the Soviet Union is challenging us in technology; in effect, 
trying to beat us at our own game. In 1968, ·Brezhnev stated clearly his 
position on technology: 

The center of gravity in the cQmpetition between the 
two (world-opposed) systems is··now to be found precisely 
in (the field of science and technology), •.• making the 
further intensive development of the latest scientific
technical ·achievements not only·the central economic but 
also a critical political task, (and giving) to questions 
of scientific-technical progress ••• decisive significance. 

We have seen a manifestati6n of this view tn the impresstve bu11dup 
of Soviet defense R&D since that time, both in system development and in 
technology base (the seed programs on which future system developments 
will be based.) Our intelligence informatio~ tannot.describe with 
confidence the size or the composition pf the Soviet R&D defense budget. 
However, it does provide us excellent data on some of the products of 
their R&D program as their new systems are field tested. Based on this 
kind of information, we have reconstructed their R&D programs in a 
number of importa.nt fields and compared these with corresponding programs 
in the US. 

... .............. ·-~-·-··--=-
-----------------~..._.. 
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Table 1 describes ongoing system developments in ICBMs, SLBMs, 
strategic bombers, cruise missiles, surface-to-air missiles, tactical 
aircraft, helicopters and tanks, and compares these with the comparable 

2 

US system development efforts programmed in our FY 79 budget. We conclude 
that the Soviet Union leads in size of effort in six fields, are about even 
in one, and are behind in one (cruise missiles). We further estimate that 
the aggregate scope of the Soviet ·syst~.m development programs in these 
fields is about twice that of the US. That is not to say that thei~ 
programs are twice as etfective (indeed, some of them are poorly conceived), 
but it ~oes represent a reasonable basis for estimating their investment 
level in R&D. · · 

Other selected areas where we have intelligence--for example, in 
the design of surface effect ships--also indicate substantially larger 
investments in the technology base than we make. Overall, we estimate 
that the Soviet investment in technology base ls probably more than 
twice the comparable US investment. This does not mean that they have a 
better program, since they have had a lot of ,catching up to do .. Also, 
they may be making wrong choices, but if their programs (i.e., in HEL) 
are large enough, they don't have to choose among approaches--they can 
do them al 1. In any event, during the period of the Soviet technology 
buildup, the US has decreased its defense technology base (in real 
dollars} to about one-half of what it was in 1964. In another few 
years the positions in the 11catch up game 11 may be reversed. · 
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It is thus clear that we are being seriously challenged in defense 
technology; however, we should not make a mirror-.,image .response. We 
are evolving an R&D investment strategy to make maximum use of the 
speciaJ advantages the US enjoys. This strategy has the following 
components: 

1. Maintain ~he R&D budget ·at 10% of the total"defense budget on 
the average. Experience shows that tht's is consistent with a good balance 
among innovation, modernization, force structure, readiness, and sustain
ability .• As .the , defense. budget grows at a 3% rate, so also will the R&D 
budget, which will prevent further widening of the disparity in R&D spending. 

2. Within the R&D budget, grow the technology base (now at $2.68) 
at a 7% rate. If we maintain that growth rate for 10 years, we will be 
back to our (real) spending rate in 1964, and approximately equal to the 
Soviet spending rate this year. Whatever else we cut back in the budget 
(even other R&D funds), we should hold firm to this plan.· Our technology 
edge gives us an equalizer to the Soviet numerical advantage, and main
taining that edge in the future depends critically on restoring our 
technology base program. · In whatever other ways our allies may be able 
to support us, their programs cannot substitute for effory on our technology 
base. In fact, they depend on our technology base program as much as we do. 

3. Even if we maintain the first two policies, we will be behind 
the Soviet Union in R&D spending for at least the next decade. So we must 
be smarter and/or better R&D managers. In the systems development field, 
we must make -- and are making -- better selections. In ICBMs for example, 
the Soviet Union just completed the parallel development of four separate 
ICBMs at a probable cost (R&D alone.) of more than $500M per year per system. 
On the other hand, we are considering a stngle ICBM program from which 
we would derive a new SLBM program by careful attention to commonality 
in the design phase. Similar economies are being planned in the "family 
of weapons" concept, in which we and our NATO allies undertake to share 
development expenses of major new tactical programs. 

4. Another important consideration is making much better use of 
the technology developed for commercial applications. Two fields of 
enormous importance to defense -- computers and Large Scale Integrated 
circuits (LSI) -- are today driven by commercial {not m·il itary) ftlarkets 
(even though they were spawned by investments from defense technology 
funding in the 50s and 60s). Recognizing this, we need to adapt our 
system designs and detailed specifications to components and systems 
being developed for commercial markets. This will provide R&D savings 
and the reduced unit costs associa.ted with commercial production runs. 
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But adapting to commercial components requires that our procurement 
specialists, who have set the standards since 1940, must learn to adapt 
to other standards. That is a difficult educational process, but we 
are puijhing it very hard. The Soviet Union has neither this problem 
nor this opportunity, since they don't have a commercial industry remotely 
comparable to ours. 

. ., . 
5. Finally, when we identify technologies that are highly leveraged 

for defense programs and. are not being developed commerc'ial ly, we must 
pursue them boldly in order to transfer them quickly from the labs to the 
field. The following are examples of high leverage technologies whose 
development Is being accelerated so they can be fielded in half the 
ordinary development time: 

low detectability aircraft and missiles -- systems, like 
ALCM, whl·ch defeat fire control radars by their low 
detectability. 

Fire and forget missiles -- air-to-air missiles which 
allow the capability to engage several aircraft at a 
time, thereby defeating a numerically superiqr opponent. 

Assault Breaker -- a combination of cluster munitions and 
terminally guided munitions which, in an employment concept 
analogous to the MIRV in strategic systems, allows one 
tactical missile to engage a platoon of tanks. 

In sum, the strategy is to grow t~e R&D budget at about 3% p~r year, 
and the technology base at 7% per year;" to be extremely selective in 
promoting a concept from technology to systems development; to force 
maximum use of commonality between Services and with our allies; to 
adapt defense system acquisition to make much greater use of commercial 
developments; and perhaps most importantly, to spend boldly on technologies 
which have high military effectiveness to get them into the field in half 
the normal acquisition time. 
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THE SECRETARY OF-DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

June 13, 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: HAROLD BROWN 

SUBJECT: Proposal for a Freeze on LRTNF 

The first part of this paper is a .brief history, the 
second consists of talking points for you to use with Schmidt. 

Attachment 

cc: Secretary of State 
Deputy Secretary of State 

No DIA objection to declassification subject to the 
results of concurrent State review. JDC 14 Jan 15 
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The Schmidt Proposal 

In his June 9 sp~ech at the SPD convention in Essen, 
Schmidt made the following statement: 

"My recent effort to use the time available 
to us for negotiations before any future 
deployment occurred was rejected by the 
Soviet side. A few in the West have 
diligently sought to misunderstand the 
proposal as (my) going soft. 

"I stand by what I said: It ·would be 
useful for peace if on both sides one /' 
did not deploy for the next three years, V 
rather negotiated instead over mutual 
limitations (of weapons)." 

Embassy Bonn believes Schmidt's major motive in making this 
statement was to set the sta.ge for the Soviets to ease away from :// 
their reluctance to enter into TNF negotiations, perhaps as early~ 
as during his trip to Moscow. The German press interpreted the 
June 9 statement as a marker to the Soviets that Schmidt intends 
to discuss his proposal with them. Other possible factors behind/ 
Schmidt's returning to his TNF arms control proposal include (a) 
a genuine concern about a perceived impasse in arms control and 
a desire to impart new momentum in that area, and (b) pacifying 
the left wing of his party. 

Schmidt's actual position and motivations are made somewhat 
unclear by the ambiguity stemming from his earlier statements on 
TNF arms control and the Federal German Government's subsequent 
clarifications. In mid-April, he told an audience in Essen: 

"The Soviet Union's objection that it would 
be prepared to negotiate only if NATO lifts 
the double decision of Brussels is not 
acceptable. A first step in the right 
direction could be if both sides simul
taneously for a certain number of years 
renounced the stationing of new or 
additional medium range missiles, or if 
they used this time for negotiations." 

Several days later, the Federal Chancellery denied that Schmidt's 
remarks applied equally to the NATO and the Warsaw Pact: 
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" ••• The Soviet Union should also not deploy 
any additional modern LRTNF during the next 
three years just as is already the case on 
the Western side •••. :et it be noted that, 
during the three years, the only thing which 
would not be done would be that which one 
can effectively verify, i.e., the deployment 
of operational weapons." 

The FRG mission to NATO similarly issued a clarification of 
S~hmidt's remarks, but with a different twist: " •.. it would 
make the negotiations easier if the Soviet Union would be 
prepared to discontinue the production and deployment of 
additional modern medium range systems." 

In both these clarifications, the FRG affirmed its continued 
support of the December 1979 decisions. 

None of the statements or clarifications contained any reference 
to a production freeze by the West, or to a halt in base 
construction by either NATO or the USSR. 

Senator Biden, who met with Schmidt earlier this week, said 
he (Biden) believes the FRG "will keep its position consistent 
with regard to TNF modernization, will maintain a position 
consistent with that taken by the alliance in December, will 
not suggest or offer the slowing up of the siting process." 

The Soviet SS-20 Program 

The Soviets currently have 18 operational SS-20 bases with 162 
launchers. Another 8 bases are in various stages of construction. 
We estimate that construction will begin on 7 additional bases 
within the next several years. 

The NATO LRTNF Modernization Program 

We have agreement in principle with the UK, FRG and Italy on the 
phasing of LRTNF deployments. We expect GL01, site selections by 
the end of the summer. GLCM construction will begin in the UK 
in June 1981, in Italy in January 1982, and in the FRG in 
August 1983. The Belgiams have not lived up to their commitment 
to endorse the December 1979 decision, and it appears increasingly 

·doubtful that they will do so in the near future. Elements of 
the Belgian Flemish Socialist Party have been quoted to the 
effect that either (a) Soviet willingness to enter LRTNF 
negotiations or (b) a Soviet moratorium on SS-20 deployments 
would be sufficient to obviate the requirement for deployment 
of GLCMs in Belgium. The Netherlands has also not endorsed the 
December 1979 decision, and a review of their position is not 
expected before late 1981. There is no evidence that the Dutch 
government will then be any more prepared to take a positive 
decision then than it was last December. 
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OCT Q2A~t;S-20 deployment moratorium would be difficult to verify 
· without a halt 1n SS-20 base construction, but that could create 

pressures for a freeze on construction of NATO LRTNF £ac1l1t1es -
which we could not accept. 

Were the Soviets, in accepting a moratorium, to finish all 
SS-20 bases currently under construction but declare that no missiles 
would be deployed to those bases, we would be hard pressed to verify 
with high confidence their compliance. In order to verify positively 
such a Soviet move, it would be necessary for the Soviets to cease 
construction on all currently unfinished SS-20 bases, and we could 
then have some confidence that no new SS-10 missiles were being 

. deployed. 

On the other hand, such a Soviet construction halt would 
create pressures for a similar freeze on NATO's part, and some of our 
NATO allies might regard this as a fair arrangement. The NATO progra1 
requires a number of construction and construction-related activiti~s 
however, which must begin fairly soon and occur at a rapid pace if tpt 
GLCM/PII IOC of 1983 is to be met. Thus a reciprocal Soviet requiremE 
for a halt in NATO construction would impede, and possibly prevent, tl 
implementation of the LRTNF decision. 

o A mutual LRTNF deployment moratorium could legitimize the SoviE 
lead in LRTNF and severely preJud1ce any real progress in LRTNF arms 
control negot1at1ons. 

The Alliance position on LRTNF arms control continues to be 
that those negotiations can only be successful if they are based on 
equality in rights and ceilings. A freeze which NATO agreed to could 
legitimize the current Soviet advantage ·-- even if that freeze lasted 
only for three years. Furthermore, the Soviets could claim that they 
entered into LRTNF negotiations based on the existing LRTNF balance in 
Europe, which they claim is equal. This would undercut the agreed NAT 
position, and could affect the outcome of the negotiations. 

I o The Soviets could manipu1ate a ·freeze to retain the current 1 / 

imbalance after the scheduled end of the freeze. v 

I£ LRTNF arms control negotiations were in progress in mid-1 , 
1983, pressure would be placed on the US, the FRG and the UK by both t : 
Soviets and some NATO allies to delay the scheduled GLCM and PII deplo: 
ments. This could occur even if the arms control talks were neither 
particularly fruitful nor close to agreement. The European left could 
argue that the negotiations were in fact occurring, in large part than] 
to a moratorium, and that deployments of new LRTNF by NATO would 
jeopardize not only the conclusions of an agreement but even the talks 
themselves. The Soviets could be expected to engage in similar 
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propagandL. The net result, of course, would be a perpetuation of 
the current imbalance for .an indefinite period of time. 

o The achievement or even the ursuit of a freeze could undermir 
the Dec 1scuss1on. 

The Belgians are looking for excuses not to confirm their 
decision to participate. They said they would confirm it within six 
months of Dec. 12 if the Soviets were not forthcoming on LRTNF arms 
control. The Soviets have not been, but they could easily respond to 
the .Schmidt approach by saying they'd discuss a freeze. The Belgians 
could take that as a basis for concluding the Soviets had beeri forth
coming, and explicitly adopt the Dutch position, withdrawing their 
endorsement of the Dec. 12, 1979 decision. Given Danish and potentia 
Norwegian softness, this would put great pressure on Italy to renege 
on its acceptance of GLCM deployments and with that, Schmidt's own 
conditions for participation would cease to be met. 

Conclusions. 

For Schmidt, the benefits of his proposal are short-term: to gi· 
a push to LRTNF arms control, to halt Soviet SS-20 deployments, and, 
perhaps, to score a coup during his Moscow visit, and to assuage the 
left wing of the SPD prior to the election. For NATO, the risks are· 
more long term and are potentially quite serious: (1) we may curtail 
our ability to deploy LRTNF in 1983. (2) we may fail as an Alliance 1 
implement the December 12 LRTNF decision. (3) we may lose an opportur 

· through arms control to achieve equality in LRTNF, and (4) we may crec 
a situation in which Soviet opportunities for driving wedges between 
NATO members are greatly increased. 
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I. Introd~ction 
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This review must be und~rstood 9:ga~st. the backgroh.o.d of the present 
orga.nlzation for handling terrorism at the interdepartmental leve·i and 
the policy of the previous achninistration. 

In 1972 in connection with the terrorist killings of Israeli athl~t~s at the 
Olympic Games in Munich., the Cabinet Committee to Combat Terrodsm 
(CCCT) was established by Presidential Memorandum. The Cabinet 
Committee met once, established a working group, and has never con
vened again. · The working group, however,. chaired by the Department 
of State representative, has remained active in the intervening five years, 
meeting frequently, ·and expanding to include representatives from more 
than twenty-five agencies.. This CCCT working group has been effective 
in increasing the level of informal interagenc:y coordination and exc}:tange 
of information~ but the inaction of the Cabinet Committee itself has meant 
that the working group could neither bring policy issues to Executive at
tention nor exercise crisis management authority in actual terrorist 
incidents. Not surprisingly, some issues have reinained unresolved. ) 

There has been close coordination and general agreement between federal 
agencies on operational tactics and broad guidelines for dealing with '-.J 
terrol'ist incidents. Each agency, of coul'se, has exercised its own 
judgment' in the crisis management of those incidents over which it has 
jurisdictional ·responsibility. le. a few incidents where the jurisdictional 
responsibilities of domestic agencies and those of th.e Departnient of State 
have overlapped, differences have arisen between the agencies on tactical 
decisions l'ega.rding what 11conces sions II can or should be made in order 
to protect hostage safety, 

The expel'ience of the CCCT and its working group; thereiore, points to 
two central issues for this review. 

. .. , 

a. U.S. poli.c:y and capabilities for dealing with terrorism. 

b, Organization and procedures for dealing with terrorism· 
at the interdepartmental level. 
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-
A~ Should there be ~n e,mlicit policy for negotiating with terrol'ists? 

,. . . 

Publicly a.ddress1.ng the q':Lesti9n of negotiating policy and tactics on terror
ism. at the NSC level should be avoided. 1t the U .s. Government must take 
a public stance on terrorism, it should emphasize tb'at terrorist acts are 
crimes . whic:h are subject to our federal and local laws when committed 
domestically and to the practices of international la.w where they involve 
the United States abroad. Acts occurring in a foreign nation are subject· 
to the laws of that nation •. Such a stance could be expressed as follows: 

The U.S._ Government ~11 take all measures perm.it~eci 
by law in cooperation with local law enforcement agencies 
to prevent acts of terr~rism and to bring to justice those 
who commit them. Furthermore, the'Secreta.ry of State 
will seek cooperation with foreign governments to combat 
terrorism. · 

More explicit policy and ·negotiating tactics should be left to the agencies 
and departments within their jurisdiction because the demands for guide
lines and practices differ for the Department of State and na.tional security 
agencies on the one hand and for domestic agencies on the other. To the 
degree practical, however, interagency memoranda of understanding 
should be used to increase interagency coor~ination of policies and pro-
cedures. -

It was considered desirable by the working group, however, to examine 
alternative interagency policies that would not be publicly announ~ed but · 
which would provide an interagency understanding of the gen·eral premise 
from which all agencies would initially approach negotiations· in particular 
terroriat incidents. Four options were considered • . 

. ' .. ' 
Option A. Hard Line. This wo~ld be a policy o! 11 no ne~otiations, 

no concessions, 11 and retaliation. This policy would be urged on other 
governments as well. ··. · .. . 

Option B. No Concessions. Communicationa would be established 
with terrorists for talking, but no concessions would be made. Other 
governments involved in an incident would also be encouraged to adhere 
to this policy. 

-seeza• 

-·. 
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Option C. Fi.rm but Flexible. · Managers of terrorist negotiations 
would seek to balance the aim ol deterring future acts with the aim of 
protecting. and saving lives of hostages. Publicly the negotiating posture 
would be firm a.nd unyielding while seeking throu1h negotiations to discover 
minor concessions that would save the lives of involved persons. The 
U.S. Government, ho~ev'er, would not pay ra.nsoms~of or release prisoners· .. 

Option D. Maximwn Flexibility. Protection of hostages a.nd saving 
lives would be paramount. Negotiators would have rather wide latitude in 
concessions if they achieved the goal of release of hostages. 

A prepondera.J1ce working group favored the "firm but flexible" option. 
· Agency representatives felt that it would not be excessively constrai~ing 
but that it would encourage a tough stance against terrorists, yielding 
minor concessions and thereby ha.ving a deterrence effect on other 
terrorists • 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That a 11firm 11 p-olh:y- with-·flex:ible .. stTat·c:gies· .. be a.tiopte-e h-y e-11 agene~es 
and that-'the U. s; Governmenc ia.ke no public- stance ·arr f-e·~orisnr·,other 
than to condemn it as· a crime, to promise the full use of the law to 
deal with it a.s a crime, and to seek cooperation with other governments 
to combat terrorism. 

B. The Adequacy of Ca.:eabilities for-·Dea.ling with Terrorism. 

Both the legal authority and the law enforcement capabilities are 

I . l ' 
i 

·, 

.1 ,, 
ii 

considered adequate for responding to acts of terrorism committed q 
within the U.S. as long as they involve conventional'mea.ns of violence. 
Terrorism involving mass destruction or a nUillber of smaller scale acts 
staged simultaneously could exceed the responsible a.gencies 1 ability to 
respond effectively. It is the upper range of ttie spectrum of violence, 
therefore, that is the ca.use for future concern. Preventive capabilities 
are less certain. 

Special areas for both agency and interagency conc~r_n .~bout capabilities 
were identified by the Committee:· 

-- Although U.S. Customs Service capabilities a.re· believed 
adequate for the present, more dangerous materials and 
weapons components being brought into the U.S. would 
require expa nded capabilities. 

,eeerw._ 
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- · .. The Energy Research a.nd Development Administration has 
considerably improved upon its nuclear device detection 
capability with advanced technology and through the deploy-
ment of duplicate NEST Tea.m equipment fnd personnel to the 
East Coast. Ho~ever. !urtber exF.nsion 0£ these capabilities 
may be required. Coordination and trainiog~ with the Department 
of Defense for disarming and disposal of such devices is pre
sently underway to provide gr_eater capability for ·such events. 

- - U.S. military capabilities for countering terrorism, both at 
hot:ne and abroad,. are believed generally adequate, but need 
a continuing assessment as the nature of terrorism evolves. 

. Legal constrain~s upon the use of military forces in the United 
States mu st be recognized. · 

RECOlvlMENDATION: 

That these concerns, as well as others that may become appropriate 
through changing circumstances, be addressed by an interagency worldng 
group on a continuing basis. 

Ill. Collection a.nd Dissemination of Intelligence on Terrorist Activities. 

I 

' ·, 

• 
I 

'I 
•1 
': .. 

• !' 

.';!; 
.°Terroris.m has been defined as violent acts or acts dangerous to buriian :; 

' ·' 
life, or threats 0£ such acts, wbic:h appear to be intended to further political, ., · 
social, religious, or economic goals by assassination, kidnapping, or j ': 

'' intimidating or coercing the public: or a government or to obtain widespread j : 
publicity for a group or its cause, and incl~des activities directly supportive I j' 
of such acts. It is generally categorized as either dc;>mestic or international. , 

· International terrorism transcends national boundaries and domestic terrorisrr:! i 
does not. 

International terrorism includes violent attacks · or thr~ats· of at.tacks 
likely to cause serious injury to U.S. citizens abroad or damage to U.S. 
interests abroad by any terrorist group, whatever its political persuasion, 
opposed to U.S. policies or U.S . . presence a.broad •. ·It .does not cover purely 
domestic terrorism in the United States or within countries abroad, or 
the a.ctivitie s of revolutiollary and liberation movements as such. 

Responsibility for the collection and dissemination of intelligence on the 
!oreign aspects of inte:i:national terrorism rests with the foreign intelli
gence agencies as defined in Section 5 of Executive Order 11905. Within 

!l!e8MiT 
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the United States and its territories,· the Federal.Bure·a.u of Investigation 
is authorized, subject to guidelines issued by the Attorney General, to 
.collect and disseminate intelligence on both foreign directed and domestic . 
groups which may engage in acts 0£ international 1errorism. The FBI 
is also responsible for the collection and qisseminat~on of intelligence 
on U.S. domestic terrori~m. The working group di~ not address the 
adequacy of U.S. domestic intelligence efforts and the recommendations 
that follow are directed toward the collection and dissemination of intelli
gence on international. terrorism. 

The present i.o.telligenc-e effor.t with respect to international terrorism is 
a fragmented one, neither tightly organized nor closely coordinated ic 
either its c::ollec~io.a. or aDalytic::al aspects. This effort includes the 
discrete responses of Intelligence Commu.nity _members to. (a) the national
level Key Intelligence Question guidance, (b) special requests for· intelli .. 
genc::e support from the CCCT working group, and (c::) internal departmental 
requirements. 

A more coordinated comµiu.ni.ty approach would provide: (a) focus to depart
mental progra.nis. (b) better orga.niz.ation of resources, (c) a more rational 
work effort, (d) a more ~sefu.l product at both the departmental and national 
levels, and (e) better and more comprehensive support for agencies charged 
with ha.ndlic.g terr:orlst threats and incidents. 

A subcommittee on international terl;"orism. should be .formed under the 
Critical Coll~ctions Problem Committee to address technical problems 
that require coordinated resolution and response. 

A. In the short term. it would: . . 
1. Examine existing legal problems and seek uniform inter

pretations of existing orders and guidelines. 

2. Develop procedures for ensUl"ing coordinated evaluations 
of international terrorist threat reporting. 

' ~ I • • 1 " 

B. In the midterm, it would: 

SEC kit I 

1. Press for the assignment of new collection priorities in 
DCID No. l /Z for coverage of international terrorism. 
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z.. Define data base needs £or meeting Int~lligence 
Community responsibilities, and recommend appro
priate steps to ensure compatibility and possible data .. 
sharing among those existing and planned data base 
system.s developed by member agencies. 

I • 
~ 

3. Consider, .. assess, and recommend new analytical too~s 
for ha.JJ.dling threat assessment and p~ojection tasks more 
effectively. 

C. lo addition, the subcommittee would be responsive to such other 
broad .foreign intelligence problems and interests as may be referred to it 
by the cha.irman of the interagency group conc~r,ned with the U. s. Govern
ment' 5 pr_ogram for combatti.ng terrorism. 

D. The subcommittee would report at intervals of six and twelve 
months after organizicg to address these intelligence problems, recom
mending such steps as ma.y be required by the DCI and at the NFIB level 
for ·resolution -of those problems. · · 

E. The subcommittee would act in consonance with the -provisions 
of Executive Order 11905 dealing with foreign int~lligence activities. The 
subcommittee would not be empowered to alter the assignment of intelli
gence jurisdiction · for terrorism or to waive, alter, interpret, ·S\,'lpercede, 
or rescind intelligence regulations or guidelines of any agency or of the 
lntelligence Community. 

The Executive Committee oi the Working Group constituted under the SCC 
which is proposed in Section IV would have responsibility for discussing and 
proposing policy recommendations regarding the adequacy of domestic and 
international intelligence efforts. 'Ihe Executive ~ommitte~, which has 
the responsibility in developing policy recommendations would coordinate 
its efforts with the CGPC Subcom.mittee chartered to ·deal with technical 
intelligence problems .. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

'Ihat the Director of Central Intelligence establish a subcommittee under 
the CCPC to address the technical problems as outlined above. 
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A. Lines of autho:rity and jurisdiction for handli.ru? terrorist incidents. 

The Department of State has primary responsibility in terro:rist incidents 
involving U.S. ci_tizens and interests that pccur outsjde of the United States. 
The Department of Justice has a preponderance of s(atutory responsibility 
for investigation and prosecution of ,crimes characterized as .terrorism 
that take place in the U.S. and that are violations of Fedel"al law. Other 
Fedel"al agencies do exercise jurisdiction in specific circumstances. F.or 
exaniple, the Federal Aviation Administration {FAA) has exclusive responsi
bility for the direction of law enforcement activity affecting the safety of 
pel"sons aboard aircraft 11in flighi 11• The U.S. Secret Service has important 
responsibilities in the protection of the freside.nt, other U.S. officials, 
visi~i.ng foreign dignitaries and foreign missions. The Departmerit of 
State (SecUl"ity} has important l"esponsibilities for the proiection of diplomats 

. -and official guests of the U.S. A variety of Federal agencies share statu-
tory law enforcement jurisdiction for crim.illal activity of a terrorist nature. 
Thus, coordination is required in incidents that hnpact on these established 
jurisdicti~nal interests and responsibilities. Such coordination is accom .. 
plished formally by Memot"anda of Understanding ol" other procedural arrange
ments negotiated between.interested agencies or infol"mally through a. task 
fol"ce organization {or other crisis management organization), which is 
facilitated by long standing working l"elationships among individual agency 
repl"esentatives. Presently the SCC of the National Secut"ity Council is 
the next level wpere intel"agency issues can. be resolved if agencies are 
unable to reach formal or informal agreem.erits. Because Pres.idential 
Directive 2 gives the Special Coordination Committee of the NSC responsi
bility for crisis management, a new working group ~n terrol"ism. could be 
properly subol"dinated to the sec. r . 

B. S.hould an lnteragency Group Continue to Exist? 

Thel"e is bl"oad consensus that the CCCT. Working Group has perfonned 
several useful fwictions which should continue. Some interagenc:y group, 
therefol"e, should be reconstituted under the SCC with l"edefined functions. 
rnembel"ship, and stl"udure. ·.' · 

1. Ta.sks. The pruna.ry purpose of tbe group should be pre• 
and post-incident exchange of information. It would not ·be 
charged with incident management because that remains the 

aii'SPST 
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incident occurs. The group would: 

(a) Provide a. continuing exchange o! information and 
ideas among _agencies having jurisdictional and 
support re.sponsibility for ~ombatti.ng.terrorism. 

! 

8 

(b) Identify key individuals having operational responsi
bility within each agency and facilitate the development 
of effective wor~ng relationships a.i::riong these individuals. 

(c) Provide a forum for the frank discussion of terrorism 
issues. 

(d) Provide a framework for the encouragement of research 
and development relevant to the problems of combatting 
terrorism. ... 

2. Stru·ctu.re and Membership of an Interagency Group • 

;iiifi'PEJ 

.... 
(a) The membership of the interagency group should consist 

of agencies having jurisdictional and/or support functions 
relating to combatting ter~orism. · 

(1) Appropriate senior level representatives (and alter
nates) of each agency should be designated to 5erve 
011 the interagency group. 

. (2) The- minimal security clearance ~or attendance at 
y."or~g Group meetings should be SECRET. 

(b) The interagency group should b~ chaired by Justice and/or 
State because these agencies have lead. responsibility for 
domestic and international terrorist ·inqidents • .(State has 
expres seci a strong desire to hold the cha.innanship. Justice 
has urged a co-chairmanship with State. t£ a co-chairman
ship cannot be arranged, Justice insists, on holding the 
chairmanship.) 

(c} There should be an Executive Committee of the interagency
group which would develop policy recommendations. 

... 
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(1) The Executive Committee· would be composed of 

representatives from State, Justice, CIA,. Tt-easury,. 
DOD, ERDA., DOT., and the NSC Staff. 

4 
(Z) The Chairman of the it1terage.ncy_group would a.lso 

serve~as chairman of the Executive Committee. 

The dispute over the chairmanship of the Interagency Group and 
the ·Executive C_ommittee could be re.s~lved one of three ways •. 

Option A. State as Chairman. (State, Treasury, DOD/JCS, ClA 
and DOT support this .option.) The. State Department arguments are · 
attached at Ta.b A • . 

Option B. Justice and State as Co-Chairmen. Since both Stat~ and 
· Justice want to be involved in the. leadership of the futeragency group, one 
way to resolve the problem is to establish a co-chairmanship. (Justice 
and ERDA support this optio~. DOD/JCS, Treasury, DOT, State, and 
CIA object to a. co-chair .arrangement.) The Department of Justice argu-
ments are attached at Tab B. . . 

. Option ·C. Justice as Chairman. This option is supported by Justice 
and ERDA if a. co-chairmanship is not possible. 

• 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

That a.n lnteragency Group and Executive Committee should continue, 
reconstituted under the SCC with the functions, membership, and structure 
described above. 

On the chairmanship issue, the Working Group could make no single recom
mendation. Rather, three options are presented for decision • . 
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